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Abstract. We improve previous results by exhibiting a construction that con-
tains all known examples. A sufficient condition for the existence of robustly
transitive maps displaying singularities on a certain large class of compact

manifolds is given.

1. Introduction. Let X be a real (riemannian) manifold and an induced discrete
dynamical system over X by a continuous map f : X → X . Many of the features
of interest displayed by the dynamical system depend on the properties displayed
by the map f , and whichever property f possesses is said to be robust if all maps
sufficiently close to f also posses that same property. Our article addresses robust-
ness of transitivity, meaning by transitive the existence of a forward dense orbit for
some point x in X .
Robust transitivity has been an active topic for some decades now. The first results
showed that for diffeomorphisms it is needed to have at least weak hyperbolicity
for C1 robust transitivity (see [13], [5]), while Anosov on T

2 is an equivalent con-
dition regarding surfaces. In the setting of regular endomorphisms (empty critical
set), weak forms of hyperbolicity are also needed for robust transitivity. And some
sufficient conditions are provided for the n-torus as phase space (see [1], [16], [10]).
Robust transitivity of singular endomorphisms has been the least studied setting,
only in 2013 and 2016 were exhibited the first such examples (see [2], [8]) on the
2-torus. The setting became active afterwards, in 2019 was shown that weak hy-
perbolicity is needed for C1 robust transitivity of singular maps on any surface (see
[11], [12]). The higher dimensional setting has been approached even less, with only
examples exhibited on T

2 now extended to T
n (see [14], [15]).

The aim of our article is to provide with a construction that contains all of the
previous examples of C1 robustly transitive maps displaying critical points as par-
ticular cases. We give some definitions now in order to clearly state our main result.
The critical set of the map f is Sf := {x ∈ X : det(Dxf) = 0}, the set of points
where the determinant of its jacobian matrix is null. The map f is said to be sin-
gular if its critical set is nonempty, and it is said to be robustly singular if there
exists a neighborhood Uf of f in the C1 topology such that the critical set Sg is
nonempty for all g ∈ Uf . We say that the map f is Ck robustly transitive if there
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2 JUAN C. MORELLI

exists a neighborhood Uf of f in the Ck topology such that g is transitive for all
g ∈ Uf . The main result provided by our work can be stated as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let M1 be a compact boundaryless real manifold supporting an ex-
panding1 map and M2 a compact boundaryless real manifold. Then, there exists an
endomorphism of M1 ×M2 that is C1 robustly transitive and robustly singular.

Theorem 1.1 gives a sufficient condition for the existence of such a map on a large
class of compact manifolds obtained as products. Many straightforward examples
are obtained from it: Every elliptical ring cyclide supports a robustly singular en-
domorphism that is C1 robustly transitive. Or for every n ≥ 2, the n-torus supports
a robustly singular endomorphisms that is C1 robustly transitive. Also any knot
obtained from tori do too, etcetera. Even when Theorem 1.1 is quite a general re-
sult containing a large number of examples, many open questions still remain. Are
there other types of manifolds supporting this kind of endomorphism? Can we relax
the expanding hypothesis to (weakly) hyperbolic? Can this construction be set in
non-compact environments? Is this construction suitable for fiber bundles? Just to
mention some of them.

1.1. Sketch of the Construction/Contributions of the paper. We start with
the construction of a map f supported on M1 × M2 such that its dynamics are
determined by the local behavior around a ”small” (so called blending) region that
gives a transitive map. The construction is carried on in a C1 robust way. Since
this kind of constructions allow us to determine global behavior arising from local
behavior, they give us a lot of freedom to perform perturbations away from the
blending regions without destroying the dynamical characteristics. In this fashion
we introduce critical points artificially, away from the blending region with standard
surgical procedures and in a robust way. A map satisfying the claim at the thesis
of Theorem 1.1 arises.
The general idea of the construction may appear unoriginal at first since robust
transitivity is obtained in this way frequently. Moreover, the examples displaying
singularities provided by [8], [9] and [15] are constructed in this fashion; but may
the reader recall that one of our purposes is to provide with a construction that
overviews all previous examples. Even so, we believe our work presents a fresh
approach on the topic for two reasons: it takes on the high dimensional context and
it provides with a new technique for robust transitivity of singular maps.
All known examples prior to our paper obtain robust transitivity relying on the
existence of a field of unstable cones. We dismiss this condition and obtain the
property from a Cantor set in the phase space carrying special properties, usually
referred to as blending properties.
To finish, we point out the main obstacle for C1 robust transitivity in the singular
setting. May the reader observe that mostly ever a map f admits critical points,
for every C1 neighborhood Uf of f , there exists a map g in Uf such that for some
open set U of X , the image g(U) has empty interior (for proofs see [9, Lemma 4.0.2]
and [15, Lemma 4.5]). This is evidently a huge obstruction for robust transitivity
since if this g(U) happened to be contained in a meager invariant set (which is not
unusual, i.e. a sumbanifold) the transitivity property would then be lost.

1We mean a map where all vectors of the tangent spaces are forwardly uniformly expanded by
the differential map. A precise definition given by [17] is provided in the next section.



ROBUST TRANSITIVITY OF SINGULAR ENDOMORPHISMS 3

2. Preliminaries. Let X be a differentiable manifold of dimension m and a differ-
entiable endomorphism f : X → X . The orbit of x ∈ X is O(x) := {fn(x), n ∈ N},
and f is transitive if there exists a point x ∈ X such that the closure of its orbit
O(x) = X . The following proposition is of major practical use:

Proposition 2.1. If f is continuous, the following are equivalent:

1. f is transitive.
2. For all U, V open sets in X, there exists n ∈ N such that fn(U) ∩ V 6= ∅.
3. There exists a residual set R (countable intersection of open and dense sets)

such that all points x ∈ R satisfy O(x) = X.

2.1. Blenders. A brief overview of the concept of a blender is given now. In most
situations it is easy to think of blenders as higher dimensional horseshoes, or as
sets exhibiting the dynamics of a Smale’s horseshoe. Blenders force the robust
intersection of topologically ’thin’ sets, giving rise to rich dynamics.
According to [4],

”A blender is a compact hyperbolic set whose unstable set has dimension
strictly less than one would predict by looking at its intersection with
families of submanifolds”.

They also provide with a prototipical example of a blender: Let R be a rectan-
gle with two rectangles R1 and R2 lying inside, horizontally, and such that their
projections onto the base of R overlap (Figure 1). Consider now a diffeomorphism
f such that f(R1) = f(R2) = R. Then, Ω =

⋂

n∈N f−n(R) gives rise to a blender

(Cantor) set for f . Observe that f admits a fixed point inside each of R1 and R2,
and that all vertical segments between the projection of these points intersect Ω
(this is due to the overlapping of the projections of R1 and R2 which holds at every
preiteration). Observe as well that this construction is robust in two senses: on the
one hand, f can be slightly perturbed with persistance of the property. And on the
other, the vertical segment can also be slightly perturbed and still intersect Ω.

Figure 1. A protoblender over R. Darker is f−1(R).

Notice that Ω is a fractal object with topological dimension zero. Nonetheless,
every close-to-vertical line in between the fixed points of f inside R1∪R2 intersects
Ω; hence, one would expect Ω to be at least of topological dimension one. This is
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the characteristical trait of blender sets.
To finish with the preliminaries regarding blenders, their importance lies in the fact
that they are a magnificent tool for producing rich dynamics, particularly robustly
transitive dynamics in the absence of hyperbolicity. For more insight on blenders
and its applications the reader may go to [3] or [4].

2.2. Iterated Function Systems. Let F ,G be two families of diffeomorphisms of
M . Denote by F ◦ G := {f ◦ g/ f ∈ F , g ∈ G}; and for k ∈ N denote F0 = {IdM}
and Fk+1 = Fk ◦ F . Then, the set

⋃∞
k=0 F

k has a semigroup structure that is
denoted by 〈F〉+ and said to be generated by F . The action of the semigroup
〈F〉+ on M is called the iterated function system associated with F , we denote it
by IFS(F); and for x ∈ M , the orbit of x by the action of the semigroup 〈F〉+

is 〈F〉+(x) = {f(x), f ∈ 〈F〉+}. A sequence {xn}n∈N is a branch of an orbit of

IFS(F) if for every n ∈ N there exists fn ∈ 〈F〉+ such that fn(xn) = xn+1.
An IFS(F) is minimal if for every x ∈ M the orbit 〈F〉+(x) has a branch that is

dense on M ; and is Cr robustly minimal if for every family F̂ of Cr perturbations

of F and every x ∈M the orbit 〈F̂〉+(x) has a branch that is dense on M .
The next theorem is crucial for the construction carried on in the article. For the
proof the reader may go to [7, Theorem B].

Theorem 2.1. Every boundaryless compact manifold admits a pair of diffeomor-
phisms {g1, g2} that generate a C1 robustly minimal IFS. In particular, the diffeo-
morphism g1 admits a unique attracting fixed point a1 and a unique repelling fixed
point r1.

Having stated all the preliminary facts needed to construct the map claimed to
exist by Theorem 1.1, we proceed to it now in two steps. Define first an endomor-
phism f of M1 ×M2 that is C1 robustly transitive and then perturb f to a map A
satisfying the claim at the thesis of Theorem 1.1.

3. A robustly transitive map f of M1 ×M2.

3.1. Construction of f . Starting from an expanding map F supported on M1 we
construct a perturbed map of F × IdM2

displaying a point with a neighborhood
whose forward and backward iterates are dense on M1 ×M2.

LetM1 and M2 be compact real manifolds of dimension m1 and m2 respectively,
endowed with riemannian metrics (without loss of generality consider the metrics
to be euclidean). Let f0 be an expanding endomorphism supported on M1. Recall
that, in the sense of [17], f0 ∈ C1(M1) is expanding if there exist constants c > 0 and
k > 1 such that for every point x ∈ M1 and every tangent vector v ∈ TxM1 holds
that ||Dxf

n
0 (v)|| > ckn||v||, for all n ∈ N

+. Recall as well that every expanding
map admits a fixed point p [17, Theorem 1 (a)].
Let U be a connected open neighborhood of p, fixed point of f0 in M1 and let V be
an open connected set in M1 disjoint from U . Define for all subsets X of M1 the
set Xr :=

⋃

x∈X B(x,r) and fix ε > 0 such that Uε ∩ Vε = ∅.
Since f0 is expanding, by [17, Theorem 1 (c)] there exist n1, n2 ∈ N satisfying

fn1

0 (U) = fn2

0 (V ) = M1 . Define a new map F : M1 → M1 by F := f
max{n1,n2}
0

so we have constructed an expanding endomorphism F supported on M1 satisfying
F (U) = F (V ) =M1 and F (p) = p. Observe that there is no loss in considering that
the determinant det(DxF ) is positive for all x ∈M1 (take a power of F if needed).
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Remark 3.1.
1. The sets U and V define a proto-blender-like structure for F .
2. The set C =

⋂

n∈N F
−n(U ∪ V ) is a blending-region-like Cantor set.

Define now a smooth (C∞) bump function u :M1 → IR such that the restrictions
u|(U∪V ) = 1 and u|(Uε∪Vε)c = 0 hold and let finally F = {g1, g2} be the family given
by Theorem 2.1 for the manifold M2. Define a map

f̂ : (Uε ∪ Vε)×M2 →M1 ×M2/f̂(x, y) =

{

(F (x), g1(y)) if x ∈ Uε

(F (x), g2(y)) if x ∈ Vε
(3.1)

and extend f̂ to

f :M1×M2 →M1×M2/f(x, y) =

{

u(x).f̂(x, y) + (1− u(x)).(F (x), y) if x ∈ Uε ∪ Vε
(F (x), y) if x /∈ Uε ∪ Vε.

(3.2)

3.2. Dynamics of f . In the next section we prove that f is a C1 robustly transitive
map. The section begins highlighting a series of features the map f possesses that
are straightforward to check:

1. If f(x, y) = (f1(x, y), f2(x, y)), then f1(x, y) = F (x).

2. The restriction f|(U∪V )×M2
= f̂ .

3. The restriction f2|U×M2
= g1.

4. The restriction f2|V ×M2
= g2.

5. The point (p, r1) is a source fixed point. Then, f is not hyperbolic.
6. The point (p, a1) is a saddle fixed point for f .
7. The local unstable set at (p, a1) is W

u
loc(p, a1) = U × {a1}.

8. The local stable set at (p, a1) is W
s
loc(p, a1) = {p} × B, where B ⊂ M2 is an

open ball containing a1 and contained in the local stable manifold of g1.

We prove ahead that both the local stable and local unstable sets of (p, a1) are
dense in M1 ×M2. This will imply that the open set U × B has backward and
forward iterates both dense yielding transitivity for f . Afterwards, since expanding
is a robust property and Theorem 2.1 is robust we prove that f is C1 robustly
transitive.

Lemma 3.1. The unstable set Wu(p, a1) is dense in M1 ×M2.

Proof: Let W =W1 ×W2 be an open set in M1 ×M2. We show that there exists
j ∈ N such that f j(Wu

loc(p, a1)) ∩W 6= ∅. Let f be f(x, y) = (F (x), f2(x, y)).
Since F (U) =M1 then f(Wu

loc(p, a1)) = f(U × {a1}) ⊃M1 × {a1}.
Forward iteration by f provides f2(Wu

loc(p, a1)) ⊃ M1 × {a1, g2(a1)} and also
f3(Wu

loc(p, a1)) ⊃ M1 × {a1, g1g2(a1), g2(a1), g
2
2(a1)}. It is straightforward notic-

ing that fk(Wu
loc(p, a1)) ⊃ M1 × 〈F〉k(a1) for the k-th iterate of a1 under the

action of the semigroup 〈F〉+. Now, since IFS(F) is minimal, there exists a branch
of the orbit of 〈F〉+ (a1) that intersects W2 in a point w2 after, say, j iterates.
Hence there exists j ∈ N such that f j(Wu

loc(p, a1)) ⊃ M1 × {w2} which implies
f j(Wu

loc(p, a1)) ∩W 6= ∅.

Lemma 3.2. The stable set W s(p, a1) is dense in M1 ×M2.

Proof: Let W = W1 ×W2 be an open set in M1 ×M2 and W s
loc(p, a1) = {p} ×B

for some neighborhood B of a1 in M2 contained in the stable manifold W s(a1) of
g1 in M2. We show that a backward iterate of W s

loc(p, a1) intersects W .
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Observe first that since F is expanding, there exists a number m ∈ N satisfying
fm(W ) = Fm(W1) × fm

2 (W ) = M1 × fm
2 (W ). Pick any point x in fm

2 (W ). Since
IFS(F) is minimal, then 〈F〉+(x) is dense in M2, so there exists n ∈ N such that

f̂n
2 (x) ∩B 6= ∅ so fm+n(W ) =M1 × fn

2 (f
m
2 (W )) satisfies fm+n(W ) ∩ {p} ×B 6= ∅.

Observe that since preimage of nonempty set might be empty, we can not deduce
from the latter intersection that there is a point in W s

loc(p, a1) with a backwards
iterate in W . We construct such a point to finish the proof of the Lemma.
Consider the set

⋂t=n
t=0 f

−t(fm+n(W )), from item (2) at Remark 3.1 follows that
its projection onto M1 ∩ (U ∪ V ) contains at least 2n+1 open and connected sets,
obtained from a nested sequence of preimages ofM1 under F . One of these open and
connected open sets, say O, realizes the itinerary of the branch where W intersects
W s

loc(p, a1) going from O × fm
2 (W ) up to Fn(O) × fm+n

2 (W ) = M1 × fm+n
2 (W ).

Notice that iteration under f of W still makes sense because being Fm(W1) =M1

it suffices to only consider the subset W0 ⊂W1 satisfying Fm(W0) = O and reduce
the starting set W to its subset W0 ×W2 where everything until this point holds.
Finally, since Fm(W0) = O and Fn(O) =M1, there exist o ∈ O and x1 ∈ W0 such
that Fn(o) = p and Fm(x1) = o.
Summing up, there exists a point (x1, x2) ∈ W1 ×W2 such that its iterates verify
fm+n(x1, x2) = fn(Fm(x1), f

m
2 (x1, x2)) = (Fn(o), fm+n

2 (x1, x2)) ∈ {p} × B which
implies f−m−n(W s

loc(p, a1)) ∩W 6= ∅.

Remark 3.2.
1. Lemma 3.2 holds for every set W1 ×W2 given W2 be nonempty.
2. The construction at the end of Lemma 3.2 gives a way to explicitly construct

points satisfying the claim at the thesis of Lemma 3.1.
3. The set U × B is an open neighborhood of (p, a1) with dense forward and

backward iterates.

Theorem 3.1. The map f defined by Equation (3.2) is C1 robustly transitive.

Proof: According to Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 there exists a point in M1 ×M2 with
an open neighborhood dense under forward and backward iteration. Hence it holds
that for all open sets A and B in M1 ×M2 there exists a natural number k such
that fk(A) ∩B 6= ∅ which yields transitivity for f .
To prove robustness, consider any C1 neighborhood Vf of f . Observe that for the

map f̂ defined by Equation (3.1), by Theorem 2.1 there exists a C1 neighborhood

V
f̂
of f̂ such that every ĝ in V

f̂
induces a map g defined as by Equation (4.1) with

g satisfying Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, so there is C1 robustness of the construction that

defines f from f̂ . Thereafter, take Vf and reduce it to a neighborhood Wf of f such
that every map in Wf is, restricted to (U∪V )×M2, contained in V

f̂
(this is possible

after item 2 at the beginning of Subsection 3.2). Finally, since f = (F, f2) and there
exists a neighborhood UF of F in the C1 topology containing only expanding maps
[17, Corollary to Theorem (α)], reduce Wf to a neighborhood U until all maps in U
are expanding when projected to M1. In fact, all we need to hold is that every map
h in U satisfies h(U×M2) = h(V ×M2) =M1×M2 which is almost straightforward
by taking a power of F , if needed, at the beginning of the construction. In turn, we
have a C1 neighborhood U of f such that all of its maps satisfy Lemmas 3.1 and
3.2 which gives robust transitivity for f .

4. A singular endomorphism A of M1 ×M2. We procceed now to the second
step of the construction: perform a perturbation on the map f defined by Equation
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(3.2) in order to endow it with robust singularities without destroying its dynamical
characteristics. Recall from the introduction the definitions of critical point and
critical set. Recall also that a map h is a robustly singular endomorphism if there
exists a neighborhood Uh of h in the C1 topology such that all g ∈ Uh satisfy Sg 6= ∅.

4.1. Construction of A. Let s be a point not in (Uε ∪ Vε)×M2. Fix a small ball
around s and perturb f to a map A by introducing critical points artificially inside
the ball in a robust way. The perturbation is such that it does not affect f on the
first factor neither on the blending region so A inherits the robust transitivity of f .
Before going into the details of the construction we want to point out to the reader
that the construction carried on in [15, Section 4] is, with some adjustments, the
same that we perform to produce the robustly singular map perturbed from f . Our
approach will be to take the point s in our manifold, take a chart so that we can
work on a ball in M1 ×M2 through coordinates in IRm1+m2 (it is here when we
use the fact that M2 is a real manifold), and perform the surgery to introduce the
robust singularities. The reader is invited to go over [15, Section 4] to get in touch
with a simpler version of the construction ahead.

Let µ : M1 ×M2 → IRm1+m2 be a chart such that µ := (µ1, µ2), satisfying that
µ1 (Uε ∪ Vε) ⊂ B(0, 1

10 )
and µ1(p) = 0. Let s := (s1, s2) ∈ M1 ×M2 be such that

µ(s) = (14 , 0, ..., 0,
1
4 ). Since ||µ1(s1)|| = 1

4 then µ1(s1) /∈ B(0, 1

10 )
so s does not

belong to the blending region (Uε ∪ Vε)×M2 either.
For the rest of the section we adopt the following extended notation for our chart:
µ(x, y) = (µ1(x), µ2(y)) = (µ11(x), ..., µ1m1

(x), µ21(y), ..., µ2m2
(y)).

We set now a series of (technical) parameters and considerations that lead to
the definition of A. Start fixing r > 0 satisfying B(s,r) ∩ [(Uε ∪ Vε)×M2] = ∅, this
is possible since s /∈ (Uε ∪ Vε) ×M2. Observe that B(µ1(s1),r) ∩ B(0, 1

10
) = ∅. Fix

a second parameter θ such that 0 < 2θ < r and finish fixing a third parameter
δ such that 0 < δ < 2θ. Observe that for the points q1, q2 ∈ M2 satisfying that
µ2(q1) = (0, 0, .., 0, 14 + δ

4 ) and µ2(q2) = (0, 0, .., 0, 14 + δ
2 ) holds that both (s1, q1)

and (s1, q2) belong to B(s,r).

Define now a smooth function ψ : IR → IR with a unique critical point at 1
16 , with

ψ( 1
16 ) = 2 and ψ(t) = 0 for all t in the complement of ( 1

16 − θ, 1
16 + θ) as shown in

Figure 2 (a), and another smooth function ϕ : IR → IR such that:

• ϕ is as in Figure 2 (b),
• ϕ(14 ) = ϕ(14 + δ

4 ) = ϕ(14 + δ
2 ) = 0,

• ϕ′(14 ) =
1
2 , ϕ

′(14 + δ
4 ) = −3, ϕ′(14 + δ

2 ) = 3,

• ϕ(t) = 0 for all t /∈ [ 14 − δ
4 ,

1
4 + 3δ

4 ].

We have all that is needed to define a perturbation of f on its last entry, depend-
ing on the parameters r,θ and δ. A new mapA(r, θ, δ) :M1×M2 →M1×M2 denoted
just by A will be obtained, defined at the point (x, y) = (x1, ..., xm1

, y1, ..., ym2
) by

A(x, y) =

{

f(x, y) if (x, y) /∈ B(s,r)
(

F (x), y1, ..., ym2−1, µ
−1
2m2

(

µ2m2
(y)− ϕ(µ2m2

(y)).ψ(||µ1(x)||2)
))

if (x, y) ∈ B(s,r)

(4.1)

Remark 4.1.
1. For all (x, y) /∈ (Uε ∪ Vε)×M2 it holds that f(x, y) = (F (x), y).
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(a)

(b)

Figure 2. Graphs of ψ and ϕ

2. For all (x, y) /∈ B(s, 3δ4 )
it holds that A(x, y) = f(x, y).

3. If (x, y) in M1 ×M2 and A(x, y) = (A1(x, y), A2(x, y)), then A1(x, y) = F (x).
Therefore it exists a C1 neighborhood UA of A such that for all h ∈ UA it
holds that h(U×M2) = h(V ×M2) =M1×M2 and for allW open inM1×M2

it holds that the projection of h(W ) to M1 has nonempty interior in M1.
4. In the rest of the section we denote ϕ(µ2m2

(y)) as ϕ, and ψ
(

||µ1(x)||2
)

as
ψ, omitting the evaluations appearing on the definition to make the reading
easier.

Lemma 4.1. The map A defined by Equation (4.1) is robustly singular.

Proof: Start computing the differential D(x,y)A at all points (x, y) ∈ B(s,r). By
Equation (4.1) we have that, after taking determinants, it holds

det(D(x,y)A) = det(DxF ).

(

∂µ−1
2m2

∂ym2

(µ2m2
(y)− ϕ.ψ)

)

.

(

∂µ2m2

∂ym2

(y)

)

. (1− ϕ′.ψ) .

Perform calculations at points where ϕ = 0 and ϕ′ 6= 0 applying the chain rule.
We have that det(D(s1,q1)A) = 7.det(Ds1F ) and det(D(s1,q2)A) = −5.det(Ds1F ) as

well as det(D(s1,s2)A) = 0. Since Ds1(F ) > 1 there exists a C1 neighborhood UA of
A of radio 1 such that for every g ∈ UA, Sg is nonempty so A is robustly singular.
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4.2. Dynamics of A. We finish our construction with the proof of robust transi-
tivity for A and the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 4.2. The map A defined by Equation (4.1) is C1 robustly transitive.

Proof: By Remark 4.1 and Remark 3.2 follow that Theorem 3.1 holds for A.
Furthermore, choose any C1 neighborhood of A and reduce it exactly as it was
done in Theorem 3.1 to get a neighborhood satisfying the claim at the thesis of
Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let A be the endomorphism defined by Equation (4.1).
Define U1 a C1 open neighborhood of A where Lemma 4.1 holds and U2 a C1 open
neighborhood of A where Lemma 4.2 holds. Then, all maps in UA = U1 ∩ U2 are
transitive and have nonempty critical set, hence A is a robustly singular and C1

robustly transitive endomorphism supported on M1 ×M2.
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