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Thermodynamic Bound on the Asymmetry of Cross-Correlations
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The principle of microscopic reversibility says that, in equilibrium, two-time cross-correlations are symmetric
under the exchange of observables. Thus, the asymmetry of cross-correlations is a fundamental, measurable, and
often-used statistical signature of deviation from equilibrium. Here we find a simple and universal inequality that
bounds the magnitude of asymmetry by the cycle affinity, i.e., the strength of thermodynamic driving. Our result
applies to a large class of systems and all state observables, and it suggests a fundamental thermodynamic cost for
various nonequilibrium functions quantified by the asymmetry. It also provides a powerful tool to infer affinity
from measured cross-correlations, in a different and complementary way to the thermodynamic uncertainty
relations. As an application, we prove a thermodynamic bound on the coherence of noisy oscillations, which was
previously conjectured by Barato and Seifert [Phys. Rev. E 95, 062409 (2017)]. We also derive a thermodynamic
bound on directed information flow in a biochemical signal transduction model.

One of the most common ways to characterize a phys-
ical system is by studying its spatiotemporal correlations.
Imagine measuring a pair of observables a(f) and b(¢) in a
stochastic system in steady state, e.g., 2 degrees of freedom,
counts of two chemical species, fluorescence intensity of
two colors, voltages of two points, etc. [Fig. 1(a)]. The
two-time correlation between a and b at time lag 7 is

e = (bt + T)a(t)), 1)

where () indicates average across time or trials (it does
not depend on ¢ due to the steady-state assumption). When
a = b, C}, is the autocorrelation function of a. When
a#b, ClTw captures the cross-correlation from a to b.

A classic result in statistical physics states that cross-
correlations reflect thermodynamic properties of the steady

state [1]. In systems without odd degrees of freedom,
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FIG. 1. (a) A pair of observables a(f) and b(¢) is measured in a
stochastic system in steady state, from which the two-time correlations
are calculated. (b) We define a normalized measure of asymmetry of
cross-correlation y;, in Eq. (2) based on the short-time behavior of the
correlation functions (black). (c) Our main result is a thermodynamic
relation between x,, and cycle affinity, Eq. (3). (d) The result is
derived in part by considering y,, as the ratio between the area and
perimeter of the polygon formed by the values (a, b) over a cycle and
then using the isoperimetric inequality.

cross-correlations in equilibrium obey the symmetry C; =
C;, for all a, b, and 7. This is called the principle of
microscopic reversibility, and it serves as the basis of the
celebrated Onsager reciprocity [1, 2]. Thus, violation of
this symmetry is a fundamental and often-used statistical
signature of nonequilibrium steady states [3—15].

To maintain a nonequilibrium steady state, a system must
be subjected to thermodynamic driving, such as a tempera-
ture gradient, a chemical potential gradient, or an external
force. In discrete-state stochastic systems as considered
here, the strength of different kinds of driving can be quan-
tified in a unified way by the “cycle affinity” [16, 17]. Given
a cycle (cyclic sequence of states) c, the cycle affinity 7.
is the sum of the thermodynamic forces acting on the sys-
tem around the cycle. Equivalently, each time the system
completes the cycle, the thermodynamic entropy of the en-
vironment increases by 7, [18]. Cycle affinity vanishes in
equilibrium, and it is a fundamental thermodynamic signa-
ture of nonequilibrium steady states. Until now, however,
these thermodynamic and statistical signatures of deviation
from equilibrium have not been universally and quantita-
tively related.

In this Letter, we prove a universal and simple relation-
ship between asymmetry of cross-correlations and cycle
affinity in steady state. To introduce our result, we first
define a normalized measure of asymmetry between a and
b,

: Coa ~ Can
lim .
=02 V(ATCaa)(ATCbb)

This measure is dimensionless and invariant under shifting
and scaling of observables and time. The normalization
terms A.C,, = Cga - C},and A,Cp, = Cgb - C;, quantify
the decay of autocorrelations of a and b [Fig. 1(b)]. They
may also be interpreted as measures of diffusion (mean-
squared displacements), since A,C,, = %([a(t+7') —a(®)]).

Xba = )
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Our main result is an inequality between cycle affinity
and normalized asymmetry between any pair of observ-
ables,

[¥pal < max tanh(¥./2n.) < max e , 3)
¢ tan(zr/n,.) c 2r
where max, is the maximum over all simple cycles and
n. is the number of states in cycle ¢ [see Fig. 1(c)]. The
second bound, which refers to cycle affinity per radian, is
approached in the limit n, — oo at a fixed cycle affinity.
Some tighter versions of Eq. (3) are provided below.

Our result is physically meaningful and experimentally
accessible. It provides a fundamental bound on the asym-
metry of cross-correlations achievable at a given level of
affinity. This suggests the existence of thermodynamic
trade-offs for various physical functions that can be quan-
tified by such asymmetry, including directed interactions
and information flow [19-24], nonequilibrium oscillations
and circulation [13, 25-30], nonreciprocal motion [31-33],
and anomalous response (such as odd viscosity) [34-37].

The normalized asymmetry y;, is also experimentally
accessible, since it depends only on the short-time two-
time correlation functions. In fact, y;, can be expressed
in terms of the slopes of auto- and cross-correlation
functions, xp = (3:Cj, — 9:C,)/[24@:Ce)@-Cpy)],
where the derivative 0, = /0t is evaluated at 7 = 0
[Fig. 1(b)]. Such correlations can be measured using, for
example, fluorescence cross-correlation spectroscopy [38—
40], microscopy [11, 41], and other experimental tech-
niques [42, 43]. In fact, even a single time series can
be used if one of the observables is taken to be a non-
linear transformation of the other, such as b(f) = a(f)>.
Equation (3) therefore provides a powerful tool for infer-
ring thermodynamic properties from experimental data, in
complement to existing techniques like thermodynamic un-
certainty relations (TURs) [44—47]. We contrast our bound
with TURs below.

The derivation of our result, found at the end of this Let-
ter, combines existing techniques from stochastic thermo-
dynamics with some new ideas. Our most important new
idea is to interpret Eq. (2) as the ratio between the area and
circumference of the polygon swept out by (appropriately
scaled) observables a and b over a cycle [Fig. 1(d)]. We
then employ the isoperimetric inequality [48], which says
that the area of n-sided polygon with a given circumference
is maximized by the regular n-sided polygon [49].

Below, we illustrate our result with a theoretical and a
practical application. As a theoretical application, we relate
Xba to the eigenvalues of the rate matrix. This leads to a
proof of a thermodynamic bound on the coherence of noisy
oscillations, which was previously conjectured by Barato
and Seifert [52]. As a practical application, we show that
chemical driving force bounds directed information flow in
biochemical signal transduction.

System and formulation.—Here we describe our physical
setup and define the quantities that appear in our result.
We consider a stochastic system modeled as a Markov
jump system with a finite number of mesoscopic states

i €{l1,2,...,n}, where the transition rate from state j to i
is R;j for i # j. We define the rate matrix R = (R;;) by
filling the diagonal elements with R; = — X,;; Rki- The

dynamics of the probability distribution p = (p1,...,p.)"
obeys dp/dt = Rp. We use ¢ to indicate a steady-state
distribution satisfying Rq = 0. For convenience, we use
7ij = Rijq; to indicate the one-way steady-state flux from
j to i (with diagonals 7 = R;;q; < 0).

We define observables a and b to be any functions of the
states, denoted by a; and b;. In steady state, their cross-
correlation at time lag 7 can be written as

Cro = Z(eTR)iijbiaj ~ Z gibia; + TZTijbidj, 4)
7 7 7

where ~ means equality to first order in 7, which follows
by expanding the exponential. The normalization terms in
Eq. (2) can be written as

ArCoa = —TZ Tijaia; = % Z Tij(ai —a)?, (5
ij i.J

which follows from 3; 7;; = 31 ; 7;; = 0. Plugging into (2)
gives

B 2 Tij(biaj — bja;)
2\ =X Toaiai = 2., Tijbib;
A simple cycle ¢ = (i =iy = -+ — i, — i) is a closed
path of n. > 3 distinct states with R;,; > O for k €
{1,...,n.} (we use the convention n, + 1 = 1). According

to stochastic thermodynamics [16, 17], the cycle affinity
F. is related to the transition rates by

Xba (6)
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With these definitions, the main result (3) holds. This
bound can be saturated, even in systems arbitrarily far from
equilibrium. In particular, for a unicyclic system consist-
ing of a single cycle c = (1 52— --- »>n— 1), the first
(tighter) bound holds with equality if and only if the one-
way fluxes are translation invariant, i.e., 71, = T3 = -+ =
T and T = T3 = -+ = T, and there exists a scaling
constant y such that the points (yay, by),. .., (ya,, b,) form
a regular n-sided polygon on the a—b plane in this order.

Tighter bounds.—Under the same setup, we can prove a
tighter version of our result,

n. tanh(%./2n.)
< i i
Woal < cec n tan(n/n.)

Fel2n,
cec* tan(mw/nl) ~ cec* 2m

®)



Here, n, is the number of times the joint value (a,b)
changes over course of cycle ¢, which satisfies n.. < n,.
c* = Casy N Cuni is a restricted set of cycles. Cigy is the
set of simple cycles ¢ = (i — -+ — i, — i) that satisfy
Yoo (b, ai, = bia;,) # 0, namely, simple cycles with
nonzero net asymmetry. This restriction means that cycles
with zero net asymmetry cannot contribute to C; —C/,, no
matter how large 7 is. Cyy; is a restricted set of cycles gen-
erated by the so-called uniform cycle decomposition [53].
This restriction not only makes the inequality tighter, it also
provides a fast algorithm for solving the maximization over
cycles. The simpler version (3) is recovered from the first
bound in Eq. (8) by using n.tan(x/n.) > n, tan(x/n.) and
max.cc+ (-) < max,(-). The second bound in (8), which fol-
lows from tanh(¥./2n.) < ¥./2n., is convenient when . is
known but the number of underlying states . is unknown.

We can also obtain a tighter result by considering a
restricted setup: If the two observables are bipartite, i.e., a
and b do not change simultaneously in any transition, then
n. tanh(¥./2n,.) F- Fe
————<m

ax — <max —. (9)

pal < max
IX “ ceC* ceC* 8

ceC* 21
These bounds may be even tighter than Eq. (8).

Application 1: Coherence of noisy oscillation—We
present a theoretical application of our result by proving
a thermodynamic bound on the coherence of noisy os-
cillation. Noisy oscillations are ubiquitous in biological
systems [54, 55], but the oscillation should be coherent in
time for reliable biological functionality [56, 57]. Coher-
ence is supported at the cost of dissipation, thus the relation
between thermodynamic cost and the coherence of noisy
oscillations is actively studied [52, 58—66].

The coherence of oscillation is quantified by the num-
ber of oscillations that occur before the steady-state auto-

correlations die down. To introduce this, let A4,...,4,
be the eigenvalues of the rate matrix R with real and
imaginary parts 1, = —-A® +i1l. Suppose for sim-

plicity that the rate matrix is diagonalizable, in which
case the matrix exponential can be expressed as ¢ =
3o exp(—=AR7) exp(idl u Do @7, where v and u® indi-
cate the left and right eigenvectors of R normalized so that
v @Tu@ = 1. Plugging this expression into Eq. (4) shows
that any two-time correlation can be written as a sum over
the eigenmodes of R, where the contribution from mode
@ decays with timescale (A%)~! and oscillates with period
27|AL |1, The number of coherent oscillations for mode
is the ratio between the decay time and the period of the
oscillations, (A®)~1/2x|AL |7 = |AL|/272AR [52, 67].

Barato and Seifert [52] conjectured, based on numerical
evidence, that the slowest decay mode (with the smallest
nonzero AX) obeys a thermodynamic bound,

[ anh(Fe/2n)

27AR T ¢ 2nmtan(n/ng)

(10)

This bound implies that coherent oscillations require strong
thermodynamic driving. Despite its fundamental and
profound nature, this inequality has not been rigorously
proven.

Here we use our result (3) to prove that (10) holds for all
modes @. We normalize the right eigenvector #® so that
> Iuga)l2 /q; = 1 and define two observables a; = Im ug") /q;
and b; = Re ! /g;. Using Eqgs. (4) and (5), the imaginary
and real parts of A, can be written as

A= tim S =G Ry BcCan A g

v 150 T ’ @ 0 T ’
as derived in the Supplemental Material [68]. Combining
Egs. (11) and (3), together with the inequality (x + y)/2 >
/Xy, proves the conjecture (10). The bound (10) is satu-
rated in unicyclic systems with uniform transition rates for
the slowest decay mode.

To our knowledge, the expression (11) is new to the lit-
erature. More generally, our analytical approach to the
eigenvalues of rate matrices complements classical results
on this topic [74-79], and it may contribute to ongoing
research on the relationship between thermodynamics and
complex eigenvalues [60—66]. For instance, Oberreiter et
al. [65] recently conjectured another thermodynamic bound
on |A}|/27AR in terms of entropy production rate. Although
our approach alone cannot directly prove this newer con-
jecture, it may be useful when combined with other ideas.

The result (10) also has practical implications, as it may
be used to infer cyclic affinity from empirical observa-
tions, assuming some two-time correlation function ex-
hibits a clear damped oscillation corresponding to a par-
ticular mode. In this case, one would not directly measure
the “observables” a and b, but rather estimate A, and AR
by fitting the two-time correlation function with a damped
oscillation.

Application 2: Signal transduction in a biochemical
system.—One of the goals of stochastic thermodynamics
is to understand the costs of information processing in bio-
chemical systems [80-90]. To illustrate a practical appli-
cation of our result, we derive a thermodynamic bound on
directed information flow in a standard model of biochem-
ical signal transduction [Fig. 2(a)] [80].

The model consists of an upstream receptor and a
downstream protein. The upstream receptor stochasti-
cally switches between “OFF” and “ON” states due to
ligand binding, corresponding to the observable a = 0, 1.
The downstream stochastically switches between “0” (in-
active) and “1” (active) states, corresponding the observ-
able » = 0,1. When the upstream is ON, the activation
of the downstream (0 — 1) is driven by a chemical force
Au > 0. For example, if the driving is provided by the
hydrolysis of a molecule of adenosine triphosphate (ATP),
Ap = patp — papp — Upi, With px being the environmen-
tal chemical potential of X. The bipartite dynamics are
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FIG. 2. (a) Simple model of biological signal transduction [80].
(b) Formulation as a Markov jump system with a nonequilibrium
cycle. (c) Validation of our bounds. Orange indicates y, for varying
chemical force Ay, which determines the rate of the transition k;’ON
(other kinetic rates set to random but fixed values). y;, is nonnegative
for Au > 0 in this model. Blue indicates the three upper bounds
from Eq. (12). (d) The ratio between y,, and the tightest bound
tanh(Au/8kgT) in Eq. (12).

modeled as a four-state Markov jump system depicted in
Fig. 2(b). The unique cycle in this system has cycle affinity
F = Au/kgT, where kg is the Boltzmann constant and T
is the environmental temperature.

In this model, the cross-correlation C;  is the joint prob-
ability of the receptor being ON at time ¢ and the protein
being active at time ¢ + 7, and vice versa for C;b. There-
fore, the asymmetry C; —C7, provides a simple and natural
measure of directed information flow from a to b [19-21].
As for the normalization factor, Eq. (5) implies that A;Cy,
is one half of the expected number of switching events of a
during a short period 7, and similarly for A;Cp,. Therefore,
Xba 18 normalized by the frequency of the switches of a and
b.

Our general result (8) specializes to

Au < A < Au
8kgT ~ 8kpT ~ 2mkpT’

See Figs. 2(c) and 2(d). Thus, the chemical force Au
bounds directed information flow, irrespective of the de-
tails of the transition rates. Even if the transition rates
are perturbed, the bound is not affected as long as Ay is
unchanged.

Although Eq. (12) was motivated by a specific model
of signal transduction [80], the result is much more gen-
eral. The bound |yp,| < Au/2mkgT applies to any sig-
nal transduction system that includes a binary upstream
and downstream, including multicyclic systems and sys-
tems with nonobserved transition and states, as long as
the maximum cycle affinity is Au/kgT. The tighter bound
l¥pal < Au/8kgT holds when, in addition, the upstream and

l¥pal < tanh (12)

downstream observables are bipartite (do not change at the
same time), as follows from Eq. (9).

Derivation.—We sketch the derivation of Eq. (3), re-
stricting our attention to unicyclic systems for simplic-
ity. Further details, including derivation of our tighter
bound (8) and consideration of multicyclic systems, are in
the Supplemental Material [68].

For each transition j— i, we define the net probability
current J;; = 7;; — 7 j; and the dynamical activity A;; =
7-ij + 7—11 We also define Q,’j = %(b,‘(lj - bja,») and L,'j =
\/(a,- - aj)2 +(b; — bj)z.

We recast yp, in a convenient form. For a unicyclic
system with ¢ = (1 52— --- - n— 1), the steady-state
currents are uniform, J5; = I = - = I, = J.
We assume without loss of generality that J > 0 (oth-
erwise, we may consider the cycle in reverse). Next,
since |yp,| is invariant under multiplication of a and
b by any pair of real numbers, we may assume with-
out loss of generality that a and b are scaled to satisfy
2ijTijaia; = ¥, ;Tijbibj. Combining this assumption
with Eq. (5), we may rewrite the denominator of Eq. (6) as
= Y Tijaia; + bibj) = 5 ¥ ; ALY, This gives

O L AER (13)
2i Aierili

We use two techniques to bound the right side of Eq. (13).
First, we generalize the short-time TUR [91] to

(T ¥iLis1i)
Zi ﬂi+1,iLl‘2+1’l‘

where 7 is the cycle affinity of the unique cycle. To prove
Eq. (14), we first use the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to
show that the left-hand side is less than 2 Y, ?(l.jrll’i. Next,
we rewrite the affinity as & = 2n Y, n ! artanh(J /A1 1)
and apply Jensen’s inequality to artanh to show that
J 2T /A1 ,) is less than the right-hand side.

The second technique uses a geometrical interpretation
of Q;; and L;;. €1, is the signed area swept by the ob-
servables during the transition (a;, b;) = (a;+1, bi+1), while
Li.1; is the length of this transition [Fig. 1(d)]. Over the
course of the cycle, the total signed area is ) ; Q;;;; and
the length of the curve is }; L;y;,;. We relate the area and
length using the isoperimetric inequality,

2
T
(4ntan;l)’Zi: Qi < (Z L,-H,,-) . (15)

As shown in the Supplemental Material [68], this inequality
holds even if the curve has self-intersections. Combining
Egs. (13)—(15) leads to our main result.

sjntanhf, (14)
2n

Discussion.—In this Letter, we uncovered a univer-
sal thermodynamic bound on the asymmetry of cross-
correlation between observables. This result holds for any



pair of observables in a finite-state stochastic system in
steady state. It is experimentally accessible, relying only
on short-time two-point correlation functions.

Our result is similar in spirit to TURs, which also relate
the statistical and thermodynamic properties of nonequilib-
rium steady states [44—47]. However, the two approaches
differ both in statistical and thermodynamic aspects. First,
our bound is defined using two-time correlations of state
observables (e.g., counts of chemical species, voltages,
etc.), while TURs are usually defined using the mean and
variance of antisymmetric current observables (e.g., chem-
ical reaction fluxes, electric currents, etc.). Although the
asymmetry C; — C;, can be interpreted as the mean of
a specific antisymmetric current observable, the variance
of this observable lacks an intuitive physical or statistical
interpretation. Second, our bound uses the cycle affinity
as the measure of thermodynamic cost, while TURs use
the entropy production rate. The affinity is determined by
macroscopic parameters (such as environmental chemical
potentials) and does not depend on the steady-state distri-
bution. Therefore, it can be interpreted and manipulated
at the macroscopic level, and it is robust against micro-
scopic perturbations. In contrast, the entropy production
rate captures the resulting dissipation rate and is sensitive
to microscopic details. Thus, these two measures provide
different and complementary characterizations of the ther-
modynamic cost. To our knowledge, there is no way to
use TURs to bound cycle affinities in general (multicyclic)
systems [92].

It is interesting to consider our bound (3) for finite time
lags without taking the short-time limit lim,_,¢ in Eq. (2).
Given numerical evidence presented in the Supplemental
Material [68], we conjecture that our bound holds for all
7. Proving this conjecture is an interesting direction for
future work. In addition, future work may generalize our
approach to cases when cross-correlations between three or
more observables are available at once. Finally, it would
be interesting to extend our analysis to continuous-state
systems and quantum systems.
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Supplemental Material for
Thermodynamic Bound on the Asymmetry of Cross-Correlations

Naruo Ohga, Sosuke Ito, and Artemy Kolchinsky

In Sec. A, we prove the expression of eigenvalues in Eq. (11). In Sec. B, we provide the full derivation of our main results
and the tighter versions, Egs. (3), (8) and (9), for general multicyclic systems. In Sec. C, we show numerical evidence that
supports the finite-7 version of our bound. In Sec. D, we provide supplemental discussions, such as implicit assumptions

made in the main text and the equality conditions.

A. Proof of the expressions of eigenvalues in Eq. (11)

We prove the expression of AR and A!, by two-time corre-
lations in Eq. (11), which applies to any of the eigenvalues.
For conciseness, we fix an a and omit the suffix « in 4, and
ul(.“) below.

Proof Eq. (11).—Thanks to the special normalization of
the eigenvector, Y, |ui|*/q; = 1, we can rewrite the eigen-
value A as

u; u; U uj

A= § ;= E —Rjju; = E Riqi——. (SI)
i 7w 4 ™ 7 " qi q

Using the definition 7;; = R;;q; and the observables a; =

Imu;/q; and b; = Reu;/q; introduced in the main text, we
obtain

A= Tij(bi — ia)(b; + ia)),
LJ
= Z ﬂj(bibj taaj+ ib,-aj - ia,»bj). (82)
Lj
Therefore, the real and imaginary parts, A = —AR +iA!, are
given by

T T

C C
A= Tybia; - b)) = lim —b—— (53)
i.j

70

R=- Z Tijbibj + aja;) = lim » (54)
ij -

A‘rcaa + A'erb
T

where we have used the expressions of the correlations in
Egs. (4) and (5). [ ]

We remark that we can also recast Eq. (S1) in terms of
the currents ;; = 7;; — 7 and the dynamical activity
ﬂ,’j = '7-”' + 7-]',‘ as

I _ - Ui
A= Zj,, Im(—qiqj),

i>j

Y

Uu; 2
= - , (S5)
qi 4qj

AR = %Zﬂ,,

i>j

where we have used };7;; = X;7;; = 0 to obtain the
expression of AR. This expression connects the system’s
global dynamics characterized by the eigenvalues to the
local dynamics characterized by J;; and A;;: The global
oscillation A' due to a current along a cycle is governed
by the local current ;;, and the global relaxation AR is
governed by the local frequency of transitions A;;.

B. Derivation of the main results

We show the complete proof of our main result (3) and
the tighter versions, Egs. (8) and (9). We use the symbols
Jij» Aij, Qij, and L;; defined in the Derivation section in
the main text.

The derivation proceeds in the same way as in the deriva-
tion for unicyclic systems. We rewrite the measure of asym-
metry yp, in Secs. B 1-B 3, develop two tools in Secs. B 4
and B 5, and finally prove Egs. (3), (8), and (9) in Sec. B 6.

B.1 Rewriting the ratio y,,

The first step of the proof is to rewrite y, in a convenient
form, as has been done in the main text. Since |yp,| iS
invariant under multiplication of a and b by any pair of real
numbers, we may assume without loss of generality that a
and b are scaled so that

Z ’Tija,»aj = Z ‘T}jb,‘bj. (S6)
iJ ]

Under this assumption, we can rewrite y, in Eq. (6) as

2 Tijbiaj - bja;)
— i Tij(aia; + bib))

2 Tij(biaj — bja;)

325 Tyl @ = ap? + (b = b
ALY T
SN j TijLizj
EEPYSN[ICT
- 2isj A jL,~2j

Xba =

; (87

where the second equality is due to the second equality in
Eq. (5), and the last equality follows from Q;; = —Q;; and
L;; = Lj;. The absolute value reads

4% T
2i>j ﬂijLizj

which follows from A;; > 0 and L;; > 0.

Debal = , (S8)

B.2 Notation

We introduce notation suitable for analyzing multicyclic
systems. We use the symbol ¢ = (j— i) to denote the



transition from j to i, which we call a (directed) edge after
the terminology in graph theory. For an edge ¢ = (j — i),
we use the symbol —e to denote the transition in the opposite
direction —e = (i— j), and we use 7, = 73, T_. = T i,
Je =Tij» A = A;j, Q. = Q;j, and L, = L;;. We define the
set of edges with a positive current, &* := {e| T, > 0}.

We regard a cycle ¢ = (ij =i, — -+ =i, —i]) as a
sequence of edges (ej,es,...,e,) with ex = (i = ik+1).
The summation over the cycle reads Y .. X, = Z”:] X,
for any quantity X, associated with the edges. In particular,
the cycle affinity . in Eq. (7) is rewritten as

Fo = Zl Ticoris :Zln(](]_:e . (S9)

1k1k+] ecc

B.3 Uniform cycle decomposition

In the steady state, the currents 7, should not produce
any net change of the probability at each state, and thus
the currents are written as a superposition of currents that
circulate around the cycles. This idea is called the cycle
decomposition or Schnakenberg decomposition [16].

In particular, Ref. [53] shows that there exists a special
decomposition with good properties called a uniform cycle
decomposition. A uniform cycle decomposition employs a
subset of simple cycles Cyni whose every cycle is aligned
with the edge currents, i.e., any edge e € ¢ for every cycle
¢ € Cun belongs to E'. Then, it decomposes the edge
currents J, > 0 for e € &' into positive cycle currents

Je > 0forc € Cyy as
= Z Secjc,

¢c€Cuni

(S10)

where S, = 1 fore € c and S, = 0 for e ¢ c. Note that
—e ¢ c for any e € & and ¢ € Cyy;.

Reference [53] discusses an algorithm to find Cy,; and .
It assigns the edge currents to cycle currents by iterating
the following steps: (1) find an edge ¢* with the minimum
unassigned edge current; (2) pick a cycle ¢ that passes
through the edge ¢* and is aligned with the edge currents,
whose existence is guaranteed; add ¢ to Cypi; (3) set the
cycle current J. = J.-; (4) for all e € ¢, subtract J,. from
the edge currents J, and set S.. = 1, while for all other
edges ¢’ ¢ c, set S, = 0. Steps (1)—(4) are repeated until
all edge currents are assigned to cycle currents. Although
the construction of Cyy; and J. is not necessarily unique,
below we fix one out of them.

For any quantity X, associated with the edges e € &*, we
obtain

Z&&=Zﬁ%2&&)

eeE* c€Cuni eeE*
=D, 31(233;). (S11)
c€Cuni eec

We also have ¥, > 0 for ¢ € Cyy; because, in Eq. (S9), the
sign of In(7,./7_.) is the same as the sign of 7, - 7_, =
J.>0.

Using a uniform cycle decomposition and Eq. (S11), we
can rewrite the numerator of |y;,| from Eq. (S8) as

PRI B DI e

i>j ecEr

:Z$QPJ

c€Cuni eec

=1 I (Z Qe)

ceC* eec

RN

ceC* eec

IN

(S12)

In the third equality, we narrowed the range of the sum
from Cyy; to C* = Casy N Cuni = {¢ € Cuni | Xpee Qe # O},
which is the subset of Cyy,; with the cycles with nonzero net
asymmetry, as introduced in the main text. In the fourth
line, we used the triangle inequality and 7, > 0. Similarly,
the denominator of |y;,| from Eq. (S8) is rewritten as

DALY = Y AL

i>j ee&*t

:Z$$

ecE"

RPN

CECum

2 ch(eec ?Lz)

ceC*

(S13)

We have dropped the edges with J;; = J; = 0 in the
first inequality and further narrowed the range of the sum
in the last inequality using that J, > 0 and J. > O for
e € ¢ € Cyyi- In the following, we develop two tools to
evaluate these cycle-wise quantities.

B.4 Generalized TUR

The first tool we will use to derive our result is a gener-
alization of the short-time TUR. Compared to the original
short-time TUR [91], our generalization uses affinity rather
than the entropy production rate, and it deals with each
cycle separately.

Lemma.—For any cycle ¢ € Cyy; from a uniform cycle
decomposition, and for any quantity X, associated with the
edges e € c,

(Deee Xe)
Yieee X2ANTe ~

This inequality is saturated if and only if 7./ A, and X, are
each constant across the cycle.

< n.tanh ( ¥

2%) (S14)



Proof.—We use the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality between

vectors (Xe\/.‘ﬂe 1T e)egc and ( T /ﬂe)eEC to obtain

Beec XS N Te
Zeecxgﬂe/je a N ﬂe’

eec

(S15)

where we have used that J, > O for ¢ € ¢ due to the
definition of uniform cycle decomposition. To relate the
right-hand side with the cycle affinity, we rewrite the cycle
affinity in Eq. (S9) as

(S16)

Since J,./A, = 0, we can apply Jensen’s inequality to the
artanh function in the last line to give

1 .
F. > 2, artanh (Z‘ n—c%e). (S17)
Inverting this inequality gives
1 Je Fe
— Y == <tanh . S18
nczﬂe = fan (ch) (S518)

ecc

Combining with Eq. (S15) gives the desired result.
The equality condition for the Cauchy—Schwarz inequal-

ity is that the vector (XeVﬂe/Je)eEC is proportional to

(\/j e/ﬂe)m, or equivalently, X, A,/ J, is uniform along
the cycle. The equality condition for the Jensen’s inequal-
ity is that J, /A, is uniform across the cycle. Rearranging
these two conditions gives the equality condition in the
statement. ]

Note that, when the cycle contains an edge with absolute
irreversibility, i.e., R;; > 0 and R; = 0, the affinity is
F. = oo. Equation (S14) still holds formally for such cases.

B.5 Isoperimetric inequality

Next, we prove the other element of the proof, the isoperi-
metric inequality for polygons. This is a purely mathe-
matical theorem that does not rely on the context. Al-
though the isoperimetric inequality is a well-known re-
sult [48], we need to generalize the inequality for possibly
self-intersecting polygons, which has not been explicitly
stated in literature.

Theorem.—For any sequence of n points (aj, by),...,
(al'l’ b}’l) On R27

(4n tan Z) (S19)

n n 2
ZQi+1,i < (Z Li+l,i) ,
i=1 i=1

where we use the convention n + 1 = 1. Equality holds if
and only if the points (ay, by),. .., (a,, b,) form a regular
n-sided polygon of any size on the a—b plane in this order.

Proof—Let s; indicate the line segment connecting
(a;, b;) and (a;11, biy1) in the a—b plane. Consider the poly-
gon P formed by the sequence of edges (sy, ..., s,), which
may be non-simple, i.e., self-intersecting. The length of the
perimeter of P is given by L(P) := }; Li11;, and the signed
area of a polygon P is defined as Q(P) = >; Qi1 [69].
The signed area has been shown to be equivalent to [section

6.4, 70]
QP) = ff wp(a, b)da db,
R2

where wp(a, b) is the winding number of the curve P at
(a, b), 1.e., the number of times the curve P circulates around
the point (a, b) in the clockwise direction subtracted from
that in the counter-clockwise direction.

We now define another polygon Q, which is called the
“convexification” of P [71, 72]. Q is constructed from
the same set of line segments as edges, (si,...,S,), but
the edges are translated and permuted so that their angle
monotonically increases in a counter-clockwise fashion.
Formally, Q is formed by translating and connecting the
sequence of edges (Sq(1), - - -, Som)), Where o is a permu-
tation that guarantees that the angle of the line segment
(@o(i)> bo(i))—(Ao(i+1)> boi+1y) Telative to the a axis is mono-
tonically increasing in i.

Since the edges of Q can only increase in angle, Q is
convex and simple. For a simple polygon with its edges
arranged in the counter-clockwise direction such as Q, Q(Q)
is the regular geometric area, which obeys the well-known
isoperimetric inequality [73],

(S20)

4ntan(n/n) Q(Q) < L(Q)>. (S21)
Since Q and P have the same number of edges of the same
length, L(Q) = L(P). As for the signed area, it has been
proved that Q(P) < Q(Q) for the expression of the signed
area in Eq. (S20) [Lemma 1, 72]. Plugging these relations
into Eq. (S21) gives
4ntan(n/n) Q(P) < L(P). (S22)
Next, let P’ be the polygon obtained by interchanging a
and b from P, which has the signed area Q(P’) = —Q(P) and
the perimeter L(P’) = L(P). Therefore, Eq. (S22) applied
to P’ gives
—4ntan(r/n) Q(P) < L(P). (S23)
Combining Eqgs. (S22) and (S23) gives the desired re-
sult (S19).
The isoperimetric inequality for Q (S21) is saturated if
and only if Q is regular [73]. The inequality Q(P) < Q(Q)
is saturated if and only if P is convex and the edges are



counter-clockwise oriented, or P is contained in a straight
line [72]. Therefore, the equality condition of Eq. (S22)
is that P is regular, and its edges are counter-clockwise
oriented. Similarly, the equality condition of Eq. (S23) is
that P is regular, and its edges are clockwise oriented. The
equality in Eq. (S19) holds for both of these cases. |

We note that the statement is purely algebraic, although
the proof relies on geometric concepts. A direct conse-
quence of this theorem is the following corollary, which
may give a tighter bound.

Corollary.—For a sequence of n points (aj,by),...,
(ap,b,) on R, let n’ be the number of times the joint
value (a,b) changes over the cyclic sequence. Formally,
n’ is the number of labels i € {1, ..., n} such that (a;, b;) #
(ais1,bir1), where we use the convention n + 1 = 1. Then,

n n 2
, T
(4]’[ tan ;)‘ E Qi+1,i < ( § Li+1,i) .
i=1 i=1

Proof.—This corollary is essentially because the n points
form an n’-sided polygon. To prove it formally, Let
I ={iell,...,n}|(a;,b;) # (ai+1,bi+1)} be the partial set
of labels. The size of this set is |[I[| = n’. The isoperi-
metric inequality (S19) applied to the sequence of points
{(a;, b;) | i € I} (in the increasing order in i) gives

(4n tan —) > Qi < (Z L,-+1,,»)2. (S25)

i€l i€l

On the other hand, since Q;,;; =0and L;;;; =0fori ¢ I,

(S24)

Z Qz+l i Z -Qz+1 ) Z L1+l i Z Lz+1 i (826)

i€l i€l
Combining Eqgs. (S25) and (S26) proves the desired result.
|

We introduce another Lemma, which will be used for
bipartite cases.

Lemma.—Consider a sequence of n points (aj, by), ...,
(an, b,) on R? that satisfies (a; — ai+1)(b; — bix1) = 0 for
i=1,...,n. In other words, the value of a and b does not
simultaneously change along the sequence. Then,

n 2
< (Z Li+1,i) .
i=1

Proof—The proof proceeds similarly to the proof of
Eq. (S19). We define the edges s; and the polygon P as
in the previous proof. Due to the assumption, the direction
of each edge is either 0, /2, m, or 37/2 relative to the a
axis.

Let Q be the convexification of P. Then, Q must be a
rectangle, and hence satisfy the inequality (S21) withn = 4:

16 Q(Q) < L(Q)*. (S28)

(S27)

i+1,0

As in the previous proof, we have L(P)
Q(Q), and therefore

= L(Q) and Q(P) <

16 Q(P) < L(P)* (S29)
holds for P. The proof for —Q(P) proceeds similarly to the
previous proof. [

B.6 Proof of the main results

Finally, we combine these tools to finish the proof of
Egs. (3), (8), and (9). Here we explicitly prove the tighter
version Eq. (8), which applies to the general setup, and the
bipartite case Eq. (9). The simpler version Eq. (3) follows
from Eq. (8) by using n/. tan(n/n..) > n.tan(n/n.) forn.. < n,.
and that maximizing over all simple cycles gives a larger
result than maximizing over the restricted set C*.

Proof of Eq. (8)—First, we apply the corol-
lary (S24) of the isoperimetric inequality to the se-
quence of points (a;,b;),...,(a;,,b;, ) for each cycle
c=(1— - =i, —i). This gives

[an Z) S0 < ()

eec eec
We combine Eq. (S30) with Eq. (S12) to obtain

PNLTEDIN AN

i>j ceC* eec

<> (Z ) (4n tan nlc)_l, (S31)

ceC* eec

(S30)

where we used that 7, > 0. Next, we combine Eq. (S13)

with the generalized TUR (S14) applied to X, = L, to
rewrite
Zﬂ:/ ij = Z jc(z _LZ)
i>j ceC* ecc
> ZJ(ZL) (n ) . (S32)
ceC* eec

Plugging Eqgs. (S31) and (S32) into the expression of yp, in
Eq. (S8) gives

4 Beeccr Te(Zeee Le)*[4n; tan(r/n;)]"!

< (S33)
IXba ZCEC* jc(Zeec 6)2 [nc tanh(? /znc)] r
Finally, we use the inequality
Ye
Tocer e  ZecC W Meesr oy Ve (s34
ZCEC* Xe chc* Xe ceC* X,

for any x. € R.g and y. € R, which is saturated if and only
if y./x. are equal across all ¢ € C*. This leads to
4T (X e L) [4n tan(zr/n,)]™"
IXba| < max B) 1
ceC* Je(Leec Le)*[ne tanh(F./2n.)]~




_ max " BnhFe/2n0) ($35)
cec*  n.tan(m/nl)

which proves the desired inequality in Eq. (8). [ |
Proof of Eq. (9).—Similarly to the proof of Eq. (8), we
apply the isoperimetric inequality for bipartite observables,

Eg. (527), to the sequence of points (a;,, b)), . . ., (@, . bi,,)
for each cycle ¢ = (i, = --- —i,, — ;). This gives

16> Q| < (Z Le)z.

eec eec

(S36)

This is formally equivalent to Eq. (S30) with the replace-
ment of n,, with 4. Therefore, with the same lines of rea-
soning as in the previous proof, we obtain Eq. (S35) with
the replacement of n/, with 4. This is identical to the desired
result (9). [ ]

C. Bound for finite time lag 7

While our main result concerns the correlations in the
short-t region, here we conjecture that a similar result holds
for any finite 7 based on numerical evidence. More pre-
cisely, we introduce a finite-7 version of Eq. (2) as

T T
Cba Cab

L= . S37
Ao S B Co) B2 o) 537
For this ratio, we conjecture
tanh(F./2n, B
L\/Za| < max m < max ; (S38)
c JT

tan(rr/n,.)

for all > 0. This conjecture means that the maximum
cycle affinity limits the asymmetry of the cross-correlation
¢, — C., for all time lags, not just the short-7 regime.
Equatlon (S38) implies the main result (3) by taking the
limit lim0 x},, = Xba-

To numerically test Eq. (S38), we note that Eq. (S38) for
all 7 > 0 is equivalent to

tanh(¥./2n,
Sup IXZa' S maxw

>0 ¢ tan(rr/n,) (539

We plot both sides of Eq. (S39) for 10° randomly generated
systems in Fig. S1. All the points obey the bound Eq. (S39)
without a single exception, which provides numerical evi-
dence to the bound (S39). We leave analytical investigation
of this finite-7 bound to future work.

D. Supplemental discussions
D.1 Implicit assumptions

We clarify two assumptions that are implicitly made so
that the main results are well-defined. First, the denomi-
nator of x;, should be nonzero, i.e., 3, ; 7;;a;a; # 0 and

SUP.0 |

0.0+
00 05 10 15

20 00 05 1.0 15 20
tanh(¥/2n.)

c tan(rmr/n.)

FIG. S1. Numerical evidence for the finite-r bound (S39) for uni-
cyclic systems (left) and multicyclic systems (right). We generate 10°
systems with random numbers of states, random transition rates, and
random observables a and b, and we plot both sides of Eq. (S39). In-
sets show the topology of the systems. A circle e denotes a state, and
a line — denotes an edge with a nonzero transition rate. The number
of states in unicyclic systems (left) are chosen randomly from 3 to
16, and the number of states in each gray-shaded area in multicyclic
systems (right) is chosen randomly from 1 to 8.

2., Tijbib; # 0, when we define y;,. Second, the sys-
tem should have at least one cycle because otherwise the
right-hand side of the result is ill-defined.

These assumptions are not very restrictive because they
are automatically satisfied whenever the cross-correlations
are asymmetric, C; # C7,. In other words, if one of these
assumptions are violated, it follows that C,, = Cr,. Indeed,
if }; ; Tijaia; = 0 holds, Eq. (5) shows that a; = a; for any
pair of i, j with nonzero flux 7;; # 0. This is equivalent
to a being constant along any steady-state trajectory, which
leadsto C; = Cga. Therefore, the asymmetry is C; —C7, =
C), —C° = 0. Similarly, if 3, ;7;bib; = 0 holds, the
asymmetry is zero. For a system with no cycles, its steady
state is always detailed-balanced, 7;; = 7 ; [16]. Therefore,
the system has no asymmetry, C; —C;, =0, as confirmed
from Eq. (4).

D.2 Rescaling observables

In Sec. B, we have proven our result based on the as-
sumption (S6). Imposing this assumption does not lose
generality, as discussed in Sec. B 1, and therefore the proof
is already completed. Nevertheless, it will be helpful to give
an explicit proof of Eq. (8) for general pair of observables
a and b.

Let a and b be any pair of observables that does not nec-
essarily satisfy the assumption (S6). We define a constant

(540)

and introduce a new pair of observables a’ = 6q; and b =
b;. One can easily confirm the condition 2ijTijad; =



2 Ti jb;b;, and therefore the above proof applies to the
pair a’ and b’ to deduce

(4 h c 2 (4
I/\/b’a’l S max M (S41)
cec*  nltan(m/nl)

Since C},, = 6C; ,C?,,, =0C,,Cl, , = 62CT, and Coy =
C,p» it follows that |ys| = |ypw|. Combining this with

Eq. (S41) completes the explicit proof of the main result (8).

D.3 Equality conditions

We discuss the equality condition of our main result,
Eq. (3), for unicyclic systems.

Proposition.—For unicyclic systems, the first (tighter)
inequality in our main result (3) is saturated if and only if (i)
A, is uniform across the cycle, and (ii) there exist a scaling
constant y such that the points (yay, by), ..., (ya,, b,) form
a regular n-sided polygon in this order.

Proof—We first find the equality condition under the
assumption (S6), and then recast it to the general case.

For a and b obeying the assumption (S6), our main re-
sult (3) for unicyclic systems is simply the combination
of the generalized TUR and the isoperimetric inequality, as
discussed in the main text. By combining their equality con-
ditions, which are stated below Eq. (S14) and Eq. (S19), and
noting that the current ., is always uniform for unicyclic
systems, one can easily find that the equality of Eq. (3)
holds if and only if A, is uniform across the cycle, and
(a1, by),...,(a,, b,) form a regular n-sided polygon in this
order.

For a and b that do not necessarily obey the assump-
tion (S6), the result (3) is obtained by applying the above
proof to the rescaled variables ¢’ = 6a and b’ = b, as
discussed in Sec. D2. Therefore, the equality condi-
tion is that (i) A, is uniform along the cycle, and (ii’)
(6ay,by),...,(0a,,b,) form a regular n-sided polygon in
this order. It remains to show that the combination of (i)
and (ii’) is equivalent to the combination of (i) and (ii) in

the statement. We can assume without loss of generality
that y > 0 because, whenever (yay, b)), ..., (va,, b,) form
a regular n-sided polygon, so do (—yay, by), ..., (—ya,, by,).

When (i) and (ii*) holds, (ii) immediately holds with the
choice y = 6. Conversely, suppose that (i) and (ii) are
satisfied. Then, the coefficient ¢ in Eq. (S40) is calculated
as

5= i Ai1i(bi — biy1)?
Y A1 i(ai — ai1)?

—y 2i(bi = bis1)?
Yilyai — yai1)?
=, (S42)

where the first equality is due to Eq. (5), and the second
equality is due to the condition (i). The last equality is
confirmed by expressing ya; = rcos(i - 2n/n + 6y) and b; =
rsin(i - 2/n + 6) for any r and 6y and calculating

. T
D b= bi)? = > (yva; = yai)? = 20 sin® = (843)
i i n

using the sum-to-product identities and the power-reduction
formulae from trigonometry. Equation (S42) combined
with (ii) implies (ii’). [

Note that the condition (i) is equivalent to the uniformity
of the one-way fluxes 731 = 73, = -+ = T, and Tqp =

T3 = +++ = T,. This is implied by, but not equivalent
to, the uniformity of the rates R,; = R3; = -+ = Ry, and
Rio =Ry3 =--- =Ry

We can similarly discuss the equality condition for mul-
ticyclic systems. For observables that satisfy the assump-
tion (S6), the equality condition is obtained by considering
the equality conditions of Eq. (S12), Eq. (S13), the gener-
alized TUR (S14), the isoperimetric inequality (S19), and
Eq. (S34). For general observables, we can obtain the
equality condition via a rescaling argument as above. We
omit further details.
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