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EXPONENTIAL MIXING FOR GIBBS MEASURES ON
SELF-CONFORMAL SETS AND APPLICATIONS

JUNJIE HUANG, BING LI, AND SANJU VELANI

Abstract. In this paper, we show that Gibbs measures on self-conformal sets generated
by a C1+α conformal IFS on Rd satisfying the OSC are exponentially mixing. We
exploit this to obtain essentially sharp asymptotic counting statements for the recurrent
and the shrinking target subsets associated with any such set. In particular, we provide
explicit examples of dynamical systems for which the recurrent sets exhibit (unexpected)
behaviour that is not present in the shrinking target setup. In the process of establishing
our exponential mixing result we extend Mattila’s rigidity theorem for self-similar sets to
self-conformal sets without any separation condition and for arbitrary Gibbs measures.

1. Introduction

1.1. Background and motivation. Let (X,B, µ) be a probability space and let T :
X → X be a measurable map. We say that (X,B, µ, T ) is a measure-preserving system
if µ is T -invariant in the sense that µ(T−1E) = µ(E) for all E ∈ B. Within the area of
ergodic theory and dynamical systems, it is widely recognized that “mixing” in its various
forms is a highly sought-after trait for a system to exhibit. In particular, the “rate” of
mixing is closely linked to fundamental properties of the system; such as ergodicity. To
some extent, an exponential rate represents the most desirable form of mixing and this
exponential form of mixing together with its applications will be the main focus of this
paper. We start by defining the weaker notion of Σ-mixing introduced in [51] and consider
some of its consequences.

Definition 1.1. Let (X,B, µ, T ) be a measure-preserving system. Let C be a collection
of measurable subsets of X. For any integer n ≥ 1, define

φ(n) := sup

{∣∣∣
µ(E ∩ T−nF )

µ(F )
− µ(E)

∣∣∣ : E ∈ C, F ∈ B, µ(F ) > 0

}
.

We say that µ is Σ-mixing (short for summable-mixing) with respect to (T, C) if the sum∑∞
n=1 φ(n) converges. In particular, we say that µ is exponentially mixing with respect to

(T, C) if there exists γ ∈ (0, 1) such that φ(n) = O(γn).

One powerful consequence of summable-mixing is that if {En}n∈N is a sequence of
subsets in C and µ is Σ-mixing with respect to (T, C), then in the language of probability
theory, the sets

An := T−nEn (n ∈ N)

are essentially pairwise independent on average. More precisely, for any pair of positive
integers a < b, it can be verified that

∑

a≤m,n≤b
µ (Am ∩ An) ≤

(
∑

a≤n≤b
µ(An)

)2

+ (2κ+ 1)
∑

a≤n≤b
µ(An) (1.1)
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where κ :=
∑∞

n=1 φ(n). Note that without the second term on the right hand side of
(1.1), we would have full independence as in the classical sense. Furthermore, observe
that µ(An) = µ(En) since T is measure preserving and if the sum

∑
n∈N µ(An) diverges

(the interesting case), then the first term dominates and the second ‘error’ term is, up
to constants, the square root of the main term. Independence is of course a well known
fundamental notion in probability theory, as in statistics and the theory of stochastic
processes.

With essentially full independence as (1.1) at our disposal, it is relatively straight-
forward to exploit the quantitative form of the Borel-Cantelli Lemma (see Section 7.1:
Lemma 7.21) to obtain the following elegant and essentially sharp asymptotic statement
concerning the counting function

R(x,N) := #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : x ∈ An} (x ∈ X ,N ∈ N). (1.2)

Obviously, by definition, (1.2) is equivalent to R(x,N) = #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : T n(x) ∈ En}.

Theorem A. Let (X,B, µ, T ) be a measure-preserving dynamical system and C be a
collection of measurable subsets of X. Suppose that µ is Σ-mixing with respect to (T, C)
and let {En}n∈N be a sequence of subsets in C. Then, for any given ε > 0, we have that

R(x,N) = Ψ(N) +O
(
Ψ1/2(N) (logΨ(N))3/2+ε

)
(1.3)

for µ-almost all x ∈ X, where Ψ(N) :=
∑N

n=1 µ(An) .

The details of deriving (1.1) and in turn Theorem A from the notion of summable
mixing, can be found in [51, Section 2]. The upshot of Theorem A is that if the rate of
mixing is summable and the measure sum Ψ(N) diverges (as N → ∞), then for µ–almost
all x ∈ X the points x lie in the sets An, or equivalently the orbits {T nx}n∈N hit the
target sets En, the ‘expected’ number of times. In particular, limN→∞R(x,N) = ∞ for
µ–almost all x ∈ X and so a simple consequence of the theorem is the following zero-full
measure criterion for the associated lim sup set A∞ := lim supn→∞An:

µ
(
A∞
)
=




0 if

∑∞
n=1 µ

(
An
)
<∞

1 if
∑∞

n=1 µ
(
An
)
= ∞.

(1.4)

For some readers, this “corollary” is maybe more familiar than its stronger quantitative
form. It resembles, for example, the standard

• Borel-Cantelli Lemma in probability theory [13, 14],

• measure characterization of shrinking target and recurrent sets in ergodic theory
and dynamical systems (see Section 1.3 below), and

• Khintchine-type theorems in metric number theory [12, 35, 45].

It is worth highlighting that the latter includes the Duffin-Schaeffer conjecture recently
proved in the ground breaking work of Koukoulopoulos & Maynard [48]. In pursing
a zero-full measure criterion such as (1.4), we can usually get away with a lot less than
summable mixing. Indeed, if we already know by some other means (such as Kolmogorov’s
theorem [14, Theorems 4.5 & 22.3] or ergodicity [14, Section 24]) that the lim sup set A∞
satisfies a zero-one law (that is to say that µ(A∞) = 0 or 1), then to show full measure it

1We will also present a more versatile form of the familiar Lemma 7.2. The more versatile Lemma 7.7
is required for establishing one of our “application” results in Section 7.2 and is potentially of independent
interest.
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suffices to show that µ(A∞) > 0 when the measure sum diverges. To prove this, the main
ingredient required is a significantly weaker form of mixing equivalent to the pairwise
quasi-independent on average statement

lim sup
N→∞

(∑N
n=1 µ(An)

)2

∑N
n,m=1 µ(An ∩ Am)

> 0 . (1.5)

For details of this and for the interested reader, its related converse see [13, Section 1.1]
and references within. Clearly, (1.1) implies pairwise quasi-independent on average. For
the sake of completeness and to give a concrete example, we mention that the lim sup
set of well approximable numbers associated with the Duffin-Schaeffer conjecture satisfies
a zero-one law and in short, Koukoulopoulos & Maynard established (1.5) to prove the
conjecture. This independence has subsequently been strengthened [1, 49] to establish
the quantitative form of the Duffin-Schaeffer conjecture in the spirit of Theorem A. This
brings to an end our brief discussion demonstrating the “power of mixing”. As mentioned
at the start, mixing is a highly sought-after trait for a system to exhibit. It has various
deep consequences. We have deliberately chosen to highlight Theorem A, since it is in
line with the applications we have in mind of our main mixing result (see Theorem 1.2)
for self-conformal dynamical systems – see Section 7.

Given the fact that exponential mixing is regarded as a desirable property for a dy-
namical system to possess, it is natural to ask: when do we have it? From this point
onward, unless specified otherwise, we assume that X is a metric space and we will use
the reasonably standard protocol to say that ‘µ is exponentially mixing’ to mean that µ
is exponentially mixing with respect to (T, C) with C equal to the collection of balls in
X. In other words, we simply say that µ is exponentially mixing if there exist constants
C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

∣∣∣µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(F )µ(B)
∣∣∣ ≤ C γnµ(F ) ∀ n ∈ N , (1.6)

for all balls B in X and µ-measurable sets F in X. Note that in certain situations, such
as when X is a subset of Rd and µ is a Radon measure, the above restriction to balls
suffices to imply strong-mixing; that is

lim
n→∞

µ(E ∩ T−nF ) = µ(E)µ(F ) ∀ E, F ∈ B .

This in turn implies ergodicity. The following are examples of naturally occurring measure
preserving systems in the literature that are known to possess the exponentially mixing
property.

• Let X = [0, 1] and let T : X → X where Tx = mx mod 1 with m ∈ N≥2, or
Tx = βx mod 1 with β ∈ R>1 or Tx = 1

x
mod 1 is the continued fraction map.

Accordingly, let µ be Lebesgue measure, or Parry measure or Gauss measure.
In 1967, Philipp [65] showed that for each of these situations the measure µ is
exponentially mixing.

• In 1981, Pommerenke [66] studied the ergodic properties of inner functions acting
on the unit disc D of the complex plane. Indeed, let f : D → D be an inner
function such that f(0) = 0 and f is not a rotation. Let f ∗ : ∂D → ∂D denote the
radial boundary extension of f and let µ be normalised Lebesgue measure on ∂D.
Then a consequence of [66, Lemma 3] is that if |f ′(0)| < 1, then µ is exponentially
mixing. In fact, Pommerenke’s showed that this is true with f replaced by the
composition fn ◦ . . . ◦ f1 of n inner functions.

3



• In 1996, Liverani, Saussol and Vaienti [54] considered a class of systems in abstract
totally ordered sets that cover many one-dimensional systems. For convenience,
we restrict our attention to the unit interval. Let X = [0, 1] and let T : X → X
be a piecewise monotonic transformation. Let ϕ be a contracting potential. Then,
under various assumptions on T , their results [54, Theorem 3.1 and 3.2] implies
that there exists a unique equilibrium state µϕ with respect to ϕ and that it is
exponentially mixing. This generalizes the work of Philipp described above.

• In 2017, Wang, Wu and Xu [75, Lemma 3.2] proved that the Cantor measure
on middle-third Cantor set is exponentially mixing with respect to the ×3 map:
Tx = 3x mod 1. This was subsequently extended to a range of self-similar sets on
R – see for instance [47, Section 7]

• In 2023, by exploiting a deep result of Saussol [68], Li, Liao, Velani and Zorin [51,
Proposition 1] proved that for a certain class of expanding matrix transformations
T of the d-dimensional torus Td there exists an absolutely continuous invariant
measure µ that is exponentially mixing. In particular, suppose T is a real, non-
singular d × d matrix with all eigenvalues of modulus strictly greater than one.
Then the “certain class” includes T if in addition it satisfies one of the following
conditions: (i) all eigenvalues are of modulus strictly larger than 1 +

√
d, (ii) T is

diagonal, (iii) T is an integer matrix.

We highlight the fact that in all the aforementioned works, the focus is either on one-
dimensional systems or in higher dimensions on systems equipped with absolutely contin-
uous invariant measures (with respect to Lebesgue measure). In short, we are not aware
of any non-trivial situation in two-dimensions (let alone arbitrary dimensions) for which
the invariant measure is fractal and exponentially mixing. By a fractal measure we mean
a measure that is not absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure. By non-
trivial, we mean that the support of the measure is not contained in the union of finitely
many straight lines. This simply avoids the higher dimensional situation reducing to a
known one-dimensional setup for which we have exponentially mixing.

The upshot of the above discussion is the following question.

Question 1.1. Let d ≥ 2 and X be a subset of Rd. Is there a measure-preserving
dynamical system (X,B, µ, T ) for which µ is a non-trivial fractal measure on Rd and µ is
exponentially mixing?

This question is pretty much the motivating factor behind this paper. With this in mind,
we show that Gibbs measures on a large class of self-conformal sets generated by iterated
function schemes (IFS) on Rd are exponentially mixing. The precise statement is given
by Theorem 1.2.

Remark 1.1. Although not explicitly stated in the above discussion, it is worth empha-
sizing that unless stated otherwise the default metric in Rd is the L2-norm (i.e. the
Euclidean norm). This is especially relevant within the context of Question 1.1. Indeed,
if we had used the L∞-norm (i.e. the maximum norm), then by a non-trivial fractal
measure we should also exclude the situation in which µ is a product measure induced by
one-dimensional measures that are exponentially mixing. The point is that it is relatively
straightforward to demonstrate that such ‘manufactured’ higher-dimensional measures
exhibit exponential mixing with respect to balls in Rd where the balls are defined via the
L∞-norm. For completeness we provide the details in Appendix A.
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Before describing the setup and formally stating our results, we say a few words con-
cerning the closely related theory of decay of correlations. Let (X,B, µ, T ) be a measure-
preserving system. The correlation function Cf1,f2 : N → R associated with f1, f2 ∈ L2(µ)
is defined as

Cf1,f2(n) :=

∫

X

f1 · f2 ◦ T n dµ−
∫

X

f1 dµ

∫

X

f2 dµ . (1.7)

It is well known [74, Theorem 1.23] that (X,B, µ, T ) is strong-mixing if and only if
limn→∞Cf1,f2(n) = 0 for every f1, f2 ∈ L2(µ). In general, nothing can be said regarding
the decay rate of convergence for arbitrary L2(µ) functions, so it is usually the case that
functions are restricted to smaller Banach spaces E of functions. Indeed, E is typically
taken to be the space of (i) α-Hölder continuous functions (e.g. [10, 17, 60]), (ii) func-
tions of bounded variation for one dimensional systems (e.g. [54]), and (iii) quasi-Hölder
functions for higher dimensional systems (e.g. [68]). In these cases, if the dynamical
system satisfies suitable assumptions, it can be shown that the rate of decay of Cf1,f2(n)
is exponential for all f1 ∈ E and f2 ∈ L1(µ). To the best of our knowledge, the existing
results on the rate of decay do not address Question 1.1. For this, we would need to show
the existence of a measure-preserving system (X,B, µ, T ) where µ is a non-trivial fractal
measure on Rd (d ≥ 2) and for which there exist constants C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

|Cf1,f2(n)| ≤ C γn · ‖f2‖L1(µ) ∀ n ∈ N ,

for all functions f1 = 1B, f2 = 1F where B is any ball in X and F ∈ B. The main
issue in showing this lies in the fact that the characteristic function 1B of a ball is not
continuous and the sought after measure µ is not absolutely continuous with respect to
Lebesgue measure.

Remark 1.2. For the sake of completeness, it is worth mentioning that there is also an
abundance of work on the decay of correlations for continuous-time dynamical systems
(also called flows). In this setting the correlation function is defined similarly to that in
(1.7), but with n ∈ N replaced by t ∈ [0,+∞) and T n replaced by the ‘flow’ φt. Anosov
and Sinai [4] in sixties proved that any C2 Anosov flow that preserves Lebesgue measure is
strong mixing unless the stable and unstable foliations are jointly integrable. Regarding
the rate of decay of correlations, the Bowen-Ruelle conjecture essentially states that a
mixing Anosov flow should have exponential decay for smooth functions. The original
conjecture [16] dates back to the seventies and was made for the wider class of Axiom
A flows but this was shown to be false soon after [67]. The modified conjecture for
Anosov flows represents a fundamental problem in the area of continuous-time dynamical
systems. It has been the catalyst for much groundbreaking research, see for example
[5, 7, 20, 22, 23, 24, 30, 44, 53, 59, 73] and references within. To date, the Bowen-Ruelle
conjecture remains unsolved. The introductions to [20, 73] are particularly informative of
its current state.

1.2. Main results. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd. For the definition
and basic properties see Section 2. In short, the set up considered is one in which:

• Φ = {ϕj}1≤j≤m (m ≥ 2) is a C1+α conformal IFS on Rd satisfying the open set
condition (see Definition 2.3 in Section 2.2).

• K ⊆ Rd is the self-conformal set generated by Φ (see (2.2) in Section 2.2).

• µ is a Gibbs measure on K (see Definition 2.5 in Section 2.4).

• T : Rd → Rd is a natural map induced by Φ such that T |K : K → K is conjugate
to the shift map on the symbolic space {1, 2, ..., m}N (see (2.26) in Section 2.4).
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In order to state our main results addressing Question 1.1, we introduce some standard
notation that will be used throughout the paper. Given x ∈ Rd and a nonempty set
E ⊆ Rd, we denote the distance between x and E as

d(x, E) := inf
{
|x− y| : y ∈ E

}
. (1.8)

The topological boundary of E under the usual topology on Rd is denoted by ∂E. Given
̺ > 0, the symbol

(E)̺ :=
{
x ∈ Rd : d(x, E) < ̺

}

represents the ̺-neighborhood of E.

The following theorem provides a sufficient condition for a self-conformal system to
exhibit exponentially mixing with respect to a given collection C of measurable subsets of
K. As we shall see in Section 4, the statement is a relatively straightforward consequence
of exponentially mixing restricted to cylinder sets.

Theorem 1.1. Let d ≥ 1 be an integer. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on
Rd. Let C be a collection of µ- measurable subsets in Rd and suppose there exist constants
C > 0 and δ > 0 so that

µ
(
(∂E)̺

)
≤ C ̺δ, ∀ ̺ > 0, ∀ E ∈ C. (1.9)

Then µ is exponentially mixing with respect to (T, C).

In the case of balls, we show that (1.9) is satisfied and thus the following provides an
affirmative answer to Question 1.1.

Theorem 1.2. Let d ≥ 1 be an integer. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on
Rd and let C be the collection of balls in Rd. Then µ is exponentially mixing with respect
to (T, C).

Note that for balls, the left hand side of (1.9) corresponds to the µ-measure of annuli
and the desired upper bound is easily verified if µ is absolutely continuous with respect
to Lebesgue measure or d = 1. However, non-trivial difficulties appear when µ is a
general measure in higher dimensional space. In short, it turns out that we need to fully
utilize the geometric structure of self-conformal sets to estimate the measures of annuli.
The following classification or equivalently rigidity of self-conformal sets is an important
ingredient in obtaining the desired estimates and is potentially of independent interest.
To state the result, we introduce the definition of analytic curve in the plane: the set
Γ ⊆ R2 is said to be an analytic curve if there exist an open set O ⊆ R2 containing
[0, 1]× {0} and a conformal map f : O → R2 such that Γ = f([0, 1]× {0}).
Theorem 1.3. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd with d ≥ 2. Given
ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d− 1}, then one of the following statements hold:

(i) µ(K ∩M) = 0 for any ℓ-dimensional C1 submanifold M ⊆ Rd;

(ii) K is contained in a ℓ-dimensional affine subspace or ℓ-dimensional geometric
sphere;

(iii) K is contained in a finite disjoint union of analytic curves and this may happen
only when d = 2 and ℓ = 1.

Remark 1.3. Mattila [55] obtained the analogous statement for self-similar sets satisfying
the open set condition and with µ being the Hausdorff measure. It is often referred to as
Mattila’s rigidity theorem for self-similar sets. Subsequently, Käenmäki [43] extended his
work to self-conformal systems. Compared with their results, our statement is
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• valid for a broader class of measures (namely Gibbs measures);

• valid without the open set condition (indeed, see Proposition 3.1 for the more
general result from which Theorem 1.3 follows).

Furthermore, our result corrects an oversight in the statement of [43, Theorem 2.1]. Ba-
sically, Käenmäki claimed that K is contained in a single analytic curve when (i) or (ii)
are not the case. However, this is not true even with the open set condition assumption
and µ restricted to Hausdorff measures. For details of a counterexample see Example 3.1
in Section 3.

1.3. Application to shrinking target and recurrent sets. In this section we discuss
applications of Theorem 1.2 to the shrinking target and related recurrent problem for self-
conformal dynamical systems. Further details including proofs of statements presented
will be the subject of Section 7.

Throughout, (X, d) is a compact metric space and (X,B, µ, T ) is an ergodic probability
measure-preserving system. We start with describing the application of Theorem 1.2
to the shrinking target problem. For obvious reasons, from the onset, we restrict our
attention the setup in which the “target sets” are balls rather than arbitrary measurable
sets En as in the general setup of Theorem A. With this in mind, given a sequence of
points Y = {yn}n∈N ⊂ X, and a real, positive function ψ : N → [0,+∞) let

W (Y , ψ) := {x ∈ X : T nx ∈ B(yn, ψ(n)) for infinitely many n ∈ N}

denote the associated shrinking target set. If ψ = c (a constant) and Y is contained in
the support of µ, the Ergodic Theorem implies that µ(W (Y , c)) = 1. In view of this, it is
natural to ask: what is the µ-measure of the set if ψ(n) → 0 as n→ ∞? In turn, whenever
the µ-measure is zero, it is natural to ask about the Hausdorff dimension of the sets under
consideration. The shrinking target problem was introduced in [39], with a focus on the
dynamics of expanding rational maps. Subsequently, there has been activity encompassing
a wide range of dynamical systems. We refer to [6, 11, 18, 28, 34, 51, 52, 62] and the
references within for dimensional results and to [3, 29, 32, 46, 72] and the references within
for measure-theoretical statements. Concentrating our attention solely on the µ-measure
question, note that

W (Y , ψ) = lim sup
n→∞

An(Y , ψ)

where for n ∈ N,

An(Y , ψ) := {x ∈ X : T nx ∈ B(yn, ψ(n))}
= T−n(B(yn, ψ(n))

)
.

Then, on combining Theorem 1.2 and Theorem A (with En := B(yn, ψ(n))) we imme-
diately see that we have the following quantitative shrinking target statement for self-
conformal dynamical systems.

Theorem 1.4. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd, let ψ : R → R≥0 be a
real positive function and let Y = {yn}n∈N be a sequence of points in Rd. Then, for any
ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

1B(yn,ψ(n))(T
nx) = Ψ(N) +O

(
Ψ(N)1/2 log

3
2
+ǫ(Ψ(N))

)
(1.10)

7



for µ-almost all x ∈ K, where

Ψ(N) :=
N∑

n=1

µ
(
B(yn, ψ(n))

)
. (1.11)

Several comments are in order. Given N ∈ N and x ∈ K, note that the left hand side
of (1.10) is simply the counting function

W (x, N ;Y , ψ) := #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : x ∈ An(Y , ψ)

}
(1.12)

= #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : T nx ∈ B(yn, ψ(n))

}

and that the measure sum (1.11) is equivalent to

Ψ(N) :=

N∑

n=1

µ
(
An(Y , ψ)

)
. (1.13)

Thus, the theorem shows that for µ-almost all x ∈ K, the asymptotic behaviour of the
counting function W (x, N ;Y , ψ) is determined by the behaviour of the measure sum
Ψ(N) involving the sets An(Y , ψ) associated with the lim sup set W (Y , ψ). This together
with the fact that Ψ(N) is independent of x ∈ K, is well worth keeping in mind for
future comparison with the analogous recurrent problem. Next note that by definition,
x ∈ W (Y , ψ) if and only if limN→∞W (x, N ;Y , ψ) = ∞ and so an immediate consequence
of Theorem 1.4 is the following zero-full measure criterion (which naturally is in line with
(1.4) in the general setup of measurable sets).

Corollary 1.1. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd, let ψ : R → R≥0 be a
real positive function and let Y = {yn}n∈N be a sequence of points in Rd. Then,

µ (W (Y , ψ)) =





0 if

∑∞
n=1 µ

(
B(yn, ψ(n))

)
<∞,

1 if
∑∞

n=1 µ
(
B(yn, ψ(n))

)
= ∞.

We now consider the analogue of the shrinking target problem for the recurrence frame-
work. As above, the general scene is one in which (X, d) is a compact metric space and
(X,B, µ, T ) is a probability measure-preserving system. We do not need the system to be
ergodic to pose the recurrent problem. Given a real, positive function ψ : N → [0,+∞)
let

R(ψ) := {x ∈ X : T nx ∈ B(x, ψ(n)) for infinitely many n ∈ N}

denote the associated recurrent set. If ψ = c (a constant), the Poincaré Recurrence
Theorem implies that µ(R(c)) = 1 and it is natural to determine the µ-measure of the set
R(ψ) if ψ(n) → 0 as n→ ∞ and if it is zero, its size in terms of Hausdorff dimension. The
first results date back to the pioneering work of Boshernitzan [15] who studied the case
ψ(n) = n−1/β (β > 0). For subsequent activity we refer to [8, 9, 21, 41, 47] and references
within for measure-theoretical statements and to [37, 40, 69, 71, 76] and references within
for dimensional results. As with the shrinking target problem, we will concentrate our
attention on the µ-measure aspect of the recurrent problem. With this in mind, we first
note that R(ψ) is clearly also a lim sup set; namely

R(ψ) = lim sup
n→∞

Rn(ψ)

where for n ∈ N,

Rn(ψ) := {x ∈ X : T nx ∈ B(x, ψ(n))} . (1.14)
8



Furthermore, given N ∈ N and x ∈ X, if we consider the associated counting function

R(x,N ;ψ) := #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : x ∈ Rn(ψ)

}

= #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : T nx ∈ B(x, ψ(n))

}

=
∑N

n=11B(x,ψ(n))(T
nx) , (1.15)

then in line with the shrinking target framework (and more generally that of quantitative
Borel-Cantelli), it would not be particularly outrageous to suspect (under suitable but
natural assumptions) that for µ-almost all x ∈ X, the asymptotic behaviour of the count-
ing function is determined by the behaviour of the µ-measure sum of the sets Rn(ψ). Let
us make this precise in the setting of self-conformal dynamical systems.

Claim F. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd, let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real
positive function and assume that

∑∞
n=1 µ(Rn(ψ)) diverges. Then, for µ-almost all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
= 1 . (1.16)

Such a claim was also alluded to in [50, Section 1] and it was shown to be true for a
large class of piecewise linear maps in Rd. However, as we shall demonstrate, it turns out
that in general the claim is false (hence the label “F”) in a rather strong sense. Indeed,
in Section 7.4 we provide explicit examples of self-conformal systems for which the µ-
measure of the lim sup set R(ψ) is one but the limit appearing in (1.16) is not even a
constant let alone one (cf. Example ABB below). In other words, even after excluding a
set of µ-measure zero, the limit in (1.16) depends on x and thus for these self-conformal
systems the associated recurrent sets exhibit (unexpected and extreme) behaviour that is
not present for shrinking target sets. To the best of our knowledge this phenomena seems
not to have been observed previously or at least not explicitly documented. The following
summarises the counterexamples to the claim given in Section 7.4.

• In Example 7.1, we start with Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2} where ϕ1 : [0, 1] → [0, 1/3] and
ϕ2 : [0, 1] → [2/3, 1] are given by

ϕ1(x) =
x

3
, ϕ2(x) =

x+ 2

3
∀ x ∈ [0, 1].

This gives rise to the “natural” associated self-conformal system (Φ, K, µ, T ) in
which K is the standard middle-third Cantor set and µ is the Cantor measure.
Then, for the constant function ψ : R → R≥0 given by ψ(x) := 1

3
+ 2

32
, we show

that: for µ–almost all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
=





4
5

if x ∈
([
0, 1

9

]
∪
[
8
9
, 1
])

∩K,

6
5

if x ∈
([

2
9
, 1
3

]
∪
[
2
3
, 7
9

])
∩K .

• In Example 7.2 we start with Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4} where ϕi (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are
defined on [0, 1] and given by

ϕ1(x) =
1

4
x, ϕ2(x) =

1

2(1 + x)
, ϕ3(x) =

1 + x

2 + x
, ϕ4(x) =

2

2 + x
.

We show that this gives rise to a self-conformal system (Φ, K, µ, T ) in which K
is the unit interval and µ is the natural Gibbs measure supports on K that is
absolutely continuous with respect to Lebsegue measure. In turn, for any real

9



positive function ψ : R → R≥0 such that ψ(x) → 0 as x→ ∞ and
∑∞

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
diverges, we show that: for µ–almost all x ∈ [0, 1]

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
=

2 log 2

1 + x
.

While the first more familiar “Cantor” example requires less sophisticated tools to setup
and execute, it does rely on ψ being a constant function.

Remark 1.4. The counterexamples show that even though we have exponentially mixing
(Theorem 1.2) we can not in general guarantee that the sets Rn(ψ) are pairwise indepen-
dent on average (in the sense of (1.1)) as in the shrinking target framework. The point
is that if it did then the quantitative form of the Borel-Cantelli Lemma (see Section 7.1:
Lemma 7.2) would establish Claim F (very much in the same way we deduce Theorem A
from (1.1)).

Note that in both Example 7.1 and 7.2, we still have that limN→∞R(x,N ;ψ) = ∞ for
µ–almost all x ∈ X and so µ(R(ψ)) = 1. Moreover, we highlight the fact that in both
the measure µ is Ahlfors regular and that for such measures this phenomena (under the
assumption that

∑∞
n=1 µ(Rn(ψ)) diverges) is known to hold for any self-conformal system

(see [8]) and indeed for more general systems (see [41]). Recall, a measure µ on a metric
space (X, d) is τ -Ahlfors regular if there exists a constant C ≥ 1 such that for any ball
B(x, r) ⊂ X with x ∈ X

C−1rτ ≤ µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crτ .

The upshot of the above is that given a self-conformal system (Φ, K, µ, T ) on Rd for which
the Gibbs measure µ is Ahlfors regular, and a real positive function ψ : R → R≥0, then

µ (R(ψ)) =





0 if

∑∞
n=1 µ

(
Rn(ψ)

)
<∞,

1 if
∑∞

n=1 µ
(
Rn(ψ)

)
= ∞.

(1.17)

The convergent part is a straightforward consequence of the standard convergent Borel-
Cantelli Lemma in probability theory. In view of this, it is tempting to suspect that at
the coarser level of a zero-full measure criterion the analogue of Claim F is true; that is
to say that (1.17) is true for any self-conformal system on Rd. Clearly, such a statement
would correspond to the analogue of Corollary 1.1 for recurrent sets. However, this turns
out not to be the case. In a recent beautiful paper, Allen, Baker & Bárány [2] consider
the recurrent problem within the symbolic dynamics setting for topologically mixing sub-
shifts of finite type. More precisely, in this setting they provide sufficient conditions for
µ(R(ψ)) to be zero or one when µ is assumed to be a non-uniform Gibbs measure and
thus is not Ahlfors regular. In terms of Bernoulli measures defined on the full shift, the
condition on the measure means that the components of the defining probability vector
are not all equal. As a consequence of their main result, in the introduction [2, Section 1]
they provide a class of examples within the symbolic dynamics setting for which the sum
of µ(Rn(ψ)) diverges but µ(R(ψ)) is equal to zero. In particular, these examples show that
(1.17) is not true for non-uniform Gibbs measures associated with topologically mixing
shifts of finite type. In the final section of [2], the authors outline how their theorems can
be transferred, via a relatively standard argument involving the coding map, to the setting
of dynamics on homogenous self-similar sets satisfying the strong separation condition and
for which the corresponding Gibbs measures are assumed to be non-uniform. Although
not explicitly mentioned, in the same spirit the examples from [2, Section 1] can also be
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naturally transferred across and when specialised to the middle-third Cantor we obtain
the following concrete example that shows that (1.17) is not true for any self-conformal
system.

Example ABB. Let Φ = {ϕ1 , ϕ2}, T and K be as in Example 7.1. Recall, K is the
standard middle-third Cantor. Now let µ be the weighted Cantor measure associated with
the probability vector (p1, p2) with p1 6= p2. Let α > 0 and ψα(n) = 3−⌊α logn⌋. If

1

−(p1 log p1 + p2 log p2)
< α <

1

− log(p21 + p22)
,

then
∞∑

n=1

µ(Rn(ψα)) = ∞ but µ(R(ψα)) = 0.

Remark 1.5. To be precise, in the above example, µ := µ ◦ π−1 where µ is the Bernoulli
measure on ΣN := {1, 2}N associated with the probability vector (p1, p2) with p1 6= p2 and
π : ΣN → K is the coding map associated to Φ (see (2.19) for the definition).

A straightforward consequence of Example ABB is that for µ–almost all x ∈ X
∞∑

n=1

1B(x,ψα(n))(T
nx) ≪ 1 and so lim

N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψα(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψα))
= 0 .

In other words, even though the limit is a constant for µ–almost all x ∈ X, it is not one
(cf. Claim F). Note that Examples 7.1 and 7.2 show that Claim F is false even when
µ(R(ψ)) = 1 and that for µ-almost all x ∈ K, the limit under consideration is dependent
on x and thus not a constant; that is to say that Claim F is false on a large scale!

Given that Claim F is false, it is natural to attempt to establish an appropriate “mod-
ified” statement that is true for the full range of dynamical systems under consideration
(namely, self-conformal systems). Such a statement would obviously follow on establish-
ing the analogue of Theorem 1.4 for recurrent sets. Indeed, this is the ultimate goal as
it would provide an asymptotic result with an error term. With this in mind, in order to
state our first main result (for recurrent sets) we need to introduce a particular function
that will determine the appropriate setup and thus the asymptotic behaviour. As usual,
let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system and a ψ : R → R≥0 be a real, positive function.
Then for each n ∈ N, we define the function

tn(·) = tn(·, ψ) : K → R≥0

by

tn(x) = tn(x, ψ) := inf {r ≥ 0 : µ(B(x, r)) ≥ ψ(n)} (1.18)

if ψ(n) ≤ 1 and we put tn(x) equal to the diameter of the bounded set K otherwise. With
the definition of tn in mind, Theorem 1.2 enables us to establish the following analogue
of Theorem 1.4 for recurrent sets.

Theorem 1.5. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd and let ψ : R → R≥0

be a real positive function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x → ∞. Furthermore, for n ∈ N let
tn : K → R≥0 be given by (1.18). Then for any ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

1B(x,tn(x))(T
nx) = Ψ(N) +O

(
Ψ(N)1/2 log

3
2
+ǫ(Ψ(N))

)
(1.19)
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for µ-almost all x ∈ K, where

Ψ(N) :=

N∑

n=1

ψ(n) . (1.20)

Remark 1.6. Several comments are in order.

(i) It turns out (see Lemma 7.3 in Section 7.1) that for all x ∈ K and all sufficiently
large n ∈ N

µ(B(x, tn(x))) = ψ(n) . (1.21)

Thus, up to an additive constant, the sum (1.20) is simply the sum of the µ-
measure of the “target balls” B(x, tn(x)) associated with the modified counting
function appearing on the left hand side of (1.19). In short, if the measure µ is
non-uniform then the measure of a ball B(x, r) depends on its location x and not
just its radius r. In order to take this into account, for n large, the radii of the
target balls within the framework of Theorem 1.5 are adjusted so that they all
have the same measure (namely ψ(n)) regardless of location.

(ii) Let R̂n(x, N ;ψ) denote the modified counting function appearing on the left hand
side of (1.19). Then by definition,

R̂n(x, N ;ψ) = #
{
1 ≤ n ≤ N : x ∈ R̂n(ψ)

}
,

where R̂n(ψ) :=
{
x ∈ K : T nx ∈ B(x, tn(x))

}
. It turns out (see Lemma 7.5 in

Section 7.1) that there exists a constant 0 < γ < 1 such that

µ(R̂n(ψ)) = ψ(n) +O(γn) .

The upshot of this and the equality (1.21) appearing in (i) above is that the sum

(1.20) appearing in the theorem and the measure sums
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, tn(x))) and∑N
n=1 µ(R̂n(ψ)) are all equal up to an additive constant.

(iii) The theorem is valid for any self-conformal system on Rd. The price we seemingly
have to pay for this generality is that the radii of the target balls B(x, tn(x))

associated with the modified counting function R̂n(x, N ;ψ) are dependant on their
centres x ∈ K. This is clearly unlike the situation for the “pure” counting function
Rn(x, N ;ψ) for which we know that Claim F is false for all self-conformal systems.

(iv) A simple consequence of Theorem 1.5 is the following asymptotic statement that
“fixes” Claim F: Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd and let ψ : R →
R≥0 be a real positive function such that

∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) diverges. Then for µ-almost

all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,tn(x))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 ψ(n)
= 1 . (1.22)

Note that in view of the discussion in (ii) above this “corrected” statement simply
corresponds to Claim F in which the counting function Rn(x, N ;ψ) is replaced by

the modified counting function R̂n(x, N ;ψ) and with Rn(ψ) replaced by R̂n(ψ).

(v) Recently, under various growth conditions on the function ψ, Persson [63] has
proved a result in a similar vein to (1.22) for a large class of dynamical systems
with exponential decay of correlations on the unit interval. Subsequently, his work
(with the various growth conditions) was extended by Sponheimer [70] to more
general dynamical systems including Axiom A diffeomorphisms. We stress that
Theorem 1.5, which implies (1.22), is free of growth conditions on ψ and provides
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an essentially optimal error term. At the point of completing this paper, the
preprint [64] of Persson & Sponheimer appeared. In this, under a ‘short return
time assumption’ and ‘3-fold exponential decay’ they essentially remove the growth
conditions on ψ imposed in their previous works.

Even though Theorem 1.5 is in some sense a “complete” result, it fails to directly deal
with the main purpose of Claim F. Indeed, it remains highly desirable to obtain asymptotic
information regarding the behaviour of the “pure” counting function (1.15) in which the
radii of the target balls are independent of their centres. We reiterate that this is not the
case within the framework of Theorem 1.5. In short, our second main result (for recurrent
sets) shows that we are in good shape for systems with Gibbs measures equivalent to
restricted Hausdorff measures Hτ |K . Here and throughout, we say that Borel measures µ
and ν on a metric space (X, d) are equivalent if there exists a constant C ≥ 1 such that
C−1ν(E) ≤ µ(E) ≤ Cν(E) for any Borel subset E ⊆ X. For reasons outlined above, the
following is a more desirable analogue of Theorem 1.4 than Theorem 1.5 – even though
it does not cover all self-conformal systems.

Theorem 1.6. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd with µ being a Gibbs
measure equivalent to Hτ |K where τ := dimHK. Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive
function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x→ ∞. Then for any ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

1B(x,ψ(n))(T
nx) =

N∑

n=1

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
+O

(
Ψ(N)1/2(logΨ(N))

3
2
+ǫ
)

(1.23)

for µ-almost all x ∈ K, where

Ψ(N) :=

N∑

n=1

ψ(n)τ . (1.24)

Note that the theorem shows that for µ-almost all x ∈ K, the asymptotic behaviour of
the counting function R(x, N ;ψ) is determined by the behaviour of the measure sum

N∑

n=1

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
, (1.25)

which, a priori, is dependant on x. The point is that if the measure µ is non-uniform,
the measure of the “target balls” B(x, ψ(n)) associated with R(x, N ;ψ) depends on x.
This is unlike the situation in the shrinking target framework in which the measure of
the “target balls” B(yn, ψ(n)) associated with the counting function W (x, N ;Y , ψ) are
independent of x. On a slightly different but related note, we point out that the Gibbs
measures associated with the explicit counterexamples (Examples 7.1 & 7.2) to Claim F
satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1.6. Thus, the µ-measure sum (1.25) can not in general
coincide with the µ-measure sum involving the sets Rn(ψ) associated with the recurrent
lim sup set R(ψ). However, it is the case (see Lemma 7.9) that the sums (1.24), (1.25)

and
∑N

n=1 µ
(
Rn(ψ)

)
are all comparable2; that is

N∑

n=1

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
≍

N∑

n=1

µ
(
Rn(ψ)

)
≍

N∑

n=1

ψ(n)τ . (1.26)

Thus, Theorem 1.6 implies the following corollary which validates (1.17) whenever µ is
equivalent to Hτ |K .

2For the sake of comparison, recall that in the setting of Theorem 1.5 the analogous three sums are
asymptotically equivalent (see comment (ii) in Remark 1.6).
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Corollary 1.2. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd with µ being a Gibbs
measure equivalent to Hτ |K where τ := dimHK. Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive
function. Then

µ (R(ψ)) =




0 if

∑∞
n=1 ψ(n)

τ <∞,

1 if
∑∞

n=1 ψ(n)
τ = ∞.

(1.27)

In the case µ = Hτ |K , Corollary 1.2 coincides with the main result of Baker & Farmer
in [8].

We now consider a special case of Theorem 1.6 in which the Gibbs measure is absolutely
continuous with respect to d-dimensional Lebesgue measure Ld. For convenience, let
cd := Ld

(
B(0, 1)

)
and suppose that µ is a Gibbs measure equivalent to Ld|K with density

function h. Then, the Lebesgue density theorem implies that for µ-almost all x ∈ K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
=
(
h(x) + ǫn(x)

)
· cd ψ(n)d , (1.28)

where ǫn(x) → 0 as n→ ∞. The upshot of this is the following rewording of Theorem 1.6
for absolutely continuous measures.

Corollary 1.3. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd and suppose that
dimHK = d. Let µ be a Gibbs measure equivalent to Ld|K with density function h.
Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x→ ∞. Then for any
ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

1B(x,ψ(n))(T
nx) = h(x)Ψ(N) + cd

N∑

n=1

ǫn(x)ψ(n)
d

+ O
(
Ψ(N)1/2(log Ψ(N))

3
2
+ǫ
)
. (1.29)

for µ-almost all x ∈ K, where Ψ(N) := cd
∑N

n=1 ψ(n)
d and ǫn(x) → 0 as n → ∞

satisfies (1.28).

Note that in general we do not have any information regarding the rate at which
ǫn(x) → 0, so it is not possible to compare the size of the second and third terms appearing
on the right hand side of (1.29). However, if µ = Ld then ǫn(x) = 0 for all n ∈ N and
x ∈ K and so the second term is zero. With this in mind, it follows that Corollary 1.3
is in line with the main result established in [50] for piecewise linear maps of [0, 1]d.
Furthermore, with Theorem 1.2 at our disposal, the implied asymptotic statement

lim
n→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)

Ψ(N)
= h(x) for µ-almost all x ∈ K, (1.30)

can be directly derived from the recent impressive work of He [36]. In short, He obtains
(1.30) for a class of measure-preserving systems for which µ is exponentially mixing and
absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure.

Remark 1.7. It is worth pointing out that in the case µ is equivalent to Hτ |K , Theorem 1.5
can be utilized to explicitly obtain information regarding the behaviour of the counting
function (1.15). In order to state precisely what exactly can be obtained, we need to
introduce the following notion of upper and lower densities. Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real
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positive function. Then, for each τ > 0, each probability measure µ on Rd and each
x ∈ Rd, we define the τ -lower and τ -upper densities of µ at x associated with ψ by

Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x) := lim inf

n→∞
µ(B(x, ψ(n)))

ψ(n)τ
, Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x) := lim sup

n→∞

µ(B(x, ψ(n)))

ψ(n)τ
.

With this in mind, the following can be deduced directly from Theorem 1.5. Clearly, it is
a much weaker statement than Theorem 1.6. For the sake of completeness we will provide
the details of its deduction from Theorem 1.5 in Section 7.3.

Theorem 1.7. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd with µ being a Gibbs
measure equivalent to Hτ |K where τ := dimHK. Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive
function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x → ∞ and assume that

∑∞
n=1 ψ(n)

τ diverges. Then, for
µ-almost all x ∈ K

Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x)

Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x)
≤ lim inf

N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))

≤ lim sup
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))
≤ Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x)

Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x)

.

(1.31)

It can be verified that this significantly weaker form of Theorem 1.6 is enough to imply
Corollary 1.2 and also Corollary 1.3 without the error term.

We bring this section to an end with a brief discussion concerning the recurrent prob-
lem beyond self-conformal systems, or rather beyond the structure inherited by such
systems. In view of Theorem A, we know that exponential mixing underpins the asymp-
totic behaviour of the counting function within the setup of the shrinking target problem.
Currently, we see no obvious counterexample that shows that this is not enough within
the recurrent framework. Adding a safety net, by restricting to Hausdorff measures, it
remains plausible that the following “strengthening” of Theorem 1.6 is true. In short it
would suggest that the key aspect of the system under consideration is that it is expo-
nentially mixing and nothing else.

Claim T. Let (X,B, µ, T ) be a measure-preserving dynamical system in Rd with µ being
a τ -Ahlfors regular measure where τ := dimHX. Let C be a collection of balls in Rd and
suppose that µ is exponentially-mixing with respect to (T, C). Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real
positive function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x→ ∞. Then, for any given ε > 0, we have that

N∑

n=1

1B(x,ψ(n))(T
nx) = Ψ(N,x) +O

(
Ψ(N,x)1/2 log

3
2
+ǫ(Ψ(N, x))

)

for µ-almost all x ∈ K, where Ψ(N,x) :=

N∑

n=1

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
.

Several comments are in order.

(i) It is easily versified that within the setup of self-conformal systems, the notion of
µ being equivalent to Hτ |X and µ being τ -Ahlfors regular coincide (for the details,
see the proof of Theorem 2.7 in [27]). In general, we only have that the latter
implies the former.
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(ii) Clearly, under the assumption that µ is a τ -Ahlfors regular measure as in Claim T,

we can replace the quantity Ψ(N, x) by
∑N

n=1 ψ(n)
τ in the error term (as in The-

orem 1.6) and thus making it independent of x ∈ K. The reason that we have
not done this is that there is a possibility that the conclusion of the claim is true
without the Ahlfors regular assumption and in such generality the error may de-
pend on x ∈ K; that is to say that Ψ(N, x) may not be comparable to a sum that
is independent of x.

(iii) With the previous comment in mind, it is worth pointing out that (1.26) is in fact
true under the hypothesis of Claim T (see [41, Lemma 2.5]). Indeed, it is easily
checked that all that is essentially required to establish (1.26) is that µ is τ -Ahlfors
regular and that µ is exponentially-mixing.

Even if Claim T turns out to be false, it does not rule out the following strengthening of
Corollary 1.2 which is of independent interest.

Claim 0-1. Let (X,B, µ, T ) be a measure-preserving dynamical system in Rd with µ
being a τ -Ahlfors regular measure where τ := dimHX. Let C be a collection of balls in Rd

and suppose that µ is exponentially-mixing with respect to (T, C). Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a
real positive function. Then

µ (R(ψ)) =




0 if

∑∞
n=1 ψ(n)

τ <∞,

1 if
∑∞

n=1 ψ(n)
τ = ∞.

(1.32)

As already mentioned, currently we see no obvious counterexample that shows that
Claim T is false, let alone a counterexample to Claim 0-1.

Remark 1.8. As mentioned in the discussion leading up to Claim T, the actual statement
of the claim is erring on the side of caution. Indeed, we see no obvious counter example
to either Claim T or Claim 0-1 even if we remove the assumption that the measure µ is
Ahlfors regular. Obviously, without the latter assumption, in Claim 0-1 we would replace
the sum appearing in (1.32) by

∑∞
n=1 µ

(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
. It is worth pointing out that a

relatively painless calculation shows that within the context of Example ABB, we have
that

∞∑

n=1

µ
(
B(x, ψα(n))

)
< ∞

for µ-almost all x ∈ K (see Proposition C.1 in Appendix C for the details). Thus,
Example ABB is not a counterexample to the bolder statement in which the Ahlfors
regular assumption is dropped. Finally, at the very basic level, as far as we are aware, it
is not known whether or not µ(R(ψ)) satisfies a zero-one law; i.e. µ(R(ψ)) = 0 or 1.

1.4. Organizations of the paper. This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we introduce the background knowledge, including concepts and basic results regarding
conformal maps, conformal iterated function schemes and Ruelle operators on symbolic
spaces and self-conformal sets. In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.3 in a more general
framework that does not require the open set condition (by defintion, this is implicit in
the framework of a self-conformal system). In addition, with reference to Remark 1.3, we
provide a counterexample to Käenmäki’s result in dimension two. In Section 4, we prove
Theorem 1.1 by utilizing the exponentially mixing property for cylinder sets. Sections 5
& 6 are devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.2 - our main result. In Section 7, we establish
the statements presented in Section 1.3 regarding the applications of Theorem 1.2 to the
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recurrent problem for self-conformal dynamical systems. This involves establishing a more
versatile form of the standard quantitative Borel-Cantelli Lemma.

2. Self conformal systems: the preliminaries

For convenience, various pieces of notation that are frequently used throughout the
paper are listed below:

• d ≥ 1 is an integer.

• For any x =
(
x1, ..., xd

)
∈ Rd, denote by |x| := (x21 + · · · + x2d)

1/2 the Euclidean
norm of x.

• If A is a d× d real matrix, the maximal norm of A is denoted by

|A| := sup
{
|Ax| : |x| = 1

}
.

• For a function f ∈ C1(Ω) on an open set Ω ⊆ Rd, the symbol f ′(x) represents the
Jacobian matrix of f at x ∈ Ω. It is also common to use the notation Dxf .

• The diameter of a set E ⊆ Rd under the Euclidean norm is denoted by |E|, and
we write E for the closure of E in the topology induced by this norm.

• For any x ∈ Rn and r > 0, we use B(x, r) to denote the open ball centered at x

with radius r under the Euclidean norm.

2.1. Conformal maps.

Definition 2.1. Let Ω ⊆ Rd be an open set. We say that f ∈ C1(Ω) is conformal on Ω
if f is injective and

f ′(x) 6= 0 and |(f ′(x))(y)| = |f ′(x)| · |y|, ∀x ∈ Ω, ∀y ∈ Rd.

Let Ω ⊆ Rd be a connected open set. We shall recall the rigidity of conformal maps
on Ω. When d = 1, a map f : Ω → R is a conformal map if and only if f ∈ C1(Ω)
and f ′(x) 6= 0 for all x ∈ Ω. When d = 2, if we view R2 as the complex plane C,
then an injective map f : Ω → C is conformal if and only if f is holomorphic (or anti-
holomorphic) on Ω. When d ≥ 3, by Liouville’s theorem (see [33, Section 3.8]), a map
f : Ω → Rd is conformal if and only if it is a restriction to Ω of a Möbius transformation

on R
d
:= Rd ∪ {∞}, that is

f(x) = b+
c

|x− a|ǫ · A(x− a),

where a,b ∈ Rd, c ∈ R, ǫ ∈ {0, 2} and A is a d×d orthogonal matrix. We end this section
with the following useful result.

Lemma 2.1. Let d ≥ 2 be an integer and let Ω ⊆ Rd be a bounded connected open set.
Suppose {fn}n∈N is a sequence of conformal maps on Ω such that:

(i) there exists C > 1 so that for any n ≥ 1 we have

C−1|x− y| ≤ |fn(x)− fn(y)| ≤ C |x− y| , ∀ x, y ∈ Ω

(ii) {fn}n∈N is uniformly bounded on Ω; that is to say that there exists M > 0 so that
for any n ≥ 1 we have

|fn(x)| ≤M , ∀ x ∈ Ω .
17



Then, there exist a subsequence {fnk
} ⊆ {fn} and a conformal map g on Ω such that

fnk
→ g uniformly on Ω.

Proof. Let {fn}n∈N satisfy the above conditions (i) and (ii). Then by the Arzelà–Ascoli
Theorem, there exist a subsequence {fnk

} ⊆ {fn} and a continuous map g : Ω → Rd such
that fnk

→ g uniformly on Ω. We now show that g is conformal. When d = 2, we view
R2 as the complex plane C and it follows from [19, Theorem III 1.3] that g is holomorphic
on Ω. By condition (i), we know that g′(z) 6= 0 for all z ∈ Ω and hence g is conformal.

If d ≥ 3, then {fn}n∈N is a sequence of Möbius maps on R
d
. Moreover, by combining

condition (i) and [33, Corollary 3.6.6], the sequence {fn}n∈N is a normal family over R
d
.

So we can assume that fnk
→ g uniformly on R

d
under the chordal metric (see [33, Page

7] for the definition of chordal metric). Finally, we conclude that g is a Möbius map by
means of [33, Theorem 3.6.7] and thus conformal. �

2.2. C1+α conformal IFS. Let d ≥ 1 be an integer. In this section, we introduce the
definition of a C1+α conformal IFS on Rd and bring together some simple but useful
properties that are frequently used throughout the paper.

Definition 2.2. Let Ω ⊆ Rd be an open set and α > 0. Given a function f : Ω → Rd,
we say that f ∈ C1+α(Ω) if f ∈ C1(Ω) and f ′ is α-Hölder continuous on Ω; that is, there
exists some constant C > 0 such that

∣∣ |f ′(x)| − |f ′(y)|
∣∣ ≤ C |x− y|α , ∀ x, y ∈ Ω .

Definition 2.3. Fix an integer m ≥ 2. We say that Φ = {ϕj}1≤j≤m is a conformal IFS
on Rd if there exists a bounded connected open set Ω ⊆ Rd such that each map ϕj is an
injective and contractive conformal map on Ω satisfying

ϕj(Ω) ⊆ Ω and 0 < inf
x∈Ω

|ϕ′
j(x)| ≤ sup

x∈Ω
|ϕ′
j(x)| < 1. (2.1)

In particular, we say that Φ is a C1+α conformal IFS if each ϕj (j = 1, 2, ..., m) above
belongs to C1+α(Ω).

It is well known (Hutchinson [42]) that there is a unique compact set K ⊆ Ω such that

K =

m⋃

j=1

ϕj(K) . (2.2)

We call this set K the self-conformal set generated by Φ. In particular, we say that Φ
satisfies the open set condition (OSC) if there is a nonempty open set V ⊆ Ω such that
ϕj(V ) ⊆ V and ϕi(V ) ∩ ϕj(V ) = ∅ for any i 6= j ∈ {1, ..., m}.

Here and throughout, let Σ := {1, 2, ..., m} denote a finite alphabet composed of m
elements. For any n ∈ N, the set Σn consists of all words of length n over Σ, while Σ∗

represents the collection of all finite words as follows

Σ∗ :=
⋃

k≥1

Σk .

Given a word I = i1...in, we define the associated map ϕI as the composition

ϕI := ϕi1 ◦ · · · ◦ ϕin ,
and let

KI := ϕI(K)
18



denote the images of K under ϕI . The length of a finite word I ∈ Σ∗ is denoted by |I|.
The cylinder set associated with I = i1 · · · in is defined as

[I] = {J = (j1j2 · ··) ∈ ΣN : j1 = i1, ..., jn = in}.
Additionally, the composition of two finite words I = i1i2 · · · in and J = j1j2 · · · jk is given
by

IJ := i1 · · · inj1 · · · jk .

The following statements hold for any C1+α conformal IFS on Rd:

• There exists C1 > 1 such that

|ϕ′
I(x)| ≤ C1 |ϕ′

I(y)|, ∀x,y ∈ Ω, ∀ I ∈ Σ∗, (2.3)

and hence

C−1
1 ‖ϕ′

I‖ ≤ |ϕ′
I(x)| ≤ C1 ‖ϕ′

I‖, ∀x ∈ Ω, ∀ I ∈ Σ∗, (2.4)

where ‖f ′‖ := supx∈Ω |f ′(x)|. For a proof, see [61, Lemma 2.1].

• There exists a bounded open set U ⊆ Ω and a constant C2 > 1 such that

U ⊆ Ω, ϕj(U) ⊆ U (j = 1, 2, ..., m)

and

C−1
2 ‖ϕ′

I‖ · |x− y| ≤ |ϕI(x)− ϕI(y)| ≤ C2 ‖ϕ′
I‖ · |x− y| (2.5)

for all x,y ∈ U and all I ∈ Σ∗. For a proof, see [61, Lemma 2.2].

• It follows directly from (2.5) that there exists C3 > 1 such that

C−1
3 ‖ϕ′

I‖ ≤ |KI | ≤ C3 ‖ϕ′
I‖, ∀ I ∈ Σ∗. (2.6)

Therefore, on letting

κ := max
{
‖ϕ′

j‖ : 1 ≤ j ≤ m
}
, (2.7)

we have that

|KI | ≤ C3 κ
|I|, ∀ I ∈ Σ∗ . (2.8)

• By (2.4) and (2.6) and the fact that the equality

|(f ◦ g)′(x)| = |f ′(g(x))| · |g′(x)|
holds for any x ∈ Ω and any pair of conformal mappings f, g : Ω → Ω, there exists
C4 > 1 such that

C−1
4 |KI ||KJ | ≤ |KIJ | ≤ C4 |KI ||KJ |, ∀ I, J ∈ Σ∗. (2.9)

Remark 2.1. With reference to Definition 2.3, it can be verified that the second condition
in (2.1) can be weakened to the statement: there exists n0 ∈ N such that

0 < inf
x∈Ω

|ϕ′
I(x)| ≤ sup

x∈Ω
|ϕ′
I(x)| < 1, ∀ I ∈ Σn0 . (2.10)

without effecting the results obtained in this paper. In other words, our theorems hold for
the corresponding larger class of self conformal systems coming from the self-conformal
IFS {ϕI}I∈Σn0 . For a concrete example of this see Remark 7.1.
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Remark 2.2. Let Φ = {ϕj : Ω → Ω}1≤j≤m be a conformal IFS (not necessarily C1+α) on
Rd with d ≥ 2. It is easy to find a bounded connected open set U ⊆ Ω such that

U ⊆ Ω, ϕj(U) ⊆ U (j = 1, 2, ..., m) .

Then, by [57, Proposition 4.2.1], each ϕj (j = 1, 2, ..., m) is C1+α on U with α = 1.

2.3. Ruelle operators on symbolic spaces. In this section, we introduce Ruelle op-
erators on symbolic spaces. Fix an integer m ≥ 2, let Σ = {1, 2, ..., m}. Define a metric
on ΣN as

dist(I, J) := m− sup{k≥1:i1=j1,...,ik=jk}, ∀ I = i1i2 · ··, J = j1j2 · ·· ∈ ΣN, (2.11)

where we set sup ∅ := 0 and m−∞ := 0. It is well known that dist(·, ·) is an ultrametric
and that (ΣN, dist) is a compact metric space. Let σ : ΣN → ΣN be the shift map on ΣN,
that is σ(i1i2 · ··) = i2i3 · ·· for any i1i2 · ·· ∈ ΣN.

Given g ∈ C(ΣN), we define S : C(ΣN) → C(ΣN) to be the Ruelle operator with
potential g by setting

Sf(I) :=
∑

J∈σ−1(I)

g(J)f(J), ∀ f ∈ C(ΣN), ∀ I ∈ ΣN .

It can be verified that the iterates of S can be written as

Snf(I) =
∑

J∈σ−1(I)

g(n)(J)f(J), ∀n ∈ N, ∀ f ∈ C(ΣN), ∀ I ∈ ΣN,

where g(n)(I) := g(I)g(σI) · · · g(σn−1I) for I ∈ ΣN. For any f ∈ C(ΣN), let

‖f‖∞ := sup
I∈ΣN

|f(I)| .

The norm of S is defined as

‖S‖∞ := sup
{
‖Sf‖∞ : f ∈ C(ΣN), ‖f‖∞ = 1

}
.

It is clear that ‖S‖∞ ≤ m‖g‖∞ and hence S is a bounded linear operator on the Banach
space (C(ΣN), ‖·‖∞). We define the spectral radius of S as

R := lim
n→∞

‖Sn‖1/n∞ . (2.12)

This limit exists since ‖Sn+m‖∞ ≤ ‖Sn‖∞‖Sm‖∞ (see [25, Corollary 1.3]).

Let M(ΣN) be the collection of all finite Borel signed measures. By the Riesz Repre-
sentation Theorem [31, Theorem 7.17], we know that M(ΣN) can be viewed as the dual
space of C(ΣN). We then define the dual operator S∗ : M(ΣN) → M(ΣN) of S by setting

〈S∗ν, f〉 = 〈ν,Sf〉 (2.13)

for any ν ∈ M(ΣN) and f ∈ C(ΣN), where 〈ν, f〉 :=
∫

ΣN

f dν.

Let β > 0. Denote by Cβ(ΣN) the collection of all β-Hölder continuous functions. We
are now in the position to introduce Ruelle’s Theorem. In short, it provides us with the
existence of ‘good’ measures on ΣN.

Theorem 2.1 (Ruelle [10, Theorem 1.5]). Let β > 0, let g : ΣN → R>0 be a positive β-
Hölder continuous function, let S be the Ruelle operator with potential g and let R be the
spectral radius of S . Then, there exist unique positive h ∈ Cβ(ΣN) and Borel probability
measure ν ∈ M(ΣN) such that

Sh = Rh, S∗ν = Rν,

∫

ΣN

h dν = 1. (2.14)
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The theorem naturally enables us to define “good” measures on symbolic spaces.

Definition 2.4 (Gibbs measure on ΣN). Let β > 0, let g : ΣN → R>0 be a positive
β-Hölder continuous function and let S be the Ruelle operator with potential g. Let h be
the eigenfunction of S and ν be the eigenmeasure of S as in (2.14). We define the Gibbs
measure µ with respect to the β-Hölder potential g (or briefly, a Gibbs measure when β
and g are not explicitly relevant) on ΣN by

dµ := h dν .

We now list various useful elementary properties regarding the Gibbs measure µ:

• Let S̃ denote the normalized Ruelle operator; that is

S̃f(I) :=
∑

J∈σ−1(I)

g̃(J)f(J) where g̃ :=
1

R
· g · h
h ◦ σ .

Then we have

S̃1 ≡ 1 and S̃∗µ = µ. (2.15)

• µ is σ-invariant.

• (Gibbs property) There exists C5 > 1 such that

C−1
5 g̃(|I|)(J) ≤ µ([I]) ≤ C5 g̃

(|I|)(J), ∀ I ∈ Σ∗, ∀ J ∈ [I] . (2.16)

• (quasi-Bernoulli property) There exists C6 > 1 such that

C−1
6 µ([I])µ([J ]) ≤ µ([IJ ]) ≤ C6 µ([I])µ([J ]), ∀ I, J ∈ Σ∗. (2.17)

The identity (2.15) and the σ-invariance of µ can be verified directly by definition. For
a proof of the inequality (2.16), we refer to [17]. The quasi-Bernoulli property follows
from (2.16) and the fact that g̃(|I|)(J1) ≍ g̃(|I|)(J2) for any I ∈ Σ∗ and any J1, J2 ∈ [I].
The latter, can be proved by making use of the fact that g̃ is positive and the β-Hölder
continuity of log g̃.

The following well-known result states that any Gibbs measure on ΣN exhibits expo-
nentially decay of correlations for β-Hölder continuous functions. To state the result, we
define the β-Hölder norm for f ∈ Cβ(ΣN) as

‖f‖β := ‖f‖∞ + sup

{ |f(I)− f(J)|
dist(I, J)β

: I, J ∈ ΣN, I 6= J

}
.

Theorem 2.2 ([10, Theorem 1.6]). Let β > 0 and let µ be a Gibbs measure with respect
to a β-Hölder potential on ΣN. Then there exist C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

∣∣∣∣
∫

ΣN

f1 · f2 ◦ σn dµ−
∫

ΣN

f1 dµ ·
∫

ΣN

f2 dµ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C γn · ‖f1‖β ·
∫

ΣN

|f2| dµ

for any f1 ∈ Cβ(ΣN), any f2 ∈ L1(µ) and any n ∈ N.

The authors in [26] utilized Theorem 2.2 to prove the following result which says that
any Gibbs measure on ΣN is exponentially mixing with respect to (σ, C), where C is the
collection of all balls in ΣN.

Theorem 2.3 ([26, Proposition 7.2]). Let µ be a Gibbs measure on ΣN. Then there exist
C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

∣∣µ
(
[I] ∩ σ−nF

)
− µ([I])µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ Cγnµ(F )

for any I ∈ Σ∗, any measurable set F ⊆ ΣN and any n ∈ N.
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This concludes our discussion concerning Ruelle operators and associated Gibbs mea-
sures on symbolic spaces. We now turn our attention to Ruelle operators on self-conformal
sets.

2.4. Ruelle operators on C1+α conformal IFS. Let m ∈ N≥2, let d ∈ N, let α > 0
and let α′ > 0. Throughout this section, let

Φ = {ϕj : Ω → Ω}1≤j≤m
be a C1+α conformal IFS on Rd, let K ⊆ Rd be the self-conformal set generated by Φ,
and let

{gj : ϕj(Ω) → R>0}1≤j≤m
be positive α′-Hölder continuous functions. Define the Ruelle operator L : C(K) → C(K)
with potentials {gj}1≤j≤m by setting

(Lf) (x) :=
m∑

j=1

gj (ϕj(x)) f (ϕj(x)) (2.18)

where f ∈ C(K) and x ∈ K. The spectral radius of L is defined similarly as in (2.12)
with S replaced by L and ΣN replaced by K. Let M(K) be the collection of all finite
Borel signed measures on K. The dual operator L∗ : M(K) → M(K) corresponding
to L is defined similarly as in (2.13). We now construct the Ruelle operator S on the
symbolic space ΣN = {1, ..., m}N associated with L via the functions {gj}1≤j≤m. In turn,
we investigate the relationship between the two operators L and S .

Fix x0 ∈ K. The coding map associated to Φ, denoted by π : ΣN → K, is defined as
follows:

π(I) := lim
n→∞

ϕi1 ◦ · · · ◦ ϕin(x0) where I = i1i2 · ·· ∈ ΣN. (2.19)

The above limit exists since the maps ϕj (1 ≤ j ≤ m) are contractive, and its value is
independent of the choice of x0 ∈ K. The Ruelle operator S : C(ΣN) → C(ΣN) associated
with {gj}1≤j≤m (or equivalently induced by L) is defined by

Sf(I) :=
∑

J∈σ−1(I)

g(J)f(J) ∀ f ∈ C(ΣN), ∀ I ∈ ΣN , (2.20)

where we set

g(I) := gi1(π(I)), ∀ I = i1i2 · ·· ∈ ΣN.

A direct calculation yields that g is a β-Hölder continuous function on ΣN, where

β :=
−α′ log κ

logm
and κ ∈ (0, 1) is as in (2.7).

It turns out that L and S should have some relations. Indeed, it can be verified that the
operators L and S are naturally related via the coding map in the following manner:

S(f ◦ π) = (Lf) ◦ π ∀ f ∈ C(K) . (2.21)

With this at hand, one can show that L and S share the same spectral radius which we
denote by R. According to Theorem 2.1, there exist unique positive h ∈ Cβ(ΣN) and
Borel probability measure ν ∈ M(ΣN) such that

Sh = Rh, S∗ν = Rν,

∫

ΣN

h dν = 1. (2.22)
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In [27], Fan and Lau established the existence and uniqueness of the eigenfunction and
eigenmeasure of the operator L and also revealed their respective relationship to h and
ν. More precisely, this is summarised by the following statement. Clearly the first part is
the analogue of Theorem 2.1 for self-conformal sets.

Theorem 2.4 ([27, Proof of Theorem 1.1; Theorem 2.2]). Let L be a Ruelle operator
defined as in (2.18), and let R be the spectral radius of L. Let S be the Ruelle operator
on ΣN induced by L (see (2.20)), and let h ∈ Cβ(ΣN) and ν ∈ M(ΣN) be as in (2.22).
Then we have:

(i) There exist unique positive h ∈ C(K) and Borel probability measure ν ∈ M(K)
such that

Lh = Rh, L∗ν = Rν,

∫

K

h dν = 1.

(ii) Let h and ν be the function and measure obtained in (i). Then

h = h ◦ π and ν = ν ◦ π−1 .

(iii) Let ν be the measure obtained in (i). If Φ (the IFS) satisfies the open set condition
(OSC), then for all I, J ∈ Σ∗ with |I| = |J | and I 6= J we have that

ν(KI ∩KJ) = 0 .

In the same way that Theorem 2.1 enables us to naturally define “good” measures on
symbolic spaces, the above theorem enables us to define “good” measures on self-conformal
sets.

Definition 2.5 (Gibbs measure on K). Let α′ > 0, let {gj : ϕj(Ω) → R>0}1≤j≤m be
positive α′-Hölder continuous functions and let L be the Ruelle operator with respect to
{gj}1≤j≤m as defined by (2.18). Let h be the eigenfuction of L and ν be the eigenmeasure
of L as in part (i) of Theorem 2.4. We define the Gibbs measure µ with respect to the
α′-Hölder potentials {gj}1≤j≤m (or briefly, a Gibbs measure) on K by

dµ := h dν. (2.23)

Now let µ be the Gibbs measure with respect to the α′-Hölder potentials {gj}1≤j≤m.
In turn, let h ∈ Cβ(ΣN) and ν ∈ M(ΣN) be the eigenfunction and eigenmeasure of the
Ruelle operator S associated with {gj}1≤j≤m (see (2.22)), and let dµ := h dν be the Gibbs
measure on ΣN with respect to the β-Hölder potential g (see Definition 2.4). Then, as a
consequence of part (ii) of Theorem 2.4, we have that

µ = µ ◦ π−1. (2.24)

The upshot is that any Gibbs measure µ on K is an image measure of a Gibbs measure
µ on the symbolic space ΣN under the coding map.

In the following, we assume that Φ satisfies the OSC. Let K̃ be the set of points with
unique symbolic representation; that is

K̃ :=
{
x ∈ K : #

(
π−1(x)

)
= 1
}
.

Then by part (iii) of Theorem 2.4, we have that

µ
(
K̃c
)
= 0. (2.25)
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With this in mind, consider the map T : Rd → Rd defined by

T (x) :=




π ◦ σ ◦ π−1(x) if x ∈ K̃,

x if x /∈ K̃.
(2.26)

By (2.24), (2.25) and the σ-invariance of µ (see Section 2.3), it can be verified that µ is T -

invariant. Indeed, since µ = µ ◦ π−1, then (2.25) implies that µ((π−1K̃)c) = 0. Moreover,

by the definitions of K̃ and T , we have that

K̃ ∩ T−1F = π−1K̃ ∩ σ−1(π−1F )

for any µ-measurable set F ⊆ Rd. This together with the fact that µ is σ-invariant in
mind, implies that

µ(T−1F ) = µ(K̃ ∩ T−1F )

= µ(π−1K̃ ∩ σ−1(π−1F ))

= µ(σ−1(π−1F ))

= µ(π−1F )

= µ(F )

as desired. Next, given any n ∈ N, any I ∈ Σ∗ and any µ-measurable subset F ⊆ Rd, the
following relation follows directly via the definitions of K̃ and T

π−1
(
KI ∩ T−nF ∩ K̃

)
= [I] ∩ σ−n(π−1F ) ∩ π−1K̃.

Then on using (2.25), we find that

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nF

)
= µ

(
[I] ∩ σ−n(π−1F )

)
. (2.27)

In particular, if we put F = K in (2.27), it follows that

µ(KI) = µ([I]), ∀ I ∈ Σ∗ . (2.28)

The upshot of the above is that on combining (2.24), (2.27), (2.28) with the σ-invariance
of µ and Theorem 2.3, we obtain the following statement that plays a crucial role in the
proof of Theorem 1.1. It can be viewed as the the analogue of Theorem 2.3 for self-
conformal sets.

Corollary 2.1. Let Φ be a C1+α conformal IFS satisfying the OSC on Rd, let K be the
self-conformal set generated by Φ, let µ be a Gibbs measure supported on K and let T be
defined as in (2.26). Then there exist C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

∣∣µ
(
KI ∩ T−nF

)
− µ(KI)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ Cγnµ(F )

for any n ≥ 1, any I ∈ Σ∗ and any µ-measurable set F ⊆ Rd.

For the sake of completeness, we end this section by describing two concrete and well
known examples of Gibbs measures on self-conformal sets K. The first example shows
that any self-similar measure is a Gibbs measure. The second example shows the existence
of Gibbs measures that are equivalent to the restricted Hausdorff measure on K.
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Example 2.1. Let Φ = {ϕ}1≤j≤m be a self-similar IFS on Rd and K be the self-similar
set generated by Φ. Let p = (p1, ..., pm) be a probability vector. Then p induces on K
the self-similar measure

µ =
m∑

j=1

pj µ ◦ ϕ−1
j .

Let L : C(K) → C(K) be the Ruelle operator defined by

(Lf) (x) :=
m∑

j=1

pjf (ϕj(x)) .

Then a straightforward calculation shows that the spectral radius of L is 1 and

L1 ≡ 1 and L∗µ = µ.

The upshot is that any self-similar measure is a Gibbs measure.

Example 2.2. Let Φ = {ϕj}1≤j≤m be a C1+α conformal IFS on Rd satisfying the OSC,
and let K be the self-conformal set generated by Φ. Let τ := dimHK. Let L : C(K) →
C(K) be the the Ruelle operator defined by

(Lf) (x) :=
m∑

j=1

|ϕ′
j(x)|τf(ϕj(x)).

Then by [27, Theorems 2.7 and 2.9], the spectral radius of L is 1 and the unique eigen-
measure ν ∈ M(K) (the existence is guaranteed by part (i) of Theorem 2.4) is given by
the normalized restricted Hausdorff measure

ν :=
Hτ |K
Hτ (K)

which satisfies L∗ν = ν .

By definition, the corresponding Gibbs measure µ is given by dµ = h dν for some positive
continuous function h ∈ C(K) and it is easily verified that there exists C > 1 such that

C−1Hτ (E) ≤ µ(E) ≤ CHτ (E) for all Borel sets E ⊆ K.

In other words, µ is equivalent to Hτ |K - the restricted Hausdorff measure on K.

3. Self-conformal sets: rigidity without separation conditions and the

proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we will prove Theorem 1.3. As alluded in Remark 1.3, and indeed
the title of this section, we will in fact prove a stronger statement that does not require
the OSC assumption that is implicit in the definition of a self-conformal system. Let µ
be a Borel probability measure on the symbolic space ΣN = {1, 2, ..., m}N. Recall, that
(ΣN, dist) is a compact metric space where dist is given by (2.11). With this in mind, we
say that µ is doubling if there exists C > 1 such that

0 < µ
(
B(I, 2r)

)
≤ C µ

(
B(I, r)

)
<∞ ∀ I ∈ ΣN and r > 0 .

It can be verified that this standard definition is equivalent to the statement that there
exists η ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ([Ij]) > η · µ([I]) ∀ I ∈ Σ∗ and 1 ≤ j ≤ m, (3.1)

where [Ij] denotes the cylinder set
{
J = j1j2 · ·· ∈ ΣN : j1j2 · · · j|I| = I, j|I|+1 = j

}
.
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A direct consequence of (2.17) is that any Gibbs measure on ΣN is doubling and so the
following statement implies Theorem 1.3.

Proposition 3.1. Let Φ = {ϕj}1≤j≤m be a C1+α conformal IFS (without any separation
condition) on Rd with d ≥ 2, let K be the self-conformal set generated by Φ and let π be the
coding map (see (2.19)). Let µ be a doubling Borel probability measure on ΣN = {1, ..., m}N
and µ = µ ◦ π−1. Given any ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d− 1}, then one of the following statements hold:

(i) µ(K ∩M) = 0 for any ℓ-dimensional C1 submanifold M ⊆ Rd;

(ii) K is contained in a ℓ-dimensional affine subspace or ℓ-dimensional geometric
sphere;

(iii) K is contained in a finite disjoint union of analytic curves and this may happen
only when d = 2 and ℓ = 1.

Before giving the proof we mention a useful generic fact concerning submanifolds of Rd

that will be exploited in the course of establishing the proposition. Let ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d− 1}
and let M ⊆ Rd be a ℓ-dimensional C1 submanifold. Given p ∈ M , there exists an open
set U ⊆M (under the topology of M) with p ∈ U such that we can find a diffeomorphism
ϕ : U → ϕ(U) from U into an open subset of Rℓ. Let

ψ := ϕ−1 : ϕ(U) → U

be the inverse map of ϕ on ϕ(U). Then, the tangent space of M at p is given by

TpM :=
{(
ψ′(ϕ(p))

)
(x) : x ∈ Rℓ

}
. (3.2)

It is easy to check that this definition is independent of the choice of the diffeomorphism
ϕ. In the proof of Proposition 3.1, we will utilize the following simple observation which
follows directly on utilizing Taylor’s formula: For any p ∈ M and any ǫ > 0, there exists
r0 = r0(p, ǫ) > 0 such that for any 0 < r < r0, we have

B(p, r) ∩M ⊆ (p+ TpM)ǫr. (3.3)

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d − 1}. Throughout the proof, we assume that
there exists a ℓ-dimensional C1 submanifold M ⊆ Rd such that

µ(K ∩M) > 0 .

With this in mind, the proof boils down to showing that either (ii) or (iii) of Proposition
3.1 hold.

Since µ = µ ◦ π−1, then in view of the assumption we have that µ
(
π−1(K ∩M)

)
> 0.

With this at hand, on combining the doubling property of µ with the Lebesgue differ-
entiation theorem for doubling measure [38, Theorem 1.8], it follows that there exists
I = i1i2 · ·· ∈ π−1(K ∩M) such that

lim
n→∞

µ
(
[i1 · · · in] ∩ π−1(K ∩M)

)

µ([i1 · · · in])
= 1. (3.4)

Throughout, fix I = i1i2 · ·· ∈ π−1(K ∩M) that satisfies (3.4) and let z0 := π(I). Now
with the notation and language of Section 2.2 in mind, for any n ∈ N, let In := i1 · · · in
and consider the map given by

ψn(z) := ‖ϕ′
In‖−1(z− ϕIn(z0)) + z0, ∀ z ∈ Rd.
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To ease notation, let V := z0 + Tz0M where the last term is the tangent space at z0 (see
(3.2) above). We claim that

inf
n∈N

max
x∈K

d
(
ψn ◦ ϕIn(x), ψn(V )

)
= 0. (3.5)

For the moment let us assume the validity of (3.5). Then, there exists a subsequence
{nk}k≥1 ⊆ N such that

max
x∈K

d
(
ψnk

◦ ϕInk
(x), ψnk

(V )
)
→ 0 as k → +∞. (3.6)

Let U ⊆ Rd be the bounded connected open set appearing above (2.5). Then by (2.5),
we have that

C−1
2 |x− y| ≤ |ψn ◦ ϕIn(x)− ψn ◦ ϕIn(y)| ≤ C2|x− y| , ∀x,y ∈ U, ∀n ∈ N.

This together with the fact that z0 is a fixed point of ψn ◦ ϕIn implies that {ψn ◦ ϕIn}n∈N
is uniformly bounded on U . Therefore, in view of Lemma 2.1 and by passing to a subse-
quence of {ψnk

◦ϕnk
}k∈N, there exists a conformal map f : U → Rd such that ψnk

◦ϕInk
→ f

uniformly on U . This together with (3.6), implies that

max
x∈K

d
(
f(x), ψnk

(V )
)
→ 0 as k → +∞. (3.7)

Now, let A(d, ℓ) be the collection of all ℓ-dimensional affine subspaces in Rd. It is well

known that A(d, ℓ) can be viewed as a locally compact metric subspace of Rd2+d, see
[56, Section 3.16]. By (3.7) and the compactness of f(K), the sequence {ψnk

(V )}k≥1 is
bounded on A(d, ℓ). Then by the locally compactness of A(d, ℓ) and passing to a subse-
quence if necessary, we may assume that there exists W ∈ A(d, ℓ) such that ψnk

(V ) →W .
This together with (3.7),implies that f(K) ⊆ W and hence

K ⊆ f−1(W ∩ f(U)) .
Recall, that f is conformal, so f−1 is also a conformal map on its domain f(U).

◦ When d ≥ 3, we note that a conformal map in a connected open set can be

extended to a Möbius transformation in R
d
. Thus, it follows that f−1(W ∩ f(U))

is contained in either a ℓ-dimensional affine subspace of Rd or a ℓ-dimensional
geometric sphere.

◦ When d = 2, we note that a conformal map in a connected open set is a holomor-
phic (or anti-holomorphic) map. Thus, it follows that f−1(W ∩f(U)) is contained
in countable many analytic curves. Since K is compact, it follows that K is
contained in at most finitely many analytic curves.

The upshot is that part (ii) or (iii) of Proposition 3.1 hold under the assumption that
(3.5) is valid.

We now prove (3.5). If it is not true, then

δ0 := inf
n∈N

max
x∈K

d
(
ψn ◦ ϕIn(x), ψn(V )

)
> 0.

Therefore, for any n ∈ N, on making use of (2.6), it follows that there exists xn ∈ K such
that

d(ϕIn(xn), V ) = ‖ϕ′
In‖ · d(ψn ◦ ϕIn(xn), ψn(V ))

≥ δ0 · ‖ϕ′
In‖

≥ C−1
3 δ0 · |KIn| . (3.8)
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Fix ǫ ∈ (0, C−1
3 δ0). Then, by (3.3) there exists N ∈ N such that for all n > N , we have

that

KIn ∩M ⊆ B(z0, |KIn|) ∩M ⊆ (V )ǫ|KIn |. (3.9)

For any n ∈ N, choose j
(n)
1 j

(n)
2 · ·· ∈ π−1(xn). Then for any m ∈ N and n > N , by (2.9)

and (3.8), it follows that

d
(
K
Inj

(n)
1 ···j(n)

m
, V
)

≥ d(ϕIn(xn), V )−
∣∣K

Inj
(n)
1 ···j(n)

m

∣∣

≥
(
C−1

3 δ0 − C4

∣∣K
j
(n)
1 ···j(n)

m

∣∣
)
· |KIn|. (3.10)

Choose m0 ∈ N large enough so that

C−1
3 δ0 − C4 · max

J∈Σm0

∣∣KJ

∣∣ ≥ ǫ .

Then, it follows that from (3.10) and (3.9), that
[
Inj

(n)
1 · · · j(n)m0

]
⊆
(
[In] ∩ π−1(K ∩M)

)c

for any n > N . Hence, for any n > N ,

µ
(
[In] ∩ π−1(K ∩M)

)
≤ µ([In])− µ([Inj

(n)
1 · · · j(n)m0

]).

Since µ is doubling (see (3.1)), there exists η ∈ (0, 1) such that for any n > N

µ([Inj
(n)
1 · · · j(n)m0

]) ≥ η · µ([In]),
and so it follows that

µ
(
[In] ∩ π−1(K ∩M)

)
≤ (1− η) · µ([In]) , ∀n > N.

However, this contradicts (3.4) and so (3.5) is true as desired. �

As mentioned in the introduction (more precisely Remark 1.3) a similar result to our
Theorem 1.3, equivalently Proposition 3.1 with the OSC and µ a Gibbs measure, was
obtained by Käenmäki [43, Theorem 2.1] in which µ is restricted to Hausdorff measures
Hs and part (iii) of the theorem is replaced with the statement that K is contained in a
single analytic curve. However, this is not true as the following example demonstrates.
In short, it shows that one can construct a self-conformal set K ⊆ R2 satisfying the OSC
such that there exists a straight line L with Hτ (K ∩ L) > 0 (where τ = dimHK), but K
is contained in two different straight lines. So trivially (i) and (ii) are not satisfied and
we can not claim that K is contained in a single analytic curve.

Example 3.1. (Counterexample to [43, Theorem 2.1]). In this example, we view R2 as
the complex plane C. Let i be the imaginary unit, that is the solution of the equation
x2 + 1 = 0. Given z ∈ C\{0}, there exist unique r > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 2π) such that z = reiθ,
and we let arg(z) := θ. For any θ ∈ [0, 2π), denote

Lθ := {z ∈ C\{0} : arg(z) = θ}.
Let K be the self-similar set generated by

Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2} =

{
1

3
z − 2

3
i,
1

3
z +

2

3
i

}
.

It is straightforward to verify that

ϕ1

(
[−1, 1]2

)
∩ ϕ2

(
[−1, 1]2

)
= ∅.
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Then Φ satisfies the strong separation condition and hence the open set condition. In
fact, K is exactly a similarity of the middle-third Cantor set, and so

τ := dimHK = log 2/ log 3.

Moreover, K satisfies the following facts:

(i) 0 /∈ K;

(ii) K ⊆ L 3π
2
∪ Lπ

2
;

(iii) Hτ
(
K ∩ L 3π

2

)
> 0 and Hτ

(
K ∩ Lπ

2

)
> 0.

Now consider the function f : z 7→ √
z. Then f is a conformal map on C

∖(
[0,+∞)×{0}

)
.

Let K
′
:= f(K). Then K

′
is a self-conformal set generated by the conformal IFS

Φ′ = {f ◦ ϕ1 ◦ f−1, f ◦ ϕ2 ◦ f−1} =

{√
1

3
z2 − 2

3
i,

√
1

3
z2 +

2

3
i

}

which is defined on the open upper half-plane

Ω := {z = a+ b i : a ∈ R, b ∈ (0,+∞)} .
Clearly, Φ′ satisfies the strong separation condition. Since f is conformal then it is locally
bi-Lipschitz. This implies that

dimHK
′

= dimHK = τ.

Note that

f
(
L 3π

2

)
⊆ L 3π

4
and f

(
Lπ

2

)
⊆ Lπ

4
.

This together with the above fact (iii) implies tht

K
′ ⊆ L 3π

4
∪ Lπ

4
and Hτ

(
K

′ ∩ L 3π
4

)
> 0, Hτ

(
K

′ ∩ Lπ
4

)
> 0.

Thus parts (i) and (ii) of Theorem 1.3 are not satisfied and obviously, the two lines L 3π
4

and Lπ
4

are not contained in the same analytic curve.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Assume the hypothesis in Theorem 1.1. Let µ be a Gibbs measure
on K, and C be a collection of µ-measurable sets in Rd that satisfy the inequality (1.9).
Working on the associated symbolic space (see Section 2.2), with κ defined as in (2.7) we
have via (2.8) that

|KI | ≤ C3 κ
|I| , ∀ I ∈ Σ∗.

Throughout, fix n ∈ N and E ∈ C. Let q = q(n) ∈ N that will be determined later and
let I ,J ⊆ Σq be given by

I := {I ∈ Σq : KI ⊆ E} ,
J := {J ∈ Σq : KJ ∩ E 6= ∅, KJ ∩ Ec 6= ∅} .

Then it is easily verified that

KJ ⊆ (∂E)2 |KJ | ⊆ (∂E)2C3 κq , ∀ J ∈ J
and hence

⋃

I∈I
KI ⊆ E ∩K ⊆

(
⋃

I∈I
KI

)
∪ (∂E)2C3 κq . (4.1)
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Now let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in Corollary 2.1, and let δ > 0 be as in inequality (1.9). In the
following, we do not distinguish between the constants C > 0 appearing in the inequality
(1.9) and the Corollary 2.1. Let F ⊆ Rd be a µ-measurable set. On combining (1.9), part
(iii) of Theorem 2.4, Corollary 2.1 and (4.1), we obtain that

µ(E ∩ T−nF ) ≤
∑

I∈I∪J
µ(KI ∩ T−nF )

≤
( ∑

I∈I∪J
µ(KI) + Cmqγn

)
µ(F ) (4.2)

≤
(
µ(E) + µ

(
(∂E)2C3 κq

)
+ Cmqγn

)
µ(F ) (4.3)

≤
(
µ(E) + C · (2C3)

δκδ q + Cmqγn
)
µ(F )

and that

µ(E ∩ T−nF ) ≥
∑

I∈I
µ(KI ∩ T−nF )

≥
(∑

I∈I
µ(KI)− Cmqγn

)
µ(F ) (4.4)

≥
(
µ(E)− µ

(
(∂E)2C3 κq

)
− Cmqγn

)
µ(F ) (4.5)

≥
(
µ(E)− C · (2C3)

δκδ q − Cmqγn
)
µ(F ).

The upshot is that
∣∣µ(E ∩ T−nF )− µ(E)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ C
(
(2C3)

δκδ q +mqγn
)
µ(F ). (4.6)

We now set

q = q(n) :=

⌊−n log γ
2 logm

⌋
,

where ⌊x⌋ denote the largest integer that is not greater than x. Then, it follows that

mqγn ≤ γn/2 and κδ q ≤ κδ·(
−n log γ
2 logm

−1) ,

and this together with (4.6) implies that
∣∣µ(E ∩ T−nF )− µ(E)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ C̃ γ̃nµ(F ),

where we set

C̃ := 2C ·max{(2C3 κ
−1)δ, 1} > 0 , γ̃ := max

{
κ

−δ log γ
2 logm , γ1/2

}
∈ (0, 1).

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.1. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1.2

Given Theorem 1.1, the strategy for establishing Theorem 1.2 is simple enough: we
establish (1.9) for balls. In order to do this we make use of the rigidity theorem (namely
Theorem 1.3) to prove the following result which provides the desired upper bound esti-
mate in essentially all cases. Throughout given a self-conformal system (Φ, K, µ, T ) on
Rd, we let

ℓK := min

{
1 ≤ ℓ ≤ d

∣∣∣∣∣
There exists a ℓ-dimensional C1 submanifold

M ⊆ Rd such that µ(K ∩M) > 0 .

}
. (5.1)
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Note that ℓK exists since we always have that µ(K ∩ Rd) = 1. Trivially, when d = 1 we
have that ℓK = 1 = d. For d ≥ 2, the statement ℓK = d is equivalent to the statement
that K satisfies (i) of Theorem 1.3 for all ℓ ≤ d− 1.

Theorem 5.1. Let (Φ, K, µ, T ) be a self-conformal system on Rd.

(i) There exists C > 0, s > 0 and such that

µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs ∀ x ∈ Rd, ∀ r > 0 . (5.2)

(ii) There exists C > 0, δ > 0 and r0 > 0 such that

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ C̺δ ∀ x ∈ K, ∀ 0 < r ≤ r0, ∀ ̺ > 0. (5.3)

Furthermore, let ℓK be as in (5.1) and suppose that

(a) ℓK = d. Then (5.3) holds for any x ∈ Rd, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0;

(b) ℓK < d where d ≥ 2 and part (ii) of Theorem 1.3 holds with ℓ = ℓK. Then
(5.3) holds for any x ∈ S, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0 where S ⊆ Rd is the
ℓK-dimensional affine subspace or geometric sphere associated with part (ii)
of Theorem 1.3.

Note that (5.3) in part (ii) of Theorem 5.1 together with Theorem 1.1 is not enough to
establish Theorem 1.2 since we need (5.3) to hold for all x ∈ Rd (not just K) and all r > 0
(not just r ≤ r0). Nevertheless, we shall see in the course of proving Theorem 1.2, that
the furthermore part of (ii) together with Theorem 1.3 allows us to do precisely this in all
cases except when d = 2 and K satisfies the statement in part (iii) of Theorem 1.3; that
is, K is contained within a finite disjoint union of analytic curves. For this “remaining”
case we verify the desired exponentially mixing property directly.

We now establish Theorem 1.2 assuming the validity of Theorem 5.1. The proof of
Theorem 5.1 will be the subject of Section 6.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 modulo Theorem 5.1 . Throughout, C is the collection of balls in
Rd and ℓK is as in (5.1). Then in view of Theorem 1.3, we can split the proof of the
theorem into three cases:

Case 1: ℓK = d;

Case 2: d ≥ 2, ℓK < d and K satisfies part (ii) of Theorem 1.3 with ℓ = ℓK ;

Case 3: d = 2, ℓK = 1 and K satisfies part (iii) of Theorem 1.3.

To see this, simply note that when d = 1, then by definition ℓK = 1 and we are in Case 1.

• Dealing with Case 1. In view of part (ii.a) of Theorem 5.1 and the fact that µ is a Borel
measure, any ball in Rd is µ-measurable and satisfies the upper bound estimate (1.9).
This together with Theorem 1.1 implies that µ is exponentially mixing with respect to
(T, C).
• Dealing with Case 2. Let B ⊆ Rd an arbitrary ball in Rd and let S ⊆ Rd be the ℓK-
dimensional affine subspace or geometric sphere associated with part (ii) of Theorem 1.3.
It can be verified that the intersection B ∩ S is either: (i) the empty set; (ii) equal to S
(which happens possibly only when S is a geometric sphere); (iii) a single point; (iv) a
set with boundary being a (ℓK − 1)-dimensional geometric sphere.
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◦ Suppose that B ∩ S satisfies any one of the first three cases. Since µ has no atom
and is supported on K ⊆ S, we know that µ(B) = 0 or 1. It follows that the
term in the left hand side of the inequality (1.6) equals zero and hence the desired
exponential mixing inequality (1.6) trivially holds for this ball.

◦ Suppose that B ∩S satisfies case (iv). Let m ∈ N≥2 be the number of elements in
the conformal IFS Φ, and let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in Corollary 2.1. For any n ∈ N, let

qn :=

⌊−n log γ
logm

⌋
(5.4)

and let

In := {I ∈ Σqn : KI ⊆ B} .
Similar to (4.1), it is easily verified that

⋃

I∈In
KI ⊆ B ∩K ⊆

(
⋃

I∈In
KI

)
∪
(
∂(B ∩ S)

)
2C3κqn

.

Then on adapting the arguments used to derive (4.3) and (4.5) from (4.1), we find
that

|µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(B)µ(F )| = O
(
µ
(
(∂(B ∩ S))2C3κqn

)
+ γn/2

)
µ(F ) (5.5)

for all µ-measurable subsets F ⊆ Rd, where the big-O constant does not depend
on B and F . Since B satisfies (iv), then ∂(B∩S) is a ℓK−1-dimensional geometric
sphere in S, and hence there exist z ∈ S and r > 0 such that

∂(B ∩ S) = (∂B(z, r)) ∩ S ⊆ ∂B(z, r). (5.6)

This together with part (ii.b) of Theorem 5.1 implies that there exists δ > 0 for
which

µ
(
(∂(B ∩ S))2C3κqn

)
≤ µ

(
(∂B(z, r))2C3κqn

)
= O

(
κδ·qn

)
.

With this in mind, by (5.5) we have that

|µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(B)µ(F )| = O
(
γ̃n
)
µ(F )

for any µ-measurable subset F ⊆ Rd and any ball B ⊆ Rd in case (iv), where
γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) is given by

γ̃ := max
{
κ

δ log(1/γ)
logm , γ1/2

}
.

The upshot of the above is that in Case 2, the measure µ is exponentially mixing with
respect to (T, C).
• Dealing with Case 3. Let k ≥ 1 be an integer. Suppose that

K ⊆
k⊔

i=1

Γi,

where each Γi ⊆ R2 (1 ≤ i ≤ k) is an analytic curve. It is easily verified that there exists
n0 ∈ N such that for any I ∈ Σn0 , the corresponding cylinder set KI is contained within
an analytic curve Γi for some 1 ≤ i ≤ k. So by iterating the IFS up to n0 if necessary,
without loss of generality, we can assume that each ϕj(K) (j = 1, 2, ..., m) is contained
within an analytic curve Γi for some 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Furthermore, in order to establish the
desired exponential mixing inequality (1.6), without loss of generality, we can assume that
B is an open ball in R2. The point is that the desired inequality for closed ball follows
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on using the fact that any closed ball can be written as an intersection of a decreasing
sequence of open balls and then applying the obvious limiting argument.

For any n ∈ N and any open ball B ⊆ R2, let qn be defined as in (5.4) and let

In(B) := {I ∈ Σqn : KI ⊆ B} ,
Jn(B) := {J ∈ Σqn : KJ ∩ B 6= ∅, KJ ∩ Bc 6= ∅} .

Then it is easily verified that

⋃

I∈In(B)

KI ⊆ B ∩K ⊆




⋃

I∈In(B)

KI



 ∪




⋃

J∈Jn(B)

KJ



 .

By adapting the arguments used in deriving (4.2) and (4.4) from (4.1), it follows from the
above that

|µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(B)µ(F )| = O




∑

J∈Jn(B)

µ(KJ) + γn/2



µ(F ) (5.7)

for all open balls B ⊆ R2 and all µ-measurable subsets F ⊆ R2, where the big-O constant
does not depend on B and F . To estimate the measure sum term in (5.7), let

K(B) := {1 ≤ i ≤ k : B ∩ Γi 6= ∅} .
Since for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, the map fi is injective on [0, 1] and f ′

i(t) 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1],
it follows that each map fi : [0, 1] → Γi is bi-Lipschitz. With this in mind, it is easy to
check that for any open ball B ⊆ R2 and any J ∈ Jn(B), there exists i ∈ K(B) so that:

◦ KJ ⊆ Γi and Γi ∩ ∂B 6= ∅;
◦ There exists x ∈ Γi ∩ ∂B and C > 0 (independent of B and J) such that KJ ⊆
B(x, Cκqn), where κ is defined as in (2.7).

On combining these two facts with part (i) of Theorem 5.1, we find that there exists s > 0
such that for any open ball B ⊆ R2

∑

J∈Jn(B)

µ(KJ) = O
(
κs·qn ·max {#(Γi ∩ ∂B) : i ∈ K(B)}

)
, (5.8)

where the implied big-O constant does not depend on B. We claim that

sup
B⊆R2 an open ball

max{#(Γi ∩ ∂B) : i ∈ K(B)} < +∞. (5.9)

If (5.9) is true, then together with (5.7) and (5.8) we have that the measure µ is expo-
nentially mixing with respect to (T, C) and we are done. The proof of (5.9) is the subject
of Lemma 5.1 below. �

Lemma 5.1. Let k ≥ 1 be an integer and let Γi (1 ≤ i ≤ k) be disjoint analytic curves
in Rd. For any set E ⊆ R2, denote

K(E) := {1 ≤ i ≤ k : Γi ∩ E 6= ∅} .
Then we have

sup
B⊆R2 an open ball

max{#(Γi ∩ ∂B) : i ∈ K(B)} < +∞ . (5.10)
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Proof. Since Γi (1 ≤ i ≤ k) are analytic curves, we note that for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k we can
write

Γi = gi([0, 1]× {0}) where gi : O → R2

is a conformal map on an open set O ⊆ R2 containing [0, 1] × {0}. In turn, for each
1 ≤ i ≤ k, we define the map fi : t 7→ gi(t, 0) on the unit interval. Then each fi is an
injective real analytic map with f ′

i(t) 6= 0 (t ∈ [0, 1]).

Now observe that given any open ball B ⊆ R2 and any 1 ≤ i ≤ k for which Γi is an arc
of a circle, the set Γi ∩ ∂B is either: (i) equal to Γi, (ii) the empty set, (iii) a single point,
(iv) a set with two points.

◦ If (i) is the case, Γi ∩B = ∅ since B is open and so i /∈ K(B).

◦ In the last three cases, we have that #(Γi ∩ ∂B) ≤ 2.

The upshot of this is that if Γi is a part of a circle, then

#(Γi ∩ ∂B) ≤ 2

for any open ball B ⊆ R2 for which i ∈ K(B). In particular, it shows that (5.10) is valid
if every Γi (i = 1, 2, ..., k) is an arc of a circle. Thus, from this point onwards, we assume
that not every Γi (i = 1, 2, ..., k) and so proving (5.10) boils down to showing that

sup
{
#(Γi ∩ ∂B) : B is an open ball in R2

}
< +∞ (5.11)

for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k for which Γi is not contained in any circle. Fix such an i, call it i0. We
prove, by contradiction, that (5.11) is true for Γi0. Suppose that (5.11) is not true, then
for any n ∈ N, there are xn ∈ R2 and rn > 0 such that

#
(
Γi0 ∩ ∂B(xn, rn)

)
≥ n., (5.12)

or equivalently, for any n ∈ N, there are 0 ≤ t
(n)
1 < t

(n)
2 < · · · < t

(n)
n ≤ 1 that satisfy

Γi0 ∩ ∂B(xn, rn) ⊇
{
fi0(t

(n)
1 ), fi0(t

(n)
2 ), ..., fi0(t

(n)
n )
}
. (5.13)

By passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that

xn → x∞ ∈ R2 ∪ {∞} & rn → r∞ ∈ [0,+∞] (n→ +∞) .

If (x∞, r∞) ∈ R2 × {+∞} or (x∞, r∞) ∈ {∞} × [0,+∞), then it is easy to verify that
Γi0 ∩ ∂B(xn, rn) = ∅ for n sufficiently large, which contradicts (5.12). Therefore, for
(5.12) to hold, it is necessary that

(x∞, r∞) ∈ R2 × [0,+∞) or x∞ = ∞ and r∞ = +∞ .

We deal with these two case separately.

• Case (i): (x∞, r∞) ∈ R2 × [0,+∞). For any n ∈ N, let Fn : [0, 1] → R≥0 be defined by
setting

Fn(t) := |fi0(t)− xn|2 (t ∈ [0, 1]) .

Also consider the map on [0,1] given by

F∞ : t 7→ |fi0(t)− x∞|2 (t ∈ [0, 1]) .

Clearly, F∞ and {Fn}n∈N are analytic functions on [0, 1]. Moreover, in view of the fact
that xn → x∞ as n → ∞ and the analyticity of fi0 , it is easily verified that for any
k ∈ Z≥0, the limit

dkFn
dtk

(t) → dkF∞
dtk

(t) (n→ ∞) (5.14)
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holds uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, 1]. In view of (5.13), we have Fn(t
(n)
j ) = r2n for

any n ∈ N and any j ∈ {1, ..., n}. For any j ∈ N, let Tj be the set of limit points of

{t(n)j }n≥j, and let T represents the union of Tj over j ∈ N. Then, for any t ∈ T , there

exist j0 = j0(t) ∈ N and n1 < n2 < n3 < · · · such that t
(nk)
j0

→ t (k → ∞), and hence

F∞(t) = lim
k→∞

|fi0(t(nk)
j0

)− xnk
|2 = lim

k→∞
r2nk

= r2∞ . (5.15)

Subcase (i): #T = +∞. In view of (5.15), in this subcase there are infinitely many
t ∈ [0, 1] that satisfy F∞(t) = r2∞. Then, since the function F∞ is analytic it follows

F∞(t) ≡ r2∞ (t ∈ [0, 1]) .

This implies that Γi0 is a subset of the circle ∂B(x∞, r∞), which is a contradiction.

Subcase (ii): #T < +∞. In this subcase, there exists t0 ∈ T such that t0 ∈ Tj for
infinitely many j ∈ N. Without the loss of generality, we assume that t0 ∈ Tj for all
j ∈ N. Throughout this subcase, fix an arbitrary integer k ∈ N. Then there exists a

subsequence n1 < n2 < n3 < · · · such that t
(nℓ)
j → t0 (ℓ → ∞) for any j = 1, 2, ..., k + 1.

Recall that Fn(t
(n)
j ) = r2n for any n, j ∈ N with 1 ≤ j ≤ n. So by Rolle’s theorem, there

exists ξn ∈ (t
(n)
1 , t

(n)
k+1) for each n ≥ k + 1 such that

dkFn
dtk

(ξn) = 0.

In view of the fact that ξnℓ
∈ (t

(nℓ)
1 , t

(nℓ)
k+1) and t

(nℓ)
1 → t0, t

(nℓ)
k+1 → t0 as ℓ → ∞, we have

that ξnℓ
→ t0 as ℓ → ∞. This together with the uniformly convergent property of the

k-th derivatives of Fn (see (5.14)) implies that

dkF∞
dtk

(t0) = lim
ℓ→∞

dkFnℓ

dtk
(ξnℓ

) = 0.

Now k ∈ N is arbitrary and F∞ is analytic within [0, 1], so it follows that

F∞(t) ≡ F∞(t0) = r2∞ (t ∈ [0, 1]),

which implies that Γi0 is a subset of the circle ∂B(x∞, r∞). This contradicts the assump-
tion that Γi0 is not an arc of any circle.

• Case (ii): x∞ = ∞ and r∞ = +∞. We identify R2 with the complex plane C. For
any n ∈ N, fix a point zn ∈ Γi0 ∩ ∂B(xn, rn). It is easily verified that

Γi0 ∩ ∂B(xn, rn) ⊆ B(zn, 2|Γi0|) ∩ ∂B(xn, rn)

and so the right hand side is an arc of the circle ∂B(xn, rn). Since rn → +∞ as n → ∞,

it follows that for all sufficiently large n ∈ N, there exist θ
(n)
1 , θ

(n)
2 ∈ [−2π, 2π] such that

0 < θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1 < π

and

hn
(
(0, 1)

)
= B(zn, 2|Γi0|) ∩ ∂B(xn, rn),

where we set

hn(s) =: xn + rne
i
(
(1−s) θ(n)

1 + s θ
(n)
2

)
(s ∈ R) .

Without the loss of generality, we suppose that this fact holds for all n ∈ N. We claim
that

0 < inf
{
rn
(
θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1

)
: n ∈ N

}
≤ sup

{
rn
(
θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1

)
: n ∈ N

}
< +∞ (5.16)
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and hence

θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1 → 0 (n→ ∞). (5.17)

To prove the upper bound of the supremum term in (5.16), just note that

rn (θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1 ) ≤ π rn sin

θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1

2
(5.18)

=
π

2
|hn(1)− hn(0)|

≤ 2 π |Γi0| (5.19)

for all n ∈ N, where we use the fact that sin x ≥ 2x/π (x ∈ [0, π/2]) in deriving (5.18),
and inequality (5.19) holds since the points hn(0) and hn(1) belong to the closure of
B(zn, 2|Γi0|). For the lower bound of the infimum term in (5.16), we note that

rn (θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1 ) = H1(hn(0, 1))

≥ |hn(1)− hn(0)|

= 2 ·

√

4 |Γi0|2 −
(
rn − rn cos

θ
(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1

2

)2

≍ 2 ·
√
4 |Γi0|2 −

1

64
(rn (θ

(n)
2 − θ

(n)
1 ))2 · (θ(n)2 − θ

(n)
1 )2

→ 4 |Γi0| (n→ ∞).

With (5.16) and (5.17) at hand, we now show, by passing to a subsequence if necessary,
that there exist a∞ ∈ C and b∞ ∈ C\{0} such that for any k ∈ Z≥0, the following limit

lim
n→∞

dk hn
dsk

(s) =
dk h∞
dsk

(s) (h∞(s) := a∞ + b∞ s) (5.20)

holds uniformly with respect to s ∈ [0, 1]. To prove this statement, for any n ∈ N and
s ∈ [0, 1], note that by the definition of hn,

hn(s)− hn(0) = rn

(
ei
(
(1−s) θ(n)

1 +s θ
(n)
2

)
− ei θ

(n)
1

)

= rn · s · (θ(n)2 − θ
(n)
1 ) · e

i
(
(1−s) θ(n)

1 +s θ
(n)
2

)
− ei θ

(n)
1

s · (θ(n)2 − θ
(n)
1 )

. (5.21)

By (5.16), (5.17) and the boundedness of {θ(n)1 }n∈N and {hn(0)}n∈N, there exists a subse-
quence n1 < n2 < · · · on N that satisfies

rnk
(θ

(nk)
2 − θ

(nk)
1 ) → ℓ∞, θ

(nk)
1 → θ∞, hnk

(0) → z∞ (k → ∞) (5.22)

for some ℓ∞ > 0 and θ∞ ∈ [−2π, 2π], and that the limit

ei
(
(1−s) θ(nk)

1 +s θ
(nk)
2

)
− ei θ

(nk)
1

s · (θ(nk)
2 − θ

(nk)
1 )

→ d(ei θ)

d θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ∞

= ei(θ∞+π
2 ) (k → ∞) (5.23)

holds uniformly with respect to s ∈ [0, 1]. Then on combining (5.21), (5.22) and (5.23),
we obtain that the limit

hnk
(t) → a∞ + b∞ t (n→ ∞)
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holds uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, 1], where a∞ ∈ C and b∞ ∈ C\{0} is defined as

a∞ := z∞, b∞ := ℓ∞ ei(θ∞+π
2 ).

This proves (5.20) when k = 0. In view of (5.22) and (5.23), it is easily verified that for
any integer j ≥ 2, the limits

lim
k→∞

d hnk

d t
(t) = b∞ =

d h∞
d t

(t), lim
k→∞

dj hnk

d tj
(t) = 0 =

dj h∞
d tj

(t)

hold uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, 1]. The upshot is that the desired limit (5.20) is true
on the subsequence {hnk

}k∈N. Without the loss of generality, assume that (5.20) holds for
{hn}n∈N.

The foundations are now in place to show that

Γi0 ⊂ L := h∞(R) . (5.24)

By definition, L is a straight line so the above implies that #(Γi0 ∩ ∂B) ≤ 2 for any ball
B in C, which contradicts (5.12) and so (5.11) is true as desired. To prove (5.24), we

start by recalling that Tj (j ∈ N) is the set of limit points of {t(n)j }n≥j and T represents

the union of Tj over j ∈ N. For each j ∈ N and n ≥ j, since fi0(t
(n)
j ) ∈ hn

(
(0, 1)

)
, then

there exists s
(n)
j ∈ (0, 1) such that fi0(t

(n)
j ) = hn(s

(n)
j ). Since s

(n)
j are bounded, we know

that for any t ∈ T , there exist j0 = j0(t) ∈ N and n1 < n2 < n3 < · · · such that

t
(nk)
j0

→ t and s
(nk)
j0

→ s (k → ∞) (5.25)

for some s ∈ [0, 1]. Then, by the uniformly convergent property (5.20) associated with
{hn}n∈N, we have

fi0(t) = lim
k→∞

fi0(t
(nk)
j0

) = lim
k→∞

hnk
(s

(nk)
j0

) = h∞(s) ∈ L . (5.26)

In view of (5.26) and the fact that h∞ is invertible, we have s = h−1
∞ ◦ fi0(t). We continue

by considering the following two subcase.

Subcase (i): #T = +∞. In this subcase, with (5.26) in mind, there are infinitely many
t ∈ [0, 1] such that fi0(t) ∈ L, then by the analyticity of fi0 , the curve Γi0 = fi0([0, 1]) is
contained in the straight line L.

Subcase (ii): #T < +∞. In this subcase, there exists t0 ∈ T such that there are
infinitely many j ∈ N for which t0 ∈ Tj . Without the loss of generality, we assume that
t0 ∈ Tj for all j ∈ N. Let s0 := h−1

∞ ◦ fi0(t0). Recall that

gi0 : O → gi0(O)

is a conformal map on an open set

O ⊇ [0, 1]× {0}
such that gi0(t, 0) = fi0(t) (t ∈ [0, 1]) and g−1

i0
is also conformal on the domain gi0(O).

With the uniformly convergent property (5.20) associated with {hn}n∈N and the fact that
h∞(s0) ∈ gi0(O) in mind, it is easily verified that there exists δ > 0 such that

hn
(
[s0 − δ, s0 + δ]

)
⊆ gi0(O), h∞

(
[s0 − δ, s0 + δ]

)
⊆ gi0(O) (n ∈ N) .

It follows that the functions

Gn(s) := Im
(
g−1
i0

◦ hn(s)
)
, G∞(s) := Im

(
g−1
i0

◦ h∞(s)
)

(n ∈ N)

are real analytic with respect to s ∈ [s0 − δ, s0 + δ], where Im(z) denotes the imaginary
part of z ∈ C.
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Now fix a n0 ∈ N. Recall our assumption that t0 ∈ Tj for any j ≥ 1; that is to

say that t0 is a limit point of {t(n)j }n≥j for any j ≥ 1. Then there exists a subsequence

k1 < k2 < k3 < · · · such that t
(kℓ)
j → t0 (ℓ→ ∞) for any j = 1, 2, ..., n0 + 1. On the other

hand, concerning the sequence s
(kℓ)
j , by passing to a subsequence if necessary, we know

that for any j = 1, 2, ..., n0 + 1, there exists sj ∈ [0, 1] such that s
(kℓ)
j → sj (ℓ → ∞). In

view of (5.26) and the fact that h∞ is invertible, we obtain that sj = h−1
∞ ◦ fi0(t0) = s0

for any j = 1, 2, ..., n0 + 1. Therefore, it follows that when ℓ is sufficiently large, we have

s
(kℓ)
j ∈ [s0− δ, s0+ δ] for any j = 1, 2, ..., n0+1, which means that s

(kℓ)
j lies in the domains

of Gn and G∞. For any such ℓ ∈ N, by the definitions of s
(kℓ)
j and t

(kℓ)
j , we have

Gkℓ(s
(kℓ)
j ) = Im

(
g−1
i0

◦ hkℓ(s
(kℓ)
j )

)
= Im(t

(kℓ)
j ) = 0, ∀ j = 1, 2, ..., n0 + 1 .

With this in mind, on applying Rolle’s theorem n0 times to the function Gkℓ , it follows

that there exists ξkℓ ∈
(
min1≤j≤n0+1 s

(kℓ)
j ,max1≤j≤n0+1 s

(kℓ)
j

)
such that

dn0 Gkℓ

dsn0
(ξkℓ) = 0 .

Since ξkℓ → s0 (ℓ → ∞) and the limit
dj hk
dsj

→ dj h∞
dsj

(k → ∞) holds uniformly on [0, 1]

for any j = 0, 1, ..., n0, we have that

dn0 G∞
dsn0

(s0) = 0.

Now since n0 ∈ N is arbitrary and G∞ is analytic in the domain of interest, we obtain
that

G∞(s) ≡ G∞(s0) = 0, ∀ s ∈ [s0 − δ, s0 + δ].

The upshot of this is that there exists ǫ > 0 such that fi0([t0 − ǫ, t0 + ǫ]) ⊆ L. Since fi0
is analytic, the curve Γi0 = fi0([0, 1]) is contained in the straight line L. �

6. Proof of Theorem 5.1

Theorem 5.1 is easily seen to be a direct consequence of the following proposition by
On observing that any Gibbs measure on ΣN is doubling and K is not a singleton if the
OSC is satisfied.

Proposition 6.1. Let Φ = {ϕj}1≤j≤m be a C1+α conformal IFS (without any separation
condition) on Rd, let K be the self-conformal set generated by Φ and let π be the coding
map. Let µ be a doubling Borel probability measure on ΣN = {1, ..., m}N and µ := µ◦π−1.

(i) If K is not a singleton, then there exists C > 0 and s > 0 such that

µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs ∀ x ∈ Rd, ∀ r > 0 . (6.1)

(ii) If K is not a singleton, then there exist C > 0, δ > 0 and r0 > 0 such that

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ C̺δ, ∀ x ∈ K, ∀ 0 < r ≤ r0, ∀ ̺ > 0. (6.2)

Furthermore, let ℓK be as in (5.1) and suppose that

(a) ℓK = d. Then (6.2) holds for any x ∈ Rd, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0;
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(b) ℓK < d where d ≥ 2 and part (ii) of Proposition 3.1 holds with ℓ = ℓK. Then
(6.2) holds for any x ∈ S, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0 where S ⊆ Rd is the
ℓK-dimensional affine subspace or geometric sphere associated with part (ii)
of Proposition 3.1.

(c) d = 2, ℓK = 1 and K is contained in a single analytic curve. Then (6.2) holds
for any x ∈ Γ, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0, where Γ ⊆ R2 is the corresponding
analytic curve.

Before providing the proof we introduce some useful notation. For any two subsets A,
B ⊆ Rd, define the distance between A and B as

d(A,B) := inf
{
d(x, B) : x ∈ A

}
.

For any ̺ > 0, let

Λ̺ := {I ∈ Σ∗ : |KI | < ̺ ≤ |KI−|} ,
where

I− :=






i1i2 · · · in−1, if I = i1i2 · · · in and n ≥ 2,

∅, if |I| = 1 .

In the above, the symbol ∅ is used to denote the empty word and we define K∅ := K.
Given any I ∈ Σ∗ and ̺ > 0, we let

Λ̺(I) :=
{
J ∈ Σ∗ : IJ ∈ Λ̺ |KI− |

}
.

Let C4 > 1 be the constant appearing in (2.9) and let

̺0 := C−1
4 · min

1≤i≤m
|Ki| . (6.3)

Then in view of (2.9), given any 0 < ̺ < ̺0, it is easily verified that

Λ̺(I) 6= ∅ & [I] =
⊔

J∈Λ̺(I)

[IJ ] ∀ I ∈ Σ∗ , (6.4)

where we use the symbol ‘⊔’ to denote a disjoint union. Furthermore, denote

M̺(I) := sup{|J | : J ∈ Λ̺(I)} .
Then by (2.8) and (2.9), we have

sup
I∈Σ∗

M̺(I) < +∞ . (6.5)

6.1. Proof of Proposition 6.1: part (i). With the above notation in mind, we start by
proving the following statement regarding the distance between points in Rd and cylinder
sets within the self-conformal set K. It is essential for proving part (i) of Proposition 6.1.
Throughout, let ̺0 > 0 be as in (6.3).

Lemma 6.1. Under the setting of Proposition 6.1, there exists ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) that satisfies
the following statement: given any I ∈ Σ∗ and any x ∈ Rd, there exists J ∈ Λ̺(I) such
that

d(x, KIJ) > ̺ |KI−| .
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Proof. Fix z0 ∈ K. For any I ∈ Σ∗, denote

ψI(z) := ‖ϕ′
I‖−1(z− ϕI(z0)) + z0, ∀ z ∈ Rd. (6.6)

We claim that

δ := inf
I∈Σ∗

inf
x∈Rd

sup
z∈K

|x− ψI ◦ ϕI(z)| > 0. (6.7)

Indeed, if (6.7) is not true, then there exist {Ik}k≥1 ⊆ Σ∗ and {xk}k≥1 ⊆ Rd such that

sup
z∈K

|xk − ψIk ◦ ϕIk(z)| → 0 as k → ∞. (6.8)

Let U ⊆ Rd be the bounded connected open set associated with (2.5). In view of (2.5), it
follows that

C−1
2 |x− y| ≤ |ψI ◦ ϕI(x)− ψI ◦ ϕI(y)| ≤ C2|x− y| (x,y ∈ U, I ∈ Σ∗) . (6.9)

Moreover, since z0 is a fixed point of ψI ◦ ϕI , then {ψI ◦ ϕI}I∈Σ∗ is uniformly bounded
on U . Therefore, according to Lemma 2.1 and by passing to a subsequence if necessary,
we may assume that there exists a conformal map f : U → Rd such that ψIk ◦ ϕIk → f
uniformly on U . With this and (6.8) in mind, we have

sup
z∈K

|xk − f(z)| → 0 as k → ∞. (6.10)

It follows that the sequence {xk}k≥1 is bounded. Then, by passing to a subsequence,
we may assume that xk → x for some x ∈ Rd. This together with (6.10) implies that
f(K) = {x}. Now, with this and the fact that f is conformal in mind, we conclude that
K is a singleton, which contradicts our setting. This proves (6.7).

Now fix an arbitrary x ∈ Rd and I ∈ Σ∗. Then by the compactness of K and the
definition of δ, there exists z ∈ K such that

|x− ϕI(z)| = ‖ϕ′
I‖ · |ψI(x)− ψI ◦ ϕI(z)|

≥ δ ‖ϕ′
I‖

≥ C−1
3 δ |KI | (6.11)

≥ C−1
3 C−1

4 δ ·
(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
· |KI−|, (6.12)

where inequality (6.11) follows from (2.6) and (6.12) follows from (2.9). Let ̺ > 0 be a
small number that will be determined later. For any j1j2 · ·· ∈ π−1(z), there exists unique
n0 ∈ N such that J = j1 · · · jn0 ∈ Λ̺(I). By (6.12), we have

d(x, KIJ) ≥ |x− ϕI(z)| − |KIj1···jn0
|

> |x− ϕI(z)| − ̺ |KI−|

≥
(
C−1

3 C−1
4 δ ·

(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
− ̺

)
· |KI−| . (6.13)

Now choose ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) to be a sufficiently small number (independent of the choices of
x ∈ Rd and I ∈ Σ∗) such that

C−1
3 C−1

4 δ ·
(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
≥ 2 ̺.

Then in view of the inequality (6.13), we obtain the desired lower bound

d(x, KIJ) > ̺ |KI−| .
This completes the proof of Lemma 6.1. �
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We are now in the position to establish part (i) of Proposition 6.1. Let ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) be
as in Lemma 6.1. To prove (6.1), we first show that there exist s > 0 and N ∈ N such
that

µ(B(x, ̺k)) ≤ ̺ks (x ∈ Rd, k ≥ N) . (6.14)

Throughout, fix an arbitrary x ∈ Rd and let

A1 := {I ∈ Λ̺ : KI ∩ B(x, ̺) 6= ∅} .
For any I ∈ Σ∗ and any integer k ≥ 1, let

Ak(I) :=
{
J ∈ Λ̺(I) : KIJ ∩ B(x, ̺k) 6= ∅

}
,

Ek :=
⋃

I1∈A1

⋃

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
⋃

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

[I1I2 · · · Ik].

Roughly speaking, Ek is the union of those cylinder sets [I] in the symbolic space such
that the associated cylinder sets KI within the self-conformal set satisfy

|KI | ≍ ̺k and KI ∩B(x, ̺k) 6= ∅.
In view of (6.4), it can be verified that the unions in the definition of Ek are disjoint.
Also, it is easily seen that Ek+1 ⊆ Ek for any k ≥ 1. Now given any k ∈ N and any

I1 ∈ A1, I2 ∈ A2(I1), ... , Ik ∈ Ak(I1I2 · · · Ik−1),

on applying Lemma 6.1 to I = I1I2···Ik and x, we obtain that there exists J ∈ Λ̺(I1I2···Ik)
such that

d(x, KI1···IkJ) > ̺ |KI1I2···I−k | . (6.15)

It can be verified that |KI1I2···I−k | ≥ ̺k by the choices of I1, I2, ..., Ik. Then by (6.15), we

have that
d(x, KI1···IkJ) > ̺k+1

which implies that
[I1I2 · · · IkJ ] ∩ Ek+1 = ∅.

The upshot is that

µ
(
[I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1

)
≤ µ([I1I2 · · · Ik])− µ([I1I2 · · · IkJ ]) . (6.16)

In view of the fact that µ is doubling and that the sequence {M̺(I)}I∈Σ∗ is bounded (see
(6.5)), there exists η ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ([IJ ]) ≥ η · µ([I]), ∀ I ∈ Σ∗, ∀ J ∈ Λ̺(I).

This together with (6.16) implies that

µ
(
[I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1

)
≤ (1− η) µ([I1I2 · · · Ik]). (6.17)

On combining (6.17) with the fact that Ek+1 ⊆ Ek, we have that for any k ≥ 1

µ(Ek+1) = µ(Ek ∩ Ek+1)

=
∑

I1∈A1

∑

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
∑

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

µ([I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1)

≤ (1− η) ·
∑

I1∈A1

∑

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
∑

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

µ([I1I2 · · · Ik])

= (1− η) · µ(Ek) . (6.18)

Then, by iterating inequality (6.18), we obtain that

µ(Ek) ≤ (1− η)k−1 ∀ k ≥ 1. (6.19)
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Furthermore, by the definition of Ek, we have

π−1
(
B(x, ̺k) ∩K

)
⊆ Ek, ∀ k ≥ 1 .

This together with (6.19) and the fact that µ = µ ◦ π−1 implies that

µ
(
B(x, ̺k)

)
= µ

(
π−1
(
K ∩B(x, ̺k)

))

≤ µ(Ek)

≤ (1− η)k−1

= ̺k·
(k−1) log(1−η)

k log ̺

≤ ̺k·
log(1−η)
2 log ̺ ∀ k ≥ 2 . (6.20)

This proves (6.14) with N = 2 and

s :=
log(1− η)

2 log ̺
. (6.21)

To complete the proof, we need to consider the µ-measure of balls B(x, r)) with arbi-
trary radius r > 0. For this we consider the following two cases.

◦ If r ≤ ̺2, then there exists unique integer k ≥ 2 such that ̺k+1 < r ≤ ̺k. From
this and the inequality (6.20), we have

µ
(
B(x, r)

)
≤
(
r

̺

) log(1−η)
2 log ̺

. (6.22)

◦ If r > ̺2, then

µ
(
B(x, r)

)
≤ 1 <

(
r

̺2

) log(1−η)
2 log ̺

. (6.23)

On combining (6.22) and (6.23), we obtain the desired inequality (6.1) with s given by
(6.21) and

C = ̺− log(1−η)/ log ̺ .

This completes the proof of part (i) of Proposition 6.1.

6.2. Proof of Proposition 6.1: part (ii). We first establish the “Furthermore” part of
the statement. As we shall see in Section 6.2.4, this together with the rigidity statement
Proposition 3.1 implies (6.2) in essentially all situations.

6.2.1. Proof of part (a) of Proposition 6.1 (ii). Let d = 1. Then, for any x ∈ R, r > 0 and
̺ > 0, we have (∂B(x, r))̺ = B(x− r, ̺) ∪ B(x+ r, ̺). Thus, part (i) of Proposition 6.1
implies that

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ 2C · ̺s .

This is precisely the desired inequality (6.2) for all x ∈ R, all r > 0 and all ̺ > 0.

Without loss of generality, we assume that d ≥ 2. Then, in view of the definition of ℓK
and Proposition 3.1, the statement ℓK = d is equivalent to that K is not contained in any
(d− 1)-dimensional C1 submanifold.

We start the d ≥ 2 proof with establishing the following lemma concerning the tangent
plane of a geometric sphere. It is required in estimating the lower bound of the distance
between cylinder sets and the boundary of balls (namely in proving Lemma 6.3).
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Lemma 6.2. Let d ≥ 2, ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d − 1} and S ⊆ Rd be a ℓ-dimensional geometric
sphere with radius R. Then then for any ̺ ∈ (0, 1), any r ∈ (0, ̺R] and any x ∈ S, we
have

S ∩B(x, r) ⊆ (x+ TxS)̺ r .

Proof. Let S be a ℓ-dimensional geometric sphere with radius R and let x ∈ S. After
applying an isometry if necessary, we may assume that

S =
{
y = (y1, ..., yℓ+1, 0, ..., 0) ∈ Rd : y21 + y22 + · · ·+ y2ℓ+1 = R2

}

and that x = (R, 0, ..., 0). Then

x + TxS =
{
y ∈ Rd : y1 = R, yℓ+2 = · · · = yd = 0

}
.

Let ̺ ∈ (0, 1) and r ∈ (0, ̺R). For any y ∈ S ∩ B(x, r), a straightforward calculation
yields that

d(y,x+ TxS) = R− y1 = R−
√
R2 − y22 − · · · − y2ℓ+1

=
y22 + · · ·y2ℓ+1

R +
√
R2 − y22 − · · · − y2ℓ+1

≤ r2

R
≤ ̺ r .

This completes the proof. �

The following result can be viewed as an analogue of Lemma 6.1. Throughout, let
̺0 > 0 be as in (6.3).

Lemma 6.3. Suppose that K is not contained in any (d−1)-dimensional C1 submanifold,
then there exists ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) that satisfies the following statement: given any I ∈ Σ∗ and
any ball B ⊆ Rd, there exists J ∈ Λ̺(I) such that

d(KIJ , ∂B) > ̺ |KI−| .

Proof. We adapt the proof of Lemma 6.1. Fix z0 ∈ K. For any I ∈ Σ∗, define ψI : R
d →

Rd as in (6.6). We first show under the setting of Lemma 6.3 that

δ := inf
I∈Σ∗

inf
z∈Rd

inf
r>0

sup
x∈K

d(ψI ◦ ϕI(x), ∂B(z, r)) > 0 . (6.24)

Suppose by contradiction that (6.24) is not true, then there exist {Ik}k≥1 ⊆ Σ∗, {zk}k≥1 ⊆
Rd and {rk}k≥1 ⊆ (0,+∞) such that

sup
x∈K

d(ψIk ◦ ϕIk(x), ∂B(zk, rk)) → 0 as k → ∞. (6.25)

Let U ⊆ Rd be the bounded connected open set associated with (2.5). In view of (6.9),
the uniformly boundedness of {ψI ◦ ϕI}I∈Σ∗ and Lemma 2.1, we may assume that there
exists a conformal map f : U → Rd such that ψIk ◦ ϕIk → f uniformly on U . Then it
follows from (6.25) that

sup
x∈K

d(f(x), ∂B(zk, rk)) → 0 as k → ∞. (6.26)

By passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that

zk → z∞, rk → r∞ as k → ∞
for some z∞ ∈ Rd ∪ {∞} and r∞ ∈ [0,+∞]. If (z∞, r∞) ∈ Rd × {+∞} or (z∞, r∞) ∈
{∞}× [0,+∞), then it can be verified that

lim sup
k→∞

sup
x∈K

d(f(x), ∂B(zk, rk)) = +∞ (6.27)
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which contradicts (6.26). Therefore, for (6.25) to hold, it is necessary

(z∞, r∞) ∈ Rd × [0,+∞) or z∞ = ∞ and r∞ = +∞ .

We deal with these two case separately

◦ Suppose that z∞ ∈ Rd and r∞ ∈ [0,+∞). Then it follows from (6.26) that

sup
x∈K

d(f(x), ∂B(z∞, r∞)) = 0 ,

which implies that K ⊆ f−1(∂B(z, r) ∩ f(U)). In turn, this means that K is a
subset of a (d − 1)-dimensional C1 manifold which contradicts the hypothesis of
the lemma.

◦ Suppose that z∞ = ∞ and r∞ = +∞. In this case,

d(zk, f(K)) → +∞ and rk → +∞, as k → +∞. (6.28)

Then, on combining (6.26) and (6.28) with Lemma 6.2, we can find a sequence
{xk}k∈N ⊆ Rd that satisfies the following two statements:

(i) for each k ≥ 1, we have that xk ∈ ∂B(zk, rk) .

(ii) for any ǫ > 0, there exists N > 0 such that for all k > N , we have
d(xk, f(K)) < ǫ and

f(K) ⊆
(
xk + Txk

∂B(zk, rk)
)
ǫ
. (6.29)

Note that the sequence {xk}k≥1 is bounded. Thus, the sequence

{xk + Txk
∂B(zk, rk)}k≥1

is bounded in A(d, d − 1), where A(d, d − 1) denotes the collection of all (d− 1)-
dimensional affine subspaces in Rd (see for example [56, Section 3.16]). With this
and (6.29) in mind, it follows that there exists a (d−1)-dimensional affine subspace
V ⊆ Rd such that f(K) ⊆ (V )ǫ for any ǫ > 0. Letting ǫ approach to zero, we
have f(K) ⊆ V and thus K ⊆ f−1(V ∩ f(U)). It implies that K is contained in a
(d− 1)-dimensional C1 submanifold, which is a contradiction.

The upshot of the above is that inequality (6.24) is true. Let B ⊆ Rd be a ball and fix
I ∈ Σ∗. Then by the definition of δ, there exists x ∈ K such that

d(ϕI(x), ∂B) = ‖ϕ′
I‖ · d(ψI ◦ ϕI(x), ψI(∂B))

≥ δ‖ϕ′
I‖

≥ C−1
3 δ|KI | (6.30)

≥ C−1
3 C−1

4 δ ·
(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
· |KI−| , (6.31)

where inequality (6.30) follows from (2.6) and the inequality (6.31) is a consequence
of (2.9). Let ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) be a small number that will be determined later. For any
infinite word j1j2 · ·· ∈ π−1(x), there exists unique n0 ∈ N such that the finite word
J = j1 · · · jn0 ∈ Λ̺(I). By (6.31) and the definition of Λ̺(I), we have

d(KIJ , ∂B) ≥ d(ϕI(x), ∂B)− |KIJ |
> d(ϕI(x), ∂B)− ̺|KI−|

≥
(
C−1

3 C−1
4 δ ·

(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
− ̺

)
· |KI−| . (6.32)
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Let ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) be sufficiently same so that

C−1
3 C−1

4 δ ·
(
min

1≤i≤m
|Ki|

)
− ̺ ≥ ̺.

Then the inequality (6.32) yields the desired lower bound d(KIJ , ∂B) > ̺ |KI−|. �

We are now in the position to establish part (a) of Proposition 6.1 (ii) when d ≥ 2. The
proof is an adaptation of the proof of Proposition 6.1 (i). Recall that under the setting
of part (a) with d ≥ 2, the self-conformal set K is not contained in any d− 1 dimensional
C1 submanifold. This means that K satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 6.3. Let ̺ > 0 be
the constant associated with that lemma. Note that, to prove part (a), it suffices to find
δ > 0 and N ∈ N such that

µ((∂B)̺k) ≤ ̺kδ (6.33)

for any ball B ⊆ Rd and any k ≥ N (for arbitrary r > 0 we simply follow the arguments
used at the end of the proof of Proposition 6.1 (i)). So with this in mind, fix a ball B ⊆ Rd

and define

A1 := {I ∈ Λ̺ : KI ∩ (∂B)̺ 6= ∅} .
For any I ∈ Σ∗ and positive integer k ≥ 2, define

Ak(I) :=
{
J ∈ Λ̺(I) : KIJ ∩ (∂B)̺k 6= ∅

}
,

Ek :=
⋃

I1∈A1

⋃

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
⋃

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

[I1I2 · · · Ik] .

Note that the above definitions of A1, Ak(I) and Ek are slightly different from those
appearing in the proof of Proposition 6.1 (i) even though we use the same symbols. In
terms of (6.4), it can be verified that the unions in the definition of Ek are all disjoint.
Also, it is easily seen that Ek+1 ⊆ Ek for any k ≥ 1. Now, by Lemma 6.3, we know that
for any k ∈ N and any

I1 ∈ A1, I2 ∈ A2(I1), ... , Ik ∈ Ak(I1I2 · · · Ik−1),

there exists J ∈ Λ̺(I1I2 · · · Ik) such that

d(KI1···IkJ , ∂B) > ̺ |KI1I2···I−k |.
Furthermore, we have that |KI1I2···I−k | ≥ ̺k by the choices of I1, I2, ..., Ik. Then

d(KI1···IkJ , ∂B) > ̺k+1

and thus J /∈ Ak+1(I1 · · · Ik), which in turn implies that

[I1I2 · · · IkJ ] ∩ Ek+1 = ∅ .
The above discussion shows that

µ
(
[I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1

)
≤ µ([I1I2 · · · Ik])− µ([I1I2 · · · IkJ ]) . (6.34)

Now since µ is doubling and the sequence {M̺(I)}I∈Σ∗ is bounded (see (6.5)), there exists
η ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ([IJ ]) ≥ η · µ([I]), ∀ I ∈ Σ∗, ∀ J ∈ Λ̺(I).

With this and (6.34) in mind, it follows that

µ
(
[I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1

)
≤ (1− η) µ([I1I2 · · · Ik]).

Since Ek+1 ⊆ Ek, the upshot of the above is that

µ(Ek+1) = µ(Ek ∩ Ek+1)
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=
∑

I1∈A1

∑

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
∑

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

µ([I1I2 · · · Ik] ∩ Ek+1)

≤ (1− η) ·
∑

I1∈A1

∑

I2∈A2(I1)

· · ·
∑

Ik∈Ak(I1I2···Ik−1)

µ([I1I2 · · · Ik])

= (1− η) · µ(Ek).
Therefore, for any k ≥ 1,

µ(Ek) ≤ (1− η)k−1 .

Combining this inequality with the following easily verified inclusion

π−1
(
K ∩ (∂B)̺k

)
⊆ Ek, ∀ k ≥ 1,

we obtain that

µ
(
(∂B)̺k

)
= µ

(
π−1
(
K ∩ (∂B)̺k

))

≤ µ(Ek)

≤ (1− η)k−1

= ̺k·
(k−1) log(1−η)

k log ̺

≤ ̺k·
log(1−η)
2 log ̺ , ∀ k ≥ 2.

This shows (6.33) with δ = log(1− η)/(2 log ̺) and N = 2, and thus the proof of part (a)
of Proposition 6.1 (ii) is complete.

6.2.2. Proof of part (b) of Proposition 6.1 (ii). Under the setting of part (b), the self-
conformal set K is contained in a ℓK dimensional affine space or ℓK dimensional geometric
sphere, and not contained in any (ℓK − 1)-dimensional C1 submanifold.

The following result can be viewed as an analogue of Lemma 6.3. Throughout, we
define d(A, ∅) := +∞ for a non-empty subset A ⊆ Rd and let ̺0 > 0 be as in (6.3).

Lemma 6.4. Let d ≥ 2 and let ℓ ∈ {1, ..., d − 1}. Suppose that K ⊆ S where S is a
ℓ-dimensional geometric sphere or a ℓ-dimensional affine hyperplane in Rd, and K is not
contained in any (ℓ − 1)-dimensional C1 submanifold. Then there exists ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0) that
satisfies the following statement: given any I ∈ Σ∗ and any ball B ⊆ Rd centered at K,
there exists J ∈ Λ̺(I) such that

d(KIJ , (∂B) ∩ S) > ̺ |KI−| . (6.35)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 6.3. Firstly, under the setting of Lemma 6.4,
we shall show that

δ := inf
I∈Σ∗

inf
z∈K

inf
r>0

sup
x∈K

d(ψI ◦ ϕI(x), ψI(∂B(z, r) ∩ S)) > 0, (6.36)

where ψI is defined as in (6.6). Let S ⊆ Rd be the set described in the statement of
Lemma 6.4. When S is a ℓ-dimensional affine hyperplane, the set K can be viewed as a
self-conformal set in Rℓ and thus the proof of (6.36) is the same as that of (6.24). When S
is a ℓ-dimensional geometric sphere, the proof remains largely the same with only minor
modifications. Nevertheless, we sketch the proof of (6.36) in the latter case.

Assume that K ⊆ S where S is a ℓ-dimensional geometric sphere with radius R, and K
is not contained in any ℓ− 1-dimensional C1 submanifold. Suppose in contradiction that
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(6.36) is not true, then there exist {Ik}k≥1 ⊆ Σ∗, {zk}k≥1 ⊆ K and {rk}k≥ ⊆ (0,+∞)
such that

sup
x∈K

d(ψIk ◦ ϕIk(x), ψIk(∂B(zk, rk) ∩ S)) → 0 as k → ∞.

Let U ⊆ Rd be the bounded connected open set associated with (2.5). By (6.9), the
uniformly boundedness of {ψI ◦ϕI}I∈Σ∗ and Lemma 2.1, we may assume that there exists
a conformal map f : U → Rd such that ψIk ◦ ϕIk → f uniformly on U . Then

sup
x∈K

d(f(x), ψIk(∂B(zk, rk) ∩ S)) → 0 as k → ∞. (6.37)

Since #
(
∂B(z, r)∩S

)
≤ 1 when z ∈ S and r ≥ 2R, we may assume that {rk}k≥1 ⊆ (0, 2R).

Thus, ∂B(zk, rk) ∩ S is a (ℓ− 1)-dimensional geometric sphere for any k ≥ 1. Let

Sℓ−1 :=

{
(x1, ..., xℓ, 0, ..., 0) ∈ Rd :

ℓ∑

i=1

x2i = 1

}
.

Let O(d) denote the collection of all d×d orthogonal matrices. Then for any k ≥ 1, there
exist ρk > 0, Ok ∈ O(d) and bk ∈ Rd such that

ψIk(∂B(zk, rk) ∩ S) = ρkOk(S
ℓ−1) + bk.

By passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that

ρk → ρ∞, bk → b∞, Ok → O∞ as k → ∞
for some ρ∞ ∈ [0,+∞], b∞ ∈ Rd ∪ {∞} and O∞ ∈ O(d). In view of (6.37), this is
only possible if (ρ∞,b∞) ∈ [0,+∞) × Rd or (ρ∞,b∞) ∈ {+∞} × {∞}. On following
the arguments used after (6.27), in both these cases we find that K is contained in a
ℓ − 1-dimensional C1 submanifold. This is a contradiction and thus establishes (6.36).
With inequality (6.36) at hand, the desired inequality (6.35) can be proved for ̺ ∈ (0, ̺0)
sufficiently small enough via calculations analogous to those used in deriving (6.31) and
(6.32). �

We are in a position to establish part (b) of Proposition 6.1 (ii). Under the setting
of part (b), recall that K ⊆ S where S is a ℓK-dimensional affine hyperplane or a ℓK-
dimensional geometric sphere, but K is not contained in any (ℓK − 1)-dimensional C1

submanifold. To ease notation, in the following we simply write ℓ for ℓK .

If S is a ℓ-dimensional affine hyperplane, then we can view K as a self-conformal set in Rℓ

and the proof to establish part (b) follows the same line of argument as that appearing
in Section 6.2.1. Thus, without loss of generality, we assume that S is a ℓ-dimensional
sphere with radius R.

First, we show that there exists C > 0 such that for any z ∈ S, r ≤ 2R and ̺ > 0

(∂B(z, r))̺ ∩ S ⊆ (∂B(z, r) ∩ S)5√2R
√
̺ . (6.38)

With this immediate goal in mind, fix an arbitrary point x ∈ (∂B(z, r))̺∩S. By applying
an isometric mapping on Rd if necessary, we can assume, without loss of generality, that

S =

{
(y1, ..., yℓ+1, 0, ..., 0) ∈ Rd :

ℓ+1∑

i=1

y2i = R2

}

and that

z = (0, R, 0, ..., 0), and x = (x1, x2, 0, ..., 0) withx1 ≥ 0 .
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Then since x ∈ S, a straightforward calculation shows that

x =

(
|x− z| ·

√
1− |x− z|2

4R2
, R− |x− z|2

2R
, 0, ..., 0

)
.

To prove (6.38), we need to show that

x ∈
(
∂B(z, r) ∩ S

)
2
√
2R

√
̺
; (6.39)

that is to find y ∈ ∂B(z, r) ∩ S such that |x− y| ≤ 5
√
2R

√
̺. To do this, let

y =

(
r ·
√
1− r2

4R2
, R− r2

2R
, 0, ..., 0

)
.

Then y ∈ ∂B(z, r) ∩ S and

|x− y| ≤
∣∣∣∣∣|x− z| ·

√
1− |x− z|2

4R2
− r ·

√
1− r2

4R2

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣ ·
(
|x− z|+ r

)

2R

≤ r ·
∣∣∣∣∣

√
1− |x− z|2

4R2
−
√

1− r2

4R2

∣∣∣∣∣ +
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣ ·
√

1− |x− z|2
4R2

+2
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣

≤
∣∣|x− z|2 − r2

∣∣
√

4R2 − |x− z|2 +
√
4R2 − r2

+ 3
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣

=

∣∣|x− z|+ r
∣∣ ·
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣
√

(2R + |x− z|)(2R− |x− z|) +
√

(2R + r)(2R− r)
+ 3
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣

≤ 2
√
2R ·

∣∣|x− z| − r
∣∣

√
2R− |x− z|+

√
2R− r

+ 3
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣ (6.40)

≤ 5
√
2R
√∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣ (6.41)

≤ 5
√
2R

√
̺ . (6.42)

In the above, inequality (6.40) follows since

|x− z|+ r ≤ 4R, 2R + |x− z| ≥ 2R, 2R + r ≥ 2R (x, z ∈ S, r ≤ 2R)

and inequality (6.41) is a consequence of the fact that
∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣
√

2R− |x− z|+
√
2R− r

≤
√∣∣|x− z| − r

∣∣

and

∣∣|x− z| − r
∣∣ =

(√∣∣|x− z| − r
∣∣
)2

≤
√
2R ·

√∣∣|x− z| − r
∣∣ .

The last inequality (6.42) follows since x ∈
(
∂B(z, r)

)
̺

and so
∣∣|x − z| − r

∣∣ ≤ ̺ . The

upshot of the above is that (6.39) is true and thus we have established (6.38) as desired.
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Now by Lemma 6.4 and on following the arguments used in the proof of part (a) of
Proposition 6.1 (ii) with ∂B replaced by ∂B(z, r)∩ S, we find that there exists constants
C > 0 and δ > 0 such that

µ
(
(∂B(z, r) ∩ S)̺

)
≤ C̺δ

for any z ∈ S, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0. This together with (6.38), implies that

µ
(
(∂B(z, r))̺

)
≤ C · 5δ(2R)δ/2̺δ/2 (6.43)

for any z ∈ S, any r ≤ 2R and any ̺ > 0. If z ∈ S and r > 2R, note that

(∂B(z, r))̺ ∩ S =





∅, if r − ̺ > 2R,

(∂B(z, 2R))̺−r+2R ∩ S, if r − ̺ ≤ 2R

and thus (6.43) also holds when r > 2R. In other words (6.2) holds for any z ∈ S, any
r > 0 and any ̺ > 0. This completes the proof of part (b) of Proposition 6.1 (ii).

6.2.3. Proof of part (c) of Proposition 6.1 (ii). We start by establishing various prelimi-
nary lemmas regarding the properties of multivariate analytic functions. The first result
is concerned with the cardinality of the level sets associated with such functions.

Lemma 6.5. Let F : [a, b]× [c, d] → R be real analytic.

(i) If F (t, ·) 6≡ 0 for any t ∈ [a, b], then

sup
t∈[a,b]

#
{
s ∈ [c, d] : F (t, s) = 0

}
< +∞. (6.44)

(ii) If F (t, ·) is not a constant function for any t ∈ [a, b], then

sup
p∈R

sup
t∈[a,b]

# {s ∈ [c, d] : F (t, s) = p} < +∞. (6.45)

Proof. (i) Suppose on the contrary that the left-hand-side of (6.44) equals infinity. Then

for any n ∈ N, there exist tn ∈ [a, b] and distinct points s
(n)
1 , ..., s

(n)
n ∈ [c, d] such that

F
(
tn, s

(n)
i

)
= 0, ∀ i = 1, 2, ..., n. (6.46)

Without loss of generality, we assume that tn → t0 for some t0 ∈ [a, b] as n → ∞. Given

an integer i ≥ 1, denote by Si the set of limit points of {s(n)i : n ≥ i}. Let

S =
∞⋃

i=1

Si .

Since F is real analytic, it follows by (6.46) and the definition of S , that

F (t0, s) = 0, ∀ s ∈ S . (6.47)

We now proceed by considering two case.

Case 1: #S = +∞. In this case, there exist infinitely many s ∈ [c, d] such that
F (t0, s) = 0. Note that F (t0, ·) is real analytic on [c, d], then in view of it follows that
F (t0, ·) ≡ 0 on [c, d], which is a contradiction.

Case 2: #S < +∞. In this case, there exists s0 ∈ S such that s0 ∈ Si for infinitely
many i ∈ N. Without loss of generality, we assume that s0 ∈ Si for all i ≥ 1. We now
show that

∂kF

∂sk
(t0, s0) = 0 , ∀ k ≥ 0. (6.48)
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By (6.47), the formula in (6.48) holds when k = 0. Fix any k ≥ 1. By passing to a
subsequence, we assume that

s
(n)
i → s0 (n→ ∞), ∀ i = 1, 2, ..., k + 1. (6.49)

We denote

un = min
{
s
(n)
i : i = 1, 2, ..., k + 1

}
, vn = max

{
s
(n)
i : i = 1, 2, ..., k + 1

}

for any n ≥ k + 1. By (6.49), we have

un → s0, vn → s0 as n→ ∞. (6.50)

Given n ∈ N≥k+1, note that s
(n)
1 , s

(n)
2 , ..., s

(n)
k+1 are all distinct, then by (6.46) and Rolle’s

Theorem, there exists ξn ∈ (un, vn) such that

∂kF

∂sk
(tn, ξn) = 0.

Letting n→ ∞, we obtain from (6.50) and the continuity of ∂kF
∂sk

that

∂kF

∂sk
(t0, s0) = 0 .

This establishes (6.48). Now since k is arbitrary, (6.48) together with the fact that F (t0, ·)
is analytic on [c, d] implies that F (t0, ·) ≡ 0 on [c, d]. This contradicts the hypothesis of
part (i) and so we are done.

(ii) The proof is a modification of that of part (i). Suppose that (6.45) is not true.
Then for any n ∈ N, there exist pn ∈ R and tn ∈ [a, b] such that

# {s ∈ [c, d] : F (tn, s) = pn} ≥ n ;

that is to say, there exist distinct points s
(n)
1 , s

(n)
2 , ... , s

(n)
n ∈ [c, d] such that

F (tn, s
(n)
i ) = pn, ∀ i = 1, 2, ..., n. (6.51)

Note that F is real analytic on a compact set, hence the range of F is bounded and so is
{pn}n∈N. Therefore, without loss of generality, we may assume that

tn → t0, pn → p0 (n→ ∞)

for some t0 ∈ [a, b] and p0 ∈ R. Given an integer i ≥ 1, denote by Si the set of limit

points of {s(n)i : n ≥ i}. Let S be the union of Si (i ≥ 1). Since F is real analytic, it
follows by (6.51) and the definition of S , that

F (t0, s) = p0, ∀ s ∈ S . (6.52)

As in the proof of (i), we proceed by considering two case.

Case 1: #S = +∞. In this case, by (6.52), there exist infinitely many s ∈ [c, d] such
that F (t0, s) = p0. Note that s 7→ F (t0, s) is real analytic on [c, d], then it follows that
F (t0, ·) ≡ p0 on [c, d], which is a contradiction.

Case 2: #S < +∞. Similar to Case 2 in the proof of part (i), there exists s0 ∈ S such
that

∂kF

∂sk
(t0, s0) = 0, ∀ k ≥ 1.

Then by the analyticity of the map s 7→ F (t0, s) (s ∈ [c, d]), we have F (t0, s) = F (t0, s0) =
p0 for any s ∈ [c, d], which is a contradiction. �

The next lemma is concerned with bounding from below the derivatives of analytic
functions.
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Lemma 6.6. If F : [a, b] × [c, d] → R is real analytic and F (t, ·) 6≡ 0 for any t ∈ [a, b],
then there exist n0 ∈ N and δ0 > 0 such that

max
0≤i≤n0

∣∣∣
∂iF

∂si
(t, s)

∣∣∣ ≥ δ0, ∀ (s, t) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d].

Proof. Suppose on the contrary the result is not true. Then for any integer n ≥ 1, we can
find (sn, tn) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d] such that

∣∣∣
∂iF

∂si
(tn, sn)

∣∣∣ <
1

n
, ∀ i = 0, 1, ..., n. (6.53)

By passing to a subsequence if necessary, we can assume that (tn, sn) → (t0, s0) for some
(t0, s0) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d]. Then letting n→ ∞ on both sides of (6.53), gives

∂iF

∂si
(t0, s0) = 0, ∀ i ≥ 0.

This together with the analyticity of F (t0, ·) implies that F (t0, ·) ≡ 0, which contradicts
the assumption that F (t, ·) 6≡ 0 for any t ∈ [a, b]. �

Given a function F : [a, b]× [c, d] → R, for any t ∈ [a, b] and any −∞ < r1 < r2 < +∞,
let

F (t, r1, r2) := {s ∈ [c, d] : r1 < F (t, s) < r2}
and denote by I(t, r1, r2) the collection of all connected components of F (t, r1, r2). The
next result show that cardinalities of the sets I(t, r1, r2) associated with analytic functions
are bounded.

Lemma 6.7. If F : [a, b] × [c, d] → R is real analytic and F (t, ·) : [c, d] → R is not a
constant function for any t ∈ [a, b], then

sup
{
#I(t, r1, r2) : t ∈ [a, b],−∞ < r1 < r2 < +∞

}
< +∞.

Proof. Fix t ∈ [a, b] and fix r1 < r2. Let r0 ∈ (r1, r2). Note that since F is analytic,
I(t, r1, r2) is a collection of disjoint (relatively) open intervals on [c, d]. For brevity of
notation, in the following we write I = I(t, r1, r2).

The goal is to estimate the number of elements in I . To do this, we partition I into
three parts:

I = I1 ∪ I2 ∪ I3

where

I1 :=
{
I ∈ I : c ∈ I or d ∈ I

}
,

I2 := {I ∈ I\I1 : ∃ s ∈ I s.t. F (t, s) = r0} ,
I3 := I\(I1 ∪ I2).

It is obvious that #I1 ≤ 2. Note that F (t′, ·) is not a constant function for any t′ ∈ [a, b].
Thus, by the definition of I2 and applying part (ii) of Lemma 6.5 to the function F , we
have

#I2 ≤ sup
t′∈[a,b]

# {s ∈ [c, d] : F (t′, s) = r0}

≤ sup
p∈R

sup
t′∈[a,b]

# {s ∈ [c, d] : F (t′, s) = p}

< +∞.
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It remains to estimate the number of elements of I3. If I ∈ I3, then its closure I ⊆ (c, d)
and r0 /∈ F (t, I). We claim that there must be s ∈ I such that

∂F

∂s
(t, s) = 0 .

If not, then F (t, ·) is monotone on I. Write I = (p, q) where c < p < q < d. Without the
loss of generality, we assume that F (t, ·) is increasing on I. Under this assumption, since
r0 /∈ F (t, I), we have

F (t, s) ≥ r0 > r1 or F (t, s) ≤ r0 < r2 (s ∈ I) .

In the above former case, by the continuity of F (t, ·), there exists δ > 0 such that (p −
δ, q) ⊆ (c, d) and F (t, (p− δ, q)) ⊆ (r1, r2), which contradicts the fact that I = (p, q) is a
connected component of F (t, r1, r2). The latter case can be treated similarly. So we have
proven the claim that any interval in I3 must contain at least one zero of ∂F

∂s
(t, ·). Recall

that F (t
′
, ·) is not a constant function for any t

′ ∈ [a, b], so ∂F
∂s
(t

′
, ·) 6≡ 0 for any t

′ ∈ [a, b].

With this in mind, on applying part (i) of Lemma 6.5 to the real analytic function ∂F
∂s

,
we have

#I3 ≤ sup
t
′∈[a,b]

#

{
s ∈ [c, d] :

∂F

∂s
(t

′

, s) = 0

}
< +∞.

The upshot of the above is that

#I ≤ 2 + sup
p∈R

sup
t′∈[a,b]

#
{
s ∈ [c, d] : F (t

′

, s) = p
}

+ sup
t
′∈[a,b]

#

{
s ∈ [c, d] :

∂F

∂s
(t

′

, s) = 0

}

< +∞,

which completes the proof. �

The following rather elementary result while be useful in obtaining lower bounds for
the integral of analytic functions (namely in proving the subsequent Lemma 6.9).

Lemma 6.8. Let n ≥ 1 be an integer. Then there exists γ = γ(n) > 0 such that
∫ 1

−1

∣∣a0 + a1x+ · · ·+ anx
n
∣∣ dx ≥ γ · max

0≤i≤n
|ai|

for all (a0, a1, ..., an) ∈ Rn+1.

Proof. Let Pn([−1, 1]) be the collection of all polynomials on [−1, 1] with coefficients in R

and degrees at most n, then Pn([−1, 1]) is a (n+1)-dimensional (real) vector space under
addition and scalar multiplication. Given f(x) = a0 + a1x+ · · ·+ anx

n ∈ Pn([−1, 1]), we
define

‖f‖1 :=

∫ 1

−1

|f(x)| dx,

‖f‖2 := max
0≤i≤n

|ai|.

It is easy to show that both ‖ · ‖1 and ‖ · ‖2 are norms on Pn([−1, 1]). Since any two
norms on a finite dimensional vector space are equivalent, there exists γ > 0 such that

‖f‖1 ≥ γ‖f‖2 , ∀ f ∈ Pn([−1, 1]) ,

which proves the lemma. �
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Lemma 6.9. Let F : [a, b] × [c, d] → R be real analytic and suppose that F (t, ·) 6≡ 0 for
any t ∈ [a, b]. Then there exist C > 0 and n0 ∈ N such that for any t ∈ [a, b] and any
sub-interval I ⊆ [c, d], we have

∫

I

|F (t, s)| ds ≥ C|I|n0. (6.54)

Proof. By Lemma 6.6, there exist n0 ∈ N and δ0 such that

max
0≤i≤n0−1

∣∣∣
∂iF

∂si
(t, s)

∣∣∣ ≥ δ0, ∀ (t, s) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d]. (6.55)

Let

M := max

{∣∣∣
∂n0F

∂sn0
(t, s)

∣∣∣ : (t, s) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d]

}
.

Throughout, let I be a sub-interval of [c, d] and let sI be the center of I. Also, we fix an
arbitrary point t ∈ [a, b]. By Taylor’s theorem,

F (t, s) =

n0−1∑

i=0

1

i!
· ∂

iF

∂si
(t, sI) · (s− sI)

i + ǫ(t, s), ∀ (t, s) ∈ [a, b]× [c, d], (6.56)

where the error term ǫ(t, s) satisfies

|ǫ(t, s)| ≤ M

(n0 + 1)!
· |s− sI |n0.

To ease notation, let

G(t, s) :=

n0−1∑

i=1

1

i!
· ∂

iF

∂si
(t, sI) · (s− sI)

i.

Then by (6.56) and the triangle inequality, we have
∫

I

|F (t, s)| ds ≥
∫

I

|G(t, s)| ds−
∫

I

|ǫ(t, s)| ds

=: I1 − I2, (6.57)

where we set

I1 :=

∫

I

|G(t, s)| ds, I2 :=

∫

I

|ǫ(t, s)| ds .

We first estimate the lower bound of I1. Let γ > 0 be as in Lemma 6.8 with n = n0−1.
Then on combining (6.55) and Lemma 6.8, we have

I1 =

∫

I

|G(t, s)| ds

=
|I|
2

∫ 1

−1

∣∣G
(
t, sI +

|I|
2
s
)∣∣ ds

=
|I|
2

∫ 1

−1

∣∣
n0−1∑

i=0

1

i!
· ∂

iF

∂si
(t, sI) ·

( |I|
2
s
)i∣∣ ds

≥ |I|
2

· γ · max
0≤i≤n0−1

{ 1

i!
·
∣∣∂

iF

∂si
(t, sI)

∣∣ ·
( |I|
2

)i}
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≥ γ

2n0(n0 − 1)!
· max
0≤i≤n0−1

{∣∣∂
iF

∂si
(t, sI)

∣∣
}
·min{|I|n0, |I|}

≥ γδ0
2n0(n0 − 1)!

·min{|I|n0, |I|}. (6.58)

Next we obtain an upper bound for I2:

I2 =

∫

I

|ǫ(t, s)| ds

≤
∫

I

M

n0!
· |s− sI |n0 ds

=
M

2n0(n0 + 1)!
· |I|n0+1. (6.59)

In the following, let

r0 := min
{
γδ0(n0 + 1)(n0 + 2)/(2M), d− c, 1

}
.

We continue with estimating the integral of |F (t, ·)| over I by considering two cases:

◦ If |I| ≤ r0, then by (6.57), (6.58) and (6.59), we have that
∫

I

|F (t, s)| ds ≥ 1

2n0(n0 − 1)!

(
γδ0 −

M |I|
n0(n0 + 1)

)
· |I|n0

≥ γδ0
2n0+1(n0 − 1)!

· |I|n0 . (6.60)

◦ If |I| > r0, let I ′ ⊆ I be a subinterval with |I ′| = r0. Then on applying (6.60) to
the interval I ′, we have that

∫

I

|F (t, s)| ds ≥
∫

I′
|F (t, s)| ds

≥ γδ0
2n0+1(n0 − 1)!

· rn0
0

=
γδ0

2n0+1(n0 − 1)!
·
(
r0
|I|

)n0

· |I|n0

≥ γδ0
2n0+1(n0 − 1)!

·
(

r0
d− c

)n0

· |I|n0. (6.61)

The proof of (6.54) is complete by combining (6.60) and (6.61). �

We are now finally in the position to exploit the preparatory lemmas to prove part (c)
of Proposition 6.1 (ii). Recall that if g : O → R2 is a conformal map on an open set
O ⊇ [0, 1] × {0}, then the map t 7→ g(t, 0) is injective and real analytic with non-zero
derivative with respect to t ∈ [0, 1]. With this in mind, within the context of part (c),
there exists an one-to-one real analytic function f : [0, 1] → R2 such that f ′(t) 6= 0 for any
t ∈ [0, 1] and K ⊆ Γ := f([0, 1]). Let f(t) = (f1(t), f2(t)) and define F : [0, 1]× [0, 1] → R

as
F (t, s) :=

∣∣f(t)− f(s)
∣∣2 =

(
f1(t)− f1(s)

)2
+
(
f2(t)− f2(s)

)2
.
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It is clear that F is also real analytic. Furthermore, F (t, ·) is not a constant function for
any t ∈ [0, 1]. Otherwise, there exists t0 ∈ [0, 1] such that F (t0, s) = F (t0, t0) = 0 for all
s ∈ [0, 1] and thus f(t) ≡ f(t0) for all t ∈ [0, 1], which is a contradiction. For any t ∈ [0, 1]
and r1 < r2, let

F (t, r1, r2) :=
{
s ∈ [0, 1] : r1 < F (t, s) < r2

}

and let I(t, r1, r2) be the collection of connected components of F (t, r1, r2).

Throughout, fix x ∈ Γ. Let t ∈ [0, 1] so x = f(t). Then for any r > 0 and ̺ > 0, we
have

(∂B(x, r))̺ ∩K ⊆
⋃

I∈I
(
t, (r−̺)2+, (r+̺)2

)
f(I) ∪ {x},

where, as usual, (x)+ := max{x, 0}. Hence

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤

∑

I∈I
(
t, (r−̺)2+, (r+̺)2

)
µ
(
f(I)

)
. (6.62)

Recall, our goal is to establish (6.2) and so n view of (6.62) we now estimate µ
(
f(I)

)
for

any I ∈ I
(
t, (r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2

)
.

The one-dimensional version of the well-known Area Formula (see for example [58,
Theorem 3.7]) states that if g : [0, 1] → R is Lipschitz, then for any measurable set
A ⊆ [0, 1], we have

∫

A

|g′(s)| ds =
∫

R

# {s ∈ A : g(s) = p} dp . (6.63)

Applying (6.63) to A = F
(
t, (r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2

)
and g(s) = F (t, s), we obtain that

∫

F
(
t, (r−̺)2+, (r+̺)2

)
∣∣∣
∂F

∂s
(t, s)

∣∣∣ ds =
∫ (r+̺)2

(r−̺)2+
#
{
s ∈ [0, 1] : F (t, s) = p

}
dp . (6.64)

Next, we estimate the two integrals appearing in (6.64). Recall that F (t, ·) is not a
constant function for any t ∈ [0, 1], then by part (ii) of Lemma 6.5, we find that

M := sup
p∈R

sup
t′∈[0,1]

#
{
s ∈ [0, 1] : F (t

′

, s) = p
}
< +∞ .

Furthermore, note that |F (t′, s)| ≤ |Γ|2 for all (t
′
, s) ∈ [0, 1]2, so it follows that

r.h.s. of (6.64) =

∫

[(r−̺)2+,(r+̺)2]∩ [0,|Γ|2]
#
{
s ∈ [0, 1] : F (t, s) = p

}
dp

≤ M · L([(r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2] ∩ [0, |Γ|2]
)

≤ M ·max
{
|Γ|, ̺

}
· ̺ , (6.65)

where L denotes the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. On the other hand, by Lemma 6.9, there
exists n0 ∈ N and C > 0 (independent of t ∈ [0, 1], r > 0 and ̺ > 0) such that

l.h.s. of (6.64) =
∑

I∈I
(
t, (r−̺)2+, (r+̺)2

)

∫

I

∣∣∣
∂F

∂s
(t, s)

∣∣∣ ds

≥ C ·
∑

I∈I
(
t, (r−̺)2+, (r+̺)2

)
|I|n0. (6.66)
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On combining (6.64), (6.65) and (6.66) with the fact that |I| ≤ 1 , it follows that

|I| ≪ ̺1/n0

for any I ∈ I
(
t, (r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2

)
. Since f is injective and f

′
(t) 6= 0 for any t ∈ [0, 1],

it is easily verified that f : [0, 1] → Γ is bi-Lipschitz, and thus f(I) is contained in a ball
with radius approximately ̺1/n0 . Then by part (i) of Proposition 6.1, there exists s > 0
such that

µ
(
f(I)

)
≪ ̺s/n0 (6.67)

for any I ∈ I(t, (r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2). In view of Lemma 6.7, we know that

sup
{
#I(t, (r − ̺)2+, (r + ̺)2) : t ∈ [0, 1], r > 0, ̺ > 0

}
< +∞.

This together with (6.62) and (6.67) shows that

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≪ ̺s/n0 (6.68)

for any x ∈ Γ, any r > 0 and any ̺ > 0, where the implied constant does not depend on
x, r and ̺. This completes the proof of part (c) of Proposition 6.1 (ii).

In order to complete the proof of Proposition 6.1 (ii) it remains to establish (6.2) in
the cases not covered by parts (a), (b) or (c).

6.2.4. Completing the proof of Proposition 6.1 (ii). Let ℓK be as in (5.1). Then, in view
of Proposition 3.1, we divide the proof of (6.2) into the following cases:

Case A: ℓK = d;

Case B: d ≥ 2, ℓK < d and part (ii) of Proposition 3.1 holds with ℓ = ℓK ;

Case C: d = 2 and K is contained in an analytic curve;

Case D: d = 2 and K is contained in a disjoint union of at least two analytic curves.

To see this, simply note that when d = 1, then ℓK = 1 and thus we are in Case A. The first
three cases have been considered respectively in Sections 6.2.1 – 6.2.3. Thus it remains
to establish the desired inequality (6.2) for Case D. So suppose that

K ⊆
k⊔

i=1

Γi ,

where k ≥ 2 and each Γi (i = 1, 2, ..., k) is an analytic curve. For each i = 1, 2, ..., k,
denote by µi := µ|Γi

the restriction of µ supported on the analytic curve Γi. Then, on
naturally adapting the arguments used in deriving (6.68), we find that there exist C > 0
and δ > 0 such that

µi
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ C̺δ

for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, any x ∈ Γi, any r > 0, and any ̺ > 0. Note that Γi (i = 1, 2, ..., k) are
disjoint closed sets, thus there exists r0 > 0 such that

d(Γi,Γj) > 2 r0, ∀ 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ k.

With this in mind, it follows that for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k and any x ∈ Γi ,

(∂B(x, r))̺ ∩K ⊆ (∂B(x, r))̺ ∩ Γi, ∀ 0 < r ≤ r0 , ∀ 0 < ̺ ≤ r0 .

The upshot of the above is that for any x ∈ K,

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺) ≤ C̺δ, ∀ 0 < r ≤ r0, ∀ 0 < ̺ ≤ r0.
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If ̺ > r0, then since µ is a probability measure, we have that for any r > 0,

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺) ≤ 1 <

(
̺

r0

)δ
.

Thus, it follows that for any x ∈ K, any 0 < r ≤ r0 and any ̺ > 0, we obtain the desired
inequality

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ C̃ ̺δ where C̃ := max

{
C,

1

rδ0

}
.

7. Applications: proving the statements appearing in Section 1.3

In this section we establish the applications of Theorem 1.2 to the recurrent sets stated
in Section 1.3. This will involve establishing a more versatile form of the standard quanti-
tative Borel-Cantelli Lemma (see Lemma 7.2) that is required when proving Theorem 1.6.
The final section is devoted to providing the details of the two counterexamples to Claim F
discussed in Section 1.3.

For the sake of clarity and convenience, we list several facts concerning self-conformal
systems (Φ, K, µ, T ) on Rd that will be frequently used in the proof of Theorems 1.5 & 1.6.
In the following, with (2.24) in mind, µ is the Gibbs measure with respect to a β-Hölder
potential on the symbolic space ΣN such that µ = µ ◦ π−1.

(P1) In view of Theorem 2.2, Corollary 2.1 and Theorem 1.2, there exist C > 0 and
γ ∈ (0, 1) that satisfy the following:

(i) For any f1 ∈ Cβ(ΣN), any f2 ∈ L1(µ) and any n ∈ N,
∣∣∣∣
∫

ΣN

f1 · f2 ◦ σn dµ−
∫

ΣN

f1 dµ ·
∫

ΣN

f2 dµ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C γn · ‖f1‖β ·
∫

ΣN

|f2| dµ . (7.1)

(ii) For any I ∈ Σ∗, any measurable subset F ⊆ Rd and any n ∈ N,
∣∣µ(KI ∩ T−nF )− µ(KI)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ C γnµ(F ). (7.2)

(iii) For any ball B ⊆ Rd, any measurable subset F ⊆ Rd and any n ∈ N,
∣∣µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(B)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ C γnµ(F ). (7.3)

(P2) Let κ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (2.7). Then (2.8) states that there is a constant C3 > 1
such that

|KI | ≤ C3 κ
|I|, ∀ I ∈ Σ∗. (7.4)

(P3) Part (ii) of Theorem 5.1 states that there exist r0 > 0, C > 0 and δ > 0 such that
for any x ∈ K,

µ
(
(∂B(x, r))̺

)
≤ C̺δ, ∀ 0 < r ≤ r0 , ∀ ̺ > 0. (7.5)

The following is essentially a consequence of (7.2).

Lemma 7.1. Let C > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (P1). Then for any n1, n2 ∈ N, any
I, J ∈ Σk with k ≥ n1, and any Borel set F ⊆ Rd

∣∣∣µ(KI ∩ T−n1KJ ∩ T−n2F )− µ(KI ∩ T−n1KJ)µ(F )
∣∣∣ ≤ C γn2µ(F ) . (7.6)
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Proof. Recall that K̃ is the set of those x ∈ K with which #
(
π−1(x)

)
= 1 and that

T (x) = π ◦ σ ◦ π−1(x) when x ∈ K̃. With this in mind, it follows that

KI ∩ T−n1KJ ∩ K̃ =






KIjk−n1+1···jk ∩ K̃, if in1+1 · · · ik = j1 · · · jk−n1

∅, if in1+1 · · · ik 6= j1 · · · jk−n1

(7.7)

for any n1, k ∈ N with k ≥ n1 and any I = i1 · · · ik, J = j1 · · · jk ∈ Σk. Then (7.6) is an
immediate consequence of (7.2) and (7.7). �

7.1. Proof of Theorem 1.5.

The following statement [35, Lemma 1.5] represents an important tool in the theory of
metric Diophantine approximation for establishing counting statements. It has its bases in
the familiar variance method of probability theory and can be viewed as the quantitative
form of the (divergence) Borel-Cantelli Lemma [12, Lemma 2.2]. As we shall see it is an
essential ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.5.

Lemma 7.2. Let (X,B, µ) be a probability space. Let {fn(x)}n∈N be a sequence of mea-
surable functions on X, and {fn}n∈N, {φn}N be sequences of numbers such that

0 ≤ fn ≤ φn (n = 1, 2, ...).

Suppose that there exists C > 0 such that for any pair of positive integers a < b, we have

∫

X

(
b∑

n=a

(fn(x)− fn)

)2

dµ(x) ≤ C
b∑

n=a

φn.

Then for any ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

fn(x) =

N∑

n=1

fn +O

(
Ψ(N)1/2(log(Ψ(N) + 1))

3
2
+ǫ + max

1≤k≤N
fk

)

for µ-almost every x ∈ X, where Ψ(N) :=
N∑

n=1

φn.

In the next section we shall state and prove a more general form (namely Lemma 7.7) of
this well known statement.

We now lay the foundations for applying Lemma 7.2 within the context of Theorem 1.5.
With this in mind, we first show that the function tn appearing in the statement of
Theorem 1.5 is Lipschitz continuous.

Lemma 7.3. Assume the setting in Theorem 1.5. Then, for any x,y ∈ K, we have that

|tn(x)− tn(y)| ≤ |x− y| .
Moreover, there exists N ∈ N such that µ(B(x, tn(x))) = ψ(n) for all x ∈ K and n > N .

Proof. Fix any x,y ∈ K with x 6= y and fix n ∈ N. Note that B(x, tn(x)) ⊆ B(y, tn(x)+
|x− y|), then by the definition of tn(·), we have

µ(B(y, tn(x) + |x− y|)) ≥ ψ(n),

and hence tn(y) ≤ tn(x) + |x − y|, again by definition. Similarly, we find that tn(x) ≤
tn(y) + |x− y| and this complete the proof of first part.
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To prove the moreover part, note that by part (i) of Theorem 5.1 and the fact that
ψ(x) → 0 (x → ∞), there exists N > 0 such that tn(x) < r0 for all n > N and x ∈ K,
where r0 is as in (5.3). On the other hand, by (5.3), we have µ(∂B(x, r)) = 0 for all
0 < r ≤ r0 and all x ∈ K, and hence for any fixed x ∈ K, the map r 7→ µ(B(x, r))
is continuous over the interval [0, r0). On combining these observations, we obtain that
µ(B(x, tn(x))) = ψ(n) for all x ∈ K and n > N . �

For any n ∈ N, let

R̂n = R̂n(ψ) :=
{
x ∈ K : |T nx− x| < tn(x)

}
.

The following is an extremely useful statement and is a straightforward application of the
triangle inequality. In short, it provides a mechanism for “locally” representing Rn as the
inverse image of a ball. In turn this allows us to exploit mixing. Throughout, given x ∈ R

we let
(x)+ := max{x, 0} .

Lemma 7.4. Given any I ∈ Σ∗, fix a point zI ∈ KI . Then for any n ∈ N and I ∈ Σ∗,
we have that

KI ∩ T−nB(zI , (tn(zI)− |KI |)+) ⊆ KI ∩ R̂n ⊆ KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 2|KI |) . (7.8)

Proof. Let x ∈ KI ∩ R̂n. Then, by the triangle inequality we have that

|T nx− zI | ≤ |T nx− x|+ |x− zI |
≤ tn(x) + |x− zI |
≤ tn(zI) + 2|x− zI | (by Lemma 7.3)

≤ tn(zI) + 2|KI |.
In other words, T (x) ∈ B(zI , tn(zI)+ 2|KI |) and so x ∈ T−nB(zI , tn(zI)+ 2|KI |). Hence,

KI ∩ R̂n ⊆ KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 2|KI |) which is precisely the right hand side of the
desired statement. A similar calculation yields the left hand side inclusion in (7.8). �

The next two lemmas are concerned with “precisely” estimating the µ-measure of R̂n

and their pairwise intersections. They are crucial in successfully being able to apply
Lemma 7.3 in order to prove Theorem 1.5. Let r0 be as in (P3). Then, without the loss
of generality, we may assume that

tn(x) ≤ r0, ∀n ≥ 1, ∀x ∈ K, (7.9)

so that we can use (7.5) freely. Indeed, as we have already observed in the proof of
Lemma 7.3, since ψ(x) → 0 (x → ∞) in the setting in Theorem 1.5, then by part (i) of
Theorem 5.1 and the definition of tn, there exists N ∈ N for which (7.9) holds for any
x ∈ K and any n ≥ N .

Lemma 7.5. Assume the setting in Theorem 1.5. Then there exists γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ(R̂n) = ψ(n) +O(γ̃n).

Proof. For any I ∈ Σ∗, fix a point zI ∈ KI . Let δ > 0 be as in (P3). Note that by
Lemma 7.3 and (7.5), we have that for any n ∈ N, any x ∈ K and any ̺ > 0,

µ
(
B(x, tn(x) + ̺)

)
= µ

(
B(x, tn(x))

)
+O

(
µ
(
(∂B(x, tn(x))̺

))

= ψ(n) +O
(
̺δ
)

(7.10)
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This together with (7.2), (7.4) and the right hand side of (7.8) implies that for any n ∈ N,
any ℓ ∈ N and any I ∈ Σℓ,

µ(KI ∩ R̂n) ≤ µ
(
KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 2|KI |)

)

= (µ(KI) +O(γn))µ
(
B(zI , tn(zI) + 2|KI |)

)

=
(
µ(KI) +O(γn)

) (
ψ(n) +O(|KI|δ)

)

= (µ(KI) +O(γn))
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ)

)

= µ(KI)
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ)

)
+O

(
γn
)
,

where the big-O constants are independent of n ∈ N, ℓ ∈ N and I ∈ Σℓ. On exploiting
the left hand side of (7.8), a similar calculation shows that

µ(KI ∩ R̂n) ≥ µ(KI)
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ)

)
+O

(
γn
)

for any I ∈ Σℓ and n ∈ N. Therefore, we conclude that

µ(KI ∩ R̂n) = µ(KI)
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ)

)
+O

(
γn
)
, ∀ I ∈ Σℓ.

On summing over all I ∈ Σℓ, it follows that

µ(R̂n) = ψ(n) +O(κδℓ +mℓγn), (7.11)

where m ∈ N is the number of elements in the C1+α conformal IFS Φ under consideration.
Now let

ℓ = ℓ(n) :=

⌊
n log(1/γ)

2 logm

⌋
.

Then mℓγn ≍ γn/2 and it follows via (7.11) that µ(R̂n) = ψ(n) +O(γ̃n), where

γ̃ = max
{
γ1/2, κ

δ log(1/γ)
2 logm

}

and thereby completes the proof. �

Lemma 7.6. Assume the setting in Theorem 1.5. Then there exist C > 0 and η ∈ (0, 1)
such that for any pair of positive integers a < b, we have

∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1 ∩ R̂n2) ≤

∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1)µ(R̂n2) + C ·

b∑

n=a

(
µ(R̂n) + ηn

)
. (7.12)

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (P1) and m ∈ N be the number of elements in conformal
IFS Φ. Let

M :=
log(1/γ)

4 logm
.

Without the loss of generality, we may assume that M < 1 since γ can be taken to be as
close to 1 as we wish. For any I ∈ Σ∗, fix a point zI ∈ KI . To ease notation, we write

Bp(I) ≡ B(zI , tp(zI) + 2|KI |)
for any I ∈ Σ∗ and p ∈ N. Let δ > 0 be as in (P3). Then it follows from (7.4) and (7.10)
that

µ(Bp(I)) = ψ(p) + O(κδ|I|) . (7.13)

Given positive integers n, k ∈ N, the overarching goal is to obtain a sharp upper bound
for µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k). With this in mind, we start by observing the right hand side of (7.8)
implies that for any I ∈ Σ∗ and any n, k ∈ N,

KI ∩ R̂n ∩ R̂n+k ⊆ KI ∩ T−nBn(I) ∩ T−(n+k)Bn+k(I). (7.14)
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We proceed by considering two cases depending on the size of k.

• Estimating µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k) when k > n+1
M

. Let

ℓ1 = ℓ1(n, k) := ⌊(n+ k)M⌋ .
It is easily verified that

n < ℓ1 and m2ℓ1 ≍ γ−
n+k
2 .

For any p ∈ N and I ∈ Σ∗, let

J (p, I) :=
{
J ∈ Σ|I| : KJ ∩ Bp(I) 6= ∅

}
.

Then by (7.14), for any I ∈ Σℓ1 we have that

µ
(
KI ∩ R̂n ∩ R̂n+k

)
≤ µ

(
KI ∩ T−nBn(I) ∩ T−(n+k)Bn+k(I)

)

≤
∑

J∈J (n,I)

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nKJ ∩ T−(n+k)Bn+k(I)

)
. (7.15)

Then Lemma 7.1 together with (7.13), (7.15) and the fact that n < ℓ1, implies that

µ
(
KI ∩ R̂n ∩ R̂n+k

)
≤

∑

J∈J (n,I)

(
µ(KI ∩ T−nKJ) +O(γn+k)

)
µ(Bn+k(I))

=
∑

J∈J (n,I)

(
µ(KI ∩ T−nKJ) +O(γn+k)

) (
ψ(n + k) +O

(
κδℓ1
))
.

Then on summing over I ∈ Σℓ1 and using the fact that m2ℓ1 ≍ γ−
n+k
2 , it follows that

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k)

≤



∑

I∈Σℓ1

∑

J∈J (n,I)

µ(KI ∩ T−nKJ) +O(m2ℓ1γn+k)



(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ1)

)

=


µ
( ⋃

I∈Σℓ1

⋃

J∈J (n,I)

(KI ∩ T−nKJ)
)
+O(γ

n+k
2 )



(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ1)

)
. (7.16)

For the moment, we focus on estimating the µ-measure term appearing within the first
bracket in (7.16). Let

ℓ2 = ℓ2(n) := ⌊2nM⌋ .
It can be verified that

ℓ1 > ℓ2 and mℓ2γn ≍ γ−n/2

Let C3 > 0 be the constant in (P2). Then, for any I ∈ Σℓ1 , by the definition of J (n, I)
and the inequality (7.4), we have

⋃

J∈J (n,I)

(KI ∩ T−nKJ) ⊆ KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 3C3κ
ℓ1). (7.17)

Given any positive integers p ≤ q and any I = i1 · · · iq ∈ Σq, let Ip := i1 · · · ip. With this
notation in minf, if x is in the set on the right-hand-side of (7.17), then x ∈ KIℓ2

(since

ℓ1 > ℓ2) and

|T nx− zIℓ2 | ≤ |T nx− zI |+ |zI − zIℓ2 |

≤ tn(zI) + 3C3κ
ℓ1 + |KIℓ2

|
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≤ tn(zI) + 3C3κ
ℓ1 + C3κ

ℓ2

≤ tn(zIℓ2 ) + |zIℓ2 − zI |+ 4C3κ
ℓ2 (by Lemma 7.3 )

≤ tn(zIℓ2 ) + 5C3κ
ℓ2 .

The upshot of above is that
⋃

I∈Σℓ1

⋃

J∈J (n,I)

(KI ∩ T−nKJ) ⊆
⋃

I∈Σℓ2

(
KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 5C3κ

ℓ2)
)
, (7.18)

Then by (7.2), (7.10), (7.18), and the fact that mℓ2γn ≍ γ−n/2,it follows that

µ



⋃

I∈Σℓ1

⋃

J∈J (n,I)

(KI ∩ T−nKJ)


 ≤

∑

I∈Σℓ2

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nB(zI , tn(zI) + 5C3κ

ℓ2)
)

=
∑

I∈Σℓ2

(µ(KI) +O(γn)) µ
(
B(zI , tn(zI) + 5C3κ

ℓ2)
)

=
∑

I∈Σℓ2

(µ(KI) +O(γn))
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2)

)

=
(
1 +O(mℓ2γn)

) (
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2)

)

=
(
1 +O(γn/2)

) (
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2)

)
. (7.19)

Let γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) be as in Lemma 7.5. Now feeding (7.19) into (7.16) and then using
Lemma 7.5, we find that

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k) ≤
(
ψ(n) +O(γn/2 + κδℓ2)

)
·
(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ1)

)

=
(
µ(R̂n) +O(γn1 )

)
·
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O(γn+k1 )

)
, (7.20)

where γ1 := max{γ̃, γ1/2, κδM} ∈ (0, 1).

• Estimating µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k) when 1 ≤ k ≤ n+1
M

. Recall that ℓ2 = ℓ2(n) := ⌊2nM⌋ and

mℓ2γn ≍ γ−n/2. So given the range of k under consideration, it follows that

ℓ2 =
2M2

M + 1
(n+ k) +O(1) . (7.21)

For any n, k ∈ N with 1 ≤ k ≤ n+1
M

and any I ∈ Σℓ2 , by (7.2), (7.3) (7.13) and (7.14), we
have that

µ
(
KI ∩ R̂n ∩ R̂n+k

)
≤ µ

(
KI ∩ T−nBn(I) ∩ T−(n+k)Bn+k(I)

)

= (µ(KI) +O(γn)) · µ
(
Bn(I) ∩ T−kBn+k(I))

)

= (µ(KI) +O(γn)) ·
(
µ(Bn(I)) +O(γk)

)
· µ(Bn+k(I))

= (µ(KI) +O(γn)) ·
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2 + γk)

)
·
(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ2)

)
.

On summing over I ∈ Σℓ2 , we obtain that

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k) ≤
(
1 +O(mℓ2γn)

)
·
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2 + γk)

)
·
(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ2)

)

=
(
1 +O(γn/2)

)
·
(
ψ(n) +O(κδℓ2 + γk)

)
·
(
ψ(n+ k) +O(κδℓ2)

)
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=
(
ψ(n) +O(γn/2 + κδℓ2 + γk)

)
·
(
ψ(n + k) +O(κδℓ2)

)

=
(
µ(R̂n) +O(γ̃n + γn/2 + κδℓ2 + γk)

)
·
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O(γ̃n+k + κδℓ2)

)

=
(
µ(R̂n) +O(γ̃kM + γkM/2 + κδ·

2M2

M+1
(n+k) + γk)

)

×
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O(γ̃n+k + κδ·

2M2

M+1
(n+k))

)

=
(
µ(R̂n) +O

(
γk2
))

·
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O

(
γn+k2

))
, (7.22)

where

γ2 := max{γ̃M , γmin{1,M/2}, κ2δM
2/(M+1)} ∈ (0, 1) .

In the above we use the fact that mℓ2 ≍ γ−n/2 to go from the first to second line. Then
we use Lemma 7.5 to from the third to the fourth line and finally we use (7.21) and the
fact that n ≥ kM − 1 to go from the fourth to the fifth line.

Everything is now in place to prove the desired pairwise independent on average in-
equality (7.12). For any n ∈ N, let

F1(n) :=

[
1,
n + 1

M

]
∩ N and F2(n) :=

(
n+ 1

M
,+∞

)
∩ N.

Then for any pair of positive integers a, b ∈ N with a < b, by (7.20) and (7.22), it follows
that

∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1 ∩ R̂n2) =

b−1∑

n=a

b−n∑

k=1

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k)

=
b−1∑

n=a

∑

k∈[1,b−n]∩F1(n)

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k) +
b−1∑

n=a

∑

k∈[1,b−n]∩F2(n)

µ(R̂n ∩ R̂n+k)

≤
b−1∑

n=a

∑

k∈[1,b−n]∩F1(n)

(
µ(R̂n) +O

(
γk2
))

·
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O

(
γn+k2

))

+
b−1∑

n=a

∑

k∈[1,b−n]∩F2(n)

(
µ(R̂n) +O(γn1 )

)
·
(
µ(R̂n+k) +O(γn+k1 )

)

=
∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1)µ(R̂n2) +O

(
b∑

n=a

(
µ(R̂n) + ηn

)
)
,

where η = max{γ1, γ2} ∈ (0, 1). The proof is complete. �

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1.5 utilizing Lemma 7.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let η ∈ (0, 1) be as in Lemma 7.6. We shall use Lemma 7.2 with
X = K and

fn(x) = 1R̂n
(x), fn = µ(R̂n), φn = µ(R̂n) + ηn (n = 1, 2, ...).
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By Lemma 7.6, there exist a constant C > 0 such that for any positive integers a < b, we
have
∫

K

(
b∑

n=1

(
1R̂n

(x)− µ(R̂n)
)
)2

dµ(x) =
∑

a≤n1≤n2≤b
µ(R̂n1 ∩ R̂n2)−

(
b∑

n=a

µ(R̂n)

)2

=
b∑

n=a

µ(R̂n) + 2
∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1 ∩ R̂n2)

−
b∑

n=1

µ(R̂n)
2 − 2

∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1)µ(R̂n2)

≤
b∑

n=a

µ(R̂n) + 2
∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1)µ(R̂n2)

+ C

b∑

n=a

(
µ(R̂n) + ηn

)
−

b∑

n=1

µ(R̂n)
2

− 2
∑

a≤n1<n2≤b
µ(R̂n1)µ(R̂n2)

=

b∑

n=a

µ(R̂n)−
b∑

n=1

µ(R̂n)
2 + C

b∑

n=a

(
µ(R̂n) + ηn

)

≤ (1 + C)
b∑

n=a

(
µ(R̂n) + ηn

)
.

By Lemma 7.2, for any given ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

1B(x,tn(x))(T
nx) =

N∑

n=1

1R̂n
(x) = Ψ(N) +O

(
Ψ(N)1/2 log

3
2
+ǫ(Ψ(N))

)
(7.23)

for µ-almost every x ∈ K, where Ψ(N) :=
N∑

n=1

(
µ(R̂n)+ ηn

)
. However, by Lemma 7.5, we

have

Ψ(N) =

N∑

n=1

ψ(n) +O(1).

So the term Ψ(N) in (7.23) can be replaced by the summation
∑N

n=1 ψ(N). This completes
the proof of Theorem 1.5 �

7.2. Proof of Theorem 1.6.

Although the proof of Theorem 1.6 follows the same line of attack as that used in
establishing Theorem 1.5, it is more involved chiefly due to the fact that the asymptotic
behaviour of the counting function is dependant on x ∈ K. Indeed, the quantitative form
of the Borel-Cantelli Lemma (i.e. Lemma 7.2), which is a key ingredient in the proof of
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Theorem 1.5, is not applicable as it stands. In short we need to work with more versatile
form in which the sequence {fn}n∈N in Lemma 7.2 is allowed to depend on x ∈ K.

Lemma 7.7. Let (X,B, µ) be a probability space. let {fn(x)}n∈N and {gn(x)}n∈N be
sequences of measurable functions on X, and let {φn}n∈N ⊆ R be a sequence of real
numbers. Suppose that

0 ≤ gn(x) ≤ φn, ∀n ∈ N, ∀ x ∈ X (7.24)

and that there exists C > 0 with which
∫

X

(
b∑

n=a

(fn(x)− gn(x))

)2

dµ(x) ≤ C
b∑

n=a

φn (7.25)

for any pair of integers 0 < a < b. Then for any ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

fn(x) =
N∑

n=1

gn(x) +O

(
Ψ(N)

1
2 (log(Ψ(N)))

3
2
+ǫ + max

1≤k≤N
gk(x)

)
(7.26)

for µ-almost every x ∈ X, where Ψ(N) :=

N∑

n=1

φn.

In the case {gn(x)}n∈N is a sequence independent of x, the above lemma coincides with
Lemma 7.2. The proof of Lemma 7.7 essentially follows that of Lemma 7.2 with natural
modification. For completeness, the proof is given in Appendix B.

Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x → ∞. For any
n ∈ N, as in the introduction (see (1.14)), let

Rn(ψ) := {x ∈ K : T nx ∈ B(x, ψ(n))} .
Let r0 be as in (P3). Then, without the loss of generality, we may assume that

ψ(n) ≤ r0, ∀n ≥ 1,

so that we can use (7.5) freely. The following is the analogue of Lemma 7.4 and allows us
to “locally” represent Rn as the inverse image of a ball.

Lemma 7.8. For each I ∈ Σ∗, fix zI ∈ KI . Then for any n ∈ N and any I ∈ Σ∗, we
have that

KI ∩ T−n(B(zI , (ψ(n)− |KI |)+)
)

⊆ KI ∩ Rn(ψ) ⊆ KI ∩ T−n(B(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |)
)
.

Proof. The proof makes use of the triangle inequality and is similar to that used to prove
(7.8). So we omit the details. �

The overarching goal is to obtain precise enough estimates on the µ-measures of Rn(ψ)
and their pairwise intersections, and the integrals of the functions

x 7→ 1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ(B(x, ψ(n2))) (n1, n2 ∈ N) (7.27)

in order to apply Lemma 7.7 to prove Theorem 1.6. We start with dealing with the
µ-measure of Rn(ψ).

Lemma 7.9. There exist C > 0 and γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) such that for any n ∈ N, we have
∣∣∣∣µ
(
Rn(ψ)

)
−
∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C γ̃n.
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Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (P1), let δ > 0 be as in (7.5) and let m ∈ N≥2 be the number
of elements in the conformal IFS Φ. For each n ∈ N, denote

qn :=

⌊
n log(1/γ)

2 logm

⌋
.

By Lemma 7.8, we obtain that

Rn(ψ) ⊆
⋃

I∈Σqn

KI ∩ T−n(B(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |)
)

and
Rn(ψ) ⊇

⋃

I∈Σqn

KI ∩ T−n(B(zI , (ψ(n)− |KI |)+)
)
.

These inclusions together with (P1) – (P3) imply that

µ(Rn(ψ)) =
∑

I∈Σqn

µ
(
KI ∩ T−n(B(zI , ψ(n))

))

+ O

(
∑

I∈Σqn

µ
(
KI ∩ T−n(∂B(zI , ψ(n))

)
|KI |

))

=
∑

I∈Σqn

(
µ(KI) +O(γn)

)
· µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n))

)

+ O

(
∑

I∈Σqn

(
µ(KI) + γn

)
· µ
(
(∂B(zI , ψ(n)))|KI |

))

=
∑

I∈Σqn

µ(KI) · µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n))

)
+O

(
mqnγn + κδqn +mqnγnκδqn

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

∫

KI

µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n))

)
dµ+O

(
mqnγn + κδqn +mqnγnκδqn

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

∫

KI

(
µ(B(x, ψ(n))) +O

(
κδqn

))
dµ(x)

+ O
(
mqnγn + κδqn +mqnγnκδqn

)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
dµ(x) +O

(
mqnγn + κδqn +mqnγnκδqn

)
(7.28)

Note that by the definition of qn, we have mqnγn ≍ γn/2. Let

γ̃ := max
{
κ

δ log(1/γ)
2 logm , γ

1
2

}
.

Then by (7.28), we obtain that

µ
(
Rn(ψ)

)
=

∫

KI

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
dµ(x) +O

(
γ̃n
)

as desired. �

The next result is a technical lemma concerning the β-Hölder norm of bounded functions
on the symbolic space. It will be subsequently required in calculating the integral of the
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functions appearing in (7.27) (namely in proving Lemma 7.11) and in calculating the µ-
measure of the pairwise intersections of the sets Rn(ψ) (namely in proving Lemma 7.12).

Lemma 7.10. Let M > 0 and let f be a function on ΣN = {1, 2, ..., m}N such that
|f(I)| ≤ M for all I ∈ ΣN. Then for any I ∈ Σ∗, the function f · 1[I] is β-Hölder
continuous on ΣN and moreover,

‖f · 1[I]‖β < M · (1 +mβ|I|).

Proof. Let I ∈ Σ∗ and let J1, J2 ∈ ΣN be two arbitrary points such that J1 6= J2. Now
observe that

◦ if dist(J1, J2) > m|I|, then either J1 /∈ [I] or J2 /∈ [I]. It follows that

|f(J1) · 1[I](J1)− f(J2) · 1[J2](K)|
dist(J,K)β

< M ·mβ|I|.

◦ if dist(J1, J2) ≤ m|I|, then either J1, J2 ∈ [I] or J1, J2 /∈ [I]. Therefore,

|f(J1) · 1[I](J1)− f(J2) · 1[I](J2)| = 0.

The upshot is that

‖f · 1[I]‖β = ‖f · 1[I]‖∞

+ sup

{ |f(J1) · 1[I](J1)− f(J2) · 1[I](J2)|
dist(J1, J2)β

: J1, J2 ∈ ΣN, J1 6= J2

}

< M +M ·mβ|I|.

This completes the proof. �

Lemma 7.11. Assume the setting in Theorem 1.6. Let τ := dimHK. Then there exists
γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) which is independent of ψ such that for any n1, n2 ∈ N

∫

K

1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ

(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n1))

)
· µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x) +O

(
γ̃n1
)
ψ(n2)

τ ,

where the implied big O constant does not depend on the choices of n1, n2 ∈ N.

Proof. Under the setting of Theorem 1.6, it is easily versified that within the setup of
self-conformal systems, the notion of µ being equivalent to Hτ |K and µ being τ -Ahlfors
regular coincide (the details can be found within the proof of Theorem 2.7 in [27]). Thus,
by definition there exists M > 1 such that

M−1rτ ≤ µ(B(x, r)) ≤ M rτ , ∀ x ∈ K, ∀ 0 ≤ r ≤ |K| .
Recall that µ = µ◦π−1 where µ is the Gibbs measure with respect to a β-Hölder potential
on symbolic space ΣN. Consider the function

ln(x) :=
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)

ψ(n)τ
(n ∈ N, x ∈ K) . (7.29)

Then

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
= ln(x) · ψ(n)τ and M−1 ≤ ln(x) ≤ M (n ∈ N, x ∈ K). (7.30)
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Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (P1) and let δ > 0 be as in (7.5). In turn, for any n ∈ N, let

qn :=

⌊
n log(1/γ)

4β logm

⌋
.

On using the left-hand side inclusion in Lemma 7.8, we obtain that for any n1, n2 ∈ N,
∫

K

1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ

(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

=
∑

I∈Σqn1

∫

K

1KI ∩Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ

(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

≥
∑

I∈Σqn1

∫

K

1KI ∩T−n1B(zI ,ψ(n1)−|KI |) (x) · µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x) . (7.31)

where for I ∈ Σ∗ we fix some point zI ∈ KI and B(x, r) is the empty set if r ≤ 0. On
combining (7.31) with Lemma 7.10, the equality µ = µ ◦ π−1, the properties (P1) – (P3)
and (7.30), we obtain that for any n1, n2 ∈ N,

∫

K

1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ

(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

=
∑

I∈Σqn1

(∫

K

(
ln2(x) · 1KI

(x)
)
·
(
1B(zI ,ψ(n1)−|KI |) ◦ T n1

)
(x) dµ(x)

)
· ψ(n2)

τ

=
∑

I∈Σqn1

(∫

ΣN

(
ln2 ◦ π (J) · 1[I] (J)

)
·
(
1π−1B(zI ,ψ(n1)−|KI |) ◦ σn1

)
(J) dµ(J)

)
· ψ(n2)

τ

=
∑

I∈Σqn1

(∫

ΣN

ln2 ◦ π (J) · 1[I] (J) dµ(J) +O
(
‖ln2 ◦ π · 1[I]‖β · γn1

))

×
(∫

ΣN

1π−1B(zI ,ψ(n1)−|KI |) ◦ σn1 dµ

)
· ψ(n2)

τ

=
∑

I∈Σqn1

(∫

K

ln2(x) · 1KI
(x) dµ(x) +O

(
mβ·qn1 · γn1

))

× µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n1)− |KI |)

)
· ψ(n2)

τ

=

(
∑

I∈Σqn1

∫

kI

µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n1)− |KI |)

)
· µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

)

+ O
(
m2β·qn1γn1

)
· ψ(n2)

τ

=

(
∑

I∈Σqn1

∫

kI

(
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n1))

)
+O

(
κδn1

))
· µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

)

+ O
(
m2β·qn1γn1

)
· ψ(n2)

τ
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=

(
∑

I∈Σqn1

∫

kI

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n1))

)
· µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

)

+ O
(
m2β·qn1γn1 + κδn1

)
· ψ(n2)

τ .

Now by the definition of qn, we have m2β·qnγn ≍ γn/2. Let

γ̃ := max
{
κ

δ log(1/γ)
4β logm , γ

1
2

}
.

Then the above calculation ensures the existence of C > 0 such that∫

K

1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ

(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)

≥
∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n1))

)
· µ
(
B(x, ψ(n2))

)
dµ(x)− C γ̃n1 ψ(n2)

τ .

The complementary upper bound follows on using the same argument but with the left
hand side inclusion in Lemma 7.8 replaced by the right hand side inclusion. �

We are now in the position to provide a good upper bound the measure of the pairwise
intersection of the sets Rn(ψ).

Lemma 7.12. Assume the setting in Theorem 1.6. Let τ := dimHK. Then there exist
C > 0 and γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) such that for any n, k ∈ N, we have

µ
(
Rn(ψ) ∩Rn+k(ψ)

)
≤

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)

+C
(
(γ̃n + γ̃k)ψ(n+ k)τ + γ̃n+k

)
.

Proof. Under the setting of Theorem 1.6, the Gibbs measure µ is τ -Ahlfors regular. For
each n ∈ N, define the map x 7→ ln(x) as in (7.29) and recall that there exists M > 1
such that (7.30) is satisfied. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be as in (P1). For any n ∈ N, let

qn :=

⌊
n log(1/γ)

4 ·max{β, 1} · logm

⌋
.

For each I ∈ Σ∗, fix a point zI ∈ KI . Then by Lemma 7.8, for any n1, n2, ℓ ∈ N it follows
that

KI ∩ Rn1(ψ) ∩Rn2(ψ)

⊆ KI ∩ T−n1B(zI , ψ(n1) + |KI |) ∩ T−n2B(zI , ψ(n2) + |KI |) (7.32)

⊆
⋃

J∈J (ℓ,n1,I)

KI ∩ T−n1KJ ∩ T−n2B(zI , ψ(n2) + |KI |) (7.33)

where

J (ℓ, n, I) :=
{
J ∈ Σℓ : KI ∩B(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |) 6= ∅

}
(ℓ, n ∈ N, I ∈ Σ∗) .

We now estimate the measure of Rn(ψ) ∩ Rn+k(ψ) by considering two cases.

• Estimating µ(Rn∩Rn+k) when qn+k ≥ n. In this case, by means of the inclusion (7.33),
Lemma 7.1 (with k “equal” to qn+k and n1 = n) and the inequalities (7.4) and (7.5), it
follows that

µ(Rn(ψ) ∩Rn+k(ψ))
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≤
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nKJ ∩ T−(n+k))B(zI , ψ(n+ k) + |KI |)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

(
µ(KI ∩ T−nKJ) +O

(
γn+k

))
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k) + |KI |)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

(
µ(KI ∩ T−nKJ) +O

(
γn+k

))

×
(
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)
+O

(
κδ qn+k

))

=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nKJ

)
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)

+ O
(
κδ qn+k

)
µ




⋃

I∈Σqn+k

⋃

J∈J (qn+k,n,J)

KI ∩ T−nKJ





+ O
(
mqn+kγn+k

(
ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn+k

))

=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nKJ

)
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)

+ O
(
mqn+kγn+k

(
ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn+k

)
+ κδ qn+k

)
(7.34)

Next we estimate from above the main term in (7.34); that is

Sn+k :=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nKJ

)
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)
.

By (7.4) and (7.5), we have that

Sn+k =
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

∫

KI ∩T−nKJ

µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)

=
∑

I∈Σqn+k

∑

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

∫

KI ∩T−nKJ

(
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k))

)
+O(κδ qn+k)

)
dµ(x)

=

∫
⋃

I∈Σ
qn+k

⋃
J∈J (qn+k,n,I)KI ∩T−nKJ

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n + k))

)
dµ(x) +O(κδ qn+k)

For any

x ∈ KI ∩ T−nKJ (I ∈ Σqn+k , J ∈ J (qn+k, n, I)) ,

by (7.4) and triangle inequality we have

|T nx− x| ≤ |x− zI |+ |zI − T nx|
< |KI |+ ψ(n) + |KJ |
≤ ψ(n) + 2C3 κ

qn+k .

Therefore, on letting ψ̃(n) := ψ(n) + 2C3 κ
qn (n ∈ N), we obtain that

⋃

I∈Σqn+k

⋃

J∈J (qn+k,n,I)

KI ∩ T−nKJ ⊆ Rn+k(ψ̃) .
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Then by Lemma 7.11 there exists γ1 ∈ (0, 1) such that

Sn+k ≤
∫

Rn+k(ψ̃)

µ
(
B(x, ψ̃(n+ k))

)
dµ(x) +O(κδ qn+k)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ̃(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ̃(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)

+ O
(
γn1 ψ̃(n+ k)τ + κδ qn+k

)

=

∫

K

(
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
+O

(
κδ qn

))

×
(
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k))

)
+O

(
κδ qn+k

))
dµ(x)

+ O
(
γn1 ψ̃(n+ k)τ + κδ qn+k

)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k)) dµ(x)

+ O
(
(γn1 + κδ qn)ψ(n+ k)τ + κτ qn+k + κδ qn+k

)
. (7.35)

Recall that by the definition of qn, we have mqnγn ≍ γn/2. Let

γ2 := max
{
γ1/2, κ

min{δ,τ}·log(1/γ)
4·max{β,1}·logm , γ1

}
.

Then on combining (7.34) and (7.35) we find that there exists a constant C > 0 so that

µ
(
Rn(ψ) ∩ Rn+k(ψ)

)
≤

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n + k)) dµ(x)

+ C
(
γn2 ψ(n + k)τ + γn+k2

)

for all n, k ∈ N with qn+k ≥ n.

• Estimating µ(Rn ∩ Rn+k) when qn+k < n. By the inclusion (7.33) and the properties
(P1) – (P3), namely (7.2), (7.3), (7.4), (7.5), we have that

µ
(
Rn(ψ) ∩Rn+k(ψ)

)

≤
∑

I∈Σqn

µ
(
KI ∩ T−nB(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |) ∩ T−(n+k)B(zI , ψ(n+ k) + |KI |)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

(
µ(KI) +O(γn)

)
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |) ∩ T−kB(zI , ψ(n+ k) + |KI |)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

(
µ(KI) +O(γn)

) (
µ(B(zI , ψ(n) + |KI |)) +O(γk)

)

× µ
(
B(zi, ψ(n+ k) + |KI |)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

(
µ(KI) +O(γn)

) (
µ(B(zI , ψ(n))) +O(γk + κδ qn)

)

×
(
µ(B(zI , ψ(n+ k))) +O(κδ qn)

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

∫

KI

µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(zI , ψ(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)
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+ O
(
γk ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn +mqn γn

)

=
∑

I∈Σqn

∫

KI

(
µ(B(x, ψ(n))) +O(κδ qn)

)

×
(
µ(B(x, ψ(n+ k))) +O(κδ qn+k)

)
dµ(x)

+ O
(
γk ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn +mqn γn

)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)

+ O
(
γk ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn +mqn γn

)

=

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n+ k))

)
dµ(x)

+ O
(
γk ψ(n+ k)τ + κδ qn + γn/2

)
(7.36)

In the case qn+k < n, we have that

n >
(n + k) log(1/γ)

4 ·max{β, 1} · logm − 1

and so it follows that

κδ qn = O
(
κ
δ·( log(1/γ)

4·max{β,1}·logm)·(n+k)
)

and γn/2 = O
(
γ

log(1/γ)
8·max{β,1}·logm

·(n+k)
)
.

The upshot of this and (7.36) is that there exists a constant C > 0 so that

µ
(
Rn(ψ) ∩Rn+k(ψ)

)
≤

∫

K

µ
(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
µ
(
B(x, ψ(n + k))

)
dµ(x)

+ C
(
γk3 ψ(n+ k)τ + γn+k3

)

for all n, k ∈ N with qn+k < n, where

γ3 := max

{
γ, κδ·(

log(1/γ)
4·max{β,1}·logm)

2

, γ
log(1/γ)

8·max{β,1}·logm

}
.

The above two case imply the desired upper bound estimate of the measure of the set
Rn(ψ) ∩Rn+k(ψ) for any n, k ∈ N. �

Now we are in a position to prove Theorem 1.6 utilizing Lemma 7.7

Proof of Theorem 1.6. With Lemma 7.9, Lemma 7.11 and Lemma 7.12 at hand, it follows
that there exist C > 0 and γ̃ ∈ (0, 1) such that for any a < b ∈ N

∫

K

(
∑

a≤n≤b

(
1Rn(ψ)(x)− µ(B(x, ψ(n)))

)
)2

dµ(x)

=
b∑

n=a

µ(Rn(ψ)) + 2
b−1∑

n=a

b−n∑

k=1

µ(Rn(ψ) ∩ Rn+k(ψ))

− 2
∑

a≤n1,n2≤b

∫

K

1Rn1 (ψ)
(x) · µ(B(x, ψ(n2))) dµ(x)
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+
∑

a≤n1,n2≤b

∫

K

µ(B(x, ψ(n1)))µ(B(x, ψ(n2))) dµ(x)

≤
b∑

n=a

(∫

K

µ(B(x, ψ(n))) dµ(x) + C γ̃n
)

+ 2
b−1∑

n=a

b−n∑

k=1

(∫

K

µ(B(x, ψ(n)))µ(B(x, ψ(n+ k))) dµ(x)

+ C ((γ̃n + γ̃k)ψ(n+ k)τ + γ̃n+k)
)

− 2
∑

a≤n1,n2≤b

(∫

K

µ(B(x, ψ(n1)))µ(B(x, ψ(n2))) dµ(x) + C γ̃n1 ψ(n2)
τ
)

+
∑

a≤n1,n2≤b

∫

K

µ(B(x, ψ(n1)))µ(B(x, ψ(n2))) dµ(x)

≪
b∑

n=a

(
ψ(n)τ + γ̃n

)

≍
b∑

n=a

φn where φn := max
x∈K

µ(B(x, ψ(n))) + γ̃n.

Applying Lemma 7.7 with X = K and

fn(x) = 1Rn(ψ)(x), gn(x) = µ(B(x, ψ(n))), φn = max
x∈K

µ(B(x, ψ(n))) + γ̃n

we obtain that for any ǫ > 0

N∑

n=1

1Rn(ψ)(x) =

N∑

n=1

µ(B(x, ψ(n))) +O
(
Ψ(N)1/2

(
log(Ψ(N))

) 3
2
+ǫ
)

(7.37)

for µ-almost every x ∈ K, where Ψ(N) :=
∑N

n=1 φn. However, since µ is τ -Ahlfors regular,
we have

Ψ(N) ≍
N∑

n=1

ψ(n)τ ,

so the term Ψ(N) appearing in the error term of (7.37) can be replaced by the summation∑N
n=1 ψ(n)

τ . This completes the proof of Theorem 1.6. �

7.3. Proof of Theorem 1.7 directly via Theorem 1.5. Under the setting of Theo-
rem 1.7, the measure µ is τ -Ahlfors regular and so by definition there exists C > 1 such
that

C−1rτ ≤ µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crτ , ∀ x ∈ K, ∀ 0 ≤ r ≤ |K| .
Hence, for any x ∈ K,

0 < Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x) ≤ Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x) < +∞ .

Let Q+ be the set of all positive rational numbers. For each q ∈ Q+ and n ∈ N, define
ψq(n) := q · ψ(n)τ . With this notation in mind, suppose that the sum of the sequence
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ψ(n)τ is divergent. Then by Theorem 1.5 and the fact that Q+ is countable, there exists
K

′ ⊆ K such that µ(K
′
) = 1 and

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,tn(x,ψq))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 qψ(n)
τ

= 1, ∀ x ∈ K
′

, ∀ q ∈ Q+. (7.38)

Fix an arbitrary point x ∈ K
′
and any ǫ > 0. Since Q+ is dense in (0,+∞), there exist

p = p(x, ǫ), q = q(x, ǫ) ∈ Q+ such that

Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x) < p < (1 + ǫ) ·Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x), (1− ǫ) ·Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x) < q < Θτ

∗(µ, ψ,x).

With this in mind, it is easy to verify that there exists n0 = n0(x) ∈ N such that for all
n > n0, we have

µ
(
B(x, tn(x, ψq))

)
≤ µ

(
B(x, ψ(n))

)
≤ µ

(
B(x, tn(x, ψq))

)

and thus

B(x, tn(x, ψq)) ⊆ B(x, ψ(n)) ⊆ B(x, tn(x, ψp)) .

This together with (7.38) implies that

lim sup
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))

≤ lim sup
N→∞

(∑N
n=1 1B(x,tn(x,ψp))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, tn(x, ψp)))
·
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, tn(x, ψp)))∑N
n=1 µ(B(x, tn(x, ψq)))

)

= lim sup
N→∞

(∑N
n=1 1B(x,tn(x,ψp))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 pψ(n)
τ

·
∑N

n=1 pψ(n)
τ

∑N
n=1 qψ(n)

τ

)

= lim sup
N→∞

∑N
n=1 pψ(n)

τ

∑N
n=1 qψ(n)

τ

≤ (1 + ǫ) ·Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x)

(1− ǫ) ·Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x)

.

Since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary, it follows that

lim sup
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))
≤ Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x)

Θτ
∗(µ, ψ,x)

.

A similar argument, with obvious modifications, shows that

lim inf
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))
≥ Θτ

∗(µ, ψ,x)

Θ∗τ (µ, ψ,x)
,

and thereby completes the proof.
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7.4. Providing counterexamples to Claim F. We provide the details of the two coun-
terexamples to Claim F discussed in Section 1.3.

Example 7.1. Consider the functions ϕ1 : [0, 1] → [0, 1/3] and ϕ2 : [0, 1] → [2/3, 1] given
by

ϕ1(x) =
x

3
, ϕ2(x) =

x+ 2

3
∀ x ∈ [0, 1].

Then Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2} is the well-known conformal IFS with the attractor K being the
standard middle-third Cantor set. Let µ := Hτ |K (τ = log 2/ log 3) be the standard
Cantor measure, and let T : [0, 1] → [0, 1] be the ×3 map:

Tx = 3x mod 1 .

Consider the constant function ψ : R → R≥0 given by

ψ(x) :=
1

3
+

2

32
.

Then, for µ–almost all x ∈ K, we have

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
=





4
5

if x ∈
([
0, 1

9

]
∪
[
8
9
, 1
])

∩K,

6
5

if x ∈
([

2
9
, 1
3

]
∪
[
2
3
, 7
9

])
∩K.

(7.39)

Proof of (7.39). We start with an observation. The condition that ψ(x) → 0 as x → ∞
imposed in the statement of Theorem 1.6 is used in its proof only to ensure that inequality
(7.5) is valid; that is to guarantee that ψ(n) ≤ r0 for n large enough. However, for the
particular example under consideration, this inequality is valid for all r > 0 and thus the
conclusion of the theorem and its corollary are valid for any constant function ψ. With
this in mind, it follows via Theorem 1.6 that: for µ−almost all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))
= 1 .

Thus, for µ−almost all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
= lim

N→∞

∑N
n=1 µ(B(x, ψ(n)))
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
. (7.40)

We now estimate µ(B(x, ψ(n))) and µ(Rn(ψ)). It follows from the definition of ψ, that

B(x, ψ(n)) ∩K =






[0, 1/3] ∩K, if x ∈ [0, 1/9] ∩K
(
[0, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 7/9]

)
∩K, if x ∈ [2/9, 1/3] ∩K

(
[2/9, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 1]

)
∩K, if x ∈ [2/3, 7/9] ∩K

[2/3, 1] ∩K, if x ∈ [8/9, 1] ∩K
for all n ∈ N. Thus,

µ(B(x, ψ(n))) =





1

2
, if x ∈

(
[0, 1/9] ∪ [8/9, 1]

)
∩K,

3

4
, if x ∈

(
[2/9, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 7/9]

)
∩K

for all n ∈ N. This together with Lemma 7.9 implies the existence of γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ(Rn(ψ)) =

∫ 1

0

µ
(
B
(
x, ψ(n)

))
dµ(x) +O(γn)
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=

∫
(
[0,1/9]∪[8/9,1]

)
∩K

µ
(
B
(
x, ψ(n)

))
dµ(x)

+

∫
(
[2/9,1/3]∪[2/3,7/9]

)
∩K

µ
(
B
(
x, ψ(n)

))
dµ(x) +O(γn)

=
5

8
+O(γn).

It thus follows via (7.40) that: for µ−almost all x ∈ K

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
= lim

N→∞

N · µ
(
B(x, 1/3 + 2/32)

)

N · 5/8 +O(1)

=
µ
(
B(x, 1/3 + 2/32)

)

5/8

=






4
5

if x ∈
([
0, 1

9

]
∪
[
8
9
, 1
])

∩K,

6
5

if x ∈
([

2
9
, 1
3

]
∪
[
2
3
, 7
9

])
∩K.

�

As mentioned in the introduction (Section 1.3), the second example is slightly more
sophisticated but it removes the need for the function ψ to be constant.

Example 7.2. Let Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4} be a conformal IFS on [0, 1] given by

ϕ1(x) =
1

4
x, ϕ2(x) =

1

2(1 + x)
, ϕ3(x) =

1 + x

2 + x
, ϕ4(x) =

2

2 + x
.

Then it can be easily verified that the self-conformal set generated by Φ is exactly the
unit interval [0, 1]; that is

[0, 1] =

4⋃

i=1

ϕi([0, 1]).

Moreover, it is easily verified that

ϕi((0, 1)) ∩ ϕj((0, 1)) = ∅, ∀ 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ 4

and hence Φ satisfies open set condition. Define the Ruelle operator L : C([0, 1]) →
C([0, 1]) by setting

(Lf) (x) :=
4∑

i=1

|ϕ′
i(x)|f(ϕi(x)) ∀ f ∈ C([0, 1]) and x ∈ [0, 1].

By Example 2.2, the spectral radius of L is 1. Let

h(x) :=
1

log 2
· 1

1 + x
(7.41)

and let λ denote the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. Then a straightforward calculation shows
that

Lh = h, L∗λ = λ,

∫

[0,1]

h(x) dx = 1;

that is to say that h and λ are the unique eigenfunction and eigenmeasure of L guaranteed
by part (i) of Theorem 2.4. Hence by definition, the measure dµ := h dλ is the Gibbs
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measure with respect to L. The IFS Φ induces a transformation T : [0, 1] → [0, 1] given
by

Tx =





4x, if 0 ≤ x <
1

4
,

1

2x
− 1, if

1

4
≤ x <

1

2
,

2x− 1

1− x
, if

1

2
≤ x <

2

3
,

2

x
− 2, if

2

3
≤ x ≤ 1.

The upshot of the above discussion is that the IFS Φ gives rise to a self-conformal system
(Φ, [0, 1], µ, T ) in which µ is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure with
density h given by (7.41).

Let ψ : R → R≥0 be a real positive function such that ψ(x) → 0 as x → ∞ and∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) = +∞. For each n ∈ N, let Rn(ψ) be the set defined by (1.14) with X = [0, 1].

Now regrading the measure of Rn(ψ), by Lemma 7.9, we obtain that there exists γ̃ ∈ (0, 1)
such that

µ(Rn(ψ)) =

∫ 1

0

µ
(
B
(
x, ψ(n)

))
dµ(x) +O(γ̃n)

=

∫ ψ(n)

0

h(x)

(∫ x+ψ(n)

0

h(y) dµ(y)

)
dµ(x)

+

∫ 1−ψ(n)

ψ(n)

h(x)

(∫ x+ψ(n)

x−ψ(n)
h(y) dµ(y)

)
dµ(x)

+

∫ 1

1−ψ(n)
h(x)

(∫ 1

x−ψ(n)
h(y) dµ(y)

)
dµ(x) +O(γ̃n)

=
1

(log 2)2

∫ 1

0

1

1 + x

(∫ x+ψ(n)

x−ψ(n)

1

1 + y
dµ(y)

)
dµ(x) +O(γ̃n + ψ(n)2)

=
ψ(n)

(log 2)2
+O

(
γ̃n + (ψ(n))2

)
. (7.42)

We are now in the position to put everything together and show that the self-conformal
system (Φ, [0, 1], µ, T ) provides a counterexample to Claim F. Indeed, by Corollary 1.3,
we have that for µ−almost all x ∈ [0, 1]

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 2h(x)ψ(n)
= 1 . (7.43)

Recall that if {an}n∈N is a positive sequence of real numbers such that an → 0 and∑∞
n=1 an = +∞, then

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 a

2
n∑N

n=1 an
= 0.
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With this in mind, on combining (7.41), (7.42) and (7.43), we find that for µ−almost all
x ∈ K := [0, 1]

lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))
= lim

N→∞

∑N
n=1 1B(x,ψ(n))(T

nx)
∑N

n=1 2h(x)ψ(n)
· lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 2h(x)ψ(n)∑N
n=1 µ(Rn(ψ))

= lim
N→∞

∑N
n=1 2h(x)ψ(n)∑N

n=1

(
ψ(n)

(log 2)2
+O (γn + (ψ(n))2)

)

= 2(log 2)2 h(x)

=
2 log 2

1 + x
.

The upshot is that Claim F is false.

Remark 7.1. In view of Remark 2.1, we could replace the IFS Φ in Example 7.2 by the
simpler IFS Φ

′
= {φ1, φ2} where φ1 : [0, 1] → [0, 1/2] and φ2 : [0, 1] → [1/2, 1] are given

by

φ1(x) =
x
2
, φ2(x) =

1
1+x

∀ x ∈ [0, 1].

It is easily seen that Φ corresponds to a single iteration of Φ
′

and that the latter gives
rise to a self-conformal system (Φ

′
, [0, 1], µ, T ) in which µ is as in Example 7.2 and the

transformation T : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is given by

Tx =





2x, if 0 ≤ x <
1

2
,

1

x
− 1, if

1

2
≤ x ≤ 1.

Note that Φ
′

fails to meet the second condition of (2.1) since |φ′

2(0)| = 1 but it does
satisfy the weaker condition (2.10) with n0 = 2. The point being made in Remark 2.1
is that the results in this paper (such as Corollary 1.3) are in fact applicable to systems
such as (Φ

′
, [0, 1], µ, T ) that do not necessarily satisfy the second condition of (2.1) but

do satisfy the weaker condition (2.10).

Appendix A. Exponentially mixing in product systems

This appendix is motivated by the discussion centred around Remark 1.1 in the intro-
duction, namely Section 1.1.

Throughout, let k ≥ 2 be an integer. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let (Xi, di) be a metric
space and let (Xi,Bi, µi, Ti) be a measure-preserving system with µ being exponentially
mixing with respect to (Ti, Ci), where Ci is the collection of balls in Xi. Now construct
the metric space (X, d) and the measure-preserving system (X,B, µ, T ) via {(Xi, di)}1≤i≤k
and {(Xi,Bi, µi, Ti)}1≤i≤k respectively as follows:

• X :=
k∏

i=1

Xi.

• For any x = (x1, ..., xk), y = (y1, ..., yk) ∈ X

d(x,y) := max{di(xi, yi) : i = 1, 2, ..., k} .
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• B :=
k⊗

i=1

Bi is the σ-algebra on X generated by the sets of the form

{
k∏

i=1

Fi : Fi ∈ Bi, i = 1, 2, ..., k

}
.

• µ :=
k⊗

i=1

µi is the product measure on X.

• The map T : X → X is given by

Tx := (T1x1, T2x2, ... , Tkxk), ∀ x = (x1, x2, ..., xk) ∈ X .

Theorem A.1. Let (X, d) and (X,B, µ, T ) be mentioned above. Then µ is exponentially
mixing with respect to (T, C), where C is the collection of balls in (X, d).

Proof. Since each µi is exponentially mixing with respect to (Ti, Ci), then there exist C ≥ 1
and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that for any i = 1, 2, ..., k,

∣∣µi(Bi ∩ T−nFi)− µi(Bi)µi(Fi)
∣∣ ≤ C γn µi(Fi) (A.1)

holds for any ball Bi ⊆ Xi, any Fi ∈ Bi and any n ∈ N. Throughout, fix an arbitrary ball
B ⊆ X. In view of the definition of metric in X, it is clear that B can be written as

B =
k∏

i=1

Bi ,

where Bi ⊆ Xi is a ball in Xi for each i = 1, 2, ..., k. Next, consider the set

F =

k∏

i=1

Fi ,

where Fi ∈ Bi (i = 1, 2, ..., k). Then, for any n ∈ N,

µ
(
B ∩ T−nF

)
= µ

(
k∏

i=1

Bi ∩ T−n
i Fi

)

=

k∏

i=1

µi
(
Bi ∩ T−n

i Fi
)

≤
k∏

i=1

(µi(Bi) + Cγn) µi(Fi) (by (A.1))

=

(
k∏

i=1

(µi(Bi) + Cγn)

)
· µ(F )

≤
(

k∏

i=1

µi(Bi) + 2kCkγn

)
· µ(F )

=
(
µ(B) + 2k Ck γn

)
µ(F ) .

A similar argument with obvious modifications shows that for any n ∈ N,

µ
(
B ∩ T−nF

)
≥
(
µ(B)− 2k Ck γn

)
µ(F ) .
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The upshot of the above discussions is that for any F ∈ B of the form

F =
k∏

i=1

Fi (Fi ∈ Bi , i = 1, 2, ..., k) ,

we have
∣∣µ(B ∩ T−nF )− µ(B)µ(F )

∣∣ ≤ 2kCkγn µ(F ) , ∀n ∈ N . (A.2)

We are going to prove (A.2) for any F ∈ B. To do this, let

AB := {F ∈ B : the inequality (A.2) holds for F}
and let G be the collection of finite disjoint unions of the sets in

{
F =

k∏

i=1

Fi : Fi ∈ Bi, i = 1, 2, ..., k

}
.

Various properties of AB and G are listed below:

◦ As was discussed above, we have AB ⊇ G.

◦ G is an algebra which generates the σ-algebra B.

◦ AB is a monotone class, that is to say that AB is closed under countable increasing
unions and countable decreasing intersections.

On combining the above facts with the Monotone Class Lemma [31, Lemma 2.35], we
have AB = B, which is equivalent to the statement that any F ∈ B satisfies the desired
inequality (A.2). Since B ⊆ X is an arbitrary ball, then we have proved that µ is
exponentially mixing with respect to (T, C). �

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 7.7

For convenience we restate the lemma under consideration.

Lemma B.1. Let (X,B, µ) be a probability space. let {fn(x)}n∈N and {gn(x)}n∈N be
sequences of measurable functions on X, and let {φn}n∈N ⊆ R be a sequence of real
numbers. Suppose that

0 ≤ gn(x) ≤ φn, ∀n ∈ N, ∀ x ∈ X (B.1)

and that there exists C > 0 with which

∫

X

(
b∑

n=a

(fn(x)− gn(x))

)2

dµ(x) ≤ C

b∑

n=a

φn (B.2)

for any pair of integers 0 < a < b. Then for any ǫ > 0, we have

N∑

n=1

fn(x) =

N∑

n=1

gn(x) +O

(
Ψ(N)

1
2 (log(Ψ(N)))

3
2
+ǫ + max

1≤k≤N
gk(x)

)
(B.3)

for µ-almost every x ∈ X, where Ψ(N) :=

N∑

n=1

φn.
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Proof. The proof is divided into two cases.

Case (i). sup{Ψ(N) : N ∈ N} < +∞. By the inequalities (B.1) and (B.2) and Fatou’s
lemma, we have

∥∥∥
∞∑

n=1

fn

∥∥∥
L2(µ)

≤
∥∥∥

∞∑

n=1

(fn − gn)
∥∥∥
L2(µ)

+
∥∥∥

∞∑

n=1

gn

∥∥∥
L2(µ)

≤ lim inf
N→∞

∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

(fn − gn)
∥∥∥
L2(µ)

+
∞∑

n=1

φn

≤
(
C · sup

N∈N
Ψ(N)

)1/2
+ sup

N∈N
Ψ(N)

< +∞.

It implies that the sum of the sequence {fn(x)}n∈N converges for µ-almost every x ∈ X.
Then the asymptotic formula (B.3) holds trivially.

Case (ii). sup{Ψ(N) : N ∈ N} = +∞. We start by introducing some useful notation.
For each r ∈ N, define a collection of dyadic intervals with integer endpoints as

Lr :=
{
(t · 2s, (t+ 1) · 2s] : s = 0, 1, ..., r and t = 0, 1, ..., 2r−s − 1

}
.

Given an interval I ⊆ [0,+∞) and x ∈ X, denote

F (I, x) :=
∑

k:Ψ(k)∈I
(fk(x)− gk(x)) .

For any r ∈ N and x ∈ X, define

G(r, x) :=
∑

I∈Lr

|F (I, x)|2 .

Given any j ∈ N, let

nj := max {k ∈ N : Ψ(k) ≤ j}
and consider the binary expansion

j =

⌊log2 j⌋∑

s=0

b(j, s) · 2s, (B.4)

where b(j, s) = 0 or 1 for each s = 0, 1, ..., ⌊log2 j⌋. Denote by

B(j) := {s ∈ Z≥0 ∩ [0, ⌊log2 j⌋] : b(j, s) = 1} =
{
s1,j < s2,j < · · · < skj ,j

}
.

By the equality (B.4), we obtain the following partition of the interval (0, j]:

(0, j] = (0, 2skj,j ] ⊔




kj−1⊔

ℓ=1

( kj∑

i=ℓ+1

2si,j ,

kj∑

i=ℓ

2si,j
]


 . (B.5)

If we let

I(j) := {(ti,j · 2si,j , (ti,j + 1) · 2si,j ] : i = 1, 2, ..., kj − 1} ∪
{
(0, 2kj ,j]

}
,

where ti,j (i = 1, 2, ..., kj − 1) is defined by

ti,j :=

kj∑

ℓ=i+1

2sℓ,j−si,j ,
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then the partition (B.5) can be rewritten as

(0, j] =
⊔

I∈I(j)
I. (B.6)

For convenience, let Ψ(0) := 0. Throughout, we fix ǫ > 0.

In view of inequality (B.2), it follows that
∫

X

G(r, x) dµ(x) =
∑

I∈Lr

∫

X

|F (I, x)|2 dµ(x)

≤ C ·
∑

I∈Lr

∑

k:Ψ(k)∈I
φk

= C ·
r∑

s=0

2r−s−1∑

t=0

(
Ψ
(
n(t+1)·2s

)
−Ψ

(
nt·2s

))

= C · (r + 1) ·Ψ
(
n2r
)

≤ C · (r + 1) · 2r

for any r ∈ N. This together with Markov’s inequality, implies that for any r ∈ N,

µ
(
{x ∈ X : G(r, x) > 2r · r2+ǫ}

)
≪ 1

r1+2ǫ
,

where the implied constant is independent of r ∈ N. Now
∑∞

r=1
1

r1+2ǫ < +∞, so by the
(convergent) Borel-Cantelli Lemma, it follows that for µ-almost every x ∈ X, there exists
N = N(x) ∈ N such that for all r > N(x), we have

G(r, x) ≤ 2r · r2+2ǫ. (B.7)

Given any j ∈ N and x ∈ X, we have

∣∣∣∣∣

nj∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∑

I∈I(j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

k:Ψ(k)∈I
(fk(x)− gk(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(B.8)

=
∑

I∈I(j)
|F (I, x)|

≤
(
#I(j)

)1/2
·



∑

I∈I(j)
|F (I, x)|2




1/2

(B.9)

≤ (log2 j)
1/2 ·



∑

I∈I(j)
|F (I, x)|2




1/2

, (B.10)

where the inequality (B.8) is a consequence of the definition of nj and the partition (B.6),
the inequality (B.9) is a consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (B.10) holds
since #I(j) ≤ ⌊log2 j⌋. Note that

I(j) ⊆ L⌊log2 j⌋+1
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and so


∑

I∈I(j)
|F (I, x)|2




1/2

≤




∑

I∈L⌊log2 j⌋+1

|F (I, x)|2



1/2

= G
(
⌊log2 j⌋+ 1, x

)1/2
. (B.11)

Combining (B.7), (B.10) and (B.11), we obtain that
∣∣∣∣∣

nj∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x))

∣∣∣∣∣ = O
(
j

1
2 (log j)

3
2
+ǫ
)

(B.12)

for µ-almost every x ∈ X. Since sup{Ψ(N) : N ∈ N} = +∞, we have that Φ(nj) > 0
when j ∈ N is sufficiently large. For such j ∈ N, there exists a positive integer r = r(j) ∈ N

such that

r − 1 < Ψ(nj) ≤ r.

Then by the definitions of nj and nr, we have nj = nr. Hence together with (B.12), it
follows that

∣∣∣∣∣

nj∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x))

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣

nr∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x))

∣∣∣∣∣

= O
(
r

1
2 (log r)

3
2
+ǫ
)

= O
(
Ψ(nj)

1
2 (log(Ψ(nj) + 1))

3
2
+ǫ
)

(B.13)

for µ-almost every x ∈ X. This proves (7.26) when N = nj (j ∈ N).

It remains to prove (7.26) for all N ∈ N \ {nj : j ∈ N}. Fix x ∈ X that satisfies (B.13)
and let N ∈ N \ {nj : j ∈ N}. Then there exists j ∈ N for which

nj < N < nj+1.

It follows by the definitions of nj and nj+1 that

Ψ(nj+1) ≤ Ψ(nj + 1) + 1. (B.14)

In view of (B.13) and (B.14), there exists C = C(x) > 0 such that

N∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x)) ≤
nj+1∑

n=1

fn(x)−
N∑

n=1

gn(x)

=

nj+1∑

n=1

(
fn(x)− gn(x)

)
+

nj+1∑

n=N+1

gn(x)

≤ C ·
(
Ψ(nj+1)

1
2

(
log(Ψ(nj+1) + 1)

) 3
2
+ǫ

+Ψ(nj+1)−Ψ(nj + 1)
)

≤ C ·
(
(Ψ(N) + 1)

1
2

(
log(Ψ(N) + 2)

) 3
2
+ǫ

+ 1
)

and that

N∑

n=1

(fn(x)− gn(x)) ≥
nj∑

n=1

fn(x)−
N∑

n=1

gn(x)
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=

nj∑

n=1

(
fn(x)− gn(x)

)
−

N∑

n=nj+1

gn(x)

≥ −C ·
(
Ψ(nj)

1
2

(
log(Ψ(nj) + 1)

) 3
2
+ǫ

+
(
Ψ(nj+1)−Ψ(nj)

))

≥ −C ·
(
Ψ(N)

1
2

(
log(Ψ(N) + 1)

) 3
2
+ǫ

+ φnj+1 + 1
)

≥ −C ·
(
Ψ(N)

1
2

(
log(Ψ(N) + 1)

) 3
2
+ǫ

+ max
1≤k≤N

φk + 1

)
.

The proof is complete. �

Appendix C. Example ABB is not a counterexample

In this appendix we show that Example ABB is not a counterexample to Claim 0-1
without the Ahlfors regular assumption – see Remark 1.8 in Section 1.3 for the context.

Proposition C.1. Let Φ = {ϕ1(x) =
1
3
x, ϕ2(x) =

1
3
x + 2

3
} and let K be the self-similar

set generated by Φ. Recall, K is the standard middle-third Cantor. Let µ := µ◦π−1 where
µ is the Bernoulli measure on ΣN := {1, 2}Nassociated with the probability vector (p1, p2)
with p1 6= p2. Let α > 0 and let ψα(n) = 3−⌊α logn⌋. If

α >
1

−(p1 log p1 + p2 log p2)
,

then for µ–almost all x ∈ X
∞∑

n=1

µ(B(x, ψα(n))) < +∞

Proof. In the setup of third-middle Cantor set, note that for any I = i1i2··· ∈ ΣN = {1, 2}N
and n ∈ N, we have that

µ
(
B(π(I), 3−n)

)
= µ

(
Ki1i2···in

)
= pi1pi2 · · · pin .

With this in mind, for any n ∈ N, we obtain that

µ
(
B(π(I), ψα(n))

)
= pi1pi2 · · · p⌊α logn⌋ . (C.1)

Consider the map f : ΣN → R given by

f(I) = log pi1 (I = i1i2 · ·· ∈ ΣN)

and let σ be the shift map on {0, 1}N. Then it follows from (C.1) that

log µ
(
B(π(I), ψα(n))

)
=

⌊α logn⌋∑

i=1

f(σi−1I) . (C.2)

By the Birkoff Ergodic Theorem, we have that for µ-almost every I ∈ ΣN,

lim
n→∞

1

⌊α log n⌋

⌊α logn⌋∑

i=1

f(σi−1I) =

∫

ΣN

f(I) dµ(I) = p1 log p1 + p2 log p2 . (C.3)

In view of the range of α under consideration, we can find ǫ ∈ (0, 1) such that

(1− ǫ) · α · (p1 log p1 + p2 log p2) < −1− ǫ . (C.4)
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Now we fix I ∈ ΣN that satisfies (C.3) and fix ǫ ∈ (0, 1) that satisfies (C.4). Then on
combining (C.2), (C.3) and (C.4), there exists N ∈ N such that for all n > N , we have

µ
(
B(π(I), ψα(n))

)
= elog µ(B(π(I),ψα(n)))

≤ e(1−ǫ)·⌊α logn⌋·(p1 log p1+p2 log p2)

≤ e(1−ǫ)·(α logn−1)·(p1 log p1+p2 log p2)

≤ n−1−ǫ · e−(1−ǫ)·(p1 log p1+p2 log p2)

and thus ∞∑

n=1

µ
(
B(π(I), ψα(n))

)
< +∞ .

The upshot of the above is that for µ-almost every x ∈ K, the sum of µ(B(x, ψα(n))) is
convergent. This thereby completes the proof of Proposition C.1. �
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