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Conventional classification of dynamical phenomena is based on universal hydrodynamic relax-
ation characterized by algebraic dynamical exponents and asymptotic scaling of the dynamical
structure factor. This work uncovers a novel type of dynamical universality reflected in statistical
properties of macroscopic fluctuating observables such as the transmitted charge. By considering a
general class of one-dimensional single-file systems (meaning that particle crossings are prohibited)
of interacting hardcore charged particles, we demonstrate that stringent dynamical constraints give
rise to universal anomalous statistics of cumulative charge currents manifested both on the timescale
characteristic of typical fluctuations and also in the rate function describing rare events. By comput-
ing the full counting statistics of net transferred charge between two extended subsystems, we estab-
lish a number of unorthodox dynamical properties in an analytic fashion. Most prominently, typical
fluctuations in equilibrium are governed by a universal distribution that markedly deviates from the
expected Gaussian statistics, whereas large fluctuations are described by an exotic large-deviation
rate function featuring an exceptional triple critical point. Far from equilibrium, competition be-
tween dynamical phases leads to dynamical phase transitions of first and second order. Despite
dynamical criticality, we find the large-deviation rate function of the joint particle-charge transfer
obeys the fluctuation relation. Curiously, the univariate charge-current rate function experiences
a spontaneous breaking of fluctuation symmetry upon varying the particle and charge densities in
a nonequilibrium initial state. The rich phenomenology of the outlined dynamical universality is
exemplified on an exactly solvable classical cellular automaton of charged hardcore particles. We
determine the dynamical phase diagram in the framework of Lee–Yang’s theory of phase transitions
and exhibit a hyper-dimensional diagram of distinct dynamical regimes.

CONTENTS

I. Introduction 1

II. Setting and background 4
A. Representative models 6
B. Full counting statistics 7
C. Multivariate fluctuation relation 9
D. Central Limit Theorem 10

III. Summary of the results 10
A. Large fluctuations: the dressing formalism 15

1. Dressing the particle rate function 15
2. Dressing the moment generating function 17

B. Universal anomalous fluctuations in
equilibrium 17

C. Dynamical phases 19

IV. Hardcore cellular automaton 20
A. Particle fluctuations 20
B. Joint particle-charge fluctuations 20
C. Anomalous charge fluctuations 21
D. Fluctuation symmetry 23

1. Multivariate fluctuation relation 23
2. Spontaneous breaking of the univariate

fluctuation relation 23
E. Phase diagrams 25

V. Technical background 28

A. Exact full counting statistics 28
1. Localization 28
2. Scaled cumulants 29
3. Typical fluctuations 30

B. Dressing the particle rate function 30
C. The Lee–Yang theory 33

1. Contour representation 33
2. Phase boundaries and the Stokes

phenomenon 33
3. Equilibrium and exceptional triple point 34

VI. Conclusion 37

A. Dressing the moment generating function 39

B. Fluctuations at equal densities 40

References 41

I. INTRODUCTION

The core question in the area of statistical physics is
to explain how irreversible phenomenological laws of na-
ture emerge out of microscopic, often highly complex,
time-reversible microscopic laws of motion. An over-
arching goal is to reconcile all our empirical observa-
tions within a common quantitative mathematical frame-
work. In this regard, fluctuations theorems offer many
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invaluable insights into the foundational aspects of sta-
tistical mechanics. One of the general and well-known
principles in nonequilibrium physics is the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem (FDT), relating fluctuations in ther-
mal equilibrium to how a system responds to small exter-
nal perturbations. Another profound, albeit somewhat
less known, symmetry principle concerns relative prob-
abilities of time-averaged entropy production far away
from equilibrium where the condition of detailed balance
is no longer satisfied. Specifically, it asserts that the ra-
tio between the probabilities of observing a positive pro-
duction rate σS and a negative rate of the same mag-
nitude takes a universal form, exponential in the rate
σS [1]. To phrase it simply, observing a flow of entropy
opposite to what the second law of thermodynamics dic-
tates becomes exponentially unlikely. This fundamental
law, known as the transient fluctuation theorem (or the
finite-time Evans–Searles symmetry [2, 3]), is universally
obeyed in dynamical systems with time-reversal invariant
(TRI) evolution laws.

In the context of (quasi)stationary current-carrying
steady states, there is an emergent symmetry princi-
ple that concerns the structure of temporal fluctuations
of macroscopic charge transfer at late times, originally
empirically discovered in shear fluids in Ref. [4]. Af-
terwards, Gallavotti and Cohen [5] provided a rigorous
derivation for a certain class of strongly chaotic dynami-
cal systems known as Anosov systems (on compact man-
ifolds). Building on the results of [6], the Gallavotti–
Cohen relation (GCR) has soon afterwards been estab-
lished in Ref. [7] as a general property of finite-state
irreducible and aperiodic (ergodic and mixing) Markov
chains. The GCR is a symmetry that emerges in nonequi-
librium states at late times and, unlike the transient fluc-
tuation theorem, is generally not valid at finite times.
As an introduction to the subject, we can recommend
Ref. [8], while more comprehensive and technical exposi-
tions can be found in Refs. [9–13].

Anomalous transport. The study of nonequilibrium
phenomena in many-body systems is currently an ac-
tive area of theoretical research. The interest has been
greatly amplified in recent years thanks to many ma-
jor experimental advancements in the fields of quan-
tum optics and cold atoms [14–18]. While in generic
ergodic many-body systems, the focus has traditionally
been on developing efficient numerical tools for comput-
ing frequency-resolved conductivities associated with lo-
cal conserved charges such as energy, particle number,
magnetization etc, in recent years, the focus of attention
has shifted to non-ergodic phenomena in one-dimensional
quantum and classical many-body systems. Particularly,
integrable models exhibit anomalous relaxation to gener-
alized Gibbs ensembles [19, 20] and, owing to long-lived
ballistic quasiparticle excitations [21–24], feature anoma-
lous transport properties such as finite Drude weights [25]
or superdiffusive transport of nonabelian charges [26–30]
reviewd in [31]. Presence of weak integrability-breaking
interactions [32–34] is not always sufficient to restore nor-

mal transport properties [35–37], see Ref. [38] for a re-
view. There are other types types of mechanisms that
lead to ergodicity breaking, such as e.g. kinetic constraint
[39–42] or strong disorder, leading either to a slowdown
or a completely inhibited transport.

Our current understanding of transport phenomena is
largely centered around the framework of linear response
theory. In our view, the reason is mainly two-fold. On
the one hand, numerically extracting information beyond
two-point dynamical correlation functions such as e.g.
the full counting statistics (FCS) is a daunting challenge.
On the other hand, large-deviation rate functions are,
besides being extremely hard to probe experimental, be-
lieved to be non-universal objects. In this paper, our goal
is to demonstrate that

the notion of dynamical universality reaches
beyond asymptotic scaling of dynamical struc-
ture factors,

quantified by algebraic dynamical exponents and scaling
functions.

To corroborate our claim, we introduce a general class
of non-ergodic one-dimensional systems of interacting
charged particles that display universal properties at
the fluctuating level, irrespectively of the algebraic dy-
namical exponent. On the one hand, we establish that
the distribution of the cumulative charge current com-
puted in equilibrium without charge bias is distinctly
non-Gaussian (including for charge dynamics with a dif-
fusive dynamical exponent) and rigorously derive its uni-
versal form that only depends on the scaling variable.
Other universal properties are only manifested far from
equilibrium. This requires computing the large-deviation
rate function (encoding probabilities of exponentially
rare events) and analyzing its analytic structure, where
we encounter several dynamical regimes. The outlined
anomalous statistical properties are unrelated to integra-
bility but rather stem from strongly broken ergodicity
due to exponential foliation (or ‘fragmentation’) of the
classical many-body phase space.

Large deviation principle. Fluctuating space-time
trajectories can be, broadly speaking, divided into two
types. When measuring the total charge transferred
through the origin, typical deviations from the mean

value are of the order O(
√
t1/z), corresponding to stan-

dard deviation of the dynamical process (with dynam-
ical exponent z which governs the relaxation timescale
of small perturbations in equilibrium). By contrast, the
probability of observing atypically large fluctuations de-
cays to zero (exponentially) at large times. In quan-
titative terms, large deviations of the order O(tα) (for
α > 1/2z) are expected to obey the so-called large de-
viation principle (LDP) [43–45], asserting that probabil-
ities of such atypical events satisfy an asymptotic law
of the form P(j) � exp [−tα I(j)], where j = t−α J(t) is
the rescaled current and I(j) is the large-deviation rate
function (LDF) [43].
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The Gallavotti–Cohen relation manifests itself as a
particular type of inversion symmetry for the probabili-
ties of such rare events. In equilibrium, there is no direc-
tionality and hence we simply have that P(j) = P(−j).
Quite strikingly, the ratio of probabilities P(j)/P(−j)
tends to a universal function for asymptotically large
times even away from equilibrium (i.e. in the absence
of local detailed balance) under fairly general conditions
provided that the microscopic evolution law exhibits
time-reversal symmetry. In this view, the Gallavotti–
Cohen fluctuation symmetry may be regarded as a nat-
ural extension of the second law of thermodynamics
away from equilibrium. In equilibrium, one recovers the
Green–Kubo fluctuation-dissipation relation and the On-
sager reciprocal relations [7, 13].

Beyond Macroscopic Fluctuation Theory. Accessing
dynamical properties beyond the linear response regime
by direct simulations is very demanding or even pro-
hibitively difficult in practice. To bypass this obstacle,
one commonly resorts to the formalism of Macroscopic
Fluctuation Theory (MFT) [46, 47]. Over the years MFT
has established itself as a highly versatile theoretical tool
for predicting statistical properties of fluctuating macro-
scopic quantities in generic diffusive (mesoscopic or ex-
tended) particle-conserving systems. One may regard it
as a phenomenological extension of Fick’s law promoted
to the level of fluctuating space-time trajectories.

Within the scope of MFT, statistical properties of
large fluctuations associated with the transferred charge
are generated by variational optimization of a universal
functional that is fully determined by the linear-response
data. The saddle-point equations can be cast as a pair
of coupled Hamiltonian PDEs. The MFT field equations
do not in general admit an analytic solution and cur-
rently there is only a few exactly solvable instances, such
as noninteracting random walkers, the simple asymmet-
ric exclusion process [48] and the KMP model [49–51].
By assuming time-stationary of the optimal trajectories
(equivalent to demanding that the LDF obeys the so-
called additivity principle [52–56]), the MFT field equa-
tions simplify quite dramatically.

There are nonetheless several limitations of the MFT
approach. To begin with, the MFT effective action
has been originally proposed to capture fluctuations
in ergodic and stochastic many-body systems governed
by Markovian evolution laws with a single local con-
served quantity. Apart from very recent attempts as
e.g. Ref. [57], systems with multiple coupled conserva-
tion laws have so far remained virtually unexplored. In
addition, applicability of MFT technique hinges on a set
of underlying assumptions that may sometimes be vio-
lated. In fact, a violations of the GCR has already been
demonstrated in a number of instances: in non-ergodic
Markov chains or Markov chains with absorbing states
[58], in Markov processes on semi-infinite lattices [59]
or with unbounded local state spaces, and in zero-range
processes [60, 61] featuring the condensation transition.
The fluctuation symmetry was also found to break down

in memory-dependent (i.e. non-Markovian) systems [62],
alongside other examples [63].

Fluctuation theorem in deterministic systems. Using
that fluctuation relations rely fundamentally only on
time-reversibility of the microscopic evolution laws (and
not on noise, for example), one expects them to remain
valid in deterministic dynamical many-body systems as
well. In comparison to stochastic dynamical systems,
statistical properties of fluctuating macroscopic quanti-
ties in deterministic dynamical many-body systems are
much less explored. One the major stumbling block is
that computing the FCS in generic, ergodic interacting
deterministic systems posits a formidable challenge.

The FCS has nevertheless been computed analyti-
cally in a wide array of deterministic systems governed
by time-reversible microscopic evolution laws, predom-
inantly in the domain of noninteracting exactly solv-
able models including, among others, the transverse Ising
chain [64], coupled harmonic oscillators [65], the free
Dirac theory [66], two-dimensional conformal field the-
ories [67, 68], the XX quantum chain [69] and the free
fermionic chain [70], boundary-driven free fermions [71]
and interacting quantum spin chains weakly coupled to
Lindbladian baths [72]. These models permit an explicit
validation of the GCR. More recently, pivotal progress
has been made in certain simple interacting exactly solv-
able classical cellular automata [73–75]. Moreover, a gen-
eral approach for computing the exact FCS in ballistic
systems has been developed in a series of papers [76–78],
formulated in the language of generalized hydrodynamics
(GHD) [21, 22]. The GCR has been explicitly verified to
hold in the classical interacting hard-rod gas and in the
quantum Lieb–Liniger model. The GCR has also been
recently derived within the so-called ballistic MFT ap-
proach in Ref. [79]. The main upshot here is that GCR
is seemingly immune to the lack of ergodicity, in contrast
with other fundamental principles of statistical physics
(such as absence of thermalization, for example).

A general and rigorous proof of the fluctuation theorem
in deterministic TRI systems is, to the best of authors’
knowledge, still lacking. Besides the pioneering work [5],
it is worth highlighting the scattering theory approach
to the fluctuation relation developed in Ref. [80], which
establishes the GCR (associated with transmission of en-
ergy and charge) in infinitely extended Hamiltonian dy-
namical systems with time-reversal invariant dynamics.
Even though Ref. [80] does not invoke ergodicity or make
other assumptions on the underlying dynamics, there is
nevertheless a loophole in the proof. The derivation in
Ref. [80] rests on an assumption that the generating func-
tion for the FCS of the transmitted charge is an every-
where differentiable function of the counting field. It is
well known that this technical condition is not fulfilled
in systems that can sustain first-order dynamical phase
transitions [81–85]. In fact, dynamical phase transitions
(DPTs) are known to ruin the additivity property, and
thus the GCR could be in jeopardy. While dynamical
phase transitions can indeed arise from the MFT func-
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tional [86] (commonly associated with time-dependent
optimal fluctuating trajectories leading to emergent self-
organizing coherent patterns), a detailed analysis shows
that critical points are always produced in pairs [87–89],
thereby leaving the GCR intact [87, 90, 91]. By contrast,
in this work we shall discuss dynamical phase transitions
of fundamentally different kind that cannot be captured
with the the standard framework of the MFT.

Spontaneous breaking of fluctuation symmetry. This
work is devoted to a specific class of one-dimensional in-
teracting single-file systems of hardcore particles with in-
ternal (charge) degrees of freedom. Owing to the single-
file property, particles are purely reflective, i.e. their
worldlines never cross. A particularly simple realization
of such dynamics is a classical reversible deterministic cel-
lular automaton describing interacting charged particles.
In our previous work [74], we have computed the exact
FCS of the transferred charge in equilibrium ensembles
where, remarkably, we discovered a non-Gaussian proba-
bility distribution of charge-current fluctuations. There,
we attributed this to the absence of sufficient ‘regularity
conditions’. It this paper, we further advance this view
and gain a more comprehensive understanding behind
such unorthodox behavior. More importantly, we go on
to demonstrate that consequences of the lack of regular-
ity are even more pronounced away from equilibrium.

It is worth emphasizing that the single-file property
not only renders the dynamics (strongly) non-ergodic
but additionally, as we explain subsequently, allows for
dynamical phase transitions between distinct competing
dynamical phases. For this reason, and due to the lack of
differentiability of the LDF, the validity of the universal
fluctuation relations could be questioned.

By explicitly computing the full counting statistics
of joint particle-current fluctuations we uncover two re-
markable properties:

(A) Provided that the univariate particle LDF obeys
the GCR, we find that the joint LDF invariably
obeys the fluctuation symmetry. It is remarkable
that the symmetry persists even for non-convex or
non-differentiable LDFs resulting from dynamical
phase transition of first or second order, respectively
(which, to our knowledge, does not follow from any
general formal proof).

(B) The univariate LDF associated to the charge cur-
rent exhibits an intricate, highly complex structure
and, more strikingly, generically undergoes a sponta-
neous breaking of the univariate (Gallavotti–Cohen)
fluctuation relation (UFR). The word ‘spontaneous’
signifies that violation occurs at the level of ensemble
averages upon varying the control parameters such
as e.g. the particle and charge densities (as opposed
to explicit breaking of microscopic reversibility).

We wish to emphasize that time-reversal invariance of
microscopic dynamics alone is not sufficient to guarantee
the Gallavotti–Cohen symmetry of the univariate LDFs.

This has been confirmed in numerous explicit examples
of stochastic systems with two coupled currents, for ex-
ample in molecular motors [92, 93]. In our models, the
situation is markedly different. While (by assumption)
the univariate GCR is always satisfied for particle dy-
namics, the univariate GCR of transported charge only
holds in certain region of the parameter space bounded
by the (dynamical) critical manifolds.

The class of models we consider have not yet, to the
best of our knowledge, been investigated previously in
the literature. We shall demonstrate that, owing to the
distinct lack of ergodicity, the models reveal a univer-
sal, hitherto undisclosed, non-ergodic behaviour beyond
the conventional approaches (such as MFT), including
universal non-Gaussian probability distribution of (typ-
ical) charge-current fluctuations, coexistence of dynam-
ical phases and novel types of dynamical phase transi-
tions, distinct ‘dynamical regimes’, and emergence of ex-
ceptional critical points. We guide the reader through
the multifaceted phenomenology of the novel dynamical
universality while systematically uncovering the math-
ematical underpinnings behind the symmetry-breaking
mechanism.

Outline. The paper is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion II we first introduce a novel class of classical one-
dimensional systems comprising of hard-core interacting
particles carrying internal degrees of freedom that are
subjected to a non-crossing (i.e. single-file) constraint. To
set the stage we proceed by outlining the general setting
which includes a quick introduction into the basic con-
cepts of the large-deviation principle and the Gallavotti–
Cohen relation. For concreteness, we also briefly discuss
two simple representative examples. Section III contains
an exposition of our main results. We open the section
by a non-technical overview of the most salient universal
features and subsequently zero in on various aspects. We
first outline the ‘dressing formalism’ and provide a suc-
cinct summary of key results inferred from asymptotic
analysis, independently at the level of the moment gen-
erating and large-deviation rate functions. We close the
section by discussing several remarkable interrelated fea-
tures, including universal non-Gaussian fluctuations in
equilibrium and several competing coexisting dynamical
phases. Section IV is devoted to exhibiting our formal-
ism on a concrete model. We choose an exactly solvable
classical cellular automaton, which has a remarkably sim-
ple (analytic) structure. In Section V we spell out the
derivations and supply additional technical details. In
Section VI we conclude by summarizing the key results
and briefly discuss why our results can be likely further
generalized by relaxing the underlying assumptions.

II. SETTING AND BACKGROUND

We begin by outlining the general setting and intro-
ducing the basic concepts of fluctuation theory. Once
the stage has been set, we shall proceed with a concise
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summary of the main results and discuss the key physical
features.

We specialize this study exclusively to classical dynam-
ical systems of interacting distinguishable particles in one
spatial dimension that conserve the number of particles.
Let accordingly x` = x`(t) label the trajectory of the `-th
particle and x(t) = (x1(t), x2(t), . . . , xQp(t)) be the posi-
tion vector of Qp particles at time t. Space and time can
be continuous or discrete (our main working example,
introduced below in Sec. II A, is however a fully discrete
model). In addition, particles carry discrete internal de-
grees of freedom c`, e.g. charge or color, which for sim-
plicity we assume to be binary, c` ∈ Z2. Charges can be
assigned to particles in an unconstrained manner.

The dynamics can be either deterministic (not neces-
sarily Hamiltonian) or stochastic. In deterministic mod-
els, dynamics of particles is governed by the time-local
bijective phase-space mapping (propagator) Ut, formally
expressed as x(t) = Ut ◦ x(0), that constitutes a group,
Ut+t′ = Ut ◦ Ut′ , for both continuous (t ∈ R) or discrete
(t ∈ Z) times; in the discrete time case the dynamics
corresponds to iteration of the one-step propagator U1.
For definiteness, we shall confine ourselves to dynamical
systems with short range interaction.

More importantly, we now impose two additional dy-
namical constraints:

(I) single-file condition: particles are not al-
lowed to jump across (or pass by) one another,
meaning that their trajectories are subject to
the ordering condition

x`−1(t) < x`(t) (1)

at all times t and for all ` ∈ {2, . . . , Qp}.

(II) charge inertness: charge degrees of freedom
remain attached to particles at all times and
have no dynamics of their own. Therefore, the
c` carried by `-th particle does not depend on
time and the total charge is conserved. Equip-
ping particles with charges does not affect the
underlying dynamics of particles governed by
the propagator Ut.

In conjunction the properties (I) and (II) imply that
any configuration of charges c = (c1, c2, . . . , cQp) in an
initial configuration remains preserved throughout the
time evolution. In this view, interaction among the
charged particles can be regarded as ‘purely reflective’.
Inertness of charge can be also perceived as an extreme
version of ‘charge separation’ with trivial (charge) dy-
namics.

Neglecting the internal degrees of freedom, condition
(I) is the defining property of the so-called single-file dy-
namics (see e.g. Refs. [94–97] discussing exact FCS), re-

ferring in general to quasi-1D systems of particles clogged
in a narrow channel (so that they are unable to over-
take each other). Conservation of the initial charge pat-
tern implies that the entire phase space foliates into 2Qp

dynamical subsectors, closely related to the notion of
Hilbert space fragmentation studied in the context of cer-
tain non-ergodic quantum dynamics [39, 98].

Separation of charge from matter permits us to inte-
grate out the charge degrees of freedom in an exact an-
alytic fashion and will thus be of pivotal importance for
computing the moment generating function (MGF) en-
coding the statistics of charge transfer.

Time-reversal symmetry. We additionally demand
the time evolution to be time-reversible: in determin-
istic dynamics, this requires an involutive phase-space
mapping Θ such that

Θ ◦ Ut = U−t ◦Θ. (2)

In stochastic systems, described by a master equation
dPt/dt = MPt with Markov operator M , TRI follows
directly from detailed balance (see e.g. [99])

M (C,C ′)Peq(C ′) = M (C ′, C)Peq(C), (3)

where C describes the complete configuration of the sys-
tem (phase space point), e.g. C = (x, c), and M(C ′, C)dt
is the probability of transition C → C ′ during dt and
Peq is the stationary probability measure, (d/dt)Peq = 0,
representing e.g. the Gibbs equilibrium state, Peq '
exp (−β E(C)). By virtue of detailed balance, the prob-
ability of finding a ‘forward’ trajectory C→(t) is equal
to that of the time-reversed trajectory C←(t), that is
P(C→(t)) = P(C←(t)).

Grand-canonical equilibrium. The total particle num-
ber and total charge, denoted by Qp =

∑
` 1 and Qc =∑

` c` respectively, are two general conserved quanti-
ties of our models (expressible as spatial sums of local
densities). There could in principle be additional lo-
cal conservation laws, which nevertheless have no im-
pact on our findings. By coupling the two conserved
charges to chemical potentials βp and βc, we consider
grand-canonical ensembles corresponding to the station-
ary measure Pgc = Z−1 exp (βpQp + βcQc), normalized
by partition sum Z. Since both conserved quantities
Qp,c represent homogeneous sums of local (one-site) den-
sities, the partition sum factorizes into one-body terms
Z = ZN1 , Z1 = exp(feq), where feq is free energy density
per unit length,

feq(βp, βc) = log [1 + eβp(eβc + e−βc)]. (4)

For our convenience, we shall parametrize equilibrium
states by specifying averages, ρ ≡ 〈qp〉gc = ∂βpfeq, and
ρ b ≡ 〈qc〉gc = ∂βcfeq, related to chemical potentials via

βp = log

[
ρ
√

1− b2
2(1− ρ)

]
, βc =

1

2
log

[
1 + b

1− b

]
. (5)
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By inverting the second relation, we have b = tanh (βc).
The covariance matrix χ of (static) charge susceptibil-
ities is a 2 × 2 matrix with matrix elements χij =
∂βi∂βjfeq(βp, βc) (for i, j ∈ {p, c}), reading

χ =

(
χpp χpc
χcp χcc

)
=

(
ρ(1− ρ) ρ(1− ρ)b
ρ(1− ρ)b ρ− (ρb)2

)
. (6)

Full counting statistics: bipartioning protocol. There
exist two widely popular settings to compute the full
counting statistics of cumulative currents far away from
equilibrium. In the mesoscopic approach, a system of fi-
nite length is attached between two effective baths which
drive it away from equilibrium. At late times, the sys-
tem relaxes into a stationary current-carrying state, and
one can monitor the net charge transfer during a fi-
nite interval of time. To eliminate the role of stochas-
tic baths, we shall use an alternative technique. In this
work, we consider infinitely extended systems prepared
initially in a nonstationary initial state consisting of two
thermalized semi-infinite partitions joined at the origin
that are released to evolve under a TRI equation of mo-
tion. Each partition is initialized in a stationary ensemble
characterized by a finite density of particles and charge.
The density of particles in the left (right) partition is
ρ−, (ρ+) ∈ [0, 1], while ρ̄± ≡ 1 − ρ± ∈ [0, 1] are the
corresponding densities of vacant space. Similarly, we
introduce the biases b± ∈ [−1, 1], such that ρ±(1 + b±)/2
are the densities of positively charged particles in the left
or right partition.

In the general case of unequal densities and biases,
ρ− 6= ρ+ and b− 6= b+, we find a finite net current of
particles and charge flowing across the origin, leaving be-
hind an ever-expanding dynamical interface. The time-
integrated particle and charge currents will accordingly
grow as O(tα) at late times, for some (model-dependent)
algebraic dynamical exponent α ≤ 1.

A. Representative models

The entire class of models that respect the defining
conditions (I) and (II) (as specified in Sec. I) display uni-
versal anomalous fluctuations of macroscopic transferred
charge. Before summarizing our key findings in Sec. III,
we wish to emphasize that all of our main conclusion hold
irrespective of the underlying particle dynamics (apart
from minor technical assumptions to ensure that fluc-
tuations of particle trajectories behave sufficiently regu-
larly). Before delving into technical aspects, we find it
instructive to introduce two simple models that belong
to this particular class of single-file systems.

Exactly solvable hardcore charge gas. Arguably the
simplest dynamical system complying with all the above
requirements are free, ballistically propagating ‘matter’
particles that carry an internal binary (Z2) degree of free-
dom (which one may think of as charge or color). A

-2t+1 -1 0 1 2 2t
0
1
2

2t

FIG. 1. Hardcore charged gas in discrete space-time, repre-
senting a classical cellular automaton of interacting charged
particles that propagating ballistically between their colli-
sions. Scattering between positively (red) and negatively
(blue) charged particles is purely reflective, yielding the
single-file property of non-intersecting particles’ worldlines.

discrete space-time version of such a model is the hard-
core gas cellular automaton, illustrated in Fig. 1, was in-
troduced and studied initially in Ref. [100] (see also the
follow-up works [101–103]).

The Z × Z space-time lattice is occupied with one of
the three local states: a positive charge (+), a negative
charge (−), or a charge-neutral vacant site ∅. The time
evolution is realized by sequential ‘brickwork’ application
of local two-body maps given by the following rules, the
‘interaction vertex’ (qc, q

′
c)↔ (qc, q

′
c) for qc, q

′
c ∈ {+,−},

and ‘free vertex’ (∅, qc) ↔ (qc, ∅) for qc ∈ {+,−, ∅} (see
Ref. [100] for more precise definitions). The propagator
U2t, consisting of alternating odd Uo and even layers Ue

(satisfying Uo ◦ Uo = Ue ◦ Ue = Id), U2t = (Ue ◦ Uo)t,
is invariant under time-reversal, with Θ = Uo.

The model, which belongs to a family of (su-
per)integrable classical cellular automata [104], exhibits
ballistic charge transport with diffusive corrections. The
basic properties of charge transport can be inferred
from the asymptotic scaling form of the dynamical
structure factor (DSF) of charge density, Sc(x, t) ≡
〈qc(x, t)qc(0, 0)〉gc (normalized by

∑
x Sc(x, t) = χcc),

computed in Ref. [101]

Sc(x, t) = ρ(1− b2) Gdif(x, t) +Dc Gbal(x, t), (7)

where Gdif(x, t) ≡ (2πtDc)
−1/2 exp [−x2/(2Dct)] denotes

a central Gaussian peak that broadens diffusively with
diffusion constant Dc = (1 − ρ)/ρ, whereas Gbal(x, t) ≡
1
2 (δ(x− t) + δ(x+ t)) are two side ballistic ‘sound’ peaks
whose magnitude corresponds to the charge Drude weight
Dc = ρ(1− ρ)b2.

The charge diffusion constant Dc (determined from the
variance of the asymptotic DSF) and the DC charge con-
ductivity (related to Dc via Einstein relation) can be
likewise retrieved from a quenched inhomogeneous pro-
file or in the mesoscopic setup with boundary driving
(see Refs. [100–102]). The fluctuation-dissipation rela-
tion therefore remains intact.

In order to detect signatures of the fragmented phase
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space we have to look beyond the DSF Sc(x, t). To this
end, we shall compute the full counting statistics of the
cumulative charge current. In our previous study [74],
we have established that the stationary PDF of the time-
integrated charge current in equilibrium at finite density
and no charge bias takes a non-Gaussian form. This re-
sult is somewhat at odds with the general prediction of
ballistic fluctuation theory for integrable models devel-
oped in Refs. [76, 77].

Stimulated by the peculiarities observed in Ref. [74],
in Sec. IV we revisit the problem of anomalous charge-
current fluctuations in the hardcore gas and use this op-
portunity to clarify the theoretical underpinnings behind
the observed anomalous behavior in full capacity. By
generalizing the computation of the FCS to nonequi-
librium states, we map out an unexpectedly rich phe-
nomenology of the charge-current LDF associated with
rare fluctuations.

1 2 Lspace
0
1

t

ti
m

e

FIG. 2. Stochastic two-species simple symmetric exclusion
process in discrete time with a parallel update scheme: at
each timestep, a particle is activated with a finite probability
(here pact = 1) and jumps in a random unbiased direction to
the target neighboring site provided the target site is unoc-
cupied. Potential conflicts (marked by crosses) are resolved
democratically.

Two-species symmetric exclusion process with parallel
updates. The other representative example is a stochas-
tic model. We consider the simplest two-species variant
of the symmetric simple exclusion process (SSEP), real-
ized with a parallel update rule (see Fig. 2 for an illus-
tration): by randomly distributing charged particles on a
discrete lattice, at every time-step each particle attempts
to jump with probability p to one of its adjacent sites
(drawn uniformly at random), subjected to the exclusion
rule that prevents particles from jumping to non-vacant
sites. When two different particles attempt to jump to
the same site, the ‘winner’ is chosen randomly with equal
probability (ensuring detailed balance) We have explic-
itly verified (see Fig. 3) that typical fluctuations on a
timescale t1/4 are normally distributed.

We stress that the proposed model differs crucially
from the two-component AHR model [105] where charge-

carrying particles are allowed to swap their positions with
a finite probability. Despite the extra selection rule, dy-
namics of particles remain diffusive and, similarly to the
ordinary simple (symmetric) exclusion process [106], fluc-
tuations of the transmitted particles are normally dis-
tributed.

−2 −1 0 1 2
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t = 8k

t = 2k

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

FIG. 3. Typical fluctuations of the particle transfer in the
two-species symmetric simple exclusion process in discrete
time with a parallel update rule, showing the time-dependent
PDF Pp(Jp|t) of the rescaled cumulative particle current

Jp(t) = t−1/2zpJp(t) for different times (in normal and log-
arithmic scale), with system size L = 106 and particle den-
sity ρ = 0.5 (with zero charge bias b = 0). Particles un-
dergo diffusive motion with dynamical exponent zp = 2.
Black curves correspond to the asymptotic stationary PDF
Ptyp
p (jp) = limt→∞ t

1/4Pp(jp = Jp|t). A least-squares fit
to a Gaussian profile gives an estimated standard deviation
σp ≈ 0.441± 0.002.

B. Full counting statistics

We now make a slight digression to introduce the
key objects for computing the full counting statistics of
charge transfer. In the following we assume space and
time to be continuous. We make this choice solely for
compactness of notation, and adapting our construction
to lattice models in continuous time or to the fully dis-
crete setting is straightforward.

We consider an extended system with a finite num-
ber N of globally conserved charges Qi =

∫
dx qi(x, t)

enumerated by label i, with qi(x, t) denoting the local
densities at position x and time t). The associated cur-
rent densities, denoted by ji(x, t), are determined from
the local continuity relations, ∂tqi(x, t) + ∂xji(x, t) = 0.

The aim is to quantify fluctuations of the total time-
integrated current density flowing through the origin in
a time interval t. To this end, we introduce cumulative
currents (also known as Helfand moments [107])

Ji(t) =

∫ t

0

dτ ji(0, τ). (8)
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The full set of temporally extensive dynamical variables
J(t) = (J1(t), . . . , JN (t)) quantifies the net transferred
charges through the origin over a time period t. By
prescribing an initial state (an ensemble of phase space
points i.e. configurations), the task is to derive the joint
PDF P(J|t).

We focus our attention to two physically distinguished
timescales. Helfand moments Ji(t) associated to typical
trajectories are of the order O(t1/2zi), corresponding to
the standard deviation, i.e. the square root of the second
cumulant (variance)

c
(i)
2 (t) =

〈
J2
i (t)

〉c

init
∼ t1/zi . (9)

In diffusive systems, the characteristic dynamical expo-
nent equals z = 2. By contrast, due to ballistically prop-
agating quasiparticles in integrable systems one gener-
ically finds ballistic scaling z = 1, see e.g. Refs. [76–
78]. There are nevertheless important exceptions to this
generic behavior, for example, charge transport in the
presence of charge-conjugation symmetry [74, 108].

Coupling Ji(t) to ‘counting fields’ λi, we introduce the
multivariate moment generating function (MMGF),

G(λ|t) =
〈
eλ·J(t)

〉
init
, (10)

where λ = (λ1, . . . , λN ) and the ensemble averaging is
done with respect to a prescribed non-stationary initial
state. For discrete variable systems, Ji(t) ∈ Z, hence
periodicity in the imaginary direction permits us to re-
strict λi to the infinite cylinder, λi ∈ R × S1 ⊂ C (we
shall largely restrict our considerations to real λi, and
only relax this condition in Sec. V C). The multivariate
MGF is given by the multivariate Laplace transform of
the time-dependent joint PDF P(J|t),

G(λ|t) =

∫
dJ eλ·J tP(J|t), (11)

where dJ ≡ ∏N
i=1

∫
dJi. All the higher (finite-time) cu-

mulants c
(i)
n>2(t) of the integrated current density Ji(t)

can be computed with aid of the multivariate cumulant
generating function (MCGF),

F (λ|t) = logG(λ|t). (12)

via

c(i)n (t) =
∂nF (λ|t)
∂λni

∣∣∣
λ=0

. (13)

Furthermore, let Pi(Ji|t) denote the univariate (time-
dependent) PDFs obtained by marginalization of the full
joint PDF P(J|t),

Pi(Ji|t) =

∫ ∏
l 6=i

dJlP(J|t). (14)

The associated univariate MFGs Gi(λi|t) are obtained
by setting all λl 6=i to zero, Gi(λi|t) ≡ G(λ|t)|λl6=i→0; they

correspond to the Laplace transform of the PDFs Pi(Ji|t)

Gi(λi|t) =

∫
dJie

λi JiPi(Ji|t). (15)

Typical fluctuations. To infer the stationary PDFs
P(Ji|t) associated with typical fluctuations, we first
rescale the cumulative current Ji(t) as Ji(t) ≡
t−1/2ziJi(t), and subsequently take the large-time limit,

Pi(ji) = lim
t→∞

t1/2ziPi(Ji = ji|t). (16)

Large deviation principle. The theory of large devia-
tions [43–45] deals with probabilities of exponential form.
According to the large deviation principle, atypical fluc-
tuations of the cumulative currents Ji(t) decay exponen-
tially with time,

P(Ji(t)) � e−t
αi Ii(j), (17)

where exponents αi are referred to as ‘speeds’. Large
fluctuations are in general reserved for fluctuations of
the largest magnitudeO(tαi) (whereas fluctuations larger
than typical are sometimes referred to as ‘moderate fluc-
tuations’).

Under certain technical conditions, the LDFs Ii(ji) can
be extracted from the associated MGFs. The asymptotic
scaling of the univariate MGFs,

Gi(λi|t) � et
αiFi(λi), (18)

is governed by scaled cumulant generating functions
(SCGFs)

Fi(λi) = lim
t→∞

t−αi logGi(λi|t). (19)

Note that dynamical exponents αi are (by definition) the
largest exponents such that Fi(λi) exists and are non-
trivial. Moreover, Fi(λi) are convex functions of the
counting field λi ∈ R. Extended diffusive systems are
characterized by α = 1/2, see e.g. [97, 109]. By con-
trast, systems that support long-lived (free or interact-
ing) quasiparticle excitations generically exhibit growth
with ballistic exponent α = 1.

By taking into account that all the currents are mu-
tually coupled we subsequently put αi = α for all i. To
properly exhibit the symmetry properties of the counting
process, it is crucial to treat all the (cumulative) currents
on equal footing. The joint LDF I(j) ≡ I(j1, . . . , jN ) as-
sociated to P(J|t) is accordingly given by

I(j) = lim
t→∞

t−α logP(j = J |t). (20)

Provided that the multivariate SCGF F (λ) is everywhere
differentiable on its domain RN , the Gärtner–Ellis theo-
rem ensures that the LDF I(j) is given by the Legendre–
Fenchel transform

I(j) = F ?(j) = supλ∈RN
{
λ · j − F (λ)

}
, (21)
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representing a convex, lower-semicontinuous and non-
negative multivariate function obeying infj∈RN I(j) = 0.
At late times, the expectation values of currents are en-
coded in the first moment,

j̄ = lim
t→∞

t−α〈J(t)〉init =
dF (λ)

dλ

∣∣∣
λ=0

, (22)

such that I(j̄) = 0.

Regularity. It is instructive to briefly discuss the for-
mal properties of the univariate SCGFs F (λ) (suppress-
ing the subscript label). In physics literature, F (λ) is in-
troduced as the generating function of scaled cumulants
sn through the series expansion

F (λ) =

∞∑
n=0

λn

n!
sn. (23)

It is important to keep in mind, however, that this is
not unconditionally true. Instead, only when all cu-
mulants cn(t) grow asymptotically with a common al-
gebraic exponent, that is cn(t) ∼ tα, we have that
sn = limt→∞ t−αcn(t). As emphasized in [74], only pro-
vided that the large-time limit F (λ) = limt→∞ t−αF (λ|t)
can be exchanged with an infinite sum, it is guaranteed
that sn exist and correspond to the series coefficients of
the SCGF F (λ). Establishing that F (λ) is a real an-
alytic function around the origin λ = 0 (with a finite
radius of convergence) is, perhaps non-intuitively, not
enough to ensure interchangeability of limits. Rather,
a stronger sufficient ‘regularity condition’ is required, as
first pointed out by Bryc [110]: if F (λ|t) is holomorphic
at all times in some finite fixed neighborhood around the
origin in the complex λ-plane, then F (λ) represents a
faithful generating function of scaled cumulants (see also
[12]). To our knowledge, Bryc regularity does not follow
from a more general principle and thus it remains an open
question whether faithfulness of F (λ) can be formally es-
tablished without invoking any model-specific informa-
tion. Lastly, we note that even an unfaithful SCGF is
still physically meaningful. Assuming it is everywhere
differentiable on its domain, it provides the LDF via the
Legendre transform, I(j) = F ?(j) ≡ supλ∈R{λ j−F (λ)}.

While the reader might be under the impression that
establishing faithfulness of F (λ) offers very little besides
obfuscating a conceptually simple formalism, we in fact
wish to argue exactly the opposite. Breakdown of regu-
larity can have severe consequences and therefore should
not be disregarded. For some reason, this subtle aspect
has apparently gone completely unnoticed (in physics ap-
plications at least) prior to our recent work [74] where,
by studying charge-current fluctuations in the hard-core
automaton, we have rigorously shown that the MGF in
equilibrium (at finite particles density and general bias)
fails to satisfy the aforementioned regularity condition,
which can be traced back to emergent dynamical criti-
cality (attributed to Lee–Yang zeros colliding with the
real axis at the origin of the λ-plane, see Sec. V).

C. Multivariate fluctuation relation

By virtue of detailed balance there is, on average, no
flow of currents in equilibrium states. Consequently, fluc-
tuations (both typical and large) of magnitudes ±ji away
from the mean value j̄i = 0 are equiprobable. This is
no longer the case away from equilibrium as j̄i 6= 0 im-
plies a preferred direction for particle and current fluxes.
Accordingly, observing a large deviation from the mean
current in the direction of the flow is exponentially more
likely than observing a current of the same magnitude
flowing in the opposite direction. Remarkably, the prob-
abilities of the two events can be related by exploiting
time-reversibility of the microscopic evolution law, yield-
ing a universal ratio of the form for asymptotically large
times

P(j)

P(−j) � e
tασε(j), (24)

with a linear form σε(j) = ε · j and the vector of ‘ther-
modynamic forces’ ε ≡ (ε1, . . . , εN ) ∈ RN , customary
called affinities. In the rest of the paper, we shall refer to
Eq. (24) as the multivariate fluctuation relation (MFR),
see e.g. Ref. [13]. The average of the exponent in Eq. (24)
can be interpreted as the rate of thermodynamic entropy
production σS ≡ dS(t)/dt ≥ 0,

σS = ε · j̄ = lim
t→∞

t−αDKL

(
P(J|t)||P(−J|t)

)
, (25)

coinciding with the rescaled (in units of tα) relative en-
tropy (also known as the Kullback–Leibler divergence)
of P(J|t) and its time-reversed counterpart P(−J|t),
DKL

(
P(J|t)||P(−J|t)

)
=
∫

dJP(J|t) log
[
P(J|t)
P(−J|t)

]
. The

LDF I(j) therefore satisfies the relation

I(−j)− I(j) = ε · j. (26)

Expressed in terms of the multivariate SCGF, the MFR is
manifested as an inversion symmetry around λ = −ε/2,

F (λ) = F (−λ− ε). (27)

This is a mutivariate generalization of the celebrated
Gallavotti–Cohen fluctuation relation [7, 13].

In stochastic systems, the Gallavotti–Cohen relation is
a corollary of the additivity principle [52]. The GCR is
however obeyed even in the absence of additivity princi-
ple (e.g. in systems supporting dynamical phase transi-
tions), see. Ref. [111]. In higher-dimensional TRI sys-
tems there exists more general, so-called isometric, fluc-
tuation relations [8]. In the scope of MFT, the fluc-
tuation symmetry for particle-conserving TRI diffusive
systems takes a universal form (see Ref. [112]), read-
ing ε(ρ−, ρ+) =

∫ ρ−
ρ+

dρ [2D(ρ)/σ(ρ)] =
∫ ρ−
ρ+

dρ f ′′eq(ρ) =

f ′eq(ρ−)− f ′eq(ρ+).
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Univariate fluctuation relations. Unlike the multi-
variate SCGF F (λ), univariate SCGFs Fi(λi) will not
in general display any particular symmetry property in
spite of TRI [7]. Such lack of symmetry is simply due to
the fact that all currents flip sign under the time-reversal,
that is ji ◦ Θ = −ji. One can nonetheless identify situa-
tions when even the marginalized SCGFs Fi(λi) possess
a Gallavotti–Cohen symmetry of the form

Fi(λi) = Fi(−λi − ε̃i), (28)

for some ‘effective’ univariate affinity ε̃i (in general dif-
fering from the affinity component εi). This happens,
for example, when (i) the nonequilibrium state is in-
duced by a single thermodynamic force (corresponding
to bias δµi 6= 0), (ii) whenever the ith cumulative cur-
rent Ji(t) is parametrically slower or faster than other
cumulative currents (see e.g. Ref. [113]) or (iii) under
the ‘tight-coupling condition’ Ji ' Jl for all ` 6= i (see
e.g. Ref. [114]).

In Section III, we describe another, different, dynami-
cal mechanism involving two coupled currents that obey
both the univariate and joint fluctuation relations. How-
ever, while the UFR associated to the particle current is
always obeyed, the UFR of the charge current can un-
dergo spontaneous breaking.

D. Central Limit Theorem

The celebrated Central Limit Theorem – another cor-
nerstone result in probability theory – states that em-
pirical means obtained by sampling identical and inde-
pendent random variables become normally distributed
when the number of samples grows large. More remark-
ably, even in strongly interacting particle systems sub-
jected to highly non-trivial (temporal) correlations (as
commonly found in physics applications), one empirically
finds that temporal clustering of correlations is typically
strong enough to preserve the central limiting behavior.
In other words, if the memory of all initially correlated lo-
cal observables (the current density, for example) decays
sufficiently fast, fluctuations of the associated macro-
scopic dynamical quantity (the time-integrated current
density, for example) cannot be distinguished from those
of a random process.

Typical values of the cumulative current J(t) at large

t are proportional to the standard deviation
√
c2(t) ∼

t1/2z. To infer the associated stationary PDF, the time-
integrated current density has to be rescaled as J (t) =
t−1/2zJ(t), yielding

Ptyp(j) ≡ lim
t→∞

t1/2zP(j = J |t). (29)

Cumulants of Ptyp(j), denoted by κn, are (assuming the
limits exist, i.e. κn <∞ for all n) accordingly given by

κn(t) ≡ t−n/2zcn(t), κn = lim
t→∞

κn(t). (30)

Then, the central limit behavior (CLT property) holds
if and only if κ2 is finite and non-zero (0 < κ2 < ∞)
and κn>2 = 0, implying Ptyp(j) is a Gaussian distribu-
tion of zero mean and finite variance κ2. Fluctuations
whose PDFs deviate from Gaussianity can be regarded
as anomalous.

Bryc regularity provides a sufficient condition of the
CLT property. More specifically, complex analyticity of
G(λ|t) within a disc centered around λ = 0 guarantees
existence of scaled cumulants, i.e. sn <∞ for all n ∈ N,
which in turn implies that limt→∞ κn>2 = 0, while κ2 =
s2 stays finite. Lack of regularity on the other hand opens
the door for anomalous statistics associated to typical
events. Beware however, that absence of regularity is not
necessary detrimental for the CLT property (see Ref. [74]
for an example). As pointed out previously in Refs. [74,
108],

singular scaled cumulants arise if z > 1/α,

signifying that c2(t) ∼ t1/z grow asymptotically slower
than tα, namely the exponent governing the asymptotic
growth of G(λ|t). Absence of regularity is manifested,
for example, in certain widely studied integrable systems
that support subballistic (either diffusive [23, 25, 115]
or superdiffusive [27, 29, 31]) charge transport. It is
nonetheless not inherently linked to integrability. For
instance, the proposed parallel-update SSEP is one of
the simplest stochastic models violating Bryc regularity:
while particles diffuse through the system (α = 1/2),
charge is slowed down by the exclusion rule and instead
spreads subdiffusively with dynamical exponent z = 4.

III. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

In this section, we give a non-technical exposition of
our main findings. We mostly focus on anomalous rare
charge-current fluctuations in the considered charged
single-file systems, describe their universal properties,
the underlying dynamical phases and transition among
them.

In a nutshell, the unexpectedly rich behavior comes
from an interplay of the two defining properties: the
single-file constraint and inertness of charge. More specif-
ically, since particles are unable to overtake each other,
we can readily conclude that any increase of Jp(t) in a
given time interval t is due to right-moving particles orig-
inating from the negative half of the system (x < 0) and,
conversely, that any decrease comes from particles that
have started from the positive half (x > 0). Indeed, the
same logic applies to charge degrees of freedom (owing to
their inertness), where additionally we have to account
for the charge-dependent sign. The simple picture that
emerges is that each of the two partitions acts as a sep-
arate source of fluctuations, each attempting to enforce
its own fluctuations on the whole system. Although the
basic picture is deceptively simple, there is no obvious
way to tell a priori which of the two halves eventually
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prevails upon averaging over an ensemble of initial con-
figurations. As we now describe, large charge-current
fluctuations have quite a complex structure and intri-
cately depend on the initial condition (i.e. the density
of particles and average charge) and the magnitude of
fluctuations.

Dressing approach. Our main goal is to compute the
full time-dependent joint PDF Pc,p(Jc, Jp|t) (here N = 2)
and subsequently infer from it the joint LDF Ic,p(jc, jp).
Here variables ji pertain to dynamically rescaled cumu-
lative (i.e. time-integrated) particle and charge currents,
Ji(t) = t−αJi(t), where α quantifies the timescale of large
(exponentially rare) events.

Computing exact finite-time rate function in genuinely
interacting systems seems a rather hopeless task. Even
in ‘exactly solvable’ models, computing the MGF at fi-
nite times presents a daunting challenge. Fortunately
however, the principal characteristic features of the con-
sidered dynamically constrained models can be qualita-
tively described in a fully analytic and rigorous fashion,
provided that the underlying statistical properties of par-
ticle dynamics are supplied as a phenomenological input
(similarly as in the MFT, where one provides the diffu-
sion constant and conductivity).

Using that charges have no effect on the underlying
particle dynamics, the counting statistics for the charge
degrees of freedom can be resolved in a purely combi-
natorial fashion. For this reason, we suggestively call
this technique the “dressing” approach. Here we only
briefly describe the basic idea and leave a detailed analy-
sis to Section V. The main object is the time-independent
‘dressing factor’ Ic|p(jc, jp), representing the conditional
probability for observing jc for a given value of jp. By
adjoining the particle-current rate function Ip(jp), we
obtain a joint bivariate LDF of the form Ic,p(jc, jp) =
Ic|p(jc, jp) + Ip(jp). In Sec. V, we establish that a fluctu-
ation relation of the form Ic,p(−jc,−jp) − Ic,p(jc, jp) =
εcjc + εpjp is satisfied provided that Ip(jp) obeys the
univariate Gallavotti–Cohen relation Ip(−jp)− Ip(jp) =
ε̃pjp.

In the following, we confine our analysis mostly to the
univarite LDF Ic(jc). The reason is two-fold. Firstly,
since Ic(jc) inherits the most salient qualitative prop-
erties of I(jc, jp), we find it better suited to exhibit
the underlying dynamical criticality. Secondly, Ic(jc)
can undergo spontaneous breaking of fluctuation sym-
metry. To compute Ic(jc), the joint LDF Ic,p(jc, jp)
has to be minimized over the range of jp. The bipha-
sic structure of the dressing factor allows us to perform
a ‘chiral decomposition’ into two separate optimizations

I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) associated with two branches of the rate func-

tion, I
(±)
c (jc) = supλ{λ jc−F±(λ)}. In practice, one first

carries out ‘inner optimizations’ on I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) yielding

I
(±)
c (jc), and finally selects the optimal global value (for

fixed jc), namely Ic(jc) = min{I(±)
c (jc)}.

Coexisting dynamical phases and first-order dynamical
phase transition. We now describe the main universal
characteristics of the charge LDF Ic(jc). We find it con-
venient to discuss it in terms of its Legendre-dual Fc(λc),
which we formally view as the dynamical free energy den-
sity governing the asymptotic growth of the dynamical
partition sum Gc(λc|t). To lighten our notation, we sub-
sequently drop the subscript label ‘c’ from the univariate
charge MGF and LDF (while making the identifications
λc → λ, jc → j).

During a finite window of time t, the associated ‘dy-
namical free energy’ F (λ|t) thus receives contributions
F±(λ) from two distinct dynamical phases. We can pic-
ture them as distinct branches of the dynamical free en-
ergy (measured in units of tα), see Eq. 19. However, only
the larger (in magnitude) of the two branches is physi-
cally relevant at late times. The other phase is sublead-
ing and merely visible as a transient finite-time correction
that fades away exponentially with time. The exception
to this are equilibrium states, where detailed balance en-
sures that both branches contribute equally.

Characterizing the nature of charge-current fluctua-
tions boils down to determining which of the two compet-
ing branches F± dominates for any specified value of the
counting field λ ∈ R. Based on this, we can thus antici-
pate two intervals, denoted by I± ⊂ R, along which the
respective branches F± dominate the asymptotic growth
of (charge) MGF G(λ|t). On purely formal grounds, we
can regard these two (meta)stable branches F±(λ) as dis-
tinct dynamical phases. We thus deal with a scenario
that closely resembles the physics of first-order thermo-
dynamic phase transitions [116].

Suppose that F±(λ) exchange dominance at λ = λ./.
If F±(λ) are strictly convex, then λ./ represents a non-
differentiable (corner) point in F (λ). Non-differentiable
point are typically a precursor of a first-order (dynami-
cal) phase transition.

How emergence of non-differentiable points affects the
large-deviation rate function is less obvious and requires
a careful analysis. To begin with, presence of a corner
no longer guarantees that the rate function I(j) coincides
with the Legendre dual F ?(j) of the SCGF F (λ). In gen-
eral, F ?(j) is only a convex hull that bounds the phys-
ical rate function I(j) from below [43]. Conversely, the
Legendre–Fenchel transform of I(j) always, regardless of
convexity, yields the physical F (λ). A non-differentiable
corner point in F (λ) translates to an affine (i.e. lin-
ear) segment in F ?(j) = supλ∈R{λ j − F (λ)}, spanning
a contiguous range of values in j between the left and
right derivatives of F (λ) at the corner λ./. Any non-
differentiable point in F (λ) therefore erases some infor-
mation about the rate function, meaning that comput-
ing the rate function I(j) necessitates additional infor-
mation beyond that provided by F (λ) alone. In gen-
eral, F (λ) with a corner point implies that the charge-
current rate function I(j) cannot be strictly convex ev-
erywhere; it is either non-convex or it contains an affine
part, in formal analogy to non-concave microcanonical
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entropies that imply inequivalent (thermodynamic) en-
sembles [117, 118].

Based on the general formal analysis of the solutions
to the optimization problem (see Section V) we conclude
that I(j) never develops an affine parts. Instead, it sim-
ply consists of two ‘patches’ of locally convex branches,
meaning that convexity of I(j) will not be preserved
globally (i.e. for the entire admissible range of large in-
tegrated currents j). Until the critical value j./, large
charge-current fluctuations are realized by one of the par-
titions (branches) I(±)(j < j./), beyond which the events
from the other branch I(∓)(j > j./) become more prob-
able and take over. We have thus eliminated the pos-
sibility of stable phase coexistence. Coexistence of dy-
namical phases, emerging in certain systems supporting
second-order DPTs associated with particle-hole symme-
try breaking, is associated with convex rate functions
possessing affine parts, corresponding to the Legendre–
Fenchel transform F ?(j). In our case, the single-file
constraint on particle trajectories prohibits phase coex-
istence. We find that the rate function I(j) is strictly
convex everywhere, except at the critical point j = j./
where both branches intersect, I(+)(j./) = I(−)(j./).

λ

F±(λ)

λ
(−)
+λ

(−)
− λ

(+)
−λ

(+)
+

F0

λ
(−)
+ = λ

(+)
+

FIG. 4. Continuous symmetry breaking of convexity of a
regular bulk branch: upon smoothly varying b+, a (strictly)
convex bulk branch F+(λ) (light red) with a single minimum
undergoes a continuous transition to a symmetry-broken non-
convex shape (dark red) with a doubly degenerate minimum
at value F0. The middle red curve shows the critical shape

when the two minima λ
(±)
+ of F+(λ) (either real or purely

imaginary) coalesce. The other bulk branch F−(λ) (blue) al-
ways remains in a symmetry-broken form and is unaffected
by the change of b+.

The central question now is whether non-differentiable
points in F (λ) have any adverse consequence for the
UFR. A crucial observation in this respect is that the
first-order DPTs emerge due to appearance of a sin-
gle critical point. This is to be contrasted with other
symmetry-breaking scenarios discussed previously in the
literature (see Refs. [88, 89])) where critical points are
produced in pairs, that is symmetrically with respect to

inversion point of an unbroken phase. In the absence of
the second-order critical points, the UFR will still hold
locally for all j that are smaller in magnitude than the
distance of the non-differentiable point in I(j) from the
origin. In contrast, for large charge-current fluctuations
in the direction of the flow that in magnitude exceed the
critical value j./, fluctuations in the opposite direction of
the same size are realized by a different bulk branch and
hence the GCR (26) will no longer be satisfied globally
for all values of j.

Dynamical phase transition of second order. The
class of models we consider supports another type of dy-
namical phase transitions. There is a subtle symmetry-
breaking mechanism that induces a DPT of the second
order, signaled by the emergence of (strictly) flat seg-
ments in F (λ). In fact, individual (meta)stable branches
F±(λ) may develop such a flat piece, arising as a con-
sequence of a continuous (i.e. second-order) phase tran-
sition of Landau–Ginzburg type from a strictly convex,
called regular, form to a symmetry-broken non-convex
shape with a doubly-degenerate minimum. Such a tran-
sition from a regular to a symmetry-broken branch is
illustrated in Fig. 4.

Under certain (mild) ‘regularity assumptions’ on the
particle rate function Ip(jp) (cf. Sec. V), at least one of
the branches F±(λ) has broken symmetry. This prop-
erty can be be again deduced by investigating the formal
structure of solutions to the outlined optimization prob-
lem. It can be shown that convexity at jc = 0 enforces
that at least one of the branches attains the minimum
at the boundary of the optimization domain at jp = 0.
Lack of convexity precludes a symmetry-broken branch
to be physical for the entire range of real counting fields
λ ∈ R. We must then distinguish between the follow-
ing cases: (i) one of the bulk branches F± is regular and
thus directly corresponds to F (λ), or (ii) only the strictly
convex parts of F±(λ) that has experienced a symmetry-
breaking transition are physical. In the latter case, the
missing range of λ (lying along the unphysical part of
the broken branch) must then be identified with the flat
branch F0 < 0, being the dominant contribution to the
MGF G(λ|t) at late times.

We next discuss the distinguished role of the constant
branch. Unlike F±(λ), it appears (for physical values
λ ∈ R) only away from equilibrium. The correspond-
ing ‘interval of dominance’ I0 ⊂ R is a single compact
interval on the real λ-axis (always excluding the origin)
located in between two doubly-degenerate minima of the
physical branch F±(λ ∈ R \ I0). Another important
general property (see Sec. V) is that only a regular dom-
inant (i.e. physical) branch can undergo a symmetry-
breaking transition, whereas the subdominant branch re-
mains broken throughout. This scenario is visualized in
Fig 4. By continuously varying the counting field along
the real λ-axis, the physical bulk branch F± reaches its

minimum λ = λ
(−)
± , ‘jumps’ over to F0 and, upon reach-

ing another minimum at λ
(+)
± > λ

(−)
± , returns back to
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the same branch F±. There is however another possible
scenario when both branches F± have broken symmetry;
it may occur that the closest (degenerate) minimum to

λ
(−)
± belongs to the other branch at λ

(+)
∓ , in which case

for λ > λ
(+)
∓ (assuming absence of first-order phase tran-

sitions upon further increasing λ) the dominant branch
is F∓.

We have thus far established the following picture.
Either of the bulk branches F±(λ) may, upon varying
the densities or biases in the initial state, experience a
second-order transition to a symmetry-broken form with
two-fold degenerate minima. The transition occurs when
the unique minimum of an unbroken physical branch
F±(λ) decreases to F0 (see Figure 4), giving rise a con-
stant branch in F (λ). The physical F (λ) thus becomes
continuously degenerate along a compact interval (ex-
tending between two adjacent minima of F+(λ) or F−(λ))
where F0 dominates the growth of G(λ|t). The bound-
aries of I0, marking transitions between F± and F0, are
critical points associated with a second-order DPT.

The main distinction with the first-order transitions is
that F (λ) now remains differentiable everywhere, includ-
ing at the two second-order critical points. Since F ′0 = 0
and F ′′(λ) > 0, the second derivatives however experi-
ence a discontinuity at the minima. This time (unlike in
the case of first-order DPTs) differentiability of F (λ) en-
sures that its Legendre dual F ?(j) = supλ∈R{λ j−F (λ)}
coincides with the LD rate function, F ?(j) = I(j). Re-
call that upon performing a Legendre transform of F (λ),
any flat or affine part with slope jaff is mapped to a sin-
gle point I(jaff). The Legendre counterpart of F (λ) with
a flat segment will thus feature a corner at the origin
j = 0. This further means that the pair of dynami-
cal critical points associated with the second-order DPT
manifests itself as an isolated non-differentiable point in
the rate function. Following Ehrenfest’s classification
scheme, such points would correspond to critical point
of first order. In this work, we follow the ‘canonical’
terminology of criticality and classify phase transitionsin
terms of differentiability (or lack thereof) of the dynam-
ical free energy (sometimes referred to as ‘λ-ensembles’,
as e.g. in Ref. [89]).

We can offer another, perhaps more physically sugges-
tive, perspective on the emergence of a flat part. The
constant branch F0 dominates along an interval I0, sig-
nifying that the main contributions toG(λ ∈ I0|t) at late
times are due to phase-space trajectories that differ in a
subextensive (i.e. for Ji on scales asymptotically smaller
than ∼ tα) amount of transported charge. For any finite
large current j 6= 0, the rate function Ic(j) is instead dif-
ferentiable and consequently the relevant rare trajectories
concentrating around the maximum of MGF G(λ|t) carry
integrated currents of the order O(j tα). By contrast, the
subextensive rare events associated to the second-order
criticality are not associated with bulk-extremum contri-
butions but rather stem from the global maxima at the
boundary of the integration domain (see Sec. V). Despite
being exponentially unlikely, with a probability decaying
with a rate of I0(j) = −F0 > 0, one would need to look
at subleading orders in time to gain further insight into
the finer structure of such trajectories.

Lastly, we examine the validity of the univariate fluctu-
ation relation. We need to explicitly distinguish between
the following two cases (i) the flat part connect both the

degenerate minima λ
(±)
± on the same bulk branch F± or

(ii) F0 interpolates between two degenerate minima of
different bulk branches. In case (i), the UFR for the
charge LDF I(j) remains intact (provided that F± indi-
vidually obey the symmetry), as evidently both degen-
erate minima appear symmetrically with respect to the

inversion point λ
(0)
± = −ε̃c/2, irrespective of the extent of

the flat branch F0. Analogously, the appearance of a flat
part preserves the UFR of the LDF in spite of a corner
at j = 0. The situation is different if the flat part con-
nects two degenerate minima on different bulk branches.

Even when F± both have inversion points λ = −ε̃(±)
c /2,

the UFR ceases to hold simply because the two reflec-

tion points in general do not coincide, ε̃
(+)
c 6= ε̃

(−)
c . In

this case, the presence of F0 spoils the inversion symme-
try of F (λ). What is less obvious is that there are no
direct transitions from regime (i) to (ii), or vice-versa,
but only via the regime that features a first-order criti-
cality. Finally, we also mention that out of equilibrium
with uniform particle density, ρ− = ρ+, and arbitrary
charge biases b±, the UFR is always violated.

Dynamical regimes

By continuously changing the counting field along the real λ-axis, dynamical phases F+(λ), F−(λ) and F0 shown,
respectively, as red, blue and gray curves in the left column figures and the corresponding rate functions I+(j), I−(j),
shown as red and blue curves in the right column figures, display different interweaving patterns. We shall explicitly
distinguish between four different scenarios which we hereafter refer to as ‘dynamical regimes’:

• regular regime: one of the convex bulk branches F±(λ) dominates over the entire physical range of counting
fields λ ∈ R. Correspondingly, the LD rate function is Legendre dual to F (λ), I(j) = F ?(j), and involves a
single physical (strictly convex) branch I(j) = I(±)(j).
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λ

F (λ)

j

I(j)

• corner regime: there is an exchange of dominance between the bulk branches F±(λ). Their respective regions
of dominance I± meet at the critical point λ./ ∈ R where the physical SCGF F (λ) develops a non-differentiable
(corner) point. The latter is the critical point of a first-order dynamical phase transition. The rate function I(j)
is no longer the Legendre transform of F (λ) but instead a non-convex function with a non-differentiable (corner)
points at the critical large current j./, corresponding to the minimum of the two branches I(j) = minj{I(±)(j)}.

λ./ λ

F (λ)

j./

j

I(j)

• tunneling regime: the flat branch F0 sets in, arising from a continuous symmetry-breaking transition of a
convex regular branch into a non-convex form with a doubly degenerate minimum. The flat part of F (λ) connects
between two degenerate minima of symmetry-broken branches F±. We call this phenomenon ‘tunneling’ (and
symbolize it by �). There are two subregimes: the tunneling transition via F0 connecting two degenerate minima
of the same branch F±, labeled by J± � ±K, and the transition connecting the left minimum of F± to the right
minimum of another branch F∓, labeled by J± � ∓K. Every transition between the minima of F± and F0 is a
dynamical phase transitions of second order. In both subregimes, the LD rate function I(j) is the minimum of
both convex branches, I(j) = minj{I±(j)}, each of which has a non-differentiable point (corner) at j = 0.

λ
(−)
+ λ

(+)
+ λ

F (λ)

j�

j

I(j)

λ
(−)
+ λ

(+)
− λ

F (λ)

j�

j

I(j)

• mixed regime: apart from tunneling between two degenerate minima of the same bulk branch F±, there is a
transfer to another branch via a non-differentiable corner point, or in the opposite order. Intersection of bulk
branches F± can never coexist with tunneling to another branch.
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Recap. Before detailing out various formal aspects of
the outlined dynamical criticality, we take an opportunity
to succinctly summarize the key findings and state the
general conclusions:

♠ The single-file property (I) combined with inertness
of charge (II) implies fragmentation of the classi-
cal phase space, foliating into exponentially many
sectors characterized by conserved charge patterns.
Dynamical systems of this type display strongly
non-ergodic behavior manifested through the com-
petition of dynamical phases. For a given value
of the counting field λ ∈ R, the finite-time CGF
F (λ|t) receives contributions from both branches
F±(λ) attributed to each of the two partitions in
the initial non-stationary state. While away from
equilibrium only one of them dominates the growth
of MGF at late times, this delicately depends on
the average value of particle and charge densities
characterizing initial non-stationary states. An ex-
change of dominance between F+(λ) and F−(λ) in-
troduces a non-differentiable (corner) point in the
SCFG F (λ), signaling a DPT of the first order.
In this event, the Gallavotti–Cohen relation breaks
for large currents |j| > |j./|, but survives for sub-
critical values |j| < |j./|. The large-deviation rate
function I(j) corresponds to taking the minimum
of two convex branches I±(j).

♣ There exists a region in the parameter space of
initial bipartitioned states where a new constant
branch F0 emerges as a part of the physical SCGF
F (λ). The flat segments arise when the physi-
cal branch experiences a symmetry-breaking phase
transition into a non-convex form. The flat branch
interpolates between two degenerate minima – ei-
ther of the same symmetry-broken branch F±(λ)
or two adjacent minima of the opposite branches
– along a compact interval I0 where it domi-
nates over F±(λ). While transitions from the bulk
branches F±(λ) to the flat branch F0 (or vice-versa)
do not spoil differentiability of F (λ), the second
derivative F ′′(λ) features a discontinuity at the
minima of F±(λ). The boundaries of I0 are accord-
ingly interpreted as critical points of a second order
DPT, transcribing into a single non-differentiable
(corner) point in the associated LDF I(j) at j = 0.

� Depending on the presence and type of dynamical
criticality, there are four qualitatively distinct dy-
namical regimes, dubbed as regular (of type J + K
or J−K), tunneling (of types J± � ±K or J± � ∓K),
corner J± ./ ∓K and finally mixed J± ./ ± � ∓K.
These four regimes provide the full partitioning of
the parameter space. The UFR of the SCGF F (λ)
is globally preserved in J± K and J± � ±K regimes,
locally preserved for subcritical large currents in
J± ./ ∓K regime and fully violated in J± � ∓K
regime.

A. Large fluctuations: the dressing formalism

We now describe the dressing procedure that permits
one to compute the charge-current rate function from
that of the particle-current. This can be achieved, re-
markably, without resorting to any model-specific input.
For technical reasons, we shall only assume certain min-
imal ‘regularity properties’ on the particle rate function.
We first outline the procedure at the level of the rate
function by expressing the charge-current rate function
as the solution to a convex optimization problem (53) and
systematically examine its structure. Here we only pro-
vide a succinct summary and postpone a detailed analysis
to Sec. V.

1. Dressing the particle rate function

By prescribing Pp(Jp|t), the joint PDF Pc,p(Jp, Jc|t)
can be computed with aid of the conditional PDF
Pc|p(Jc|Jp) according to the main axiom of probability,

Pc,p(Jc, Jp|t) = Pc|p(Jc|Jp)Pp(Jp|t). (31)

This can be formally viewed as an operator (with the ker-
nel Pc|p(Jc|Jp)) which we regard as the dressing operator
DP , namely

Pc,p(Jc, Jp|t) = DP [Pp(Jp|t)](Jc). (32)

The univariate PDF P(Jc|t) can be obtained by integrat-
ing out the particle current,

Pc(Jc|t) =

∫
dJpPc,p(Jc, Jp). (33)

Since the assignment of internal charge degrees of free-
dom is, by virtue of the inertness property, uncorrelated
with particles’ positions, Pc|p(Jc|Jp) is indeed merely a
combinatorial factor. We shall suggestively refer to it as
the “dressing factor”. Below we compute its general form
for the class of bipartitioned grand-canonical ensembles.

We begin by introducing a few auxiliary objects. For
simplicity, we assume in the following that space is dis-
crete. Fixing a window of time [0, t], we denote by Λ±
the sublattices occupied by particles at initial time t = 0
that have crossed the origin during that time interval,
with n− = |Λ−| particles initially in the left subsystem
and similarly n+ = |Λ+| particles in the right subsys-
tem. Moreover, we denote by pL,± ≡ (1 ± b−)/2 and
pR,± ≡ (1± b+)/2 the probabilities of finding a charge +
or − in the left (L) and right (R) partitions, respectively.
Combinatorial counting yields

Pc|p(Jc|Jp) =

∞∑
n−,n+=0

δn−−n+,Jp

n−∑
m−

n+∑
m+

(
n−
m−

)(
n+

m+

)
× pm−L,+p

n−−m−
L,− p

m+

R,−p
n+−m+

R,+ δ2m−n,Jc , (34)
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where the outer double summation over n− and n+ goes
over all possible combinations of crossings, while the in-
ner double summation counts over all the colorings of
charges. Note that we have also incorporated the Kro-
necker δ-constraint to ensure the difference n−−n+ = Jp,
with n ≡ n+ + n−, m ≡ m+ +m−.

By further demanding the single-file property (1), the
general form of Eq. (34) simplifies significantly. The cen-
tral observation is that at most one of the sets Λ± is
non-empty which, after explicitly resolving the Kronecker
constraints, brings us to a far simpler, factorizable ex-
pression for the conditional probability,

Pc|p(Jc|Jp) = P [0]
c|p(Jc|Jp)B(Jp, Jc). (35)

Largely for convenience, we have separated out the con-
ditional probability in the absence of biases (b± = 0),

P [0]
c|p(Jc|Jp) ≡ 2−|Jp|

( |Jp|
|Jp|+Jc

2

)
, (36)

and introduced the ‘biasing factor’ B(Jp, Jc) of the form

B(Jp, Jc) ≡ 2|Jp|
(

1− b2ς
4

)|Jp|/2(1− bς
1 + bς

)ς Jc/2

, (37)

depending on bias parameters b± implicitly through the
direction of the integrated particle current Jp via signa-
ture ς ≡ −sgn(Jp). Owing to the single-file property,
positive (negative) number of transferred particles are
associated with the negative (positive) partitions.

Large fluctuations. We are now in a position to infer
the exact LDF of the transferred charge from the asymp-
totic behavior of the dressing kernel Pc|p(Jc|Jp). To this
end, we first pick two arbitrary dynamical exponents ζi
in the range 1/2zi ≤ ζi ≤ αi (with i ∈ {p, c}) and in-
troduce the corresponding rescaled cumulative currents,
Ji(t) = t−ζiJi(t). In terms of the rescaled currents, we
have the following asymptotic formula (abusing notation
for PDFs with scaled arguments)

t−ζcPζc(jc|t) �
∫

djpPc|p(jc|jp)Pζp(jp|t). (38)

We are mainly interested in asymptotic behavior associ-
ated with the largest timescale ζp = αp ≡ α, pertaining
to rare space-time trajectories in which the transferred
particle number scales asymptotically as ∼ tα. We re-
mind the reader that the timescale α is fixed by the rate
of growth of Gp(λ|t) ≡ 〈eλ Jp(t)〉init at late times. Inert-
ness of charge immediately implies that the net charge
current carried by those rare events is of the same or-
der, that is αc = αp. When we wish to infer the statis-
tics of large charge-current fluctuations we therefore set
ζc = ζp = α.

In the following, we further make the following assump-
tion on the cumulative particle current Jp(t):

(a) Jp(t) obeys the LD principle on the large timescale
α, with the SCGF given by

Fp(λp) = lim
t→∞

t−α logGp(λp|t). (39)

Let moreover Pα(Jp(t)|t) denote the PDF associ-
ated to the rescaled time-integrated particle current
Jp(t) = t−αJp(t). At late times, the probability for
observing a value jp of the rescaled cumulative parti-
cle current Jp(t) is characterized by the rate function

Ip(jp) = − lim
t→∞

t−α logPα(Jp = jp|t). (40)

(b) in equilibrium, typical fluctuations of the cumulative
particle current Jp(t), characterized by scaling expo-
nent ζp = 1/2zp (where zp = 1/α is the algebraic
dynamical exponent associated with the asymptotic
temporal growth of the second cumulant of Gp(λp|t)),
are Gaussian with zero mean and variance of σ2

p,

P1/2zp(jp) =
1√

2πσ2
p

exp

[
− j2

p

2σ2
p

]
. (41)

We proceed by approximating the binomial weights in
Eq. (36) using the Stirling formula. To facilitate the com-
putation, it is convenient to introduce a new dynamical
variable

ξ(t) ≡ tζc−ζp jc|jp|
, (42)

in terms of which the exact asymptotic expression for
the conditional probability (suppressing subexponential
terms) takes the form

P [0]
c|p(jc|jp) � exp

[
−tζp |jp|Ξ(ξ)

]
, (43)

with

Ξ(ξ) ≡ 1

2

∑
ε∈{±}

[(1 + ε ξ) log(1 + ε ξ)]− log (2). (44)

Similarly, the (rescaled) biasing weight, denoted hereafter
by B(jp, jc), can be presented in a factorized form,

B(jp, jc) � Bp(jp)Bc(jc) (45)

with

Bp(jp) = exp

[
tζp
|jp|
2

log

(
1− b2ς

4

)]
, (46)

Bc(jc) = exp

[
tζc
ς jc
2

log

(
1− bς
1 + bς

)]
. (47)

We now observe that for moderate fluctuations associ-
ated with timescales ζc < ζp, only the lowest non-trivial
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order in ξ in Eq. (43) remains relevant at late times,
yielding a remarkably simple result

P [0]
c|p(jc|jp) � exp

[
−t2ζc−ζp j

2
c

|jp|

]
. (48)

By contrast, in the case of large fluctuations ζc = ζp
we have ξ ∈ O(t0), i.e. ξ ≡ ξ(0) = jc/|jp| becomes in-
dependent of time. The charge-current univariate PDF
Pc(Jc|t) of the dynamically rescaled cumulative charge
current Jc(t) = t−α Jc(t) is accordingly given by the fol-
lowing asymptotic expression (for compactness suppress-
ing irrelevant subexponential terms in the integrand)

e−t
αIc(jc) � t−α/2

∫
djp e

−tαIc,p(jc,jp). (49)

The above expression can be viewed as marginalization
of the joint rate function Ic,p(jc, jp), see e.g. [119]. The
latter can be naturally decomposed as

Ic,p(jc, jp) = Ic|p(jc, jp) + Ip(jp), (50)

where Ip(jp) is interpreted as the marginal rate function,
while Ic|p(jc|jp) is the conditional rate function

Ic|p(jc|jp) =
∑
ε∈{±}

|jp|
2

(1 + ε ξ) log

[
1 + ε ξ

1− εςbς

]
, (51)

with signature ς = −sgn(jp).
In summary, provided the particle SCGF Fp(λp) as

an input, one can retrieve the joint LDF Ic,p(jc, jp) and
SCGF Fc,p(λc, λp) via the following sequence of explicit
transformations

Fp(λp)
?−→ Ip(jp)

DP−−→ Ic,p(jc, jp)
?−→ Fc,p(λc, λp) (52)

where the action of DP on a rate function is given by
Eq. (50). Moreover, if Fp(λp) fulfills the assumptions of
the Gärtner–Ellis theorem, the corresponding rate func-
tion Ip(jp) is simply given by the Legendre transform of
the particles SCGF Fp(λ), i.e. Ip(jp) = F ?p (jp).

The univariate charge-current LDF Ic(jc) can be
straightforwardly retrieved by marginalization. By in-
voking the Laplace principle, in the large-time limit
t → ∞ the integral (49) localizes around the extremum,
implying

Ic(jc) = infjpIc,p(jc, jp). (53)

To finally obtain the SCGF Fc(λ) one can make use of
the Legendre–Fenchel transform,

Fc(λ) = I?c (λ) ≡ supjc{λjc − Ic(jc)}. (54)

2. Dressing the moment generating function

The dressing procedure described in Sec. III A 1 can be
alternatively formulated at the level of the moment gener-
ating functions. Here we derive a simple correspondence
between the finite-time particle-current MGF Gp(λp|t)
and the joint particle-charge MGF Gc,p(λc, λp|t). In
the following computations, we employ the multiplica-
tive counting fields zp ≡ eλp and zc ≡ eλc and assume
that the integrated currents Jp, Jc take only integer val-
ues (as is the case for point particle or discrete variable
systems).

Computing the joint finite-time MGF Gc,p(λc, λp|t)
amounts to acting with the dressing operator DG,

Gc,p(zc, zp|t) = DG[Gp(zp|t)], (55)

on the particle MFG

Gp(zp|t) = 〈zJp(t)
p 〉 = L[P(Jp|t)](z−1

p ). (56)

The dressing operator can be most conveniently ex-
pressed as a composition DG = L ◦ DP ◦ L−1, repre-
senting conjugation of P(Jc|t) by the bilateral Laplace
transform L,

L[P(Jp|t)](z−1
p ) ≡

∫
dJpz

JpP(Jp|t), (57)

whose inverse satisfies P(Jp|t) = L−1[Gp(zp|t)](Jp).
Evaluating the action of the dressing operator (55) re-

quires a few technical steps which are spelled out in Ap-
pendix A. There we demonstrate that acting with DG

corresponds to applying the following simple substitution
rule:

Gc,p(zc, zp|t) = Gp(zp|t)
∣∣∣
z±np →z±np [µ±(zc)]n

, (58)

with the ‘dressed counting fields’

µ±(zc) = 1
2 (zc + z−1

c )∓ b± 1
2 (zc − z−1

c ). (59)

In summary, we have thus established that

the finite-time joint MGF Gc,p(zc, zp|t) is
given by the Laurent series expansion of the
particle MGF Gp(zp|t) upon multiplying all
positive and negative integral powers of (ex-
ponential) counting fields z±np by the corre-
sponding dressed counting fields [µ±(zc)]

n.

B. Universal anomalous fluctuations in equilibrium

In this section, we consider the univariate PDF of the
cumulative charge current rescaled to the timescale of
typical fluctuations ζc = 1/2zc,

Ptyp
c (jc) = lim

t→∞
t−ζcPζc=1/2zc(Jc|t). (60)
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We shall now establish the following remarkable prop-
erty: in equilibrium ensembles with finite particle density
and without charge bias (b = 0), the PDF Ptyp

c (jc) takes
a universal non-Gaussian form in spite of detailed bal-
ance. This property has been previously observed and ex-
plained in our recent paper [74], where we computed the
FCS for an exactly solvable classical automaton of hard-
core charged particles. In Sec. IV we revisit the model
and compute the FCS of charge transfer with respect to
non-stationary bipartitioned initial states.

We wish to stress that the observed anomalous fluc-
tuations found in unbiased equilibrium ensembles are a
general feature of dynamical systems that are subjected
to the constraints specified in Sec. II. In other words, ab-
sence of the so-called CLT property is a corollary of the
imposed constraints, namely (I) the single-file property
and (II) inertness of charge.

We can infer directly from Eqs. (38) and Eq. (48)
that convergence of the rescaled charge-current PDF
t−ζcPζc(Jc|t) towards a non-trivial stationary PDF can
be achieved only provided that the particle and charge
dynamical exponents obey

zc = 2zp. (61)

We have thus inferred that inert charges are slowed down
and spread through the system on a timescale given by
the square root of that associated with particle transport.

The PDF Ptyp
c (jc) takes the universal form with the

following integral representation

Ptyp
c (jc) =

1

πσp

∫ ∞
−∞

djp√
|jp|

exp

[
− j2

p

2σ2
p

− j2
c

2|jp|

]
. (62)

The corresponding MGF Gtyp
c (η) is given by the bilat-

eral Laplace transform of Ptyp
c (jc), namely Gtyp

c (η) =
L[Ptyp

c (jc)](η) =
∫∞
−∞ djce

−η jcPtyp
c (jc), yielding the fol-

lowing integral representation

Gtyp
c (η) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dy
2|y|√
πσp

exp

[
− y4

2σ2
p

+
η2y2

2

]
. (63)

Switching to a new variable u = y2, splitting the integral
into two separate integrals over the real semi-axes R±,
and using the identity

∫∞
0

duπ−1/2 exp [v u− (u/2)2] =

exp (v2)erfc(v), we arrive at the compact explicit expres-
sion

Gtyp
c (η) = E1/2

(η2 σ?
4

)
, (64)

where E1/2(y) belong to a one-parameter family of
Mittag-Leffler functions Ea(y) (see e.g. [120])

Ea(y) =
∑
n≥0

yn

Γ(an+ 1)
, (65)

widespread in applications of fractional calculus [121,
122] (Γ denotes Euler’s Gamma function), while σ? ≡√

2σp sets the characteristic width. In particular, the sec-

ond cumulant κ2 of Ptyp
c (jc) equals κ2 =

√
2/πσp. For

example, in the hardcore automaton σp(ρ) =
√
ρ(1− ρ).

Since Ea(y) are entire functions, their inverse (bilat-
eral) Laplace transform is essentially the Fourier trans-
form, yielding L−1[E2a(y2)] = 1

2Ma(|y|). Here Ma(y)
denote a one-parameter family of PDFs known by the
name of symmetrized M-Wright function [123],

Ma(y) =
∑
n≥0

(−y)n

n! Γ((1− a)− na)
, (66)

belonging to a subfamily of special functions called
Wright functions. The final result is a closed-form uni-
versal expression for the PDF,

Ptyp
c (jc) =

1√
σ?
M1/4

(2|jc|√
σ?

)
, (67)

shown in Fig. 5. The M-Wright function of the scal-
ing variable 2Jc/

√
σ?t

1/2zc indeed plays the role of the
Green’s function of the Cauchy problem associated with
the time-fractional (in Caputo sense) diffusion equation
∂βψ/∂tβ = Dβ∂

2ψ/∂x2 of fractional order β = 2/zc.
The analogy is not exact, however; in the above PDF, the
index of the function is always (i.e. irrespective of expo-
nent zp) equal to zp/(2zc) = 1/4. This ratio is presently
uniquely fixed by demanding time-stationarity of the ap-
propriately rescaled dynamical PDF Pc(Jc|t).
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FIG. 5. Time-dependent probability density functions
t1/2zcPc(Jc|t) (colored dashed curves, computed using
Eqs. (31), (34) and a Gaussian distribution of Jp) of the

rescaled cumulative charge current Jc(t) = t−1/2zcJc(t) as-
sociated with typical fluctuations with zc = 4, shown for the
two-species simple symmetric exclusion process with parallel
update rule at different times (displayed on normal and log-
arithmic scale). Solid black curves are the theoretically pre-
dicted M-Wright distribution corresponding to the stationary
PDF Ptyp

c (jc) = limt→∞ t
1/8P(Jc|t).
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C. Dynamical phases

In this section, we take a closer look at the univariate
SCGF Fc(λc) ≡ F (λ). Given that the function F (λ) gov-
erns the asymptotic growth of the charge-current MGF
Gc(λ|t) ≡ G(λ|t), we may regard it – mutatis mutandis –
as a dynamical analogue of (thermodynamic) free energy.
Supplying the particle univariate MGF Gp(λ|t), the ex-
act G(λ|t) is obtained by substituting the counting fields
exp (±nλ) with their biased counterparts (µ±(λ))n, see
Eq. (58). The task boils down to inferring the asymp-
totic behavior of G(λ|t), by e.g. applying the meth-
ods of localization or steepest descent. To this end,
one first replaces the discrete summation and combina-
torial weights with appropriate continuous counterparts,
yielding a two-dimensional integral over a (possibly non-
compact) integration domain D . Then, we take into
account that for asymptotically large times, the integral
concentrates about the extremal points (local maxima) in
the integration domain D . In general, we have to distin-
guish between two types of extrema: (i) local maxima in
the interior of the domain D , and (ii) maxima located at
the boundary ∂D .

Whenever the MFG G(λ|t) receives contributions from
multiple extrema, we may asymptotically approximate it
by

G(λ|t) �
K∑
k=1

Wk(λ) et
αFk(λ). (68)

Here k = 1, . . . ,K enumerates all (possibly degener-
ate) critical points (including the boundary extrema),
while expansion coefficients Wk(λ) will be referred to as
weighting functions. Functions Fk(λ) in the exponents
can be suggestively interpreted as coexisting (stable or
metastable) branches of the dynamical free energy F (λ).

By fixing the value of the counting field λ, a single
branch Fk(λ) eventually dominates at late times (save
for degenerate cases which we neglect for the time be-
ing). All other subdominant branches are only visible in
the transient dynamics (in the form of corrections that
are exponentially suppressed as t → ∞). Nothing how-
ever prevent a subdominant branch from taking over the
dominant one upon varying the counting field. It is thus
conceivable that by virtue of multiple coexisting compet-
ing dynamical phases, different branches dominate the
late-time growth of G(λ|t), depending of the value of the
counting field λ. As a matter of fact, such behavior may
depend on the parameters of the initial state.

Allowing for the most general scenario, we can envis-
age a partitioning of the complex λ-plane ∪Kk=1Rk

∼= C,
where Rk ∈ C denote the corresponding ‘regions of dom-
inance’. If we are only interested in reconstructing the
LD rate function I(j), it suffices to compute F (λ) along
the real λ-axis (with an extra technical assumption that
that F (λ) is everywhere differentiable). Let accordingly
Ik denote the regions of dominance pertaining to Fk(λ).
Intervals Ik are given by intersections of Rk with the

real λ-axis, ∪Kk=1Ik
∼= R. Certain Ik can be empty,

attributed to those Fk(λ) that remain subdominant for
all values of λ ∈ R. The structure of the associated
LD rate function can be, as it turns out, quite non-
trivial; although there are K dynamical phases involved,
the total number of distinct sequences of interweaving
branches Fk(λ) in the direction of the (fictitious) ‘λ-flow’
(see Fig. 6 for an illustration), can be much larger.

Transitions between dynamical phases occur at the
boundaries of intervals Ik, identified with dynamical
critical points. While the SCGF F (λ) is a continuous
and everywhere convex function of λ ∈ R, it will in gen-
eral feature non-analytic behavior at the critical points.
Judging from the asymptotic form (68) of the multi-
branched structure of the MGF, we anticipate DPTs of
the first order with one of several critical points λ./. Such
point show up as non-differentiable (corner) point in the
physical F (λ). We remind the reader that Legendre du-
ality is no longer guaranteed to hold for any SCGF F (λ)
that develops a non-differentiable point [43]; it is only
when F (λ) is differentiable everywhere on its domain
that there is a guarantee (in the form of the Gärtner–
Ellis theorem) that the Legendre transform of F (λ) yields
the large-deviation rate function, i.e. that I(j) = F ?(j).
Otherwise, F ?(j) is merely the convex hull of I(j).

As we explain next, exploiting additional analytic in-
put stored in the weighting functions Wk(z) provides an
elegant route that bypasses the need for the Gärtner–
Ellis theorem or a fully-fledged steepest descent analy-
sis. By adopting the asymptotic representation (68) as
a starting point, the inverse Laplace transform can be
computed for each branch individually as follows [124]:
by decomposing the PDF P(j|t) =

∑
k Pk(j|t) and in-

troducing potentials Φk(λ; j) ≡ λ j −Fk(λ), each term is
asymptotically of the form

Pk(j|t) � 1

2πi

∫
Dk

dλWk(λ)et
α Φk(λ;j), (69)

where Dk denote deformed integration (Bromwich) con-
tours passing through saddle points λ?k of Φk(λ; j), given
by the unique solutions to F ′k(λ) = j. We have assumed
that functions Wk(λ) are either free of poles (in the com-
plex λ-plane) or that in the process of deforming the
original Bromwich integration contours to Dk we have
not crossed any poles. In the opposite case, the asymp-
totics of Pk(j|t) would pick up additional contributions
stemming from the residues of the integrand in Eq. (69)
(see Ref. [124] for more details). At late times, we thus
have

Pk(j|t) � etα Φk(λ?k;j), (70)

and the rate function I(j) = − limt→∞ t−α logP(j|t) is
simply the infimum over the branches

I(j) = infk{Φk(λ?k; j)}. (71)

We note that a similar type of large-deviation rate func-
tions describe mixtures of Bernoulli trials [125].
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IV. HARDCORE CELLULAR AUTOMATON

Having finally put the formal framework in place, we
now turn to practical applications and exemplify how the
outlined techniques can be applied to a specific model.
For demonstrative purposes, we present the full solution
of the classical deterministic time-reversible classical cel-
lular automaton introduced in Sec. II.

We devote the remainder of the paper to a compre-
hensive analysis of charge fluctuations away from equi-
librium, thereby expanding on our previous work [74].
We first briefly present, as a warm-up, how to infer the
full counting statistics associated with particle number.
By applying the dressing method, we then compute the
exact statistics of charge and exhibit its most salient fea-
tures. Finally, we carry out a systematic analysis of vari-
ous dynamical phases and their interweaving patterns by
studying the corresponding phase diagrams in the com-
plex λ-plane within the scope of Lee–Yang theory.

A. Particle fluctuations

We consider an inhomogeneous initial state consisting
of two semi-infinite partitions, each initialized in a grand-
canonical equilibrium state with respective particles den-
sities ρ− and ρ+. For later convenience, we introduce the
ratio of hole to particle densities, ν = ρ̄/ρ. The latter
obeys 1/ν = ρ−1∂feq(ρ)/∂ρ, where feq = log (1 + eβp) is
the free-energy density parametrized by chemical poten-
tial βp = log (1/ν). The static susceptibility accordingly
reads χp(ρ) = ∂2feq(ρ)/∂β2

p = ρ(1− ρ).
To compute fluctuations of net particle transfer, we

may simply ignore the charge degrees of freedom. In
the hardcore automaton, this effectively eliminates in-
teraction among the particles, and hence computing the
corresponding FCS becomes a simple exercise; in the ab-
sence of relaxation, fluctuations can be read off directly
from the initial condition, yielding the univariate SCGF
of the form

Fp(λp) = log
[
(ρ+ + eλp ρ̄+)(ρ− + e−λp ρ̄−)

]
, (72)

associated with a sum of independent Bernoulli pro-
cesses characterized by state densities ρ±. The result
is in agreement with the celebrated Levitov–Lesovik for-
mula [126, 127] (specialized for the case of perfect trans-
mission). Since particles propagate freely, the MGF
Gp(λp|t) = exp (t Fp(λp)) is indeed exact at all times and
not just asymptotically. Moreover, Fp(λp) depends only
on a single parameter

$ ≡ ρ+ρ̄−(e−λp − 1) + ρ−ρ̄+(eλp − 1), (73)

in terms of which it reads Fp(λp) = log (1 +$(λp)). It
is instructive to compare this result with the SCGF of
the simple symmetric exclusion process, reading [109]
FSSEP(λp) = 1

π

∫∞
−∞ du log [1 +$(λp) exp (−u2)].

The first two scaled cumulants as functions of particle
densities read

s
(p)
1 = lim

t→∞

c
(p)
1 (t)

t
= j̄p = ρ− − ρ+, (74)

s
(p)
2 = lim

t→∞

c
(p)
2 (t)

t
= ρ−ρ̄− + ρ+ρ̄+. (75)

Setting ρ− − ρ+ ≡ δρ and expanding Fp(λ) around equi-
librium, δρ → 0, we can extract ‘diffusivity’ D∗(ρ) = 1
and ‘mobility’ σ∗(ρ) = 2ρ(1 − ρ), obeying the local Ein-
stein relation 2χp(ρ)D∗(ρ) = σ∗(ρ). Curiously, we have
retrieved the exact same dependence as found in the
SSEP (on an infinite line, see Ref. [109]), with the pro-
viso that SSEP is a diffusive system (α = 1/2) while
free particles are ballistic (α = 1). Beware not to
confuse σ∗(ρ) with conductivity σ(ρ); in ballistic sys-
tems, the second cumulant instead gives the first ab-
solute moment of the DSF called the Drude self-weight

s
(p)
2 = limt→∞

∫ t
−t dτ〈jp(0, τ)jp(0, 0)〉c, see Ref. [128].

Fluctuations of the particle transfer evidently satisfy
the GCR. In analogy with the SSEP, the fluctuation sym-
metry is inherited from reflection symmetry of the re-
duced variable $. Moreover, the univariate affinity ε̃p is
simply given by the difference of chemical potentials,

ε̃p = βp,− − βp,+ = log ν+ − log ν− = log κ2, (76)

implying the UFR of the form

Fp(λ) = Fp(−λ− ε̃p). (77)

Using further that freely propagating particles obey
pure transmission, the SCGF Fp(λ) satisfies the so-called
extended fluctuation relation [80]. The latter states that
Fp(λ) is fully determined already by the first scaled cu-

mulant s
(p)
1 = j̄p, namely

Fp(λ) =

∫ λ

0

dγ j̄p(log ν− − γ, log ν+ + γ). (78)

Plugging in j̄p = (1 + ν−)−1 − (1 + ν+)−1 correctly re-
produces Eq. (72).

B. Joint particle-charge fluctuations

We now consider the FCS of joint particle-charge trans-
fer encoded in Gc,p(λc, λp|t). The exact finite-time joint
MFG Gc,p(λc, λp|t) can be calculated from first prin-
ciples (see Sec. V), by following the lines of Ref. [74]
adapted to the bipartitioned initial state (see Sec. III).
Alternatively, Gc,p(λc, λp|t) can be obtained from the
univariate particle-current MGF Gp(λp|t) by applying
the general replacement rule (58). The associated joint
SCGF Fc,p(λc, λc) = limt→∞ t−1 logGc,p(λc, λp|t) is sub-
sequently computed by applying the Laplace’s method
(the derivations are presented in Sec. V).
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By introducing the ‘dressed counting fields’

µ±(λc) ≡ cosh (λc)∓ b± sinh (λc), (79)

and a pair of auxiliary functions depending on the den-
sities and λp,

ν±(λp) ≡
ρ̄±
ρ±

e±λp , ν± ≡ ν±(0), (80)

we find F
(±)
c,p (λc, λp) ≡ log (f

(±)
c,p (λc, λp)) with

f (±)
c,p (λc, λp) =

∏
ε∈{±}

[µ±(λc)]
±ε + νε(λp)

1 + νε
. (81)

The ‘bulk branches’ F
(±)
c,p (λc, λp) are attributed to two

isolated local maxima residing in the interior of the up-
per (lower) triangular subdomain D− (D+) of D�, of the
integration domain D� of Gc,p(λc, λp|t), see Sec. V. On

the other hand, F (0) ≡ F0 represents a constant branch
that only depends solely on particle densities,

F0 = 2 log
[√
ρ−ρ+ +

√
ρ̄−ρ̄+

]
. (82)

Such a flat branch occurs when the maximum of
Gc,p(λc, λp|t) it attained exactly on the diagonal of the
integration domain D� (as represented by the ‘λ-flow’ of
the bulk maxima in Fig. 6). This may be interpreted
as bulk maxima escaping ‘out-of-bounds’ upon colliding
with the diagonal, playing the role of the domain bound-
ary ∂D . More importantly, the bulk maxima are not un-
conditionally present in the integration domain D�. In-
stead, they only appear within certain regions of the pa-
rameter space specified below. Introducing λ ≡ (λc, λp)
and another auxilairy function

κ(λp) ≡
√
ν+(λp)

ν−(λp)
, κ ≡ κ(0), (83)

we find that in the regions

E± = {µ±(λc) ≥ κ±1(λp) ∧ µ∓(λc) < κ∓1(λp)}, (84)

in the two-dimensional λ-plane, only a single extremum
contribution F±(λ) appears in the bulk of subdomains
D±, whereas both extrema coexist within

E+− = {µ+(λc) ≥ κ(λp) ∧ µ−(λc) ≥ κ−1(λp)}. (85)

Competition between the two bulk extrema and the flat
branch can be summarized in terms of the following se-
lection rules

I± = E± ∨
(
E+− ∧ f (±)

c,p (λ) ≥ f (∓)
c,p (λ)

)
, (86)

I0 =
{
µ+(λc) < κ(λp) ∧ µ−(λc) < κ−1(λp)

}
, (87)

which permit us to write compactly

Fc,p(λ) =
{
F (k)
c,p (λ); λ ∈ Ik

}
k∈{+,0,−}

. (88)

We postpone a more detailed study of Fc,p(λ) to
Sec. IV D 1, where we establish the fluctuation relation.
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FIG. 6. Visualization of the ‘λ-flow’ over the integration do-
main D� of MGF G(λ|t), parametrized in terms of continuous
scaling coordinates x1 = l/t and x2 = r/t (with l and r repre-
senting the number of transferred ballistic holes from the left
and right partitions, respectively, in units of t). Trajectories
along the direction of arrows represent the motion of bulk
maxima from the interior of the integration domain, associ-
ated with the bulk branches, namely F+(λ) (red) and F−(λ)
(blue). When the bulk maxima reach the diagonal, repre-
senting the boundary D� for each of the bulk subdomains
D±, the constant (flat) branch F0 sets in. Solid (dashed)
curves designate the physical (subleading, metastable) contri-
butions to the SCGF F (λ). Four different dynamical regimes
are shown: regular regime J+K, where a single physical branch
F+(λ ∈ R) dominates for all λ ∈ R; two types of tunneling
(sub)regimes, to the same branch J+ � +K and to a different

branch J+ � −K via F0 supported on [λ
(−)
± , λ

(+)
− ], and a cor-

ner regime J+ ./ −K with F+ jumping over to F− at corner
point λ./.

C. Anomalous charge fluctuations

In the following, we focus our discussion to the uni-
variate charge-current SCGF Fc(λc). Although Fc(λc) is
merely a specialization of the full joint SCGF Fc,p(λc, λp)
obtained by putting λp = 0 (corresponding to integrat-
ing out the cumulative particle current), the univariate
function Fc(λc) reveals (as already summarized earlier
in Sec. III) an intricate structure. Unlike Fc,p(λc, λp),
Fc(λc) does not necessarily involve all three dynamical
phases when restricted to λc ∈ R.
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FIG. 7. Dynamical phase diagram of the joint particle-charge SCGF Fc,p(λc, λp) in the real λ-plane, exemplified for different
dynamical regimes of Fc(λc): (a) regular regime J + K, (b) corner regime J+ ./ −K, (c) tunneling subregime J+ � +K
and (d) tunneling subregime J+ � −K. The bulk dynamical phases F

(±)
c,p (λc, λp) are shown in red (+) and blue (−). Their

level sets are shown by solid lines of the corresponding color. The constant phase F (0) is shown in white. Coordinate axes
λp = 0 (λc = 0) are represented by solid horizontal (vertical) black lines. The inversion point λinv = −ε/2 of Fc,p(λc, λp)

lies in the geometric center of F (0), while λinv
p and λinv

c are inversion points associated to the univariate SCGFs Fp(λp) and
Fc(λc), respectively. Parameters values in (a), (b), (c), (d) read respectively: ρ− = 0.18, 0.34, 0.28, 0.34, ρ+ = 0.4, 0.4, 0.66, 0.43,
b− = 0.68, 0.99,−0.9,−0.73, b+ = −0.26, 0.3, 0.97, 0.85.

To lighten our notations, we shall subsequently drop
the subscript by identifying Fc(λc) ≡ F (λ), where

F (λ) = {Fk(λ); λ ∈ I c
k }k∈{+,0,−} , (89)

for I c
k ≡ Ik(λp = 0). Moreover, in the limit |λ| → ∞,

the bulk branches F±(λ) grow linearly as

F±(λ) � |λ|+ log

[
(1∓ b±)ν±

2(1 + ν+)(1 + ν−)

]
+O(e−λ). (90)

which is a manifestation of strict causality (with unit
maximal velocity) of the time evolution.

For any fixed choice of the state parameters ρ±, b±,
the physical value of the SCGF F (λ) for a given counting
field λ is given by the dominant branch. Which of the
branches Fk(λ) dominates the growth of the MGF G(λ|t)
at large times is encoded in the selection rules derived in
Sec. IV B.

To obtain an explicit parametrization of the separa-
trices between different dynamical regimes in the hard-
core automaton, we now explicitly work out the selection
rules for univariate charge-current SCGF F (λ). The bulk

branches F±(λ) attain their extrema at λ
(ε)
± , ε ∈ {±},

λ
(ε)
± = log

κ±1 + ε
√
κ±2 + b2± − 1

1∓ b±

, (91)

and a central extremum at

λ
(0)
± =

1

2
log

[
1± b±
1∓ b±

]
= βc(∓b±). (92)

Importantly, while λ
(0)
± is always real for any λ ∈ R, the

other pair of extrema λ
(±)
± can be either real (with ±

referring to the left (−) and right (+) real minima) or
imaginary depending on parameters κ, b± of the initial
state.

For compactness of presentation, we now assume (with
no loss of generality) that ρ+ > ρ−. Introducing new
auxiliary parameters

γ± ≡ κ2(b− ± 1), (93)

the phase boundary for the transition F+ ↔ F− (for
λ ∈ R) is inferred by equating F+(λ) = F−(λ), yielding
γ± = ±1 − b+ for ±λ > 0. Similarly, the phase bound-
aries between the bulk branches F±(λ) and flat branch
F0 occurs when F± = F0, i.e. at the threshold value
b+ = ±

√
1− κ2. The limiting curves for the tunneling

transitions F± ↔ F∓ are determined from the conditions

b+ > 0 : F−(λ
(+)
− ) = F+(λ

(±)
+ ), (94)

b+ < 0 : F−(λ
(−)
− ) = F+(λ

(±)
+ ), (95)

yielding

b+ =
√

1 + γ−, b+ = −
√

1 + γ−, (96)

respectively. This allows us to determine the separatri-
ces between different regimes and their support (in the
parameter space of initial states):

(I) regular regime J + K

|b+| <
√

1− κ2 ∧ b+ ≶ −γ± ± 1, (97)

(II) tunneling regimes

• subregime J± � ±K, with tunneling from F±
via F0 back to the same bulk branch F±

|b+| <
√

1− κ2 ∧ b+ ≶ −γ± ± 1. (98)



23

• subregime J± � ∓K, with tunneling from F±
via F0 to a different bulk branch F∓

b+ ≶ ±
√

1 + γ− ∧ |b+| >
√

1 + γ−. (99)

(III) corner regime J± ./ ∓K

• unbroken branch F+ with a unique minimum

|b+| <
√

1− κ2 ∧ b+ ≶ −γ± ∓ 1. (100)

• regular branch F+ with a doubly degenerate
minimum

|b+| >
√

1− κ2 ∧ b− ≶ 0 ∧ b+ ≷ ±
√

1 + γ−. (101)

(IV) mixed regime J∓ ./ ± � ±K

|b+| <
√

1− κ2 ∧ b− ≷ 0 ∧(
− γ∓ ∓ 1 ≷ b+ ≷ ±

√
1 + γ−

)
. (102)

D. Fluctuation symmetry

In this section, we examine the fluctuation symmetry of
the joint MGF G(λc, λp|t) (see Sec. V for the derivation)
and univariate charge-current SCGF Fc(λc).

1. Multivariate fluctuation relation

By explicit computations, we established that
the joint particle-charge SCGF F (λc, λp) =
limt→∞ t−1 logG(λc, λp|t) obeys the multivariate
fluctuation relation of the form

F (λc, λp) = F (−λc − εc,−λp − εp), (103)

with affinities ε ≡ (εc, εp) reading

εc =
1

2
log

[
1 + b−
1− b−

1− b+
1 + b+

]
= δβc, (104)

εp = ε̃p +
1

2
log

[
1− b2−
1− b2+

]
= δβp. (105)

Recalling that δβi = βi,− − βi,+ for i ∈ {c, p} corre-
spond to differences of the particle and charge chemical
potentials in the two initial partitions, the affinities in-
deed take a canonical form [77, 80, 129]. In the hard-
core automaton (and other charged single-file systems)
ε̃p = log κ2. We have therefore established that in the
considered models with time-reversal invariant dynamics

the joint particle-charge fluctuation relation
(103) is unconditionally satisfied in the en-
tire parameter space despite dynamical phase
transitions.

To illustrate the geometric meaning of the MFR ,
we next examine a diagram of dynamical phases in
the two-dimensional λ-plane, depicted in Fig. 7. No-
tably, all three distinct dynamical phases F (k)(λ), with
k ∈ {+, 0,−}, are always present in the joint SCGF
Fc,p(λ). The constant phase F (0)(λ) appears as a single

compact ‘island’ somewhere between F
(±)
c,p (λ). The one-

dimensional boundaries Lk` separating the kth and `th
can be deduced from the balancing conditions F (k)(λ) =
F (`)(λ) (provided that both phases coexist, i.e. obey the
selection rules given by Eq. (87)). As shown in Fig. 7,
outside of the constant branch F (0), the level sets of
Fc,p(λc, λp) form closed contours. On such contours, any
two points symmetric with respect to the inversion point

λinv always belong to distinct bulk phases F
(±)
c,p (λ).

The MFR implies the existence of an inversion point
λinv = −ε/2. Curiously, the latter is always situated
precisely in the geometric center of the constant phase F0

(see Fig. 7), exactly halfway between two triple critical
points – one of them being the inversion point of Fp(λp)
located on the vertical (λc = 0) axis at λinv

p = − log (κ),
whereas the other is situated at

λtriple =

(
−δβc, λinv

p +
1

2
log

[
1− b2+
1− b2−

])
. (106)

Upon approaching equilibrium (δβp = δβc = 0), both
triple points move towards the origin λ = (0, 0) caus-
ing F (0) to disappear. It is also worth noticing that the
effective affinity ε̃p (located on the λc = 0 axis in the
λ-plane) must be a triple point at the junction of three
phase boundaries Lk` where F (+)(λ) = F (−)(λ) = F (0).
This readily follows from the fact that Fp(λp) is (by as-
sumption) strictly convex and twice differentiable.

2. Spontaneous breaking of the univariate fluctuation
relation

We have already demonstrated that the univari-
ate SCGFs of the particle current Fp(λ) exhibits the
Gallavotti–Cohen symmetry, cf. Eq. (77). We now inves-
tigate the symmetry properties of the univariate charge
current SCGF Fc(λc) = Fc,p(λc, λp = 0) . In the follow-
ing, we write shortly Fc(λc) ≡ F (λ), and systematically
examine each of the dynamical regimes.

In regular regimes J ± K, F (λ) coincides with one
of the bulk branches F±(λ). Therefore, F (λ) is strictly
convex and everywhere differentiable and hence satisfies
the following UFR

F±(λ) = F±(−λ− ε̃(±)
c ), ε̃(±)

c = ∓2βc(b±). (107)

Here the effective affinities ε̃
(±)
c = −2λinv

c , with λinv
± =

λ
(0)
± being the unique minima of F±(λ), are different from

the actual charge affinity εc. Indeed, ε̃
(±)
c only depend

on a single chemical potential (that of the dominant dy-
namical phase) and not on the canonical ‘gradient’ δβc
given by Eq. (104) that enters in the MFR.
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FIG. 8. Dynamical regimes of the hardcore cellular au-
tomaton, represented by a two-dimensional cross section in
the b-plane cross section of the parameter space (shown for
ρ− = 0.45 and ρ+ = 0.5) with SCGF F (λ) exhibiting different
interweaving patterns of dynamical phases: regular regime

(blue), corner regime (red), two distinct types tunneling

regimes via F0 – to the same branch (yellow) and to another
branch (green) – and mixed regime (purple), involving trans-
fer via a corner followed by tunneling to the same branch or
vice-versa.

In corner regimes, denoted by J± ./ ∓K, there is
a non-differentiable point (a convex corner) in F (λ) at
λ./ ∈ R where the bulk branches F±(λ) interchange their
dominance, signaling a DPT of the first order. In effect,
the UFR of Fc(λc) is invariably violated (seen as the
absence of the inversion point on the λp = 0 axis in panel
(b) in Fig. 7).

Despite that, the UFR is preserved locally within the
‘subcritical region’, i.e. an interval of counting fields λ

centered at λ
(0)
± = −ε(±)

c /2, such that

∣∣λ− λ(0)
±
∣∣ < ∣∣λ./ − λ(0)

±
∣∣. (108)

Accordingly, the LDF I(j) develops a non-
differentiable point (a concave corner) at the critical
large current j./, and hence the UFR is only satisfied
locally for subcritical (large) currents |j| < |j./|. Ex-
ceeding the critical current j./, namely for |j| > |j./|,
the GCR is no longer satisfied as large fluctuations in
the opposite direction belong to a different dynamical
phase.

In tunneling regime, the appearance of the flat
branch F0 (assuming F (λ) is everywhere differentiable),
require us to differentiate between two scenarios, here-

after referred to as tunneling subregimes: (i) tunnel-
ing from F± via F0 back to the same phase (denoted
by J± � ±K), or (ii) tunneling to the other bulk branch
(denoted by J± � ∓K). In each to these subregimes,
both bulk branches F± reside in a symmetry-broken

phase with a two-fold degenerate minima at {λ(ε)
± ; ε ∈

{±}}. As we elaborate in turn, validity of the univari-
ate Gallavotti–Cohen relation depends crucially on the
dynamical subregime.

Depending on the state parameters, a second-order
DPT takes place at two out of these four degenerate min-
ima. We recall that at the second-order critical point the
second derivative of the physical (dynamical) free energy
F ′′±(λ) experiences a jump discontinuity. The pair of crit-
ical points always consists of two adjacent minima. In
fact, there are only two possible scenarios: (i) the pair
of second-order critical points coincides with two min-
ima of the same bulk branch or (ii) there is a tunneling

transition from the left minimum λ
(−)
± of F± to the right

minimum λ
(+)
∓ of another branch F∓. Using that the

symmetry-broken bulk branches F±(λ) each enjoys re-
flection symmetry with respect to the central maximum

λ
(0)
± , the inversion symmetry F (λ) clearly remains intact

in case (i) despite the presence of the constant phase F0.
In effect, the UFR in the form (107) remain valid. This
is however no longer true in case (ii) where, upon ap-
proaching the boundaries of the flat segment I0 from
the outside, we find a mismatch in the second derivatives
evaluated in both minima,

lim
λ→λ(−)

±

F ′′±(λ) 6= lim
λ→λ(+)

∓

F ′′∓(λ). (109)

This means that neither of the effective charge affinities

ε̃
(±)
c (with the exception of equilibrium, when they are

both equal) can be the inversion point of F (λ). In ef-
fect, the UFR (107) is violated for the entire range of
counting fields λ ∈ R. Spontaneous breaking of the UFR
can be alternatively discussed from the viewpoint of the
LDF I(j) ≡ Ic(jc). In tunneling regime, I(j) is not
differentiable at j = 0 in both subregimes (i) and (ii).
In subregime (i), lack of differentiability has no implica-
tions on the validity of the UFR since I(j) involves only
a single branch I(±)(j). In subregime (ii), positive and
negative (large) currents are realized in different dynam-
ical phases and consequently the UFR breaks down on
the entire support of j. The same reasoning applies to
mixed regime, where both types of dynamical criticality
are simultaneously present.

To conclude the section, we briefly recapitulate the key
findings. Unlike the joint particle-charge SCGF, the uni-
variate charge-current SCGF F (λ) does not globally (i.e.
for the entire interval of counting fields λ ∈ R) satisfy
a fluctuation relation of the Gallavotti–Cohen type. The
relation (28) is found to be obeyed only in a finite fraction
of the parameter space, comprising the union of regular
regimes (J + K and J − K) and tunneling subregime
J± � ±K.
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FIG. 9. The b-plane cross section of various dynamical regimes (shown for ρ+ = 0.5 and several values of ρ−) in the hardcore
automaton: regular J ± K (blue), corner J+ ./ −K (red), tunnelling regime, with subregimes J± � ∓K (green) and J± � ∓K
(yellow) and mixed (purple). Separatrices, marked by white lines, represent phase boundaries associated with dynamical phase
transitions of first or second order. The univariate fluctuation relation of the charge-current large-deviation function holds
globally in J± K and J± � ±K, and is violated in J± � ∓K (globally) and J± ./ ∓K (locally).

As represented in Fig. 8, these regimes are confined
within a diagonal belt region in the b-plane cross section.
In other words, a continuous (second-order) convexity-
breaking transition experienced by regular bulk branches,
inducing dynamical phase transitions between regular
regimes J±K and tunneling subregimes J± � ±K, pre-
serves the UFR. By contrast, the UFR is violated globally
whenever the system undergoes a dynamical phase tran-
sition of first order, namely in corner regimes J± ./ ∓K
and mixed regime. In these two dynamical regime, the
UFR still holds locally for subcritical large currents. Fi-
nally, the UFR is completely broken in the tunneling
subregime J± � ∓K. We also note that J± � ∓K cannot
be reached from J± K directly (as seen in Fig. 8) but only
via a first-order DPT to another regime. The dependence
of dynamical regimes on state parameters is illustrated
in Fig. 9.

E. Phase diagrams

Thus far we have been almost exclusively concerned
with the late-time behavior of the (univariate) charge-
current MGF G(λ|t) restricted to real-valued counting
fields. Using asymptotic analysis, we have inferred the
general structure of the SCGF F (λ) and the corre-
sponding large-deviation rate function I(j). As already
emphasized in Sec. II, the counting field λ is merely a
formal complex control variable with no direct physical
meaning. As we now demonstrate, the outlined phys-
ical phases and interweaving dynamical regime admit
analytic continuation to complex λ. In the conventional
theory of thermodynamic phase transitions, such an
analytic continuation of couplings or state parameters,
such as temperature and chemical potentials, goes under
the name of Lee–Yang analysis [130]. To elucidate the
interplay of the three dynamical phases, the Lee–Yang
approach is tremendously helpful. Here we only provide
a broader overview of the main results, postponing a
detailed analysis to Sec. V.
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FIG. 10. A representative example of a phase diagram (se-
lected from the mixed regime, with ρ− = 0.75, ρ+ = 0.77,
b− = 0.78, b+ = −0.47.), representing analytic continuation
of dynamical phases into the complex υ-plane. Shaded re-
gions indicate the regions of dominance R± belonging to the
bulk dynamical phases (F+ in red, F− in blue), while white
background is the region of dominance R0 associated with flat
branch F0. Algebraic curves corresponding to extended anti-
Stokes lines that separate distinct dynamical phases apart
from one another: F+ ↔ F0 (red), F− ↔ F0 (blue) and
F+ ↔ F− (gray). Physical parts of the curves, marked by
solid lines, coincide with the Lee–Yang contours (with dashed
lines marking unphysical parts). The Lee–Yang zeros (shown
for t = 32) are marked with gray dots.

The Lee–Yang theory offers a powerful theoretical
framework for characterizing thermodynamic phase tran-
sitions using the language of complex analysis, based
on the singularity structure of the thermodynamic free
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energy [131–133], analytically continued to the complex
temperature or fugacity plane. In finite systems, every
zero contained in the polynomial part of the partition
sum show up as an isolated logarithmic singularity in
the free energy extended to the complex fugacity plane.
Although singularities of this type are always away from
the physical real axis and thus unphysical, they are nev-
ertheless responsible for the appearance of critical points
at large time. Specifically, the number of singularities
grows extensively (i.e. linearly) with system size and, in
the thermodynamic limit, the singularities tend to form
clusters. One commonly finds that the majority of sin-
gularities arrange densely along contours or inside two-
dimensional subdomains. Such condensates form natural
boundaries between distinct thermodynamic phases.
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FIG. 11. Phase diagram in the regular regime J + K (with
state parameters ρ− = 0.18, ρ+ = 0.4, b− = 0.28, b+ =
−0.14) in complex υ-plane, comprising a single contiguous

region of dominance R(υ)
+ associated to F+ (red), and the

domain R(υ)
0 of the constant phase F0 (white background).

The extended anti-Stokes line A(υ)
+,0 (A(υ)

−,0), separating F+

(F−) from F0, is shown by the red (blue) curve, with solid

part corresponding to the Lee–Yang contour C(υ)+,0 (and gray
dots marking the Lee–Yang zeros of G(υ|t) at time t = 40).

Dashed blue line is the ghost anti-Stokes line A(υ)
−,0 violating

the selection criterion.

Introducing a complex counting field z ≡ eλ, we can
apply the Lee–Yang approach to the rescaled CGF F (z|t)
by maintaining analogy with the thermodynamic free en-
ergy. Taking advantage of the fact that in the hardcore
automaton the MGF G(z|t) enjoys a particularly simple
analytic structure, we managed to obtain a fully gen-
eral solution. By exploiting the formal analogy with
two-dimensional electrostatics [133, 134], we succeeded
in explicitly parametrizing the Lee–Yang contours, per-
mitting us to compute the associated density of zeros
from the jump discontinuities of the imaginary poten-

tial of the complexified dynamical free energy density
F (z) upon transversing the phase boundaries in the z-
plane. In the hardcore automaton, we find a unit frac-
tion of Lee–Yang zeros condensing along certain closed
contours in the complex z-plane, separating different re-
gions of dominance. This implies that Lee–Yang contours
along which the zeros condense naturally play the role
of phase boundaries between distinct (complexified) dy-
namical phases, obstructing analytic continuation of F (z)
across the phase boundaries. In the language of Morse
theory, they are commonly referred to as the anti-Stokes
lines (see e.g. Refs. [135, 136]).
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FIG. 12. Phase diagram in corner regime J+ ./ −K
(with state parameters ρ− = 0.34, ρ+ = 0.74, b− = 0.97,
b+ = −0.72) in complex υ-plane, comprising two disjoint

regions of dominance R(υ)
± associated to F+ (red) and F−

(blue), next to domain R(υ)
0 of the constant phase F0 (white

background). Curves represent the extended anti-Stokes lines

A(υ)
k,` , separating Fk from F`, for k, ` ∈ {+, 0,−} with k 6= `,

namely A(υ)
+,0 (red), A(υ)

−,0 (blue) and A(υ)
+,− (gray). Solid parts

of the curves belong to the Lee–Yang contours. Gray dots
mark the Lee–Yang zeros of G(υ|t) at time t = 46.

In terms of the multiplicative counting field z, the
MGF G(z|t) represents a Laurent polynomial with 2t
terms. By exploiting the underlying symmetries, there is
however a more convenient (bijective) reparametrization
in terms of a complex counting variable υ, defined via a
conformal (Möbius) transformation υ(z) = (z−1)/(z+1),
which we adopt in the following analysis. The physical
part of F (υ) (real λ, z) then maps to the compact interval
℘ ≡ [−1, 1], whereas the regions of dominance associated

with dynamical phases Fk will be denoted by R
(υ)
k ⊂ C.

It is worth noticing that the extended phase diagram in
the complex υ-plane comprises all three phases, with the
sole exception being the regular regimes J ± K. In addi-
tion, each of the two bulk phases forms a single compact

region of dominance, F±(υ ∈ R
(υ)
± ), with the exception

of the tunneling regimes J± � ±K. The flat phase F0 may
be seen as the background.

In regular regime, the physical interval ℘ is con-
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tained entirely within a single region of dominance

R
(υ)
k∈{±}, depending on the selection criteria. Notice that

both the dominant and subdominant bulk branches F±
are always simultaneously present in the υ-plane, with

each of them becoming physical along I
(υ)
± = ℘ ∩R

(υ)
±

when there is a non-trivial intersection with the physical
line ℘.
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FIG. 13. Phase diagram in subregime J+ � +K of tunneling
regime (with state parameters ρ− = 0.23, ρ+ = 0.33, b− =
−0.67, b+ = 0.69), comprising two disjoint regions of domi-

nance R(υ)
± associated to F+ (red), and the domain R(υ)

0 of
the constant phase F0 (white background). The extended

anti-Stokes lines A(υ)
+,0 (A(υ)

+,0), separating F+ (F−) from F0,
are shown by red (blue) curve. Solid curves indicates the

Lee–Yang contour C(υ)+,0. Gray dots mark the Lee–Yang zeros
of G(υ|t) at time t = 36.

In corner regime, the physical interval comprises two

regions (intervals) of dominance, ℘ = I
(υ)
+ ∪I

(υ)
− , with

I
(υ)
± meeting at the corner point υ./ ∈ ℘, being a dynam-

ical critical point of first order where the bulk branches
interchange their dominance. The Lee–Yang contour in-
tersects the physical interval ℘ with an impact angle of
π/2 (see Figure 12), such that the density of zeros at
the intersection is strictly positive, consistent with first-
order criticality [132]. Curiously, the Lee–Yang contour
emanating from the physical first-order critical point ter-
minates in the complex υ-plane at a (unphysical) triple
point where all three distinct phase boundaries meet at
one point.

In tunneling regime, the flat branch F0 acquires a
non-empty overlap with the physical interval ℘. Disre-
garding degenerate scenarios, there are only two possi-
bilities of entering tunneling regimes J± � ±K by vary-
ing parameters of the initial state, either from regular
regimes J ± K or from mixed regimes J∓ ./ ± � ±K or
J± � ± ./ ∓K. The other tunneling subregimes J± � ∓K
can be entered from J± � ± ./ ∓K or J± ./ ∓K.

Entering from regular regime, the region R
(υ)
0 ap-

proaches close to ℘ until it eventually opens up a ‘corri-

dor’ through R
(υ)
± , splitting it into two disjoint compact

regions (see Fig. 13). In this process, a physical regular
bulk branch experiences a symmetry-breaking transition
to a non-convex shape. Note that the pairs of degener-
ate minima associated with the bulk branches F± show
up as singular nodal points of the algebraic curves that
parametrize the extended anti-Stokes lines (by disregard-
ing the selection rules). The second-order transition can
hence be also be seen as a conjugate pair of complex nodal
points of the extended anti-Stokes lines colliding with ℘
and thus becoming physical dynamical critical points.
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FIG. 14. Phase diagram in subregime J+ � −K of tunneling
subregime (with state parameters ρ− = 0.34, ρ+ = 0.43,
b− = −0.68, b+ = −0.85), comprising two disjoint regions

of dominance R(υ)
± associated to both bulk dynamical phases

F+ (red) and F− (blue), and the domain R(υ)
0 of the constant

phase F0 (white background). The extended anti-Stokes lines

A(υ)
±,0 separating F+ (F−) from F0 are shown by red (blue)

algebraic curves. The respective Lee–Yang contour C(υ)+,0 and

C(υ)−,0 are marked by solid curves. Gray dots mark the Lee–
Yang zeros of G(υ|t) at time t = 36.

Entering from the mixed regime corresponds to the
first and second order critical points swapping places, see
Fig. 10.

Lastly, we note that two tunneling subregimes, de-
picted in Figures 13 and 14, are disconnected. Näıvely,
one would expect that a direct transition between these
two regimes takes place when adjacent degenerate min-
ima of the bulk branches F± swap places. This is not
what happens, however. Suppose that, for definiteness,

we start in J+ � +K: before λ
(+)
− can pass through λ

(+)
+ ,

a transition to J+ � + ./ −K is inevitable simply due to
the fact that branch F+ is steeper than F− at large λ.
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V. TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide additional technical infor-
mation and spell out the derivations. Considering a bi-
partitioned nonequilibrium initial state, the main object
of study is the finite-time joint MGF

G(λc, λp|t) =
〈
eλcJc(t)+λpJp(t)

〉
init
. (110)

By applying methods of localization, we compute large-
t limit of G(λc, λp|t) and infer the exact joint SCGF
F (λc, λp). We subsequently restrict our considerations
to the univariate SCGF Fc(λc) encoding the FCS of the
charge transfer, while computing the scaled cumulants
and deduce the probability distribution of typical fluc-
tuations. We proceed afterwards by carefully examining
the general solutions of the minimization problem arising
in the dressing procedure applied to the large-deviation
rate function (53) and outline the main formal proper-
ties of such a dressing transformation. We also include
illustrative examples of the emergent dynamical regimes.
We provide a short overview of Lee–Yang theory, which
we afterwards apply to the hardcore cellular automaton.
The exact finite-time MGF allows us to determine the
complex regions of dominance and parametrize the Lee–
Yang contours that separate between them. We conclude
the section by resolving the degenerate case of grand-
canonical equilibrium states that feature an exceptional
triple critical point.

A. Exact full counting statistics

The exact formula for the finite-time charge-current
MGF Gc(λc|t) in the hardcore automaton, computed for
the grand-canonical equilibrium states, is already known
from Ref. [74]. The computation can be easily adapted
to bipartitioned initial ensembles. To keep the nota-
tion in line with Ref. [74], we present the bivariate MGF
G(λc, λp|t) as a double sum by summing over contribu-
tion of freely propagating holes (as opposed to particles).

Let l ≡ n̄− and r ≡ n̄+ denote the number of holes
crossing the origin in a time interval t starting from
the left and right partitions, respectively, and similarly
n∓ = |Λ∓| for particles. Note that a particle crossing the
origin requires a hole passing in the opposite direction,
and thus we have |Λ±| = [|l− r| ± (l− r)]/2. By averag-
ing over initial configurations, the exact finite-time joint
MGF G(λc, λp|t) is given by a double sum of the form

G(λc, λp|t) =

t∑
n̄−,n̄+=0

∏
ε∈{±}

(
t

n̄ε

)
ρtε[νε(λp)]

n̄εµ|Λε|ε , (111)

where µ±(λc) is the ‘dressed’ counting fields (given by
Eq. (79)). Under charge conjugation, C : b± 7→ −b±, the
joint MGF transforms as

C[G(λc, λp|t)] = G(−λc, λp|t). (112)

Similarly, space reflection R : x 7→ −x interchanges the
state parameters, R : b± 7→ b∓ and R : ρ± 7→ ρ∓, and
hence the MGF satisfies

R[G(λc, λp|t)] = G(−λc,−λp|t). (113)

The univariate MGF Gc(λc|t) is simply obtained by
marginalization, namely Gc(λc|t) = G(λc, 0|t). An al-
ternative way to derive Gc(λc|t) is to initially compute
the PDF associated to the transferred particles, which is
easily accomplished by identifying the cumulative parti-
cle current Jp = r − l, yielding

Pp(Jp|t) =

t∑
n̄−,n̄+=0

δJp,n̄+−n̄−

∏
ε∈{±}

(
t

n̄ε

)
νn̄εε ρtε. (114)

The associated MGF Gp(λp|t) is given by the Laplace
transform, Gp(λp|t) = L [Pp(Jp|t)] (−λp), yielding

Gp(λp|t) =
t∑

n̄−,n̄+=0

∏
ε∈{±}

(
t

n̄ε

)
[νε(λp)]

n̄ερtε. (115)

Applying the dressing operator DG (see Eq. (55)),
amounts to using the substitution rule Eq. (58) in
Eq. (115), which recovers Eq. (111).

By applying the particle-hole transformation to
Eq. (114), we obtain the following equivalent double-sum
representation of Pp(Jp|t) involving summation over the
transferred particles instead of vacancies (cf. Eq. (34))

Pp(Jp|t) =

t∑
n−,n+=0

δJp,n−−n+

∏
ε∈{±}

(
t

nε

)
ρ̄tεν
−nε
ε . (116)

The obtained result is very transparent and intuitive:
computing Pp(Jp|t) for non-interacting ballistically prop-
agating particles entails summing over all the contri-
butions from n− right movers from the left partition
and subtracting n+ left-movers from the right partition,
weighted with appropriate statistical factors.

1. Localization

Asymptotic growth of MGF G(λ|t) can be computed
using Laplace’s method of localization as we now de-
scribe. We begin by first listing the general formulae,
which we subsequently apply to our specific case. Let
D be a d-dimensional domain parameterized by coor-
dinates x = (x1, x2, . . . , xd). We consider two dummy
functions f(x) and g(x) and an integral of the type
Gg[f] ≡

∫
D dx g(x)et f(x). For large t, the integral lo-

calizes around the point x0, ∇f|x0 = 0, corresponding to
the global maximum of f in the bulk (i.e. interior) of the
integration domain D . We have the following asymptotic
approximation

Gg[f] �
(

2π

t

)d/2
g(x0)etf(x0)√
detH [f](x0)

, (117)
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with H [f] being the Hessian of function f evaluated at
point x0. When D is a compact domain, it might also
happen that maximum is attained at the boundary ∂D .
In this case, assuming a non-vanishing derivative in the
normal direction to the boundary with unit normal n⊥,
we use the following formula for x0 ∈ ∂D ,

Gg[f] �
1

2π

(
2π

t

) d+1
2 g(x0)et f(x0)

|∇n⊥ f(x0)|
√

detH‖[f](x0)
, (118)

with H‖[f](x0) denoting the Hessian submatrix evaluated
in the remaining (non-normal) coordinates (i.e. subspace
orthogonal to n⊥) at x0.

Returning to our working example, we now infer the
behavior of Gc,p(λc, λp|t) at large times. We introduce
the rescaled continuum coordinates

l

t
→ x1,

r

t
→ x2, (119)

and subsequently convert the double sum in Eq. (111)
into a two-dimensional (d = 2) integral over the square
domain D� ≡ [0, 1]2 and use Stirling’s approximation

n! �
√

2πn(n/e)n applied to the binomials in Eq. (111),
in the regime where all t, l and their difference t − l
become large(

t

l

)
�
√

t

2πl(t− l)

(
l

t

)−l(
1− l

t

)l−t
. (120)

In this manner we deduce the following exact asymptotic
expression for the joint particle-charge MGF

Gc,p(λc, λp|t) �
t

2π

∫
D�

dx
et (fc(x1,x2)+fp(x1,x2))∏2

i=1

√
xi(1− xi)

, (121)

with exponents

efc(x1,x2) =
νx
−ν

y
+

∏
ε∈{±} µ

(|x1−x2|+ε(x1−x2))/2
ε

(ρ+ρ−)−1
∏2
i=1 xxi

i (1− xi)1−xi
, (122)

efp(x1,x2) = eλp(x2−x1). (123)

Bulk maxima. When f(x) attains its maximum in the
bulk of D�, we find two maxima corresponding to two
critical points located at x± ≡ (x1,±, x2,±), with coordi-
nates

x1,± =
ν−(λp)

ν−(λp) + [µ±(λc)]∓1
, (124)

x2,± =
ν+(λp)

ν+(λp) + [µ±(λc)]±1
. (125)

Critical points x± are however not always simultaneously
present. In fact, depending on the ratio of densities
κ(λp) =

√
ν+(λp)/ν−(λp), extremal point x+ appears

only below the diagonal of domain D�, namely for x1,+ ≥
x2,+, equivalent to inequality µ+(λc) ≥ κ(λp)); analo-
gously x− appears above the diagonal for x1,− ≤ x2,− or,

equivalently, µ−(λc) ≥ κ−1(λp)). The two separatrices
are determined by the conditions µ±(λ±) = [κ(λp)]

±1.

For example, for λp = 0 this yields two solutions λ
(ε)
±

(with ε ∈ {±}) given by Eq. (91). At critical points x±,
the exponent in Eq. (121) evaluates to

f (±)
c,p (λc, λp) ≡ [fc(λc) + fp(λp)]|x± , (126)

given by the expressions in Eq. (81). Moreover, the
Hessian precisely cancels out the square-root factor in
Eq. (121). Writing λ ≡ (λc, λp), the joint MGF there-
fore assumes the following simple asymptotic form

Gc,p(λ|t) �
{

et f
(±)
c,p (λ) λ ∈ E±∑

ε∈{±} e
tf(ε)
c,p(λ) λ ∈ E+,−

, (127)

where E± and E+,− are given by Eq. (84) and Eq. (85),
respectively. The above asymptotic formula does not ap-
ply for λc ∈ I0

Localization along the diagonal of D�. When both
conditions µ+(λc) < κ(λp) and µ−(λc) < κ−1(λp) are
simultaneously satisfied, the interior of D� is devoid of
any critical points. In this case, function f in the ex-
ponent in Eq. (121) attains a maximum on the diag-
onal at x0 ≡ (x0, x0) with parallel and normal unit
directions n‖ = 1√

2
(1, 1) and n⊥ = ± 1√

2
(1,−1) (for

x1 ≷ x2), respectively. Solving for ∇n‖f(x)|x0 = 0, we

find x0 =
√
ν−ν+/(1 +

√
ν−ν+), with a non-zero second

derivative ∇2
n‖
f(x)|x0

= −(2 +
√
ν−ν+ + 1/

√
ν−ν+) and

∇n⊥f(x)|x0 = −
√

2 log (κ±1(λp)/µ±(λc)). For λ ∈ R ×
R, the MGF Gc,p(λ|t) restricted to intervals Ik∈{+,0,−}
(cf. Eqs. (87)) takes the form

Gc,p(λ ∈ Ik|t) �Wk(λ)et Fk(λ), (128)

with bulk branches F
(±)
c,p (λ) (cf. Eq. (81)) and flat branch

F (0) (cf. Eq. (82)), respectively. The ‘weighting func-
tions’ read explicitly

W± = 1, (129)

W0(λ) =

∏
ε∈{±}[log (κε(λp)µ

−1
ε (λc))]

−1

[4πt(2 +
√
ν−ν+ + 1/

√
ν−ν+)]1/2

. (130)

2. Scaled cumulants

In this section, we compute the scaled cumulant sn ≡
s

(c)
n for the general case of unequal densities ρ− 6= ρ+.

Invoking Bryc’s regularity condition (which follows from
the Lee–Yang analysis carried out in Sec. V C below),
the dominant branch (81) is always faithful and conse-
quently all cumulants cn(t) grow linearly with time. In
effect, scaled cumulants sn are precisely the Taylor series
coefficients of the charge-current SCGF F (λ). The first
two scaled cumulants are of particularly simple form

s1 = (ρ− − ρ+)b±, (131)

s2 = ∓(ρ− − ρ+)− b2±(ρ2
+ + ρ2

− − 2ρ∓), (132)
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where the signature depends on which of the two bulk
branches F±(λ) dominates at λ = 0 (recall that F0 can
never be dominant at λ = 0).

The degenerate case of equal densities, ρ± = ρ, is
rather exceptional. To begin with, the first cumulant
c1(t) no longer grows linearly with time. As discussed
in Sec. II, the lack of Bryc regularity implies that the
SCGF F (λ) is no longer a faithful generating function.
In Appendix B, we infer how cumulants cn(t) grow at
large times with aid of localization and Faà di Bruno’s
formula, establishing that cn ∼ tn/2. To give a flavor,
the first two cumulants read

c1(t) � (b− − b+)
χp(ρ)

π
t1/2, (133)

c2(t) � χp(ρ)
(
b2− + b2+ −

1

π
(b− − b+)2

)
t. (134)

While in equilibrium, that is for b− = b+, all odd cu-
mulants vanish identically, even cumulant still behave
anomalously.

3. Typical fluctuations

We have already established that G(λ|t) grows asymp-
totically with exponent α = 1. This means that typical
values of the integrated charge current through the origin
in a time interval t are of the order Jc(t) ∼

√
t. By tak-

ing full advantage of the exact expression for the finite-
time charge-current MGF G(λ|t), we are in a position
to deduce the associated PDF, denoted subsequently by
Ptyp(j) (here we have once again dropped the subscript
’c’ by identifying λc → λ and jc → j). In the following,
we treat the generic case with unequal densities ρ− 6= ρ+.
The special case of equal densities is worked out in Ap-
pendix B.

Introducing the shifted cumulative charge current
Ĵc(t) ≡ Jc(t) − c1(t) by subtracting the first cumu-
lant c1(t), we first define the dynamically rescaled time-
dependent PDF

P1/2(Ĵc|t) ≡ t1/2P
(
Ĵc = t−1/2Ĵc(t)|t

)
, (135)

such that

e−λ c1(t)G(λ|t) =

∫
dĴcP1/2(Ĵc|t)eλ t

1/2Ĵc . (136)

This yields, in the limit of large times, the stationary
PDF

Ptyp(j) = lim
t→∞

P1/2(j = Jc|t). (137)

By introducing a dynamically rescaled counting field η
via

η ≡ t1/2λ, (138)

and using limt→∞ e−t
1/2η c1(t)G

(
t−1/2η|t

)
= es2η

2

, we
can express Ptyp(j) via the inverse Laplace transform

(acting on a function of variable η)

Ptyp(j) = L−1
[
es2η

2
]

(j), (139)

yielding a Gaussian PDF

Ptyp(j) =
1√

2πσ2
typ

exp

[
− j2

2σ2
typ

]
, σ2

typ = s2. (140)

Here s2 = F ′′(0) is the second scaled cumulant s2 of the
(faithful) SCGF F (λ). Importantly, the obtained result
implicitly depends on the dominant branch of F±(λ) at
λ = 0. We have thus recovered the CLT behavior, as
indeed guaranteed by Bryc regularity.
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FIG. 15. Two branches of the joint particle-charge LDF

Ic,p(jc, jp). For jc 6= 0, the two branches I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) are sup-

ported on disjoint domains J± separated by a gap, attaining
their minima j±p (jc) in the interior of J±. For jc = 0, the
gap between the two domains closes while preserving convex-
ity of Ic,p(jc, jp). This time, one of the branches (in Figure
J−, shown in blue) attains the minimum at jc = 0 and since
j±p (jc) is not differentiable at jc = 0 the rate function Ic(jc)
can acquire a corner point at the origin.

B. Dressing the particle rate function

This section includes a formal analysis of the solutions
to the optimization problem given below by Eq. (147).
Since now the particle and charge current both play a role
and appear in the formulae simultaneously, we shall re-
instate the subscript indices to avoid ambiguities. As we
explain in turn, the computation of Ic(jc) can be formu-
lated as a nested, two-stage optimization procedure. In
the following, the LD rate function of the particle transfer
Ip(jp) provides an input to the outlined optimization.

Our starting point will be the following joint rate func-
tion

Ic,p(jc, jp) = Ic|p(jc, jp) + Ip(jp), (141)
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allowing us to express Ic(jc) through marginalization,

Ic(jc) = infjp{Ic,p(jc, jp)}, (142)

namely by minimizing the joint rate function over the
domain J of time-integrated rescaled particle current
jp, with jc kept fixed.

By exploiting the fact that |jc| ≤ |jp|, we split J into
two disjoint intervals J± such that J = J− ∪J+.
Assuming strict causality, such that jp ∈ [jmin

p , jmax
p ], we

define

J+(jc) ≡ −
[
jmin
p , |jc|

]
, J−(jc) ≡

[
|jc|, jmax

p

]
, (143)

and correspondingly split the bivariate function
Ic,p(jc, jp) into two separate branches

I(±)
c,p (jc, jp) ≡ I(±)

c|p (jc, jp) + Ip(jp). (144)

The split conditional rate functions

I
(±)
c|p (jc, jp) ≡ Ic|p(jp|jc)

∣∣∣
jp∈J±

, (145)

have the following explicit form

I
(±)
c|p (jc, jp) =

∑
ε∈{±}

|jp|
2

(1 + ε ξ) log

[
1 + ε ξ

1∓ ε b±

]
. (146)

The first stage of optimization involves minimizing the
problems on the separate non-overlapping subdomains
J±,

I(±)
c (jc) ≡ infjp∈J±

{
I(±)
c,p (jc, jp)

}
, (147)

resulting in two branches of the rate function I
(±)
c (jc).

In the second stage of optimization, the physical rate
function Ic(jc) is determined by picking the minimum of

the two branches I
(±)
c for every given value of jc ,

Ic(jc) = min{I(±)
c (jc)}. (148)

We shall not attempt to give a fully general classifi-
cation of solutions. Instead, we proceed with certain
mild simplifying assumptions on the input rate function
Ip(jp). We require that Ip(jp) is a strictly convex and
twice differentiable everywhere on its domain, ensuring
I ′′p (jp) ≡ ∂2

jp
Ip(jp) ≥ 0. Generic rate functions are ex-

pected to fulfill this technical assumptions, which appre-
ciably simplifies the ongoing analysis. If the particle dy-
namics itself sustains a dynamical phase transition, there
might of course be additional physical features that are
not captured by our analysis. This is however beyond
the scope of the present work. Our objective is to under-
stand how the single-file and inertness properties lead to
anomalous fluctuations associated with the charge trans-
fer.

We proceed by investigating the minimization prob-
lems given by Eq. (147). Let j±p denote the minima of

I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp). The solutions to Eqs. (147) are then given

by I
(±)
c,p (jc, j

±
p ) = I

(±)
c (jc). It is important to stress that

minima j±p are functions of jc, i.e. j±p = j±p (jc). Noting

that I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) are differentiable in both arguments, it

follows that when j±p (jc) are differentiable functions of

variable jc, then so are the functions I
(±)
c (jc).

The second derivative with respect to the variable
jp of the conditional rate function Ic|p(jc, jp), that is

I ′′c|p(jc, jp) ≡ ∂2
jp
Ic|p(jc, jp), reads explicitly (with ξ =

jc/|jp|, see Eq. (42))

I ′′c|p(jc, jp) =
1

|jp|
ξ2

1− ξ2
, (149)

and is non-negative everywhere except at jc = 0 where it
vanishes, I ′′c|p(0, jp) = 0. Using that Ip(jp) is convex, this

further implies that I
(±)
c,p (jc 6= 0, jp) is strictly convex

as a function of jp. It then follows that the functions

I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) possess unique minima at j±p , respectively.

For this reason, we exclude for the moment the case jc =
0 and continue with the general case jc 6= 0.

Noting that for |ξ| → 1 (i.e. when approaching the
boundaries of domains I ± from the left/right respec-
tively) the magnitudes of the first derivatives

I
′(±)
c|p (jc, jp) = ±1

2
log

(
1− b2±
1− ξ2

)
, (150)

are unbounded and of different sign, we conclude (using

that I
(±)
c,p is convex and I ′p(jp) bounded) that the minima

j±p reside in the interior of domains I±(jp) (see Fig. 15).
By invoking the implicit function theorem, it then follows

from I
′′(±)
c,p (jc 6= 0, jp) > 0, that the minima j±p (jc) are

differentiable with respect to jc, j
±
p = j±p (jc) for jc 6= 0.

Consequently, both branches I
(±)
c (jc 6= 0) in Eq. (147)

are also differentiable functions.
Differentiability of Ic(jc) is however no longer guaran-

teed at the origin jc = 0, representing a distinguished
point. We note that at jc = 0 (ξ = 0) we have a fi-
nite first derivative (see Eq. (150)) and a vanishing sec-
ond derivative (see Eq. (149)). This means that the first

derivatives of I
(±)
c,p (0, jp) with respect to jp can, depend-

ing on state parameters, be either negative or positive,
respectively, and consequently the corresponding minima

of I
(±)
c,p (0, jp) can be attained at the boundaries of the op-

timization domains J±, implying that j±p = 0. Notice

that even when jc = 0, the minima j±p can still reside
in the interior of J±(0), in which case it follows im-

mediately that I
(±)
c (jc) are differentiable by essentially

reiterating the argument for the jc 6= 0 case. Otherwise,

when the minimum of I
(±)
c,p (0, jp) is located precisely on

the boundary ∂J± of the minimization domains J± (i.e.
when j±p = 0), functions j±p (jc) cease to be differentiable
at the origin, jc = 0, where they develop a (convex) cor-
ner.
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FIG. 16. Two branches I
(±)
c,p (jc, jp) (with + and − shown by red and blue curves, respectively) of the joint particle-charge LDF

Ic,p(jc, jp), depicted for different dynamical regimes of the hardcore automaton: (a) regular regime, (b) tunneling subregime
to the same bulk branch, (c) tunneling subregime to the other bulk branch and (d) corner regime. Thin curves correspond
to different values of jc with gray dots marking the location of minima. Thick curves indicate the flow of minima in each of
the respective domains J± while continuously varying jc. The global minima on J = J+ ∪J− follow the solid thick lines,
while the dashed thick lines trace the subdominant minima. In regular regime (a), the global minimum always, i.e. for all jc,

belongs to one of the branches I
(±)
c,p , yielding a differentiable rate function Ic(jc). Likewise, the global minimum belongs to

the same branch in tunneling subregime J+ � +K shown in panel (b), except that at jc = 0 the minimum is found at jp = 0,
resulting in a non-differentiable (corner) point in the rate function. Panel (c) shows tunneling to another bulk branch labelled
by J+ � −K, where at jp = 0 the global minimum shifts from J + K over to J− K, also inducing a corner in the rate function. In
the corner regime, shown in panel (d) for J+ ./ −K, the trajectories of the local minima j±p (jc) do not meet at jp = 0. Instead
global minimum jumps from one branch to another at the critical charge current j./, producing a non-differentiable (corner)

point in the physical rate function I(jc) at jc = j./. Insets show the two branches I
(±)
c (jc) of the corresponding large-deviation

rate function, with solid curves marking the physical rate function Ic(jc).

Inserting it into Eqs. (147), we conclude that the
branches I±c (jc) are non-differentiable, also possessing a
convex corner at jc = 0.

Having worked out the formal structure of I±c (jc), we
can now return to the outer optimization (148). We first

establish that at least one of the branches I
(±)
c (jc) is

not differentiable at jc = 0, which readily follows from

the fact that limjp→0 I
(+)
c|p (0, jp) = limjp→0 I

(−)
c|p (0, jp),

in turn implying that Ic,p(0, jp) = Ip(jp) is contin-
uous on its entire domain, i.e. for jp ∈ J+(0) ∪
J−(0) = [−jmin

p , jmax
p ]. Writing shortly I

′(±)
c,p (0, jp) ≡

∂jpI
(±)
c,p (0, jp) and taking into account that

lim
jp→0∓

I ′(±)
c,p (0, jp) = lim

jp→0∓
I ′p(jp)± 1

2 log (1− b2±), (151)

in conjunction with differentiability of Ip(jp) at the origin

jp = 0, we infer the following inequality

lim
jp→0+

I ′(−)
c,p (0, jp) ≥ lim

jp→0−
I ′(+)
c,p (0, jp). (152)

Based on this, we conclude that Ic,p(0, jp) is a con-
vex function on the entire domain of jp, i.e. for
jp ∈ [−jmin

p , jmax
p ], despite non-differentiability of the

branches I
(±)
c (jc) at jc = 0. Since a convex function

has only one minimum, it follows that at least one of the
minima of I±c,p(0, jp) occur at the boundary jp = 0, as
illustrated in Figure 15.

The outlined nested minimization problem, given by
Eq. (147) and Eq. (148), thus gives rise to several quali-
tatively different types of rate functions Ic(jc), There are
four main cases which are exemplified in Figure 16.
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C. The Lee–Yang theory

We now exhibit the dynamical critical phenomena in
the framework of the Lee–Yang theory of phase transi-
tions. To perform this analysis, we first express the MGF
in terms of the exponential counting field z ≡ eλ, yielding
a Laurent series

G(z|t) =

t∑
n=−t

gn(t)zn = Z0(t) z−t
2t∑
j=1

(
z− zj(t)

)
. (153)

The MGF G(z|t) involves 2t dynamical (i.e. time-
dependent) zeros {zj(t)} called Lee–Yang zeros. Due
to reality of J(t), we have that every every zero zj is
paired with its complex-conjugate counterpart z̄j . In
equilibrium, the detailed balance condition forces the
zeros to combine into pairs zj and 1/zj , implying a
reflection symmetry G(z|t) = G(z−1|t). To facilitate
the asymptotic analysis of F (z|t) = t−1 logG(z|t), it
proves useful to separate the contributions of zeros, de-
noted hereafter by FLY(z|t), from the ‘regular potential’
V (z|t) = − log (z) + t−1 log Z0(t) attributed to the non-
polynomial prefactor in Eq. (153), i.e. perform the split-
ting F (z|t) = V (z|t) + FLY(z|t). The Lee–Yang zeros
enter into the ‘singular part’

FLY(z|t) =

2t∑
j=1

log(z− zj(t)). (154)

in the form of logarithmic singularities.
The total number of zeros grows extensively with time

t. We are interested in asymptotic growth of G(z|t) at
late times. In this limit, one commonly finds that the
full fraction of zeros gradually approach each other be-
fore eventually forming condensates. One can expect (ne-
glecting the possibility of accumulation points) the zeros
to distribute along certain one-dimensional segments in
the complex z-plane, or to (densely) concentrate inside
certain two-dimensional domains. In the hardcore au-
tomaton, the latter scenario can be ruled out based on
the asymptotic form of G(z|t) given by Eq. (68). No-
tice that in the limit of large time any finite number (i.e.
of vanishing fraction, subextensive in t) of zeros may be
harmlessly disregarded.

1. Contour representation

We now return to our main example – the classical
hardcore automaton. The task at hand is to explicitly
determine the Lee–Yang contours. In turns out that the
full fraction of zeros condense along a single contour or
a union of contours which we denote hereafter by Cz.

Introducing the (line) density ρ(z) of Lee–Yang zeros,

ρ(z) = lim
t→∞

1

t

2t∑
j=1

δ(z− zj(t)), (155)

distributed along a contour Cz (with normalization∫
Cz dzρ(z) = 2), the limiting SCGF FLY(z) =

limt→∞ FLY(z|t) can be cast as a contour integral

FLY(z) =

∫
Cz

dw G (z,w)ρz(w), (156)

with respect to ρ(w), where G (z,w) ≡ log(z − w) is the
Green’s function. In terms of the arc-length parameter s,
the total number of zeros in an infinitesimal line element
ds at position s on the contour Cz is t ρz(s)ds ∼ O(t).

Exploiting the formal analogy to the problem of 2D
electrostatics, we further split FLY(z) into two real-valued
potentials, FLY(z) = Φ(z) + iΨ(z). Interpreting the den-
sity ρz(z) as a source, the real component Φ(z) fulfils
the Poisson equation 1

2π∇Φ(z) = ρz(z). Potential Φ(z)
is continuous across Cz. In contrast, Ψ(z) experiences a
jump,

δΨ(z(s)) ≡ Ψ
(
z(s) + i0

)
−Ψ

(
z(s)− i0

)
, (157)

proportional to the local density of zeros,

ρz(z(s)) =
1

2π

d

ds
δψ(z(s)), z(s) ∈ Cz. (158)

By convention, infinitesimal shifts ±i0 in the definition of
δΨ pertain to values below (i.e. to the left) and above (to
the right) of Cz upon tracing the contour in the positive
direction of increasing s.

2. Phase boundaries and the Stokes phenomenon

The function G(z|t), now understood as a complex
function of complex counting field z, can exhibit different
asymptotic behavior depending on the state parameters.
As briefly discussed in Sec. II and further expanded upon
in Sec. IV, this can be traced back to coexistence of mul-
tiple competing extremal points (maxima) in the bulk of
the integration domain D� of G(z|t), attributed to indi-
vidual (meta)stable branches Fk(z). To determine their
‘strength’, one has to compare the respective ‘Morse po-
tentials’

φk(z) = ReFk(z), (159)

obtained by analytic continuation of Fk(z ∈ R) to the
complex z-plane. Individual maxima of G(z|t) undergo
a non-trivial motion upon varying the counting variable
z ∈ C, and one can anticipate different competing max-
ima to dominate in different regions in the z-plane. Such
behavior is generally known as the Stokes phenomenon.
Alternatively, for certain values of z the dominant contri-
bution to MGF G(z|t) might not be due to localization
around a bulk maximum but rather a round a maximum
at the boundary ∂D�.

The exchange of dominance associated with dynam-
ical phases Fk(z) and F`(z) occurs along certain one-

dimensional contours, denoted by C(z)
k,`, separating apart
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their respective regions of dominance Rk and R`. To de-

termine C(z)
k,`, we first identify the ‘extended anti-Stokes

lines’

A(z)
k,` = {z ∈ C|φk(z)− φ`(z) = 0}. (160)

Here ‘extended’ signifies that A(z)
k,` are not necessary the

true anti-Stokes lines since we do not additionally ac-
count for the selection criteria, namely whether the com-
pared kth and `th phases even coexist. The latter can be
inferred by analytic continuation of the selection rules,
see Eq. (87). The Lee–Yang contour C is then given by a

union of anti-Stokes lines C(z)
k,`,

Cz =
⋃

k,`∈{+,0,−}

C(z)
k,`. (161)

We reemphasize that C(z)
k,` are only a part of the extended

anti-Stokes lines A(z)
k,`, whereas the remaining ‘ghost’

parts of A(z)
k,` (depicted in figures by dashed lines, as e.g.

shown in Figure 10) are of no physical relevance. We
nonetheless choose to display them for convenience, given

that full A(z)
k,` in fact represent algebraic curves of finite

genus.

3. Equilibrium and exceptional triple point

It turns out that several salient features of compet-
ing branches Fk(z) neatly manifest themselves already
in equilibrium states. However, equilibrium states are,
as we corroborate in this section, rather singular. Here
we perform the Lee–Yang analysis by putting b± → b
and ρ± → ρ, and writing shortly χ ≡ χp(ρ) = ρ(1− ρ).

To facilitate the computations, we find it most conve-
nient to perform a change of variables z 7→ υ(z) via a
fractional linear transformation,

υ(z) =
z− 1

z + 1
, (162)

bijectively transforming z-plane to υ-plane in such a way
that the real z-axis gets mapped to the open interval
(−1, 1) while the origin z = 0 stays put, that is υ(0) =
0. The preimages z = z(υ) of the edge points υ = ±1
are z(−1) = 0 and z(1) = ∞ (corresponding to λ →
±∞). By the detailed balance condition, the set of zeros
is invariant under reflection υ 7→ −υ.

In the complex υ-plane, the Lee–Yang contour by Cυ
is a union of two closed contours C(υ)

±,0, that is Cυ =

C(υ)
−,0 ∪C

(υ)
+,0. It is sufficient to focus on the single physical

contour, say C(υ)
−,0 in the right-half of the υ-plane with

Re(υ) > 0. The other half of Cυ is then simply obtained

by reflecting C(υ)
−,0 across the imaginary axis, yielding C(υ)

+,0.
We recall that in equilibrium the constant branch F0 can
never appear for υ ∈ ℘. In fact, the anti-Stokes contour

C(υ)
+,− is trivial.

Finite bias. We initially consider a general equilib-
rium case with a non-vanishing bias in the range 0 <
b < 1. The two bulk branches F±(υ) = log f±(υ) read
explicitly

f±(υ) = 1 +
4χυ2(b∓ υ)2

(1− υ2)(1∓ 2bυ + υ2)
. (163)

The corresponding extended anti-Stokes lines A(υ)[b]
±,0 are

determined by the algebraic equations

|f±(υ)| = 1. (164)

Writing υ ≡ υ1 + iυ2, the above condition specifies an
algebraic plane curve P [b](υ1, υ2) = 0 of degree degP [b] =
8, with two real double (nodal) points located on the real
axis at υ = 0 and υ = −b. The latter however lie on the
ghost part the Lee–Yang contour, see Figure 17. The
condensate of zeros is entirely supported on two mirror-

symmetric contours C[b]
υ,± with υ ≷ 0, representing closed

contours in the shape of a droplet that emanate out from
the double point at the origin at an angle π/4.
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FIG. 17. Complex phase diagram in υ-plane (shown for
equilibrium at finite bias, with parameters ρ± = 0.5 and
b± = 0.7), featuring two bulk degenerate dynamical phases,
F+(υ) (red) and F−(υ) (blue), and constant phase F0 (white).

The respective phase boundaries C(υ)[b]±,0 are shown by solid
curves, while the ghost part of the extended anti-Strokes lines
are marked by dashed curves. Gray dots show the Lee–Yang
zeros for t = 34.

Having Fk(υ) available in a closed analytic form, one
should in principle be able to find the expressions for

density of zeros ρ
[b]
υ (s). We have not been able to de-

rive a closed-form expression for the line density, mainly
because we lack a useful local parametrization of the

physical contours C[b]
υ,±. Nonetheless, the density near

the critical point origin at υ0 = 0 can be readily ob-
tained by employing a local series expansion υ2 = υ1 +
[2(b2−1)/b]υ2

1 +O(υ3
1), allowing to subsequently compute

∇ψ · t̂|υ=υ1 (with unit tangent t̂ = (1, 1)/
√

2 at υ0 = 0) to
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the leading order in the arc-length parameter s, yielding

ρ[b]
υ (s) =

4χ(ρ)b2

π
s+O(s2). (165)

We have thereby established linear dependence near the

critical point υ0 at small s, namely ρ
[b]
υ (s) ' s, and the

impact angle of π/4, indicating that the phase transi-

tion across the anti-Stokes lines A(υ)[b]
±,0 (and hence the

physical phase boundary Cυ) is of the second order.
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FIG. 18. Complex phase diagram in υ-plane (shown for equi-
librium with particle density ρ = 0.5 an no bias, b = 0),
featuring two bulk degenerate dynamical phases, F+(υ) (red)
and F−(υ) (blue), and constant phase F0 (white). The re-

spective phase boundaries C(υ)[b]±,0 are shown by solid curve.
The ghost parts of the extended anti-Strokes lines, marked
by dashed curves, overlap with each other. Gray dots show
the Lee–Yang zeros for t = 34.

Zero bias. Upon taking the limit of zero bias, b →
0, the MGF G(υ|t) acquires (next to retaining mirror
symmetry υ → −υ) an extra symmetry under charge
conjugation b→ −b. As we now explain, this additional
symmetry has important consequences. Firstly, the two
phases F±(υ) now become exactly degenerate, implying
that at late times we have the following asymptotic form

G(υ|t) � et F+(υ) + et F−(υ) = 2[f±(υ)]t, (166)

with

f(υ) =
(1− 4χ)υ4 − 1

υ4 − 1
. (167)

Note also that the ghost parts of the anti-Stokes lines

A(υ)[b]
±,0 glue together into a single contour, (as depicted

in Figure 18) while the nodal points on the ghost con-
tours approach the origin. Exactly for b = 0, we end
up with a curve in the shape of a four-blade ‘boat pro-
peller’, see Figure 18. This symmetry reflects the fact
that G(υ|t) is a polynomial of υ2 of degree t, allowing for
a reduction by performing another variable substitution

w = υ2. This means that the algebraic curves A[b]
±,0 in

the υ-plane turn into quartic curves in the w-plane. By
accordingly parametrizing w = w1 + iw2, the anti-Stokes

line (once again determined by condition |f [0]
± | = 1 with

f
[0]
± (w) = 1+4χw2/(1−w2) is equivalent to the algebraic

curve

P [0](w1, w2) ≡ (1−2χ)(w2
2 +w2

1)2 +w2
2−w2

1 = 0. (168)

In practice, it proves convenient to use polar coordinates,
namely writing w = reiϑ, yielding the following compact
parametrization of P [0](w) = 0,

r2(ϑ) =
cos (2ϑ)

1− 2χ
. (169)

The reader can now recognize the famous lemniscate of
Bernoulli – a rational quartic algebraic curve of genus
zero. It is important to stress that the physical Lee–Yang

contour C[0]
w is not the whole lemniscate, but only the part

lying in the right half-plane Re(w) ≥ 0, i.e. along the
interval of angles ϑ ∈ [−π/4, π/4]. Moreover, contour

C[0]
w encloses a compact region in the complex w-plane

attributed to the region of dominance of (analytically
continued) degenerate bulk phases F±(w). As before,

the exterior of C[0]
w is the region of dominance of the flat

branch.
This time, in the absence of bias, the line density

ρw(s), parametrized in terms of arc-length s, can actu-
ally be computed explicitly. In the interior of C[0], the ψ-
potential ψ(r, ϑ) ≡ arctan(Υ(r, ϑ)) can be parametrized
explicitly

Υ(r, ϑ) =
4χr2 cos (4ϑ)

r4(1− 4χ)− 2r2(1− 2χ) cos (2ϑ) + 1
, (170)

From the jump discontinuity at the phase boundary A[0]
w

we deduce the line density as a function of polar angle ϑ,

ρw(ϑ) =
1

2π

16χ(1− χ)

1− 4χ+ 8χ2 + (4χ− 1) cos (4ϑ)
, (171)

which now (by virtue of symmetry reduction) is nor-

malized as
∫ π/4
−π/4 dϑρw(ϑ) = 1. In the arc-length

parametrization, ρw(s) = (ds/dϑ)−1ρw(ϑ), the line den-
sity takes the form

ρw(s) =
4
√

2χ

π

√
π
4 − θ(s)
1− 2χ

, (172)

where ϑ(s) = −am
(
(1− 2χ)−1/2 s−F(π4 , 2), 2

)
has been

obtained by inverting s(ϑ) = (1 − 2χ)−1/2(F(π2 , 2) −
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F(ϑ, 2)) (with F(ϑ, k) denoting the elliptic integral of the
first kind and am(u, k) the corresponding inverse function
– the Jacobi amplitude). By finally expanding ρw(s) in
a Taylor series, we once more find the linear density of
zeros near the origin,

ρw(s) =
4χ

π
s+O(s5). (173)

−1 0 1
Re w

−0.5

0.0

0.5

Im
w

FIG. 19. Reduced complex phase diagram in w-plane (shown
for equilibrium at zero bias with density ρ = 1/2) with a sin-
gle merged dynamical phase (purple) invariant under charge
conjugation, with the background constant phase F0 (white).
The extended anti-Stokes line is the lemniscate of Bernoulli,
representing a quartic curve of genus zero. The physical phase
boundary, shown by solid curve, is the right half. gray dots
show the Lee–Yang zeros for t = 34.

The main upshot of the above analysis is that in equi-
librium, dynamical phase transitions across the phase

boundaries, C[b]
υ,± and C[b]

υ,±, are always of the second or-
der, irrespective of bias. According to Ehrenfest classifi-
cation, a transition is characterized as order n ≥ 1 if the
density ρ(s) (in υ-plane or, equivalently, z-plane) dimin-
ishes as

ρ(s) ∼ sn−1, (174)

in the proximity of a critical point. A first-order transi-
tion is associated with non-zero constant density across
the critical point υc at s = 0, while a second-order tran-
sition is characterized by a linearly decreasing density as
small s. By expanding the F (υ) phase around υc on both

sides of the contour C[b]
υ,±, namely

Fk(υ) = log fk(υ) =

∞∑
n=0

f
(k)
n

n!
(υ − υc), (175)

the density of zeros ρ(s) can be (to the leading order in
s) read off from the jump discontinuity

δFk,`(υ) =
∑
n≥0

δf
(k,`)
n

n!
(υ − υc). (176)

Using that f
(0)
2 = 0 and δf

(±,0)
2 = f

(±)
2 − f (0)

2 , we cor-
rectly retrieve

ρ(s) =
δf

(±,0)
2

π
s+O(s2). (177)

Employing polar coordinates, υ(r, ϕ) = r eiϕ, the im-
pact angle can be determined by tracing the contours,

ϕimp = lim
r→0

ϕ(r), υ ∈ C[b]
±,0, (178)

By requiring the φ(υ) is continuous across the phase
boundaries, the ensuing condition

∑∞
n=n r

n cos (nϕ) = 0
reduces, upon taking the limit r → 0, to cos (nϕ(r)) = 0,
yielding a finite set of n admissible impact angles of the

form ϕ
(k)
imp = [(2k+1)/n]π2 (k ∈ N). For n = 2 specifically,

the allowed angles are ϕimp = ±π/4.

Exceptional triple point. Let us take a closer look at
the emergent dynamical critical point υt located at the
origin of the complex υ-plane and examine its formal
properties. This critical point is distinguished by the
fact that is lies on two distinct Lee–Yang contours. We
note that in equilibrium at finite density and any bias,
the SCGF F (υ) in the physical interval υ ∈ ℘ features a
discontinuity at υt = 0.

For finite bias, b > 0, SCGF F (υ) has a discontinuous
third derivative at υt. In this view, υt is criticality of
third order, as already advocated in our previous work
[74]. There is no controversy in this statement provided
we stick with the conventional definition of a n-th or-
der phase transition based on a discontinuity in the n-th
derivative in the (dynamical) free-energy density (with all
derivative or lower order being continuous). One should
nevertheless be careful with reversing the logic. Contrary
to a widely held belief,

an analytic real-valued (thermodynamic or
dynamical) free energy F (υ) does not preclude
emergence of criticality nor do the Lee–Yang
zeros approaching and colliding with the phys-
ical axis necessarily render the free energy
singular.

Indeed, F (υ) in equilibrium at zero bias provides an ex-
plicit counterexample.

The outlined Lee–Yang analysis helps resolving this
subtle aspect. Let us first recall that in equilibrium, F (υ)
for υ ∈ ℘ involves only two bulk branches F± that are
degenerate in magnitude, while F0 branch is entirely in-
visible. By contrast, any neighbourhood within a finite
radius encompasses three distinct phases, indicating that
υt is indeed a triple point. It is not an ordinary triple
point though, but rather an exceptional one; there are
only two distinct phase boundaries (contours) emanat-
ing out of υt.

We wish to emphasize that only upon analytically con-
tinuing F (υ) into complex υ-plane we have enough in-
formation at hand for an unambiguous classification of
a (dynamical) criticality. Specifically, since there are
three phases involved, there are likewise three types of
phase transitions: the pair of transitions F± ↔ F0 across

the contours C[b]
υ,± (expelling the phase F0 away from the

physical interval), closing into the critical point υt at the
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origin at an angle of ±π/4, and the ‘direct transition’
F+ ↔ F− between the degenerate bulk phases mediated
by υt. In the former case, we find the difference of dy-
namical free energies,

δF±,0(υ) =

∞∑
n=0

δf
(±,0)
n

n!
υn, δf

(±,0)
n<2 = 0, (179)

is discontinuous at the second order, whereas in the case
of δF+,−(υ) we instead find, for finite bias b > 0, a
third-order discontinuity. By contrast, for b = 0 we find
δF+,− ≡ 0 by virtue of the charge-conjugation symmetry.

To briefly summarize: in equilibrium states, υt = 0 is
(dynamical) critical triple point lying at the intersection
of two distinct (extended) anti-Stokes lines (separating
F± phases encoding large deviations of the positive and
negative charge transfer from the flat branch F0) where
two different (albeit degenerate) dynamical phases touch
at a point. Upon crossing from F− to F+ through a singu-
lar (nodal) point one passes across two phase boundaries
at the same time, see Fig. 18 and Fig. 19. We are un-
aware of a thermodynamic counterpart of such singular
behavior.

VI. CONCLUSION

Studying classical single-file dynamical systems com-
prising of interacting charged particles, we uncovered
a new type of dynamical universality reflected through
anomalous statistical properties of fluctuating time-
integrated current (charge transfer) in equilibrium and
quasistationary nonequilibrium states. The unconven-
tional behavior can be attributed to strongly broken er-
godicity induced by the combination of the (I) single-file
property and (II) inertness of charges. Any initial charge
pattern therefore remains conserved throughout the time
evolution, implying foliation of the phase space into ex-
ponentially many decoupled sectors.

By extending our previous work [74] to the nonequi-
librium setting and generalizing it to a broad class of
models, we have computed the statistics of particle and
charge transfer between two semi-infinite partitions ini-
tially prepared in two different grand-canonical equilib-
rium states with a finite density of particles and charge.
We derived the exact form of the finite-time joint mo-
ment generating function and examined its behavior at
late times.

Our formal analysis of the scaled cumulant generating
function and the associated large-deviation rate function
revealed multifaceted structure. Our result concern two
relevant timescales. In equilibrium states with vanish-
ing bias, we analytically obtain a universal non-Gaussian
probability distribution of typical cumulative charge cur-
rents and thereby rigorously established violation of the
CLT property for the entire class of considered mod-
els. Anomalous fluctuations however become even more
prominent away from equilibrium, where it turns out that

our systems generically sustain dynamical phase transi-
tions of two sorts – either a first-order transition associ-
ated with an exchange of dominance among competing
branches of the moment generating function attributed
to distinct dynamical phases, or a second-order transi-
tion induced by a spontaneous breaking of convexity of a
stable branch. The latter produces a finite flat segment
in the scaled cumulant generating function, manifesting
itself as a non-differentiable corner point (at the origin)
in the large-deviation rate function.

The full counting statistics of charge transfer can be
neatly obtained by applying the dressing operator to
the particle counting statistics in a manner that avoids
any model-specific information. Indeed, the entire phe-
nomenology of dynamical phase transitions can be in-
ferred from a formal analysis of the solutions to a problem
of convex optimization associated with the joint particle-
charge large-deviation rate function.

The most prominent universal (anomalous) feature of
our models is a peculiar form of fluctuation relations.
While the existing fluctuation theorems rely on either
ergodicity or lack of first-order dynamical phase transi-
tions, an explicit computation nevertheless confirms that
the multivariate fluctuation relation of the Gallavotti–
Cohen type is indeed inherited from that of the parti-
cle current and hence unconditionally satisfied, including
in the dynamical regimes featuring dynamical criticality.
What is more puzzling is the structure of the univariate
rate function encoding large fluctuations of the cumula-
tive charge current which in spite of time-reversal invari-
ance generically experiences spontaneous breaking of the
fluctuation relation mediated by dynamical phase tran-
sitions of first order. More specifically, we find that the
univariate fluctuation relation of the charge-current rate
function is only obeyed in a finite region in the global pa-
rameter space. Apart from that, even where it holds (in
the so-called ‘regular regime’ and a subregime of the ‘tun-
neling regime’), the associated affinity depends solely on
the state parameters of the dominant dynamical phase.
In the complementary irregular regimes (involving a tran-
sition between the bulk branches), the univariate fluctu-
ation relation is found to be violated. In the so-called
‘corner regime’, however, the symmetry is still obeyed
locally for subcritical values of large currents.

To exemplify our methods, we devoted the second part
of the paper to the study of a simple representative ex-
ample of an exactly solvable classical deterministic and
reversible cellular automaton. By deriving the exact FCS
in bipartitioned nonequilibrium states, we expounded the
salient features of the novel non-equilibrium universality
and, by complexifying the counting field, computed the
phase diagrams in different dynamical regimes. The equi-
librium case, already studied in our previous work [74],
is then recovered as a special degenerate case – the flat
branch entirely disappears (and only remains visible for
complex counting fields), while first-order critical points
flow towards the origin of the complex plane. Restora-
tion of detailed balance ensures that the bulk branches
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become exactly degenerate. Meanwhile, the Lee–Yang
contours – separating the bulk branches from the flat
one – meet at the origin, giving rise to an exceptional
triple critical point on the physical axis. The latter is
in turn responsible for the lack of regularity, yielding di-
vergent scaled cumulants. Curiously, in spite of dynami-
cal criticality the fluctuation-dissipation relation remains
preserved.

Outlook. A imporant aspect that remains to be ad-
dressed in future work is whether the outlined dynamical
universality pertains strictly to the considered class of
systems or whether it can be extend to a larger class of
non-ergodic systems subjected to kinetic constraints. In
this respect, we note that the property of pattern con-
servation (leading to exponential foliation of the phase
space) alone is weaker than independently requiring both
defining constraints (I) and (II). One could, for exam-
ple, consider one-dimensional models where particle tra-
jectories are correlated with the assignment of internal
(e.g. charge) degrees of freedom. Our expectation is that
such ‘pattern-conserving’ dynamical systems are most
promising candidates to reveal similar anomalous behav-
ior. Various instances of such models have already ap-
peared in the recent literature, mainly in the context of
quantum Hamiltonian systems and unitary circuits. Ow-
ing to presence of exponentially many dynamical sub-
sectors, the model belongs to a large class of systems
exhibiting ‘Hilbert space fragmentation’ [39, 98, 137].

To corroborate our view, we briefly discuss the pro-
totypical example of the ‘folded’ XXZ quantum chain –
an exactly solvable model with a local four-site interac-
tion introduced in Refs. [138, 139], arising as an effec-
tive model for the large-anisotropy limit of the gapped
Heisenberg spin-1/2 chain. A classical cellular automa-
ton analogue of the folded XXZ model has been con-
structed in Ref. [140]. Apart from conserving the to-
tal number of particles (magnons), the number of kinks
(separating the boundaries of uniformly magnetized do-
mains made out of ‘frozen’ Bethe strings) becomes an
additional (emergent) conserved quantity. The model
consequently features an exponentially degenerate eigen-
spectrum owing to immobile spin-conserving patterns, in
Ref. [138] dubbed ‘topological invariants’ (in the classi-
cal automaton, these are related to an exponential num-
ber of static domain-wall configurations [141]). There
exists a dual version of the model with a three-site lo-
cal update rule (not distinguishing between spin-flip con-
jugate configurations) obtained by performing the ‘site-
bond transformation’ [140], where kinks become immo-
bile particles and (mobile) solitons manifest themselves
as bound states of kinks. As shown in Ref. [138], the
dual folded model can be reinterpreted in terms charged
degrees of freedom living on macrosites, directly exhibit-
ing preservation of the charge pattern. A related ex-
act mapping, yielding the so-called Massarani–Mathieu
model, was given in Ref. [141] and employed recently
in Ref. [42] to explain the subdiffusive nature of charge
transport. According to a phenomenological hydrody-

namic picture proposed in Ref. [142], the statistics of
the transferred charge, computed in equilibrium at van-
ishing density of magnetization, appears to match the
M-Wright distribution derived earlier in Ref. [74] in the
hardcore automaton (now established as one of the key
universal properties of charged single-file systems studied
in this work). Although this seems to suggest that the
folded XXZ automaton (and perhaps many other related
models) belong to the same universality class, our ‘dress-
ing approach’ (which crucially rest on the inertness of
charge degrees of freedom) is not directly applicable as,
among other technical nuances, particles’ worldlines can-
not be equipped with charges in an uncorrelated manner.
Directly transcribing the full counting statistics of mag-
netization transfer in the original folded XXZ automaton
to the counting statistics of charge transport in its dual
counterpart is further obstructed by length-changing ef-
fects [42, 138].

Relatedly, we note that the folded XXZ model, to-
gether with other pattern-conserving systems, violate
Bryc regularity. This follows from the fact that charge
transport (in the unbiased sector) obeys the inequality
zc > 1/α, where exponent α governs the particle dynam-
ics, see Ref. [42]. This in turn implies divergent scaled
cumulants arising due to an emergent dynamical criti-
cal point at the origin (assuming that the Lee–Yang ze-
ros of the moment generating function approach the ori-
gin of the complex z-plane sufficiently rapidly [74], this
would further imply lack of the CLT property). Based
on this, we expect pattern-conserving systems to support
phase transitions between two or more dynamical phases.
Away from equilibrium, the critical point might leave the
physical (i.e. real) axis in the z-plane. In the opposite
scenario, a system would sustain a first-order dynamical
phase transition leading to a spontaneous breaking of the
univariate Gallavotti–Cohen relation. The Lee–Yang for-
malism offers a powerful tool to investigate these aspects.

Even though the considered models are interacting, the
imposed conditions allow us to analytically compute the
fluctuations of transmitted charge. As such they could
serve as useful minimal model for addressing other ques-
tions in interacting dynamics. For example, the condi-

tional distribution P [0]
p|c(Jp|Jc) is bi-modal as a function of

the integrated particle current in unbiased equilibrium.
Interpreting the latter as an order-parameter similar to
[143], this demonstrates that the order-parameter may
become bi-modal when conditioning on anomalous cur-
rents even in equilibrium.

Before closing, we wish to shortly discuss the exper-
imental relevance of our findings. Our hope is that
the universal anomalous distribution of typical fluctua-
tions is, thanks to its strongly non-Gaussian character,
amenable to direct experimental detection. By analogy
with conventional single-file systems, the aim would be
to realize a Brownian motion of two different species of
particles clogged in a narrow channel or particles that
spread diffusively on a one-dimensional substrate. The
proposed version of a simple symmetric exclusion process
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of non-crossing Brownian trajectories of two colors (or its
continuum limit) provides one basic mathematical model
of such a process. A direct experimental detection of dy-
namical phase transitions in the structure of rare events
seems less feasible. Nevertheless, one can hope to at least
detect some traces of dynamical criticality or emergence
of phase boundaries via probing temporal growth of the
higher cumulants, following the lines of Refs. [144–149]).
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Appendix A: Dressing the moment generating
function

To evaluate DG, defined in Eq. (55), the main step in-
volves computing the inverse bilateral Laplace transform
P(Jp|t) = L−1[Gp(w

−1|t)](Jp). This involves integrating
along a counter-clockwise circular contour of radius R
within the region of convergence of Gp(w

−1|t),

1

2πi

∮
|w|=R

dw

w
wJpGp(w

−1|t). (A1)

Using that PDF P(Jp|t) has finite support (implying that
the region of convergence is C\{0,∞}) for any finite time,
we can interchange the order of contour integration and
summations over Jp and Jc in DG. Writing z ≡ (zc, zp),
we thus arrive at the following integral representation

Gc,p(z|t) =
1

2πi

∮
|w|=R

dw

w
K(z|w)Gp(w

−1|t), (A2)

with the time-independent kernel

K(z|w) ≡
∑
Jp,Jc

zJc
c Pc|p(Jc|Jp)zJp

p wJp . (A3)

The trouble we now face with evaluating the contour inte-
gral in Eq. (A2) is that the kernel K(z|w) has a vanishing
region of convergence. This can be overcome by splitting
the kernel into three separate pieces as follows. We intro-
duce a pair of auxiliary projectors P± such that, when
acting on a Laurent series in variable w, they project out
only the polynomial of (strictly) positive powers in w±1.
Similarly, let P0 projects out only the w0 term, namely
K(0)(z|w) = 1. In terms of the projectors we can perform
the decomposition

K(k)(z|w) ≡Pk[K(z|w)], (A4)

implying

Gc,p(z|t) =
∑

k∈{+,0,−}

G(k)
c,p(z|t). (A5)

In particular, we have

G(0)
c,p(z|t) =

1

2πi

∮
|w|=R

dw

w
Gp(w

−1|t), (A6)

Crucially, positive and negative parts K(±)(z|w), when
viewed as functions of w, now enjoy finite regions of
convergence around w = 0 and w = ∞, respectively.
To ensure that both regions of convergence have a non-
vanishing overlap, we apply the variable transformation
w 7→ w−1 to K(+)(z|w) (as depicted in Fig. 20), obtain-
ing the following representation

G(±)
c,p (z|t) =

∮
|w|=R

dw

2πiw
K(±)(z|w∓1)Gp(w

±1|t). (A7)

-1 1
Re w

-1

1

Im
w

0

z−1
p µ−

zp µ+
-1 1

Re w

-1

1

Im
w

0

z−1
p µ−

zp µ+

FIG. 20. Regions of convergence of integration kernels
K(−)(z|w) (blue) and K(+)(z|w±1) (red) in complex w-plane.
Grey counter-clockwise circular contour represents the inte-
gration path within the intersection of both regions of con-
vergence. The red and blue dots indicated the locations of
poles of w−1K(+)(z|w−1) and w−1K(−)(z|w), respectively,

while w−1K(0)(z|w) = w−1 is the simple pole at the origin
(black dot).

In terms of linear combinations J± ≡ (Jp ± Jc)/2 ∈
Z≥0, we then have

1 +K(±)(z|w) =
∑

J+,J−

(
Jp
J+

) ∏
ε∈{±}

[
1∓ ε b±

2 w

z±1
p

z−εc

]Jε

,

(A8)
and by evaluating the sum arrive at a compact expression

K(±)(z|w) =
1

1− z±1
p µ±(zc)/w

− 1, (A9)

with

|z±1
p µ±(zc)| < |w|, (A10)

where µ±(zc) = 1
2 (zc + z−1

c ) ∓ b±
1
2 (zc − z−1

c ). No-

tice that functions w−1K(±)(z|w) in the integrand in
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Eq. (A7) involve two simple poles located at w = 0 and
w = z±1

p µ±(zc). Using further that Gp(w
−1) is a Laurent

series, the contour integrals can be evaluated simply by
collecting the residues. Specifically, a circular integration
contour within the common region of convergence,

|w| = R > max{|zpµ+(zc)|, |z−1
p µ−(zc)|}, (A11)

encircles the three poles at w = 0 and at w = z±1
p µ±(zc),

see Fig. 20. Computing the integrals (A7) therefore
amounts to simply replacing the positive (+) and neg-
ative (−) powers of z±np with z±np [µ±(z)]n. As the out-
come, applying the dressing operator DG is equivalent to
the replacement rule (58).

Appendix B: Fluctuations at equal densities

Asymptotic moments. To infer the asymptotic behav-
ior of cn(t) at equal density (ρ− = ρ+), we first compute
the asymptotic of moments of the MGF G(λ|t),

G(n) ≡ dnG(λ|t)
dλn

∣∣∣
λ=0

, (B1)

with the double-sum representation

G(n)(t) = ρ2t
t∑
l=0

t∑
r=0

(
t

l

)(
t

r

)
νl+rγbγ d

|l−r|
n (b), (B2)

where γ = sgn(l−r) and dkn(b) = [dnµkb (λ)/dλn]λ=0 with

µb(λ) ≡ cosh (λ)− b sinh (λ). (B3)

We separate the computation into several steps. To begin
with, we define a sequence of auxiliary double sums

Sn = ρ2t
t∑
l=0

t∑
r=0

(
t

l

)(
t

r

)
νl+r|l − r|n. (B4)

Rescaling the coordinates as l/t → x1, r/t → x2 and
approximating binomials using the Stirling’s approxima-
tion, the double sum can be cast as an integral over the
square domain D�

Sn �
tn+1

2π

∫
D�

dx1 dx2 hn(x1, x2)et f(x1,x2), (B5)

with hn(x1, x2) = |x1−x2|n/
√

x1(1− x1)x2(1− x2) and

f(x1, x2) = log

[
ρ2νx1+x2∏2

i=1 xxi
i (1− xi)1−xi

]
. (B6)

The critical point x? = (x1,?, x2,?), determined from the
solution to ∇f(x?) = 0, sits at x1,? = x2,? = 1− ρ, while
detH[f ](x?) = [ρ(1− ρ)]−2. Here we run in an obstacle,
as functions hn(x1, x2) in the integrand evaluate to zero,

i.e. hn(x?) = 0. This can be overcome by developing
f(x1, x2) as a Taylor series up to quadratic order about
the critical points

f(x1, x2) ≈ [x1 − (1− ρ)]2 + [x2 − (1− ρ)]2

2ρ(1− ρ)
, (B7)

and subsequently performing integration in the rotated
frame, with coordinates u ≡ x1 +x2, v ≡ x1−x2, yielding

Sn �
tn+1

π

∫
du

∫
v>0

dvS (u, v), (B8)

with

S ≡ vne−t[(u−u?)2+v2]/4χp√
(u2 − v2)(1− 1

2 (u + v))(1− 1
2 (u− v))

. (B9)

Since both maxima lie symmetrically about v = 0, it
sufficient to keep only the v > 0 region. Using that the
expression under the square root localizes to the value
χ−1
p and, anticipating localization, extending the range

of integration, we have

Sn(t) � tn+1

2πχp

∫ ∞
−∞

du e
− t(u−u?)

4χp

∫ ∞
0

dv vn e
− tv2

4χp . (B10)

After computing the Gaussian integrals we arrive at a
compact expression

Sn(t) � sn(χp t)
n/2, sn ≡

2n−1

√
π

Γ

(
n+ 1

2

)
. (B11)

The asymptotics of cumulants cn(t) can be deduced
from that of the momentsG(n). Writing shortly g(p)(x) ≡
dpg/dxp, and introducing the incomplete Bell polynomi-
als Bn,m = Bn,m({xj}n−m+1

j=1 ) with the generating series

exp

[
z

∞∑
k=1

xk
yk

k!

]
= 1 +

∞∑
n=1

yn

n!

n∑
m=1

zmBn,m, (B12)

the asymptotic behavior of higher moments G(n)(t) can
be expressed in terms of Sm(t) with aid of the Faá di
Bruno’s formula

dnf(g(x))

dxn
=

n∑
m=1

f(m)
(
g(x)

)
Bn,m, (B13)

where Bn,m ≡ Bn,m
(
{g(p)}n−m+1

p=1

)
. Coefficients dkn are

polynomials in variable k of degree n/2,

dkn =

n∑
m=1

k

(k −m)!
Bn,m(−b, 1,−b, 1, . . .). (B14)

Replacing monomials km by Sm in Eq. (B2) we obtain
G(n)({Sj}). With another application of Eq. (B13), we
finally obtain

cn(t) �
n∑

m=1

(−1)m−1(m− 1)!Bn,m
(
{G(j)(t)}

)
. (B15)
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Generating function for asymptotic cumulants. Intro-
ducing dynamically rescaled counting fields,

ω±(λ) ≡ b±(χpt)
1/2λ, (B16)

the asymptotic moments

G(n)(t) � sn
(
bn− + (−b+)n

)
(χp t)

n/2, (B17)

can be resumed into the following generating series

Ω
(
{ω±(λ)}

)
= log

[
E1/2(ω−) + E1/2(−ω+)

2

]
, (B18)

where E1/2(±x) = ex
2

[1±erf(x)]. Asymptotics of the cu-
mulants is retrieved as cn(t) � (dn/dλn)Ω({η±(λ)})|λ=0

or, using the chain rule as

cn(t) �

 ∑
ε∈{±}

(
dωε
dλ

)n
∂n

∂ωnε

Ω
(
{ω±(λ)}

)
. (B19)

Typical fluctuations. Setting the densities ρ± to be

equal (while leaving b± arbitrary), the PDF P(ρ)
typ(j) of

typical charge-current fluctuations can be recovered from
Eq. (B18). By dynamically rescaling the generating func-
tion Ω

(
{ω±(λ)}

)
with λ→ t−1/2η, we explicitly compute

G(ρ)(η) ≡ lim
t→∞

[
e−c1(t)t1/2ηG(λ(η)|t)

]
. (B20)

In terms of ω± =
√
χpb±η, we find

log G(ρ)(η) =
ω+ − ω−√

π
Ω(ω±). (B21)

The PDF P(ρ)
typ(jc) is given implicitly by the inverse

Laplace transform L−1[G(ρ)(η)] of the MGF, reading
compactly

G(ρ)(η) = eπ
−1/2(ω+−ω−) 1

2

∑
ε∈{±}

E1/2(−ε ωε). (B22)

Notice that the extra multiplicative factor relative to the
generating series, cf. Eq. (B18), comes from the first cu-
mulant c1(t) (i.e. average time-integrated current) which
has been subtracted. The results for the biased equilib-
rium ensembles is recovered in the limit b± → b, yielding
a Gaussian MGF G(ρ)(η) = exp [b2χpη

2] and hence the
PDF is a normal distribution with variance σ = 2χpb

2.
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