arXiv:2212.11454v2 [math.DS] 7 Jun 2023

QUANTIZATION DIMENSIONS FOR THE BI-LIPSCHITZ RECURRENT ITERATED FUNCTION SYSTEMS

AMIT PRIYADARSHI, MRINAL K. ROYCHOWDHURY, AND MANUJ VERMA

Abstract. In this paper, the quantization dimensions of the Borel probability measures supported on the limit sets of the bi-Lipschitz recurrent iterated function systems under the strong open set condition in terms of the spectral radius have been calculated.

1. INTRODUCTION

The term ‘quantization’ was first used in signal processing and data compression theory, and quantization is a process of approximating a probability measure by a discrete probability measure supported on a finite set. In quantization theory, there are two main types of problems. The first is to determine the quantization dimension (see [7]) of a probability measure, and second is to find out the optimal sets (see [7]) of the order n for a probability measure. There is some literature available on determining the n-optimal set; see [5, 28], for more details. In this paper, we focus on the estimation of the quantization dimension. A few decades ago, Zador (see [31]) introduced the term ‘quantization dimension’ and gave a formula for this. He also compared this dimension with the Hausdorff dimension of the probability measure and the boxcounting dimension of the support of the probability measure. Thus, the quantization dimension is introduced as a new type of the fractal dimension spectrum. There are various techniques to determine the fractal dimension of sets and the graphs of continuous functions such as operator theoretic method [2, 18, 20], function spaces technique [3, 12], Fourier transform method [6], mass distribution technique [1, 6, 11], oscillation technique [6, 17], potential theoretic method [6], etc. The fractal dimension for the fractional integrals of some continuous functions can be found in [4, 15]. The basic results on the quantization dimension and its relationship to other fractal dimensions are also provided in Graf-Luschgy’s book (see [7]).

Given a Borel probability measure μ on R^k , a number r ∈ (0, ∞) and n ∈ N, the nth quantization error of order r for μ is defined by

V_{n,r}(μ) := inf { ∫ ρ(x, A)^rdμ(x) : A ⊂ R^k , card(A) ≤ n } , where ρ(x, A) represents the Euclidean distance of the point x from the set A. If ∫ ‖x‖^rdμ(x) < ∞ and the support of μ contains infinitely many elements, then there exists a set A with card(A) = n such that V_{n,r}(μ) = ∫ ρ(x, A)^rdμ(x) (see [7]). Any set A for which the above

infimum occurs is called an n-optimal set of order r. Let e_{n,r}(μ) = V^{1r}n,r(μ). We define the quantization dimension of order r of μ by

D_r = D_r(μ) := lim_{n→∞} log n − log ( e_{n,r}(μ) ), provided the limit exists. If the limit does not exist, then we define the lower and the upper quantization dimensions by taking the limit inferior and the limit superior of the above sequence and are denoted by D_r and D_r, respectively.

Date: December 26, 2023.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 28A80, 60E05, 94A34.

Key words and phrases. Quantization dimension, Hausdorff dimension, Box dimension, Recurrent iterated function systems, Probability measures. 1

Recall that, the system J = {R^k ; f_1, f_2, . . . , f_N } is called an iterated function system (IFS), if each f_i is a contraction map on R^k such that ‖f_i(x) − f_i(y)‖ ≤ s_i‖x − y‖, where 0 < s_i < 1. By the Banach contraction theorem, there exists a unique nonempty compact set E ⊂ R^k such that E = ∪^N_{i=1}f_i(E). Furthermore, if (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N ) is a probability vector corresponding to the IFS J , then there exists a unique Borel probability measure μ supported on the set E such that μ = ∑_N i=1 p_iμ ∘ f^{−1}_i . We call the set E as the attractor and μ as the invariant measure of the IFS J . We say that the IFS J satisfies the strong separation condition (SSC) if f_i(E)∩f_j (E) = ∅ for all i ≠ j, and the open set condition (OSC) if there exists a nonempty bounded open set U ⊂ R^k such that f_i(U) ⊆ U, f_i(U)∩f_j (U) = ∅ for all 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ N. We say that the IFS J satisfies the strong open set condition (SOSC) if the IFS J satisfies the open set condition with U ∩ E ≠ ∅ (see [6, 29]). In [10], Hochman introduced a weaker separation condition namely ‘exponential separation condition’ and proved the dimension drop conjecture under this separation condition.

Let {R^k ; f_1, f_2, . . . , f_N } be a self-similar IFS with probability vector (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N ) such that ‖f_i(x) − f_i(y)‖ = s_i‖x − y‖, where 0 < s_i < 1 for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. Let E be the attractor and μ be the invariant measure corresponding to this self-similar IFS. Under the OSC, Graf and Luschgy (see [8]) proved that the quantization dimension D_r of this invariant measure μ is uniquely determined by the following formula N∑ i=1 (p_is^r_i )^{Drr+D}r = 1. (1) After that, Lindsay and Mauldin (see [16]) generalized the Graf-Luschgy’s result (see [8]) to F -conformal measure associated with conformal IFS consisting of finitely many conformal mappings. From [19], we understand that the multifractal spectrum is the Legendre transform of the function beta, and in Lindsay-Mauldin’s paper [16] this function beta is called the temperature function. Also, the quantization dimension function is connected with the temperature function as can be seen from Lindsay-Mauldin’s paper [16], Graf-Luschgy’s paper [8] and Roychowdhury’s papers [21, 22, 23, 24]. For more details on the multifractal analysis of measures and temperature function see [6, 14, 19, 30]. Recently, Kesseböhmer et al. [13] generalized the result of Lindsay-Mauldin [16] and proved that the quantization dimension D_r of any selfconformal measure exists, and it is determined by the intersection point of the L^q-spectrum and the line y = rq. Graf and Luschgy (see [9]) proved that the quantization dimension of self-similar measure with respect to the geometric mean error is equal to the Hausdorff dimension of the measure. After that, Zhu (see [33]) extended the result of Graf and Luschgy (see [9]) to the self-conformal measure. In [32], he also determined a sufficient condition under which the upper quantization dimension is monotone.

In [23, 27], Roychowdhury tried to extend the Graf-Luschgy’s result [8] to the self-similar recurrent IFS and bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS, respectively. In these papers the author has used an incorrect invariance relation for the measure supported on the limit set of the recurrent IFS (see Remark 3.4). Thus, the proofs in these papers are not correct. In this paper, we provide an invariance inequality (see Lemma 2.5) for the measure supported on the limit set of the recurrent IFS and using this, we determine the bounds of the quantization dimension of the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set of the bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS under the SOSC in terms of spectral radius. Note that the technique used in the current paper is also different from those in [23, 27]. Moreover, this paper also generalizes the results of Graf and Luschgy [7] in a more general setting.

The paper is organized as follows. In the upcoming Section 2, we provide some definitions and basic results. In Section 3, we prove our main result.

2. preliminaries

In this section, we give some basic results and definitions.

Definition 2.1. Let A be a subset of R^k . The Voronoi region of a ∈ A is defined by W (a|A) = {x ∈ X : ρ(x, a) = ρ(x, A)} and the set {W (a|A) : a ∈ A} is called the Voronoi diagram of A.

Lemma 2.2. (see [7]) Let μ be a Borel probability measure on R^k with compact support A_∗ and r ∈ (0, ∞). Let A_n be an n-optimal set for measure μ of order r. Define ‖A_n‖_∞ = max_{a∈An} max x∈W (a|A_n)∩A_∗ ρ(x, a). Then ( ‖A_n‖_∞ 2 )_r min_{x∈A∗} μ ( B ( x, ‖A_n‖_∞ 2 )) ≤ V_{n,r}(μ). Note that, if μ is a Borel probability measure on R^k with compact support, then for every n ∈ N, there exists a finite set A_n ⊂ R^k such that V_{n,r}(μ) = ∫ ρ(x, A_n)^rdμ(x). This A_n is an n-optimal set for measure μ of order r.

Lemma 2.3. (see [7]) Let μ be a Borel probability measure on R^k with compact support. Then, for any r ∈ (0, ∞) V_{n,r}(μ) → 0, as n → ∞. Proposition 2.4. (see [7])

(1) If 0 ≤ t_1 < D_r < t_2, then lim sup n→∞ ne^{t1}_{n,r} = ∞ and lim_{n→∞} ne^{t2}_{n,r} = 0. (2) If 0 ≤ t_1 < D_r < t_2, then lim inf n→∞ ne^{t2}_{n,r} = 0 and lim_{n→∞} ne^{t1}_{n,r} = ∞. Let X ⊂ R^k be a nonempty compact set such that X = cl(intX). Then, (X, d) is a compact metric space, where d is the Euclidean metric on X. Let N ≥ 2 and {f_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a system such that c_{ij} d(x, y) ≤ d(f_{ij} (x), f_{ij}(y)) ≤ s_{ij}d(x, y) for all x, y ∈ X, where 0 < c_{ij} ≤ s_{ij} < 1 for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N. Let P = [p_{ij}]_{1≤i,j≤N} be an N × N irreducible row stochastic matrix, that is, for all i, ∑_N j=1 p_{ij} = 1 and p_{ij} ≥ 0 for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N. Then, the collection I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} is called a bi-Lipschitz recurrent iterated function system (RIFS). By using the Banach’s fixed point theorem, there exist unique nonempty compact subsets E_1, E_2, . . . , E_N of X such that (2) E_i = ⋃ j,p_{ji}>0 f_{ij} (E_j). The set E = ⋃_N i=1 E_i is called the limit set of the RIFS I.

For n ≥ 2, let Ω_n = {(w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) : p_{wi+1wi} > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n−1 and 1 ≤ w_i ≤ N}. Set Ω^∗ = ⋃ n≥2 Ω_n. For w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω^∗, we define E_w = f_{w1w2} ∘ f_{w2w3} ∘ · · ·∘ f_{wn−1wn} (E_{wn} ).

By using (2), the limit set E satisfies the following invariance equality (3) E = ⋃ w∈Ω_n E_w for all n ≥ 2.

Define the code space Ω associated with the RIFS I as follows Ω = {(w_1, w_2, . . .) : p_{wi+1wi} > 0 for all i ∈ N and 1 ≤ w_i ≤ N}.

Let Π : Ω × Ω → R be defined as follows Π(w, τ) = { 0 if w = τ, 2^{−n} if w ≠ τ, where n = min{m : w_m ≠ τ_m}. Then, (Ω, Π) is a compact metric space.

For w = (w_1, w_2, . . .) ∈ Ω, we denote w|_n = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) and w|_0 = ∅. Similarly, for w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_m) ∈ Ω^∗, if n ≤ m, then we write w|_n = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n). For w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) and τ = (τ_1, τ_2, . . . , τ_m) in Ω^∗, if p_{τ1wn} > 0, we denote wτ = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n, τ_1, τ_2, . . . , τ_m) ∈ Ω^∗.

We say that w is an extension of τ ∈ Ω^∗ if w|_{|τ |} = τ, where |τ| represents the length of τ. For any w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω^∗, we define w^− = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_{n−1}).

We define the coding map π : Ω → E as follows π(w) = ⋂ n≥2 f_{w1w2} ∘ f_{w2w3} ∘ · · · ∘ f_{wn−1wn} (E_{wn} ), where w = (w_1, w_2, . . .) ∈ Ω. By the definition of π, it is clear that π is an onto and continuous mapping.

If w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω^∗, then the set {τ ∈ Ω : τ_i = w_i for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}} is called the cylinder of length n in Ω generated by w ∈ Ω^∗, and is denoted by [w] = [w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n]. A cylinder of length 0 is called the empty cylinder. The set of all elements in Ω starting with the symbol i is denoted by C(i).

Let B be the Borel sigma-algebra generated by the cylinders in Ω. Since P is an irreducible row stochastic matrix, there exists a unique probability vector p = (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N ) such that pP = p, that is ∑_N i=1 p_ip_{ij} = p_j for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. We define ν([w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n]) = p_{w2w1} p_{w3w2} . . . p_{wnwn−1} p_{wn} , where [w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n] is a cylinder in Ω. Using Kolmogorov’s extension theorem, ν can be extended to a unique Borel probability measure on B, which we denote by ν itself. The support of the measure ν is Ω. For w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω^∗, n ≥ 2, we denote f_w = f_{w1w2} ∘ f_{w2w3} ∘ · · · ∘ f_{wn−1wn} , c_w = c_{w1w2} c_{w2w3} · · · c_{wn−1wn} , s_w = s_{w1w2} s_{w2w3} · · · s_{wn−1wn} , p_w = p_{w2w1} p_{w3w2} · · · p_{wnwn−1} p_{wn} . Also, let s_{max} = max{s_{ij} : p_{ji} > 0, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}, s_{min} = min{s_{ij} : p_{ji} > 0, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}, c_{max} = max{c_{ij} : p_{ji} > 0, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}, c_{min} = min{c_{ij} : p_{ji} > 0, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} p_{max} = max{p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N }, p_{min} = min{p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N }, P_{max} = max{p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}, P_{min} = min{p_{ij} > 0 : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}.

Let μ be the push forward measure of ν under the coding map π on the limit set E of the RIFS I, that is, μ = ν ∘ π^{−1}. Clearly, the support of μ is E. Our aim is to determine the quantization dimension of this measure μ. Define π_i := π|_{C(i)}, μ_i = μ|_{Ei} . Clearly μ_i = ν ∘ π^{−1}_i . For each 1 ≤ i ≤ N, the probability measure μ_i satisfies the invariance μ_i = ∑_N j=1 p_{ji}μ_j ∘ f^{−1}_{ij} . Lemma 2.5. For each n ≥ 2, μ satisfies the following inequality μ ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Ω_n p_wμ ∘ f^{−1}_w . (4)

Proof. Let A be a Borel subset of R^k . Thus, we have

μ(A) = μ(∪^N_{i=1}(A ∩ E_i)) ≤ N∑ i=1 μ(A ∩ E_i) = N∑ i=1 μ_i(A ∩ E_i) = N∑ i=1 N∑ j=1 p_{ji}μ_j ∘ f^{−1}_{ij} (A ∩ E_i). This implies that μ(A) ≤ N∑ i=1 N∑ j=1 p_{ji}μ ∘ f^{−1}_{ij} (A ∩ E_i) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Ω_2 p_wμ ∘ f^{−1}_w (A). Thus, for n = 2, the inequality (4) holds. Now we will prove the inequality for n = 3. We have

μ_i = N∑ j=1 p_{ji}μ_j ∘ f^{−1}_{ij} = N∑ j=1 p_{ji} (_N∑ k=1 p_{kj}μ_k ∘ f^{−1}_{jk} ) ∘ f^{−1}_{ij} = ∑ w=(i,j,k)∈Ω_3 1≤j,k≤N p_{ji}p_{kj}μ_k ∘ (f_{ij} ∘ f_{jk})^{−1}.

Thus, by the above, we get μ(A) ≤ N∑ i=1 μ_i(A ∩ E_i) = N∑ i=1 ∑ w=(i,j,k)∈Ω_3 1≤j,k≤N p_{ji}p_{kj}μ_k ∘ (f_{ij} ∘ f_{jk})^{−1}(A ∩ E_i)

≤ N∑ i=1 ∑ w=(i,j,k)∈Ω_3 1≤j,k≤N p_{ji}p_{kj}μ ∘ (f_{ij} ∘ f_{jk})^{−1}(A)

≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Ω_3 p_wμ ∘ f^{−1}_w (A). Therefore, for n = 3, the inequality (4) holds. By using similar technique as for n = 3, one can easily show that the inequality (4) holds for any natural number n > 3 also. □ Now, we define a matrix corresponding to the upper contraction ratios of the mappings f_{ij} for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N. Let us define an N × N matrix M_{r,t} = [(p_{ji}s^r_{ij})^t]_{1≤i,j≤N} , where r ∈ (0, ∞) and t ∈ [0, ∞). Let Φ_r(t) be the spectral radius of the matrix M_{r,t}. Then, it is well-known that Φ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞} ‖M^n_{r,t}‖^{1n}_1 and Φ_r(t) is the largest eigenvalue of M_{r,t}. Let m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) be the (i, j)th entry of the matrix M^n_{r,t}, then m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) = N∑ j_1,j_2,··· ,j_{n−1}=1 ( p_{j1i}p_{j2j1} · · · p_{jjn−1} ( s_{ij1} s_{j1j2} · · · s_{jn−1,j} )_r)_t . Thus, we have

Φ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) 1_n . Similarly, corresponding to the lower contraction ratios, we define a matrix L_{r,t} = [(p_{ji}c^r_{ij})^t]_{1≤i,j≤N} and ϕ_r(t) denotes the spectral radius of this matrix.

Definition 2.6. The recurrent IFS I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} satisfies the strong open set condition (SOSC) if there exist nonempty bounded open sets U_1, U_2, . . . , U_N such that f_{ij} (U_j) ∩ f_{kl}(U_l) = ∅ for (i, j) ≠ (k, l), f_{ij} (U_j) ⊆ U_i and E_i ∩ U_i ≠ ∅, where 1 ≤ i, j, k, l ≤ N. Definition 2.7. The recurrent IFS I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} satisfies the strong separation condition (SSC) if f_{ij} (E_j ) ∩ f_{kl}(E_l) = ∅ ∀ (i, j) ≠ (k, l) and p_{ji}p_{lk} > 0, where 1 ≤ i, j, k, l ≤ N.

A finite set Γ ⊂ Ω^∗ is said to be a finite maximal antichain if each sequence in Ω is an extension of some element in Γ, but no element of Γ is an extension of another element of Γ.

Let τ, w ∈ Ω^∗ such that τ = (τ_1, τ_2, . . . , τ_m) ∈ Ω_m, w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω_n and p_{τ1wn} > 0. Then, we have s_{wτ} = s_ws_τ s_{wnτ1} , c_{wτ} = c_wc_τ c_{wnτ1} , p_{wτ} = p_wp_τ p_{τ1wn} p_{wn} . By the above, we obtain

s_ws_τ s_{min} ≤ s_{wτ} ≤ s_ws_τ s_{max}, c_wc_τ c_{min} ≤ c_{wτ} ≤ c_wc_τ c_{max}, p_wp_τ

P_{min} p_{max} ≤ p_{wτ} ≤ p_wp_τ P_{max} p_{min} . Therefore, we get (p_ws^r_w)(p_τ s^r_τ )A_r ≤ p_{wτ} s^r_{wτ} ≤ (p_ws^r_w)(p_τ s^r_τ )Ã_r, (5) (p_wc^r_w)(p_τ c^r_τ )B_r ≤ p_{wτ} c^r_{wτ} ≤ (p_wc^r_w)(p_τ c^r_τ )B̃_r, (6) where A_r = min{s^r_{min}^{Pmin}_{pmax} , 1}, Ã_r = max{s^r_{max}^{Pmax}_{pmin} , 1}, B_r = min{c^r_{min}^{Pmin}_{pmax} , 1} and B̃_r = max{c^r_{max}^{Pmax}_{pmin} , 1}.

Remark 2.8. In the above construction of the bi-Lipschitz RIFS, if we put f_{ij} = f_i, c_{ij} = c_i, s_{ij} = s_i and p_{ij} = p_j for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, then the bi-Lipschitz RIFS reduces to the bi- Lipschitz IFS {X; f_1, f_2, . . . , f_N } with the probability vector (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_N ). One can easily see that the limit set E satisfies E = ∪^N_{i=1}f_i(E) and μ becomes the invariant measure corresponding to this IFS such that μ = ∑_N i=1 p_iμ ∘ f^{−1}_i . In this case, the matrix M_{r,t} = [(p_is^r_i )^t]_{1≤i,j≤N} . It is not difficult to see that the matrix M_{r,t} is a rank-1 matrix. So, 0 is an eigenvalue of M_{r,t} with geometric multiplicity N − 1. This implies that the spectral radius Φ_r(t) = ∑_N i=1(p_is^r_i )^t.

Similarly, ϕ_r(t) = ∑_N i=1(p_ic^r_i )^t.

3. Main result

In the following theorem, which is the main theorem of the paper, we determine the upper and the lower bounds of the quantization dimensions of the Borel probability measures supported on the limit sets of the bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS under the strong open set condition in terms of the spectral radius.

Theorem 3.1. Let I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS satisfying the strong open set condition such that c_{ij} d(x, y) ≤ d(f_{ij}(x), f_{ij}(y)) ≤ s_{ij} d(x, y) ∀ x, y ∈ X, where 0 < c_{ij} ≤ s_{ij} < 1 for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N. Let μ be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set E of the RIFS I defined as in the above section. Then, l_r ≤ D_r(μ) ≤ D_r(μ) ≤ k_r, where l_r and k_r are uniquely given by ϕ_r (_{lr} r+l_r ) = 1 and Φ_r (_{kr} r+k_r ) = 1, respectively.

Remark 3.2. In [8], Graf and Luschgy gave the formula (1) for the quantization dimension of the invariant measure of the self-similar IFS under the OSC. However, in the above theorem, if we consider f_{ij} = f_i, p_{ij} = p_j and c_{ij} = s_{ij} = s_i, then the bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS reduces to the self-similar IFS with the OSC, and we get the same formula (1) for the quantization dimension. Thus, our result is a general version of the Graf-Luschgy’s result.

Remark 3.3. In [25], Roychowdhury determined the upper and the lower bound of the quantization dimension of the invariant probability measure of the bi-Lipschitz IFS under the SOSC and some restrictions on the bi-Lipschitz constants. Note that in the above theorem, we are not taking any restrictions on the bi-Lipschitz constants as in [25]. By Remark 3.2 and the above theorem, we obtain the same bound of the quantization dimension as in Roychowdhury’s paper [25]. Thus, our result generalizes the result of Roychowdhury [25] in a more general setting.

Remark 3.4. In [27], the author determined the upper and the lower bound of the quantization dimension for the measure supported on the limit set of the hyperbolic (bi-Lipschitz) RIFS. For proving the upper and the lower bound, the author claims that the measure μ supported on the limit set of the hyperbolic (bi-Lipschitz) RIFS satisfies the following invariance relation

(7) μ = ∑ w∈Ω_n p_wμ ∘ f^{−1}_w for all n ≥ 2. However, the above invariance relation is not correct as shown below. Let us take a simple case that the RIFS satisfies the SSC. Let w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_{n+1}) ∈ Ω_{n+1}. Set τ := w_{|n} = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) and σ_0 := (w_n, w_{n+1}). Then, we have

μ(E_w) = ν ∘ π^{−1}(E_w) = ν([w_1, w_2, . . . , w_{n+1}]) = p_w. On the other hand, ∑ σ∈Ω_n p_σμ ∘ f^{−1}_σ (E_w) = p_τ μ ∘ f^{−1}_τ (E_w) = p_τ μ(E_{σ0} ) = p_τ p_{σ0} = p_{wn} p_w.

This implies that the invariance relation (7) does not hold for this simple case. Thus, the relation (7) is not valid for RIFS. In [23], the author used the same invariance relation (7) for the measure μ supported on the limit set of the self-similar RIFS in determining the quantization dimension of the measure μ, that is also not valid. In this paper, we modify the invariance relation for the measure μ and provide a different technique to determine the quantization dimension of the measure μ supported on the limit set of the bi-Lipschitz RIFS. Since the self-similar RIFS is a particular case of the bi-Lipschitz RIFS, this paper can be treated as the corrected version of the paper [23] and [27] .

In order to prove Theorem 3.1, we need some lemmas and propositions.

Lemma 3.5. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) be fixed. Then, there exist unique k_r, l_r ∈ (0, ∞) such that

Φ_r ( k_r r + k_r ) = 1 and ϕ_r ( l_r r + l_r ) = 1.

Proof. The mapping Φ_r : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is defined as

Φ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) 1_n , where m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) defined as in the above section. Clearly, Φ_r is a continuous and strictly decreasing mapping, and

Φ_r(0) = lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, 0) ) 1_n = lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 N^{n−1} ) 1_n = N ≥ 2. Moreover,

Φ_r(1) = lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, 1) ) 1_n

= lim_{n→∞} (^N∑ i,j=1 N∑ j_1,j_2,··· ,j_{n−1}=1 (p_{j1i}p_{j2j1} · · · p_{jjn−1} (s_{ij1} s_{j1j2} · · · s_{jn−1,j})^r) ) 1_n

≤ s^r_{max} < 1.

Since Φ_r is continuous, strictly decreasing, Φ_r(0) ≥ 2 and Φ_r(1) < 1, there exists a unique t_r ∈ (0, 1) such that Φ_r(t_r) = 1. Since t_r ∈ (0, 1), there exists a unique k_r ∈ (0, ∞) such that t_r =^{kr}_{r+kr} . Similarly, there exits a unique l_r ∈ (0, ∞) such that ϕ_r (_{lr} r+l_r ) = 1. This completes the proof. □ Lemma 3.6. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) be fixed and let k_r, l_r be defined as in the above lemma. Then, lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_wc_w^r)^{lrr+l}r = 0 and lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^r)^{krr+k}r = 0. Proof. Consider the mapping θ_r : [0, ∞) → R defined by θ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞}^1_n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (pwsw r)^t. By (5), one can easily see that θ_r(t) exists. Thus,

θ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j_1,j_2,··· ,j_{n−1},j=1 (p_{j1i}p_{j2j1} · · · p_{jjn−1} p_j(s_{ij1} s_{j1j2} · · · s_{jn−1j} )^r)^t )

= lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j=1 p^t_jm^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) . Therefore, we get lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j=1 p^t_{min}m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) ≤ θ_r(t) ≤ lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j=1 p^t_{max}m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) ,

lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) ≤ θ_r(t) ≤ lim_{n→∞} 1 n log (^N∑ i,j=1 m^{(n)}_{ij} (r, t) ) . Thus, we obtain log(Φ_r(t)) = θ_r(t). By using the previous lemma, we get θ_r(^{kr}_{r+kr} ) = 0. By using the similar arguments as above, we obtain lim_{n→∞}^1_n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_wc_w^r)^{lrr+l}r = 0. Thus, the proof is complete. □ Lemma 3.7. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) be fixed and let k_r, l_r be defined as in Lemma 3.5. Then, for each n ≥ 2 F^{−krr+kr}r ≤ ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+kr} ≤ F^{krr+kr}r and G^{−lrr+lr}r ≤ ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_wc^r_w)^{lrr+lr} ≤ G^{lrr+lr}r , where F_r = max{A^{−1}_r , Ã_r} and G_r = max{B^{−1}_r , B̃_r}.

Proof. We consider the same mapping θ_r as in the previous lemma. Then, we have θ_r(t) = lim_{n→∞}^1_n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (pwsw r)^t. We can also write θ_r(t) as follows

θ_r(t) = lim_{m→∞} 1 nm log ∑ w∈Ω_{nm} (p_ws_w^r)^t ∀ n ∈ N. Thus, by the above and inequality (5), we get lim_{m→∞} 1 nm log( ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^rA_r)^t)^m ≤ θ_r(t) ≤ lim_{m→∞} 1 nm log( ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^rÃ_r)^t)^m.

This implies that 1 n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^rA_r)^t ≤ θ_r(t) ≤ 1 n log ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^rÃ_r)^t.

Therefore, we obtain e^{nθr(t)}Ã^{−t}_r ≤ ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws_w^r)^t ≤ e^{nθr(t)}A^{−t}_r .

Let F_r = max{A^{−1}_r , Ã_r}. By the previous lemma, θ_r(^{kr}_{r+kr} ) = 0. Thus, we get F^{−krr+kr}r ≤ ∑ w∈Ω_n (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r ≤ F^{krr+kr}r . Similarly, we can get the other inequality by taking c_w instead of s_w in the above. This completes the proof. □ Lemma 3.8. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) be fixed and let Γ be a finite maximal antichain. Then, there exist constants η_r ≥ 1 and η̃_r ≥ 1 such that ∑ w∈Γ (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r ≤ η_r and ∑ w∈Γ (p_wc^r_w)^{krr+k}r ≤ η̃_r. Proof. Since Γ is a finite maximal antichain, we have Γ = ⋃_K i=1 Γ_{ni} for some K > 0, where Γ_{ni} = {w ∈ Γ : |w| = n_i} for all i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , K}. Let n > 1 + max{n_1, n_2, · · · , n_K }. Then, by the previous lemma, we have F^{krr+kr}r ≥ ∑ τ ∈Ω_n (p_τ s^r_τ )^{krr+k}r = K∑ i=1 ∑ w∈Γ_{ni} ∑ τ ∈Ω_n,w<τ (p_τ s^r_τ )^{krr+k}r = K∑ i=1 ∑ w∈Γ_{ni} ∑ τ ∈Ω_{n−ni} (p_{wτ} s^r_{wτ} )^{krr+k}r

= K∑ i=1 ∑ w∈Γ_{ni} (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r ∑ τ ∈Ω_{n−ni} ( p_{τ1wni} p_τ p_{wni} s^r_{wni τ1} s^r_τ ) kr_{r+kr}

≥ K∑ i=1 ∑ w∈Γ_{ni} (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r (P_{min}p^{−1}_{max}s^r_{min})^{krr+k}r ∑ τ ∈Ω_{n−ni} (p_τ s^r_τ )^{krr+k}r . Again, using the previous lemma, we get F^{krr+kr}r ≥ K∑ i=1 ∑ w∈Γ_{ni} (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r (P_{min}p^{−1}_{max}s^r_{min})^{krr+k}r F^{−krr+kr}r .

This implies that ∑ w∈Γ (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r ≤ η_r, where η_r = max { 1, F^{2krr+kr}r (P_{min}p^{−1}_{max}s^r_{min})^{−krr+k}r } . Similarly, one can get the other inequality. Thus, the proof is complete. □ Lemma 3.9. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) and let μ be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set E of the RIFS I. Let Γ ⊂ Ω^∗ be a finite maximal antichain. Then, for each n ∈ N with n ≥ |Γ|, we have V_{n,r}(μ) ≤ inf { 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_ws^r_wV_{nw ,r}(μ) : n_w ∈ N, ∑ w∈Γ n_w ≤ n } . Proof. Since Γ ∈ Ω^∗ is a finite maximal antichain, we have μ ≤^1_{pmin} ∑ w∈Γ p_wμ ∘ f^{−1}_w . Let A_{nw} be an n_w-optimal set of V_{nw ,r}(μ) for each w ∈ Γ. Since f_w is a bi-Lipschitz map, we have

|f_w(A_{nw} )| = n_w and | ∪_{w∈Γ} f_w(A_{nw} )| ≤ n. Then, we have V_{n,r}(μ) ≤ ∫ d ( x, ⋃ w∈Γ f_w(A_{nw} ) )_r dμ(x) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_w ∫ d ( x, ⋃ w∈Γ f_w(A_{nw} ) )_r d(μ ∘ f^{−1}_w )(x) = 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_w ∫ d ( f_w(x), ⋃ w∈Γ f_w(A_{nw} ) )_r dμ(x) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_w ∫ d ( f_w(x), f_w(A_{nw} ) )_r dμ(x) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_ws^r_w ∫ d(x, A_{nw} )^rdμ(x) = 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ p_ws^r_wV_{nw ,r}(μ). This completes the proof. □ In the following proposition, we prove that the upper quantization coefficient for the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set of the RIFS I is finite without assuming any separation condition.

Proposition 3.10. Let I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS. Let μ be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set E of the RIFS I. Let r ∈ (0, ∞) and let k_r ∈ (0, ∞) be a unique number such that Φ_r(^{kr}_{r+kr} ) = 1. Then, lim sup n→∞ ne^{kr}_{n,r}(μ) < ∞. Proof. Let ξ_{min} = min{(p_jp_{ji}s^r_{ij})^{krr+k}r : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}. Clearly ξ_{min} ∈ (0, 1). Let n_0 ∈ N be a fixed number and η_r ≥ 1 be as in Lemma 3.8. Take any n ∈ N such that^{n0ηr}_n ≤ ξ^2_{min}. This holds for all but finitely many values of n. Let ϵ =^{n0ηr}_n ξ^{−1}_{min}. Clearly ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Now, we define a subset Γ_ϵ of Ω^∗ as follows

Γ_ϵ = { w = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Ω^∗ : ( p_w− p_{wn−1} s^r_w− ) kr_{r+kr} ≥ ϵ > ( p_w p_{wn} s^r_w ) kr_{r+kr} } . Then, Γ_ϵ is a finite maximal antichain. Using Lemma 3.8, we have η_r ≥ ∑ w∈Γ_ϵ (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r = ∑ w=(w_1,w_2,...,w_n)∈Γ_ϵ ( p_w− p_{wn−1} s^r_w− p_{wn} p_{wnwn−1} s^r_{wn−1wn} ) kr_{r+kr}

≥ ∑ w=(w_1,w_2,...,w_n)∈Γ_ϵ ( p_w− p_{wn−1} s^r_w− ) kr_{r+kr} ξ_{min} ≥ |Γ_ϵ|ξ_{min}ϵ, which implies that |Γ_ϵ| ≤^n_{n0} . Thus, we have ∑ w∈Γ_ϵ n0 ≤ n. Therefore, by the above lemma, we get V_{n,r}(μ) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ_ϵ p_ws^r_wV_{n0,r}(μ) = 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ_ϵ (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r (p_ws^r_w)^{rr+k}r V_{n0,r}(μ) ≤ 1 p_{min} ∑ w∈Γ_ϵ (p_ws^r_w)^{krr+k}r ϵ^{rk}r V_{n0,r}(μ). Using Lemma 3.8 and ϵ =^{n0ηr}_n ξ^{−1}_{min}, we obtain V_{n,r}(μ) ≤ 1 p_{min} η_r (n_0η_r n ξ^{−1}_{min} ) r_{kr} V_{n0,r}(μ), which implies that ne^{kr}_{n,r}(μ) ≤ ( 1 p_{min} ) kr_r η^{( krr +1)} r n_0ξ^{−1}_{min}e^{kr}_{n0,r}(μ).

The above inequality holds for all but finitely many values of n. Thus, we have lim sup n→∞ ne^{kr}_{n,r}(μ) < ∞, which completes the proof of the proposition. □ In the end, we will use the above proposition to determine the upper bound of the quantization dimension. Now, we give some lemmas and propositions which will be used to determine the lower bound of the quantization dimension.

Lemma 3.11. Let I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS. Let μ be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set E. Then, for each ϵ > 0 inf{μ(B(x, ϵ)) : x ∈ E} > 0. Proof. Since t →^N ∑ i,j=1,p_{ji}>0 s^t_{ij} is a strictly decreasing continuous function for t ∈ [0, ∞), there

exists a unique t_o ∈ (0, ∞) such that^N ∑ i,j=1,p_{ji}>0 s^{t0}_{ij} = 1. Let ξ_0 = (^ϵ_{diam(E)} )^{t0} . We define a finite maximal antichain Γ_ϵ as follows Γ_ϵ = {w ∈ Ω^∗ : s^{t0}_{w−} ≥ ξ_0 > s^{t0}_w }.

Since E = ∪^N_{i=1}E_i, we have E = ∪_{w∈Γϵ} E_w. Let x ∈ E. Then, there exists a w_0 = (w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n) ∈ Γ_ϵ such that x ∈ E_{w0} = f_{w0} (E_{wn} ). Let x_1, x_2 ∈ E_{wn} . Then, we have d(f_{w0} (x_1), f_{w0} (x_2)) ≤ s_{w0} diam(E) < ϵ.

This implies that, diam(E_{w0} ) < ϵ. Since x ∈ E_{w0} , we have E_{w0} ⊆ B(x, ϵ). Since μ = ν ∘ π^{−1}, we have μ(E_{w0} ) = ν ∘ π^{−1}(E_{w0} ) ≥ ν([w_1, w_2, . . . , w_n]) = p_{w0} ≥ min_{w∈Γϵ}{p_w}.

This implies that μ(B(x, ϵ)) ≥ min_{w∈Γϵ} {p_w}. Since this holds for all x ∈ E, we have inf{μ(B(x, ϵ)) : x ∈ E} > 0. This completes the proof. □ Proposition 3.12. Let I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS satisfying the strong open set condition. Then, for each m ∈ N, there is an RIFS I^m = {X; g_w, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, w ∈ Ω_m} satisfying the strong separation condition such that

C_wd(x, y) ≤ d(g_w(x), g_w(y)) ≤ S_wd(x, y) and 0 < C_w ≤ S_w < 1. Let μ_m be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set F^m of the RIFS I^m. Then, there exists n_0 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ n_0 there exist n_w ∈ N such that ∑ w∈Ω_m nw ≤ n and V_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_wV_{nw,r}(μ_m). Proof. Since the RIFS I satisfies the strong open set condition, there exist nonempty bounded open sets U_1, U_2, . . . , U_N such that f_{ij}(U_j ) ∩ f_{kl}(U_l) = ∅ for (i, j) ≠ (k, l), f_{ij} (U_j) ⊆ U_i and E_i ∩ U_i ≠ ∅ where 1 ≤ i, j, k, l ≤ N. This also implies that for any w = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_m) and τ = (τ_1, τ_2, . . . , τ_m) in Ω_m such that w ≠ τ, we have f_w(U_{wm} ) ∩ f_τ (U_{τm} ) = ∅.

For each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, given that E_i ∩U_i ≠ ∅, there exists a sequence σ = (i, σ_2, . . . , σ_n) ∈ Ω^∗ such that E_σ = f_σ(E_{σn} ) ⊆ U_i. Since P is an irreducible matrix, for i, σ_n, there exist j_1, j_2, . . . , j_k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} such that p_{ij1} p_{j1j2} · · · p_{jkσn} > 0. From this, we construct a finite sequence which starts from σ_n and ends at i, say σ∗ = (σ_n, j_k, j_{k−1}, . . . , j_2, j_1, i) ∈ Ω^∗. Now, we define a finite sequence σ^i = (i, σ_2, . . . , σ_n, j_k, j_{k−1}, . . . , j_2, j_1, i). Clearly, σ^i ∈ Ω^∗ and E_σi = f_σi (E_i) = f_{iσ2} ∘ f_{σ2σ3} ∘ · · · f_{σn−1σn} ∘ f_{σnjk} ∘ · · · ∘ f_{j1i}(E_i) ⊆ U_i. For each m ∈ N, we define an RIFS I^m = {X; g_w, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, w ∈ Ω_m}, where g_w is defined as g_w = f_w ∘ f_σi for w = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_{m−1}, i) ∈ Ω_m. For x, y ∈ X, we have C_wd(x, y) ≤ d(g_w(x), g_w(y)) ≤ S_wd(x, y), where C_w = c_wc_σi , S_w = s_ws_σi and w = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_{m−1}, i) ∈ Ω_m. Now, we claim that the RIFS I^m satisfies the strong separation condition. Let F^m be the limit set of the RIFS I^m. Then,

F^m = N⋃ i=1 F^m_i and F^m_i = ⋃ w∈Ω_m,w=(i,w_2,··· ,w_m) g_{iw2...wm} (F^m_{wm} ). By observing the code spaces of I^m and I, it is clear that the code space of I^m is contained in Ω. Then, we have F^m ⊆ E and F^m_i ⊆ E_i for each i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N}. Let w = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_m) ≠ τ = (τ_1, τ_2, · · · , τ_m) ∈ Ω_m. Then, we have

g_w(F^m_{wm} ) = f_w ∘ f_σwm (F^m_{wm} ) ⊆ f_w ∘ f_σwm (E_{wm} ) ⊆ f_w(U_{wm} ) and g_τ (F^m_{τm} ) = f_τ ∘ f_στm (F^m_{τm} ) ⊆ f_τ ∘ f_στm (E_{τm} ) ⊆ f_τ (U_{τm} ).

Since w ≠ τ ∈ Ω_m, we obtain g_w(F^m_{wm} )∩g_τ (F^m_{τm} ) = ∅. This implies that the RIFS I^m satisfies the strong separation condition. Thus, the claim is true. Let μ_m be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set F^m of the RIFS I^m defined in the same way as the measure μ was defined for the RIFS I. Since the RIFS I^m satisfies the SSC, we have μ_m ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m pwμm ∘ g −1 w . Set ϵ_0 = min_{w≠τ ∈Ωm} {d(F^m_w , F^m_τ )}. Since the RIFS I^m satisfies the strong separation condition, we have ϵ_0 > 0. Let δ = inf {(ϵ_0 8 )_r μ_m ( B ( x, ϵ_0 8 )) : x ∈ F^m } . By using the previous lemma, we obtain that δ > 0. Lemma 2.3 yields that lim_{n→∞} V_{n,r}(μ_m) = 0. Thus, there exists an n_0 ∈ N such that V_{n,r}(μ) < δ for all n ≥ n_0. Let A_n be an n-optimal set for probability measure μ_m of order r. Then, by Lemma 2.2, we get (‖A_n‖_∞ 2 )_r min_{x∈F m} μ_m ( B ( x, ‖A_n‖_∞ 2 )) < δ. Since t → t^r min_{x∈F} m μ_m(B(x, t)) is an increasing function for t ∈ (0, ∞), we have ‖A_n‖_∞ < ϵ_0 4 for all n ≥ n_0.

We define a finite set A_{nw} = {a ∈ A_n : W (a|A_n) ∩ F^m_w ≠ ∅} for w ∈ Ω_m and let n_w be the cardinality of A_{nw} . Since ‖A_n‖_∞ <^{ϵ0}_4 for all n ≥ n_0, we obtain that for all n ≥ n_0, A_{nw} ∩A_{nτ} = ∅ for w ≠ τ ∈ Ω_m and ∑ w∈Ω_m nw ≤ n. Thus, for n ≥ n0, V_{n,r}(μ_m) = ∫ d ( x, A_n )_r dμ_m(x) ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m p_w ∫ d ( g_w(x), A_n )_r dμ_m(x) = ∑ w∈Ω_m p_w ∫ d ( g_w(x), A_{nw} )_r dμ_m(x) ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_w ∫ d ( x, g^{−1}_w (A_{nw} ) )_r dμ_m(x) ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_wV_{nw,r}(μ_m). Thus, the proof is complete. □ Proposition 3.13. Let I^m be an RIFS defined as in the previous proposition. Let r ∈ (0, ∞). Then, lim inf n→∞ ne^l_{n,r}(μ_m) > 0 for all l ∈ (0, l_{m,r}), where l_{m,r} ∈ (0, ∞) is uniquely determined by ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lm,rr+lm,r} = 1. Moreover, l_{m,r} ≤ D_r(μ_m). Proof. Since p_wC^r_w < 1 for each w ∈ Ω_m, we have t → ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^t is a strictly decreasing continuous function. It is not difficult to see that there exists a unique l_{m,r} ∈ (0, ∞) such that ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lm,rr+lm,r} = 1. Let l ∈ (0, l_{m,r}). Then, ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lr+l} > 1. Let n_0 ∈ N be the same as in the previous proposition. Let K_0 = inf{n^rl V_{n,r}(μ_m) : n < n_0}. Clearly K_0 > 0. We claim that K_0 ≤ n^rl V_{n,r}(μ_m) for all n ∈ N. We prove the claim by induction on n ∈ N. Let n ≥ n_0 and K_0 ≤ k^rl V_{k,r}(μ_m) for all k < n. By using the previous proposition, we see that there exist n_w ∈ N with ∑ w∈Ω_m nw ≤ n. Then, we have n^{rl} V_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ n^{rl} ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_wV_{nw,r}(μ_m) ≥ n^{rl} ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_wK_0(n_w)^{−rl}

= K_0 ∑ w∈Ω_m p_wC^r_w (n_w n ) −r_l . Now, by using the Hölder inequality for negative exponent, we obtain n^{rl} V_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ K_0 ( ∑ w∈Ω_m (p_wC^r_w)^{lr+l} ) l+r_l ( ∑ w∈Ω_m (n_w n ) −r_l −l_r ) −l_r . Using the fact that ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lr+l} > 1 and ∑ w∈Ω_m nw ≤ n, we get n^{rl} V_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ K_0. Thus, by the principle of induction, we get n^rl V_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ K_0 holds for all n ∈ N, which is the claim. This implies that

lim inf n→∞ ne^l_{n,r}(μ_m) ≥ K^{lr}_0 > 0 for all l ∈ (0, l_{m,r}). Therefore, by Proposition 2.4, we have l_{m,r} ≤ D_r(μ_m). This completes the proof. □

In the upcoming proposition, we determine the lower bound of the quantization dimension of the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set of the RIFS under the strong open set condition.

Proposition 3.14. Let I = {X; f_{ij}, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} be a bi-Lipschitz recurrent IFS satisfying the strong open set condition. Let μ be the Borel probability measure supported on the limit set E of the RIFS I . Let r ∈ (0, ∞) and l_r ∈ (0, ∞) be the unique number such that ϕ_r (_{lr} r+l_r ) = 1.

Then, we have l_r ≤ D_r(μ).

Proof. Since the RIFS I satisfies the strong open set condition, Proposition 3.12 yields that for each m ∈ N, there exists an RIFS I^m = {X; g_w, p_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, w ∈ Ω_m} that satisfies the strong separation condition, where g_w = f_w ∘ f_σi for w = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_{m−1}, i) ∈ Ω_m and σ^i is defined as follows: For each i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N}, there exists a finite sequence σ = (i, σ_2, · · · , σ_n) ∈ Ω^∗ such that E_σ = f_σ(E_{σn} ) ⊆ U_i and σ^∗ = (σ_n, σ_{n+1}, · · · , i) ∈ Ω^∗. Thus, with the help of σ and σ^∗ we define σ^i = (i, σ_2, · · · , σ_n, σ_{n+1}, · · · , i). Let μ_m be the probability measure supported on the limit set F^m of the RIFS I^m. By using Proposition 11.6 in [7], we have 0 < dim_H(μ) ≤ D_r(μ). Thus, 0 < D_r(μ). If dim_B(F^m) ≤ D_r(μ) holds, then we proceed. Otherwise, we may redefine σ^i by choosing larger length of σ^∗ due to irreducibility of P such that dim_B(F^m) ≤ D_r(μ). By the previous proposition, l_{m,r} ≤ D_r(μ_m), where l_{m,r} is uniquely

determined by ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lm,rr+lm,r} = 1. Since D_r(μ_m) ≤ dim_B(F^m) and dim_B(F^m) ≤ D_r(μ), we have D_r(μ_m) ≤ D_r(μ). Our aim is to show that l_r ≤ D_r(μ). We prove it by contradiction. Let D_r(μ) < l_r. Let η = min{c^r_{σ1} , c^r_{σ2} , · · · , c^r_{σN} } and ζ = max{p_{ji}c^r_{ij} : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N}. Using the

fact l_{m,r} ≤ D_r(μ) and ∑ w∈Ω_m (pwC r w)^{lm,rr+lm,r} = 1, we have η^{−lm,rr+lm,r} ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m (p_wc^r_w)^{lm,rr+lm,r} ≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m (p_wc^r_w)^{Dr (μ)r+D}r^{(μ)} = ∑ w∈Ω_m (p_wc^r_w)^{Dr (μ)r+D}r^{(μ)} (p_wc^r_w)^{lrr+l}r (p_wc^r_w)^{−lrr+l}r

≥ ∑ w∈Ω_m (p_wc^r_w)^{lrr+l}r ζ^m (_{Dr (μ)} r+Dr (μ) − lr r+lr ) . By Lemma 3.7 and l_{m,r} ≤ D_r(μ) < l_r, we have η^{−lrr+l}r ≥ ζ^m (_{Dr (μ)} r+Dr (μ) − lr r+lr ) G^{−lrr+lr}r , which is a contradiction for large m ∈ N. Thus, l_r ≤ D_r(μ). This completes the proof. □

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By Proposition 3.10 and (1) of Proposition 2.4, we have D_r(μ) ≤ k_r. On the other hand, by Proposition 3.14, we have l_r ≤ D_r(μ). Hence, l_r ≤ D_r(μ) ≤ D_r(μ) ≤ k_r, which completes the proof of the theorem.

References

1. M. F. Barnsley, Fractals Everywhere, Academic Press, Boston, MA, 1988.

2. M. F. Barnsley, J. H. Elton and D. P. Hardin, Recurrent iterated function systems, Constr. Approx. 5(1) (1989), 3–31.

3. S. Chandra and S. Abbas, On fractal dimensions of fractal functions using functions spaces, Bull. Aust.

Math. Soc. 106(3) (2022), 470–480..

4. S. Chandra, S. Abbas and S. Verma, Bernstein super fractal interpolation function for countable data systems, Numer. Algorithms 92(4) (2023), 2457–2481.

5. P. C. Dettmann and M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization for uniform distributions on equilateral triangles, Real Anal. Exchange 42(1) (2017), 149–166.

6. K. J. Falconer, Fractal Geometry: Mathematical Foundations and Applications, Third edition, John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, 2014.

7. S. Graf and H. Luschgy, Foundations of Quantization for Probability Distributions, Lecture Notes in Mathematics 1730, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2000.

8. S. Graf and H. Luschgy, The quantization dimension of self-similar probabilities, Math. Nachr. 241 (2002), 103–109.

9. S. Graf and H. Luschgy, Quantization for probability measures with respect to the geometric mean error, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 136(3) (2004), 687–717.

10. M. Hochman, On self-similar sets with overlaps and inverse theorems for entropy, Ann. of Math. (2) 180(2) (2014), 773–822 11. J. E. Hutchinson, Fractals and self-similarity, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 30(5) (1981), 713–747. 12. S. Jha and S. Verma, Dimensional analysis of α-fractal functions, Results Math. 76(4) (2021), Paper No.

186, 24 pp.

13. M. Kesseböhmer, A. Niemann and S. Zhu, Quantization dimensions of compactly supported probability measures via Rényi dimensions, preprint arXiv:2205.15776.

14. Z. Li and B. Selmi, On the multifractal analysis of measures in a probability space, Illinois J. Math. 65(3) (2021), 687–718.

15. Y. S. Liang, Fractal dimension of Riemann-Liouville fractional integral of 1-dimensional continuous functions, Fract. Calc. Appl. Anal. 21(6) (2018), 1651–1658.

16. L. J. Lindsay and R.D. Mauldin, Quantization dimension for conformal iterated function systems, Nonlinearity 15(1) (2002), 189–199.

17. R. D. Mauldin and S. C. Williams, On the Hausdorff dimension of some graphs, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.

298(2) (1986), 793–803.

18. R. D. Nussbaum, A. Priyadarshi and S. V. Lunel, Positive operators and Hausdorff dimension of invariant sets, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 364(2) (2012), 1029–1066.

19. N. Patzschke, Self-conformal multifractal measures, Adv. in Appl. Math. 19(4) (1997), 486–513. 20. A. Priyadarshi, Lower bound on the Hausdorff dimension of a set of complex continued fractions, J. Math.

Anal. Appl. 449(1) (2017), 91–95.

21. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension function and ergodic measure with bounded distortion, Bull.

Pol. Acad. Sci. Math. 57 (2009), 251–262.

22. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension for some Moran measures, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 138(11) (2010), 4045–4057.

23. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension and temperature function for recurrent self-similar measures, Chaos Solitons Fractals 44(11) (2011), 947–953.

24. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension function and Gibbs measure associated with Moran set, J.

Math. Anal. Appl. 373(1) (2011), 73–82.

25. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension and temperature function for bi-Lipschitz mappings, Israel J.

Math. 192(1) (2012), 473–488.

26. M. K. Roychowdhury, Hausdorff and upper box dimension estimate of hyperbolic recurrent sets, Israel J.

Math. 201(2) (2014), 507–523.

27. M. K. Roychowdhury, Quantization dimension estimate of probability measures on hyperbolic recurrent sets, Dyn. Syst. 29(2) (2014), 225–238.

28. M. K. Roychowdhury, Optimal quantizers for some absolutely continuous probability measures, Real Anal.

Exchange 43(1) (2018), 105–136.

29. A. Schief, Self-similar sets in complete metric spaces, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 124(2) (1996), 481–490. 30. B. Selmi, A review on multifractal analysis of Hewitt-Stromberg measures, J. Geom. Anal. 32(1) (2022), Paper No. 12, 44 pp.

31. P. L. Zador, Development and evoluation of precedures for quantizing multivariate distributions, Ph.D. Thesis, Stanford University, 1964.

32. S. Zhu, Some remarks on absolute continuity and quantization of probability measures, J. Math. Anal. Appl.

330(2) (2007), 1465–1477.

33. S. Zhu, The quantization for self-conformal measures with respect to the geometric mean error, Nonlinearity 23(11) (2010), 2849–2866.

Department of Mathematics, Indian Institute of Technology Delhi, New Delhi, India 110016 Email address: priyadarshi@maths.iitd.ac.in

School of Mathematical and Statistical Sciences, University of Texas Rio Grande Valley, 1201 West University Drive, Edinburg, TX 78539-2999, USA Email address: mrinal.roychowdhury@utrgv.edu

Department of Mathematics, Indian Institute of Technology Delhi, New Delhi, India 110016 Email address: mathmanuj@gmail.com