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Fluctuation theorems and thermodynamic uncertainty relations
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Fluctuation theorems are fundamental results in non-equilibrium thermodynamics. Considering the fluc-
tuation theorem with respect to the entropy production and an observable, we derive a new thermodynamic
uncertainty relation which also applies to non-cyclic and time-reversal non-symmetric protocols. Furthermore,
we investigate the relation between the thermodynamic uncertainty relation and the correlation between the

entropy and the observable.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last decades the non-equilibrium thermodynamics
has received a great attention [1H3]. Among the several re-
sults achieved in this field, the fluctuation theorems (see, e.g.,
Ref. [4] for a review) undoubtedly are of fundamental im-
portance. For instance, these theorems lead to the Jarzyn-
ski equality [5] and the second law of thermodynamics. Re-
cently, it is shown how, for a cyclic and time-reversal sym-
metric protocol, these theorems imply the so-called thermo-
dynamic uncertainty relations [6] [7]], i.e. they give a lower
bound of fluctuations of observables, which involves the en-
tropy produced in the process. Conversely, for the case of
general fluctuation theorems, hysteretic thermodynamic un-
certainty relations [8 9] and lower bounds for the entropy
produced in the forward process [10] [11]] are derived.

In this paper, we consider a more general fluctuation re-
lation and derive a new thermodynamic uncertainty relation
which is tighter than the one of Ref. [8 [9] and reduces to
the one of Ref. [[7] for a cyclic and time-reversal symmetric
protocol. Furthermore, we investigate how it depends on the
correlation between the entropy and the observable.

II. THERMODYNAMIC UNCERTAINTY RELATION

We consider a generic system that starts in a thermal equi-
librium state, such that for the entropy production ¢ and the
observable ¢ we have the multivariate fluctuation theorem
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where p(o,¢) and p(o,¢) are the probability distribution
functions for the joint occurrence of o and ¢ in the forward
and backward process, respectively. In Ref. [7] a cyclic and
time-reversal symmetric protocol is considered, for which
p(o,¢) = p(o, ¢), and it is shown that in this case the Eq.

implies
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from which it follows the thermodynamic uncertainty rela-
tion
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where the function f is the inverse of h(x) = 2x tanh™' x and

the averages (- - - ) are calculated with respect to p(o, ¢), for

instance (¢) = fngp(O', $)dodg.

Here, we consider the general case (ie. we can have
plo,¢) # p(o,¢)), for which we have that the fluctuation
theorem of Eq. (1) implies
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where the averages (---)gr are calculated with respect to
p(o, ). We recall that an inequality equivalent to Eq. {@) has
already been derived in Ref. [9]], where it is proved that from
it follows the hysteretic thermodynamic uncertainty relation
of Ref. 8L [9]
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Here, we prove that from Eq. (4) follows the thermodynamic
uncertainty relation
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Of course Eq. (@) and (6) reduce to Eq. (2) and (3) when
p(o,¢) = p(o, ¢). Thus, the bound is saturated by the mini-
mal distribution of Ref. [[7]]
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In particular, we have the relation (for x > 0)
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thus, the bound is smaller than 4/({o) + (o)g) + 1 and tighter
than the one of Eq. (5), derived in Ref. [89].
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We note that, by defining the arithmetic mean (- ) =
(¢-+-)+{---)r)/2,i.e. the average with respect to py (o, ¢)

(p(0,¢) + p(o,¢))/2, the Eq. (6) reads
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which is our main result. It is worth noting that the Eq. (9)
is in agreement with Eq. (3), since the distribution function
pum(o, ¢) is such that py (o, )/ pm(—0, —¢) = €°.

We observe that how far the fluctuation is from the bound
depends on the degree of correlation between the variables o
and ¢, which can be characterized by the Pearson correlation
coeflicient defined as
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If there is no correlation we have the probability distribution
p(o,¢) = p(o)p(p). Then, from the fluctuation theorem we
have (0, $) = e~7p(~0)p(~@), such that (¢)r = —(¢) and
(6Hum/ ((;5)}2\4 tends to infinity. Thus, we expect that the fluc-
tuation is very far from the bound as the two variables are
weakly correlated. On the other hand, the bound is saturated
for the minimal distribution. In this case, it is easy to see that
Po,¢ = 1 and there is a perfect correlation. For completeness,
we give the proofs of Eq. (4),(6) and (3).

Proof of Eq. (4) — We start by noting that for an arbitrary
function F(o, ¢) we have

Po,p =

(F(o,9))
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/ F(o.$)ep(~o.~P)dodp,  (12)

where we have used the fluctuation theorem. Thus, by per-
forming the substitutions 0 — —o and ¢ — —¢ we get

(F(0,9)) = (F(-0,~¢)e 7)r. (13)
In particular, from this relation we have that
x") = (=1)"(x"e"%)r (14)

for x = o, ¢, thus
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and by using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have
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Since from Eq. it results that
(@) + ("R = (P*(1+e g, (17)

we obtain

% < <tanh2 (g) e_”>R + <tanh2 (%)>R . (18)
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By noting that the function tanh?(¢/2) is even and by apply-
ing the relation in Eq. we get

o (2] ) = fome(3))

and thus from Eq. (18) it follows the Eq. (4).

Proof of Eq. (6)— We define the functions r(x) = tanh?(x/2),
k(x) = xtanh(x/2), g as a right inverse function of k and w
as the composition of the functions r and g, w(x) = (r o
g)(x) = r(g(x)), which is concave, i.e. w”’ < 0. Since g is a
right inverse function of k and r is an even function, we have
that r(x) = r(g(k(x))) = w(k(x)), where we have used the
definition of w. Then, by using the Jensen’s inequality, we
have that (r(0)) = (w(k(0))) < w({k(0))), such that from
Eq. (4) we have
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Since w is concave, we have
() +{(P)r)* <w ((k(0)> + (k(cr)>R)
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By noting that the function k is even and by applying the
relation in Eq. (13) we get

(k(@)) + (k(0))r = (o tanh () (1+¢™))x = (o1 = ™)
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and from Eq. (14) we get

(k(0)) + (k(0))r = (o) + (O)r - (23)
Thus, from Eq. we obtain
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Taking the square root of both sides, applying then the in-

creasing function tanh™!, multiplying them by 2 and apply-
ing k, we get
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from which it follows Eq. (6).

Proof of Eq. — Let’s start considering the inequality
1/f%(x) > coth(x/2) with x > 0, which is equivalent to
ytanh(x/2) > f(x). By defining y = 4/tanh(x/2), such that
0 < y < 1, and applying the function h to both sides, we
get the inequality y tanh™' y > tanh™ y2. We have the series
tanh™' z = Y2 2%*1/(2k + 1) for |z| < 1, thus the inequal-
ity becomes Y0 y%*/(2k + 1) > Y5 y**/(2k + 1) which
is true for |y| < 1 since y?* > y* in this interval. Nextly,
we consider the inequality 2/x + 1 > 1/f%(x) with x > 0,
which is equivalent to f(x) > +/x/(2+ x). By defining y =
vx/(2+x), such that 0 < y < 1, and applying the function
h to both sides, we get the inequality y/(1 — y?) > tanh™' y.
We have the series 1/(1 —z) = 2,7, ZF for |z| < 1, thus the
inequality becomes Y5 y** > ¥2° y?*/(2k + 1) which is
true for |y| < 1.

(24)




III. PHYSICAL EXAMPLE

We are interested to study how the difference A =
(P*Im/{(PYs; — 1/f*({o)m) is related to the correlation be-
tween o and ¢ characterized by the correlation coefficient
Po,¢- Thus, we proceed our investigation by considering a
physical example that is a closed quantum system made of
two parties A and B. In the forward protocol, the time-
dependent Hamiltonian H(t) = Ha(t) + Hg(t) + Hjn () gen-
erates the unitary time evolution operator U; o defined by the
Schrédinger equation iUy g = H(t)Uy with initial condition
Uoo = 1. In particular we consider the case in which the in-
teraction H;y,;(t) between the systems A and B is turned-off
at the initial time t = 0 and final time ¢ = 7. The initial state
is the equilibrium state p© = e PHO) ) 7, where Z; is the par-
tition function Z; = Tr {e_ﬁH (0)}. By considering ¢ as the
energy difference AE4 of the part A, we have the probability
distribution function

P(O', AEA) = Z P,(riznrpmm’nn’a(o. - O'mm’nn’)

X8(AE4 — €2(1) + €2(0)), (26)
where the initial populations are p,g?m, =
(eﬁ,eﬁ,(0)|p?|erﬁ,eﬁ,(0)), leX(t)) are eigenstates of
Hyx(t) with eigenvalues €X(t), with X = A,B, and

Omm'nn’ = ﬂ(eﬁ‘(f) + 6,?'(7) - 52(0) - 62/(0) - AF),
where the difference of free energy is AF = —In(Z¢/Z;)/p

with Zp = Tr {e‘ﬂH(T)}. The transition probability is
given by Popmnw = i(e;?, ef,(r)|UT,0|6,‘fl, 651,(0))|2. On the

other hand, in the backward protocol, the initial state is

p}? = e PHD 7 '+ and the time evolution from the initial to

the final time is described by the operator UZ o- We have the
probability distribution function

ﬁ(o-’ AEA) = Zprgjr?Pmm’nn/(S(o— + Gmm/nn’)
X8(AE4 — €2(0) + €2(1)), (27)

where p,(lj;? = (el ef,(r) | pj(f|€n‘\, ef,(r», such that the Tasaki-
Crooks fluctuation theorem of Eq. is satisfied. In or-
der to proceed with our study, we consider the particular
case of two qubits with an Ising Hamiltonian, such that
Hx(t) = w(t)oX, with X = A, B, and the interaction is
Hini (1) = A(t)od ® o8, where oy, oy and o, are the Pauli
matrices. As shown in the Fig. |1} the difference A is always
positive and the bound of Eq. (9) is satisfied. Furthermore,
we have that the fluctuation deviates from the value of the
bound when the correlation coefficient p, ag, decreases and
so the correlation weakens.

Of course, how strong the relation between the difference
A and the correlation is depends on the particular system un-
der consideration. In order to give another illustrative exam-
ple, we note that given two non-negative functions g (o, ¢)
and g2(o, ¢), we can construct the probability

p(0.9) = n(gi(0,$)0(0) + o (-0, ~¢)e’0(-0)),  (28)

FIG. 1: The plots of the normalized difference A, (blue line) and the
correlation coefficient p; Ag, (red dashed line) in function of the
duration time 7. In detail, the normalized difference A, is obtained
by dividing the difference A by its maximum value in the interval
under consideration. We consider w(t) = w; + (of — w;)t/7 and
A(t) = Ao sin(rt/7) with w; =1, 0 =2, =4 and f = 1.

such that satisfies the fluctuation relation. In detail, n is a
constant defined such that the probability p(o, ¢) is normal-
ized, i.e. f p(o,¢p)dodgp = 1, 0 is the Heaviside step function,
and the functions g; are defined by

gi(a, )
[ dg [ dogi(o.¢)(1-e)

with i = 1,2, such that also p(o,¢) = p(—0,—¢)e’ is nor-
malized. For simplicity, we consider g;(o, @) = g.(0,¢) =
e #4199 \where the parameter y determines the amount
of correlation. In this simple case (in general for Gaussian
functions) the difference A tends to decrease as the correla-
tion tends to increase showing a very strong relation between
the two (see Fig.[2).
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FIG. 2: 'The plots of the normalized difference A, (blue line) and
the correlation coefficient p 4 (red dashed line) in function of the
parameter y.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have investigated the relation between
fluctuation theorems and thermodynamic uncertainty rela-
tions in the most general case of non-cyclic and time-reversal
non-symmetric protocols, deriving a new lower bound of the



observable fluctuation. The bound is tighter than the one of
Ref. [81[9], in detail the difference d(x) = 1/f?(x) —coth(x/2)
gets its maximum value 1/3 at x = 0, is decreasing for x > 0
and d(x) — 0asx — oo, such that the two bounds get closer
as the average (o)y increases. Furthermore, we have per-

formed a study in order to clarify the relation between the
thermodynamic uncertainty relation and the correlation be-
tween the two variables o and ¢. In particular, we find that
the fluctuation tends to be far from the bound as the two vari-
ables are weakly correlated.
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