arXiv:2205.08896v2 [nlin.CD] 26 Aug 2022

On Some Aspects of the Response to Stochastic and Deterministic Forcings

Manuel Santos Gutiérrez^{∗1,2,3} and Valerio Lucarini^{†1,2}

1Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University of Reading, Reading, U.K. 2Centre for the Mathematics of Planet Earth, University of Reading, Reading, U.K.

3Department of Earth and Planetary Sciences, Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot 76100, Israel

August 29, 2022

Abstract

The perturbation theory of operator semigroups is used to derive response formulas for a variety of combinations of acting forcings and reference background dynamics. In the case of background stochastic dynamics, we decompose the response formulas using the Koopman operator generator eigenfunctions and the corresponding eigenvalues, thus providing a functional basis towards identifying relaxation timescales and modes in physically relevant systems. To leading order, linear response gives the correction to expectation values due to extra deterministic forcings acting on either stochastic or chaotic dynamical systems. When considering the impact of weak noise, the response is linear in the intensity of the (extra) noise for background stochastic dynamics, while the second order response given the leading order correction when the reference dynamics is chaotic. In this latter case we clarify that previously published diverging results can be brought to common ground when a suitable interpretation— Stratonovich vs. Ito— of the noise is given. Finally, the response of two-point correlations to perturbations is studied through the resolvent formalism via a perturbative approach. Our results allow, among other things, to estimate how the correlations of a chaotic dynamical system changes as a results of adding stochastic forcing.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Semigroups and Response 3 2.1 Spectral Decomposition of the Linear Response . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

3 Stochastically Perturbed Deterministic Systems 7

4 Response of Correlations and Power Spectra 11

5 Conclusions 12

A Kenkre’s Response Formula 13

1 Introduction

Response theory aims at predicting the how the statistical properties of a system under investigation changes as a result of the application of (weak) external stimuli. In linear approximation, the cornerstone result to this end is the fluctuation dissipation theorem (FDT) [Kub57, Kub66], which relates the statistics of the unforced

∗Email: manuel.santos-gutierrez@weizmann.ac.il †Corresponding author. Email: v.lucarini@reading.ac.uk

fluctuations and the relaxation properties of the system with its response to external forcings and, specifically allows for writing the Green function describing the response of the system as a correlation between observables of the unperturbed state. Hence, the FDT classically provides a powerful tool for predicting the properties of forced fluctuations from those of the unforced ones. See [LV07, MPRV08, SV19] for a comprehensive summary of the main results and more modern perspectives, and [LC12] for an extension of the theory to the nonlinear case.

The applicability of the FDT relies on the existence of a smooth (with respect to Lebesgue) invariant measure, which allows for applying an integration by parts in the derivation of the final formulas. In the case of deterministic dynamics, this is viable only for systems with vanishing average phase space contraction, as in the case of physical system at equilibrium. When non-conservative forces come into play, phase space volume contracts, making the invariant measure describing the statistical steady state singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure. In this case, one needs to resort to more general response formulas. Ruelle [Rue98a, Rue09] introduced a response theory able to predict the change in the statistical properties of Axiom A systems due to small perturbation to its dynamics. Directly implementing the Ruelle response formulas is particularly nontrivial in the case of deterministic chaotic systems, because of the radically different properties of the tangent space in its unstable and stable directions [AM07]. Fortunately, recent contributions based on adjoint and shadowing methods seem to provide a convincing way forward [Wan13, CW20, Ni20, SW22]. Ruelle’s response theory has been then reformulated and extended through the viewpoint of functional analysis by studying via a perturbative expansion the corrections to the transfer operator [Bal00] due to the applied forcing [GL06, BL07, Bal08]. Systems of stochastic differential equations (SDEs) [Kha66, KP92, Arn98] typically posses smooth invariant probability densities, which ensures the applicability of the FDT and the straightforward derivation of linear response formulas [HT82, HM10, Pav14]. See also the the recent work by [DG22], where the Feynman-Kac formalism is used to derive expressions for the covariances of general additive dynamical functionals for stochastic dynamical systems, and the comprehensive review by [Mae20], where a trajectorybased approach on the computation of the response focusing on computing and interpreting the time-symmetric and time-antisymmetric contributions is discussed in detail.

Linear response theory has been used to study sensitivity and transport properties of a plethora of physical problems and systems, including stochastic resonance [GHJM98], optical materials [LSPV05], simple toy models of chaotic dynamics [Rei02, CS07, Luc09, LS11], Markov chains [Mit04, Luc16, ADF18, SGLCG21], neural networks [Ces19], turbulence [Kan20], galactic dynamics [BT08], financial markets [PTSSG^+21], plasma [Nam76], interacting identical agents [LPZ20, ZLP21, ACCR22], optomechanical systems [MDN21], and the climate system [Lei75, NBH93, LRL17, LLR20, BDH21], just to name a few; see also the many examples discussed in [Ött05], the theoretical developments presented in [Luc08, BM13, BG18, Luc18, SV19, WG19], and the recent special issue edited by Gottwald [Got20].

When considering SDEs, the theory of Markov semigroups and of their spectral decomposition (see [TLLD18, CDN^+20]) can be applied to explain the properties of correlation functions. In the formal limit of weak noise, the spectral properties resemble those of the underlying deterministic component (cf. [KL99]) but, as mentioned above, in this case formal problems emerge when trying to relate correlations with response formulas.

The first goal of this note is to study the linear response of SDEs to perturbations that can affect either the drift term or the stochastic forcing. Our strategy will rely on investigating the impact of applying perturbations to the dynamics in terms of corrections to the Fokker-Planck equation or to the backward-Kolmogorov equation, which decribe the evolution of the smooth measures and observables of the system, respectively. This will leads us to computing the Green functions of the system and subsequently express it in terms of Koopman modes and the corresponding eigenvalues [Mez05, BMM12], taking advantage of the spectral theory of Markov semigroups. The basic derivations are revisited here in Section 2. The advantage of taking this angle on the problem is that one can relate the relaxation and oscillatory time scales of the Koopman modes, which are intrinsic to the unperturbed system, with the time-dependent response of general observables for general forcings. Additionally, we derive similalry general explicit expressions for the spectral properties of the frequency-dependent response of the system. Such a connection is particularly illuminating in the case of systems whose Koopman modes possess a clear distinction between the point and the residual spectrum [SGLCG21, CDN^+20, Theorems 4-6], as discussed in detail below.

We will also explore another aspect of the relationship between the response of a system to perturbations and stochasticity. Stochastic perturbations to deterministic systems have been widely studied in the literature [Kif88, FW98] and the investigation of the weak-noise limit in the case the dynamics of the underlying system is chaotic is of key importance for constructing the so-called physical measure [ER85, Rue89]. The reader is also referred to [Gar09, Chapter 7] for an introduction to the impact of stochastic perturbations and to [BK98, KL99] for abstract results concerning the transfer operator. In Section 3 we shall, nonetheless, follow previous work based on response theory whereby, taking advantage of Ruelle’s formalism, the effects of adding noise to a deterministic system are computed [Luc12]. The same question is tackled in [Abr17], although the author resorts to expanding the perturbed flow in terms of the tangent map leading to an apparently different formula to that found in [Luc12]. The relationship between these two formulas will be discussed below in Proposition 3.1, elucidating the importance of considering the correct interpretation for the noise term.

There is a somewhat surprising lack of studies focusing on the systematic investigation of the response of higher-order correlations to forcings. As shown in [LW17], this problem is instead of relevance also for understanding the sensitivity to coarse-grained representations of the system of interest. As additional output of our work, in Section 4 we clarify that it is possible to extend the results presented in [LW17] to the case of perturbations acting on either the drift of the noise law of a system, whether its background dynamics is deterministic or stochastic. We then achieve a possibly useful extension of the response formulas able to encompass many cases of interest where one wishes to study the sensitivity of the correlations of a system to perturbations.

Finally, in Section 5 we draw our conclusions and present perspectives for future work. Appendix A revisits the homogeneous equation for the response derived originally in [Ken71] where, here, we rewrite such equation in terms of the stochastic analysis language employed throughout this note.

2 Semigroups and Response

In this section, the construction of the Green function for an SDE is revisited using Fokker-Planck operator expansions. We start by considering the d-dimensional Itô SDE with deterministic drift F : R^d −→ R^d , perturbation field G : R^d −→ R^d , modulated by the bounded function g : R −→ R, and noise law given by the d × p matrix Σ ∈ R^{d×p} , p ≥ 1:

dx(t) = [F(x) + εg(t)G(x)] dt + Σ(x)dW_t, (1)

where W_t is a p-dimensional Wiener process and ε is a real number. We assume that the SDE (1) generates a process x(t) in R^d for an initial condition at a certain value of time. The SDE is is autonomous when ε = 0. When ε ≠ 0, a time-modulated perturbation vector field G is activated through the function g. The evolution of probability density functions associated with the SDE (1), is given by the Fokker-Planck equation:

∂_tρ = L(t)ρ = −∇ · (Fρ) − εg(t)∇ · (Gρ) + 1 2 ∇^2 : � ΣΣ^⊤ρ � , (2)

where the ΣΣ^⊤ is the noise covariance matrix and the operator L is divided into two operators: L_0 : D(L_0) ⊆ B −→ B and L_1 : D(L_1) ⊆ B −→ B so that L(t) = L_0 + εg(t)L_1 and their domains, denoted by D(·), are densely defined in a suitable Banach space B and are assumed to satisfy D(L(t)) = D(L_0) = D(L_1). These operators are defined as:

L_0ρ = −∇ · (Fρ) + 1 2 ∇^2 : � ΣΣ^⊤ρ � ; (3a)

L_1ρ = −∇ · (Gρ) , (3b)

for every ρ in D(L_0). We immediately identify that L_1 is the operator corresponding to the perturbation introduced in Eq. (1) and hence, we refer to it as the perturbation operator. Because the right-hand side (RHS) of Eq. (1) is linear, its solutions when ε = 0 are given by the exponential map family {e^{tL0} }_{t≥0}, which we call the semigroup generated by L_0. In fact, L_0 generates a strongly continuous semigroup so that the properties of the exponential function are inherited [EN00]. It is noted, however, that L is time-dependent, so the way it generates an evolution semigroup is by means of the time-ordered exponential operator [Gil17].

The regularity of the transition probabilities in Eq. (2) and encoded in B is not granted by merely adding noise, but one has to ensure that the latter spreads in all directions. To this end, Hörmander’s condition [Hör67] is invoked so that at any point in phase space X , the tangent linear is recovered by the directions generated by the second order differential operator in L_0 stemming from the noise. Hence, the smoothness and boundedness of the coefficients of Eq. (1) together with Hörmander’s condition ensure the existence of smooth transition probabilities solving Eq. (2) and an invariant probability density function ρ_0 that solves L_0ρ_0 ≡ 0 [Pav14].

Because the SDE is non-autonomous, the density functions ρ are dependent on the phase variable x at time t and the initial condition x_0 at time s. If one, instead, assumes that the initial condition x_0 at time s = 0 is distributed according to the unperturbed state ρ_0 (ε = 0), we can understand the densities in Eq. (2) as

ρ(x, t) := � ρ(x, y, t, 0)ρ_0(y)dy, (4)

so that ρ(x, t) determines the probability of encountering the process in x at time t for a ρ_0-distributed initial condition; see also [Pav14, Chapter 2] for more general considerations.

The goal now is to calculate the distribution function for the perturbed system i.e., when ε ≠ 0. To this end, we shall solve Eq. (2) for successive orders of ε. Let us assume that a solution of Eq. (2) ρ can be written as:

ρ_ε = ρ_0 + ερ_1 + O(ε^2) (5)

Such an asymptotic expansion is the starting point of virtually all linear response formulas for statistical mechanical systems. We assume here that our systems of interest comply with the conditions discussed in [HM10]. A discussion of the radius of convergence of the expansion in the context of finite-state Markov processes is presented in [Luc16, SGL20].

While ρ_0 is provided, ρ_1 is obtained by plugging Eq. (5) into Eq. (2) and gathering, first, the ε-order terms and applying the variation-of-parameters formula:

ρ_1(·, t) =

�_t 0 e^{(t−s)L0} g(s)L_1ρ_0ds, (6)

where the time-modulation g appears in the integrand. The k^{th} order element of Eq. (5) is obtained analogously by gathering ε^k-terms [Kub57, Rue98b, Luc08]. The expectation value of a general observable Ψ can be written as: ⟨Ψ, ρ(·, t)⟩ = ∞� k=0 δ^{(k)} [Ψ] (t) = � Ψ(x)ρ_0(x)dx + ε � Ψ(x)ρ_1(x, t)dx + O � ε^2 � . (7)

Hence, after integrating by parts and employing the dual representation with “∗”, the linear response accounting for the first order corrections is:

δ^{(1)}[Ψ](t) = ε

�_∞ −∞ g(s) � Θ(t − s)e^{(t−s)L∗0} Ψ(x)L_1ρ_0(x)dxds = ε (g ∗ G) (t). (8)

where Θ(t) is the Heaviside distribution. Specifically, the generator of the unperturbed backward-Kolmogorov equation L^∗_0 and the analogous perturbation operator L^∗_1 act on measurable observables Ψ and can be written as

L^∗_0Ψ = F · ∇Ψ + 1 2 ΣΣ^⊤ : ∇^2Ψ; (9a)

L^∗_1Ψ = G · ∇Ψ. (9b)

Furthermore, the Green function G(t) = Θ(t) � e^{tL∗0} Ψ(x)L_1ρ_0(x)dx has a non-negative support because of causality [Rue09, Luc18]. Equation 8 implies that once the Green function is known or computed off-line from the unperturbed regime, the linear response can be readily calculated regardless of the time-modulation g.

Remark 2.1. It is also possible to study the impact of applying a perturbation to the stochastic term in Eq. (1) as follows:

dx(t) = F(x)dt + Σ(x)dW_t + εg(t)Γ(x)dW_t, (10) where Γ ∈ R^{d×p} is a d × p matrix defining the correction to the background noise law. Note that we allow for the presence of nontrivial time modulations in the properties of the noise through the bounded function g(t). Up to first order in ε, the Fokker-Planck equation reads as follows:

∂_tρ = L(t)ρ = −∇ · (Fρ) − εg(t) 1 2 ∇^2 : � ΣΓ^⊤ + ΓΣ^⊤ � ρ � + 1 2 ∇^2 : � ΣΣ^⊤ρ � . (11)

In this case, one has L(t) = L_0 + εg(t)L_1 where L_1 is:

L_1ρ = 1 2 ∇^2 : � ΣΓ^⊤ + ΓΣ^⊤ � ρ � . (12)

Hence, by plugging this expression of L_1 into Eqs. (6)-(8) one can compute the first order correction to the statistical properties of the system due to perturbations to the stochastic diffusion. The same formulas— apart from the specific expression of L_1— can be used to evaluate at leading the impact of either deterministic or stochastic forcing onto the system. Additionally, because of linearity, the impact of deterministic (as in Eq. (1)) and stochastic perturbations (as in Eq. (10)) can be treated separately and then added up to account for the response of the system to a combined perturbation.

Note that if ΣΓ^⊤+Σ^⊤Γ vanishes (and in particular if Σ ≡ 0, i.e. if the background dynamics is deterministic) the leading order response to a stochastic perturbation is proportional to ε^2, see [Luc12, Abr17] and discussion in Section 3. Note also that the dual operator L^∗_1 acting on measurable observables Ψ can be written as:

L^∗_1Ψ = 1 2 � ΣΓ^⊤ + ΓΣ^⊤ � : ∇^2Ψ. (13)

Additionally, note also that if we include in Eq. (10) extra noise terms of the form εf(t)Δ(x)dV_t, where Δ ∈ R^{d×q} is a d × q matrix, f is a bounded function, and V_t is a q-dimensional Wiener process with no correlation with the previously defined W_t p-dimensional Wiener process, their leading-order impact on the measure is O(ε^2), because the first order term of Eq. (12) and (13) would be zero.

2.1 Spectral Decomposition of the Linear Response

Under mild conditions on the SDE (1) and its associated Fokker-Planck equation (2), the semigroup {e^{tL0} }_{t≥0} enjoys an exponential convergence to equilibrium due to L_0 having a nontrivial set of dominating eigenvalues [CDN^+20, Theorems 4-6]. The target of this section is, thus, to decompose the Green function G in terms of the spectrum of the unforced generator L_0 of the Fokker-Planck equation in order to extract the relaxation timescales of the response. For this, we shall further require the semigroup {e^{tL0} }_{t≥0} to be quasi-compact, this is, it approaches the space of compact operators as t tends to infinity in the operator norm [EN00]. Quasi-compact semigroups are constituted by operators having a strictly negative essential growth bound r_{ess}1, implying that spectra with modulus larger than e^{resst} are eigenvalues of finite algebraic multiplicity, which are related to those of the generator by means of the Spectral Mapping Theorem [EN00, Chapter IV]. Namely, if λ_j is an eigenvalue of L_0 with eigenfunction ψ_j , so is e^{λj t} of e^{tL0} relative to the same eigenfunction. Therefore, if {λ_j }^M_{j=1} are M eigenvalues of finite algebraic multiplicity a_j such that λ_j > r_{ess} the evolution operator e^{tL0} is decomposed as:

e^{tL0} = M� j=1 T_j (t) + R(t), (14)

where T_j (t) denotes the contribution relative to the eigenvalue λ_j and R is the operator accounting for the essential spectrum. The operator T_j(t) is defined as:

T_j(t) =

a_j −1�

k=0 e^{λj t} t^k k! (L_0 − λ_j )^k Π_j , (15)

1 The essential growth bound is defined as: ress = inf_{t>0} 1 t log � e^{tL0} � ess ,

where ‖ · ‖ess is the distance to compact operators in the operator norm.

where Π_j denotes the spectral projector corresponding to the eigenvalue λ_j. It is worth stressing that Eq. (15) applies also to non-diagonalisable operators. Indeed, in case the eigenvalue λ_j has non-unit multiplicity, i.e. a_j > 1, Eq. (15) accounts for the generalised eigenfunctions and possible “Jordan blocks”. For notational convenience, we shall further assume that λ_0 = 0 > Reλ_1 ≥ Reλ_2 ≥ . . .. The hope is that, as t tends to infinity, the contributions from the essential spectrum decay. In fact, if r > sup{r_{ess}} ∪ � Reλ : λ ∈ σ(L_0) \ {λ_0, . . . , λ_M } � there exists a constant C > 0 such that:

‖R(t)‖ ≤ Ce^{rt}, (16)

for all positive values of t. This ensures that, as time goes to infinity, the norm of the residual operator decays to zero. The finiteness of the eigenvalues assumed here implies that all of them, but for λ_0 = 0, are contained in a strip of the complex plane that is at a distance γ = −Reλ_1 from the imaginary axis. The number γ is called the spectral gap of L_0 and it guarantees that correlations decay exponentially fast [CDN^+20, Bal00, §1.3]. It must be noted, though, that the point spectrum need not be, in general, finite, so that it is possible that it accumulates around the leading zero eigenvalue. This pathological case is responsible for subexponential decay rates [Rue86] and a signal of the system approaching a critical point, as is the case of the pitchfork bifurcation [GNPT95] or the critical transitions between competing attractors in atmospheric circulation models [TLLD18].

The spectral decomposition of quasi-compact operators allows us to naturally link the theory of the Green function with the eigenvalues of the generator of the unperturbed Fokker-Planck semigroup L_0. We remark that in the case of smooth invariant measure, such eigenvalues agree with those of the generator of the backward- Kolmogorov equation L^∗_0. If we assume for the sake of simplicity that our observable of interest Ψ projects entirely onto the point spectrum of L^∗_0, we obtain the following closed formula:

δ^{(1)} [Ψ] (t) = ε (g ∗ G) (t) = ε

�_∞ −∞ g(t − s)G(s)ds (17a) = ε �_∞ −∞ g(t − s) � Θ(s)e^{sL∗0} Ψ(x)L_1ρ_0(x)dxds (17b) = ε �_∞ −∞ g(t − s) � � �Θ(s) M� j=1 e^{λj s}Π^∗_j Ψ(x) � � L_1ρ_0(x)dsdx (17c)

= ε M� j=1 a_j −1�

k=1 α^{(k)}_j 1 k! �_∞ −∞ g(t − s)Θ(s)e^{λj s}s^kds (17d)

= ε M� j=1 a_j −1�

k=1 α^{(k)}_j 1 k! � g ∗ � Θ(∘)e^{λj ∘}∘^k � (t), (17e)

where the coefficients α^{(k)}_j are defined as:

α^{(k)}_j = � (L^∗_0 − λ_j )^kΠ^∗_j Ψ(x)L_1ρ_0(x)dx. (18)

and Π^∗_j is the projector of the observable Ψ on the j^{th} mode of the generator L^∗_0. The α coefficients weight the contribution of the various modes of the response for a given combination of observable and forcing.

The calculations presented in Eq. (17) assume that the observable of interest Ψ projects entirely onto the point-spectrum of L_0, but in general, Ψ can possess a significant component contained in the residual spectrum. The quasi-compact assumption, however, ensures that after 1/r time units, the residual contribution to the response δ^{(1)}[Ψ](t) will be negligible, where r was introduced in Eq. (16). In essence, the further away the residual spectrum is from the imaginary axis, the less significant will its contribution be to the response as a function of time. Hence, the reason for neglecting the residual spectrum is twofold. First, the calculations become exact and, second, we emphasize the role of the dominating eigenvalues in determining the decay rates of the response function.

As clear from the discussion above, these results apply to either a deterministic or a stochastic perturbation to the dynamics of an SDE or to a combination thereof; one just needs to use the right definition for the operator L_1. Notice that the contribution of the eigenvalue 0 is not present because it is simple and its associated dual eigenfunction is constant, making α_0 = 0. We understand here that the spectral gap gauges the sensitivity of the system with respect to external perturbations: if 0 < γ ≪ 1 the linear response δ^{(1)}[Ψ](t) to an impulse defined by g(t) = δ(t), where δ(t) is Dirac’s delta, will decay very slowly to zero for any observable Ψ. In physical terms, this means that the negative feedbacks of the system are very weak.

At a practical level, when a system is weakly forced so that its response is in the linear regime, δ^{(1)}[Ψ](t) can be observed from numerical simulations. In particular, if g(t) = δ(t), the perturbation would be equivalent to an ε-sized shift in the initial condition of the unperturbed system. This comment raises the question of using empirical measurements of the response δ^{(1)} [Ψ] (t) to find the decomposition of the Green function in terms of the point spectrum, which can be thence convoluted against different time-modulations. In effect, Eq. (17) provides a basis for the empirically observed response δ^{(1)} [Ψ] (t) to project onto.

In Fourier domain, the convolution product defining δ^{(1)} [Ψ] (t) is transformed into a regular product: F � δ^{(1)} [Ψ] � (ω) = εF [g ∗ G] (ω) = εF [g] (ω)F [G] (ω), (19)

where F indicates the application of the Fourier transform, ω is a real frequency and F [G] is the susceptibility function which is analytic in the upper complex plane, by virtue of the causality constraint. Furthermore, if one assumes polynomial decay of F [G] (ω), Kramers-Kronig relations [LSPV05], can be derived, which link the imaginary and real parts of the susceptibility function via Cauchy integrals [Rue98b, Luc08]. Under suitable integrability assumptions, one can, moreover, link the logarithm of the modulus of the susceptibility with its real part, and then use Kramers-Kronig relations to find the imaginary counterpart [Luc12].

Exploiting the spectral decomposition of quasi-compact semigroups and assuming that a given observable does not project onto the residual spectrum, the Fourier transform of the linear response is written as:

F [G] (ω) = M� j=1 a_j −1�

k=1 α^{(k)}_j 1 k! F � Θe^{λj ∘}∘^k � (ω) = M� j=1 a_j −1�

k=1 α^{(k)}_j (iω − λ_j)^{k+1}

. (20)

The susceptibility function F [G] can be meromorphically extended to all values of ω in C such that Imω > ω_{ess}, where the poles [Rue86] correspond to those of the resolvent norm ‖R(·, L_0)‖ which are precisely given by the eigenvalues of L_0 with the exception of that at ω = 0 by the observation made below Eq. (18). It is then clear that the location of the poles in the susceptibility function depends, uniquely, on the underlying system and not on the time-modulation function g, on the applied forcing, or on the observable in question.

Correspondingly, Eq. (20) implies the existence of resonances in the response for ω = Imλ_j, j = 1, . . . , M. Neglecting for the moment the possible existence of nonunitary algebraic multiplicities, the visibility of each resonance (the height of the corresponding peak when considering real values for ω) will, instead, depend on the width, determined by Reλ_j (which depends neither on the observable nor on the applied forcing), and by the weight given by the spectral coefficient α^{(1)}_j (which depends, instead, on both the observable and the applied forcing). In the limit of a vanishing spectral gap γ, the spectrum will be dominated by the resonance associated to λ_1 unless α^{(1)}_j vanishes.

Remark 2.2. The existence of a smooth invariant density for Eq. (1) is enough for the fluctuation-dissipation theorem to hold [Pav14]. This implies that the spectral decomposition of correlation functions in stochastic systems, see [CDN^+20], would equally yield Eqs. (17) and (20). However, in the limit of small noise, density representations and amenable functional settings for non-conservative can fail to exist. Attention is drawn, instead, to the Green function which is possible to define more generally using Ruelle’s response theory for deterministic flows [Rue09, Luc08]. The ultimate goal is therefore to replace ρ_0(x)dx by ρ_0(dx) in Eq. (8) and hope that the spectral decomposition of Eq. (17) holds. If such is the case, the relaxation rates would still be encoded in the Green function through the generator L^∗_0 while correlation functions would cease to explain the response at leading order.

3 Stochastically Perturbed Deterministic Systems

The theory of random dynamical systems regards stochastic flows as transformations of phase space parametrised in time but also in the noise realisation [Arn98]. In this sense, one can view noise as the inhomogeneous component of an equation that makes it, loosely speaking, non-autonomous. Interestingly, when the noise component is relatively weak, it can be regarded as a perturbation to the otherwise unperturbed deterministic system. Consequently, the leading order modification to the system’s statistics is expected to be captured through response theory, in the spirit of the previous section.

Indeed, such is the case, although two main issues arise. First, the reference dynamics is deterministic, so that the matrix Σ in Eq. (10) vanishes and hence, the unperturbed system will not, in general, posses an absolutely continuous invariant measure with respect to Lebesgue. This prevents the possibility of using density functions when studying the evolution of the measure. Second, the Green function can be seamlessly applied to derive realisation-dependent response formulas although these do not agree with a perturbation expansion of the Fokker-Planck equation. This section, therefore, aims at (i), determining the leading order correction to the statistics using operator relations and (ii), proving that Green function and operator based response formulas are equal only when the former is taken in the Stratonovich setting.

We proceed by considering a stochastically perturbed system that obeys the following Itô SDE:

dx(t) = F(x)dt + εΓ(x)dW_t, (21)

where F : R^d −→ R^d is the drift, Γ : R^d −→ R^{d×p} is a perturbation matrix, and W_t denotes a p-dimensional Wiener process with correlation matrix equal to the identity. Because we are dealing with a deterministic system, we shall avoid density representations and use, instead, the backward-Kolmogorov equation with describes the evolution of expectation values of observables Ψ:

∂_tΨ(·, t) = � L^∗_0 + ε^2L^∗_2 � Ψ(·, t). (22)

Here, we are using the adjointness between the Fokker-Planck and the backward-Kolmogorov equation (also invoked in Eq. (8)), whereby the operators L^∗_0 and L^∗_2 are given by:

L^∗_0Ψ = F · ∇Ψ; (23a)

L^∗_2Ψ = 1 2 � ΓΓ^⊤ � : ∇^2Ψ, (23b)

for Ψ in D(L^∗_2). Here we immediately observe that stochastic forcing enters at second order in ε when considering the operator representation of the stochastic process (21). Using the semigroup expansions of Section 2, we can derive the leading order response of the steady state to the introduction of noise:

δ^{(2)} [Ψ] (t) = ε^2 � ρ_0(dx)

�_t 0 L^∗_2Ψ(x(t))ds = ε^2 2 � ρ_0(dx)

�_t 0 � Γ(x)Γ^⊤(x) � : ∇^2Ψ(x(s)))ds. (24)

Note that we have evaluated the deterministic Koopman operator e^{tL∗0} to the observable Ψ to give e^{tL∗0} Ψ(x) = Ψ(x(t)), where x(t) solves Eq. (21) for ε = 0.

Formula Eq. (24) coincides with what was obtained in [Abr17], where instead, the author resorted to computing the impact of th eperturbation directly on the tangent space in order to evaluate � Γ(x)Γ^⊤(x) � : ∇^2Ψ(x(t)). An approach based on second-order response theory was followed by [Luc12], yet yielding a different formula compared to Abramov’s [Abr17]. In such a work, the Wiener increments dW_t were treated as the time-modulation of a sequence of p perturbations with spatial patterns defined by the columns of the Γ matrix. To illustrate this idea, it is useful to rewrite Eq. (21) as a series of applied vector fields modulated by Wiener increments:

dx = F(x)dt + ε p� i=1 g_i(t)Γ_{:,i}(x), (25)

where Γ_{:,i} is the ith column of Γ and g_i(t) are assumed to satisfy E [g_i(t)] = 0 and E [g_k(t)g_l(s)] = δ(t − s)δ_{k,l} for every i, k, l = 1, . . . , p, where δ_{k,l} is the Kronecker delta. For a given realisation of the noise indexed by σ, one can apply Eq. (8) to obtain the linear response correction:

δ^{(1)}_σ [Ψ] (t) := ε p� i=1 �_∞ −∞ G_i(s)g_i(t − s)ds, (26) where G_i(t) = Θ(t) � ρ_0(dx)L^∗_1e^{tL∗0} Ψ(x) is the Green function associated with the vector field Γ_{:,i} for every i.

Since, g_i corresponds to a Wiener increment, taking averages over all realisations σ makes the linear responses vanish: E � δ^{(1)}_σ [Ψ] � = 0. Contrarily, the second order response δ^{(2)}_σ [Ψ] survives the averaging and is simplified to a single-time-variable integral of the form:

δ̃^{(2)} [Ψ] (t) := E � δ^{(2)}_σ [Ψ] � = ε^2 2 p� k=1 � ρ_0(dx)

�_∞ −∞ Θ(s)L^∗_{1,k}L^∗_{1,k}e^{sL∗0} Ψ(x)ds, (27)

where L^∗_{1,i} = Γ_{:,i} · ∇. To compare Eq. (27) with Eq. (24), it is handy to disentangle the column vector fields Γ_{:,i} from the correlation matrix Γ so that, after some vector-matrix manipulations, one deduces, instead, that:

δ^{(2)} [Ψ] (t) = ε^2 2 p� k=1 � ρ_0(dx)

�_t 0 � Γ_{:,k}(x)Γ^⊤_{:,k}(x) � : ∇^2Ψ(x(s))ds. (28)

Remark 3.1. In case the applied fields Γ_{;,i} in Eq. (25) are not modulated by independent time-functions g_i(t), we would have that E [g_k(t)g_l(s)] = δ(t − s)c_{k,l}, for some correlation factor c_{k,l}. This would make cross-terms appear, so that

δ̃^{(2)} [Ψ] (t) := E � δ^{(2)}_σ [Ψ] � = ε^2 2 p� k=1 p� l=1 C_{k,l} � ρ_0(dx)

�_∞ −∞ Θ(s)L^∗_{1,k}L^∗_{1,l}e^{sL∗0} Ψ(x)ds, (29)

and,

δ^{(2)} [Ψ] (t) = ε^2 2 p� k=1 p� l=1 C_{k,l} � ρ_0(dx)

�_t 0 � Γ_{:,k}(x)Γ^⊤_{:,l}(x) � : ∇^2Ψ(x(x))ds. (30)

However, it is easy to recast this case into the form of Eq. (21) upon a modification of the covariance matrix.

We remark that the approach described in the present paper using operator expansions yields a different formula to that of [Luc12] for the seemingly same question. In order to understand this discrepancy, we need to clarify our interpretation of the noise term. The algebraic manipulations used in [Luc12] rely on using the standard rules of calculus, which is appropriate if one considers Stratonovich’s interpretation of noise. And, indeed, the concept behind the use of the second order response approach relied on treating the noise terms as fast forcings, thus considering the physical limit of time-scale separation going to infinity. This, again, points in the direction of Stratonovich’s interpretation [PS08, Pav14].

To test our hypothesis, we shall investigate whether the approach taken in [Luc12] can be recast more rigorously according to the formalism used in this paper. To this end and for clarity, let us consider Eq. (25) where a single perturbation Γ_{:,1} is applied, namely, p = 1. This means we can rewrite Eq. (25) as:

dx(t) = F(x)dt + εΓ̃HdW_t, (31)

where x(t) is in R^d , Γ̃ = diag(Γ_{:,1}), W_t is a d-dimensional Wiener process and H is a d × d matrix defined as:

H = 1_de^⊤_1 = � � � 1 . . 1

� � � [1, 0, . . . , 0]. (32)

We proceed by expanding the operator product L^∗_{1,1}L^∗_{1,1}, which is instrumental in Eq. (27). Letting f denote a generic twice differentiable function:

L^∗_{1,1}L^∗_{1,1}f = Γ_{:,1} · ∇ (Γ_{:,1} · ∇f) (33a) = Γ_{:,1} · [(Γ_{:,1} · ∇) ∇f + (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1}]

+ Γ_{:,1} · [Γ_{:,1} × (∇ × ∇f) + ∇f × (∇ × Γ_{:,1})] (33b) = Γ_{:,1} · [(Γ_{:,1} · ∇) ∇f + (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1} + ∇f × (∇ × Γ_{:,1})] (33c) = Γ_{:,1} · (Γ_{:,1} · ∇) ∇f + Γ_{:,1} · (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1} + Γ_{:,1} · (∇f × ∇ × Γ_{:,1}) (33d) = Γ_{:,1} · (Γ_{:,1} · ∇) ∇f + Γ_{:,1} · (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1} − ∇f · (Γ_{:,1} × ∇ × Γ_{:,1}) (33e) = � Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} � : ∇^2f + Γ_{:,1} · (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1} − ∇f · (Γ_{:,1} × ∇ × Γ_{:,1}) . (33f)

We immediately observe that if ∇Γ_{:,1} ≡ 0, the response formula derived in Eqs. (24) and (28) coincide. Consequently, agreement is found if the forcing is additive white noise. The second and third terms on the RHS of Eq. (33f) are extra terms that can be associated with the Itô-to-Stratonovich correction [Pav14]. Indeed, we see this by regarding Eq. (31) in the Stratonovich sense:

dx(t) = F(x)dt + εΓ̃H ∘ dW_t. (34)

The corresponding Itô conversion reads and expands as

dx(t) = � F(x) + ε^2 2 � ∇ · � (Γ̃H)(Γ̃H)^⊤ � − � Γ̃H � ∇ · � Γ̃H � � dt + εΓ̃HdW_t (35a) = � F(x) + ε^2 2 � ∇ · � Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} � − (∇ · Γ_{:,1}) Γ_{:,1} � � dt + εΓ̃HdW_t. (35b)

Note that an ε^2 term has appeared in the drift component. Consequently, the backward-Kolmogorov equation associated with Eq. (35) will only have perturbation operators of order ε^2. Following the expansions that lead to Eq. (24), the perturbation operator L^∗_2 for Eq. (35) writes as:

L^∗_2f = 1 2 � ∇ · � Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} � − (∇ · Γ_{:,1}) Γ_{:,1} � · ∇f + 1 2 Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} : ∇^2f (36a) = 1 2 [(Γ_{:,1} · ∇) Γ_{:,1}] · ∇f + 1 2 Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} : ∇^2f (36b) = 1 2 � 1 2 ∇ (Γ_{:,1} · Γ_{:,1}) − Γ_{:,1} × ∇ × Γ_{:,1} � · ∇f + 1 2 Γ_{:,1}Γ^⊤_{:,1} : ∇^2f. (36c)

Hence, comparing Eq. (36c) and Eq. (33f), we are left with showing that ∇ (Γ_{:,1} · Γ_{:,1}) · ∇f = 2Γ_{:,1} · (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1}, which can be seen by direct evaluation: 1 4 ∇ (Γ_{:,1} · Γ_{:,1}) · ∇f = 1 4 � � � 2Γ_{1,1}∂_{x1} Γ_{1,1} + . . . + 2Γ_{d,1}∂_{x1} Γ_{d,1} . . 2Γ_{1,1}∂_{xd} Γ_{1,1} + . . . + 2Γ_{d,1}∂_{xd} Γ_{d,1}

� � � · ∇f (37a)

= 1 2 [Γ_{:,1} · ∂_{x1} f∂_{x1} Γ_{:,1} + . . . + Γ_{:,1} · ∂_{xd} f∂_{xd} Γ_{:,1}] (37b) = 1 2 Γ_{:,1} · (∇f · ∇) Γ_{:,1}. (37c)

Which proves the claim. The general case is formalised in the following proposition: Proposition 3.1. Consider the SDE (21) in Stratonovich form and let H : R^d −→ R^d be the Stratonovich-to-Itô correction: H = 1 2 � ∇ · � ΓΓ^⊤ � − Γ � ∇ · Γ^⊤ � . (38)

Then, δ̃^{(2)} [Ψ] − δ^{(2)} [Ψ] = ε^2 � ρ_0(dx)

�_∞ −∞ Θ(s)H(x) · ∇Ψ(x(s))ds, (39)

where the first and second terms of the left-hand side are defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (28), respectively. Proof. We note the following chain of equalities:

dx = Fdt + εΓ ∘ dW_t = [F + H] dt + εΓdW_t (40a) = � F + ε^2 p� k=1 H_k � dt + ε p� i=1 Γ̃_iH_idW_t, (40b)

where Γ̃_i = diag (Γ_{:,i}), H_i = 1_de^⊤_i and H_k is defined as:

H_k = 1 2 � ∇ · � Γ_{:,k}Γ^⊤_{:,k} � − Γ̃_k∇ · Γ̃_k � . (41)

Now, it is enough to repeat the argument started in Eq. (31) for each Γ̃_i and then use the linearity of the leading order response to extend it for i = 1, . . . , p.

4 Response of Correlations and Power Spectra

In [LW17] it was shown how to compute the change in the correlation properties of a deterministic chaotic system resulting from a static forcing applied to its dynamics. This amounts to considering the case described in Eq. (1) with Σ = 0 and with g(t) = 1. Indicating with C^ε_{Ψ,Φ} the correlation function as two square-integrable observables Ψ and Φ in the perturbed dynamics, one gets:

C^ε_{Ψ,Φ}(t) = � ρ_ε(dx)e^{t(L∗0 +εL∗1)}Ψ(x)Φ(x) (42a) = � ρ_0(dx)e^{tL∗0} Ψ(x)Φ(x) (42b) + ε � ρ_0(dx)

�_∞ 0 L^∗_1e^{(t+s)L∗0} Ψ(x)e^{sL∗0} Φ(x)ds (42c) + ε � ρ_0(dx)

�_t 0 e^{(t−s)L∗0} L^∗_1e^{sL∗0} Ψ(x)Φ(x)ds + O � ε^2 � . (42d)

where L^∗_0 and L^∗_1 are given in Eq. (23a) and (9b), respectively. The term shown in Eq. (42b) gives the unperturbed correlation. The leading order correction to correlation functions consists of two different components corresponding to the perturbation expansion of the invariant measure and the Koopman operator, respectively. This term can also be written as ε � ρ_1(dx)

�_∞ 0 e^{tL∗0} Ψ(x)Φ(x), (43)

which shows that it can be interpreted as the expectation value of the unperturbed form of time-delayed product of the two observables in the first order correction of the measure. Instead, the contribution given in Eq. (42d) is qualitatively different and vanishes if t = 0, because in such a case the regular response theory for observables applies.

We can generalise the previous result in two different directions. If we stick to deterministic background dynamics (so that L^∗_0 is given by Eq. (23a)) but consider, instead, adding stochastic forcing to the system— as in Eq. (21)— the change in the correlation properties of the system can be evaluated by performing the following substitutions in Eqs. (42)-(43): L^∗_1 → L^∗_2, where the latter operator is defined in Eq. (23b); ρ_1 → ρ_2, where the second-order correction to the invariant measure is defined in Eq. (5); and ε → ε^2. If, instead, we consider a stochastic reference dynamics (so that L^∗_0 is given by Eq. (9a)) and want to study the impact of changing the noise law, we can insert the operator L^∗_1 given in Eq. (13) into Eqs. (42). Of course Eqs. (42) apply seamlessly in the case we alter the drift term of the stochastic differential equation.

Applying the Fourier transform to C^ε_{Ψ,Φ}(t) yields the response in spectral domain, again following [LW17]. We can, however, use the resolvent formalism and Laplace transforms of semigroups to express the correlation function in spectral domain [EN00]. The Laplace transform of a correlation function reads as:

L[C^ε_{Ψ,Φ}](z) = � ρ_ε(dx)R(z, L^∗_0 + εL^∗_1)Ψ(x)Φ(x), (44)

for Rez > 0 and where R(z, L_0) = (z − L_0)^{−1} is the resolvent operator. Expanding L[C^ε_{Ψ,Φ}](z) in powers of ε we get a linear response for correlation functions in terms of derivatives with respect to ε: d dε L[C^ε_{Ψ,Φ}](z)|_{ε=0} = � ρ_1(dx)R(z, L^∗_0)Ψ(x)Φ(x) + � ρ_0(dx)R(z, L^∗_0)L^∗_1R(z, L^∗_0)Ψ(x)Φ(x). (45)

This formula can be obtained by taking the Laplace transform of Eq. (42), although the resolvent formalism makes the calculations substantially easier. We, thus, provide an explicit link between the response in frequency domain and the spectral properties of the unperturbed generator L^∗_0 via the resolvent. Similarly to the discussion above, upon the replacement of L^∗_0 or L^∗_1, one can deduce the response formula for deterministic or stochastic perturbations.

In [Luc12] linear response of power spectral densities is related to the modulus of the susceptibility function in case of white-noise modulated forcings. Indeed, there it is argued that if F � C^ε_{Ψ,Ψ} � (ω) is the perturbed power spectrum of the observable Ψ then we have: E � F � C^ε_{Ψ,Ψ} � (ω) � − F [C_{Ψ,Ψ}] (ω) ≈ E � � �δ^{(2)}_σ [Ψ] � �^2 � ≈ ε^2 |F [G] (ω)|^2 . (46)

In order to prove this, the author of [Luc12] invoked the Wiener-Khinchin theorem and applied it to the autocorrelation function of δ^{(1)}_σ [Ψ](t) before taking averages over σ. Equation (46) appears to have a term missing if one compares it to Eq. (45). This is because that the author uses F � C^ε_{Ψ,Ψ} � ≈ F � ρ_0(dx)Ψ(x)e^{tL}Ψ(x) � as an approximation. Indeed, before averaging over realisations, the leading order response of the flow is proportional to ε whereas the perturbed invariant measure responds proportionally to ε^2. Therefore, the RHS of Eq. (45) yields a single term from which Eq. (46) follows.

Notice that the left hand side of the equation above is especially easy to calculate if one is let to sample the perturbed and unperturbed dynamics. Thus, it is possible to obtain estimates of the modulus of the susceptibility function in a fully empirical way. One is left with finding the actual locations of the poles, which the modulus itself cannot reveal. This would be attained by noticing that the logarithm of the susceptibility function can be written as:

log (F [G] (ω)) = log (|F [G] (ω)|) + iφ(ω), (47)

for every ω and some phase function φ. Assuming, further, that log (F [G] (ω)) is analytic, Kramers-Kronig relations are invoked to link its real and imaginary parts shown in Eq. (47) and, thus, that of F [G] (ω). This way, Eq. (46) constitutes a practical way of estimating the susceptibility function of a deterministic flow by using time series of the stochastically forced vector field.

5 Conclusions

In this note we have shown how the formalism of operator semigroups allows for a compact derivation of response formulas describing at leading order the impact of adding forcings of either deterministic or stochastic nature in both cases of systems whose background dynamics is deterministic or stochastic. Linear response gives the leading order correction to expectation values due to extra deterministic forcings acting on either stochastic or chaotic dynamical systems. The response is also linear in the intensity of the (extra) noise for background stochastic dynamics. Note that we are able to accommodate results pertaining to non-stationary noise laws.

In the case of stochastic systems, the linear response formulas have been expressed through a spectral decomposition on the basis of the eigenvectors and eigenfunctions of the unperturbed Fokker-Planck/backward- Kolmogorov generator; see Eq. (17). This angle gives a basis for bottom-up construction of response functions and relaxation rates for non-equilibrium systems, and clarifies the general applicability and interpretation of the FDT. It also casts the computation of the response of an observable to perturbations in the context of the problem of finding suitable and accurate estimates for the modes of the Koopman operator [Mez05, BMM12]. This research area has benefitted considerably from the use of data-driven methods [KBBP16, LKB18]. Koopman modes are ordered according to their decay rate, thus giving a rationale for, in most cases, the greater relevance of the contributions coming from slowly decaying modes; see Eqs. (17)-(18). We remark that such a connection between response formulas and Koopmanism applies under the conditions that the residual spectrum decays on considerably faster time-scales than the point spectrum and/or that we consider observables whose projection on the modes associated with such residual spectrum is negligible. An instance where this framework holds can be found in [WILA16, SGLCG21, Section D]. Broadly, this indicates that our approach could be suitable for the cases where model reduction techniques based on the Koopman operator are applicable [BMM12, TRL^+14, LKB18].

Future endeavours should aim at finding computationally amenable ways of identifying the eigenvalues and the associated timescales appearing in Eq. (17). We remark that this problem is attracting considerable interest in the climate community, because it would allow to draw a convincing link between climate variability and climate response [GL20]. Nonetheless, recent proposals in this direction— while indeed interesting and promising [TMPR21a, TMPR21b, BDH21]— are yet unable to deal with complex eigenvalues, thus missing out an essential ingredient of the dynamics of nonequilirium systems [SGLCG21]. Empirically-learnt Markovmatrices are a promising technique that should be explored, even taking into account the need to necessarily operate in a much reduced dimension phase space for any application where the dynamics is high-dimensional [CNK^+14, CDN^+20]. Note that in the case of Markov chains it is easy to estimate the actual radius of convergence of the response operators, i.e. the maximum intensity of the applied forcing [Luc16, SGL20].

Contrarily, we highlight the results of [Ken71, Ken73] which present a non-perturbative response formula based on the Mori-Zwanzig projection operator [Zwa01]; these formula is revisited in Appendix A. In this paper we have on purpose avoided to discuss any aspect of convergence of the perturbative formulas presented above; this is left for future investigations.

When stochastically perturbing systems whose underlying dynamics is chaotic, the second order-response gives the leading-order correction. We have been able to reconcile two results published in the literature and showed that the formulas given in [Luc12] and in [Abr17] coincide when one interprets the results of the former study taking into account the physically relevant Stratonovich interpretation of noise, which indeed complies with the heuristic procedure followed there, where the standard rules of calculus had been used throughout the paper. This result helps to better understand how the invariant measure convergences to the physical one when the intensity of the noise becomes infinitesimal.

Finally, we have adapted the mathematical technology developed for studying the change in the expectation value of observables due to the application of external forcings combined with the perturbative expansion of the resolvent operator [EN00] to generalise the results presented in [LW17]. We have developed leading response formulas for the two-point correlations of either deterministic or stochastic dynamical systems. Also in this case, it is easy to show that the order of correction is linear in the case of deterministic perturbation to either stochastic or chaotic systems and of stochastic perturbations of stochastic systems, while it is quadratic in the case of purely stochastic perturbations applied to chaotic systems. The weak noise assumption is fundamental to derive Eq. (46), originally presented and discussed with the help of numerical simulations in [Luc12]. A more detailed study of this relation would be most valuable since its implementation is straightforward and could provide new operational algorithms for computing the spectrum of the Fokker-Planck operators and the subsequent susceptibility functions, which are key to understand critical transitions in complex systems [Luc18, TLD18, TLLD18].

On a more general note, the effects of stochastic noise on the forced variability of a deterministic system are yet to be fully understood. For instance, numerical studies show that under the weak-noise assumption— potentially at the linear response level, as in Section 3— the low-frequency variability spectrum of a multi-modal deterministic system can be heavily amplified as results of an apparent stabilisation of the different coexisting regimes [Kwa14]. While the counterintuitive fact that noise stabilise an otherwise unstable deterministic system is well known, it is clear that the underlying dynamical structure of the deterministic system is also essential for such behaviour [SW07, TGOS08, PKM11, CP17, MS18, KCSW19, MSdSB22]. Indeed, it has been argued that the systems displaying intermittency or activation are more likely to be stabilised under the noisy perturbations [Dor21]. The present paper does not tackle this question, although we here provide formal methods to treat systems subject to general external forcings and it is hoped that our results will help understand the interplay between deterministic and stochastic feature of the dynamics of rather general class of systems featuring non-trivial variability.

Acknowledgements. The authors would like to thank Mickaël Chekorun, Jeroen Wouters, and Joshua Dorrington for their encouragement, comments, and suggestions. VL acknowledges the support received from the Horizon 2020 project TiPES (grant no. 820970) and from the EPSRC project EP/T018178/1.

A Kenkre’s Response Formula

The limit of weak forcing strength is instrumental in deriving meaningful linear response formulas that capture statistical changes due to an applied external field. When small, yet finite-sized perturbations are introduced, power series are resorted to and their convergence depends on a radius of expansion. To obtain the full response to any order in ε, one seems inevitably obliged to solve the perturbed Fokker-Planck equation (2) to find the probability state at a certain time to evaluate the phase average a given observable. In the present section, we aim at deriving a scalar equation for the response function ⟨Ψ, ρ(·, t)⟩ in Eq. (7) that does not require a power expansion nor the full knowledge of perturbed probability density function. To do so, we revisit the calculations presented in [Ken71, Ken73] in the context of quantum mechanical systems, at a time when linear response and the subsequent fluctuation-dissipation theorem were just being introduced. Now, well after Ruelle’s mathematical proof of linear response, it is our desire to review such results but in a stochastic framework and with references to recent advances in the treatment of operator equations. To do this, the equation of motion— regardless it being stochastic or deterministic— will suitably be projected to derive, with the aid of the Mori- Zwanzig formalism [Zwa01], a scalar equation for the response ⟨Ψ, ρ(·, t)⟩ where the only independent variable is ⟨Ψ, ρ(·, t)⟩ itself; this is, an homogeneous equation.

To achieve this goal, we shall start by considering the forced SDE (1). Since the introduction of perturbations makes the equations of motion non-autonomous, the usual exponential operator no longer serves as a notation for the solution of Eq. (2) unless we consider time-ordered exponentials [Gil17]. It is useful to define the full response function R_Ψ(t) as: R_Ψ(t) := ⟨Ψ, ρ(·, t)⟩ = � Ψ(x)ρ(x, t)dx, (48)

where ρ(·, t) is a solution of Eq. (2). Traditionally, the response function is defined as the difference between the perturbed and unperturbed means of the observable Ψ, but since the latter is stationary, this definition will not introduce differences with other formulations.

The idea is now to project the Fokker-Planck equation according to Pf = ( � Ψf) ρ_0, so that the Mori- Zwanzig formalism yields an equation in terms of projected operators instead of the full ones. Upon substitution and simplification we find that the evolution equation for the response function R_Ψ can be written in more compact terms as:

∂_tR_Ψ(t) = B(t)R_Ψ(t) +

�_t 0 K(t, s)R_Ψ(s)ds, (49)

where the newly introduced function B(t) and memory kernel K(t, s) are defined as:

B(t) = ξ^{−1} � Ψ(x)L(t)ρ_0(x)dx, (50a)

K(t, s) = ξ^{−1} � Ψ(x)L(t)e

�_t

s (1−P)L(τ )dτ (1 − P) L(s)ρ

0(x)dx, (50b)

where ξ = ⟨Ψ, ρ_0⟩ ≠ 0. Equation (49) becomes a scalar and homogeneous equation on R_Ψ, where there is not explicit reference to the time-dependent measure ρ(x, t) that would be obtained by solving the full Fokker-Planck equation (2). Collecting the leading order terms in Eq. (49) one obtains the usual linear response, as shown in [Ken71].

Solving the non-Markovian equation (49) would yield the response function and, in principle, should be equal to the perturbative approach in Eq. (7), provided that the parameter ε is within the radius of convergence. In the work of [Ken71], there is no proof of the convergence of Eq. (49), which would boil down to determining the decay of K(t) as t tends to infinity. If one assumes that g is constant and that L generates a quasi-compact semigroup— see the beginning of Section 2—, one can view LP as a compact perturbation of L, in which case it would generate a quasi-compact semigroup [EN00], meaning that the decay is dominated by a sum of exponential functions, cf. Eq. (17). In case K(t, s) = K(t − s, 0), Eq. (49) can be solved explicitly in spectral domain and one could relate K(t − s, 0) with the high-order responses. Finding further simplifications of the memory kernel K(t, s) would be of great interest, since it would provide a means of computing full responses R_Ψ without resorting to perturbation expansions, nor solving the perturbed Fokker-Planck equation.

References

[Abr17] Rafail V. Abramov. Leading Order Response of Statistical Averages of a Dynamical System to Small Stochastic Perturbations. Journal of Statistical Physics, 166(6):1483–1508, 2017.

[ACCR22] Debora Amadori, Matteo Colangeli, Astrid Correa, and Lamberto Rondoni. Exact response theory and kuramoto dynamics. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 429:133076, 2022.

[ADF18] Fadi Antown, Davor Dragičević, and Gary Froyland. Optimal Linear Responses for Markov Chains and Stochastically Perturbed Dynamical Systems. Journal of Statistical Physics, 170(6):1051–1087, 2018.

[AM07] R V Abramov and A J Majda. Blended response algorithms for linear fluctuation-dissipation for complex nonlinear dynamical systems. Nonlinearity, 20(12):2793, 2007.

[Arn98] Ludwig Arnold. Random Dynamical Systems. Springer, New York, 1998.

[Bal00] V. Baladi. Positive Transfer Operators and Decay of Correlations. World Scientific, Singapore, 2000.

[Bal08] Viviane Baladi. Linear response despite critical points. Nonlinearity, 21(6):T81, 2008.

[BDH21] Robbin Bastiaansen, Henk A. Dĳkstra, and Anna S. von der Heydt. Projections of the transient state-dependency of climate feedbacks. Geophysical Research Letters, 48(20):e2021GL094670, 2021. e2021GL094670 2021GL094670.

[BG18] M Barbier and P Gaspard. Microreversibility, nonequilibrium current fluctuations, and response theory. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 51(35):355001, jul 2018.

[BK98] Michael Blank and Gerhard Keller. Random perturbations of chaotic dynamical systems: Stability of the spectrum. Nonlinearity, 11(5):1351–1364, 1998.

[BL07] Oliver Butterley and Carlangelo Liverani. Smooth Anosov flows: Correlation spectra and stability. Journal of Modern Dynamics, 1(2):301–322, 2007.

[BM13] M Baiesi and C Maes. An update on the nonequilibrium linear response. New Journal of Physics, 15(1):013004, jan 2013.

[BMM12] Marko Budišić, Ryan Mohr, and Igor Mezić. Applied koopmanism. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 22(4):047510, 2012.

[BT08] J. Binney and S. Tremaine. Galactic Dynamics. Princeton University Press, Princeton, second edition, 2008.

[CDN^+20] Mickaël David Chekroun, Henk A Dĳkstra, J David Neelin, Alexis Tantet, Henk A Dĳkstra, and J David Neelin. Ruelle–Pollicott resonances of stochastic systems in reduced state space. Part I: Theory. Journal of Statistical Physics, 179:1366–1402, 2020.

[Ces19] B. Cessac. Linear response in neuronal networks: From neurons dynamics to collective response. Chaos, 29:103105, 2019.

[CNK^+14] Mickaël David Chekroun, J. David Neelin, Dmitri Kondrashov, James C. McWilliams, and Michael Ghil. Rough parameter dependence in climate models and the role of ruelle-pollicot resonances. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 111(5):1684–1690, 2014.

[CP17] Pau Clusella and Antonio Politi. Noise-induced stabilization of collective dynamics. Phys. Rev. E, 95:062221, Jun 2017.

[CS07] Bruno Cessac and Jacques-Alexandre Sepulchre. Linear response, susceptibility and resonances in chaotic toy models. Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, 225(1):13 – 28, 2007.

[CW20] Nisha Chandramoorthy and Qiqi Wang. A computable realization of Ruelle’s formula for linear response of statistics in chaotic systems. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2002.04117, February 2020.

[DG22] Cai Dieball and Aljaž Godec. Feynman-kac theory of time-integrated functionals: Itô versus functional calculus. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2206.04034, 2022.

[Dor21] Joshua Dorrington. On the Variability and Forced Response of Atmospheric Regime Systems. University of Oxford, 2021.

[EN00] Klaus-Jochen Engel and Rainer Nagel. One-Parameter Semigroups for Linear Evolution Equations. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2000.

[ER85] J P Eckmann and D Ruelle. Ergodic theory of chaos and strange attractors. Reviews of Modern Physics, 57(3):617–656, 1985.

[FW98] Mark Iosifovich Freidlin and Alexander D Wentzell. Random perturbations of dynamical systems. Springer, New York, 1998.

[Gar09] Crispin Gardiner. Stochastic Methods: A Handbook for the Natural and Social Sciences. Springer-Verlag Berlin, Heildelberg, 2009.

[GHJM98] Luca Gammaitoni, P Hänggi, Peter Jung, and Fabio Marchesoni. Stochastic resonance. Rev. Mod. Phys., 70(1):223–287, 1998.

[Gil17] Tepper L Gill. The Feynman-Dyson View. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 845:012023, 2017.

[GL06] Sébastien Gouëzel and Carlangelo Liverani. Banach spaces adapted to Anosov systems. Ergodic Theory and Dynamical Systems, 26(1):189–217, 2006.

[GL20] Michael Ghil and Valerio Lucarini. The physics of climate variability and climate change. Rev. Mod. Phys., 92:035002, Jul 2020.

[GNPT95] P. Gaspard, G. Nicolis, A. Provata, and S. Tasaki. Spectral signature of the pitchfork bifurcation: Liouville equation approach. Physical Review E, 51(1):74–94, 1995.

[Got20] Georg A Gottwald. Introduction to Focus Issue: Linear response theory: Potentials and limits. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 30(2):20401, 2020.

[HM10] Martin Hairer and Andrew J Majda. A simple framework to justify linear response theory. Nonlinearity, 23(4):909–922, 2010.

[Hör67] Lars Hörmander. Hypoelliptic second order differential equations. Acta Mathematica, 119(0):147–171, 1967.

[HT82] Peter Hänggi and Harry Thomas. Stochastic processes: Time evolution, symmetries and linear response. Physics Reports, 88(4):207 – 319, 1982.

[Kan20] Yukio Kaneda. Linear response theory of turbulence. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2020(3):034006, mar 2020.

[KBBP16] J.N. Kutz, S.L. Brunton, B.W. Brunton, and J.L. Proctor. Dynamic Mode Decomposition: Data-Driven Modeling of Complex Systems. Other Titles in Applied Mathematics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, 2016.

[KCSW19] Tiffany Kolba, Anthony Coniglio, Sarah Sparks, and Daniel Weithers. Noise-induced stabilization of perturbed hamiltonian systems. The American Mathematical Monthly, 126(6):505–518, 2019.

[Ken71] V. M. Kenkre. Integrodifferential Equation for Response Theory. Physical Review A, 4(6):2327–2331, 1971.

[Ken73] V. M. Kenkre. Equations for the Theory of Response and Transport in Statistical Mehcanics. Physical Review A, 7(2):772–781, 1973.

[Kha66] R. Z. Khasminskii. On stochastic processes defined by differential equations with a small parameter. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 11(2):211–228, 1966.

[Kif88] Y. Kifer. Random Perturbations of Dynamical Systems. Progress in Probability. Birkhäuser Boston, 1988.

[KL99] Gerhard Keller and Carlangelo Liverani. Stability of the spectrum for transfer operators. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa, 28(1):141–152, 1999.

[KP92] Peter E. Kloeden and Eckhard. Platen. Numerical solution of stochastic differential equations / Peter E. Kloeden, Eckhard Platen. Springer-Verlag Berlin ; New York, 1992.

[Kub57] Ryogo Kubo. Statistical-mechanical theory of irreversible processes I. Journal of the Physical Society of Japan, 12(6):570–586, 1957.

[Kub66] Ryogo Kubo. The fluctuation-dissipation theorem. Reports on Progress in Physics, 29(1):255–284, 1966.

[Kwa14] Frank Kwasniok. Enhanced regime predictability in atmospheric low-order models due to stochastic forcing. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 372(2018):20130286, 2014.

[LC12] Valerio Lucarini and Matteo Colangeli. Beyond the linear fluctuation-dissipation theorem: the role of causality. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2012:05013, 2012.

[Lei75] C. E. Leith. Climate response and fluctuation dissipation. J. Atmos. Sci., 32:2022, 1975.

[LKB18] Bethany Lusch, J. Nathan Kutz, and Steven L. Brunton. Deep learning for universal linear embeddings of nonlinear dynamics. Nature Communications, 9(1):4950, 2018.

[LLR20] Valerio Lembo, Valerio Lucarini, and Francesco Ragone. Beyond Forcing Scenarios: Predicting Climate Change through Response Operators in a Coupled General Circulation Model. Scientific Reports, 10(1):8668, 2020.

[LPZ20] Valerio Lucarini, Grigorios A. Pavliotis, and Niccolò Zagli. Response theory and phase transitions for the thermodynamic limit of interacting identical systems. Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 476(2244):20200688, 2020.

[LRL17] V. Lucarini, F. Ragone, and F. Lunkeit. Predicting Climate Change Using Response Theory: Global Averages and Spatial Patterns. Journal of Statistical Physics, 166(3):1036–1064, feb 2017.

[LS11] V. Lucarini and S. Sarno. A statistical mechanical approach for the computation of the climatic response to general forcings. Nonlinear Processes in Geophysics, 18(1):7–28, 2011.

[LSPV05] V. Lucarini, J. J. Saarinen, K.-E. Peiponen, and E. M. Vartiainen. Kramers-Kronig relations in Optical Materials Research. Springer, New York, 2005.

[Luc08] Valerio Lucarini. Response theory for equilibrium and non-equilibrium statistical mechanics: Causality and generalized kramers-kronig relations. Journal of Statistical Physics, 131(3):543–558, 2008.

[Luc09] Valerio Lucarini. Evidence of dispersion relations for the nonlinear response of the Lorenz 63 system. Journal of Statistical Physics, 134:381–400, 2009.

[Luc12] Valerio Lucarini. Stochastic Perturbations to Dynamical Systems: A Response Theory Approach. Journal of Statistical Physics, 146(4):774–786, 2012.

[Luc16] V. Lucarini. Response Operators for Markov Processes in a Finite State Space: Radius of Convergence and Link to the Response Theory for Axiom A Systems. Journal of Statistical Physics, 162(2):312–333, jan 2016.

[Luc18] V. Lucarini. Revising and Extending the Linear Response Theory for Statistical Mechanical Systems: Evaluating Observables as Predictors and Predictands. Journal of Statistical Physics, 173(6):1698–1721, dec 2018.

[LV07] G. Lacorata and A. Vulpiani. Fluctuation-Response Relation and modeling in systems with fast and slow dynamics. Nonlinear Processes in Geophysics, 14:681–694, 2007.

[LW17] Valerio Lucarini and Jeroen Wouters. Response formulae for n-point correlations in statistical mechanical systems and application to a problem of coarse graining. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 50(35):355003, 2017.

[Mae20] Christian Maes. Response theory: A trajectory-based approach. Frontiers in Physics, (8):1—27, 2020.

[MDN21] Ali Motazedifard, A Dalafi, and M H Naderi. A green’s function approach to the linear response of a driven dissipative optomechanical system. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 54(21):215301, apr 2021.

[Mez05] Igor Mezić. Spectral properties of dynamical systems, model reduction and decompositions. Nonlinear Dynamics, 41(1):309–325, 2005.

[Mit04] A. Yu. Mitrophanov. The spectral gap and perturbation bounds for reversible continuous-time markov chains. Journal of Applied Probability, 41(4):1219–1222, 2004.

[MPRV08] U Marini Bettolo Marconi, A Puglisi, L Rondoni, and A Vulpiani. Fluctuation-Dissipation: Response Theory in Statistical Physics. Phys. Rep., 461:111, 2008.

[MS18] Immanuel Meyer and Nadav M. Shnerb. Noise-induced stabilization and fixation in fluctuating environment. Scientific Reports, 8(1):9726, 2018.

[MSdSB22] Cesar Manchein, Luana Santana, Rafael M. da Silva, and Marcus W. Beims. Noise-induced stabilization of the fitzhugh–nagumo neuron dynamics: Multistability and transient chaos. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 32(8):083102, 2022.

[Nam76] Mitsuhiro Nambu. Linear response theory of a turbulent plasma. The Physics of Fluids, 19(3):412–419, 1976.

[NBH93] G.R. North, R.E. Bell, and J.W. Hardin. Fluctuation dissipation in a general circulation model. Clim. Dyn., 8:259, 1993.

[Ni20] Angxiu Ni. Approximating Ruelle’s linear response formula by shadowing methods. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2003.09801, March 2020.

[Ött05] H.C. Öttinger. Beyond Equilibrium Thermodynamics. Wiley, Hoboken, 2005.

[Pav14] Grigorios A. Pavliotis. Stochastic Processes and Applications, volume 60. Springer, New York, 2014.

[PKM11] Matthew Parker, Alex Kamenev, and Baruch Meerson. Noise-induced stabilization in population dynamics. Phys. Rev. Lett., 107:180603, Oct 2011.

[PS08] G. A. Pavliotis and A. M. Stuart. Multiscale Methods. Springer, New York, 2008.

[PTSSG^+21] Antonio M. Puertas, Juan E. Trinidad-Segovia, Miguel A. Sánchez-Granero, Joaquim Clara-Rahora, and F. Javier de las Nieves. Linear response theory in stock markets. Scientific Reports, 11(1):23076, 2021.

[Rei02] Christian H Reick. Linear response of the Lorenz system. Physical Review E, 66:36103, 2002.

[Rue86] David Ruelle. Resonances of chaotic dynamical systems. Physical Review Letters, 56(5):405–407, feb 1986.

[Rue89] David Ruelle. Chaotic Evolution and Strange Attractors. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1989.

[Rue98a] D. Ruelle. Nonequilibrium statistical mechanics near equilibrium: computing higher-order terms. Nonlinearity, 11(1):5–18, jan 1998.

[Rue98b] David Ruelle. General linear response formula in statistical mechanics, and the fluctuation-dissipation theorem far from equilibrium. Physics Letters, Section A: General, Atomic and Solid State Physics, 245(3- 4):220–224, 1998.

[Rue09] David Ruelle. A review of linear response theory for general differentiable dynamical systems. Nonlinearity, 22(4):855–870, 2009.

[SGL20] Manuel Santos-Gutiérrez and Valerio Lucarini. Response and Sensitivity Using Markov Chains. Journal of Statistical Physics, 179:1572–1593, 2020.

[SGLCG21] Manuel Santos-Gutiérrez, Valerio Lucarini, Mickaël David Chekroun, and Michael Ghil. Reduced-order models for coupled dynamical systems: Data-driven methods and the Koopman operator. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 31(5):053116, 2021.

[SV19] A. Sarracino and A. Vulpiani. On the fluctuation-dissipation relation in non-equilibrium and nonhamiltonian systems. Chaos, 29:083132, 2019.

[SW07] Yi Shen and Jun Wang. Noise-induced stabilization of the recurrent neural networks with mixed time-varying delays and markovian-switching parameters. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, 18(6):1857–1862, 2007.

[SW22] Adam A. Śliwiak and Qiqi Wang. A trajectory-driven algorithm for differentiating srb measures on unstable manifolds. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 44(1):A312–A336, 2022.

[TGOS08] Marc Turcotte, Jordi Garcia-Ojalvo, and Gürol M. Süel. A genetic timer through noise-induced stabilization of an unstable state. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 105(41):15732–15737, 2008.

[TLD18] Alexis Tantet, Valerio Lucarini, and Henk A Dĳkstra. Resonances in a Chaotic Attractor Crisis of the Lorenz Flow. Journal of Statistical Physics, 170(3):584–616, 2018.

[TLLD18] Alexis Tantet, Valerio Lucarini, Frank Lunkeit, and Henk A. Dĳkstra. Crisis of the chaotic attractor of a climate model: A transfer operator approach. Nonlinearity, 31(5):2221–2251, 2018.

[TMPR21a] G. L. Torres Mendonça, J. Pongratz, and C. H. Reick. Identification of linear response functions from arbitrary perturbation experiments in the presence of noise – part 1: Method development and toy model demonstration. Nonlinear Processes in Geophysics, 28(4):501–532, 2021.

[TMPR21b] G. L. Torres Mendonça, J. Pongratz, and C. H. Reick. Identification of linear response functions from arbitrary perturbation experiments in the presence of noise – part 2: Application to the land carbon cycle in the mpi earth system model. Nonlinear Processes in Geophysics, 28(4):533–564, 2021.

[TRL^+14] Jonathan H. Tu, Clarence W. Rowley, Dirk M. Luchtenburg, Steven L. Brunton, and J. Nathan Kutz. On dynamic mode decomposition: Theory and applications. Journal of Computational Dynamics, 1(2):391– 421, 2014.

[Wan13] Qiqi Wang. Forward and adjoint sensitivity computation of chaotic dynamical systems. Journal of Computational Physics, 235(0):1 – 13, 2013.

[WG19] Caroline L Wormell and Georg A Gottwald. Linear response for macroscopic observables in highdimensional systems. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 29(11):113127, 2019.

[WILA16] Jeroen Wouters, Stamen Iankov Dolaptchiev, Valerio Lucarini, and Ulrich Achatz. Parameterization of stochastic multiscale triads. Nonlinear Processes in Geophysics, 23(6):435–445, 2016.

[ZLP21] Niccolò Zagli, Valerio Lucarini, and Grigorios A. Pavliotis. Spectroscopy of phase transitions for multiagent systems. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 31(6):1–8, 2021.

[Zwa01] Robert Zwanzig. Nonequilibrium Statistical Mechanics. Oxford University Press, 2001.