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March 2, 2021

Abstract

The problem of stability of the optimal filter is revisited. The optimal
filter (or filtering process) is the conditional probability of the current
state of some stochastic process (the signal process), given both present
and past values of another process (the observation process). Typically
the filtering process satisfies a dynamical equation, and the stability of
this dynamics is investigated. In contrast to previous work, signal pro-
cesses given by the iterations of a deterministic mapping f are considered,
with only the initial condition being random. While the stability of the
filter may emerge from strong randomness of the signal processes, different
and more dynamical effects of the signal process will be exploited in the
present work. More specifically, we consider uniformly hyperbolic f with
strong instabilities providing the necessary mixing. Exponential conver-
gence of the filter is established, provided the filtering process is initialised
with densities exhibiting a certain level of smoothness. Furthermore, f
may also have stable directions along which the filtering process will even-
tually not have a density, a major new technical difficulty. Further results
demonstrate that the filtering process is asymptotically concentrated on
the attractor and furthermore will have densities with respect to the in-
variant (SRB) measure along unstable manifolds of f .
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1 Introduction

The problem of optimal filtering consists in estimating the current state Xn of
a stochastic process {Xn, n ∈ N0}, the signal process, with some state space E.
The current state of the signal process is not directly accessible though. Rather,
we rely on an observation process {Yn, n ∈ N}, usually with state space R

d for
some d. Moreover, we aim to estimate Xn in a causal manner, that is, based on
the observations {Yn, n ∈ N} up to and including time n, only. The object of
study in filtering is therefore (a regular version of) the conditional probability

πn := P(Xn ∈ .|Y1, . . . , Yn) for all n ∈ N;

typically, {πn, n ∈ N} is referred to as the filtering process.
For a meaningful analysis of the filtering process, more specific assumptions

need to be made regarding the signal and observation processes. We will work
in a setup known as Hidden Markov Models (HMM) [12]; The signal process
{Xn, n ∈ N0} is a homogeneous Markov chain on a polish state space E, while
the observation process {Yn, n ∈ N} is conditionally independent given the signal
process. This means that

P(Y1, . . . , Yn|X1, . . . , Xn) =
n
∏

k=1

P (Yk|Xk) for all n ∈ N,

(with slight abuse of notation; more precise definitions in Sec. 2). Finally, we will
impose a nondegeneracy assumption, namely that the conditional law P(Yk|Xk)
is independent of k and given by a density (or likelihood) with respect to a
given measure on R

d. In the context of HMM’s, the filtering process satisfies
the iterative relation

πn = L̃Yn
πn−1, for all n ∈ N, π0 := P(X0 ∈ .), (1)

where for each y ∈ R
d the operator L̃y is nonlinear and acts on the space of

probability measures.
Two serious difficulties arise with deploying filters in practice. Firstly, the

initial condition π0 (or the prior in a Bayesian interpretation) is required to
initialise the filter; however we are unlikely to know the correct initial distribu-
tion accurately or at all. Secondly, it is essentially impossible to calculate the
filtering process explicitly in practice. Approximation algorithms for the opti-
mal filter are therefore important and subject to vigorous research. (It is worth
stressing however that the optimal filter can be computed in two special yet

2



important situations. For linear systems with Gaussian perturbations, the op-
timal filter is given by the celebrated Kalman filter, see for instance [17, 2]. For
signal processes with finite state space the filtering processes can be calculated
explicitly, too.)

Both problems (unknown initial conditions as well as the necessity of approx-
imations) relate to fundamental questions regarding the stability of the nonlinear
filter. Broadly speaking, the filtering process is said to be stable if

lim sup
n→∞

D(L̃nρ1, L̃
nρ2) = 0, (2)

where L̃n = L̃Yn
◦ . . . ◦ L̃Y1 . Further D is a suitable metric on probability

distributions, and Equation (2) holds for all ρ1, ρ2 from a suitable (and hopefully
large) class of probability distributions over E. The convergence may hold for
instance almost surely or in expectation.

It is evident that modes of filter stability are relevant in their own right, as
they imply asymptotic insensitivity from potential errors in the choice of the
initial distribution (provided that distribution is in a suitable class). It might
not be immediately evident though that filter stability is also key in attempts
to approximate the filtering process. It has been shown that stability with a
summable decay rate (i.e. the convergence rate in Eq. 2 is summable) is essential
to proving a uniform in time convergence of the asymptotic approximation error
for certain classes of approximation algorithms, most notably variations of the
particle filter, see e.g. [25, 26, 22, 16, 15]. That is, at fixed computational cost,
stable filters (with summable rate) can be approximated numerically, with errors
that are bounded uniformly in time.

The earliest stability results relate to the Kalman Filter, where stability
holds under the assumptions of observability and nondegeneracy of the noise
[17, 2]. In [28], an early work on the stability of filtering outside the linear
context, the authors were able to show that the filtering process, under certain
assumptions, is Lp stable with exponential rate. This result was extended in [4]
to almost sure exponential stability in the total variation norm. The ergodic-
ity assumptions on the signal process were relaxed further in [22]. A seminal
work by Kunita [21] attempted to identify general conditions for filter stabil-
ity without rates. Unfortunately a gap in the main proof was identified in [6]
which Van Handel [36] was able to close under an additional nondegeneracy as-
sumption on the observation (as mentioned above). Still, the proof in [36] does
not provide a rate of convergence (even if the signal process approaches the
invariant distribution with a given rate of convergence). In [35], similar results
are shown but with a different methodology which is more amenable to infinite
dimensional systems. The stochastic 2D-Navier-Stokes equations are studied as
an example; still the methodology does not provide convergence rates.

Most of the work thus far has centered on signal processes with strong mixing
properties due to stochasticity, which is a key element ensuring filter stability
under these approaches. Stability results for linear but nonrandom systems
have appeared in the context of data assimilation [8]. Nonlinear dynamical
systems (including continuous time) are considered in [30]. Rather than ex-
ploiting dynamical mechanisms for filter stability, that work relies on a very
strong observability assumption (the observation process is a function of the
signal process corrupted with noise, where the function has to be Lipschitz with
Lipschitz inverse). No rate of convergence is provided.
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In [11] exponential stability of the filtering process is demonstrated for signals
produced by random expanding maps, provided that the initial condition of the
filter is sufficiently smooth. The results rely on the dynamical properties of
expanding maps, rather than on the stochasticity and in fact include the case of
deterministic expanding maps. A key mechanism is that expanding dynamics
improve the smoothness of densities and may thus, in a certain sense, act similar
to stochasticity.

In the present work, we expand this analysis to signals arising from uniformly
hyperbolic dynamical systems which, in contrast to expanding dynamics, may
also have contracting directions. Having to deal with these contracting direc-
tions, which will typically decrease the smoothness of densities, is not required
for strongly stochastic systems but poses a major challenge in our analysis. Our
main assumptions, to be made precise later, are

1. The signal process satisfies Xn = f(Xn−1) for all n ∈ N, where f is
a uniformly hyperbolic C2-diffeomorphism of a compact, connected Rie-
mannian manifold M . Further, P(X0 ∈ .) = µ0, where µ0 is the unique
SRB measure of f .

2. The likelihood is a nonnegative log-Lipschitz function on R
d with a tem-

pered Lipschitz coefficient.

Under these assumptions, we will argue that {(Xn, Yn)} is stationary and er-
godic and can furthermore be extended to negative times, too. More generally,
we may assume that there exists an ergodic automorphism T : Ω → Ω, preserv-
ing the probability P so that Yn(ω) = Y0(T

nω) and similarly for {Xn}.
Our main result, Theorem 1, says that there exists a regular probability

kernel µ : Ω× B(M) → [0, 1] on M such that almost surely

1. {µTnω, n ∈ N} solves Equation (1) (albeit with random initial condition
µω).

2. Given any density φ such that logφ is Hölder continuous (with sufficiently
large exponent), we have that

lim sup
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃n
ωφ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣ → 0,

and

lim sup
n→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃n
T−nωφ dm−

∫

ψ dµω

∣

∣

∣ → 0,

for all continuous ψ (and a representation of the operator L̃ that acts
on densities). Furthermore, the rate of convergence is exponential if ψ is
Hölder continuous with sufficiently large exponent.

In addition, an interpretation of µ is given as, roughly speaking, the SRB mea-
sure of f but conditional on the observations, with support contained in the
support of the SRB measure. Finally, µω is shown to be absolutely continu-
ous with respect to the SRB measure along the unstable manifold in a suitable
sense.

Our proofs rely on the fact that the filtering operator is related to the trans-
fer operator of the dynamics f which has been studied extensively [5, 37, 23].
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The approach used in the latter two works to obtain invariant (SRB) measures
will be used here, modulo a number of significant modifications. As was al-
ready mentioned, hyperbolic dynamics also feature contracting directions which
increase oscillations and eventually may render densities singular in those direc-
tions. The key idea is to average densities locally along stable directions against
suitable test functions and characterise densities through such local integrals
rather than pointwise.

Another key aspect of the methodology is to consider convex cones of den-
sities equipped with the Hilbert projective metric. As a consequence of the
projectivity, we can ignore a normalisation that appears in the filter operator
L̃y (due to the Bayes formula) and which renders this operator nonlinear. This
is an extremely convenient feature, and it is worth stressing that the Hilbert pro-
jective metric has already been used in the study of filter stability for instance
in [4, 22], albeit only on the cone of nonnegative Borel measures.

In contrast to previous works using the Hilbert metric on cones though, due
to the dependence on the (random) observation, the operator L̃ω will not be a
contraction under the Hilbert metric on a single cone. Rather, as in [11], we
need to construct a random cone Cω which is invariant under L̃ω in the sense
that L̃ωCω ⊂ CTω , and so that the Hilbert projective metric is contracted. The
regular probability kernel µ referred to in our main result will then emerge as a
kind of random (or pullback) fixed point of L̃ω .

In Section 2 we give precise definitions of the filtering operator and provide
an expression in terms of the likelihood and the transfer operator of f . Section 3
provides the main assumptions and statements of our main results. Section 4
discusses uniformly hyperbolic dynamics and discusses some key properties that
will be needed in our proofs. Furthermore, important results from the theory of
cones and Hilbert projective metrics will be presented. We will then construct a
sequence of random cones which are invariant under the filtering and on which
the operator is a strict contraction. The proof of Theorem 1 occupies Section 5,
while Section 6 contains the proof of Theorem 2 regarding the absolute conti-
nuity of µ with respect to the SRB-measure in the unstable direction.

2 Nonlinear filtering

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space. The signal process is a homogeneous
Markov process {Xn : n ∈ N0} on a polish space M endowed with the Borel
sigma-algebra BM . By K we will denote the transition kernel of {Xn} (i.e.
K is regular and K(x,B) = P(X1 ∈ B|X0 = x) a.s.); further, π0 denotes
the distribution of X0. Throughout the paper, we will use the abbreviations
Kϕ(x) =

∫

E ϕ(z)K(x, dz) and Kµ(B) =
∫

E K(x,B) dµ(x). The observation

process {Yn;n ∈ N} is a process on R
d and is typically dependent on the signal

process {X}; this dependence will be specified later. By Bd, we denote the Borel
algebra of Rd.

For some subset I ⊂ N we will write XI for the set {Xk, k ∈ I} of random
variables. Likewise, we will write YI for {Yk, k ∈ I}. Later we will be able to
redefine {Xk} and {Yk} for k ∈ Z, in which case we may have I ⊂ Z. In any
event we assume that the sigma-algebras generated by XI or YI to be trivial if
I is empty. If I = {m, . . . , n}, we will also use the shorthand m:n.
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Definition 1. The filtering process {πn;n ∈ N0} is a sequence of regular prob-
ability kernels on M so that for P–a.a. ω,

πn(B) = P (Xn ∈ B|Y1:n) ∀B ∈ BM . (3)

Note that π0 is the distribution of X0 in agreement with our previous definition
of π0.

The problem of calculating πn is called nonlinear filtering. Provided that
further assumptions apply (to be specified later), the filtering process can be
calculated in an iterative fashion.

Regarding the dependence between the signal and observation processes, we
make the assumption of a homogeneous memoryless channel throughout the
paper. This means that given Ak ∈ A for k = 1, . . . , n, we have

P (Y1 ∈ A1, . . . , Yn ∈ An|X1:n) =

n
∏

k=1

P(Yk ∈ Ak|Xk). (4)

Since R
d is separable, there exist regular probability kernels

Γn : A× E → [0, 1]

so that for any A ∈ A we have P(Yn ∈ A|Xn) = Γn(A,Xn) a.s. We further
assume that Γn does not depend on n.

We note that the initial distribution π0 together with the Markov ker-
nels K and Γ specify a unique model for the signal and observation process
{(Xk, Yk); k ∈ N} which satisfies the Memoryless Channel Assumption. More
specifically, using the measure extension theorem, it is easy to see that pro-
vided π0,K, and Γ are given, there exists a unique distribution of the joint
signal-observation process {(Xk, Yk); k ∈ N} so that the Memoryless Channel
Assumption holds. We will therefore frame all subsequent conditions in terms of
π0,K, and Γ, and take P to be the resulting distribution of the signal-observation
process, with (Ω,F) an appropriate coordinate space.

Regarding the kernel Γ, we further assume that Γ(·, x) is absolutely contin-
uous with respect to some σ-finite Borel measure λ on R

d for all x. Define the
likelihood function

g(y, x) :=
dΓ(·, x)

dλ
(y). (5)

Again due to the separability of Rd, we can assume that g is measurable on
(Rd×M,Bd⊗BM) (see [11], item (3) of Lemma A.1.). Further, due to Tonelli’s
theorem we also have that for any probability measure ν on (M,BM ),

∫

Rd×M

g d(λ⊗ ν) =

∫

M

∫

Rd

g(y, x)dλ(y)dν(x) = 1,

hence g is integrable with respect to λ⊗ ν and g(y, ·) is integrable with respect
to ν except for y in some λ–null set.

Proposition 1. Under the memoryless channel assumption, the filtering process
satisfies the following recursive relation:

πn(ψ) =

∫

M ψ(x)g(Yn, x)π
+
n−1(dx)

∫

M
g(Yn, x)π

+
n−1(dx)

(6)
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where
π+
n−1(ψ) = Kπn−1(ψ), (7)

for all ψ measurable and bounded.

For a proof, see e.g. [13]. In view of these relations, we define for each
y ∈ R

d the unnormalised and normalised filter operators Ly and L̃y acting on
Borel probability measures on (M,BM ) as

Lyµ(ψ) =

∫

M

ψ(x)g(y, x)Kµ(dx) (8)

and

L̃yµ(ψ) =
Lyµ(ψ)

Lyµ(1)
(9)

respectively. The conclusion of Proposition 1 can now be written as πn =
L̃Yn

πn−1. We note that while Ly is a linear operator, L̃y is nonlinear due to the
normalisation.

We now let M be a compact, connected Riemannian manifold with the
Riemannian volume m and f : M → M a diffeomorphism onto f(M). The
main object of study of this paper will be the filtering process for “deterministic”
signal processes, in the sense that

Xn+1 = f(Xn), n ∈ N.

Clearly, the signal process remains random since the initial conditionX0 will still
be random. We aim to describe the filtering process for such signal processes.
The transfer operator P : L1(m) → L1(m) of f assigns to each φ ∈ L1(m) the
density Pφ with respect to m of the push-forward of φdm under f , that is,
Pφ ∈ L1(m) is the unique element up to sets of m-measure zero, such that for
all test functions ψ ∈ L∞(m) we have

∫

M

ψ · Pφ dm =

∫

M

ψ ◦ f · φ dm. (10)

Given Equation (10) and our assumptions on f , the transformation formula
(or change of variables for smooth Riemannian manifolds) implies the following
representation of the transfer operator

Pφ(y) =

{

φ ◦ f−1(y)
/

|(det Df) ◦ f−1(y)| if y ∈ f(Q)
0 otherwise

(11)

where det(·) is the matrix determinant and Df is the Jacobian matrix of f .
Using the transfer operator, we get the following version of Proposition 1 for
the filtering process represented in terms of densities:

Proposition 2. Suppose that for some n, the filtering process πn has a den-
sity pn(x) w.r.t. to the Riemannian volume m. Then also πn+1 has a density
pn+1(x) given by

pn+1(x) =
g(Yn, x)Ppn(x)

∫

M g(Yn, x)Ppn(x) dm(x)
(12)

where P is the transfer operator.
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Proof. This follows directly from the Proposition 1 and definition of the transfer
operator.

Analogous to the filter operators L and L̃, we define new filtering operators
that act on any density p ∈ L1(m) by

Lyp(x) = g(y, x)Pp(x) (13)

and

L̃yp(x) =
Lyp(x)

‖Lyp‖
, (14)

where the norm is taken in L1(m). Again, while Ly is linear, L̃y is a nonlinear
operator.

So far, the distribution π0 ofX0 could be any Borel probability measure. It is
easy to see that if the distribution π0 of X0 is invariant and ergodic with respect
to K, the entire signal process is ergodic and, by standard arguments, is indeed
defined also for negative times. The observations can be likewise extended to
negative times, and a minor modification of the proof of Lemma 2.5 in [11] will
show that the joint signal–observation process {(Xk, Yk); k ∈ Z} is a stationary
and ergodic process.

3 Assumptions and statement of main result

We are now ready to state the assumptions and the main result.

Assumption 1. 1. The mapping f :M →M is a C2-Diffeomorphism onto
f(M) with an open set Q ⊂M such that f(Q̄) ⊂ Q.

2. The maximal invariant set Λ := ∩n≥1f
n(Q) is uniformly hyperbolic for f

and furthermore transitive, that is, Λ contains a dense orbit.

3. The likelihood function g defined by Equation (5) is non-negative and
almost surely log-Lipschitz, that is, there exists a positive random variable
G, almost surely finite, such that,

g(Y1(ω), x1)

g(Y1(ω), x2)
≤ eG(ω)d(x1,x2), (15)

for all x1, x2 ∈ Q.

4. G is a tempered random variable with respect to the automorphism T :
Ω → Ω (introduced below), that is lim supn→±∞ log+G(T

nω) = 0.

The automorphism T : Ω → Ω referred to in Assumption 1, item 4 arises
as follows. Under Assumption 1, items (1,2) f admits a unique SRB mea-
sure µ0 which in particular is invariant and ergodic. (We stress however that
the SRB measure µ0 does not have a density with respect to the Riemannian
volume m.) By taking (Ω,F) to be an appropriate coordinate space and P

as the probability defined through the kernels Γ,K, the Memoryless Channel
Assumption, and by taking µ0 as the distribution of X0, we may therefore as-
sume (as per the discussion at the end of the previous section) that the joint
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signal–observation process {(Xk, Yk), k ∈ Z} is a bilateral stationary and er-
godic Markov process, that is, with time in Z. Further, there exists an ergodic
automorphism T : Ω → Ω of (Ω,F ,P) such that Yk = Y0 ◦T

k and Xk = X0 ◦T
k

for all k ∈ Z.
To formulate our theorems concisely, we will write (with a slight shift in

notation)

Lω := LY0(ω) and

Ln
ω := LTn−1ω ◦ . . . ◦ Lω = LYn−1(ω) ◦ . . . ◦ LY0(ω),

(16)

with a similar convention for Lω. We can now state the main results of this
paper.

Theorem 1. There exists a set Ω1 ⊂ Ω of full measure and a regular probability
kernel µ : Ω1 × BM → [0, 1] such that

1. for any fixed A ∈ BM , µ( · , A) is a version of P(X0 ∈ A|Y−∞:0), the
optimal filter starting from the infinite past;

2. µ is covariant under the filtering operator (16), that is, for all ω ∈ Ω1 and
continuous ψ : Q→ R, it holds that

L̃ωµω(ψ) = µTω(ψ); (17)

3. there exists a constant β̃ > 0 such that for all strictly positive functions
φ : Q → R>0 s.t. logφ is ν-Hölder continuous, for all ω ∈ Ω1 and for all
µ̂-Hölder continuous ψ : Q→ R, it holds that

lim
n→∞

n−1 log
∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣ ≤ −β̃; (18)

and

lim
n→∞

n−1 log
∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃
n
T−nωφ dm−

∫

ψ dµω

∣

∣

∣ ≤ −β̃, (19)

where ν, µ̂ are Hölder exponents given in Lemma 9.

Stability results similar to Equations (18,19) hold even when ψ is merely
continuous, albeit not with an explicit rate of convergence:

Corollary 1. For all ω ∈ Ω1, for µ and φ as in Theorem 1 and for all contin-
uous ψ : Q→ R it holds that

lim
n→∞

(

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω) → 0; (20)

and

lim
n→∞

(

∫

ψL̃
n
T−nωφ dm−

∫

ψ dµω) → 0. (21)

A second corollary states that the support of the filtering measure µω is
contained in the support of the SRB measure µ0 almost surely.

Corollary 2. 1. E(µω(A)) = µ0(A) for all A ∈ BM .

9



2. Let S be the support of the SRB measure µ0. Then

supp(µω) ⊆ S ⊂ Λ,

for all ω in a set of measure 1.

Our second theorem shows that the asymptotic filtering process µ is abso-
lutely continuous with respect to the SRB measure µ0 if we average over the
local stable leaves of f . Pending a more precise definition and discussion in Sec-
tion 4, let Bs be the sigma algebra generated by the family of local stable leaves
on Q. Then we have

Theorem 2. There is an almost surely finite random variable C such that for
every nonnegative ψ ∈ L1(Bs) we have

1.
1

C(ω)

∫

Q

ψ dm ≤

∫

Q

ψ dµω ≤ C(ω)

∫

Q

ψ dm, (22)

for almost all ω ∈ Ω;

2.
1

C(ω)

∫

Q

ψ dµ0 ≤

∫

Q

ψ dµω ≤ C(ω)

∫

Q

ψ dµ0, (23)

for almost all ω ∈ Ω.

Remark 1. We may assume that Ω1 is invariant, and hence we can take Ω1 to be
the new Ω going forward, so that the statements of Theorem 1 and its corollaries
hold for all ω, as opposed to almost surely. To see this, consider the exceptional
set N = Ω\Ω1 and the set Ñ formed of a union of all iterates, backward and
forward under T , that is

Ñ = ∪k∈ZT
k(N).

Since T is P-invariant and we are taking a countable union, it follows that Ñ
has measure zero. Hence the set Ω\Ñ has full measure and is invariant under
T and we can take Ω1 = Ω\Ñ .

4 Hyperbolic dynamics and cones of densities

In this section we will show that the filtering operators of Equation (14) dis-
cussed in Section 2 and under hyperbolic dynamics f , leave a certain family
of random cones of bounded densities invariant (Proposition 6) and further-
more, that the diameter of each image cone is finite (Proposition 7). Then, by
Proposition 5, we can deduce that the random sequence of filtering operators
are strictly contracting under the Hilbert projective metric.

Since we will be working in the projective space of cones of functions (see
Section 4.3), we can, for the moment, ignore the normalization, and work instead
with the linear operator Lω, which simplifies the presentation.

We modify the construction and proofs in [37], which deal with the transfer
operator P in order to be applicable to our problems. We introduce a ran-
dom family of cones and track how the parameters of the cone change in time
(Lemmas (4-9)).

In Propositions 6 and 7, we proceed to construct a random sequence of
cones depending on ω which are invariant and contracting under the sequence
of random operators {LTkω}k ≥ 0.
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4.1 Hyperbolic sets and attractors

We will follow the notation of [37], Chapter 4. To set the stage, we define a
uniformly hyperbolic set for a diffeomorphism f on a compact manifold M .

Definition 2. Let f : M → M be a C1 diffeomorphism and Λ be a compact
subset of M such that f(Λ) = Λ. We say that Λ is uniformly hyperbolic for
f if there exists a continuous splitting of the tangent bundle TΛM = Es ⊕ Eu

such that the splitting is invariant under derivative Df . Furthermore Eu is
expanding while Es is contracting under Df . That is, for every x ∈ Λ,

1.
Df−1(x) ·Eu

x = Eu
f−1(x)

and
Df(x) ·Es

x = Es
f(x),

2. there exist constants C > 0 and 0 < λ < 1 such that

‖Df−n|Eu
x‖ ≤ Cλn

and
‖Dfn|Es

x‖ ≤ Cλn,

for every n ≥ 1.

We define the stable manifold W s(x) of a point x ∈ M as the set of points
whose forward orbit approaches that of x asymptotically, that is,

W s(x) = {y ∈M ; lim
n→∞

d(fn(x), fn(y)) = 0}.

For any ǫ > 0, we also define the local stable manifold of x ∈M as

W s
ǫ (x) = {y ∈M ; lim

n→∞
d(fn(x), fn(y)) = 0 and d(fn(x), fn(y)) ≤ ǫ, ∀n ≥ 0}.

The below Stable Manifold Theorem is stated as in [38], the proof of which
can be found in [34], Theorem 6.2 (see also[20], Theorem 6.4.9).

Proposition 3 (Stable Manifold Theorem). Let Λ be a hyperbolic set for a Cr

diffeomorphism f : M → M . Provided ǫ > 0 is small enough, every local stable
manifold W s

ǫ (x), x ∈ Λ, is a Cr embedded disk in M with

TxW
s
ǫ (x) = Es

x

and
f(W s

ǫ (x)) ⊂W s
ǫ (f(x)).

Moreover, there are C > 0 and 0 < λ < 1 such that

d(fn(x), fn(y)) ≤ Cλnd(x, y),

whenever y ∈W s
ǫ (x). In addition, W s

ǫ (x) varies continuously with x: given any
p ∈ Λ, there exists a neighbourhood Vp of p inside Λ and a continuous map

Φp : Vp → Embr(W s
ǫ (p),M),

such that Φp(p) is the inclusion of W s
ǫ (p) in M and every W s

ǫ (x), x ∈ Vp is the
image of W s

ǫ (p) under Φp(x).

The Unstable manifold theorem is the same but applied to the unstable and
local unstable manifolds.

11



4.2 Local stable leaves and foliations

By a Cr foliation F on a set Λ ∈ M , we mean a family of Cr pairwise disjoint
immersed submanifolds with constant dimension, called the leaves of F , such
that every leaf intersects Λ and every point in Λ is contained in a leaf. It can
be deduced from Proposition 3, that the global stable and unstable manifolds
form continuous (in the sense given in the Proposition 3) Cr foliations, which
we denote by F s and Fu respectively.

Let Fs
loc be the family of local stable manifolds of points in Λ (as in Propo-

sition 3) which we will refer to as local stable leaves, and Fs
loc will be know as

a local stable foliation. We note that this is not a foliation in the sense defined
above because the leaves may not be pairwise disjoint. However, the leaves of
Fs

loc are embedded disks that vary continuously as per Proposition 3. We denote
by Fs

loc(x) the leaf through x.
By Proposition 3, the leaves are as smooth as the dynamics. However this

smoothness concerns only the direction of the leaf and tells us nothing about the
transverse smoothness of the foliation. Projections along the leaves of the folia-
tions from one transverse section to another (Poincaré maps) may fail to be dif-
ferentiable regardless how smooth the diffeomorphism is. However, some trans-
verse regularity does exists, namely if the diffeomorphism is C2, then Poincaré
maps are Hölder continuous.

Moreover Fs
loc is absolutely continuous. This means the following. Suppose

first that Fs
loc forms a (measurable) partition of Q. We can disintegrate (using

a result due to Rohlin, see [37], Appendix A) the Riemannian measure m with
respect to Fs

loc. That is, for γ ∈ Fs
loc there exists conditional probabilities ργ

supported on γ such that

∫

Q

ψ dm =

∫

(

∫

(ψ|γ) dpγ

)

dm̃,

for every integrable function ψ, where m̃ is the quotient measure on the space
of leaves, defined by m̃(A) = m(∪{γ; γ ∈ A}).

Absolute continuity of the local stable foliation now means that there exists
a positive function H : Q→ R such that logH is (a0, ν0)-Hölder continuous for
some constants a0 > 0 and 0 < ν0 ≤ 1 and we may take

dpγ = (H |γ) dmγ := Hγ , (24)

where mγ denotes the smooth measure induced on γ by the Riemannian metric.
The result holds in the more general uniformly hyperbolic case, where Fs

loc

doesn’t necessarily form a partition of the manifold. In this case, we would need
to first cover the (compact) manifold with a finite number of sufficiently small
open sets and construct a measurable partition on each open set. We can then
disintegrate on each set using Rohlin once more. The existence of a measurable
partition follows from the continuity in x of the local stable manifolds Wǫ(x)
from Proposition 3. To see this, suppose we cover the manifold with open balls
U = Bǫ(x) for sufficiently small ǫ and we let Σ be transverse to W s

ǫ (x) at x.
Then the family {Φx(x

′)W s
ǫ (x)∩U ;x′ ∈ Σ} forms a measurable partition of U ,

where Φx is the continuous map from Proposition 3.
The existence of the map Φx is a key property that in particular gives us

the following useful construction. Given any two nearby stable leaves γ and δ,

12



there is a C2 diffeomorphism

π := π(δ, γ) : δ → γ, (25)

C2 close to the inclusion map of δ in M . In the case of the Solenoid we can take
π to be the projection along the leaves of the horizontal foliation {S1×{x}; z ∈
B2}. In [37], the following statement about π are shown:

Lemma 1. Let γ, δ be two nearby stable leaves, and let γi and δi with i = 1, .., n
be the preimages of γ and δ respectively, numbered so that γi is the closest to
δi and πi = π(δi, γi). Let d(x, y) denote the distance between two points on the
same horizontal leaf measured along the leaf, and write ℘ = | detDπ|. Then
there are constants a0 > 0, ν0 > 0 and λu < 1, depending only on f , such that

P1. π and log℘ are a0-Lipschitz maps,

P2. log℘(y) ≤ a0d(y, π(y))
ν0 for every y ∈ δ,

P3. d(x, πj(x)) ≤ λud(f(x), π(f(x))) for every x ∈ δj and j = 1, .., n.

Here, P1 holds because the embedding of Proposition 3 is C2 and γ and δ
are graphs of C2 maps. Further, P2 is true because tangent spaces to leaves of
Fs

loc are Hölder continuous (see Section 2.2 of [38]). A proof of P3 is given in
[37].

We define a distance between two nearby leaves as

d(γ, δ) := sup{d(x, π(x));x ∈ δ}.

As a direct consequence of P3 we have that the map induced by f on the space
of local stable leaves is expanding. That is,

d(γi, δi)λ
−1
u ≤ d(γ, δ). (26)

4.3 Cones and the Hilbert projective metric

Let E be a vector space. A convex cone in E is a subset C ⊂ E\{0} satisfying
t1v1 + t2v2 ∈ C for any t1, t2 > 0 and v1, v2 ∈ C The ray closure C of C is the
set of all vectors w ∈ E for which there exists a v ∈ C with the property that
w + ǫv ∈ C for all ǫ > 0. A cone is proper if C ∩ −C = {0}.

Definition 3 (Hilbert Projective Metric). For v ∈ E we write 0 � v if v ∈ C.
For v, w ∈ E we write v � w if 0 � w − v. Given v1, v2 ∈ C we define

α(v1, v2) := sup{t > 0; tv1 � v2},

β(v1, v2) := inf{s > 0; v1 � tv2},

and the projective metric

θ(v1, v2) := log
β(v1, v2)

α(v1, v2)
= inf{log

(s

t

)

; tv1 � v2 � sv1}.

with θ(v1, v2) = +∞ if α(v1, v2) = 0 or β(v1, v2) = +∞.

If the cone C is proper, the following proposition justifies the term “projec-
tive metric”, although it needs to be kept in mind that θ may be infinite.
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Proposition 4. If C is a proper cone, then θ : C × C → [0,+∞] and further-
more

1. θ(v1, v2) = θ(v2, v1)

2. θ(v1, v3) ≤ θ(v2, v3) + θ(v1, v2)

3. θ(v1, v2) = 0 ⇐⇒ v1 = tv2 for some t > 0.

For a proof see e.g. [37]. We note that in the first two items of the above
Proposition, if the left hand side is equal to infinity then so is the right hand
side.

Let E1 and E2 be two vector spaces and C1, C2 be proper convex cones
in each space respectively. Let L : E1 → E2 be a linear operator such that
L(C1) ⊂ C2. Then it is easy to see that θ1(v1, v2) ≥ θ2(L(v1), L(v2)) and thus
L is a contraction. The following key proposition, proof of which can be found
in, for example, [37], provides a condition for the contraction to be strict.

Proposition 5. Let D := sup{θ2(Lv1, Lv2); v1, v2 ∈ C1}. If D < +∞ then

θ2(Lv1, Lv2) ≤ (1− e−D)θ1(v1, v2)

for all v1, v2 ∈ C1.

The quantity D will be referred to as the diameter of L(C1) in C2 or as the
θ2-diameter of L(C1). There are two examples of proper convex cones which
are useful in what will follow. For the first example, let X be a compact metric
space. Denote by

C+ := {φ ∈ C0(X); φ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X},

and by θ+ the Hilbert projective metric on C+. Then C+ is a proper convex
cone, and for φ1, φ2 ∈ C+, we have

θ+(φ1, φ2) = log
sup{φ2/φ1}

inf{φ2/φ1}
. (27)

For the second example, denote by C(a, ν), the set of all strictly positive func-
tions φ on X such that logφ is (a, ν)-Hölder continuous, that is, there exist
positive real constants a and ν such that for all x, y ∈ X , it holds that

φ(x)

φ(y)
≤ ead(x,y)

ν

.

For proof that this is a proper convex cone, see e.g. [37], Example 2.3. Then
α(φ1, φ2) is given by

inf
{φ2
φ1

(x),
ead(x,y)

ν

φ2(x) − φ2(y)

ead(x,y)νφ1(x) − φ1(y)
;x, y ∈ X, x 6= y

}

, (28)

and similarly for β but with supremum instead of infimum.
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4.4 Definition and properties of cones A , C and D

As mentioned in Section 4.1 and as in [37], we aim to average the action of
the operator Lω on local stable leaves γ ∈ F s

loc, as defined in Section 4.2.
We assume, without loss of generality, that m(Q) = 1. Let mγ denote the
smooth measure induced on γ by the Riemannian metric. The averaging is
done with respect to a whole class of measures given by convex cones of log-
Hölder continuous densities w.r.t. mγ on γ which we define below.

Definition 4. We denote the convex cone of (a, µ) log-Hölder densities on γ by

D(a, µ, γ) := {ρ : γ → R; ρ(x) > 0 and ρ(x) ≤ ρ(y)ead(x,y)
µ

, ∀x, y ∈ γ}, (29)

for some constants a > 0, 0 < µ ≤ 1, for each local stable leaf γ ∈ F s
loc. We

denote by θa the corresponding projective metric.

For ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γ) and some φ : Q → R we define
∫

γ
φρ as the integral of φ

with respect to the measure ρmγ .
We are now ready to define the convex cone of bounded densities on which

the filtering operator Ly will act. We firstly state the conditions in the forms
of separate cones A and C and we analyse the action of the operator on these
sets separately, before we deduce the form of the invariant cone. We note that
cones A and C correspond to conditions (A) and (C) of [37] respectively, while
condition (B) of [37], which is needed to show the invariance, turns out to be a
consequence of condition (A). This is demonstrated in Lemma 3. This simplifies
the cone and in turn, the Hilbert metric of the cone, which makes the analysis
somewhat more transparent.

We can now introduce the cone of densities we plan to work with.

Definition 5. For some a > 0 and 0 < µ ≤ 1, we define

A (a, µ) :=
{

φ : Q→ R;

∫

γ

φρ > 0 ∀γ ∈ F
s
loc, ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γ)

}

. (30)

For a, µ as above and some c > 0 and 0 < ν ≤ 1, we define C (c, a, µ, ν) as the
set of all functions φ : Q→ R such that

e−cd(γ,δ)ν ≤

∫

γ
φρ

∫

δ
φπ∗ρ

≤ ecd(γ,δ)
ν

, (31)

where π : δ → γ is defined in Section 4.2 and

γ ∈ F
s
loc,

π(δ) = γ,

ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γ),

π∗ρ(y) := ρ(π(y))℘(y).

(32)

Finally, for a, c, µ, ν as above and for â > 0 and 0 < µ̂ ≤ 1, we define the cone

C(c, â, a, µ, ν, µ̂) := C (c, a, µ, ν) ∩ A (â, µ̂).

Lemma 2. The cone C of Definition 5 is proper and convex. (see Section 4.3
for definitions for these concepts).
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Proof. Convexity follows from the following: for any strictly positive constants
a, b, c, d with a

b ≤ eK and c
d ≤ eK for some K > 0, we have that

t1a+ t2c

t1b+ t2d
=
t1

a
b b+ t2

c
dd

t1b+ t2d
≤
eKt1b+ eKt2d

t1b+ t2d
= eK .

To show that C is proper, we first note that C ∩ −C ⊂ A ∩ −A and so it is
sufficient to show that A ∩−A = {0}. Suppose that ψ ∈ A . Then, there exists
φ ∈ A and a sequence tn → 0 as n → ∞ such that

∫

γ(ψ + tnφ)ρ > 0 for all

tn, γ and ρ. Taking tn → 0, this gives
∫

γ ψρ ≥ 0. If ψ ∈ −A , as well, then
∫

γ −ψρ ≥ 0 for all γ, ρ by an analogous argument. Therefore
∫

γ ψρ = 0 for all

ρ, γ. By the argument of Lemma 4.3, [38] we can conclude that
∫

γ
ψ2 dmγ = 0

so that ψ|γ = 0 for mγ-almost all x for all γ. To conclude that ψ(x) = 0
for m-almost all x, we employ1 absolute continuity of the local stable foliation
which implies the existence of (a0, ν0)-log-Hölder disintegration as discussed in
Subsection 4.2 so that

∫

ψ2 dm =

∫

(

∫

γ

ψ2Hγ dmγ

)

dm̃(γ). (33)

Since the inner integral is zero for all γ we can deduce from the above that
ψ(x) = 0 for m-almost all x.

The definition of the cone C requires that integrals
∫

γ
φρ of its elements φ

over local stable leaves are, roughly speaking, Hölder continuous with respect
to γ. In [37], another condition is imposed, requiring Lipschitz continuity with
respect to ρ (see also [23]). The next lemma shows that this condition actually
holds for any function in the set A (a, µ) and hence need not be required as an
additional condition defining the cone.

Lemma 3. Let φ ∈ A (a, µ). Then for any b ≥ 1, γ ∈ F s
loc

, and ρ1, ρ2 ∈
D(a, µ, γ), it holds that

∫

γ
φρ1

∫

γ
φρ2

≤ ebθa(ρ1,ρ2)

∫

γ
ρ1

∫

γ
ρ2
.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume that
∫

γ ρ1 =
∫

γ ρ2 = 1. By definition

of the projective metric we have that α(ρ2, ρ1)e
θa(ρ1,ρ2) = β(ρ2, ρ1). Since sρ2−

ρ1 ∈ D(a, µ, γ) for all s > β, we have that
∫

γ

φ · (β(ρ2, ρ1)ρ2 − ρ1) ≥ 0

so that
∫

γ

φ · (α(ρ2, ρ1)e
θa(ρ1,ρ2)ρ2 − ρ1) ≥ 0,

and therefore, since
∫

φρ2 > 0,
∫

γ
φρ1

∫

γ
φρ2

≤ α(ρ2, ρ1)e
θa(ρ1,ρ2).

1The proof of properness in [38] does not include this step but the argument seems incom-
plete.
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It remains to show that α(ρ2, ρ1) ≤ 1. This follows from the fact that
α(ρ2, ρ1)ρ2(x) ≤ ρ1(x) for all x ∈ γ (see Equation (28)) and

∫

γ ρ1 =
∫

γ ρ2 =
1.

We finish this section with a few remarks regarding the choice and interpre-
tation of the cones.

Remark 2. In the case of uniformly expanding dynamics [37], one may take sets
of positive log–Höder functions. Clearly all such functions are contained in A

and thus Lemma 3 would still hold. However, in the case of hyperbolic dynamics,
the transfer operator maps positive densities into merely non-negative ones,
since densities are set to zero outside of the image f(Q) (see Equation (11)).
Although it is possible to accommodate such functions within cones of log–
Höder functions, the projective distance between any two such functions will be
infinity unless their support is the same. To cater for this difficulty, a condition
on the support of functions would have to be included in the definition of the
cone (or even restricting to functions supported on the attractor). This would
complicate the analysis, not least by making the cones time dependent.

Remark 3. It turns out that functions in the cone A may be negative. For
illustration purposes, suppose that φ is a function on the unit interval [0, 1],
given by

{

φ(x) = −ǫ if x ∈ S

φ(x) =M otherwise

with ǫ,M > 0 and some measurable set S ⊂ [0, 1]. Let m be the Lebesgue
measure on R. Then,

∫

[0,1]

φρ =

∫

[0,1]\S

φρ+

∫

S

φ =M(

∫

[0,1]

ρ−

∫

S

ρ)− ǫ

∫

S

ρ

=M

∫

[0,1]

ρ− (M + ǫ)

∫

S

ρ.

Hence
∫

[0,1]
φρ > 0 if, and only if,

M

M + ǫ
>

∫

S
ρ

∫

[0,1]
ρ
. (34)

The above must hold for all ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γ). For any such ρ it holds that

ρ(x) ≤ ead(x,y)
µ

ρ(y) ≤ eaρ(y).

By integrating over x in S and y in [0, 1] it is easy to see that M , S and ǫ may
be chosen so that Equation (34) is satisfied.

4.5 Action of Lω on A , C , and D

In this section, we clarify the effect of applying the operator Lω to elements of
A , C , and of D. In fact, in case of the cone D, an operator which in a sense is
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the dual of L will have to be considered. By Equation (13) and (11) we have
∫

γ

(Lωφ)ρ =

∫

γ

g(ω, y)(Pφ)ρ, (35)

=

n
∑

j=1

∫

f(γj)

g(ω, y)
φ(f−1(y))ρ(y)

| detDf(f−1y)|
(36)

=

n
∑

j=1

∫

γj

g(ω, f(x)) · φ(x)
| det Dfγj

(x)| · ρ(f(x))

| detDf(x)|
. (37)

where n is the number of pre-image leaves. We define a new map L ω
j : ρ→ ρj ,

with ρj : γj → R by

L
ω
j ρ := ρj :=

| detDfγj
|

| detDf |
(ρ ◦ f)(g ◦ f), (38)

so that (37) can be written as

∫

γ

(Lωφ)ρ =

n
∑

j=1

∫

γj

φL
ω
j ρ. (39)

Action of L ω
j on D First we have to analyse the action of L ω

j on the cones
D.

Lemma 4. Let a′, µ′ > 0. Then

L
ω
j D(a′, µ′, γ) ⊆ D(a, µ, γj) for all a ≥ (a′ + Ḡ(ω))λµs and µ′ ≥ µ,

where
Ḡ(ω) = G(ω) + (K1 +K2)/λ

µ
s ,

and K1, K2 and G(ω) are the Lipschitz constants for log | detDf |, log | detDfγj
|

and log g respectively, and 0 < λs < 1 is a uniform bound on the contraction in
the stable direction.

Proof. Let ρ ∈ D(a′, µ′, γ). Then using (38), clearly ρj(x) > 0. Furthermore,
we have

| log ρj(x) − log ρj(y)| =| log | detDfγj
(x)| − log | detDf(x)| + log ρ(f(x))

+ log g(f(x))− log | detDfγj
(y)|+ log | detDf(y)|

− log ρ(f(y))− log g(f(y))|

≤ a′d(f(x), f(y))µ
′

+K1d(x, y) +K2d(x, y)

+G(ω)d(f(x), f(y)),

whereK1,K2 andG(ω) are the Lipschitz constants for log | detDf |, log | detDfγj
|

and log g respectively. Hence, since µ′ ≥ µ and x, y ∈ γ,

| log ρj(x) − log ρj(y)| ≤ a′λµs d(x, y)
µ + (K1 +K2)d(x, y) +G(ω)λsd(x, y)

≤ ((a′ +G(ω))λµs +K1 +K2)d(x, y)
µ

= (a′ + Ḡ(ω))λµs d(x, y)
µ,

for all x, y ∈ γ, where λs is the uniform bound on the contraction in the stable
direction and where Ḡ(ω) := G(ω) + (K1 +K2)/λ

µ
s . Hence L ω

j ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γj)

for all a ≥ (a′ + Ḡ(ω))λµs and µ′ ≥ µ.
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We recall the definitions of the projective metrics θ+ and θa from Section 4.3,
Equations (27) or (28) respectively. Next, we will consider the diameter of the
cone L ω

j D(a′, µ, γ) in D(a, µ, γj), under the Hilbert projective metric θa, as
defined in Proposition 5, Section 4.3. In particular,

diama(L
ω
j D(a′, µ, γ)) := sup{θa(L

ω
j ρ

′,L ω
j ρ

′′); ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D(a′, µ, γ)}, (40)

for a ≥ (a′ + Ḡ(ω))λµs . The next lemma shows that the diameter is finite and
has a bound which is independent of γ and γj .

Lemma 5. Suppose that λ < 1. Then

diama(D(λa, µ, γ)) <∞.

In particular, if λ :=
(a′+Ḡ(ω))λµ

s

a < 1, then

diama(L
ω
j D(a′, µ, γ)) ≤ D(a) <∞,

where
D(a) := 4a+ log(τ2/τ1)

and τ1 = inf{ z−zλ

z−z−λ : z > 1} and τ2 = sup{ z−z−λ

z−zλ : z > 1}.

In the proof, we will require the following result, proof of which can be found
in [37].

Lemma 6. Fix 0 < λ < 1. Then for all ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D(λa, µ, γ) ⊂ D(a, µ, γ) it
holds that

θa(ρ
′, ρ′′) ≤ θ+(ρ

′, ρ′′) + log(
τ2
τ1

), (41)

where log( τ2τ1 ) <∞.

Proof of Lemma 5. The first part of the lemma can be deduced from inequality
(41), (the same as the proof of Lemma 4.2 b) in [37]). We just need to show
that θ+(ρ

′, ρ′′) is bounded for all ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D(a, µ, γ). Firstly we note that since
the projective metric acts on the quotient space of D(a, µ, γ), we can assume
∫

γ ρ
′ = 1 =

∫

γ ρ
′′. Thus,

1 =

∫

γ

ρ′(y) dmγ(y) =

∫

γ

ρ′(y)

ρ′(x)
ρ′(x) dmγ(y) ≤

∫

γ

ead(x,y)
µ

ρ′(x) dmγ(y)

= ead(x,z)
µ

ρ′(x)

∫

γ

dmγ ,

by the mean value theorem, for some z ∈ γ. Recall that we assume that d(x, z) ≤
1 for all x, z ∈ Q. Hence, we obtain,

ea ≥ ρ′(x)

∫

γ

dmγ ≥ e−a, (42)

and the same for ρ′′(x), so that

θ+(ρ
′, ρ′′) = log

sup ρ′′/ρ′

inf ρ′′/ρ′
≤

e2a

e−2a
= 4a. (43)
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Since, log τ2/τ1 is bounded, this proves the first inequality.
From Lemma 4 we have that L ω

j D(a′, µ, γ) ⊆ D(a, µ, γj) for all a ≥ (a′ +

Ḡ(ω))λµs .
Let a > (a′+ Ḡ(ω))λµs and λ ∈ (0, 1) be such that λa = (a′+ Ḡ(ω))λµs . Then

we have the following:

L
ω
j D(a′, µ, γ) ⊆ D(λa, µ, γj) ⊂ D(a, µ, γj),

and hence by the above, with γj instead of γ, we have that

diama(L
ω
j D(a′, µ, γ)) ≤ D(a) = 4a+ log τ2/τ1.

We note that D(a) is finite if a is finite.

Before proceeding to the set of functions C , we note that

Lemma 7. If ρ ∈ D(α, µ, γ), then π∗ρ ∈ D(ᾱ, µ, δ), with ᾱ = αaµ0 + a0, where
a0 is the Lipschitz constant of π and log℘.

Proof. Recall that π : δ → γ is as defined in Section 4.1, Equation (25) and that
the density π∗ρ(y) := ρ(π(y))℘(y). Hence, for x, y ∈ δ

| log π∗ρ(x)− log π∗ρ(y)| = | log ρ(π(x))℘(x) − log ρ(π(y))℘(y)|

= | log ρ(π(x)) + log℘(x)− log ρ(π(y)) − log℘(y)|

≤ αd(π(x), π(y))µ + a0d(x, y)

≤ (αaµ0 + a0)d(x, y)
µ,

where the last inequality follows because d(x, y) ≤ 1.

Action of Lω on cones A and C Next, we examine the action of the
filtering operator on the cones A (a, µ) and C (c, a, µ, ν).

Lemma 8. Let a, a′ ∈ R+ and suppose L ω
j D(a′, µ, γ) ⊆ D(a, µ, γj). Then

LωA (a, µ) ⊆ A (a′, µ).

Proof. Let φ ∈ A (a, µ). We have that,

∫

γ

(Lωφ)ρ =

n
∑

j=1

∫

γj

φL
ω
j ρ.

For all ρ ∈ D(a′, µ, γ), by assumption, we have that L ω
j ρ ∈ D(a, µ, γj).

Then, since φ ∈ A (a, µ),
∫

γj
φL ω

j ρ > 0 for j = 1, . . . , n and hence Lωφ ∈

A (a′, µ).

Lemma 9. Suppose that for some c, c′, a, a′, µ, µ′, ν, ν′ and â, µ̂ as well as some
ǫ > 0 the following holds:

(a). L ω
j D(a′, µ′, γ) ⊆ D(a, µ, γj)

(b). π∗
jL

ω
j D(a′, µ′, γ) ⊆ D((1 − ǫ)â, µ̂+ ν, δj)

(c). L ω
j π

∗D(a′, µ′, γ) ⊆ D((1 − ǫ)â, µ̂+ ν, δj)
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Suppose also that

1. c′ ≥ cλνu +K0 ,

2. µ′ ≥ µ̂+ ν,

3. ν ≥ ν′,

4. ν0 ≥ µ′,

where ν0 is the constant in condition P2, satisfied by the diffeomorphism π, and
K0 is a random variable, an expression of which appears in the proof. Then

Lω(C (c, a, µ, ν) ∩ A (â, µ̂)) ⊆ C (c′, a′, µ′, ν′).

Proof. Let φ ∈ C (c, a, µ, ν). We want to consider the following expression

∫

γ Lωφρ
∫

δ
Lωφπ∗ρ

=

∑

j

∫

γj
φL ω

j ρ
∑

j

∫

δj
φL ω

j (π∗ρ)
. (44)

We can write
∫

γj
φL ω

j ρ
∫

δj
φL ω

j (π∗ρ)
=

∫

γj
φL ω

j ρ
∫

δj
φπ∗

j L ω
j ρ

×

∫

δj
φπ∗

j L ω
j ρ

∫

δj
φL ω

j (π∗ρ)
. (45)

First, we bound the first fraction of RHS of (45). Let ρ ∈ D(a′, µ′, γ), then
since ρj ∈ D(a, µ, γj), by assumption a), and φ ∈ C (a, c, µ, ν), we have that

∣

∣

∣ log

∫

γj

φL
ω
j ρ− log

∫

δj

φπ∗
j L

ω
j ρ

∣

∣

∣ ≤ cd(γj , δj)
ν (46)

≤ cλνud(γ, δ)
ν , (47)

where λu < 1 is a constant depending only on f and (47) holds because f is
expanding in the distance metric d on Γ by Equation (26). In the case of the
Solenoid, where a natural choice for π is the projection along horizontal leaves,
we can take λ−1

u to be uniform upper bound on the expansion, see [37] for a
more detailed discussion on this.

Next, we look at the second fraction of RHS of Equation (45).

∫

δj
φπ∗

j L ω
j ρ

∫

δj
φL ω

j (π∗ρ)
. (48)

Denote by ρ′ = L ω
j (π∗ρ) and ρ′′ = π∗

jL
ω
j ρ . Note that

ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D((1 − ǫ)â, µ̂+ ν, δj) ⊂ D(â, µ̂, δj)

by assumption. Since φ ∈ A (â, µ̂), we can apply Lemma 3 with b = 1, so that
we obtain:

| log

∫

δj

φρ′ − log

∫

δj

φρ′′| ≤ θâ(ρ
′, ρ′′) + | log

∫

δj

ρ′ − log

∫

δj

ρ′′|. (49)
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Next, we derive a bound for the second term of the above inequality. We
look at the equation

ρ′(x)

ρ′′(x)
=

ρ(πf(x))

ρ(fπj(x))

℘(f(x))|

| detDπj(x)|

| detDf |δj(x))|

| detDf |δj(πj(x))|

| detDf(πj(x))|

| detDf(x)|

g(ω, f(x))

g(ω, fπj(x))
(50)

and look for a bound which depends on the distance between γ and δ, on each
fraction term of (50). Since ρ ∈ D(a′, µ′, γ) we have

ρ(πf(x))

ρ(fπj(x))
≤ exp(a′d(πf(x), fπj(x))

µ′

), (51)

and

d(πf(x), fπj(x)) ≤ d(πf(x), f(x)) + d(f(x), fπj(x))

≤ d(πf(x), f(x)) +K3d(x, πj(x)) (52)

≤ d(πf(x), f(x)) +K3λud(f(x), πf(x)) (53)

≤ (1 +K3λu)d(γ, δ), (54)

where (52) holds because f is Lipschitz and (53) by property P3 of π. Putting
into (51) gives

ρ(πf(x))

ρ(fπj(x))
≤ exp(a′(1 +K3λu)

µ′

d(γ, δ)µ
′

). (55)

The bounds on next three terms do not depend on ρ and so we use the
bounding constants as derived in Lemma 4.5 of [37]. That is,

|℘(f(x))|

| detDπj(x)|
≤ exp(a0(1 + λν0u )d(γ, δ)ν0), (56)

| detDf |δj(x))|

| detDf |δj(πj(x))|
≤ exp(K1λ

ν0
u d(γ, δ)

ν0), (57)

and
| detDf(πj(x))|

| detDf(x)|
≤ exp(K2λud(γ, δ)). (58)

It remains to get a bound for the likelihood (last term in Equation (50)), which
we have assumed is log Lipschitz. Thus,

∣

∣

∣ log
g(ω, f(x))

g(ω, fπj(x))

∣

∣

∣ ≤ G(ω)d(f(x), fπj(x)), (59)

≤ G(ω)K3λud(γ, δ), (60)

because f is Lipschitz and by property P3 of π. Putting Equations (55-59)
together, we obtain:

∣

∣

∣ log
ρ′(x)

ρ′′(x)

∣

∣

∣ ≤ a′(1 +K3λu)
µ′

d(γ, δ)µ
′

+ a0(1 + λν0u )d(γ, δ)ν0 +K1λ
ν0
u d(γ, δ)

ν0

+K2λud(γ, δ) +G(ω)(K3λu)d(γ, δ)

≤ K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ
′

, (61)
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if µ′ ≤ ν0, since d(γ, δ) ≤ 1, with

K(ω) = a′(1 +K3λu)
µ′

+ a0(1 + λν0u ) +K1λ
ν0
u +K2λu +K3λuG(ω). (62)

Next, note that

| log

∫

δj

ρ′ − log

∫

δj

ρ′′| =
∣

∣

∣
log

∫

δj

ρ′

ρ′′
ρ′′

∫

δj
ρ′′

∣

∣

∣

=
∣

∣

∣ log
ρ′(x)

ρ′′(x)

∣

∣

∣

for some x ∈ δj where we have used the mean value theorem for integrals.
Putting the above two inequalities together we have

| log

∫

δj

ρ′ − log

∫

δj

ρ′′| ≤ K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ
′

, (63)

which is a bound on the second term of Inequality (49).
Furthermore, by the same token

θ+(ρ
′, ρ′′) = log

supδj (ρ
′′/ρ′)

infδj (ρ
′′/ρ′)

= log
supδj (ρ

′/ρ′′)

infδj (ρ
′/ρ′′)

≤ 2K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ
′

, (64)

an estimate we will need later.
To bound the first term on the RHS of (49) we use a relationship similar to

that of Equation (41);

θâ(ρ
′, ρ′′) ≤ θ+(ρ

′, ρ′′) + log
τ̃2
τ̃1
, (65)

where

τ̃1 = inf
x,y∈δj

{exp(âd(x, y)µ)− ρ′′(y)/ρ′′(x)

exp(âd(x, y)µ)− ρ′(y)/ρ′(x)

}

,

and similarly for τ̃2, with supremum instead of infimum.
The first term on the RHS of (65) is bounded by Inequality (64) in terms of

the distance between γ and δ. We will now show that | log τ̃1| and | log τ̃2| are
again bounded by a function of the distance between γ and δ.

Let B′ = e−âd(x,y)µ̂ρ′(y)/ρ′(x) and B′′ = e−âd(x,y)µ̂ρ′′(y)/ρ′′(x).
Then 1−B′ = 1− e−âd(x,y)µρ′(y)/ρ′(x) = (eâd(x,y)

µ

− ρ′(y)/ρ′(x))e−âd(x,y)µ

so that

inf
1−B′′

1−B′
= τ̃1

and

sup
1−B′′

1−B′
= τ̃2.

Again using the fact that ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D((1 − ǫ)â, µ̂+ ν, δj), we find

logB′ ≤ −ǫâd(x, y)µ̂ < 0

and similarly for B′′. This means that the following inequality holds:

|B′ −B′′| ≤ | logB′ − logB′′| = | log ρ′(y)− log ρ′(x)− log ρ′′(y) + log ρ′′(x)|.
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By (61), we have that

|B′−B′′| ≤ | log ρ′(y)−log ρ′′(y)|+| log ρ′(x)−log ρ′′(x)| ≤ 2K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ
′

, (66)

and, by averaging differently and using ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D(ā, µ̄, δj),

|B′ −B′′| ≤ | log ρ′(y)− log ρ′(x)|+ | log ρ′′(y)− log ρ′′(x)| ≤ 2ād(x, y)µ̄. (67)

Since µ′ ≥ µ̂+ ν, (66) implies

|B′ −B′′| ≤ 2K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ̂d(γ, δ)ν ≤ 2K(ω)d(x, y)µ̂d(γ, δ)ν , (68)

if d(x, y) > d(γ, δ), while (67) implies (using µ̄ ≥ µ̂+ ν)

|B′ −B′′| ≤ 2ād(x, y)µ̂d(x, y)ν ≤ 2ād(x, y)µ̂d(γ, δ)ν , (69)

if d(x, y) < d(γ, δ). Hence together (50) and (51) imply that

|B −B′| ≤ K4d(x, y)
µ̂d(γ, δ)ν (70)

with K4(ω) ≥ max{2K(ω), 2ā}. Then, using the mean value theorem on the
function log(1 − x) and the fact that B′, B′′ < 1, we have

∣

∣

∣ log
1−B′′

1−B′

∣

∣

∣ ≤
|B′ −B′′|

1−max{B′, B′′}
(71)

≤
K4(ω)d(x, y)

µ̂d(γ, δ)ν

1− exp((ā− â)d(x, y)µ̂)
(72)

≤
K4(ω)d(γ, δ)

ν

1− exp(ā− â)
(73)

≤ K5(ω)d(γ, δ)
ν (74)

where (73) is true because x
1−e−px with any p > 0 is a function with positive

derivative for x ∈ [0, 1] and limx→0
x

1−e−px = 1
p . Hence, 0 < 1

p ≤ x
1−e−px ≤

1
1−e−p . Note that K5 = K4

1−eā−â , depends on ā− â.
Replacing τ̃1 and τ̃2 we have

log τ̃1 ≥ −K5(ω)d(γ, δ)
ν

and
log τ̃2 ≤ K5(ω)d(γ, δ)

ν

so that replacing in (65) and using (64) we get

θâ(ρ
′, ρ′′) ≤ 2K(ω)d(γ, δ)µ

′

+ 2K5(ω)d(γ, δ)
ν , (75)

as a bound for the first term in (49). Then Inequality (49) becomes,

| log

∫

δj

φρ′ − log

∫

δj

φρ′′| ≤ 2Kd(γ, δ)µ
′

+ 2K5d(γ, δ)
ν +Kd(γ, δ)µ

′

(76)

≤ K0(ω)d(γ, δ)
ν , (77)

with K0 = 3K+2K5, because µ
′ > ν. Finally combining with (47) and (45) we

have:
∣

∣

∣ log

∫

γ Lωφρ
∫

δ Lωφπ∗ρ

∣

∣

∣ ≤ (cλνu +K0)d(γ, δ)
ν′

, (78)

because ν ≥ ν′ so that Lωφ ∈ C (c′, a′, µ′, ν′) with c′ ≥ cλνu +K0.
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4.6 Construction of covariant cone family

The next theorem shows that there exists a random family of cones, invari-
ant under the filtering operators Lω. Recall the Definition 5 of the cone
C(c, â, a, µ, ν, µ̂).

Proposition 6. For any constant δ such that max(λµs , λ
µ̂
s , λ

ν
u) < δ < 1 and for

0 < µ̂, ν ≤ 1 there exist almost surely finite random variables aw, âw, cw such
that

LωC(cω, δâω, δaω, µ, ν, µ̂) ⊆ C(δcTω, âTω, aTω, µ, ν, µ̂), (79)

where µ = µ̂+ ν. In particular,

LωC(cω, âω, aω, µ, ν, µ̂) ⊆ C(cTω, âTω, aTω, µ, ν, µ̂).

Proof. First we note that by Lemmas 4 and 7, if ρ ∈ D(a′, µ′, γ) then,

ρ′ = π∗
j L

ω
j ρ ∈ D((a′ + Ḡ(ω))λµ

′

s a
µ′

0 + a0, µ
′, δj), (80)

and
ρ′′ = L

ω
j (π∗ρ) ∈ D((a′aµ

′

0 + a0 + Ḡ(ω))λµ
′

s , µ
′, δj). (81)

Then, by Lemmas 4, 8 and 9, with µ = µ′, and ν′ = ν, and the above equations
(80 and 81), the following equations need to be satisfied:

δaω ≥ (aTω + Ḡ(ω))λµs , (82)

δâω ≥ (aTω + Ḡ(ω))λµs a
µ
0 + a0, (83)

δâω ≥ (aTωa
µ
0 + a0 + Ḡ(ω))λµs , (84)

δâω ≥ (âTω + Ḡ(ω))λµ̂s , (85)

cTω ≥ δcωλ
ν
u +K0(ω). (86)

Pick δ so that λa := λµs δ
−1 < 1 and let

aω :=

∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T kω)λk+1
a , (87)

Then a is an almost surely finite random variable, given also our assumptions
on G(ω). To see that (82) is satisfied, note that

(aTω + Ḡ(ω))λµs =
∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T k+1ω)λk+1
a + Ḡ(ω))λµs

= δ(

∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T k+1ω)λk+1
a + Ḡ(ω))λa

= δ(
∞
∑

k=1

Ḡ(T kω)λk+1
a + Ḡ(ω)λa)

= δ

∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T kω)λk+1
a = δaω,
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as required. Next we show that there is an almost surely finite random variable
â that satisfies Equations (83-85). By (82),

δâω ≥ aωa
µ
0 + a0 = aµ0

∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T kω)λk+1
a + a0, (88)

would be sufficient to satisfy (83). Similarly, using (87) in (84), we need that

δâω ≥
(

(
∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T k+1ω)λk+1
a )aµ0 + a0 + Ḡ(ω)

)

λµs . (89)

LetG1(ω) := λ−µ̂
s (aµ0

∑∞
k=0 Ḡ(T

kω)λk+1
a +a0) andG2(ω) :=

(

(
∑∞

k=0 Ḡ(T k+1ω)λk+1
a )aµ0+

a0 + Ḡ(ω)
)

λµ−µ̂
s and let

âω :=
∞
∑

k=0

G̃(T kω)λk+1
â , (90)

with G̃(ω) = Ḡ(ω) + G1(ω) + G2(ω), λâ = λµ̂s δ
−1 < 1. Then, by the same

argument as for aω above, we have that âTω satisfies

âω = δ−1(âTω + Ḡ(ω) +G1(ω) +G2(ω))λ
µ̂
s . (91)

It can easily be seen that any âω that satisfies (91) also satisfies (83), (84) and
(85). Furthermore, it is almost surely finite.

Similarly,

cω = δ−1
∞
∑

k=0

K0(T
−k−1ω)λkc (92)

is a stationary and a.s. finite solutions to (86), where λc = λνuδ
−1 < 1. To see

this, consider that

cωλ
ν
u +K0(ω) = δ−1

∞
∑

k=0

K0(T
−k−1ω)λkcλ

ν
u +K0(ω)

=

∞
∑

k=0

K0(T
−k−1ω)λk+1

c +K0(ω)

=

∞
∑

k=0

K0(T
−kω)λkc = δcTω.

For simplicity of notation in what follows, we denote Cω := C(cω, âω, aω, µ, ν, µ̂).
We have the flowing Corollary of Proposition 6 which will be useful in the proof
of Proposition 11.

Corollary 3. PCω ⊂ Cω for all ω ∈ Ω.

Proof. Let φ ∈ Cω. Then φ ∈ C (cω, aω, µ, ν) and

cω = δ−1
∞
∑

k=0

K0(T
−k−1ω)λkc > K̃

∞
∑

k=0

λkνu =
K̃

1− λνu
,
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and

aω =

∞
∑

k=0

Ḡ(T kω)λka > (K1 +K2)λ
−µ
s

∞
∑

k=0

λkµs >
K1 +K2

1− λµs
,

where K̃ and (K1+K2)/λ
ν
u are deterministic components (due to action of P)

of K0 and Ḡ.
Note that P induces a dynamical systems on the cone parameters. In par-

ticular, the cone parameter cω is mapped to cωλ
ν
u+ K̃, where K̃ > 0 is given by

Equation (62) with G(ω) set to zero. Cone parameter aω, on the other hand, is
mapped to λ−µ

u (aω −K1 −K2) (See Lemma 4, with G(ω) set to zero).
We note that the cω inequality above implies that cω > cωλ

ν
u + K̃. Thus

Pφ ∈ C (cω, λ
−µ
u (aω −K1 −K2), µ, ν). Note that if D(aω) ⊂ D(λ−µ

u (aω −K1 −
K2)), then also Pφ ∈ C (cω , aω, µ, ν), and this is the case, since by the inequality
for aω above, aω < λ−µ

u (aω−K1−K2). Invariance of A (âω, µ̂) follows similarly
from the definition of â.

The Hilbert projective metric θω on this cone Cω is derived in Section 4 of
[37]. In particular, αω(φ1, φ2) is given by

inf
{

∫

γ φ2ρ̂
∫

γ φ1ρ̂
,

∫

γ φ2ρ
∫

γ φ1ρ
ηω(ρ, π

∗ρ, φ1, φ2),

∫

δ
φ2π

∗ρ
∫

δ φ1π
∗ρ
ηω(π

∗ρ, ρ, φ1, φ2)
}

, (93)

where infimum is taken over ρ̂ ∈ D(âω , µ̂, γ) and ρ ∈ D(aω, µ, γ) and all pairs of
local stable leaves γ, δ and

ηω(ρ, π
∗ρ, φ1, φ2) =

exp(cωd(γ, δ)
ν)−

∫

δ φ2π
∗ρ/

∫

γ φ2ρ

exp(cωd(γ, δ)ν)−
∫

δ φ1π
∗ρ/

∫

γ φ1ρ
. (94)

Proposition 7. The θTω - diameter of LωCω is a.s. finite. That is

D̄(Tω) := sup{θTω(Lωφ1,Lωφ2) : φ1, φ2 ∈ Cω)} <∞, (95)

for almost all ω.

Proof. We note that in view of Proposition 6,

D̄(Tω) = sup{θTω(φ1, φ2) : φ1, φ2 ∈ LωC(cω, âω, aω)} (96)

≤ sup{θTω(φ1, φ2) : φ1, φ2 ∈ C(δcTω , âTω, aTω)}, (97)

for some constant δ < 1, LωC(cω, âω, aω) ⊆ C(δcTω, âTω, aTω). Let φ1, φ2 ∈
C(δcTω, âTω, aTω) and ρ ∈ D(aTω , µ, γ). Then

ηTω(ρ, π
∗ρ, φ1, φ2) =

exp(cTωd(γ, δ)
ν)−

∫

δ φ2π
∗ρ/

∫

γ φ2ρ

exp(cTωd(γ, δ)ν)−
∫

δ φ1π
∗ρ/

∫

γ φ1ρ
. (98)

≥
exp(cTωd(γ, δ)

ν)− exp(δcTωd(γ, δ)
ν)

exp(cTωd(γ, δ)ν)− exp(−δcTωd(γ, δ)ν)
≥ τc1 , (99)

with
τc1 := inf{(z − zδ)/(z − z−δ) : z > 1} ∈ (0, 1),

and similarly, ηTω(ρ, π
∗ρ, φ1, φ2) ≤ τc2 , with

τc2 := sup{(z − z−δ)/(z − zδ) : z > 1} ∈ (1,∞),
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Similarly,

τc1 ≤ ηTω(π
∗ρ, ρ, φ1, φ2) ≤ τc2 . (100)

Hence ηTω(ρ, π
∗ρ, φ1, φ2), ηTω(π

∗ρ, ρ, φ1, φ2) ∈ [τc1 , τ
c
2 ] and therefore, αTω(φ1, φ2) ≥

τc1α+(φ1, φ2) and βTω(φ1, φ2) ≤ τc2β+(φ1, φ2), so that

θTω(φ1, φ2) ≤ θâTω

+ (φ1, φ2) + log
τc2
τc1
,

where

θâTω

+ (φ1, φ2) = log
sup

∫

γ
φ2ρ/

∫

γ
φ1ρ

inf
∫

γ φ2ρ/
∫

γ φ1ρ
(101)

and supremum and infimum are taken over all ρ ∈ D(âTω , µ̂, γ) and local sta-
ble leaves γ. (Note that by Equation (93) the supremum is taken over ρ ∈
D(aTω , µ, γ) and ρ̂ ∈ D(âTω, µ̂, γ). However, by Proposition 6, we have that
aTω ≤ âTω by inspection of the equations for a and â (see Equations (87) and
(90)). In addition, if ρ ∈ D(aTω , µ, γ), then π∗ρ ∈ D(aTωa

µ
0 + a0, µ, δ) by

Lemma 7 which implies π∗ρ ∈ D(âTω, µ̂, δ) by (88)).
In order to show that θâTω

+ -diameter of LωC(cω, âω, aω) is bounded it remains
to prove that

θâTω

+ (Lωφ1,Lωφ2) = log
sup

∫

γ Lωφ2ρ/
∫

γ Lωφ1ρ

inf
∫

γ Lωφ2ρ/
∫

γ Lωφ1ρ
<∞ (102)

for all φ1, φ2 ∈ C(cω, âω, aω), and supremum and infimum taken over ρ ∈
D(âTω , µ̂, γ) and over all stable leaves γ. The above will hold if we can show a
uniform bound on

∫

γ′
Lωφ2ρ

′/
∫

γ′
Lωφ1ρ

′

∫

γ′′
Lωφ2ρ′′/

∫

γ′′
Lωφ1ρ′′

(103)

for all ρ′ ∈ D(âTω , µ̂, γ
′), ρ′′ ∈ D(âTω , µ̂, γ

′′) and φ1, φ2 ∈ C(cω, âω, aω). Hence
it is sufficient to show that

∫

γ′
Lωφρ

′

∫

γ′′
Lωφρ′′

is uniformly bounded for all φ ∈ C(cω, âω, aω) and ρ′ ∈ D(âTω , µ̂, γ
′), ρ′′ ∈

D(âTω , µ̂, γ
′′) with

∫

γ′
ρ′ =

∫

γ′′
ρ′′ = 1. We can write

∫

γ′
Lωφρ

′

∫

γ′′
Lωφρ′′

=

∑

j=1

∫

γ′

j

φρ′j
∑

j=1

∫

γ′′

j
φρ′′j

=

∑

j=1

∫

γ′

j

ρ′j ·
(

∫

γ′

j

φρ′j/
∫

γ′

j

ρ′j

)

∑

j=1

∫

γ′′

j
ρ′′j ·

(

∫

γ′′

j
φρ′′j /

∫

γ′′

j
ρ′′j

) . (104)

Note that ρ′j , ρ
′′
j are no longer normalised, but

∫

γ′′

j

ρ′′j =

∫

γ′′

j

ρ′′ ◦ f · g(ω) ◦ f · | det(Df |γ′′j )| | detDf |
−1 (105)

=

∫

f(γ′′

j )

g(ω)ρ′′| detDf−1| (106)

≥ g(ω, x)Γ1 inf ρ
′′, (107)
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and similarly,
∫

γ′

j

ρ′j ≤ g(ω, y)Γ2 sup ρ
′,

where we have used the mean value theorem on the likelihood function g and
where Γ1 and Γ2 are positive constants as in [37] and only depend on the uniform
bound of the Jacobian and the Riemannian volume of the image of the local
stable leaves.

Next, choose y so that ρ′′(y)
∫

γ′′
dmγ = 1. Then,

ρ′′(x) ≥ exp(−âTωd(x, y)
µ̂)ρ′′(y) (108)

≥ exp(−âTω)
1

∫

γ′′
dmγ

(109)

Hence,

∫

γ′

j

ρ′j
∫

γ′′

j
ρ′′j

≤
g(ω, y)Γ2 sup ρ

′
∫

γ′′
dmγ

g(ω, x)Γ1 inf ρ′′
∫

γ′
dmγ

≤
Γ2 exp(2âTω) exp(G(ω))

Γ1
, (110)

where we have again used the uniform lower and upper bounds on the Rieman-
nian volume of locals stable leaves and included it in the Γ1 and Γ2 constants.
Therefore normalising in (104) would affect the quotient in (104) by a factor of
Γ2 exp(2âTω + G(ω))/Γ1. Recall that L ω

j ρ
′ = ρ′j for j = 1, ..., n and that, by

Lemma 4, L ω
j D(âTω , µ̂, γ) ⊆ D(âω , µ̂, γj) if âω > (âTω + Ḡ(ω))λµ̂s , which holds

true by the constriction of â in Proposition 6 and in fact, â is constructed so
that ρ′j ∈ D(δâω , µ̂, γ

′
j) and ρ

′′
j ∈ D(δâω, µ̂, γ

′′
j ) for the constant δ < 1 as defined

in Proposition 6. Hence to obtain a bound in (104) almost surely, it is sufficient
to show a bound on

sup

∫

γ2
φρ2

∫

γ1
φρ1

(111)

with supremum over ρ1 ∈ D(δâω , µ̂, γ1) and ρ2 ∈ D(δâω, µ̂, γ2) and with
∫

γ1
ρ1 =

∫

γ2
ρ2 = 1. Let θ1 and θ2 be the respective projective metrics. By

Lemma 3, we have,

∫

γ1

φρ1 ≥ exp(−θ1(ρ1, 1γ1))

∫

γ1

φ1γ1 , (112)

and
∫

γ2

φρ2 ≤ exp(θ2(ρ2, 1γ2))

∫

γ2

φ1γ2 , (113)

where 1γi
is the positive constant function on γi such that

∫

γi
1γi

= 1, so that

∫

γ2
φρ2

∫

γ1
φρ1

≤
exp(θ2(ρ2, 1γ2))

∫

γ2
φ1γ2

exp(−θ1(ρ1, 1γ1))
∫

γ1
φ1γ1

. (114)

LetD1(âω) be the uniform (in γ) upper bound for the θâω
-diameter ofD(δ̂âω, µ̂, γ)

in D(âω, µ̂, γ), shown to exist in Lemma 5. Then we have

exp−D1(âω) ≤ exp−θ1(ρ1,1γ1) ≤ 1 ≤ expθ2(ρ2,1γ2) ≤ expD1(âω) . (115)
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Next, let 1̃ : γ2 → R be given by 1̃(x) = 1γ1(π(x))℘(x), where π : γ2 → γ1.
Since log℘(x) is a0- Lipschitz map, it follows that 1̃ ∈ D(a0, 1, γ2). Clearly also
1γ2 ∈ D(a0, 1, γ2). Note that by (83) we can deduce that

D(a0, 1, γ2) ⊂ D(a0, µ, γ2) ⊂ D(āω, µ, γ2) ⊂ D(âω, µ, γ2).

Since āω < âω, it holds by Lemma 5 that D(āω, µ, γ) has finite θâω
-diameter

in D(âω , µ, γ). Furthermore, the upper bound of the diameter does not depend
on γ. Let D0(âω) be the uniform (in γ) upper bound for the θâω

-diameter of
D(āω , µ, γ2) in D(âω , µ, γ2). Then

∫

γ2
φ1γ2

∫

γ1
φ1γ1

≤

∫

γ2
φ1γ2

∫

γ2
φ1̃

∫

γ2
φ1̃

∫

γ1
φ1γ1

(116)

≤ exp(θâω
(1γ2 , 1̃)) exp(cωd(γ1, γ2)

ν), (117)

≤ exp(D0(âω)) exp(cωd(γ1, γ2)
ν) (118)

where we have again used Lemma 3 with b = 1 in (117). Putting (115) and
(118) together in (114) we have that

∫

γ2
φρ2

∫

γ1
φρ1

≤ exp(2D1(âω) +D0(âω) + cω) (119)

and hence together with (110), we have that (104) is bounded by

∫

γ′

j
Lωφρ

′

∫

γ′′

j

Lωφρ′′
≤

Γ2

Γ1
exp(2âTω +G(ω) + 2D1(âω)+D0(âω)+ cω) := Γ0(ω). (120)

Hence by (102) and (103) θ+ is bounded by log Γ0(ω)
2.

Therefore D̄(Tω) ≤ log Γ0(ω)
2 + log τ2

τ1
< ∞ a.s. since Γ0 is almost surely

finite.

We note that by Proposition 5, a consequence of Theor6 and 7 is that Lω

is a strict contraction, in particular

Corollary 4. Let Λ(ω) = 1− e−D̄(Tω). Then it holds that,

θTω(Lωφ1,Lωφ2) ≤ Λ(ω)θω(φ1, φ2) (121)

for all φ1, φ2 ∈ Cω, with Λ(ω) < 1 for almost all ω.

5 Proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

We prove the main theorem, Theorem 1 by constructing a θâω

+ -Cauchy sequence,

where θâω

+ is the Hilbert metric defined by Equation (101) in the proof of Propo-
sition 7. We then can use Proposition 4.7 from [37], which we state below as
Proposition 8, to show that the normalised sequence is weakly convergent in
R. The covariant measure is constructed as the weak* limit of that Cauchy
sequence.
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Proposition 8. Given a > 2a0, µ < ν0 and a θa+-Cauchy sequence φn, such
that

∫

Q φn dm = 1 for all n ∈ Z
+, and any continuous function ψ : Q → R,

the sequence {
∫

φnψ dm}n∈Z+ is Cauchy in R.

We will reproduce the proof here as it contains further ideas we will use
later.

Proof. Suppose first that ψ > 0 and logψ is (a/2, µ)-Hölder continuous. We
use the absolute continuity of the local stable foliation (see Section 4.2), that
is, there exists a function H : Q → (0,∞) such that logH is (a0, ν0)-Hölder
continuous and

∫

Q

φnψ dm =

∫

(

∫

γ

φnψHγ

)

dm̃(γ),

where m̃ is the quotient measure induced by the Riemannian measure m in the
space of stable leaves and Hγ = H |γ dmγ . We note that logHγ and logψHγ

are both in D(a, µ) since a > 2a0 and µ < ν0. Therefore, for any k, l ≥ 1, and
any γ, it holds that

∫

γ
φkHγ

∫

γ
φlHγ

≥ α+(φk, φl)

and
∫

γ φkψHγ
∫

γ φlψHγ
≤ β+(φk, φl),

where β+ and α+ correspond to the θa+ Hilbert metric defined in Equation (101).
Since

∫

φk dm = 1 =
∫

φl dm, there exists a local stable leaf δ such that
∫

δ
φkHδ ≤

∫

δ
φlHδ and so we can deduce that

∫

φkψHδ
∫

φlψHδ
≤
β+(φk, φl)

α+(φk, φl)
·

∫

φkHδ
∫

φlHδ
≤ eθ

a
+(φk,φl),

so that
∫

Q φkψ dm
∫

Q φlψ dm
≤ eθ

a
+(φk,φl).

Therefore, we have that

∣

∣

∣

∫

Q

φkψ dm−

∫

Q

φlψ dm
∣

∣

∣ =
∣

∣

∣

∫

Q

φlψ dm
∣

∣

∣ ·
∣

∣

∣

∫

Q
φkψ dm

∫

Q φlψ dm
− 1

∣

∣

∣ (122)

≤ sup |ψ|
(

eθ
a
+(φk,φl) − 1

)

, (123)

and hence (
∫

φnψ dm)n is Cauchy in R as required.
Next, suppose that ψ is a general µ-Hölder continuous function and let

ψ = ψ+ − ψ−, where ψ± =
1

2
(|ψ| ± ψ) +B,

for some constant B > 0 to be chosen.
It is easy to verify that ψ± are both positive, µ-Hölder continuous function.

Furthermore, the following inequality holds whenever B > 1,

| logψ±(x) − logψ±(y)| ≤
1

B
|ψ±(x)− ψ±(y)| ≤

K

B
|x− y|µ
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for some constant Hölder constant K > 0. We can therefore choose B such that
logψ± is (a/2, µ)-Hölder continuous. Then, Equation (123) holds for ψ± and
hence also for ψ. The case of a general continuous ψ is shown by approximating
it arbitrarily closely with µ-Hölder continuous functions (as we will see in the
proof of Corollary 1).

Our next aim is to show that the cones Cω are not only invariant but in a
sense absorbing.

Proposition 9. Fix some µ, µ̂, ν satisfying Lemma 9. Then for any numbers
x, x̂, z so that z > 0, x̂ ≥ âω, x ≥ aω, there exists an N(ω) ∈ Z

+ such that

L
n
ω C(z, x̂, x, µ, ν, µ̂) ⊆ CTnω

whenever n ≥ N(ω).

Proof. Let Θ : Ω× R
3
+ → R

3
+ be the map given by

Θ(ω, z, x̂, x) :=





Θ1(ω, z)
Θ2(ω, x̂)
Θ3(ω, x)



 :=





zλνu +K0(ω)

x̂/λµ̂s − G̃(ω)
x/λµs − Ḡ(ω)



 (124)

Put z0 := z, x̂0 := x̂, x0 := x and define inductively zn := Θ1(T
n−1ω, zn−1) and

similarly with x̂n, xn. Since x̂0 ≥ âω, we have x̂n ≥ âTnω for all n ≥ 0 since Θ2

keeps the ordering. This implies A (x̂n, µ) ⊆ A (âTnω, µ) for all n ≥ 0. Next,
we consider the set C (cω , aω, µ). We want to show that there exists N(ω) ∈ Z

+

such that C (zn, xn, µ) ⊆ C (cTnω, aTnω, µ) for all n ≥ N(ω). This requires that
xn > aTnω, which is the case for all n, and that zn < cTnω, so that we need the
difference δn = zn − cTnω < 0 for some n. Assume z0 > cω (otherwise we are
done). We have that

δn = z0λ
νn
u − cωλ

n
c +

n
∑

k=1

K0(T
n−kω)λν(k−1)

u −
n
∑

k=1

K0(T
n−kω)λ(k−1)

c (125)

≤ z0λ
νn
u − cωλ

n
c < 0, (126)

whenever n > ln z0/cω
lnλc/λν

u
, since λc

λν
u

= δ−1 > 1 (See Proposition 6). The result

follows if we let N(ω) ≥ max
( ln z0/cω
lnλc/λν

u
, 0
)

.

As a simple corollary we get that in fact any positive, log-Hölder continuous
function φ is eventually inside one of our cones in the future, that is φ ∈ CTnω

for some n ≥ N(ω), where N(ω) depends on Cω and the Hölder constant of φ.

Corollary 5. Suppose that φ > 0 and logφ is (k, ν)-Hölder continuous for
some k > 0. Then there exists an N(ω) ∈ Z

+ such that L n
ω φ ∈ CTnω for all

n ≥ N(ω).

Proof. Clearly φ ∈ A (âω , µ̂) since it is a positive function. By the mean value

theorem,
∫
γ
φρ

∫
δ
φπ∗ρ

= φ(x)
φ(y) ≤ ekd(x,y)

ν

≤ ekd(γ,δ)
ν

. Hence φ ∈ C(k, âω, aω) and the

result follows by Proposition 9.
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Next we will construct a random sequence of densities {ζn(ω) ∈ Cω, n ∈ N}.
In Proposition 10 we demonstrate that {ζn} is almost surely θ+-Cauchy. We
define

L
n
ω := LTn−1ω ◦ ... ◦ LTω ◦ Lω, (127)

and

ζn(ω) :=

{

L n
T−nω1, n ≥ 1

1 n = 0
(128)

for almost all ω, where we denote by 1 the function given by 1(x) = 1 for all
x ∈ Q. The next lemma explores some elementary properties of the densities
{ζn, n ∈ N}.

Lemma 10. For all ω ∈ Ω it holds that

1. 1 ∈ Cω;

2. ζn(ω) ∈ Cω for all n ∈ N;

3. ζn+1(ω) = LT−1ωζn(T
−1ω).

Proof. To prove item 1, recall that

Cω := C (cω, aω, µ, ν) ∩ A (âω, µ̂),

with the sets A ,C defined by (30) and (31) respectively. Clearly 1 ∈ A (âω, µ̂)
since

∫

γ
1 · ρ > 0, for all ρ ∈ D(âω , µ̂), since ρ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ γ. For

C (cω , aω, µ, ν) we note that

∫

γ
1 · ρ

∫

δ
1 · π∗ρ

=

∫

γ
1 · ρ

∫

γ
1 · ρ

= 1,

since π∗ρ(y) := ρ(π(y))℘(y) and π(δ) = γ. Since cω > 0, clearly we have that
e−cωd(γ,δ)ν ≤ 1 ≤ ecωd(γ,δ)ν .

Next we prove item 2. By definition ζn(ω) = LT−1ω ◦ ... ◦ LT−nω1. By
the above lemma, 1 ∈ Cω for all ω ∈ Ω. For each n ≥ 0, consider 1 to be in
CT−nω. Then we can apply Proposition 6 to see that LT−nω1 ∈ CT−n+1ω and
consequently ζn(ω) ∈ Cω.

Finally, for item 3 we have that

Lωζn(ω) = LωL
n
T−nω1

= Lω ◦ LT−1ω ◦ ... ◦ LT−nω1

= L
n+1
T−nω1

= ζn+1(Tω).

Proposition 10. The sequence {ζn(ω)}n∈N ∈ Cω as defined in Equation (128)
is θâω

+ -Cauchy almost surely.

In the proof, we will need the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 11. l(ω) := θω(1, z1(ω)) ≤ A(ω), where A is a tempered random
variable.
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Proof. It can be seen by inspecting the proof of Proposition 7 that,

θω(1, z1(ω)) ≤ log Γ0 + log τ2/τ1 = log Γ1/Γ2 + log τ2/τ1 + Ξ(ω),

where Ξ(ω) = 2âTω +G(ω) + 2D1(âω) +D0(âω) + cω. It suffices to show that
Ξ is tempered which will be true if each competent of Ξ is tempered. We know
G is tempered by assumption. â, as given by Equation (90), is tempered if
G̃ is tempered. As G̃ = Ḡ + G1 + G2 it suffices to note that G1 and G2 are
tempered which is straight forward to prove and left to the reader. Lastly, c
is tempered because it can be checked that K0 is tempered (K0 is a sum of
tempered random variables and constants). It remains to be shown that D1

and D0 are tempered. Recall that D0(âω) is the uniform upper bound for the
θâω

-diameter of D(āω , µ, γ2) in D(âω , µ, γ2). That is

D0(âω) = sup{θâω
(ρ′, ρ′′); ρ′, ρ′′ ∈ D(āω , µ, γj)}

By Lemma 5,
D0(âω) ≤ 4âω + log(τ2/τ1)

with τ1 = inf{(z− zλ)/(z− z−λ) : z > 1} < 1 and τ2 = sup{(z− zλ)/(z− z−λ) :
z > 1} > 1, where λ = āω/âω < 1. The same argument for D1 shows that we
just need â to be tempered, which we have already argued is the case.

Proof of Proposition 10. For any n > m ∈ N, since by Lemma 10, item 2., zk
∈ Cω for all k ∈ N, we have

θω(ζm(ω), ζn(ω)) ≤ θω(ζm(ω), zm+1(ω)) + ...+ θω(zn−1(ω), ζn(ω)) (129)

=

n−1
∑

k=m

θω(zk(ω), zk+1(ω)). (130)

Next we apply Lemma 3, part 3., and the contraction (121) of Corollary 4 to
get

θω(zk(ω), zk+1(ω)) = θω(LT−1ωzk−1(T
−1ω),LT−1ωzk(T

−1ω)) (131)

≤ Λ(ω)θT−1ω(zk−1(T
−1ω), zk(T

−1ω)) (132)

≤ Pk(ω)θT−kω(z0(T
−kω), z1(T

−kω)) (133)

= Pk(ω)θT−kω(1, z1(T
−kω)), (134)

where Pk(ω) = Λ(ω)Λ(T−1ω)..Λ(T−k+1ω). Hence,

θω(ζm(ω), ζn(ω)) ≤

n−1
∑

k=m

Pk(ω)θT−kω(1, z1(T
−kω)), (135)

=

n−1
∑

k=m

Pk(ω)l(T
−kω). (136)

Recall from Corollary 4 that Λ(ω) is given by

Λ(ω) := 1− e−D̄(ω)
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and that Λ(ω) < 1 almost surely. It follows that log Λ < 0 almost surely and
hence the expectation is always well defined and negative. Since T and T−1

are assumed measure preserving and ergodic it holds that log Λ is an ergodic
process (that is, it satisfies the ergodic theorem, see e.g. [9]);

lim
k→∞

1

k

−k+1
∑

l=0

log Λ(T lω) = E log(Λ(ω)) (137)

≤ −β < 0, (138)

holds for a.a. ω, for some β > 0. Let ǫ < β/2, then for a.a. ω, there exists
Nω,ǫ such that for all k > Nω,ǫ,

1

k

−k+1
∑

l=0

log Λ(T lω) ≤ −β + ǫ < 0, (139)

⇒ Pk(ω) =

−k+1
∏

l=0

Λ(T lω) ≤ e(−β+ǫ)k < 1. (140)

Similarly, by Lemma 11, since log l is tempered, there exists, for a.a. ω,Mω,ǫ

such that for all k > Mω,ǫ it holds that

log l(T−kω) ≤ ǫk (141)

⇒ l(T−kω) ≤ eǫk. (142)

Letm,n > max{Mω,ǫ, Nω,ǫ}, then we can combine the above into Inequality
(136) to get

θω(ζm(ω), ζn(ω)) ≤

n−1
∑

k=m

e(−β+2ǫ)k ≤
e(−β+2ǫ)m

1− e(−β+2ǫ)
→ 0, (143)

as m → ∞. Hence zn is θω- Cauchy and hence it is also θâω

+ -Cauchy for a.a.
ω.

We can now turn to the proof of the main theorem:

Proof of Theorem 1. By Proposition 10, we know there exists a set Ω1 of full
measure, such that for all ω ∈ Ω1, the sequence {ζm(ω)}n∈N (defined in Eq. 128)
is Cauchy with respect to the metric θâω

+ . Let {ζ̄n(ω)} be the sequence {ζn(ω)}
but normalised so that Proposition 8 applies. Since R is complete, for all ω ∈ Ω1,
limn→∞

∫

Q
ψζ̄n(ω) dm exists for all continuous functions ψ so that this limit

defines a functional on the space of continuous functions for each ω ∈ Ω1. Hence,
by the Riesz Representation Theorem (see e.g. [32], Theorem 2.14), for each
ω ∈ Ω1, there exists a unique probability measure µω such that

∫

ψ dµω = lim
n→∞

∫

Q

ζ̄n(ω)ψ dm (144)

for all continuous ψ. Furthermore, it will follow from Proposition 11, that µ is a
version of the conditional probability of X0 given observations from the infinite
past, hence part (1) of the theorem holds and µ is a regular probability kernel.
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Next we show that µ is covariant. Using Equation (8), we have

L̃ωµω(ψ) =

∫

g(ω, x) ◦ f · ψ ◦ f dµω
∫

g(ω, x) ◦ f dµω

= lim
n→∞

∫

g(ω) ◦ f · ψ ◦ f · L n
T−nω1 dm

∫

g(ω) ◦ f · L n
T−nω1 dm

= lim
n→∞

∫

ψL
n+1
T−(n+1)+1ω

1 dm
∫

L
n+1
T−(n+1)+1ω

1 dm

= lim
n→∞

∫

ψζ̄n+1(Tω) dm =

∫

ψ dµTω,

hence µω is covariant, proving part (2) (Equation (17)).
Next, we prove item (3) of the theorem, that is Equation 18. We note that,

limn→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣

= limn→∞ lim
k→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψζ̄k(T
nω) dm

∣

∣

∣
.

By Proposition 5, there exists an N(ω) ∈ Z
+ such that L n

ω φ ∈ CTnω for all
n ≥ N(ω). Then,

θâTnω

+ (L n
ω φ, ζk(T

nω)) ≤ θTnω(L
n
ω φ, ζk(T

nω))

= θTnω(L
n
ω φ,L

n
ω zk−n(ω))

≤

n
∏

i=N(ω)+2

Λ(T iω)θTN(ω)+1ω(L
N(ω)+1
ω φ,L N(ω)+1

ω 1)

≤

n
∏

i=N(ω)+2

Λ(T iω)D̄(TN(ω)+1ω)

≤ e(n−N(ω)−1)(−β+ǫ)D̄(TN(ω)+1ω) → 0

as n→ ∞, where β > 0 and 0 < ǫ ≤ β/2 are as in Equation (139) in the proof
of Proposition 10.

Next, we use the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 8. First, we
assume that logψ is (âTnω/2, µ̂)-Hölder continuous for all n and that âω ≥ 2a0
for all ω (otherwise, we can redefine â in Proposition 6, Equation (90)). Thus,
using Equation (123) it holds that

limn→∞ lim
k→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

Q

L̃
n
ω φ · ψ dm−

∫

Q

ζ̄k(T
nω) · ψ dm

∣

∣

∣

≤ limn→∞ lim
k→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

Q

ζ̄k(T
nω) · ψ dm

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Q
L̃ n

ω φ · ψ dm
∫

Q
ζ̄k(T nω) · ψ dm

− 1
∣

∣

∣

≤ limn→∞ lim
k→∞

sup |ψ|
(

eθ
âTnω
+ (L n

ω φ,zk(T
nω)) − 1

)

,

≤ limn→∞ lim
k→∞

sup |ψ|
(

ee
(n−N(ω)−1)(−β+ǫ)D̄(TN(ω)+1ω) − 1

)

= sup |ψ| lim
n→∞

(

ee
(n−N(ω)−1)(−β+ǫ)D̄(TN(ω)+1ω) − 1

)

,

= 0. (145)
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By the same argument as in proof of Proposition 8 (or see [37], proof of
Proposition 4.7) we can deduce that the above holds also for general µ̂-Hölder
continuous functions.

Next, let ξn := e(n−N(ω)−1)(−β+ǫ)D̄(TN(ω)+1ω). Then, using Taylor’s theo-
rem with the mean value form of the remainder, we have

eξn − 1 = ξn +
eξ̃n − 1

2
ξ2n = ξn(1 +

eξ̃n − 1

2
ξn), (146)

where ξ̃n is some real number in [0, ξn]. Then, for sufficiency large n

log
∣

∣

∣

∫

L̃
n
ω φψ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣

≤ log sup |ψ|+ (n−N(ω)− 1)(−β + ǫ)

+ log D̄(TN(ω)+1ω) + log(1 +
eξ̃n − 1

2
ξn),

so that

lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∣

∣

∣

∫

L̃
n
ω φψ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣
≤ −β̃, (147)

since ξn → 0 as n → ∞, where β̃ = β − ǫ > 0. Proof of part (4) follows by
the same arguments as for part (3) above where we note that Proposition 5
also means that there exists an Ñ(ω) ∈ Z

+ such that L n
T−nωφ ∈ Cω for all

n ≥ Ñ(ω).

Proposition 11. Let µ be as constructed in the proof of Theorem 1, Equa-
tion (144). Then for any fixed A ∈ BM , we have µω(A) = P(X0 ∈ A|Y−∞:0)
almost surely.

Proof. It follows from a straightforward application of the Bayes rule that

E(ψ(X0)|Y−n:0) =

∫

ψ ◦ fn(x)
∏n

k=0 g(Y−k, f
n−k(x)) dµ0(x)

∫∏n
k=0 g(Y−k, fn−k(x)) dµ0(x)

(148)

Consider the numerator on the RHS of Equation (148):

∫

ψ ◦ fn(x)

k=n
∏

k=0

g(T−kω) ◦ fn−k(x) dµ0(x)

= lim
l→∞

∫

ψ ◦ fn(x)

k=n
∏

k=0

g(T−kω) ◦ fn−k(x)P l
1 dm(x)

= lim
l→∞

∫

ψ(x)
k=n
∏

k=0

g(T−kω) ◦ f−k(x)Pn+l
1 dm(x)

= lim
l→∞

∫

ψ(x)L
n
T−nωP

l
1 dm(x)

(149)

where we have used the fact (see [37]) that the SRB measure is constructed as
the weak limit

µ0(ψ) = lim
k→∞

∫

ψP
k
1 dm
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for continuous ψ. Applying the same reasoning for the denominator on the RHS
of Equation (148) we find

E(ψ(X0)|Y−n:0) = lim
k→∞

∫

ψ(x) L̃
n
T−nωP

k
1 dm(x). (150)

(A standard argument shows that the denominator is zero with zero probability.)
On the other hand, note that L n

T−nωPk
1 ∈ Cω for all n and k using

Lemma 10, part 1 and Corollary 3. Therefore, if n > m, by the same argu-
ment as in Proposition 10, it holds that

θâω

+ (L n
T−nωP

k
1,L m

T−mω1) ≤ θω(L
n
T−nωP

k
1,L m

T−mω1)

≤

m−1
∑

j=n

e(−β+2ǫ)j

≤
e(−β+2ǫ)n

1− e(−β+2ǫ)
,

for any k ∈ N, where β > 0 and 0 < ǫ ≤ β/2 are as in Equation (139) in the
proof of Proposition 10.

We may now use a similar argument as in the proof of Proposition 8 and
Theorem 1, where we first assume that logψ is (âω/2, µ̂)-Hölder continuous and
that âω ≥ 2a0 for all ω. Thus, using Equation (123) it holds that

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψ · L̃ n
T−nωP

k
1 dm− µω(ψ)

∣

∣

∣

= lim
m→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψ · L̃ n
T−nωP

k
1 dm−

∫

ψ · L̃ m
T−mω1 dm

∣

∣

∣

≤ lim
m→∞

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψ · L̃ m
T−mω1 dm

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψ · L̃ n
T−nωPk

1 dm
∫

ψ · L̃ m
T−mω1 dm

− 1
∣

∣

∣

≤ lim
m→∞

sup |ψ|
(

eθ
âω
+ (L n

T−nω
P

k
1,Lm

T−mω
1) − 1

)

≤ sup |ψ|
(

e
e(−β+2ǫ)n

1−e(−β+2ǫ) − 1
)

.

The above inequality holds for a general ψ by the same argument as in proof of
Proposition 8. Using this in Equation (150), we find

∣

∣E(ψ(X0)|Y−n:0)− µω(ψ)
∣

∣ ≤ sup |ψ|
(

e
e(−β+2ǫ)n

1−e(−β+2ǫ) − 1
)

.

Taking the limit n→ ∞ and using Martingale convergence on the left hand side
proves the claim.

Proof of Corollary 1. We show part (1). By Theorem 1, part (3),

lim
n→∞

(

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω) → 0,

for all µ̂-Hölder continuous functions ψ. Any continuous function ψ can be uni-
formly approximated by µ̂-Hölder continuous functions (this is a consequence
of the Stone Weierstrass theorem (see e.g. [31], Theorem 7.32), since µ̂-Hölder
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continuous function form an algebra of real continuous functions that is separat-
ing the points in M). That is, for any ǫ > 0, there exists a µ̂-Hölder continuous

function ψ̂ such that
sup |ψ − ψ̂| ≤ ǫ

and hence,

∣

∣

∣

∫

ψL̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣ ≤
∣

∣

∣

∫

ψ̂L̃
n
ω φ dm−

∫

ψ dµTnω

∣

∣

∣+ 2ǫ,

where we recall that L̃ n
ω denotes the normalised operator so that

∫

L̃ n
ω φ dm = 1

for all n. Thus we have convergence for all continuous ψ as required.
Part (2) follows similarly from part (4) of Theorem 1.

6 Proofs of Theorem 2 and Corollary 2

The notation and proof of Thm. 2 follow closely that of [37], Lemma 4.8. (which
we restate below as Lemma 12) where the SRB measure is shown to be equivalent
to Lebesgue on such sets. Let µ0 denote the unique SRB measure for the
dynamics f as before.

Lemma 12. There is a K > 0 such that for every ψ ∈ L1(Bs),

1

K

∫

Q

ψ dm ≤

∫

Q

ψ dµ0 ≤ K

∫

Q

ψ dm.

See [37], Lemma 4.8, for a proof.

Proof of Thm. 2. To prove item 1, we use the absolute continuity of the local
stable foliation which implies the existence of (a0, ν0)-log - Hölder disintegration
as described in Subsection 4.2. Let γ and δ be two stable leaves and let Hγ =
H |γ dmγ and Hδ = H |δ dmγ . Let

H̃γ = π∗Hγ = (Hγ ◦ π)℘,

where π = π(δ, γ).
By the construction of the cones in Proposition 6, we have that D(a0, ν0, γ) ⊂

D(āω , µ̂, γ) ⊂ D(âω, µ̂, γ) (since µ̂ ≤ ν0 and from equation (83) we have that
âω > āω > a0). It follows that Hγ ∈ D(a0, ν0, γ) ⊂ D(âω, µ̂, γ).

By Lemma 7, H̃γ ∈ D(a0a
ν0
0 + a0, ν0, δ), so that if we redefine Ḡ(ω) :=

G(ω) + (K1 +K2)/λ
µ
s + a0/λa, we have that aω > a0 by equation (87). Hence

by Equation (88), âω > aωa
ν
0 + a0 > a0a

ν
0 + a0, so that H̃γ ∈ D(âω, µ̂, δ).

It holds by Lemma 5 that D(āω, µ̂, γ) has finite θâω
-diameter in D(âω , µ̂, γ).

Furthermore, the upper bound of the diameter does not depend on γ. Denote
by D0(âω) the uniform (in γ) upper bound for the θâω

-diameter.
Since ζ̄n(ω) ∈ Cω for all n ∈ N, it holds that

∫

γ ζ̄n(ω)Hγ
∫

δ
ζ̄n(ω)Hδ

=

∫

δ
ζ̄n(ω)H̃γ

∫

δ
ζ̄n(ω)Hδ

∫

γ ζ̄n(ω)Hγ
∫

δ
ζ̄n(ω)H̃γ

(151)

≤ exp(θ+(H̃γ , Hδ) + cωd(γ, δ)
ν) (152)

≤ exp(D0(âω) + cω) := K(ω). (153)
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Since

1 =

∫

ζ̄n(ω) dm =

∫ ∫

δ

ζ̄n(ω) Hδ dm̃(δ), (154)

we have that

1 =

∫

(

∫

δ ζ̄n(ω) Hδ
∫

γ ζ̄n(ω) Hγ

)

·
(

∫

γ

ζ̄n(ω) Hγ

)

dm̃(δ) ≥

∫

γ

ζ̄n(ω)Hγ
1

K(ω)
, (155)

since
∫

γ
ζ̄n(ω) Hγ does not vary with δ since Hγ = H |γ dmγ and mγ is the

measure induced on γ by the Riemannian metric. Hence,
∫

γ

ζ̄n(ω)Hγ ≤ K(ω). (156)

Finally,
∫

Q

ψζ̄n(ω) dm =

∫ ∫

γ

ψζ̄n(ω)Hγdm̃(γ) (157)

=

∫

ψ(γ)

∫

γ

ζ̄n(ω)Hγdm̃(γ) (158)

≤ K(ω)

∫

ψ(γ)dm̃(γ) (159)

= K(ω)

∫

ψ dm (160)

since ψ is constant on each local stable leaf. Passing to the limit n → ∞ gives
the result while the left hand side of the inequality can be obtained in the same
way.

To prove item 2, note that from Lemma 12 and item 1 of the Theorem it
follows that

1

K(ω)K

∫

Q

ψ dµ0 ≤

∫

Q

ψ dµω ≤ K(ω)K

∫

Q

ψ dµ0.

We now turn to the proof of Corollary 2. For a separable topological space,
the support of a measure µ can be defined as

supp(µ) := {x ∈ Q;x ∈ Nx ⇒ µ(Nx) > 0},

where Nx denotes any open neighbourhood of x. We note that the support of
a measure is a closed set.

Proof of Cor. 2. To show the first item, recall that by Theorem 1, item 1 that

P̃(X0 ∈ A|Y−∞:0)(ω) = µω(A)

for ω ∈ ΩX0 , a set of full P̃-measure. Taking expectations gives the result.
To prove the second item, let A = Sc. Since S is the support of µ0, µ0(A) =

0. Therefore E(µω(A)) = 0, hence, µω(A) = 0 for all ω in a set ΩA of measure
1. Hence supp(µω) ⊂ supp(µ0) ⊂ Λ.
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[11] Jochen Bröcker and Gianluigi Del Magno. Asymptotic stability of the
optimal filter for random chaotic maps. Nonlinearity, 30(5):1809–1833,
2017.
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