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Abstract: Inspired by the classical Conley-Zehnder Theorem and the Arnold Conjec-
ture in symplectic topology, we prove a number of probabilistic theorems about the
existence and density of fixed points of symplectic strand diffeomorphisms in dimen-
sions greater than 2. These are symplectic diffeomorphisms ® = (Q, P) : RY x R —
R xR on the variables (¢, p) such that forevery p € R? theinducedmapg — Q(q, p)
is a diffeomorphism of R?. In particular we verify that quasiperiodic symplectic strand
diffeomorphisms have infinitely many fixed points almost surely, provided certain nat-
ural conditions hold (inspired by the conditions in the Conley-Zehnder Theorem). The
paper contains also a number of theorems which go well beyond the quasiperiodic case.
Overall the paper falls within the area of stochastic dynamics but with a very strong
symplectic geometric motivation, and as such its main inspiration can be traced back to
Poincaré’s fundamental work on celestial mechanics and the restricted 3-body problem.

1. Introduction

The Conley-Zehnder Theorem for tori (1983), as conjectured by Arnold, is one of the
great achievements at the intersection of symplectic geometry and Hamiltonian dynamics
in the past few decades. This result says that any smooth time 1-periodic Hamiltonian
vector field on the torus T2¢ has at least 2d+1 contractible periodic orbits. The motivation
for this result can be traced back to Poincaré’s fundamental insight in celestial mechanics
and later to the first developments in symplectic topology.

The present paper, which is largely inspired by the Conley-Zehnder Theorem and the
circle of ideas which surround it, establishes what we consider natural stochastic versions
of this result. Hence our paper is less a geometric paper and more a work within the area
of stochastic dynamics. The main tool of our paper is the Ergodic Theorem, which allows
us to control the behavior of random symplectic maps in analogy with how topological
assumptions such as compactness are used in the proof of the Conley-Zehnder Theorem.
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One of our main theorems says that a quasiperiodic symplectic strand diffeomorphism
has infinitely many fixed points almost surely, provided certain conditions inspired by
those imposed by Conley and Zehnder in their theorem for tori, hold. Here by a strand
diffeomorphism we mean a diffeomorphism ® = (Q, P) : R x R — R? x R4 on
the variables (g, p) which satisfies that for every p € R? the map ¢ — Q(q, p) is a
diffeomorphism of R¢. We use the term “strand" to suggest that the big diffeomorphism
of R?? induces diffeomorphisms of the “strands" R?. We will use the Ergodic Theorem
to evaluate the density of fixed points.

1.1. Poincaré’s theorem on area preserving maps: from classical to random. One of
Henri Poincaré’s great insights was to show that the study of the dynamics of certain
cases of the restricted 3-Body Problem can in fact be reduced to studying area-preserving
maps (that is, symplectic maps in dimension 2). His deep study of celestial mechanics
[P093] led him to the famous Poincaré-Birkhoff Theorem [Po12] concerning fixed points
of area preserving twist maps of an annulus, which he stated in 1912. It was Birkhoff
[Bi13,Bi26] who finally proved the result in 1925. The result essentially says that such
a map always has at least two fixed points, and these points are genuinely different.
Nowadays this work is considered one of the most important works to motivate the deep
and far reaching developments of symplectic geometry and topology that have happened
in the past five decades.

This result motivated us to pursue similar statements in the context of probability
theory, and we took the first steps to do this in our initial paper in the subject [PR]
published in 2018 (see Sect. “The 2 Dimensional Case: Random Poincaré-Birkhoff
Theorem” for a very brief account of the main results of this paper), where we proved
that there is a statement, similar to the Poincaré-Birkhoff Theorem, for area preserving
maps which are random.

In [PR] we rely heavily on “finite dimensional" methods, notably the theory of gen-
erating functions, which allows one to reduce infinite dimensional proofs to the finite
dimensional case. More concretely, we used the ideas of Chaperon [Ch84,Ch84b,Ch89]
and Viterbo [Vil1].

There is an essential mathematical difference between the classical and the random
versions of this result, and which is also at the heart of the proofs: while the classical
result is more topological because it is established in setting of compactness, the random
result is more analytic because it only makes sense in the non-compact world. Hence,
in the proof we gave, we used mostly analysis.

From the point of view of what statements to expect, in the random setting one
expects to have infinitely many fixed points, and to come in families which are genuinely
different too. To distinguish between fixed points, we may require different conditions
on the second derivative of a symplectic map at its fixed points (see Appendix or [PR]).

1.2. Moving to higher dimensions: the Arnold Conjecture. From the point of view of
symplectic geometry, a result in dimension 2, while interesting is not entirely satisfac-
tory. It was Arnold who had the great insight of formulating an analogue of the result by
Poincaré-Birkhoff in higher dimensions. He saw, that one should consider “symplectic
maps" instead of “volume preserving maps", and formulated the famous Arnold Con-
jecture. This conjecture has generated an immense amount of research in symplectic
geometry in the past few decades.
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Essentially the conjecture says that if (M, w) is a compact symplectic manifold, then
any time periodic Hamiltonian diffeomorphism has at least as many fixed points as a
smooth function has critical points.

1.3. A breakthrough by Conley and Zehnder, and beyond. Conley and Zehnder [CZ83]
made the first breakthrough on the Arnold conjecture, proving it for the 2d-dimensional
torus; more precisely they proved that any smooth symplectic map of the 2d-dimensional
torus that is isotopic to identity has at least 2d + 1 many fixed points.

The work by Conley and Zehnder was followed by major works by Floer where he
developed the ideas of what now is known as Floer theory [F188,FI89,F189b,FI91], and
works of many others, including Hofer, Hofer-Salamon, Liu-Tian, Ono, and Weinstein
[Ho85,HS95,LT98,0n95, Weg6].

1.4. Goal of this paper: establish some stochastic analogues about the existence and
density of fixed points. Our goal in this paper is to pursue statements about existence
and density of fixed points within the context of stochastic dynamical systems. Our
paper is inspired, as we mentioned, by the Conley-Zehnder Theorem. In a sense, our
results can be viewed as analogues, in the context of stochastic dynamical systems, of
this theorem. Very roughly speaking, we attempt to show a theorem which tells us about
the fixed points of stochastic symplectic strand diffeomorphisms. Of course, the flavor
and techniques of what we do are different from that of the Conley-Zehnder Theorem,
which belongs to mainstream symplectic topology. But overall, in spite of this paper not
falling exactly within the realm of symplectic topology, we consider their theorem to be
the motivation for our theorems and they resemble the spirit of their theorem (both the
assumptions as well as the conclusions we make).

Unfortunately at this time much of the technical machinery that is needed to remove
the assumption of being “strand" is not yet available, nonetheless we believe that a much
more general result will be possible in the future, and as such we state it as a meta-goal
in Sect. 2.

We are not aware of any results in the direction of what we prove in the present
paper, beyond what we did in dimension 2 in our paper from five years ago [PR]. Indeed
[PR] concerns area preserving maps in dimension 2, so it is not in that sense a very
“symplectic" paper, while in the current paper we treat any dimension, in the spirit of
the Conley-Zehnder Theorem. In this sense one could argue that our context is more
symplectic, and more precisely is a stochastic dynamical context, which is motivated by
symplectic geometric ideas in the aforementioned classical works.

1.5. Novelty of the paper: statements and proof techniques. Our point of view in our
previous paper [PR] in dimension 2 was mainly the classical theory of generating func-
tions, more specifically Chaperon’s viewpoint [Ch84,Ch84b,Ch89]. This point of view
has been further advocated by Viterbo [Vill].

We believe that the ideas of the present paper — both involved in the statements
and in the proofs — are new, and are developed from combining ergodic methods and
symplectic ideas. Indeed, as far as we know, our paper provides the first probabilistic
theorems about the density of fixed points of symplectic diffeomorphisms in dimensions
greater than 2.
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We recommend Hofer-Zehnder [HZ94] and Polterovich [Pol01] for treatments of
different aspects of symplectic topology. We refer to Golé [GoO1] for a treatment of
symplectic twist maps and to Adler-Taylor [AT07, AT09] for treatments of certain geo-
metric aspects of randomness.

In particular we refer to [AT07,AT09, AW09] for thorough discussions of Kac-Rice
type formulas for level sets of Gaussian random fields.

1.6. Structure and main achievements of the paper. In Sect.2 we formulate the main
goal of the paper (Meta-Goal and Stochastic Analogue of Conley-Zehnder Theorem)
and formulate two of our main results: Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.6. These two results
concern quasiperiodic symplectic maps and are simpler to state, but the paper goes well
beyond this case, so in this section we also announce the other main results of the paper:
Theorem 3.4, Proposition 4.1, Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 5.1.

In Sect.3 we study the existence of generating functions. Notably, in Theorem 3.4
we prove that the “generating function" is stationary. This allows us in Proposition 4.1
to have an almost sure candidate for the density of fixed points, meaning by “density"
the number of fixed points in a box of side 2¢ divided by the volume of the box.

This poses the problem of deciding whether the density is positive, which we achieve
in Sect.4 and Sect.5 by deriving an explicit formula for this density in two cases:
Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 5.1. One of these cases has to do with quasiperiodic symplectic
strand diffeomorphisms which would lead to Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.6. We would
prefer to give rather informal statements of these theorems in this section, and provide
detailed and precise versions of these theorems later in the paper as Theorems 5.1 and
6.2.

Section 6 is devoted to the properties of time-one map of stationary Hamiltonian
ODE:s. These properties would allow us to deduce Theorem 2.6 (equivalently Theo-
rem 6.2) from Theorem 2.5 (equivalently Theorem 5.1).

Finally, in the Appendix “The 2 Dimensional Case: Random Poincare-Birkhoff Theo-
rem” we review the 2-dimensional case, that is, the random Poincaré-Birkhoff Theorem.
This case is much simpler to discuss and relies on more standard tools, so we believe
that it can serve as a warm up for the results of the present paper.

2. Meta-Goal, Main Results on Quasiperiodic Symplectic Strand
Diffeomorphims, and Announcements of Results Beyond the Quasiperiodic Case

We very briefly review the classical Conley-Zehnder theory and then establish its prob-
abilistic analogue, which is our main result.

2.1. Conley-Zehnder theory. We are interested in extending to the stochastic setting the
following classical result of Conley and Zehnder.

Theorem 2.1 (Conley-Zehnder [CZ83]). Every smooth time 1-periodic Hamiltonian
vector field on the standard torus T?>? has at least 2d + 1 contractible 1-periodic orbits.

Alternatively, if we write ¢ for the time one map of the flow of such Hamiltonian
vector field, then ¢ is a symplectic map that has at least 2n + 1 fixed points. We may
state Conley—Zehnder Theorem in terms of ¢.



The Random Arnold Conjecture Page 5 of 61 35

Theorem 2.2 (Conley-Zehnder [CZ83]). Let ¢ : T?¢ — T be a symplectic diffeo-
morphism that is homologous to identity. Additionally assume

/ ¢(x)dx =0.
T2d

Then ¢ has at least 2d + 1 fixed points.

Writing @ : R? — R for the lift of ¢, we have a symplectic map that has at least
2d + 1 fixed points in any box of side length 1.

Chaperon [Ch84] carried out a proof of the Conley-Zehnder Theorem using gener-
ating functions, and the present paper pushes these ideas further.

2.2. Random Conley-Zehnder theory: quasiperiodic case (the simplest beyond peri-
odic). For the stochastic analogue of [CZ83], we take a symplectic diffeomorphism
® : R? — R of the form

O(x) =x +w(x),
where o is selected randomly, and the map
X = w(x)
is a stationary process with respect to the 2d-dimensional translation
Oao(x) = w(x +a).

By stationary process we mean that the probability distribution of w is translation in-
variant (see Definition 2.3 below).

Our typical result would assert that even if w is not periodic, then generically the
corresponding @ would have infinitely many fixed points.

In fact we will use probabilistic means to select a generic ®. To explain this, let us
set

S = {dJ: R* R : ¢ symplectic diffeomorphism , @ := & — id bounded }
and define

9;<I>(x) =®(x+a)—a
so that

0, ®(x) — x = G (x).

We equip S with the topology of C!' norm and consider the o -algebra 13 of Borel subsets
of S.

Definition 2.3. We say that a probability measure P on S is 8'-invariant and ergodic if
the following conditions are true:

(i) For every A € B we have that P(6,A) = P(A).

(ii) If there exists A € B such that 6/ A = A for all a € R??, then P(A) € {0, 1}.
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In the same vein, we can talk about a probability measure P that is 0-invariant and
ergodic. Interchangeably, such a measure is called 0-stationary (or simply stationary)
and ergodic.

Example 2.4 (Almost periodic strand diffeomorphisms). To ease the notation, we write n
for 2d. Given a continuous function ® : R” — R”, let us assume that the set ' = {0, o)
is precompact with respect to the topology of uniform convergence. We write I'’ for the
topological closure of I'. By the classical theory of almost periodic functions, the set '’
can be turned into a compact topological group and for P, we may choose a normalized
Haar measure on I''. We say ® is quasiperiodic if the group I' is finite dimensional
(and therefore isomorphic to a torus). More concretely, let @ : R¥ — R be a 1-periodic
C2? function, and let A € RY*" be a matrix. Then the map

d(x) = x + @(Ax),

is quasiperiodic.

Meta-Goal (Stochastic Analogue of Conley-Zehnder Theorem): Let P be a 0'-
invariant ergodic measure on S such that

/ ®(0) P(dd) = 0.
S

Assume also that ® is homologous to the identity map, P-almost surely. Then ® has
infinitely many fixed point P-almost surely.
We establish this Meta-Goal in an important case: We say that

(g, p) = (Q(q.p). P(q. p))

is a strand diffeomorphism if for every p € R?, the map g — Q(q, p) is a diffeomor-
phism of RY.

Theorem 2.5. The Meta-Goal holds when ® is a quasiperiodic symplectic strand dif-
feomorphism.

We refer to section 5.1 for the regularity of & and a more detailed statement of
Theorem 2.5.

One natural way of producing such a stochastic symplectic map is by using time one
map of a Hamiltonian ODE for which the Hamiltonian function is a stationary process
with respect to the translation.

To prepare for the statement of our results, let us write H for the set of C? functions

H:]dex]R—HR,

such that:

() H(x,t+1)=H(x,1) forall (x,r) € R¥ x R,
(ii)) VH is uniformly bounded.
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We also define translation of H € Hg by
6,H(x,t) = H(x+a,t).

We equip Ho with the topology of C? norm and consider the o-algebra B of Borel
subsets of Hj.
We write

Xy = JVH(x, 1)

for the Hamiltonian vector field associated with the Hamiltonian function H, and ¢tH for
the flow of X 5. The following is a stochastic analogue of Theorem 2.1. The regularity
of H in the statement will be made precise later in the paper (Theorem 6.2).

Theorem 2.6. Let P be a 0-invariant and ergodic probability measure on B. If H is
quasiperiodic and sufficiently small, then the Hamiltonian vector field X g has infinitely
many 1-periodic orbits P-almost surely.

2.3. Random Conley-Zehnder theory: well-beyond the quasiperiodic case. It is impor-
tant to note that our results go well beyond the quasiperiodic case covered in the theorems
presented in this section, as one can see from the theorems proven in Sects. 3-5.

Indeed, the main result of Sect.3, and probably the hardest and most substantial
result of this paper, is Theorem 3.4 which reduces the problem of counting fixed points
to counting the critical points of a stationary process.

In two cases we provide an explicit formula for the density of fixed points, which is
achieved in Sect. 4 (Theorem 4.2) in one case (in the case that some random variable has
a density) and then the second case of Sect.5 is the quasiperiodic case (Theorem 5.1);
this is the only section where quasiperiodic case appears at all, but we stated results
earlier for this case because it is simpler to formulate.

2.4. Examples of stationary Hamiltonian functions. It is important to note that the
quasiperiodic case is the least random of all and in that sense the least interesting from
the point of view of stochastic processes. It is also the simplest case to deal with. We
now describe some examples of stationary probability measures on Ho. We equip Ho
with the topology of uniform convergence.

Example 2.7 (Periodic Hamiltonian Functions). As the simplest example, take any
Hy(x, t) in Hy, that is 1-periodic in x-variable, and set

O(Hp) = {OaHo ac RM}. 2.1)

Since H is a 1-periodic function, the set O (Hp) is homeomorphic to T2 for generic Hyp.
For such Hp, and under this homeomorphism, the translation 6 becomes the standard
translation © on T??. The only -invariant probability measure P on O (Hp) is the push
forward of the Lebesgue measure on T2? under the map a +— 6, H.

Example 2.8 (Quasiperiodic Hamiltonian Functions). Given N > n, pick a C2 function
Ko(w, 1),

KO:TI‘NXR—HR,
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that is 1-periodic in z. Pick a matrix A € RY*” that satisfies the following condition:
mA=0, mezZ' = m=0. (2.2)
Let
Ho(x,t) = Ko(Ax, 1),

and define O (Hp) asin (2.1). Note thatif N > 2d, the set O (Hp) is not closed. However,
the condition (2.2) guarantees that its topological closure O (Hp) consists of functions
of the form

H(x,t,w) = Ko(w+ Ax, t),

with o € TV. (Here we regard TV as [0, 11Y with 0 = 1, and @ + Ax is a Mod 1
summation.) Assume that P is concentrated on the set O(Hp). Again, since P is 6-
invariant, the pull-back of P with respect to the transformation w € TV + H(., -, ®)
can only be the Lebesgue measure on TV . Assuming that CZ-norm of K is sufficiently
small, our main result Theorem 2.6 only guarantees the existence of 1-periodic orbits
for H(-, -, w), for P-almost all choices of w.

Example 2.9 (Almost periodic Hamiltonian Functions). Given a function Hy € H, let
us assume that the corresponding O (Hyp) is precompact with respect to the topology of
uniform convergence. By the classical theory of almost periodic functions, the set O (Hp)
can be turned to a compact topological group and for P, we may choose a normalized
Haar measure on O (Hy).

Example 2.10 (Lorentz gas type models). Let us write ¢ for the set of discrete subsets
of R?. We also write Qg for the law of a Poisson point process of intensity one on £2.
We set Q = Qo x T, and Q = Qg x A, where A denotes the Lebesgue measure of Te.
On €20, we have a natural translation that is denoted by 7: For wg = {¢q; : i € I}, we
define

Tqwo =1{gi —q : i €l}.

As before, let us write © for the translations on the torus T¢. We define a translation 0
on €2 by

é(q,p)(wo’ a) = (quo, ®pa).

The measure Q is 6 invariant and ergodic. Pick a C? function K°(p, 1) that is 1-periodic
in all the coordinates of (p, t), and a C? function V (g, t) that is of compact support in
q and l-periodic in ¢. Given a realization of w = (wy, a), with wg = {q; : i € I}, we
define a Hamiltonian function

H(g.p.t.0) :=K(p+a.t)+» V(g —qi.0.

iel

The map w — H(-, -, -, w) pushes forward the probability measure Q to a probability
measure PP that is -invariant and ergodic. Note that if x(¢) = (g(¢), p(t)) solves the
corresponding Hamiltonian ODE x = JVH (x,t), then the speed |g(¢)| is bounded
by ||K2||Co. We also have a bound on |p(¢)|, ¢ € [0, T] in terms of the number of
g; in a ball B,(7)(¢(0)), with a radius r(7") that depends on T only. From this we
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deduce that the corresponding Hamiltonian ODE is well-defined even though D?H is not
uniformly bounded. When K is instead of the form K°(p) = |p|?/2, the corresponding
Hamiltonian ODE is known as a Lorentz gas with the following interpretation: x (¢) is
the state of a particle at time # that is interacting via a potential V with immobile particles
at random locations ¢s.

Example 2.11. Let us write §2 for the set of discrete subsets of R2¢. We also write Q
for the law of a Poisson point process of intensity one on 2. On €2, we have a natural
translation that is denoted by 0: For w = {x; = (¢q;, pi) : i € I}, we define

Orw={x; —x:i¢€el}

The measure Q is 6 invariant and ergodic. Pick a C2 function K%(g, p, 1) thatis integrable
inx = (q, p), and 1-periodic in 7. Given a realization of w = {x; : i € I}, we define a
Hamiltonian function

Hx,t,w) = ZKO(x — X, 1).

iel

Observe that this sum is finite Q-almost surely, because K 0 is integrable, and w is
discrete. The map w +— H(-, -, w) pushes forward the probability measure Q to a
probability measure [P that is 8-invariant and ergodic. We remark that the Hamiltonian
vector field

X(x,t,w) =JVH(x,t, )

is not a Lipschitz map. However we conjecture that one should be able to construct a
nice flow for X, P-almost surely.

Remark 2.12. As we mentioned earlier, our main results in Section 5, namely Theo-
rems 5.1 and 5.2, offer an explicit expression (the formula (5.5)) for the density of
1-periodic orbits in the setting of Example 2.8. This formula is based on the classical
Coarea Formula. We speculate two possible extensions of the work of this article that
would allow us to study the other examples we formulated above:

e We expect an analogue of formula (5.5) to hold for the density of periodic orbits
in the setting of almost periodic Hamiltonian ODEs (Example 2.8). To derive such a
formula, we need an analogue of coarea formula for the Haar measure of a topological
group that can be regarded as an infinite dimensional torus T°°.

e We also conjecture that our Theorem 4.2 is applicable to the model we described
in Example 2.11. As we mentioned before, Kac-Rice type formulas are often stated
and verified for Gaussian processes. Because of this, we can build Hamiltonian func-
tions from Gaussian processes to produce examples for which our Theorem 4.2 is
applicable.

2.5. Abstract setting and Poisson structure. In an equivalent formulation of our results,
we start from a probability space (€2, F, IP), and a group of measurable maps

(0a: a €R")
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with
Ba+b = 04 © O,

such that P is f-invariant and ergodic. In our probabilistic setting, (2, F, 8, P), plays
the role of a symplectic manifold. Needless to say that we have no tangent bundle
to make sense of symplectic forms on €2. However, it is possible to make sense of a
Poisson structure on €2 that is inherited from the standard Poisson structure of R2? via
the translation 6.

In order to explain this, we first define an (unbounded) operator V that is acting on
measurable functions on 2. For the domain of the definition of this operator we write
$'(P) (see also Definition 3.1 below). It consists of functions

f:Q—>R
such that

e f € L%(P), and that the map x — f(Ayw) is differentiable at x = 0 for P-almost
w. This derivative is denoted by V f (w).
e The function V f is in L>(P).

Given a measurable K : 2 x R — R, we define the corresponding Hamiltonian
function H by

H(x,t,w) = K(Oyw,1).

When K (-, 1) € $'(P), and is continuous in time, we can talk about the corresponding
Hamiltonian vector field

Xk (0, 1) = IVK (0, 1).

Observe that when JV H (x, t, ) is C!, then we can talk about its flow ¢t1’1(~,w) (x). Using
this, we can define a flow ¢tK on €2 in the following manner:

X (@) = O.p.myw, where x(1,w) := ¢/ (0).

In some sense, ¢,K is the flow of the Hamiltonian (or rather Poissonian) vector field X .
In order to explain this, we first construct the Poisson structure

{1 9'® x5'@®) - L'(P)
on (2, F, 6, P) given by
{f.e}=J(Vf) - (Vg).

It is degenerate (except when © = T2¢) because it is induced from the 2d-dimensional
symplectic structure of R?? on the possibly infinite dimensional space €2. Observe that
for a function f € H! P),

d d

af(rp," @) = 1/ (0:0.00) = (V) (ri.0)0) - £(1, )
=((Vf) (QX(,,w)w) -JVHx(t, w), t, )
=(Vf) (gx(t,w)w) : JVK(Qx(I,w)(U’ 1)
={K(. 1), fHdf ().
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Example 2.13. In the quasi periodic setting, Q2 = ™ = [0, I]N , 0 =1, Pis the
Lebesgue measure, and 6, = @w + Ax ( mod 1). In this case,

(.4 )
is a Poisson manifold, with
{f.8} = (AJA*)(V[)- (Vg).

Given Ko : TV x R — R, the corresponding Hamiltonian ODE vector field is
(A J A*) (VK)(w, t). Werefer to the proof of Proposition 6.1(vii) below for more details.

3. Existence of Stationary Generating Functions

In this section we study the existence and regularity of generating functions associated
with 6’ stationary symplectic strand diffeomorphisms. Our results require a Sobolev-
type regularity of the symplectic strand diffeomorphism @ that depends on the choice
of the stationary measure P or P. The corresponding Sobolev spaces will be defined in
the next definition. To ease the notation, we write n for 2d.

Definition 3.1. (i) Given a 6-invariant probability measure [P on a measure space €2, we
define a group of unitary operators

T, L2(P) » L2(P), T.f(w) = f(bro).

The inner product of the corresponding L?(P) is denoted by (-, -). We also write E
for the expected value with respect to [P:

E f :/ f dP.
Q
The infinitesimal generator of the group 7 is denoted by V,
V[ (@) = lim k= (f Ohe;0) = f (@),
V=9,....9,),

where {eq, ..., e,} is the standard basis of R", and the convergence is with respect
to the L2(PP) norm. When

f=U1..., fn): Q—>R",

is vector valued, we write D f (w) for a matrix whose j-throw is V f;.
We write $! = .‘?)1(]P’) for the domain of V. Note that when f € 9!, then the
function a — f(6,w) is differentiable in LIZOC(R"). By Stone’s Theorem (see for
example [La02]), there is a projection-valued measure E(d§) such that

T = / o E(d8),

v =i/ £ E(df).
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We also write ! = §~! (IP) for the domain of the definition of the operator
vil——i [ e,
Rn

where ! = (&1, ... &7 D). Of

Zy(dE) :=EW)f, Gy(d§) :=(EWE) S, 1),
then

fx,0) = flw) = /R "8 Z 1 (dE, w), 3.1)
Ry(x) = (Tof, f) = /R e G (de). (32)
From

(—a0*! f(x, @) =/ E152 6% 7, (dE, ),

n

we learn that f € $*! if and only if
f £7% G (d§) < oo.
Rn

In particular, from

-1 _ -2 ix&

(=007 Re0 = [ 1617 € Grcde),
we deduce,
/R €172 Gr(d&) = (—A) 'Ry(0) = /R L(x)R¢(x) dx, (3.3)

where L : R" — R is given by:

(3.4)

—1 2—n 2
L(x) = (nay) 71x| n>2,
—Q2m) " log |x]| n=2,

where o, is the (n_— 1)-dimensional surface area of the unit sphere sn-1
(i) We write ! = §~1(P) for the set of f € L2(P) such that
/ [L(x)Rf(x)] dx < oo.
le|>1 ’
Equivalently,
/ [L(x)Rf(x)| dx < oo.
R2d
because R ¢| < || f |l 2(p), and the function L is integrable near 0. As a consequence,

9 lcy
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Remark 3.2. Assume that f € L?(P) and

/chu@:o,

and write £( f) for the L% (P)-closure of the span of the set {Ga f:aeR" } The spectral
representation (3.1) can be used to define a L? (P)-isometry between L(f) and L? (Gyr):

Zr:LX(Gy) — LA(P),
so that if y, (&) = e*¢, then

I(Xx) = 7—Xfa

(see for example [ATO7, Section 5.4].) To explain this, observe that for any bounded
continuous function ¢ : R" — R, we can use (3.1) to write

Fy() = fR £() f(Brw) dx = /R C(€) Z(d§, w),
where
{6 = [ ot ar
Rn
From this, one can show
A2
Bir = [ [l oo
Clearly, Z;({) = F;.
We continue with some preparatory definitions regarding stationary functions and

strand diffeomorphisms.

Definition 3.3. (i) Let us write  for the space of C? Hamiltonian functions
H:R* x R — R.Foreacha = (b, ¢) € R? x R?, we define

(wH)(q, p,1) = H(q +b, p,1),
(mcH)(q, p,t) = H(g, p+c,1),
(0aH)(q,p,1) = H(g+b,p+c,i1).
(ii) We write C! for the set of C! maps @ : R*? — R?¢, We set
F(P) =P —id,

where id denotes the identity map.
We write S for the set of symplectic diffeomorphisms ® : R?¢ — R2? such that
F(®) is uniformly bounded. We also set S = F(S).

For a € R?, the translation operators 6, : R> — R?? and 6,,,6/ : C! — C! are
defined by
0,(x) =x +a,
O = w o by,
0, =F 'ob,0F,
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for x € R% and w € C!. Note that for ® € C!,

(0,®)(x) = (6—g 0 P 0 6,)(x)
=®d(x+a)—a.

(iii) Let P be a 0’-invariant probability measure on S. The map F pushes forward to a
measure on S that is denoted by Q. This measure is 8 invariant.

(iv) We define 7 : S — R to be the evaluation map 7 (w) = w(0) = ©(0).

(v) Let @ be a symplectic diffeomorphism with

®(q, p) = (Q(g, p), P(q, P))-

We say that @ is a symplectic strand diffeomorphismifforevery p € R, themapq +—
0(q, p) is adiffeomorphism of R (the condition of being “strand" is independent of
being “symplectic", so we prefer to use “symplectic strand diffeomorphism" instead
of “strand symplectomorphism" to emphasize this fact). We write §(Q, p) for the
inverse:
Q@.p)=0 << q=4(0,p).

We also set P(Q, p) = P(4(Q. p). p), and

(0, p) = (4(Q. p), P(Q, p)),

®(Q, p) = (P(Q, p),4(Q, p)).

We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.4. Let Q be as in Definition 3.3 (iii). Assume that & € 5_1 (9Q),
/ ®(0) P(dd) = f~a)(0) Q(dw) =0, (3.5)
S S
and

/g Dol Q(dw) < oo (3.6)

Assume that ® = id + w is C* symplectic strand diffeomorphism Q-almost surely. Then
there exists a unique function w : S — R, with w € L*(Q), and

/: w(w) Q(dw) =0, (3.7)
S
such that if
U)(.x,(,()) = li)(exw)v W(Q7 p’a))z Qp+w(Q5 p’w)’
then
D= (W,, W) =: VW,

Q-almost surely.
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Remark 3.5. (i) In the periodic setting, we simply have a 1-periodic wg : R*? — R??
such that

S= {6awo : a € RM},

and the generating function w is also 1-periodic in x. In this case, the correspondence
between ® and w is well-known and can be found in Chapters 9 and 11 of [MS17].
In Theorem 3.4 however we replace the periodicity with the stationarity of w.

(ii) Note that V = (8,,, BQ) represents the gradient operator with d,, and dp swapped.
We refer to w of Theorem 3.4 as a stationary generating function. According to
this theorem, a 6’ stationary symplectic strand diffeomorphism always possesses a
stationary generating function. A natural question is whether the converse is true.
Given a function W such that the corresponding stationary process

wx) =wlx, w) = 121(9xa)),

is C2, can we use this function to produce a §'-stationary symplectic strand diffeo-
morphism ®? This is equivalent to the condition that

Q = Wp(Qv p) = Q + w[)(Q’ p)a
is a diffeomorphism for each p, so that we can solve the equation
Wp(Q,p)=¢q

for O = Q(g, p). This is always possible if the C2 norm of w is small (see Proposi-
tion 3.1(iv)). Moreover, when d = 1, we need

Wpo =1+wpg >0, Wy(£o0, p) =F00, or
Wyoo=1+wyp <0, W,(E£oo, p) = Foo.

The latter condition can be guaranteed by assuming that w, is a bounded function.

With the previous definitions in mind, we state and prove three preparatory proposi-
tions.

Proposition 3.1. The following statements hold.

(i) For every symplectic strand diffeomorphism & : R — R gnda € RY, we
ry symp. P

have
0® =03

(i) If T € H1(Q), and
f ID®[¢, P(dP) = [ IDw|dy Q(dw) < oo,
S S
then

7 ehH Q.
where 7t (w) := ®(0).
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(iii) Assume that ® € S is symplectic strand diffeomorphism. Then there exists a C?
function
W:R*¥ > R
such that ® = VW. Moreover, for w defined by
w(Q, p)=W(Q,p) - Q- p,
we have
[Vwllco < IF(@)llco- (3.8)
(iv) Let w be a C? function with ID?w|| < 1, and set
W(Q,p) =0 p+w(@Q,p). (3.9)
Then there exists a symplectic strand diffeomorphism ® such that
Q(Wp(Q. p). p) = (2. Wo(Q. p)).
Proof. (i) Let us write
(g, p) = 6,P)(q. p) = (Q'(q. p). P'(q. p)),
(0, p) = (4'(Q. p), P'(Q. p)).
This implies

0'(q.p)=0@+b,p+c)—b=0 <+ ¢(0,p) =q,

Q@+b,ptc)=0+Db — G(Q+b,p+c)=q+b.
Hence
§'(Q,p)=4(Q+b,p+c)—b.
On the other hand
P'(Q.p) = P'(§'(Q.p). p)

=P(q(Q.p)+b,p+c)—c

= P(§(Q+b.p+c).p+c)—c

= ﬁ(Q+b,p+c) —c,
as desired.

(i) To ease the notation, we write E for the dQ integration. Fix some x0= (% pY €
R, Our claim reads as follows: If

E/ L(x = x")[(@(x) —x) - (@(x?) — x?)| dx < o0, (3.10)
le—x0>1

then

IE/ o La — @) - x) - (@G0 — x| dx < 0. (3.11)
[x—x"12>1
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By stationarity, neither the statement (3.10) nor the statement (3.11) depend on the choice

of the point x°. To ease the notation, we write

X=(0,P)=dx) =P, p),
X'=(0, p).

Write y = (Q°, p?), where Q¥ = Q(x?). Since
(@() =) - (PG —x%) = (BxX) = X) - (30" =),
the statement (3.10) can be rewritten as
Efl ot LETEN@XD = X0 - @00 =y dg dp < co.

Assuming this, we wish to show

E / LX = y)][@X) — X)) - (@) — y*)| dQ dp < o0.
|X'—y01>1

Since the law of both
x> O(x) —x,
and
X' o) - X'

are f-invariant, we can choose x? = 0 in (3.12), and yo = 01in (3.13).
We first assume that d > 1. Observe that if ¢g > sup | F(P)], then

|X" — x| < co,

and

1 3
x| = 2¢0 = §|x|<|X/|§§|x|,

/ 2 !/ 4 !
X'l =23c0 = §|X|<|x|<§|X|.

This in turn implies under the assumption |x| > 2cg,

X177 = e 77| = X e I = e
r—1
B L
= (X" | 1X| = ] DX
j=0

< creolx|™ 7,

(3.12)

(3.13)

(3.14)

for a constant ¢; = ¢(r) that depends on r = 2d — 2 only. We additionally require

co > 1/2 so that 2¢o > 1. Hence, for

A / (BX) = X (@G — )] 1X]7" dx,
[x]>2cq
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we have
A =/ (DX — X) - (@) — Y] X" dx
|x|=>2co
< / (@) — X) - @00 — 30| ||~ dx
[x]>2co
+erco / (@) — X) - @00 — 30| |x 7 da
x| >2co
=: Ao+ Aj,
where XY = ®(x°). The assumption (3.12) implies then
E(Ag+ A1) < oo.
Hence

EA < co. (3.15)

We now make a change of variables to replace ¢ with ¢(Q, p) in A. Note

dQ dp = | det Q4(q, p)| dg dp,
|det Qg(q. p)| < dUDD[ Ly =: c2. (3.16)

From this, (3.14), and (3.15) we learn
E / |(@X") — X) - (@) —y)] 1X'|7" dQ dp
|X'|>3co
< Ef - |(@X) = X) - (@) — y)| 1X']7" dQ dp
x|=2co

< 021[*3/ @) — X'y - @G — )| 1X'1™" &g dp
[x|>2co
=EA < 0.

Because of this, the claim (3.13) (in the case yp = 0) would follow if we can show

E/
1=]X'|<3c0

Since the law of ®(X’) — X’ is 0-stationary, we can bound the left-hand side by

(B = x) - (307 =°)| 1X77 d0 dp < oc,

E|®(0)[° f IX'|7"dQ dp =: c;E[®(0)|".
1=1X1<30

It remains to verify

E[®(0)]* < oo. (3.17)
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Indeed from | X’ — x| < ¢, (3.15), and the stationarity, we deduce

Eﬁwﬁ:ﬁmmnEﬁmﬂ$“5_yF@¢’
s@ |B11(0)| ]E/BHCO(O) |6(X/) - X/|2 % o
= C2|B11(0)| E/BMO(O) |®(x) —x|* dg dp
:2%%%%E@@f<w,

where we used
DX — x| = o) —x|*.

for the second equality. The proof is complete when d > 1.
The proof in the case d = 1 is similar. Observe that from

/|X’| ar
w7

X" — x|
S oy
min{|x|, [X'[}

| log | X'| — log|x|| =

and | X’ — x| < ¢p, we deduce

max{|x|, [ X'} > 2co = min{|x], |X'|} > co
= |log|X'| —log|x|| < 1.

This would allow us to repeat our proof for the case d > 1 and finish the proof.
(iii) Since @ is symplectic, we have
0=d(P-dQ—p-dq)
=d(P-dQ - p-dg)
=d(P-dQ+¢-dp).
Hence, there exists a function W = W(Q, p) such that
dW =P -dQ+§ -dp.
As aresult,
VW = &.
The inequality (3.8) is an immediate consequence of

F(®)g,p)=(0Q—q,P—p)
= (Q - W,(Q,p), Wo(Q, p)—p)
= (—wp(Q, p), wo(Q, p)).

35
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(iv) If we define

(0, p) = (Wp(Q, p), Wo(Q, p))
= (0, p) + (wy(Q. p), wo(Q, p)),

then ® is a C! diffeomorphism by our assumption on w. In particular, the equation
W,(Q, p) = g, can be solved implicitly for O = Q(q, p). We may define

P(q, p) = Wo(Q(g. p), p),
and
®(q, p) = (Q(q. p). P(q. p)).

which concludes the proof. O

As we have learned from Proposition 3.1 (iii), a symplectic strand diffeomorphism al-
ways has a generating function. What Theorem 3.4 claims is the existence of a stationary
generating function. Note that if we set

B(Q, p) = B(Q, p, ®) := D(Q, p) — (Q, p), (3.18)
then B is a 0-stationary by Proposition 3.1(i). By Proposition 3.1(iii), we can express
B as Vw for a function w(Q, p) = w(Q, p, w). We wish to show that this w can be
chosen to be a stationary process with respect to 6. In the next Proposition, we state

a sufficient condition (which is also necessary) for the existence of such stationary
generating function.

Proposition 3.2. Let Q be a 0-invariant probability measure on 2, and let
B:Q—R¥
be a function with the following properties:
(i) B € 97(Q), and
/Q B(w) O(dw) = 0. (3.19)

(ii) There exists a C* function v(x, w) such that
B(x,w) := B(Orw) = Vu(x, o).

Then there exists a unique W € L2(Q) such that

fﬁ)dQ:O,
Q

and if w(x, w) = W(O,w), then Vw = B, Q-almost surely.
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Proof. Since the process B is stationary, by the Spectral Theorem (3.1), we can find a
vector measure

Z(d¢, 0) = (ZjdE, ) : j=1,...,2d)

such that

B(x,®) = / et Z(dg, w),
R2d
e Z(dE, w) = Z(dE, Oyw).
Let us write 7 : R*¢ — R2? for the function that swaps Q with p:

n(Q, p) = (p, Q).
If we write B’ for n(B), and Z’ for n(Z), then

B'(x, w) =/ e Z/(dE, w).
RZd

Since B = Vv, for some function v, we have B’ = Vv is an exact derivative. This
means

DB (x,w) =i URM e £, 7] (dg, w)}i:l ,
is a symmetric matrix. As a result,
i Zi(dE, 0) = §Z)(d§, ),
which in turn implies that the scalar measure
2(d§, ) = &7 Z)(d€, w),

is independent of j. In summary,

_ Z'(d, w) = & z(d§, w),
el 7(dk, w) = z(dE, Gw). (3.20)

Hence
Z(d§, w) = n(§) z(d§, w). (3:21)
Our candidate for w is simply
w(w) = —iz(RZd, a))

We claim that our assumption B e Sﬁ_l(Q) guarantees that w is well-defined and
w € L%(Q). Once this is done, we can then use (3.20) to deduce

w(x, ) = wbyw) = —i/ e Z(d¢, w). (3.22)
RZd
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Recall that if
R(a) :=E B(0, w) ® B(0, 6,0)

represents the correlation of B, then by (3.2),
R(a) = / e Gp(dg), where Gp(df) = E Z(d&, 0) ® Z(d&, o).
R2d

From this, and (3.21) we learn,

Gp(ds) = n(E) ® &) E |21 (d¢, )
=:1(§) @ n(§) g(d§)

= [GFua ],

Since B € H71(Q), we have
f £17% Gp(dé) < oo.
RZd

This means that the map & — ¢;(§) := E;l is in L?(G). We then use the isometry Zp
of Remark 3.2 to assert that » = Zp(¢;) is in L?(Q). Moreover, if

r(a) =Ew(, w)w(0, 6,w),

represents the correlation of w, then

r@) =/ &5 g(de).
de

In particular,
Blof =r0) =@ = [ 167 6 < .

forany j € {1, ..., 2d}. Fromdifferentiating (3.22), we can readily deduce that Vw =B
weakly. Since B is C!, we conclude that w € C2.
It remains to verify the uniqueness of w. Note that if &’ € L?(Q) such that

/@’dQ:O,

and the corresponding w’ is a C! function satisfying Vw’ = B, then = o — &’ satisfies
6{ =0,for¢(x, w) = &(ex ). This means that 2(9x w) does not depend on x. Since the
measure Q is ergodic with respect to 6, we deduce that 2 is constant Q-almost surely.
Since the Q-integral of Z is zero, we deduce that Z = 0. Hence w = w’, proving the
uniqueness of w. O
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Example 3.6. In this example, we examine the set ™! in the setting of quasiperiodic
functions (see Example 2.8). On the torus 2 = [0, 11V, 0 = 1, we define the flow

Oyw=w+ Ax mod 1,

where A is a N x (2d) matrix, and x € R?>?. Recall that if P denotes the Lebesgue
measure on €2, then PP is ergodic with respect to 6 if and only if

meZV\{0} = mA#0.
Consider the function

w) =y ane™?,

meZN
u(Orw) = Z Ay el A X gimo

meZN

From this and

Eubro)u(w) = Z |am|2ei(mA)~x’

meZN
we deduce,
Z(dE ) = Y ane™® 8,a(df),
meZN
GWE) = Y |am[*6ma(de),
meZN
gd&) = ) lan P ImA| 728, 4(d8). (3.23)
meZN
Hence

g®*) = " |anl*lmA| 2.

meZN

The function u € H~'(P) if g(R??) < oo. For example, a Diophantine condition of the
form

meZN\{0}y = |mA| > |m|™%,
yields

Y mPlanP <00 = g®*) < 0.

meZN

Hence if u possesses k many derivatives in L2, then u € ! (P).

Our next ingredient for the proof of Theorem 3.4 is an application of Ergodic Theo-
rem.
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Proposition 3.3. Let v(x) = v(x, w) = 0(6,w) be a stationary process with
co :=E|D| < oo.

Given t = (L1, ..., £Lr3), write
2d
10) = [ J1-¢:. t:1.
i=1

Then almost surely, we can find a sequence
=, 0y
such that €] — oo in large r limit, and
sup o (3L(¢"))~! / lv(x, w)| o(dx) < oo,
r aL(er)
where o denotes the 2d — 1-dimensional surface measure.
]2d

Proof. To ease the notation, we write &7 = |v|. Given r > 0, write I, for [—r, r and

define

M(w) :sup|1,|—1/ h(x, w) dx.
r>1 I,

By the Maximal Ergodic Theorem (see for example Theorem 1.4 of [R]),
P(Ay) . =P({w: M(w) > s}) < s~ Leo.

c

Fix alarge s > 0, and w € A, so that

M(w) < s.

Set X = (x2, ..., x24). Since w € A¢, we can write

/ h(Orw) dx = /r Ji (x1) dxi
0

I,
= /r I:‘/ ('LU()C],-XA) +w(_-xla-£)) df} d‘xl
0 I

< sl =s@r)*,
where I, = [—r, 1%/, From this and Chebyshev’s inequality,
e 1012 g > as@r1| < %
As aresult, there exists £ € [r/3, r] such that
JE(eh) < 4s2r)1,

In the same fashion, we can write

/ hx,w)dx = /’ Ji (x;) dx;,
0

Ir
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fori € {1,...,2d — 1}, and find Z{ € [r/3, r] such that
JI(E) < 4s(2r)21

For w € A, and £" = £, (w) = (¢], ..., £5,) as above, observe that for each j,

2d
hx,w)o(dx) =Y  J/ )
/awr) ;l !
< 8ds(2r)?!

2d
< 8ds3* [ [,

i#]
because ¢; € [r/3, r] for every i. From this we learn
2d 2d
/ h(x, ) o(dx) < 45371y Tl
oL(er) J=li#j

= 2532715 (B1(¢")).

This completes the proof for w € A¢. Since P(A;) — 0 ass — oo, we are done. O

With the aid of Propositions 3.1-3.3, we are now ready to tackle Theorem 3.4.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. (Step 1)

Recall the process B that was defined in (3.18). By Proposition 3.1(i), the process
B is stationary. We are done if we can apply Proposition 3.2 to B. For this, we need to
verify the properties (i) and (ii) of this Proposition. Proposition 3.1(iii) verifies property
(ii). The property (i) consists of two conditions. The first condltlon of this property

requires B to be in $~1(Q). For this, it suffices to show B e .‘7) 19, _which is an
immediate consequence of Proposition 3.1(ii), and our assumptions 7 € .6 1(Q) and
(3.6). It remains to verify (3.19):

a=(b,c) ;=/ B(0) P(dcb):/ d(0) P(dd) = 0. (3.24)
S S

Observe that Proposition 3.2 is applicable to B(Q, p) — a. In other words, there exists
aC? stationary function w(Q, p) = w(f(p, pyw) such that

B(Q,p) —a=Vuw,

or

P(Q,p) = P(Q, p,w) =c+p+wo(Q, p,w),
q(Q,p) =4(Q,p,w) =b+ Q+wy(Q, p,w).

Recall that w = F(®) = ® —id.
(Step 2) Using our assumption (3.5) and the stationarity of Q,
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0= //M) (®(q. p) — (¢. p)) dg dp Q(dw)
= //I(D (Q(q.p) —q. P(q. p) — p) dg dp Q(dw)
= //m) (Q—4(Q. p.w), P(Q. p.w) — p) d dp Q(dw)
= //I’(/Z) (0 —4(Q. p, ), P(Q, p,®) — p) det (§(Q, p, ®)) dQ dp Q(dw)
= //I,(z) (=b—wp(Q. p.w).c+wp(Q. p,w)) det (I +wpp(Q, p.w)) dQ dp Q(dw)
= 10)/(~b. c) - ffm) JVW(Q. pr ) det (I + wop (0. p. ) dQ dp O(dw),

where I is the d x d identity matrix, £ = (¢, ..., £24), 1(€) = [T2,[—€:, 4,14, and

U0 ={(Q,p): (@, p,w), p) 1O}

In summary,

1
(=b,¢) = —— f JVw(Q, p,w) det (I +wpp(Q, p, w)) dQ dp Q(dw).
IO J Jreey

(3.25)
Let us write
co = co(@) = ||wllco, c1 = c1(w) = [[Da|co,
Zi = /w) V(0. p.w) det Iy + wop(Q. p. ) dQ dp.
Z, = /I,(Z) Vw(Q, p, ) det (Ig +wp,(Q. p, w)) dQ dp. (3.26)
Observe
I(¢ — co(w)) CT'(&) C 1€+ co(w)).
Since
1€+ co(@) \ (¢ = co(@))] < caco(@)e*1,
for a constant ¢,, we learn
1Z¢ — Z}| < caco(@)*er(w)?dl 2471 (3.27)

Recall that we wish to show b = ¢ = 0. On account of (3.27), (3.26), and Q-almost sure
finiteness of co(w) + ¢ (w), it suffices to show

rlirgo ey =" /(E )Vw(Q, p. o) det (I +wp,(Q, p.w)) dQ dp =0, (3.28)
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for € as in Proposition 3.3.

(Step 3) Note that interchanging Q with p, or performing a permutation among the
variables (Q1, ..., Qq), or (p1, ..., pg) does not alter the integral in (3.28). Because
of this, (3.28) would follow if we can show
Jim men|! [[M : wo,(Q, p.w) det (Ig + wg,(Q, p. ) dQ dp Q(dw) = 0.
(3.29)

To simplify the notation, set

Wop = A= [aij]?’j=1.

Expanding the determinant in (3.29) yields

d
det@+A) =1+ Y detlar;1%,_,.

k=1 1<ij<--<ix<d

This expansion yields an analogous expansion for the left-hand of (3.29). As we examine
this expansion, we encounter two types of terms: Given k, either 1 € {iy,..., i},
or 1 ¢ {iy,...,ig}. If the former occurs, we perform a permutation to rewrite the
corresponding integral as

Zo(w) = /wz) wg, (Q. p. w) det [le.,,j(Q,p,a)))]f.fj:1 do dp.

If the latter occurs, then we must have k < d, and after a permutation, we rewrite the
corresponding integral as

k

Zy(w) = /w) wo,(Q, p, w) det [inHpj(Q,p,a)))]i’j:l do dp.

We verify(3.29) by showing

lim [1(¢)| ™' Zy(w) = 0, (3.30)
{— o0
lim [1(¢")|7'Z} (w) = 0, (3.31)
r—0Q

Q-almost surely. (Recall £" = ¢” (w) of Proposition 3.3 can depend on w.)

(Step 4) We first focus on Z;. Let us write p = (p1, ..., pr). If we fix Q and

p/ = (pk+1’ "'7pd)7

and write

F(ﬁv Q» P/) = F(ﬁ) = (le(Q9 P), cee ka(Q? p))s
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then for each (Q, p’), the d p integration in Z, takes the form
[ wo,(Q, p, p') detD;F(p) dp
1o
=/ detD;F'(p) dp
1)

=/ ~dpi A Adpy,
F'(1(£))

where D denotes the differentiation with respect of p, and

k
10 =[]t ;1. F' =(wp,/2.wo,. ... wg,).
i=1
Here we are using the fact that D; F” is obtained from D5 F' by multiplying its first row
by wy,. Since [|[Vw||co < cp, for ¢p = co(w) as in (3.26), we can write
F'(1(0)) € [ = ¢§/2, c§/2] x [—co, col* .

Hence

[ detD; F'(p) dﬁ‘ < 2 ep (),
1(¢)

which yields the bound

2d
1Ze()] < 2 Teo@)! [T @)
i=k+1

This certainly yields (3.30) because k£ > 1, and co(w) < oo, Q-almost surely.

(Step 5) We now turn our attention to Z 2 To ease the notation, let us set

f = wﬁ = (wp27 DR wk+1)7
with
P = (P2’ Prs1),

and regard f as a column vector. With this interpretation, we can write

Zé = /;(g) wgp, det [sz, e ka+1] dQ dp.

We wish to integrate by parts with respect to Q1. This can be performed with a
boundary contribution that involves the functions w, and the first derivatives of f. More
precisely,

k+1
Z, = Z A} + E}, (3.32)
j=2
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where E L} satisfies a bound of the form

|E}| < k! cl(a))k/ |w| dx, (3.33)
L)
and
Aj = —/I“)w det [ £y -2 012 f0; 01 fOju1s - -+ fOun | 4O dp,

when 3 < j < k (and a similar expression when j € {2, 3, k, k + 1}). Here we are using
the fact that f € C? (because ® € C?), and

IDfllco < ID*wlico = [Dwlico = €1 ().

We now perform an integration by parts with respect to the variable Q ;. This involves
a boundary contribution that again involves w and first derivatives of f. Hence

k+1
Al =B+ Y C/+E (3.34)
i=2,i#j

where El%’j satisfies a bound of the form

|E]T| < K!ep(@) lw| dux, (3.35)
a1(L)

and

Bj = flw) wo, det[fo,. ... fo; 1: fo1: Qs -+ forn ] 4O dp,
CZJ' zf w det [géj, ~--agli];f1] d@ dp.
1(¢)

Here gij = fo, whenr # i, j, g'/ = fo,,and gll:j = f0, 0, From anti-symmetry of
the determinant, we can readily see that

c/ =-cf.
From this, and (3.32)—(3.35) we deduce,

k+1
Z, =Y B|+Ej, (3.36)
j=2
with E 2 satisfying a bound of the form

|E7| < [1+k%] c1(a))k/ |w]| dx. (3.37)
al (L)

(Step 6) We now study ng. Let us fix Q and

p" = (p1, Pk+2s - -+ Pa),
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and focus on the p-integration. We also set i, = wg, , and

k+1

i =[Ti-&. €1
i=2

Note that the expression

5@ = /iw)ij det[fos. - fo; 10 for fosus -+ o fora] b,
can be written as

/i(e) dhog Ao ndhjy A (hjdhy) Adhjyg A Adhgg.

If we set

BZ(Q, P") :Z/T(Z) wo, det[fo,. ... fo; 12 f0;+ fQsu----+ foi | AP

:/i(l) dhy A---Adhj_y A(hydhj) Adhjer A - Adhgg,

then

BZ(Q, P+ EZ(Q, P = /£(Z> dhp A~ ANdhjy Ad(hjhy) Adhjeg A - A dhgy.

But if
G(ﬁ) = (h27"‘9hj717hjh17hj+17"'7hk+1)9
then
BJ(Q, p")+ B} (0. p") =f ~ dpp A Adpa (3.38)
Gdwy)

Since the function |4 | is bounded by co, we deduce that
G(A(0) C [—co, col 2 x [—c§. ¢§1 x [—co. colF /¥,
This and (3.38) imply
|B](0. ")+ B/(Q. p")| < o).
From this we learn
Bl =-7Z,+E}’,
where
|E21vj | g 2kC0(C())k+l(2£)2d_k.
This and (3.36) imply,

Z, = —kZ,+ E} + E},
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with
|E¢| < k2Feo (@) (20)27F, (3.39)
In other words,
(k+1)Z, = E; + E}. (3.40)
We now divide both sides of (3.40) by |I(£)|, and choose
L=

with £ as in Proposition 3.3, where v is chosen to be w. Finally we send r — oo and
use (3.37), (3.39), and Proposition 3.3 to deduce (3.31). This completes the proof.

4. The Density of Fixed Points

From Theorem 3.4, we learn that a stationary symplectic strand diffeomorphism can be
represented as

D(Q+wyp(Q,p). p) = (0. p+wo(Q. p)),

for a stationary process w(Q, p, ®). From this representation it is clear that

®(Q.p) =(Q.p)
if and only if

10, p, ) :==Vw(Q, p,w) =0,

(or equivalently Vw(Q, p, w) = 0). In words, there exists a one-to-one correspondence
between the fixed points of ® and the critical points of w. We now have the question of
existence of critical points of w before us. To ease the notation, we write x for (Q, p).
We wish to use Ergodic Theorem to count the number of points in the zero set of the
stationary process f, restricted to a large box.
As a preparation for the statement of the main results of this section, we make some
definitions.

Definition 4.1. Recall that a function f : R" x Q — R" is O-stationary if
fx+a, ) = f(x,0),

or equivalently, f(x, w) = f (O w) for f (w) = f(0, w). Given a stationary function
f(x, w), and an open set U of R"*"*, we define

Ny(a, A, w) =tZy(a, A, o),
where Zy (a, A, w) = Zy(a, w) N A, where
Zy(a, w) = {x eR": f(x,w)=a, Df(x,w) € U}.
We simply write
Ny(a, ) .= Ny(a,[0,1]", w).

As an example of U, we may consider the set of matrices I' € R"*" with exactly k many
negative eigenvalues.
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Proposition 4.1. Let Q be an ergodic 6-invariant probability measure. Assume f is
0-stationary with respect to the probability measure Q. If

ENy (a, w) = / Ny (a, w) Q(dw) < oo, 4.1
Q
then
elim 20~ "Ny (a, [—¢, )", a)) =ENy(a, w), 4.2)

Q-almost surely, and in L' (Q) sense.

Proof. Observe that if k and k’ are two positive integers with k < k’, then

Ny(a. Tk k) w) = > Ny(a.livit+ 1) x .. X [in, in + 1), 0).

This and the stationarity imply
E Ny (a, [k, k)", ) = (K = k)"ENy (a, ). (4.3)

If we assume (4.1), then the right-hand side of (4.3) is finite. This in particular implies
that the set Zy (a, w) is discrete, and that Ay (a, [—¢,2]", a)) is finite, Q-almost surely.
By the Ergodic Theorem,

lim (2¢)™" Ny (a, bcw) dx = ENy (a, o), 4.4)
£—00 [—¢,e]n

almost surely, and in L1(Q) sense. We wish to use (4.4) to deduce (4.2).
Observe that by the stationarity,

Zy(a,brw) = Zy(a, w) — x := {y—x: yeZU(a,a))}. 4.5)
From this we can readily deduce
Ny(a, A, 6,w) = Ny(a, A+ x, w).
This in turn implies

Ny(a,0:0) = Ny(a, [0, 1" +x,0) = > 1 (z€[0,1]" +x)

zeZ(a,w)

= Y I(xe[-1,01"+z).

ze€Z(a,w)

(By convention, the right-hand side is 0, when Zy (a, w) = &.) As a consequence,

f Ny(@, bw)ydx = > / I (xe[~1,00"+z) dx
[—¢—1,+1]" 2eZ(a.w) L—1,6+1]"
> Ny(a,[-¢,€]", o). (4.6)

In the same manner we can show
/ Ny (a, 6rw) dx g./\/y(a, [—E,E]”,a)) dx.
[—0+1,0—1]"

From this, (4.6), and (4.4), we can readily deduce (4.2). |
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On account of (4.3), we wish to find an explicit formula ENy (0, w). In particular we
would like to find conditions that would guarantee

ENy (0, w) > 0,
so that we can deduce the existence of critical points of w. Formally speaking, we expect
E Ny (0, w) = E[1(D f(w) € U) |det D f ()| 8o(f ()], 4.7)

provided that the right-hand side is well-defined. (See Definition 3.1(i), for the definition
of the operator D.) In this section, we give one set of sufficient conditions that would
allow us to make sense of (4.7) (see (4.9) below). In Section 5, we will be able to use
the classical coarea formula to rewrite the right-hand of (4.7) in a more tractable form
when f is quasiperiodic.

As it turns out, a multi-dimensional generalization of the classical Kac-Rice formula,
would allow us to express EN (0, w) in terms of the probability density of the random
variable

(f (@), Df(@)).
We refer to references [AT07,AT09,AW09] for thorough discussions of Kac-Rice type
formulas, and their applications for Gaussian processes. For our purposes, we need the

following variant of Kac-Rice formula.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that f : R" — R", f(x,w) = f (Oyw) is C* O-stationary
process. Assume

E Ny (a, w) < oo, (4.8)

for a near 0, and the random variable (f(a)), Df(a))) has a density p(a, ") such that
the following conditions are true:

e The function

Q(a) :=/ |det"| p(a,T")dl,
U

is continuous near Q.
o The function

pla) :=/ pla, ") dr,
U

is bounded near 0.

Then

E Ny (0, ®) = / |detT'| p(0, ) dr. (4.9)
U
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Proof. (Step 1) According to Area (or Coarea) Formula,

L(@Ny(a, w) da =f C(f(x,w)) ll(Df(x,a)) € U) |detD f(x, w)| dx,
R® [0,1]"
(4.10)

for every continuous function ¢ (see for example [AW09]). From taking Q-expectation
of both sides we deduce

/ C(a)[IE./\/U(a,a))] da:/ /g“(a)|detF|p(a,F)dFda=/ t(a)Q(a) da.
R7 Rt JU R7
Hence,
E Ny (a, o) =/ |detT"| p(a,T")dl, “4.11)
U

for Lebesgue almost all a € R". We wish to show that (4.11) holds for all a near 0. To
achieve this we will show that for each § > 0, there exists a measurable set 2 (5) C Q
such that the following statements hold:

(i) lims—0 Q(Q®)) = L.
(1) If w € Q(6), and |u| < 4, then

Ny, w) = Ny (0, o).
(i) Tfw € (5), and & € (0, 8), then

N (0, w):Lf (| (x, )| <&) 1(Df (x, ) €U) | det D f (x, )| dx.
[B£(0)] Jio,17
(4.12)

e how (i)-(iii), and (4.11) imply (4.9). Indeed from (iii) we deduce that when ¢ € (0, §),
the expression

E Ny (0, o)1l (w € 2(3)),

equals
|B (0)|f 1(lf(x,w)| <& Df(x,w) € U) |detDf(x, w)| dx Il(w € Q(8))
S I(lf(x,0)| <& Df(x,w) € U) |detDf(x, w)| dx

IB (0)| 0,117

- (O)|E 1(1£(0, )| <&, Df(0,w) € U) |detDf(0, w)|

1
= |detT'| p(a,T) da dl' = Q(a) da,
|Bg<0>| /U/BS(O) u B (0)] /5. 0)

where we use the stationarity for the first equality.
We then send ¢ — 0, and § — 0 ( in this order), and use the continuity of Q at 0 to
deduce

E Ny (0, ») </ |det | p(0, T') dT. (4.13)
U
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On the other-hand, by (4.11), we can find a sequence a; — 0 such that
E Ny (ak, o) = fu |det'|p(ax, ') dI. (4.14)
We use such a sequence to argue
E Ny (0, ) < /U |detT'|p(0, ") dI"

= lim |det"|p(ax, ') dI"
k—oo Juy
= lim E Ny (ag, o)
k— 00
= kli)ngoalg%]ENU(ak, ) ll(a) € Q((S))

= lim lim EAy(0.0) I(w € 2()
= ENU(O, a)),

where we used

e (4.13) for the beginning inequality,

e the continuity of Q at 0, for the first equality,
e (4.14) for the second equality,

e (i) for the third equality,

e (ii) for the fourth equality,

e (i) for the last equality.

Since we must have equality for the inequalities in the above display, we arrive at (4.9).
It remains to construct the sets 2(§), 6 > 0, satisfying (i)-(iii).

(Step 2) Let us write Z = Z(w) for the set Zy (a, w), when a = 0. We also set

Qo = {o : there exists x € [0, 1]" such that f(x,®) =0, detDf(x,») = 0},
Q= {a) : there exists x € 8([0, l]") such that f(x, w) = 0}.

‘We assert,

Q(Q0) =0, (4.15)
Q(Q1) =0. (4.16)

Our assumptions on f would allow us to use Proposition 6.5 of [AW09] to deduce (4.15).
Recall that by our assumption ENy (0, w) < oo, the set

Z(w)N[o, 171"
is finite almost surely. This and stationarity imply that
Z(w)N[-¢, €]

is finite for every positive £. Hence the set Z(w) is discrete almost surely.
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‘We now argue that (4.16) is a consequence of the discreteness and the stationarity of
the set Z(w). To explain this, let us write A(dx) for the Lebesgue measure on R, and let
us write

T[l(-xla '-'axn) =X

for the i-th coordinate projection. Evidently, the discreteness of Z implies that A (Z(w)) =
0, which in turn implies

(rx Q({(a,w) : a emZ()}) =1 (A x Q(Z;) =0,

by Fubini’s Theorem. From this and Fubini’s Theorem again we learn
A ({a : Q({a} D (a,w) € Zi}) > 0}) =0. 4.17)
By stationarity of Z(w), the probability
Q({a) D (a,w) € Z,-}),
is independent of a. From this and (4.17) we deduce
Q({w D (a,w) € Zi}) =0,
for every a € R. In particular,
{w: mZ) N{0,1} # 2}) =0,
As a consequence,
Qf{w: mZ(w)N{0,1} # @ forsome i € {1,...,n}})=0.

This is exactly the claim (4.16).

(Step 3) We are now ready to construct our sets 2(8), § > 0. Take w € Q\(Qo U Qy),
and assume that N = N(w) = §Z(w) # 0. If

Z(w) = {al,...,aN},

then we can use the (local) Inverse Mapping Theorem to find ¢(w) > 0, and disjoint
open sets

Vi(w), ..., Vy() C[0,11"NU,

such that ' € Vi(w), f(Vi(w)) = Bs(w)(0), and the restriction of f to each V; is a
diffeomorphism for each i. To have ¢ (w) a measurable function, we choose ¢ = ¢(w) to
be the largest positive number for which such sets Vi, ..., Vi exist. We set

QB) ={weQ\ (U : ) =8}

We now verify (i)-(iii) of (Step 1). The property (i) is an immediate consequence of (4.14)
and (4.15). The property (ii) follows from the fact that Ny (a, w) = N foru € Bs(w) (0).
To verify the third property, set

We(@) = {x: |f(x, @) <e}.
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When ¢ < §(w), the right-hand side of (4.12) equals

N
o 2

- |detDf(x, w)| dx

1B (0)] ,Z: Vi(@)NWe (@)

= B (0)| Z|f(V<w)mW(w>)| =

because f(V;(w) N Wq(w)) = B.(0). This completes the verification of the third
property. a

Remark 4.3. In Theorem 4.2 we assumed that the law of the random variable ( f ,D f ) has
a density p(a, I'). This requirement can be replaced with the following two conditions:

e The law of the random variable f has a density p(a) that is continuous near 0.
e If g(a, dI') is the conditional probability distribution of D f, given f = a, then the
function

a+— |detI'| g(a, dT),
RVLX”

is continuous at ¢ = 0. We remark that if (f, Df) has a density p(a, I'), then g in
terms of p is given by ¢g(a, I')/p(a)dG.

Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.1 give us a way of counting the fixed points of
a stationary symplectic strand diffeomorphism provided that the conditions of Theo-
rem 4.2 are met. The conditions of this theorem are stated for the density of the pair

(f.Df) = (® —id D —1).

In practice, we need conditions that are formulated for the original symplectic map @,
not ®. The following result will remedy this.

Proposition 4.2. Let ® be as in Theorem 3.4. Assume that the pair
(P (x), DP(x))

has a density p(x, X, I') with respect to the Lebesgue measure dX dI" ofRZd x R2dx2d

Then the pair (6(x), Da(x)) has a density p(x, )A(, f‘) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure dX dI', where

pE, X, D) = |det A" *p(x, X, A(I)), (4.18)

withx = (q, p), X = (Q, P), £ = (Q, p), X = (¢, P), and

A], for f‘:[
B

w>

1
A1

)

~ [A4A —A- B
A == [éA e f)] . (4.19)
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Proof. (Step 1) We first find an expression for D® in terms of D®. From the definition
of 4(Q, p), and
P(Q. p) = PG(Q, p), p),
we learn
Al Al A
(Qq: Qp) = (QQ » "o CIp)y
b A=l p_oa—l A
(Pq’PI’):(PQqQ Pp—=Poq, ql’)'
From
(0, p) = (3, P)(Q. p)

we learn that if

. _|AB|._ Qqu
i=vo=[28] <[22
~ 2 Aé C}Q‘}p
F:=D®= |41 A|:=]|2" 2|,

|:CD:| [PQPP

then T' = A(I"), with A(I") given by (4.19). Clearly,

o(x, X,T)dX dT" = m(%, X, ) dX df, (4.20)
where
m(%, X, 1) =m(Q. p.q. P.T) = p(q. p. Q. P, A(D)).
From
dX =dq dp = | det(gp)| dQ dp,
we deduce

dX = |det A| dX. @.21)

It remains to express dI" in terms of dl*. We write dA, dB, dC, and dD for the
volume forms in R¥*9 associated with A, B, C and D. Here by dA we really mean

dA = (dajy Adaip A+ Adag) A+ A (dagr Adaip A -+ A daga),

where a;;, i,j = 1,...d, denote the entries of A. In the same manner we define

dB, dC, and dD. Analogously dA, dé, dé, and d D are defined. On account of (4.20),
(4.21), the proof is complete if we show

(dA) A (dB) A (AC) A (dD) = £(det A) ™ (dA) A (dB) A (dC) A (dD). (4.22)

Note the equality in (4.22) is for volume forms, where as in (4.20) the expressions
dX dT and dX dI refer to the measures in R24 x R24*24_Since we are interested in
the probability densities of our random variables, we do not keep track of signs of the
volume forms that will appear in the subsequent calculations.
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(Step 2) We first try to express
dA =d(A™ Y
in terms of dA. By our Lemma 4.1 below, we have
dA = +(det A)~2? dA.
We next study

(dA) A (dB) = (dA7") Ad(— A" B).

(4.23)

As we apply the exterior derivative on A~'B = AB, we can treat A~! as a constant

because of the wedge product with d® (we are using da/ A da'/ = 0).
Lemma 4.1 below allows us write

d(EB) = £(det E)? dB,
for a constant matrix E. Hence
(dA) AdB) = £(det A) 2 (dA) A (d(A7'B))
= +(det A)~2¢ (det (A*l))d (dA) A dB)
= +(det A)3¢ (dA) A (dB).
In the same fashion,
(dA) A (dB) A (dC) = £(det A)™* (dA) A (dB) A (dO).
From this and
(dA) A (dB) A (dC) A (dD) = (dA) A (dB) A (dC) A (db),
we can readily derive (4.22).
It remains to verify (4.23) and (4.24).
Lemma 4.1. The following statements hold.
(i) Given E € R4*4 consider the map
¢ RIX _ Rixd,
such that {(Z) = EZ. If we write dZ for the volume form of R?*9, then
£*(dZ) = £(det E)? dZ.

A similar formula is valid if { (Z) = ZE.
(ii) If n(Z) = Z~', then

n*(dZ) = £(det )¢ dZ.

(4.24)

(4.25)

(4.26)
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Proof. (i) Given

Z= [Zij];{j:p EZ = [é“ij]f{j:p

we can write

d

d
/\ g(o) 1_[610(1) /\dzlj

€Sy

~.
I|
)

d

= (det E)? /\ /\ dzij.

j=1i=1

where S; denotes the set of permutations of {1, ..., d}. This completes the proof of
(4.25).

(ii) Let us write n*(dZ) = «(Z) dZ. Fix E as in part (i). Observe

(n0¢)*(dZ) = ¢*n*(d2)
= {*(a(2)dZ)
=+ detE) «(EZ) dZ. (4.27)
On the other hand, if we set £(Z) = ZE~!, then o ¢ = & o7, and

(Eon)*(dZ) = n*E*(dZ)
= +(det E)~¢ n*(dZ)
= (detE)? a(2)dZ.

From this and (4.27) we deduce
a(EZ) = +(det E) " a(Z),
which in turn implies that
a(E) = (det E) o (D), (4.28)
where I = I4 denotes the d x d identity matrix. Furthermore, since non = id, we know

dZ = (nom*(d2)
= n*((x(Z) dZ)
=a(Z Ha*dZ)
=a(Z Ha(2)dz,

which in particular implies that a(I)2 = 1. From this and (4.28) we can readily deduce
(4.206). O
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Remark 4.4. We express our formula (4.18) in terms of the density of (d(x), D®(x))
with no reference to the stationarity of the process w = F(®). In fact, if the law of
pair (w(x), Dw(x)) with respect to the measure Q has a density y (X, I'), then it does
not depend on x by stationarity, and p can be expressed in terms of y by the following
formula:

px, X, =yX —x,T =1,

where [ is (2d) x (2d) identity matrix.

5. The Density of Fixed Points in the Case of Quasiperiodic Maps

Theorem 3.4 and Proposition 4.1 reduce the counting of the fixed points to the evaluation
of ENy (0, w).

If we take the expected value of both sides of (4.10), and use the stationarity we
always have

/ ¢ (@)[ENy (a, w)] da = f £(f(@) 1(Df(w) € U) |det D f(w)| Q(dw),
5.1

for every bounded continuous function ¢. (See Definition 3.1(i) for the definition of D.)
If we can choose ¢ to be the delta function at 0, then we have the informal expression
(4.7) for ENy (0, w). Theorem 4.2 offers an explicit formula for the right-hand side of

(4.7) in terms of the density of the pair ( f ,D f )). The existence of a density is rather a
restrictive requirement and not valid for many examples of interest. In this section, we
offer a new explicit formula for EAy (0, @) when @ is quasi periodic.

Recall that f = V. To simplify our notation, we may instead consider the zero set
of the function ¢ = V. Before stating our first main result, let us review the setting we
will be working with.

Setting 5.1 Given a C? function
o TV > R,

and N x n matrix A, define

w(x) = wx, ) = W(Og,0),
g = Vw, and g = Vw. We assume that the n x n matrix

E:=A"A
is of full rank. Let us write
NMy@, o) =t{x€[0,1]": g(x,w) =a, Dg(x,w)) € U}.
Observe
(@) = Vi (w)A, Di(w) = A*D*W(w)A, (5.2)

where Vi and Dg represent the standard derivatives of w and g (as opposed to the V
and D which denote the differentiation in the sense of Definition 3.1(i)). We write Q for
the Lebesgue measure on TV . O
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We are now ready to present our formula for EAy (0, ), namely (5.5) below. The
proof of (5.5) is similar to the proof of (4.9). One of the main tool we use is the celebrated
Coarea Formula that we now recall; given a measurable set V, a C! function

S:RY - R”,

with N > n, and a non-negative measurable function 7 : RN — R, we have

/ T(x) (JS)(x) dx :/ [/ TdJN_,,] da, (5.3)
\4 n VﬂS*l(a)

where
(T)(x) = (det (DS)(x)(DS)* (1)),

(here A* denotes the transpose of A), and oy, denotes the N — n dimensional (Haus-
dorff) measure. For our purposes, we wish to choose

T(x) =W@ITH ™,
in (5.3). This function is well-defined so long as
VcEi={XeR": (IS #0}.

For such a choice of T, (5.3) reads as

/W(x) dx:/ [/ W(TS)™! doN_,,} da, (5.4)
1% RrR* LJvNsS—1(a)

We are now ready to state and prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.1. Let W and g be as in Setting 5.1. Then

| det(A*D* (w) A)|
) det(A* (D2 (w))2A)!/2

ENy (0, w) = / Ny (0, w) do = / oN—n(dw),
™ A
where,
A@) ={oeTV: Vid(w)A = a, A'D*W(w)A € U, det (A*D*(w)A) # 0}.
Moreover, if there exists @ such that
Vi(@)A =0, A*D*W(@)A €U,
and
A*D* (@) A

is invertible, then the right-hand side of (5.4) is nonzero.
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Proof. (Step 1) We may apply the area formula to the function g to derive the analogue
of (5.1),

/Rn £(@)[ENy (@, )] da = /TN (3(@)) 1(Dg(w) € U) | det D§(w)| dw, (5.6)

for every continuous function ¢. We wish to apply Coarea Formula (5.4) to the right-hand
side of (5.6), for the choices of

S() =gw), W) =),
V={w: Dgw eU}NZ, (5.7

where
T={oeT": (T #0}.
Observe,
Dg(w) = A*D*H(w), (J8)(®) = det(A*(D*b(w))*A)"/>.

On the other hand, if w ¢ X, then there exists a nonzero vector b such that A*C 2Ab =0,
for C = D*W(w). As a consequence, A*C Ab = 0 because

0= A*C?Ab-b = |CAD|*.
From this we learn
{we TV : det(A*D*W(w)A) # 0} C .

Because of this, the right-hand side of (5.6) equals to

/Z;(g(a))) 1(Dg(w) € U) | det D§(w)| do. (5.8)

We now apply Coarea Formula (5.4) to (5.8), for the choices of (5.7), to assert

3 | det(A*D? () A)|
/Rn ¢(@)|[ENy (a, )] da = /Rn ¢(a) UAW oA Do @) )12 oN—n(dw) | da.

(5.9)

From this we deduce

*1)2 7,
ENy (@, ) :/ | det(A*D*i(w)A)|

Ata) det(A*(D2 f (w))2A)1/2 oN-—n(dw) =: G(a),  (5.10)

for Lebesgue almost all a € R". We wish to show that (5.7) holds for all a. We achieve
this by verifying the continuity of the function G, and a repetition of some of the steps
of the proof of Theorem 4.2.

(Step 2) With a verbatim argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.2, we can show that
there exists a collection of measurable sets {9(8) 8 >0}, with Q@O C Q = TV,
such that the following statements hold:

(i) lims—0 Q(R(8) = 1.
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(ii) If w € 2(8), and |u| < 8, then Ny (u, w) = Ny (0, ).
(i) If w € 2(5), and ¢ € (0, §), then

Ny 0, 0) =

B (0)| v/[-O,l]" I(lg(x, w)| < &) 1(Dg(x, ) € U) | det Dg(x, ®)| dx.(5.11)

Let us demonstrate how the continuity of G, (i)-(iii), and (5.10) for almost all a, imply
that (5.10) holds for a = 0 (continuity at any other a can be shown in exactly the same
way).

As in the proof of Theorem 4.2 we use (5.11) to assert that when ¢ € (0, §), the
expression

ENy (0, o)1 (w € Q(5)),
equals

1

_— 11(|g(x,a))| <eg Dglx,w) e U) |detDg(x, w)| dx ll(w € 52(8))
1B (0) Jio, 172

1(lg(x, w)| <&, Dg(x, ) € U) |detDg(x, w)| dx

<

|B O Jio, 11

E 1(|g(0, )| < &, Dg(0, w) € U) |det Dg(0, »)|

|B (O)I
- |Bg(0)| /TN 1(Ig(w)| <& Dg(w) € U) |det Dg(w)| do

= G(b) db,
[B:(0)| JB.(0)

where we used the stationarity for the first equality, and Coarea Formula for the last
equality.

We then send ¢ — 0, and § — O ( in this order), and use the continuity of G to
deduce

E Ny (0, w) < G(0). (5.12)

On the other-hand, by the validity of (5.10) for almost all points, we can find a sequence
ar — 0 such that

E Ny (a, ®) = G(ag). (5.13)

As in the proof of Theorem 4.2, we use (5.12), the continuity of G, (5.13), and (i)-(ii),
to argue

ENy(0,w) < G(0) = klggo G(ax)
= lim E Ny (a, )
= lim lim Ny (@, ) 1w € 20))
= lim lim ENp (0. 0) I(0 € Q)
=E Ny (0, ).
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Since we must have equality for the inequalities in the above display, we arrive at
E Ny (0, ) = G(0),
which is (5.5). It remains to verify the continuity of the function G.

(Step 3) As a preparation for the proof of the continuity, we first study the set A(a),
which is a subset of X. Observe that if w € X, then

det (A*C?A) = det(M*M) # 0,

where C = C(w) = D> as before, and M = CA. Note that M € RV*"_ with N > n.
Hence, we may apply Cauchy-Binet Formula, to write

det(M*M) = "(det M)*, (5.14)
1T

where 7 denotes the collection of sets I C {1,2,..., N} =: [N] such that §/ = n, and
for

M = [mjjlie[N1, jelnls
by M; we mean the n x n submatrix of M, given by
My = [mjjlict,jemn)-
Let us write
w=(wi,...,oN)

for the coordinates of w € TV (regarding TV = [0, 11V, with 0 = 1). We also write

V) = a"el
r= Ba)j'] ’

and X, for the set of w € TV such that

N
Vig(w) = V/VA = |:Z ﬁ)w,-wkakj:| = [Mijlicr,jetn = M1,
k=1 iel,jeln]

is invertible. From (5.14) we learn
Y =Ujer Xy (5.15)

‘We now examine the set A(a) N X, foreach I € 7.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that / = [n]. Let us examine the set ¥,
when I = [n]. Regarding w € TV, asa point in [0, 11V, we may write @ = (wl, a)z) €
R" x RN™" For w € Ty}, we know

V18 =92 d(w)A
is invertible. Fix

&= (@', &%) € Ty N Aa).



35 Page 46 of 61 A. Pelayo, F. Rezakhanlou

If we define
F' o) = (§(), o),
then DF(®) is invertible, and for b in a neighborhood of
b=(§@).d") = (@),

we can define F~!(b). This, and the compactness of A(a) allow us to find an open
covering

a(l)
¥, NA) C U >t
i=1

such that for every i € {1, ..., a(l)},

F(2}) =By (a) x U/,
for some §; > 0, and some open set UiI c R¥~"_and we can make sense of

F_l(a, a)z) = (R?(a, wz), a)z),

with

R} :Bs,(a) x Uy — R",
a Cl-function. In other words,

F(R;(a, wz), wz) =a,

and the graph of R§ (a, -) yields a parametrization of A(a) N Ei.
To ease the notation, let us write X : TV — R, for the integrand of the integral that
appeared in the definition of G in (5.10). We may use a partition of unity

{hi=1,....a(), I €I},

associated with the covering {Z : i =1,...,a(I), I € I}, to write

Gla) = / X (@) onn(dw)
Al(a)

= / (¢1X) (@) on_n(do)
IeT i=1 A @NT;
a(l)
:ZZ/U,. (1 X)(Ri(a, o), 0?) Ji(a, w?) do?,
17 i=1 I

where J } is the corresponding Jacobian factor:

Jia, 0?) = det (In_n + Ei(a, 0))) /%,



The Random Arnold Conjecture Page 47 of 61 35
where IN_p is the identity matrix of R¥™", and E} € RW="*(N=1) i5 4 matrix with
(r, s) entry

_ Ry 9R}
b s’

(El[ )rs

From this representation, it is not hard to deduce the continuity of the map a + G (a).

Finally observe that when a = 0, and DF () is invertible, then A(0) contains an
N — n dimensional surface (namely the graph of R?(O, -)). This implies that the right-
hand side of (5.5) is not zero. |

__ Formula (5.5) offers an explicit expression for the fix points density when F (@) =
® —id is quasiperiodic. We still need to show that indeed a quasiperiodic 7 (®) yields
a quasiperiodic F(®). For this we need a refinement of Proposition 3.1(i).

Proposition 5.1. Assume that x + ®(x, w) is a symplectic strand diffeomorphism such
that ®(x, w) = x + K(Osyw), for a continuous function K : TN — R, Then F(®)
is quasiperiodic.

Proof. Recall 6y, ) =1y o 14 = 14 0 1. We also write
D(q, p. ) = (g +a(tgnpw). p+ Bzgnpw)).
The strand condition means that the map
q > y(q, o) :=q+a(yw),
is a diffeomorphism. If we write vy~ 1(Q, w) for its inverse, and set
(@) =y 10, @), (5.16)
then we can then write
a(w) + oc(tat(w) a)) =0.
From
g+a(w)=0 & q— 0Q+a(ry—orow) =0,
we deduce
y Q) =g = Q+a(rgw).
From this and the definition of (g, 13) we learn
4(Q, p) = Q+a(rgnpw) = 0 +a(6z0),
P(Q, p) = P(§(Q. ). p) = p+B(10np a0 )
=p+ 3(9x ),

where x = (Q, p), and

A

B(@) = B(ta()®). (5.17)
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In summary,
]-'(5)()?, w) = y(0;w), where y = (a, ,3), (5.18)
with & and ,3 asin (5.16) and (5.17).

‘We now apply our general formula (5.18) to the case of a quasiperiodic F(®). In this
case,w € TV, a, B: TV — R4 are two continuous functions, and we have two N x d
matrices A! and A2, such that A = [Al, Az], and

Tgw = 0Oy, 0 = w+Alq mod 1,

Npw = @Azpw=w+A2p mod 1.

Analogously y = (&, ,3) ™ - R jsa continuous function such that (5.18) holds.
This certainly implies the quasiperiodicity of F (D). O

5.1. Proof of Theorem 2.5. We are now ready to offer a more precise statement of
Theorem 2.5 and give a proof.

Theorem 5.2. Assume that x — ®(x, w) is a C* symplectic strand diffeomorphism
such that

D(x,w) =x+ K(Op,0),

foraC! Sfunction K : TV — R Let Q denotes the Lebesgue measure on TV, and
assume that K € 5'3 1(Q), and

/ K dQ = 0. (5.19)
TN

Then the set
Z(0) = {x e R*: &(x,0) =x},
is of positive (possibly infinite) density, Q-almost surely.

Proof. Our regularity assumption K € 5—1(9) N C!, and (5.19) allow us to apply
Theorem 3.4 to deduce the existence of a stationary generating function w(x, w) =
w(fyw). By Proposition 5.1, The map

F(®) =

is quasiperiodic. As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, we can readily show that the
quasiperiodicity of Vw implies the quasiperiodicity of w(x, ). More precisely, if

w(x, w) :/ e f 2(dg, ),
R2d

Vw(x, ) = f o Z(dE, w),
de
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then as in (3.21) and (3.23), z and Z must be of the form

2dE ) = Y ane™? Sua(dé),

meZ2d

Z(dE, )= Y apn(mA)™ 8,4(df).

meZ2d

Let us choose U to be the set of all symmetric matrices in Proposition 4.1. This Propo-
sition guarantees the Q-almost sure existence of a density (4.1) for the set Z(w).
Theorem 5.1 to guarantees the positivity of the density of the set Z(w), Q-almost
surely. O

Remark 5.3. We refer to Example 3.6 for sufficient conditions that would guarantee

K €9 1(Q).

6. Stationary Hamiltonian ODEs

In this section we study the time one map ¢! for a Hamiltonian function that is selected
randomly according to a f-invariant probability measure P on H. As it is well-known,
there is a one-to-one correspondence between 1-periodic orbits of the Hamiltonian vector
field X (x,1) = JVH(x,t) and the fixed points of ¢f/. The map H +— ¢ pushes
forward IP to a probability measure 7 on S. To count the fixed points of ¢*7, we wish to
apply Theorem 3.4. For this, we need to make some regularity assumptions on H, and
verify the applicability of Theorem 3.4. Let us first make a useful definition concerning
the regularity of Hamiltonian functions.

Definition 6.1. Let us write C2(¢) for the set of continuous maps
H:R"xR—>R
such that H is twice differentiable in x, and
IVeHllco. ID}H o < £ (6.1)
To ease the notation, we will write V and D for V. and D,, respectively.
In the next Proposition, we verify various properties of ¢* in terms of the properties

of H. This will prepare us to apply Theorem 3.4 to ¢!, where H is selected according
to the 6-invariant measure P.

Proposition 6.1. The following statements hold:
(i) We have the following equalities
%t =0 409" 00, =00
In particular, if G : H — S is defined by
G(H) = ¢ =",

then G pushes forward any 0-invariant ergodic measure P on 'H, to a 0'-invariant
ergodic measure P on S.
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(ii) Let IP be a 0-invariant probability measure such that

/ IH|IE PAH) < oc.
H
Then,

/ G(H)(0) P(dH) = 0.
H

(iii) For H € C%(¢), we have ||f(¢H)||Co < ¢, and
[D$™ — Iico < (€ = D). (6.2)

In particular, o is a symplectic strand diffeomorphism if e* < 2.

(iv) For H, H' € C%(¢), we have

""" — M llco < e'IVH' — VH | o. (6.3)

(v) Let P be a O-invariant probability measure that is concentrated on C*(£) for some
£ > 0. Assume

1 1
[ [ / / IVH(x,t)-VH(0,s)| |L(x)|dxdfds P(dH) < 00, (6.4)
HJR2M Jo Jo
where L was defined by (3.4). Then the map H +— qu(O) is in 5_1 P):

A A{Zd (6" (x) = x) - ™ ()] |L(x)| dx P(dH) < o0. (6.5)

(vi) If H € C*(£) and V H is almost periodic, then f(qSH) is almost periodic.

(vii) Assume that H € C*(¢) and H is quasiperiodic i.e. we can find an integer N > n, a
1-periodic function

KRN - R,
amatrix A € RN and w € RN, such that
H(x,t) = H(x,t,w) = K(Og,w,1).
(Here ®, denotes the translation of RV .) Assume that the null set of A is trivial:
Ax=0 =— x=0.

Then F (¢>H ) is quasiperiodic; there exists a continuous 1-periodic function ¢ :
RN — R such that

F(o")(x) = ¢(Oarw).
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Proof. (i) This is an immediate consequence of the fact that if y(-) is an orbit of Xg, g,
then

x() =6ay() =y()+a
is an orbit of X .

(ii) Let us write By = B;(0) for the ball of radius ¢ that is centered at the origin. Since

1
¢1H(x)—x=/ JVH (¢ (x),1) dt,
0

we have

1
/(qbf’(x)—x)dx:/ J/ VH (¢ (x), 1) dx dt
By 0 By

1
2/ J/ VH(x,t)dx dt. (6.6)
0 H(By)

Note that since

|/ (x) — x| < tsup|VH]
< [[Hlle

€0,

fort € [0, 1], we have
Bi—cy C &1 (Be) C Bragy-

From this and (6.6) we learn
‘/ (o1 (x) — x) dx
B¢

1 1
/ J/ VH(x,t)dxdt +/ / IVH (x,t)| dx dt
0 By 0 By \Be—cq
1

< / J H(x,t)v(x) o(dx) dt
0 9By

<

+Co |BZ+C() \ BZ—C() |

X

L+co

< coo (8Bg) + co/ o(0B,) dr

L—cq

N

oo (3B1) (€271 +2¢0 (£ +co)* 1)

<
< 1029711 + ¢)24*

where

X
v(ix) = —
| x|
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is the outward unit normal at x € 0By, o (dx) denotes the 2d — 1-surface measure on
0By, and ¢ is a constant that depends on d only. Hence, by stationarity of PP,

‘ / ¢{’(0)P<dH)‘=‘ f |:|Be|_1 / (65 (x) — x) dx} P(dH)‘
H H By

<ort! / (1+ [ Hle)) " P@H),
H

for a constant ¢;. We now send ¢ — oo to complete the proof.

(iii) Evidently,
1
|®" (x) — x| < ’/ JVH @ (x),5)ds| < €.
0

On the other hand, if
V(x,t) = JD*H(¢ (x),1), A(x,1) = Do} (x),
then
A(x, 1) = V(x,)A(x, 1),

which leads to the identity

9]

A(x, 1) =1+Z/ Vi, t)... Ve, ) dt ... dt,
1 J Ak
where
A ={,....00): 0<n <. < < 1)

From this we deduce (6.2) because |V | < £ by (6.1).

(iv) Note that if H € £2(¢), then (6.1) implies that the Lipschitz constant of the vector
field JV H is at most £. Using this, we can write,
d —lt| 4 H' H —Lt
e w0 =9l ] <e
— te™ o/ (x) — ¢/ ()]

<e " [IVH@ @) 0 = IVHG! (0).1)|

IVH @ (), 1) — IVH@! (x), z)'

+e U VH = VH||co — te™ o (x) — o (x)|
<e Y| VH' — VH||co.

Integrating both sides with respect to ¢ yields
e o™ (1) = ¢ W] < IVH = VH|co,

which in (6.3).
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(v) By stationarity, the left-hand side of (6.5) equals to

1

[B1(0)] /|a51 fH/RM
5o Lo )
B Jigj<1 S Jra

|L(x —a)| dx da P(dH)

1 1 1
g -
[B1(0)] ./7.1/(; ./0 [agl [1;&%

|[L(x —a)| dx da dt ds P(dH),

(" () —x) - (¢"(a) — a)‘ |L(x — a)| dxda P(dH)

1 1
(/ X(¢,”<x),z)dt-f X<¢§’(a>,s)ds>‘
0 0

VH(g! (0).1) - VH@! (@), )

where X (x,t) = JVH (x, t). We now make a (volume preserving) change of variable

0.2 = (¢ %), 9 (@),

for the dxda integration to rewrite the last expressions as

1 1l
VH(y,t)-VH(z,
[B1(0)] /;1[) /0 /¢,{’(B1(0)) fde| (v, 1) (z,5)]

X|L (Wi (y) — ¥5(2))| dy dz dr ds P(dH),

where 1 is the inverse of ¢/7. This expression is bounded above by

1 1 1
VH(y,t)-VH(z,
B1(O)] /H/O /0 /l;m(O) ~/H;2d | .0 (@ 9l

X|L(¥:(y) — ¥5(2))| dy dz dr ds P(dH),

because

?H (B1(0)) C Bs1(0),

P-almost surely by (6.1). Observe that ¥ is the flow of the Hamiltonian ODE associated
with JV H with time reversed. So using (6.1),

(Y (y) =yl Is(2) — 2z < €,
P-almost surely, for y, z € R ands,t € [0, 1]. As a result,
1
y—zl>4 = |yi()—¥:@)|=1ly—zl—20> Elx =yl (6.7)

We now assume that d > 1 so that L(x) is given by a constant multiple of |x|>~2“. From
of this, and (6.7), we learn that the left-hand side of (6.5) is bounded above by

A1+ Ay,
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where

1 1 ,l
- VH(y,t)-VH(z,
|B1<0)|fH/o /o /E@' (v.1) - VH(z, 9)|

|L(¥:(y) — ¥s(2))| dy dz dz ds P(dH),
1 1 1
A2=Co—//// / VH(y.1)- VH(z. )
B1O)| JrJo Jo JBp ) JrR
|L(y — )| dy dz dr ds P(dH),
for a constant cq, and
Eq={0,0eR™: |y <t+1, |y—z| <2¢}.

By stationarity of P,

1 1 1
= VH(y —2z,t)-VH(O,
0 |B1(O)|/H/0 ./0 me<0>/de' 0 =20 VEQO,5)]

|L(y — 2)| dy dz dt ds P(dH)

_ |Bl+1(0)|
~ B0 /f / /R IVH(x, 1) VH(0,5)|

|L(x)| dx dt ds P(dH),

and this is finite by our assumption (6.4). It remains to show A < oco. Indeed from our
assumption, (6.1) holds P-almost surely, which yields the bound

A1 < L — Yy dy dz P(dH).
1 |B1<0)|/H/E(‘ () — ¥5()| dy dz P(dH)

We make the change of variable

(x,a) =W (y,2) = (v (), ¥5(2)),

to rewrite the integral as

/ // |L(x —a)| dx da P(dH).
HJ JW(Ey)

W(Er) C B2gy1(0) x Byagy1(0).

Using (6.1), we have

From this and local integrability of L(x) we deduce that A < oo.
The case d = 1 can be treated in a similar fashion.

(vi) Let us write
OH) ={0,H: acec ]R”},
OH) = {0,¢" : a e R"}.
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By part (i), we know
G(OH)) = O(H). (6.8)
If H € C*>(¢) and V H is almost periodic, then
O(H) C C*(V),

and O(V H) is precompact with respect to C-topology. From this and (6.8) we deduce
the precompactness of O(H). Since

oo —0,0" =0, F (") — 6y F (™),

we deduce the precompactness of the set {90 F(o™) } As aconsequence, the map F (¢H )
is almost periodic.

(vii) Set ¢ (w) = qﬁtH G (0). We claim that ¢ is periodic. Observe that if x(¢) solves the
ODE

@) =JVHx@),t) = JA*VK(w+ Ax(t),1), x(0) =0,
then w(t) := w + Ax(t) satisfies
() = AJA*VK (o(1), t).
From this we learn that if 1, is the flow of the vector field
X := AJA*VK,
then
V(@) =0+ A ¢ 0) = 0+ AL (w).

Since X is periodic, we learn that F (1/;) = ¥, —id is periodic by part (i). Hence A¢; (w)
is periodic. Since A has a trivial null space, we deduce that ¢; is periodic. On the other
hand,

110 () —x = (0,07 0)(0) = (")) = ($7C") (0)
={1(0xw) = ¢1(w+ Ax) =: {(w + Ax).

From this, and the periodicity of ¢, we deduce the quasiperiodicity of the left-hand
side. O
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6.1. Proof of Theorem 2.6. We are now ready to offer a more precise statement of
Theorem 2.6 and give a proof.

Theorem 6.2. Assume that H(x,t, w) = K(®ayw, 1), fora leunction K:TVNxT —
R. Let P denotes the Lebesgue measure on TV, and assume K € CZ(Z), for some
£ € (0,log?2), and that (6.4) holds. Then the set

fx e R : ¢"00)(x) = x},

is of positive (possibly infinite) density, P-almost surely.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that the conditions of Theorem 5.1 hold true for
D (x, w) = 9" (x).

These conditions have been verified in Propositions 6.1, parts (i)—(iii), (v), (vii). |

Remark 6.3. As we discussed in Example 3.6, a Diophantine-type condition on A, and
the existence of certain number of derivatives of the function K would guarantee the
validity of (6.4) for the corresponding Hamiltonian function H in the quasiperiodic
setting of Theorem 6.2.
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Appendix: The 2 Dimensional Case: Random Poincaré-Birkhoff Theorem

To put in context the stochastic Conley-Zehnder theory we develop in this paper, we very
briefly review the simpler case of stochastic symplectic maps in dimension 2. In order
to describe our results, let us write, following [PR], 7 for the space of area preserving
twist maps. Let 7 be the space of maps

F:(A=Rx[-1,1) > A
such that if
¢(F)(q, p) :=(q,0)+ F(q, p),

then ¢(F) € T. Consider the operator £ : 7 — T which send F to F = £(F). So we
have a family of shifts

{‘L’a T > T : aeR},
defined by 7, F(q, p) = F(q +a, p). Forany F € T we write
Fix(F) = {x eA: F(x) = x}.
Also, with a slight abuse of notation we write t, instead of
T A={x: x+ae€A}.
We then have the trivial commutative relationship
7,Fix(¢(F)) = Fix(¢(7, F)). (7.1)

Furthermore, we adopt the following notations and terminologies: we denote by M7,
the space of

F=(0,P)eT
with the property that for every ¢ we have that the function f: [—1, 1] — R defined by
f(p) :== Q(q, p) isincreasing; we denote by M7, the space of £(F), with F € M7,;
we denote by M7__ the space of F such that F~! € MT,; the elements of M7, are the
positive monotone twist maps; the elements of M7_ are the negative monotone twist

maps; a fixed point x = (¢, p) of F(-, -): S — S is of + (respectively —) type if the
eigenvalues of dF (g, p) are positive (respectively negative); finally we write

Fix4(F) = {x € Fix(F) : xisof £ type}.
For any F = {(F) € MT, there is a scalar-valued function

G(q, Q) =G(q, O; F)

such that

F(q.—Y4(q. @) = (Q.,Go(q. Q). (7.2)

Due to the existence of boundary conditions for

F(g,p)=(P(q,p), O, p)),



35 Page 58 of 61 A. Pelayo, F. Rezakhanlou

we only need to define G(g, Q) for (g, Q) such that Q(g, —1) < Q < Q(q, +1). This
means in particular that ¥ (¢; F) := G(q, q; F) is well defined. By (7.1),

V(s taF) =t (5 F).

In [PR, Theorem B] we saw that if Q is a translation invariant ergodic probability
measure on (7, F) satisfying that

QM) = 1

then all the sets Fixy (E(F )) are nonempty with probability one with respect to Q.
Moreover, also with probability one, if the random pair

d P d? P
(@‘W(q’ )a @W(q, )) 5

has a probability density p(a, b; Iz“ ) (which is independent of ¢ due to the translation
invariance), then the sets Fix+ (Z(F )) have positive density A4 given by

o
Ay = f [/ bEp(0, b; F) db:| Q(dF).
—00
Now denote by €2 the space of functions w: R> — R such that w(g, a) > 0 for
a>0,w(g,0) =0, and,
n(q; w) = inf{a | w(g,a) =2} < oo,
for every ¢g. Define

1 [na:o)
07 (q;w) = 5/0 w(gq,a)da — n(q; w);

G(q, Q;0) =w(g,Q—q— 0 (q;)).

Denote by €21 the space of all w € Q satisfying that G, (g, Q; w) < O forevery (¢, Q).
In [PR, Theorem C] we proved that for each w € €2 there is a unique function F(-, - o)
such that if

then (7.2) holds for G(¢q, Q) = G(q, QO; w), that is given by
o
G(q, Q; w) =/ w(q,a)da —(Q — q).
q+0~(q;0)
Moreover, we proved that if

Taw(q,v) = w(g +a,v)

then we have that

F(\ 5 tq0) = T, F (-, - o).
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To continue the discussion of results on the 2-dimensional case let 2, denote the set
C? Hamiltonian functions w (g, p, t) with the property that they have uniformly bounded
second derivatives and such that +w,(g, £1,¢) > 0 and wy(q, £1,1) = 0. lf w € 22
let

a0 (g, p,1) = w(g +a, p,1)
as before, and also let
¢(q. p)
be the flow of the corresponding Hamiltonian system
G =wp(g.p.1), p=—wy(q, p.1).
One can show that if

F'(q. p; ®) = ¢°(q. p)

and
F'(q, p; @) = ¢{°(q, p) — (¢, 0)
then
F'(, o) eT
and

F'(q, p; taw) = 1. F'(q, p; 0).

With this in mind, we proved in [PR, Theorem D] that if P is a r-invariant ergodic
probability measure IP on €2, then for every ¢+ > 0 we have that

P#Fix(F (-, -,; w)) = 00) = 1.

Denote by C([0, 1]; 7) the space of C' maps y : [0, 1] — T for which £(y (0)) is
the identity. The operator 7 on 7T induces a new operator (denoted in the same way) on
C([0, 1]; T) defined by

(Tay) () = Ta(y (1)).

We know that if IP is a stationary ergodic measure on €2 then
w > (F'(q. p:o) =¢(q. p) — (q.0) : 1 €[0,1]),

pushes forward P onto a stationary ergodic probability measure Q on C([0, 1]; 7). The
converse also holds; a stationary ergodic probability measure Q on C([0, 1]; 7) always
comes from a unique a stationary ergodic measure P on €25.

Let Q be a stationary ergodic measure on 7. A natural question is whether we can
find a stationary ergodic measure Q on C([0, 1]; T) such that Q s the push forward of Q
under the time-1 map 71 : C([0, 1]; Ty > T (by time-1 map we mean 1y = y(1)).
In order to discuss this question let D denote the space of diffeomorphisms F : A — A.
We also denote by D the space of functions F with the property that £(F) € D.
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Let Q be a stationary ergodic measure on C([0, 1]; D). In [PR] we called Q regular
if

[ s [0l + ey @l + oy o] ] o) < oc.

t€l0,1]

Here || - || oo denotes the L norm and y (¢) and dy (¢) denote the derivatives of y (t) with
respect to ¢ and x = (¢, p), and

1 1
5/ [ | detaroia. dp} Qwy) = I:
forall ¢ € [0, 1]. B

If we start with a stationary ergodic measure Q on 7, in [PR, Theorem E] we proved
that if there exists a regular stationary ergodic measure Q on C([0, 1]; D), such that Qis
the push forward of Q under the time-1 map 771y := y (1), then there is another stationary
ergodic measure Q' on C([0, 1]; 7) with the property that Q is the push forward of Q
under ;.

Finally, our paper [PR] concluded by showing that if PP is a t-invariant ergodic
probability measure P on €, and F = F! is as in the result we described earlier, then
there exists [PR, Theorem E] a deterministic integer N > 0 and area-preserving random
twists Fj, 0 < j < N, such that for P almost all w € 27, we have a decomposition:

F(,,a))ZFN(,,a))OOFZ(,,(I))OF](,,C())OF()(,,C()),

where the map F; is positive monotone if j is an odd integer, F; is negative monotone
if j is an even integer, and

Fi(q, p; Taw) = 1. Fj(q, p; ®)

for every j.
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