arXiv:1906.09315v3 [math.DS] 10 Aug 2021

EQUILIBRIUM STATES FOR SELF-PRODUCTS OF FLOWS AND THE MIXING PROPERTIES OF RANK 1 GEODESIC FLOWS

BENJAMIN CALL AND DANIEL J. THOMPSON

Abstract. Equilibrium states for geodesic flows over closed rank 1 manifolds were studied recently in [8]. For sufficiently regular potentials, it was shown that if the singular set does not carry full pressure then the equilibrium state is unique. The main result of this paper is that these equilibrium states have the Kolmogorov property. In particular, these measures are mixing of all orders and have positive entropy. For the Bowen-Margulis measure, we go further and obtain the Bernoulli property from the Kolmogorov property using classic arguments from Ornstein theory. Our argument for the Kolmogorov property is based on an idea due to Ledrappier. We prove uniqueness of equilibrium states on the product of the system with itself. To carry this out, we develop techniques for uniqueness of equilibrium states which apply in the presence of the 2-dimensional center direction which appears for a product of flows. This is a key technical challenge of this paper.

1. Introduction

Let M = (M^n, g) be a closed connected C^∞ Riemannian manifold with nonpositive sectional curvature and dimension n, and let (g_t)_{t∈R} denote the geodesic flow on the unit tangent bundle T^1M. The theory of equilibrium states for this setting was developed recently in [8]. Mixing properties are a central topic in ergodic theory. The Bernoulli property is the ultimate mixing property from the measure-theoretic point of view, and the Kolmogorov property is the next strongest mixing property of wide interest. Our main focus is to prove the Kolmogorov property for the class of equilibrium states considered in [8]. We also establish the Bernoulli property for the measure of maximal entropy. Studying the Kolmogorov and Bernoulli properties, and conditions under which K implies Bernoulli, is an active area in smooth ergodic theory, with recent references including [29, 36, 24, 37].

We set up some preliminaries in order to state our results. The rank of a vector v ∈ T^1M is the dimension of the space of parallel Jacobi vector fields for the geodesic through v. The rank is at least 1 because there is always a parallel Jacobi field corresponding to the flow direction. The regular set, denoted Reg, is the set of v ∈ T^1M with rank 1. The singular set, denoted Sing, is the set of vectors whose rank is larger than 1. We say that the manifold M is rank 1 if Reg ≠ ∅. This is the typical situation in non-positive curvature: if M is irreducible and every v is higher rank, then M is locally symmetric by the rank rigidity theorem [5, 4, 9]. We assume that M has rank 1.

Date: August 11, 2021.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 37D35, 37D40, 37A25, 37C40, 37D25. Key words and phrases. Equilibrium states, geodesic flow, Kolmogorov property. This work is partially supported by NSF grants DMS-1461163 and DMS-1954463. 1

We consider equilibrium states for Hölder continuous potentials or scalar multiples of the geometric potential φ^u. We recall that the unstable bundle v → E^u_v is a continuous invariant subbundle of T T^1M, and that the potential φ^u(v) measures infinitesimal expansion in E^u_v . The family of potentials qφ^u, where q ∈ R, are of particular interest in the theory.

For a continuous potential φ : T^1M → R, we let P (φ) denote the topological pressure with respect to the geodesic flow. We let P (Sing, φ) denote the topological pressure of the potential φ|_{Sing} with respect to the geodesic flow restricted to the singular set (setting P (Sing, φ) = −∞ if Sing = ∅, in which case the flow is Anosov). It was proved in [8] that if φ: T^1M → R is φ = qφ^u or Hölder continuous, and if the pressure gap P (Sing, φ) < P (φ) holds, then there is a unique equilibrium state and it is fully supported. In this paper, we go further in describing the properties of the unique equilibrium states thus obtained, and we prove the following.

Theorem A. Let (g_t) be the geodesic flow over a closed rank 1 manifold M and let φ: T^1M → R be φ = qφ^u or be Hölder continuous. If P (Sing, φ) < P (φ), then the unique equilibrium state μ_φ has the Kolmogorov property.

In particular, μ_φ is mixing of all orders, has countable Lebesgue spectrum, and has positive entropy. We remark that if the pressure gap P (Sing, φ) < P (φ) fails, then there must exist equilibrium states supported on Sing. Therefore, we can reformulate our result as saying that if φ: T^1M → R is φ = qφ^u or Hölder continuous, then a fully supported unique equilibrium state for φ must have the K-property.

When M is a surface, it is already known that the equilibrium state is Bernoulli, and thus K, by applying Lima-Ledrappier-Sarig [8, 29]. Their approach relies on the countable state symbolic dynamics for 3-dimensional flows established by Lima and Sarig [30]. For higher dimensional flows, the K-property (and even mixing in the case that φ is not constant) is a new result when Sing ≠ ∅. We denote the measure of maximal entropy μ_{KBM} after Knieper, Bowen, and Margulis. Babillot proved mixing for μ_{KBM} using product structure of the measure provided by Knieper’s construction [2]. To the best of our knowledge, stronger mixing properties for μ_{KBM} have not previously been described in the literature when n ≥ 3.

Our argument for the K-property is to follow a remarkable strategy of Ledrappier [27, Proposition 1.4], which gives a criterion for the K-property in terms of thermodynamic formalism. Consider an asymptotically h-expansive topological dynamical system (X, f) and a continuous potential φ on X, and define a potential Φ on X × X by Φ(x, y) = φ(x) + φ(y). Ledrappier showed that if the product system (X × X, f × f) has a unique equilibrium state for Φ, then the equilibrium state for φ on (X, f) has the K-property. We apply a continuous-time analogue of Ledrappier’s result to the geodesic flow on a closed rank 1 manifold. This reduces our analysis to the question of uniqueness of equilibrium states for the system given by the product of a geodesic flow with itself.

We extend the machinery for uniqueness of equilibrium states developed by Climenhaga and the second named author in [16] to the class of products of flows. A key idea in [16] is to find a decomposition of the space of orbit segments. This means that any finite-length orbit segment is assigned a ‘good’ core by removing a ‘bad’ segment from the start and from the end. We require that good orbit segments have the specification property and the Bowen property, while the collection of bad orbit segments carries less pressure than the whole system. Uniqueness of equilibrium states for rank 1 geodesic flow was established in [8] by exhibiting this kind of decomposition. We would like to find a decomposition for the product flow, but in general decompositions do not behave well under products. If a collection of orbit segments G has good properties, then we can expect that G × G does too. However, we need G × G to arise in a decomposition for (X × X, F × F). In general, this does not look at all promising. The issue can be seen clearly if one considers the decomposition for an S-gap shift given in [15].

A main idea in our analysis is to formalize the notion of λ-decompositions for the space of orbit segments X × [0, ∞). This framework is motivated by, and generalizes, the decomposition for geodesic flow in non-positive curvature which was used in [8]. Unlike a general decomposition, λ-decompositions induce a natural decomposition on the self-product system. We use this to show that the product system (T^1M ×T^1M, (g_t ×g_t)) has a decomposition which satisfies the pressure gap using ideas which extend those in [8]. Other examples which are included in our definition of λ-decompositions include those used in [14, 13] to study equilibrium states for DA systems, and the decompositions used to study geodesic flow on surfaces with no focal points in [11].

The other key idea required to apply the machinery of [16] is to show that the pressure of obstructions to expansivity is smaller than that of the whole space. For a product of flows (X × X, F × F), this is never the case. Consider the bi-infinite Bowen balls Γ_ε(x_1, x_2) for the product flow, defined at (4.1). The best expansivity property one can expect is that Γ_ε(x_1, x_2) is contained in the 2-dimensional set {(f_{r1} x_1, f_{r2} x_2) | r_1, r_2 ∈ [−s, s]} for some s > 0. Thus, even if the flow (X, F) is expansive, every non-isolated point in the product flow is non-expansive. We address this by controlling the ‘product non-expansive set’:

NE^×(ε) := {(x_1, x_2) ∈ X × X | Γ_ε(x_1, x_2) ⊄ f_{[−s,s]}(x_1) × f_{[−s,s]}(x_2) for any s > 0}.

We say a (F × F)-invariant measure ν is product expansive if ν(NE^×(ε)) = 0 for small ε > 0.

We outline some strategy for the uniqueness proof. Our presentation naturally focuses on the case Sing ≠ ∅. Of course, our approach also applies in the Anosov case, Sing = ∅, which is formally covered by this paper modulo some different (simpler) details to replace the pressure estimates in §5. Let μ be the unique equilibrium state for φ for a flow (X, F) provided by an application of the machinery of [16]. We show that the measure μ × μ is an equilibrium state for Φ and that it is product expansive. Furthermore, the weak Gibbs property for the equilibrium state μ lifts to μ × μ. Our task is to show that these ingredients are enough to run the proof that there are no equilibrium states mutually singular to μ × μ, and then to show that μ × μ is ergodic.

We encounter technical difficulties related to approximating sets with elements of ‘adapted partitions’ for (t, ε)-separated sets. For a product expansive measure, we show that partition elements can approximate sets invariant under the R^2 -action (i.e. for f_s × f_t for every s, t). However, we are not able to approximate sets invariant under only the diagonal action (f_s × f_s). This is what would be needed to adapt the ergodicity proof given in [16], so we need a different approach: we prove weak mixing for μ using a spectral argument, and this gives ergodicity of μ × μ. The key ingredient is a ‘light mixing’ property for positive measure sets that have been flowed out by a uniform constant β > 0.

The arguments given in this paper are not specific to geodesic flow. Our central argument gives criteria for uniqueness of equilibrium states designed to be applicable for systems which are self-products of flows. Theorem 6.5 gives the general abstract statement provided by the arguments in this paper, and we expect that it will be broadly applicable beyond the current setting. While our focus is on systems with non-uniform structure, we note that the uniqueness result is new even in the case of a product of uniformly hyperbolic flows, since the expansivity issues we have to deal with are already present in that setting. In §6.3, we discuss remaining room for improvement in the hypotheses of Theorem 6.5. These generalizations are not pursued here since it would distract from the main ideas necessary for our analysis. We note that some further applications of our approach in both continuous and discrete-time have been explored in the preprint [10] by the first-named author, which is a sequel to this paper.

We now discuss the Bernoulli property for the measure of maximal entropy μ_{KBM}. We use the product structure of the measure provided by Knieper’s construction (which is not currently known to extend to equilibrium states), and follow the classic strategy of Ornstein theory to move up the mixing hierarchy. This strategy was carried out for the geodesic flow on constant negative curvature surfaces in [33], and in [34, 38, 29, 12, 32, 36]. In particular, Pesin showed that the Liouville measure restricted to the regular set is Bernoulli in the current setting. We rigorously extract the statement that ‘K implies Bernoulli’ for μ_{KBM} from Chernov and Haskell’s paper [12], whose results are stated for a suspension flow over a non-uniformly hyperbolic map with a smooth measure. We conclude the following.

Theorem B. Let (g_t) be the geodesic flow over a closed rank 1 manifold M. The unique measure of maximal entropy μ_{KBM} is Bernoulli.

We remark that Theorem B may be anticipated by some experts in this area in light of Babillot’s mixing result, because classical arguments using product structure are likely to show that ‘mixing implies K’ for μ_{KBM}. With this in hand, Babillot’s mixing result would bootstrap all the way to K, and then to Bernoulli by the argument presented here. However, neither the proof details nor a precise statement of the needed hypotheses for this approach to the K-property have been written for measures with product structure, particularly for flows. We emphasize that our approach to the K-property does not use product structure of the measure. Furthermore, our proof gives an alternative approach to Babillot’s mixing result. We discuss the status of approaches to the K-property based purely on product structure in more detail in §7.3.

We note that after the preprint version of this paper appeared, Theorem B was generalized to equilibrium measures in a recent preprint by Araujo, Lima, and Poletti [1], by extending the symbolic dynamics construction of [30] to the higherdimensional setting. This provides product structure at the symbolic level for all the equilibrium measures considered in Theorem A, and this can be used to improve the K-property to Bernoulli.

The paper is structured as follows. In §2, we give background. In §3, we give some general results about product systems. In §4, we describe properties of product expansive measures. In §5, we give our pressure estimate for the product of the geodesic flow. In §6, we prove that the product system has a unique equilibrium state, completing our proof of the K-property. In §7, we describe how to obtain the Bernoulli property for μ_{KBM}.

2. Background

2.1. Setting. We write (X, d) for a compact metric space and F = (f_t)_{t∈R} a continuous flow on X. We write M(X, F) for the space of F-invariant Borel probability measures on X. We often consider the metric d_t(x, y) = max{d(f_sx, f_sy) : s ∈ [0, t]}, and consider metric balls in the d_t metrics, that is the Bowen balls B_t(x, ε) = {y : d_t(x, y) < ε}. On occasion, we work with two-sided Bowen balls, which we define as B_{[−t,t]}(x, ε) = {y | d(f_sx, f_sy) < ε, s ∈ [−t, t]}. We will also consider the product space X × X, which we equip with the metric d̃((x, y), (w, z)) = max{d(x, w), d(y, z)}. In this metric, it is easy to check that B_t((x, y), ε) = B_t(x, ε) × B_t(y, ε). As a notation convention, we write (f_t) when we are considering a general continuous flow, and (g_t) when we are considering geodesic flow.

2.2. Geodesic flow in non-positive curvature. We collect the necessary definitions to state our results. We refer to [8] for more details, and to [5, 19] for general reference.

Let M be a compact, connected, boundaryless smooth manifold with a smooth Riemannian metric g, with non-positive sectional curvatures at every point. For each v in the unit tangent bundle T^1M there is a unique constant speed geodesic denoted γ_v such that γ̇_v (0) = v. The geodesic flow (g_t)_{t∈R} acts on T^1M by g_t(v) = (γ̇_v)(t). We equip T^1M with the Manning-Knieper distance function [31, 26]:

(2.1) d(v, w) = max{d_M (γ_v (t), γ_w(t)) | t ∈ [0, 1]},

where d_M is the distance function on M induced by the Riemannian metric.

Given v ∈ T^1M, stable and unstable horospheres H^s_v and H^u_v can be defined using a standard geometric construction in the universal cover. For H^s_v , we consider the set of points in the universal cover M̃ at distance r from g_rv, that is S^r(v, +) = {x ∈ M̃ : d_{M̃} (x, g_rv) = r}, and we take the limit of S^r(v, +) as r → ∞. This defines a hypersurface which contains the point πv. The stable horosphere H^s_v is the projection to M (from M̃) of this hypersurface [18, Proposition 2.6]. The stable manifold W^s_v is the normal unit vector field to H^s_v on the same side as v. For H^u_v , we consider the set of points in M̃ at distance r from g_{−r}v, that is S^r(v, −) = {x ∈ M̃ : d_{M̃} (x, g_{−r}v) = r}, and we take the limit of S^r(v, −) as r → ∞. The projection to M of this hypersurface is the stable horosphere H^u_v . The unstable manifold W^u_v is the normal unit vector field to H^u_v on the same side as v. The horospheres are C^2 manifolds, and we can define the stable and unstable subspaces E^s_v , E^u_v ⊂ T_vT^1M to be the tangent spaces of W^s_v , W^u_v respectively. The bundles E^s, E^u, which are both globally defined in this way, are respectively called the stable and unstable bundles. The bundles E^s, E^u are invariant, and depend continuously on v, see [19, 22]. We can define the geometric potential, to be

φ^u(v) = − lim_{t→0} 1 t log det(dg_t|_Eu_v ).

The geometric potential is globally defined and continuous.

We define the singular set Sing to be the set of v such that E^s_v and E^u_v intersect non-trivially. The set Sing is closed and invariant. We define the regular set Reg to be the complement of Sing in T^1M. An alternative construction of E^s, E^u is given infinitesimally using stable and unstable Jacobi fields. These bundles can be shown to be integrable, and W^s, W^u is characterized as the foliation obtained by integrating these bundles. With this approach, Sing is defined as the set of v ∈ T^1M so that the geodesic determined by v has a parallel orthogonal Jacobi field. This can be seen to be equivalent to the definition of Sing given above. The Jacobi field formalism is used extensively in [8], and we refer there for full definitions.

We define a function λ: T^1M → [0, ∞) as follows. Let H^s, H^u be the stable and unstable horospheres for v. Let U^s_v : T_{πv}H^s → T_{πv}H^s be the symmetric linear operator defined by U(v) = ∇_vN, where N is the field of unit vectors normal to H on the same side as v. This determines the second fundamental form of the stable horosphere H^s. We define U^u_v : T_{πv}H^u → T_{πv}H^u analogously. Then U^u_v and U^s_v depend continuously on v, U^u is positive semidefinite, U^s is negative semidefinite, and U^u_{−v} = −U^s_v .

Definition 2.1. For v ∈ T^1M, let λ^u(v) be the minimum eigenvalue of U^u_v and let λ^s(v) = λ^u(−v). Let λ(v) = min(λ^u(v), λ^s(v)).

The functions λ^u, λ^s, and λ are continuous since the map v → U^{u,s}_v is continuous. By positive (negative) semidefiniteness of U^{u,s}, we have λ^{u,s} ≥ 0. When M is a surface, the quantities λ^{u,s}(v) are just the curvatures at πv of the stable and unstable horocycles.

If v ∈ Sing, then λ(v) = 0 due to the presence of a parallel orthogonal Jacobi field. The set {v ∈ Reg : λ(v) = 0} may be non-empty, but it has zero measure for any invariant measure [8, Corollary 3.6]. If λ(v) ≥ η > 0, then we have various uniform estimates at the point v, for example on the growth of Jacobi fields at v [8, Lemma 2.11] and the angle between E^u_v and E^s_v [8, §3.3]. Thus, the function λ serves as a useful ‘measure of hyperbolicity’.

2.3. The K-property. We give a brief survey of the Kolmogorov property. For a more extensive survey, we refer to Chapter 10.8 in [17]. The K-property is a mixing property, stronger than mixing of all orders and weaker than Bernoulli. The original definition of the K-property for a discrete-time system is as follows.

Definition 2.2. Let f : X → X be an invertible measure-preserving transformation. Then we say that f is Kolmogorov, or that the system has the K-property, if there is a sub-σ-algebra K of B which satisfies fK ⊃ K , ⋁_∞ i=0 f^iK = B, and ⋂_∞ i=0 f^{−i}K = {∅, X}. A system (X, f, μ) has the K-property if and only if it has completely positive entropy, i.e. h_μ(f, ξ) > 0 for any partition ξ ≠ {∅, X} mod 0 measure sets. This immediately implies that if (X, f, μ) has the K-property, then h_μ(f) > 0.

There is another equivalent definition of the K-property, called K-mixing. We say (X, B, f, μ) is K-mixing if for any sets A_0, A_1, . . . , A_r ∈ B for r ≥ 0, we have

lim_{n→∞} sup B∈C^∞_n (A_1,··· ,A_r ) |μ(A_0 ∩ B) − μ(A_0)μ(B)| = 0, where C^∞_n (A_1, · · · , A_r) is the minimal σ-algebra generated by f^kA_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ r and k ≥ n. A system (X, f, μ) has the K-property if and only if it is K-mixing.

As a corollary, we see that the K-property implies mixing of all orders. Thus, the K-property is interpreted as a strong mixing property. The Bernoulli property, which is the strongest property in the hierarchy of mixing properties, implies the K-property [41, Theorem 4.30]. We now define the K-property for a flow.

Definition 2.3. A measure-preserving flow (X, F, μ) has the K-property if for every t ≠ 0, the discrete-time invertible measure preserving system (X, f_t, μ) has the K-property.

Rudolph proved in [40] that this definition is equivalent to the natural continuoustime analogue of Definition 2.2. It follows from work of Gurevič [23] that a flow is K in the sense above if we can check that a single time-t map is K. We give a short self-contained proof, since we will use this criterion in this paper.

Proposition 2.4. Let F = (f_t) be a continuous flow and μ be an F-invariant measure. If there exists t ∈ R such that (X, f_t, μ) is a K-system, then (X, F, μ) is a K-flow.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive. Suppose that (X, F, μ) is not a K-flow. Then there exists t_0 ∈ R \ {0} such that (X, f_{t0} , μ) is not a K-system, and so has a non-trivial Pinsker algebra π(f_{t0} ). Now, for all t ∈ R and A ⊂ π(f_{t0} ), we have that

h_μ(f_{t0} , f_tA ) = h_μ(f_{t0} , A ) = 0

and so f_tA ⊂ π(f_{t0} ). Therefore, π(f_{t0} ) is F-invariant. Consequently, considering the system (X, π(f_{t0} ), μ, F), for all t ≠ 0,

h_μ(f_t|_{π(ft0 )}) = | | | | t t_0 | | | | h^μ(f^t0 |^{π(f}t0^)) = 0.

Thus, π(f_t) contains π(f_{t0} ) which is nontrivial, and so we have shown that (X, f_t, μ) is not a K-system. This completes the proof. □

From this definition, it is easy to see that the properties of mixing of all orders and positive entropy hold for K-flows as well.

2.4. Ledrappier’s criterion. The major tool we use for proving the K-property is the following theorem from [27].

Theorem 2.5 (Ledrappier). Let (X, f) be an asymptotically h-expansive system, and let φ be a continuous function on X. Let (X × X, f × f) be the product of two copies of (X, f) and Φ(x_1, x_2) = φ(x_1) + φ(x_2). If Φ has a unique equilibrium measure in M(X ×X, f ×f), then the unique equilibrium measure for φ in M(X, f) has the Kolmogorov property.

In [27], the result is stated with a hypothesis called weak expansivity in place of asymptotic h-expansivity. However, in [28] he demonstrates that this weak expansivity property is equivalent to the now standard definition of asymptotic hexpansivity. See also the book [20] for a contemporary account.

Ledrappier observed that in discrete-time, his theorem applies under Bowen’s hypotheses of the specification property, expansivity, and the Bowen regularity property, since all of these properties lift to the product system. Note that the continuous-time analogue of Bowen’s hypotheses [21] do not lift to the product system since a product of expansive flows is not expansive. Thus, there is a new difficulty that must be overcome to apply this approach for flows, even in the uniform setting.

We give a short proof that Ledrappier’s result generalizes to flows. The involved part of our analysis will be to apply it using suitable weak non-uniform versions of Bowen’s hypotheses. First, we give a useful lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Let μ be an equilibrium state for (X, F, φ). Then μ × μ is an equilibrium state for (X × X, F × F, Φ).

Proof. Observe that h_{μ×μ}(f_1 × f_1) = 2h_μ(f_1) and ∫ Φ d(μ × μ) = 2 ∫ φ dμ. There- fore, h_{μ×μ}(f_1 × f_1) + ∫ Φ d(μ × μ) = 2P (X, F, φ) = P (X × X, F × F, Φ). The last equality follows from [41, Theorem 9.8], or as a special case of Proposition 3.3. □

The following continuous-time version of Ledrappier’s theorem is proved by reducing to the discrete-time case, following a similar strategy to [20, Theorem 4.4.1].

Proposition 2.7. Let (X, F) be a continuous flow on a compact metric space such that f_t is asymptotically h-expansive for all t ≠ 0, and let φ be a continuous function on X. Let (X × X, F × F) be the product of two copies of (X, F), i.e. the flow (f_s × f_s)_{s∈R} given by (f_s × f_s)(x, y) = (f_sx, f_sy) for s ∈ R. Define the potential Φ : X × X → R by Φ(x, y) = φ(x) + φ(y). If Φ has a unique equilibrium state in M(X × X, F × F), then the unique equilibrium state for φ in M(X, F) has the Kolmogorov property.

Proof. Let μ be the unique equilibrium state for (X, F, φ), and μ × μ the unique equilibrium state for (X ×X, F ×F). We claim that μ×μ is the unique equilibrium state for (X ×X, f_1 ×f_1, Φ_1) where φ_1 =

∫_1 0 φ∘f_s ds, and Φ_1(x, y) = φ_1(x)+φ_1(y).

Let ν be an ergodic equilibrium state for (X × X, f_1 × f_1, Φ_1), and let ν̃ =

∫_1 0 (f_s × f_s)_∗ν ds. We see that ν̃ is (F × F)-invariant and also

h_{ν̃} (f_1 × f_1) + ∫ Φ dν̃ = h_ν (f_1 × f_1) +

∫ ∫_1 0 Φ ∘ (f_s × f_s) ds dν = h_ν (f_1 × f_1) + ∫ Φ_1 dν = P (X × X, f_1 × f_1, Φ_1) ≥ P (X × X, F × F, Φ). Thus, ν̃ is an equilibrium state for (X × X, F × F, Φ), and consequently, is equal to μ×μ. Since μ×μ is ergodic for F ×F, μ×μ is also weak mixing. A proof of this can be found by adapting the arguments in [41, Theorems 1.21, 1.24] to continuous time. It follows from §5.8 of [39] that a flow is weak mixing if and only if every time-t map is ergodic, for t ≠ 0. Hence, (X × X, f_1 × f_1, μ × μ) is ergodic.

Let G be the set of (f_1 × f_1)-generic points of μ × μ. Because μ × μ is flowinvariant, it follows that (f_s × f_s)G = G for all s ∈ R. Using this and the fact that μ × μ = ∫_1 0 (f_s × f_s)_∗ν ds, we see that 1 = ∫_1 0 (f_s × f_s)_∗ν(G) ds =

∫_1 0 ν(f_s × f_sG) ds = ∫_1 0 ν(G) ds. Therefore, because ν is ergodic, ν = μ × μ. Thus, (X × X, f_1 × f_1, Φ_1) has a unique equilibrium state. It follows from Theorem 2.5 that (X, f_1, μ) has the K-property. Thus, by Proposition 2.4, (X, F, μ) is a K-flow. □

2.5. Topological pressure and uniqueness of equilibrium states. Our approach to showing uniqueness of equilibrium states is based on a general theorem in [16]. We provide the necessary definitions to understand this framework. A subset C ⊂ X × [0, ∞) should be thought of as a collection of orbit segments of the flow via the identification (x, t) ∈ C ↔ {f_sx | s ∈ [0, t)}. Given C ⊂ X × [0, ∞), for all t ≥ 0, define C_t = {x ∈ X | (x, t) ∈ C}. We say that a set E is (t, ε)-separated if given x, y ∈ E, B_t(x, ε) and B_t(y, ε) are disjoint. For all ε > 0, define

Λ_t(C, φ, ε) = sup{ ∑ x∈E e^{∫ t0 φ(fsx) ds} | E ⊂ C_t is (t, ε)-separated}. It suffices to consider E ⊂ C_t which are (t, ε)-separated set of maximal cardinality in C_t, or else we would be able to increase the sum by adding another point to E. We say such a set E is maximizing for Λ_t(C, φ, ε) if it achieves the supremum. We define P (C, φ, ε) = lim sup^1_t log Λ_t(C, φ, ε) and P (C, φ) = lim_{ε→0} P (C, φ, ε).

If C is of the form Z × [0, ∞), then we write Λ_t(Z, φ, ε) instead of Λ_t(C, φ, ε). In this case, P (C, φ) is just the upper capacity pressure of the set Z, and we can write P (Z, φ). If Z = X, then we recover the standard topological pressure of the potential φ on the flow (X, F), and we write P (φ). We note that maximizing (t, ε)- separated sets for Λ_t(X, φ, ε) always exist by compactness. The following lemma is a straight-forward exercise.

Lemma 2.8. Given two collections C, D ⊂ X × [0, ∞), then P (C ∪ D, φ) = max{P (C, φ), P (D, φ)}. For an invariant measure μ, we write P_μ(φ) for the free energy

P_μ(φ) = h_μ(f) + ∫ φ dμ. We make the following definitions.

Definition 2.9. For (x, t) ∈ X × [0, ∞), define the empirical measure E_{(x,t)} by ∫ ψ dE_{(x,t)} = 1 t ∫_t 0 ψ(f_sx) ds for ψ ∈ C(X). For a collection, C ⊂ X × [0, ∞), we define M_t(C) to be the set of convex combinations of empirical measures E_{(x,t)} for points x ∈ C_t, i.e.

M_t(C) = { k∑ i=1 a_iE_{xi,t} : a_i ≥ 0, ∑ a_i = 1, (x_i, t) ∈ C}. We define M(C) to be the set of accumulation points of measures in M_t(C). That is, M(C) = {μ = lim_{k→∞} μ_k : μ_k ∈ M_{tk} (C), t_k → ∞}.

We recall a pressure estimate, which is proved as [8, Proposition 5.1].

Proposition 2.10. Let C ⊂ X × [0, ∞). Then P (C, φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈M(C)} P_μ(φ).

Following [16], we define a decomposition of the space of orbit segments.

Definition 2.11. A decomposition for X × [0, ∞) consists of three collections P, G, S ⊂ X×[0, ∞) for which there exist three functions p, g, s: X×[0, ∞) → [0, ∞) such that for every (x, t) ∈ X × [0, ∞), the values p = p(x, t), g = g(x, t), and s = s(x, t) satisfy t = p + g + s, and (x, p) ∈ P, (f_p(x), g) ∈ G, (f_{p+g}(x), s) ∈ S. For any M ∈ [0, ∞), define G^M = {(x, t) | p(x, t) ≤ M, s(x, t) ≤ M}. The idea is that G should have ‘nice’ properties, and that P, S are smaller than the whole space in terms of topological pressure. One of these ‘nice’ properties is the specification property. A fairly strong version of this, which we verify for certain orbit segments in [8, Theorem 4.1], is given as follows. Definition 2.12. A collection of orbit segments C ⊂ X × [0, ∞) has specification at scale ρ > 0 if there exists τ = τ(ρ) such that for every (x_1, t_1), . . . , (x_N , t_N ) ∈ C and every collection of times τ_1, . . . , τ_{N−1} with τ_i ≥ τ for all i, there exists a point y ∈ X such that for s_0 = τ_0 = 0 and s_j = ∑_j i=1 t_i + ∑_{j−1} i=0 τ_i, we have f_{sj−1 +τj−1} (y) ∈ B_{tj} (x_j , ρ) for every j ∈ {1, . . . , N}. A collection C ⊂ X × [0, ∞) has specification if it has specification at all scales.

The other ‘nice’ property we ask for is the Bowen property for a collection of orbit segments.

Definition 2.13. We say that φ : X → R has the Bowen property at scale ε > 0 on C ⊂ X × [0, ∞) if V (C, φ, ε) := sup {| | | ∫_t 0 [φ(f_sx) − φ(f_sy)] ds | | | | | (x, t) ∈ C, y ∈ B^t(x, ε) } < ∞. We consider a certain weak expansivity property. Let ε > 0. Then define Γ_ε(x) := {y | d(f_tx, f_ty) < ε for all t ∈ R}. For a flow, following [16], we define the set of non-expansive points at scale ε to be NE(ε) := {x | Γ_ε(x) ⊄ f_{[−s,s]}(x) for all s ∈ R}. We say a F-invariant measure ν is almost expansive at scale ε if ν(NE(ε)) = 0. We define the pressure of obstructions to expansivity at scale ε,

P^⊥_{exp}(φ, ε) = sup_ν {h_ν (f_1) + ∫ φ dν | ν(NE(ε)) > 0}, by taking a supremum over all non-almost expansive measures. Then define P^⊥_{exp}(φ) = lim_{ε→0} P^⊥_{exp}(φ, ε).

Given a collection C, we define a related ‘discretized’ collection by [C] := {(x, n) ∈ X × N | (f_{−s}x, n + s + t) ∈ C for some s, t ∈ [0, 1]}. We can now state the abstract theorem for uniqueness of equilibrium states proved in [16].

Theorem 2.14 (Climenhaga-Thompson). Let (X, F) be a continuous flow on a compact metric space, and φ : X → R a continuous potential. Suppose that P^⊥_{exp}(φ) < P (φ) and X × [0, ∞) admits a decomposition (P, G, S) with the following properties:

(1) G has specification at all scales; (2) φ has the Bowen property on G; (3) P ([P] ∪ [S], φ) < P (φ).

Then (X, F, φ) has a unique equilibrium state.

This is applied in [8] to give the following result.

Theorem 2.15 (Burns-Climenhaga-Fisher-Thompson). Let (g_t)_{t∈R} be the geodesic flow over a closed rank 1 manifold M and let φ: T^1M → R be φ = qφ^u or be Hölder continuous. If P (Sing, φ) < P (φ), then there exists a unique equilibrium state μ_φ.

Our strategy is to adapt the abstract result of Theorem 2.14 to obtain uniqueness of equilibrium states for the product system (T^1M × T^1M, (g_t × g_t)). This involves finding a suitable decomposition for (T^1M ×T^1M, (g_t ×g_t)) which satisfies properties (1), (2), and the pressure gap (3). However, even when this has been achieved, Theorem 2.14 will not apply directly because the expansivity condition P^⊥_{exp}(φ) < P (φ) is never satisfied for a system which is the product of two flows. Adapting the proof of Theorem 2.14 to cover the necessary notion of expansivity for a product of two flows is a major technical point of our argument.

3. Products of collections of orbit segments

Given two collections of orbit segments C, D ⊂ X × [0, ∞), we define the product collection to be C × D := {((x, y), t) | (x, t) ∈ C and (y, t) ∈ D}. The set C × D is interpreted as a collection of orbit segments for the product flow (X × X, F × F) by the identification ((x, y), t) ←→ {(f_sx, f_sy) | s ∈ [0, t)}. In this section, we give general results on lifting results on collections of orbit segments to products of collections of orbit segments.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose C ⊂ X × [0, ∞) has the specification property for F. Then C × C has specification for F × F.

Proof. Let ρ > 0, and let τ = τ(ρ) be the specification constant on C. Now consider (x_1, y_1, t_1), . . . , (x_N , y_N , t_N ) ∈ C×C and an arbitrary collection of times τ_1, . . . , τ_{N−1} satisfying τ_i ≥ τ for all i. By the specification property for C, there exist x, y ∈ X such that setting s_0 = τ_0 = 0 and s_j as in the definition above, we have f_{sj−1 +τj−1} (x) ∈ B_{tj} (x_j , ρ) and f_{sj−1 +τj−1} (y) ∈ B_{tj} (y_j , ρ) for j ∈ {1, . . . , N}. This implies that (f × f)_{sj−1 +τj−1} (x, y) ∈ B_{tj} (x_j , ρ) × B_{tj} (y_j , ρ) = B_{tj} ((x_j , y_j ), ρ) for all j ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Thus, (x, y) is a point fulfilling the specification property. □

Note that the weak version of specification considered in [16] in which we only ask for transition times that are bounded above by τ does not lift to the product.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose φ : X → R has the Bowen property at scale ε > 0 on C ⊂ X × [0, ∞). Then Φ : X × X → R defined by Φ(x, y) = φ(x) + φ(y) has the Bowen property at scale ε on C × C.

Proof. Let ((x, y), t) ∈ C × C and let (w, z) ∈ B_t((x, y), ε). Observe that |Φ(f_sx, f_sy) − Φ(f_sw, f_sz)| ≤ |φ(f_sx) − φ(f_sw)| + |φ(f_sy) − φ(f_sz)| . Since w ∈ B_t(x, ε) and z ∈ B_t(y, ε), and φ has the Bowen property, this gives | | | | ∫_t 0 [Φ(f_sx, f_sy) − Φ(f_sw, f_sz)] ds | | | | ≤ V (C, φ, ε) + V (C, φ, ε) < ∞. □ Proposition 3.3. Let C, D ⊂ X × [0, ∞). Let φ_1, φ_2 : X → R be continuous, and let Φ(x, y) = φ_1(x) + φ_2(y). Then we have P (C × D, Φ; F × F) ≤ P (C, φ_1; F) + P (D, φ_2; F). Furthermore, if C = D and φ_1 = φ_2, we get equality.

Proof. For the inequality, we need the following characterization of pressure via spanning sets, which is proved in [14]:

P (C, φ; F) = lim_{ε→0} lim sup_{t→∞} 1 t log Λ^{span}_t (C, φ, ε; F),

where Λ^{span}_t (C, φ, ε; F) is defined similarly to Λ_t(C, φ, ε; F), replacing sup with inf and separating sets with spanning sets. Using this, we follow the proof of the corresponding inequality in [41, Theorem 9.8(v)]. Observe that given two sets E_1, E_2 ⊂ X, we have ∑ (x_1,x_2)∈E_1×E_2 exp ∫_t 0 Φ((f × f)_s(x_1, x_2)) ds

= ( ∑ x_1∈E_1 exp ∫_t 0 φ_1(f_sx_1) ds ) ( ∑ x_2∈E_2 exp ∫_t 0 φ_2(f_sx_2) ds ) . Now, if E_t ⊂ C_t and F_t ⊂ D_t are minimal (t, ε) spanning sets, then E_t × F_t is a (t, ε)-spanning set for (C × D)_t. It follows that

P (C × D, Φ; F × F) = lim_{ε→0} lim sup_{t→∞} 1 t log Λ^{span}_t (C × D, Φ, ε; F × F)

≤ lim_{ε→0} lim sup t→∞ 1 t log Λ^{span}_t (C, φ_1, ε; F)Λ^{span}_t (D, φ_2, ε; F)

≤ P (C, φ_1; F) + P (D, φ_2; F).

The reverse inequality does not hold in general, as lim sup is not superadditive. However, if C = D and φ_1 = φ_2 = φ, the inequality does hold. Given a maximal (t, ε)-separating set E for C_t, then E ×E is a (t, ε)-separating set for C_t ×C_t. Hence, Λ_t(C × C, Φ, ε; F × F) ≥ Λ_t(C, φ, ε; F)^2. Then we have that for all ε > 0, P (C × C, Φ, ε; F × F) = lim sup_{t→∞} 1 t log Λ_t(C × C, Φ, ε; F × F) ≥ 2 lim sup t→∞ 1 t log Λ_t(C, φ, ε; F) = 2P (C, φ, ε; F). □

3.1. λ-decompositions. Recall Definition 2.11 of a decomposition of the space of orbit segments. We are interested in decompositions where G has specification and the Bowen property, and the pressure of P, S is less than the whole space. Given a decomposition (P, G, S) for (X, F), we need to find a decomposition for the product system (X × X, F × F) with nice properties. We make the following definition.

Definition 3.4. Let X be a compact metric space, F : X → X a continuous flow, and φ : X → R a continuous potential. Let λ : X → [0, ∞) be a bounded lower semicontinuous function and η > 0. Let B(η) = {(x, t) |^1_t ∫_t 0 λ(f_s(x)) ds < η} and G(η) = {(x, t) | 1 ρ ∫_ρ 0 λ(f_s(x)) ds ≥ η and 1 ρ ∫_ρ 0 λ(f_{−s}f_t(x)) ds ≥ η for ρ ∈ [0, t]}. Let P = S = B(η), and let G = G(η). We define a decomposition (P, G, S) as follows. Given an orbit segment (x, t) ∈ X × [0, ∞), we decompose (x, t) by taking the longest initial segment in P as the prefix, and the longest terminal segment which lies in S as the suffix. The good core is what is left over. We say that a decomposition (P, G, S) defined in this way is a λ-decomposition (with constant η).

We ask that the function λ is bounded and lower semi-continuous since this allows both continuous functions as well as indicator functions of open sets. The decompositions used to study rank one geodesic flow in [8] are λ-decompositions, using the continuous function λ defined in §2.2. The decompositions used in [13, 14] to study equilibrium states for the Mañé and Bonatti-Viana classes of DA systems can be taken to be λ-decompositions, where λ is the indicator function of the complement of the small closed ball(s) where the original Anosov dynamics where perturbed. We note that the decompositions that were used to study β-shifts and S-gap shifts in [16] are defined combinatorially and are not λ-decompositions.

We describe pressure estimates for a λ-decomposition. Recall that given C ⊂ X × [0, ∞), the collection [C] is given by: [C] := {(x, n) ∈ X × N | (f_{−s}x, n + s + t) ∈ C for some s, t ∈ [0, 1]}. For a general decomposition, it is formally necessary to consider collections [P], [S] in place of P, S at a technical stage of the proof in [16] where a summation argument on growth of partition sums is required. However, for a λ-decomposition, this distinction does not matter due to the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. For all ε > 0, P ([B(η)], φ) ≤ P (B(η + ε), φ).

Proof. Let η > 0. For all n ∈ N, we show that if (x, n) ∈ [B(η)], then (x, n) ∈ B((^{n+2}_n )η). Observe that if (x, n) ∈ [B(η)], then there exist t, s ∈ [0, 1] such that (n + t + s)η > ∫_{n+t} −s λ(f_r x) dr = ∫_0 −s λ(f_rx) dr + ∫_n 0 λ(f_r x) dr + ∫_{n+t} n λ(f_rx) dr. Since λ ≥ 0, we see that^1_n ∫_n 0 λ(f_rx) dr <^{(n+t+s)η}_n ≤ (_{n+2} n ) η. Thus, given ε > 0 and any large n, we have [B(η)]_n ⊂ B(η + ε)_n. The pressure estimate follows. □

We have the following pressure estimates for λ-decompositions.

Theorem 3.6. If the entropy map is upper semicontinuous, then lim_{η→0} P (B(η), φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈M(X,F)}{P_μ(φ) : ∫ λ dμ = 0}.

The interesting case in the above theorem is when {μ : ∫ λ dμ = 0} ≠ ∅. This can only fail if B(η) has orbit segments of bounded length for small enough η. In that case, the inequality still holds, interpreting both sides as −∞.

Proof. We assume {μ : ∫ λ dμ = 0} ≠ ∅. For all η ≥ 0, define M_λ(η) = {μ ∈ M_F (X) | ∫ λ dμ ≤ η}. Recalling Definition 2.9, we claim that for all μ ∈ M(B(η)), we have ∫ λ dμ ≤ η. First, consider an arbitrary empirical measure E_{(x,t)}, where (x, t) ∈ B(η). We have ∫ λ dE_{(x,t)} =^1_t ∫_t 0 λ(f_sv) ds ≤ η. For any convex combination of such measures, μ_t, it follows that ∫ λ dμ_t ≤ η. Therefore, for any sequence of measures (μ_{tk} ) that converges to μ ∈ M(B(η)), by lower semicontinuity of λ, we have that ∫ λ dμ ≤ lim inf ∫ λ dμ_{tk} ≤ η. Hence, we have shown that M(B(η)) ⊂ M_λ(η). Therefore, by Proposition 2.10, we have shown that P (B(η), φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈M(B(η))} P_μ(φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈Mλ (η)} P_μ(φ). Additionally, this proof shows that for all η, we have M_λ(η) is compact.

Now, observe that M_λ(0) = ⋂ η>0 M_λ(η) and let ε > 0. By compactness and upper semicontinuity of the entropy map, for sufficiently small η, we have that P_μ(φ) ≤ P_ν (φ) + ε for all μ ∈ M_λ(η) and ν ∈ M_λ(0). Thus for sufficiently small η, we have P (B(η), φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈Mλ (η)} P_μ(φ) ≤ sup_{μ∈Mλ(0)} P_μ(φ) + ε. □

By Lemma 3.5, it thus follows that lim_{η→0} P ([B(η)], φ) ≤ sup{P_μ(φ) : ∫ λ = 0}. 3.2. Products of λ-decompositions. We want to find a decomposition for a product system (X × X, F × F). When (P, G, S) is a λ-decomposition for (X, F), we are able to find a related decomposition on the product system as follows. We define λ̃ : X × X → [0, ∞) by λ̃(x, y) = λ(x)λ(y). This function inherits boundedness and lower semicontinuity from λ, and we consider a λ̃-decomposition for (X × X, F × F). That is, for η > 0, we let B̃(η) = {((x, y), t) | 1 t ∫_t 0 λ̃(f_sx, f_sy) ds < η}, and we let G̃(η) be the set of orbit segments ((x, y), t) such that 1 ρ ∫_ρ 0 λ̃(f_sx, f_sy) ds ≥ η, 1 ρ ∫_ρ 0 λ̃(f_{t−s}x, f_{t−s}y) ds ≥ η for all ρ ∈ [0, t]. The collections P̃ = S̃ = B̃(η), and G̃ = G̃(η) define a λ̃-decomposition (P̃, G̃, S̃) for (X × X, F × F). Lemma 3.7. Let M ∈ [0, ∞). For 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, let (P, G, S) and (P̃, G̃, S̃) be the λ-decomposition with constant η‖λ‖^{−1} and λ̃-decomposition with constant η respectively. Then G̃^M ⊂ G^M × G^M .

Proof. Let ((x, y), t) ∈ G̃^M = G̃^M (η), with a prefix of length m_1 and a suffix of length m_2. We show that (x, t) ∈ G^M = G^M (η‖λ‖^{−1}). To do this, we need to show that the prefix in the λ-decomposition of (x, t) has length at most m_1, and the suffix has length at most m_2. Observe that for all 0 ≤ r_1 < r_2 ≤ t we have ∫_{r2} r_1 λ(f_sx) ds ≥ ∫_{r2} r_1 λ(f_sx) λ(f_sy) ‖λ‖ ds = 1 ‖λ‖ ∫_{r2} r_1 λ̃(f_sx, f_sy) ds.

Therefore, we see that for all r > m_1, we have 1 r ∫_r 0 λ(f_sx) ds ≥ 1 ‖λ‖ 1 r ∫_r 0 λ̃(f_sx, f_sy) ds ≥ η ‖λ‖ . Hence, the prefix of (x, t) is of length at most m_1. A similar proof shows that the suffix is of length at most m_2. The same argument applies to (y, t) and so we conclude that ((x, y), t) ∈ G^M × G^M . □

The following corollary is immediate from applying Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2.

Corollary 3.8. Let (P, G, S) and (P̃, G̃, S̃) be as above. If G^M has specification, then so does G̃^M . If G has the Bowen property for a function φ, then G̃ has the Bowen property for Φ(x, y) = φ(x) + φ(y).

4. almost expansive and product expansive measures

In this section, we introduce a new notion called product expansivity that plays a crucial role in our proofs. We collect approximation and counting properties for almost expansive and product expansive measures.

4.1. Approximation lemma for almost expansive measures. Recall that for a flow (X, F), the non-expansive set NE(ε) was defined in §2.5, and a measure ν ∈ M(X, F) is almost expansive at scale ε if ν(NE(ε)) = 0. Given t > 0, we write f_{[−t,t]}A = {f_sA | s ∈ [−t, t]} for a flow-out of a set. Given a (t, ε)-separated set E of maximal cardinality, a partition A is adapted to E if for all A ∈ A , there exists x ∈ E such that B_t(x,^ε_2 ) ⊂ A ⊂ B_t(x, ε). The following proposition has a similar spirit to [7, Lemma 2].

Proposition 4.1. Let F be a continuous flow on a compact metric space X, and suppose ν ∈ M_F (X) is almost expansive at scale ε. Let s > 0. Let α > 0. Then for sufficiently small ρ ∈ (0, ε/2), the following holds true. Let A_t be an adapted partition for a (t, ρ)-separated set of maximal cardinality. Let A ⊂ X be a positive measure set. Then for each κ > 0, there exists t_0 such that if t ≥ t_0, then we can find U ⊂ A_t such that ν(f_{t/2}U \ f_{[−3s,3s]}A) < κ and ν(A \ f_{t/2}U) < α.

Proof. Let X_{s,γ} = {x | Γ_γ (x) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x)}. First, we show that ⋃ γ<ε X_{s,γ} ⊃ X \ NE(ε). Let x ∈ X \ NE(ε). Then, there exists a minimal r > 0 such that Γ_ε(x) ⊂ f_{[−r,r]}(x). If r ≤ s, then x ∈ X_{s,ε}, so we assume r > s. Now note that the minimality of r implies that f_tx ≠ x for t ∈ [−r, r]. Consequently, f_{[−r,−s]}(x) ∪ f_{[−s,−r]}(x) is compact and disjoint from {x}, so there exists γ less than the distance between these two sets. Then Γ_γ (x) ⊂ f_{(−s,s)}(x), and we have shown the desired inclusion.

By almost expansivity, there exists γ such that ν(X_{s,γ} ) > 1 −^α_3 . Now let ρ < min{γ,^ε_2 } be arbitrary, and write X_s := X_{s,ρ}. For A ⊂ X and t > 0, define

diam_{[−s,s]} A = sup_{x1,x2∈A} inf_{t1 ,t2∈[−s,s]} d(f_{t1} x_1, f_{t2} x_2). As ⋂ t B_{[−t,t]}(x, ρ) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x), for each x ∈ X_s, we have diam_{[−s,s]} B_{[−t,t]}(x, ρ) → 0 as t → ∞. Now let A^′_t = f_{t/2}A_t and set w_t(x) to be the element of A^′_t containing x. By construction w_t(x) ⊂ B_{[−t/2,t/2]}(x, 2ρ), and so we have that diam_{[−s,s]} w_t(x) → 0 as t → ∞ for ν-a.e. x ∈ X_s. By Egorov’s theorem, there exists X^′_s ⊂ X_s with ν(X_s \ X^′_s) <^α_3 such that this convergence is uniform on X^′_s.

Now let A^′ = A∩X^′_s. Then define K_1 ⊂ A^′ and K_2 ⊂ X\f_{[−3s,3s]}A to be compact such that ν(A^′ \ K_1) <^α_3 and ν(X \ (f_{[−3s,3s]}A ∪ K_2)) < κ. Now consider f_{[−s,s]}K_1 and f_{[−s,s]}K_2. These are compact and disjoint, because f_{[−s,s]}K_1 ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}A and f_{[−s,s]}K_2 ⊂ X \ f_{(−2s,2s)}A. Therefore, they are uniformly separated by some distance θ > 0. Consequently, inf t_1 ,t_2∈[−s,s] {d(f_{t1} x_1, f_{t2} x_2) | x_1 ∈ K_1, x_2 ∈ K_2} ≥ θ.

By uniform convergence on X^′_s, there exists t_0 ∈ [0, ∞) such that diam_{[−s,s]} w_t(x) < θ for every t ≥ t_0 and x ∈ X^′_s. Therefore, for all t ≥ t_0, if w ∈ A^′_t satisfies w ∩ K_1 ≠ ∅, then w ∩ K_2 = ∅. Thus defining U^′ = ⋃ {w ∈ A^′_t | w ∩ K_1 ≠ ∅}, observe that K_1 ⊂ U^′ and K_2 ∩ U^′ = ∅. Hence, we see that ν(A \ U^′) ≤ ν(A \ K_1) ≤ ν(A \ A^′) + ν(A^′ \ K_1) < α and ν(U^′ \ f_{[−3s,3s]}A) ≤ ν(X \ (f_{[−3s,3s]}A ∪ K_2)) < κ. If we set U ⊂ A_t to be U = f_{−t/2}U^′, then we are done. □

4.2. Product expansive measures. Consider a product of flows (X ×X, F ×F), and define the bi-infinite Bowen ball to be (4.1) Γ_ε(x, y) = {(x^′, y^′) ∈ X × X | d̃((f_tx, f_ty), (f_tx^′, f_ty^′)) < ε for all t ∈ R}. We can also write Γ_ε(x, y) as Γ_ε((x, y); F × F, d̃) when we want to emphasize the metric and the dynamics.

Definition 4.2. The set of product non-expansive points at scale ε is NE^×(ε) := {(x, y) ∈ X × X | Γ_ε(x, y) ⊄ f_{[−s,s]}(x) × f_{[−s,s]}(y) for any s > 0}. Definition 4.3. We say a measure ν ∈ M(X × X, F × F) is product expansive at scale ε if ν(NE^×(ε)) = 0.

We have the following basic lemma.

Lemma 4.4. We have NE^×(ε) = (X × NE(ε)) ∪ (NE(ε) × X).

Proof. The claim follows from showing that the complements are equal, using that Γ_ε(x, y) = Γ_ε(x) × Γ_ε(y), and so Γ_ε(x, y) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x) × f_{[−s,s]}(y) for some s > 0 if and only if Γ_ε(x) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x) and Γ_ε(y) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(y). □

It can be checked easily using Lemma 4.4 that if ν ∈ M(X, F) is almost expansive at scale ε, then ν × ν is product expansive at scale ε. Recall that for an invertible discrete-time dynamical system (X, f), we say that a measure ν ∈ M(X, f) is almost entropy expansive at scale ε in a metric d if h(Γ_ε(x; f, d)) = 0 for ν-a.e. x ∈ X, where Γ_ε(x; f, d) = {x^′ ∈ X | d(f^nx, f^nx^′) ≤ ε for all n ∈ Z}, and h(·) = P (·, 0) is the topological entropy.

Proposition 4.5. If ν ∈ M(X × X, F × F) is product expansive at scale ε, then ν is almost entropy expansive at scale ε with respect to the time-t map f_t × f_t and metric d̃_t.

Proof. Observe that Γ_ε((x, y); f_t × f_t, d̃_t) = Γ_ε((x, y); F × F, d̃). Since ν is product expansive, it follows that for ν-a.e. (x, y), Γ_ε((x, y); , f_t × f_t, d̃_t) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x) × f_{[−s,s]}(y) for some s = s(x, y) ∈ [0, ∞). By Proposition 3.3, h(f_{[−s,s]}(x) × f_{[−s,s]}(y)) ≤ h(f_{[−s,s]}(x)) + h(f_{[−s,s]}(y)). Any finite orbit segment has zero entropy, see for example the proof of [16, Proposition 3.3]. It follows that for ν-a.e. (x, y) ∈ X × X, h(Γ_ε((x, y); f_t ×f_t, d̃_t)) ≤ h(f_{[−s,s]}(x)×f_{[−s,s]}(y)) ≤ h(f_{[−s,s]}(x))+h(f_{[−s,s]}(y)) = 0, and thus ν is almost entropy expansive at scale ε in the metric d̃_t with respect to the map f_t × f_t. □

It is shown in [16, Theorem 3.2] that if ν is almost entropy expansive at scale ε, then every partition A with diameter at most ε has h_ν (f) = h_ν (f, A). Thus, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.6. If ν ∈ M(X × X, F × F) is product expansive at scale ε and A_t is a partition adapted to a maximal cardinality (t, ε/2)-separated set E_t, then h_ν (f_t × f_t, A_t) = h_ν (f_t × f_t).

We have the following approximation result for product expansive measures, which generalizes [16, Proposition 3.10], building again on [7, Lemma 2].

Proposition 4.7. Let F be a continuous flow on a compact metric space X, and suppose ν ∈ M(X ×X, F ×F) is product expansive at scale ε. Let γ ∈ (0, ε/2), and for each t > 0, let A_t be an adapted partition for a (t, γ)-separated set of maximal cardinality. Let Q ⊂ X × X be a measurable set invariant under the R^2 -action, meaning for all t, s ∈ R, (f_t × f_s)Q = Q. Then for every α > 0, there exists t_0 so that if t ≥ t_0, we can find U ⊂ A_t such that ν(U △ Q) < α.

Note that Proposition 4.7 does not apply for sets Q that are F × F invariant i.e. invariant for each map f_t × f_t. We need Q to be invariant for EVERY map f_s × f_t where s, t ∈ R. Proof. We will assume ν(Q) > 0. For w ⊂ X × X and s ∈ [0, ∞), define diam_{[−s,s]} w = sup

(x_1,y_1),(x_2,y_2)∈w inf t_1,t_2∈[−s,s] max{d(f_{t1} x_1, f_{t2} x_2), d(f_{t1} y_1, f_{t2} y_2)}.

Now, for s ∈ [0, ∞), define X_s = {x | Γ_ε(x) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x)}, and set X̃_s = {(x, y) | Γ_ε(x, y) ⊂ f_{[−s,s]}(x) × f_{[−s,s]}(y)} = X_s × X_s. Now fix β > 0. Observe ⋃ s X_s = X \ NE(ε). Consequently, ⋃ s X̃_s = (X × X) \ NE^×(ε), and so there exists s such that ν(X̃_s) > 1 − β. Furthermore, for every (x, y) ∈ X̃_s, we have that diam_{[−s,s]} B_{[−t,t]}((x, y), ε) = diam_{[−s,s]}(B_{[−t,t]}(x, ε) × B_{[−t,t]}(y, ε)) = max{diam_{[−s,s]} B_{[−t,t]}(x, ε), diam_{[−s,s]} B_{[−t,t]}(y, ε)}, which tends to 0. Now let A^′_t = (f_{t/2} × f_{t/2})A_t, and write w_t(x, y) for the element of the partition A^′_t which contains (x, y). Observe that for each (x, y) ∈ X × X, there exists a point (x^′, y^′) such that w_t(x, y) ⊂ B_{[−t/2,t/2]}((x^′, y^′), γ). Therefore, w_t(x, y) ⊂ B_{[−t/2,t/2]}((x, y), 2γ). Thus, diam_{[−s,s]} w_t(x, y) → 0 for almost every (x, y) ∈ X̃_s. By Egorov’s theorem, there exists X̃^′_s ⊂ X̃_s with ν(X̃_s \ X̃^′_s) < β such that convergence is uniform on X̃^′_s. Now set Q^′ = X̃^′_s ∩ Q, and let K_1 ⊂ Q^′ and K_2 ⊂ (X × X) \ Q be compact with ν(Q^′ \ K_1) < β and ν((X × X) \ (Q ∪ K_2)) < β. For i = 1, 2, define K^s_i = {(f_{t1} (x), f_{t2} (y)) | (x, y) ∈ K_i, t_1, t_2 ∈ [−s, s]}. Then K^s_i is compact, and K^s_1 ⊂ Q and K^s_2 ⊂ (X × X) \ Q. Thus, there exists δ > 0 such that d(K^s_1 , K^s_2 ) ≥ δ by compactness. So, for all (x_i, y_i) ∈ K_i, inf t_i,r_i∈[−s,s] max{d(f_{t1} (x_1), f_{t2} (x_2)), d(f_{r1} (y_1), f_{r2} (y_2))} ≥ δ.

Now uniform convergence on Q^′ implies that there exists t_0 such that for all t ≥ t_0, diam_{[−s,s]} w_t(x, y) < δ for all (x, y) ∈ Q^′. Hence, for all t ≥ t_0, if w ∈ A^′_t and w ∩ K_1 ≠ ∅, then w ∩ K_2 = ∅. Therefore, setting U^′ = ⋃ {w ∈ A^′_t | w ∩ K_1 ≠ ∅}, we have that K_1 ⊂ U^′ and K_2 ∩ U^′ = ∅, and so,

ν(U^′ △ Q) = ν(U^′ \ Q) + ν(Q \ U^′)

≤ ν((X × X) \ (Q ∪ K_2)) + ν(Q \ K_1) ≤ β + ν(Q \ Q^′) + ν(Q^′ \ K_1) ≤ β + 2β + β.

As we can choose β to be arbitrarily small, we have that ν(U^′ △ Q) < α. Therefore, defining U ⊂ A_t by U = (f_{−t/2} × f_{−t/2})U^′, we see that ν(U △ Q) = ν((f_{−t/2} × f_{−t/2})(U △ Q)) = ν(U^′ △ Q) < α. □ 4.3. Counting estimates. We will require a technical counting lemma from [16]. In our setting, the statements of Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.18 of [16] easily combine to give the following statement. We refer to [16] for the proofs.

Lemma 4.8. Let (P, G, S) be a decomposition for X × [0, ∞) such that (1) G has specification at all scales; (2) φ has the Bowen property on G and (3) P ([P] ∪ [S], φ) < P (φ), Fix sufficiently small γ ∈ (0, ε/4) where ε satisfies P (φ, ε) = P (φ). Then for every α ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant C_α > 0 and M ∈ [0, ∞) such that that for sufficiently large t, the following is true. Consider an equilibrium state ν for φ and a family {E_t}_{t>0} of maximizing (t, γ)-separated sets for Λ_t(X, φ, γ). Let {A_t} be adapted partitions for the family {E_t}, and given x ∈ E_t let w_x denote the corresponding partition element in A_t. If h_ν (f_t, A_t) = h_ν (f_t) and E^′_t ⊂ E_t satisfies ν( ⋃ x∈E^′_t wx) ≥ α, then if we write C = {(x, t) | x ∈ E ′ t}, we have Λ_t(C ∩ G^M , φ, γ) ≥ C_αe^{tP (φ)}. We will apply the above lemma both when X = T^1M and X = T^1M × T^1M. In the latter case, the hypotheses on the scale ε and entropy of a partition are satisfied for sufficiently small scales by entropy expansivity and Corollary 4.6.

5. Pressure estimate for (T^1M × T^1M, (g_t × g_t))

In this section, we assume the hypotheses of Theorem A. In particular, we assume that φ : T^1M → R is Hölder or qφ^u for some q ∈ R, P (Sing, φ) < P (φ) and that ε is chosen so that any equilibrium state is almost expansive at scale ε. By [8, Lemma 5.3], any ε less than a third of the injectivity radius is small enough. We also assume that Sing ≠ ∅. In the case where this does not occur, the results hold by simpler arguments. The potential Φ : T^1M × T^1M → R is given by Φ(x, y) = φ(x) + φ(y).

Recall that λ : T^1M → [0, ∞) is the function that measures the smallest curvature of the horospheres through a point, defined in §2.2, and that λ̃ : T^1M × T^1M → [0, ∞) is defined by λ̃(x, y) = λ(x)λ(y). We have specification and the Bowen property for φ on G for the λ-decomposition of (T^1M, (g_t)) due to [8, Theorem 4.1] and [8, Corollaries 7.5,7.8] respectively. Applying Corollary 3.8, we have specification and the Bowen property for Φ on G̃ for the λ̃-decomposition of (T^1M × T^1M, (g_t × g_t)).

In light of Theorem 3.6, the λ̃-decomposition will be useful if we can control sup{P_ν (Φ) : ∫~ λ dν = 0}. Note that {ν : ∫~ λdν = 0} ≠ ∅ because for any m supported on Sing, we have ∫~ λ d(m × m) = 0. We prove the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Let φ : T^1M → R be continuous, then Φ : T^1M × T^1M → R satisfies

sup{P_ν (Φ) : ∫ λ̃dν = 0} ≤ P (Sing, φ) + P (φ). Proof. Suppose ν satisfies ∫~ λ dν = 0. If ν(Reg × Reg) > 0, then we would have a recurrence set A of positive measure with A ⊂ Reg × Reg. Since A is forwards and backwards recurrent, then for any (x, y) ∈ A, d(g_tx, Sing) does not converge to 0 for t → ∞, nor for t → −∞. It follows that λ(x) > 0 by Corollary 3.5 of [8]. The same argument shows that λ(y) > 0. Thus, λ̃(x, y) > 0 for all (x, y) ∈ A. This would imply that ∫~ λ dν > 0, which is a contradiction. Consequently, the complement of Reg × Reg in T^1M × T^1M carries full ν-measure. In other words,

ν((Sing × T^1M) ∪ (T^1M × Sing)) = 1.

The set (Sing × T^1M) ∪ (T^1M × Sing) is compact and invariant, so we can apply the variational principle. It follows, together with an application of Lemma 2.8 and Proposition 3.3, that

P_ν (Φ) ≤ P ((Sing × T^1M) ∪ (T^1M × Sing), Φ) ≤ P (Sing, φ) + P (φ). □

Since g_t is entropy expansive, g_t × g_t is entropy expansive, and thus the entropy map on (T^1M ×T^1M, (g_t ×g_t)) is upper semicontinuous. Thus, combining Theorem 3.6 with Proposition 5.1, and observing that P (Sing, φ) + P (φ) < 2P (φ) = P (Φ), we have the following.

Corollary 5.2. The collections B̃(η) satisfy lim_{η→0} P (B̃(η), Φ) < P (Φ).

The pressure estimate we need on the λ̃-decomposition is immediate from this and Lemma 3.5.

Corollary 5.3. If η > 0 is chosen sufficiently small, then the λ̃-decomposition at scale η, which we denote by (P̃, G̃, S̃), satisfies P ([P̃] ∪ [S̃], Φ) < P (Φ).

This shows that we have the decomposition structure we need. We also verify that we have the expansivity property we require for an equilibrium state for Φ.

Proposition 5.4. Suppose that P (Sing, φ) < P (φ). Then any equilibrium state ν for Φ is product expansive.

Proof. First, we assume that ν is an ergodic equilibrium state. By Lemma 5.3 of [8], for sufficiently small ε, NE(ε) ⊂ Sing. It thus follows from Lemma 4.4 that

NE^×(ε) ⊂ (Sing × T^1M) ∪ (T^1M × Sing).

Since K := (Sing × T^1M) ∪ (T^1M × Sing) is (g_t × g_t)-invariant, it has measure 1 or 0. By Lemma 2.8, Proposition 3.3, and our hypothesis,

P (K, Φ) ≤ P (Sing, φ) + P (φ) < 2P (φ) = P (Φ).

If ν(K) = 1, then by the variational principle, P_ν (Φ) ≤ P (K, Φ) < P (Φ), which contradicts ν being an equilibrium state for Φ. Therefore, we must have ν(K) = 0. It follows that ν(NE^×(ε)) = 0, and so ν is product expansive.

Now suppose that ν is not ergodic. Then every measure in its ergodic decomposition is also an equilibrium state. By the argument above, each of these measures give measure 0 to NE^×(ε). Thus, ν(NE^×(ε)) = 0. □

6. Uniqueness of the equilibrium state on the product system

In this section, we continue to assume the hypotheses of Theorem A. We write μ for the unique equilibrium state for (T^1M, (g_t), φ) provided by Theorem 2.14. We showed in Lemma 2.6 that μ × μ is an equilibrium measure for Φ. We show that μ × μ is ergodic and rule out any mutually singular equilibrium states.

6.1. Weak mixing for μ. We show that the equilibrium state μ for (g_t) is weak mixing using spectral techniques, adapting an idea from Bowen in [6]. This is equivalent to ergodicity of μ × μ. To carry out this strategy, we need to obtain a partial mixing estimate for “flowed out” positive measure sets. An estimate of this type appears in [21] in the case of uniform specification, but it was not established in the non-uniform setting considered by [16]. Our argument is a sharpened version of the ergodicity proof in [16]. We use the following lemma, which is essentially Lemma 4.17 from [16].

Lemma 6.1. Assuming that F has the specification property on G^M with specification constant τ_M for all M ∈ R, then for large M, there exists Q^′_M > 0 such that for each (x_1, t_1), (x_2, t_2) ∈ G^M with t_1, t_2 ≥ T (M) and each q ≥ 2τ_M , we have μ(B_{t1} (x_1, ρ) ∩ f_{−(t1+q)}B_{t2} (x_2, ρ)) ≥ Q^′_M e^{−(t1+t2 )P (φ)+∫ t10 φ(fsx1) ds ∫ t20 φ(fsx2) ds}. In [16], the statement only gives the existence of some q^′ satisfying this inequality in each interval [q − 2τ_M , q]. We are able to omit this condition because we are working with specification (i.e. exact transition times between orbit segments) as opposed to weak specification (i.e. an upper bound on the transition time).

Proposition 6.2. Let s > 0 be arbitrary. For all sets A, B of positive measure, for large enough t, μ(f_{[−3s,3s]}A ∩ f_tf_{[−3s,3s]}B) > 0.

Proof. Let P = f_{[−3s,3s]}A and Q = f_{[−3s,3s]}B and let 2α_1 = min{μ(A), μ(B)}. Now take 2ρ small enough so that we can apply Proposition 4.1 with α as α_1 and Lemma 4.8. Let A_t be adapted partitions for (t, 2ρ)-separated sets E_t which are maximizing for Λ_t(T^1M, φ, 2ρ). Then we can take U_t ⊂ A_t and V_t ⊂ A_t such that lim inf μ(A \ f_{t/2}U_t) ≤ α_1 and lim inf μ(B \ f_{t/2}V_t) ≤ α_1. Thus, for large t, we have μ(U_t) = μ(f_{t/2}U_t) ≥ α_1, where the first equality is because the measure is invariant. We get the same estimate for V_t.

From here, the argument from [16, Proposition 4.19] applies using Lemma 6.1, and using Lemma 4.8 in place of Lemmas 4.18 and 4.8 of [16], to show that for all q > 2τ_M , where τ_M is the specification constant, and for all large t, μ(U_t∩f_{−(t+q)}V_t) ≥ β for some constant β > 0. Now, by Proposition 4.1, choose t_0 such that for all t ≥ t_0, we have μ(f_{t/2}U_t \ P ) < β 2 and μ(f_{t/2}V_t \ Q) < β 2 . Then, observe that for all t, r > 0, we have (f_{t/2}U_t ∩ f_{−r}f_{t/2}V_t) \ (P ∩ f_{−r}Q) ⊂ (f_{t/2}U_t \ P ) ∪ f_{−r}(f_{t/2}V_t \ Q). It follows that, writing r := t + 3τ_M , μ(P ∩ f_{−r}Q) ≥ μ(f_{t/2}U_t ∩ f_{−r}f_{t/2}V_t) − μ(f_{t/2}U_t \ P ) − μ(f_{−r}(f_{t/2}U_t \ Q)) > μ(U_t ∩ f_{−r}V_t) − β ≥ 0. □ We are ready to show that μ is weak mixing, and thus μ × μ is ergodic.

Theorem 6.3. The measure μ is weak mixing.

Proof. Suppose not. Then F has a non-zero eigenvalue θ, and so there exists a non-constant φ ∈ L^2(μ) and θ ≠ 0 such that for all t, φ(f_tx) = e^{iθt}φ(x) almost everywhere. Applying Fubini’s theorem as in [39, §5.4], we can choose φ such that φ(f_tx) = e^{iθt}φ(x) for all x and t. Now, because φ is not constant, there exists a closed disk B and t_0 such that 0 < μ(φ^{−1}(B)) < 1 and B ∩ e^{iθt0} B = ∅. For small β > 0, we have that e^{iθ[−β,β]}B ∩ e^{iθ[t0−β,t0+β]}B = ∅ which implies that f_{[−β,β]}φ^{−1}(B) ∩ f 2πn_{θ +t0} f_{[−β,β]}φ^{−1}(B) = ∅ for all n ∈ Z. Taking s =^β_3 in the previous proposition, this is a contradiction, and our proof is complete. □

6.2. No mutually singular equilibrium state. Recall that we have a decomposition (P̃, G̃, S̃) such that G̃ has the specification property and the Bowen property for Φ, and P ([P̃] ∪ [S̃], Φ) < P (Φ). We also have P (Φ, γ) = P (Φ) for small γ by entropy expansivity. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 6.4. The measure μ × μ has the Gibbs property on G̃^M .

Proof. Using the Gibbs property for G^M of μ from [16, Lemma 4.16], Lemma 3.7, and the fact that in our choice of metric B_t((x, y), ρ) = B_t(x, ρ) × B_t(y, ρ), we have (μ × μ)(B_t((x, y), ρ)) = μ(B_t(x, ρ))μ(B_t(y, ρ)) ≥ Q^2_M e^{−t2P (φ)+∫ t0 φ(fsx) ds+∫ t0 φ(fsy) ds} = Q^2_M e^{−tP (Φ)+∫ t0 Φ(fs x,fsy) ds} □ Let ν be an ergodic equilibrium state such that ν ⊥ (μ × μ). For all t, let E_t be a maximizing (t, γ)-separated set for Λ_t(T^1M ×T^1M, Φ, γ), and let A_t be an adapted partition for E_t, where γ <^ε_4 is chosen small enough to apply Lemma 4.8. Let P be a set which satisfies (g_{r1} ×g_{r2} )P = P for all r_1, r_2 ∈ R, ν(P ) = 1 and (μ×μ)(P ) = 0. Such sets exist. We show that the set P defined to be the complement of the set of generic points G for μ × μ is such a set. By ergodicity, (μ × μ)(G) = 1. Since (μ × μ) ⊥ ν, it follows that ν(G) = 0. It remains to show that (g_{r1} × g_{r2} )G = G for an arbitrary r_1, r_2 ∈ R. Let (x, y) ∈ G. Then, for any continuous function

Ψ : T^1M × T^1M → R, we have Ψ((g_s × g_s)(g_{r1} x, g_{r2} y)) = Ψ ∘ (g_{r1} × g_{r2} )(g_sx, g_sy) for all s. Since (x, y) ∈ G and Ψ ∘ (g_{r1} × g_{r2} ) is continuous, we see that lim_{t→∞} 1 t ∫_t 0 Ψ((g_s × g_s)(g_{r1} x, g_{r2} y)) ds = ∫ Ψ ∘ (g_{r1} × g_{r2} ) d(μ × μ),

and by invariance of μ, ∫ Ψ∘(g_{r1} ×g_{r2} ) d(μ×μ) = ∫ Ψ d(μ×μ). Hence, (g_{r1} x, g_{r2} y) ∈ G. Thus, (g_{r1} × g_{r2} )G = G for all r_1, r_2 ∈ R.

Since ν and μ × μ are equilibrium states, so is the measure^1_2 ν +^1_2 (μ × μ). This measure is product expansive by Proposition 5.4, so by Proposition 4.7 we can find U_t ⊂ A_t such that^1_2 (ν + (μ × μ))(U_t △ P ) → 0. In particular, we have ν(U_t) → 1 and (μ × μ)(U_t) → 0.

We are now in a position to follow the proof of §4.7 of [16]. We know that μ × μ has the Gibbs property on G̃^M . Now, taking U_t as above and assuming without loss of generality that inf ν(U_t) > 0, by Lemma 4.8, for all sufficiently large t, we have that Λ_t(C ∩ G̃^M , Φ, γ) ≥ Ce^{tP (Φ)} for some C, where C = {((x, y), t) | x ∈ E_t ∩ U_t}. Consequently, we have that ∑ (x,y)∈(C∩G̃^M )_t e^{∫ t0 Φ(gs x,gsy) ds} ≥ Λ_t(C ∩ G̃^M , Φ, γ) ≥ Ce^{tP (Φ)}. Observe that B_t((x, y), γ/2) ⊂ U_t for all (x, y) ∈ E_t ∩ U_t because A_t is adapted to E_t. Therefore, appealing to the Gibbs property shown in Lemma 6.4, we have that (μ × μ)(U_t) ≥ ∑ (x,y)∈(C∩G̃^M )_t Q^2_M e^{−tP (Φ)+∫ t0 Φ(gs x,gsy) ds} ≥ Q^2_M C > 0. However, this contradicts the fact that (μ × μ)(U_t) → 0. Thus, ν ≪ (μ × μ). This completes our proof that μ × μ has no mutually singular equilibrium states. We already showed that μ × μ is ergodic. We conclude that μ × μ is the unique equilibrium state for (T^1M ×T^1M, (g_t ×g_t), Φ). Applying Theorem 2.5, we conclude that μ has the K-property.

6.3. A general statement on obtaining the K-property. The argument described in this paper is rather flexible, and will apply for systems other than rank one geodesic flow. We state formally the abstract statement that is immediately provided by the proof above.

Theorem 6.5. Let (X, F) be a continuous entropy expansive flow on a compact metric space, and φ : X → [0, ∞) a continuous potential. Suppose that every equilibrium measure for φ is almost expansive and that every equilibrium measure for Φ is product expansive for (X × X, F × F). Suppose that X × [0, ∞) has a λ-decomposition (P, G, S) with the following properties:

(1) G has specification at all scales; (2) φ has the Bowen property on G; (3) P (P ∪ S, φ) < P (φ), and that the corresponding λ̃-decomposition (P̃, G̃, S̃) for (X × X, F × F) satisfies (4) P (P̃ ∪ S̃, Φ) < P (Φ) = 2P (φ).

Then (X × X, F × F, Φ) has a unique equilibrium state, and thus the unique equilibrium state for (X, F, φ) has the Kolmogorov property.

We also note that our argument in §3.1 shows that the pressure hypotheses (3) and (4) in the general result above hold if we can verify that

sup{P_μ(φ) : ∫ λ dμ = 0} < P (φ) and sup{P_ν (Φ) : ∫ λ̃ dν = 0} < P (Φ) = 2P (φ).

There is room for improvement in the hypotheses of Theorem 6.5. For example, the expansivity conditions could be replaced with a condition on the ‘pressure of obstructions to product expansivity’ in the same spirit as [16]. Also, we expect that some of the hypotheses stated above can be shown (with more work) to be redundant; for example, one would like to argue that the pressure estimates (3) and (4) can be combined in general. We do not pursue these arguments here since they may distract from the main ideas needed for our approach. We expect to address an ‘optimal’ general statement and explore further applications in future work.

We remark that Theorem 6.5 applies in the case that (X, F) is a topologically mixing hyperbolic flow and φ is a Hölder potential by taking G to be every orbit segment, and P, S to be trivial. Specification and the Bowen property are satisfied globally, see [20, §7.3] for a convenient reference. Expansivity of the flow can easily be seen to guarantee the hypotheses on almost expansivity and product expansivity. We emphasize that classical hypotheses for uniqueness of equilibrium states for flows, e.g. those in [21], do not apply directly to (X × X, F × F) since this product flow is not expansive.

7. Bernoullicity of the Knieper-Bowen-Margulis measure

We recall results from the literature which allow us to conclude that the Kproperty implies the Bernoulli property for the Knieper-Bowen-Margulis measure of maximal entropy μ_{KBM}. Thus, we obtain the Bernoulli property for μ_{KBM}. The argument for moving from K to Bernoulli relies heavily on the foliation structure coming from non-uniform hyperbolicity of the system. Thus, this argument does not retain the level of generality of our arguments for the K-property.

7.1. From K to Bernoulli. In the classic argument for the Bernoulli property by Ornstein and Weiss [33], they first show the K-property. Then they argue that in their setting, which in [33] was the geodesic flow on a constant negative curvature surface, the K-property implies the existence of a refining sequence of Very Weak Bernoulli partitions, which in turn implies Bernoulli. This argument was extended to equilibrium states for Anosov flows by Ratner [38]. This has become the primary approach to proving the Bernoulli property in smooth dynamics, and was generalized by Pesin to non-uniformly hyperbolic flows [34]. This strategy was also carried out by Chernov and Haskell for suspension flows over some nonuniformly hyperbolic maps with singularities [12], by Ledrappier, Lima, and Sarig for 3-dimensional smooth flows using countable state symbolic dynamics [29], and by Baladi and Demers for certain billiard flows [3]. We follow the account of [12], since it particularly emphasizes the details necessary for the flow case. We note that the arguments we need also appear in recent work by [36] and elsewhere.

Most results in the literature are stated for a smooth measure or SRB measure, however it is widely accepted that what is really needed is product structure for the measure on rectangles. This is made clear in the account by Chernov and Haskell [12]. Their results are stated for suspension flows over a non-uniformly hyperbolic map with a smooth measure, but their argument applies more generally. We explain how to extract a much more general statement from their write-up.

We claim that ‘K implies Bernoulli’ holds for a C^2 flow on a manifold equipped with a hyperbolic invariant measure μ if there exists an ε-regular covering for μ for any ε > 0, where ε-regular coverings are defined below. Section 5 of [12] is devoted to showing that ε-regular coverings exist for any ε > 0 when the measure μ is smooth. Section 6 of [12] proves that if a measure μ is K and there exists an ε-regular covering with non-atomic conditionals for μ for any ε > 0, then any finite partition ξ of the phase space with piecewise smooth boundary and a constant C > 0 such that μ(B(∂ξ, δ)) ≤ Cδ for all δ > 0 is Very Weak Bernoulli. A refining sequence of such partitions with diameter going to 0 suffices to conclude the Bernoulli property for μ. Such a sequence of partitions exist in this setting by [32, Lemma 4.1]. Thus, to conclude that μ_{KBM} is Bernoulli, we only need to show that ε-regular coverings for μ_{KBM} exist for all ε > 0.

We recall that a rectangle R is a measurable set (which we can equip with a distinguished point z ∈ R) such that for all x, y ∈ R the local weak stable manifold W^{0s}_x and the local unstable W^u_y intersect in a single point which lies in R. A rectangle R ∋ z is identified as the Cartesian product of W^u_z ∩ R with W^{0s}_z ∩ R, and there is a natural product measure μ^p_R = μ^u_z × μ^{0s}_z , where μ^u_z is the conditional measure induced by μ on W^u_z ∩ R, and μ^{0s}_z is the corresponding factor measure on W^{0s}_z . We give Chernov and Haskell’s definition of ε-regular covering here.

Definition 7.1. Given any ε > 0, we define an ε-regular covering for μ of the phase space M to be a finite collection of disjoint rectangles R = R_ε such that

(1) μ( ⋃ R∈R R) > 1 − ε (2) Given any two points x, y ∈ R ∈ R, which lie in the same unstable or weakly stable manifold, there is a smooth curve on that manifold which connects x and y and has length less than 100 · diam R (3) For every R ∈ R, with distinguished point z ∈ R, the product measure μ^p_R = μ^u_z × μ^{0s}_z satisfies |μ^p_R(R)/μ(R) − 1| < ε. Moreover, R contains a subset G with μ(G) > (1 − ε)μ(R) such that for all x ∈ G, |(dμ^p_R/dμ)(x) − 1| < ε.

7.2. Constructing an ε-regular covering for μ_{KBM}. The measure μ_{KBM} is hyperbolic because μ_{KBM}(Reg) = 1, see [8, Corollary 3.7]. Let ε > 0. By [34, Lemma 8.3] and [35, Lemma 1.8], for any hyperbolic measure μ, we can find a finite collection of disjoint rectangles R covering a Pesin set for the Lyapunov regular points for μ. Applying this to μ_{KBM} and a choice of Pesin set with measure at least 1 − ε gives the first condition. The rectangles R can be chosen with maximum diameter as small as we like. The second condition is immediate since the leaf metrics are uniformly equivalent to the Riemannian distance on small leaves.

This leaves only the third condition to check for rectangles with sufficiently small diameter. We recall Knieper’s construction of μ_{KBM} from [26] which gives us the product structure we need. Writing M̃ for the universal cover of M and M̃(∞) for the boundary at infinity, let ν_p be a non-atomic measure on M̃(∞) described in [26]. Let V be the set of (ξ, η) ∈ M̃(∞) × M̃(∞) such that there exists a geodesic γ with γ(−∞) = ξ, γ(∞) = η, and let P^{−1}(ξ, η) = {geodesics γ | γ(−∞) = ξ, γ(∞) = η}.

Knieper defines the measure μ_{KBM} by setting for A ⊂ T^1M̃,

μ_{KBM}(A) = ∫ V Vol(π(P^{−1}(ξ, η) ∩ A))f(ξ, η) dν_p(ξ) dν_p(η) where f(ξ, η) = e^{−h(bp(q,ξ)+bp (q,η))} with q any point on the geodesic connecting ξ and η, p ∈ M̃, and b_p(q, ξ) is a Busemann function. The definition of f is independent of the choice of q, and we know that f is continuous by [5, Chapter II]. The measure is shown to be equivariant under the fundamental group, and thus descends to a measure on T^1M. Knieper shows that this characterization of μ_{KBM} defines the unique measure of maximal entropy.

By the flat strip theorem, if P^{−1}(ξ, η) contains a regular geodesic, then this is the only geodesic in P^{−1}(ξ, η), which we can write as γ(ξ, η). Because μ_{KBM}(Reg) = 1, then the integrand Vol(π(P^{−1}(ξ, η) ∩ A)) just becomes the Lebesgue measure along γ(ξ, η) of the set A for (ν_p × ν_p)-almost every (ξ, η) ∈ V. We see that dμ_{KBM} = f(ξ, η)dν_p × dν_p × dt. In the terminology of [2], the measure f(ξ, η)dν_p × dν_p is a geodesic current with the quasi-product property. It follows that μ_{KBM} is a product measure on the unstable and weak stable manifolds, because there is a natural identification of stable and unstable manifolds of v with subsets of M̃(∞).

Now we will show that our rectangles satisfy condition (3) in the definition of an ε-regular cover. Let R be a rectangle of sufficiently small diameter. Since stable and unstable manifolds at v intersect transversally if and only v ∈ Reg, it follows that if a rectangle R is well-defined, then R ⊂ Reg. For z ∈ R, let (ξ_z , η_z ) be the corresponding element of V. The conditional measure μ^u_z on R ∩ W^u(z) is given by dμ^u_z (η) =^{f (ξz ,η) dνp(η)} ∫ W u(z)∩R f (ξz ,η) dνp(η) . Since f is continuous, by taking R with a small enough diameter, we have that |dμ^u_z /dμ^u_w − 1| ≤ ε for z, w ∈ R.

This is sufficient to show condition (3) of an ε-regular covering by integrating this derivative and appealing to the definition of conditional measures. This shows the existence of an ε-regular covering. We conclude that μ_{KBM} is Bernoulli.

7.3. The power of product structure. Product structure for measures is an extremely powerful tool in ergodic theory. The product structure described above is what Babillot used to obtain mixing for μ_{KBM} [2]. For non-uniformly hyperbolic maps with a smooth measure, it is shown by Pesin-Katok-Strelcyn theory [25, 34] that an ergodic component decomposes into a finite union of subcomponents of equal measure which are cyclically permuted by the map, and the corresponding iterate of the map is K on each component. Thus, mixing implies Bernoulli in that setting. As noted in [12], it is widely believed that flow versions of this statement hold. It is also expected that this part of the theory goes through with a product structure assumption on a hyperbolic measure in place of a smoothness assumption. The paper [32], while focused on the SRB measure, makes this strategy clear. However, that paper does not contain convenient statements to reference, and is more focused on the big picture rather than full details, particularly in the flow case. Since mixing for μ_{KBM} was proved by Babillot, there are no rotation factors, so it is likely that the approach discussed above would give the Bernoulli property for μ_{KBM} without the need for the novel arguments for the K-property which are presented in this paper. We stress that the necessary details (or even precise statements) of this approach are not written, and a full account will require elucidating a number of non-trivial technical details. We hope this will be rectified in the future. The current paper is to the best of our knowledge the first time that the Bernoulli property, or even the K-property, for μ_{KBM} has been claimed in the literature.

We note that the symbolic dynamics recently obtained by Araujo-Lima-Poletti [1] provides product structure at the symbolic level for the equilibrium states considered in this paper. Product structure for the symbolic lifts is sufficient to improve K to Bernoulli. This argument is detailed in [1, Corollary 1.3]. We note that their symbolic construction is highly involved, and was not available in higher dimensions when our preprint first appeared. A geometric construction of product structure for the equilibrium states considered in this paper, for example extending the Knieper construction, is not currently known.

A methodological advantage of our approach to the K-property is that we do not use arguments based on product structure. We expect this will be an advantage of the approach developed here in settings where obtaining product structure is difficult or does not make sense.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Omri Sarig, François Ledrappier, Yves Coudène and Ali Tahzibi for helpful conversations. We would also like to thank the anonymous referee for many helpful comments.

References

1. Ermerson Araujo, Yuri Lima, and Mauricio Poletti, Symbolic dynamics for nonuniformly hyperbolic maps with singularities in high dimension, arXiv:2010.11808 (2020), 1–93.

2. Martine Babillot, On the mixing property for hyperbolic systems, Israel J. Math. 129 (2002), 61–76.

3. Viviane Baladi and Mark F. Demers, On the measure of maximal entropy for finite horizon Sinai Billiard maps, J. Amer. Math. Soc. 33 (2020), no. 2, 381–449. MR 4073865 4. Werner Ballmann, Nonpositively curved manifolds of higher rank, Ann. of Math. (2) 122 (1985), no. 3, 597–609.

5. , Lectures on spaces of nonpositive curvature, DMV Seminar, vol. 25, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 1995, With an appendix by Misha Brin.

6. Rufus Bowen, Periodic orbits for hyperbolic flows, Amer. J. Math. 94 (1972), 1–30. 7. , Maximizing entropy for a hyperbolic flow, Math. Systems Theory 7 (1974), no. 4, 300–303. MR 385928 8. K. Burns, V. Climenhaga, T. Fisher, and D. J. Thompson, Unique equilibrium states for geodesic flows in nonpositive curvature, Geom. Funct. Anal. 28 (2018), no. 5, 1209–1259.

9. Keith Burns and Ralf Spatzier, Manifolds of nonpositive curvature and their buildings, Inst.

Hautes Études Sci. Publ. Math. (1987), no. 65, 35–59.

10. Benjamin Call, The k-property for some unique equilibrium states in flows and homeomorphisms, arXiv:2007.00035 (2020), 1–22.

11. Dong Chen, Lien-Yung Kao, and Kiho Park, Unique equilibrium states for geodesic flows over surfaces without focal points, Nonlinearity 33 (2020), no. 3, 1118.

12. N. I. Chernov and C. Haskell, Nonuniformly hyperbolic K-systems are Bernoulli, Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems 16 (1996), no. 1, 19–44.

13. Vaughn Climenhaga, Todd Fisher, and Daniel J Thompson, Equilibrium states for Mané diffeomorphisms, Ergodic Theory and Dynamical Systems (2018), 1–23.

14. , Unique equilibrium states for Bonatti–Viana diffeomorphisms, Nonlinearity 31 (2018), no. 6, 2532.

15. Vaughn Climenhaga and Daniel J. Thompson, Intrinsic ergodicity beyond specification: βshifts, S-gap shifts, and their factors, Israel J. Math. 192 (2012), no. 2, 785–817.

16. , Unique equilibrium states for flows and homeomorphisms with non-uniform structure, Adv. Math. 303 (2016), 745–799.

17. I. P. Cornfeld, S. V. Fomin, and Ya. G. Sinaĭ, Ergodic theory, Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences], vol. 245, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1982, Translated from the Russian by A. B. Sosinskiĭ.

18. Patrick Eberlein, Geodesic flows on negatively curved manifolds. II, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.

178 (1973), 57–82.

19. , Geodesic flows in manifolds of nonpositive curvature, Smooth ergodic theory and its applications (Seattle, WA, 1999), Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., vol. 69, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2001, pp. 525–571.

20. T. Fisher and B. Hasselblatt, Hyperbolic flows, Zurich Lectures in Advanced Mathematics, European Mathematical Society Publishing House, 2019.

21. Ernesto Franco, Flows with unique equilibrium states, Amer. J. Math. 99 (1977), no. 3, 486– 514.

22. Marlies Gerber and Amie Wilkinson, Hölder regularity of horocycle foliations, J. Differential Geom. 52 (1999), no. 1, 41–72.

23. B. M. Gurevič, Certain conditions for the existence of K-decompositions for special flows, Trudy Moskov. Mat. Obšč. 17 (1967), 89–116.

24. Adam Kanigowski, Federico Rodriguez Hertz, and Kurt Vinhage, On the non-equivalence of the Bernoulli and K properties in dimension four, Journal of Modern Dynamics 13 (2018), 221–250.

25. Anatole Katok, Jean-Marie Strelcyn, F. Ledrappier, and F. Przytycki, Invariant manifolds, entropy and billiards; smooth maps with singularities, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 1222, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1986.

26. Gerhard Knieper, The uniqueness of the measure of maximal entropy for geodesic flows on rank 1 manifolds, Ann. of Math. (2) 148 (1998), no. 1, 291–314.

27. François Ledrappier, Mesures d’équilibre d’entropie complètement positive, (1977), 251–272.

Astérisque, No. 50.

28. , A variational principle for the topological conditional entropy, Ergodic theory (Proc.

Conf., Math. Forschungsinst., Oberwolfach, 1978), Lecture Notes in Math., vol. 729, Springer, Berlin, 1979, pp. 78–88.

29. François Ledrappier, Yuri Lima, and Omri Sarig, Ergodic properties of equilibrium measures for smooth three dimensional flows, Comment. Math. Helv. 91 (2016), no. 1, 65–106.

30. Yuri Lima and Omri M. Sarig, Symbolic dynamics for three-dimensional flows with positive topological entropy, J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS) 21 (2019), no. 1, 199–256.

31. Anthony Manning, Topological entropy for geodesic flows, Ann. of Math. (2) 110 (1979), no. 3, 567–573. MR 554385 32. Donald Ornstein and Benjamin Weiss, On the Bernoulli nature of systems with some hyperbolic structure, Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems 18 (1998), no. 2, 441–456.

33. Donald S. Ornstein and Benjamin Weiss, Geodesic flows are Bernoullian, Israel J. Math. 14 (1973), 184–198.

34. Ja. B. Pesin, Characteristic Ljapunov exponents, and smooth ergodic theory, Uspehi Mat.

Nauk 32 (1977), no. 4 (196), 55–112, 287.

35. , Geodesic flows in closed Riemannian manifolds without focal points, Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR Ser. Mat. 41 (1977), no. 6, 1252–1288, 1447.

36. G. Ponce, A. Tahzibi, and R. Varão, On the Bernoulli property for certain partially hyperbolic diffeomorphisms, Adv. Math. 329 (2018), 329–360.

37. Gabriel Ponce, Lyapunov stability and the Bernoulli property, preprint arXiv:1906.05396 (2019).

38. M. Ratner, Anosov flows with Gibbs measures are also Bernoullian, Israel J. Math. 17 (1974), 380–391.

39. V. A. Rohlin, Selected topics from the metric theory of dynamical systems, Uspehi Matem.

Nauk (N.S.) 4 (1949), no. 2(30), 57–128.

40. Daniel Rudolph, A two-valued step coding for ergodic flows, Math. Z. 150 (1976), no. 3, 201–220.

41. Peter Walters, An introduction to ergodic theory, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 79, Springer-Verlag, New York-Berlin, 1982.

B. Call, Department of Mathematics, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210, E-mail address: call.119@buckeyemail.osu.edu

D. J. Thompson, Department of Mathematics, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43210, E-mail address: thompson@math.osu.edu