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Abstract. We prove exact dimensionality of ergodic stationary measures for
random C1 diffeomorphisms in the single negative Lyapunov scale setting.

Let ν be a Borel probability measure on Diff1(M) satisfying a logarithmic C1

moment condition, and let µ be a ν-stationary ergodic probability measure. If
λtop = λbot = λ < 0, then µ is exact dimensional and dim(µ) = hF

µ(ν)/(−λ).

No discreteness assumption is imposed on the driving measure.

1. Introduction

1.1. Setup and statement. Let M be a compact smooth Riemannian manifold
with induced metric d :M ×M → [0,∞) and with dM := dim(M) ≥ 1. For a Borel
probability measure µ on M and x ∈ M , define respectively the lower and upper
pointwise dimensions of µ at x as

dµ(x) := lim inf
r→0

log µ(B(x, r))

log r
and dµ(x) := lim sup

r→0

log µ(B(x, r))

log r
.

In general, we may have dµ(x) ̸= dµ(x), and both quantities may vary as x varies.
We say µ is exact dimensional if there is δ ∈ [0,∞] with dµ(x) = dµ(x) = δ for
µ-almost every x, and in this case we set dim(µ) := δ. When µ is exact dimen-
sional, dim(µ) is also equal to the Hausdorff, packing, and several other notions of
dimensions of µ (see e.g. [24, Section 4], [7, Chapter 10]).

Dynamically defined measures are often exact dimensional because the masses
and radii of dynamical neighborhoods are controlled by additive/subadditive quan-
tities along orbits, so their asymptotic rates are governed by ergodic theorems. We
study exact dimensionality of stationary measures on M under random dynamics.

To be more precise, let ν be a Borel probability measure on G := Diff1(M),
equipped with its C1 topology. We consider a random composition of i.i.d. dif-
feomorphisms drawn according to ν and call ν the driving measure of the random
dynamics. We say a Borel probability measure µ on M is ν-stationary if

ν ∗ µ :=

∫
G

f∗µ dν(f) = µ.

Thus ν-stationarity means that the distribution of a µ-distributed point is preserved
under one ν-random diffeomorphism. A ν-stationary measure µ is ergodic if it is
an extreme point of the convex set of all ν-stationary measures.

Let µ be a Borel probability measure on M . We pass to the product space

recording both the driving sequence and the point in M . Set X̂ := GN ×M with
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measure µ̂ν := ν⊗N × µ, and define the skew product map F̂ : X̂ → X̂ by

F̂
(
(fk)k∈N , x

)
=
(
(fk+1)k∈N , f0(x)

)
.

Then µ is ν-stationary if and only if µ̂ν is F̂ -invariant, and, assuming stationarity,

µ is ergodic if and only if µ̂ν is F̂ -ergodic (see e.g. [23, Exercise 5.10] ).
We also record the exponential contraction rates of the random derivative co-

cycle. Let ∥A∥ and m(A) respectively denote the largest and smallest singular
values of an invertible linear map A, so m(A) = ∥A−1∥−1. For g ∈ G, set
[g]C1 := supx∈M∥Dxg∥, and suppose that f 7→ log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1 belongs to
L1(ν). When µ is ν-stationary ergodic, Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem
[12] shows there are λtop, λbot ∈ R called respectively the top and bottom Lyapunov
exponents of the derivative cocycle, such that for µ̂ν-almost every

(
(fk)k∈N , x

)
∈ X̂,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log∥Dx(fn−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f0)∥ = λtop,

lim
n→∞

1

n
logm (Dx(fn−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f0)) = λbot.

λtop and λbot respectively dictate the fastest and slowest exponential rates of infin-
itesimal expansion.

For Borel probability measures γ0, γ1 on M with γ0 ≪ γ1, set

D(γ0∥γ1) :=
∫
M

log
dγ0
dγ1

dγ0 =

∫
M

dγ0
dγ1

log
dγ0
dγ1

dγ1 ≥ 0,

where the last inequality follows since t log t ≥ t − 1 for all t > 0. When γ0 ̸≪ γ1
we set D(γ0∥γ1) = ∞. We define the Furstenberg entropy of µ with respect to ν as

hFµ(ν) :=

∫
G

D(f∗µ∥µ) dν(f) ∈ [0,∞].

For ν-distributed f and µ-distributed x, hFµ(ν) measures how much information
f(x) reveals about f itself.

When the asymptotic dynamics are contracting at a single Lyapunov scale, our
main theorem shows any ergodic stationary measure is exact dimensional, with
dimension determined by the Furstenberg entropy and the Lyapunov exponent.

Theorem 1. Let ν be a Borel probability measure on Diff1(M) such that f 7→
log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1 belongs to L1(ν). Suppose µ is a ν-stationary ergodic Borel
probability measure on M and there is λ < 0 such that λtop = λbot = λ. Then µ is
exact dimensional and

dim(µ) =
hFµ(ν)

−λ
.

1.2. Discussion. We also note that the proof of the main theorem given here
extends to skew-products over arbitrary base dynamics with a generalized definition
of Furstenberg entropy as in [3, Section 4.1]; in particular the result extends to the
setting where the random diffeomorphisms are not necessarily independent (but still
identically distributed). The slightly less general result and proof has been given
here for the sake of clarity and brevity, but we give some details in the appendix.

The dimension formula itself has a simple information-theoretic interpretation.
If f ∼ ν and X ∼ µ are independent, then stationarity gives f(X) ∼ µ and hFµ(ν)
is the mutual information I(f ; f(X)). Thus Theorem 1 expresses dimension as the
information revealed by one random step per unit of logarithmic spatial contraction.
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The relation between entropy, Lyapunov exponents, and dimension goes back
to the deterministic theory. Young established the dimension formula for hy-
perbolic measures on surfaces [24], and Ledrappier–Young developed the general
higher-dimensional dimension-entropy formula [16]. Barreira–Pesin–Schmeling sub-
sequently proved exact dimensionality for arbitrary hyperbolic ergodic invariant
measures of C1+α diffeomorphisms [1]. For random diffeomorphisms, Ledrappier–
Young [17] and Liu–Xie [19] obtained analogous results for sample measures., which
are the fiberwise conditional measures associated to specific realizations of the ran-
dom dynamics. In contrast, a stationary measure is the average over all such
realizations. Exact dimensionality of the sample measures does not, in general,
imply exact dimensionality of their stationary barycenter.

There are also direct results for stationary measures of nonlinear random dynam-
ics. Feng–Hu prove exact dimensionality for finite C1 iterated function systems un-
der a similar conformality assumption, with dimension given by projection entropy
divided by the common Lyapunov exponent [9]. Their projection entropy agrees
with the generalized Furstenberg entropy for the associated skew product, and in
the Bernoulli case, this reduces to the usual Furstenberg entropy. Their maps are
diffeomorphisms onto their images and the IFS is finitely generated, whereas we
consider global diffeomorphisms and allow a non-discrete driving law.

He–Jiao–Xu prove that, for a finitely supported C2 random walk by orientation-
preserving circle diffeomorphisms whose support preserves no common probability
measure, every ergodic stationary measure is exact dimensional and satisfies the
corresponding Furstenberg entropy–exponent formula [10]. Their argument extends
to compactly supported driving measures, but is specific to the circle.

More recently, in an unpublished preprint, Brown–Rodŕıguez Hertz prove exact
dimensionality for contracting stationary measures with a general negative Lya-
punov spectrum and establish a Ledrappier–Young-type formula for Furstenberg
entropy [3]. Their result assumes C1+α regularity, a discrete driving measure of
finite entropy, and corresponding logarithmic moment hypotheses.

Theorem 1 treats a complementary regime. The collapse to a single Lyapunov
scale allows lower regularity and a more general driving law: the maps are only
C1, and ν may be an arbitrary Borel probability measure on Diff1(M) satisfying
the logarithmic C1 moment assumption. This also allows non-discrete laws of the
sort arising, for example, from time-one maps in stochastic-flow models; see [2] for
related entropy and Lyapunov exponent theory for stochastic flows.

Related results are known for stationary measures of random matrix products.
Hochman–Solomyak prove exact dimensionality on the projective line under un-
boundedness and total irreducibility, with dimension given by Furstenberg en-
tropy over the Lyapunov gap [11]. Rapaport proves a Ledrappier–Young formula
for finitely supported strongly irreducible and proximal random walks [22], while
Lessa and Ledrappier–Lessa obtain analogous entropy–dimension results on flag
spaces under discrete finite-moment hypotheses on the driving measure [18, 14, 15].
The projective and flag structures in their works also provide geometric filtrations
adapted to distinct Lyapunov exponents. It is therefore natural to ask whether
the C1, arbitrary driving measure result proved here can be extended to several
distinct negative Lyapunov exponents.

1.3. Acknowledgments. Many of the ideas in the proof are inspired by similar
arguments given by Ledrappier, Lessa, and Ledrappier–Lessa [13, 18, 14, 15]. The
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author also benefited greatly from discussions with Amie Wilkinson, James Mar-
shall Reber, Pablo Lessa, and Aaron Brown.

1.4. LLM Use. The author used an LLM to help with literature search, and in
catching mathematical and prosaic errors. The LLM also helped simplify the proof
of Lemma 12. The main mathematical arguments and writing are the author’s own.

2. Proof

2.1. Proof Outline. The proof given here is largely self-contained, starting with
Crauel’s estimate [5] which implies f∗µ ≪ µ for almost every f , and then using
some basic facts from ergodic theory and geometric measure theory. Throughout
the proof, we assume the hypotheses in the statement of Theorem 1 and fix the
corresponding ν, µ, and λ. We compare the exponential decay of ball masses along
backward random trajectories with the exponential contraction of their radii.

Fixing ε > 0, we first replace ν by

η =
1

2
ν∗N +

1

2
ν∗(N+1)

for N sufficiently large depending on ε. This gives hFµ(η) = (N+ 1
2 )h

F
µ(ν), preserves

ergodicity of µ, and makes the expected upper and lower logarithmic derivative
scales arbitrarily close to (N + 1

2 )λ.

We then pass to the invertible natural extension and consider radii r±n,j that
follow the contraction of balls along backward orbits as j ranges from 0 to n.
The resulting ball inclusions give telescoping inequalities expressing the change in
logarithmic ball mass as a sum of local Radon–Nikodym log-quotients. The terminal
radii satisfy

1

n
log r±n,n −→ (N + 1

2 ) (λ+O(ε)) ,

whereas the initial radii have subexponential scale and contribute no asymptotic
ball mass. A Maker’s ergodic theorem argument identifies the averages of local
log-quotients with the Furstenberg entropy hFµ(η). Putting it together, we have

hFµ(ν)

−λ+ 2ε
≤ dµ(x) ≤ dµ(x) ≤

hFµ(ν)

−λ− 2ε

for µ-almost every x, and letting ε→ 0 proves the theorem.

2.2. Change of driving measure. We now proceed to the details of the proof.
In Lemmas 2 and 3, we assume that κ is a Borel probability measure on G such
that µ is κ-stationary and f 7→ log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1 is in L1(κ). Recall that the
convolution κ∗n is defined as the pushforward of κ⊗n under (f0, f1, . . . , fn−1) 7→
fn−1 ◦ fn−2 ◦ · · · ◦ f0. Note that convolution is associative, and so κ∗n ∗ µ = µ. We
first examine how Furstenberg entropy behaves under convolution.

Lemma 2. We then have f∗µ ≪ µ for κ-almost every f ∈ G, and hFµ(κ
∗n) =

nhFµ(κ).

Proof. By Crauel [5, Theorem 5.1], we have that hFµ(κ) ≤ −λbot dimM <∞. Thus

D(f∗µ∥µ) < ∞ for κ-almost every f ∈ G, and so f∗µ ≪ µ and log df∗µ
dµ ∈ L1(f∗µ)

for all such f . Furthermore, µ is κ∗n stationary as discussed.
We show inductively that hFµ(κ

∗n) = nhFµ(κ). This is clear when n = 1,
so suppose hFµ(κ

∗n) = nhFµ(κ) for some n ≥ 1. Then hFµ(κ
∗n) <∞, so f∗µ≪ µ for
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κ∗n-almost every f . Thus for (κ∗n ⊗ κ)-almost every (f, g), we have g∗(f∗µ) ≪
g∗µ≪ µ, and so the Radon-Nikodym chain rule gives

d(g ◦ f)∗µ
dµ

(g(f(x))) =
df∗µ

dµ
(f(x))

dg∗µ

dµ
(g(f(x)))

for µ-almost every x. All terms are integrable by finiteness of hFµ(κ
∗n) and hFµ(κ),

so by Fubini we have as desired

hFµ

(
κ∗(n+1)

)
=

∫
log

df∗µ

dµ
(f(x)) dκ∗n(f) dκ(g) dµ(x)

+

∫
log

dg∗µ

dµ
(g(f(x))) dκ∗n(f) dκ(g) dµ(x)

= hFµ(κ
∗n) +

∫
log

dg∗µ

dµ
(g(y)) d(κ∗n ∗ µ)(y) dκ(g)

= hFµ(κ
∗n) + hFµ(κ) = (n+ 1)hFµ(κ). □

We recall that the Markov operator Pκ : L2(µ) → L2(µ) is defined by Pκu(x) :=∫
G
u(f(x)) dκ(f). For u ∈ L2(µ), Jensen’s inequality gives

∥Pκu∥2L2(µ) ≤
∫
G×M

|u(f(x))|2 dκ(f) dµ(x) = ∥u∥2L2(µ),

where the last equality follows from κ-stationarity. In other words, Pκ is a contrac-
tion on L2. The next lemma records a useful characterization of stationary ergodic
measures using the Markov operator. For a proof, see [23, Proposition 5.13].

Lemma 3. µ is κ-ergodic if and only if the only Pκ invariant functions are constant
µ-almost everywhere.

We now use the previous two lemmas to replace ν with a different driving measure
better suited to our estimates. The idea is similar to that in [15, Section 8.1] while
using extra averaging to recover ergodicity.

Lemma 4. Let ε ∈ (0,−λ/4). Then there is N ≥ 1 such that, setting

η :=
1

2
ν∗N +

1

2
ν∗(N+1),

µ is ergodic η-stationary, f∗µ≪ µ for η-a.e. f , hFµ(η) =
(
N + 1

2

)
hFµ(ν), and(

N +
1

2

)
(λ− ε) <

∫
G×M

logm(Dxf) dη(f) dµ(x)

≤
∫
G×M

log∥Dxf∥ dη(f) dµ(x) <

(
N +

1

2

)
(λ+ ε).

Proof. For
(
(fk)k∈N , x

)
∈ X̂ and n ≥ 1, set

c±n
(
(fk)k∈N , x

)
:= log

∥∥∥(Dx(fn−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f0))±1
∥∥∥ .

Note then that (c±n )n∈N are both subadditive sequences, and

−
n−1∑
j=0

log
[
f∓1
j

]
C1

≤ c±n
(
(fk)k∈N , x

)
≤

n−1∑
j=0

log
[
f±1
j

]
C1
,
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so c±n ∈ L1(µ̂ν) for all n ∈ N. Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem then implies
1
n

∫
X̂
c±n dµ̂ν → ±λ. In particular, we have by the definition of ν∗n that

1

n

∫
G×M

log∥Dxf∥ dν∗n(f) dµ(x)

=
1

n

∫
Gn×M

log∥Dx (fn−1 ◦ fn−2 ◦ · · · ◦ f0)∥ dν⊗n(f0, . . . , fn−1) dµ(x)

=
1

n

∫
X̂

c+n dµ̂ν −→ λ.

Similarly,
1

n

∫
G×M

logm (Dxf) dν∗n(f) dµ(x) −→ λ.

Choose N such that both normalized integrals differ from λ by less than ε for
n = N,N + 1. Averaging the bounds then gives the desired inequalities. We also
note that hFµ is linear in ν and that hFµ(ν

∗n) = nhFµ(ν) by Lemma 2, so we get

hFµ (η) = (N + 1
2 )h

F
µ (ν).

It remains to prove ergodicity. Since Pη = 1
2 (P

N
ν + PN+1

ν ), every u ∈ L2(µ)

satisfying Pηu = u also satisfies ∥u∥2 = ∥Pηu∥2 ≤ 1
2

(
∥PN

ν u∥2 + ∥PN+1
ν u∥2

)
≤ ∥u∥2

since Pν is a contraction. Since we have equality, strict convexity of L2(µ) gives
PN
ν u = PN+1

ν u = u, so Pνu = u. Lemma 3 implies that u is constant, and another
application of Lemma 3 shows that µ is η-ergodic. □

The next lemma estimates radii of images of balls under one step of the η-walk.

Lemma 5. Let ε and η be as in Lemma 4. There is r0 > 0 and there are Borel
functions a± : G×M → (0,∞) such that, for every f ∈ G, x ∈M , and r ∈ (0, r0],

B(f(x), a−(f, x)r) ⊂ f [B(x, r)] ⊂ B(f(x), a+(f, x)r).

Moreover, log a± ∈ L1(η ⊗ µ), and, setting A± :=
∫
G×M

log a±(f, x) dη(f) dµ(x),
we have (

N +
1

2

)
(λ− 2ε) < A− ≤ A+ <

(
N +

1

2

)
(λ+ 2ε).

Proof. Note that
∫
G

(
log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1

)
dη(f) < ∞, so there is a compact

K ⊆ G such that∫
Kc

(
log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1

)
dη(f) <

(
N +

1

2

)
ε

2
.

Since (f, x) 7→ log∥Dxf∥ is uniformly continuous on K × M , there is r1 > 0
such that for every r < r1, f ∈ K, and x, y ∈ M with d(x, y) < r, we have

∥Dyf∥ ≤ e(N+ 1
2 )ε/2∥Dxf∥. The mean value theorem then implies

d(f(x), f(y)) ≤ e(N+ 1
2 )ε/2∥Dxf∥ d(x, y) < e(N+ 1

2 )ε/2∥Dxf∥r

for all such r, f , x, and y.
NoteK−1 := {f−1 : f ∈ K} is also compact, so similarly there is r2 > 0 such that

for all r < r2, f ∈ K, and x, y ∈ M with d(x, y) < r, we have d(f−1(x), f−1(y)) ≤
e(N+ 1

2 )ε/2∥Dxf
−1∥ d(x, y). In particular, if r ≤ r2/ supf∈K [f ]C1 and

d(f(x), y) < e−(N+ 1
2 )ε/2m(Dxf)r,
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then d(f(x), y) < r2, hence

d(x, f−1(y)) ≤ e(N+ 1
2 )ε/2∥Df(x)f

−1∥d(f(x), y) < r.

With this in mind, we define r0 := min{r1, r2/ supf∈K [f ]C1}. Then for all f ∈ K,
x ∈M , and r ∈ (0, r0], we have

B
(
f(x), e−(N+ 1

2 )ε/2m(Dxf)r
)
⊂ f [B(x, r)] ⊂ B

(
f(x), e(N+ 1

2 )ε/2∥Dxf∥r
)
.

For general f ∈ G, x ∈M , and r > 0, we also have the elementary containments

B
(
f(x),

[
f−1

]−1

C1 r
)
⊂ f [B(x, r)] ⊂ B (f(x), [f ]C1r) .

Thus define

a−(f, x) :=

{
e−(N+ 1

2 )ε/2m(Dxf), f ∈ K,

[f−1]−1
C1 , f /∈ K,

and

a+(f, x) :=

{
e(N+ 1

2 )ε/2∥Dxf∥, f ∈ K,

[f ]C1 , f /∈ K.

Note a± are Borel, the required inclusions hold, and a− ≤ a+. Moreover, our initial
analysis implies both differences

logm(Dxf)− log a−(f, x) and log a+(f, x)− log∥Dxf∥
are nonnegative and bounded above by(

N +
1

2

)
ε

2
χK(f) +

(
log[f ]C1 + log[f−1]C1

)
χKc(f).

Thus log a± ∈ L1(η ⊗ µ) and we have

0 ≤
∫
G×M

logm(Dxf) dη(f) dµ(x)−A− <

(
N +

1

2

)
ε, and

0 ≤ A+ −
∫
G×M

log∥Dxf∥ dη(f) dµ(x) <

(
N +

1

2

)
ε.

Combining the above bounds with Lemma 4 gives the desired result. □

2.3. Two-sided extension and backwards telescope. To compare the masses
of balls and apply ergodic arguments along backward iterates, we now pass to the
two-sided natural extension. Fix ε and the corresponding N, η, r0, a

±, and A± as
in Lemmas 4 and 5. Let X := GZ ×M and define F : X → X by

F ((fk)k∈Z, x) := ((fk+1)k∈Z, f0(x)) .

Let πM , πGZ , and πGN×M be the corresponding projection maps from X. Define
µ̂η := η⊗N ⊗ µ. We let µη be the natural extension measure of µ̂η, i.e. µη is the
unique F -invariant measure on X such that

(πGZ)∗ µη = η⊗Z and (πGN×M )∗ µη = µ̂η.

Then (X,µη, F ) is ergodic (see e.g. [23, Chapter 5.4] for more details).
For z =

(
(fk)k∈Z , x

)
∈ X, write xn := πMF

n(z), so x0 = x and xn+1 = fn(xn).
It follow that for all bounded Borel φ : G×M → C,

(1)

∫
X

φ(f−1, x0) dµη(z) =

∫
G×M

φ(f, f(x)) dµ(x) dη(f).
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Set X0 :=
⋂

k∈Z{z ∈ X : xk ∈ suppµ}, and note X0 is Borel, F -invariant, and
µη(X0) = 1. For (z, r) ∈ X × (0, r0], define

ψr(z) :=

log
µ(f−1

−1B(x0, r))

µ(B(x0, r))
, z ∈ X0,

0, z /∈ X0.

Note the map (z, r) 7→ ψr(z) is Borel, since (f, x, r) 7→ µ(f−1B(x, r)) is Borel. We
then set ψ(z) := limn→∞ ψ1/n(z), so ψ is also Borel in z.

By Lemma 2 we have f∗µ ≪ µ and D(f∗µ∥µ) < ∞ for η-almost every f ∈ G.
For all such f and for µ-almost every x, the Besicovitch differentiation theorem
implies

lim
r→0

(f∗µ)(B(x, r))

µ(B(x, r))
=

df∗µ

dµ
(x).

In particular, ψ(z) = log d(f−1)∗µ
dµ (x0) for µη-almost every z. By (1), we also see∫

ψ(z) dµη(z) = hFµ(η).

With this preliminaries out of the way, we now pick our good sequence of radii
along the orbit. For n ≥ 1, 0 ≤ j ≤ n, and z ∈ X, define

r±n,j(z) := r0 exp

(−n+j−1∑
k=−n

log a±(fk, xk)− max
0≤i≤n

−n+i−1∑
k=−n

log a±(fk, xk)

)
.

It then follows that for 1 ≤ j ≤ n we have 0 < r±n,j ≤ r0 and

(2) r±n,j = a±(f−n+j−1, x−n+j−1)r
±
n,j−1.

The following lemma gives us elementary inequalities that naturally split our
estimates into three separate terms we can bound individually; the lemma and
the radii above are similar to the constructions in [13, Theorem 5.1] and [15, Sec-
tions 8.3–8.4].

Lemma 6. For µη-almost every z ∈ X and every n ≥ 1,

log µ
(
B(x0, r

−
n,n)

)
≤ logµ

(
B(x−n, r

−
n,0)
)
−

n∑
j=1

ψr−n,j
(F−n+jz), and

log µ
(
B(x0, r

+
n,n)

)
≥ logµ

(
B(x−n, r

+
n,0)
)
−

n∑
j=1

ψr+n,j
(F−n+jz).

Proof. For 1 ≤ j ≤ n, by definition we have

f−1
−n+j−1B(x−n+j , r

−
n,j) ⊂ B(x−n+j−1, r

−
n,j−1),

so

exp
(
ψr−n,j

(F−n+jz)
)
µ
(
B(x−n+j , r

−
n,j)
)
≤ µ

(
B(x−n+j−1, r

−
n,j−1)

)
.

Multiplying the above inequality over 1 ≤ j ≤ n, taking log, and using (2) gives
the first desired inequality. The second desired inequality is analogous. □

We also have the following estimates on the growth rate of the radii which will
be essential in the final proof.
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Lemma 7. For µη-almost every z ∈ X and for every θ ∈ (0, 1), we have as n→ ∞
1

n
log r±n,0(z) → 0,

1

n
log r±n,n(z) → A±, and max

⌈θn⌉≤j≤n
r±n,j(z) → 0.

Proof. For m ≥ 0, set S±
m(z) :=

∑−1
k=−m log a±(fk, xk), Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem

gives S±
m(z) = mA± + o(m) for µη-almost every z. In particular,

max
0≤m≤n

∣∣S±
m −mA±∣∣ = o(n),

so uniformly in j we have
∑−n+j−1

k=−n log a±(fk, xk) = S±
n − S±

n−j = jA± + o(n).

Since A± < 0, we get

max
0≤j≤n

−n+j−1∑
k=−n

log a±(fk, xk) = max

{
0, max

1≤j≤n

−n+j−1∑
k=−n

log a±(fk, xk)

}
= o(n).

Thus for all 0 ≤ j ≤ n, we have

log r±n,j = log r0 + jA± + o(n).

Taking j = n and j = 0 gives respectively 1
n log r±n,n → A± and 1

n log r±n,0 → 0.

Also, for θ ∈ (0, 1) and ⌈θn⌉ ≤ j ≤ n, we have log r±n,j ≤ log r0+θnA
±+o(n) → −∞

since A± < 0. Therefore, we have max⌈θn⌉≤j≤n r
±
n,j → 0 as desired. □

2.4. Asymptotic estimates. We will use two elementary estimates for computing
dimension using balls of varying radii as in the terms appearing in Lemma 6.

Lemma 8. Let (Y, γ) be a probability space. For every n ≥ 1, let gn : Y →M and
sn : Y → (0, r0] be measurable, and suppose (gn)∗γ = µ. If 1

n log sn(y) → 0 for
γ-almost every y ∈ Y , then

1

n
log µ(B(gn(y), sn(y))) −→ 0

for γ-almost every y ∈ Y .

Proof. Recall dM = dimM . By relative volume comparison [21, Lemma 7.1.4]
and compactness of M , there is C0 > 0 such that every r/2-separated subset of
M has cardinality at most C0r

−dM for r ∈ (0, r0]. Hence, if {xi}i is a maximal
r/2-separated subset of {x ∈M | µ(B(x, r)) < q}, then

{x ∈M | µ(B(x, r)) < q} ⊆
⋃
i

B(xi, r/2).

We thus get the packing inequality

(3) µ ({x ∈M | µ(B(x, r)) < q}) ≤
∑
i

µ(B(xi, r/2)) ≤ C0qr
−dM .

Fix m ≥ 1. For each n ≥ 1, set

En :=
{
y ∈ Y

∣∣∣ sn(y) ≥ e−n/(2dMm), µ(B(gn(y), sn(y))) < e−n/m
}
.

For n ≥ 1 and k ≥ 0, set ρn,k := 2ke−n/(2dMm). For fixed n, if y ∈ En, there is a
unique k ≥ 0 such that ρn,k ≤ sn(y) < ρn,k+1. Since sn(y) ≤ r0, we have ρn,k ≤ r0
for this k and µ(B(gn(y), ρn,k)) < e−n/m. On balance, we see

En ⊂
⋃
k≥0

ρn,k≤r0

g−1
n

({
x ∈M

∣∣∣ µ(B(x, ρn,k)) < e−n/m
})

.
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Since (gn)∗γ = µ, it follows using (3) that

γ(En) ≤ C0e
−n/m

∑
k≥0

ρn,k≤r0

ρ−dM

n,k ≤ C0e
−n/men/(2m)

∑
k≥0

2−kdM ≤ 2C0e
−n/(2m).

Therefore
∑

n≥1 γ(En) < ∞, and so by Borel–Cantelli, y /∈ En for large enough n
and γ-almost every y.

Furthermore, log sn(y)/n → 0 almost everywhere, so sn(y) ≥ e−n/(2dMm) for
large enough n. Consequently µ(B(gn(y), sn(y))) ≥ e−n/m for large enough n, so

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log µ(B(gn(y), sn(y))) ≥ − 1

m
.

Intersecting the corresponding conull sets over m ∈ N and letting m → ∞ gives
the desired lower bound. Since log µ(B(gn(y), sn(y))) ≤ 0, the reverse bound is
immediate and we have the desired result. □

Lemma 9. Let x ∈ suppµ and for n ∈ N let sn > 0 and t < 0 with log sn/n → t
as n→ ∞. Then we have

lim sup
n→∞

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
= tdµ(x), and lim inf

n→∞

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
= tdµ(x).

Proof. We prove the equality for dµ(x); the proof of the other equality is analogous.
Since sn → 0 and 1/t < 0, we see

dµ(x) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

logµ(B(x, sn))

log sn

= lim inf
n→∞

n

log sn

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
=

1

t
lim sup
n→∞

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
,

which gives one inequality. For the other direction, first note if dµ(x) = ∞ then
the preceding inequality gives the result, so suppose otherwise. For k ∈ N choose
rk > 0 with rk → 0 and logµ(B(x, rk))/log rk → dµ(x). Fix δ ∈ (0, 1) and set
nk := ⌊(1− δ)log rk/t⌋ . Then nk → ∞ and

log snk

log rk
=

log snk

nk

nk
log rk

→ 1− δ < 1.

Since log rk < 0, it follows snk
> rk for all sufficiently large k. In particular,

lim sup
n→∞

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
≥ lim sup

k→∞

log µ(B(x, rk))

nk

= lim
k→∞

log rk
nk

log µ(B(x, rk))

log rk
=

t

1− δ
dµ(x).

Since this holds for all δ > 0, we obtain as desired

lim sup
n→∞

log µ(B(x, sn))

n
= t dµ(x). □

In order to estimate Furstenberg entropy, we will approximate Radon-Nikodym
derivatives by quotients of ball measures, and use a Maker’s theorem-type argument.
The next lemma verifies the necessary integrability hypotheses to do so. The proof
is a modification of [15, Lemma 8.3] and [18, Lemma 9] from their projective setting.
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Lemma 10. There is C <∞, depending only on M , such that whenever γ0 ≪ γ1
are Borel probability measures on M with D(γ0∥γ1) :=

∫
log dγ0

dγ1
dγ0 <∞, we have

γ0(B(x,r))
γ1(B(x,r)) →

dγ0

dγ1
(x) for γ0-almost every x as r → 0, and∫
M

sup
r>0

∣∣∣∣log γ0(B(x, r))

γ1(B(x, r))

∣∣∣∣ dγ0(x) ≤ C (1 +D(γ0∥γ1)) .

Proof. The first assertion is the Besicovitch differentiation theorem for finite Borel
measures (see e.g. Federer [8, 2.8.14–2.8.15]). For the maximal inequality, we first
note for γ0-almost every x that γ0(B(x, r)) and γ1(B(x, r)) are both positive for
all r > 0. Moreover, the suprema below may be restricted to r ∈ Q>0, since
γi(B(x, q)) → γi(B(x, r)) as q → r from below. In particular, the functions

W−(x) := sup
r>0

log
γ1(B(x, r))

γ0(B(x, r))
and W+(x) := sup

r>0
log

γ0(B(x, r))

γ1(B(x, r))

are Borel and defined γ0-almost everywhere. Since B(x, r) = M for r > diamM ,
we also have W± ≥ 0. It suffices to show that

∫
W± dγ0 ≤ C (1 +D(γ0∥γ1)).

Fix t ≥ 0 and set Et := {x ∈M | W−(x) > t}. For each x ∈ Et, pick sx > 0 such
that γ0(B(x, sx)) < e−tγ1(B(x, sx)). Let NB be the Besicovitch covering constant
of M . By the Besicovitch covering theorem, there is a countable subfamily {Bi} ⊆
{B(x, sx)} covering Et with

∑
i χBi

≦ NB , so we see

γ0(Et) ≤
∑
i

γ0(Bi) < e−t
∑
i

γ1(Bi) ≤ NBe
−t.

The layer-cake theorem then gives
∫
M
W− dγ0 =

∫∞
0
γ0 (Et) dt ≤ NB .

It remains to bound
∫
M
W+ dγ0. Set J = dγ0/ dγ1 and define

Mγ1
J(x) := sup

r>0

1

γ1(B(x, r))

∫
B(x,r)

J dγ1,

with the convention 0/0 = 0. Fix s ≥ 1 and set Es = {Mγ1
J > s}. For each x ∈ Es,

choose rx > 0 such that
∫
B(x,rx)

J dγ1 > sγ1(B(x, rx)). Since Jχ{J≤s/2} ≤ s/2, we
see ∫

B(x,rx)

Jχ{J>s/2} dγ1 >
s

2
γ1(B(x, rx)).

By the Besicovitch covering theorem, there is a countable subfamily {Bj} of the
balls {B(x, rx)} that covers Es and has multiplicity at most NB , and so

(4) γ1(Es) ≤
∑
j

γ1(Bj) <
2

s

∑
j

∫
Bj

Jχ{J>s/2} dγ1 ≤ 2NB

s

∫
{J>s/2}

J dγ1.

Since B(x, r) = M for r > diamM , we have Mγ1
J ≥ 1. Thus applying the

layer-cake theorem, (4), and Tonelli’s theorem, we obtain∫
M

Mγ1J dγ1 ≤ 1 + 2NB

∫ ∞

1

1

s

∫
{J>s/2}

J dγ1 ds

= 1 + 2NB

∫
M

J log(2J)χ{J>1/2} dγ1.
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Since −t log t ≤ e−1 on [0, 1] and
∫
M
J dγ1 = 1, we can further bound∫

M

J log(2J)χ{J>1/2} dγ1

=

∫
M

J log J dγ1 −
∫
M

J log Jχ{J≤1/2} dγ1 + log 2

∫
M

Jχ{J>1/2} dγ1

≤ D(γ0∥γ1) + e−1 + log 2.

Consequently,

(5)

∫
M

Mγ1
J dγ1 ≤ 1 + 2NB

(
D(γ0∥γ1) + e−1 + log 2

)
.

For every x ∈ M and r > 0 with γ1(B(x, r)) > 0, we note W+ ≤ logMγ1J .
Since J > 0 γ0-a.e., Jensen’s inequality and (5) give∫

M

W+ dγ0 ≤
∫

log J dγ0 +

∫
M

log
Mγ1J

J
dγ0

≤ D(γ0∥γ1) + log

∫
M

Mγ1
J

J
dγ0

≤ D(γ0∥γ1) + log

∫
M

Mγ1J dγ1 ≤ C (1 +D(γ0∥γ1)) .

for some C > 0, which shows the desired result. □

Corollary 11. Using the notation in Section 2.3, there is some Ψ ∈ L1(µη) such
that |ψr(z)|+ |ψ(z)| ≤ Ψ(z) for all 0 < r ≤ r0.

Proof. For z ∈ X, set

Ψ(z) := 2 sup
q∈Q∩(0,r0]

|ψq(z)|.

Note Ψ is Borel as a countable supremum of Borel functions. For every r ∈ (0, r0],
choose qj ∈ Q ∩ (0, r] with qj → r monotonically. Continuity from below of the
measure gives ψqj (z) → ψr(z) whenever z ∈ X0, and so |ψr(z)| ≤ Ψ(z)/2. Letting
r → 0 also show |ψ(z)| ≤ Ψ(z)/2, so |ψr|+ |ψ| ≤ Ψ.

Thus using Lemma 10 and (1), we have as desired∫
X

Ψ dµη = 2

∫
G×M

sup
q∈Q∩(0,r0]

∣∣∣∣log µ(f−1B(x, q))

µ(B(x, q))

∣∣∣∣ d (f∗µ) (x) dη(f)
≤ 2C

∫
G

(1 +D(f∗µ∥µ)) dη(f) = 2C
(
1 + hFµ(η)

)
<∞. □

As mentioned, we have the following Maker’s theorem style argument as in [20].

Lemma 12. For µη-almost every z ∈ X, we have

1

n

n∑
j=1

ψr±n,j
(F−n+jz) −→ hFµ(η).

Proof. Let Ψ be as in Corollary 11. For 0 < δ ≤ r0, set

∆δ(z) := sup
q∈Q∩(0,δ]

|ψq(z)− ψ(z)|.
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Since ψr → ψ, ∆δ(z) → 0, µη-almost everywhere, and 0 ≤ ∆δ(z) ≤ Ψ(z) for µη-
almost every z. By the dominated convergence theorem,

∫
X
∆δ dµη → 0 as δ → 0.

Continuity from below of the measure also gives |ψr−ψ| ≤ ∆δ whenever 0 < r ≤ δ.
Fix θ ∈ (0, 1). By Lemma 7, for almost every z and all sufficiently large n,

r±n,j(z) ≤ δ whenever ⌈θn⌉ ≤ j ≤ n. Thus

1

n

n∑
j=1

∣∣∣ψr±n,j
(F−n+jz)− ψ(F−n+jz)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n

∑
0≤j<⌈θn⌉

Ψ(F−n+jz)

+
1

n

n∑
j=⌈θn⌉

∆δ(F
−n+jz).

Taking lim sup and applying Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem, we get

lim sup
n→∞

1

n

n∑
j=1

∣∣∣ψr±n,j
(F−n+jz)− ψ(F−n+jz)

∣∣∣ ≤ θ

∫
X

Ψ dµη +

∫
X

∆δ dµη,

for µη-almost every z. Letting first δ → 0 and then θ → 0 shows that the left hand
side above goes to 0 as n→ ∞. So we see again by Birkhoff’s theorem that

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
j=1

ψr±n,j
(F−n+jz) = lim

n→∞

1

n

n∑
j=1

ψ(F−n+jz) =

∫
X

ψ dµη = hFµ(η),

for µη-almost every z as desired. □

2.5. Proof of Theorem 1. We again write z = ((fk)k∈Z, x) and use the same nota-
tion as in Section 2.3. For every n ≥ 1, note (πM ◦ F−n)∗ µη = µ and 1

n log r
±
n,0 → 0

by Lemma 7, and so applying Lemma 8 with gn = πM ◦ F−n and sn = r±n,0, we
have

1

n
logµ

(
B
(
πM ◦ F−n(z), r±n,0

))
=

1

n
logµ

(
B
(
x−n, r

±
n,0

))
→ 0

for µη-almost every z. We also see 1
n log r±n,n → A± < 0 by Lemma 7, so using

Lemma 9 with sn = r±n,n gives

A−dµ(x0) = lim sup
n→∞

log µ
(
B
(
x0, r

−
n,n

))
n

, and

A+dµ(x0) = lim inf
n→∞

log µ
(
B
(
x0, r

+
n,n

))
n

,

for µη-almost every z. Dividing by n, taking lim sup/lim inf in Lemma 6, and
applying Lemma 12 therefore gives

A−dµ(x0) ≤ −hFµ(η) and A+dµ(x0) ≥ −hFµ(η),

for µη-almost every z. The functions dµ and dµ are Borel, and (πM )∗µη = µ, so
the preceding inequalities hold for µ-almost every x ∈ M . Lemma 5 and the fact
that hFµ(η) = (N + 1

2 )h
F
µ(ν) shows

hFµ(ν)

−λ+ 2ε
≤ dµ(x) ≤ dµ(x) ≤

hFµ(ν)

−λ− 2ε
,
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for µ-almost every x. Applying this to a sequence εm → 0 and intersecting the
corresponding conull sets, we obtain

dµ(x) = dµ(x) =
hFµ(ν)

−λ
,

for µ-almost every x, as desired. □
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Appendix A. Skew products over an ergodic base

Let M be as before and following the notation of [3], let (Ω̂, B̂, ν̂) be a standard

probability space. Suppose θ̂ : Ω̂ → Ω̂ is an ergodic ν̂-preserving transformation

and ω 7→ fω ∈ G is measurable. Set X̂ := Ω̂ × M and F̂ (ω, x) := (θ̂ω, fω(x)).

Writing πΩ̂(ω, x) = ω, let µ̂ be an ergodic F̂ -invariant probability measure such
that

(
πΩ̂
)
∗ µ̂ = ν̂, with disintegration µ̂ =

∫
Ω̂
δω ⊗ µ̂ω dν̂(ω).

Assume ω 7→ log[fω]C1 + log[f−1
ω ]C1 ∈ L1(ν̂). Set f

(n)
ω = fθ̂n−1ω ◦ · · · ◦ fω for

n ≥ 1. Similar to the introduction, by Kingman’s theorem we know there are λtop
and λbot such that for µ̂-almost every (ω, x) ∈ X̂,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log
∥∥∥Dxf

(n)
ω

∥∥∥ = λtop, and lim
n→∞

1

n
logm

(
Dxf

(n)
ω

)
= λbot.

Following [3, §3.9], set hF(µ̂) :=
∫
Ω̂
D
(
(fω)∗µ̂ω

∥∥µ̂θ̂ω

)
dν̂(ω). In the i.i.d. setting of

Theorem 1, µ̂ω = µ almost everywhere and hF(µ̂) = hFµ(ν).

Theorem 13. Suppose that λtop = λbot = λ < 0. Then, for ν̂-almost every ω, the
measure µ̂ω is exact dimensional and dim(µ̂ω) = hF(µ̂)/(−λ).

We give a sketch of the proof, highlighting the changes from the proof of Theo-
rem 1 and leaving the proof details to the reader.

Proof. In Lemma 2, let (Ω,B, ν) be the natural extension of (Ω̂, B̂, ν̂) with factor

map τ : Ω → Ω̂. For every n ≥ 1, we see log[(f
(n)
ω )±1]C1 ≤

∑n−1
j=0 log[f±1

θ̂jω
]C1 . We

then again get hF(µ̂) ≤ −dMλ <∞ by [5, Theorem 5.1], this time applied τ−1B̂ on
the natural extension, and so (fω)∗µ̂ω ≪ µ̂θ̂ω for ν̂-almost every ω. An analogous
Radon–Nikodym chain rule argument shows

(6) hF(µ̂, n) :=

∫
Ω̂

D
(
(f (n)ω )∗µ̂ω

∥∥µ̂θ̂nω

)
dν̂(ω) = nhF(µ̂).

Fix 0 < ε < −λ/4. In the Kingman argument of Lemma 4, we see analogously

1

n

∫
X̂

logm(Dxf
(n)
ω ) dµ̂ −→ λ,

1

n

∫
X̂

log∥Dxf
(n)
ω ∥ dµ̂ −→ λ.

Choose N so both normalized integrals differ from λ by less than ε for n =
N,N + 1. Similar to the argument in [6, §11.2], set Σ := {N,N + 1}N and

β := ( 12δN + 1
2δN+1)

⊗N, and write ζ = (ζj)j∈N ∈ Σ. On Ω̂N := Σ × Ω̂, define

θ̂N (ζ, ω) := (σ(ζ), θ̂ζ0(ω)), where σ is the shift on Σ. Also define F̂N (ζ, ω, x) :=

(θ̂N (ζ, ω), f
(ζ0)
ω (x)) and set ν̂N := β ⊗ ν̂ and µ̂N := β ⊗ µ̂. We then see

(F̂N )∗µ̂N = β ⊗ 1

2

(
hF(µ̂, N) + hF(µ̂, N + 1)

)
= µ̂N .

The desired bounds then follow just as in Lemma 4:(
N +

1

2

)
(λ− ε) <

∫
logm(Dxf

(ζ0)
ω ) dµ̂N (ζ, ω, x)

≤
∫

log∥Dxf
(ζ0)
ω ∥ dµ̂N (ζ, ω, x) <

(
N +

1

2

)
(λ+ ε).

The fiber measure of µ̂N over (ζ, ω) is µ̂ω, so we see using (6)

hF(µ̂N ) = 1
2 (h

F(µ̂, N) + hF(µ̂, N + 1)) =

(
N +

1

2

)
hF(µ̂).
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For ergodicity, let u ∈ L2(µ̂N ) be F̂N -invariant. For z ∈ X̂, set u(z) :=∫
Σ
u(ζ, z) dβ(ζ). Then we see u = 1

2 (u ◦ F̂N + u ◦ F̂N+1). The same strict-convexity
argument as in Lemma 4 shows that u is F̂ -invariant and hence constant. Writing

sm := ζ0 + · · · + ζm−1, we see u(ζ, z) = u(σmζ, F̂ smz), and so, conditioning with
respect to the coordinate maps, we get E [u | z, ζ0, . . . , ζm−1] = u(F̂ smz). Sending
m → ∞ and using the martingale convergence then shows that u is also constant
almost everywhere, proving ergodicity.

In Lemma 5, we replace integration of functions of (f, x) against η ⊗ µ by inte-

gration of functions of (f
(ζ0)
ω , x) against µ̂N . In choosing the compact set K ⊆ G,

we replace η by the pushforward of ν̂N under (ζ, ω) 7→ f
(ζ0)
ω . The rest of the proof

proceeds as before, giving analogous a± and A± :=
∫
log a±(f

(ζ0)
ω , x) dµ̂N (ζ, ω, x),

and we obtain

(7)

(
N +

1

2

)
(λ− 2ε) < A− ≤ A+ <

(
N +

1

2

)
(λ+ 2ε) < 0.

We then pass to the natural extension (XN , µN , FN ) of (Ω̂N ×M, µ̂N , F̂N ), with

factor map π : XN → Ω̂N ×M . For z ∈ XN and k ∈ Z, write

πF k
N (z) =

(
ζ(k), ωk, xk

)
, fk := f

(ζ
(k)
0 )

ωk .

Thus ζ(k) ∈ Σ is the auxiliary Bernoulli sequence at time k, and we also get
ωk+1 = θ̂ζ

(k)
0 (ωk) and xk+1 = fk(xk). We replace (1) by

(8)

∫
XN

φ(ζ(−1), ω−1, x0) dµN =

∫
Ω̂N

∫
M

φ(ζ, ω, y) d
(
(f (ζ0)ω )∗µ̂ω

)
(y) dν̂N (ζ, ω)

for nonnegative Borel φ. We then set

ψr(z) := log
µ̂ω−1(f

−1
−1B(x0, r))

µ̂ω0(B(x0, r))
.

The definitions of ψ and Ψ are otherwise unchanged. Applying Lemma 10 to

(f
(ζ0)
ω )∗µ̂ω and µ̂θ̂ζ0ω and using (8), we similarly see ψr → ψ almost everywhere

and, as in Corollary 11,∫
ψ dµN = hF(µ̂N ),

∫
Ψ dµN ≤ 2C

(
1 + hF(µ̂N )

)
.

We keep the definition of r±n,j from Section 2.3, using the fk and xk above. In

Lemma 6, we replace µ(B(xk, r)) by µ̂ωk
(B(xk, r)). The proofs of Lemmas 7 and 12

are unchanged, with (X,µη, F ) replaced by (XN , µN , FN ) and hFµ(η) by h
F(µ̂N ).

For Lemma 8, we integrate the uniform packing bound (3) over the base to obtain

µ̂N ({(ζ, ω, x) | µ̂ω(B(x, r)) < q}) ≤ C0qr
−dM .

Using (πNF
−n
N )∗µN = µ̂N in place of (gn)∗γ = µ, the same Borel–Cantelli argument

gives 1
n log µ̂ω−n(B(x−n, r

±
n,0)) → for µN -almost every z.

Finally, we apply Lemma 9 to µ̂ω0
. The concluding argument of Theorem 1

gives the same dimension bounds and since (z 7→ (ω0, x0))∗µN = µ̂, these bounds
hold µ̂-almost everywhere. Letting ε → 0 and disintegrating over ω proves the
theorem. □
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