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UNIQUENESS OF EQUILIBRIUM MEASURE FOR A FAMILY OF

PARTIALLY HYPERBOLIC HORSESHOES

KRERLEY OLIVEIRA, MARLON OLIVEIRA, AND EDUARDO SANTANA

Abstract. In this paper, we show the uniqueness of equilibrium state for a family of partially
hyperbolic horseshoes, introduced in [12] for some classes of continuous potentials. For the
first class, the method used here is making use of the Sarig’s theory for countable shifts. For
this purpose, we study the dynamics of an induced map associated to the horseshoe map, we
build a symbolic system with infinitely many symbols that is topologically conjugated to this
induced map and we show that the induced potential is locally Hölder and recurrent. For the
second class, by following ideas of [29] and [31], we prove that uniqueness for the horseshoe
is equivalent to uniqueness for the restriction to a non-uniformly expanding map, which is
a hyperbolic potential and then has uniqueness. Both classes include potentials with high
variation, differently from previous results for potentials with low variation. We also prove
uniqueness when the potential presents its supremum at a special fixed point and less than the
pressure.

1. Introduction

The theory of equilibrium states on dynamical systems was firstly developed by Sinai, Ruelle
and Bowen in the sixties and seventies. It was based on applications of techniques of Statistical
Mechanics to smooth dynamics. Given a continuous map f : M → M on a compact metric
space M and a continuous potential φ : M → R, an equilibrium state is an invariant measure
that satisfies a variational principle, that is, a measure µ such that

hµ(f) +

∫

φdµ = sup
η∈Mf (M)

{

hη(f) +

∫

φdη

}

,

where Mf(M) is the set of f -invariant probabilities on M and hη(f) is the so-called metric
entropy of η.
In the context of uniform hyperbolicity, which includes uniformly expanding maps, equi-

librium states do exist and are unique if the potential is Hölder continuous and the map is
transitive. In addition, the theory for finite shifts was developed and used to achieve the
results for smooth dynamics.
Beyond uniform hyperbolicity, the theory is still far from complete. It was studied by several

authors, including Bruin, Keller, Demers, Li, Rivera-Letelier, Iommi and Todd [6, 15, 16, 19, 20]
for interval maps; Denker and Urbanski [13] for rational maps; Leplaideur, Oliveira and Rios [18]
for partially hyperbolic horseshoes; Buzzi, Sarig and Yuri [7, 37], for countable Markov shifts
and for piecewise expanding maps in one and higher dimensions. For local diffeomorphisms with
some kind of non-uniform expansion, there are results due to Oliveira [22]; Arbieto, Matheus
and Oliveira [1]; Varandas and Viana [36]. All of whom proved the existence and uniqueness of
equilibrium states for potentials with low oscillation. Also, for this type of maps, Ramos and
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Viana [30] proved it for potentials so-called hyperbolic, which includes the previous ones. The
hyperbolicity of the potential is characterized by the fact that the pressure emanates from the
hyperbolic region. In all these studies the maps do not have the presence of critical sets and
recently, Alves, Oliveira and Santana proved the existence of at most finitely many equilibrium
states for hyperbolic potentials, possible with the presence of a critical set (see [2]). More
recently, Santana completed this by showing uniqueness in [32]. Moreover, in this work it is
proved that the class of hyperbolic potentials is equivalent to the class of continuous zooming
potential (which satisfies a key inequality between free energies). It includes the null potential,
which implies existence and uniqueness of measure of maximal entropy. A similar work is
developed in [28], where they deal with expanding measures and potentials.
In this work, we deal with equilbrium states in the context of partially hyperbolic dynamics.

More precisely, for a special family of partially hyperbolic horseshoes introduced by Diaz et al in
[12]. For this family, Leplaideur, Oliveira, Rios proved in [18] that for any continuous potential
we have existence of equilibrium states and for a residual subset of continuous potentials they
obtained uniqueness. After that, Arbieto, Prudente proved uniqueness in [3] for a class of
Hölder potentials that are constant along the center-stable direction. Later on, Rios, Siqueira
obtained uniqueness in [31] for Hölder potentials with low variation and constant along the
unstable direction. Finally, Ramos, Siqueira proved the uniqueness of equilibrium state for this
horseshoe class and Hölder potentials with low variation without restrictions in the directions.
Our results prove uniqueness for classes of continuous potentials with high variation with

some restrictions. First, we prove it for what we call admissible potentials, where the corre-
sponding potentials for the subshift associated to the horseshoe are locally Hölder. We create
a countable alphabet over the subshift and a full shift to use the Sarig’s theory on thermo-
dynamic formalism for countable shifts. We also prove uniqueness for what we call projective
hyperbolic potentials, with a condition for the restriction to a non-uniformly expanding map
which implies hyperbolicity. We do it by proving that the condition implies that the restriction
is an expanding potential and based on a result in [2] we have equivalence with hyperbolic
potentials. So, by using a result in [30] we obtain uniqueness.
To obtain all this, we prove that the uniqueness of equilibrium state for the horseshoe is

equivalent to the uniqueness for the restriction. Moreover, we also give a result for uniqueness
when the potential gives supremum at very important fixed point and it is less than the pressure.

2. Setup and Main Results

We emphasize that the question concerning the uniqueness of equilibrium states and phase
transitions for partially hyperbolic maps is wide open. In this paper, we make a contribution
to this theme by proving the uniqueness of equilibrium states for a very interesting family of
partially hyperbolic horseshoes, introduced by Diaz et al in [12] and two classes of continuous
potentials. We reproduce here the ideas for the construction of this family of horseshoes.
Consider the cube [0, 1]× [0, 1]× [0, 1], the parallelepipeds:

R0 := I × I × [0, 1/6] and R1 := I × I × [5/6, 1]

and constants 0 < λ0 <
1
3
, β0 > 6, 0 < σ < 1

3
and 3 < β1 < 4. Let f be the time-one map of

the vector field y′ = (1− y)y, i.e., f is defined by

fn(y) =
1

1− (1− 1
y
)e−n

,
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for every n ∈ Z and y 6= 0. Define the family of horseshoes maps F = Fλ0,β0,β1,σ : R0∪R1 → R
3

by
F (x, y, z) = (λ0x, f(y), β0z),

whenever (x, y, z) ∈ R0 and

F (x, y, z) =

(
3

4
− λ0x, σ(1− y), β1(z −

5

6
)

)

,

for (x, y, z) ∈ R1.
Let Λ be the maximal invariant set

Λ = ∩n∈ZF
n(R0 ∪ R1).

The set Λ is a partially hyperbolic set and has an heterodimensional cycle, i.e., the points
Q = (0, 0, 0) and P = (0, 1, 0) are saddles of F with indices 2 and 1 respectively, and such that

W s(P ) ∩W u(Q) 6= ∅ and W s(Q) ∩W u(P ) 6= ∅.

The homoclinic class of P , defined by H(P, F ) = W s(P ) ∩W u(P ), coincides with Λ and
contains the homoclinic class of the point Q that is trivial, i.e., Λ = H(P, F ) ⊃ H(Q,F ) = {Q}.
Given X = (xs, xc, xu) ∈ Λ, we consider the central manifold

W c(X) = {(xs, y, xu); y ∈ [0, 1]} ,

tangent to the central subspace Ec at X and the invariant subset

Λ̂ = {X ∈ Λ ; Λ ∩W c(X) = {X}},

composed by the points whose central manifold is trivial. The set Λ̂c can be decomposed as
disjoint uncountable union of these segments and in addition the sets Λ̂ and Λ̂c are dense on
Λ. We summarize these results in the following theorem:

Theorem 2.1. ([12], Theorem 1.) Consider F : R → R
3 the horseshoe map, then

(1) The diffeomorphism F has a heterodimensional cycle associated with the saddles P and
Q. Moreover, there exists a non-transverse intersection between W s(Q) and W u(P )
whose orbit is contained in H(P, F ).

(2) The homoclinic class of Q is trivial and contained in the non-trivial homoclinic class of
P . In particular, H(P, F ) is not hyperbolic. For Σ11 the subshift of finite type where
only the transition 1 → 1 is forbidden, there is a surjection

h : Λ → Σ11 with h ◦ F = σ ◦ h.

Moreover, there exist infinitely many non-trivial central segments J = {x}× [a, b]×{z}
contained in the homoclinic class H(P, F ) and h is constant on J .

The next lemma gives us important information about the invariant measures δQ and δP .

Lemma 2.1. If µ is an F -invariant measure such that µ(R1) = 0, then µ is one of the Dirac
measures supported in the points P and Q or a convex combination of these measures.

Proof. Given an ergodic F -invariant measure µ such that µ(R1) = 0, we have suppµ ⊂ R0, and
as the set suppµ is invariant, we conclude that it must be contained in {0}× [0, 1]×{0}, since
any point in R0 and outside this central curve, eventually leaves R0 under F -iterations. Thus,
using that any point of {0} × (0, 1] × {0} is attracted by P , µ must be δQ or δP . If µ is an
invariant measure such that µ(R1) = 0, by the Ergodic Decomposition Theorem we conclude
that µ must to be a convex combination of these two Dirac measures. �
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The study of equilibrium states for the horseshoe map F started in [18]. In this work,
the authors proved that every ergodic invariant measure is hyperbolic (in the sense that the
Lyapunov exponents are all different from zero) and there is a gap in the set of the central
Lyapunov exponents. In addition, they showed that every recurrent point different from Q and
P belongs to Λ̂. As a consequence of these results, they obtained the existence of equilibrium
state for every continuous potentials and uniqueness for a residual set of potentials. Moreover,
they presented a family of continuous potentials Hölder continuous that has a phase transition.
More precisely, the following statement holds.

Theorem 2.2. ([18], Theorem 2.1, 2.2 , Proposition 3.3, Remark 4.)
Let F be partially hyperbolic horseshoe map. Then

(1) For any recurrent point X different from Q:

lim inf
n→+∞

1

n
log |DF n(X)|Ec| ≤ 0.

Moreover, any ergodic invariant measure for F different from δQ has negative central
Lyapunov exponent.

(2) Let X be a point in Λ. If there exists some natural number k such that h(F n(X)) ∈
[10...0
︸︷︷︸

k

1] for infinitely many n ∈ Z, then

Λ ∩W c(X) = {X}.

(3) Any continuous potential φ : Λ → R admits an equilibrium state, and there exists a
residual set in C0(Λ) such that the equilibrium state is unique.

(4) The family of potentials φt = t log |DF |Ec|, for t ∈ R, has a phase transition, i.e., there
exists t0 > 0 such that φt0 admits at least two different equilibrium states.

Remark 2.1. Arbieto and Prudente in [3] proved that the horseshoe map F has an unique

maximal entropy measure µmax. Since htop(F ) = log 1+
√
5

2
> 0, using Lemma 2.1 we obtain that

µmax(R1) > 0. Moreover, by Theorem 2.2 item (2) the set Λ̂ contains all recurrent points, so

we conclude that µmax(Λ̂) = 1.

In [3], it was obtained the uniqueness of equilibrium state for the horseshoe map F with
respect to Hölder continuous potentials φ : Λ → R that do not depend on the center-stable
directions, that is, such that there exists a Hölder continuous potential θ such that φ(X) = θ(z)
for every point X = (x, y, z) ∈ Λ. The uniqueness also was obtained in [31], considering Hölder
continuous potentials φ on Λ with small variation and that do not depend on the unstable
direction, that is, such that there exists a Hölder continuous potential θ such that φ(X) = θ(x, y)
for every point X = (x, y, z) ∈ Λ. The following result in [29] extends it without the restriction
on the unstable direction.

Theorem 2.3. Let F : Λ → Λ be the horseshoe map and let φ : Λ → R be a Hölder continuous
potential that satisfies the condition:

(1) sup φ− inf φ <
logω

2
, (small variation)

where ω = 1+
√
5

2
. Then there exists a unique equilibrium state for the system F with respect to

the potential φ.
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In [20], for rational maps, it was considered a class of potential called hyperbolic that include
potentials that satisfies (1) and also some potential with large variation ([20], Lemma A.1) .
In [30] it was introduced an another class of hyperbolic potentials that include potentials that
satisfy the condition (1). In this way, questions naturally arise:

Question 1. Are there hyperbolic potentials in the senses of the works [20] and [30] with large
variation and that admit uniqueness of equilibrium states for the Horseshoe F?

Our results provide answers to this question. That is, we obtain hyperbolic potentials in
both contexts that admit a unique equilibrium state and with big variation.
In order to state our main results, we need some definitions.
In the Section 3, we construct an inducing scheme using a parametrized family of subsets

Σα ⊂ Σ and a respective inducing time ρ : Σα → N such that the induced map T = σρ : Σα →
Σα is topologically conjugated to a full shift σ : SZ → SZ on an countable alphabet S, i.e., there
exists a continuous homeomorphism Π : SZ → Σα such that Π ◦ σ = T ◦ Π. Given a potential

ϕ : Σ → R, we define the induced potential as ϕρ(w) =
∑ρ(w)−1

k=0 ϕ(σk(w)) and Ψ = ϕρ ◦ Π.
Now, we define the class of potentials that we consider in our first main result.

Definition 2.1. A continuous potential φ : Λ −→ R is called admissible if satisfies:

(C1) The potential Ψ = ϕρ◦Π associated to ϕ := φ◦h−1 : Σ → R is locally Hölder continuous.
(C2) There exists a natural n ∈ N such that

Ptop(φ) > sup
X∈Λ

φn(X)

n
,

where φn(X) =
∑n−1

k=0 φ(F
k(X)).

Remark 2.2. If ψ = φn/n then Ptop(ψ) = Ptop(φ) and the equilibrium states for ψ and φ
coincide. Thus, we can assume without loss of generality that n = 1. Another remark about ad-
missible potentials is that since the condition (C2) is open in the C0-topology and the topological
entropy of F is positive, it is easy to see that φ satisfy (C2) if sup |φ| is small enough.

Remark 2.3. Let µ be an F -invariant probability measure on Λ. Denote by λcµ =
∫
log |DF |Ec|dµ

the central Lyapunov exponent associated to µ. Using arguments similar to [[18], Lemma 4.3
and Corollary 4.4], it is possible to show that the central Lyapunov exponents of the equilibrium
states associated to admissible potentials are negative.

Now, we state our first main result:

Theorem A. Let F : Λ −→ Λ be the horseshoe map. If φ : Λ −→ R is an admissible potential,
then there exists a unique equilibrium state for φ.

In [29], the authors proved that if φ is a Hölder continuous potential with small variation,
i.e., supφ− inf φ is small enough, then φ has a unique equilibrium state. The result of Theorem
A differs from [29] due to the strategy of the proof of uniqueness of equilibrium states and also
due to the fact that the class of admissible potential contains potentials that do not satisfy the
condition of small variation. Indeed, in Section 9.1, we construct new examples of potentials
that are admissible and, consequently, have a unique equilibrium state. In fact, we show that
if φ is a Hölder potential that is constant on the set {(x, y, z); z < c}, for some 5/6 < c < 1
and supφ = φ(Q), then there exists a non-empty open interval I ⊂ R such that if t ∈ I then
tφ is admissible. A precise description of I is given in Proposition 9.1.
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Now we reproduce the definition of a map G, as introduced in [31], which is related to the
projection of F−1 in two center-stable planes. We consider an abstract space consisting of three
rectangles S1, S2 and S3 defined as follows:

S1 = [0, λ0]× [0, 1]× {0},

S2 = [3/4− λ0, 3/4]× [0, σ]× {0},

S3 = [0, λ0]× [0, 1]× {5/6}.

The rectangles are inside two planes P0 = [0, 1]× [0, 1]×{0} and P1 = [0, 1]× [0, 1]×{5/6}.
Let g0 : [0, 1] → R, g0(y) = f−1(y) and let g1 : [0, 1] → R, g1(y) = 1− σ−1y. Let α = λ−1

0 .
We define a map G : ∪3

i=1Si → P1 ∪ P2 by its restrictions Gi to each rectangle Si as follows:

G1(x, y, z) = (αx, g0(y), 0),

G2(x, y, z) = (α(3/4− x), g1(y), 5/6),

G3(x, y, z) = (αx, g0(y), 0).

The behavior of the map G is similar on S1 and S3. In these rectangles, the vertical direction
is expanding. In the horizontal direction, G sends the points from the right side to the left
side, except for the extreme points whose the x coordinates are fixed. In the rectangle S2 both
directions are expanding.
We consider Ω the maximal invariant set of the union of the rectangles:

Ω :=
⋂

n∈N
G−n

( 3⋃

i=1

Si

)

,

and from now on we call G the restriction G|Ω : Ω → Ω. See details of the map G in [31] and
[29], as the proof that this map is non-uniformly expanding. We also observe that G is strongly
mixing.
The map G is very important because we can use results for non-uniformly expanding maps

and transfer them to the horseshoe F , as in the following main result, which allows potentials
with big variation. This is a novelty with respect to previous results.

Theorem B. Let F : Λ → Λ be the horseshoe map and G : Ω → Ω be the projection of F−1

as defined above. The system (F−1, φ) has uniqueness of equilibrium state if, and only if, the
system (G, φ|Ω) does so.

We define a class of potentials that we will use to obtain uniqueness of equilibrium states in
our third main result. They are related to the non-uniformly expanding map G as follows.

Definition 2.2. A continuous potential φ : Λ −→ R is called projective hyperbolic if the
following holds:

(D1) The restriction ϕ := φ|Ω is Hölder and there exists a measurable function u : Ω → R

such that ϕ ≥ u− u ◦G.
(D2) If E denotes the set of G-invariant expanding measures on Ω, we have that

sup
ν∈Ec

{∫

ϕdν

}

< h(G)− sup
ν∈Ec

{hν(G)}.

The class of projective hyperbolic potentials contains some potentials with big variation, as
will be seen in Section 9.2.
We can now state our third main result as a class of potentials that includes potentials that

do not satisfy the condition of small variation and also constant on the fibers in the z-axis:
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Theorem C. Let F : Λ −→ Λ be the horseshoe map. If φ : Λ −→ R is a projective hyperbolic
potential, then there exists a unique equilibrium state µϕ for the system G with respect to the
potential ϕ = φ|Ω. It is equivalent to existing a unique equilibrium state for the horseshoe F .

We observe that in Section 7 we show that if φ is a projective hyperbolic potential, then
ϕ = φ|Ω is a hyperbolic potential (Proposition 7.1) and since G is a non-uniformly expanding
map that is also strongly mixing (with density of pre-images of the points in the expanding
set), we can obtain uniqueness of equilibrium states by [30][Theorem 2].
In the following, we state our fourth main result, which gives a condition for uniqueness of

potentials with supremum at the fixed point Q and it is less than the pressure.

Theorem D. Let F : Λ → Λ be the horseshoe, η the unique measure of maximal entropy for
the non-uniformly expanding map G : Ω → Ω and φ a Hölder potential such that it holds that
supφ|Ω = φ|Ω(Q) < P (φ|Ω). Then, we obtain uniqueness of equilibrium state. Additionally, we
have either every Hölder potential ϕ such that supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω) has uniqueness of equilibrium
state or there exists a Hölder potential φ such that φ|Ω(Q) < supφ|Ω < P (φ|Ω) and φ does not
have uniqueness of equilibrium states.

The Theorems A and C of this article differs from Theorem 2.3 because of the potentials in
Theorem A and C include examples with big variation and also the strategy used to obtain
uniqueness can be applied for other classes of systems. The same can be said for our Theorem
C in this article, by comparing with the Theorem B in [31].
The work is organized as follows: Section 3 is devoted to the construction of the symbolic

structures that allow us to make use of Sarig’s theory for countable shifts and show our first
main theorem. In the Section 4 we prove the first main result and we describe new classes of
potentials that are admissible in Section 9.1 and fits in the hypothesis of Theorem A. Section 5 is
devoted to the proof of Theorem B. In Section 6 we prove an equivalence between hyperbolic and
expanding potentials (see definitions there), which will be useful to show that the restrictions
of projective hyperbolic potentials are hyperbolic potentials. In Section 7 we prove our second
main result. Section 8 is devoted to prove our third main result. Finally, in Section 9.1 we give
a family of examples of admissible potentials and Section 9.2 gives a construction of projective
hyperbolic potentials.

3. Constructing the Inducing Scheme

In this section, we construct an inducing scheme associated to the horseshoe map F that
admits a symbolic representation as a shift over a countable alphabet.
We define the sequences

d+n (w) =
♯{k ; wk = 1, 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1}

n
.

For each α > 0 we consider the subset

(2) Σ+
α = {w ∈ [1]; lim

n
d+n (w) > α}.

The set Σ+
α is composed by the sequences with upper frequency of digits 1 greater than α.

We define on Σ+
α the α-return function ρ : Σ+

α → N by

ρ(w) = min{k > 1 ; wk−1 = 1 and d+k (w) > α}.
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Note that Σ+
α can be decomposed into level sets of the function ρ,

Σ+
α =

⋃

i

Σi,

where Σi is given by Σi = {w ∈ Σ+
α ; ρ(w) = i}.

Now, we consider the set

Σ−
α = {w ∈ [1] ; ∃nk → +∞, σ−(n1+n2+···+nk)(w) ∈ Σnk

, ∀k ≥ 1}.

We define the set Σα := Σ+
α ∩ Σ−

α , which is invariant under σρ. By using Item 2 of Theorem

2.2, we have that for any ω ∈ Σα, the set h−1(ω) is a single point, i.e., Σα ⊂ Σ = h(Λ̂).

We define the induced map T : Σα → Σα associated to ρ as

T (ω) = σρ(ω)(ω).

Consider the tower associated to ρ, defined by

(3) W =
⋃

i>1

i−1⋃

k=0

σk(Σi).

Let ν be a T -invariant measure such that
∫
ρ dν <∞, then we define the σ-invariant measure,

that will be called lifted of ν by

(4) L(ν)(A) :=

(∫

ρdν

)−1∑

i>1

i−1∑

k=0

ν(σ−k(A) ∩ Σi)

for A ⊂ Σ11.
The map L that acts onMT (W ) is not necessarily surjective over Mσ(Σ11). Given a measure

µ ∈ Mσ(Σ11), if there exists ν in MT (W ) such that L(ν) = µ, then we say that µ is a liftable
measure. We denote this class of measures by

(5) ML(σ,W ) := {µ ∈ Mσ; ∃ ν , L(ν) = µ, µ(W ) = 1 }.

Given a measurable set A ⊂ Σ and i > 1, we define

e(i, A) :=
♯{0 ≤ k ≤ i− 1; σk(Σi) ∩A 6= ∅}

i
.

The following lemma will be useful to ensure that a measure is liftable.

Theorem 3.1 ([26], Theorem 3.1). An ergodic σ-invariant measure µ that satisfies µ(W ) > 0
is a liftable measure if there exists a number N ≥ 0 and a subset A ⊂ Σ such that

µ(A) > sup
i>N

e(i, A).

Let ϕ : Σ → R be a potential, we define the induced potential associated to ϕ by

(6) ϕρ(w) :=

i−1∑

k=0

ϕ(σk(w))

whenever w ∈ Σi.
The generalized Kač-Abramov formula gives an interesting relation between the entropy of

the original system and the entropy of the induced system.
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Proposition 3.1 (see [38], Theorem 5.1 and [25],Theorem 2.3). If ν is a measure in MT (W )
such that

∫
ρ dν <∞, then

hL(ν)(σ)

∫

ρ dν = hν(T ).

Let ϕ be a potential and ϕρ its induced potential. If
∫
ϕρ dν <∞ then

∫

ϕdL(ν)

∫

ρ dν =

∫

ϕρ dν.

We define the quantity

PL(ϕ) := sup
µ∈ML(σ,W )

{hµ(σ) +

∫

W

ϕdµ},

that will be called relative pressure. An invariant probability measure that attains the supre-
mum is called relative equilibrium state.
Now, it will be established a relation between the induced system and a countable Markov

shift.
Firstly, note that each Σk can be decomposed as a disjoint finite union of k-cylinders, that

is, Σk =
⋃rk

i=1D
k
i , where D

k
i = [w0w1 . . . wk−1]. Let π̂ be the map that sends a cylinder to a

word

π̂(Dk
i ) = w0w1 . . . wk−1.

Using the new alphabet S = {Dk
i ; k ≥ 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ rk} we define the coding map Π : SZ → Σα

by the following amalgamation

Π(ŵ) = (. . . π̂(D
k−1

ik−1
)π̂(Dk0

ik0
)π̂(Dk1

ik1
) . . . ),

where ŵ = (Dkn
ikn

)n∈Z ∈ SZ.

Observe that by construction Π is well defined, and it is a conjugacy between T and σ (the
countable Markov shift that acts on SZ). In fact, given a sequence w ∈ Σα, by definition we

have that there exists a (unique) sequence ŵ = (Dkn
ikn

)n∈Z in SZ, such that σkn(w) ∈ D
kn+1

ikn+1
for

n ≥ 0 and σ−kn(w) ∈ Σkn for n < 0 i.e., Π(ŵ) = w.
Now, we discuss the thermodynamic formalism of countable Markov shifts. The main refer-

ences are [27], [33], [34] and [35].
Let σ be the full shift on SZ and Ψ : SZ → R a potential, the k-variation is defined by

Vark(Ψ) = sup
[i−k+1...ik−1]

sup
ŵ,ŝ∈[i−k+1...ik−1]

{|Ψ(ŵ)−Ψ(ŝ)|},

where [i−k+1 . . . ik−1] is the two-sided cylinder of all the sequences w = (wi)i∈Z with w−k+1 =
i−k+i, . . . , w0 = i0, . . . , wk−1 = ik−i.
We say that Ψ has strongly summable variations if

∑

k≥1

kVark(Ψ) <∞,

and Ψ is locally Hölder continuous if there exists C > 0 and a ∈ (0, 1) such that for all k ≥ 1

Vark(Ψ) ≤ Cak.
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If Ψ : SZ → R is locally Hölder continuous then the Gurevich pressure of Ψ is defined by

(7) PG(Ψ, a) := lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∑

σn(ŵ)=ŵ

ŵ∈[a]

exp(Ψn(ŵ))X[a](ŵ),

where X[a] is the indicator function on the cylinder set [a].
In [33] it was proved that the limit (7) exists and it is independent from a ∈ S. We denote

it by PG(Ψ).
Let Mσ(S

Z) be the set of σ-invariant Borel probabilities on SZ and

Mσ(Ψ) := {η ∈ Mσ(S
Z);

∫

Ψ dη > −∞}.

A measure ηΨ in Mσ(S
Z) is an equilibrium state for a potential Ψ if satisfies

hηΨ(σ) +

∫

ΨdηΨ = sup
η∈Mσ(Ψ)

{hη(σ) +

∫

Ψdη}.

We say that η is a Gibbs measure for Ψ if there exists a constant C such that for a cylinder
[i0 . . . in−1] in S

Z and ŵ ∈ [i0 . . . ik−1] we have

C−1 ≤
η([i0 . . . in−1])

e(Ψn(ŵ)−nPG(Ψ))
≤ C.

The next result can be found in [27][Theorem 3.1].

Theorem 3.2. Assume that supŵ∈SZ Ψ(ŵ) <∞ and Ψ has strongly summable variations. Then

(1) the variational principle for Ψ holds

PG(Ψ) = sup
η∈Mσ(Ψ)

{hη(σ) +

∫

Ψ dη}.

(2) If PG(Ψ) <∞, then there exists a unique σ-invariant ergodic Gibbs measure ηΨ for Ψ.
(3) If furthermore, hηΨ(σ) <∞, then ηΨ ∈ Mσ(Ψ) and it is the unique equilibrium measure

for Ψ.

We say that an invariant Borel probability measure η associated to the continuous transfor-
mation T has exponential decay of correlations for a classH of functions if there exists 0 < θ < 1
such that, for any h1, h2 ∈ H,

∣
∣
∣

∫

h1(T
n(x))h2(x) dη −

∫

h1(x) dη

∫

h2(x) dη
∣
∣
∣ ≤ Kθn,

for some K = K(h1, h2) > 0.
The measure η satisfies the central limit theorem (CLT) for functions in H if there exist σ ∈ R

such that 1√
n

∑n−1
i=0 (h(T

i(x)) −
∫
h dη) converges in law to a normal distribution N (0, σ) for

any h ∈ H.

Proposition 3.2 ([27] Theorem 4.7). Assume that PG(Ψ), supŵ∈SZ(Ψ(ŵ)) < ∞ and that
Ψ is locally Hölder continuous. If hηΨ(σ) < ∞, then the measure ηΨ has exponential decay of
correlations and satisfies the CLT with respect to the class of bounded locally Hölder continuous.
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4. Proof of Theorem A

The proof of Theorem A is divided into two steps. The first one is to show the uniqueness of
equilibrium state for the induced map and the second one is to obtain the uniqueness for the
horseshoe map.

Consider the constant α ∈ (0, 2
3
) and the inducing scheme (ρ,Σα), obtained as in the Section

3, the next result gives us sufficient condition for a potential ϕ to admit a unique relative
equilibrium state.

Theorem 4.1. Let ϕ : Σ → R be a continuous potential and ϕρ be the induced potential
satisfying the following conditions:

(P1) The potential Ψ := ϕρ ◦ Π is locally Hölder continuous.
(P2) There exist a natural n ∈ N such that PL(ϕ) > sup ϕn

n
.

Then, there exists a unique relative equilibrium state νϕ. Moreover, the measure νϕ has expo-
nential decay of correlations and satisfies the (CLT) with respect to class of functions whose
induced functions on Σα are bounded Hölder continuous.

Note that the pressure PL(ϕ) is finite, so we take ϕρ = ϕ− PL(ϕ).

Claim 4.1. If ϕ satisfies (P2), then there exists a constant ǫ > 0 such that

(8)
∑

i>1

i sup
w∈Σi

eϕρ(w)+iǫ <∞.

Proof of Claim. By the property (P2) and Remark 2.2 we get ǫ0 > 0 such that PL(ϕ) > supϕ+ǫ0
and thus for P := PL(ϕ), w ∈ Σi and all i it occurs that

−ǫ0 >

∑i−1
k=0 ϕ(σ

k(w))

i
− P.

This implies that
∑i−1

k=0 ϕ(σ
k(w)) − iP < −iǫ0 and eϕρ(w) < e−iǫ0. Since the estimate is inde-

pendent of w, it is possible to obtain ǫ small enough such that

(9) sup{eϕρ(w)+iǫ;w ∈ Σi} ≤ e−iǫ0 .

Hence, by summing the expression (9) over i we get

∑

i

i sup{eϕρ(w)+iǫ;w ∈ Σi} ≤
∑

i

ie−iǫ0 < +∞.

Thus proving the Claim 4.1. �

We now consider the potential Ψ = ϕρ ◦ Π.

Claim 4.2. If ϕ satisfies (P1) and (P2), then Ψ the Gurevich pressure is finite.

Proof of Claim. By the condition (P1) the Gurevich Pressure PG(Ψ) is well defined. Let n
be positive integer and a cylinder [Dl1

i1
...Dln

in
] in SZ, there exists a unique sequence w ∈
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Π([Dl1
i1
...Dln

in
]) such that T n(w) = w. Thus, by fixing a > 1 and 1 ≤ j ≤ ra we get
(
∑

i>1

sup
w∈Σi

eϕρ(w)

)n

=
∑

i1,...in

Ci1...in sup
w∈Σi1

eϕρ(w)... sup
w∈Σin

eϕρ(w)

≥
∑

i2,...in

Ca,i2...in sup
w∈Σa

eϕρ(w) sup
w∈Σi2

eϕρ(w)... sup
w∈Σin

eϕρ(w)

≥
∑

Tn(w)=w

w∈Da
j

e
∑n−1

k=0 ϕρ(T kw).

Then by (8) and (12), we have

PG(Ψ) = lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∑

σn(ŵ)=ŵ

ŵ∈[Da
j ]

e
∑n−1

j=0 Ψ(σj(ŵ))

= lim
n→∞

1

n
log

∑

Tn(w)=w

w∈Da
j

e
∑n−1

k=0 ϕρ(T k(w))

≤ lim
n→∞

1

n
log

(
∑

i>1

sup
w∈Σi

eϕρ(w)

)n

< +∞.

�

Note that by using the same arguments we prove that the Gurevich pressure of the potential
Ψδ on S

Z, given by Ψδ(ŵ) = ϕρ(w) + δρ(w) is finite for some δ > 0 small enough. A potential
Ψ that satisfies this is called positive recurrent potential.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By Theorem 3.2, we have the variational principle

PG(Ψ) = sup
η∈Mσ(Ψ)

{hη(σ) +

∫

Ψ dη}.

Moreover, there exists a unique Gibbs measure ηΨ for Ψ, so the measure ν = Π∗ηΨ also has
this property with respect to the potential ϕρ, that is, there exists a constants K > 0 such that
for n > 1 and Σn = ∪rn

i=1D
n
i we have

(10) K−1 ≤
ν(Dn

i )

eϕρ(w)−P
≤ K,

for w ∈ Dn
i and P = PG(Ψ).

Now, we define

c(α) = lim sup
1

n
log

[
∑

k≤αn

(
n

k

)]

.

By using standing theorem for n!, we can easily cheek that limα→0 c(α) = 0. Choose α > 0,
such that c(α) < PL(ϕ)− sup(ϕ). We observe that

lim sup
1

n
log rn ≤ lim sup

1

n
log ♯{w = (w0w1...) ; dn−1(w) ≤ α}(11)

< c(α) < PL(ϕ)− sup(ϕ).
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Thus, for n large enough we have that rn < eǫn. Hence by summing (10) with respect to n > 1
and using (8), we have

∫

Σα

ρ dν =
∑

n>1

nν(Σn)

=
∑

n>1

n
rn∑

i=1

ν(Dn
i )

≤
K

eP

∑

n>1

nrn sup
w∈Dn

i

{eϕρ(w)+ǫn} < +∞.(12)

By using (12) and Abramov-Kac formulas, we have

hηΨ(σ) = hν(T )

=

∫

ρ dν · hL(ν)(σ) < +∞.

Since PL(ϕ) > −∞ and
∫
ϕdL(ν) > −∞, we have

∫

Ψ dηΨ =

∫

ϕρ dν

=

(∫

ρ dν

)

·

∫

ϕ− PL(ϕ) dL(ν) > −∞.

Hence ηΨ ∈ Mσ(Ψ), and by using Theorem 3.2 once again, we obtain that the measure ηΨ is
the unique equilibrium state of Ψ. However, we can define the measure L(ν) that is contained
in ML(σ,W ). By using that Ψ is a positive recurrent potential and [[25], Theorem 4.4] we
obtain that the measure L(ν) is the unique relative equilibrium state for PL(ϕ).
In order to complete the proof of Theorem 4.1, we just need to check the properties of

Proposition 3.2. We make use of the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. The measure ν has exponential tail, that is, there exist C > 0 and 0 < ϑ < 1
such that for all n > 0,

ν({w ∈ Σα; ρ(w) ≥ m}) ≤ Cϑn.

Proof. Note that ν({w ∈ Σα; ρ(w) ≥ m}) =
∑∞

n≥m

∑rn
i=1 ν(D

n
i ), then we obtain the result in a

similar way to (12). �

It follows that by Lemma 4.1 and the results [[37], Theorem 2, Theorem 3] that the measure
L(ν) has exponential decay of correlations and satisfies the (CLT) with respect to class of
functions whose induced functions on Σα are bounded Hölder continuous. �

Proof of Theorem A. By using Theorem 2.2, we have that every continuous potential φ has an
equilibrium state. Assume that µ1 and µ2 are ergodic equilibrium states for F and let us prove
that µ1 = µ2.
By hypothesis (C2), there exists a natural n such that P (φ) > sup φn

n
, so

φ(Q) ≤ sup
φn

n
< P (φ).

Then, the Dirac measure δQ, can not be an equilibrium state for φ. Analogously, we can obtain
the same for δP . Therefore, by Lemma 2.1, we can consider a constant α > 0 small enough
such that µi(R1) > α for i = 1, 2.
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Now, we consider the inducing scheme (ρ,Σα) such that Σα ⊂ Σ11 is the subset composed
by the sequences with frequency of symbols 1’s at least α, as defined in (2), and the associated
tower W as in (3).
For each i = 1, 2, we denote by νi the push-forward of µi with respect to semi-conjugacy h,

i.e., the measure defined on A ⊂ Σ11 by

νi(A) = µi(h
−1(A)).

The measure νi is ergodic and satisfies νi([1]) = µi(R1) > α > 0, so since W is an σ-invariant
set, by ergodicity of νi we have νi(W ) = 1. Hence, applying the Lemma 3.1 for A = [1], we
conclude that νi is a liftable measure, moreover it is a relative equilibrium state for the potential
ϕ = h∗φ. In the other hand, the potential φ satisfies the conditions (C1) and (C2), so ϕ satisfies
the properties (P2) and (P1). Then, by Theorem 4.1, there exists a unique relative equilibrium
state, so ν1 = ν2. Therefore, we conclude that µ1 = µ2. The uniqueness is proven. �

5. Proof of Theorem B

In this section, we prove that uniqueness of equilibrium state for the restriction of the po-
tential to Ω and the map G : Ω → Ω is equivalent to uniqueness of equilibrium state for the
horseshoe map F : Λ → Λ. The technique is based on the strategy given in the works [31] and
[29]. First, we prove that potentials φ with uniqueness for the restriction φ|Ω and such that
they do not depend on the z coordinate have uniqueness. After that, we prove that potentials
without this condition have cohomologous satisfying this and the uniqueness is obtained in the
general case.
In order to make the paper self contained, we will prove our result following the proofs in

the works [31] and [29] along the same lines. All the strategy works here because the unique
property used with respect to the restriction to Ω is the uniqueness obtained from the small
variation of the potential and the non-uniform expansion of the map G.
As it is said in [31], some of the following ideas are based in the constructions in [8]. We define

the projection of the parallelepipeds R0 and R1 onto the planes P0 and P1, π : R0∪R1 → P0∪P1

by

π(x, y, z) =

{
(x, y, 0), if (x, y, z),∈ R0,
(x, y, 5

6
) if (x, y, z) ∈ R1.

It is straightforward to check that π is continuous, surjective and

π ◦ F−1 = G ◦ π.

Lemma 5.1 ([31], Lemma 5.1). For each X ∈ Ω we have h(F−1, π−1(X)) = 0.

Since the projection π is actually a semiconjugacy between the inverse horseshoe F−1 and
the map G, we have (see [4])

htop(F
−1) ≤ htop(G) + sup{h(F−1, π−1(X)) | X ∈ Ω}.

By Lemma 5.1 we get
htop(F

−1) ≤ htop(G).

On the other hand, because π is a semiconjugacy, we have the other inequality immediately
(see [5]), which gives us

htop(F
−1) = htop(G).

Thus, we have proved that the topological entropies of these two maps are equal.

Proposition 5.1 ([31], Proposition 5.2). For ϕ = φ|Ω ◦ π we have Ptop(F
−1, ϕ) = Ptop(G, φ|Ω).
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Proof. Given µ a F−1-invariant probability measure, taking ν = µ ◦ π−1 a result by Ledrappier
and Walters (see [17]) guarantees that

hµ(F
−1)+

∫

φ|Ω◦πdµ ≤ hν(G)+

∫

φ|Ωdν+

∫

Ω

h(F−1, π−1(X))dµ(X) = hν(G)+

∫

φ|Ωdν ≤ Ptop(G),

because by Lemma 5.1 we have h(F−1, π−1(X)) = 0 for each X ∈ Ω and by semiconjugacy ν is
G-invariant.
Going back to the inequality, we have for ϕ = φ|Ω ◦ π and any F−1-invariant probability µ

hµ(F
−1) +

∫

ϕdµ ≤ Ptop(G) =⇒ Ptop(F
−1, ϕ) ≤ Ptop(G, φ|Ω).

In the other hand, π is a semiconjugacy, which implies (see [5])

Ptop(G, φ|Ω) ≤ Ptop(F
−1, ϕ) =⇒ Ptop(G, φ|Ω) = Ptop(F

−1, ϕ).

�

Theorem 5.1. Given a G-invariant Borel probability µ, there exists an F−1-invariant Borel
probability µ such that hµ(F

−1) ≥ hµ(G).

We divide the proof of Theorem 5.2 into five lemmas.
The first lemma constructs the measure and a σ-algebra.

Lemma 5.2. Denote by AΩ the Borel σ-algebra in Ω. Given a G-invariant probability µ, there
exists a σ-algebra A and a measure µ : A → [0, 1] depending on µ.

Proof. Let AΩ be the Borel σ-algebra in Ω and define A0 := π−1(AΩ). Thus, A0 is a σ-algebra
on the horseshoe, whose elements are given by A = π−1(B), where B is a Borelian in Ω. Note
that A0 ⊂ F−1(A0). If for each n ∈ N we define An := F−n(A0), we have an increasing
sequence of σ-algebras

A0 ⊂ A1 ⊂ A2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ An ⊂ . . .

For each n define a probability measure µn : An → [0, 1] by

µn(F
−n(A0) = µ(π(A0)) for all A0 ∈ A0.

Note that µn depends also on φ|Ω. Using the semiconjugacy it is straightforward to prove that
each µn is invariant under F−1. Finally, we consider A :=

⋃∞
n=0An, which is a σ-algebra on Λ.

Define µ : A → [0, 1] by

µ(A) = µn(A) ifA ∈ A0.

�

It is easy to see that µ is well-defined. The second lemma gives a criterium to show that the
measure is σ-additive, which is classical in measure theory.

Lemma 5.3. Let A be a σ-algebra and µ : A → [0, 1] such that

µ(A1 ∪ · · · ∪ An) =
n∑

i=1

µ(Ai),

for every finite family {Ai}
n
i=1 of disjoint sets in A. If there exists a family C ⊂ A such that

• C is compact: if C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ Cn ⊃ . . . is a sequence of sets in C then ∩∞
i=1Ci 6= ∅.
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• C has the approximation property: for all A ∈ A we have

µ(A) = sup{µ(C) | C ⊂ A,C ∈ C};

then µ is a probability measure on A.

The third lemma constructs a family satisfying the criterium.

Lemma 5.4. For the σ-algebra A in Lemma 5.2 there exists a family C satisfying the critirium
in Lemma 5.3 which warrants that the measure µ in Lemma 5.2 is a probability on A.

Proof. We consider KΩ the collection of all compact sets in Ω and we define K0 := π−1(KΩ),
which is a subfamily of the σ-algebra A0. We define C :

⋃∞
n=0 F

−n(K0) which is contained in A
and it is a compact class with the approximation property.

• Let C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ Cn ⊃ . . . be sets of C. If for every i ∈ N there exists Di ⊂ KΩ

and there exists ni ∈ N such that Ci = F−ni(π−1(Di)). Since π
−1(Di) is a closed set in

a compact space Ω, π−1(Di) is compact. By the continuity of F−1, (Ci)i∈N is a family
of nested compact sets, therefore

⋂∞
n=1Cn 6= ∅.

• Let A ∈ A. Using the regulatiry of the measure µ on Ω we have µ(B) = sup{µ(D) |
D ⊂ B,D ∈ KΩ} for all D ∈ AΩ. By the definition of C, for all C ∈ C there exists
D ∈ KΩ and n ∈ N such that C = F−n(π−1(D)). Thus, µ(C) = µ(F−n(π−1(D))) =
µ(π(π−1(D))) = µ(D). Then

sup{µ(D) | D ⊂ B,D ∈ KΩ} = sup{µ(C) | C ⊂ A,C ∈ A}.

To finish it is enough to note that for all A ∈ A, there exists B ∈ KΩ such that
µ(A) = µ(B).

Then, by the criterion, we proved that µ is a probability measure on A. Since every µn is
invariant under F−1, the measure µ is also F−1-invariant. �

The fourth lemma shows that the measure is F−1-invariant on the Borel σ-algebra.

Lemma 5.5. The extension of the σ-algebra A coincides with the Borel σ-algebra AΛ on Λ.

Proof. Since π is continuous we have that A is contained in the Borel σ-algebra. It is enough to
prove that for all X ∈ Λ there exists a fundamental system of neighborhoods of X contained in
A. Let X ∈ Λ and remember that ρ < 1 is the contraction factor in the direction of the Z-axis.
For each n ∈ N, by the uniform continuity of Gn there exists δn > 0 such that d(z, w) < δn
implies d(Gn(z), Gn(w)) < 1/n. We define Bn(X) = F−n(π−1(B(π(F n(X)), δn))). Therefore,
for every n ∈ N and X ∈ Bn(X), we have diamBn(X) = ρn + 1/n which goes to zero when n
goes to infinity. �

The fifth lemma shows the inequality between the entropies.

Lemma 5.6. We have hµ(F
−1) ≥ hµ(G).

Proof. Using the well-known Brin-Katok theorem, we can compute the entropy by the formula:

hµ(G) = lim
ǫ→0

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log

1

µ(BG(X, ǫ, n))
,

for µ-almost every X ∈ Ω, where BG(X, ǫ, n) denotes the dynamical ball of G at X , radius ǫ
and length n. We note that, given ǫ > 0, by the continuity of π (on a compact space), there
exists 0 ≤ δ ≤ ǫ such that

π(B(Z, δ)) ⊂ B(π(Z), ǫ) for every Z ∈ Λ.
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Using this fact it is straightforward to check that

BF−1(Y, δ, n) ⊂ π−1(BG(X, ǫ, n)) for every Y ∈ π−1(X).

By the definition of the measure µ we have

µ(BF−1(Y, δ, n)) ≤ µ(π−1(BG(X, ǫ, n))) = µ(BG(X, ǫ, n))).

If we consider A ⊂ Ω a full measure set with respect to µ, then π−1(A) ⊂ Λ satisfies µ(π−1(A)) =
µ(A) = 1. Thus,

hµ(F
−1) = lim

δ→0
lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log

1

µ(BF−1(Y, δ, n))
≥ lim

ǫ→0
lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log

1

µ(BG(X, ǫ, n))
= hµ(G).

�

Proposition 5.2. If the measure µ is an equilibrium state for the system (G, φ|Ω) then µ given
by Theorem 5.2 is an equilibrium state for the system (F−1, ϕ).

Proof. Given an equilibrium state µ for the system (G, φ|Ω), Theorem 5.2 gives an F−1-invariant
Borel probability µ such that hµ(F

−1) ≥ hµ(G). Hence,

Ptop(G) = hµ(G) +

∫

φΩdµ ≤ hµ(F
−1) +

∫

ϕdµ ≤ Ptop(F
−1).

Once Ptop(G) = Ptop(F
−1) and by a change of variables we get

∫

φΩdµ =

∫

φΩ ◦ πdµ =

∫

ϕdµ,

then we have that µ is an equilibrium state for the system (F−1, ϕ). �

Proposition 5.3. If the measure µ is an equilibrium state for the system (F−1, ϕ) then the
measure given by ν = µ ◦ π−1 is an equilibrium state for the system (G, φ|Ω).

Proof. Let µ an equilibrium state for the system (F−1, ϕ) and define ν(A) = µ(π−1(A)) for all
Borelian A in Ω. Again by semiconjugacy, the probability ν is G-invariant. We have that

Ptop(F
−1, ϕ) = hµ(F

−1) +

∫

ϕdµ ≤ hν(G) +

∫

φ|Ωdν ≤ Ptop(G),

By Proposition 5.1 we have Ptop(G, φ|Ω) = Ptop(F
−1, ϕ), which implies that ν is an equilibrium

state for the system (G, φ|Ω). �

Proposition 5.4. The system (F−1, ϕ) has uniqueness of equilibrium state if, and only if, the
system (G, φ|Ω) does so.

Proof. Assume that the system (G, φ|Ω) has uniqueness of equilibrium state µ. Proposition
5.2 guarantees that µ is an equilibrium state for the system (F−1, ϕ). Let us suppose, by
contradition, that there exists another equilibrium state ν. We will show that ν := ν ◦ π−1 is
different from the equilibrium state µ.
In fact, since ν 6= µ, we can find A ∈ A such that ν(A) 6= µ(A). The σ-algebra A, which

coincides with the Borelians on Λ, was obtained as A =
⋃∞

n=0 F
−n(A0). Thus, there exist

A0 ∈ A0 and n0 ∈ N such that A = F−n0(A0).
Remember also that A0 = π−1(AΩ) and therefore there exists B ∈ AΩ such that A0 =

π−1(B). Using that µ is invariant under F−1 we have

ν(B) = ν(π−1(B)) = ν(A0) = ν(F−n0(A0)) = ν(A) 6=
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µ(A) = ν(F−n0(A0)) = ν(A0) = µ(π−1(B)) = µ(B).

It means that ν 6= µ and the first part is proven.
Now, assuming that the system (F−1, ϕ) has uniqueness, let us suppose, by contradiction,

that the system (G, φ|Ω) admits two distinct equilibrium states µ and ν. Proposition 5.3
guarantees that µ and ν are equilibrium states for the system (F−1, ϕ). By uniqueness, we
have µ = ν. Given B ∈ AΩ, analogously to what is given above, we can consider the following

ν(B) = ν(π−1(B)) = ν(A0) = ν(F−n0(A0)) = ν(A) =

µ(A) = ν(F−n0(A0)) = ν(A0) = µ(π−1(B)) = µ(B).

Once B is arbitrary, we conclude that µ = ν. This contradiction proves the uniqueness. The
Proposition is proven. �

Finally, we prove that potentials which depends on the z-coordinate have cohomologous
which does not depend on it. We follow ideas of [31].

Proposition 5.5. ([31] Proposition 3.1) Let φ : R0∪R1 → R be a Hölder continuous potential.
There exist a Hölder continuous potential ϕ : R0 ∪ R1 → R satisfying:

• ϕ is cohomologous to φ, that is, there exists u : R0∪R1 → R such that ϕ = φ+u−u◦F−1.
• ϕ does not depend on the z-coordinate.

Proof. They take

u(X) =

∞∑

j=0

(φ ◦ F j − φ ◦ F j ◦ π)(X).

and prove that ϕ like above does not depend on the z-coordinate. �

6. Hyperbolic Potentials versus Expanding Potentials

In the works [2] and [30] the authors prove existence of equilibrium state for non-uniformly ex-
panding maps and the so-called hyperbolic potentials. While in [30] they also prove uniqueness
with a mild condition, in [2] prove an equivalence between the so-called expanding potentials
and the hyperbolic ones. It will allows us to obtain uniqueness for the horseshoe in some cases
where the restriction of the potential is expanding (or hyperbolic) by using Theorem B. We
recall the definitions of hyperbolic and expanding potentials as it is given in [2].

6.1. Topological pressure. We recall the definition of relative pressure for non-compact sets
by means of dynamical balls. Let M be a compact metric space. Consider f : M → M and
φ : M → R both continuous. Given δ > 0, n ∈ N and x ∈ M , we define the dynamical ball
Bδ(x, n) as

Bδ(x, n) = {y ∈M | d(f i(x), f i(y)) < δ, for 0 ≤ i ≤ n}.

Consider for each N ∈ N, the set

FN = {Bδ(x, n) | x ∈M and n ≥ N} .

Given Λ ⊂M , denote by FN(Λ) the finite or countable families of elements in FN which cover
Λ. Define for n ∈ N

Snφ(x) = φ(x) + φ(f(x)) + · · ·+ φ(fn−1(x)),

and
Rn,δφ(x) = sup

y∈Bδ(x,n)

Snφ(y).
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Given a f -invariant set Λ ⊂ M , not necessarily compact, define for each γ ∈ R

mf (φ,Λ, δ, γ, N) = inf
U∈FN (Λ)







∑

Bδ(x,n)∈U
e−γn+Rn,δφ(x)






.

Define also

mf (φ,Λ, δ, γ) = lim
N→+∞

mf (φ,Λ, δ, γ, N)

and

Pf(φ,Λ, δ) = inf{γ ∈ R | mf(φ,Λ, δ, γ) = 0}.

Finally, define the relative pressure of φ on Λ as

Pf(φ,Λ) = lim
δ→0

Pf (φ,Λ, δ).

The topological pressure of φ is, by definition, Pf(φ) = Pf (φ,M). It satisfies

Pf(φ) = sup{Pf(φ,Λ), Pf(φ,Λ
c)},(13)

where Λc denotes the complement of Λ on M . We refer the reader to [24, Theorem 11.2] for
the proof of (13) and for additional properties of the pressure.

6.2. Expanding measures and hyperbolic potentials. Given 0 < σ < 1 and ε > 0, we
say that n ∈ N is a hyperbolic time for x ∈M if

• there exists a neighbourhood Vn(x) of x such that fn maps Vn(x) homeomorphically
onto the ball Bε(f

n(x));
• d(f i(y), f i(z)) ≤ σn−id(fn(y), fn(z)), for all y, z ∈ Vn(x) and all 0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1.

We say that x ∈M has positive frequency of (σ, ε)-hyperbolic times if

d(x) := lim sup
n→∞

1

n
#{0 ≤ j ≤ n− 1 | j is a -hyperbolic time for x} > 0,

and define the expanding set

H = {x ∈M | d(x) > 0}.

We say that a Borel probability measure µ (not necessarily f -invariant) on M is expanding if
µ(H) = 1, and that a continuous function φ :M → R is a hyperbolic potential if the topological
pressure Pf(φ) is located on H , i.e.

Pf(φ,H
c) < Pf(φ).

Proposition 6.1. Let φ be a hyperbolic potential. If µ is an ergodic probability measure such
that hµ(f) +

∫
φdµ > Pf(φ,H

c), then µ(H) = 1.

Proof. Since H is an invariant set and µ is an ergodic probability measure, we have µ(H) = 0
or µ(H) = 1. Since the potential φ is hyperbolic, we get

hµ(f) +

∫

φdµ > Pf (φ,H
c) ≥ sup

ν(Hc)=1

{

hν(f) +

∫

Hc

φdν

}

.

(For the second inequality, see [24, Theorem A2.1]) So, we cannot have µ(Hc) = 1 and we
obtain µ(H) = 1, i.e. µ is an expanding measure. �
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6.3. Expanding potentials. Let φ : M → R be a continuous potential. We say that φ is an
expanding potential if the following inequality holds

sup
µ∈Ec

{

hµ(f) +

∫

φdµ

}

< sup
µ∈E

{

hµ(f) +

∫

φdµ

}

,

where E denotes the set of all expanding measures for f .
We observe that Proposition 6.1 shows that every hyperbolic potential is an expanding po-

tential. Since for an expanding potential φ we can find a sequence µn of expanding measures
such that we have hµn(f)+

∫
φdµn → Pf(φ), if φ is also Hölder , we also can find finitely many

ergodic equilibrium states for φ which are expanding measures. In fact, all the proof is similar
from the point where Proposition 6.1 is proved. We obtain the following Theorem:

Theorem 6.1. ([2][Theorem B]) Let f : M → M be a continuous map with an expanding
measure and φ : M → R a continuous potential. Then φ is a hyperbolic potential if, and only
if, it is an expanding potential. In particular, if φ is hyperbolic and Hölder with finite pressure
Pf(φ), there exist finitely many equilibrium states which are expanding measures.

With Theorem 6.1 we can use the following result for hyperbolic potentials.

Theorem 6.2. ([30][Theorem 2]) Let f : M → M be a local homeomorphism and let φ :
M → R be a hyperbolic Hölder continuous potential. Then, there exist finitely many ergodic
equilibrium states associated with (f, φ). In addition, the equilibrium state is unique if the
pre-orbit {f−n(x)}n≥0 of every point x ∈ H is dense in M .

We observe that in [32] the zooming measures and continuous zooming potentials in the
context of exponential contractions are what we call here expanding measures and expanding
potentials. Hence, our Theorem 6.1 is a corollary of [32][Theorem 8.2.1]. We state this result
in the following:

Theorem 6.3. ([32][Theorem 8.2.1]) Let f : M → M a continuous zooming map and the
contraction (αn)n satisfying αn(r) ≤ ar for some a ∈ (0, 1), every n ∈ N and every r ∈ [0,+∞)
(Lipschitz contractions, for example) and φ : M → R a continuous potential. Then φ is a
hyperbolic potential if, and only if, it is a zooming potential. In particular, if φ is hyperbolic
and Hölder with finite pressure Pf(φ), there exist finitely many equilibrium states which are
zooming measures.

7. Proof of Theorem C

In the work [31] the authors prove that the map G, the projection of F−1, is a non-uniformly
expanding map and satisfy our assumption of hyperbolic times in section 6. We can now prove
our Theorem C.

Proposition 7.1. If a potential φ : Λ −→ R is projective hyperbolic, then its restriction ϕ = φ|Ω
is an expanding potential (or hyperbolic) with respect to G.

Proof. Once every potential with low variation is hyperbolic (or expanding), we have that the
null potential is hyperbolic and then there exists a measure of maximal entropy µ ∈ E , that is,
h(G) = hµ(G). Since ϕ is a potential such that ϕ(x) ≥ u(x) − u(G(x)) for some measurable
function u : Ω → R and every x ∈ H we have that

∫
φdη ≥ 0 for every η ∈ E . It implies that

sup
ν∈Ec

{

hν(G) +

∫

φdν

}

≤ sup
ν∈Ec

{hν(G)}+ sup
ν∈Ec

{∫

φdν

}

< hµ(G) ≤
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hµ(G) +

∫

φdµ =⇒ sup
ν∈Ec

{

hν(G) +

∫

φdν

}

< sup
µ∈E

{

hµ(G) +

∫

φdµ

}

.

It shows that the potential φ is expanding (or hyperbolic). �

Corollary 7.1. If φ : Λ → R is a projective hyperbolic potential, then there exists a unique
equilibrium state for G associated to the potential ϕ = φ|Ω.

Proof. By using of the Proposition 7.1 the potential ϕ is expanding and by Theorem 6.1 it is
also a hyperbolic potential. In this way, since the map G is strongly topologically mixing and
non-uniformly expanding, by [[30], Theorem 2] we have that there exists a unique equilibrium
state for the pair (G,ϕ). �

Hence, by Theorem B we obtain uniqueness for the horseshoe F .

8. Proof of Theorem D

Lemma 8.1. Let F : Λ → Λ be the horseshoe, η the unique measure of maximal entropy for the
non-uniformly expanding map G : Ω → Ω and φ : Λ → R a Hölder potential and X ∈ Λ such
that supφ|Ω = φ(X) < P (φ|Ω) − hη(G). Then the restriction of φ|Ω is an expanding potential,
that is, it is a hyperbolic potential.

Proof. The existence and uniqueness of the measure of maximal entropy η is given by Ramos-
Viana [30] because Santana [32] gives that the null potential is zooming (expanding), then
hyperbolic. So, denoting by E the set of expanding measures, since sup φ|Ω = φ(X) < P (φ|Ω)−
hη(G), we have

sup
ν∈Ec

{

hν(G) +

∫

(φ|Ω − P (φ|Ω))dν

}

< hη(G) + sup
ν∈Ec

{
∫

(φ|Ω − φ(X)− hη(G))dν

}

=

hη(G) + sup
ν∈Ec

{
∫

(φ|Ω − φ(X))dν

}

− hη(G) ≤ 0 =

P (φ|Ω − P (φ|Ω)) = sup
ν∈E

{

hν(G) +

∫

(φ|Ω − P (φ|Ω))dν

}

.

Hence, φ|Ω − P (φ|Ω) is expanding and so is φ|Ω. Then, φ|Ω is hyperbolic. Ramos-Viana gives a
unique equilibrium state because G is topologically exact and the pre-images of points in the
expanding set are dense. �

Lemma 8.2. Let F : Λ → Λ be the horseshoe, η the unique measure of maximal entropy for
the non-uniformly expanding map G : Ω → Ω and a Hölder potential such that it holds that
supφ|Ω = 0 = φ|Ω(Q) < P (φ|Ω). Then, there exists a Hölder potential ϕ : M → R such that
supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω)− hη(G) and ϕ|Ω is cohomologous to φ|Ω.

Proof. Once Q is a fixed point, we have that

supφ|Ω = 0 = φ(Q) = hδQ(G) +

∫

φ|ΩdδQ ≤ P (φ|Ω) =⇒ P (φ|Ω) = hη(G).

Define for t ∈ R and u = −tφ

ϕ(x) = (1−t)φ(x)+tφ(F−1(x)) = φ(x)+(−tφ)(x)−(−tφ(F−1(x))) = φ(x)+u(x)−u(F−1(x)).
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We claim that there exists t ∈ R such that supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω) − hη(G). Since it holds that
supφ|Ω = 0 = φ|Ω(Q) < P (φ|Ω) = hη(G), we can take 0 < t < 1 ≈ s such that it holds that
hη(G) < sP (φ|Ω), s < 1 + (t− 1) supφ|Ω/P (φ|Ω) and for every x ∈ Ω

tφ(F−1(x)) = tφ(G(x)) ≤ t supφ|Ω ≤ 0 < sP (φ|Ω)− hη(G), (1− t) supφ|Ω < (1− s)P (φ|Ω).

So,
ϕ|Ω(x) = (1− t)φ|Ω(x) + tφ|Ω(G(x)) < (1− s)P (φ|Ω) + sP (φ|Ω)− hη(G) =

P (φ|Ω)− hη(G) = P (ϕ|Ω)− hη(G),

because φ and ϕ are cohomologous and have same pressures. Then supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω)− hη(G)
as we wished. �

By Lemma 1 ϕ|Ω is hyperbolic or expanding and it means that it has uniqueness of equilibrium
state. Once by Lemma 2 φ|Ω is cohomologous to ϕ|Ω, φ|Ω also has uniqueness of equilibrium
state.

Remark 8.1. We observe that if φ|Ω(Q) 6= 0 we can take the potential ϕ = φ−φ|Ω(Q) and the
result follows.

Lemma 8.3. We have either every Hölder potential ϕ such that supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω) has unique-
ness of equilibrium state or there exists a Hölder potential φ such that φ|Ω(Q) < supφ|Ω <
P (φ|Ω) and φ does not have uniqueness of equilibrium states.

Proof. Let us suppose that not every Hölder potential ϕ like that has uniqueness of equilibrium
state. We can suppose that ϕ|Ω ≥ 0. Also, ϕ|Ω does not have uniqueness. By Lemma 8.2, we
have either supϕ|Ω ≥ P (ϕ|Ω) or ϕ|Ω(Q) < supϕ|Ω. Once supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω) by hypothesis, we
then have ϕ|Ω(Q) < supϕ|Ω
Since supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω), denote by suppµ the support of the measure µ. Consider the

following union

X :=
⋃

µ invariant6=δQ

suppµ.

Take t < 0 such that (1 + td(Q,X))ϕ(Q) < supϕ|X and define

φ(x) := (1+ td(x,X))ϕ(x) =⇒ φ|Ω(Q) = (1+ td(Q,X))ϕ|Ω(Q) < supϕ|X ≤ supϕ|Ω < P (ϕ|Ω).

We used that d(x,X) = 0 for every x ∈ X and φ|X = ϕ|X . Also, we have that for µ 6= δQ an
invariant measure
∫

φ|Ωdµ =

∫

suppµ

φ|Ωdµ =

∫

suppµ

(1 + d(x,X))ϕ|Ω(x)dµ(x) =

∫

ϕ|Ωdµ =⇒ P (ϕ|Ω) = P (φ|Ω),

because

hδQ(G) +

∫

φ|ΩdδQ = φ|Ω(Q) < P (ϕ|Ω) = sup
µ

{

hµ(G) +

∫

ϕ|Ωdµ

}

=

sup
µ

{

hµ(G) +

∫

φ|Ωdµ

}

= P (φ|Ω).

Hence, φ|Ω(Q) < P (ϕ|Ω) = P (φ|Ω). Also, once φ|X ≡ ϕ|X , we have φ|Ω(Q) < supϕ|X =
supφ|X ≤ sup φ|Ω. It means that µ is an equilibrium state for φ and since ϕ has at least 3
equilibrium states, φ does not have uniqueness of equilibrium state. Moreover, φ is Hölder
because ϕ and d(x,X) are Hölder. �
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It means that among the Hölder potentials ϕ such that supϕ|Ω < P (Ω) either all of them
has uniqueness or the condition ϕ|Ω(Q) = supϕ|Ω is needed to have uniqueness.

9. Examples

9.1. Examples of Admissible Potentials. In this section it will be given examples of ad-
missible potentials with respect to the horseshoe map F .
Firstly, we present some preliminary results and definitions used to get the conditions (C1)

and (C2).
Let n be positive integer and denote the words

bn = 0 . . . 01
︸ ︷︷ ︸

n times

.

Given a sequence w ∈ [1] and a positive integer i, we denote its i-segment by

[w]i := w0w1 . . . wi−1.

If σi(w) ∈ [1], so the i-segment of w is the concatenation of words bn, that is,

1bn1bn2 . . . bnr .

We denote the cardinally of the words bn in the i-segment of w by a(w, i, n). Note that if
w ∈ Σα, then it is a concatenation of infinite words of the type bn.

Lemma 9.1. Let τ < α and N = ⌊ 1
α−τ

⌋ be fixed constants. Then

(14) 1 +

N−1∑

k=1

a(w, i, k) ≥ τ(i+ 1),

for w ∈ Σi.

Proof. By contradiction, assume that

(15) 1 +
N−1∑

k=1

a(w, i, k) < τ(i+ 1).

Note that the number of digits 1’s in [w]i is given by

1 +

s∑

k=1

a(w, i, k),

where s is the largest number n such that bn is in [w]i, and it is possible that some terms of
the sum are null. Since ρ(w) = i we have

(16) 1 +

s∑

k=1

a(w, i, k) > α(i+ 1).

On the other hand

(17) 1 +

s∑

k=1

(k + 1)a(w, i, k) = (i+ 1).

Then

a(w, i, N) + a(w, i, N + 1) + ...+ a(w, i, s) > (α− τ)(i+ 1),
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we conclude that
s∑

k=N

(k + 1)a(w, i, k) ≥ (N + 1)

(
s∑

k=N

a(w, i, k)

)

> (N + 1)(α− τ)(i+ 1)

> (i+ 1),

which contradicts the expression (17). �

A way to understand the Lemma 9.1 is that, if i is a α-return time of a sequence w to [1],
then the words b1, . . . , bN represent at least a part τi of [w]i.
Given a point X = (x, y, z) in Λ, such that h(X) = w, we use the follow notation

Φ[w]n(y) = fwn−1 ◦ · · · ◦ fw0(y),

and also the inverse case

Φ[w]−n
(y) = fw−1 ◦ · · · ◦ fw−n

(y).

The next result gives us non-uniform contraction

Lemma 9.2. [[18], Lemma 3.1] Let w ∈ Σ+
11 be sequence with infinitely many 1’s. Assume

w0 = 1. Let n0, n1, . . . be the successive positions of the symbol 1 in w. Then, there exist a
sequence of positive real numbers (δj)j≥0 and a positive real number C such that the following
holds.

(i) C depends only on n0.
(ii) Each δj depends only on ni, for i ≤ j and belongs to the [0, σ].
(iii) For every i > 0 and for every y ∈ [0, 1],

|Φ
′

[w]ni
(y)| ≤ Cn0

i−1∏

j=1

θj

where θj =
1− δj

σ

1−δj
.

Remark 9.1. The Lemma 9.2 is obtained by using the contraction provided by the block of the
form 0...01. Since the factors of the product in (iii) are all strictly less than 1, if for a block bn
it appears k times in the segment [w]ni

, we have that

|Φ
′

[w]ni
(y)| ≤ Cn0θ

k,

where θ depends only of bn.

Given points X and Y in Λ, we use the follow norm

(18) ||X − Y || = ||X − Y ||s + ||X − Y ||c + ||X − Y ||u,

where ||X − Y ||∗ is the distance with respect to direction ∗ for ∗ ∈ {s, c, u}.
By the hyperbolic behavior of F on the stable and unstable directions and using the distance

(18), given two points X, Y ∈ Λ such that h(X), h(Y ) ∈ [w−n+1 . . . wn−1] we have

(19) ||X − Y ||s ≤ λn e ||X − Y ||u ≤ β−n.

Now we are able to start the result of this section.
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Proposition 9.1. Let c0 ∈ (5/6, 1) be a constant and Qc0 = {X = (x, y, z) ∈ Λ ; z ≤ c0}.
If φ : Λ → R is a Hölder continuous potential constant on Qc0 with supφ = φ(Q), then there
exists a non-empty open interval I ⊂ R such that for every t ∈ I the potential φt := tφ is
admissible.

Proof. First, note that given 5/6 < c0 < 1, we take m = m(c0) by

m = max{k ; βk
0β1(c0 − 5/6) > 1/6}.

So, for every X ∈ Λ ∩ R1 − Qc0 we have h(X) ∈ [1 0 . . . 0
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m

1]. Now, consider the potential

ϕ = φ◦h−1 and its induced ϕρ with respect to the inducing scheme of section 3 . Given sequences

w and v in Σ11 such that Π−1(w) and Π−1(w) are in the cylinder [D
l−n+1

i−n+1
. . .Dl0

i0
. . .D

ln−1

in−1
] of

spaces SZ, so w and v belong to

Dl0
i0
= [

nr
︷ ︸︸ ︷

n1
︷ ︸︸ ︷

10 . . . 01 . . . 10 . . . 01],

where the numbers n1, . . . , nr are the positions of the digit 1. Let X0 = h−1(w) and Y0 = h−1(v)
be points in Λ and nrk the kth return of points X0 and Y0 to the set Λ ∩ (R1 −Qc0), then we
have

|ϕρ(w)− ϕρ(v)| ≤
l0−1∑

i=0

|φ(F i(X0))− φ(F i(Y0))|(20)

= C

r̄∑

k=1

||F nrk (X0))− F nrk (Y0))||
ξ,

where r̄ is number of return of the points X0 and Y0 to the set Λ ∩ (R1 −Qc0). Note that the
terms of the sum (20) related to the points in Qc0, are equal to zero, since φ is constant in this
set. Moreover, by (19), it is enough to analyze the central direction. By using Lemma 9.1, we

have that in each segment [w]sn, where sn =
∑n−1

k=1 l−k, the words b1, b2, . . . , bN appear at least
with frequency τsn. Then, by Lemma 9.2 and Remark 9.1, we conclude

|Φ
′

[w]−sn
(y)| ≤ CNθ

n,(21)

for y ∈ [0, 1] and constants CN > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 1) that depends only on the words b1, b2, . . . , bN .
Therefore, let X⋆ and Y ⋆ be points in Λ such that F sn(X⋆) = X0 and F sn(Y ⋆) = Y0, by the
Lemma 9.2 and the inequality (21) we have

||F nrk (X0)− F nrk (Y0)||c = ||F sn+nrk (X⋆)− F sn+nrk (Y ⋆)||c

≤ |Φ
′

[σnrk (w)]−sn+nrk

|(22)

≤ CNθ
n

rk∏

j=1

θnj

≤ CNθ
n γk,

where 1 ≤ k ≤ r̄ and the constant γ ∈ (0, 1) depends only on word bm. Hence, by using (22) in
the expression (20), we have

|ϕρ(w)− ϕρ(v)| ≤ C̃Θn,
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where Θ = max{λ, β, θ} and C̃ = C.CN .Υ, for Υ =
∑∞

k=0 γ
k. Therefore, the potential φ

satisfies the condition (C1).
Consider the family of the potentials φt : Λ → R given by

φt(X) = tφ(X),

where t ∈ R. By using an analogous argument we can show that φt satisfies the condition (C1)
for every t ∈ R. We denote the topological pressure of φt by P (t). Note that the function
t 7→ P (t) is convex, so it is also a continuous function on t ∈ R, since htop(F ) > 0. Consider
the set

∆ = {ϑ; t ∈ [0, ϑ) , P (t) > tφ(Q)}.

It is a non-empty set, since Ptop(0) > 0. The supremum of ∆ is given by

t1 = sup
µ∈MF (Λ)

µ6=δQ

{
hµ(F )

φ(Q)−
∫
φdµ

}

.

Since the maximal entropy measure of F is not the Dirac measure δQ, we have

t1 >
htop(F )

φ(Q)−
∫
φ dµmax

.

By hypothesis on the potential φ, its variation is given by

V ar(φt) = tφ(Q)− t inf φ.

Then, we take

t0 = sup

{

t ; V ar(φt) <
htop(F )

2

}

.

Since

t1 >
htop(F )

φ(Q)− inf φ
,

the interval I = (t0 , t1) is non-empty. Note that V ar(φt) ≥
htop(F )

2
, that is, φt does not have

small variation.
Moreover, by construction, for every t ∈ (t0 , t1) the potential φt satisfies the condition (C2)

for n = 1.
Therefore, for every t ∈ (t0 , t1) the potential φt is an admissible potential. �

9.2. Examples of Projective Hyperbolic Potentials. As examples of projective hyperbolic
potentials, we have the null one and the set of coboundaries. We will give other examples in
this section. We need to find potentials φ such that

(D1) The restriction ϕ := φ|Ω is Hölder and there exists a measurable function u : Ω → R

such that ϕ ≥ u− u ◦G.
(D2) If E denotes the set of G-invariant expanding measures on Ω, we have that

sup
ν∈Ec

{∫

ϕdν

}

< h(G)− sup
ν∈Ec

{hν(G)}.

Example 9.1. Let u be a Hölder function such that sup u − inf u > h(G). Let v be a Hölder
function such that v > u and sup(v − u ◦G) < h(G)− supν∈Ec{hν(G)}. It implies that

u− u ◦G < v − u ◦G ≤ sup(v − u ◦G) < h(G)− sup
ν∈Ec

{hν(G)}.
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By taking φ = v − u ◦G, we get a potential which is projective admissible.

In order to obtain projective hyperbolic potentials φ with big variation, that is, such that
supφ− inf φ > h(F ), we use the fact that h(F ) = h(G) (see [31]) and Example 9.1. We take a
coboundary u− u ◦F with big variation and, since the Hölder functions are dense in the space
of continuous functions, we can take φ such that φ ≥ u − u ◦ G and they are close enough to
have the integrals close enough. Since the integrals of u−u ◦G are all zero, we can take φ such
that supν∈Ec{

∫
φdν} < h(G)− supν∈Ec{hν(f)}. This finishes the proof.
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