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3. POINTS OF VIEW: DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

In the previous arguments the dynamics enters in a very limited way: just to say
that the measures considered are invariant. This may seem strange, at least one
should take into consideration the fact that measurements are not instantaneous
and hence what we see is the result of an action that last for some time, a time in
which, given the typical high velocities of the atoms, a lot of things can happen (for
example, an atom in the air can have 10° collisions in a millisecond). To explore
such a point of view let us consider an extremely simple dynamics that has no
pretense whatsoever of being physically meaningful: the translation on a circle.

3.1. Circle rotation. Let T, : T — T be defined by
T.(z) =24+ w mod 1,
where w € R. We are thus interested in the quantity
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where, for simplicity, f € ¢*(T')[l
Now if w = % € Q, it follows
Tix=x+p mod 1=z

Thus, after a time ¢, the dynamics is exactly identity. Now, let N = Kq + r,
0 <r < gq, we have
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This means that, if we define the measure J,(f) := f(z), then
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where the measure p, := % ;1 0 5T£m is simply the average of the delta functions

along the periodic trajectory starting at x.

We have thus a situation quite different from the one in the previous chapter:
the result of the measurement does depend on the initial point since to each point is
associated a different measure p,. Clearly such measure are all invariant. We have
thus a situation in which there are uncountably many invariant measures and the
result of the measurement is described by different invariant measures depending
on the initial configuration of the system.

IFor analogy with the observable of the previous section one may want to consider the case
f = xa for some interval A. I leave to the reader to check that the following holds also for
f € BV, the space of functions of bounded variation.
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On the other hand, let us consider the case w ¢ Q. In this situation it is simple
to verify that {T"z} are all different pointsf Hence, they must have accumulation
points. Let T7*0 be a converging subsequence, then for each ¢ > 0 there exists
n > m such that dist(7}0 — T7*0) < e. That is there exists p € N such that
e > |[T"0 — T/0 + p| = |(n — m)w + p), that is, setting ¢ = n — mfl

r
q q
In particular, this means T4(xz) = T,(z), for some |a| < . We can thus try to
argue similarly to the rational case:
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Now T, is a rotation by a very small amount hence

Tax Tax Tax
f@a= [ sz [ 1) - s@lz= [ e+ O flea?)

Introducing the above fact in the previous formula yields

1 = a1 K THH(TY (2))
—= > f(T)(x , f(z)dz +O(_|f|c1a+ |f|oo)-
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Since Ka =1+ s, s < 1, it follows that the integral goes completely around the
circle [ times, that is
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Thus,
1 N1
(3.2) Jim 5 3 AT = [ Ja:

and this time the limit does not depend on the initial condition!

Indeed, the measurement converges toward the average with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, which is easily seen to be invariant. In fact, we have gone
from an extreme to the other as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 3.1. The Lebesgue measure is the only invariant probability measure for
T,, with w € Q.

2Indeed Tz = Tz for some n # m readily implies w € Q.

3Notice that, in this manner we have obtained a weak, and yet non trivial, information on the
possibility to approximate irrational numbers. This is a pale example of the many connections
between ergodic theory and number theory.
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Proof. Suppose v is an invariant measure, that is T v(f) := v(f o T,,) = v(f).
Next, let f € C!,

n—1 n—1 N—-1
V(f)ZNE 15 V(f):J\}l_f}})oNE Uy V(f)zj\zll_l"fm’/(NE fOTw>'
n=0 n=0 n=0

Now, notice that the convergence in ([B3) is, in fact, in the uniform topology, hence

v =v([ 1) =vw [ 1= [ s

The result follows since C! is dense in C°. O

A system with a unique invariant measure is called uniquely ergodic. A moment
thought shows that any system with two periodic orbit cannot be uniquely ergodic,
this shows how unusual such systems are. Nevertheless, the above considerations
show that the existence of a unique “special” invariant measure may yield the
phenomenon we are looking for, that is the fact that result of a measurement is
given with overwhelming probability by the average computed with respect to such
a measure.

To understand a bit better let us look at a still simple but far less trivial example.

3.2. Circle doubling. Let us consider the map T : T' — T' defined by
(3.3) T(x) =2z mod 1.

First of all let us see that the system is not uniquely ergodic, indeed T'(0) = 0 and

T(3) =2 and T(3) = 3, thus we a fixed point and a period two orbit, hence §y and
%(5 1+ %(5 2 are both invariant measures for T'. Of course, many other such measures

can be constructed. In addition,

(3.4) /TlcpoT:/O%go@x)d:L‘—k/:go@x—1)da::/01g0.

That is the Lebesgue measure is another invariant measure. It seems reasonable
to think that the Lebesgue measure is more relevant, from the physical point of
view, than the above measures concentrated on periodic orbits. It is then natural
to wonder if it is the only one supported on sets of positive Lebesgue measure,
that is in the class of measures absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. To answer such a question a considerable detour is needed.

A far reaching and very effective strategy to investigate invariant measures is
to lift the dynamics on the measures. Namely, one can first define a dynamics
on CO(TY,R) by T.¢ := @ o T and then on the Borel measured] CO(T',R)’ by
T*1u(¢) == u(To)ll In this language @) reads T*m = m. Next, consider the

4The Borel measures can be identified with the dual of CO(T!,R) thanks to the Riesz repre-
sentation theorem.

5 Another, more general, way to define a dynamics on measures is to define T*u(A) := pu(T L A)
for each measurable set A. It is an easy exercise to verify that the two definition coincide if T is
a continuous map.
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measure dy = hdm, then

T pu(p) = /T h(x)o(T (x))dx = /01 Ly (g) <P(x)dx+/01 Ly (I;rl) (z)dx
=: Lhop.
Tt
That is % = Lh, where
(3.5) Chz) = %h(g) +%h (x;1>

The operator L, often called transfer operator or Ruelle-Perron-Frobenius operator
describes the evolution of the densities of the measures. In the above terms (B4)
reads £1 = 1. More in general, if dy = hdm and T*u = p, then Lh = h and vice
versa, if h € L*(T!,m). Thus, not surprisingly, the answer to our questions on the
invariant measures absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue can be obtained
by studying the operator £. First of all,

(3.6) /|£h|§/ £|h|-1:/ |h|-1oT:/ Ihl.
T1 T1 T1 T1

In other words £ is a contraction (but not a strict one) in L'(T',m). Yet, the
experience has shown that studying £ as a bounded operator on L!(T!,m) it is
not a very rewarding activity. It turns out to be much more helpful to restrict it
to smoother functions. In fact, let h € C}(T!, R), then differentiating [BH) yields

1
(LhY = SL()
But the above equality implies
1
(3.7) (LR s < SR

It is then clear that it is convenient to study £ as an operator on the Sobolev space
Wia. In fact, let Vo :={h € W11 : [h =0}, then LV, C V,. Moreover, notice
that if h € Vj, then |h|p1 < |W/|p1. Accordingly, for each h € Vp, holds

[L7hlp < [(L7h) | < 27" |W |

That is
|‘Cnh|W1,1 < 2_n+1|h/|L1 < 2_n-i_l|h|VVl,1'

Clearly this shows that there are no other absolutely continuous invariant measures.

Lemma 3.2. If an invariant measure is absolutely continuous with respect to
Lebesgue, then it is Lebesque. That is, the dynamical system (T, T, m) is ergodic.

Proof. Let h € L* be such that £Lh = h, [ h =1, then, for each £ > 0 there exists
he € Wi, [ he =1, such that |h — he|1 < e. But then

|[L™he — helpr < |L"(he — h)|p1 + |he — Al < 2e,
and, since h. — 1 € Vj,
|h =11 < e+ |he — 1t <3e+|L"(he — 1)|p1 < 3e 4+ 27" AL < 4e,

where we have chosen n large enough. By the arbitrariness of € it follows h =1. O
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Since the spectral radius of L]y, is %, the spectrum of £ on Wj 1 consists of the

simple eigenvalue one while the rest of the spectrum is contained in the disk of

radius % .

It will be interesting, for the following to notice that the system under consider-
ation enjoys a stronger property than ergodicity.

Lemma 3.3. For each h, f € L*(T',m), [ h =0, holds

lim |[£%h|pr =0 and lim [ hfoT™ =0.

Proof. For each & > 0 choose h. € Wy 1 such that [ he =0 and |h— he|r2 < ¢, then
|£nh|L1 S |£nh5|L1 + |h — h€|L1 S |Enh5|L1 —|— g

and
/hf o™ = /E"hgf +O(Elf 0 T 12) = O (27 helwy s f12e + el fles)
The result follows by choosing first € small and then n large. 0

We have finally collect enough knowledge on the statistical properties of the
map to be able to tackle the problem of the measure previously discussed for the
rotations. To start with, let f € Wi 1, m(f) > 0, and consider the set

(3.8) AY = {xe'l['l : %anoTk(a:)Z(l—F(S)m(f)}.
k=0

As before we would like to estimate the measure (in this case the Lebesgue measure)
of the set. We use the same strategy already used: for A > 0,

m(A}) =m{{z : oAz foT (@) —(148)m(f) >1}) < m(e)‘ s foTk—(1+5)m(f))'
Now set g := f — (1 4+ 8)m(f), then

n—1

m(Af) <m <H M o Tk> =m(Ly1)

k=0

where we have defined the operator £yh := L(e*9h). Since Wi ; is an algebra it is
easy to see that £ is a well defined operator on Wi ;. The basic idea to accomplish
the wanted estimate is to show that the spectral radius of L is strictly smaller than
one. To prove such a fact we will try to apply perturbation theory viewing L) as
a perturbation of L.

Lemma 3.4. For each 0 < \ < |g|} holds true
H‘C - ‘C>\||W1,1, < 26/\|g|W1,1,'
Proof. Remembering B0) and ), just compute
1
€~ £x)Blws, <101 — Al + 31— )b+ (1= )]

e e
< eMgloo|hlLr + 5/\|9|00|h/|L1 + 5/\|9/|L1|h|oo

< 26)\|g|W1,1, |h|W1,1, .
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At this point let us recall a bit of perturbation theory. For each z € C let
Ra(z) := (2Id — L)1, if the operator is defined, and set R(z) := Ro(z). Also,
given any operator A let o(A) be its spectrum.

Lemma 3.5. If z € 0(L) and |[(£ — LA)R(2)||lw,, <1, then z € o(Ly) and
Rx(2) = R(2)(Id + (£ — L\)R(2)) ™.

Proof. Since [[(£L — LA)R(z)|lw,, < 1, the operator (Id + (£ — Lx)R(z)) ™! is well
defined and, more precisely,

(Id + (£ = LR(=) " = Y [(Lx = L)R(2)]"
n=0
Moreover,
(2Id—L\)R(z)Id+(L—L))R(2)) " = Ad+(L—Lx)R(2))Ad+(L—LA)R(2)) " = Id.

O

In addition notice that, since £y is an analytic function of A, so is Ry(z). Now,
calling TI(h) := m(h) the projector on the eigenvalue 1 of L, the previous results
and an easy computation imply

R(2) = (z = 1)+ Q(2)
where Q(z) = 27> 07 27 "L"(Id —II). Thusif I':={z€ C : |z — 1| = 1} then
there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

su? H(‘C - ‘C)\)R(Z)le,l < O)\|g|W1,1'
zE

This means that that, for A small enough, ' N o(L£y) = 0 and, calling I, the
eigenprojector associated at the portion of o(L£y) in the interior of T, holds

27 Jp
Clearly I1y = II, in addition the dimension of the range of II, is an analytic function
and hence must be constant, that is ITy is a rank one projector. Accordingly, there
exists hy € Wi1 and £y € Wl’71, both analytic in A, such that IIx(h) = ha€x(h).
Obviously

(3.10) Lxhx = axhy,

and ag = 1, hg = 1. Notice that hy and ¢, are not uniquely defined: by Hi =
IT, follows £)(hy) = 1 but one normalization can be chosen freely, let us choose
m(hy) = 1. All the above discussion is summarize by the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.6. There exists a constant C1,Cy > 0 and 0 < p < % such that, for

A< Cilgly, . £a = axlly +Qx, ThQx = QAL = 0, [|Q%[[w,,, < C2p™. Moreover
everything is analytic in \.

In view of the above fact we can differentiate [BI0) obtaining
(3.11) L\hy + Lok = a\hy + anhy ;  m(h)) =0.
Integrating with respect to m and setting A = 0 yields

ag =m(Lg) =m(g) = —om(f) <0.
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This means that we can choose A such that the norm of L} is strictly smaller than
one, yet to know how small we can take it, it is necessary to investigate the second
derivative of . Taking the derivative of (BII), integrating with respect to m and
setting A = 0 yields

ag = m(g®) + 2m(ghg).
On the other hand, (B implies
(Id — L)hy = L(g —m(g)) = L(Id — IT)g

and, setting £ := £(Id — II),

(3.12) hy = (Id - £)"'Lyg.
Hence
(3.13) ol =m(g%) + 2m(g(Id — L)™' Lg).

Since ay = 1 — apA + 3agA? + O(X%), it follows that the situation is drastically
different if o is positive or negative. Looking at BI3)) the sign is far from evident,
yet a careful analysis shows that the sign is often positive.

Lemma 3.7. Setting f := f —m(f), either ag > C > 0, with C independent on
d, or, for each periodic orbit {x; = Tixo}?:_ol, it holds true Z;:ol flx;) =0.

Proof. First of all (Id — £)~'£Lg = (Id — £)"'Lf € Vp, thus
ag = m(f*) +6°m(f)* +2m(fAd - £)7 L) = m(f*) + 2m(f(Id - L)' L]).

Next consider the following

1 n—1 1 n—1
0<m| |— foTk == m(foT"foT7)
R 9 n—1 n—1 . 9 n—1 k R
=m(f*)+ =~ m(ffoT* ) =m(f2) + =33 m(fL'f)
J=0 k=j+1 k=1 j=1
n—1
=m(f?) +2) —Im(fL])
j=1
Accordingly,
1 n—1 R 2 0o
0<o”:= lim m [—ZfoTk zm(f2)+22m(fﬁjf)
e v k=0 j=1

=m(f?) +2m(f(Id — L)'Lf).

Clearly, if ¢ > 0 the lemma is proven, thus we need only to analyze the case o = 0.



12 CARLANGELO LIVERANI

If o0 =0, we have
2

n—1 n-1
m lZfoTk = (m(f) 23 = Sm(fL)
k=0 g=1
o) n—1
==2n> m(fLf)—2> im(fLF)
Jj=n Jj=1

<Cy |2+ 35277 | 1l lwas < Calfloa fllwa
j=0

Accordingly, the sequence 37—} foT* is bounded in L? and hence weakly compact.

Let >0 61 foTF a weakly convergent subsequence, that is there exists ¢ € L? such
that for each ¢ € L? holds

njfl
lim /cpiOTk:/g0¢.
I k=0

It follows that, for each ¢ € Wi 1,
’ﬂj—l

/w[f—¢+¢0T}—<pf—jlggo;/sﬁfoT’“+/£<pfoT’“

= lim [ L%[p—m(p)]f =0

j—00
And, since W ; is dense in L2, it follows

(3.14) f=¢—¢oT.

A function with the above property is called a coboundary, in this case an L2
coboundary since we know only that ¢ € L2. In fact, this it is not not enough to
conclude the Lemma: we need to show, at least, that ¢ € C°.

First of all notice that, since for each 3 € R we have f =¢+0B—(¢+0)oT, we
can assume without loss of generality [ ¢ = 0. But them

Lf=Lf=Lo—d=Ld—¢=—(1d-L)p.

Hence
n—1
lim Y L*(Id - £)¢ = ¢ — lim L"¢ = ¢,
k=0

where we have used Lemma Accordingly
p=1d- L) 'Lf e Wi,
That is f is a continuous coboundary. From this the lemma follows immediately. [

Accordingly, unless f it is not a continuous coboundary, the best we can do is
to choose A = cdm(f), whereby obtaining ay = e~ .
We can finally conclude

m(AS) < (L)1) < Ce .
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Since similar arguments hold for the set A; := {z € T' : %ZZ;& foTk —
(1 —=8)m(f) < 0}, it follows that we have an exponentially small probability to
observe a deviation from the average larger than a J percentage of the average. In
particular we have the following.

Lemma 3.8. For each f € L', holds
n—1
1
lim — a) = — a.e.
nLH;OanOT () =m(f), m—ae
k=0
Proof. Notice that, for each f € Wy 1, m(f) > 0, and for each m € N, § > 0, holds

m({reT" : In>m : |%ifoTk(:c)—m(f)| > om(f)})
k=0

[e%s) n—1
<Y mreT -3 FoTHa) —m(f)| = dm(f))
n=m k=0

%)
< Z 06—06211 < 05—26—062m

Next, if lim, o0 = ZZ;& foT*(x) # m(f), then there exists §(z) and an infinite
sequence {n;(x)} such that \ﬁ 222(5)71 foTkx)—m(f)] > §(x)m(f). Tt is
easy to see that d(x) is a measurable function, thus, for each € > 0 and m € N,

n—1
1
m(@>e) <m{z : Inzm |~ S foT (@) —m(f)| = dm(f)}) < Ce 27,
k=0
Since m and € are arbitrary, it follows m(d > 0) = 0, hence the lemma for such an

f. The result for general f follows by standard approximation arguments. O

At this point a natural question, of clear relevance for the applications, would be
to understand a bit better in which way the limit is achieved. This is the content
of the next subsection.



