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Preface

In this monograph various notions of measure and content for subsets of
metric spaces are considered, and both metric and topological notions of
dimension. Some familiarity with basic topics in analysis such as Riemann
integrals, metric spaces, and continuous functions is assumed, as in [50, 88,
160], for instance, although a number of definitions and results that are
needed are reviewed in the text. More sophisticated matters such as Lebesgue
integrals are not required, but can be complementary. It is hoped that the
present endeavor might be useful in a supplementary role for a course, in
conjunction with other material at the discretion of the instructor. It is
intended that the presentation be relatively brief and informal, sometimes
leaving as an excercise to the reader the task of filling in some details.
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Chapter 1

Metric spaces

1.1 Real numbers

Let us begin by reviewing some aspects of the real numbers. As usual, we
write R for the real numbers, and R" for the n-tuples of real numbers, where
n is a positive integer. We also write Z for the integers, and Z, for the
positive integers.

If @, b are real numbers with a < b, then the intervals (a,b), [a,b), (a,b],
and [a, b] can be defined as the sets of real numbers x which satisfy a < = < b,
a<z<b a<z<b and a <z < b, respectively. For [a,b] we also allow
a = b, in which case [a,b] consists of the one point. These intervals are
all bounded, and their lengths are defined to be b — a. It can sometimes be
convenient to consider unbounded intervals of the form (—o0,b), (—o0,b],
(a,00), [a,00), and (—infty, co) = R, whose lengths are defined to be +oc.

Let A be a subset of R. A real number b is said to be an upper bound if
a <bforall a e A. A real number c is said to be the least upper bound, or
supremum, if it is an upper bound for A, and if ¢ < b for every other upper
bound b of A. It is easy to see from the definition that the supremum is
unique if it exists. A basic property of the real numbers is completeness for
the ordering, which means that every nonempty subset A of R which has an
upper bound has a least upper bound. If A is a nonempty subset of R which
has no upper bound in the real numbers, then we shall make the convention
of saying that the supremum is equal to +00. The supremum of A is denoted
sup A.

Similarly, if A is a subset of R and d is a real number, then d is said to
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2 CHAPTER 1. METRIC SPACES

be a lower bound of A if d < a for all @ in A. A real number h is said to
be the greatest lower bound, or infimum, of A if it is a lower bound for A,
and if d < h for all other lower bounds of A. Again, it is easy to see from
the definition that the infimum is unique if it exists. From the completeness
property of the real numbers described in the previous paragraph, one can
show that a nonempty subset of R with a lower bound has an infimum. One
way to do this is to show that the infimum of A is equal to the supremum
of —A = {—a : a € A}, where —A is nonempty and has an upper bound
because A is nonempty and has a lower bound. Another approach is to obtain
the infimum of A as the supremum of the set of lower bounds of A. This
second argument has the nice feature that it applies to any linearly-ordered
set. Compare with [160].

If A is a nonempty subset of R which does not have a lower bound,
then we shall make the convention that the infimum is equal to —oo. The
infimum of A is denoted inf A in either case. Often in these notes we shall
be concerned with infima and suprema of nonempty sets of nonnegative real
numbers, so that the infimum exists as a real number, but the supremum
might be +o00.

The real numbers together with —oo, +o0o are called the extended real
numbers, as in [160]. The usual ordering on the real numbers extends to
the extended real numbers, and to some extent the arithmetic operations do
too. For instance, if = is a real number, then x + oo is defined to be +o00,
x — oo is defined to be —oo, while co — 0o is normally left undefined. If A is
a nonempty set of extended real numbers, the infimum and supremum of A
can be defined for A in the same way as above, as extended real numbers.

Let I be a nonempty set, and suppose that to each element ¢ of I is
associated a nonnegative real number a;. Consider the sum

(1.1) > a

el

If I is finite, then this sum is defined in the usual way. If [ is infinite, then
we can define this sum to be the supremum of

(1.2) > ai,

1eF

where F' runs through all finite subsets of 1. Thus the sum may be equal to
+00. Sometimes the terms a; may be allowed to be nonnegative extended
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real numbers, and the whole sum is automatically equal to +oc if any one of
the terms is equal to +oo.

If the sum (1.1), then for each € > 0 the number of i € I such that a; > €
is at most 1/€ times the sum (1.1). In particular, the number of such i € I is
finite. As a consequence, if the sum (1.1) is finite, then the set of i € I such
that a; > 0 is at most countable. In these notes, we shall only be concerned
with situations in which I is at most countable anyway.

The absolute value |x| of a real number x is defined to be equal to  when
x > 0 and to —x when x < 0. Thus the absolute value of z is always a
nonnegative real number, and one can check that |z + y| < |z| + |y| for all
real numbers x, y. Also, the absolute value of a product of two real numbers
is equal to the product of their absolute values.

Let n be a positive integer. If x, y are elements of R™ and t is a real
number, then we can define z + y and ¢z as elements of R™ by adding the
coordinates of z and y in the first case, and multiplying the coordinates of x
by ¢ in the second. For each z in R", we define |z|, the standard Euclidean
norm of x, by

N1/
(1.3) |z| = (Z xj> .
j=1
It is easy to see that |tz| = |t||z| for all x € R™ and all ¢t € R, and it is
well-known that
(1.4) [z +y| < || + [y

for all z,y € R".

1.2 Some basic notions and results

Let (M,d(x,y)) be a metric space. For the record, this means that M is
a nonempty set, and that d(x,y) is a nonnegative real-valued function on
M x M such that d(z,y) = 0 if and only if z = y, d(z,y) = d(y,z) for all
x,y € M, and

(1.5) d(x,z) < d(x,y) + d(y, 2)

for all z,y,z € M. For each positive integer n, R"™ equipped with the
standard Euclidean metric |z — y| defines a metric space. Of course ev-
ery nonempty subset of M can be viewed as a metric space itself, just by
restricting the metric on M to Y.
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If x is an element of M and r is a positive real number, then we write
B(z,r) for the open ball in M with center x and radius r, defined by

(1.6) B(x,r)={y e M :d(z,y) <r}.

Similarly, the closed ball with center z and radius r is denoted B(z,r) and
defined by
(1.7) B(z,r)={y € M :d(z,y) <r}.

1.2.1 Open and closed subsets and normality of metric
spaces

If E is a subset of M and p is an element of M, then p is said to be a limit
point of E if for every € > 0 there is a point x in E such that x # p and
d(z,p) < e. If every limit point of E is also an element of E, then E is said
to be a closed subset of M. This is the same as saying that a point p in M
lies in F if for every € > 0 there is a point x in E such that d(x,p) < e. A
closed ball B(x,r) as in (1.7) is always a closed subset of M, and the empty
set and M itself are closed subsets of M.

For any subset E, the closure is denoted E and is defined to be the union
of E and the set of limit points of £. Equivalently, a point p lies in E if for
every € > 0 there is an z in E such that d(p,z) < e. It is not difficult to
show that the closure of E is always a closed subset of M. Thus E = E if
and only if F is closed, and the closure of F can be described as the smallest
closed subset of M that contains E. If D is a subset of M, then D is dense
in M if the closure of D is equal to M.

A subset U of M is said to be open if for every x in U there is an r > 0 so
that B(x,r) is contained in U. An open ball B(z,r) as in (1.6) is always an
open subset of M, as are the empty set and M itself. A basic fact is that U
is open if and only if M\U is a closed subset of M. For any subset E of M,
the interior E° of E is the set of points x in F for which there is an r > 0
so that B(x,r) is contained in E. One can check that E° is always an open
subset of E, E° = FE if and only if F is an open set, and E° is the largest
open subset of E.

Notice that the interior of E is the same as the complement in M of the
closure of the complement of F, i.e.,

(1.8) E° = M\(M\E).
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If Fy, E5 are subsets of M, then it is not difficult to show that

(1.9) (E1UEy) =EUE,, (E\NE;)CENE,
and
(1.10) EYUE; C(EWUE,)°, E]NE;=(E NE)°.
The boundary of a subset E of M is denoted OF and defined by
(1.11) OF = E\E°.
This is equivalent to
(1.12) OE = EN(M\E),
and in particular
(1.13) OF = 0(M\E).

The empty set and M itself have empty boundary in M. Observe that if Fy,
E5 are subsets of M, then

(1.14) O(Ey U Ey) C 0E; UOFE,
and
(1.15) O(Ey N Ey) COFE, UOEs.

As a metric space, M enjoys the Hausdorff property that for every pair
of distinct elements z, y in M there are open sets Uy, Uy such that x € Uy,
y € Uy, and U; N Uy = (). For this one can simply take U;, Us to be the
balls B(x,d(z,y)/2), B(y,d(x,y)/2). A stronger version of this is called
“regularity” and says that if z is an element of M and F' is a nonempty
closed subset of M which does not contain x as an element, then there are
open subsets Vi, V4 of M such that z € Vi, FF C V,, and Vi NV, = 0. To
see that this holds, choose r > 0 so that B(x,r) N F = (), and then choose
Vi to be B(x,r/2), and V, to be the set of z in M such that d(z,z) > r/2.
An even stronger separation property is called normality and states that if
F, and F, are nonempty closed subsets of M such that F; N Fy, = (), then
there are open subsets Wi, Wy of M such that Fy C Wy, F, C W,, and
WiN Wy = 0. To find such a pair Wy, W, choose for each = in F; a positive
real number r1(x) so that B(x,ri(z)) N Fy = ), and choose for each y in F
a positive real number 75(y) so that B(y,r2(y)) N F; = 0. Define Wy, W5 by

(1.16) Wi = U B(z,n(2)/2), Wa= U Bly,r(y)/2).

reF yEeFy
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Clearly Wy, W5 are open subsets of M which contain I}, F5, respectively, as
subsets. It is not difficult to show that Wy N Wy = 0. One can strengthen
this a bit further by saying that there are open subsets Wi, Wa of M such
that I} C Wl, F, C W2, and the closures of W1 and W2 are disjoint. In fact,
this can be obtained as a consequence of the previous normality property,
by first using normality to find disjoint open subsets Wy, Wy of M such that
Fy C Wl, F, C W5, and then | using normahty again to find open subsets
Wl, W2 of M such that F} C Wl, F, C W2 and the closures of Wl, W2 are
contained in Wy, Ws, respectively.

1.2.2 Bounded, compact, and totally bounded sets

A subset of M is said to be bounded if it is contained in a ball. If A is a
bounded subset of M, then the diameter diam A of A is defined by

(1.17) diam A = sup{d(z,y) : x,y € A}.

In this case the diameter of A is a finite real number. If A is an unbounded
subset of M, then the diameter of A is defined to be +0o. We make the
convention that the diameter of the empty set is equal to 0.

A sequence {pj} °,in M is said to converge to a point p in M if for every
€ > 0 there is a positive integer N such that

(1.18) d(pj,p) <€ for all j > N.
In this case we write
(1.19) lim p; = p,

j—oo

and one can check that the limit p is unique. A sequence {p;}32, in M is
said to be a Cauchy sequence if for every e > 0 there is a positive integer N
so that

(1.20) d(pj,pr) <e  forall j,k> N.

It is easy to see that a convergent sequence is a Cauchy sequence. A metric
space in which every Cauchy sequence is a convergent sequence is said to
be complete. A well-known fact is that the Euclidean spaces R™ with their
standard metrics are complete metric spaces. Also, any metric space can be
embedded isometrically into a complete metric space, where the image of the
first metric space is dense in the second one, and this “completion” is unique
up to isometric equivalence.
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A subset E of M is closed if and only if every sequence of points in
which converges in M has its limit in . For any subset E of M, the closure
FE of E is equal to the set of points in M which occur as limits of sequences of
points in E. This includes constant sequences {pj};?‘;l, in which all the p;’s
are the same, so that the elements of E are limits of sequences of points in
E. A subset D of M is dense in M if and only if every element of M occurs
as the limit of a sequence of points in D.

If {x;}%2, is a sequence of points in some set X, and if {j; }j2, is a strictly
increasing sequence of positive integers, so that

(1.21) 1 <Jp<jz<---,

then the sequence {z; }12, obtained by restricting the {z;}22, to {ji}12, is
called a subsequence of {x;}52,. In particular, {z;}32, is a subsequence of
itself, by taking j; = [ for all [. Note that a Cauchy sequence in a metric
space converges as soon as it has a convergent subsequence.

In these notes we shall often be concerned with subsets of metric spaces
which are compact. As usual, compactness can be characterized in a number
of equivalent ways. In brief, a subset K of M is compact if (a) every for every
covering of K by open subsets of M there is a subcovering of K from this
covering with only finitely many elements, or (b) every infinite subset of K
has a limit point in K, or (c) every sequence of points in K has a subsequence
which converges. If Y is a nonempty subset of M and K is contained in Y,
then K is compact as a subset of M if and only if K is compact as a subset of
Y, viewed as a metric space itself, with the restriction of the metric from M.
In particular, if K is nonempty, we can take Y = K, so that K is compact
as a subset of M if and only if K is compact as a subset of itself, viewed as
a metric space on its own, with the restriction of the metric from M. This
is quite different from the properties of being open or closed.

In the case of a Euclidean space R™, the compact subsets are exactly the
closed and bounded subsets, by the Heine-Borel theorem.

A subset A of M is said to be totally bounded if for every € > 0 there is
a finite collection of balls in M with radius € whose union contains A as a
subset. Compact sets are totally bounded, and subsets of totally bounded
sets are totally bounded. As with compactness, a subset A of M is totally
bounded as a subset of M if and only if it is totally bounded as a subset of
itself, viewed as a metric space on its own, with the restriction of the metric
from M.
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A well-known theorem states that a metric space is compact if and only
if it is totally bounded and complete. This is equivalent to saying that a
subset of a complete metric space is compact if and only if it is closed and
totally bounded. Another way to look at this is that a subset A of M is totally
bounded if and only if every sequence of points in A has a subsequence which
is a Cauchy sequence.

1.2.3 Separable metric spaces

Recall that M is said to be separable if there is a subset D of M which is
dense and at most countable. In this survey we shall be primarily interested
in separable metric spaces. For example, the Euclidean spaces R"™ with their
standard metrics are separable, because the set of points in R™ with rational
coordinates is countable and dense.

A metric space which is totally bounded is also separable. In fact, a
metric space M is separable if and only if for each € > 0 there is a subset
D, of M which is at most countable and such that for each x € M there is
ay € D, that satisfies d(x,y) < e. The property of being totally bounded is
the same as saying that one can do this with D, being finite for each ¢ > 0.

If M is a metric space, a collection B of open subsets of M is said to
be a basis for the topology if every open subset of M can be expressed as a
union of subsets of M which are elements of B. This is equivalent to saying
that for each x in M and each positive real number r there is an open set U
which is an element of B such that x is an element of U and U is a subset of
B(z,r). Separability of M can be characterized by the existence of a basis
B for the topology of M which has at most countably-many elements. For if
D is a dense subset of M which is at most countable, then the collection of
balls of the form B(y,1/n), where y runs through the elements of D and n
runs through the positive integers, is a basis for the topology of M which is
at most countable. Conversely, if B is a basis for the topology of M which is
at most countable, then one can get a subset D of M which is dense and at
most countable by choosing a point in each element of B and putting it into
D.

A basic fact about separable metric spaces is that every subset E of a
separable metric space M contains a subset which is dense in £ and at most
countable. In other words, every nonempty subset of M defines a separable
metric space itself, with the restriction of the metric from M. This is not
difficult to show, but notice that a particular dense subset of M may not
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have any elements in any particular subset E of M.

A subset of a metric space is said to be countably compact if for every
open covering of the set there is a subcovering with at most countably many
elements. Clearly a compact set is countably compact. A well-known result
states that a metric space M is countably compact if and only if it is sep-
arable. Indeed, if M is countably compact, then for every r > 0 there is
a family of balls of radius r with at most countably many elements which
covers M, and this implies that M is separable. Conversely, suppose that M
is separable, and that {U,}.c4 is an open covering of M. Let B be a basis
for the topology of M which is at most countable. Define B; to be the subset
of B consisting of those open subsets V' of M in B which are contained in a
U, for some o € A. Since B is a basis for the topology of M, each U, is a
union of elements of B. Hence

(1.22) UVv=UU,=M.

Veb acA

For each V in By, choose an a(V') € A such that V' C U,(y). Then

(1.23) U Uav) =M,

VeB;

and {Uyv) : V € B, } is a subcovering of M from the covering {U, }aea which
has at most countably many elements.

1.3 The Baire category theorem

Let (M,d(z,y)) be a metric space. If U, V' are dense open subsets of M,
then the intersection U NV is also a dense open subset of M. This is not
difficult to verify. More precisely, if U is a dense open subset of M and D is
a dense subset of M, then the intersection U N D is a dense subset of M. Of
course the intersection of two dense sets in general can be dense.

Now suppose that {U;}32, is a sequence of dense open subsets of M. In
general, the intersection of all of the U;’s might be the empty set. This occurs
when M is the set of rational numbers, equipped with the usual metric, for
instance. The Baire category theorem states that if M is a complete metric
space, then in fact N2, U; is a dense subset of M.

Let us briefly review the proof. Let By be any closed ball in M. It suffices
to show that By contains an element of (72, U;. Since U; is a dense open
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subset of M, there is a closed ball By in M such that By C By, By C Uy,
and the radius of Bj is less than 1. Similarly, because U, is a dense open
subset of M, there is a closed ball By in M such that By C By, By C Us,
and the radius of By is less than 1/2. Proceeding in this manner, for each
positive integer j there is a closed ball B, such that B; C B;_,, B; C Uj,
and the radius of B; is less then 1/j. It follows that the sequence of centers
of the B;’s is a Cauchy sequence, and so the assumption that M is complete
implies that this sequence converges to a point p in M. One can check that
p lies in each Bj, and hence in each Uj, as well as the given ball By.

There is a complementary picture for closed sets with empty interior. In
any metric space M, if E and F' are closed sets with empty interior, then
E U F'is also a closed set with empty interior. This does not work without
the assumption that the sets be closed, since the real line is the union of the
sets of rational and irrational numbers, each of which has empty interior.
In a complete metric space the union of sequence of closed sets with empty
interior also has empty interior, although this union is not a closed set in
general.

If F is any nonempty closed subset of M and j is a positive integer,
consider the set U; which is the union of the balls B(x,1/j) with z € F.
This is an open subset of M which contains F' as a subset. It is not difficult
to check that

(1.24) F=U.
j=1

Thus every closed subset of a metric space can be expressed as the intersection
of a sequence of open sets. By passing to complements one obtains that every
open subset of a metric space can be expressed as the union of a sequence of
closed subsets.

1.4 Continuous and uniformly continuous map-j
pings

Let (M,d(x,y)) and (N, p(u,v)) be metric spaces, and let E be a nonempty
subset of M. A mapping f from E to N is said to be continuous if for every
x in E and every € > 0 there is a § > 0 so that

(1.25) p(f(z), fly)) <e forall y € E such that d(y,x) < 4.
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The mapping f is said to be uniformly continuous if for every € > 0 there is
a 0 > 0 such that

(1.26)  p(f(x), f(y)) <e forall x,y € E such that d(y,z) <.

A basic result states that if £ is compact and f : E — N is continuous, then
f is also uniformly continuous.

Let us assume for simplicity that £ = M, to which one can reduce anyway.
Another basic result states that f : M — N is continuous if and only if
f7H(U) is an open subset of M for all open subsets U of N. This is equivalent
to saying that f : M — N is continuous if and only if f~*(A) is a closed
subset of M whenever A is a closed subset of N. An alternate characterization
states that f : M — N is continuous if and only if for every sequence {z;}%2,
of points in M which converges to some point z, the sequence {f(z;)}52,
converges in N to f(z).

A mapping f : M — N is said to be bounded if the image f(M) of f is
contained in a bounded subset of N. A basic result states that if f: M — N
is continuous and K is a compact subset of M, then f(K) is a compact subset
of N. In particular, f is bounded in this case. Also, if F is a subset of M
which is totally bounded and f : M — N is uniformly continuous, then f(F)
is totally bounded.

A homeomorphism from M to N is a one-to-one mapping f of M onto N
such that f : M — N and f~': N — M are both continuous. If f: M — N
is continuous, M is compact, and f is a one-to-one mapping of M onto N,
then f is a homeomorphism of M onto N. For instance, f maps closed
subsets of M to closed subsets of IV in this case, since closed subsets of M
are compact.

Suppose that f;, fy are continuous mappings from M to N, and that F
is a dense subset of M. If f; and f, are equal on E, then they are equal
on all of M. In other words, a continuous mapping is uniquely determined
by its restriction to a dense subset. Conversely, suppose that D is a dense
subset of M, and that f is a continuous mapping from D into N. In order
for there to be a extension of f to a continuous mapping from M to N, it is
sufficient that f be uniformly continuous, and that N be complete. In this
case the extension will also be uniformly continuous.
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1.4.1 Real-valued functions

Of course constant functions are always continuous. If fi(z), fa(x) are real-
valued continuous functions on M, then the sum f;(x)+ fo(z) and the product
fi(x) - fo(z) are also continuous functions on M. The sum of uniformly
continuous real-valued functions is uniformly continuous, but this does not
work for the product in general. It does work if at least one of the two
functions is bounded. If f(x) is a continuous real-valued function on M and
E is a subset of M such that f(z) # 0 for all x € M, then 1/f(x) is a
continuous function on E. If we assume that f(z) is uniformly continuous,
then it may not be true that 1/f(z) is uniformly continuous on F, but this
is the case if there is a positive real number ¢ such that |f(x)| > ¢ for all x
in E.
On R"™, the n coordinate functions

(1.27) T =(21,...,Tn) = 75,

1 < j < n, are continuous, as one can easily verify. As a result, polynomials
on R" are continuous functions, and rational functions, which are quotients
of polynomials, are continuous on the set where the denominator does not
vanish.

Lemma 1.28 For each element p of M, d(x,p) is uniformly continuous as
a real-valued function of x on M.

This follows from the triangle inequality. Namely,

(1.29) d(z,p) < d(y,p) + d(x,y)

and

(1.30) d(y.p) < d(z,p) + d(z,y),

so that

(1.31) |d(z,p) — d(y,p)| < d(z,y).
Let A be a nonempty subset of M, and set

(1.32) dist(z, A) = inf{d(x, z) : z € A}

for x in M. Note that

(1.33) dist(x, A) = dist(z, A)

for all # in M, and that dist(z, A) = 0 if and only if x lies in the closure of
A.
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Lemma 1.34 As a function of x on M, dist(z, A) is uniformly continuous.

For this we use the triangle inequality again. If x and y are arbitrary
elements of M and z is an arbitrary element of A, then

(1.35) dist(z, A) < d(z,2) < d(x,y) + d(y, 2).

By taking the infimum over z it follows that

(1.36) dist(z, A) < d(z,y) + dist(y, A).
Similarly,

(1.37) dist(y, A) < d(z,y) + dist(z, A),
so that

(1.38) | dist(z, A) — dist(y, A)| < d(z,y).

Note that for any nonempty subset A of M,
(1.39) dist(z, A) = dist(z, A)

for all z in M, as one can verify from the definitions.
Suppose that F, F; are disjoint nonempty closed subsets of M. Define a
real-valued function ¢(z) on M by

dist(z, F)

(1.40) ¢(r) = dist(z, Fy) + dist(z, )’

Because I} and F; are disjoint and closed, the denominator in the definition
of ¢(x) is never equal to 0. Thus ¢(z) is a continuous function on M which
takes values in the interval [0, 1], and it satisfies ¢(x) = 0 if and only if z € F;
and ¢(x) = 1 if and only if x € Fs.

In general this function ¢(x) may not be uniformly continuous. For exam-
ple, if M = R\{0}, F} = (—0,0), and F;, = (0, 00), then F}, F» are disjoint
nonempty closed subsets of M, ¢(x) is defined completely by ¢(z) = 0 when
x € Fy and ¢(x) =1 when x € Fy, and ¢ is clearly not uniformly continuous.

Let us say that a mapping f : M — N is locally bounded if for every
p in M there is an r > 0 so that f(B(p,r)) is a bounded subset of N.
Thus continuous mappings are automatically locally bounded. Let us say
that f : M — N is locally uniformly continuous if for each p € M there is
an r > 0 such that the restriction of f to B(p,r) is uniformly continuous.
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Ordinary continuity is already a local condition, and so we do not need to
define “local continuity”. For real-valued functions, the sum and product
of locally bounded functions is locally bounded, and the sum and product
of locally uniformly continuous functions is locally uniformly continuous. If
f(x) is a real valued function on M which is locally uniformly continuous
and which satisfies f(z) # 0 for all x € M, then 1/f(z) is locally uniformly
continuous on M.

In particular, the function ¢(z) defined in (1.40) is always locally uni-
formly continuous, even if it may not be uniformly continuous. If there is an
e > 0 so that d(y,z) > e for all y € F} and z € Fy, then ¢(z) is uniformly
continuous.

Let us say that a mapping between two metric spaces is countably uni-
formly continuous if the domain can be expressed as the union of an at most
countable family of subsets, on each of which the mapping is uniformly con-
tinuous. One can also assume that the mapping is bounded on each of these
subsets, by making a further decomposition as necessary. As a basic property
of such mappings, if the domain can be expressed as the countable union of
totally bounded subsets, then so can the image of the mapping.

The sum or product of two real-valued countably uniformly continuous
functions is also countably uniformly continuous. This is not difficult to show,
using the observation that if {E;},c; and {F}};cs are families of subsets of
M such that I, J are at most countable and

(1.41) UE=UF =M,

icl jed

then {E; N F}} )erxs is an at most countable family of subsets of M whose
union is also equal to M. Similarly, the reciprocal of a countably uniformly
continuous mapping which does not take the value 0 is countably uniformly
continuous. A locally uniformly continuous mapping between two metric
spaces is countably uniformly continuous if the domain is separable, since
that implies countable compactness.

1.4.2 Spaces of continuous mappings

We shall write C'(M, N) for the space of continuous mappings from M to
N. A mapping f : M — N is said to be bounded if its image is contained
in a bounded subset of N, and we write C,(M, N) for the space of bounded
continuous mappings from M to N. Note that C(M,N) = C,(M,N) if M
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is compact. If fi, fo are two bounded continuous mappings from M to N,
then we set

(1.42) 0(f1, f2) = sup{p(f1(z), fa(x)) : 2 € M}.

It is not difficult to verify that this defines a metric on C,(M, N). The
constant mappings from M to N, which take all of M to a single point in
N, are obviously bounded and continuous, and in this way we get a natural
embedding of N in C,(M, N). This is an isometric embedding, which is to
say that the given metric p(-,-) on N agrees with the metric (-,-) applied
to the constant mappings.

If {f;}52, is a sequence of mappings from M to N, and if f is another
mapping from M to N, then we say that {f;}32, converges pointwise if

(1.43) jli_)rgo fi(x)=f(z) inN

for all # in M. We say that {f;}32, converges to f uniformly if for every
e > 0 there is an integer L so that

(1.44) p(fi(x), f(z)) <e forall j> L.

Thus uniform convergence implies pointwise convergence.

A well-known result states that if { f;}32, is a sequence of mappings from
M to N which converges uniformly to a mapping f from M to N, and if each
f; is continuous, then f is continuous as well. This does not work in general
under the assumption of pointwise convergence instead of uniform conver-
gence. Note that a sequence {f;}32, in Cy(M, N) converges to a function f
in Cy(M, N) with respect to the metric 6 defined above if and only if {f;}32,
converges uniformly to f. If {f;}52, converges uniformly to f and each f; is
uniformly continuous, then f is uniformly continuous as well.

If N is complete as a metric space, then C,(M, N) is complete as a metric
space. In other words, if {f;}32, is a Cauchy sequence in Cy(M, N) with
respect to the metric # and N is complete as metric space, then there is
a function f in Cy(M, N) to which {f;}52, converges uniformly. To show
this, one can first use the assumption that {f;}32, is a Cauchy sequence in
Cy(M, N) to obtain that { f;(x)}52, is a Cauchy sequence in N for all x in M.
Hence {f;}52, converges pointwise to some mapping f from M to N, since
N is complete. Using the assumption that { f; 321 is a Cauchy sequence with
respect to the metric ¢, one can check that {f;}32, converges to f uniformly.
As a consequence, f is continuous, and one can also verify that f is bounded
in this case.
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Let us write C(M) for the space of continuous real-valued functions on
M, and Cy(M) for the space of bounded continuous real-valued functions on
M. Thus C(M) and Cy(M) are vector spaces over the real numbers, and on
Cy(M) we have the norm

(1.45) [fllsup = sup{[f(x)] - = € M}.

That is, || f||sup is a nonnegative real number which is equal to 0 exactly when
f is identically equal to 0, ||t f||sup = |t| || f]|sup for all real numbers ¢ and all
fin Cy(M), and the triangle inequality for norms holds, namely

(1.46) 11+ Fallsup < L fillsup + [ 2l sup

for all fi, fo in Cy(M). These properties are not difficult to verify. The
metric (-, -) defined in general above is the same as the metric associated to
the norm || - [|sup on Cy(M), which is to say that

(1.47) 0(f1; f2) = v = follsup

for all f1, fo in Cy(M). The completeness of Cyy(M) as a metric space implies
that C,(M) equipped with the norm || - ||sup is a Banach space. In fact it is
a Banach algebra with respect to the additional operation of multiplication
of functions, which means that

(1-48) Hfl f2Hsuzn < Hf1||sup||f2’|suz7

for all f1, fo in Cy(M).

There is a natural mapping from M to C(M), in which a point p in M
is associated to the continuous function f,(x) = d(z,p). If M is bounded,
then this defines a mapping from M into Cy(M), and one can show that
this mapping is an isometric embedding with respect to the metric 6(-,) on
Cy(M). In other words,

(1.49) sup{[fp(z) — fo(x) - 2 € M} = d(p, q)

for all p, ¢ in M, as one can check. If M is unbounded, then one can adjust
this as follows. Fix an element w of M, which will serve as a base point.
To each point p in M we can associate the function f,(z) — f,(x). It is not
hard to see that this is a bounded continuous function on M, and that the
distance between f, — f,, and f, — f,, is equal to d(p, q), so that we again get
an isometric embedding of M into Cy(M).
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1.5 Connectedness

Let (M,d(z,y)) be a metric space. Two subsets A, B of M are said to be
separated if

(1.50) AnB=0, AnB=0.

A subset E of M is said to be connected if it cannot be written as the union
of two separated sets.

If E, Y are subsets of M with Y nonempty and £ C Y, then F is
connected as a subset of M if and only if £ is connected as a subset of YV,
viewed as a metric itself, with the restriction of the metric from M. This is
not difficult to verify, just from the definition. In particular, £ is connected
as a subset of M if and only if E is connected as a subset of itself, viewed as
a metric space, with the restriction of the metric from M.

The empty set and sets with only one element are automatically con-
nected. It is well-known that the connected subsets of the real line are the
empty set and the subsets which are intervals, which may be open, closed,
or mixed, and which may be bounded or unbounded. This includes the real
line itself.

The connectedness of M itself is equivalent to saying that M cannot be
written as the disjoint union of two nonempty open subsets, or that M cannot
be written as the disjoint union of two nonempty closed subsets.

The closure of a connected set is always connected. The union of two
connected sets is connected as long as they have nonempty intersection. More
generally, the union of two nonempty connected sets is connected if and only
if they are not separated.

Let E be a subset of M, and suppose that for every pair of points p, ¢
in E there is a subset £, , of E which is connected and which contains p, g.
Then E is connected.

A set which contains no connected subset with more than one element
is said to be totally disconnected. This terminology will be convenient, but
it has the feature that the empty set and sets with one element are called
connected and totally disconnected.

In general, we can define a relation ~ on a metric space M by saying
that x ~ y when x and y are contained in a connected subset of M. This
relation is clearly reflexive and symmetric, and it is also transitive, because
of the earlier remark about the union of two connected sets being connected
when they contain a common element.
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Thus ~ defines an equivalence relation on M. The corresponding equiv-
alence classes are called the connected components of M. It is not hard to
see that the connected components of M are indeed connected subsets of M,
and in fact they are the maximal connected subsets of M. The connected
components of M are also closed sets, since the closure of a connected set is
always connected.

If (M, di(z,y)) and (Ms, ds(u,v)) are two metric spaces and f is a con-
tinuous mapping from M; to M,, and if E is a connected subset of M7, then
f(E) is a connected subset of M. As a special case of this, suppose that a,
b are real numbers with a < b, and that p(t) is a continuous mapping from
[a,b] into M. We call p(t) a path in M. The image of a path is always a
connected set, since it is the image of a connected set under a continuous
mapping.

A subset E of M is said to be pathwise connected if for each z, y in E
there is a continuous path p(t) defined on an interval [a, b] and taking values
in E such that p(a) = x and p(b) = y. Because the image of the path is
a connected set, it follows that every pair of points in F is contained in a
connected subset of F/, so that F is itself connected.

Let us define a relation ~ on M by saying that = ~ y if there is a
path in M from x to y, i.e., if there is a closed interval [a,b] in the real
line and a continuous mapping p(t) from [a,b] into M such that p(a) = z,
p(b) = y. Note that x ~ y implies x ~ y. One can check that ~ defines an
equivalence relation on M. The equivalence classes associated to the relation
~ are pathwise connected subsets of M, and they are called the pathwise-
connected components of M. The pathwise-connected components of M are
the maximal pathwise-connected subsets of M, and they are contained in the
ordinary connected components of M.

Connected subsets of the real line are clearly pathwise connected. Now fix
a positive integer n, and suppose that M is an open subset of R", equipped
with the standard metric. It is not difficult to show that the pathwise con-
nected components of M are then open subsets of M. In fact the pathwise-
connected components are the same as the connected components, and M is
pathwise-connected if it is connected. This works more generally under local
connectedness conditions for M, which hold in a very simple way for open
subsets of R", just using paths along line segments locally.

Fix a positive real number e. By an e-chain in M we mean a finite
sequence zi, ...,z of points in M such that d(zj, zj11) < € when 1 < j <
k—1. This condition is considered to hold automatically when k = 1, so that
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a single point defines an e-chain. A subset E of M is said to be e-connected
if for every pair of points x, y in E there is an e-chain zy,..., 2, in E such
that z; =z and 2z = y.

Let us again assume that £ = M for simplicity. Define a relation ~, on
M by saying that x ~, y if there is an e-chain zy, ..., 2z in M such that z; =z
and zp = y. It is easy to see that ~, defines an equivalence relation on M,
and that the corresponding equivalence classes are the maximal e-connected
subsets of M. By construction, two points in different equivalence classes
associated to ~, have distance at least € from each other. Using this, one
can show that if M is connected in the ordinary sense, then M is e-connected
for all € > 0.

Conversely, if M is compact and e-connected for each € > 0, then M is
connected. Note that the set of rational numbers, equipped with the usual
metric, is e-connected for each € > 0, but not connected in the usual sense.



Chapter 2

Some measure functionals and
dimensions

If M is a set, then by a measure functional on subsets of M we mean a
function p which takes subsets of M to nonnegative real numbers or +o00 and
which satisfies () = 0 and p(A) < pu(B) whenever A, B C M and A C B.
In many cases the measure functional satisfies additional nice properties, at
least for some reaonably-large class of subsets of M.

2.1 Basic notions

Let (M, d(x,y)) be ametric space, and let E be a subset of M. Define U,,,,(E)
to be the collection of finite or countably-infinite families { A;}; of subsets of
M such that E is contained in the union |J; A;. For each nonnegative real
number «, define the a-dimensional Hausdorff content of £, denoted HS,(E),
to be the infimum of the sums

(2.1) Y (diam A4,)°

7

over all coverings {A;}; of E in Ueo,(E). If some A; is unbounded, so that
diam A; = +oo, then we interpret (diam A;)* to be +oo as well, for all
a > 0. If A; is bounded and o = 0, then we interpret (diam A;)* as being
1 when A; is not empty, and we interpret it as being 0 if A; is the empty
set. In particular, the a-dimensional Hausdorff content of the empty set
is taken to be 0. Technically, one might also say that for the empty set

20
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the empty covering is admissible, and that the corresponding empty sum is
automatically equal to 0.
A simple estimate is

(2.2) He (E) < (diam E)°.

con

For a = 0 we have that H? (F) is equal to 0 when E is the empty set, to 1
when F is nonempty and bounded, and to 400 when E is unbounded.

Now suppose that 0 is an extended real number such that 0 < ¢ < o0,
and that « is a nonnegative real number. If F is a subset of M, we define
Us(E) to be the collection of finite or countably-infinite families {A;}; of
subsets of M such that E is contained in the union J; A; and diam A; < §
for all i. We then define H§(F) to be the infimum of the same sum (2.1)
over all {4;}; in Us(F) assuming that Us(E) is nonempty, and otherwise we
define H§(E) to be +o0. If M is separable, then one can check that Us(E)
is always nonempty. In that situation M can be covered by a family of at
most countably many balls of radius r for any fixed r > 0, for instance. In
fact, Us(E) is nonempty for all § > 0 if and only if £ contains a countable
dense subset. By contrast, U (F) is automatically nonempty, because for
any fixed p in M, E can be covered by the family of balls B(p,n), where n
runs over all positive integers.

It is easy to see that

(2.3) H5, (E) > Hs, (E)

whenever 0 < §; < d, < +00. This is because
(24> u51 (E> - U52 (E)7

while the sums involved in the definitions of H§ (E), Hj. (E) are identical.
In other words, H§ (£) and H (E) are defined as the infima of the same
expressions, but with different collections of coverings, with the coverings for
H§ (E) being more restricted than the coverings for H§ (£). Notice also that
(2.5) HE(E) = HE, (E).

Again the sums being used are the same, and the coverings of E in U (FE)
are included in U,,,(E). The converse does not quite hold, but if {A;}; lies
in Ueon(E) and Y ;(diam A;)* < oo, then diam A; < oo for all 4, and {A4;};
lies in U (E). It is easy to use this to obtain (2.5).
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When a = 0 we are reduced to the following. If F is the empty set, then
HY(F) = 0, and otherwise HJ(F) is equal to the smallest number of sets of
diameter less than 0 needed to cover E, where this is interpreted as being
~+o0 if no finite covering of E by sets with diameter less than § exists.

The a-dimensional Hausdorff measure of E is denoted H*(E) and defined
by
(2.6) HY(E) =sup{H§(FE) : 6> 0}.

Because of the monotonicity property (2.3), this is the same as the limit as
d — 0 of H§(F). By definition,
(2.7) HE,,(E) < H§(E) < H*(E)

con

for 0 < 6 < o0.

If a = 0, then one can check that Hausdorff measure reduces to counting
measure. That is to say, H°(E) is equal to the number of elements of
when F is finite, and to +00 when FE is infinite.

Observe that HS . Hg, and H* are all measure functionals on subsets
of M in the sense described at the beginning of the chapter. Also, for each
a >0, HY (F) = 0 implies that H§'(E) = 0 for all § > 0, and hence that
H*(E) = 0. Thus for a fixed «, the measure functionals H2,, Hg, and H*
vanish on the same subsets of M.

We can make analogous definitions using finite coverings. Namely, for a
subset E of M, let U/ (E) denote the collection of finite families {A;}; of

subsets of M such that E is contained in |J; A;. For each nonnegative real
number «, define HF?, (F) to be the infimum of

con

(2.8) Y (diam 4,)°

7

over all finite coverings {A;}; of E in M. Thus we have the simple inequality

(2.9) HF® (E) < (diam E)°.

con

For 0 < 0 < 0o, define U] (E) to be the collection of finite families {A;};
of subsets of M such that F C |J; A; and diam A; < ¢ for each i. We define
HF$(E) to be the infimum of (2.8) over all {4;}; in U{(E) if Ul (E) is not
empty, and otherwise to be +00. Observe that E is totally bounded if and
only if L{({ (E) is finite for all § > 0, which is also equivalent to saying that
HF{(F) is finite for all § > 0. If E is unbounded, then HFZ2 (FE) and
HF{(F) are equal to +oo for all a, 6.
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As before, ngcl(E) C Z/{({;(E) when 0; < d5, and hence
(2.10) HFZ(E) < HF? (E)

in this case. Also,
(2.11) HF®(E) = HF® (E),

con

almost by definition. We define HF'*(E) by
(2.12) HFY(E) =sup{HF§(E) :§ > 0},
which is the same as lims_,o HF{(E), by monotonicity. Thus

(2.13) HF: (E) < HF'(E) < HFY(E)
for 0 < 6 < o0.

When a = 0, these quantities are the same as their counterparts described
before, i.e., HFY (F) = HY (E), HFY(E) = H)(E) for 0 < § < oo, and

HF°(E) = H°(E). For each a and §, HF?  HF¢, and HF® define measure
HF§', and HF® are

functionals on subsets of M. If « is fixed, then HFY .
equal to 0 on the same subsets of M.

Because U/ (E) C U(E) and Uf (E) C Us(E) for all §, we have that

(2.14) H®, (E) < HF®

con con

(E). Hy(E) < HF{(E), H*(E) < HF*(E).

We shall see cases when these inequalities are strict, and cases where equality
holds.

There are a number of variations of these definitions, in which one might
restrict the sets A; used in the coverings, or use other measurements of
the sizes of the A;’s, etc. These matters are related to well-known work
of Carathéodory, Jordan, and Minkowski, for instance.

Note that if Y is a nonempty subset of M and E is a subset of Y, then
H (E), HES (E), H}(F), HF{(E), H*(E), and HF*(FE) are the same

for E as a subset of M as they are for E as a subset of Y, viewed as metric
space itself, with the restriction of the metric d(z,y) from M.

2.2 Coverings by open and closed subsets

Let (M,d(x,y)) continue to be some metric space.
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Lemma 2.15 If A is a subset of M, then diam A = diam A.

This is easy to check. As a result, for the definitions of the various
measures of a set F in Section 2.1, one may as well use coverings by families
{A;}; of closed subsets of M. In other words, if one starts with a covering
{A;}; of some subset E of M by arbitrary subsets of M, then one can replace
this with the family {4;};, and the latter is still be a covering of E. This new
covering also satisfies the same side conditions as the initial covering used in
Section 2.1, and does not change the value of sums of the form >;(diam A;)?.

Lemma 2.16 IfE is a subset of M, then HF?, (E) = HF?, (E), HFX(E) =}

o con con

HFY(E), and HF*(E) = HF*(E) for alla >0 and all 0 < § < oo.

This follows easily from the remarks preceding the statement of the
lemma.

Lemma 2.17 Let A be a subset of M, and let r be a positive real number.
Define A, by

(2.18) A, =\ {Bla,r) : a € A}.

Then A, is an open subset of M such that A C A, and diam A, < diam A+2r.

This is easy to see. As a consequence, if one restricts oneself to cover-
ings by open subsets in Section 2.1, then the resulting values of the various
measures of a set E are the same.

Lemma 2.19 If F is a compact subset of M, then HS (F) = HF2 (FE),

con con

H§(E) = HF(E), and H*(E) = HF“(E) for allaa> 0 and 0 < § < c0.

Indeed, one can use coverings of E' by open sets, and then reduce to finite
subcoverings by compactness.

Lemma 2.20 Let E be a subset of M. For each o > 0 there is a subset E,
of M such that E C Ey, Ei can be written as the intersection of a sequence
of open subsets of M, and HS (E1) = HS (E). The analogous statements

con

for H' and H* also hold for all o > 0 and 0 < ¢ < oo.
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This is not difficult to show. Fix a > 0, and consider HS (F). If

H% (E) = oo, then we can simply take E; = M. Otherwise, for each
positive integer n, let { A;(n)}; be a covering of E by open subsets of M such
that .
(2.21) > (diam 4;(n))* < HS,(E) + —.

- n
Put

n=1 1

Then E C F; and E; is the intersection of a sequence of open sets by
construction, and it is not difficult to see that HS (E;) = HS,,(E). Indeed,

HS (F) < ngm(El) because E C E;, while H? (FE,) < H? (F) because
{A;(n)}; is a covering of E; for all n. The argument for HZ(FE) is quite
similar, except that one should also ask that diam A;(n) < ¢ for all i and n,

while for H*(E) one should ask that diam A;(n) < 1/n for all ¢ and n.

2.3 Subadditivity properties

Let M be a set. A measure functional p on subsets of M is said to be finitely
subadditive if

(2.23) p(Er U Ep) < pu(Er) + p(Es)
for all subsets E;, Eo of M. If

(2.24) (Z B, ) S

J

for any at-most-countable family {£;}; of subsets of M, then 4 is said to be
countably subadditive.
For the rest of this section, we assume that (M, d(x,y)) is a metric space.

Lemma 2.25 For each o > 0 and 0 < § < oo, HF¢,

o HES, and HF® are
finitely subadditive, and HS  , H§, and H* are countably subadditive.

This is an easy consequence of the definitions. In particular, if F is a
finite subset of M and o > 0, then HF*(E) = 0, and if £ C M is at most
countable and o > 0 then H*(E) = 0.
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If £ is a bounded subset of R™, then it is not difficult to check that
H*(E) = HF*(F) = 0 for all @ > 0. Using the countable subadditivity of
H*, it follows that H*(R") = 0 for all & > n.

Let us say that two subsets E;, E5 are n-separated, where 7 is a positive
real number, if d(x,y) > n for all z in F; and all y in E,.

Lemma 2.26 Let Ey, Es be a pair of n-separated subsets of M. For all
a>0 and 6 € (0,n] we have that

(2.27) HEF(EyU Ep) > HFF(Ey) + HEF (E»)
and

(2.28) H§(E1UEy) > H§'(Ey) + H§'(Es).
As a result,

(2.29) HFY(EyUEy) > HF*(E,) + HF®(Es)
and

(2.30) HY(E1UEy) > HY(Ey) + HY(E»).

This is not too difficult to verify.

2.4 Dimensions

Let (M,d(z,y)) be a metric space.

Lemma 2.31 Let o, 8 be nonnegative real numbers such that o < [, and
let ¥ be a subset of M. For 0 < < oo we have that

(2.32) H(B) < 6"~ H{(E)
and
(2.33) HFJ(E) < 6~ HF2(E).

In particular, HY (E) < HY(E) and HF) (E) < HF#(E) when0 < § < 1. As
a result, H?(F) < H*(E), HFF(E) < HF*(E), H®,,(E) = 0 implies that

H? (E) =0, and HF® (E) = 0 implies that HF? (E) = 0. Furthermore,

if « < B, then H*(E) < oo implies that H?(E) = 0, and HF*(E) < oo
implies that HFP(E) = 0.
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This is easy to check, using the fact that r® < §°~*7® when 0 < r < 4.
The Hausdorff dimension, or H-dimension, of a subset F of M is denoted
dimg(F) and defined to be the infimum of the set

(2.34) {a>0: HYE) =0}

when this set is nonempty, and +oo otherwise. Similarly, the H F'-dimension
of E is denoted dimyr(F) and defined to be the infimum of the set

(2.35) {a>0:HF*(E) =0}

when this set is nonempty, and 400 otherwise. As a variant of the HF-
dimension, the HF*-dimension of E is denoted dimpyp«(E) and defined to
be the supremum of the HF dimensions of £ N B(p,n) over all positive
integers n, where p is any fixed point in M. One can easily check that this
does not depend on the choice of p. Of course the H F*-dimension of F is
automatically equal to the H F-dimension of EF when F is bounded. If E is
unbounded, then the H F-dimension of E is +o0o0, while the H F*-dimension
of E can be finite. Note that the empty set has dimension 0 in each of these
senses.

Lemma 2.36 If Fy, E5 are subsets of M such that Ey C FE5, then the Haus-
dorff dimension of Eq is less than or equal to the Hausdorff dimension of Fs,
the HF-dimension of Ey is less than or equal to the HF-dimension of Es,
and the H F*-dimension of Ey is less than or equal to the H F*-dimension of
EQ.

This is an easy consequence of the definitions.

Lemma 2.37 If E is a compact subset of M, then the Hausdorff and HF -
dimensions of E are equal.

This follows from the fact that the Hausdorff and H F-measures are equal
for compact sets.

Lemma 2.38 If F is a closed subset of M such that closed and bounded
subsets of E are compact, then the Hausdorff and HF* dimensions of E are
equal.

This is not difficult to verify.
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Lemma 2.39 Let F, Es be two subsets of M. The HF-dimension of E1UFEs
is equal to maximum of the HF-dimensions of Fy and Es, and the HF*-

dimension of E1 U Ey is equal to the maximum of the HF™* dimensions of F;
and Es.

Indeed, one equality can be obtained from Lemma 2.36, while the other
uses the subadditivity of the H F' measures.

Lemma 2.40 Let {E;}52, be a sequence of subsets of M. The Hausdorff
dimension of UjZ, Ej is equal to the supremum of the Hausdorff dimensions
of the E;’s, j € Z...

Again, one inequality follows from Lemma 2.36, and the other can be
derived from countable subaddivity of the Hausdorff measures.

2.5 Snowflake transforms

Lemma 2.41 Let a be a real number such that 0 < a < 1. If ry, ry are
nonnegative real numbers, then (ry + r9)® < rf 4+ rj.

To see this, observe first that
(2.42) 1+ 7y < max(ry, ) " (1] +13).
Also, max(ry,re)* < ¢ 4 rj, and therefore
(2.43) 1y < (r] + Tg)((l_“)/“)H = (r{ + Tg)l/“.

This implies the inequality stated in the lemma.

Let (M,d(x,y)) be a metric space, and let a be a real number such that
0 < a < 1. It is not hard to check that (M,d(x,y)*) is then also a metric
space, using the lemma for the triangle inequality. We call (M, d(x,y)*) the
snowflake transform of order a of the metric space (M, d(x,y)). Observe that
the metrics d(x,y) and d(z,y)* determine the same topology on M, which
is the same as saying that the identity mapping on M is a homemorphism
as a map between the metric spaces (M, d(z,y)) and (M,d(x,y)*). Also, a
subset of M is bounded with respect to d(x,y) if and only if it is bounded
with respect to d(z,y)".
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If A is a subset of M, then the diameter of A with respect to d(x,y)* is
the same as the diameter of A with respect to d(x,y) to the ath power. For
each nonnegative real number «, one can use this to check that H2 (A) and

HF2 (A) with respect to d(x,y) are the same as HY/%(A) and HF2%/*(A)
with respect to d(z,y)®. Similarly, for each § > 0, H¢(A) and HF{(A) with
respect to d(z,y) are the same as He/*(A) and HF/*(A) with respect to
d(x,y)*. Taking the supremum over J, we obtain that H*(A) and HF*(A)
with respect to d(z,y) is the same as H*/*(A) and HF*/*(A) with respect
to d(z,y)® The Hausdorff, HF', and H F*-dimensions of A with respect
to d(x,y) are equal to the Hausdorff, HF', and H F*-dimensions of A with

respect to d(x,y)* divided by a.



Chapter 3

More on metric spaces

3.1 Lipschitz mappings

Throughout this section we let (M, d(x,y)) and (N, p(u,v)) be metric spaces.
A mapping f: M — N is said to be Lipschitz if there is a nonnegative real
number C' such that

(3.1) p(f(x), f(y)) < Cd(z,y)

for all x,y € M. We also say that f is C-Lipschitz in this case, to mention
the constant C explicitly. Lipschitz mappings are clearly continuous, and
even uniformly continuous.

The space of Lipschitz mappings from M to N is denoted Lip(M, N), and
the space of C-Lipschitz mappings from M to N is denoted Lip. (M, N). We
write Lip(M) for the space of Lipschitz real-valued functions on M, and
Lipo (M) for the space of C-Lipschitz real-valued functions on M.

In the case of real-valued functions on Euclidean spaces which are con-
tinuously differentiable, the Lipschitz condition is equivalent to the norm of
the gradient being bounded, and the supremum of the norm of the gradient
is equal to the smallest choice of the constant in the Lipschitz condition. As
a special case of this, if v is a vector in R", then the linear function on R"
which maps a point x in R" to the inner product of x with v is Lipschitz
with constant equal to the norm of v. The orthogonal projection of R™ onto
any linear subspace is Lipschitz.

The sum of two real-valued Lipschitz functions on M is a Lipschitz func-
tion, as is the product of a real-valued Lipschitz function and a constant. In
general, the product of two real-valued Lipschitz functions is not necessarily

30
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Lipschitz, but this is the case if at least one of the two functions is bounded.
If f(x) is a real-valued Lipschitz function on M and there is a positive real
number ¢ such that |f(x)| > ¢ for all z in M, then 1/f(x) is also a Lipschitz
function on M.

Lemma 3.2 If p is an element of M, then d(x,p) is 1-Lipschitz as a real-
valued function of x on M. If A is a nonempty subset of M, then dist(X, A),
as defined in (1.32) in Section 1.4, is a 1-Lipschitz function on M.

This follows from the proofs of Lemmas 1.28 and 1.34 in Section 1.4.

Let us say that a mapping f : M — N is locally Lipschitz if for every
x € M there is an r > 0 so that the restriction of f to B(x,r) is Lipschitz.
One can check that the sum and product of real-valued locally Lipschitz
functions on M are also locally Lipschitz, and that if f(z) is a real-valued
locally Lipschitz function on M such that f(z) # 0 for all z in M, then
1/f(z) is a locally Lipschitz function on M.

A mapping f : M — N is said to be countably Lipschitz if M can be
expressed as the union of at most countably-many subsets on which f is
Lipschitz. If f : M — N is locally Lipschitz and M is separable, then f is
countably Lipschitz. This follows from the countable compactness of M.

If f: M — N is countably Lipschitz, then M can be expressed as the
union of at most countably-many subsets on which f is both Lipschitz and
bounded. This is easy to check, by simply decomposing further the subsets
of M on which f is already Lipschitz. Furthermore, the sum and product
of real-valued countably Lipschitz functions is countably Lipschitz, as is the
reciprocal of a nonzero real-valued countably Lipschitz function.

3.1.1 Diameters, measure functionals, and dimensions

Let us write diamj; A and diampy B for the diameters of subsets A and B of
M and N, respectively.

Lemma 3.3 If A is a subset of M and f : M — N is a C-Lipschitz mapping,
then diamy f(A) < C diamy, A.

This is easy to check from the definitions.

Proposition 3.4 Let E be a subset of M, o a nonegative real number, and
f: M — N a C-Lipschitz mapping. Under these conditions, we have that
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HY (f(F)) < C*HS . (E) and HFS (f(E)) < C*HFES, (E). Similarly,
for each 6, 0 < § < oo, HEs(f(E)) < C*H§(f(E)) and HES5(f(E)) <
C*HF2(f(F)). Taking the supremum over § it follows that H*(f(FE)) <
C*H*(E) and HF*(f(E)) < C*HF*(E). In particular, dimy(f(E)) <

dimy (E), dimyp(f(F)) < dimgp(FE), and dimgp-(f(F)) < dimgp-(F).

Note that the various measure functionals and dimensions of f(F) are for
subsets of N, using the metric p(u,v), while the various measure functionals
and dimensions for E are for subsets of M, using the metric d(z,y).

The proposition can be shown in a straightforward manner using Lemma
3.3 and the various definitions. When a = 0, one can take C* = 1, and the
conditions on f can be weakened. For instance, the inequalities H°(f(E)) <
H(E) and HF°(f(E)) < H°(E) just say that the number of elements of
f(E) is less than or equal to the number of elements of E, and this is true
for any mapping f : M — N.

Corollary 3.5 Suppose that f : M — N is countably-Lipschitz. If E is a
subset of M and « is a nonnegative real number such that HS, (F) = 0, then
H (f(E))=0. As a consequence, dimy(f(F)) < dimg(E).

con

3.1.2 Some approximations and extensions

Proposition 3.6 Let f(x) be a bounded uniformly continuous real-valued
function on M. There exists a sequence { f;}32, of real-valued Lipschitz func-
tions on M which converges to f uniformly.

For this one can take

(3.7) fi(x) =inf{f(y) +jd(z,y):y € M}.

By definition, f;(x) < f(x) for all z in M and j > 1, and it is not difficult
to use the boundedness of f to show that the infimum is always finite. More
precisely, if a is a real number such that f(x) > a for all x in M, then
fi(x) > aforall zin M and j > 1.

If z, 2/, and y are arbitrary elements of M, then

(3.8) fi(x) < fly) +id(x,y) < fly) +id(@,y) +jd(x,2).

As a result,
(3.9) fi(z) < fi(2) + jd(z, 2").
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From this it follows that f; is j-Lipschitz. Let us also point out that f;(x) =
f(z) for all x in M when f is j-Lipschitz.

Using the boundedness of f, it is not difficult to show that in fact one
only needs to consider y € M with d(z,y) bounded by a constant times 1/
in the infimum in the definition of f;(z). One can then check that f;(z)
converges to f(z) uniformly when f is uniformly continuous. We leave the
details as an exercise.

Proposition 3.10 Let E be a nonempty subset of M, let C' be a nonnegative
real number, and let h be a real-valued C-Lipschitz function on E. There
exists a C-Lipschitz real-valued function h on M such that h(z) = h(x) when
r e L.

In this case we set

(3.11) h(z) = inf{h(y) + Cd(x,y) : y € M}.

Thus ~

(3.12) h(z) < h(z) + Cd(z, 2)

for all x in M and z in F by definition. Next, let us check that
(3.13) h(z) > h(w) — C d(z, w)

for allz € M and w € F, and in particular that the infimum in the definition
of h(x) is finite. For this it is enough to show that

(3.14) h(w) — Cd(z,w) < h(y) + Cd(x,y)
for all y in F, which is the same as
(3.15) h(w) < h(y) + Cd(z,w) + Cd(z,y).

This holds because
(3.16) h(w) < h(y) + Cd(w,y) < h(y) + Cd(x,w) + Cd(x,y),

by the hypothesis that h is C-Lipschitz on E and the triangle inequality.
It follows in particular from (3.12) and (3.13) that h(z) = h(z) when
x € E. If x, 2’ are arbitrary elements of M and y is any element of E, then

(3.17)  h(z) < h(y) + Cd(z,y) < h(y) + Cd(z',y) + Cd(z,z"),

and hence R ~
(3.18) h(z) < h(z') + Cd(x,2").
This shows that & is C-Lipschitz, and the lemma follows.
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3.1.3 Spaces of Lipschitz mappings

For the rest of the section we assume that M is a bounded metric space,
and that C' is a fixed nonnegative real number. Each Lipschitz function on
M is then bounded, and we can consider Lip. (M, N) as a subset of the
space Cy(M, N) of bounded continuous mappings from M into N. As in
Section 1.4, we view this space as a metric space equipped with the metric
0(f1, f2) = sup{p(fi(z), fa(z)) : © € M}. Recall that C,(M, N) is a complete
metric space with respect to this metric when N is complete. Note that
Cy(M, N) is bounded if N is bounded.

Lemma 3.19 As a subset of Cy(M, N), Lip~(M, N) is closed.
This is easy to verify from the definitions.

Lemma 3.20 Suppose that M is totally bounded and that N 1is complete.
If E is a dense subset of M and {f;}52, is a sequence of mappings in
Lipo(M, N) which converges pointwise on E, which is to say that { f;(x)}52,
is a convergent sequence in N for each x in E, then {f;}32, converges in
Cy(M, N) to an element of Lip-(M, N).

Let us write f(z) for the limit of {f;(z)}32, in N when x € E. It is not
difficult to show that f is C-Lipschitz as a mapping from F into N. As a
result, f(z) extends to a C-Lipschitz mapping from M to N. In fact, one
can use the C-Lipschitzness of each f; to show that {f;(z)}32, is a Cauchy
sequence in N for each x in M, since this is true for x in E by assumption,
and one can define f(z) to be the limit of this sequence for each = in M.
Using the total boundedness of M one can show that {f;}32, converges to f

uniformly, and the lemma follows.

Proposition 3.21 Suppose that M is totally bounded and N is compact. As
a subset of Cy(M, N), Lip.(M, N) is then compact.

This is a version of the famous Arzela—Ascoli theorem. Let us mention
two approaches to it. For the first approach, since Cy(M, N) is complete, it
suffices to show that Lip. (M, N) is closed and totally bounded in C,(M, N).
The former works in general, as in Lemma 3.19, and the latter can be veri-
fied using the total boundedness of M and N. For the second approach, it is
enough to show that every sequence in Lip.(M, N) has a convergent subse-
quence. As in Lemma 3.20, it suffices to find a subsequence which converges
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pointwise on a dense subset. Because M is totally bounded, it has a dense
subset which is at most countable, and one can use the compactness of N to
find subsequences which converge pointwise on any subset of M which is at
most countable.

3.2 The Hausdorff metric

Let (M,d(x,y)) be a metric space. As in Lemma 2.17, if A is a subset of M
and r is a positive real number, then

(3.22) A, =\ {B(a,r) s a € A}.

is an open subset of M that contains A and has diameter < diam A + 2r.
Let o be a nonnegative real number, and let E be a subset of M such
that such that HS, (F) < co. For every € > 0 there is an 7 > 0 so that

con

(3.23) HF? (E,) < HF® (E) +e.

con

More generally, if 0 < 6 < oo, H§(E) < oo, and € > 0, then there is ann > 0
so that
(3.24) HFX(E,) < HF(E) +e.

That is, any covering of E by finitely many subsets of M can be enlarged
slightly to get a covering of E),, and one can use this estimate HF2 (E,),
HF{(E,). This type of argument does not work in general for HF* itself,
as one can see by considering the case where F contains a single point.

If Fy, E5 are nonempty subsets of M and t is a positive real number, then

we say that F; and FE, are t-close if
(3.25) for every x € Ej there is a y € F5 such that d(z,y) <t

and
(3.26)  for every y € Es there is an x € E; such that d(x,y) < t.

This is equivalent to saying that
(3.27) Ey C(Ey)y, Ey C (B

Notice that if E;, Fs are bounded nonempty subsets of M which are t-close
for some t > 0, then
(3.28) | diam £ — diam Es| < 2t.
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Lemma 3.29 Suppose that Ey, FEs, and E5 are nonempty subsets of M and
t, u are positive real numbers such that Ey, Ey are t-close and Ey, Es are
u-close. Then Ey, E3 are (t + u)-close.

This is easy to verify.

Lemma 3.30 A subset A of M is totally bounded if and only if for every
t > 0, A s t-close to a finite subset of M. Moreover, M 1is separable if
and only if for every t > 0, M is t-close to a subset of M which is at most
countable.

This is a straightforward consequence of the definitions.

3.2.1 The space of closed and bounded subsets of M

Let us write S(M) for the collection of all nonempty closed and bounded
subsets of M. If E,, E, are two elements of S(M), define the Hausdorff
distance D(Ey, E5) between E; and Es by

(3.31) D(Ey, Es) = inf{t > 0 : Ey, Ey are t-close}.

The boundedness of E; and E, ensures that the set of ¢ > 0 such that
E,, E, are t-close is nonempty. The restriction to closed sets implies that
D(El, Eg) =0 if and Oﬂly if E1 = EQ.

Lemma 3.32 The Hausdorff distance D(FE1, Ey) defines a metric on S(M).

This is easy to check, using Lemma 3.29 to show that the Hausdorft
distance satisfies the triangle inequality.

Lemma 3.33 If A is a totally bounded subset of M, then A= {E € S(M) :
E C A} is a totally bounded subset of S(M). Hence if M is totally bounded,
then S(M) is totally bounded, and separable in particular.

The main point for this lemma is that total boundedness of A implies
that A can be approximated by finite sets, and as a result subsets of A can
be approximated by finite subsets of a fixed finite set for each fixed degree
of approximation.
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Lemma 3.34 Suppose that {E;}52, is a sequence of nonempty closed and
bounded subsets of M which converges to a nonempty closed and bounded

subset E of M in the Hausdorff metric. If each E; it totally bounded, then
so1s E.

This can be derived fairly directly from the definitions.

Lemma 3.35 Suppose that {E;}52, is a sequence of nonempty closed and
bounded subsets of M which converges to a nonempty closed and bounded
subset B of M. For each x in E, there is a sequence {x;}52, of points in
M such that x; € E; for all j and im;_,. x; = x. Conversely, if {ji}i2, is
a strictly increasing sequence of positive integers, x; € Ej, for each l, and
{z;,}72, converges in M to a point x, then v € E.

This characterization of limits of sequences in S(M) is a straightforward
consequence of the definitions.

3.2.2 Subsets, functions, and embeddings

There is a natural embedding of M into S(M), in which a point p in M is
associated to the subset {p} of M. This is an isometric embedding, which is
to say that

(3.36) D({p},{q}) = d(p,q)

for all p, ¢ in M.

If F is a nonempty subset of M, let us write fg(x) for the function
dist(z, £). Thus fg(z) is a continuous real-valued function on M which is 1-
Lipschitz. We may as well restrict our attention to nonempty closed subsets
E of M here, since fg(z) = fg(z) for all z in M.

Assume for the moment that M is bounded. Then the mapping E — fg
defines a mapping from S(M) into the space C,(M) of bounded continuous
real-valued functions on M. In fact this is an isometric embedding of S(M)
into Cy,(M), with respect to the supremum distance on Cy,(M). Explicitly, if
Ey, E, are elements of S(M), then

(3.37) D(Ey, Ep) = sup{|fe,(x) = [, (x) - x € M}.

This is not too difficult to verify.
If M is not bounded, then we can use a basepoint to get an embedding of
S(M) into Cyp(M). That is, we fix an element w of M, and associate to each
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nonempty subset E of M the continuous real-valued function fz(z)— fu (@)
on M. It is easy to see that this is a bounded function on M when F is a
bounded nonempty subset of M. One can also check that this leads to an
isometric embedding of S(M) into C,(M ), whether or not M is bounded.

3.2.3 Compactness

Lemma 3.38 Suppose that { K;}32, is a sequence of nonempty compact sub-
sets of M such that Kj1 C Kj for all j > 1, and put K = (2, K;. Under
these conditions, {K;}52, converges to K with respect to the Hausdorff met-
ric.

Note that K is a nonempty compact subset of M in this case, by a well-
known result. To prove the lemma, we use essentially the same type of
argument as for that result. It suffices to show that for each ¢ > 0 there
is a positive integer N such that K; C K(e) for all j > N, where K(¢)
denotes the set of x € M such that dist(x, i) < e. This is the same as K,
in the sense of (3.22), but we write K(e) now to avoid confusion with Kj.
Let € > 0 be given. Because K (¢) is an open subset of M, and the union of
K (e) with the complements of the K;’s is equal to all of M, it follows from
the compactness of K; that a finite collection of these open sets are enough
to cover K. The monotonicity property of the K;’s implies more precisely
that K is contained in (M\Ky) U K (€) for some positive integer N. Hence
K; C K(e) when j > N, as desired.

Lemma 3.39 If M is compact, then S(M) is complete as a metric space
with respect to the Hausdorff metric.

In this case S(M) consists simply of the nonempty compact subsets of
M. Let {E;}32, be a Cauchy sequence in S(M ), which we would like to show
converges in S(M). By passing to a subsequence we may assume that

(340) D(Ej, Ej-i-l) < 2_j

for all ;7 > 1. This uses the fact that a Cauchy sequence converges if any of
its subsequences converge.
For each 7, set

(3.41) E; = {x € M : dist(z, E;) <277}
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Each E; is a closed subset of M, and hence compact. Also, D(E;,E;) <277,
and so if {£;}32, converges, then so does {£;}32,, and they have the same
limit. Thus it suffices to show that {E]}]O‘;l converges.

A key point now is that B B
(3.42) Ej1 CEj

for all j. This follows from (3.40) and the definition of E;. Therefore {E, 132
converges in S(M) to N2, E;, as in Lemma 3.38.

Proposition 3.43 If M is compact, then S(M) is compact, with respect to
the Hausdorff metric.

This follows from Lemmas 3.33 and 3.39, which imply that S(M) is totally
bounded and complete when M is compact.

3.2.4 Connectedness

Lemma 3.44 Let {A;}32, be a sequence of nonempty closed and bounded
subsets of M which converges in the Hausdorff metric to a nonempty closed
and bounded subset A of M. If M is compact and each A; is connected, then
A is connected.

Assume for the sake of a contradiction that A is not connected. This
implies that A can be expressed as the union of two nonempty disjoint closed
subsets A', A2. Because of compactness, there is an € > 0 so that d(z,y) > €
for all z € A" and y € A%. The convergence of {A4;}%2, to A in the Hausdorff
metric would then imply that A; admits a similar decomposition for j large
enough, in contradiction to hypothesis. This proves the lemma.
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Examples and special cases

4.1 The real line

If A is any subset of the real line, then there is an interval J contained in
the real line such that A C J and diam J = diam A. Here one should allow
unbounded intervals J to deal with the case where A is unbounded, and
it is convenient to consider the empty set as a kind of degenerate interval,
to be compatible with some of our conventions. As a result of this simple
observation, it follows that for subsets of the real line, if one defines the
measure functionals HS ,, H§, HY, HF: , HFy, and HF® in the same
manner as in Section 2.1, except for using coverings by families of intervals,
then one gets the same answers as for the earlier definitions using coverings
by families of general sets.
Now let us specialize to the case of o = 1.

Lemma 4.1 Let E be a subset of the real line. For 0 < § < oo we have that
H! (F)= HYE)= HYFE) and HF. (F)= HF}(F)= HF'(E).

con con

Indeed, if A is any subset of the real line, and 6 > 0, then there is a
covering of A by intervals with diameter less than ¢ such that the sum of
their lengths is equal to the diameter of A. If A is bounded, then a finite
collection of intervals can be used in the covering. This permits one to replace
a given covering of E by sets of smaller diameter, while keeping the sums of
the diameters of the sets in the covering fixed.

Lemma 4.2 If J = [a,b] is a closed and bounded interval in the real line,
then HY(J) and HF'(J) are both equal to the length |b — a| of the interval.

40
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We already know from Lemma 2.19 that H'(J) = HF'(J), since J is
compact. It is easy to see that HF'(J) < |b — al, through explicit coverings
of J. This follows from (2.9) and Lemma 4.1 as well. The remaining point
is that HF'(J) > |b — al, and we leave this as an exercise.

Lemma 4.3 If E is a bounded subset of R and o« > 1, then H*(E) =
HF*(E)=0. For any subset E of R and a > 1, H*(E) = 0.

The first statement can be verified using simple choices of coverings of F,
while the second follows from countable subadditivity of H®.

As a consequence of these two lemmas, R has Hausdorff and HF™*-
dimensions equal to 1, and the Hausdorff, HF', and H F*-dimensions of a
closed and bounded interval J = [a, b] with a < b are equal to 1.

Let us now explain how a subset of the real line might be equal to the
intersection of a sequence of dense open sets, and also have Hausdorff dimen-
sion 0. For each positive integer n, let {r;(n)}32, be a sequence of positive
real numbers such that r;(n) < 1/(2n) for all n and j, and

(4.4) i@rj)l/" < %

For instance, one can take r;(n) = (j + m,)~*" for sufficiently-large choices
of m,. Next, let {z;}52, be an enumeration of the rational numbers. For

each n, put
(o]

(4.5) U, = J(z; —rj(n), z; + r;(n)).

=1

Thus U, is a dense open subset of R, and
n = n 1
(4.6) Hy(Ua) < D0(2r)" < .
=1

If E=N2,U,, then E is the intersection of a sequence of dense open subsets
of the real line, and one can check that H*(E) = 0 for all a > 0.

4.2 R" for general n

Fix a positive integer n. Recall that a subset E of R" is said to be convex if
for every pair of points v, w in £ and every real number ¢ with 0 <¢ <1 we
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have that tv + (1 — ¢) w also lies in E. For example, open and closed balls
in R™ are convex sets.

If [ is a positive integer and vyy,...,y; are points in R", then a convex
combination is a point in R™ of the form

(4.7) >N

where Ay, ..., \; are nonnegative real numbers such that

(4.8) iAj =1.

J=1

If A is a subset of R"™, then the convez hull is the set consisting of all points
in R™ which are convex combinations of points in A. The convex hull of A
is the smallest convex subset of R™ which contains A.

The closure of a convex set is also convex, as one can easily verify. The
closure of the convex hull of a subset A of R™ can be described as the smallest
closed convex subset of R™ that contains A. Let us mention the classical fact
that the convex hull of a compact subset of R™ is compact. This can be
established by first showing that every element of the convex hull of a subset
A of R™ can be written as a convex combination of less than or equal to n+1
elements of A.

If A is a subset of R", then the diameter of the closure of the convex
hull of A is equal to the diameter of A. This simple fact implies that for
the measure functionals on R"™ described in Section 2.1, i.e., the various
Hausdorff measures and contents and so on, one can restrict to coverings by
closed convex sets and get the same values as before. This works as well in
any normed vector space. When n = 1, this corresponds to the remark in
the previous section that one can restrict to coverings by intervals and get
the same values for the Hausdorff measures and contents, etc.

Observe that if A is a subset of R™, then the diameter of A is equal to the
diameter of the image of A under a translation or orthogonal transformation
on R". As a result, the measure functionals described in Section 2.1 applied
to a subset E of R™ have the same value as when they are applied to the
image of F under a translation or orthogonal transformation. A similar
remark works in any metric space, concerning sets which are isometrically-
equivalent; Euclidean spaces happen to have a lot of such symmetries.
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Now let us specialize to the case where oo = n for the measure functionals
in Section 2.1.

Lemma 4.9 For each positive integer n there is a positive real number C(n)
such that HF™(E) < HF" (F) and H"(E) < H! (E) for any subset E of

con con
R".

This follows from the geometric fact that if A is a bounded subset of R"™
and ¢ is a positive real number such that § < diam A, then A can be covered
by < C(n) " (diam A)™ subsets of R" with diameter less than 6.

If K is a compact subset of R™ which is the closure of a region with
reasonably-nice boundary, then the classical way to measure the volume of
K is by approximating K by a finite union of cubes of the same size. For
reasonably-nice compact sets, approximations of K by unions of cubes con-
tained in K and with disjoint interiors and approximations by unions of cubes
which contain K as a subset give nearly the same estimate of the volume,
and the volume of K is defined to be the limit of these approximations as
the mesh size tends to 0.

Using this, it is not too difficult to show that the n-dimensional Hausdorff
measure of K is equal to the classical volume of K times the n-dimensional
Hausdorff measure of the unit cube Qy = {x € R" : 0 < z; < 1lforj =
1,...,n}. One can also show that 0 < H"(Q) < oc.
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