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Abstract

The “visibility” of a planar set S from a point a is defined as the normalized size of
the radial projection of S from a to the unit circle centered at a. Simon and Solomyak
[36] proved that unrectifiable self-similar one-sets are invisible from every point in the
plane. We quantify this by giving an upper bound on the visibility of J-neighbourhoods
of such sets. We also prove lower bounds on the visibility of dJ-neighborhoods of more
general sets, based in part on Bourgain’s discretized sum-product estimates in [8].

1 Introduction

Given a € R?, we define the radial projection P, : R? \ a — S* by

Tr —a

P,(z) :

T e —d|

The visibility of a measurable set S C R? from a is
1
is(a; S) := —|P,(9)],
vis(a; 8) = 5| PA(S)

the normalized measure of the set of angles at which S is visible from the vantage point
a. Informally, vis(a; S) is the proportion of the “field of vision” S takes up for an observer
situated at a.

Suppose that S C R? is a one-set, that is, a Borel set whose 1-dimensional Hausdorff
measure is positive and finite. Suppose furthermore that S is purely unrectifiable. Marstrand
[32, Sections 8 and 9] proved that P,(S) has 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure 0 for all
a € R?\ X, where the exceptional set X has Hausdorff dimension at most 1, and demonstrated
by means of an example that the exceptional set can indeed be 1-dimensional. (See also [28],
10, [11]] for further results on possible sets of vantage points from which a purely unrectifiable
one-set can be visible.) In the converse direction, it follows from Marstrand’s projection
theorem ([32], Theorem II) via projective transformations (cf. Section that P,(S) has
Hausdorff dimension 1 for Lebesgue-almost all a € R%. Simple examples (see Section
show that it is in fact possible for P,(S) to have dimension less than 1.

However, if 7 is a self-similar set, then stronger statements hold.
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Definition 1.1. (a) A set J C R? is self-similar if it satisfies the condition

i=1
where each map T; is of the form

Here, 0 < \; < 1, and O; is an orthogonal transformation.
(b) We will furthermore say that J satisfies the Open Set Condition if there erists
an open set O C R? such that \J;_, T;(O) C O and the sets T;(O) are disjoint.

We will refer to the maps in as similitudes. If O; = I, then the maps are called
homotheties.

It is well known ([21]; see also [14], Section 8.3]) that, given the mappings 7; as in (1.2)),
there is a unique non-empty compact set J obeying . Assuming the Open Set Condition,
the Hausdorff dimension of J is equal to its similarity dimension, i.e. the unique number
a such that Y7, [\|* = 1. Moreover, J has positive and finite a-dimensional Hausdorff
measure (see e.g. [I4, Theorem 8.6].) If the points z; are collinear, then J is a subset of a
line. If & =1 and z; are not all collinear, then J is a purely unrectifiable one-set.

In [36], Simon and Solomyak showed that if J is a self-similar one-set in the plane
satisfying the Open Set Condition and not contained in a line, then vis(a; J) = 0 for every
a € R? (i.e. S is invisible from every vantage point, with no exceptions). On the other hand,
it follows from the results of [19] and [I8] that, under the slightly stronger Strong Separation
Condition and assuming that all similarities in are homotheties, P,(S) has Hausdorff
dimension 1 for every a € R? (see Proposition .

We will be interested in quantifying the above estimates, in the sense of proving upper
and lower bounds on vis(a; Ss) as § — 0, where S; is the §-neighbourhood of an unrectifiable
one-set. In Section , we quantify the result of [36] by proving upper bounds on the visibility
of small neighborhoods of 1-dimensional self-similar sets. Conversely, in Section |3| we prove
lower bounds on the visibility, from all vantage points outside of a small exceptional set, of
a more general type of finite scale unrectifiable sets.

We note that there has also been interest in the question of estimating the size of those
parts of subsets of R" that are visible from points or affine subspaces in R", see [1, 15}, 22| 34].
We refer the reader to [31] for an introduction to these and other related problems.

1.1 Upper bounds for self-similar sets

In this part of the paper, we will only consider 1-dimensional self-similar sets with no rota-
tions and with equal contraction ratios, i.e. sets J satisfying where foreachi =1,...,s
we have O; = I and \; = % Without loss of generality we can assume that diam 7 ~ 1.

Let Jy be the convex hull of 7, and let J,41 = U;_; T:(J,), the n-th “partially con-
structed” fractal. Then 7, can be covered by O(1) copies of a d-neighbourhood of J with
0 = s~" and vice versa. It follows that for the purposes of estimating visibility up to a
constant, the 6 = s™" neighborhood of J is equivalent to 7,,.
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A model example is the “4-corner Cantor set.” Let K = (", K,,, where

’Cn =K, + [07 47”]27

K, = {(m,y) €ER*: z = ij4_j, Y= Zyjll_j, T;,y; € {0,3}}.
1 j=1

j=

Geometrically, we start with the unit square, divide it into 16 congruent squares of sidelength
1/4, keep the 4 squares at the corners while discarding the rest, then iterate the procedure
inside each of the four surviving squares. Then I, consists of 4™ squares of sidelength
0 = 47" and K is the Cantor set obtained in the limit. The 4-corner set has long been of
interest in complex analysis, as an example of a set with positive 1-dimensional length and
zero analytic capacity ([16]; see also [37] for an overview of this area of research). Projections
of £ and IC,, have been studied e.g. in [35] 33], 2].

Our upper bounds on the visibility of self-similar sets will be based on a connection
between the visibility problem and estimates on Favard length (defined below). We will
exploit this connection both by adapting Favard length methods to the visibility problem
and by explicitly bounding quantities arising in visibility estimates by the Favard length of
the set.

The linear projection 7 : R? — R is given by

mo(z,y) = xcosh + ysinb. (1.3)

The Favard length of a set S is the average (with respect to angle) length of its linear
projections:

Fav(S) i %/Oﬂ o ()| d6 = %/OW/RXM(S)(T) dr df. (1.4)

A theorem of Besicovitch [3] shows that if S is an unrectifiable one-set, then |my(S)| = 0 for
Lebesgue almost all 6. In particular, Fav(S) = 0. It follows that

(lsirr(l)Fav(S(;) = 0. (1.5)

However, there may exist exceptional directions @ for which |me(S)| > 0: this happens e.g.
for K, and 6 = tan=*(1/2). It is in fact possible to have a dense set of such directions [25].

In general, little can be said about the rate of decay of Fav(Ss) as 6 — 0. However, in
the case of self-similar sets, effective upper bounds were proved recently in a series of papers
starting with [33] and continuing in [26] [6] [7, [5]. The current state of knowledge may be
summarized as follows.

Theorem 1.2. Let J be a 1-dimensional self-similar set defined by homotheties with equal
contraction ratios. Then:

(1) If s <4, we have Fav(J,) < Cn™? for some p > 0 [33, [0, [5].

(ii) The same estimate holds if J is a self-similar product set which is not a line segment,
the similarity centers z; are rational, and mo,(J) > 0 for some 6y [206].



(i1i) If J is a self-similar product set such that the similarity centers z; form a product set
A x B with A, B rational and 2 < |A|,|B| < 6, then Fav(J,) < Cn~?/lglosn [5]

(iv) For general self similar sets defined by homotheties with equal contraction ratios, we
have Fav(J,) < Ce~cvieen [7].

All constants and exponents above depend on the set 7. In some additional cases, the
assumptions may be weakened and/or the results improved; see [5] for details. We also note
that a quantitative bound for a special class of self-similar sets with rotations is given in [I3].

Lower bounds on Fav(J,) are much easier to prove. A result of Mattila [29] implies the
lower bound

Fav(J,) > Cn™* (1.6)

for general 1-dimensional self-similar sets with equal contraction ratios (allowing rotations).
In [2], this was improved to (C'logn)/n for the 4-corner set IC,,.

By interchanging the order of integration, Fav(Ss) may be interpreted as the average
value of |P,(Ss)| with respect to a on an appropriate curve in R? (see Proposition [2.1)). In
particular, the Favard bounds just mentioned provide bounds on the averages of P,(J,).

Our theorem provides a pointwise bound quantifying the result of [36].

Theorem 1.3. Let J be self-similar set satisfying the Open Set Condition, whose similitudes
have no rotations and have equal contraction ratios. Then for all a ¢ J,

ViS(CL; jn) S Cl Fa‘v(jCQ logn)'

(The constants are allowed to depend on a and J. It will be clear from the proof that if J
1s given, and if a ranges over a fixed compact set disjoint from J, then the constants may
be chosen uniform for all such a.)

The proof is given in Section [l It follows the same rough outline as in [36], but we use
the methods from the Favard length papers mentioned above to make our estimates effective.

Theorem should be used in conjunction with Theorem [1.2] For example, for the
4-corner set, Theorem |1.3[ together with Theorem [1.2(i) implies that

vis(a; K,) < C(logn) /2, (1.7)

where p is the same as in Theorem [1.2[i) (in this specific case, by the result of [33] we can
take any p < 1/6, with the constant C' = C'(p) depending on p). We also note that the main
result of [36] is more general, allowing 1-dimensional self-similar sets with rotations and not
necessarily equal contraction ratios.

Theorem , as well as the result of [36], demonstrate that for self-similar sets, radial
projections are “better behaved” than linear projections. There are many unrectifiable 1-
dimensional self-similar sets (e.g. the 4-corner set or the Sierpinski gasket) which project
linearly to sets of positive Lebesgue measure in certain directions, so that any results such as
or Theorem can only hold in the sense of averages. On the other hand, [36] shows
that the visibility of the square Cantor set is 0 from every vantage point, and our Theorem
quantifies this. Heuristically, the reason is that radial projections of self-similar sets
(even if only from one point) already involve averaging over directions. A similar principle
is present in the proof of the lower visibility bound in Proposition [2.5]
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1.2 Lower bounds on visibility

Our next result shows that neighborhoods of discrete unrectifiable sets satisfy visibility
lower bounds away from a small exceptional set of vantage points. We will first need several
definitions. The following definition is similar to the notion of a (0, a)y—set from [23].

Definition 1.4. Let 6 > 0,0 < o < 1 and C > 0. We say that a set A C R? is an
(ar, C,0)—set that is unconcentrated on lines if the following conditions hold:

o A is a non-empty union of closed §-balls with at most C-fold overlap (i.e. any v € R?
belongs to at most C' balls of A).

o 15 <A < CH* ™
e For every ball B of radius r, we have the bound

AN B| < CrelAl. (1.8)

e For every line £, we have the bound
ANV <|Al/10, (1.9)
where (P is the p—neighborhood of (.

If @« = 1, we will also consider a slightly more specialized type of sets.

Definition 1.5. For 0 < k < 1/2, and C' large, we say that A is a (k,C,)-unrectifiable
one-set if A is a (1,C,0)—set that is unconcentrated on lines, and if for every rectangle R
with dimensions r1 < rq, we have

AN R| < Orfry | Al (1.10)

Note that if a = 1, then implies , provided that A is contained in a compact
set K (the constant appearing in (1.9)) may depend on ,C, and the diameter of K).

In applications, the specific values of the constants x and C' will not be important. We
will also say that A is equivalent to a («, C,d)-set that is unconcentrated on lines if there
are («, Cy, 0;)—sets A;, As that are unconcentrated on lines, with C; ~ C' and 6; ~ ¢ (the
~ mnotation is explained below), such that A4; € A C A,. We say that A is equivalent to
a (k,C,d)—unrectifiable one-set if an analogous property holds. This happens for example
for K,,, which obeys all of the above conditions except that it is a union of disjoint squares
instead of balls.

If A is equivalent to a («, C,0)—set that is unconcentrated on lines, we will sometimes
abuse the terminology and say simply that A is a («, C, §)—set that is unconcentrated on lines,
since for our purposes the distinction is not important. We will adopt a similar convention
for sets A that are equivalent (in the same sense) to (k, C,d)—unrectifiable one-sets.

Example 1: Self similar sets. We prove in Theorem [5.1| that if 7 is a a-dimensional self-
similar set (in the sense of Definition with 0 < o < 1, satisfying the Open Set Condition
and not contained in a line, then its é-neighbourhood J° is equivalent to a a (a, C,§)-set
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that is unconcentrated on lines, with C' independent of 6. Moreover, if & = 1, then J°
is equivalent to a (k,C,d)—unrectifiable one-set for some C' and some xk > 0 independent
of §. It is easy to see from the proof that the same argument extends to modified Cantor
constructions that have roughly the same “distribution of mass” but no exact self-similarities,
for example the randomized 4-corner set of [35].

Example 2: Diffeomorphic images of self similar sets. In Corollary [I| (proved in
Section below), we show that diffeomorphic images of (k,C,§)—unrectifiable one-sets
are equivalent to (k/2,C’,0")—unrectifiable one-sets with C' ~ C and ¢ ~ §. In particular,
diffeomorphic images of self-similar one-sets provide a rich class of examples.

Similarly in Section [5.1 we show that if o < 1, and if J is an a—dimensional self-similar
set satisfying the Open Set Condition and 7 is not a subset of a line, then diffeomorphic
images of J° are (o, C,d')-sets that are unconcentrated on lines.

Our result is as follows.

Theorem 1.6. (A): Let 0 < a < 1, and let U C R? be a compact set. Let A C [0,1]* be a
(cr, Cy, §)—set that is unconcentrated on lines. For A € (0, 1], we have

{a € U: vis(a; A) < A} < C1|log 69267212 )\2, (1.11)

(B): Let 0 < a < 1, and let U C R? be a compact set. Let A C [0,1]* be either a (o, Cy, )~
set that is unconcentrated on lines (for « < 1) or a (k, Cy, §)—unrectifiable one-set (if « = 1).
Then there exist constants ey, ¢, > 0 (depending on o and/or k) such that for all A\ < §%/?>~<,

we have
{a € U: vis(a; A) < A} < Cs|log 6|62 2 \2e, (1.12)

The constants in the above inequalities depend on U, k, a, and Cy, but not on X or d.

Theorem is proved in Section . The estimate is based on L? estimates in
incidence geometry. The improvement in relies on Bourgain’s discretized Marstrand
projection theorem [g].

Theorem is best understood in the context of specific examples. Let K be the the
4-corner Cantor set defined in Section [1.1} Let K’ be a 4-corner set in polar coordinates, i.e.
the image of IC under the mapping

¢: (r,y) = (x+1)cosmy, (x+1)sinmy).

Since ¢ is a diffeomorphism on a neighbourhood of [0, 1]?, by Corollary [1| (proved in Section
below) we have that K/ := ¢(K,,) is a (k,C,4™")—unrectifiable one-set.

By Proposition for every a € R?, P,(K) has Hausdorff dimension 1. Since Hausdorff
dimension provides a lower bound for the box dimension, we have

vis(a, KC,)) > Cla, €)47"

for every a € R? and € > 0. Pointwise, this is much stronger than Theorem except for
the uniformity in a.

Consider now K’'. Since K’ is not self-similar, Proposition does not apply. Indeed,
the conclusion of Proposition does not hold for ', because we have an exceptional point
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at the origin from which K’ is visible in a set of directions of dimension 1/2. At this point

we have
vis(0,K) = 27",

It is possible for the set of such exceptional points to be infinite. Indeed, K has a dense set of
directions € such that my(K) has Hausdorff and box dimension less than 1, corresponding to
exact overlaps between two or more projected squares at some stage of the iteration. Hence,
if we let K” be the image of L under a projective transformation which maps the “line at
infinity” to a line ¢y in the plane (cf. Section [3.3.3)), then there is a dense countable set of
points on ¢y from which K" is visible in a set of directions of dimension less than 1. For such
points, we have

vis(a, K!) < C(a)d™"", B = B(a) > 0,

with both the constant and the exponent depending on a. Theorem gives an upper bound
on the measure of the set of such points if C' and « are given. (See also Lemma , where
we estimate the measure of the set of exceptional points on a given line.) It seems difficult
to determine the actual size of the exceptional set on finite scales, and it is possible that this
set could in fact be much smaller than Theorem allows. On the other hand, improving
the estimate in Lemma cannot be easy, since it would be equivalent (via the machinery
of Section [3)) to improving Bourgain’s discretized sum-product theorem.

Theorem|[I.6|can fail in the absence of the unrectifiability condition. If A is a line segment,
say A =[-2,—1] x {0} and U = [0,1] x [—1,1], then the set {a € U: vis(a; A) < A\} is an
angular segment of width about A and has area ~ A, which for small A\ is worse than the
bound A? in Theorem (A). On the other hand, if we consider the visibility of such sets
from a set U’ of vantage points such that A is unconcentrated on any lines that intersect
both A and U’ (e.g. U' =1[0,1] x [1,2] in the above example), then the same result applies
with the same proof.
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2  Warm-up results

2.1 Notation

Throughout this paper, we will work with a small parameter § > 0, and we will study the
behaviour of various quantities as § — 0. All constants and exponents will be independent
of § unless specified otherwise. We will use A < B or A = O(B) to mean that A < CB for
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some absolute constant C' which may vary for each instance of the < notation, but remains
independent of 9. We will also use A ~ B to mean that A < B and B < A. We will
write A $ B if A < |log | B, where again M > 0 may vary from line to line, but remains
independent of 0. We will say A~ Bif A B and B S A.

In the particular context of self-similar sets with uniform contraction ratios, we will have
d = s, where s = O(1) is fixed and n is large. Thus for example A < B means that
A < OB for some C independent of n, and A < B means that A < n™ B, for some M > 0.

We will use |S| to denote the 1- or 2-dimensional Lebesgue measure of a set S, or the
cardinality of S, depending on context. The a-dimensional Hausdorff measure will be de-
noted by H®. We will write B(a,r) = {z € R*: |z —a| < r}. We also use g to denote the
characteristic function of S, and S° = J, ¢ B(z,d) for the é-neighbourhood of S.

We will frequently deal with subsets of S*, which we will identify with [0, 27). Under this
identification, the interval (a, b) will correspond to the circular arc {(cos @,sinf): a < 6 < b}.
Note that this is well defined even if a or b lies outside the interval [0, 27), so sometimes we
will allow this to occur. Note also that under this identification, if a € [0,27) then a and
a + m are antipodal.

If 1 is a measure on X and f : X — Y, we define the pushforward measure fu by
fu(E) = u(f~Y(F)). If v is another measure on X, we write u < v to mean p is absolutely
continuous with respect to v.

2.2 Visibility and Favard length

We first note that up to constants, the Favard length of a set can be interpreted as its average
visibility from a suitably chosen set of vantage points. For example, we have the following.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose S is contained in a right triangle T" with corners (0,0), (0, R),
(R,0). Let Iy be the line segment from (—R,—R) to (—R,2R), and let I be the line segment
from (=R, —R) to (2R,—R). Then

FaV(S)N/J ) vis(a; S) da, (2.1)
vUlg

where the integral in a 1s taken with respect to the one-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Proof. We have

/ Vis(a;S)da:/ / Xp,(s)(0)dbda
IyUlg IyUlyg J—m

_ / 1X,|do,

where Xg ={a € Iy Uly: 0 € P,(S)} is the set of points of Iy U Iy from which S is visible
at angle 6. It suffices to show that

(2.2)

| Xo| < 10[mgy = (5)| for —m <0 <, (2.3)

3

<< —. 24
<p<” 2.4

e
[Xol 2 [mo+5(5)] for — -
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Indeed, the full range of angles at which S is visible from Iy U Iy is —tan™!2 < § <
7 —tan~! %; for other #, we have Xy = (). By elementary geometry, we have

[To12 (S)| = [Xo N Iy [cos + | Xg N Ip|sind, (2.5)

and moreover, if -7 <0 < 3%, then the equality in holds (since none of S is projected
outside of Iy U ). This immediately implies , since sinf# and cosf are bounded by
1. Furthermore, if Xy N Iy is non-empty, we must have tan™! % <0<m—tan! %, and in
that range of § we have sinf > sin(tan™' 1) > 1. Similarly, if Xy N Iy # 0, we must have

—tan"!'2 < 0 < tan™!'2, and in that range we have cosf > %. This together with (2.5
implies (2.3)). O

The key property of the line segments Iy, and Iy is that for every point x € S and every
angle 6 € [0, ), the line passing through = pointing in direction 6 intersects the set Iy, U Iy
at an angle comparable to 1. We could replace the set Iy U I, with other rectifiable curves
that have this property: for example, a similar result holds if S is contained in the ball
B(0, 3) and Iy U Iy is replaced by the circle |z| = 1.

2.3 Energy methods

For a compact set S C R?, let M(S) denote the set of all non-negative Radon probability
measures supported on S. The (Riesz) s-energy of u € M(S) is given by

L= [ [l =yl dule) duty).

We will require the following characterization of the Hausdorff dimension of S (see [30),
Theorems 8.8 and 8.9] or [38, Propositions 8.2 and 8.4]):

dim(S) =sup{s > 0: 3 p € M(S) such that I (u) < oo}
=sup{s > 0: 3 pu € M(S) such that u(B(x,r)) <7r° for all z € R% r > 0}.

(By convention, if the sets on the right are empty, we will consider their suprema to be 0;
however, the results below are only of interest if dim(S) > 0.)

The following is a visibility analogue of a well known result of Kaufman [24]. We will use
l, to denote the line through z and y, and ¢4, to denote the p-neighbourhood of £, .

Theorem 2.2. Let S C R? be measurable, and consider a set of vantage points V. C R?
equipped with a measure v € M(V'). Assume that dist(V,S) 2 1, and that for some 5 > 0
we have

v(lh,) S oF forallp>0andz,y €S, = #y. (2.6)

Then for all s < min{f3,dim S} we have

v{a : dim(P,(S)) < s} = 0.



The conclusion of the theorem obviously fails if both S and V' lie on the same straight
line. The assumption excludes pathological cases of this type. In particular, if S C 7"
(the triangle from Proposition , then holds with g = 1 if v is the Hausdorff measure
on Iy x Iy. Moreover, if V' is compact and v = H® for some « > 1, then holds with
b=a-—1.

The proof uses a simple geometric lemma.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose x # y and |a — x| ~ |a —y| ~ 1. Then
|Pa(z) = Pa(y)| Z |2 =yl dist(a, £ay). (2.7)

Here |P,(x) — P,(y)| denotes the arc-length of the interval of S* with endpoints P,(x) and
Fa(y)-

Proof. Let v € [0,7) be the angle between the half-lines from a to = and y, so that v =
|P.(x) — P,(y)|. We will always assume that v < 7/10, since otherwise there is nothing
to prove. Let b be the orthogonal projection of a on the line ¢, ,; in particular, |b — a| =
dist(a, £5,). Let v, be the angle between the half-lines xa and zb, and define v, similarly.
First consider the case where b lies in the interval zy, so that v = m—~, —~,. Since v < 7/10
and v, v, < /2, we have v, v, > 27/5. We can now bound

T v v v
v = (5 — V) + (5 — %) 2 tan(§ — V) + tan(g —Yy)

Cfo—al Byl ol
la—b]  |a—10 la — b

Z |z —ylla—0l,

which establishes ([2.7)) in this case. The last inequality follows from the observation that
la—0b] S 1.

Now suppose that b lies outside of the interval xy. Then (re-labeling x and y if necessary)
we have that v = 7, —~,. In particular, the triangle spanned by a, z, and y is obtuse, and the
vertex x has the largest angle. Call this angle 5. First consider the case where v, > 7/10,
so m/2 < 3 < 97/10. By the law of sines, we have

v siny sin 3 >1>la—b|

o=yl T e -yl a—yl ™
which establishes ([2.7)).

Finally, consider the case where v, < 7/10. Then § > 97/10, so in particular we have
|z —y| ~ |la — 2| — |a — y||. Since 2= <1 for u # v, we have

la—b] la—0b]

o — x| fa—yl

/73:_731 ZSiIl’)/x—SiIl’}/y:
~la—=bl|la =y = la—z[| ~ |z —y||a— b

as claimed. O
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Proof of Theorem[2.3. Let s < min{f,dim S}, and let u € M(S) such that I,(n) < oc.
It suffices to prove that I (P,u) < oo for v-a.e. a. This follows when we prove that I :=
[ Is(P,p) dv(a) < oo. We have

1= [[[te=sl punte) Pt avta)
— [[[ 1P.t0) = Pt} dusa) duty) dvla)
S [[[@sta, ) ke =3l *dv(@) du(o) duty

= /// v({a : dist(a, ly,) < r~ YY) dr |z —y|=* du(z) du(y).
0
On the third line, we used Lemma 2.3 By (2.6),

I< // 14 / 0 dr] |e — I~ du(e) duy)

<oo O

The next theorem is an analogue of [30, Section 9.10], with 7 equal to the 1-dimensional
Lebesgue measure on Iy U Iy. It does not seem to generalize well to other vantage sets V.
We omit the details.

Theorem 2.4. Assume that S C T' is compact, with T' as in Proposition [2.1. Let p €
M(S). Then

/I RS da S Do) (2.8)
Lp) ' < / IR(S) e (2.9)

Together with Proposition (2.9) recovers Mattila’s lower bound Fav(S) = I;(u)™*
In particular, if u, is the normalized Lebesgue measure on KC,,, then a computation similar
to that in Lemma [3.5 shows that I;(u,) ~ n. It follows thatl]

1
Fav(KC,) 2 —. (2.10)
n
By Chebyshev’s inequality and ({2.8)), we have that for all A > 0,

{a € Iy U« |Pul mzmgx/ Pk da

IyUly

S A Li(pn)
< An.
The bound ([2.11)) should be compared to Lemma|3.11, where under some additional assump-
tions of A and the set S, the RHS of (2.11)) is improved to A!**n®; here ¢ > 0 is a small

constant, and C' is a large constant. If A is much smaller than n~!, then this is indeed a
better bound.

!The bound ([2.10) is strengthened to Fav(K,) = k’% in [2], but we will not need this improvement.

(2.11)
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2.4 Visibility dimension of self-similar sets

The following argument is due to Michael Hochman and we thank him for permission to
include it here. It is very similar to the proof of Theorem 1.7 in [20].

Proposition 2.5. Let J C R? be a self-similar set satisfying the Strong Separation Condi-
tion, and satisfying (L.1) with no rotations (i.e. O; =1 for each i =1,...,s). Then for any
a € R?\ J we have dim P,(J) = min{1,dim J }.

The assumption that a ¢ J guarantees that P, is well defined (and C? as required below)
on all of J. However, if a € J, we may apply Proposition to one of the sets T;(J) C J
from (I.1]), and the conclusion follows again.

While the proof itself is short, it relies on major results from [I8], [19], and on the
machinery developed therein. We present a heuristic argument first, with the rigorous proof
to follow.

Heuristic proof. Let f : R* — R be differentiable at b € R?, and assume that V f(b) # 0.
Then for z = (z,y) in a small neighbourhood of b, we may approximate f(z) by f(b) +
(Df)p(z —b), where

(Df)u(z) = V(D) - 2 = [V f(b)|me(2)
is a linear mapping from R? to R, and 6 = 6(f;b) is the angle that V f(b) makes with the
positive x-axis.

Our intended application is to the visibility problem. Let a ¢ 7; without loss of gener-
ality, we may assume that a = 0. Let f = Py : R*\ {0} — R/27Z (we identify the latter
with S*). For b = (r cos ¢, rsin¢) with r > 0, we have 0(Py; b) = ¢ + 7/2, so that mp,) is
the orthogonal projection to a line perpendicular to the line through 0 and b.

The idea is to “linearize” the problem: near each b € [J, we may approximate the
radial projection Py by the linear projection my(p,p). By self-similarity, arbitrarily small
neighbourhoods of every b € J contain complete affine copies of 7. Therefore the dimension
of Py(J) is bounded from below by the supremum of the dimensions of the corresponding
linear projections of such copies. (This is a vast oversimplification; the rigorous version of
this argument is given by Theorem 1.13 of [19].)

The theorem will now follow if we can find a point b € J such that dim my Po;b)(j ) =
min(1, dim J). By Theorem 1.8 of [18], we have

dim my(J) = min(1, dim J) (2.12)

for all @ ¢ X, where X C S! is an exceptional set of dimension 0. Suppose that we know
a priori that Py(J) has positive dimension. Then the set 2 := {0(Fy;b) : b € J} also has
positive dimension, in particular it cannot be entirely contained in X. It follows that
holds for some 6 € €2, hence the conclusion follows as claimed.

To complete the argument, we need to bootstrap. We have to prove that dim 2 > 0.
This requires another application of [19, Theorem 1.13], this time linearizing the mapping
g(b) = 6(Py;b). With notation as above, we have Vg(b) = r~!(—sin¢,cos¢), so that
0(g;b) = ¢+ m/2 = 0(f;b). However, now we only need to prove that the dimension of g(J)
is positive, not necessarily maximal, so that it suffices to show that there is an o > 0 such
that dimmp(J) > « for all §. But this is easy to prove, see Lemma [5.8] O
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We now present the rigorous argument for more general mappings.

Proposition 2.6. Let J C R? be a self-similar set defined by homotheties (i.e. O; = I for
each i =1,...,s), and satisfying the Strong Separation Condition. Let p be the self-similar
measure on J achieving the Hausdorff dimension. Suppose that f : R> — R is a C? map
such that the mapping g : R? — R given by g(b) = 0(f;b) is well defined and obeys Vg(b) # 0
except for a p-null set of points. Then

dim fu = min(1,dim J) (2.13)

Proof of Proposition 2.5, We may assume that J C [0,1]?. In this proof only, we will use
freely the notation and terminology from [I7] and [19].

By [17, Section 4.3], there is an ergodic CP-distribution P (see [I7, Section 1.4] for a
definition) such that for a.e. realization v of P we have u < Sv for some homothety S. Let

d() = /dimm(u) dP(v).

By Theorem 1.22 of [I7] (see also [19, Theorem 1.10]), for every angle 6 the following holds:
for P-a.e. realization of v we have that myv is exact dimensional and dim myr = d(f), so that
mop is also exact dimensional and dim mypu = d(#). Then by [19, Theorem 1.13], we have

dim fp > essinfye 7 dim o p i, (2.14)

where the essential infimum is taken with respect to p, and dimo = inf{dim F' : ¢(F) > 0}.
In light of (2.12)), the proof of the proposition reduces now to showing that

pr € R? : 0(f;2) € X) =0,
or equivalently, that

(gp)(X) = 0.

This will follow if we show that dimgu > 0. Applying [19, Theorem 1.13] as in (2.14) again,
but this time to g instead of f, we get

dimgp > essinfye 7 dim mog.) 11,

which is well defined since Dg # 0 p-a.e. By Lemma[5.8, we have dimmpu > v > 0 for all 6.
Therefore dimgp > a > 0, as desired. [

3 Visibility lower bounds

In this section we will prove Theorem [1.6] We will begin with a brief sketch that illustrates
the main ideas in the proof.

We begin with Theorem|1.6/A, which is essentially an incidence result that uses L? /Cauchy-
Schwartz type techniques. Assume that A is a (a, Cp,d)—set that is unconcentrated on
lines. Let G be a set of vantage points from which A has small visibility, in the sense that
vis(a, A) < A for a € G. We may assume that both G and A are contained in a ball of radius

13



< 1. We discretize the problem, replacing G and A by their maximal J-separated subsets G
and A respectively. Then |A| ~ § 72| A| ~ 7%, and |G| = §2|G|.

Let a € G. The small visibility bound means that A is contained in about 6\ rectangles
with dimensions about 1 x § passing through a. Let p be the typical number of points of
A contained in such rectangles; we will also assume that p is the same for all points a € G.
This can be achieved via dyadic pigeonholing, modulo logarithmic factors that we will ignore
in this informal sketch. The number of such “rich” rectangles through each a € G is about
|A|p~' = 6~*u~. Note that this must be no greater than 6=\, so that

p oAt (3.1)

Consider the set T of all triples (a, {1, 3), where a € G and /1, {5 are rich rectangles through
a. The total number of such triples should be about

71~ Gl ) = [Glo—*u~. (3.2)

On the other hand, an L? argument based on the size and distribution of A shows that
the total number of 1 x § rectangles containing p points of A is at most 6~ 17*u~2 (see
(3.28)). Assume that any two rich rectangles intersect at an angle ~ 1. (This is actually
false as stated; instead, we will rely on a “bilinear” reduction from Section [3.2.1] choosing
two subfamilies H;, Ho of rich rectangles so that any ¢; € H; and ¢, € H, intersect at an
angle ~ 1.) Then given a pair ¢y, {5 of rich rectangles, there can be only a bounded number
of points a € G contained in their intersection. Thus

|7~| é (5—1—alu—2)2 — 5—2—201“—4‘ (33)

Comparing this to (3.2), and using also (3.1)), we get that |G| S 6 2u~2 < 5222, so that
G| < 072*\% as claimed.

The proof of Theorem relies on an improvement to . Namely, we will prove
that under the assumptions of the theorem, for a 1 x ¢ rectangle ¢; we have

G 6| S o2+ (3.4)

for some €; > 0. (This is the discretized version of (3.32).) Recall that each a € G is
contained in at most !\ rich rectangles. Thus, the number of triples (a, £, ¢s) in T with
¢, fixed is at most @2\ §—i\ = §o73)\2 1 Recalling also the bound 6~1=%x~2 on the
number of rich rectangles, we can improve to

‘7'| é 571704,u725a73)\2+61 — 674u72>\2+61 )

Comparing this to as above, we get the desired bound |G| g §—*2) 2+,

Suppose for a contradiction that fails for some rectangle ¢;. Thus ¢; contains
at least 6“2\ points a € G, each of them meeting at least 6!\ rich rectangles We
may further reduce to the case when the union of these rich rectangles covers A. Abusing
notation slightly, we identify the rectangle ¢; with the line containing its long axis, and apply
a projective transformation that sends this line to the line at infinity. Let A’ be the image of
A after this projective transformation, and let © be the image of G N ¢;. We conclude that
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for each § € O, the projection of A’ in the direction @ has size at most §1/270 = | A|!/2~<.
Furthermore, the set of directions © does not concentrate too much on small intervals (we
refer to this property as being “well distributed”). However, Bourgain’s discretized sum-
product theorem does not allow this to happen. This contradiction establishes the theorem.
Note that the condition A < §'/27% is not needed for the above reductions, but it is a key
part of Bourgain’s theorem.

3.1 Initial reductions and discretization

We now turn to the proof of Theorem [1.6| We may assume that U C B(0,d) for some fixed
d ~ 1. All constants in the sequel may depend on d, but we will not display that dependence.
3.1.1 Discretization of the points

First, we will need a discretized analogue of (a, C,d)—sets that are unconcentrated on lines
and (k, C, §)—unrectifiable one-sets.

Definition 3.1. Let A C R? be a finite set of points. We say that A is a discrete (o, C,5)—
set that i1s unconcentrated on lines if the following conditions hold:

o A is O-separated, in the sense that if a,a’ € A and a # d, then |a —d'| > § (in
particular, we have |AN B| < C for any 0-ball B).

o CTloT <A <6
e [or every ball B of radius r > &, we have the bound

AN B| < CreAl (3.5)

e For every line £, we have the bound

|A N YO < |Al/10. (3.6)

Definition 3.2. If kK > 0 and A is a discrete (1,C,§)—set that is unconcentrated on lines,
then we say that A is a discrete (k,C,0)—unrectifiable one-set if for every rectangle R
of dimensions § < ry < ro, we have

AN R| < Criry "|A. (3.7)
The following is then clear from the definition.

Lemma 3.3. Let A C R? be a (a,C,)-set that is unconcentrated on lines, and let A be
a mazimal d—separated subset of A. Then A is a discrete (o, C',0)-set that is unconcen-
trated on lines. Conversely, if A is a («, C,§)—set that is unconcentrated on lines, then both
Uyen B(x,0) and \J,c4 B(x,20) are (o, C',6)-sets that are unconcentrated on lines. The
constant C" ~ C' depends only on C. An analogous statement holds if A is a (k,C,d)—
unrectifiable one-set.
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3.1.2 Discretization of the lines

Let Ls be a maximal —discretized collection of lines that meet the ball B(0,d). For example,
we may define
Ls:={lpp: k1 €ZN[0,757Y], ke € ZN[0,d5 "]},

where (j, , is the line parallel to the vector (cos(k16), sin(k;9)) and passing through the point
(—kosin(k10), ks cos(kid)). Note that |Ls| ~ 672 We use £” to denote the p—neighborhood
of ¢, and 6(¢) the direction of ¢. By convention, the direction of ¢ will always lie in the
interval [0, 7).

3.1.3 Discretization of visibility

Let
viss(a; S) = |[{€ € Ls: a € (¥ (NS # O}

It is then easy to see that if A is a union of §—balls, A is a maximal J—separated subset
of A, a,a’ € B(0,d) are two points such that |a — da/| < ¢, and if ¢ ~ 1 is large enough
(depending on d), then

viss(a'; A) ~ 6 vis(a; A). (3.8)

Note the 6! factor, which reflects the fact that viss(a; A) uses a counting measure that
has total mass ~ d~'. We are also now using lines instead of half-lines; this increases the
visibility by at most a factor of 2.

3.1.4 Separating the vantage points from the set A

For technical reasons, the proof is simpler if every point a € U has separation ~ 1 from A.
Luckily, we can reduce to this case. Let r ~ 1 be small enough so that any ball of radius 2r
contains no more than half of the mass of A; this is possible by . Cover U by O(1) balls
B(aj,r). Increasing d if necessary, we may assume that they are all contained in B(0,d).
Then Theorem follows if we can prove the estimates and with U replaced
by B(a;,r) and A replaced by A\ B(a;,2r) for each i.

Combining the above reductions, we see that it suffices to establish the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. (A) Let 0 < a <1 andd~ 1, and let A C [0,1]* be a discrete (a, Cy, §)—set
that is unconcentrated on lines. Then, if By is a ball of radius r ~ 1, By C B(0,d), and
dist(By, A) > r, we have that for A € (0, 1],

[{a € By: viss(a; A) < N1} S 6721202 (3.9)

(B) Let A C [0,1]* be either a discrete (o, Cy,d)—set that is unconcentrated on lines (for
a < 1) or a discrete (k,Coy, 0)—unrectifiable one-set (if « = 1). Let d ~ 1. Then there exist

constants €y, €1 > 0 (depending on « and/or k) such that the following holds: If By is a ball
of radius r ~ 1, By C B(0,d), and dist(By, A) > r, we have that for for all X < §*/>~<,

[{a € By: viss(a; A) < A1} < Oy log §|“26 220 \2rer, (3.10)

The implicit constants may depend on By, Kk, «, and Cy, but not on X or .
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Remark 3.1. The assumptions of Theorem require that A < 0%/~ because this is
needed in the proof of Theorem (Bourgain’s discretized sum-product theorem), which
in turn is the key ingredient of our proof. Specifically, the proof of Theorem relies on
the Balog-Szemerédi-Gowers theorem to convert the set A C R? into a product set A; x As,
where Ay, Ay are subsets of R that have a certain special structure (they look like a discretized
sub-ring of R). This theorem only works if €y is small.

The reason €1 is small is that Bourgain’s theorem only gives us a small gain over the
bound we would obtain from more elementary L?* methods.

3.1.5 Some properties of (o, C, J)-sets

Let A C [0,1]? be a set of points. Motivated by the recent work on the Favard problem (cf.
[33, 2]), we define the function f5: L5 — R as follows, with the same ¢ ~ 1 as in (3.8]):

fs5(0) == AN 2. (3.11)

Lemma 3.5. If A C [0,1]? is a discrete (o, Cy, §)-set that is unconcentrated on lines, then

I fsll5 < 0", (3.12)
where ]
Ifsll5 = i > R (3.13)
ol pers

The implicit constants are allowed to depend on ¢, d, k, and Cy.

Proof. We adapt the “warm-up” argument in [2]. Note that

SO =) b e AxA: abe?}
Ls

LeLs

=Y HteLs: aberr}

a,beA

Since any pair of points a,b € A with a # b must have separation at least ¢ and at most

V2, we can decompose
[log,(1/9)]
AxA=DU Dk,

k=0

where

D ={(a,a): ac A},
Dy :={(a,b) € Ax A: 277 < |a —b| < 27F1

If (a,b) € Dy, we have
Hee Ls: a,be *°Y ~ 2" (3.14)

By (3.5) and the observation that |A| < 67, we have that D] < 6~* and

IDy| < 27Fag2e, (3.15)
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Hence,

[logy(1/0)]
S R0 <Dl + Z D e Lys: abe Y
Ls k=0 a,beDy,
[logy(1/6)]
,S 5717044_ Z 27]60{572&2’{
k=0
s 5—1—047
which proves the lemma since |Ls| ~ 62 O

Lemma 3.6. Let A C [0,1)* be a discrete (k, Co, 8)—unrectifiable one-set. Let © C [0,7) be
an wnterval. Let

Quo :={(d,0) e Ax Ls:d #a, a,a €%, O(() € O}. (3.16)

Then
|Qu0| g \@|”(5*1. (3.17)

Proof. The argument is similar to the proof of Lemma For k = 0,1,..., [logy(1/6)],
define
Ap(©) :={d' €0,1%: (d',0) € Que for some { € L5, |a—d'| ~27"}.

Then A(0©) is contained in O(1) rectangles Ry, ; of dimensions 27% x 27%|0|. By (3.7)),
[ AN Rl S 278017 [4].

If o’ € A(O), then there are O(2%) lines ¢ such that (d/,¢) € Q, . Since |A| ~ 671, we thus
have

Mloga (1/9)]
Qa0 S Z 2k27H 0| Al
~ |@|“5‘ : O

Lemma 3.7. For a < 1, let A C [0,1]? be a discrete (v, Cy, 8)—set that is unconcentrated on
lines. Let © C [0,7) be an interval. Let Q, ¢ be as defined in (3.16). Then

1Quol S 10" (3.18)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma Define Aj(©) as in Lemma [3.6] and note
that by (3.5]), in place of (3.7) we have

AN Ry <27°% A (3.19)

Now, if @’ € Ax(©), then there are O(min(2*,671|0])) lines ¢ such that (a’,¢) € Q, 0. Since
|A| ~ 6%, we thus have

[logy(1/6)]

1Quo] < Z min(2*, 671|@[)2 k5

<l 2
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Definition 3.8. Let A C [0,1]* be a discrete (o, Cy, ) -set that is unconcentrated on lines.
If © C St is an interval and a € B(0,d)\A, we define

a —a
ja" —al

['(a,0) :={d € B(0,d)\{a} : € 0},

mass(a; ©) = Z fs(0).

eLs: acl?d,
6(£)eOU(0+7)

Note that if dist(a, A) ~ 1 then heuristically, we have the equivalence mass(a;©) ~
|AN (I'(a,©) UT'(a,O© 4 m))|. More precisely, we have the bounds
|AN (I'(a,0) UT(a,0 4 7))| < mass(a; 0) < |AN ([(a, 0%) UT(a, 0% +1))|,  (3.20)

where ©% = O + [-24,26] is the 26-neighborhood of ©, and where the implicit constants
depend on dist(a, A).

Lemma 3.9. Let A C [0,1)? be a discrete (o, Cy, §)—set that is unconcentrated on lines. Let
By be a ball of radius r ~ 1 such that By C B(0,d) and dist(By, A) > r. Then there ezists a
k ~ 1 so that for a € By, there exist two angular intervals ©,1,0,2 C [0,2m) such that:

1. ’@a,i‘ = 27T/k

2. dist(Og,1,O42) > 21 /k and dist(© 1, O42+ ) > 27 /k (here, addition is performed on
S1, and dist(-,-) measures distance on S1)

3. mass(a; O,1) > |A|/10k, mass(a;O,2) > |A|/10k.

Moreover, we may choose ©41 and O,2 to be intervals whose endpoints are fractions with
denominator k. More precisely, we may write ©,1 = 0;,(q) and Oy = Oj,(,), where ©; =

[—%(2_1), %) fori=1,... k.

Proof. Let k be an even integer greater than 10 and large enough so that
1
|AﬂSi|§E|A|, 1=1,...,k, (3.21)
where S; = I'(a, ©;). This is possible by (3.6]). Let

1
= {4 1,... A 1> —AlL.
J=fie (Lo k) JANS|2 Al

Then
9

_|A|’
10

1
> Al - E|A| >

‘UAmSi
i€

so that by (3.21)), |J| > 9. Choose i; € J. There are exactly 5 intervals ©; with i # i,
such that dist(0;,,0;) < 27/k or dist(0;, + 7,0;) < 27/k. Since |J| > 9, we can select
o € J so that the intervals ©,; = ©;,,0,2 = 0, satisfy conclusions 1 and 2 of the lemma.

Conclusion 3 follows from the definition of J and (3.20)). O

> |4~ || Jans,
idJ
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We end with the following result.

Proposition 3.10. Let U,V C R%, and let ¢ : U — V be a C? diffeomorphism. Let F C U
be a compact set, and let A C F be a discrete (k,C,d)-unrectifiable one-set. Then ¢(A) is
a discrete (k/2,C", ") —unrectifiable one-set with C' ~ C and &' ~ 6. (All implicit constants
may depend on C, ¢ and F, but not on §.)

Proof. Let A’ = ¢(A). Since ¢ is a diffeomorphism, |A’| = |A| ~ 6. Furthermore, since ¢
and ¢! have bounded Jacobians on F' and its image respectively, the set A’ is §’-separated
for some 0" ~ 4.

The main issue is to check . Let R' C V be a rectangle with side-lengths 0 < r; <
ro < 1, and let 4/ be the long axis of R’ (so that 7' is a line segment of length 7). Then
v = ¢ 1(7) is a C? curve of length ~ ry. Furthermore, at each point x € v, the curvature of
v at x is bounded by some constant c¢. In particular, there exists a constant ¢; > 0 so that
the following holds. For each point z € v, apply a translation and rotation so that z is the
origin and + is tangent to the e; direction at z. Then in a neighborhood B(0, ¢;) of the origin
we may write v as the graph of the function v(t), where |y(t)| < ct?. The constants ¢ and c¢;
depend only on the first and second order derivatives of ¢; since ¢ is a C? diffeomorphism,
we may choose ¢ and ¢; > 0 independent of z and 7. We also have that ¢! (R’) is contained
in a cori-neighbourhood of ~, with, again, ¢, independent of the choice of R'.

Assume first that the rectangle has large eccentricity, in the sense that ro > ri/ ?. Assume
furthermore that r; < 1 is small enough relative to ¢, ¢y, co, since otherwise follows
trivially if C” is large enough. We may then cover ¢~ '(R') by O(ryr, Y ?) rectangles R; of
dimensions 10cyry X 037’}/ * whose long axes are tangent to . (The constant c3 depends only
on ¢, cy, c, e.g. we may take c3 = min(cy, (c2/c)'/?).) By applied to each R;, we have

AN RS |AN R

<Y lANR

Srgry 2T 4]

= ri"ral4
K/2 1=K/
S 7’1/ T2 / |A').
If 75 < 71/?, we instead cover ¢~ (R') by O(1) rectangles of dimensions r; x 5, and then a
similar calculation shows that
AN R| S iy A,
which is better than required.
[

Using Lemma [3.3] we have the following corollary of Proposition [3.10}

Corollary 1. Let U,V C R?, and let ¢ : U — V be a C? diffeomorphism. Let FF C U be a
compact set, and let A C F' be a (k, C,d)-unrectifiable one-set. Then ¢(A) is equivalent to

a (k/2,C, 8)-unrectifiable one-set with C' ~ C. (All implicit constants may depend on C, ¢
and F', but not on 9.)
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3.2 Proof of Theorem [3.4]

Let Cy be a sufficiently large constant (to be chosen later), and let G be a maximal 60—
separated subset of the set

{a € By: viss(a; A) < Cy6 A}
In order to prove Theorem [3.4]A, it suffices to establish

|G| g 672N, (3.22)
while to prove Theorem [3.4B, we must establish
|G| S 6N, (3.23)

Note that viss(a; A) > 1 for all a € U, and thus and are trivial for A < §/Cs.
Thus in everything that follows we shall assume A > §/Cy. We will also require that 0 be
“sufficiently small,” meaning that § < dy for some §y depending only on d, ¢, k, & and Cy. For
0 > 99, Theorem holds trivially, provided we select sufficiently large implicit constants in

and (3.10).

3.2.1 Reduction to a bilinear setting

Recall Lemma , which associates two intervals ©,; and 6, to each point a € G. Both
©,1 and O, are of the form [2”(2_1),%], where 1 < ¢ < k and k ~ 1. Thus, after
pigeonholing, we can find a refinement G C G with |G| > |G| so that every point a € G has
the same ©,; and O,2. Denote these intervals ©; and Os.

Let a € G. We have

mass(a; ©1) ~ 69, (3.24)
|Ls(a;01)] < viss(a; A) <074, (3.25)

where
Ls5(a;01):={l e Ls:acl®? O(l)cO,U©O +7), I°NA#D}.

Call a point x € A good if x € (< for some ¢ € Ls(a;O;) with f5(£) > ¢;0'"*A7L. Then
the number of points of A N T'(a;O;) that are not good is O(c16 A7 IN) = O(c167%),
where the implicit constant in the O(-) notation depends on the implicit constants in ((3.24])
and . We may therefore choose ¢; ~ 1 small enough so that

S SH{re AnT(a;0;) : x is good}|
= Z Hz € A: x € (? for some £ € Ls(a,0,), f5(0) ~ 27}

i c1dlmaN-1<2i <51

S > 2'{¢ € Ls(a,01), f5() ~2}.

ji erdlmoA—1<2i <o
Thus there exists a number \* > 61=°A~! such that
{0 € Lo, 01): pi” < f3(0) < 20"} 2 5 (ui) " (3.26)

A similar argument holds for the directions contained in ©,. We will call the correspond-
. . (a) . . ey =
ing quantity j, . After a further pigeonholing (entailing a further refinement of G' by a
factor of |log d|?), we can assume that every point a € G' has common values of y; and ps.
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3.2.2 Proof of Theorem [3.4A

Note that
ph, po = 61N (3.27)
Let
Hy:={0 € Ls:0(0) €cOLU (O, +7), 1 < f5(€) <21},

and define H, similarly, with ©5 in place of ©;. From (3.13]) we have

1
£l > i Z IHO
M penm
Z 52/ﬁ|%1|-

Thus by Lemma [3.5

[Hal S 072 1 £oll3
e o (3.28)

é 0 alj“l )
and similarly for H®). Note that if /; € H; and £, € Hy, then Z(fy, () > 2% (where k ~ 1
is the quantity from Lemma[3.9), so [¢3° N ¢3°| < 62, Thus

(2 ) (X )], = 3 1 ne
l1E€H loEH o LreHy

2(s—1l—a, 6 —2\(s—1—a, —2 e (3.29)
<0 (5 Hq )(5 o )

=02 Py

On the other hand, if a € G, ¢, € Hy, lo € Ha, and a € (¥, a € (3, then |a’ N NEP| > 5.
Since the elements of G are d—separated, we thus have

1030 var) (2 )

2€H2

1

>0 b € Hiza € Y [{ly € Hata € (3}
ac@
2 OG0 ) (6 pz ")
SR €] Tt
On the second-to-last line, we used (3.26]). Thus by (3.27)),
G1s (072 u2%) /(022 s
S0y (3.31)

é 6—2(5—1—0—&/\) (5—1+a>\)
S 574+2a)\2‘

(3.30)
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3.2.3 Proof of Theorem [3.4B

Theorem [3.4B, is essentially identical, except we will obtain a stronger version of (3.29)). In
order to do so, we will establish the following lemma:

Lemma 3.11 (Not too many low visibility points on a line). There exist constants €y, €, > 0
so that the following holds. Let A and By be as in Theorem[3.4B, and let ly be a line. Then
for all X < /2= we have

[{a € ByNty: viss(a; A) < 6 'AY g 0@ At (3.32)

The implicit constants in the above inequalities depend on c,d,Cy, and k, but not on ¢
or .

Lemma will be proved in Section Now, if ¢; € Hy, then each point of /3 N G
is hit by O(67'\) lines from H, (this is essentially the definition of having low visibility).
Thus for each ¢; € H;, we have

DI AGT N £ S(0TIN) (02N
la€H2 (333)
< 50(—1)\2-1-51'

Thus

H( Z X@“mé%)( Z Xf%%é“)

l1€H loEHo

a—1y2+e€
| S rala e (334

A similar statement holds with H; and Hs reversed. Thus we have
H( Z X£§5mé35>< Z Xe§50é35>
l1EH laeH2

However, the reasoning used to obtain (3.30]) actually shows

H( E : X@‘smé%)( E : Xé§50é35>
l1e€H loEHo

| S (Pl ) e g

| 2 8Gl g (3.36)

SO

(|7’[1| ’7_[2|)1/25a—1)\2+e1

022yt (3.37)
5—4—&—204)\2—&—61 ]

G

QN

QN

3.3 Bourgain Sum-Product Methods
3.3.1 Reduction to a well-separated case

In order to obtain Lemma [3.11], it suffices to establish the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.12. There exist constants €y, €1 > 0 so that the following holds. Let A and By be
as in Theorem [3.4B, and let (o be a line such that dist({y, conv(A)) > ¢, where conv(A) is
the convex hull of A. Then for all X < 6>~ (3.32)) holds.

To deduce Lemma from Lemma let ¢y be the line from Lemma [3.11] Then for
¢ > 0 sufficiently small, |[A N /65| < |A]/2. Let R?\{5 = S; U Sy, with S;, Sy connected (and
convex). Without loss of generality, we can assume |A N S;| > |A|/4. Note that AN S is
either a (a, 4Cy, 0)-set that is unconcentrated on lines (if @ < 1) or a (k, 4Cj, 6)—unrectifiable
one-set (if @ = 1), and furthermore viss(a; A N S1) < viss(a; A). Thus we can apply Lemma
to the set AN S to obtain Lemma [3.11]

We will now prove Lemma Let A, By, and ¢y be as in the statement of Lemma
B.I2 Let

X :={a € lyN By: viss(a; A) < 6§ A} (3.38)

Our goal is to show that |X| is small. Suppose that for some ¢; > 0, we have
| X| > > Ialte, (3.39)

We will show that this contradicts Bourgain’s discretized sum-product theorem if €; is too
small.

3.3.2 X is well-distributed

We will first show that if | X| is sufficiently large, then it must also be well-distributed in an
appropriate sense.

Definition 3.13. (¢f. [8, Theorem 2]) Let v be a probability measure on R or S* and let
k, T > 0. We say that v is (§, k, 7)1 —well distributed if we have the estimate

v(I) < |1 (3.40)
whenever I is an interval with 6 < |I| < 67.

In the following discussion, we will think of 7 as being fixed (but small), and 0 going to
0. Thus the implicit constants in our theorems will be allowed to depend of 7, but not on 9.
In order to unify the discussion of the @« = 1 and a < 1 cases, we will define

- K, a=1,
K_{l—&, a< 1. (3.41)

Lemma 3.14. Let A, By, o and X be as above. Suppose that for some e; > 0, (3.39)) holds.

Then X supports a (9, %, 3%)1—1116[[ distributed probability measure v .

Proof. We will use repeatedly the following geometric fact: if A, By, fy are as in Lemma
, and £ is a line such that ¢° intersects both £, N B(0,d) and A, then ¢ makes an angle
~ 1 with 4.
After dyadic pigeonholing as in the proof of , we can assume there exists a number
1 with
>N (3.42)
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so that if we define

H = {E € Ls: f(s(g) ~ u}, (343)
then there exists a refinement X’ C X with |X’| £ |X]| so that for all z € X,
HeeH:zel®Y~sou . (3.44)

We will prove that if 14 is the probability measure on X given by
n(S)=1SnX'|/|X"], (3.45)

then v is (6, £, 22);~well distributed.

Note first that by (3.39), (3.42), and the assumption that A 2 §, we have
X' Z | X] >0 A > At >0t (3.46)
Let I C £y be an interval with |I| > 6. If £ € H and £N&y C I, then [(*NI| ~§. We can
therefore cover I N X’ by finitely overlapping intervals of length about ¢ so that the number
of such intervals is about 6|7 N X’|. By (3.44)), each such interval is intersected by at most
~ 6~*u~! lines of H. Hence
{eeH: (Nl CI} 2o X NI (3.47)
To bound the quantity on the left, we will need a lemma.
Lemma 3.15. Let I C ¢y N By be an interval with |I| > §. Then
H{eeH:tntly C T} S pu 26 )" (3.48)
Proof. Let
Q:={(a,d',{) EAXx AxH:a,d €l® (Nl CI} (3.49)
For a € A, let ©, be the 6 neighborhood of the arc {|Z:Zi| : a' €I} C S'. Since |I| > § and
dist(a, I) < 1, we have |©,| < |I|. Then,

Q1<) (@ ) e AxHia#d, a,a €L, 6(0) € O,}]
acA
DA (3:50)

acA
S|P,

where on the second line we used either Lemma [3.6] or Lemma [3.7] depending on whether
a =1or a < 1. Since each £ € H meets ~ u points in A and therefore enters p? triples in

Q, this proves (3.48)). O
Combining (3.47) and (3.48]), we have
X' NIl g p )" (3.51)
Combining this with (3.46)), we see that if |I| < 6°1/%, then
X'NI[ o i -
< OTYI|F < SR, 3.52
O < 6 (3.52)

This proves that 14 defined in (3.45]) is well distributed as claimed.
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3.3.3 A projective transformation

In this subsection we will describe the projective transformation 7' : R? \ £, — R? which
“takes the line ¢y to the line at infinity” in the sense that if a € ¢y, then the T-image of the
family of lines passing through a is the family of parallel lines pointing in some direction
0,. We will also demonstrate that this mapping of lines is highly regular, both as a function
of a and as a function of the direction of the line. Ultimately, the goal is to show that
this transformation must send any counterexample to Theorem to a counterexample to
Bourgain’s discretized sum-product theorem (Theorem [3.16)).

Without loss of generality, we may assume that ¢ is the z-axis, By N ¢y is contained in
[—10,0] x {0}, and A C [1,20]?. (We can reduce to this case by partitioning A into finitely
many pieces, applying affine transformations, and noting that such transformations preserve
the property that A is either a discrete (a, Cp,d)—set that is unconcentrated on lines (if
a < 1) or a discrete (k, Cp, §)—unrectifiable one-set (if &« = 1). We may increase the value of
Cy by a constant factor if necessary. Define

1 y+1
T ﬂ) (3.53)

T(w,y):( i

Since T" maps lines to lines, we may verify that after a refinement, 7'(A) is a discrete
(cr, Cp, 0)—set that is unconcentrated on lines (at this point, this is the only property we
will need, even if o = 1).

To see what T does to lines, note that

T(x+t,mt) = (%, 1)+ %(ﬁc +1,1) (3.54)

This has two consequences of interest. First, fix a point # € [—10,0]. Then viss((z,0), A)
counts the number of lines through (z,0) with d-separated slopes whose d—neighborhoods
meet A. The mapping T takes lines ¢ through (x,0) to lines in the direction 6, := arccot(z +
1). Moreover, if £, " are two such lines with slopes m, m’ respectively, then their images pass
through (+,1) and (:%,1). We have placed z and A so that 1/40 < m < 30 for all lines ¢
whose é—neighborhoods meet both A and (x,0). Hence, the distance between T'(¢) and T'(¢')
is proportional to the acute angle between ¢ and ¢'. It follows that

viss(z; A) ~ 6 mg, (T(A%))], (3.55)

where A° is the §-neighborhood of A. The same estimate holds if we replace A° by A;, where

A is a union of d—squares centered at the points of A. Note that since A satisfies , Ay

satisfies for some constant C” that is comparable to C, and | A;| ~ §%|A| ~ §°.
Furthermore, the map = — 6, has the property that if z, 2’ € [—10, 0], then

0, — O] ~ |z — 2] (3.56)
Let v be the push-forward measure of v; (so that v is supported on S'). Then by (3.56)), v

is (6, %, 22),~well distributed.

In light of (3.55)), our low visibility assumption implies that for all # € supp v, we have
mo(Ay)| < 6¢/2 73, (3.57)

We will now proceed to obtain a contradiction.

26



3.3.4 Bourgain’s sum-product theorem, and a contradiction

We shall now state a version of Bourgain’s discretized sum-product theorem.

Theorem 3.16 (Bourgain, [§], Theorem 3). Given 0 < a < 2, § > 0, and k > 0, there
exists 7o > 0 and n > «/2 such that the following holds for all 6 > 0 sufficiently small.

Let py be a (3, k,79)1—well distributed probability measure on S*. Let A C [1,2] be a
union of d—squares with the property that

|A| ~ 527, (3.58)

and

AN B| < p’lA (3.59)

whenever B is a ball of radius p with 6 < p < 1.
Then there exists 0 € supp puy such that

|Ta(A)| > 577 (3.60)

In the statement of Theorem in [§], Bourgain has the more restrictive require-
ment that p; be a (4, k,0);—well distributed probability measure on S' (i.e. that the well-
distributedness property hold for all intervals, not just those of length at most 6™). However,
the remark on page 221 of [§] observes that the proof of Theorem only requires p to
be (4, k, 70)1—well distributed.

We will apply Theorem with A; in place of A, v in place of p;, £/4 in place of &,
" in place of §, a as specified in the statement of Theorem [1.6] and 8 = «a. Select ¢y and
e; sufficiently small, so that 4¢y < n — a/2 and 3% < 71. By , there exists 6 € supp v
with

o (Ay)| > §1/2=(n—a/2)

- ot (3.61)
This contradicts (3.57)). Therefore, (3.39)) cannot hold. ]

4 Pointwise upper bound

We first establish some tools and terminology for self-similar sets. In this section, J will
be a one-dimensional self-similar set with no rotations and with equal contraction ratios,
i.e. J satisfies where for each i =1,...,s we have O; = [ and \; = % Without loss of
generality we can assume that diam J ~ 1. We also fix a = 0.

Let W, = {1, ...,s}" be the set of all words of length n in the alphabet {1,...,s}, and
W = U,~, Wy, where W, consists of the empty word. For w = (wy, ..., w,) € W, let

Ty :=1Ty, o---0Ty,
Q= A{Tw(T) : w e W,}.

We refer to the Q) € Q,, as disks at stage n, each associated with a word w = w(Q) € W,
so that T, (Jo) = Q.
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For w = (wy, ...,w,) and W' = (Wpi1, ..oy Wnim), let ww' = (wy, ..., Wpym). If Q and Q'
are associated with the words w and ww’ respectively, we say that @) is a descendant of @
of generation n+m, and () is an ancestor of ()’ of generation n. In particular, ' C Q.

We also employ the notations Q' >,, @, @ <,, Q'. We will sometimes refer to descendants
and ancestors with m = 1 as children and parents respectively. Finally, we write Q < @’
and w < w' if the word w associated to @) is a sub-word of the word w’ associated to @',
that is, w’ = vwv’ for some v,v" € W.

Figures [T} 2| and [3] should be kept in mind whenever <, < are invoked.

Figure 1: The disks @1, ..., Q¢ € Qy, form a tall stack.

The projection counting function, f,p : R — N (analogous to fs(¢) from Section

BT, i
fn,b? = Z XWQ(Q)'

QEQn

Large values of f,, indicate large concentrations of L' mass on a small set, so that the
support of f,y cannot be too large; note that suppf,s = mJ,. The former statement is
quantified using the Hardy-Littlewood operator M and self-similarity. The advantage in
applying the Hardy-Littlewood operator is that, while f,, (r) need not be increasing in n as
0 and r are fixed, M f, ¢ is much better behaved, in a way that we now quantify. Practically,
we may treat it as nondecreasing in n.

Lemma 4.1. Let n, N € N with n < N. If f,o(r) > K, then M fyo(r") > % whenever r,r’
belong to the same Q) € Q,,.

Proof. The Hardy-Littlewood estimate is obtained using the interval I = [r—|m(Jo)|s™", 7+
|7o(Jo)|s~™]. This interval contains at least K projected disks my(Q;), where Q; € Q,. By
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Figure 2: Continuing from Figure [1, this is a rough partial sketch of Jy, M > L.
Tw(@1), ..., T, (Qg) are singled out, for some w € Wy, _p.

Figure 3: A closer look at a smaller portion of 7,,, n > M > L. Since T,,(Q4) < g, it follows
that Q4 < ¢. In words, “q is a descendant of a self-similar copy of 4.”
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induction on m, it can be shown that for each i,

1|
/ Z XWG(Q')(T) dr = /XWG(Qi)(T> dr > 9
I ) 1

Applying this to each @; when m = N — n, summing over ¢, and dividing by |I| establishes
the claim. ]

Definition 4.2. For fized 0, given K > 0, we say that Q € Qy is K-stacked if M fng(r) >
K for all r € mp(Q). We also write Q € Q3 if Q is K-stacked at the angle 0.

In applications, K = K(N) will grow slowly with N. Whenever K is clear from context,
we will omit it and refer to K-stacked disks as “stacked”.

Corollary 4.3. If f,o(r) > K for some r € mp(Q) and Q € Q,,, then Q' is K/2-stacked at
0 for all Q" > Q.

We also have the following.
Lemma 4.4. Fix 0 and K. If Q is K-stacked, then Q' is %—stacked for all Q" = Q.

Proof. Seen by self-similarly rescaling an appropriate Hardy-Littlewood interval containing
mo(Q) as in Lemma [4.1] Details omitted. O

The following is a blueprint for how Hardy-Littlewood estimates bound |[suppf|. A small
number of “bad disks” can be measured separately, leaving a good estimate based on the
structure of the “good disks”.

Lemma 4.5. For fired N, 0, K, suppose that there are at most % unstacked disks Q) € Q.
Then |suppfn| S +.

Proof. We have

fno = Z Xro(Q) T Z Xro(Q)-

Q0% Qe0%,

Note that for all Q € O3, me(Q) C {r : M fxo(r) > K}. The above line splits the support of
[~ into two sets. Estimating the first trivially and applying the Hardy-Littlewood inequality
to the second,

1 1
|supp fvol < s~V |mo(To)[#{Qn \ QX } + ?HfN,@Hl S T O
In order to apply Hardy-Littlewood analysis to the visibility integral, we will need a
visibility analogue of f, g:
gn(e) = fn,9—7r/2(0>‘

Note that supp(g,) is the union of Py(7,) and the antipodal points of Py(7,,), i.e. supp(g,) =
Py(Jn) U (Po(Tn) + 7). We also need the following fact.

Lemma 4.6. If 7 C B(0,100) \ B(0, =), then M f,,4(0) ~ Mg, (0 + 7/2).

L
» 100
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Proof. The key observation is that that the Hardy-Littlewood intervals for the two functions
are comparable up to minor dilations. Let © C S! be an interval centered at 6 + 7/2 so
that ﬁ Jo 9n(t) = $Mg, (0 + 7/2). We can assume that [©| 2 n™*, since g,(t) is a sum of
characteristic functions of intervals, each of which has length 2 n=°. Let C'© be the C—fold
dilate of ©, where C' = O(1) is chosen so that [CO| > 2n~*. Let ' C R? be the intersection of
B(0,100) \ B(0, 755) with the set of all rays from the origin that make an angle t € C'© with
the x—axis. Thus I' is a segment of an annulus. Furthermore, the number of disks @ € Q,,
contained in I' is 2 |O]s" Mg, (0 + 7/2), since each disk can contribute at most O(s™") to
the integral [, gn(t)dt. Now, consider the infinite strip A C R? centered at the origin of
dimensions 2ty X oo, whose long axis points in the direction 6 + 7/2. Since I' C B(0, 100),
we can select tp < |©] so that A contains I'. Let I = [—t¢, %] C R.
Recall that for any angle t and for any disk Q) € Q,,, we have fR Xro (@) ~ 5. Thus,

/ Fao(r)dr 23 " Xy (r)dr

I QEQn
QCA

2 s "HQ € Qn:Q e A}

> s " (|0]s"Mgn(0)).

Since |I| < |©], we have M f,, 9 2 Mg, (0 + 7/2). A similar argument establishes the reverse
quasi-inequality:. O]

The model for turning a Favard length estimate into a visibility estimate is as follows:

Theorem 4.7. (Heuristic form of Theorem Suppose 0 ¢ J. If J. has small Favard
length, then Jn has small visibility from the origin for all N much larger than L.

Heuristic proof. Since Fav(J7y) is small, it must be the case that for most 6, there is at least
one tall stack of disks in Qj, pointing in the 6 direction. The remaining € belong to a small
set Er.

In bounding Favard length, the main idea of [33] and others is to establish that for most
angles 6, most disks are K-stacked, for K appropriately large as a function of N. The
additional problem in obtaining upper visibility bounds is that it is not enough for stacking
to occur somewhere in Jy, but instead we need stacking along lines passing through the
vantage point 0. [36] overcomes this difficulty by choosing N sufficiently large (compared to
L) and using self-similarity to prove that most disks of Jy descend from self-similar copies
of the tall stack of J;,. This situation is as in Figures 2 and [3]

Specifically, if NV is sufficiently large compared to L, then almost all Q' € Qy satisfy
Q < Q for all Q € Q;. The set of disks in Qy that fail to satisfy this property are
negligible, and they do not affect our argument. If Q" satisfies Q < Q' for all Q € Q;,, then
we say (' is generic. In particular, if § ¢ E, and @)’ is generic, then @)’ is stacked by Lemma
4.4 Using Lemma to pass to the function gy, we can apply Hardy-Littlewood analysis
as in Lemma to bound the projection of the generic disks. O]

We now quantify the above argument. First, we bound the size of E, the set of “bad
angles.”
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Lemma 4.8. Let

1
K=K(L):=——,
Fav(jL)
Er={0:|fro-rpllec < K}
Then
1
1ELl S 2
Proof. We have
K= =Fav(J1) 2 {0 mo( )] = ] 2 Bl
- K T KIITK
The last inequality follows from
L~ [ frata)ds < | fualls - Imo(T2) 0
We now fix some small € > 0 (independent of N), and define
L :=(1—2¢)log, N. (4.1)

We will say that " € Qy is generic if Q < @’ for all Q € Q. Note that this definition
depends on N and L, but we will not display that dependence. For R C Qy, let

#R

sN 7

P(R) =

gy :={Q € Qn : Q' is generic}.

Proposition 4.9. We have
P(QN \ gN) 5 N1_2€€_N6.

We will prove Proposition [4.9] using the following lemma.
Lemma 4.10. Fiz w € Wi, and let fy(w) ={b € Wx:w A b}. Then

P(Bn(w)) S e ™,
where the value of € is the same as in (4.1)).
For proof, see below. Using Lemma [4.10, we have

P(Wx\Gny) < Z P(Bn(w
weWrp,
< she™N*

_ Nl*QCefNE

Y

which establishes Proposition [£.9]
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Proof of Lemma[{.10. Without loss of generality, we may assume that L divides N, so that
we can divide b into segments of length L. For each of these segments, the probability that
it is not equal to w is (s& —1)/sl" =1 — s7. Then P(By(w)) is bounded from above by the
probability that all such segments are different from w, so that

P(fy(w)) < (1—s5)NE
_ (1 i N—(1—2e)>N/L

N
_ . —(1—2¢)
exp ((1 50 Tog, log(l1 — N ))

Using that log(1 — ) ~ —z, and absorbing log, N into the loss of € in the exponent, we get
the desired estimate. (Note that a slightly improved bound can be proved using the “longest
run of heads” estimate from [12].) O

We now have all of the necessary tools to prove Theorem [I.3]

Proof of Theorem[1.5 We first recall the estimate from Lemma [4.8 on the size of the set of
“bad angles” E:

1BLl S % (4.2)
We claim that q
Po(In\ | QIS e (4.3)
QegnN
AU @\ES (14)

QeGN

Combining , , and , we obtain
1Po(Iw)] < [Po(In \ | @1+1R( | @\ Ecl+|EL|

Qedn Qedn
L1
~ K
as required.
It remains to prove the above claims. We begin with (4.3)). Visibility is sub-additive, and

vis(0; X) < :1111;18)())(()) Assuming J, is separated from 0 and using the fact that diam(Q) ~ s~

for @ € Qu, it follows that

[Po(In\ U QI SP(Qn\Gn),

Qeln

where the implicit constant depends on dist(Jy,0). By (1.6)), we have

1
== V/Fav(7,) > L2,

Hence it suffices to prove that

P(Qn\Gn) S L7172
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But that follows from Proposition and .

Finally, we prove ({4.4)). Consider § € Py(Gn)\ Er. Since 6 ¢ Ey, it follows from Corollary
that there is a @ € Qp, such that @ is K/2-stacked above 6§ — 7/2. Since 6 € Py(Q') for
some ) € Gy, it follows that " > @, and thus by Lemma Q' is K/4-stacked above
6 — /2. Recalling the definition of stacked disks, we conclude that

P @\ Ex € {0 Mngon0) > 2.
QEGN

Lemma [£.6] says that
K
{0: Mfyorp(0) > 5} C{0: Mgn(0) 2 K}

By the Hardy-Littlewood inequality,

P |J @\ Eol <{0: Mgn(0) 2 K}
Qeln

|
== ==
—
<
2
=
S
>

which proves (4.4)). O

5 Some properties of self-similar sets

5.1 Discrete unrectifiability of self-similar sets

Theorem 5.1. Let 0 < o < 1. Let J be a self-similar set satisfying the Open Set Condition
(see Definition with dim(J) = a. Assume further that J is not contained in a line.

(a) Assume that o = 1. Then for § > 0, J° is equivalent to a (k,Co,d)-unrectifiable
one-set for some Cy, Kk depending only on J but not on 9.

(b) Assume that 0 < o < 1. Then for § > 0, J° is equivalent to a (c, Co,d)—set that is
unconcentrated on lines, with Cy depending only on J but not on 9.

(c) In part (b), more is true. Assume that 0 < o < 1 and let ¢: R? — R? be a
diffeomorphism. Then for § > 0, p(J°) is equivalent to a (a, Cy, §)—set that is unconcentrated
on lines, with Cy depending only on J and p, but not on 4.

Remark 5.1. If a = 1 and p: R> — R? is a diffeomorphism, then Theorem [5.1la and
P’roposz'tz'on implies that o(J°) is equivalent to a (k, Cy, §)-unrectifiable one-set for some
Cy depending only on J and p, and some Kk depending only on J. Since Proposition
doesn’t hold for (o, Cy, 0)—sets that are unconcentrated on lines, we cannot apply it to obtain

Theorem [5.1lc from Theorem [5.1b. This is why we must prove Theorem [5.1c directly.

Before proving Theorem we will first need several preliminary lemmas.
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Lemma 5.2. Let J be a self-similar set satisfying the Open Set Condition with dim(J) = «,
where 0 < o < 1. Then
C716*7 < | T < C8* ™, (5.1)

where the constant C' is independent of §.

Proof. We repeat the argument from [30, Theorem 5.7]. Since J is self-similar and satisfies
the Open Set Condition, J is Ahlfors-David regular (see e.g. [21]). In particular, for all
x € J and all balls B of radius r < diam(.J), we have

HY(BNJT) ~re, (5.2)

where the implicit constants are independent of r and the choice of ball. Choose a maximal
0-separated set A C J, then

U B(a,6) € 7° € | ] B(a, 20) (5.3)
acA acA

and each collection of balls is finitely overlapping. In particular, this implies that |A| ~

67217°|. By (5.2), the second inclusion in (5.3)) implies that
LS HY(T)
<D HY(T N B(a,26))
acA (54)
< |A] 6
< (072 7°))6e.
Thus |J°| 2 627, Similarly, the first inclusion in (5.3) implies that |7°| < 627, O

Lemma 5.3. Let J be a self-similar set satisfying the Open Set Condition with dim(J) = «,
where 0 < o < 1. Then for every ball B = B(x,r) of radius r > §, we have the bound

|J7° N B < Cor® |7, (5.5)
where the constant Cy is independent of r and the choice of ball.

Proof. Let A C J be a maximal d-separated set as in the proof of Lemma [5.2] and let
A" = AN B. Then |A'| 2 §72|7° N B|, and the balls B(a,d) with a € A’ are finitely

overlapping. By (55.2)), we have
r* 2 HYT N B(x,r+9))

> HNT N B(a,d))

acA’ (56)
2 Ao
Z 572+a’j6 N Bl-

Combining this with Lemma [5.2, we have

|7° N B| < ro6? < J0. O
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Definition 5.4. Recall that W,, :={1,...,s}" and W = J,— W,,. For w = (wy,...,w,) €
W,, let T, :=T,, 0---0Ty, and let A\, :=[]'_; A

j=1"wj-

Lemma 5.5. Let J be a self-similar set generated by similitudes T, ..., Ts, satisfying the
Open Set Condition, and not contained in a line. Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0, a
number s > s, and a collection of similitudes T}, ...,T. such that

J =T
=1

Furthermore, the similitudes satisfy the Open Set Condition, and they have the property that
for any line £ C R?, there exists an index 1 < i < s such that T} (J) is disjoint from (*¢.

Proof. The set J is the closure of the set of the fixed points of the simiitudes T,, w € W
[21], Theorem 3 (v)]. Since J is not contained in a line, there are words w; € W,,,, i = 1,2, 3,
and a constant € > 0 such that the fixed points 2] of T,: cannot all be contained in the
e-neighborhood of a line. Let

nongM times ninsM times nins M times
wit=wi .o wl, wy = wy .. wy, Wy = Wy ... Ws .
Choose M sufficiently large so that for ¢ = 1,2,3 we have T,,(J) C B(z,¢/4) whenever w
is equal to, or a descendant of, w}™.

Let M* = ninonsM, and relabel the collection {7, : w € Wy} as {T} : i =1,...,5}
with s = s™". It is clear that this extended family of similitudes generates the same self-
similar set J. Furthermore, w; € Wy« for ¢ = 1,2, 3, and given any line ¢, at least one of the
sets Tyr (J) is disjoint from ¢</2. Thus the conclusion of the lemma holds with ¢ = ¢/4. [

Lemma 5.6. Let J be a self-similar set satisfying the Open Set Condition and not contained
in a line. There exist constants k > 0 and C such that for any line { C R?, and any 6, p
with 0 <0 < p <1,

TN < Cpr|T°). (5.7)

k and C' are independent of 6 and p.

Proof. The proof is based on iterating Lemma [5.5 To simplify notation, we shall assume
that the similitudes 77, ...,77 from Lemma were the original ones. For j =1,... s, let
WY ¢ Wy be the set of one-letter words in the alphabet {1,....s}\ {4}

We may assume that p < ¢/2, since otherwise the result is immediate if C' is sufficiently
large. Then there is an index ¢ such that (T;(7)) is disjoint from ¢°. Let W; = W;”, then
Wil =s—1. Let ¢ =Y ;A =A%, =1— A%, < 1. Then Zwewfj) A2 < ¢, and in

min min
particular
E )\g S Ct.
weWy

We now iterate the procedure. For each w € Wy, the set T,,(J) is a similar copy of 7,
rescaled by the factor A, > An. By a rescaling of Lemma , there is a letter k(w) €
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{1,...,s} such that (Ty) o Top(J)) is disjoint from ¢“*min. Let W5 be the set of all
words of the form ww’ with w € Wy and w’ € W ™) Then [W3| = (s — 1)%. Furthermore,

we have
o= Y A< Y Aa<d
w*eWy weWy w/ewl(k(w)) weWy
Continuing in this manner for m = 3,4, ..., we find sets W} C W,,, such that |W} | = (s—1)"

and (T,,(J))™mn is disjoint from ¢Nm for w € W,,\W?. Moreover, we have

Ao < . (5.8)
2

weWpr,

We halt the procedure when cA™, < p < eA” 1 so that m ~ log’f L. At that stage, we have
T C g 0 | (Tu(J) P e,

weWr,

Each set (T,,(J))mn is contained in a ball B, of radius < A, with the implicit constant
independent of m and w. If necessary, we may increase this constant by a factor ~ 1 so that
each B, has radius greater than 6. By Lemma and (|5.8)), we have

7PNl < Y 1T N By
weWp,
< D> el
weWpr
< T

- Cglog p)/(10g Amin) | j5|

= p"|T°|

. _ loges
with k = g > 0. O

Lemma 5.7. Let J be a self-similar set of dimension o with 0 < o < 1, satisfying the Open
Set Condition and not contained in a line. Then there exist some 0 < k < o and a constant
C so that

|7’ N R| < Crirg ™ |J| (5.9)

whenever R is a rectangle of dimensions § < ry < rs.

Proof. We may assume that r; < O 'ry for some large Oy, since otherwise the lemma follows
trivially from Lemma [5.6f Choose a ball By := B(a,2r) so that R C By. For each w € W
such that T,,(J)N By # 0, let @ be the shortest word such that w is a child of w and Ag < 7.
(Note that we then also have Ag > ToAmin ~ 72.) Let W be the set of such maximal words.
Then (T,,(J))? C B(a, Cary) for some Cy ~ 1. Note also that if w,w’ € W, then w cannot
be a descendant of w'.
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Since J satisfies the Open Set Condition, we have H*(T,,(J)NTw(J)) = 0if w,w’ € W
and w # w' (see [30, Section 4.13]). Furthermore,

H(Tu(T)) ~ XNy(T) ~ 15
It follows from this and (5.2)) that

ry 2 H*(J) N Bla, Cary)) 2 Y HY(TW(J)) Z r5IW,
wew
so that |W| ~ 1.
For each word w € W, scale the set (T,,(J))° by a factor of A;' ~ r;' obtaining a

homothetic copy of J%*». The image of R under the same scaling is a rectangle R'(w) of
dimensions Aj'ry x Aylr;. By Lemma [5.6] we have

(TP AR (w)] < Cr /) [T (5.10)
Undoing the scaling and using Lemma [5.2] we obtain
(Tu(T)) N RIS T?(Tl/A )*|T°]
S g 7).
Since J° N R C U ((Tw(J))° N R) and |W| ~ 1, the lemma follows. O

Proof of Theorem[5.1. We will first prove parts (a) and (b) of the theorem. By Lemmas
and [5.3) we have C~162~ < |7°| < C'62=°, and furthermore J° obeys (note that for
r < 0, the last estimate is trivial). The bound follows from Lemma . Moreover, if
a = 1, the estimate follows from Lemma

We will now prove part (c). Let p: R? — R? be a diffeomorphism, and let £ C R? be a
line. We need to show that for C' sufficiently large (depending only on J and ¢),

(T2 N LYY < Jp(T7)]/10. (5.12)
We will show that for every C'y > 0, there is a constant C so that
TN (71 (0) 2 < YT (5.13)

Since ¢ has Jacobian ~ 1 on the convex hull of 7, (| - ) will imply ([5.12] -

By Lemma , J " can be coved by O(C’a/ 2) balls of radius C /2 This implies that
J? can be covered by 0(02/ ) balls of radius C’;/ . Let B be one of these balls. Then
BNJ%N (¢ 1(£)) is contained within O(1) rectangles of dimensions C; /% x C;*. By
Lemma [5.7, we have

(5.11)

BN I N (e ()% < (Cy™)(Cy e T

/2
?)

Summing the contribution from all O(C3’”) balls, we conclude that

T 0 (71 (0) V% < Oy (O )(Cy )R T
<GP,
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Thus if we select C5 sufficiently large compared to C, we obtain ((5.13)).

The only remaining point is that J° might not be a union of finitely overlapping 6-
balls. Choose a maximal J-separated set A C J as in the proof of Lemma [5.2] and let
A = Uuea Bla,d). This is a finitely overlapping collection of balls. By (5.3]), we have
A C J9, and conversely, J° can be covered by finitely many translates of A. Thus J° is
equivalent to A. It follows that all of the above estimates hold with J° replaced by A. In
particular, when a = 1 then A is a (k, Cy, §)-unrectifiable one-set, and for 0 < o < 1, Ais a
(ar, Cp, 0)-set that is unconcentrated on lines. O

5.2 Self-similar sets have large projection in every direction

The next lemma is used in the proof of Proposition

Lemma 5.8. Let J be a self-similar set not contained in a line. Then there is an o > 0
such that dim my(J) > a for all 6 € [0, 27].

Proof. We will use the notation from the proof of Theorem [5.1}

First, fix 6. Since J is not contained in a line, for all n large enough we may find words
wy, wy € W, such that my(Qy, ) and my(Qy, ) are disjoint. Note further that if n’ > n, then the
same is true with wy, wy replaced by any pair of their respective descendants w}, w) € Wiy.

It is clear from the construction above that the same n, with the same words w; and
wy, works also for 6 in a small enough neighbourhood U(#) of §. By compactness and the
argument above, we may find a value of n that works for all §. Let A = A. . The interval
7o(Qw) has length at least cA for all w € W,,. Let o = % > 0.

It is then easy to see that for each 6, the set my(J) contains a (not necessarily self-similar)
Cantor set of dimension at least «, obtained by iterating the construction above. Specifically,
for each fixed 0, we have two disjoint intervals I} = my(Q.,) and Iy = my(Q,) of length at
least A contained in my(J,). Continuing by induction, the sets @, N J, contain a (possibly
rotated) self-similar copy of J,, so that each of the sets I; N my(Ja,) contains at least two
disjoint intervals I;; and I;5 of length at least A\? that are obtained by projecting discs of
Jon, and so on. This proves the claim. O]

References

[1] 1. Arhosalo, E. Jarvenpéad, M. Jarvenpad, M. Rams, P. Shmerkin: Visible parts of fractal
percolation, to appear in Proc. Edinburgh Math. Soc.

[2] M. Bateman, A. Volberg: An estimate from below for the Buffon needle probability of
the four-corner Cantor set, Math. Res. Lett. 17 (2010), 959-967.

[3] A. Besicovitch: On the fundamental geometric properties of linearly measurable plane
sets of points III, Math. Ann. 116 (1939), 349-357.

[4] M. Bond, Combinatorial and Fourier Analytic L* Methods For Buf-
fon’s  Needle  Problem, Ph.D. thesis, Michigan State  University,
http://bondmatt.wordpress.com/2011/03/02/thesis-second-complete-draft /.

39


http://bondmatt.wordpress.com/2011/03/02/thesis-second-complete-draft/

[5]

[6]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

M. Bond, I. Laba, and A. Volberg, Buffon needle estimates for rational product Cantor
sets, Amer. J. Math. 136 (2014), 357-391.

M. Bond, A. Volberg: Buffon needle lands in e-neighborhood of a 1-dimensional Sierpin-
ski Gasket with probability at most |loge|~¢, Comptes Rendus Mathematique, Volume
348, Issues 11-12, June 2010, 653-656.

M. Bond, A. Volberg: Buffon’s needle landing near Besicovitch irreqular self-similar
sets, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 61 (2012), 2085-2109.

J. Bourgain, The discretized sum-product and projection theorems, J. Anal. Math.
112(1):193-236. 2010.

J. Bourgain, On the Erdds-Volkmann and Katz-Tao ring conjectures, Geom. Funct. Anal
15(1):334-365. 2003.

M. Csornyei, On the visibility of invisible sets, Ann. Acad. Sci. Fenn. Math. 25 (2000),
417-421.

M. Csornyei, How to make Davies’ theorem visible, Bull. London Math. Soc. 33 (2001),
59-66.

P. Erdés, P. Révész: On the length of the longest head-run, Topics in information theory
(Second Colloq., Keszthely, 1975), Colloq. Math. Soc. Janos Bolyai, Vol. 16 , pp. 219
228, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1977

K. Eroglu, On planar self-similar sets with a dense set of rotations, Ann. Acad. Sci.
Fen. Math. 32 (2007), 409-424.

K. Falconer, The geometry of fractal sets, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1985.

K. Falconer, J. Fraser: The visible part of plane self-similar sets, Proc. Amer. Math.
Soc. 141 (2013), 269-278.

J.B. Garnett, Positive length but zero analytic capacity, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 24
(1970), 696-699

M. Hochman: Dynamics on  fractals and fractal  distributions,  arXiv:
http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/1008.3731

M. Hochman: Self-similar sets with overlaps and sumset phenomena for entropy, Ann.
Math. 180 (2014), 773-822.

M. Hochman, P. Shmerkin: Local entropy estimates and projections of fractal measures,
Ann. Math. 175 (2012), 1001-1059.

M. Hochman, P. Shmerkin:  Equidistribution from fractal measures, arXiv:
http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/1302.5792

40


http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/1008.3731
http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/1302.5792

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

J.E. Hutchinson: Fractals and self similarity, Indiana Univ. Math. J., 30 (1981), 713
T47.

E. Jarvenpaa, M. Jarvenpaa, P. MacManus, T. C. O’Neil: Visible parts and dimensions,
Nonlinearity 16 (2003), 803-818.

N. Katz, T. Tao. Some connections between Falconer’s distance set conjecture and sets
of Furstenburg type. New York J. Math. 7:149-187. 2001.

R. Kaufman, On Hausdorff dimension of projections, Mathematica 15 (1968), 153-155.

R. Kenyon, Projecting the one-dimensional Sierpinski gasket, Israel J. Math. 79 (2006),
221-238.

I. Laba, K. Zhai: The Favard length of product Cantor sets, Bull. London Math. Soc.
42 (2010), 997-1009.

J.C. Lagarias, Y. Wang, Tiling the line with translates of one tile, Invent. Math. 124
(1996), 341-365.

P. Mattila, Integral geometric properties of capacities, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 266
(1981), 593-554.

P. Mattila, Orthogonal projections, Riesz capacities, and Minkowski content, Indiana
Univ. Math. J. 124 (1990), 185-198.

P. Mattila: Geometry of Sets and Measures in Fuclidean Spaces, Cambridge University
Press, 1995.

P. Mattila, Hausdorff dimension, projections, and Fourier transform, Publ. Mat. 48
(2004), 3-48.

J.M. Marstrand: Some fundamental geometrical properties of plane sets of fractional
dimensions, Proc. London Math. Soc. 3 (1954), 257-302.

F. Nazarov, Y. Peres, A. Volberg: The power law for the Buffon needle probability of the
four-corner Cantor set, Algebra i Analiz 22 (2010), 82-97; translation in St. Petersburg
Math. J. 22 (2011), 61-72.

T.C. O'Neil: The Hausdorff dimension of visible sets of planar continua, Trans. Amer.
Math. Soc. 359 (2007), 5141-5170.

Y. Peres, B. Solomyak, How likely is Buffon’s needle to fall near a planar Cantor set?,
Pacific J. Math. 24 (2002), 473-496.

K. Simon, B. Solomyak, Visibility for self-similar sets of dimension one in the plane,
Real Analysis Exchange, 32 (2006/07) 67-78

X. Tolsa, Analytic capacity, rectifiability, and the Cauchy integral, Proceedings of the
ICM 2006, Madrid.

41



[38] T. Wolff, Lectures on Harmonic Analysis, 1. Laba and C. Shubin, eds., Amer. Math.
Soc., Providence, R.I. (2003).

BonD, LABA: DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA,
VANCOUVER, B.C. V6T 1Z2, CANADA

bondmatt@math.ubc. ca, ilaba@math.ubc. ca

ZAHL: DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, MIT, CAMBRIDGE MA, 02139, USA
jzahl@myt. edu

42



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Upper bounds for self-similar sets
	1.2 Lower bounds on visibility
	1.3 Acknowledgements

	2 Warm-up results
	2.1 Notation
	2.2 Visibility and Favard length
	2.3 Energy methods
	2.4 Visibility dimension of self-similar sets

	3 Visibility lower bounds
	3.1 Initial reductions and discretization
	3.1.1 Discretization of the points
	3.1.2 Discretization of the lines
	3.1.3 Discretization of visibility
	3.1.4 Separating the vantage points from the set A
	3.1.5 Some properties of (, C,)-sets

	3.2 Proof of Theorem ??
	3.2.1 Reduction to a bilinear setting
	3.2.2 Proof of Theorem ??A
	3.2.3 Proof of Theorem ??B

	3.3 Bourgain Sum-Product Methods
	3.3.1 Reduction to a well-separated case
	3.3.2 X is well-distributed
	3.3.3 A projective transformation
	3.3.4 Bourgain's sum-product theorem, and a contradiction


	4 Pointwise upper bound
	5 Some properties of self-similar sets
	5.1 Discrete unrectifiability of self-similar sets
	5.2 Self-similar sets have large projection in every direction


