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Abstract

Response theory provides a pathway for understanding the sensitivity of a system and, more in
general, to predict how its statistical properties change as a possibly time-dependent perturbation
is applied. Recently discovered general forms of the celebrated Fluctuation-Dissipation Theorem
allow for expressing response operators as correlation functions of suitably defined observables in
the unperturbed state, also when such a state is far from equilibrium. In the case of complex
and multiscale systems, to achieved enhanced practical applicability, response theory must be
interpretable, capable of focusing of relevant timescales, and amenable to implemented by data-
driven approaches that are potentially equation-agnostic. Complex systems typically exhibit a
hierarchy of temporal behaviors, and unresolved or undesired timescales can obscure the dominant
mechanisms driving macroscopic responses. As an element of this desired framework, in the spirit
of Markov state modelling, we propose here a comprehensive analysis of the linear and nonlinear
response of Markov chains to general time-dependent perturbations. We obtain simple and easily
implementable formulas that can be used to predict the response of observables as well as higher-
order correlations of the system. The methodology proposed here can be implemented in a purely
data-driven setting and even if we do not know the underlying evolution equations. The use of
algebraic expansions inspired by Koopmanism allow to elucidate the role of different time scales
and find explicit and interpretable expressions for the Green’s functions at all orders. We illustrate
our methodology in a very simple yet instructive metastable system. Finally, our results provide
a dynamical foundation for the Prony method, which is commonly used for the statistical analysis

of discrete time signals.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Response theory in statistical mechanics constitutes a powerful framework for analyzing
the behavior of a large variety of systems subjected to external perturbations. It provides
a powerful and unifying paradigm for connecting the microscopic dynamics and reference
statistical properties of a system to its macroscopic response under external influences. Its
foundations have been widely discussed in the mathematical literature and its applications
permeate various domains of physics, chemistry, biology, materials science, and quantita-
tive social sciences [IH3]. At the core of response theory lies the formulation of response
functions, which quantify the system’s reaction to acting forcings. In the case of systems at
thermodynamic equilibrium and considering for the moment only the linear approximation
to the response, the fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT) establishes that such functions
are expressed in terms of time-lagged correlation between suitably defined observables on

the unperturbed state [4].

However, response theory is not limited to equilibrium systems [5]. For systems driven
far from equilibrium possessing smooth invariant measure with respect to Lebesgue - which
is realized in the case of stochastic dynamical systems forced by sufficiently non-degenerate
noise - it is possible to express the response formulas in terms of more cumbersome yet
well-defined time-lagged correlations, which implies the existence of a clear correspondence
between forced and free fluctuations of the system [6, [7]. Things become more problematic
in the case of nonequilibrium systems described by deterministic dynamics featuring con-
traction of the phase space. Here, as a result of the singularity of the invariant measure with
respect to Lebesgue, the FDT does not apply and there is no full equivalence between forced
and free fluctuations. Yet, making suitable assumptions on the dynamics it is possible to
establish a response theory also in this case. The original results proposed by Ruelle, which
required fairly restructive conditions of uniform hyperbolicity [8, 9], have then been clarified

and extended using functional analytical techniques [I0HIZ2].

When the perturbation is large or when the system exhibits a very amplified response, the
linear approximation linking the amplitudes of the forcing and of the response breaks down.
Extending response theory to the nonlinear case involves considering higher-order terms in
the system’s response and exploring how these terms contribute to the system’s behavior

[13-15]. Nonlinear response operators have a rather convoluted structure and depend on
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multiple time variables. Looking at the nonlinear response amounts to exploring more
complex interplay between internal feedbacks of the system and acting forcings and, if more
than one forcing is present, allows for understanding the interplay - which can be synergistic
or antagonistic - of the various acting forcings. Nonlinear effects become quantitatively
dominant in the proximity of critical transitions, which are associated with the divergence
of the response of the system. However, the occurrence of such divergent behavior can be
captured simply by looking at the linear response of the system [16-18].

A key difficulty of response formulas is that they are based on expressions that do not
provide a clear imprint of the dominant modes of variability of the system. A way forward
in this direction is provided by Koopmanism [19, 20], which, roughly speaking, transforms
nonlinear dynamics into a linear framework in an infinite dimensional space of observables,
where the information is contained in the Koopman eigenfunctions and modes. Metastable
regions of the system, where the system can identified by studying the level sets of the
dominant modes of the Koopman operator [21]. In practice, the Koopman operator is often
approximated using data-driven techniques such as the extended DMD [22].

By linking response theory with Koopmanism, one can derive interpretable representa-
tions of the system’s response to perturbations, The use of Koopmanism radically improves
the predictive power of the FDT because it enables the decomposition of the response into
contributions from distinct modes of natural variability of the system [I7, I8]. Recently,
we have being successful in merging algorithmically response theory and Koopmanism [23]
and in showing that Koopmanism provides a pathway for extending response theory to the
very relevant yet so far unexplored case where the stochasticity includes jump processes
[24].x While these preliminary results are extremely encouraging both in theoretical and
practical terms, a nontrivial hurdle that still needs to be overcome is the applicability of

this methodology to very high-dimensional systems.

A. A Possible Pipeline for an Interpretable and Equation-free Response Theory

A Markov chain is a stochastic process that describes transitions between a finite set of
states according to a probability distribution given by the so-called Markov matrix, where

the future state depends only on the current state and not on past states. Markov chains



can be associated with directed graphs, whereby the states correspond to the nodes of the
network, and the entries of the Markov matrix give the weight of the directed edge between
two nodes [25, 26]. Markov chains are extremely relevant to understand the properties
of general dynamical systems [27, 28]. The so-called Ulam method [29] approximates the
Perron-Frobenius operator, which pushes forward the probability distributions of a dynami-
cal system [30], by a Markov matrix whose entries represent transition probabilities between
partition elements occurring for finite time horizons. The Ulam Conjecture states that such
finite-rank approximation the dominant eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the finite-size ap-
proximations converge to those of the true operator in the limit of finer and finer partition,
thus preserving eventual metastable structures [31].

While the Ulam method is by itself essentially a brute-force approximation, and its con-
vergence is usually slow [32], it is possible to use it very effectively. Specifically, Markov
state modeling (MSM) is a smart Ulam method that is particularly effective for studying
systems with complex dynamics that evolve across multiple timescales. In this framework,
the continuous state space of a system is (optimally - which is key here) discretized into a
finite number of states, with transitions between these states governed by a Markov chain
[33-36]. The derived Markov chain contains all the information needed to describe the
statistics and dynamics of the system at the coarse-grained level. Metastable regions can be
identified on the basis of the states identified by the algorithm. In this case, the slowest time
scales are associated with the relaxation between the main metastable states, with modest
or non-existent gap for the dynamics occurring within each metastable region. A maximally
reduced version of MSM targets directly the metastable states and studies exclusively the
transition rates between such states [37].

By constructing transition probability matrices from simulation data, MSM makes it
possible to capture essential kinetic pathways and long-term behaviors with remarkable
interpretability and precision. MSM has the great advantage of being a) equation-agnostic: it
is a data-driven method that can be deployed on observed or modelling data and is oblivious
to the underlying evolution equations; and b) able to beat the curse of dimensionality (which
instead affects very severaly the Ulam method if partitions are not smartly constructed),
because the geometric and dynamical complexity of the original system is bypassed once
one is able to define the basis of states associated with the markovian dynamics.

Comprehensive and easily implementable response formulas for Markov chains are - apart
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from their intrinsic interest - of great practical utility in the analysis of a complex system
because they can be directly applied to its coarse-grained representation constructed ac-
cording to MSM protocols and thus bypassing (and obliviously to) the underlying evolution
equations. We have discussed elsewhere how the invariant measure of a Markov chain re-
sponds to a time-independent perturbation, presenting explicit bounds for the validity of
classic perturbative approach and providing explicit formulas for linear and nonlinear terms,
including renormalized results obtained by infinite summation of all the perturbative terms
[38, B9]. Independent results that delve more deeply in the physical interpretation of the

response formulas have been recently reported [40], 41].

Treating carefully the transition from the microscopic description of a system to its heavily
coarse-grained representation as a discrete Markov process and linking the properties of
fluctuations and response across the scale is an extremely challenging task, see the excellent
review papers [42, [43]. Here we set ourselves in a much simplified setting. The scenario
behind this paper is that we assume that upstream of our work someone has carefully
constructed a coarse-grained representation of the system as a discrete Markov chain, e.g. by
applying Markov state modeling to a complex, possibly multiscale system and has observed
the system in a reference state and in a slightly perturbed state. Both states are characterised
by autonomous dynamics. The goal we have is to predict how different time modulations
of the forcing impacts the statistical properties of the coarse-grained system. Hence, by

construction, we will neglect the subscale processes.

We will investigate the interplay of coarse-graining and response and derive formulas that
are able to predict the linear as well as higher order response of the coarse-grained system for
general, time-dependent perturbation via simple matrix relations. Our ability to treat ex-
plicitly time-independent perturbation is, as far as we know, novel, and goes in the direction
of analysis of entropy production for non autonomous systems [44]. Interestingly, response
formulas can be derived for observables as well as for lagged correlations between observ-
ables, thus allowing for predicting how the forcing impacts the variability of the system.
The latter had been attempted in a previous work but only in the case of static forcings
[45]. We will also provide a simple but possibly very instructive novel way of expressing
the linear and nonlinear response operators for Markov chains by taking advantage of the
Koopman formalism for finite-state processes that clarifies the roles of the time scales that

are intrinsic to the system. The derivation and discussion of response formulas is presented



in Sect. [[Il In order to illustrate some of our findings, we will provide in Sect. [[V]a proof-of-
concept application of some of our key results on a simple yet instructive two-dimensional
(2D) Langevin equation closely related to an example provided in [46] which is characterized
by nontrivial metastability properties. In Sect. [V] we present a discussion of our results and
perspectives for future investigations. Additionally App. [Al App. [B] and App. [C] provide
general formulas for the nonlinear response of observables; the linea response of correlation
functions, and the linear response of entropy production to time-dependent perturbations,

respectively.

II. RESPONSE THEORY FOR MARKOV CHAINS: TIME-DEPENDENT PER-
TURBATIONS

We set ourselves in the same framework described in [38] B9]. Let us consider a mixing
N-state (N is finite) Markov process defined by the matrix M € RV, M;; > 0is a
stochastic matrix that measures the probability of reaching the state ¢ at time n given that
at time n — 1 the system is in the state j. Since the process is mixing Jp > 1|ij > 0.
We consider the eigenvalue problem Mv = A\v. For the Perron-Frobenius theorem, we have
that 3!, | MViny = Vine, s0 that v4,, € RV*! defines the invariant measure associated with
unitary eigenvalue [47]. We also have pairs {)\;, v; }, such that Mv; = \;v;, with |\;| < 1 and
v; € RV*! for j = 2,... N. Additionally, we have that S~ (vin,); = 1 and 32N (v;); = 0,
j>1

Let’s now consider a perturbation of the form M — M., = M + ef(n)m, where f :
N — R defines a time-dependent modulation with |f(n)| < 1, m € R¥*Y | and e is a small
real number. We impose that M., is at all times a stochastic matrix. Hence, >, m;; = 0.

The perturbed Markov chain evolves according to the following law:

vin) =Mv(n—1)= (M+ef(n—1)m)v(n—1) (1)

We plug v(n) = vipy,+ev®(n)+h.o.t. in the equation above and collect the terms proportional
to €. The conditions behind the applicability of the perturbative approach are discussed in
detail in [38] B9] and will not be repeated here; see also [48] and recent review devoted to

continuous time Markov chains [49]. It suffices here to say that one requires the existence
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of a finite spectral gap for the operator M. We then assume that € is sufficiently small so

that the perturbative expansions converge. We obtain:
W (n) = Mv®(n = 1) + f(n — V)mug, (2)

By applying recursively the relationship above and considering that lim,,_,., |[M™v™M (n)| = 0,

we have:
) = 3 Mbmvi fn— = 1) ®)
k=0
- i O(k)MFmuy, f(n — k — 1) (4)
k=—oc0

where ©(k) =1if £ > 0 and O(k) =0 if £ < 0.

A. Linear Response

Let’s define (U, u) = Zf\;l W, u; the the expectation value of an observable ¥ € RV
according to the measure y. We then have (U, v(n)) = (U, v} + €, 1 (n)) + hoot.. We

then have:
A0, vn), o
Tk:o = (¥, v (n))
= Y Ok (m" (M)W, vin) f(n =k — 1)
— (G % ), Gy (k) = Ok) (mT (M)A, i) )

where gg)\p(/{?) is the (causal) first order Green’s function. Let’s now define the Koopman
operator K = M7, Let’s now define A € RV*¥ the matrix containing the eigenvalues

(A1, ..., An) of K in its diagonal, so that K = VAV~ with V € R¥*¥. We have that
N N
(S P I o )
=1

=1

where v; is the i right eigenvector, w; is the i'* left eigenvector of K and II; defines the

projector on the i'" eigenmode of K.[50] By inserting the previous expression in the definition
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of the Green’s function we obtain:

N
G0, (k) = O() (m™ 3" Aol W, Vi)
=2

N N N
= O(k)(m" Y " NILW, vin) =Y G0 (k) = Goy (k) (7)
=2 i=1 i=2
where
GV, (k) = O(R)a)  ai = (mTTL, vy (8)

where we have broken down the Green’s function into the sum of N —1 terms, each associated
with a specific mode of variability of the system. Note that the first term ¢ = 1 in the
summation given in Eq. m vanishes because it can be proved that II] m = 0, see [38]. Since
N = exp(kv;), with R[;] < 0, the previous expansion provides a specific statistical model
- the sum of exponentials - for fitting a Green’s function from data. We will comment on
this matter in Sect. [V] The results presented in Eqs. correspond, in the case of a finite-
state Markov chain, to the key findings shown in [I7] for a general Langevin equation. The
derivation is much simpler in the case presented here whilst very little is lost at conceptual
level. If one assumes that f = 1 and takes the 1

By inserting the previous expression in the linear response formula above and by rear-

ranging terms, we have:

N

e=0 Z(grg)\pl * f)(n), 9)

=1

d(W, v(n))
de

which separates the linear response formula into N distinct contributions. Each of this

contributions can be computed from the knowledge of m, M, ¥, and f.

B. Second order response

Let’s now consider the full perturbative expansion v(n) = v, + > o, €v¥(n). By

equating terms proportional to powers of € larger than one, we obtain::

v (n) = MvOD(n— 1)+ f(n — DmvY(n), 1>1 (10)



By applying recursively over times the relationship above and considering that lim,,_,., |[M™V(n)| =

0, we have:
= i/\/lkmy(ll)(n —k-=1f(n—k—-1) (11)
k=0
= i O(k) M m\'"V(n —k —1)f(n —k — 1) (12)
k=—0o0

Let’s now consider the second order term v (n). We have

v (n) = i/\/lkmy(l)(n —k—=1)f(n—k—-1) (13)

Z Z O(k)O(p) MMM v, f(n —k —p—2)f(n—k—1)  (14)
k=—o00 p=—00
where we have used the expression for (") above. Note that the ©’s ensure the correct time
ordering of the perturbation.

Let’s now consider the second order response of a generic observable W. We have:
1d%(¥, v(n))

§TL o= (v () (15)
— Z@ mT (MOYU oD (n—k— 1)) f(n—k—1) (16)

= > > 6mem)m" (M ym (M VW, ) f(n =k —p—=2)f(n—k—1) (17)

k=—00 p=—00

= (G * () (18)
where gfj?\l,(k,p) = 0(k)O(p)(mT (MT)PmT(MT)EW, 1;,,) and where * indicates here a dou-
ble convolution sum. By using K™ = (MT)™ = Zf\il A'II; in the expression of the second
order Green’s function above, one can express it as a double sum of terms, each describing
the contribution to the nonlinear response coming from a specific pair of Koopman modes.

Indeed, we have:

qu,(k: D) Z A ANy = (mTTLm  TLY, vy, (19)

170
1,J=2

Note again that our summation excludes the term corresponding to the invariant measure
of the systen. The results above can easily be extended at all orders of perturbations, see
Appendix [A] This implies that the full nonlinear time-dependent response can be obtained
from the knowledge of m, M, and f for any observable of the system. Assuming f = 1 and

taking the n — oo limit, the results presented in [38] are easily recovered.
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III. RESPONSE THEORY FOR CORRELATIONS

In the vast majority of cases, response theory has been used to computate the change of
the measure of a system resulting from applied forcings. Yet, in many practical cases, it is
relevant to study the impact of the perturbation on the temporal correlation properties of
the system. Taking the example of climate science to illustrate this point, response theory
applied to observables describes the change in the state of the climate at a certain time hori-
zon with respect to a reference climatology, whilst response theory applied to correlation
describes how climate variability and so-called teleconnections like the North Atlantic Os-
cillation or El-Nino-Southern Oscillation are impacted by the applied perturbation [511 [52].
Some preliminary contributions to the development of response formulas for correlations

have been presented in [45], which provides a reference for the results presented below.

Let us define Cy(¥, ®) = (MD)W o®, v,) — (U, Vi) (@, Vi) the unperturbed [—lagged
correlation between the two observables U and ®, where o indicates the Hadamard product.
We first consider the case of a static perturbation to the Markov process of the form M —
M, = M + em, which has not yet been explicitly treated in the literature up to our
knowledge. We then have Cf (¥, ®) = (M + em™)0d, v.) — (U, v )(P, v.). Now we write
down the terms up to first order in € in the expression of the correlation. For the first term,

we obtain:

(MT 4+ em™YW 0 @, vy, + Z Py = (MD)W 0 @, vip,)

p=1
-1 00
+ e (M MM W0 @, i) + € Y (M) T 0 &, MPmui,) +o(e)  (20)
q=0 k=0
For the second term, we have
\II y Vino +Z€p (I) Vznv+zep \II Vznv><q>ayinv>

GZ(\P,MkaW,}(CI) Vinw) + €(¥, Viny Z CD,MkamU> +o(e). (21)
k=0 k=0
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Keeping in mind that Y ;2  MF = (1 — M + Q;)™! = Z, we obtain:

-1

dCy (¥, @) l—q—INT. T T
T|60=;<(M I Im (MO 0 D, vi,)

'

582w (),®)

+ (mT ZT (MY 0 @, v;) — (@, Vi) (T 21T, i) — (U, v YT 270, vy, (22)

55}2 (T(1),®) (®)|e=00(¥)/O¢|e=0 (I)]e=00(P)/O¢|e=0

Hence, the sensitivity of a time lagged correlation between ¥ and & is nontrivial and can
be broken up into four terms. The first term 652 (¥(1),®) is associated with the impact of
perturbation on the evolution law of the system in the time interval of length [. The second
term 5;16)(\1'(0, ®) describes the change in the expectation value of the product W(l), ® due
to the variation of the invariant measure. The last two terms associated with the change
in the expectation value of the two observables. Note that the matrix expression provided
here is much simpler than the corresponding functional expression given in [45]. We remark
that by performing the spectral expansion of the MT matrix we are able to disentangle the

contributions coming from the various modes of the Koopman operator.

It is indeed possible to extend the response theory for correlation to the case where f
has a non-trivial time dependence. The results are reported in Appendix [B] It is important
to note that the resulting formulas allow us to define how correlations behave in a non-
autonomous system. In this case, correlations at time ¢ need to be interpreted as integrals
performed on the measure of the snapshot attractor at time ¢ (which is a slice of the pullback

attractor [53] [54]); see discussion in [55H57].

IV. A SIMPLE EXAMPLE

We wish to provide here a proof of concept to test the usefulness of the framework

proposed earlier.We consider the following 2-dimensional (2D) Langevin equation:

dz = Fy(z,y) + odW; = =0,V (z,y) + odW; (23)
dy = Fy(z,y) + odWy = =0,V (z,y) + cdW; (24)
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where dWW; and dW, are increments of independent Wiener processes, and

V(z,y) =3exp(—z” — (y — 1/3)*) = 3exp(—2” — (y — 5/3)%)
—Sexp(—(z+1)> —y®) = Sexp(—(z — 1)* — %)
+1/52% +1/5(y — 1/3)* — y. (25)

The example is taken from [46] with a small modification. The potential is depicted in Fig.
and features three local minima, located at (z1,y;) ~ (0,1.55), (x2,y2) = (—1,0), and
(x3,y3) = (1,0). The potential we consider here corresponds almost exactly to a case study
presented in [46]. We have included an additional term —y in the definition of the potential
in order to lower the local minimum in (z1,y;) to a value closer to the absolute minimum
that is realized at (z9,ys) and (x3,ys3).

The Fokker-Planck equation associated with the previous Langevin equation reads as
2
o
Op = Lop = 0,(0,Vp) + 0,(0,Vp) + 7(&3 +92)p. (26)

We have that P™ = exp(L7) is the Perron-Frobenius operator describing the evolution
of measures for a time 7. The unique invariant measure in depicted in Fig. [Ib, obeys
Lopo = 0, and is given by py = Z 'exp(—2V/0?), where Z is the normalisation factor.
In what follows, we assume ¢ = 0.7. Our numerical simulations are performed using the
standard Euler-Maruyama scheme [58] with dt = 0.05. We sample our output every 20 times
steps, so that our reference time scale is 7 = 1. The dynamics given by Egs. describes
an equilibrium system.

To approximate P7, we discretize the phase space of the system into N disjoint subsets

{By, By, ..., By}, forming a partition of the space. The Ulam transfer operator P{T N} B

ij?
finite-dimensional stochastic matrix describes the probability that the orbit of the system
is at time ¢ 4 7 in the subset B; is at time ¢ it was in the subset B;. In our case, the B;’s
are given by the 625 cubes with side 0.2 centred around the origin. Whilst in principle one
would need to cover the entire R? the confining potential makes all regions beyond those we
consider here entirely irrelevant unless one consider extremely long time scales.

Following [46], we populate each cube with 1000 ensemble members distributed uniformly
according to the Lebesgue measure. Each member evolves for 7 = 1 time unit. We then

construct an estimate of P{TN} by counting the transitions. We repeat the operation 20

times and by averaging we obtain our best estimate of Pl which constitutes our reference
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e)

FIG. 1. (a) Potential function V' (z,y) with approximate indication of the three quasi-invariant
regions surrounding the minina of the V.(b) Invariant Measure py o exp(—2V (z,y)/0?). (c). First
subdominant Kolmogorov mode, A; = 0.9916. (d) First subdominant mode of the Perron-Frobenius
Operator. (e) Second subdominant Kolmogorov model, Ay = 0.9655. (f) Second subdominant mode

of the Perron-Frobenius Operator.
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discretized stochastic matrix, so that M = P{TN}. The solution to Mv;,, = Vi, gives
an extremely good approximation in the gridded domain defined by the B;’s of the true
invariant measure py. The discretized system obeys detailed balance, as expected from the
nature of the original continuum system. The corresponding left eigenvector, which is the
first right eigenvector of the Koopman operator M7, is constant everywhere. We obtain 624
additional eigenvalue-eigenvector pairs for the matrix M. Since the system obeys detailed
balance, we would expect all of them to be real, but, because of insufficient sampling and
numerical precision, this constraint is not necessarily obeyed for the rapidly dacaying ones.

The two subdominant eigenvectors are depicted in Fig. and Fig. [If. The first one
describes the transitions between the neighbouhoods of (x4, y2) and (x3,y3). The second one
describes the transitions between the neighbouhoods of (z1,y1) and either (z2, y2) or (z3,y3).
The corresponding subdominant eigenvectors of the Koopman operator are depicted in Fig.
and Fig. [le. There is a very large spectral gap between the three dominant modes
(corresponding to A = 1, A &~ 0.9917, A ~ 0.9655 the rest of the spectral components (\; ~
0.050), which indicates that the system can safely undergo a model reduction procedure.
Indeed, the level sets of the two Koopman modes can be used to identify the three metastable
regimes of the system, which are indicated as (1), (2) and (3) in Fig. and correspond
closely to the basins of attraction of the three local minima in the case the stochastic forcing
is switched off.

We can introduce a more efficient reduced-order representation of the dynamics, whereby
the phase space of the system is partitioned into just three states, corresponding to the
regions (1), (2), and (3). In the simple case described here, this corresponds to MSM.
This amounts to neglecting entirely the intrawell dynamics, which, in the Ulam description
above, is mostly captured by the Koopman modes with index > 4. We estimate the reduced
Markov model (RMM) discretized transfer operator M by performing a single run lasting
107 time units (after disregarding a small transient) and counting the transitions between

the 3 states described above. The obtained estimates for M and its eigenvectors are given

below.
0.9701 0.0095 0.0095 0.240 0.000 —0.810
M = 0.0149 0.9904 0.0001 Vinw = | 0.380 vp = | 0.701 vs = | 0.405
0.0149 0.0001 0.9904 0.380 —0.701 0.405
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Also this minimal model obeys detailed balance and the two nontrivial eigenvalues Ay =
0.9904 and A3 = 0.9606 correspond closely to the first two subdominant eigenvalues obtained
using the Ulam method, and the corresponding eigenvectors provide a coarse grained version

of the figures provided in Fig. [Id and Fig. [If.

A. Applying Extra Forcings

We now consider the following perturbation to the drift term: (F,(z,v),F,(z,y)) —
(Fp(z,y) + e1f1(t), Fo(x,y + e1f2(t)), where fi(t) and fy(t) give the time modulation of the
forcing with |f1(¢)], |f2(t)] < 1 and €, €y are the bookkeeping parameters controlling the
intensity of the applied perturbation. We set ourselves in the regime of linear response, so
that it is natural to assume |e1|, |e2| < 1. The time-dependent expectation value of a general
observable ¥(z,y) can be written as
(®)(t) = (B)o + &1 / N At Gy (t — 1) filth) + 2 / N At Gy (t— ) folth) + hoot. (27)

—00

where (@) = [ dzdypo(z, y)¥(z,y) is the expectation value of ¥ in the unperturbed asymp-

totic state, whilst

G0 = —O(1) {0y, Tos(po) W)} = —5O(0)(Dr, VU (1)) 28)

z/y, ¥

are the causal Green’s functions for the observable U associated with the perturbations
acting along the x and y directions, respectively. These formulas can be readily derived
from the general version of the FDT [6] [17].

It is possible to associate the applied perturbation to the vector field to changes in the
discretized Perron-Frobenius operators constructed according to the protocols above. We
define m, (m,) the perturbation matrix associated with the extra push in the x (y) direction,

so that M — M + eym, f1(n) + eamy, fo(n).

1. Linear Response - Observables

In order to estimate the matrices m, for the Ulam discretization, we repeat the same
protocol considering the perturbed dynamics realised by choosing ¢; = 0.05 and f = 1. We
derive P{T]\f} We repeat the experiment by choosing €, = —0.05 and f = 1, and derive P{TN_}
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We estimate m, = (P, N+} — P(yy)/(2€1). Note that using centred differences ensures high
precisions when studying linear response [59]. In order to estimate m,,, we repeat the same
procedure described above by considering e; = —0.05 and €5 = —0.05, respectively.

Similarly, we estimate m, and m, for 3-state Markov model by performing long sim-
ulations of duration 107 time units with perturbed dynamics, by estimating the Perron-
Frobenius operator in each case, and by taking the centred differences. We use the same
value |e1]| = |ez| = 0.05. We have verified in all cases that this is accurately within the regime
of linearity of the system’s response.

We choose as observables ¥, = x and WUy = y. We first note that because of the symmetry

of the system GSQ,(T) = GZ(JI%(T) = 0. We then focus on the case where we force the system in

(M

the j direction and use j as observable, j = x,y. We then estimate G Jy )y

through formula
by collecting statistics for 500 independent ensemble runs of the unpertubed system each
lasting 10° time units. Note that this 50 times as many data as those used for constructing
the Markov chains. From the knowledge of m,,, m,, it is straightforward to compute the
Green’s functions for ¥; = 2 and ¥, = y using Eq. [f]

The estimates we obtain for the Green’s functions of interest are shown in Fig. 2] When
considering RMM, we clearly see that Q,%im(T) o A} and g&)},y(T) o« A%, which as a result of
the choice of forcing/observable pair, only one Koopman mode is retained in the expansion
given in Eqs. [} [§l Indeed, it is clear that if we force along the z-direction and choose
x as observable, the second Koopman mode (or only the second Perron-Frobenium mode)
is the only one that matters. Similarly, the third mode is the only one retained in the
spectral expansion of the Green’s function when forcing along y-direction and choosing y as
observable. Remarkably, also when considering the much higher complexity Markov chain
constructed through the Ulam method, to a very good approximation we have Q%Zz (1) o A}
and Q%W(T) x A} (note that the corresponding A’s are slightly larger than in the RMM
case). This means that by and large only one of the 625 natural modes of variability of the
system matters in defining the response to perturbation, at least in the cases we consider
here. This shows that the Koopman decomposition provides the much desired property of
interpretability of the response.

It is apparent that the estimates of the two Green’s functions obtained using the FDT
are relatively noisy, despite the use of a many times more data than those used for con-

structing the Markov chains. A side remark is that, by construction, lim,_,o+ g}ﬁix(t) =
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FIG. 2. Linear Green’s function for the x and y observables for additive forcing acting on =z
(index my) or y (index m,) direction. Results are shown for the FDT estimate and the estimates
obtained using Markov models constructed with Ulam’s discretization and the 3-state RMM. The

inset emphasizes teh exponential decay of the Green’s functions.

limy_,o+ g,%g,y(t) = 1. Nonetheless, the function collapses to much lower values within one
time unit because of the very rapid decay of correlation due to the rapidly decaying Kol-
mogorov modes of the continuum system. As soon as we consider ¢ > 1, a rather good

agreement is found with the estimates obtained via Markov chains.

2.  Linear Response - Correlations

Next we venture into the analysis of correlations and of their response to perturbations
for the full system and for its discretized representation via Markov chain. We consider
the time-lagged correlations C;(z, z), C-(y, ), and C;(y,y). Our results are shown in Figs.
3a)-f). Note that since the potential V of the unperturbed system and the observable x have
opposite symmetry with respect to the exchange x — —x, we derive that C-(y, Z)|ey=e;=0 = 0,

aCT(ya CL‘)/a€2|62=61=0 - 07 aCT(.T, I)/8€1|€2:€1:0 - 07 and 807—(3/, y)/a€1|62=61=0 =0.
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In the case of the full system, we adopt a simple strategy of direct numerical simulation
(DNS). The correlations have been computed by collecting statistics along the same simu-
lation used to estimate the Green’s functions above. In order to evaluate their response to
perturbations, we have run two additional simulations with f; = 1, fo = 0 and ¢; = £0.05
plus two additional simulations with f; = 0, fo— = 1 and e = 4+0.05 and taken centred
differences to estimate the linear response to perturbation in the x and y directions.

In the case of the Markov chain, we have used the expression of correlations and the
linear response formulas to static forcings provided in Sect. [[T]]

We obtain that - see Figs. 3h), [Bh)c), and3) - there is very good agreement between the
correlations computed on the full system and those estimated via Markov chains. Comparing
with Fig. [2] it is apparent that C.(z, z)|e—e,—0 & exp(Aat) and Cr(y, y)|e,—e;—0 ~ exp(Ast).

Similarly, a good agreement is found when considering the sensitivities with respect to €;
and eo. In all cases it is apparent that a little fraction of the signal is lost when performing
the coarse graining. Nonetheless, the good performance obtained even in the case of the
3-state system indicates the effectiveness of the reduced order modelling strategy. Using the
decomposition presented in Eq. 22| we are able to separate the change in the correlation
function in four components, which are associated with fundamentally different dynamical
processes. T'wo terms come from the sensitivity in the expectation value of the two observ-
ables we are considering. An additional term - indicated by 515716) comes from the change in
the expectation value of the lagged product of the observable due exclusively to the change
in the measure (where instead the evolution occurs according to the unperturbed dynamics).
The most interesting term is undoubtedly 5&12 , which measures the impact of the change in
the dynamics occurring up to the considered time lag. Indeed, this terms vanishes as 7 — 0
and is, as already observed in [45], a specific element of response formulas for correlations.

The interplay between the two terms 5,(112 and 5£,15) is nontrivial.

B. Nonlinear Response

Whilst explicit formulas for nonlinear Green’s functions exist [13], [14], their numerical
implementation is extremely challenging because of the convoluted structure of differential
operators acting at different times. The nonlinear Green functions can be formally seen as

Volterra kernels [60] and can in principle be constructed using neural networks [61].
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FIG. 3. (a) Estimate of C(z
Red lines: Reference state. Black lines: sensitivity with respect to es.
linear response in (a) in the four terms discussed in Eq. (RMM). (c) Same as (a), but for
Cr(y,z) and its sensitivity with respect to €;. (d) Same as (b), in reference to the linear response
shown in (c). (e) Same as (a), but for C;(y,y) and its sensitivity with respect to e3. (f). Same as

(b), in reference to the linear response shown in (e).
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Using the formalism developed here, we derive easily implementable and easily inter-
pretable formulas for the second (see Sect. and well as the arbitrary order nonlinear
response (see App. , whereby the way different intrisic time scales of the system and
the corresponding modes interact with each other and with the forcing is extremely clear.
Hence, as a final step proof-of-concept analysis of our system we have computed the second
order Green’s functions for our system.

Indeed, we make things slightly more complicated that what has been presented in Sect.
IB] We consider the case where both forcings described above are applied. It is easy to

derive that the second-order response can be written as:

0Py =Y Y D aqOE)Om)m (M )Pm (M)W, v,)

4,j=x,y k=—o00 p=—00

X filn—k—p—2)f;(n —k—1)+ h.o.t. (29)
where we can define the following Green’s functions
G v = Ok)O(p) (m! (MT)m] (MT)W, 1) (30)

describes the combined effect of first applying the perturbation described by m; and then
of the perturbation described by m;. One should note that in general gﬁ?mﬂ # ng)mq,
if m; # m;, because the time ordering matters. In our case, the second order response
depends in general on all of these four terms. Given the symmetry properties of the system,
if we choose = as observable Q,(fim” = Q,(ﬁz,mw = 0, whilst Qfﬁimyx and gﬁfﬁ,w are
in general non-vanishing. This implies that if we do not apply forcings in both direction,
the second order response of x vanishes. Instead, if we choose y as observable, we have
Qﬁ;mu,y = Q,(Ti)/,mwy = 0, whilst g,‘,?}c,mw,y and Q,(Ti)/,my,y = 0 are non-vanishing. The non-
vanishing second-order Green’s functions computed for RMM are reported in Fig. [l As
we see, they follow closely the functional dependence derived in Eq. [19, where in this case
we obtain simple monomials because only one of the factors a;; = (mgﬂjmqﬂi\ll, Vinw) 18
non-vanising, because of symmetry, for a choice p,q = x,y; 1,7 = 2,3; and ¥V = x,y. It
is extremely encouraging to observe that, just as for the linear case, if we repeat the same
analysis using the high-resolution Ulam discretization the results are basically unchanged,
compare Figs. despite the presence of hundreds of Koopman modes, and hence of

hundreds of thousands of «;; factors, only one monomial appears to contribute to the second
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FIG. 4. Second order Green’s functions. Note that decay rates are controlled by a suitable com-
bination of the two eigenvalues of the Koopman operator. Results obtained using RMM. See Egs.

[29H50)

order Green’s function, thus supporting the efficiency of the model reduction attained with

the RMM.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Constructing accurate and efficient response operators for complex systems is a problem
of both theoretical and practical relevance across multiple fields in quantitative sciences
[2, [6, @, 62]. In the case of systems possessing smooth invariant measures, it is possible
to resort to non-standard formulations of the FDT to recover such response operators. By
combining such formalism with Koopmanism [19], one gains the important property of
interpretability, as it is possible to decompose the Green’s functions of interest into a sum
of terms, each associated with a specific mode of variability of the system [17, 23]. The use
of Koopmanism is instrumental for establishing response formulas valid also in the case the

stochastic component of a system includes jump processes [24].

21



£) ~ b) log[—G2) 0 o(t1,t2)] o Aoty + ot
o) 10810 (b 12)] ~ Nty + oty ) 108G alti t2)] 0 oty o+ Aoty

r
! 150

150
21100 =100
50 50
50 100 150 200 50 100 150 200
t
d) log[gf(,iz,my,y(tl, tz)] X A3t1 + Asto

200

150

FIG. 5. Second order Green’s functions. Note that decay rates are controlled by a suitable com-
bination of the two eigenvalues of the Koopman operator. Results obtained using the Ulam dis-

cretization. See Eqgs. 29430

A key problem in the use of response theory is that one usually needs full knowledge
of the evolution equations in order to construct the Green functions and translate them in
usable objects at algorithmic level. The latter task is extremely daunting especially when
one deals with systems obeying deterministic evolution laws [63H66]. Recently, it has been
proposed to derive response operators by deploying fairly sophisticated machine learning
methods based on generative score model [67]. Such a strategy, despite its great potential,
is not a silver bullet for cracking the problem of constructing response operators for high
dimensional models because of the need to train properly and extensively the surrogate
model and issues with out-of-sample performance.

It is indeed possible to devise workarounds to derive Green’s functions even in the case
of extremely high dimensional systems by performing suitably defined perturbation experi-
ments, as done in the case of climate models, where the direct evaluation of response oper-
ators seems an insurmountable task [68-70]. The flip side is that one can indeed construct

useful and accurate black-box-like objects that translate forcings into predicted response,
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but lack ability to disentangle and possibly organize hierarchically the impact of the multiple
ongoing physical processes. Hence, the level of interpretability of the response operators,
despite their skills, can again be disappointing.

Here we have developed a rather comprehensive set of response formulas - linear and non-
linear, for observables and for correlations, for static as well as for general time dependent
perturbations - for Markov chains possessing a unique ergodic invariant measure, which are
of primary importance for dynamical systems theory and statistical mechanics as a whole.
See Appendix [A] and Appendix [B] for the most general formulas. Appendix [C] presents a
linear response formulas for the total entropy production of a Markov chain undergoing
time-dependent perturbation. Hopefully these results can be useful for advancing our un-
derstanding of the sensitivity of Markov chains to perturbations and, in particular, of the
response near criticality, associated with the closure of the spectral gap of the unperturbed
transfer operator [38], 39]. We will focus on this specific and extremely important problem
in a separate study.

It is tempting to explore the case of absorbing Markov chains, which describe processes
where there is a hole (or a trap) in the reference state space, so that the process is eventually
killed [71]. In many cases it is possible to define and prove the existence of quasi-stationary
and quasi-ergodic measures, which are constructed by adapting the usual notions to this
specific case where one needs to take into account of the continuous leaks occurring in the
state space [72]. Since the existence of such measures require, roughly speaking, the presence
of a spectral gap of the transfer operator, it seems interesting to explore whether response
formulas could be developed also for such Markov chains.

Going back to applications, the main idea of this paper is to delineate a methodological

pipeline for developing simple response formulas that

1. can be used in a purely data-driven environment, or even if we do not know the

evolution equations of the system;

2. can be cast as simple algebraic operations performed with matrices, thus taking full
advantage of the outstanding development occurred in the last decades in numeical

linear algebra and the vast availability of dedicated software environments;

3. allow for a clear interpretation of the response operator thanks to the use of Koopman

formalism in the finite state space of the reduced order model.

23



We have thoroughly explored the efficacy of our strategy on a simple 2D gradient flow forced
by additive and diagonal gaussian noise. The system we have investigated features three
competing metastable states. We have shown that even considering a very severely reduced
discrete representation of the system, we are able obtain high-quality information on its
response to perturbations and to associated the response to specific modes of unperturbed
variability.

The framework we have in mind foresees the use of suitable methods of reduction of
complexity of a system via MSM before the response theory developed here is used. MSM
is very effective in creating surrogate representation of a possibly multiscale, many particle
system in a moderate number of states [36]. All one needs is a reference dataset plus few
extra datasets produced with a slightly perturbed dynamics, thus allowing to obtain an
estimate of the unperturbed Perron-Frobenius operator and of its perturbation in the basis
defined by the MSM. Indeed, one can then study the response of the system directly at the
desired coarse grained level, bypassing the need to look into all the intricacies of the system
in the original resolution. The wide availability of software tools facilitating the construction
of MSM [73-75], the wide range of areas of applications for MSM [34] 36], recently extended
to also to climate applications [76], and the growing evidence of the efficacy of MSM in
capturing the correlation properties of the full system [77] supports the strategy proposed

here.

A final comment follows. In [52] [78] we explored the fact that response theory provides
solid foundations for a key statisical analysis method used in climate science, the optimal fin-
gerprinting method for detection and attribution of climate change [79-82]. Also the results
presented in this contribution seem to provide some clarification to a widely used statistical
analysis method used, in this case, in many signal processing applications. In Egs.
we have shown that the Koopman operator-based expansion of the linear Green’s functions
allows to decomposite it in a sum of exponential terms with weighting factors that depend
on the chosen observables and on the applied forcings, whilst the exponential decay rates
depend exclusively on the properties of the unperturbed system. Indeed, this functional
representation points directly to the popular Prony method, which aims at representing the
multivariate response collected at discrete times of a general system to instantaneous pertur-
bations as a weighted sum of exponentials [83H86]. Usually, the number of exponentials one

needs to use is a free and uncertain metaparameter of the statistical method. Our approach
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provides an interpretation of such a metaparameter, which corresponds to the number of
discrete states (plus one) we consider in a hypothetical Markov state representation of the
system. The well-known uncertainty in defining the optimal value for the metaparameter in
the presence of strong noise and/or limited amount of available data can be linked to the

difficulty in constructing an accurate Markov model in such conditions.
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Appendix A: General formulas for arbitrary order Green’s function

It is relatively straightforward to prove by induction the following result for the j** order

response of a generic observable ¥. We have:

1A, v(n))

o = (¥, 9 (n))

n! de”
= Z O(ky Y (mT (MTYW, UV (n — by — 1)) f(n — ky — 1)
k1=—0o0
= Z O(k1) ... Ok, (mT (MDY T (MY, 1) x
..... k]——oo

n—ka—] fln—Fk —1)

=1

= <g,51z>@ * f)(n) (A1)

where Gy (k1. k;) = O(k1) ... Ok, ) (mT (M) T (MT)1 T, 1;,,) and where * in-
dicates here a n-uple convolution sum.

Using the spectral expansion of the M operator in Kolmogorov modes, we have:
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Hence, we derive that the Green’s function of order n is a function of n variables that can be
written as a sum of exponentials that decrease with time, considering that A\¥ = exp(kv;),
with v; = log(\;) < 0. Note that the previous result provides also a general statistical model

one can use to fit experimental or model generated data.

Appendix B: Dynamic Response of Correlations

We extend here the results presented in Sect. to the more general case M — M., =
M +ef(n)m. Since the system has explicit time-dependent dynamics, so that the statistical

properties are indexed by the observation time n. We have:

(U, @) = <1:[(MT +ef(n+p)m")'Wo d, v, + Z v (n))
— (¥, ve(n)){®, ve(n)) (B1)

If we now collect the terms up to first order in €, we obtain:

-1 -
<H(MT +emT f(n+q)Vo®, v, + Z v (n))
q=0 p=1
+<(MT)1\I] o <I>7 Vinv>
-1
+ €D (M) f(n + g) (MDY 0 B, Vi)

q=0
(o)

e > (Mo Ok M mu,f(n—k—1)) + ofe) (B2)

k=—o00

Additionally, up to first order in €, we have

(U, Viny + Z epy(p)(n)><cI>, Vinw + Z Pp(P) (n)))

p=1

:<\Il7 Vi’rw><q)’ Vinv)

e (W, O(R) MEmpi, f(n — = 1) (®, Vi)

k=—o00
oo

+ (T, vine) > (R, O(k)MFmuin, f(n — k — 1)) + o(e) (B3)

k=—o00
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We derive our final result:

dCe (U, @ —
%ﬁeo = > (MW f(n+ ) (M) 0 B, vy,)
€ =0

Y Ok m (MH)T (M)W 0 & — W(®, vin) — B(Y), Viny)): Vinw) f(n = k = 1),

k=—o00
(B4)
which clearly agrees with the case of static perturbation shown before if one assumes f =1

and n — 0.

Appendix C: Entropy Production

The total entropy production at time n for a time-dependent Markov chain can be written

as:

_! () — M)l 1 (e ()
= 3 St = Mt (TR )

where we have adapted Seifert’s results [44] to the case of discrete time dynamics. We
want to expand the previous expression up to first order in e. We obtain after lengthy but

straightforward calculations:

0S40
Spor(n) = SO + tai(”) le—o€ + h.o.t. (C2)
where
M (Vi)

tot ; i (Vinv); In Mi(Vino): (C3)

and the linear response formula for the entropy production is given by

3Stot(n) (1) Mij(l/mv>j

e=0 — ij nv ) j i 1 AA N0 C4
5o = 2 (mad (M) + Moy () ) n S e (C4)

2%
where, following Eq.
Vj(-l)(n) = Z Z O (k) (M*m) ji(Vino)if (n — k — 1). (C5)
k=—oc0 1
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Note that if the unperturbed system obeys detailed balance (M ;(Viny )i = Mij(Vinw); Vi, 7).

the entropy production of the unperturbed state as well as its sensitivity with respect to €

vanish.
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