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JARNÍK-TYPE INEQUALITIES

STEFFEN WEIL

ABSTRACT. It is well known due to Jarnı́k [14] that the setBad1
R

of badly approximable
numbers is of Hausdorff dimension one. IfBad1

R
(c) denotes the subset ofx ∈ Bad1

R
for

which the approximation constantc(x) ≥ c, then Jarnı́k was in fact more precise and gave
non-trivial lower and upper bounds on the Hausdorff dimension of Bad1

R
(c) in terms of

the parameterc > 0. Our aim is to determine simple conditions on a framework which
allow to extend ’Jarnı́k’s inequality’ to further examples. For many dynamical examples,
these extensions are related to the Hausdorff dimension of the set of orbits which avoid
a suitable given neighborhood of an obstacle. Among the applications, we discuss the
setBadr̄

Rn of badly approximable vectors inRn with weightsr̄, the set of orbits in the
Bernoulli-shift which avoid a neighborhood of a periodic orbit, the set of geodesics in the
hyperbolic spaceHn which avoid a suitable collection of convex sets, and the setof orbits
of a toral endomorphism which avoid neighborhoods of a separated set.

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS

1.1. Introduction. An irrational numberx ∈ R is calledbadly approximableif there
exists a positive constantc = c(x) > 0, calledapproximation constant, such that

|x− p

q
| ≥ c

q2
(1.1)

for all p ∈ Z andq ∈ N; we may setc(x) = inf(p,q)∈Z×N q
2|x− p

q
|. The setBad1

R of badly
approximable numbers is a Lebesgue null-set, yet it is well known due to Jarnı́k [14] that
Bad1

R is of Hausdorff dimension one. Note that a positive irrational numberx ∈ R is badly
approximable if and only if the entriesan ∈ N of the continued fraction expansionx =
[a0; a1, a2, . . . ] of x are bounded by some integerN ∈ N. More precisely, letMN denote
the set of irrational numbers for which the entries of the continued fraction expansion
are bounded byN , and letBad1

R(c) denote the set of badly approximable numbers with
c(x) ≥ c. Then,

MN ⊂ Bad1
R(

1
N+2

) ⊂MN+2.
1

Using this correspondence, Jarnı́k was in fact more preciseand gave non-trivial lower and
upper bounds on the Hausdorff dimension of the set of badly approximable numbers with
approximation constants bounded from below.

Theorem 1.1([14], Satz4). For N > 8, we have

1− 4

N log(2)
≤ dim(MN ) ≤ 1− 1

8N log(N)
. (1.2)

Here and in the following, ’dim’ stands for the Hausdorff dimension.

2000Mathematics Subject Classification.11J83; 11K60; 37C45; 37D40.
1 This can be seen by the following. Ifpn/qn are the approximates given by the continued fraction

expansion ofx, then 1
(an+1+2)q2

n

< |x− pn

qn
| < 1

an+1q2n
. Moreover, if|x−p/q| < 1/(2q2), thenp/q = pn/qn

for a suitablen.
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JARŃIK-TYPE INEQUALITES 2

In particular, inequality (1.2), which we callJarńık’s inequality, implies Jarnı́k’s theorem
on full Hausdorff dimension ofBad1

R. Various authors continued the study of the setMN ,
see for example Shallit [28] (and references therein) for a survey, or Hensley [11] who
determined the asymptotics, asN → ∞, of dim(MN) up to second order. The motivation
of this paper, however, is the relation of Jarnı́k’s inequality to the following dynamical
question.

Let X = (X, d) be a metric space andT : X → X a continuous transformation. Let
O ∈ X be anobstacle.2 For a subsetS ⊂ X we obtain the quadrupleD = (X, T,O, S)
and consider the set

BadD ≡ {x ∈ S : c(x) = inf
n∈N0

d(T n(x),O) > 0}3

of points inS for which the orbit avoids some (open) ball aroundO of radiusc where
c = c(x) depends onx. Notice that whenµ is an ergodic Borel measure with respect
to T andO lies in the support ofµ thenBadD is aµ-null set. The setBadD has been
studied for several examples with different techniques, for instance via Schmidt’s game
and its winning sets (see for instance [8, 26]). As a result various qualitative properties
such as full Hausdorff dimension (that is the dimension ofS), a property of winning sets
in a reasonably nice setting, have been achieved. Our goal isto determinequantitative
results on the dimension of the set

BadD(c) ≡ {x ∈ S : T n(x) 6∈ B(O, c) for all n ∈ N0}
for a given smallc > 0. It is worth pointing out that if the dimension ofBadD(c) is less
than the one ofS, then in many casesBadD(c) cannot be a winning set for Schmidt’s
game.

For example, recall the following correspondence which is part of Dani’s correspon-
dence. LetH2/SL(2,Z) be the modular surface, which is a hyperbolic orbifold with a
cusp; for details, we refer to Section 3.3. LetH0 be the maximal standard cusp neighbor-
hood and denote byHt ⊂ H0 the standard cusp neighborhood atheightt ≥ 0. The set of
complete ’cuspidal’ geodesicsγ with γ(0) ∈ ∂H0, γ(−t) ∈ Ht (hence starting from the
cusp) can be identified with the set[0, 1) via the endpoint̃γ(∞) ∈ [0, 1) of a suitable lift
γ̃ of γ, starting from∞. We say thatγ is boundedwith heightt = t(γ) if γ|R+ avoids
the cusp neighborhoodHt. Again, γ is bounded if and only ifx = γ̃(∞) ∈ [0, 1) is a
badly approximable number and a small heightt(γ) corresponds to a large approxima-
tion constantc(x). Jarnı́k’s inequality (1.2) thereby gives non-trivial bounds, in terms of
the heightt, on the Hausdorff dimension of the set of cuspidal geodesicsin the modular
surface avoiding a small given cusp neighborhoodHt.

While Kristensen, Thorn and Velani [18] extended Jarnı́k’sresult on full Hausdorff
dimension to a more general setting, our intention is to determine simple conditions on a
framework which enables to extend Jarnı́k’s inequality to further examples - we call such
inequalitiesJarńık-type inequalities. We remark that implicitly in the proof of [18] (as
well as in proofs of many other works) a lower bound on the Hausdorff dimension of a
given set of badly approximable points with a lower bound on the approximation constant
can be determined. However, the bound is not stated explicitly and we are furthermore
interested in precise asymptotics of the dimension.

2 Instead of a point, we may alternatively consider an object,such as a topological end ofX or a set in
X , providing suitable neighborhoods inX (see the examples below).

3 Here and in the following,N0 denotes the natural numbers including0.
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1.2. A sample of the main results.Among the applications in Section 3, we now present
several Jarnı́k-type inequalities in their simplest settings. Forn ≥ 1, let BadnRn be the set
of pointsx̄ ∈ Rn for which there exists a positive constantc(x̄) > 0 such that the distances
(say in the supremum-norm) from̄x to all rational vectors satisfy

‖x̄− p̄

q
‖ ≥ c(x̄)

q1+1/n
,

for everyq ∈ N andp̄ ∈ Zn. The setBad1
R1 is the classical set of badly approximable num-

bers andBadnRn is called the set of badly approximable vectors. Forc > 0, let moreover
BadnRn(c) be the subset of̄x ∈ BadnRn with approximation constantc(x̄) ≥ c.

Theorem 1.2.There exist positive constantskl, ku andt0 ≥ 0, depending only onn, such
that for all t > t0 we have

n− kl
t · e1/(2n)t ≤ dim(BadnRn(e−t/n)) ≤ n− ku

t · e(n+1)t
.

Note thatBadnRn is a Schmidt-winning set, see [26] (and even HAW-winning, [5]). For
n = 1 and larget = log(N) an inequality similar to Jarnı́k’s inequality (1.2) is recovered.
More generally, we will also consider the setBadr̄Rn of badly approximable vectors with
weight vector̄r, as well as intersections ofBadr̄Rn with suitable ’diffuse’ sets which are,
more precisely, supports of absolutely decaying measures;see Section 3.1. Note that
Broderick and Kleinbock [6] recently extended the result for BadnRn to the set of badly
approximable matrices. For the case ofBadnRn their bounds are similar but their upper
bound is sharper. However, our proof to determine the upper bound follows from an
axiomatic approach which applies to many examples.

In the following we study the Hausdorff dimension of orbits of a dynamical system
which avoid a small given neighborhood of an obstacle. Our first example is an application
of Theorem 1.2. LetLn+1 be the space of unimodular lattices inRn+1 which is a non-
compact space with one ’thin’ end4 that we view as the obstacle; we refer to [16] for details
and background. WhenΛ ∈ Ln+1 is given bygZn+1 for someg ∈ SLn(R), let ∆(Λ) ≡
min{‖gv‖ : v ∈ Zn+1, v 6= 0}. For smallε > 0, letLn+1(ε) ≡ {Λ ∈ Ln+1 : ∆(Λ) ≤ ε}
which is a neighborhood of the end, in particular,Ln+1(ε)

C is compact. Consider the
one-parameter semigroupF+ ≡ {gt : t ≥ 0}, wheregt ≡ diag(et, . . . , et, e−nt), acting on
Ln+1 by left-multiplication, that isgtΛ = gtgZ

n+1 for Λ = gZn+1. Moreover, forx̄ ∈ Rn

consider the unimodular lattice

Λx̄ ≡
(

In×n x̄
0 1

)

Zn+1 = {(qx̄− p̄, q) : (p̄, q) ∈ Zn × Z}.
The ’Dani correspondence’ states thatx̄ ∈ BadnRn if and only if the trajectoryF+Λx =
{gtΛx̄ : t ≥ 0} is bounded inLn+1, or in other words, it avoids some neighborhood
Ln+1(ε) for someε = ε(Λx̄); a similar result is true forBadr̄Rn if we consider an adjusted
semigroupF+

r̄ . More precisely, a computation (see [6], Lemma3.1) showsε(Λx̄) =

c(x̄)
n

n+1 , wherec(x̄) denotes the approximation constant ofx̄. Theorem 1.2 then shows:

Corollary 1.3. There are positive constants̃kl, k̃u > 0 such that fort ≥ t̃0 sufficiently
large we have

n− k̃l

t · e 1
2n
t
≤ dim({x̄ ∈ Rn : gsΛx̄ 6∈ Ln+1(e

−t/(n+1)) for all s ≥ 0}) ≤ n− k̃u
t · e(n+1)t

.

4 By a thin end we mean a topological end for which the injectivity radius tends to zero along every
sequence that leaves every compact subset ofLn+1.
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Let us now present the main results of Section 3.3 in the simplest setting; see Section
3.3 for details and generalizations. In the following letM = Hn/Γ be a complete(n+1)-
dimensional finite volume hyperbolic manifold. For a pointo ∈ M let SMo be then-
dimensional unit tangent sphere ofM at o. Identify a vectorv ∈ SMo with the unique
geodesicγv : R>0 → M , called a ray, starting ato such thaṫγv(0) = v.

First assume thatM = (M, d) has precisely one cusp, which is in particular a thin end,
that we choose as the obstacle. LetH0 be a sufficiently small standard cusp neighborhood
and letHt ⊂ H0 be the standard cusp neighborhood at heightt = d(Ht, H0). Fix a base
pointo ∈M −H0 in the compact part ofM . Fort ≥ 0 define the set of raysγv, v ∈ SMo,
which avoid the cusp neighborhoodHt (and stay in the compact partHC

t ) by

BadM,H0,o(t) ≡ {v ∈ SMo : γv(s) 6∈ Ht for all s ≥ 0}.
Theorem 1.4.There exist positive constantskl, ku and a heightt0 ≥ 0, depending onM
and the choices ofH0 ando, such that for allt > t0 we have

n− kl
t · en/2t ≤ dim(BadM,H0,o(t)) ≤ n− ku

t · e2nt .

The set of ’bounded’ rays follows to be of full Hausdorff dimension, earlier shown by
[24, 29], and is even an absolute winning set, see [20].

Now letM be compact and choose a closed geodesicα inM as the obstacle. Fixε0 > 0
sufficiently small with respect toα and consider the closedε0-neighborhoodNε0(α) of α
in M . Let o ∈ M . Given a vectorv ∈ SMo define thepenetration lengthof γv at time
t ≥ 0 by Lv(t) = 0 if γv(t) 6∈ Nε0(α) and otherwise byLv(t) ≡ ℓ(I), whereℓ(I) denotes
the length of the maximal connected intervalI ⊂ R+ such thatt ∈ I andγv(s) ∈ Nε0(α)
for all s ∈ I. Note that whenγv has bounded penetration lengths in the neighborhood
Nε0(α) of α inM thenγ̇v avoids a small neighborhood ofα̇ (depending on the penetration
lengths) in the unit tangent bundleSM of M . Hence, for a given lengthL > 0 define

BadM,Nε0(α),o
(L) ≡ {v ∈ SMo : Lv(t) ≤ L for all t ≥ 0}.

Theorem 1.5. There exist positive constantskl, ku > 0 and a lengthL0 ≥ 0, depending
onM , α and the choices ofε ando, such that for all lengthsL > L0 we have

n− kl
L · en/2L ≤ dim(BadM,Nε0 (α),o

(L)) ≤ n− ku
L · enL .

Again, the set of ’bounded’ rays follows to be of full Hausdorff dimension, earlier shown
by [24, 29], and is even an absolute winning set, see [33].

Further Jarnı́k-type inequalities (and generalizations of the above ones) will be obtained
in Section 3. In particular we moreover consider the set of words in the Bernoulli shift
which avoid a periodic word (Section 3.2), and the set of orbits of toral endomorphisms
which avoid separated sets ofRn (Section 3.4).

1.3. Further remarks. A given setBad of badly approximable elements (or bounded
orbits) inX as above, defines aspectrumS ≡ {c(x) : x ∈ Bad} in terms of the approxi-
mation constantsc(x). In the case ofBad1

R, S is the classical Markoff spectrum for which
various properties are known, see [7]. Define the functionD onS by

D : S → [0, dim(X)], c 7→ dim(Bad(c)),

whereBad(c) ≡ {x ∈ Bad : c(x) ≥ c}. In a similar fashion it is possible to define
further suitable functions onS, such asD0(c) ≡ dim({x ∈ Bad : c(x) = c}). Clearly
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the functionD is non-increasing andD0(c) ≤ D(c). Our results above establish non-
trivial estimates for the functionD in the corresponding context which in turn give further
information about the spectrum. Both functions deserve further study and provide many
questions, such as what is the set of discontinuities, the domain of positivity, or the asymp-
totics ofD(c) andD0(c) asc→ 0.

Outline of the paper.In Section 2, we introduce the framework and conditions in anax-
iomatic fashion which lead to the lower and upper bound on theHausdorff dimension of a
set of badly approximable points with respect to a given lower bound on the approximation
constant (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2 respectively). In Section 2.3 we derive the required con-
ditions from ’local measure conditions’ (and separation conditions), which both concern
the parameter space as well as the structure and distribution of the resonant sets.

In Section 3, we apply the deduced bounds to the set of badly approximable vectors with
weights (Section 3.1), to the set of words in the Bernoulli shift which avoid a periodic word
(Section 3.2), to the set of geodesics in a geometrically finite hyperbolic manifold which
are bounded with respect to a suitable collection convex sets (Section 3.3), and to the set
of orbits of toral endomorphisms which avoid separated setsof Rn (Section 3.4).

Acknowledgments.The author is grateful to Barak Weiss for helpful suggestions which
led to further results. He thanks an anonymous referee for numerous valuable suggestions
and remarks, improving the paper considerably. This research has been partially supported
by the Swiss National Science Foundation, Project 135091, and the ERC starter grant
DLGAPS 279893.

2. THE GEOMETRY OF PARAMETER SPACES AND THEAXIOMATIC APPROACH

The idea of the axiomatic approach and the required conditions are simple, yet hid-
den below technicalities. We therefore want to roughly explain it for the basic exam-
ple Bad1

R, the set of badly approximable numbers (see Section 3.1). For r > 0, let
R(r) ≡ {p/q ∈ Q : 1

q2
≥ r}. Fix a sufficiently large parameterc > 0. For the lower

bound, we start with any closed metric ballB1 = B(x, 1). Now, given a closed met-
ric ball B = B1i2...ik of radiusr = e−2kc at thek.th step, we consider the ’relevant set’
∆l(k, c) =

⋃

p/q∈R(r·l∗)B(p/q, e−2cr). The constantl∗ = 3 guarantees that at most one of
the ballsB(p/q, e−2cr) with p/q ∈ R(r · l∗) can intersectB. Hence, with respect to the
Lebesgue measureµ,

µ(B ∩
⋃

p/q∈R(r·l∗)
B(p

q
, e−2cr)) ≤ e−2cµ(B) ≡ τl(c) · µ(B). (2.1)

Up to further separation constants, we can find disjoint ballsB1i2...ikik+1
of radiuse−2cr

contained inB and in the complement of∆l(k, c). The number of these balls can be esti-
mated from below in terms ofτl(c). Thus, step by step, we construct a treelike collection
of ’sub-covers’ of the setBad1

R(e
−2c̃) with c̃ related toc. This will yield a lower bound on

the Hausdorff dimension ofBad1
R(e

−2c̃) in terms ofτl(c).
For the upper bound, given again a closed metric ballB = B1i2...ik of radiusrk =

uk∗e
−4kc at thek.th step, we consider the ’relevant set’∆u(k, c) =

⋃

p/q∈R(rk ·uc)B(p/q, e
−2c

q2
).

The parameteruc = u∗e−2c guarantees that eitherB is contained in a setB(p/q, e
−2c

q2
) with

p/q ∈ R(rk−1 · uc) or that there exists a pointp/q ∈ R(rk · uc) with B(p/q, e−4crk) ⊂ B.
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In both cases,

µ(B ∩
⋃

p/q∈R(rk·uc)
B(p

q
, e

−2c

q2
)) ≥ e−4cµ(B) ≡ τu(c) · µ(B). (2.2)

Again, up to further separation constants, we can find closedballsB1i2...ikik+1
of radius

u∗e−4crk covering the complement of∆u(k, c) in B, for which the number can be esti-
mated from above in terms ofτu(c). Thus, step by step, we construct a treelike collection
of covers of the setBad1

R(e
−2c) ∩ B1. This will yield an upper bound on the Hausdorff

dimension ofBad1
R(e

−2c) in terms ofτu(c).
For our axiomatic approach, we will in fact assume the conditions (2.1) and (2.2) as

well as separation conditions and construct treelike collections of ’sub-covers’ and covers
respectively as above.

Remark.Our setting and axioms are similar to thelocal ubiquitysetup of Beresnevich,
Dickinson and Velani [2]. In particular, our main conditions (2.1) and (2.2) (as well as
(2.20) and (2.21) respectively) are similar to theirintersection conditions. However, their
methods served the purpose of determining the Hausdorff dimension of the complemen-
tary set, that is the set of well-approximable points and of ’limsup sets’ in general.

2.1. The general framework. We first introduce the setting of this section that is based
on the notion of [17] and was adapted in the author’s earlier work [33]. However, some of
the following terminology differs from these works.

The following setting will be considered throughout Section 2. Let(X̄, d) be a proper
metric space. Fixt∗ ∈ R ∪ {−∞} and define the parameter spaceΩ̄ ≡ X̄ × (t∗,∞), the
set offormal ballsin X̄. LetC(X̄) be the set of nonempty compact subsets ofX̄. Assume
that there exists a function

ψ̄ : Ω̄ → C(X̄)

which ismonotonic, that is, for all(x, t) ∈ Ω̄ ands ≥ 0 we have

ψ̄(x, t + s) ⊂ ψ̄(x, t). (2.3)

Example 1. For instance, sincēX is proper, sett∗ = −∞. Givenσ > 0, thestandard
functionB̄σ is given by

B̄σ(x, t) ≡ B(x, e−σt) (2.4)

which is a monotonic function, whereB(x, r) ≡ {y ∈ X̄ : d(x, y) ≤ r} ∈ C(X̄) for
x ∈ X̄, r > 0.

A vectorσ̄ = (σ1, . . . , σn) ∈ Rn
>0 determines the monotonicrectangle function

R̄σ̄((x1, . . . , xn), t) ≡ Bσ1(x1, t)× · · · × Bσn(xn, t) (2.5)

on Ω̄ = (X̄ × · · · × X̄)× R.
If X̄ = R andσ̄ = (σ, . . . , σ) we writeQ̄σ = R̄σ̄ whereQ̄σ((x1, . . . , xn), t) is a cube in

Rn of radius2e−σt centered at(x1, . . . , xn). We callQ̄σ thecube function.

For a subsetY ⊂ X̄ andt > t∗, we call(Y, t) ≡ {(y, t) : y ∈ Y } formal neighborhood,
and defineP = P(X̄) × (t∗,∞) to be the set of formal neighborhoods. Define theψ̄-
neighborhoodof (Y, t) ∈ P by

N (Y, t) = Nψ̄(Y, t) ≡
⋃

y∈Y
ψ̄(y, t).

Note thatψ̄(Y, t+ s) ⊂ ψ̄(Y, t) for all s ≥ 0 by monotonicity (2.3).
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In many applications, we are interested in badly approximable points of a closed subset
X of X̄ which is, with the induced metric, a complete metric space. However, we do not
require the resonant sets to be contained inX but in X̄. Therefore, let alsoΩ = X ×
(t∗,∞) ⊂ Ω̄. The monotonic function̄ψ induces the monotonic functionψ : Ω → C(X),
defined by

ψ(ω) ≡ ψ̄(ω) ∩X, ω ∈ Ω.

Now let µ be a locally finite Borel measure on̄X and notice that̄ψ(ω) is a Borel set
for ω ∈ Ω̄. We say that(Ω, ψ, µ) satisfies apower law with respect to the parameters
(τ, c1, c2) (short aτ -power law or(τ, c1, c2)-power law), whereτ > 0, c2 ≥ c1 > 0, if
supp(µ) = X and

c1e
−τt ≤ µ(ψ(x, t)) ≤ c2e

−τt (2.6)

for all formal balls(x, t) ∈ Ω. This extends the classical notion for the caseψ = B1. Note
that the exponentτ from (2.6) might differ for two different parameter spaces(Ω, ψ1, µ)
and(Ω, ψ2, µ).

The lower pointwise dimensionof µ atx ∈ supp(µ) is defined by

dµ(x) ≡ lim inf
r→0

log(µ(B(x, r))

log r
.

When(Ω, B1, µ) satisfies aτ -power law thendµ(x) = τ for anyx ∈ X. For a nonempty
subsetZ of X ∩ supp(µ), definedµ(Z) ≡ infx∈Z dµ(x).

2.2. The family of resonant sets, conditions and dimension estimates. Let s∗ ∈ R with
s∗ > t∗. Consider a countable family of subsetsRn in X̄, n ∈ N, indexed by the natural
numbers, which are calledresonant sets; while the concept of resonant sets comes from
[2] we remark that our assumptions below slightly differ. Toeach resonant setRn we
assign asizesn ≥ s∗ (also called aheight). Denote this family by

F = {(Rn, sn) : n ∈ N}.
Require that the familyF is increasinganddiscrete, that is,

[I] Rn ⊂ Rn+1 andsn ≤ sn+1 for everyn ∈ N, and
[D] |{n ∈ N : sn ≤ t}| <∞ for all t > s1.

Each pair(Rn, sn) gives aψ̄-neighborhood of(Rn, sn) with, by monotonicity ofψ̄,

N (Rn, sn + c) ⊂ N (Rn, sn), c ≥ 0.

We then define the set ofbadly approximable pointswith respect toF by

Badψ̄X(F) = {x ∈ X : ∃ c = c(x) <∞ such thatx 6∈
⋃

n∈N
N (Rn, sn + c)},

or simply byBad(F) if there is no confusion about the parameter spaces under consid-
eration. The constantc(x) ≡ inf{c ∈ R : x 6∈ ⋃

n∈NN (Rn, sn + c)} is called the
approximation constantof x ∈ Bad(F). In the following, we are interested in the subset

Bad(F , c) ≡ {x ∈ X : x 6∈
⋃

n∈N
N (Rn, sn + c)}.

Using[I] and[D], we define therelevant resonant setgiven the parametert ≥ s1,

R(t) ≡
⋃

sn≤t
Rn = Rnt

,

wherent ∈ N is the largest integer suchsn ≤ t, and we callsnt
therelevant size.
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2.2.1. Dimension estimates.We now present the main conditions and result of Section 2.
Fix a constantd∗ ≥ 0 for later purpose and assume we are given a parameterc ≥ d∗.

For the lower bound, letl = lc ≥ 0 and fork ∈ N0 definetk ≡ s1 + kc + l and

Lk(c) = Lψ̄k (c) ≡
k
⋂

i=1

N (R(ti − l), ti + c− d∗)
C . (2.7)

Let µ be a locally finite Borel measure on̄X for which we assume the following.

[µ > 0] The measureµ is positive onψ-balls, that is, for allω ∈ Ω we have

µ(ψ(ω)) > 0. (2.8)

[τ(c)] There exists a constantτ(c) > 0 as follows: given a formal ballω = (x, tk) ∈ Ω,
k ∈ N0, with x ∈ Lk−1(c) there is a collectionCl,c(ω) of formal ballsωi =
(xi, tk+1) ∈ Ω satisfying

ψ(ωi) ⊂ ψ(ω)−N (R(tk − l), tk + c) (2.9)

wherexi ∈ Lk(c), such thatψ(ωi) are essentially-disjoint (that is,µ(ψ(ωi) ∩
ψ(ωj)) = 0 for i 6= j), and moreover,

µ
(

⋃

ωi∈Cl,c(ω)
ψ(ωi)

)

≥ τ(c) · µ(ψ(ω)) (2.10)

For the upper bound, letu = uc ≥ 0 and fork ∈ N0 definet̄k = s1 + k(c+ u)− u and

Uk(c) = U ψ̄
k (c) ≡

⋂

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c)C .

[N(c)] There exists a constantN(c) ≥ 0 as follows: given a formal ballω = (x, t̄k) ∈ Ω,
k ∈ N0, with x ∈ Uk−1(c) there exists a collectionCu,c(ω) of formal ballsωi =
(xi, t̄k+1) ∈ Ω with xi ∈ Uk(c) satisfying

ψ(ω)−
⋃

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c) ⊂

⋃

ωi∈Cu,c(ω)
ψ(ωi) (2.11)

and with cardinality
|Cu,c(ω)| ≤ N(c).

Finally, for both bounds we require that the diameter ofψ-balls is bounded.

[σ] There exist positive constantscσ and σ such that for allω = (x, t) ∈ Ω, the
diameter ofψ(ω) is bounded by

diam(ψ(x, t)) ≤ cσe
−σt. (2.12)

Remark.As will be evident from the proof, it suffices to require[N(c)] for all k ≥ k0
for somek0 ∈ N and obtain an upper bound for intersectionsBad(F , c) ∩ ψ(x, t̄k0),
see Section 2.4. Likewise, by requiring the existence of a formal ballω = (x, tk0) with
ψ(ω) ⊂ Lk(c), it suffices to require[τ(c)] for all k ≥ k0.

Note that the conditions[µ > 0] and[σ] depend only on the parameter space(Ω, ψ, µ),
whereas[τ(c)] and [N(c)] depend also on the familyF . Further discussion of the latter
conditions will take place in the next Section 2.3.

The following theorem is the main result of this section. Itsproof is skipped to Section
2.4 below. The above conditions are used to inductively construct tree-like collections of
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covers and ’sub-covers’5 of Bad(F , c). We point out that conditions similar to[µ > 0],
[τ(c)] and[σ] were already used in [17] to derive a dimension estimate.

Theorem 2.1.Let (Ω, ψ) be a parameter space andF be a family as above satisfying[σ].

[LB] If µ is a locally finite Borel-measure satisfying[µ > 0] and[τ(c)] then

dim(Bad(F , 2c+ lc)) ≥ dµ
(

Bad(F , 2c+ lc)
)

− |log(τ(c))|
σc

. (2.13)

[UB] If [N(c)] is satisfied, then for any formal ballω = (x, t̄0) ∈ Ω,

dim(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω)) ≤ log(N(c))

σ(c + uc)
. (2.14)

For the upper bound, recall that by the countable stability of the Hausdorff dimension,
given a countable collectionU = {Un}n∈N of setsUn ⊂ X which coverX, we have

dim(Bad(F , c)) = dim(∪nBad(F , c) ∩ Un) ≤ sup
n∈N

dim(Bad(F , c) ∩ Un).

2.3. Deriving [τ(c)] and [N(c)] from ’local measure conditions’. Before we present
the proof Theorem 2.1, we discuss how to derive conditions[τ(c)] and[N(c)] from local
measure (and separation) conditions. First we treat the case of a general parameter space
(Ω, ψ) and then consider the special case thatX is the Euclidean space andψ = Qσ (the
cube function) orψ = Rσ̄ (the rectangle function) in order to obtain sharper estimates.

In the following, let(Ω, ψ) be a parameter space andF be a family as given above. The
following ’separation’ and ’contraction’ conditions depend on the parameter space(Ω, ψ)
as well as on the ’local structure’ of the resonant setsRn.

Fix d∗ ≥ 0. Then consider the conditions[d∗] and[d∗,F ] and notice that we choose the
same constantd∗ = d∗(ψ,F) for both of them to avoid technicalities, but considering a
dependency in terms of a parameterc > 0 would yield sharper bounds below.

[d∗] (Ω, ψ) is calledd∗-contractingif for all (y, t) ∈ Ω̄ andx ∈ X,

x ∈ ψ̄(y, t+ d∗) =⇒ ψ̄(x, t+ d∗) ⊂ ψ̄(y, t), (2.15)

x 6∈ ψ̄(y, t) =⇒ ψ(x, t + d∗) ∩ ψ̄(y, t+ d∗) = ∅.
[d∗,F ] Moreover, require that(Ω, ψ) is d∗-separating with respect toF , that is, for all

resonant setsRn ⊂ X̄, t ≥ t∗, and for allx ∈ X,

x 6∈ N (Rn, t) =⇒ ψ(x, t + d∗) ∩ N (Rn, t+ d∗) = ∅. (2.16)

Example 2. Clearly, the standard functionBσ(x, t) ≡ B(x, e−σt) is d∗-contracting for

d∗ = log(2)/σ.

2.3.1. The general case.Given the parameterc > 0 recall the definitions oftk, t̄k and
Lk(c),Uk(c) respectively. Letµ be a locally finite Borel measure on̄X, assume in addition
that for every resonant setRn andt ≥ sn, ψ̄(Rn, t) is a Borel set. Suppose that(Ω, ψ, µ)
satisfies the following conditions.

[kc, k̄c] There are positive constants̄kc, kc such that for all formal ballsω = (x, tk) ∈ Ω
with x ∈ Lk−1(c) andy ∈ ψ(ω) ∩ Lk(c),

kc µ(ψ(x, tk)) ≤ µ(ψ(y, tk+1)) ≤ µ(ψ(y, tk+1 − d∗)) ≤ k̄c µ(ψ(x, tk + d∗)). (2.17)

5 By a collection of sub-covers we mean a collection of sets which give rise to a limit set contained in
Bad(F , c), see Section 2.4 below.
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[Kc] There is a positive constantKc such that for all formal balls(x, t̄k − d∗) ∈ Ω with
x ∈ Uk−1(c) andy ∈ ψ(x, t̄k) ∩ Uk(c),

µ(ψ(y, t̄k+1 + d∗)) ≥ Kc · µ(ψ(x, t̄k − d∗)). (2.18)

Example 3.When(Ω, ψ, µ) satisfies a power law with respect to the parameters(τ, c1, c2),
then[kc, k̄c] and [Kc] hold, independently from the conditions thatx ∈ Lk−1(c) andy ∈
ψ(ω) ∩ Lk(c) or x ∈ Uk−1(c) andy ∈ ψ(x, t̄k) ∩ Uk(c) respectively, with

kc =
c1
c2
e−τc, k̄c =

c2
c1
e−τ(c−2d∗), Kc =

c1
c2
e−τ(c+uc+2d∗). (2.19)

The following two local intersection conditions are the crucial conditions that need to
be verified in applications and are therefore presented as definitions. We again point out
the similarity to the intersection conditions of [2].

The concept of (absolutely) decaying measures was introduced in [15] and we adapted
it to our setting in [33] with respect to a given familyF .

Definition 2.2. (Ω, ψ, µ) is called6 τl(c)-decaying with respect toF and the parameters
(c, lc), whereτl(c) < 1, if all formal ballsω = (x, tk+ d∗) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Lk−1(c) we have

µ(ψ(ω) ∩ N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− d∗)) ≤ τl(c) · µ(ψ(ω)). (2.20)

Remark.For c ≥ d∗, the condition thatx ∈ Lk−1(c) implies thatψ(x, tk) is disjoint to
N (R(tk−1 − lc), tk−1 + c) ⊃ N (R(tk−1 − lc), tk + c − d∗) by (2.16). Hence it would
suffice to consider the setR(tk − lc, c) ≡ R(tk − lc)−R(tk − lc − c) in (2.20). Note that
also the proof of Lemma 2.12 will work if we only consider the setsR(tk − lc, c).

Note that we called the next condition ’Dirichlet’ since (2.21) will follow from Dirichlet-
type results in the applications.

Definition 2.3. (Ω, ψ, µ) is calledτu(c)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the parameters
(c, uc), whereτu(c) > 0, if for all formal ballsω = (x, t̄k − d∗) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Uk−1(c) we
have

µ
(

ψ(ω) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+uc

N (Rn, sn + c+ d∗)
)

≥ τu(c) · µ(ψ(ω)). (2.21)

The above conditions can be transferred into the conditions[τ(c)] and[N(c)].

Proposition 2.4. Given(Ω, ψ, µ) andF as above satisfying[µ > 0], [d∗] and[d∗,F ].

1. If (Ω, ψ, µ) satisfies[kc, k̄c] and isτl(c)-decaying with respect toF and the param-
eters(c, lc) then[τ(c)] is satisfied with

τ(c) =
(1− τl(c))kc

2k̄c
. (2.22)

2. If (Ω, ψ, µ) satisfies[Kc] and isτu(c)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the parame-
ters(c, uc) then[N(c)] is satisfied with

N(c) ≤ (1− τu(c))

Kc
. (2.23)

6 To be more precise we should call this condition ’absolutelyτl(c)-decaying’ rather thanτl(c)-decaying
according to [15]. For the sake of simplicity we omit the term’absolutely’.



JARŃIK-TYPE INEQUALITES 11

Proof. We start with the first assertion. Given the formal ballω = (x, tk) ∈ Ω where
x ∈ Lk−1(c), assume that we havem ≥ 0 formal ballsωi = (xi, tk+1) ∈ Ω, xi ∈ Lk(c),
for which (2.9) is satisfied and such that theψ-ballsψ(ωi) are disjoint. We apply (2.20)
on the formal ballω0 ≡ (x, tk + d∗) ∈ Ω and use (2.17) so that we obtain

µ
(

ψ(ω0)−N (R(tk − l), tk + c− d∗))−
m
⋃

i=1

ψ(xi, tk+1 − d∗))
)

= µ(ψ(ω0))− µ
(

ψ(ω0) ∩
(

N (R(tk − l), tk + c− d∗) ∪
m
⋃

i=1

ψ(xi, tk+1 − d∗)
))

≥ (1− τl(c)−m · k̄c)µ(ψ(ω0)).

As long asm < (1− τl(c))k̄
−1
c , sinceµ(ψ(ω0)) > 0 by (2.8), there exists a point

x′ ∈ ψ(ω0)−N (R(tk − l), tk + c− d∗)−
m
⋃

i=1

ψ(xi, tk+1 − d∗),

in particular,x′ ∈ Lk(c). Defineωm+1 ≡ (x′, tk + c) ∈ Ω. By (2.15) and (2.16) we know
thatψ(ωm+1) is disjoint from both,∪mi=1ψ(ωi) as well asN (R(tk−l), tk+c). Moreover, by
(2.15) we have thatψ(ωm+1) ⊂ ψ(ω). Iterating this argument untilm+1 ≥ (1−τl(c))k̄−1

c ,
setCl(ω) = {ωi : i = 1, . . . , m} for which we see by (2.17) that

µ
(

m
⋃

i=1

ψ(ωi)
)

≥ m · kc · µ(ψ(ω))

≥ m+ 1

2
kc · µ(ψ(ω)) ≥

(1− τl(c))kc
2k̄c

· µ(ψ(ω)),

which concludes the first part.
For the second part, let nowω = (x, t̄k) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Uk−1(c). Suppose that the we

are already givenm ≥ 0 pointsxi ∈ ψ(ω) ∩ Uk(c) such thatψ(xi, t̄k+1 + d∗) are disjoint.
Note that if there existsx′ ∈ ψ(ω) ∩ Uk(c) with x′ 6∈ ∪ψ(xi, t̄k+1), thenψ(x′, t̄k+1 + d∗)
is disjoint to∪ψ(xi, t̄k+1 + d∗) by (2.15) and we setωm+1 ≡ (x′, t̄k+1) ∈ Ω. So letm be
the maximal number with respect to this property (which is finite as seen below) and let
Cu,c(ω) = {ωi : i = 1, . . .m} be the collection of these formal balls such that

ψ(ω)−
⋃

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c) = ψ(ω) ∩ Uk(c) ⊂

m
⋃

i=1

ψ(ωi).

Moreover, by (2.16) and since

t̄k+1 + d∗ = t̄k + (c+ u) + d∗ ≥ sn + c+ d∗,

for all sn ≤ t̄k + u, theψ-ballsψ(xi, t̄k+1 + d∗) are disjoint toψ̄(Rn, sn + c + d∗) when
sn ≤ t̄k + u. In addition, they are contained inψ(xi, t̄k − d∗) by (2.15). Hence, (2.18) and
(2.21) applied to the formal ballω0 = (x, t̄k − d∗) imply

µ(ψ(ω0)) ≥ µ(ψ(ω0) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sk + c+ d∗)) +

m
∑

i=1

µ(ψ(xi, t̄k+1 + d∗))

≥ (τu(c) +m ·Kc)µ(ψ(ω0)).

Using (2.8), we get

|Cu,c(ω)| = m ≤ (1− τu(c))

Kc
,



JARŃIK-TYPE INEQUALITES 12

which establishes the second assertion. �

2.3.2. The cube function.Lor σ > 0, letBσ(x, t) ≡ B(x, e−σt). Thenµ satisfies a power
law. However, even in this case, the resulting dimension estimates might not be sharp
because the constantskc, k̄c andKc depend sensitively on the separation constantd∗. Note
that in the applications this may lead to an upper bound on thedimension which exceeds
the one ofRn, hence is trivial. However, we may sharpen the bounds of Proposition 2.4 by
modifying the above arguments and shifting the separation constants intoτl(c) andτu(c).

Assume in the following that we are given the parameter space(Ω, Qσ, µ), whereΩ =
Rn × R andµ denotes the Lebesgue measure onRn. Recall that the monotoniccube
functionQσ onΩ is given by

Qσ(x, t) ≡ B(x1, e
−σt)× · · · ×B(xn, e

−σt),

which denotes then-dimensional cube of edge length2e−σt with centerx = (x1, . . . , xn).
The crucial point is that, given any cubeQ ≡ Qσ(x, t) ⊂ Rn ands = log(m)/σ for some
m ∈ N, we can find a partition intomn = eσs cubesQi ≡ Qσ(xi, t+ s) satisfying

µ(Qi ∩Qj) = 0 for i 6= j, and (2.24)

Q =
⋃

i

Qi.

Up to increasingd∗, assume thatd∗ ≥ log(2)/σ, whereQσ is clearlylog(2)/σ-contracting.
Also adjust the Definitions 2.2 and 2.3 as follows (where the constantslc and uc and
hence the timestk, t̄k remain fixed). Modify (2.20) and require that for all formal balls
ω = (x, tk) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Lk−1(c) we have

µ(Qσ(ω) ∩N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− 2d∗)) ≤ τl(c) · µ(Qσ(ω)). (2.25)

In addition modify (2.21) as well as the definition ofUk(c) and require that for all formal
ballsω = (x, t̄k) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Uk−1(c) ≡

⋂

sn≤t̄k−1+uc−2d∗
Qσ(Rn, sn+ c+d∗)C we have

µ(Qσ(ω) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+uc−2d∗

N (Rn, sn + c+ d∗)) ≥ τu(c) · µ(Qσ(ω)). (2.26)

The above partition then strengthens Proposition 2.4 to thefollowing.

Proposition 2.5. Given(Ω, Qσ, µ) andF as above satisfying[d∗,F ].

1. Let c = log(m)/σ for somem ∈ N. If (2.25)holds, then[τ(c)] is satisfied with

τ(c) = 1− τl(c).

2. Let c + uc = log(m)/σ for somem ∈ N. If (2.26)holds, then[N(c)] is satisfied
with

N(c) ≤ (1− τu(c)) · enσ(c+uc).
Remark.Note that the restriction toc = log(m)/σ will not be a severe one in the appli-
cations, since for sufficiently largec > 0 we can choose āc = log(m)/σ with c̄ ≤ c and
obtain a lower bound with respect toc̄. The defect can again be shifted to a multiplicative
constant inτ(c). Similar applies for the upper bound.

Remark.The improvement (which we will notice in the applications) of τ(c) andN(c)
relies on the partition (2.24) of cubes. This is no longer possible in general, not even for
subsets such as fractals of the Euclidean space. Then again,for instance regular Cantor
sets or the Sierpinski Carpet admit a similar partition and hence a possible improvement
of the above constants; see also Example 3.2. However, for these examples the delicate
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point seems to be to obtain non-trivial parametersτl(c) andτu(c) in the conditions (2.25)
and (2.26) respectively.

Proof of Proposition 2.5.For the first assertion, ifQ = Qσ(x, tk) is a given cube with
x ∈ Lk−1(c), let Cl,c(Q) be precisely the collection of cubesQi = Qσ(xi, tk + c) (rather
than formal balls) of the partition ofQ as in (2.24), which intersect

Q ∩ N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− 2d∗)
C ,

and hence coverQ ∩ N (R(tk − lc), tk + c − 2d∗)C . SupposeQ̄ as above intersectsQ ∩
N (R(tk − lc), tk + c − 2d∗)C in a pointy. ThenQ̄ ⊂ Qσ(y, tk+1 − d∗) becaused∗ ≥
log(2)/σ, and, sincey 6∈ N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− d∗), the supset is disjoint to

N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− d∗) ⊃ N (R(tk − lc), tk + c)

by (d∗2). In particular,xi ∈ Q(y, tk). The first assertion now follows from (2.25), showing

µ
(

⋃

Qi∈Cl,c(Q)

Qi

)

≥ (1− τl(c)) · µ(Q) = τl(c) · µ(Q).

For the second assertion, ifQ = Qσ(x, t̄k) is a given cube withx ∈ Uk−1(c) let
Cu,c(x, t̄k) be precisely the cubesQi = Qσ(xi, t̄k+1) (rather than formal balls) of the parti-
tion ofQ as in (2.24), which intersect the set

W ≡ Q ∩
⋂

sn≤t̄k+uc−2d∗

N (Rn, sn + c)C ,

and hence coverW . Let Q̄ = Qi be such a cube which intersectsW in a pointy. Then
Q̄ ⊂ Qσ(y, t̄k+1 − d∗). Moreover, whensn ≤ t̄k + uc − 2d∗, we have

t̄k+1 − d∗ = t̄k + (c+ uc)− d∗ ≥ sn + c+ d∗

so thatQσ(y, t̄k+1 − d∗) ⊂ Qσ(y, sn + c+ d∗) where the supset is disjoint toN (Rn, sn +
c+d∗) by (d∗2). In particular,xi ∈ Uk(c). Using thatµ(Qσ(y, t+s)) = e−nσsµ(Qσ(x, t))
and applying (2.26) we get (for anyj)

|Cu,c(x, t̄k)| =
µ(∪Qi∈Cu,c(x,t̄k)Qi)

µ(Qj)
≤ (1− τu(c))e

nσ(c+uc),

finishing the proof. �

For later purpose, we shortly discuss how to obtain the conditions considered above,
given the respective conditions for the parameter space(Ω, Bσ, µ) and the familyF . Note
that for all formal balls(x, t) ∈ Ω we have

Qσ(x, t +
√
n/σ) ⊂ Bσ(x, t) ⊂ Qσ(x, t). (2.27)

Thus,BadQσ

Rn (F , c) ⊂ BadBσ

Rn (F , c) ⊂ BadQσ

Rn (F , c +
√
n/σ). Moreover, if (Ω, Bσ) is

d∗-separating with respect toF , let d̄∗ ≡ d∗ +
√
n/σ and we see that(Ω, Qσ) is at least

d̄∗-separating with respect toF .
We shall also show the following technical lemma that can be used to establish the con-

ditions (2.25) (respectively (2.26)) when(Ω, Bσ, µ) is τl(c)-decaying (respectivelyτu(c)-
Dirichlet) with respect toF , at least in special cases.

Lemma 2.6. Let a ≡ 2
√
n/σ + 3d∗. If (Ω, Bσ, µ) is τl(c)-decaying with respect toF

and the parameters(c, lc), independent on the condition thatx ∈ LBσ

k (c), then(Ω, Qσ, µ)
satisfies(2.25)for the parameters(c, lc + a) and

τ̃l(c) ≤ enσ(a−d∗)τl(c).
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Assume that(Ω, Bσ, µ) is τu(c + a)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the parameters
(c+a, uc+a) and independent on the condition thatt = t̄k, that is, whenever(x, t−d∗) ∈
Ω with x ∈ ⋂

sn≤t+(uc+a)
NBσ

(Rn, sn + (c+ a))C then

µ
(

Bσ(ω) ∩
⋃

sn≤t+(uc+a)

NBσ
(Rn, sn + (c+ a) + d∗)

)

≥ τu(c+ a) · µ(Bσ(ω)). (2.28)

Then(Ω, Qσ, µ) satisfies(2.26)for the parameters(c, uc + 2a) and

τ̃u(c) ≥ e−nσ(a+2d∗+
√
n/σ)τu(c+ a).

Proof. The proof of the first assertion is straight-forward using (2.27) above. We therefore
omit the proof and rather show the second assertion.

First, for t ≤ t̄k−1 + a− 2d∗ (wheret̄k−1 is with respect to(c, uc + 2a)) we have

UQσ

k−1(c) =
⋂

sn≤t̄k−1+(uc+2a)−2d̄∗

NQσ
(Rn, sn + c+ d∗)

C ⊂
⋂

sn≤t+(uc+a)

NBσ
(Rn, sn + (c+ a))C ,

where we used̄tk−1 + uc + 2a− 2d∗ ≥ t+ uc + a and (2.27) usinga ≥ d∗. Similarly,

Bσ(x, t0−d∗)∩
⋃

sn≤t0+uc+a
NBσ

(Rn, sn+c+a+d∗) ⊂ Qσ(x, t̄k)∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+uc+2a−2d∗

NQσ
(Rn, sn+c+d∗),

for t0 = t̄k+a−2d∗ sincet0−d∗ ≥ t̄k. Hence, we obtain for any(x, t̄k) with x ∈ UQσ

k−1(c)

µ
(

Qσ(x, t̄k) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+uc+2a−d∗
NQσ

(Rn, sn + c+ d̄∗)
)

≥ τu(c+ a) · µ(Bσ(x, t0))

≥ τu(c+ a) · µ(Qσ(x, t0 +
√
n/σ))

= τu(c+ a)e−nσ(a+2d∗+
√
n/σ) · µ(Qσ(x, t̄k)),

by (2.28), proving the lemma. �

2.3.3. A short discussion for the rectangle function.As mentioned above, the improve-
ment of the previous section relied on the partition of the cubes. Since for the rectangle
function this is only possible in special situations, we keep the following discussion short.

Consider the parameter space(Ω, Rσ̄, µ), whereΩ = Rn×R andµ is the Lebesgue mea-
sure onRn. Recall that the ’rectangle’ functionRσ̄ onΩ for a vectorσ̄ = (σ1, . . . , σn) ∈
Rn
>0 is given by

Rσ(x, t) ≡ B(x1, e
−σ1t)× · · · × B(xn, e

−σ1t).

Assume that eachσi ∈ Q. Write σi = pi/q with the same denominatorq ∈ N for
every σi. Then similarly to the cube function, givens = q log(m) for m ∈ N, any
rectangleR = Rσ̄(x, t) ⊂ Rn can be partitioned intomp1 . . .mpn = e(

∑
i σi)s rectangles

Ri ≡ Rσ̄(xi, t+ s) satisfying∪Ri = R andµ(Ri ∩ Rj) = 0 for i 6= j.
Let d∗ ≥ log(2)/mini{σi} so that(Ω, Rσ̄) is d∗-contracting and[d∗,F ] is satisfied.

Modify (2.25) and (2.26) with respect to the rectangle function, that is to the following
conditions. For all formal ballsω = (x, tk) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Lk−1(c) we have

µ(Rσ̄(ω) ∩N (R(tk − lc), tk + c− 2d∗)) ≤ τl(c) · µ(Rσ̄(ω)). (2.29)

Moreover, for all formal ballsω = (x, t̄k) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Uk−1(c) (defined as in (2.26) with
respect toRσ̄) we have

µ(Rσ̄(ω) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+uc−2d∗

N (Rn, sn + c+ d∗)) ≥ τu(c) · µ(Rσ̄(ω)). (2.30)
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The above partition then strengthens Proposition 2.4 to thefollowing.

Proposition 2.7. Given(Ω, Rσ̄, µ) with σ̄ ∈ Qn
>0 andF as above satisfying[d∗,F ].

1. Let c = q log(m) for somem ∈ N. If (2.29)holds, then[τ(c)] is satisfied with

τ(c) = 1− τl(c).

2. Let c + uc = q log(m) for somem ∈ N. If (2.30)holds, then[N(c)] is satisfied
with

N(c) ≤ (1− τu(c)) · e(
∑

i σi)(c+uc).

Proof. The proof follows from the proof of Proposition 2.5 by replacing the cube function
Qσ with the rectangle functionRσ̄. �

2.3.4. Dirichlet and decaying measures.In the applications several situations appear fre-
quently which can be translated into the abstract conditions (2.32) and (2.36) below. We
translate these conditions in turn to the ones required previously.

Let S ≡ {S ⊂ X̄} be a given collection of nonempty Borel sets. For instance, consider
S to be the collection of metric spheresS(x, t) ≡ {y ∈ X̄ : d(x, y) = e−t} in X̄, or the
set of affine hyperplanes in the Euclidean spaceRn. Assume moreover, thatNψ̄(S, t) is a
Borel-set for allt > t∗ andS ∈ S.

For the lower bound, given a locally finite Borel measureµ onX, (Ω, ψ, µ) is said to
beabsolutely(cδ, δ)-decaying with respect toS if for all (x, t) ∈ Ω and for allS ∈ S and
s ≥ 0 we have

µ(ψ(x, t) ∩ N (S, t+ s)) ≤ cδe
−δsµ(ψ(x, t)). (2.31)

Remark.WhenS denotes the set of affine hyperplanes in the Euclidean spaceRn andψ =
B1 is the standard function, then (2.31) corresponds to the original notion of absolutely
decaying measures, see [15].

Moreover, we say that an increasing discrete familyF is locally contained inS (with
respect to(Ω̄, ψ̄)) if there existsl∗ ≥ 0 and a numbern∗ ∈ N such that for all(x, t) ∈ Ω
we have

ψ̄(x, t + l∗) ∩ R(t) ⊂
n∗
⋃

i=1

Si (2.32)

is contained in at mostn∗ setsSi of S.

Remark.Notice that Condition (2.32) also makes sense for a given parameterc > 0. In
this case, we considerlc, nc andR(t, c) = R(t)−R(t− c) depending onc rather thanl∗,
n∗ andR(t) respectively.

We say that(Ω, ψ̄) is d∗-separatingif for all formal balls(x, t) ∈ Ω and for any setM
disjoint toψ̄(x, t), we have

ψ̄(x, t+ d∗) ∩ N (M, t+ d∗) = ∅. (2.33)

Clearly, the standard functionBσ is log(3)/σ-separating in a proper metric spaceX̄.

Proposition 2.8.Let(Ω, ψ, µ) bed∗-separating and letF be locally contained inS. Then,
if (Ω, ψ̄) is absolutely(cδ, δ)-decaying with respect toS, it is τl(c)-decaying with respect
toF and the parameters(c, l∗ + d∗) for all c ≥ 2d∗ such thatτl(c) < 1, where

τl(c) = n∗cδe
−δ(c−2d∗).
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Proof. Fix c ≥ 2d∗. Givenω = (x, t+ l∗+2d∗) ∈ Ω andl∗, n∗ ∈ N as well asS1, . . . , Sn∗

from the definition of (2.32), we claim that

ψ(ω) ∩N (R(t), t+ l∗ + d∗ + (c− d∗)) ⊂ ψ(ω) ∩
n∗
⋃

i=1

N (Si, t+ l∗ + (c− d∗)).

To see this, letM be the setR(t) − ∪Si which is disjoint toψ̄(x, t + l∗) by (2.32). By
monotonicity ofψ̄, we have

ψ̄(x, t + l∗ + 2d∗) ⊂ ψ̄(x, t + l∗ + d∗)

which, by (2.33), is disjoint to

N (M, t+ l∗ + d∗) ⊃ N (M, t+ l∗ + c− d∗),

for c ≥ 2d∗ again by monotonicity of̄ψ. This shows the above claim.
Setlc = l∗ + d∗ so thatω = (x, t+ lc + d∗) ∈ Ω. Finally, the claim and (2.31) imply

µ(ψ(ω) ∩ N (R(t), t+ lc + (c− d∗)) ≤ µ(ψ(ω) ∩
n∗
⋃

i=1

N (Si, t+ lc + d∗ + (c− 2d∗)))

≤ n∗cδe
−δ(c−2d∗)µ(ψ(ω)),

which shows thatµ is τl(c)-decaying with respect toF and the parameters(c, l∗+d∗). �

As a special case, let̄ψ = B̄σ be the standard function and̄X be a proper metric space.
Recall thatd∗ ≤ log(3)/σ, and assume that for all distinct pointsx, y ∈ Rn we have

d(x, y) > c̄ · e−σsn , (2.34)

for some constant̄c > 0.

Lemma 2.9. Let (Ω, ψ, µ) satisfy a power law with respect to the parameters(τ, c1, c2).
If (2.34)is satisfied, thenµ is τl(c)-decaying with respect toF , whereτl(c) =

c2
c1
eτ(c−2d∗),

for all c ≥ 2d∗ andlc = − log(c̄)/σ + d∗ + log(2).

Proof. Let l∗ = − log(c̄)/σ+log(2). Given a formal ball(x, t+ l∗) ∈ Ω, at most one point
y ∈ R(t) can lie inB(x, e−σ(t+l∗)). In fact, for distincty andy′ ∈ Rnt

(wherent ∈ N was
the largest integer such thatsn ≤ t), (2.34) implies

d(y, y′) > e−σ(sn+log(c̄)/σ) ≥ 2e−σ(t+l∗).

Hence,F is locally contained in the setS ≡ {y ∈ Rn : n ∈ N} with n∗ = 1. Sinceµ
satisfies the power law, it is( c2

c1
, τ)-decaying with respect toS andB̄σ. The proof follows

from Proposition 2.8. �

Analogously, for the upper bound and a possibly different collection of Borel setsS, for
a locally finite Borel measureµ onX, (Ω, ψ, µ) is called(cδ, δ)-Dirichlet with respect to
S if for all ω = (x, t) ∈ Ω, for all S ∈ S such thatS ∩ ψ̄(ω) 6= ∅ ands ≥ 0 we have

µ(ψ(ω) ∩ N (S, t+ s)) ≥ cδe
−δsµ(ψ(ω)). (2.35)

We say that the familyF locally containsS (with respect to(Ω, ψ)) if there exists
u∗ ≥ 0 such that for all formal ballsω = (x, t− u∗) ∈ Ω there existsS ∈ S with

ψ̄(ω) ∩ S ⊂ R(t). (2.36)
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Proposition 2.10. If F locally containsS and (Ω, ψ, µ) is (cδ, δ)-Dirichlet with respect
to S, then(Ω, ψ, µ) is τu(c)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the parameters(c, u∗), where
τu(c) ≥ cδe

−δ(c+d∗).
In the special case whenF locally containsS, whereS consists of subsets ofX, and

(Ω, ψ, µ) satisfies a power law with respect to the parameters(τ, c1, c2), we have that
(Ω, ψ, µ) is τu(c)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the parameters(c, u∗), where

τu(c) ≥ c1
c2
e−τ(c+2d∗+u∗).

Proof. The first statement is readily checked. For the second one, let ω = (x, t− u∗) ∈ Ω
andS ∈ S such thatS ∩ ψ̄(ω) ⊂ Rnt

∩ ψ̄(ω). Let y ∈ S ∩ ψ̄(ω). By monotonicity
of ψ̄ and (2.15),ψ̄(y, t + c + d∗) ⊂ ψ̄(y, t − u∗ + c) ⊂ ψ̄(x, t − u∗ − d∗). Hence, for
ω0 = (x, t− u∗ − d∗) ∈ Ω we see that

µ(ψ(ω0) ∩
⋃

sn≤t
N (Rn, sn + c+ d∗)) ≥ µ(ψ(ω0) ∩ ψ̄(y, t+ c+ d∗))

≥ µ(ψ(y, t+ c+ d∗)) ≥ c1
c2
e−τ(c+2d∗+u∗)µ(ψ(ω0)),

which shows the second claim. �

2.4. Proof of Theorem 2.1. We now prove the main theorem of this section. For the
lower bound of dim(Bad(F , 2c + lc)), using[τ(c)], we inductively construct a strongly
treelike family of sets such that its limit set,A∞, is a subset ofBad(F , 2c+ lc). Using the
method of [16, 17] (which is a generalization of the ones of [19, 32]), based on the ’Mass
Distribution Principle’, we derive a lower bound of dim(A∞).

For the upper bound of dim(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0)), we construct a sequenceUk of covers
of Bad(F , c)∩ψ(ω0) with uniform bounds on the diameters converging to zero. Theidea
is to inductively use Condition[N(c)] in order to ’refine’ a given coverUk to a coverUk+1

by smallerψ-balls and to given an upper bound on the cardinality of the new cover.

2.4.1. Proof of the lower bound [LB].Recall that forc ≥ d∗ andlc ≥ 0, for k ≥ 0, we
definedtk ≡ s1 + kc + lc and

Lk(c) = Lψ̄k (c) ≡
k
⋂

i=1

N (R(ti − lc), ti + c)C .

Let ω0 = (x0, t0) ∈ Ω be a formal ball and setL−1(c) = X̄ (andi0 = 0). Construct
a strongly treelike familyA of subsets ofX ∩ ψ(ω0) relative toµ as follows. LetA0 =
{ψ(ω0)}. Assume we are given the subfamilyAk at thek.th step and a setψ(ωi0...ik) ∈ Ak,
whereωi0...ik = (xi0...ik , tk) ∈ Ω with xi0...ik ∈ Lk−1(c). Then Condition[τ(c)] provides a
collectionCl,c(ωi0...ik) of formal ballsωi0...ikik+1

= (xi0...ikik+1
, tk+1) ∈ Ω with xi0...ikik+1

∈
Lk(c) such that the setsψ(ωi0...ikik+1

) ⊂ ψ(ωi0...ik) are essentially-disjoint (relative toµ)
and disjoint toN (R(tk − lc), tk + c) and satisfy (2.10). We therefore define

Ak+1 = ∪i0...ik{ψ(ωi0...ikik+1
) : ωi0...ikik+1

∈ Cl,c(ωi0...ik)},
where the indicesi0 . . . ik run over all indices from the previous construction.

If A (a countable family of compact subsets ofX) denotes the union of these sub col-
lectionsAk, k ∈ N, the following properties are satisfied with respect toµ:
(TL0) µ(A) > 0 for all A ∈ A (by [µ > 0]),
(TL1) for all k ∈ N, for all A,B ∈ An, eitherA = B or µ(A ∩B) = 0,
(TL2) for all k ∈ N≥2, for allB ∈ Ak, there existsA ∈ Ak−1 such thatB ⊂ A,
(TL3) for all k ∈ N, for all A ∈ Ak, there existsB ∈ Ak+1 such thatB ⊂ A.



JARŃIK-TYPE INEQUALITES 18

We can therefore define∪Ak = ∪A∈Ak
A and obtain a decreasing sequence of nonempty

compact subsetsX ⊃ ∪A1 ⊃ ∪A2 ⊃ ∪A3 ⊃ . . . . SinceX is complete, the limit set

A∞ ≡
⋂

k∈N
∪Ak

is nonempty. Define moreover thek.th stage diameterdk(A) ≡ maxA∈Ak
diam(A), which

by [σ] satisfiesdk(A) ≤ cσe
−σtk , and hence

(STL) limk→∞ dk(A) = 0.

Finally, by (2.10), we obtain a lower bound for thek.th stage ’density of children’

∆k(A) ≡ min
B∈Ak

µ(∪Ak+1 ∩ B)

µ(B)
≥ τ(c) (2.37)

of A. This gives a lower bound on the Hausdorff dimension ofA∞.

Lemma 2.11. If A as above satisfies (TL0-3) and (STL), then

dim(A∞) ≥ inf
x0∈A∞

dµ(x0)−
| log(τ(c))|

σc
.

Proof. In [16], Lemma 2.5 (which is stated for̄X = Rn but also true for general complete
metric spaces, see [17]) a measureν is constructed for which the support equalsA∞.
Moreover,ν satisfies for everyx ∈ A∞ that

dν(x) ≥ dµ(x)− lim sup
k→∞

∑k
i=1 log(∆i(A))

log(dk(A))

≥ inf
x0∈A∞

dµ(x0)− lim sup
k→∞

k log(τ(c))

log(cσe−σtk)
≥ inf

x0∈A∞

dµ(x0)−
|log(τ(c))|

σc
,

where we used (2.12) and (2.37). For every open setU ⊂ X̄ with ν(U) > 0, let

dν(U) ≡ inf
x∈U∩ supp(µ)

dν(x),

which is known to be a lower bound for the Hausdorff dimensionof supp(ν)∩U = A∞∩U
(see [10], Proposition 4.9 (a)). SettingU = X̄ shows the claim. �

We establish our lower bound by showing the following Lemma.

Lemma 2.12.The limit setA∞ ⊂ ψ(ω0)∩Bad(F , 2c+lc); hence,dim(Bad(F , 2c+lc)) ≥
dim(A∞).

Proof. Let x∞ ∈ A∞. Let {i0 . . . ik}k∈N be a sequence such thatx0 ∈ ∩k∈Nψ(ωi0...ik).
Note that since the setsψ(ωi0...ik) are only essentially-disjoint relative toµ, the sequence
{i0 . . . ik}k∈N might not be unique.

Assume thatx0 ∈ N (Rm, sm) for somem ∈ N (if no suchm exists, then the claim
already follows). Choose the integerk ≥ 0 such thatsm+ lc ∈ [tk, tk+1). By construction,
x∞ ∈ ψ(ωi0...ik+2

) which is disjoint toN (R(tk+1 − lc), tk+1 + c) by (2.9). Sincetk − lc ≤
sm < tk+1 − lc we haveRm ⊂ R(tk+1 − lc) and

x∞ /∈ N (R(tk+1 − lc), tk+1 + c)

= N (R(tk+1 − lc), tk − lc + 2c+ lc) ⊃ N (Rm, sm + (2c+ lc)),

by monotonicity ofψ̄. This shows thatx∞ ∈ Bad(F , 2c+ lc). �



JARŃIK-TYPE INEQUALITES 19

2.4.2. Proof of the upper bound [UB].Recall that forc > 0 anduc ≥ 0, we defined
t̄k = s1 + k(c + u)− u for k ≥ 0 and

Uk(c) ≡
⋂

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c)C .

Let ω0 = (x0, t̄0) ∈ Ω be any formal ball. LetU0 = {ψ(ω0)} and setU−1(c) = X
(andi0 = 0). Suppose we have already constructed thek.th step coverUk = {ψ(ωi0...ik)}
whereωi0...ik = (xi0...ik , t̄k) with xi0...ik ∈ Uk−1(c). Condition[N(c)] gives a collection
Cu,c(ωi0...ik) of formal ballsωi0...ikik+1

= (xi0...ikik+1
, t̄k+1) ∈ Ω with xi0...ikik+1

∈ Uk(c)
such that the setsψ(ωi0...ikik+1

) cover the set

Uk(c) ∩ ψ(ωi0...ik) = ψ(ωi0...ik)−
⋃

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c). (2.38)

and the number of these sets is bounded above byN(c). Set

Uk+1 ≡ ∪i0...ik{ψ(ωi0...ikik+1
) : ωi0...ikik+1

∈ Cu,c(ωi0...ik)} (2.39)

where the indicesi0, . . . , ik run over all indices from the previous construction.

Lemma 2.13. The collectionUk is a cover ofBad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0) by sets of diameter at
moste−σt̄k with

|Uk| ≤ N(c)k−1.

Proof. First note that for everyk ∈ N0,

Uk(c) =
⋂

sn≤t̄k+u
N (Rn, sn + c)C ⊃

⋂

n∈N
N (Rn, sn + c)C = Bad(F , c).

SinceBad(F , c) ⊂ Uk(c) and by (2.38), we have

Bad(F , c) ∩ (∪U∈Uk
U) ⊂ Bad(F , c) ∩ Uk(c) ∩ (∪U∈Uk

U)

= Bad(F , c) ∩ ∪U∈Uk
(Uk(c) ∩ U) ⊂ Bad(F , c) ∩ (∪U∈Uk+1

U)

This shows thatUk is a cover ofBad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0), since

Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0) ⊂ Bad(F , c) ∩ (∪U∈U1U) ⊂ . . . ⊂ Bad(F , c) ∩ (∪U∈Uk
U) ⊂

⋃

U∈Uk

U.

Moreover, it is finite and bounded byNk ≡ |Uk| with

Nk ≤ N(c)Nk−1 ≤ . . . ≤ N(c)k−1N0 = N(c)k−1

and the sets ofUk are of diameter at mostcσe−σt̄k by [σ]. This finishes the proof. �

Finally, if Hs denotes thes-dimensional Hausdorff-measure onX, then

Hs(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0)) ≤ lim
δ→0

Hs
δ(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0)) ≤ lim inf

k→∞
|Uk| · (cσe−σt̄k)s,

which is finite whenevers > lim infk→∞
− log(|Uk|)

log(cσe−σt̄k)
and in particular for

s >
log(N(c))

σ(c+ uc)
≥ lim inf

k→∞

− log(|Uk|)
log(cσe−σt̄k)

. (2.40)

This establishes the upper bound of the theorem,

dim(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0)) ≤
log(N(c))

σ(c+ uc)
.
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2.4.3. A final remark on the upper bound.LetX = Rn in the following. In the case that
ψ̄ is not the standard functionBσ, but for instance the rectangle functionRσ̄, we may give
a different upper bound in the following situation.

Lemma 2.14. Assume that conditions[σ] and [N(c)] hold. If there isθ > 0 and σ̂ ≥ σ
such that anyψ-ball ψ(x, t) can be covered byNψ(t) ≤ 2eθt cubesQσ̂(xi, t), then

dim(Bad(F , c) ∩ ψ(ω0)) ≤
θ

σ̂
+

log(N(c))

σ̂(c+ uc)
.

Proof. Letψ(ω) ∈ Uk, ω = (x, t̄k), be anyψ-ball from the coverUk constructed in (2.39).
Coverψ(ω) byNψ(t) cubesQσ̄(xi, t) and denote the collection of these cubes byŪk. The
collectionŪk by sets of diametere−σ̄t̄k and of cardinality at mostNψ(t̄k) · |Uk| is a cover
of Bad(F , c). The proof follows by the arguments of the previous section. �

For later purpose, we state the following elementary Lemma.Its proof is a simple
volume argument and omitted.

Lemma 2.15. Let σ̂ ≡ maxi{σi}, whereσ̄ ∈ Rn
>0. Then any rectangleRσ̄(x, t) can be

covered byNσ̄(t) cubesQσ̂(xi, t), where

Nσ̄(t) ≤ 2e(nσ̂−
∑

i σi)t.

3. APPLICATIONS

Verifying the conditions of the axiomatic approach we determine upper and lower bounds
on the Hausdorff dimension ofBad(F , c) of several examples.

3.1. Badr̄Rn . Forn ≥ 1, let r̄ ∈ Rn be a given weight vector withr1, . . . , rn > 0 satisfying
∑

ri = 1. We adjust the usual definition (which in particular differsfrom the one in the
introduction) of badly approximable vectorsBadr̄Rn with weight r̄ to a more convenient
one for our situation. A vector̄x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn belongs toBadr̄Rn if there exists a
positive constantc(x̄) > 0 such that for everyq ∈ N andp̄ = (p1, . . . , pn) ∈ Zn there is
somei ∈ {1, . . . , n} with

|xi −
pi
q
| ≥ c(x̄)1+ri

q1+ri
.

Note that for̄r = ( 1
n
, . . . , 1

n
) we writeBadnRn ≡ Badr̄Rn which agrees with the set of badly

approximable vectors. Forc > 0 let Badr̄Rn(e−c) be the subset of vectors̄x ∈ Badr̄Rn with
c(x̄) ≥ e−c.

Defineσ̄ = (1 + r1, . . . , 1 + rn). As in [17, 33], we let let̄Ω = Rn × R and consider
the rectangle function̄Rσ̄ : Ω̄ → C(Rn), given by the rectangle determined byr̄, that is,
the product of metric balls

R̄σ̄(x̄, t) ≡ B(x1, e
−(1+r1)t)× · · · × B(xn, e

−(1+rn)t).

Denote byr+ ≡ max{ri} and byr− ≡ min{ri} > 0. Clearly, we have diam(R̄σ̄(x, t)) ≤
2e−(1+r−)t, henceσ = 1 + r− in [σ].

In the following, letS be the set of affine hyperplanes inRn. Note that, ifµ denotes
the Lebesgue-measure onRn, it follows from [15] Lemma 9.1 (see also [33] for the case
of rectangles), that(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is absolutely(δ, cn)-decaying with respect toS for δ =
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1+min{r1, . . . , rn} = 1+ r− and somecn > 0. Moreover,(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) satisfies a(n+1)-
power law. More precisely, for all(x, t) ∈ Ω we haveµ(R̄σ̄(x, t)) = 2ne−(n+1)t. Define
d∗ ≡ log(3)

1+r−
and forc > 0,

l∗ =
log(n!)
n+1

+ n
n+1

log(2) + log(3)
1+r−

, uc =
1
r−

(

c+ (1 + r+)2 log(2)
)

≡ c
r−

+ u∗.

Theorem 3.1. LetX ⊂ Rn be the support of a locally finite Borel measureµ onRn such
that (Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) satisfies a(τ, c1, c2)-power law. When(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is absolutely(δ, cδ)-
decaying with respect toS, then forc > log(cδ)/δ + 2d∗ we have

dim(Badr̄Rn(12e
−(2c+l∗)) ∩X) ≥ dµ(X)−

log(2) + 2 log( c2
c1
) + 2τd∗ + |log(1− cδe

2δd∗e−δc)|
(1 + r−)c

.

Moreover, when̄r ∈ Qn
>0, there existc0 > 0 depending only onn and r̄ such that for

c > c0 we have

dim(BadnRn(12e
−(2c+l∗+d∗))) ≥ n− |log(1− 18cne

−(1+r−)c)|
(1 + r−)c

,

dim(BadnRn(e−c)) ≤ n− |log(1− 1
8
3−(n+1)(1+r−)e−(n+1)(c+uc))|

(1 + r+)(c+ uc + 2d∗)
.

Theorem 1.2 follows by applying the Taylor expansion and pointing out the modification
in the definition from the introduction (which results in a transformation of the exponents).

Remark.As pointed out by the referee, given a fractalF ⊂ Rn, non-trivial upper bounds
for dim(BadnRn(e−c)∩F ) of the intersection (that is dimensions strictly less than dim(F ))
would imply that the Hausdorff-measure onF of BadnRn(e−c) ∩ F is null. This in turn
would extend a recent result of Einsiedler, Fishman, Shapira [9]. Our results, unfortu-
nately, give no answers to this question. However, recall Section 2.3.2 for a remark on
possible extensions to fractals such as the Sierpinksi carpet or regular Cantor sets.

3.1.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1.Fork ∈ N we define the set of rational vectors

Rk ≡ {p̄/q ∈ Qn : p̄ ∈ Zn, 0 < q ≤ k}
as resonant set and define its size bysk ≡ log(k + 1). The familyF = (Rk, sk) is
increasing and discrete. Moreover, sinceR(t) is a discrete set for allt ≥ s1 and sinceR̄σ̄

is a product of metric balls, it is readily checked that(Ω, R̄σ̄) is d∗-separating with respect
toF . Also (Ω, R̄σ̄) is d∗-separating andd∗-contracting.

For the lower bound, we shall show the following.

Proposition 3.2. Let c > log(cδ)/δ + 3d∗. Then(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is τl(c)-decaying with respect
to F and the parameters(c, l∗), whereτl(c) = cδe

−δ(c−2d∗). Moreover, whenµ denotes
the Lebesgue measure, then(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) satisfies(2.29)for the parameters(c, l∗ + d∗) with
τl(c) = cne

(1+r−)d∗e−(1+r−)c.

Proof. Choose anȳl∗ > log(n!)/(n + 1) + n/(n + 1) log(2). Note that for a formal ball
ω = (x̄, t+ l̄∗) such thatt ≤ sk the sidelightsρi of the boxR̄σ̄(ω) satisfy

ρ1 · · · ρn = 2e−(1+r1)(t+l∗) · · · 2e−(1+rn)(t+l∗)

< 2ne−(1+n)sk−log(n!)−n log(2) ≤ 1
n!(k+1)n+1 .

We now use the following version of the ’Simplex Lemma’ due toDavenport and Schmidt
where the version of this lemma can be found in [18], Lemma 4.
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Lemma 3.3. Let D ⊂ Rn be a box of side lengthsρ1, . . . , ρn such thatρ1 . . . ρn <
1/(n!(k + 1)n+1). Then there exists an affine hyperplaneL such thatRk ∩D ⊂ L.

This shows thatF is locally contained in the collection of affine hyperplanesS with
n∗ = 1. Since(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is absolutely(δ, cδ)-decaying with respect toS, if follows from
Proposition 2.8 that(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is τl(c)-decaying with respect toF for all c > 2d∗ where
lc ≡ l∗ = l̄∗ + d∗ andτl(c) = cδe

−δ(c−2d∗) with τl(c) < 1. Remarking thatτl(c) < 1 for
c > log(cδ)/δ + 2d∗ shows the first claim.

Let nowµ denote the Lebesgue measure which is absolutely(1+ r−, cn)-decaying with
respect toS. Set l̄c = l̄∗ + 2d∗. Then by the above, given anyω = (x, t + l̄c) ∈ Ω, it is
readily shown that forc > 3d∗ + log(cn)/(1 + r−),

µ(R̄σ̄(ω) ∩ N (R(t), t+ l̄c + c− 2d∗)) ≤ cne
−(1+r−)(c−2d∗) · µ(R̄σ̄(ω)),

which shows the second claim and finishes the proof. �

For the upper bound, we need the following.

Proposition 3.4. Let µ be the Lebesgue measure onRn. Then(Rn × R, R̄σ̄, µ) is τu(c)-
Dirichlet with respect toF and the parameters(c, uc), whereτu(c) =

c1
c2
e−2τd∗ · e−τ(c+uc).

Moreover,(Rn × R, R̄σ̄, µ) satisfies(2.30)for the parameters(c, uc + 2d∗) with τu(c) =
1
4
e−(n+1)d∗e−(n+1)(c+uc).

Proof. Note that using the pigeon-hole principle as for the classical Dirichlet Theorem,
the following Lemma can be shown; its proof is readily checked.

Lemma 3.5. Let x ∈ Rn. For everyN ∈ N there exists a vector(p1, . . . , pn) ∈ Zn and
1 ≤ q ≤ N such that, fori = 1, . . . , n, we have

|xi −
pi
q
| ≤ 1

qN ri
.

Defineuc = c/r− + u∗ as given above and let̄x ∈ X = Rn. Givent > 0, letN ∈ N be
the maximal integer such thatlog(N) ≤ t+ uc, hencet+ uc ≤ log(N) + log(2). Let p̄, q
as in the above lemma, givenN . In the case whenlog(q) ≤ t + uc − (c+ uc), we have

|xi −
pi
q
| ≤ 1

qN ri

≤ e− log(q)−ri(t+uc−log(2))

≤ e−(1+ri) log(q)−ri(c+uc−log(2))

≤ e−(1+ri)(log(q+1)+c) = e−(1+ri)(sq+c),

for everyi = 1, . . . , n, where we used in the last inequality that

ri(uc − log(2)) = ri
r−
(c+ (1 + r+) log(2))

≥ c+ (1 + ri)(log(q + 1)− log(q)).

This shows
x̄ ∈ R̄σ̄(p̄/q, sq + c) ⊂

⋃

sq≤t+uc−(c+uc)

N (Rq, sq + c).

Hence, we may assumelog(q) > t+ uc − (c+ uc) and obtain that for everyi = 1, . . . , n,

|xi −
pi
q
| ≤ e− log(q)−ri(t+uc)

≤ e−(1+ri)(t+uc)+(c+uc)) ≤ e−(1+ri)t,
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sinceriuc ≥ c. This yieldsp̄/q ∈ R̄σ̄(x̄, t). ThusF locally contains the set of rationals,
see (2.36). Since by assumptionX = Rn, it is readily shown (by replacingu∗ with uc in
the proof of Proposition 2.10). that(Ω, R̄σ̄, µ) is τu(c)-Dirichlet with respect toF and the
parameters(c, uc), whereτu(c) = c1

c2
e−2τd∗ · e−τ(c+uc). This shows the first claim.

Now setūc = uc + 2d∗. Givenω = (x, t̄k) ∈ Ω with x ∈ Uk−1(c) (defined as in (2.26)
with respect toRσ̄) the above argument again shows that there isp̄/q ∈ R̄σ̄(x̄, t) with
p̄/q ∈ R(t̄k + ūc − 2d∗). Hence,

µ(Rσ̄(ω) ∩
⋃

sn≤t̄k+ūc−2d∗

N (Rn, sn + c+ d∗)) ≥ 1
4
e−(n+1)(c+uc+d∗) · µ(Rσ̄(ω)),

which shows the second claim and finishes the proof. �

Note moreover the following.

Lemma 3.6. Givenc > 0 we haveBadR̄σ̄

X (F , c) ⊂ Badr̄Rn(12e
−c) ∩X andBadr̄Rn(e−c) ⊂

BadR̄σ̄

Rn (F , c).

Proof. For the first inclusion, if̄x ∈BadR̄σ̄

X (F , c), then for everȳp/q, wherep̄ = (p1, . . . , pn) ∈
Zn andq ∈ N, x̄ 6∈ N (Rq, sq + c) ⊃ R̄σ̄(p̄/q, sq + c). Hence, for somei ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we
have

|xi − pi/q| ≥ e−(1+ri)(sq+c) =
e−(1+ri)c

(q + 1)1+ri
≥ e−(1+ri)c

2q1+ri
,

hencex̄ ∈ Badr̄Rn(12e
−c) ∩ X. For the second inclusion, let̄x ∈ Badr̄Rn(e−c). Thus, for

everyp̄/q with p̄ ∈ Zn andq ∈ N there existsi ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that

|xi −
pi
q
| ≥ e−(1+ri)c

q−(1+ri)
≥ e−(1+ri)(sq+c),

hencēx ∈ BadR̄σ̄

Rn (F , c), finishing the proof. �

Finally, using the above Propositions, we obtain the following. First, Theorem 2.1 [LB],
together with Proposition 2.4 and (2.19) (giving[kc, k̄c]), establishes

dim(Badr̄Rn(12e
−(2c+l∗)) ∩X) ≥ dim(BadR̄σ̄

X (F , 2c+ l∗ + d∗))

≥ dµ(X)− |log(1− τl(c)) + log(kc)− log(2k̄c)|
(1 + r−)c

≥ dµ(X)−
log(2) + 2 log( c2

c1
) + 2τd∗ + |log(1− cδe

2δd∗e−δc)|
(1 + r−)c

,

which is the lower bound for the first part of the Theorem.
In the following, letµ be the Lebesgue measure so thatX = Rn with r̄ ∈ Qn

>0 and
henceσ̄ ∈ Qn

>0. Suppose eachσi = pi/q with the same denominatorq ∈ N. Then for
c = q log(m) for somem ∈ N, Theorem 2.1 [LB] together with Proposition 2.7 show

dim(BadnRn(12e
−(2c+l∗+d∗))) ≥ n− |log(1− cne

(1+r−)2d∗e−(1+r−)c)|
(1 + r−)c

.
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For the upper bound, letc + ūc = q log(m) for somem ∈ N. Using Proposition 2.7,
Lemma 2.14 and Lemma 2.15 (witĥσ = 1 + r+ andθ = nσ̂ −∑

i σi) show

dim(BadnRn(e−c)) ≤ dim(BadRσ̄

Rn (F , c))

≤ nσ̂ −∑

i σi
σ̂

+
log

(

(1− 1
4
e−(n+1)d∗e−(n+1)(c+uc)) · e(

∑
i σi)(c+ūc)

)

σ̂(c+ ūc)

≤ n− |log(1− 1
4
e−(n+1)d∗e−(n+1)(c+uc))|

(1 + r+)(c+ uc + 2d∗)
.

Restricting toc > c0 sufficiently large, withc0 depending only onn andr̄, we obtain the
bounds stated for Theorem 3.1, finishing the proof.

3.2. The Bernoulli shift Σ+. For n ≥ 1, let Σ+ = {1, . . . , n}N be the set of one-sided
sequences in symbols from{1, . . . , n}. Let T denote the shift and letd+ be the met-
ric given byd+(w, w̄) ≡ e−min{i≥1:w(i)6=w̄(i)} for w 6= w̄ andd(w,w) ≡ 0. Note that
dim(Σ+) = log(n).

Fix a periodic wordw̄ ∈ Σ+ of periodp ∈ N. Forc ∈ N, consider the set

Sw̄(c) = {w ∈ Σ+ : T kw 6∈ B(w̄, e−(c+1)) for all k ∈ N}.
Theorem 3.7.For everyc ∈ N we have

dim(Sw̄(c)) ≤ log(n)− |log(1− n−c)|
c

,

as well as

dim(Sw̄(2c+ p+ 1)) ≥ log(n)− |log(1− n−c)|
c

.

Remark.Note that the Morse-Thue sequencew in {0, 1}N is a particular example of a
word in Sw̄(2p) for any periodic wordw̄ or periodp. In fact, w does not contain any
subword of the formWWa wherea is the first letter of the subwordW ; for details and
more general words inSw̄, we refer to an earlier work of Schroeder and the author [27].

Proof. Fork ∈ N andwk ∈ {1, .., n}k, let w̄k ∈ Σ+ denote the word̄wk = wkw̄. Consider
the resonant setsR0 = {w̄} and fork ∈ N

Rk = {w̄l ∈ Σ+ : wl ∈ {1, .., n}l, l ≤ k}) ∪ R0,

which we give the sizesk = k + 1. The familyF = (Rk, sk) is increasing and discrete.
Note that we letΩ = Σ+ ×N and consider the standard functionB1 for which we have

d∗ = 0 for [d∗] and[d∗,F ] andσ = 1 for [σ]. Moreover, we haveBad(F , c) = Sw̄(c). To
see this, note thatd+(T k−1w, w̄) ≤ e−(c+1) if and only if

w(k) . . . w(k + c) = w̄(1) . . . w̄(c).

Thus, forwk = w(1) . . . w(k) andw̄k = wkw̄ we haved+(w, w̄k) ≤ e−(k+c+1) if and only
if w ∈ B(w̄k, e

−(sk+c)) ⊂ NB1(Rk, sk + c).
For the lower bound, let̄wm andw̃m ∈ Rm be distinct. By definition ofw̄m andw̃m

there existsi ∈ {1, . . . , m+ p} such thatw̄m(i) 6= w̃m(i); hence

d+(w̄m, w̃m) ≥ e−(p+m+1) = e−pe−sm

and we are given the special case (2.34) withc̄ = e−p. Moreover, for the probability
measureµ = {1/n, . . . , 1/n}N, (Ω, B1, µ) satisfies

µ(B(w, e−(t+1))) = n−t = ne− log(n)(t+1),
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and hence a(log(n), n, n)-power law. From Lemma 2.9 we see that(Ω, B1, µ) is (log(n), 1)-
decaying with respect toF and the parameters(c, p + 1). Applying Theorem (2.1) [LB],
together with Proposition (2.4) and (2.19) (givingkc = k̄c = nc), we obtain

dim(Sw̄(2c+ p+ 1)) ≥ log(n)− log(2) + |log(1− n−c)|
c

.

However, note that(Ω, B1) satisfies a partition as in (2.24) for everyc ∈ N. Following
the arguments of the proof of Proposition 2.5, we can see thatthe constant ’log(2)’ can be
omitted.

For the upper bound, let(w, sk) = (w, k + 1) ∈ Ω. If wk ≡ w(1) . . .w(k), let w̄k ≡
wkw̄ ∈ Rk which lies inB(w, e−sk); hence,Rk ∩ B1(w, sk) 6= ∅. Thus, Lemma 2.10
shows that(Ω, B1, µ) is (log(n), 1)-Dirichlet with respect toF for u∗ = 0. Theorem (2.1)
[UB], together with Proposition (2.4) and (2.19) (givingKc = nc), yields

dim(Sw̄(c)) ≤ log(n)− |log(1− n−c)|
c

,

finishing the proof. �

3.3. The geodesic flow inHn+1. Although the following setting is even suitable for
proper geodesic CAT(-1) metric spaces, we restrict to the real hyperbolic spaceHn+1.
The reason is, given a non-elementary geometrically finite Kleinian groupΓ, the existence
of a nice measure satisfying theGlobal Measure Formula(see Theorem 3.12). We start
by introducing the setting and a model of Diophantine approximation developed by Her-
sonsky, Paulin and Parkkonen in [12, 13, 23], which allows a dynamical interpretation of
badly approximable elements.

In the following,Hn+1 denotes the(n+1)-dimensional real hyperbolic ball-model. For
o ∈ Hn+1, we define thevisual metricdo : Sn × Sn → [0,∞) at o by do(ξ, ξ) ≡ 0 and

do(ξ, η) ≡ e−(ξ,η)o ,

for ξ 6= η, where(·, ·)o denotes the Gromov-product ato. Note that ifo = 0 is the center of
the ballHn+1 then the visual distanced0 is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to the angle metric on
the unit sphereSn. The boundarySn = ∂∞Hn+1 is a compact metric space with respect
to do and we will consider all metric balls to be with respect todo in the following.

Let Γ be a discrete subgroup of the isometry groupI(Hn+1) of Hn+1. Note that an
isometryϕ of Hn+1 extends to a homeomorphism ofSn. We denote the image of a set
S ⊂ Sn underϕ byϕ.S. Thelimit setΛΓ of Γ is given by the setΓ.o∩Sn (independent of
o), which is the set of all accumulation points of subsequences fromΓ.o ≡ {ϕ(o) : ϕ ∈ Γ}.
Recall that a subgroupΓ0 ⊂ Γ is calledconvex-cocompactif ΛΓ0 contains at least two
points and the action ofΓ0 on the convex hullCΓ0 has compact quotient. We callΓ0

bounded parabolicif Γ0 is the maximal subgroup ofΓ stabilizing a parabolic fixed point
ξ0 ∈ ΛΓ andΓ0 acts cocompactly onΛΓ− {ξ0}. Moreover, we callΓ0 almost malnormal
if ϕ.ΛΓ0 ∩ ΛΓ0 = ∅ for everyϕ ∈ Γ− Γ0.

LetΓ be a non-elementary geometrically finite group. We refer to [25] for the following.
For the convex hullCΓ of ΛΓ, the subsetCΓ ∩ Hn+1 of Hn+1 is closed, convex andΓ-
invariant. The convex coreCM ⊂ M of M = Hn+1/Γ is the convex closed connected
set

CM ≡ (CΓ ∩Hn+1)/Γ = K ∪
⋃

i

Vi,

which can be decomposed into a compact setK, and, unlessΓ is convex cocompact,
finitely many open disjoint setsVi corresponding to the conjugacy classes of maximal
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parabolic subgroups ofΓ which are bounded parabolic and almost malnormal. Moreover,
if π denotes the projection toM = Hn/Γ we may assume that eachVi = π(Ci) ∩ CM
is the projection of a horoballCi contained in the convex coreCM , where the collection
ϕ(Ci), ϕ ∈ Γ− StabΓ(Ci), is disjoint.

We call the projectionVi and every projection of a smaller horoball (in the convex core)
contained inVi a standard cusp neighborhood.

3.3.1. The setting.Let Γ be a non-elementary geometrically finite group without elliptic
elements as above andΓi ⊂ Γ, i = 1, 2, be an almost malnormal subgroup inΓ of infinite
index. We treat the following two ’disjoint’ cases simultaneously.

1. There is precisely one conjugacy class of a maximal parabolic subgroupΓ1 of Γ.
Letm be the rank ofΓ1 and letC1 be a horoball based at the parabolic fixed point
ξ0 of Γ1 as above.

2. LetΓ be convex-cocompact such thatΛΓ ⊂ Sn is not contained in a finite union of
spheres ofSn of codimension at least1. Let Γ2 be a convex-cocompact subgroup
andC2 = CΓ2 be the convex hull ofΓ2 which is a hyperbolic subspace (that is,C2

is totally geodesic and isometric7 to the hyperbolic spaceHm).

Remark.The requirements that there is only one parabolic subgroup in Case 1.or thatΓ
itself is convex-cocompact inCase 2.will be necessary for the Global Measure Formula.
More precisely, we need to control the ’depth of geodesic rays in the cuspidal end’ which
is not possible inCase 2.if CM is not compact.8

Note that, sinceΓi is almost malnormal, we haveΓi = StabΓ(Ci) so thatΓi is deter-
mined byCi. In addition,Ci is (ε, T )-immersed, that is, for everyε > 0 there exists
T = T (ε) ≥ 0 such that for allϕ ∈ Γ− Γi we have that diam(Nε(Ci) ∩ ϕ(Nε(Ci)) ≤ T ;
see [23]. In the first case, we therefore assume, after shrinkingC1, that the imagesϕ(C1),
[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1, form a disjoint collection of horoballs. For the second case, we letε = δ0 and
T0 = T (2δ0) whereδ0 is the constant such thatHn+1 is a tripod-δ0-hyperbolic space.

Example 4. Clearly, ifM = Hn+1/Γ is a finite volume hyperbolic manifold with exactly
one cusp, thenCase 1.is satisfied withm = n. If Γ is even cocompact, then every closed
geodesicα in M determines a subgroupΓ2 as in Case 2. andC2 (a lift of α) is one-
dimensional. Moreover,T can be estimated in terms of the length ofα and the length of a
systole ofM (or with the injectivity radius ’along’α).

3.3.2. A model of Diophantine approximation and the main result.GivenΓ, Γi, i = 1, 2,
as above, we fix a base pointo ∈ Hn+1 such thatπ(o) ∈ K. For technical reasons, we
also fix a sufficiently large constantt0 ≥ 0. For the respective cases,i = 1, 2, denote the
quadruple of data by

Di = (Γ, Ci, o, t0).

For r = [ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γi we define

Di(r) = d(o, ϕ(Ci))

which does not depend on the choice of the representativeϕ of r. Note that the set{Di(r) :
r ∈ Γ/Γi} is discrete and unbounded (see [23, 33]); that is, for everyD ≥ 0 there are only

7 With respect to the induced metric onC2.
8 However, whenΓ is a lattice so that the measure will satisfy a power law,Case 2.is possible but further

arguments for Lemma 3.16 are necessary.
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finitely many elementsr ∈ Γ/Γi such thatDi(r) ≤ D and there exists anr ∈ Γ/Γi with
Di(r) > D.

Now, for i = 1, 2 and forξ ∈ ΛΓ− Γ.ΛΓi define theapproximation constant

ci(ξ) = inf
r=[ϕ]∈Γ/Γi: Di(r)>t0

eDi(r)do(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓi),

If ci(ξ) = 0 thenξ is calledwell approximable, otherwise it is calledbadly approximable
(with respect toDi). Define the set of badly approximable limit points by

Bad(Di) = {ξ ∈ ΛΓ− Γ.ΛΓi : ci(ξ) > 0} ⊂ ΛΓ,

andBad(Di, e
−c) the subset of elements for whichci(ξ) ≥ e−c.

Theorem 3.8.Letδ be the Hausdorff dimension ofΛΓ. Then there existsc0 > 0, constants
kl, k̄l, ku, k̄u, k̃u > 0 determined in the following, and an exponentτ > 0 (from Theorem
3.13 below) such that for allc > c0 we have

δ − kl + |log(1− k̄l e
−(2δ−m)c/2)|

c/2− (δ0 + log(2))
≤ dim(Bad(D1, e

−c)) ≤ (2δ −m)− |log(1− k̄u e
−(3δ−m)c)| − k̃u

2c+ ku
,

as well as

δ − kl + |log(1− k̄l e
−τc/2)|

c/2− (T0 + δ0 + 2 log(3))
≤ dim(Bad(D2, e

−c)) ≤ δ − |log(1− k̄u e
−δc)| − k̃u

c+ ku
.

Remark.It is well known (see [21]) that2δ ≥ m. In fact, it follows from the lower and
upper bound thatδ ≥ m in our case. Therefore, the upper bound is only suitable forc > 0
such that the right hand side is smaller than the trivial bound δ. For the second case, note
that ifC2 is an axis, we can chooseτ = δ. We moreover expect thatτ is dependent on the
dimension ofC2 (and of course onδ).

In the special case whenΓ is of thefirst kind, that isΛΓ = Sn (for instance ifΓ is a
lattice), we can improve the above theorem to the following.

Theorem 3.9. Let againτ > 0 be the exponent of Theorem 3.13 below. If in addition
ΛΓ = Sn, then there existsc0 > 0 and constantskl, k̄l, ku, k̄u9 > 0, such that for all
c > c0 we have

n− |log(1− k̄l e
−nc/2)|

c/2− kl
≤ dim(Bad(D1, e

−c)) ≤ n− |log(1− k̄u e
−2nc)|

2c+ ku
,

as well as

n− |log(1− k̄l e
−τc/2)|

c/2− kl
≤ dim(Bad(D2, e

−c)) ≤ n− |log(1− k̄u e
−nc)|

c+ ku
.

As a corollary of Theorem 3.9 we obtain Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5.

3.3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5.Notice the following dynamical interpre-
tation of the setBad(Di, e

−c).

Lemma 3.10( [33], Lemma 3.16 for the context of CAT(-1)-spaces). There exist positive
constantsc0, κ0 > 0 (we may assumeκ0 ≥ 1) and t0 ≥ 0 with the following property:
if C1 is a horoball based at∂∞C = η ∈ ∂∞Hn or C2 is a hyperbolic subspace with
d(o, Ci) ≥ t0, then for allξ ∈ ΛΓ andc > c0 we have

1. γo,ξ([t, t+ c]) ⊂ C1,

9 The constants may differ from the ones in the proof.
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2. γo,ξ([t, t+ c]) ⊂ Nδ0(C2),

for somet ≥ d(o, Ci), if and only if

1. do(ξ, η) ≤ κ0 e
−c/2 · e−d(o,C1),

2. do(ξ, ∂∞C2) ≤ κ0 e
−c · e−d(o,C2).

Note moreover that the penetration lengthc of a geodesic ray in a horoballC differs from
its ’height’ c/2 only up to additive constants; see again [33].

Recall the setsBadM,H0,o(t) andBadM,Nε(α),o(L) considered in Theorem 1.4 and Theo-
rem 1.5 for large constantst andL. By Lemma 3.10 and the above discussion, they lift to
the setsBad(D1, e

−t̃) andBad(D2, e
−L̃) respectively for suitable dataD1 andD2, where

t̃, L̃ agree witht andL up to a constant independent ont, L (determined by Lemma 3.10).
Finally, we finish the proof by applying Theorem 3.9 and the Taylor expansion.

3.3.4. Preparation: a measure onΛΓ. Let o = 0 be the center so that the visual metric
do is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to the angle metric on the unit sphereSn. Hence, ifΓ is of
the first kind, then the Lebesgue measure onSn satisfies a power law with respect to the
visual metricdo and the exponentn. More generally, recall that thecritical exponentof a
discrete groupΓ ⊂ I(Hn+1) is given by

δ(Γ) ≡ inf
{

s > 0 :
∑

ϕ∈Γ
e−sd(x,ϕ(x)) <∞

}

,

for anyx ∈ Hn+1. If Γ is non-elementary and discrete then the Hausdorff dimension of
the conical limit set ofΛΓ equalsδ(Γ) and if Γ is moreover geometrically finite, then
dim(ΛΓ) = δ(Γ) (see [3]).

Moreover, associated toΓ, there is a canonical measure, thePatterson-Sullivanmeasure
µΓ, which is aδ(Γ)-conformal probability measure supported onΛΓ. For a precise defini-
tion we refer to [21]. There are various results concerning the Patterson-Sullivan measure.
Here, we will make use of the following.

Let Γ be a non-elementary geometrically finite Kleinian group as in Cases 1.and2.
above. Let moreoverD0 be the diameter of the compact partK of the convex coreCM
of M . For a limit pointξ ∈ ΛΓ, we letγo,ξ be the unique geodesic ray starting ino and
asymptotic toξ. In Case 1.define thedepthDt(ξ) of the pointγo,ξ(t) in the collection
of horoballs{ϕ(C1)}ϕ∈Γ, whereDt(ξ) ≡ 0 if γo,ξ(t) does not belong to∪ϕ∈Γϕ(C1), and
Dt(ξ) ≡ d(γo,ξ(t), ∂ϕ(C1)) otherwise; inCase 2.we simply setDt(ξ) = 0 for all t > 0.

We need the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.11.We have

Dt(ξ) ≤ d(γo,ξ(t),Γ.o) ≤ Dt(ξ) + 4 log(1 +
√
2) +D0.

Proof. By the arguments given below, the proof is obvious ifΓ is convex-cocompact (and
hence the setV is empty) and we may assume that we are givenCase 1.Recall that the
convex coreCM = (CΓ ∩ Hn+1)/Γ consists of (the disjoint union of) the compact setK
and the setV which we may assume to be the projection ofC1 ∩ CΓ. SinceCΓ is convex
ando ∈ CΓ, for every limit pointξ ∈ CΓ the rayγo,ξ(R+) is contained inCΓ and hence
covered by lifts ofK and ofV . Sinceπ(o) ∈ K, if γo,ξ(t) ∈ CΓ − ∪ϕϕ(C1) for some
t > 0, thend(γo,ξ(t),Γ.o) ≤ D0.

Hence, fixt > 0 such thatγo,ξ(t) ∈ ϕ(C1) ≡ C for someϕ ∈ Γ, where we let
η ≡ ϕ(ξ0). If we let t0 be the entering time ofγo,ξ in C, that is,γo,ξ(t0) ∈ ∂C, then clearly
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by the above remark and sinceγo,ξ(t0) belongs to some lift ofK, we have

d(γo,ξ(t),Γ.o) ≤ d(γo,ξ(t), γo,ξ(t0)) +D0 ≡ d̄+D0.

Moreover, letC̃ be the horoball based atη (and contained inC) such thatγo,ξ(t) ∈ ∂C̃

and note thatγo,η(d(o, C)+Dt(ξ)) ∈ ∂C̃. It then follows from [22], Lemma 2.9, that both
d(γo,ξ(t0), γo,η(d(o, C))) andd(γo,ξ(t), γo,η(d(o, C) + Dt(ξ))) are bounded above by the
constant2 log(1 +

√
2). This shows

d̄ = d(γo,ξ(t), γo,ξ(t0))

≤ d(γo,ξ(t), γo,η(d(o, C) +Dt(ξ))) + d(γo,η(d(o, C) +Dt(ξ)), γo,ξ(t0))

≤ 2 log(1 +
√
2) + (Dt(ξ) + d(γo,η(d(o, C)), γo,ξ(t0)))

≤ Dt(ξ) + 4 log(1 +
√
2).

Finally, sinceo 6∈ C (used in the first inequality) we have

Dt(ξ) ≤ d(γo,ξ(t),Γ.o)

≤ d̄+D0

≤ Dt(ξ) + 4 log(1 +
√
2) +D0,

proving the claim. �

In the following, letµ = µo be the Patterson-Sullivan measure given at the base point
o. By the above lemma, we can reformulate theGlobal Measure Formuladue to [30],
Theorem 2, to the following.

Theorem 3.12.There exist positive constantsc1, c2 > 0 and t0 > 0 such that for all
ξ ∈ ΛΓ and for all t > t0, we have that

c1e
−δt · e−(δ−m)Dt(ξ) ≤ µ(Bdo(ξ, e

−t)) ≤ c2e
−δt · e−(δ−m)Dt(ξ).

In particular, if Γ is convex-cocompact, thenµ satisfies a power law with respect toδ.10

For the second case, let againo = 0 and note that, sinceΓ2 is almost malnormal in
Γ, C2 can be of dimension at mostm ≤ n. Moreover, sinceC2 is anm-dimensional
hyperbolic subspace, the boundary∂∞C2 = ΛΓ2 ⊂ ΛΓ of C2 is an(m − 1)-dimensional
sphere (with respect tod0). Hence, every imageϕ.ΛΓ2, ϕ ∈ Γ, is contained in the set
H(Γ) ≡ {S ∩ ΛΓ : S is a sphere inSn of codimension at least1}. A finite Borel measure
µ on Sn is calledH(Γ)-friendly, if µ is Federer and(ΛΓ × (t0,∞), B1, µ) is absolutely
(τ, cτ )-decaying with respect toH(Γ).

Theorem 3.13([31], Theorem 2). For every non-elementary convex-cocompact discrete
groupΓ ⊂ I(Hn+1) (without elliptic elements), such thatΛΓ is not contained in a finite
union of elements ofH(Γ), the Patterson-Sullivan measureµ at o isH(Γ)-friendly.

Note that if we consider only0-dimensional spheres, we can clearly chooseτ = δ.

10 The same is true ifδ equalsm and in particular ifΓ is of the first kind in which caseµ is equivalent to
the Lebesgue measure onSn.
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3.3.5. The resonant sets.Let Ω̄ = Ω = ΛΓ× (t0,∞), wheret0 is sufficiently large as in
Theorem 3.12 and Theorem 3.13 above (as well as Lemma 3.10 and3.18 below). We are
given the discrete set of sizes{Di([ϕ]) : [ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γi, Di([ϕ]) > t0} which we relabel to
{sim}m∈N ⊂ R+ and reorder such thatsim ≤ sik for m ≤ k. Form ∈ N let

Ri
m ≡ {ξ ∈ ϕ.ΛΓi : [ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γi such thatt0 < Di([ϕ]) ≤ sim}

= {ξ ∈ ϕ.ΛΓi : [ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γi such thate−t0 > e−Di([ϕ]) ≥ e−s
i
m}.

SinceΓ is discrete, for every metric ballB = B(ξ, e−t), (ξ, t) ∈ Ω, only finitely many
setsϕ.ΛΓi with Di([ϕ]) ≤ t can intersectB and it is readily checked that(Ω, B1) is d∗-
separating with respect toFi whered∗ = log(2). Moreover, sinceΛΓ is compact,(Ω, B1)
is log(3)-separating. Clearly we have[σ] for σ = 1.

ForFi ≡ (Ri
m, s

i
m), sinceΛΓi ⊂ Sn is closed (hence compact), we remark that

Bad(Di, e
−c) = BadB1

ΛΓ(Fi, c).

3.3.6. The lower bound.For the lower bound, note that the following is shown in the
author’s earlier work [33], Section3.6.5, using thatCi is (2δ0, T0)-immersed: For two
different cosets[ϕ̄], [ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γi let η ∈ ϕ.ΛΓi andη̄ ∈ ϕ̄.ΛΓi. Then

do(η, η̄) ≥ e−cie−max{Di([ϕ]),Di([ϕ̄])}, (3.1)

where
c1 ≡ δ0, c2 ≡ T (2δ0) + 2δ0,

andδ0 is the hyperbolicity constant ofHn+1 (andi stands for the respective case).
ForCase 2.we obtain that, forl∗ = c2 + log(3), for any formal ball(ξ, t) ∈ Ω we have

B(ξ, e−(t+l̄∗)) ∩Ri(t) = B(ξ, e−(t+l̄∗)) ∩ S,
whereS is either empty orS = ϕ.ΛΓ2 ∈ H(Γ) for some[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ2. Thus, (2.32) is
satisfied withn∗ = 1. Proposition 2.8 and Theorem 3.13 show that(Ω, B1, µ) is τl(c)-
decaying with respect toF2, whereτl(c) = cτe

−τ(c−2 log(3)), for all c ≥ 2 log(3) and the
parameters(c, lc), lc = T0 + δ0 + 2 log(3). We let c0 ≥ 2 log(3) large such that for all
c ≥ c0 we haveτl(c) < 1. Recall that(Ω, B1, µ) satisfies a power law with respect to the
parameters(δ, c1, c2). Thus, Theorem 2.1 [LB] together with Proposition 2.4 and (2.19)
(giving [kc, k̄c]) establish the lower bound

dim(Bad(D2, e
−(2c+lc))) ≥ δ −

log(2) + 2δ(log( c2
c1
) + log(3)) + |log(1− cτe

2τ log(3) · e−τc)|
c

.

ForCase 1., (3.1) implies that (2.34) is satisfied forl∗ = δ0 + log(2). Using the Global
Measure Formula, we can determine the required constants.

Proposition 3.14.Givenc > 0 (such thatτl(c) < 1), [kc, k̄c] is satisfied and(Ω, B1, µ) is
τl(c)-decaying with respect toF1 and the parameters(c, lc) for lc = δ0 + log(2) and

kc ≥ c1
c2
e−δδ0e−(2δ−m)c ≡ c̄1e

−(2δ−m)c,

k̄c ≤ c1
c2
e−δ(4d∗+δ0)em(2d∗+δ0)emc ≡ c̄2e

−mc ≤ c̄2e
(2δ−m)c,

τl(c) ≤ c2
c1
e2δd∗+mδ0e−(2δ−m)c ≡ c̄3e

−(2δ−m)c.

Proof. For anyη ∈ B(ξ, e−t) with t sufficiently large, sincee−(ξ,η)o = do(ξ, η) ≤ e−t and
Hn+1 is a δ0-tripod-hyperbolic space, we haved(γo,ξ(t), γo,η(t)) < δ0. Hence|Dt(ξ) −
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Dt(η)| ≤ δ0. Moreover, we have|Dh(η)−Ds(η)| ≤ |h− s| for all h, s. This shows that
for η ∈ B(ξ, e−t) ands, h ≥ 0,

|Dt+s(ξ)−Dt+h(η)| ≤ δ0 + s+ h. (3.2)

Recall thattk = s11+kc+ lc and let(ξ, tk) ∈ Ω be a given a formal ball. From the above
(3.1), we know thatB(ξ, e−tk) ∩ R(tk − lc) contains at most one point, sayη = ϕ.ΛΓ1.
By (3.2),Dtk+d∗(ξ) andDtk+c−d∗(η) can differ by at mostc + δ0 − 2d∗. Moreover, since
D1([ϕ]) ≤ tk − lc, we have for the depth ofη that

Dtk+c−d∗(η) = tk + c− d∗ −D([ϕ]) ≥ c+ lc − d∗.

Assuming thatc + lc ≥ c + δ0 + d∗ (which is the case forc ≥ log(2)), we have
Dtk+c−d∗(η) ≥ Dtk+d∗(ξ) + c+ δ0. Using the Global Measure Formula, we obtain

µ(B(ξ, e−(tk+d∗))) ≥ c1e
−δ(tk+d∗) · e−(δ−m)Dtk+d∗(ξ)

≥ c2e
−δ(tk+c−d∗) · c1

c2
eδ(c−2d∗)e−(δ−m)(Dtk+c−d∗(η)−(c+δ0))

≥ c2e
−δ(tk+c−d∗)e−(δ−m)Dtk+c−d∗(η) · c1

c2
e2δ(c−d∗)e−m(c+δ0)

≥ µ(B(η, e−(tk+c−d∗))) · c1
c2
e−2δd∗−mδ0e(2δ−m)c

≥ µ(B(ξ, e−(tk+d∗)) ∩B(η, e−(tk+c−d∗))) · τl(c)−1.

As above, using (3.2) forη ∈ B(ξ, e−tk) and the Global Measure Formula, we obtain

µ(B(η, e−tk+1)) ≥ c1e
−δtk+1 · e−(δ−m)Dtk+1

(ξ)

≥ µ(B(ξ, e−tk)) · c1
c2
e−δce−(δ−m)(c+δ0)

≡ µ(B(ξ, e−tk)) · kc,
as well as

µ(B(ξ, e−(tk+d∗))) ≥ c1e
−δ(tk+d∗) · e−(δ−m)Dtk+d∗(ξ)

≥ µ(B(η, e−(tk+1−d∗)) · c1
c2
eδ(c−2d∗)e−(δ−m)(c+2d∗+δ0)

≥ µ(B(η, e−(tk+1−d∗)) · c1
c2
e−δ(4d∗+δ0)em(2d∗+δ0)emc

≡ µ(B(η, e−(tk+1−d∗)) · k̄−1
c .

This finishes the proof. �

Assuming thatc > c0, wherec0 is as in Lemma 3.10 and such thatτl(c0) < 1, the
following Lemma will finish determining the parameters for the lower bound.

Lemma 3.15.For anyξ ∈ Bad(F , 2c+ lc) we havedµ(ξ) ≥ δ.

Proof. If ξ ∈ Bad(F , 2c+ lc), thendo(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓ1) > e−(D1([ϕ])+2c+lc) for every[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1

with D1([ϕ]) > t0. Hence, Lemma 3.10 states that the length ofγo,ξ(R
+) ∩ ϕ(C1) is

bounded by2(2c + lc + 2 log(κ0)) for every[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1. In particular, the distance from
γo,ξ(t) to ∂ϕ(C1) is less than2c+ lc+2 log(κ0) for all t > t0 and we see that0 ≤ Dt(ξ) ≤
2c+ lc+2 log(κ0). The Global Measure Formula yields thatc1e

−δtC−1 ≤ µ(B(ξ, e−t)) ≤
c2e

−δtC for all t > t0, for someC = C(c) > 0. In particular,dµ(ξ) ≥ δ. �

Finally, Theorem 2.1 [LB] together with Proposition 2.4 give the lower bound

dim(Bad(D1, e
−(2c+δ0+log(2)))) ≥ δ − log(2c̄2c̄

−1
1 ) + |log(1− c̄3e

−(2δ−m)c)|
c

,
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where c̄i are the constants from Proposition 3.14. This finishes the proof of the lower
bounds of Theorem 3.8.

The Special Case.Let ΛΓ = Sn. Note that for any formal ball(ξ, t0), ξ ∈ Sn, we can
take an isometry from the hyperbolic ball to the upper half space model (again denoted
by Hn+1) which mapso to (0, . . . , 0, 1) ∈ Hn+1 andξ to 0 ∈ Rn ⊂ ∂∞Hn+1. If t0 > 0
is sufficiently large thenB(0, e−t0) (with respect to the visual distance) is contained in
the Euclidean unit ballB ⊂ Rn and we remark that the visual metricdo restricted toB
is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to the Euclidean metric onB; let cB ≥ 1 be the bi-Lipschitz
constant.

We let c = log(m) > c0 for somem ∈ N sufficiently large (such that̄τ il (c) < 1

below). Up to modifyinglic andτ ic to l̃ic = lic + log(cB) andτ̃ il (c) = cnBτ
i
l (c) respectively,

we may use the same arguments as above and assume for any pointξ ∈ B that (2.20) is
satisfied with respect to the Lebesgue measure and the functionB1 (which is with respect
to the Euclidean metric). Note also that we nowhere used the condition thatξ ∈ LB1

k (c)
so that the condition becomes obsolete in this setting. Hence, Lemma 2.6 shows that
(2.25) is satisfied for the parametersl̄ic = l̃ic + a, with a ≡ 2

√
n + 3 log(2), andτ̄ il (c) ≤

en(a−log(2))τ̃l(c)
i, wherei stands for the respective cases. Recalling thatτ̃l(c)

1 = c̄1 e
−nc

and τ̃l(c)2 = c̄2 e
−τc, Theorem 2.1 [LB] together with Proposition 2.5 yield the lower

bound (up to identifications)

dim(Bad(Di, e
−(2c+l̄ic))) ≥ dim(BadB1

Rn(Fi, 2c+ l̄ic) ∩ B)

≥ dim(BadQ1

Rn(Fi, 2c+ l̄ic) ∩ B) ≥ n− |log(1− τ̄l(c)
i)|

c
.

Again, up to modifyinḡτ il (c) to τ̄ 1l (c) ≡ k̄1l e
−nc andτ̄ 1l (c) ≡ k̄ile

−τc for suitable constants
k̄il > 0 (independent onc), this gives the result for sufficiently large generalc ≥ c0. This
finishes the proof of the lower bounds of Theorem 3.9.

3.3.7. The upper bound.We again distinguish between the cases and start withCase 2.
by showing a Dirichlet-type Lemma. Recall thatD0 denotes the diameter of the compact
setK covering the convex coreCM .

Lemma 3.16. There exists a constantκ1 ≥ 0 such that for allξ ∈ ΛΓ andt > t0, where
t0 > 2D0, there exists[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ2 withD2([ϕ]) ≤ t such that

do(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓ2) < e2D0+κ1e−t.

Proof. Let K̃ be a lift ofK such thato ∈ K̃. The geodesic rayγo,ξ is contained inCΓ,
which is covered by imagesϕ(K̃),ϕ ∈ Γ. Hence, letϕ ∈ Γ such thatγo,ξ(t−D0) ∈ ϕ(K̃).
SinceC2 ⊂ CΓ, some image ofC2 underΓ, sayC2 itself, intersectsK̃. Thus,ϕ(C2)
intersectsϕ(K̃), and we see that

D2([ϕ]) = d(o, ϕ(C2)) ≤ d(o, γo,ξ(t−D0)) + d(γo,ξ(t−D0)), ϕ(C2)) ≤ t.

Moreover, there exists a geodesic lineα contained inϕ(C2) at distance at mostD0 to
γo,ξ(t−D0). LetH be the hyperbolic half-space such thatγo,ξ(t−2D0) ∈ ∂H,H orthogo-
nal toγo,ξ andξ ∈ ∂∞H. Hence, one of the endpoints ofα (which belongs toϕ.ΛΓ2) must
lie in the boundary∂∞H of H. Remarking that∂∞H is a subset ofB(ξ, e−(d(o,H)−κ1)) for
some universal constantκ1 > 0, yields the claim. �
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Settingu∗ = 2D0 + κ1, we see thatF locally containsS, which denotes the set of
points ofΛΓ. Moreover, sinceΓ is convex-cocompact,(Ω, B1, µ) satisfies a power law
with respect to the parameters(δ, c1, c2), Proposition 2.10 shows that(Ω, B1, µ) is τu(c)-
Dirichlet with respect toF2 and the parameters(c, u∗), whereτu(c) = c1

c2
e−δ(2d∗+u∗) · e−δc.

Using (2.19) (giving[Kc]) and Proposition 2.4, Theorem 2.1 [UB] establishes

dim(Bad(D2, e
−c)) ≤

log(1− c1
c2
e−δ(2d∗+u∗)e−δc)− log( c1

c2
e−δ(c+u∗+2d∗))

c + u∗

= δ −
|log(1− c1

c2
e−δ(2d∗+u∗) · e−δc)|+ log( c1

c2
)− 2δd∗

c+ u∗
.

We are left withCase 1.We start again with the following Dirichlet-type Lemma that
follows from [30], Theorem 1, which we reformulated in a version best suitable for us.

Lemma 3.17.There exists at0 ≥ 0 and a constantκ1 > 0 (we may assumeκ1 ≥ 1) such
that for anyξ ∈ ΛΓ, for anyt > t0 there exists[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1 withD1([ϕ]) ≤ t, such that

do(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓ1) ≤ κ1 e
−t/2 e−D1([ϕ])/2. (3.3)

Fix c > 0 and letuc ≡ c+2 log(κ1). Recall that̄tk = s11 + k(c+ uc)− uc. We need the
following refinement of the above lemma.

Lemma 3.18. For ξ ∈ ΛΓ with ξ ∈ Uk−1(c) and t̄k > t0, there exists[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1 with
t̄k−1 + uc < D1([ϕ]) ≤ t̄k + uc such thatϕ.ΛΓ1 ∈ B(ξ, e−t̄k).

Proof. Let ξ ∈ ΛΓ andt̄k > t0. There exists[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1 with D([ϕ]) ≤ t̄k + uc such that
(3.3) is satisfied. IfD1([ϕ]) ≤ t̄k−1 + uc = t̄k + uc − (c+ uc), then

do(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓ1) ≤ κ1e
−(t̄k+uc)/2e−D1([ϕ])/2

≤ κ1e
−(D1([ϕ])+1/2(c+uc))

= κ1e
−(D1([ϕ])+1/2(c+c+2 log(κ1))) = e−(D1([ϕ])+c).

Thus, we see that

ξ ∈ B(ϕ.ΛΓ1, e
−(D1([ϕ])+c)) ⊂

⋃

sn≤t̄k−1+uc

N (Rn, sn + c) = Uk−1(c)
C ,

and we may assume thatt̄k−1 + uc < D1([ϕ]) ≤ t̄k + uc. In this case, we have

do(ξ, ϕ.ΛΓ1) ≤ κ1e
−(t̄k+uc)/2e−D1([ϕ])/2

< κ1e
−(t̄k+uc)/2−(t̄k−1+uc)/2)

= κ1e
−t̄k−(2uc−(c+uc))/2 = e−t̄k

and hence,ϕ.ΛΓ1 ∈ B(ξ, e−t̄k) which finishes the proof. �

Combining the Global Measure Formula and the above lemma yield the parameters.

Proposition 3.19. Given c > 0, [Kc] is satisfied and(Ω, B1, µ) is τu(c)-Dirichlet with
respect toF1 and the parameters(c, uc) for uc ≡ c+ 2 log(κ1) and

Kc ≥ c1
c2
e−(2δ−m)(2d∗+δ0)e−(2δ−m)(c+uc) ≡ c̄1e

−(2δ−m)(c+uc)

τu(c) ≥ c1
c2
e−δ(2c+uc+3d∗)+m(c+d∗) ≡ c̄2e

−(3δ−m)c.
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Proof. Let (ξ, t̄k− d∗) ∈ Ω be a given a formal ball andη ∈ B(ξ, e−t̄k) ⊂ B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)).
Using (3.2) we obtain

Dt̄k+1+d∗(η) ≤ Dt̄k−d∗(ξ) + c+ uc + 2d∗ + δ0.

The Global Measure Formula shows that

µ(B(η, e−(t̄k+1+d∗))) ≥ c1e
−δ(t̄k+1+d∗) · e−(δ−m)Dt̄k+1+d∗

(η)

≥ c1e
−δ(t̄k+c+uc+d∗)e−(δ−m)Dt̄k−d∗

(ξ) · e−(δ−m)(c+uc+2d∗+δ0)

≥ µ(B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)) · e−(2δ−m)(c+uc)

≥ µ(B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)) ·Kc.

Similarly, let(ξ, t̄k−d∗) ∈ Ω be a given a formal ball such thatξ ∈ Uk−1(c). By Lemma
3.18, there exists[ϕ] ∈ Γ/Γ1 with t̄k−1 + uc < D1([ϕ]) ≤ t̄k + uc andη ∈ B(ξ, e−t̄k),
whereη ≡ ϕ.ΛΓ1. Moreover, since

D1([ϕ]) + c+ d∗ > t̄k−1 + uc + c + d∗ ≥ t̄k + d∗,

the ballB(η, e−(D1([ϕ])+c+d∗)) ⊂ B(η, e−(t̄k+d∗))which in turn is contained inB(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)).
Finally, we haveDD1([ϕ])+c+d∗(η) = c+ d∗ and the Global Measure Formula shows

µ(B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)) ∩B(η, e−(D1([ϕ])+c+d∗))) ≥ µ(B(η, e−(D1([ϕ])+c+d∗))

≥ c1e
−δ(D1([ϕ])+c+d∗) · e−(δ−m)(c+d∗)

≥ c2e
−δ(t̄k−d∗) · c1

c2
e−δ(c+uc+2d∗)−(δ−m)(c+d∗)

≥ µ(B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)) · c1
c2
e−δ(2c+uc+3d∗)+m(c+d∗)

≡ τu(c) · µ(B(ξ, e−(t̄k−d∗)).

This finishes the proof. �

Finally, Theorem 2.1 [UB] together with Proposition 2.4 give the upper bound

dim(Bad(D1, e
−c)) ≤ − log(Kc) + log(1− τu(c))

c+ uc
(3.4)

≤ − log(c̄1) + (2δ −m)(c + uc) + log(1− c̄2e
−(3δ−m)c)

c+ uc

≤ (2δ −m)− |log(1− c̄2e
−(3δ−m)c)|+ log(c̄1)

2c+ 2 log(k1)
,

where c̄i are the constants from Proposition 3.19. This finishes the proof of the upper
bounds of Theorem 3.8.

The Special Case.Let againΛΓ = Sn. Forc > 0 anda =
√
n+3d∗ let ūic ≥ uic+2a such

that c + ūic = log(mi) (with mi ∈ N minimal). Moreover, letξj ∈ Sn be finitely many
points such thatBj = B(ξj, t̄0) coverSn. As for the lower bound, for eachξj we can take
again an isometry to the upper half space model which mapso to en+1 = (0, . . . , 0, 1) ∈
Hn+1 andξ to 0 ∈ Rn ⊂ ∂∞Hn+1 as well asBj to a subset̃Bj contained in the Euclidean
unit ballB. Recall that̄t0 ≥ t0, a technical constant. Up to increasingt0, we may even
assume that the cubeQ = Q1(0, t̄0) ⊃ B̃j is contained inB.

Note that in the proof of[τu(c)] (or [τu(c + a)]) in Proposition 3.19 it is nowhere nec-
essary to requiret = t̄k. Hence condition (2.28) is satisfied (with respect to the Lebesgue
measure onRn, the functionB1 and the visual metricden+1). Up to adding a multiplica-
tive constant depending only on the ballB andn, (2.28) is satisfied with respect to the
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Lebesgue measure onRn, the functionB1 and the Euclidean metric. Lemma 2.6 implies
that(B × (t0,∞), Q1, µ) satisfies (2.26) for the parameters(c, uc + 2a) and

τ̃u(c)
i ≥ e−nσ(a+2d∗+

√
n/σ)τu(c+ a)i ≡ k̄iue

−nic,

wheren1 = 2 andn2 = 1 andk̄iu depend only onn. Finally, sincemi above was chosen
minimal there exists a constantkiu ≥ 0 (independent onc) such thatc + ūic ≤ nic + kiu.
Thus, Theorem 2.1 [UB] and Proposition 2.5 show (up to identifications)

dim(Bad(Di, e
−(c+

√
n)) ∩ B̃j) ≤ dim(BadQ1

Rn(F , c) ∩Q)

≤ n− |log(1− k̄iu e
−nic)|

nic+ kiu
.

This finishes the proof of the upper bounds of Theorem 3.9.

3.4. Toral Endomorphisms. For the motivation of the following result, we refer to Brod-
erick, Fishman and Kleinbock [4] and references therein. For n ∈ N, let M = (Mk) be
a sequence of real matricesMk ∈ GL(n,R), with tk = ‖Mk‖op (the operator norm), and
Z = (Zk) be a sequence ofτk-separated11 subsets ofRn. Define

EM,Z ≡ {x ∈ Rn : ∃ c = c(x) > 0 such thatd(Mkx, Zk) ≥ c · τk for all k ∈ N0},
whered is the Euclidean distance. Forc > 0, letEM,Z(c) be the elementsx ∈ EM,Z with
c(x) ≥ c.

We assume that, independently oft ∈ R+, for all c > 0 we have

|{k ∈ N : log(tk/τk) ∈ (t− c, t]}| ≤ ϕ(c), (3.5)

for some functionϕ : R+ → R+. The sequenceM is lacunaryif infk∈N
tk+1

tk
≡ λ > 1

and the sequenceZ is uniformly discreteif there existsτ0 > 0 such that every setZk is
τ0-separated. Note that ifM is lacunary andZ is uniformly discrete, then (3.5) holds and
ϕ is bounded byϕ(c) ≤ c/ log(λ).

Let againS denote the set of affine hyperplanes inRn and recall that the Lebesgue
measure is absolutely(1, cn)-decaying (with respect toS and the functionψ = B1). Using
similar arguments for the proof as [4, 33], we want to show thefollowing lower bounds.
An upper bound will be considered below.

Theorem 3.20.Let X ⊂ Rn be the support of an absolutely(τ, cτ )-decaying measure
µ (with respect toS andψ = B1) which also satisfies a power law with respect to the
exponentδ and constantsc1, c2. LetM andZ be as above satisfying(3.5)withϕ(c) ≤ eτ̄ c,
where0 < τ̄ < τ . Then, there existsc0 > 0 such that for allc > c0 we have

dim(EM,Z(e
−(2c+log(12))) ∩X) ≥ δ −

log(2
c21
c22
) + 2δ log(2) + |log(1− cτ2

τϕ(c)e−τc|
c

.

In particular, (if µ denotes the Lebesgue measure) there exist constantskl, k̄l > 0 and
c0 > 0, such that for allc > c0 we have

dim(EM,Z(e
−c)) ≥ n− |log(1− k̄l ϕ(c/2)e

−c/2)|
c/2− kl

.

Note that whenM = (Mk) whereM ∈ GL(n,Z) and eachZk = y + Zn for some
y ∈ Rn, then, under certain assumptions onM , a similar lower bound for dim(EM,Z(e−c))
follows from Abercrombie, Nair [1].

11 That is, for everyy1, y2 ∈ Zk we haved(y1, y2) ≥ τk > 0.
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Proof. Let vk ∈ Rn be the unit vector such that‖Mkvk‖ = tk and ifVk ≡ {Mkvk}⊥ is the
subspace orthogonal toMkvk, letWk ≡M−1

k (Vk). Then, fork ∈ N andz ∈ Zk we define
the subsets

Yk(z) ≡ (M−1
k (z) +Wk) ∩M−1

k (B(z, τk/4)).

Setsk ≡ log(τk/tk), which we reorder such thatsk ≤ sk+1, so that we obtain a discrete
set of sizes. Fork ∈ Λ ≡ N let the resonant setRk be given by

Rk ≡ {x ∈ Yl(zl) : zl ∈ Zl and log(tl/τl) ≤ sk}
= {x ∈ Yl(zl) : zl ∈ Zl and

τl
tl

≥ τk
tk
},

which gives a increasing and discrete familyF = {Rk, sk}.
Note that for allx ∈ Rn we have‖x‖ ≥ ‖Mkx‖/tk. Hence, for distinct pointsz1,

z2 ∈ Zk, Yk(z1) andYk(z2) are subsets of parallel affine hyperplanes and we have

‖Yk(z1)− Yk(z2)‖ ≥ ‖M−1
k (B(y1, τk/4))−M−1

k (B(y2, τk, /4))‖ (3.6)

≥ τk − 2τk/4

tk
=

τk
2tk

≥ 1
2
e−sk ,

sinceZk is τk-separated. Letlc = log(4) + log(3) independent ofc. Given a closed
ball B = B(x, 2e−(t+lc)) ⊂ Rn with x ∈ X, for everyk ∈ N with sk ≤ t, it follows
from (3.6) that at most one of the setsYk(y), y ∈ Zk, can intersectB. Moreover, for
c > 0, the number ofk ∈ N with sk ∈ (t − c, t] is bounded byϕ(c) by (3.5). Recall that
R(t, c) ≡ R(t) − R(t − c). Thus, there exist at mostN = ⌊ϕ(c)⌋ affine hyperplanes
L1, . . . , LN ∈ S such that

B(x, 2e−(t+lc)) ∩R(t, c) ⊂ B(x, 2e−(t+lc)) ∩
N
⋃

i=1

Li.

Since(Ω, B1, µ) is absolutely(τ, cτ )-decaying with respect toS, for c ≥ log(3) + log(2)
andB = B(x, e−(t+lc+d∗)) we have

µ(B ∩Ne−(t+lc+d∗+c−log(2))

(

R(t, c)
)

) ≤
N
∑

i=1

µ(B ∩ Ne−(t+lc+d∗+c−log(2))(Li))

≤ ϕ(c) · cτe−τ(c−log(2))µ(B) ≡ τl(c) µ(B).

Note that, sinceϕ(c) ≤ eτ̄ c with τ̄ < τ , for all c > c0 = log(cτ2
τ )/(τ − τ̄ ) we have

τl(c) < 1. Using the remark after (2.21), we in fact showed that(Ω, B1, µ) is τl(c)-
decaying with respect toF and the parameters(c, lc). Moreover,B1 is log(2)-separating
with respect to the setsR(t, c).

Finally, letx ∈ BadB1
X (F , c), that is, for everyk ∈ N andy ∈ Zk we haved(x, Yk(y)) ≥

e−(sk+c) ≥ e−cτk/tk. Assume thatMkx ∈ B(y, τk/4). Then,x ∈ Ne−cτk/tk(M
−1
k (y) +

Wk)
C∩M−1

k (B(y, τk/4)) and we can write the vectorv = x−M−1
k (y) asv = w+c̃τk/tkvk

with w ∈ Wk andc̃ ≥ e−c. Hence, sinceMkWk = Vk is orthogonal toMkvk,

d(Mkx, y) = ‖Mkv‖ = ‖Mkw + c̃ τk
tk
Mkvk‖ ≥ c̃ τk

tk
‖Mkvk‖ ≥ e−cτk,

and we showed thatBadB1
X (F , c) ⊂ EM,Z(e−c) ∩X.

Using (2.19) (giving[kc, k̄c]) and Proposition 2.4, Theorem 2.1 [LB] shows forc > c0,

dim(EM,Z(e
−(2c+lc)) ∩X) ≥ δ −

log(2
c21
c22
) + 2δ log(2) + |log(1− cτ2

τϕ(c)e−τc|
c

.
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For the second part, whenµ denotes the Lebesgue measure andψ = Q1, we let
c = log(m) > c0 be sufficiently large such that̄τl(c) < 1 (as below). The above ar-
guments apply analogously for the functionψ = Q1 with possibly different parameters
l̄c = lc + k andτ̄l(c) = k̄τl(c) ≡ k̄lϕ(c)e

−τc, whereτ = 1, for some constantsk, k̄, k̄l > 0
independent onc. Hence, Theorem 2.1 [LB] together with Proposition 2.5 show

dim(EM,Z(e
−(2c+l̄c)) ≥ n− |log(1− k̄l ϕ(c)e

−c)|
c

,

sinceBadQ1

Rn(2c+ l̄c) ⊂ BadB1
Rn(2c+ l̄c). This finishes the proof. �

3.4.1. A discussion on the upper bound.For a non-trivial upper bound we restrict to the
following example. LetZ = Zk for all k ∈ N whereZ is aτ0-spanning12 set ofR2. Let
M = (Mk) with Mk = Mk whereM ∈ GL(2,R) is a real diagonizable matrix with
eigenvaluesλ ≥ β > 1. For simplicity, letM = diag(λ, β), whereλ andβ are integers,
and letZ = Z2. Under these assumptions we claim that there exist constants c0 > 0 and
ku, k̄u > 0 such that forc > c0 we have

dim(EM,Z(e
−c) ∩ [−1, 1]2) ≤ 2− log(β)

log(λ)

|log(1− k̄u (λβ)
−c/ log(β)|

c+ ku
. (3.7)

Remark.Note that whenβ = 1 andc is sufficiently large there existM-invariant strips of
R2, consisting of badly approximable elementsx with c(x) ≥ e−c. Hence (3.7) fails.

If M = Ddiag(λ, β)D−1 forD ∈ GL(2,R) we may consider̃ψ(x, t) = x+DRσ̄(0, t),
for Rσ̄ as in (3.8) below, in oder to obtain an upper bound.

Sketch of the proof of(3.7). For σ1 ≡ log(λ) ≥ log(β) ≡ σ2 > 0 let σ̄ = (σ1, σ2). On
Ω = R2 × R+ we consider the rectangle functionRσ̄(x, t),

Rσ̄(x, t) = x+B(0, e−σ1t)× B(0, e−σ2t). (3.8)

Note that(R2 × R, Rσ̄, µ) satisfies a(σ1 + σ2)-power law, whereµ denotes the Lebesgue
measure, and isd∗ = log(2)/σ2 contracting.

Sinceλ, β ∈ N≥2 for everyc̄ ∈ N we haveλc̄ = p, β c̄ = q with p, q ∈ N≥2, and we can
partitionRσ̄(x, t) into pq rectanglesRσ̄(xi, t + c̄) as in (2.24). So fix a parameterc > 0
sufficiently large and let̄c ∈ N be the minimal integer such thatc̄ ≥ c/σ2+log(6)/σ2+1.

Lemma 3.21. For any rectangleR0 = Rσ̄(x, t) with x ∈ [−1, 1]2, t ≥ 0, we can cover
R0 ∩ EM,Z(e−c) byN(c̄) rectanglesRσ̄(xi, t+ c̄) with (for somēku = k̄u(σ̄))

N(c̄) ≤ e(σ1+σ2)c̄(1− k̄u e
−(σ1+σ2)c/σ2).

Proof. Let k ∈ N be the minimal integer such thatk ≥ t + log(2)/σ2. Then we have

R ≡MkR0 =Mkx+B(0, λke−σ1t)× B(0, βke−σ2t)

which is a rectangle of edge lengths in[2, 2σ1/σ2λ] × [2, 2β] sincek was chosen minimal.
In particular, there exists an integer pointz ∈ Z2 such thatQ1(z, c) (the cube) is contained
in R. Hence,

R0 =M−kR ⊃ M−kQ1(z, c) (3.9)

= M−kz +B(0, e−σ1k−c)× B(0, e−σ2k−c) ⊃ Rσ̄(M
−kz, k + c/σ2).

This in particular shows thatR0 ∩EM,Z(e−c) ⊂ R0 ∩ψ(M−kz, k+ c/σ2)
C and it suffices

to cover the sup set. Again sincek is minimal, t + c/σ2 + log(2)/σ2 + 1 ≥ k + c/σ2,

12 That is, for anyx ∈ R2, there existsz ∈ Z such thatd(x, z) < τ .
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so that a rectangleRσ̄(x, t + c̄) ⊂ R0 that intersectsR0 ∩ Rσ̄(M
−kz, k + c/σ2))

C cannot
intersectRσ̄(M

−kz, k + c/σ2 + log(3)/σ2). Moreover, we have

µ(R0 ∩ ψ(M−kz, k + c/σ2 + log(3)/σ2) ≥ k̄u e
−(σ1+σ2)c/σ2µ(R0) ≡ τu(c̄)µ(R0),

for some constant̄ku > 0. Thus, if Ri = Rσ̄(xi, t + c̄) are thepq rectangles from
the partition ofR0, then we can bound the number of rectanglesRi not intersecting
Rσ̄(M

−kz, k + c/σ2 + log(3)/σ2), hence coveringR0 ∩ EM,Z(e−c), by pq(1 − τu(c̄)) =
e(σ1+σ2)c̄(1− τu(c̄)). This finishes the proof. �

Let R0 = R̄σ(0) = [−1, 1]2. Now, given a rectanglẽR = R0i1...ik = R̄σ(x0i1...ik , kc̄),
cover ofR̃∩EM,Z(e−c) byN(c̄) rectangles̄Rσ(x0i1...ikik+1

, (k+1)c̄) provided by Lemma
3.21. As in Lemma 2.13, we obtain a coveringUk+1 of EM,Z(e

−c) by N(c̄)k rectangles
R̄σ(x0i1...ikik+1

, (k + 1)c̄). Similar to the proof of Lemma 2.14, using Lemma 2.15 (with
σ̂ = σ1), we obtain a cover̃Uk+1 of EM,Z(e−c) by sets of diameter2e−σ1(k+1)c̄ with
|Ũk+1| ≤ |Uk+1| · 2e(σ1−σ2)(k+1)c̄. Finally, similar to (2.40), this shows

dim(EM,Z(e
−c) ∩ R0) ≤ lim inf

k→∞

log(N(c̄)k · 2e(σ1−σ2)kc̄)
− log(2e−σ1kc̄)

≤ σ1 − σ2
σ1

+
log(e(σ1+σ2)c̄(1− k̄u e

−(σ1+σ2)c/σ2))

σ1c̄

≤ 2− |log(1− k̄u e
−(σ1+σ2)c/σ2)|

σ1c̄

≤ 2− log(β)
log(λ)

|log(1− k̄u e
−(σ1+σ2)c/σ2)|

c+ ku
,

where we used that̄c is chosen minimally, so that̄c ≤ c/σ2+log(6)/σ2+2 ≤ c/σ2+ku/σ2
for somek0 ≥ 0. This finishes the proof. �
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