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Abstract

Early results by Borel-Cantelli and more recently Erdös-Chung, Frolov and Feng-Li-
Shen have provided bounds for the measure of the limsup set in terms of measures of its
constituent sets and their intersections. Despite progress being made to give stronger
bounds we show there is no hope for finding non-trivial bounds for the limsup measure
from the measures of pairwise intersections in general. We go further and construct
counterexamples wherein we have two sequences of sets whose individual measures all
the way up to k-wise intersection measure µ(Ai1 ∩Ai2 ∩ ... ∩Aik) are comparable but
one sequence will have limsup measure 1 and the other 0. We later to go on to see that
if we control all finite intersections (not just up to k intersections) then we do indeed
fix the limsup measure.
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1 Introduction

We consider a probability space (Ω,A , µ). We are interested in the limsup of sets, wherein
we consider a sequence of sets (Ai)i∈N and define the limsup to be:

lim sup
n→∞

An =
⋂

n≥1

⋃

i≥n

Ai .
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For ease of notation we may refer to this set as lim supAi or simply the ‘limsup’ set-
surpressing the n → ∞. The limsup set is usually viewed as the set of points that lie
in infinitely many of the sets Ai.

In areas such as metric number theory, Diophantine approximation and shrinking target
problems in Dynamics we wish to show that a limsup has positive measure or even full
measure. There are blackbox tools for doing this such as the Borel Cantelli lemmas or
Kochen and Stone (stated and referenced later). Indeed a recent result of Beresnevich and
Velani [BV23] states that if Ai is a sequence of balls having positive measure limsup set, and
Bi is a sequence of balls having identical measures and pairwise measures, then the limsup
of Bi also has psoitive measure.

A question arising therefore, is to ask whether the condition of them being balls is strictly
necessary. Consider two sequences of sets (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N with the following properties:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi), ∀i ∈ N,

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj), ∀i, j ∈ N.
(1)

† Does µ(lim supBi) = 1 =⇒ µ(lim supAi) = 1 ?

‡ If the first fails, does at least: µ(lim supBi) = 1 =⇒ µ(lim supAi) > 0 ?

Naively we may think the original Kochen Stone Theorem as stated as Theorem 2.1 in
Section 2 may indicate truth in these statements. This result is a furthering of the Divergence
Borel-Cantelli (also stated in 2) which would suggest that bigger measures of sets and smaller
intersection should increase the limsup measure. As mentioned earlier Theorem 2.4, taken
from [BV23], shows that if we assume the Ai and Bi are actually balls then the second
question (‡) is indeed true. It is natural to feel it could be true but indeed we’ll see that it
is false for more general sets than balls. We will see two sequences of sets satisfying (1) with
µ(lim supBi) = 1 and µ(lim supAi) = 0.

The examples expressed in Section 4 (Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2) shows the
answer to the first question (†) is indeed false. As explained later, the ideas generally come
from Venn diagrams, which provide intuitive visualizations for the problem. We also give
analogous examples in the Lebesgue measure situation.

Similarly the answer to the second question (‡) can be found in Section 5 (Theorem
5.1 and Theorem 5.2). We construct two sequences of sets which satisfy (1) with differing
limsup measures thereby answering the second question. It also encourages us to ask about
the consequences if we ask for some control of measures of higher intersections. A discussion
of this problem can be found at the beginning of Section 6 where we ask which way the
inequalities should go for the question to have substance. We ultimately look to the inclusion
exclusion principle and note these choices also are supported by the work of Frolov in [Fro12].
We see even in this case the limsup cannot be completely controlled and give examples of this
using some elaborate sets with interesting intersection properties, this is done in Theorem
1.1.
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Theorem 1.1. For a given m ∈ N, there exists (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N in the space [0, 1]
endowed with the Borel sigma algebra and Lebesgue measure satisfying:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i < j ∈ N

(−1)rµ(Ai1 ∩ ... ∩ Air) ≤ (−1)rµ(Bi1 ∩ ... ∩ Bir) ∀1 ≤ r ≤ m, ∀i1 < ... < ir ∈ N

µ(lim supAi) = 0

µ(lim supBi) = 1

(2)

This result clearly furthers the answers to those of (†) and (‡) and thus Theorem 5.1
and Theorem 5.2. Readers only interested in this overarching result are advised to skip to
Section 6. The sections 4 and 5 are largely included for the easy to follow examples presented
and give the intuition to make Section 6 more palatable.

We see then that fixing the measures of up to level k intersections between sets doesn’t
necessarily fix the limsup measure. A natural question is that if we fix all of the finite
intersections, does this indeed imply that the limsups is fixed? We show that in Section 3
this is true, for two sequences of sets which have the measures of the finite level intersections
identical then their limsups must have the same measure. Indeed we can even replace the
equalities with appropriate inequalities (dependent on the number of sets intersected) and
then we can bound the limsup measure of one sequence by the limsup measure of the other.
The result is stated below:

Theorem 1.2. Let (Ω1,A1, µ1) and (Ω2,A2, µ2) be two (potentially distinct) probability
spaces. Let (Ai)i∈N be a sequence of measurable sets in Ω1 and (Bi)i∈N be a sequence in
Ω2. Suppose µ1(lim supAi) = c with 0 ≤ c ≤ 1. Furthermore suppose the measure of the
finite intersections of both sequences are equal. That is to say: for any number of sets k ∈ N

and indices i1, i2, ..., ik ∈ N then µ1(Ai1 ∩ Ai2 ∩ ... ∩ Aik) = µ2(Bi1 ∩ Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bik). Then
these conditions imply µ2(lim supBi) = c.

We see that work by Frolov [Fro12] and references therein (for a full history on these
results) give improvements on Borel Cantelli’s lemma by looking at higher intersections
measures, weaker conditions on the sets and tighter bounds. Section 2 lists some of the state
of the art. One of the consequences of this paper is that we can not hope to form a precise
formula for the limsup measure dependent entirely on the intersection measure quantities.
Specifically, for many cases we can have two sequences of sets with intersection measures up
to degree k fixed but one has limsup measure zero and the other limsup measure 1.

So what are the repercussions of this? This really demonstrates that in some ‘not so nice’
cases there is a need to look at fundamental geometrical and topological properties of the
sequences to say things about the limsup measure. Beresnevich and Velani do such things by
assuming sets are balls in Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.4. It may be interesting and fruitful
to look further into deriving inequalities and bounds for the limsup measure dependent on
some topological properties.
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2 Previous results

When asking about the measure of the limsup set the first result in this area would be the
Borel Cantelli lemmas which later get refined to the Erdos-Chung inequality [CE52].

One of the original Divergence Borel Cantelli forms says that if the sums of measures of the
sets diverges (

∑
µ(Ai) = ∞) and they are all pairwise independent then the limsup has full

measure (µ(lim supAi)) = 1). Furthermore if the sums of measures converge (
∑

µ(Ai) < ∞)
then the convergence Borel Cantelli says (µ(lim supAi)) = 0).

We now explore some of the more recent results on this matter. There have been a few
approaches made to improve the classical Borel Cantelli results. In this paper we concern
ourselves almost entirely with the divergence ones despite work by many others to produce
stronger forms of the convergence result. We note that many of the papers giving new bounds
for the limsup measure also give examples of sequences of sets where the results stated give
better bounds for the measure of the limsup than the original Borel Cantelli.

To this end, work was done by Erdos, Renyi and Chung [CE52] and [ER59] give a specific
case of the subsequent result and the general case was done by Kochen and Stone [KS64]:

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that
∑∞

i=1 µ(Ai) = ∞ then:

µ(lim sup
n→∞

An) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

(
∑n

s=1 µ(As))
2

∑n

s,t=1 µ(As ∩At)
. (3)

It is clear that this is indeed a strengthening of the result as condition (3) will trivially
be satisfied by independent sequences, the presentation on the right hand side is referred to
as quasi independence on average. However, there are examples where the Ai has full limsup
measure but the right hand side of the inequality is 0 so sometimes this expression tells us
no new information.

Feng, Li and Shen provided a weighted version of this result in [FLS09]. That is for any
sequence of weightings {wn}n∈N with each wn ∈ R then provided

∑∞
n=1wnµ(An) = ∞ :

µ(lim sup
n→∞

µ(An)) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

(
∑n

k=1wkµ(Ak))
2

∑n
i=1

∑n
j=1wiwjµ(Ai ∩ Aj)

.

There have been some other approaches taken to develop new bounds. Petrov [Pet04]
took a variational principle approach to finding a bound. This is omitted from here as
doesn’t add much additional intuition from the results stated. Another approach is taken
by noticing we can express the measure of the limsup in terms of the limits of measures of
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unions as follows using continuity of measure:

µ(lim sup
i→∞

Ai) = µ

(
⋂

n≥1

⋃

i≥n

Ai

)

(4)

= lim
n→∞

µ

(
⋃

i≥n

Ai

)

(5)

= lim
n→∞

lim
m→∞

µ

(
m⋃

i=n

Ai

)

. (6)

This then means if we can find suitable bounds for the union of sets we have a natural bound
for the limsup. This was the approach taken by Frolov in several papers.

We now examine a paper that uses measures of intersections of more sets. The work of
[Fro12] does just this and the paper also gives a fairly comprehensive overview of previous
results in this area. This is also talked about later when we investigate controlling higher
intersections.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose
∑∞

n=1 µ(An) = ∞. Set:

s1(n) =
n∑

i=1

µ(Ai), s2(n) = 2
∑

1≤i<j≤n

µ(Ai ∩Aj), s3(n) = 6
∑

1≤i<j<k≤n

µ(Ai ∩Aj ∩Ak) .

Then let:
δ1(n) = (n− 1)s1(n)− s2(n), δ2(n) = (n− 2)s2(n)− s3(n) .

Now, assuming δ1(n)/n → ∞ and s2(n) = o(δ1(n) + δ2(n)) as n → ∞. Then:

µ(lim sup
n→∞

An) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

(
δ1(n)

2

n(δ1(n) + δ2(n))
+

s1(n)

n

)

.

Further papers by Frolov suggested slightly better bounds (but all of a similar flavour) by
improving the initial probability of union bound. These are stated in these papers: [Fro14]
and [Fro15a]. A further result was stated in [Fro15b] which under some mild conditions:

µ(lim sup
n→∞

An) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

(

1

n

n∑

k=1

µ(Ak) +
(
∑n

i=1 µ(A
c
i ∩ Ak)

∑n
i=1

∑n
j=1 µ(A

c
i ∩ Aj ∩Ak)

)

.

Really the key takeaway from all of this is that from a naive approach, we wish for µ(Ai)
to be large, µ(Ai ∩ Aj) to be small and µ(Ai ∩ Aj ∩ Ak) to be large in order to have larger
limsup measure. Of course this doesn’t take into account that the quantities are related and
have to obey stipulations. Alas, our later results will indeed demonstrate this naive intuition
is false.

More recent work by Beresnevich and Velani give some necessary and sufficient conditions
regarding the limsup measure this is really stretching the theory to its limits. The following
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two theorems are the corresponding Theorems 1 and 3 from [BV23]. We state two of the
theorems in full as subtle details in the hypotheses are very important. On the face of it the
second result may seem to imply our initial motivating problems († and ‡) in the introduction
to be true, it’s only upon closer inspection that the theory does not in general apply as it
assumes the sets are balls.

Theorem 2.3. Let (Ω,A , µ, d) be a metric measure space equipped with a doubling Borel
probability measure µ. Let {Bi}i∈N be a sequence of balls in Ω with the radius of Bi tending
to 0 as i goes to infinity and such that ∃a, b > 0 such that µ(aBi) ≤ bµ(Bi) holds for all i
sufficiently large. Let E∞ := lim sup

i→∞
Bi. Then

µ(E∞) = 1,

if and only if there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any ball B centred in suppµ there
is a sub-sequence {Li,B}i∈N of {Bi}i∈N of balls contained in B (i.e. Li,B ⊂ B for all i), such
that

∞∑

i=1

µ(Li,B) = ∞, (7)

and for infinitely many Q ∈ N

Q
∑

s,t=1

µ(Ls,B ∩ Lt,B) ≤
C

µ(B)

(
Q
∑

s=1

µ(Ls,B)

)2

. (8)

Theorem 2.4. Let (Ω,A , µ, d) be a metric measure space equipped with a doubling Borel
probability measure µ. Let {Bi} be a sequence of balls such that ∃a, b > 0 such that µ(aBi) ≤
bµ(Bi) holds for all i sufficiently large holds. Let E∞ := lim supi→∞Bi. Then

µ(E∞) > 0,

if and only if there exists a sub-sequence {Li}i∈N of {Bi}i∈N and a constant C > 0 such that

∞∑

i=1

µ(Li) = ∞,

and for infinitely many Q ∈ N

Q
∑

s,t=1

µ(Ls ∩ Lt) ≤ C

(
Q
∑

s=1

µ(Ls)

)2

.

We will later see that dropping the condition that the Bi are balls causes the statements
to fail. It perhaps can be extended to convex shapes but our results later show not in general.

The essence of these results is to ask how much we can state about the limsup mea-
sure from the measure of the intersections. Our later results show here that unfortunately
knowledge of the measures of these intersections is in general not always enough to say state-
ments about limsup measures. There is thus something fundamentally geometric about this
quantity.
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3 The case where all finite intersections are fixed

We consider the case of two sequences with identical measured finite intersections between
sets. Here we are allowing arbitrarily many finite intersections to be the same as opposed to
just pairwise intersections as discussed in the introduction and in the subsequent chapter.

We now state our first main result again.

Theorem 1.2. Let (Ω1,A1, µ1) and (Ω2,A2, µ2) be two (potentially distinct) probability
spaces. Let (Ai)i∈N be a sequence of measurable sets in Ω1 and (Bi)i∈N be a sequence in
Ω2. Suppose µ1(lim supAi) = c with 0 ≤ c ≤ 1. Furthermore suppose the measure of the
finite intersections of both sequences are equal. That is to say: for any number of sets k ∈ N

and indices i1, i2, ..., ik ∈ N then µ1(Ai1 ∩ Ai2 ∩ ... ∩ Aik) = µ2(Bi1 ∩ Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bik). Then
these conditions imply µ2(lim supBi) = c.

Remark. Perhaps the first surprising thing about this result is that it holds for sequences in
possibly different measure spaces and relies solely on the sizes of the sets and intersections
not the sigma algebra.

This result provides something of an ‘upper limit’ for the results seen in Section 2. That
is, if we have control of all finite intersections measures then we do control the limsup mea-
sure. This is in opposition to later results where we control only up to a fixed number of
intersections and this doesn’t always give control of the limsup measure.

The proof goes through very cleanly and really is just some simple measure theory foot-
work.

Proof. We first note that by the inclusion-exclusion principle for any finite measure µ by
fixing the finite intersections measures we also fix the finite unions:

µ

(
n⋃

i=1

Ai

)

=
n∑

k=1

(−1)k+1
∑

1≤i1<···<ik≤n

µ(Ai1 ∩ · · · ∩Aik) .

Hence we have that for all values of k and n:

µ1

(
n⋃

i=k

Ai

)

= µ2

(
n⋃

i=k

Bi

)

. (9)

We now consider the sequence of sets given by incrementing n. That is for r ≥ k:

Ãk,r =

r⋃

i=k

Ai, B̃k,r =

r⋃

i=k

Bi .

Hence from (9):
µ1(Ãk,r) = µ2(B̃k,r) .

Now by the containment property we have that:

Ãk,r ⊂ Ãk,r+1 ⊂ Ãk,r+2 ⊂ Ãk,r+3 ⊂ ... .

7



The equivalent for B̃ also works. The containment property means that we can apply the
continuity of measure to deduce:

µ1

(
∞⋃

i=k

Ai

)

= lim
r→∞

µ1(Ãk,r) = lim
r→∞

µ2(B̃k,r) = µ2

(
∞⋃

i=k

Bi

)

.

Furthermore, we have again by a similar monotonicity argument (as seen in (6)) that:

µ1(lim sup
i→∞

Ai) = lim
k→∞

lim
r→∞

µ1(Ãk,r) = lim
k→∞

lim
r→∞

µ2(B̃k,r) = µ2(lim sup
i→∞

Bi) .

This can also be viewed as a structural result as we can map the two spaces onto each
other via a map which preserves the measures of these sets and their intersections. We can
actually adapt this proof further by including inequalities to provide a bounding result. The
motivation stems from the inclusion-exclusion principle. That is that the odd terms have
coefficient positive and even terms coefficient negative. The inequalities developed reflect
this. The use of the inclusion-exclusion principle coefficients will be used in later sections
also to motivate our problems.

Theorem 3.1. Let (Ω1,A1, µ1) and (Ω2,A2, µ2) be two (potentially distinct) probability
spaces. Let (Ai)i∈N be a sequence of measurable sets in Ω1 and (Bi)i∈N be a sequence in
Ω2. Suppose for any number of sets k ∈ N and indices i1, i2, ..., ik ∈ N then µ1(Ai1 ∩ Ai2 ∩
...∩Aik) ≥ µ2(Bi1∩Bi2∩...∩Bik ) for k odd and µ1(Ai1∩Ai2∩...∩Aik) ≤ µ2(Bi1∩Bi2∩...∩Bik)
for k even. Then these conditions imply µ1(lim supAi) ≥ µ2(lim supBi) also.

Proof. Same as the previous but with equality signs replaced with appropriate inequalities.

4 Showing a disparity in limsup set measures can be

achieved

Here we answer the first question (†) as proposed in the introduction. Throughout this
section we list explicit examples showing a disparity in limsup sets.

As discussed in the previous chapter, in order to have any hope of a disparity between
sizes of limsups sets of two sequences with equal corresponding measures and pairwise in-
tersections, we must alter the measures of the higher order intersections in our sequence. It
is clear why therefore we use Venn diagrams as a visual representation of intersections and
measures of these. We also demonstrate an alternate representation of these in the ambient
space of [0, 1] endowed with the Lebesgue measure case.

8



Proposition 4.1. There exist two sequences of sets (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N satisfying:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N,

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i 6= j ∈ N,

and also µ(lim supAi) < µ(lim supBi).

Remark. The idea here is that we construct two Venn diagrams with the properties that the
measure of each set involved and pairwise intersections are the same but they have funda-
mentally different total measures. That is, in one we concentrate lots of the mass into the
pairwise intersections and nowhere else and in the other we concentrate the mass on the triple
intersection and the individual sets (disjoint from the other sets). Thus, the total measure
inside the Venn diagrams differ. We simply construct the sequence by repeating these 3 sets
over and over. By fixing the measures of the sets and the pairwise intersections of the 3 sets
in the Venn diagram, we ensure these for the sequences formed also.

It’s worth noting the inequalities in the conditions can all be made strict with minor
tweaks and the numeric values of the limsup measure aren’t special, again with tweaks these
can take other values in a neighbourhood.

We go about constructing our sequences in two separate lemmas:

Lemma 4.1. There exists a sequence of sets (Ai)i∈N such that: µ(Ai) = 1/2,

µ(Ai ∩Aj) =

{
1
2

i ≡ j mod 3
1
4

else

and also µ(lim sup(Ai)) = 3/4.

Proof. We refer to the sets A, B and C from Figure 1 and subsequently construct our sequence
of (Ai)i∈N as follows:

Ai =







A i ≡ 1 mod 3

B i ≡ 2 mod 3

C i ≡ 3 mod 3

That is that our sequence A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6, A7, A8, A9, A10, A11, A12... looks like:
A, B, C, A, B, C, A, B, C, A, B, C, ... . This ensures that each of A,B,C occurs infinitely
often and indeed nothing else occurs infinitely often. Thus µ(lim sup(Ai))) = 3× 1

4
= 3

4
. The

intersection properties are very clear from the Figure.

Lemma 4.2. There exists a sequence of sets (Bi)i∈N such that: µ(Bi) = 1/2,

µ(Bi ∩Bj) =

{
1
2

i ≡ j mod 3
1
4

else

and also µ(lim sup(Bi)) = 1.
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Figure 1: Venn diagram construction of sets A, B and C

A

B C

0

1
4

1
4

00

0

1
4

1
4

Ω

Proof. Similar to before refer to sets D, E and F from Figure 2 we construct our sequence
of (Bi)i∈N as follows:

Bi =







D i ≡ 1 mod 4

E i ≡ 2 mod 4

F i ≡ 3 mod 4

That is that our sequence B1, B2, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8, B9, B10, B11, B12... looks like: D,
E, F, D, E, F, D, E, F, D, E, F, ... . This ensures that each of D,E, F occurs infinitely often
and indeed nothing else occurs infinitely often. Thus µ(lim sup(Bi))) = 3 × 1

4
+ 1

4
= 4

4
= 1.

The intersection properties are very clear from the Figure.

Proof. (Proposition 4.1) Using the sequences formed in the previous two lemmas for (Ai)i∈N
and (Bi)i∈N satisfy the inequalities and achieve the disparity in measures of the limsup.

We further see the explicit examples of these sets in the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] case
to give an alternate perspective and visualisation of these cases.

4.0.1 Lebesgue measure example of the 3 sets

We now show these examples but expressed in the Lebesgue measure setting. We note we
only show the first 3 sets of each sequence as we just repeat these in our construction.

10



Figure 2: Venn diagram construction of sets D, E and F

D

E F

1
4

0 0

1
4

1
4

1
4

0

0
Ω

Figure 3: Lebesgue construction of (Ai)i∈N

[0,1]

A1

A2

A3

0 1
4

2
4

3
4 1

4.1 The case of 4 sets

We now adapt these ideas for the case of 4 sets as opposed to 3 with an effort to increase
the disparity in the measure of the limsup sets. Much of the ideas will feel very familiar so
we state the results more briefly.

Proposition 4.2. There exists two sequences of sets (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N satisfying:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N,

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i, j ∈ N,

and also µ(lim supAi) =
6
9
and µ(lim supBi) = 1.

11



Figure 4: Lebesgue construction of (Bi)i∈N

[0,1]

B1

B2

B3

0 1
4

2
4

3
4 1

Lemma 4.3. There exists a sequence of sets (Ai)i∈N such that: µ(Ai) = 1/3,

µ(Ai ∩Aj) =

{
1
3

i ≡ j mod 4
1
9

else

and also µ(lim sup(Ai)) = 2/3.

Figure 5: Venn diagram construction of sets A, B, C and D

AC

D B
Ω

0

1
9 1

9
1
9

00

00

00

1
9

1
9

00

1
9

Proof. Referring to the sets in Figure 5, we subsequently construct our sequence of (Ai)i∈N
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as follows:

Ai =







A i ≡ 1 mod 4

B i ≡ 2 mod 4

C i ≡ 3 mod 4

D i ≡ 4 mod 4

That is that our sequence A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6, A7, A8, A9, A10, A11, A12... looks like:
A, B, C, D, A, B, C, D, A, B, C, D, ... . This ensures that each of A,B,C,D occurs infinitely
often and indeed nothing else occurs infinitely often. Thus µ(lim sup(Ai))) = 6 × 1

9
= 6

9
. It

is trivial from the figure that the intersections hold.

Lemma 4.4. There exists a sequence of sets (Bi)i∈N such that: µ(Ai) = 1/3,

µ(Bi ∩Bj) =

{
1
3

i ≡ j mod 4
1
9

else

and also µ(lim sup(Bi)) = 1.

Figure 6: Venn diagram construction of E, F, G and H sets

EG

H F
Ω

1
9

0
00

2
9

2
9

2
9

2
9

00
00

00

0

Proof. Referring to the sets in Figure 6, we subsequently construct our sequence of (Bi)i∈N
as follows:

Bi =







E i ≡ 1 mod 4

F i ≡ 2 mod 4

G i ≡ 3 mod 4

H i ≡ 4 mod 4
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That is that our sequence B1, B2, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8, B9, B10, B11, B12... looks like:
E, F, G, H, E, F, G, H, E, F, G, H, ... . This ensures that each of E, F,G,H occurs infinitely
often and indeed nothing else occurs infinitely often. Thus µ(lim sup(Bi))) = 4 × 2

9
+ 1

9
=

9
9
= 1

Proof. (Proposition 4.2) Again the sequences formed in these lemmas do the trick.

Similar to before we give the analogous sets in the the Lebesgue measure setting.

4.1.1 Lebesgue measure example of 4 sets

We now want to see how far this idea gets us. We got a greater disparity for the case of
4 sets as opposed to the case of 3 sets, thus we have an expectation that we get a larger
difference in the measures of the limsup sets if we have more sets repeated. To this end;

Figure 7: Lebesgue construction of (Ai)i∈N
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Figure 8: Lebesgue construction of (Bi)i∈N
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4.2 Arbitrarily many sets repeated

Here we have to leave the pretty world of Venn diagrams behind as the case of 4 Venn
diagrams is really the last Venn pictorially feasible as the diagrams become too complicated
and elaborate to really gauge whats going on. Alas, I believe the prior two examples give a
good enough sense of the situation at hand for us to no longer necessitate a diagram.

Theorem 4.1. For any ǫ > 0 there exists two sequences of sets (Ci)i∈N and (Di)i∈N satisfying:

µ(Ci) ≥ µ(Di) ∀i ∈ N

µ(Ci ∩ Cj) ≤ µ(Di ∩Dj) ∀i, j ∈ N

and also µ(lim supCi) ≤
1
2
+ ǫ and µ(lim supDi) = 1.

Remark. For the proof we start with two setups of a finite collection of sets. One, whose
measure is concentrated in the pairwise intersections alone and the other whose measure is
concentrated on the intersection of all the sets as well as the areas in only one set (*i.e.
A ∩ Bc ∩ Cc ∩Dc...). Then we construct our sequences by cycling through these (as we did
in the previous examples) and find the measure of the limsup accordingly.

Proof. To this end we proceed. Again we consider C1, C2, ..., Cn and D1, D2, ..., Dn to be two
systems of sets whose measures we will prescribe as follows:

We build each sequence out of a collection of disjoint sets. For the construction of Ci

we will concentrate all of the measure onto the pairwise intersections and nowhere else.
Throughout ‘a’ will be a normalisation factor. We first define Ck,l for 1 ≤ k < l ≤ n. These
will be disjoint sets each with µ(Ck,l) = a We then define Ci to be the collection of Ck,l such
that one of the subscripts is equal to i. Explicitly:

Ci =

(
⋃

i<l≤n

Ci,l

)

∪

(
⋃

1≤k<i

Ck,i

)

.

Hence we attain the Ci have the following measure properties:

µ(Ci) = (n− 1)a ∀i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

µ(Ci ∩ Cj) = µ(Ci,j) = a ∀i, j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

µ(Ci ∩ Cj ∩ Ck) = 0 ∀i, j, k : i < j < k .

Trivially as we repeatedly cycle through the sets Ci, each of the Ck,l, that it is composed
of is hit infinitely often. Thus the total limsup measure will be the sum of the measures of
these Ck,l. Therefore the limsup measure will be:

µ(lim supCi) =

(
n

2

)

a =
n(n− 1)

2
a .

15



We construct the Di as follows. Now, we define n + 1 disjoint sets with suitable measures.
We let D̃i for 1 ≤ i ≤ n have measure (n− 2)a each. Also D̃n+1 with measure a. Then we
set:

Di = D̃i ∪ D̃n+1 .

The subsequent measure theoretic properties are:

µ(Di) = (n− 1)a ∀i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

µ(Di ∩Dj) = µ(D̃n+1) = a ∀i, j : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n,

µ(D1 ∩D2 ∩ ... ∩Dn)) = µ(D̃n+1) = a .

Here the sets all pairwise intersect on the same region, namely D̃n+1, that is there is one
region in which they all overlap on and pairwise overlap nowhere else. As before we set the
sequences (Ci)i∈N and (Di)i∈N to be the cycled versions of these. This means the total limsup
will be as follows:

µ(lim supDi) = n× (n− 2)a+ a = (n2 − 2n+ 1)a = (n− 1)2a .

We see that as n tends to ∞ the ratio of these tends to 1
2
. Lastly the inequalities stated

in the hypothesis are satisfied trivially by their construction.

5 Can we improve the disparity in limsup measure?

We’ve seen cases where the two limsup sets of sequences may differ by roughly a factor of
a half, thereby answering the first question (†) in the introduction. Can we do better and
solve (‡)?

That is to say can we have two sequences of sets with the usual relation comparing their
measures of sets and pairwise intersections such that one has a limsup whose measure is 0
and the other has a measure 1 limsup? This is a genuinely non trivial result as Theorem 2.4
stated earlier implies this to be false assuming the sets are balls.

Well indeed so. Naturally the construction is slightly more involved than the previous.
Perhaps something to motivate our next steps is to draw inspiration from the prior examples.
That is, we want one of the sequences to be formed from some sets whose intersections
concentrate on just one area and then another sequence whose collective intersections are
very small. The problem thus is to find two sequences satisfying:

We give examples of these. One in R
2 and another in R.

5.1 Example in R
2

Throughout this subsection we are looking at the unit square ([0, 1]2) endowed with the usual
Borel sigma algebra and Lebesgue measure.
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Theorem 5.1. There exists sequences (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N in the measure space described
above satisfying the following properties:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N,

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i < j ∈ N,

µ(lim supAi) = 0,

µ(lim supBi) = 1 .

(10)

Remark. We construct each sequence separately in the subsequent two lemmas. We give
bounds for the measures at points, as opposed to the explicit values they take as after all, we
are only interested in how these measures relate to each other.

Again, with very subtle tweaking the inequalities can be made strict.

Lemma 5.1. There exists a sequence (Ai)i∈N with the following properties:

For n ∈ N where n = 3(i− 1) + k with k ∈ {1, 2, 3}: µ(An) =
1

3i
,

For n,m ∈ N distinct with n = 3(i− 1) + k,m = 3(j − 1) + l: µ(An ∩Am) ≤
1

9max{i, j}
,

µ(lim supAi) = 0 .

Remark. The idea will be to have really uniform measure intersections between these sets,
a natural way to do this is as follows: We repeatedly divide sections by 3 and choose our sets
iteratively from these divisions to intersect evenly. In essence at every stage we divide all of
our prior intervals into 3 and then pick our subsequent 3 sets to take 1 distinct part of each
division.

Proof. Let’s begin by constructing (Ai) as follows inductively:

A1 =

[

0,
1

3

)

× [0, 1], A2 =

[
1

3
,
2

3

)

× [0, 1], A3 =

[
2

3
, 1

]

× [0, 1].

As seen in Figure 10, we then divide each of the strips equally into 3 vertical strips. We
then shrink these down vertically to a height of 1

2
. We select A4 to be the first strip and

every third strip after- this is the dark grey region selected in Figure 10. We select A5 to
be the second strip and then every third strip after. We select A6 to be the third strip and
then every third strip after.

Explicitly written:

A4 =

[

0,
1

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
3

9
,
4

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
6

9
,
7

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

,

A5 =

[
1

9
,
2

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
4

9
,
5

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
7

9
,
8

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

,

A6 =

[
2

9
,
3

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
5

9
,
6

9

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

∪

[
8

9
, 1

)

×

[

0,
1

2

]

.
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Figure 9: Construction of A1, A2, A3
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Figure 10: Construction of A4
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We repeat this idea for subsequent sets, we split each of the strips into three vertical
strips. We compress them vertically so they now have a height of 1

3
. We pick A7 to be the

first strip followed by every third one thereafter-this is shown by Figure 11. We select A8

to be the second strip followed by after third thereafter. We select A9 to be the third strip
followed by every third thereafter.

It is clear that inductively we construct the sets in blocks of 3 so that at stage ‘i’ we take
our strips from the ‘i− 1’th stage split them into 3 vertical strips. We then shrink them so
that they have height 1

i
. We select A3(i−1)+1 to be the first strip followed by every third one

thereafter. We pick A3(i−1)+2 to be the second strip followed by every third one thereafter.
We pick A3(i−1)+3 to be the third and then every third thereafter.

Now we proceed to examine the properties of these. Again, it will be easiest to consider
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Figure 11: Construction of A7
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this in terms of blocks:

A1, A2, A3,
︸ ︷︷ ︸

1st block

A4, A5, A6,
︸ ︷︷ ︸

2nd block

A7, A2, A3,
︸ ︷︷ ︸

3rd block

A10, A11, A12,
︸ ︷︷ ︸

4th block

...

Then any set A in say the ith block will have measure: µ(A) = 1
3i
.

Now we consider the measures of the intersections. For A,B distinct sets but in the same
block its clear by construction that they have null intersection and thus µ(A ∩ B) = 0.
For A in block i and B in block j (with i, j distinct) it is clear from the construction that
µ(A ∩B) = 1

9max{i,j}
.

It is clear by inspection that the lim sup(Ai) = 0 as the maximum height of the sets tends
to 0:

µ(lim sup(Ai)) = µ

(
∞⋂

t=1

∞⋃

s=t

As

)

= µ

(
∞⋂

t=1

∞⋃

s=3t

As

)

= µ

(
∞⋂

t=1

∞⋃

s=t

[0, 1]×

[

0,
1

t

])

= µ

(
∞⋂

t=1

[0, 1]×

[

0,
1

t

])

= µ ([0, 1]× [0, 0])

= 0 .
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We now turn our attention to constructing the (Bi)i∈N. In contrast to the (Ai)i∈N we
concentrate all the pairwise intersections in one region which will shrink over time.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a sequence (Bi)i∈N with the following properties:

For n ∈ N where n = 3(i− 1) + k with k ∈ {1, 2, 3}: µ(Bn) =
1

3i
,

For n,m ∈ N distinct with n = 3(i− 1) + k,m = 3(j − 1) + l: µ(Bn ∩Bm) ≥
1

9max{i, j}
,

µ(lim supBi) = 1 .

Remark. To reiterate once more, for the construction of the Bi we simply build them to
have measures comparable to that of the Ai, in order to satisfy the inequalitites stated before.
This avoids the ’messiness’ of using the measure quantities as stated in the statement of the
lemma.

Proof. Each set (Bi) is composed of two (or three) rectangles. One ‘vertical’ rectangle of
height 1, aligned on the left hand side with bottom left point at (0, 0) and top right at

(µ(Ai)
3

, 1). The next rectangle(s) are the ‘horizontal’ ones. They touch the right hand most
line of the vertical rectangle and the right hand side of the square. These ‘move up’ with i
and once it reaches the top of the square it starts back at the bottom again. More specifically
the first ‘horizontal’ rectangle is aligned with the x axis and then the next rectangle in the
next set lies atop of the previous and so on. Once the rectangles exceed y = 1 we cut them
off here and place the rest at the bottom-that is the bottom aligns with y = 0. This is
demonstrated in Figure 12.

By construction, the area of the left hand, vertical rectangle is µ(Ai)
3

.

The total area of the horizontal rectangle(s) is to be 2µ(Ai)
3

. Thus the total measure of Bi

is the same as Ai. So the height of each horizontal rectangle is 2µ(Ai)
3−µ(Ai)

with width 1− µ(Ai)
3

.

Therefore the measures of the ‘horizontal’ rectangle will be 2µ(Ai)
3−µ(Ai)

× (1 − µ(Ai)
3

) = 2µ(Ai)
3

as desired. As we see below, the sum of the heights diverges so it is clear that this cycles
through from bottom to top infinitely often and thus the limsup will have measure 1.

Height of Ai =
2µ(Ai)

3− µ(Ai)
,

sum of these heights =

∞∑

i=1

2µ(Ai)

3− µ(Ai)
≤

∞∑

i=1

2µ(Ai)

3
=

2

3

∞∑

i=1

µ(Ai) = ∞ .

Therefore it diverges and the rectangles cycle through infinitely often.

It is trivial that ∀i : µ(Ai) = µ(Bi) simply by construction. Also for i < j :

µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ≥ µ

([

0,
µ(Ai)

3

]

× [0, 1] ∩

[

0,
µ(Aj)

3

]

× [0, 1]

)
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Figure 12: Construction of Bi
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= µ

([

0,
µ(Aj)

3

]

× [0, 1]

)

=
µ(Aj)

3
≥ µ(Ai ∩Aj) .

Proof. (Theorem 4.2) We have thus exhibited examples of sequences of sets satisfying (10).

We now move onto the general dimension case. We exhibit another examples of sets now
in 1D, these generalise to arbitrary dimensions nicely. They will also be key inspiration for
sets we construct for the general intersection case.

5.2 Examples in R

Now we construct a new pair of sequences of sets in R-specifically [0, 1]. Again we look at
the Borel sigma algebra on this and Lebesgue measure. Now we shall have (Ci)i∈N in place
of (Ai)i∈N and (Di)i∈N in place of (Bi)i∈N in (10).

Theorem 5.2. There exists sequences (Ci)i∈N and (Di)i∈N in the measure space described
above satisfying:

µ(Ci) ≥ µ(Di) ∀i ∈ N,

µ(Ci ∩ Cj) ≤ µ(Di ∩Dj) ∀i < j ∈ N,

µ(lim supCi) = 0,

µ(lim supDi) = 1 .

(11)

Remark. The standout from the proofs of this theorem and the prior was that in order to
gain a disparity in limsup we need in one case to have all of our sets overlapping on a region
with mass comparable to the mass of the set and in another case to have all of our measure
spread out and well distributed.

It is worth noting here that the inequalities we demand for the measures of Cn and Dn

can be made strict by making the D
(1)
n slightly larger by say a factor of 5

4
and shrinking the

widths of the D
(2)
n in the construction.

It is further worth noting that this is not specific to the 1 dimensional Lebesgue measure,
there exist models in higher dimensions where this phenomenon also occurs. This can easily
be realised by placing ‘×[0, 1]n−1’ at the end of the sets and we have ourselves an example in
R

n.

The constructions will have very similar flavours to the previous in how we construct our
examples inductively and concentrate measures
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Lemma 5.3. There exists a sequence (Ci)i∈N with the following properties:

∀n ∈ N µ(C2n−1) = µ(C2n) =
1

n + 2
,

∀i < j ∈ N µ(Ci ∩ Cj) =

{

0 j − i = 1 and i is even
1
2
µ(Cj) else

,

µ(lim sup(Ci)) = 0 .

Proof. We inductively construct the sets in pairs. At each step we will construct the subse-
quent pair of sets out of the previous pair. Furthermore we will see at each step that C2n−1

and C2n are disjoint and they lie inside the union of the previous two sets. To be more
explicit, C2n−1 and C2n will be made of 2n−1 disjoint sub-intervals of length 1

2n−1(n+2)
. They

will be equally spread amongst the previous two sets, so that half of the measure of C2n−1

will be contained in C2n−2 and the other half in C2n−3 and the same for C2n.

We begin the inductive process. At each step we construct a pair of sets from the prior
pair such that at step n each set is built from 2n−1 disjoint intervals of length 1

2n−1(n+2)
hence

2n endpoints.

First we set C1 = [0, 1/3] and C2 = [2/3, 1]. Trivially this meets the criterion of being
built from 20 = 1 disjoint intervals. They are also of length 1

3
= 1

20(1+2)
.

Continuing the induction process, suppose we have constructed C2(n−1)−1 and C2(n−1)

(with the desired number and lengths of disjoint intervals) then inductively we construct
C2n−1 and C2n. First denote {ak,n−1}1≤k≤2n−1 to be the left endpoints of all the intervals of
C2(n−1)−1 and C2(n−1). Similarly, denote {bk,n−1}1≤k≤2n−1 to be the right endpoints of all the
intervals of C2(n−1)−1 and C2(n−1). We then construct C2n−1 and C2n as follows:

C2n−1 =
2n−1

⋃

k=1

[ak,n−1, ak,n−1 +
1

2n−1(n+ 2)
],

C2n =

2n−1

⋃

k=1

[bk −
1

2n−1(n + 2)
, bk] .

We can see here that the interval lengths are as desired and as bk,n−1− ak,n−1 =
1

2n−2(n+1)

then C2n−1 and C2n are indeed disjoint and completely lie within the prior two sets.

A visual aid of this is given in Figure 13. Lets examine the measure properties of these
from the fact the intervals are disjoint and additivity of measures:

µ(C2n−1) = µ(C2n) = 2n−1 ×
1

2n−1(n+ 2)
=

1

n+ 2
,

For i < j:

µ(Ci ∩ Cj) =

{

0 j − i = 1 and i is even
1
2
µ(Cj) else
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Figure 13: We construct our set Ci

[0,1]

C1

C2

C3

C4

C5

C6

C7

C8

Trivially from the nesting of the Ci and their diminishing measures, the limsup’s measure
is 0. This is really the the same reasoning as in the previous subsection, using containment
properties. It will be important to note furthermore the sum of the measures of Ci diverges
for the next part.

Lemma 5.4. There exists a sequence (Di)i∈N with the following properties:

∀n ∈ N µ(D2n−1) = µ(D2n) =
1

n+ 2

∀i < j ∈ N µ(Di ∩Dj) ≥

{

0 j − i = 1 and i is even
1
2
µ(Dj) else

µ(lim sup(Di)) = 1

Remark. Again, we allow ourselves to be a bit less precise in this lemma as after all we are
only concerned with how the measures compare for those of the Ci.

Proof. We now go about the construction of the Di, this will be in a similar vein to previous
chapters in how we concentrate much of the measure in one region and have a ‘floating’
small interval that moves along to achieve full limsup measure. To this end, we go about
the construction, again by an inductive construction:

We begin with:

D1 =

[

0,
µ(C1)

2

]

∪

[
µ(C1)

2
, µ(C1)

]

=

[

0,
1

3× 2

]

∪

[
1

3× 2
,
1

3

]

=

[

0,
1

6

]

∪

[
1

6
,
1

3

]
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Continuing with this, we suppose that we have constructed Dn−1 and now go about
constructing Dn. Again we want the interval fixed on the left. This will be:

D(1)
n =

[

0,
µ(Cn)

2

]

Now let cn−1 be the rightmost point of Dn−1. We now have two options to add in the next
part:

D(2)
n =

{

[µ(Cn)
2

, µ(Cn)− 1 + cn−1] ∪ [cn−1, 1] cn−1 +
µ(Cn)

2
> 1

[cn−1, cn−1 +
µ(Cn)

2
] else

The reason for this is simply so the moving part ‘loops back’ and keeps re-covering the
unit interval. Ultimately we define:

Dn = D(1)
n ∪D(2)

n

Now examining the measure properties of this: By construction:

µ(Dn) = µ(Cn)

For i < j:

µ(Di ∩Dj) ≥ µ(D
(1)
i ∩D

(1)
j ) = µ

([

0,
µ(Ci)

2

]

∩

[

0,
µ(Cj)

2

])

= µ

([

0,
µ(Cj)

2

])

=
µ(Cj)

2
= µ(Ci ∩ Cj)

As we will see, the measures of the floating part diverge, ensuring they keep ‘looping
round’ so trivially the limsup has full measure:

∞∑

n=1

µ(D(2)
n ) =

∞∑

n=1

µ(Cn)

2
=

∞∑

n=1

1

n+ 2
= ∞

Proof. (Theorem 5.2) We have thus exhibited examples of sequences of sets satisfying (11).

6 Developing the theory to deal with more intersec-

tions

We’ve seen we can have two sequences (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N satisfying the following:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i < j ∈ N
(12)

25



Such that µ(lim supAi) = 0 and µ(lim supBi) = 1

It is therefore only natural to see if we control the triple intersections, or indeed arbitrarily
many intersections up to a fixed finite amount can we get the same ‘0-1’ relation of the limsup
measures for this. Alternatively we may have a situation where by controlling more it means
the structure is more rigid, similar to that of Theorem 2.4 where if we use balls, the 0-1
relation fails. We saw before from Theorem 1.2 that if we control all the finite intersections
measures then we do fix the limsup measure. This result suggests that it may be less obvious
that a 0-1 relation on the limsups may exists.

The next question is how do we want the inequality to go for higher intersections to make
this question substantial. Well lets appeal to existing intuition we have. In previous sections
we saw from Theorem 2.1 (by Kochen and Stone) that on the face of it µ(Ai) being larger
should mean the limsup should have larger measure and similarly the quantities µ(Ai ∩Aj)
being small should increase the limsup measure. Of course, the examples shown previously
saw this is not the case always.

I feel the intuition is less immediately obvious for triple intersections, we appeal to the
examples, current state of the art and the inclusion exclusion principle. Unfortunately, the
basic form of the Divergence Borel Cantelli and Kochen Stone don’t do this. However, we
saw from Section 2 that Frolov has done work on this, specifically Theorem 2.2. This result
suggested that we would want the measures of the triple intersections to be larger.

Reinforcing this further we recall from (4) seen earlier, again in Section 2 that on the
face of it, in order to get bigger limsup measure we would want the finite union bigger as
seen before.

Whence, we appeal to the inclusion exclusion principle:

µ

(
n⋃

i=1

Ai

)

=
n∑

k=1

(−1)k+1
∑

1≤i1<···<ik≤n

µ(Ai1 ∩ · · · ∩Aik)

Again, on the naive approach, in order to have the limsup big we want the left hand side to
be large, as seen in (4). Thus the signs of the terms on the right hand side are really what we
are concerned with here. This theory is consistent with our prior comments from the Kochen
Stone as the coefficients of the µ(Ai) are +1 (therefore we want them big), and coefficients
of the µ(Ai ∩ Aj) are negative (therefore we want them small). Indeed for any intersection,
if the number of distinct sets is even then the coefficient is negative and we want these small
for high limsup measure. Similarly if the number of distinct sets in the intersection is odd
then the coefficient is positive and we would want these to be small.

This naturally leads us to the following. We construct two sequences of sets (Ai)i∈N and
(Bi)i∈N such that the following intersection properties are satisfied:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Ai) ∀i ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i < j ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩Aj ∩ Ak) ≥ µ(B1 ∩ Bj ∩Bk) ∀i < j < k ∈ N

(13)

Indeed we actually go about solving the more general problem:

26



Theorem 1.1. For a given m ∈ N, there exists (Ai)i∈N and (Bi)i∈N in the space [0, 1]
endowed with the Borel sigma algebra and Lebesgue measure satisfying:

µ(Ai) ≥ µ(Bi) ∀i ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) ≤ µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ∀i < j ∈ N

(−1)rµ(Ai1 ∩ ... ∩Air) ≤ (−1)rµ(Bi1 ∩ ... ∩Bir) ∀1 ≤ r ≤ m, ∀i1 < ... < ir ∈ N

µ(lim supAi) = 0

µ(lim supBi) = 1

(14)

Remark. Once again, we see that this is not specific to the 1 dimensional Lebesgue mea-
sure, analogues models in higher dimensions also occur. This can easily be done by placing
‘×[0, 1]n−1’ at the end of the sets and we have ourselves an example in R

n.

Before we begin this we must define some sequences of sets with some useful intersecting
properties. We’ll later use these to define the sets in (14).

6.1 Construction of (Ep,q
n )n∈N

Lets go ahead and define the sets: (Ep,q
n )n∈N where p, q ∈ N with p ≤ q. We do this using

‘shrinking’ similitude’s. That is, we re-apply what looks like a series of contractions (though
these will alter at each level) and produce some sets with very well behaved intersection
properties. Again this is in the ambient space of [0, 1] endowed with the usual topology and
Borel measure.

Proposition 6.1. There exists a sequence (Ep,q
n )n∈N for p, q ∈ N with p ≤ q with the following

properties:

µ(Ep,q
i ) =

p

qi
∀1 < i ∈ N

µ(Ep,q
i ∩ Ep,q

j ) =
p2

q2j
∀1 < i < j ∈ N

µ(Ep,q
i1

∩ Ep,q
i2

∩ ... ∩ Ep,q
in

) =
pn

qnin
∀1 < i1 < i2 < ... < in ∈ N

(15)

Furthermore;
lim sup
n→∞

(Ep,q
n ) = 0

Remark. Perhaps its worth saying here that the first set is a bit annoying and that the
properties don’t hold here. We can amend this by ‘shifting our sets up’, that is the new Ep,q

1

is the original Ep,q
2 and so on. We needn’t do that here as in the grand scheme of things this

makes practically no difference to the solution later.

The reason for defining the sets in the way we do here is purely to have these nice forms
for the intersection measures. Thus when we combine these sets to form our Ai and Bi we
can achieve the inequalities desired.
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Proof. We begin this by defining two sequences of sets (Ep,q
n )n∈N and (F p,q

n )n∈N. As is typical
we set Ep,q

1 = F p,q
1 = [0, 1].

For the next set we take the prior [0, 1] = F p,q
1 and place q disjoint intervals of equal

measure within it such that the total measure is 1
2
. Explicitly done this will be:

F p,q
2 =

[

0,
1

2q

]

∪

[
1

q
,
3

2q

]

∪

[
2

q
,
5

2q

]

∪ ... ∪

[
q − 1

q
,
2q − 1

2q

]

We then construct Ep,q
2 from this by simply selecting the first p intervals and discarding the

rest. This ensures we have µ(Ep,q
2 ) = p

q
µ(F p,q

2 ) = p

2q
.

Next we do F p,q
3 . This is done by taking the intervals of F p,q

2 and placing q distinct and
equal length intervals within such that the total measure of these is 1

3
. Specifically, each

interval in F p,q
3 has length 1

3q2
. Trivially these will all ‘fit in’ as the lengths of the prior

intervals is 1
2q

and the total length of the intervals within these is 1
3q
.

Now to construct Ep,q
3 from these we simply go along and select the first p, then skip the

next q−p, then select the next p, then skip the next q−p and so on. Thus the total measure
achieved is µ(Ep,q

3 ) = p

q
µ(F p,q

3 ) = p

3q
.

We then construct the subsequent intervals inductively: Having constructed F p,q
n out of

qn−1 intervals of equal length with total measure 1
n
. We then do a similar procedure to

before by placing q smaller intervals into the intervals of F p,q
n . Each of these new intervals

will be of length 1
(n+1)qn

. Thus the total measure is qn−1× q× 1
(n+1)qn

= 1
n+1

. Again we check

that there is enough ‘room to fit in’. Within one of the intervals from F p,q
n of length 1

nqn−1

we construct F p,q
n+1 by placing q intervals of length 1

(n+1)qn
. Thus these combined have total

measure 1
(n+1)qn−1 . Whence the total measure is strictly less and we can indeed construct

F p,q
n+1 as desired.

Next for the construction of Ep,q
n+1 we again go along the intervals of F p,q

n+1 and select the
first p to be included in Ep,q

n+1 then reject the next q − p, then include the following p, then
reject the next q − p and so on. This implies the measure of Ep,q

n+1 is p

q(n+1)
. This completes

the construction.

Now we examine further the intersection properties too and realise the following:

µ(Ep,q
i ) =

p

qi
∀1 < i ∈ N

µ(Ep,q
i ∩ Ep,q

j ) =
p2

q2j
∀1 < i < j ∈ N

µ(Ep,q
i1

∩ Ep,q
i2

∩ ... ∩ Ep,q
in

) =
pn

qnin
∀1 < i1 < i2 < ... < in ∈ N

(16)

It is finally worth noting that for reasons discussed in prior chapters the limsup of Ep,q
n

will be 0. Again by the containment properties and nesting of the F p,q
n , which have vanishing

measure, the limsup of these is null. Furthermore the Ep,q
n are contained in the respective
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Figure 14: E3,5
n construction

[0,1]

F 3,5
1

E3,5
1

F 3,5
2

E3,5
2

F 3,5
3

E3,5
3

F p,q
n and thus the limsup of these is null. Explicitly written:

µ(lim sup
n→∞

(Ep,q
n )) ≤ µ(lim sup

n→∞
(F p,q

n ))

≤ µ(F p,q
n ) =

1

n
∀n

Thus the limsup is 0 measure. Note on the second line we use the containment of the
F p,q
n .

6.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

6.2.1 Construction of An

The way we go about constructing our sequences to solve this problem is to shrink some of
the Ep,q

n sets by a constant and then combine them shifted along so each of the Ep,q
n used

doesn’t intersect with others. Note that here ciE
p,q means we multiply each element of our

set Ep,q by ci. As the c’s will always be less than 1 this will mean the sets shrink.

Specifically this is that (An)n∈N will be:

An = c1E
p1,q1
n ∪ (c2E

p2,q2
n + d2) ∪ (c3E

p2,q3
n + d3) ∪ ... ∪ (ckE

pk,qk
n + dk)

The pi and qi will be chosen later to make inequalities work. Also, k will just be the
number of these sets used and will be chosen later. Here the ci are the shrinking factors and
di are the shifts (both are positive quantities) chosen to ensure there is no overlap between
the distinct Ep,q

n . That is to say di ≥ di−1 + ci−1. Furthermore we wish for it to lie in the
unit interval so ck + dk ≤ 1.
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We now examine the sizes of these sets and the measures of their intersections also. We
use what we found in Proposition 6.1, specifically equation (15). To do this we observe that
our choices of ci and di were such that there was separation between these sets.

Lemma 6.1. The sequence (Ai)i∈N satisfies:

µ(Ai) = c1
p1
iq1

+ c2
p2
iq2

+ ...+ ck
pk
iqk

∀1 < i ∈ N

µ(Ai ∩ Aj) = c1
p21
jq21

+ c2
p22
jq22

+ ... + ck
p2k
jq2k

∀1 < i < j ∈ N

µ(Ai1 ∩ Ai2 ∩ ... ∩ Air) = c1
pr1
irqr1

+ c2
pr2
irqr2

+ ...+ ck
prk
irqrk

∀1 < i1 < i2 < ... < in ∈ N

µ(lim sup(An)) = 0

Proof. We go through each of the rows of the lemma and use (15) to establish the desired
equalitites.

µ(Ai) = µ(c1E
p1,q1
i ∪ (c2E

p2,q2
i + d2) ∪ (c3E

p2,q3
i + d3) ∪ ... ∪ (ckE

pk,qk
i + dk))

= µ(c1E
p1,q1
i ) + µ(c2E

p2,q2
i ) + µ(c3E

p2,q3
i ) + ...+ µ(ckE

pk,qk
i ))

= c1µ(E
p1,q1
i ) + c2µ(E

p2,q2
i ) + c3µ(E

p2,q3
i ) + ...+ ckµ(E

pk,qk
i )

= c1
p1
iq1

+ c2
p2
iq2

+ c3
p3
iq3

+ ...+ ck
pk
iqk

In a similar vein we find that for i < j:

µ(Ai ∩Aj) = c1µ(E
p1,q1
i ∩ Ep1,q1

j ) + c2µ(E
p2,q2
i ∩ Ep2,q2

j ) + ...+ ckµ(E
pk,qk
i ∩ Epk,qk

j )

= c1
p21
jq21

+ c2
p22
jq22

+ ...+ ck
p2k
jq2k

Lastly for i1 < i2 < ... < ir

µ(Ai1 ∩ Ai2 ∩ ... ∩Air) = c1
pr1
irq

r
1

+ c2
pr2
irq

r
2

+ ... + ck
prk
irq

r
k

It is finally worth noting that for reasons discussed in prior chapters and the previous proof
the limsup An has measure 0. As after-all, it is the disjoint combination of Ep,q

n sequences,
it thus suffices to look at the limsup measure of each Ep,q

n . This was shown to be zero in
Proposition 6.1.

6.2.2 Construction of Bn

We do a similar thing with the (Bn)n∈N except now we also have a ‘floating bit’ as seen in
previous examples. This will simply be a ‘small’ interval that moves along to ensure full
limsup measure. This will be ‘small’ in comparison to the other sets as we will see. The
float will be called Hδ

n, where Hδ
n is the moving interval and δ the small scaling factor such
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that the total width is δ
n
. We have to add an extra subtlety that Hδ

n doesn’t intersect the
F p,q
n corresponding to the Ep,q

n in Bn. This ensures that when we intersect sets later, the Hδ
n

don’t intersect any of the later Ep,q sets which aren’t already intersected. Where we ‘miss
out’ these parts we just continue to place mass after this until the total is δ/n. The Hδ

n

ensure full limsup for the Bn. This is clear as the Hδ
n keep cycling through the unit interval

infinitely often as the total measure sum diverges. Perhaps we should note that the only
area not hit by Hδ

n is the Fn which shrink to a measure 0 set anyway. Explicitly written:

Bn = c̃1E
p1,q1
n ∪ (c̃2E

p2,q2
n + d̃2) ∪ (c̃3E

p2,q3
n + d̃3) ∪ ... ∪ (c̃kE

pk,qk
n + d̃k) ∪Hδ

n

Again, the pi, qi, k are as before for Ai and will be chosen later. Similarly the c̃i are to
be chosen later and the d̃i are separation constants. Now we observe the following:

Lemma 6.2. The sequence (Bi)i∈N satisfies:

µ(Bi) ≤ c̃1
p1
iq1

+ c̃2
p2
iq2

+ c̃3
p3
iq3

+ ...+ c̃k
pk
iqk

+
δ

i
∀1 < i ∈ N

µ(Bi ∩ Bj) ≥ c̃1
p21
jq21

+ c̃2
p22
jq22

+ ...+ c̃k
p2k
jq2k

∀1 < i < j ∈ N

µ(Bi) ≤ c̃1
p1
iq1

+ c̃2
p2
iq2

+ c̃3
p3
iq3

+ ...+ c̃k
pk
iqk

+
δ

i

µ(Bi1 ∩Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bir) ≥ c̃1
pr1
irqr1

+ c̃2
pr2
irqr2

+ ... + c̃k
prk
irqrk

∀1 < i1 < i2 < ... < in ∈ N

µ(Bi1 ∩Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bir) ≤ c̃1
pr1
irq

r
1

+ c̃2
pr2
irq

r
2

+ ... + c̃k
prk
irq

r
k

+
δ

ir
∀1 < i1 < i2 < ... < in ∈ N

lim sup(Bn) = 1

Remark. Again, we needn’t have strict equalitites as we are really just concerned with bound-
ing these quantities by the corresponding for Ai. We omit many details that have already
been stated in the prior lemma.

Proof. We do a similar process with the B’s but now we notice the Hδ
n term poses a challenge.

This means the measure is more difficult to calculate precisely but we may form two obvious
bounds listed below. By the way we construct the ‘floating bit’ we know it won’t intersect
any of the later E-sets however they could potentially intersect each other as is reflected in
the bounds. The lower bound is trivial as we just neglect the Hδ

n terms.

µ(Bi) ≥ c̃1
p1
iq1

+ c̃2
p2
iq2

+ c̃3
p3
iq3

+ ...+ c̃k
pk
iqk

µ(Bi) ≤ c̃1
p1
iq1

+ c̃2
p2
iq2

+ c̃3
p3
iq3

+ ...+ c̃k
pk
iqk

+
δ

i

µ(Bi1 ∩Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bir) ≥ c̃1
pr1
irqr1

+ c̃2
pr2
irqr2

+ ... + c̃k
prk
irqrk

µ(Bi1 ∩Bi2 ∩ ... ∩ Bir) ≤ c̃1
pr1
irqr1

+ c̃2
pr2
irqr2

+ ... + c̃k
prk
irqrk

+
δ

ir
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Discussion of the limsup measure was stated earlier on. The manner in which we construct
Hδ

n ensures the sequence is of full measure.

We then examine what this means for our original problem.

6.2.3 Using these to rephrase (14)

We see that the inequalities above combined with (14) mean that it suffices to find values
that satisfy the following set of inequalities for 1 ≤ r ≤ m. (Note earlier on we discussed the
fact the limsups attain 0 and 1 respectively). For the purposes of solving (14) where we go
up to m intersections, we choose k (the number of Ep,q sets) to also equal m.

For r odd:

c1
pr1
irq

r
1

+ c2
pr2
irq

r
2

+ ...+ cm
prm
irqrm

≥ c̃1
pr1
irq

r
1

+ c̃2
pr2
irq

r
2

+ ... + c̃k
prm
irqrm

+
δ

ir
(17)

For r even:

c1
pr1
irqr1

+ c2
pr2
irqr2

+ ...+ cm
prm
irqrm

≤ c̃1
pr1
irqr1

+ c̃2
pr2
irqr2

+ ... + c̃m
prm
irqrm

(18)

We go on to define the following values for the ci, c̃i, δ and pi/qi for 1 ≤ i ≤ m in order
to satisfy these.

We provide one method of finding such suitable constants. Others may be done perhaps
by viewing it as a matrix problem. The matrices formed are similar to what are known as
the Vandermonde matrices. Perhaps properties of these could be used. Expressed now in
terms of matrices for visual convenience we have:














−
p1
q1

−
p2
q2

. . . −
pm
qm

p21
q21

p22
q22

. . .
p2m
q2m

...
...

. . .
...

(−p1)
m

qm1

(−p2)
m

qm2
. . .

(−pm)
m

qmm














c ≤














−
p1
q1

−
p2
q2

. . . −
pm
qm

p21
q21

p22
q22

. . .
p2m
q2m

...
...

. . .
...

(−p1)
m

qm1

(−p2)
m

qm2
. . .

(−pm)
m

qmm














c̃−










δ
0
δ
...
δ










where:

c =










c1
c2
c3
...
cm










c̃ =










c̃1
c̃2
c̃3
...
c̃m
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6.2.4 Picking adequate constants to satisfy (17) and (18)

We will pick q1 = 10b! for some b ∈ N to be chosen later. Then we select q2 = 10(b+1)!,
q3 = 10(b+2)! and so on up until qm = 10(b+m−1)!. For convenience we will take p1 = p2 = ... =
pm = 1. This ensures that when we take powers each element in the row will be of drastically
different orders of magnitude so it will be easier to pick ‘good’ ci coefficients (taking values
1 or 2 times a power of 10) which will ensure that the inequalities hold. Furthermore we will
take δ incredibly small compared to these quantities. The problem then breaks down into
picking δ, b, ci and c̃i for the following:

Lemma 6.3. There exists constants satisfying:












−
1

10b!
. . . −

1

10(b+m−1)!

1

102×b!
. . .

1

102×(b+m−1)!

...
. . .

...
(−1)m

10m×b!
. . .

(−1)m

10m×(b+m−1)!






















c1
c2
c3
...
ck










≤













−
1

10b!
. . . −

1

10(b+m−1)!

1

102×b!
. . .

1

102×(b+m−1)!

...
. . .

...
(−1)m

10m×b!
. . .

(−1)m

10m×(b+m−1)!






















c̃1
c̃2
c̃3
...
c̃m










−










δ
0
δ
...
δ










Proof. It is natural to denote this matrix by M

We will first fix the c1 then c2 and so on until cm. Then pick a b big enough so our choices
ensure a proper gap between terms and the desired ‘largest term’ in a row is indeed largest.

We will want to take the lower left to upper right diagonal elements to be the biggest
magnitude terms in their respective rows (when multiplied by the ci).

We go about setting out our goal more precisely. We want the matrix values to be biggest
along the reverse diagonal when we multiply out in the usual convention. That is for row
t, the largest value is taken by the term in column m − t + 1, specifically Mt,m−t+1cm−t+1.
Furthermore from the way we fix the qi to be factorial exponents of the power of 10 and the
way we’ll fix ci and b to put ‘big gaps’ between terms so that the ‘biggest term’ in the row
will be far bigger and will completely dominate the others in the row. Indeed it will dominate
the sum of the others by a factor of 10, thereby rendering them negligible in comparison.
We will also set c̃i to be of the same magnitude but multiplied by 2 or 1/2 respectively to
ensure the inequality holds.

We are able to normalise later but for now go about defining the ci as follows: c1 = 2.

ci=
3+(−1)i+1

2
×10γi for 2 ≤ i ≤ m. We further set c̃1 = 1 and c̃i=

3+(−1)i

2
×10γi for 2 ≤ i ≤ m.

Then c̃i = ci × {1
2
, 2} dependent on the parity of i.

We want the bottom left Mm,1c1 to be the largest term of this row. Furthermore we want
Mm−1,2c2 to be the largest term of its row. Also, Mm−t+1,tct should be the largest of the
(m− t+ 1)th row.

Due to the way we pick the elements of M (that is factorial exponents of the power of 10)
the columns grow at vastly different rates. This means that say if Ma,bcb > Ma,dcd, where
b < d then as the dth column shrinks quicker than the bth, Ma+1,bcb > Ma+1,dcd too-indeed
the disparity will be orders of magnitude greater too due to the choice of how they grow.
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Also, if Ma,bcb < Ma,dcd then by similar logic Ma−1,bcb < Ma−1,dcd. With this in hand it
suffices to satisfy the following in order to achieve our goal:

Mm−a+1,aca > Mm−a+1,a+1ca+1 for 1 ≤ a ≤ m− 1

Mm−a+1,aca > Mm−a+1,a−1ca−1 for 2 ≤ a ≤ m
(19)

To this end, we go about defining γi and αi as follows:

γ2 =
2m− 1

2
((b+ 1)!− b!)

α2 =
1

2
((b+ 1)!− b!)

For 2 ≤ n ≤ m:

γn =

n−1∑

i=1

(m−
1

2
− (i− 1))((b+ i)!− (b+ i− 1)!)

αn =
1

2
((b+ n− 1)!− (b+ n− 2)!)

We now go about actually showing the desired properties of (19) do indeed hold:

Mm−a+1,aca/Mm−a+1,a+1ca+1 = 10−(m−a+1)×(b+a−1)!10γa/10−(m−a+1)×(b+a)!10γa+1

= 10(m−a+1)((b+a)!−(b+a−1)!/10(m− 1

2
−(a−1))((b+a)!−(b+a−1)!)

= 10
1

2
((b+a)!−(b+a−1)!)

= 10αa+1

Mm−a+1,aca/Mm−a+1,a−1ca−1 = 10−(m−a+1)×(b+a−1)!10γa/10−(m−a+1)×(b+a−2)!10γa−1

= 10(m− 1

2
−(a−2))((b+a−1)!−(b+a−2)!)/10(m−a+1)×((b+a−1)!−(b+a−2)!)

= 10
1

2
((b+a−1)!−(b+a−2)!)

= 10αa

So we have that (19) holds and furthermore by properties discussed before:
∑

i∈{1,2,...,m}\a

Mm−a+1,ici ≤ 10−αa × (m− 1)×Mm−a+1,aca

Thus picking say b = m the 10−αa term completely dominates the m − 1 and thus
Mm−a+1,aca dominates the sum of the rest of the row by orders of magnitude. Therefore
the inequality on this row is controlled by our choice of ci and c̃i. This ensures the matrix
inequality as stated in the lemma
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Proof. (of Theorem 1.1) Thus by our choice of these quantities, we have that the original
matrix equation and thus the expressions (17) and (18) are satisfied. We can renormalise
the ci and c̃i if necessary. Furthermore δ can then be selcted to be smaller than all terms
appearing in the expansion. That is to say δ will be less thanMa,bcb so that it won’t influence
any of the inequalities. This concludes the inequalities and we discussed the limsup properties
earlier so have demonstrated the existence of two sequences satisfying (14).

Despite this result holding, it would still be interesting in finding some strengthened
forms of the Borel Cantelli lemma and perhaps formulate some new forms dependent on
more topological properties similar to that done by [BV23]. This would ultimately go some
way in providing new tools to develop theory in areas such as Graph Theory, Diophantine
approximation, Dynamical Systems and more.
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