arXiv:2410.15465v2 [math-ph] 18 Feb 2025

Quenched large deviations of Birkhoff sums

along random quantum measurements

R. Raquépas^∗ and J. Schenker^†

Abstract We prove a quenched version of the large deviation principle for Birkhoff-like sums along a sequence of random quantum measurements driven by an ergodic process. We apply the result to the study of entropy production in the two-time measurement framework.

Keywords large deviation principle, quantum instruments, quantum channels, quenched disorder, entropy production

MSC2020 60F10, 81P15, 81S22 82C10, 82C44

1 Introduction

Statistical properties of outcomes for repeated quantum measurements have attracted considerable attention in both the physics and mathematics literature over the past couple of decades; see e.g. [KM04, BJM06, BB11, vHG15, AGPS15, BJPP18].^1 Skipping the details of the physical interpretation for the time being, the main object of interest is a measure on a shift space of the form A^N with marginals (p^{(n)})_{n∈N} of the form

p^{(n)}(a_1, . . . , a_n) = tr[(ψ_{n,an} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{1,a1} )(ρ)]

describing the probability that the first n measurements lead to results labeled by (a_j )^n_{j=1} (elements of A). Here, ρ is a density matrix and the maps ψ_{j,aj} are completely positive and satisfy suitable normalization conditions; see Section 2. Together with these marginals are often considered random variables (Σ_n)_{n∈N} of the Birkhoff-sum form

Σ_n(a_1, . . . , a_n) = n∑ j=1 f_j (a_j ).

Under different technical conditions, the large deviations of the sequence (Σ_n)_{n∈N} with respect to (p^{(n)})_{n∈N} — and generalizations thereof — have been studied in the mathematical physics literature in different situations: when the instruments are identical [BJPP18, CJPS19, BCJP21], when the instruments follow a deterministic, quasistatic process [HJPR18], and when the instruments are sampled from a Bernoulli or Markov process [BB20, BJP22].

The goal of this short paper is to show that recent results on the ergodic theory of quantum channels [MS22, PS23] allow us to treat situations where the instruments are sampled from an ergodic stochastic process obeying certain non-degeneracy conditions. A key strength of the approach employed here is the stochastic process for the instruments need not be Markovian and may in fact have long-range correlations in time. In cases involving randomness, it is important to make the distinction between the so-called “quenched” and “annealed” regimes; our results concern the former, where one seeks fluctuation theorems that hold for almost all realizations of the underlying random process.

∗New York University, Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York NY, United States. Corr.: rr4374@nyu.edu †Michigan State University, Department of Mathematics, East Lansing MI, United States. 1It was later realized that earlier works such as [Kus89, FNW92, Fen03] — and the parallel literature that followed — contained important insights on the statistical properties of such systems.

Organization of the paper After setting the stage, we present our main large-deviation result in Section 2; the proof is postponed to Section 4. We then move to applications to entropy production in Section 3; the proofs are postponed to Section 5. Finally, Appendix A gathers technical lemmas in measure theory and ergodic theory that are used in Section 4.

Acknowledgements R.R. was partially funded by the Fonds de recherche du Québec — Nature et technologies (FRQNT) and by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC). J.S. was supported in part by the US National Science Foundation, Grant No. DMS- 2153946.

2 Setup and main result

Let (Ω, θ, P) be an invertible dynamical system, where P is a probability measure on Ω and θ : Ω → Ω is an invertible map that is measure preserving and ergodic. This ergodic process is thought of as guiding a quantum measurement process (QMP) on a quantum system described using the finite-dimensional Hilbert space C^d . At each step of this measurement process, the outcomes are labeled using a fixed finite set A.

We equip the space B(C^d ) with the trace norm ‖ · ‖_1. We will use S (resp. S^∘) for the convex subset of positive semidefinite (resp. positive definite) matrices in B(C^d ) with trace (norm) 1. Elements of S are called density matrices and describe the internal state of the aforementioned quantum system. We use C(S) (resp. C(S^∘)) for the closed (resp. open), convex cone generated by S (resp. S^∘), which is nothing but the set of positive semidefinite (resp. definite) matrices in B(C^d ).

A linear map ϕ : B(C^d ) → B(C^d ) is called positive if it maps C(S) to C(S). A positive linear map ϕ : B(C^d ) → B(C^d ) is called completely positive if ϕ⊗id_{B(C}m_) : B(C^{dm} ) → B(C^{dm} ) is positive for all m ∈ N. A completely positive linear map ϕ : B(C^d ) → B(C^d ) is called trace preserving (CPTP for short) if it maps S to itself. A completely positive linear map ϕ : B(C^d ) → B(C^d ) is called positivity improving if it maps C(S) \ {0} to C(S^∘), primitive if ϕ^j is positivity improving for some j < d, and irreducible if (id_{B(C}d_) +ϕ)^{d−1} is positivity improving. As is the case for their counterparts for stochastic matrices, these notions have a number of equivalent reformulations and we refer the reader to [EHK78, FP09]. We will often use the following basic fact: if ϕ is CPTP, then ϕ^∗ is unital in the sense that ϕ^∗(I) = I. Here, the adjoint “^∗” is understood with respect to the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product on B(C^d ). We at times think of ϕ^∗ as a linear operator on the dual space (B(C^d ), ‖ · ‖_∞); at others, on the original space (B(C^d ), ‖ · ‖_1). We keep in mind that the induced operator norms, namely ‖ · ‖_{op,∞} and ‖ · ‖_{op,1}, are equivalent.

We consider an irreducible instrument-valued map ω → (ψ_{ω,a})_{a∈A}. By this, we mean that to every ω ∈ Ω is assigned a tuple of completely positive maps on B(C^d ) — the dimension d is fixed — whose sum φ_ω := ∑ a∈A ψ_{ω,a} is an irreducible CPTP map. For fixed ω, i.e. quenched disorder, we consider the QMP induced by the instruments (ψ_{ω,a})_{a∈A}, (ψ_{θω,a})_{a∈A}, (ψ_θ2_{ω,a})_{a∈A}, . . . and a given initial state ρ. Let us emphasize that the requirement that φ_ω be irreducible is enforced throughout even where not mentioned explicitly.

Example 2.1. An important basic example to keep in mind is the following.

i. Consider Ω to be a subshift of S^Z for some finite or countably infinite set S, the dynamics θ to be the left shift and P to be an ergodic measure for (Ω, θ) — e.g. a Bernoulli measure or the path measure for an irreducible, stationary Markov chain.^2 In such situations, the simplest non-trivial type of instrument-valued map would be a choice of (ψ_{ω,a})_{a∈A} that depends on the zeroth symbol in the fixed ω, so that (ψ_{θω,a})_{a∈A} depends on the first symbol in the fixed sequence, (ψ_θ2_{ω,a})_{a∈A} depends on the second symbol in the fixed sequence, and so on.

The setup also accommodates more “continuous” situations,

2In this setting, and assuming stationarity, irreducibility of the transition matrix used to define the Markov measure is equivalent to ergodicity for (Ω, P,θ); irreducibility and aperiodicity, to the (β-)mixing property [Bra05].

ii. Consider Ω to be a symplectic manifold, θ to be the time-1 map for a Hamiltonian flow, and P be a θ-ergodic Borel measure on Ω. Since P is ergodic, it is supported on a constant energy surface in Ω. In this situation the sequence (ψ_{ω,a})_{a∈A}, (ψ_{θω,a})_{a∈A}, . . . describes a deterministic change in the measuring apparatus between measurements.

In the quantum measurement process, the probability of seeing (a_1, . . . , a_n) as the first n measurement outcomes is equal to p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ}(a_1, . . . , a_n) = tr[(ψ_θn−1_{ω,an} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{ω,a1} )(ρ)]. (2.1) The CPTP property ensures that this is indeed a probability measure on A^n and that the passage from n to n − 1 is consistent. Hence, by the Kolmogorov extension theorem, the measure p^{(n)}ω,ρ can be thought of as the n-th marginal of an ω-dependent measure p_{ω,ρ} on the space A^N of infinite sequences of measurement outcomes.

Given these first n outcomes, the state of the quantum system is described by the density matrix ρ_n = (ψ_θn−1_{ω,an} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{ω,a1} )(ρ) p^{(n)}(a_1, . . . , a_n) . This means that, after n steps, the average state is given by (φ_θn−1_ω ∘ · · · ∘ φ_ω)(ρ). The CPTP property ensures that, with probability one, this is indeed still an element of S.

To each outcome a ∈ A, we suppose associated a quantity f_ω(a) ∈ R, which may depend on the disorder realization ω. Our main result is a quenched large deviation principle for the Birkhoff sums f_ω(a_1) + · · · + f_θn−1_ω(a_n), with respect to the above QMP. To this end, we study the moment generating functionals

M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (α) := ∑ ⃗a∈A^n e^{−α ∑nj=1 fθj−1 ω (aj )}p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ}(a_1, . . . , a_n). (2.2)

In light of (2.1), M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} can be expressed as follows

M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (α) = tr [( φ^{(α)}_{θn−1ω} ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_ω ) (ρ) ] , (2.3)

where φ^{(α)}_ω = ∑ a∈A e^{−αfω (a)}ψ_{ω,a}. (2.4) We will sometimes refer to φ^{(α)}ω as in (2.4) as an analytic deformation of φ_ω. The following fact is easy to verify: with the standing assumption that the original map φ_ω is CPTP and irreducible, the deformation φ^{(α)}_ω is completely positive and irreducible for all α ∈ R. The growth rate of M^{(n)}ω,ρ (α) is given by the α-dependent top Lyapunov exponent

λ(α) := lim_{n→∞} 1 n log ‖ ‖ ‖φ^{(α)}_θn−1_ω ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_{θω} ∘ φ^{(α)}_ω ‖ ‖ ‖_{op,1} . (2.5)

While P-almost sure existence of the limit as a deterministic quantity for every fixed α is guaranteed on general grounds by ergodicity of (Ω, θ, P) and Kingman’s theorem [Kin68], we will need the following assumptions based on [PS23] in order to obtain further desirable properties:

(A1) With v(ϕ) := inf{‖ϕ(X)‖_1 : X ∈ S} the function ω → log v(φ^∗_ω ) belongs to L^1(Ω, dP).

(A2) There exists N_0 ∈ N such that

P {ω ∈ Ω : φ_θN_0−1_ω ∘ · · · ∘ φ_{θω} ∘ φ_ω is positivity improving} > 0.

(A3) The random variable F_ω := max_{a∈A} |f_ω(a)| satisfies e^{αF} ∈ L^1(Ω, dP) for all α ∈ R.

Remark 2.2. Assumptions (A1) and (A2) are made at the level of the average maps φ_ω only, and not at the level of the instruments (ψ_{ω,a})_{a∈A} or the deformed maps φ^{(α)}_ω .

With this notation, our main result is the following quenched large deviation principle, proved in Section 4.

Theorem 2.3. If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold and λ^∗(s) = sup_{α∈R}(sα − λ(α)) is the Legendre transform of the Lyapunov exponents λ(α) in (2.5), then, for P-almost all ω, we have

− inf_{s∈int E} λ^∗(s) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} 1 n log p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (a_1, . . . , a_n) : 1 n n∑ j=1 f_θj−1_ω (a_j ) ∈ E

≤ lim sup n→∞ 1 n log p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (a_1, . . . , a_n) : 1 n n∑ j=1 f_θj−1_ω(a_j ) ∈ E ≤ − inf_{s∈cl E} λ^∗(s)

for every Borel set E ⊆ R.

For every fixed α, the results of [MS22, PS23] will apply and tell us — among other things — that there is a S^∘-valued random variable Z^{(α)} that satisfies the cocycle relation

φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^α_θ−1_ω) = Z^{(α)}_ω tr [ φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^α_θ−1_ω) ]

for P-almost all ω and such that λ(α) = ∫ Ω log tr [ φ^{(α)}_ω ( Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω} )] dP(ω). (2.7)

For the derivation of the relation (2.7) from Theorem 1 in [PS23], see Lemma 4.3 below. These objects are at the heart of the proof of Theorem 2.3, which has of three main steps and is carried out in Section 4. We summarize the main steps of the proof here:

Step 1. In view of the specific form of the dependence of φ^{(α)}_ω in α, we use arguments from [MS22, PS23] to show that there is an event of full measure on which the limiting random variables Z^{(α)} (and analogous objects for adjoints) and the top Lyapunov exponent λ(α) exist simultaneously for every deformation parameter α ∈ R. This is the content of Lemmas 4.7 and 4.9, below.

Step 2. We then show that Z^{(α)} and λ(α) possess some regularity properties as functions of the deformation parameter α, namely:

2a. The map α → Z^{(α)} is continuous. This is the content of Proposition 4.10. 2b. The map α → λ(α) is differentiable. This is the content of Proposition 4.12.

Step 3. We deduce the large deviation principle from the Gärtner–Ellis theorem after relating the top Lyapunov exponent λ(α) to the cumulant-generating functions via λ(α) = lim_{n→∞} 1 n log M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (α). (2.8)

Remark 2.4. As far as we are aware, previous mathematical works on random repeated measurements were restricted to the setup of Example 2.1.i. In the deterministic case |S| = 1, the analyses of [CJPS19, §4] and [BCJP21, §1.2] bypass (A2) as long as ρ ∈ S^∘ and φ_{ω0} (ρ) = ρ. The method there does not involve differentiability in α of the limit (2.8), and instead relies on decoupling conditions and Ruelle–Lanford functions. Our results encompass the cases where 1 < |S| < ∞, considered in [BB20, BJP22] with P a Bernoulli or an irreducible Markov measure, respectively. While combining Lemma 2.3.iii and Theorem 4.2.vi in [BJP22] bypasses (A2) in the Markovian regime, it should be noted that the large deviation principle there obtained concerns annealed randomness of the environment, as opposed to quenched randomness. The proof relies on differentiability of an annealed analogue of the limit (2.8) where M^{(n)}(α) is integrated with respect to P inside the logarithm.

Remark 2.5. Suppose that the distribution of ω → φ_ω is supported on finitely many points, i.e. there are only finitely many possible channels. Then the only way (A1) could fail would be if one of the possible channels satisfies ker φ^∗_ω ∩ S ≠ ∅. Such maps are called transient in [PS23] and would contradict our standing irreducibility assumption; see Lemma 4.1 below. Therefore, if there are finitely many possible channels, then (A1) cannot fail. Similarly, in this case it is sufficient for (A2) that one of the possible channels be positivity improving. However, we want to emphasize that this is not necessary, as shown by the example below.

Example 2.6. Consider the dimension d = 2 and suppose that the only two possible CPTP maps are of the form

ϕ_i(ρ) = ϵ_iγ_i tr(ρ) + (1 − ϵ_i)ρ

where γ_i ∈ S \ S^∘ (for d = 2, this means pure) and ϵ_i ∈ (0, 1). Such channels, taken individually, are not positivity improving. However, their composition is such that

ϕ_2(ϕ_1(ρ)) = ϵ_2γ_2 + ϵ_1(1 − ϵ_2)γ_1 + (1 − ϵ_1)(1 − ϵ_2)ρ

will be positive definite for all ρ ∈ S if the kernels of γ_1 and γ_2 intersect trivially, which is generic. This provides a setup where (A2) holds without any individual channel being positivity improving.

3 Application to entropy production

Following e.g. [HP13, §3] — also see [HJPR18, §3.1], [BB20, §5.1] and [BCJP21, §1.4] —, there is a choice of instruments that holds a particular significance from the point of view of quantum thermodynamics. We use this section to investigate consequences of Theorem 2.3 in this regard. This is related to the foundational progress from [Kur00, Tas00, TM05, JOPS12, BBJ^+24] on the quantum counterparts of [ECM93, ES94, GC95, Cro99] in the two-time measurement framework.

Suppose that we have measurable maps ω → U_ω ∈ U(C^d ⊗ C^m ) and ω → ξ_ω, where ξ_ω is a Gibbs state on C^m with spectral decomposition

ξ_ω = m∑ ϵ=1 e^{−βω Eω,ϵ} π_{ω,ϵ} using rank-one projectors, an increasing energy labeling ϵ → E_{ω,ϵ} and a positive inverse temperature β_ω. The assumption that the eigenvalues of every corresponding Hamiltonian are all simple is made for ease of presentation. The argument could be easily adapted to Hamiltonians with degenerate eigenvalues, although if the degeneracy of eigenvalues depends non-trivially on ω, some care would need to be taken to adjust the argument to account for the fact that the number of possible measurement outcomes is then random, e.g. by adding fictitious outcomes of probability 0.

Then, consider instruments labeled by pairs (ϵ, ϵ^′) ∈ {1, 2, . . . , m}^2 of indices for the spectral decomposition, that are of the form ψ_{ω,(ϵ,ϵ}′_)(ρ) = tr[π_{ω,ϵ}′ (U_ω(ρ ⊗ π_{ω,ϵ}ξ_ω)U^∗_ω)]. The quantity f_ω(ϵ, ϵ^′) = β_ω(E_{ω,ϵ}′ − E_{ω,ϵ}) has a natural physical interpretation. There is a quantum system and a random (i.e. ω-dependent) sequence of probes, initially in Gibbs states. Sequentially, a probe arises, we measure its energy, it interacts with the quantum system through a random unitary evolution, we measure its energy again, and it leaves forever. We record the resulting energy differences, rescaled by the appropriate temperature. Our main result provides the large-deviation principle for

Σ_{ω,n}((ϵ_1, ϵ^′_1), (ϵ_2, ϵ^′_2), . . . , (ϵ_n, ϵ^′_n)) = n−1∑ j=0 β_θj_ω(E_θj_{ω,ϵ}′_j − E_θj_{ω,ϵj} ), i.e. for the Clausius entropy change of the chain of Gibbs states, provided that one can verify (A1)–(A3). Note that, in terms of the properties of the probes, (A3) amounts to a lower bound on the temperature and an upper bound on the width of the energy spectrum.

There is another, more information theoretic notion of entropy production that is relevant to such setups, but its definition requires additional structures. We make the following assumption of time-reversal invariance (TRI) at the level of the driving ergodic process and at the level of the microscopic quantum dynamics:

TRI Assumption We suppose that there exists a measurable involution T : Ω → Ω such that

• T ∘ θ = θ^{−1} ∘ T, • P ∘ T^{−1} = P,

and antiunitary involutions τ : C^d → C^d and τ^′ : C^m → C^m such that

• (τ ⊗ τ^′)U_ω = U^∗_{Tω}(τ ⊗ τ^′), • τ^′ξ_ω = ξ_{Tω}τ^′.

Example 3.1. We can discuss TRI in the context of Example 2.1.

i. In the setup of Example 2.1.i, the map T : (ω_n)_{n∈Z} → (ω_{−n})_{n∈Z} clearly satisfies the condition on the interplay of T and θ, and the condition on the interplay of P and T is then naturally interpreted as a generalization of detailed balance for Markov chains. With ω → U_ω ∈ U(C^d ⊗ C^m ) and ω → ξ_ω depending only on ω_0, the conditions on τ and τ^′ further simplify to (τ ⊗ τ^′)U_ω = U^∗_ω(τ ⊗ τ^′) and τ^′ξ_ω = ξ_ω τ^′. Writing U_ω = exp(it_ωH_ω), note that such τ and τ^′ exist as complex conjugations if there exist orthonormal bases of C^d and C^m (used to construct an orthonormal basis of C^d ⊗ C^m ) with respect to which ξ_ω and H_ω have real matrix elements.

ii. In the setup of Example 2.1.ii, the map T : (q, p) → (q, −p) that changes sign of the momentum variables satisfies the condition on the interplay of T and θ, and the condition on the interplay of T and P is then naturally interpreted as a symmetry of the initial distribution of the momentum variables.

Remark 3.2. Fix ω and suppose that ξ_ω = τ^′ξ_{Tω} τ^′ as required in TRI. Comparing the spectral decompositions following the above labeling conventions, we find that π_{ω,ϵ} = τ^′π_{Tω,ϵ}τ^′ for each ϵ.

Thought Experiment 3.3. Consider the setup of Remark 3.1.i and suppose that we are given an ordered set of n observations, indexed by j, and with the following content:

• the provenance of the j-th probe (and hence its temperature, Hamiltonian, etc.);

• the values of energy measurements of the j-th probe before and after it interacted with the system of interest.

However, we do not know if the ordered set of observations has been reversed (j ↔ n + 1 − j) before it was given to us, and we are asked to place a bet on either of those two hypotheses.

To perform well in this thought experiment, the Neyman–Pearson lemma suggests comparing the likelihood ratio P_n[ω_0, ω_1, . . . , ω_n]p^{(n)}_{(ω0,ω1,...,ωn−1),ρ}((ϵ_1, ϵ^′_1), (ϵ_2, ϵ^′_2), . . . , (ϵ_n, ϵ^′_n)) P_n[Tω_{n−1}, Tω_{n−2}, . . . , Tω_0]p^{(n)}_{(Tωn−1,Tωn−2,...,ω0),ρ}((ϵ^′_n, ϵ_n), (ϵ^′_{n−1}, ϵ_{n−1}), . . . , (ϵ^′_1, ϵ_1)) to some threshold; see e.g. [DeZe, §7.1] for abstract theory and [BJPP18, §2.9] for an application to repeated quantum measurements.

Under the TRI Assumption, the n-th marginals of P at the numerator and denominator cancel each other out, and that motivates the other notion of entropy production we are about to discuss: the random variable

σ_{ω,ρ,n}((ϵ_1, ϵ^′_1), (ϵ_2, ϵ^′_2), . . . , (ϵ_n, ϵ^′_n)) := log p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ}((ϵ_1, ϵ^′_1), (ϵ_2, ϵ^′_2), . . . , (ϵ_n, ϵ^′_n)) p^{(n)}_{T(θn−1ω),ρ}((ϵ^′_n, ϵ_n), (ϵ^′_{n−1}, ϵ_{n−1}), . . . , (ϵ^′_1, ϵ_1)) (3.1) is a log-likelihood ratio that can be interpreted as an information-theoretic measure of irreversibility of the sequence of measurement outcomes [JOPS12, BJPP18]. The following lemmas are minor adaptations of e.g. [HJPR18, App. C] or [BJP22, §5.4] to our slightly more intricate notion of TRI. We still provide the proofs in Section 5 for completeness.

Lemma 3.4. Under the TRI Assumption, we have the symmetry φ^{(α)}_{Tω} (τXτ) = τ(φ^{(1−α)}ω )^∗(X)τ for all X ∈ S, α ∈ C and ω ∈ Ω.

Lemma 3.5. With Δ_ρ = 1 inf sp ρ , we have e^{Σω,n} Δ^{−1}_ρ p^{(n)}_{Tθn−1ω,ρ} ≤ p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} ≤ e^{Σω,n} Δ_ρp^{(n)}_{Tθn−1ω,ρ}. Hence, the abstract large-deviation principle provides, in the present context, a route to the large-deviation principle for this information-theoretic notion of entropy production as well. The following theorem is proved in Section 5.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that (A1)–(A3) and the TRI Assumption hold. Then, P-almost surely, the large deviation principle holds for the sequence (σ_{ω,ρ,n})_{n∈N} be defined according to (3.1), with a convex rate function J that is independent from ρ ∈ S^∘ and ω. Moreover, the rate function J satisfies the Gallavotti–Cohen symmetry J(−s) = J(s) + s for all s ∈ R.

Remark 3.7. It has already been observed in the literature that the property of this two-time measurement framework that the information-theoretic notion of entropy production is exponentially equivalent to a Birkhoff-like sum along the QMP (i.e. the Clausius entropy change) is an extraordinarily simplifying feature. Indeed, as seen through examples [BCJP21], the study of the information-theoretic notion of entropy production can be considerably more intricate outside of the two-time measurement framework; also see [CJPS19].

4 Proof of Theorem 2.3

4.1 Notation and preliminary lemmas

Before we proceed with the proof of Theorem 2.3, let us introduce some notation and collect some preliminary results. For n ≥ 0, we set Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} = φ^{(α)}_{θn−1ω} ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_{θω} ∘ φ^{(α)}_ω and Φ^{(α)}_{−n,ω} = φ^{(α)}_ω ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_{θ−n+2ω} ∘ φ^{(α)}_{θ−n+1ω}. We will use “ · ” for the projective action of linear maps on S: ϕ · X := ϕ(X) tr ϕ(X)

. (4.1)

If ϕ(X) = 0 the projective action as in (4.1) is undefined. However, since φ is trace preserving we note φ^{(α)} · ρ is well defined for any density matrix ρ, since tr φ^{(α)}(ρ) ≥ e^{−|α|Fω} . Similarly the following lemma shows that the projective action of φ^∗ (and therefore) φ^{(α)∗} is well defined.

Lemma 4.1. If a map ϕ is irreducible and trace preserving, then ker ϕ^∗ ∩ S = ∅.

Proof. If ϕ is irreducible and trace preserving, then ϕ^∗ is irreducible and unital. By irreducibility, the map (id_{B(C}d_) +ϕ^∗)^{d−1} is positivity improving, so any element of ker ϕ^∗ ∩ S must actually be in S^∘. However, if X ∈ S^∘, then X ≥ ηI for some η > 0 and unitality implies that

ϕ^∗(X) ≥ ϕ^∗(ηI) = ηϕ^∗(I) = ηI,

so X cannot be in ker ϕ^∗. We conclude that ker ϕ^∗ ∩ S = ∅.

Lemma 4.2. If (A1) and (A3) hold, then ∫ Ω | |log ‖(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗‖op,1 | | + | |log v((φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗) | | dP(ω) < ∞ and ∫ Ω | |log ‖φ_{(α)ω} ‖_{op,1} | | + | |log v(φ_{(α)ω} ) | | dP(ω) < ∞ for all α ∈ R.

Proof. We start with α = 0. Because φ_ω is CPTP, we have ‖φ_ω‖_{op,1} = 1 and v(φ_ω ) = 1. For the adjoint, we will use the fact that φ^∗_ω is then positive and unital. A lower bound is easily obtained: ‖φ^∗_ω‖_{op,1} ≥ ‖φ^∗_ω(I)‖_1/‖I‖_1 = ‖I‖_1/‖I‖_1 = 1. To obtain an upper bound, we note that ‖φ^∗_ω‖_{op,1} ≤ d‖φ^∗‖_{op,∞} = d‖φ‖_{op,1} = d. Finally, log v(φ^∗_ω) ∈ L^1 by Assumption (A1).

Turning now to α ≠ 0, observe that due to (A3) we have e^{−Fω |α|}φ_ω(X) ≤ φ^{(α)}_ω (X) ≤ e^{Fω |α|}φ_ω(X) (4.2) for every α ∈ R and X ∈ S, with F ∈ L^1(Ω, dP). Hence, the case of an arbitrary α ∈ R follows from our analysis of the case α = 0.

At fixed α ∈ R, Assumption (A2) and the bounds in (4.2) guarantee that there exist random variables Z^{(α)} : Ω → S^∘ and Z̃^{(α)} : Ω → S^∘ satisfying the identities φ^{(α)}_ω · Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω} = Z^{(α)}_ω and (φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗ · Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} = Z̃^{(α)}_ω (4.3) for P-almost every ω. This is the content of Theorem 1 in [MS22]. If, in addition, (A1) and (A3) hold, then we have the following alternate expression for the Lyapunov exponent λ(α): λ(α) = ∫ Ω log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} )] dP(ω), (4.4)

and — still at fixed α — λ(α) = lim_{n→∞} 1 n log tr [( φ^{(α)}_{θn−1ω} ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_ω ) (ρ) ] (4.5)

for P-almost all ω and all ρ ∈ S. This is the content of Theorem 1 in [PS23]. Lemma 4.3. The following identities hold for the Lyapunov exponents: λ(α) = ∫ Ω log tr[φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω} )] dP(ω), (4.6) and λ(α) = ∫ Ω ( log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] ) dP(ω). (4.7)

Proof. Note that the cocycle relations (4.3) imply that log tr[φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] (4.8) and log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} )] = log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} )Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω}] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_ω Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω}] = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_ω Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω}].

Therefore,

log tr[φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_θω )] = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_ω Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω}] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ].

Noting that the right-hand side is of the form g − g ∘ θ and that the terms log tr[φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] and log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_θω )] are in L^1(Ω, dP) by Lemma 4.2, we conclude from Lemma A.5 below that ∫ Ω log tr[φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[(φ^{(α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(α)}_θω )] dP(ω) = 0. (4.9)

The identity (4.6) follows from (4.4) and (4.9), and the identity (4.7) then follows from (4.6) and (4.8).

4.2 Reduction appealing to the Gärtner–Ellis theorem

We want to prove that, for P-almost all ω, the large deviation principle (2.6) holds. In view of the Gärtner–Ellis theorem [Ell, §II.6], this reduces to showing the following about cumulant-generating functionals:

For P-almost all ω, lim_{n→∞} 1 n log M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (α) = λ(α) (4.10)

for all α ∈ R, and the function α → λ(α) is differentiable.

We have already seen that

M^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} (α) = tr [( φ^{(α)}_{θn−1ω} ∘ · · · ∘ φ^{(α)}_ω ) (ρ) ]

and that, under (A1)–(A3), for fixed α, the relation (4.5) holds for P-almost all ω. Combining these two equalities indeed yields the equality (4.10), but with the caveat that the set of full P-measure of ω for which it holds depends — at least a priori — on α.

We are thus left with problems of two types: guaranteeing that almost sure results concerning objects at fixed α ∈ R can be promoted to results that, almost surely, hold simultaneously for all α ∈ R; and then establishing regularity of the dependence in α of these objects.

4.3 Simultaneous existence of limiting objects

As mentioned above, our first technical obstacle is that the full P-measure sets of ω for which (2.5) holds and for which Z^{(α)}_ω , Z̃^{(α)}_ω , Z^{(α)}_{θω} and Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} are well defined and satisfy (4.3) could a priori depend on α. This section is devoted to verifying that there is a common full P-measure set on which these properties and other intermediate results of [MS22, PS23] hold simultaneously for all α ∈ R. Some of these intermediate results refer to a particular metric d on S. This metric is defined and then related to the trace norm in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Set m(X, Y ) := sup{λ ≥ 0 : λX ≤ Y } and d(X, Y ) := 1 − m(X, Y )m(Y, X) 1 + m(X, Y )m(Y, X) . If Y^′ ∈ S is positive definite, then 1 2 ‖Y − Y^′‖_1 ≤ d(Y, Y^′) ≤ 1 min sp(Y^′) ‖Y − Y^′‖_1 for all Y ∈ S.

Proof. Let Y, Y^′ be as in the statement of the lemma. The first inequality is established as Lemma 3.8 in [MS22], so we need only prove the second. Let ξ = ‖Y − Y^′‖_1 and η = 1/ min sp(Y^′). We aim to show d(Y, Y^′) ≤ ξη. The result is trivial if ξη ≥ 1 (since d(Y, Y^′) ≤ 1 in any case); so we may assume ξη < 1. Since −ξI ≤ Y − Y^′ ≤ ξI and ηY^′ ≥ I, we have (1 − ξη)Y^′ ≤ Y ≤ (1 + ξη)Y^′. Thus m(Y, Y^′) ≥^1_{1+ξη} , m(Y^′, Y ) ≥ 1 − ξη > 0, and

d(Y, Y^′) ≤ 1 −^{1−ξη}_{1+ξη} 1 +^{1−ξη}_{1+ξη} = ξη.

In the proof of Theorem 1 in [MS22], the notion of contraction coefficient of the projective action of a map with respect to this metric plays an important role. This is defined as

c(Φ) := diam_d(Φ · S) = sup {d(Φ · X, Φ · Y ) : X, Y ∈ S}. More precisely, we will be interested in

log κ(α) := inf_{N∈N} 1 N ∫ log c(Φ^{(α)}_N ) dP.

By Lemmas 3.12–3.14 in [MS22], for each α ∈ R, the number κ(α) lies in the interval [0, 1) and there is a set of full P-measure on which lim N→∞ c(Φ^{(α)}_{N;ω})^{1/N} = lim_{N→∞} c(Φ^{(α)}_{−N;ω})^{1/N} = κ(α).

Furthermore, for each Y ∈ S and N ≥ 0,

d(Φ^{(α)}_{−N;ω} · Y, Z^{(α)}_ω ) ≤ c(Φ^{(α)}_{−N;ω}) and d((Φ^{(α)}_{N;ω} )^∗ · Y, Z̃^{(α)}_ω ) ≤ c(Φ^{(α)}_{N;ω}). (4.11)

Lemma 4.5. If (A2) and (A3) hold, then there exists a full P-measure set Ω_0 with the following property: for all α ∈ R and ω ∈ Ω_0, there exists N such that Φ^{(α)}_{±n,ω} and (Φ^{(α)}_{±n,ω})^∗ are positivity improving for all n ≥ N.

Proof sketch. The bounds (4.2) in the proof of Lemma 4.2 show that the desired positivity-improving properties are independent of α. Hence, the proof boils down to the case α = 0, for which one can use ergodicity, Lemma 4.1 and the following facts about positivity: if Φ is positivity improving, then Φ^∗ is positivity improving; if Φ is positivity improving and ψ is positive, then Φ ∘ ψ is positivity improving; and if Φ is positivity improving and ψ is positive with ker ψ^∗ ∩ S = ∅, then ψ ∘ Φ is positivity improving. We refer the reader to [MS22, §3.3] for more details.

Lemma 4.6. If (A2) and (A3) hold, then there exists a set Ω_0 of full P-measure with the following property: for all ω ∈ Ω_0, the convergences (2.5) and (4.5) hold simultaneously for all α ∈ R.

Proof. Let G_{N,ω}(α) := 1 N log ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{N,ω} ‖ ‖ ‖_{op,1} and G^′_{N,ρ,ω}(α) := 1 N log tr [ Φ^{(α)}_{N,ω}(ρ) ] . We have already established that, for every fixed α, we have G_N (α) → λ(α) and G^′_{N,ρ}(α) → λ(α) almost surely as N → ∞. Hence, in view of Lemma A.1 below, it suffices to establish that, for every fixed N and ρ, the functions α → G_{N,ω}(α) and α → G^′_{N,ρ,ω}(α) are convex.

Because G_{N,ω}(α) = sup_{ρ∈S}G^′_{N,ρ,ω}(α) by the Russo–Dye theorem and monotonicity of the logarithm, the problem further reduces to showing that G^′_{N,ρ,ω} is convex. But (2.2)–(2.3) show that G^′_{N,ρ,ω} is a multiple of a cumulant-generating function and is therefore convex — this is a well-known consequence of Hölder’s inequality.

Lemma 4.7. If (A2) and (A3) hold, then there exists a set Ω_0 of full P-measure with the following property: for all ω ∈ Ω_0 and all α ∈ R,

lim sup N→∞ c(Φ^{(α)}_{N;ω})^{1/N} ≤ κ(α) and lim sup_{N→∞} c(Φ^{(α)}_{−N;ω})^{1/N} ≤ κ(α). (4.12)

Proof. For every α ∈ R and ω ∈ Ω, the contraction coefficients are submultiplicative by [MS22, §3.2] in the sense that c(Φ^{(α)}_{N+M;ω} ) ≤ c(Φ^{(α)}_{M;θN ω})c(Φ^{(α)}_{N;ω}).

Therefore, the inequalities in (4.12) follow from the continuity bound of Lemma 4.8 below and an abstract convergence result for continuous submultiplicative families stated and proved in Appendix A (Lemma A.3).

Lemma 4.8. There exists a set Ω_0 of full P-measure such that | | |c(Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω}) − c(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω}) | | | ≤ 2|β − α| n−1∑ m=0 F_θm_ω (4.13)

for all ω ∈ Ω_0, α, β ∈ R and n ∈ N.

Proof. Let m̃(X, Y ) = m(X, Y )m(Y, X). Then, by [MS22, Lemma 3.3],

m̃(Φ^{(β)}_n · X, Φ^{(α)}_n · X) = inf_{A,B∈S∘} tr[AΦ^{(β)}n · X] tr[BΦ^{(α)}n · X] tr[AΦ^{(α)}_n · X] tr[BΦ^{(β)}_n · X] = inf_{A,B∈S∘} tr[AΦ^{(β)}_n (X)] tr[BΦ^{(α)}_n (X)] tr[AΦ^{(α)}_n (X)] tr[BΦ^{(β)}_n (X)] , (4.14)

where due to the homogeneity of the expression, the projective actions can be replaced by linear actions. By the definition of F in (A3) and countable additivity of probability, there exists a full P-measure set Ω_0 with the property that, for all ω ∈ Ω_0, we have e^{−|β−α| ∑n−1m=0 Fθm ω} tr[AΦ^{(α)}_{n,ω}(X)] ≤ tr[AΦ^{(β)}_{n,ω}(X)] ≤ e^{|β−α| ∑n−1m=0 Fθm ω} tr[AΦ^{(α)}_{n,ω}(X)], (4.15) and similarly with A → B, for all α, β ∈ R. Now fix α, β ∈ R and ω ∈ Ω_0. Combining (4.14) and (4.15), we find that m̃(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · X, Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · X) ≥ e^{−2|β−α| ∑n−1m=0 Fθm ω} . Thus d(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · X, Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · X) ≤ 1 − e^{−2|β−α| ∑n−1m=0 Fθm ω} 1 + e^{−2|β−α| ∑n−1}m=0^{Fθm ω} ≤ |β − α| n−1∑ m=0 F_θm_ω. Hence

d(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · X, Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · Y ) ≤ d(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · X, Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · X) + d(Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · X, Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · Y ) + d(Φ^{(β)}_{n,ω} · Y, Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω} · Y ) ≤ 2|β − α| n−1∑ m=0 F_θm_ω + c(Φ^{(α)}_{n,ω}) .

It follows that c(Φ^{(β)}_n ) ≤ 2|β − α| n−1∑ m=0 F_θm_ω + c(Φ^{(α)}_n ).

The bound (4.13) follows from this inequality together with that for α and β interchanged. Lemma 4.9. If (A2) and (A3) hold, then there is a θ-invariant set Ω^′_0 of full P-measure with the following property: Z^{(α)}_ω and Z̃^{(α)}_ω belong to S^∘ and satisfy the identities (4.3) and (4.11) for all ω ∈ Ω_0, α ∈ R, Y ∈ S and N ∈ N.

Proof. For fixed ω ∈ Ω_0 as in Lemmas 4.5 and 4.7 and α ∈ R, the proof of Lemma 3.12 in [MS22] can be followed line by line to deduce that Z^{(α)}ω and Z̃^{(α)}ω belong to S^∘ and satisfy (4.3) and (4.11) for all Y ∈ S and N ∈ N. Indeed, the P-almost sure properties that are used in that proof are those concerned by Lemmas 4.5 and 4.7. Finally, by θ-invariance of P and countable additivity, taking Ω^′_0 := ⋂ n∈N θ^{1−n}(Ω_0),

gives a θ-invariant set with the same properties.

4.4 Regularity of the limiting objects

Recall that, because we want to employ the Gärtner–Ellis theorem, we wish to show differentiability of α → λ(α). This will be done in several steps.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose that (A2) and (A3) hold. Then, for P-almost all ω, the function α → Z^{(α)}_ω is continuous on R (in either of the topologies involved in Lemma 4.4).

Proof. We will show that α → Z^{(α)}ω is continuous on the set of full P-measure where the results of Section 4.3 hold. Throughout the proof, let ω denote a fixed element of this set. To lighten the notation, we suppress ω from formulas by replacing subscripts of the form “_θj−1_ω” or “_{j,ω}” with simply “_j ”.

Fix α ∈ R and let ϵ > 0. By Lemmas 4.4 and 4.9,

d(Z^{(α)}_0 , Z^{(β)}_0 ) ≤ 1 δ ‖ ‖Z(α)_0 − Z(β)_0 ‖ ‖ 1 = 1 δ ‖ ‖Φ(α)_{−N} · Z(α)_{−N} − Φ(β)_{−N} · Z(β)_{−N} ‖ ‖ 1 , where δ = min σ(Z^{(α)}_0 ) > 0 and N ∈ N. Using the triangle inequality, we find that for all N ∈ N and β ∈ R,

d(Z^{(α)}_0 , Z^{(β)}_0 ) ≤ 1 δ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(α)}_{−N} − Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖_1 + 1 δ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ 2 δ d(Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(α)}_{−N} , Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ) + 1 δ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖_1 ≤ 2 δ c(Φ^{(α)}_{−N} ) + 1 δ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖_1 .

where we have used Lemma 4.4 again in the second line. By Lemma 4.7, there exists N such that c(Φ^{(α)}_{−N} ) <^δ_2 ϵ, so that

d(Z^{(α)}_0 , Z^{(β)}_0 ) < ϵ + 1 δ ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 .

To complete the proof it suffices to show that lim_{β→α} ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 = 0, (4.16)

as then lim sup_{β→α} d(Z^{(α)}_0 , Z^{(β)}_0 ) ≤ ϵ for every ϵ.

To prove (4.16), note that ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤ sup {‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z ‖ ‖ ‖_1 : Z ∈ S } . Using (2.4) we find, for each N, that

Φ^{(β)}_{−N} = M∑ j=1 e^{−Fj} Ψ_j ,

where ∑_M j=1 Ψ_j = Φ^{(0)}_{−N} , M = A^N , Ψ_j are CP maps, and F_j are certain random functions (which are finite for the fixed ω under consideration). It follows that e^{−C|β−α|}Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z ≤ Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z ≤ e^{C|β−α|}Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z with C = 2 max_j |F_j |. Thus ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} − Φ^{(β)}_{−N} · Z^{(β)}_{−N} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤ sup_{Z∈S} ‖ ‖ ‖Φ^{(α)}_{−N} · Z ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ( e^{C|β−α|} − 1 ) , from which (4.16) follows.

Lemma 4.11. If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold, then λ(α) − λ(β) = ∫ Ω log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] dP(ω) for all α and β in R.

Proof. We consider only ω in a set of full P-measure where the results of Section 4.3 hold. Considering the difference between the integrands for (4.7) in α and in β, and then adding and subtracting some intermediate terms, we find that λ(α) − λ(β) = ∫ Ω Δ_ω(α, β) dP(ω), with Δ_ω(α, β) := log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(β)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] + log tr[Z̃^{(β)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ] = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(β)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ] + log tr[Z̃^{(β)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ].

By (4.3), the third and fifth lines in the last right-hand side cancel, so Δ_ω(α, β) = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ] = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_ω Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω}] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_ω Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω}] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] + log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(β)}_ω ], where we have used (4.3) again to obtain the final expression. Note that this is a relation of the form

Δ_ω(α, β) = log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] + [g_ω − g_{θω}]. Recall that Δ_ω(α, β) on the left-hand side is a difference of two integrable functions. On the right-hand side, the logarithm admits the straightforward bound | | | | log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] | | | | ≤ 2F_ω|β − α| (4.17) — thanks to (A3) — and is therefore also integrable. This implies that g − g ∘ θ is integrable as well. It thus follows from a consequence of Birkhoff’s theorem (stated as Lemma A.5 below) that λ(α) − λ(β) = ∫ Ω Δ_ω (α, β) dP(ω) = ∫ Ω log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(β)}_ω (Z^{(β)}_{θ−1ω})] dP(ω). Proposition 4.12. If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold, then the function α → λ(α) is differentiable on R.

Proof. Again, we consider only ω in a set of full P-measure where the results of Section 4.3 hold. To lighten the notation, we will replace subscripts of the form “_θj_ω” with simply “_j ”. By Lemma 4.11 (and its proof), we have λ(β) − λ(α) β − α = ∫ Ω 1 β − α log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(β)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(α)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] dP with the integrand on the right-hand side being dominated by an integrable function of ω independent of α and β — see (4.17). The Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem thus guarantees that we can exchange the integral with respect to P and the limit β → α. Therefore, the proof of differentiability reduces to showing that the limit lim_{β→α} 1 β − α log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(β)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(α)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] exists P-almost surely.

Note as an intermediate step that, for all β and γ, we have d dγ log tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(γ)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} ) ] = tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1^d_{dγ} φ^{(γ)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} ) ] tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(γ)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} ) ] , which is continuous in γ and in β, thanks to the precise form of the deformations and to Proposition 4.10. Hence, by the mean value theorem, for every β, there exists γ_0 between α and β such that 1 β − α log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(β)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(α)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] = tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1^d_{dγ} φ^{(γ)}_0 | |_{γ=γ0} (Z^{(β)}_{−1} ) ]

tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(γ0 )}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} ) ] . Taking β → α makes γ_0 → α and we find

lim_{β→α} 1 β − α log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(β)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] tr[Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(α)}_0 (Z^{(β)}_{−1} )] = tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1^d_{dγ} φ^{(γ)}_0 | |_{γ=α} (Z^{(α)}_{−1} ) ]

tr [ Z̃^{(α)}_1 φ^{(α)}_0 (Z^{(α)}_{−1} ) ] by Proposition 4.10.

5 Proofs for Section 3

We start with our statement concerning symmetry in α about α =^1_2 .

Proof of Lemma 3.4. With α and ω fixed but arbitrary, it suffices to show that

tr(τXτφ^{(α)}_{Tω} (Y )) = tr(τY τφ^{(1−α)}_{Tω} (X)) for every X and Y in B(C^d ). Following closely computations found in e.g. [HJPR18, §3.2] or [BJP22, §§5.3–5.4], we indeed find

tr(τXτφ^{(α)}_{Tω} (Y )) = ∑ ϵ,ϵ^′ e^{−αβTω (ETω,ϵ′ −ETω,ϵ )} tr[(τXτ ⊗ I)(I ⊗ π_{Tω,ϵ}′ )U_{Tω}(Y ⊗ ξ_{Tω}π_{Tω,ϵ})U^∗_{Tω}] = ∑ ϵ^′ ,ϵ e^{−(1−α)βTω (ETω,ϵ′ −ETω,ϵ )} tr[(τXτ ⊗ ξ_{Tω} π_{Tω,ϵ})U_{Tω}(Y ⊗ I)(I ⊗ π_{Tω,ϵ}′ )U^∗_{Tω}] = ∑ ϵ^′ ,ϵ e^{−(1−α)βTω (ETω,ϵ′ −ETω,ϵ )} tr[(X ⊗ τ^′ξ_{Tω}π_{Tω,ϵ})U^∗_ω(τY τ ⊗ I)(I ⊗ π_{Tω,ϵ}′ τ^′)U_ω] = ∑ ϵ^′ ,ϵ e^{−(1−α)βTω (ETω,ϵ′ −ETω,ϵ )} tr[(X ⊗ ξ_ωπ_{ω,ϵ})U^∗_ω(τY τ ⊗ I)(I ⊗ π_{ω,ϵ}′ )U_ω] = tr(τY τφ^{(1−α)}_ω (X)), as desired. Note that we have used Remark 3.2 in the perhaps more subtle step where τ^′ξ_{Tω} π_{Tω,ϵ} becomes ξ_ωπ_{ω,ϵ}τ^′ and π_{Tω,ϵ}′ τ^′ becomes τ^′π_{ω,ϵ}′ .

We now turn to bounding log p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} − log p^{(n)}_{Tθn−1ω,ρ} in the information-theoretic notion of entropy production in terms of Σ_{ω,n} in the Clausius-like notion of entropy production. Proof of Lemma 3.5. A computation similar to that in the proof of Lemma 3.4 shows that ψ_{Tω,(ϵ,ϵ}′_)(τρτ) = e^{βω (Eω,ϵ′ −Eω,ϵ )}τψ^∗_{ω,(ϵ}′_{,ϵ)}(ρ)τ. Now, this implies p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ}((ϵ_1, ϵ^′_1), . . . , (ϵ_n, ϵ^′_n)) = tr[(ψ_θn−1_{ω,(ϵn,ϵ}′_{n)} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{ω,(ϵ1,ϵ}′_{1))})(ρ)] = e^{Σω,n} tr[(ψ^∗_{Tθ}n−1_{ω,(ϵn,ϵ}′_{n)} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ^∗_{Tω,(ϵ1,ϵ}′_{1)})(τρτ)] = e^{Σω,n} tr[τρτ (ψ_{Tω,(ϵ1,ϵ}′_{1)} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{Tθ}n−1_{ω,(ϵn,ϵ}′_{n)})(I)] = e^{Σω,n} tr[τρτ (ψ_θn−1_{Tθ}n−1_{ω,(ϵ1,ϵ}′_{1)} ∘ · · · ∘ ψ_{Tθ}n−1_{ω,(ϵn,ϵ}′_{n)})(I)]. It then indeed follows from the definition of Δ_ρ and the fact that sp(τρτ) = sp ρ that e^{Σω,n} Δ^{−1}_ρ p^{(n)}_{Tθn−1ω,ρ} ≤ p^{(n)}_{ω,ρ} ≤ e^{Σω,n} Δ_ρp^{(n)}_{Tθn−1ω,ρ}. Again, we refer the reader to [HJPR18, App. C] and [BJP22, §5.4] for similar computations.

We can then relate the large deviations of the information-theoretic notion of entropy production to the Clausius-like notion of entropy production using standard techniques. Proof of Theorem 3.6. Lemma 3.5 guarantees that, for every ρ ∈ S^∘, the sequences (σ_{ω,ρ,n})_{n∈N} and (Σ_{ω,n})_{n∈N} are exponentially equivalent and thus have equivalent large deviations; see e.g. [DeZe, §4.2.2]. Therefore, the large deviation principle follows from Theorem 2.3.

Lemma 3.4 implies that Z^{(α)}_{Tω} = τZ̃^{(1−α)}_ω τ for all α ∈ R and ω ∈ Ω. Hence, by (4.7), TRI and again Lemma 3.4, we have λ(α) = ∫ log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} φ^{(α)}_ω (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1ω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θω} Z^{(α)}_ω ] dP(ω) = ∫ log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θTω}φ^{(α)}_{Tω} (Z^{(α)}_{θ−1Tω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{θTω}Z^{(α)}_{Tω} ] dP(ω) = ∫ log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{Tθ−1ω}φ^{(α)}_{Tω} (Z^{(α)}_{Tθω})] − log tr[Z̃^{(α)}_{Tθ−1ω}Z^{(α)}_{Tω} ] dP(ω) = ∫ log tr[τZ^{(1−α)}_{θ−1ω} ττ(φ^{(1−α)}_ω )^∗(Z̃^{(1−α)}_{θω} )τ] − log tr[τZ^{(1−α)}_{θ−1ω} ττZ̃^{(1−α)}_ω τ] dP(ω) = ∫ log tr[Z̃^{(1−α)}_{θω} φ^{(1−α)}_ω (Z^{(1−α)}_{θ−1ω} )] − log tr[Z̃^{(1−α)}_ω Z^{(1−α)}_{θ−1ω} ] dP(ω) = λ(1 − α) for all α ∈ R. Hence, the Gallavotti–Cohen symmetry follows by Legendre duality.

A Abstract measure-theoretic results

Throughout this appendix, (Ω, θ, P) is an ergodic dynamical system. We do not claim novelty of the results below, but have included explicit statements and proofs for the convenience of the reader.

A.1 Almost sure convergence of convex functions

Lemma A.1. Let I ⊂ R be an open interval, and for each N ∈ N, let ω → G_{N;ω}(·) be a random convex function with domain I. Suppose, for each α ∈ I, that lim N→∞ G_N (α) = λ(α) almost surely,

where λ is a non-random convex function on I. Then with probability one lim N→∞ G_N (α) = λ(α) for all α ∈ I.

Remark A.2. This particular result does not involve the transformation θ; it holds on a general probability space (Ω, P).

Proof. By countable additivity, there exists a set Ω_0 of full measure such that for ω ∈ Ω_0 λ(q) = lim_{N→∞} G_{N;ω}(q) for all q ∈ Q ∩ I.

Fix a point ω ∈ Ω_0 and let α ∈ I be arbitrary. If q < α < r are rational numbers, then

lim sup N→∞ G_{N;ω}(α) ≤ lim sup_{N→∞} ( r − α r − q G_{N;ω}(q) + α − q r − q G_{N;ω}(r) ) = r − α r − q λ(q) + α − q r − q λ(r). Since λ is continuous (being convex), we conclude by taking q, r → α that lim sup N→∞ G_{N;ω}(α) ≤ λ(α). (A.1)

Similarly, if q < r < α are rational, we have λ(r) = lim_{N→∞} G_{N;ω}(r)

≤ lim inf N→∞ ( α − r α − q G_{N;ω}(q) + r − q α − q G_{N;ω}(α) )

= α − r α − q λ(q) + r − q α − q lim inf N→∞ G_{N;ω}(α). Taking r → α with q fixed, by continuity of λ again, we conclude that λ(α) ≤ lim inf_{N→∞} G_{N;ω}(α). (A.2)

The result follows from (A.1) and (A.2).

A.2 A sub-additive ergodic upper bound for continuous families

Let c^{(α)}_n : Ω → (0, 1] be a family of (0, 1]-valued random variables indexed by n ∈ N and α ∈ I ⊂ R with I an interval. Suppose that

1. For each fixed α, the sequence is almost surely submultiplicative in the sense that, for Palmost every ω, c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ c^{(α)}_{n−m}(θ^mω)c^{(α)}_m (ω) whenever n > m.

2. For every n, there exists a function ϵ^{(n)} : Ω × (0, 1) → (0, ∞) with the following properties:

• for P-almost every ω, the function ϵ^{(n)}(ω, · ) is decreasing and | | |c^{(α)}_n (ω) − c^{(β)}_n (ω) | | | < ϵ^{(n)}(ω, δ) (A.3)

whenever |β − α| < δ, and

• the function ϵ^{(n)}( · , δ) is in L^1(Ω, dP) for all δ and

lim_{δ→0} ∫ ϵ^{(n)}(ω, δ) dP(ω) = 0. (A.4)

Lemma A.3. Under the above Assumptions 1 and 2, there is set Ω_0 of a full P-measure such that

lim sup n→∞ 1 n log c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ inf_{n∈N} 1 n ∫ log c^{(α)}_n dP (A.5)

for all ω ∈ Ω_0 and α ∈ I. Remark A.4. Since ( ∫ log c^{(α)}_n dP)_{n∈N} is a subadditive sequence, it follows from Fekete’s lemma that inf_{n∈N} 1 n ∫ log c^{(α)}_n dP = lim_{n→∞} 1 n ∫ log c^{(α)}_n dP.

Proof. We begin with two observations. First, by submultiplicativity,

log c^{(α)}_n ≤ ⌊^n_k ⌋−1∑

m=0 log c^{(α)}_k ∘ θ^{mk+j}

for every choice of 0 ≤ j < k < n. Averaging over j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} then yields the bound

log c^{(α)}_n ≤ 1 k k⌊^n_k ⌋−1 ∑ m=0 log c^{(α)}_k ∘ θ^m. (A.6)

Second, by Birkhoff’s theorem and countable additivity, there exists a set Ω_0 of full P-measure such that, for all ω ∈ Ω_0, k ∈ N, β ∈ Q, t ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q and δ ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q, we have lim_{n→∞} 1 n n−1∑ m=0 log ( max { t, c^{(β)}_k (θ^mω) }) = ∫ log ( max { t, c^{(β)}_k }) dP (A.7) and lim_{n→∞} 1 n n−1∑ m=0 ϵ^{(k)}(θ^mω, δ) = ∫ ϵ^{(k)}( · , δ) dP. (A.8)

Now fix ω ∈ Ω_0 and α ∈ I. Let also k ∈ N, t ∈ (0, 1] ∩ Q and δ ∈ (0, 1] ∩ Q be arbitrary. By (A.6) and (A.3), we have

log c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ 1 k k⌊^n_k ⌋−1 ∑ m=0 log ( max { t, c^{(α)}_k (θ^mω) })

≤ 1 k k⌊^n_k ⌋−1 ∑ m=0 log ( max { t, c^{(β)}_k (θ^mω) }) + 1 tk k⌊^n_k ⌋−1 ∑ m=0 ϵ^{(k)}(θ^mω, δ), provided that |β − α| < δ. If β is chosen to be rational, then (A.7)–(A.8) imply

lim sup n→∞ 1 n log c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ 1 k ∫ log ( max { t, c^{(β)}_k }) dP + 1 tk ∫ ϵ^{(k)}( · , δ) dP ≤ 1 k ∫ log ( max { t, c^{(α)}_k }) dP + 2 tk ∫ ϵ^{(k)}( · , δ) dP, where we have used (A.3) once more in the last step. Taking δ → 0 using (A.4), we deduce that

lim sup n→∞ 1 n log c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ 1 k ∫ log ( max { t, c^{(α)}_k }) dP. Taking t → 0 and using Lebesgue dominated convergence, we deduce that

lim sup n→∞ 1 n log c^{(α)}_n (ω) ≤ 1 k ∫ log ( c^{(α)}_k ) dP. Finally, since k was arbitrary, this yields (A.5).

A.3 Vanishing of ergodic differences

Lemma A.5. If a measurable function g : Ω → R is such that g ∘ θ − g ∈ L^1(Ω, dP), then ∫ (g ∘ θ − g) dP = 0. Remark A.6. If g ∈ L^1, then the result follows immediately from linearity of the integral: ∫ (g ∘ θ − g) dP = ∫ g ∘ θ dP − ∫ g dP = 0, since θ is measure preserving. The point of the lemma is that the identity continues to hold for non-integrable g.

Proof. Let I denote the value of the integral of interest and suppose for the sake of contradiction that I ≠ 0. By Birkhoff’s theorem, the following holds true for P-almost all ω: I = lim_{N→∞} 1 N N−1∑ n=0 g(θ^{n+1}ω) − g(θ^nω) = lim_{N→∞} 1 N [ g(θ^N ω) − g(ω) ]

= lim_{N→∞} 1 N g(θ^N ω). This almost sure convergence implies convergence in probability, so lim N→∞ P { ω : | | | 1 N g(θ^N ω) − I | | | ≤ ϵ } = 1 for every ϵ > 0. In particular, we should be able to choose 2ϵ = |I| since we are assuming that I ≠ 0. However, using basic manipulations and the fact that P is θ invariant, P { ω : | | | 1 N g(θ^N ω) − I | | | ≤ | | | I 2 | | | } ≤ P { ω : | |g(θ^N ω) | | ≥ N | | | I 2 | | | }

= P { ω : |g(ω)| ≥ N | | | | I 2 | | | | }

must decay to 0 as N → ∞ because g is real valued, I ≠ 0 and P is a probability measure. This is the desired contradiction, forcing us to conclude that I = 0.

References

[AGPS15] S. Attal, N. Guillotin-Plantard, and C. Sabot. Central limit theorems for open quantum random walks and quantum measurement records. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 16:15–43, 2015.

[BB11] M. Bauer and D. Bernard. Convergence of repeated quantum nondemolition measurements and wave-function collapse. Phys. Rev. A, 84(4):044103, 2011.

[BB20] J.-F. Bougron and L. Bruneau. Linear response theory and entropic fluctuations in repeated interaction quantum systems. J. Stat. Phys., 181(5):1636–1677, 2020.

[BBJ^+24] T. Benoist, L. Bruneau, V. Jakšić, A. Panati, and C.-A. Pillet. A note on two-times measurement entropy production and modular theory. Lett. Math. Phys., 114:article 32, 2024.

[BCJP21] T. Benoist, N. Cuneo, V. Jakšić, and C.-A. Pillet. On entropy production of repeated quantum measurements II. Examples. J. Stat. Phys., 182(3):1–71, 2021.

[BJM06] L. Bruneau, A. Joye, and M. Merkli. Asymptotics of repeated interaction quantum systems. J. Funct. Anal., 239(1):310–344, 2006.

[BJP22] J.-F. Bougron, A. Joye, and C.-A. Pillet. Markovian repeated interaction quantum systems. Rev. Math. Phys., 34(09):2250028, 2022.

[BJPP18] T. Benoist, V. Jakšić, Y. Pautrat, and C.-A. Pillet. On entropy production of repeated quantum measurements I. General theory. Commun. Math. Phys., 357(1):77–123, 2018.

[Bra05] R.C. Bradley. Basic properties of strong mixing conditions: A survey and some open questions. Probab. Surveys, 2:107-144, 2005.

[CJPS19] N. Cuneo, V. Jakšić, C.-A. Pillet, and A. Shirikyan. Large deviations and fluctuation theorem for selectively decoupled measures on shift spaces. Rev. Math. Phys., 31(10):1950036, 2019.

[Cro99] G. E. Crooks. Entropy production fluctuation theorem and the nonequilibrium work relation for free energy differences. Phys. Rev. E, 60(3):2721, 1999.

[DeZe] A. Dembo and O. Zeitouni. Large deviations techniques and applications, volume 38 of Stochastic Modelling and Applied Probability. Springer-Verlag, second edition, 2009.

[ECM93] D. J. Evans, E. G. D. Cohen, and G. P. Morriss. Probability of second law violations in shearing steady states. Phys. Rev. Lett., 71(15):2401, 1993.

[EHK78] D. E. Evans and R. Høegh-Krohn. Spectral properties of positive maps on C^∗-algebras. J. London Math. Soc., 2(2):345–345, 1978.

[Ell] R. S. Ellis. Entropy, large deviations, and statistical mechanics. Classics in mathematics. Springer-Verlag, 2006.

[ES94] D. J. Evans and D. J. Searles. Equilibrium microstates which generate second law violating steady states. Phys. Rev. E, 50(2):1645, 1994.

[Fen03] D.-J. Feng. Lyapunov exponents for products of matrices and multifractal analysis. Part I: Positive matrices. Israel J. Math., 138(1):353–376, 2003.

[FNW92] M. Fannes, B. Nachtergaele, and R. F. Werner. Finitely correlated states on quantum spin chains. Commun. Math. Phys., 144:443–490, 1992.

[FP09] F. Fagnola and R. Pellicer. Irreducible and periodic positive maps. Commun. Stoch. Anal., 3(3):6, 2009.

[GC95] G. Gallavotti and E. G. D. Cohen. Dynamical ensembles in nonequilibrium statistical mechanics. Phys. Rev. Lett., 74(14):2694, 1995.

[HJPR18] E. P. Hanson, A. Joye, Y. Pautrat, and R. Raquépas. Landauer’s principle for trajectories of repeated interaction systems. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 19(7):1939–1991, 2018.

[HP13] J. M. Horowitz and J. M. Parrondo. Entropy production along nonequilibrium quantum jump trajectories. New J. Phys., 15(8):085028, 2013.

[JOPS12] V. Jakšić, Y. Ogata, C.-A. Pillet, and R. Seiringer. Quantum hypothesis testing and nonequilibrium statistical mechanics. Rev. Math. Phys., 24(06):1230002, 2012.

[Kin68] J. F. Kingman. The ergodic theory of subadditive stochastic processes. J. Roy. Statist. Soc. B, 30(3):499–510, 1968.

[KM04] B. Kümmerer and H. Maassen. A pathwise ergodic theorem for quantum trajectories. J. Phys. A, 37(49):11889, 2004.

[Kur00] J. Kurchan. A quantum fluctuation theorem. Preprint, arXiv:cond-mat/0007360, 2000.

[Kus89] S. Kusuoka. Dirichlet forms on fractals and products of random matrices. Publ. Res. Inst. Math. Sci., 25(4):659–680, 1989.

[MS22] R. Movassagh and J. Schenker. An ergodic theorem for quantum processes with applications to matrix product states. Commun. Math. Phys., 395(3):1175–1196, 2022.

[PS23] L. Pathirana and J. Schenker. Law of large numbers and central limit theorem for ergodic quantum processes. J. Math. Phys., 64:082201, 2023.

[Tas00] H. Tasaki. Jarzynski relations for quantum systems and some applications. Preprint, arXiv:cond-mat/0009244, 2000.

[TM05] S. Tasaki and T. Matsui. Fluctuation theorem, non-equilibrium steady states and MacLennan– Zubarev ensembles of a class of large quantum systems. Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl., 165:57–77, 2005.

[vHG15] M. van Horssen and M. Guţă. Sanov and central limit theorems for output statistics of quantum Markov chains. J. Math. Phys., 56(2):022109, 2015.