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W e discuss the role of spatial correlations of the noise in the array enhanced stochastic resonance.
W e show num erically that the noises w ith negative correlations between di erent sites lead to signif-
icantly Jarger values of the signaltonoise ratio than the uncorrelated noises or noises w ith positive
correlations. If the noise is global, the system displays only the conventional stochastic resonance,

w ithout any array enhancem ent.

PACS numbers: 0540Ca

I. NTRODUCTION

Stochastic resonance (SR) E}'] is the best-know n exam —
ple of the constructive role of noise. The SR is a phe-
nom enon in which the response ofa system is optin ized
by the presence of a speci ¢ level of noise. It has been
detected in so m any seem ingly di erent system s that it
has been clain ed to be \an Inherent property of rate-
m odulated serdes of events" @]. Tt hasbeen recently sug—
gested that the functioning of im portant naturaldevices,
eg. comm unication and inform ation processing in neu—
ral system s or subthreshold signal detection in biologi-
cal receptors, rely on phase synchronization rather than
stochastic resonance ﬁ but this does not exclude the
possbility that som e naturaldevicesm ay rely on the SR
or that e ective arti cial detectors that use this feature
m ay be constructed and operated.

Tt has been observed that the SR gets enhanced if an
array of sin ilar nonlinear elem ents collectively responds
to the sam e signal. This phenom enon has been term ed
the array enhanced stochastic resonance AESR). Ik was

rst observed In chains of nonlinear oscillators f@:] and
later, m ostly without explicitly using the tetm AESR,
In arrays of FritzH ugh-Nagum o m odel neurons E], n
jon channels [6], In ensam bles of nondynam ical elem ents
w ith intemalnoise independent on the incom ing SJgnalor
m odulated by it [4], in multilevel threshold system s E],
na g]oba]Jy coupled network of H odgkin-H uxley m odel
neurons [Si and, recently, In arrays of Josephson junc-
tions [10]. The experin entalwork on detecting the SR
In the mamm alian brain tissue [1]1 should also be m en—
tioned as a whole array of neurons was stin ulated. The
accum ulated know ledge of system s exhdbiting the AE SR
is now considerable, but there are still in portant issues
that need to be clari ed. W e want to address two such
points in the present paper.

F irst, In nearly all papers m entioned above, the spe—
ci cdynam ics | the \intemal" dynam ics of system s such
as nonlinear oscillators or m odel neurons, or dynam ical
coupling between various elem ents | plyed an in por-

tant role. It is thus not entirely clear what features of
the AE SR are generic, and w hat depends on the details
of Interactions. W e w ill discuss the AESR in arrays of
nondynam ical threshold elem ents. Such elem ents, _rst
introduced in Ref. [12 and later discussed in Refs. tl3],
areknown to display the SR when sub Fcted to a perdodic
subthreshold signalw ith an additive noise. The AESR, if
Indeed present in such an array, isnot cbscured by any ef-
fects resulting from a speci ¢ dynam icalm odel, and only
is generic features should show up. The Interesting re—
search presented in Ref. i_‘/!] already considered the AE SR

In ensem bles of nondynam ical elem ents, but we want to
re-exam ne thisproblem because ofthe specialtreatm ent
ofnoises in Ref. E'j.] | see a discussion below .

Second, the role of spatial correlations between the
noises hasbeen alm ost neglected In the existing research
on the AESR . The noises discussed were local and un-—
correlated in Refs. |, §,%6,8,116], globalin Ref. [11], and
In the form ofa m xture ofuncorrelated localand global
noises in Refs. H, :ﬂ A s correlations between various
noises can result in very interesting physmalphenom ena,
ranging from drastic changes in activation rates fl4 :15],
through current reversal In Brownian ratchets tlé to
an e ective nullifying one of the noises @7], and m any
others, it is Interesting to exam ine their In pact on the
AESR.The authors of Ref. §] clain ed that spatial cor-
relationsbetw een the noises weakened the response ofan
array of neurons, but the spatial correlations discussed
there were nduced by the presence of a globalnoise. W e
w il show that spatial correlations between local noises
can have a constructive e ect.

T his paper is organized as follows: In Section IT we
present num erical resuls for arrays of uncoupled thresh—
old elem ents. In Section ITTwe discuss the role of spatial
correlations between the noises In a chain of nonlinear
oscillators. Concluding rem arks are given in Section IV .

II. UNCOUPLED THRESHOLD ELEMENTS

A single threshold device reswhenever the signalon
its Input exceeds the threshold. Here we consider an
array ofN such devices, acting in parallel iIn response to
a comm on signal; the average (or integrated) output of
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all ndividualdevices is taken as the output ofthe whole
array:

(

© - 1 fAsn(t+ )+ ;0> 1 1)
% 0 otherwise

1 ¥
g) = N g: () : 1b)

i=1

Here ! isthe frequency of the signal we take ! = 2 ),

is the Iniial phase, and A is the am plitude; we take
A = 08 to make the signal subthreshold. g() is the
output of the array and ;(t) are the noises. W e take
them to be zero-m ean G aussian white noises GW N s),
possbly spatially correlated:

hii=0; h;® ;8)i= *cy € O: @
Thematrix C = [Ci;] represents spatial correlations of
the noises. It m ust be sym m etric and positively de nite.
is a param eter controlling the intensity of the noises.
This system is sin ilar to, but di erent from that dis—
cussed in the rst part ofRef. E':/:], w here the localnoise
was added to the output of each elem ent after the ele-
m ent had decided whether to re In a response to the
signal contam inated by a globalnoise. T hus, the output
of a single elem ent was not binary. Rather than that, it
could assum e, In principle, any valie, positive or nega—
tive. M oreover, as all elem ents received identical nputs,
they all red ornot red in unison. A fter an appropri-
ate scaling, the collective output of the whol array was
equivalent to a binary series contam inated by a GW N.
The local noises in Ref. [j] were, by assum ption, spa—
tially uncorrelated. In our approach, the intemalnoise is
added to the signal at each site kefore the threshold el
em ents m ake their decisions whether to re ornot. The
Intemal noise represents uctuations in the connections
or environm entally induced random perturbations, but
the output of every threshold elem ent rem ains binary.
W e also start w ith uncorrelated, or local, noises, C j5 =
i5- W e calculate the signal and the noises with a tine
steph = 1=3'2' and calculate the output ofthe nppdynam -
icalsystem (). W euseM arsaglia algorithm [18] to gen—
erate the GW N s; we use the fam ous M ersenne T w ister
ﬁ_lé] as the underlying uniform generator. For each ar-
ray, we collect a tin e serdes of 4096 elem ents, calculate
itspower spectrum and calculate the signalto-noise ratio
(SNR):

pow er density at the signal frequency

SNR = 10 o
J10 background pow er density

®3)

For each N and ¢ we average the results over 512 re—
alizations of the noises and initial phases of the signal.
Final results are presented in Fng_]: and their interpre—
tation is clear: The SNR increases signi cantly for all
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FIG.1l: The AESR for the nondynam ical system Cl:). The
curves correspond, bottom to top, to the arrays of lengths
1, 2,4, 8,16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512, and 1024, respectively.
T he noises acting on di erent elem ents of the arrays are not
correlated, Ciy = i5.

noise strengths as the array size doubles. W e can see
that the AESR is not a result of any soeci ¢ dynam ics
but ispresent also in arraysofuncoupled elem ents. T his,
togetherw ith previous results for coupled system s, show s
that the AESR is a generic feature of arrays of elem ents
that indiidually display the SR .

N ote that we have ocbserved the AE SR fora local noise.
Ifthenoiseweregblal 81;j: ; () 5 rCyy 1),
no array enhancem ent would be possbl. Indeed, for a
global noise, each elam ent of the array receives identi-
cal input, and the collective output of the whole array is
dentical w ith that of a single elem ent. The array does
not display the AESR, but only the conventional SR.
T his sin ple argum ent show s that it is the di erencesbe-
tween the noises at di erent sites that cause the AESR.
T his observation leads to the question of the role of spa-
tial correlation between the noises. Q ualitatively soeak—
ing, noises w ith large correlations are \nearly identical"
and the enhancem ent ofthe SR should be sm all. The en—
hancem ent of the SR should Increase as the correlations
decrease. W e w illnow see that this is indeed the case.

Let C = GG” be the Cholksky decom position 0]
of the correlation m atrix C and lt e (t) be a vector of
spatially uncorrelated, zerom ean GW N's, he; ey (9)i=

24 & ©).Then = G e hascorrelationsofthe form
@) . In the follow Ing, we w ill consider only correlations
between the nearest neighbors in the array of threshold
elem ents. Speci cally,

8
21 ifi= j;
Cy = 5@ 3 3i= 1; @)

0 othemwise;

where 15 j6 0:5 in order to keep the m atrix C positively
de nite. For each speci c value of ¢;, the Cholesky de—
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FIG .2: The e ect of spatial correlations on the AESR . The
curves correspond, top to bottom, to ¢ = 1=2, 1=4, 0,
1=4, and 1=2, respectively. T he array consists 0f128 threshold
devices.

com position needs to be perform ed only once; later, dur—
Ing the sim ulation, vectors of independent G aussian vari-
ables are generated and m ultiplied by the Cholesky fac-
tor G . Since for a tridiagonal correlation m atrix C , the
Cholesky factor has only tw o non—zero elem ents per row ,
generating GW N s w ith nearest-neighbor correlations is
only twice as com putationally expensive as generating
Independent GW N s, oreven less than that given the fact
that generating the independent G aussian variables isthe
m ost com putationally intensive part of the procedure.

W e now sinulate the system @') In the m anner de—
scribed above for various values of ¢;. Results for an
array of N = 128 elem ents are plotted In Fjg.-r_zi. We
can see that noisesw ith positive spatial correlations lead
to a an aller enhancem ent of SR than the independent
noises. On the other hand, the SNR increases as ¢; be-
com es negative and approaches 0:5. Thee ect ofnega—
tive correlations (anticorrelations) becom es larger as the
noise strength increases. Sim ilar results have been ob-—
served for arrays ofdi erent lengths.

C kan signals are rare In nature. Suppose that the in-
com Ing signal is contam inated by a noise that cannot be
controlled. To In prove detection ofthis signal, wepass it
through an array ofthreshold elem ents and we apply ad—
ditionalnoise that we can controlto each ofthe elem ents.
T he extemal noise acts here as a global noise; the addi-
tional (local) noise is not correlated to the global noise.
T he above discussion suggests that the addiional noise
should have negative spatial correlations. If the global
noise is weak (pelow the peak of the ordinary SR), the
additional antjcln?ne]ated noise can signi cantly enhance
the SNR, Fig. 3. However, if the global noise is large,
the enhancem ent provided by the array isonly m arginal.
T his is sin ilarto the result reported in Ref. E_é],wherethe
presence of a strong global noise m arkedly deteriorated
the perform ance of the system studied.

Tt is in portant to understand the \m icroscopic" m ech—
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FIG .3: The AESR asa function ofthe strength of the global

(extemal) noise ( and the strength ofthe additionalnoise
applied to the array. T he additional noise has spatial corre—
lations in the fom Cﬁi) wih ¢ = 05, and the array size
N = 8.

anism responsible forthe AE SR . In the conventionalSR,
the threshold elem ent m ay occasionally m is re or m iss
som e peaks of the signal, cf. F ig. :ﬁfa. A Iso the shape of
the incom Ing signalisnot resolved by the outgoing binary
signal. W hen an array ofsuch elem ents acts in parallel, if
one of the elem entsm akes a m istake ( reswhen the sig-
nalis low or failsto rewhen the signal is strong), other
elem ents that are not positively correlated w ith it are not
likely to repeat the m istake CE‘jgs.:fﬁb and c). Thise ect
is even stronger when the other elem ents are negatively
correlated w ith the one that m akes the m istake: nega-
tive correlations betw een noises at di erent sites tend to
correct the m istakes, while positive correlations tend to
repeat them . A sa resul, the shape ofthe ncom ing signal
is resolved m uch better. This does not lead to a visbl
Increase in the height of the signal peak in the power
spectrum , but it does lead to a signi cant decrease ofthe
noise background, F J'g.-'_4, bottom row . Thus, lowering of
the at noise background is prin arily responsible for the
Increase n the SNR.

On a more form al level, ket p be the probability that
a single elem ent res. This probability depends on the
current phase of the incom ing signal, on the signal's am -
plitude, and on the noise level. If exactly k out of N
elem ents re, the array’s output equals g = k=N . If the
noisesat di erent sites arem utually independent (Uncor—
related), the probability of such an event is given by the
binom ialdistribution:

Py git)= k=N = p) i (a)

In an array twice as large wih other param eters the
sam e, exactly 2k elem ents should retoproduce the sam e
output. T he probability of this event is
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FIG .4: Upper row : typical realizations of signals outgoing from a single threshold device (panela), from an array of 8 devices

w ith independent noises (panel b),

and from a sin ilar array with anticorrelated noises (panel c).

Positive values of the

incom ing periodic signal are shown by a broken line. Bottom row : Power spectra averaged over 512 realizations of the noise.

N oise param eters are the sam e as in the corresponding panels In the upper row . In all cases

Poy g = k=N

T he distrdbutions (5 have the sam e expectation values
k=N , but for allvalues of 0 < p < 1 the distribution dSb
isnarrowerthan the distribution ¢5a M ore im portantly,
the distrdbution (5b corresponding to the larger array,
allow s for a m ore dense output, wih valies %)=N
beingm oreprobablethan (k 1)=N etc. Consequently, in
larger arrays, w idly \w rong" outputs are less probable.
T his leads to lowering of the noise background and to an
Increase of the SNR.

If the noises are spatially correlated, the probabiliy
that exactly k elem ents re is no longer given by the bi-
nom ialdistrdbbution. W e have not been able to derive an
exact form ula for this probability, but the generalm ech—
anisn ofthe SNR increase w ith the array size appears to
be sim ilar to that for the uncorrelated noises. N ote that
for the case presented in Fig. :fl, Introducing the m axi-
m al negative correlations between the nearest neighbors
low ers the background by a factor of the order of 2, in—
creasing the SNR by 10Iog;, 2’ 3 dB, or about 10% of
the total

= 0375.

III. A COUPLED SYSTEM

In order to verify whether sim ilar e ects are present
In coupled system s, we consider the sam e system that
was discussed in Ref. E_4] where the AESR was st ob—
served. N am ely, we consider a chain of overdam ped, cou—
pled, nonlinear (double{well) oscillators

Xn = kxp koxg + "®n 1 2% t+ Xp+1)
+A(snh!'t+ )+ L, ©; (6)
where k = 2:078, k= 14706, A = 13039 (these are

the valuesused In Ref. Ef]), ! =2 , isthe mhitialphase
of the signal, and , (t) are GW N s, possbly spatially
correlated according to {_2) .

If the systam responds to the extemal perdiodic stin —
ulation, the central oscillator sw itches between the two
wells In synchrony w ith the stin ulation. W e show results
for the \extrem e" cases of a globalnoise, a Jocal (uncor-
related) noise, and noises m axin ally correlated and an—
ticorrelated between the nearest neighbors. The noises
are generated by the algorithm presented in the preced-
J'ng Section. W e choose a chain of a m odest length of
N = 33, Integrate the equations (6) num erically using
the Heun scheme R1I]with a tine step h = 1=64 and
analyze the behavior of the central oscilator. W e ler
the analog tin e series to generate the tin e seriesof 1,
re ecting which well the oscillator is n. From the power
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FIG . 5: Stochastic resonance for the coupled system Q'_GI) with a global noise, a m axin ally correlated noise (¢ = 1=2), an

uncorrelated (local) noise (g = 0), and a m axin ally anticorrelated noise (o =
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soectrum of the binary tin e series we calculate the SNR
and average over 64 realizations ofthe noises and the jr}i—
tialphases of the signal. Resuls are presented in F jg.ﬁ .

Aswe can see, or low noises the SNR curves display
rather w ild oscillations, but for larger noises the e ect is
m uch the sam e as for the nondynam icalsystem discussed
above: A s the correlations decrease, the SNR m axin um
shifts tow ards higher noise levels. Them axim alvalie, as
wellas values for large noise levels, are the largest for the
noisem axim ally anticorrelated betw een the nearest oscil-
lators and the am allest for the globalnoise. This e ect
grow s as the coupling strength increases. A m ore thor-
ough analysis show s that for lJarge noise intensities, and
Increase in the SNR isagain achieved m ainly by lowering
the noise background. Note that in case of the global
noise, the response practically does not change w ith the
coupling strength. In this case, all the oscillators receive
dentical inputs and there isno AE SR, but only the or-
dinary SR, exactly as in the nondynam ical system .

To understand the m echanisn that is responsbl for
the AESR in this case, observe that the oscillators ex—
change energy via the elastic coupling. W e calculate the
change In the elastic energy betw een tw o neighboring os—
cillators that occurs during a tin e intervalh & 0, E =
En(t+h) E,@®,whereE, )= 1" & 100 x, ©)°.
To the lowest order n h, x, €+ h) * x, ) + h’', @©),
where / has contributions from the elastic interactions,
the nonlinear part of the potential, the extermal signal,
and the noise. Ifeitherthe coupling constant " is large, or
the oscillator happens to be in the vicinity of the barrier
betw een the wells, the nonlnear part m ay be neglected.
Straightforward calculations show that the noises con—
trbbute to the expectation valule h E 1 a tetmm equal to
" 21 ). We can see that noises w ith negative cor—
relations m axin ize this contrbution: N oises w ith nega-—
tive correlations tend to pull the neighboring oscillators
In the opposite directions, thus m axin izing the energy
transfer betw een the oscillators and providing one of the
oscillatorsw ith the extra energy needed to cross the bar-
rier. Thissin ple argum entexplainswhy the AE SR grow s
when the coupling strength increases, why the AESR is

1=2). Panel @) "= 1, panel (b) "= 8, panel

larger for anticorrelated noises, and w hy the system w ith
a glbbalnoise, corresponding to h, , 1i= ﬁ , does
not display the AESR . Note that if the coupling were
repulsive, the situation would be the opposite.

Thee ectsthat the correlationshave on the spatiotem —
poralsynchronization of the system ('_6) w illbe discussed
separately.

Iv. DISCUSSION

W e have discussed the AESR in arrays of nondynam —
ical threshold elem ents. W e have not observed any sat-
uration of the SNR curves that was reported previously
In Ref. E_'ﬂ]. However, the nput signal in that reference
w as aperiodic and the output SNR isnot a naturalm ea—
sure or such signals P4]. Thisprobkm hasbeen already
discussed Qj] W e have shown in the present paper that
for arrays of nondynam ical elem ents, noises w ith nega—
tive gpatial correlations lead to an enhancem ent of the
AESR .In case ofpositive spatial correlations the AE SR
is weaker than for the independent noises, and arrays
w ith a global noise do not display the AESR, but only
the ordinary SR . T his happens because detectors w ih
negative correlations tend to correct each other’s m is—
takes, while positively correlated detectors tend to re—
peat the m istakes. A s a result, negatively correlated de—
tectors better resolve the shape of the ncom ing signal.
Them echanisan ofenhancing the SNR relies on low ering
the noise background, not on elevating the signal peak.
N ote that we have analyzed these facts for spatial cor-
relations between the nearest neighborsonly. W e expect
that noisesw ith long-ranging negative correlationswould
resolve the shape ofthe incom ing signaleven better; this
point will be discussed elseswhere. It should be noted,
though, that long-ranging correlations are m ore costly to
generate.

These results are, super cially, In disagreem ent w ith
those ofRef. [_Si], where it has been clain ed that spatial
correlations between the noises dim inished the positive
e ect ofpassing the signalthrough an array ofm odelneu—



rons. T his discrepancy is easily soved: In Ref. {], each
neuron was sub gcted to a superposition of a subthresh—
old periodic signal, a local GW N noise, and a global
O rstein-U hlenbeck noise. T he localnoises were m utually
uncorrelated and the spatial correlations resulted solely
from the presence of the globalnoise. It was the strong
global noise that was responsble for the deterjoration
of the output signal. W e have observed a sin ilar e ect
| see Fjg.-'_Bf above and the subsequent discussion. T he
bene ciale ects ofnegative spatial correlations reported
here resul from the correlationsbetw een the Iocalnoises.

O ur resuls suggest that from a technologicalpoint of
view , not only the additive noises should be incorporated
into the design ofm ulti-com ponent signakdetection sys—
tem s, as was already suggested in Ref. E], but also that
these noises should have, ifpossible, negative spatial cor-
relationsto fiurther Im prove the system ’s ability to detect
weak signals, even w ith a weak globalnoise present.

W e have also shown that spatial correlations of the
noise act sin ilarly In the AESR In a coupled system .
W hil we have discussed this for the speci ¢ system (:_d)
only, wehave shown that the AE SR isenhanced by noises
w ith negative spatial correlationsdue to the nature ofthe
attracting ham onic interactions between the individual
oscillators, regardless of the properties of the nonlinear
part, provided the nonlinearpart adm itsthe conventional
SR .For such interactions, positive spatial correlations of
the noise reduce the AESR and a globalnoise elin inates

it altogether, leaving only the ordinary SR, just lke in
the caseofthe AE SR In arraysofnondynam icalelem ents.
A s ham onic interactions between di erent particles are
ubiquitous in m any physical m odels, we expect sin ilar
phenom ena to happen in a variety of situations. This
analysis has also som e Interesting consequences for the
Interpretation of experim ental resuls with interacting
agents (particles, oscillators, detectors etc.) and a global
noise, like those reported in Ref. (_l-]_:]: Even though one
cannot exam ine a single agent and has to excite a group
of interacting ones, w ith only a globalnoise added to the
signal, the SNR response of the whole array is the sam e
as that ofa single agent.

P revious research on system s that digplay the AESR
and our present resuls ket us conclide that the follow —
Ing features appear not to depend on the details of the
dynam ics: (i) For periodic subthreshold inputs, the SNR
is system atically enhanced as the size ofthe array grow s;
(i) N egative spatial correlationsbetween the localnoises
provide further enhancem ent of the SNR; (iii) The SNR
enhancem ent ism ainly due to lowering the noise back—
ground, not due to increasing the signalpeaks; (iv) P osi-
tive spatial correlations reduce the enhancem ent; In par-
ticular, a purely global noise elim inates the array en—
hancem ent altogether. The detailed shape of the SNR
curves, their slope, locations of the m axin a, depend on
particularsofthe system studied and on properties ofthe
nput signals.
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