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We study the non-equilibrium response function Rij(t, t
′), namely the variation of the local mag-

netization ⟨Si(t)⟩ on site i at time t as an effect of a perturbation applied at the earlier time t′

on site j, in a class of solvable spin models characterized by the vanishing of the so-called asym-
metry. This class encompasses both systems brought out of equilibrium by the variation of a
thermodynamic control parameter, as after a temperature quench, or intrinsically out of equilib-
rium models with violation of detailed balance. The one-dimensional Ising model and the voter
model (on an arbitrary graph) are prototypical examples of these two situations which are used
here as guiding examples. Defining the fluctuation-dissipation ratio Xij(t, t

′) = βRij/(∂Gij/∂t
′),

where Gij(t, t
′) = ⟨Si(t)Sj(t

′)⟩ is the spin-spin correlation function and β is a parameter regulating
the strength of the perturbation (corresponding to the inverse temperature when detailed balance
holds), we show that, in the quite general case of a kinetics obeying dynamical scaling, on equal sites
this quantity has a universal form Xii(t, t

′) = (t+ t′)/(2t), whereas limt→∞ Xij(t, t
′) = 1/2 for any

ij couple. The specific case of voter models with long-range interactions is thoroughly discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

While statistical mechanics provides a rather complete and detailed theory of equilibrium systems, understanding
out of equilibrium states is still an open challenge. Depending on the system at hand, in some cases such states can
be treated as weak perturbations around a given equilibrium, allowing sometimes to build some kind of perturbation
approach. However, there are in nature a wealth of phenomena that cannot be considered near to equilibrium by any
means. One example is provided by systems building an ordered state out of an initially disordered one, as in the case
of phase-ordering [1–3] in quenched magnets or phase-separation in composite materials as, for instance, binary liquids
or alloys. Glassy materials [4, 5] and other disordered systems [6] also fall into the same category. These systems
remain out of equilibrium for very long times because the ergodic time diverges in the thermodynamic limit and may
therefore become larger than any accessible experimental timescale. Moreover, although the kinetics becomes slower
and slower as time elapses, a phenomenon dubbed as aging, the probability distribution in phase-space keeps changing
at any time as it can be revealed by inspection of suitable observables as, for instance, two-time correlations. This
slowly relaxing state can be viewed as gradual exploration of larger and larger portion of phase-space in a progressive
effort to reinstate ergodicity, a scenario referred to as weak ergodicity breaking. The problem, therefore, cannot be
handled in a statistical mechanical approach by restricting over a subset of phase space, as it would be appropriate
for the study of metastability [7].

A different, but related, class of systems are those kept away from equilibrium by a small external power input done
by stationary non-conservative forces violating detailed balance, as in active matter or in sheared or stirred materials,
and/or periodically time-dependent forces.

In this context, a wealth of studies have been concerned with the behavior of two-time quantities and, in particular,
on the relation between the response function R(t, t′), with t ≥ t′, and the associated correlation function A(t, t′), the
fluctuation-dissipation relation. Here R(t, t′) is the so-called autoresponse, namely the local reaction of the system at
position x⃗ at time t, due to a perturbation acting in the same place at the earlier time t′. Similarly, A(t, t′) is the
autocorrelation function between a local observable measured at x⃗ at two different times t′ and t. In equilibrium, the
fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT) [8] provides a linear relation between these two quantities involving the inverse
thermodynamic temperature β = 1/kBT

β−1R(t, t′) =
∂

∂t′
A(t, t′). (1)

In a canonical setting, this guarantees that a thermometer immersed in the system under study displays a temperature
equal to the one of the bath the sample is in contact with [9]. Out of equilibrium, the FDT does not hold and the
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quantity

βeff = βX−1(t, t′) =
∂A(t,t′)

∂t′

R(t, t′)
(2)

has been interpreted, in some cases, as an effective inverse temperature [10], different from that of the reservoir. For
instance, in a class of aging systems as, e.g., the p-spin model of a glass [11, 12], the so called fluctuation-dissipation
ratio (FDR) X(t, t′) takes, for large times t′, only a couple of values, X(t, t′) = 1 for t− t′ ≪ t′ and X(t, t′) = X∞ ̸= 1
for t − t′ ≫ t′, showing the presence, next to the bath temperature, of an additional effective (inverse) temperature
βeff = βX−1

∞ . In addition, the FDR has been also used as an indicator of the out-of-equilibrium nature of the system,
and has been related to the rate of energy dissipation [13] or the entropy production rate [14].

Interestingly, besides evidencing the nature of the deviation from equilibrium, in slowly relaxing systems X(t, t′)
– a quantity compute in a far-from-equilibrium state – encodes also information on the equilibrium state the system
is approaching. Indeed, a theorem [15, 16] relates the FDR to the overlap probability distribution of the target
equilibrium.

In this paper we discuss the form of the FDR in a class of models where the so-called asymmetry (see Sec. II,
Eq. (12) in particular) vanishes, a fact that makes an analytical approach possible. Brownian diffusion is perhaps the
simplest example. The problem is defined in terms of spin variables Si = ±1 located on the vertices i of a completely
general graph. For concreteness, after discussing general properties, we will consider the voter model and perform a
quantitative analysis on regular D-dimensional lattices, considering interactions depending on the distance r between
spins [17–20]. The one-dimensional case with nearest neighbors (NN) interactions can be mapped to the kinetic Ising
chain, whose FDR during phase-ordering was derived long ago in Refs [21, 22]. Besides that, we will consider here
cases with long-range interactions between spins decaying as r−α, for any α. In the scaling regime of the model,
where the time evolution can be reparametrized in terms of a single growing length L(t) (see Sec. II, especially around
Eq. (17 for a precise definition) the FDR is a non-trivial universal function of its arguments decaying from X ≡ 1
at equal times t = t′, to X ≡ 1/2 for large time separations t − t′ → ∞. We also discuss the space-dependent FDR
obtained through a generalization of Eqs. (1,2) where the response describes the reaction of the system at x⃗ due to a
perturbation acting earlier on a different site x⃗+ r⃗. This quantity has a more complicted behavior than its equal site
counterpart but, similarly to it, it also converges to X = 1/2 for large t− t′.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section II we present some generalities on fluctuation-dissipation theorem and
we derive some results on FDR which will be tested in the voter model. In Section III we review the voter model
with long-range interactions in its general form and then we provide explicit calulations of both response function
and FDR in both one- and two-dimensions. Finally in Section IV we present conclusions and discussion. For reader’s
convenience we have devoted Appendix A to derive some auxiliary computations which were employed in the main
text.

II. FLUCTUATION-DISSIPATION RELATIONS: GENERALITIES

In this Section we review some generalities on linear response theory and fluctuation-dissipation relations in and
out of equilibrium. We will use the paradigm of spin systems, but most of the properties reviewed here are rather
general.

Let us consider a collection of Ising variables Si = ±1 evolving according to a Markovian stochastic process in
discrete time. In general, the linear response function RAB

ij (t, t′) describes the modification of an observable Ai at site
i and time t due to a small perturbation b coupling linearly with another variable Bj at previous times t′. The simplest
instance, in a spin system, is when Ai ≡ Si, Bj ≡ Sj and b = hj is a magnetic field. When a kick perturbation acting
on a very short time ∆t is applied

hj(t) = hθ(t− t′)θ(t′ +∆t− t)δi,j , (3)

where θ is the Heaviside function, the impulsive response is defined as [23, 24]

Rij(t,t′) = lim
∆t→0

1

∆t

δ⟨Si(t)⟩
δhj(t′)

∣∣∣∣
h=0

. (4)

Here ⟨. . . ⟩ indicates a non-equilibrium statistical average, namely taken over initial configurations and stochastic
realizations of the evolution, and

δ⟨Si(t)⟩ = ⟨Si(t)⟩h − ⟨Si(t)⟩ (5)
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where ⟨. . . ⟩h means an average over trajectories in the presence of the perturbation.
The response function can be alternatively written as [21, 25, 26]

β−1Rij(t, t
′) =

1

2

[
∂

∂t′
Gij(t, t

′)− ⟨Si(t)Bj(t
′)⟩
]
, (6)

where

Gij(t, t
′) = ⟨Si(t)Sj(t

′)⟩ (7)

is the spin-spin correlation function, and

Bj = −2Sjw(Sj), (8)

w(Si) being the transition rate for flipping a single spin Si in the absence of the perturbation. Eq. (6) holds true
for any kind of unperturbed dynamic rules, also if detailed balance is violated, for any perturbation modifying the
unperturbed transition rates as w(Si) → wh(Si) with

wh(Si) = w(Si)(1− βhj), (9)

where β is a parameter regulating the effect of the kick. If the unperturbed evolution obeys detailed balance, β can
be identified with the inverse thermodynamic temperature β = (kBT )

−1, kB being the Boltzmann constant. Eq. (9)
can be interpreted as the requirement that the perturbed Markov chain obeys detailed balance at least with respect to
the effect of a perturbation adding an energy −hjSj to the unperturbed system. Clearly, if the latter obeys detailed
balance with respect to a certain Hamiltonian, Eq. (9) amounts to the natural request that detailed balance is still
valid after switching on the perturbation. Notice that on the r.h.s. of Eq. (6) there are only correlation functions
computed in the unperturbed dynamics. Therefore Eq. (6) can be qualified as a non-equilibrium generalization of the
FDT. Indeed, it is simple to show [21, 25, 26] that it reduces to the usual equilibrium relation

β−1Rij(t, t
′) =

∂

∂t′
Gij(t, t

′) (10)

in equilibrium conditions. This will be further discussed below. Let us also mention that Eq. (6) also holds, with
a suitable definition of Bj , for systems of continuous variables described, e.g., by Langevin or Fokker-Planck equa-
tions [27].

It is useful to re-write Eq. (6) in the alternative form

β−1Rij(t, t
′) =

1

2

{
∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t′
− ∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t
−Aij(t, t

′)

}
, (11)

where

Aij(t, t
′) = ⟨Si(t)Bj(t

′)⟩ − ∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t
(12)

is the so called asymmetry. Since it can be shown [27] that
∂Gij(t,t

′)
∂t = ⟨Bi(t)Sj(t

′)⟩, this quantity amounts to a sort
of commutator,

Aij(t, t
′) = ⟨Si(t)Bj(t

′)⟩ − ⟨Bi(t)Sj(t
′)⟩ , (13)

whereby the name comes from. In stationary states with time-inversion invariance, Aij vanishes and one recovers the
equilibrium FDT, Eq. (10). However, equilibrium is not a necessary condition for having Aij ≡ 0, for instance the
same holds true in the aging stage of the 1D Ising model [21, 22, 25] and, as we will see soon, in the voter model in
arbitrary space dimension and with arbitrary spacial interactions.

The generalized FDT (6) can be also written in the form [21]

βRij(t, t
′) = Xij(t, t

′)
∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t′
, (14)

where

Xij(t, t
′) =

1

2

[
1−

∂Gij(t,t
′)

∂t
∂Gij(t,t′)

∂t′

− Aij(t, t
′)

∂Gij(t,t′)
∂t′

]
(15)
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is the FDR. This quantity can, in some cases, be associated to a non-equilibrium effective temperature [10]. Clearly,
in equilibrium one has Xij(t, t

′) ≡ 1. In the following we will denote the equal-site FDR Xii(t, t
′) as X(t, t′) tout

court. Similarly, also the autocorrelation function Gii(t, t
′) will be denoted as A(t, t′).

The considerations above are general. Now we restrict our discussion to systems where the asymmetry vanishes.
The FDR reads, in this case,

Xij(t, t
′) =

1

2

[
1−

∂Gij(t,t
′)

∂t
∂Gij(t,t′)

∂t′

]
. (16)

The first observation is that, in stationary states where Gij is a function of the time difference t − t′ only, one has
Xij(t, t

′) ≡ 1, as in equilibrium. In systems where detailed balance is violated, such states are non-equilibrium ones and
occur, for instance in the voter model, as we will discuss. In addition, it can be easily proved that limt′→t X(t, t′) = 1,
even in cases in which detailed balance does not hold (see Appendix A). This can be clearly seen in Figs. 1,3, where
X(t, t′) is plotted for the d = 1 and d = 2 voter model with long-range interactions (see Sec. III), respectively. In this
figures, following established practice, X(t, t′) is plotted against A(t, t′). Given that A(t, t′) is a function decreasing
monotonously from A(t, t) = 1 to zero (for t ≫ t′), the region t′ → t corresponds to the right part of the plot.
Instead, if i ̸= j the behavior of Xij(t, t

′) in the above equal times limit is radically different, since one has
limt→t′ Xi̸=j(t, t

′) = 0. This is shown in Appendix A. The physical intuition is that flipping Si at time t or Sj at

time t′ occurs with the same probability, hence
∂Gij

∂t =
∂Gij

∂t′ in Eq. (16), as t′ → t. Alternatively, one arrives at the
same conclusion upon arguing that a perturbation exerted somewhere else at j, cannot reach i in a vanishing time
interval. As a concrete example, this can be observed for the long-range d = 1 voter model in Fig. 2.

Now we focus on aging systems. Assuming spatial homogeneity it is Gij(t, t
′) = G(r; t, t′), where r is the distance

between i and j. Generally the late-time dynamics obeys a dynamical scaling symmetry [1–3, 28–36] expressed by
the form

G(r; t, t′) = g

(
r

L(t′)
;
L(t)

L(t′)

)
, (17)

where L(t) is a dynamical correlation length. From Eq. (16) one has

X(r; t, t′) =
1

2

[
1 +

dg
dz

y dg
dy + z dg

dz

∂L(t)
∂t

∂L(t′)
∂t′

]
, (18)

where y = r/L(t′) and z = L(t)/L(t′) are the arguments of g in Eq. (17). If, as it is usually the case, L(t) grows
algebraically in time, L(t) ∝ ta, then it is

X(r; t, t′) = x(y; z) =
1

2

[
1 +

dg
dz

y dg
dy + z dg

dz

z
a−1
a

]
, (19)

showing that X is also a function x of the scaling variables y and z alone. Focusing on the case r = 0, which is the
situation most frequently considered, the above expression gives

X(t, t′) =
1 + z−

1
a

2
=

t+ t′

2t
. (20)

Then X(t, t′) is a universal quantity, independent on the specific model considered among those with vanishing
asymmetry, in a regime characterized by dynamical scaling. Let us just stress that, when plotting against A(t, t′) as
it is done in Figs. 1,3, curves inherit the model dependence of A(t, t′), as it can be visually observed.

On the contrary, for r ̸= 0, Eq. (19) shows that the model-dependent scaling function g informs X. The limiting
value [22]

X∞(r; t′) = lim
t→∞

X(r; t, t′), (21)

(taken with fixed r and t′), however, retains a universal character similar to the one pointed out for X(t, t′). In fact,

the second term in square brackets in Eq. (19) generally vanishes as z → ∞ (because z dg
dz → 0 and a ≤ 1), and hence

X∞(r; t′) ≡ 1

2
, (22)

for any r and t′. This is clearly seen in Fig. 2.
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III. THE VOTER MODEL

The voter model [37–49] is described by a set of binary variables located on the nodes i of a graph, which can
assume the values Si = ±1. Two spins Si and Sk interact with a probability Pik, so that the probability to flip Si is

w(Si) =
1

2

∑
k

Pik(1− SiSk) . (23)

With standard techniques of stochastic calculus [50] it is easy to show (see Appendix A) that ∂
∂t ⟨Si(t)Sj(t

′)⟩ =
−2⟨Si(t)Sj(t

′)w(Si(t))⟩ which, provides

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t
= −Gij(t, t

′) +
∑
k

PikGkj(t, t
′) . (24)

Regarding the response function, using the transition rate w of Eq. (23), Eq. (6) amounts to

β−1Rij(t, t
′) =

1

2

[
∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t′
+Gij(t, t

′)−
∑
k

PjkGik(t, t
′)

]
. (25)

Comparing with Eq. (24), and using the fact that Gij and Rij are symmetric in i, j, it follows

β−1Rij(t, t
′) =

1

2

{
∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t′
− ∂Gij(t, t

′)

∂t

}
, (26)

showing that the asymmetry is vanishing in this model.

A. Voter model on a regular lattice

We now focus on the case where the graph is a D-dimensional lattice and the probability Pik that spin Si interacts
with Sk depends only on their distance. Considering the correlation Gij(t, t

′) = G(r; t, t′), where r is the distance
between i and j, and indicating with dk the distance between k and j, the evolution equation for this quantity
reads [17–20, 51]

∂G(r; t, t′)

∂t
= −G(r; t, t′) +

∑
ℓ

P (ℓ)

n(ℓ)∑
k=1

G(dk(r, ℓ), t) , (27)

where ℓ runs over all the possible distances on the lattice and n(ℓ) is the number of lattice sites k at distance ℓ from i.
Eq. (27) must be solved with initial condition G(r; t, t) = C(r; t), where the equal-time correlation C obeys [17–19] a
differential equation analogous to Eq. (27). We will consider the case of the ordering process originating from a fully
disordered state at t = 0. Further details on this problem can be found in [19].

In the following we will focus on the case of interactions decaying algebraically with distance, i.e.

P (ℓ) ∝ ℓ−α, (28)

with α > 0. In the two opposite limits α → ∞ and α → 0 one recovers, respectively, the original voter model with
NN interactions only, and the mean field version where the agents are fully connected.

We start by considering the one-dimensional case where Eq. (27) simplifies to

∂G(r; t, t′)

∂t
= −G(r; t, t′) +

N/2∑
ℓ=1

P (ℓ) [G(r − ℓ; t, t′) +G(r + ℓ; t, t′)] . (29)

In the NN limit α → ∞ the model can be mapped exactly onto the Ising model. Therefore, in this case (but only in
this case) the model obeys detailed balance. More in general, the above equation was studied with periodic boundary
conditions in [19], where different behaviors were found as α is changed. In the following, building on this knowledge,
we discuss the behavior of the response function. We will always assume the thermodynamic limit N → ∞.
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For α > 3, G(r; t, t′) has the form (17), with L(t) ∝ t1/2, for sufficiently small values y < y∗ of y = r/L(t′) (this
will be further detailed later on). Then Eq. (20) holds true. The autocorrelation function A(z) reads [19]

A(z) =
2

π
arctan

( √
2√

z2 − 1

)
, (30)

which is the same result as in the NN model [21, 22] and is independent on α. Inverting Eq. (30) to obtain z(A) and
plugging into Eq. (16) one has [21, 22]

X(A) =
1

2− sin2
(
π
2A
) , α > 3 . (31)

This analytic determination is plotted with a black heavy-dotted curve in Fig. 1. In the same figure, continuous curves
are obtained by numerically solving Eq. (29), thus obtaining A(t, t′) by letting r = 0 in G(r; t, t′) and in X(r; t, t′),
the latter quantity being obtained, starting from G(r; t, t′), by means of Eq. (16). One sees that the curves for α > 3
are α-independent and fall onto the analytic form (31).

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A

0.5

1

X α=10
α=5
α=4
α=3
α=2.5
α=2
α=1.75
α=1.5
α=1
α=0.5
α=0

FIG. 1. X(t, t′) is plotted against G(t, t′), for the 1D voter model with long-range algebraic interactions. different curves are
for different values of α, indicated in the legend, for t′ = 10 (t′ = 102 for α = 3). System size is N = 103 for α ≥ 3, N = 104 for
2 ≤ α < 3, N = 105 for α < 2. The black heavy-dotted curve is the analytical form for the 1d-Ising model with NN interactions
obtained in [21, 22]. Curves for α = 0, 0.5, 1 superimpose.

We now move to study X(r; t, t′) for finite values of r. To the best of our knowledge this quantity has not been
thoroughly studied before. Its behavior, for α = 5, is shown in Fig. 2, where it is plotted against A(t, t′), as we already
did for X(t, t′) in Fig. 1. As we mentioned in Sec. II, X(r; t, t′) is bound to take the values X(r; t, t) = 0 for equal times
(right part of the figure, A = 1), and X(r; t → ∞, t′) = 1/2 in the large time separation sector (left part of the plot,
A = 0). This is clearly observed in Fig. 2. It can also be noticed that the curves approach the one for r = 0 (black
line) below a characteristic value A∗. Looking at Eq. (19), this means that the term z dg/dz in the denominator on
the r.h.s. eventually prevails over y dg/dy. Clearly, this occurs at values of z (i.e. of t) larger as y (hence r) are taken
larger, as indeed we see in Fig. 2. Moreover, we notice a rather different form of such approach for small (r < r∗, with
r∗ ≃ 25) of large (r > r∗) values of r (to better display this we draw data for r < r∗ with continuous lines and those
for r > r∗ with dashed ones). For r < r∗ the curves rise to a maximum and then approach the curve for X(t, t′) (i.e.
black) smoothly from above. For r > r∗, instead, there is an additional wiggle. The origin of r∗ and its impact on
the form of X(r; t, t′) can be understood as follows. How we anticipated earlier, a unique scaling form as in Eq. (17)
is obeyed by G(r; t, t′) only for sufficiently small values y < y∗ of y = r/L(t′). Indeed, for larger values of y, both
the growth law of the scaling length and the form of the scaling function g change significantly [19]. In particular,
while for y < y∗ both g and L(t) behave as in the NN case, for y > y∗ they become α-dependent. The value y∗

separating these different behaviors is an increasing function y∗(t′, z) of z and t′ and diverges as α → ∞, meaning
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that for NN interactions a unique scaling form is recovered. Plotting X(r; t, t′) for fixed t′ and a small value of r,
such that r < y∗(t′, z = 1) = r∗, the condition r < y∗(t′, z) will remain true for all the subsequent evolution, meaning
that Eq. (16) only probes the y < y∗(t′, z) behavior of G(r; t, t′). This produces the (continuous) lines for r < r∗

shown in Fig. 2. On the other hand, considering X(r; t, t′) for a value of r as large as to have r > y∗(t′, z = 1) = r∗,
Eq. (16) initially probes the large-y α-dependent scaling of G(r; t, t′). As time elapses (and z increases), since y∗(t′, z)
is an increasing function of z, one crosses over to the universal scaling form valid for y < y∗(t′, z). This produces
the wiggle observed in Fig. 2. Clearly, the larger is the value of r considered, the later the wiggle will be produced,
which is indeed observed in Fig. 2. It is interesting to notice the effectiveness of X(r; t, t′) in providing such detailed
information on the spatial structure of correlations in the systems. Indeed, the existence of y∗ can be hardly inferred
by the direct study of correlation functions, particularly if numerical, because correlations are already very small at
y∗ and masked by any source of noise. Instead, X(r; t, t′) displays a very clear (additional) non-monotonicity. Let us
also comment that such an effect is a peculiar feature of the extended interactions present in the model, since there
is no such a feature in the NN case (because y∗ = ∞).

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

X

r=0
r=1
r=2
r=5
r=10
r=20
r=50
r=102

FIG. 2. X(r; t, t′) is plotted against A(t, t′), for α = 5 and different values of r, indicated in the legend. System size is N = 103

and t′ = 10.

The quantitative discussion above holds true for α > 3. Using the results contained in [19], and proceeding similarly,
one can extend the previous analysis to the range with α ≤ 3. Specifically, for 2 < α ≤ 3 and large t′ and z, the
autocorrelation function reads

A(z) = a1 z
−1 , (32)

where a1 is a constant, with L(t) ∝ t1/(α−1). Then one has

X(A) =
1 + (A/a1)

α−1

2
. (33)

This equation shows that X(A) decreases significantly towards the asymptotic value X(0) = 1/2 when (A/a1)
α−1

gets smaller than a certain number ϵ ≪ 1. Solving we get A ≪ a1ϵ
1/(α−1), thus implying that the descent occurs at

smaller and smaller values of A as α decreases, which is indeed seen in Fig. 1.
In the range 1 < α ≤ 2 the system undergoes a coarsening phase with

A(z) = a2 z
− 1

α−1 , (34)

with another constant a2 and with L(t) ∝ t, while approaching to a non-trivial stationary state, characterized by

A(t, t′) = Astat(τ) = A0 τ
α−2
α−1 , τ ≡ t− t′ . (35)
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Then, one has

X(A) =
1 + (A/a2)

α−1

2
. (36)

during such coarsening stage. Notice that the same form holds (apart from the value of the constants a1, a2) both
for 2 < α ≤ 3 (Eq. (33)) and for 1 < α ≤ 2 (Eq. (36)) despite the fact that both the growth law L(t) and the
autocorrelation behave differently. As a consequence, the curves for X(t, t′) in Fig. 1 behave similarly to those of the
cases with 2 < α ≤ 3 and keep staying closer to X = 1 down to smaller and smaller A-values as α is progressively
lowered, for the reasons previously discussed.

Later, when the system enters the stationary state, one has

R(t, t′) = Rstat(τ) = β A0
(α− 2)τ

1
1−α

α− 1
, (37)

and X(r; t, t′) ≡ 1 trivially, as in any stationary state.
For α ≤ 1, the situation is different because the stationary state is approached in a microscopic time, without any

previous coarsening stage [17]. At stationarity the system behaves similarly to the mean-field model, with

A(t, t′) = Astat(τ) = a3 e
−τ , (38)

a3 being a constant. Then

Rstat(τ) = β A(τ) , (39)

and X(r; t, t′) ≡ 1. This can be seen in Fig. 1.
We complete our discussion of the voter model on a lattice with interaction probability decaying algebraically as in

Eq. (28) by briefly considering the case of a two-dimensional square lattice. This model has been studied in [18] but
two-time quantities, in particular G(r; t, t′) have never been analytically determined. Our numerical results, obtained
by numerically solving Eq. (27) with periodic boundary conditions, are displayed in Fig. 3. The overall behavior is
similar to the one-dimensional case, with X(t, t′) decaying from X(t, t) = 1 to X(t → ∞, t′) = 1/2 on smaller and
smaller values of A as α is decreased. Also, the mean-field behavior with X(t, t′) ≡ 1 is observed for α ≤ 2 since, in
any dimension, this is expected for α ≤ D. At variance with the D = 1 case, however, X depends on α in the whole
range explored and a short-range universal behavior where X is α independent, corresponding to α > 3 for D = 1, is
not observed.

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A

0.5

1

X α=10
α=5
α=4
α=3
α=2.5
α=2
α=1.75
α=1.5
α=1
α=0.5
α=0

FIG. 3. X(t, t′) is plotted against A(t, t′), for the 2D voter model with long-range algebraic interactions. Different curves are
for different values of α, indicated in the legend, for t′ = 10. System size is N = 1012. Curves for α ≤ 2 superimpose.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we studied the impulsive response function Rij(t, t
′) for a class of spin systems characterized by

vanishing asymmetry and subjected to a small magnetic perturbation. The voter and the Ising model can be viewed as
prototype examples. We also derived some general properties of the FDRXij(t, t

′) for this class of models. Specifically,
for systems exhibiting dynamical scaling in their kinetics, we found Xii(t, t

′) = (t+t′)/(2t) and limt→∞ Xij(t, t
′) = 1/2

for any ij pair. Building on the results from Ref. [19], which provided the analytical form of two-time autocorrelation
functions for the one-dimensional voter model with long-range interactions, we calculated the response function and
the FDR using the FDT in its general form (6), for spin systems. Moreover, we provided numerical results for both
one and two-dimensional voter model.

The behavior of the response function and the associated FDR has been a widely studied in aging system in
the last years [10, 21–26, 32–34, 52–62]. One important direction in these studies is the possibility to infer static
properties of hard-to-equilibrate systems, as glasses and spin glasses, from their dynamical response, enforcing the
static-dynamic connection [15, 16] mentioned in Sec. I which, under certain hypotheses, relates the out-of-equilibrium
FDR to the equilibrium structure of phase space. However, it was found that in the one-dimensional Ising model
with NN interactions one of those hypotheses is violated. Indeed, the FDR in that case (discussed in Sec. IIIA)
has an higly non-trivial form, completely independent of the trivial properties of the equilibrium low-temperature
states. The origin of such violation is in the nature of the domain walls motion in D = 1, which is purely diffusive,
since there is no surface tension on the line. This produces an anomalously large response [63], thus invalidating the
static-dynamic connection. Such connection, however, is restored when considering the same Ising model in D > 1,
because, in that case, surface tension regularizes the motion of the interfaces. The voter model considered in this
paper is special because surface tension is absent in any dimension and, for this reason, it displays a non-trivial FDR
qualitatively similar to the one of the NN Ising model, in any dimension (see Sec. III A, Figs. 1,3, in particular). This
is presumably true for the whole class of models with vanishing asymmetry considered in this paper.
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Appendix A: Time derivatives of correlation functions

In this Appendix we evaluate some time derivatives of Gij(t, t
′) for a general system of discrete variables (e.g. spins)

denoted by S ≡ (S1, . . . SN ), subjected to a Markov process. By definition

Gij(t, t
′) =

∑
S,S′

SiS
′
j p
(
S, t|S′, t′

)
p
(
S′, t′

)
(A1)

where p(S, t) is the probability of state S at time t and p
(
S, t|S′, t′

)
is the conditional probability of having the state

S at time t if we had the state S′ at time t′.
The increment of Gij when the largest time t goes from t to t+ δ, is

∆tGij(t, t
′) = ⟨Si(t+ δ)Sj(t

′)⟩ − ⟨Si(t)Sj(t
′)⟩, (A2)

which explicitly reads

∆tGij(t, t
′) =

∑
S,S′,S′′

(S′′
i − Si)S

′
j p
(
S′′, t+ δ|S, t

)
p
(
S, t|S′, t′

)
p
(
S′, t′

)
. (A3)

In the limit of small δ a single spin-flip attempt is only possible. Moreover, it is clear that only flip of Si contributes
to the r.h.s. of Eq. (A3), due to the S′′

i −Si factor. Therefore we can make the replacement p(S′′, t+ δ|S, t) = w(Si)δ,
leading to

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t
= lim

δ→0

∆tGij(t, t
′)

δ
=

∑
S,S′,S′′

(S′′
i − Si)S

′
j w (Si) p

(
S, t|S′, t′

)
p
(
S′, t′

)
. (A4)
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For Ising spins (Si = ±1) the only contribution is for S′′
i = −Si hence, performing the sum over S′′ one arrives at

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t
= −2

∑
S,S′

Si S
′
j w (Si) p

(
S, t|S′, t′

)
p
(
S′, t′

)
= −2 ⟨w(Si(t))Si(t)Sj(t

′)⟩ . (A5)

This shows that the derivative of a correlator with respect of the largest time is a (different) correlator itself.
Let us now consider the limit t′ → t, where we can make the substitution p

(
S, t|S′, t′

)
→ δS,S′ and use this

δ-function to perform the S′ summation. One has

lim
t′→t

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t
= −2

∑
S

Si Sj w (Si) p (S, t) = −2 ⟨Si(t)Sj(t)w(Si(t))⟩ . (A6)

In particular, one has

lim
t′→t

∂Gii(t, t
′)

∂t
= −2⟨w(Si(t))⟩, (A7)

which simply expresses that for each spin flip, which occurs with probability w(Si), the correlation decreases by two.
Let us now consider the increment with respect to the smallest time t′, which is given by

∆t′Gij(t, t
′) =

∑
S,S′,S′′

Si

(
S′′
j − S′

j

)
p
(
S, t|S′′, t′ + δ

)
p
(
S′′, t′ + δ|S′, t′

)
p
(
S′, t′

)
. (A8)

Taking the incremental ratio
∆Gij(t,t

′)
δ , proceeding as before and performing the limit δ → 0 we get

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t′
= −2

∑
S,S′

Si S
′
j w

(
S′
j

)
p
(
S, t|FjS

′, t′
)
p
(
S′, t′

)
, (A9)

where we have defined the operator Fj which flips the j-th spin, i.e. FjS ≡ (S1, S2, . . . ,−Sj , . . . , SN ). This expression
shows that the derivative of a correlator with respect to the smallest time cannot in general be written as a correlator,
because of the Fj in the conditional probability.
Let us now consider the limit t′ → t, where we can make the substitution p

(
S, t|FjS

′, t′
)
→ δS,FjS′ . Using this δ

function to perform the S′ summation in Eq. (A9) one has

lim
t′→t

∂Gii(t, t
′)

∂t′
=

{
2
∑

S w (Si) p(S, t) = 2⟨w(Si(t)⟩, for i = j,
−2

∑
S Si Sj w (Si) p (S, t) = −2 ⟨Si(t)Sj(t)w(Si(t))⟩, for i ̸= j,

(A10)

showing that, only for equal times, also this derivative can be expressed in the form of an average quantity. Comparing
with Eq. (A6) one has

lim
t→t′

∂Gij(t, t
′)

∂t′
=

{
− limt→t′

∂Gii(t,t
′)

∂t , for i = j,

limt→t′
∂Gij(t,t

′)
∂t , for i ̸= j.

(A11)

Notice that this result is independent on the detailed balance holding true or not and applies to intrinsically non-
equilibrium models as well. Plugging into Eq. (16) this shows that limt′→t X(t, t′) = 1, while limt′→t Xij(t, t

′) =
0,∀i ̸= j.
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