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EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF EQUILIBRIUM STATES

FOR SYSTEMS WITH SPECIFICATION AT A FIXED SCALE

MARIA JOSE PACIFICO, FAN YANG AND JIAGANG YANG

Abstract. We consider the uniqueness of equilibrium states for dynamical
systems that satisfy certain weak, non-uniform versions of specification, ex-
pansivity, and the Bowen property at a fixed scale. Following Climenhaga-
Thompson’s approach which was originally due to Bowen and Franco, we prove
that equilibrium states are unique even when the weak specification assump-
tion only holds on a small collection of orbit segments.

1. Introduction

For a continuous flow (ϕt)t∈R or a homeomorphism f on a compact metric space
M and a continuous function φ : M → R, an invariant probability measure that
maximize the quantity

P (µ) := hµ(ϕ1) +

∫
φdµ

is called an equilibrium state for the potential function φ. Such measures include
the measures of maximal entropy (for φ ≡ 0) and the physical measures of Axiom A
attractors (when φ = − log | detDf | Eu|). The study of such measures traces back
to Sinai, Ruelle and Bowen [5, 16, 19] and has a deep connection with statistical
physics.

This paper is devoted to the existence and, more importantly, the uniqueness
of equilibrium states. This problem has been studied by various authors using
topological (e.g. [4, 12]) and functional analytical (e.g. [17, 18]) approaches. Among
them, a recent breakthrough was made by Climenhaga and Thompson [10] following
Bowen’s approach [4]. They provide a easy-to-verify topological criterion consisting
of the following ingredients:

(0) there exists a large collection of orbit segments D with a ‘decomposition’
(P ,G,S); thinking of G as the ‘good core’, we have

G ⊂ G1 ⊂ G2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ D

which eventually exhausts the set D;
(I) the system has the specification property on GK at scale δ, for everyK ∈ N;
(II) the potential function φ has bounded distortion (the Bowen property) on

G at a given scale ε;
(III) the ‘bad’ parts of the system, consisting of P ,S,Dc and those points where

the system is not expansive, must have smaller pressure comparing to G.
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Under these assumptions, they prove that there exists a unique equilibrium state
with the upper and lower Gibbs property. For an overview of their result and
applications, see the recent survey [11] and the references therein.

It is worth noting that all the assumptions listed above are made at certain
prescribed scales. This is particularly useful for certain applications such as the
Bonatti-Viana diffeomorphism on T

4 [7], Mañé’s derived from Anosov diffeomor-
phism on T

3 [8], and geodesic flows on surfaces without conjugate points [9]. In
many other applications however, Assumption (I) is often replaced by the following,
much stronger assumption (see Lemma 2.5):

(I’) The system has the specification property on G at all scales.

The goal of this paper is to improve the Climenhaga-Thompson criterion by
weakening the specification assumption. For this purpose, we assume (ϕt)t∈R to be
a Lipschitz flow with Lipschitz constants continuous in t. Our result can be easily
adapted to Lipschitz continuous homeomorphisms with minor modifications.

We define

(1.1) LX = max
t∈[0,1]

Lϕt
≥ 1.1

Our main result is:

Theorem A. Let (ϕt)t∈R be a Lipschitz continuous flow on a compact metric
space M, and φ : M → R a continuous potential function. Suppose that there exist
ε > 0, δ > 0 with ε ≥ 1000LXδ such that ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε, and
D ⊂ M×R

+ which admits a decomposition (P ,G,S) with the following properties:

(I) G has tail (W)-specification at scale δ;
(II) φ has the Bowen property at scale ε on G;
(III) P (Dc ∪ [P ] ∪ [S], φ, δ, ε) < P (φ).

Then there exists a unique equilibrium state for the potential φ.

The terminologies will be explained in detail in the next section.
Comparing to [10, Theorem 2.9], here we only assume that the specification

property (I) holds on the core collection G at a fixed scale. This assumption is
easier to verify for systems where the specification property is known to fail for
all scales, such as flows with singularities. Theorem A will play a central role in
our next paper where we prove the uniqueness of equilibrium states for Lorenz
attractors in any dimension [15]. It can also be applied to nearby systems under
small perturbation. Applications along this direction is current underway.

We also remark that the assumptions above are not optimal. In particular,
we expect that the same result holds if one replaces the almost expansivity by
P⊥
exp(φ, ε) < P (φ) (for the meaning of P⊥

exp(φ, ε), see [10, Definition 2.7, 2.8]). The
ratio ε/δ ≥ 1000LX can also be weakened. However, to simplify the argument and
the choice of parameters, we will not pursue the optimal ratio in this paper.

2. Preliminaries

For completeness, in this section we will recap the terminology of [10]. For the
convenience of those who are familiar with [10], our notations are largely the same,
so it is safe to skip this section and move on to Section 3.

1When f is a Lipschitz homeomorphism, we can take Lf to be the Lipschitz constant of f .
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2.1. Pressure on a collection of orbit segments. Throughout this article, we
will assume that M is a compact metric space, and X is a Lipschitz vector field on
M. Denote by ϕt : M → M the continuous flow generated by X , and by MX(M)
the set of Borel probability measures on M that are invariant under X . Given
x ∈ M and real numbers a < b, we write

ϕ[a,b](x) := {ϕs(x) : a ≤ s ≤ b}

for the orbit segment from φa(x) to φb(x). ϕ(a,b)(x) can be defined in a similar way.
For t > 0, the Bowen metric is defined as

dt(x, y) = sup{d(ϕs(x), ϕs(y)) : 0 ≤ s ≤ t}.

For δ > 0, the (t, δ)-Bowen ball at x is the δ-ball under the Bowen metric dt

Bt(x, δ) = {y ∈ M : dt(x, y) < δ},

and its closure

Bt(x, δ) = {y ∈ M : dt(x, y) ≤ δ}.

Given t > 0 and δ > 0, a set E ⊂ M is call (t, δ)-separated, if for every distinct
x, y ∈ E, one has dt(x, y) > δ.

A core concept in the work of Climenhaga and Thompson is the pressure on
a collection of orbit segments. Writing R

+ = [0,∞), we regard M × R
+ as the

collection of finite orbit segments by identifying each (x, t) ∈ M × R
+ with the

orbit segment ϕ[0,t)(x), with the case of t = 0 being associated with the empty

set rather than the singleton {x} itself. Given C ⊂ M × R
+ and t ≥ 0 we write

Ct = {x ∈ M : (x, t) ∈ C}.
Given a continuous function φ : M → R which will be called a potential function

and a scale ε > 0, we write

(2.1) Φε(x, t) = sup
y∈Bt(x,ε)

∫ t

0

φ(ϕs(y)) ds,

with ε = 0 being the standard Birkhoff integral

Φ0(x, t) =

∫ t

0

φ(ϕs(y)) ds.

Putting Var(φ, ε) = sup{|φ(x)− φ(y)| : d(x, y) < ε}, we obtain the trivial bound

|Φε(x, t) − Φ0(x, t)| ≤ tVar(φ, ε).

The (two-scale) partition function Λ(C, φ, δ, ε, t) for C ∈ M×R
+, δ > 0, ε > 0, t >

0 is defined as

(2.2) Λ(C, φ, δ, ε, t) = sup

{∑

x∈E

eΦε(x,t) : E ⊂ Ct is (t, δ)-separated

}
.

Henceforth we will often suppress the potential function φ and write Λ(C, δ, ε, t)
since the potential will be fixed throughout. When C = M×R

+ we will also write
Λ(M, δ, ε, t). A (t, δ)-separated set E ∈ Ct achieving the supremum in (2.2) is called
maximizing for Λ(C, δ, ε, t). Note that the existence of such set is only guaranteed
when Ct is compact. Also note that Λ is monotonic in both δ and ε, albeit in
different directions: if δ1 < δ2, ε1 < ε2 then

Λ(C, δ1, ε, t) ≥ Λ(C, δ2, ε, t),

Λ(C, δ, ε1, t) ≤ Λ(C, δ, ε2, t).
(2.3)
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The pressure of φ on C with scale δ, ε is defined as

(2.4) P (C, φ, δ, ε) = lim sup
t→+∞

1

t
log Λ(C, φ, δ, ε, t).

The monotonicity of Λ can be naturally translated to P . Note that when ε = 0,
Λ(C, φ, δ, 0, t) and P (C, φ, δ, 0) agree with the classical definition. In this case we
will often write P (C, φ, δ), and let

(2.5) P (C, φ) = lim
δ→0

P (C, φ, δ).

When C = M × R
+, this coincides with the standard definition of the topological

pressure P (φ).
The variational principle for flows [6] states that

P (φ) = sup
µ∈MX (M)

{
hµ(ϕ1) +

∫
φdµ

}
,

where hµ(ϕ1) is the metric entropy of the time-one map ϕ1. A measure achieving
the supremum, when exists,2 is called an equilibrium state for the potential φ.
When φ ≡ 0 we have P (φ) = htop(ϕ1) [1, 6], and the corresponding equilibrium
states are called the measures of maximal entropy.

2.2. Almost expansivity and h-expansivity. For x ∈ M and ε > 0, we consider
the set

Γε(x) = {y ∈ M : d(ϕtx, ϕty) ≤ ε for all t ∈ R},

which will be called an (two-sided) infinite Bowen ball at x. It is easy to see that
Γε(x) is compact for all x and ε.

There are multiple ways to define the expansivity for flows, depending on whether
one allows for reparametrization of the time t. In this paper we will use a weaker
notion of expansivity that does not involve any reparametrization of time. This
definition is particularly useful in the entropy theory of flows.

Definition 1. The flow ϕt is said to be almost expansive at scale ε > 0, if the set

(2.6) Expε(X) :=
{
x ∈ M : Γε(x) ⊂ ϕ[−s,s](x) for some s > 0

}

has full probability: for any ergodic µ ∈ MX(M) one has µ(Expε(X)) = 1.

By the ergodic decomposition theorem, it follows that µ(Expε(X)) = 1 for any
µ ∈ MX(M) that is not necessarily ergodic. Almost expansivity can be defined for
homeomorphisms is a similar way.

It is clear that if ϕ1 is expansive, then the flow is almost expansive (at a slightly
different scale). The motivation for the present paper is the fact that sectional-
hyperbolic flows are almost expansive. See [14].

Below we will use Bowen’s definition [1] of the topological entropy (see also [20]).

Definition 2. The flow ϕt is said to be h-expansive at scale ε, if for every x ∈ M,
it holds

htop(Γε(x), X) = 0.

2In particular, such measures exist when the metric entropy is upper semi-continuous. See
Section 2.2.
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It has been proven in [13] that almost expansivity at scale ε > 0 implies h-
expansivity at the same scale. Furthermore, it is well known from [2] that h-
expansivity at any scale implies that hµ(φ1) is upper semi-continuous as a function
of µ, which in turn implies the existence of equilibrium states for every continuous
potential. This is due to the following famous result of Bowen [2]:

Proposition 2.1. Assume that ϕt is h-expansive at scale ε > 0. Then for any
finite measure partition A with diamA := maxA∈A diamA < ε where the diameter
is measured by the dt-metric with t = 1, it holds that hµ(ϕ1,A) = hµ(ϕ1).

Remark 2.2. In [10] the authors define the pressure of obstructions to expansivity
at scale ε as

P⊥
exp(φ, ε) = sup

µ∈Me
X
(M)

{
hµ(ϕ1) +

∫
φdµ : µ(NE(ε)) > 0

}
;

here Me
X(M) is the collection of ergodic measures in MX(M), and NE(ε) = M \

Expε(X). Following the standard notation of sup ∅ = −∞, we see that if ϕt is
almost expansive at scale ε then P⊥

exp(φ, ε
′) = −∞ for all ε′ ≤ ε.

We also need the following proposition which is folklore:

Proposition 2.3. If ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε > 0, then for every γ ∈
[0, ε/2] it holds

P (φ, γ) = P (φ).

This proposition can be easily proven using [10, Proposition 3.7] and Remark 2.2.

2.3. Decomposition of orbit segments. The main observation in [10] is that
the uniqueness of equilibrium states can be obtained if the collection of “bad orbit
segments” has small topological pressure comparing to the rest of the system. For
this purpose, they define:

Definition 3. [10, Definition 2.3] A decomposition (P ,G,S) for D ⊂ M×R
+ consists

of three collections P ,G,S ⊂ M × R
+ and three functions p, g, s : D → R

+ such
that for every (x, t) ∈ D, the values p = p(x, t), g = g(x, t) and s = s(x, t) satisfy
t = p+ g + s, and

(2.7) (x, p) ∈ P , (ϕpx, g) ∈ G, (ϕp+gx, s) ∈ S.

Given a decomposition (P ,G,S) and real number M ≥ 0, we write GM for the set
of orbit segments (x, t) ∈ D with p < M and s < M .

We assume that M × {0} (whose elements are identified with empty sets) be-
longs to P ∩ G ∩ S. This allows us to decompose orbit segments in trivial ways.
Following [10, (2.9)], for C ∈ M×R

+ we define the slightly larger collection [C] ⊃ C
to be

(2.8) [C] := {(x, n) ∈ M× N : (ϕ−sx, n+ s+ t) ∈ C for some s, t ∈ [0, 1)}.

This allows us to pass from continuous time to discrete time.



6 MARIA JOSE PACIFICO, FAN YANG AND JIAGANG YANG

2.4. Bowen property. The Bowen property, also known as the bounded distortion
property, was first introduced by Bowen in [4] for maps and by Franco [12] for flows.

Definition 4. Given C ⊂ M×R
+, a potential φ is said to have the Bowen property

on C at scale ε > 0, if there exists K > 0 such that

(2.9) sup {|Φ0(x, t)− Φ0(y, t)| : (x, t) ∈ C, y ∈ Bt(x, ε)} ≤ K.

The constant K is sometimes called the distortion constant. Note that Hölder
potentials for uniformly hyperbolic systems (in the case of flows, this precludes the
existence of singularities) have Bowen property on M × R

+. Also note that if φ
has the Bowen property on G at scale ε with distortion constant K, then φ has the
Bowen property on GM at the same scale for every M > 0, with distortion constant
K(M) = K + 2M Var(φ, ε).

2.5. Specification. The specification property plays a central role in the work of
Bowen [4] and Climenhaga-Thompson [10]. Roughly speaking, it states that ‘good’
orbit segments (on which there is large pressure and the Bowen property) can be
shadowed by regular orbits, with bounded transition time from one segment to the
next.

Definition 5. We say that G ⊂ M × R
+ has weak specification at scale δ if there

exists τ > 0 such that for every finite orbit collection {(xi, ti)}ki=1 ⊂ G, there exists
a point y and a sequence of “gluing times” τ1, . . . , τk−1 with τi ≤ τ such that for

sj =
∑j

i=1 ti +
∑j−1

i=1 τi and s0 = τ0 = 0, we have

(2.10) dtj (ϕsj−1+τj−1(y), xj) < δ for every 1 ≤ j ≤ k.

The constant τ = τ(δ) is referred to as the maximum gap size.

As in [10] we will sometimes say that G has (W)-specification, or simply speci-
fication. This version of the specification is weak in the sense that the “transition
times” {τi} are only assumed to be bounded by, rather than equal to, τ .

Definition 6. We say that G has tail (W)-specification at scale δ if there exists
T0 > 0 such that G ∩ (M × [T0,∞)) has (W)-specification at scale δ. We may also
say that G has (W)-specification at scale δ for t > T0 if we need to declare the
choice of T0.

2.6. The main result of [10]. The main theorem of [10] gives the existence and
uniqueness of equilibrium states for systems with Bowen property, specification and
a “pressure gap” on certain “good orbits”.

Theorem 2.4. [10, Theorem 2.9] Let ϕt be a continuous flow on a compact metric
space M, and φ : M → R a continuous potential function. Suppose that there
are ε > 0, δ > 0 with ε > 40δ such that ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε,3 and
D ⊂ M×R

+ which admits a decomposition (P ,G,S) with the following properties:

(I’) For every M > 0, GM has tail (W)-specification at scale δ;
(II) φ has the Bowen property at scale ε on G;
(III) P (Dc ∪ [P ] ∪ [S], φ, δ, ε) < P (φ).

3It is worth noting that the version we cited here is slightly weak than[10, Theorem 2.9] since
we replaced the condition P⊥

exp(φ, ε) < P (φ) by the assumption that ϕt is almost expansive at

scale ε (see Remark 2.2). However, this is done only for simplicity’s sake, and we believe that
Theorem A can be proven under the original assumption.
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Then there exists a unique equilibrium state for the potential φ.

Comparing to Theorem A, it is clear that assumptions (II) and (III) are the
same; (I’), on the other hand, is stronger than (I).

The main feature of this theorem is that it only requires knowledge of the system
at a fixed scale. That said, it is still difficult to obtain the tail specification of GM

at scale δ > 0 for every M > 0, as required by Assumption (I’). In most of the
applications, this is done using the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5. [10, Lemma 2.10] Suppose that G has tail specification at all scales
δ > 0, then so does GM for every M > 0.

To summarize, the Bowen property on G and the pressure gap in (III) only
require a fixed scale of ε > 40δ, but in order to verify (I) one usually has to
establish specification of G at any scale. Although this can be proven in most
existing applications, it turns out to be the main obstruction if one hopes to apply
their result to flows with singularities. This is the primary motivation of the current
paper.

3. Choice of the parameters

Recall that ε is the scale in which the Bowen property holds on G, and δ is
the scale of the specification property on G. Unlike [10], in this paper we will not
attempt to choose the (near) optimal ratio of ε/δ = 40 which only reveals itself
at the end of [10, Section 4]. This is due to the use of G1 (see Lemma 5.2) which
changes the scale of the specification property by a multiple of LX . Instead, we
take, throughout this article,

(3.1) ε = 1000LXδ, ρ = 11LXδ, and ρ′ = 10LXδ.

The choice of ρ and ρ′ will only become relevant in Section 6 and onward. Let us
mention that ρ′ is the size of the separated sets for which an equilibrium state µ is
constructed (Section 6.1), and ρ is the scale on which the Gibbs property holds for
orbit segments in G1 (Lemma 6.1).

Finally, for each δ > 0 we define the closed interval

(3.2) Iδ = [4LXδ, 100LXδ].

Throughout this article, the parameter γ will be taken from Iδ. Two choices of γ,
namely γ = 2ρ = 22LXδ and γ = ρ′/2 = 5LXδ, are particularly important in later
sections.

The constant M played an important role in [10]. As mentioned before, the
goal of this paper is to remove M from Assumption (I’) of Theorem 2.4. To this
end, in Section 6 we will first apply [10, Lemma 4.8] (see Lemma 4.7 below) with
α1 = 1, α2 = 1/2 and γ = 2ρ = 22LXδ; this results in a fixed constant

(3.3) M0 = M(2ρ, 1)

where M(·, ·) is given by (4.2) in Lemma 4.7.
Later in Section 7, we have to consider other choices of M . To be more precise:

• in the proof of Proposition 7.2 we apply Lemma 4.7 again with γ = 2ρ,
α1 = C 1

2
, α2 = 1

2 to get

M = M(2ρ, C 1
2
);
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here C(·) is given by Lemma 7.1; note that C(·) depends implicitly on M0,
which has been fixed throughout;

• in Proposition 7.4 we apply Lemma 4.7 with γ = 2ρ, α1 = C 1
2a
, α2 = 1

2 to
get

M̂ = M(2ρ, C 1
2a
);

here a > 0 is a small constant given by (7.8), and C(·) is given by Lemma 7.1.

4. Lower and upper bounds on the partition function without

specification on GM

In this section, we collect some useful estimations from [10] that use (I) the
specification on G at scale δ, (II) the Bowen property on G at scale ε, and (III) the
pressure gap, but do not involve (I’) the specification on GM for some (or every)
M > 0. As a result, all the lemmas in this section can be directly applied to our
setting without any modification. We will not include the proof of these results
here, but direct the interested readers to [10, Section 3 and 4].

Lemma 4.1. [10, Lemma 4.1] For every γ > 0 and t1, . . . , tk > 0 we have

Λ(M, 2γ, t1 + · · · tk) ≤
k∏

j=1

Λ(M, γ, γ, tj).

This immediately leads to the following lower bound on M:

Lemma 4.2. [10, Lemma 4.2] Assume that ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε =
1000LXδ. For every t > 0 and γ ∈ Iδ, we have

Λ(M, γ, γ, t) ≥ etP (φ).

The next lemma requires the tail specification property on G at a fixed scale.
Also recall that if the potential φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε, then it
has the Bowen property on G at scale ζ > 0 for every ζ ≤ ε.

Lemma 4.3. [10, Proposition 4.3] Suppose that G has specification at scale δ for
t > T0 with maximum gap size τ , and the potential φ has the Bowen property on
G at scale ε. Then for every γ ∈ Iδ, there is a constant C1 > 0 so that for every

k ∈ N, t1, . . . , tk ≥ T0, with T :=
∑k

i=1 ti + (k − 1)τ and for any θ < γ/2− δ, we
have

k∏

j=1

Λ(G, γ, 0, tj) ≤ Ck
1Λ(M, θ, 0, T ).

An immediate corollary is the following lemma, which deals with the two-scale
partition function.

Lemma 4.4. [10, Corollary 4.6] Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.3, for every
η1 ≤ ε and for every η2 > 0 one has

k∏

j=1

Λ(G, γ, η1, tj) ≤ (eKC1)
kΛ(M, θ, η2, T ).

Here K is the constant in the Bowen property.

Taking logarithm and sending k to infinity, we obtain the upper bound on G.



EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS OF EQUILIBRIUM STATES 9

Proposition 4.5. [10, Proposition 4.7] Suppose that G has tail specification at scale
δ > 0 , and φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε. Then for every γ ∈ Iδ and
η ∈ [0, ε], there exists constant C2 > 0 for which

Λ(G, γ, η, t) ≤ C2e
tP (φ)

for any t ≥ 0.

Remark 4.6. We remark that the choice of C2 in the previous proposition can be
made independent of γ ∈ Iδ and η, due to the monotonicity of Λ(C, δ, ε, t) in both
scales (see (2.3)). In particular, one only needs to take C2 given by γ = 4LXδ =
min Iδ and η = ε.

The next crucial step is to obtain a lower bound of Λ(G, γ, η, t) of the form
C3e

tP (φ). More importantly, one would like to prove, if possible, that for every
orbits collection C ⊂ M×R

+ with “large pressure”, C∩G must have “large pressure”
as well. However this cannot be easily done, even with the help of the pressure gap
assumption (III). Instead, the authors of [10] introduced GM , and proved that
C ∩ GM , for M sufficiently large, must have large pressure; furthermore, the choice
of M depends on the pressure gap assumption (III). This is the main reason that
the specification on GM is needed for every M > 0.

This discussion is summarized in the next lemma. The version that we cited
here is indeed weaker than [10, Lemma 4.8] (in terms of the scale for the Bowen
property and for the pressure gap; see (3) below) but still suffices for our use. Note
that despite GM being introduced, the specification is only assumed to hold on G.

Lemma 4.7. [10, Lemma 4.8] Let (P ,G,S) be a decomposition for D ⊂ M × R
+

such that

(1) G has (tail) specification at scale δ;
(2) the potential φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε; and
(3) P (Dc ∪ [P ] ∪ [S], φ, δ, ε) < P (φ).

Then for every α1, α2 > 0 and γ ∈ Iδ, there exists M = M(γ, α1, α2) ∈ R
+ and

T1 = T1(γ, α1, α2) ∈ R
+ such that the following holds:

• for any t ≥ T1 and C ⊂ M× R
+ with Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ α1e

tP (φ), we have

(4.1) Λ(C ∩ GM , 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ (1− α2)Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ c1e
tP (φ),

where c1 = α1(1− α2).

Remark 4.8. Throughout this article we always take α2 = 1
2 . Consequently we will

write

(4.2) M(γ, α1) = M(γ, α1,
1

2
) and T1(γ, α1) = T1(γ, α1,

1

2
)

to highlight their dependence on γ and α1. In this and the next section, we will,
for the most part, take α1 = 1. However, other values of α1 will become relevant
in Section 7 (recall the discussion at the end of Section 3).

The next two lemmas are proven in [10]. For the convenience of our readers, we
also weaken the scale of the Bowen property in order to be consistent with Section 3.

Lemma 4.9. [10, Lemma 4.9] Assume that G has tail specification at scale δ, ϕt is
almost expansive at scale ε, and φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε. Then for
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every γ ∈ Iδ and α2 > 0, the constants M ∈ N and T1 ∈ R
+ given by Lemma 4.7

with α1 = 1 satisfies that for every t ≥ T1,

Λ(GM , 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ (1− α2)Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ (1− α2)e
tP (φ).

Lemma 4.10. [10, Proposition 4.10] Let ε, δ, γ be as in Lemma 4.9, and M,T1 be
given by Lemma 4.7 with α1 = 1 and α2 = 1

2 . Then there exists L1 = L1(γ) ∈ R
+

such that for t ≥ T1,

Λ(GM , 2γ, t) ≥ e−L1etP (φ).

As a consequence, Λ(M, 2γ, t) ≥ e−L1etP (φ) for t ≥ T1.

We remark that both lemmas are direct consequences of Lemma 4.7, where
M,T1 are obtained by taking α1 = 1 and C = M×R

+. To obtain Lemma 4.10 one
takes α2 = 1

2 and uses the Bowen property on GM at scale 2γ < ε with distortion
constant K(M) = K + 2M Var(φ, ε). As a result, L1 depends implicitly on M and
consequently on γ ∈ Iδ.

5. Removing M - lower bound on G1

In this section we will show the transition from GM to G1. The constant M in
this Section should be considered as a function of γ ∈ Iδ and α1 > 0 (we only take
α2 = 1

2 ). More specific choices of M will be made in the next two sections. Also

recall that G1 ⊂ D is the collection of orbit segments such that p < 1 and s < 1.
We first state the following result which improves Proposition 4.5. Recall the

definition of Iδ from (3.2).

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that G has tail specification at scale δ > 0, and φ has the
Bowen property on G at scale ε. Then there exists a constant C′′

2 > 0 such that for
every γ ∈ Iδ and η ∈ [0, ε], it holds

Λ(G1, γ, η, t) ≤ C′′
2 e

tP (φ)

for any t ≥ 0.

Proof. If G has tail specification at scale δ, then G1 has tail specification at scale
LXδ with the same shadowing orbits. Also note that if φ has the Bowen property
on G at scale ε, then it also has the Bowen property on G1 at the same scale, but
with a larger distortion constant K(1) = K + 2Var(φ, ε).

Now the result follows from the proof of Proposition 4.5 (and the previous lemmas
that lead to it) with G replaced by G1. The uniformity of C′′

2 in γ ∈ Iδ and η ∈ [0, ε]
is due to Remark 4.6. �

Given C ⊂ M× R
+ and i, j ∈ N, we write

(5.1) ϕi,j(C) = {(ϕi(x), t− (i+ j)) : (x, t) ∈ C}.

This is the orbit collection formed by removing the starting and ending segments
from the orbit segments in C.

For a positive real number r > 0 we denote by [r] its integer part. The next
key lemma allows us to obtain a lower bound of the partition function on G1 at the
price of a time change t → T (t) which differs from t by at most 2M . Note that the
change of scale from (2γ, 2γ) to (γ, 3γ) is the main reason why we need uniform
estimates of certain constants for γ ∈ Iδ.

Lemma 5.2. Let (P ,G,S) be a decomposition for D ⊂ M× R
+ such that
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(1) G has (tail) specification at scale δ;
(2) the potential φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε; and
(3) P (Dc ∪ [P ] ∪ [S], φ, δ, ε) < P (φ).

For every α1 > 0 and γ ∈ Iδ, let M = M(γ, α1), T1 = T1(γ, α1) be the constants
given by (4.2), i.e., from Lemma 4.7 with α2 = 1

2 . Then there exists L = L(γ, α1),
such that the following statement holds:

• for every t ≥ T1 and C ⊂ M × R
+ with Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ α1e

tP (φ), there
exists tp, ts ∈ [0, [M ]] ∩N, such that, with T (t) = t− (tp + ts),

(5.2) Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(C) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)

)
≥ L · Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t),

where ϕtp,ts(C) is defined by (5.1).

Proof. For every γ ∈ Iδ and α1 > 0, we can take α2 = 1
2 in Lemma 4.7 to obtain

constants M = M(γ, α1), T1 = T1(γ, α1) such that for every C ⊂ M × R
+ with

Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ α1e
tP (φ), we have

(5.3) Λ(C ∩ GM , 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥
1

2
Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t)

whenever t > T1.
For any β1 > 0 we take Et ⊂ C ∩ GM a (t, 2γ)-separated set with

(5.4)
∑

x∈Et

eΦ2γ(x,t) > Λ(C ∩ GM , 2γ, 2γ, t)− β1.

Given x ∈ Et with [p(x, t)] = i and [s(x, t)] = k, we have

x ∈ [P ]i, ϕi(x) ∈ G1
t−(i+k), ϕt−k(x) ∈ [S]k,

where [P ] and S are defined as in (2.8). Note that max{i, k} < M since Et ⊂ GM
t .

Given i, k = 1, . . . , [M ], we define

Et(i, k) = {x ∈ Et : [p(x, t)] = i, [s(x, t)] = k}.

Now for each i = 1, . . . , [M ] we take EP
i ⊂ [P ]i any (i, γ)-separated set; choose

ES
k ⊂ [S]k similarly. We also take EG

s ⊂
(
ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1

)
s
, s = t− (i+ k), to be any

(s, γ)-separated set.4

Then we define an injection

π : Et(i, k) → EP
i × EG

t−(i+k) × ES
k , π(x) = (x1, x2, x3)

in the following way:

• x1 ∈ EP
i is such that x ∈ Bi(x1, γ);

• x2 ∈ EG
t−(i+k) is such that ϕi(x) ∈ Bt−(i+k)(x2, γ);

• x3 ∈ ES
k is such that ϕt−k(x) ∈ Bk(x3, γ).

The injectivity is obvious: if π(x) = π(y) = (x1, x2, x3), then we have

di(x, y) ≤ di(x, x1) + di(x1, y) ≤ 2γ;

the same holds for dt−(i+k)(ϕi(x), ϕi(y)) and dk(ϕt−k(x), ϕt−k(y)). This shows that
dt(x, y) ≤ 2γ. Since Et(i.k) is (t, 2γ)-separated, we must have x = y.

4Note that by Lemma 4.5,
(

ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1
)

s
6= ∅ for some i, k ∈ [0, [M ]]. For those i, k for which

the set
(

ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1
)

s
is indeed empty, the corresponding EG

t−(i+k)
is taken to be empty, and

the summation
∑

y∈EG
t−(i+k)

eΦ3γ(y,t−(i+k)) on the next page is set to be zero.
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Writing π1, π2 and π3 for the components of π, we note that for x ∈ Et(i, k) it
holds

Φ2γ(x, t) ≤ Φ3γ(π1x, i) + Φ3γ(π2x, t− (i + k)) + Φ3γ(π3x, k).

Then the left-hand side of (5.4) can be estimated as
∑

x∈Et

eΦ2γ(x,t)

=
∑

i,k∈[0,[M ]]∩N

∑

x∈Et(i,k)

eΦ2γ (x,t)

≤
∑

i,k∈[0,[M ]]∩N

∑

x∈Et(i,k)

eΦ3γ (π1x,i) · eΦ3γ(π2x,t−(i+k)) · eΦ3γ(π3x,k)

≤
∑

i,k∈[0,[M ]]∩N

∑

y1∈EP
i

eΦ3γ (y1,i) ·
∑

y2∈EG
t−(i+k)

eΦ3γ(y2,t−(i+k)) ·
∑

y3∈ES
k

eΦ3γ (y3,k)

≤
∑

i,k∈[0,[M ]]∩N

Λ([P ], γ, 3γ, i) · Λ(ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, t− (i+ k)) · Λ([S], γ, 3γ, k).

Here we slightly abuse notation in the case of either i = 0 or k = 0 (or both) by
setting the corresponding term eΦ3γ (π1x,i) or eΦ3γ (π3x,k) to be one.

Since M is independent of C, we can take c2 > 1 depending on M but not on C
(and hence not on the choice of Et), such that

max
i,j∈[0,[M ]]∩N

{
Λ([P ], γ, 3γ, i), Λ([S], γ, 3γ, k)

}
< c2.

This gives
∑

x∈Et

eΦ2γ(x,t) ≤ (c2)
2 ·

∑

i,k∈[0,[M ]]∩N

Λ
(
ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, t− (i+ k)

)
.

As a result, there exist i, k ∈ [0, [M ]] ∩ N such that

Λ
(
ϕi,k(C) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, t− (i+ k)

)

≥(c2([M ] + 1))−2 ·
∑

x∈Et

eΦ2γ(x,t)

≥(c2([M ] + 1))−2(Λ(C ∩ GM , 2γ, 2γ, t)− β1)(5.5)

where the last inequality follows from the choice of Et by (5.4).
To conclude, we take a sequence (βn

1 )
∞
n=1 with βn

1 → 0 as n → ∞. Since there
are only finitely many choices of (i, k), there exists a subsequence (nj)j along which
the choices of (i, k) are the same. Fix one such choices and take tp = i, ts = k and
set T (t) = t− (tp + ts). (5.3) and (5.5) then gives

Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(C) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)

)
≥(c2([M ] + 1))−2 · Λ(C ∩ GM , 2γ, 2γ, t)

≥(c2([M ] + 1))−2 1

2
Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t).

Letting L = 1
2 (c2([M ]+1))−2, we recover (5.2) and conclude the proof of the lemma.

�
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Remark 5.3. Note that the conclusion of Lemma 4.7 implies that GM
t is non-empty

for all t large enough. However the same cannot be said about G1 (or G). Lemma 5.2
only shows that there are infinitely many values of t, each of which is less than 2M
from the next, such that G1

t is non-empty. A similar conclusion holds for G.

Remark 5.4. Since φ has the Bowen property on G1 at scale ε > 3γ for every γ ∈ Iδ,
the second scale 3γ on the left-hand side of (5.2) is superfluous if one replaces L
by Le−K(1) where K(1) = K + 2Var(φ, ε). .

Next we present some consequences of Lemma 5.2.

Lemma 5.5. Let ε, δ, γ be as in Lemma 5.2, and let M,T1 be given by (4.2) with
α1 = 1. Then there exists a constant L2 = L2(γ) ∈ R

+ such that for every t ≥ T1,
there exists T (t) ∈ [t− 2M, t] such that

(5.6) Λ(G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)) ≥ e−L2eT (t)P (φ).

Furthermore, there exists L3 ∈ R
+ for which

(5.7) Λ(G1, γ, T (t)) ≥ e−L3eT (t)P (φ).

Proof. Recall that Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ etP (φ) by Lemma 4.2. Applying Lemma 5.2
on C = M × R

+ with α1 = 1, we obtain M,L ∈ R
+ such that for every t ≥ T1,

there exists tp, ts = 0, . . . , [M ] such that, with T (t) = t− tp − ts,

Λ(G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)) ≥Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(M × R

+) ∩ G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)
)

≥L · Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t)

≥LetP (φ)

≥Le(tp+ts)P (φ)eT (t)P (φ).

Since tp and ts are bounded by M , we can take L2 > 0 sufficiently large so that

e−L2 ≤ Le(tp+ts)P (φ). So (5.6) holds.
To obtain (5.7), recall that if φ has the Bowen property on G, then it has the

Bowen property on G1 at the same scale but with a different distortion constant
K(1) = K + 2Var(φ, ε). We thus obtain from (5.6):

Λ(G1, γ, T (t)) ≥ e−K(1)Λ(G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)) ≥ e−(K(1)+L2)eT (t)P (φ),

which gives (5.7) with L3 = L2 +K(1).
�

We conclude this section with the following upper and lower bound for the parti-
tion function Λ(M, γ, t) (this means that the second scale is 0). Note that although
the statement resembles that of [10, Lemma 4.11], the proof must be modified due
to the proof of [10, Lemma 4.11] relying (implicitly) on the tail specification of GM .

Lemma 5.6. Assume that G has tail specification at scale δ, ϕt is almost expansive
at scale ε, and φ has the Bowen property on G at scale ε. For any γ ∈ Iδ, let
T1 = T1(γ, 1) be the constant given in Lemma 5.2 with α1 = 1. Then there exists
C3 = C3(γ) > 0 such that for every t ≥ T1,

C−1
3 etP (φ) ≤ Λ(M, 2γ, t) ≤ Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≤ C3e

tP (φ).
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Proof. By Lemma 4.10 and the monotonicity of Λ(M, ∗, t) (see (2.3)), we have

e−L1etP (φ) ≤ Λ(GM , 2γ, t) ≤ Λ(M, 2γ, t)

which gives the first inequality. The second inequality is obvious. To prove the
third inequality, we use Lemma 5.2 on C = M× R

+ and α1 = 1 to get

Λ(G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)) ≥Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(M× R

+) ∩ G1, 2γ, 2γ, T (t)
)

≥L · Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t).

On the other hand, Lemma 5.1 with γ ∈ Iδ and η = 3γ gives

Λ(G1, γ, 3γ, T (t)) ≤ C′′
2 e

tP (φ),

so we have

Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≤ C′′
2L

−1etP (φ).

�

6. Lower Gibbs bound on G1

From now on we will assume that the assumptions of Theorem A hold. More
specifically, we have, for ε = 1000LXδ > 0:

(0) ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε;
(I) G has tail (W)-specification at scale δ;
(II) the potential φ has the Bowen property at scale ε on G;
(III) P (Dc ∪ [P ] ∪ [S], φ, δ, ε) < P (φ).

In particular, all the lemmas in the previous two sections hold. We fix ρ = 11LXδ
and ρ′ = 10LXδ as mentioned in Section 3, and note that ρ, ρ′ ∈ Iδ. We will also
take

M0 = M(2ρ, 1)

as discussed at the end of Section 3.

6.1. Construction of an equilibrium state. The construction of an equilibrium
state µ is standard. For t > 0 we take a maximizing (t, ρ′)-separated set Et for
Λ(M, ρ′, t).5 Then we consider

νt :=

∑
x∈Et

exp(Φ0(x, t)) · δx∑
x∈Et

exp(Φ0(x, t))
, and

µt :=
1

t

∫ t

0

(ϕs)∗νt ds;

(6.1)

here δx is the point mass at x. We take a subsequence nk → ∞ which we assume to
be integers, such that µnk

converges to a measure µ in the weak-* topology. Since
the flow ϕt is almost expansive, µ must be an equilibrium state ([10, Lemma 4.14,
Proposition 4.15]; see also [20, Theorem 8.6]).

5Following our notation in Section 2, this means the second scale is zero.
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6.2. Gibbs property on G1. Below we will show that µ has certain form of lower
Gibbs property along orbit segments in G1. This improves [10, Lemma 4.16] by
droppingM . In the next section, we will use Lemma 6.1 to show that all equilibrium
states must be absolutely continuous with respect to µ.

Lemma 6.1. There exists T2 > 0, Q > 0 such that for every (x, t) ∈ G1 with
t > T2, we have

(6.2) µ(Bt(x, ρ)) ≥ Qe−tP (φ)+Φ0(x,t).

Remark 6.2. In [10, Lemma 4.16] a similar result is obtained for orbit segments in
GM for all M sufficiently large, with the constant QM depending on M . Lemma 6.1
generalizes this result to G1; however, it is worth noting that the constant Q here
also depends implicitly on the constant M0 = M(2ρ, 1).

The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of [10, Lemma 4.16] with three
major differences:

• In [10, Lemma 4.16] the separated sets E′
u are taken from GM

u ; here we take
the separated sets from G1

u and have to change the scale of the specification
from δ to LXδ.

• We use the lower bound on G1 obtained in Lemma 5.5, which requires us
to make a small change of time u′ = T (u) with |u′−u| ≤ 2M0. This affects
the choice of certain constants, making them depend on M0.

• Lemma 5.2, and consequently Lemma 5.5, changes the scale of the partition
function from (2γ, 2γ) to (γ, 3γ). Therefore we need to apply Lemma 5.5
at scale γ = 2ρ as oppose to γ = ρ in [10].

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 6.1.

Proof. First, recall that since ϕt has tail (W)-specification on G with scale δ, it also
has tail (W)-specification on G1 at scale LXδ with gluing time τ1.

We apply Lemma 5.5 with γ = 2ρ = 22LXδ ∈ Iδ to obtain constants M0 =
M(2ρ, 1), T1 = T1(2ρ, 1) and L3 = L3(2ρ) so that whenever t > T1,

Λ(G1, 2ρ, T (t)) ≥ e−L3eT (t)P (φ)

for some T (t) ∈ [t− 2M0, t]. Without loss of generality we assume that the specifi-
cation property on G1 holds for all orbit segments with time longer than T1. Given
(x, t) ∈ G1 with t > T1, we estimate µ(Bt(x, ρ)) by estimating νs(ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ)))
for s ≫ t and r ∈ (τ1 + T1, s− 2τ1 − 2T1 − t).

Given s and r, let u1 := r − τ1 and u2 := s − r − t − τ1, so u1, u2 > T1. By
Lemma 5.5, denote by u′

1 = T (u1) and u′
2 = T (u2), and take a (u′

1, 2ρ)-separated
set of G1

u′

1
which we denote by E′

u′

1
, such that

(6.3)
∑

x∈E′

u′

1

eΦ0(x,u
′

1) ≥
1

2
e−L3eu

′

1P (φ);

E′
u′

2
is taken as a (u′

2, 2ρ)-separated set of G1
u′

2
with a similar property. See [10, Fig

4].
We use ideas similar to the proof of [10, Proposition 4.3] to construct a map

π : E′
u′

1
× E′

u′

2
→ Es as follows. By the specification property of G1, for each
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x = (x1, x2) ∈ E′
u′

1
× E′

u′

2
, we can find a point y(x) ∈ M and τ1(x), τ2(x) ∈ [0, τ1]

so that

y(x) ∈Bu′

1
(x1, LXδ),

ϕu′

1+τ1(x)(y(x)) ∈Bt(x, LXδ),(6.4)

ϕu′

1+τ1(x)+t+τ2(x)(y(x)) ∈Bu′

2
(x2, LXδ).

Recall that ρ′ = 10LXδ and ρ = 11LXδ. Let Es denote the maximizing (s, ρ′)-
separated set of M used in the construction of νs and µs. Let π : E′

u′

1
×E′

u′

2
→ Es

be given by choosing a point π(x) ∈ Es such that

ds(π(x), ϕ(u′

1−u1)+(τ1(x)−τ1)(y(x))) ≤ ρ′.

For any x ∈ E′
u1

× E′
u2
, we have

dt(ϕr(π(x)), x)

≤ dt
(
ϕr(π(x)), ϕr+(u′

1−u1)+(τ1(x)−τ1)(y(x))
)
+ dt

(
ϕr+(u′

1−u1)+(τ1(x)−τ1)(y(x)), x
)

<ρ′ + LXδ = ρ,

where the second inequality follows from the choice of y(x) by (6.4) and the obser-
vation that (recall u1 = r − τ1)

r + (u′
1 − u1) + (τ1(x)− τ1) = u1 + u′

1 − u1 + τ1(x) = u′
1 + τ1(x).

This shows that

(6.5) π(x) ∈ ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ)).

The proof of [10, Lemma 4.4] shows there is a constant D > 0 such that

(6.6) #π−1(z) ≤ D3

for every z ∈ Es. Moreover, a mild adaptation of the proof of [10, Lemma 4.5]6

gives the existence of C4 (depending on M0) such that

(6.7) Φ0(π(x), s) ≥ −C4 +Φ0(x1, u
′
1) + Φ0(x2, u

′
2) + Φ0(x, t).

Note that the dependence on M0 is due to u′
1 + u′

2 + t ∈ [s− 4M0 − 2τ1, s] whereas
in [10, Lemma 4.16] one has u1 + u2 + t ∈ [s− 2τ1, s].

The rest of the proof is largely the same as [10, Lemma 4.16]. We have

νs(ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ))) =

∑
z∈Es

eΦ0(z,s)δz(ϕ−r(Bt(x,ρ)))

∑
z∈Es

eΦ0(z,s)
(6.8)

≥ D−3




∑

x∈E′

u′

1
×E′

u′

2

eΦ0(π(x),s)


 ·

(∑

z∈Es

eΦ0(z,s)

)−1

.

where we use (6.5) and (6.6) for the estimate on the numerator.
To control the last term, we apply Lemma 5.6 with 2γ = ρ′, i.e., γ = 5LXδ ∈ Iδ

to obtain, for s sufficiently large,
∑

z∈Es

eΦ0(z,s) ≤ Λ(M, ρ′, s) ≤ C3e
sP (φ).

6Note that [10, Lemma 4.4 and 4.5] are under the assumption that G has specification at scale
δ, and therefore can be adapted to our setting with minimal modification.
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This, together with (6.8), gives

(6.9) νs(ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ))) ≥ D−3C−1
3 e−sP (φ) ·

∑

x∈E′

u′

1
×E′

u′

2

eΦ0(π(x),s).

On the other hand, by (6.7) and (6.3) we have

∑

x∈E′

u′

1
×E′

u′

1

eΦ0(π(x,s)) ≥ e−C4eΦ0(x,t)



∑

x1∈E′

u′

1

eΦ0(x1,u
′

1)






∑

x2∈E′

u′

2

eΦ0(x2,u
′

2)




≥
1

4
e−C4eΦ0(x,t)e−2L3eu

′

1P (φ)eu
′

2P (φ).

Together with (6.9) and the fact that s = u1 + u2 + t+ 2τ1, this gives

νs(ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ))) ≥ C5e
Φ0(x,t)e(u

′

1+u′

2−s)P (φ) = C5e
(−2τ1)P (φ)e−tP (φ)+Φ0(x,t),

for every r ∈ (T1 + τ1, s− 2τ1 − 2T1 − t). Integrating over r gives

µs(Bt(x, ρ)) ≥
1

s

∫ s−2τ1−2T1−t

T1+τ1

νs(ϕ−r(Bt(x, ρ)))

≥

(
1−

t+ 3τ1 + 3T1

s

)
C5e

−2τ1P (φ)e−tP (φ)+Φ0(x,t).

We conclude the proof by sending s → ∞.
�

The next lemma improves [10, Lemma 4.17] and will be useful to establish the
ergodicity of µ.

Lemma 6.3. There exists Q′ > 0 such that for every (x1, t1), (x2, t2) ∈ G1 with
t1, t2 ≥ T1, and every q > 2τ1 + T1, there exists q′ ∈ [q − 2τ1 − 2M0, q] such that

µ(Bt1(x1, ρ) ∩ ϕ−(t1+q′)Bt2(x2, ρ)) ≥ Q′e−(t1+t2)P (φ)+Φ0(x1,t1)+Φ0(x2,t2).

Furthermore, we can choose N ∈ N such that q′ can be taken such that q′ = q−k−
2i
N τ1 for some k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2[M0]} and i ∈ {0, . . . , N}.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of [10, Lemma 4.17] (which itself follows
the same idea as [10, Lemma 4.16]) and is thus omitted. We make the same
modifications as in the proof of Lemma 6.1, using G1 instead of GM when taking
the (u′, 2ρ)-separated sets E′

u′ , and using Lemma 5.5 to obtain lower bounds on
the partition sum over said E′

u′ . The constant Q′ must inevitably depend on M0.
The lower bound of the range of q′ is changed to q − 2τ1 − 2M0 from q − 2τ(M)
in [10, Lemma 4.17] because of the time change u → u′ = T (u) which differs from
u by an integer no more than 2M0. �

7. Proof of Theorem A

In this section we will provide the proof of Theorem A. The proof is similar
to [10] and consists of two steps: (1) every equilibrium state ν cannot be mutually
singular with µ, the equilibrium state constructed in the previous section, and (2) µ
is ergodic. The proof of (1) relies on the observation that each equilibrium state is
related to a orbit collection C with large pressure ([10, Lemma 4.18], see Lemma 7.1
below), and the fact that µ has the lower Gibbs property (Lemma 6.1). The proof
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of (2) uses Lemma 6.3 which can be seen as a form of mixing with respect to the
Bowen balls.

Below we have to make several crucial modifications comparing to [10, Section
4]: in Lemma 7.3 below where we have to approximate the typical points of an
equilibrium state ν with preimages of Bowen balls, whereas in [10] it is done using
adapted partitions. This together with the lower Gibbs bound (Lemma 6.1) shows
that all other equilibriums states must be absolutely continuous with respect to µ.
Finally we prove the ergodicity of µ in Section 7.3, which gives the uniqueness.

7.1. Adapted partitions. First we recall the concept of the adapted partitions
constructed by Bowen [3].

Definition 7. Let γ > 0 and Et be a maximizing (t, γ)-separated set. A measurable
partition At of M is called adapted to Et, if for every w ∈ At there is x ∈ Et with

(7.1) Bt(x, γ/2) ⊂ w ⊂ Bt(x, γ).

On the other hand, given each x ∈ Et there is a unique w ∈ At for which (7.1)
holds. We denote it by wx to emphasis the dependence on x.

The following lemma is proven in [10], which states that for every equilibrium
state ν, a positive ν-measure set must have large pressure.

Lemma 7.1. (see [10, Lemma 4.18]) Let ε, δ be as before and let γ ∈ Iδ. For every
α3 ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant Cα3 > 0 with the following property: let ν be
any equilibrium state for the potential φ, and let {Et}t>0 be a family of maximizing
(t, 2γ)-separated sets for Λ(M, 2γ, t) with adapted partitions At. Then for every

t > 0, if E′
t ⊂ Et satisfies ν

(⋃
x∈E′

t
wx

)
≥ α3, then letting C = {(x, t) : x ∈ E′

t},

we have

Λ(C, 2γ, 2γ, t) ≥ Cα3e
tP (φ).

The proof is omitted. We remark that the proof of this result in [10] only
uses the assumption that ν is almost expansive at scale ε and the upper bound of
Λ(M, 2γ, 2γ, t) given by Lemma 5.6, and therefore can be applied to our setting.

7.2. No mutually singular equilibrium states. Let us recall that µ is the equi-
librium state constructed in Section 6.1. The goal of this section is to prove the
following result.

Proposition 7.2. Assume that the assumptions of Theorem A hold. Then there is
no equilibrium state ν that is mutually singular with µ.

The proof of this proposition requires the following approximation lemma, which
improves [10, Proposition 3.10] by taking into account the change of time t → T (t).

Lemma 7.3. Assume that ϕt is almost expansive at scale ε. Let ν1, ν2 be two
invariant probability measures that are mutually singular to each other. Then for
ξ < ε and every β > 0, there exist compact sets Qt for all t sufficiently large, with
ν1(Qt) ≥ 1 − β and ν2(Qt) = 0, such that for every M > 0 and 0 ≤ i, j ≤ M , we
have

lim sup
t→∞

ν2


 ⋃

y∈Qt

ϕ−i

(
Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), ξ)

)

 ≤ β.
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Proof. For any set w ∈ M and s ≥ 0, let

diam[−s,s] w = sup
x,y∈w

inf {d(ϕt1(x), ϕt2 (y)) : t1, t2 ∈ [−s, s]} ,

and note that if s′ > s then diam[−s′,s′] w ≤ diam[−s,s] w. Since ϕt is almost
expansive at scale ε, it follows that Γε(x), the two-sided infinite Bowen ball at x
with scale ε, belongs to a orbit segment ϕ[−s,s](x) for ν1, ν2 almost every x and
some s = s(x) > 0. Writing

B[−s,s](x, ξ) = {y ∈ M : d2s(ϕ−s(y), ϕ−s(x)) < ξ}

for the two-sided Bowen ball at x, we then have, for ν1, ν2 almost every x,

(7.2) diam[−s(x),s(x)]B[−t,t](x, ξ)
t→∞
−−−→ 0

for some s(x) > 0.
Since ν1, ν2 are mutually singular, there exists disjoint invariant sets Q1, Q2 with

νi(Q
j) = δij where δij is the Kronecker delta. By Egorov’s theorem we can take

disjoint compact sets K1 and K2 with Ki ⊂ Qi, such that

• ν1(K1) > 1− β/2 and ν2(K1) = 0;
• ν2(K2) > 1− β/2 and ν1(K2) = 0;
• there exists s0 > 0 such that on K1 we have s(x) < s0, and the convergence
in (7.2) is uniform.

Write Ks0
i =

⋃
t∈[−s0,s0]

ϕt(Ki), i = 1, 2 and note that Ks0
1 ,Ks0

2 are compact and

disjoint since they each belongs to Qi. Consequently, there exists a > 0 such that
Ks0

1 ,Ks0
2 are separated by a; that is,

(7.3) d(ϕt1 (x), ϕt2 (y)) ≥ a, for all x ∈ K1, y ∈ K2, t1, t2 ∈ [−s0, s0].

Since the convergence of (7.2) is uniform on K1, we obtain t0 > 0 such that for
any t ≥ t0 and x ∈ K1,

diam[−s0,s0] B[−t,t](x, ξ) < a/2.

Thus, the set K ′
1 :=

⋃
x∈K1

B[−t0,t0](x, ξ) is disjoint with K2, since any point of

intersection y ∈ K2 ∩ B[−t0,t0](x, ξ) with x ∈ K1 will clearly violate (7.3). Conse-
quently, we have ν2(K

′
1) < β.

For any t > 0, let Qt = ϕ−t/2(K1). Below we will prove that Qt satisfies the
desired property.

Because both ν1 and ν2 are invariant probabilities, the first two properties of Qt

are clearly satisfied, that is, ν1(Qt) ≥ 1− β and ν2(Qt) = 0. Next, observe that for
any M ≥ 0, t > 2(t0 +M) and 0 ≤ i, j ≤ M , we have for any y ∈ Qt

(7.4) ϕt/2−i(Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), ξ)) ⊂ B[−t0,t0](ϕt/2(y), ξ) ⊂ K ′
1.

Writing

Q′
t =

⋃

y∈Qt

ϕ−i

(
Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), ξ)

)
,

by (7.4) and the invariance of ν2, we have

ν2(Q
′
t) = ν2(ϕt/2(Q

′
t)) ≤ ν2


 ⋃

y∈Qt

ϕt/2−i(Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), ξ))


 ≤ ν2(K

′
1) < β.

The proof is complete. �
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Now we are ready to prove Proposition 7.2.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Let ν be any equilibrium state that is mutually
singular with µ. Recall from Section 3 the prescribed parameters: ε = 1000LXδ, ρ =
11LXδ.

Let β ∈ (0, 1
2 ) be an arbitrary constant whose choice will be specified later. We

apply Lemma 7.3 with ν1 = ν, ν2 = µ, ξ = 2ρ and β to obtained the compact sets
Qt for all t sufficiently large.

Let Et be a maximizing (t, 4ρ)-separated set of M, and At an adapted partition.
Define

Ut :=
⋃

w∈At

w∩Qt 6=∅

w.

Then we have ν(Ut) ≥ ν(Qt) ≥ 1− β > 1
2 for all t sufficiently large. This allows us

to apply Lemma 7.1 with γ = 2ρ and α3 = 1
2 to obtain C 1

2
for which

Λ(C, 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ C 1
2
etP (φ);

here C = {(x, t) : x ∈ Et ∩ Ut}. Then for each t, Ct = {x : (x, t) ∈ C} is a finite set.
Also note that C 1

2
depends on δ, ρ, ε but not on β.

Now we are in a position to apply Lemma 5.2 again with γ = 2ρ and α1 = C 1
2
,

which gives L,M, T 1 such that for t ≥ T 1, there exists tp, ts ∈ [0, [M ]] ∩ N, such
that for T (t) = t− tp − ts,

(7.5) Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(C) ∩ G1, 2ρ, 6ρ, T (t)

)
≥ L · Λ(C, 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ LC 1

2
etP (φ).

Recall that our parameters ρ, δ, ε have been fixed throughout (see Section 3). This
means that the constants L,M, T 1, C 1

2
are also fixed and do not depend on β.

We take E′
t = {x ∈ Et ∩ Ut : (ϕtp(x), T (t)) ∈ G1}, and note that

(
ϕtp,ts(C) ∩ G1

)
T (t)

= {ϕtp(x) : x ∈ E′
t}

is a finite set; however, it may not be (T (t), 2ρ)-separated (despite Et being (t, 4ρ)-
separated). To deal with this, we take a maximizing (T (t), 2ρ)-separated subset of(
ϕtp,ts(C) ∩ G1

)
T (t)

, which we denote by Ẽ′
t, and define

E′′
t = ϕ−tp(Ẽ

′
t) ⊂ E′

t.

Now (7.5) means that
∑

x∈E′′

t

exp
(
Φ6ρ(ϕtp(x), T (t))

)
≥ LC 1

2
etP (φ).

By the Bowen property on G1 at scale ε > 6ρ, we obtain
∑

x∈E′′

t

exp
(
Φ0(ϕtp(x), T (t))

)
≥ LC 1

2
e−K(1) · etP (φ).

Now we put

V ′′
t =

⋃

y∈E′′

t

BT (t)(ϕtp(y), ρ),
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and remark that it is a disjoint union due to ϕtp(E
′′
t ) being (T (t), 2ρ)-separated7.

By the lower Gibbs property on G1 in Lemma 6.1 at scale ρ, it follows that

µ(V ′′
t ) =

∑

y∈E′

t

µ
(
BT (t)(ϕtp(y), ρ)

)

≥Qe−T (t)P (φ)
∑

x∈E′

t

exp
(
Φ0(ϕtp(x), T (t))

)

≥QLC 1
2
e−K(1) · e(t−T (t))P (φ).(7.6)

Since t− T (t) ∈ [0, 2M ] we see that lim inf
t

µ(V ′′
t ) > 0 and is independent of β.

On the other hand, since E′′
t ⊂ Et ∩ Ut, by Lemma 7.1 we have

µ(V ′′
t ) = µ(ϕ−tp(V

′′
t )) ≤ µ


 ⋃

y∈Qt

ϕ−tp

(
BT (t)(ϕtp(y), 2ρ)

)

 ,

which gives

(7.7) lim sup
t

µ(V ′′
t ) ≤ β

by Lemma 7.3. Since β is arbitrary and is independent of all the constants involved
in (7.6), we can take

β < min
{
QLC 1

2
e−K(1) · ekP (φ) : k = 0, 1, . . . , 2([M ] + 1)

}
,

causing (7.7) to contradict with (7.6). This finishes the proof of Proposition 7.2. �

7.3. Ergodicity of µ. To prove Theorem A, it only remains to show that µ is
ergodic.

Proposition 7.4. The equilibrium state µ constructed in Section 6.1 is ergodic.

Proof. The proof is similar to [10, Proposition 4.19], with Lemma 6.3 replacing [10,
Lemma 4.17].

We take two measurable invariant sets P, P ′ with positive µ measure. We will
prove that

µ(P ∩ P ′) > 0,

which immediately leads to the ergodicity of µ.
We prove this statement by contradiction. Assume that P, P ′ are invariant,

have positive µ measures and µ(P ∩ P ′) = 0. We then consider the conditional
probability measures µP and µP ′ , and note that they are invariant and mutually
singular.

Let β ∈ (0, 1
2 ) be an arbitrary constant which will be determined later, we apply

Lemma 7.3 twice (with ξ = 2ρ and β as in the previous proposition) to obtain

compact sets QP
t and QP ′

t for all t large enough, with the following properties:

• µP (Q
P
t ) > 1− β and for every M > 0 and 0 ≤ i, j ≤ M ,

lim sup
t→∞

µP ′


 ⋃

y∈QP
t

ϕ−i

(
Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), 2ρ)

)

 ≤ β;

7This explains the choice of γ = 2ρ earlier.
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• µP ′(QP ′

t ) > 1− β and for every M > 0 and 0 ≤ i, j ≤ M ,

lim sup
t→∞

µP


 ⋃

y∈QP ′

t

ϕ−i

(
Bt−(i+j)(ϕi(y), 2ρ)

)

 ≤ β.

We take Et a maximizing (t, 4ρ)-separated set of M and At an adapted partition.
Define, as before, the approximation of P and P ′ with elements of At:

UP
t :=

⋃

w∈At

w∩QP
t 6=∅

w, UP ′

t :=
⋃

w∈At

w∩QP ′

t 6=∅

w.

Then µP (U
P
t ) ≥ 1

2 and µP ′(UP ′

t ) ≥ 1
2 . Writing

(7.8) a = min{µ(P ), µ(P ′)},

we see that min
{
µ(UP

t ), µ(UP ′

t )
}

≥ 1
2a. Applying Lemma 6.1 with γ = 2ρ and

α3 = 1
2a, we obtain C 1

2a
, such that

(7.9) Λ(CP , 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ C 1
2a
etP (φ), and Λ(CP ′

, 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ C 1
2a
etP (φ),

where CP = {(x, t) : x ∈ Et ∩ UP
t }, and CP ′

is defined similarly.

Now we apply Lemma 5.2 with γ = 2ρ and α1 = C 1
2a
, which gives L̂, M̂ , T̂1

depending on ρ and C 1
2a

but not on β, such that for t ≥ T̂1, there exists integers

tp, ts, t
′
p, t

′
s ∈ [0, [M̂ ]]∩N, such that for TP (t) = t− tp − ts and TP ′

(t) = t− t′p − t′s,

(7.10) Λ
(
ϕtp,ts(C

P ) ∩ G1, 2ρ, 6ρ, TP (t)
)
≥ L̂Λ(CP , 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ L̂C 1

2a
etP (φ), and

(7.11) Λ
(
ϕt′p,t

′

s
(CP ′

) ∩ G1, 2ρ, 6ρ, TP ′

(t)
)
≥ L̂Λ(CP ′

, 4ρ, 4ρ, t) ≥ L̂C 1
2a
etP (φ).

We take EP
t = {x ∈ Et ∩UP

t : (ϕtp(x), T
P (t)) ∈ G1} and EP ′

t = {x ∈ Et ∩UP ′

t :

(ϕt′p(x), T
P ′

(t)) ∈ G1} respectively. Take ẼP
t a maximizing (TP (t), 2ρ)-separated

subset of ϕtp(E
P
t ), and let

E
P

t = ϕ−tp(Ẽ
P
t ) ⊂ EP

t .

We also define E
P ′

t in a similar way. Then by (7.10) and (7.11) and the Bowen
property on G1, we have

∑

x∈E
P

t

exp
(
Φ0(ϕtp(x), T

P (t))
)
≥ L̂C 1

2a
e−K(1)etP (φ),

∑

x∈E
P ′

t

exp
(
Φ0(ϕt′p(x), T

P ′

(t))
)
≥ L̂C 1

2a
e−K(1)etP (φ).

(7.12)

Finally we define, as before,

V P
t =

⋃

y∈E
P

t

BTP (t)(ϕtp(y), ρ), V P ′

t =
⋃

y∈E
P ′

t

BTP ′ (t)(ϕt′p(y), ρ),

and note that both are disjoint unions due to ϕtp(E
P

t ) = ẼP
t , ϕt′p(E

P ′

t ) = ẼP ′

t

being (TP (t), 2ρ) and (TP ′

(t), 2ρ)-separated, respectively.
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To simplify notation, for x ∈ E
P

t and y ∈ E
P ′

T we write x′ = ϕtp(x), t1 = TP (t),

y′ = ϕt′p(y), t2 = TP ′

(t). Then (x′, t1), (y
′, t2) ∈ G1. Fix any q > 2τ1 + T̂1. By

Lemma 6.3, there exists N > 0 such that for any x ∈ EP
t , y ∈ EP ′

t , there exists

q′ = q − k − 2i
N τ1 for some k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2[M̂ ]} and i ∈ {0, . . . , N} such that

µ(Bt1(x
′, ρ) ∩ ϕ−(t1+q′)Bt2(y

′, ρ)) ≥ Q′e−(t1+t2)P (φ)+Φ0(x
′,t1)+Φ0(y

′,t2)(7.13)

for some constant Q′ > 0 independent of β.
Note that the left-hand side of (7.13) belongs to ϕtp(V

P
t )∩ϕ−(t1+q′)+t′p

V P ′

t with

q′ (but not t1, tp and t′p) depending on x and y. Summing over x ∈ EP
t and y ∈ EP ′

t ,
we obtain from (7.13) and (7.12)

∑

k∈{0,1,...,2[M̂ ]}
i∈{0,...,N}

µ(ϕtp(V
P
t ) ∩ ϕ−(t1+q−k− 2i

N
τ1)+t′p

V P ′

t )

≥
∑

k∈{0,1,...,2[M̂ ]}
i∈{0,...,N}

x∈E
P

t , y∈E
P ′

t

µ(Bt1(x
′, ρ) ∩ ϕ−(t1+q−k− 2i

N
τ1)Bt2(y

′, ρ))

≥
∑

x∈E
P

t , y∈E
P ′

t

Q′e−(t1+t2)P (φ)+Φ0(x
′,t1)+Φ0(y

′,t2)

≥Q
(
L̂C 1

2a
e−K(1)

)2
e(2t−(t1+t2))P (φ).

Noting that t1 = TP (t), t2 = TP ′

(t) only differ from t by at most 2M̂ , for every

t > 0 sufficiently large, there exists q′′ ∈ [q − 2τ1 − 2M̂, q + M̂ ] such that

µ(V P
t ∩ ϕ−(t+q′′)V

P ′

t ) ≥
1

2(M̂ + 1)(N + 1)
Q
(
L̂C 1

2a
e−K(1)

)2
e(2t−(t1+t2))P (φ)

(7.14)

≥ c > 0

with c being some constant independent of β.
On the other hand, writing s = t+ q′′, we have

(V P
t ∩ ϕ−sV

P ′

t ) \ (P ∩ ϕ−sP
′) ⊂ (V P

t \ P ) ∪ ϕ−s(V
P ′

t \ P ′)

By the construction of V P
t and V P ′

t , we have µ(V P
t \ P ) < 2β and the same holds

for V P ′

t \ P ′. This means that

µ(P ∩ P ′) = µ(P ∩ ϕ−sP
′) ≥ µ(V P

t ∩ ϕ−sV
P ′

t )− 4β ≥ c− 4β.

Taking β small enough causes µ(P ∩ P ′) > 0, contradicting with the assumption
that µ(P ∩ P ′) = 0. The proof of Proposition 7.4 is now complete.

�
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