
ANALITICITY OF THE LYAPUNOV EXPONENTS OF
RANDOM PRODUCTS OF MATRICES
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Abstract. This paper is concerned with the study of random
(Bernoulli and Markovian) product of matrices on a compact space
of symbols. We establish the analyticity of the maximal Lyapunov
exponent as a function of the transition probabilities, thus extend-
ing the results and methods of Y. Peres from a finite to an infinite
(but compact) space of symbols. Our approach combines the spec-
tral properties of the associated Markov operator with the theory
of holomorphic functions in Banach spaces.
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1. Introduction

Let Σ ⊂ GLd(R) be a compact subset and let X := ΣN be the
space of sequences g = {gn}n∈N on Σ. Denote by Prob(Σ) the set of
probability measures on Σ.
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2 A. AMORIM, M. DURÃES, AND A. MELO

Given µ ∈ Prob(Σ), let g = {gn}n be an independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d) multiplicative process with law µ. By Furstenberg-
Kesten’s theorem, there is a number L1 ∈ R, called the first (or maxi-
mal) Lyapunov exponent of the process such that

1

n
log ∥gn−1 · · · g0∥ → L1 a.s.

Replacing the norm (or largest singular vale) of the product gn−1 · · · g0
by the other singular values, we obtain all the other Lyapunov expo-
nents L2, . . . , Ld.
An important question in the study of Lyapunov exponents is con-

cerned with its regularity. The study of the continuity or the modulus
of continuity of the Lyapunov exponent with respect to the underlying
data.

Furstenberg, Kifer [11] and Hennion [12] proved the continuity of
the Lyapunov exponent with respect to the distribution µ assuming
an irreducibility condition. Bocker and Viana [4] proved its continuity
without any irreducibility condition for random products of GL2(R)
matrices. This result was generalized to the Markov case by Malheiro
and Viana [16] and, more recently, to GLd(R) matrices by Avila, Eskin,
and Viana [1].

Regarding quantitative results, Le Page [15] proved Hölder contin-
uous for a one-parameter family (with some conditions) which was
generalized by Duarte and Klein [7, Chapter 5]. Duarte and Klein [9]
proved a weak Hölder modulus of continuity in dimension 2, that is for
d = 2, even without any irreducibility hypothesis just assuming that L1

is simple. Also in dimension 2, Tall and Viana [18] proved that, assum-
ing just the simplicity hypothesis, the Lyapunov exponent is pointwise
Hölder continuous and that even when the Lyapunov exponent is not
simple, it is at least pointwise log-Hölder continuous.

Moreover, a higher modulus of continuity was proved by Peres [17].
He showed that when Σ is finite and L1 is simple, the Lyapunov ex-
ponent is an analytic function of the probability weights. Bezerra,
Sanchez, and Tall [3] extended this result to random products of quasi-
periodic cocycles. Moreover, Baraviera and Duarte [2] obtained a ex-
tension of Peres in another direction. They proved that for a compact,
but possibly infinite Σ, under quasi-irreducibility hypothesis, the Lya-
punov exponent is Lipschitz with respect to the total variation norm.

By putting together ideas of Peres, Baraviera and Duarte and tools
of complex analysis in Banach spaces, we establish the analiticity of
the top Lyapunov exponent with respect to the total variation norm
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in two different settings. (Precise definitions of analyticity and total
variation will be given in section 2).

In the first one, we assume a quasi-irreducibility hypothesis, which
means the absence of proper invariant subspaces where the Lyapunov
exponent restricted to it is not maximal. In other words, we assume
that either there are no proper invariant subspaces or, if there exists
such a subspace, then the Lyapunov exponent restricted to its direc-
tion is maximal. In the second one, instead of quasi-irreducibility, we
assume that the probability measure has full support (which is an ana-
logue of the assumption that each matrix has a positive probability in
the finite support case of Peres [17]). More precisely, we establish the
following.

Theorem 1.1. Let Σ ⊂ GLd(R) be a compact subset, µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ)
and assume that L1(µ0) > L2(µ0).

(1) If µ0 is quasi-irreducible, then µ 7→ L1(µ) is real analytic with
respect to the total variation norm in a neighbourhood of µ0.

(2) If supp(µ0) = Σ, then µ 7→ L1(µ) is real analytic with respect
to the total variation norm in a neighbourhood of µ0.

Remark 1.1. Similar results hold for absolutely continuous measures
and for random locally constant linear cocycles whose domain Σ is an
arbitrary compact set mapped to GLd(R) by a measurable and bounded
function (see Section 3.3).

Remark 1.2. In section 3.3 we include an example where Σ is not
compact and the Lyapunov exponent is not even continuous.

It turns out that a similar statement holds for locally constant Markov
linear cocycles, that is, linear cocycles over a Markov shift on a com-
pact, possibly infinite space of symbols. Let us formally introduce the
concept of Markov cocycles.

A Markov transition kernelK : Σ → Prob(Σ) generalizes the concept
of stochastic matrix that appears in the sub-shift of finite type. We
will consider it to be continuous in the sense that given any Borel
measurable set E ⊂ Σ, the map x 7→ Kx(E) is continuous.

A measure µ ∈ Prob(Σ) is called K-stationary if for all Borel sets
E, µ(E) =

∫
Σ
Kx(E) dµ(x). The iterated Markov kernels Kn, n ≥ 1

are defined inductively by K1 = K and Kn+1
x (E) =

∫
Σ
Kn

y (E) dKx(y),
for all x ∈ Σ and all Borel sets E ⊂ Σ. We assume that the kernel
K is uniformly ergodic, meaning that Kn

x converges to µ uniformly
(in x ∈ Σ) relative to the total variation distance. In this case the
convergence is necessarily exponential and the K-stationary measure
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µ = µK is unique. This is the analogue of the stochastic matrix being
primitive, in the finite setting.

Let K be a uniformly ergodic Markov kernel in Σ, µ be its unique
stationary measure and let PK = PK,µK

be the Markov measure on X
with initial distribution µK and transition kernel K. Given a continu-
ous function A : Σ × Σ → GLd(R) and its extension to a locally con-
stant fiber map on X, consider the corresponding skew product map
FA : X × Rd → X × Rd, FA(ω, v) = (σω,A(ω1, ω0)v), where σ denotes
the forward shift. We regard FA as a linear cocycle over the Markov
shift (σ,PK) and refer to this dynamical system as a Markov linear
cocycle. Its iterates are given by F n

A(ω, v) = (σnω,An(ω)v), where

An(ω) = A(ωn, ωn−1) . . . A(ω2, ω1)A(ω1, ω0).

Similarly to the i.i.d product of matrices, there exists a number L1 ∈ R
which is called the top Lyapunov exponent of the process such that

1

n
log ∥An(ω)v∥ → L1 a.s.

We fix A and denote it by L1(K) to emphasize the dependence on
the kernel K.
We call a transition kernel K quasi-irreducible if the correspond-

ing Markov cocycle FA is quasi-irreducible, meaning that there is no
proper, invariant measurable section V : Σ → Gr(Rd) such that the top
Lyapunov exponent restricted to it is not maximal. Gr(Rd) denotes
the Grassmannian manifold of Rd and an invariant section V is a map
satisfying A(ω1, ω0)V(ω0) = V(ω1).
Given two kernels K and L, we may consider a partial order relation

between their supports. We say that supp(L) ≤ supp(K) if supp(Lω) ⊂
supp(Kω) for every ω ∈ Σ. For any fixed kernel K, we may define the
set of continuous kernels whose supports are contained in the support
of K as the following:

S(K) := {L ∈ K(Σ) : supp(L) ≤ supp(K)}.

Theorem 1.2. Let K0 be a uniformly ergodic kernel on Σ such that
L1(K0) > L2(K0).

(1) If K0 is quasi-irreducible, then K 7→ L1(K) is real analytic in
a neighbourhood of K0.

(2) The map K 7→ L1(K) is real analytic in a neighbourhood of K0

in S(K0).

The main ideas in the proof of the Markov setting are analogous to
the ones that appear in the i.i.d case, but we need to use tools from [5]
and [7] to deal with it.
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Remark 1.3. If we assume that the Lyapunov spectrum is simple,
then item 2 of both theorems holds for all the Lyapunov exponents.

Additionally, if all exterior powers ∧kg, 1 ≤ k < d of the sequence
g = {gn} are quasi-irreducible, then item 1 of both results also holds
for all the other Lyapunov exponents, as long as they are simple.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we intro-
duce the concept of holomorphy in Banach spaces and a useful char-
acterization of it, which will play a very important role in our proof.
Moreover, we introduce the Markov operator Qµ and describe its gen-
eral properties. In Section 3 we study the convergence of the iterates
of the Markov operator. When µ is a probability, there is a suitable
observable, such that the iterates of the Markov operator applied to it
converge to the top Lyapunov exponent L1. More generally, when µ is
any complex measure, we show that there is a domain where the limit
function is holomorphic, which proves theorem 1.1. In Section 4 we
extend the previous results to the Markov setting and prove theorem
1.2.

2. Preliminaries

This section is divided in two parts, both of which serve the pur-
pose of constructing a setting that permits a generalization of Peres’s
arguments. The first part recalls the concept of analiticity in infinite
dimensional Banach spaces as well as a useful criteria thereof. The
second part is devoted to the study of Markov operators defined by
probabilities and the relationship with the convolution of measures.
We define the average Hölder constant associated to a measure and
derive a few estimates related to this quantity, which will be essential
in chapter 3. A general reference for these concepts is [6].

Throughout this chapter, M and N will denote Banach spaces over
C and U will denote an open subset of M .

2.1. Holomorphic functions in Banach spaces. A function f : U →
N is said to be holomorphic at a point a ∈ U if for all n ∈ N there is
an n-linear symmetric continuous map Tn : M × · · · × M → N (T0 is
identically equal to a vector) such that:

f(x) =
∞∑
n=0

Tn(x− a)n,

for every x ∈ B(a, r) ⊂ U (for some r > 0), where Tny
n denotes

Tn(y, y, . . . , y). If f is holomorphic at every point of U , then f is said
to be holomorphic on U .



6 A. AMORIM, M. DURÃES, AND A. MELO

We introduce the following notation:

U(a, b) := {z ∈ C : a+ zb ∈ U}.

Definition 2.1. A map f : U → N is said to be Gâteux holomorphic
(or G-holomorphic) if for every a ∈ U and for every b ∈ M , the map

z 7→ f(a+ zb)

is holomorphic on U(a, b) ⊂ C.

It is clear that every holomorphic map is also G-holomorphic. How-
ever the converse in general is not true when M is infinite dimensional.
The following theorem provides a criteria for when the converse holds.

Theorem 2.1. [6, Chapter 14] Let U be an open subset of a Banach
space and let f : U → N . The following are equivalent:

(i) f is holomorphic on U .
(ii) f is G-holomorphic and continous on U .

The variation of a complex measure µ is defined as

|µ| := sup
π

∑
A∈π

|µ(A)|

where the supremum is taken over all partitions π of a measurable set
E into a countable number of disjoint measurable sets.

Another characterization of the variation of a complex measure is
the following:

|µ|(E) = sup

{∣∣∣∣∫
E

f(g) dµ(g)

∣∣∣∣ : f ∈ L∞(µ) and ∥f∥∞ ≤ 1

}
.

Note that if f ∈ L1(µ), then:∣∣∣∣∫
Σ

f(x) dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫
Σ

|f(x)| d|µ|(x).

Let Σ be a compact metric space. The total variation of a complex
measure is defined as ∥µ∥ : = |µ|(Σ). If a measure satisfies ∥µ∥ < ∞,
then we say that µ is finite or that is of bounded variation.

We will consider Σ to be a compact (but possibly infinite) space of
symbols. We denote by M(Σ) the set of complex valued measures over
Σ with bounded variation. The set M(Σ), endowed with the total
variation norm, will play the role of the Banach space M .

In this paper, we consider slightly more general definitions of holo-
morphy and G-holomorphy, in which the domain could also be a trans-
lation of a Banach subspace. The following construction shows how one
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can transfer the holomorphic structure from Banach spaces to affine
subspaces via translation.

Let V ⊂ M be a closed subspace, v0 ∈ M and consider a closed affine
subspace V0 = V + v0 of M . Let U0 ⊂ V0 be an open set of V0. We
consider a function f0 : U0 → N to be holomorphic (G-holomorphic)
at x0 ∈ U0 if there exists a function f : U = U0 − v0 → N which is
holomorphic (G-holomorphic) at x0 − v0, such that f(x) = f0(x + v0)
for every x ∈ U . Moreover, if f is holomorphic (G-holomorphic) in
every point of its domain, then so is f0.

It is then immediate that Theorem 2.1 also holds in this context.

2.2. Markov operators and convolution of measures. Next, we
present the definition of the convolution of measures in a more general
setting for measures on groups.

Definition 2.2. Let G be a group that acts on a set S. Let µ be a
measure in G and ν be a measure in S. Then we define the convolution
of µ and ν as the measure µ ∗ ν on S such that

(µ ∗ ν)(E) =

∫
G

∫
S

1E(gx) dν(x) dµ(g)

for every measurable set E ⊂ S. By standard arguments of measure
theory, in the same context,∫

M

f(x) d(µ ∗ ν)(x) =
∫
G

∫
S

f(gx) dν(x) dµ(g)

for every f ∈ L1(S).

Given k ≥ 2 and a measure µ ∈ Prob(G), we define

µ∗k := µ ∗ · · · ∗ µ (k times)

the k-th convolution of µ with itself.
Let us make two observations about the convolutions of measures.

First, the convolution is associative, which makes µ∗k well defined. Sec-
ond, it is a known result that the product of independent real measur-
able functions with distributions µ and ν has distribution µ ∗ ν. From
this, it follows that µ∗n is the distribution of the product of n i.i.d. real
random variables with distribution µ. This observation shows that, in
the usual cases, the convolution of measures corresponds to the prod-
uct of i.i.d. random variables. However, the convolution of measures
encompasses more general cases, which justifies its use, instead of the
use of cocycles.
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Let µ be a probability measure on Σ that is, µ ∈ Prob(Σ). Then we
can define the Markov operator Qµ : L

∞(P(Rd)) → L∞(P(Rd)) associ-
ated to µ as follows:

Qµ(φ)(v̂) =

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) dµ(g),

where ĝ : P(Rd) → P(Rd) is the projective action of g defined by ĝv =
ĝv̂ and P(Rd) denote the projective space of dimension d over R.

The Markov operator Qµ is a positive, bounded, linear operator that
preserves constant functions. A general reference for this and related
concepts in this section is [8].

We may also consider small perturbations of µ given by complex
measures ν ∈ M(Σ) and their associated operators Qν . Although Qµ

is a Markov operator, Qν may not be a Markov operator. This can
happen because when ν is not a probability measure, it does not fix
constants.

Moreover, we say that a measure η ∈ Prob(P(Rd)) is stationary with
respect to µ, or µ-stationary, if it satisfies:

η(B) =

∫
η(ĝ−1(B)) dµ(g)

for every measurable set B ⊂ P(Rd), where ĝ is the projective action
of g. It turns out that a measure η is µ-stationary if, and only if, for
every continuous function φ ∈ C(P(Rd)),∫

P(Rd)

Qµ(φ) dη =

∫
P(Rd)

φdη.

Lemma 2.1. Let µ ∈ M(Σ) be a complex measure with bounded vari-
ation. Then,

Qµ∗n = Qn
µ.

Proof. The proof proceeds by induction. Let φ ∈ L∞(P(Rd),C) and
v̂ ∈ P(Rd). The case is trivial when n = 1. For n = 2 we have

(Qµ)
2(φ)(v̂) =

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

φ(ĝ1ĝ0v̂) dµ(g1)dµ(g0)

=

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

φ(ĝ1g0v̂) dµ(g1)dµ(g0)

=

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) dµ∗2(g) = Qµ∗2(φ)(v̂).



ANALITICITY OF LYAPUNOV EXPONENTS 9

Now suppose that it is true for every k ≤ n− 1. We are going to prove
that is also true when k = n.

(Qµ)
n(φ)(v̂) =

∫
Σ

· · ·
∫
Σ

φ( ˆgn−1 · · · ĝ0v̂) dµ(gn−1) · · · dµ(g0)

=

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

φ(ĝ(ĝ0v̂)) dµ
∗(n−1)(g)dµ(g0)

=

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) dµ∗n(g) = Qµ∗n(φ)(v̂).

□

Given p̂, q̂ ∈ P(Rd), denote by δ : P(Rd) × P(Rd) → [0,∞) the pro-
jective distance on P(Rd):

δ(p̂, q̂) :=
∥p ∧ q∥
∥p∥∥q∥

(2.1)

Definition 2.3. Let µ ∈ M(Σ) be a complex measure of bounded
variation. We define the average Hölder constant of the projective
action ĝ0 : P(Rd) → P(Rd) by

kα(µ) := sup
v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝ0v̂1, ĝ0v̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

d|µ|(g0).

Lemma 2.2. For every two complex measures µ, ν ∈ M(Σ), it holds
that |µ ∗ ν| ≤ |µ||ν|. In particular, for every φ ∈ L∞(µ∗n), we have
that

∣∣∫ φ dµ∗n
∣∣ ≤ ∫

|φ| d|µ∗n| ≤
∫
|φ| d|µ|∗n.

Proof. Let φ ∈ L∞(µ ∗ ν). Then:∣∣∣∣∫
Σ

φ(x) dµ ∗ ν(x)
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫

Σ

∫
Σ

φ(gx) dν(x)dµ(g)

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

|φ(gx)| d|ν|(x)d|µ|(g)

=

∫
Σ

|φ(x)| d|µ| ∗ |ν|(x)

By restricting it to ∥φ∥∞ ≤ 1 and taking the supremum on both sides,
it follows that |µ∗ν| ≤ |µ||ν|. Moreover, applying the inequality above
multiple times with ν = µ concludes the result. □

Lemma 2.3. The sequence kα(µ
∗n) is sub-multiplicative:

kα(µ
∗(m+n)) ≤ kα(µ

∗m) kα(µ
∗n).
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Proof.

kα(µ
(m+n)) = sup

v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝv̂1, ĝv̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

d|µ∗(m+n)|(g)

≤ sup
v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝv̂1, ĝv̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

d|µ∗n| ∗ |µ∗m|(g)

= sup
v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝ2ĝ1v̂1, ĝ2ĝ1v̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

d|µ∗m|(g1)d|µ∗n|(g2)

= sup
v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝ2ĝ1v̂1, ĝ2ĝ1v̂2)

δ(ĝ1v̂1, ĝ1v̂2)
· δ(ĝ1v̂1, ĝ1v̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

d|µ∗m|(g1)d|µ∗n|(g2)

≤ sup
v1 ̸=v2

∫
Σ

(
δ(ĝ1v̂1, ĝ1v̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)

)α

kα(µ
∗n)d|µ∗m|(g1) = kα(µ

∗m)kα(µ
∗n).

□

Given φ ∈ L∞(P(Rd)) and 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 we define

vα(φ) := sup
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

|φ(v̂1)− φ(v̂2)|
δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

.

If vα(φ) < ∞ then φ is α-Hölder continuous. Let Cα(P(Rd)) be the
space of all Hölder continuous functions, which we endowed with its
natural norm ∥.∥α = ∥.∥∞ + vα(.).

Lemma 2.4. For every n ≥ 1, µ ∈ M(Σ) and φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)), the
following inequality holds:

vα(Q
n
µ(φ)) ≤ kα(µ

∗n) vα(φ).

Proof.

|Qn
µφ(v̂1)−Qn

µφ(v̂2)|
δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

=

∣∣∫
Σ
φ(ĝv̂1) dµ

∗n(g)−
∫
Σ
φ(ĝv̂2) dµ

∗n(g)
∣∣

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

=

∣∣∣∣∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂1)− φ(ĝv̂2)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α
dµ∗n(g)

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
Σ

|φ(ĝv̂1)− φ(ĝv̂2)|
δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

d|µ∗n|(g)

≤ vα(φ)

∫
Σ

δ(ĝv̂1, ĝv̂2)
α

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α
d|µ∗n|(g)

We conclude the lemma by applying the supremum in v̂1 ̸= v̂2 to both
sides. □
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3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

This section is divided into three parts. The first one is devoted
to proving that the ideas in [2] still hold for complex measures. We
show that the powers of the Markov operator Qµ converge to a number
which, when µ is a probability measure, is the Lyapunov exponent.
In the second part we use the concept of Gâteux holomorphy to write
the Markov operator as a polynomial. Therefore, we are able to use
ideas of [17] to prove Theorem 1.1. In the last part, we present some
consequences of this result and we include one example that shows the
importance of the compactness of the support of the measure.

3.1. The convergence of the iterates of the Markov operator.
A linear subspace V ⊂ Rd is called µ-invariant if gV = V for µ-a.e.
g ∈ GLd(R). One can restrict the cocycle to the subspace V and
consider the induced cocycle, with top Lyapunov exponent L1(µ|V ).
We call a probability measure µ quasi-irreducible if there is no proper
µ-invariant linear subspace V ⊂ Rd such that L1(µ|V ) < L1(µ).

Note that the quasi-irreducibility of µ0 implies that Kifer’s non ran-
dom filtration ([14, Chapter 3, Theorem 1.2]) is trivial, that is, for
every v ∈ Rd\{0} and µN

0 -almost every {gn}n ∈ X,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log ∥gn−1 . . . g1g0v∥ = L1(µ0).

Moreover, together with the hypothesis that L1(µ0) > L2(µ0), a
consequence of the previous fact is that

lim
n→∞

1

n

∫
Σ

log ∥gv∥ dµ∗n
0 (g) = L1(µ0), (3.1)

with uniform convergence in v̂ ∈ P(Rd). For a more detailed proof of
this consequence, see [10, Proposition 5.2.2].

Lemma 3.1. For every µ ∈ M(Σ) and every α > 0,

kα(µ) ≤ sup
v̂∈P(Rd)

∫
Σ

(
s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)α

d|µ|(g),

where s1(g) and s2(g) are the first and second singular values of a
matrix g ∈ GLd(R).

Proof. Recall that

∥gp ∧ gq∥ = s1(g)s2(g)∥p ∧ q∥.
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Hence, by (2.1), given α > 0, two points p̂, q̂ ∈ P(Rd) and any g ∈ Σ,
it holds that[

δ(ĝp̂, ĝq̂)

δ(p̂, q̂)

]α
=

[
(s1(g)s2(g))

∥p∥∥q∥
∥gp∥∥gq∥

]α
≤ [s1(g)s2(g)]

α

2

[
1

∥gp∥2α
+

1

∥gq∥2α

]
since the geometric mean is less or equal the arithmetic mean.

Note that if we integrate with respect to the measure |µ| and take
the supremum in p̂ ̸= q̂ on both sides of this inequality, we conclude
the lemma. □

Proposition 3.2. Assume that µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ) is quasi-irreducible and
L1(µ0) > L2(µ0). Then, there exist 0 < α ≤ 1, θ > 1, C > 0 and
a neighbourhood V ⊂ M(Σ) of µ0 with respect to the total variation
distance, such that for every n ∈ N and for every µ ∈ V ,

kα(µ
∗n) ≤ Cθ−n. (3.2)

Proof. We follow the argument in [7]. By equation (3.1) it holds that

lim
n→∞

1

n

∫
Σ

log ∥g v∥−2 dµ∗n
0 = −2L1(µ0),

with uniform convergence in v ∈ Sd−1.
Hence choosing ϵ small enough, say ϵ = 1

4
(L1(µ0) − L2(µ0)), and

choosing n sufficiently large, we have that∫
Σ

log ∥g v∥−2dµ∗n
0 ≤ n(−2L1(µ0) + ϵ).

Given a matrix g ∈ GLd(R), let ∧2g ∈ GL(d2)
(R) denote the second

exterior power of g. Note that ∥∧2g∥ = s1(g) s2(g).
Then for n large enough and for all ω ∈ Σ we have

1

n

∫
Σ

log(s1(g) s2(g))dµ
∗n
0 =

1

n

∫
Σ

log ∥(∧2 g)∥ dµ∗n
0

≤ L1(∧2 g, µ0) + ϵ = L1(µ0) + L2(µ0) + ϵ .

Combining the previous estimates, for all v ∈ Sd−1 we get∫
Σ

log

(
s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)
dµ∗n

0 ≤ n(L1(µ0) + L2(µ0) + ϵ) + n (−2L1(µ0) + ϵ)

= −n
1

2
(L1(µ0)− L2(µ0)) < −1,

since L1(µ0) > L2(µ0) and provided that n is large enough.
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Using the inequality expx ≤ 1+ x+ x2

2
exp |x| , we conclude that for

every v ∈ Sm−1 and n large enough,∫
Σ

(
s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)α

dµ∗n
0 =

∫
Σ

exp

(
α log

s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)
dµ∗n

0

≤ 1 +

∫
Σ

(
α log

s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)
dµ∗n

0

+

∫
Σ

(
α2

2
log2

s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2
exp

α log s1(g)s2(g)

∥gv∥2

)
dµ∗n

0

≤ 1− α + C
α2

2

for some finite constant C that depends only on g, µ0 and n.
Thus, fixing n0 sufficiently large and considering α small enough, we

conclude by Lemma 3.1 that

kα(µ
∗n0
0 ) ≤ 1− α + C

α2

2
< 1.

Note that for a fixed n, the quantity
∫ (

s1(g)s2(g)
∥gv∥2

)α

d|µ0|∗n which

bounds from above kα(µ
∗n
0 ), depends continuously on the measure.

Then the previous inequality extends to a neighbourhood of µ0. There
exists κ < 1 and a neighbourhood V ⊂ M(Σ) of µ0 with respect to the
total variation distance, such that kα(µ

∗n0) ≤ κ < 1 for every µ ∈ V .
Because of the sub-multiplicative property of kα, we conclude that

there exists C > 0 and θ > 1, such that inequality 3.2 holds for every
n ∈ N. □

Corollary 3.3. Assume that µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ) is quasi-irreducible and
L1(µ0) > L2(µ0). Then there exists 0 < α ≤ 1, θ > 1, C > 0 and
a neighbourhood V ⊂ M(Σ) of µ0 with respect to the total variation
distance, such that for every n ∈ N, for every µ ∈ V and every φ ∈
Cα(P(Rd)),

vα(Q
n
µφ) ≤ Cθ−n.

Proof. By proposition 3.2, there exist 0 < α ≤ 1, θ > 1, C > 0 and
a neighbourhood V ⊂ M(Σ) of µ0 with respect to the total variation
distance, such that for every n ∈ N and for every µ ∈ V , we have that
kα(µ

∗n) ≤ Cθ−n. Together with lemma 2.4, we conclude that

vα(Q
n
µ(φ)) ≤ kα(µ

∗n) vα(φ) ≤ Cθ−n.

□



14 A. AMORIM, M. DURÃES, AND A. MELO

When µ is a probability measure on Σ, a consequence of corollary
3.3 is that there exist α ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1) and C < ∞ such that for
every n ∈ N and every φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)),∥∥∥∥Qn

µφ−
∫

φ dηµ

∥∥∥∥
α

≤ Cθn ∥φ∥α , (3.3)

where ηµ is a µ-stationary measure on P(Rd). That is because∥∥∥∥φ−
∫

φ dη

∥∥∥∥
∞

=

∣∣∣∣φ(v̂)− ∫
φ(p̂) dη(p̂)

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
|φ(v̂)− φ(p̂)| dη(p̂) ≤ v0(φ) ≤ vα(φ).

Therefore, since ηµ is Qµ stationary,∥∥∥∥Qnφ−
∫

φ dηµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

=

∥∥∥∥Qnφ−
∫

Qn
µφ dηµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ vα(Q
n
µφ) ≤ Cθ−n.

It follows from the inequality (3.3) that ηµ is the unique µ-stationary
measure of this cocycle.

Consider the observable φ : P(Rd) → R given by

φ(v̂) =

∫
Σ

log
∥gv∥
∥v∥

dµ(g). (3.4)

If µ is a probability measure, then, by Furstenberg’s formula,∫
P(Rd)

φ(v̂) dηµ = L1(µ).

Remark 3.1. When µ is a probability measure, for a fixed v̂ ∈ P(Rd)
the iterates Qn

µφ(v̂) converge uniformly to the top Lyapunov exponent
L1(µ).

3.2. The domain of holomorphy. Now we establish a holomorphic
extension of the Lyapunov exponent L1. We start by defining the
domain where L1 will be shown to be analytic.

Let M0(Σ) be the set of finite complex measures that give measure
zero to Σ. Therefore, every µ ∈ M0(Σ) satisfies µ(Σ) = 0.

Lemma 3.4. M0(Σ) is a Banach space.

Proof. First note that M0(Σ) is a vector subspace of M(Σ). More-
over, it is the kernel of the linear functional that assigns to each finite
measure, its measure of the whole space: ν 7→ ν(Σ). Therefore, it is a
closed subspace of M(Σ), hence it is also a Banach space. □
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Let M1(Σ) denote the set of finite complex measures that give mea-
sure one to Σ. Note that M1(Σ) is an affine subspace of M(Σ), namely
M1(Σ) = M0(Σ) + µ0, for some µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ). Therefore M1(Σ) can
be endowed with an analytic structure as seen in section 2.1.
We are going to prove that L1 admits a holomorphic extension to

V ∩M1(Σ), where V is the neighbourhood of µ0 from proposition 3.2.
In fact, all the proofs from the previous sections were done in M(Σ),
but could have been done directly in M1(Σ). Thus, from now on, we
are going to consider the neighbourhood V to be in M1(Σ) and we will
write just V instead of V ∩M1(Σ).

Lemma 3.5. For every µ ∈ V ⊂ M1(Σ), v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd) and
φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)) we have that∣∣Qn

µφ(v̂1)−Qn
µφ(v̂2)

∣∣ ≤ Cθ−n. (3.5)

Proof. By lemma 2.4, for every µ ∈ M(Σ) and every φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)),
we have vα(Q

n
µφ) ≤ vα(φ)kα(µ

∗n).

Therefore, it also holds that for every v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),∣∣Qn
µφ(v̂1)−Qn

µφ(v̂2)
∣∣ ≤ vα(φ)kα(µ

∗n).

Then, by proposition 3.2, we conclude the proof. □

Proposition 3.6. For every µ ∈ V ⊂ M1(Σ) and v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),∣∣Qn+1
µ φ(v̂)−Qn

µφ(v̂)
∣∣ ≤ Cθ−n.

Proof. Note that for every v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),∣∣Qn+1
µ φ(v̂)−Qn

µφ(v̂)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫

Σ

Qn
µφ(ĝv̂) dµ−Qn

µφ(v̂)

∣∣∣∣ .
Moreover, for every µ ∈ V ⊂ M1(Σ) and v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),∣∣∣∣∫

Σ

Qn
µφ(ĝv̂) dµ−Qn

µφ(v̂)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
Σ

Qn
µφ(ĝv̂)−Qn

µφ(v̂) dµ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−n.

□

Note that for a fixed v̂ and φ given in equation 3.4, the sequence
{Qn

µφ(v̂)}n is Cauchy. Therefore its limit, denoted by Q∞
µ φ(v̂), exists.

Moreover, note that µ 7→ Qn
µφ(v̂) is continuous. Since µ 7→ Q∞

µ φ(v̂)
is a uniform limit of continuous functions, it is also continuous. Fur-
thermore, when µ is a probability measure, Q∞

µ φ(v̂) = L1(µ), the top
Lyapunov exponent (as shown in remark 3.1).

We want to prove that µ 7→ Q∞
µ φ(v̂) is holomorphic. For this, we

are going to use theorem 2.1. Since we already know that the limit is
continuous, it suffices to prove that it is also G-holomorphic.
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As we stated, M1(Σ) is not a Banach space, therefore, we need
to transfer the holormphic structure from M0(Σ) to it. Intuitively,
G-holomorphy means to be holomorphic along complex lines, hence to
say that the map µ 7→ Q∞

µ φ(v̂) from V ⊂ M1(Σ) to C is Gâteaux holo-
morphic means that ∀µ ∈ V , ∀ν ∈ M0(Σ), the map z 7→ Q∞

µ+zνφ(v̂) is
holomorphic on V (µ, ν) = {z ∈ C : µ+ zν ∈ V }.

Consider measures µz of the form µz = µ + zν, where µ ∈ V and
ν is any finite complex measure with ν(Σ) = 0. Note that, since
µ ∈ M1(Σ), we have that µz ∈ M1(Σ) for every z ∈ C. Consider
small perturbations of the Markov operator in the following sense: for
each z ∈ C, let the operator Qµ+zν : L

∞(P(Rd),C) → L∞(P(Rd),C) be
defined by

Qµ+zν(φ)(v̂) =

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) d(µ+ zν)(g)

=

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) d(µ) + z

∫
Σ

φ(ĝv̂) d(ν)

= Qµ(φ)(v̂) + zQν(φ)(v̂).

Note that, for a fixed vector v̂, each Qn
µz
(φ)(v̂) is a polynomial of

degree smaller or equal to n, in particular, the map z 7→ Qn
µz
(φ)(v̂)

is holomorphic for µz ∈ V . Therefore, for every z ∈ V (µ, ν), the
limit function is a uniform limit of holomorphic functions, hence z 7→
Q∞

µz
φ(v̂) is holomorphic. In other words, the Lyapunov exponent is

G-holomorphic in the neighbourhood V ⊂ M1(Σ) of µ0. Together
with the continuity, we conclude that it is indeed holomorphic. This
concludes the proof of theorem 1.1 item (1).

Now we prove item (2) of theorem 1.1. We drop the assumption of
irreducibility of µ0 and instead we assume that suppµ0 = Σ. Let W be
a non trivial vector subspace of Rd that is invariant for µ0 almost every
matrix g. The measure µ0 defines the measures µ0,W and µ0,Rd/W in

GLd(W ) and GLd(Rd/W ). Moreover, they induce the linear cocycles
restricted to W and to Rd/W , with Lyapunov exponents L1(µ0,W ) and
L1(µ0,Rd/W ).

By lemma 3.6 of [11], L1(µ0) = max{L1(µ0,W ), L1(µ0,Rd/W )}.
Without loss of generality we may suppose that L1(µ0) = L1(µ0,W ).

The other case is similar. The fact that we consider suppµ0 = Σ implies
that gW = W ∀g ∈ Σ. Therefore, for every µ ∈ M1(Σ) also satisfies
gW = W for µ-a.e g.

By corollary B of [17], if µn → µ0 in the weak star topology and
suppµn ⊂ suppµ0 for every n, then L1(µn) → L1(µ0). Therefore, the
continuity of the Lyapunov exponents imply that for every µ sufficiently
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close to µ0, it holds that L1(µ) = L1(µW ). This happens because
L1(µ) = max{L1(µW ), L1(µRd/W )}.

If µ0,W is irreducible, then the map µ 7→ L1(µW ) is holomorphic.
Since L1(µ) = L1(µW ) in a neighbourhood of µ0, we conclude that
µ 7→ L1(µ) is also holomorphic in a neighbourhood of µ0.
If µ0,W is not irreducible, there exists another non trivial invariant

subspace W ′ ⊂ W . The measure µ0,V defines measures µ0,W ′ and
µ0,W/W ′ . Then we do the same procedure. Since the invariant subspaces
are of decreasing dimension, this process must stop after a finite number
of steps. Therefore, we conclude the proof of theorem 1.1.

3.3. Corollaries and remarks. Let Σ be an abstract compact space,
X = ΣN and σ : X → X be the forward shift onX. We fix a measurable
and bounded function A : Σ → GLd(R) and denote also by A the locally
constant (fiber) map A : X → GLd(R) given by A((xn)n∈N) = A(x0).

Given µ ∈ Prob(Σ), let µN be the product (Bernoulli) measure on X.
A random (Bernoulli) locally constant linear cocycle FA : X×Rd → X×
Rd relative to the product measure µN is a skew product transformation
such that

FA(ω, v) = (σ(ω), A(x)v).

Its iterates are given by

F n
A(ω, v) = (σn(ω), An(ω)v),

where An(ω) := A(ωn−1) . . . A(ω1)A(ω0).
A seminal result from Furstenberg and Kesten states that under the

integrability condition log+ ∥A±∥ ∈ L1(µ), the limit

L1(A, µ) = lim
n

1

n
log ∥An(ω)∥

exists µ a.e. and it is called the top Lyapunov exponent of this cocycle.
Consider the push forward measure on Prob(GLd(R)) given by A∗µ. By
the boundness of A, the support of A∗µ remains compact, and therefore
its Lyapunov exponent is well defined. A straightforward computation
shows that the Lyapunov exponent L1(A∗µ) associated to the measure
A∗µ is equal to L1(A, µ). Moreover, the application A∗ : M(Σ) →
M(GLd(R)) is a linear continuous (and, therefore, analytic) mapping
that preserves probabilities. Since the composition on analytic maps is
analytic, it follows by Theorem 1.1 that the map L1(A, µ) = L1(A∗µ)
is analytic with respect to µ, which guarantees that the result holds for
arbitrary locally constant linear cocyles.

A second corollary is an analogue of the finite case, in which the
support is of the measure is a fixed compact set on GLd(R) and we
look at the dependence on the probability weights. Let µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ)



18 A. AMORIM, M. DURÃES, AND A. MELO

be a reference measure of full support. We restrict to the measures in
Σ which are absolutely continuous with respect to µ0.

By the Radon-Nikodym Theorem, this space is identified with the
space L1(µ0) of integrable complex functions with respect to µ0 through
the map I : L1(µ0) → M(Σ) given by

I(f)(E) =

∫
E

f(x)dµ0(x)

for every measurable set E. The map I is an isomorphism between
L1(µ0) and the measures on M(Σ) which are absolutely continuous
with respect to µ0. Observe that, given f, g ∈ L1(µ0), it follows that

∥I(f)− I(g)∥TV ≤ ∥f − g∥1 ≤ ∥f − g∥p ,
where ∥.∥TV denotes the total variation norm, ∥.∥1 denotes the L1 norm
and ∥.∥p denotes the Lp norm, with p ∈ [1,+∞]. This fact guarantees

that, given r > 0, it follows that Bp(f, r) ⊂ B1(f, r) ⊂ BTV (I(f), r),
where each of the previous sets denotes an open ball on its respective
norm.

This observation, aligned with the Theorem 1.1, proves the following.

Corollary 3.7. Let µ0 ∈ Prob(Σ) have full support and assume that
L1(µ0) > L2(µ0). For p ∈ [1,+∞], define

Lp
1(µ0) :=

{
f : Ω → R : f ∈ Lp(µ0) and

∫
f(x)dµ0(x) = 1

}
.

Then, the Lyapunov exponent L1 : L
p
1(µ0) → R is locally a real analytic

function of µ0 with respect to the Lp norm.

We now regard the set in which L1 is analytical. We say that a
measure µ ∈ M(GLd(R)) is irreducible if there is no proper subspace
V ⊂ GLd(R) such that gV = V for µ-a.e.g. Notice that every irre-
ducible measure is quasi-irreducible.

Observe that irreducibility is a dense property with respect to the
total variation norm. Indeed, let µ0 be a probability in GLd(R), and
let ν be another probability in GLd(R), with compact support. If ν is
irreducible and given ε > 0, then µε = (1 − ε)µ + εν is an irreducible
probability in GLd(R). To see this, let V be a proper subspace of
GLd(R). Since ν is irreducible, there exists a borelian set B ⊂ GLd(R)
such that ν(B) > 0 and gV ̸= V for every g ∈ B. Notice that µε(B) =
(1− ε)µ(B) + εν(B) ≥ εν(B) > 0, so it follows that µε is irreducible.
Notice also that |µε − µ| = |εν − εµ| ≤ 2ε, so we can choose ε

sufficiently small such that µε is arbitrarely close to µ. Moreover,
supp µϵ = supp µ ∪ supp ν, so if µ has compact support, µϵ also
has compact support, and if supp µ, supp ν ⊂ Σ, then supp µϵ ⊂ Σ.
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We also observe that, on [13], Kifer proved that being irreducible
was an open property on Prob(GLd(R)) with respect to the weak*
topology. Since the total variation norm generates a finer topology
than the weak* topology, it follows that being irreducible is also an
open property with respect to the total variation norm. Therefore, by
the first result of 1.1, we can conclude that L1 is analytical on the set of
compactly supported irreducible measures on GLd(R), which is a dense
open set on the space Prob(GLd(R)) with respect to the total variation
norm.

To conclude this section, we make the observation that the restric-
tion of the probabilities to a compact set Σ in 1.1 cannot be removed.
Indeed, let µ ∈ Prob(GL(d)) be a compactly supported measure with
L1(µ) > L2(µ). Let a, ε > 0 and consider the measure µa,ε := (1−ε)µ+
εδaI , where I is the identity matrix. By a previous comment, the mea-
sure µa,ε is a compactly supported measure such that |µa,ε − µ| < 2ε.
The identity:

L1(ν) + ...+ Ld(ν) =

∫
log | det g| dν(g),

which is true for any compactly supported measure on GL(d), gives us:

L1(µa,ε) ≥
L1(µa,ε) + ...+ Ld(µa,ε)

d
=

1

d

∫
log | det g| dµa,ε(g)

Now, given δ > 0, let 0 < ε < δ/2, so that µa,ε ∈ B(µ, δ) for every
a > 0. Observe that:

1

d

∫
log | det g| dµa,ε(g) = ε log a+

(1− ε)
∫
log | det g| dµ(g)

d

Then, choose a sufficiently big, such that:

log a >
L1(µ) + 1 +

ε− 1

d

∫
log | det g| dµ(g)

ε
.

The previous inequality then guarantees that L1(µa,ε) > L1(µ) + 1.
In particular, L1 cannot be continuous in µ, much less analytic. The
problem relies on the fact that, as we shrink the neighborhood of µ,
the value of ε decreases, which causes the choice of a above to become
increasingly larger. Restricting ourselves to a compact set limits the
size of a, which make this construction fail for small enough δ.

4. Analytic dependence on Markovian transitions

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2, which is the Mar-
kovian analogue of Theorem 1.1. A Markov kernel K : Σ → Prob(Σ)
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gives the transition probabilities of the dynamics and is the natural
generalization of the concept of stochastic matrix for sub-shifts of fi-
nite type. Similarly to the previous section, where we considered com-
plex valued measures, we are going to consider complex Markov kernels
K : Σ → M(Σ).

We denote by K(Σ) the set of continuous and complex Markov ker-
nels over Σ such that for every ω ∈ Σ, Kω(Σ) has bounded variation.
We denote by KProb(Σ) the set of (continuous) Markov kernels K over
Σ, such that for every ω ∈ Σ, Kω ∈ Prob(Σ) and Kω has bounded
variation.

Consider the following norm in K(Σ):

∥K∥ := sup
ω∈Σ

∥Kω∥T.V .

Proposition 4.1. The set K(Σ) endowed with the norm ∥.∥ is a Ba-
nach space.

Proof. It is clear that K(Σ) is a normed vector space. Note that if
{Kn}n is a Cauchy sequence in (K(Σ), ∥.∥), then for every ω ∈ Σ, Kω

is also Cauchy. Since (M(Σ), ∥.∥TV ) is complete, for each ω, (Kω,n)n
converges to some complex measure in M(Σ). Hence (Kn)n → K∗

which is defined as K∗
ω := limnKω,n. □

Given a continuous Markov Kernel K ∈ KProb(Σ), we can define the
Markov operator QK : L∞(Σ× P(Rd)) → L∞(Σ× P(Rd)) as follows:

QK(φ)(ω0, v̂) =

∫
Σ

φ(ω1, A(ω1, ω0)v) dKω0(ω1).

The Markov operator QK is a positive, bounded, linear operator that
preserves constants.

Definition 4.1. We say that a Markov kernel K ∈ KProb(Σ) is uni-
formly ergodic if Kn

ω converges uniformly in ω to its stationary measure
µ with respect to the total variation norm.

Moreover, K being uniormly ergodic is equivalent to the existence
of constants C < ∞ and 0 < ρ < 1 such that∥∥∥∥Qn

Kφ−
∫

φ dµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ Cρ−n ∥φ∥∞ ∀φ ∈ L∞(Σ× P(Rd)), ∀n ∈ N.

Similar to i.i.d. case, we may also consider small perturbations of
K ∈ KProb(Σ) given by complex valued Markov kernels L ∈ K(Σ) and
their associated operators QL. Although QK is a Markov operator, QL

may not be a Markov operator. This can happen because when Lω is
not a probability measure, for some ω ∈ Σ, it does not fix constants.
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Given 0 < α ≤ 1 and φ ∈ L∞(Σ × P(Rd)), we define the Hölder
seminorm vα, the Hölder norm ∥ · ∥α and the space Cα(Σ × P(Rd)) of
Hölder continuous observables (in the projective variable) by:

vα(φ) = sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

|φ(ω0, v̂1)− φ(ω0, v̂2)|
δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

,

∥φ∥α = vα(φ) + ∥φ∥∞,

Cα(Σ× P(Rd)) = {φ ∈ L∞(Σ× P(Rd)) : ∥φ∥α < ∞}.
Moreover, given a Markov kernel K, we consider Pω0 the Markov

measure with initial distribution δω0 and transition given by the Markov
kernel K. We consider the Markovian analogue of definition 2.3, the
average Hölder constant:

kα(FA,K) = sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

∫
δ(Â(ω)v̂1, Â(ω)v̂2)

α

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α
d|Pω0|(ω)

= sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

∫
δ(Â(ω1, ω0)v̂1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂2)

α

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α
d|Kω0|(ω1).

We claim that the same properties that we proved in the Bernoulli
case, also hold for Markov cocycles. We prove the analogous of lemma
2.4.

Lemma 4.2. For every n ≥ 1, K ∈ K(Σ) and φ ∈ Cα(Σ × P(Rd)),
the following inequality holds:

vα(Q
n
K(φ)) ≤ kα(FAn,Kn) vα(φ).

Proof. We have

vα(QK(φ)) = sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

∣∣∣∫ φ(ω1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂1)− φ(ω1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂2) dKω0(ω1)
∣∣∣

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

≤ sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

∫ ∣∣∣φ(ω1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂1)− φ(ω1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂2)
∣∣∣ d|Kω0|(ω1)

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α

≤ vα(φ) sup
ω0∈Σ
v̂1 ̸=v̂2

∫
δ(Â(ω1, ω0)v̂1, Â(ω1, ω0)v̂2)

α

δ(v̂1, v̂2)α
d|Kω0|(ω1)

≤ vα(φ)kα(FA,K).

To conclude the lemma it is sufficient to notice that Qn
K = QKn . □
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We proceed to prove theorem 1.2. Let K0 ∈ KProb(Σ) be uni-
formly ergodic, assume that L1(K0) > L2(K0) and that K0 is is quasi-
irreducible.

We say that K0 is quasi-irreducible if the associated Markov cocycle
FA is quasi-irreducible. In other words, there is no proper invariant sec-
tion V : Σ → Gr(Rd) such that the top Lyapunov exponent restricted
to it is not maximal (the Lyapunov exponent is defined almost every-
where with respect to the Markov measure PK0,µ0 with initial distribu-
tion given by the unique stationary measure µ0 and transition kernel
K0).

Note that if K0 is quasi-irreducible, then Kifer’s non-random fil-
tration is trivial (see [5, Corollary 3.8]). In particular, for all v ∈
P(Rd)\{0} and for PK0,µ0-a.e ω,

lim
n→∞

1

n
log ∥An(ω)v∥ = L1(A,K0).

Moreover, by [5, Theorem 3.5] we also have that

lim
n→∞

1

n

∫
log ∥An(ω)v∥ dPω0 = L1(A,K0), (4.1)

with uniform convergence in (ω0, v̂) ∈ Σ× Sd−1.
Furthermore, we also have the exponential contraction of kα and vα

semi-norm for nearby kernels.

Proposition 4.3. Assume that (A,K0) is quasi-irreducible and that
L1(A,K0) > L2(A,K0). Then, there exists 0 < α ≤ 1, θ > 1, C > 0
and a neighbourhood V ⊂ K(Σ) of K0 with respect to the norm ∥.∥,
such that for every n ∈ N and for every K ∈ V ,

vα(Q
n
Kφ) ≤ Cθ−n. (4.2)

Proof. SinceK0 ∈ KProb(Σ), it follows by [5, Proposition 4.4] that there
exists 0 < α ≤ 1 and n0 ∈ N such that kα(FAn0 ,K

n0
0
) < σ < 1. Using

the sub-multiplicative property of kα, we conclude that there exists
θ > 1 and C > 0 such that kα(FAn,Kn

0
) ≤ Cθ−n for every n ∈ N.

For a fixed n, the quantity
∫ (

s1(An)s2(An)
∥Anv∥2

)α

d|Pω0|, which bounds

kα(F
n
A,K) from above, depends continuously on the kernel. Then, the

inequality extends to a neighborhood of K0, that is, there exists a
neighbourhood V ⊂ K(Σ) of K0 with respect to the norm ∥.∥, such
that kα(FAn,Kn) ≤ Cθ−n for every n ∈ N. Then we conclude the proof
by applying lemma 4.2. □

Similarly to the Bernoulli case, a consequence of proposition 4.3 is
that there exists α ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1) and C < ∞ such that for every
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n ∈ N and every φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)),∥∥∥∥Qn
Kφ−

∫
φ dηK

∥∥∥∥
α

≤ Cθn ∥φ∥α , (4.3)

where ηK is the unique PK,µ-stationary measure. The proof of this
fact is the same as in the Bernoulli case.

Consider the observable φ : Σ× P(Rd) → R given by

φ(ω0, v̂) =

∫
Σ

log
∥A(ω)v∥

∥v∥
dKω0(ω1).

When K ∈ KProb(Σ), Furstenberg’s formula says that,∫
Σ×P(Rd)

φ(ω0, v̂) d(ηK) = L1(A,K).

In this case, for a fixed v̂ ∈ P(Rd) the iterates Qn
Kφ(v̂) converge to

the top Lyapunov exponent L1(K).
Denote by K0(Σ) the set of (continuous) complex valued Markov

Kernels such that for every ω ∈ Σ, Kω is a complex measure satisfying
Kω(Σ) = 0. Note that K0(Σ) is a closed subspace of K(Σ), therefore it
is also a Banach space.

Denote by K1(Σ) the set of complex Markov kernels such that for
every ω ∈ Σ, Kω(Σ) = 1. It is not a Banach space, but we can consider
it as a translation of K0(Σ) and endow it with an analytic structure.

Proposition 4.4. For every K ∈ K1(Σ) sufficiently close to K0 and
v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd), ∣∣Qn+1

K φ(v̂)−Qn
Kφ(v̂)

∣∣ ≤ Ce−n.

Proof. First note that by lemma 4.2, for every K ∈ K(Σ) and every
φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)), we have vα(Q

n
Kφ) ≤ vα(φ)kα(FAn,Kn).

Therefore, it also holds that for every v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),

|Qn
Kφ(v̂1)−Qn

Kφ(v̂2)| ≤ vα(φ)kα(FAn,Kn).

Then, by proposition 4.3, we conclude that for every v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),
φ ∈ Cα(P(Rd)) and for K ∈ K(Σ) sufficiently close to K0

|Qn
Kφ(v̂1)−Qn

Kφ(v̂2)| ≤ Ce−n. (4.4)

Note that for every v̂1 ̸= v̂2 ∈ P(Rd),∣∣Qn+1
K φ(v̂)−Qn

Kφ(v̂)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫

Σ

Qn
Kφ(Â(ω)v̂) dµ−Qn

Kφ(v̂)

∣∣∣∣ .
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Moreover, for every K ∈ K1(Σ) sufficiently close to K0 and v̂1 ̸=
v̂2 ∈ P(Rd), it holds that∣∣∣∣∫

Σ

Qn
Kφ(Â(ω)v̂) dKω0(ω1)−Qn

Kφ(v̂)

∣∣∣∣ =
=

∣∣∣∣∫
Σ

Qn
Kφ(Â(ω)v̂)−Qn

Kφ(v̂) dKω0(ω1)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−n.

□

Therefore, the limit function K 7→ Q∞
Kφ(v̂) exists and is continuous,

because it is a uniform limit of continuous functions.
Similarly to the Bernoulli case, we note that proposition 4.3 could

have been done directly in K1(Σ). Thus, we consider the neighbour-
hood V ⊂ K1(Σ) from that proposition for what follows.

Consider kernels of the form K + zL, where K ∈ V ⊂ K1(Σ) and
L ∈ K0(Σ). For a fixed v̂, the iterates Qn

K+zLφ(v̂) form a polynomial in
z with degree less or equal to n. Thus, for every z ∈ V (K,L), the map
z 7→ Q∞

K+zLφ(v̂) is a uniform limit of holomorphic functions, hence it
is holomorphic.
Thus, we conclude that the Lyapunov exponent is G-holomorphic

in a neighbourhood V ⊂ K1(Σ) of K0. Together with continuity, this
implies that it is holomorphic.

Now we proceed to prove item 2 of theorem 1.2. For any fixed kernel
K, we may define the set of continuous kernels whose supports are
contained in the support of K as follows

S(K) = {L ∈ K(Σ) : supp(L) ≤ supp(K)}.
Note that, endowed with the norm defined above, S(K) is a Banach

space. Similarly to what we did before, we consider the sets

S0(K) = {L ∈ K(Σ) : supp(L) ≤ supp(K) and Lω(Σ) = 0 ∀ω}
and

S1(K) = {L ∈ K(Σ) : supp(L) ≤ supp(K) and Lω(Σ) = 1 ∀ω}.
Note that S0(K) is also a Banach space and S1(K) is a translation of

a Banach space, therefore we may endow it with an analytic structure.
Moreover, the proof of item 1 also holds similarly when we restrict the
ambient domain to be S1(K0) instead of K1(Σ).
Now, we drop the assumption of irreducibility of K0. Let V : Σ →

Gr(Rd) be a non trivial invariant section. Then the corresponding
vector sub-bundle

V = {(ω, v) : ω ∈ ΣN, v ∈ V(ω0)}
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is FA invariant, hence we can restrict the cocycle to the sub-bundle V.
Therefore we can consider the induced cocycle FV : V → V. Similarly,
we can consider the quotient vector bundle

ΣN × Rd/V : =
⋃

ω∈ΣN

{ω} × Rd/V(ω0).

Also, there is the quotient cocycle FRd/V on the vector bundle ΣN ×
Rd/V. We denote by L1(K0,V) and L1(K0,Rd/V) their top Lyapunov
exponents, respectively. Note that

L1(K0) = max{L1(K0,V), L1(K0,Rd/V)}.

Without loss of generality we may assume that L1(K0) = L1(K0,V).
The other case is similar. Note that for every K in a neighbourhood
V ⊂ S1(K0) of K0, it holds that suppK ≤ suppK0, which implies that
V is also invariant for K.

Adapting the continuity result of Furstenberg and Kifer to the Markov
scenario, if Kn → K0 and supp(Kn)ω ⊂ supp(K0)ω for every n and ω,
then L1(Kn) → L1(K0). Therefore, the continuity of the Lyapunov
exponents imply that for every K sufficiently close to K0, it holds that
L1(K) = L1(K,V).

If K0 is irreducible for FV , then the map K 7→ L1(K,V) is holomor-
phic. Since L1(K) = L1(K,V) in a neighbourhood of K0, we conclude
that K 7→ L1(K) is also holomorphic in a neighbourhood of K0.

If K0 is not irreducible for FV , there exists another non trivial in-
variant section V ′ ⊂ V . Hence consider the induced cocycles FV ′ and
FV/V ′ . Then we do the same procedure. Since the invariant sections are
of decreasing dimension, this process must stop after a finite number
of steps. Therefore, we conclude the proof of theorem 1.2.
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Matemáticas do IMPA. [IMPA Mathematical Publications], Instituto Nacional
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Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio), Brazil

Email address: accp95@gmail.com
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