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PROXIMALITY, STABILITY, AND CENTRAL LIMIT

THEOREM FOR RANDOM MAPS ON AN INTERVAL

SANDER C. HILLE, KATARZYNA HORBACZ, HANNA OPPELMAYER,
AND TOMASZ SZAREK

Abstract. Stochastic dynamical systems consisting of non-invertible
continuous maps on an interval are studied. It is proved that if they
satisfy the recently introduced so-called µ–injectivity and some mild
assumptions, then proximality, asymptotic stability and a central limit
theorem hold.

1. Introduction

The behaviour of random maps has been intensively studied recently (see
[1, 2, 5, 9, 19, 25, 26]). In the majority of works, however, it was assumed
that the maps belong to some group of invertible transformations. The
invertibility of maps gi seemed to be crucial since in proving ergodicity
results this allows one to apply probabilistic tools, some martingale conver-
gence theorems for instance, jointly with dynamical systems tools (ergodic
theorems). To be precise, the martingale convergence theorem holds for
right random walks Rn = g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn but the Birkhof ergodic theorem
is formulated for Césaro’s means of left random walks Ln = gn ◦ · · · ◦ g1.
Due to invertibility we may replace the left random walk with the right
random walk taking inverse transformations and using the trivial identity:
g1 ◦ · · · ◦gn = (g−1

n ◦ · · · ◦g−1
1 )−1. Thus we may use probabilistic and dynam-

ical systems techniques simultaneously (see for instance [5, 9]). This breaks
down for non-invertible maps.

In this paper, the considered maps on the interval [0, 1] do not have to
be invertible. We will assume that they are continuous and piecewise mono-
tone (with finitely many pieces), which are chosen randomly according to
some distribution µ. In the work of S. Brofferio and the last two named
authors [6] we introduced the so–called µ–injectivity condition that allows
us to adapt the techniques developed in the theory of partially hyperbolic
diffeomorphism by A. Avila and M. Viana in [3] and subsequently extended
by D. Malicet [25] to random homeomorphisms on a circle and an interval.
In [6] we also provided a sufficient condition for the existence of a unique
ergodic measure.

Ergodicity is the key concept in the theory of dynamical systems and sto-
chastic processes since it captures some nice statistical properties of studied
systems (see [22, 27]). In the first part of this paper, we are concerned with
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unique ergodicity. We provide a general condition for the existence of a
unique µ-invariant (also called µ-stationary) Borel probability measure for
random systems on an interval which are µ–injective. This condition gener-
alizes some of our previous results given in [6]. Additionally, we show here
that under these assumptions the system is asymptotically stable.

The second concept studied in this paper is proximality. Proximal dy-
namical systems gained special attention due to the monumental works of
Furstenberg [13, 14, 15] on the Poisson boundary and its applications to
group theory. In general, a µ-stationary system need not be proximal. How
to relate general µ-stationary systems to proximal µ-invariant systems was
studied by Furstenberg-Glasner [16]. The main result of this part of the pa-
per says that every µ–injective system is proximal under some assumptions.
This, in turn, implies that the system is uniquely ergodic and asymptotically
stable. We also prove that stability is ensured by proximality for systems
consisting of monotone transformations under some mild assumptions.

In the last part of the paper, we are concerned with the quenched central
limit theorem. Lately, quenched central limit theorems have been proved
for various non-stationary Markov processes in [8, 18, 20, 21, 23]. In this
paper, we show this for µ–injective random systems. Our proof is based
on the Gordin and Lif̌sic theorem (see Section IV.8 in [4], see also [11])
and  Luczyńska and Szarek recent results (see [24]). In [24] there was given
a sufficient condition guaranteeing that an observable is L2–coboundary.
Combining this fact with asymptotic stability verified before we obtain the
quenched central limit theorem.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 contains some notation
and definitions from the theory of random maps. In Section 3 we prove that
every µ–invariant measure for µ–injective system has no atoms. In Section
4 we study proximality. Here we prove the main result: Theorem 4.6 saying
that µ–injective systems are proximal in the sense of Furstenberg. The
theorem is preceded by some lemmas. Section 5 is devoted to asymptotic
stability. The main theorem of this part of the paper (Theorem 5.5) says
that any µ–injective system which is below the diagonal on the left or above
the diagonal on the right is asymptotically stable. Finally, in Section 6 we
prove the quenched central limit theorem for a Markov chain corresponding
to µ–injective systems.

2. Preliminaries

By B([0, 1]) we denote the space of all Borel subsets of [0, 1]. By M
and P we denote the space of all Borel measures and the space of all Borel
probability measures on [0, 1], respectively. By C([0, 1]) we denote the family
of all bounded continuous functions equipped with the supremum norm ‖·‖.
We shall write 〈ν, f〉 for

∫
[0,1] fdν.

In the space M we introduce the Wasserstein metric

dW (ν1, ν2) = sup
f∈F

|〈ν1, f〉 − 〈ν2, f〉|,

where F ⊂ C([0, 1]) is the set of all f : [0, 1] → R such that |f(x) − f(y)| ≤
|x− y| for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]. It is well known that the space P equipped with
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the Wasserstein metric is complete and the convergence

lim
n→∞

dW (νn, ν) = 0 for νn, ν ∈ P
is equivalent to the weak convergence of measures:

lim
n→∞

〈νn, f〉 = 〈ν, f〉 for all f ∈ C([0, 1]).

An operator P : M → M is called a Markov operator if it satisfies the
following two conditions:

• P (λ1ν1 + λ2ν2) = λ1Pν1 + λ2Pν2 for λ1, λ2 ≥ 0, ν1, ν2 ∈ M,
• Pν ∈ P for ν ∈ P.

A Markov operator P is called a Feller operator if there is a linear operator
U : C([0, 1]) → C([0, 1]) such that U∗ = P , i.e.,

〈ν, Uf〉 = 〈Pν, f〉 for f ∈ C([0, 1]), ν ∈ M.

A measure ν is called P -invariant for a Markov operator P if Pν =
ν. Since [0, 1] is a compact metric space, every Feller operator P has an
invariant probability measure. For example, let ν0 ∈ P and define ν̂ ∈
C([0, 1])∗ by ν̂(f) = LIM( 1

n

∑n
k=1〈P kν0, f〉), where LIM denotes a Banach

limit. By the Riesz Representation Theorem ν̂(f) = 〈ν, f〉, where ν ∈ P is
invariant.

An operator P is called asymptotically stable if there exists a P–invariant
measure ν ∈ P such that the sequence (Pnη) converges in the weak-∗ topol-
ogy to ν for any η ∈ P, i.e.,

lim
n→∞

〈Pnη, f〉 = 〈ν, f〉 for any f ∈ C([0, 1]).

Necessarily, ν is then unique.
Let f : [0, 1] → R. By

∨1
0 f we denote the variation of f over [0, 1], i.e.,

1∨

0

f := sup
n∑

i=0

∣∣f(xi) − f(xi−1)
∣∣,

where the supremum is over all partitions 0 = x0 < x1 < · · · < xn = 1. If
E ⊂ R, then

|E| = diam(E) := sup
{|x− y| : x, y ∈ E

}
.

If E1, E2 are subsets of [0, 1], we write E1 ≤ E2 when x1 ≤ x2 for all x1 ∈ E1

and x2 ∈ E2. Analogously, we use E1 < E2.
The following observation will be central in estimations later on.

Lemma 2.1. Let f : [0, 1] → R and let B1, . . . , Bk ⊂ [0, 1] be such that
B1 ≤ B2 ≤ · · · ≤ Bk. Then

k∑

i=1

∣∣f(Bi)
∣∣ ≤

1∨

0

f.

Proof. If Bi is a singleton, then |f(Bi)| = 0. So, without loss of generality
we may assume that each Bi consists of at least two points. Pick xi,1, xi,2

in Bi, with xi,1 < xi,2. Since B1 ≤ B2 ≤ · · · ≤ Bk,

k∑

i=1

∣∣f(xi,1) − f(xi,2)
∣∣ ≤

1∨

0

f.
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Taking the supremum over all possible choices for xi,1, xi,2, i = 1, . . . , k,
gives the result. �

Let Γ denote a family of continuous and piecewise monotone functions on
[0, 1], equipped with the topology induced by

(
C([0, 1]), ‖ · ‖). Let µ be a

Borel probability measure on Γ. There is no loss of generality in assuming
that suppµ = Γ. Otherwise, we may restrict our consideration to suppµ.
The pair (Γ, µ) will be called a stochastic dynamical system.

Let

Γ0 = {g ∈ Γ : g(0) = 0} and Γ1 = {g ∈ Γ : g(1) = 1}.

We make the following assumption on Γ:

(A) For every x ∈ (0, 1] there exist g ∈ Γ0 such that g(x) ∈ (0, x) and
for every x ∈ [0, 1) there exists h ∈ Γ1 such that h(x) ∈ (x, 1).

Remark 2.2. Note that (A) and the assumption that suppµ = Γ imply that
µ({g ∈ Γ : g(x) ∈ (0, x)}) > 0 for all x ∈ (0, 1] and µ({g ∈ Γ : g(x) ∈
(x, 1)}) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1).

Further we say that a stochastic system (Γ, µ) is below the diagonal on
the left if

µ({g ∈ Γ : ∃ǫg > 0 ∀x ∈ (0, ǫg) g(x) < x}) > 0,

and, analogously, above the diagonal on the right if

µ({g ∈ Γ : ∃ǫg > 0 ∀x ∈ (1 − ǫg, 1) g(x) > x}) > 0.

Note that by continuity, being below the diagonal on the left is equivalent
to µ({g ∈ Γ0 : ∃ǫg > 0 ∀x ∈ (0, ǫg) g(x) < x}) > 0 and similarly for Γ1 for
above the diagonal on the right.

Let n(g, x) denote the number of elements in g−1(x). We say that a
stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) is µ-injective in x ∈ [0, 1] if

∫

Γ
n(g, x) dµ(g) ≤ 1.

A stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) will be called µ-injective if
∫

Γ
n(g, x) dµ(g) ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [0, 1].

To illustrate µ-injectivity, let us revisit an example of our paper [6], which
is µ-injective for certain choices of µ, but not µ-invective for some other
choices of µ.

Example 2.3. Let us consider the following three continuous functions.

φ1(x) :=





3x if x ∈ [0, 1
3 ],

−3x+ 2 if x ∈ (1
3 ,

2
3 ],

3x− 2 if x ∈ (2
3 , 1],

φ2(x) :=
x

3
and φ3(x) :=

x

3
+

2

3
.
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Let us take Γ = {φ1, φ2, φ3} and µ({φ2}) = µ({φ3}) =: p. Since n(φ1, x) =
3, we see that the system is µ–injective for the case that p ≥ 2

5 and not
µ–injective otherwise. Moreover, note that the system fulfils condition (A)
and it is below and above the diagonal on the left and right, respectively.

Let a stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) be given. The operator P :
M → M defined by the formula

(1) Pν(A) =

∫

Γ
ν(g−1(A)) dµ(g) for every A ∈ B([0, 1]) and ν ∈ M.

is a Feller operator.
A Borel probability measure ν on [0, 1] is called µ–invariant (also known

as µ–stationary) if ν is P–invariant, i.e.,

ν(A) =

∫

Γ
ν(g−1A) dµ(g), for every A ∈ B([0, 1]).

Moreover, we call the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) asymptotically sta-
ble if its associated Markov operator P defined by (1) is.

3. Measures with no atoms

Note that a stochastic dynamical system on [0, 1] has at least one µ-
invariant Borel probability measure, because [0, 1] is compact and the asso-
ciated Markov operator P is Feller, as discussed in the previous section.

Lemma 3.1. If the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) satisfies condition
(A) and is µ-injective, then any µ-invariant measure has no atoms in [0, 1],
and, in particular, it is concentrated on (0, 1).

Proof. Let ν be a µ–invariant probability measure on [0, 1]. Assume, con-
trary to our claim, that ν has an atom, and let θ := maxx∈[0,1] ν({x}). Let
{a1, . . . , aN } be the set of all atoms with maximal value θ. We assume that
a1 < a2 < · · · < aN provided that N > 1. Obviously, we have

ν({ai}) =

∫

Γ
ν(g−1(ai)) dµ(g) for i = 1, . . . , N.

If for a µ-positive set of g we have g−1(ai) * {a1, . . . , aN }, then we would
obtain

θ = ν({ai}) =

∫

Γ
ν(g−1(ai)) dµ(g) < θ

∫

Γ
n(g, ai) dµ(g) ≤ θ,
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but this is impossible. Thus for µ–a.e. g we have g−1(ai) ⊂ {a1, . . . , aN },
and consequently we have

Nθ =
N∑

i=1

ν({ai}) =

∫

Γ

N∑

i=1

ν(g−1(ai)) dµ(g)

=

∫

Γ
θ

N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

1{aj }(g−1(ai)) dµ(g) =

∫

Γ
θ

N∑

j=1

N∑

i=1

1{ai}(g(aj)) dµ(g)

= θ

∫

Γ

N∑

j=1

1{a1,...,aN }(g(aj)) dµ(g).

This, in turn, implies that
∑N

j=1 1{a1,...,aN }(g(aj)) = N for µ–a.e. g. How-
ever, this is impossible since µ({g ∈ Γ : g(a1) ∈ (0, a1)}) > 0 if a1 > 0 and
µ({g ∈ Γ : g(a2) ∈ (0, a2)}) > 0 if a1 = 0 and N ≥ 2, due to Remark 2.2. If
a1 = 0 and N = 1, then 1{a1}(g(a1)) = 0 for some g, by (A). This is also
satisfied for all h sufficiently close to g which lie in suppµ. This completes
the proof. �

The previous lemma implies also the existence of a µ–invariant measure
on the open interval (0, 1).

Remark 3.2. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.1 there exists a µ–invariant
probability measure on (0, 1). This measure has no atoms.

4. Proximality

Let ν be a µ–invariant probability measure on [0, 1]. The function h :
Γ → R defined by the formula

h(g) =

∫

[0,1]
f(g(x))ν(dx) for g ∈ Γ

is a µ–harmonic function on Γ for any bounded Borel function f : [0, 1] → R,
i.e., it satisfies the mean value property

h(g) =

∫

Γ
h(g ◦ g′)µ(dg′).

It is well known that the sequence of measures (ν(g−1
n ◦ · · · ◦ g−1

1 (·)))n∈N is
weakly convergent for µ⊗N–a.e. ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN (see [12], Corollary p.
20). Let us denote its limit by νω. The measures ν will satisfy the barycenter
equation

ν(·) =

∫

ΓN

νω(·) µ⊗N(dω).

Following Furstenberg we say that a µ–invariant measure ν for a given
stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) is µ–proximal if there exists a measurable
function Θ : ΓN → [0, 1] such that

νω = δΘ(ω)

for µ⊗N–a.e. ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN.

A first observation concerning µ-proximality is the following:
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Lemma 4.1. Let (Γ, µ) be a stochastic dynamical system such that every
µ-invariant measure is µ-proximal. Then (Γ, µ) has at most one µ-invariant
measure.

Proof. Assume, contrary to our claim, that there exist two different µ–
invariant measures ν1, ν2 ∈ P. Then we have νi

ω = δΘi(ω) for µ⊗N–a.e. ω

and some measurable functions Θ1,Θ2 : ΓN → [0, 1]. Since νi =
∫

ΓN νi
ω dµ⊗N

for i = 1, 2 and ν1 6= ν2, we obtain

(2) µ⊗N({ω ∈ ΓN : Θ1(ω) 6= Θ2(ω)}) > 0.

On the other hand, since ν3 = (ν1 + ν2)/2 is µ–invariant, it is µ-proximal
by assumption, say ν3

ω = δΘ3(ω). The easy observation that

ν3
ω =

ν1
ω + ν2

ω

2
=
δΘ1(ω) + δΘ2(ω)

2
6= δΘ3(ω)

on some µ⊗N–positive subsets of ω ∈ Γ⊗N, by (2), leads to a contradiction
and completes the proof. �

We start the analysis of stochastic dynamical systems that satisfy condi-
tion (A) with the following lemma:

Lemma 4.2. If the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) satisfies condition
(A), is below the diagonal on the left (or over the diagonal on the right) and
has a µ–invariant probability measure ν, then for every ε > 0 there exists
a Borel set B ⊂ [0, 1] with ν(B) > 1 − ε and a sequence (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Γn

0

(or (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Γn
1 ) for some n ∈ N such that g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε) (or

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B) ⊂ (1 − ε, 1]).

Proof. Assume that the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) is below the
diagonal on the left, and let ε0 > 0 be such that

(3) µ({g ∈ Γ : ∀x ∈ (0, ε0) (g(x) < x)}) > 0.

Let

γ := sup{ν(B) : B ∈ B([0, 1]) ∧ ∃ g1, . . . , gn ∈ Γ0 (g1 ◦· · · ◦gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε0))}.
If we prove that γ = 1, the assertion will follow. In fact, then for every ε > 0
we may choose B ∈ B([0, 1]) with ν(B) > 1−ε and g1, . . . , gn ∈ Γ0 such that
g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε0). By (3), in turn, we find g0 ∈ Γ0 and m ∈ N such
that gm

0 ([0, ε0)) ⊂ [0, ε). Consequently, we obtain gm
0 ◦g1 ◦· · ·◦gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε)

as disered.
Suppose, contrary to the claim, that γ < 1. By (A) for every x ∈ [0, 1]

we may choose h1, . . . , hn ∈ Γ0 such that h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hn(x) ∈ [0, ε0). Now by
continuity we may find an open neighbourhood Ux of x such that h1 ◦ · · · ◦
hn(w) ∈ [0, ε0) for w ∈ Ux, and let ηx < ε0 be arbitrary positive constants
such that h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hn([0, ηx]) ⊂ [0, ε0]. Having defined the open sets Ux for
x ∈ [0, 1] we find a finite covering

(4) Ux1
∪ · · · ∪ Uxp ⊃ [ε0, 1].

Set η := min1≤i≤p ηxi
. Choose B ∈ B([0, 1]) with ν(B) > γ(1 − 1/(2p))

and g1, . . . , gn ∈ Γ0 such that g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε0), and let g0 ∈ Γ0 be
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such that g0(x) < x for all x ∈ [0, ε0), by (3). Now take n0 ∈ N such that
gn0

0 ([0, ε0)) ⊂ [0, η). By the definition of γ we must have

(5) ν({x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ [ε0, 1]}) > γ/2,

where B′ = [0, 1] \B. If not for

B0 := B ∪ {x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ [0, ε0)}
we have

ν(B0) > γ and gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B0) ⊂ [0, ε0),

and this is contrary to the definition of γ. Further, by (4) and (5) we obtain
p∑

i=1

ν({x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ Uxi
})

≥ ν({x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈
p⋃

i=1

Uxi
})

≥ ν({x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ [ε0, 1]}) > γ/2.

Hence there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , p} such that

ν({x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ Uxi
}) ≥ γ/(2p).

Let
B̃ := {x ∈ B′ : gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) ∈ Uxi
}.

Choose h1, . . . , hm ∈ Γ0 such that h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hm(Uxi
) ⊂ [0, ε0) and observe

that h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hm([0, η)) ⊂ [0, ε0). Therefore,

h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hm ◦ gn0

0 ◦ g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B ∪ B̃) ⊂ [0, ε0).

Moreover, ν(B ∪ B̃) > γ − γ/(2p) + γ/(2p) = γ, which is impossible, by the
definition of γ. Thus γ = 1 and the proof for the system (Γ, µ) which is
below the diagonal on the left is completed. The case when (Γ, µ) is above
the diagonal on the right is proved analogously. �

Remark 4.3. In the assertion of Lemma 4.2 we may require that the set B
is closed. In fact, for every ε > 0 the closure of any set B found for ε/2 will
meet the requirement.

Lemma 4.4. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.2 for every ε > 0 and
n ∈ N there exist (g1,1, . . . , g1,i1

) ∈ Γi1, . . . , (gn,1, . . . , gn,in) ∈ Γin and a
closed set B ⊂ [0, 1] with ν(B) > 1 − ε such that

g1,i1
◦ · · · ◦ g1,1(B) < g2,i2

◦ · · · ◦ g2,1(B) < · · · < gn,in ◦ · · · ◦ gn,1(B).

Proof. Fix an ε > 0 and assume that the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ)
is below the diagonal on the left. The case when it is above the diagonal on
the right may be done analogously. Therefore we may assume that

(6) µ({g ∈ Γ : g(x) < x,∀x ∈ (0, ε)}) > 0.

By Lemma 4.2 (see also Remark 4.3) there exists a closed set B ⊂ [0, 1]
with ν(B) > 1 − ε and a sequence (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Γn

0 , n ∈ N, such that
g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(B) ⊂ [0, ε). By the continuity of the functions in Γ there
exists an open neighbourhood U ⊂ Γn of (g1, . . . , gn) such that h1 ◦ · · · ◦
hn(B) ⊂ [0, ε) for every (h1, . . . , hn) ∈ U . Obviously, µ⊗n(U) > 0. Since
ν({0}) = Pnν({0}) = 0, by Lemma 3.1, there exists (g̃1, . . . , g̃n) ∈ U such
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that ν(g̃−1
n ◦ · · · ◦ g̃−1

1 (0) ∩ B) = 0. Therefore, for sufficiently small η > 0

and B′ = B \ g̃−1
n ◦ · · · ◦ g̃−1

1 ([0, η)) we have ν(B′) > 1 − ε. Taking h ∈ Γ
such that 0 < h(x) < x for x ∈ (0, ε) we will find an increasing sequence
k1, . . . , kn ∈ N such that the sets

hki ◦ g̃n ◦ · · · ◦ g̃1(B′)

for i = 1, . . . , n are pairwise disjoint. This completes the proof. �

Lemma 4.5. Let Γ be a collection of piecewise monotone continuous func-
tions on [0, 1], and let µ be a Borel probability measure on Γ with supp(µ) =
Γ. If ν is a µ–invariant measure and (Γ, µ) is µ–injective, then for µ⊗N–
almost every ω = (g1, . . . , gn, . . .) we have

sup
n∈N

1∨

0

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn < +∞.

Proof. Let g1,g2, . . . denote the independent random variables defined on
(ΓN, µ⊗N) with values in Γ and distribution µ, i.e., gi(ω) = gi for ω =
(g1, g2, . . .). We set

Nn(·, x) := #{z ∈ [0, 1] : g1(·) ◦ · · · ◦ gn(·)(z) = x},
and let

Vn(ω) =

∫

[0,1]
Nn(ω, x)dx for n ∈ N and ω = (g1, g2, . . .).

Now we are going to show that (Vn)n∈N is a positive supermartingale with
respect to the filtration Fn = σ(g1, . . . ,gn), n ∈ N. Namely, by µ–injectivity
and the Fubini theorem for every ω ∈ ΓN we have

E[Vn+1 | Fn](ω) =

∫

[0,1]

∫

Γ

∑

z∈g−1
n ◦···◦g−1

1
(x)

n(gn+1, z)µ(dgn+1)dx

=

∫

[0,1]

∑

z∈g−1
n ◦···◦g−1

1
(x)

∫

Γ
n(gn+1, z)µ(dgn+1)dx

≤
∫

[0,1]
#{z : z ∈ g−1

n ◦ · · · ◦ g−1
1 (x)}dx

=

∫

[0,1]
Nn(ω, x)dx = Vn(ω).

By the Martingale Convergence Theorem the random variables Vn(·) are
µ⊗N–a.s. convergent to a finite random variable. Hence for µ⊗N–almost
every ω ∈ ΓN we have supn≥1 Vn(ω) < +∞.

On the other hand, by the Banach–Vitali theorem (see [?])

Vn(ω) =

∫

[0,1]
Nn(ω, x)dx =

1∨

0

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn

for ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN and n ∈ N, and consequently supn≥1

∨1
0 g1 ◦ · · · ◦

gn < +∞ for µ⊗N–almost every ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN. This completes the
proof. �
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Theorem 4.6. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let a Borel probability mea-
sure µ with suppµ = Γ be given. Assume that the stochastic dynamical sys-
tem (Γ, µ) is µ–injective and below the diagonal on the left (or over on the
right). If ν is a µ-invariant Borel probability measure, then ν is µ–proximal.

Proof. Let ν be a µ–invariant probability measure. It is concentrated on
(0, 1), according to Lemma 3.1. Let ΓN

0 ⊂ ΓN be such that µN(ΓN
0 ) = 1 and

the sequence of measures (ν(g−1
n ◦ · · · ◦ g−1

1 (·)))n∈N weakly converges to νω

for ω ∈ ΓN
0 , i.e., for ω ∈ ΓN

0 it holds
(7)

lim
n→∞

∫

[0,1]
f(g1◦· · ·◦gn(x))ν(dx) =

∫

[0,1]
f(x)νω(dx) for every f ∈ C([0, 1]).

We are going to verify the following claim (see [8, 26]):

Claim: for any ε > 0 there exists ΓN
ε ⊂ ΓN with µ⊗N(ΓN

ε ) > 1 − ε
satisfying the following property: for every ω ∈ ΓN

ε there exists an interval I
of length |I| ≤ ε such that νω(I) ≥ 1 − ε. Hence we obtain that νω = δΘ(ω)

for all ω from some set Γ̂N with µ⊗N(Γ̂N) = 1. Here Θ(ω) is a point from
[0, 1].

To see this take a sequence (εn)n≥1, εn → 0 and ΓN
εn

⊂ ΓN such that

µ⊗N(ΓN
εn

) > 1 − εn and for every ω ∈ ΓN
εn

there exists an interval I of length

|I| ≤ εn such that νω(I) ≥ 1 − εn. Set Γ̂N =
⋂∞

n=1

⋃∞
m=n ΓN

εm
and observe

that µ⊗N(Γ0) = 1. Moreover, for ω ∈ Γ̂N there exists a subsequence εmn

converging to 0 and a sequence In such that |In| → 0 and νω(In) → 1. Since
In ⊂ [0, 1] and [0, 1] is compact, passing to a subsequence we may assume
that there exists Θ(ω) ∈ [0, 1] such that for In → Θ(ω). Then we obtain
νω({Θ(ω)}) = 1 and consequently νω = δΘ(ω).

Fix an ε > 0, and let Γ̃N
ε be such that µ⊗N(Γ̃N

ε ) > 1−ε and supn≥1 Vn(ω) <

M for some M > 0 and every ω ∈ Γ̃N
ε using Lemma 4.5. Let k ∈ N be such

that M/k < ε.
By Lemma 4.4 we find a closed set B ⊂ [0, 1] with ν(B) > 1 − ε and

(g1,1, . . . , g1,i1
) ∈ Γi1 , . . . , (gk,1, . . . , gk,ik

) ∈ Γik such that one has

g1,i1
◦ · · · ◦ g1,1(B) < g2,i2

◦ · · · ◦ g2,1(B) < · · · < gk,ik
◦ · · · ◦ gk,1(B).

In particular, the sets are pairwise disjoint. By continuity, for every j ∈
{1, . . . , k} there exists an open neighbourhood Uj ⊂ Γij of (gj,1, . . . , gj,ij

)

such that B̂1, . . . , B̂k are pairwise disjoint, where

B̂i =
⋃

(hj,1,...,hj,ij
)∈Uj

hj,ij
◦ · · · ◦ hj,1(B) for j = 1, . . . , k,

while still B̂1 < B̂2 < · · · < B̂k. We see that κ := min1≤j≤k µ
⊗ij (Uj) > 0.

According to Lemma 2.1, for every ω = (g1, g2, . . . , gm) ∈ Γm, m ∈ N, there
exists j ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gm(B̂j)| ≤
1∨

0

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gm/k.
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Hence

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gm ◦ h1 ◦ · · · ◦ hij
(B)| ≤

1∨

0

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gm/k

for (h1, . . . , hij
) ∈ Uj.

Let j∗ = max1≤j≤k ij . This shows that for any cylinder in ΓN, de-
fined by fixing the first entries (g1, . . . , gn), the conditional probability that
(gn+1, . . . , gn+j∗

) are such that

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn+l(B)| ≥
1∨

0

gi1
◦ · · · ◦ gin/k for all l = 1, . . . , j∗

is less than 1 − κ.
Hence for µ⊗N–a.e. ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN there exist increasing sequences

(mn)n∈N and (m̃n)n∈N (depending on ω) such that 0 < mn − m̃n ≤ j∗ and

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gmn(B)| ≤
1∨

0

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gm̃n/k for all n ≥ 1.

Hence there exists Γ̃N
ε ⊂ ΓN

ε such that still µ⊗N(Γ̃N
ε ) > 1 − ε and for ω =

(g1, g2, . . .) ∈ Γ̃N
ε there exists an increasing sequence (mn)n∈N (depending on

ω) such that

(8) |g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gmn(B)| ≤ M/k < ε for all n ≥ 1.

Now take ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ Γ̃N
ε . Since there exists a subsequence (mn)n≥N

of positive integeres the such that (8) is satisfied, passing to a subsequence if
necessary, we may assume that there exists a closed interval I ⊂ [0, 1] with
|I| < ε such that

g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gmn(B) ⊂ I for all n ≥ 1.

From (7) we know that the sequence of measures (ν(g−1
mn

◦ · · · ◦ g−1
1 ))n≥N

as a subsequence of (ν(g−1
n ◦ · · · ◦ g−1

1 ))n≥N converges weakly to νω. Hence,

by the Portmanteau Theorem, we obtain νω(I) ≥ ν(g−1
mn

◦ · · · ◦ g−1
1 (I)) ≥

ν(B) > 1 − ε and the proof is complete. �

Corollary 4.7. Assume that a stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) satisfies
the assumptions of Theorem 4.6. Then it is uniquely ergodic.

Proof. From Theorem 4.6 it follows that every µ–invariant measure ν is
µ-proximal. Lemma 4.1 yields that the µ-invariant measure is unique. �

5. Stability

When the measure µ is supported on monotonic maps stability of the
corresponding random system is easily derived from proximality. In fact we
have the following proposition:

Proposition 5.1. Let Γ consist of strictly monotonic continuous functions
and let µ be a Borel probability measure on Γ such that Γ = suppµ. Assume
that every µ-invariant probability measure of the stochastic dynamical system
(Γ, µ) is atomless. If (Γ, µ) has a µ-invariant probability measure ν that is
µ-proximal and {0, 1} ⊂ supp ν, then (Γ, µ) is asymptotically stable.
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Proof. Note that ν is concentrated on (0, 1) and that it suffices to show that

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν1(dx) −

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν2(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0

for every ν1, ν2 ∈ P and an arbitrary Lipschitz function f : [0, 1] → R with
Lipschitz constant Lf , due to density of the space of all Lipschitz functions
in C([0, 1]). If Lf = 0, the statement is obvious.

The µ-proximality of ν yields a map Θ : ΓN → [0, 1] such that for µ⊗N-
a.e. ω = (g1, g2, . . . ) ∈ ΓN, the sequence of measures ν((g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn)−1(·))
converges weakly to δΘ(ω). Since ν is atomless,

0 = ν
({0}) =

∫

ΓN

δΘ(ω)

({0})µ⊗N(dω).

Thus, Θ(ω) 6= 0 for µ⊗N-a.e. ω. A similar argument applies to {1}. Thus,
Θ(ω) 6∈ {0, 1} for µ⊗N-a.e. ω.

Fix x, y ∈ (0, 1), x < y. Since ν has no atoms and 0, 1 ∈ supp(ν) we see
that ν((0, x)) > 0 and ν((y, 1)) > 0. From proximality it follows that for
µ⊗N–a.e. ω = (g1, g2, . . .) and for every ε > 0 sufficiently small such that
Iε

ω := (Θ(ω)−ε,Θ(ω)+ε) ⊂ (0, 1), there exists N ∈ N such that for n ≥ N we
may find xn ∈ (0, x) and yn ∈ (y, 1) such that g1◦· · ·◦gn(xn), g1◦· · ·◦gn(yn) ∈
Iε

ω. In fact, because ν is atomless, weak convergence implies

ν
(
(g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn)−1(Iε

ω)
) → δΘ(ω)(I

ε
ω) = 1.

So, for all n sufficiently large, (g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn)−1(Iε
ω) ∩ (0, x) 6= ∅, and similarly

for (y, 1).
Hence, by monotonicity of gi, we have

lim sup
n→∞

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn([x, y])| ≤ lim sup
n→∞

∣∣g1 ◦ · ◦ gn(xn) − g1 ◦ · ◦ gn(yn)
∣∣≤ 2ε

for µ⊗N–a.e. (g1, g2, . . .). Since ε > 0 was arbitrarily small, we obtain

lim
n→∞

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn([x, y])| = 0 for µ⊗N–a.e. (g1, g2, . . .).

Fix now ν1, ν2 ∈ P and let f : [0, 1] → R be a Lipschitz function with
Lipschitz constant Lf > 0. Put ν̄ := (ν1 + ν2)/2. Let ε > 0. The Césaro
averages (ν̄+P ν̄+ · · ·+Pn−1ν̄)/n converge weakly to a µ-invariant measure

ν∗. By assumption ν∗ is atomless. Thus, for some N ′ ∈ N, PN ′

ν̄((0, 1)) >

1 − ε/(8Lf ). Consequently, PN ′

νi

(
(0, 1)

)
> 1 − ε/(4Lf ) for i = 1, 2. Put

ν ′
i := PN ′

νi.
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Then for n ≥ N we have∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pn+N ′

ν1(dx) −
∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pn+N ′

ν2(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν ′

1(dx) −
∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν ′

2(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ Lf

∫

Γn×[0,1]2
|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(x) − g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn(y)|µ⊗n(dg1, . . . ,dgn)ν ′

1(dx)ν ′
2(dy)

≤ Lf

∫

ΓN×(0,1)2

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn([x, y])|µ⊗N(dg1,dg2, . . .)ν1(dx)ν2(dy)

+ 2Lf (ν ′
1 ⊗ ν ′

2)
(
[0, 1]2 \ (0, 1)2)

Now,

(ν ′
1 ⊗ ν ′

2)
(
[0, 1]2 \ (0, 1)2) ≤ ν ′

1({0, 1}) + ν ′
2({0, 1}) < ε/(2Lf ).

By Lebesgue’s Dominated Convergence Theorem we obtain that

lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν1(dx) −

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν2(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ Lf

∫

Γn×(0,1)2

lim
n→∞

|g1 ◦ · · · ◦ gn([x, y])|µ⊗N(dg1,dg2, . . .)ν1(dx)ν2(dy) = 0,

and the proof of stability is completed. �

Remark 5.2. A particular consequence of Proposition 5.1 is that there is
only one µ-invariant measure ν. Moreover for any continuous function f ∈
C([0, 1]) and ν̃ ∈ P we will have

lim
n→∞

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pnν̃(dx) =

∫

[0,1]
f(x)ν(dx).

Remark 5.3. Let Γ consist of strictly monotone functions. For any Borel
probability measure µ on Γ the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ) is then
µ-injective. If Γ also satisfies our key condition (A), then any µ-invariant
measure is atomless, according to Lemma 3.1. Thus, a crucial assumption
of Proposition 5.1 is satisfied. Assume additionally that suppµ = Γ.

If there exists now a µ-invariant measure ν that is µ-proximal and has
{0, 1} ⊂ supp ν, then Proposition 5.1 implies that (Γ, µ) is asymptotically
stable. In particular, ν is the only µ-invariant measure of (Γ, µ).

In view of Theorem 4.6, if also (Γ, µ) is below the diagonal on the left
or above the diagonal on the right, then any µ-invariant Borel probability
measure ν is µ-proximal. We cannot conclude that {0, 1} ⊂ suppν though,
which would allow us to conclude by means of Proposition 5.1 that (Γ, µ) is
asymptotically stable.

In the technique of proof we used crucially the fact that Γ consists of
stricty monotonic functions. Now we are going to prove asymptotic stability
for some µ–injective stochastic dynamical systems without the necessity for
Γ to consist of strictly monotonic functions. A different approach is required.

Lemma 5.4. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let µ be a Borel probability
measure on Γ with supp(µ) = Γ. Assume (Γ, µ) has a unique µ–invariant
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Borel probability measure ν. If (Γ, µ) is below the diagonal on the left (or
above the diagonal on the right), then for every point x0 ∈ suppν and open
set I ∋ x0 there exists α > 0 and n ∈ N such that

Pnν̃(I) ≥ α

for every probability measure ν̃ ∈ P, for P defined by (1).

Proof. Let ν be the unique µ–invariant Borel probability measure. Fix x ∈
suppν and let I be an open neighbourhood of x. Since

δ0 + Pδ0 + · · · + Pn−1δ0

n

converges weakly to ν, by the Portmanteau Theorem there exists m0 ∈ N
such that

Pm0δ0(I) > ν(I)/2

and, consequently, we have for all x sufficiently close to 0

(9) Pm0δx(I) > ν(I)/2 := γ,

by the weak continuity of the operator Pm0 .
Since the system is above/below the diagonal on the left/right, we may

choose b > 0 such that µ({g ∈ Γ : g([0, b)) ⊂ [0, b)}) > 0. Further, by (A) for
every y ∈ [0, 1] we may find m(y) ∈ N and a sequence gy = (g1, . . . , gm(y)) ∈
Γm(y) such that gm(y) ◦ · · · ◦ g1(y) ∈ [0, b). Hence, by continuity, there exist

open neighbourhood Uy of y and Vgy ⊂ Γm(y) of gy such that for all z ∈ Uy

and (h1, . . . , hm(x)) ∈ Vgy we have hm(y) ◦ · · · ◦ h1(z) ∈ [0, b). Obviously

µ⊗m(Vgy ) > 0. By compactness of [0, 1] we choose x1, . . . , xk ∈ [0, 1] such

that [0, 1] ⊂ ⋃k
i=1 Uxi

, and let m = max1≤i≤k m(xi). Let Γ̂ := {g ∈ Γ :

g([0, b)) ⊂ [0, b)}. Set Vy := Γ̂m−m(y) × Vgy and note that µ⊗m(Vy) > 0. We
have also hm ◦ · · · ◦ h1(Uy) ⊂ [0, b) for every (h1, . . . , hm) ∈ Vy. Put

κ := min
1≤i≤k

µ⊗m(Vxi
)

and observe that

Pmδy([0, b)) ≥
∫

· · ·
∫

Vxi

1[0,b)(gm ◦ · · · ◦ g1(y))µ⊗m(d(g1, . . . , gm)) ≥ κ,

where xi is such that y ∈ Uxi
. Hence for every ν̃ ∈ P we have

Pmν̃([0, b)) =

∫

supp ν̃
Pmδy([0, b))ν̃(dy) ≥ κ.

Finally, from the Markov property we obtain

Pm+m0 ν̃(I) ≥
∫

[0,b)
Pm0δy(I)Pmν̃(dy) ≥ γκ := α

for every probability measure ν̃ ∈ P. This completes the proof. �

Theorem 5.5. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let µ be a Borel probability
measure on Γ with supp(µ) = Γ. If (Γ, µ) is µ–injective and below the diago-
nal on the left (or above the diagonal on the right), then it is asymptotically
stable.
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Proof. Since there exists a µ–invariant probability measure ν, to prove sta-
bility it is enough to show that for every ε > 0 and any two Borel probability
measures ν̃1, ν̃2 on [0, 1], we have

(10) lim sup
n→∞

dW (Pnν̃1, P
nν̃2) < ε.

Since (Γ, µ) is below the diagonal on the left, 0 ∈ supp ν and ν is atomless
(see Lemma 3.1), there exists an interval J ⊂ [0, 1] such that

µ(g ∈ Γ : g|J is monotone and ν ◦ g|J 6= ν|J) > 0.

In fact, if g and x ∈ (0, 1) are such that (gn(x)) is a decreasing sequence and
it tends to 0 with g(x) < x and g is monotone on [0, x), we easily see that

ν(gm+1((0, x))) 6= ν(gm((0, x)))

for some m ∈ N.
Consequently, by Proposition 2.3 with Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 3.3 in

[6] there exists x0 ∈ suppν∩(0, 1) such that for µN–a.e. ω = (g1, . . . , gn, . . .) ∈
ΓN there is θ > 0 and h̃ > 0 such that for any interval I with x0 in the interior
of I and |I| < θ we have

|gn ◦ . . . ◦ g1(I)| ≤ exp(−n · h̃).

Now fix ε > 0 and choose θ > 0 such that the set of all (gn)n∈N ∈ ΓN for
which

(11) |gn ◦ . . . ◦ g1((x0 − θ/2, x0 + θ/2))| ≤ exp(−n · h̃)

has the measure µN greater than 1 − ε/4. Denote this set by Γ̃N and let Γ̃n

be its projection on Γn, for n ∈ N.
At the beginning we prove condition (10) for any two measures ν1 and ν2

supported on the set I. To do this take a 1–Lipschitz function f . Taking if
necessary the function f − f(0), we may assume additionally that f(0) = 0.
Therefore, for any m ∈ N we have
(12)∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pmν1(dx) −

∫

[0,1]
f(x)Pmν2(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∫

· · ·
∫

Γm×[0,1]2
|f(gm ◦ · · · ◦ g1(x)) − f(gm ◦ · · · ◦ g1(y))|µ⊗m(d(g1, . . . , gm))ν1(dx)ν2(dy)

≤
∫

· · ·
∫

Γ̃m×[0,1]2
|gm ◦ · · · ◦ g1(x)) − gm ◦ · · · ◦ g1(y)|µ⊗m(d(g1, . . . , gm))ν1(dx)ν2(dy)

+

∫
· · ·
∫

(Γm\Γ̃m)×[0,1]2
2µ⊗m(d(g1, . . . , gm))ν1(dx)ν2(dy) ≤ exp(−m · h̃) + 2ε/4,

where the last inequality is obtained by (11).
By Lemma 5.4 there exists n0 and α > 0 such that

Pn0 ν̃(I) ≥ α

for every ν̃ ∈ P. Consequently for any measure ν̃ ∈ P we have two proba-
bility measures ν̃+ and ν̃− such that ν̃+ is supported on I and

(13) Pn0 ν̃ = αν̃+ + (1 − α)ν̃−.
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In fact, we define

ν̃+(·) =
Pn0 ν̃(· ∩ I)

Pn0 ν̃(I)

and

ν̃−(·) =
1

1 − α

(
Pn0 ν̃(·) − αν̃+(·)

)
.

Now equation (13) leads for n ≥ n0 to:

dW (Pnν̃1, P
nν̃2) ≤ αdW (Pn−n0 ν̃+

1 , P
n−n0 ν̃+

2 )

+ (1 − α)dW (Pn−n0 ν̃−
1 , P

n−n0 ν̃−
2 ).

By (12) for any ν̃1, ν̃2 ∈ P we have

(14) lim sup
n→∞

dW (Pnν̃1, P
nν̃2) ≤ (1 − α) lim sup

n→∞
dW (Pnν̃−

1 , P
nν̃−

2 ) + αε.

Set ∆ := supν̃1,ν̃2∈P lim supn→∞ dW (Pnν̃1, P
nν̃2) ≤ 2 and note that (14)

gives

∆ ≤ (1 − α)∆ + αε

and consequently ∆ ≤ ε. Hence

lim sup
n→∞

dW (Pnν1, P
nν2) ≤ ε for every ν1, ν2 ∈ P ,

and since ε > 0 was arbitrary, we finally obtain

lim
n→∞

dW (Pnν̃1, P
nν̃2) = 0

for arbitrary measures ν̃1, ν̃2 ∈ P. This completes the proof. �

6. Central Limit Theorem

In the last section we are concerned with central limit theorem for the
corresponding Markov chain. Having the stochastic dynamical system (Γ, µ)
and the Markov operator P and its pre-dual U we define the Markov chain
(Xn)n∈N0

in the following way: the law of (Xn)n∈N0
with initial distribution

ν0 is the probability measure Pν0
on
(
[0, 1]N,B([0, 1])⊗N

)
such that

Pν0
(Xn+1 ∈ A|Xn = x) = Pδx(A) and Pν0

(X0 ∈ A) = ν0(A),

where x ∈ [0, 1] and A ∈ B([0, 1]). The existence of Pν0
follows from the

Kolmogorov extension theorem. When an initial distribution ν is equal to
a µ–invariant measure, the Markov chain is called stationary. We shall also
write gn

ω(x) = gn ◦ · · · ◦ g1(x) for ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ ΓN.
We have

(15) if X0 = x then Xn(ω) = gn
ω(x) for ω ∈ ΓN

The expectation with respect to Pν0
is denoted by Eν0

. For ν0 = δx, the
Dirac measure at x ∈ [0, 1], we write just Px and Ex. Obviously Pν0

(·) =
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∫
[0,1] Px(·)ν0(dx) and Eν0

(·) =
∫

[0,1] Ex(·)ν0(dx). Observe that for n ∈ N and

A0, . . . , An ∈ B([0, 1]) we have

(16)

Px((X0, . . . ,Xn) ∈ A0 × · · · ×An))

=

∫

ΓN

1A1×···×An(g1
ω(x), . . . , gn

ω(x))µ⊗N(dω)

= (δx ⊗ µ⊗N)((y, ω) : (g1
ω(y), . . . , gn

ω(y)) ∈ A1 × · · · ×An)

=

∫
· · ·
∫

Γn
1A1×···×An(g1(x), . . . , gn ◦ · · · ◦ g1(x))µ(dg1) · · · µ(dgn).

Consequently,
(17)

Ex(H(X0, . . . ,Xn)) =

∫
· · ·
∫

Gn
H(g1(x), . . . , gn◦· · ·◦g1(x))µ(dg1) · · ·µ(dgn)

and
(18)

Eν0
(H(X0, . . . ,Xn))

=

∫

[0,1]

∫
· · ·
∫

Γn
H(g1(x), . . . , gn ◦ · · · ◦ g1(x))µ(dg1) · · · µ(dgn)ν0(dx)

for an arbitrary bounded Borel–measurable function H : [0, 1]n → C.
We will prove that the random process (ϕ(Xn))n∈N, where (Xn)n∈N de-

notes the corresponding stationary Markov chain with the initial distribution
ν and ϕ is a centered Lipschitz function on [0, 1], i.e.

∫
[0,1] ϕ(x)ν(dx) = 0,

satisfies the central limit theorem, i.e.

σ2 := lim
n→∞

Eν

(
ϕ(X0) + · · · + ϕ(Xn)√

n

)2

exists and

ϕ(X0) + · · · + ϕ(Xn)√
n

⇒ N (0, σ2) as n → ∞,

where ⇒ denotes convergence in distribution. Moreover, we will be able to
show that (ϕ(Xx

n))n∈N, where (Xx
n)n∈N is the corresponding Markov chain

starting from an arbitrary point x ∈ [0, 1], satisfies the central limit theorem
from every point, i.e.

ϕ(Xx
0 ) + · · · + ϕ(Xx

n)√
n

⇒ N (0, σ2) as n → ∞.

Therefore, if σ2 > 0 we have
(19)

lim
n→∞

µ⊗N

({
ω ∈ Ω :

ϕ(gn
ω(x)) + · · · + ϕ(f1

ω(x))√
n

< a

})
=

1√
2πσ2

∫ a

−∞
e− y2

2σ2 dy

for all a ∈ R and x ∈ [0, 1]. If σ = 0 the sequence

ϕ(gn
ω(x)) + · · · + ϕ(g1

ω(x))√
n

converges in distribution to 0.
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Set

Sn(ϕ,ω, x) :=
ϕ(gn

ω(x)) + · · · + ϕ(g1
ω(x))√

n
.

The following proposition is a slight modification of the similar proposi-
tion proved for Markov chains corresponding to random walks on the circle
in [24]. Here we extract some assumptions that are needed therein and check
that they are also satisfied in our setting.

Proposition 6.1. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let µ be a Borel prob-
ability measure on Γ with supp(µ) = Γ. Let ϕ : [0, 1] → R be a Lipschitz
function. If (Γ, µ) is µ–injective and below the diagonal on the left (or above
the diagonal on the right), then there exists a constant C such that for any
x, y ∈ [0, 1] and n ∈ N we have

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

U iϕ(x) −
n∑

i=1

U iϕ(y)

∣∣∣∣∣ < C.

Proof. The proof goes word for word like the proof of Lemma 6 in [24].
Let ν ∈ P be the unique µ–invariant measure, by Corollary 4.7 (see also
Theorem 4.6). In [24] random maps on the circle are considered, however,
in the proof only two conditions were used. First, that for some x∗ ∈ supp ν
and q ∈ (0, 1) there exists an open set I ∋ x∗ such that for some Γx∗

⊂ ΓN

with µ⊗N(Γx∗
) > 0 we have

|gn ◦ · · · ◦ g1(I)| ≤ qn for ω = (g1, g2, . . .) ∈ Γx∗
.

In our setting this condition follows from Proposition 2.3 with Lemma 3.1
and Proposition 3.3 in [6] and the fact that

µ({g ∈ Γ : g|J is monotone and ν ◦ g|J 6= ν|J}) > 0

(see also proof of Theorem 5.5).
The second condition required in the proof of Lemma 6 in [24] is the

property verified in Lemma 5.4. Namely, there exists α > 0 and n ∈ N such
that

Pnν̃(I) ≥ α

for every probability measure ν̃ ∈ P. Therefore, the proof follows from
Lemma 6 in [24]. �

Lemma 6.2. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let µ be a Borel probability
measure on Γ with supp(µ) = Γ. Assume that (Γ, µ) is µ–injective and below
the diagonal on the left (or above the diagonal on the right), and let ν be
its unique µ–invariant measure. If ϕ : [0, 1] → R is a centered Lipschitz
function, then ϕ is L2(ν)–coboundary (ϕ ∈ (I − U)L2(ν)).

Proof. Fix a Lipschitz function ϕ : [0, 1] → R. There is no loss of generality
in assuming that the Lipschitz constant of ϕ is equal to 1. Let C > 0 be
such that |∑n

i=0 U
iϕ(x) − ∑n

i=0 U
iϕ(y)| ≤ C for any x, y ∈ [0, 1] and any



PROXIMALITY, STABILITY... 19

n ∈ N, by Proposition 6.1. We have

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=0

U iϕ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=0

(
U iϕ(x) −

∫

[0,1]
U iϕ(z)ν(dz)

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∫

[0,1]

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=0

U iϕ(x) −
n∑

i=0

U iϕ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣ ν(dz) ≤ C.

Since ϕ ∈ L2(ν) Lemma 5 in [7] implies that there exists ψ ∈ L2(ν) with
ϕ = ψ − Uψ. This completes the proof. �

Theorem 6.3. Let Γ satisfy condition (A), and let µ be a Borel probability
measure on Γ with supp(µ) = Γ. Moreover, assume that (Γ, µ) is µ–injective.
Let (Xn)n∈N be the corresponding stationary Markov chain with the initial
distribution ν. Then for any centered Lipschitz function ϕ : [0, 1] → R the
random process (ϕ(Xn))n∈N satisfies the central limit theorem. Moreover,
the same is true for the process (ϕ(Xx

n))n∈N, where (Xx
n)n∈N is the corre-

sponding Markov chain starting from an arbitrary point x ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Fix a centered Lipschitz function ϕ : [0, 1] → R. Since ϕ is an L2(ν)–
coboundary of U , by Lemma 6.2, σ2 exists and is finite, by [17]. Moreover,
condition (19) holds for ν –a. e. x ∈ [0, 1], by Gordin and Lif̌sic (see Section
IV.8 in [4], see also [11]). In particular, for ν –a. e. x ∈ [0, 1] we have

(20) lim
n→∞

∫

ΓN

exp(itSn(ϕ,ω, x))µ⊗N(dω) = exp

(
−1

2
t2σ2

)
for t ∈ R.

Fix ε > 0 and take a measurable subset E0 of the interval [0, 1] such that
ν(E0) > 1 − ε/2 and for every x ∈ E0 condition (20) holds and for µN-a.e.

ω = (g1, . . . , gn, . . .) ∈ ΓN there is θ > 0 and h̃ > 0 such that for any interval
I with x0 ∈ int(I) and |I| < θ we have

|gn ◦ . . . ◦ g1(I)| ≤ exp(−n · h̃),

by Proposition 2.3 with Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 3.3 in [6]. For every
x ∈ E0 take an open interval Ix such that x ∈ Ix and µ⊗N(ΓN

x

)
> 1 − ε/3,

where

ΓN
x := {(g1, g2, . . .) : |gn ◦ . . . ◦ g1(Ix)| ≤ exp(−n · h̃) for n ∈ N}.

Let Î =
⋃

x∈I0
Ix. Since Î is open, P is asymptotically stable and ν(Î) ≥

ν(I0) > 1−ε/3, the Portmanteau Theorem yields that for every ν̃ ∈ P there
exists N ∈ N such that

(21) PN ν̃(Î) ≥ ν(Î) − ε/6 > 1 − ε/2.

We easily check that for every z ∈ Î we have

(22) lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

ΓN

exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) µ⊗N(dω) − exp

(
−1

2
t2σ2

)∣∣∣∣ < ε.
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Indeed, fix z ∈ Î and let x ∈ I0 be such that z ∈ Ix. Then we have

lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

ΓN

exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) µ⊗N(dω) − exp

(
−1

2
t2σ2

)∣∣∣∣

= lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

ΓN

exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) µ⊗N(dω) −
∫

ΓN

exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, x)) µ⊗N(dω)

∣∣∣∣

≤ lim sup
n→∞

∫

ΓN
x

|exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) − exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, x))|µ⊗N(dω)

+ 2µ⊗N(ΓN − ΓN
x ) < 2ε/3 < ε,

the penultimate inequality by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem
and the fact that for ω ∈ ΓN

x we have

|exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) − exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, x))|

≤ t√
n
Lϕ(|g1

ω(x) − g1
ω(z)| + · · · + |gn

ω(x) − gn
ω(z)|)

≤ t√
n
Lϕ

∞∑

n=1

exp(−n · h̃) → 0 as n → ∞,

since x is chosen in such a way that z ∈ Ix.
Again because of asymptotic stability, it is easy to see that for any u ∈

[0, 1] and N ∈ N we have

(23)

lim
n→∞

|
∫

ΓN

exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, u)) µ⊗N(dω)

−
∫

ΓN

∫

[0,1]
exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) PNδu(dz)µ⊗N(dω)| = 0

and

(24)

lim sup
n→∞

|
∫

ΓN

∫

[0,1]
exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z))PNδu(dz)µ⊗N(dω)

−
∫

ΓN

∫

Î
exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, z)) PNδu(dz)µ⊗N(dω)| < ε.

Taking N ∈ N large enough to have PNδu(Î) > 1− ε/3 and combining (22),
(23) and (24) we obtain

lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω
exp (itSn(ϕ,ω, u)) P(dω) − exp

(
−1

2
t2σ2

)∣∣∣∣ < 2ε.

Since u ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ R and ε > 0 were arbitrary, the proof of the theorem is
complete. �

Remark 6.4. There are plenty of examples which fulfil the conditions of the
foregoing theorems. To illustrate that the choice of the distribution µ is cru-
cial, consider Example 2.3. Condition (A) is satisfied and the system is below
the diagonal on the left and above the diagonal on the right. If p ≥ 2

5 , then
the system is µ-injective, thus there exists a unique µ-invariant Borel prob-
ability measure (Corollary 4.7). This measure is µ-proximal (Theorem 4.6)
and atomless (Lemma 3.1). Moreover, the system is asymptotically stable
(Theorem 5.5) and the central limit theorem described in Theorem 6.3 holds.
But if on the other hand 0 < p < 1

4 , then there are at least two different
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ergodic µ-invariant Borel probability measures on [0, 1] by Proposition 4.4
in [6].
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non–stationary Markov chains, Studia Math., 246 (2): 109–131, 2019.
[19] A.J. Homburg, C. Kalle, M. Ruziboev, E. Verbitskiy, and B. Zeegers, Critical inter-

mittency in random interval maps, Comm. Math. Phys. 394 no. 1: 1–37, 2022.
[20] T. Komorowski, C. Landim, and S. Olla. Fluctuations in Markov processes. Time

symmetry and martingale approximation, Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 2012.
[21] T. Komorowski and A. Walczuk. Central limit theorem for Markov processes with

spectral gap in the Wasserstein metric, Stochastic Processes and Appl., 122: 2155–
2184, 2012.

[22] A. Lasota and M.C. Mackey, Chaos, fractals, and noise. Stochastic aspects of dynam-

ics, Applied Mathematical Sciences, 97. Springer–Verlag, New York, 1994.
[23] A. N. Lager̊as and Ö. Stenflo. Central limit theorem for contractive Markov chains,

Nonlinearity, 18: 1955–1965, 2005.
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