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Time-integrated state observables, which quantify the fraction of time spent in a specific pool of states, are
important in many fields, such as chemical sensing or theory of fluorescence spectroscopy. We derive exact
identities, called Fluctuation-Response Relations (FRRs), that connect the fluctuations of such observables to
their response to external perturbations in nonequilibrium steady state of Markov jump processes. Using these
results, we derive novel upper and lower bounds for fluctuations. We further demonstrate their applicability
for simplifying calculations of fluctuations in large Markov networks, use them to explain the physical origin
of positive and negative correlations of occupation times in a double quantum dot device, and discuss their

relevance for model inference.

Introduction—Both the ordered responses to external per-
turbations and the stochastic fluctuations are among the cen-
tral topics of statistical physics. Close to equilibrium, the
responses and fluctuations are strictly related via a seminal
fluctuation-dissipation theorem [1-5]. Far from equilibrium,
such universal relations are no longer valid. However, in re-
cent years, significant progress has been made in describ-
ing the universal properties of static responses to external
perturbations in Markov processes or chemical reaction net-
works [6-20]. Similarly, research in recent decades has pro-
duced a wealth of universal laws describing the properties of
fluctuations, such as fluctuation theorems [21-24], general-
izations of fluctuation-dissipation theorem [25-33], or Ther-
modynamic and Kinetic Uncertainty Relations (TURs and
KURs), lower bounding the current fluctuations in terms of
average current and entropy production or traffic (also called
activity) [34-44].

Very recently, significant developments have also been
made in connecting the responses and fluctuations, in the
spirit of the original fluctuation-dissipation theorem, in sys-
tems arbitrarily far from equilibrium [45-47]. In particular,
Refs. [48, 49] used information theory to obtain an inequality
bounding the precision of response (i.e., its ratio to fluctua-
tions) of an arbitrary trajectory observable in Markov jump
processes by the traffic. This result was later generalized to
open quantum systems [50, 51]. Complementing those re-
sults, Ref. [52] obtained a similar Response-TUR (R-TUR),
bounding the precision of response to kinetic perturbations
(i.e., perturbations affecting the system kinetics, but not ther-
modynamic forces) in a Nonequilibrium Steady State (NESS)
by the entropy production. This result was later proven
in Ref. [33], which further derived exact identities, called
Fluctuation-Response Relations (FRRs), relating the current
fluctuations in NESS to static responses to kinetic or thermo-
dynamic perturbations. Subsequently, R-TUR has been gen-
eralized to transient regime using information theory [50].

The kinetic and thermodynamic bounds derived in
Refs. [48-50] were also applicable to precision of response of
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time-integrated state observables, which describe the frac-
tion of time spent in a given state. Such observables and
their fluctuations have attracted significant attention in many
fields, including diffusion [53-60], motion of active parti-
cles [61, 62], theory of fluorescence microscopy [63, 64], op-
tical systems [65, 66], or chemical sensing [67-76]. In partic-
ular, in the latter context, they enter a famous Berg-Purcell
bound for the precision of concentration measurements [77].
Other types of inequalities bounding the fluctuations of state
observables have also been derived in Ref. [78] for the time-
dependent scenario and in Ref. [79] for the stationary case.
However, the exact identities relating fluctuations and re-
sponses of state observables, analogous to FRRs obtained for
current [33], have not been known so far.

In our Letter we close this gap by deriving exactly such
identities. Interestingly, we found that they are identical in
structure to FRRs proven for currents. The physical meaning
of our identities is illustrated by applying them to explain
the origin of positive and negative correlations of occupa-
tion times in a double-quantum-dot device. We also discuss
the relation of our result to recently proven inequalities [48—
50, 79], derive the upper bound for fluctuations and the lower
bound for the precision of equilibrium response to state ener-
gies, and discuss potential applications of our framework for
simplifying calculation of fluctuations or inferring the struc-
ture of Markov networks using observational data.

Setup—We consider a continuous-time Markov jump pro-
cess among N discrete states. It is described by the directed
graph whose nodes correspond to the system states and the
edges e to transitions between states. NESS of the system is
defined as

dtﬂ:=W'ﬂ=0, (1)

where m = (...,7my,...)T is the vector of state probabili-
ties m, with ), m, = 1. The matrix W is the rate matrix
with off-diagonal elements Wy, = 3. [WieOs(4e)mOi(+e)n +
W_¢8s(—e)mOt(—e)n] and the diagonal elements W,, =
— Yimen Wmn. Here, to each edge e we assign a forward (+e)
and reverse (—e) direction, so that the source of the edge +e,
labeled s(+e), is a target of edge e, labeled t(Fe). Every
transition rate associated with the edge +e can be generically
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parameterized as [10, 13]
Wie = eXp(Xie) with X, = iVs(ie) +B,£5./2, (2)

where B, and S, are called symmetric and asymmetric edge
parameters, respectively, and V,, are called vertex parameters.
We note that this parameterization is not unique for a given
Markov network, but can acquire a clear physical interpre-
tation within specific physical contexts. For example, taking
V., = 0, B, characterize the kinetic barriers, while S, is the
change in entropy in the reservoir due to a transition e that
includes changes in thermodynamic forces and energy land-
scape [10, 80, 81]. However, the energy landscape may be
alternatively parameterized by vertex parameters V,, which
is particularly useful at equilibrium; we discuss that later.

State observables—Our object of interest are the state ob-
servables that are time integrated along the stochastic trajec-
tory of the system,

t
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where x = (...,x,,...)7 is an arbitrary vector and ¢, (1) is
the random variable taking value 1 when the state n is occu-
pied and 0 otherwise. The average value of this observable is

defined as

0(1) = (6(1)), 4)

where (-) denotes the average over the ensemble of stochas-
tic trajectories. The covariance of two observables is in turn

defined as
((O(1),0'(t))) = t{(AS6(t)AS (1)), (5)
where Ad(t) = 6(t) — (6(1)).

We further mostly focus on the long-time version of the
quantities considered,

0= tli_)rglo o) = anﬂn, (6a)
{(0,0%) = lim ((O(1),0"(1))) - (6b)

We emphasize that while the average observable O is de-
termined only by the stationary state sr, the covariances
({0, O’)) are dynamical quantities, dependent on the ensem-
ble of stochastic trajectories. They are given by the algebraic
expression

((0,0") =x"Cx’, (7)

where x’ = (...,x},...)T and C = [Cpp] is the covariance
matrix of occupation times of different states. It is defined as

Con = Jim, (0 (002(1)), 0

where 0,(t) = fot [¢n(t') — m,]dt’. It can be calculated using

the formula (see Appendix A) [58-60, 79]
C = -WP . diag(x) — [WP - diag(7)]7, 9)

where WP is the Drazin inverse of the rate matrix (also called
resolvent [79]), see Refs. [82, 83] for a definition and the dis-
cussion of its properties.

We also consider the static responses of average observ-
ables to perturbations of transition rates. Throughout our
Letter, we focus on a situation where the vector x does not
depend on the perturbed parameters. For such a case, we
have

d§0 = de,;:Jl', § € {Xe, Be, Se, Vn} s (10)
where dg7 is the static response of the stationary probabil-
ity vector to the perturbation of transition rates. It can be
calculated as [84]

dem = -WP (dsW) 1. (11)

This expression is rederived in Appendix B. We notice that
the Drazin inverse form of Eq. (11) is an alternative to the
method from Refs. [13, 14].

Fluctuation-response relations—Let us now present our
main result, namely, the exact identities relating the covari-
ance matrix elements to static responses of state probabilities.
They are proven in the Appendix C. They read as

1
Comn = —d d , 12

mn ; Wieﬂs(i—e) XieTmaX, . Tn ( a)
T

Cn = )| —=dp, Tndp, 7, (12b)
o Je
4

Comn = Z T—dseﬂ'mdseﬂ'n R (12C)
e e

where }’,, denotes the summation over forward and reverse
edge directions, ), denotes the summation over forward di-
rections, jo = Wiefg(+e) = W_Ti(4e) is the oriented current
through the edge e, and 7, = Wi s (4e) + W_e T (4e) is the un-
oriented traffic through that edge. We note that Eq. (12b) can
be directly applied only when no edge is detailed balanced,
i.e., when all edge currents j, are nonzero; in the opposite
case, one needs to consider a limit of small perturbation from
equilibrium. In contrast, the other identities can be applied
directly also to equilibrium systems.

The above identities produce analogous fluctuation-
response relation (FRRs) for generic state observables,

’ _ 1 ’
(0.0 = 3, gy O 0 (139
(0.0 =7y ;—;dBeOdBEO’, (13b)
4
((0,0")) = Z T—dSEOdSEO’, (13¢)

which are identical in structure to FRRs for currents derived



in Ref. [33]. The identities (12) and (13) are the main result of
our Letter.

Upper bound for fluctuations of state observables—We now
show that our result further produces upper bounds for the
variance of state observables ((O)) = ({0, 0)) expressed
solely in terms of the rate matrix W and the stationary state
7. To derive them, we use the result of Ref. [10], bounding
the response to symmetric and asymmetric perturbations as

|dBe7Tn| < 7n (1 — 1) tanh (Finax/4) »

|d587r,,| <m,(1-my),

(14a)
(14b)

where Frax = max.|F.| is the maximum of the cycle affinities
Fe.. Using Eq. (14) with Eq. (12), we obtain upper bounds for
the diagonal covariance matrix elements,

Con < 72(1 = 7,)? tanh? (Fruas/9) Y ., (15a)
— j¢

4
Cpn < 72(1 = 11,)? Z =, (15b)
Te

As proven in the Appendix D, the above relations produce an
upper bound for the variance of a generic state observable,

(0)) < xxtanh® (Foa/4) 701 = 7’5, (160)

(O <x7x Y 721 —nn)zfi. (16b)

We notice that this result is different from the spectral upper
bound for fluctuations of time-integrated fluxes presented in
Ref. [85].

Relation to fluctuation-response inequalities—Let us now
discuss the relation of our identities to previous results. First,
they are strictly related to fluctuation-response inequalities,
derived in Refs. [48-50] for the time-dependent variance

(o)) = (0@),0(1))):

CIOUEDY o .00, a7
(0w = 3, 21dn 01, (17b)
Com) =Y =145, 001, (170

In that context, d¢O(t) is the dynamic response to the per-
turbations introduced at ¢t = 0, for a system initialized in the
stationary state of an unperturbed rate matrix. In the long-
time limit ¢ — oo, it converges to the static response dzO
considered in our paper. As further conjectured numerically
in Ref. [50], the above inequalities converge to equalities for
t — oo. This is proven by our analytic result (13).

We further note that the above relations have also been
used to derive TURs and KURs, which bound the response
to kinetic or thermodynamic perturbations by the stationary
entropy production rate & = ), j. In(W,./W_,) or total traf-

fic T = >, 7.. To that end, one introduces single param-
eters k, ¢ and n that parameterize the edge parameters as
Xie = Xie(k), Be = Be(e) and S, = S.(n). After applying
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one obtains [48-50]

d.O(1)]?
—[< © ((t’;)>]> <ki. T, (18a)
[:ng—((tg))]; < b2, min(5/2,T), (18b)
[d,0(D])* 22T
oy <4 (18c)
where kyax = maxae |dieXee|, bmax = maxe |deB.|, and zyax =

max, |dpSe|.

Response to vertex perturbations—Here we complement
Egs. (17)-(18) by deriving similar inequalities, bounding re-
sponse to perturbations of vertex parameters V;,. Such pertur-
bations have a particularly simple interpretation in the long-
time limit + — oo at thermodynamic equilibrium, 7, « e PEn,
where E, are the state energiesand = 1/(kgT) is the inverse
temperature. Then, independent of the particular parameter-
ization of the transition rates, the response to vertex pertur-
bations corresponds to the response to perturbations of state
energies: dy, O = f7'dg, O (see Appendix E).

To derive them, we first rewrite Eq. (17a) as

*+0ns(re)d +e() 2
wmy=>3 [+ v(vf,fg )(t)]

> Z [Z:te i(Sns(te)dXieO(t)]z ' (19)

Zie (Sns(te) W:te”s(ie)

Here, in the second step, we applied Sedrakyan’s inequality,
Yia/b; > (X;a;)?/(X;b;) that holds for real a; and posi-
tive b;, to each sum with a given n. We than notice dy,O =
De i5ns(te)dXie() and 2, 5ns(ie)Wte7Ts(ie) = —Whnitn. As
a result, we obtain an inequality bounding the responses of
state observables to vertex parameters,

[dv, 0(1)]°

(20)
Tn |Wnn |

(EONEDY

In particular, precision of response to perturbation associated
with each vertex n is bounded by the probability of that state
7, and the escape rate from that state |W,|:

[, 00
vV, —<<O(t)>> < ”nannl . (21)

Parameterizing the vertex parameters using a single control

parameter v, V,, = V,,(v), and using Sedrykyan’s inequality,
we further get

d,0(1)]*
& < UrznaXT , (22)
(o))
where vy = maxy, |d, V,|.
Relation to “occupation uncertainty relation”—Let us now
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FIG. 1. Scheme of one-dimensional Markov network with each state
n € {0, N} apart from n = N being a source of a single edge n + 1
pointing to a tip n + 1.

show that the long-time version of Eq. (20) is equivalent to
the so-called occupation uncertainty relation, recently de-
rived in Ref. [79]. To this end, we rewrite Eq. (20) as

x7d 2
oy >y, k. 23)

We then use the exact relation for the static response to ver-
tex perturbation, dy, 7, = 7n (Tm — Onm) [10, 13]. In this way
we reproduce the result of Ref. [79] (see Appendix F),

((0)) =xTCx 2 xTQ-A™" - diag(n) - QTx,  (24)

where (Q)mn = Opm — 7m and A = diag(..., Wy, ...).
This inequality, which lower bounds the fluctuations solely
in terms of W and s, complements the analogous upper
bounds (16).

Application for calculating fluctuations—We now show that
our approach can be used to analytically calculate the fluc-
tuations of state observables in certain models admitting an
exact solution, which is otherwise very difficult. We illus-
trate that on one-dimensional Markov networks [86] shown
in Fig. 1. Such models have been applied in many contexts,
e.g., to describe chemical bistability (Schlégl model) [87-89],
bistable electric circuits [90, 91], magnetic systems (Curie-
Weiss model) [84, 92-94], coupled heat engines [95, 96], or
disease spread [97]. NESS of such systems is detailed bal-
anced (even out of equilibrium), so that the state probabilities
read

n

7 =10 | | exp(Sm), (25)

m=1

where S, = In(W,,,/W_,,), and r is determined by the nor-
malization condition ¥ 7, = 1. As a result, one finds

ds, Tm = Tm

N
O(m—-n) - Z ﬂkl , (26)

k=n

where ©(x) is the Heaviside theta with ©(0) = 1. Inserting
this into Eq. (12c), we find an explicit expression for the co-
variance matrix elements

N

4ds, mpds, 7T
Cmn = Z % 5 (27)
k=1

with 7 = Wigme—1 + W_gmk, and 7, ds, 7, as calculated in
Egs. (25)-(26). Consequently, the covariance matrix can be
expressed explicitly in terms of transition rates W.,,.
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FIG. 2. (a) Scheme of a system consisting of two capacitively cou-
pled quantum dots L and R (left and right) with the electronic level
energies E; and Eg. Each quantum dot is coupled to a separate
reservoir L and R with chemical potential y = 0 and inverse tem-
perature f§ = 1/(kpT). We assume strong capacitative coupling
BEc > 1, so that the dots cannot be simultaneously occupied by
an electron. Thus, the system can reside in three charge states
{9, L, R}, which denote the empty state, and the state with the dot
L or R occupied by a single electron, respectively. The electron
transitions to (+) or from (-) the dot @ € {L,R} occur at the rate
Tio = Tu/[1 + exp(£PEq)], where I}, is the tunneling rate. (b)
The system dynamics is described by one-dimensional Markov net-
work (see Fig. 1) with {L,@,R} — {0,1,2}, S1 = BEr, So = —pER,
Wiy =I5, Wap =g,

Example—Finally, let us illustrate the physical meaning of
our identities on the double quantum dot model shown in
Fig. 2, which is similar to the experimental setup in Ref. [98].
We note that in such systems the charge states can be moni-
tored in real time using charge counting techniques [99, 100].
This could enable the experimental verification of our result.
Since the system can be described using one-dimensional
Markov network [Fig. 2(b)], the covariance between times
spent in states @ and L can be expressed using Eq. (27) as

4|ds, mpds, | N 4|ds, mpds, mr |

Cor = —
71 72

dmpm; (1 - mp) dmpmy

(28)

B Tipmg+1T_pmp Tirmg + I_gag ’

with the first (second) term having a negative (positive) sign
because of ds, mpds, n1, < 0 (ds,7pds,7;, > 0). This expres-
sion depends on both the state responses, described solely in
terms of S, [Egs. (25)-(26)], and the edge traffics 7., which de-
pend also on the system’s kinetics determined by the tunnel-
ing rates. The above equation can be interpreted as follows.
On the one hand, the system spends less time in the state @
when it spends more time in L, which leads to the negative
covariance (first term of the equation). This effect becomes
less pronounced when the kinetics of transition @ < L ac-
celerates, i.e., when 77 increases, because state populations
equilibrate faster to their average value. Similarly, the sys-
tem spends less time in both states @ and L if it spends more
time in the state R. This leads to their positive covariance
(the second term of the equation). Analogously, this effect
becomes suppressed when the kinetics of transitions @ < R
accelerates (that is, when the traffic 7, increases), which re-
duces the probability that the system spends an unusually
long or short time in the state R. Interestingly, our identity



demonstrates that the magnitude of those competing effects
is governed by the response of state populations to asym-
metric parameters S, which is a nontrivial result. Since the
system is at equilibrium, these perturbations directly corre-
spond to perturbations of experimentally controllable state
energies: ds, = f7'dg,, ds, = —f'dg, (note that this gener-
ally does not hold out of equilibrium as E, also affect B,).

Concluding remarks—As illustrated by our example, iden-
tity (13) has a somewhat intuitive interpretation: It means
that two state observables can be positively (negatively) cor-
related only when they respond with the same (opposite)
sign to at least one symmetric and asymmetric edge pertur-
bation. Beyond its fundamental importance, this result has
practical relevance as it can serve to infer Markov models
of physical systems that are consistent with measured data.
On the methodological side, as illustrated by the Appendix,
our Letter demonstrates that the recently developed alge-
braic approach to responses [13, 14, 33] and fluctuations [58—
60, 83] can be a powerful tool to determine the universal
properties of these quantities. Examining the tightness of the
bounds (15)-(16) and (20)—(22) for physically relevant setups
is an interesting perspective.
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Appendix A: Equivalence of Eq. (9) and Refs. [58-60]

To demonstrate that Eq. (9) is equivalent to the result of
Refs. [58-60], we express the latter using our notation,

1
Com== - (1T]1<m>rk1;]1<">n + 1T11<">rk1;11<m>n)
k

=171 MWPLMW g — 171 WP LM gy (A1)
where 1 = (1,1,...)7, 1 = diag(d1p, O2ns - - -), Ax are
nonzero eigenvalues of W, and [ ]I, ri are the associated left
and right eigenvectors, ;W = A I, Wry = A¢r. In the sec-
ond equality we use the spectral decomposition of the Drazin

inverse, WP = 3. rkl; /A [83]. Consequently
Crnn = _(WD)mn”n - (WD)nmﬂ'm > (A2)

which is equivalent to Eq. (9).

Appendix B: Derivation of Eq. (11)

Equation (11) can be derived by acting on Eq. (1) with
derivative dg. This yields

Wdprr = —(dsW) 7 . B1)

Acting on both sides of the above expression with the Drazin
inverse WP we get

WDdeﬂ =demr — w(17dgm) = -wP (deW) . (B2)

where we used WPW = 1 — z17 [83]. Since the response
vector d§7t is traceless, legﬂ = 0, which yields Eq. (11).

Appendix C: Proof of fluctuation-response relations (12)

Here we prove our main result. Let us first explicitly
express the responses of state probabilities included in the
right-hand side of Egs. (12a)—(12c) in terms of Eq. (11). For
generic perturbations, we get

. s(xe) ...

dx, W= , (C1)

and thus dXigﬂ'm = Wteﬂ's(:te)[(WD)ms(ie) - (WD)mt(ie)]~
Consequently, using t(xte) = s(¥e), we have dp, 7, =
dX+e7Tm+dX,e7Tm = Je [(WD)ms(+e)_(WD)mt(+e)] and dSeﬂm =
(de”m - dX,eﬂm)/z = Te[(WD)ms(+e) - (WD)mt(+e)]/2- As
a result, the right-hand sides of Eqs. (12a)—-(12c) are the same,
and can be expanded as

1
Sl umden
Wie”s(ie) N N

*e
4
= Z T._;dBeﬁmdBe”n = Z _dSe”mdSeﬂn
e Je e Te
= Z Te[(WD)ms(+e) - (WD)mt(+e)]

X [(WD)ns(+e) - (WD)nt(+e)] . (CZ)

We now replace the summation over the edges e with the
summation over the pairs of states k and /. To that end, we
define the sum of all traffics at the edges connecting states k
and [, 7y = X [Sks(e) Sirce) + Ske(e)Bis(e) 1 Te = Wi + Wik



The above expression then becomes equal to

D k(W) i [(WP) e = (W),
kI<k

= 2 (W) [(WP)i = (WP)u1]
k,l<k

= > (W) e [(WP) i = (W),
kl<k

= D T (W) [(WP)y = (WP) ]
Lk<l

= > (W) (W) = (WP)], (C3)
k,1#k

where in the first step we flipped the indices k and [ in the
second sum, while in the second step we used 7j; = 75; and

noted g <k (D + X1 k<t () = Dtk (D +2p sk () = Dgeszr -

We now show that the covariance matrix elements C,,,, are
equal to the result of Eq. (C3). First, we note

WP . diag(r) = WP - diag(sr) - (WPW)T,  (C4)

which results from the identities (WPW)T = 1 — 127 and
WP . diag(7) - 1 = WP = 0 [83]. As a result

[WP - diag ()] = [WP - diag () - WT (WP) ]

- Z(WD)mkﬂlek (WP)p . (C5)
kil

Analogously,
(WP - diag(m)]5n = [WP - diag()]m
= Z(WD)nkﬂszk(WD)mz = Z(WD)mkakl(WD)nz,
k,l k,l
(Co)

where in the last step we flipped indices k and I. Conse-
quently,

Coun = —[WP - diag(5) ] nn — [WP - diag(7)]

= = > (Wit + Wity (WP) e (WP) . (€7)
k.l

Let us now focus on the term (W + Wyym;). For k # 1,
it is equal to 7x; defined below Eq. (C2). For k = I, we note
that —Wigme = 212k Wik is the probability flux out of the
state k. Due to the Kirchhoff’s law, it is equal to the flux
to that state, ;. Wim. Consequently, (Wigmg + Wigrk) =
— DizkWikme + Wigmy) = = Xz Tir- As a result, Eq. (C7)

becomes

Con = ) Tt (WD) [(WP)e = (WP)], (CB)
k,l1#k

which is equal to the result of Eq. (C3). This concludes the
proof.
Appendix D: Proof of Eq. (16)

Using properties of matrix and vector norms, the variance
of a generic state observable is bounded as

((0)) = xTCx < [|x][2/|Cx]l2 < [Ix]l2([ICl[2lx]]2)
= |IxI31ICll2 = xTx[IC][; . (D1)

Here, ||x||2 = VxTx is the Euclidean norm of x and ||C||; is
the spectral norm of C, which (since C is positive semidefi-
nite) corresponds to its maximum eigenvalue. As C is pos-
itive semidefinite, its maximum eigenvalue ||C||; is upper
bounded by tr(C) = },, Cyn, which corresponds to the sum
of all eigenvalues. Using Egs. (15), we obtain Eq. (16).

Appendix E: Proof of relation dy, O = f~1dg, O

At thermodynamic equilibrium, the state probabilities are
expressed as 1, = e PP /Z, where Z = 3, e PEm is the
partition function. This yields dg, 7 = Bn(Tm — Onm)-
At the same time, for a generic Markov network, dy, 7, =
70 (7tm —nm) [10, 13]. Thus, at equilibrium, dy, O = f~1dg, O.

Appendix F: Equivalence of Egs. (23) and (24)

To demonstrate the equivalence of Egs. (23) and (24), we
use the relation dy, 7, = 7,(%m — Spm) to expand rh.s. of
Eq. (23) as

Z (x-ranﬂ:)2 _ Z [memﬂ'n(”m - nm)]2
n ”n|Wnn| ”H|Wnn|

_ T [ Dim Xm (Tm — nm) |
=2 Wl - ®

Analogously, we expand rh.s. of Eq. (24) using [xTQ], =
[Q7x], = 2 %m (Onm — 7). This yields

- 5nm)]2

s

T Xm Xm (T
|Wanl

xTQ-A"! - diag(n) - QTx = Z
(F2)

which is equal to the result of Eq. (F1).

[1] R. Kubo, Rep. Prog. Phys. 29, 255 (1966).

[2] R. Kubo, M. Toda, and N. Hashitsume, Statistical physics II:
nonequilibrium statistical mechanics, Vol. 31 (Springer Science


https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/29/1/306

& Business Media, 2012).

[3] R.L. Stratonovich, Nonlinear nonequilibrium thermodynamics
I: linear and nonlinear fluctuation-dissipation theorems, Vol. 57
(Springer Science & Business Media, 2012).

[4] U. M. B. Marconi, A. Puglisi, L. Rondoni, and A. Vulpiani,
Physics reports 461, 111 (2008).

[5] D. Forastiere, R. Rao, and M. Esposito, New Journal of Physics
24, 083021 (2022).

[6] V. Lucarini, Journal of Statistical Physics 162, 312 (2016).

[7] M. Santos Gutiérrez and V. Lucarini, Journal of Statistical
Physics 179, 1572 (2020).

[8] G. Falasco, T. Cossetto, E. Penocchio, and M. Esposito, New
Journal of Physics 21, 073005 (2019).

[9] J.D.Mallory, A. B. Kolomeisky, and O. A. Igoshin, Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences 117, 8884 (2020).

[10] J. A. Owen, T. R. Gingrich, and J. M. Horowitz, Phys. Rev. X
10, 011066 (2020).

[11] J. A. Owen and J. M. Horowitz, Nature Communications 14,
1280 (2023).

[12] G. Fernandes Martins and J. M. Horowitz, Phys. Rev. E 108,
044113 (2023).

[13] T. Aslyamov and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 037101
(2024).

[14] T. Aslyamov and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 133, 107103
(2024).

[15] P. E. Harunari, S. Dal Cengio, V. Lecomte, and M. Polettini,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 133, 047401 (2024).

[16] F. Khodabandehlou, C. Maes, and K. Neto¢ny, Affine rela-
tionships between steady currents (2024), arXiv:2412.05019
[cond-mat.stat-mech].

[17] C.Floyd, A. R. Dinner, and S. Vaikuntanathan, arXiv preprint
10.48550/arXiv.2404.03798 (2024).

[18] D. Frezzato, The Journal of Chemical Physics 160, 234111
(2024).

[19] C. Floyd, A. R. Dinner, A. Murugan, and S. Vaikuntanathan,
arXiv preprint 10.48550/arXiv.2409.05827 (2024).

[20] Q. Gao, H.-M. Chun, and J. M. Horowitz, Phys. Rev. E 105,
L012102 (2022).

[21] C.Jarzynski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 2690 (1997).

[22] G.E. Crooks, Phys. Rev. E 60, 2721 (1999).

[23] M. Esposito, U. Harbola, and S. Mukamel, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81,
1665 (2009).

[24] U. Seifert, Rep. Prog. Phys. 75, 126001 (2012).

[25] G. S. Agarwal, Zeitschrift fir Physik A Hadrons and nuclei
252, 25 (1972).

[26] U. Seifert and T. Speck, Europhys. Lett. 89, 10007 (2010).

[27] J. Prost, J.-F. Joanny, and J. M. Parrondo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103,
090601 (2009).

[28] B. Altaner, M. Polettini, and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117,
180601 (2016).

[29] H.-M. Chun and J. M. Horowitz, The Journal of Chemical
Physics 158, 174115 (2023).

[30] N. Shiraishi, Fundamental Theories of Physics. Springer, Sin-
gapore (2023).

[31] Q. Gao, H.-M. Chun, and J. M. Horowitz, Europhys. Lett. 146,
31001 (2024).

[32] L. Tesser and J. Splettstoesser, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 186304
(2024).

[33] T. Aslyamov, K. Ptaszynski, and M. Esposito, Nonequilibrium
fluctuation-response relations: From identities to bounds
(2024), arXiv:2410.17140 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[34] A.C.Barato and U. Seifert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 158101 (2015).

[35] T.R. Gingrich, J. M. Horowitz, N. Perunov, and J. L. England,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 120601 (2016).

[36] P. Pietzonka, A. C. Barato, and U. Seifert, Phys. Rev. E 93,
052145 (2016).

[37] P. Pietzonka, F. Ritort, and U. Seifert, Phys. Rev. E 96, 012101
(2017).

[38] J. M. Horowitz and T. R. Gingrich, Phys. Rev. E 96, 020103
(2017).

[39] G. Falasco, M. Esposito, and J.-C. Delvenne, New Journal of
Physics 22, 053046 (2020).

[40] J. M. Horowitz and T. R. Gingrich, Nature Physics 16, 15
(2020).

[41] T.Van Vu, V. T. Vo, and Y. Hasegawa, Phys. Rev. E 101, 042138
(2020).

[42] T. Van Vu and K. Saito, Physical Review X 13, 011013 (2023).

[43] I DiTerlizzi and M. Baiesi, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical
and Theoretical 52, 02LT03 (2018).

[44] N. Shiraishi, Journal of Statistical Physics 185, 19 (2021).

[45] A.Dechant and S. ichi Sasa, arXiv preprint (2019).

[46] A. Dechant and S.-i. Sasa, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 117, 6430 (2020).

[47] G.Falasco, M. Esposito, and J.-C. Delvenne, Journal of Physics
A: Mathematical and Theoretical 55, 124002 (2022).

[48] J. Zheng and Z. Lu, arXiv preprint 10.48550/arXiv.2403.10952
(2024).

[49] K. Liu and J. Gu, arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.20800
10.48550/arXiv.2410.20800 (2024).

[50] E. Kwon, H.-M. Chun, H. Park, and J. S. Lee, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2411.18108 10.48550/arXiv.2411.18108 (2024).

[51] T Van Vu, arXiv  preprint  arXiv:2411.19546
10.48550/arXiv.2411.19546 (2024).

[52] K. Ptaszynski, T. Aslyamov, and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. Lett.
133, 227101 (2024).

[53] P. Léevy, Compositio Mathematica 7, 283 (1940).

[54] A.Dhar and S. N. Majumdar, Phys. Rev. E 59, 6413 (1999).

[55] C. Godreche and J. Luck, Journal of Statistical Physics 104,
489 (2001).

[56] S. N. Majumdar and A. Comtet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 060601
(2002).

[57] S. N. Majumdar, in The legacy of Albert Einstein: A collection
of essays in celebration of the year of physics (World Scientific,
2007) pp. 93-129.

[58] A. Lapolla and A. Godec, New Journal of Physics 20, 113021
(2018).

[59] A.Lapolla and A. Godec, Frontiers in Physics 7, 182 (2019).

[60] A.Lapolla, D. Hartich, and A. Godec, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 043084
(2020).

[61] P. Singh and A. Kundu, Journal of Statistical Mechanics: The-
ory and Experiment 2019, 083205 (2019).

[62] P. C. Bressloff, Phys. Rev. E 102, 042135 (2020).

[63] K. Palo, U. Mets, V. Loorits, and P. Kask, BiophysicalJ. 90, 2179
(2006).

[64] 1. V. Gopich and A. Szabo, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 109, 7747 (2012).

[65] G. Margolin and E. Barkai, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 080601 (2005).

[66] V. G. Ramesh, K. J. H. Peters, and S. R. K. Rodriguez, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 132, 133801 (2024).

[67] W. Bialek and S. Setayeshgar, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 102, 10040 (2005).

[68] R. G. Endres and N. S. Wingreen, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 105, 15749 (2008).

[69] T. Mora and N. S. Wingreen, Physical Review Letters 104,
248101 (2010).

[70] C.C. Govern and P. R. ten Wolde, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 218103
(2012).


https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2008.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac836b
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac836b
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-015-1409-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-020-02504-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-020-02504-4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab28be
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab28be
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1920873117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1920873117
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.011066
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.011066
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-36705-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-36705-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.044113
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.044113
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.037101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.037101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.107103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.107103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.047401
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.05019
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.05019
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2404.03798
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0217202
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0217202
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.05827
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.105.L012102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.105.L012102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.2690
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.60.2721
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.1665
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.1665
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/75/12/126001
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01391621
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01391621
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/89/10007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.090601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.090601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.180601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.180601
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0148662
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0148662
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/ad40cd
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/ad40cd
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.186304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.186304
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.17140
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.158101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.120601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.93.052145
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.93.052145
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.012101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.012101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.020103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.020103
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab8679
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab8679
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0702-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-019-0702-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.042138
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.042138
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.011013
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aaee34
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aaee34
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-021-02829-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.08250
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1918386117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1918386117
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/ac52e2
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/ac52e2
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.10952
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.20800
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2411.18108
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2411.19546
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.227101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.133.227101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.59.6413
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010364003250
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010364003250
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.060601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.060601
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aaea1b
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aaea1b
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphy.2019.00182
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043084
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043084
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/ab3283
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/ab3283
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.102.042135
https://doi.org/10.1529/biophysj.105.066084
https://doi.org/10.1529/biophysj.105.066084
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1205120109
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1205120109
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.080601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.133801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.133801
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0504321102
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0504321102
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0804688105
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0804688105
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.248101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.248101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.218103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.218103

[71] C.C. Govern and P. R. ten Wolde, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 258102
(2014).

[72] K. Kaizu, W. De Ronde, J. Paijmans, K. Takahashi, F. Tostevin,
and P. R. Ten Wolde, Biophysical J. 106, 976 (2014).

[73] A. H. Lang, C. K. Fisher, T. Mora, and P. Mehta, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 113, 148103 (2014).

[74] A. C.Barato and U. Seifert, Phys. Rev. E 92, 032127 (2015).

[75] S. Ray and A. C. Barato, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical
and Theoretical 50, 355001 (2017).

[76] S.E.Harvey, S. Lahiri, and S. Ganguli, Physical Review E 108,
014403 (2023).

[77] H. C. Berg and E. M. Purcell, Biophysical J. 20, 193 (1977).

[78] T. Koyuk and U. Seifert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 260604 (2020).

[79] K. Macieszczak, Occupation uncertainty relations (2024),
arXiv:2411.15118 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[80] R. Rao and M. Esposito, New Journal of Physics 20, 023007
(2018).

[81] G. Falasco and M. Esposito, Macroscopic stochastic thermo-
dynamics (2023), arXiv:2307.12406 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[82] G.E. Crooks, On the Drazin inverse of the rate matrix (2018),
technical note.

[83] G. T. Landi, M. J. Kewming, M. T. Mitchison, and P. P. Potts,
PRX Quantum 5, 020201 (2024).

[84] K. Ptaszynski and M. Esposito, Critical heat current fluctua-
tions in Curie-Weiss model in and out of equilibrium (2024),
arXiv:2411.19643 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[85] G. Bakewell-Smith, F. Girotti, M. Guta, and J. P. Garrahan,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 197101 (2023).

[86] W. Ledermann and G. E. H. Reuter, Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A
246, 321 (1954).

[87] F. Schlbgl, Z. Physik 253, 147 (1972).

[88] M. Vellela and H. Qian, Journal of The Royal Society Interface
6, 925 (2009).

[89] H. Ge and H. Qian, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 148103 (2009).

[90] R.Landauer, J. App. Phys. 33, 2209 (1962).

[91] P. Hanggi and H. Thomas, Phys. Rep. 88, 207 (1982).

[92] T. Herpich, T. Cossetto, G. Falasco, and M. Esposito, New J.
Phys. 22, 063005 (2020).

[93] J. Meibohm and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 110603
(2022).

[94] J. Meibohm and M. Esposito, New J. Phys. 25, 023034 (2023).

[95] H. Vroylandt, M. Esposito, and G. Verley, Europhys. Lett. 120,
30009 (2017).

[96] H. Vroylandt, M. Esposito, and G. Verley, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124,
250603 (2020).

[97] G. T. Nieddu, E. Forgoston, and L. Billings, Journal of the
Royal Society Interface 19, 20220253 (2022).

[98] H. Thierschmann, R. Sanchez, B. Sothmann, F. Arnold,
C.Heyn, W. Hansen, H. Buhmann, and L. W. Molenkamp, Nat.
Nanotechnol. 10, 854 (2015).

[99] S. Gustavsson, R. Leturcq, B. Simovi¢, R. Schleser, T. Ihn,
P. Studerus, K. Ensslin, D. C. Driscoll, and A. C. Gossard, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 96, 076605 (2006).

[100] S. Gustavsson, R. Leturcq, M. Studer, I. Shorubalko, T. Thn,
K. Ensslin, D. Driscoll, and A. Gossard, Surface Science Re-
ports 64, 191 (2009).


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.258102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.258102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2013.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.148103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.148103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.92.032127
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa7f7a
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa7f7a
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.014403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.014403
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(77)85544-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.260604
https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.15118
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aaa15f
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aaa15f
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.12406
https://threeplusone.com/pubs/drazin03/
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.020201
https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.19643
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.197101
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.1954.0001
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.1954.0001
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01379769
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2008.0476
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2008.0476
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.148103
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1728929
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(82)90045-X
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab882f
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab882f
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.110603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.110603
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/acbc41
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/120/30009
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/120/30009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.250603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.250603
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0253
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0253
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2015.176
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2015.176
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.076605
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.076605
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surfrep.2009.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surfrep.2009.02.001

	Nonequilibrium Fluctuation-Response Relations for State Observables
	Abstract
	 Acknowledgments
	A Equivalence of Eq. (9) and Refs. lapolla2018unfolding,lapolla2019manifestations,lapolla2020spectral
	B Derivation of Eq. (11)
	C Proof of fluctuation-response relations (12)
	D Proof of Eq. (16)
	E Proof of relation dVn O=-1 dEn O
	F Equivalence of Eqs. (23) and (24)
	 References


