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STABILITY OF INVARIANT MEASURES

SINISA SLIJEPCEVIC

ABSTRACT. We generalize various notions of stability of invariant sets of dy-
namical systems to invariant measures, by defining a topology on the set of
measures. The defined topology is similar, but not topologically equivalent to
weak* topology, and it also differs from topologies induced by the Riesz Rep-
resentation Theorem. It turns out that the constructed topology is a solution
of a limit case of a p-optimal transport problem, for p = co.

1. INTRODUCTION

The motivation for this paper is two-fold. The first motivation is related to
dynamical systems, and to finding the "right” topology on the set of measures,
namely a topology which replicates certain properties of a dynamical system on a
metric space to the induced dynamical system on the set of measures. The second
motivation is to investigate an alternative formulation of the well-known Optimal
transport problem.

The ”right” topology on the set of measures. Let f be a continuous
function (i.e. a discrete dynamical system) on a metrizable topological space X,
and fj be the induced function on the set of Borel probability measures P(X) on X.
Then f; is a discrete dynamical system on P(X). Study of the dynamical system
f# can often give useful information on the system f, as was shown for example in
[B], [[2]. Now, a number of fundamental properties of a dynamical system f are not
analogous to similar properties of the dynamical system f;, in any of the standard
topologies, such as the weak* topology on P(X). We give two examples.

Let x € X be a sink or a source of f, and let §, be the probability measure
supported on {z}. Then, typically, ¢, is not a sink or a source of fy in the weak*
topology. A detailed discussion of this is in Section 5.

Now, let A C X be a closed invariant set of f, and in addition an attracting set.
Let Ay be the set of all measures in P(X) such that its support is a subset of A.
One can see (and we show in Section 5) that Ay is an invariant set of fy, but is
typically not an attractor with respect to the weak™ topology.

The same conclusions as in the last two examples hold for flows and semiflows.
They also hold for other usual topologies on the set of measures, induced by topolo-
gies on the set C*(X) of all bounded linear functionals on the set of continuous real
valued functions C'(X), and the Riesz Representation Theorem.

Our goal is to find the "right” topology on the set of measures which would
naturally generalize various notions of stability and attraction to dynamical systems
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on the set of measures. The topology should be close enough to the weak* topology,
so that one can find nontrivial compact sets of measures, and use it in various
applications. Such a topology constructed here is called dynamical topology. We will
also show that, by identifying stable or attracting sets of measures (with respect to
the dynamical topology) rather than sets of points, we get better insight and more
information on behavior of a chosen dynamical system.

The oc-optimal transport problem. Let X be a metric space with a metric
d, and u, v be two Borel probability measures on X. Then the p-Wasserstein
distance W), where 1 < p < o0, is the function

(L1) Cr(n) = /X d@ ()

(1.2) Wy (p,v) = inf{Cp(v) |y € T(1,v)}.

The set T'(u,v) is the set of all transports; i.e. the set of all Borel probability
measures v on X x X, such that w4y = p, moyy = v, where m;, 72 are projec-
tions of X x X to the first, resp. second variable (transports are sometimes called
”couplings” in the probability and some ergodic theory literature).

The measure v which minimizes ([2)) is a solution of the optimal transport
problem in the p-norm. Intuitively, the minimizer « is the measure which describes
how the points in the support of p are coupled to the points in the support of v,
so that the p-norm of the coupling distances is minimal.

There is rich literature on the optimal transport problem, including proofs of
existence, uniqueness, and properties for various spaces X and norms 1 < p < oo
(see e.g. [, [2], @], [II]). (The metric d(x,y) can also be replaced by a more
general cost function ¢(x,y).)

In this paper we study the case p = co. This case may have implications to
various optimization problems where the cost of transport does not depend on
mass to be transported, but only on the maximal transport distance.

For all 1 < p < oo the formula (2] generates a metric on the space of the
probability measures P(X), called p-Wasserstein metric. One can show that p-
Wasserstein metrics are for 1 < p < 400 uniformly equivalent to each other and
to the Prokhorov metric, and so generate the weak® topology on P(X) (see e.g.
[6]). We will show that they are neither uniformly nor topologically equivalent to
the metric and topology in the case p = 400, and that the topology in the case
p = +oo is the dynamical topology defined in the first part of the paper.

The structure of the paper. We start with definitions of dynamical metric
and dynamical topology, which are the main tools of this paper. Then we show
that the dynamical topology indeed differs from the weak* topology, and from
topologies induced by the Riesz Representation Theorem. In the third section, we
discuss various properties of the dynamical topology. We focus on characterization
of convergence of the set of measures with respect to the dynamical topology in
the fourth section. The proof of characterization of convergence is combinatorial in
character (as such, it could have implications in the combinatorial ergodic theory).
We continue with proofs that the dynamical topology indeed gives natural gener-
alizations of various notions of stability to dynamical systems on sets of measures.
Finally we analyze the oo-optimal transport problem, and we show that the co-
Wasserstein metric generated by the oo-optimal transport problem generates the
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dynamical topology on the P(X). We also prove existence of a solution of the
oo-optimal transport problem.

2. DEFINITION OF THE DYNAMICAL TOPOLOGY

In this paper X is always a compact metric space, equipped with a Borel o-
algebra into a measurable space, and d is its metric. Let M(X) be the space of
all finite Borel measures on X, and P(X) C M(X) the space of all probability
measures. Let C(X) be the normed (Banach) space of all real valued continuous
functions f : X — R. Then M(X) can be naturally embedded in the dual space of
all bounded linear functionals on C'(X).

We denote by 7, the weak™ topology M (X), and by 7, the uniform topology
(i.e. the topology induced by the sup-norm on the dual C*(X) of C(X)). The
topology 7, is much finer than the topology 7, and as such is seldom used in the
dynamical systems. We will show that both topologies differ from the 7; topology to
be constructed. We use the notation "w-", "u-", and ”d-” (”d” for the dynamical
topology, yet to be defined) when referring to properties of a set or a sequence
in various topologies. In particular, w-convergent, u-convergent, and d-convergent
means that a sequence of measures in P(X) is convergent with respect to weak*,
uniform, or dynamical topology respectively.

We now define dynamical metric and topology on the set P(X). Let I be the
unit interval [0, 1], and A the Lebesgue measure defined on the family of Borel-
measurable subsets of I. Given two functions f,g: I — X, we define their distance
as

D(f,g) = supd(f(a),g(a)).

acl
Distance D is well defined because of compactness of X. It is straightforward to
check that D is symmetric, and that it satisfies the triangle inequality D(f,g) +
D(g,h) > D(f,h).
If f: I — X is a (Borel) measurable function, then fyA = p denotes the measure
wu(A) = M(f~1(A)) for all measurable A C X.

Definition 1. We define the distance between two probability measures u,v as
A(p,v) = inf D(f, g), where infimum goes over all measurable functions f,g: I —
X, satisfying 1 = fy\, v = gy.

We will now prove in several steps that P(X) equipped with A is indeed a metric
space. We will use the following form (as in e.g. [3], Proposition 2.17) of the well
known isomorphism Theorem ([7], Theorem C of Section 41.):

Theorem 1. If X is a compact metric space with a nonatomic Borel probability
measure i, then it is isomorphic (in the category of measure spaces) to the the
Lebesgue measure A on the family of Borel measurable subsets of I.

Corollary 1. Suppose p is a Borel probability measure on a compact space X.
Then there exists a Borel measurable function f : I — X such that p = fy.

This implies that the infimum in the definition of A goes over a nonempty set,
hence A is well defined.
In the rest of the paper, "measurable” will always mean ”Borel-measurable”.
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Lemma 1. Suppose u € P(X), and let g1,92 : I — X be measurable functions,
such that 1 = gigA = gagA. Then for each € > 0, there exist measurable, A-invariant
functions hy,hs : I — I such that

(2.1) D(g10hi,g20hs) <e.

Proof. Let C1,C5, ..., Cy be any pairwise disjoint, measurable cover of the support
of u, such that each C; has diameter less than ¢ (such a cover exists because
of compactness of X). Without loss of generality we also assume that for all ¢,
u(C;) > 0. We define a set Y. C I x I, and a Borel probability measure v, on Y,
with

Yei=gr (C) x g3 1(Ci), Ye=UL Yes,
ve(A) = S8 AN Y.) /u(C),

where \? is the Lebesgue measure on Ix 1. Since A\2(Yz;) = Mgy *(Ci))-Mgy *(Ch)) =
u(C;)?, one can easily check that v, is a probability measure. By definition, for any
a €Y,

(2.2) |91(m1(a)) = g2(m2(a))| < e,

where 71,7 : I? — I are coordinate projections. For any measurable A C I,

ve(AxT) = 38 ANANgT(C)) - Mgz H(Co)/u(Ci) = S5 MANgTH (Ch) = A(A),
and similarly v.(I x A) = A(A), hence

(2.3) T1§le = Toyle = A

By using Corollary [0, we find a measurable function h* : I — I? such that
ve = hiA, and ve(I) CY.. Now (22) and (Z3) imply that hy = m oh*, hg = maoh*
are the required functions. ([

Proposition 1. The function A is a metric on P(X).

Proof. Since D is symmetric, so is A. The claim A(u, 1) = 0 is trivial.

Now suppose that A(u,v) = 0 for p # v. Choose any h € C(X), and € > 0.
Because of compactness of X, h is uniformly continuous, and there exists 6 > 0 such
that d(x,y) < § implies |h(x) —h(y)| < € for all ,y € X. Now we find f,g: I - X
such that = fy\, v = g, A, and D(f,g) < 0. Now

UX hdu—/thu /Ih(f(t))dt—/h(g(t))dt‘
gﬂmuu»—mmmtha

I
Since € and h were arbitrary, we see that u, v are identical linear functionals on
C(X). Now the Riesz Representation Theorem implies that p = v.
Finally, we prove the triangle inequality. Let n, u,v € P(X). Choose arbitrary
€ > 0, and assume that f1,91,92, fo : I — X are measurable functions such that
N = fugA, it = gigA = gy A, v = foyA, and such that

(2.4) A(n,p) > D(f1,91) —&, Ap,v) > D(g2, f2) — ¢

Now we find k1, ho as in Lemmal[ll Note now that for arbitrary functions f*, g* :
I — X, h*: I — 1 D(f*g") > D(f"oh* g*oh*), so first applying that, then
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@), and finally the triangle inequality for D we get:
D(f1,91) + D(g2, f2) = D(f1 0 h1,910h1) + D(g2 0 ha, fa 0 he) >
> D(fiohi,g10h1)+ (D(g10oh1,920ha) —e)+
+ D(g2 0 ha, f2 0 ha)
(2.5) > D(fiohi, faohs) —e.
Since hi, ho are A-invariant, (fi o hi)gA =n, (f2 0 ha)sA = v, hence
(2.6) D(f10hy, faoh2) > A(n,v)

Combining ([24), (2.3) and [2.6]) we conclude that A(n, u) + A(p,v) > A(n,v) —
3e. Since € was arbitrary, A satisfies the triangle inequality. (I

Definition 2. The topology on P(X) induced by the metric A is called dynamical
topology. We denote it by 74.

3. PROPERTIES OF THE DYNAMICAL TOPOLOGY

We now compare different topologies on P(X), and investigate elementary prop-
erties of the dynamical topology.

Proposition 2. The weak™ topology on P(X) is coarser than 74. Equivalently,
d-convergence implies w-convergence.

Proof. Assume that a sequence p, € P(X) d-converges to a u € P(X). Choose an
arbitrary f € C(X), and € > 0. Since X is compact, f is uniformly continuous,
and there is § > 0 such that |z — y| < ¢ implies |f(z) — f(y)| < €. Now choose
ng large enough such that A(u,,p) < 6/2 for n > ng, and for given n choose g, g
such that p, = gngA, 1 = gy, and D(gn,g) < 6. Now

Iun(f)—u(f)|=’/deun—/xfdu’= /I(fogn—fog)dA <
ogn— fogld\< [ ed\<e,
S/Ilf gn— fogl </I€ <e

therefore p,, w-converges to p. (|

The next simple example shows that the dynamical topology differs from both
the weak* and uniform topology on any nontrivial X (i.e. X with more than one
element). We will see that the dynamical topology refines the weak™ topology in a
very different way than the uniform topology.

Example 1. Suppose that u, is a sequence of atomic measures, each supported on
k points x} € X,i=1,...,k, n € N. We write

Hn = - Z P?(S(x?)a

where z}! € X, pi' > 0, and Zlep? = 1. Suppose now that u, w-converges to
= Ei:l,...,k qi0(yi). Without loss of generality we can assume that pl* — q;, and
= yi. It is easy to check that py is u-convergent if and only if for all i, x is
eventually constant (i.e. there exists ng such that for all n > ng, 2 = y;).

On the other hand, one can check that the sequence (uy) is d-convergent, if and
only if for all i, pi' is eventually constant.



6 SINISA SLIJEPCEVIC

We also deduce that in this example (11y,) s at the same time u- and d-convergent,
if and only if it is eventually constant.

Proposition 21 and the Example above imply the following conclusion.

Corollary 2. (i) If X has at least two elements, then T, C T4, but not equal to it;
(i) If X is not a finite set, then 74 ¢ 7, and T, ¢ T4;

Now we discuss w-connectedness and w-compactness of P(X).

Proposition 3. (i) If X is path-connected, then P(X) is d-path connected.
(i1) If X has at least two elements, than P(X) with the dynamical topology is
not d-sequentially compact, and not d-compact.

Proof. (i) Suppose that X is path-connected. Let u, p/ be any two measures in
P(X), and choose any measurable f, f": I — X such that p = f3I, u’ = fiI. Now,
since X is path connected, there is a measurable function g : I x I — X, such that
g9(,,0) = f, g(.,1) = f’, and such that ¢ — g(a,t) is continuous for every a. Now
the function ¢ — g(.,¢)3A is a d-continuous curve in P(X), connecting g and p'.
(ii) We construct the following simple example: choose two points © # y in X,
and the sequence of measures
(3.1) = 26, 4 11

n —
n n

dy,

where d,, 6, are atomic measures concentrated in z, y. Now pu, w-converges to
= 0d,. Since A(un, ) = d(x,y), neither p,, nor any subsequence of y,, d-converge
to p. Proposition 2l implies that u, has no convergent subsequence, hence P(X) is
not d-sequentially compact. Since P(X) is metrizable, P(X) is not d-compact. O

We now develop several simple tools used in proofs later in the paper. For a given
set J C I and measurable f,g: I — X, we define D;(f,g) = sup,c;d(f(a),g(a))
We denote the support of a measure p by supp(p) .

Lemma 2. Suppose J C I is a measurable set of full measure.

(i) For any measurable f,g : I — X, there exist measurable f,g: I — X, such
that fyA = feA, gsd = g¢A, and D(f,9) < Dy(f,9).

(i1) The distance A(u,v) = inf D;(f, g), where infimum goes over all measurable
functions f,g: 1 — X, satisfying p = fy\, v = gyA.

Proof. (i) Choose any z € X, and define f(a) = f(a), g(a) = g(a) for a € J,
fla) =g(a) =z for a ¢ J. (ii) It follows from D(f,q) < D;(f,g) < D(f,9). O

Lemma 3. If f,g: I — X are measurable functions such that p = fyA, v = ggA
for given p,v € P(X), then there exist measurable functions f,g: I — X, such that

p=Fid v =g\, F(I) Csupp(), G(I) Csupp(v), and such that D(f,g) < D(f,g).

Proof. Let J = f~!(supp(u)) N g~ " (supp(v)), and choose any to € J. Now we
define (1) = f(8). 3(t) = 9(t) for t € J: (1) = f(to), G(1) = glto) fort ¢ J. O

Among various (uniformly equivalent but not necessarily equivalent) definitions
of the Hausdorff metric dy in the literature, we use the following as the most
convenient here: if A, B are two closed subsets of X, then d(z, A) = inf{d(z,y),y €
A}, d(A, B) = sup{d(z, B) | x € A}, and dy (A, B) = max{d(A, B),d(B, A)}.
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Proposition 4. (i) du (supp(u),supp(+)) < A, v);
(it) If wy, d-converges to u, then supp(un) converges to supp(u) in the Hausdorff

topology.

Proof. (i) Suppose p, v € P(X). For any € > 0 there exist measurable functions
f,9 : I — X, such that p = fyA, v = gy, and such that D(f,g) < A(u,v) +
e. Using Lemma [B] we construct f, g, as in the Lemma. We easily check that
dp (supp(),supp(v)) < D(f,§) < D(f,g) < A(u,v) + . Since € was arbitrary, (i)
is proved. (ii) follows directly from (i). O

The claim (ii) of the Proposition@lis not true in the weak* topology. The counter-
example which is constructed in (3] is a sequence of w-convergent measures i,
converging to a measure p, but such that supports of measures u,, do not converge
to the support of the measure u.

Assume that a sequence of measures u, w-converges to a measure u, and that
the sequence of supports of measures pu, converges in the Hausdorff topology to
the support of u. We can not then in general claim that u, d-converges to p. A
counter-example is the sequence

n+1 n—1
fn = —5 =00 + 50y,
for 4, §, as in [BI). The same example shows that we can find measures p, v,
such that dp (supp(u),supp(v)) = 0, but such that A(u,v) is arbitrarily large.
We now show that the dynamical topology is not much finer than the weak*

topology.

Proposition 5. The set of all measures in P(X) which are supported on a finite
set is d-dense.

Proof. Choose p € P(X), and any € > 0. Since X is compact, we can find a mea-
surable pairwise disjoint cover Cy, Co, ..., Cy, of X, such that the diameter of each C;
is at most €. For each 1 < ¢ < k, choose any x; € C;. Let v, = Zleu(ci)émi, and
then v, is supported on the finite set {x1, ..., 2 }. Choose any measurable f : I — X
such that p = f3A, and define g : I — X with g(t) = =z; for all t € f~1(C;).
Now, v. = gy, and since diameter of each C; is at most €, D(f,g) < ¢, hence
Ap,ve) <e. O

With regards to the weak™ topology, the set of all measures uniformly supported
on a finite (multi)set is w-dense. No similar claim is true in the uniform topology.

4. CHARACTERIZATION OF CONVERGENCE IN THE DYNAMICAL TOPOLOGY
We first recall some well known properties of convergent sequences of measures.

Proposition 6. Assume that p, w-converges, d-converges or wu-converges to (.
Then

(i) For each open U C X, liminf u, (U) > u(U).

(i1) For each closed V.C X, limsup p, (V) < p(V).

(iii) For each W C X such that w(0(W)) = 0, then lim p, (W) = p(W).

Proof. The proof for w-convergence is e.g. in [I3]. The rest follows from Proposition
and the definition of u-convergence. O

The following notion is the main tool for characterization of d-convergence.
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Definition 3. We say that a measurable set A C X is p-separating, if there exists
an open set D, Cl(A) C D, such that (D \ A) = 0.

Note that a p-separating A can have measure 0.

In the following, e-neighborhood of a set A is the open set {x € X, such that
Jy € A,d(z,y) < €}. Note also that, since X is compact, if D is any open set such
that Cl(A) C D, then for small e, an e-neighborhood of A is a subset of D.

The proof of the following Lemma is an easy exercise.

Lemma 4. Assume that A C X is a measurable set. A is p-separating, if and only
if for each small enough € > 0, if D is an e-neighborhood of A, then u(D\ A) = 0.

Now we can characterize d-convergence.

Theorem 2. A sequence of measures i, d-converges to a measure p if and only if
the following two conditions hold:

(i) The sequence [, w-converges to the measure u; and

(i1) For each p-separating set A, there is a neighborhood B of A, such that for
any open C, Cl(A) C C C B, there is ng such that for all n > ng, p,(C) = u(C).

We prove Theorem 2 in several steps.

Lemma 5. Suppose p,, p satisfy conditions (i), (i1) of Theorem [, and choose
any € > 0. Assume that A1, As, ..., A is a cover of X, of measurable, nonempty,
pairwise disjoint sets with diameter less or equal than €. Then we can find ¢,
0 < 6 < ¢, and an integer ng, such that, if By, ..., B, are §-neighborhoods of
Ay,..., Ay respectively, then for alln > ng, and any 1 < i1 <ig < ... < i < m,

Proof. Let T be the set of all subsets of indices {iy,2,...,it} C {1,2,...,m}, for
which A4;, UA,, U...UA,, is p-separating. Now choose § < e small enough, such
that the condition (ii) of the Theorem is satisfied in the following sense: for all
(i1,42,...,3x) € Z, if By,..., By, are d-neighborhoods of Aj,..., A,, respectively, then
there is nq such that for all n > nq,

(42) N(Bil U Big u..uJ sz) = lffn(Bil U Big U...u sz)

For all (iy,i2,...,i5) € Z, since (4;, U A;, U...U A;,) is p-separating, we can also
assume that § is small enough, so that

The converse of Lemma [ implies that if (1,42, ...,9%) ¢ Z,
(4.4) w(Biy, UB, U...UB;, ) > u(Ai;, UA;, U...UA;,).

Now, we define

(4.5) p=min{u(B;; UB;, U...UB;, ) —u(A;, UA;, U...UA; ), (i1,42,....5) ¢ T}.
Then because of @A), p > 0. Now, choose ng such that, for all n > ns, and for all
(i1,82, .yi) €T

(4.6) tn(Biy UB;, U...UB;, ) > (B, UBy, U...UB; ) — p.

Such ny exists because B;, UB;,U...UDB;, is open, because p,, w-converges to u, and
because of Proposition [d, (i). Let ng = max{ni,ns}. Now, [@2) and (3] imply
&J) for (1,42, ..., k) € Z, and (£I) and @6) imply @I) for (i1, io,....,ix) ¢ Z. O
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Lemma 6. Let & be a measure on X (positive, not necessarily a normed one),

T1,X2, ..., Ty, nonnegative real numbers, and By, Bs, ..., B, measurable subsets of
X, such that for any 1 < i1 < iy < ... <ip <m,
(4.8) EX)=a1+ 22+ .. + Ty

Then there exist measures V1, Va, ..., Uy (positive, not necessarily normed) such that
foralli=1,...m,

(19) W(BE) =0,
(4.11) E=1r1+vo+ ...+ vnm.

The proof of Lemmal[flis essentially combinatorial in character and is not related
to the rest of the paper, so we postpone its proof to the Appendix.

Lemma 7. Suppose i, i satisfy conditions (i), (ii) of Theorem[2, and choose any
€ > 0. Then there is an integer ng such that for all n > nyg,

A, p) < 2e.

Proof. We can find a finite cover Ay, As, ..., A, of X of measurable, nonempty,
pairwise disjoint sets with diameter less or equal than ¢ because of compactness
of X. We apply Lemma [f] and find 0 < § < € and an integer ng, such that if
By, By, ..., By, are the d-neighborhoods of A;, As, ..., A, and n > ng, then ([@I)
holds. Choose n > ng, and set z; = p(A;), & = pn. The relation (@) and the
fact that (A4;) are pairwise disjoint imply [@.7). As (A;) is a measurable partition
of X, u(A1) + ... + p(An) = u(X) = 1 = p,(X), which is by definition (£.8). Now
applying Lemma [6] we obtain positive measures vy, va, ..., v, such that

Pn =V1+V2+ ...+ Vn,

Vi(Bz(’:) =0,
vi(X) = vi(Bi) = p(4i).
Let I1 = [ag, a1), I2 = [a1,a2), ... 1 = [am—1,an] be a partition of [0,1],0 = ag <

a1 <ag < ... <apm-1 < ay =1, such that a; — a;—1 = p(A4;) for alli =1, ...;m (if
a;—1 = a;, then I; = (). Then for all i = 1,...,m,
vi(Bi) = n(Ai) = M)
Now, using Theorem [l we construct a function f : I — X such that f(I;) C A;,
i = 1,...,m, and such that u = fzA. The construction relies on the fact that
{4;,i=1,...,m} is a measurable partition of X, and pu(4;) = \(I;).
Similarly, we can construct a function f, : I — X such that f,(I;) C B;, and

such that fnogA = p,. We do it in the following way: let A\; = X\|I;. We construct
fnl1, to be any measurable function so that

(fn'lz)ﬁ)‘l = Vi.
The construction implies that f(t) € A; if and only if f,(t) € B;. Since A; C B;,
and the diameter of B; is at most 2¢, then for any x € A;, y € B; we get d(z,y) < 2e.
We conclude that D(f, f,,) < 2¢, and by definition A(u, p,) < 2e. O

Lemma 8. If a sequence of measures i, d-converges to a measure p, then it sat-

isfies (ii) from Theorem 2.
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Proof. Assume that A is y-separating, and let D be an open set, such that CI(A) C
D, and such that pu(D \ A) = 0. Let € > 0 such that 2e-neighborhood of A is a
subset of D. Let B be the e-neighborhood of A, and choose an arbitrary open set
C such that Cl(A) C C C B. Then the construction implies that

(4.12) rxeC,ye D= d(z,y) >e¢.

Choose § < €, small enough such that the § neighborhood A is a subset of C.
Now find ng large enough such that for all n > ng, A, pn) < 6/2. Now we can
find functions f, f, such that

(4.13) D(f, fn) <9,

and such that p = fy, pn = fngA. Definitions of A and D imply that pu(D\ A) = 0.
Now Lemma [ (i) implies that without loss of generality we can assume that for
all

(4.14) zel, f(z)¢ D\ A

Suppose f(z) € A. Then @I3)) implies that d(f(z), fn(z)) < J, so fn(x) is in
d neighborhood of A, which is a subset of C. Now, suppose fn(z) € C. Now,
because of (@I12) and @I3), f(z) & D¢, and because of ([L14), f(x) € D\ A4, so
it must be f(z) € A. We deduce that f,(z) € C if and only if f(z) € A, hence
11 (C) = A(f 1(C) = A(f~1(A)) = u(A). Since A is p-separating, u(A) = u(C),
so we deduce that for all n > ng, p,(C) = u(C). O

We now prove Theorem

Proof. One implication of Theorem [2]follows from Lemmal[Z the other from Propo-
sition 2l and Lemma [ O

Theorem 2l could be further modified: to check whether a w-convergent sequence
is d-convergent, it is sufficient to prove (ii) only for closed p-separating sets.

The following important Corollary shows that the dynamical topology is in some
sense sufficiently close and similar to the weak* topology, and as such is expected
to have various applications.

Corollary 3. Assume that X is connected. If supp p = X, then u, d-converges to
w if and only if it w-converges to L.

Proof. Indeed, if X is connected and supp pu = X, then there are no u-separating
sets. 0

Now we give yet another characterization of d-convergence. By definition, a
sequence p, € P(X) d-converges to a measure p € P(X), if there exists a sequence
of measurable functions f,, g, : I — X, such that pu, = (fn)sA, ¢ = (gn)4A, and
D(fn,g9n) — 0. Now we show that g, can be independent of n, and put it in the
context of the well-known Skorokhod Theorem (see e.g. [g]).

Theorem 3. (Skorokhod) Assume that X is metrizable, separable, and complete.
A sequence of measures p, € P(X) is w-convergent, if and only if there exists a
sequence of measurable functions f, : I — X, and a function f: I — X, such that
foralla €1, f.(a) — f(a), and such that i, = foyX, and p = fy\.
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Corollary 4. Assume that X is metrizable. A sequence of measures pi, € P(X)
is d-convergent, if and only if there exists a sequence of measurable functions f, :
I — X, and a function f: 1 — X, such that f, = f as n — oo, uniformly on I,
and such that pu, = fog, and p = fy.

Proof. <=: It follows directly from the definition of A.

=—: Assume that p, d-converges to u. We can adjust the construction of the
function f : I — X in the proof of the Theorem 2l so that ;1 = f3A, and so that
f is independent of e. We do it by choosing € = 1/2™, and constructing the cover
Ay, ..., Ay, for a chosen e to be a refinement of the cover Aj,..., A/ , for another
¢’ > e. We can also, using the same construction, find a sequence f, : I — X so
that D(fn, f) = 0, and that p, = fn4A, which proves the claim. O

5. STABILITY OF INVARIANT MEASURES

We now show that various notions of stability, including Lyapunov stability,
attracting sets, asymptotic stability, and Nekhoroshev stability, generalize well to
invariant measures. As in the previous sections, X is a compact metric space. In
this section, f is a continuous function on X, and fy is then a d-continuous function
on P(X), fsu(A) = p(f~1(A)) for all Borel measurable A.

Definition 4. For all Borel measurable A C X, we call the set Ay the lift of the
set A, defined as the set of all measures u € P(X), such that supp(u) C A.

Lemma 9. Let A, B, A;, i =1, ..., 00, be measurable subsets of X. Then (i) A= B
if and only if Ay = By; (ii) A C B if and only if Ay C By; (iii) (ANB)y = AyN By;
(i) (NiZ1A4i)s = NiZy (Ai)g (v) (A%); C (Ag)°; (vi) AU By € (AU B);.

All properties (i)-(vi) follow directly from the definition of the lift. Note that
in general in (v) and (vi) equality does not hold, so lift # is not a morphism of set
algebras.

Lemma 10. If f : X — X is continuous, then fy(As) = f(A)y.

Proof. C: Let p € fy(Ay). Then for some v € P(X), pn = fyv, and supp(v) C A.
Since f is continuous and X compact, f(supp (v)) =supp(fyr) =supp(p), hence
supp(p) C f(A).

2: Let p € f(A)y, te. supp(u) S f(A). Let p™ = 35,1 ALd(yj) be any
sequence of finitely supported measures which w-converges to u, and such that for
all n, k, yp €supp(p); let 2 € A be any sequence such that f(z}) = yi, and let

v be the limit point of a w-convergent subsequence of v = Y ;" A%6(x}). Then
supp(v) C f~1(supp(p)) € A, and because of continuity of f, u = f(v), hence
1€ fi(Ag). O

In the following, e-neighborhoods of sets of measures and other properties in
P(X) are always with respect to the dynamical topology, unless specified otherwise.
The key property of the dynamical topology is the following lemmas:

Lemma 11. Suppose A C X is a closed set, and let U C X be an open set. Then
U is the e-neighborhood of A if and only if Uy is the e-neighborhood of Ay.

Proof. =: Denote by V the e-neighborhood of A4 in P(X).
(i) Claim: Uy C V. Choose any p € Uy, and then by definition supp(p) C U.
Since X is compact and supp(u) closed, there exists § > 0 such that supp(u) is a
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subset of a (¢ — 20)-neighborhood of A. Now, Proposition [l implies that there is a
measure v5 supported on a finite set {1, ..., zx} such that A(u,vs) < §. Without
loss of generality we also assume that v5({z;}) > 0 for all 4, and then it is easy to
see that for all 1 < i <k, z; is in the (¢ — §)-neighborhood of A. We now choose
Y1y - Yk € A, such that d(z;,y;) < € — 6, and define v = Eleyg({xi})%i. Now,
v € A, and because of the choice of z; and y; it is A(vs,v) < € — ¢, hence by
triangle inequality A(u,v) < e.

(ii) Claim: V CUg. Choose any p € V, and by definition of V we can find v € Ay
such that A(u,v) < e. We choose § > 0 such that A(u,v) <e—26. We find f,g:
I — X, such that pp = fy\, v = gy, and such that D(f,g) < A(p,v)+6 <e—0.
Applying Lemma [3] we find f, g, as in the Lemma, and then D(:fv,@ <e-—9. For
any z esupp(y), we can find ¢t € I such that d(z, f(t)) < 4, and since by definition
d(f(t),§(t)) < D(f,g) < € — 6, we get that d(z,§(t)) < e. By construction of g,
g(t) esupp(v) C A, therefore z € U.

<: It now follows from uniqueness of e-neighborhood. O

Lemma [[I]is not true for weak* topology, or uniform topology.

Corollary 5. A set A C X is open (respectively closed), if and only if Ay is open
(respectively closed).

Proof. Lemma [Tl implies that A is open if and only if A; is open.

Assume that A is closed, and choose any convergent sequence of measures p,, €
Ay, converging to p. Proposition[@] (ii) now implies that supp(u) € A, hence 1 € Ay
and Ay is closed. Now, assume that Ay is closed, and let x,, be any convergent
sequence in A, converging to z. Now by definition of d-convergence, ¢, converges
to 0, and since Ay is closed, 6, € Ay. By definition x € A, so A is closed. O

Corollary 6. Let f : X — X be continuous. Then a set A C X is closed and
f-invariant if and only if Ay is closed and fy-invariant.

Definition 5. Lyapunov stability. Given a continuous function f on X, we
say that a closed invariant set A of the dynamical system f is Lyapunov stable, if
for each € > 0, there exists § > 0, such that if U, V are €, § neighborhoods of A
respectively, then for alln >0, neN, f*(V)CU.

Proposition 7. Suppose f is a continuous function on X. A closed invariant set
A is Lyapunov stable with respect to f, if and only if Ay is Lyapunov stable with
respect to f;.

Proof. Suppose A is Lyapunov stable, i.e. for a given ¢ > 0, f*(V) C U for
some § > 0 and all n > 0, with U, V respectively ¢, § neighborhoods of A. By
definition, (V) C U is equivalent to f™(V)y C Uy, and because of Lemma [I0 and
fr(V)g = fi*(V), this is equivalent to f{*(V4) C Uy Lemma [[1] states that U, V
are respectively €, ¢ neighborhoods of A if and only if Uy, Vy are respectively €, §
neighborhoods of Ay, which completes the proof. (I

Definition 6. Asymptotic stability. Given a continuous function f on X, we
say that a closed invariant set A of a dynamical system f is asymptotically stable,
if there exists € > 0, such that for each x € U, where U is the e-neighborhood of A,
lim,, 00 d(f™(2), A) = 0.
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Proposition 8. Suppose f is a continuous function on X. A closed invariant set
A is asymptotically stable with respect to f, if and only if Ay is asymptotically stable
with respect to fy.

Proof. =: Suppose A is asymptotically stable. Let ¢ > 0, U, be as in the definition
of the asymptotic stability, and choose any § > 0. Now, because of compactness of
X, there is ng such that for all n > ng, f*(U) C V, where V is the §-neighborhood
of A. This, and Lemma [[T} imply that for n > ng, and any measure p € Uy, f{'(1)
is in the d-neighborhood of A;. Since § was arbitrary, Ay is indeed asymptotically
stable.

<«: Assume that Ay is asymptotically stable, and choose € > 0, Uy, as in the defi-
nition of asymptotic stability, where because of Lemmal[ldl U is the e-neighborhood
of A. By definition, if z € U, then 6, € Uy, and then A(fgl(dm), Ap) — 0 asn — oo.
That, and the relation f}'(d;) = 0 n(y) now imply that d(f"(x), A) — 0 as n — oo,
which proves that A is asymptotically stable. (I

Somewhat stronger property than asymptotic stability is that of an attractor.

Definition 7. Attractor. Given a continuous function f on X, a closed invariant
set A of the dynamical system f is an attractor, if there exist € > 0, and N > 0,
such that if U is e-neighborhood of A, then fN(U) C U, and A =N, f*(U).

(There are various definitions of attractor in the literature; we have chosen the
definition from [9].)

Proposition 9. Suppose f is a continuous function on X. A closed invariant set
A C X is an attractor with respect to f, if and only if Ay is an attractor with respect

to fu.

Proof. The Proposition follows from the following equivalences: (I) Lemma [IT] im-
plies that Uy is the e-neighborhood of Ay, if and only if U is the e-neighborhood
of A; (II) Lemma [ (ii) and Lemma [0 imply that f¥(U) C U if and only if
an(Uﬁ) C Uy; and (III) Lemma [ (iv) and Lemma [0 imply that N7, f*(Uy) =
(N, f™(U))¢. That, and Lemma [ (i), now imply that A = N2, f*(U) if and
only if Ay = ﬁ%ozlfgl(Uﬁ). O

An analogous claim holds for repellers, sinks and for sources.

Definition 8. Exponential stability. Given a continuous function f on X, a
closed invariant set A of the dynamical system f is exponentially stable, if there
exist constants C', X > 0, and € > 0, such that for each 0 < § < ¢, if U is a closed
§ neighborhood of A, then, dg (A, f*(U)) < Ce *dy(A,U).

We now introduce notation related to the Hausdorff metric induced by A on
closed subsets of P(X). Given u € P(X), we set A(u, A) = inf{A(u,v),v € A},
A(A, B) = sup{A(u, B) | u € A}, and then Ay (A, B) = max{A(A, B),A(B, A)} is

the Hausdorff metric.
Lemma 12. Let U,V C X be closed sets. Then dg(U,V) = An(Uy, Vy).

Proof. Lemma[3implies that A(u, V) < sup,equpp(n) 4(2,5upp(v)), hence A(u, Vy) <
SUD, esupp(u) AT, V). We now deduce that for p € Uy, A(p, Vy) < sup,ep d(z,V) =
d(U, V), and by taking supremum over p € Uy, we get A(Uy, Vy) < d(U, V).
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The definition of A and Lemma [ easily imply that A(d,, V3) = d(x, V), hence
A(Ug, Vi) > supyepy A(8z, Vi) = sup,epy Az, V) = d(U,V). We conclude that
A(Uy, Vi) = d(U, V), and similarly A(V4, Uy) = d(V,U), which completes the proof.

(]

Proposition 10. Suppose f is a continuous function on X. A closed invariant set
A is exponentially stable with respect to f, if and only if Ay is exponentially stable
with respect to f.

Proof. Tt follows directly from the definition of exponential stability, Lemma[I1l and
Lemma O

A similar claim can be also proven for Nekhoroshev stability (see e.g. [10]).

We now give an example which shows that the claims above do not hold for
uniform or weak* topology. In other words, we show that uniform or weak* topology
on P(X) are not the right topologies for generalizing notions of stability to spaces
of measures.

Example 2. Assume that f is a dynamical system with one attracting sink z, and
one source y. Such a dynamical system can be constructed on a, say, 2-sphere, with
the sink and the source being the poles. We denote by 6, and &, the probability
measures concentrated on x, y respectively, and we define p. = (1 —¢€)dg +€dy, for
a giwven € > 0. Now, for small € > 0, u. is arbitrarily u-close and w-close to 6,
(but not d-close!). However, pi is a fy-fized point. We conclude that {6;} = {z}4
is neither an attractor, nor asymptotically stable set for fy in weak™ or uniform
topology on P(X).

Now, we naturally generalize the notions of stability to f-invariant measures, or
more generally to fi-invariant sets of measures. (Note that if y is an f-invariant
measure, then p is fy-fixed point, and {p} is a fy-invariant closed set.)

Definition 9. Suppose f is a continuous function on X.

We say that a f-invariant measure p is Lyapunov stable, asymptotically sta-
ble, an attractor, or exponentially stable, if {u} is Lyapunov stable, asymptotically
stable, an attractor, or exponentially stable respectively, with respect to fy and the
dynamical topology on P(X).

More generally, if A is a fy-invariant, d-closed set of measures, we say that it is
Lyapunov stable, asymptotically stable, an attractor, or exponentially stable, if it is
so with respect to fy and the dynamical topology on P(X).

An information on stability of invariant measures gives much more information
on dynamics in a neighborhood of a set (which can be the support of an invariant
measure), then the information on stability of invariant sets. The following example
illustrates that claim.

Example 3. Let X = R?/Z? be a 2-torus, and we define a function f(z,y) =
(a',y') with

a' =1z +y,

y' =y,
(a standard map with k = 0). Let A be the circle y = 0. Then A is a closed

invariant set (all points on A are fized), and also Lyapunov stable. Let A be the
Lebesgue measure on A, and v any probability measure supported on A, different
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from . Both A\, v are f-invariant, and supported on a Lyapunov stable set A. Now,
one can check that \ is Lyapunov stable, and v is not. This reflects the fact that
the rotation in the vicinity of A is "with uniform speed”. Similar examples could be
constructed for attractors and exponentially stable sets.

6. THE OPTIMAL TRANSPORT PROBLEM

In this section we define the oco-optimal transport problem, and show that the
metric on the set of measures induced by the oo-optimal transport problem is
equal to the dynamical A metric. We then deduce that the co-optimal transport
problem generates a different structure on the set of of measures than the p-optimal
transport problem for any 1 < p < oo.

Definition 10. Let X be a metric space with a metric d, and p, v be two Borel
probability measures on X .

The set of all transports T (u,v) of measures p, v is the set of all Borel probability
measures v on X X X, such that wyyy = pu, moyy = v, where my, my are projections
of X x X to the first, resp. second variable.

Distance of measures u,v with respect to a transport v € T(u,v) is defined with

Ay (p,v) = inf{sup{d(z,y) |(z,y) € A} | A C X x X measurable, and v(A) = 1}.
The oo-Wasserstein distance of two measures u, v is defined with

(6.1) Ae(t,v) = inf{A, (1,0) |7 € T, 1)},
If the minimum in (61) is attained, then any measure vy for which Ay(p,v) =

Aso(p,v) is called a solution of the optimal transport problem with respect to the
MEASuTes (L, V.

Now we prove that the oo-Wasserstein distance is the same as the dynamical
metric A.

Proposition 11. Given two probability measures p,v, then Ax(u,v) = A(p,v).

Proof. Claim: A (p,v) < A(p,v). Choose any measurable f,g: I — X, fyd = p,
gsA = v. Then we define v := (f x g)3A, where (f x g)(z) := (f(x),g(z)). The
assumptions imply that v € T'(u, v), and then

Aso(p,v) < Ay(p,v) < sup{d(z,y) | (z,y) € (f x 9)(1)} = D(f, 9)-

Now, it is sufficient to take infimum of the right hand side of the equation above
over all f,g, such that fyA = pu, gl =v.

Claim: A(p,v) < Aso(u,v). Suppose v € T(u,v). By applying Theorem [, we
can find a function h : I — X x X, such that v = hyA. We define f = m oh,
g = moh, and then u = fyA, v = ggA. Let A € X x X be any set such that
v(A) =1, and let J = h~!(A). Now definitions and Lemma 2] imply that

A(p,v) < Dy(f,9) = sup{d(z,y) | (z,y) € h(J)}
= sup{d(z,y) | (z,y) € A}.

The proof is completed by taking the infimum of the right hand side of the

equation above over all A, . (]

Corollary 7. Assume that X has at least two elements. Then oo-Wasserstein
metric Aos = A is neither uniformly nor topologically equivalent to any of the
p- Wasserstein metrices Wy, for 1 < p < oo.
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Proof. For any p, 1 < p < oo, the metric W, is uniformly equivalent to the
Prokhorov metric on P(X) (see e.g. [6]), hence topologically equivalent to the
weak* topology. Corollary[2 (i) implies the claim. O

We close this Section with a proof that the co-optimal transport problem has a
solution.

Proposition 12. There exists a measure o € T(u,v), for which the minimum of
the expression (6.1]) is attained.

Proof. For given p,v € P(X), we first prove that the map v — A, (p,v) is w-
lower semi continuous. Since d : X x X — R is continuous, {sup{d(z,y)|(z,y) €
A} = {sup{d(z,y) |(z,y) € CI(A)}, and

(6.2) Ay (p,v) = {sup{d(z,y) | (z,y) € supp 7}

Choose any sequence of measures v, — 7o, convergent in w-topology, as n — 0.
Now for any € > 0, and any (x,y) € supp 7o, let Be be an open e-ball around (z, y),
and then by definition of the support vo(B:) > 0. Since liminf v, (B:) > v0(Be) >
0, (62) implies that there is ng such that for all n > ng, v, (Be) > 0. For each n >
ng, there is a point (2/,y’) € supp v, N Be, and then because of (62), A, (i, v) >
d(z',y’) > d(x,y) — 2¢. Since € was arbitrary, we conclude that liminf A, (u,v) >
d(z,y). Since (z,y) € supp o was arbitrary, we get liminf A, (p,v) > A (1, v).

Suppose now 7, € T(u,v) is a sequence of transports such that A, (u,v) <
Aso(p,v) + 1/n. Now 7, has a w-convergent subseqence, which converges to an-
other transport vo. By definition A, (u,v) > As(p,v), and because of w-lower
semicontinuity, A, (1, 7) < As(t,v), 50 o is the required measure. O

Corollary 8. For given probability measures u, v, there exist measurable functions
f,9:1 =X, fydh=p, gsA = v, such that A(p,v) = D(f,g).

Proof. If 79 € T(u, v) is the measure for which (61]) is minimal, and h : I — X x X,
h a measurable function such that o = Ay, then f = m10h, g = T2 0h are required
functions. O

7. APPENDIX: THE PROOF OF LEMMA

In this Appendix we prove the fact from the proof of Theorem 2] which is es-
sentially combinatorial in character. Assume that an integer m, any family of
measurable subsets (B, Ba, ..., Bp,) of X, and a measure & are given. We first in-
troduce some notation and definitions. Let P({1,...,m}) be the set of all subsets
of {1,...,m}, and for a nonempty ¢ € P({1,...,m}),

By :=DB;, NBi,N..NB; NBS NBS,n...NBS _

E?

where ¢ = {i1,i2,....i1}, ¥ = {j1,J2, - jm—k}- Let |¢| denote the cardinal num-
ber of ¢. We define the arrangement of (By, Ba, ..., By,) to be p(B1, Ba, ..., By,) =

>, pr, where
pr=H{p C{1,....m} : [p] =k, and {(B,) > 0}

(The arrangement p depends also on the measure £, which we omit from the ar-
gument of p because it is always clear which measure is being considered). The
kth arrangement pj, shows how many sets of intersections of exactly k sets B; have
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positive measure . The arrangement p is the number of such sets B, for any k > 0,
such that they have positive measure £, and then

(7.1) p<2m 1.
Now we prove Lemma

Proof. Let € be a measure on X (positive, not necessarily a normed one), x1, T, ..., T,
nonnegative real numbers, and B;, B, ..., B, measurable subsets of X, such that

(@7), [@S) hold.

We prove the claim inductively, with respect to two integers m, p, where m is
the number of sets B;, i = 1,...,m, and p their arrangement p = p(B1, Ba, ..., By,).

The basis of the induction is the case m = 1, p = 1. Then vy := £ clearly satisfies
@9), @10), @11)

Now, for a given m, p, assume that the claim is true for any family of measurable
sets (Bf)i=1,...m/, where m’ < m, p’ = p(Bj,....,Bl,;) < p, and either m’ < m or
p' < p. Choose a family of measurable sets By, Bo, ..., By, with the arrangement p,
and assume that x1, 22, ..., Z,, are nonnegative real numbers satisfying ([@7), (£8).
We analyze three cases:

Case 1: There exist © = {i1,i2,....,ik}, 1 <k < m — 1, such that there is equality
in {-7), namely that
&(Bi; UB;, U...UB;,) =i, +Tiy + ... + x4,
Let {irt1,ik12s s im} = {01,142, ...,ix}¢. We define
B, = B,

/o
=

fl = §| (B“ U Big U..u sz)
B;—I = Bik+]~\ (Bil U Big U...u sz)
x;‘I = Tipy,
¢ =¢|(By, UBy, U...UB;, )%,
where | A is the measure {|A(Y) = {(ANY). It is easy to check that (Bj),
(z%), §'; and also (BY), (1), £" satisfy (.7), and (4.8). By applying the inductive
assumption, we can find v/, i = 1,...,k, and v/, i = 1,...,m — k, satisfying ([@9),

(#10), @I1). We define

Wi =1,k
Vi Vi i j=k+1,.,m,

xT Ti;

and then vy, ..., vy, satisfy (£9), @I0), (Z11).

Case 2: There exists k, 1 < k < m, such that x; = 0.

We define v, = 0. We set B} = Bj, )y = x;, for j = 1,....;k — 1, and B} = Bj1,
v = xjpq, for j = k+1,...,m. Then (B}), (}), ¢ satisfy (1), and (&), and
by applying the inductive assumption we find v/, i = 1,...,m — 1, satisfying (@9,
@I0), @II). Then we set v; = v}, for j = 1,..,k — 1, and v; = vj_,, for
j=k+1,...,m, and so prove the claim.

Case 3: For all 1 <k <m —1, and all subsets {i1,i2,...,7x} C {1,...,m},

f(B“ UBi2 U... UB“C) > Ty + Ty .+ TGy,
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and also for all 1 < k <m, z; > 0.
We rewrite the relations (A7), using the introduced notation: for all 1 < i; <
o< ..<tp<m,1<k<m-—1,
eN{i1,i2,...,ix } #0
where ¢ is any nonempty ¢ C {1,...,m}. Let
5{1'171'27_“71']6} = f(B“ U Bi2 J...u Blk) — {Eil — Ii2 — .. — .Iik.
We now define
(7.3) 0 =min{d,, 1 <|p| <m —1},

and let ¢ = {j1,...,jx}, 1 <k < m —1, be the set for which (T3] is minimal. The
assumption of the Case 3 implies that § > 0. Choose any v such that £(By) > 0.
(Note that the assumptions of the Case 3 do not apply that for all nonempty ¢,
&(By) > 0.) Let p be any p € 9.

For some € (to be chosen later), we define:

B! = B,
;_J xi—e it i=0p,
U w i i#p,
€
§' =&~ —=—=(¢|By),
and then (T2)) implies that
1o ' PN f(BilUBiQU...UBik)—E if (il,...,ik)ﬂ¢7é®,
(B, UB;, U..UB;) = { £(Bi, UB;, U..UB;,) if (i1, ...,ip) Nep = 0.
Let g9 be the maximal e, such that for all nonempty {i1,i2,...,ix} C {1,...,m},

1<k<m-1,
(7.4) £(Bj,UBj,U..UB; ) > +zj, + ..+ .

Such g9 > 0 exists because of § > 0, and for € = ¢g, there is equality in (T.4) for
some {i1,42,...,7k}, 1 <k <m —1. We now fix ¢ to be

e = min{eg, xp, {(By)}-
The relation (Z4) and the fact that e < e imply that (B}), (27), § satisfy (@1);
¢ < z, implies that (z}), ¢ = 1,...,m are nonnegative; and ¢ < £(By,) implies that
¢’ is well defined (i.e. a nonnegative) measure.

By exchanging (B;), (z;), § with (B%), (z}), ¢ in (@) we subtract ¢ from both
sides, so ([AJ) still holds for (Bj}), (z}), £’. We claim now that by applying the
assumption of the induction, we can construct vj,v4, ..., v, , satisfying (£9), (Z10),
(@10). We again discuss three cases:

Case 3.1. € = gg. Then for some {i1,142,...,ix}, 1 <k < m — 1, there is equality
in (4.7), so the problem reduces to the problem analyzed in the Case 1.

Case 3.2. € = x,. Then x; = 0, so the problem reduces to the problem analyzed
in the Case 2.

Case 3.3. € = {(By). Inthis case, {'(B,,) = 0, s0 p(By, By, ..., B},,) = p(B1, Bz, ..., Bin)—
1, hence we can construct v{, v}, ..., v, inductively.
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Now we define

v — V£+g(§¢)(§|Bw) if i=p,
! v if i#p.

Then the construction implies that v;, ¢ = 1, ...,m satisfy ([@9), (I10), @I1). O
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