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Abstract

The aim of this article is to study the behavior of the multifractal packing
function B,,(¢) under projections in Euclidean space for ¢ > 1. We show that
B, (q) is preserved under almost every orthogonal projection. As an applica-
tion, we study the multifractal analysis of the projections of a measure. In
particular, we obtain general results for the multifractal analysis of the orthog-
onal projections on m-dimensional linear subspaces of a measure p satisfying
the multifractal formalism.
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1 Introduction and statement of the results

The notion of singularity exponents or spectrum and generalized dimensions are the
major components of the multifractal analysis. They were introduced with a view
of characterizing the geometry of measure and to be linked with the multifractal
spectrum which is the map which affects the Hausdorff or packing dimension of the
iso-Holder set

log (uB(x,r
E, (o) = {az € supp i; lim M = a}
r—0 log r

for a given o > 0 and supp p is the topological support of probability measure u
on R", B(xz,r) is the closed ball of center x and radius r. It unifies the multifractal
spectra to the multifractal packing function B, (q) via the Legendre transform [5, 26],
ie.,

dimy <Eu(oz)> = inf {qa + Bu(q)}.

qeR
There has been a great interest in understanding the fractal dimensions of projections
of the iso-Holder sets and measures. Recently, the projectional behavior of dimensions
and multifractal spectra of sets and measures have generated a large interest in the
mathematical literature [3, 7, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 29, 30]. The first significant work
in this area was the result of Marstrand [22] who showed who proved a well-known
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theorem according to which the Hausdorff dimension of a planar set is preserved
under orthogonal projections. This result was later generalized to higher dimensions
by Kaufman [21], Mattila [23] and Hu and Taylor [16] and they obtain similar results
for the Hausdorff dimension of a measure.

Let us mention that Falconer and Mattila [12] and Falconer and Howroyd [11] have
proved that the packing dimension of the projected set or measure will be the same for
almost all projections. However, despite these substantial advances for fractal sets,
only very little is known about the multifractal structure of projections of measures,
except a paper by O'Neil [28]. Later, in [2] Barral and Bhouri, studied the multifractal
analysis of the orthogonal projections on m-dimensional linear subspaces of singular
measures on R" satisfying the multifractal formalism. The result of O’Neil was later
generalized by Selmi et al. in [7, 8,9, 32, 33].

O’Neil [28] has compared the generalized Hausdorff and packing dimensions of
a set F of R™ with respect to a measure p with those of their projections onto m-
dimensional subspaces. More specifically, given a compactly supported Borel prob-
ability measure 1 on R™ and ¢ € R, let B,(¢q) the multifractal packing function of
supp r. Then we have B, (¢) < B,(q) for all ¢ < 1 and all m-dimensional linear
subspaces V. Then, what can be said about the multifractal packing function and
its projection onto a lower dimensional linear subspace for ¢ > 1?7 The goal of this
work is giving an answer to this question. We are interested in knowing whether or
not this property is preserved after orthogonal projections on 7, ,,-almost every linear
m-dimensional subspaces for ¢ > 1, where 7, ,, is the uniform measure on G, ,,, the
set of linear m-dimensional subspaces of R™ endowed with its natural structure of a
compact metric space (see [24]).

In the present paper we pursue those kinds of studies and we consider the mul-
tifractal formalism developed in [28]. The aims of this study are twofold. First, the
behavior of the packing dimensions B, (¢) under projection. In particular, we show
that B,(q) is preserved under 7, ,,-almost every orthogonal projection for ¢ > 1. We
have treated an unsolved case by O’Neil which is ¢ > 1 and the result that we have
obtained is optimal. Secondly, to investigate a relationship between the multifrac-
tal spectrum and its projection onto a lower dimensional linear subspace. We also
obtain general results for the multifractal analysis of the orthogonal projections on
m-dimensional linear subspaces of a measure pu satisfying the multifractal formalism.

2 Preliminaries

We start by recalling the multifractal formalism introduced by O’Neil in [28]. Let u
be a compactly supported probability measure on R". For ¢, s € R, £ C supp p and
0 > 0, we define the multifractal packing pre-measure,

—q,s T q s
925(@ = sup {ZM <B <37z‘7 g)) Tz} )
where the supremum is taken over all §-packings of F,

P(E) = inf P, 5(E).

H s>0 M
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The function @Z’S is increasing but not o-subadditive. That is the reason why
O’Neil introduced the modification of the multifractal packing measure &2/:

P5(E) = inf FIUE)).

" ECU, Ei & “
1

In a similar way, we define the Hausdorff measure,

7

%’L‘%‘*(E) = inf {Z,u(B(xi, 3ri))q e <B(:L‘i,Ti)) is a d-covering of E} ,

i
and

A (E) = sup A5 (E).

" 6>0

The functions &[* and " are metric outer measures and thus measures on
the family of Borel subsets of R”. An important feature of the pre-packing, packing
and Hausdorff measure is that &7/ < ?Z’S and there is a constant ¢ depending also
on the dimension of the ambient space, such that J* < ¢ Z21° (see [28]).

The functions @Z’S, {@g,s and g%’jf’s assign, in the usual way, a dimension to each
subset I of supp p. They are respectively denoted by A% (E), Bi(E) and bf(E).

1. There exists a unique number Af(E) € [~o0, +00] such that

(5 oo if s < AL(E),

I

0 if AYE)<s.

2. There exists a unique number Bf(E) € [~oo, +00] such that
oo if s < Bi(E),
0 if Bi(E)<s.
3. There exists a unique number b?(FE) € [~o0, +0o] such that
oo if s <bI(E),
HPH(E) =
0 if bi(E)<s.
We note that for all ¢ € R
0 (0) = B(0) = Aj(0) = —oo,
and if u(E) = 0, then
bZ(E) = Bg(E) = Az(E) =—o0 for ¢>0.

Next, we define the separator functions A,, B, and b, : R — [—o0, +00] by,



Au(q) = A (supp ), By(q) = Bji(supp i) and b, (q) = bl (supp p).

It is well known that the functions A,, B, and b, are decreasing. The functions A,
B,, convex and satisfying b, < B, < A,,.

Proposition 2.1 [28] Let pu be compactly supported probability measure on R™. Then,
we have

1. Forq<1,0<b,(q) <B.(q) <Auq).
2. b,(1) =B,(1) =A,(1) =0.
8. Forq>1,b,(q) < Bu(q) < Au(g) <0.

Remark 2.1 The multifractal Hausdorff and packing measures introduced by O’Neil
are different from those developed by Olsen [26]. Although, when u satisfies a doubling
condition, the multifractal measures are equivalent.

3 Main result

Let p be a compactly supported probability measure on R” and ¢ € R. In the
following, we require an alternative characterization of the generalized upper L9-
spectrum of ;1 in terms of a potential obtained by convolving p with a certain kernel.
For this purpose let us introduce some notations. For 1 < s < mn and r > 0 we define
2 R* — R

T

T > min{l, TS|:E|*S},

and
poeoita) = [min {1, r*le =yl fauy).

Let E be a compact subset of supp . For 1 < s <n and ¢ > 1, write

NiE) = [ (i) dnta),

and
log NIU(E)

_ | ; - log NI3(E)
7° () = lim sup ’ and 72°(E) = lim inf ——F"——=
0 —logr r—+0 —logr

The definition of these dimensions is, frankly, messy, indirect and unappealing. In
an attempt to make the concept more attractive, we present here an alternative ap-
proach to the dimension 7% and his application to projections in terms of a potential
obtained by convolving p with a certain kernel. For E a compact subset of supp pu we
can try to decompose E into a countable number of pieces Ei, Es, ... in such a way
that the largest piece has as small a dimension as possible. The present approach
was first used by Falconer in [10, Section 3.3] and further developed by O’Neil in [28,
Proposition 2.4]. This idea leads to the following modified dimension in terms of the
convolutions:

1<i<o0

T(E) = inf{ sup T (Ei), EC UEZ with each F; compact }
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and
To(q) =% (suppp) forall s>1.

Let m be an integer with 0 < m < n and G, ,, the Grassmannian manifold
of all m-dimensional linear subspaces of R". Denote by 7, the invariant Haar
measure on Gy, ,, such that v, ,,(Gnm) = 1. For V € G,,,,, we define the projection
map 7y @ R®™ — V as the usual orthogonal projection onto V. Then, the set
{my, V € Gy} is compact in the space of all linear maps from R” to R™ and the
identification of V' with 7y induces a compact topology for G, ,,,. Also, for a Borel
probability measure p with compact support supppy C R"™ and for V € G, ,, we
denote by puy, the projection of p onto V| i.e.,

pv(A) = p(ry'(A)) VACV.

Since 1 is compactly supported and suppuy = my (suppp) for all V- € Gy, 1, then,
for any continuous function f: V — R, we have

/V iy = [ (@) duta),

whenever these integrals exist. Then for all V' € G, v € R" and 0 < r < 1, we
have

px Pl (x) = /uv(B<SL’V77’))dV: /min{l, rm|x—y\’m}du(y).

In [28], O'Neil has compared the generalized Hausdorff and packing dimensions
of a set F of R" with respect to a measure p with those of their projections onto
m-~dimensional subspaces. More specifically, he proved the following result:

Theorem 3.1 Let i be a compactly supported probability measure on R™ and E C
supp pu. Forq <1 and allV € G,,,,,, we have

B, (v (E)) < Bi(E).

In this paper, we show that BZ(E ) is preserved under 7, ,,-almost every orthogonal
projection for ¢ > 1. We have treated an unsolved case by O’Neil which is ¢ > 1 and
the result that we have obtained is optimal. More precisely, we have the following
result.

Theorem 3.2 Let E be a compact subset of supp p and ¢ > 1.

1. If 1 < q <2, one has

Bl (mv(E)) =TL™(E) = max (m(l—q), BZ(E)), for Yn m-almost every V € Gy, .

2. If ¢ > 2 and (E;); is a cover of E by a countable collection of compact sets is
such that A (E;) > —m for all i, then

Bl (mv(E)) =T4™(E) = BLU(E), for ynm-almost every V € Gy .



As a consequence we have, the following corollary
Corollary 3.1 Let g > 1.
1. If 1 < q <2, one has

B, (¢) = T)'(q) = max (m(l —q), Bu(q)), for Ynm-almost every V € Gy, .

2. If ¢ > 2 and (E;); is a cover of supp p by a countable collection of compact sets
is such that A% (E;) > —m for all i, then

Bgv(q) = ‘Z:?(q) = B,(q), for vy m-almost every V € G, .

Remark 3.1 The hypothesis Al (E; N E) > —m for all i implies that A% (E) > —m.
Nevertheless, we don’t know if the weaker condition Af(E) > —m is sufficient to
obtain the conclusion of Theorem 3.2.

4 Proof of the main result

4.1 Preliminary results

We present the tools, as well as the intermediate results, which will be used in the
proof of our main result. Let u be a compactly supported probability measure on R”
and ¢ € R. We define the upper and lower L4- spectrum of a measure p. For a subset
E C supp p, write

58 = {0 (5 (5))" (Pe0),

2

is a packing of E} .

The upper respectively lower LI- spectrum 77 and 7% of F' is defined by

log Ny (E log N .(E
g r—0 —logr H 0 “logr
By convention, if r € (0,1): j‘{igor — 5.

The following proposition is a consequence of the multifractal formalism developed
in [28].

Proposition 4.1 Let E be a compact subset of supp  and g € R. One has

1<i<o0

Bl(E) = inf{ sup Th(Ei), EC UEZ with each E; compact } :

Proposition 4.1 is a consequence from the following lemmas.

Lemma 4.1 Let E be a subset of supp p and g € R. Then we have

1<i<oo 1<i<oo

BI(E) = inf{ sup Th(E;), EC UEZ} = inf{ sup Al(E;), EC UEZ} :
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Proof. The Lemma is Proposition 2.4 of [28].
Lemma 4.2

1. For q,s € R, we have @Z’S(E) = ?Z’S(E) and A (E) = AZ(E) for all E C
supp /1.

2. Let E be a compact subset of supp p and g € R. If
N(ENV)=AL(E) for all open sets V with ENV # 0,

then,
BZ(E) = Az(E).

Proof. The first part is Lemma 5.4.1 in [25]. We will prove the second part. Let
E C U;E;. Since E C U;FE;, Baire’s category theorem iIEplies that there exists an
integer k € N and an open set V such that ) # ENV C E}. Hence,

sgp Az(EZ) > AZ(Ek) > AN(ENV)=A(E).

Since the covering (F;); of E was arbitrary, the previous lemma now implies that

BI(E) = inf{ sup AZ(E;), ECUE}

1<i<oo

= inf{ sup AYE,), EcC| |E,
{1§i<poo w(E) LZJ }
> AZ(E).

The following straightforward estimates concern the behavior of ux¢!(x) asr — 0.

Lemma 4.3 [13] Let 1 < m < n and p be a compactly supported probability measure
on R™. For all x € R™, we have

o™ < ok ¢ (x)
for all sufficiently small r, where ¢ > 0 s independent of .

Lemma 4.4 [13] Let 1 be a compactly supported probability measure on R™.

1. Forallz € R" andr >0
p(B(x, 7)) < px oy ().
2. Let € > 0. We have that for p-almost all x
rou(Bla,r) = px ¢ (x),
if v 1s sufficiently small.

We use the properties of p* ¢'(x) to have a relationship between the kernels and
projected measures.



Lemma 4.5 [13] Let 1 < m < n, u be a compactly supported probability measure on
R", ¢ > 0 and r is sufficiently small.

1. For allV € G, and for p-almost all x € R"
ripx ¢ (x) < pv (Blay, 7).
2. For vpm-almost all V € G, and all x € R"

Pk 0 (2) >y (Blay, r).

The next result is essentially a restatement of [2, Proposition 4.2] and [6, Propo-
sition 5.1] (see also [13, Lemma 2.6 (a)] and [34]). We provide a proof for the reader’s
convenience.

Proposition 4.2 Let E be a compact subset of supp . For q > 1, we have

(E) = liminf —— log [E (,u(B(x,r/Zi)))q_ld,u(x)

74
r—0 —logr

m

and
1

7U(E) = hriljélp —l(l)g'r’ 1og/E (u(B(x,r/g))>q du(x).

Proof. Let r > 0 and (B(xi, T/3)> _be a family of disjoint balls centered on £. Since
q > 1, we have '

[ (esrmn) ey = [ ()"
> 3 (B /o))"

i
On the other hand, for every r > 0 we can apply Besicovitch’s covering theorem

to (B(ZE,T/3)> , to get a positive integer £(n) depending on n only, as well as
zel
By = (B(:EM,T/?))) s Ben) = (B(:Eg(n),j,r/?))) ,, &(n) families of disjoint balls of
j

J

radius r/3, such that £ C Ufi"l) U, B(wi,7/3) and

/E@(B(x,r/%))qldu(x) < ZZ/ (B r/9)" dua)

Taking the logarithms and letting » — 0 yields the result.

Remark 4.1 Let E be a compact subset of supp p and ¢ > 1. It is clear that from
Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 2.8 in [15],

FZ(E):F%"(E) and T}

(E) = z2(B).

—t
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With these definitions we have the following corollaries.

Corollary 4.1 Let E be a compact subset of suppu. Forq > 1 and 1 < m < n, we
have

T8™(E) = inf {s > 0; limsup TS/E <M * ¢?}3($)>q1dﬂ($) = O}

r—0

and
—qm X .. s m -1
TOM(E) = inf {5 > 0; hrrnﬂlglffr /E <u * qbr/g(a:)) du(x) = O} )

Corollary 4.2 Let E be a compact subset of supp . For ¢ > 1, we have

r—0

-1
T4 (E) = inf {s > 0; limsup TS/E <M(B(:c,'r’/3))>q du(z) = O}
and
—1
FUE) = inf {5 > 0; liminf 7’3/ (u(B(:c,'r/?))))q dp(z) = 0} .
T—r E
Proposition 4.3 Let E be a compact subset of supp . For q > 1, we have
?ﬁ’m(E) = max (m(l — q),?ﬁ(E)).
Proof. Recalling that, from Lemma 4.4
px ds(x) > p(B(x,r/3)),
it will be clear that for ¢ > 1 we have

/E (uwf}s(x))q_ldu(x)z /E (u(B(x,r/g))>q_1dﬂ<x)_

Hence,

Ti™(E) 2 Th(E) and TRM(E) 2 T(E).

Without loss of generality, we may assume that p(F) > 0. From Lemma 4.3, we get

[ (o) dn@) 2 e Dum)

Therefore, we obtain

" (E) = m(1l —q).

Let t > FZ(E). Suppose that supp p have diameter h. Then

/E(M(B(x,r/?))))qldﬁ(x) <t Vr<G6h,

where ¢ is independent of r, and
—1
/ (u(B(x,r/?))))q du(z) =1, Vr > 6h.
E
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For e > 0, p = ¢— 1 and r is small enough, by using Proposition 2.5 in [13], we obtain

[ (e o) tute) < miagys [

T /E (,u(B(x, u)))pdu(x)du

— B(r/3)m

T~

r/3 umql/E (M(B<x7u)))pdu(x)du

+oo
+ B (r/3)m

o

uml /E (1(B(z. ) du(zx)du

h

6h
< CI(T/B)mpe/ u P gy,
r/3
+o0o
b Cy(r/3)m / Wy
6h
Cs (r/3)7t= st t>—mp,
<
Cy (r/3)mr—¢ si t < —mp,

where B and C; (i =1, ...,4) are independent of r. This gives that
ThM(E) < max(—mp,t), forall t>T7TI(E).
Finally, we obtain

ThM(E) < max <m(1 — q),FZ(E)).

The following results present alternative expressions of the Li-spectrum in terms
of the convolutions as well as general relations between the Li-spectrum of a measure
and that of its orthogonal projections.

Theorem 4.1 Let E be a compact subset of supp . Then, we have

1. for allg >1 and V € Gy,
T (myv(E)) 2 2™(E)  and 7L (7v(E)) > 70" (E).

L pv

2. Forall1 < q <2 and vy, m-almost every V € G,
v p

71 (7y(E)) = 72™(E) = max <m(1 - Q)fZ(E))

and
7}, (mv(E)) = 0™ (E).

3. For all ¢ > 2 and vy, m-almost every V € G, .,

(a) If —m < TI(E) then 7] (v (E)) =TL™(E) = T4 (E).

(b) i, (my(E)) = max (m(l — q),zZ’m(E)>.
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Remark 4.2 The assertion (2) is essentially a restatement of the main result of Hunt
et al. in [17] and Falconer et al. in [13, Theorem 3.9]. The assertion (3) extends the
result of Hunt and Kaloshin (of Falconer and O’Neil) to the case ¢ > 2 untreated in
their work.

Proof. The first and second parts follows from Proposition 4.3 and the following
lemma which is a consequence of Lemma 4.5.

Lemma 4.6 Let E be a compact subset of supp . Then, we have

1. for allg>1 andV € Gy,

[ (@) dnte)

lim sup “loar g p <0,
r—o ~log [ (mBGavaan) duto)
wy (E)
2. for 1 < q <2 and vpm-almost every V € Gy, ,
1 [ (wr o) duto)
lim 1 £ = 0.

r—0 — logr o8 /W(E) (MV(B(:UV,7’/3))>q_1dﬂv(xv)

See [1, Theorem 2.1], [6, Theorem 4.1} and [31] for the key ideas needed to prove the
third part of Theorem 4.1.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Let us prove our main theorem. Let ¢ > 1.

L If s > T9™(E) we may cover I/ by a countable collection of sets E;, which
we may take to be compact, such that 74™(E;) < s. By using Theorem 4.1
(2.), we have 7 _(7y(E;)) < s for 7, m-almost every V' € G, . Proposition
4.1 implies that BgV(WV(E)) < s for 7, m-almost every V € G, and so,
Bi (v (E)) < TL™(E) for 4, m-almost every V' € Gy, .

Now, if s < T4™(E). Fix V € G, and let (E;); be a cover of the compact
set my(F) by a countable collection of compact sets. Put for each i, F; =
En W‘jl(Ei), then sup, 7™ (FE;) > s. By using Theorem 4.1 (1.), we have
sup, 74 (mv (E;)) > s and sup, 7%, (E;) > s, this implies that B (mv(E)) > s.
Therefore, we obtain Bf (my(FE)) > TL™(E).

Thus, the part concerning the equality between max (m(l - q), BZ(E)) and

T4™(E) is a consequence of Proposition 4.3.

2. Let (E;); be a cover of E by a countable collection of compact sets is such that
74 (E;) = Al(FE;) > —m for all i. Then, by using Lemma 4.1 and Proposition
4.3, we have T1™(E) = Bi(E).

11



Now, if s > T9™(E) we may cover E by a countable collection of sets E;, which
we may take to be compact, such that 72™(E;) < s. By using Theorem 4.1 (2.)
and since —m < 71 (E;) = AL (E;) for all 4, we have 74 (mv(E;)) < s for vy m-
almost every V' € G, . Proposition 4.1 implies that Bf (7y(E)) < s for vy, -
almost every V' € G, and so, B (my(E)) < TL™(E) for v, ,-almost every
V' € G- In similar way, we prove Bl (my(E)) > TL™(E) for all V € Gy, .

We can improve substantially the O’Neil’s result [28, Corollary 5.12] in the fol-
lowing example:

Example 4.1 Fiz 0 < m < n and let i be a self-similar measure on R™ with support
equal to K such that dimp(K) = s < m. Let ¢ > 0 and (E;); be a cover of E by
a countable collection of compact sets is such that AZ(Ei) > —m for all i. By using
Corollary 3.1 and Corollary 5.12 in [28], we have for y, m-almost every V € G,

BHV (Q) = buv (Q) = bu<q) = Bu(‘])-

5 Application

When p obeys the multifractal formalism over some interval, we are interested in
knowing whether or not this property is preserved after orthogonal projections on
Tn,m-almost every linear m-dimensional subspaces.

This section is devoted to study the behavior of projections of measures obeying to
the multifractal formalism. More precisely, we prove that for ¢ > 1 if the multifractal
formalism holds for p at @ = —BL (q), it holds for uy for v, ,-almost every V' € Gy, 1.
Before detailing our results let us recall the multifractal formalism introduced by
O’Neil. For a > 0, let

log (uB(:c, 3r))

Eu(a) = q @ €suppy; lim oz r =a

We mention that in the last decade there has been a great interest for the multifractal
analysis and positive results have been written in various situations (see for example

[4, 5, 26, 27]).

The function B, (q) is related to the multifractal spectrum of the measure p. More
precisely, f*(«a) = i%f (af + f(B)) denotes the Legendre transform of the function f,

it has been proved in [4, 5, 26, 27] a lower and upper bound estimate of the singularity
spectrum using the Legendre transform of the function B, (¢). The following theorem
is a consequence of the multifractal formalism developed in [5].

Theorem 5.1 Let o be a compactly supported Borel probability measure on R™ and
q € R. Suppose that

1. 2P (supp ) > 0,

2. B, s differentiable at q.

12



Then,
dimy By ( = B,(q)) = dimp B, (= B,(q)) = B( = B,(0)) = 0,( = B,()).

Here dimy and dimp denote, respectively, the Hausdorff and the packing dimension,
see [26] for precise definitions of this.

The following proposition is established in [28].

Proposition 5.1 Let p be a compactly supported Borel probability measure on R™.
Forq>1 and allV € G, ,, we have

by (0) = max (m(1 =), b,(0)).

In the following, we study the validity of the multifractal formalism under projec-
tion. More specifically, we obtain general result for the multifractal analysis of the
orthogonal projections on m-dimensional linear subspaces of measure pu satisfying the
multifractal formalism.

Theorem 5.2 Let i be a compactly supported Borel probability measure on R™ and
q > 1. Suppose that

(Hy) A% (supp ) > 0,
(He) By, is differentiable at q,

(H3) (E;); be a cover of supp i by a countable collection of compact sets is such that
bl (E; Nsupp p) > max(—m, m(1 —q)) for all i.

Then, for v, m-almost every V € Gy, m,

dimp E,,,, ( — BL(q)) = dimgy EW( — BL(q)) = dimy Eu( — BL(q))
= dimp B, (= B,(q)) = Bi( - BL(@)) = b,( = B,(9))-
Remark 5.1 The results of Theorem 5.2 hold if we replace the condition
AP (supp p) > 0
by the existence of a nontrivial (Frostman) measure v, satisfying
v (B(x,7)) < p(B(x,3r)) rB@

where x € supp p and 0 < r < 1.
For more details, the reader can see [28, Theorem 5.1].

Proof. By using Corollary 3.1, Proposition 5.1, (H;) and (Hs) we have, for 7, -
almost every V € G, 1,

bu(q) = by (¢) = By (q) = Bu(q)- (5.1)

(Hy), (5.1) and the proof of Lemma 3.2 in [28] ensure that, there exists a positive
constant ¢ such that
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0 < 25D (qupp p) < ¢ %’jﬁ}BW @ (supp pv), for 4, m-almost every V € G, .
So, the hypothesis (Hy), Theorem 5.1 and the equalities (5.1) imply that
dimy E,,, (= B,(q)) > —¢B,,(q) + Bu(q), for v m-almost every V € Gppm. (5.2)

Hence, the assumption (5.1) give that

dimp B, (— Bi(¢)) < B (—B.())
= Bi(-B.(). (53)

for 7, ,-almost every V' € G, ,,. Thus, the result is a consequence from (5.2) and

(5.3).
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