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A nonequilibrium system is characterized by a set of thermodynamic forces and fluxes, which give rise to
entropy production (EP). We demonstrate that these forces and fluxes have an information-geometric structure,
which allows us to decompose EP into nonnegative contributions from different types of forces. We focus on the
excess and housekeeping decomposition, which reflects contributions from conservative and nonconservative
forces, in the general setting of discrete systems (linear master equations and nonlinear chemical dynamics).
Unlike the nonadiabatic/adiabatic (Hatano-Sasa) approach, our decomposition is always well-defined, including
in systems with odd variables and nonlinear systems without steady states. It is also operationally meaningful,
leading to far-from-equilibrium thermodynamic uncertainty relations and speed limits.

Entropy production (EP) is the fundamental thermodynamic
cost of implementing an irreversible processes. A major goal
of nonequilibrium thermodynamics is to understand this ther-
modynamic cost from an operational point of view, in terms of
tradeoffs between EP and functional properties such as speed
of dynamical evolution [1, 2] and precision of fluctuating ob-
servables [3]. At the same time, EP can arise from different
mechanisms, including relaxation from nonequilibrium states,
time-dependent driving, nonconservative forces, and exchange
of conserved quantities between different reservoirs. In this
Letter, we use methods from information geometry [4, 5] to
decompose EP into nonnegative contributions from different
sources and to study their operational consequences.

We focus in particular on the decomposition of EP into
housekeeping and excess terms [6–8]. At a general level,
excess EP reflects the contribution that arises from conserva-
tive forces (i.e., due to a change of some state potential), and it
vanishes in steady state. The housekeeping EP reflects the con-
tribution from nonconservative forces, such as those that gen-
erate cyclic fluxes in nonequilibrium steady states. The house-
keeping EP can be arbitrarily large, and it can diverge during
quasistatic transformations between steady states [9, 10]. The
original goal of the decomposition was to derive a nonequilib-
riumgeneralization of theClausius inequality stated in terms of
the excess EP, which becomes tight for quasistatic transforma-
tions [8]. More generally, in the presence of nonconservative
forces, the excess EP (rather than the total EP) may be used to
derive tighter thermodynamic tradeoffs.

While this decomposition is well understood at a concep-
tual level, identifying the correct formal definition of excess
and housekeeping EP remains an open research area [10–15].
In stochastic thermodynamics, the best known decomposition
was proposed by Hatano and Sasa (HS) for Langevin dynam-
ics [7] and later generalized to stochastic jumpprocesses [6, 16]
and nonlinear chemical reaction networks [17, 18] (where it is
also called the adiabatic/nonadiabatic decomposition). How-
ever, the HS decomposition has several drawbacks. First, its
physical significance is unclear and it is difficult to connect
it to experimental measurements [10, 19, 20]. Second, it has
a limited range of validity, being undefined for systems that
lack steady states, e.g., nonlinear chemical reaction networks

that exhibit oscillations [14]. Even when a steady state exists,
the HS decomposition can sometimes give unphysical nega-
tive values, e.g., in the presence of odd variables [12, 13, 21]
or in chemical systems that violate complex balance [17, 18].
These drawbacks suggest that the HS decomposition is not the
ultimate definition of housekeeping and excess EP.
Here we propose an excess/housekeeping decomposition for

discrete systems which resolves all of these issues. Our de-
composition is always well-defined, including for systemswith
odd variables and nonlinear systems without steady states.
It is derived geometrically, in terms of the projection of a
system’s thermodynamic forces onto the subspace of conser-
vative forces. Our decomposition has important operational
consequences, including thermodynamic uncertainty relations
(TURs) and thermodynamic speed limits (TSLs) which can be
tight even in the far-from-equilibrium regime.
Our approach is related to the excess/housekeeping decom-

position proposed by Maes and Netočný (MN) for Langevin
systems [10]. This decomposition was studied from a geomet-
ric perspective in Refs. [19, 20, 22], and generalized to discrete
systems by the present authors in Ref. [14]. However, unlike
these previous papers, which worked within a generalized Eu-
clidean geometry, we consider the non-Euclidean setting of
information geometry, which is more appropriate for systems
that are far from equilibrium. Our approach can be seen as a
far-from-equilibrium generalization of the (MN) decomposi-
tion. (For a detailed comparison with Ref. [14], see Sec. A in
Supplemental Material [SM] [23].)
This Letter complements a growing body of research on the

relationship between stochastic thermodynamics and informa-
tion geometry. However, most previous research analyzed the
information geometry of thermodynamic states at a single time
point [24–33], rather than the information geometry of forces
and fluxes as done here. One exception is Ref. [34], which
considered the information geometry of trajectories; however
it did not consider decompositions based on constraints on
thermodynamic forces, nor did it consider their thermody-
namic implications. Another exception is Ref. [35], a recent
preprint which considers fluxes and forces but uses a different
kind of information geometry (see Sec. I in SM [23] for a
summary and numerical comparison with Ref. [35]).
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Setup.— We consider a discrete system with N species
or states whose distribution at time t is given by p =
(p1, . . . , pN ) ∈ RN+ . The system evolves in continuous time,
either as a linear master equation (stochastic jump process)
or a nonlinear rate equation (deterministic chemical reaction
system). The dynamics are represented by a vector of fluxes
j = (j1, . . . , jM ) ∈ RM+ across a set of M “edges”, corre-
sponding to different reactions or transitions. The system’s
evolution obeys the continuity equation dtp = Bj, where
B ∈ ZN×M is the discrete gradient operator (matrix that maps
fluxes to species). Note that p and j generally depend on time,
though we leave this dependence implicit in the notation. Also
note that we do not assume any particular form of the dynamics
(such as mass action kinetics) except where otherwise stated.

The thermodynamic forces across the edges, which may
arise from relaxation or driving, are indicated by the vector
f ∈ RM . Assuming local detailed balance holds, the force
across edge ρ is fρ = ln(jρ/j̃ρ), where jρ and j̃ρ is the forward
and time-reversed flux across edge ρ respectively. We define an
exponential family of fluxes j(θ) parameterized by θ ∈ RM ,

jρ(θ) := jρe
θρ−fρ = j̃ρe

θρ . (1)

The information-theoretic distance between members of this
family is given by the (generalized) Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence [5] for non-normalized nonnegative vectors,

D(θ‖θ′) =
∑
ρ

jρ(θ)
[

ln
jρ(θ)

jρ(θ′)
+
jρ(θ

′)

jρ(θ)
− 1
]
≥ 0. (2)

In the parameterized family of fluxes j(θ), the vector θ plays
the role of thermodynamic forces. The actual fluxes are re-
covered when θ = f , while the reverse fluxes are recovered
when θ = 0. The entropy production rate (EPR) is the KL
divergence between the forward and reverse fluxes (see Fig. 1),

σ̇ = D(f‖0). (3)

To make things concrete, consider the example of a linear
master equation without odd variables (for master equations
with odd variables, see Sec. B in SM [23]). In this case,B is the
incidencematrix and p is a normalized probability distribution
which evolves as dtpx =

∑
j( 6=i),α(pyR

α
xy − pxRαyx), where

Rαyx is the rate of transitions x � y mediated by reservoir
α. For each transition x � y, α, there is an edge ρ with flux
jρ = pxR

α
yx, reverse flux j̃ρ = pyR

α
xy , and incidence matrix

entriesBzρ = δzy−δzx. The EPR is then given by the standard
expression, σ̇ =

∑
ρ jρ ln(jρ/j̃ρ), which follows from Eqs. (2)

and (3) and
∑
ρ jρ =

∑
ρ j̃ρ. Alternatively, for deterministic

chemical systems, p is a nonnegative concentration vector and
B is the stochiometric matrix (see details in Sec. C in SM [23]).
For clarity, we use the calligraphic D to indicate KL diver-

gence between parameterized flux vectors, as in Eq. (2). We
write the KL divergence between other kinds of nonnegative
vectors as D(a‖b) =

∑
x ax(ln(ax/bx) + bx/ax − 1).

Housekeeping vs. excess EPR.— We now introduce our
first set of results, an excess/housekeeping decomposition of
the EPR which is well-defined for all discrete systems.

Flux constraint (same dynamics)

Exponential family
(Conservative forces)

Forward dynamics

Reversed dynamics
Projected force

Figure 1. Illustration of housekeeping/excess decomposition, Eq. (6).
The EPR σ̇ = D(f‖0) is decomposed into σ̇hk = D(f‖ − BTφ∗)
plus σ̇ex = D(−BTφ∗‖0) using the Pythagorean relation for KL
divergence. −BTφ∗ is the vector of optimal conservative forces.

Recall that the goal of this decomposition is to separate
the thermodynamic contributions of conservative and noncon-
servative forces. A vector of forces is called conservative if
it is the negative gradient of some potential function. For
example, for a master equation that obeys detailed balance,
Rxyπ

eq
y = Ryxπ

eq
x , the forces are conservative for the poten-

tial φx = ln px/π
eq
x , since fyx = ln(jyx/jxy) = φx − φy . In

our notation, a vector of forces f is conservative if f = −BTφ
for some potential function φ ∈ RN .

Generally speaking, the housekeeping EPR should vanish
when a system only has conservative forces. Motivated by this,
we define the housekeeping EPR as the information-theoretic
distance betweenf , the vector of actual thermodynamic forces,
and the closest vector of conservative forces:

σ̇hk := inf
φ∈RN

D(f‖−BTφ) ≥ 0. (4)

We define the excess EPR as the remainder, σ̇ex := σ̇ − σ̇hk.
Note that σ̇hk ≥ 0 by non-negativity of the KL divergence,
vanishing when f is conservative. In addition, σ̇hk ≤ σ̇ =
D(f‖0) since 0 = −BT0 is in the feasible set of the opti-
mization problem. Thus, we also have 0 ≤ σ̇ex ≤ σ̇.
In information geometry, Eq. (4) is called the information

projection of f onto the linear subspace imBT [5]. Informa-
tion projections exhibit a dual structure, which allows us to
write σ̇ex in terms of the following variational principle:

σ̇ex = inf
θ∈RM

D(θ‖0) where Bj(θ) = dtp, (5)

Thus, σ̇hk is the smallest distance from any θ to the origin, such
that the fluxes j(θ) have the same temporal evolution as the
actual fluxes j. The optimal θ∗ in Eq. (5) exists and is equal to
−BTφ∗, the optimal conservative force in Eq. (4) [36]. This
gives the Pythagorean relation for KL divergence [4, 5]:

σ̇ = D(f‖0) = D(f‖−BTφ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ̇hk

+D(−BTφ∗‖0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ̇ex

. (6)

Eq. (6) is analogous to the Pythagorean Theorem in Euclidean
geometry, with the KL divergence playing the role of squared
Euclidean distance. Fig. 1 illustrates this decomposition.
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It can also be shown that excess EPR satisfies the following
variational principle:

σ̇ex = max
φ∈RN

[
− (dtp)Tφ−

∑
ρ

j̃ρ(e
−[BTφ]ρ − 1)

]
, (7)

which follows from σ̇ex = D(f‖0)−minφD(f‖−BTφ) and
rearranging. Mathematically, Eq. (7) says that σ̇ex is the Leg-
endre transform of a convex function (which here is the time
derivative of a cumulant generating function). Below, we use
Eq. (7) to derive far-from-equilibrium TURs and TSLs.

The Pythagorean relation and the variational principles in
Eqs. (4) to (7) are well-known in information geometry (for
completeness, we provide derivations in Sec. D in SM [23]).
Importantly, the corresponding optimization problems are con-
vex and can be solved using standard numerical techniques.
Finally, note that while we introduced our decomposition in
the context of finite-dimensional systems for simplicity, the
definitions in Eqs. (4) and (5) also holds for discrete systems
with infinite dimensions, such as chemical master equations.

Systems without odd variables.— Let us briefly restrict our
attention to systems without odd variables (sometimes called
“overdamped” systems), such that each edge ρ has a unique
reversed edge −ρ with j̃ρ = j−ρ and Bx,ρ = −Bx,−ρ (pro-
ducing the time-reversal symmetry Bj̃ = −Bj). Given this
assumption, we emphasize three aspects of our decomposition.

First, although our definitions make no explicit reference
to steady state, σ̇ex vanishes in steady state if one exists. In
particular, for a system in steady state, j̃ = j(0) satisfies the
constraint in Eq. (5), Bj̃ = −Bj = dtp = 0, and achieves the
minimum σ̇ex = D(0‖0) = 0. More generally, by properties
of KL divergence and the definition (5), σ̇ex ∼ ε2 when dtp ∼
ε. Thus, the integral of excess EP vanishes in the quasistatic
limit of slow driving, τ →∞ and dtp ∼ 1/τ [9].
Second, we can relate our decomposition to the HS de-

composition for linear master equations and (more generally)
complex-balanced chemical systemswithmass action kinetics.
As we show in Sec. F in SM [23], if a steady state distribution
πss exists, then the HS housekeeping EPR can be written as
σ̇HS
hk = D(f‖−BTφss) where φss

x = ln px/π
ss
x . Eq. (4) then

implies that σ̇hk ≤ σ̇HS
hk and σ̇ex ≥ σ̇HS

ex . Noet that the remain-
der defines a “coupling term” σ̇cpl = σ̇HS

hk − σ̇hk ≥ 0, which
has recently been considered for Fokker-Planck dynamics [20].
We emphasize that in steady state, φss = 0 = φ∗.

Third, the optimal potentialφ∗ in Eq. (6) generalizes the free
energy potential, which plays an important role in conservative
systems. In particular, just as the evolution of a conservative
system is a gradient flow for the free energy potential [37, 38],
the evolution of a nonconservative system is a gradient flow
for the potential φ∗ (see Sec. G in SM [23] for details).

Trajectory-level.— In our second set of results, we de-
rive a trajectory-level expression of excess EP for stochastic
jump processes, and show that this expression leads to an
information-theoretic speed limit. We consider a stochastic
system that starts from the initial distribution p(0) and then
evolves under a time-dependent rate matrix over t ∈ [0, τ ],

producing the trajectory distribution PΓ. As standard in
stochastic thermodynamics [6, 13], we also consider the time-
reversed driving protocol which starts from distribution p(τ)
and evolves backwards in time, producing the reverse trajec-
tory distribution P̃Γ. It is well known that the integrated EP
can be written as the KL divergence between these two trajec-
tory distributions, Σ(τ) =

∫ τ
0
σ̇(t) dt = D(PΓ‖P̃Γ) [6, 13]. It

turns out that the integrated excess EP, Σex(τ) =
∫ τ

0
σ̇ex(t) dt,

can also be expressed in terms trajectory-level KL divergence,
via the following variational expression:

Σex(τ) = inf
QΓ∈C

D(QΓ‖P̃Γ) : q(t) = p(t) t ∈ [0, τ ], (8)

where C is the set of all continuous-time Markov chain trajec-
tory distributions, and the constraint says that the marginal dis-
tribution over system states is the same underQΓ and PΓ at all
times. In words, Σex is the distance from the reverse trajectory
distribution to the closest trajectory distribution that has the
same marginals as the forward distribution. Eq. (8) is derived
by plugging Eq. (5) into the expression for the KL divergence
between trajectory distributions (see Sec. E in SM [23]).
By using the monotonicity property of KL divergence and

the constraint that q(0) = p(0), Eq. (8) implies the bound

Σex(τ) ≥ D(p(0)‖p̃(0)), (9)

so Σex(τ) is bounded by the distance between the initial distri-
bution of the forward process and the final distribution of the
reverse process. Eq. (9) leads to an information-theoretic speed
limit for systems without odd variables and time-independent
driving, or more generally time-symmetric driving (where the
rate matrices obey R(t) = R(τ − t)). Imagine carrying out
a time-symmetric protocol over t ∈ [0, τ/2], and the reverse
protocol over t ∈ [τ/2, τ ]. The overall effect is the same as car-
rying out the forward protocol over t ∈ [0, τ ], so p̃(0) = p(τ).
Given Σex(τ) ≥ Σex(τ/2) and Eq. (9), we have

Σex(τ) ≥ D(p(0)‖p(τ)). (10)

For linear master equations subject to conservative forces,
the bounds in Eqs. (9) and (10) were previously derived in
terms of total EP Σ in Ref. [39]. Our approach generalizes
these results to nonconservative systems, and tightens them by
stating in terms of excess EP. It is also interesting that Eq. (7)
generalizes the variational principle proposed in Ref. [39] to
nonconservative systems (see Sec. H in SM [23]).

The general form of Eq. (8) points to fundamental con-
nections between our excess EP and existing ideas in statis-
tics and optimal transport. In statistical inference, Eq. (8) is
termed a “Maximum Caliber” problem [40–48] (a general-
ization of Maximum Entropy inference to trajectory distribu-
tions), with the reverse protocol serving as the “prior”. In
optimal transport, Eq. (8) is called an “extended Schrödinger
problem” [49], which is closely related to the Schrödinger
bridge problems [50–53]. Finally, as for the Schrödinger prob-
lems [52], our definition can be related to a large deviations
principle. In particular, the excess EP controls the empirical
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Figure 2. Left: finite-time scaling in Eq. (12) vs. 1/τ scaling in
standard TSLs, given a fixed L and 〈A〉. In our result, excess EP
diverges as τ → τmin = L/〈A〉. Right: our bound on total variation
speed, Eq. (11), compared to previous proposals (details in text).

probability that trajectories sampled from the reverse protocol
have marginal statistics like the forward protocol. We leave
investigation of these connections for future work.

TURs and TSLs.— In our final set of results, we derive TURs
and TSLs for arbitrary state observables. Our results hold
for systems without odd variables, including both determin-
istic nonlinear chemical systems and linear master equations.
Derivations are at the end of this section.

Consider any state observableφ, and let Jφ := (dtp)Tφ =∑
ρ jρ[BTφ]ρ indicate the observable’s speed of evolution and

Aφ :=
∑
ρ jρ|[BTφ]ρ| the observable’s symmetric activity.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the observable is
scaled to be 1-Lipschitz, maxρ:jρ>0 |[BTφ]ρ| ≤ 1 (i.e., the
change across any active edge is bounded in magnitude by 1).
We then have the following TUR:

σ̇ex ≥ 2Jφ arctanh
Jφ
Aφ
≥ 2Jφ arctanh

Jφ
A
, (11)

whereA =
∑
ρ jρ the dynamical activity of the fluxes. We also

derive a finite-time version of Eq. (11). Consider a physical
process over time t ∈ [0, τ ] and any time-dependent potential
φ(t) which is 1-Lipschitz at all times. Then,

Σex(τ) ≥ 2L arctanh
L

τ〈A〉
≥ 2L arctanh

L
τ〈A〉

. (12)

where L =
∫ τ

0
|J tφ| dt is the path length, 〈A〉 = 1

τ

∫ τ
0
Atφ dt

is the time-averaged activity of the observable, and 〈A〉 =
1
τ

∫ τ
0

∑
ρ jρ(t) dt is the time-averaged dynamical activity of

the fluxes. A simple rearrangement of Eq. (12) leads to a
far-from-equilibrium speed limit:

τ ≥ τmin coth
[
Σex/(2L)

]
. (13)

where τmin = L/〈A〉 is the minimum required time.
In most of the literature on TURs and TSLs, EP bounds

have the general form 2L2/(τ〈A〉), scaling quadratically with
length L and inversely with duration τ [1, 2, 14, 22, 54–57].
Such bounds are tight near equilibrium and do not diverge
even when absolute irreversibility is approached. In contrast,
Eq. (12) diverges in the limit L → 〈A〉τ , which occurs when
all activity is channeled into directed movement (i.e., when

transitions become absolutely irreversible and without futile
cycles [56]). Equivalently, as τ → τmin, Σex(τ) scales as
− ln(τ − τmin), which is stronger than the 1/τ scaling. The
difference between these finite-time scaling relations is shown
in Fig. 2(left). Our results are similar to far-from-equilibrium
TURs and TSLs that have recently appeared in the litera-
ture [56, 58–62]. However, these recent results are either
stated in terms of total EP or HS excess EP, while ours is
based on our information-geometric definition of excess EP.
For this reason, unlike previous results, our bounds apply to
general chemical reaction networks, not just stochastic jump
processes.
We also derive a far-from-equilibrium Wasserstein dis-

tance speed limit for stochastic systems [1, 56, 63]. To re-
view, for a given distance function d, the (L1-)Wasserstein
distance between two probability distributions u and v is
Wd(u,v) = minq

∑
x,y dxyqxy , where the minimization is

over joint distributions q with marginals u and v. Now con-
sider a time-dependent master equation over t ∈ [0, τ ], and let
Ẇ (t) := lims→0Wd(t)(p(t), p(t+ s))/s be the instantaneous
Wasserstein speed at time t. Following Ref. [56], we choose
dyx(t) as the path length between x and y on the unweighted
graph of allowed transitions, G = {(x, y) : jxy(t) > 0}.
Using Eq. (13), we arrive at a Wasserstein speed limit,

τ ≥ (LW /〈A〉) coth
[
Σex/(2LW )

]
, (14)

where LW =
∫ τ

0
Ẇ (t) dt is the Wasserstein length [22]. Note

that if the distance function is constant in time, we also have
LW ≥Wd(p(0),p(τ)) from the triangle inequality.
Finally, we demonstrate our results with a numerical exper-

iment. To allow comparison to prior work, we consider the
instantaneous speed of total variation distance in a stochastic
jump processes. Imagine a system with 8 states on a ring
with nearest neighbor transitions, where transition x→ x− 1
occurs with rate 1 and transition x → x + 1 occurs with
rate 2. To control distance from the uniform steady state,
we vary the probability of the first state p1, while states 2
through 8 are assigned px = (1 − p1)/7. Define the observ-
able φ where φx = 1 if dtpx > 0 and φx = 0 otherwise,
so that ḋTV := Jφ = (dtp)Tφ is the speed of evolution in
total variation distance. We consider four bounds on ḋTV:
(1) using σ̇ex and numerical inversion of second inequality in
Eq. (11), (2) numerical inversion of a far-from-equilibrium
TUR for σ̇HS

ex from Delvenne et al. [58, eq. 76 and eq. 17],
(3)
√
Aσ̇HS

ex /2 ≥ ḋTV from Van Vu et al. [64, Eq. 19], (4)
using our previous work on a generalized Euclidean decom-
position under the Onsager metric [14, Eq. 73] (see Sec. A in
SM [23]). In Fig. 2(right) we plot the error of each bound (the
value of the bound minus the actual value of ḋTV). The On-
sager bound [14] is tightest near steady-state, while the bound
from Eq. (11) is tightest far from steady state. (In our nu-
merical experiments, our bound was tighter than the Delvenne
bound for some but not all parameter choices.)

Derivation.— To derive Eq. (11), restrict the maximization
in Eq. (7) to scalar multiples of φ. Rearranging, and using the
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assumption of no odd variables, gives

σ̇ex ≥ max
λ∈R

[
− λJφ −

∑
ρ

jρ(e
λ[BTφ]ρ − 1)

]
. (15)

Note that [BTφ]ρ ∈ [−1, 1] by assumption, and that eλx−1 ≤
x(eλ − 1) for x ∈ [0, 1] and eλx − 1 ≤ −x(e−λ − 1) for
x ∈ [−1, 0]. Plugging these inequalities into the sum in
Eq. (15) and rearranging gives a lower bound on the objective,
−λJφ +Aφ−A+

φe
λ−A−φe−λ, whereA

+
φ = (Aφ +Jφ)/2

and A−φ = (Aφ − Jφ)/2 indicates the positive and negative
movement of the observable. This lower bound can be max-
imized in closed form to give the first inequality in Eq. (11)
after rearranging. The second inequality follows immediately
by noting that Aφ ≤ A due to the 1-Lipschitz assumption.

To derive Eq. (12), let J tφ and Atφ indicate the speed
and activity of observable φ(t) at time t. Eq. (11) implies
σ̇ex(t) ≥ 2AtφΦ

(
|J tφ|/Atφ

)
where Φ(x) = x tanh−1 x. Inte-

grating both sides gives Σex(τ) ≥ 2
∫ τ

0
AtφΦ

(
|J tφ|/Atφ

)
dt≥

2τ〈A〉Φ[L/(τ〈A〉)], where we applied Jensen’s inequality to
the convex functionΦ. Rearranging leads to the first inequality
in Eq. (12). The second inequality follows from 〈A〉 ≤ 〈A〉.

Discussion.— In this work, we proposed an information-
geometric decomposition of EP into housekeeping and excess
terms. The housekeeping term obeys a variational principle
under force constraints, Eq. (4), while the excess term obeys
a variational principle under flux constraints, Eq. (5). The
fact that these two variational principles are optimized by the
same flux vector j(−BTφ∗) reflects a fundamental duality in
information geometry, which says that there are two equivalent
coordinate systems for picking out elements of an exponential
family such as φ → j(−BTφ). These coordinate systems
formalize the duality between conjugate forces and fluxes in
nonequilibrium thermodynamics: the first coordinates spec-
ify a conservative force −BTφ via the choice of potential
φ ∈ RN , the second coordinates specify fluxes via expecta-
tion constraints such as Bj = dtp. This type of duality also
appears in equilibrium thermodynamics, where an equilibrium
distribution for a fixed potential may be identified either via ex-
pected energy or via inverse temperature. Thus, our approach
suggests a unified framework for reasoning about equilibrium
and nonequilibrium thermodynamics.

We also showed that the excess EPR can be expressed as
an unconstrained maximization problem (a Legendre trans-
form), Eq. (7). This formulation allowed us to derive far-
from-equilibrium TURs and TSLs on the change of an arbi-
trary state observable. Note that, while we did not pursue this
in this Letter, it is also possible to express the housekeeping
EPR as a Legendre transform, which may lead to thermody-
namic bounds on cyclic forces and/or fluxes. We leave this
direction of investigation for future work.

As discussed in Sec. A in SM [23], for discrete sys-
tems near local equilibrium, our information-geometric ap-
proach reduces to the generalized Euclidean decomposition
investigated in Ref. [14], which itself is an extension of the
MN excess/housekeeping decomposition for Langevin dynam-

ics [10, 19, 20]. In the generalized Euclidean setting, the
projection of the force vector onto the conservative manifold
satisfies a minimum EP principle, i.e., the excess EPR is the
minimum EPR incurred by a corresponding optimal proto-
col [14]. At first glance, Eqs. (3) and (5) may suggest that σ̇ex
can also be interpreted as the minimal EPR achievable under
a constraint on the temporal evolution. In fact, this is not gen-
erally correct, and our information-geometric projection does
not correspond to the minimization of EP. This is because the
exponential family in Eq. (1) is defined relative a fixed set of
reverse fluxes, and the fluxes j(θ) do not in general satisfy
local detailed balance for the forces θ, so D(θ‖0) should not
be understood as the EPR generated by the fluxes j(θ).
Finally, we note that our general approach is not restricted

to housekeeping/excess decomposition of EP. In fact, it can
be used to decompose EP into contributions from different
kinds of forces, not just conservative/nonconservative ones.
Specifically, one can replace the incidence matrix B in Eq. (4)
with some other matrix, thereby considering projections onto
a different subspace of forces. For example, one may con-
sider a restricted subset of conservative forces, with poten-
tials belonging to a linear subspace. Alternatively, one may
consider a subspace of nonconservative forces spanned by a
low-dimensional control parameter, or the subspace of non-
conservative forces that are additive over separate degrees of
freedom in a multivariate system. For any choice of B, our ap-
proach leads not only an additive decomposition as in Eq. (6),
but also far-from-equilibrium TURs as in Eq. (11). We leave
exploration of such alternative decompositions, as well as their
operational implications, for future work.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A. COMPARISON TO THE “ONSAGER-PROJECTIVE
DECOMPOSITION” FROM REF. [14]

This paper builds on recent work by the present authors [14],
which considered excess and housekeeping EPR in discrete
Markovian systems, including both linearmaster equations and
nonlinear chemical reaction networks(see also Refs. [19, 20]
for continuous systems).

As in the present paper, Ref. [14] considers the excess and
housekeeping decomposition from a geometric perspective. In
that paper, the EPR is written as the squared (generalized) Eu-
clidean norm of the force vector under an appropriate metric:

σ̇ = ‖f‖2L ≡ f
TLf , (A.1)

where f ∈ RM is the thermodynamic force (same as in this
paper) andL is a diagonal matrixRM×M+ of edgewise Onsager
coefficients,

Lρρ =
1

2
(jρ − j̃ρ)/fρ. (A.2)

(The factor 1/2 appears here, and not in Ref. [14], due to a
minor change of convention: unlike Ref. [14], in this paper we
consider reversible reactions as two separate reactions.) The
force vector is projected onto the subspace of conservative
forces, which gives rise to the optimal potential,

φ∗ons = arg min
φ∈RM

∥∥f − (−BTφ)
∥∥2

L
. (A.3)

where “ons” refers to the Onsager metric. The housekeeping
EPR is then defined as the squared (generalized) Euclidean
distance from f to the subspace of conservative forces, while
the excess EPR is the defined as the squared (generalized)
Euclidean norm of the projected conservative force,

σ̇ = ‖f‖2L =
∥∥∥f − (−BTφ∗ons)

∥∥∥2

L︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ̇ons
hk

+
∥∥BTφ∗ons∥∥2

L︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ̇ons
ex

. (A.4)

We call σ̇ons
hk and σ̇ons

ex the Onsager-projective housekeeping and
excess EPR terms.

As discussed in the main text, in this paper work within
the non-Euclidean setting of information geometry, where
distance is measured in terms of KL divergence rather than
generalized Euclidean norm. It is clear that Eq. (4) is the
information-geometric analogue of Eq. (A.3), while Eq. (6) is
the information-geometric analogue of Eq. (A.4).

Euclidean geometry suffices for systems that exhibit
Onsager-type linear relations between thermodynamic forces
and fluxes, as occurs near steady state or near equilibrium.
On the other hand, far-from-equilibrium analysis requires an
information-geometric treatment. For this reason, the TURs
and TSLs derived in Ref. [14] in general are only tight for
systems that are close to equilibrium and/or steady state, while

the bounds derived in this paper can be tight arbitrarily far
from equilibrium.
It is also possible to relate the two decompositions for sys-

tems without odd variables. First, consider the KL divergence
between the fluxes corresponding to f and any other force
vector θ:

D(f‖θ) =
∑
ρ

jρ(e
−(fρ−θρ) + (fρ − θρ)− 1), (A.5)

which follows by rearranging Eq. (2). For a system without
odd variables, each edge ρ can be paired one-to-one with a
reverse edge −ρ such that j−ρ = j̃ρ and f−ρ = −fρ. Then,
for any antisymmetric force vector θ (θρ = −θ−ρ), we can
equivalently rewrite Eq. (A.5) as

D(f‖θ) =
∑
ρ

j̃ρ(e
fρ−θρ − (fρ − θρ)− 1). (A.6)

For notational convenience, define γρ = fρ − θρ. We can
combine Eqs. (A.5) and (A.6) to write

D(f‖θ) =
1

2

∑
ρ

j̃ρ

[
(efρ−θρ − (fρ − θρ)− 1)

+ efρ(e−(fρ−θρ) + (fρ − θρ)− 1)
]

= ‖f − θ‖2L +
1

2

∑
ρ

j−ρh(fρ − θρ, fρ), (A.7)

where we used that ‖f − θ‖2L =
∑
ρ j−ργ

2
ρ(efρ − 1)/fρ and

for convenience defined the following function:

h(γ, f) = γ2
[ (eγ − γ − 1) + ef (e−γ + γ − 1)

γ2
− ef − 1

f

]
.

By taking derivatives, it can be shown that the minimum of the
expression inside the brackets with respect to γ is 0, which is
achieved at γ = 0 and γ = f (note also that h(γ, f) is symmet-
ric under the change of the variable γ → f − γ). This implies
that h(γ, f) ≥ 0 and therefore that D(f‖θ) ≥ ‖f − θ‖2L.
Thus, we arrive at an inequality between the information-
geometric and Onsager-projective housekeeping EPR,

σ̇hk = min
φ
D(f‖−BTφ)

≥ min
φ

∥∥f − (−BTφ)
∥∥2

L
= σ̇ons

hk ,
(A.8)

and the converse inequality for excess EPR,

σ̇ex ≤ σ̇ons
ex . (A.9)

We now consider the limit in which the two decompositions
agree. The difference between these two decomposition is
captured by the function h(γ, f), which vanishes at γ = f and
γ = 0. In the context of the housekeeping/excess decompo-
sition, γ = f holds when BTφ∗ = 0 (the system is in steady
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state) while γ = 0 holds when f = −BTφ∗ (the system is
conservative). It can also be verified that h(γ, f) vanishes to
first order in γ around γ = 0 and γ = f . This means that
both decomposition agree to first order around BTφ∗ = 0 and
f = −BTφ∗, therefore we ask whether the decompositions
agree to second order.

A Taylor expansion of h(γ, f) in γ and/or f demonstrates
that second order terms do not agree unless f ≈ 0, i.e., the
thermodynamic force is small and therefore the system is near
local equilibrium. But if the system is near local equilibrium,
the optimal conservative force f∗ = −BTφ∗ons must also van-
ish, since

c2 ‖f‖2 ≥ ‖f‖2L ≥ ‖f
∗‖2L ≥ c1 ‖f

∗‖2

where c1 = minρ
√
jρj−ρ, c2 = max(jρ + j−ρ)/2, and ‖ · ‖

is the usual Euclidean norm (we used Eq. (A.4) for the middle
inequality, the others are bounds on the logarithmic mean in
Eq. (A.2)). Since we are interested in γ ≈ 0 or γ ≈ f , near
equilibrium we can assume that γ is small. We now expand h
to fourth order in each argument to give

h(γ, f) =
1

12
γ2 (γ − f)

2
+O(ε5) (A.10)

for f, γ ∼ ε. Plugging into Eq. (A.7) implies that D(f‖θ) −
‖f − θ‖2L ∼ ε4, so the two geometries agree near equilibrium
to fourth order.

For a numerical comparison between the decomposition
proposed in this manuscript and Ref. [14], see Fig. 2 and
Section I in the SM.

B. SYSTEMSWITH ODD VARIABLES

Here we consider stochastic jump process for systems with
odd variables, that is variables whichmust be conjugated under
time reversal (e.g., systems with momentum, or subject to a
magnetic field). We demonstrate that our excess/housekeeping
decomposition is well-defined and nonnegative in all such
cases. In this sense, it differs from the HS decomposition,
which can given unphysical negative values for systems with
odd variables [12, 13, 21]

We first derive the expression of EPR for systems with odd
variables starting from a discrete-time formulation. Consider a
system with odd variables that evolves over some time interval
τ � 1. For simplicity of notation, we assume that the system
is coupled to a single thermodynamic reservoir (extension to
multiple reservoirs is straightforward). Let px(t) indicate the
probability of state x at time t, and let Tyx(t, τ) indicate the
conditional probability of state y at time t + τ , given initial
state x at time t. The condition of local detailed balance states
that the entropy production (EP) involved in jump x→ y is

σyx = ln
px(t)Tyx(τ)

py(t)Tεxεy(τ)
=: ln

pyx(τ)

p̃yx(τ)
, (B.1)

where for convenience we defined pyx(τ) = px(t)Tyx(τ),
p̃yx(τ) = py(t)Tεxεy(τ), and εx is the conjugation of state x

with odd-parity variables flipped in sign (this is the standard
definition of local detailed balance for systems with odd vari-
ables [65, chapter V]). The EPR can then be calculated as the
temporal derivative of the expected EP,

σ̇ =
∂

∂τ

∑
y,x

pyx(τ) ln
pyx(τ)

p̃yx(τ)
. (B.2)

Assume that the transition matrices T (τ) are generated by a
continuous-time Markov chain with rate matrix R,

∂τpyx(τ) = px(t)Ryx =: jyx (x 6= y)

∂τ p̃yx(τ) = py(t)Rεxεy =: j̃yx (x 6= y)

∂τpxx(τ) = ∂τ

(
1−

∑
y(6=x)

pyx(τ)
)

= −
∑
y(6=x)

jyx

∂τ p̃xx(τ) = ∂τ

(
1−

∑
y(6=x)

p̃yx(τ)
)

= −
∑
y(6=x)

j̃yx

Using these expressions, we evaluate the derivative in Eq. (B.2)
at τ = 0 to give

σ̇ =
∑
y 6=x

(
jyx ln

jyx

j̃yx
− jyx + j̃yx

)
. (B.3)

Eq. (B.3) does not have the usual flux/force form σ̇ =∑
ρ jyx ln(jyx/j̃yx) unless the forward and reverse fluxes bal-

ance,
∑
y 6=x jyx =

∑
y 6=x j̃yx. Nonetheless, this expression

still has the form of the generalized KL divergence between
forward and reverse fluxes,

σ̇ = D(f‖0), (B.4)

as appears in Eq. (3). Our housekeeping/excess decomposition
of EPR, Eqs. (4) to (6), relies only on the fact that the EPR can
be expressed as Eq. (B.4). Therefore, it applies without modi-
fication, giving a well-defined and nonnegative decomposition
for systems with odd variables.
As we note explicitly in the main text, some of the sub-

sequent results do depend on properties of systems with
even variables. For instance, some of our results exploit
the time-reversal symmetry Bj = −Bj̃ and/or

∑
y 6=x jyx =∑

y 6=x j̃yx. As one example, for systems with odd variables,
it is no longer guaranteed that excess EPR vanishes in steady
state. For this to hold, an additional assumption is required,
which is that the steady state fluxes are symmetric under con-
jugation (see Ref. [13] for a discussion of this condition).
See also section F for a discussion of the HS decomposition

in the presence of odd variables.

C. DETERMINISTIC CHEMICAL SYSTEMS

Here we explain how our formalism can be used to ana-
lyze deterministic chemical systems, and how the continuity
equation dtp = Bj gives the deterministic rate equation.
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Consider a chemical systemwithN species andm reversible
reactions. Let the r ∈ {1..m} reversible reaction be∑

x

νxrZx �
∑
x

κxrZx, (C.1)

where Zx is the x-th species, and νxr and κxr are stoichio-
metric coefficients. We also write the forward and reverse
flux across this reaction as j→r and j←r . As an example, if
the chemical system has mass action kinetics, these fluxes are
given by

j→r = k→r
∏
x

cνxrx , j←r = k←r
∏
x

cκxrx . (C.2)

where k→r and k←r are the forward and reverse rate constants
and cx is the concentration of Zx. (Note that mass action
kinetics are used as an example, our results do not assume
mass action kinetics except where explicitly stated.)

In our formalism, each reversible reaction is treated as two
separate “edges” ρ and −ρ, thus m reversible reactions give
rise to a total of M = 2m edges. The edges ρ and −ρ
associates with reversible reaction r have associated forward
and reverse fluxes,

jρ = j→r , j̃ρ = j←r j−ρ = j←r , j̃−ρ = j→r , (C.3)

as well as associated stoichiometric entries for x = 1..N ,

Bxρ = νxr − κxr Bx,−ρ = κxr − νxr. (C.4)

Using these definitions, the deterministic rate equation is

dtcx =

m∑
r=1

(νxr − κxr)(j→r − j←r ) =

M∑
ρ=1

Bxρjρ. (C.5)

Thus, the deterministic rate equation can be written as dtp =
Bj if we use the notation cx = px.

We also point out that our definition of the EPR is the
conventional one for chemical reaction networks:

σ̇ =

M∑
ρ=1

jρ ln
jρ

j̃ρ
=

m∑
r=1

j→r ln
j→r
j←r

+

m∑
r=1

j←r ln
j←r
j→r

=

M/2∑
ρ=1

(j→r − j←r ) ln ln
j←r
j→r

.

(C.6)

We remark that we used a slightly different convention in
Ref. [14]. There, we treated each reversible reaction r as a
single edge ρ with net flux Jρ = j→r − j←r (which can be
negative). In that paper, m reversible lead to M edges, with
the associated rate equation dtcx =

∑m
ρ=1 BxρJρ.

D. INFORMATION-GEOMETRIC FUNDAMENTALS

Here we provide derivations of the information-geometric
results that are used in this paper, including the Pythagorean

relation for KL divergence in Eq. (6) and the variational prin-
ciples in Eqs. (4), (5) and (7).
In our derivations, we use the following identity, which

follows simply from Eq. (2):

D(θ‖θ′)−D(θ‖θ′′) =∑
ρ

j̃ρ

[
eθρ(θ′′ρ − θ′ρ) + eθ

′
ρ − eθ

′′
ρ

]
. (D.1)

In addition, we indicate the optimal conservative force, as
given by the optimal potential φ∗ in Eq. (4), as

f∗ = −BTφ∗. (D.2)

We begin by deriving the Pythagorean relation. First, we
evaluate the partial derivatives of the objective in Eq. (4),

∂φxD(f‖−BTφ)

= ∂φx
∑
ρ

jρ

[
fρ + [BTφ]ρ + e[−BTφ]ρ−fρ − 1

]
=
∑
ρ

jρ

[
Bxρ − e[−BTφ]ρ−fρBxρ

]
=
∑
ρ

[
jρ − j̃ρe[−BTφ]ρ

]
Bxρ.

Since all partial derivatives must vanish at the optimizer, the
expression in the last line vanishes for each x when φ = φ∗,∑

ρ

[
jρ − j̃ρef

∗
ρ

]
Bxρ = 0. (D.3)

Next, write

D(f‖0) = D(f‖f∗) + σ̇ex, (D.4)

where σ̇ex = D(f‖0)−D(f‖f∗). Using Eq. (D.1),

σ̇ex =
∑
ρ

j̃ρ

[
efρf∗ρ + 1− ef

∗
ρ

]
= −

∑
x

φ∗x
∑
ρ

jρBxρ +
∑
ρ

j̃ρ −
∑
ρ

j̃ρe
f∗ρ

= −
∑
x

φ∗x
∑
ρ

j̃ρe
f∗ρBxρ +

∑
ρ

j̃ρ −
∑
ρ

j̃ρe
f∗ρ

=
∑
ρ

[
j̃ρe

f∗ρ f∗ρ + j̃ρ − j̃ρef
∗
ρ

]
= D(f∗‖0). (D.5)

where in the third line used Eq. (D.3). This shows that σ̇ex =
D(f∗‖0), which leads to the Pythagorean Theorem in Eq. (6)
when plugged into Eq. (D.4).

We now prove that σ̇ex = D(f∗‖0) can also be expressed
in terms of the variational principle in Eq. (5). We rewrite that
optimization problem in the equivalent space of nonnegative
fluxes,

min
j′∈RM+

∑
ρ

(
j′ρ ln

j′ρ

j̃ρ
− j′ρ + j̃ρ

)
where Bj′ = dtp. (D.6)
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Note that Eq. (D.3) implies that

dtp = Bj(f) = Bj(f∗), (D.7)

therefore j(f∗) is in the feasible set of Eq. (D.6). Nowconsider
any other j′ that satisfies Bj′ = dtp, and define the convex
mixture j(λ) := (1−λ)j∗+λj′ between j∗ ≡ j(f∗) and j′.
The directional derivative of the objective function in Eq. (D.6)
at j∗ toward j′ is given by

∂

∂λ

[∑
ρ

jρ(λ) ln
jρ(λ)

j̃ρ
+ j̃ρ − jρ(λ)

]∣∣∣
λ=0

=

=
∑
i,j

(j′ρ − j∗ρ) ln
jρ(λ)|λ=0

j̃ρ
=
∑
i,j

(j′ρ − j∗ρ)f∗ρ

=
∑
i,j

(j′ρ − j∗ρ)[−BTφ∗]ρ = (dtp− dtp)Tφ∗ = 0,

Since this directional derivative vanishes in all directions,
j(f∗) is the solution of the optimization problem in Eq. (5).
We finish by deriving the variational principle in Eq. (7).

We first use our definitions to write

σ̇ex = σ̇ − σ̇hk = D(f‖0)−min
φ
D(f‖−BTφ)

= max
φ

[D(f‖0)−D(f‖−BTφ)]

Eq. (D.1) then implies that

σ̇ex = max
φ

∑
ρ

j̃ρ

[
efρ([−BTφ]ρ) + 1− e[−BTφ]ρ

]
= max

φ

[
− (dtp)Tφ−

∑
ρ

j̃ρ(e
[−BTφ]ρ − 1)

]
. (D.8)

The variational principle in Eq. (D.8) is general, and holds
without any assumptions about odd or even variables.

E. DERIVATION OF Eq. (8)

Consider a system that evolves according to a time-
dependent linear master equation over time t ∈ [0, τ ],

dtpx(t) =
∑

y(6=x),α

[
py(t)Rαxy(t)− px(t)Rαyx(t)

]
,

where Rαxy(t) is the transition rate from state y to state
x at time t mediated by reservoir α. Given some ini-
tial distribution p(0), this generates a probability distribu-
tion over trajectories PΓ(x), where a trajectory is speci-
fied by a starting state x0 and a sequence of jumps, x =
(x0, (x1, t1, α1), . . . , (xN , tN , αN )), where xi, ti, αi indicate
the state, time, and reservoir of jump i. Given a trajectory x,
we will also write x(t) to indicate the state at time t. Note that
Px is a time-inhomogeneous continuous-time Markov chain
(CTMC) distribution. Wewill denote the set of all such CTMC
distributions as C.

We also consider the reverse process, which starts from
the initial distribution p(τ) and undergoes the time-reversed
protocol R̃α(τ−t), i.e., the time-reversed rate matrix with odd
variables conjugated. This generates the distribution of reverse
trajectories under the reversed protocol P̃Γ. The probability
of a time-reversed trajectory under the reversed protocol is [6]

P̃Γ(x) = pxN (τ)e−
∫ τ
0
R̃x(t)(t) dt

N∏
i=1

R̃αixi−1xi(ti),

where R̃x(t) =
∑
y(6=x),α R̃

α
yx(t) is the escape rate from state

x at time t.
Now consider any other time-dependent master equation

with initial distribution q(0) and time-dependent rate matrices
R̂α(t). Its trajectory distribution QΓ ∈ C can be written as

QΓ(x) = qx0(0)e−
∫ τ
0
R̂x(t)(t) dt

N∏
i=1

R̂αixixi−1
(ti)

where R̂x(t) =
∑
y( 6=x),α R̂

α
yx(t). The log ratio of the proba-

bility of a trajectory under QΓ and P̃Γ is

ln
QΓ(x)

P̃Γ(x)
= ln

qx0
(0)

pxN (τ)
+

∫ τ

0

[∑
i

δ(t−ti) ln
R̂αixixi−1

(ti)

R̃αixi−1xi(ti)

+
∑

y(6=x),α

(R̃αyx(t)(t)− R̂
α
yx(t)(t))

]
dt. (E.1)

The KL divergence between QΓ and P̃Γ is the expected log
ratio,

D(QΓ‖P̃Γ) = EQΓ [ln(QΓ(x)/P̃Γ(x))]. (E.2)

Using Eq. (E.1), the right side of Eq. (E.2) can be rewritten as

D(QΓ‖P̃Γ) = EQΓ

[
ln[qx0

(0)/pxN (τ)]
]
+ (E.3)∫ τ

0

∑
x 6=y,α

qx(t)
[
R̂αyx(t) ln

R̂αyx(t)

R̃αxy(t)
+ R̃αyx(t)− R̂αyx(t)

]
dt.

We now introduce the assumption that QΓ has the same
marginals as the forward distribution, q(t) = p(t) for all
t ∈ [0, τ ] as in Eq. (8). This assumption implies that

EQΓ

[
ln[qx0(0)/pxN (τ)]

]
= S(q(τ))− S(q(0))

=

∫ τ

0

∑
x6=y,α

qx(t)R̂αyx(t) ln
qx(t)

qy(t)
dt. (E.4)

We now plug Eq. (E.4) into Eq. (E.3), while using qx(t) =
px(t) for all t and x, to write

D(QΓ‖P̃Γ) =

∫ τ

0

∑
x 6=y,α

px(t)
[
R̂αyx(t) ln

px(t)R̂αyx(t)

py(t)R̃αxy(t)

+ R̃αyx(t)− R̂αyx(t)
]
dt
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=

∫ τ

0

∑
x6=y,α

[
ĵαyx(t) ln

ĵαyx(t)

j̃αxy(t)
+ j̃αyx(t)− ĵαyx(t)

]
dt

=

∫ τ

0

∑
x6=y,α

[
ĵαyx(t) ln

ĵαyx(t)

j̃αxy(t)
+ j̃αxy(t)− ĵαyx(t)

]
dt

=

∫ τ

0

D(j(t)‖j̃(t)) dt, (E.5)

where we defined the forward and reverse fluxes, ĵαyx(t) =

px(t)R̂αyx(t) and j̃αyx(t) = px(t)R̃αyx(t), and used that∑
x 6=y j̃

α
yx(t) =

∑
x 6=y j̃

α
xy(t).

Now suppose that we choose the closest QΓ ∈ C to P̃Γ

under the constraint on the marginals, as in Eq. (8). The
constraint can be equivalently written as q(0) = p(0) and
dtq(t) = BjQ(t) = dtp(t) for t ∈ [0, τ ]. Thus, Eq. (8)
involves minimizing D(j(t)‖j̃(t)) at each time point, subject
to the constraint that BjQ(t) = dtp(t). Since this minimum
is given by σ̇ex(t), we recover Eq. (8) :

Σex =

∫ τ

0

σ̇ex(t) dt

= inf
QΓ

D(QΓ‖P̃Γ) s.t. q(t) = p(t)∀t. (E.6)

F. COMPARISON TO HATANO-SASA DECOMPOSITION

Herewe briefly review theHatano-Sasa (HS) decomposition
of the EPR, σ̇ = σ̇HS

hk + σ̇HS
ex , and discuss how it relates to our

decomposition.
Consider a linear master equation without odd variables

that has a steady-state distribution πss, which we write as π
for short. The HS housekeeping and excess terms are given
by [16, 66]

σ̇HS
ex =

∑
y 6=x,α

pxR
α
yx ln

Rαyxπx

Rαxyπy
(F.1)

σ̇HS
hk = σ̇ − σ̇HS

ex =
∑
y 6=x,α

pxR
α
yx ln

pxπy
πxpy

. (F.2)

More generally, consider a chemical system with mass action
kinetics, as in Eq. (C.2). In that case, the HS excess and
housekeeping EPR is given by [17, 18]

σ̇HS
ex = −

∑
ρ

jρ
∑
x

Bxρ ln
cx
πx
. (F.3)

σ̇HS
hk = σ̇ − σ̇HS

ex =
∑
ρ

jρ

[
ln
jρ

j̃ρ
+
∑
x

Bxρ ln
cx
πx

]
, (F.4)

where π is the vector of steady-state concentrations. It can be
verified that Eqs. (F.1) and (F.2), are special cases of Eqs. (F.3)
and (F.4). We will assume that the chemical system obeys
complex balance, meaning that the net current entering and
leaving each chemical complex vanishes in steady state [67].

Given these assumptions, we show that theHShousekeeping
EPR can be written as

σ̇HS
hk = D(f‖−BTφss), (F.5)

where φssx = ln cx/πx. Given that our housekeeping EPR
satisfies the variational principle in Eq. (4), Eq. (F.5) implies
that our housekeeping EPR is always smaller than the HS
housekeeping EPR,

σ̇HS
hk = D(f‖−BTφss) ≥ min

φ
D(f‖−BTφ) = σ̇hk, (F.6)

and conversely σ̇ex ≥ σ̇HS
ex .

We now derive Eq. (F.5) for complex-balanced chemical
systems with mass action kinetics (this includes linear master
equations as a special case). First, note that Eq. (F.4) can be
written as

σ̇HS
hk = jT (f + BTφss).

Using this expression and Eq. (2), we write

D(f‖−BTφss) = σ̇HS
hk −

∑
ρ

(jρ − j̃ρe[−BTφss]ρ).

We will prove Eq. (F.5) by showing that the sum in this ex-
pression vanishes. We split the sum into contribution from the
forward and negative side of each reversible reaction r (see
discussion of notation in Sec. C in SM [23]),∑

r

(j→r − j←r e[−BTφss]r ) +
∑
r

(j←r − j→r e[BTφss]r ). (F.7)

Using Eq. (C.2), each term in the first sum can be written as

j→r − j←r e[−BTφss]r

= k→r
∏
x

cνxrx − k←r
∏
x

cκxrx

∏
x

( cx
πx

)νxr−κxr
=
∏
x

( cx
πx

)νxr (
k→r
∏
x

πνxrx − k←r
∏
x

πκxrx

)
=
∏
x

( cx
πx

)νxr
J ss
r

where J ss
r is the net current across reversible reaction r in

steady-state. Using a similar derivation, we write each term in
the second sum in Eq. (F.7) as

j←r − j→r e[BTφss]r = −
∏
x

( cx
πx

)κxr
J ss
r . (F.8)

Combining, we write the sum as Eq. (F.7) as

∑
r

[∏
x

( cx
πx

)νxr
J ss
r −

∏
x

( cx
πx

)κxr
J ss
r

]
. (F.9)

Next, let C indicate the set of reactant and product complexes,
where each element ofC is a vectorη ∈ NN0 with ηx indicating
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the number of species x in complex η. We split the sums in
Eq. (F.9) into contributions from each reactant complex and
each product complex,

∑
η∈C

[ ∑
r:ν·r=η

∏
x

( cx
πx

)νxr
J ss
r −

∑
r:κ·r=η

∏
x

( cx
πx

)κxr
J ss
r

]

=
∑
η∈C

[ ∑
r:ν·r=η

∏
x

( cx
πx

)ηx
J ss
r −

∑
r:κ·r=η

∏
x

( cx
πx

)ηx
J ss
r

]

=
∑
η∈C

∏
x

( cx
πx

)ηx [ ∑
r:ν·r=η

J ss
r −

∑
r:κ·r=η

J ss
r

]
.

Note that
∑
r:ν·r=η J

ss
r −

∑
r:κ·r=η J

ss
r for each η by the

definition of complex balance [67]. Therefore, the sum in
Eq. (F.9) vanishes and

∑
r(j
←
r − j→r e

[BTφss]r ) = 0. This
proves Eq. (F.5).

For linear master equations with odd variables, the above
derivation does not always hold. In fact, for such systems,
it is known that in some cases σ̇HS

hk < 0, so the inequality
σ̇hk ≤ σ̇HS

hk cannot be valid in general [12, 13, 21]. However, for
such systems, Ref. [12] proposed a “generalized housekeeping
EPR”, a nonnegative expression that becomes equal to σ̇HS

hk
when the steady-state is symmetric under conjugation of odd
variables (πx = πεx for all x). Written in our notation (and in
continuous time), the generalized housekeeping EPR is

σ̇HS
ghk :=

∑
x6=y,α

(
Rαxypy ln

Rαxypx

Rαεyεxpx
πεy
πεx

−Rαxypy +Rαεyεxpx

)
.

(F.10)
It is straightforward to see that∑

x 6=y

Rαεyεxpx
πεy
πεx
−Rαεy,εxpx

=
∑
x

px
πεx

∑
y(6=x)

(
Rαεy,εxπεy −Rαεy,εxπεx

)
= 0,

where the last line follows since π is the steady-state distri-
bution. Hence we can substitute Rαεyεxpx with Rαεyεxpx

πεy
πεx

in
Eq. (F.10). Using Eq. (2) and a bit of rearranging gives

σ̇HS
ghk = D(f‖−BTφεss), (F.11)

where φεssx = ln px/πεx. This is the version of Eq. (F.5) for
stochastic jump processes with odd variables. It implies that
σ̇hk ≤ σ̇HS

ghk.

G. GRADIENT FLOW

For a conservative system, the temporal evolution can be
expressed as the gradient flow of a relative entropy potential.
This result has been shown for both linearmaster equations [37,
54] and for chemical systems with mass action kinetics [38].
Webriefly review these results (using our ownnotation). Given

a conservative systemwith equilibriumdistributionπeq, define
the relative entropy potential

φcons
x = ln

px
πeq
x
− 1 +

πeq
x

px
. (G.1)

Then, the temporal evolution is a gradient flow

dtp = −K∇p〈φcons〉p, (G.2)

where K is a N × N Onsager matrix and 〈φcons〉p =∑
x pxφ

cons
x indicates an “expectation” with respect to p,

which may be a normalized probability distribution or a non-
normalized concentration vector. The Onsager matrix is given
by K = BLBT , where L ∈ RM×M+ is a diagonal matrix with
entries Lρρ = 1

2 (jρ − j̃ρ)/fρ. Specifically, L is an Onsager
matrix that maps forces to net fluxes at the level of individual
edges.
Our decomposition generalizes Eq. (G.2) to the general set-

ting of nonconservative systems, with the optimal potential
φ∗ from Eq. (6) playing the role of φcons. First, define the
parameterized edge-level Onsager matrix L(θ) ∈ RM×M+ as
a diagonal matrix with the following entries,

Lρρ(θ) =
1

2
j̃ρ(e

θρ − 1)/θρ. (G.3)

L(θ) maps forces to the net fluxes at the level of individual
edges, where the forward fluxes are given by the exponential
family in Eq. (1),

L(θ)θ =
1

2
(j(θ)− j̃). (G.4)

We also define the N × N species-level Onsager matrix
K(θ) = BL(θ)BT , which can be verified to be positive-
semidefinite. We now show that the temporal evolution is a
gradient flow for 〈φ∗〉p =

∑
x pxφ

∗
x,

−K(−BTφ∗)∇p〈φ∗〉p = −BL(−BTφ∗)BTφ∗

=
1

2
B(j(−BTφ∗)− j̃)

= dtp, (G.5)

where the last line used Bj(−BTφ∗) = dtp and Bj̃ = −dtp.
Note that a similar gradient flow result was also derived

in Ref. [14]. However, that results was based on a different
optimal potential (specifically, it was the optimal potential
φ∗ons from Eq. (A.3), discussed in section A above), as well as
a different Onsager matrix.

H. GENERALIZATION OF VARIATIONAL PRINCIPLE
FROM REF. [39]

Here we show that, for linear master equations without odd
variables, excess EPR can be expressed in terms of the varia-
tional principle,

σ̇ex = max
q

[−dtD(p(t)‖q(−t))]. (H.1)
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where the maximization in Eq. (H.1) is over all probability
distributions q. In this result, p(t) is the actual probability
distribution which evolves according to a master equation,
dtpx(t) =

∑
y( 6=x),α(pyR

α
xy − pxRαyx). The notation q(−t)

in Eq. (H.1) indicates that q evolves according to the same
master equation but backwards in time,

−dtqx(−t) =
∑

y( 6=x),α

(qyR
α
xy − qxRαyx). (H.2)

Thus, σ̇ex is the fastest rate of contraction of KL diver-
gence between the actual distribution p evolving forward time
and any other distribution evolving backwards in time. The
maximum is achieved by a “pseudo-equilibrium” distribution
qx ∝ pxe−φ

∗
x defined by the optimal potential φ∗ in Eq. (6).

Interestingly, Eq. (H.1) is a generalization of a variational
principle for EPR that Ref. [39] demonstrated for conservative
systems (where the maximumwas achieved by the equilibrium
distribution).

To derive Eq. (H.1), we specialize Eq. (7) to the case of
linear master equations without odd variables,

σ̇ex = max
φ

[
−
∑
x

(dtpx(t))φx −
∑
x 6=y,α

jαxy(eφy−φx − 1)
]
.

We now change the variable of optimization from potentials to
positive distributions q that are expressed as ln qx = ln px −
φx + const. We then rewrite σ̇ex as

max
q

[
−
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln
px
qx
−
∑
x 6=y,α

jαxy

(px
qx

qy
py
− 1
)]

= max
q

[
−
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln
px
qx

+ pxdt ln qx(−t)
]

(H.3)

where in the second line we used that∑
y(6=x),α

jαxy

(
px
qx

qy
py
− 1

)
=

∑
y(6=x),α

(pxqy
qxpy

pyR
α
xy − pxRαyx

)
=
px
qx

∑
y(6=x),α

(
qyR

α
xy − qxRαyx

)
= −px

qx
dtqx(−t) = −pxdt ln qx(−t), (H.4)

where the last line employed Eq. (H.2). Finally, note that

−
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln
px
qx

= −
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln px +
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln qx

= −
∑
x

(dtpx(t) ln px) +
∑
x

(dtpx(t)) ln qx. (H.5)

Eq. (H.1) follows by combining Eqs. (H.3) and (H.5) and
rearranging.

I. NUMERICAL COMPARISONWITH REFS. [14] AND [35]

Here, we numerically compare three decompositions;
the Onsager-projective decomposition defined in Sec. A in
SM [23], the Hessian decomposition which was recently pro-
posed in Ref. [35], and the information-geometric decompo-
sition that propose in this Letter. While we have an inequality
between the Onsager decomposition and our decomposition,
Eqs. (A.8) and (A.9), no inequality between the Hessian de-
composition and them has been proved analytically. Nonethe-
less, our simulation proves that they are different and suggests
that the Hessian decomposition gives intermediate values be-
tween the other two decompositions.
To be self-contained, we briefly review the Hessian de-

composition presented in Ref. [35] in our notation. We con-
sider systems without odd variables so that we can define
net fluxes Jr := jρ − j̃ρ. We adopt the notation defined
in Sec. C in SM [23], which labels reversible reactions by
r ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M/2}. We also define the frenetic activity by
ωr :=

√
j→r j

←
r , which is fixed when we take partial deriva-

tives.
Given the force f and the frenetic activity ω, the net flux J

is given as

Jr = 2ωr sinh(fr/2) (I.1)

=
√
j→r j

←
r

(√
j→r
j←r
−

√
j←r
j→r

)
= j→r − j←r . (I.2)

Conversely, this equation can be solved for fr as

fr = 2 sinh−1(Jr/2ωr),

wherewewrite Jr/(2ωr) as Jr/2ωr for simplicity. These rela-
tions can also be derived from a higher level structure. Define
two dual convex functions which are the Legendre conjugate
of each other: Given ω, the convex function

Ψω(J ′) := 2
∑
r

J ′r sinh−1(J ′r/2ωr)

− 2
∑
r

ωr

[√
1 + (J ′r/2ωr)

2 − 1
]

is the Legendre conjugate of

Ψ∗ω(f ′) = 4
∑
r

ωr[cosh(f ′r/2)− 1],

and they provide the relations

Jr = ∂frΨ
∗
ω(f), fr = ∂JrΨω(J)

for the actual current J and force f . Note that for any ω,
Ψω(0) = Ψ∗ω(0) = 0 holds and it is their minima. In gen-
eral, a convex function ϕ(x) leads to the Bregman divergence
D(x‖x′) := ϕ(x) − ϕ(x′) − 〈x − x′,∇xϕ(x)〉 ≥ 0, where
〈·, ·〉 is the normal inner product [4]. For a fixed ω, we can
define the Bregman divergences Dω and the dual one D∗ω by

Dω(J ′‖J ′′) :=Ψω(J ′)−Ψω(J ′′)−〈J ′−J ′′,∇J ′′Ψω(J ′′)〉,
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D∗ω(f ′‖f ′′) :=Ψ∗ω(f ′)−Ψ∗ω(f ′′)−〈f ′−f ′′,∇f ′′Ψ∗ω(f ′′)〉.

As a general property of Bregman divergences and the Legen-
dre transformation, we have

Dω(J ′‖J ′′) = D∗ω(f ′′‖f ′) (I.3)

when (J ′,f ′) and (J ′′,f ′′) are Legendre dual coordinates. In
this situation, we also have

Dω(J ′‖J ′′) = Ψω(J ′) + Ψ∗ω(f ′′)− 〈J ′,f ′′〉, (I.4)

which leads to

σ̇ = 〈J ,f〉 = Ψω(J) + Ψ∗ω(f). (I.5)

Note that in general, these Bregman divergences cannot be
expressed as KL divergence because the net fluxes Jr can be
negative. Therefore, they cannot be related to the EPR, unlike
the way we relate one-way fluxes to EPR via the divergenceD
in Eq. (3).

The Hessian decomposition [35] is defined by using two
special points represented by dual coordinates (Jeq,feq) and
(Jst,fst) as

σ̇hess
hk := Ψω(Jeq) +D∗ω(f‖fst), (I.6)
σ̇hess
ex := Ψ∗ω(fst) +Dω(J‖Jeq). (I.7)

To explain how (Jeq,feq) and (Jst,fst) are determined, we
define two kinds of sets. We defineP(J ′) as the set of currents
that induce the same dynamics as J ′ by

P(J ′) := {J ′′ ∈ RM/2 | BJ ′′ = BJ ′}. (I.8)

The other spaceMω(f ′) is defined as the set of currents that
are given by f ′ plus some conservative forces:

Mω(f ′) := {∇Ψ∗ω(f ′′) | f ′′ ∈ f ′ + imBT }, (I.9)

where f ′+ imBT := {f ′+BTφ | φ ∈ RN}. Then, Jeq and
Jst are given as unique intersections as

Jeq := P(J) ∩Mω(0), Jst := P(0) ∩Mω(f), (I.10)

while the corresponding forces feq and fst are provided as
∇Ψω(Jeq) and ∇Ψω(Jst). Therefore, we see that, with fre-
netic activity being fixed, Jeq is the current induced by a con-
servative force which recovers the original dynamics, while
Jst is the stationary current which is given by a force that has
the same nonconservative contribution as the actual force.

We note variational characterizations of (Jeq,feq) and
(Jst,fst), which can make easier to calculate the decomposi-
tion numerically. Jeq is given by

Jeq = arg min
J ′∈P(J)

Ψω(J ′), (I.11)

while fst is obtained as

fst = arg min
f ′∈f+imBT

Ψ∗ω(f ′). (I.12)

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
Time

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06
Time

0

100

200

300

400

500

(a)

(b)

Figure 3. Comparison of three EPR decompositions. We calculate
EPRs of the chemical reaction network in Eq. (I.13) for two distinct
rate constants (detailed values are given in the text).

Next, let us focus on a specific chemical reaction network.
In Ref. [35], the authors discuss the reaction network

2X
k→1
�
k←1

2Y
k→2
�
k←2

X + Y
k→3
�
k←3

2X, (I.13)

assuming the mass action kinetics with rate constants pre-
sented in the chemical equations. We calculate our EPRs
σ̇hk, σ̇ex, the Onsager EPRs σ̇ons

hk , σ̇ons
ex , and the Hessian EPRs

σ̇hess
hk , σ̇hess

ex , with the same parameters as Ref. [35]. Con-
cretely, we used the rate constants k→1 = 1/2, k←1 = 2, k→2 =
4, k←2 = 47/4, k→3 =

√
2, and k←3 = 15/2 + 2

√
2 to obtain

(a) in Fig. 3, or k→1 = 1/2, k←1 = 2, k→2 = 1/17, k←2 =
85/8, k→3 = 273/68, and k←3 = 137/68 to obtain (b). The
three decompositions are exhibited in Fig. 3, which repro-
duces numerical results obtained in Ref. [35]. The inequality
σ̇ex ≤ σ̇ons

ex is also verified. In addition, we observe numer-
ically that σ̇ex ≤ σ̇hess

ex ≤ σ̇ons
ex , although we have not proved

analytically that these inequalities hold in general.


