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Abstract. We show that the derivative of the (measure) transfer operator
with respect to the parameter of the map is a divergence. Then, for physical
measures of discrete-time hyperbolic chaotic systems, we derive an equivariant
divergence formula for the unstable perturbation of transfer operators along
unstable manifolds. This formula and hence the linear response, the parameter-
derivative of physical measures, can be sampled by recursively computing only
2u many vectors on one orbit, where u is the unstable dimension. The numerical
implementation of this formula in [46] is neither cursed by dimensionality nor the
sensitive dependence on initial conditions.
Keywords. transfer operator, unstable divergence, SRB measures, linear response,
fast response algorithm.

1. Introduction

1.1. Literature review.

The transfer operator, also known as the Ruelle-Perron-Frobenius operator, de-
scribes how the density of a measure is evolved by a map, and is frequently used
to study the behavior of dynamical systems. The transfer operator was historically
used for expanding maps because it makes the density smoother. The anisotropic
Banach space of Gouëzel, Liverani, and Baladi extends the operator theory to
hyperbolic maps, which has both expanding and contracting directions [30, 31, 6].
The physical measure, or the SRB measure, has the eigenvalue 1, so it encodes
the long-time statistics of the system, and is typically singular with respect to the
Lebesgue measure [54, 12, 50].

The derivative of the transfer operator with respect to system parameters is
useful in several settings, especially in linear response, which is the derivative of the
physical measure [55, 19, 5, 26]. The operator formula for the linear response (see
section 4.1) is particularly attractive in numerical computations because it is not
affected by the exponential growth of unstable vectors. Since the physical measure is
typically singular, researchers need to use finite-elements to approximate and mollify
the measure.

However, When the phase space is high-dimensional, the cost of approximating a
measure by finite-elements is cursed by dimensionality (see appendix A for a cost
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estimation). Given a C2 objective function Φ, the more efficient way to sample the
physical measure ρ of f is to ‘sample by an orbit’, that is

ρ(Φ) =
∫

Φ dρ(x) ≈ 1
K

K∑
k=1

Φ(xk), where xk+1 = f(xk).

This approach’s main cost is using a recursive relation f to compute an orbit {xi}Kk=1,
where each xi is essentially an M -dimensional vector, M being the dimension of the
system.

It is natural to ask whether the derivative of the transfer operator and hence the
linear response can also be sampled by an orbit, that is, by a formula which involves
computing several vectors recursively along a single orbit. This is impossible for the
entire derivative operator, which is typically singular for physical measures, and is
not pointwise defined. Similarly, the two most well-known linear response formulas,
the ensemble formula and the operator formula, involve distributional derivatives,
which are not well-defined pointwise.

However, we typically only need the transfer operator to handle the unstable
perturbations, which turns out to be well-defined pointwise. There were pioneering
works concerning pointwise formulas of the unstable part of the linear response,
though they were not very clearly related to the perturbation of transfer operators
within unstable manifolds, which acts on conditional measures. Ruelle mentioned
how to derive a pointwise defined formula for the unstable divergence, but no explicit
formulas were given [56, lemma 2]. Gouëzel and Liverani gave an explicit pointwise
formula via a cohomologous potential function, but the differentiation is in the
stable subspace, which typically has very high dimension [31, proposition 8.1]. No
recursive formulas were given, and even the potential formulas are likely to involve
the evolution of a lot of vectors. It is also difficult to obtain coordinate-independent
formulas.

In this paper, we derive a new divergence formula for the unstable perturbation of
unstable transfer operators on physical measures. We then give a new interpretation
of the unstable part of the linear response by such unstable transfer operators. We
think this interpretation has a more direct physical meaning compared to previous
works on linear responses, which typically involve distributional derivatives or require
moving to the sequence space. Also, our formula is coordinate independent: it only
requires a basis of the unstable subspace, but does not specify the individual vectors
of a basis. More importantly, our formulas are recursive: to evaluate the formula, we
only need to track the evolution of 2u vectors or covectors. Here u is the dimension
of the unstable subspace; we also use superscript u to denote quantities related to
the unstable subspace. This number of recursive relations is likely to be minimal.

Our work bridges two previously competing approaches for computing the linear
response, the orbit/ensemble approach and the measure/operator approach. That is,
we should add up the orbit change caused by stable/shadowing perturbations and
the measure change caused by unstable perturbations; both changes are sampled by
an orbit. Our work may be viewed as the generalization of the well-known MCMC
(Markov Chain Monte Carlo) method for sampling derivatives of transfer operators
and physical measures [43, 13].

We compare the current paper with our other papers on related topics. The
current paper is inspired by our recent numerical algorithm, the fast (forward)
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response algorithm, for computing the linear response on a sample orbit [44]. The
unstable part of the fast forward response algorithm runs forward on an orbit, and
the cost is linear to the number of parameters and observables. In comparison, the
current paper is the adjoint theory of sampling linear response on an orbit. The
numerical implementation of the main results in this paper is in [46]. The cost of
the adjoint method for the unstable part of the linear response is independent of
the number of parameters γ and observables Φ. In other words, if we have several
X’s, where each X gives the perturbation of f corresponding to changing each γ,
then the cost to compute the linear responses of all X’s is almost the same as that
of only one X. Moreover, this paper generalizes the previous results to derivative
operators using a new and intuitive proof by transfer operators, which is useful for
the study of transient perturbations. Finally, the papers [49, 48, 47] concerns mainly
about shadowing part of the linear response, whereas the current paper concerns
the unstable part, though it also uses shadowing as a tool.

1.2. Main results.

As a warm up, in section 2, we start with the easier case where we are given a
measure with a smooth density function. Lemma 1 gives a divergence formula for
δL̃, which is the derivative of the transfer operator L̃ with respect to the parameter
γ at γ = 0. Here L̃ is the transfer operator of f̃ , which is a one-parameter family of
maps parameterized by γ, and γ 7→ f̃ is C1 from R to C3 maps on the background
manifoldM. This is just the mass continuity equation on Riemannian manifolds
[38]. It can be proved simply by an integration by parts, but we shall also give a
pointwise proof, which can be generalized to the more complicated scenario later on.

Lemma 1 (mass continuity equation). For a measure with fixed smooth density h,
and any f̃ such that δf̃ := ∂f̃

∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

= X, then where h > 0 we have

−δL̃h
h

= div(hX)
h

=: divhX.

In the simple case above, the density h is a priori known, and it is not related
to a dynamical system. But it prepares us for the more interesting case, when the
measure is a physical measures of a hyperbolic attractor. Now physical measures are
defined by typical orbits of the underlying dynamical system. Hence, it is natural to
ask if the perturbation of the physical measure can be also expressed by recursive
relations, on the same orbit we sample the physical measure.

Section 3 proves our main result, theorem 2. Let L̃u be the transfer operator of
ξf̃ , which is a map such that δ(ξf̃) = Xu (see section 3.1 for detailed definitions),
then theorem 2 is a new formula for δL̃u on the conditional density σ on unstable
manifolds. Here Xu is the unstable part of X, σ is the density of the conditional
measure of the physical measure ρ for a local unstable foliation. Notice that σ and
δL̃uσ may differ by a constant factor, depending on the choice of the neighborhood
of the local foliation, so they can only be defined locally; but the ratio δL̃uσ

σ
does

not depend on that choice, since the constant factors are cancelled, so it is globally
well-defined.

The main significance is that this formula is defined pointwise and it involves only
2u recursive relations on an orbit, where u is the unstable dimension. This number
should be close to the fewest possible, since we need at least u modes to capture
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the most significant perturbative behaviors of a chaotic system, that is, there are u
many unstable directions.

Theorem 2 (equivariant divergence formula). Let σ be the density of the conditional
measure of ρ, which is the physical measure on a mixing axiom A attractor of a C3

diffeomorphism f , denote δf̃ := ∂f̃
∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

= X, then

divuσXu := −δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX + (S(divvf∗))X.

Here divv is the derivative tensor contracted by the unstable hypercube and its co-
hypercube in the adjoint unstable subspace, so divvf∗ is a covector (see section 3.1).
S is the adjoint shadowing operator, that is, ω := S(divvf∗) is the only bounded
covector field such that ω = f ∗ω + divvf∗. Note that Xu is not differentiable, so
divuσXu, the unstable submanifold divergence under conditional measure σ, is defined
via the equivalence in the smooth situation in theorem 1. Hence, here we can not
directly use lemma 1, since it involves exploding intermediate quantities.

Section 4 gives a new interpretation of the unstable part of the linear response by
δL̃u, and shows how to use the equivariant divergence formula to compute the linear
response recursively on an orbit. We do not prove the linear response, the focus is to
sample on an orbit. In high-dimensional phase spaces, sampling by an orbit is much
more efficient than finite element methods, whose cost is estimated in appendix A on
a simple example. More specifically, using the following formula, the linear response
is expressed by recursively computing about 2u many M -dimensional vectors on an
orbit. Here M is the dimension of the system. Appendix B gives another proof of
this formula using the so-called fast forward formula from a previous paper [44].

Let ρ and ρ̃ denote the SRB measure of f and f̃ ◦ f , let Φ : M → R be a C2

observable function. First recall that the linear response has the expression [55]

δρ̃(Φ) =
∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗X−n(Φ)) = S.C.+ U.C..

Here X−n(x) := X(f−nx), x being the dummy variable in the above integration,
(fn∗X−n)(x) is a vector at x, and fn∗X−n(Φ) = fn∗X−n · grad Φ. Here S.C. and U.C.
are the so-called shadowing and unstable contribution,

S.C. :=
∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗Xs
−n(Φ))−

∑
n≤−1

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)),

U.C :=
∑
n∈Z

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)).

Here Xu and Xs are the unstable and stable part of X. We may also decompose
into stable and unstable contributions, S.C.′ and U.C.′,

S.C.′ :=
∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗Xs
−n(Φ)), U.C ′ :=

∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)).

The shadowing and stable contributions are very similar in terms of numerics.
Theorem 2 gives a new formula of U.C. and hence the linear response.

Proposition 3 (fast adjoint formula for linear response). The shadowing contri-
bution and the unstable contribution of the linear response can be expressed by
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integrations of quantities from the unperturbed dynamics with respect to ρ,
δρ̃(Φ) = S.C.+ U.C., S.C. = ρ(S(dΦ)X),

U.C. = lim
W→∞

ρ(ϕW
δL̃uσ

σ
), where ϕW :=

W∑
m=−W

Φ ◦ fm.

Here σ is the density of the conditional measure of ρ, and δL̃uσ
σ

is given by theorem 2.

We explain how to compute the above formula on an orbit to overcome the curse
of dimensionality. For a finite W , the size of the integrand is about

√
W , and we

can sample the physical measure ρ by an orbit. Then we need to compute a basis of
the unstable subspace. This can be achieved by pushing forward u many randomly
initialized vectors while performing occasional renormalizations, on the same orbit
we used to sample ρ. Similarly, we can compute a basis of the adjoint unstable
subspace. With these two basis we can compute the equivariant divergence divv.
The adjoint unstable subspace is also the main data required by the nonintrusive
shadowing algorithm for computing S. Note that we only need data obtained at
γ = 0, and knowing the expression of f |γ=0 is sufficient for obtaining these data.

The numerical implementation of our formulas, including a detailed algorithm and
numerical examples, is in [46]; the so-called fast adjoint response algorithm is very
efficient in high dimensional phase spaces; it is also robust in stochastic noise and
some nonuniform hyperbolicity. Its cost is neither cursed by the dimensionality nor
the sensitive dependence on initial conditions, and the cost is almost independent of
the number of parameters.

2. Divergence formula of derivative operator

We first assume that the measure on which we apply the transfer operator is
smooth (means C∞) and a priori known, then we give a divergence formula for the
perturbation of the transfer operator. The techniques and notations we use for the
pointwise proof of this simple case shall prepare us for the proof of theorem 2. The
main difference with theorem 2 is that here the measure is not given by an orbit, so
we can not sample its perturbation by an orbit.

2.1. A functional proof.

We denote the background M -dimensional Riemannian manifold byM. In this
paper, we use ·̃ to denote perturbative quantities. We think of perturbative maps,
such as f̃ and the L̃, as being smoothly parameterized by a small real number γ,
whose values at γ = 0 are the identity. Let f̃ be the perturbation appended to f ,
which is also a smooth diffeomorphism onM. More specifically, we assume the map
γ 7→ f̃ is C1 from R to the family of C3 diffeomorphisms onM. The default value
of γ is zero, and γ may vary in a neighborhood of zero in the real numbers. For a
fixed measure with a smooth density function h, the transfer operator L̃ gives the
new density function after pushing forward by f̃ . More specifically, L̃ of f̃ is defined
by the duality ∫

h · (Φ ◦ f̃) =:
∫
L̃h · Φ,(1)

where Φ :M→ R is a C2 observable function with compact support. In this paper,
all integrals are taken with respect to the Lebesgue measure, except when another
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measure is explicitly mentioned. Note that L̃ operates on the entire density function,
and L̃h(x) := (L̃h)(x). We shall refer to h as the ‘source’ of Lh.

We are interested in how perturbations in γ would affect L̃. Define

δ(·) := ∂(·)
∂γ

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

.

We emphasize that the base value of γ is zero, and all derivatives with respect to γ
in this paper are evaluated at γ = 0. Define the perturbation vector field X as

X := δf̃ .

Note that f̃ depends on γ and δ is the partial derivative. Since we only consider the
derivatives at γ = 0, hence, we can freely assume the value of ∂f̃/∂γ when γ 6= 0, so
long as it is smooth and its value at γ = 0 is X. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that f̃ is the flow of X. If so, and regarding γ as ‘time’, then theorem 1 is
exactly the mass continuity equation on Riemannian manifolds.

We define divh as the divergence under the measure with density h,

divhX := div(hX)
h

= div(X) + X(h)
h

,

where X(·) is to differentiate a function in the direction X, that is, X(h) = gradh ·X.
For two densities h′ and h′′, if h′ = Ch′′ for a constant C > 0, then divh′ = divh′′ .
Then we prove
Lemma 1 (mass continuity equation). For a measure with fixed smooth density h,
and any f̃ such that δf̃ := ∂f̃

∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

= X, then where h > 0 we have

−δL̃h
h

= div(hX)
h

=: divhX.

Remark. When h = 0 in an open subset, then it typically suffices to use the fact
δL̃h = 0 in that open set.
Proof. Differentiate equation (1). Notice that at γ = 0, δ(Φ ◦ f̃) = δf̃(Φ) = X(Φ).
Then we have ∫

δL̃h · Φ =
∫
h · δ(Φ ◦ f̃) =

∫
h ·X(Φ).(2)

We call the left hand side the operator formula, and the right side the Koopman
formula for the perturbation.

Recall that Φ is compactly supported, then there is no boundary term for
integration-by-parts, and we have∫

δL̃h · Φ =
∫
h ·X(Φ) = −

∫
div(hX) · Φ.

Since this holds for any Φ, it must be δL̃h = −div(hX). �

2.2. A pointwise proof.

This section derives δL̃ using the pointwise definitions of L̃, which is useful later
when we consider perturbations on the conditional measure on unstable manifolds.
Note that L̃ is equivalently defined by a pointwise expression,

L̃h(x) := h

|f̃∗|
(y) where y := f̃−1x.(3)
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Here the point x is fixed, whereas y and f̃ varies according to γ, so the perturbative
map L̃ also depends on γ. Here f̃∗ and f∗ are the pushforward acting on vectors,
f̃∗e := Df̃ e. Later we use f ∗ to denote the pullback acting on covectors. |f̃∗| is the
Jacobian determinant, or the norm as an operator on M -vectors,

|f̃∗| :=
|f̃∗eM|
|eM|

, where eM = e1 ∧ · · · ∧ eM .

Here ei’s are smooth 1-vector fields; eM is a smoothM -vector field, which is basically
an M -dimensional hyper-cube field, and | · | is its volume. Here f̃∗ is the Jacobian
matrix. Note that |f̃∗| is independent of the choice of basis, and we expect this
independence to hold throughout our derivation.

The volume of M -vectors, | · |, is a tensor norm induced by the Riemannian metric,

|eM| :=
〈
eM, eM

〉0.5
.

For two 1-vectors, 〈·, ·〉 is the typical Riemannian metric. For simple M -vectors,〈
eM, r

〉
:= det 〈ei, rj〉 , where e = e1 ∧ · · · ∧ eM , r = r1 ∧ · · · ∧ rM , ei, rj ∈ TM.

When the operands are summations of simple M -vectors, the inner-product is the
corresponding sum.

Applying δ on both sides of equation (3), notice that h is fixed, also that |f̃∗| = 1
when γ = 0, we have

δL̃h = δy(h)− h d

dγ
(|f̃∗|(y))

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

.(4)

Here δy = −X, and we use it to differentiate h in the coordinate variable. Note that
d
dγ

is the total derivative: f̃ has two direct parameters y and γ, where y implicitly
depends on γ. Substituting the following lemma into equation (4), we get a pointwise
proof of theorem 1.

Lemma 4. d
dγ

(|f̃∗|(y))
∣∣∣
γ=0

= divX, where X := δf̃ .

Proof. By the chain rule, also notice that y|γ=0 = x, the total derivative is

d

dγ
(|f̃∗|(y))

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

= δ|f̃∗|(x) + δy( |f̃∗|
∣∣∣
γ=0

)(x).

Since |f̃∗| ≡ 1 at γ = 0, the second term is zero. The first term δ|f̃∗| is the partial
derivative with respect to γ while fixing x. Fix anyM -vector eM at x, by the Leibniz
rule,

δ|f̃∗| =
δ
〈
f̃∗e
M, f̃∗e

M
〉 1

2

|eM|
= 1

2|f̃∗eM||eM|

M∑
i=1

2
〈
f̃∗e1 ∧ · · · ∧ δf̃∗ei ∧ · · · ∧ f̃∗eM , f̃∗eM

〉

= 1
|eM|2

M∑
i=1

〈
e1 ∧ · · · ∧ δf̃∗ei ∧ · · · ∧ eM , eM

〉
=

M∑
i=1

εiδf̃∗ei,

where εi is the i-th covector in the dual basis of {ei}Mi=1.
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Because X generates the flow f̃ , we have the Lie bracket
[
f̃∗ei, X

]
= 0. Let ∇(·)(·)

denote the Riemannian derivative, then ∇X f̃∗ei|γ=0 = ∇eiX, and

δf̃∗ei = ∇X f̃∗ei = ∇eiX

Hence, we see that δ|f̃∗| is the contraction of ∇X: this is another definition of the
divergence, which is independent of the choice of the basis {ei}Mi=1. �

We may as well write the above proof using matrix determinants, which is
essentially a more compact set of notations for the outer algebras we used, but is
more familiar to some readers. 1 More specifically,

d

dγ

∣∣∣f̃∗∣∣∣ ◦ f̃−1
∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

= lim
γ→0

γ−1
[
det

(
Df̃−1 f̃

)
− 1

]
= lim

γ→0
γ−1

[
det

(
1 + γDX +O

(
γ2
))
− 1

]
= lim

γ→0
γ−1

[
det

(
eγDX+O(γ2)

)
− 1

]
= lim

γ→0
γ−1

[
eγ TrDX+O(γ2) − 1

]
= divX

The reason the determinant notation is simpler is that, in this section, we do not
need the derivative of eM: eM can be chosen to be essentially a constant on M.
Hence, we can use the matrix notation to completely hide away our usage of eM.
However, the matrix notation is no longer convenient for the next section, because
we will be working on submanifolds, which requires us keeping track of the derivative
of the tangent space, which is non-trivial on submanifolds.

3. Equivariant divergence formula for the unstable perturbation of
transfer operator

Many important measures typically live in high dimensions, such as physical
measures of chaotic systems. Efficient handling of such measures requires sampling
by an orbit, since it is very expensive to approximate a high-dimensional object by
finite elements, for which we give a rough cost estimation in appendix A. But δL̃ is
not even defined pointwise for typical physical measures. However, we only need the
derivative operator to handle the unstable perturbations; the stable perturbations
are typically computed by the Koopman formula on the right of equation (2).

In this section, we derive the equivariant divergence formula of the unstable
perturbation operator on the unstable manifold. The formula is defined pointwise,
moreover, it is in the form of a few recursive relations on one orbit. As shown in
figure 1, we first write the derivative operator as the derivative of the ratio between
two volumes. Then we can obtain an expansion formula, which can be summarized
into a recursive formula using the adjoint shadowing lemma.

1This proof was suggested by a referee during the review process.



DIVERGENCE FORMULAS FOR PERTURBATIONS OF TRANSFER OPERATORS 9

3.1. Notations.

We assume that the dynamical system of the C3 diffeomorphism f has a mixing
axiom A attractor K. Denote a compact basin of the attractor by Vs(K), which is
a set containing an open neighborhood of K and such that

K = ∩n≥0f
n(Vs(K)).

There is a continuous f∗-equivariant splitting of the tangent vector space into stable
and unstable subspaces, V s⊕V u, such that there are constants C > 0, 0 < λ < 1,
and

max
x∈K
|f−n∗ |V u(x)|, |fn∗ |V s(x)| ≤ Cλn for n ≥ 0,

where f∗ is the Jacobian matrix. We still assume that the map γ 7→ f̃ is C1 from R
to the family of C3 diffeomorphisms onM, and define X := δf̃ := ∂f̃

∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

. Define
oblique projection operators P u and P s, such that

X = Xu +Xs, Xu := P uX ∈ V u, Xs := P sX ∈ V s.

The stable and unstable manifolds, Vs and Vu, are submanifolds tangential to the
equivariant subspaces. Superscripts of manifolds typically denote dimensions, so we
also use u and s to denote the unstable and stable dimension, and

M = s+ u.

The physical measure is defined as the weak-* limit of the empirical distribution of
a typical orbit. Under our assumptions, the physical measure is also SRB, which is
smooth on the unstable manifold.

We introduce some general notations to be used. We use subscripts i and j to
label directions, and use subscripts m,n, k to label steps. Let {ei}Mi=1 ⊂ TM be a
basis vector field such that the first u vectors satisfy span{ei}ui=1 = V u, while the
other vectors satisfy span{ei}Mi=u+1 = V s; we further require that

|e| = 1, where e := e1 ∧ · · · ∧ eu.

Let {εi}Mi=1 be the dual basis covector field of {ei}Mi=1, that is,

εiej =

1, if i = j;
0, otherwise.

We further require that

ε(e) = 1, where ε := ε1 ∧ · · · ∧ εu.

In other words, ε removes the stable component, and gives the unstable component
of u-vectors.

The main results in our paper are coordinate-independent. Note that e belongs
to the one-dimensional space ∧uV u. So e is the same, up to a coefficient, so long as
e1 ∼ eu spans V u. The case with ε is similar. If a formula uses only the normalized
e and ε, then it does not depend on the particular choice of ei and εi, and we say
this formula is coordinate-independent. Indeed, most formulas in this paper involve
only e and ε but not individual ei and εi.
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We use ∇YX to denote the (Riemann) derivative of the vector field X along the
direction of Y . ∇(·)f∗, the derivative of the Jacobian, is the Hessian

(∇Y f∗)X := ∇f∗Y (f∗X)− f∗∇YX.

This is essentially the Leibniz rule. Note that (∇Y f∗)X = (∇Xf∗)Y . Denote

∇eX :=
u∑
i=1

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ∇eiX ∧ · · · ∧ eu, ∇Xue :=
u∑
i=1

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ∇Xuei ∧ · · · ∧ eu.

When e is the unstable u-vector, it is differentiable only in the unstable direction,
so in the second equation we differentiate by Xu ∈ V u. One of the slots of ∇(·)f∗(·)
can take a u-vector, in which case

(∇Xf∗)e := (∇ef∗)X :=
u∑
i=1

f∗e1 ∧ · · · ∧ (∇eif∗)X ∧ · · · ∧ f∗eu,

∇f∗ef∗X = (∇ef∗)X + f∗∇eX, ∇f∗Xf∗e = (∇Xf∗)e+ f∗∇Xe.

There are two different divergences on an unstable manifold. The first divergence
applies to a vector field within the unstable submanifold,

divuXu := 〈∇eX
u, e〉 .

We call this the submanifold unstable divergence, or u-divergence. Typically Xu is
not differentiable, and ∇eX

u is a distribution rather than a function. But divuXu

is a Holder function: because lemma 1 shows that divuσXu is a transfer operator,
and theorem 2 shows that the transfer operator has an expansion formula, which is
Holder.

The second kind of unstable divergence applies to vector fields not necessarily
in the unstable manifold; it might be more essential for hyperbolic systems. The
two divergences coincide only if both are applied to a vector field in the unstable
subspace and V u ⊥ V s. Define the equivariant unstable divergence, or v-divergence,
as

divvX := ε∇eX.

We define the v-divergence of the Jacobian matrix f∗,

divvf∗ := ε1∇ef∗
|f∗e|

, (divvf∗)X := ε1(∇ef∗)X
|f∗e|

, where ε1(x) := f ∗−1(ε(x))
|f ∗−1(ε(x))| .

By our notation, ε1(x) is a covector at fx. Note that divvf∗ is a Holder continuous
covector field on the attractor. On a given orbit, we denote

en := fn∗ e

|fn∗ e|
, εn := f ∗−nε

|f ∗−nε|
.

Note that ε1(x) = ε(fx) up to an orientation. It is convenient to assume that on
the orbit we pick, the orientations are consistent, that is, in terms of vector fields,

en = e ◦ fn, εn = ε ◦ fn.

This is typically true in practice, since we shall obtain unstable vectors and covectors
by repeatedly pushing-forward or pulling-backward on the given orbit. However, it
is not necessary that we assume this.
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3.2. Expressing transfer operator L̃u on Vu by holonomy map ξ.

We define the unstable perturbation on the unstable manifold as the composition
of a perturbation of f̃ and a holonomy map ξ, which is a projection along stable
manifolds. As illustrated in figure 1, fix x, and let Vu(x) be the global unstable
manifold through x and Vur (x) be the local unstable manifold through x of size r in
the ambient manifold; for any γ, Vuγ := {f̃(z) : z ∈ Vu} is a u-dimensional manifold.
For any z ∈ Vuγ, denote the stable manifold that goes through it by Vs(z). Define
ξ(z) as the unique intersection point of Vs(z) and Vu(x). Since δf̃ := ∂

∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

f̃ = X

is the perturbation and ξ is the projection along stable directions, if we take partial
derivative with respect to γ while fixing the base point, we have

δ(ξf̃) := ∂

∂γ

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

(ξf̃) = Xu.

Note the above equation holds only when the equation is restricted to Vu.

Figure 1. Definitions. Here y + Xγ means to start from y and
flow along the direction of X for a length of γ. Roughly speaking,
L̃uσ/σ(x) = (l2 + l1)/l1 = (l′2 + l′1)/l′1, where l1, l2 are lengths of dotted
lines.

The next lemma shows that for a small range of γ, ξ and ξf̃ are well-defined on
the entire attractor K; this then allows us to define locally the transfer operator
L̃u. Among the many technical details below, the main facts to recall are that the
unstable manifolds through any points of K lie within K, whereas stable manifolds
fill a neighborhood of K.

Lemma 5. Given any r > 0, there is small number γ0 > 0, such that, for all
|γ| < γ0, for any y ∈ K, the point x = ξf̃y uniquely exists, and |x−y| ≤ 0.1r. From
now on, we always assume |γ| < γ0.

Proof. Cover the compact set K by a finite number of coordinate charts. Shrink r
if necessary, so that for any x ∈ K, B(x, r) belongs to a finite positive number of
charts. In the following paragraphs of this subsection, the angles and distances are
measured in one of the charts (not the Riemannian metric).

More specifically, for all x ∈ K, the local stable manifolds Vsloc(x) and local
unstable manifolds Vuloc(x) depend continuously on x ∈ K. Since the hyperbolic set
K is compact, by further shrinking r, the sizes of local stable and unstable manifolds
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are uniformly larger than r. By further shrinking r again, we can find a positive
lower bound for the angles between stable and unstable manifolds,

0 < θ := inf{∠(V u(z1), V s(z2)) : z1 ∈ Vur (x1), z2 ∈ Vsr (x2);x1, x2 ∈ K}.(5)

Recall that hyperbolic attractors are isolated hyperbolic sets, so any compact
basin Vs(K) of the attractor is the union of stable manifolds through points in K.
More specifically, by the proof of theorem 4.26 in [57] (the proof is a bit stronger
than the statement of the theorem), we can see that, after further shrinking r and
after passing Vs(K) to fn(Vs(K)) for some large n, we have

Vs(K) ⊂ ∪z∈KVs0.1r(z).(6)

We constrain the size of our perturbation, or equivalently, constrain the range of
γ, so that, first, f̃(K) ∈ Vs(K), where Vs(K) is the basin of the attractor; second,

sup{|f̃(y)− y| : y ∈ K} < 0.1r sin θ.(7)

Since f̃(y) ∈ Vs(K), by equation (6), there is a stable manifold going through f̃(y),
centered at some z ∈ K, and f̃(y)− z ≤ 0.1r. Since the stable manifold centered at
z has size larger than r, the stable manifold centered at f̃(y) has size larger than
0.9r. By equation (7) and equation (5), Vs0.9r(f̃(y)) and Vur (y) are two transverse
manifolds whose centers are close to each other, so they intersect at a unique point
x = ξf̃y, and we have |x− y| ≤ 0.1r. �

We define L̃u as the local transfer operator of ξf̃ : Vu → Vu; note that ·̃ indicates
dependence on γ. Let r be the uniform size of local unstable manifolds; for each
x ∈ K, let P := (ξf̃)−1Vu0.1r(x), we define L̃u as the transfer operator from C0(P )
function space to C0(Vu0.1r(x)). Since δ(ξf̃) = Xu, δL̃u is the perturbation by Xu.
Let y = (ξf̃)−1x, then the pointwise definition of L̃u on any density function σ is

L̃uσ(x) := σ

|ξ∗f̃∗|
(y) = σ(y)

|f̃∗(y)| |ξ∗(f̃y)|
.

Here the last expression, roughly speaking, dissects the perturbation by Xu into the
perturbation by X and −Xs.

Then we define L̃uσ
σ

(x), where σ is the conditional density. Let r be such that
B(x, r) ∩ K is folicated by unstable leaves at γ = 0, and σ is the density of the
conditional measure of the physical measure ρ. In particular, the domain of σ
includes Vur (x), and P := (ξf̃)−1Vu0.1r(x) ⊂ Vur (x) ⊂ K ∩ B(x, r), so we can define
L̃uσ
σ

(x) on the smaller leaf Vu0.1r(x) for the particular r. Moreover, notice that both
σ|Vu0.1r(x) and σ|P , the source of L̃uσ|Vu0.1r(x), are restrictions of the same σ from the
same larger leaf Vur (x) of the same foliation. Hence, we can expect that, in L̃uσ

σ
(x),

the factor due to the selection of B(x, r) would cancel. Indeed, as we shall see by
the expression in lemma 6 and theorem 2, L̃uσ

σ
(x) and δL̃uσ

σ
(x) do not involve σ and

do not depend on the selection of B(x, r), and δL̃uσ
σ

is a continuous function on K.
An additional technical subtlety is that, we want to say ξ is a holonomy map,

which is defined only on the hyperbolic set K [7, section 4.3]. This follows from
that the unstable manifold through any x ∈ K lies in K. As a result, we can use
the standard absolute continuity lemma of holonomy maps to resolve the change of
the conditional SRB measure on all unstable manifolds.
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3.3. One volume ratio for the entire unstable perturbation operator.

Lemma 6 (A volume ratio). Let e−k be the unit u-vector field on Vu(x−k), where
x−k := f−kx. Denote y := (ξf̃)−1x and y−k := f−ky. Then

L̃uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

|f 2k
∗ e−k(x−k)|

|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|
.

Proof. First, we find an expression for σ by considering how the Lebesgue measure on
Vu(x−k) is evolved. The mass contained in the cube e−k is preserved via pushforwards,
but the volume increased to fk∗ e−k. Hence, for y ∈ Vu(x), the density σ satisfies

σ(x)
σ(y) = lim

k→∞

∣∣∣fk∗ e−k(f−ky)
∣∣∣

|fk∗ e−k(f−kx)| .

This expression was stated for example in [56, proposition 1] using unstable Jacobians;
note that the conditional measure is determined up to a constant coefficient. Hence,

L̃uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

|fk∗ e−k(x−k)|
|fk∗ e−k(y−k)| |f̃∗(y)| |ξ∗(f̃y)|

.

Here |f̃∗(y)| := |f̃∗e(y)|
|e(y)| , |ξ∗(f̃y)| := |ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

|f̃∗e(y)| , where f̃∗e(y) is a vector at f̃y, ξ∗f̃∗e(y)
is a vector at x.

By a corollary of the absolute continuity of the holonomy map [7, theorem 4.4.1]
(we provide an intuition for this corollary after this proof),

1
|ξ∗(f̃y)|

:= |f̃∗e(y)|
|ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

=
∞∏
n=0

|fn∗ f̃∗e(y)|
|fn+1
∗ f̃∗e(y)|

|fn+1
∗ ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|
|fn∗ ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

= lim
k→∞

|f̃∗e(y)|
|fk∗ f̃∗e(y)|

|fk∗ ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|
|ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

.

(8)

By substitution and cancellation,

L̃uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

|fk∗ e−k(x−k)|
|fk∗ e−k(y−k)|

|e(y)|
|fk∗ f̃∗e(y)|

|fk∗ ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|
|ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

Both fk∗ e−k(x−k) and ξ∗f̃∗e(y) are in the one-dimensional subspace ∧uV u(x), so
the growth rate of their volumes are the same when pushing forward by f∗, hence

|fk∗ ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|
|ξ∗f̃∗e(y)|

= |f
2k
∗ e−k(x−k)|
|fk∗ e−k(x−k)|

.

Similarly,
|e(y)|
|fk∗ f̃∗e(y)|

= |fk∗ e−k(y−k)|
|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|

.

Finally, by substitution and cancellation,

L̃uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

|f 2k
∗ e−k(x−k)|

|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|
.

�
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We give an intuitive explanation of equation (8). Because ξ is projection along
the stable manifolds, intuitively, for any z near K, such as z = f̃y, we have

lim
k→∞

d(fkξz, fkz) = 0,

where d is the distance onM. For any vector e′ at z transverse to V s(z), such as
e′ = f̃∗e(y), vaguely speaking, the vector e′ and ξ∗e′ collapse after pushforward many
times, so we have

lim
k→∞

|fk∗ ξ∗e′|
|fk∗ e′|

= 1.

This equation is equivalent to equation (8), after cancellation from both sides of
equation (8).

Lemma 7 (Expanded equivariant divergence formula).

−δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX −

∞∑
m=1

(divvf∗)−mf−m∗ Xu +
∞∑
n=0

(divvf∗)nfn∗Xs.

If we evaluate this formula at x, then here Xs is a vector at x, fn∗Xs is a vector at
fnx, (divvf∗)n(x) = (divvf∗)(xn).

Proof. Formally differentiate the expression in lemma 6,
δL̃uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞
− |f 2k

∗ e−k(x−k)|
|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|2

d

dγ
|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

At γ = 0, we have x = y, f̃ is identity, so

−δL̃
uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

1
|f 2k
∗ e−k(x−k)|

d

dγ
|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

Here
d

dγ
|fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)|

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

= d

dγ

〈
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k(y−k), fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k(y−k)

〉 1
2

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

= 1
2
〈
f 2k
∗ e−k, f

2k
∗ e−k

〉− 1
2 2
〈
d

dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k(y−k)

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

, f 2k
∗ e−k

〉

= 1
|f 2k
∗ e−k|

〈
d

dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k(y−k)

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

, f 2k
∗ e−k

〉
.

Here the second equality demands that d
dγ
, applied on vectors, is the Riemannian

derivative. Moreover, we emphasize that d
dγ

is also the total derivative: f̃ has
two direct parameters y and γ; f has only one variable y, and y depends on γ.
Summarizing, we have,

−δL̃
uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

〈
d
dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k(y−k)

∣∣∣
γ=0

, f 2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

,

where d

dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k =

u∑
i=1

fk∗ f̃∗f
k
∗ e−k,1 ∧ · · · ∧

d

dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k,i ∧ · · · ∧ fk∗ f̃∗fk∗ e−k,u.
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Recursively apply the Leibniz rule, note that f̃∗ = Id when γ = 0, we get

d

dγ
fk∗ f̃∗f

k
∗ e−k(y−k) = fk∗ ( d

dγ
f̃∗)fk∗ e−k + f 2k

∗ ∇−f−k∗ Xu
e−k

+
k−1∑
n=0

f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)fn∗ e−k + fk−n−1

∗ (∇fn∗ Xsf∗)fn+k
∗ e−k.

Then we substitute into the previous equation to get

−δL̃
uσ

σ
(x) = lim

k→∞

〈
fk∗

(
d
dγ
f̃∗
∣∣∣
γ=0

)
fk∗ e−k, f

2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

+

〈
f 2k
∗ ∇−f−k∗ Xue−k, f

2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

+
k−1∑
n=0

〈
f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)fn∗ e−k, f 2k

∗ e−k
〉

|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

+

〈
fk−n−1
∗ (∇fn∗ Xsf∗)fn+k

∗ e−k, f
2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

.

(9)

The convergence as k →∞ is uniform for a small range of |γ|, justifying the formal
differentiation. Then we shall simplify each term in equation (9) to prove the lemma.

The second term on the right of this equation is zero, since

lim
k→∞

f−k∗ Xu = 0.

Then we consider the first term in equation (9).(
d

dγ
f̃

)
e

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

:= d

dγ
(f̃∗e)− f̃∗

d

dγ
e

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

= ∇ ∂
∂γ

(f̃∗e)
∣∣∣∣
γ=0

+∇δy

(
f̃∗e

∣∣∣
γ=0

)
−∇δye

Since f̃∗e|γ=0 = e, we have ∇δy(f̃∗e|γ=0) = ∇δye, so the last two terms cancel each
other. Since f̃ is the flow of X, we can use the same Lie bracket statement as in
lemma 4, to get ∇ ∂

∂γ
(f̃∗e) = ∇f̃∗e

(X) = ∇eX at γ = 0. Hence,
 d

dγ
f̃∗

∣∣∣∣∣
γ=0

 e = ∇eX.

Then we show where divvX in the lemma comes from. Roughly speaking, e grows
faster than all the other u-vectors, so after pushing-forward many times, e becomes
dominant: this is proved in theorem 12 in the appendix. Hence,

lim
k→∞

〈
fk∗

(
d
dγ
f̃∗
∣∣∣
γ=0

)
fk∗ e−k, f

2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

= lim
k→∞

〈
fk∗

(
d
dγ
f̃∗
∣∣∣
γ=0

)
e, fk∗ e

〉
|fk∗ e|2

= lim
k→∞

〈
fk∗∇eX, ek

〉
|fk∗ e|

= ε∇eX =: divvX.

This is the first term in the right hand side of the lemma.
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Then we consider the terms in the second last sum of equation (9). Roughly
speaking, for large k

〈
f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)fn∗ e−k, f 2k

∗ e−k
〉

|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

≈
εn−k+1(∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)en−k

|f∗en−k|
= −

(
ε1∇ef∗
|f∗e|

)
n−k

fn−k∗ Xu .

To make this rigorous, use theorem 12 in the appendix, which estimates the error of
the above approximation, and we see that

k−1∑
n=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)fn∗ e−k, f 2k

∗ e−k
〉

|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

−
εn−k+1(∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)en−k

|f∗en−k|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

k−1∑
n=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)en−k, f 2k−n−1

∗ en−k+1
〉

|f 2k−n−1
∗ en−k+1|2|f∗en−k|

− εn−k+1
(∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)en−k

|f∗en−k|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cu

k−1∑
n=0

λ2(2k−n−1)
∣∣∣∣∣(∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)en−k

|f∗en−k|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cu
k−1∑
n=0

λ2(2k−n−1)
∣∣∣fn−k∗ Xu

∣∣∣
≤ Cu

k−1∑
n=0

λ2(2k−n−1)+(k−n) |X| ≤ Cλ2k|X|.

Here the C’s are different in each appearance, and the last C does not depend on X
and k. Also note that the first equality employs the choice of orientation of V u on
the orbit, which is implied by our notation, that is,

f∗en−k
|f∗en−k|

= en−k+1,

and it does not matter whether en = e ◦ fn or en = −e ◦ fn in terms of the vector
fields. Hence, the second last sum of equation (9) converges uniformly and absolutely,
and the limit

lim
k→∞

k−1∑
n=0

〈
f 2k−n−1
∗ (∇−fn−k∗ Xuf∗)fn∗ e−k, f 2k

∗ e−k
〉

|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

= lim
k→∞

k−1∑
n=0
−
(
ε1∇ef∗
|f∗e|

)
n−k

fn−k∗ Xu

= lim
k→∞

−k∑
m=−1

−
(
ε1∇ef∗
|f∗e|

)
m

fm∗ X
u =

∑
m≤−1

− (divvf∗)m f
m
∗ X

u .

This is the first sum in the lemma.
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Similarly, for the last sum in equation (9),
k−1∑
n=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
fk−n−1
∗ (∇fn∗ Xsf∗)fn+k

∗ e−k, f
2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

− εn+1(∇fn∗ Xsf∗)en
|f∗en|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

k−1∑
n=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
fk−n−1
∗ (∇fn∗ Xsf∗)en, fk−n−1

∗ en+1
〉

|fk−n−1
∗ en+1|2|f∗en|

− εn+1
(∇fn∗ Xsf∗)en
|f∗en|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cu

k−1∑
n=0

λ2(k−n−1)
∣∣∣∣∣(∇fn∗ Xsf∗)en
|f∗en|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cu
k−1∑
n=0

λ2(k−n−1) |fn∗Xs|

≤ Cu
k−1∑
n=0

λ2(k−n−1)+n |X| ≤ Cλk|X|.

The convergence is absolute and uniform. Hence,

lim
k→∞

k−1∑
n=0

〈
fk−n−1
∗ (∇fn∗ Xsf∗)fn+k

∗ e−k, f
2k
∗ e−k

〉
|f 2k
∗ e−k|2

= lim
k→∞

k−1∑
n=0

εn+1(∇fn∗ Xsf∗)en
|f∗en|

=
∞∑
n=0

(divvf∗)nfn∗Xs

This is the last sum in the lemma. Summarizing, we have simplified each term
in equation (9) and thus proved the lemma. �

3.4. Recursive formula.

The adjoint shadowing operator on covectors is equivalently defined by three
characterizations [47]:
(1) S is the linear operator S : X∗α(K)→ X∗α(K), such that

ρ(ωS(X)) = ρ(S(ω)X) for any X ∈ Xα(K).

Here Xα(K) and X∗α(K) denote the space of Holder-continuous vector and
covector fields on K. S is the (forward) shadowing operator, that is, v = S(X) is
the only bounded solution of the variational equation v ◦ f = f∗v +X.

(2) S(ω) has the expansion formula given by a ‘split-propagate’ scheme,
S(ω) :=

∑
n≥0

f ∗nPsωn −
∑
n≤−1

f ∗nPuωn .

(3) The shadowing covector ν = S(ω) is the unique bounded solution of the inhomo-
geneous adjoint equation,

ν = f ∗ν1 + ω, where ν1 := ν ◦ f.

Here f ∗ is the pullback operator on covector, which is dual of f∗. Here Ps,Pu, and
f ∗ are transposed matrices, or adjoint operators, of P s, P u, and f∗. More specifically,
define the adjoint projection operators, Pu and Ps, such that for any w ∈ TxM,
η ∈ T ∗xM,

η(P uw) = Puη(w), η(P sw) = Psη(w).

We can show that Ps,Pu in fact project to unstable and stable subspaces for the
adjoint system. This is the adjoint theory of the conventional shadowing lemma
[11, 58]. Then we can prove
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Theorem 2 (equivariant divergence formula). Let σ be the density of the conditional
measure of ρ, which is the physical measure on a mixing axiom A attractor of a C3

diffeomorphism f , denote δf̃ := ∂f̃
∂γ

∣∣∣
γ=0

= X, then

divuσXu := −δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX + (S(divvf∗))X.

Remark. (1) Note that the middle expression is the same for two local density function
σ’s which are different only by a constant multiplier; the rightmost expression does
not explicitly involve σ. (2) This theorem can be proved via another approach, via
the fast formula in [44], as given in appendix B, but that proof is longer and less
intuitive.

Proof. The first equality is due to the distributional definition of divuσXu.
Since the unstable and stable subspaces are invariant, we have

fk∗P
u = P ufk∗ , fk∗P

s = P sfk∗ .

Hence, By lemma 7

−δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX −

∞∑
m=1

(divvf∗)−mf−m∗ P uX +
∞∑
n=0

(divvf∗)nfn∗ P sX

= divvX −
∞∑
m=1

(divvf∗)−mP uf−m∗ X +
∞∑
n=0

(divvf∗)nP sfn∗X.

By the definition of adjoint projection operators,

−δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX −

∞∑
m=1
Pu(divvf∗)−mf−m∗ X +

∞∑
n=0
Ps(divvf∗)nfn∗X.

By the definition of the pullback operator f ∗,

−δL̃
uσ

σ
= divvX +

( ∞∑
n=0

f ∗nPs(divvf∗)n −
∞∑
m=1

f ∗−mPu(divvf∗)−m
)
X.

By the expansion formula of the adjoint shadowing operator, we prove the lemma. �
The significance of the formula in theorem 2 is that it can be sampled by an orbit,

just as how the physical measure is defined. More specifically, this means two things
• The formula is defined pointwise.
• The formula can be computed by recursively applying a map on a few vectors
and covectors.
The formula is defined pointwise: all differentiations hit only X and f∗: these

vector or tensor fields are at least C2 onM. Also, all intermediate quantities have
bounded sup norm. There are previous works achieving pointwise formula for the
unstable part of linear responses [56, 31]. However, it was not clear back then that
those formulas were related to unstable transfer operators, and the formulas are not
recursive.

More importantly, our formula can be sampled on an orbit via only 2u+ 1 many
recursive relations. The numerical implementations, including several none-trivial
tricks such as renormalizations and matrix notations, and several numerical examples
are given in another paper [46]. It is inobvious, if not impossible, that previous
pointwise formulas, even with extra work, can be realized by this many recursive
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relations. First, e can be efficiently computed via u-many forward recursion. Since
unstable vectors grow while stable vectors decay, we can pushforward almost any
set of u vectors, and their span will converge to V u, while their normalized wedge
product converges to e. Note that this convergence is measured by the metric on
the Grassmannian of u-dimensional subspaces. Numerically, we need to perform
occasional renormalizations when pushing forward the set of u many single vectors;
renormalization does not change the span, but avoids the clustering of single vectors.
This classical result is used in the algorithms for Lyapunov vectors by Ginelli and
Benettin [28, 27, 8], although here we only need the unstable subspace instead
of individual unstable Lyapunov vectors. Similarly, ε can be efficiently computed
via pulling-back u-many covectors, since it is the unstable subspace of the adjoint
system.

The adjoint shadowing form ν := S(divvf∗) can also be efficiently computed with
one more backward recursion and an orthogonal condition at the first step. The
second characterization in the adjoint shadowing lemma states that ν is the only
bounded solution of the inhomogeneous adjoint equation,

νn = f ∗νn+1 + (divvf∗)n.

Hence ν can be well approximated by solving the following equations for a1, . . . , au ∈
R,

ν = ν ′ +
u∑
i=1

εiai , s.t.
〈
ν0, ε

i
0

〉
= 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ u.

Here ν ′ is a particular inhomogeneous adjoint solution. Intuitively, the unstable
modes are removed by the orthogonal projection at the first step, where the unstable
adjoint modes are the most significant. This is known as the nonintrusive (adjoint)
shadowing algorithm [48] (also see [9, 49, 45]).

Hence, we can compute the v-divergence formula on a sample orbit, with sampling
error E ∼ O(1/

√
T ), and the cost is

S ∼ O(uT ) ∼ O(uE−2).(10)

In particular, this is not cursed by dimensionality. Compared with the zeroth-order
finite-element method for the whole δL, whose cost is estimated in appendix A, the
efficiency advantage is significant when the dimension is larger than 4. The numerical
implementations of our formula takes seconds to run on an M = 21 system, which
is almost out of reach for finite-element methods [46].

4. Sampling linear responses by an orbit

This section uses our equivariant divergence formula to sample linear responses
recursively on an orbit, which is the derivative of the physical measure with respect
to the parameter of the system. We do not reprove linear responses, rather, the
focus is to sample it by recursively applying a map to evolve vectors. We first review
the two linear response formula of physical measures. Then we explain how to blend
the two linear response formulas for physical measures. In particular, the unstable
part is given by the unstable perturbation of the unstable transfer operator, which
can be sampled by an orbit, according to our theorem 2.
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4.1. Two formulas for linear response and their formal derivations.

The application that we are interested in is the linear response of physical measures.
In fact, most cases where we favor the derivative of transfer operators are when the
perturbation is evolved for a long-time, as in the case of linear responses. Otherwise,
if we are interested in the perturbation for only a few steps, we may as well use
the Koopman formula, the left side of equation (2), which can be evaluated much
more easily than derivative of transfer operators. This subsection reviews the linear
response and its two more well-known formulas, the ensemble formula and the
operator formula. The arguments in subsection are all formal, and the purpose is to
help readers review those formulas, whose rigorous proof is much more difficult than
our presentation.

We stil use f to denote the fixed base diffeomorphism, f̃ the perturbation, and ξ
the projection along stable foliations. At γ = 0, f̃ is identity. In this subsection, we
assume that f̃ ◦ f is still hyperbolic; this can be achieved by further shrinking the
range of γ prescribed in lemma 5. Let h̃ and h denote the ‘density’ of the physical
measure ρ̃ and ρ. Note that h̃ is not single-step perturbed densities, which is denoted
by L̃h instead. More specifically,

h̃ := lim
n→∞

(L̃L)nµ, h := lim
n→∞

Lnµ,

where µ is any smooth density function of a measure supported on the basin of the
attractor. The convergence is in the weak-* sense; that is, for any C2 function Φ
overM, ∫

Φh̃ = lim
n→∞

∫
Φ ◦ (f̃f)nµ.

The physical measure encodes the long-time-average statistics, and it has regularities
in the unstable directions for axiom A systems. A perturbation f̃ gives a new
physical measure, and their linear relation was discussed by the pioneering works
[26, 16, 35, 10], then justified rigorously for hyperbolic systems. There are other
attempts to compute the linear response which do not need ergodic theory, such as
the gradient clipping and the reservoir computing method from machine learning
[51, 34].

One way to derive the linear response formula is to average the perturbation
of individual orbits over the physical measure. More specifically, for a smooth
observable function Φ, ∫

Φh̃ = lim
n→∞

∫
Φ ◦ (f̃f)nµ.

Apply the chain rule recursively,

δ(f̃f)n =
n−1∑
m=0

fm∗ δf̃ ◦ fn−m

To intuitively explain the chain rule, consider an orbit starting from x, running for
n steps. Then we add a perturbation f̃ to each step, and above expression gives
how xn is perturbed. Hence, the integrand can be expressed by the perturbation of
an orbit, and

δ(Φ ◦ (f̃f)n) = dΦ ◦ fn ·
n−1∑
m=0

fm∗ δf̃ ◦ fn−m =
n−1∑
m=0

δf̃(Φ ◦ fm) ◦ fn−m
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Here the last equality is the definition of pushforward of vectors. We may also
directly obtain the above formula from a bigger chain rule including Φ, but here we
take a detour to explain the relation to the perturbation of orbits. Hence, the linear
response is

δ
(∫

Φh̃
)

= lim
n→∞

∫
δ(Φ ◦ (f̃f)n)µ = lim

n→∞

n−1∑
m=0

∫
δf̃(Φ ◦ fm) ◦ fn−mµ

= lim
n→∞

n−1∑
m=0

∫
X(Φ ◦ fm) ◦ fn−mµ =

∞∑
m=0

∫
X(Φ ◦ fm)h =

∞∑
m=0

∫
fm∗ X(Φ)h.

We call this the ensemble formula for the linear response, because it is formally an
average of orbit-wise perturbations over an ensemble of orbits.

For contracting maps, the ensemble formula converges, and we we only need
one orbit to sample each attractor and its perturbation. For hyperbolic systems,
above formula was proved in [55, 19]. This formula was numerically realized in
[39, 20, 42, 32]. However, due to exponential growth of the integrand, it is typically
unaffordable for ensemble methods to actually converge. This issue is sometimes
known as the ‘gradient explosion’.

The dual way to derive the linear response formula is to differentiate
h̃ = lim

n→∞
(L̃L)nµ,

where µ is the density of a measure absolute continuous with respect to Lebesgue
and supported on the attractor basin. Since the transfer operator is, very vaguely
speaking, a giant matrix, so we can formally apply the Leibniz rule at γ = 0,

δh̃ = lim
n→∞

n−1∑
m=0

LmδL̃ Ln−mµ =
∞∑
m=0

LmδL̃ lim
n→∞

Ln−mµ =
∞∑
m=0

LmδL̃h,

where we formally interchanged the limit and the differentiation, and used the fact
that that limn→∞ L

n−mµ = h. Hence, we get the so-called operator formula for the
linear response,

δ
∫

Φh̃ =
∫

Φδh̃ =
∞∑
m=0

∫
ΦLmδL̃h =

∞∑
m=0

∫
Φ ◦ fmδL̃h =

∞∑
m=0

ρ(Φ ◦ fm δL̃h
h

).

Here ρ is the physical measure of f . The convergence is due to decay of correlations,
since formal integration-by-parts shows that,

ρ

(
δL̃h

h

)
= ρ

(
1
δL̃h

h

)
= ρ (X(1)) = 0.

Here 1 is a constant function. Since this term has zero mean, the decay of correlation
could be faster than normal [29, 37].

Above formal arguments can be directly proved for expanding map f with C3

regularity, for example for tent maps on circles or cat maps on torus [5, 23]. Because,
roughly speaking, expanding maps make the densities smoother, so h and h̃ are
well-defined functions, and δL̃h is also a function. For expanding maps, it is not
hard to imagine that we can sample δL̃h

h
on an orbit recursively; to do this, just

linearly remove the stable part from our equivariant divergence formula.
For the case of hyperbolic sets, h and δL̃h are no longer functions. They belong to

the so-called anisotropic Banach space [40, 18, 4, 29, 14]. However, the objects in the
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anisotropic Banach space are not pointwisely defined functions, so there is no hope
to compute δL̃h

h
on an orbit. Hence, to keep using the operator formula, we have to

use finite elements to to generate a mollified approximation of the singular objects.
As shown in appendix A, the cost of the finite element method is exponential to
M , which is too high for typical physical systems. This issue is known as ‘curse by
dimensionality’.

Finally, the operator formula and the ensemble formula are formally equivalent
under integration-by parts. From the ensemble formula,

∞∑
m=0

∫
fm∗ X(Φ)h =

∞∑
m=0

∫
X(Φ ◦ fm)h = −

∞∑
m=0

∫
Φ ◦ fm(divhX)h.

By theorem 1, we have
∞∑
m=0

∫
Φ ◦ fm(divhX)h = −

∞∑
m=0

∫
ΦLmδL̃h = −

∫
Φδh̃.

To summarize, both the ensemble formula and the operator formula give the
true derivative for hyperbolic systems, which have both expanding and contracting
directions. However, in high dimensions, we want to sample by orbits, and the
ensemble formula is still suitable mainly for contracting systems, whereas the operator
formula is suitable mainly for expanding systems.

4.2. Blending two linear response formulas.

It is a natural idea to combine the two linear response formulas. That is, to look
at the orbit change for the stable or shadowing part of the linear response, and the
density change for the unstable part. This subsection derives this blended formula
for the linear response, which can be sampled by an orbit.

We call such linear response formulas the blended formulas, such as the formula in
[31, proposition 8.1]. Another blended formula, which has a numerical implementa-
tion, is the one used by the blended response algorithm [1]. But the blended response
algorithm computed the unstable divergence by summing directional derivatives,
which is not defined pointwise. With our formula for the unstable perturbations of
transfer operators, we can sample the unstable divergence and hence the entire linear
response by an orbit. Proposition 3 is part of the so-called fast (adjoint) response
algorithm. It is numerically demonstrated on a 21 dimensional example with 20
unstable dimensions [46, 44].

In this subsection we shall assume linear responses proved by previous literature.
Let ρ and ρ̃ denote the SRB measure of f and f̃ ◦ f supported on an axiom A
attractor. The map γ 7→ f̃ is C1 from R to the family of C3 diffeomorphisms onM,
Let Φ :M→ R be a C2 observable function. The linear response has the expression
[55, 19, 35]

δρ̃(Φ) =
∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗X−n(Φ)).

Here X−n(x) = X(x−n), x is the dummy variable in the integration, fn∗X−n is a
vector at x. We do not give a new proof of this formula, rather, we shall give a
new formula which can be sampled by 2u recursive relations on an orbit. The proof
of our new formula starts from the above formula. We define the shadowing and
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unstable contribution of the linear response as:

S.C. :=
∑
n≥0

ρ(fn∗Xs
−n(Φ))−

∑
n≤−1

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)),

U.C :=
∑
n∈Z

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)).

Proposition 3 (fast adjoint formula for linear response). The shadowing contri-
bution and the unstable contribution of the linear response can be expressed by
integrations of quantities from the unperturbed dynamics with respect to ρ,

δρ̃(Φ) = S.C.+ U.C., S.C. = ρ(S(dΦ)X),

U.C. = lim
W→∞

ρ(ϕW
δL̃uσ

σ
), where ϕW :=

W∑
m=−W

Φ ◦ fm.

Here σ is the density of the conditional measure of ρ, and δL̃uσ
σ

is given by theorem 2.

Proof. Recall that we have

S(ω) :=
∑
n≥0

f ∗nPsωn −
∑
n≤−1

f ∗nPuωn

so we can calculate that

ρ(S(dΦ)X) = ρ((
∑
n≥0

f ∗nPsdΦn −
∑
n≤−1

f ∗nPudΦn)X)

= ρ(
∑
n≥0

dΦn(fn∗ P sX)−
∑
n≤−1

dΦn(fn∗ P uX)).

Notice that ρ is the invariant measure, so we have

ρ(dΦn(fn∗ P sX)) = ρ(fn∗Xs
−n(Φ))

ρ(dΦn(fn∗ P uX)) = ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ))

Take it back to the formula, then we have

S.C. = ρ(S(dΦ)X)

For the unstable contribution, take a Markov partition of the attractor so that
each rectangle is foliated by unstable leaves. Let σ′ denote the factor measure (also
called the quotient measure), and σ denote the conditional density of ρ with respect
to this foliation. Notice that the boundary of the Markov partition has zero physical
measure, we take the following integral on the rectangles.

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)) =

∫∫
fn∗X

u
−n · grad Φσdxdσ′(x) =

∫∫
σXu · grad(Φ ◦ fn)dxdσ′(x).

Integrate-by-parts on unstable manifolds, note that the flux terms on the boundary
of the partition cancel (this technique was used for example in [56]), so

ρ(fn∗Xu
−n(Φ)) =

∫∫
−divuσXu(Φ ◦ fn)σdxdσ′(x) = ρ(Φ ◦ fn δL̃

uσ

σ
).

Take it back to the formula and we can finish the proof. �
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4.3. A formal but intuitive derivation of our blended formula.

The proof of the fast adjoint response formula in the previous subsection feels
like taking a detour. It is based on linear response formulas proved by other people,
whose proofs typically require moving to another space such as the sequence space,
or anisotropic Banach space. This section formally derives the unstable contribution
in proposition 3 by transfer operators. This approach is more direct, since we proved
theorem 2 by transfer operators. Moreover, we only need to work withinM in this
formal argument.

In this subsection we assume that linear response exists and is truly linear, whose
proof should still requires using advanced spaces. More specifically, denote δρ(Φ, X)
as the linear response corresponding to a perturbation δf̃ = X, then we assume
that we already know

δρ̃(Φ, X) = δρ̃(Φ, Xs) + δρ̃(Φ, Xu).

Define the ‘stable contribution’ of the linear response as the linear response caused
by the perturbation Xs. Since stable vectors decay exponentially via pushforward,
the argument in the first half of section 4.1 still applies, so

δρ̃(Φ, Xs) =
∞∑
m=0

ρ(fm∗ Xs(Φ)).

This formula can be naturally sampled by an orbit.
The rest of this subsection derives the unstable contribution of the total linear

response, which is the linear response caused by perturbing ρ̃ by Xu. Recall that
the physical measure is the weak-* limit of pushing forward a Lebesgue measure.
Intuitively, since the stable direction contracts the measures, the densities of the
measure asymptotically approach the unstable manifolds, and eventually, the physical
measure is carried by the unstable manifolds. The unstable perturbation by Xu =
δ(ξf̃) will re-distribute the densities within each unstable manifold, but will not
move densities across different unstable manifolds. Hence, we can think of the
dynamical system as time-inhomogeneous, hopping from one unstable manifold
to another: this model is purely expanding. In this model, the phase space is a
family of unstable manifolds, which is preserved under the unstable perturbation.
Hence, roughly speaking, the transfer operator version of linear response formula
still applies.

More specifically, first, we fix a Markov partition for f , denote the local foliation of
local unstable manifolds by F u, and let σ′ be the quotient measure (not density) of
the physical measure ρ in the stable direction. We also fix F u, which is not changed
by the unstable perturbation. Since the unstable perturbation does not change the
attractor, we can further fix σ′ for the rest of this subsection, even though σ′ is no
longer the quotient measure of ξf̃f under F u when γ 6= 0. We shall designate δρ̃
to the change of σ, the density of the conditional measure, which is no longer a
conditional probability when γ 6= 0.

After we fixed the quotient measure, i.e. the factor measure σ′ on leaves, then
we can define a conditional density s for each signed Radon measure µ which is
absolutely continuous to the product measure Leb× σ′ on each rectangle, where Leb
denote the Lebesgue measure on each leaf. Conversely, if we have a positive function
s which is integrable with respect to Leb× σ′ we can get a Radon measure µ. We
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denote x as a position on the manifold, and y as the unstable leaf which contains x.
So actually y = y(x) depends on x, and we also set dσ′(x) = dσ′(y(x)) under our
notions.

Let Lus be the conditional density of the pushforward measure f∗µ and Juf (x) be
the Jacobian of f restricted to the unstable manifolds. Then we have

Lus(fx)Juf (x)dxdσ′(fx) = s(x)dxdσ′(x).(11)

holds under the sense of integral, i.e. for any A with positive Leb× σ′ measure, take
integral on A for both side, this equation holds. To see this, let A be any set with
positive Leb× σ′ measure; without loss of generality, we can let A small, so that A
and fA are each contained in a rectangle. Then by changing variables,∫

y∈Fu

∫
x∈Vu(y)

⋂
A
s(x)dxdσ′(y) = µ(A)

= f∗µ(fA) =
∫
y∈Fu

∫
x∈Vu(y)

⋂
A
Lus(fx)d(fx)dσ′(fy).

=
∫
y∈Fu

∫
x∈Vu(y)

⋂
A
Lus(fx)Juf (x)dxdσ′(fy).

Hence equation (11) holds.
On the set where s(x) is positive, L

us(fx)
s(x) dxdσ′(fx) = 1

Ju
f

(x)dxdσ
′(x) holds under

the sense of integral. As a result, if s1 is everywhere positive (even if s2 is not always
non-zero), then we have

Lus2(fx)
Lus1(fx) = s2(x)

s1(x)(12)

holds for Leb × σ′ a.e. x ∈ K. In particular, it holds almost everywhere for the
physical measure ρ. We mention that all the point-wise equations later in this
section should be understood in the sense of Leb× σ′ a.e. x ∈ K.

Let σ0 be a conditional density of a measure independent of γ. Denote σn+1 :=
L̃uLuσn, where Lu is the renormalized transfer operator of f defined above. Let
L̃u be the transfer operator of ξf̃ . All equations below are still evaluated at γ = 0.
First, by the chain rule,

δσn+1 = δL̃uLuσn + L̃uLuδσn = δL̃uσn+1 + Luδσn,

where the last equality uses that L̃uLu = Lu at γ = 0. Divide both sides by
σn+1 = Luσn > 0, to get

δσn+1

σn+1
= δL̃uσn+1

σn+1
+ Luδσn

Luσn
.

Substitute s2 = δσn and s1 = σn into equation (12), we get
Luδσn(x)
Luσn(x) = δσn(f−1x)

σn(f−1x)
By substitution, we have

δσn+1

σn+1
(x) = δL̃uσn+1

σn+1
(x) + δσn

σn
(f−1x).
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Apply this equation repeatedly, notice that δσ0 = 0, we get
δσn
σn

(x) =
n∑
k=1

δL̃uσk
σk

(fk−nx).

By the same argument in the proof of theorem 2, we can see that the right side of
the formula is independent of the choice of the Markov partition and is continuous
across the boundaries of the sets in the partition.

Now, let ρ be the physical measure of f . Let ρn = (L̃L)nρ where L̃ is the transfer
operator of ξf̃ . We set σn and σ as the density of the conditional measures of ρn
and ρ under F u and σ′. By definition, σn+1 = L̃uLuσn, so we have

δρn(Φ) = δ
∫
dσ′

∫
σn|γ=0

σn
σn|γ=0

Φ =
∫
dσ′

∫
σn|γ=0

δσn
σn|γ=0

Φ

= ρn

(
δσn
σn

Φ
)

= ρn

(
n∑
k=1

δL̃uσk
σk

(fk−nx)Φ
)
.

Notice that at γ = 0, we have σk = σ, and ρ is f -invariant. Let m = n− k,

δρn(Φ) =
n∑
k=1

ρ

(
δL̃uσ

σ
◦ fk−n Φ

)
=

n−1∑
m=0

ρ

(
Φ ◦ fm δL̃

uσ

σ

)
.

Finally, let n→∞, we formally get

δρ̃(Φ, Xu) =
∑
m≥0

ρ

(
Φ ◦ fm δL̃

uσ

σ

)
.

This is equivalent to the expression in proposition 3, except for that here we are using
the stable/unstable decomposition instead of the shadowing/unstable decomposition
of the linear response.

5. Conclusions

The phase space is typically high dimensional, so efficient computations demand
sampling by an orbit rather than approximating high-dimensional measures by
finite-elements. In this paper we solve this problem for the more difficult part, the
unstable perturbation operator of a physical measure. It was well known that the
physical measure can be sampled by an orbit; now, with our results, we know that
the unstable derivative of the transfer operator and hence the linear response can also
be sampled on a orbit by 2u recursive relations. This cost is perhaps optimal, since
we need at least u many modes to capture all the unstable perturbative behaviors
of a chaotic system.
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Appendix A. A very rough cost estimation of finite-element method
for approximating high-dimensional measures

When the measure is singular, δL̃h has infinite sup norm. Although this is a
well-defined mathematical objects in suitable Banach spaces, computers can not
process infinite sup norm. Currently, the main numerical practice for computing
derivative operators is to first approximate the measure by finite-elements [36, 21,
41, 17, 52, 24, 25, 60, 15, 2, 59, 22, 61, 53], then compute the derivative operator.
Here the finite-elements are in the vague sense, which includes both finite-element,
finite-difference, kernel method, Markov partition, Markov approximation. This
approximation approach allows us to ignore the singularities and subtle structures
of measures; however, the cost is still affected.

Computing the entire derivative operator was not numerically realized for discrete-
time systems with dimensions larger than 1: for example, Bahsoun, Galatolo, Nisoli,
and Niu did computations on 1-dimensional expanding maps [3]. For continuous-time
systems, Gutiérrez and Lucarini numerically computed the derivative operator for
a continuous-time 3-dimensional system [33], There are two difficulties, the easier
one is the lack of convenient formulas, which we solved via theorem 1. The more
essential difficulty is that the finite-element method is cursed by the dimension of
the dynamical system.

Galatolo and Nisoli gave a rigorous posterior error bound for the finite-element
method, where some quantities in the bound are designated to be computed by
numerical simulations [25]. That bound, though precise, does not give the cost-error
relation and how it depends on dimensions.

This section gives an a priori cost-error estimation on a simple singular measure
approximated by zero-order isotropic finite elements. A more general and precise
estimation is more difficult, but should not change the qualitative conclusion. That
is, the cost is ‘cursed by dimensionality’, or it increases exponentially fast with
respect to the dimension of the attractor. For physical or engineering systems, this
cost is too high.

Consider the example where the singular measure is uniformly distributed on the
a-dimensional attractor, {0}M−a × Ta, where T := [−0.5, 0.5]. We use the zeroth
order finite-elements in the M -dimensional cubes of length b on each side. The
density h is a distribution; and we still formally denote the SRB measure as the
integration of h with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Let h′ be the finite-element
approximation of h, so

h′(x) =

b−(M−a) for |x1|, . . . , |xM−a| ≤ b/2; |xM−a+1|, . . . , |xM | ≤ 0.5;
0 otherwise.

https://github.com/niangxiu/far
https://github.com/niangxiu/far
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For the smooth objective function, Φ, we assume that for any unit tangent vector Y ,
the second order derivative Y 2(Φ)(x) := Y (Y (Φ))(x) ≤ 1, where we use geometer’s
notation that Y (Φ) = grad Φ · Y .

The approximation error E caused by using h′ instead of h is

E :=
∫

Φh′dx−
∫

Φhdx

=
∫
Ta

∫
TM−a

Φh′dx1∼M−adxM−a+1∼M −
∫
Ta

Φ(0, xM−a+1, . . . , xM)dxM−a+1∼M

=
∫
Ta
E(xM−a+1∼M) dxM−a+1∼M ,

where dx1∼M−a = dx1 . . . dxM−a, and

E(xM−a+1∼M) :=
∫
TM−a

ϕh′dy − ϕ(0) =
∫
TM−a

(ϕ(y)− ϕ(0))h′dy,

where ϕ(y) := Φ(y, xM−a+1, . . . , xM ), y ∈ TM−a. Then by Taylor expansion, there is
ξ(y) such that

E(xM−a+1∼M) =
∫
TM−a

(
Y (ϕ)(0)|y|+ Y 2(ϕ)(ξ(y)) |y|

2

2

)
h′dy.

Here Y := y/|y|. The first term is zero due to symmetry, hence by assumptions

|E(xM−a+1∼M)| ≤
∫
TM−a

|y|2h′dy

= b−(M−a)
∫

[−0.5b,0.5b]M−a
(y1)2 + . . .+ (yM−a)2dy1 . . . dyM−a

= b−(M−a)(M − a)1
3b

3bM−a−1 = 1
3(M − a)b2.

Hence,

|E| ≤
∫
Ta

∣∣∣E(xM−a+1∼M)
∣∣∣ dxM−a+1∼M ≤ (M − a)b2.

For more general cases, there should be another error due to approximation within
the attractor, but here we neglect it.

It is nontrivial to achieve optimal mesh adaptation in higher dimensions. For now
we assume optimal mesh, then we can restrict our computation to the attractor,
and the cost is at least propotional to the number of cells in the mesh, so

S ∼
(1
b

)a
∼
(
M − a
E

)a
2
.

When the attractor dimension a is higher than 4, this cost is much larger than the
cost of our equivariant divergence formula estimated in equation (10). On the other
hand, if the finite-elements are all globally supported, such as the Fourier basis, or
if the optimal implementation is not achieved, the cost can be as high as O(b−M).

In higher dimensions, it is expensive to approximate the entire attractor by
finite-elements. Hence, it is also expensive to compute δL̃h via finite-elements.
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Appendix B. Equivalence between the equivariant divergence
formula and the fast tangent response formula

This section shows that the fast (tangent) formula in our previous paper [44] is
equivalent to the fast adjoint formula for the linear response in proposition 3 of
this paper. Both formulas can be either proved directly, or by first proving the
other formula and then proving the equivalence between the two. However, proving
proposition 3 from the indirect approach is less intuitive; moreover, if we want to
start from theorem 8, prove proposition 3, then prove theorem 2, then we can only
prove theorem 2 for ρ-almost everywhere. Besides giving another proof of the main
results in this paper, the equivalence also verifies the fast formula in our previous
paper, which runs only forward along an orbit.

The main difference, in terms of utility, between the adjoint and tangent formulas
is that the adjoint is more suitable for cases with many parameters, whereas the
tangent is suitable for cases with a few parameters. Because if we want to compute
linear responses with respect to many perturbations, each controlled by a separate
parameter γ, then we would have to compute our formula for many different X’s.
The main term in the adjoint formula, S(divvf∗), does not depend on X, so this
main term needs not be recomputed; the case with multiple parameters, solved by
the adjoint algorithm, is tested in another paper [46]. In contrast, the main term in
the fast tangent formula needs to be recomputed for each X, so the marginal cost is
larger for a new parameter. On the other hand, when we have only one parameter,
then the tangent algorithm is faster, since it involves only the pushforward of vectors,
whose computation is faster than the pullback of covectors in terms of clock time,
even though the the number of flops (float point operations) is the same.

The main idea to prove the equivalence is ‘adjointing’ the fast formula of the
unstable contribution. More specifically, we shall expand the unstable divergence,
move major computations away from X and ϕW , and obtain an expansion formula
for an adjoint operator. Then we seek a neat characterization of the expansion
formula, and we prove proposition 3 by further using the adjoint shadowing lemma.

B.1. Fast formula for the unstable contribution.

Recall that the unstable contribution is

U.C.W = ρ (ϕW divuσXu) , where ϕW :=
W∑

m=−W
(Φ ◦ fm − ρ(Φ).(13)

Here divuσ is the submanifold divergence on the unstable manifold under the condi-
tional SRB measure. The norm of this integrand is O(

√
W ), much smaller than the

ensemble formula. Note that the directional derivatives of Xu are distributions. We
gave a fast formula for the unstable divergence. It involves only u many second-order
tangent equations on one sample orbit, which runs forwardly in time.

Theorem 8 (fast formula for unstable contribution [44]). Let {xn := fnx0}n≥0 be a
orbit on the attractor, then for almost all x0 according to the SRB measure ρ, for
any r0 ∈ Du(x0),

U.C.W = lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈rn, en〉 , where rn+1 = β̃P⊥rn ∈ Du(xn+1).
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Here e = e1 ∧ · · · ∧ eu is the unit u-dimensional cube spanned by unstable vectors,
and span{ei}ui=1 = V u. Here 〈·, ·〉 is the inner product between u-vectors;

Du := {r =
∑
i

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu : ri ∈ TxM, ei ∈ V u}.(14)

is the space of derivatives of unstable cubes; note that the definition of Du does not
depend on the selection of ei’s, so long as they span V u. For any r ∈ Du,

P⊥r :=
∑
i

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ P⊥ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu,(15)

where the second P⊥ orthogonally projects a vector to the subspace perpendicular
to V u. Here β̃ is the renormalized second-order tangent equation governing the
propagation of derivatives of cubes,

rn+1 = β̃P⊥rn = f∗P
⊥

J
rn + qn+1, where qn+1 = (∇ṽnf∗)

J
en + (ϕW∇eX)n+1.

(16)

Here the Jacobian determinant J := |f∗en| when applied to quantities at xn. ṽ :=
S(ϕWX) is the shadowing vector of ϕWX, which is the only bounded solution to

(17) ṽn+1 = f∗ṽn + (ϕWX)n.

The fast response algorithm based on the fast formula was demonstrated on a
21-dimensional system with a 20-dimensional unstable subspace. For the same
accuracy, fast response is orders of magnitude faster than ensemble and operator
algorithms; it is even faster than finite difference [44].

B.2. Expansion formulas of unstable contribution.

Lemma 9. The orbit-wise average expression in theorem 8 converges ρ-almost surely
according to x0 to

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈rn, en〉

a.e= ρ
(
ebTq

)
= ρ

(
(T eb)q

)
,

where

q := ∇e−1f∗
J

ṽ−1 + ϕW∇eX, eb(·) := 〈e, ·〉 ,

T (·) :=
∑
k≥0

(
f∗P

⊥

J

)k
(·)−k, T eb(·) :=

∑
k≥0

〈(
f∗P

⊥

J

)k
(·), ek

〉
.

Here e−1 = e ◦ f−1, v−1 = v ◦ f−1. Note that this lemma does not assume that the
expressions are related to linear response.

Remark. (1) Here q is in the space of derivative-like u-vectors Du, eb is in the dual
space Du∗; T is a linear operator on L2(ρ,Du), its adjoint operator is T , which is
an operator on L2(ρ,Du∗). (2) This is not the full expansion, since ṽ can be further
expanded. But there is no need to expand ṽ, since the adjoint shadowing lemma
has told us very well how to deal with it. Also note that the expansion formula of p
in [44] is also not the full expansion, and is different from our current one.
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Proof. We can use the linear superposition law to write out the explicit solution of
the inductive relation of r in equation (16),

rn =
(
f∗P

⊥

J

)n
r0 +

∑
1≤k≤n

(
f∗P

⊥

J

)n−k
qk.

For any x0 ∈ K and any r0 ∈ Du(x0) and qk ∈ Du(xk)∣∣∣∣∣
(
f∗P

⊥

J

)n
r0

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0,

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
f∗P

⊥

J

)n−k
qk

∣∣∣∣∣∣→ 0

exponentially fast as n→∞. To see this, notice that the invariance of the stable
and unstable subspace indicates

(f∗P⊥)n = f∗P
⊥fn−1
∗ P⊥ = f∗P

⊥fn−1
∗ = f∗P

⊥P sfn−1
∗ = f∗P

⊥fn−1
∗ P s,

where P s is defined similar to equation (15). Since P s keeps only the stable part,
which decays during pushfowards, |(f∗

J
)n−1P sr0| decays exponentially fast as n→∞.

Hence, rn − Tq(xn)→ 0 for any x0 and r0, so

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈rn, en〉 = lim

N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈Tq(xn), e(xn)〉 .

Note that Tq is a continuous function on K since it is the sum of a uniformly
convergent series of function; in fact, it is even Holder continuous, by the same
argument given in the appendix of [47]. Hence, by the Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem,
for ρ-almost all x0, the sum to the integration by ρ, that is

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈Tq(xn), e(xn)〉 a.e= ρ (〈Tq, e〉) = ρ

(
ebTq

)
.

The second equality in the lemma is due to the duality between pushfoward on
vectors and pullback on covectors, and the invariance of SRB measures. �

B.3. Characterizing T eb by unstable co-cube.

Lemma 10. T eb(r) = ε(r), ∀r ∈ Du.

Proof. Since P⊥f∗P⊥ = P⊥f∗, P ‖ := Id − P⊥ orthogonally projects to the span of
e, we see that for any r ∈ Du,〈(

f∗P
⊥

J

)k
r, ek

〉
=
〈
f∗P

⊥fk−1
∗

Jk
r, ek

〉
=
〈
fk∗
Jk
r, ek

〉
−
〈
f∗P

‖fk−1
∗

Jk
r, ek

〉

=
〈
fk∗
Jk
r, ek

〉
−
〈
P ‖fk−1

∗
Jk−1 r, ek−1

〉
=
〈
fk∗
Jk
r, ek

〉
−
〈
fk−1
∗
Jk−1 r, ek−1

〉
.

The last equality is because
〈
P ‖·, e

〉
= 〈·, e〉. Hence,

T eb(r) = 〈f, e0〉+ lim
N→∞

N∑
k≥1

〈
fk∗
Jk
r, ek

〉
−
〈
fk−1
∗
Jk−1 r, ek−1

〉
= lim

N→∞

〈
fN∗
JN

r, eN

〉
.

The lemma is proved once we show that this equals ε(r). Intuitively, this is because
the stable parts decay while the unstable parts grow. A more careful proof of this
statement is in appendix C. �
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Finally, we can show that the fast (forward) formula is equivalent to the fast
adjoint formula for unstable contributions. Note that here we are directly showing
that the two expressions are equivalent, without knowing that these expressions are
in fact for the unstable contribution of the linear response.

Theorem 11. The expression in theorem 8 is equivalent to the expression in propo-
sition 3. That is,

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0
〈rn, en〉

a.e= ρ
(
(T eb)q

)
= ρ (ϕW (S(divvf∗)X + divvX)) .

Proof. The first equality is due to lemma 9. For the second equality, substitute
lemma 10 and the definition of q, we get

ρ
(
(T eb)q

)
= ρ

(
ε
∇e−1f∗
J

ṽ−1 + εϕW∇eX

)
= ρ ((divvf∗)ṽ + ϕWdivvX) .

Recall that ṽ := S(ϕWX) is the shadowing vector for ϕWX; hence, by the duality
between S and S, which is the first characterization of S listed in section 3.4, we
have

ρ
(
(T eb)q

)
= ρ (ϕW (S(divvf∗)X + divvX)) .(18)

�

Furthermore, we can prove theorem 2 for ρ-almost everywhere, starting from
the fast (forward) formula. This follows from comparing equation (18) with equa-
tion (13), since the equalities hold for any smooth ϕW , theorem 2 must hold ρ-almost
everywhere. This is slightly weaker than theorem 2 proved in the main body of the
paper, which holds on the entire hyperbolic attractor.

Appendix C. relative decay of pushing forward Du

We prove a theorem used in both proofs of the v-divergence formula. This theorem
is essentially the dominated splitting on the u-dimensional Grassmannian: it says e
grows exponentially faster than all other u-vectors.

Theorem 12 (relative decay of pushing forward Du). For any r in the space Du
defined in equation (14),∣∣∣∣∣

〈
fN∗ r

|fN∗ e|
, eN

〉
− ε(r)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cuλ2N |r|.

Here |e| = |eN | = 1. This difference goes to zero as N →∞.

Proof. Assume for convenience that {ei}ui=1 is an orthonormal basis for V u, and
denote e := e1∧· · ·∧eu. Note that Du is a subspace of the Grassmannian Gr(u, TM),
and it admits the decomposition

Du = ∧uV u
⊕

V s ∧u−1 V u.

Hence we can rewrite r on the orthonormal basis {ei}ui=1, as
r = ae+

∑
i

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu, where a ∈ R, ri ∈ V s.

See the appendix of [44] for a change of basis formula.
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Since ε(e) = 1 = 〈eN , eN〉 =
〈
fN∗ e/|fN∗ e|, eN

〉
, the first term in r cancels with

ε(r). Also notice that since ri ∈ V s, ε(e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu) = 0, so〈
fN∗ r

|fN∗ e|
, eN

〉
− ε(r) =

u∑
i=1

1
|fN∗ e|

〈
fN∗ (e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu), eN

〉
.

Intuitively, because that ri ∈ V s decays exponentially fast, the above formula decays
to zero as N →∞. But we should be more careful when proving it for u-vectors.
We first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 13. In this lemma, let C be the constant used in the definition of hy-
perbolicity. If {ei}ui=1 is an orthogonal basis for V u, denote e := e1 ∧ · · · ∧ eu,
then

Cλn|fn∗ e| ≥ |fn∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)||e1|, ∀n ≥ 0.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that the lemma is false, that is, for some n,

Cλn|fn∗ e| < |fn∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)||e1|.

We can find e′1 ∈ V u, such that fn∗ e′1 ⊥ span{fn∗ e2, · · · , fn∗ eu}, and e′1∧e2∧· · ·∧eu = e.
As a result, |e′1| ≥ |e1|. Hence, by our assumption,

Cλn|fn∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)||fn∗ e′1| = Cλn|fn∗ e| < |fn∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)||e1|

⇒ Cλn|fn∗ e′1| < |e1| ≤ |e′1|.

Denote w := fn∗ e
′
1, then w ∈ V u, but Cλn|w| < |f−n∗ w|, contradicting our hyperbol-

icity assumption. �

With lemma 13, also note that |e1| = 1, and that |fN∗ (r1 ∧ e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)| <
|fN∗ r1| |fN∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)|,

|fN∗ (r1 ∧ e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)|
|fN∗ e|

≤ CλN
|fN∗ r1| |fN∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)|
|e1| |fN∗ (e2 ∧ · · · ∧ eu)|

= CλN
|fN∗ r1|
|e1|

≤ Cλ2N |r1|
|e1|

= Cλ2N |r1|.

Note that here different constant C’s may take different values in each expression.
Similarly, we run the above arguments for any ri, to get∣∣∣∣∣

〈
fN∗ r

|fN∗ e|
, eN

〉
− ε(r)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
u∑
i=1

1
|fN∗ e|

〈
fN∗ (e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu), eN

〉

≤
u∑
i=1

|fN∗ (e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ri ∧ · · · ∧ eu)|
|fN∗ e|

≤ Cλ2N
u∑
i=1
|ri|.

In the above we used the fact that | · | is the norm induced by the inner-product on
u-vectors.

We still need to bound |ri| by |r|. Since the angle between V s and V u is bounded
from below by a positive number, we have |ri| ≤ C|r⊥i |, where r⊥i := P⊥ri. Also, we
can decompose r into orthogonal u-vectors

r = a′e+
∑
i

e1 ∧ · · · ∧ r⊥i ∧ · · · ∧ eu, where a′ ∈ R, r⊥i ⊥ V u.
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Hence |r|2 = |a′e|2 +∑ |r⊥i |2, so
|r| ≥ |r⊥i | ≥ C|ri|.

Summarizing, we have∣∣∣∣∣
〈
fN∗ r

|fN∗ e|
, eN

〉
− ε(r)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cλ2N
u∑
i=1
|ri| ≤ Cuλ2N |r|.

�
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