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Abstract. Iterated function systems (IFSs) are one of the most important tools for
building examples of fractal sets exhibiting some kind of ‘approximate self-similarity’.
Examples include self-similar sets, self-affine sets etc. A beautiful variant on the
standard IFS model was introduced by Barnsley and Demko in 1985 where one builds
an inhomogeneous attractor by taking the closure of the orbit of a fixed compact
condensation set under a given standard IFS. In this expository article I will discuss the
dimension theory of inhomogeneous attractors, giving several examples and some open
questions. I will focus on the upper box dimension with emphasis on how to derive good
estimates, and when these estimates fail to be sharp.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Inhomogeneous attractors. Let X denote a compact subset of Euclidean space
(often the closed unit cube or unit ball). An iterated function system (IFS) is a finite
collection I = {Si}Ni=1 of contraction mappings which mapX into itself. It is a fundamental
result in fractal geometry due to Hutchinson (see [F03, H81]) that for every IFS there exists
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a unique non-empty compact set, F , called the attractor, which satisfies

(1.1) F =
N⋃
i=1

Si(F ).

We call such attractors homogeneous attractors.

Figure 1. Two homogeneous attractors of classical IFSs. On the left
is the Sierpiński triangle, which is a self-similar set generated by three
contractions all contracting uniformly by 1/2. On the right is a self-affine
set generated by two affine contractions.

Inhomogeneous attractors are built from standard IFSs in the following way. The ingre-
dients are a standard IFS and a fixed compact set C ⊆ X, which we call the condensation
set. Analogous to the classical setting above, there is a unique non-empty compact set,
FC , satisfying

(1.2) FC =

N⋃
i=1

Si(FC) ∪ C,

which we refer to as the inhomogeneous attractor (with condensation C). Setting C = ∅,
we recover the associated homogeneous attractor as F∅. When the maps in the IFS are
similarities, FC is called an inhomogeneous self-similar set and F∅ is called a self-similar
set with similar naming conventions for conformal maps, affine maps, etc. Inhomogeneous
attractors were introduced and studied in [BD85] (see also [H85]) and are also discussed
in detail in [B06] where, among other things, Barnsley gives applications of these schemes
to image compression. Roughly speaking, the idea here is that one only needs to store
the data {I, C} to recover the set FC which is much more complicated, e.g. containing
infinitely many distorted and scaled copies of C.

Define the orbital set, O, by

O = C ∪
⋃
k∈N

⋃
i1,...,ik∈{1,...,N}

Si1 ◦ · · · ◦ Sik(C),
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that is, O is the union of the condensation set, C, together with all images of C under
compositions of maps from the IFS. The term orbital set was introduced in [B06] and this
set plays an important role in the structure of inhomogeneous attractors. Indeed,

(1.3) FC = F∅ ∪ O = O,

where F∅ is the homogeneous attractor of the IFS, I. The formulations (1.3) are straight-
forward to prove, see for example [S08, Lemma 3.9] in the case where the defining maps
are similarities, but we encourage the reader to try to prove them for themselves.

Figure 2. Two inhomogeneous attractors. On the left, the IFS consists
of two similarity contractions (one of which has a non-trivial rotational
component). The condensation set C is the largest circle in the picture. You
can see the homogeneous attractor emerging as the circles cluster towards
it. On the right is an inhomogeneous attractor based on the Sierpiński
triangle. The condensation set is the large central leaf and one can imagine
this attractor depicts leaves falling to the forest floor, seen from above.

1.2. Dimension theory of inhomogeneous attractors. Inhomogeneous attractors are
often fractal and (unlike standard IFS attractors) both the fractal behaviour of the con-
densation set C and the underlying IFS come in to play. One of the central concepts in
fractal geometry is that of dimension. There are many different ways to define the dimen-
sion of a fractal and part of the beauty of the subject is to understand how these different
notions relate to each other. For now, we work with a general dimension dim. If dim is
monotone, countably stable, and stable under Lipschitz maps, then it follows immediately
from (1.3) that

(1.4) dimFC = max{dimF∅,dimC}.

See [F03] for more information about general dimensions and the properties mentioned
above. In particular, (1.4) holds in complete generality for the Hausdorff and packing
dimensions. Therefore, it is perhaps more interesting to consider notions of dimension
which are not countably stable, such as the upper and lower box dimension or the Assouad
dimension. Even though the formula (1.4) is not immediate for these dimensions, one might
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still expect it to hold; at least in certain situations. However, we will see that (1.4) can fail
in several different ways, and exploring such examples—and identifying situations where
(1.4) does hold—is our main goal.

We first recall the definition of the upper and lower box dimensions, discuss potential
differences between them in our context, and then briefly describe some situations where
other dimensions have been considered.

Given a bounded set E ⊆ Rd and a scale δ > 0, write Nδ(E) to denote the smallest
number of sets of diameter δ which are needed to cover E. Thus, by fixing a scale, we
effectively discretize the problem of quantifying the ‘size’ of E and we can then extract
a meaningful notion of dimension as the scale tends to 0. More precisely, the upper and
lower box dimensions of E are defined by

dimBE = lim sup
δ→0

logNδ(E)

− log δ

and

dimBE = lim inf
δ→0

logNδ(E)

− log δ
,

respectively. If the upper and lower box dimensions agree, then we refer to the common
value as the box dimension, denoted by dimBE. We refer the reader to [F03] for more
details and background on the upper and lower box dimensions.

The lower box dimension of inhomogeneous attractors is rather more challenging to
study than the upper box dimension but was considered in some detail in [F12]. In
particular, it was shown that (1.4) can fail in even the simplest settings for lower box
dimension. To see why it is difficult to study the lower box dimension, consider a simple
situation where the IFS consists of just two similarities but that the condensation set C
has a complicated scaling behaviour leading to dimBC < dimBC. Then, immediately we
get

max{dimBF∅, dimBC} ⩽ dimBFC ⩽ dimBFC

and one might try to prove that the first inequality is in fact an equality (that is, try to
verify (1.4)). But this is not true in general because the orbital set consists of many different
copies of C appearing at different scales which means that the ‘liminf behaviour’ leading
to dimBC may not be witnessed by FC and is instead ‘smoothened out’. Frustrated, one
may then try to prove that the second inequality is an equality but, again, this is certainly
not true in general. It is true that many copies of C appear at different scales and that
some of these scales may witness the ‘limsup behaviour’ leading to dimBC, but there is
no reason to expect the ‘smoothening’ to take the lower box dimension of FC all the way
up to the right hand side.

An interesting connection between the study of the lower box dimension of inhomoge-
neous self-similar sets and the lower box dimension of infinitely generated (homogeneous)
self-similar or self-conformal sets has been identified in [BR24+]. For infinitely generated
attractors, the upper and lower box dimensions of the countable set of fixed points of
the defining maps play a role in the dimension theory and this set of fixed points is re-
produced at many scales. This creates a similar phenomenon as we described above for
inhomogeneous attractors and leads to similar subtle features of the lower box dimension
in comparison with the upper box dimension.

We can be more optimistic concerning the upper box dimension of inhomogeneous at-
tractors, as we shall see later. For definiteness, our main focus is now on verifying (or
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refuting)

(1.5) dimBFC = max{dimBF∅,dimBC}

although we will also make some reference to (1.4) for the lower box dimension.
As mentioned above, there are many other interesting dimension theoretic questions

one can ask about inhomogeneous attractors. For brevity, we only briefly summarise some
of them here, encouraging the reader to refer to the growing body of literature. The
Assouad dimension of inhomogeneous attractors was studied by Käenmäki and Lehrbäck
[KL17], where (1.4) was verified for inhomogeneous self-similar sets satisfying some natural
conditions. Although (1.4) is immediate for Hausdorff dimension, one might still consider
the behaviour of the Hausdorff measure of FC in the Hausdorff dimension. This problem
was comprehensively studied by Burrell [B19] for inhomogeneous self-similar sets. A graph-
directed model for inhomogeneous attractors was considered by Dubey and Verma [DV23+]
which built on work in the inhomogeneous self-similar case from [F12]. This was further
studied by Bárány–Käenmäki–Nissinen [BKN23+] where finer properties of the covering
function were described. There is also a connection with the complex dimensions studied
by Lapidus–Radunović–Žubrinić [LRZ17, LRZ18], where inhomogeneous attractors emerge
as notable examples in the development of the general theory.

There is also a wealth of literature studying inhomogeneous self-similar measures. These
are defined similarly, but with C replaced by a condensation measure ν and the IFS further
equipped with a (sub-)probability vector. One may then ask dimension theoretic questions
about the associated inhomogeneous measures µν . Such questions include the study of
the Lq dimensions, considered by [L13, OS07, ZGX22], and the multifractal formalism,
studied by Olsen and Snigireva [OS08b]. In another direction, one may study the Fourier
analytic behaviour of the inhomogeneous self-similar measures µν . This was considered in
[B11, OS08a, ZGX23].

We ask for forgiveness from the reader for any glaring omissions in the brief history
given above, but also for omitting further discussion of the many interesting results and
questions which surround inhomogeneous constructions. From now on we focus only on
the upper box dimensions of FC and consider several different settings.

1.3. Notation. For real-valued functions A and B, we will write A(x) ≲ B(x) if there
exists a constant c > 0 independent of the variable x such that A(x) ⩽ cB(x), A(x) ≳ B(x)
if B(x) ≲ A(x) and A(x) ≈ B(x) if A(x) ≲ B(x) and A(x) ≳ B(x). In our setting, x is
normally δ > 0 from the definition of box dimension or a parameter k ∈ N related to δ by,
for example, δ = 2−k. The implicit constant c above can depend on fixed quantities only,
such as the condensation set C or the IFS.

2. Inhomogeneous self-similar sets

In the case where the defining contractions in the IFS I are non-degenerate similarities,
recall that the homogeneous attractor F∅ is called a self-similar set and the inhomogeneous
attractor FC is called an inhomogeneous self-similar set. In this case, for each i = 1, . . . , N ,
there exists a well-defined contraction ratio Lip(Si) ∈ (0, 1) such that for all x, y ∈ X

|Si(x)− Si(y)| = Lip(Si)|x− y|,

that is, Si contracts all distances uniformly by Lip(Si). The similarity dimension of the
self-similar set (or perhaps, more accurately, of the IFS) is defined to be the unique real



Page 6 J. M. Fraser

solution s to the Hutchinson–Moran formula

(2.1)

N∑
i=1

Lip(Si)
s = 1.

The similarity dimension is in some sense the ‘best guess’ for the dimension of the self-
similar set F∅. In fact if the ‘pieces’ Si(F∅) do not overlap too much (for example, they
are pairwise disjoint), then

dimH F∅ = dimBF = dimBF∅ = s.

It is important to note that this holds much more generally, even when the pieces overlap
in non-trivial ways. On the other hand, it does not always hold, for example if there are
repeated maps in the defining IFS or ‘exact overlaps’ which emerge later in the construc-
tion.

The following theorem was obtained in [F12]. We give the full proof, which will hopefully
serve as an instructive introduction to these type of arguments.

Theorem 2.1. Let FC be an inhomogeneous self-similar set with compact condensation
set C and similarity dimension s. Then

max{dimBF∅,dimBC} ⩽ dimBFC ⩽ max{s,dimBC}.

Proof. The idea is to decompose the orbital set into ‘small pieces’ and ‘big pieces’ (relative
to a fixed covering scale δ > 0. The big pieces must be covered individually and the key
observation is that covering a scaled down copy of C by a factor r at scale δ is the same
as covering C at the inflated scale δ/r. On the other hand, the (infinitely many) small
pieces can be grouped together with one group for every piece which is roughly of size δ.
Both of these covering strategies connect the covering number of the orbital set to sums
of contraction ratios and the covering number of C itself.

Fix an IFS I = {S1, . . . , SN}, where each Si is a similarity map, and a compact conden-
sation set C. Write I = {1, . . . , N} and Lmin = mini∈I Lip(Si). Let

I∗ =
⋃
k∈N

Ik

denote the set of all finite words over I. For i = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ I∗, write Si = Si1 ◦ · · · ◦ Sik
for the composition of maps associated to the finite word i. Thus the ‘pieces’ of the orbital
set are the sets Si(C). Further, write i− = (i1, . . . , ik−1) and |i| = k to denote the length
of the word i. For δ ∈ (0, 1], define a δ-stopping, I(δ), by

I(δ) =
{
i ∈ I∗ : Lip(Si) < δ ⩽ Lip(Si−)

}
,

where we assume for convenience that Lip(Sω) = 1, where ω is the empty word. It is easy
to see that, for all δ ∈ (0, 1],

(2.2) δ−s ⩽ |I(δ)| ⩽ L−s
min δ

−s.

Indeed, repeated application of Hutchinson’s formula (2.1) gives∑
i∈I(δ)

Lip(Si)
s = 1

from which we deduce

1 =
∑

i∈I(δ)

Lip(Si)
s ⩾

∑
i∈I(δ)

(δ Lmin)
s = |I(δ)| (δ Lmin)

s
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and

1 =
∑

i∈I(δ)

Lip(Si)
s ⩽

∑
i∈I(δ)

δs = |I(δ)| δs.

Moreover, for all t > s,

(2.3)
∑
i∈I∗

Lip(Si)
t =

∞∑
k=1

∑
i∈Ik

Lip(Si)
t =

∞∑
k=1

(∑
i∈I

Lip(Si)
t

)k

< ∞,

by (2.1).
By monotonicity of upper box dimension, max{dimBF∅,dimBC} ⩽ dimBFC and so

we prove the other inequality. Since upper box dimension is finitely stable, it suffices to
show that

dimBO ⩽ max{s,dimBC}.
Let t > max{s, dimBC}. It follows from the definition of upper box dimension that

(2.4) Nδ(C) ≲ δ−t

for all δ ∈ (0, 1], (with the implicit constant depending on t but not δ). Also note that
since X is compact, the smallest number of balls of radius 1 required to cover X is a finite
constant N1(X).

We are now ready to complete the proof. For δ ∈ (0, 1],

Nδ(O) = Nδ

(
C ∪

⋃
i∈I∗

Si(C)

)

⩽
∑
i∈I∗:

δ⩽Lip(Si)

Nδ

(
Si(C)

)
+ Nδ

( ⋃
i∈I∗:

δ>Lip(Si)

Si(C)

)
+ Nδ(C)

⩽
∑
i∈I∗:

δ⩽Lip(Si)

Nδ/Lip(Si)(C) + Nδ

( ⋃
i∈I(δ)

Si(X)

)
+ Nδ(C)

≲
∑
i∈I∗:

δ⩽Lip(Si)

(
δ/Lip(Si)

)−t
+

∑
i∈I(δ)

Nδ/Lip(Si)(X) + δ−t by (2.4)

⩽ δ−t
∑
i∈I∗:

δ⩽Lip(Si)

Lip(Si)
t + N1(X) |I(δ)| + δ−t

≲ δ−t
∑
i∈I∗

Lip(Si)
t + δ−s + δ−t by (2.2)

≲ δ−t

by (2.3). This proves the upper bound and the theorem. □

In [OS07, Corollary 2.6] and [S08, Theorem 3.10 (2)] it was proved that if each of the
Si are similarities, and the sets S1(FC), . . . , SN (FC), C are pairwise disjoint, then

dimBFC = max{dimBF∅,dimBC}.
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This follows from Theorem 2.1 above and the fact that, under this strong separation
condition,

(2.5) dimBF∅ = s.

However, (2.5) holds far more generally than this. For example, the rather weaker open set
condition will suffice (see [F03]) but, moreover, the celebrated ‘exact overlaps conjecture’
asserts that (2.5) holds for self-similar sets in the line provided s ⩽ 1 and there are no exact
overlaps in the system; that is, the semigroup generated by the defining IFS is free, see
[PS00]. Whilst still open, this conjecture is known to hold provided the contractions are
algebraic and it also holds outside of a very small exceptional set for suitably parametrised
IFSs. We omit further discussion of this, but refer the reader to the extensive and impres-
sive recent literature on this problem, including but not limited to [H14, R22]. We state
one simple corollary of Theorem 2.1 in this direction, which combines Theorem 2.1 with
the main result in [R22].

Corollary 2.2. Let FC be an inhomogeneous self-similar set in R. Suppose the linear
parts of the maps in the IFS are defined with algebraic parameters and that the semigroup
generated by the IFS is free. Then (1.5) holds, that is,

dimBFC = max{dimBF∅,dimBC}.

Figure 3. Inhomogeneous self-similar mushroom patch.

3. More general attractors

Theorem 2.1 provides a roadmap to study more general inhomogeneous attractors where
there is a ‘best guess’ for the dimension of the homogeneous attractor. For example, a
similar result was proved in [BF20] for general self-affine sets with the s given by the
‘affinity dimension’ and a similar result was proved in [B19] for general self-conformal
sets with the s given by Bowen’s formula; the unique zero of the associated topological
pressure. Similar to Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.2, these results allow precise formulae
to be deduced provided the ‘best guess’ actually gives the upper box dimension of the
homogeneous attractor. This is known to hold in many situations and we briefly recall
some results of this type below.

For self-affine sets there is again a wealth of recent literature, building on earlier work
of Falconer [F88], which says that the dimension of a self-affine set is given by the affinity
dimension under only very mild assumptions; see [F92, S98, BHR19]. However, different
to the self-similar case, there are important classes of exceptional set where the dimension
is smaller than the affinity dimension due to, for example, excessive alignment of cylinders;
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see Bedford–McMullen carpets [B84, M84]. A detailed study of inhomogeneous Bedford–
McMullen carpets was provided by [F16] and general families of sets where (1.5) fails were
described. We provide an explicit example later in Section 5.

For self-conformal sets, the appropriately formulated open set condition will suffice for
the dimension of the homogeneous attractor to be given by the zero of the topological
pressure; thus verifying (1.5). Such examples include inhomogeneous ‘cookie-cutters’.

Burrell [B19] also gave bounds of the form provided by Theorem 2.1 for general IFSs.
In this case, the s was given by the ‘upper Lipschitz dimension’. In general this is a poor
upper bound for the upper box dimension of the homogeneous attractor, but more can be
said if the system satisfies some bounded distortion type estimates.

4. Inhomogeneous self-similar sets with overlaps: number theoretic
counterexamples

Given the optimism provided by Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.2, one might start to
believe that (1.5) always holds for inhomogeneous self-similar sets. In fact, it does not.
This was first proved in [BFM19] and two distinct types of counterexample were given,
both of which utilised the ambient space in a crucial way. The first, which we exhibit
below, uses an IFS which is ‘trapped’ in a line but a condensation set which ‘releases’ it
into the plane. The second is an example in R3 where one utilises the algebraic properties
of SO(3), specifically the existence of subgroups with the spectral gap property. For this
family of (counter)examples, both the condensation set C and the homogeneous attractor
were singletons, but the (lower) box dimension of the inhomogeneous self-similar set could
be made arbitrarily close to 2. This latter construction is not possible in R2. Given that
neither of these counterexamples work in the line, this leaves what is our favourite open
problem on inhomogeneous attractors; first stated as [BFM19, Conjecture 5.3].

Question 4.1. Consider an inhomogeneous self-similar set FC ⊆ R. Is it necessarily true
that (1.5) holds, that is,

dimBFC = max{dimBF∅, dimBC}?

We now describe the first family of counterexamples provided by [BFM19]. The con-
struction is based on Bernoulli convolutions. Fix λ ∈ (0, 1), let X = [0, 1]2 and let
S1, S2 : X → X be defined by

S1(x) = λx and S2(x) = λx+ (1− λ, 0).

To the homogeneous IFS {S1, S2}, associate the condensation set

C = {0} × [0, 1]

and observe that F∅ = [0, 1] × {0} and so dimB F∅ = dimBC = 1. We will denote the
inhomogeneous attractor of this system by F λ

C to emphasise the dependence on λ.
In order to effectively release the dimension of the IFS into the plane, we need to use

number theoretic properties of λ. In particular, it must be chosen so that the orbital set
spreads out the images of C as quickly and uniformly as possible. This is most dramatically
achieved by a well known class of algebraic integers known as Garsia numbers. Recall that
a Garsia number is a positive real algebraic integer with norm ±2, whose conjugates are all
of modulus strictly greater than 1. Examples of Garsia numbers include n

√
2 for (integers

n ⩾ 2) and 1.76929 . . .; the appropriate root of x3 − 2x − 2 = 0. In [G62] Garsia proved
that if λ is the reciprocal of a Garsia number, then the associated Bernoulli convolution is
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absolutely continuous with a bounded density. This ‘smoothness’ property of the Bernoulli
convolution is another manifestation of the the ‘spreading out power’ of Garsia numbers.
In the other direction, Pisot numbers are the polar opposite of Garsia numbers. They lead
to excessive piling up of copies of C and singular Bernoulli convolutions.

Figure 4. Two plots of F λ
C where λ is chosen to be the reciprocal of√

2, which is a Garsia number (left); and the reciprocal of the golden mean,
which is Pisot (right). You can see that the images of C are more uniformly
spread out in the example on the left.

Theorem 4.2. If λ ∈ (1/2, 1) is the reciprocal of a Garsia number, then

dimB F λ
C =

log(4λ)

log 2
> 1.

For every λ ∈ (1/2, 1) which is the reciprocal of a Garsia number, the set F λ
C thus

provides a counterexample to (1.5) for the upper (and lower) box dimension. Furthermore,
this example shows that dimBF

λ
C does not just depend on the sets F∅ and C, but also

depends on the IFS itself. To see this, simply observe that F∅ and C do not depend on λ,
but dimBF

λ
C does.

Before we get to the proof we state a useful separation property that holds for the
reciprocals of Garsia numbers and demonstrate the relevance to our situation via (4.1)
below.

Lemma 4.3 (Garsia [G62]). Let λ ∈ (1/2, 1) be the reciprocal of a Garsia number and
(ik)

n
k=1, (i

′
k)

n
k=1 ∈ {1, 2}n be distinct words of length n. Then∣∣∣(1− λ)

n∑
k=1

ikλ
k−1 − (1− λ)

n∑
k=1

i′kλ
k−1
∣∣∣ > K

2n

for some strictly positive constant K that only depends on λ.

Observe that, for any i = (i1, . . . , in) ∈ {1, 2}n,

(4.1) Si(C) = {Si(0, 0)} × [0, λn] =

{
(1− λ)

n∑
k=1

ikλ
k−1

}
× [0, λn].
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Combining Lemma 4.3 with (4.1), we see that whenever λ is the reciprocal of a Garsia
number the images of C will be separated by a factor K · 2−n. This property is the main
tool we use in the proof of Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Fix δ > 0 and partition the unit square into horizontal strips of the
form [0, 1] × (λk+1, λk] for k ranging from 0 to k(λ, δ), defined to be the largest integer

satisfying λk(λ,δ)+1 > δ. Observe that the only part of F λ
C which intersect the interior of

the kth horizontal strip is
k⋃

l=0

⋃
i∈{1,2}l

Si(C)

which is a union of vertical lines. Within the kth horizontal strip, each vertical line Si(C)
appearing in the above expression intersects roughly λk/δ many squares from the δ-mesh.
However, if two of these lines are too close to each another, they may not both contribute
to the total intersections for F λ

C . In fact, the number of lines which make a contribution
to the total intersections is roughly Nδ(Λ(k)), where

Λ(k) =
k⋃

l=0

⋃
i∈{1,2}l

Si(0, 0),

that is, the number of base points of the lines intersecting the kth horizontal strip which
lie in different δ-intervals. This yields

Nδ

(
F λ
C

)
≈ δ−1 +

k(λ,δ)∑
k=0

(
λk/δ

)
Nδ(Λ(k))

where the δ−1 comes from the intersections below the k(λ, δ)th horizontal strip. It follows
from Lemma 4.3 and subsequent discussion that

Nδ(Λ(k)) ≈ min{2k, δ−1}

which is the maximum value possible and where the ‘comparison constants’ are indepen-
dent of δ and k, but do depend on λ, which is fixed. Let k0(δ) be the largest integer

satisfying 2k0(δ) < δ−1. It follows that

Nδ

(
F λ
C

)
≈ δ−1 +

k0(δ)∑
k=0

(
λk/δ

)
2k +

k(λ,δ)∑
k=k0(δ)+1

(
λk/δ

)
δ−1

= δ−1 + δ−1

k0(δ)∑
k=0

(2λ)k + δ−2

k(λ,δ)∑
k=k0(δ)+1

λk

≈ δ−1 + δ−1 (2λ)k0(δ) + δ−2
(
λk(λ,δ) − λk0(δ)

)
≈ δ−1 + δ−1 δ− log(2λ)/ log 2 + δ−2

(
δ − δ− log λ/ log 2

)
≈ δ−1−log(2λ)/ log 2
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which yields

dimBF
λ
C = dimBF

λ
C = 1 + log(2λ)/ log 2 =

log(4λ)

log 2

as required. □

The key reason that the sets F λ
C provide counterexamples to (1.5) is that the set F∅ is

trapped in a proper subspace of the plane. The underlying IFS has potential to give rise
to an attractor with dimension bigger than 1, but cannot because the attractor is forced
to lie in a 1-dimensional line. However, since the condensation set does not lie in this
subspace, it ‘releases’ some of this potential dimension.

5. Inhomogeneous self-affine sets: fractal combs and counterexamples

We give a construction of an inhomogeneous Bedford–McMullen carpet, which we refer
to as an inhomogeneous fractal comb which exhibits some interesting properties; in par-
ticular, failure of (1.5). These examples were first constructed in [F16]. The underlying
homogeneous IFS is a Bedford–McMullen construction where the unit square has been
divided into 2 columns of width 1/2, and n > 2 rows of height 1/n. The IFS is then
made up of all the maps which correspond to the left hand column. The condensation
set for this construction is taken as C = [0, 1] × {0}, i.e. the base of the unit square and
the homogeneous attractor is {0} × [0, 1], that is, the left hand side of the unit square.
In particular, max{dimBF∅,dimBC} = 1. The inhomogeneous attractor is termed the
inhomogeneous fractal comb and is denoted by Fn

C , to emphasise the dependence on n.

Theorem 5.1. For n ⩾ 3,

dimBF
n
C = dimBF

n
C = 2− log 2/ log n > 1.

For every n ⩾ 3, the set Fn
C thus provides a counterexample to (1.5) for the upper

(and lower) box dimension. Notable here is that the underlying IFS satisfies the open
set condition; this is not possible for inhomogeneous self-similar sets by Theorem 2.1. A
minor modification of the construction of Fn

C also permits failure of (1.5) under the strong
separation condition. We leave the details to the reader.

Furthermore, this example again shows that dimBF
n
C does not just depend on the sets

F∅ and C, but also depends on the IFS itself. To see this, observe that F∅ and C do not
depend on n, but dimBF

n
C does. Finally, observe that, although the inhomogeneous fractal

combs are subsets of R2 and the expected box dimension is 1, we can find examples where
the achieved box dimension is arbitrarily close to 2 by letting n → ∞. This demonstrates
that, even in this simple case, there is no limit to how ‘badly’ the relationship (1.5) can
fail.
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Figure 5. Two fractal combs: the inhomogeneous fractal combs F 2
C , with

box dimension 1 (left); and F 3
C , with box dimension 2 − log 2/ log 3 > 1

(right).

Theorem 5.1 follows from a special case of the main result in [F16] but we give a simple
direct proof here.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. We again write I = {1, . . . , N} for the set of indices describing
the maps in the defining IFS and Ik for the set of words of length k over I. In this
particular case N = n.

Let δ > 0 be a small scale and choose m(δ) to be the largest integer value of m such
that

δ < n−m.

We choose m(δ) in this way so that the heights of the cylinders Si([0, 1]
2) are roughly δ

for i ∈ Im(δ). The choice of m(δ) also means that the vertical separation of the m(δ)th
level images of C is also roughly δ. This means that we may build an efficient cover of Fn

C
by treating images of C up to the m(δ)th level independently. Covering such an image of
C at scale δ is simply the length of the line divided by δ and so we get

Nδ(F
n
C) ≈

m(δ)∑
k=1

#Ik 2−k/δ

= δ−1

m(δ)∑
k=1

(n/2)k

≈ δ−1(n/2)m(δ)

≈ δ−1δ−1+log 2/ logn

which proves that dimB Fn
C = 2− log 2/ log n as required. □

6. Kleinian orbital sets: the original inhomogeneous attractors?

Let n ⩾ 2 be an integer and consider the Poincaré ball

Dn = {z ∈ Rn : |z| < 1}
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equipped with the hyperbolic metric d given by

|ds| = 2|dz|
1− |z|2

.

This provides a model of n-dimensional hyperbolic space. The group of orientation pre-
serving isometries of (Dn, d) is the group of conformal automorphisms of Dn, which we
denote by Con+(n). A group Γ ⩽ Con+(n) is called Kleinian if it is a discrete subset of
Con+(n). Kleinian groups generate fractal limit sets living on the boundary Sn−1 = ∂Dn

as well as beautiful tessellations of hyperbolic space. Both of these objects are defined via
orbits under the action of the Kleinian group. The limit set is defined by

L(Γ) = Γ(0) \ Γ(0)

where Γ(0) = {g(0) : g ∈ Γ} is the orbit of 0 under Γ and Γ(0) is the Euclidean closure of
Γ(0). On the other hand, hyperbolic tessellations arise by taking the orbit of a fundamental
domain for the group action.

The Poincaré exponent is a coarse measure of the rate of accumulation to the boundary.
It is defined as the exponent of convergence of the Poincaré series

PΓ(s) =
∑
g∈Γ

exp(−sd(0, g(0))) =
∑
g∈Γ

(
1− |g(0)|
1 + |g(0)|

)s

for s ⩾ 0. That is, the Poincaré exponent is

δ(Γ) = inf{s ⩾ 0 : PΓ(s) < ∞}.

A Kleinian group is called non-elementary if its limit set contains at least 3 points, in
which case it is necessarily an uncountable perfect set. In the case n = 2, Kleinian groups
are more commonly referred to as Fuchsian groups. For more background on hyperbolic
geometry and Kleinian groups see [B83, B93, S04].

At this point, you may recognise a few familiar sounding concepts. First, the orbit Γ(0)
is an orbital set with condensation C = {0}, albeit the orbit is under a group action rather
than a semigroup action as in the IFS case, but many similarities remain. Not least that
the orbit accumulates on the fractal limit set, in this case L(Γ). Furthermore, the Poincaré
exponent shares many features with the similarity dimension, recall (2.1), or perhaps more
accurately with the zero of the topological pressure associated to a conformal system. In
particular, it provides a ‘best guess’ for the dimensions of the limit set.

In [BF23], Kleinian orbital sets were formally introduced and studied in the context of
inhomogeneous attractors. Fix a non-empty set C ⊆ Dn and a Kleinian group Γ. The
orbital set is defined to be

Γ(C) =
⋃
g∈Γ

g(C).

It is easy to see that the limit set is contained in the Euclidean closure of any orbital set.
There is a celebrated connection between hyperbolic geometry (especially Fuchsian

groups) and the artwork of M. C. Escher. Orbital sets fall very naturally into this discus-
sion since many of the memorable images from Escher’s work are orbital sets (rather than
tessellations). Here C could be a large central bat or fish, which is then repeated many
times on smaller and smaller scales towards the boundary of Dn. In some sense this makes
Kleinian orbital sets the original inhomogeneous attractors since they already appeared in
the work of Escher.
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Figure 6. Inhomogeneous tiling: a tessellation of the hyperbolic plane by
a triangular fundamental domain. This is also an orbital set with C being
any one of the triangles. The triangles in the tessellation are coloured such
that no two triangles sharing an edge are coloured the same.

The main result of [BF23] was a complete characterisation of the upper box dimension
of Kleinian orbital sets with C bounded in the hyperbolic metric. Boundedness in the
hyperbolic metric simply means that C is uniformly bounded away from the boundary
Sn−1. For clarity, we emphasise that we compute the dimension of the orbital set with
respect to the Euclidean metric on Rn.

Theorem 6.1. Let Γ be a Kleinian group acting on Dn and C be a non-empty subset of
Dn which is bounded in the hyperbolic metric. Then

dimBΓ(C) = max
{
dimBL(Γ), dimBC, δ(Γ)

}
.

This should be compared with Theorem 2.1. It is perhaps noteworthy that no assump-
tions are imposed on the Kleinian group and that each of the three terms appearing on the
right hand side is necessary; see [BF23] for more information. If we impose the additional
assumption that Γ is non-elementary and geometrically finite, then dimBL(Γ) = δ(Γ) (see
[BJ97, SU96]) and the result reduces to something more reminiscent of (1.5).

In the proof of the above theorem, essential use was made of the assumption that C is
bounded (in the hyperbolic metric). It turns out that this is necessary and we exhibit a
family of counterexamples from [BF23] below.

Theorem 6.2. There exists a Kleinian (in fact, Fuchsian) group Γ acting on D2 and a
condensation set C ⊆ D2 such that

dimBL(Γ) = dimBC = δ(Γ) = 0

but

dimBΓ(C) = dimBΓ(C) = 1.

Proof. The set C and group Γ are very simple. The work is in proving that the orbital set
has large dimension, and this relies on some number theory. Let α > 1 and β ∈ (0, 1) be
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such that logα and log β are rationally independent, that is, logα/ log β /∈ Q. Here and
throughout log is the natural logarithm. For example, α = 2, and β = 1/3 suffices. Let

C = {1− βn : n ∈ N} ⊆ D2

noting that C is unbounded in (D2, d). Let h ∈ con+(D2) be the hyperbolic element with
repelling fixed point −1 and attracting fixed point 1 given by

h(z) =
(α+ 1)z + (α− 1)

(α− 1)z + (α+ 1)
.

Let Γ = ⟨h⟩ be the elementary Fuchsian group generated by h. It is an elementary but
instructive exercise to show that

dimBL(Γ) = dimBC = δ(Γ) = 0.

We encourage the reader to try this for themselves. In order to prove that dimBΓ(C) =
dimBΓ(C) = 1 we show that Γ(C) is dense in (−1, 1) ⊆ D2, recalling that the box dimen-
sions are stable under taking closure. This shows that the box dimensions are at least 1,
but the orbital set is contained in (−1, 1) and so they are also at most 1. The orbital set
has a straightforward description due to the simplicity of Γ and C. Indeed,

Γ(C) = {hm(1− βn) : m ∈ Z, n ∈ N}

=

{
(αm + 1)(1− βn) + (αm − 1)

(αm − 1)(1− βn) + (αm + 1)
: m ∈ Z, n ∈ N

}
=

{
2− αmβn − βn

2 + αmβn − βn
: m ∈ Z, n ∈ N

}
noting that we switch the role of m and −m in the final expression, which is fine since
m ∈ Z. Let y ∈ (0,∞) be such that log y ∈ Q. Since logα/ log β /∈ Q we can find sequences
mk ∈ Z, nk ∈ N such that

αmkβnk → y

as k → ∞. This is a standard application of Dirichlet’s approximation theorem. Moreover,
again since logα and log β are rationally independent, we necessarily have nk → ∞ as
k → ∞. Therefore

2− αmkβnk − βnk

2 + αmkβnk − βnk
→ 2− y

2 + y

as k → ∞. The set {
2− y

2 + y
: y ∈ (0,∞) and log y ∈ Q

}
is dense in (−1, 1) and the density of Γ(C) in (−1, 1) follows. □
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