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Krzysztof Ptaszyński,1, ∗ Timur Aslyamov,2, † and Massimiliano Esposito2, ‡

1Institute of Molecular Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences, Mariana Smoluchowskiego 17, 60-179 Poznań, Poland
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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such universal relations are no longer valid.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

𝑑𝑡𝝅 = 𝕎 · 𝝅 = 0 , (1)

where 𝝅 = (. . . , 𝜋𝑛, . . . )⊺ is the vector of state probabili-
ties 𝜋𝑛 with

∑
𝑛 𝜋𝑛 = 1. The matrix 𝕎 is the rate matrix

with off-diagonal elements 𝑊𝑛𝑚 =
∑

𝑒 [𝑊+𝑒𝛿𝑠 (+𝑒 )𝑚𝛿𝑡 (+𝑒 )𝑛 +
𝑊−𝑒𝛿𝑠 (−𝑒 )𝑚𝛿𝑡 (−𝑒 )𝑛] and the diagonal elements 𝑊𝑛𝑛 =

−∑
𝑚≠𝑛𝑊𝑚𝑛 . 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 (∓𝑒). Every
transition rate associated with the edge ±𝑒 can be generically
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parameterized as [10, 13]

𝑊±𝑒 = exp(𝑋±𝑒 ) with 𝑋±𝑒 = ±𝑉𝑠 (±𝑒 ) + 𝐵𝑒 ± 𝑆𝑒/2 , (2)

where 𝐵𝑒 and 𝑆𝑒 are called symmetric and asymmetric edge
parameters, respectively, and𝑉𝑛 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
𝑉𝑛 = 0, 𝐵𝑒 characterize the kinetic barriers, while 𝑆𝑒 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 𝑉𝑛 , 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,

𝑜 (𝑡) ≡ 1
𝑡

∑︁
𝑛

𝑥𝑛

∫ 𝑡

0
𝜙𝑛 (𝑡 ′)𝑑𝑡 ′ , (3)

where 𝒙 ≡ (. . . , 𝑥𝑛, . . . )⊺ is an arbitrary vector and 𝜙𝑛 (𝑡) 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

O(𝑡) ≡ ⟨𝑜 (𝑡)⟩ , (4)

where ⟨·⟩ denotes the average over the ensemble of stochas-
tic trajectories. The covariance of two observables is in turn
defined as

⟨⟨O(𝑡),O′ (𝑡)⟩⟩ ≡ 𝑡 ⟨Δ𝑜 (𝑡)Δ𝑜 ′ (𝑡)⟩ , (5)

where Δ𝑜 (𝑡) ≡ 𝑜 (𝑡) − ⟨𝑜 (𝑡)⟩.

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

O ≡ lim
𝑡→∞

O(𝑡) =
∑︁
𝑛

𝑥𝑛𝜋𝑛 , (6a)

⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ ≡ lim
𝑡→∞

⟨⟨O(𝑡),O′ (𝑡)⟩⟩ . (6b)

We emphasize that while the average observable O is de-
termined only by the stationary state 𝝅 , the covariances
⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ are dynamical quantities, dependent on the ensem-
ble of stochastic trajectories. They are given by the algebraic
expression

⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ = 𝒙⊺ℂ𝒙′ , (7)

where 𝒙′ ≡ (. . . , 𝑥 ′𝑛, . . . )⊺ and ℂ = [𝐶𝑚𝑛] is the covariance
matrix of occupation times of different states. It is defined as

𝐶𝑚𝑛 ≡ lim
𝑡→∞

1
𝑡
⟨𝜃𝑚 (𝑡)𝜃𝑛 (𝑡)⟩ , (8)

where 𝜃𝑛 (𝑡) ≡
∫ 𝑡

0 [𝜙𝑛 (𝑡 ′) − 𝜋𝑛]𝑑𝑡 ′. It can be calculated using

the formula (see Appendix A) [58–60, 79]

ℂ = −𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅) − [𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]⊺ , (9)

where 𝕎𝐷 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

𝑑𝜉O = 𝒙⊺𝑑𝜉𝝅 , 𝜉 ∈ {𝑋𝑒 , 𝐵𝑒 , 𝑆𝑒 ,𝑉𝑛} , (10)

where 𝑑𝜉𝝅 is the static response of the stationary probabil-
ity vector to the perturbation of transition rates. It can be
calculated as [84]

𝑑𝜉𝝅 = −𝕎𝐷 (𝑑𝜉𝕎)𝜋 . (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

𝐶𝑚𝑛 =
∑︁
±𝑒

1
𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝜋𝑚𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝜋𝑛 , (12a)

𝐶𝑚𝑛 =
∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
𝑑𝐵𝑒

𝜋𝑚𝑑𝐵𝑒
𝜋𝑛 , (12b)

𝐶𝑚𝑛 =
∑︁
𝑒

4
𝜏𝑒
𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑚𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑛 , (12c)

where
∑

±𝑒 denotes the summation over forward and reverse
edge directions,

∑
𝑒 denotes the summation over forward di-

rections, 𝑗𝑒 = 𝑊+𝑒𝜋𝑠 (+𝑒 ) −𝑊−𝑒𝜋𝑡 (+𝑒 ) is the oriented current
through the edge 𝑒 , and 𝜏𝑒 =𝑊+𝑒𝜋𝑠 (+𝑒 ) +𝑊−𝑒𝜋𝑡 (+𝑒 ) 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 𝑗𝑒 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,

⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ =
∑︁
±𝑒

1
𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

𝑑𝑋±𝑒O𝑑𝑋±𝑒O′ , (13a)

⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ =
∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
𝑑𝐵𝑒

O𝑑𝐵𝑒
O′ , (13b)

⟨⟨O,O′⟩⟩ =
∑︁
𝑒

4
𝜏𝑒
𝑑𝑆𝑒O𝑑𝑆𝑒O′ , (13c)

which are identical in structure to FRRs for currents derived
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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⟩⟩ ≡ ⟨⟨O,O⟩⟩ expressed
solely in terms of the rate matrix 𝕎 and the stationary state
𝝅 . To derive them, we use the result of Ref. [10], bounding
the response to symmetric and asymmetric perturbations as��𝑑𝐵𝑒

𝜋𝑛
�� ≤ 𝜋𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛) tanh (Fmax/4) , (14a)��𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑛 �� ≤ 𝜋𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛) , (14b)

where Fmax = max𝑐 |F𝑐 | is the maximum of the cycle affinities
F𝑐 . Using Eq. (14) with Eq. (12), we obtain upper bounds for
the diagonal covariance matrix elements,

𝐶𝑛𝑛 ≤ 𝜋2
𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛)2 tanh2 (Fmax/4)

∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
, (15a)

𝐶𝑛𝑛 ≤ 𝜋2
𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛)2

∑︁
𝑒

4
𝜏𝑒

. (15b)

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

⟨⟨O⟩⟩ ≤ 𝒙⊺𝒙 tanh2 (Fmax/4)
∑︁
𝑛,𝑒

𝜋2
𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛)2 𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
, (16a)

⟨⟨O⟩⟩ ≤ 𝒙⊺𝒙
∑︁
𝑛,𝑒

𝜋2
𝑛 (1 − 𝜋𝑛)2 4

𝜏𝑒
. (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(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≡ ⟨⟨O(𝑡),O(𝑡)⟩⟩:

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
±𝑒

1
𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

[𝑑𝑋±𝑒O(𝑡)]2 , (17a)

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
[𝑑𝐵𝑒

O(𝑡)]2 , (17b)

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
𝑒

4
𝜏𝑒

[𝑑𝑆𝑒O(𝑡)]2 . (17c)

In that context, 𝑑𝜉O(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 𝑡 → ∞, it converges to the static response 𝑑𝜉O
considered in our paper. As further conjectured numerically
in Ref. [50], the above inequalities converge to equalities for
𝑡 → ∞. 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 ¤𝜎 =

∑
𝑒 𝑗𝑒 ln(𝑊+𝑒/𝑊−𝑒 ) or total traf-

fic T =
∑

𝑒 𝜏𝑒 . To that end, one introduces single param-
eters 𝜅, 𝜀 and 𝜂 that parameterize the edge parameters as
𝑋±𝑒 = 𝑋±𝑒 (𝜅), 𝐵𝑒 = 𝐵𝑒 (𝜀) and 𝑆𝑒 = 𝑆𝑒 (𝜂). After applying
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one obtains [48–50]

[𝑑𝜅O(𝑡)]2

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≤ 𝑘2
maxT , (18a)

[𝑑𝜀O(𝑡)]2

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≤ 𝑏2
max min( ¤𝜎/2,T) , (18b)

[𝑑𝜂O(𝑡)]2

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≤
𝑧2

maxT
4 , (18c)

where 𝑘max = max±𝑒 |𝑑𝜅𝑋±𝑒 |, 𝑏max = max𝑒 |𝑑𝜀𝐵𝑒 |, and 𝑧max =

max𝑒 |𝑑𝜂𝑆𝑒 |.
Response to vertex perturbations—Here we complement

Eqs. (17)–(18) by deriving similar inequalities, bounding re-
sponse to perturbations of vertex parameters𝑉𝑛 . Such pertur-
bations have a particularly simple interpretation in the long-
time limit 𝑡 → ∞ at thermodynamic equilibrium, 𝜋𝑛 ∝ 𝑒−𝛽𝐸𝑛 ,
where𝐸𝑛 are the state energies and 𝛽 = 1/(𝑘𝐵𝑇 ) 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: 𝑑𝑉𝑛O = 𝛽−1𝑑𝐸𝑛O (see Appendix E).

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

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
𝑛

∑︁
±𝑒

[±𝛿𝑛𝑠 (±𝑒 )𝑑𝑋±𝑒O(𝑡)]2

𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

≥
∑︁
𝑛

[∑±𝑒 ±𝛿𝑛𝑠 (±𝑒 )𝑑𝑋±𝑒O(𝑡)]2∑
±𝑒 𝛿𝑛𝑠 (±𝑒 )𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

. (19)

Here, in the second step, we applied Sedrakyan’s inequality,∑
𝑖 𝑎

2
𝑖 /𝑏𝑖 ≥ (∑𝑖 𝑎𝑖 )2/(∑𝑖 𝑏𝑖 ) that holds for real 𝑎𝑖 and posi-

tive 𝑏𝑖 , to each sum with a given 𝑛. We than notice 𝑑𝑉𝑛O =∑
±𝑒 ±𝛿𝑛𝑠 (±𝑒 )𝑑𝑋±𝑒O and

∑
±𝑒 𝛿𝑛𝑠 (±𝑒 )𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 ) = −𝑊𝑛𝑛𝜋𝑛 . As

a result, we obtain an inequality bounding the responses of
state observables to vertex parameters,

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
𝑛

[𝑑𝑉𝑛O(𝑡)]2

𝜋𝑛 |𝑊𝑛𝑛 |
. (20)

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

∀𝑛 :
[𝑑𝑉𝑛O(𝑡)]2

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≤ 𝜋𝑛 |𝑊𝑛𝑛 | . (21)

Parameterizing the vertex parameters using a single control
parameter 𝜈 , 𝑉𝑛 = 𝑉𝑛 (𝜈), and using Sedrykyan’s inequality,
we further get

[𝑑𝜈O(𝑡)]2

⟨⟨O(𝑡)⟩⟩ ≤ 𝑣2
maxT , (22)

where 𝑣max = max𝑛 |𝑑𝜈𝑉𝑛 |.
Relation to “occupation uncertainty relation”—Let us now
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0 1 2 . . . N−1 N

+1 +2 +3 +(N − 1) +N

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

⟨⟨𝑂⟩⟩ ≥
∑︁
𝑛

(𝒙⊺𝑑𝑉𝑛𝝅)2

𝜋𝑛 |𝑊𝑛𝑛 |
. (23)

We then use the exact relation for the static response to ver-
tex perturbation, 𝑑𝑉𝑛𝜋𝑚 = 𝜋𝑛 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚) [10, 13]. In this way
we reproduce the result of Ref. [79] (see Appendix F),

⟨⟨O⟩⟩ = 𝒙⊺ℂ𝒙 ≥ 𝒙⊺ℚ · Λ−1 · diag(𝝅) · ℚ⊺𝒙 , (24)

where (ℚ)𝑚𝑛 ≡ 𝛿𝑛𝑚 − 𝜋𝑚 and Λ ≡ diag(. . . , |𝑊𝑛𝑛 |, . . .).
This inequality, which lower bounds the fluctuations solely
in terms of 𝕎 and 𝝅 , 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 (Schlögl 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

𝜋𝑛 = 𝜋0

𝑛∏
𝑚=1

exp(𝑆𝑚) , (25)

where 𝑆𝑛 = ln(𝑊+𝑛/𝑊−𝑛), and 𝜋0 is determined by the nor-
malization condition

∑𝑁
𝑛=0 𝜋𝑛 = 1. As a result, one finds

𝑑𝑆𝑛𝜋𝑚 = 𝜋𝑚

[
Θ(𝑚 − 𝑛) −

𝑁∑︁
𝑘=𝑛

𝜋𝑘

]
, (26)

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

𝐶𝑚𝑛 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

4𝑑𝑆𝑘𝜋𝑚𝑑𝑆𝑘𝜋𝑛
𝜏𝑘

, (27)

with 𝜏𝑘 = 𝑊+𝑘𝜋𝑘−1 +𝑊−𝑘𝜋𝑘 , and 𝜋𝑛 , 𝑑𝑆𝑘𝜋𝑛 as calculated in
Eqs. (25)–(26). Consequently, the covariance matrix can be
expressed explicitly in terms of transition rates𝑊±𝑛 .

T ,µ T ,µL R
EC

ØL R

+1 +2

(a)

(b)

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 𝐸𝐿 and 𝐸𝑅 . Each quantum dot is coupled to a separate
reservoir 𝐿 and 𝑅 with chemical potential 𝜇 = 0 and inverse tem-
perature 𝛽 = 1/(𝑘𝐵𝑇 ). We assume strong capacitative coupling
𝛽𝐸𝐶 ≫ 1, so that the dots cannot be simultaneously occupied by
an electron. Thus, the system can reside in three charge states
{Ø, 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 𝛼 ∈ {𝐿, 𝑅} occur at the rate
Γ±𝛼 = Γ𝛼/[1 + exp(±𝛽𝐸𝛼 )], where Γ𝛼 is the tunneling rate. (b)
The system dynamics is described by one-dimensional Markov net-
work (see Fig. 1) with {𝐿,Ø, 𝑅} → {0, 1, 2}, 𝑆1 = 𝛽𝐸𝐿 , 𝑆2 = −𝛽𝐸𝑅 ,
𝑊±1 = Γ∓𝐿 ,𝑊±2 = Γ±𝑅 .

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 Ø and 𝐿 can be expressed using Eq. (27) as

𝐶Ø𝐿 = −
4|𝑑𝑆1𝜋Ø𝑑𝑆1𝜋𝐿 |

𝜏1
+

4|𝑑𝑆2𝜋Ø𝑑𝑆2𝜋𝐿 |
𝜏2

= −
4𝜋Ø𝜋

2
𝐿
(1 − 𝜋𝐿)

Γ+𝐿𝜋Ø + Γ−𝐿𝜋𝐿
+

4𝜋Ø𝜋𝐿𝜋
2
𝑅

Γ+𝑅𝜋Ø + Γ−𝑅𝜋𝑅
, (28)

with the first (second) term having a negative (positive) sign
because of 𝑑𝑆1𝜋Ø𝑑𝑆1𝜋𝐿 < 0 (𝑑𝑆2𝜋Ø𝑑𝑆2𝜋𝐿 > 0). This expres-
sion depends on both the state responses, described solely in
terms of 𝑆𝑒 [Eqs. (25)–(26)], and the edge traffics 𝜏𝑒 , 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 Ø
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 Ø ↔ 𝐿 ac-
celerates, i.e., when 𝜏1 increases, because state populations
equilibrate faster to their average value. Similarly, the sys-
tem spends less time in both states Ø 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 Ø ↔ 𝑅

accelerates (that is, when the traffic 𝜏2 increases), which re-
duces the probability that the system spends an unusually
long or short time in the state 𝑅. Interestingly, our identity
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demonstrates that the magnitude of those competing effects
is governed by the response of state populations to asym-
metric parameters 𝑆𝑒 , which is a nontrivial result. Since the
system is at equilibrium, these perturbations directly corre-
spond to perturbations of experimentally controllable state
energies: 𝑑𝑆1 = 𝛽−1𝑑𝐸𝐿 , 𝑑𝑆2 = −𝛽−1𝑑𝐸𝑅 (note that this gener-
ally does not hold out of equilibrium as 𝐸𝛼 also affect 𝐵𝑒 ).

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,

𝐶𝑚𝑛 = −
∑︁
𝑘

1
𝜆𝑘

(
1⊺1(𝑚) 𝒓𝑘 𝒍

⊺
𝑘
1(𝑛)𝝅 + 1⊺1(𝑛) 𝒓𝑘 𝒍

⊺
𝑘
1(𝑚)𝝅

)
= −1⊺1(𝑚)𝕎𝐷1(𝑛)𝝅 − 1⊺1(𝑛)𝕎𝐷1(𝑚)𝝅 , (A1)

where 1 ≡ (1, 1, . . .)⊺ , 1(𝑛) = diag(𝛿1𝑛, 𝛿2𝑛, . . .), 𝜆𝑘 are
nonzero eigenvalues of 𝕎, and 𝒍⊺

𝑘
, 𝒓𝑘 are the associated left

and right eigenvectors, 𝒍⊺
𝑘
𝕎 = 𝜆𝑘 𝒍

⊺
𝑘

, 𝕎𝒓𝑘 = 𝜆𝑘 𝒓𝑘 . In the sec-
ond equality we use the spectral decomposition of the Drazin
inverse, 𝕎𝐷 =

∑
𝑘 𝒓𝑘 𝒍

⊺
𝑘
/𝜆𝑘 [83]. Consequently

𝐶𝑚𝑛 = −(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑛𝜋𝑛 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑚𝜋𝑚 , (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 𝑑𝜉 . This yields

𝕎𝑑𝜉𝝅 = −(𝑑𝜉𝕎)𝝅 . (B1)

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

𝕎𝐷𝕎𝑑𝜉𝝅 = 𝑑𝜉𝝅 − 𝝅 (1⊺𝑑𝜉𝝅) = −𝕎𝐷 (𝑑𝜉𝕎)𝝅 . (B2)

where we used 𝕎𝐷𝕎 = 1 − 𝝅1⊺ [83]. Since the response
vector 𝑑𝜉𝝅 is traceless, 1⊺𝑑𝜉𝝅 = 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 Eqs. (12a)–(12c) in terms of Eq. (11). For
generic perturbations, we get

𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝕎 =

. . . 𝑠 (±𝑒) . . .©­­­­­­­«

ª®®®®®®®¬

...

𝑡 (±𝑒) 𝑊±𝑒
...

𝑠 (±𝑒) −𝑊±𝑒
...

, (C1)

and thus 𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝜋𝑚 = 𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 ) [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑠 (±𝑒 ) − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑡 (±𝑒 ) ].
Consequently, using 𝑡 (±𝑒) = 𝑠 (∓𝑒), we have 𝑑𝐵𝑒

𝜋𝑚 =

𝑑𝑋+𝑒𝜋𝑚+𝑑𝑋−𝑒𝜋𝑚 = 𝑗𝑒 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑠 (+𝑒 )−(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑡 (+𝑒 ) ] and𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑚 =

(𝑑𝑋+𝑒𝜋𝑚 − 𝑑𝑋−𝑒𝜋𝑚)/2 = 𝜏𝑒 [(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∑︁

±𝑒

1
𝑊±𝑒𝜋𝑠 (±𝑒 )

𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝜋𝑚𝑑𝑋±𝑒𝜋𝑛

=
∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒

𝑗2𝑒
𝑑𝐵𝑒

𝜋𝑚𝑑𝐵𝑒
𝜋𝑛 =

∑︁
𝑒

4
𝜏𝑒
𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑚𝑑𝑆𝑒𝜋𝑛

=
∑︁
𝑒

𝜏𝑒 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑠 (+𝑒 ) − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑡 (+𝑒 ) ]

× [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑠 (+𝑒 ) − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑡 (+𝑒 ) ] . (C2)

We now replace the summation over the edges 𝑒 with the
summation over the pairs of states 𝑘 and 𝑙 . To that end, we
define the sum of all traffics at the edges connecting states 𝑘
and 𝑙 , 𝜏𝑘𝑙 ≡

∑
𝑒 [𝛿𝑘𝑠 (𝑒 )𝛿𝑙𝑡 (𝑒 ) + 𝛿𝑘𝑡 (𝑒 )𝛿𝑙𝑠 (𝑒 ) ]𝜏𝑒 =𝑊𝑘𝑙𝜋𝑙 +𝑊𝑙𝑘𝜋𝑘 .
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The above expression then becomes equal to∑︁
𝑘,𝑙<𝑘

𝜏𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ]

−
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙<𝑘

𝜏𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑙 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ]

=
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙<𝑘

𝜏𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ]

−
∑︁
𝑙,𝑘<𝑙

𝜏𝑙𝑘 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 ]

=
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙≠𝑘

𝜏𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ] , (C3)

where in the first step we flipped the indices 𝑘 and 𝑙 in the
second sum, while in the second step we used 𝜏𝑙𝑘 = 𝜏𝑘𝑙 and
noted

∑
𝑘,𝑙<𝑘 (·)+

∑
𝑙,𝑘<𝑙 (·) =

∑
𝑘,𝑙<𝑘 (·)+

∑
𝑘,𝑙>𝑘 (·) =

∑
𝑘,𝑙≠𝑘 (·).

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

𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅) = 𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅) · (𝕎𝐷𝕎)⊺ , (C4)

which results from the identities (𝕎𝐷𝕎)⊺ = 1 − 1𝝅⊺ and
𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅) · 1 = 𝕎𝐷𝝅 = 0 [83]. As a result

[𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]𝑚𝑛 = [𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅) ·𝕎⊺ (𝕎𝐷 )⊺]𝑚𝑛

=
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙

(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘𝜋𝑘𝑊𝑙𝑘 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 . (C5)

Analogously,

[𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]⊺𝑚𝑛 = [𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]𝑛𝑚
=
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙

(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘𝜋𝑘𝑊𝑙𝑘 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑙 =
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙

(𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘𝜋𝑙𝑊𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ,

(C6)

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

𝐶𝑚𝑛 = −[𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]𝑚𝑛 − [𝕎𝐷 · diag(𝝅)]⊺𝑚𝑛

= −
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙

(𝑊𝑙𝑘𝜋𝑘 +𝑊𝑘𝑙𝜋𝑙 ) (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 . (C7)

Let us now focus on the term (𝑊𝑙𝑘𝜋𝑘 +𝑊𝑘𝑙𝜋𝑙 ). For 𝑘 ≠ 𝑙 ,
it is equal to 𝜏𝑘𝑙 defined below Eq. (C2). For 𝑘 = 𝑙 , we note
that −𝑊𝑘𝑘𝜋𝑘 =

∑
𝑙≠𝑘𝑊𝑙𝑘𝜋𝑘 is the probability flux out of the

state 𝑘 . Due to the Kirchhoff’s law, it is equal to the flux
to that state,

∑
𝑙≠𝑘𝑊𝑘𝑙𝜋𝑙 . Consequently, (𝑊𝑘𝑘𝜋𝑘 +𝑊𝑘𝑘𝜋𝑘 ) =

−∑
𝑙≠𝑘 (𝑊𝑙𝑘𝜋𝑘 +𝑊𝑘𝑙𝜋𝑙 ) = −∑

𝑙≠𝑘 𝜏𝑘𝑙 . As a result, Eq. (C7)

becomes

𝐶𝑚𝑛 =
∑︁
𝑘,𝑙≠𝑘

𝜏𝑘𝑙 (𝕎𝐷 )𝑚𝑘 [(𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑘 − (𝕎𝐷 )𝑛𝑙 ] , (C8)

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

⟨⟨O⟩⟩ = 𝒙⊺ℂ𝒙 ≤ ||𝒙 | |2 | |ℂ𝒙 | |2 ≤ ||𝒙 | |2 ( | |ℂ| |2 | |𝒙 | |2)
= | |𝒙 | |22 | |ℂ| |2 = 𝒙⊺𝒙 | |ℂ| |2 . (D1)

Here, | |𝒙 | |2 =
√
𝒙⊺𝒙 is the Euclidean norm of 𝒙 and | |ℂ| |2 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| |2 is upper
bounded by tr(ℂ) =

∑
𝑛𝐶𝑛𝑛 , which corresponds to the sum

of all eigenvalues. Using Eqs. (15), we obtain Eq. (16).

Appendix E: Proof of relation 𝑑𝑉𝑛O = 𝛽−1𝑑𝐸𝑛O

At thermodynamic equilibrium, the state probabilities are
expressed as 𝜋𝑛 = 𝑒−𝛽𝐸𝑛/𝑍 , where 𝑍 =

∑
𝑚 𝑒−𝛽𝐸𝑚 is the

partition function. This yields 𝑑𝐸𝑛𝜋𝑚 = 𝛽𝜋𝑛 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚).
At the same time, for a generic Markov network, 𝑑𝑉𝑛𝜋𝑚 =

𝜋𝑛 (𝜋𝑚−𝛿𝑛𝑚) [10, 13]. Thus, at equilibrium, 𝑑𝑉𝑛O = 𝛽−1𝑑𝐸𝑛O.

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

To demonstrate the equivalence of Eqs. (23) and (24), we
use the relation 𝑑𝑉𝑛𝜋𝑚 = 𝜋𝑛 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚) to expand r.h.s. of
Eq. (23) as∑︁

𝑛

(𝒙⊺𝑑𝑉𝑛𝝅)2

𝜋𝑛 |𝑊𝑛𝑛 |
=
∑︁
𝑛

[∑𝑚 𝑥𝑚𝜋𝑛 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚)]2

𝜋𝑛 |𝑊𝑛𝑛 |

=
∑︁
𝑛

𝜋𝑛 [
∑

𝑚 𝑥𝑚 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚)]2

|𝑊𝑛𝑛 |
. (F1)

Analogously, we expand r.h.s. of Eq. (24) using [𝒙⊺ℚ]𝑛 =

[ℚ⊺𝒙]𝑛 =
∑

𝑚 𝑥𝑚 (𝛿𝑛𝑚 − 𝜋𝑚). This yields

𝒙⊺ℚ · Λ−1 · diag(𝝅) · ℚ⊺𝒙 =
∑︁
𝑛

𝜋𝑛 [
∑

𝑚 𝑥𝑚 (𝜋𝑚 − 𝛿𝑛𝑚)]2

|𝑊𝑛𝑛 |
,

(F2)

which is equal to the result of Eq. (F1).
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[33] T. Aslyamov, K. Ptaszyński, 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. Di Terlizzi 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).
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