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MEASURES, CONVERGENCE TO EQUILIBRIUM, LINEAR
RESPONSE AND CONTROL OF THE STATISTICAL
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ABSTRACT. We describe a general approach to the theory of self consistent
transfer operators. These operators have been introduced as tools for the
study of the statistical properties of a large number of all to all interacting
dynamical systems subjected to a mean field coupling.

We consider a large class of self consistent transfer operators and prove
general statements about existence of invariant measures, speed of convergence
to equilibrium, statistical stability and linear response.

While most of the results presented in the paper are valid in a weak coupling
regime, the existence results for the invariant measures we show also hold
outside the weak coupling regime.

We apply the general statements to examples of different nature: cou-
pled continuous maps, coupled expanding maps, coupled systems with additive
noise, systems made of different maps coupled by a mean field interaction and
other examples of self consistent transfer operators not coming from coupled
maps.

We also consider the problem of finding the optimal coupling between maps
in order to change the statistical properties of the system in a prescribed way.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Suppose we have a normed real or complex vector space B, and a collection
of linear operators Ls ¢ : By, — B, depending on some parameter § € R and
f € By. One can consider the nonlinear function L; : B,, — By, defined by

(1) Ls(f) = Lszf.

These kind of nonlinear functions have been also called self-consistent transfer op-
erators (as the operator itself depends on the point at which it is calculated). In
many examples where these operators are used the family Ls ; depends in a Lips-
chitz way on f and the Lipschitz constant is proportional to d. In this context the
parameter 0 represents in some sense a measure of the strength of the nonlinearity
of the function £. These concepts have been introduced and studied as models to
describe the collective behavior of a network of interacting systems coupled by a
mean field interaction. In the case of operators modeling coupled extended systems
the parameter § often represents the strength of the coupling or of the interaction
between the systems.

These operators, their invariant measures and their properties have been studied
by different techniques in classes of examples. In this paper we attempt a general
approach to the study of this kind of operators, and the statistical properties of their
dynamics. The main goal is to investigate under which assumptions we can establish
some basic important properties of the self-consistent system as the existence of the
invariant measure in a certain regularity class, the convergence to equilibrium, the
statistical stability and response to perturbation of the system.

We show the flexibility and the effectiveness of the approach applying it to several
kinds of self-consistent operators coming from coupled expanding maps, coupled
random systems and other examples.

We study the behavior of the invariant measures of these operators, their con-
vergence to equilibrium and their statistical stability mostly in the ”weak coupling”
regime, in the sense that most of the results presented hold for intervals of values
of the type & € [0,6] for a relatively small § (with an estimate for the size of J,
hence not only for § — 0). Some of the results presented however can be applied
even for large values of 4. In particular, under suitable assumptions, we prove the
existence of some invariant probability measure for the self-consistent operator Ls,
also providing estimates on its regularity imposing no restrictions on the size of §
(Theorem (), such result then also hold in a strong coupling regime, for which very
few results are known. Sufficient assumptions for the uniqueness of the invariant
measure are then shown in the case of weak coupling regime (Theorem [). Still in
the weak coupling regime we study the attractiveness of the invariant measure as a
fixed point of Lj, providing exponential convergence to equilibrium results (The-
orem [6]) and study the response of the invariant measure of the system to changes
in the function defining the mean field coupling interaction in the zero coupling
limit (Theorems and [[4)). We also investigate these questions from an optimal
control point of view. Suppose we have an initial uncoupled system and we want to
introduce a coupling which maximizes certain aspects of the statistical properties
of the coupled system, as for example the average of a given observable. What is
the best coupling to be introduced in order to do so? This is a problem related to
the control of the statistical properties of chaotic and complex systems.



In this paper we have to deal with several concepts: networks of coupled sys-
tems; self-consistent transfer operators; linear response; random and deterministic
systems; optimal response and control of the statistical properties. To help the
reader, each main section dealing with these concepts will have an introductory
part trying to explain the concept, the main ideas behind and giving some addi-
tional references for its deeper understanding.

Transfer operators. An efficient method for the study of transport and the
statistical properties of a dynamical system is to associate to the system a certain
transfer operator describing how the dynamics acts on suitable spaces of measures
or probability distributions on the phase space. Important properties of the original
system are related to fixed points and other properties of these transfer operators.
The transfer operator which is convenient to associate to a dynamical system is
usually a linear operator. Self-consistent transfer operators are nonlinear operators.

As mentioned before, these operators arise as natural models of extended systems
in which there is a large set of interacting dynamical systems and we consider the
dynamics of each element of the large set (the local dynamics) as being influenced or
perturbed by the state of the other elements in a mean field coupling. This means
that the perturbation we apply to the dynamics of each local system depends on the
distribution of the states of all the other elements of the large system. This global
state will be represented by a probability measure, representing the probability of
finding a generic local system in a given set of states of the phase space. If now we
consider the transfer operator associated with the dynamics of each local system we
have that this linear operator depends on the current global state of the system. One
can furthermore suppose all the local systems to be homogeneous and consider again
the measure representing the global state of the system as a representative for the
probability of finding a local system in a given statd]. Applying the transfer operator
associated to the local dynamics to see how this probability measure evolves, we
have then a transfer operator depending on a certain measure and acting on the
measure itself. This naturally brings us to the formalization presented in (). From
a formal point of view this give rise to a nonlinear function to be applied to a certain
functional space of measures. In the weak coupling regime however this nonlinear
function is a small nonlinear perturbation of a linear one, simplifying the situation
and the understanding of the properties of this function.

The use of self-consistent operators for the study of networks of coupled maps
was developed from a mathematical point of view in [33] and [6]. In Section [2] we
explain some of the heuristics behind the use of these operators for the study of
coupled maps. We refer to [8] and [43] for a further discussion on the scientific
context in which these concepts appear and for an accurate bibliography on the
subject (see also [I3] and [31] for other approaches to maps in a global coupling).
For introductory material we also recommend the reading of the paper [41].
Overview of the main results. In Section [3] we show a set of general assump-
tions on the family of operators Ls ¢, ensuring that the nonlinear operator £; has
a fixed point of a certain type and hence the associated system has some invari-
ant probability measure (see Theorem [3]). This result is obtained by topological

We could also consider in a similar way interacting systems of different types, where instead
of a single measure representing the distribution of the states of the systems in a certain phase
space we will have a a vector of measures representing the states of systems of different type (see
Section [I0] for more details).
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methods, applying the Brouwer fixed point theorem to a suitable sequence of finite
dimensional nonlinear operators approximating L£5. The assumptions required for
this result are related to the regularity of the family of linear operators Ls s when
f varies in a strong-weak topology, the regularity of its invariant measures (see the
assumptions (Exil), (Exil.b), (Exi2) in Theorem[B]) and the existence of a suitable
finite dimensional projection, allowing to apply a kind of finite element reduction
of the problem. The result also holds outside the weak coupling regime and im-
plies a general statement for the existence of an invariant measure for systems of
continuous maps in the mean field coupling (see Proposition [I6). We also discuss
the uniqueness of the invariant probability measure. This will be proved in the
weak coupling regime (see Theorem []). The set of assumptions for the uniqueness,
essentially require that the operators Ls ; and their fixed points depend on f in a
Lipschitz way (see assumptions (Fzi3) in Theorem []). The assumptions required
to apply these results are not difficult to be verified, and in the following sections we
show how to apply this general framework to interacting random and deterministic
systems, together with examples of different kind.

In section [] we take the same point of view with the goal of investigating the
convergence to equilibrium: the attractiveness of the invariant measure as a fixed
point of L5 and in the weak coupling regime we show assumptions under which
we can prove exponential speed of convergence to equilibrium for a general class
of self-consistent transfer operators (see Theorem [G). The assumptions we require
are related to convergence to equilibrium and a common ”one step” Lasota Yorke
inequality satisfied by each transfer operator in the family Ls ; (see assumptions
(Conl),...,(Con3)). The assumptions made are in a certain sense natural when
considering suitable coupled dynamical systems like expanding maps or random
systems with additive noise, and in the next sections we apply these general results
to several classes of examples.

In Section ] after an introduction to the concept of Linear Response and some
related bibliography, we prove a general statistical stability result (see Theorem [12))
and a linear response result for nonlinear perturbations of linear transfer operators
(see Theorem [I4]), describing the first order change in the invariant measure of
the system when an infinitesimal perturbation leading to a nonlinear operator is
applied. We remark that this result is similar in the statement and in the proof to
many other general linear response results proved for linear transfer operators (see
e.g. [19]).

The methods used to establish the general statements in sections [3] M [ are
related to the classical transfer operator approach, letting the transfer operator
associated with the system to act on stronger and weaker spaces (in a way similar
to the classical reference [35]), exploiting the fact that the perturbations we are
interested in applying to our systems are small when considered in a kind of mixed
norm, from the stronger to the weaker space.

We show the flexibility of this general approach applying it to systems of dif-
ferent kind. In particular we will consider coupled deterministic expanding maps
and random maps with additive noise, coupling identical maps or different ones
in a mean field regime. For these examples we will use simple spaces of functions
as L', C*, the Sobolev spaces W# ! W2 or the space of Borel signed measures
equipped with the total variation or the Wasserstein distance.



In Section [Glwe consider continuous maps on the circle with a mean field coupling
and we prove the existence of an invariant probability measure for the associated
self-consistent transfer operators, providing a sort of Krylov-Bogoliubov theorem
for this kind of extended systems.

In Section [, after recalling several useful classical results on expanding maps
we show that the self-consistent transfer operator associated with a network of
coupled expanding maps has an invariant measure in a suitable Sobolev space W
and we show an estimate for its Sobolev norm (see Theorem 23)). In the small
coupling regime we also show exponential convergence to equilibrium for this kind
of systems. This will allow to apply our general linear response statement and get
a linear response statement for the zero coupling limit of such systems. Similar
results for this kind of systems in the weak coupling regime appear in [41], the
spaces used and the methods of proof however are quite different.

In Section [§] we consider coupled random maps and we apply our general frame-
work to this case. More precisely, we consider maps with additive noise in which
at every iterate of the dynamics a certain deterministic map is applied and then
a random i.i.d. perturbation is added. Due to the regularizing effect of the noise
at the level of the associated transfer operators we do not need to put particular
restrictions on the maps considered. These examples are then particularly inter-
esting for the applications. After recalling the basic properties of these systems
and the associated transfer operators we define a self-consistent transfer operator
representing the global behavior of a network of coupled random maps. We prove
the existence of invariant measures for this self-consistent operator and show an
estimate for its C* norm which is uniform when varying the coupling strength. In
the case of weak coupling, we also prove exponential speed of convergence to equi-
librium for this globally coupled system. We then apply the general linear response
results to this system, obtaining again a linear response result for the system in the
zero coupling limit.

In Section [ we consider a class of self-consistent transfer operators where the
deterministic part of the dynamics is driven by a certain map whose slope depends
on the average of a given observable, in some sense similar to the examples studied
in [44]. For these systems we study the existence, uniqueness of the invariant
measures and linear response, similarly to what is proved for the systems coming
from coupled maps.

In Section we consider suitable self-consistent transfer operators to model
a mean field interaction of different maps. For simplicity we consider two types
of maps. We show that the general framework we are considering also applies to
this case, showing the existence and uniqueness of the invariant measure in a weak
coupling regime.

In Section [II] we consider the linear response results we proved from an optimal
control point of view. Suppose we want to introduce in the system a coupling which
changes the statistical properties of the dynamics in some desired way. What is the
optimal coupling to be considered? Given some observable whose average is meant
to be optimized and a convex set P of allowed infinitesimal couplings to be applied,
we show conditions under which the problem has a solution in P and this solution
is unique. We remark that in [37] the research in this direction of research was
motivated, with the goal of the management of the statistical properties of complex



6 STEFANO GALATOLO!

systems and in this direction several results for probabilistic cellular automata were
shown.

2. SELF-CONSISTENT TRANSFER OPERATORS FOR COUPLED CIRCLE MAPS,
HEURISTICS AND FORMALIZATION

Since the study of self-consistent transfer operators is strongly motivated by
the applications to systems of globally interacting maps, in this section we briefly
introduce a model representing the dynamics of a large number of coupled maps in
a global mean field interaction and the associated self-consistent transfer operators.
We will see how the formalization of such interaction leads to the study of a self-
consistent transfer operator of the kind defined at the beginning of the introduction.

We remark that in this paper we only consider discrete time dynamical systems.
In the continuous time case, the models one is lead to consider are related to the
topic of Vlasov-type differential equations, we suggest the recent surveys [12], [23]
and the references therein for an introduction to the subject.

We are now going to define more precisely the self-consistent transfer operators
associated with a set of dynamical systems coupled by a mean field interaction. One
can think the set of interacting systems as a continuum, endowed with a measure,
as for instance a swarm of interacting particles distributed by a certain density in
different parts of the space. We take this point of view and we consider the case in
which the set of systems we consider is a measurable space M with a probability p.
The set M can be finite or infinite and in each case we can define the self-consistent
transfer operator associated with the system. We remark that one could see the
case where M is infinite as a suitable limit of finite sets and define the self-consistent
transfer operator associated with the global coupling of infinitely many systems by
a suitable limit of finitely many couplings (see [6], [33], [41] and Footnote [ for
further details on this approach).

Let us fix some notation and terminology: let us consider two metric spaces
X,Y, the spaces of Borel probability measures PM(X), PM(Y) on X and Y,
and a Borel measurable F' : X — Y. We denote the pushforward of F as Lp :
PM(X)— PM(Y), defined by the relation

[Lr(w)](A) = w(F~(A))

for all p € PM(X) and measurable set A CY. The pushforward can be extended
as a linear function Ly : SM(X) — SM(Y') from the vector space of Borel signed
measures on X to the same space on Y. In this case Ly will be also called as the
transfer operator associated with the function F'.

We now define a model for the dynamics of a family of dynamical systems inter-
acting in the mean field. For simplicity we will suppose as a phase space for each
interacting system the unit circle S! and we will equip S! with the Borel c—algebra.
We consider an additional metric space M equipped with the Borel o —algebra and
a probability measure p € PM(M). Let us consider a collection of identical dy-
namical systems (S',T);, with i € M and T : S' — S! being a Borel measurable
function.

The initial state of this collection of interacting systems can be identified by
a point x(0) = (2;(0))iens € (SY)M (we suppose i — x;(0) being measurable).
Let X C(SYH)™ be the set of measurable functions M — S'. We now define the
dynamics of the interacting systems by defining a global map 7 : X — X and



global trajectory of the system by
x(t+1) = T(x(t))

where x(t + 1) is defined on every coordinate by applying at each step the local
dynamics T', plus a perturbation given by the mean field interaction with the other
systems, by

(2) Ti(t+ 1) = Oj ) o T'(2i(1))

for all i € M, where ®; ;) : S' — S! represents the perturbation provided by the
global mean field coupling with strength > 0, defined in the following way: let

1 : R — S! be the universal covering projection, let us consider some continuous
function h : S! x S — R, where h(x,y) represents the way in which the presence
of some subsystem in the state y € S' perturbs a certain subsystems in the state
x € S'; we define D5 (1) as

(3) By iy (@) = 7+ 731 (5 /M W, z;(8)) dp(j))

(j = h(z,z;(t)) can be viewed as a function : M — R)E. Consider the function
Ixt: M — St defined by

I o (2) := 2 (¢).
We remark that with these definitions, for all ¢t € N, I, ; is also measurable. We

say that the global state x(t) of the system is represented by a probability measure
Hx(t) € PM(S') if
fx(ty = [Ix,t]+(p)

(the pushforward of p by the function Ix ;). Now we see how the measures repre-
senting given initial conditions evolve with the dynamics.

Lemma 1. Let us consider the system (X,T) defined above. Let p € PM(S!),
let us consider

Bspla) =+ 706 [ Do) dn(o).

Suppose the initial condition of the system x(0) is represented by a measure fiy(o),
then x(1) = T (x(0)) is represented by

fix(1) = Loy, o o7 (t1(0))-

2 The set M can be finite or infinite. In the case M = M, := {1,...,n} is finite we consider a
finite set of interacting systems. In this case a natural choice is to set p as the uniform distribution
pn giving to each system the same weight l. We remark that in this case ([B) becomes

6 n
(4) <I>5’x(t)( =z + mg(— Z x,x;(t

3

One approach to the definition of the dynamics of a system made of infinitely many globally
interacting maps is to start by the case of n interacting maps and then considering the limit for
n — oo. The perturbation ®s,(;) induced by the interaction between the systems is defined
as a suitable limit of @ This might raise some technical problem in selecting states and the
assumptions for which the limit converge. With our approach we might also consider an infinite
space of interacting systems as a limit of a finite interacting family. In this case it is sufficient to
see (M, p) as a suitable limit of (Mn,pn).
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Proof. Since two probability measures are identical if they act in the same way
on continuous functions, we prove that for all continuous g : S! — R, we have
fyg dpix(1) = fg dL‘I’é,ux(o) o7 (1ix(0))- By applying several times the change of vari-
able formula, we have

/S g diy = /Mgm(l)) dp(j)
_ / 9(®s (0 © T(x;(0))) dp(j)
M
= /S1 9o Ps5x(0)° T(y) dﬂx(o) (y)

= /Sl g dL':P(s,x(o)OT(,ux(O))'

But since x(0) is represented by fix (o)

Do) = o473 (5 /Mh@,xj(o» ap(5))

¢57N/x(0) (CL‘)
leading to the statement. O

Hence the measure representing the current state of the system fully determines
the measure which represents the next state of the system, defining a function
between measures

p = Las ,or ()

This function is an example of what in the following section we will consider as a
self-consistent transfer operator. In the case of coupled systems (X, 7) described
above, to describe the evolution of a certain probability measure representing the
global state of the system we hence apply at each time a transfer operator from a
family of the kind

Ls, = Lo, ,or = Lo, , L.

Each operator Ls ,, can be seen as the transfer operator associated with the dynam-
ics of a given node of the network of coupled systems, given that the distribution
of the states of the other nodes in the network is represented by the measure p.

We remark that the extended system (X, 7)) above described can be identified by
the choice of the phase space S', the local dynamics T, the strength of coupling &
and the coupling function h. Hence it can be identified as the quadruple (S, T 6, h).

3. SELF-CONSISTENT OPERATORS, THE EXISTENCE OF THE INVARIANT
MEASURE.

General standing assumptions and notations. Motivated by the class of
examples described in the previous section, given a compact metric space X we
consider a family of Markov operators Ls, : SM(X) — SM(X) depending on a
probability measure p € PM(X) and § > 0. In our statements, we will apply the
operators L, to different strong and weak spaces of measures which are subspaces
of SM(X). We now introduce the notations and the basic assumptions to formalize
this. Let (Buy, || |lw) be a normed vector subspace of SM(X). In the paper we will
suppose that the weak norm || ||,, is strong enough so that the function p — u(X)
is continuous as a function : B,, — R and that ||un — u|lw — 0 for a sequence of



positive measures p,, implies that u is positive. Let P, := B,, N PM (X) the set of
probability measures in B,,. We will suppose that P, with the metric induced by
| ||w is & complete metric space.

A self-consistent transfer operator in our context will be the given of a family of
Markov linear operators such that Ls, : B, — By, forall u € P,, some 6 > 0 and
the dynamical system (P,,, Ls) where Ls : P, — P, is defined by

(5) Ls(p) == Ls,u(p)-

In the notation L£s we emphasize the dependence on § as in the following we will
be interested in the behavior of these operators for certain sets of values of § or in
the limit § — 0. We also point out that here and in the following we will use the
calligraphic notation £ to denote some operator which is not necessarily linear and
the notation L to denote linear operators.

In the following we will apply linear operators on spaces with different topologies.
If A, B are two normed vector spaces and L : A — B is a linear operator we denote
the mixed norm ||L||a—p as

[Lllasp = sup |Lf|p-
FeA|fllas
Remark 2. In the case where Ls,, is the transfer operator associated with a map

Tsu : X — X to this dynamical system one can also associate the skew product
dynamical system (A x X, F) on A x X where F': Ax X — A x X is defined by

F(u,xz) = (Ls(p), Ts,u(x))

(see also [B] ). One can remark that in the case p is a fized point for Ls the associated
dynamics will be nontrivial only on the second coordinate, where T, represents
a map for which p is an invariant measure. Hence by the classical ergodic theory
results, finding the fixed points of Ls gives important information on the statistical
behavior of the second coordinate of the system F'.

We will hence be interested in the dynamics L5 considered on a space of measures,
and on the properties of its fixed points. In particular we will be interested in
the attractiveness of these fixed points (which will determine the convergence to
equilibrium of the global system) and to the stability or response of these fixed
points with respect to perturbations of the global system.

Standing assumptions 1. In this section we will use the following standing
assumptions and notations.

Let B,, as above, and let B, be a normed vector subspace (Bs, || ||s) € (Buw, || ||w)-
Suppose || ||s > || [lw- We also denote by P, := P, N By the set of probability
measures in Bs. We suppose Py # (). We will also suppose that there is M > 0
such that as p varies in P, the family Ls, is such that ||Ls ||, B, < M and
1LsullB.~B. < M.

We now prove general statements regarding the existence and uniqueness of reg-
ular (and then physically meaningful) invariant measures for self-consistent transfer
operators. We remark that since our transfer operators are not linear, the normal-
ization of the measure to a probability one is important in this context. In the
case in which we put no restrictions on the size of the parameter § representing the
nonlinearity strength, by a topological reasoning we prove a general result on the
existence of invariant probability measures (Theorem Theorem [B]). We then sup-
pose that the parameter ¢ is below a certain threshold, and in this weak coupling
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regime we also prove some unique existence result (see Theorem H). We remark
that in the weak coupling regime similar results have been proved in several cases
of extended systems (see e.g. [6], [34], [26]), also showing the uniqueness of the
invariant measure in a certain class. It is known on the other hand that as the
coupling strength grows, phase transitions phenomena can occur, leading to the
presence of multiple invariant measures (see [4], and [44] for a case not arising from
coupled maps in which the uniqueness of absolutely continuous invariant measures
is lost for all § > 0).

Theorem 3. Suppose that there exists m, : By — Bs, a linear projection of finite
rank n which is a Markov operator with the following properties: there is My > 0
and a decreasing sequence a(n) — 0 such that for all n >0

(6) ||7T77f||Bw_)Bw < MO7
l[mnllB,~B, < Mo

and

(7) | f = fllw < a(n)][f]]s-

Let us suppose that m,(Py) C Ps and 7, (Py) is bounded in By. Let us fix 6 >0
and suppose furthermore that:

Exil: there is My > 0 such that Y, € Py, and f € P, which is a fixed point
of Ls ., it holds
||f||s < Mjy;
Exil.b: Vu, € Py, n € N and for every f € P, which is a fized point for the
finite rank approximation 7y Ls x, ™0 Of Ls ., it holds

1fls < M
Exi2: there is K1 > 0 such that Y1, po € Py

L6,y = Lo sl B, < 0K1|[p1 — pi2 -
Then there is y € Ps such that

Lsp = p.
and

(8) [lulls < M.

To understand the assumptions made we suggest to think of B,, as a weak space,
for example L' and of B, as a stronger space in which regular fixed points of the
linear transfer operators Ls ,, are contained, for example, in the case of transfer op-
erators associated with expanding maps, one can think of By as some Sobolev space.
The projection m, allows to reduce the problem to a finite dimensional one and find
fixed points of the finite dimensional reduced operators by the Brouwer fixed point
theorem. In concrete examples 7, could be a finite dimensional discretization, as
the Ulam discretization or similar. The assumptions (Exil), (Exil.b) tells that the
invariant measures of the original and discretized operators are unifornmly regular,
and can be verified in concrete examples by showing that these operators satisfy
a common Lasota-Yorke inequality. The assumption (Fzi2) in some sense says
that the family of operators Ls, depends on p in a Lipschitz way, considering a
(weak) mixed norm topology. The assumptions made are then quite natural for a
family of transfer operators depending on a parameter. An interesting corollary of
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Theorem [3] is Proposition [I6] establishing a general statement for the existence of
an invariant probability meaure for general continuous maen field coupled maps,
even outside the weak cupling regime.

Proof of Theorem[d. Without loss of generality we can suppose that each operator
L, is such that ||Ls .||, B, < Mo, ||Ls,ullBu—B. < M. First we prove that
under the assumptions of the theorem, given a sequence p; of probability measures
which is bounded in B, there is 4 € P, and converging subsequence p;, — p, con-
verging in the weak topology. Indeed let u; be such a sequence, with ||u;]]s < Ma,
let us consider vy, ; := T, ;. Since m, is Markov this is a sequence of probability
measures. By (@) this sequence is bounded in B,, and belongs to the finite dimen-
sional space m, By, then it has a converging subsequence v ;, , — v, where we
denote by 4y, a sequence of indices for which we have this convergence. We remark
that this indices can depend on n. Since P, is complete for the weak norm (see
Standing assumptions 1) we also have that v, € P,,. By (@), for all n and k we have
Vnin e = Min il lw < a(n)Mz. Without loss of generality we can suppose that i,y is
a subsequence of i,_1 1 (suppose we selected the sequence of indices i,,—1 , then
we can select the subsequence vy, 3, , — vy, only from the indices belonging to i, 1 &
since v, —1,4,_, , is also a bounded sequence, and so on for all n by induction). In
this case, for m > n we have

||Vm,im,k - Vn,im,kHw < ||meim,k = M ||w + ||Vn,im,k - Nim,kHw
< 2a(n)Ma.

Since this is true for all &, by taking the limits it holds that ||V, — Vi ||w < 2a(n)Ms
and hence v, is a Cauchy sequence of probability measures in P,,. By the complete-
ness of P, the sequence v,, will then converge to some v € P,,. We also have that
Ukyip.x — v in By, and since |[Ug, . — iy i ||w < a(k) Mz we also have p;, , — v in
B, finding a converging subsequence as claimed.

Let us consider a finite rank approximation of Ls, defined by

E&,n(ﬂ) = 7TnL5,7rnu7Tn (M)

We now prove that Ls, is a continuous function P, — P,, indeed let p €
P,,v € By, such that u+v € P,, we have

[Lsn(p+v) = Lsn(Wlw < NTnLsm,(uiw)Tn (B + V) = T Ls mnpTn (1) o
< ||7Tn||Bw—>Bw [||L6,7rn(,u+v)7rn(ﬂ + V) - Lé,mluﬂn(ﬂ + V)”w
HLs,muTn (1t + V) = Lo (1) |10
< ImnllBy—Bu L8, ()T (1) + L,y () T (V)

—Ls mpTn (1) — Lo (V)|
Lo, (1 + ) = L e 7on (1) 0]
and
| L6, (1 + ) = Lo ()| < M2 ||
while using (Exi2)

IN

||L6,7rn(u+u)7rn(.u) - Lamﬂn(#)”w SK || mn ||l mnpl s,

L5, () T (V) = Loz (W)l < 2020y

A

hence

L5 (1 + 1) = Lon()llw < MM + MK [Jmnplls + 20| |-
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By assumption 7, P, is bounded in Bg, this shows that ||m,u||s is uniformly
bounded as p ranges in P, and then Ls,(p) is Lipschitz continuous P, — P,.
Note that since P, is a convex set, 7, P, is a finite dimensional convex and bounded
set. Now let us see that this is also a closed set in B,,. We will deduce that it is
compact. Suppose p; € 7, P, C P, is a Cauchy sequence for the B,, norm. Since
P, is complete this will converge to a point w of P,. But m,B,, being a finite
dimensional vector space, is a closed space, then w € 7, B,,. Suppose w = m,(u)
with u € B, since w = m,(mu) = m,(w) and w € P, then w € w,P,. By
this m, P, 1is a closed subspace of B,,. Since m,P, is a bounded, convex and
closed subset of a finite dimensional space, then it is homeomorphic to a closed
disc (see e.g. [14], Corollary 1.1.1). We have that Ly, is continuous on m, P,, and
Lsn(mnPy) C my Py. Then by the Brouwer fixed point theorem there is p,, € 7, Py
such that

Eé,n (Nn) = Hn-

This means that 7, Ls r, u, Tn (tn) = prn, and then by Exil.b we have that for all
n € N, ||unl||ls < M;. As we proved above p, has then a converging subsequence
tn, — [ in the weak norm to some element i € P,,.

Now let us prove that

Ls(fr) = pr.
In fact we have for all £ >0
(9) Lspp= Lsp(f = piny) + Lo p(piny.)-
Since ||t — finy||w — 0, and the operator Ls j is bounded then
L5»ﬂ(:unk> - Léﬂ

in the weak norm. By Ezi2

L6 (ki) = L, (i)l < 6K o= pam [ [ || s
which by Fxzil.b becomes

|[Ls,a(ny,) — Lé,unk () < KT M|t — piny ||
and then
Ls i, (Hny) = Lspt
in the weak norm. Since iy, = Ty, ftn, We also have that

L&,unk (Hn) = Lsnpbing, = LJ,unk (Hng) = Ty, L&,unk (Hny)
and then by ()

a’(nk)”LévN/nk Koy ||'S

||L57Mnk (/’l’nk) - E&"k /’l”ﬂkHw <
< a(ng)MM; — 0.

We then proved that
ﬁé,nkﬂnk — ‘66/1
Since
‘Cinkunk = Hny
then we get
po= klingo Hny = Ls(fr)

proving the invariance of fi.
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Now we are only left to prove that ||f||s < Mi. Since Ls (1) = it this directly
follows from (Exil). O

Theorem [3] gives general, sufficient conditions for the existence of the invariant
probability measure of a self-consistent operator, but it is hard to apply it con-
structively to approximate the invariant measure. Furthermore it does not give
information about the uniqueness.

Now we prove a kind of constructive existence and uniqueness result in the case
of weak coupling. Before stating the result, as a general remark on the uniqueness
of the invariant probability measure we show that when ¢ is small and the operators
Ls,, are statistically stable in some sense, different invariant probability measures
in By, of the associated L£s must be near each other. Indeed, suppose that each
operator of the family Ls, with § > 0 and i € P, has a unique fixed probability
measure in B,, which we denote by f, € P, and suppose there is F' : R — R such
that Vul, Mo € Py

fur = Sl < F(8).

If 4, v € P, are invariant measures for Ls, this implies that u = f, and v = f,.
Then we have

It = vllw = ||fv — f#”w < F(0).
In the case limgs_,o F'(6) = 0 we see that when ¢ is small different invariant measures
of L5 must be near each other. In the following statement we then suppose a strong
stability property (see (Ex:3)) for the invariant measures of the operators L; , as
14 Vary.

Theorem 4. Suppose there is 6 > 0 such that for all 0 < & < § the family Lsu
satisfies (Exil) and (Exi2) uniformly (with the same constants for each such ¢).
Suppose that P, contains some probability measure p with ||p|lw < My (where M
is the constant coming from (Exil)). Suppose that for all 0 <6 <6 and p € P,
with ||p||w < Mu, Ls,, has a unique fized probability measure in P,, which we denote
by f.. Suppose furthermore that the family Ls,, satisfies the following:

Exi3: there is Ko > 1 such that Yu1, po € Py with max(||p1|]w, ||p2]lw) < M

||fM1 - fquw < 5K2||M1 - N2||w'
Then for all 0 < § < min(0, Kiz), there is a unique u € P, such that

Ls(p) = p-
Furthermore p = limg_, o i where uy is any sequence defined inductively in the
following way: let ug be some probability measure in P, with ||po|lw < My, then
p1 18 the fized probability measure of Ls ., ps tn Py; p; s the fized probability
measure of Ls u,_, in P, and so on.

While the assumptions (Ezil), (Fzi2) and the uniqueness of the fixed proba-
bility measure in P, for the family Ls, can be easily verified for a large class of
examples, including families of transfer operators coming from piecewise expanding
maps, the assumption (Ezi3) imposes some stronger requirements on the kind of
systems we can consider when applying this statement.

The assumption (Ezi3) correspond to a Lipschitz quantitative stability for the
fixed points of the operators in the family Ls, when the operators are perturbed
by changing p. This is a strong assumption which is however satisfied for many
interesting systems, as expanding and uniformly hyperbolic or many random ones,
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but it is not satisfied for other systems like piecewise expanding maps for perturba-
tions changing their turning points. We remark that indeed self-consistent transfer
operators arising from piecewise expanding maps show a complicated behavior from
the point of view of the uniqueness of the invariant measure ([44]).

Proof of Theorem[J). Let us consider § such that
(10) 0<d< Kyt
Let us consider some 0 < § < 6. Let fo € P, with ||fo|lw < M. Let f; € P, be

the fixed probability measure of Ls 7, in By, again ||f1||lw < Mi. Now, Ls ;, has a
fixed probability measure which we will denote by fo. We also have || fo||lw < Mj.
By (Ezi3)
11 = fellw < 0K2|[fo = fillw-
Now let us consider the linear operator Ls, ¢,, this operator has a fixed probability
measure f3 € Bs with ||f3]]n < M71. We get

1fs = fallw < K26 f2 = fillw < (K26)%(|fo — fillw-

Continuing as before, this will lead to a new fixed probability measure f4 with
| f1— f3llw < (K20)3|| fo— fi|lw and so on, defining a sequence fi with || fi||w < Mi
and || fr — fe—1]lw < (K28)*7Y|fo— fil|lw- Since (K26)* is summable, fj, is a Cauchy
sequence in P,,.

Since P, is complete this sequence has a limit. Let f := limg_o fx € Poy.
By (Exil), fi is also uniformly bounded in Bs. Now we can prove that Ls(f) =
Ls¢(f) = f. Indeed

Lsg(f) = Lsg(lim fi)
k—oo
= g basti)
because of the continuity of Ls s in the weak norm. Furthermore
i Lsp(fi) = hm Lo (f) = Lo,y (fi) + Logir (fi)
—00 k— oo
= lim Lo (fu) = Lo (f) + fi

because Ls ¢, , (fx) = fi. However, by (Ezi2) there is Ky > 0 such that ||Ls,,, —
Ls || B.— B, < K10||p1 — p2]]w and using this together with (Exzil) we get
16,5 (f5) = Lo, g (f) o K160l f = fo-llwll fells
KM f = fi-allw = O

IN N

Then in the B,, topology
Ls(f) = Jm Ls ¢ (fr) = Jim fi = f.

Regarding the uniqueness, suppose pui1,us € P, are invariant for Ls5. Then
Loy (p1) = pa and Ls y, (p2) = p2. By (Ewil) we have max(||pa ||w, ||p2]lw) < M
and then by (Fxzi3) we have ||u1—po||w < 0Ka||p1—p2||w, implying |1 —p2|lw = 0
because K20 < 1. O

Remark 5. The way the fized point f is found in the previous proof is constructive,
provided we have a mean of finding the invariant measures of the various operators
Ls f. (which is possible in many interesting cases by some suitable finite element
reduction). In this case f can be approzimated by the sequence f, — [ and the proof
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also provides an explicit way to estimate the convergence rate of this sequence, which
is exponential.

4. SELF-CONSISTENT OPERATORS, EXPONENTIAL CONVERGENCE TO
EQUILIBRIUM

Theorems Bl and [ give information about the existence of fixed probability mea-
sures for the self-consistent operators but gives no information on whether they are
attractive fixed points. In this section we address this question, giving general suffi-
cient conditions for this to hold. In the case where the invariant probability measure
is attractive we have that the associated system has convergence to equilibrium in
some sense, since iterates of some initial probability measure will converge to the
invariant one. It is important to estimate the speed of this convergence. In the
case of weak coupling we will show a set of general conditions implying exponential
speed of convergence to equilibrium for self-consistent transfer operators.
Standing assumptions 2. In this section we will consider a setup similar to the
one in the previous section, with strong and weak spaces B, and B,, and a family of
Markov bounded operators Ls,, satistyfing the General Standing assumptions and
the Standing assumptions 1 stated at beginning of Section Bl We will also consider
a stronger space (Bss, || ||ss) with norm satisfying || ||ss > || ||s. We denote by Pss
the set of probability measures in Bys. We will suppose that for all 4 € P, and
0 > 0 the operators Ls, : Bss — Bss are bounded and that P, is a bounded set
for the B,, norm. We will consider furthermore the following assumptions:

Conl The operators Ls , satisfy a common "one step” Lasota Yorke inequality.
There are constants §, B, A1 > 0 with A\; < 1 such that for all f € By,
nweE P, 0<5<6

L5 flls < Mallflls + Bllf -

Con2 The family of operators satisfy an extended (Exi2) property: there is

K > 1 such that for all f € By, u,v € P,, 0< 6 <9
(12) (Lo, — Ls,) (B~ B < 0K [0 —vw
and Vf € B, p,v € Py,
(Lo, — Low) (P Bo—B, < K|t — Vw-

We remark that by (I2), when 6 =0 Ls,, Ls, : Bs — B, are identical
operators for all u,v € B,,. We hence denote this operator as Ly. We also
suppose that for all f € B, v e P,,0<§ <§

(13) (Lo = Lsw)(Fl| .~ o < OK|[V[[w-

Con3 The operator Ly : Bs — B, has convergence to equilibrium: there exists
an > 0 with a, — 0 such that for all n € N and v € V;

(14) IL5 (0)]|w < anllv]]s

where

Vo = {p € Bylu(X) = 0}

3We recall that since p — p(X) is continuous, Vs is closed. Furthermore Yy € Puw, Ls,, (Vs) C
Vs.
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We remark that the assumption (Conl) implies that the family of operators Ls ,
is uniformly bounded when acting on Bs and on B,, as u varies in P,,.

We also remark that the convergence to equilibrium assumption is sometimes
not trivial to be proved in a given system, but it is somehow expected in systems
having some sort of indecomposability and chaotic behavior (for instance some kind
of topological mixing, expansion, hyperbolicity or presence of noise, see also Remark

The following statement estimates the speed of convergence to equilibrium for
self-consistent transfer operators Ls when ¢ is small.

Theorem 6. Let Ls, be a family of Markov operators satisfying the Standing
assumptions 2 (including (Conl), ..., (Con3)) for some & > 0 and that

(15) sup  |[LsullB..—B., < +00.
HEP,,,6<8

Let us consider for all 6 < 5 the self-consistent operator Ls defined as in ([Bl), suppose
that for each such § there is an invariant probability measure ps € Pys for Ls and
suppose that

(16) sup ||ps||ss < 400.
5<6

Then there exists 3 such that 0 < 3 < 6 and there are C,~y > 0 such that for all
neN,0<d<d, ve Py we have

(17) L5 (v) = pslls < Ce™ ||y — ps]ls-

We remark that the convergence speed estimates provided in (7)) are in the
strong norm. These estimates are uniform for § small enough and uniform in v.
We also remark that since there is the strong norm on both sides of the inequality,
(@) is similar to a spectral gap estimate, rather than a convergence to equilibrium
estimate (where the regularity of the measure is estimated in the strong norm and
the convergence is in the weak one, resulting in a weaker estimate).

Before the proof of Theorem [6] we prove several results on the convergence to
equilibrium of a sequential composition of operators in the family Ls . In particular
it will be useful to prove a Lasota Yorke inequality for such a composition.

Lemma 7. Let Ls, be a family of Markov operators satisfying (Conl). Let
U1y eeey b € Py and

(18) L(n) := L5, oLsy, ,©...0 Lsu,
be a sequential composition of operators in such family, then
(19) L) fllw < [1f e
and

B
(20) IS < X0l + 51

Proof. The first inequality is straightforward from (Conl). Let us now prove (20).
We have

1L flls < Mallflls + Bl
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thus
Loz © Lo (s = Ml Lopaflls + Bl Lo fllw
< MUF s+ MBIl + Bllf
< XAlflls + @+ M) B fllw
Continuing the composition we get (20). O

Lemma 8. Let 6 > 0 and let L(n) be a sequential composition of operators Ls,,,, as
in (I8) with i € {1,...,n} and p; € P, satisfying the above Standing assumptions
2 (including (Conl),...,(Con3)). Let Lo be the operator in the family for § = 0
as defined in (Con2). Since Py, is bounded, let us denote by Q := sup,cp, ||1tl]w-
Then there is C' > 0 such that Vg € Bs,Yn >0

B
(21) 1L(n)g = Logllw < 0QK(Cllglls + ny—llgllw)-

where B is the second coefficient of the Lasota Yorke inequality (I1).

Proof. To shorten notation let us denote for i € {1,...,n}, L; := Ls,,. By (Con2),
equation ([I3]) we get

1Log = Ligllw < 6K||ujllwllglls < QKT|glls-
The case n = 1 of ([21)) directly follows from ([I3]). Let us now suppose inductively

. B
I = g = L§ g1l < 6QK (Caallgll + (0 = D=5 llgll)
then
1LaL(n=1)g = Lgglle < |ILnL(n—1)g = LoLg™ g+ LnLg™"g = Ligllw
< ZaL(n = 1)g = Lo Ly gllw + [1LnLg ™" g = Ligllw
B ne
< QK (Caaliglls + (= D) 3—5-llgllw) +[I[Ln = Lol(L5 ™ 9l
< OQK(Crallglls + (n = D 3—llgllw) + 0QKIILg ™ glls
B
< QK (Cp-llglls + (n = 1) —1lglw)
1-XM\
n—1 B
FOQK (A lglls + —Il9llw)
1—X)
. B
< OQE[(Cor + AT Dllglls) + 1y 3, llgllo)-
The statement follows from the observation that continuing the composition, C,
remains being bounded by the sum of a geometric series. O

Next statement is inspired by the methods developed in [I8] and allows to esti-
mate the speed of convergence to equilibrium of a sequential composition of linear
operators satisfying the Standing assumptions 2 (including (Conl),...,(Con3)). The
statement is in some sense homologous to Proposition 2.7 in [11].

Proposition 9. Let us consider § > 0 and a family of operators Ls,,, satisfying the
Standing assumptions 2 (including (Conl),...,(Con3)). Let us consider a sequential
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composition L(n) as above. Let us fit ny > 0 and consider the 2 x 2 matriz M
defined by

)\nl B
M = ! 1= .
( IQKC + an, 6QKn1% >
Under the previous assumptions for any g € V5 the following holds:
(i) for all integer i > 0 the norms of the iterates L(in1)g are bounded by

( L)l > < < lglls > |
IIL(in1)gl]w gl
Here < indicates the componentwise < relation (both coordinates are less or equal).
(ii) Let p be the mazimum eigenvalue of MT, with eigenvector Z . Suppose
a,b>0 and a+b =1, let us define the (a,b) balanced-norm as
9/l (a.py = allglls + bllg]lw-
In this case we have

(22) I1L(in1)gll(ap) < 21191l (a,p)-

Furthermore, the situation in which p < 1, a,b > 0 can be achieved if ny is big
enough and 0 small enough. More precisely, fizing n1 large enough we have that
p = p(0) can be seen as a function of 5. There is some 51 < 1 such that

(23) pr = sup p(9) < 1
§<41

and there is a positive eigenvector of p(d) for § < d7.
As a consequence we also have

I|L(in1)glls < (1/a)p’||glls,
and ‘
[L(in1)gllw < (1/0)p"|gls-

For the proof of Proposition [d the following lemma will be useful

Lemma 10. Let us consider real sequences an, by, such that a, >0, b, > 0 for all
n €N and ayn,b, — 0, real numbers §, A, B,C > 0 and a real matriz of the form

b, O0B-+a,
A onC' '
Then there isny >0, 8 >0 and 0 < 5 < 1 such that for all 0 < 6 < 6 the matriz
b, 0B+ an,
A on,C
has largest eigenvalue p such that 0 < p <P and an associated eigenvector (a,b),
such that a,b > 0.

Proof. Fixing n and letting § — 0, the matrix < ljzlz cLOn

>, has maximum right

1 2
cigenvalue 3b, + 31/b2 +4Aa, with eigenvector ( 24 (bn + 1bn +4Aan) ) '

Now if we take n; big enough we can let 0 < %bm + %\/b,%l +4Aa,, < 1 and
then for sufficiently small ¢ the statement holds. O
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Now we are ready to prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition[d. For the proof of (i): let us consider n; > 0 and g € Vi and
let us denote g; = L(in1)go. By Lemma [7] we have

n B
(24) lgitalls < AT Mlgills + ——M1gillw-
1-XN
By Lemma [§] assumption (Con3) and ([[4) we get
" B
gitallew <IILo" gillw + QK (Cllgills + n1——I1gillw)
1-X\
(25) -
< anllgills + 0QE(Cllgills + mag—3-lIgillw)-

Compacting [24) and (28) into a vector notation, setting v; = ( ||||5Z||||S > we
7] |w

get

26 = AT % M
(26) Vit1 = < JQKC +an, QKni5- >”Z -

We remark that the matrix M does not depend on gy and depend on the oper-
ators in the family L ,, composing the sequential composition L(n) only by their
common coefficients A1, an,, K, B coming from the assumptions (Conl), ..., (Con3).
Furthermore, since M is positive, v1 < vo implies Mv; < Mwvs. Hence the inequal-
ity can be iterated and we have

141 j MU(),UQ j le j MQ’U()...

proving (i). To prove (ii) let us consider the (a,b) balanced-norm: [[g|[(ap) =
allglls + b||g||w- The statement (i) implies

IL(in)gollasy = (a,b)~< llgills)

lgill
< Gpear (ol ),
< [((a,b) - MY ( ol ) |
< (M7 (a,b)")" ( ||||gg§||||i )
< o (el ).

hence _

IL(in1)goll(ap) < p'lg0ll(a.b)
proving (ii). The remaining part of the statement is a direct consequence of Lemma
LLO O

We are ready to prove the main statement of this section.

Proof of Theorem[@. We need to estimate ||L}(v) — us|ls. Let us denote by vy,
the sequence of probability measures where 1 = v and v,, = Ls,, _,Vp—1. The
sequence L (v) can be seen as a sequential composition

L5 (v) = L(n)(v)
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where using the same notations as in (Ig])
L(n)=Ls,, oLsy, ,0..0Lsy,.

We remark that by the assumptions, ||Ls,., || 5, — B, are uniformly bounded. Let us
estimate this by

27) (L) (v) = L5 (ps)lls < |[L(n)(v) = L(n)(ps)lls + [1L(n)(1s) = L5 ()]s

Since our operators satisty (Conl),...,(Con3) and v — us € V we can estimate

(28) IL(n)(v) = L(n)(ps)lls = [[L(n) (v = ps)l[s

using Proposition @

Let n1, 01, p1 and || [|(4,5) the parameters and the norm found applying Proposi-
tion [ (see in particular (23))) to (28]). Let us consider § < §;. We remark that the
norm || |[ (4,5 also depends on 0.

To simplify notations let us define a general constant that will be used in the
estimates. Let

Ms :=max(1 + B, ||us|ss; sup [|LsullB..~B.., sup [|LsullB.~B.)
HE Py HE Py
and
M, = sup (Ms).
§<6

By the assumptions (I5)), (I6) we have that M; < co. To find § < §; satisfying
our statement we are going to impose a further condition to the parameter § which
is again satisfied for  small enough. Let us state this condition: let us define for
all n > 0, by induction the following sequence

(29) Co=1, C, =M{Cp_1.
Let

(30) My := KCpyny (KM; +1)™.
Now let us fix d > 0 such that

(31) p2 = (p1 +0Ms) < 1.

We now see why this condition is sufficient for our statement to hold. We have
indeed
[[L(n)(us) — L5 ()ll@p) = NLown--Lowits — L s (16)]|(ap)
< Loy Lo s = Lo s Lis 1L 5| (ab)
L s Lo Lo tts — L s (125)] (a,p) -
4The proof is quite technical. We are going to explain its idea informally to help the reader

to understand the motivation of various estimates: by Proposition [@ we get that ||L(n)(v) —
L(n)(us)lls decreases exponentially in n. The remaining term ||L(n)(us) — Lg , (1s)|ls is small

when § is small and vy, ..., v, are close to pg because the operators involved in the composition
L(n) are all near to Ls -
The idea is to use the balanced norm || [|(4,3) to estimate || ||s, and exploit the fact that after ni

iterates [|L(n1)(v) — L(n1)(p6)|(a,b) is contracted by a certain factor p1 < 1.
If we prove that § can be made small enough so that ||L(n1)(ps) — L?Lé (#8)|l(a,b) is not relevant,
then we have that also ||L(n1)(v) = L5* (16)|l(a,p) is contracted. Hence continuing the iteration we

have an exponential decrease of this norm, which implies exponential decrease of the || ||s norm.
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We recall that by (Con2)
(Lsvi = Lo, ) (@)l (a,p) al (Lo = Lo w; ) (@)l lw + 0l (Lo = Loy )(@)]]s
adK|[vi — vjllwllwlls + bOK||vi = vjlfw||w]]ss

0K |[vi = vjllwl|wl]ss-

IN N

Suppose inductively that

(32) ||L5,un,1---La,ulué—L:{;;(Mé)”(a,b) < OKCh_1(||vn—1—ps||w+-- |1 —p1s||w)

(where C), > 1 as defined in (29)) then

L6, Lswn s L ths — Lo s Lo,y Lo tisllapy < OK||vn — psllwl|Lsp,_y Lo pis]|ss

< OMPKllvn = pisl|w

and

W Lspis Loy Lo 5= L3 s (16) (@0 < 16105y 1 D601 -+ Lo s =L 1r (185) | (a,0)
and by (32)

L6 5+ Lo, 6 =L s (118) 1 asb) < N[ Lo,pus | (a,6) 0 K Cromr ([[vn—1 = prs |t 1 — 6] )
putting the two estimates together

L6, Lowitts — L s (1)l (ap) < OMTK||vn — pis]|w

+5M1Kcn71(||ynfl - ,U'5||w + ...+ ||V1 - ,U‘5||1U)
< OMPKCha(llvn = psllw + [[vn-1 = psllw + -

ot [l = ps]lw)
< SKCu(llvn — psllw + lvn—1 = psllw + - + [[v1 — ps]|w)-
Now we find a coarse estimate for ||vn, — 1s]]w, [|Vna—1 — ts||ws - [[V1 — 126w

which will be sufficient for our purposes. Recalling that v,, = Ls,, _,vn—1 we have

||Vn - /1*5||w < ||L57Vn71y7l—1 - L&,pgﬂ&“w
< ||L5,Vn71anl - L5,vn71,“5||w + ||L6>Vn71u5 - Lé,,ua,“zY”w

then
||L5,vn71.U5 - L5,;L5.U5||w < 5K||Vn71 - /L5||w ||/L5||s
||L5,vn71yn—l - L5,Vn71/‘5||w < |Wn-1 = psllw
and
ln —wsllw < vn—1 — psllw(OK [|pslls + 1)
S ||Vn—1_ﬂ5||w(6KMl+1)
and then

max(|[vn = psllws V-1 = psllw, - [[11 = psllw) < v — ps|lw (0K My +1)".
Finally we have an estimate for |[Ls,,,,...Lsv, pts — L, (145)|[ (a.p) :
||L5,Vn---L5,V1,U6 - Lh(ua)ll(a,b) < 5Kcnn||7/ - /L5||w(5KM1 + 1)n-
Now the main estimates are ready. Let us apply Proposition[d to ([28]). We get
IL(n1)(v) = L(na) (ps)ll@py = [1L(n1)(1s =)l (o)
< pulles = vlliaw
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with p; < 1 and then

(33) |[L(n1)(v) — Ly, (r)llapy < NL(na)(v) — L(n1)(16) ] (a,b)
(34) HI[L(n1)(ps) — L (16l a,b)
< pullps = vl
(35) +OK Cpyna| v — ps||w (0K My 4 1)™
(36) (s = V)| (ap) (p1 + 0K Cpymy (K My + 1))

IN A

(37) 1(15 = V)|l (a,b) (p1 + O M2)
where My is defined as in ([B0). But by 31
(38) pa = (p1 +0Ms) < 1.
Taking 6 < $ we hence get that for all 7> 1
1L (in1)(v) = L% (15)l(apy < 511 (15 — )|l (et
proving the statement. O

Remark 11. We remark that if in the previous proof instead of considering ([21)
we considered the estimate

IL(n)(v) = L5 (us)lls

IL(n)(v) = L5 5 (5]
IL(n) (V) = L5 s W)l s + 11165 () = L5 5 (15) s

we would have a much easier estimate for the summand

L5 115 () = L5 s (16l | s = 1L s (v = p15)s
but estimating ||L(n)(v) — Lg ,,(v)||s by our assumptions (Conl), ..., (Con3) would

involve a term of the kind ||v||ss, which would result in a weaker final statement.

IN

5. STATISTICAL STABILITY AND LINEAR RESPONSE FOR NONLINEAR
PERTURBATIONS

The concept of Linear Response intends to quantify the response of the statistical
properties of the system when it is submitted to a certain infinitesimal perturbation.
This will be measured in some sense by the derivative of the invariant measure of
the system with respect to the perturbation. Let (Ls)s>0 be a one parameter family
of transfer operators associated with a family of perturbations of an initial operator
Lo, with strength §, and let us suppose that us is the unique invariant probability
measure of the operator Ls in a certain space Bss. The linear response of the
invariant measure of £y under the given perturbation is defined by the limit

(39) jo = lim 22—

The topology where this convergence takes place may depend on the system and
on the kind of perturbation applied. The linear response to the perturbation hence
represents the first order term of the response of a system to a perturbation and
when it holds, a linear response formula can be written: ps = uo + 10 + 0(d), which
is valid in some weaker or stronger sense.

We remark that given an observable function ¢ : X — R if the convergence in
[B9) is strong enough with respect to the regularity of ¢ we get

(40) 1imf6d“5‘f6d“°:/cdu
d—0 )
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showing how the linear response of the invariant measure controls the behavior of
observable averages. For instance the convergence in ([@Q) hold when ¢ € L* and
the convergence of the linear response is in L'.

Linear response results in the context of deterministic dynamics have been ob-
tained first in the case of uniformly hyperbolic systems in [39]. Nowadays linear
response results are known for many other kinds of systems outside the uniformly
hyperbolic case and also in the random case (see [3] for a survey mostly related to
deterministic systems and the introduction of [15] for an overview of the mathe-
matical results in the random case).

In the case of coupled hyperbolic map lattices with short range interaction,
results on the smooth dependence of the SRB measure were obtained in [24], [25].
In the case of all-to-all coupled maps with mean field interaction and hence in the
context of the present paper, linear response results were shown in [41]. Still in
the context of all-to-all coupled maps, the works [45] and [46] show numerical
evidence of the fact that it is possible for a network of coupled maps to exhibit
linear response, even if its units do not.

The interest of the study of the self consistent transfer operators in a weak

coupling regime motivates the study of the response to nonlinear perturbations of
linear operators. In this section we prove some stability and linear response results
for the invariant measures of a family Ls of such operators in the limit § — 0 in
the case where the limit operator Ly is linear. We remark that in [40] an abstract
result is proved which can be also applied to the linear response of fixed points of
nonlinear operators under suitable perturbations.
Standing assumptions 3. In this section we consider the following general setting
similar to the one considered in [15] (see also [16] and [27]) for families of linear
operators and independent of the standing assumptions from the previous sections.
Let X be a compact metric space. In the following we consider three normed vector
subspaces of SM(X), the spaces (Bss, || |lss) € (Bs, || lls) € (Buw, || [lw) € SM(X)
with norms satisfying

Il < AFlEs < A1 flss-

We remark that, a priori, some of these spaces can be taken equal. Their actual
choice depends on the type of system and perturbation under study. Again, we
will assume that the linear form p — p(X) is continuous on B;, for i € {ss, s, w}.
Since we will mainly consider positive, integral preserving operators acting on these
spaces, the following closed invariant spaces Vi3 C Vs C V,, of zero average mea-
sures defined as:

Vi:={p € Bilu(X) = 0}
where i € {ss,s,w}, will play an important role (we recall that V; was already
considered in (Con3)).
Let us consider a family of functions Ls : B; — B;, with § € [O,g). Ls will be

called a family of "nonlinear” Markov operators if:

e cach L; preserves positive measures,
e for all p € SM(X) it holds [Ls(p)](X) = u(X).

The following is a ”statistical stability” statement for a suitable family of such
operators, showing sufficient conditions under which the invariant probability mea-
sures of these operators are stable under small perturbations of the operators.
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Theorem 12. Let L5 : B; — B; with § € [0,3) be a family of “nonlinear” Markov
operators. Suppose that Lo : Bs — Bs is linear and bounded. Suppose that for all
b€ [0,3) there is a probability measure hs € Bgs such that Lshs = hs. Suppose
furthermore that:

(SS1) (regularity bounds) there is M > 0 such that for all § € [0,0)
[hsllss < M.
(SS2) (convergence to equilibrium for the unperturbed operator) There is a se-
quence ap > 0 with a, — 0 such that for all g € Vg
1£69lls < anllgllss-
(SS3) (small perturbation) Let Bapy = {a € B, ||z||ss < 2M}. There is K > 0

such that and Lo — L5 : Bapy — By is K-Lipschitz.
Then
lim ||hs — holls = 0.
§—0

Remark 13. The convergence to equilibrium assumption in (SS2) is required only
for the unperturbed operator Ly, which is a linear operator. We also remark that
under this assumption hg is the unique invariant probability measure of Ly in Bgs.
Proof. Let us estimate ||hs — hol|s exploiting Lshs = hs in the following way:

[hs = holls < [[£5hs — LGholls

< [1£8hs — LGhslls + [1£5hs — LG holls-
Since hg, ho are probability measures, hs—hg € Vs and by (SS1), ||[hs—hollss < 2M,
then because of the assumption (552) we have
[1£6hs — Liholls < Q(n)
with Q(n) = 2a, M — 0 (not depending on ¢). This implies
1hs — holls < [£5hs — LGhsls + Q(n).

To estimate ||[L3¥hs — L§hs||s we rewrite the sum L£f — L7 telescopically so that

(L5 = Lohs = D> Ly M(Ls — Lo)Ly " hs

k=1

= > Ly *(Ls - Lo)hs
k=1
(note that only the linearity of Ly is used here). The assumption that ||hs|ss <
M, together with the small perturbation assumption (553) implies that ||(Ls —
Lo)hs||ls < SKM as § — 0. Thus

(41) [hs — holls < Q(n) +nMa(n)[0 K M]

where Ms(n) = max;<n (1, ||£o||’s,_, 5. )- Choosing first n big enough to let Q(n) be
close to 0 and then ¢ small enough we can make nMs(n)[0 K M| as small as wanted,
proving the statement. O

We now show a general result about the linear response of fixed points of Markov
operators under suitable nonlinear perturbations, the result will be applied to self-
consistent transfer operators in the following sections.
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Theorem 14 (Linear Response). Let L5 : Bs — B L5 : Bss — Bgs with 0 € [0,3)

be a family of nonlinear Markov operators. Suppose that Ly is linear and bounded

: B; = B; fori € {w,s,ss}. Suppose that the family satisfy (SS1),(S52),(553).

Suppose furthermore that the family L5 satisfy

(LR1) (resolvent of the unperturbed operator) (Id—Lo)™* := 32 L is a bounded
operator Vy, — V.

(LR2) (small perturbation and derivative operator) Let Bay = {x € By, ||z||s <
2M?}. There is K > 0 such that Lo — Ls : Baoy — By, is K§-Lipschitz.
Furthermore, there is Lhg € Vi, such that

(Ls — Lo)

(42) lim ho — Lho

§—0

=0.

w

Then we have the following Linear Response formula

(43) Jim || =0 (Id — Lo)~"Lho
6—0

=0.

w

Remark 15. The assumption (LR1) on the existence of the resolvent is asked only
for the unperturbed transfer operator, which is linear. This allows a large class of
perturbations. In many systems this assumption will result from the presence of a
spectral gap (compactness or quasi-compactness of Lo acting on By, ).

Proof of Theorem[Ij} By Theorem [I2 we have
(44) lim ||hs — hol|s = 0.
6—0

Let us now consider (Id — EO)_l as a continuous linear operator V,, — V.
Remark that since Lhy € V,,, the resolvent can be computed at Lhy. By using that
hg and hs are fixed points of their respective operators we obtain that

hs—he 1
(Id — £4)=2 5 0 = 5(Ls — Lo)hs.

Since the operators preserve probability measures, (Ls — Lg)hs € V4. By applying
the resolvent to both sides

hs —h -
(Fd — £o) M (Td — £6) 2210 = ud_zMAEiFéwé
— (Id—ﬁo)”#ho
Ls—L Ls—L
+(Id— Lo)™ ] 65 Ohs — 66 % o]

we obtain that the left hand side is equal to %(h(; — hg). Moreover, with respect
to the right hand side we observe that, applying assumption (LR2) eventually, as
0—0

Ls— Lo Ls— Lo
i )

which goes to zero thanks to Theorem Thus considering the limit § — 0 we are
left with

H(Id— £o)~"] < ITd = £0) v v K s — holls

w

hs — ho

lim = (Id — Lo)"*Lho.
6—0

converging in the || - ||, norm, which proves our claim. O
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In Sections 3] and [] we considered nonlinear self-consistent transfer operators of
the type
Ls(p) = Lsu(p)
for p € A C P,. These functions are positive and integral preserving. In many
cases these functions can be extended to nonlinear Markov operators B; — B; for
i € {w, s,ss} and the above statistical stability theorems can be applied, as it will
be shown in the next sections.

6. MEAN FIELD COUPLED CONTINUOUS MAPS

We show the flexibility of Theorem [B] proving the existence of an invariant prob-
ability measure in the general case of continuous maps interacting by a Lipschitz
coupling function h. In the following we denote by || ||1;p the Lipschitz norm,
defined by

l9llzip = maX(IIQIIOO’m’S;E%I i)
for g: S* = R.

Proposition 16. Let us consider a system of mean field coupled maps as described
in Section[d with a map Ty € CO(S* — SY), h € Lip(S'xS' = R) and § >0, then
there is u € PM(S') such that

Ls(p) = p

Proof. Let us consider the space of signed Borel measures SM(S'). We consider
two different norms on this space. || ||w, || ||s defined by

el = sup /g dp
geLip(S'—=R),||gl|Lip<1

and ||u||s = pt(SY) +p~(S') where u* are the positive and negative parts of u (the
total variation norm). We apply Theorem Bl with (SM(S'), || ||w), (SM(SY), || ||s)
as a weak and strong space. We remark that by Prokhorov’s theorem, P, is
complete when considered with the || ||,, norm.

Now let us define a projection 7, as requested by Theorem [8l Let us consider
n € N and divide S' into n equal intervals Iy, ..., I,,, with I; = [x;,7;11). Let
us consider a partition of unity {¢1,...,¢,} made of continuous piecewise linear
functions ¢; which are affine on each interval of the partition, such that ¢;(x;41) =1
and they are supported on I; mod(n) U lit1 mod(n) (hat functions). Let us consider
the projection 7, : SM(S') — SM(S') defined by

To() =D Gaiys / ¢ dy

i<n
we have that this projection is linear, preserves probability measures, and ||m, (@)|]s <
Neellss 1mn ()] < ||g]|w (the first inequality is straightforward, for the second see
[21, Proposition 9.4] Proposition 9.44). Since, by the definition of ,, for each in-
terval I, the part of the measure p which is contained in I, is transported to the

5The idea of the proof is the following. We consider p with ||u||w < 1 and prove ||mnu||w < 1.
For this we first remark that by the way the discretization is constructed, for each function g such
that [|g||Lip <1 and § is affine on each interval I, we have [ gdu = [ gdmnp < 1. Then consider
a generic Lipschitz function g with [|g||rip < 1 and note that there is a function § affine on each
interval I such that ||g||rip < 1 and [ gdmnp = [ gdmnp and then [ gdmpp < 1.
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endpoints of the interval {z;,z;41} and hence at a distance < 1 we get (see [21]
Proposition 9.4], proof of Proposition 9.5 for the details)

1
(45) |70 (1) — pllw < Ellulls-

Each invariant probability measure p for each L, is such that ||p||s < 1. The
same can be said for the finite dimensional reduced operator m,Ls ,,Tyn, hence
Exil, Exil.b are satisfied.

To verify Fxi2 we have to verify that

(46) L6 = Lol itl lw < OK ||l = pr2 ]
we remark that since h is K Lipschitz, for all 2 € S!
B, (0) = Bsale)] = 5 [ haw) dr sl
< O6K|pn = p2flw-
Hence
L5 = Lopolillw = [[Las 0, = Las | Ll
< Sup [, () = D0 ()] 1Ll
[S
< K|l — pallwl [ Lrplls
< K|l = p2llwllplls

leading to
We can then apply Theorem[3] leading to the existence of an invariant probability
measure for Ls. O

Remark 17. For simplicity the statement is proved for maps on S'. It seems that
the statement can be generalized with the same idea to maps on compact metric
spaces for which there is a sequence of Lipschitz partitions of unity, which can be
used to define suitable projections w, on combinations of delta measures placed on
some sequences of € — nets covering the space.

Remark 18. In the introduction we described this statement as a kind of Krilov-
Bogoliubov theorem for mean field coupled maps. This similarity is restricted to
the fact that we get a general statement about invariant measures and continuous
maps. Our statement allows to find a fixed probability measure for the self-consistent
transfer operator Ls associated to the coupled system, and not an invariant measure
for a continuous map on a compact metric space.

We remark that finding such a fized probability measure for the self-consistent
transfer operator Ls associated to the system (which is a measure on S') is not
equivalent to the problem of finding invariant measures for the global system (X, T)
associated to a network of coupled maps as defined in Section[2. These are mea-
sures on (SYYM which could be equipped with the product c—algebra. In this case
the system (X, T) can also have invariant measures which are product of differ-
ent measures on S*. For a trivial example let us think about the uncoupled system
(SY,T,8,h) where T is the doubling map and § = 0. In this case, an invariant
measure is given by the product of the Lebesgue measure on some set of coordinates
and the delta measure placed in 0 (which is a fized point for T) in all the other
coordinates.
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7. COUPLED EXPANDING CIRCLE MAPS

In this section we consider self-consistent operators modeling a network of all to
all coupled expanding maps, we will prove the existence of an absolutely continu-
ous invariant measure and exponential convergence to equilibrium for this kind of
systems. Similar results appeared in [33] where the rigorous study of maps coupled
by mean field interaction was started and in [7], [4I] in a more general setting.
We will also consider the zero-coupling limit and the related linear response. We
show that the transfer operators in this limit satisfy the assumptions of our general
theorems considering as a strong and weak spaces suitable Sobolev spaces W1 (S!)
of measures having a density whose k-th derivative is in L!(S!).

Let k> 1and Ty € C*(S*,S!) be anonsingular mapf] of the circle. Let us denote
the transfer operator associated with Ty by L. We recall that the transfer operator
associated with a map can be defined on signed measures by the pushforward of
the map, however when the map is nonsingular, this operator preserves measures
having a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure, L'(S!,R) and then with
a small abuse of notation, identifying a measure p with its density h, = j—ffl with
respect to the Lebesgue measure m, the same operator can be also considered as
Lz, : LY(SY,R) — LY(S',R). In this case, given any density ¢ € L!(S',R) the
action of the operator on the density can then be described by the explicit formula

P(y)
[Lo(®)(x) == > TN
o IT5(y)]

yeT, (z

Given h € C*(S' x SL,R), § > 0 and (a probability density) ¢ € L*(S!,R),
coherently with Section 2] we define @, : S* — S! as

Py (z) = + 751 (0 /Sl h(z,y)¢(y)dy).

We will always consider ¢ small enough such that @5, is a diffeomorphism. Denote
by Qs the transfer operator associated with @5 ,,,defined as

3(®5,(x))

(47) [Qs,4(9)](x) = [, (@, L@)]

for any ¢ € L'(S', R).
We will consider expanding maps Ty : S' — S satisfying the following assump-
tions:
(1) Ty € CG,
(2) there is o < 1 such that Va € S, |T}(z)| > o™t > 1.

Definition 19. A set Apr 1 of expanding maps is called a uniform family with pa-
rameters M > 0 and L > 1 if it satisfies uniformly the expansiveness and reqularity
condition: VT € A,

IT|lce <M, inf |T'(z)| > L.
zeS!
6A nonsingular map 7' is a map such that for any Lebesgue measurable set A we have m(A) =

0 <= m(T~'(A)) = 0, where m is the Lebesgue measure. If T is nonsingular its associated
pushforward map induces a function L'(S',R) — L' (S',R).
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It is well known that the transfer operator associated with a smooth expand-
ing map has spectral gap and it is quasicompact when acting on suitable Sobolev
spaces (see e.g.[27]). In the following we recall some particularly important related
estimates we will use in this paper. We start by recalling the fact that such transfer
operators satisfy some one step Lasota Yorke inequalities over these Sobolev spaces
(see [15], Lemma 29 and its proof). This will be useful when applying the results
of Section [

Lemma 20. Let Ay 1 be a uniform family of expanding maps, the transfer opera-
tors Lt associated with a map T' € A1, satisfy a uniform Lasota- Yorke inequality
on WFI(SY): let a:= L™ < 1. For all 1 < k <5 there are, Ay, By >0 such that
foralln>0,T € AL

(48) L7 S lwre-2a Al fllwi-1a
(49) L7 fllwea o™ fllwea + Bl fllwns-11.

From this result, it is classically deduced that the transfer operator Ly of a C®
expanding map T is quasi-compact on each W*1(S1), with 1 < k < 5. Furthermore,

by the topological transitivity of expanding maps, 1 is the only eigenvalue on the
unit circle and this implies the following result. (see |[I5] Proposition 30).

<
<

Proposition 21. For all T € A1, there are C >0 and p € (0,1) such that for
all

g€ Vi :={gecWhlS!) st. / g dm =0}
St

with 1 < k <5 andn >0 it holds

1L7gllwea < Cp"llgllwre.s.
In particular, the resolvent R(1,L) := (Id — Ly)™' = Y ;2 L% is a well-defined
and bounded operator on V.

Now we recall some estimates relative to small perturbations of expanding maps
and their associated transfer operators. These will be useful to apply our general
framework to self-consistent transfer operators representing a family of coupled ex-
panding maps. The estimates will be useful to check that the assumptions of our
general theorems are satisfied. We will again identify absolutely continuous mea-
sures with their densities and consider the spaces W31(S1),..., L1(S!) as strongest,
strong and weak space.

Proposition 22. If Ly and Ly are transfer operators associated with erpanding
maps Ty and Ty, then there is a C € R such that Vk € {1,2,3}, Vf € Wh1:

(50) |(L1 = Lo) fllws-11 < Cl[Ty = Tollcn+=[ fllw.1-

Proof. In the case k = 1 the proof of this statement can be found for example in
[16], Proposition 26. When k = 2 we have to prove that

(51) (L1 = Lo)f) [Izr < C||Ty = Tolcal| fllwzn
we have the well known formula (see [16] Equation 3) valid for ¢ € {0,1}

62) ) = (78 ) - 1 (e )
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By (B2) we have
1 1
Li—L ! Li=F)-Lo( =1
1 — L)Y, < H (z7) O(Téf)l

ol (@) - (el

Considering each summand and applying the statement for the case k = 1 we

get
1 1
)3
= @) (@),

1 1,
H“ <if ) Lo <Tof )
() - (77)
0 0

1
< 11Ty = Tllosallf I+ 1Ty~ TollesC | 7.7

1

1

W11
1
< B = Tollos M+ € 5| 17w
ollot
for some constant K7 > 0. Similarly
T// T T// T
Ly (—/1 f)— ( f) < ’Ll <—/1 f>— ( f)
H (T7)? (15)*" ) 1ly (T1)? (Tp)?
T// T//
o () ()
|+ () - = (i
Ty Ty
< g £l
’(TJ" (T6)? [l
T//
T - T0||C4OH o
W1i,1
Ty
< ||T1—To||c4[K2||f||1+6cH—,2 11w
(To)? Il
for some constant Ks > 0. Proving the statement. We remark that H%’ )
0)*lle

involves the third derivative of Tj.
When k = 3 we have to prove that

(53) (L1 = Lo) /)"y < ClITy = Tolles |1 fllws.»

taking a further derivative in (B2)) for a transfer operator L; we get

'y =(u(7)) - (= (757))
(2:(57)) = w(mEm) -0 (5 @f’))

T
- b(mmr ) -
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() = (i) ()
(s ) ()

and the proof can be concluded as before. O

Now we can prove that the self-consistent transfer operator associated with a
family of coupled expanding maps has a regular invariant measure. We remark that
since expanding maps are continuous, the mere existence for an invariant measure
for these systems can be obtained by Proposition[I6l In the following result we prove
the existence in of such measure in a space of measures having a smooth density.
Let us consider the expanding map Ty and denote with Lz, its transfer operator,
consider § > 0 and a coupling function h € C®(S! xS — R), consider the extended
system (St, Ty, d, h) in which these maps are coupled by h as explained in Section
and the associated self-consistent transfer operator L5 : L'(S',R) — L'(S',R)

(54) Ls(9) = Qs,46(L1,(9))

as defined at (Bl). We show that this transfer operator has under suitable assump-
tions a fixed probability density in W?! which is unique when ¢ is small enough.

Proposition 23 (Existence and uniqueness of the invariant measure). Let Tp, h, §
and Ls as above. Suppose § is such that the set . UP {®s5,40T0} C A, 1 is contained
e w

in a uniform family of expanding maps with parameters M, L (see Definition [19).
Then there is at least one probability density fs € W51 such that

Ls(fs) = fs-
For every such invariant measure, || fs||ws1 < C(M, L) (the W5 norm is bonded
by a constant only depending on M and L).
Furthermore we have the uniqueness in the weak coupling regime. There is 0
such that for each 6 <0 , L5 has unique invariant measure in L.

Before the proof of this proposition we need to collect some further preliminary
result.

First we prove a one-step Lasota-Yorke inequality for the bounded variation
norm for expanding maps. This result is surely known to the experts. We prove it
for completeness.

Proposition 24. Let T be an expanding map of the circle. Let ¢ a bounded vari-
ation density. Then

1

T//
65 Varlle) < g Var(@) + sl [ 16 dm.

Proof. Let us suppose T of degree n and let us consider yi,...,yx € S'. Suppose
I; = [yi,yi+1] (where the indices are considered modulo k). Suppose T 1(I;) =
Ui<j<ndji and denote Jj; = [l;;,7;:] (the left and right endpoints). Given a
function ¢ : S' — R, let us denote by

U(¢7 Il) = |¢(yz mod(k)) - ¢(yi+1 mod(k))|'

We estimate Var(Lyp[¢]). We have Var(Lr[¢]) < S5, v(L[4], I).
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We have that
v(L[¢], 1;) = |L[¢] (yi mod(k)) = LA (Yit1 mod(k))l
= J i) P(r,i)

|Z T'(I;5) T (r Z)'

'i T z T 1 (T z)
| 8 Jq _ J |_|_| J _ Js |
jzzl T (1) Z T( T'(rji)

1 - (rj,i) P(rj.i)
leSI(TI)|le ( TJZ|+|ZT T(T]Z)|'
The second summand can be bounded by remarking that by Lagrange theorem
there is &;; € J;; such that

- = |28 )
T (154) T(TJ,) (T'(&))2

IN

IN

Then

n T]7 . (T‘j)i) - . 1 . 1
|le Tj 1)| S ];M)( Jvl)HT/(l_ ) T/(Tj,i)|

IA
[]=
©
—~
33
..
-
P
3
3
N
z
N~—
=
S
<

IA
wn
o
S
P
Iy
7
S~—
i M:
Y
—~
Sﬁ
—
5
|
<

Finally we have
k n

k

> vlLlel L) < me81 = |]
k n ”é'

1nfgl (1) ZZU ¢, Jii) + sup| (T’ 5: 2|ZZ|¢ riillrsi — Ul

Z:lj:l =1 j=1

- (&))?

//

&
i) = 9l + 5P [ ey |Z|¢ (rji)llrii = L.l
1

We remark that when the subdivision Jj ; is fine enough Ele iy lo(rg)llrgi—

liil <2 [ ¢ dm and S > i1 v(#, Jji) < Var(¢). This leads directly to the
result. 0

The following Lemma is about the nowadays well known statistical stability of
expanding maps (see e.g. [16] Section 4 and Section 7.4. for more details).

Lemma 25. Given a uniform set of expanding maps A, there is K > 1 such
that it holds

I[f1 = follor < K||Th — Ta|cs
for all Ty, To € Aprp having fi, f2 € W5 as absolutely continuous invariant
densities.

Now we estimate how the transfer operator Qs changes when changing 1. This
will allow to apply Lemma in the proof of Proposition [4
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Lemma 26. If Ty, h € C* there are K1 > 1 such that for all 1, ¢ € L'

@59 — Psgllcr < OK1l|Y — [
[|[ @55 0 To — P50 Tollex < K[|y — |1

Proof. We have that ®;4(z) = z 4+ 7(6 [, h(z,y)¢(y)dy) and Ps54(z) = z +
7(8 Jou h(z,y)o(y)dy), hence when § and |[¢) — ¢||1 are small enough

B10(0) = ool = lo+76 [ Baa)ot)dn) o+ [ han)o)ds)

|5/Sl Wz, y)[b(y) — o(y)ldy| < 6l|hl|=ll¢ — Dl

. . . . . Oh(x,
Considering the derivative with respect to z we get ®5 , (z) = 14+7(d Js f% y)w(y)dy)
and similarly for @5 4(z). We have then

50(0) = @h0)] =18 | ZEP00) - ol

ox

and
/ , oh
|5, (2) = ()| < 8l L[| = e

similarly, we get the same estimate for the further derivatives, proving the state-
ment. O

Now we are ready for the proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition[23. Now we consider the first part of the statement and the
existence of an invariant measure in the stronger coupling case. The existence in L'
of a fixed probability measure for Ls in this case follows from Theorem [B applying
it with B; = BV[S!'] and B,, = L*[S] to the family of operators Ls , = Qs 0 Lr,.
We now verify that the required assumptions hold.

The maps ®5,, o Ty involved in the system are a uniform family of expanding
maps. By Proposition the operators Ls,, satisfy a common Lasota Yorke in-
equality on BV[S'] and L'[S'] and this gives a family of invariant measures for the
operators Ls,, which is uniformly bounded in in BV[S!] hence (Ewil) is verified
in this case.

We now verify (Ewzi2) for the BV norm. Let f € BV, consider f. € Wh! with
fellwrr < [fllBv + € and [[fe = fl[r <€

(Lo — Lo fller = Loy — Lops ) [f — fe + felll

(Lo,ur = Lo [f = felllor + (Lo — Lsua) fell 1
2Me+ Cl|p1 — pal|pr || fellwra

2Me + Cllpr — pol|L (| fel v +€)

and since € is arbitrary, also (Exi2) is verified in this case.

Let P,, be the partition subdividing the circle into n equal intervals. We can
consider 7, : L*(S') — L'(S') to be the Ulam discretization defined as 7, (f) =
E(f|P,), where the conditional expectation is made using the Lebesgue measure,
projecting to piecewise constant functions.

For the Ulam projection it is known that ||, f — || < £|fl[sv, ||mn|lp1r: <
1, l|mnllBv=Bv < 1 (see [19] or the proof of |28, Lemma 4.1] e.g.) and then the
discretized operators m, Ls 7, satisfy a uniform Lasota Yorke inequality on BV

IAN N IA
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and L' (see e.g. [16], Section 9.3). By this the assumption Ezil.b is satisfied. We
can then apply Theorem 3] and get the existence of an invariant probability density
fin BV. Since Ty, h € C% and Ls ¢ f = f we get that f € W51 and its norm can be
uniformly estimated by the uniform Lasota Yorke inequality on W5! and W*! and
then on W41 and W' and so on, satisfied uniformly by all the transfer operators
related to the family of maps A/, r..

For the second part of the statement (the weak coupling case) we apply Theorem
M with B, = W11[S!] and B, = L'[S!].

By Lemma and Lemma when ¢ is small enough all the operators in the
family L5, with p € P, are the transfer operators associated with a uniform family
of expanding maps and satisfy a uniform Lasota Yorke inequality on W' and L!,
by this each one of these operators has a unique invariant probability measure in
W1 with uniformly bounded norm and (Ewil) is verified.

By Lemma 26 and Proposition B2 we get

(56) (Lo = L) [l < Constl|puy — pall L[ fllwra

verifying (Exi2) in this case.
By Lemma 28] Lemma[26 also (Exi3) is verified. Then we can apply Theorem
[ to get the existence and uniqueness for small ¢. ([l

The following statement is an estimate for the speed of convergence to equilib-
rium of mean field coupled expanding maps (see [33], Theorem 4 or [41] Theorem
1.1 for similar statements).

Proposition 27 (Exponential convergence to equilibrium). Let L5 be the family
of self-consistent transfer operators arising from Ty € C® and h € C® as above. Let
fs € WL be an invariant probability density of Ls. Then there exists 6 > 0 and
C,~y > 0 such that for all 0 < § < 0, and each probability density v € W' we have

L5 () = fsllwra < Ce™ ™|l = follwra.

Proof. The proof is an application of Theorem [B], considering By, = W?!, B, =
Wbl B, = L. Let Ls¢ be the family of transfer operators associated with this
system.

By the Lasota Yorke inequalities (Lemma [20]) we have that the operators Ls , :
wat —» w2l Ls, « Wbt — Wbl L5, : L' — L' with p € P, are bounded
uniformly for ¢ small enough. By Lemma 20l they satisfy (Conl). Furthermore by
Lemma and Proposition 22 they satisfy (Con2).

By Proposition 23 the invariant measures f5 satisfy lims_,o || f5]|wz1 < +o0.
Since the circle expanding map Ty has convergence to equilibrium then (Con3) is
satisfied. We can then apply Theorem [0l directly implying the statement. (|

To get some useful formula for the linear response for expanding maps coupled
in a mean field regime, let us now consider small perturbations of expanding maps
T : S! — S' by left composition with a family of diffeomorphisms (Ds)sel—c.e]-
More precisely, let Ds : S' — S! be a diffeomorphism, with
(57) Ds = 7g1 o (Id +6S)
and S € C%(SY,R). In this setting let us define the perturbed transfer operators as

Ls=Lp, oLy
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(remark that here Ly = Ly ). These kinds of perturbations are of the type induced
by a mean field coupling, they satisfy the ”small perturbation” and ”existence of
a derivative operator” assumptions of our general theorems like (Con2) or (LR2)
of Theorem [[4l We have indeed (see [I5, Proposition 35, 36]):

Proposition 28. Let (Ds)scpo 5 be as in @&1), and T : S' — S' be a C® uniformly
expanding map. Let us define L : WH1(SY) — W31(S!) by

(58) L(f) ===(S- Lz (f))".
Then one has that for all 1 < k <4 and f € Wk
Ls — Lo .
(59 “smn-bn| o

We have now all the ingredients to prove a result regarding the Linear Response
of the coupled system in the small coupling regime.

Proposition 29 (Linear Response for coupled expanding maps (zero coupling
limit)). Consider the family of self-consistent transfer operators Ls associated with
a C% expanding map T and a coupling driven by the function h, with h € CS. Let
ho be the unique invariant probability measure in L' for Lo and hs some invariant
probability measure for Ls. Then for 6 — 0 we have the following Linear Response
formula

hs — ho

(1= Lo [ naprotay| o

G0y

Proof. The proof is a direct application of Theorem [I4] to our case with Bss =
w3L(Sh) ¢ B, = W2L(SY) € B, = WHL(Sh). Let us we see why the assumptions
needed to apply the theorem are satisfied. We recall that the transfer operators
Ls: W3L(SY) — W31(S!) involved are defined by

Ls(®) = Qs,6(LT,(0)).

The assumption (SS1) (regularity bounds), is implied by Proposition[23l The as-
sumption (SS52) (convergence to equilibrium for the unperturbed operator), is well
known to be verified, as it stands for the unperturbed transfer operator £y which
is the transfer operator associated with a smooth expanding map. The assumption
(LR1) regarding the existence of the resolvent of the unperturbed operator on the
weak space W! follows from Proposition 211

As L5 is a small perturbation of £y given by the composition of the transfer
operator (Js5 4 associated with a diffeomorphism near to the identity, the assumption
(553) and the first part of (LR2) (small perturbation) follows from Proposition 28]
Proposition 22] and Lemma 26 as before. Let us prove indeed that there is K > 0
such that and £y — L5 is K6-Lipschitz when considered as a function Baas — B
and Bay — Bs. In the first case we have to prove that for ¢, ¢ € W21
(61)

[Qs,6: (L1, (01)) = L1y (01)] = [Q5,65 (L (62)) — Ly (2)][[wrr < K61 — da[wrzr.

Developing the formula we get

[1Qs,61 (L1 (01)) = L1y (61) — Qs,60 (L1 (62)) + Ly (d2) |
< Qs,¢1 (L1, (01)) = L1y (01) — Q5,00 (L1, (02))
+Q5,¢71 (LTO (¢2)> - Q51¢72 (LTO (¢2)> + LTD (¢2)||W1’1
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and

1Qs.6, (L (@1)) = Ly (61) — Qs.6, (L1 (92)) + Ly (P2) [
1Qs,01 (L1 (P1 — ¢2)) — Ly (1 — 2)[[wrrn

by applying Lemma 26] with ¢ = 0 and ¢ = ¢; and Proposition The other
term can be estimated as

||Q5>¢1 (LTU (¢2)) - le»d’z (LTU (¢2)) | |W11

IAIA

[|Qs,61 © Ly — Q5,65 © Ly llw2a s |2 ][z
6CK22M||d1 — 2w

using Proposition 22 and Lemma and proving the Lipschitz assumption in the
Bay — By, case. The case Bays — By is similar.

The assumption (LR2) on the derivative operator follows from Proposition
Let us apply it and find an expression for Lhg in our case. In this case the perturbing
operator to be considered is Qs 5, associated with the diffeomorphism ®;;,. With
the notation (B7) we have Ds = ®s 5, = Id + 45 with

5@ = [ hehol)dy

<
<

and then

(62) £lho) = (5 L) = (o [ hay)ho(u)dy).
Applying Theorem [I4] we then get

(63) lim B R0 _ (14— L) £(ho) =0

as in our case W11 is the weak space Substituting (62) in 63) we get [G0). O

Remark 30. From (@) we see that this response result with convergence in the
quite strong topology WYl gives information on the behavior of a large class of
observables, for example we can consider observables in L™ or L' or even distri-
butions in the dual of Wht.

8. MAPS WITH ADDITIVE NOISE ON S!

We illustrate the flexibility of our approach with an application to systems of
coupled random maps. For simplicity we will consider a class of random dynamical
systems on the unit circle S!. Informally speaking, a random dynamics on S' is
defined by the iteration of maps chosen randomly in the family T, : S* — S, w € Q
according to a certain probability distribution p defined on €2. In our case we will
model this random choice as independent and identically distributed at each time.

Let Tp: St — S! a continuous and piecewise O, nonsingular magfl. We consider a
random dynamical system, corresponding to the stochastic process (X, )nen defined
by

(64) Xn+1 = To(Xn) + Qn mod 1

"We mean that S! can be partitioned in a finite set of intevrals where T' is C! and that
the associated pushforward map 7% sends a measure which is absolutely continuous with respect
to the Lebesgue measure to another measure which is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure.
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where (,)nen are i.i.d random variables distributed according to some smooth
kernel p. We will call Ty the deterministic part of the system and p the noise kernel
of the system.

Remark 31. We remark that the maps considered here are quite general. We do
not require expansiveness or hyperbolicity, allowing many examples of random maps
coming as models of natural phenomena (see e.g. [20], [9], [36]).

We will consider the annealed transfer operators associated with these systems
(see [7], Section 5 for more details about transfer operators associated with this
kind of systems or [15]). Let SM(S!) be the space of signed Borel measures in S!.
The annealed transfer operator L : SM(S!) — SM(S') associated with the random
system is defined by

(65) L(n) = / L, (1)dp

where Lz, (p) : SM(S') — SM(S!) is the transfer operator associated with T,,,
hence taking the average of the pushforward maps with respect to p. For some
class of random dynamical systems L is defined as an operator : L*(S!) — L!(S!)
and sometime this operator is a kernel operator: let k € L>(S! x S!) (the kernel),
consider the operator L defined in the following way: for f € L!(S!)

(66) Li@) = [ ke rwiy.

This kind of operators naturally appear when the random dynamics is defined
by the action of a deterministic map and some additive noise Since the effect of
the additive noise is to perturb the deterministic map by a translation, the an-
nealed transfer operator will be an average of translations, i.e. a convolution. The
well known regularization properties of convolutions then imply that the annealed
transfer operator associated with a system with additive noise is a regularizing one.

Let us consider a probability density p : R — R representing how the noise is
distributed. For simplicity we will suppose p being such that p(z) = p(—z) for all
x € R and being a Schwartz function, hence p € C* for all k > 1. The periodization
7 :S' = R of such a function is defined as

plx) = plx+k)
keZ
which clearly converge for a rapidly decreasing function as p.

Definition 32. Let f € L'(S!) and p as before. We define the convolution p* f by
(67) pef@)= [ oo = iwa.

To a system with additive noise as defined in (64]) we then associate the annealed
transfer operator L : L' — L! defined by

(68) L(¢) := p* [Lr,(¢)]
for all ¢ € L', where L, is the transfer operator associated with the deterministic
map Tp.

We now define the self-consistent transfer operator associated with an infinite

collection of interacting random maps in a mean field coupling. Like in the de-
terministic case let us consider h € C*(S' x S',R), § > 0, for some k& > 1 and a
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probability density ¢ € L. Define ®;, : S — S' again as

Py () = + 751 (0 /Sl h(z,y)¢(y)dy).

Denote by Qs the transfer operator associated with ®;,, as in (7). We
consider the following family of operators depending on a probability density ¢ € L!
and § > 0 defined as

(69) Ls.¢(¥) = p* [Qs,6(L1, (¥))]-

Finally we define the nonlinear self-consistent transfer operator associated with
this system of coupled random maps by

(70) Ls(¢) = p* [Qs,6(L1, (8))]-

This represents the idea that a certain initial condition is first moved by the
deterministic part of the dynamics represented by the map Ty and by the mean
field perturbation ®s 4, then a further (external and independent of the dynamics)
random perturbation is applied by the noise. In the remaining part of the section
we will apply our general theory to this kind of operators.

The following proposition contains some of the regularization properties for the
convolution we need (see [15] Proposition 15 for the proof and details).

Proposition 33. Let f € L' and p be as before. The convolution p x f has the
following properties:
(1) Forallk>1, px f:S' =R is C*, and (px ) = p® x f for any i < k.
(2) One has the following regularization inequality:

(71) llo* fllex < llpllex I 1

These regularization properties together with the Ascoli Arzela theory imply
that a linear operator Lg : L' — L' of the kind

(72) Lo(¢) = p* L1,()

is a compact operator. If we suppose that the system satisfy a convergence to
equilibrium assumption, this will allow to obtain the spectral gap and the existence
of the resolvent operators, required to apply Theorem [I4]

Proposition 34. Let Ly be the annealed transfer operator associated with a map
To with additive noise distributed with a kernel p as in ([2). Consider m > 1 and
suppose that for all g € C™ such that [ g dm =0

(73) Jim[[Lggl[L: = 0.
Then for all k > 1, (Id — Lo) ™' := > 50, L is a bounded operator C* — C*.

Proof. ([3) and (TI)) impliy that lim, . ||L3g|[cx = 0 for all g € L' such that
J g dm =0 and then some iterate of the transfer operator is a uniform contraction
on the space of C* densities with zero average. By this the operator has a spectral

gap, implying the existence of the resolvent operator (see for the details [15], section
v). O

By [15] proposition 18 and 19] and their simple proof the lemma below directly
follows
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Lemma 35. Let us consider transfer operators Lo, L1 associated with dynamical
systems with additive noise having noise kernel p, deterministic part given by con-
tinuous maps Ty and Ty and k > 0. Then there is C' > 0 such that for all such Ty,
Ty and f € L*

1Ly f = Lofllex-1 < Cllpllex[[To = Tallco || f1]1-

We state a result analogous to Proposition23lin the case of systems with additive
noise. The application to this case is simpler due to the regularizing effect of the
noise.

Proposition 36. Suppose Ty is S' — S' continuous, nonsingular and piecewise
C'. Suppose h € C*, let Ls be the self-consistent family of operators associated with
this coupled system as defined in ([TQ), then for all § > 0 there is fs € C* such
that for all k > 1

(74) [ fsllex < llpllow
and
Ls(fs) = fs-

Let us suppose that the (linear) operator Ly has convergence to equilibrium when
considered as acting on the spaces C' and L' (see ([Z3)) then there is § > 0 such
that for all 6 € [0,0], fs is unique.

Proof. We sketch the proof, whose arguments are similar to the ones of Proposition
23l  We will obtain the statement applying Theorems Bl and (] to the family of
operators

Ls,g = p* [Qs,¢ o L]

as defined in (9). First we will apply Theorem [Blwith B, = BV and B,, = L'. We
remark that given k > 1, ([{T]) implies a Lasota Yorke inequality which is uniformly
satisfied by these operators, indeed

(75) ILsg()llex = lp*[Qs.6 0 Ly (¥)]llcx
Of[¢llex + llpllex1[@s.6 © Ly ()11
Olf9ller + [lolles ¥l

IA A

This implies that the transfer operators in the family are uniformly bounded as
operators L' — C* and hence each invariant probability measure f5,4 of Ls 4 is
such that ||fs.6llBv < |Ifs.0llcr < |lpllcr and then the family of operators satisfy
(Exil).

The assumption (Exi2) (or (I2))) is provided similarly as a consequence of the
Lemma 26 and Lemma

In order to apply Theorem [B] we consider a suitable projection 7,. As in the
proof of Proposition 23] let P,, be the partition subdividing the circle into n equal
intervals. Consider ,, defined as in the proof of Proposition23lby 7, (f) = E(f|Pr),
where the conditional expectation is made using the Lebesgue measure, projecting
to piecewise constant functions. Again, the discretized operators satisfy a uniform
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Lasota Yorke inequality on BV and L', indeed

| Ls,omn (V)| BV
|[Ls, om0 ()| cn

llp* [Qs,6 © L, (0 (¥))] || o
llpllexllmn ()1

llpllex 1]

and Fwil.b is satisfied. We can then apply Theorem [3] and get the existence of
an invariant probability density f in BV. Since p € C* and Ls ¢ f = f we get that
f € CF for all k > 1, also proving (74).

Now we apply TheoremHto get the uniqueness. In this case we consider By = C*
and B, = L'. We first have to prove that for § small enough each operator
Ls.¢ with ¢ € P, ha a unique invariant probability measure in P,. Since L has
convergence to equilibrium, is regularizing and C" is compactly immersed in L' it
is standard to find that this operator has a unique invariant probability measure.
From the convergence to equilibrium, the small perturbation assumption (Fxi2)
we verified above and the regularization property ([{1]) we get that there is v > 0
such that Ls , has convergence to equilibrium for all § <+~ and ¢ € P,. Indeed
let us consider f € V and suppose that by convergence to equilibrium n is such
that ||L§ fl|z+ < s [1fllor then

|70 Ls,omn ()| BV

IAN A ININ A

n N 1
LG Fllor < llpllor |1 L, (LG )l o1 < 3lIfllor-

This implies that Lg“ is a contraction of V5. Now let us consider ¢ € P,,

v < m and § < 7. By a computation similar to the proof of Lemma
C

(remark that Q = 1 in the case B,, = L' and by (75), A = 0) we can get

(76) IL5, 9 — Logllr < 0K (Cllgllcr +nBllgl|z1)
(77) < OK(C+nB)llgllcr
1
78 < - L
( ) = 4||P||Cl ||g||C

and then |[L§ 4g][11 < llgllct, thus repeating the same reasoning as before

n+1
L5

< Mol
also is a contraction of V. Hence we have that when ¢ is small enough each
L5:¢ has convergence to equilibrium. It follow that Ls 4 also has spectral gap on
C' and on L' Indeed for all f € Vi1 = {f € L', [ f = 0} we get ||Lsof|lcr <

llpllct [ f]|zr and if we have if n is such that |[Lg ,f|[r1 < 4”p” —||fllcr then again

IL55" fll < I Lsgfller < ZIIfIILl

= 4llpller ||

Thus each Ls 4 has a unique invariant probability measure fy4 € P,,. Furthermore,
the resolvent of Ls 4 is defined on Vyiand its norm uniformly bounded for every
¢ € Py.

Now we can prove that (Exi3) holds. Let us consider probability measures ¢
and ¢2 € P, and the operators Ls g, Ls 4, we have seen that when 6 < v these
operators have unique fixed probability densities fg,, f4,. We want to prove that

for = foullr < Kalldr — @2l[L1
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We hence apply a construction similar to the proof of Theorem [I4] to the family
of operators L. : L' — L' defined by

Le = Lsg, + €[Lo,gs — Lo.g)-

Consider

(Id - L57¢2)(f¢2 - f¢71> = f¢72 - L5,¢72f¢72 - f¢1 + L57¢2f¢1
= (L57¢2 - L57¢1)f¢1'
We have that

(f¢2 - f¢1) = (Id - L57¢2)_1(L57¢2 - L57¢1)f¢1'

By the fact that (Id — Ls,)" ! is well defined and continuous on V1 remarked
before and by the fact that ||fe,||cr < ||pllcr and (Ezi2) we get

1foo = fouller < 0K][pllcr|lg2 — dallrr

and then (Fxi3) is verified. Applying Theorem [4] we then get the uniqueness for §
small enough. O

Proposition 37 (Exponential convergence to equilibrium). Let L5 be the family
of self-consistent transfer operators arising from a map Ty, a kernel p as above,
and h € C* with k > 1. Suppose the uncoupled system Ly has convergence to
equilibrium. Let fs be an invariant probability measure of Ls. Then there exists
0 >0 and C,y >0 such that for all0 < § < & and each probability density v € C*
we have

I1£5 (v) = fsllew < Ce™[[v = fsllcx-

Proof. Again the proof is a direct application of Theorem [0l to L5 considering the
spaces B,y = C*1 B, = C*¥ and B,, = L'. The assumption (Conl) for this kind
of systems is already verified in (78). The assumption (Con2) is as a direct
consequence of Lemma 26 and Lemma The assumption (Con3) is required as
an assumption in this statement. ([l

Let us now consider a linear response result for the invariant measure of L5 when
0 — 0 in the case of coupled maps with additive noise.

Proposition 38 (Linear Response for coupled maps with additive noise). Let Ls
be the family of self-consistent transfer operators arising from a map Ty, a kernel p
and h as above. Suppose the uncoupled initial transfer operator Lo has convergence
to equilibrium in the sense of (3). Let fo € C* be the unique invariant probability
density of Lo and fs € CF be the invariant probability density of Ls (unique when
0 is small enough). Then we have the following Linear Response formula

fs — fo

19)  tim [T (1= L) (L (ho) [ o) holu)day
g1

6—0

= 0.
Ck—1

Before the proof, we recall some preliminary result on the response of systems
with additive noise. We now consider small perturbations of our random maps
with additive noise by composition with a map Dgs, which is when ¢ is small, a
diffeomorphism near to the identity. Consider a map S € C?(S!,R) and the map
Ds : S — S! defined by Ds = Id +8S. Let us consider then the perturbation of
Ty by composition with Ds defined by Ts = Ty o Ds. Starting from this family of
maps and a kernel p we can consider a family of dynamical systems with additive
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noise as in (64)). Since Ly, = Lp, o Lt,, to this system we associate the annealed
transfer operator defined by

(80) Ls :=p* Lpsor, = p* (Lps o Lt,).
Now, in order to apply our general theorems it will be useful to consider the

derivative operator L for the family of operators (Lp;or;,)s co,5)- In this direction,
the following result (JI5, Theorem 24]) gives some useful estimates.

Proposition 39. Let (L5)5e[0,ﬁ] be the family of transfer operators as described in
&Q). For all k > 2

Ls — Lo

(81) lim - L

6—0
where L : C*(SY) — CF=1(SY) is defined by:
L(f) = =p+ (S~ Ln )"

Proof of Proposition[38. Similar to the proof of Proposition 29 the proof is a di-
rect application of Theorem [[41 We apply Theorem [I4] to the family of opera-
tors Ls(¢) = p * [Qs,6(L,(4))] considering the spaces Bss = C*¥T2(S1) C By =
CkL(SY) € B, = C*(SY). Let us now verify that the assumptions needed to ap-
ply the theorem are satisfied. The assumption (SS1) (regularity bounds), is implied
by Proposition

The assumption (SS52)(convergence to equilibrium for the unperturbed opera-
tor), is supposed to hold. The assumption (S53) and the first part of the assumption
(LR2) (small perturbation) follows from Lemma 26 and Indeed we have to
prove that there is K > 0 such that £y — L5 is Kd-Lipschitz when considered as a
function Baasr — By and Bajys — B,. In the first case we have to prove that for
¢1, 02 € {¢ € C*1[|¢]|oren < 2M}

(@56, (L, (1)) — Loz, (61)] = p[ Q6,00 (L1, (02)) — Ly (02)]l| o < K| pr—hal|orrr.
We have
llp* [Qs,6, (L1, (61)) — Ly (01)] — p [@s,05 (L1, (¢2)) — Ly (62)]l] o
< ||P * Q57¢1 (LTO ((bl)) — px L, ((bl) —p* Q5,¢1 (LTO ((b?))
+p* Q57¢1 (LTO (¢2)) —p* Q57¢2 (LTO (¢2)) +p* LTD (¢2)||Ck

=0
Ck—Ck-1

and

[lp* Qs,6, (L1 (91)) = p o Ly (61) — p* Q.00 (L (02)) + p o Ly (¢2) ] o
< Mlp Qo6 (Lry (d1 — ¢2)) — p o Ly (¢1 — ¢2)llon
< SCK12M|[¢1 — dal|cr
applying Lemma 26] with ¢ = 0 and ¢ = ¢; and Lemma
Furthermore
llp* @s,, (L1 (92)) — p * Qs,6, (L, (92))l| o < SCK12M |1 — ol
again by Lemma 20 and Lemma
In the second case we have to prove that for ¢, ¢o € {¢p € CFF2 ||¢||crr2 < 2M}
p* Q5,61 (Lo(#1)) = Lo(¢1)] — p[Q5,6, (Lo(2)) — Lo(d2)]llcnr < kb||¢1 — dal[crse

which can be proved similarly as before.



43

The assumption (LR1) (resolvent of the unperturbed operator) follows from
Proposition[34l The second part of assumption (LR2) (derivative operator) follows
from Proposition B9 in a way similar to what is done in the proof of Proposition
Applying Theorem [I4] we then get

hs — ho

— — (Id - Lo) " Lho

=0.
Ck

lim
6—0

We can now let the formula be more explicit by finding an expression for £. In our
case

S(w) = [ ahos)dy

and then

£lho) = p (=hoS) = p (<L (ho) [ has)ho(w)dsy
O

Remark 40. The convergence to equilibrium assumption ((3) required in Propo-
sition [37 and Proposition [38 for the uncoupled transfer operator Lo is easy to be
verified in many examples of systems whose deterministic part has some kind of
topological miring and the noise is distributed by a smooth kernel or it has large
support in some sense, see [29, Corollary 5.7.1], [22] Lemma 41] or [I, Remarks 2.3
and 6.4]. In more complicated situations it can be also verified by computer aided
estimates ([20] ).

Remark 41. We remark that another meaningful definition for the transfer oper-
ator associated with a family of random maps coupled in by their mean field could
be the following

(82) L5(¢) = [Qs.6(p * L, (9))]-

In this case one applies the coupling directly to the annealed transfer operator of the
random maps. Here for small § the application of our theory seems to be possible
by estimates similar to the ones shown in this section and in Section [] Indeed
the transfer operator realizing the coupling Qs ¢ is applied after the convolution.
Considering ¢ € L', by (1)) we get that (px L1, (4)) is reqularized to the regularity of
the kernel p. If h is smooth enough and & small enough, this reqularity is preserved
by the application of Q5.4 leading to the wverification of regularity properties like
Exil, Exil.b, Conl and SS1.

The verification of small perturbation properties like Exi2, Con2, SS3 and LR2
for the family of transfer operators associated with 82) Ls, = Qs.4(p * Lt,) relies
on the estimation of the distance of Qs,4, from Qs 4, on a mized norm which can
be done in a way similar to the use of Lemmal22 and Lemmal28 as done in Section
[M The form of the derivative operator L is probably similar to the one given at
Proposition [28.

9. SELF-CONSISTENT OPERATORS NOT COMING FROM COUPLED MAP NETWORKS

In this section we consider a class of self-consistent transfer operators not coming
from networks of coupled maps, giving other examples of application of our general
theory. The systems considered are inspired to some examples studied in [44] and
[5], where we have a map whose slope depends on the average of a certain observable
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during the iterates. We add noise to simplify the functional analytic properties of
the system. Let us consider again a family of random maps on [0, 1] depending on
a probability measure p and on a parameter § > 0.

Let us consider the classical tent map T : [0,1] — [0,1], defined by T'(z) =
min(2z,2 — 2z), the family of maps 75, : [0,1] — [0,1] we consider as a self-
consistent perturbation of the tent map are defined by
__ T
1+ [ady’

Then adding a noise-like perturbation to the map 75, we consider the process
(Xn)nen defined on [0,1] by

(83) X1 = Ts5,(X0)+Q, mod 1

Té,u(x)

where (Q,)nen are i.i.d random variables distributed according to a kernel p €
Lip(R), supported on [—1, 1] with Lipschitz constant L and where + is the “bound-
ary reflecting” sum, defined by a+b := 7(a +b), and 7 : R — [0, 1] is the piecewise
linear map m(x) = min;ez | — 2é|. This is a model of a system on [0,1] with
reflecting boundary conditions. When the noise sends a point outside the space
[0,1] the projection 7 is applied to let the image of the map again in [0, 1]. Let
us denote as L, the transfer operator L, : L'(R) — L([0, 1]) associated with the
map 7. Let b € R and g € Lip(R) consider the translation operator 7, defined by
(1o 9)(y) == g(y +b).

The annealed transfer operator associated with the random dynamical system
([B3) is a Markov operator and is given by the following kernel operator (for details
see [1], Section 6):

(84) Lo uf(x) = / o (. 9) (0)dy,
where
(85) k(@) = (Lar_z, (1) (&)

and x,y € [0,1]. Since the perturbation induced on the system with additive
noise by increasing the parameter § is not coming from the composition with a
diffeomorphism we cannot use the estimates from the previous sections directly.
We hence take a slightly different point of view on systems with additive noise, and
related basic estimates which were developed in [1].

In this case we will consider B,, = L?[0, 1]. Let P, be the set of measures having
a probability density in L2. The nonlinear self-consistent operator we consider in
this case hence is given by Ls : P, — P, defined as

(86) Lsp = Ls,up

for all i € P,,. We remark that since p € Lip(R) and it is supported on [—1,1] the
kernel of this operator is bounded: ks, € L>([0,1]?). Let us recall some classical
and useful facts about kernel operators.

o If ks, € L>([0,1]?), then
(87) s flloo < [R5l Low o,012) 111

and the operator Ls , : L' — L is bounded. Furthermore, ||Ls || 1r— 1= <
||k6,,u||Loo([o71]2) for 1 < p < 0.
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e The operator Ls,, : L? — L? is compact and

(83) L ufll2 < [1ksullz2 0,02 |1 F1l2
(see [10, Proposition 4.7] or [32]).
It is also well known that these Markov operators have invariant probability

densities in L? (see e.g. [Il Theorem 2.2]). Since ks, € L>([0,1]?), by 1) we
also have that any invariant probability density fs , for this operator satisfies

(89) [ fs,ulloo < [1ks,pullnoe0,12) < llpllLoeq0,1-

In [T, Section 6] the following estimates are proved for such kernel operators
coming from maps with additive noise and reflecting boundaries conditions (see
Proposition 6.2):

Proposition 42. Assume that ks, is the kernel associated to the transfer operator
of a system with additive noise and reflecting boundaries composed by a map T,
and a noise kernel p (see (84) ). Let us fix 8, suppose that the family of interval

maps {Te}eclo,e) satisfies
(90) h = Té,u
T. = To+e T+T.,
where T, T. € L? and | T.||2 = o(e). Consider the transfer operator Lo associated
with the unperturbed system with map Ty and kernel p. Let L. be the transfer

operator associated with the system driven by T and kernel p. Then there are
€, K >0 such that for e € [0,€)

(91) ||L0_L€||L2—>L2 SEK
and Vfy € L?
. LE - LO ! dp r
(92) lim ———fo = —/0 <Lw (T—To(y)%)> ()T (y) fo(y)dy,

with convergence in L2.

The inequality (@I) shows that the perturbations we are interested in applying to
the transfer operators associated with this kind of systems are small perturbations
in the L2 — L? topology. We will then consider the transfer operators associated
with this kind of systems as operators acting on L?[0,1] and in this subsection we
will apply our general statements with the choice Bgs = Bs = B, = L?[0,1]. We
now can apply Theorem M and prove

Proposition 43. Let L5 be the self-consistent transfer operator associated to Ty,
and p as defined in [86). There are M, > 0 such that for all § € [0,6] there is a
unique f5 € Py, with ||fs||r2 < M such that

Ls(fs) = fs-
Before the proof of Proposition 43| we need a couple of preliminary results

Proposition 44. There is C > 0 such that for all 1, po € P, C L?,

IN

L2 = Ls || 22 2 6C|pa — pz|lz>
Loy — Lo llzesze < 6C||pallze

A
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Proof. The proof follows by (B])), estimating the difference of the associated kernels.
Let us first consider ||Ls ., — Ls pu, ||r2— 2. We have

||L5,u2 - L5#1||L2—>L2 < ||k57#1 - k&#z”Lz([O,l]z)

( /[ (b 02) i) )
0,1]2

We first estimate the distance between the two deterministic parts of the dy-
namics. For all y € [0, 1] we get

T(y) B T(y) |
1406 [zdu(x) 146 [ xdus(z)

T(y)(A +6 [ xdus(x)) = T(y)(1 +6 [ wdp (x))

Tous (W) = Topa ()] < |

< | (140 [ wdp (2))(1 + 0 [ wdp(x)) |
< 5|/3:d,u2(33) —/Idul(l’ﬂ
< Ollp — pel| L2

Now let us suppose that p is L—Lipschitz. Since p is supported in [—1, 1] we get
that 7_1; , (y)p() is supported in [-2,1] for each p. By this L (7_1; ,(,)p(2)) is
the sum of at most three non zero contributions for each = € [0, 1], hence

Ko.po = ksl (@ 9)] < [Lxlremy @ o(@) = To15,, () P(2)]]

< 3 sup -5y ) P(@) — T15 () P(2)]]
z€[—1,2],y€[0,1]

IN

3L |[pu1 — pz|2

proving the statement. The estimate for ||Lo,,, — Ls,u, || 12— 12 is similar. We have

Tom ) ~Ton ) < 175 oty ~ T

|T(y)(1 + 0 [wdpa(x)) — T(y)
(146 [ xdui(z))

< 0| [ wdur(a)

< dllpallre

and the statement is obtained as before. O

AN

Proposition 45. Let us consider a self-consistent operator Ls as defined at begin-
ning of Section[d. Consider Vi2 := {v € L?, [vdm = 0}. Suppose that there is n
such that for each v € Viz, ||L5(v)||12 < &||v||r2. Then there are K,5 > 0 such that
for every § € [0,6), and probability measures 1, p2 € L? satisfying ||ii]|z> < |1plloo
for all i € {1,2} it holds that Ls,,, has a unique invariant probability measure with
density in L? which we denote by fui- Furthermore, with these notations

||f#1 - flt2||L2 < 5K||:u1 _u2||L2-

Proof. We sketch the proof, which is similar to part of the proof of Proposition
Since ||Ly(v)||r2 < &||v||p2, by Proposition 44 for § small enough we have

I1LE ., ()][z2 < 31|v||z2 for all py with ||p1]|z2 < ||pl|ec and v € Vi2, impliying the

uniqueness of the invariant probability density in L2. By this we can also define
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the resolvent for each such operator Ls ,, on V2 with a uniform bound on its L?
norm. Since

(Id - L57u2)(fu2 - fm) = fuz - L5;H2fﬂ2 - fm + L5;H2fﬂ1
= (L&#z - LJ,#l)f,ul'
We have that

(fuz - fm) = (Id - Lé,uz)_l(L&uz - L57u1)fu1-

Since ||(Id — Ls ,) |22 12 is uniformly bounded and || f,, |2 < ||fullo= <
=, applying Proposition we get the statement.
p lying P ition [44] we get th O

Proof of Proposition[{3. We apply Theorem @l with By = B,, = L?[0,1]. The
assumption (Ezil) is provided by ([89), (Exi2) is provided by Proposition 4], ([@T)
and (Ezi3) is provided by Proposition @5l The unique fixed point we find is in L?
and since the kernels we consider in the construction are uniformly bounded in L
the L? norm of the fixed point is uniformly bounded as § varies. O

Now we can prove the linear response formula for these self-consistent operators
in the small nonlinear perturbation regime.

Proposition 46 (Linear respounse). Consider the family of self-consistent transfer
operators Ls : L?> — L? as described before with § € (0,6) as found in Proposition[{3
and with invariant probability measures f5. We have the following Linear Response
formula

0 Il i) [ (1 () ) @erw s

where a = [ tdfo(t) and the limit is converging in L.

Proof. The proof is an application of Theorem [I4] where the spaces considered in
this case are Bss = Bs = By, = L?. The assumption (SS1) (regularity bounds), is
implied by Proposition Let us remark that the unperturbed system is a noisy
tent map, hence it has convergence to equilibrium (by [I, Remarks 6.4]) and the
assumption (552) is satisfied. To verify assumption (SS3) (small perturbation) we
need to verify that, considering Boys = {x € L?, ||z|| < 2M}. There is K > 0 such
that and Lo — L5 : Bays — L? is K§-Lipschitz. We have to verify that for all
M1, g2 € Boyy

(94) (L5 = Lo)ur = (Ls — Lo)pe|lrz < Kb||p1 — pel|rz.
Recalling that by Proposition @4l we have Lo, = Lo,u, = Lo, we have
(Ls —Lo)pur — (Ls — Lo)pe = Ls 1 — Loy p1 — L po 2 + Lo,y 2
= Ly p1 — Ly pro + Ls py pro — Lo,y o1 — Ls o po + Lo, o fi2
(Lo — Lol(p1 — p2) + [Lsuy — Lops]p2

Now by Proposition [44]

[[[Ls,us — Lol(pa — p2)llz2 < 6C||pallrz|lpn — pallz2
and
[Lsuy — Louslp2l|z2 < 0C||pallp2 |1 — pal| 12

proving the statement. Now we can apply Theorem [I2 and deduce that fs — fo
in L2. The assumption (LR1) on the existence of the resolvent is equivalent to
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(552) since we consider only one space L? and for the same reason the first part of
(LR2)is equivalent to (553). We now only need to compute the derivative operator.
When the self-consistent operator is considered, as § increases, the effect of the
perturbation on the system is only on the map defining the deterministic part
of the dynamics. We then use (@2), from Proposition We remark that this
perturbation on the deterministic part of the dynamics depends on the invariant
measure f5 of the system as 0 changes, however we will see that since fs — fo in
L? this also give rise to a family of maps with additive noise of the type

Ts=To+6-T+ts
as in (@0). Indeed let us compute 7" in this case. Considering that Tj s, (z) =

Hf}iﬂzdﬁ we get
e Uy i)
= T)g jagffgfg
= Ty +f;}i];fdf5-

Since f5 — fo in L? hence

: Ts — T,
T = lim 22— ~°

= —T(x)/wdfo

and we have the expression for L fy from (@2). Applying Theorem [I4] then, we then
get

i 22— 1= 1) [ (22 (7m0 2) ) @)y

6—0

where a = [ tdfo(t). O

10. COUPLING DIFFERENT MAPS

In this section we show how one can use a self-consistent transfer operator ap-
proach as a model for the behavior of networks of coupled maps of different types.
We will see that our general theoretical framework naturally includes this case.
For simplicity we will consider only two types of maps, also for simplicity we will
consider coupled expanding maps on the circle. Let us consider two different C®
expanding maps of the circle (T1,S51), (Ts,S1). Given two probability densities
1,19 € LY(S!,R) representing the distribution of probability of the states in the
two systems, two coupling functions hq,hy € C®(S! x S, R) and 6 € [0,¢0] rep-
resenting the way in which these distributions perturb the dynamics (which can
be different for the two different systems). Let us define ®s 4, 4, : S* — S! with
i€ {1,2} as

Baniale) =+ 7005 | a(osyin(u)dy+6 | ha(eg)a)dy)

(here for simplicity we suppose that the diffeomorphism perturbing the two different
maps is the same though with different contributions for the two different maps,
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but one can consider different ways to define ®;, for each map) the maps will
hence be perturbed by the combined action of the two densities ¥ and ).

Again we assume ¢ is so small that ®s y, 4, is a diffeomorphism for all 6 € [0, €
and ®5 ., > 0. Denote by Qs,, 4, the transfer operator associated with @54, 4, ,
defined as

_ (P54, 4, (@)
|‘1)3,5,¢1,¢2 ((I)g,g,m,qu (z))]

for any ¢ € L'(S*,R). Now we consider the action of the two maps by considering
a global system (St x S, Fj 4, 4,) with

(Q6,1,5 ()] ()

Fsapy o (71, 02) = (P61 ,1p0 © T1(21), P61 950 © T2(T2)).

Finally let us consider the space of functions By := {(f1, f2) € L'(S') x L'(S!)}
with the norm ||(f1, fo)llz, = ||f1llrr + ||f2l|zr (this is also called the direct sum
LY(S') @ L'(S)), the space P; of probability elements in By, Pi = {(f1, f2) €
By sit.¥i e {1,2}, f; >0, [ fidm = 1} and the stronger spaces By := {(f1, f2) €
WELSH) x WEH(Sh)} with the norm ||(f1, fo)llB, = [|fillwa +]|fol[wr1 and By :=
{(f1, f2) € W2A(S1) x W21 (81)} with the norm [[(f1, f2)ll 5, = [ w2+ fol lwn
(again direct sums of Sobolev spaces). These sets can be trivially endowed with a
structure of normed vector space. Coherently with the previous sections we define
a family of transfer operators Ls 4, ¢, : Bw — By depending on elements of the
weaker space (¢1,P2) € Py as

(95) L5,¢717¢2 ((flv fQ)) = (Q5>¢17¢2 (LTI (fl))v Q5,¢717¢2 (LT2 (f2))

By this we can define the self-consistent transfer operator Ls : B,, — B,, associated
with this system as

(96) Ls((f1, f2)) = Le f,, 1. ((f1, f2))-

We remark that Bj can be identified with a closed subset of L*(S* x S!) by
(f1,f2) = f where f is defined by f(z,y) = fi(x)f2(y) and Ls preserves this
subspace.

We now prove the existence and uniqueness of the invariant measure for this kind
of self-consistent operators for small §, applying our general statement, Theorem [l

Proposition 47. Let Ty, Ty be two C° expanding maps and let hy, hy € C(S! x
SY,R). Let us consider a globally coupled system as defined above. There is some &

such that for all § € [0,0] there is a unique (f1,5, f2,5) € B2 such that

Ls((fr8: f2,6)) = (f1.6, f2.8)-
Furthermore there is M > 0 such that for all § € [0, 6]

[1(f1,5, f2,6)||Bs < M.

Proof. The proof follows by the application of Theorem M with B,, = B; and
By = By. We verify the needed assumptions; the assumption (Exil) is trivial,
indeed given u = (¢1,d2) € By for any ¢ small enough the invariant measure of
Ls.¢,,6,, which is a system which is the product of two expanding maps, is trivially
in By and if we let (¢1,¢2) range in P;, the By norm of the associated invariant
measure is uniformly bounded.
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The assumption (Exi2) can be easily deduced by Proposition as done in
the case of system made by coupling identical maps obtaining that there is some
K41 > 0 such that

[1L6,61.6> — L6.65.64l| BBy < OK1[|(P1,02) — (¢3, d4)l|B,

for 0 ranging in some neighborhood of the origin and (¢1, ¢2), (¢3,¢4) € Pi. Again,
applying Lemma [25] like done in Proposition 23] we verify (Fxi3) for this product
system. Then Theorem [ can be applied, giving the statement. (I

It seems that it is possible to extend all the results we proved for coupled expand-
ing maps to this kind of systems, with the same ideas and estimates (but longer
formulas and computations, as we have two coordinates). This work however would
be quite long and outside of the scope of this paper.

During the revisions of the present paper, the preprint [42] was published. In
this work a formalization of a system of coupled maps of different types and its
related self-consistent transfer operators similar to the one shown in this section
was used to study the synchronization of interacting clusters of globally coupled
maps.

11. THE OPTIMAL COUPLING

In this section we study the problem of finding an optimal small coupling func-
tions A in order to maximize the average of a given observable. This is an optimal
control problem in which the goal is to change the statistical properties of the sys-
tem in an certain direction, in some optimal way. In this case we consider an initial
uncoupled system and introduce a small perturbation by a coupling function §h and
we look for the response of the system to this small perturbation like in Theorem
M4 We suppose the direction of perturbation A can vary in some (infinite dimen-
sional) set P, and in this set we look for an optimal one. In the context of extended
systems this kind of problems were also defined as "management of the statistical
properties of the complex system” ([37]). In some sense this is an inverse problem
related to the linear response, in which the goal is to find the optimal perturbation
giving a certain kind of response. Related problems in which the focus is more
on the realization of a given fixed response have also been called ”linear request”
problems (see [17] and [30]).

The problem of finding an optimal infinitesimal perturbation, in order to maxi-
mize the average of a given observable and other statistical properties of dynamics
was investigated in the case of finite Markov chains in [2] and for a class of random
dynamical systems whose transfer operators are Hilbert Schmidt operators in [I].

In this section we start the investigation of these kind of problems in the case
of self-consistent transfer operators. We obtain existence and uniqueness of the
optimal solution under assumptions similar to the ones used in [I]. We will focus
on the question of finding the best coupling in order to optimize the behavior of
a given observable. Let us explain more precisely but still a bit informally the
kind of problem we are going to consider: given a certain system, we consider
a set P of allowed infinitesimal perturbations we can put in the system. It is
natural to think of the set of allowed perturbations P as a convex set because if two
different perturbations of the system are possible, then their convex combination
(applying the two perturbations with different intensities) should also be possible.
We will also consider P as a subset of some Hilbert space H (as it is useful for
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optimization purposes). Let y; s be the invariant probability measure of the system
after applying a perturbation in the direction h € P with intensity ¢ (we will
formalize later what we mean by direction and intensity in our case). Let the
response to this perturbation be denoted as

; . Hps— Ho

R(h) = lim —————.
(h) 530 ]

Let us consider ¢ : [0,1] — R. We are interested in the rate of increasing of the
expectation of ¢

d(f e d/‘h,(s)

dé

and the element A € P for which this is maximized, thus we are interested in finding

hopt such that

6=0

d(f c d'“hopt,é)

= maxid(f ‘ dﬂh"s)
do B

97
( ) §=0 heP dd

5=0
By B9) and @), under the suitable assumptions, this turns out to be equivalent
to finding hep such that

(98) / ¢ dR(hopt) = max / ¢ dR(h).

hepP

This is hence the maximization of a certain linear function on the set P.

11.1. Some reminders on optimization of a linear function on a convex
set . The optimal perturbation problem we mean to consider is related to the
maximization of a continuous linear function on the set of allowed infinitesimal
perturbations P. The existence and uniqueness of an optimal perturbation hence
depends on the properties of the convex bounded set P. We now recall some general
results, adapted for our purposes, on optimizing a linear continuous function on a
convex set. Let J : H — R be a continuous linear function, where H is a separable
Hilbert space and P C H.
The abstract problem we consider then is to find hopt € P such that

(99) T (hopt) = max T (h).

The following propositions summarizes some efficient criteria for the existence
and uniqueness of the solution of such problem (see [I], Section 4 for more details
and the proofs).

Proposition 48 (Existence of the optimal solution). Let P be bounded, convex,
and closed in H. Then, Problem [@9) has at least one solution.

Uniqueness of the optimal solution will be provided by strict convexity of P.

Definition 49. We say that a convex closed set A C H is strictly convex if for all
pair v,y € A and for all 0 < v < 1, the points yx + (1 — )y € int(A), where the
relative interimﬁ s meant.

8The relative interior of a closed convex set C is the interior of C relative to the closed affine
hull of C.
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Proposition 50 (Uniqueness of the optimal solution). Suppose P is closed, bounded,
and strictly conver subset of H, and that P contains the zero vector in its relative
interior. If J is not uniformly vanishing on P then the optimal solution to ([@9) is
UNLQUE.

We remark that in the case J is uniformly vanishing, all the elements of P are
solutions of the problem (@8]).

11.2. Optimizing the response of the expectation of an observable. Let
c € L' be a given observable. We consider the problem of finding an infinitesimal
perturbation that maximizes the expectation of ¢. As motivated before, we want to
solve the problem stated in ([@8]). Suppose that P is a closed, bounded, convex subset
of H containing the zero perturbation and that J is not uniformly vanishing on P.
Let us consider the function J(h) = [ ¢ dR(h). When this function is continuous
as a map from (P, |- ||%) to R, we may 1mmed1ately apply Proposition [48 to obtain
that there exists a solution to the problem considered in (Qf)). If, in addition, P is
strictly convex and J is nonvanishing, then by Proposition [50] the solution to (O8]
is unique.

In the following subsections we hence apply these remarks to find the existence
and uniqueness of the optimal coupling in the case of coupled expanding map and
maps with additive noise.

11.2.1. The optimal coupling for expanding maps. We consider self-consistent trans-
fer operators coming from a system of coupled maps as in Section [7] where Lg is
the uncoupled operator and Ly is the self-consistent operator with coupling driven
by a function k : S' x S! — R and with strength §. We proved in Proposition
(see (B0) that the response of the invariant measure of the system as § increases
is given by

R(H) = (1= L) (o [ e hou)ds)

Given some observable ¢ € L' and some convex set of allowed perturbations P
we now apply the previous results to the problem of finding the optimal coupling
hopt € P solving the problem (@) for this response function R(h). From Remark
Bd (see also {@0)) we know that the rate of change of the average of ¢ can be
estimated by the linear response when the convergence of the linear response is in
whi,

We remark that to apply the general results of Section [[T.1] we need P being
a subset of a Hilbert space. Since to apply Proposition we need h € C® we
consider a Hilbert space of perturbations which is included in C%. A simple choice
is W72, We hence consider a system with coupled expanding maps, the Hilbert
space W72 and a convex set P C W72(S! x S1).

Proposition 51. Under the above assumptions, supposing that P is a closed bounded
convex set in W72, Problem ([@R) has a solution in P. If furthermore P is strictly
convez either the optimal solution is unique or every h € P is the optimal solution.

Proof. The result directly follows applying Propositions @8 and BO In order to
apply the propositions we have to check that h — J ¢ dR( h) is continuous on P.
Since

R(0) = (14 = L) (ho | a)holu)ds)
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we have
Jeariy < lelnliza= o)~k [ b))
< el = £o) lwo e [ )hol)ds) s
< ellall(Td ~ L)~ vy w201l s e

Now the result follow by a direct application of Propositions 48 and O

11.2.2. The optimal coupling for systems with additive noise. Now we consider the
optimal coupling in order to maximize the average of one observable c in the case of
the coupled maps with additive noise as described in Section [8 Since Proposition
gives a convergence of the linear response in the strong space C*, by Remark
we know that we can consider very general observables. For simplicity we will
consider ¢ € L' but in fact we could consider even weaker spaces as distribution
spaces (the dual of C*). For simplicity we also take P C W2 to let (79) make
sense. The response formula in this case is

R(E) = (1d = Lo) o (L (ko) | bl )ho(w)dy).
s
We will hence consider the problem (@8]) with this response function. Similarly to
the expanding maps case we get the following statement.

Proposition 52. Under the above assumptions, supposing that P is a closed bounded
convex set in W2, Problem [@8)) has a solution in P. If furthermore P is strictly
convez either the solution is unique or every h € P is the optimal solution.

Proof. The result again directly follows applying Propositions 48] and In order
to apply the propositions we check that h — f ¢ dR(h) is continuous on P. Since
in this case

R(h) = (Id — Lo) " p * (ho / () ho ) dy)’

Sl
we have
[eariy < lelnlita= Lo o« (o [ i hotan)
< NlellulI(zd = Zo) v o< 2llcs ol s il
establishing the continuity of & — [ ¢ dR(h). O
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