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Abstract

A close relation has recently emerged between two of the most fundamental concepts in physics and mathematics: chaos and
supersymmetry. In striking contrast to the semantics of the word ’chaos,’ the true physical essence of this phenomenon now
appears to be a spontaneous order associated with the breakdown of the topological supersymmetry (TS) hidden in all stochastic
(partial) differential equations, i.e., in all systems from a broad domain ranging from cosmology to nanoscience. Among the low-
hanging fruits of this new perspective, which can be called the supersymmetric theory of stochastic dynamics (STS), are theoretical
explanations of 1/f noise and self-organized criticality. Central to STS is the physical meaning of TS breaking order parameter (OP).
In this paper, we discuss that the OP is a field-theoretic embodiment of the ’butterfly effect’ (BE) – the infinitely long dynamical
memory that is definitive of chaos. We stress that the formulation of the corresponding effective theory for the OP would mark
the inception of the first consistent physical theory of the BE. Such a theory, potentially a valuable tool in solving chaos-related
problems, would parallel the well-established and successful field theoretic descriptions of superconductivity, ferromagentism and
other known orders arising from the spontaneous breakdown of various symmetries of nature.
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1. Introduction

It is well known that a single bit error can result in the freez-
ing of the operating system. Given that altering a single bit rep-
resents the smallest conceivable perturbation within the realm
of digits, the remarkably dramatic impact of such a minute
change can be interpreted as a digital version of the renowned
’butterfly effect’ (BE). This term is used to describe the extreme
sensitivity to perturbations and/or initial conditions in ’chaos’
(see, e.g., Refs.[1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10] and Refs. therein),
a ubiquitous nonlinear dynamical phenomenon with a scientific
history spanning over a century [11, 12, 13, 14].

Labeling the CPU dynamics as chaotic underscores the idea
that, if visualized, the dynamics would indeed appear random
to a human observer. From the same observer’s perspective,
however, the most valuable aspect of this seemingly erratic dy-
namics is the logic that the CPU is designed to execute. Logic,
in turn, is conceptually closer to ’order’ – the polar opposite of
’chaos’. In other words, ’chaos’ may not always be the most
fitting label for dynamics exhibiting the BE.

To reach this conclusion, we intentionally stretched the con-
cept of chaos for the sake of argument. In reality, chaos is
conventionally a descriptor of dynamics of continuous vari-
ables rather than discrete digits. As we discuss next, however,
the above conclusion remains valid for dynamics of continuous
variables, and even for stochastic dynamics, i.e., dynamics af-
fected by external random noise [9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22].1

1Chaos is often described as a deterministic phenomenon. Nonetheless, de-
terministic dynamics is a mathematical idealization. Real-world dynamical sys-

The rationale behind this assertion begins with the observa-
tion that all stochastic differential equations (SDE) possess a
hidden topological supersymmetry (TS) [23, 24, 25, 26]. This
symmetry can be viewed as an algebraic manifestation of the
smoothness of continuous-time dynamics, a generalization of
the N=2 supersymmetry of Langevin SDEs [27, 28, 29, 30, 31,
32], and a key ingredient of cohomological topological field
theories (TFT) [33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42]. From
a physicist’s perspective, this TS exists across a broad domain,
ranging from the large-scale structure of the Universe, down
through numerous diverse fields such as geology and biology,
and all the way to the atomic level. Accordingly, the true phys-
ical essence of chaos, or more precisely, its stochastic gener-
alization, is the spontaneous breakdown of this pervasive TS
– a picture that harmoniously aligns with the omnipresence of
chaos in the natural world.

In a broader context, spontaneous symmetry breaking is a
fundamental phenomenon (see, e.g., Ref.[43] and Refs therein)
defined as a situation where a system’s ground state possesses
lower symmetry than the system itself.2 Its physical essence
lies in the spontaneous emergence of ’order’, or a qualitatively
new property, that explicitly breaks the symmetry of the sys-
tem. For instance, in contrast to the fluid phase of a substance,
its solid phase possesses a lattice structure that breaks the trans-

tems are always influenced by external noise. Therefore, the solid generaliza-
tion of chaos to stochastic models, as provided by the supersymmetric theory of
stochastic dynamics, is an important theoretical advancement in its own right.

2This phenomenon can be contrasted with explicit symmetry breaking,
wherein the symmetry of the system itself, rather than just that of the ground
state, is broken by external perturbation, with the Zeeman effect being one of
the most recognizable examples from atomic physics.
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Figure 1: (a) The qualitative way to see that chaos is the spontaneous break-
down of topological supersymmetry (TS) is to recall that its definitive prop-
erty – the butterfly effect – is the dynamic separation of initially close points,
thereby ”breaking” the proximity of points or the topology of the phase space.
In the algebraic representation of dynamics, the limit of the long evolution cor-
responds to the ground state, whereas the ”breaking of topology” implies that
the ground state is not symmetric with respect to TS, which is the spontaneous
symmetry breaking by definition. (b)-(d) Three possible types of spectra of
stochastic evolution operator as discussed in text. In (b), the ground state is the
zero-eigenvalue supersymmetric eigenstate (black filled circle), indicating un-
broken TS. In (c) and (d), the ground states have non-zero eigenvalues, which
means that they are non-supersymmetric and TS is spontaneously broken. In
(d), the pseudo-time reversal symmetry relating eigenstates with complex con-
jugate eigenvalues is also broken.

lational symmetry of the equations of motion of its constituent
atoms. Another example is a metal: in the ferromagnetic phase,
it exhibits spontaneous magnetization breaking the rotational
symmetry, while in the superconducting phase, it has a Bose-
Einstein condensate of Cooper-pairs breaking the conservation
of the number of electrons.

In modern theoretical nomenclature, phases with sponta-
neously broken symmetries are designated as ordered, contrast-
ing them with symmetric phases featuring unbroken symme-
tries. Consequently, chaos must be recognized as an ordered
phase with the corresponding TS breaking order being the BE
(see Fig.1a). At this, the BE should not be conventionally per-
ceived as a mere manifestation of the unpredictability of chaotic
dynamics; instead, it should be viewed as an infinitely long dy-
namical memory. Given its infinite range, this memory must
inherently exhibit extreme sensitivity to perturbations, akin to
the above sensitivity of the dynamics in the CPU to the nega-
tion of a single bit. When thoroughly understood, this order
may evolve into a valuable component of the theory of nonlin-
ear dynamics or, perhaps, even be harnessed for applications.

This fresh perspective on chaos, coming from what can
be called the supersymmetric theory of stochastic dynamics
(STS), constitutes a novel and qualitative addition to the well-
developed dynamical systems threory, which has already un-
veiled numerous definitive properties of this fundamental phe-
nomenon. STS seamlessly integrates into the existing chaos
framework, as evident particularly from the content of this pa-
per, while simultaneously adding relevance to chaos at its most
fundamental level.

For instance, in the original perception of this phenomenon
as a form of dynamical mess or disorder – hence its name
’chaos’ – the assertion that neurodynamics is chaotic typically
conjures thoughts of randomness and unpredictability, the qual-
ities impractical for information processing. Within STS, how-
ever, the same statement suggests that neurodynamics has an
underlying spontaneous order potentially capable of accommo-
dating some form of logic. This understanding adds particular

intrigue to the prospect of applying STS to neurodynamics and
we will briefly touch upon this subject later in the paper. Our
primary focus here, however, is a broader implication of STS.

Namely, despite abundance of literature on chaos, a consis-
tent physical theory of the BE never existed. STS, on the other
hand, paves the way toward such a theory, the development of
which relies on a deeper understanding of the physical meaning
and structure of the TS-breaking order parameter, along with
a methodology for construction of the corresponding effective
theory. These questions will be addressed in Sec.4, where we
argue, among other things, that in some spatially extended sys-
tems,3 BE may admit a holographic description. Let us begin,
however, with a brief review4 of the key elements and results of
STS and provide a novel view on wavefunctions and fermion
propagators that establish a solid link between STS and dynam-
ical systems theory.

2. Key Elements of STS

The theory began in the late 1970s with the work of Parisi and
Sourlas [44, 45], who introduced the supersymmetric approach
to Langevin SDEs [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. This method was
extended to classical mechanics and a few other special classes
of SDEs [46, 47, 48, 49]. It was also identified [36, 41] as a part
of the Witten-type or cohomological topological field theories
(TFT), the models featured by the presence of TS [33, 34, 35,
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42]. More recently, this TS has been
established in all SDEs [23, 24, 25, 26], naturally leading to the
establishment that chaos, or rather its stochastic generalization,
and the spontaneous breakdown of this ever-present TS are one
and the same phenomenon.

2.1. Wavefunctions and External Observers

The key distinction between STS and the conventional pic-
ture of stochastic dynamics (see, e.g., Refs.[16, 17, 18, 19]
and Refs. therein) lies in ”wavefunctions” – terminology that
we borrow from quantum theory and use loosely.5 In the both
cases, the wavefunctions represent external observers.6 In the
conventional approach, however, the observer is only interested
in the original variables of the SDE, which can be expressed in
the following general form:7

ẋ = F(x, ξ) = f (x) + ea(x)ξa, (1)

where x ∈ X is the dynamical variable of the system from the
topological manifold called the phase space, X, ξa, a = 1, 2... is
a set of noise variables, and F is a vector field representing the

3We use the term a spatially extended system to denote a model defined via
a stochastic partial differential equations.

4A more detailed discussion of the theory can be found in Ref.[24].
5Below, additional terminology from quantum (field) theory will be incor-

porated because not all field-theoretic concepts have counterparts in dynamical
systems theory and stochastic dynamics.

6This is one of the ways in which stochastic dynamics differs from quan-
tum theory, wherein wavefunctions describe the physical system itself, not the
observer.

7Summation over repeated indices is assumed throughout the paper.
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equations of motion with f being its deterministic part and e’s
being vector fields that couple the noise to the system.

In the deterministic limit, it suffices to investigate the phase
portrait, i.e., the trajectories generated by f . In the stochas-
tic case, on the other hand, all trajectories are possible, much
like in quantum dynamics. This necessitates probabilistic de-
scription that can be achieved particularly by turning to the total
probability distribution, P(x). It has the meaning of probabilis-
tic knowledge/ignorance of the external observer about the sys-
tem and this is the wavefunction of the SDE in the conventional
approach.

In STS, on the other hand, the observer is a ’chaotician’ with
the intentions of investigating the ’group’ properties of trajec-
tories, for instance, via Lyapunov exponents. To this end, the
observer would define a differential, dx, and numerically prop-
agate it along trajectories of SDE according to,

dẋ = (∂F(x, ξ)/∂x)dx. (2)

If multiple Lyapunov exponents are of interest, the observer
propagates differential volumes, dxi1 ∧ .. ∧ dxik , with ∧ being
antisymmetric or wedge product. Because of the antisymmetric
composition rules, dxi1 ∧ dxi2 = −dxi2 ∧ dxi1 , dxi ∧ dxi = 0, the
differentials can be recognized as anticommuting Grassmann
numbers or fermions [33]. Accordingly, the wavefunction now
is a function not only of the original (bosonic) variables but
also of these fermions, which we denote as χ: χi1 ...χik ≡

dxi1 ∧ ... ∧ dxik (D = DimX):

ψ(x, χ) =
∑D

k=0
ψ(k)

ii...ik
(x)χi1 ...χik . (3)

The right hand side (r.h.s) here is a Taylor expansion in χ and
each term is a differential form – the coordinate-free object at
the core of algebraic topology [50].

In this coordinate-free setting, the total probability distribu-
tion is a top differential form, ψ(D)(x) = P(x)χ1...χD, whereas
other wavefunctions of STS are generalizations of this concept
to situations with nontrivial fermionic content. They serve as
mathematical bookkeeping for the above differentials [32] suit-
able for stochastic dynamics when all trajectories are possible.

There may be other perspectives from which to view the
wavefunctions in STS. For example, certain class of differen-
tial forms can be interpreted as conditional probability distribu-
tions [24]. But the exact interpretation of wavefunctions may
not be as important8 as the following observation that the above
extension of the Hilbert space is physically meaningful.

Specifically, a consistent theory of stochastic dynamics is ex-
pected to encompass a prominent representative of the partition
function of the noise, which is a fundamental object that ap-
pears at the very formulation of an SDE. And this representa-
tive indeed exists, but only if we consider the extended Hilbert
space of STS. This representative is the renowned Witten index,

W = Tr(−1)k̂M̂tt′ , (4)

8After all, in quantum theory, wavefunctions do not have a widely accepted
meaning.

where k̂ is the fermion number operator and M̂tt′ is the stochas-
tic evolution operator (SEO). Up to a topological factor, W
equals the partition function of the noise, which is the physi-
cal way to understand its topological character [51].

2.2. Stochastic Evolution Operator and Topological Supersym-
metry

Just like the evolution operator in quantum theory, the SEO
in Eq.(4) can be given both pathintegral and operator represen-
tations. The pathintegral representation is useful particularly
because it allows to easily establish [24] that the presence of
TS does not rely on the white noise approximation that we will
employ below. It holds true for all SDEs in all interpretations
of SDEs, e.g., the Ito interpretation.

At the same time, the pathintegral representation comes with
an intrinsic ambiguity known in the domain of stochastic dy-
namics as the Ito-Stratonovich dilemma. This ambiguity is
removed in the operator representation by providing the SEO
with its most natural mathematical meaning9 of the generalized
transfer operator (see p. 893 of Ref.[52]).

Namely, for a given noise configuration, an SDE defines
a family of noise-configuration-dependent maps of the phase
space onto itself. The maps define trajectories as x(t) =
Mtt′ (x(t′)). Each map induces an action on wavefunctions or
differential forms called pullback,

|ψ(t)⟩ = M̂∗tt′ (ξ)|ψ(t′)⟩, M̂∗tt′ (ξ) = T e−
∫ t

t′ dτL̂F(τ) , (5)

where L̂F(τ) = L̂ f +ξ
a(τ)L̂ea , is the Lie derivative along the r.h.s

of Eq.(1), F(τ) = f + eaξ
a(τ), understood as a vector field over

the entire X so that the position x ∈ X must not be specified as
an argument. T denotes chronological ordering. Its essence is
evident in,

M̂∗tt′ (ξ) = 1̂ −
∫ t

t′ dτL̂F(τ) +
∫ t

t′ dτ1
∫ t
τ1

dτ2L̂F(τ2)L̂F(τ1) + ..., (6)

which is a formal solution to the operator differential equation
dM̂∗tt′ (ξ)/dt = −L̂F(t)M̂∗tt′ (ξ), M̂∗tt′ (ξ)

∣∣∣
t=t′ = 1̂, demonstrating that

the meaning of the Lie derivative is the infinitesimal pullback.
The SEO can now be defined as,

M̂tt′ = M̂∗tt′ (ξ), (7)

where the bar denotes averaging over noise configurations.10

When the noise variable ξ is gaussian white, ξa(t)ξa(t′) =
δ(t − t′)δab, and dependence of e’s on x is nontrivial, Eq.(1) be-
longs to the general class of SDEs with multiplicative noise. Its
SEO takes a particularly simple form reminiscent of the Mat-
subara evolution operator in the quantum statistical physics or
Wick rotated version of quantum evolution operator,

M̂tt′ = e−(t−t′)Ĥ , (8)

where Ĥ is the infinitesimal SEO which corresponds to the
Stratonovich interpretation of SDEs and/or (bi-graded) Weyl
symmetrization rules of quantum theory.

9This is actually yet another difference between STS and quantum theory,
where the evolution operator does not have a prominent mathematical meaning.

10It is worth noting that averaging here is always legitimate because pullback
is a linear object, unlike, say, trajectories which cannot be directly averaged
over the noise in models with nonlinear phase spaces.
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Figure 2: Numerical examples of the three types of spectra illustrated in Fig.1b-
d in stochastic ABC model on a D = 3 torus. The spectra are presented sep-
arately for each degree, from 3 at the top to 0 at the bottom. The parameters
of the model are A = B = 1, Θ = 0.83, and C = 0.8, 1.25, 1 for a,b, and c,
respectively. Each De Rham cohomology class of the phase space provides one
supersymmetric eigenstate with zero eigenvalue (black circles at the origin). All
other eigenstates are non-supersymmetric pairs that are related by d̂ and have
degrees differing by unity. They are presented as red circles, green stars, and
red squares for degrees 3 and 2, 2 and 1, and 1 and 0, respectively. Red crosses
mark the ground states, which, for cases b and c, are non-supersymmetric and
consequently doubly degenerate.

The SEO has a very special form definitive for cohomologi-
cal TFTs: it is d-exact, that is, it is a bi-graded commutator of
exterior derivative d̂ = χ̂i∂/∂xi with some other operator,

Ĥ = L̂ f − L̂eaL̂ea/2 = [d̂, ˆ̄d], (9)

where ˆ̄d = î f − îeaL̂ea/2, where î f = iχ̂†i f i denotes the so-called
internal multiplication with χ̂†i = −i∂/∂χi being the fermion
momentum/annihilation operator, such that [χ̂i, χ̂†j ] = −iδi

j, and

L̂ f = [d̂, î f ], (10)

is the Lie derivative given via the Cartan formula that reveals
d-exactness of this operator.

Due to the nilpotency property, d̂2 = 0, the exterior derivative
commutes with any d̂-exact operator including Ĥ. This commu-
tativity with the SEO suggests that the exterior derivative is the
symmetry of the model – this is the aforementioned TS.

This symmetry turns the original equations of motion (1) into
the equation of motion for the differentials (2). It can be viewed
as an algebraic representation of the concept of boundary and
as a supersymmetry that adds a fermion to the wavefunction.
Furthermore, in the pathintegral representation,

M̂tt′ =
∫ ∫

e−{Q,Ψ}DxDχDBDχ̄, (11)

where the functional integration goes over all paths connect-
ing the in- and out- arguments of the SEO and B, χ̄ are addi-
tional fields called Lagrange multipliers, the pathintegral ver-
sion of TS, Q =

∫
dτ(χiδ/δxi + Biδ/δχ̄i), is the gauge-fixing

Becchi–Rouet–Stora–Tyutin symmetry that restricts the func-
tional integration only to solutions of the SDE. Accordingly, the
fermions of STS can be recognized as Paddeev-Popov ghosts
[53, 41] – fermionic fields that are needed to accomplish the
gauge-fixing correctly.

The entire action in r.h.s. of Eq.(11) is Q-exact, i.e., the re-
sult of acting by Q on some functional called gauge-fermion,
Ψ =

∫ t
t′ dτ(iχ̄i(ẋi − ( f i − ei

aLi
a/2)), where L = {Q, iχ̄iei

a} is the
pathintegral version of Lie derivative. Such actions that contain
nothing but a gauge-fixing term are definitive for cohomologi-
cal TFTs [41].

The presence of TS is crucial for the entire narrative of STS.
But could it be a result of a mistake in derivations ? No, it
cannot. The presence of a hidden TS in all SDEs is not just a
result of formal manipulations with formulas. It has deep math-
ematical roots. For example, the d̂-exactness of Ĥ is a direct
consequence of the d-exactness of Lie derivatives. This prop-
erty is persistent enough to survive averaging over the noise and
the SEO simply inherits it from the underlying pullbacks.

Furthermore, TS commutes with the SEO by virtue of its
commutativity with the pullback of any differentiable map
called diffeomorphism, and SDE-defined maps are diffeomor-
phisms for all noise configurations [54]. Diffeomorphisms, as
such, preserve the proximity of points in the phase space, i.e.,
the phase space topology. In other words, close initial condi-
tions result in close trajectories. In case of chaotic dynamics,
however, this property is ’broken’ in the limit of infinitely long
evolution (see Fig.1a), which is a qualitative way to see that the
spontaneous breakdown of TS must be associated with dynami-
cal chaos. On the quantitative level, the spontaneous breakdown
of TS is the characteristic of the SEO spectra addressed next.

2.3. Spectra and Spontaneous Breakdown of Topological Su-
persymmetry

SEO has a certain set of general properties [24].11 For ex-
ample, SEO is pseudo-Hermitian [55] and its eigenvalues are
either real or pairs of complex conjugates. Due to the pres-
ence of TS, all eigenstates are divided into two groups: a few
supersymmetric singlets and all the other eigenstates are non-
supersymmetric doublets,12

Ĥ|ψα⟩ = hα|ψα⟩, Ĥ|ψ′α⟩ = hα|ψ′α⟩, |ψ
′
α⟩ = d̂|ψα⟩. (12)

Supersymmetric singlets, θ’s, are in the cohomology of d̂ or in
the De Rham cohomology.13 That is,

d̂|θ⟩ = 0, |θ⟩ , d̂|θ′⟩,∀|θ′⟩. (13)

11For simplicity, we consider only compact finite-dimensional phase spaces
and non nondegenerate noises so that the SEO spectra are discrete and the real
part of eigenvalues are bounded from below.

12The corresponding bras, or left eigenstates, are related as ⟨ψα | = ⟨ψ′α |d̂.
13Every De Rham cohomology class must provide one supersymmetric

eigenstate. Otherwise, the eigensystem of SEO is not complete which is in
contradiction with the theory of pseudo-Hermitian operators.
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These states are such that expectation value of any d̂-exact op-
erator vanishes,

⟨θ|[d̂, X̂]|θ⟩ = 0,∀X̂, (14)

including the SEO which is also d̂-exact. This is why the eigen-
value of any supersymmetric state is exactly zero, whereas all
eigenstates with non-zero eignevalues are non-supersymmetric.

Due to commutativity of SEO with the fermion number op-
erator, k̂ = χi∂/∂χi, each eigenstate has a well defined num-
ber of fermions that can also be called the degree of the dif-
ferential form. In addition, all non-supersymmetric doublets
of the top (D) and lowest (0) degrees have non-negative real
parts of their eigenvalues. This last property imposes a con-
straint: TS cannot be spontaneously broken when the dimen-
sionality of the phase space is below 3. This observation can be
regarded as an easy proof of the stochastic generalization of the
Poincaré–Bendixson theorem [56]. Furthermore, this property
ensures that when TS is spontaneously broken, the ground state
possesses a non-trivial fermionic content. This can be seen as
a precursor to the emergence of the Fermi sea of fermions in
spatially extended chaotic systems.

The above properties of SEOs limit their spectra to the three
types given in Fig.1b-d. All three types are realizable as follows
particularly from the relation between STS and the theory of the
astrophysical phenomenon of kinematic dynamo [25]. It can
be numerically demonstrated using the stochastic ABC model
[57], a toy model for kinematic dynamo. The phase space of the
model is a 3-torus and equations of motion are given by Eq.(1)
with f = (A sin z + C cos y, A cos z + B sin x, B cos x + C sin y),
ei

a = (2Θ)1/2δi
a, a = x, y, z, and ξ being a 3d guassian white

noise. The corresponding SEO is Ĥ = L̂ fABC + Θ△̂, where △̂ is
the Laplacian. Spectra of this SEO are exemplified in Fig.2.

To see that the the situation with spontaneously broken TS
is qualitatively different, let us first point out that there is al-
ways the supersymmetric state of the steady-state probability
distribution called sometimes ’ergodic zero’ or invariant mea-
sure, |0⟩ = Pss(x)χ1..χD. For spectra in Fig.1b, this state can
be designated as the ground state, i.e., the state representing the
infinitely long unperturbed evolution known as sustained dy-
namics, which contrasts with transient dynamics.

With its help, one can define the following one-fermion prop-
agator which makes sense for models with linear phase spaces,

Gi
j(t) =

 i⟨0|χ̂i(t)χ̂†j (0)|0⟩, t > 0
−i⟨0|χ̂†j (0)χ̂i(t)|0⟩, t < 0

(15)

where χ̂i(0) ≡ χi and χ̂†j (t) = etĤχ̂†je
−tĤ are operators of creation

and annihilation of fermions in the Heisenberg representation,
and ⟨0| = 1 here is the ’bra’ of the erdodic zero state.

The ergodic zero possesses the maximum possible number
of fermions. Consequently, any fermion creation operator, χ̂i,
annihilates it, resulting in G(t) = 0 for t < 0. Regarding t >
0, the magnitude of the propagator can be understood in the
traditional sense of dynamical systems theory: if we shift the
trajectory by δxi at time 0, this will induce an average trajectory
shift of Gi

j(t)δxi at a later time t.

Turning to the situation with the spontaenously broken TS,
let us first point out that the propagation of fermions have a
close relation with Lyapunov exponents. It can be revealed by
considering the k-fermion propagator in the limit, t → +∞,

⟨0|Ô′(t)Ô(0)|0⟩ ∼ Re⟨0|Ô′|gD−k⟩⟨gD−k |Ô|0⟩e−th(D−k)
g . (16)

where Ô′ and Ô are some operators that create and annihilate k
fermions, gk is the ”ground state” among the eigenstates with k
fermions and h(k)

g is its eigenvalue (see Fig.(2)). Up to a sign,
h(D−k)

g equals the sum of k largest stochastic Lyapunov expo-
nents, in the spirit of Pesin formula [58].

For spectra in Fig.1c-d, the leading Lyapunov exponents are
positive and fermion propagators diverge exponentially. This
implies that ’ergodic zero’ is unstable with respect to creation of
fermions and the status of the ground state must be passed over
to the fastest growing eigenstate with a negative real part of its
eigenvalue. Such ground state is non-supersymmetric, which
is the definition of the spontaneous breakdown of TS. It must
be pointed out that it is pseudo-Hermiticity and the associated
complex spectra [55] which allow for the negative real part of
eigenvalues. Particularly, Langevin SDEs – the most popular
and the simplest class of SDEs – have real and non-negative
spectra and consequently never break TS spontaneously.

In contrast to the ’ergodic zero’, a non-supersymmetric
ground state contains fermionic ’holes’, causing the one-
fermion propagator (15) to no longer vanish for t < 0. Using
the standard lore of quantum theory, it could be stated that the
’holes’ propagate backward in time. This scenario can be rein-
terpreted from the perspective of dynamical systems as follows:
the trajectory shift δx at time zero can be considered a conse-
quence of the trajectory shift Gi

j(t)δxi at an earlier time t < 0.
As it was already mentioned, the ground states represent

”sustained dynamics” of the system. In the deterministic limit,
it is essentially dynamics on attractors. Accordingly, the wave-
functions of the ground state [24] are the so called Poincare
duals14 of attractors (and the global unstable manifolds more
generally). For integrable or non-chaotic deterministic flows,15

attractors are well-defined topological manifolds that can be
represented by supersymmetric ground states.

For chaotic deterministic flows, on the other hand, the at-
tractors are not topological manifolds. They are fractal objects
called strange attractors with the backbone structure described
by branched unstable manifolds of the topological theory of
chaos [4, 5]. Such attractors cannot be represented by super-
symmetric ground states, which is yet another qualitative way
to see that the spontaneous breakdown of TS is indeed the math-
ematical essence of chaos.

To quantify this observation in a fully stochastic scenario, we
note that the dynamical partition function, Ztt′ = TrM̂tt′ , grows
exponentially in the limit of long evolution,

Ztt′ |t−t′→∞ ∝ e|Rehg |(t−t′), (17)

14The Poincare dual, ψm, of a submanifold, m ∈ X, is a differential form
which has the property that

∫
m ϕ =

∫
X ψm ∧ ϕ, ∀ϕ. It is a delta-function-like

distribution on m and it has differentials in transverse directions.
15Non-integrability in the sense of dynamical systems is a mathematical term

for deterministic chaos.
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Figure 3: Between the symmetric phase (T ) with unbroken TS and the con-
ventional chaos (C), where TS is broken by the nonintegrability of the constant
part of the equations of motion ( f in Eq.(1)), there exists the phase of noise-
induced or intermittent chaos (N). In this phase, TS is broken by noise-induced
instantons – the ’quanta’ of strongly nonlinear transient dynamics such as earth-
quakes, neuroavalanches, etc. In the deterministic limit, the N-phase collapses
into the critical T -to-C transition.

where hg is the eigenvalue of the ground state, associated with
dynamical pressure [52] and dynamical or topological entropy
[59, 60]. Eq.(17) signifies exponential growth of the number of
closed trajectories – the key feature of chaotic behavior. This
convincingly demonstrates that the stochastic generalization of
chaos is, indeed, the spontaneous breakdown of TS.

As a final remark in this section, we would like to point out
that pseudo-Hermitian SEOs possess a pseudo-time-reversal
symmetry that pairs up eigenstates with complex conjugate
eigenvalues [55]. This symmetry must be broken for the spec-
trum in Fig.1d because only one of such conjugate eigenstates
can be designated as the ground state. This situation may bear
physical significance, which, for the time being, appears to be
one of the unturned stones of the theory.

2.4. Topological Sector and Instantons
As a TFT, STS encompasses objects that are topological in-

variants. Among them is the Witten index (4) and the following
matrix elements related to the concept of De Rham cohomol-
ogy ring [50]: ⟨θout |ĥk(tk)...ĥ1(t1)|θin⟩, where θ’s are the global
supersymmetric states from Eq.(13) and ĥi(t) is the Heisenberg
operator constructed from a differential form, hi, nontrivial in
De Rham cohomology.

One class of topological invariants may be particularly inter-
esting in the context of dynamics in the noise-induced chaos
discussed in the next section. This class (see, e.g., Ref.[42]
and Refs. therein) is the reason why cohomological TFTs are
sometimes identified as intersection theory on the so-called in-
stantons (see, e.g., Sec. 10.5 of Ref.[61]).

From the physical point of view, instantons are ’quanta’, so
to speak, of strongly nonlinear transient dynamics, whose ex-
amples in nature are earthquakes, lighting bolts, solar flares,
neuroavalanches, and many others, including the computational
concept of dynamical annealers [26]. In spatially extended sys-
tems, instantons are the processes of annihilation of solitons,
such as the kink-antikink annihilation in the N-phase of the
overdamped sine-Gordon model in the next Sec. 3 (see Fig.4b).
From theoretical point of view, instantons are families of deter-
ministic trajectories that connect two critical points, or critical

manifolds more generally, of the deterministic flow. These fam-
ilies can be defined as intersection of the so-called local unsta-
ble and stable manifolds of the two critical points as in Eq.(18)
below.

The following ”instantonic” matrix elements are independent
of t’s (tk > ... > t1) in the deterministic limit:

⟨b|Ôk(tk)...Ô1(t1)|a⟩ ≈
∫

S b∩Ua

Ok ∧ ... ∧ O1. (18)

Here, the in- and out- states are the local supersymmetric states
associated with two critical points of f , a and b. The states are
the Poincare duals of the local unstable (Ua) and stable (S b)
manifolds. O’s are some differential forms and Ô’s are the cor-
responding operators in the Heisenberg representation.

The discussion in the next section also makes use of the no-
tion of antiinstantons, which are the time-reversed counterparts
of instantons.16 Their matrix elements contain exponentially
small Gibbs factors that vanish in the deterministic limit. This
reflects that antiinstantons is essentially dynamics against f in
Eq.(1). Hence, unlike instantons, they can only be induced by
noise, and they disappear in the deterministic limit.

3. Key results from STS

Turning to the physical implications from STS, let us recall
first that chaos has a celebrated experimental signature. It is
known as 1/f noise, its essence is the long-range dynamical cor-
relations, and it proved to be very resilient to theoretical expla-
nation in the past.

Within STS, on the other hand, it can be understood as a
consequence of the Goldstone theorem. This theorem states
that under the condition of the spontaneous breakdown of a
global continuous symmetry, there must exist a gapless exci-
tation called the Goldstone particle, or goldstino in the case of
fermionic symmetry as in STS. The gaplessness of goldstinos
implies that they are long-ranged excitations. By supersym-
metry,17 there must also exist a branch of gapless bosonic ex-
citations, which should dominate the long-range response and
result in 1/f noise. Alternatively, one can think that integrating
goldstinos out would imprint their long-range character onto the
bosonic correlations observed in experiments.

Another interesting outcome from STS is the basic phase di-
agram (see Fig.3) that follows from the classification of the an-
alytical levels of TS breaking. In general, there are three lev-
els of spontaneous breakdown of any symmetry: the Gaussian
level, by anomaly, which is by perturbatve corrections, and due
to noise-induced instantons.18 Supersymmetries, however, are
hard to break by anomalies [62]. Accordingly, in most cases

16For example, in the N-phase of the overdamped sine-Gordon model in
Sec.3, antiinstantons are the noise-induced processes of creation of kink-
antikink pairs (see Fig.4b).

17There are infinitely many one-goldstino eigenstates of the Hamiltonian and
they are not supersymmetric. Hence, each such state has a bosonic counterpart.

18A more accurate term for noise-induced instantons is a combinations of
instantons and noise-induced antiinstantons initiating those instantons.
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Figure 4: Patterns of dynamics (of sinφ(r, t)) in the overdamped sine-Gordon equation with non-potential driving on a spatial circle of length 300, which can be
viewed as a coarse-grained chain of type-I neurons. In the deterministic limit, the T-C transition (see Fig.3) occurs at α = 1, when vacuum at φ = sin−1 α loses
stability. Accordingly, Figs. (a)-(c), with parameters α = 0.92, 0.97, and 1.1 (and Θ = 0.03), correspond respectively to the T−, N−, and C− phases as evident
from Fig.5a. The dynamics in the N-phase (b) is dominated by noise-induced instantonic processes of creation and annihilation of pairs of solitons which are the
left/right moving kinks/antikinks. In the context of neurodynamics, the kink-antikink pairs can be seen as one-dimensional predecessors of neuroavalanches.

there are only two major types of chaos. The first is the con-
ventional chaos, or the C-phase, where TS is broken on the
Gaussian level by the non-integrability of f in Eq.(1). The sec-
ond type is the noise-induced chaos, or the N-phase, where f is
still integrable, but close to being non-integrable, and the noise-
induced instantons help break the TS.

The physical picture of dynamics in the N-phase is an endless
sequence of noise-induced instantons. While these processes
can also exist in the T -phase as well, it is within the N-phase
that the noise-induced instantons reveal long-range characteris-
tics, the most prominent of which being the power-law statistics
as that for earthquakes on the Richter scale. Naturally, as the
system approaches the deterministic limit, the noise-induced
instantons vanish, and the N-phase collapses onto the critical
border of deterministic chaos.

The N-phase is known in the literature [63, 64] as dynamics
between ’order and chaos’ with a prominent role of ’patterns’
- a more common term for solitons/instantons. It is partly cov-
ered theoretically by the concept of intermittent chaos (see, e.g.,
Ref.[8] and Refs. therein). It is also common to look at the
N-phase through the prism of self-organized criticality (SOC),
[65, 66, 67] a widespread belief that some stochastic models
possess a mysterious ability to fine-tune themselves into the
critical phase transition into chaos.

It was proposed as a phenomenological framework to explain
1/f noise in stochastic dynamics dominated by instantons. By
its most common formulation, SOC must be perceived as a form
of transient dynamics leading to a critical ground state. While it
is true that transient dynamics leads to the ground state, the es-
sential question is why the criticality of the ground state within
SOC is not accidental, as in normal criticality, but systematic
in order to reflect the pervasiveness of 1/f noise. The point is
that the properties of the ground state are uniquely determined
by the system’s position on the phase diagram, which is the
space of external parameters that the system cannot change on
its own. 19 Hence, there is a certain degree of controversy sur-

19An attempt to reinterpret this autonomous fine-tuning into criticality as a

rounding the idea of autonomous fine-tuning in SOC [67].
STS clarifies the physical picture of the N-phase identifying

it as a full-fledged phase albeit with a diminishing width in the
deterministic limit. Furthermore, it reveals that 1/f noise in this
phase arises not from a mysterious criticality but rather as a
consequence of the Goldstone theorem. This clarification may
prove particularly fruitful in neurodynamics, which is domi-
nated by neuroavalanches [68] and operate in the N-phase [69].

To exemplify the three basic phases, we numerically inves-
tigated the weak noise limit of an overdamped stochastic sine-
Gordon equation [70, 71, 72, 73], or Frenkel-Kontorova equa-
tion [74], with a non-potential driving:

∂tφ = α + ∂
2
rφ − sinφ +

√
2Θξ, (19)

where φ is a field on a 2D space x = (r, t), α is the non-potential
driving, and ξ(x)ξ(x′) = δ2(x − x′) is Guassian white noise.

This model may be applicable to a number of systems includ-
ing the voltage dynamics in 1D chains of Josephson junctions
[73]. It was also recognized [75] as a coarse-grained version of
a 1D chain of type-I neurons (see Sec.I.4.4 of Ref.[76]), i.e., a
simpler type of neurons that operate at the vicinity of the saddle-
node (SN) bifurcation [77], where a point attractor (the resting
state) bifurcates into a limit cycle (neuron firing).

Fig.4 shows dynamical patterns typical to the three basic
phases. The distinctly instatonic character of dynamics in the
N-phase is evident in Fig.(4b). The correspondence between
the sets of parameters in Fig.(4) and the three basic phases is
confirmed by the phase diagram in Figure 5. The phase diagram
is numerically constructed from stochastic Lyapunov exponents
[15, 9, 10]. As they should, the exponents are positive in the N-
phase, thereby manifesting the presence of the butterfly effect.

result of the renormalization group (RG) flow, rather than real-time evolution,
would inevitably lead to the conclusion that SOC must be associated with at-
tractive critical points of RG to explain the omnipresence of 1/f noise. However,
unlike unstable critical points of RG, attractive critical points do not represent
critical states with scale-invariant behavior.
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Figure 5: (a) The part of the phase diagram of the overdamped sine-Gordon
equation with non-potential driving Eq.(19), constructed by maximal stochas-
tic Lyapunov exponents. Grey and colored dots represent negative and positive
exponents, respectively. (b) A qualitative illustration of the essence of the but-
terfly effect in the N-phase of the model. Near and slightly below α = 1, even a
weak perturbation can introduce a kink-antikink pair, which, due to interaction
with other kink and antikinks, forms two ”quasi-particles” (dashed curves) of
the difference between the perturbed (red) and unperturbed (green) dynamical
patterns. These quasi-particles can live for an infinitely long time, thereby man-
ifesting the presence of the butterfly effect.

In fact, there is a qualitative way to understand the essence of
the butterfly effect in the N-phase of this model (see Fig.(5b).
At and slightly below α = 1, the system is nearly unstable with
respect to creation of kink-antikink pairs. Even a weak pertur-
bation can introduce such a pair, which, upon interaction with
other kink and antikinks, forms two ”quasi-particles” of the dif-
ference between the perturbed and unperturbed dynamical pat-
terns. These quasi-particles can persist arbitrary long.

We also like to point out that the numerical results from this
model were found to qualitatively agree with the corresponding
results from neuromorphic hardware [75] and clinical data [78].

4. Outlook

There are a number of ways in which STS can be advanced
further and one of the most promising directions is the devel-
opment of the methodology for construction of the low-energy
effective theory (ET), a simplified description of only important
aspects of dynamics represented by the classical object called
the TS breaking order parameter (OP).20 It offers the prospect
of formulating a consistent field-theoretic description of the BE,
akin to the well established and successful theories of ferro-
magnetism, superconductivity etc. Given that the ET approach
is case-specific and even not unique for a problem at hand, our
intention here is to speak only about the most general attributes
of ET of the TS breaking OP.

The spontaneous breakdown of a supersymmetry is associ-
ated with the condensation of fermions into the ground state. In
STS, these fermions, or goldstinos, epitomize unstable direc-
tions in the phase space, where the system exhibits the BE [79].
Consequently, goldstinos emerge as fundamental constituents

20In this section we speak only of spatially extended stochastic systems. Sim-
ilarly to quantum field theory on a lattice, these models can be given the for-
mulation discussed in Sec.2 by introducing a lattice representation in spatial
dimensions.

for the TS breaking OP, serving as a field-theoretic embodi-
ment of the BE. Given that fermions are typically found in the
realm of quantum physics, the situation where the OP of a clas-
sical phenomenon is based on fermions may appear somewhat
unorthodox.

To address this situation, lets recall that traditional numeri-
cal detection of the BE involves taking two copies of the sys-
tem with close initial conditions and evolving them in paral-
lel over time. In real (not numerical) experiments, however,
in most cases (weather, brain, Universe ...) only one copy of
the system is available and the noise configuration is not repro-
ducible, which makes the direct measurement of the BE unfea-
sible. In fact, extracting information about the BE from experi-
mental data requires intricate numerical tools that are a subject
of active research [80]. In other words, the BE is a classical
phenomenon that cannot be directly measured in experiments.
Outside the quantum domain, concepts with such property are
rare, if known at all, and it is probably reasonable to assert that
the BE is just as bizarre as some purely quantum concepts. In
this context, the fermionic character of the corresponding OP
no longer appears overly suspicious.

In the Ginzburg-Landau approach, the OP is an expectation
value of some local operator. The OP, along with the low-
energy ET governing its dynamics, can be introduced in a stan-
dard way using the concept of the generating functional,

Z(ζ) = ⟨g|T e
∫ T/2
−T/2 dt(

∫
ζaÔadr−Ĥ)|g⟩, (20)

where T is the time of evolution, and ζ’s are external ”prob-
ing” fields that are coupled to a set of local operators Ôa, which
is assumed complete is a sense of containing enough data for
accurate description of the phenomenon under consideration.

The action of the ET, S eff =
∫

B Leff, with Leff being the corre-
sponding Langrangian density and

∫
B denoting integration over

the space-time called the basespace, B, can be formally intro-
duced as a functional Legandre transform,

log Z(ζ)/Z(0) = min
Õ

∫
B

(
ζaÕa − Leff(Õ)

)
, (21)

where the limit T → ∞ is assumed and Õa are the OPs that
must be viewed as the expectation values of operators Ôa’s.

In the simplest type of TS breaking, which is likely to be re-
alizable in the bulk of C-phase, such as the fully developed tur-
bulence in hydrodynamics, the physical picture is the weakly
interacting goldstinos forming a Fermi sea. In this situation,
OPs can be defined using one-fermion operators. In contrast,
dynamics in the N-phase is dominated by (anti)instantonic pro-
cesses each (creating)destroying a tandem of goldstinos. A
more relevant picture here would be the condensation of these
tandems and the corresponding OP should be based on many-
fermion operators. The physical picture would be somewhat
similar to superconductivity, where electrons can go in and out
of the Bose-Einstein condensate in (Cooper) pairs.

In formulation (21), the ET is essentially a classical field
theory providing a description of the most interesting part of
dynamics of the original quantum-field-theory-like model. Al-
ternatively, one can view the low-energy ET as a result of in-
tegrating out the fast degrees of freedom in the spirit of the
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Willsonain renormalization group approach (see, e.g., Ref.[81]
and Refs therein). Similarly to quantum field theories, this pro-
cedure may encounter renormalizability issues due to ultravi-
olet divergences [20, 21]. However, supersymmetries tend to
weaken such divergences [82]. Hence, STS may offer yet an-
other, more practical advantage over the traditional approach to
stochastic dynamics, thanks to the presence of the TS.

It must be pointed out that integrating out fast degrees of free-
dom does not destroy Q-exactness of the action. Therefore, the
low-energy action must also be Q-exact, S eff = {Q,Ψeff}. The
same idea can be alternatively expressed by saying that the phe-
nomenon of spontaneous breakdown of a symmetry does not
mean that the original symmetry is gone. It only means that the
slow part of dynamics becomes qualitatively different particu-
larly due to condensation of OPs. The overall symmetry, which
must also involve the OPs, must still be present. In case of STS,
this means that OPs must appear in pairs related by the TS, Õ
and Õ′ = {Q, Õ}, where Q denotes the pathintegral version of
TS as discussed after Eq.(11).

Another interesting point is that the choice of OP is actually
not unique. As long as the expectation value of an operator
is non-zero only in the ordered phase, it can be designated as
the OP, and in case of STS, this holds true for any d-exact op-
erator including the SEO. Particularly, the operator must not
necessarily be local as in the Ginzburg-Landau approach. Be-
ing TFTs, some STSs should have interesting classes of nonlo-
cal operators such as those discussed in Sec. 4.5 of Ref.[41].
If the ET for the OP based on such operators was established,
the resulting picture would reveal strongly nonlocal character of
BE making it relative to topological quantum orders (see, e.g.,
Ref.[83] and Refs therein).

As a final remark, we would like to speculate that, owing
to the gaplessness of goldstinos, some ETs may exhibit scale
or even conformal invariance.21 In this case, the ET would be
some supersymmetric and non-unitary extension of conformal
field theory (CFT). In fact, a CFT description of some self-
organized critical systems has already been proposed [85]. It
is worth noting again, however, that the scale-invariance and
the corresponding applicability of CFT is not rooted in a mys-
terious criticality as often mistakenly believed, but rather in the
Goldstone theorem.

Furthermore, certain CFT ETs may possess holographic du-
als, e.g., via AdS-CFT duality [86]. This framework provides
a CFT with an effective classical field theory description in a
plus+one dimensional curved basespace called the anti-de Sit-
ter (AdS) space.22 The additional coordinate, beyond the origi-
nal space and time, represents the scale of observation, µ. Em-
ploying the previously introduced notations, the dual ET can be
formally defined as

log Z(ζ)/Z(0) = min
Õ, Õa|∂AdS=ζ

a

∫
AdS

Lhol(Õ). (22)

21One supporting evidence here could be the scaling properties of the distri-
bution of Lyapunov exponents in a spatially extended system [84].

22It is often emphasised that the new basespace must only asymptotically be
the AdS in the large scale limit.

Here, Õa are classical fields or OPs similar to the ones in
Eq.(21) and the probing fields serve as the conditions for OPs
on the boundary of the AdS basespace.23

A holographic description of BE would be particularly inter-
esting in the context of neurodynamics because of compelling
reasons to believe that neurodynamical BE may play an impor-
tant role in the short-term memory and, hence, consciousness
[75]. Moreover, holography, broadly understood, has long been
suspected to be related to the principles of recall [87]. This fol-
lows from analogy with optical holography which is the best
known physical realization of associative memory (see, e.g.,
Ref.[88]), i.e., the key to error-tolerant retrieval [89].

Conclusion

STS is a multidisciplinary construction on the intersection
of dynamical systems and high-energy physics. It is interest-
ing mainly because it unveils the physical essence of dynam-
ical chaos. The central element in this theory is the topolog-
ical supersymmetry breaking order parameter, which, as dis-
cussed here, is a field-theoretic embodiment of the butterfly ef-
fect. While this definitive feature of chaos is often viewed as a
mere manifestation of the unpredictability of chaotic dynamics,
STS highlights its other, more constructive side – the dynamical
memory – and lays the foundation for formulating a consistent
physical theory for it. Such theory could help address various
important problems across diverse branches of modern science
including neurodynamics, which is particularly intriguing con-
sidering the potentially significant role that neurodynamical BE
may play in short-term memory and/or consciousness.

From a more general perspective, STS establishes a solid
link between dynamical systems and high-energy physics theo-
ries. This link may help elevating fields such as hydrodynamics
and neurodynamics to a higher level of mathematical precision,
rigor, and predictive power. In return, high-energy physics can
get access to a broad experimental testing ground for concepts
that were previously confined solely to the realm of theoretical
abstraction.
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K. Itô, editor, Stochastic Analysis, volume 32 of North-Holland Mathe-
matical Library, pages 307–332. Elsevier, 1984.

[18] H. Kunita. Stochastic Differential Equations and Stochastic Flows, pages
77–124. Springer Singapore, Singapore, 2019. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-981-13-3801-4.

[19] J.-P. Eckmann and M. Hairer. Invariant measures for stochastic partial
differential equations in unbounded domains. Nonlinearity, 14(1):133,
2001.

[20] A. Kupiainen. Renormalization group and stochastic pdes. Annales
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