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Abstract

We introduce the so-called weak Pinsker dynamical filtrations, whose
existence in any ergodic system follows from the universality of the weak
Pinsker property, recently proved by Austin [1]. These dynamical filtrations
appear as a potential tool to describe and classify positive entropy systems.
We explore the links between the asymptotic structure of weak Pinsker fil-
trations and the properties of the underlying dynamical system. A central
question is whether, on a given system, the structure of weak Pinsker fil-
trations is unique up to isomorphism. We give a partial answer, in the case
where the underlying system is Bernoulli. We conclude our work by giving
two explicit examples of weak Pinsker filtrations.
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1 Introduction
In 1958, Kolmogorov and Sinaï introduced the notion of entropy in ergodic the-
ory: the Kolmogorov-Sinaï entropy (or KS-entropy). The same year, Kolmogorov
introduced another important notion: K-systems. He defined a K-system as a dy-
namical system X := (X,A , µ, T ) on which there is a generator ξ whose tail
σ-algebra

⋂
n≥1 σ(ξ]−∞,−n]) is trivial. There is an equivalent definition that is

more intrinsic to the system: X := (X,A , µ, T ) is a K-system if, and only if,
every non-trivial observable ξ0 satisfies hµ(ξ, T ) > 0 (a proof of this equivalence,
and a more complete presentation of this notion can be found in [4]). It is also
equivalent to assume that the Pinsker factor of the system is trivial, the Pinsker
factor being the σ-algebra

ΠX = {A ∈ A | h(1A, T ) = 0}.

The Pinsker factor is simply the largest factor of X that is of entropy 0. Therefore,
a K-system has no non-trivial factor of entropy 0: it is entirely non-deterministic.
For example, the most elementary K-systems are the Bernoulli shifts. They are
K-systems because i.i.d. processes satisfy Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law.

Entropy is an invariant that quantifies the “chaos” of a dynamical system,
or more precisely its unpredictability, and many of the questions that arose af-
ter its discovery were aimed at understanding the structure of this “chaos”. The
first question, which Kolmogorov asked after proving that Bernoulli shifts are K-
systems, was whether all K-systems are Bernoulli shifts, which would imply that
these chaotic systems have a very simple structure. More general questions then
emerged, and we will return to them in the following paragraphs.

The discovery of entropy first led to non-isomorphism results, particularly for
Bernoulli shifts: two isomorphic Bernoulli shifts must have the same entropy.
The converse of this result, shown by Ornstein [11, 12], is one of the most notable
successes of the KS-entropy. But the ramifications of Ornstein’s theory go far be-
yond Bernoulli shifts, and have had a profound impact on the evolution of ergodic
theory. We will confine ourselves here to telling the story of the weak Pinsker
property.
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In the early 1960s, Pinsker, then working in Moscow with Kolmogorov, showed
that any K-factor of X := (X,A , µ, T ) is independent of the Pinsker factor ΠX

(see [19], but this reference is in Russian). Following this result, although the
existence of any specific K-factor had not yet been proved, he issued a conjecture
(later called the “Pinsker conjecture”): any system of non-zero entropy is isomor-
phic to the direct product of its Pinsker factor and a K-system. A few years later,
Sinai published [23] which seemed to confirm this conjecture: he proved the ex-
istence of a factor of X isomorphic to a Bernoulli shift of the same entropy as
X. Given Pinsker’s independence result, it would have been sufficient to prove
that the factor constructed by Sinaï and the Pinsker factor generate the entire σ-
algebra A to obtain a result even stronger than Pinsker’s conjecture: X would
then be isomorphic to the direct product of its Pinsker factor and a Bernoulli shift.
This “strong Pinsker conjecture” would also have proved that any K-system is
isomorphic to a Bernoulli shift.

But this conjecture turned out to be false: Ornstein published a first example
of a non-Bernoulli K-system [15] which contradicts the strong Pinsker conjecture.
Following that, many other counterexamples were built, showing that the family
of all K-systems is very broad, leaving little hope for a complete classification of
those systems. Among all these counterexamples, we can find a construction by
Ornstein [13] that can be used to contradict Pinsker’s conjecture. Furthermore,
he then refined this result by constructing a mixing system that does not verify
Pinsker’s conjecture [14]. Thus, all the conjectures formulated in the early years
of the study of KS-entropy were wrong, revealing a wide variety of possible phe-
nomena.

One of the ramifications of Ornstein’s theory can be found in the work of
Thouvenot, who, starting in 1975, became interested in relatively Bernoulli sys-
tems and developed a “relative” version of Ornstein’s theory. Following this work,
in his 1977 paper [24], he introduced the weak Pinsker property: for any ε > 0,
X := (X,A , µ, T ) is isomorphic to the direct product of a Bernoulli shift B and
a system Xε of entropy at most ε:

X ∼= Xε ⊗B. (1)

For four decades, however, it was unclear whether all systems verified the
weak Pinsker property. But in 2018, Austin published a paper on the subject [1]
in which he proved that all ergodic systems satisfy the weak Pinsker property.

We can then iterate this splitting operation: take (εn)n≤−1 an increasing se-
quence of positive numbers such that limn→−∞ εn = 0, and start by splitting X
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into
X ∼= Xε−1 ⊗B−1,

then split Xε−1 into
Xε−1

∼= Xε−2 ⊗B−2,

and so on. This yields a sequence of systems (Xεn)n≤−1 such that, for every
n ≤ −1, Xεn is a factor of Xεn+1 . By composing the factor maps, it means that
each Xεn is a factor of X, and therefore generates a T -invariant σ-algebra Fn :=
σ(Xεn) ⊂ A . Because of our iterating construction, we see that Fn ⊂ Fn+1, so
the sequence F := (Fn)n≤0 is a filtration. This is what we call a weak Pinsker
filtration on X (see Definition 2.20).

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the links between weak Pinsker filtra-
tions and the structure of dynamical systems with positive entropy. Weak Pinsker
filtrations fall into the category of dynamical filtrations, i.e. filtrations F :=
(Fn)n≤0 on a dynamical system for which each σ-algebra Fn is T -invariant.
A framework for the study of such filtrations was introduced in [10], and this
will guide our approach of weak Pinsker filtrations. In Section 2.2, we introduce
the necessary concepts from the theory of dynamical filtrations. This framework
is focused on the various possible structures of filtrations whose tail σ-algebra⋂

n≤0 Fn is trivial, which is the type of weak Pinsker filtrations that appear on
K-systems (see Theorem 2.23). Therefore, the study of weak Pinsker filtrations
we suggest would mainly be aimed at classifying K-systems, and in particular
non-Bernoulli K-systems.

In Section 2, we give an overview of the results and open questions that arise
from the study of the properties of weak Pinsker filtrations, and their relation to
the structure of the underlying dynamical system. One of those questions concerns
the uniqueness, up to isomorphism, of weak Pinsker filtrations. In Section 3, we
give a partial answer to this uniqueness problem in the case of Bernoulli systems.
That section is based on ideas suggested to us by Thouvenot. The main result
of this paper is Theorem 3.1. Finally, in Section 4, we give explicit examples of
weak Pinsker filtrations, in order to give a more concrete meaning to all of those
abstract notions.

2 Weak Pinsker filtrations and related questions
In this section, we introduce the notion of weak Pinsker filtrations, the tools nec-
essary to study them and state some of the main questions concerning those fil-
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trations. Since weak Pinsker filtrations are dynamical filtrations, we will use the
framework for classifying dynamical filtrations presented in the previous section.

2.1 Basic notation

A dynamical system is a quadruple X := (X,A , µ, T ) such that (X,A , µ) is a
Lebesgue probability space, and T is an invertible measure-preserving transfor-
mation.

Let B,C ⊂ A be sub-σ-algebras. We write B ⊂ C mod µ, if for every
B ∈ B, there exists C ∈ C such that µ(B∆C) = 0. Then, B = C mod µ if
B ⊂ C mod µ and C ⊂ B mod µ. We denote B ∨C the smallest σ-algebra that
contains B and C . We say that B is a factor σ-algebra (or T -invariant σ-algebra)
if T−1(B) = B mod µ. Let B,C and D be sub-σ-algebras of A . We say that
B and C are relatively independent over D if for any B-measurable bounded
function B and C -measurable bounded function C

E[BC |D ] = E[B |D ] E[C |D ] almost surely.

In this case, we write B ⊥⊥D C . If D is trivial, B and C are independent, which
we denote B ⊥⊥ C .

If we have two systems X := (X,A , µ, T ) and Y := (Y,B, ν, S), a factor
map is a measurable map π : X −→ Y such that π∗µ = ν and π ◦ T = S ◦ π,
µ-almost surely. If such a map exists, we say that Y is a factor of X and we
denote σ(π) := π−1(B) the σ-algebra generated by π. Conversely, we also say
that X is an extension of Y or that Y is embedded in X. Moreover, if there exist
invariant sets X0 ⊂ X and Y0 ⊂ Y of full measure such that π : X0 −→ Y0 is a
bijection, then π is an isomorphism and we write X ∼= Y.

For a given factor σ-algebra B, in general, the quadruple (X,B, µ, T ) is not
a dynamical system since B need not separate points on X , and in this case
(X,B, µ) is not a Lebesgue probability space. However, there always exist a
dynamical system Y and a factor map π : X −→ Y such that σ(π) = B mod
µ. Moreover, this representation is not unique, but for a given factor B, all such
systems Y are isomorphic and there is a canonical construction to get a system
X/B and a factor map pB : X −→ X/B such that σ(pB) = B mod µ (see [6,
Chapter 2, Section 2]).
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2.2 Dynamical filtrations

Let X := (X,A , µ, T ). A dynamical filtration is a pair (F , T ) such that F :=
(Fn)n≤0 is a filtration in discrete negative time (i.e. Fn ⊂ Fn+1) on A and
each Fn is T -invariant. The theory of dynamical filtrations was initiated by Paul
Lanthier in [9, 10]. For our present work, the primary notion we need is a precise
definition of what it means for two dynamical filtrations to be isomorphic:

Definition 2.1. Let (F , T1) be a dynamical filtration on X1 := (X1,A1, µ1, T1)
and (G , T2) a dynamical filtration on X2 := (X2,A2, µ2, T2). We say that (F , T1)
and (G , T2) are isomorphic if there is an isomorphism Φ : X1/F0

→ X2/G0
such

that, for all n ≤ 0, Φ(Fn) = Gn mod µ2.

We will discuss two specific families of filtrations:

Definition 2.2. Let (F , T ) be a dynamical filtration on X := (X,A , µ, T ). It
is of product type if there is a sequence (Cn)n≤0 of mutually independent factor
σ-algebras such that

∀n ≤ 0, Fn =
∨
k≤n

Ck mod µ.

Definition 2.3. Let (F , T ) be a dynamical filtration on X := (X,A , µ, T ). It is
Kolmogorovian if its tail σ-algebra is trivial, i.e. if

⋂
n≤0 Fn = {∅, X} mod µ.

In particular, because of Kolmogorov’s 0 − 1 law, product type filtrations are
Kolmogorovian.

In the theory of dynamical filtrations, additional properties, such as standard-
ness and I-cosiness, appear naturally (see [10]). However, for now, we are not able
to find relevant applications of those notions in the study of weak Pinsker filtra-
tions, so we dot not discuss them in this paper. That being said, standardness and
I-cosiness being looser than “product-type”, a first step in investigating further the
examples of Section 4 could be to determine whether they are standard, I-cosy or
neither.

2.3 Reminders on KS-entropy

The notion of entropy first appeared in mathematics in 1948, introduced by Shan-
non in his foundational work on information theory [21]. It is defined as follows:
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Definition 2.4 (Shannon entropy). Let (X,A , µ) be a probability space and ξ :
X → A a random variable, with A finite or countable. The Shannon entropy of ξ
is

Hµ(ξ) := −
∑
a∈A

µ({ξ = a}) · log µ({ξ = a}).

The number Hµ(ξ) gives the average amount of information given by the random
variable ξ. If we have a probability measure ρ defined directly on A, we can also
define the entropy of that measure

H(ρ) := −
∑
a∈A

ρ(a) · log ρ(a).

One can also define conditional entropy: for χ1 : X → Y1 and χ2 : X → Y2 be
two random variables, we define

Hµ(χ1 |χ2) :=
∑
y2∈Y2

µ(χ2 = y2)
∑
y1∈Y1

φ(µ(χ1 = y1 |χ2 = y2)),

where φ(x) = −x · log(x). This quantifies the missing information required to
determine χ1 once χ2 is known. We refer to [3, Chapter 2, Section 6] for the basic
properties of this notion. In the present work, conditional entropy will only serve
as a computational tool, via Fano’s inequality. See [3, Theorem 6.2] for a proof.

Lemma 2.5 (Fano’s inequality). Let χ1 : X → A and χ2 : X → A be two
A-valued random variables. Set d := µ(χ1 ̸= χ2). We have

Hµ(χ1 |χ2) ≤ φ(d) + φ(1− d) + d log(#A− 1).

In particular, for ε ∈]0, e−1[, if χ is an A-valued random variable such that there
exists a0 ∈ A satisfying µ(χ = a0) ≥ 1− ε, then

Hµ(χ) ≤ ε(1 + log(ε−1) + log(#A− 1)).

In 1958, Kolmogorov and Sinaï used entropy to quantify the randomness of
measure preserving dynamical systems.

Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system. To any random variable ξ0 :
X → A, with A finite, we associate ξ : X → AZ the corresponding T -process

ξ := (ξn)n∈Z := (ξ0 ◦ T n)n∈Z.

Also, for F ⊂ Z, set ξF := (ξn)n∈F .
The Kolmogorov-Sinaï entropy (or KS-entropy) of a dynamical system is:

7



Definition 2.6 (Kolmogorov-Sinaï entropy). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynam-
ical system. For a finite valued random variable ξ0 : X → A, define

hµ(ξ, T ) := lim
n→∞

1

n
Hµ(ξJ0,nK).

For a T -invariant σ-algebra B ⊂ A , define

hµ(B, T ) := sup{hµ(ξ, T ) ; ξ0 a B-measurable random variable}.

Finally, set
h(X) := hµ(A , T ).

The KS-entropy satisfies the following continuity result:

Lemma 2.7. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system and a random vari-
able ξ0 : X → A, with A finite. For ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that, for any
random variable ζ0 : X → A such that µ(ζ0 ̸= ξ0) ≤ δ, we have

|hµ(ξ, T )− hµ(ζ, T )| ≤ ε.

Proof. In this proof, we will use Fano’s inequality (Lemma 2.5). Specifically, we
compute:

h(ξ, T ) = lim
n→∞

1

n
Hµ(ξ[0,n[) ≤ lim

n→∞

1

n
Hµ((ξ ∨ ζ)[0,n[)

≤ lim
n→∞

1

n

(
Hµ(ζ[0,n[) +

n−1∑
j=0

Hµ(ξj | ζ[0,n[)

)

≤ lim
n→∞

1

n

(
Hµ(ζ[0,n[) +

n−1∑
j=0

Hµ(ξj | ζj)

)
≤ hµ(ζ, T ) +Hµ(ξ0 | ζ0)
≤ hµ(ζ, T ) + φ(d) + φ(1− d) + d log(#A− 1).

where φ(x) = −x · log(x). And, since φ is continuous, there exists δ > 0 such
that, if d ≤ δ, we have

hµ(ξ, T ) ≤ hµ(ζ, T ) + ε.

By switching ξ and ζ and doing the same reasoning, we end the proof.
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It is useful to locate the deterministic aspects of a dynamical system. We do
that by considering the Pinsker factor of a system. For any factor σ-algebra B,
we define

ΠB = {A ∈ B | h(1A, T ) = 0}.

The Pinsker factor of the system X := (X,A , µ, T ) is then defined as ΠX := ΠA .
We will use the following basic result, which can be found in [18, Theorem 14]:

Lemma 2.8. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system and B and C be
independent factor σ-algebras. We have

ΠB∨C = ΠB ∨ ΠC .

To be able to compute the entropy of a system, the following result proves to
be most useful.

Theorem 2.9 (Kolmogorov-Sinaï). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical sys-
tem. Consider a finite valued random variable ξ0 : X → A and the corresponding
T -process ξ := (ξ0 ◦ T n)n∈Z. Then we have

hµ(σ(ξ), T ) = hµ(ξ, T ).

In particular, if ξ is a generator of A (i.e. A = σ(ξ) mod µ), then h(X) =
hµ(ξ, T ).

2.4 Ornstein’s theory and its relative version

From the definition, one easily sees that KS-entropy is invariant under isomor-
phism of dynamical systems, which makes it a useful tool in the classification
of measure preserving dynamical systems. The most remarkable classification
results concern Bernoulli and relatively Bernoulli systems:

Definition 2.10 (Bernoulli and relatively Bernoulli). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a
dynamical system.

We say that X (or A ) is Bernoulli if there exists a random variable ξ0 : X →
A such that the corresponding T -process ξ := (ξ0 ◦T n)n∈Z is i.i.d. and generates
A , i.e. we have σ(ξ) = A mod µ.

Let B ⊂ A be a factor σ-algebra. We say that X (or A ) is relatively
Bernoulli over B if there is an i.i.d. process of the form ξ := (ξ0 ◦ T n)n∈Z such
that σ(ξ) is independent of B and A = B ∨ σ(ξ) mod µ.
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Those two definitions coincide when B is the trivial factor σ-algebra: X is
relatively Bernoulli over {∅, X} if and only if X is Bernoulli.

Remark 2.11. We can consider another approach to define Bernoulli systems:
take A a finite or countable set and ρ a probability measure on A. On the product
probability space (AZ, ρ⊗Z), consider the transformation

S : (an)n∈Z 7→ (an+1)n∈Z.

The map S is called the shift on AZ. One can easily check that ρ⊗Z is S-invariant.
Therefore, this yields a measure preserving dynamical system

B := (AZ, ρ⊗Z, S), (2)

which is called a Bernoulli shift. Then a system is Bernoulli if and only if it is
isomorphic to a Bernoulli shift. Similarly, we can see that a system X is relatively
Bernoulli over a factor σ-algebra B if and only if X is isomorphic to a system of
the form Y ⊗ B via a factor map φ : X −→ Y × B such that σ(πY ◦ φ) = B
mod µ (where πY is the projection of Y ⊗B onto Y).

Using Theorem 2.9, it is easy to compute the entropy of a Bernoulli system.
Let ξ be an i.i.d. process on X that generates A . We then have

h(X) = hµ(A , T ) = hµ(ξ, T ) = lim
n→∞

1

n
Hµ(ξJ0,nK)

= lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
i=0

Hµ(ξi) = Hµ(ξ0).

In particular, if X is isomorphic to a system of the form (2), we get

h(X) = h(B) = −
∑
a∈A

ρ(a) log(ρ(a)).

Since, to be isomorphic, two systems need to have the same entropy, this com-
putation enables us to get a non-isomorphism result between any two Bernoulli
systems of different entropy. Remarkably, Ornstein proved that the converse is
also true:

Theorem 2.12 (Ornstein [11, 12]). If X and Y are Bernoulli systems such that
h(X) = h(Y), then X ∼= Y.
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This means that the KS-entropy gives a complete classification of Bernoulli
systems. An outstanding result that emerged from Ornstein’s theory was a crite-
rion to characterize Bernoulli systems: finite determination. However, although
this notion is useful in proving abstract results, when studying a given system, it is
not easy to know whether or not it is finitely determined. Because of that, another
criterion called very weak Bernoullicity was developed (see [16, Section 7]). This
is the criterion we are interested in.

For the remainder of this section, we assume that the processes are defined on
finite alphabets. We first need a technical definition. Given a finite alphabet A, an
integer ℓ ≥ 1 and two words a,b ∈ Aℓ of length ℓ on A, we define the normalized
Hamming metric between a and b as:

dℓ(a,b) :=
1

ℓ
#{i ∈ J1, ℓK | ai ̸= bi},

where a = (a1, ..., aℓ) and b = (b1, ..., bℓ). We then consider the corresponding
transportation metric on P(Aℓ):

∀µ, ν ∈ P(Aℓ), d̄ℓ(µ, ν) := inf

{∫
dℓ(a,b)dλ(a,b) ; λ a coupling of µ and ν

}
.

Then a process ξ is said to be very weak Bernoulli if, for some ℓ ≥ 1, the condi-
tional law of ξ[0,ℓ[ given the past of ξ is close enough to the law of ξ[0,ℓ[ in the d̄ℓ
metric. More formally, we state:

Definition 2.13 (Very weak Bernoulli). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic
dynamical system, equipped with a T -process ξ taking values in a finite alphabet.
We say that ξ is very weak Bernoulli if, for every ε > 0, there exists ℓ ≥ 1 such
that for every m ≥ 1, we have∫

d̄ℓ
(
νℓ(· | a[−m,0[), νℓ(·)

)
dν(a) ≤ ε,

where ν is the law of ξ and, for I ⊂ Z, νℓ(· | aI) is the conditional law of ξ[0,ℓ[
given that ξI equals aI .

If A = σ(ξ), we say that X (or A ) is very weak Bernoulli.

The fact that very weak Bernoullicity characterizes Bernoulli systems can be
stated as follows:

Theorem 2.14 (see [16, 17]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system. A
T -process ξ on X is very weak Bernoulli if and only if σ(ξ) is Bernoulli.
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Following the work of Ornstein, Thouvenot studied relatively Bernoulli sys-
tems and adapted the definitions of finite determination and very weak Bernoul-
licity to get criteria that characterize relatively Bernoulli systems. Here we give
his adaptation of very weak Bernoullicity:

Definition 2.15 (Relatively very weak Bernoulli). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an
ergodic dynamical system, equipped with two T -processes ξ and η with finite al-
phabets. We say that ξ is relatively very weak Bernoulli over η if, for every ε > 0,
there exists ℓ ≥ 1 such that for every m ≥ 1 and for all k ≥ 1 large enough, we
have ∫

d̄ℓ
(
νℓ(· | a[−m,0[,b[−k,k]), νℓ(· |b[−k,k])

)
dν(a,b) ≤ ε,

where ν is the law of (ξ, η) and, for I, J ⊂ Z, νℓ(· | aI ,bJ) is the conditional law
of ξ[0,ℓ[ given that ξI equals aI and that ηJ equals bJ .

If A = σ(ξ) and B = σ(η), we say that X (or A ) is relatively very weak
Bernoulli over B.

Many early results from Thouvenot’s theory were stated for relatively finitely
determined systems. However, for our work, relative very weak Bernoullicity is
a more convenient notion. Fortunately, we have the following equivalence, which
enables us to apply to relatively very weak Bernoulli processes results originally
stated for relatively finitely determined processes:

Theorem 2.16 (see [20]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic system and ξ
and η be T -processes with finite alphabets defined on X. Then ξ is relatively very
weak Bernoulli over η if and only if it is relatively finitely determined over η.

We give a summary of the results we will use:

Lemma 2.17. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a finite entropy dynamical system and
B a factor σ-algebra. Let ξ and η be T -processes with finite alphabets defined on
X such that A = σ(ξ) and B = σ(η). If ξ is relatively very weak Bernoulli over
η, then

(i) X is relatively Bernoulli over B,

(ii) any T -process ρ on X is relatively very weak Bernoulli over η,

(iii) for any factor σ-algebra C ⊂ A , B ∨ C is relatively very weak Bernoulli
over B,
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(iv) any factor σ-algebra C ⊂ A that is independent from B is Bernoulli.

Proof. We prove the lemma mainly by referring to the literature. The statement
(i) follows from [26, Proposition 5] and Theorem 2.16. Then (ii) follows from
[26, Proposition 4] and Theorem 2.16, and (iii) follows from (ii). Let us prove
(iv): take ρ a process on X such that C = σ(ρ) mod µ. From (ii), we know that ρ
is relatively very weak Bernoulli over η. However, since C is independent of B,
ρ is independent of η. One can then notice that if we add this independence in the
definition of relative very weak Bernoullicity, we end up with the fact that ρ is very
weak Bernoulli. Finally, Theorem 2.14 tells us that C = σ(ρ) is Bernoulli.

We have just given many definitions and results concerning processes with
finite alphabets, and the σ-algebras they generate. The following result from
Krieger tells that it is applicable on any finite entropy system:

Theorem 2.18 (See [8]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical system
and B ⊂ A be a factor σ-algebra. If hµ(B, T ) < ∞, there exists a finite
alphabet A and a random variable ξ0 : X → A such that

B = σ({ξ0 ◦ T n}n∈Z) mod µ.

We say that ξ is a finite generator of B.

2.5 Positive entropy systems and weak Pinsker filtrations

In 2018, Austin proved the following:

Theorem 2.19 (Austin, 2018, [1]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynam-
ical system. For every ε > 0 there exists a factor σ-algebra B such that:

• hµ(B, T ) ≤ ε,

• X is relatively Bernoulli over B.

In other words, X has the weak Pinsker property (as in (1)).

Definition 2.20. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system and F := (Fn)n≤0

a dynamical filtration on X such that F0 = A . We say that F is a weak Pinsker
filtration if

• for every n ≤ −1, Fn+1 is relatively Bernoulli over Fn,
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• and
lim

n→−∞
hµ(Fn, T ) = 0.

Then, by iterating Austin’s theorem, we see that we can obtain weak Pinsker
filtrations on any ergodic system:

Proposition 2.21. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system. If X is ergodic,
there exists a weak Pinsker filtration on X. More specifically, for every increasing
sequence (εn)n≤−1 such that ε−1 ≤ h(X) and limn→−∞ εn = 0, there exists a
weak Pinsker filtration (Fn)n≤0 such that ∀n ≤ −1, hµ(Fn, T ) = εn.

This simply tells us that weak Pinsker filtrations exist, but gives no explicit
description. To start understanding those filtrations better, we can first link them
to the Pinsker factor of the system:

Proposition 2.22. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system and F :=
(Fn)n≤0 a weak Pinsker filtration on X. Then the tail σ-algebra F−∞ :=

⋂
n≤0 Fn

is the Pinsker factor of X.

Proof. Let F := (Fn)n≤0 be a weak Pinsker filtration on X. Since, for n0 ≤ 0,
F−∞ ⊂ Fn0 , it follows that hµ(F−∞, T ) ≤ hµ(Fn0 , T ). Then, by taking n0 →
−∞, this yields hµ(F−∞, T ) = 0. Therefore, F−∞ ⊂ ΠX.

Conversely, let us show that, for every n ≤ 0, ΠX ⊂ Fn. Since F is a weak
Pinsker filtration, we can choose Bn ⊂ A a Bernoulli factor σ-algebra such that

Fn ⊥⊥ Bn and Fn ∨ Bn = A mod µ.

Then we use Lemma 2.8:

ΠX = ΠA = ΠFn ∨ ΠBn = ΠFn ⊂ Fn,

because, Bn being Bernoulli, its Pinsker factor is trivial.

Weak Pinsker filtrations are dynamical filtrations, and in Section 2.2, we in-
troduced tools to classify dynamical filtrations, which we use here. While trying
to connect the properties of a weak Pinsker filtration with the properties of the
underlying system, we get the following simple results:

Theorem 2.23. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a dynamical system and F := (Fn)n≤0

be a weak Pinsker filtration on X. Then

14



(i) X is a K-system if and only if F is Kolmogorovian, i.e.
⋂

n≤0 Fn = {∅, X}
mod µ.

(ii) If the filtration F is of product-type, then X is Bernoulli.

Proof. We know that a system is K if and only if its Pinsker factor is trivial. Then
the equivalence in (i) follows from Proposition 2.22.

We now prove (ii). Assume that F is a weak Pinsker filtration of product
type. This means that there exists a sequence (Bn)n≤0 of mutually independent
factor σ-algebras such that Fn =

∨
k≤n Bk. Let n ≤ 0. We know that Fn is

relatively Bernoulli over Fn−1 and that Bn is independent of Fn−1. So, Lemma
2.17 tells us that Bn is Bernoulli. Therefore, we have A = F0 =

∨
k≤0 Bk,

which shows that we can write A as a product of mutually independent Bernoulli
factors. Hence, A is Bernoulli.

However, this result leaves many open questions. First, we can ask if the
converse of (ii) is true. Since we remark at the end of Section 2.6 that, on a
Bernoulli shift, there is at least one weak Pinsker filtration of product type, the
converse of (ii) is equivalent to the uniqueness problem given in Question 2.27.
Another area that is left open is to consider other properties from the theory of
dynamical filtrations, like standardness or I-cosiness, and wonder what it implies
of the system if a weak Pinsker filtrations has those properties:

Question 2.24. What can we say about X := (X,A , µ, T ) if there is a weak
Pinsker filtration F on X that is standard ? In that case, is X Bernoulli ? And if
the weak Pinsker filtration is I-cosy ?

Our hope is that answering those questions could give additional information on
the structure of non-Bernoulli K-systems. For precise definitions of standardness
and I-cosiness, see [10] or [2].

2.6 The uniqueness problem

Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical system. As mentioned in Propo-
sition 2.21, the fact that every ergodic systems satisfies the weak Pinsker property
implies that, for any given increasing sequence (εn)n≤−1 that goes to 0 in −∞
such that ε−1 ≤ h(X), there exits a weak Pinsker filtration F on X such that
hµ(Fn, T ) = εn. But this filtration is not unique. Indeed, in the splitting result
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given by the weak Pinsker property (1), the choice of the factor σ-algebra gener-
ated by Xε is not unique. For example, take a system of the form

X := Z⊗B1 ⊗B2,

where Z is a 0 entropy system and B1 and B2 are Bernoulli shifts of equal entropy.
Note that Z⊗B1 and Z⊗B2 generate two different factor σ-algebras on X. But
they are both factors over which X is relatively Bernoulli, and they have the same
entropy. However, we can notice in this example that Z ⊗ B1 and Z ⊗ B2 are
isomorphic. This observation hints to a general result:

Theorem 2.25 (From Thouvenot in [25]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) and Y :=
(Y,B, ν, S) be ergodic dynamical systems and B be a Bernoulli shift of finite
entropy. If X⊗B and Y ⊗B are isomorphic, then X and Y are isomorphic.

Proof. This proof relies on the weak Pinsker property of X and Y, and Lemma
2.17. We also use many times that Bernoulli shifts with the same entropy are
isomorphic.

Since X⊗B and Y ⊗B are isomorphic, we have:

h(X) = h(X⊗B)− h(B) = h(Y ⊗B)− h(B) = h(Y).

Set a := h(X) = h(Y). We can then apply the weak Pinsker property of X and
Y to find two systems X̂, Ŷ and a Bernoulli shift B̂ such that

h(X̂) = h(Ŷ) ≤ a/3,

and
X ∼= X̂⊗ B̂ and Y ∼= Ŷ ⊗ B̂.

This implies
X̂⊗ (B̂⊗B) ∼= Ŷ ⊗ (B̂⊗B).

In other words, there is a system Z and two factor maps pX̂ : Z −→ X̂ and
pŶ : Z −→ Ŷ such that Z is relatively Bernoulli over pX̂ and relatively Bernoulli
over pŶ. But then, Lemma 2.17 tells us that the factor σ-algebra σ(pX̂ ∨ pŶ) is
relatively very weak Bernoulli over pX̂ and relatively very weak Bernoulli over
pŶ. Therefore, there exist a Bernoulli shift B̃ and two factor maps φ1 : Z −→ B̃
and φ2 : Z −→ B̃ such that φ1 ⊥⊥ pX̂, φ2 ⊥⊥ pŶ and

σ(pX̂ ∨ φ1) = σ(pX̂ ∨ pŶ) = σ(pŶ ∨ φ2).
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This implies that
X̂⊗ B̃ ∼= Ŷ ⊗ B̃.

But, since we chose to have h(X̂) = h(Ŷ) ≤ a/3, we get

h(B̃) ≤ h(pX̂ ∨ pŶ) ≤ h(X̂) + h(Ŷ) ≤ 2a/3 ≤ h(B̂).

Given a last Bernoulli shift B of entropy h(B̂)− h(B̃) we get B̂ ∼= B̃⊗B and

X ∼= X̂⊗ B̂ ∼= X̂⊗ B̃⊗B ∼= Ŷ ⊗ B̃⊗B ∼= Ŷ ⊗ B̂ ∼= Y.

As a consequence of this result, we see that if F := (Fn)n≤0 and G :=
(Gn)n≤0 are two weak Pinsker filtrations on X such that, for all n ≤ 0, hµ(Fn, T ) =
hµ(Gn, T ), then we must have that, for each n ≤ 0, X/Fn

∼= X/Gn
.

However, this only gives “local isomorphisms”, and it does not necessarily
mean that the filtrations F and G are isomorphic (according to the notion of
isomorphism introduced in Definition 2.1). Therefore, the following is still an
open question:

Question 2.26. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical system. Are all
weak Pinsker filtrations on X with the same entropy isomorphic ?

This question is what we call the uniqueness problem.
If X is a Bernoulli shift, and if we take an increasing sequence (εn)n≤0 such

that ε0 = h(X), we can take Bernoulli shifts (Bn)n≤0 such that h(Bn) = εn −
εn−1, and define the system

B :=
⊗
n≤0

Bn.

It is a Bernoulli shift of entropy ε0 = h(X), so it is isomorphic to X. Through
this isomorphism, the factors of the form

⊗
k≤nBk generate a product type weak

Pinsker filtration on X. Therefore, in the case where X is a Bernoulli shift, the
uniqueness problem becomes:

Question 2.27. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli shift. Are all weak Pinsker
filtrations on X of product type ?
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3 Uniqueness problem on Bernoulli systems
In this section, we present our efforts to tackle Question 2.27. The ideas developed
here come from discussions with Jean-Paul Thouvenot, and we thank him for
those insights. Specifically, we are going to show:

Theorem 3.1. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli system and let F :=
(Fn)n≤0 be a weak Pinsker filtration. There exists some sub-sequence (Fnk

)k≤0

which is a weak Pinsker filtration of product type.

The fact that we are only able to describe the structure of a sub-sequence of F , for
now, seems to be significant. Indeed, we can compare that result to a well known
result from Vershik about static filtrations on a probability space: any filtration
whose tail σ-algebra

⋂
n≤0 Fn is trivial has a sub-sequence that is standard (see

[5, Theorem 3]). However there are many examples of non-standard filtrations
with trivial tail σ-algebra. Therefore, although the context of Vershik’s result is
very different, it emphasizes that Theorem 3.1 does not give a complete answer to
Question 2.27.

The main step in proving Theorem 3.1 is contained in the following proposi-
tion:

Proposition 3.2. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli system of finite entropy
and P0 : X → A a finite generator of A , i.e. a finite valued random variable
such that A = σ({P0 ◦ T n}n∈Z). For every ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that, if
H ⊂ A is a factor σ-algebra such that X is relatively Bernoulli over H , and if
hµ(H , T ) ≤ δ, there is a Bernoulli factor σ-algebra B such that

(i) B ⊥⊥ H ,

(ii) A = H ∨ B mod µ,

(iii) and P0 ⪯ε B.

In this proposition, Krieger’ theorem (Theorem 2.18) ensures the existence
of a finite generator P since X has finite entropy. The notation “P0 ⪯ε B”,
which we use many times below, means that there exists a B-measurable random
variable Q0 such that µ(P0 ̸= Q0) ≤ ε.

The existence of a Bernoulli factor satisfying (i) and (ii) is simply the defini-
tion of relative Bernoullicity, the important part of this proposition is the ability
to build a Bernoulli complement that satisfies (iii). Then iterating this result will
yield Theorem 3.1 (see Section 3.3).
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3.1 The technical lemma

In this section, we tackle the main technical and constructive part of the proof of
Proposition 3.2. It is contained in Lemma 3.7.

In Section 2.4, we introduced the notion of very weak Bernoullicity, which
gives a characterization of Bernoulli systems. Here, we use another equivalent
notion: extremality, due to Thouvenot (see [27, Definition 6.3]).

Definition 3.3. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical system and ξ :=
(ξ0 ◦ T n)n∈Z be a process where ξ0 takes values in some finite alphabet A. We say
that ξ is extremal if, for every ε > 0, there exist δ > 0 and N ∈ N, such that for
every ℓ ≥ N and every random variable Q : X → B with #B ≤ 2δℓ, there is a
set B0 ⊂ B such that µ(Q ∈ B0) ≥ 1− ε and for b ∈ B0, we have:

d̄ℓ(νℓ(· | b), νℓ(·)) ≤ ε,

where νℓ is the law of ξ[0,ℓ[ and νℓ(· | b) is the law of ξ[0,ℓ[ given that Q equals b.

In [27, Theorem 6.4], it is shown that extremality is equivalent to very weak
Bernoullicity (and hence to Bernoullicity). In particular, we will use the fact that
any process defined on a Bernoulli system is extremal.

The proof of Lemma 3.7 uses many methods that are usual in Ornstein’s theory
of Bernoulli shifts (a presentation can be found in [16] or [22]). Therefore, we
need to introduce some commonly used notions and results from that theory. The
following combinatorial result is frequently used in Ornstein’s theory:

Lemma 3.4 (Hall’s marriage lemma [7]). Let E and F be finite sets, and {Je}e∈E
be a family of subsets of F : ∀e ∈ E, Je ⊂ F . There exists an injective map
ψ : E → F such that ∀e ∈ E,ψ(e) ∈ Je if, and only if for every I ⊂ E, we have

#I ≤ #
⋃
e∈I

Je.

The main way in which the entropy of the processes is used in our arguments
comes from the Shannon-McMillan-Breiman Theorem (see [3, Theorem 13.1]):

Theorem 3.5. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical system and ξ0 :
X → A. For a ∈ A[0,n[, define

pn(a) := µ(ξ[0,n[ = a).
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We have
lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(pn(ξ[0,n[)) = hµ(ξ, T ), µ-almost surely.

In particular, we also have the convergence in probability: for every ε > 0, there
exists N ≥ 1 such that for every n ≥ N , there exists a set An ⊂ A[0,n[ such that
µ(ξ[0,n[ ∈ An) ≥ 1− ε and for every a ∈ An,

2−(hµ(ξ,T )+ε)n ≤ µ(ξ[0,n[ = a) ≤ 2−(hµ(ξ,T )−ε)n.

We also need to introduce another tool that is commonly used in Ornstein’s
theory: Rokhlin towers. On a dynamical system X := (X,A , µ, T ), to get a tower
of height n, we need a set F such that the sets T jF , for 0 ≤ j ≤ n−1 are disjoint.
Then the family T := (F, TF, ..., T n−1F ) is what we call a Rokhlin tower, or,
in short, a tower. However, we will also refer to the set

⊔n−1
j=0 T

jF as a tower.
In particular, many times, we will write µ(T ) for µ(

⊔n−1
j=0 T

jF ). The following
result guaranties that Rokhlin of arbitrary height and total measure almost 1 exist
under quite general conditions:

Proposition 3.6 (See [22]). Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic dynamical
system and ξ0 a finite valued random variable. Assume that µ is non-atomic. For
all n ≥ 1 and ε > 0, there exists a measurable set F ⊂ X such that the sets T jF ,
for j ∈ [0, n[, are disjoint, µ(

⋃n−1
j=0 T

jF ) ≥ 1− ε and L(ξ0 |F ) = L(ξ0).

The set F is called the base of the tower T and the sets T jF are the levels. For
any set E ⊂ F , the family

CE := {T jE}0≤j≤n−1

is a tower, and we say that it is a column of T . If ξ0 : X → A is a random
variable, we will be interested in the columns defined by sets of the form Fa :=
F ∩ {ξ[0,n[ = a} with a ∈ A[0,n[. We say that a is the ξ-name of the column
Ca := CFa . The columns {Ca}a∈A[0,n[ give a partition of the levels of T . Now,
conversely, assume that we have a partition of F given by sets E1, ..., Ep, then
the columns CE1 , ..., CEp give a partition of the levels of T . If, moreover, we
associate to each column CEi

a name a(i) ∈ A[0,n[ of length n, we can define a
random variable ξ0 on the levels of T so that, for every i, we have CEi

= Ca(i) .
We obtain this random variable simply by setting, for i ∈ J1, pK, j ∈ J0, nJ

ξ0 = a
(i)
j on T jEi.

This is the framework we will use to construct our random variables. We are now
ready to turn our attention to the following:
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Lemma 3.7. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli system of finite entropy and
P0 : X → A a finite generator of A . For every ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 satisfying
the following:

• if H0 : X → H is a finite valued random variable such that hµ(H, T ) ≤ δ,

• and ξ := (ξ0 ◦ T n)n∈Z is a B-valued (for some finite set B) i.i.d. process
independent from H such that A = σ(H) ∨ σ(ξ) mod µ,

then for any α > 0, there exists a process ξ̃ such that

(i) d̄1(L(ξ0),L(ξ̃0)) ≤ α,

(ii) 0 ≤ hµ(H ∨ ξ, T )− hµ(H ∨ ξ̃, T ) ≤ α,

(iii) and P0 ⪯ε σ(ξ̃).

The proof of the lemma being quite intricate, we start by giving a sketch of the
proof. First, we will need a Rokhlin tower Tn of very large height n. This tower
is then divided into the columns Ch (see (10)) generated by H. Each of those
columns is then divided into sub-columns Cb

h (see (14)) generated by ξ. Because
H ∨ ξ generates A , we can approach P0 by some random variable P̃0 depending
on finitely many coordinates of H∨ξ. It enables us to associate to each Cb

h a word
P̃[0,n[(h, b) which gives a good approximation of P0 on the levels of Cb

h. We will
define ξ̃0 by giving Cb

h a new ξ̃-name, to replace b. Our goal is to choose those
names so that we can get a good approximation of P̃[0,n[(h, b) by simply knowing
the ξ̃-name of Cb

h, regardless of h. To do that, we fix a column Ch0 and use it as a
“model” for the other columns. Then the extremality of P comes into play: it tells
us, for most choices of h, the families {P̃[0,n[(h0, b)}b∈Bn and {P̃[0,n[(h, b)}b∈Bn

are quite similar. More specifically, we show that, for most b, there are names b̃
such that dn(P̃[0,n[(h0, b̃), P̃[0,n[(h, b)) is small. Those names are then suitable ξ̃-
names forCb

h. However, when we choose among those suitable names, we need to
make sure that we are not giving the same name to too many columns, otherwise
we might loose to much information, and we could not get (ii). This is done using
Hall’s marriage lemma.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. In this proof, we use many parameters, which we introduce
below in a specific order to highlight the way they depend on each other:

(a) Let ε > 0. This parameter is chosen first, as it appears in the statement of
the lemma. Then we choose δ > 0 and N ≥ 1, as the numbers associated
to ε3/4 in the definition of extremality of P . We assume that hµ(H, T ) < δ.
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(b) Let α > 0. This is another arbitrarily small parameter that appears in the
statement of the lemma. It does not depend on ε nor δ.

(c) Next, we introduce 0 < γ < 1, which must be small relative to α and ε
for (ii) and (iii) to hold. Specifically, we require that γ ≤ ε/2, and that the
bound in Lemma 2.7 holds with error α, whenever µ(ξ0 ̸= ζ0) ≤ 2γ, for
any random variables ξ0 and ζ0.

(d) Then we take β > 0, which is our most used parameter. We set β satisfying
the following:

β <


δ − hµ(H, T );
min(ε3/24, ε/4);
min(γ, γhµ(ξ, T )/5);
α/7.

Once β is fixed, we choose n0 ≥ 1 such that P0 ⪯β2/2 (H ∨ ξ)[−n0,n0].

(e) Finally, we choose an integer n, which will be the height of the Rokhlin
tower. It is chosen larger than N . We also need it to be large enough for us
to apply the Shannon-McMillan-Breiman theorem, as well as Birkhoff’s er-
godic theorem. As n appears in many estimates, it needs to be large enough
depending on ε, δ, γ, β and n0. It would be quite tedious to give an explicit
lower bound for n, so, since all other parameters are now fixed and do not
depend on n, we simply point out throughout the proof the estimates where
n needs to be large.

Having now established the parameters, we begin the proof.

Step 1: The setup of the tower

As mentioned in (e), we choose n so that we can apply the Shannon-McMillan-
Breiman theorem (i.e. Theorem 3.5) and Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem to know that
there exist two sets E0

n ⊂ H [0,n[ and B0
n ⊂ B[0,n[ such that

µ(H[0,n[ ∈ E0
n) ≥ 1− β/2, and µ(ξ[0,n[ ∈ B0

n) ≥ 1− β/3, (3)

on which the estimates (5), (6), (8) and (15) hold. Latter in the proof, we will see
that we can take En ⊂ E0

n and Bn ⊂ B0
n subsets such that

µ(H[0,n[ ∈ En) ≥ 1− β, and µ(ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn) ≥ 1− β, (4)
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on which we also have (12) and (16). The fact that (12) holds for En appears in
Step 2 and the fact that (16) holds for Bn appears in Step 3. Until then, we only
use (4). For now, we present some of the estimates we have announced.

The first estimates given by the Shannon-McMillan-Breiman theorem are:

∀h ∈ En, 2−(hµ(H,T )+β)n ≤ µ(H[0,n[ = h) ≤ 2−(hµ(H,T )−β)n, (5)

∀b ∈ Bn, 2
−(hµ(ξ,T )+β)n ≤ µ(ξ[0,n[ = b) ≤ 2−(hµ(ξ,T )−β)n. (6)

For any sequence b ∈ B[0,n[ and any element b′ ∈ B, denote fn(b, b′) the
frequency at which the element b′ appears in the sequence b. This can also be
defined as follows:

∀x ∈ {ξ[0,n[ = b}, fn(b, b′) :=
1

n

n−1∑
j=0

1{ξ0=b′}(T
jx). (7)

From this definition of fn, it becomes clear that, as announced earlier, the estimate
given by Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem is:∑

b′∈B

|fn(b, b′)− µ(ξ0 = b′)| ≤ β. (8)

Since H ∨ ξ generates A , as said in (d), we can find n0 ≥ 1 so that P0 ⪯β2

(H∨ ξ)[−n0,n0]. This means that there exists a (H∨ ξ)[−n0,n0]-measurable random
variable P̃0 such that µ(P̃0 ̸= P0) ≤ β2.

By making use of Proposition 3.6, we can build a set G such that F ′ := TG
is disjoint from G and F ′ is the base of a tower Gn := {T jF ′}0≤j≤n−1 such that
µ(Gn) ≥ 1− β and

L((H ∨ P̃ ∨ ξ)[0,n[ |F ′) = L((H ∨ P̃ ∨ ξ)[0,n[). (9)

The set G will be useful later to code the entrance of the tower. We slightly
reduce the tower by setting F := F ′ ∩ {H[0,n[ ∈ En} ∩ {ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn} and Tn :=
{T jF}0≤j≤n−1. One can then use (9) with our previous estimates to see that
µ(Tn) ≥ 1− 3β (by making sure that 1/n ≤ β).

We then split Tn into H-columns: for h ∈ En, we define

Ch := {T j(F ∩ {H[0,n[ = h})}0≤j≤n−1, (10)

so that Tn =
⊔

h∈En Ch (we mean that the levels of Tn are disjoint unions of the
levels of Ch). For each h ∈ En, we say that Ch is the column of H[0,n[-name h.
We also denote by Fh := F ∩ {H[0,n[ = h} the base of Ch.
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Step 2: Using the extremality of P

We plan on modifying ξ into a process ξ̃ so that the joint law of P ∨ ξ̃ is almost
the same in most of the columns {Ch}h∈En . We start by using the fact that X is
Bernoulli to see that the law of P is almost the same on each column Ch. Indeed,
since X is Bernoulli, P is extremal, and we fixed δ > 0 andN ≥ 1 as the numbers
associated to ε3/4 in the definition of extremality and assume that hµ(H, T ) < δ
(see (a)). On the other hand, from (5), we deduce that

#En ≤ 2(hµ(H,T )+β)n.

Next we define the partition

Q :=

{
∗ on {H[0,n[ /∈ En} ∪ {ξ[0,n[ /∈ Bn}
H[0,n[ on {H[0,n[ ∈ En} ∩ {ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn}

.

In particular, we know that µ(Q = ∗) ≤ 2β. Moreover, the number of values
taken by Q is bounded by

#En + 1 ≤ 2(hµ(H,T )+β)n + 1 ≤ 2nδ,

since β < δ−hµ(H, T ). Therefore the extremality of P tells us that, since n ≥ N ,
there exists a subset Ēn ⊂ En such that

µ(Q /∈ (Ēn ∪ {∗})) ≤ ε3/4 + 2β ≤ ε3 ≤ ε, (11)

and for h ∈ Ēn, we have

d̄n(L(P[0,n[ | Q = h),L(P[0,n[)) ≤ ε3/4.

As mentioned at the start of the proof, the set En is chosen so that (4) holds and
we have

∀h ∈ En, µ(P̃0 ̸= P0 | Q = h) ≤ β. (12)

This is possible because µ(P0 ̸= P̃0) ≤ β2/2. Therefore, using that β ≤ ε3/24
with (12), this yields, for h ∈ Ēn:

d̄n(L(P̃[0,n[ | Q = h),L(P̃[0,n[)) ≤ ε3/3. (13)
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Step 3: Framework for the construction of ξ̃0

We start the construction of ξ̃ by setting ξ̃0 := ∗ on G = T−1F ′, where ∗ repre-
sents a symbol that does not belong to B. Later in the proof, this will allow us to
detect the entrance into Tn from the value of the process ξ̃. Then define ξ̃0 to take
any value in B on the rest of T c

n . For h ∈ En\Ēn, on Ch, we set ξ̃0 := ξ0. We are
left with defining our new random variable ξ̃0 on the columns Ch, with h ∈ Ēn.
We start by fixing h0 ∈ Ēn, and the column Ch0 will serve as a “model” for the
other columns.

Next we fix an h ∈ Ēn. We define sub-columns of Ch: for b ∈ Bn,

Cb
h := {T j(F ∩ {H[0,n[ = h} ∩ {ξ[0,n[ = b})}0≤j≤n−1. (14)

We say that b the ξ-name of Cb
h. Because of our definition of F and (9), the set

Bn gives us exactly the ξ-names of all the sub-columns in Ch. We will then give
each sub-column Cb

h a new word b̃ ∈ Bn and define the random variable ξ̃0 on Cb
h

as the only variable such that b̃ is the ξ̃-name of Cb
h. This means that to conclude

the construction of ξ̃0 on Ch, we simply need to build a map φh : Bn −→ Bn, and
the properties we will obtain on ξ̃ will follow from our choice for φh.

In order to give us some additional leeway, we use the parameter γ > 0 intro-
duced at the start of the proof: we define n1 := ⌊(1− γ)n⌋ ≤ n, and for b ∈ Bn,
we denote by bn1 := b[0,n1[ ∈ B[0,n1[ the truncated sub-sequence of b of length
n1. Conversely, for b̄ ∈ B[0,n1[, define

B(b̄) := {b ∈ Bn | bn1 = b̄},

and
Bn1 := {b̄ ∈ B[0,n1[ |B(b̄) ̸= ∅}.

We will obtain the map φh by building an injective map ψh : Bn1 −→ Bn and
setting φh(b) := ψh(bn1). We start be recalling that we chose n and Bn so that the
estimate given by the Shannon-McMillan-Breiman Theorem, i.e. (6), still holds
when replacing n by n1. More precisely, we mean that, for b̄ ∈ Bn1

2−(hµ(ξ,T )+β)n1 ≤ µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄) ≤ 2−(hµ(ξ,T )−β)n1 . (15)

Moreover, we stated at the start of the proof that Bn is chosen such that, for
b̄ ∈ Bn1

µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn) ≥
1

2
µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄). (16)
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We need to prove that statement. We do this by considering the set

C := {b̄ ∈ B0
n1
|µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄, ξ[0,n[ /∈ B0

n) ≥
1

2
µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄)}.

From the definition of C, we get

1

2
µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ C) ≤ µ(ξ[0,n[ /∈ B0

n) ≤ β/3.

Then, we define Bn as Bn := {b ∈ B0
n | bn1 /∈ C}, and easily get that µ(ξ[0,n[ ∈

Bn) ≥ 1 − β. Next, because the set we removed from B0
n is measurable with

respect to the truncated sequences of length n1, for b̄ /∈ C, we get

µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn) = µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄, ξ[0,n[ ∈ B0
n),

so (16) follows from the definition of C.
Finally, putting (15) and (16) together, we get, for b̄ ∈ Bn1

µ(ξ[0,n1[ = b̄, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn) ≥
1

2
2−(hµ(ξ,T )+β)n1 ≥ 2−(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)n1 , (17)

by making sure that n1 large enough. This will enable us to control the measure
of the part of the truncated column over {ξ[0,n1[ = b̄} that is in Tn.

Step 4: Estimates for Hall’s marriage lemma

From (6) and (15), we can tell that

#Bn1 ≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )+β)n1 ≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )+β)(1−γ)n

≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−γhµ(ξ,T )+β)n ≤ (1− β)2(hµ(ξ,T )−β)n ≤ #Bn,

since 2β < γhµ(ξ, T ) and we can choose n large enough. This inequality is
also clearly true from the definition of Bn1 , but we include this computation, as
a similar one will be essential later in the proof. That being said, this inequality
means that it is possible to find an injective map from Bn1 to Bn, but we want to be
more specific about which injective map we choose. To that end, we will make use
of Hall’s marriage lemma. To do that, for each b̄ ∈ Bn1 , we need to specify which
elements of Bn we consider suitable ξ̃-names for the columns {Cb

h; b ∈ B(b̄)}.
We recall that n0 is the integer chosen so that P̃0 is (H∨ξ)[−n0,n0]-measurable.

Define Ln := [n0, n1−n0[⊂ Z and ℓ := n1− 2n0 the length of Ln. Because P̃0 is
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(H ∨ ξ)[−n0,n0]-measurable, P̃Ln is (H ∨ ξ)[0,n1[-measurable. So, for h fixed, for
each b̄ ∈ Bn1 , on the set {H[0,n[ = h, ξ[0,n1[ = b̄}, there can be only one value of
P̃Ln , which we denote P̃Ln(h, b̄).

For b̄ ∈ Bn1 , the suitable corresponding ξ̃-names will be the elements b ∈ Bn

for which dℓ(P̃Ln(h0, bn1), P̃Ln(h, b̄)) ≤ ε. More formally, we set

Jb̄ := {b ∈ Bn | dℓ(P̃Ln(h0, bn1), P̃Ln(h, b̄)) ≤ ε},
and we want to build ψh so that we have

ψh(b̄) ∈ Jb̄, (18)

for as many b̄ ∈ Bn1 as possible.
From (13), it follows that

d̄n(L(P̃[0,n[ | Q = h),L(P̃[0,n[ | Q = h0)) ≤ 2ε3/3.

Therefore:

d̄ℓ(L(P̃Ln | Q = h),L(P̃Ln | Q = h0))

≤ n

n1 − 2n0

d̄n(L(P̃[0,n[ | Q = h),L(P̃[0,n[ | Q = h0))

≤ n

(1− γ)n− n0

2ε3/3 < ε3,

by choosing n large enough. So there exists λ ∈ P(ALn × ALn) a coupling of
L(P̃Ln | Q = h) and L(P̃Ln | Q = h0) such that∫

dℓ(p1,p2)dλ(p1,p2) ≤ ε3.

Denote by λ1 and λ2 the marginals of λ, i.e. λ1 = L(P̃Ln | Q = h) and λ2 =
L(P̃Ln | Q = h0). We are interested in the set Aℓ ⊂ ALn defined by

Aℓ := {p ∈ ALn ; λ(dℓ(p1,p2) ≤ ε |p1 = p) ≥ 1− ε}.
The following gives an estimate on the measure of Aℓ:

ε3 ≥
∫
dℓ(p1,p2)dλ(p1,p2) ≥

∫
p1 /∈Aℓ

dℓ(p1,p2)dλ(p1,p2)

=

∫
p/∈Aℓ

∫
dℓ(p1,p2)dλ(p1,p2 |p1 = p)dλ1(p)

≥
∫
p/∈Aℓ

λ(dℓ(p1,p2) > ε |p1 = p) · εdλ1(p)

> ε2µ(P̃Ln /∈ Aℓ | Q = h),
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so µ(P̃Ln /∈ Aℓ | Q = h) < ε. In other words, if we set

B̄n1(h) := {b̄ ∈ Bn1 | P̃Ln(h, b̄) ∈ Aℓ},

we have µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ B̄n1(h) | Q = h) ≥ 1− ε. The set B̄n1(h) is the set on which
we want (18) to hold. Hall’s marriage lemma tells us that there exists an injective
map ψh : B̄n1(h) → Bn for which (18) is true if we have the following:

∀I ⊂ B̄n1(h), #I ≤ #
⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄. (19)

Let I ⊂ B̄n1(h). Consider K :=
⋃

b̄∈I{P̃Ln(h, b̄)} ⊂ Aℓ and note that⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄ = {b ∈ Bn | dℓ(P̃Ln(h0, bn1), K) ≤ ε}.

Taking that into account, we have

#
⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄ ≥ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−β)nµ(dℓ(P̃Ln(h0, ξ[0,n1[), K) ≤ ε, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn)

= 2(hµ(ξ,T )−β)nµ(dℓ(P̃Ln , K) ≤ ε, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn |H[0,n[ = h0)

= 2(hµ(ξ,T )−β)nµ(ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn)µ(dℓ(P̃Ln , K) ≤ ε | Q = h0)

≥ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−β)n(1− β)λ(dℓ(p1,p2) ≤ ε,p1 ∈ K)

≥ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−2β)n

∫
p∈K

λ(dℓ(p1,p2) ≤ ε |p1 = p)dλ1(p)

≥ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−2β)n(1− ε)λ1(K), because K ⊂ Aℓ

≥ 2(hµ(ξ,T )−3β)nµ(P̃Ln ∈ K | Q = h).

(20)

making sure again that n is large enough. Moreover, using (17), we get

#I ≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)n1µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ I, ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn)

≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)n1µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ I | ξ[0,n[ ∈ Bn)

= 2(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)n1µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ I | Q = h), because ξ ⊥⊥ H
≤ 2(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)n1µ(P̃Ln ∈ K | Q = h),
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by definition of K. Together with (20), it yields

#I ≤ 2((1−γ)(hµ(ξ,T )+2β)−(hµ(ξ,T )−3β))n#
⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄

≤ 2(5β−γhµ(ξ,T ))n#
⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄ ≤ #
⋃
b̄∈I

Jb̄,

since 5β ≤ γhµ(ξ, T ). Therefore there exists an injective map ψh : B̄n1(h) → Bn

for which (18) holds. As we noted that #Bn1 ≤ #Bn, ψh can then be extended
to an injective map defined on Bn1 (still taking values in Bn). We recall that, with
ψh built, we set φh(b) := ψh(bn1).

As we announced at the start of our reasoning, we define ξ̃0 on the levels of
Ch so that the ξ̃-name of each sub-column Cb

h is φh(b) = ψh(bn1). Since this
construction can be done with every h ∈ Ēn (with the map ψh depending on h),
we have completed the construction of ξ̃0. We now need to check that ξ̃ satisfies
the conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) of our lemma.

Step 5: Proving that ξ̃ satsifies (i), (ii) and (iii)

We start by estimating the law of ξ̃0. Since µ(Tn) ≥ 1− 3β, we have∑
b∈B

|µ(ξ̃0 = b)− µ(ξ0 = b)| ≤
∑
b∈B

|µ({ξ̃0 = b} ∩ Tn)− µ(ξ0 = b)µ(Tn)|+ 6β

≤
∑
b∈B

∑
h∈En,b∈Bn

|µ({ξ̃0 = b} ∩ Cb
h)− µ(ξ0 = b)µ(Cb

h)|+ 6β.

We recall that fn(b, b′) is the frequency at which the element b′ appears in the
sequence b (see (7)). Moreover, one can see that, since φh(b) is the ξ̃-name of Cb

h

and all the levels of Cb
h have the same measure, we have

µ({ξ̃0 = b} ∩ Cb
h) = µ(Cb

h) · fn(φh(b), b).

Therefore, because φh takes values in Bn, (8) yields:∑
b∈B

|µ(ξ̃0 = b)− µ(ξ0 = b)| ≤
∑
b∈B

∑
h∈En,b∈Bn

µ(Cb
h)|fn(φh(b), b)− µ(ξ0 = b)|+ 6β

≤ βµ(Tn) + 6β ≤ 7β.

This means that d̄1(L(ξ̃0),L(ξ0)) ≤ 7β ≤ α (using (d)).
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We now turn our attention to the entropy of H∨ ξ̃. The ξ̃-name of a column Cb
h

is ψh(bn1), and since ψh is invective, we can deduce bn1 from the ξ̃-name of Cb
h.

This means that, on the levels of the truncated tower Tn1 := {T jF}0≤j≤n1−1, ξ0 is
(H∨ ξ̃)[−n1,n[-measurable. Indeed, if x is in Tn1 and the sequence (H∨ ξ̃)[−n1,n[(x)

is known, the sequence ξ̃[−n1,0[(x) must contain a “∗”, which indicates the moment
the past orbit of x passes trough G before entering Tn. So the position of “∗” in
ξ̃[−n1,0[(x) tells us the index of the level of Tn1 the point x is on, which we call
j0. In other words, we mean that T−j0x ∈ F . Then, (H ∨ ξ̃)[−j0,n−j0[ gives the
(H∨ ξ̃)-name of the column x is on, from which we deduce the truncated ξ-name
of length n1 of the column. Finally, the j0-th letter of that name gives us ξ0(x).

Therefore, if we combine the previous paragraph with the fact that µ(Tn1) ≥
(1 − γ)µ(Tn), there exists a (H ∨ ξ̃)[−n1,n[-measurable random variable χ0 such
that µ(χ0 ̸= ξ0) ≤ β + γ ≤ 2γ (because β ≤ γ). So, by the choice of γ made in
(c), we can apply Lemma 2.7 and conclude that

hµ(H ∨ ξ, T ) ≤ hµ(H ∨ χ, T ) + α ≤ hµ(H ∨ ξ̃, T ) + α.

Because H ∨ ξ generates A , we also have the converse inequality

hµ(H ∨ ξ̃, T ) ≤ hµ(H ∨ ξ, T ),

so we have proved that ξ̃ satisfies condition (ii) of our lemma.
We are now left with proving (iii). If we consider that ξ̃[−n,n[(x) is known, we

deduce that, if the symbol “∗” appears in ξ̃[−n,0[, then x is in Tn and the position
of “∗” tells us the index j0 of the level of Tn the point x is on. Then, using the
notation introduced in our construction above, we can look at the random variable
P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[). It is ξ̃[−n,n[-measurable and we are going to show that it
satisfies

µ(P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[) ̸= P0) ≤ 5ε. (21)

We start by looking at a column Ch for some h ∈ Ēn. We then split it into
sub-columns Cb

h. If bn1 ∈ B̄n1(h), we are going to use (18). First, we need to
remember that if x is in Cb

h, then ξ̃[−j0,n−j0[(x) gives the ξ̃-name of the column
Cb

h. But, by construction, that name is ψh(bn1), and, because we are looking at
the case where h ∈ Ēn and bn1 ∈ B̄n1(h), (18) holds. So we have

dℓ(P̃Ln(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[), P̃Ln(h, bn1)) ≤ ε.

We recall that Ln = [n0, n1 − n0[ and ℓ is its length. By definition of dℓ, we
know that the number of levels j0 ∈ Ln on which we have P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[) =
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P̃j0(h, bn1) is greater than (1 − ε)ℓ. Moreover, by construction, for j0 ∈ Ln, on
the j0-th level of Cb

h, we have P̃0 = P̃j0(h, bn1). Finally, since ℓ = n1 − 2n0, we
have

µ(P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[) ̸= P̃0 |Cb
h) ≤

n− (1− ε)(n1 − 2n0)

n

≤ n− (1− ε)(1− γ)n+ 2n0

n

≤ ε+ γ +
2n0

n
≤ 2ε,

since γ ≤ ε/2 and we can assume that n is large enough so that 2n0/n ≤ ε/2.
Moreover, the fact that h ∈ Ēn implies that µ(ξ[0,n1[ ∈ B̄n1(h) | Q = h) ≥ 1− ε,
and, combining it with (9), we can see that

µ

 ⋃
bn1 /∈B̄n1 (h)

Cb
h

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ch

 ≤ ε.

Therefore
µ(P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[) ̸= P̃0 |Ch) ≤ 3ε.

Next

µ(P̃j0(h0, ξ̃[−j0,n1−j0[) ̸= P̃0) ≤ 3ε+ µ

 ⋃
h/∈Ēn

Ch

+ µ(T c
n )

≤ 3ε+ ε+ µ(T c
n ) using (9) and (11)

≤ 4ε+ 3β.

Finally, P̃0 was chosen so that µ(P̃0 ̸= P0) ≤ β2 ≤ β, since β ≤ ε/4, we have
proven (21), and therefore, up to replacing ε by ε/5, we have shown that

P0 ⪯ε σ(ξ̃).

3.2 Application of the technical lemma

We are now left with proving Proposition 3.2 using Lemma 3.7. This is done using
some abstract results from Thouvenot [26, Proposition 2’, Proposition 3]. We
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start by rewriting those results with our notation. We give a slight simplification,
adapted to our setup.

First, [26, Proposition 2’] tells us that a process close enough to an i.i.d. pro-
cess independent from H in law and entropy can be turned into an i.i.d. process
independent from H .

Proposition 3.8. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic system of finite entropy.
Let H be a finite valued process defined on X and ρ be a probability measure on
a finite alphabet B. For every ε > 0, there exist α > 0 such that if a random
variable ξ̃0 : X → B satisfies

(i) d̄1(ρ,L(ξ̃0)) ≤ α,

(ii) and 0 ≤ hµ(H, T ) +H(ρ)− hµ(H ∨ ξ̃, T ) ≤ α,

then there exists a random variable ξ′0 of law ρ such that the process ξ′ := (ξ′0 ◦
T n)n∈Z is i.i.d., independent from H and we have

µ(ξ̃0 ̸= ξ′0) ≤ ε.

Next, [26, Proposition 3] tells us that on a system that is relatively Bernoulli
over a factor H , any i.i.d. process independent from H with the right entropy
can be turned into an independent complement of H :

Proposition 3.9. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be an ergodic system, H a finite valued
process and ξ a finite valued i.i.d. process independent from H such that A =
σ(H) ∨ σ(ξ) mod µ. For any ε > 0 and any i.i.d. process ζ independent from H
such that hµ(ξ, T ) = hµ(ζ, T ), there exists ζ̃0 such that L(H ∨ ζ̃) = L(H ∨ ζ),
A = σ(H) ∨ σ(ζ̃) mod µ and

µ(ζ̃0 ̸= ζ0) ≤ ε.

We are now fully equipped to end the proof of Proposition 3.2:

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli shift of finite
entropy and P0 : X → A a finite valued random variable such that A =
σ({P0 ◦ T n}n∈Z). As we consider a factor σ-algebra H of X, it has finite en-
tropy, therefore there exists a finite valued random variable H0 : X → H such
that the process H := (H0◦T n)n∈Z generates H . Lastly, we take an i.i.d. process
ξ independent from H such that A = H ∨ σ(ξ) mod µ. Let ε > 0.

Now, Lemma 3.7 tells us that there is δ > 0 for which, if hµ(H , T ) ≤ δ, then
for any α > 0, there is a random variable ξ̃0 such that
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(i) d̄1(L(ξ0),L(ξ̃0)) ≤ α,

(ii) 0 ≤ hµ(H ∨ ξ, T )− hµ(H ∨ ξ̃, T ) ≤ α,

(iii) and P0 ⪯ε/4 σ(ξ̃).

Denote P̃0 a ξ̃-measurable random variable such that µ(P̃0 ̸= P0) ≤ ε/4. We can
find an integer N ≥ 1 for which P̃0 ⪯ε/4 ξ̃[−N,N ] and set ε1 := ε/(4(2N + 1)).
If α is chosen small enough, then Proposition 3.8 tells us that there is a random
variable ξ′0 such that the process (ξ′0 ◦ T n)n∈Z is i.i.d., independent from H and
we have µ(ξ′0 ̸= ξ̃0) ≤ ε1. Finally, Proposition 3.9 tells us that we can then find a
random variable ξ′′0 for which the process (ξ′′0 ◦ T n)n∈Z is still i.i.d., independent
from H, but we also have that A = H ∨ σ(ξ′′) mod µ and µ(ξ′0 ̸= ξ̃0) ≤ ε1. So
we have µ(ξ′′0 ̸= ξ̃0) ≤ 2ε1.

Combining that with the fact that P̃0 ⪯ε/4 ξ̃[−N,N ], we get that P̃0 ⪯3ε/4

ξ′′[−N,N ], so
P0 ⪯ε ξ

′′
[−N,N ].

Setting B := σ(ξ′′), we get the Bernoulli factor desired to prove our proposition.

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

In the previous section, we managed to conclude the proof of Proposition 3.2. We
now see how Theorem 3.1 follows from that proposition:

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let X := (X,A , µ, T ) be a Bernoulli system and F :=
(Fn)n≤0 be a weak Pinsker filtration. Since F is a weak Pinsker filtration, if
(Fn)≤−1 is of product type, so is F . Therefore, up to replacing X by the factor
generated by F−1, we can assume that X has finite entropy. Thanks to Theorem
2.18, this means that we can set a finite alphabet A and a random variable P0 :
X → A such that the corresponding process P := (P0 ◦ T i)i∈Z generates A , i.e.
A = σ(P) mod µ. Let (εk)k≥1 be a decreasing sequence of positive numbers
such that limk→∞ εk = 0.

We need to build a strictly increasing sequence (nk)k≤0 such that (Fnk
)k≤0

is of product type. We start by setting n0 = 0. Since limn→−∞ hµ(Fn, T ) = 0,
we can choose n−1 ≤ 0 large enough (in absolute value), so that hµ(Fn−1 , T ) is
small enough for Proposition 3.2 to enable us to build a Bernoulli factor σ-algebra
Bn−1 that is an independent complement of Fn−1 such that P0 ⪯ε1 Bn−1 .
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Now take k ≤ −1 and assume that we have built (Bn−1 , ...,Bnk
) such that

they are mutually independent Bernoulli factors such that for k ≤ j ≤ −1, Bnj
is

independent from Fnj
, Fnj+1

= Fnj
∨ Bnj

and we have

P0 ⪯ε|k|

∨
k≤j≤−1

Bnj
. (22)

By construction of the Bnj
, we know that P is measurable with respect to Fnk

∨∨
k≤j≤−1 Bnj

. Moreover, using again Theorem 2.18, there is a random variable

P(k)
0 such that the process P(k) := (P(k)

0 ◦ T i)i∈Z generates Fnk
. So there exists

an integer N ≥ 1 such that

P0 ⪯ε|k|+1/2 P
(k)
[−N,N ] ∨

∨
k≤j≤−1

Bnj
. (23)

Then set ε̃ := ε|k|+1/(2(2N + 1)) > 0. As we did above, we choose nk−1 ≤ nk

large enough in absolute value so that hµ(Fnk−1
, T ) is small enough for us to ap-

ply Proposition 3.2 to find a Bernoulli factor Bnk−1
⊂ Fnk

such that Bnk−1
⊥⊥Fnk−1

,
Fnk

= Fnk−1
∨ Bnk−1

and
P(k)

0 ⪯ε̃ Bnk−1
. (24)

Putting (23) and (24) together, we get

P0 ⪯ε|k|+1

∨
k−1≤j≤−1

Bnj
.

Iterating this for every k ≤ −1 ends our construction of (nk)k≤0 and (Bnk
)k≤−1.

Therefore (22) holds for every k ≤ −1. It follows then that P0 is measurable with
respect to ∨

j≤−1

Bnj
.

Since the Bnj
are factor σ-algebras, the full process P is also

∨
j≤−1 Bnj

-measurable.
Finally, P generates A , so∨

j≤−1

Bnj
= A = F0 mod µ.

Let k ≤ −1, and set E1 :=
∨

j≤k−1 Bnj
and E2 :=

∨
k≤j≤−1 Bnj

. By con-
struction, we have

E1 ⊂ Fnk
, Fnk

⊥⊥ E2, and F0 = E1 ∨ E2.
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We use this to see that if f is Fnk
-measurable, we have

f = E[f |F0] = E[f |E1 ∨ E2] = E[f |E1],

which proves that
Fnk

= E1 =
∨

j≤k−1

Bnj
mod µ.

4 Examples of weak Pinsker filtrations generated
by a cellular automaton

Up to this point, we have discussed the existence and abstract properties of weak
Pinsker filtrations. Now we want to give explicit examples to get a more concrete
idea of what those objects can look like. We take inspiration from [10] and use cel-
lular automata to generate our filtrations. We describe in the following paragraphs
how this is done.

Let A be a finite alphabet. A cellular automaton (or, more precisely, a deter-
ministic cellular automaton) τ : AZ → AZ maps AZ onto itself as follows: take
F ⊂ Z finite, which we call a neighborhood, and a local map τ0 : AF → A. Then
define

τ : (an)n∈Z 7→ (τ0((an+k)k∈F ))n∈Z.

Here, we will only consider examples in which F = {0, 1}. Therefore, our au-
tomata will be determined by a local map of the form τ0 : A{0,1} → A. One can
note that, by construction, cellular automata commute with the shift transforma-
tion

S : (an)n∈Z 7→ (an+1)n∈Z.

So we can consider a dynamical system of the form Y := (AZ,B, ν, S) where
ν is a S-invariant measure, and note that the σ-algebra σ(τ) generated by τ is a
factor σ-algebra. We can do better and iterate τ to generate a filtration:

for n ≤ 0, Fn := σ(τ |n|).

In that case, each Fn is a factor σ-algebra of Y, and therefore F := (Fn)n≤0

is a dynamical filtration. So, we see that cellular automata give a natural way to
construct dynamical filtrations.
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In fact, the theory of dynamical filtrations we presented in Section 2.2 was
initiated in [10] in the setting of filtrations generated by cellular automata. How-
ever, the automata studied there preserve the product measure, and therefore the
entropy of the associated factor σ-algebras Fn will be the same for every n ≤ 0.
This prevents the filtration from being weak Pinsker.

Here, we will consider a different automaton: take A a finite alphabet and
assume that one element of A is labeled «0». Then define the following local map

τ0 : A2 −→ A

(α1, α2) 7→
{
α1 if α1 = α2

0 otherwise.
(25)

The associated automaton will eliminate isolated elements, replacing them with 0,
and a maximal string of the form α · · ·αα is replaced with α · · ·α0. For example,
if A = {0, 1}, this gives:

0 0 0 00 1 0 1 1 1

0 1 10 0 0 0 0 0

Therefore, as we iterate the automaton, the proportion of «0» increases as all
other elements are gradually replaced by «0». Heuristically, this indicates that the
entropy of the factor σ-algebras σ(τ |n|) will go to zero as n goes to infinity. But to
state this rigorously, one need to specify the system Y := (AZ,B, ν, S) on which
we define F . More accurately, it is the alphabet A and the measure ν that need to
be specified. However, the entropy hν(Fn) goes to 0 regardless of the choice of
A and ν:

Proposition 4.1. Let Y := (AZ,B, ν, S), where ν is a S-invariant measure and
let ξ be the coordinate process on Y. For every n ≥ 1, we have

hν(τ
nξ, S) ≤ log(#An2)

n
.

Proof. Let Bn ⊂ An be the set of values taken by (τnξ)[0,n[. We know that

Hν((τ
nξ)[0,n[) ≤ log(#Bn).

Because of the structure of τ , in τnξ, for α ̸= 0, any run of «α» is placed in
between two runs of «0» of length at least n + 1. Therefore, (τnξ)[0,n[ is either a
sequence of «0» or composed of one run of «α» (with α ̸= 0) in between runs of
«0». So

#Bn ≤ 1 + (#A− 1)n2 ≤ #An2.
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In conclusion

hν(τ
nξ, S) ≤ 1

n
Hν((τ

nξ)[0,n[) ≤
log(#An2)

n
.

In Section 4.1, we deal with the case where Y is a Bernoulli shift, and in Sec-
tion 4.2, we deal with the case where Y is Ornstein’s example of a non-Bernoulli
K-system from [15]. In both cases, by Proposition 4.1, the entropy of the filtration
generated by the cellular automaton goes to zero. Then we look at each example
separately to show the more involved result: each Fn+1 is relatively Bernoulli
over Fn. Therefore, we get two examples of weak Pinsker filtrations.

It is interesting to note that those two filtrations are very similar in their con-
struction, but the filtration (or any sub-sequence) on Ornstein’s K-system cannot
be of product type (otherwise, the system would be Bernoulli), we know from
Theorem 3.1 that the latter has a sub-sequence that is of product type. It shows
that there can be subtle differences in the asymptotic structure of weak Pinsker
filtrations.

4.1 A cellular automaton on a Bernoulli shift

Here, we consider a Bernoulli shift Y := (AZ,B, ν, S) where ν is a product
measure. To avoid unnecessarily complicated notations, we will also assume that
A = {0, 1} and ν := (1

2
(δ0 + δ1))

⊗Z. Therefore, the local function (25) becomes:

τ0 : {0, 1}2 −→ {0, 1}

α 7→
{

1 if α = (1, 1)
0 otherwise.

And we study the corresponding automaton:

τ : {0, 1}Z −→ {0, 1}Z
(an)n∈Z 7→ (τ0(an, an+1))n∈Z

The automaton replaces an isolated «1» with a «0» and reduces sequences of «1»
by replacing the final one by a «0».

Theorem 4.2. On the system Y := ({0, 1}Z,B, ν, S), the filtration given by F :=
(σ(τ |n|))n≤0 is a weak Pinsker filtration. That is, for every n ≤ −1, Fn+1 is
relatively Bernoulli over Fn and we have

hν(Fn) −→
n→−∞

0. (26)
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The convergence of the entropy follows from Proposition 4.1. However, when
Y is a Bernoulli shift, we can compute a better bound, as stated in Proposition
4.3.

Proposition 4.3. Let ξ denote the coordinate process on Y. For every n ≥ 0, we
have

hν(τ
nξ, S) ≤ 3 log(2)2−n/2.

Proof. Let n ≥ 0. One can see that τnξ is 1 at i if and only if ξ is 1 over the entire
segment [i, i+ n], as shown below:

1 1

1

We set kn := ⌈n/2⌉, and we remark that

ν({∃i ∈ [0, kn], (τ
nξ)i = 1}) ≤ ν({ξ[kn,n] = (1, ..., 1)}) ≤ 1/2n−kn+1 ≤ 1/2n/2.

Then, combining this with Fano’s inequality (Lemma 2.5) we get

Hν((τ
nξ)[0,kn]) ≤ 2−n/2(1 + log(2kn+1) + log(2n/2)) ≤ 2−n/23(kn + 1) log(2),

and we can conclude for the KS-entropy:

hν(τ
nξ, S) ≤ 1

kn + 1
Hν((τ

nξ)[0,kn]) ≤ 3 log(2)2−n/2.

In addition, we give the following simple lemma on conditional independence:

Lemma 4.4. Let (X,A , µ) be a probability space and Z a sub-σ-algebra. Let
A, B, U and V be random variables such that

(A,U) ⊥⊥Z (B, V ).

Then we have

L(A,B |U, V,Z ) = L(A |U,Z )⊗ L(B |V,Z )

= L(A |U, V,Z )⊗ L(B |U, V,Z )
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Proof. It follows from the fact that if A′, B′, U ′ and V ′ are respectively A, B, U
and V -measurable random variables:

E[A′ ·B′ · U ′ · V ′ |Z ] = E[A′ · U ′ |Z ] · E[B′ · V ′ |Z ]

= E[E[A′ |U,Z ] · U ′ |Z ] · E[E[B′ |V,Z ] · V ′ |Z ]

= E[E[A′ |U,Z ] · U ′ · E[B′ |V,Z ] · V ′ |Z ].

Proposition 4.5. Let ξ be the coordinate process on Y. For every n ≥ 1, ξ is
relatively very weak Bernoulli over τnξ.

Proof. Set η := τnξ. Relative very weak Bernoullicity was defined in Definition
2.15. We recall some notation: take λ ∈ P({0, 1}Z × {0, 1}Z) to be the law of
(η, ξ), and for I, J ⊂ Z and a, b ∈ {0, 1}Z, λℓ(· | aI , bJ) is the conditional law of
ξ[0,ℓ[ given that ηI = aI and ξJ = bJ .

Let ε > 0. We need to show that there exists ℓ ≥ 1 such that for every m ≥ 1
and for k ≥ 1 large enough, we have∫

d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
dλ(a, b) ≤ ε. (27)

Let m ≥ 1. We start by noting that there must be some «1» that appears in η:
indeed, the law of large numbers tells us that there exists ℓ0 ≥ 1 such that

µ({∃i ∈ [0, ℓ0[ ; ηi = 1}︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A

) ≥ 1− ε. (28)

We then set ℓ := ⌈1
ε
⌉ℓ0. Next, we take k ≥ ℓ0 so that η[−k,k] determines entirely

A.
We fix i ∈ [0, ℓ0[. First, we note that, as we can see on the following image

1 1

1

11
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if ηi = 1, then (ξ]−∞,i[, η]−∞,i[) is ξ]−∞,i[-measurable and (ξ]i,∞[, η]i,∞[) is ξ]i+n,∞[-
measurable. So, since the variables {ξj}j∈Z are independent, given {ηi = 1}
the variables (ξ]−∞,i[, η]−∞,i[) and (ξ]i,∞[, η]i,∞[) are independent. Finally, using
Lemma 4.4, for a ∈ AZ such that ai = 1, we get:

L(ξ]−∞,i[, ξ]i,∞[ | η[−k,k] = a[−k,k]) = L(ξ]−∞,i[ | η[−k,i[ = a[−k,i[, ηi = 1)

⊗ L(ξ]i,∞[ | η]i,k] = a]i,k], ηi = 1)

= L(ξ]−∞,i[ | η[−k,k] = a[−k,k])⊗ L(ξ]i,∞[ | η]i,k] = a[−k,k]).

Therefore, if η[−k,k] is chosen so that there exists i ∈ [0, ℓ0[ such that ηi = 1, we
see that ξ[−m,0[ and ξ[ℓ0,ℓ[ are independent given η[−k,k].

We are now ready to prove (27). For any b ∈ {0, 1}Z and any a ∈ {0, 1}Z
such that there exists i ∈ [0, ℓ0[ such that ai = 1, the fact that ξ[−m,0] and ξ[ℓ0,ℓ[
are relatively independent given {η[−k,k] = a[−k,k]} implies that the measures
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]) and λℓ(· | a[−k,k]) have the same marginal on the coordinates
of [ℓ0, ℓ[. So the relative product of those measures over ξ[ℓ0,ℓ[ is a coupling under
which the copies of ξ[ℓ0,ℓ[ coincide. It follows that

d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
≤ ℓ0/ℓ ≤ ε. (29)

By combining (28) and (29), we can conclude that∫
d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
dλ(a, b) ≤ 2ε.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. First of all, (26) follows directly from Proposition 4.3. Next,
from Proposition 4.5, it follows that F0 is relatively very weak Bernoulli over Fn,
so Fn+1 is relatively very weak Bernoulli over Fn (by part (iii) of Lemma 2.17),
so Fn+1 is relatively Bernoulli over Fn (by part (i) of Lemma 2.17).

4.2 A cellular automaton on Ornstein’s K-process

Here, we consider the non-Bernoulli K-system introduced by Ornstein in [15]. A
more detailed presentation of this system is given in [16, Part III], but we give a
sketch of the construction for completeness. It is a process defined on the alphabet
{0, e, f, s}. We set h(r), s(r) and f(r) to be integers depending on r ∈ N used
in the construction of the process. For r ≥ 1, an r-block is a random sequence of
length h(r) on the alphabet {0, e, f, s}, whose law we define inductively.
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To get a 1-block, take k1 ∈ J1, f(1) − 1K chosen uniformly at random, and
consider a sequence that starts with a string of k1 «f», followed by a string of
h(0) «0», and ends with a string of f(1)− k1 «e»:

This construction implies that h(1) = h(0) + f(1).
To get an r-block, take kr ∈ J1, f(r) − 1K chosen uniformly at random, and

2r i.i.d. random variables (ξ(r−1)
i )i∈J1,2rK such that each ξ(r−1)

i is an (r− 1)-block.
The r-block is then built as follows:

So an r-block starts with a string of kr «f», and ends with a string of f(r)−kr
«e». In between, we put all the (r − 1)-blocks separated by strings of «s» so that
each ξ(r−1)

i is placed in between two strings of «s» of respective lengths is(r) and
(i+ 1)s(r). In particular, h(r) is entirely determined by h(r − 1), f(r) and s(r).

Ornstein’s K-system is then built by constructing an increasing sequence of
towers (Tr)r≥1 such that X :=

⋃
r≥1 Tr. A tower Tr is given by its base Fr for

which the sets {T iFr}i∈[0,h(r)[ are disjoint and

Tr :=

h(r)−1⊔
i=0

T iFr.

Through a cutting and stacking method, Ornstein builds in [15] the towers (Tr)r≥1

along with a process ξ so that the law of ξ[0,h(r)[ given Fr is the law of an r-block.
In other words, this means that the columns of the form

Ca :=

h(r)−1⊔
i=0

T i(Fr ∩ {ξ[0,h(r)[ = a}), for a ∈ {0, e, f, s}h(r),

partition Tr according to the law of an r-block. Denote X := (X,A , µ, T ) the
resulting dynamical system. A proper choice of h(r), s(r) and f(r) assures that
this construction gives a finite measure. Then ξ is a factor map onto the system

Y := ({0, e, f, s}Z,B, ν, S),

where ν is the law of ξ.
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Since ξ is a process on the alphabet {0, e, f, s}, the local function (25) be-
comes:

τ0 : {0, e, f, s}2 −→ {0, e, f, s}

(α1, α2) 7→
{
α1 if α1 = α2

0 otherwise.

From now on, τ denotes the corresponding cellular automaton. Similarly to what
we did in Section 4.1, we prove

Theorem 4.6. On the system Y := ({0, e, f, s}Z,B, ν, S), the filtration given by
F := (σ(τ |n|))n≤0 is a weak Pinsker filtration. That is, for every n ≤ −1, Fn+1

is relatively Bernoulli over Fn and we have

hν(Fn) −→
n→−∞

0. (30)

The overall structure of the proof will resemble Section 4.1, but the details
are adapted to the specific structure of Ornstein’s process. First, the convergence
to 0 of the entropy follows from Proposition 4.1. We could also adapt the proof
of Proposition 4.3 to get that convergence, but it does not give a better rate of
convergence than Proposition 4.1, so we do not give any details.

Proposition 4.7. If ξ is the process defined above, then for every n ≥ 1, ξ is
relatively very weak Bernoulli over τnξ.

Proof. We set η := τnξ. Let ε > 0. Once again, we need to show that there exists
ℓ ≥ 1 such that for every m ≥ 1 and for k ≥ 1 large enough, we have∫

d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
dλ(a, b) ≤ ε,

where λ is the law of (η, ξ) and, for I, J ⊂ Z, λℓ(· | aI , bJ) is the conditional law
of ξ[0,ℓ[ given that ηI equals aI and that ξJ equals bJ .

Let m ≥ 1. We choose r so that s(r + 1) ≥ n + 1. By construction of ξ,
we know that for any r-block in ξ, there exists i ∈ [1, 2r+1] such that the said
r-block will come after a string of i · s(r + 1) «s» and be followed by a string of
(i+1) · s(r+1) «s». Therefore, by knowing the positions of all the strings of «s»
longer that s(r + 1), we know the position of every r-block.

However, since we chose to have s(r + 1) ≥ n + 1, we can say that, for
k ∈ Z, we have ξ[k,k+s(r+1)[ = (s, ..., s) if and only if η[k,k+s(r+1)−n[ = (s, ..., s).
This means that the positions of the r-blocks contained on a segment [k1, k2] are
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η[k1−N,k2+N ]-measurable, for N large enough (for example N = (2r+1 + 1)s(r +
1)).

By choosing r large enough, we can also assume that µ(Tr) ≥ 1− ε/2. Using
Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem, for ℓ large enough, the set

A :=

{
x ∈ X;

1

ℓ

ℓ−1∑
j=0

1Tr(T
j(x)) > 1− ε

}
,

satisfies µ(A) > 1− ε.
In other words, for x ∈ A, the number of elements in the sequence ξ[0,ℓ[(x) that

are part of an r-block is greater than (1 − ε)ℓ. However, among the intervals on
which those r-blocks are supported, two of them may not be included in [0, ℓ[, and
can intersect Z\[0, ℓ[. But, if h(r)/ℓ ≤ ε/2, there are at most εℓ elements in those
two intervals. To sum up, we get that the number of elements in the sequence
ξ[0,ℓ[(x) that are part of an r-block, and for which the position of that r-block is
contained on the segment [0, ℓ[, is greater than (1− 2ε)ℓ. Then, we choose k ≥ 1
so that the positions of the r-blocks contained in [−m, ℓ[ are η[−k,k]-measurable
(in particular, A is η[−k,k]-measurable). So we have the following configuration
for ξ[−m,ℓ[:

where the Bi are the positions of the r-blocks supported on [0, ℓ[, and we have
shown that #

⊔p
i=1Bi ≥ (1− 2ε)ℓ.

Denote by Iℓ := {Bi}1≤i≤p the random variable that gives the positions of the
r-blocks on the segment [0, ℓ[. By construction of ξ, we know that, given Iℓ, for
any r-block B, the variables ξB and ξBc are independent. Moreover, we know that
any r-block is between two strings of at least n+ 1 «s». Therefore, we see that if
Iℓ is fixed, for any r-block B, ηB is ξB-measurable and ηBc is ξBc-measurable.

Let us give details on the proof of that last claim: we write Bc as the union of
B− andB+, the infinite intervals that come before and afterB respectively. Given
the structure of our automaton, it is always true that ηB+ is ξB+-measurable. At
the boundary between B− and B, we have the following configuration:
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Indeed, in the construction of the blocks, we see that ξ must put an «f» in the first
box of B. Therefore, we must have «0» in the red boxes. So, the values that η
takes on the n + 1 boxes preceding B are determined. For the rest of the boxes
of B−, it comes from the structure of τ that the values of η are determined by
ξB− since we are at a distance ≥ n + 1 from B. So we have shown that ηB− is
(ξB−)-measurable. A similar reasoning at the boundary betweenB andB+ shows
that ηB is ξB-measurable. And since it is always true that ηB+ is ξB+-measurable,
we have proven that ηB is ξB-measurable and ηBc is ξBc-measurable.

But, we also know from the structure of ξ that, given Iℓ, ξB and ξBc are in-
dependent. The previous paragraph enables us to use Lemma 4.4 to extend that
to: given Iℓ ∨ η[−k,k], ξB and ξBc are independent. Finally, since Iℓ is η[−k,k]-
measurable, this yields that ξB and ξBc are relatively independent given η[−k,k].

This independence tells us that, for every sequences a and b, λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0])
and λℓ(· | a[−k,k]) have the same marginals on the coordinates of the r-blocks B
contained in [0, ℓ[. Moreover, if a is chosen so that {η[−k,k] = a[−k,k]} is a subset
of A, we know that the positions of the r-blocks cover at least (1− 2ε)ℓ elements
in [0, ℓ[. Then, by considering the relative product of λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]) and
λℓ(· | a[−k,k]) over {ξBi

}1≤i≤p, we get:

d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
≤ 2ε.

Finally, since µ(A) ≥ 1− ε, this yields∫
d̄ℓ
(
λℓ(· | a[−k,k], b[−m,0]), λℓ(· | a[−k,k])

)
dν(a, b) ≤ 3ε.

Remark 4.8. We see that the proofs of Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 4.2 are very
similar. In both cases, we have a process ξ, whose conditional law given τnξ
is made of random blocks separated by deterministic blocks, and the random
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blocks are filled independently from each other. The main difference that pre-
vents Ornstein’s K-process from being Bernoulli is that the position of r-blocks is
determined by the long sequences of «s», and this creates correlations over long
distances. But once we condition by τnξ, those sequences of «s» are entirely de-
termined. Therefore we are left with filling independently all the r-blocks, and
the past has no longer a significant influence on the future.

In that sense, when we look at the relative structure of Ornstein’s K-process
over τn, the non-Bernoulli aspects disappear. However, when we look at the
asymptotic properties of the weak Pinsker filtration obtained by applying {τn}n≥1,
whether we start with a Bernoulli process or with a non-Bernoulli K-process, we
get different results. Therefore, getting a better understanding of the classification
of the various properties of weak Pinsker filtrations could help to develop a new
classification of non-Bernoulli K-systems.
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