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Abstract
Let bk be strictly decreasing sequence of real numbers such that b0 = 1

and fk be decreasing functions such that fk(bk) = 1 and fk(bk−1) = 0,
k = 1, 2, . . . . We define iterated function system (IFS) Sn by limiting
the collection of functions fk to first n, meaning Sn = {fk}n

k=1. Let Jn

denote the limit set of Sn. We show that if Sn fulfills the following two
conditions: (1) lim

n→∞
(1 − hn) ln n = 0 where hn is the Hausdorff dimension

of Jn, and (2) sup
k∈N

{
bk−bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞, then lim

n→∞
Hhn (Jn) = 1 = H1(J),

where hn is the Hausdorff dimension of Jn and Hhn is the corresponding
Hausdorff measure. We also show examples of families of IFSes fulfilling
those properties.

1 Introduction
Let gk : [0, 1] → [ 1

k+1 ,
1
k ] be a collection of maps given by gk(x) = 1

k+x

(k = 1, 2, . . . ). The collection of inverse maps fk : [ 1
k+1 ,

1
k ] → [0, 1], fk(x) = { 1

x }
defines the well-known Gauss map. For each n, we define and iterated function
system Sn (IFS) consisting of the maps gk, k = 1, . . . , n. Let Jn be the Julia set
(limit set) generated by Sn. In 1929 V. Jarnik [3] estimated, using elementary
methods, the rate of convergence of the Hausdorff dimension of the Julia set Jn

defined as the limit set of the IFS Sn. Jn is a set of those irrational numbers
from the set [0, 1], whose continued fraction expansion has entries bounded by
n. In 1992 Doug Hensley [2] proved that hn has the following asymptotics:

lim
n→∞

n(1 − hn) = 6
π2

In 2016 Mariusz Urbański and Anna Zdunik in [5] proved, using Hensley’s result
that for previously mentioned sets, we have continuity of the Hausdorff measure
in Hausdorff dimension, meaning

lim
n→∞

Hhn(Jn) = 1

where Hh - denotes the numerical value of Hausdorff measure in dimension h.
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In this paper we prove continuity of the Hausdorff measure in adequate di-
mension for sets generated by IFS consisting of the following linear decreasing
functions

fk : [bk, bk−1] → [0, 1]

such that
fk(bk−1) = 0 and fk(bk) = 1

where the sequence bk, k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } monotonically decreases to 0 as k → ∞
and b0 = 1. In addition, we assume that IFSes fulfill following two conditions

lim
n→∞

(1 − hn) lnn = 0 (1)

where hn is the Hausdorff dimension of the limit set of the IFS generated by
initial n maps fk, k = 1, . . . , n and

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞ (2)

By defining our sets in this way, we can examine the asymptotic of the Hausdorff
dimension of Julia set Jn generated by the first n functions fk and based on
this we can deduce the continuity of the Hausdorff measure.
Our main result is following Theorem 4.8, stating

Theorem 4.8. Let Sn be IFS defined in 2.1, which fulfills conditions (1) and
(2). Then

lim
n→∞

Hhn(Jn) = 1

where Jn is the limit set of the IFS Sn, Hh denotes Hausdorff measure in Haus-
dorff dimension h, and hn is the Hausdorff dimension of the limit set Jn.

2 Notation
We will start by introducing key definitions, theorems and notation.
Let fk(x) for k ∈ N be a linear, decreasing function, such that

fk(bk) = 1 and fk(bk−1) = 0

Definition 2.1. Iterated function system (IFS) Sn is defined by limiting the
collection of functions fk to first n, meaning Sn = {fk}n

k=1.

Because the sequence bk defines functions fk and thus IFS Sn, we will say
that Sn is generated by bk. By gk we will denote the inverse map f−1

k .

Notation 2.2. By Jn we will denote limit set created by IFS Sn.

Jn =
∞⋂

l=1

⋃
q1,q2...ql∈{1,2,...n}l

gq1 ◦ gq2 ◦ · · · ◦ gql
([0, 1])
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Notation 2.3. We will denote Hausdorff dimension of the set Jn by hn and
Hausdorff measure of the set A in dimension h by Hh(A).
We denote by diam(F ) the diameter of the set F. We will also use the notation
|F | to denote the diameter of the set F .

Definition 2.4. We say that IFS composed of contractions {ϕi}n
i=1 fulfills Open

Set Condition (OSC), if there exists open set V such that following two condi-
tions hold

n⋃
i=1

ϕi(V ) ⊆ V (3)

and the sets ϕi(V ) are pairwise disjoint.

Based on the fact that our IFS fulfills the Open Set Condition, we know that
hn is a unique solution to the following equation

n−1∑
k=0

(bk − bk+1)hn = 1

Proof of this fact can be found in [1]. It follows from this equation, that
lim

n→∞
hn = 1 and 0 < hn < hn+1 < 1.

Definition 2.5. Let Sn be IFS generated by bk, k = 0, 1, . . . , n− 1. We denote
by Fn

l the l-th generation of intervals generated by Sn

Fn
l = {gi1 ◦ gi2 ◦ · · · ◦ gil

([0, 1]) : i1, i2, . . . , il ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}}

Definition 2.6. Let Hhn denote the Hausdorff measure in the Hausdorff di-
mension hn. If 0 < Hhn(X) < ∞ then by mn we will denote the normalized
Hhn Hausdorff measure

mn(A) := Hhn(A ∩X)
Hhn(X)

Let mn be normalized Hausdorff measure. Then the following holds

mn(gk(A)) = |g′
k|hn ·mn(A)

As an immediate consequence of this fact, we get the following Lemma

Lemma 2.7. Let A be a Borel set such that A ⊆ [0, 1]. Then

mn(A)
(diamA)hn

= mn(gk(A))
(diam(gk(A)))hn

for every k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

Definition 2.8. Let J be a subset of the interval [0, 1]. The density of the
interval J denoted by dn(J) is given by the quotient dn(J) := mn(J)

diam(J)hn
where hn

is Hausdorff dimension of the set Jn, and mn is normalized Hausdorff measure.
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The main theorems used to prove our results are density theorems for the
Hausdorff measure, see [4] Theorem 6.2.

Theorem 2.9. Let X be a metric space, with Hausdorff dimension equal to h,
such that the Haudorff measure of X in Hausdorff dimension h is finite. Then

lim
r→0

(
sup

{
Hh(F )

diamh(F )
: x ∈ F, F = F,diam(F ) ≤ r

})
= 1

for Hh - almost all x ∈ X.

From this Theorem we get

Theorem 2.10. Let X be a metric space and by Hh denote the Hausdorff
measure in dimension h. Moreover, 0 < Hh(X) < +∞ and let H1

h denote the
normalized Hausdorff measure in dimension h. Then

Hh(X) = lim
r→0

(
inf
{

diamh(F )
H1

h(F ) : x ∈ F, F = F,diam(F ) ≤ r

})
for H1

h-almost all x ∈ X.

As a consequence of this Theorem and the fact, that in all Euclidean metric
spaces the diameter of the closed convex hull of every set A is the same as the
diameter of A, we get the following Theorem for the subset of real line.

Theorem 2.11. Let X be a subset of an interval ∆ ⊂ R with finite and positive
Hausdorff measure Hh(X). Let H1

h be normalized Hausdorff measure. Then for
H1

h-almost all x ∈ X we get

Hh(X) = lim
r→0

inf
{

diamh(F )
H1

h(F ∩X) : x ∈ F, F ⊂ ∆ is a closed interval, and diam(F ) ≤ r

}
We can take this theorem one step further while talking about iterated func-

tion systems consisting of linear functions. The following theorem holds true.

Theorem 2.12. Let ∆ ⊂ R be an interval. Let X ⊂ ∆ be the limit set of
the iterated function system, which is consisting of similarities only and 0 <
Hh(X) < +∞. Then

Hh(X) = inf
{

diamh(F )
H1

h(F ∩X) : F is closed and convex

}
Being even more specific, the following theorem is an immediate consequence

of the Theorem 2.12.

Theorem 2.13. Let ∆ ⊂ R be an interval. Let X ⊂ ∆ be the limit set of
the iterated function system, which is consisting of similarities only and 0 <
Hh(X) < +∞, then

Hh(X) = inf
{

diamh(F )
H1

h(F ∩X) : F is closed interval

}
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Now, we state Jensen’s inequality for concave functions.

Theorem 2.14. Let ψ(x) : R → R be a concave function. Then

ψ

(∑n
i=1 aixi∑n

i=1 ai

)
≥
∑n

i=1 ai · ψ(xi)∑n
i=1 ai

for numbers x1, x2, . . . , xn in its domain, and positive ai.

As an immediate consequence of this theorem, we get following lemma.

Lemma 2.15. Let w1, w2, . . . , wk be positive real numbers such that

k∑
i=1

wi = 1 (4)

Then for all 0 < a < 1
k∑

i=1
(wi)a ≤ k1−a

Proof. Let ψ(x) = xa. Then for 0 < a < 1 function f is concave. Invoking
Theorem 2.14 with ai = 1

k and xi = wi we get(
n∑

i=1

1
k
wi

)a

≥
n∑

i=1

1
k

(wi)a

Now, using the equation (4) we get(
1
k

)a

≥ 1
k

n∑
i=1

(wi)a

Hence
k∑

i=1
(wi)a ≤ k1−a

which concludes the proof.

3 Estimate from above
In this section we will prove that the upper limit of the Hausdorff measure of
the Julia set generated by the first n functions is equal to 1. This is the easier
part of the proof.

Theorem 3.1.
lim sup

n→∞
Hhn

(Jn) ≤ 1

5



Proof. Fix n. We will show that

Hhn
(Jn) ≤ 1

for each n ∈ N. We will show a sequence of covers of the set Jn by sets from
the collection Fn

k (defined in 2.5) which are k-th generation cylinders obtained
by iterating first n functions defined in Definition 2.5 and we will justify that
for every k ∈ N the following holds:∑

F ∈Fn
k

|F |hn = 1

Since
max (|F |) k→∞−−−−→ 0

thus, by the definition of the Hausdorff measure we shall conclude that

lim sup
n→∞

Hhn(Jn) ≤ 1

Indeed, ∑
F ∈Fn

k

|F |hn =
∑

j1...jk

(aj1 . . . ajk
)hn

where aj = bj−bj+1 and we sum over all sequences (j1 . . . jk) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n−1}k.
Next, ∑

j1...jk

(aj1 . . . ajk
)hn = (ahn

0 + ahn
1 + · · · + ahn

n−1)k

= ((ahn
0 + ahn

1 + · · · + ahn
n−1))k = 1

which ends the proof.

4 Estimate from below
In this section we will focus on showing that the Hausdorff measure of the limit
set Jn obtained from IFS Sn is continuous, which means

lim
n→∞

Hhn(Jn) = 1

as long as condition (1)

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞

and (2)
lim

n→∞
(1 − hn) lnn = 0

are met.
Our strategy for proving the estimate of the Hausdorff measure from above is
to prove that the upper limit of the densities dn of all intervals contained in
[0, 1] is at most 1. We do this by first showing, that the family of intervals of
the form [0, r] is fulfills this property.
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4.1 Strategy of the proof
The proof is split into three main parts. The first one is proving that the lower
limit of the densities on the intervals of the form [0, r] is greater or equal to 1.
The second one is proving the same on the intervals of the form [bk+l, bk]. The
final part is putting those theorems together and proving step by step that

lim
n→∞

Hhn
(Jn) ≥ 1

4.2 Estimate on the intervals [0, r]
Now, we will focus on preliminary lemmas required to estimate the density on
the intervals of the form [0, r]. The special case where instead of Condition (1),
we assume a much stronger condition:

lim
n→∞

sup
k≥n

{
bk

bk+1

}
= 1 (16)

or, equivalently,

lim
n→∞

sup
k≥n

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
= 0

can be simplified and conducted using similar ideas to the proof found in [5]. For
this case, we sketch a proof of similar statement in the Section 5.1. However,
in the general case, when only assuming (1) and (2) (for example bk = qk,
q ∈ (0, 1)), a completely different, more delicate approach is required.

Lemma 4.1. Let Fn
l be the set of all intervals of l-th generation of the IFS

as defined in 2.5, generated by Sn = {f1 . . . fn}. Furthermore, let bk satisfy the
following

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞

Then for any ε > 0 there exists l0 such that for every l > l0, n ∈ N and for
every interval [a, b] ∈ Fn

l the following holds:

b

a
≤ 1 + ε

.

Proof. Let [a, b] ∈ Fn
l . Denote by ak = bk − bk+1. Then the following holds:

b− a = ai1 · ai2 . . . ail

because [a, b] = gi1 ◦ gi2 ◦ · · · ◦ gil
(x) for some sequence of maps gi1 , gi2 , . . . , gil

,
i1, . . . il ≤ n . Now, choose some α ∈ (0, 1) such that 0 < aj ≤ α for all j ∈ N
and consider the quotient, where [a, b] ∈ Fn

l

b

a
= a+ ai1 · ai2 . . . ail

a
= 1 + ai1 · ai2 . . . ail

a
≤

7



r
Fn

l

Fn
l

a b

a b

Figure 1: Moving r to left without changing density

≤ 1 + sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
· ai2 . . . ail

≤ 1 + sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
· αl−1 ≤ 1 + ε

where the first inequality follows from the fact that [a, b] ⊂ [bi1+1, bi1 ] and thus
a ≥ bi1+1. The final one holds for sufficiently large l.

Proposition 4.2. If IFS fulfills the conditions (1) and (2), then

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

rhn

mn([0, r]) : r ∈ (0, 1)
})

≥ 1

Proof. We will prove the equivalent statement

lim sup
n→∞

(
sup

{
mn([0, r])

rhn
: r ∈ (0, 1)

})
≤ 1

Fix ε > 0. Let n ∈ N. Take an arbitrary r ∈ (0, 1). If r ≤ bn, then mn([0, r]) =
0. So, let r > bn. From Lemma 4.1, we can find odd l ∈ N large enough such
that b

a ≤ 1 + ε
4 for all [a, b] ∈ ∪n∈NFn

l . l can be chosen to be odd in order
to guarantee the form of the last component in the quotient (5), because the
functions in our IFS are changing the orientation.

If r ̸∈
⋃

Fn
l (i.e. if the point r is in some "gap" of level l of the Cantor set

Jn) then we can replace r with closest b, such that b < r and [a, b] is in l-th gen-
eration cylinder without changing measure of the interval (0, r) (see Figure 1),
meaning mn((0, r)) = mn((0, b]). We also get that diam((0, r)) > diam((0, b]),
hence mn((0,r))

diam((0,r)) ≤ mn(0,b])
diam((0,b]) .

From now on we can assume, that r ∈ F for some F ∈ Fn
l . By bq1,q2,...ql

we
denote the right endpoint of the interval of the l-th generation Fn

l such that

bq1,q2,...ql
= gq1 ◦ gq2 ◦ · · · ◦ gql−1 ◦ gql

(0)
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0 1r bq1−1bq1

...
bnbn+1

r bq1−1bq1

...
bq1,q2bq1, 1 bq1,q2+1

First generation

Second generation

r bq1,q2,...,ql−1+1

...

... bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql+1 bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql
bq1,q2,...,ql−1

...
l-th generation

=

a

=

b

Figure 2: Interval [a, b] as endpoints of l-th generation

Then there exists unique sequence of numbers q1, q2, . . . ql ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, such
that

bq1,q2,...ql+1 < r ≤ bq1,q2,...ql

This inequality holds this way due to fact that l is odd - see Figure 2.
Let us focus on the estimate of the numerator mn([0, r]), for which we esti-

mate its measure from above using the fact thatmn([0, r]) ≤ mn([0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql
]).

The measure of the interval [0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql
] can be expressed as the measure of

the union of the following intervals [0, bq1 ], [bq1 , bq1,q2 ], . . . , [bq1,q2,...ql−1 , bq1,q2,...ql−1,ql
].

The measure of the first interval is equal to

mn([0, bq1 ]) =
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1)hn

The measure of the interval [bq1 , bq1,q2 ] is equal to

mn([bq1 , bq1,q2 ]) = (bq1−1 − bq1)hn

q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1)hn

Using induction, we have that the measure of the interval [0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql
] is

as follows
mn([0, r]) ≤ mn([0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,ql

]) =
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r... bq1,q2,...,ql−1,,ql+1 bq1,q2,...,ql−1,,ql
bq1,q2,...,ql−1

...
0

Figure 3: r between endpoints of intervals of l-th generation

=
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj−bj+1)hn+(bq1−1−bq1)hn

q2−1∑
j=0

(bj−bj+1)hn+· · ·+
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1−bqk
)hn

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj−bj+1)hn =

n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1)hn + (bq1−1 − bq1)hn

q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1)hn + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)hn

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)hn

[
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

·

·

n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

hn

≤

≤ A·

n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

hn

≤ A·

 ∞∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

hn

=

= A · C

where A is equal to the first quotient. In the last inequality, we can replaced
all of the sums from qi to n− 1 with the sums from qi to infinity. Now we can
estimate rhn from below using the fact that [0, r] ⊇ [0, bq1,q2,...,ql+1] and thus
r ≥ bq1,q2,...,ql+1.

We have the following inequalities (see Figure 3)

mn([0, r]) ≤ mn([0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,,ql
])

|[0, r]| ≥ |[0, bq1,q2,...,ql−1,,ql+1]|

The second observation gives the following

10



rhn ≥

 ∞∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=0

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql+1

(bj − bj+1)

hn

Notice that this estimate for rhn has the same form as the last component (C) in
the estimate for mn([0, r]), with the only difference being the last sum summing
from j = ql + 1 instead of ql. Hence

mn([0, r])
rhn

≤ (5)

A·

[
∞∑

j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

[
∞∑

j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql+1

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

=

= A ·B

Here we denote by A the first quotient, and by B the second one. Focusing
on A, we get

A =

n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1)hn + (bq1−1 − bq1)hn

q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1)hn + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)hn

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)hn

[
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

=

=
t∑

i=1
whn

i

where wi is defined below in Definition 4.3. We observe that in the numerator
we have the sum of t components of the form

p∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
) · (bj − bj+1)

each raised to the power of hn, and where t = (n − q1 + 1) + q2 + (n − q3 +
1) + . . . + (n − ql + 1) ≤ n · l. In the denominator, we have sum of the same
components, raised to the same power hn.

Notation 4.3. We denote wi as the i-th component from the sum in the nom-
inator divided by the sum of all of those components.

11



We immediately observe that sum of wi is equal to 1. For example

w1 = bq1 − bq1+1
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

wn−q1+2 = (bq1−1 − bq1) · (b0 − b1)
n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

wt =

l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
) · (bn−1 − bn)

n−1∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

n−1∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

Because l is fixed and hn → 1 as n → ∞, then for sufficiently large n we get

A =
t∑

i=1
whn

i ≤ t · 1
thn

= t1−hn ≤ (n · l)1−hn = l1−hn · n1−hn ≤ 1 + ε

4

The first inequality comes from the Lemma 2.15. The last inequality follows
from the assumption that n1−hn → 1 and hn → 1 as n → ∞, and l is fixed. For
sufficiently large n then, both of those factors are less than or equal to 1 + ε

4
which proves that inequality holds.
Focusing now on the second part of the product

B =

[
∞∑

j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

[
∞∑

j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql+1

(bj − bj+1)
]hn

=

=


∞∑

j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql

(bj − bj+1)

∞∑
j=q1

(bj − bj+1) + (bq1−1 − bq1)
q2−1∑
j=1

(bj − bj+1) + · · · +
l−1∏
k=1

(bqk−1 − bqk
)

∞∑
j=ql+1

(bj − bj+1)


hn

=

=
[
b

a

]hn
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where [a, b] is the unique interval in Fn
l containing point r, see beginning of the

proof. Now, from Lemma 4.1, we can select integer l0 such that for all integer
l > l0 and n large enough, the following holds b

a ≤ 1 + ε
4 . Thus we get

B =
[
b

a

]hn

≤
[
1 + ε

4

]hn

≤ 1 + ε

4

Putting those results together, we get that there exists n0 ∈ N such that for all
n ≥ n0 and all r ∈ (0, 1)

mn([0, r])
rhn

≤ A ·B ≤ (1 + ε

4) · (1 + ε

4) ≤ 1 + ε

which ends the proof.

4.3 Estimate on the intervals [bl+q, bl]
We proved the first of two essential propositions of this paper - the fact that
upper limit of the densities of intervals of the form (0, r) is at most equal to
1. The next step is to prove that the upper limit of the densities (defined
in Definition 2.8) of the intervals (bl+q, bl) is at most equal to one. In this
Proposition we only use the Condition (2).

Proposition 4.4. If
lim

n→∞
(1 − hn) lnn = 1

then
lim sup

n→∞

(
sup

{
mn([bl+q, bl])
(bl − bl+q)hn

: 0 ≤ l < l + q

})
≤ 1

Proof. Fix some l ≥ 0, q ≥ 1. If l+ q > n then we can replace interval [bl+q, bl]
with interval [bn, bl] and the measure of both intervals is the same and the
diameter of the second one is smaller, thus having larger density. Hence, we can
focus on the case when l + q ≤ n. Then we have that

mn([bl+q, bl])
(bl − bl+q)hn

=

l+q−1∑
k=l

(bk − bk+1)hn

(bl − bl+q)hn
=

l+q−1∑
k=l

(bk − bk+1)hn(
l+q−1∑

k=l

(bk − bk+1)
)hn

=
l+q−1∑

k=l

 bk − bk+1
l+q∑
k=l

(bk − bk+1)


hn

=
l+q−1∑

k=l

whn

k

where
wk = (bk − bk+1)

l+q−1∑
k=l

(bk − bk+1)

13



and
l+q−1∑

k=l

wk = 1 . Now, following from the Lemma 2.15, we get

l+q−1∑
k=l

whn

k ≤
l+q−1∑

k=l

(
1
q

)hn

= (q)
(

1
q

)hn

=

= (q)1−hn ≤ n1−hn ≤ 1 + ε

for sufficiently large n applying Condition (1) yield the last inequality.

4.4 Putting the estimates together
The final part of the proof focuses on extending the family of sets with upper
limit of the density at most 1, up to a point from which we can conclude that
the density of intervals in the family of all closed intervals contained in [0, 1] is
at most 1. Based on this fact, we can conclude that lower limit of the Hausdorff
measure of the Julia set in its dimension is equal to 1.
In this part of the proof we use both conditions (1) and (2). For each k ∈ N let

UL(gk(0), r) = [gk(0) − r, gk(0)]

where r ∈ (0, |gk(0) − gk(1)|). Observe that gk(1) = gk+1(0).

Lemma 4.5.

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

diam(UL(gk(0), r))hn

mn(UL(gk(0), r)) : k ∈ N and r ∈ (0, [gk(0), gk(0) − gk+1(0)])
})

≥ 1

Proof. If k > n then mn(UL(gk(0), r)) = 0. Hence we can assume, that k ≤ n.
Since

g−1
k (UL(gk(0), r)) = [0, r̂]

for r̂ = g−1
k (r), from Lemma 2.7 we have that

mn(UL(gk(0), r))
diam(UL(gk(0), r))hn

= mn([0, r̂])
r̂hn

and thus using Proposition 4.2 ends the proof.

Now let us introduce the set

UR(gk(1), r) = [gk(1), gk(1) + r]

where r ∈ (0, |gk(0) − gk(1)|). Then the following holds

Lemma 4.6.

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

diam(UR(gk(1), r))hn

mn(UR(gk(1), r)) : k ∈ N and r ∈ (0, [gk(0), gk(0) − gk+1(0)])
})

≥ 1

14



Proof. If k > n then mn(UL(gk(0), r)) = 0. Hence we can assume that k ≤ n.
Set ε > 0. Since

g−1
k (UR(gk(0), r)) = [r̂, 1]

for r̂ = g−1
k (r), we have that

mn(UR(gk(1), r))
diam(UR(gk(1), r))hn

= mn([r̂, 1])
(1 − r̂)hn

There exists p ∈ N such that r̂ ∈ (gp(1), gp(0)]. If p = 1 then [r̂, 1] =
UL(g1(0), 1 − r̂), because g1(0) = 1 and by Lemma 4.5 we end the proof.
Let us assume from now on that p ≥ 2. Then the interval [r̂, 1] splits into the
following two parts

[r̂, 1] = [r̂, gq(0)] ∪ [gq(0), 1]
We know that [r̂, gq(0)] = UL(gq(0), gq(0) − r̂) and thus by Lemma 4.5 we know
that

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

diam([r̂, gq(0)])hn

mn([r̂, gq(0)]) : p ∈ N, r̂ ∈ [gp(1), gp(0)]
})

≥ 1

whereas for the interval [gq(0), 1], using Proposition 4.4 with l = 0 and l+q = q,
we get that

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
q∈N

{
diam([gq(0), 1])hn

mn([gq(0), 1])

})
≥ 1

Now from those equalities we know that there exists Nε ∈ N such that for all
n ≥ Nε, and all q ≤ n and all r̂ ∈ [0, |gk(0) − gk(1)|]

diam([r̂, gq(0)])hn

mn([r̂, gq(0)]) ≥ 1 − ε (6)

and
diam([gq(0), 1])hn

mn([gq(0), 1]) ≥ 1 − ε (7)

for n ≥ Nε. Set ∆ = [r̂, 1], w1 = |[r̂,gq(0)]|
|∆| , w2 = |[gq(0),1]|

|∆| . Then w1 + w2 = 1
and using Lemma 2.15 we obtain

whn
1 + whn

2 ≤ 21−hn ,

|[r̂, gq(0)]|hn + |[gq(0), 1]|hn ≤ 21−hn |∆|hn

Thus for each ε > 0 there exists n0, such that for every n > n0

|∆|hn

mn(∆) ≥ 2hn−1 |[r̂, gq(0)]|hn + |[gq(0), 1]|hn

mn([r̂, gq(0)]) +mn([gq(0), 1]) ≥

≥ 2hn−1 min
{

|[r̂, gq(0)]|hn

mn([r̂, gq(0)]) ,
|[gq(0), 1]|hn

mn([gq(0), 1])

}
≥ 2hn−1(1 − ε)

and hn → 1, when n → ∞, so the whole expression is arbitrarily close to 1,
which ends the proof.
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Finally, we are ready to proof the main Theorem of our paper.

Theorem 4.7.

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

([s, t])hn

mn([s, t]) : 0 ≤ s < t ≤ 1, (s, t) ∩ Jn ̸= ∅
})

≥ 1

Proof. Fix ε > 0. Assume that there exists no k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} such that
s < gk(0) < t. This implies that there exists k such that [s, t] ⊆ [gk(1), gk(0)].
Then, using Lemma 2.7, we obtain

([s, t])hn

mn([s, t]) =
([g−1

k (s), g−1
k (t)])hn

mn([g−1
k (s), g−1

k (t)])

Then either there exists l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} such that g−1
k (s) < gl(0) < g−1

k (t) or
we can repeat this operation until such l exists. So from now on we will assume
that there exists k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} such that s < gk(0) < t. Now either one of
those two cases is true

(1) at least one of the points gk+1(0) or gk−1(0) is contained in interval [s, t]

(2) gk+1(0) ̸∈ [s, t] and gk−1(0) ̸∈ [s, t]

Let us focus on the first case scenario. There exists minimal l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}
and maximal q ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} such that s ≤ bl+q < bl ≤ t. We can divide
interval [s, t] into 3 pieces

[s, t] = [s, bl+q) ∪ [bl+q, bl) ∪ [bl, t]

Now recalling Lemma 4.5, 4.6 and Proposition 4.4 we know that there exists
Nε ∈ N such that for all l, q, all s ∈ [bl+q+1, bl+q] and all t ∈ [bq, bq−1]

diam([s, bl+q))hn

mn([s, bl+q)) ≥ 1 − ε (8)

diam([bl+q, bl))hn

mn([bl+q, bl))
≥ 1 − ε (9)

and
diam([bl, t])hn

mn([bl, t])
≥ 1 − ε (10)

for n ≥ Nε. Now using similar reasoning to the proof of Lemma 4.6, with the
only difference being three components instead of two, we have that

([s, t])hn

mn([s, t]) ≥ 3hn−1(1 − ε)

which ends the proof for the first case.
For the case when gk+1(0) ̸∈ [s, t] and gk−1(0) ̸∈ [s, t], we set [bl+q, bl) = ∅ and
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then we split our interval into two parts [s, bk) and [bk, t]. Now, invoking Lemma
4.5 and 4.6, we see that

diam([s, bk))hn

mn([s, bk)) ≥ 1 − ε

diam([bk, t])hn

mn([bk, t])
≥ 1 − ε

Now, using the same reasoning as in Lemma 4.6, we get

([s, t])hn

mn([s, t]) ≥ 2hn−1(1 − ε)

ending the proof.

This theorem together with Theorem 3.1 now gives our final Theorem.

Theorem 4.8. Let Sn be iterated function system defined in (2.1) fulfilling
following two conditions

(1)
lim

n→∞
(1 − hn) lnn = 0

where hn is the Hausdorff dimension of the limit set of the IFS generated
by initial n contractions gk, k = 1, . . . , n, and

(2)

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞

Then
lim

n→∞
Hhn

(Jn) = 1

where Jn is the limit set of the IFS Sn and Hh denotes Hausdorff measure in
Hausdorff dimension h.

5 Examples
In this section we will show the families of iterated function systems for which
the assumptions (1) and (2) of the Theorem 4.8 hold. By the theorems proved
in previous section we will know that for those iterated function systems the
continuity of the Hausdorff measure holds. We will start by showing that above
mentioned conditions are satisfied for bk = qk, 0 < q < 1, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and
bk = 1

(k+1)α , α > 0, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . Lets focus on the first case, where bk = qk

and q ∈ (0, 1).
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Proposition 5.1. Let q ∈ (0, 1). Put bk = qk for k = 0, 1, . . . . Let Sn be the
iterated function system generated by limiting the collection of functions fk to
first n, according to Definition 2.1 . Let hn be the Hausdorff dimension of the
Julia set Jn obtained from Sn. Then

lim
n→∞

lnn · (1 − hn) = 0

Proof. Sn is an IFS consisting of linear functions and fulfills the Open Set
Condition (Definition 2.4). Hence, the value of hn is the unique solution to the
following implicit equation

n−1∑
k=0

(bk − bk+1)hn = 1 (11)

with bk = qk. Thus

n−1∑
k=0

(bk − bk+1)hn = (1 − q)hn

n−1∑
k=0

qkhn = 1

(1 − q)hn
1 − qnhn

1 − qhn
= 1

Which yields
1 − qhn

(1 − q)hn
= 1 − qnhn (12)

Now let hn = 1 − εn and substitute it to the above equation

1 − q1−εn

(1 − q)1−εn︸ ︷︷ ︸
A

= 1 − qn(1−εn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

(13)

Focusing on the nominator of A:

1 − q1−εn = 1 − e(1−εn) ln q = 1 − eln qe−εn ln q = 1 − eln q
(
1 − εn ln q +O(ε2

n)
)

=

= 1 − q + εnq ln q +O(ε2
n)

As for the denominator of A

(1 − q)1−εn = (1 − q) (1 − q)−εn = (1 − q) e−εn ln(1−q) =

= (1 − q) (1 − εn ln(1 − q) +O(ε2
n))

Thus, taking the quotient

A = 1 − q + εnq ln q +O(ε2
n)

(1 − q) (1 − εn ln(1 − q) +O(ε2
n)) =

(1 − q)
[
1 + q

1−q εn ln q +O(ε2
n)
]

(1 − q) (1 − εn ln(1 − q) +O(ε2
n)) =

18



= 1+ q

1 − q
εn ln q+εn ln(1−q)+O(ε2

n) = 1+εn ( q

1 − q
ln q + ln(1 − q))︸ ︷︷ ︸

<0

+O(ε2
n)

Thus the equation (13) becomes

O(ε2
n) + εn

(
q

1 − q
ln q + ln(1 − q)

)
= −q(1−εn)n = −en(1−εn) ln q

εn

[
− q

1 − q
ln q − ln(1 − q)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

C

+O(ε2
n) = en(1−εn) ln q

Meaning
C · εn +O(ε2

n) = e−n ln( 1
q )(1−εn)

Now set 1
n = x and we want to find relationship between εn and x.

C · εn +O(ε2
n) = e− 1

x ln( 1
q )(1−εn) = e− 1

x ln( 1
q ) · e 1

x εn (14)

With x → 0, εn has to converge to 0. This is implied by the initial definition of
εn. Thus, we can estimate the expression (14) as follows.

C · εn +O(ε2
n) = e− 1

x ln( 1
q )(1−εn) ≤ e− 1

x ln( 1
q )

Meaning
εn(C +O(εn)) ≤ e− n

2 ln( 1
q )

From the definition of big O notation, we have

εn(C +O(εn)) ≥ εn(C − Eεn)

Now with n → ∞, εn ≤ C
2E , thus

εn
C

2 ≤ εn(C − E · εn) ≤ e− n
2 ln( 1

q )

which finally gives us
εn ≤ 2

C
e− n

2 ln( 1
q )

This lets us conclude

lim
n→∞

lnn (1 − hn) = lim
n→∞

lnnεn = 0

Using proposition 5.1 we can easily show that
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Lemma 5.2. For bk = qk, 0 < q < 1

lim
n→∞

n1−hn = 1

and
sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞

Proof. The first part follows directly from Proposition 5.1

lim
n→∞

n1−hn = lim
n→∞

e(1−hn) ln n = e0 = 1

Now to finish the proof we now show that the second condition holds via simple
calculation:

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
= sup

k∈N

{
qk − qk+1

qk+1

}
= sup

k∈N

{
(1 − q)
q

}
< ∞

which concludes the proof.

In slightly different fashion we can show that the same holds for bk = 1
(k+1)α ,

α > 0. We will do it by defining h∗
n - the integral analogue of hn. By computing

asymptotics of h∗
n we can conclude, that lnn(1 − hn) ≤ 1.

Definition 5.3. Let us define h∗
n for α < 1 by the following implicit equation

1 = α

n∫
1

1
x(α+1)h∗

n
dx

Lemma 5.4. lim
n→∞

nα(1 − h∗
n) = α

α+1

Proof.
n∫

1

α
1

x(α+1)h∗
n
dx = α

1
1 − (α+ 1)h∗

n

(n1−(α+1)h∗
n − 1)

Therefore
α

1
1 − (α+ 1)h∗

n

(n1−(α+1)h∗
n − 1) = 1

Hence
h∗

n = 1
α+ 1 + α

1 − n1−(α+1)h∗
n

α+ 1 = 1 − α

α+ 1 · n1−(α+1)h∗
n

Inserting this expression to the formula nα(1 − h∗
n) we obtain

nα(1 − h∗
n) = nαα

n1−(α+1)h∗
n

α+ 1 = α
nα+1−(α+1)h∗

n

α+ 1
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Let us consider logarithm of nα+1−(α+1)h∗
n :

ln(nα+1−(α+1)h∗
n) = (α+ 1 − (α+ 1)h∗

n) lnn =

= (α+ 1) lnn− (α+ 1)h∗
n lnn =

= (α+ 1) lnn− (α+ 1)(1 − α

α+ 1n
1−(α+1)h∗

n) lnn =

= αn1−(1+α)h∗
n lnn → 0, when n → ∞

Indeed, this follows from the fact that for sufficiently large n we have h∗
n >

1
1+α .

Finally, this gives

lim
n→∞

nα(1 − h∗
n) = α

α+ 1e
0 = α

α+ 1
which ends the proof.

Now in similar fashion, we define the value h∗
n in the case of iterated function

systems obtained by putting bk = 1
(k+1)α , k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and α ≥ 1.

Definition 5.5.

αh∗
n

n∫
1

1
x(α+1)h∗

n
= 1

For this case we get the same result through similar computations, the only
change is the slight difference in the implicit equation for h∗

n.

Lemma 5.6.
lim

n→∞
nα(1 − h∗

n) = α

α+ 1
Now, we can show that lemma for bk = 1

(k+1)α ,k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and α ≥ 1.

Lemma 5.7. Let bk = 1
(k+1)α , k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and α ≥ 1. Then

1 − hn ≤ 1 − h∗
n

where h∗
n is given by the implicit equation from the Definition 5.5 and hn is

equal to Hausdorff dimension of the set Jn.

Proof. We know that hn is the unique solution to the following equation:
n−1∑
k=0

(bk − bk+1)hn =
n−1∑
k=0

(
1

(k + 1)α
− 1

(k + 2)α

)hn

= 1

Then, using Jensen’s inequality for integrals we have the following estimate from
below: (

1
kα

− 1
(k + 1)α

)hn

=

 k+1∫
k

α

xα+1 dx

hn

≥
k+1∫
k

( α

xα+1

)hn

dx
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Therefore, after summing over k = 0, 1, . . . , n−1 and using the equation defining
h∗

n when α ≥ 1, we get:

n∫
1

( α

xα+1

)h∗
n

= 1 =
n−1∑
k=0

(
1

(k + 1)α
− 1

(k + 2)α

)hn

≥
n∫

1

( α

xα+1

)hn

dx

This directly implies, that:
h∗

n ≤ hn

when α ≥ 1. When α < 1, we get

α

n∫
1

1
x(α+1)h∗

n
dx =

n−1∑
k=0

(
1

(k + 1)α
− 1

(k + 2)α

)hn

≥
n∫

1

( α

xα+1

)hn

dx ≥

≥ α

n∫
1

(
1

xα+1

)hn

dx

because αhn ≥ α for α < 1. Therefore, combining those two results together
yields 1 − hn ≤ 1 − h∗

n.

Now we will show, that

Lemma 5.8. For bk = 1
(k+1)α ,k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and α ≥ 1

lim
n→∞

n1−hn = 1

and
sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
< ∞

Proof. The first part follows from Lemma 5.4, 5.6 and 5.7. The second one is a
simple computation

sup
k∈N

{
bk − bk+1

bk+1

}
= sup

k∈N

{ 1
kα − 1

(k+1)α

1
(k+1)α

}
= sup

k∈N

{(
k + 1
k

)α

− 1
}
< ∞

which concludes the proof.

5.1 Proof of the estimate on intervals [0, r] in simplified
case

In this section we will sketch the proof of a weaker proposition, similar to Propo-
sition 4.2 for a special case when a much stronger condition is fulfilled. First,
we show auxiliary lemma.
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Lemma 5.9. For every δ > 0 family Rδ of all closed intervals ∆ ⊂ [0, 1] such
that |∆| ≥ δ fulfills following

lim inf
n→∞

(
inf
{

|∆|hn

mn(∆) : ∆ ∈ Rδ

})
≥ 1 (15)

Proof. Assume the contrary that there exists δ > 0 such that the family Rδ does
not fulfill (15). This means that there exists η ∈ [0, 1), an increasing sequence
(nj)∞

j=1, nj ∈ N and a sequence (∆j)∞
j=1 of closed intervals in Rδ such that

lim
j→∞

|∆j |hnj

mnj
(δj) = η

Now to finish this proof we will show a standard, auxiliary lemma letting us
estimate the upper limit of the density of long intervals.

Lemma 5.10. The sequence of measures mn converges weakly - * to the Lebesgue
measure m on the interval [0, 1].

Proof. The proof of this fact is based on standard reasoning. We will sketch it
here. Set

ai := |bi−1 − bi| ;
ai is therefore the absolute value of the derivative of the map gi.
Fix some k ∈ N and let

Ii1,i2,...,ik
= gi1 . . . gik

([0, 1])

Let us see that for all n > n0 = max(i1, . . . , ik) we have

mn(Ii1,i2,...,ik
) = ahn

i1
· ahn

i2
. . . ahn

ik

Including the fact that hn → 1 with n → ∞, we get for every interval Ii1,i2,...,ik

lim
n→∞

mn(Ii1,i2,...,ik
) = ai1 · ai2 . . . aik

= m(Ii1,i2,...,ik
)

This proves that (omitting the technical details) every limit measure of the se-
quence of measures mn is equal to Lebesgue measure on every interval Ii1,i2,...,ik

.
We can conclude from this that every limit measure of the sequence mn is equal
to Lebesgue measure on every interval in [0, 1], and from this (using π − λ
theorem), that the only limit measure of the sequence of measures mn is the
Lebesgue measure.

Taking a subsequence, we can assume that left and right endpoints of the
intervals ∆j converge to a ∈ [0, 1] and b ∈ [0, 1] accordingly and b − a ≥ δ.
Let ∆ := [a, b] ∈ Rδ. Since the sequence (mnj )∞

1 converges weakly to m, the
Lebesgue measure, we get

1 = |∆|
m(∆) ≤ limj→∞ |∆j |hnj

lim supj→∞ mnj (∆j) = lim inf
j→∞

|∆j |hnj

mnj (∆j) = η < 1

which gives contradiction, proving Lemma 5.9.
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Now, we proceed to the second part of the proof.

Proposition 5.11. Let IFS be such that following 2 conditions hold:

lim
n→∞

sup
k≥n

{
bk

bk+1

}
= 1 (16)

and
lim

n→∞
(1 − hn) lnn = 0 (17)

Then
lim inf
n→∞
r→0

(
inf
{

rhn

mn([0, r])

})
≥ 1

Proof. We will prove the equivalent statement

lim sup
n→∞
r→0

(
sup

{
mn([0, r])

rhn

})
≤ 1

Fix ε > 0. If r ≤ bn+1, then mn([0, r]) = 0. So, let r > bn+1. Then there exists
unique k < n− 1 such that bk+1 < r ≤ bk.

mn([0, r]) ≤ mn([0, bk]) =
n−1∑
j=k

(bj − bj+1)hn (18)

On the other hand we get

|[0, r]|hn = rhn ≥

 ∞∑
j=k+1

bj − bj+1

hn

= bhn

k+1 (19)

Now, putting those two estimates together we obtain

mn([0, r])
|[0, r]|hn

≤

n−1∑
j=k

(bj − bj+1)hn

bhn

k+1
=

n−1∑
j=k

(bj − bj+1)hn

(
n−1∑
j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn
·

(
n−1∑
j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn

bhn

k+1
=

=
n−1∑
j=k

(bj − bj+1)hn(
n−1∑
j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn
·

(
n−1∑
j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn

bhn

k+1
≤

n−1∑
j=k

(bj − bj+1)hn(
n−1∑
j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn
·

(
∞∑

j=k

bj − bj+1

)hn

bhn

k+1
=

=
n−1∑
j=k

whn
j ·

(
bk

bk+1

)hn
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Now, from Lemma 2.15, the sum
∑n−1

j=k w
hn
j is at most 1

(n−1−k+1)hn
, thus

n−1∑
j=k

whn
j ≤ (n− 1 − k + 1) · 1

(n− 1 − k + 1)hn
≤ n1−hn

As for the second part of the product
(

bk

bk+1

)hn

, we know from Condition (16)
that for n ≥ n0, it is less than or equal to 1 + ε

4 . Putting those together with
Condition (17), we get

mn([0, r])
|[0, r]|hn

≤ n1−hn · (1 + ε

4) ≤ 1 + ε

for sufficiently large n.

Now, omitting technical details, we can put together results of Lemma 5.9
and Proposition 5.11 to conduct the rest of the proof using similar ideas as in
proof found in [5].
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