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6 ON TURBULENT RELATIONS

JESÚS A. ÁLVAREZ L ÓPEZ AND ALBERTO CANDEL

ABSTRACT. This paper extends the theory of turbulence of Hjorth to certain
classes of equivalence relations that cannot be induced by Polish actions. It
applies this theory to analyze the quasi-isometry relationand finite Gromov-
Hausdorff distance relation in the space of isometry classes of pointed proper
metric spaces, called the Gromov space.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Gromov [4, Chapter 3], [3] described a space, which is calledthe Gromov space
and denoted here byM∗, whose points are isometry classes of pointed, complete,
proper metric spaces, and which is endowed with a topology which resembles the
compact-open topology on the space of continuous functionson R. The space
M∗ supports several equivalence relations of geometric interest. For example, the
relation of being (coarsely) quasi-isometric, the relation of being at finite Gromov-
Hausdorff distance, the relation of being bi-Lipschitz equivalent, and others. Their
dynamic complexity was reminiscent of the complexity exhibited by the turbulent
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group actions of Hjorth [5], and this motivated the development of the theory of
turbulent relations carried out in this paper.

A section by section description of the contents of this paper now follows. In
Section 2 we analyze a topology on the space of subsets of a space appropriate
for working with equivalence relations. This topology is essentially the Vietoris
topology [11] but the properties that we need are not found onthe literature on the
topic. These topological properties are of a categorical nature, and are needed to
obtain a new version (Theorem 2.17) of the Kuratowski-Ulam theorem [10, p. 222]
which describes how topological properties of a subset of a space over which an
equivalence relation is defined translate to properties of the intersection of that set
with the orbits of the equivalence relation (indeed, our version of the Kuratowski-
Ulam theorem also applies to non-equivalence relations). The Kuratowski-Ulam
theorem is one of key tools for studying generic ergodicity of one relation with
respect to another.

In Section 3 we briefly review the basic concepts of classification of equivalence
relations. Complexity of an equivalence relation is quantified by comparing that
relation with one of the standard examples, like the identity relation over a space or
the relation “being on the same orbit” of a group action, for instance. Two concepts
used for describing the relative complexity of two equivalence relations,E overX
andF over Y , are reducibility and generic ergodicity. The relationE is Borel
reducible toF , denoted byE ≤B F , if there is an(E,F )-invariant Borel mapping
θ : X → Y (that is,θ takes equivalence classes ofE into equivalence classes of
F ) such that the mappinḡθ : X/E → Y/F induced byθ between quotient spaces
is injective. The relationE is genericallyF -ergodic if for any(E,F )-invariant
Borel mappingθ : X → Y there is a residual saturated subsetC ⊆ X such that
the mappinḡθ : C/E → Y/F is constant. These notions were mainly studied for
the orbit relationEX

G (or simplyEG) of any action of a Polish groupG on a Polish
spaceX (a Polish actionG y X).

The least complex equivalence relations, called smooth or concretely classifi-
able, are those Borel reducible to the identity relation over a standard Borel space.
For example, the equivalence relation of being isometric inthe set of compact met-
ric spaces is smooth because the space of equivalence classes of this relation is
itself a Polish metric space when endowed with the Gromov-Hausdorff metric.

At a higher level of complexity are the equivalence relations that are classifiable
by isomorphism classes of countable structures. A countable structure is a structure
on the natural numbers that is determined by countable many relations. This set of
countable structures is endowed with a Polish topology, andcarries a continuous
action ofS∞, the Polish group of permutations of the natural numbers, sothat
two countable structures are isomorphic if and only if they are in the same orbit
of thisS∞-action. Thus, an equivalence relation over a Borel space isclassifiable
by countable structures if it is Borel reducible to the relation given by the action
of S∞ on the space of countable structures. A variety of examples of equivalence
relations that are classifiable by countable structures andwhich arise in dynamical
systems are given in Kechris [8], Hjorth [5, Preface].
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We can also consider the class of equivalence relations thatare genericallyEY
S∞

-
ergodic for every PolishS∞-spaceY . In particular, these equivalence relations are
not classifiable by isomorphism classes of countable structures: roughly speak-
ing, any attempt of classification of these relations by countable models becomes
generically trivial.

A key concept in the analysis of the complexity of Polish group actions (clas-
sification by countable structures and generic ergodicity)is that of turbulence, in-
troduced by Hjorth [5]. For a Polish group action to be turbulent, not only the
action must be highly complex (transitive, minimal) but thegroup itself must be
highly complex (actions of locally compact groups are not turbulent). Precisely,
the action is turbulent when its orbits are dense and meager,and its local orbits
are somewhere dense, where the local orbits are the orbits ofany restriction of the
given action to a local action of an open identity neighborhood in the group on an
open subset of the space. If a Polish actionG y X is turbulent, thenEX

G is gener-
ically EY

S∞
-ergodic for any PolishS∞-spaceY [5, Theorem 3.18]; in particular,

EX
G is not classifiable by isomorphism classes of countable structures. Moreover,

assuming thatEX
G is Borel inX ×X for a Polish actionG y X, thenEX

G is not
classifiable by isomorphism classes of countable structures if and only ifX has a
continuouslyG-embedded turbulent PolishG-space [6].

The relations of being at finite Gromov-Hausdorff distance and being quasi-
isometric in the Gromov spaceM∗ are not reducible to an equivalence relation
given by a Polish group action [1]. In particular, these equivalence relations are
not classifiable by isomorphism classes of countable structures. However it makes
sense to study whether they are genericallyEY

S∞
-ergodic for any PolishS∞-space

Y , which could be done by using some appropriate version of turbulence. There-
fore, the theory of turbulence for group actions needs to be amplified to a theory of
turbulence for more general equivalence relations. This amplification is carried out
in this paper for a class of uniform equivalence relations, which includes interesting
examples like the above metric equivalence relations on theGromov space.

A uniform equivalence relation is a pair,(V, E), consisting of a uniformityV
with a distinguished entourageE which is an equivalence relation. A first example
of uniform equivalence relation arises from a Polish actionG y X. The unifor-
mity on X is generated by the entourages{ (x, gx) | x ∈ X, g ∈ W }, where
{W} is a neighborhood system of the identity ofG, and the equivalence relation
is EX

G . A second example arises from a distance-like mapping,d : X × X →
[0,∞], that satisfies the standard properties of a distance but it is allowed to have
d(x, y) = ∞ for somex, y ∈ X. The uniformity is generated by the entourages
{ (x, x′) | d(x, x′) < ǫ }, for ǫ > 0, and the equivalence relationEd is given by
xEdy if and only if d(x, y) < ∞. The pair(d,Ed) (or simplyd) is called a metric
equivalence relation.

Generalizing the case of Polish actions, a uniform equivalence relation(V, E)
on a spaceX is called turbulent when the equivalence classes ofE are dense and
meager, and its local equivalence classes are somewhere dense, where the local
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equivalence classes are the equivalence classes of the equivalence relation on any
open subsetU ⊆ X generated by(U × U) ∩ V for any entourageV of V.

As said, the main goal of this paper is to develop the theory ofturbulence for a
class of uniform equivalence relations and then use it to analyze the complexity of
several metric equivalence relations in the Gromov space, which are not reducible
to Polish actions, proving that they are turbulent and, as a consequence, generi-
cally EY

S∞
-ergodic for any PolishS∞-spaceY . This analysis begins in Section 5,

where we introduce a class of metric equivalence relations,called of type I. For
any metric equivalence relations of type I and any PolishS∞-spaceY , we show
that turbulence implies genericEY

S∞
-ergodicity. The results and proofs of Sec-

tion 5 follow closely Hjorth’s work, adapted to metric equivalence relations by
using the concepts and preliminary results developed in theprevious sections. The
general theory is continued in Section 6, where we give a sequence of hypothe-
sis that collective-wise will eventually guarantee that a metric equivalence relation
that satisfies them is of type I and turbulent.

In Section 7, as a prelude to the study of the “turbulent dynamics” of the Gromov
space, we study the metric equivalence relation(d∞, E∞) onC(R) defined by the
supremum distance, whereC(R) is equipped with the compact-open topology.

Section 8 reviews the construction of the Gromov spaceM∗, and the pointed
Gromov-Hausdorff distance with possible infinite values,dGH , between isometry
classes of pointed proper metric spaces. This distance defines the relation “be-
ing at finite Gromov-Hausdorff distance” overM∗, denoted byEGH . Another
equivalence relation overM∗ introduced in this section is “being quasi-isometric,”
denoted byEQI , which turns out to be induced by a distance function with possible
infinite values,dQI .

Sections 9 and 10 analyze the metric equivalence relations given by(dGH , EGH)
and(dQI , EQI) overM∗.

Our analysis culminates in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. If (d,E) is (d∞, E∞), (dGH , EGH) or (dQI , EQI), then:

(i) The metric equivalence relation(d,E) is turbulent.
(ii ) E is genericallyEY

S∞
-ergodic for every PolishS∞-spaceY .

Parts (ii) of this result applies to the case ofY being theS∞-space of countable
structures and thus can be seen as justification of a metric space version of the
so called Gromov’s principle for discrete groups: “No statement about all finitely
presented groups is both non-trivial and true.”

2. CONTINUOUS RELATIONS

Let 2 = {0, 1} denote the two-point set. IfX is any set, then2X , the set of
mappingsX → 2, is naturally identified with the set of all subsets ofX by means
of the characteristic mapping of a subset.

If A ⊆ X, let

PA = {B ⊆ X | B ∩A 6= ∅ }.
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There is a natural identification

2A = 2X \ PX\A. (1)

MoreoverP∅ = ∅ andPX = 2X \ {∅}, and for any setI ⊆ 2X of subsets ofX,
P⋃

A∈I A
=
⋃

A∈I PA andP⋂
A∈I A

⊆
⋂

A∈I PA. If X is a topological space, then

2X becomes a topological space when endowed with the topology that has{PU |
U open inX} as a subbase. This is called the Vietoris topology (Vietoris[16],
Michael [12]). In what follows, provided thatX is a topological space and unless
otherwise stated,2X will always be endowed with the Vietoris topology.

If B is a base for a topology onX, then
{ ⋂

U∈C

PU | C is a finite subset ofB

}

is a base for the Vietoris topology on2X . It follows in particular that2X is second
countable ifX is second countable.

A (binary) relation,E, over sets,X andY , is a subsetE ⊆ X × Y . The sets
X andY are called thesourceand target of E, respectively. The notationxEy
means(x, y) ∈ E. Forx ∈ X, the (possibly empty) setE(x) = { y ∈ Y | xEy }
is called thetarget fiberof E overx. The relationE is completely specified by
its target fiber mapx ∈ X 7→ E(x) ∈ 2Y . More generally, the notationE(S) =⋃

x∈S E(x) ∈ 2Y will be used for eachS ⊆ X. The target fiber map can also be
used to realizeE(S) as a subset of2Y ; the context will clarify this ambiguity.

Definition 2.1. A relation, E, over two topological spaces,X andY , is called
continuousif the target fiber mapx ∈ X 7→ E(x) ∈ 2Y is continuous.

The following result follows directly from (1).

Lemma 2.2 ([13, Proposition 2.1]). A relationE ⊆ X × Y is continuous if and
only if, for every closed setF ⊆ Y , the set{x ∈ X | E(x) ⊆ F} is closed inX.

Let πX andπY denote the factor projections ofX × Y ontoX andY , respec-
tively. If A ⊆ X, B ⊆ Y , andx ∈ X, then

A ∩ E−1(PB) = πX(E ∩ (A×B)), (2)

E(x) = πY (E ∩ ({x} × Y )). (3)

The following lemma is an easy consequence of (2).

Lemma 2.3. A relationE ⊆ X × Y is continuous if and only if the restriction
πX |E : E → X is an open mapping.

If E is a relation overX andY , then theoppositeof E is the relationEop over
Y andX given by

Eop = { (y, x) ∈ Y ×X | xEy }.
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The target fibers ofEop areEop(y) = E−1(P{y}), and are calledsource fibersof
E. Note that for allA ⊆ X and allB ⊆ Y ,

(Eop)−1(PA) = E(A), (4)

(E ∩ (A×B))op = Eop ∩ (B ×A). (5)

Because of (4),Eop : Y → 2X is continuous if and only if, for any open set
O ⊆ X, the setE(O) is open inY . In the case of equivalence relations, it is usually
said thatE is open when this property is satisfied; this term is now generalized to
arbitrary relations.

Definition 2.4. A relation over topological spaces is calledopen if its opposite
relation is continuous, and it is calledbi-continuousif it is both continuous and
open.

RelationE could also be open in the sense that the mapE : X → 2Y is open;
this possible ambiguity will be clarified by the context.

If E is a symmetric relation over a spaceX, then the source and target fibers are
equal, and are simply calledfibersof E, and soE is bi-continuous if and only ifE
is continuous.

Example 2.5. The following are basic examples of continuous and bi-continuous
relations.

(i) If E is the graph of a mapf : X → Y , thenE (respectively,Eop) is continu-
ous just whenf is continuous (respectively, open). In particular, the diagonal
∆X ⊆ X × X is a bi-continuous relation overX because it is the graph of
the identity map ofX.

(ii) If E ⊆ X × Y is an open subset, thenE is a bi-continuous relation overX
andY .

(iii) If E is a continuous relation overX andY , thenE∩ (A×V ) is a continuous
relation overA andV , for anyA ⊆ X and any openV ⊆ Y . Thus, by (5), if
E is bi-continuous, then, for all open subsetsU ⊆ X andV ⊆ Y , the relation
E ∩ (U × V ) overU andV is bi-continuous.

(iv) An equivalence relation is bi-continuous precisely when the saturation of any
open set is an open set. In particular, the equivalence relation defined by
the orbits of a continuous group action is bi-continuous, and the equivalence
relation defined by the leaves of a foliated space is also bi-continuous.



ON TURBULENT RELATIONS 7

For any set of relations,R ⊆ 2X×Y , and anyA ⊆ Y , the following properties
hold:

( ⋃

E∈R

E
)−1

(PA) =
⋃

E∈R

E−1(PA), (6)

( ⋂

E∈R

E
)−1

(PA) ⊆
⋂

E∈R

E−1(PA),

( ⋃

E∈R

E
)op

=
⋃

E∈R

Eop, (7)

( ⋂

E∈R

E
)op

=
⋂

E∈R

Eop. (8)

The following result is a direct consequence of (6) and (7).

Lemma 2.6. If R is a set of continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relations over
X andY , then

⋃
E∈RE is a continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relation over

X andY .

Remark1. The intersection of two continuous relations is a relation that need not
be continuous. For example, ifE1 andE2 are the relations overR given by the
graphs of two different linear mappingsR → R, thenE1 ∩ E2 = {(0, 0)} is
not a continuous relation. However, the intersection of twocontinuous relations is
continuous when one of the relations is also an open subset (Example 2.5-(ii)), as
the next lemma shows.

Lemma 2.7. LetE be a continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relation overX
andY , and letF ⊆ X × Y be an open subset. ThenE ∩ F is continuous(respec-
tively, bi-continuous) relation overX andY .

Proof. Suppose thatE is continuous. LetV ⊆ Y be an open set. For every
x ∈ (E ∩ F )−1(PV ) there isy ∈ (E ∩ F )(x) ∩ V = E(x) ∩ F (x) ∩ V .Then
(x, y) ∈ F and, sinceF is an open subset ofX × Y , there are open setsU ⊆ X
andW ⊆ Y such that(x, y) ∈ U ×W ⊆ F . By Example 2.5-(iii),E ∩ (U ×W )
is a continuous relation overU andW , and so(E ∩ (U ×W ))−1(PV ) is open in
U , hence inX. Sincex ∈ (E ∩ (U ×W ))−1(PV ) ⊆ (E ∩ F )−1(PV ), this shows
that(E ∩ F )−1(PV ) is open inX, and hence thatE ∩ F is a continuous relation.

If E is a bi-continuous relation, thenE ∩ F is a bi-continuous relation because
of Example 2.5-(ii) and (8). �

Thecompositionof two relations,E ⊆ X × Y andF ⊆ Y × Z, is the relation
F ◦ E ⊆ X × Z given by

F ◦E = { (x, z) ∈ X × Z | ∃y ∈ Y such thatxEy andyFz }.

Composition of relations is an associative operation and∆X is its identity atX.
Moreover

(F ◦E)op = Eop ◦ F op. (9)
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If E ⊆ X×X is a relation, the symbolEn, for positiven ∈ N, denotes then-fold
compositionE ◦ · · · ◦E, andE0 = ∆X . If E′ ⊆ X ′ × Y ′ is another relation over
topological spaces, letE × E′ be the relation overX ×X ′ andY × Y ′ given by

E × E′ = { (x, x′, y, y′) ∈ X ×X ′ × Y × Y ′ | xEy andx′E′y′ }.

Note that

(E × E′)op = Eop × E′op. (10)

For relationsE ⊆ X × Y andG ⊆ X × Z, let (E,G) denote the relation over
X andY × Z given by

(E,G) = { (x, y, z) ∈ X × Y × Z | xEy andxGz }.

Lemma 2.8. The following properties hold for relations:

(i) If E andF are continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relations, thenF ◦E
is continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relation.

(ii ) If E andE′ are continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relations, thenE ×
E′ is a continuous(respectively, bi-continuous) relation.

(iii ) If E andG are continuous relations, then(E,G) is a continuous relation.

Proof. In (i) and (ii), the statements about continuity hold because

(F ◦E)−1(PW ) = E−1
(
PF−1(PW )

)
,

(E × E′)−1(PV×V ′) = E−1(PV )× E′−1(PV ′),

for W ⊆ Z, V ⊆ Y andV ′ ⊆ Y ′, and the statements about bi-continuity follow
from (9) and (10). Property (iii) is a consequence of (i) and (ii) since

(F,G) = (F ×G) ◦ (∆X ,∆X),

where(∆X ,∆X) is continuous because it is the graph of the diagonal mapping
x 7→ (x, x). �

A consequence of Lemma 2.8-(i) is that the continuous relations (and also the
bi-continuous relations) over topological spaces are the morphisms of a category
with the operation of composition. The assignmentE 7→ Eop is a contravariant
functor of the category of bi-continuous relations to itself.

Lemma 2.9. The following properties hold for continuous relations over a topo-
logical space,X, and a second countable topological space,Y .

(i) If E ⊆ X × Y is a continuous relation, then

{x ∈ X | E(x) is dense inY }

is aGδ subset ofX.
(ii ) If E,F ⊆ X × Y are continuous relations andE ⊆ F , then

{x ∈ X | E(x) is dense inF (x) }

is a Borel subset ofX.
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Proof. Let B be a countable base of non-empty open sets for the topology ofY .
Then Property (i) is satisfies because

{x ∈ X | E(x) is dense inY } =
⋂

U∈B

E−1(PU ),

the intersection of countably many open subsets ofX, and Property (ii) is satisfied
because

{x ∈ X | E(x) is dense inF (x) }

=
⋂

U∈B

{x ∈ X | x ∈ F−1(PU ) ⇒ x ∈ E−1(PU ) }

=
⋂

U∈B

(
E−1(PU ) ∪ (X \ F−1(PU ))

)
,

the intersection of countably many Borel subsets ofX (each the union of an open
set and a closed set). �

Definition 2.10. An equivalence relation over a topological space is calledtopo-
logically transitive(respectively,topologically minimal) if some equivalence class
is dense (respectively, every equivalence class is dense).

The following concepts and notation will be used frequently.

Definition 2.11. (i) A subset of a topological space ismeagerif it is the count-
able intersection of nowhere dense subsets.

(ii) A subset of a topological space isresidual if it contains the intersection of
countably many open, dense subsets.

(iii) A subset of a topological space has theBaire propertyif it differs from an
open set in a meager set.

(iv) A topological space isBaire if every residual subset is dense.

Definition 2.12. Let P be a property that members of sets may or may not satisfy.
LetX be a topological space.

(i) PropertyP is satisfied byresidually manymembers ofX, and denoted by
(∀∗x ∈ X)P (x), if the set{x ∈ X | P (x) } is residual inX.

(ii) PropertyP is satisfied bynon-meagerly manymembers ofX, and denoted
by (∃∗x ∈ X)P (x), if the set{x ∈ X | P (x) } is non-meager.

Corollary 2.13. If X is second countable andE is a topologically transitive, con-
tinuous equivalence relation overX, then,∀∗x ∈ X, E(x) is dense inX.

Proof. By Lemma 2.9-(i), the set

{x ∈ X | E(x) is dense inX }

is a denseGδ subset ofX. �

Lemma 2.14. LetX be a metrizable topological space, letY be a second count-
able topological space, and letE ⊆ X × Y be a continuous relation. If every
target fiber ofE is a Baire space, then the following properties hold:
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(i) If A is aGδ subset ofY , then

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩A is residual inE(x) }

is aGδ subset ofX.
(ii ) If B is anFσ subset ofY , then

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩B is non-meager inE(x)}

is anFσ subset ofX.
(iii ) If B is a Borel subset ofY , then

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩B is residual inE(x) }

and
{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩B is non-meager inE(x) }

are Borel subsets ofX.

Proof. To prove (i), writeA as an intersectionA =
⋂

n∈N Un of countable many
open subsetsUn ⊆ Y , and letB be a countable base for the topology ofY . Then

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩A is residual inE(x) }

=
⋂

n∈N

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ Un is residual inE(x) }

=
⋂

n∈N

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ Un is dense inE(x) }

=
⋂

n∈N

⋂

V ∈B

{x ∈ X | x ∈ E−1(PV ) ⇒ x ∈ E−1(PV ∩Un) }

=
⋂

n∈N

⋂

V ∈B

(E−1(PV ∩Un) ∪ (X \ E−1(PV ))),

which is aGδ subset ofX; in fact, everyE−1(PV ∩Un) ∪ (X \ E−1(PV )) is Gδ ,
because, sinceX is metrizable, closed subsets ofX areGδ.

Property (ii) is a consequence of (i) because, for everyB ⊆ X,

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩B is non-meager inE(x) }

= X \ {x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ (X \B) is residual inE(x) }. (11)

To prove (iii), letC be the set of all Borel subsetsB ⊆ Y such that, for any open
subsetU ⊆ Y , the sets

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩B is residual inE(x) ∩ U } (12)

and

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩B is non-meager inE(x) ∩ U } (13)

are both Borel subsets ofX.
This C is aσ-algebra of subsets ofY . Indeed, it is closed under complementa-

tion, because of (11) and Example 2.5-(iii), and it is also closed under countable
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intersections, because if{Cn | n ∈ N} is a countable set of members ofC, and
U ⊆ Y is an open set, then
{
x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩

⋂

n∈N

Cn is residual inE(x) ∩ U
}

=
⋂

n∈N

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩ Cn is residual inE(x) ∩ U }

is a Borel subset ofX, hence (12), and (13) follows from this: for any countable
setB of open, non-empty, subsets ofU that is a base for the topology ofU , by
[7, Proposition 8.26] (in a Baire space, a subset with the Baire property either is
meager or is residual in some open set, but not both), and since the target fibers of
E are Baire spaces and

⋂
n∈NCn has the Baire property,

{
x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩

⋂

n∈N

Cn is non-meager inE(x) ∩ U
}

=
⋃

V ∈B

{
x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ V ∩

⋂

n∈N

Cn is residual inE(x) ∩ V
}

=
⋃

V ∈B

⋂

n∈N

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ V ∩Cn is residual inE(x) ∩ V }

is a Borel subset ofX, and so
⋂

n∈N Cn ∈ C.
Every open subsetV ⊆ Y is a member ofC. Indeed, using Example 2.5-(iii),

and applying (i) and (ii), [7, Proposition 8.26], the fact that E(x) ∩ U is a Baire
space, and the fact that open sets areFσ becauseX is metrizable, it follows that

{x ∈ X | E(x) ∩ U ∩ V is non-meager inE(x) ∩ U} = E−1(PU∩V ).

Consequently,C is theσ-algebra of all Borel subsets ofY , which establishes (iii).
�

Lemma 2.15. LetE ⊆ X × Y be an open relation overX andY . If A ⊆ B ⊆ Y
andA is dense inB, thenE−1(PA) is dense inE−1(PB).

Proof. LetO be an open subset ofX. SinceE(O) is open inY andA dense inB,

O ∩ E−1(PB) 6= ∅ ⇐⇒ E(O) ∩B 6= ∅

=⇒ E(O) ∩A 6= ∅ ⇐⇒ O ∩ E−1(PA) 6= ∅. �

Lemma 2.16. Let E be a bi-continuous relation over the topological spacesX
andY , and assume thatY is second countable. IfB is open and dense inY , then,
∀∗x ∈ X, B ∩ E(x) is open and dense inE(x).

Proof. Let {Vn | n ∈ N} be a countable base for the topology ofY . Write

On =
(
X \ E−1(PVn)

)
∪ E−1(PVn∩B).

The boundary∂E−1(PVn) is a meager set inX becauseE−1(PVn) is open inX.
SinceVn ∩ B is dense inVn, Lemma 2.15 implies thatE−1(PVn∩B) is dense in
E−1(PVn). Hence (

X \E−1(PVn)
)
∪ E−1(PVn∩B)
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is open and dense inX \ ∂E−1(PVn), and therefore the interior ofOn is open
and dense inX. This proves that

⋂
n∈NOn is a residual subset ofX. If x is in⋂

n∈NOn, thenE(x)∩B is dense inE(x), for otherwise there would be someVn

in the base for whichE(x)∩B∩Vn = ∅ andE(x)∩Un 6= ∅, which conflicts with
the definition ofOn. �

The following is a generalization of the Kuratowski-Ulam Theorem [10, p. 222].

Theorem 2.17(Cf. [7, Theorem 8.41]). LetE be a bi-continuous relation over the
topological spacesX andY . LetY be second countable, and letA ⊆ Y have the
Baire property. The following properties are satisfied:

(i) ∀∗x ∈ X, A ∩ E(x) has the Baire property inE(x);
(ii ) if A is meager inY , then,∀∗x ∈ X, A ∩ E(x) is meager inE(x);
(iii ) if A is residual inY , then,∀∗x ∈ X, A ∩E(x) is residual inE(x).

In addition, ifX is a Baire space,E(X) is dense inY , and,∀∗x ∈ X, E(x) is
a Baire space, the converses to(ii ) and (iii ) are also satisfied.

Proof. Lemma 2.16 implies (iii), which in turn implies (ii).
For (i), if A = U△M for some meager setM ⊆ Y and some open setU ⊆ Y ,

then, for allx ∈ X, A ∩ E(x) has the Baire property because

A ∩ E(x) =
(
U ∩ E(x)

)
△
(
M ∩ E(x)

)
,

whereU ∩ E(x) is open inE(x), and, by (ii),∀∗x ∈ X, M ∩ E(x) is meager in
E(x).

Assume now thatE(X) is dense inY and that,∀∗x ∈ X, E(x) is a Baire
space. LetA be a non-meager subset ofY with the Baire property. Because of [7,
Proposition 8.26], there is a non-empty openU ⊆ Y such thatA ∩ U is residual
in U ; hence, by (iii),∀∗x ∈ X, A ∩ U ∩ E(x) is residual inU ∩ E(x). Because
of [7, Proposition 8.22],A ∩ U has the Baire property inX, and thus inU ; hence,
by (i), ∀∗x ∈ X, A∩U ∩E(x) has the Baire property inU ∩E(x). BecauseE is
continuous andE(X) is dense inY , E−1(PU ) is an open non-empty subset ofX.
Since,∀∗x ∈ X, E(x) is also a Baire space, it follows from [7, Proposition 8.26]
that,∀∗x ∈ E−1(PU ), A ∩ E(x) is not meager inE(x). Thus∃∗x ∈ X such that
A∩E(x) is not meager inE(x), by [7, Proposition 8.26] sinceX is a Baire space.
This proves the converse of (ii), which in turn implies the converse of (iii). �

Remark2. The classical Kuratovski-Ulam Theorem (loc. cit., cf. also [7, Theo-
rem 8.41]) is obtained from Theorem 2.17 in the case of Baire spaces by taking
X = Y = X1 ×X2, whereX1 andX2 are second countable Baire spaces, andE
or Eop equal to the equivalence relation whose equivalence classes are the fibers
{x1} ×X2 for x1 ∈ X1.

Corollary 2.18. LetX andY be second countable Baire spaces, and letE be a
bi-continuous relation overX andY . Suppose that:E ⊆ X ×Y is a Baire space,
E(X) is dense inY , Eop(Y ) is dense inX and,∀∗x ∈ X, ∀∗y ∈ Y , E(x) and
Eop(y) are Baire spaces. IfF ⊆ X ×Y is such thatF ∩E has the Baire property
in E, then,∀∗y ∈ E(x), ∀∗x ∈ X, (x, y) ∈ F if and only if, ∀∗x ∈ Eop(y),
∀∗y ∈ Y , (x, y) ∈ F .
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Proof. Lemma 2.3 implies that the restrictions of the projectionsπX andπY to
E are open mappings. Hence, by Example 2.5-(i), their corresponding graphs,
ΠE,X ⊆ E ×X andΠE,Y ⊆ E × Y , are bi-continuous relations. Moreover, for
x ∈ X andy ∈ Y ,

Πop
E,X(x) = {x} × E(x)≡ E(x),

Πop
E,Y (y) = Eop(y)× {y} ≡ Eop(y),

A ∩Πop
E,X(x) = {x} × (A ∩ E)(x) ≡ (A ∩E)(x),

A ∩Πop
E,Y (y) = (A ∩E)op(y)× {y} ≡ (A ∩ E)op(y),

andΠop
E,X(X) = Πop

E,Y (Y ) = E. Then, by Theorem 2.17 applied toE, Πop
E,X ,

Πop
E,Y andEop,

∀∗y ∈ E(x), ∀∗x ∈ X, (x, y) ∈ F

⇐⇒ ∀∗x ∈ X, (F ∩ E)(x) is residual inE(x)

⇐⇒ F ∩ E is residual inE

⇐⇒ ∀∗y ∈ Y, (F ∩ E)op(y) is residual inEop(y)

⇐⇒ ∀∗x ∈ Eop(y), ∀∗y ∈ Y, (x, y) ∈ F. �

Corollary 2.19. Let X andY be second countable Baire spaces, and letEn ⊆
X × Y be countably many bi-continuous relations overX andY . The following
properties hold:

(i) If A ⊆ X andB ⊆ Y are residual subsets, then there are residual subsets
C ⊆ A andD ⊆ B such that, for allx ∈ C, all y ∈ D and all n ∈ N, the
setD ∩ En(x) is residual inEn(x) andC ∩ Eop

n (y) is residual inEop
n (y).

(ii ) If X = Y andA ⊆ X is a residual subset, then there is a residual subset
C ⊆ A such that, for allx ∈ C and all n ∈ N, C ∩ En(x) is residual in
En(x).

Proof. To prove (i), define residual subsets,Ci ⊆ X andDi ⊆ Y , i ∈ N, by the
following induction process oni ∈ N. SetC0 = A andD0 = B. Assuming that
Ci andDi have been defined, let

Ci+1 = {x ∈ X | ∀∗x ∈ X, ∀n ∈ N, Di ∩ En(x) is residual inEn(x) },

Di+1 = { y ∈ Y | ∀∗y ∈ Y , ∀n ∈ N, Ci ∩ Eop
n (y) is residual inEop

n (y) }.

By Theorem 2.17, for alli ∈ N, Ci is residual inX andDi is residual inY ,
and thereforeC =

⋂
i∈NCi is residual inA andD =

⋂
i∈NDi is residual inB

becauseA andB are dense inX andY , respectively, sinceX andY are Baire
spaces. Moreover, for alln ∈ N, all x ∈ C and all y ∈ D, D ∩ En(x) =⋂

i∈N(Di ∩ En(x)) is residual inEn(x), andC ∩ Eop
n (y) =

⋂
i∈N(Ci ∩ Eop

n (y))
is residual inEop

n (y).
To prove (ii), letC0 = A and, assuming thatCi has been defined, let

Ci+1 = {x ∈ X | ∀∗x ∈ X, ∀n ∈ N, Ci ∩ En(x) is residual inE(x) }.
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By Theorem 2.17, for alli ∈ N, Ci is residual inX. ThereforeC =
⋂

i∈N Ci is
residual inA becauseA is dense inX sinceX is a Baire space, and, for allx ∈ C
and alln ∈ N, C ∩ En(x) =

⋂
i∈N(Ci ∩ En(x)) is residual inEn(x). �

3. CLASSIFICATION AND GENERIC ERGODICITY

Let X andY be topological spaces, and letE ⊆ X × X andF ⊆ Y × Y be
equivalence relations. A mapping,θ : X → Y , is called(E,F )-invariant if

xEx′ =⇒ θ(x)Fθ(x′)

for all x, x′ ∈ X. An (E,F )-invariant mappingθ : X → Y induces a mapping,
θ̄ : X/E → Y/F , between quotient spaces.

The relationE is Borel reducibleto F , writtenE ≤B F , if there is an(E,F )-
invariant Borel mappingθ : X → Y such that

xEx′ ⇐⇒ θ(x)Fθ(x′)

for all x, x′ ∈ X; i.e., such that the quotient mappinḡθ : X/E → Y/F is injective.
If E ≤B F andF ≤B E, thenE is said to beBorel bi-reduciblewith F , and is
denoted byE ∼B F .

The relationE is genericallyF -ergodicif, for any (E,F )-invariant, Baire mea-
surable mappingθ : X → Y , there is some residual saturatedC ⊆ X such that
θ̄ : C/(E ∩ (C × C)) → Y/F is constant.

Remark3. If E is a genericallyF -ergodic relation overX, then every equivalence
relation overX that containsE is also genericallyF -ergodic.

The partial pre-order relation≤B establishes a hierarchy on the complexity of
equivalence relations over topological spaces. Two key ranks of this hierarchy are
given by the following two concepts of classification of relations.

In the first one,E is said to beconcretely classifiable(or smooth, or tame) if
E ≤B ∆R (the identity relation onR). This means that the equivalence classes of
E can be distinguished by some Borel mappingX → R.

Theorem 3.1. LetX andY be second countable topological spaces. IfE is a con-
tinuous, topologically transitive equivalence relation overX, thenE is generically
∆Y -ergodic.

Proof. Let θ : X → Y be (E,∆Y )-invariant and Baire measurable. By [7, The-
orem 8.38],θ is continuous on some residual saturated setC0 ⊆ X. By Corol-
lary 2.13, there is residual saturatedC1 ⊆ X such that, for allx ∈ C1, E(x) is
dense inX. ThenC0 ∩ C1 is a residual subset ofX whereθ is constant. �

Remark4. In the above proof, ifX is a Baire space, thenC0 ∩ C1 6= ∅.

Corollary 3.2 (Cf. [5, Theorem 3.2]). LetX be a second countable space and let
E be a continuous equivalence relation overX. If E is topologically transitive,
then everyE-saturated subset ofX that has the Baire property is either residual
or meager.

Proof. Apply Theorem 3.1 to the characteristic function of the given subset. �
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Corollary 3.3. LetX be a second countable Baire space and letE be a continuous
equivalence relation overX. If E is topologically transitive and its equivalence
classes are meager subsets ofX, thenE is not concretely classifiable.

Proof. By Theorem 3.1, each(E,∆R)-invariant Borel mapθ : X → R is constant
on some residual saturated subset ofX. So θ̄ : X/E → R/∆R ≡ R cannot be
injective becauseX is a Baire space and the equivalence classes are meager.�

The second classification concept can be defined by using
∏∞

n=1 2
N

n
endowed

with the product topology, which is a Polish space. Each element of
∏∞

n=1 2
Nn

can
be considered as a structure onN defined by a sequence(Rn), where eachRn is a
relation overN with arity n. Two such structures are isomorphic when they corre-
spond by some permutation ofN, which defines the isomorphism relation∼= over∏∞

n=1 2
Nn

. Then a relationE is classifiable by countable structures(or models) if
E ≤B

∼=. This means that there is some Borel mapθ : X →
∏∞

n=1 2
N

n
such that

xEx′ if and only if θ(x) ∼= θ(x′). Here, it is also possible to use the structures on
N defined by arbitrary countable relational languages,cf. [5, Section 2.3].

The equivalence relation defined by the action of a groupG on a setX will be
denoted byEX

G ; in this case, the notationO(x) will be used for the orbit of each
x ∈ X instead ofEX

G (x). If G is a Polish group, the set of all relations defined
by continuous actions ofG on Polish spaces has a maximum with respect to≤B ,
which is unique up to∼B and is denoted byE∞

G [2, 9].
As a special example, the groupS∞ of permutations ofN becomes Polish with

the topology induced by the product topology ofNN, whereN is considered with
the discrete topology. Then the canonical action ofS∞ on

∏∞
n=1 2

N
n

defines the
isomorphism relation∼= over the space of countable structures, which is a repre-
sentative ofE∞

S∞
[5].

Classification by countable structures and generic ergodicity are well understood
for equivalence relations defined by Polish actions in termsof a dynamical concept
calledturbulencewhich was introduced by Hjorth [5].

4. TURBULENT UNIFORM RELATIONS

A uniform equivalence relation, or simply auniform relation, over a set,X,
is a pair,(V, E), consisting of a uniformityV on X and an equivalence relation
E overX such thatE ∈ V. Note that(V, E) is determined by the entourages
(members ofV) that are contained inE, and thatV induces a uniform structure on
each equivalence class ofE.

One important example of a uniform relation is that given by the action of a
topological group,G, on a set,X. This is of the form(V, EX

G ), whereV is the
uniform structure onX generated by the entourages

VW = { (x, gx) | x ∈ X, g ∈ W }, (14)

whereW belongs to the neighborhood system of the identity ofG. Thus a uniform
relation over a topological space can be considered as a generalized dynamical
system.
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Another important example of uniform relation is the following. A metric (or
distance function) with possible infinite valueson a set is a functiond : X ×
X → [0,∞] satisfying the usual properties of a metric (d is symmetric, equals0
just on the diagonal ofX × X and satisfies the triangle inequality). It defines an
equivalence relation,EX

d , overX given byxEX
d y if and only if d(x, y) < ∞.

There is a uniform relation induced byd of the form(V, EX
d ), where a base ofV

consists of the entourages

Vǫ = { (x, y) ∈ X ×X | d(x, y) < ǫ }. (15)

The termmetric equivalence relation(or metric relation) will be used for the pair
(d,EX

d ) (or even ford). Like the usual metrics, metrics with possible infinite
values induce a topology which has a base of open sets consisting of open balls;
unless otherwise indicated, the ball of centerx and radiusR will be denoted by
BX(x,R) or Bd(x,R), or simply byB(x,R).

Remark5. Other generalizations of metrics also define uniform relations, like
pseudo-metrics with possible infinite values, defined in the obvious way, or when
the triangle inequality is replaced by the conditiond(x, y) ≤ ρ

(
d(x, z) + d(z, y)

)

for someρ > 0 and allx, y, z ∈ X (generalized pseudo-metrics with possible
infinite values). They give rise to the concepts ofpseudo-metric relationandgen-
eralized pseudo-metric relation.

Remark6. Let d andd′ be metric relations overX that induce respective uniform
relations(V, E) and(V ′, E′). If d′ ≤ d, thenV ⊆ V ′ andE ⊆ E′.

Definition 4.1 (Cf. [5, Definition 3.15]). Let (V, E) be a uniform relation over
a topological spaceX. For any non-empty openU ⊆ X and anyV ∈ V with
V ⊆ E, the set

E(U, V ) =

∞⋃

n=0

(V ∩ (U × U))n

is an equivalence relation overU called alocal equivalence relation. TheE(U, V )-
equivalence class of anyx ∈ U is called alocal equivalence classof x, and is
denoted byE(x,U, V ).

For a relation given by the action of a groupG on a spaceX, the local equiva-
lence classes are calledlocal orbits in Hjorth [5], and the notationO(x,U,W ) is
used instead ofEX

G (x,U, V ) whenV = VW according to (14). Similarly, for a
uniform relation induced by a generalized pseudo-metricd on a setX, the notation
EX

d (x,U, ǫ) is used instead ofEX
d (x,U, V ) whenV = Vǫ according to (15).

Definition 4.2 (Cf. [5, Definition 3.13]). A uniform relation is calledturbulent if:

(i) every equivalence class is dense,
(ii) every equivalence class is meager, and
(iii) every local equivalence class is somewhere dense.

Remark7. Definition 4.2 does not correspond exactly to the definition of turbu-
lence introduced by Hjorth for Polish actions [5, Definition3.13]. To generalize
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exactly Hjorth’s definition, condition (iii) of Definition 4.2 should be replaced with
condition (iii’):

(iii’) every equivalence class meets the closure of each local equivalence class.

In fact, (i) already follows from (iii’). In the case of Polish actions, (iii) and (iii’)
can be interchanged in the definition of turbulence by [5, Lemmas 3.14 and 3.16];
thus Definition 4.2 generalizes Hjorth’s definition. But in our setting, that equiva-
lence is more delicate and our results become simpler by using (iii).

Remark8. Let (V, E) and(V ′, E′) be uniform relations over a topological space
X such thatV ⊆ V ′ andE ⊆ E′. If the local equivalence classes of(V, E)
are somewhere dense (Definition 4.2-(iii)), then the local equivalence classes of
(V ′, E′) are also somewhere dense.

Example 4.3. The following simple examples illustrate the generalization of the
concept of turbulence for uniform relations.

(i) If E is an equivalence relation over a topological spaceX, thenV = {V ⊆
X × X | E ⊆ V } is a uniformity onX, and(V, E) is a uniform relation.
ThereforeE is the only entourage ofV contained inE, andE(x,U,E) =
E(x) ∩ U for any openU ⊆ X and allx ∈ U , so it follows that(V, E) is
turbulent if the equivalence classes ofE are dense and meager.

(ii) Let G be a first countable topological group whose topology is induced by a
right invariant metricdG. Suppose thatG acts continuously on the left on a
topological spaceX. Then this action induces a pseudo-metric relationd on
X with EX

d = EX
G and

d(x, y) = inf{ dG(1G, g) | g ∈ G, gx = y }

for (x, y) ∈ EX
G , where1G denotes the identity element ofG. The pseudo-

metric relationd induces the same uniform relation as the action ofG onX,
and therefored is turbulent if and only the action is turbulent.

(iii) Let Z be the additive group of integers with the discrete topology, and let
G ⊆ ZN denote the topological subgroup consisting of the sequences (xn)
such thatxn = 0 for all but finitely manyn ∈ N. For some fixed irrational
numberθ, consider the continuous action ofG on the circleS1 ≡ R/Z given
by (xn) · [r] = [r + θ

∑
n xn], where[r] is the element ofS1 represented by

r ∈ R. The orbits of this action are dense and countable. For eachN ∈ N,
the sets

WN = { (xn) ∈ G | ∀n ∈ {0, . . . , N}, xn = 0 }

are open and closed subgroups ofG which form a base of neighborhoods of
the identity element. The induced action of eachWN on S1 has the same
orbits asG; soO([r], U,WN ) = U ∩ O([r]) for all openU ⊆ S1 and each
[r] ∈ U . It follows that this action is turbulent. In fact, the uniform equiva-
lence relation induced by this action is of the type described in (i): we have
ES1

G ⊆ V for each entourageV . Moreover, for any invariant metric onG, the
induced pseudo-metric relationd on S1 is determined byd([r], [s]) = ∞ if
O([r]) 6= O([s]) andd([r], [s]) = 0 if O([r]) = O([s]). However, the action
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of G onS1 given by(xn) · [r] = [r + θx0] has the same orbits but is not tur-
bulent: each point is a local orbit. Indeed this second action induces the same
uniform equivalence relation as the action ofZ given byx · [r] = [r + θx],
which is not turbulent becauseZ is locally compact.

Definition 4.4 (Cf. [5, Definition 3.20]). A uniform relation(V, E) on a spaceX
is generically turbulentif:

(i) ∀∗x ∈ X, the equivalence class ofx is dense inX,
(ii) every equivalence class is meager, and
(iii) ∀∗x ∈ X, any local equivalence class ofx is somewhere dense.

A metric relation is called (generically) turbulentif the induced uniform relation
is (generically) turbulent.

5. TURBULENCE AND GENERIC ERGODICITY

From now on, only metric relations over topological spaces will be considered
because that suffices for the applications given in this paper. Some restriction on
the topological structure of the space, and some compatibility of that structure with
the metric relation will be required, and these are given in the following definition;
they are restrictive enough to prove the desired results, and general enough to be
satisfied in the applications.

Definition 5.1. A metric relationd on a spaceX is said to be oftype I if:

(i) X is Polish;
(ii) the topology induced byd onX is finer or equal than the topology ofX; and
(iii) there is a setE = {En | n ∈ Z} of relations overX, with Em ⊆ En if

m ≤ n, and such that:
(a) eachEn ∈ E is symmetric,
(b) eachEn ∈ E is aGδ subset ofX ×X,
(c) for eachr > 0, there are somem ≤ n in Z so that, for allx ∈ X,

Em(x) ⊆ Bd(x, r) ⊆ En(x),

(d) for eachn ∈ Z, there arer, s > 0 such that, for allx ∈ X,

Bd(x, r) ⊆ En(x) ⊆ Bd(x, s),

(e) eachEn ∈ E is continuous, and
(f) for all k,m, n ∈ Z and allx ∈ X, if Ek ◦Em ⊇ En, thenEk∩(Em(x)×

En(x)) is an open relation overEm(x) andEn(x).

Remark9. In Definition 5.1, observe the following:

(i) EachEn ∈ E is aGδ subset ofX and, for eachx ∈ X, En(x) ≡ En∩({x}×
X) is aGδ subset ofX ≡ X × {x}. Therefore, by [7, Theorem 3.11],En

andEn(x) are Polish subspaces ofX ×X andX, respectively; in particular,
they are Baire spaces.

(ii) SinceEX
d =

⋃
E∈E E, a metric relation of type I is continuous by Lemma 2.6;

however, its fibers need not be Polish spaces.
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(iii) By properties (iii)-(a),(f), for allk,m, n ∈ Z and allx ∈ X, if Ek◦En ⊇ Em,
thenEk ∩ (Em(x)×En(x)) is a continuous relation overEm(x) andEn(x).

(iv) It will become clear that the general results presentedin this paper hold if
the metric equivalence relation is of type I only on some dense Gδ subset.
For the sake of simplicity, that generality is avoided sincethe conditions of
Definition 5.1 are satisfied in the applications to be given.

(v) EveryEk contains the diagonal∆X by Definition 5.1-(iii)-(d). SoEk ◦El ⊇
El, for all k, l ∈ Z.

Lemma 5.2. Definition 5.1-(iii) holds if and only if there is a set of relations E ′

overX such that:

(a’) eachE ∈ E ′ is symmetric,
(b’) eachE ∈ E ′ is aGδ subset ofX ×X,
(c’) for eachr > 0, there are someE,F ∈ E ′ so that, for allx ∈ X,

E(x) ⊆ Bd(x, r) ⊆ F (x),

(d’) for eachE ∈ E ′, there are somer, s > 0 so that

Bd(x, r) ⊆ E(x) ⊆ Bd(x, s)

for all x ∈ X,
(e’) eachE ∈ E ′ is continuous, and
(f’) for all E,F,G ∈ E ′ andx ∈ X, if E ◦ F ⊇ G thenE ∩ (F (x)×G(x)) is an

open relation overF (x) andG(x).

Proof. If E satisfies (a)–(f), then it also satisfies (a’)–(f’).
Reciprocally, if (a’)–(f’) are satisfied byE ′, then (a)–(f) are satisfied byE =

{En | n ∈ Z }, where eachEn is chosen inE ′ so that

Bd(x, n) ⊆ En(x) ⊆ Bd(x, n+ 1) for integersn ≥ 0,

Bd(x,
1

−n+1) ⊆ En(x) ⊆ Bd(x,
1
−n) for integersn < 0. �

Remark10. The variant of Definition 5.1, with theE ′ given by Lemma 5.2 replac-
ing E , will be useful in the applications.

Lemma 5.3 (Cf. [5, Lemma 3.17]). Let d be a metric relation of type I over a
spaceX, and letE = {En | n ∈ Z } be a sequence of subsetsEn ⊆ X × X
satisfying the conditions of Definition 5.1. LetG be a Polish group and letY be
a PolishG-space. Ifθ : X → Y is an (EX

d , EY
G )-invariant Borel map, then, for

any neighborhoodW of the identity element1G in G, ∀ℓ ∈ Z, ∀∗x ∈ X, and
∀∗x′ ∈ Eℓ(x), there is some open neighborhoodU of x in X such that,∀k ∈ Z

and∀∗x′′ ∈ U ∩ Ek(x) ∩ Eℓ(x
′), ∃g ∈ W so thatg · θ(x) = θ(x′′).

Proof. Fix an open neighborhoodW of 1G in G. The result follows from Corol-
lary 2.18 and the following Claim 1.

Claim1. ∀ℓ ∈ Z, ∀x ∈ X and∀∗x′ ∈ Eℓ(x), there exists some open neighborhood
U of x′ in X such that,∀k ∈ Z and∀∗x′′ ∈ U ∩ Ek(x

′) ∩ Eℓ(x), ∃g ∈ W so that
g · θ(x′) = θ(x′′).
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To prove this claim, letW ′ be a symmetric open neighborhood of the identity
1G ∈ G such thatW ′2 ⊆ W . SinceG is a Polish group, there are countably many
elementsgi ∈ G, i ∈ N, such thatG ⊆

⋃
i∈NW ′gi. Therefore, givenℓ ∈ Z and

x ∈ X, the setθ(Eℓ(x)) ⊆
⋃

i∈NW ′gi · θ(x). The preimage ofW ′gi · θ(x) via the
mappingθ : Eℓ(x) → Y is analytic inEℓ(x) becauseW ′gi · θ(x) is analytic [7,
Proposition 14.4-(ii)]. Hence it has the Baire property [7,Theorem 21.6], and so
there are open subsetsOi ⊆ Eℓ(x) and residual subsetsCi ⊆ Oi such that

⋃
iOi

is dense inEℓ(x) andθ(Ci) ⊆ W ′gi · θ(x). By using Definition 5.1-(iii)-(f) and
Remark 9-(iii),(v) applied to the relationEk ∩ (Eℓ(x) × Eℓ(x)) overEℓ(x), and
by Corollary 2.19-(ii) and Example 2.5-(iii), it follows that there is some residual
Di ⊆ Ci such thatEk(x

′) ∩ Di is residual inEk(x
′) ∩ Oi for all x′ ∈ Di and

k ∈ Z.
The unionA =

⋃
iDi is residual inEℓ(x). If x′ ∈ A, thenx′ ∈ Di for somei

and soθ(x′) = g′gi · θ(x) for someg′ ∈ W ′. LetU be any open neighborhood of
x′ in X so thatU ∩ Eℓ(x) ⊆ Oi. Then,∀k ∈ N, U ∩ Ek(x

′) ∩Di is residual in
U ∩ Ek(x

′) ∩ Eℓ(x). Moreover, for eachx′′ ∈ Ek(x
′) ∩Di, there isg′′ ∈ W ′ so

thatθ(x′′) = g′′gi · θ(x). Therefore, if

g = g′′g′
−1

∈ W ′W ′−1
⊆ W,

then
g · θ(x′) = gg′gi · θ(x) = g′′gi · θ(x) = θ(x′′),

which completes the proof of Claim 1. �

Corollary 5.4. Under the conditions of Lemma 5.3, for every neighborhoodW of
the identity1G ∈ G and,∀∗x ∈ X, ∃k ∈ Z such that,∀∗x′ ∈ Ek(x), ∃g ∈ W for
whichg · θ(x) = θ(x′).

Proof. Let ℓ ∈ Z and letW be an open neighborhood of1G in G. Then,∀∗x ∈
X and∀∗x′ ∈ Eℓ(x), let U be an open neighborhood ofx in X satisfying the
statement of Lemma 5.3. By Definition 5.1-(ii),(iii)-(c), there isk ≤ ℓ so that
Ek(x) ⊆ U , obtaining that,∀∗x′′ ∈ Ek(x) ∩ Eℓ(x

′), ∃g ∈ W so thatg · θ(x) =
θ(x′′). Then the result follows from Theorem 2.17, Definition 5.1-(iii)-(f) and
Remark 9-(iii) with the relationEℓ∩(Eℓ(x

′)×Ek(x
′)) overEℓ(x

′) andEk(x
′). �

Theorem 5.5 (Cf. [5, Theorem 3.18]). Let d be a metric relation of type I on
a spaceX and letY be a PolishS∞-space. If there are residually manyx ∈
X for which every local equivalence class ofx is somewhere dense, thenEX

d is
genericallyEY

S∞
-ergodic.

Proof. Let θ : X → Y be an(EX
d , EY

S∞
)-invariant Borel map. LetE = {En |

n ∈ Z } be a sequence of subsets ofEx ⊆ X × X satisfying the conditions of
Definition 5.1. The sets

WN = {h ∈ S∞ | ∀ℓ ≤ N, h(ℓ) = ℓ },

with N ∈ N, which are open and closed subgroups, form a base of neighborhoods
of the identity1S∞

∈ S∞. DefineI : X×N → N∪{∞} by settingI(x,N) equal
to the leastℓ ∈ N such that,∀∗x′ ∈ E−ℓ(x), ∃h ∈ WN so thath · θ(x) = θ(x′) if
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there is suchℓ, and settingI(x,N) = ∞ if there is not suchℓ. LetN andN∪{∞}
be endowed with the discrete topologies.

Claim 2. The mapI is Baire measurable.

SinceSN = { (y, h · y) | y ∈ Y, h ∈ WN }, N ∈ N, is analytic inY × Y , and
E−ℓ, ℓ ∈ N, is a Polish space by Remark 9-(i), the setRℓ,N = E−ℓ∩(θ×θ)−1(SN )
is analytic inE−ℓ [7, Proposition 14.4-(ii)], and therefore it has the Baire property
[7, Theorem 21.6]. Hence there is an open setUℓ,N ⊆ E−ℓ such thatRℓ,N△Uℓ,N is
meager inE−ℓ. The restrictionE−ℓ → X of the first factor projectionX ×X →
X is continuous and open by Lemma 2.3, so its graphΠℓ ⊆ E−ℓ × X is a bi-
continuous relation (Example 2.5-(i)). By Theorem 2.17-(ii), there is a residual set
Dℓ,N ⊆ X such that,∀x ∈ Dℓ,N , (Rℓ,N △ Uℓ,N ) ∩ Πop

ℓ (x) is meager inΠop
ℓ (x).

Note thatΠop
ℓ (x) = {x} × E−ℓ(x) ≡ E−ℓ(x) and

(Rℓ,N △ Uℓ,N ) ∩Πop
ℓ (x) = {x} × (Rℓ,N (x)△ Uℓ,N (x))

≡ Rℓ,N (x)△ Uℓ,N (x).

Hence,∀x ∈ Dℓ,N , Rℓ,N (x)△ Uℓ,N (x) is meager inE−ℓ(x). On the other hand,

I−1({0, . . . , ℓ}) =
∞⋃

N=0

(Qℓ,N × {N}),

where
Qℓ,N = {x ∈ X | (E−ℓ ∩RN )(x) is residual inE−ℓ(x) }.

Since

Qℓ,N ∩Dℓ,N = {x ∈ Dℓ,N | (E−ℓ ∩ UN )(x) is dense inE−ℓ(x) },

it follows thatQℓ,N has the Baire property inX by Lemmas 2.7 and 2.9-(ii), and
the proof of Claim 2 is finished.

By [7, Theorem 8.38], Claim 2, and Corollary 5.4, there is a denseGδ subset
C0 ⊆ X such thatθ is continuous onC0, I is continuous onC0 ×N, andI(C0 ×
N) ⊆ N.

Fork ∈ Z, a non-empty open setU ⊆ X andx ∈ U , define

Q(x,U, k) =

∞⋃

i=0

(Ek ∩ (U × U))i(x).

The following properties are consequences of Definition 5.1-(iii)-(c),(d):

• for eachǫ > 0, there isk ∈ Z such thatQ(x,U, k) ⊆ EX
d (x,U, ǫ) for all

x ∈ U , and
• for eachk ∈ Z, there isǫ > 0 such thatEX

d (x,U, ǫ) ⊆ Q(x,U, k) for all
x ∈ U .

Hence, by hypothesis, there is a residual setC1 ⊆ X such that, for anyU , x and
k as above, ifx ∈ C1, thenQ(x,U, k) is somewhere dense. By Corollary 2.19-
(ii), there is a residual setC ⊆ C0 ∩ C1 such that, for allx ∈ C and allk ∈ Z,
Ek(x) ∩ C is residual inEk(x).

Fix x, y in C and a complete metric inducing the topology ofY .
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Claim 3. There exist sequences,(xi) and(yi) in C with x1 = x andy1 = y, (gi)
and(hi) in S∞, (Ui) and(Vi) consisting of open subsets ofX, and(ni) and(ki)
in N, such that:

(i) gi · θ(x) = θ(xi);
(ii) hi · θ(y) = θ(yi);
(iii) xi+1 ∈ Ui+1 ∩ C ∩ Q(xi, Ui,−ni);
(iv) yi+1 ∈ Vi+1 ∩ C ∩ Q(yi, Vi,−ki);
(v) Ui ⊇ Vi ⊇ Ui+1;
(vi) diam(θ(Ui ∩ C)) < 2−i;
(vii) (Ui+1 ∩C)× {Ni+1} ⊆ I−1(ni+1) for

Ni+1 = max{ gi+1(ℓ), g
−1
i+1(ℓ) | ℓ ≤ i+ 1 };

(viii) (Vi+1 ∩ C)× {Ki} ⊆ I−1(ki) for

Ki = max{hi(ℓ), h
−1
i (ℓ) | ℓ ≤ i };

(ix) gj+1(ℓ) = gi+1(ℓ) andg−1
j+1(ℓ) = g−1

i+1(ℓ) for ℓ ≤ i+ 1 ≤ j + 1;

(x) hj(ℓ) = hi(ℓ) andh−1
j (ℓ) = h−1

i (ℓ) for ℓ ≤ i ≤ j;
(xi) Q(xi, Ui,−ni) ∩ Vi is dense inVi; and
(xii) Q(yi, Vi,−ki) ∩ Ui+1 is dense inUi+1.

If this assertion is true, then there existg = limi gi andh = limi hi in S∞ by
Claim 3-(ix),(x), and sog · θ(x) = h · θ(y) by Claim 3-(i)–(vi), proving Theo-
rem 5.5.

The construction of the sequences of Claim 3 is made by induction on i ∈ N.
Let x0 = x, U0 = X, n0 = 0 andg0 = h0 = 1S∞

, and chooseV0 andk0 so that
y ∈ V0 and

(V0 ∩ C)× {0} ⊆ I−1(k0).

Suppose that all the members with indices≤ i ∈ N of these sequences have been
constructed. Thenxi+1, gi+1 andUi+1 are constructed in the following manner.
(The constructions ofyi+1, hi+1 andVi+1 are analogous.)

LetU ⊆ Vi be a non-empty open set such thatQ(yi, Vi,−ki)∩U is dense inU ,
and such thatdiam(θ(U ∩C)) < 2−i−1 (which is possible becauseθ is continuous
on C0). Choosexi+1 ∈ Q(xi, Ui,−ni) ∩ U , and takez0, . . . , zk ∈ Ui so that
z0 = xi, zk = xi+1 andza ∈ E−ni

(za−1) for a ∈ {1, . . . , k}. You may assume
thati > 0 because (ix) does not restrict the choice ofg1.

Claim 4. We can assume thatza ∈ C for all a ∈ {0, . . . , k}.

Claim 4 is proved by showing that for eacha ∈ {0, . . . , k} there exists

z′a ∈ Ui ∩ (Ek−a
−ni

)−1(PU ) ∩ C

so thatz′0 = xi and, fora ∈ {1, . . . , k}, z′a ∈ E−ni
(z′a−1); then we can choose

x′i+1 = z′k instead ofxi+1, andz′a instead ofza. We have

z′0 = xi ∈ Ui ∩ (Ek
−ni

)−1(PU ) ∩ C.
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Suppose thatz′a has been constructed fora < k. Sincez′a ∈ C andEk−a−1
−ni

is
continuous by Lemma 2.8-(i), the set

Eni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ) ∩ C

is residual inEni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ). So, by Remark 9-(i), there is

z′a+1 ∈ Eni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ) ∩ C,

as desired for the proof of Claim 4.
Continuing with the proof of Claim 3, Claim 4 givesI(za, Ni) = ni for all

a ∈ {0, . . . , k} by the induction hypothesis with Claim 3-(vii).

Claim 5. We can assume that, for eacha < k, there exists somefa ∈ WNi
such

thatfa · θ(za) = θ(za+1).

As in Claim 4, we show that the condition of this claim is satisfied by a new
finite sequence of points

z′a ∈ Ui ∩ (Ek−a
−ni

)−1(PU ) ∩ C

so thatz′0 = xi and, fora ∈ {1, . . . , k}, z′a ∈ E−ni
(z′a−1); in particular,I(z′a, Ni) =

ni as above. This new sequence is constructed by induction ona. First, let
z′0 = xi, and suppose thatz′a was constructed for alla < k. SinceI(z′a, Ni) = ni,
∀∗z ∈ E−ni

(z′a), ∃f ∈ WNi
so thatf · θ(za) = θ(z). So the set of points

z ∈ E−ni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ) ∩ C

such that∃f ∈ WNi
so thatf · θ(za) = θ(z) is residual in

E−ni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ) ∩ C.

Hencefa · θ(z′a) = θ(z′a+1) for somefa ∈ WNi
and some

z′a+1 ∈ E−ni
(z′a) ∩ Ui ∩ (Ek−a−1

−ni
)−1(PU ) ∩ C

by Remark 9-(i), completing the proof of Claim 5.
According to Claim 5,f∗

i · θ(xi) = θ(xi+1) for f∗
i = fk−1 · · · f0 ∈ WNi

. Then
let gi+1 = f∗

i gi. Moreover we can take some open neighborhoodUi+1 of xi+1 in
U and someni+1 ∈ N such thatdiam(θ(Ui+1 ∩ C)) < 2−i−1 and

(Ui+1 ∩ C)× {Ni+1} ⊆ I−1(ni+1),

whereNi+1 is defined according Claim 3-(vii). These choices ofxi+1, gi+1, Ui+1

andni+1 satisfy the conditions of Claim 3. �

Remark11. The proofs of Lemma 5.3 and Theorem 5.5 are directly inspiredby
those of [5, Lemma 3.17 and Theorem 3.18].
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6. A CLASS OF TURBULENT METRIC RELATIONS

Let X be a set, and letU = {UR,r ⊆ X ×X | R, r > 0 } be a set of relations
overX that satisfy the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis1. (i)
⋂

R,r>0 UR,r = ∆X ;
(ii) eachUR,r is symmetric;
(iii) if R ≤ S, thenUR,r ⊇ US,r for all r > 0;
(iv) UR,r =

⋃
s<r UR,s for all R, r > 0; and

(v) there is some functionφ : (R+)
2 → R+ such that, for allR,S, r, s > 0,

R ≤ φ(R, r),

(R ≤ S, r ≤ s) =⇒ φ(R, r) ≤ φ(S, s),

Uφ(R,r+s),r ◦ Uφ(R,r+s),s ⊆ UR,r+s.

By Hypothesis 1, the setsUR,r form a base of entourages of a Hausdorff uni-
formity, also denoted byU , onX. This uniformity is metrizable because the en-
touragesUn,1/n, n ∈ Z+, form a countable base for it.

For eachr > 0, let Er =
⋂

R>0 UR,r. This set is symmetric by Hypothesis 1-
(ii); moreover

Es ◦ Er ⊆ Er+s, (16)

for r, s > 0, by Hypothesis 1-(v).

Lemma 6.1. For R, r > 0 andS = φ(φ(R, r), r) (whereφ is the function given
in Hypothesis 1-(v)), the setUS,r ⊆ Int(UR,r).

Proof. Let (x, y) ∈ US,r. By Hypothesis 1-(iv), there is somer0 < r such that

(x, y) ∈ US,r0. Let r1 =
r − r0

2
. By Hypothesis 1-(v),

US,r1 ◦ US,r0 ◦ US,r1 ⊆ U
φ(φ(R,r),

r+r0
2

),r1
◦ U

φ(φ(R,r),
r+r0

2
),r0

◦ Uφ(R,r),r1

⊆ U
φ(R,r),

r+r0
2

◦ Uφ(R,r),r1 ⊆ UR,r.

So, by Hypothesis 1-(ii),US,r1(x)× US,r1(y) ⊆ UR,r, which implies that(x, y) ∈
Int(UR,r). �

Corollary 6.2. For eachr > 0, the setEr =
⋂

R>0 Int(UR,r).

Hypothesis 1-(iii) and Corollary 6.2 imply thatEr =
⋂∞

n=1 Int(Un,r) for all r >
0 and soEr is aGδ subset ofX×X. Hence the relationsEr satisfy Proposition 5.2-
(a’),(b’).

Let d : X ×X → [0,∞] be defined by

d(x, y) = inf{ r > 0 | (x, y) ∈ Er }, (17)

whereinf ∅ = ∞, sod(x, y) = ∞ if x /∈
⋃

r>0Er(y). It easily follows from
Hypothesis 1 thatd is a metric relation overX. Note also that, for0 < r < s,

Bd(x, r) ⊆ Er(x) ⊆ Bd(x, s),
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and therefore
EX

d =
⋃

r>0

Er, (18)

andBd(x, r) ⊆ UR,r(x) for all R, r > 0 and allx ∈ X, which implies that the
topology induced byd onX is finer than the topology induced by the uniformity
U on X. Consequently,d satisfies conditions (ii) of Definition 5.1 and Proposi-
tion 5.2-(c’),(d’) with the relationsEr.

Example 6.3. Let dR, R > 0, be pseudo-metrics on a set,X, such that

R ≤ S =⇒ dR ≤ dS , (19)

(∀R > 0, dR(x, y) = 0 ) =⇒ x = y. (20)

Then the sets
UR,r = { (x, y) ∈ X ×X | dR(x, y) < r }

satisfy Hypothesis 1; in particular, Hypothesis 1-(v) holds withφ(R, r) = R since
the triangle inequality of eachdR and (19) give

UR,r ◦ US,s ⊆ Umin{R,S},r+s, (21)

for all R,S, r, s > 0. It follows that UR,r(x) is open for allx ∈ X and all
R, r > 0. In this case, the relationsUR,r induce the topology defined by the set
of pseudo-metrics{dR}, and the corresponding setsEr define the metric relation
d = supR>0 dR.

For d (the metric equivalence relation given by (17)) satisfies the remaining
conditions of Definition 5.1, further hypothesis are required.

Hypothesis2. (i) X is a Polish space (with the topology induced by the unifor-
mity U );

(ii) for all R, r, s > 0 andx ∈ X, if y ∈ Es(x), then there are someT, t > 0
such thatUT,t(y) ⊆ Es ◦ UR,r(x); and,

(iii) for all r, s > 0 andx ∈ X, if y ∈ Es(x) andV is a neighborhood ofy in X,
then there is a neighborhoodW of y in X such that

Er(W ) ∩ Er(Es(x)) ⊆ Er(V ∩ Es(x)).

Proposition 6.4. If U satisfies Hypothesis 2, thend is of type I.

Proof. It only remains to show thatd satisfies Proposition 5.2-(e’),(f’).
Hypothesis 2-(ii) simply means thatEs is open and hence continuous because it

is symmetric.
Let r, s, t > 0, x ∈ X andy ∈ Es(x). Suppose thatEr ◦Es ⊇ Et, and letV be

a neighborhood ofy in X. By Hypothesis 2-(iii), there is some open neighborhood
W of y in X such that

Er(W ) ∩ Et(x) ⊆ Er(W ) ∩ Er(Es(x)) ⊆ Er(V ∩ Es(x)).

SinceEr(W ) is open inX, this proves thatEr ∩ (Es(x) × Et(x)) is an open
relation overEs(x) andEt(x). �
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Remark12. In some applications, the following condition, which is stronger than
Hypothesis 2-(ii), is satisfied: for allR, r, s > 0, there are someT, t > 0 such that
UT,t◦Es ⊆ Es◦UR,r. This means that eachEs is “uniformly open” (or “uniformly
continuous,” because it is symmetric).

The metric equivalence relationd will be shown to be turbulent under the fol-
lowing additional hypothesis.

Hypothesis3. (i) EX
d has more than one equivalence class;

(ii) for eachx, y in X and eachR, r > 0, there iss > 0 such thatUR,r(x) ∩
Es(y) 6= ∅; and

(iii) for each x ∈ X and eachR, r > 0, there areS, s > 0, a dense subset
D ⊆ US,s(x) ∩ EX

d (x), and ad-dense subset ofD such that every pair of
points inD can be joined by ad-continuous path inUR,r(x).

Lemma 6.5. The relationEX
d is minimal.

Proof. This follows from Hypothesis 3-(ii) and (18). �

Lemma 6.6. If r < s, then, for allx ∈ X, Er(x) ⊆ Es(x).

Proof. If y ∈ Er(x) andR > 0, thenUφ(R,s),s−r(y) ∩ Uφ(R,s),r(x) 6= ∅. So
y ∈

⋂
R>0 UR,s = Es(x) by Hypothesis 1-(ii),(v). �

Lemma 6.7. For all x ∈ X andr > 0, Int(Er(x)) = ∅.

Proof. Suppose thatInt(Er(x)) 6= ∅. Then, for eachy ∈ X, the intersection
Es(y) ∩ Er(x) 6= ∅ for somes > 0, by Lemma 6.5 and (18). Thereforey ∈
Er+s(x) by (16). SoX = EX

d (x) by (18), contradicting Hypothesis 3-(i). �

Proposition 6.8. The relationEX
d is turbulent.

Proof. The relationEX
d is minimal by Lemma 6.5. Each equivalence class ofEX

d
is meager by Lemmas 6.6 and 6.7 and (18). Finally, the local equivalence classes
of EX

d are somewhere dense because of Hypothesis 3-(iii). �

Theorem 5.5, and Propositions 6.4 and 6.8 have the followingimmediate con-
sequence.

Proposition 6.9. For any PolishS∞-spaceY , the relationEX
d is genericallyEY

S∞
-

ergodic.

Remark13. If we also assume that, for allr > 0 and residually manyx, y ∈ X,
there existss0 > 0 such thatEs(y) \ Er(x) is dense inEs(y) for all s > s0,
then the proof of [5, Theorem 8.2] can be adapted to show thatEX

d 6≤B EY
G for

any Polish groupG and any PolishG-spaceY . However the proof is not given
because, in the applications, this is proved in [1].
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7. THE SUPREMUM METRIC RELATION

A concrete case of Example 6.3 isC(R), the space of real valued continu-
ous functions onR endowed with the compact-open topology, and the supremum
metric relation,d∞, which is induced by the supremum norm,‖ ‖∞, defined by
‖f‖∞ = supx∈R |f(x)|. For eachR > 0, let dR be the pseudo-metric onC(R)
induced by the semi-norm‖ ‖R given by‖f‖R = sup|x|<R |f(x)|. Clearly, this set
{dR | R > 0} of pseudo-metrics satisfies the conditions (19) and (20), and induces
the compact-open topology ofC(R). Moreoverd∞ = supR>0 dR. In this case,
eachUR,r (respectively,Er) consists of the pairs(f, g) that satisfy‖f − g‖R < r
(respectively,|f(x)− g(x)| < r for all x ∈ R).

WriteE∞ = E
C(R)
d∞

, andB∞(f, r) = Bd∞(f, r) for eachf ∈ C(R) andr > 0.
ThenfE∞g if and only if f − g is bounded; in particular, the bounded functions
of C(R) form an equivalence class ofE∞.

Theorem 1.1 for(d∞, E∞) follows from Propositions 6.4 and 6.8–6.9 once Hy-
potheses 1–3 are shown to hold.

Remark14. Let Cb(R) ⊆ C(R) be the subset of bounded continuous functions.
The sum of functions makes the spaceC(R) into a Polish group, andCb(R) into a
subgroup. The orbit relation of the action ofCb(R) onC(R) given by translation
is E∞ and there is no Polish topology onCb(R) with respect to which this action
is continuous [1].

For instance, consider the restriction of the compact-opentopology toCb(R).
Then the action ofCb(R) on C(R) is continuous,Cb(R) is metrizable because
C(R) is completely metrizable, andCb(R) is separable because it containsC0(R),
which is dense inC(R) and separable (by the Stone-Weierstrass theorem). But
Cb(R) is not completely metrizable with the compact-open topology; in particular,
it is not closed inC(R).

Consider now the topology onCb(R) induced by‖ ‖∞. Then the action of
Cb(R) onC(R) is continuous, andCb(R) is completely metrizable; indeed, it is a
Banach algebra with‖ ‖∞. HoweverCb(R) is not separable with‖ ‖∞, which can
be shown as follows. For eachx ∈ {±1}Z, let x̃ ∈ Cb(R) be the function whose
graph is the union of segments between all consecutive points in the graph ofx.
Then{B∞(x̃, 1) | x ∈ {±1}Z } is an uncountable set of disjoint open subsets of
Cb(R). SoCb(R) is not second countable, and therefore it is not separable.

According to Example 6.3, the setsUR,r satisfy Hypothesis 1 and induced∞.
In this case, the inclusion (16) becomes the equality

Er ◦ Es = Er+s (22)

for all r, s > 0; this holds because, ifg ∈ Er+s(f), then

f +
s

r + s
(g − f) ∈ Er(g) ∩ Es(f).

It is well known thatC(R) is Polish (Hypothesis 2-(i)). The following lemma
shows that Hypothesis 2-(ii) is satisfied in this case.

Lemma 7.1. For all R, r, s > 0, UR,r ◦Es = Es ◦ UR,r = UR,r+s.
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Proof. If S ≥ R, then, for allf, g, h ∈ C(R),

dR(f, h) ≤ dR(f, g) + dR(g, h) ≤ dR(f, g) + dS(g, h),

becausedR ≤ dS . This implies thatUR,r ◦US,s andUS,s ◦UR,r are both contained
in UR,r+s, which in turn implies thatUR,r ◦ Es andEs ◦ UR,r are both contained
in UR,r+s.

To prove the reverse inclusions, letf ∈ C(R) andg ∈ UR,r+s(f). Then

h0 = f +
s

r + s
(g − f) ∈ UR,s(f) ∩ UR,r(g),

h1 = f +
r

r + s
(g − f) ∈ UR,r(f) ∩ UR,s(g).

By continuity,h0 ∈ US,s(f) andh1 ∈ US,s(g) for someS > R. Letλ : R → [0, 1]
be any continuous function such thatsuppλ ⊆ [−S, S] andλ ≡ 1 on [−R,R].
Then

f + λ(h0 − f) ∈ Es(f) ∩ UR,r(g),

g + λ(h1 − g) ∈ UR,r(f) ∩ Es(g),

which implies thatg ∈ (UR,r ◦Es)(f) ∩ (Es ◦ UR,r)(f). �

Corollary 7.2. If R,S, r, s > 0, thenUR,r ◦ US,s = Umin{R,S},r+s.

Proof. The inclusion “⊆” is (21), and “⊇” follows from Lemma 7.1. �

Lemma 7.3. If T, r, s, t > 0, f ∈ C(R) andg ∈ Es(f) are such thatUT,t′(g) ⊆
UT,s(f) for somet′ > t, then

UT,t+r(g) ∩ Er+s(f) = Er(UT,t(g) ∩ Es(f)). (23)

Proof. The inclusion “⊇” follows from (16) and Lemma 7.1. To prove “⊆”, let h ∈
UT,t+r(g)∩Er+s(f). By (22) and Lemma 7.1, there areg0 ∈ Er(h)∩UT,t(g) and
f0 ∈ Er(h) ∩ Es(f). By continuity,g0 ∈ UT ′,t(g) ⊆ UT ′,s(f) for someT ′ > T .
Let λ : R → [0, 1] be any continuous function such thatsuppλ ⊆ [−T ′, T ′] and
λ ≡ 1 on [−T, T ]. Then

f0 + λ(g0 − f0) ∈ Er(h) ∩ UT,t(g) ∩ Es(f),

and soh ∈ Er(UT,t(g) ∩ Es(f)). �

Corollary 7.4. The supremum metric relationd∞ satisfies Hypothesis 2-(iii).

Proof. Let r, s > 0, f ∈ C(R), g ∈ Es(f), andV a neighborhoodg in C(R).
SinceV can be chosen as small as desired, we can assume thatV = UT,t(g)
for someT, t > 0. Sinceg ∈ Es(f) ⊆ UT,s(f), there ist′ > 0 such that
UT,t′(g) ⊆ UT,s(f), and we can also suppose thatt < t′, obtaining (23) by
Lemma 7.3. But (23) gives the inclusion of Hypothesis 2-(iii) for W = V by (22)
and Lemma 7.1. �

The fact thatE∞ has more than one class (Hypothesis 3-(i)) is obvious because
d∞(f, g) = ∞ if f is bounded andg unbounded. Hypotheses 3-(ii),(iii) is a con-
sequence of the following lemmas.
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Lemma 7.5. For everyf, g ∈ C(R) and everyR, r > 0, if s > dR′(f, g) for some
R′ > R, thenUR,r(f) ∩Es(g) 6= ∅.

Proof. Let λ : R → [0, 1] be a continuous function such thatsuppλ ⊆ [−R′, R′]
andλ ≡ 1 on [−R,R]. Theng + λ(f − g) ∈ UR,r(f) ∩ Es(g). �

Lemma 7.6. For everyR, r > 0 and everyf ∈ C(R), the setUR,r(f) ∩ E∞(f)
is d∞-path connected.

Proof. For everyg ∈ UR,r(f) ∩E∞(f), the mappingt 7→ tf + (1− t)g defines a
d∞-continuous path inUR,r(f) ∩ E∞(f) from g to f . �

Remark15. The symmetric relations overC(R) with fibers the ballsB∞(f, r)
cannot be used instead of the relationsEr to show thatd∞ is of type I. For instance,
each ballB∞(f, r) is notGδ in C(R); otherwise it would be Polish, and therefore
it would be a Baire space with the induced topology. But∅ is residual inB∞(f, r)
for all r > 0, as the following argument shows. Let(rn) and(Rn) be sequences
such that0 < rn ↑ r and0 < Rn ↑ ∞. For eachn, letUn be the set of functions
g ∈ B∞(f, r) such that

sup
|x|>Rn

|f(x)− g(x)| > rn.

The the setsUn are open and dense inB∞(f, r) and their intersection is empty.

8. THE GROMOV SPACE

In this section, we recall from [1] some basic definitions andproperties concern-
ing the Gromov space, and also prove some new results.

Let M be a metric space and letdM , or simplyd, be its distance function. The
Hausdorff distancebetween two non-empty subsets,A,B ⊆ M , is given by

Hd(A,B) = max

{
sup
a∈A

inf
b∈B

d(a, b), sup
b∈B

inf
a∈A

d(a, b)

}
.

Note thatHd(A,B) = Hd(A,B), andHd(A,B) = 0 if and only if A = B. Also,
it is well known and easy to prove thatHd satisfies the triangle inequality, and that
its restriction to the set of non-empty compact subsets ofM is finite valued, and
defines there a complete metric ifM is complete.

Let M andN be arbitrary non-empty metric spaces. A metric onM ⊔ N is
calledadmissibleif its restrictions toM andN aredM anddN , whereM andN
are identified with their canonical injections inM ⊔ N . TheGromov-Hausdorff
distance(or GH distance) betweenM andN is defined by

dGH(M,N) = inf
d
Hd(M,N),

where the infimum is taken over all admissible metricsd on M ⊔ N . It is well
known thatdGH(M,N) = dGH(M,N), whereM andN denote the completions
of M andN , dGH(M,N) = 0 if M andN are isometric,dGH satisfies the triangle
inequality, anddGH(M,N) < ∞ if M andN are compact.
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There is also a pointed version ofdGH which satisfies analogous properties:
the (pointed) Gromov-Hausdorff distance(or GH distance) between two pointed
metric spaces,(M,x) and(N, y), is defined by

dGH(M,x;N, y) = inf
d
max{d(x, y),Hd(M,N)}, (24)

where the infimum is taken over all admissible metricsd onM ⊔N .
If X is any metric space andf : M → X and g : N → X are isometric

injections, then it is also well known that

dGH(M,N) ≤ HdX (f(M), g(N)),

dGH(M,x;N, y) ≤ max{dX(f(x), g(y)),HdX (f(M), g(N))}; (25)

indeed, these inequalities follow by considering, for eachǫ > 0, the unique admis-
sible metricdǫ onM ⊔N satisfying, for allu ∈ M andv ∈ N ,

dǫ(u, v) = dX(f(u), g(v)) + ǫ.

A metric space, or its distance function, is calledproper (or Heine-Borel) if ev-
ery open ball has compact closure. This condition is equivalent to the compactness
of the closed balls, which means that the distance function to a fixed point is a
proper function. Any proper metric space is complete and locally compact, and its
cardinality is not greater than the cardinality of the continuum. Therefore it may
be assumed that their underlying sets are subsets ofR. With this assumption, it
makes sense to consider the setM∗ of isometry classes,[M,x], of pointed proper
metric spaces,(M,x). The setM∗ is endowed with a topology introduced by
M. Gromov [4, Section 6], [3], which can be described as follows.

For a metric spaceX, two subspaces,M,N ⊆ X, two points,x ∈ M and
y ∈ N , and a real numberR > 0, letHdX ,R(M,x;N, y) be given by

HdX ,R(M,x;N, y) = max

{
sup

u∈BM (x,R)
dX(u,N), sup

v∈BN (y,R)
dX(v,M)

}
.

Then, forR, r > 0, letUR,r ⊆ M∗×M∗ denote the subset of pairs([M,x], [N, y])
for which there is an admissible metric,d, onM ⊔N so that

max{d(x, y),Hd,R(M,x;N, y)} < r.

The following lemma is obtained exactly like (25).

Lemma 8.1. For ([M,x], [N, y]) ∈ M∗ ×M∗ to be inUR,r it suffices that there
exists a metric space,X, and isometric injections,f : M → X andg : N → X,
such that

max
{
dX(f(x), g(y)),HdX ,R(f(M), f(x); g(N), g(y))

}
< r.

The following notation will be used: for a relationE onM∗ and[M,x] ∈ M∗,
E([M,x]) will be simply written asE(M,x), and for a metric relationd onM∗

and[M,x], [N, y] ∈ M∗, d([M,x], [N, y]) will be denote byd(M,x;N, y).
The setsUR,r satisfy Hypothesis 1 [1, Lemma 2.1]; in particular, Hypothesis 1-

(v) is satisfied as stated in the following lemma.
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Lemma 8.2([1, Lemma 2.1-(v)]). If R, r, s > 0, thenUS,r ◦US,s ⊆ UR,r+s, where
S = R+ 2max{r, s}.

Since the setsUR,r satisfy Hypothesis 1, they form a base of entourages for a
metrizable uniformity onM∗. Endowed with the induced topology,M∗ is what
is called theGromov space. It is well known thatM∗ is a Polish space (seee.g.
Gromov [4] or Petersen [14]); in particular, the set of the pointed finite metric
spaces withQ-valued metrics is a countable dense subset ofM∗.

Some relevant subspaces ofM∗ are defined by the following classes of metric
spaces: proper ultrametric spaces, proper length spaces, connected complete Rie-
mannian manifolds, connected locally compact simplicial complexes, connected
locally compact graphs and finitely generated groups (via their Cayley graphs).

The following (generalized) dynamics can be considered onM∗:

The canonical metric relation: The canonical partitionEcan is defined by
varying the distinguished point;i.e., as a relation,Ecan consists of all the
pairs([M,x], [M,y]), M a proper metric spaceM andx, y ∈ M . There
is a canonical mapM → M∗, x 7→ [M,x], which defines an embedding
Isom(M)\M → M∗ whose image isEcan(M,x) for anyx ∈ M . Note
that M∗/Ecan can be identified to the set of isometry classes of proper
metric spaces.

The GH metric relation: It is defined by the pointed GH distancedGH . The
notationEGH = EM∗

dGH
will be used. SinceEcan ⊆ EGH , the quotient set

M∗/EGH can be identified to the set of classes of proper metric spaces
defined by the relation of being at finite GH distance.

The Lipschitz metric relation: The Lipschitz partition, ELip , is defined by
the existence of pointed bi-Lipschitz bijections. It is induced by theLip-
schitz metric relation, dLip , which is defined by using the infimum of the
logarithms of the dilation constants of bi-Lipschitz bijections.

The QI metric relation: Thequasi-isometric partition(orQI partition), EQI ,
is the smallest equivalence relation overM∗ that containsEGH ∪ ELip. It
is induced by thequasi-isometric metric relation(or QI relation), dQI , de-
fined as the largest metric relation overM∗ smaller than bothdGH and
dLip (cf. [15, Lemma 6]). The quotient setM∗/EQI can be identified to
the set of quasi-isometry classes of proper metric spaces.

The dilation flow: It is the multiplicative flow defined byλ·[M,x] = [λM,x],
whereλM denotesM with its metric multiplied byλ. This flow is used to
define the asymptotic and tangent cones.

In Sections 9 and 10, we will study the GH and QI metric relations and prove
Theorem 1.1 for them. Some technical results and concepts related to the definition
of M∗ to be used in those sections are given presently.

Lemma 8.3. Let [M,x], [N, y] ∈ M∗ andr > 0. If d is an admissible metric on
M ⊔N such thatd(x, y) < r andHd(M,N) < r, thend is proper.

Proof. For everyv ∈ N ,

dN (y, v) ≤ d(x, y) + d(x, v) < r + d(x, v)
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and so
Bd(x,R) ⊆ BM (x,R) ⊔BN (y,R + r)

for all R > 0. The statement follows from this becauseM andN are proper. �

Lemma 8.4. Let [M,x], [N, y], [P, z] ∈ M∗ and R, r > 0. Suppose that the
pointed metric spaces(BP (z,R + 2r), z) and (BN (y,R + 2r), y) are isometric,
and that there is an admissible metric,d, on M ⊔ N such thatd(x, y) < r and
Hd,R(M,x;N, y) < r. Then there exists a proper admissible metric,d′, onM ⊔P
such thatd′(x, z) < r andHd′,R(M,x;P, z) < r.

Proof. Let A = BM (x,R + 2r), B = BN (y,R + 2r) andC = BP (z,R + 2r),
and letφ : (B, y) → (C, z) be an isometry. Letd′ be the admissible metric on
M ⊔ P satisfying, foru ∈ M andw ∈ P ,

d′(u,w) = inf{ dM (u, u′) + d(u′, v) + dP (φ(v), w) | u
′ ∈ A, v ∈ B }.

Note that, foru ∈ A andv ∈ B, d′(u, φ(v)) = d(u, v); in particular,d′(x, z) < r.
For eachu ∈ BM (x,R), there isv ∈ N such thatd(u, v) < r. Since

dN (y, v) ≤ d(y, x) + dM (x, u) + d(u, v) < R+ 2r,

thisv ∈ BN (y,R+2r). Sod′(u, φ(v)) = d(u, v) < r, and therefored′(u, P ) < r.
Similarly, d′(w,M) < r for all w ∈ BP (z,R), obtainingHd′,R(M,x;P, z) < r.

For eachS > 0 andw ∈ P ∩ Bd′(x, S), there isv ∈ B such thatd(x, v) +
dP (φ(v), w) < S. So

dP (z, w) ≤ dP (z, φ(v)) + dP (φ(v), w) < R+ 2r + S,

obtaining
Bd′(x, S) ⊆ BM (x, S) ⊔BP (z,R + 2r + S).

HenceBd′(x, S) is compact sinceM andP are proper. This shows thatd′ is
proper. �

9. THE GH METRIC RELATION

For eachr > 0, letEr ⊆ M∗ ×M∗ be the symmetric relation whose fibers are
Er(M,x) =

⋂
R>0 UR,r(M,x), whereUR,r(M,x) is as defined in Section 8. The

notationBGH(M,x; r) = BdGH
([M,x], r) will be used.

Lemma 9.1. If 0 < r < s, then

BGH(M,x; r) ⊆ Er(M,x) ⊆ BGH(M,x; s).

Proof. The first inclusion is obvious. To verify the second one, let[N, y] be any
member ofEr(M,x). For eachR > 0 there exists an admissible metric,dR, on
M ⊔ N such thatdR(x, y) < r andHdR,R(M,x;N, y) < r. Let ω be a free
ultrafilter on[0,∞). Then there is a unique admissible metric,d, onM ⊔N such
that, for allu ∈ M andv ∈ N ,

d(u, v) = lim
R→ω

dR(u, v) +
s− r

2
.



ON TURBULENT RELATIONS 33

For eachǫ > 0 there existsΩ ∈ ω such that, for allR ∈ Ω,

d(u, v) < dR(u, v) +
s− r

2
+ ǫ,

and thus
d(x, y) ≤ dR(x, y) +

s− r

2
+ ǫ <

s+ r

2
+ ǫ.

Because this holds for eachǫ > 0,

d(x, y) ≤
s+ r

2
< s.

Next, for everyu ∈ M , if R ∈ Ω is > d(x, u), thendR(u,N) < r, and
so d(u,N) < s as before. Similarly,d(v,M) < s for all v ∈ N . Therefore
Hd(M,N) < s. �

Corollary 9.2. The metric relation overM∗ defined by the setsUR,r is dGH .

By Propositions 6.4, 6.8 and 6.9, and Corollary 9.2, the caseof (dGH , EGH) in
Theorem 1.1 follows by showing that the setsUR,r also satisfy Hypotheses 2 and 3.
It was already noted thatM∗ is Polish (Hypothesis 2-(i)).

Lemma 9.3. If R, r, s > 0, thenUR+2r+s,s ◦ UR,r ⊆ Es ◦ UR,r.

Proof. LetS = R+2r+ s. If [M,x] ∈ M∗ and[N, y] ∈ US,s ◦UR,r(M,x), then
there is[P, z] ∈ UR,r(M,x) ∩ US,s(N, y). This means that there are admissible
metrics,d onM ⊔P andd̄ onN ⊔P , such thatd(x, z) < r, Hd,R(M,x;P, z) < r,
d̄(y, z) < s andHd̄,S(N, y;P, z) < s. Moreover, because of Lemma 8.4,d̄ may
be assumed to be a proper metric. The subset

P ′ = (N \BN (y, S)) ⊔BP (z, S) ⊆ N ⊔ P

is closed and so it becomes a proper metric space when endowedwith the metric
induced byd̄.

Claim 6. The pointed metric space(P ′, z) satisfiesdGH(N, y;P ′, z) < s.

SinceN \ P ′ ⊆ BN (y, S) andP ′ \N = BP (z, S), the Hausdorff distance

Hd̄(N,P ′) = max

{
sup

v∈BN (y,S)
d̄(v, P ′), sup

w∈BP (z,S)
d̄(w,N)

}

≤ Hd̄,S(N, y;P, z) < s,

and so Claim 6 follows from (25).
From Claim 6 and Corollary 9.2, it follows that[P ′, z] ∈ Es(N, y).

Claim 7. BP ′(z,R + 2r) = BP (z,R + 2r).

The inclusion “⊇” of this identity is obviously true. To prove that the reverse
inclusion “⊆” is also true, it suffices to note thatBP ′(z,R + 2r) ∩N = ∅, which
is true because, if there isv ∈ BP ′(z,R + 2r) ∩N , then

dN (y, v) ≤ d̄(y, z) + d̄(z, v) < s+R+ 2r = S,

which contradicts thatBN (y, S) ∩ P ′ = ∅.
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From Claim 7 and Lemma 8.4, it follows that[P ′, z] ∈ UR,r(M,x). Hence
[N, y] ∈ Es ◦ UR,r(M,x). �

A subsetA of a metric spaceX is called anet(as defined in [4, Definition 2.14])
if there isǫ > 0 such thatdX(u,A) ≤ ǫ for all u ∈ X, and it is calledseparatedif
there isδ > 0 such thatdX(a, b) ≥ δ for all a, b ∈ A with a 6= b; the termsǫ-net
andδ-separatedare also used in these cases.

A separated subset of a metric space is discrete and therefore closed. Hence,
every separated subset of a proper metric space is a proper metric space when
endowed with the induced metric.

If A ⊆ X is anǫ-net of a metric space,(X, dX ), thenHdX (X,A) ≤ ǫ. So, if
A is endowed with the induced metric from(X, dX ), thendGH(X,x;A, x) ≤ ǫ
for everyx ∈ A by (25). Therefore, if in additionX is proper andA is separated,
then, for anyδ > ǫ, [A, x] ∈ Eδ(X,x) by Lemma 9.1.

Lemma 9.4. Let ǫ > 0. For each metric spaceM and eachǫ-separated subset
S ⊆ M , there exists anǫ-separatedǫ-net ofM that containsS.

Proof. By Zorn’s lemma, the set ofǫ-separated subsets ofM that containS, or-
dered by inclusion, has a maximal element. It is easily checked that that maximal
element is anǫ-net. �

The following is a “converse” to Lemma 8.2.

Lemma 9.5. If R, r, s > 0, thenUR,r+s ⊆ UR,s ◦ UR,r.

Proof. Let [M,x] ∈ M∗ and[N, y] ∈ UR,r+s(M,x). Then there is an admissible
metric,d, onM ⊔N such thatd(x, y) < r0 + s0 andHd,R(M,x;N, y) < r0 + s0
for somer0 ∈ (0, r) ands0 ∈ (0, s). By Lemma 8.4,d may be assumed to be a
proper metric.

Let ǫ > 0 be such thatr0 + 2ǫ < r ands0 + 2ǫ < s. By Lemma 9.4, there
areǫ-separatedǫ-nets,A of BM(x,R) andB of BN (y,R), such thatx ∈ A and
y ∈ B.

For eachu ∈ BM (x,R), there isv ∈ N such thatd(u, v) < r0+ s0. Then there
is v′ ∈ B so thatdN (v, v′) ≤ ǫ. So

d(u, v′) ≤ d(u, v) + dN (v, v′) < r0 + s0 + ǫ,

which impliesd(u,B) < r0 + s0 + ǫ. Similarly, for all v ∈ BN (y,R), d(v,A) <
r0 + s0 + ǫ.

Let Σ denote the set of pairs(u, v) ∈ A × B such thatd(u, v) < r0 + s0 + ǫ
andmin{dM (x, u), dN (y, v)} < R; in particular,(x, y) ∈ Σ. The setΣ is finite
becauseA andB are separated andd is proper. For each(u, v) ∈ Σ, let Iu,v
be the interval[0, d(u, v)] ⊆ R of length d(u, v), and letdu,v be its standard
metric. Leth :

⊔
(u,v)∈Σ ∂Iu,v → M ⊔ N be a map that restricts to a bijection

h : ∂Iu,v → {u, v} for all (u, v) ∈ Σ. Then let

P̂ = (M ⊔N) ∪h

⊔

(u,v)∈Σ

Iu,v.
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The spacesM , N and eachIu,v may be viewed as subspaces ofP̂ ; in particular,
∂Iu,v ≡ {u, v} in P̂ . Let P̂ be endowed with the metriĉd whose restriction toM ⊔
N is d, whose restriction to eachIu,v is du,v, and such that, for all(u, v), (u′, v′) ∈
Σ, w ∈ Iu,v andw′ ∈ Iu′,v′ ,

d̂(w,w′) = min
{
du,v(w, u) + dM (u, u′) + du′,v′(u

′, w′),

du,v(w, v) + dN (v, v′) + du′,v′(v
′, w′)

}
.

LetP ⊆ P̂ be the finite subset consisting of the pointsw ∈ Iu,v with (u, v) ∈ Σ
and

du,v(w, u) =
r0 + ǫ

r0 + s0 + 2ǫ
d(u, v).

Let z be the unique point inP ∩ Ix,y, and consider the restriction of̂d toP .
If (u, v) ∈ Σ andw is the unique point inP ∩ Iu,v, then

d̂(u,w) ≤ du,v(u,w) <
r0 + ǫ

r0 + s0 + 2ǫ
d(u, v) < r0 + ǫ.

So d̂(x, z) < r0 + ǫ < r, and, for allu ∈ A andw ∈ P , d̂(u, P ) < r0 + ǫ

and d̂(w,M) < r0 + ǫ. SinceA is an ǫ-net in BM(x,R), it also follows that,
for all u ∈ BM (x,R), d̂(u, P ) < r0 + 2ǫ. Similarly, d̂(y, z) < s, and, for all
v ∈ BN (y,R) andw ∈ P , d̂(v, P ) < s0 + 2ǫ andd̂(w,N) < s0 + ǫ. Thus

Hd̂,R(M,x;P, z) ≤ r0 + 2ǫ < r, Hd̂,R(N, y;P, z) ≤ s0 + 2ǫ < s,

and so[P, z] ∈ UR,r(M,x) ∩ UR,s(N, y) by Lemma 8.1. Therefore[N, z] ∈
UR,s ◦ UR,r(M,x). �

Hypothesis 2-(ii) results from the next corollary.

Corollary 9.6. For R, r, s > 0, UT,r ◦ Es ⊆ Es ◦ UR,r, where

T = R+ 2r + s+ 2max{r, s}.

Proof. Let S = R+ 2r + s. By Lemmas 8.2, 9.3 and 9.5,

UT,r ◦ Es ⊆ UT,r ◦ UT,s ⊆ US,r+s ⊆ US,s ◦ UR,r ⊆ Es ◦ UR,r. �

Hypothesis 2-(iii) is the statement of the next lemma.

Lemma 9.7. Let [M,x] ∈ M∗, s > 0 and [N, y] ∈ Es(M,x). If r > 0 andV is
a neighborhood of[N, y] in M∗, then there is a neighborhoodW of [N, y] in M∗

such that
Er(W ) ∩Er(Es(M,x)) ⊆ Er(V ∩ Es(M,x)).

Proof. By Lemma 8.4, there areS > 0 and an open neighborhoodW of [N, y]
in M∗ such that, for all[N ′, y′] ∈ M∗ and [N ′′, y′′] ∈ W , if (BN ′(y′, S), y′) is
isometric to(BN ′′(y′′, S), y′′), then[N ′, y′] ∈ V . Since[N, y] ∈ UT,s(M,x) for
T = S + s+ r, we also assume thatW ⊆ UT,s(M,x).

For each[P, z] ∈ Er(W )∩Er(Es(M,x)), there are[N1, y1] ∈ W and[N2, y2] ∈
Es(M,x) such that[P, z] ∈ Er(N1, y1) ∩ Er(N2, y2), and admissible, proper (by
Lemma 8.4) metrics,d1 on M ⊔ N1 and d̄1 on N1 ⊔ P , so thatd1(x, y1) < s,
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Hd1,T (M,x;N1, y1) < s, d̄1(y1, z) < r andHd̄1,T (N1, y1;P, z) < r. Let (Tn)
be a sequence inR with Tn ↑ ∞ andT0 > T ; set alsoT−1 = T . For each
n ∈ N, let (N2,n, y2,n) be an isometric copy of(N2, y2). Then there are admis-
sible, proper (by Lemma 8.4) metrics,d2,n on M ⊔ N2,n and d̄2,n on N2,n ⊔ P ,
such thatd2,n(x, y2,n) < s, Hd2,n,Tn

(M,x;N2,n, y2,n) < s, d̄2,n(y2,n, z) < r and
Hd̄2,n,Tn

(N2,n, y2,n;P, z) < r.

Let d denote the metric onM ⊔ N1 ⊔ (
⊔∞

n=0 N2,n) ⊔ P which extendsd1, d̄1,
d2,n andd̄2,n for all n ∈ N, and such that, foru ∈ M andw ∈ P ,

d(u,w) = inf{ d1(u, v1) + d̄1(v1, w),

d2,n(u, v2,n) + d̄2,n(v2,n, w) | v1 ∈ N1, v2,n ∈ N2,n, n ∈ N
}
,

for v1 ∈ N1 andv2,n ∈ N2,n,

d(v1, v2,n) = inf
{
d1(v1, u) + d2,n(u, v2,n),

d̄1(v1, w) + d̄2,n(w, v2,n) | u ∈ M, w ∈ P
}
,

and, forv2,m ∈ N2,m andv2,n ∈ N2,n with m 6= n,

d(v2,m, v2,n) = inf
{
d2,m(v2,m, u) + d2,n(u, v2,n),

d̄2,m(v2,m, w) + d̄2,n(w, v2,n) | u ∈ M, w ∈ P
}
.

Since the metricsd1, d̄1, andd2,n andd̄2,n for all n ∈ N, are proper, the metricd
is proper as well. The set

N ′ = BN1
(y1, T ) ⊔

(
∞⊔

n=0

(
BN2,n

(y2,n, Tn) \BN2,n
(y2,n, Tn−1)

))

is closed inM ⊔N1 ⊔ (
⊔∞

n=0 N2,n)⊔P , and therefore it becomes a proper metric
space with the restriction ofd.

ThenHd(M,x;N ′, y1) < s andHd(N
′, y1;P, z) < r, as in Claim 6, and so

dGH(M,x;N ′, y1) < s anddGH(N ′, y1;P, z) < r by (25), which in turn implies
[N ′, y1] ∈ Es(M,x)∩Er(P, z) by Lemma 9.1. On the other hand, like in Claim 7,
it follows thatBN ′(y1, S) = BN1

(y1, S) and so[N ′, y1] ∈ V because[N1, y1] ∈
W . Therefore[P, z] ∈ Er(V ∩ Es(M,x)). �

Hypothesis 3-(i) is plainly true: the relationEGH has more than one equivalence
class because the GH distance between a bounded metric spaceand an unbounded
one is always infinite.

Hypothesis 3-(ii) is a consequence of the next lemma.

Lemma 9.8. If [M,x], [N, y] ∈ M∗ andR, r > 0, then there iss > 0 such that
UR,r(M,x) ∩ Es(N, y) 6= ∅.

Proof. Let A andB denote the balls of radiusR+ 2r in M andN with centersx
andy, respectively. Lets0 > dGH(A, x;B, y) and letd be an admissible metric on
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A⊔B such thatd(x, y) < s0 andHd(A,B) < s0. Letd′ be the admissible metric
onM ⊔N satisfying, for allu ∈ M andv ∈ N ,

d′(u, v) = inf{ dM (u, u′) + d(u′, v′) + dN (v′, v) | u′ ∈ A, v′ ∈ B }.

By the proof of Lemma 8.4, the metricd′ is proper, and its restriction toA ⊔ B
equalsd; in particular,d′(x, y) < s0.

LetA′ andB′ denote the balls of radiusR+2r+ s0 in M andN with centersx
andy, respectively. The setN ′ = A′ ⊔ (N \B′) is closed inM ⊔N , and therefore
it becomes a proper metric space with the restriction ofd′. Take any

s > max{s0, R+ 2r + d′(x,N \B′)}.

If N \B′ 6= ∅, then, for allv ∈ N \B′ andu ∈ A′,

d′(u, v) ≤ dM (u, x) + d′(x, v) < R+ 2r + d′(x, v),

and so
Hd′(A′, N \B′) ≤ R+ 2r + d′(x,N \B′) < s.

It follows thatHd′(N,N ′) < s, and sodGH(N, y;N ′, x) < s by (25). Therefore
[N ′, x] ∈ Es(N, y) by Lemma 9.1. Also, like in Claim 7,BN ′(x,R + 2r) = A,
and therefore[N ′, x] ∈ UR,r(M,x) by Lemma 8.4. �

Hypothesis 3-(iii) is verified as follows. LetR, r > 0 and [M,x] ∈ M∗. Let
S > R ands > 0 be such thats < r andR + 2max{s, r − s} < S, and letD
denote the set of points[N, y] ∈ M∗ such that there is some admissible metric,d,
onM ⊔N so thatd(x, y) < s, Hd,S(M,x;N, y) < s andHd(M,N) < ∞.

Lemma 9.9. D is a dense subset ofUS,s(M,x) ∩ EGH(M,x).

Proof. By its definition, the setD ⊆ US,s(M,x) ∩ EGH(M,x). It must to be
shown that, for everyT, t, t′ > 0 and [N, y] ∈ US,s(M,x) ∩ BGH(M,x; t′), the
intersectionUT,t(N, y)∩D 6= ∅. Let (N1, y1) and(N2, y2) be two isometric copies
of (N, y). There are admissible metrics,d1 onM⊔N1 andd2 onM⊔N2, such that
d1(x, y1) < s, Hd1,R(M,x;N1, y1) < s, d2(x, y2) < t′ andHd2(M,N2) < t′.
Let d̂ denote the metric onM ⊔N1⊔N2 whose restrictions toM ⊔N1 andM ⊔N2

ared1 andd2, respectively, and such that, for allv1 ∈ N1 andv2 ∈ N2,

d̂(v1, v2) = inf{ d1(v1, u) + d2(u, v2) | u ∈ M }.

Sinced2 is proper by Lemma 8.3, andd1 can be assumed to be proper by Lemma 8.4,
the metricd̂ is proper as well. Let

T ′ = max{S, T}+ 2max{s, t}+ t′ + s,

let A = BM (x, T ′ + 2t′), B1 = BN1
(y1, T

′) andB2 = BN2
(y2, T

′), and set
N ′ = B1 ⊔ (N2 \ B2). SinceN ′ is closed inM ⊔ N1 ⊔ N2, it becomes a proper
metric space with the restriction of̂d. We haved̂(x, y1) = d1(x, y1) < s. With
arguments used in Claims 6 and 7, we obtainHd̂,R(M,x;N ′, y1) < s and

Hd̂(M,N ′) < max
{
Hd1(A,B1), t

′
}
< ∞.
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It follows that [N ′, y1] satisfies the condition to be inD with the restriction ofd̂ to
the subsetM ⊔N ′ of M ⊔N1 ⊔N2. Also, sinced̂(y1, y2) ≤ t′ + s, the proof of
Claim 7 leads to

BN ′(y1, T + 2t) = BN1
(y1, T + 2t) ≡ BN (y, T + 2t),

and therefore[N ′, y1] ∈ UT,t(N, y) by Lemma 8.4. �

Let E be the set of those[M,x] ∈ D such thatM is separated (in itself). It
easily follows from Lemma 9.4 thatE is dGH -dense inD. Take anyǫ > 0 such
thats+2ǫ < r andR+2max{s+ ǫ, r−s− ǫ} < S. LetA be a separatedǫ-net of
M that containsx, whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 9.4, and consider the
restriction ofdM toA. Observe that[A, x] ∈ Er−s−ǫ(M,x) becauser−s− ǫ > ǫ.
Then the proof of Hypothesis 3-(iii) is completed by the following lemma.

Lemma 9.10. Any point ofE can be joined to[A, x] by adGH -continuous path in
UR,r(M,x).

Proof. For any[N, y] ∈ E , there is some admissible metric,d, on M ⊔ N such
that d(x, y) < s, s0 := Hd,S(M,x;N, y) < s and s1 := Hd(M,N) < ∞.
Moreoverd is proper by Lemma 8.3. Observe thatHd,S(A, x;N, y) < s0 + ǫ and
Hd(A,N) ≤ s1 + ǫ.

Let Σ be the set of pairs(u, v) ∈ A × N such thatd(u, v) ≤ s1 + ǫ and, if
u ∈ BA(x, S) or v ∈ BN (y, S), thend(u, v) ≤ s0 + ǫ; in particular,(x, y) ∈ Σ.
Like in the proof of Lemma 9.5, defineIu,v anddu,v for each(u, v) ∈ Σ, as well
ash :

⊔
(u,v)∈Σ → A ⊔N ,

P̂ = (A ⊔N) ∪h

⊔

(u,v)∈Σ

Iu,v,

and the metriĉd on P̂ . Sinced is proper andA andN are separated, thed-balls in
A⊔N are finite. Therefore, any ball in̂P is contained in a finite union of segments
Iu,v, and soP̂ is proper.

For eacht ∈ I = [0, 1], let Pt ⊆ P̂ be the subset consisting of the points
w ∈ Iu,v with du,v(w, u) = t d(u, v) for (u, v) ∈ Σ, and letzt denote the unique
point ofPt ∩ Ix,y. EachPt is a discrete subspace of̂P , and it therefore becomes
a proper metric space with the restriction ofd̂. Moreover(P0, z0) = (A, x) and
(P1, z1) = (N, y). For all t, t′ ∈ I, (u, v) ∈ Σ, w ∈ Pt ∩ Iu,v andw′ ∈ Pt′ ∩ Iu,v,

d̂(w,w′) = du,v(w,w
′) = d(u, v) |t − t′|

≤

{
(s1 + ǫ) |t− t′| for arbitrary(u, v) ∈ Σ

(s0 + ǫ) |t− t′| if u ∈ BA(x, S) or v ∈ BN (y, S).
(26)

Thusd̂(zt, zt′) ≤ (s0 + ǫ) |t − t′| andHd̂(Pt, Pt′) ≤ (s1 + ǫ) |t − t′|. By (25), it
follows that[Pt, zt] ∈ EGH(M,x) for all t ∈ I, and the mappingt 7→ [Pt, zt] is
dGH -continuous.

From (26), it also follows that̂d(u, Pt) ≤ (s0 + ǫ)t for all u ∈ BA(x, S) and
t ∈ I. Moreover the ballBPt(zt, S) is contained in the union of the segmentsIu,v
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for (u, v) ∈ Σ with u ∈ BA(x, S) or v ∈ BN (y, S). Sod̂(w,Pt) ≤ (s0 + ǫ)t for
all w ∈ BP (zt, S) by (26). It follows that

Hd̂,S(A, x;Pt, zt) ≤ (s0 + ǫ)t < s+ ǫ,

obtaining

[Pt, zt] ∈ US,s+ǫ(A, x) ⊆ US,s+ǫ ◦Er−s−ǫ(M,x) ⊆ UR,r(M,x)

by Lemmas 8.1 and 8.2. �

Hypotheses 1-3 have just been proved, and that suffices to confirm Theorem 1.1
for (dGH , EGH).

Remark16. As in Remark 15, it can be proved that, for allr > 0, ∅ is residual
in BGH(M,x; r) if M is unbounded. In this case, for sequences0 < rn ↑ r and
0 < Rn ↑ ∞, consider the setsUn consisting of the points[N, y] ∈ BGH(M,x; r)
such that

Hd

(
M \BM (x,Rn), N \BN (y,Rn)

)
> rn

for every admissible metric,d, onM ⊔N .

10. THE QI METRIC RELATION

SincedQI ≤ dGH and Theorem 1.1 is already proved fordGH , Remarks 6 and 8
imply that the proof of Theorem 1.1 fordQI only requires the next proposition.

Proposition 10.1. The fibers ofEQI are meager inM∗.

The proof of Proposition 10.1 requires an analysis ofdQI , which in turn requires
an analysis ofdGH anddLip.

A map between metric spaces,φ : M → N , is calledbi-Lipschitz if there is
someλ ≥ 1 such that

1

λ
dM (u, v) ≤ dN (φ(u), φ(v)) ≤ λdM (u, v)

for all u, v ∈ M . The termλ-bi-Lipschitzmay be also used in this case.
A (coarse) quasi-isometryof M toN is a bi-Lipschitz bijectionφ : A → B for

netsA ⊆ M andB ⊆ N . The existence of a quasi-isometry ofM to N is equiva-
lent to the existence of a finite sequence of metric spacesM = M0, . . . ,M2k = N
such thatdGH(M2i−2,M2i−1) < ∞ and such that there is a bi-Lipschitz bijection
M2i−1 → M2i for eachi ∈ {1, . . . , k}. A pointed(coarse) quasi-isometryis de-
fined in the same way, by using a pointed bi-Lipschitz bijection between nets that
contain the distinguished points. The existence of a pointed quasi-isometry has
an analogous characterization involving pointed Gromov-Hausdorff distances and
pointed bi-Lipschitz bijections.

As noted in Section 8,dLip is the metric equivalence relation overM∗ defined
by settingdLip(M,x;N, y) equal to the infimum of the set ofr ≥ 0 for which there
is a pointeder-bi-Lipschitz bijectionφ : (M,x) → (N, y).
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The distancedQI(M,x;N, y) equals the infimum of all sums

k∑

i=1

dGH(M2i−2, x2i−2;M2i−1, x2i−1) + dLip(M2i−1, x2i−1;M2i, x2i)

for finite sequences[M,x] = [M0, x0], . . . , [M2k, x2k] = [N, y] in M∗. For
[M,x] ∈ M∗ and r > 0, the notationBLip(M,x; r) = BdLip ([M,x], r) and
BQI(M,x; r) = BdQI

([M,x], r) will be used.

Lemma 10.2. For r > 0 and R ≥ q > p > 2r, if [N, y] ∈ UR,r(M,x) and
BM (x, q) \BM (x, p) 6= ∅, thenBN (y, q + 2r) \BN (y, p− 2r) 6= ∅.

Proof. By hypothesis, there is an admissible metricd onM⊔N such thatd(x, y) <
r andHd,R(M,x;N, y) < r, and there isu ∈ M such thatp < d(x, u) < q. Since
Hd,R(M,x;N, y) < r, there isv ∈ N such thatd(u, v) < r. Then

dN (y, v) ≤ d(x, u) + d(y, x) + d(u, v) < q + 2r,

and, similarly,dN (y, v) > p− 2r. �

Corollary 10.3. If dGH(M,x;N, y) < r andq > p > 2r are such thatBM (x, q)\

BM (x, p) 6= ∅, thenBN (y, q + 2r) \BN (y, p− 2r) 6= ∅.

Lemma 10.4. If dLip(M,x;N, y) < r andp > q > 0 are such thatBM (x, q) \

BM (x, p) 6= ∅, thenBN (y, erq) \BN (y, e−rp) 6= ∅.

Proof. By hypothesis, there is a pointeder-bi-Lipschitz bijectionφ : (M,x) →
(N, y), and there isu ∈ M such thatp < d(x, u) < q. Then

dN (y, φ(u)) ≤ erdM (x, u) < erq,

and, similarly,dN (y, φ(u)) > e−rp, showing the result. �

Proof of Proposition 10.1.The pointed compact metric spaces form an equiva-
lence class ofEGH which is meager inM∗ by Theorem 1.1-(i) for(dGH , EGH).
Moreover any metric space bi-Lipschitz equivalent to a bounded one is also bounded.
So the pointed compact metric spaces also form a class ofEQI . Thus, to prove
Proposition 10.1, it is enough to consider the fiberEQI(M,y) for any unbounded
proper metric spaceM . Hence there are sequencespn, qn ↑ ∞ such thatqn >

pn > 0 andBM (x, qn) \BM (x, pn) 6= ∅.

Claim 8. Let r, s > 0 andn ∈ N so thatpn > 2r and2s < e−r(qn − 2r). If
[N, y] ∈ BQI(M,x; r), then

BN (y, er(qn + 2r) + 2s) \BN (y, e−r(pn − 2r)− 2s) 6= ∅. (27)

For the proof, letS > er(qn + 2r). Since[N, y] ∈ BQI(M,x; r), there is a
finite sequence,[M,x] = [M0, x0], . . . , [M2k, x2k] in M∗ such that[M2k, x2k] ∈
US,s(N, y) and

k∑

i=1

dGH(M2i−2, x2i−2;M2i−1, x2i−1) + dLip(M2i−1, x2i−1;M2i, x2i) < r.
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Let r1, . . . , r2k > 0 be such that
∑2k

j=1 rj < r and, forj ∈ {1, . . . , 2k},

rj >

{
dGH(Mj−1, xj−1;Mj , xj) if j is odd

dLip(Mj−1, xj−1;Mj , xj) if j is even.

Let r̄j =
∑j

a=1 ra. Arguing by induction onj, using Corollary 10.3 and Lemma 10.4,
it follows that

BMj
(xj , e

r̄j (qn + 2r̄j)) \BM2k
(x2k, e−r̄j (qn − 2r̄j)) 6= ∅

for all j. So

BM2k
(x2k, e

r(qn + 2r)) \BM2k
(x2k, e−r(qn − 2r)) 6= ∅.

Then (27) follows by Lemma 10.2, completing the proof of Claim 8.

Claim 9. For eachr > 0, BQI(M,x; r) is nowhere dense inM∗.

Let [N, y] ∈ BQI(M,x; r). GivenS, s > 0, there is somen ∈ N such that
pn > 2r andS < e−r(qn − 2r)− 2s. Thus (27) is satisfied with these[N, y], r, s
andn. Let

N ′ = N \
(
BN (y, er(qn + 2r) + 2s) \BN (y, e−r(qn − 2r)− 2s)

)
.

With the restriction ofdN ,N ′ is a proper metric space withBN ′(y, S) = BN (y, S),
obtaining[N ′, y] ∈ US,s. But [N ′, y] 6∈ BQI(M,x; r) by Claim 8 because

BN ′(y, er(qn + 2r) + 2s) \BN ′(y, e−r(pn − 2r)− 2s) = ∅.

So US,s(N, y) 6⊆ BQI(M,x; r). Then Claim 9 follows sinces can be chosen
arbitrarily small, andS arbitrarily large by choosingn arbitrarily large.

SinceEQI(M,x) =
⋃∞

r=1BQI(M,x; r), Claim 9 concludes the proof of Propo-
sition 10.1. �

REFERENCES
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DEPARTAMENTO DE XEOMETŔIA E TOPOLOX́IA , FACULTADE DE MATEMÁTICAS, UNIVER-
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