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PARTICLE TRAJECTORIES FOR QUANTUM MAPS

YONAH BORNS-WEIL AND IZAK OLTMAN

ABSTRACT. We study the trajectories of a semiclassical quantum particle under re-
peated indirect measurement by Kraus operators, in the setting of the quantized
torus. In between measurements, the system evolves via either Hamiltonian prop-
agators or metaplectic operators. We show in both cases the convergence in total
variation of the quantum trajectory to its corresponding classical trajectory, as de-
fined by the propagation of a semiclassical defect measure. This convergence holds
up to the Ehrenfest time of the classical system, which is larger when the system is
“less chaotic”. In addition, we present numerical simulations of these effects.

In proving this result, we provide a characterization of a type of semi-classical
defect measure we call uniform defect measures. We also prove derivative estimates
of a function composed with a flow on the torus.
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Figure 1. A numerical simulation demonstrating this paper’s main result.
Each grey curve represents the trajectory of a quantum particle (under the
evolution procedure discussed in this paper) on a torus with identical initial
conditions and a fixed Hamiltonian. A single trajectory is plotted in red and
the corresponding classical trajectory is plotted as a blue dotted line. Up until
time 0.4, most of the positions of the quantum particles are within 0.1 of the
classical trajectory, but shortly after become decoherent. More numerics are
provided in §4. This simulation is discussed at the end of §1.1 and §4.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The framework of “quantum trajectories” has gotten increasing attention in recent
years. Instead of treating measurement as a one-time event, researchers consider many
measurements obtained over time and study their effects on the particle being mea-
sured, described mathematically via quantum instruments. The sequence of measured
values is called the quantum trajectory, and is a random variable worthy of study.

In this paper, we take quantum trajectories into the setting of the semiclassical
quantized torus, as studied in Bouzouina-De Biévre [BD96|, Schenck [Sch09], Dyat-
lov—Jezequel [DJ21], and others. The spaces involved are all finite-dimensional, which
makes numerical simulations easier than in PDE-based models. Our result is inspired
by the recent work of Benoist, Fraas, and Frohlich [BFF22], who prove in the PDE
setting that the trajectory of a repeatedly observed quantum particle in the semi-
classical limit approaches the natural notion of a classical trajectory. See Figure 1
for a simulation of this quantum-classical correspondence of particle trajectories on
the quantized torus and §4 for more numerics. We strengthen the result in [BFF22]
in our setting by allowing the time to depend on the semiclassical parameter, and
we relate the rate of convergence to the “chaotic behavior” of the underlying classi-
cal system. This matches the intuition that a less chaotic transformation should be
well-approximated for longer by its classical counterpart. Additionally, we illustrate
the results numerically to demonstrate in the chaotic case that our time restriction is
essentially optimal.

1.1. Model. In our setting, a quantum particle is modeled by a density operator (see
Definition 2.13) py on the quantized 2d—dimensional torus Hy (see (2.8)) where N € N
is proportional to the reciprocal of the semi-classical parameter h. This particle is
“indirectly measured” by conjugating by Kraus operators (see Definition 2.14) Opy/(f,)
where { f,},cq are fixed elements of C°°(T??) with uniformly bounded derivatives (such
that Opy(f,) provide a resolution of the identity), € is a compact metric space with
finite Borel measure v, and Opy is the quantization of functions on the torus as
described in §2.4. The measurement procedure is further described in §2.5.

After observing the particle, we evolve it for one unit of time by conjugating pyx by
a unitary operator U, which is either a quantization of a fixed symplectic matrix M
(defined in §2.2) or Schrédinger evolution e~ #% for a fixed Hamiltonian P. If we repeat
this process n times, we get a resulting measure on the space of trajectories. Suppose
F c Q"1 then the probability of obtaining the set of trajectories F is given by:

/ ey (@3, 00 By (o) dvlan) - dw(gn)
F
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where

?quz'(p) = UOpN(fqz‘)pN OpN(fqi)*U*.

Therefore, we have a “quantum probability measure” given by
IP’E\T,L’)/) = tro, (CDMM 0---0 <I>*N7q0p) dv(qo) - - - dv(gn) (1.1)

We now describe the trajectory of a corresponding classical particle. Let u be the
defect measure (defined in Definition 2.5) of py. We interpret p as the probability
distribution of the initial position and momentum of a classical particle. We apply
an “approximate measurement,” which computes an observable quantity ¢ to be in
Ey C Q with probability [ 5 1 a0 (€ )|2dv(qo). The particle is then allowed to classically
evolve for one unit of time by a flow ¢' on T?? which is either multiplication by
the symplectic matrix M or else the nonlinear Hamiltonian evolution exp(H,). We
again repeat the process of alternating measurement and evolution, though we must
remark that unlike in the quantum case, the measurement does not affect the location
of the particle. Conditioned on initially having position/momentum (, we have the
probability of classically measuring (qo, . .. ¢,) in a measurable set F' C Q" to be

/F (GO 1O dao) - - dg).

One can easily check that (g,), is a process of independent random variables (although
not identically distributed). As the initial value of { was taken to be randomly chosen
from the distribution i, we take the classical probability of measuring (qo, ..., q,) € F
to be

[ 150 @ O ) dvta) ).

We therefore have a “classical probability measure” given by
PV i [ 10 (O - OF dulQ) dvlan) o). (12

Note that the functions f, are allowed to overlap so that P,E") is a probability of
trajectories in Q! while ¢! is the unique trajectory on the torus.

The goal of this paper is to describe in what sense, and at what quantitative rate,
the measure IP’E(,LL approaches P as N grows large.

We can state our main result.

Theorem (Main result). Suppose p = py : Hy — Hpy is a density operator with

semiclassical defect measure . Fiz n € N, and let (qno,qn1,---,qNn) be random
)

P
law P,En) given by (1.2). Then as N — 00, (qno,qN1;---,qNn) converges weakly to

(q07q1a s 7Qn)'

variables with law ]P>§\7,L’ given by (1.1) and let (qo,q1, - - -, qn) be random variables with
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In proving this, we show uniform convergence of ]P’S\T,L’)p to P,En) and hence

]P)g\?;’)p N—oo P;En)

in total variation. For a stronger version of Theorem 1.1, see Theorem 1, in which we
provide a quantitative rate of convergence in the case where the number of steps n
approaches the Ehrenfest time (defined in 2.4).

Figure 1 numerically samples 60 quantum trajectories from such an evolution pro-
cedure (see the end of §4 for more details) for 100 time steps of 0.01 units of time.
Observe that up until ¢ = 0.4, most trajectories are within 0.1 of the classical trajec-
tory!, while shortly after this time, they disagree. This paper’s main result estimates
how long they agree, and to what distribution they agree with.

1.2. Previous Work. The understanding that a measurement affects a quantum state
goes back to the early days of quantum mechanics. In his paper on the uncertainty
principle, Heisenberg [Hei27] (see [Hei83| for an English translation) discussed the so-
called “collapse” of the wave function, which was later rephrased in mathematical terms
by von Neumann [Vonl3]. When a system is only partially or indirectly measured, the
necessary framework is that of positive operator-valued measures, which were first
studied by Naimark [Neu43]. The analog of wave-function collapse was introduced by
Davies and Lewis [DL70] with the development of quantum instruments.

Further research focused on multiple measurements as a probabilistic process, which
could be modeled in either discrete or continuous time. The first analysis of continuous-
time measurements was due to Davies [Dav69], and required extensive machinery from
stochastic calculus (See [BG09] or [Hol03] for a brief introduction). Meanwhile, the
discrete-time model consisting of repeated applications of a quantum instrument, while
requiring substantially fewer technicalities, has nonetheless demonstrated a rich vari-
ety of behavior and is a subject of current study. Kiimmerer and Maassen [KKMO3]
demonstrated ergodicity of a repeated measurement process and showed that the states
approach a pure state provided the measurement operators do not have a “dark” sub-
space [KMO6]. Ballesteros et al. [Bal+18] show that when the dynamic is trivial, the
state of the system localizes in space.

If the state is allowed to evolve in-between measurements, the situation becomes
more complex. The mathematical analysis of such a quantum trajectory, which ap-
proximates a classical one, was done by Ballesteros et al. [Bal+21] following extensive
physical evidence of the phenomenon, see the exposition by Figari [FT13]. That pa-
per studied particles, initially in the set of normal states, evolving under a quadratic

1Our result shows that before the Ehrenfest time, at each fixed time, the distribution of quantum
positions is a Gaussian centered at the classical trajectory position with variance given by the precision
of the indirect measurement.
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Hamiltonian. The motivation for our work came from the study of the semiclassical
case under a more general Hamiltonian by Benoist, Fraas, and Frohlich in [BFF22].
We adapt their framework to the setting of quantum maps. This has two advan-
tages: we can improve on the number of measurements exhibiting classical /quantum
correspondence and we can provide (more easily than in the PDE setting) numerical
simulations. In particular, the numerics indicate the accuracy of the dynamical bound
on the number of measurements.

2. BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide a background on the measurement procedure as well as
the semiclassical analysis tools required to prove our main result. Throughout this
paper, we consider h = (2rN)~! > 0 as the semiclassical parameter where N € N.

2.1. Semiclassical Analysis on the Real Line. Physically, we are often concerned
with how our quantum mechanical world approximately produces classical mechanics.
This limit is achieved by taking a semiclassical parameter h € (0, 1) to be very small,
and the math involved is called semiclassical analysis.

Definition 2.1 (symbol class). For each § € [0,1/2), the symbol class S5 is defined
as

Ss = {a € C®(T"R?) : Vo, B € N*, |020  a(x, €)| < Cagh™ 11}

Of most importance is the case where o = 0, though technical steps of the proof
of Theorem 1 will require us to consider general §. Nevertheless, if § is omitted it
will be taken to be 0. Elements of Ss (called symbols) may depend on h, though
we require that the constants C, s in the definition be uniform in h. Real-valued
symbols correspond to classical observables, which can be “quantized” to get quantum
observables as follows.

Definition 2.2 (Weyl quantization). For § € [0,1/2), the Weyl quantization of a
symbol a € Ss is an operator Opy a : S(RY) — S'(RY) (sometimes written a(z, hD))
given by

Opla))(o) = o [ eF# 90 (26wt ayae
for u € S(RY).

A theorem of Calderén and Vaillancourt states that if § € [0,1/2) and a € S, then
Op,,(a) is a bounded operator on L?(R%), with bound

lal+1B | Ap
| Oph(a)||L2(Rd)—>L2(]Rd) < C”a||L°°(Rd) +C Z h—=||0; a?CL||L°<>(]R<d) (2.1)
loo|+[BI< K
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where C' > 0 and K € N depends only on d. (In fact, we remark that (2.1) even holds
for the threshold scaling § = %, though in this case, all derivatives of a in the sum will
contribute equal orders of magnitude.)

If a € S is real-valued, Op,(a) is a self-adjoint operator on L?(R?), and more gener-
ally we have

Opy,(a)" = Opy(a).

Weyl quantizations enjoy good properties under composition. In particular, if § €
0,1) and a,b € S, then

Opy,(a) Opy(b) = Opy,(a#d)

where a#b € Ss is the Moyal product given explicitly by
(i, €) = M7 PPLIDD (o, )by, )|,
n=¢
from which one may derive the asymptotic summation formula
N N
agtb(v,€) ~ Y —=0(Da, De, Dy, D) (alz, )by, m))],

k=0 n=¢

(2.2)

where in these formulas o(z,&,y,n) == (£,y) — (z,n), and a ~ >, h*a) means that
for each K € N, (a — 31— h*a;,) € h’¥S;.

In particular, one has that if a,b € Ss, then (Op, a)(Op, b) — Op,(ab) = Op,,(r)
where 7 has Ss seminorms at most O(h'~%), with constants depending only on finitely
many derivatives of @ and b. More generally, given a4, ..., a, € Ss, we have by an easy
induction together with (2.1) that

10ps(ai1) - - - Opy(an) — Opp(ar - an)”LQ(Rd)—)LQ(Rd) = poly(n)O(h'~%). (2.3)

Finally, we will need a theorem of Egorov, which gives a sense in which quantum
operators evolve in time analogously to their classical counterparts. We provide the
quantitative version due to Bouzouina and Robert [BR02], see also Zworski [Zwol2,
Chapter 11.4]. We first require the following definition.

Definition 2.3 (Lyapunov exponent). For any dynamical system given by a flow ¢,
on T*R? or T? (smooth in time), define the Lyapunov exponent I' to be

) 1
I' = lim sup - log |0,¢:(v)|
t—oo t
and analogously for iterative maps.

Given p € 9, let ¢, be evolution by the classical Hamiltonian flow of p, induced by
the Hamiltonian vector field X, = 0¢p0, — 0;pd:. On the quantum side, a particle
evolves by the Schrodinger equation

thtw = Pwa
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so 1h(t) = e #Py(0) and observables A evolve in the Heisenberg picture by A(t) =
et Ae=wtP Egorov’s theorem states that this evolved operator is equal, up to order
h, to the quantization of the classically observed symbol of A, for ¢ less than Ehrenfest
time tg ~ log % Specifically, we have that if I" is the Lyapunov exponent of ¢; and

1
log — 2.4
o losy (2.4)

it < T+

for some ¢ < % and € > 0, then
¢ Opy(a)e” ' — Opy(¢7a) = Op,(r) (2.5)

for a € S, and r € Ss has all seminorms of order O(h*=*°). In cases where I' = 0,

such as a completely integrable classical system, some stronger results are available,
see [BRO2].

2.2. Fourier Integral Operators. As a generalization of the operators e~w'P in
Egorov’s theorem, we briefly discuss Fourier integral operators. One may view the

P as quantizing a transformation (or equivalently, a “change of variables”)

operator e
on phase space; namely the symplectomorphism on T*R? given by (x,€&) — ¢4(z,§).
It is then natural to generalize the quantization to arbitrary symplectomorphisms.
This abstraction will be rewarded when we work on the quantized torus in §2.4, on
which the most natural classical transformations do not arise from a flow at all. Let
¢ : T*R? — T*R? be any symplectomorphism. We consider only unitary Fourier inte-
gral operators here, and only consider their action in the case 6 = 0. For the purposes

of this paper, define a Fourier integral operator quantizing ¢ in the following way.

Definition 2.4 (quantized flow). For ¢ : T*R? — T*R?, the Fourier integral operator
quantizing ¢ is the operator U : L*(RY) — L*(R?) such that the Egorov-type relation

U~ Opy,(a)U = Op,(b)
holds for any a € S with b = ¢*a+ Og(h).

In particular (using these definitions), Egorov’s theorem is precisely the statement
that en*” is a one-parameter family of Fourier integral operators, which quantize the
classical Hamiltonian flow ¢;.

Perhaps the most important Fourier integral operators are the metaplectic operators
[Zwo12, Chapter 11.3], which is the special case when ¢ is a linear symplectomorphism.
In this case for M € Sp(2d,R), we write the corresponding metaplectic operator as
M. The metaplectic operators are unitary and benefit from an exact version of (2.4),
ie they satisfy

M~ Op,(a)M = Op,(M*a)
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for all @ € S, with no error. We may remark that while the metaplectic operators
define a projective unitary representation of Sp(2d,R), they are in fact a unitary
representation of its double cover, which is known as the metaplectic group. This
is analogous to projective representations of rotation operators on spinor spaces and
leads similarly to a non-canonical choice of phase for a metaplectic operator. As we
will only encounter metaplectic operators when we are conjugating by them, this phase
vanishes and we need not concern ourselves with it.

2.3. Semiclassical Defect Measures. We now discuss semiclassical defect measures,
(15 pm)]

which give a quantitative answer to where in phase space a quantum particle “is” in
the semiclassical limit as h — 0.

Definition 2.5 (defect measure). We say an h-dependent set of densily operators py,
on L*(R%), has defect measure u if for all a € C°(T*R?),

lim tr (py, Opp,(a)) = / adpu. (2.6)
h—0 T*Rd
If ¥y € L*(R?), we say it has defect measure p if the density operator |1y (1n| has
defect measure L.

Having a semiclassical defect measure is a very special property of a sequence, cor-
responding to being “essentially classical” as h — 0. Nevertheless, such a limit neces-
sarily exists along a subsequence of h’s, as the following proposition states.

Proposition 2.6. Let py, be an h-dependent family of density operators on L?(R?).
Then there is a nonnegative Radon measure u on T*R? and a sequence h; — 0 such

that
lim tr (phj Oph_(a)> = / adu
J—00 J T*Rd

for all a € C§°(T*RY).

The proof of Proposition 2.6 is essentially the same as [Zwo12, Theorem 5.2], which
proves it in the special case of pure states.

In many natural cases, we may take the limit in (2.6) to be uniform in the symbol a,
in which case we refer to p as a uniform defect measure. For a precise characterization
of aforesaid measures, see Proposition A.1. In particular, in this paper, we will work
on the quantized torus Hy (see §2.4) where all defect measures are uniform.

For semiclassical pseudodifferential operators on the real line, there are standard
classes of states with known defect measures [BFF22, Proposition 3.3] which we restate
in Proposition 2.7. For a full proof (in French) see [LP93, §3] and a proof for less general
coherent states see [Zwol2, Chapter 5.1].
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Proposition 2.7. Fiz g € S(RY) with ||g||z: = 1, define

onta) = 0% (T e (1552,

and let pp, = ) (Y| . Then py, has defect measure p, given as follows:

o I B=0, j=bcg,|gle — o) de,
d [fﬁ = ]-7 n = 5x:$0|§<§ - §0>|2 d&;
b [fﬁ € (07 1)7 /’L - x=x0,£=£0 -

Here g 1s Fourier transform of g.

In the last case of Proposition 2.7, the states 1, are called generalized coherent
states.

In fact, as we will be working with Sy classes and must control the error of our
estimates, we will need a slightly stronger definition to accommodate h-dependent
symbols.

Definition 2.8 (uniform defect measure). If p, has defect measure p, § € [0, %), and
0 > 0, then we say p is a uniform (9, 0)-defect measure provided

tr(pn Opy(a)) — / adu

T*Rd

= 0(h?) (2.7)

holds for all a = a, € C(T*RY) N S5 with constant depending only on the symbol
norms of a.

We easily see that if p is a (d, 0)-defect measure, it is necessarily a (&', 0')-defect
measure for all 0’ < ¢ and ¢’ < 6. To address a potential point of confusion, note that
in (2.7) we are enlarging the space of symbols, a, used in (2.6). These symbols are
allowed to depend on h with derivatives growing in h, provided they do not grow too
fast, and their support may not be uniformly bounded in h.

We can now state a refinement of Proposition 2.7 using this new terminology.

Proposition 2.9. Let p, be as in Proposition 2.7. Then the defect measures p given
in Proposition 2.7 are uniform (6, 0)-defect measures with §,60 given as follows:

o If3€{0,1}, then § < 1 and 6 <1 — 26,
e If3€(0,1), then 6 <min(5,1 — ) and § < min(s — 6,1 - —9).
The proof of Proposition 2.9 is straightforward and given in Appendix B.1.

2.4. The Quantized Torus. We now give an introduction to the quantized torus,
and the pseudodifferential calculus on the Hilbert space of corresponding quantum
states.
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For each N € N, define

1
Hy = span{ 7Y Ouppnin€ {0,1,...,N—1}d}. (2.8)

2
kezd

We may remark that Hy consists precisely of the elements of 8'(R?) which are periodic
in physical and Fourier space under the semiclassical Fourier transform Fj, given by

1 ;
Fru(§) = /ehxfua: dz
h ( ) (2ﬂh)g ( )
where h = (2rN)~!. For simplicity define
1
Qn = N Z Ophot 24 (2.9)
kezd

and define a Hilbert space structure on Hy such that (Q,) is an orthonormal basis of
Hy. Though it is not necessary here, we may note that this is an elementary example
of the general geometric Toeplitz quantization studied in [Dell9].

We now give an overview of the pseudodifferential calculus on Hy, which also may
be found in [CZ10], [DJ21], [Sch09]. Let a € C°°(T?¢). Intuitively, a corresponds to a
classical observable, with T?? playing the role of phase space. We see that a lifts to a
doubly-periodic function @ on T*R?, which is in the symbol class S. By [CZ10, §2.3]
Opy a maps Hy (as a subset of S'(R?)) to itself, so we may define

Opya:=Opyalp, : Hv — Hy (2.10)

which is also given in coordinates [CZ10, Lemmma 2.4] by

N-—1
Opy ()@ = Y AuiQnm
m=0

with
A=Y alk,j —m— IN)(~1)Hem 7T,
k,l€Z
where a is the (non-semiclassical) Fourier series in both variables. Furthermore, we
may define an analogue of S5 symbols as

Ss(T*) := {a € C=(T*) : Vo, B € Z%, |00 | < CogN’1+1}
from which the obvious generalization of (2.10) can be defined.

Most results from pseudodifferential calculus carry over to Hy, see [CZ10; DJ21]
for details. In particular, the formulas for compositions and Egorov’s theorem are
the same and follow immediately, and we have a version of the Calderén-Vaillancourt
theorem [CZ10, Proposition 2.7] that says

10PN (@)l iy < llalloe(r2ey + o(1),
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where || || i, is the norm given by the Hilbert space structure. In fact, one can directly
bound Opy(a) by the corresponding map on L*(R%):

10pn(@)llmy < [ Opu(@)ll2(ee), (2.11)

see [DJ21, §2.2.3] for an explanation using the direct integral decomposition of L*(R%).

A particular class of metaplectic operators can also be defined on Hy. Let M €
Sp(2d,Z) be an integer symplectic matrix, and let N be even. Define My = ]/\Z’sz
which can be shown [DJ21, §2.2.4] to be a unitary map on Hy. We then have an
analogous exact Egorov’s theorem:

Opy(a)My = My Opy(ao M). (2.12)

The definition of a defect measure on Hy is also identical. Given an N-dependent

sequence of density operators on Hy, we say they have defect measure p if for every
a € C>(T?),

lim tr (py Opy(a)) :/ adpu.

N—oo T*Rd

The proof of Proposition A.1 shows that every defect measure on the torus is uniform.
In particular, we have the following result to be an immediate consequence.

Proposition 2.10. If py are density operators on Hy with defect measure u, then u
1s a probability measure, and for every € > 0 there is an hg such that if h < hy and
|a@|| < 1 for all |a| < K(d), then

trny (o Opy(@) — [

ad,u‘ <e.
T2d

The notion of a (0, §)-defect measure (2.7) also carries over to the quantized torus
case, where the symbols in this case are in S5(T?9).

Proposition 2.7, which gives the defect measures of generalized coherent states, has
a natural analog on the quantized torus. We do not claim these values of 9,6 to be
sharp.

Proposition 2.11. Given g € C*(T% C) such that ||g||;2(re) = 1, and & € TY, define

k )
YN = Z N~ig (N) TR Qy,,
)d

ke(Z/NZ

and set py = Cn |Un) (Un] with Cy = |l¥nllS (for Qr defined in (2.9)). Then
pn has the semiclassical defect measure pu = 0¢—g,|g(x)|*dx. In particular, p is a

(8,0)-defect measure for § < (d+2)71, 0 <1—(d+2)d.
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To prepare for the next proposition, we define the map Iy : S(R?) — Hy by

(Myu), = ;g > u (k - %) Qu. (2.13)

kezd

Proposition 2.12. Given 8 € (0,1) and g € S(R?), define
gn(z) = N%g(]\fﬁ(:v — 1)) N,

Next, define Yy = Ungn, and py = C\ |¥n) (Un], where C = ||@Z)N||[_{fV Then pn
has the semiclassical defect measure j1 = 8y—yy e—¢,, which is a (6,0)-defect measure for

d < min(p, d+1) 6 <min(f —0,1— 5 — (d+1)9).

Remark 1. We can easily see that Cy,Cl = 1+ o(1). Indeed, by Riemann sums:

Z k
soCy=1+ O(N 1). Similarly,

ke(Z/NZ)d
o I CER)

2

=1+0(N7),

me(Z/NZ)d
2
v (e ) o
me(Z/NZ)d
so Chy =1+ O(N-U-9),
In particular, this shows that the constants Cy, Cl in Propositions 2.11 and 2.12

can actually be taken to be 1 without affecting the value of the defect measure, or even
the possible values of (0,0). They are only included so the density operators match our
physical motivation of states with norm exactly 1.

The proofs of Propositions 2.11 and 2.12 are given in Appendix B.2.

2.5. Measurement Procedure. We provide a brief background on the quantum me-
chanics used in this paper. For a more comprehensive overview, see [BG09] [Hol03]. To
model particles in quantum mechanics, we begin by fixing a Hilbert space H, known
as the state space. Particles in our model are described by density operators.

Definition 2.13 (density operator). A density operator on H is a symmetric, positive
semidefinite, trace-class operator on H with trace 1.

Quantum particles in this paper are measured to have some value in €2 (a locally
compact metric space) by a type of quantum instrument called Kraus operators.
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Definition 2.14 (Kraus operators). Suppose 2 is a locally compact metric space with
Borel measure v. And suppose for g € 0, A, is a bounded operator on H, q — A, is

measurable, and
/QAZA(] dv(q) =1.

Then we call A,’s Kraus operators.

Given a quantum particle described by a density operator p and Kraus operators A,
on 2, the probability of measuring p in F' C Q (a measurable set) is:

tr ( /F AgpA: dy(q)) .

After measurement within F'| the state changes to:

- fF pA*dl/ q)
) = U Ay (@)

For each measurable set F' C 2, we can define Z(F) := p — [, AgpA:dr(q). In this
case, Z is an example of a quantum instrument.

This paper considers a specific class of Kraus operators. The Hilbert space we work
on is the quantized torus Hy (recall §2.4). We fix a compact metric space €2 with finite
Borel measure v(q), and let f, € C°°(T??) satisfy

/Q Opx(f,)* Opi(fy) dvlg) = Id, (2.14)

where Opy is defined in (2.10). Additionally, assume that f, are in S (recall Definition
2.1) uniformly in ¢, meaning [|0® f,||z~ < C, with constant independent of g. These
Opy(f,) are the Kraus operators we will consider and we will refer to f, as the symbols
of the Kraus operators.

As a natural example of the above construction, the reader may consider the ex-
ample where Q = T, dv(q) = dg, and fy(z,§) = f(z — q), where [, |f(z)]*dz = 1.
Then conjugation by Opy(f,) corresponds intuitively to an “approximate position
measurement” (see also [Bal+18]), where the approximation approaches a (nonexis-
tent) “exact” position measurement as f approaches a delta function.

2.6. Evolution Procedure. This paper models quantum particles which are repeat-
edly measured and evolved. The previous section discussed the measurement proce-
dure, here we discuss the evolution procedure.

We consider two different evolution procedures. Particles will either be evolved by
(1) a metaplectic operator or (2) exponentiation of a quantization of a Hamiltonian
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on the torus. In the first case, we fix M € Sp(2d,Z) and let My be the corre-
sponding metaplectic operator acting on Hy (recall §2.2). In the second case, we fix
p € C®(T??), and let P = Opy(p) (recall (2.10)).

Define an operator @7 on density operators given by

Yy ,(p) == U Opy(f)pOpn(fe) U™ (2.15)

where U is a unitary operator given either by U = My or U = e~2™NP_ We remark that
Dy, (p) is Up(q)U~" where j(q) = Opy(fq)p Opy(fy)* is an un-normalized a posteriori
state of the instrument determined by Kraus operators Opy(f,). We stress again that
®y,(p) is not a density operator, as it is not normalized; the trace will be taken at
the end and interpreted as the probability density of the trajectory (qo, - - ., qn)-

The evolution of the quantum system by U corresponds to a classical dynamical sys-
tem ¢ : T2 — T2, In the case of evolving by the metaplectic operator My, ¢y := M?

2miNtOpn () the correspond-

(where t takes integer values). In the case of evolving by e~
ing classical dynamical system is ¢, := exp(tH,) where H, is the Hamiltonian vector

field generated by p.

The quantitative convergence rates of the measures on the quantum and classical
trajectories depend on the Lyapunov exponents (recall Definition 2.3) of these corre-
sponding classical dynamical systems. A system with a larger Lyapunov exponent is
more exponentially sensitive to initial conditions, and hence seen as “more chaotic.”
In particular, completely integrable systems have Lyapunov exponents equal to zero.

Lyapunov exponents appear crucially in the following bound on symbol seminorms
of a time-evolved symbol.

Proposition 2.15. Suppose ¢, is a smooth dynamical system on T?¢ where t either
takes values in Zso or Rsq (in which case we assume ¢; is smooth in time), with
Lyapunov exponent T'. Suppose a € C®(T??), and define a; = a o ¢;. Then for
a e N ¢,
0% || 1o < CoceTHENM sup ||0%a)| po.
18I<|a

In particular if a € S and t < 1%5 log %, then a; € Ss with seminorms independent of
t.

A version of Proposition 2.15 on manifolds is discussed in [ANO07, §5.2], [DG14,
Appendix C], and [DJN22, §5.2]. We present a proof of Proposition 2.15 in Appendix
C, adapting the arguments of the mentioned references to the simpler case of the torus.

3. MAIN RESULT AND PROOF

We are now able to provide a quantitative proof of our result.
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Theorem 1. Suppose Hy is the quantized torus of dimension 2d, p = py : Hy — Hy

is a set of density operators depending on N with semiclassical defect measure i on

T?, Q is a compact metric space with finite Borel measure v, f, € C*°(T??) satisfy

(2.14), P,En) is defined by (1.2), and Pg\’;’)p is defined by (1.1), with ®Y , defined by (2.15).

Then for every n € N we have as N — oo the convergence in total variation

(n) N—oo (n)

Py, — BP,".

Furthermore, we have the quantitative estimate that if p is a (9, 0)-defect measure
as defined in (2.7) and € > 0, then there are Cy, Cy independent of n such that if

dlog(N/Cy)

—_— 1
"STTrre (3:1)
then

HPS\?’)p - P(n) . < ClN_ min(1—-24,0) (32)

I

where I' is the Lyapunov exponent of M (metaplectic case) or ¢y (Hamiltonian evolution
case).

Remark 2. The condition (3.1) can be recognized as the Ehrenfest time given in (2.4).

Proof of Theorem 1. This proof goes along the lines of [BFF22, Theorem 3.1], but gives

quantitative bounds. The version for U = e~2™N¥ requires the quantitative version of

Egorov’s theorem given in (2.5).

We first consider when U = M, ~. We have

0

APy (qo. - - - Gn) = tray (H <J\7N OpN(fqi)> pﬁ <OpN(fqi)*J\7&l>) dv(q)

= try (H (Opw(£) 33" ) TT (M Opw(£)) p> dv(q)
= trry (H (Opn(far 0 M)) [T (Opn(for 0 M) p | du(a)

= (trary (Opn(Ifaol® -+ [ fan © M"?)p) + pOly(n)O(N~172)) dv(q)

B (/T [ ao (OF -+ [ fan (M"C)|* dps + poly log(N) (O(N T 72) + 0<N—9>>> du(q).
(3.3)

The first three equalities follow from the definition of CID}"V’qj, commutativity of the

trace, the exact Egorov property (2.12) of M, ~, and the unitarity of ]/\/[\j"V We then used
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Proposition 2.15 to see that for each i, f o M* € S, for

(I'+e)n

log(N)

so that we could use the composition rule for pseudodifferential operators (2.3) together
with (2.11) to get the fourth equality. We lastly used that p has (9, 8)-defect measure
w to get the last equality. Note that we may remove the poly log(/N) term by adjusting
¢ and replacing § with a slightly smaller ¢'.

On the other hand,
AP = [ 1@+ £ OO dv(o),

We may now integrate in ¢ and apply the dominated convergence theorem (using that
the || f,|| are uniformly bounded in q) to get the theorem for the case that U = My.

0=

When U = e 2™NP the proof is the same but uses the quantitative version of
Egorov’s theorem (2.5) on the second line of (3.3), to give

n 0
Ty <H Opn(f4)7 ™) T (7" Opn(£,) p) dv(q)
=0 i=n

= (trHN (H (Opn (fg 0 00)") [ ] (Opn(for 0 62)) p)) dv(q)

=0 i=n

+ (polylog(N)O(N (2-39) )) dv(q).

The O(N~?39) error is dominated by the O(N~(1=29)) error later on in (3.3), and
the remainder of the proof is the same. [ |

4. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

Here we present numerical simulations to illustrate the results of this paper. In these
numerics, we simulate the evolution of a state on the quantization of the 2-dimensional
torus. The measurement procedure will use Kraus operators f,(z, &) = f(x — ¢), with

<% o ( - 27rk:) ))1/2 (4.1)

where 0 > 0 is a parameter to be chosen® and ¢ > 0 is such that [ |f|* = 1. At each

time step, after observation, we evolve the particle with the metaplectic operator My
(as defined in §2.4). For now, we let M be Arnold’s cat map,

M= (f 1) | (4.2)

25 can be viewed as the measurement precision. The smaller the value of o, the more precise.
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We also choose the initial state to be p = p(N) = |[¢n)(¢n| with
8
N2 —((x — o) NP)? ) )
=1I ex +2miNz 4.3
QpN N (J/\/ﬂ p( 2(0_,)2 Po ( )

with IIy defined in (2.13) and some fixed xg,py € [0,1] and ¢’ > 0. By Proposition
2.12, p has semiclassical defect measure 6,—,, ¢—p, when g € (0, 1).

Let ); be the observed location of the state at time i. These @);’s are random
variables, and their joint distribution is described by (1.1). To numerically simulate
this distribution, we note that formally P ((_, {Q; = ¢;}) can be written

n—1
P (Qn = (Qn ﬂ {Qi = q@}) P (Qn—l = (Qn-1
i=0

Therefore to sample @; from this distribution, we first sample Qo with law P(Qq =
qo) dv(qo), and get a value, which we call . Then we sample ); with law

P(Qi=q | Qo= qo)dv(q).

We continue this process to get values of §;.

n—2

n {Qi = C]z}) - P(Qo = qo).

For our choice of initial state and Kraus operators, the probability density functions
of these distributions greatly simplify. Working in the basis of Hy described in §2.4,
we write [1)y) as a vector v(0) € CV (the argument of v will denote the time at which
the state is to be observed). It is a straightforward computation that, with respect to
this basis,

Opy(fo) = diag(f (21 — q), f(w2 = q), ..., [an = q))
where z; = i/N. To ease notation, let My := U and Opy(f,) := A,. Then, by (1.1),

P(Qo = qo) = tr(UAqov(O)@(O)tAqu*)
= (Ag)isv(0)F =Y flax — qo)*v(0);.
k k

Observe that this is the convolution of the probability density functions f(z)? and
> 1., v(0)% (call random variables with these distributions F and V' (0) respectively).
Here 1,, is 1 at z;, and zero everywhere else. Therefore to sample @)y, we sample from
the random variable F' + V' (0) to get go.

To sample @);, for ¢ > 1, we proceed in a similar manner. Assuming we have already
computed that (); = g; for j < i, we must sample a random variable with distribution

P (Qi = Qi mQj = C]j) dv(g;)
=P <h Qj = q_j> tr (Aqi H(UAqi_].)v(O)v(O)t ﬁ(quU*)Aqi> dv(q;).

j=1 j=0

(4.4)
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Let:
7)(2) = H(UA@L—J‘>U(O)7
j=1
so that (4.4) is ¢}, f(xr — ¢;)*v(i)3, with =" = 37, v(@);. Like before, let V(i) be a
random variable with probability density function Y, v(7)?1,,. Therefore, to sample
Q;, sample from V(i) + F. This proves the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose p = |Yn){(Y¥n| is an initial state (as defined by (4.3)),
f(z — q) are the symbols of Kraus operators (given by (4.1)), and n > 0. Then a
random trajectory of a quantum particle with distribution ngﬁ)p, described by (1.1), can
be sampled by applying Algorithm 1 by storing the values qo,q1,--.,qn (Tepresenting
the observed locations of the particle at each instance of time).

Algorithm 1 Quantum Particle Evolution

1: V<4 ’wN>

2: while i <n do

3: ¢ < sampled random number from distribution Y, 1,, v;

4: g < sampled random number from Gaussian distribution of mean 0, variance
o2

5: ¢i < ¢ +¢g (mod 1)

0: v<—d}ag(f($1 _Qi)w":f(l'N_Qi))v

7: v+ Myv

8: v v "o

9: 14+—1+1
10: end while

In this algorithm, we use the fact that in the fixed basis of Hy, the components of
My are given by

(M), = \/_1N exp (mi(2k* — 2jk + j*)/N) , (4.5)

as computed in [DJ21].

Theorem 1 states that this distribution, ]P’S\?)p, will converge (as N — 00) to PL(L”).
By Proposition 2.12, the semi-classical defect measure p for our chosen p is 0y—z, c=po >

so that
(o ()=o)

Therefore the distribution of ¢; according to P,S") is a Gaussian centered at the position
component of M*(zg,py)t, with variance .

2
qu.

P;En)(Q(b s 7q’rL) - H
k=0
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time = 1 after observation
state
0. 0.5 ® observed position 0.5
=
0 * 0
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1
location on circle
time = 2 after observation
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0 * 0
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1
time = 3 after observation
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
ol 0 —
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1

Figure 2. Evolution Procedure Here we simulate the trajectory of a quan-
tum particle for three time steps under the discussed evolution procedure. The
specifics of this simulation are discussed in §4.

Now we present several numerical simulations.

First, Figure 2 demonstrates the evolution procedure. An initial state is given by
(4.3) with N =100, § = 0.5, 0’ = 0.1, 2y = 0.5, and py = 0. The symbols of the Kraus
operators are given by f(z — ¢) where f is given by (4.1), with 0 = 0.1. The absolute
value squared of the components of ¢ (with respect to the basis of Hy) is plotted in
blue. We then apply Algorithm 1 to get a value ¢; which is plotted as an orange dot.
The state is then changed by observation (by step 6 of Algorithm 1), which is plotted
in the next plot. Then the particle is evolved by applying M , where M is the cat map
(4.2) to get a new state. The absolute value squared of the components of the new
state are plotted in the next plot, and the process is repeated for 3 time steps.

Figure 3 compares an approximation of the marginal distributions of IP’S\T,i)p against

P,E") for n = 4. For this simulation, the initial state is given by (4.3) with N = 2000,
£ =0.5,0 =0.1, o = 0.1, and pyg = 0.1. The symbols of the Kraus operators are
given by f(z — ¢q) where f is given by (4.1), with o = 0.1. We then run the evolution
procedure 2000 times (we call this the number of trials), saving the observed positions
for each time step. The relative frequencies of the recorded positions are plotted as a
histogram in blue. As the number of trials goes to infinity, these histograms should



PARTICLE TRAJECTORIES FOR QUANTUM MAPS 20

;‘ time = 1 time = 2
S 0.1
8" B quantum
,_E 0.05 classical 0.05
o
F 0
s 0
locatlon on torus
time = 3 time = 4
0.1 0.1
0.05 0.05
0 0
1 0 05 1

Figure 3. Marginal distributions of IP(") Vs P(") We perform Algo-
rithm 1 (observation then evolution by the quantum cat map). We plot the
relative frequencies of the observed positions (approximating the marginal
distribution of IP’%?D against the marginal distributions of Plsn)). See §4 for
more details.

converge to the marginal distributions of IP’S(,LL at each time step. For each instance in
time, we plot the marginal distribution of PlE”) as an orange curve. This paper’s main
result states that the two distributions should agree until the Ehrenfest time. For the
cat map, the Lyapunov exponent is I' &~ .96, so the Ehrenfest time is approximately

log(N)/(2I') ~ 3.95.

It is apparent that the convergence of IP%L’)p to P,En) as N — oo is relatively slow. As
seen in Figure 3, after only 4 time steps, the distribution of observed positions starts
to become uniform. This should be expected, as Theorem 1 only guarantees (3.2) for
N 2 exp((I' +¢)n/d). For the cat map, I' = log((3++/5)/2), and in this case § < 1/4.
Then, (3.2) requires (roughly) N 2 50". These estimates are far from sharp, but give
some sense of the exponentially slow rate of convergence as seen in Figure 3.

In Figure 4, we run the same simulation as in Figure 3 but vary N from 100 to 4000.
For each value of N, we compute the total variation of the (approximate) marginal
distribution of ]P’%Zw) against P for times between 1 and 6. Observe that increasing
N leads to smaller total variation at an exponentially slow rate.
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Figure 4. Convergence of marginal distributions of ]P’g(,l,)p — Plsn):
We run the same simulation as in Figure 3, but vary N from 100 to 4000 and

compare ]P’S\?)p to P,Sn). See §4 for more details.

Next, we show how changing the Lyapunov exponent changes the rate of convergence
of Pg\?p to P}En)‘ In Figure 5, the same evolution procedure is performed for 4 time steps
but with 3 different quantized symplectic matrices. In each case, we plot the relative
frequencies of the observed positions (approximating the marginal distributions of IP’SQ)p)
with a plot of the distribution of P,S"). In all cases, we chose N = 3000, 8 = 0.5,
o =0 =0.1, g = 0.3, pp = 0.9, and simulated 500 trajectories. The symplectic
matrices chosen were:

2 1 2 1 4 1
Ml_(1 1)’ M“’_(g 2)’ M3_(15 4)’ (4.6)

which have Lyapunov exponent roughly 0.962,1.317, and 2.063 respectively. Com-
puting the Ehrenfest time as log(/NV)/(2I'), then the three evolution procedures have
Ehrenfest time approximately 4.16, 3.04, and 1.94 respectively. This roughly agrees
with the numerics provided. After only a few time steps, ]P’E\T;,)p and Pﬁ”) disagree. Be-
cause the Ehrenfest time grows logarithmically with N, and the computations grow
like N2, it is not feasible to simulate numerics for which the two measures agree for

many more time steps.

In Figure 6 we replace the evolution of the particle by M, N at each time step, with
evolution by exp(—2mitN Opy(a)), where a = cos(2mx) + cos(27€), and t = 0.05 —
which should be thought of as the interval of time between observations. In this case,
PF(Ln) is a Gaussian whose mean is computed by evolving (g, pg) along the Hamiltonian
flow generated by a(z, £) for time tn. Note that the convergence of P%,)p to Pﬁ(Ln) is much
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0.1 -
0.1 I quantum 0.1
0.05 c1851sca10-05 0.05 0.05
0 0 0 0
0 0.5 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0.5
time = 1 time = 2 time = 3 time = 4
0.1 0.1 | o i 01
0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
0 0 0 0
0 0.5 0 0:5 1 0 0.5 1 0.5
time = 1 time = 2 time = 3 time = 4
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.05 0.05 li I 0.05 ﬂ { 0.05
0 0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0:5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1

Figure 5. Changing the Lyapunov exponent: We present the same
numerics as in Figure 3 but evolve by quantizations of three different matrices
given by (4.6) with 3 different Lyapunov exponents. See §4 for more details.

more rapid in terms of N (as long as ¢ is small). We chose the following parameters:
N =1000, 8 =0.5, 0" =0 =0.1, g = 0.4, po = 0.7, with 1000 trials.

Lastly, in Figure 7, we present numerics for the evolution of quantum particles,
where the cat map is replaced by the matrix:

-1 1
E =
(o)
which is an example of an elliptic matrix, having Lyapunov exponent equal to zero
(in fact, E® = I). The parameters chosen here are N = 1000, 8 = 0.5, 0 = ¢’ = 0.1,
xg = 0.1, pg = 0.9, with 1000 trials. In this case Pg\?’)p and PL(Ln) agree for more time

steps than the evolution of the other symplectic maps. The Ehrenfest time will subtly
depend on the ¢ in (3.1).

(4.7)

The figure on the first page (Figure 1) is simulated in the following way. We chose
an initial state p given in (4.3) with N = 500, ¢/ = 0.1, § = 0.1, zg = 04, py =
0.7. We indirectly measured the particle location using Kraus operators with symbol
given by (4.1) with o = 0.1. Between each measurement, the particle is evolved by
exp(—2mit N P) with P = Opy/(cos(2mzx) + cos(2n€)) and ¢t = 0.01. This procedure is
done for 100 time steps to sample a single trajectory with law P%ff). We then repeat
this 60 times to get 60 different trajectories, which are plotted on top of each other.
We plot a single quantum trajectory in red. The corresponding classical probability
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time = 0.05 time = 0.1 time = 0.15
0.1 B quantum 01
0.05 dossical | 05 (s
0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
location on torus
time = 0.2 time = 0.25 time = 0.3
0.05 ’ ii 0.05 0.05
0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
time = 0.35 time = 0.4 time = 0.45
0.05 ﬂ ‘ 0.05 0.05
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Figure 6. Evolution of cos(27x) + cos(2mw&): We present the same nu-
merics as in Figure 3 but instead of evolving the quantum state by applying
the quantum cat map, we multiply our state by exp(—2mit N Op y(cos(2mx) +
cos(2m§))). See §4 for more details.

time = 1 time = 2 time = 3
0.1 = 0.1
I quantum 'I i
0.05 classical 0.05 0:05
0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
location on torus
time = 4 time = 5 time = 6
0.1 0.1 0.1
0.05 }ﬁ [{ 0.05 “ { 0.05 }ﬂ [{
0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
time = 7 time = 8 time = 9

0.1
0.05 ‘ 0.05’ i ‘ 0.05 ’ﬂ [‘
0 0 0
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1

Figure 7. Evolution by Elliptic Matrix: We present the same numerics
as in Figure 3 but instead of evolving by the quantum cat map, we evolve by
the quantization of the elliptic matrix £ which has Lyapunov exponent zero.
See §4 for more details.
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measure is a product of Gaussian distributions with variance ¢? and at time t is
centered at ¢'((zg,po)). The flow ¢', the flow generated by the Hamiltonian vector
field with Hamiltonian cos(27wz) + cos(27€), is numerically computed by solving

{@x(t) = —2msin(27(t))
0,&(t) = 2w sin(2mz(t))

with initial conditions z(0) = zp and £(0) = po. We plot z(t) as a blue dotted line.
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APPENDIX A. UNIFORMITY OF DEFECT MEASURES

Proposition 2.6 motivates the definition of defect measures, but this definition allows
for some undesirable consequences, which show up in the following pathological exam-
ple. Let f € Cg°(R?) with || f||2re) = 1, and define ¢y, (2) = f (z 4+ h™'). It is easy to
show that 1, has defect measure equal to the zero measure, corresponding intuitively
to the mass having “escaped to infinity.” Indeed, one has for any a € C5°(T*R?) sup-
ported in a ball of radius R in R?*¢ = T*R? h < (2R)7!, and y € C*(R%) such that
x(x) =1on |z| 2 2R, x =0 on |z| < R that

Opy,(a@)¥n = Opy(a) Op,(x)1bn = O(h) (A1)
which gives
%E%(Oph(a)wh; Yn) = 0. (A.2)

Unfortunately, there is no way to quantify the rate of decay of (A.2), as it depends
on not just the symbol norms of a but also the location of its support. In addition,
the resulting measure is not a probability measure, which defies our intuition of the
defect measure representing the classical location of the particle in phase space. We
are therefore motivated to make a more restrictive definition of defect measures to
prohibit examples such as (A.1). Call p a uniform semiclassical defect measure of py,
if for any a € .5,

lim tr (py, Opp,(a)) = / adpu. (A.3)

h—0

T*R4
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The reason for the name is given in the following proposition. We use the standard
multi-index notation. For a € C*°(T*R?) and a € N*¢, we let

a(z) = <H 8;”) a(z).

Proposition A.1. Let p, be a set of density operators with defect measure u. The
following are equivalent.

(1) p is a uniform defect measure.
(2) For all e > 0, there is an ho(g) > 0 such that if 0 < h < hy and a € C3°(T*R?)
with ||a®||~ < 1 for all |a| < K(d) then

t (91 Opy(a) — |

T*Rd

adu’ <e.

(3) For all € > 0, there is an ho(e) > 0 such that if 0 < h < hg and a € S with
1@ < 1 for all |a| < K(d) then

tr (pn Opy(a)) — /

T*Rd

ad,u’ <e.
(4) p is a probability measure.

Proof. We trivially see that (3) = (2) and (3) = (1).

To show (2) = (3), let a € S, and let xx € C°(T*R?) be smooth partition of
unity of T*R¢, chosen as in [Zwol12, Theorem 4.23], with the first K(d) derivatives
chosen small enough. By the Cotlar-Stein-Knapp lemma, we have the limit in the
strong operator topology:

K
lim (Z Oph(Xk:a)> ¢ = Opy(a)¢
k=0

for every ¢ € L*(R%). We need the following brief lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let A be a sequence of uniformly bounded operators converging to A
in the strong topology, and let p be self-adjoint and trace class. Then

;}im tr(pAg) = tr(pA).

Proof of Lemma A.2. By subtracting we may assume A = 0, and without loss of gen-
erality let supy ||Ak| = 1. Let v; be an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors of the
compact operator p, so

p= Z Aj [¥5) (5]
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with A\; — 0. as j — 0o. Let € > 0, and choose J such that \; < e for j > J. Then

| tr(pAx) = | D A(Arty, v3) + 3 Ml Athy, )| <3 I Ay, )| +e = &
i<J i< i<
which shows tr(pAx) £ 0 as desired. |

By Lemma A.2, we see that for fixed h,

lim tr (/)h > Oph(xka)> = tr(pn Opy(a))

K—oo
k=0

and similarly as p is a finite measure

K
lim xea dp = / adu.
2 -

K—oo T*Rd om0
Then letting € > 0 and picking the ho(e) from part (2) we get

tr <phZOph(Xka)> - / > xkadp

*Rd k=0

<e

tr (pn Opy,(a)) —/ adu‘ = lim

T*Rd

To show (1) = (3), let a € S, and let x € C5°(T*R?) be supported in a ball of
radius R, such that u(T*R%\ Br(0)) < /8. We also note that y may be chosen so its
first K(d) derivatives are small (possibly making R larger). Then we have that

tr(Opy(a) Opy(1 = x)pn) < || Opy(a)[| tr(Op, (1 = x)pn) < Ctr(Opy (1 = x)pn)
for C' depending on the first K(d) derivatives of a. Next we apply (A.3) with the
symbol 1 — x (which is independent of a) to get that
Ctr(Op,(1 — x)pn) = Ce/8 + o(1)

as h — 0. So that there exists hy > 0 such that for 0 < h < hy we have C'tr(Op, (1 —
X)pn) < €/4. With this, the triangle inequality, and symbol calculus, we have for
h < ho(&f)

19
(o Ony(a) — [ adal <|or (nOp@Om) = [ avan] +
T*Rd T*Rd
5 (A.4)
19
< ir (on Opy ) - [ axdu‘+z
T*Rd

where for the last inequality we have chosen possibly smaller hg(¢) and used the fact
that @ has bounded derivatives.

We now prove (3) using a compactness argument. Observe that by Calderén-
Vaillancourt, if (A.3) holds for @ € S, it must also hold for any a € C*o@(T*R%)
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for some sufficiently large Ky. Given hj, let X; be the set of b € C*0@(Bg(0)) such
that
tr(pn Opy, (bx)) — / bx dp <Z (A.5)
Br(0)
for all h < h;. Then for Ky(d) large enough, condition (A.5) makes X; to be an
open set in CKo@D(Bg(0)), so letting h; — 0, gives (X;);jen to be an open cover of
CEod(BR(0)). Let

Y = {b € C=(Ba(0)) : [0 ro(paon < 1V |a] < Kold) + 1},

and let Y denote the closure of Y in C*0(@(Br(0)). By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, Y
is compact in the topology of C*°(@(Bg(0)), so there is a finite subset of the Xjs that
covers Y, and hence an hq such that for h < hg

mmmmm—/

Br(0)

9
bd —

holds for all b with [|b(®)]| ;= < 1 for |a] < Ko(d) + 1. Letting K(d) = Ko(d) + 1, and
b = a|py() in (A.4) completes the proof of (3).

To show (3) = (4), we simply see that
/ dp = lim tr(pp, Op, (1)) = lim tr pp, = 1.
T*Rd h—0 h—0
Here we use that the function f(z) =1 is in the symbol class S.

Finally, we show (4) = (3). Let y € C3°(T*R%), so

tr (pn Opy,(1 = X)) —/ 1—xdp=— (tr (P Opp(X)) — /T*Rdxdu) —0

T*Rd
as h — 0, so in particular (A.3) holds in the special case of the noncompact symbol
1 — x. But that was the only symbol used in the proof of (1) = (3), so in particular
shows (4) = (3) as well. This shows all equivalences and hence completes the
proof. [ |

APPENDIX B. COHERENT STATES

In this appendix, we prove Propositions 2.9, 2.11, and 2.12, which give examples of
(0, 0)-defect measures.

B.1. Coherent States on R?. We prove Proposition 2.9. The proof is essentially the
same as [Zwol2, §5.1 Examples 1 and 2], but is quantitative and keeps track of errors.

Proof of Proposition 2.9. We first consider the case when $ = 0. In this case, we can
without loss of generality assume xy = 0, by absorbing it into the definition of g. Then

Un(x) = g(x)er @),
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so for a € S; N C°(T*RY):

tr(pn Opy(a)) = <Oph( )0, )

/ 2rh)d (//6” M g(y) a (%5) dy%)@dm
:/W (//d@é)g(w—y)a(a:—%,§+§0) dyd€)@dx.

We evaluate the inner double integral using the explicit form of stationary phase given
in [Zwol2, Theorem 3.17].

[ etg—wa(e-Le+a)dya

Bk -
~ (27Th)d ( kk' <Dy7 D§> (‘T - 'y)a’ (I - _ya ¢+ 50)
k=0

2

with ~ referring to asymptotic summation and the last equality coming from a being
an element of S5. Then

= (2rh)* (9(x)a(w, &) + O(R' ™))

tr(py, Opy(a /!9 NPa(z, &) d

hl 26 /’g |d.1'— (hl 26)

which gives the result for 5 = 0. The case of 5 = 1 follows from taking the semiclassical
Fourier transform.

We now treat the case when 0 < 8 < 1. Here we have

Un(z) =h"7g <x ;B%) e (wko),

We again have that tr(p, Op,(a)) = (Opy,(a)tn, ¥n). We now approximate Opj,(a) by
its left quantization defined as:

Opa)uta) == gz [ [ R ate uty) e



PARTICLE TRAJECTORIES FOR QUANTUM MAPS 29

By [Zwo12, Theorem 4.13], Op,(a) = Opy/(a) + O(h' =) 12 (ga)_ 12(ga). Therefore

tr(pon Opy(a)) = (Opz;(a)tbn, ) + O(h' ™)

e () (s (572 4 s
+ O(h' %)

<t o557 s [ )
+ O(h' %)

(%)e%@é) (T + 20, +&0)g (h155> d¢dz + O(R'=%)

D€ a (ha + zo, N PE + &) de dx + O(h' ),

I
™o
N |~
=
—
—
=

Because ||g||z2(ray = 1, we have by the Fourier inversion formula that:

7 [ @i agae -1

| tr(pn Oph — a0, &)|

// (a (WPx + 20, B 7€ + &) — alxo, &) dE dz| + O(R' ).

so that

By the mean value theorem and the fact that a € S;NCE°(T*RY), we have for x, ¢ € RY,

la (WP + x0, h' 7€ + &) — a(xo,&)| < (B[] + A P[E) [ Val| 1

C(hP|z| + W P)E))n.

NN

So, using that ¢ is Schwartz,
[ tx(on Opp(a)) — alzo, &)] < / / 9@ 19Ozl €1(RP)] + BP1e)h~) de da
= O(h*7%) + O(R' =579 + O(h' ™).

Noting that 1 —2§ = 8 — 6+ 1 — 3 — d shows the O(h'=2%) term to be superfluous and
gives the desired result. u

B.2. Coherent States on the Quantized Torus. We provide full proofs of Propo-
sitions 2.11 and 2.12, though we do not claim our parameters to be optimal.
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Proof of Proposition 2.11. For this proof, we work in the orthonormal basis (Q,,). Then
for a € S5(T??), Opy(a) has a representation as a matrix A with

A= 3 a(l,j —m —rN)(—1)PDem 50, (B.1)
lrezd

Let M = |N7] for v € (d,1). We see that if |j —m| > M (in distance mod N), then
for any k € Nog4

(Al < Y lall,j —m —rN)|

l,rezd
<C DY O E08 + 1)ofal| el —m — rN|TF (B.2)
l,rezd
< CN(d+1+k)5 Z |‘7 —m = TN|_k

rezd
Note that there exists a large constant My > 0 (independent of N) such that

Z j—m—rN|7F <1

rez?
|T|>M0

Therefore:
S li—m-rNF< MM *+1<CNT*
rezd

for sufficiently large N. Therefore
|Am]’ ON (d+1) 6Nk6N ky _ CN—k(’y—ﬁ)-i—(d—i—l)J

where C' = C(a, 6, k) is independent of N. Taking k arbitrarily large gives that |A,,;| =
O(N—°), so (as with pseudodifferential operators on R?), the mass of the kernel is
concentrated on the diagonal and falls off super-polynomially away from it. We also
note that even when j and m are close, we may remove one of the sums in (B.1) up
to an O(N~°) error. Specifically we see that when |[j —m| < M, ke N

=Sl j - m) R = O(N ).
lezd
Indeed
Ani =3 a0, § = m)e™ F = | 37 Al —m = rN)(=1) e R

lezd lrezd

r#0
< 3 fallj—m—rN)|.

lrezd

r#0
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Note that there exists ¢g > 0 such that for all r # 0,
|7 —m —rN| > cgN|r|
therefore for each k € Z-4, using that a € Ss(T*?),

D lallj—m—=rN)<C Y (O™ —m —rN[THIOF + 1)0Eal|

l,rezd l,rez?
r#0 r#0
< CN6(d+1+k) E CdN—k'y <T> —k
reZiO

by the same reasoning as in (B.2). By Fourier inversion in the first variable, we have
in that case
Ay = Faa (L35 = m) + 00 (8.3

where .7, is the Fourier coefficient in the second component (so Fsa acts on T¢ x Z%).

Then we compute

trry (pn Opy(a)) = Cnv (¥ (N)| Opy(a) [ (N))

I ——— . mi(j—m)&o
=Cy Y 7a9(m/N)Ang(j/N)emimme

m,j€(Z/NTZ)?

= Y 9 Ngli/N) /T K <]2+—ng> rinIE) e 1 O(N-)

Im—jl<M

=Cy Z %g(m/N)g(j/N) /1Id a <j;—Nm,§—|— f()) e2mim=08 q¢ + O(N™)

[m—j|l<M
(B.4)
But when |7 — m| < M, we have
J+m m -1 —(1-5)
P — — < o <
‘a( - ,§+§0) a (526 + &) | < MNa]lie < CMN
and
m 7 1
VgL«
‘9<N> g(N>' SCMN™,
SO
e -+ m it
g(m/N)g(j/N)/ G(J2—N;§+§o) e2mim=0¢ q¢
o (B.5)

~ lg(m/MP* [

m 2mi(m—j)¢ ~(1-9)
Tda(N,ﬁm)e dé + O(MN~01-9)
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As there are O(NYM?) pairs (j,m) with |m — j| < M, the errors (B.5) sum in (B.4)
to give

trary (on Opy(a))
1 . .
= Z m\g(m/]\f)]2 Z / ,5 4_5 e2mi(m=i)E q¢ 1 O<Md+1N—(1—6))
me(Z/NZ)? Jilm—j|<M

(B.6)

where we have used Remark 1 to remove the Cy. The inner sum in (B.6) is just a
partial Fourier series, and as v > 4, it differs from the full Fourier series by order
O(N~°). This gives

iy (ov Opy(a)) = 32 lolm/N)Pa (&) + O AN-0-9) (B7)
me(Z/NZ)d

But (B.7) is just a Riemann sum, and we have the estimate

Z %|g(m/N)|2a (%,§o> — /I[‘d a($,§g)|g(m)|2 dz| = O(N_(l_‘s))‘

me(Z/NZ)d

Therefore

triny(px Op(a)) = [ ala,o)lg(o)f da

for all v > 9. [ |

< O(Md-i-lN—(l—(S)) _ (N(d-i-l)'y—(l—é))

Proof of Proposition 2.12. Let a € Ss(T??) and let A = Opy(a) given in the basis
(@rn). Once again choose M = |N7| for v € (4,1). We have by (B.2) and (B.3) that

(writing 1) := 1y for convenience and letting subscripts refer to the indices)

tr(on Opy(a)) = Cy Z VAt

m,je(Z/NZ)d (B3)
J +m Ti(m—7 —0o0 .
G S U [0 ( )e2< DE ey, + O(N~).
Im—j|<M T4
But as ¢ € S(R?), it has super-polynomial decay, and we get
= NTEY gv (5 +F)
kezd
d(B-1) .
_ N (N,B ( b — >> 2mi(m-+kN)-€o B9
? ];Zd N Th-w))e (B.9)

_ Nd(ﬁgl)g <Nﬁ <% . I0>> 627r7jm~fo + O(N_OO)
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by throwing away all but the first term in the sum. In fact, for many m we may even
throw out the first term. Given any e > 0, let R. = | N'77*¢|. Then if [m— Nxzo| < R
we have by (B.9) that

[m| = O(N"). (B.10)

We then approximate terms in the summand as in Proposition 2.11, and get when
|7 —m| < M that

+m m _ —(1—
a(j £+€o) —@(N,é‘Jrfo) < MN7Yoa||pe < CMN-1=9

and

‘ (Nﬁ (N - x())) —9 (NB (% - xo))‘ < CMN-(-9)

so in that case (using § < f3)

10 ) (v (ﬁ—m)m (v e

o (v (= a0))[ [ Lo (Fpre =) o<+ 0(avt)

(B.11)

But by (B.8), (B.9), and (B.10) we have tr(px Opy(a)) to be equal to

G S Y (5 (Ea))e (v (4 -m))

m:lm—Nzo|<Re j:lm—j|<M (B.12)

../a(j+m’€> 2mm3£€o)d§+0( )
Td

The sum in (B.12) has O(M?R?) terms, so adding up all the errors given in (B.11)
gives

tr(pn Opy(a))

— N4B-1) Z ‘g (Nﬂ (% _ x0>> 2 Z Ad (%75 + 50) e2mi(m—7)¢ d¢

m:m—Nzo|<Re Jim—j|l<M

+ O(Md+1N(d+1)(ﬂ—1)Rd)

2 m d+1 n7B—1 nrde
a(N,fo)—l—O(M NPIN®)

where in the last line we approximated the inner sum with a Fourier series as in (B.7),
obtaining an O(N ~*°) error, and applied Remark 1 to ignore the C'. At this point, we
(up to O(N~>°) error) add back in the remaining m terms and compute the Riemann
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sum to get

t1”(PN OPN(G))

v (e (=)

= /Ndﬁlg(N’B(z — z0))*a(z, &) dr + O(NP™H) + O(N°™Y) + O(M*H NP~ NE)

2 (m d4+1 A78—1 prde
o (5.6) + O(MHINAIN®)

_ / NB|g(NP(z — 20))Palz, &) de + O(M N1 N

with the last line using that § < 5. We substitute and use [|g|*> =1 to obtain

[ N1V @ = o) Pata, o) do — alaos )

/ |g<y>\2dy’
R4\ NATE

<

/Rd 19(y)[* (a(N~Py + w0, &) — a(wo,&)) dy‘ n

<C / l9(y) PN N°Jy] dy‘ +O(N~=) < O(N*9).
R4
This gives
| tr(pn Opy(a)) — a(wo, &)| < O(N°F) + O(MH NPT NE)
which completes the proof by taking € and v — ¢ small enough. [ |

APPENDIX C. ESTIMATING DERIVATIVES OF A FLOW
Here we present a proof of Proposition 2.15 which we restate here for convenience.

Proposition C.1. Suppose ¢' : T?* — T?* is a smooth dynamical system on T*

with Lyapunov exponent A where t either takes integer values, or values in R-q. Let
a € C®(T?%). Then for alle >0 and o € N*¢, there exists C = C(e,a) such that:

0%(a 0 ¢")(2)] < Ce™* M la]| .

Here C* is the norm defined as

lallcx = Z ||aaa||Loo(1r2d)-

laf<E

This proof of Proposition C.1 essentially follows [DJN22, §5.2] but in the simpler
setting of the torus. To our knowledge, such a proof in this setting is not present in the
current literature. In an effort to improve readability, we include examples throughout
the proof, at the cost of being rather voluminous.
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Proof. We prove Proposition C.1 by strong induction on the order of a. We trivially
have the claim when |a| = 0. If |a| = 1, let ¢ be such that 0% = 0;. Then we have:

2d

O (a0 ) (@) = (9;a) o (¢'(2))0i(éu(2));

j=1

where (¢'(x)); is the jth component of ¢'(x). By the definition of the Lyapunov
exponent, for any € > 0, there exists C' = C'(¢) > 0 such that:

109 (z)] < Cet™e,
so that
02 (a0 ¢')(x)] < Ce™ e

To ease notation in the remained of the proof, define A := A + <.

Before proving the inductive step, we show how to go from « of order 1 to order 2.
We will use the following notation for Jacobians and tensors. If f : R — R?¢, then Df
will be the vector with ith component 0;f. Note that Df will be a (0,1) tensor. We
define D*f as the (0,2) tensor with i, j entry (D?f); ; = 8,0, f. If ¢ : R* — R*®, then
we let D¢ be the (1,1) tensor with i,j entry (Do)} = 0;¢;. We let D*¢ denote the
(1,2) tensor with 4, j, k entry (D?¢)}, = (9;0k¢:).

Observe that:

(D(ac¢")(x))i = di(ac¢")(x Zé‘ (a0 ") 0 ¢! (2))(ig;)(x)

so that

D(ao¢")(z) = (D(ao¢" )0 ¢'(x)) D¢ (x)

where the product of two tensors is the contraction of the upper and lower components.
That is, (D(a o ¢" ') o ¢*) is a (0,1) tensor which can be written A,, and D¢' is a
(1,1) tensor which can be written BY. In this case AB is the (0,1) tensor contracting
the lower component of A with the upper component of B: (AB), =, A,BY.

Similarly

(D*(a 0 ¢")(x))i; = 0:0;(a 0 ¢")(x)
=D (000 ¢"")) 0 ¢! ())9;0} (x) i ()

k0

+ Y (Ok(acd™™") 0 ¢! (2)9;0:04(x)

k



PARTICLE TRAJECTORIES FOR QUANTUM MAPS 36

so that

D*(ao ¢")(w)
= (D*(a0¢"") 0 ¢'(2))(D¢' (z) ® D' (x)) + (D(ao ¢" ") 0 ¢ (x)) D?*¢' ()

Therefore

(D(ao&ﬂ)(m))t _ (D(aow) 0 ¢ (x) ) (D¢1<x> D¢ (x) )

\D(ao¢")(z) D*(a o ¢") o ¢! (x) 0 D¢'(z)® D'(x))’
= A1 (o)t =M (2)
so that
An(@) = Apo1(0' ()M (2) = Apoa(67(2)) M (¢' () M (2)) 1)
= Ao(¢"(2)) M (" () M (¢" () - - - M (2). '
By the upper triangular structure of M, it is easy to check that
Mg o2+ bt = (M0 ) (©2)
where:
H o (" ())), My(z) := Z(Mz)j(w),
H 0 " (x)) ® (D') 0 "7 ()))

with (Ms);(z) defined as

(ﬁ(<D¢1> : <¢"-i<x>>>) (D%") 0 6() (H (Do) o <¢”—i<x>>>®2) ©3
where a®? := a ® a.
We then have, by (C.1) and (C.2),

[D*(a 0 ¢")(2)] = |(Da o ¢"(x))Ma(x) + (D*a 0 ¢"(2)) Ms(z)|

< Cllal|er | Ma(2)] 4 Cllal| 2 [ M3(z)] (C.4)

where the absolute value of a tensor denotes the maximum of the absolute value of all
entries.
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But now observe that
j—1

[1(De") o (67i(x)) = D) 0 671,
TL (090 (6~ @))* = (D) (@)™

so that
|Ms ()] = |D(¢")(x)]> < Ce*™ (C.5)

by the inductive hypothesis and setting a to be coordinate functions. And we also
have, by (C.3), that

|(M2)J<I>| < OeA(j—1)62)\(n—j)||D2¢1||LOO _ C/€2An—>\j—>\
where we use that ¢! is a smooth function on a compact set so that || D?*¢!||p~ < oco.

But we stress that this norm only comes up once in each (M), term so that the
constant at the end is independent of n. We therefore have that:

[Ma(2)] <) |(Ma)j(x)] < Ce? ™ e < Ce?(1—e )7 (C.6)
j=1 j=1

We can absorb the (1 — e *)7! term into the constant C to get, using (C.4), (C.5),
and (C.6), that

|D*(a 0 ¢")(z)] < Cllallcze™".

Now if the flow is continuous in time and ¢ € R, we let n € N be such that n <t <
n + 1 and observe that:

[D*(a o0 ¢')(2)| = |D*(a0 ¢ 0 ¢")(w)| < Cllac ¢ ™"|cae™™.
Note that s :=t —n € [0, 1] which is a compact set, so that:
lao ¢ [lc> < llalle2 max 6”2 (C.7)
s€[0,1]
We can then absorb max,c 1) ||¢°||c2 into the constant C' to get the result for contin-

uous time.

Now we present the general inductive step, but the reader should keep in mind that

morally the idea is the same as above, but with more notation. Suppose we have for
all ' < k—1and || =k

[0%(a 0 ¢")(2)] < Cllallwe™.

|
We then fix n € N, and aim to bound D¥(a o ¢™)(z). Define A, (z) as the 1 x k vector
of tensors whose ith entry is D'(a o ¢")(z). By writing

(

D'(ao¢") = D" ((D(aod" ") 0 ¢")D¢')(x), (C.8)
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and repeatedly applying the product rule, we can find a k£ x k matrix of tensors,
M (z) such that A,(z) = A,_1(¢'(x))M(x). Note that M (x) will be upper triangular.
Indeed, for any i < k, D'(ao¢™) is a linear combination of D?(ao¢™ 1) o@!, for j < i
Also, for each i,j = 1,...,k, the i,j entry of M(z) must be a (i, j) tensor because it
will be paired with a (0,7) tensor to get a (0, j) tensor. Each component of (M(z));
will contain j derivatives of the components of ¢'(x) with a coefficient depending on
k. Lastly note that for each i = 1,...,k, (M(z));; = (Dp*(2))®" as this is the term in
(C.8) when all derivatives fall on D(a o ¢" ! o ¢h).

We then recursively use the relation of A, to A,_; to get that:

An(x) = Ao(¢" (2 (HM¢"] )

Fori=1,...,k, let M; be the (i, k) entry of []_; M(¢"), so that;

k
D*ao¢™)(z) => (I’ ()M, (x). (C.9)

7j=1
It now suffices to provide appropriate estimates of M;(x). For i =1,...,n let B* :=

M (¢" %) (z). Then for each fixed j =1,...,k:

Mj - Z lelel?LZz T B?n717k‘ (ClO)
Zl,éQ,...7£n_1

Because B° are upper triangular, this sum is nonzero only if ¢,, < /.1 for each
m=1,.. — 1, and 5 < ¢;. Each term in the sum can be expressed as a path on
a grid of k X (n 4+ 1) nodes. Labeling the bottom left node (1,1), every path must
begin at (j,1) and end at (k,n + 1). The path can only go to the right or up. That
is (m,n) can only go to (m/,n + 1) for m’" > m (provided that the path terminates
at (k,n +1)). The edges of the path give the index of B’ in the sum. That is, if the
nodes (m, i), (n,i+ 1) are on the path, then we include the term Bﬁmn in the sum.

For example, if & = 4 and n = 5, then the following path represents the term
Bll,ZB%,QB:QS,QBgABEA'
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Each path can be represented as a vector whose ith component is m where (m, 1) is
on the path, e.g. the example path is written as (1,2,2,2,4,4).

Each path will consist of flat sections (where the i and i — 1 components of the
vector representation are the same) and jumps (where the component of the vector
representation is not flat). In the above example, the jumps are at indices 2 and
5. The corresponding entry of B! for the jumps will be individually norm-bounded.
Recall that B}, will be a (4, £) tensor where all terms are derivatives of ¢'. As long
as (j,f) # (1,k), at most k — 1 derivatives are taken of ¢'. Note that B can only
appear once in any term in the sum (C.10), and this is bounded by the C* norm of
¢'. We therefore can apply the inductive hypothesis to get that |B;€(a:)| < CeM.
Next, we bound the flat sequences. Suppose such a sequence is 52: ” Bé,g. Recall that
Bi, = (D) o (¢"(x)), so that

— [(D(¢7 1Y) 0 g2 ()] < QA (C1)

H Bé,z(x )

i=J1

This follows by the inductive hypothesis by setting a to be coordinate functions. Now
suppose we have a term of the sum (C.10) whose path has a vector representation
(ay,as,...,a,41) with jumps at indices ¢, (s, ..., 5. We assume that there is a jump
at index 2 and the path ends in a flat section (as in the example), but all cases can be
treated similarly. We can then bound this term of the sum (using (C.11)) by:

lo—1 n+1
41 oo Ls | | i . e | | i
|Ba2171’a21 | |BCLZS,1,CLZS BCL[I,CLgl BG’ZS70‘[S
i=01+1 1=ls+1

g Ce)\(agl—i-'--—‘r(lgs)e)\agl (fg—fl—l) . e}\ags (n—i—l—és—l)
— Ce/\(agl (52751)4»---4»04@3_1 (5375571)4»045 (n+1763))

— Ce>\(ﬂ2+-"+an+1) ]
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The last equality follows by noting that ¢;,; — ¢; is the length of each flat section and
is where the sequence has values ay,. Therefore:

Mi(z)| < C| Y eMeatotann) (C.12)
(an)e.Aj,k

where A is the set of all sequences (a,) of length n + 1 such that a;, € Z~o, a; = j,
ap+1 = k, and a; < a;41. Let V be the k£ x k upper triangular matrix such that
Vim = €™ for £ < m and zero otherwise. Then by the exact same argument for
computing products of upper triangular matrices, we see that

(VM= eMetrtan), (C.13)
(an)€A; K
Because the eigenvalues of V' are distinct, V' is diagonalizable. We can then write
the entries of V" as linear combinations (with coefficients independent of n) of the
eigenvalues of V raised to the nth power. That is there exist ¢, € R independent of
n such that

k
(Vn)j,k _ Z eAgncj,Z,k-
=1
But then we immediately see that there exists a C' = C(k) > 0 such that |[(V");x] <
CeMmfor j =1,..., k. We therefore have that |M;(z)| < Ce™*, so that (C.9) becomes:

[D*(a o ¢")(2)| < Cllaflore™".

Applying the exact same argument at the end of the case k = 2 to go from discrete
time to continuous time completes the proof.
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