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Abstract

In this note we complete the analysis carried on in [CGSV] about the topo-
logical synchronisation of unimodal maps of the interval coupled in a master-slave
configuration, by answering to the questions raised in that paper. Namely, we
compute the weak limits of the invariant measure of the coupled system as the
coupling strength k ∈ (0, 1) tends to 0 and to 1 and discuss the uniqueness of the
invariant measure of its random dynamical system counterpart.
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1 Introduction

In [CGSV] it has been studied the asymptotic behaviour of the trajectories of the com-
ponents of a dynamical system realized by coupling two unimodal map of the interval
in a master/slave configuration. Namely, denoting by I the interval [−1, 1],

I2 ∋
(

xn, y
(k)
n

)

7−→

{

xn+1 = T1 (xn)

y
(k)
n+1 = (1− k)T2 (yn) + kT1 (xn)

∈ I2 , (1)

where k ∈ [0, 1] .
A system of this type were introduced in the physics literature [Lahav et al.] as

a simple example of a dynamical system undergoing to the so called topological syn-
chronisation, which refers to the numerically observed phenomenon, in asymmetrically
coupled dynamical systems, of the slave component attractor to become very similar
to the master’s one for sufficiently large values of the coupling. In particular, to gauge
the emergence this phenomenon the authors of [Lahav et al.] suggested to compare the
spectrum of the generalized dimensions of the empirical measures of the slave component
(

Dq

(

ν
(k)
n

)

, q ∈ R

)

, where ν
(k)
n := 1

n

∑n−1
i=0 δy(k)i

and

Dq

(

ν(k)n

)

:=







1
q−1

limr↓0

log
∫

Σ ν
(k)
n (dx)

[

ν
(k)
n (Br(x))

]q−1

log r
q 6= 1

limr↓0

∫

Σ ν
(k)
n (dx) log ν

(k)
n (Br(x))

log r
q = 1

, (2)

provided the limits exist, with that of the master one µn := 1
n

∑n−1
i=0 δxi , for very large

values of n, as the coupling increases. In particular, in the case of a system given in (1)
where the coupled maps belong to the logistic family, they observed numerically that,

for very large values of n, the difference ∆D
(k)
q :=

∣

∣

∣
Dq

(

ν
(k)
n

)

−Dq (µn)
∣

∣

∣
converges to

zero as the coupling parameter k approaches to 1 first for negative values of q. This lead
them to deduce that, assuming n sufficiently large such that ρ

(k)
n := 1

n

∑n−1
i=0 δ

(

xn,y
(k)
i

) is

close to one of its possible weak limits with larger basin of attraction ρ(k) (the physical
measure if it exists), as the coupling increases, the synchronisation of the trajectories
of slave component with those of the master one would start first in the regions of the
configurations space of the coupled system where the invariant measure ρ(k) has low
density.

In [CGSV] it has been shown that the topological synchronization phenomenon can
easily be interpreted as the emergence of an invariant set in a neighbourhood of the
diagonal of I2 to which the trajectories of the system components converge in the strong
coupling limit. Moreover, it has been shown that there is a large set of maps, in the
family of those of quadratic type used in [Lahav et al.], such that the physical measure
µ of T1 has density bounded away from zero and consequently Dq (µ) equal to 1 for all
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negative values of q. Therefore, the numerical evidence that ∆D
(k)
q can be equal to zero

for such values of the parameter q even for values of the coupling large but bounded
away from 1 can be explained by the fact that for these values of k also the weak limit
ν(k) of ν

(k)
n has a density bounded away from zero and so Dq

(

ν(k)
)

= 1 for q < 0.
Furthermore, in the case, T1 is exponentially mixing w.r.t. its invariant measure µ,

the asymptotic properties of the evolution of the slave component of (1) has been com-

pared with those of the Markov chain (MC)
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
such that Y

(k)
n+1 = (1− k) T2

(

Y
(k)
n

)

+

kωn, where {ωn}n≥1 is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables sampled according to µ. In
particular, if µ is a.c. w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, which in the following we will denote

by λ, it has been shown that, for any k ∈ [0, 1] , the stationary measures of
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0

are a.c. w.r.t. λ and there are at most finitely many ergodic probability measures. It
has also been shown that any stationary measure weakly converges to µ as k tends to 1
and, as k tends to 0, to a probability measure invariant under the evolution defined by
T2.

In this note we complete the analysis just presented on the coupled dynamical system
(1) answering to the following questions that were left open [CGSV].

First, in the case T1 and T2 are continuous maps, for any k ∈ (0, 1) , we can construct
an invariant measure ρ(k) for the skew-product system defined by (1). Considering the
random vector (η1, η2) on I2 distributed according to ρ(k), where µ is the marginal
distribution of the first component representing the master system, and denoting by
ρ(k) (·|η1) the conditional distribution of the r.v. η2 representing the slave component,
w.r.t. η1 a natural question arose; denoting by ρ(k) (·|x) the regular version of ρ(k) (·|η1) ,

Question I: Does
{

ρ(k) (·|x) , k ∈ [0, 1]
}

converges weakly, when k → 1, to µ for
µ− a.e. x?

Second, assuming that the invariant measure µ of T1 has density h and considering

the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
described above one may wonder about the uniqueness of the sta-

tionary measure. More precisely, for any k ∈ [0, 1] , denoting by pk (y, z) the transition
probability kernel of the MC and by Lk the associated Kolmogorov forward operator

L1 (λ) ∋ g 7−→ (Lkg) (z) :=

∫

I

dyg(y)pk(y, z) ∈ L1 (λ) , (3)

one can ask:
Question II: Is there a unique solution to Lkg

(k) = g(k), for any k ∈ (0, 1)?
Since numerical simulations ([CGSV] fig. 3A) show that if µ is a.c. w.r.t. the

Lebesgue measure then, for sufficiently large values of k, the weak limit as n ↑ ∞ of the
empirical measure ν

(k)
n is also a.c. w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, it is reasonable to ask if,

in the case Question II has a positive answer at least for k sufficiently large, a stronger
notion of convergence to µ than the weak convergence as k tends to 1 of lim supn→∞ ν

(k)
n

proven in [CGSV] Proposition 3.1 is in force. More precisely,
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Question III: Assume that for any k ∈ [0, 1] the solution of (3) is unique. Denoting

by ∆
(k)
n the total variation distance between ν

(k)
n and ν̄

(k)
n := 1

n

∑n−1
i=0 δY (k)

i

, do we have

lim sup
k→1

lim sup
n→∞

∆(k)
n = 0 , (4)

for Lebesgue almost all choices of the initial data x0, y0 and P almost all ω?
In the next section we will first answer to the second question in the case the slave

map T2 is of the form considered in [Lahav et al.] and [CGSV], then turn to the answer
of Question I and deduce from this the answer in the negative to the third question.

2 Results

2.1 On the uniqueness of the stationary measure of the MC

analogue to the slave system

Let us assume that µ, the invariant measure of the master map T1, has density h whose
support is strictly contained in I, namely T1 can be chosen to satisfy the hypothesis of
Proposition 2.7 in [BS] (see Proposition 5.1 in [CGSV]), and consider the probability
space (Ω,F ,P) such that Ω := IN,F is the σ-algebra generated by the cylinder sets

{ω ∈ Ω : (ω1, .., ωn) ∈ B}, n ∈ N, B ∈ B(In) , (5)

where B(In) is the Borel σ-field on In, and P := µ⊗N.

In [CGSV], for any k ∈ [0, 1] , we considered the Random Dynamical System (RDS)
defined by the skew-product

I × Ω ∋ (y, ω) 7−→ Ψk(y, ω) := (F (k)
πω (y), Sω) ∈ I × Ω , (6)

where π : Ω → I is such that πω = ω1, S : Ω → Ω is the left shift, so that ∀n ≥ 1, ωn =
πSnω, and

I ∋ y 7−→ F (k)
πω (y) := (1− k)T2(y) + kω1 ∈ I , (7)

with
I ∋ y 7−→ T2 (y) := c2

(

1− 2x2
)

∈ I , c2 ∈ (0, 1) . (8)

Denoting by F
(k)
j := F

(k)

πSjω
, j ≥ 1, the sequence

{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
such that Y

(k)
0 is a r.v. and,

for any n ≥ 0, Y
(k)
n+1 = F

(k)
n+1(Y

(k)
n ), is a homogeneous MC (see e.g. [Ki] or [Ar]) whose

transition probability kernel, computed in [CGSV] section 6.2, is

pk(y, z)dz =
1

k
h

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

1[−1,1]

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

dz . (9)
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As already remarked in [CGSV], if T1 mixes exponentially w.r.t. µ, the asymptotic
properties of the evolution of the slave component of (1) can be compared with those of

the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
.

From Proposition 6.1 there are at most finitely many stationary measures of the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
and their densities are fixed points of (3). Here we prove that in fact there is

just one, which provide a positive answer to Question II. The proof rely on the existence

of a Lyapunov function for the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
, for k ∈ (0, 1) , that is a measurable

function Vk : R −→ R+ such that lim|x|↑+∞ Vk (x) = +∞, satisfying

∫

R

dzpk (y, z)Vk (z) ≤ γkVk (y) +Kk , γk ∈ [0, 1), Kk ≥ 0 . (10)

Lemma 1 For any k ∈ (0, 1) the function

R ∋ x 7−→ Vk (x) = 1I (x) cosh

(

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) x

1− x2

)

∈ [1,+∞) (11)

is a Lyapunov function for the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
.

Proof. Setting x = z−(1−k)T2(y)
k

, by the convexity of Vk,

∫

I

dzpk (y, z) cosh

(

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) z

1− z2

)

=

∫

I

dz
1

k
h

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

× (12)

×1I

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

cosh

(

c
1
k

2

z

1− z2

)

=

∫

I

dxh (x) cosh

[

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) (kx+ (1− k)T2 (y))

1− (kx+ (1− k) T2 (y))
2

]

≤

∫

I

dxh (x)

{

k cosh

[

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
)

(

x

1− x2

)]

+ (1− k) cosh

[

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) T2 (y)

1− (T2 (y))
2

]}

≤ (1− k) cosh

[

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) T2 (y)

1− (T2 (y))
2

]

+ k

∫

I

dxh (x) cosh

(

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) x

1− x2

)

≤ (1− k) cosh
(

c
1
k
+1

2

)

cosh

(

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) y

1− y2

)

+ k

∫

I

dxh (x) cosh

(

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
) x

1− x2

)

,

5



where we used that, since T2 (I) ∈ [−c2, c2] ,

sup
y∈I

cosh
[

c
1
k

2 (1− c22)
T2(y)

1−(T2(y))
2

]

cosh
[

c
1
k

2 (1− c22)
y

1−y2

] ≤
supy∈I cosh

[

c
1
k

2 (1− c22)
T2(y)

1−(T2(y))
2

]

infy∈I cosh
[

c
1
k

2 (1− c22)
y

1−y2

] (13)

≤ cosh

[

c
1
k

2

(

1− c22
)

sup
y∈I

T2 (y)

1− (T2 (y))
2

]

≤ cosh
(

c
1
k
+1

2

)

.

Hence, (10) holds with γk := (1− k) cosh
(

c
1
k
+1

2

)

< 1 andKk := k
∫

I
dxh (x) cosh

(

c
1
k

2
x

1−x2

)

which is finite because the support of h is strictly contained in I.

Proposition 2 For any k ∈ (0, 1) there exists a unique solution to (3).

Proof. The thesis will follow from Theorem 5.6.1 in [LM] once we have shown that Lk
is constrictive and that exists a set A ⊆ I with positive Lebesgue measure such that
for any density f, there exists n0 (f) such that ∀n > n0 (f) , (L

n
kf) (x) > 0 for Lebesgue

almost all x ∈ A.

By Proposition 6.1 in [CGSV] Lk is quasi-compact hence, by the theorem in [Ba],
uniformly constrictive and therefore, by definition, constrictive (see also [BNNT] fig. 1).

Moreover, denoting by
{

F
(k)
m

}

m≥0
the natural filtration generated by the Markov chain

{

Y
(k)
m

}

m≥0
, ∀n ≥ 1, k ∈ (0, 1) , by (10),

E
[

Vk
(

Y (k)
n

)
∣

∣Y
(k)
0 = y

]

= E

[

E
[

Vk
(

Y (k)
n

)
∣

∣F
(k)
n−1

]
∣

∣

∣
Y

(k)
0 = y

]

(14)

= E

[

E

[

Vk

(

Y
(k)
n+1

)
∣

∣

∣
Y

(k)
n−1

]
∣

∣

∣
Y

(k)
0 = y

]

≤ γkE
[

Vk

(

Y
(k)
n−1

)
∣

∣

∣
Y

(k)
0 = y

]

+Kk .

Iterating the previous inequality we get

E
[

Vk
(

Y (k)
n

)
∣

∣Y
(k)
0 = y

]

≤ Kk

1− γn+1
k

1− γk
+ γnkVk (y) . (15)

By the Markov inequality, ∀R > 0,

E
[

Vk
(

Y (k)
n

)
∣

∣Y
(k)
0 = y

]

≥ RE
[

1{Vk>R}

(

Y (k)
n

)
∣

∣Y
(k)
0 = y

]

. (16)

On the other hand, defining, for any n ≥ 1 and any bounded Lebesgue measurable
function φ,

((L∗
k)
n
φ) (y) =:

∫

I

dzpnk (y, z)φ (z) , (17)

6



(16) reads
((L∗

k)
n
Vk) (y) ≥ R

(

(L∗
k)
n
1{Vk>R}

)

(y) . (18)

Consequently, for any probability density f supported on I,
∫

I

dx (Lnkf) 1{Vk>R} (x) =

∫

I

dyf (y)
(

(L∗
k)
n
1{Vk>R}

)

(y) (19)

≤
1

R

∫

I

dyf (y) ((L∗
k)
n
Vk) (y) =

1

R

∫

I

dx (Lnkf) Vk (x)

and, by (15),
∫

I

dx (Lnkf)1{Vk>R} (x) ≤
1

R

∫

I

dx (Lnkf)Vk (x) (20)

≤
1

R

(

Kk

1− γn+1
k

1− γk
+ γnk

∫

I

dyf (y)Vk (y)

)

.

Denoting by D the set of probability density, letD0 :=
{

f ∈ D :
∫

I
dxf (x) Vk (x) <∞

}

.

Given g ∈ D0, let n0 ≥ 1 be such that γn0
k

∫

I
dyg (y)Vk (y) < 1. Then, by (20), for any

n ≥ n0,
∫

I

dx (Lnkg)1{Vk>R} (x) ≤
1

R

(

Kk

1− γk
+ 1

)

(21)

and so, for R >
(

Kk

1−γk
+ 1

)

,

∫

I

dx (Lnkg)1{Vk≤R} (x) ≥ 1−
1

R

(

Kk

1− γk
+ 1

)

> 0 . (22)

Since Vk ∈ C (I) , D0 is dense in D; therefore, setting ǫ := 1− 1
R

(

Kk

1−γk
+ 1

)

, for any

f ∈ D there exists g ∈ D0 such that ‖f − g‖L1(dx) ≤
ǫ
2
, which implies that, ∀n ≥ n0,

∫

I

dx (Lnkf) 1{Vk≤R} (x) =

∫

I

dx (Lnkg)1{Vk≤R} (x) +

∫

I

dx (Lnk (f − g)) 1{Vk≤R} (x) (23)

≥ ǫ− ‖f − g‖L1(dx) ≥
ǫ

2
,

but, because (Lnkf) ≥ 0, there exists A ⊆ {x ∈ I : Vk (x) ≤ R} of positive Lebesgue
measure such that (Lnkf) (x) > 0 for Lebesgue almost all x ∈ A.

We stress that Proposition 2 do not give back any estimate on the rate of convergence

the Markov chain
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
to its unique stationary measure, what instead the next

result will provide to the price of proving uniqueness only for values of k larger that a
given one depending on T1 and T2 under the assumpion that there exists f ∈ D such
that h > f.

7



Although the proof of the following result it is easily seen to hold in this more general
case, we will present it for the case where T1 satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 2.7
in [BS], which, as shown in [CGSV], can have its own interest.

Proposition 3 Let c2 := maxx∈I T2 (x) . There exists k∗ := k∗ (T1, T2) such that, for

any k > k∗ ∈ [0, 1), the Markov chain {Y
(k)
n }n≥0 admits a unique stationary probability

density g(k) such that, for any probability density f, denoting by Lnk the Kolmogorov
forward operator defined by the n-fold composition of the transition probability kernel
pk given in (9), the sequence {Lnkf}n≥1 converges geometrically to g(k) in L1 (λ) at rate

(1− k) cosh c
1
k

2 .

Proof. The proof follows from Proposition 6.1 in [CGSV] Theorem 1.2 in [HM] once

we have shown that the transition probability kernel pk of the Markov chain
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0

satisfies the assumptions 1 and 2 given in that paper. Namely:

1. there exists a Lyapunov function Vk for the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
such that (10) holds;

2. the transition probability kernel of the MC
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
satisfies a Doeblin’s type

condition on a subset of I of the form {x ∈ I : Vk (x) ≤ R} =: Vk (R) for sufficiently
large R. More specifically, there exist a probability measure ν̃k on (I,B (I)) and
αk ∈ (0, 1) such that

inf
y∈Vk(R)

pk (y, A) ≥ αkν̃ (A) , R >
2Kk

1− γk
, A ∈ B (I) , (24)

where the constants γk and Kk are those appearing in (10).

Assumption 1 is satisfied by Lemma 1, therefore we are left with the proof of As-
sumption 2.

Let ψ0 be the non negative C1 (I) function appearing in the representation of h given
in Proposition 2.7 formula (11) of [BS]. Then, h ≥ ψ0 and, for any [a, b) ⊆ I,

∫

I

dzpk (y, z)1[a,b) (z) =

∫

I

dz
1

k
h

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

1I

(

z − (1− k)T2(y)

k

)

1[a,b) (z)

(25)

=

∫

I

dxh (x) 1[a,b) (kx+ (1− k)T2 (y))

≥

∫

I

dxψ0 (x) 1[a,b) (kx+ (1− k) T2 (y)) .

8



Denoting by [a0, b0] the support of ψ0 it follows that [a0, b0] ⊆supph ⊂ I1. Moreover,
setting cR := T2 (yR (k))∧ T2 (−yR (k)) , where, since Vk is symmetric, yR (k) ∈ I is such
that Vk (yR (k)) = Vk (−yR (k)) = R, choosing R sufficiently large such that cR ≤ a0, we
have

inf
y∈Vk(R)

∫

I

dxψ0 (x) 1[a,b) (kx+ (1− k)T2 (y)) ≥ inf
w∈[cR,c2]

∫

I

dxψ0 (x) 1[a,b) (kx+ (1− k)w)

= inf
w∈[cR,c2]

∫ (kb0+(1−k)w)∧b

(ka0+(1−k)w)∨a

dxψ0 (x) . (26)

Clearly there exist Borel sets [a, b) such that infw∈[cR,c2]
∫ (kb0+(1−k)w)∧b

(ka0+(1−k)w)∨a
dxψ0 (x) > 0 if

either

ka0 + (1− k) c2 < b0 = kb0 + (1− k) b0 , (27)

k (b0 − a0) > (1− k) (c2 − b0) ,

or

kb0 + (1− k) cR > a0 = ka0 + (1− k) a0 , (28)

k (b0 − a0) > (1− k) (a0 − cR) ,

that is

k

1− k
(b0 − a0) > (c2 − b0) ∧ (a0 − cR)

k >

(c2−b0)∧(a0−cR)
(b0−a0)

1 + (c2−b0)∧(a0−cR)
(b0−a0)

∨ 0 =: k∗ . (29)

Then, for any [a, b) ⊆ I,

inf
w∈[cR,c2]

∫ (kT1(c)+(1−k)w)∧b

(kT 2
1 (c)+(1−k)w)∨a

dxh (x) ≥ ‖ψ0‖L1 inf
w∈[cR,c2]

∫ (kT1(c)+(1−k)w)∧b

(kT 2
1 (c)+(1−k)w)∨a

dxψ0 (x)

‖ψ0‖L1

, (30)

which implies αk = ‖ψ0‖L1 and B (I) ∋ A 7−→ ν̃ (A) = infw∈[cR,c2]
∫

I
dxψ0(x)1A(kx+(1−k)w)

‖ψ0‖L1
∈

[0, 1] .
To sum up what it has been proved so far: Propositions 3 and 2 together, joint with

Proposition 6.1 in [CGSV], imply that
{

Y
(k)
n

}

n≥0
has always a unique invariant measure

ν̄(k) := g(k)λ for all k and that for a suitable choice of T1 and T2 such that k∗ (T1, T2) = 0,
the convergence to ν̄(k) is geometric, i.e. Lk has a spectral gap in L1, for all k, which
might not be the case for any choice of the coupled unimodal maps.

1As an example of T1 one can consider a map of the same form of T2, namely I ∋ x 7→ T1 (x) :=
c1

(

1− 2x2
)

, for a suitable choice of c1 ∈ (0, 1) , which can be proven to satisfy the assumption of

Proposition 2.7 in [BS] (see [CGSV] section 5.1). In this case supph ⊆
[

T 2

1
(0) , T1 (0)

]

= [T1 (c1) , c1] ⊂ I.
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2.2 The weak limits of the invariant measures of the deter-

ministic system in the very weak and in the very strong

coupling regimes

For any k ∈ [0, 1] , setting

I2 ∋ (x, y) 7−→ ψ(k)
x (y) = (1− k)T2(y) + kT1(x) ∈ I2 , (31)

the coupled system (1) can be written as a skew-product system on the product space
I2, that is

I2 ∋ (x, y) 7−→ Θ(k)(x, y) =
(

T1(x), ψ
(k)
x (y)

)

∈ I2 . (32)

Assuming that T1 and T2 : I 	 are continuous and that T1 has an invariant measure
µ with density h, since ψ(k) is also continuous we can construct an invariant measure
ρ(k) for Θ(k) (see e.g. [Ro]), such that µ is the marginal of the first component of the

random vector
(

η
(k)
1 , η

(k)
2

)

with joint probability measure ρ(k), and a probability kernel

B (I)× I ∋ (A, x) 7−→ ρ(k) (A|x) ∈ [0, 1] such that

∫

I2
ρ(k) (dx, dy) f(x, y) =

∫

I

µ(dx)

∫

I

ρ(k)(dy|x)f(x, y) , (33)

for any ρ(k)-summable function f.
The answer to Question I is the object of the following

Proposition 4 The random vector
(

η
(k)
1 , η

(k)
2

)

with joint probability measure ρ(k) con-

verges in distribution, as k ↑ 1, to the random vector (η1, η2) such that, for any Borel set
A ⊆ I2,P {(η1, η2) ∈ A} =

∫

A
dxdyh (x) δ (y − x) . In other words, the family of condi-

tional probability distribution
{

ρ(k) (·|η1) , k ∈ [0, 1]
}

converges weakly, when k → 1, to
the law of a degenerate random variable constantly equal to η1, where η1 has law µ.

Moreover, if T2 admits a unique invariant measure ν̄, then, in the limit as k ↓
0,
{

ρ(k), k ∈ [0, 1]
}

converges weakly to µ ⊗ ν̄, that is
{

ρ(k) (·|η1) , k ∈ [0, 1]
}

converges
weakly to ν̄.

Proof. We follow the same strategy of Proposition 6.2 in [CGSV].
Let us consider the characteristic function

R
2 ∋ (t1, t2) 7−→ ϕ(

η
(k)
1 ,η

(k)
2

) (t1, t2) := E

[

e
i
〈

(t1,t2),
(

η
(k)
1 ,η

(k)
2

)〉

]

∈ C (34)

of the random vector
(

η
(k)
1 , η

(k)
2

)

. Since ρ(k) is invariant for Θ(k) :=
(

T1, ψ
(k)
·

)

, i.e.
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Θ
(k)
∗ ρ(k) = ρ(k),

ϕ(
η
(k)
1 ,η

(k)
2

) (t1, t2) =

∫

I2
ρ(k) (dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)} (35)

=

∫

I2

(

Θ(k)
∗ ρ(k)

)

(dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)}

=

∫

I2
ρ(k) (dx, dy) exp

{

i
(

t1T1 (x) + t2ψ
(k)
x (y)

)}

=

∫

I2
ρ(k) (dx, dy) eit1T1(x)eit2[kT1(x)+(1−k)T2(y)]

=

∫

I

µ (dx) ei(t1+t2k)T1(x)
∫

I

ρ(k) (dy|x) eit2(1−k)T2(y) .

Since Θ : I2 	,E
[

T2

(

η
(k)
2

)
∣

∣

∣
η
(k)
1

]

, the conditional expectation of the random variable

T2

(

η
(k)
2

)

w.r.t. η
(k)
1 , is bounded, then (1− k)T2

(

η
(k)
2

)

−→
k↑1

0 µ-almost surely. Thus, for

any t2 ∈ R,

lim
k−→1

∫

I

(

(T2)∗ ρ
(k)
)

(dy|x) eit2(1−k)y = lim
k−→1

∫

I

ρ(k) (dy|x) eit2(1−k)T2(y) (36)

= lim
k−→1

E

[

e
i(1−k)t2T2

(

η
(k)
2

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

η
(k)
1

]

= 1 .

Moreover, the family of measures {ρ(k), k ∈ [0, 1]} on (I2,B (I2)) is tight, hence se-
quentially compact; therefore, given a sequence {ρ(kn)}n≥1 ⊂ {ρ(k), k ∈ [0, 1]}, where
{kn}n≥1 ↑ 1, let us consider {ρ(knl

)}l≥1, with {knl
}l≥1 ⊂ {kn}n≥1, a weakly convergent

subsequence of {ρ(kn)}n≥1. Denoting by ρ̄ the weak limit of {ρ(knl
)}l≥1 and by ρ̄ (dy|·) the

conditional probability distribution such that, for any bounded ρ̄-measurable function
f on I2,

∫

I2
ρ̄ (dx, dy) =

∫

I

µ (dx)

∫

I

ρ̄ (dy|x) f (x, y) , (37)

by the invariance of µ w.r.t. the evolution defined be T1, ∀ (t1, t2) ∈ R2,
∫

I2
ρ̄ (dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)} =

∫

I

µ (dx)

∫

I

ρ̄ (dy|x) ei(t1x+t2y) (38)

= lim
l→∞

ϕ(
η
(knl)
1 ,η

(knl)
2

) (t1, t2)

=

∫

I

µ (dx) lim
l→∞

ei(t1+knl
t2)T1(x)

∫

I

ρ(knl) (dy|x) eit2(1−knl)T2(y)

=

∫

I

µ (dx) ei(t1+t2)T1(x) lim
l→∞

∫

I

ρ(knl) (dy|x) eit2(1−knl)T2(y)

=

∫

I

µ (dx) ei(t1+t2)T1(x) =

∫

I

µ (dx) ei(t1+t2)x .
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Hence, ρ̄ (dy|x) = dyδ (y − x) , µ-a.s.. Since this result holds for any weakly convergent
subsequence {ρ(knl

)}l≥1 of any sequence {ρ(kn)}n≥1 in {ρ(k), k ∈ [0, 1]}, we get the thesis.
Proceeding as in the strong coupling limit (k → 1), by the tightness of {ρ(k), k ∈

[0, 1]}, given a sequence {ρ(kn)}n≥1 ⊂ {ρ(k), k ∈ [0, 1]}, where {kn}n≥1 ↓ 0, let {ρ(knl
)}l≥1,

with {knl
}l≥1 ⊂ {kn}n≥1, be a weakly convergent subsequence of {ρ(kn)}n≥1 converging

to ρ̄. Then, setting

I2 ∋ (x, y) 7−→ Θ (x, y) := (T1 (x) , T2 (y)) ∈ I , (39)

∀ (t1, t2) ∈ R, we have
∫

I2
ρ̄ (dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)} = lim

l→∞

∫

I2
ρ(knl) (dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)} (40)

= lim
l→∞

∫

I2

(

Θ
(knl)
∗ ρ(knl)

)

(dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)}

= lim
l→∞

∫

I2
ρ(knl) (dx, dy) ei(t1+knl

t2)T1(x)+it2(1−knl)T2(y)

=

∫

I2
ρ̄ (dx, dy) exp {i (t1T1 (x) + t2T2 (y))}

=

∫

I2
(Θ∗ρ̄) (dx, dy) exp {i (t1x+ t2y)} ,

that is the invariance of ρ̄ for the evolution defined by Θ. In particular, if (η1, η2) is a
random vector with law ρ̄, by setting t2 = 0 in the r.h.s. of the last expression we get
that the marginal of η1 is invariant under the evolution defined by T1 and therefore must
be equal to µ, while, setting t1 = 0, we get that ν̄, the marginal of η2, is invariant under
the evolution defined by T2. Then, if ν̄ is the unique invariant measure for the evolution
defined by T2, µ⊗ ν̄ is the unique measure left invariant by Θ.

This result also prove that the answer to Question III is negative.
Indeed, if Question III had a positive answer then a fortiori, for any f ∈ C (I) ,

lim sup
k→1

lim sup
n→∞

∣

∣ν(k)n (f)− ν̄(k)n (f)
∣

∣ = 0 , (41)

for Lebesgue almost all choices of the initial data x0, y0 and P almost all ω, which would
imply, denoting by ρ̄

(k)
n := 1

n

∑n−1
i=0 δ(Yi,ωi),

lim sup
k→1

lim sup
n→∞

∣

∣ρ(k)n (ϕ)− ρ̄(k)n (ϕ)
∣

∣ = 0 , (42)

for any ϕ ∈ C (I2) . But from Proposition 6.2 in [CGSV] and Theorem 2.1.7 in [Ar] any

weak limit ρ̄(k) of
{

ρ̄
(k)
n

}

n≥1
weakly converges, as k ↑ 1, to µ⊗ µ while, denoting by ρ(k)

any weak limit of
{

ρ
(k)
n

}

n≥1
, by the previous result, for any ϕ ∈ C (I2) , limk→1 ρ

(k) (ϕ) =
∫

I
µ (dx)ϕ (x, x) .
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