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Following ideas of Szilard, Mandelbrot and Hill, we show that a statistical thermodynamic structure can
emerge purely from the infinitely large data limit under a probabilistic framework independent from their underlying details. Systems with distinct values of a set of observables are identified as different thermodynamic
states, which are parameterized by the entropic forces conjugated to the observables. The ground state with
zero entropic forces usually has a probabilistic model equipped with a symmetry of interest. The entropic forces
lead to symmetry breaking for each particular system that produces the data, cf. emerging of time correlation
and breakdown of detailed balance. Probabilistic models for the excited states are predicted by the Maximum
Entropy Principle for sequences of i.i.d. and correlated Markov samples. Asymptotically-equivalent models are
also found by the Maximum Caliber Principle. With a novel derivation of Maximum Caliber, conceptual differences between the two principles are clarified. The emergent thermodynamics in the data infinitus limit has
a mesoscopic origin from the Maximum Caliber. In the canonical probabilistic models of Maximum Caliber,
the variances of the observables and their conjugated forces satisfy the asymptotic thermodynamic uncertainty
principle, which stems from the reciprocal-curvature relation between “entropy” and “free energy” functions in
the theory of large deviations. The mesoscopic origin of the reciprocality is identified. As a consequence of
limit theorems in probability theory, the phenomenological statistical thermodynamics is universal without the
need of mechanics.
I.

INTRODUCTION

Theories in science have a hierarchical structure based on
the scales at which they apply [1, 2]. Many systems in our
daily life are consist of microscopic units which are themselves complex objects: two hemoglobin molecules have their
individualism [3]. Probabilistic models are therefore used to
represent these complex systems [4–7]. In the modern probability theory pioneered by Kolmogorov [8], a probabilistic
model consists of a space of atomic events Ω, a space of all
possible events F, and a probability measure that gives the
probability of events. The former two prescribe a class of
systems of interest, and different probability measures lead to
systems with different statistical properties in the class [9, 10]
In this paper, we consider this class of systems as systems in
different “thermodynamic states”.
When we have a system in hand, a fundamental task is thus
to identify which thermodynamic state it is in, i.e. seeking
its underlying probability measure. Such information is revealed by measuring a set of observables of interest G (ω) :
Ω 7→ Rm . With a reference probability measure P chosen
as the ground state, the measurement of the observables will
indicate whether the system is in the ground state or is actually in an excited state described by a different probability
Q. The information of the measurement is represented as a
change of probability measure (CPM), from the prior P to the
posterior Q [9, 10]. For independent identically distributed
(i.i.d.) or Markov-correlated data, the CPM can be carried out
by the Gibbs conditioning principle in mathematics [11–15]
and the Maximum Entropy Principle (MEP) in standard statistical physics [16–18].
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The information from the measurement of observables is
only considered to be conclusive in the idealized infinitely
large data, data infinitum. In fact, the MEP described above
is formulated in the data infinitus limit, by using the large deviation theory (LDT) that describes the singular convergence
of probabilities in the limit [13, 17, 19]. Importantly, this data
infinitus limit, T → ∞, can be considered as a generalization
to the classical thermodynamic limit [20, 21]. A statistical
thermodynamics then emerges purely from the limit theorem
called the Gärner-Ellis theorem in the LDT [22, 23]. Thermodynamic notions of entropy, free energy, and entropic forces
conjugated to the thermodynamic observables are defined by
the LDT [20, 21]. As envisioned by Szilard, Mandelbrot, and
Hill, a thermodynamic theory can be formulated phenomenologically [24–26]. Furthermore, this statistical thermodynamics emerges purely from the data infinitum and does not require mechanics. The theory is thus de-mechanized and can be
generally applied to any layer in P. W. Anderson’s hierarchy
of scientific theories described by stochastic models [1, 2].
The MEP is motivated from the (asymptotic) equivalence
between the Baysesian conditional probability and the conditional average empirical frequency [11–13]. It is not the only
CPM that leads to a posterior probabilistic model “consistent”
(to be defined in Eq. (9)) with the measurement of the observable g. Chetrite and Touchette showed that the posterior
of the MEP is asymptotically equivalent to the BoltzmannGibbs exponentially-tilted posterior [14, 15]. In this paper, we
demonstrate that the aforementioned statistical thermodynamics is universal among general posterior probabilistic models
consistent with the measurement. Moreover, by conceptually
connecting the Boltzmann-Gibbs exponentially-tilted posterior discussed in Refs.[14, 15] to the Maximum Caliber Principle (MCP) [27, 28], we demonstrate that the MCP can be
regarded as the mesoscopic origin of the Gärner-Ellis theorem in the LDT that dictates the statistical thermodynamics in
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data infinitum.
Instead of the axiomatic approach [29–34], we provide a
novel derivation to the MCP with the “i.i.d. multiverse”, akin
to the many-world interpretation in quantum physics. The
asymptotic equivalence between the MEP and the MCP is
then revisited, and their conceptual differences are clarified.
In our statistical thermodynamics, the ground state is with
zero entropic forces and has a probabilistic model equipped
with a symmetry of interest. Nonzero entropic forces explain
symmetry breaking and parameterized the posterior probability models in the excited states. We discussed two examples
of such measurement-predicted symmetry breaking, comparing the emergence of time correlation and breakdown of time
reversibility. The former provides a novel decomposition to
the entropy in Markov processes. The latter generalizes Onsager’s entropy production principle [35] to systems arbitrarily far from equilibrium.
The “canonical” Botlzmann-Gibbs posterior of the MCP
has more thermodynamic structures. As the MEP is asymptotically equivalent to the MCP, the nice asymptotic thermodynamic properties from the MCP are shared to the posterior of
the MEP. We use the LDT to derive the Asymptotic Thermodynamic Uncertainty Principle (ATUP) between the statistical variations of the observables g and their conjugated forces
β (g) in finite data [36, 37]. The ATUP stems from the reciprocal curvature relation between the entropy and the free
energy. It gives the reciprocality a novel thermodynamic interpretation. We further identify the mesoscopic origin of the
ATUP and the reciprocality [38, 39].
The key results in our paper are summarized in Fig. 1.
We first formulate the statistical thermodynamics for a general
CPM consistent with the data in Sec. II. We then briefly revisit
the MEP for i.i.d. sampling and its extension to Markov processes in Sec. III. For simplicity, only the MEP for discretetime Markov chain is presentede in the main content. The
MEP for continuous-time Markov processes can be found in
the Appendix. We then provide the i.i.d.-multiverse derivation
of the MCP in Sec. IV and compare the posteriors of the MEP
and the MCP in Sec. V. The two examples of measurementinferred symmetry breaking are provided in Sec. VI. In Sec.
VII, we introduce the aforementioned ATUP and identify the
mescoscopic origin of ATUP. Finally, we summarize the paper in Sec. VIII with comparisons to the literature and future
directions.

II.

A.

DATA INFINITUM DIDTATES STATISTICAL
THERMODYNAMICS

Data Infinitus Limit as Generalized Thermodynamic Limit

We consider a general (sampling) process with state space
X that runs discretely or continuously from time 0 to arbitrarily large T . The length-T path X0:T is stochastic. We denote
a particular path in the path space Ω := X [0,T ] in lower cases
x0:T . The data infinitus limit, i.e. the long-term limit of a process, T → ∞ is considered as a generalized thermodynamic
limit [20, 21].

Figure 1. This figure summarizes the statistical thermodynamics formulated in the present work. Ground state of the system is equipped
with a given symmetry of interest. Prior probabilistic model P is then
assigned with respect to the symmetry. Nonzero entropic forces β
explains broken symmetry in the excited states. Probabilistic models
for the existed states can be obtained by measuring Thermodynamic
observables G in the data infinitus limit and using the Maximum Entropy Principle (MEP) or the Maximum Caliber Principle (MCP).
Thermodynamic states can be parameterized by the measured values
of the observables or their conjugated entropic forces. Asymptotic
thermodynamic uncertainty principle describes the statistical variations of the conjugated pair in large but finite data T  1.

A set of extensive path observables G (x0:T ) : X [0,T ] 7→
R is considered to be thermodynamic observables if its intensive form g (x0:T ) := G (x0:T ) /T satisfies a LLN in the
data infinitus limit T → ∞:
m

lim g (x0:T ) = lim

T →∞

T →∞

G (x0:T )
= γ̄.
T

(1)

When g is the empirical mean value of observables, this is
known as ergodicity when empirical mean value is equal to
the expected value w.r.t. the invariant probability. Here,
we require the distribution of the intensive observable g to
converge singularly to a delta function with an asymptotic
Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin (WKB) form in the limit T → ∞
[13, 17, 40],
true

Ptrue {g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ} = e−T ϕg

(γ)+O(ln T )

(2)

where ϕtrue
is called the large deviation rate function (LDRF)
g
of g under the (unknown) true probability measure Ptrue .
Here, Ptrue {g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ} is a short-hand for the probability
of g to be in an infinitesimal interval [γ, γ+dγ). In the data infinitus limit T → ∞, the observed event {g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ̄} ≡
{G (x0:T ) /T ∈ dγ̄} would be typical with all other events
{g (x0:T ) ∈
/ dγ̄} are exponentially rare under the path probability Ptrue of the system. In mathematics, this is expressed as
an (exponential) asymptotic equivalence [41],
Ptrue {g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ̄}  1,

(3)

implying that ϕtrue
(γ̄) = 0.
g
When the system has a different underlying path probability measure Ptrue , the intensive thermodynamic observables g
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will take different values γ̄. We consider systems with the
same (Ω, F) but different γ̄ (and Ptrue ) as systems in different thermodynamic states. The values of γ̄ are the thermodynamic parameters that parameterize the thermodynamic
states. When we have a system in hand, we don’t really know
which thermodynamic state the system is in. We resort to
measuring the thermodynamic observables (the extensive G
or the intensive g) to get γ̄ and infer the underlying Ptrue .

B.

Fundamental Roles of the Entropic Forces

In standard thermodynamics, a system is considered to
driven by entropic forces to change from one thermodynamic
state to the other and explain the different values γ̄ of the thermodynamic observables [36, 42]. To identify such notions of
entropic forces conjugated to the thermodynamic observables,
we need a notion of entropy for general probabilistic models.
We show below that such notion is obtained from the LDT.
Among all the possible thermodynamic states, the ground
state is the state where the entropic forces are zero. Such
state serves as a reference probability measure P is often “assigned” based on certain symmetries of interest in physics.
The symmetry comes from, for examples, exchangeability between particles, translational symmetry, etc. This way, the
entropic forces represent the “cause” of symmetry breaking
[1, 43]. The observed event {g = γ̄} is not necessarily typical under P. If the event is typical under P, then we consider
that P to be “consistent” with the measurement {g = γ̄} and
the system is in the ground state. However, if the observed
event is non-typical under P, the non-typicality translates to
having an nonzero LDRF ϕg (γ̄) 6= 0 in the WKB form of the
probability distribution of g,

Eq. (5), we have
ln

dQ
(x0:T ) =T [ϕg (γ) − ϕ̃g (γ)] + o(T )
dP
Q {x0:T |g (x0:T )}
+ ln
.
P {x0:T |g (x0:T )}

As ϕg 6= ϕ̃g , this clearly shows that the desired RND in Eq.
(6) must be an exponential tilting to change the typicality of
the thermodynamic observables g. The fundamental reason of
representing the information of data, i.e. the CPM, as the logarithmic RND is due to the singular convergence of probability
in data infinitus limit, i.e. by LDT [13, 17, 40].
As the RND should be indicated by the measured value γ̄,
we suppose that the RND is parameterized by a set of parameters θ (γ̄) and denote the essential ingredients in Eq. (7) as
sθ(γ) := ϕg (γ) − ϕ̃g (γ) and
cθ(γ) := ln

(8a)

Q {x0:T |g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ}
.
P {x0:T |g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ}

(8b)

The condition for a posterior to be consistent to a measurement g = γ̄ is
Q {g ∈ dγ̄}  1.

(9)

In LDT (for locally differentiable ϕ̃g ), this typicality condition
becomes ϕ̃g (γ̄) = 0, ∇ϕ̃g (γ̄) = 0, and ∇∇ϕ̃g (γ̄)  0,
which translate to the following three conditions in terms of
ϕg from the prior and sθ(γ̄) from the tilting:
sθ(γ̄) [γ̄] = ϕg (γ̄) ,

(10a)

∇sθ(γ̄) [γ̄] = ∇ϕg (γ̄) , and

(10b)

∇∇sθ(γ̄) (γ̄)  ∇∇ϕg [γ̄]
P {g ∈ dγ} = e−T ϕg (γ)+o(T ) .

(4)

The measurement {g = γ̄} then inform us to update from the
reference measure P as a prior to a posterior probability measure Q such that the observed event is typical under it, i.e.
Q {g ∈ dγ} = e−T ϕ̃g (γ)+o(T )

(5)

and ϕ̃g (γ̄) = 0. This change of probability measure (CPM) is
mathematically represented by another observable called the
Radon-Nikodym derivative (RND) [9, 10], which can be intuitively thought of as the path probability ratio in our discussion
in this paper.
Any RND that changes the probability measure can be
decomposed into a part tilting the probability of level sets
{g ∈ dγ} and the part reweighing the conditional probability
for finding a path x0:T in a level set:
dQ
Q {g (x0:T )} Q {x0:T |g (x0:T )}
(x0:T ) =
.
dP
P {g (x0:T )} P {x0:T |g (x0:T )}

(6)

The former part changes the statistics of g in the CPM whereas
the latter does not. Then, with the WKB form of Eq. (4) and

(7)

(10c)

As we expect ϕ̃g (γ) and ϕg (γ) to be analytic near the observed value γ̄, we Taylor expand sθ(γ̄) (γ) around γ̄ and get
sθ(γ̄) (γ) = ϕg (γ̄) + β · δγ + δγ · Aδγ + O δγ 3

= ϕg (γ̄) − β · γ̄ + β · γ + O δγ 2



(11a)
(11b)

where δγ := γ − γ̄ and both β and A are parameters in the
parameter set θ (γ̄). The typicality condition in Eq. (10b)
immediately tells us that the parameters
β = ∇ϕg (γ̄) ∈ Rm .

(12)

We note that the LDRF defined by
ϕg := − lim

T →∞

1
ln P {g ∈ dγ}
T

(13)

can be regarded as an notion of entropy [10, 17, 20, 44–46].
The parameters β are then the “entropic forces” that tilts the
average of g in the posterior Q. This means that a CPM must
have the entropic forces β in its set of parameters θ (γ̄) such
that the measured event {g ∈ dγ̄} is typical under the posterior.
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According to Gärtner-Ellis theorem [22, 23], if the LDRF
ϕg is convex (as we shall generally assume in this paper), then
Eq. (12) can be inverted by
γ̄ = ∇ψg (β)

(14)

where ψg is the scaled cumulant generating function (sCGF)
[17, 20]:


1
ln E eT β·g .
T →∞ T

ψg (β) := lim

(15)

In this case, β would be the only set of parameters in the posterior, i.e. all parameters θ (γ̄) can be parameterized by the
entropic forces β. This explains the fundamental roles of the
entropic forces β as the thermodynamic parameters dual to γ̄
for parameterizing the thermodynamic state.
C.

Thermodynamic Relations

The sCGF ψg is understood as the (asymptotic) intensive
form of free energy Ψg = ln E eβ·G in our thermodynamic
theory. By its definition in Eq. (15), it can always be expressed as the Legendre-Fenchel transform (LFT) of the entropy ϕg [17],
ψg (β) = sup [β · γ − ϕg (γ)] .

(16)

We will show later in Sec. IV that this thermodynamic structure has a “mesoscopic origin” from the Maximum Caliber
Principle [28].
While we have concluded that a thermodynamic state (the
posterior Q) is parameterized by entropic force β with a thermodynamic structure, the functional form of Qβ is not yet
specified. In particular, in the general expression
ln



dQ
(x0:T ) =T ϕg (γ̄) − β · γ̄ + β · g (x0:T ) + O δγ 2
dP
Q {x0:T |g (x0:T )}
+ o(T ) + ln
,
(22)
P {x0:T |g (x0:T )}


0:T |g(x0:T )}
all the terms O δγ 2 , o (T ), and ln Q{x
P{x0:T |g(x0:T )} are parameterized by β but their specific forms need to be determined. Below, we introduce the posterior probabilistic models predicted from the Maximum Entropy Principle (MEP)
and from the Maximum Caliber Principle (MCP), motivated
by the Bayesian conditional probability and the BoltzmannGibbs exponential tilting respectively.
III.

GIBBS CONDITIONING PRINCIPLE AND MAXIMUM
ENTROPY PRINCIPLE
A.

I.I.D. prior with Singleton Observable

γ

When ψg exists and is differentiable (we will assume this
throughout this paper), the Gätner-Ellis theorem [22, 23] tells
us that the entropy ϕg can also be expressed as the LFT of the
free energy ψg and is thus strictly convex [17],
ϕg (γ) = sup [β · γ − ψg (β)] .

(17)

β

g (x1:T ) :=

Convex duality between ϕg and ψg then emerges and the LFT
can be reduces to the familiar Legendre transform
ϕg (γ) + ψg (β) = β · γ

(18)

with dual coordinates β or γ. In particular, γ can be parameterized by β by
γ = ∇ψg (β) .

(19)

and β can be parameterized by γ by
β = ∇ϕg (γ) .

(20)

The Gärtner-Ellis theorem indicates a dual structure, leading
to an emergent thermodynamics solely from the LDT in the
data infinitus limit [20, 21]. Notions of “entropy” ϕg and
“free energy” ψg are defined from the LDT of the data infinitus limit. With γ = ∇ψg (β) and β = ∇ϕg (γ) , thermodynamic differential relations between the “entropy” ϕg and
“free energy” ψg in LDT can be written down
dϕg = β · dγ
dψg = γ · dβ.

We first consider an i.i.d. prior P {X1:T = x1:T } =
QT
t=1 p (xt ). Here, for later notation simplicity, we relabel
underlying discrete-time path as x1:T with length T instead of
x0:T with length T + 1. We suppose the path observable g is
the empirical mean of a singleton observable ĝ (x),

(21a)
(21b)

T
X
1X
ĝ (xt ) =
ν(x)ĝ(x),
T t=1

(23)

x∈X

which becomes a functional of the (singleton) empirical frequency defined as
ν (x) :=

T
1X
δx (xt ) .
T t=1

(24)

Here δx (xt ) is a Kronecker delta function which is 1 when
xt = x and is 0 otherwise. With a measurement {g ∈ dγ},
a natural posterior would be to compute the Bayesian conditional probability under the prior
n
o
P Xs = ξ g (X1:T ) ∈ dγ , for s = {1, 2, · · · , T } .
With the translational symmetry of the i.i.d. Xs under P, it
can be shown that
n
o
h
i
P Xs = ξ g (X1:T ) ∈ dγ = E ν g (X1:T ) ∈ dγ (25)
for any s = {1, 2, · · · , T } and any data size T [13].
In the data infinitus limit T → ∞, the conditional average
empirical frequency on the right-hand side of Eq. (25) can
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be computed. By Sanov’s theorem [47], the distribution of
the empirical frequency has the WKB form P {ν ∈ df } =
e−T ϕν (f )+o(T ) with its LDRF
ϕν (f ) =

X

f (x) ln

x∈X

f (x)
p(x)

(26)



where Z (β) = E eβ·g is known as the partition function in
physics or the generating function in mathematics. If the observable ĝ (xt ) is the indicator function itself, δx (xt ), which
has the dimension of the state space X , the posterior would
have the form of
q (x) =

in the Kullback-Leiber relative entropy form [48]. Further
with P {g ∈ dγ} = e−T ϕg (γ)+o(T ) , we get that
o P {ν ∈ df }
n
P ν ∈ df g ∈ dγ =
P {g ∈ dγ}

(27a)

= e−T [ϕν (f )−ϕg (γ)]+o(T )

(27b)

where the Kronecker delta factors
(γ) are
x∈X f (x)ĝ(x)
omitted on the right-hand sides of Eqs. (27).
In the limit T → ∞, the conditional probability of ν concentrates at the empirical frequency q such that ϕν (q) =
ϕg (γ) , which is also the conditional average in the limit. By
the contraction principle in LDT [13, 17], the LDRF of g can
be derived from the LDRF of the empirical frequency ν since
g is a functional of ν:

eu(x)
p(x)
E [eu ]

(32)

where the thermodynamic conjugated forces u of empirical
frequency become a generalized notion of energy [21].

B.

Markov Prior and Transition-type Observables

δP

ϕν (q) = ϕg (γ) =

f:

ϕν
P inf
x f ĝ∈dγ

(f ) .

(28)

Therefore, the desired q is the empirical frequency that minimizes the LDRF of the empirical frequency w.r.t. the prior
p:
(
X
f (x)
q = arg inf
f (x) ln
f
p (x)
x∈X
"
#
"
#)
X
X
−β·
f (x) ĝ(x) − γ − µ
f (x) − 1
(29)
x∈X

x∈X

This is the Gibbs conditioning principle and the Maximum
Entropy Principle for i.i.d. prior with singleton observables
[11, 13, 49]. The path posterior probability is i.i.d. in the data
infinitus limit [13]:
lim P {X1:n = x1:n |g ∈ dγ} =

T →∞

n
Y

q (xt ) , ∀n ∈ N. (30)

t=1

The asymptotic equivalency between the MEP
posterior
q(x)
and
the o conditional
probability
n
PT
1
P Xs = x| T t=1 ĝ(xt ) ∈ dγ is known as the equivalence between microcanonical ensemble and canonical
ensemble in physics. Since the LDRF of observable g can be
obtained from the LDRF of the empirical frequency ν, the
LDT of the empirical mean of path observables g is often
called level-1 and the LDT of empirical frequency ν is called
level-2 [50].
The posterior from MEP in Eq. (29) has the BoltzmannGibbs form,
q (x) =

eβ·ĝ(x)
p(x)
Z (β)

(31)

The Gibbs Conditioning Principle can be generalized to the
case where we assumed Markov processes as a prior and measure transition-type observables [12, 15]. Here, we provide
an brief introduction for the simplest discrete-time Markov
chain (DTMC) case. Brief introduction for the continuoustime Markov processes can be found in Appendix and with
more details in Refs. [14, 15, 18].
We start with a time-homogeneous DTMC prior specified
by the transition matrix My|x and the initial distribution px as
a prior. The prior path probability of path x0:T is then given
by px0 Mx1 |x0 · · · MxT |xT −1 . An i.i.d. prior is a special case
when My|x = py . The empirical pair frequency measurement
is given by
νi,j (x0:T ) :=

T
1X
δij (xt−1 xt ) .
T t=1

(33)

When T → ∞, the probability of having a specific empirical frequency has a WKB asymptotic form P {ν ∈ df } =
e−T ϕν [f ]+o(T ) and the LDRF is given by [13]
ϕν [f ] =

X

fij

.
k∈X fik Mj|i

fij ln P

i,j∈X

(34)

The LDT for empirical pair in a Markov process is often referred to the LDT level 2.5 [50].
We consider a generic transition-type observables:
G (x0:T ) :=

T
X

ĝxt−1 ,xt ∈ Rm

(35)

t=1

and its intensive form as the empirical mean of ĝ:
g (x0:T ) :=

X
G (x0:T )
=
νx,y ĝx,y
T

(36)

x,y∈X

We are interested in the posterior of the transition matrix M ,
and we seek the conditional joint probability of Xs(T ) and
Xs(T )+1 :
n
o
PT (x, y) := P Xs = x, Xs+1 = y g (x0:T ) ∈ dγ
(37)
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where both s (T ) → ∞ and T − s(T ) → ∞ as T → ∞ [12].
Then, as the system reaches its steady state as s(T ) → ∞, the
conditional probability PT (x, y) satisfies

lim PT xs(T ) , xs(T )+1 = lim E [ν|g ∈ dγ]
(38)
T →∞

T →∞

as proven rigorously by Ref. [12]. Csiszar et al. further proved that the posterior from conditioning is a timehomogeneous Markov process in the data infinitus limit
Csiszár et al. [12]. Specifically,
if we denote qij =
P
limT →∞ E [ν|g ∈ dγ] , qi =
j∈X qij , and qj|i = qij /qi ,
then, for any n,

which implies that e−µ is an eigenvalue λ of the tilted matrix
M̃ij := Mj|i eβ·ĝi,j

(45)

and e−σi is the corresponding right eigenvector ri . The posterior transition matrix then takes the form of
rj (β)
M̄j|i =
(46)
Mj|i eβ·ĝi,j .
λ (β) ri (β)
The stationary marginal distribution of the posterior Markov
chain with transition matrix M̄j|i is li ri , where li is the left
eigenvector. The posterior stationary pair frequency in the
steady state is then

n
o
n
Y
lim P Xs:s+n = x0:n g ∈ dγ = qx0
qxt |xt−1 . (39)

Mj|i eβ·ĝi,j
M̃ij
r
=
l
rj .
(47)
j
i
T →∞
λ
λ
t=1
The eigenvalue and eigenvectors here are actually the
The limiting form of the conditional expectation of empiriPerron-Frobenius
eigenvalue λmax of the tiled matrix M̃ [13–
cal pair frequency, i.e. qij , can be computed by the contraction
15].
An
intuitive
way to see this is by plugging the q from
principle [17] by the LDT of empirical frequencies in DTMC
different
eigenvalues
in Eq. (47) back into Eq. (40). We will
[13]. Since we have
notice that for a fixed β, we are finding the qij from different
P {ν ∈ df |g ∈ dγ} = e−T [ϕν (f )−ϕg (γ)]+o(T ) δPi,j∈X fij ĝi,j (γ) , eigenvalues that minimizes β · γ − ln λ (β) , implying that we
should choose the largest eigenvalue λmax . A more rigorous
the contraction principle in the LDT tells us that
way is as followed. Notice that the result of the MEP calculation in Eq. (40) is by the contraction principle the LDRF


(
of the path observable g = G/T . We can easily see that the
X
LDRF of g can be rewritten as


f ĝ − γ
q = arg inf ϕ [f ] − β ·
f

ν

ij i,j

i,j

)

X
X X
fij − 1 .
−
σi
(fij − fji ) − µ 
i

qij = li

ϕg (γ) = ϕν (q) =

i,j∈X

(40)
=

i,j

j

X

X

qij ln

eβ(γ)·ĝi,j rj
λmax ri

qij β (γ) · ĝi,j − ln λmax [β (γ)]

(48a)
(48b)

i,j∈X

The desired q is the empirical frequency that
P minimizes the
LDRF ϕν [f ] under the typicality constraint i,j∈X fij ĝi,j ∈
dγ, stationarity constraint
X
X
fij =
fji ,
(41)
j∈X

fij

+ σj − σi − µ,
k∈X fik Mj|i

fij
k∈X

fik

ϕg (γ) = sup [β · γ − ψg (β)]

= M j|i

eβ·ĝi,j e−σj
.
e−µ e−σi

By summing over j on both sides, one gets
X
e−µ e−σi =
Mj|i eβ·ĝi,j e−σj ,
j∈X

(49)

β



where ψg (β) = limT →∞ T1 ln E eβ·G is the sCGF of g.
PT
Since G := t=1 ĝxt−1 ,xt . We can see that
T
PT
Y

 X
E eβ·G =
px0
Mxt |xt−1 e t=1 β·ĝxt−1 ,xt
x0:T

(50a)

t=1

= p · M eβ·ĝ

T

1 = eT ln λmax +o(T )

(50b)

T

(42)

which leads to the posterior transition matrix in the following
form:
P

(48c)

We now compare this with the process of computing ϕg by
the Gärtner-Ellis theorem. The LDRF of g can be obtained by

j∈X

P
and the normalization constraint i,j∈X fij = 1. The MEP
here is using the “entropy” given by the LDRF of empirical
pair frequencies ϕν [f ] in Eq. (34), which is not the KullbackLeibler relative entropy between the prior pair probability and
the posterior pair probability. As shown Eq. (73), ϕν [f ] is in
fact a combination of two relative entropies when one assumes
an i.i.d. prior.
Taking the derivative of {· · · } in Eq. (40) w.r.t. f gives us
β · ĝi,j = ln P

= β (γ) · γ − ln λmax [β (γ)] .

where 1 = (1, 1, · · · , 1) is a column vector with all components equal to 1. It then follows that ψg (β) = ln λmax (β).
IV.

CANONICAL POSTERIOR AND MAXIMUM
CALIBER PRINCIPLE

A.

Formulation of the Maximum Caliber Principle

(43)

(44)

We now formulate the Maximum Caliber Principle (MCP)
with a rather novel derivation different from the axiomatic approach [28–34]. We recall that the intensive form g of the
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extensive thermodynamic observable G (x0:T ) is assumed to
satisfy the LLN. The ideal data infinitum will give us a definite
value of the observable g. Since the measured value is deterministic, any i.i.d. copy of the system will give us the same
value of g, although generally with different microscopic path
x0:T . Hence, if we have many i.i.d. copy of the system (either mentally or physically) and if each of them has infinitely
long trajectory, then the empirical mean of the path measurements will be exactly the same as any one of i.i.d. realization.
We can thus use the one value we had to compute the posterior path measure from these i.i.d. copies by “the MEP for
i.i.d. (path) sampling”. The resulting calculation is historically called the Maximum Caliber Principle [27, 28].
More precisely and more generally, suppose we have n i.i.d.
systems, n ∈ N, with each of the system providing us lengthT measurement of an extensive path observable G with value
(i)
ΓT where i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}. We can then compute the empirical mean of G for these i.i.d. systems,

Γ̄T . This leads to the canonical Boltzmann-Gibbs exponential
path measure:
Qβ (x0:L ) =

1 X (i)
Γ .
n i=1 T

B.

N
N
1 X (i)
n
1 X (i)
ΓT = Γ̄T +
Γ ,
N i=1
N
N i=n+1 T

Properties of the Maximum Caliber Principle

The MCP formulated above has several nice properties as
we summarize them here.

1.

Minimum Tilting and Sufficient Statistics

(51)

We assume an arbitrary prior path measure P that can give
us path probability from x0 to xL , i.e. P {X0:L = x0:L } or
in short as P {x0:L }, where L ≥ T and L can be arbitrarily
large. We now imagine N − n numbers of “imaginative i.i.d.
(i)
copies of the system”, with certain (unknown) ΓT values for
i ∈ {n + 1, · · · , N }. The total empirical average of the N
copies is
ΓT :=

(54)

where β is determined by Γ̄T . Note that in our derivation,
the legitimacy of using the MCP is based on the LLN of the
thermodynamic observable G in the data infinitus limit T →
∞. Applying the MCP to finite T is an approximation.

n

Γ̄T :=

eβ·G(x0:T )

 P (x0:L )
E eβ·G(x0:T )

(52)

the MEP of i.i.d. sampling can give us a posterior by taking
the infinite copy limit N → ∞.
Denoting the “empirical frequency of length-L path” as
f (x0:L ), we would compute
(
X
f (x0:L )
Qβ (x0:L ) = arg inf
f (x0:L ) ln
f
P (x0:L )
x0:L
"
#)
X
−β·
f (x0:T ) G (x0:T ) − ΓT
(53)
x0:T

where f are normalized path measures. Note that since
the constraint is only up to time T , we can decompose the
optimization of f into the part f (x0:T ) and the part for
f (xT +1:L |x0:T ). It can be straightforwardly shown that the
optimization for f (xT +1:L |x0:T ) for every given x0:T guarantees that the posterior stays as the prior for t > T , i.e.
f (xT +1:L |x0:T ) = P (xT +1:L |x0:T ) . Only the first length-T
of the path probability gets updated.
(i)
Now, we don’t know the values of ΓT in our mental i.i.d.
copy, n < i ≤ N . We can only “approximate” ΓT by Γ̄T .
(i)
Yet, we know that when T → ∞, each and every ΓT /T →
γ. This means that with infinitely long trajectory T  1,
Γ̄T ∈ dΓT and we can compute Eq. (53) with ΓT replaced by

From our discussion, the MCP is the minimum, necessary
exponential tilting on the path probability to give a posterior
such that the measurement is typical under it, cf. Refs. [16,
51]: the CPM in the MCP is given by a simple linear form,
ln

dQβ
= β · G − Ψ (β) = T [β · g − ψ (β)] + o (T ) . (55)
dP

Compared this to the general tilting in CPM previously
shown

in Eq. (22), all the nonlinear terms O δγ 2 and also
Qβ {x0:T |G(x0:T )}
ln P{x
= 0 are set to zero in the MCP. The latter,
0:T |G(x0:T )}
in fact, implies that the RND from the MCP is a function of
path only through the observable G. The condition
Qβ {x0:T |G ∈ dΓ} = P {x0:T |G ∈ dΓ} ,

(56)

means that the conditional probability of an observed event
{G ∈ dΓ} is the same for the whole family, independent to the
parameters β. When we measure the observable G, we only
have information about the level set of G. We do not have any
information inside a level set of G, so the posterior distribution inside is kept the same as the prior. In a sense, the fact that
Qβ {x0:T |G (x0:T ) ∈ dΓ} is independent to β means that the
measurement of G have captured a “full information” of β. In
statistics, such an observable G is said to be a sufficient statistic of the parameters β. The fact that the RND is a functional
of G implies that G is a sufficient statistic of β is known as the
Fisher-Neyman factorization theorem. The Pitman-KoopmanDarmois theorem in statistics tells us that only the exponential family has a finite-dimensional sufficient statistics when
sample size increases, among the families whose range is independent to the parameters [52–54].

2.

Origin of the Emergent Thermodynamic Structure

For each path prior P and a given set of path observables
of interest G (x0:T ), the MCP gives an exponential family of
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potential posterior parameterized by β as the “excited states”
and the prior P as the “ground state” where β = 0. For a
given measurement of G ∈ dΓ, the β in the posterior can
be determined. In the calculation of Eq. (53), the parameter
β as a Lagrange multiplier is determined such that the mean
value under the posterior Qβ is the measured value Γ. The
mean value of G under Qβ can be obtained by the cumulant
generating function (CGF) of G under P:


ΨT (β) := ln E eβ·G
(57)
(assume it exists and is differentiable), which can be understood as the free energy in statistical physics. The desired β
then satisfies
Γ = Eβ [G] = ∇ΨT (β)

(58)

where Eβ [·] represents taking expectation under Qβ . As ΨT
is strictly convex, Eq. (58) can be inverted to give an uniquely
determined parameter
β (Γ) = ∇ΦT (Γ)

(59)

by ΦT (Γ) = β (Γ)·Γ−ΨT [β (Γ)] as the Legendre transform
of ΨT . We also notice that
ΦT (Γ) = ln

dQβ(Γ)
(Γ)
dP

(60)

characterizes the change of measure from P to the posterior
Qβ(γ) and is thus a generalized notion of entropy [9, 10]. That
is, β is the “entropic force”. A pair of “thermodynamic-like”
equations for the ΦT and the ΨT can be written down:
dΦT (Γ) = β (Γ) · dΓ
dΨT (β) ∈ dΓ (β) · dβ.

(61a)
(61b)

Relations above can be done in an “intensive” way. If we
define γ := Γ/T ,
φT (γ) := ΦT (T γ)/T,

(62)

and ψT (β) := ΨT (β)/T , then the “intensive” parameter has
T (Γ)
T (γ)
the form of βi = ∂Φ∂Γ
= ∂φ∂γ
. In the data infinitus limit
i
i
T → ∞, we have φT → ϕg and ψT → ψg . Eqs. (61) becomes the two fundamental statistical thermodynamic equations shown in Eqs. (21). These Eqs. (61) from the MCP can
be treated as the “mesoscopic” origin of the emergent thermodynamic structure in the data infinitum [20].
3.

Maximum-Likelihood Estimator and the Gärtner-Ellis Theorem

The uniquely determined β (Γ) is actually the β
that maximizes the likelihood of observing the event
Qβ {G (x0:T ) ∈ dΓ} among the exponential family. We have

sup Qβ {G ∈ dΓ} = sup
β

β

eβ·Γ
P {G ∈ dΓ}
Z (β)

(63a)

= esupβ [β·Γ−ΨT (β)] P {G ∈ dΓ} . (63b)

Therefore, the predicted β from Eq. (59) is also the maximumlikehood estimator in statistics. We also see that the entropy
ΦT here is actually maximized as the Legendre-Fenchel transform of the CGF ΨT ,
ΦT (Γ) = sup [β · Γ − ΨT (β)] .

(64)

β

Eq. (64) clearly gives rise to the Gärtner-Ellis Theorem in Eq.
(17). The Gärtner-Ellis Theorem in the LDT actually reflects
the existence of the canonical exponentially-tiltied posterior
of the MCP.

V.

COMPARISON BETWEEN MAX ENTROPY AND MAX
CALIBER

Both the MEP and the MCP introduced above are formulated in the ideal data infinitus limit. They lead to asymptotic
equivalent posteriors and the same asymptotic statistics for the
observable [14, 15]. However, the MEP and the MCP are conceptually very different, and their differences can only be seen
when observing transition-type observable.
In the MEP formulated above, we started with either an
i.i.d. prior or a time-homogeneous Markov prior. Then,
through Gibbs conditioning principle [11, 13] and its Markov
extension [12, 14, 15], conditional probabilities are then
connected to the conditional average empirical frequencies,
specifically in Eq. (25) and Eq. (38). The LDP then allows
one to use the contraction principle in LDT [17, 19] to compute the conditional average empirical frequencies by a maximum/minimum entropy computation, with entropy given by
the LDRF of empirical frequencies in LDT level 2 [47] and
level 2.5 [50, 55, 56]. The posterior of the MEP is a timehomogeneous Markov chain with transition matrix given by
M̄j|i defined in Eq. (46). Note that the MEP is about the dynamics, i.e. the transition matrix. The Markov extension of
the Gibbs conditioning principle does not tell us the posterior
initial distribution [12]. As the information of initial distribution of a Markov process vanishes in the limit T → ∞,
we consider the inference of the initial distribution as an issue
separate from the dynamics inference.
On the other hand, the MCP is formulated by assuming
that the single measurement of the observable g (x0:∞ ) :=
limT →∞ G(xT0:T ) ∈ dγ from the ideal infinite-long trajectory
x0:∞ is one sample of an imaginative i.i.d. “multiverse”, akin
to the many-world interpretation in quantum physics. Since
g (x0:∞ ) is deterministic in the data infinitus limit, the one
measurement we had is enough to infer the imaginative “empirical mean of the i.i.d. multiverse”, which allows us to use
a traditional MEP for i.i.d. prior and singleton observables.
We compute the posterior from the MEP of i.i.d. paths for an
given T and then taken the data infinitus limit.
In MCP, the canonical posterior length-L path probability we get from a length-T measurement g (x0:T ) :=
G (x0:T ) /T ∈ dγT is given by Eq. (54). While it is
known that a transition-type path observable G (x0:T ) =
PT
t=1 ĝxt−1 ,xt leads to a Markov process in the MCT [57],
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it is less known that this canonical posterior is actually timeinhomogeneous for 0 ≤ t ≤ T when we have finite data
with length T < ∞ and only becomes time-homogeneous
in the data infinitus limit T → ∞ [15]. We revisit this timeinhomogeneity issue briefly below.
With a time-homogeneous DTMC prior characterized by
initial distribution px0 and transition matrix My|x (i.i.d. as a
special case when My|x = py ), the posterior from the MCP is

We note here that if we follow the standard “thermodynamic”
concept of applying the limiting result back to the finite case
as a leading order approximation [1], we would use the measured value γT from g (x0:T ) , T  1 to get β (γT ), λmax
and r. Then, use Eq. (72) as the posterior of MCP, instead of
using Eq. (69).
VI.

T
Y

px0
ZT

Qβ {x0:L } =

where M̃i,j = Mj|i e
(45) and

L
Y

M̃xt−1 ,xt

t=1

β·ĝi,j

Mxt |xt−1

(65)

t=T +1

is the tilted matrix defined in Eq.

ZT = p · M eβ·ĝ

T

1  λTmax

(66)

where λmax is the largest eigenvalue of M̃ . We first show that
Eq. (65) gives a time-inhomogeneous Markov structure for
0 ≤ t ≤ T . We compute the posterior conditional probability
from time t − 1 to t:
:= Qβ {Xt = xt |Xt−1 = xt−1 }
M̂xTt−t
|xt−1
=

vxt (T − t)
M̃xt−1 ,xt
vxt−1 (T − t + 1)

(67a)

vx (T )
.
ZT

Qβ {x0:L } =

T
Y

L
Y

M̂xTs−s
|xs−1

s=1

Mxt |xt−1 .

(68)

(69)

t=T +1

When the data infinitus limit is taken, the MCP posterior transition matrix M̂ converge to the time-homogeneous posterior
transition matrix from MEP,
s
=
lim M̂y|x

s→∞

ry
My|x eβ·ĝx,y = M̄y|x .
λmax rx

(70)

Therefore, the posterior path probability from MCP is asymptotic equivalent to the one from MEP [14, 15]. The initial
distribution converges to
px rx
.
x∈X px rx

qx := lim q̂xT = P
T →∞

(71)

The posterior of MCP in the idealized data infinitus limit is
then
∞
px0 rx0 Y
M̄xt |xt−1
x∈X px rx t=1

Qβ {x0:∞ } = P

A.

Transition-type Measurement and Time Correlation

When a pair frequency is measured in a discrete-time
Markov chain, the LDRF is given by LDT 2.5, ϕν (f ) =
P
fij /fi
i,j∈X fij ln Mj|i . If the prior process is i.i.d., i.e. Mj|i =
pj , the time correlation in the posterior is solely indicated by
the measurement. This leads to an informative decomposition
of the LDRF ϕν (f ) of LDT 2.5 in DTMC,
X

The Markov structure of the joint distribution in Eq. (65) is
thus by the following expression:
qxT0

We now provide two examples of the symmetry-breaking
indicated by the measurement, using the posterior probabilistic models from MEP and MCP.

(67b)

where v(n) = M̃ n 1. Notation vj (s) represents the j-th component of the vector v. The t-dependence of M̂ clearly shows
the time inhomogeneity.
The initial distribution from the MCP posterior is given by
q̂xT := Qβ (X0 = x) = px

MEASUREMENT-PREDICTED SYMMETRY
BREAKING

(72)

i,j∈X

fij ln

X
X
fij
fij
fi
=
fij ln
+
fi ln . (73)
fi pj
fi fj
pi
i,j∈X

i∈X

The entropy for a DTMC is actually the mutual information
between the two consequent states and the relative entropy
between the empirical distribution and the prior. These two
terms should be understood as follows: there are two parts in
the model assumption: 1) i.i.d. and 2) the form of the probability distribution. The first term reports the deviation from
i.i.d., and the second term gives deviation from the probability distribution. The significance of this result is that these two
different kinds of deviations from the model can be quantified
by a single “quantity”, the entropy (mutual information) of dependence and the entropy of deviation of the distribution are
simply added together. We consider this relation as one fundamental reason why mutual information is a natural measure
of dependence. This result connects the LDT 2.5 for DTMC
[13] to Sanov’s theorem [47] and information theory
Q∞[58].
Furthermore, with the i.i.d. prior P {x0:∞ } = t=0 p (xt )
but a general transition-type observable g defined in Eq. (36).
The MEP will give us a posterior transition matrix M̄j|i defined in Eq. (46). Moreover, because of the i.i.d. prior,
the Bayesian conditional pair probability is the same for any
s = {1, · · · , T }:
P {Xs−1 = x, Xs = y|g ∈ dγT } = E [νx,y |g ∈ dγT ] (74)
where ν is the empirical pair frequency defined in Eq. (33).
This means that the posterior initial distribution is given by the
posterior stationary distribution lx rx of the transition matrix
M̄ . The posterior path probability from the MEP is then
QMEP
{x0:∞ } = lx0 rx0
β

∞
Y
t=1

M̄xt |xt−1

(75)
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On the other hand, the posterior path probability from the
MCP, according to Eq. (72), is given by
∞
px0 rx0 Y
M̄xt |xt−1 .
x∈X px rx t=1

QMCP
{x0:∞ } = P
β

(76)

anced prior b, the posterior entropy production at NESS is
Z

qhk :=
J · D−1 bρ,J dx
(79a)
X
Z
= 2β
J · ĝdx = 2β (γ) · γĝ
(79b)
X

We see that the two posteriors have different posterior initial
distributions but the posterior path measures are asymptotically equivalent. Both posteriors have a data-induced Markov
structure with the same transition matrix M̄ . Time correlation
emerges in measuring the transition-type observable.

where J = ρbρ,J − D∇ρ with ρ(x) = l(x)r(x). Since J
is divergence-free, qhk can only be non-zero when ĝ is nongradient [14, 15], i.e. with nonzero curl [62].
Note that the entropy production in posterior Markov processes in both Eq. (78) and Eq. (79) can be summarized by
the following expression in T → ∞:
qhk = β(γ) · [g(x0:T ) − g(xT :0 )]

B.

For a possibly non-equilibrium Markov process, the natural
ground state would be the state with detailed balance [59, 60].
We show here that when a detailed balanced prior is used, we
can predict nonequilibrium posterior only when the path observable g is non-symmetric under path reversal. The entropy
production at the nonequilibrium steady state (NESS) in the
posterior is then shown to be in Onsager’s form [35, 36].
For DTMC, the path observable we measure is

g(x0:T ) :=

T
1X
ĝx ,x .
T t=1 t−1 t

(77)

The posterior pair distribution at NESS was given by qij =
M

eβ(γ)·ĝi,j

li j|i λ
rj . With detailed balance Mj|i , the entropy production at NESS (a.k.a. housekeeping heat, see [10] for a review) would be
qhk :=

X
i,j∈X

=

(80)

Non-Gradient Observable and Irreversibility

X

qij ln

X
Mj|i eβ(γ)·ĝi,j
qij
=
qij ln
qji
Mi|j eβ(γ)·ĝj,i

(78a)

i,j∈X

qij β · [ĝi,j − ĝj,i ] .

(78b)

i,j∈X

We see that only the anti-symmetric part of the matrix ĝi,j
contribute to the entropy production. Furthermore, due to the
stationarity constraint of qij in Eq. (41), the enetropy production is zero if the pair observable is gradient-like ĝi,j = uj −ui
[15, 61]. These tells us that only the measurement from nonsymmetric, non-gradient transition observable ĝi,j can lead us
to an non-equilibrium posterior DTMC.
For diffusion, we measure a set of values γ from the observRT
RT
able vector g(x0:T ) = T1 0 ĥ (xt ) dt + T1 0 ĝ (xt ) ◦ dxt .
RT
For later convenience, let us denote γĝ := T1 0 ĝ (xt ) ◦ dxt .
The posterior process is described by bρ,J = b + 2D (β · ĝ) +
2D∇ ln r according to Eq. (B9) and Refs. [14, 15]. If γĝ = 0,
i.e. the measurement is not on the transitions, the posterior
is only driven by a generalized gradient force, which lead to
equilibrium posterior. The posterior can only be irreversible
when γĝ 6= 0. Furthermore, suppose we have detailed bal-

where xT :0 is the reversed trajectory of x0:T and γ is the measured value of g(x0:T ). This is in fact a generalization to Onsager’s theory [35, 36]. For arbitrarily nonequilibrium systems, the entropy production is the product of the irreversible
part of the path observables g and the thermodynamic conjugated forces β of the whole observables g. The posterior
Markov process can only be nonequilibrium if the path observable breaks path reversal symmetry g(x0:T ) 6= g(xT :0 )
in the data infinitus limit. The result here gives us a notion
of the “underlying” equilibrium process for a non-equilibrium
process. We start with a equilibrium prior and the data from
measuring the observables g reveal the irreversibility of the
process to us. The conjugated variables β(γ) drive the system from equilibrium to a non-equilibrium posterior process.
Generic properties of the conjugated force β (γ) is further
shown in the following section.
VII.

THERMODYNAMIC FORCES AND THEIR
STATISTICAL VARIATION

The thermodynamic conjugated forces β = ∇ϕg parameterize posteriors and are functions of the measured values of
the observable g, previously denoted as γ. The definite level
of the conjugated forces are revealed when the data is infinite.
When the data are large but finite, the values of g fluctuate
leading to a fluctuating predicted conjugated force β (g). The
statistical variations of g and β (g) satisfy an uncertainty principle derived by Landau and Lifshitz from a linear theory of
β [36]. We shall call it the Asymptotic Thermodynamic Uncertainty Principle (ATUP) here to better distinguish it from
the recently-celebrated “thermodynamic uncertainty relation”
in stochastic thermodynamics [63–65]. The ATUP lead to debates on whether the temperature of a system (or more generally thermodynamic conjugated variables) actually fluctuates
or not. These debates were settled by Mandelbrot who explained that the aforementioned ATUP was about the “estimation” of temperature one predicted from observation on our
isolated system [37]. The estimation, as a function of energy,
gives an prediction about the temperature of the reservoir the
system once contacted with. Their values fluctuate due to the
energy fluctuation in our system when we disconnected our
system from the reservoir.

11
Here, we present the LDT derivation of the ATUP and identify its mesoscopic origin. By doing so, we connect three results associated with the fluctuation of observables and thermodynamic conjugated forces: (1) the LDT formulation of
the ATUP of Landau and Lifshitz for finite but large T and its
relation to the reciprocal curvatures of LDRF ϕ and the sCGF
ψ; (2) the susceptibility of the statistics of observables due to
variation of thermodynamic conjugated forces; (3) Schlögl’s
uncertainty relation [38, 39] as the mesoscopic version of the
ATUP. The LDRF of the conjugated forces we derived also
allows us to access higher order cumulants of them.

h
i
I = [∇∇ϕg;α (γ)] ∇∇ψg;α (β) β=∇ϕg;α (γ)
i
h
= ∇∇ϕg;α (γ) γ=∇ψg;α (β) [∇∇ψg;α (β)]

T CoVα [β] ∼ ∇∇ψβ;α (0)

(86a)

= [∇∇ϕβ;α (∇ψβ;α (0))]
Asymptotic Thermodynamic Uncertainty Principle (ATUP)
and Reciprocal Curvatures of Entropy and Free Energy

Suppose our system of interest is described by the probabilistic model Qα from either the MCP or the MEP with thermodynamic conjugated force α. Here, since the posteriors
from MEP and from MCP are asymptotically equivalent, we
will work with the Botlzmann-Gibbs posterior from MCP. For
a finite but large T measurement of g, the values of g fluctuates according to the probability e−T ϕg;α (γ)+O(ln T ) , where
ϕg;α is the LDRF of g under Qα . The LDRF ϕg;α is related
to the LDRF of g under the reference measure P by the exponential tilting of MCP:
(81)

The sCGF of g under Qα is
ψg;α (η) = ψg (η + α) .

∇ϕβ;α (η) = δ · ∇∇ψg;α (δ)

β(g) = ∇ϕg (g)

(83)

which is also a random variable because g fluctuates. For large
T , the most-likely value of β is the correct one α = ∇ϕg (γα )
where γα := Eα [g]. The fluctuation of β(g) under large but
finite T can be approximated by the LDRF of β (g) under Qα ,
again obtained by the contraction principle:
ϕβ;α (η) =

inf
y:β(y)=η

ϕg;α (η)

= ϕg;α (∇ψg (η))
= ϕg;α (∇ψg;α (δ)) .

(84a)
(84b)
(84c)

For simplicity, we have denoted δ = η − α as the deviation of
the predicted thermodynamic conjugated force.
By the convex duality between the LDRF ϕg;α (γ) and the
sCGF ψg;α (β), one has the reciprocality between the curvature (Hessian) of the two functions,

(86b)

(87)

and
∇∇ϕβ;α (η) = ∇∇ψg;α (δ) + δ · ∇∇∇ψg;α (δ) .

(88)

Note that based on Eq. (86b), η := ∇ψβ;α (0) takes the
value such that 0 = ∇ϕβ;α (η) . With invertible ∇∇ψg:α , this
means δ = 0 and thus η = α. Hence, β (g) has a covariance
−1

T CoVα [β] ∼ [∇∇ψg;α (0)]

−1

= ∇∇ϕg;α (γα )

(89a)

= ∇∇ϕg (∇ψg (α)) (89b)

This shows that the reciprocality of the two dual functions in
Eq. (85b) reflects the a asymptotic reciprocal relation between
g and β under the measure Qα as T → ∞,

(82)

When α = 0, we have Q0 ≡ P. The mean and covariance
of g under Qα , in the leading order, would be given by the
derivatives of its sCGFs ψg;α (η) with η = 0 plugged in, e.g.
Eα [g] ∼ ∇ψg (α) and T CoVα [g] ∼ ∇∇ψg (α) .
Based on the measured value of g, we would predict the
thermodynamic conjugated force by [66]

.

To continue, we compute

= [∇∇ψg (α)]
ϕg;α (γ) = ϕg (γ) − [α · γ − ψg (α)] .

(85b)

where I is the identify matrix. This allows one to compute
the leading-order fluctuation of the thermodynamic forces β
from its LDRF, we compute

−1

A.

(85a)

[T CoVα [β (g)]] [T CoVα (g)] ∼ I.

(90)

The statistically-predicted conjugated force β = ∇ϕ (g) has
a small fluctuation if the observable g has big fluctuation, and
both are O (1/T ). This is the asymptotic “thermodynamic uncertainty principle” between a observable and its conjugated
force derived by Landau and Lifshitz [36] and discussed by
Mandelbrot [37]. We provide the unifying LDT derivation
here and give the well-known reciprocal curvature of ϕg and
ψg in LDT a thermodynamic interpretation.
B.

Susceptibility and Fisher Information

Different measured values of g := G/T lead to different
predicted conjugated forces β and a different posterior path
distribution Qβ . We shall see how susceptible the statistics of
observables are under variation of β. Here, we use the posterior from MCP, which is an exponential family
dQβ (x0:T ) =

eβ·G(x0:T )
dP (x0:T )
Z (β)

(91)



where Z (β) = E eβ·G is the “partition function” and
ln Z (β) is the CGF of G.
The Cramér-Rao inequality in statistics, which is an application of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, gives upper bound for
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susceptibility of observables. Consider a general vector observable that does not depend on β, say H (x0:T ). The susceptibility of its mean value is then related to the covariance
between its value and the value of G:
Cij :=

∂
Eβ [Hi ] = CoVβ [Hi , Gj ] .
∂βj

CoVβ [g] CoVβ [∇Sg;β ]  I.

(93)

This is from the direct use of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
(Cramér-Rao inequality) for scalar.
Second, when H = G, the above inequality becomes an
equality, implying that the susceptibility matrix is symmetric
for G:
∂Eβ [Gj ]
∂Eβ [Gi ]
= CoV [Gi , Gj ] =
.
∂βj
∂βi

(94)

This gives rises to all the Maxwell’s relations in our statistical
thermodynamics. When i = j, Eq. (94) further indicates
that the value of Eβ [Gi ] would increase with increasing βi
with slope given by the fluctuation level Vβ [Gi ] ≥ 0, giving
a nice intuition of βi as the driving force of Gi and why the
prediction of β can be unique.
Third, applying the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (Cramér-Rao inequality) for vectors [67], we further gets
a “lower bound” for the covariance matrix of H, (ΞH )ij =
CoVβ [Hi , Hj ], given by the susceptibility matrix:
ΞH  CIβ−1 C T

(95)

where the covariance of G is denoted as (Iβ )ij =
CoVβ [Gi , Gj ] since it is also the Fisher information of β and
for exponential family Qβ [68]. Below, we show that Eq. (95)
leads to the mesoscopic origin of the AUR in Eq. (90).
C.

Mesoscopic Origin of the ATUP

Consider the stochastic entropy of the observable g =
G/T , Sg;β (γ) := − ln qg;β (γ) where qg;β (γ) is the probability density of the observable g under Qβ [46, 69]. Here
T β·γ
qg;β (γ) dγ = eZ(β) p (γ) dγ is related to the probability density p (γ) of the observable g under P. By choosing Hi (g) =
∂Sg;β
∂γi

γ=g

(or simply Hi = ∂i Sg;β ) and assuming vanishing

boundary conditions of qg;β , one can show that,
CoVβ [gi ∂j Sg;β ] = δij .

(96)

This states that the ith component of the observable g is uncorrelated (but not necessarily independent) to the jth component
of the entropic conjugated force ∇Sg;β .
Eq. (93) becomes
Vβ [gi ] Vβ [∂j Sg;β ] ≥ δij

(98)

(92)

There are at least three interesting implications of Eq. (92).
First, Each components of susceptibility has an upper bound
given by the variance:
2
Cij
≤ Vβ [Hi ] Vβ [Gj ]

which is a “thermodynamic uncertainty relation” first obtained by Schlögl [38, 39]. Eq. (95) then gives the mesoscopic
origin of ATUP,

(97)

This mesoscopic ATUP actually holds for any boundaryvanishing probability density qg of random variable g: it
needs not be exponentially distributed. To see its connection to the ATUP in Eq. (90), we note that CoVβ [∇Sg;β ] ∼
T 2 CoVβ [∇ϕg;β ] = T 2 CoVβ [∇ϕg ]. The inequality becomes asymptotically an equality in the limit T → ∞ since
the leading order of fluctuation is captured by a Gaussiandistributed g [36].

VIII.

DISCUSSION

Summary Szilard, Mandelbrot, and Hill envisioned that
a statistical thermodynamics can be formulated phenomenologically with only mechanics-like concepts [24–26]. The
requirement of such mechanics-like concepts can be further
removed by treating the data infinitus limit, or equivalently
the long-term limit in processes, as the generalized thermodynamic limit [20, 21]. A de-mechanised statistical thermodynamics emerge purely from the limit theorems in LDT. Carrying on this concept, our paper has four main results. First, we
demonstrate the universality of the statistical thermodynamics and the omnipresence of the entropic forces as the thermodynamic parameters of thermodynamic states. Second, the
MEP [11, 16] with its Markov extension [12], and the MCP
[27, 28] are revisited as standard CPMs that are parameterized
by the entropic forces. We review their asymptotic equivalence [14, 15, 18], and clarify their conceptual differences
with our novel derivation of the MCP. Third, when the baseline of the entropic forces is chosen w.r.t. a given symmetry
of interest, the measurement-predicted level of entropic forces
explains the symmetry breaking [1]. We provide two examples for this, comparing breakdown of time independency and
time reversibility. Lastly, we use LDT to derive the asymptotic thermodynamic uncertainty principle (ATUP) [36, 37]
for the statistical variations of the observables and their conjugated forces. The mesoscopic origin of ATUP is also identified [38, 39].
Compared to the LDT literature Many mathematical results in our paper have been discussed in the past in the literature of LDT [13–15, 17, 18, 70, 71]. However, there are
at least three key conceptual differences between our work
and those in the past: we emphasize the posterior probabilistic
models, the thermodynamic conjugated forces that parameterized them, and the emergent statistical thermodynamics. The
LDT, as suggested by its name, is about the asymptotic probability of a “rare event” deviated from the mean. However,
whether an event is rare or not is actually w.r.t a probability
measure. Under a reference measure as a prior P, the observed event in the data infinitus limit could be exponentially
rare under P. The mathematics of LDT can carry on the statistical analysis and treat the system as a large deviation. It is,
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however, more natural for physicists and applied mathematicians to treat the probability measure as an intrinsic property
of the system and consider the “rareness” of the event as an
indication that the system is “driven” by the entropic forces β
to its thermodynamic excited states.
Comparison to the Bayesian’s School and the Frequentist’s
School in Statistics In our statistical thermodynamics, the
ground state is determined by the reference probability measure P and the excited states are described by probabilistic
models Qβ parameterized by the entropic forces. The information from the measurement of the thermodynamic observables g is encoded as a change of probability measure, i.e. a
statistical inference, from the prior P to the posterior Qβ . The
MEP, and the MCP as its path extension, is a combined approach of the frequentist inference, Bayesian inference, and
limit theorems. The result of a MEP calculation is the conditional average empirical frequency but is motivated by the
Bayesian conditional probability with connection specified by
the Gibbs conditioning principle. If empirical frequencies are
the thermodynamic observables one measures, the resulting
posterior of the MEP is exactly the empirical frequency one
measured in the data infinitus limit, as in the frequentists’
school. However, like the Bayesian’s school, our theory emphasizes the pair of the prior P and the posterior Qβ , and,
more importantly, the associated thermodynamic forces β that
characterizes their differences.
Higher-order statistics of the predicted entropic force
From the large deviation rate function (LDRF) of the predicted β (g) under the posterior Qα in Eqs. (84), we can compute the leading order approximation for other cumulants of
β (g). For example, for a scalar observable g, the skewness of
g and β (g) can be found. As the third derivative of sCGF is
related to the third derivative of the LDRF by
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Appendix A: Maximum Entropy Principles for
Continuous-Time Markov Chain

In a continuous time Markov chain (CTMC), a path is
described by (x0 , t0 ; x1 , t1 ; · · · ; xK , tK ) where the system
jumps from xk−1 to xk at time tk , set t0 = 0 and tK ≤
tK+1 = T . The most informative observables would be the
combination of singleton frequency and transition frequency:

fi =
fij =

1
T
1
T

Z

T

0
K
X

δi (xt ) dt, and

(A1a)

δi (xk−1 ) δj (xk ) , i 6= j.

(A1b)

k=1

The LDRF of these observables is
ϕν [f ] =

X

fij ln

i6=j

X
fij /fi X
−
fij +
fi pj|i
pj|i
i6=j

where pj|i is the P
reference Markov transition rate matrix [55].
Here and below, i6=j is a simplified summation notation for
summing all transitions i ∈ X to j ∈ X (i 6= j). The path
observable of interest is
T

Z
000

000

00

ψ (y) = −ϕ (x (y))ψ (y) ,

G (x0:T ) =

(99)

we can compute the third derivative of the sCGF of β (g) un000
der Qα , denoted as ψβ;α
, by the third derivative of its LDRF
under Qα , ϕβ;α . A straightforward calculation will tell us that
the leading-order skewness of β (g) is related to the leadingorder skewness of g by

ĥxt dt +
0

000
ψβ;α
(0) =

ĝxk−1 ,xk .

(A3)

k=1

i∈X

"

(100)

−µ

i6=j

#
X

fi − 1 −

i∈X

We leave the comprehensive discussion of β’s asymptotic
statistics to future studies.
Synthesis with the Energetics The statistical thermodynamics presented here could also shed lights on inference
mechanisms in biological systems, e.g. active prediction in
the brain [72, 73] and concentration inference of cells [74].
An interesting future direction would be to study the role of
the thermodynamic conjugated entropic forces β in such biological inference machinery and to potentially connect the statistical thermodynamics in the present work with the stochastic thermodynamics of the underlying biochemical signaling
networks [74].

K
X

The MEP is again subject to typicality, normalization and stationarity conditions:


(
X
X
arg inf ϕν [f ] − β · 
fi ĥi +
fij ĝ i,j − γ 
fi ,fij

000
2ψg;α
(0)
− 00
.
ψg;α (0)

(A2)

i6=j

)
X

σi (fij − fji )

(A4)

i6=j

Taking functional derivatives gives us
β · ĥi = −

X
X fij
+
pj|i − µ
fi

(A5)

fij
+ σj − σi , i 6= j.
fi pj|i

(A6)

j(6=i)

j(6=i)

and
β · ĝ i,j = ln
Here and below
j ∈ X except i.

P

j(6=i)

is a simplified notion of summing all
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−σj

Eq. (A6) gives us fj|i = pj|i eβ·ĝi,j ee−σi . Plugging this to
Eq. (A5), we then have
X

X

pj|i eβ·ĝi,j e−σj + β · ĥi e−σi −

j(6=i)

pk|i e−σi = −µe−σi .

k(6=i)

(A7)
If we define a tilted matrix
(
q̃ij =

pj|i eβ·ĝi,j ,
P
β · ĥi − k(6=i) pk|i

, i 6= j
,
,i = j

(A8)

then e−σi is the right-eigenvector of q̃, ri , with −µ is the corresponding eigenvalue, λ. Similar to DTMC, one can show
that li ri where li being the left eigenvector would be the invariant distribution of the posterior Markov chain described
by q̃ij . The posterior transition matrix is

qj|i

(
r (β)
pj|i eβ·ĝi,j rji (β)
, i 6= j
=
(A9)
P
− k(6=i) pk|i + β · ĥi − λmax (β) , i = j

R
with constraints on normalization X ρ(x)dx = 1 and stationarity ∇ · J = 0 [14, 15, 50, 56]. The LDRF of them is often
known in the form of
Z
1
−1
ϕ [ρ, J] =
(J − Jρ ) · (ρD) (J − Jρ ) dx
(B4)
4 X
where Jρ := ρb − D∇ρ. Note that Jρ is in general not
divergence-free, a less known but more natural form of ϕ is
actually
Z
1
ϕ [ρ, J] =
(bρ,J − b) · D−1 (bρ,J − b) ρdx
(B5)
4 X
where bρ,J := −D∇ (− ln ρ) + J/ρ is vector field decomposition from stationary distribution and flux [75], note that
J is divergence free so bρ,J can be further rewritten in terms
of its bivector potential [62, 76]. The alternative form of Eq.
(B5) shows that the tilting due to frequencies measurement is
about updating the vector field b, i.e. as before, the average
behavior.
The MEP for the observable G is then
(
Z

Z
arg inf ϕ[ρ, J] − β ·
ρĥdx +
ĝJdx − γ
ρ,J

with posterior stationary singleton distribution ρi = li ri and
posterior stationary pair distribution qij = li qj|i eβ·ĝi,j rj .
Similar to DTMC, the requirement of λmax being the largest
eigenvalue [14, 15] could be intuitively seen by plugging in
the posterior qi = li ri and qij = li qj|i eβ·ĝi,j rj into Eq. (A4).

X

−

X

Z

Z
k∇ · Jdx − µ

)
ρdx − 1 .

Denoting u = bρ,J − b, functional derivatives w.r.t. ρ and J
lead us to
1
1
1
β · ĥ = − u · D−1 u − ∇ · u − b · D−1 u − µ
4
2
2

Appendix B: Maximum Entropy Principle for Diffusion

In continuous time Markov processes (diffusion) in Rn described by Fokker-Planck equation
∂t p = −∇ · [b (x) p − D (x) ∇p] ,

(B1)

path observables we consider are
Z

T

G (x0:T ) =

Z

0

T

ĝ (xt ) ◦ dxt

ĥ(xt )dt +

(B2)

0

where ◦ denotes Stratonovich
midpoint integration: ĝ (xt ) ◦

dxt = ĝ xt + 12 dxt · dxt . Generally when the observable
2
is a vector G ∈ Rm , ĥ ∈ Rm is a vector and ĝ ∈ Rm is a
matrix. The level-2.5 LDT of diffusion process is formulated
with empirical singleton frequency ρ and empirical current J:

1
ρ (x) =
T

Z

1
T

Z

J (x) =

δ (xt − x) dt

(B3a)

δ (xt − x) ◦ dxt

(B3b)

0

0

T

(B7)

and
β · ĝ =

1 −1
D u − ∇k.
2

(B8)

Similar to DTMC and CTMC, plugging the latter into the former gives us the eigenvalue problem in Ref. [15] with linear
operator Lβ := b·(∇ + β · ĝ)+(∇ + β · ĝ)·D (∇ + β · ĝ)+
β · ĥ. The equation then shows that k = ln r where r is
the right eigenfunction of Lβ with λ = −µ as the corresponding eigenvalue: Lβ [r] = λr. The posterior probability current is then J = ρbρ,J − D∇ρ. One can also
show from ∇ · J = 0 that the stationary singleton distribution is ρ(x) = l(x)r(x) where l(x) is the left eigenfunction of Lβ corresponding to λ, satisfying L∗β [l] = λl where
L∗β := − (∇ − β · ĝ)·b+(∇ − β · ĝ)·D (∇ − β · ĝ)+β · ĥ is
the linear operator conjugate to Lβ w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure. Plugging in the posterior ρ = lr and J = ρbρ,J + D∇ρ
back to Eq. (B6) would show that λ should be the largest
eigenvalue. The posterior diffusion process is described by
the posterior drift
bρ,J = b + 2D∇ ln r + 2D (β · ĝ)

T

(B6)

(B9)

with information of singleton observable h hidden in the
right eigenvector r. Posterior stationary distribution is then
ρ (x) = l(x)r(x) and posterior stationary probability current
is J(x) = ρbρ,J + D∇ρ.
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