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Abstract

We prove asymptotic results for a modification of the cross-entropy estimator originally introduced

by Ziv and Merhav in the Markovian setting in 1993. Our results concern a more general class of

decoupled measures on shift spaces over a finite alphabet and in particular imply strong asymptotic

consistency of the modified estimator for all pairs of functions of stationary, irreducible, finite-state

Markov chains satisfying a mild decay condition. Our approach is based on the study of a rescaled

cumulant-generating function called the cross-entropic pressure, importing to information theory

some techniques from the study of large deviations within the thermodynamic formalism.
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1 Introduction

Entropy, cross entropy and relative entropy are key quantities in information theory and many adjacent

fields: statistical physics, dynamical systems, pattern recognition, etc. The problem of estimating them

from data, making as few assumptions as possible on the sources generating the data, has a long history.

In 1993, Ziv and Merhav proposed, based on the seminal work [ZL78], a procedure for estimating the

(specific) cross entropy

hc(Q|P) := lim
n→∞

− 1

n

∑
a∈An

Q[a] lnP[a] (1)

for two ergodic measures P and Q on a space of sequences with values in some finite alphabet A.1

Roughly summarized, their procedure entails counting the number cZMN (y|x) of words in a sequential

parsing of yN1 using the longest possible strings that can be found in xN1 , where y and x are produced

respectively by the sources Q and P, and then computing

QZM
N (y, x) :=

cZMN (y|x) lnN
N

(2)

as an estimator for hc(Q|P); see [ZM93, §II] and Example 2.2 below. This provided an operational point

of view on cross entropy (and thus on relative entropy, as explained below) that was not in the literature

1Existence of the limit is discussed in the next section.
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on statistical mechanics or dynamical systems. They have shown that if P and Q are ergodic Markov

measures, then this estimator is strongly asymptotically consistent in the sense that

lim
N→∞

QZM
N (y, x) = hc(Q|P) (3)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y). As a particular case, if P = Q then this suggests an entropy estimator.

In a recent work, we have extended this almost sure result to a class of decoupled measures that includes

regular g-measures and 1-dimensional Gibbs measures for summable interactions satisfying very mild

assumptions, but not all hidden-Markov models with finite hidden alphabet [BGPR24]. This seemed to

be the best one could do by following the parsing procedure in the spirit of the original proof.

In this sequel, we propose a modification of Ziv and Merhav’s estimator, denoted QN , for which we

can prove considerably more general results relying on the properties of the cross-entropic pressure

q(α) := lim sup
n→∞

1

n
ln

∑
a∈suppPn

e−α lnP[a]Q[a]. (4)

This approach is inspired by the thermodynamic formalism and statistical mechanics of lattice gases.

Notably, it does not involve the construction of any auxiliary parsing; cf. [ZM93, BGPR24]. One of our

main results, Theorem 2.6, confines in the almost sure sense the limit points of QN to the subdifferential

of q at the origin, as soon as the shift-invariant measures P and Q both satisfy variants of the upper-

and selective lower-decoupling assumptions of [CJPS19] and some mild nondegeneracy assumption; see

Conditions UD, SLD and ND below. Early numerical experiments using hidden-Markov models suggest

that the practical performance is very similar to that of the original ZM estimator.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we properly define the objects of interest,

state a central theorem, and argue that if q(α) is a regular enough limit near α = 0, then this theorem

immediately implies almost sure convergence to the cross entropy, as in (3). This central result is proved

in Section 3, building on ideas from [Kon98, CJPS19, CDEJR23, CR23]. In Section 5, we state and discuss

an open problem concerning the passage to (3) in the absence of regularity of q̄. It is framed as a “rigidity”

problem for the cross-entropy analogue of the Shannon–McMillan–Breiman theorem, and we show that

partial results on this problem yield strong asymptotic consistency in special cases. Finally, important

examples, including hidden-Markov measures and ψ-mixing measures, are discussed in Section 6.
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2 Setting and main result

Let A be a finite set and let T : AN → AN be the left shift. We use [a] := {x ∈ AN : xn1 = a} for basic

cylinder sets, where xn1 is used for the symbols x1x2 . . . xn in the sequence x = (xk)
∞
k=1. Let us introduce

the waiting times

Wℓ(y, x) := inf{r ∈ N : xr+ℓ−1
r = yℓ1},
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and match lengths

ΛN (y, x) := sup{ℓ ∈ N :Wℓ(y, x) ≤ N − ℓ+ 1}.

Their relation to entropic quantities has been pioneered in [WZ89] and progressively refined in [Shi93,

Kon98, CDEJR23, CR23].

Definition 2.1. The modified Ziv–Merhav (mZM) parsing of yN1 with respect to xN1 is defined sequentially

as follows:

• The first word w(1,N)(y, x) is the shortest prefix of yN1 that does not appear in xN1 , that is

w(1,N)(y, x) := y
min{N,ΛN (y,x)+1}
1

or all of yN1 if no such prefix exists—which would terminate the procedure.

• Given that the first i words collected so far have lengths summing to Li,N < N , the next word

w(i+1,N)(y, x) is the shortest prefix of yNLi+1 that does not appear in xN1 , that is

w(i+1,N)(y, x) := y
min{N,Li+ΛN (TLiy,x)+1}
Li+1 ,

or all of yNLi+1 if no such prefix exists—which would terminate the procedure.

The mZM estimator is then given by

QN (y, x) :=
cN (y|x) lnN
N − cN (y|x)

,

where cN (y|x) is the number of words in the mZM parsing of yN1 with respect to xN1 .

Example 2.2. Consider the following two sequences with values in A = {0, 1}:

x = 1010010101001011101010011 . . . ,

y = 0101100101100101010100110 . . .

In the original ZM parsing, the first word is the longest prefix of y251 that appears somewhere in x251 ,

which is 01011, and the second word is obtained in the same way after having removed 01011 at the

beginning of y251 , and so on and so forth until

y251 = 01011|001011|00101010|10011|0.

The estimated cross entropy between the sources is

QZM
25 (y, x) =

5 ln 25

25
≈ 0.64.

In the mZM parsing, the first word is the shortest prefix of y251 that does not appear anywhere in x251 ,

which is 010110, and the second word is obtained in the same way after having removed 010110 (i.e. after

removing one more letter than in the ZM parsing) at the beginning of y251 , and so on and so forth until

y251 = 010110|010110|01010101|00110.

The estimated cross entropy between the sources is

Q25(y, x) =
4 ln 25

25− 4
≈ 0.61.

At finite N , our estimator differs from the original ZM estimator in two ways. First, we are counting

words that consist of substrings of yN1 that cannot be found in xN1 instead of substrings of yN1 that can

3



be found in xN1 . Second, we are dividing by N − cN (y|x) instead of N .2 Each of these modifications has

two motivations.

The change from longest substring that can be found to shortest substring that cannot be found

mimics more closely a Lempel–Ziv parsing on the concatenation xN1 y
n
1 that is sometimes used in practice

as a variant of the ZM algorithm [KPK01, BCL02, CF05, BBCDE08]. Also, working with this variant

bypasses some technical estimates that are essential to Ziv and Merhav’s argument, and which may fail

beyond the scope of our previous work [BGPR24]; see Section 3.4 there.

If one believes that the original ZM estimator is close to being unbiased, then the change from N

to N − cN (y|x) can be seen as an attempt to correct the bias introduced by our first change. Indeed,

the N in the denominator in (2) is—as opposed to the lnN in the numerator— tailored to the length

of yN1 , so we are correcting for the fact that, from the ZM point of view, our first change drops the

“effective length” of yN1 from N to something closer to N − cN (y|x). In Example 2.2, if we had divided

by 25 instead of 25 − 4, then we would have obtained an estimation of approximately 0.52 instead of

0.61, which would be further from the original ZM estimation of 0.64. It will appear as a consequence

of an intermediate result that cN = o(N) under our assumptions, so that this correction is irrelevant in

the limit; see Remark 3.2. This arguably ad hoc correction to the denominator has the following two

advantages: it naturally appears in some technical arguments and seems to improve the estimation at

finite N ; see Section 3.3 (especially Remark 3.10) and Section 6.1.

Throughout this work, two stationary sources of strings of symbols from A are described by shift-

invariant measures3 P and Q on AN, and we use

suppPn := {a ∈ An : P[a] > 0}, suppP := {x ∈ AN : P[xn1 ] > 0 for all n},

suppQn := {a ∈ An : Q[a] > 0}, suppQ := {x ∈ AN : Q[xn1 ] > 0 for all n}.

We only consider the case where the sources are independent from one another, i.e. samples from the

product measure P⊗Q on AN ×AN.

We recall that the (specific) cross entropy of Q with respect to P, i.e. the limit (1), need not exist

in full generality, but in cases where it exists, the (specific) relative entropy hr(Q|P) of Q with respect

to P can be decomposed—or even defined—as

hr(Q|P) := hc(Q|P)− h(Q),

where the (specific) entropy h(P) of P is the limit

h(P) := lim
n→∞

− 1

n

∑
a∈An

P[a] lnP[a].

This last limit is guaranteed to exist in [0, ln(#A)] by subadditivity of entropy for measures on products

of finite sets and Fekete’s lemma. While the cross entropy naturally appears e.g. in discussions of the

Kraft–McMillan inequality and optimal code length [CoTh, §5.4], one could argue that the relative

entropy appears directly in more fundamental applications. But since estimation of the entropy term in

the decomposition of the relative entropy is by now well understood, there is no serious harm in focusing

on the cross entropy term.

As in [CJPS19, BCJP21, CDEJR23, CR23], the following two decoupling conditions are at the heart

of our arguments.

UD A measure P is said to be upper decoupled if there exist a nonnegative, o(n)-sequence (kn)
∞
n=1 and

an integer constant τ ≥ 0 with the following property: for all n ∈ N, a ∈ suppPn, ξ ∈ suppPτ ,

2In cases cN (y|x) = N , i.e. in cases where we are dividing by 0, no bigram in xN
1 can be found in yN1 and it is reasonable

to estimate the cross entropy to be infinite.
3Throughout this article, all measure-theoretic notions are considered with respect to the σ-algebra generated by basic

cylinders, or equivalently with respect to the Borel σ-algebra for the product topology built from the discrete topology

on A.
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m ∈ N and b ∈ suppPm,

P[aξb] ≤ eknP[a]P[b]. (5)

SLD A measure P is said to be selectively lower decoupled if there exist a nonnegative, o(n)-sequence

(kn)
∞
n=1 and an integer constant τ ≥ 0 with the following property: for all n ∈ N, a ∈ suppPn,

m ∈ N and b ∈ suppPm, there exists 0 ≤ ℓ = ℓ(a, b) ≤ τ and ξ = ξ(a, b) ∈ suppPℓ such that

P[aξb] ≥ e−knP[a]P[b]. (6)

Remark 2.3. By taking for each n the maximum of the first n terms, one can assume without loss of

generality that the sequence (kn)n∈N is nondecreasing. Furthermore, by taking the index-wise maximum,

one can consider the same sequence when assuming both conditions for several measures. One can also

show that, both in UD and SLD, one can always replace τ with some τ ′ ≥ τ , and thus consider a

common τ when assuming both conditions for several measures; see [CJPS19, §2.2].

Remark 2.4. The reader familiar with [CJPS19, CDEJR23, CR23] will notice the following difference:

throughout the present work, the “gap size” τ in UD and SLD is a constant that is not allowed to

grow with n (the length of the first string a). Adapting the proofs of the following results to the case

τn = o(n) requires only minor changes, if any: Lemma 3.1, Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.7, Theorem 3.8 and

Proposition 3.9. However, as is, the proofs of Proposition 3.11 and Theorem 4.1 do not allow for such

generalizations.

To salvage the conclusion of Proposition 3.11 (and thus of Theorem 2.6) in the case τn = o(n) one can

make the extra assumption that P satisfies SE in order to leverage the improved bounds from Remark 3.4.

As for Theorem 4.1, allowing τn = o(n) for the UD and SLD properties of P causes no problem, but the

use of τn = O(1) for the UD property of Q is crucial to the argument.

Recall that we have introduced the cross-entropic pressure q = lim supn→∞
1
nqn where

qn(α) := ln
∑

a∈suppPn

e−α lnPn[a]Q[a].

Note that this is not the rescaled cumulant-generating function for the estimator QN , but rather for the

sequence of logarithmic probabilities in the cross-entropy analogue of the Shannon–McMillan–Breiman

theorem discussed in Section 3.1—sometimes called the Moy–Perez theorem [Moy61, Kie74, Ore85,

Bar85].

We will use the notation q(α) for the limit when it exists. Note that q is a nondecreasing, (possibly

improper) convex function as a limit superior of functions that are nondecreasing, and convex by Hölder’s

inequality; the same is true for q when it exists. It is also easy to see that q(0) exists and equals 0.

Relations between this cross-entropic pressure and the cumulant generating functions of waiting times

have been studied extensively in [AdACG23, CR23].

We will denote by [D−q(0), D+q(0)] the interval delimited by the (possibly infinite) left and right

derivatives of q at the origin. The following is a relatively mild nondegeneracy condition.

ND A pair (P,Q) is said to be nondegenerate if the limit superior q(−1) is negative.

Remark 2.5. Using monotonicity and convexity, Condition ND can be reformulated as the requirement

that q is not identically vanishing to the left of the origin. It is straightforward to show that ND will

hold if there exists γ+ < 0 such that, for all n ∈ N large enough, either maxa∈suppQn P[a] ≤ eγ+n or

maxa∈suppPn Q[a] ≤ eγ+n, i.e. if one of the two measures decays (at least) exponentially fast on the

support of the other. We will come back on this point in the context of examples in Section 6. We will

further discuss ND in Remark 2.8.

These conditions serve as the hypotheses for a central theorem, Theorem 2.6 below. In fact, most of

what remains of the present work is dedicated to proving, discussing, refining and finding alternatives to
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different building blocks of this theorem. While we use this theorem as a guiding thread, it should be

noted that, in some instances, the refinements and alternatives (such as Theorem 3.8 and Corollaries 5.3

and 5.5) could be of greater or equal interest.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that P satisfies SLD and UD, that Q satisfies UD, and that ND holds. If, in

addition suppQ ⊆ suppP, then

D−q(0) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

QN (y, x) (7a)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

QN (y, x) ≤ D+q(0) (7b)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y).

Remark 2.7. We are making an assumption on how the supports of P and Q relate to each other. This

assumption amounts to a relation of absolute continuity between the marginals, and will be enforced

throughout the rest of the article. However, note that a straightforward argument using Birkhoff’s

ergodic theorem shows that if suppQ ̸⊆ suppP and Q is ergodic, then QN (y, x) → ∞ as N → ∞ for

(P ⊗ Q)-almost every (x, y). This can be interpreted as consistent with (7) (and also with (8) below),

provided that one uses the appropriate arithmetic conventions for 0−α, ln 0, ln∞, 0±∞ and so on.

Remark 2.8. We are also assuming that ND holds. Note that ND can only fail if D−q(0) = 0, in which

case (7a) trivially holds. Furthermore, we will see in Section 4 that, under some additional conditions,

D−q(0) = 0 in turn implies that hc(Q|P) = 0, and hence that both h(Q) = 0 and hr(Q|P) = 0, which is

a particularly degenerate case.

The strength of the conclusions that one can directly draw from Theorem 2.6 will depend on further

regularity properties of the pressure at the origin, as made explicit in the next corollary. We emphasize

that, under the above decoupling conditions, such properties are by no means guaranteed; see Section 6

and [CJPS19, BCJP21, CR23]. However, they hold for measures that fit within the classical uniqueness

regimes of the thermodynamic formalism; see e.g. [Kel, §4.3] and [Wa01, §4].

Corollary 2.9. Suppose, in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 2.6, that q exists as a finite limit on

an open interval containing the origin, and that q is differentiable at the origin. Then,

lim
N→∞

QN (y, x) = hc(Q|P) (8)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y).

Proof. Since P satisfies UD, we have

lim
n→∞

− lnP[yn1 ]

n
= hP(y)

forQ-almost every y, where hP is a nonnegative, measurable, shift-invariant function integrating to hc(Q|P)

with respect to Q; see Lemma 3.6 below. On the other hand, if q exists as a finite limit on an open interval

containing the origin and is differentiable at the origin, then a standard large-deviation argument [Ell,

§II.6] yields

lim
n→∞

− lnP[yn1 ]

n
= q′(0)

for Q-almost every y. Hence, we may use D−q̄(0) = D+q̄(0) = hc(Q|P) in (7) to deduce (8).

In some sense, the gap to bridge from (7) to (8) outside of this regular situation is not a problem

regarding the behavior of the mZM estimator itself as much as it is a problem regarding a certain rigidity

of the convergence in an analogue of the Shannon–McMillan–Breiman theorem for cross entropies; this

will be discussed in Section 5.
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3 Proof of Theorem 2.6

Theorem 2.6 and Corollary 2.9 will follow from Theorem 3.8 and Propositions 3.9 and 3.11 below. Before

we proceed with their proofs, let us provide some intuition and introduce some notation. If w(i,N)(y, x)

(sometimes simply w(i,N)) is a word coming from the mZM parsing of yN1 with respect to xN1 , we write

ℓi,N for its length. Furthermore, we denote by w(i,N)(y, x) (sometimes simply w(i,N)) the string obtained

by considering w(i,N) without its last letter, and by ℓi,N its length. Sometimes, we suppress the N -

dependence from the notation and simply write w(i), ℓi, w
(i) and ℓi for readability. Our treatment of the

estimator requires the following 4 ingredients with high enough probability:

I. The number cN of words in the mZM parsing can be bounded above in terms of the probabilities

P[w(i,N)].

To see why this is plausible, think of Wℓ(y, x) as a geometric random variable with parameter P[yℓ1]

as in e.g. [GS97, CR23]: Wℓ(y, x) is very likely to be less than N−ℓ+1 as long as P[yℓ1] stays above

N−1+ϵ. This suggests that, most likely, lnP[w(1,N)] < −(1− ϵ) lnN . If there is enough decoupling

that the same is true not only for i = 1 but for all i up to cN − 1, then summing over i suggests

that, most likely,

(1− ϵ)[cN − 1] lnN ≲ −
cN−1∑
i=1

lnP[w(i,N)].

II. The number cN of words in the mZM parsing can be bounded below in terms of the probabilities

P[w(i,N)].

To see why this is plausible, consider the same geometric approximation as for Ingredient I:Wℓ(y, x)

is very likely to be more than N once P[yℓ1] drops below N−1−ϵ. This suggests that, most likely,

lnP[w(1,N)] > −(1 + ϵ) lnN . If there is enough decoupling that the same is true not only for i = 1

but for all i up to cN , then summing over i suggests that, most likely,

(1 + ϵ)[cN − 1] lnN ≳ −
cN∑
i=1

lnP[w(i,N)].

III. Minus the sum of the logarithms of the probabilities P[w(i,N)] can be bounded above in terms of the

cross entropy or the cross-entropic pressure.

To see why this is plausible, recall that under suitable decoupling conditions, there is a large-

deviation principle for (− lnP[yℓ1])
∞
ℓ=1 with y sampled from Q [CR23]. Therefore, it should be very

unlikely for any of the − 1
ℓi,N

lnP[w(i,N)] to fall outside the zero-set of the rate function as the words

get long. But this zero-set is expected to be the subdifferential of the pressure at 0.

IV. Minus the sum of the logarithms of the probabilities P[w(i,N)] can be bounded below in terms of the

cross entropy or the cross-entropic pressure.

The heuristics here mimic those for Ingredient III and only the details of the proof technique will

change.

3.1 Preliminaries

Note that the above heuristic arguments rely on the words in the mZM parsing being long enough when N

is large enough. It turns out that, for some technical arguments, we will also need these length not to

grow too fast as N increases. This is why the following a priori bounds on the length of the words in the

mZM parsing will play an important role in establishing every ingredient. For the rest of this section, we

will denote this a priori upper bound by

ℓ+,N :=
8 lnN

−q(−1)
.
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The assumptions that P and Q are shift invariant and that suppQ ⊆ suppP are enforced throughout,

but other assumptions will be explicitly imposed when needed.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that P satisfies SLD and that ND holds. Then, for all λ > 0, we have, for N large

enough, that with probability at least 1− 2N−2,

λ ≤ |w(i,N)| < |w(i,N)| ≤ ℓ+,N (9)

for i < cN , and the corresponding upper bound for w(cN ,N).

Proof. We start with the upper bound, relying on ND. By a mere union bound, we have

(P⊗Q) {(x, y) :Wℓ(y, x) < N} ≤
∑

a∈suppPℓ

Q[a] ·NP[a]

= Ne
ℓ· 1ℓ ln

∑
a∈suppPℓ

Q[a]P[a]

≤ Neℓ
q(−1)

2

for all ℓ large enough. In particular, with ℓ+ = 8
−q(−1) lnN , we find

(P⊗Q)
{
(x, y) :Wℓ+(y, x) < N

}
≤ Ne

8
−q(−1)

lnN
q(−1)

2

= N−3

for all N large enough. Using a union bound and shift invariance, we find the following: with probability

at least 1−N−2, no substring of y of length ℓ+ appears in xN1 .

Let λ ∈ N be arbitrary. By the Kontoyiannis argument for measures satisfying SLD, whenever we

have a ∈ suppQλ,
4 we have

P{x :Wλ(a, x) > N − 2λ} ≤ (1− e−kλP[a])⌊
N−2λ−1

λ+τ ⌋

≤ exp

(
−N mina∈suppQλ

P[a]

ekλ3λ

)
;

see e.g. [CR23, §3.1]. Using a union bound over a ∈ suppQλ, we find the following for N large enough:

with probability at least 1−N−2, all words of length λ that are at all likely to appear in yN1 do appear

in xN1 .

Therefore, with probability at least 1 − 2N−2, all words in the mZM parsing of yN1 have lengths

between λ and ℓ+.

Remark 3.2. The bounds (9) imply bounds on cN (y|x). In particular, appealing to the Borel–Cantelli

lemma, we have that, (P⊗Q)-almost surely, cN (y|x) = o(N).

Remark 3.3. The decay of the probability as N−2 is not optimal: a decay as N−ν starting from some

possibly larger N can be obtained by replacing 8 with 2(2 + ν) in the definition of ℓ+,N . However, we

are ultimately interested in almost sure statements and N−2 suffices for the summability required for

applications of the Borel–Cantelli lemma.

Remark 3.4. The lower bound can be taken to be growing with N if the P-probabilities of cylinders decay

slowly enough. For example, one can replace λ with some ℓ−,N that grows as a power of lnN under the

following mild condition:

SE A measure P will be said to decay slowly enough if there exists β ≥ 1 and γ− < 0 such that

min
a∈suppPn

P[a] ≥ eγ−nβ

(10)

for all n ∈ N.

4Recall that we are working under the assumption that suppQλ ⊆ suppPλ.
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To be more precise, the power of the logarithm in ℓ−,N can be chosen to be β−1.

Remark 3.5. Note that SLD is only used through an upper bound on the probability of a waiting time

exceeding a certain value, for which we have referred to [CR23, §3.1]. This section is based on ideas

from [Kon98, §2] and [CDEJR23, §3]. In Kontoyiannis original work, a ψ-mixing property was used

instead of SLD, and the former implies the latter. The same remark applies to Theorem 3.8.

Lemma 3.6. If P satisfies UD, then hc(Q|P) exists and

lim
n→∞

− lnP[yn1 ]

n
= hP(y)

for Q-almost every y, where hP is a nonnegative, measurable, shift-invariant function integrating to hc(Q|P)

with respect to Q. If, in addition, Q is ergodic, then

lim
n→∞

− lnP[yn1 ]

n
= hc(Q|P)

for Q-almost every y.

Proof. In view of UD, we can apply a gapped version of Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem [Raq23,

§III] to the sequence (fn)
∞
n=1 of measurable functions on (suppP,F , T,Q) defined by fn(x) := lnP[xn1 ].

This provides all the assertions of the lemma.

Lemma 3.7. If P and Q both satisfy UD, then q(α) exists in [−∞, 0] for all α ≤ 0. Moreover, we have

the variational representation

q(α) = sup
µ invar

ˆ
αhP − [hQ − hµ] dµ (11)

for all α ≤ 0, where the supremum is taken over all shift-invariant probability measures µ on AN.

Proof. If α ≤ 0, then p ∈ R+ 7→ p−α is nondecreasing, so UD implies

qn+τ+m(α) = ln
∑

a∈suppPn+τ+m

P[a]−αQ[a]

≤ ln
∑

a∈suppPn

∑
ξ∈suppPτ

∑
b∈suppPm

(eknP[a]P[b])−αeknQ[a]Q[b]

= qn(α) + qm(α) + (1− α)kn + ln(# suppPτ ).

Because kn = o(n) and ln | suppPτ | ≤ τ ln(#A), the limit exists in [−∞, 0] and equals

q(α) = inf
n∈N

qn(α) + (1− α)kn + τ ln(#A)

n+ τ

by a gapped version of Fekete’s lemma; see [Raq23, §II].
We now turn to the variational representation. Note that the variational principle for measures on

finite sets5 yields

qn(α) = sup
µn

(
−α
ˆ

lnPn dµn −
ˆ

[− lnQn + lnµn] dµn

)
, (12)

where the supremum is taken over all probability measure µn on An. Dividing by n and taking n → ∞
for (the marginals of) every invariant measure µ and then taking a supremum, we find the following

variational inequality:

q(α) ≥ sup
µ invar

(ˆ
αhP − [hQ − hµ] dµ

)
. (13)

5In the thermodynamic formalism, the “potential” is the function on An defined by a 7→ lnP[a], the “reference measure”

on An is the n-th marginal of Q, and the “inverse temperature” is α.
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We have used Lemma 3.6 and the Shannon–McMillan–Breiman theorem. The fact that this is actually

an equality can be proved by showing that maximizers for (12), whose form is explicit, admit—once

properly extended and periodized—a subsequence converging weakly as n→ ∞ to a maximizer for (13),

in a way that parallels [BJPP18, §4.1]; also see e.g. [Sim, §III.4]. At the technical level, the proof requires
an adaptation of Lemma 2.3 in [CFH08, §2] on subadditive sequences of functions to (lnPn)

∞
n=1, which

instead satisfies the gapped subadditivity condition considered in [Raq23].

3.2 Ingredients I and II

Within our framework, the situation for Ingredients I and II is rather satisfying, as exhibited by the

following theorem.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose that P satisfies SLD, that Q satisfies UD, and that ND holds. Then, for all

ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and λ > 0, we have the following properties for N large enough:

i. with probability at least 1− 3N−2,

(1− ϵ)[cN − 1] lnN ≤ −
cN−1∑
i=1

lnP[w(i,N)];

ii. with probability at least 1− 3N−2,

−
cN∑
i=1

lnP[w(i,N)] ≤ (1 + ϵ)cN lnN.

Proof. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary.

i. We begin with a simple observation: if [cN (y|x)− 1] lnN > − 1
1−ϵ

∑cN−1
i=1 lnP[w(i)] and the bounds

in (9) hold, then there must exist j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N−1} and ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓ+} such thatWℓ(T
jy, x) ≥

N − ℓ and P[yj+ℓ
j+1] > N−1+ϵ. Importantly, the implication about the waiting time comes from the

definition of the mZM parsing. Indeed, if a subword w(i) appears as a parsed word in yN1 , then by

definition it cannot appear as a subword inside xN1 . Therefore, by Lemma 3.1 and a union bound,

we have

(P⊗Q)

{
(x, y) : [cN (y|x)− 1] lnN > − 1

1− ϵ

cN−1∑
i=1

lnP[w(i)]

}

≤ 2N−2 +

N−1∑
j=0

ℓ+∑
ℓ=1

(P⊗Q)
{
(x, y) :Wℓ(T

jy, x) ≥ N − ℓ+ and P[yj+ℓ
j+1] > N−1+ϵ

}
.

Now, recalling the Kontoyiannis argument for measures satisfying SLD [CR23, §3.1] and the fact

that τℓ = o(ℓ), we have

(P⊗Q)
{
(x, y) :Wℓ(y, x) ≥ N − ℓ+ and P[yℓ1] > N−1+ϵ

}
≤ (1− e−kℓN−1+ϵ)

⌊
N−ℓ+−1

ℓ+τℓ

⌋

≤ exp

(
− N ϵ

3ℓekℓ

)
.

Hence, recalling that kℓ = o(ℓ) and that we are only considering ℓ ≤ ℓ+ = O(lnN), by shift

invariance,

(P⊗Q)

{
(x, y) : [cN (y|x)− 1] lnN > − 1

1− ϵ

cN−1∑
i=1

lnP[w(i)]

}
≤ 2N−2 + e−N

ϵ
2

≤ 3N−2,

for N large enough, as desired.
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ii. Let r ∈ (0, 1) and λ ≥ τ be arbitrary. Let c+ be a multiple of 2⌈Nr⌉ and split {1, 2, . . . , c+} into

many pairs of interlaced families of ⌈Nr⌉ indices: (Is)
sc+
s=1 are defined by

I1 = {1, 3, 5, . . . , 1 + 2(⌈Nr⌉ − 1)} and I2 = {2, 4, 6, . . . , 2 + 2(⌈Nr⌉ − 1)},

and then

I2k+1 = I1 + 2k⌈Nr⌉ and I2k+2 = I2 + 2k⌈Nr⌉,

for as long as 2(k + 1)⌈Nr⌉ ≤ c+. Consider natural numbers (Li)
c+

i=1 satisfying

λ ≤ Li − Li−1 ≤ ℓ+,N

for each i = 1, 2, . . . , c+.6 In particular, Li′−1−Li ≥ τ whenever i < i′ belong to Is for the same s.

Since

(P⊗Q)
{
− lnP[yL

′

L+1] ≥ t and WL′−L(T
Ly, x) < N

}
≤

∑
a∈suppPL′−L

P[a]≤e−t

Q[a] ·NP[a]

≤ Ne−t

and Q satisfies UD, we can appeal to the Chebyshev-like bound detailed in Lemma A.1 with

exponential moments of order κ = (1 + ϵ
2 )

− 1
2 to deduce that, for each s, we have

(P⊗Q)

{∑
i∈Is

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ t and WLi−Li−1
(TLi−1y, x) < N for each i ∈ Is

}

≤

(∏
i∈Is

e
k′
Li−Li−1

)
e−(1+ ϵ

2 )
− 1

2 t

(
N

1− (1 + ϵ
2 )

− 1
2

)⌈Nr⌉

≤ exp

(
⌈Nr⌉ℓ+,N

(
sup
l≥λ

k′l
l

)
−
(
1 +

ϵ

2

)− 1
2

t+ ⌈Nr⌉ lnN + CϵN
r

)
,

(14)

where k′l := kl + τ ln |A|. We have used the fact that the different Li − Li−1 for i ∈ Is sum to at

most ⌈Nr⌉ℓ+,N . Below, we will use the above estimate with t = tN := (1 + ϵ
2 )⌈N

r⌉ lnN and for λ

and N large enough.

Now, set, as a measurable function of x and y,

c+N := min{c+ > cN : c+ is a multiple of 2⌈Nr⌉}.

and (w
(i,N)
+ )

c+N
i=1 the words in the mZM parsing of y with respect to xN1 that is not stopped until c+N

steps. Note that, under the bounds (9) from Lemma 3.1, we have c+N ≤ cN +4Nr = cN + o(cN ), so

(P⊗Q)

{
−

cN∑
i=1

lnP[w(i,N)] > (1 + ϵ)cN lnN

}

≤ 2N−2 + (P⊗Q)

−
c+N∑
i=1

lnP[w
(i,N)
+ ] >

(
1 +

ϵ

2

)
c+N lnN and (9) holds


≤ 2N−2 + (P⊗Q)

(⋃
c+

⋃
s

{
−
∑
i∈Is

lnP[w
(i,N)
+ ] >

(
1 +

ϵ

2

)
⌈Nr⌉ lnN,

(9) holds and c+N = c+

})
6Here and below, L0 ≡ 0 by convention.

11



for N large enough. But since the words w
(i,N)
+ do appear in xN1 , we may use the bound (14) to

deduce that

(P⊗Q)

(⋃
c+

⋃
s

{
−
∑
i∈Is

lnP[w
(i,N)
+ ] >

(
1 +

ϵ

2

)
⌈Nr⌉ lnN and (9) holds

})

≤ Comb(N ;λ) exp

(
−
((

1 +
ϵ

2

) 1
2 − 1

)
⌈Nr⌉ lnN + ⌈Nr⌉ℓ+,N

(
sup
l≥λ

k′l
l

)
+ CϵN

r

)
for all N large enough, where Comb(N ;λ) is a combinatorial factor that takes into account all

possibilities for c+ and s, and then choices of Li−1 and Li −Li−1 for i ∈ Is. Since crude estimates

give

Comb(N ;λ) ≤ (λ−1N + 4Nr)× λ−1N + 4Nr

Nr
×Nℓ

⌈Nr⌉−1
+,N × ℓ

⌈Nr⌉
+,N

≤ exp (NrO(ln lnN)) ,

the result follows.

3.3 Ingredients III and IV

The following propositions establish the missing ingredients for the proof of Theorem 2.6.

Proposition 3.9. Suppose that P satisfies SLD, that Q satisfies UD, and that ND holds. Then, almost

surely,

lim inf
N→∞

1

N − cN

cN∑
i=1

− lnP[w(i,N)] ≥ D−q̄(0).

Proof. We start with the case D−q̄(0) <∞ and will conclude with a description of how to adapt the proof

to the infinite case. Let Let λ > τ and ϵ > 0 be arbitrary, and then fix a natural number c ≤ λ−1N as

well as c− 1 natural numbers, (Li)
c−1
i=1 , with λ ≤ Li−Li−1 for each i = 1, 2, . . . , c− 1 and Li−Li−1 ≤ ℓ+

for i = 1, 2, . . . , c.7 Note that if

c∑
i=1

− lnP[yLi−1
Li−1+1] ≤ (N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ),

then
c−1∑
i=1

− lnP[y
Li−max{1,τ}
Li−1+1 ] ≤ (N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)

as well. We will omit keeping track of the maximum with 1 for readability. Then, we can use the

assumption that Q satisfies UD to invoke the Chebyshev-like bound in Lemma A.1 and deduce that

Q

{
y :

c−1∑
i=1

− lnP[yLi−τ
Li−1+1] ≤ (N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)

}

≤ exp (−α(N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ))

c−1∏
i=1

e
k′
Li−Li−1−τ+qLi−Li−1−τ (α) (15)

for all α < 0 with small enough absolute value, where k′l := kl + τ ln |A|. Note that, provided that λ is

large enough, we will have
N − c

N − cτ − ℓ+

(
D−q̄(0)−

ϵ

2

)
< D−q̄(0)

for all N large enough. Then, by the definition and convexity of q̄ and the fact that k′l = o(l), we may

then take α < 0 with |α| so small

sup
l≥λ−τ

(
k′l
l
+
ql(α)

l

)
<

N − c

N − cτ − ℓ+
α(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)

7Here and below, L0 ≡ 0 and Lc ≡ N by convention.
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Figure 1: The dashed line has a slope that is slightly less steep than the least steep slope D−q̄(0) in the

subdifferential of the convex function q̄ at the origin, so we can find a small region to the left of the origin

where the graph of q̄ lies below it.

for all λ and N large enough8; see Figure 1.

Since
∑c−1

i=1 Li − Li−1 − τ ≥ N − cτ − ℓ+, this implies that there exists δ′ > 0 such that, under the

same constraints,

c−1∑
i=1

k′Li−Li−1−τ + qLi−Li−1−τ (α) < N − cτ − ℓ+

(
N − c

N − cτ − ℓ+
α(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)− δ′

)
= α(N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)− δ′(N − cτ − ℓ+).

Therefore, the bound (15) becomes

Q

{
y :

c−1∑
i=1

− lnP[yLi−τ
Li−1+1] ≤ (N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)

}
≤ e−δN

for some δ > 0 and all N large enough. All in all, using again Lemma 3.1 and a union bound, we have

(P⊗Q)

{
(x, y) :

cN∑
i=1

− lnP[w(i,N)] ≤ (N − c)(D−q̄(0)− ϵ)

}

≤ 2N−2 +

λ−1N∑
c=1

∑
(Li)i∈{1,...,N−1}c−1

Li−Li−1≥λ

e−δN

≤ 2N−2 + λ−1N ×
(

N

λ−1N

)
× e−δN

≤ 2N−2 + exp

(
ln(λ−1N) +

1 + lnλ

λ
N − δN

)
.

Since the right-hand side is summable in N , the result in the case D−q̄(0) < ∞ follows from the Borel–

Cantelli lemma and then taking ϵ → 0 along some discrete sequence. Finally, in the case D−q̄(0) = ∞,

we simply replace “D−q̄(0)− ϵ” with “ϵ−1” and again take ϵ→ 0 along some discrete sequence.

Remark 3.10. As cN = o(N) by Remark 3.2, we could have proven the result with N instead of N − cN

in the denominator. However, since ℓ+,N ≪ cN ≪ N , we see that, when τ = 0 or τ = 1, the factor

carried throughout the proof to pass from N − cmax{τ, 1} − ℓ+,N to the desired N − c is significantly

closer to 1 than the factor that would be needed to pass to N . Hence, the denominator N −cN is in some

sense more natural for this proof. This is consistent with our numerical investigation of the convergence

in Section 6.1.

8First, λ is chosen as a function of ϵ, τ and q̄ only. Then, α is picked as a function of ϵ and q̄, but independently of N

and λ. Therefore, we can indeed make those large enough, as a function of ϵ, τ , q̄, λ, α, (qℓ(α))
∞
ℓ=1, and (kℓ)

∞
ℓ=1 only in

this last step.
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Proposition 3.11. Suppose that P satisfies SLD, that Q satisfies UD, and that ND holds. Then, almost

surely,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N

cN∑
i=1

− lnP[w(i,N)] ≤ D+q̄(0).

Proof. Note that if D+q̄(0) = ∞, then the proposed inequality is trivially true. Hence, we will assume

that D+q̄(0) < ∞ and let ϵ > 0 be arbitrary. Now, fix a natural number c ≤ λ−1N as well as c natural

numbers, (Li)
c
i=1, with λ ≤ Li − Li−1 ≤ ℓ+ and N ≤ Lc ≤ N + ℓ+.

9 Now, let I1 [resp. I2] be the odd

[resp. even] indices i ≤ c. Note that if

c∑
i=1

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ N(D+q̄(0) + ϵ), (16)

and ν ∈ (0, 1), then∑
i∈Is

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ (1− ν)
∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) + ϵ) + ν
N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ). (17)

for either s = 1 or s = 2 (possibly both). Provided that λ ≥ max{2, τ}, we can use UD and the

Chebyshev-like bound in Lemma A.1 to deduce that

Q

{
y :
∑
i∈Is

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ (1− ν)
∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) + ϵ) + ν
N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

}

≤ exp

(
−α(1− ν)

∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)− αν
N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

)
∏
i∈Is

e
k′
Li−Li−1

(α)+qLi−Li−1
(α)

for all α > 0 small enough. From now on, we will require

ν < 1−
D+q̄(0) +

1
2ϵ

D+q̄(0) + ϵ
(18)

so that

Q

{
y :
∑
i∈Is

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ (1− ν)
∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) + ϵ) + ν
N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

}

≤ exp

(
−α

∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) +
1
2ϵ)− αν

N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

)
∏
i∈I∗

s

e
k′
Li−Li−1

(α)
∏
i∈Is

eqLi−Li−1
(α)

By the definition and convexity of q̄ and the fact that k′l = o(l), we may then take α > 0 so small that

α
(
D+q̄(0) +

ϵ

2

)
≥ sup

l≥λ

(
ql(α)

l
+
k′l
l

)
.

for all λ large enough10. Therefore,

Q

{
y :
∑
i∈Is

− lnP[yLi

Li−1+1] ≥ (1− ν)
∑
i∈Is

(Li − Li−1)(D+q̄(0) + ϵ) + ν
N

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

}

≤ exp

(
−ανN

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

)
.

9Again L0 ≡ 0 by convention.
10The choice of α is first made as function of ϵ and q̄, but independently of λ, and we then make the latter large enough

as a function of ϵ, q̄, α, (qℓ(α))
∞
ℓ=1 and (kℓ)

∞
ℓ=1 only.
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Denote by (w
(i,N)
+ )cNi=1 the words in a mZM parsing of y with respect to xN1 that is not stopped until the

bona fide end of the step cN . In other words, only the last word may change and it is now allowed to

extend past yN1 in order to avoid having match in xN1 . All in all, using again Lemma 3.1 and a union

bound, we have

(P⊗Q)

{
cN∑
i=1

− lnP[w(i,N)] ≥ N(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

}

≤ 2N−2 + (P⊗Q)

(
λ−1N⋃
c=1

{
cN∑
i=1

− lnP[w
(i,N)
+ ] ≥ N(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

and (9) holds and cN = c

})

≤ 2N−2 +

λ−1N∑
c=1

2∑
s=1

∑
(Li)i∈{1,...,N−1}c

Li−Li−1≥λ

exp

(
−ανN

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

)

≤ 2N−2 + exp

(
ln(λ−1N) + ln 2 +

1 + lnλ

λ
N − ανN

2
(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)

)
.

This will be summable provided that

ν >
1 + lnλ

λ

2

α(D+q̄(0) + ϵ)
, (19)

which is consistent with our earlier requirement (18) because λ can be taken to be as large as desired

without changing the values of ϵ and α. Hence, the result follows from the Borel–Cantelli lemma and

then taking ϵ→ 0 along some discrete sequence.

As mentioned at the beginning of the section, Theorem 3.8, Proposition 3.9 and Proposition 3.11

imply Theorem 2.6, and Corollary 2.9 follows.

4 A Property of the left derivative

Before we change point of view on the problem in Section 5, we present an important technical ingredient

in the form of a theorem which will be useful in the important family of hidden-Markov measures and

quantum measurements in Section 6.1.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that P satisfies UD. If, in addition, Q is ergodic and satisfies UD with kn = O(1),

then

D−q(0) = hc(Q|P).

Proof. Recall that the limit q exists for all α ≤ 0 and has the variational expression (11) by Lemma 3.7.

By gapped versions of Fekete’s lemma and Kingman’s theorem, one can write the maps µ 7→ α
´
hP dµ

and µ 7→ −
´
hQ dµ as infima of families of continuous maps on the space of shift-invariant Borel measures

onAN equipped with the topology of weak convergence. Hence, these two maps are upper semicontinuous.

It is also possible to show that they are affine. Both these properties are well known for the Kolmogorov–

Sinai entropy map µ 7→
´
hµ dµ on shift spaces. In particular, the set of maximizers is nonempty and

convex.

We follow the same strategy as for the analogous result in [BJPP18, §4.1]. Using elementary properties

of convex functions and this variational expression, one can show that

D−q(0) = sup
α<0

q(α)

α

≤
ˆ
hP dQ.
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Note that the right-hand side is the desired specific cross entropy by Lemma 3.6. If D−q(0) = ∞, then

the theorem is already established. So, we will assume otherwise for the remainder of the proof.

Consider now a sequence of maximizers µ(αk) for (11) with α = αk such that αk increases to 0 as

k → ∞, avoiding the points of discontinuity of q′. Up to extracting a subsequence, we may assume that

µ(αk) converges weakly to some shift-invariant µ(0). Using upper semicontinuity of the aforementioned

maps and the continuity of q on (−∞, 0], one can show that this µ(0) is a maximizer for (11) with α = 0.

Again using upper semicontinuity one can then show that

D−q(0) ≥ lim
k→∞

ˆ
hP dµ(αk)

≥ inf
µ 0-eq

ˆ
hP dµ,

where the infimum is taken over all µ in the set of maximizers for (11) with α = 0.11 Hence, the theorem

will be proved if we can show that Q is the unique maximizer for (11) with α = 0. This can again be

done following the proof of the analogous result in [BJPP18, §4.1], which is in turn along the lines of

classical arguments of Ruelle summarized e.g. in [Sim, §III.8]. We will still provide the outline of the

proof for completeness.

Let µ be any such maximizer, i.e. a shift-invariant measure such that

0 = q(0) = −
ˆ
[hQ − hµ] dµ. (20)

By UD for Q,

Fn :=

ˆ
[lnQn − lnµn] dµ

defines a gapped, subadditive sequence12 in the sense that

Fn+τ+m =

ˆ
[lnQn+τ+m − lnµn+τ+m] dµ

=
∑
a∈An

∑
ξ∈Aτ

∑
b∈Am

lnQ[aξb] µ[aξb] +
∑
a∈An

∑
ξ∈Aτ

∑
b∈Am

− lnµ[aξb] µ[aξb]

≤ kn +
∑
a∈An

lnQ[a] µ[a] +
∑

b∈Am

lnQ[b] µ[b]

+
∑
a∈An

− lnµ[a] µ[a] +
∑
ξ∈Aτ

− lnµ[ξ] µ[ξ] +
∑

b∈Am

− lnµ[b] µ[b]

≤ kn + Fn + Fm + τ ln(#A).

For the triple sum involving µ only, we have used subadditivity of entropy for measures on products of

finite sets. By combining gapped versions of Fekete’s lemma and Kingman’s theorem [Raq23, §§II–III]
with the Shannon–McMillan–Breiman theorem, we then haveˆ

[hQ − hµ] dµ = inf
n∈N

Fn + kn + τ ln(#A)

n+ τ
. (21)

Combining (20) and (21), we deduce that

0 ≤ −Fn ≤ kn + τ ln(#A).

for all n ∈ N. Reinterpreting −Fn as the—not specific—relative entropy of the n-th marginal of µ with

respect to the n-th marginal of Q, we deduce that kn being O(1) implies µ ≪ Q. But if Q is ergodic,

then this in turn implies that µ = Q.

Remark 4.2. The hypothesis kn = O(1)—as opposed to kn = o(n) as in the definition of UD— is crucial,

as demonstrated by counterexamples in Section 6.
11In the thermodynamic formalism, we call these maximizers “α-equilibrium measures”, hence the “0-eq” in the notation.
12Note that Fn ∈ [−∞, 0] by an elementary convexity argument and that, a priori, if Fn = −∞ for some n (due to

suppµn ̸⊆ suppQn), then Fn+m = −∞ for all m. We will soon see that, a posteriori, this is ruled out.

16



5 A Rigidity problem

Once Proposition 3.8 has established Ingredients I and II, one can change point of view and focus on the

“rigidity” of Lemma 3.6. Here, “rigidity” of the result is to be understood in the sense of the following

problem on what happens to the convergence in this lemma as we cut yN1 into (mostly) reasonably long

words. We work on the probability space AN ⊗AN equipped with the usual σ-algebra and the product

measure P ⊗ Q. We say that two random arrays ((ℓi,N )cNi=1)
∞
N=1 and ((µi,N )cNi=0)

∞
N=1 of nonnegative

integers with

µ0,N + ℓ1,N + µ1,N + ℓ2,N + · · ·+ µcN−1,N + ℓcN ,N + µcN ,N = N

produce reasonable cuts if the following properties hold on a set of probability 1:

i. for every λ ∈ N, we have λ < ℓi,N whenever N is large enough and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , cN − 1};

ii. for every ϵ > 0, we have µ0,N + µ1,N + · · ·+ µcN ,N < ϵN whenever N is large enough.

We will then use the shorthand

Li,N :=

i∑
i′=0

µi′,N +

i∑
i′=1

ℓi′,N .

Whether taking ℓi,N = |w(i,N)| for all i and µi,N = 0 for all i, or ℓi,N = |w(i,N)| for all i and µ0,N = 0,

µi,N = 1 for all i > 0, Lemma 3.1 guarantees that mZM parsings produce reasonable cuts in Theorem 3.8.

Problem. Find natural properties of the measures P and Q that guarantee the following property: when-

ever ((ℓi,N )cNi=1)
∞
N=1 and ((µi,N )cNi=0)

∞
N=1 produce reasonable cuts, then

lim
N→∞

−
∑cN

i=1 lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N
= hc(Q|P)

Q-almost surely.

One of the difficulties faced in tackling this problem is that Lemma 3.6 itself comes with no con-

crete estimate and that a naive large-deviation approach—which is implicitly behind Propositions 3.9

and 3.11— fails to distinguish between hc(Q|P) and other points that could be in the subdifferential of

the pressure at the origin. In some sense, an answer to this problem would only be satisfactory if it at

least allowed one to recover the special cases that we are about to discuss over the course of the lemmas

below. And ideally, the proof techniques would be unified.

We first show that partial results regarding this open problem— in conjunction with Lemma 3.1,

Theorem 3.8 and Lemma 3.6—provide improvements over (7a) or (7b) without differentiability. For our

first lemma, the improvement is perhaps most interesting when further combined with Theorem 4.1; see

Corollary 5.3 and its use in Section 6.1.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that ((ℓi,N )cNi=1)
∞
N=1 and ((µi,N )cNi=0)

∞
N=1 produce reasonable cuts. If P satisfies UD

with τ = 0 and Q is ergodic, then

lim sup
N→∞

−
∑cN

i=1 lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N
≤ hc(Q|P)

Q-almost surely.

Proof. Let ϵ > 0 be arbitrary and pick λ ∈ large enough that kl ≤ ϵl whenever l ≥ λ. The upper-

decoupling assumption and Property i give that, almost surely,

lnP[yN1 ] ≤
cN∑
i=1

kµi−1,N
+ lnP

[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
+ kℓi,N

≤
cN∑
i=1

µi−1,N

(
sup
l∈N

kl
l

)
+

cN∑
i=1

lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
+

cN∑
i=1

ϵℓi,N .
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for N large enough. Now using Property ii, we deduce that, almost surely,

lnP[yN1 ] ≤ ϵN

(
sup
l∈N

kl
l

)
+

cN∑
i=1

lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
+ ϵN.

for N large enough. Dividing by
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N and using Property ii again, we deduce that

lim sup
N→∞

−
∑cN

i=1 lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N
≤ lim sup

N→∞

− lnP[yN1 ]

(1− ϵ)N
+ ϵN

(
sup
l∈N

kl
l
+ 1

)
Taking ϵ→ 0, the proposed bound then follows from Lemma 3.6.

Remark 5.2. By a very similar argument, the conclusion still holds for UD with τ > 0 and the following

lower-bound:

inf

{
P[ab]

P[a]
: a ∈ suppPn, b ∈ suppP1, ab ∈ suppPn+1

}
≥ e−kn (22)

for every n ∈ N. While such a lower bound is immediate if the measure P satisfies the weak Gibbs

condition given below, it could fail for some important examples in which τ = 0.

Corollary 5.3. If, in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 2.6, the measure P satisfies UD with τ = 0

and Q is ergodic, then

D−q(0) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

QN (y, x) (23a)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

QN (y, x) ≤ hc(Q|P) (23b)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y). If, moreover, Q satisfies UD with kn = O(1), then

lim
N→∞

QN (y, x) = hc(Q|P) (24)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y).

Our second partial result concerns the weak Gibbs (WG) class of Yuri on a subshift Ω′ ⊆ AN, i.e.

the class of measures P for which there exists a continuous function ϕ : Ω′ → R and a nondecreasing

eo(n)-sequence (Kn)
∞
n=1 such that

K−1
n e

∑n−1
j=0 ϕ(T jy)−nptop(ϕ) ≤ P[yn1 ] ≤ Kne

∑n−1
j=0 ϕ(T jy)−nptop(ϕ)

for every y ∈ Ω′. Here, ptop(ϕ), known as the topological pressure, is completely determined by ϕ, and

provides the appropriate normalization. On subshifts with suitable specification properties, g-measures

and equilibrium measures for absolutely summable interactions are WG; we do not dwell on this technical

issue and instead refer the reader to [PS20]. While Lemma 3.6 does not directly apply to WG measures,

a well-known analogue provides the same conclusion.

The next lemma— in conjunction with Lemmas 3.1 and Theorem 3.8—shows again that progress on

this open problem can be beneficial.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose that ((ℓi,N )cNi=1)
∞
N=1 and ((µi,N )cNi=0)

∞
N=1 produce reasonable cuts. If P is WG and

is Q ergodic, then

lim
N→∞

−
∑cN

i=1 lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N
= hc(Q|P)

Q-almost surely.
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that ptop(ϕ) = 0. Let ϵ > 0 be arbitrary and pick λ ∈ N

large enough that lnKl ≤ ϵl for all l ≥ λ. With any y ∈ [yN1 ], we have by WG and Property i of the

reasonable cuts that

lnP[yN1 ] ≤ lnKN +

N−1∑
j=0

ϕ(T jy)

= lnKN +

µ0−1∑
j=0

ϕ(T jy) +

cN∑
i=1

Li−1+ℓi+µi−1∑
j=Li−1

ϕ(T jy)

≤ lnKN + µ0∥ϕ∥∞ +

cN∑
i=1

Li−1+ℓi−1∑
j=Li−1

ϕ(T jy)

+ µi∥ϕ∥∞


≤ lnKN +

cN∑
i=0

µi∥ϕ∥∞ +

cN∑
i=1

(
lnKℓi + lnP

[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

])
≤ lnKN +

cN∑
i=0

µi∥ϕ∥∞ +

cN∑
i=1

ϵℓi +

cN∑
i=1

lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
for N large enough. Now using Property ii of the reasonable cuts yields that, almost surely,

lnP[yN1 ] ≤ lnKN + ϵN∥ϕ∥∞ + ϵN +

cN∑
i=1

lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
for N large enough. We then conclude as in the proof of Lemma 5.1, replacing Lemma 3.6 with its WG

analogue, that

lim sup
N→∞

−
∑cN

i=1 lnP
[
y
Li−1,N+ℓi,N
Li−1,N+1

]
∑cN

i=1 ℓi,N
≤ hc(Q|P).

The proof of the complementary lower bound for the limit inferior is obtained in a similar fashion.

Corollary 5.5. If, in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 2.6, the measure P has the WG property

and Q is ergodic, then

lim
N→∞

QN (y, x) = hc(Q|P)

for (P⊗Q)-almost every (x, y).

6 Examples

6.1 Hidden-Markov measures with finite hidden alphabets

A shortcoming of previous rigorous works on the Ziv–Merhav theorem is that measures arising from

hidden-Markov models—which we are about to properly define—were not covered at a satisfying level of

generality. This shortcoming is significant since hidden-Markov models are becoming increasingly popular

in applications and simulations, and can display very interesting properties from a mathematical point

of view. In [BGPR24, §4.4], we were essentially only able to treat them under conditions [CU03, Yoo10]

that guaranteed the g-measure property.

We call P a stationary hidden-Markov measure (HMM) if it can be represented by a tuple (π, P,R)

where (π, P ) is a stationary Markov chain on a countable set S, R is a (#S)-by-(#A) matrix whose rows

are nonnegative and each sum to 1, and

P[an1 ] =
∑

sn1 ∈Sn

πs1Rs1,a1
Ps1,s2Rs2,a2

· · ·Psn−1,snRsn,an

for n ∈ N and an1 ∈ An. One particular case of interest is when the matrix R contains only 0s and 1s, in

which case we often speak of a function-Markov measure. In this subsection, we restrict our attention to

the case where S is finite.
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In [BCJP21, §2.2], it is shown that the class of stationary HMMs coincides with the class of stationary

positive-matrix-product measures (PMP), which are defined by a tuple (π, {Ma}a∈A) where (π,M) is a

stationary Markov measure on Ω with M :=
∑

a∈AMa and

P[an1 ] = ⟨π,Ma1
· · ·Man

1⟩ .

From now on, we only consider HMMs which admit a representation with an irreducible chain (π, P ).

Expressed in terms of (π, P,R), it easy to see how one can sample sequences from such a measure—

this is much more straightforward than for the measures of Section 6.4— in order to perform numerical

experiments. This allows us to compare the performance of the mZM estimator to the longest-match

estimator, whose consistency has been established more generally [Kon98, CDEJR23]; see Figures 2 and 3.

Expressed in terms of (π, {Ma}a∈A), some of the decoupling properties of an irreducible HMM are

more transparent:

• Condition UD holds with τ = 0 and kn = O(1);

• Condition SLD holds with kn = O(1);

• Ergodicity holds.

For a pair of such measures, a mild condition for ND (via Remark 2.5) was provided in [BGPR24, §4.4].
Therefore, the second part of Corollary 5.3 applies for pairs of irreducible HMMs with ND, and almost

sure convergence to hc(Q|P) holds, as in the case of a differentiable pressure at the origin, even if to the

best of our knowledge, the differentiability of the cross-entropic pressure q at the origin for a pair of HMMs

with finite hidden alphabet remains elusive. It is known that not all HMMs satisfy the WG property; see

e.g. [BCJP21, §2.1.2], so almost sure convergence certainly cannot be derived from Corollary 5.5.

Remark 6.1. In practice, at a given N , naive implementations of the mZM and ZM algorithms will be

much slower than the more well-studied longest-match length estimator as one has cN ∼ N/ lnN for

N large under the conditions for which QN → hc as N → ∞. Therefore, the complexity for QN can

be naively thought as O(N/ lnN) times that of computing ΛN . However, the foremost advantage of

the mZM and ZM estimators is its faster convergence in N , as seen in Figure 2, which yields the most

practical importance in cases where data access is limited. We do not claim any significant improvement

in performance going from ZM to mZM.

6.2 Measures arising from quantum instruments

There is another important family of measures that shares most of the decoupling properties of HMMs.

Letting H denote a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, and B(H), the space of linear operators on H with

identity by 1, consider a quantum measurement described by completely positive maps (Φa)a∈A on B(H)

and a faithful initial state ρ such that Φ :=
∑

a∈A Φa satisfies Φ[1] = 1 and ρ ◦ Φ = ρ. As usual, A is

assumed to be a finite set. The unraveling of (ρ, (Φa)a∈A) is a shift-invariant measure P on AN defined

by the marginals

P[a1a2 . . . an] := tr(ρ(Φa1
◦ · · · ◦ Φan

)[1]).

Such measures also appear in the literature under the name “Kusuoka measures”; see e.g. [Kus89, JÖP17].

In the case where the completely positive map Φ is irreducible, then, similar to irreducible HMMs, we

have

• Condition UD holds with τ = 0 and kn = O(1);

• Condition SLD holds with kn = O(1);

• Ergodicity holds;
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Figure 2: The convergence of estimators to hc(Q|P) is illustrated in a numerical experiment. Namely,

QN is the mZM estimator introduced herein, Q̃N is the mZM estimator without the −cN “correction” in

the denominator, QZM
N is the original ZM estimator presented in [BGPR24] and [ZM93], and lnN/ΛN is

the longest-match length estimator, which has been shown to be asymptotically consistent under weaker

assumptions [Kon98, CDEJR23]. They are compared to the sequence in Lemma 3.6, which is computable

here as we know the marginals of the measure P, which is of course not the case in practical applications.

Here, both Q and P are stationary HMMs on {0, 1}N.

see [BCJP21, §1]. Also, for a pair of such measures, Condition ND will follow given positivity of the

entropy of the second measure; see Remark 2.8 and Theorem 4.1. An important difference with HMMs

is that, for quantum instruments, we have explicit examples of measures for which WG fails and where

the cross-entropic pressure q is not differentiable at the origin, showing that Corollary 5.3 does not yield

results covered by either Corollary 2.9 or 5.5.

6.3 Strong mixing conditions

Many results in information theory beyond Markovianity are formulated in terms of strong mixing con-

ditions such as those reviewed in [Bra05]. The strong mixing condition closest to our assumptions is the

following: the shift-invariant measure P is said to be ψ-mixing if its ψ-mixing coefficients, namely

ψP(τ) := sup
n,m∈N

max

{∣∣∣∣
∑

ξ∈Aτ P[aξb]

P[a]P[b]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ : a ∈ suppPn, b ∈ suppPm

}
,

satisfy ψP(τ) → 0 as τ → ∞. Let us consider a measure P that—to avoid discussing trivialities—

satisfies

δ := 1−max
a∈A

P[a] > 0.

If P is ψ-mixing, then, taking τ large enough that (1 + ψP(τ))(1− δ) < 1, one can show that:

• Condition UD holds with this τ and with kn = ln(1 + ψP(τ));

• Condition SLD hold with this τ and with kn = − ln(1− ψP(τ)) + τ ln#A;

• Ergodicity holds;
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Figure 3: The convergence of various estimators to hc(Q|P) is illustrated in more numerical experiments,

subject to the same legend as Figure 2: top left, both Q and P are the HMM given in Example 4.5

of [BGPR24, §4], where (22) does not hold; top right, Q is fully supported Bernoulli measure on {0, 1, 2}N

and P is a HMM on Ω with suppP ⊊ {0, 1, 2}N; bottom left, P is a Markov measure and Q a HMM

on {0, 1, 2}N; bottom right, Q and P both come from the so-called “Keep-Switch instrument”—which

belongs to the family of HMMs—with parameters (q1, q2) = (12 ,
1
4 ); see [BCJP21, §2.1].
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• The decay bound in Remark 2.5 holds with γ+ > 1
τ+1 ln((1 + ψP(τ))(1− δ)).

Hence, Theorems 2.6 and 4.1 apply to pairs of ψ-mixing measures. However, it should be noted that our

conditions do not imply any form of mixing, as seen by considering an irreducible but periodic Markov

chain.

6.4 Long-range ferromagnetic models

In this subsection, we use a particular family of models from statistical mechanics as a mean to further

illustrate the applicability of some of our results. While the decoupling and decay properties are discussed

in the context of more general summable interactions in [CR23, BGPR24], we focus here on long-range

ferromagnetic models on Z. In this context, a translation-invariant Gibbs measure P on {−1,+1}N can

be obtained from a limiting procedure starting from finite-volume (volume 2n+ 1) Hamiltonians

Hh,J,n : {−1,+1}{−n,−n+1,...,n} → R

(a−n, a−n+1, . . . , an) 7→ −
n∑

i=−n

n∑
j=i+1

J|j−i|aiaj − h

n∑
i=−n

ai

for each n ∈ N, where (Jk)
∞
k=1 is a nonnegative, nonincreasing, summable sequence and h is a real

parameter (the field strength), and from an additional positive parameter β (the inverse temperature).

We do not describe this well-known procedure, which can be found e.g. in [Ell, §IV.2].

While the WG property [PS20, §2] and UD and SLD with τ = 0 [LPS95, §9] are guaranteed in this

setup, differentiability of the pressure q at the origin could fail. To see this, take Q to be a translation-

invariant Gibbs measure with

JQ
k = k−

3
2

and h = 0 at β > βc, and P to be a translation-invariant Gibbs measure with JP
k = 0 and h = 1 at the

same β. Then, up to a constant factor, α 7→ q(α) coincides with the specific free energy for (JQ
k )∞k=1 as a

function of h—keeping the same β. The latter is known not to be differentiable at h = 0; see [Ell, §IV.5].

Because ND causes no issue here [BGPR24, §4.3], this example shows that Corollary 5.5 does cover cases

not covered by Corollary 2.9.

It is worth noting that for sequences (Jk)
∞
k=1 that decay fast enough (or are eventually zero), the WG

property can be strengthened to the Bowen–Gibbs property (i.e. WG with Kn = O(1)), so almost sure

convergence can equivalently be deduced from Corollary 2.9, 5.3 or 5.5.

6.5 Hidden-Markov measures with coutable hidden alphabets

In the setup of Section 6.1, if one drops the assumption that the hidden alphabet S is finite, then

examples with irreducibility where our decoupling assumptions fail can easily be constructed. While a

general understanding of this situation is out of reach, it allows us to construct interesting examples for

exploring the overlaps between our different assumptions and results.

For example, within the family of examples discussed in [CJPS19, §A.2] and [CR23, §2.5], different
choices of parameters will push different boundaries of our results. Indeed, one can choose parameters so

that Corollary 5.3 yields the almost sure convergence QN → hc(Q|P) even though hc(Q|P) < D+q(0),

or so that Corollary 5.5 yields the almost sure convergence QN → hc(Q|P) even though D−q(0) <

hc(Q|P)—without contradicting Theorem 4.1 because the sequence (kn)n∈N in the UD property of Q

fails to be bounded.

A A Measure-theoretic lemma

The following lemma is an elementary estimate along the lines of the Markov or Chebyshev inequality.

However, because it is used in the middle of several rather lengthy proofs, and because we could not track
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a convenient reference, we have opted to state and prove it separately in this appendix.

Lemma A.1. Let µ be a finite Borel measure on RM . Suppose that there exist a number K > 0 and

finite, nontrivial, Borel measures µ1, . . . µM on R such that, as Borel measures on RM ,

µ ≤ K(µ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ µM ).

If we understand the exponential moments mi(κ) :=
´
eκti dµi(ti) in (0,∞] for each i = 1, . . . ,M , then

µ

{
(ti)

M
i=1 ∈ RM :

M∑
i=1

ti ≥ t

}
≤ Ke−κtm1(κ) · · ·mM (κ)

for all κ ≥ 0 and t ∈ R. Moreover, the same estimate holds for
∑M

i=1 ti ≤ t when κ < 0.

Proof. Consider first the case κ ≥ 0 and let

At :=

{
(ti)

M
i=1 ∈ RM :

M∑
i=1

ti ≥ t

}
.

If one of the exponential moments mi(κ) is infinite, then there is nothing to prove. Now assuming that

mi(κ) <∞ for i = 1, . . . ,M , we have

µ(At) ≤ K

˙
At

dµ1 · · · dµM

≤ K

˙
At

eκ(
∑M

i=1 ti−t) dµ1(t1) · · · dµM (tM )

≤ Ke−κt

(ˆ
R

eκt1 dµ1(t1)

)
· · ·
(ˆ

R

eκtM dµM (tM )

)
,

as desired. With r : R → R the reflection across the origin, the proposed estimate for κ < 0 and∑M
i=1 ti ≤ t follows from the above applied to the measures µ′

1 = µ1 ◦ r−1, . . . , µ′
M = µM ◦ r−1 and

µ′ = µ ◦ (r⊗ · · · ⊗ r)−1 and the threshold t′ = r(t).
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