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Biomolecules stochastically occupy different possible configurations with probabilities given by non-
equilibrium steady-state distributions. These distributions are determined by the transition rate
constants between different configurations. Changing these biochemical parameters (inputs) alters
the resulting distributions (outputs), and thus constitutes a form of computation. The information-
theoretic advantage of performing computations using non-equilibrium distributions, which require a
thermodynamic driving force and thus continual energy expenditure to maintain, is unclear. Here we
show how much driving can change probability distributions beyond what is possible at equilibrium.
First, we establish a tight limit on how much the driving force can change the probability of observing
any configuration of an arbitrary molecular system. We then derive a concise expression relating
the driving force to the maximum information gain – the change in the full probability distribution
over configurations – in any computation, showing how small input changes can exponentially alter
outputs. Finally, we numerically show that synthetic systems and Ras signaling can closely approach
this bound, illustrating the necessity of energy expenditure to enable the computational capabilities
observed in nature.

I. INTRODUCTION

Biomolecules can exist in different states with distinct
functionalities: nucleic acids and proteins can adopt dif-
ferent conformations, they can bind to each other or to
ligands to form complexes, and they can be phosphory-
lated and acetylated. Switching between these different
possible states, often in response to input signals from the
environment, constitutes a general type of biomolecular
computation [1, 2] that is distinct from classical notions
of computation.

Classical models of computation involve modifying a
single copy of a rewritable memory that remains un-
changed until subsequent operations are performed. In
contrast, biomolecular computation typically depends on
the ensemble- and time-averaged configurations of many
copies of a molecule, and consists of transitions between
different steady-state probability distributions of molec-
ular configurations. Individual computational steps con-
sist of a change in molecular rate constants (inputs) from
r → r′ which leads to an updated probability distribu-
tion (outputs; Fig. 1A). In cases such as protein fold-
ing [3, 4], modulation of enzyme activity [5], or signaling
[6, 7], there is often a single functionally relevant “on”
state whose probability is updated by the computation.
In other cases, such as self-assembly [8, 9], biologically
relevant information is encoded by the entire probability
distribution over all states.

The total power consumption associated with
biomolecular computation (i.e. the energetic cost per
unit time), which we denote by Pcomp, can formally

be decomposed into two components: that associated
with the transient dissipation when transitioning from
one steady-state distribution to another in response
to a change in inputs (Ptrans), and that associated
with maintaining the steady-state distribution after the
transient dissipation (Pss):

Pcomp = Ptrans + Pss (1)

(Note that we define the cost of computation to include
only the power consumption associated with changing
or maintaining the system; the power consumption re-
quired to change the inputs is considered to be a sepa-
rate cost.) Although Landauer acknowledged the gen-
eral importance of Pss in his seminal work [10], the
dynamical stability of magnetic storage devices means
that steady-state dissipation is typically negligible com-
pared to transient dissipation in human-made computers
(Pss ≪ Ptrans). In such cases, the minimal energetic cost
of bit erasure in a logically irreversible computational
step, which is the time integral of Ptrans, is kT ln 2 [10–
13] where kT is the product of the Boltzmann constant
and the temperature.
In contrast, Pss is a major cost associated with compu-

tation in living systems, which transition between non-
equilibrium steady states that require energy to main-
tain. This requires cells to harness thermodynamic
forces, often in the form of an excess concentration of an
energy currency such as adenosine or guanosine triphos-
phate (ATP or GTP) [14]. In the cell, these forces are
typically kept constant while the system changes its other
parameters (which we refer to as passive parameters)
from κ → κ′ in order to convert between non-equilibrium
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steady states. Such input changes can be accomplished,
for example, via changes in the concentrations of ligands
or cofactors, or reversible covalent modifications such as
phosphorylation. Whereas previous results mostly fo-
cused on Ptrans, in this work we address how the thermo-
dynamic forces that generate Pss constrain information
processing in biomolecular computation. We derive a
universal relation showing how information gain in any
molecular computation describable by a master equation
is limited by the thermodynamic force that maintains the
non-equilibrium steady states.

A. Computation using equilibrium versus
non-equilibrium steady-states

To understand whether computation between non-
equilibrium steady states, which are energetically costly
to maintain, confers quantifiable advantages over compu-
tation between equilibrium steady-states, we first illus-
trate the difference between these two types of compu-
tation. Protein complex formation is a prototypical ex-
ample of computation between equilibrium steady-states
(Fig. 1B). In a three-state model of this process, protein
A can reversibly bind protein B, the A·B complex can re-
versibly bind a receptor R, and the A·B ·R complex (i.e.
the “on” state) can reversibly dissociate. The relative
populations of the different states of A can be changed
by increasing the number of B proteins or altering them
(e.g. via covalent modifications or ligand binding) to in-
crease their binding affinity to A, which will increase the
probability of finding A in the “on” state. Operation of
this system requires energy expenditure only during the
computational steps, when the system is transitioning to
new steady states due to changing inputs (Ptrans > 0).
Because the steady states are at equilibrium, the for-
ward flux equals the backwards flux for every transi-
tion. Consequently, energy is not required to maintain
the steady state distributions when inputs are not chang-
ing (Pss = 0) (Fig. 1B).

Phosphorylation-gated binding is a prototypical ex-
ample of computation between non-equilibrium steady-
states (Fig. 1C). An active kinase can consume energy to
phosphorylate protein A, and a phosphatase can dephos-
phorylate A; phosphorylated A can reversibly bind a re-
ceptor R; and reversible dephosphorylation not mediated
by an enzyme can lead to receptor unbinding. In con-
trast to computation between equilibrium steady-states,
the power consumption of this system has two distinct
components: the power dissipated to reach new steady
states after a change in the inputs (Ptrans > 0) and the
power required to maintain the non-equilibrium steady-
state, characterized by net clockwise probability flux that
breaks detailed balance, even when inputs are not chang-
ing (Pss > 0) (Fig. 1C). Our goal is to quantify how the
sensitivity of the output distribution to changing inputs
depends on whether the steady states are at equilibrium
(e.g. Fig. 1B) or not (e.g. Fig. 1C).

B. Quantifying computation between steady-states

We consider discrete-state continuous-time Markov
models describing mass-action kinetics of biomolecules
coupled to a bath at temperature T . Systems at equi-
librium are parameterized by passive rate constants κij

associated with transitions between states i and j . The
probability of the system occupying state i at time t,
denoted by pi(t), evolves according to

dpi(t)

dt
=

∑
j ̸=i

(
κjipj(t)− κijpi(t)

)
. (2)

The steady-state value of pi(t) is denoted by pi.
At equilibrium, the net probability current between i

and j, denoted by Iij = κijpi−κjipj , is zero for all ij (the
condition of detailed balance). Non-equilibrium systems
can be constructed by starting from a reference equilib-
rium system and changing some of the forward rate con-
stants from the passive rate constant κij to the driven
rate constant rij , which in general will break detailed
balance. We shall frequently compare a non-equilibrium
system to its reference equilibrium system.
We define the applied driving force θij in terms of

the driven and reference passive rate constants between
states i and j:

θij = kT ln

(
rij
κij

)
(3)

Note that θij should be thought of as energy per molec-
ular transition rather than energy per length and so has
units of energy. The applied driving forces θij are also
related to chemical potential differences: the sum of the
net applied driving force along any loop is equal to the
net chemical potential difference along that loop, which
is also called the cycle affinity [15, 16] (Appendix A).
Applied driving forces are directly related to the steady-
state power consumption Pss of the system [17][18]:

Pss =
∑
mn

θmnImn. (4)

where Imn are the net probability currents induced by
the driving forces, and the sum is performed over each
pair of connected states m and n. Note that, in general,
dissipation occurs at all transitions even though Eq. 4
shows that the total dissipation can be calculated by con-
sidering only the driven transitions, for which θmn ̸= 0.
In contrast to the steady-state dissipation rate Pss or

the chemical potential difference ∆µ between two states,
which are generally emergent properties of the system,
the applied driving force θ between two states is an ex-
plicit function of the rate constants between those states.
Therefore, θ serves as a directly controllable design pa-
rameter. For example, in biological systems, eθ/kT is
often the fold-increase of ATP concentration over its con-
centration at equilibrium. This driving leads to net en-
tropy production in the thermal bath and requires con-
stant external supply of energy to regenerate ATP and
maintain the steady state.
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FIG. 1. Steady-state computation in molecular biology. (A) Changing the steady-state probability distribution of
system states constitutes a computational step. (B) Protein-receptor binding is an example of computation between equilibrium
steady-states. (C) Protein phosphorylation-gated receptor binding is an example of computation between non-equilibrium
steady-states.

We denote by θ the set of all applied driving forces θij
for all ij, and by κ the set of all passive parameters κij

defining the reference equilibrium system for all ij. As
can be seen in Eq. 3, each rate constant of the system
rij is uniquely determined by κij and θij ; the steady-
state probability of state i is thus represented by pi(θ,κ).
In most contexts, biomolecular computation corresponds
to changing the passive parameters κ, while keeping the
non-equilibrium driving forces θ (e.g. ATP/ADP ratio)
fixed. We formally define a computational step as the

transition pi(θ,κ) → pi(θ,κ
′) in response to changing

the passive input parameters from κ → κ′. We seek to
determine, in the most general case, which input-output
relationships are possible in such a computational step.
This can be rigorously formulated in the language of in-
formation theory as the information gain [19] (also known
as the Kullback-Leibler divergence, or relative entropy)
D between the steady-state probability distribution of
the post-computation system and the probability distri-



4

bution of the pre-computation system:

D(θ;κ′∥κ) =
N∑
i=1

pi(θ,κ
′) ln

[
pi(θ,κ

′)

pi(θ,κ)

]
. (5)

The information gain is the expected excess surprise (as
measured in bits per random sampling of the configu-
ration of the system) from continuing to use pi(θ,κ) as
the probability distribution even though the probabil-
ity distribution should be updated to pi(θ,κ

′) due to
the change of input conditions κ → κ′. The informa-
tion gain is not the change in entropy of the distribution,
which can be positive or negative. Rather, it is a measure
of the error in using the pre-computation distribution as
a model of the post-computation distribution, which is
always non-negative.

We find through numerical experimentation that the
information gain is sensitive to the applied driving force
within a limited range, beyond which it saturates (Ap-
pendix B). Below, we derive mathematical relations that
precisely establish how the probability amplification of
any state pi(θ,κ)/pi(0,κ), as well as the information
gain over all states D(θ;κ′∥κ), are limited by the driv-
ing forces θ for arbitrary computational steps κ → κ′ in
any system. Information gain and suppression of noise
arising from κ → κ′ parameter fluctuations are shown to
be equally constrained by the thermodynamic force; they
are fundamentally symmetric sides of the same coin.

II. RESULTS

A. Applied driving forces bound amplification and
suppression of individual states

The components of information gain are the probabili-
ties of individual states. Thus, to obtain our main result,
we first prove bounds on how the probabilities of individ-
ual states can change under non-equilibrium driving.

The steady-state probability of any state can be ex-
pressed in terms of rate constants present in distinct di-
rected spanning trees of the network of states. The rele-
vant object then becomes non-self-intersecting paths be-
tween two states; the presence of many driven transitions
in a single path enables extreme probability amplification
and suppression. We define the total applied driving force
Θ to be the maximum sum of applied driving forces along
any non-self-intersecting path in the network:

Θ ≡ max
n.s.i. path u

 ∑
edge mn ∈ u

(θmn − θnm)

 (6)

In Appendices C-D, we use Kirchhoff’s matrix-tree the-
orem [15] to show our first main result: the steady-state
probability of any state i in the presence and absence of
the applied driving force (pi(Θ,κ) and pi(0,κ), respec-
tively) is constrained by:

pi(0,κ)e
−Θ/kT ≤ pi(Θ,κ) ≤ pi(0,κ)e

Θ/kT . (7)

Hence, Θ limits the maximal amplification or suppres-
sion of any state. This bound is general, and applies to
the steady-state behavior of all master equation systems
regardless of the complexity of the network. This result
differs from previous work [20–22] bounding the relative
probabilities between two different states of the same sys-
tem. Other recent work produced a bound that implies
Eq. 7 in the case of a single driven transition [23]. In
contrast, Eq. 7 bounds the change in the probability
of the same state if the system is altered by an arbitrary
set of thermodynamic driving forces, even across multiple
driven transitions (Appendices C-D).

To illustrate the tightness of this bound, we gener-
ated a range of state-space networks with diverse topolo-
gies and passive parameters κ (Fig. 2A). In each sys-
tem, we randomly selected four transitions along which
to apply a non-equilibrium driving force (θ = 2 kT )
and compared the equilibrium probability pi(0,κ) and
non-equilibrium probability pi(θ,κ) of each state i. We
observe that pi(θ,κ) cannot exceed pi(0,κ)e

4θ/kT , and
cannot be lower than pi(0,κ)e

−4θ/kT . Moreover, there
are many states for which pi(θ,κ) lies along discrete
sub-bounds given by pi(0,κ)e

±θ/kT , pi(0,κ)e
±2θ/kT , and

pi(0,κ)e
±3θ/kT . Our result (Eq. 7) explains the common

origin of the observed overall bound and sub-bounds as
follows. In the example set of systems containing four
driven transitions analyzed in Fig. 2, there may exist
arrangements in which all four driven transitions point in
the same direction along a single non-intersecting path.
In this case, Θ = 4θ, and some states may be maxi-
mally suppressed or amplified. However, for other ar-
rangements, there may not exist any non-intersecting
paths containing all of the driven transitions. If at most
one, two or three driven transitions are part of a non-
intersecting path, we have Θ = θ, 2θ or 3θ, correspond-
ing to the discrete sub-bounds observed in the simula-
tions (Fig. 2C). Thus, even though there may exist four
driven transitions in the overall network, no state prob-
ability can be suppressed or amplified to the extent pos-
sible when Θ = 4θ (Fig. 2C).

This result also explains why the maximum amplifi-
cation or suppression depends on whether driven tran-
sitions are arranged in a series or parallel configuration.
When arranged in series, a single non-intersecting path
can contain all transitions, and hence amplification de-
pends on the number of driven transitions (Fig. 2D). In
contrast, when arranged in parallel (e.g. transitions from
several different states are directed towards the same
state), no path can contain more than one driven transi-
tion pointing the same direction along the path. Hence,
the maximum amplification is determined by the largest
driving force among the different transitions, regardless
of the total number of driven transitions (Fig. 2E).
Overall, the bound for each value of Θ (Eq. 7) is tight.
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FIG. 2. Total applied driving force tightly bounds probability amplification and suppression in arbitrary
networks. (A) Examples of network topologies whose probability amplification and suppression properties were studied. Four
driven transitions were added in different locations in each network, and the equilibrium and non-equilibrium probabilities of
each state were calculated. (B) Equilibrium and non-equilibrium probabilities of individual states in each network. Each dot
represents a single state. (C) Different arrangements of the four driven transitions lead to differences in the maximum number
of driven transitions along any non-intersecting path (i.e. different total applied driving forces), and hence different bounds on
probability amplification and suppression. (D) Equilibrium and non-equilibrium probabilities of individual states in networks
with different numbers of transitions driven in series. (E) Equilibrium and non-equilibrium probabilities of individual states in
networks with different numbers of transitions driven in parallel.
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B. Maximum signal amplification and suppression
limit

Eq. 7 bounds the change in probability of any state
of a system if the driving force Θ is applied. We next
used this relation to derive bounds relevant for biomolec-
ular computation, in which the passive parameters κ are
changed while Θ is held constant.

The maximum amplification or suppression of the
probability of any state i after a computational step
κ → κ′, relative to the amplification of the same compu-
tational step at equilibrium, is given by:∣∣∣∣∣ ln

(
pi(Θ,κ)

pi(Θ,κ′)

)
− ln

(
pi(0,κ)

pi(0,κ′)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2Θ

kT
. (8)

This amplification/suppression relation applies to the
change in probability of any single biologically relevant
state i of a system (e.g. a signaling “on” state). An
input event, such as phosphorylation, changes the pas-
sive parameters of the signaling protein from κ → κ′,
thereby altering the probability of the signaling state,
which conveys the signal to downstream components of
the signaling pathway. We consider the specific case of
the Ras signaling protein below.

C. Maximum and minimum information gain limit

In other cases such as self-assembly, the overall prob-
ability distribution over all system states is biologically
meaningful. Here, rather than the log-fold-change of an
individual state, the relevant measure of computation is
the information gain, which is the log-fold-change aver-
aged over all states. We used Eq. 7 to derive bounds on
non-equilibrium information gain (D(Θ;κ∥κ′)) as a func-
tion of the equilibrium information gain (D(0;κ∥κ′)) and
the total applied driving force Θ (Appendix E):

upper bound: D(Θ;κ′∥κ) ≤ 2Θ

kT
+D(0;κ′∥κ)eΘ/kT

lower bound: D(0;κ′∥κ) ≤ 2Θ

kT
+D(Θ;κ′∥κ)eΘ/kT

(9)

The bound on non-equilibrium information gain
D(Θ;κ′∥κ) has two components. The first term, which
is independent of the equilibrium information gain and
scales linearly with the thermodynamic force, is relevant
to computational steps such as the addition of a catalyst
that acts on the system. Such steps lead to zero informa-
tion gain at equilibrium but non-zero information gain in
the presence of the thermodynamic force. Because cat-
alyst molecules are present at sub-stoichiometric levels,
multiple types of catalysts can simultaneously act on the
system to perform complex input-output computations
without overcrowding. For example, the concentrations
of some kinases are more than three orders of magni-
tude lower than their target substrates [24]. The second

term is proportional to the equilibrium information gain
and scales exponentially with the thermodynamic force.
However, this exponential amplification can only act on
information gain already present when Θ = 0 (computa-
tion between equilibrium steady-states) and must there-
fore be implemented via stoichiometric modifications.

FIG. 3. Accessible regimes of non-equilibrium infor-
mation gain. Each gray point represents a pair of systems
(with pre-computation parameter set κ and post-computation
parameter set κ′). Bounds are indicated by dashed lines. The
region above the diagonal corresponds to additional informa-
tion gain (information gain due to the κ → κ′ transition is
greater when the systems are driven) and the region below the
diagonal corresponds to noise suppression (driving reduces the
information gain associated with the κ → κ′ transition). The
red shaded regions indicate inaccessible regions.

Some systems can consume energy to generate larger
changes in their state probability distributions than
would be possible through modification of passive pa-
rameters κ alone, resulting in D(Θ;κ′∥κ) > D(0;κ′∥κ).
Such systems are capable of additional information gain
that is enabled by non-equilibrium driving. Other sys-
tems consume energy to avoid changes in their state prob-
ability distributions that would occur when the underly-
ing passive parameters were modified from κ → κ′, i.e.
D(Θ;κ′∥κ) < D(0;κ′∥κ). In such cases, non-equilibrium
driving enables noise suppression, making systems robust
against fluctuations in κ. Eq. 9 provides upper and
lower bounds on additional information gain and noise
suppression, respectively.
We tested the tightness of the bound in Eq. 9 for a

total applied driving force of Θ = 2kT by constructing
a series of state-space networks with different topologies.
For each network, we considered two pairs of passive pa-
rameters κ and κ′, which we optimized to maximize or
minimize D(Θ;κ′∥κ) given a particular value of the equi-
librium information gain D(0;κ′∥κ) (shown in gray in
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FIG. 4. Numerical optimization illustrates the tightness of the information gain bound both near and far
from equilibrium. (A) Achievable values of equilibrium and non-equilibrium information gain are shown for different values
of the total applied driving force Θ. Each filled point corresponds to a pair of passive parameters, and dashed lines denote the
corresponding bound for each value of Θ. The locations of representative systems shown in (C) are indicated by L and E .
(B) Representative pairs of four-state completely connected systems with an applied driving force of Θ = 5 kBT in the linear
L and exponential E regimes.

Fig. 3) (Appendix F). While our simulations did not ap-
proach the bound arbitrarily tightly, optimization brings
them close to the upper and lower bounds.

D. The information gain bound is relevant far from
equilibrium

Having verified the tightness of the bound for a mod-
est value of the applied driving force, we sought to test
whether the bound was also relevant far from equilib-
rium. Focusing on a completely connected four-state
network, we optimized κ and κ′ for a range of applied
driving forces up to 15 kT , comparable to the driving
force supplied by the hydrolysis of ATP or GTP [25].
We found that the bound was similarly tight even for
systems driven far from equilibrium (Fig. 4A).

We examined representative sets of passive parame-
ters κ for the four-state complete network that gener-
ated information gain values in the regions where either
the linear or exponential terms in the bound dominate for
Θ = 5kT (Fig. 4B). In the linear region, the steady-state
probability distributions for the κ and κ′ parameter sets
are nearly identical for the equilibrium case, and are dif-
ferent in the non-equilibrium case. The probability cur-
rents also change qualitatively from κ to κ′. In the expo-
nential region, the probability distribution differs slightly
between κ and κ′ in the equilibrium case, and changes
drastically in the non-equilibrium case; again, the pattern
of currents changes. Taken together, these data indicate
that the changes in passive parameters needed to closely
approach the bound are non-trivial, leading to qualita-
tive variation in probability and current distributions in
different information gain regimes.

E. The signal amplification bound constrains
biological phenomena

Having shown that synthetic systems can closely ap-
proach the bounds on signal amplification and informa-
tion gain, we analyzed a biological example with reported
rate constants: the Ras signaling switch, which trans-
duces signals controlling cell growth and differentiation.
Ras is a protein whose work cycle can be modeled as a
four-state system with one driven transition, consisting
of GTP binding and hydrolysis, and GDP and phosphate
unbinding (Fig. 5A) [26]. The presence of a guanine nu-
cleotide exchange factor (GEF) affects the rate of GTP
and GDP (un)binding, and the presence of a GTPase ac-
tivating protein (GAP) affects the rate of GTP hydrol-
ysis. Thus, the presence or absence of GEF and GAP
act as tunable inputs that change the passive parameters
of the system, and hence the probabilities of the states
(Fig. 7).

The probability of the GTP-bound “on” state, in which
Ras can activate downstream machinery, is the biologi-
cally meaningful quantity. Hence, the relevant bound is
on the amplification of this state. For the specific case
of Ras, in which the driven transition points directly
to the “on” state, Eq. 8 reduces to a tighter bound:∣∣ ln( pi(Θ,κ)

pi(Θ,κ′)

)
− ln

(
pi(0,κ)
pi(0,κ′)

)∣∣ ≤ Θ
kT (Appendix G). Using

fixed rate constant values which were previously mea-
sured (Table I), we asked to what extent GAP or GEF
can alter the probability of the “on” state, quantified by
the signal ratio of the “on” state probability under each

of the input conditions: p
(GEF)
on /p

(GAP)
on . Fig. 5B shows

that the signal ratio is tightly bounded by the theoreti-
cal maximum for low and medium values of the applied
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FIG. 5. Comparison of Ras signaling to signal amplification bound. (A) Structure of the Ras signaling network.
Cofactors are omitted from reverse reactions for clarity. GAP and GEF each alter rate constants of specific processes; their
presence or absence are the control parameters of the system. (B) The ratio of probability of the “on” state in the presence of
GEF versus the presence of GAP, or the “signal ratio”, as a function of applied driving force.

driving force, and reaches a plateau at higher values. We
hypothesize that driving beyond this level yields dimin-
ishing returns because further increases in the signal ratio
exceed the dynamic range of the output signal. In this
regime, the plateau in the response confers robustness to
fluctuations in GTP and GDP levels under physiological
conditions (Θ ≈ 20 kT ).

III. DISCUSSION

Previous work has highlighted how non-equilibrium
driving affects information processing in biological sys-
tems. For example, it has been shown that energy ex-
penditure generates the sharp morphogen profiles neces-
sary for eukaryotic development which are inaccessible
at equilibrium [27] and enables error reduction in copy-
ing processes [28, 29]. Considerable theoretical work has
focused on understanding how energy expenditure con-
strains the fluctuations of a system [30–34].

Yet, fluctuations are distinct from the transitions be-
tween steady-states that constitute computation. The
few studies on the thermodynamic constraints on com-
putation have focused on transient behaviors or pertur-
bative changes [35, 36]. However, it remains unclear how
applied driving forces constrain changes in probability
distributions in response to arbitrary changes in passive
system parameters. This fundamental question about
the thermodynamic limits on biomolecular computation
is not addressed by the Landauer energy requirement for
irreversible computation [10], which does not apply to the
thermodynamic cost of holding probability distributions
at fixed non-equilibrium steady-states.

Recently, a tight bound on information gain in re-
sponse to driving a single transition was derived [23].
However, tight bounds on the behavior of multiply driven

systems – which are ubiquitous in biology – have re-
mained elusive. Moreover, because thermodynamic driv-
ing forces such as ATP concentration are typically fixed,
living systems alter probability distributions over system
states by changing passive system parameters. Thus, for-
mulating bounds on information gain in terms of changes
in passive parameters is particularly important, and has
remained an open problem.

Here we have derived bounds on how much systems
can change the probability of individual states and al-
ter their overall information content depending on the
strength of the total applied driving force. These bounds
apply to the steady-state behavior of all master equa-
tion systems regardless of size, complexity, number of
driven transitions, or the nature of the computational
step. We demonstrate that the probability amplification
and suppression bound is tight, and that diverse molec-
ular systems can closely approach the information gain
bound, which is relevant for systems both near and far
from equilibrium.

Building on pioneering work by Berg and Purcell [37],
more recent work [38] has shown that energy consump-
tion limits the sensitivity of molecular sensing. In a simi-
lar spirit, we show that the applied thermodynamic force
limits the information gain of molecular computation. It
is important to note that while information processing in
the cell is constrained by energy consumption, in prac-
tice it is also limited by noisy integration of signals and
sub-sampling of probability distributions [39].

We show that a common example of biological signal-
ing can function near the limit of signal amplification
derived here. The plateau of the signal ratio and in-
formation gain near the biologically relevant values of
Θ ≈ 15 − 20 kT [25, 40] suggests robustness to natural
fluctuations of intracellular GTP and GDP levels, which
can vary the driving force by about 1 kT in vivo [41].
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Given the energetic efficiency of computation between
equilibrium steady-states, it is perhaps surprising that
biological systems rely so heavily on non-equilibrium pro-
cesses. Our analysis offers a general explanation for this
strategy, and examples of systems that can take advan-
tage of it. Future work will reveal the extent to which
living systems consistently exploit the additional infor-
mation gain available when operating far from equilib-
rium.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Daniel Busiello, Peter Foster, Todd Gin-
grich, Jordan Horowitz, Vinothan Manoharan, Daniel
Needleman and Yong Hyun Song for valuable feedback.
We acknowledge the Texas Advanced Computing Cen-
ter (TACC) at the University of Texas at Austin for
providing computational resources. This work was sup-
ported by the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative Theory in Biol-
ogy grant, the Sloan Foundation Matter-to-Life grant G-
2024-22449 (M.M.L.) and a National Science Foundation
Graduate Research Fellowship (E.A.). Some graphical
elements were adapted from BioRender.

Appendix A: Relationship between applied driving
forces and chemical potential differences

Consider a loop in a state-space network where edges
are indexed by ij (indicating an edge between vertex i
and vertex j). The sum of the chemical potential differ-
ences along each edge in the loop is given by:

∑
ij∈ loop

∆µij =
∑
ij

kT ln

(
Jij
Jji

)
= kT

∑
ij

ln

(
pi rij
pj rji

)
(A1)

= kT

∑
ij

ln

(
rij/κij

rji/κji

)
+ ln

∏
ij

pi
pj

+ ln

∏
ij

κij

κji


We note that for a sum over the edges in a loop, the
probability of each state enters once in the numerator
and once in the denominator, and that for every pathway
connecting states m and n, the ratios of the forward and
reverse product of equilibrium rate constants is unity:

κm,m+1κm+1,m+2 · · ·κn−2,n−1κn−1,n

κm+1,mκm+2,m+1 · · ·κn−1,n−2κn,n−1
= 1

Therefore, ∑
ij∈ loop

∆µij = kT
∑

ij∈ loop

(θij − θji) (A2)

Appendix B: A circuit representation enabling
efficient numerical experimentation

For systems of nontrivial complexity, obtaining general
insights into steady-state behavior using the rate con-
stant framework is typically analytically intractable [15].
It is convenient to transform variables from rate con-
stants to an equivalent circuit representation described
by the parameters of the equilibrium system and the
thermodynamic forces that drive the system away from
equilibrium [42].
In this representation, each state i has an associated

free energy Gi; the free energies of states i and j are
related to equilibrium rate constants by:

κije
−Gi/kT = κjie

−Gj/kT , (B1)

where kT is the product of the Boltzmann constant and
the temperature, which sets the energy scale for the
system. The free energies provide a complete descrip-
tion of systems at equilibrium because the probability
of such a system visiting any state i relative to any
other state j is given by the Boltzmann distribution:
pi = pje

(Gj−Gi)/kT . The currents that emerge in re-
sponse to non-equilibrium driving are tuned by the resis-
tance R associated with each transition, defined by:

Rij = eGi/kT /κij = Rji (B2)

Intuitively, the resistance between two states is inversely
proportional to the forward flux (equal to the reverse
flux) in the equilibrium system. Note that the forward
flux from state i to j at equilibrium (equal to the re-
verse flux from j to i) is equal to Z/Rij where the nor-
malization constant Z is the partition function. The
driving force θij in non-equilibrium systems is given by
θij = kT ln (rij/κij) (Main text Eq. 2), and this takes
the form of a battery in the circuit representation [42].
The rate constant representation and the circuit rep-

resentation encode equivalent information, as illustrated
in a simple three-state model (Fig. 6A). In the rate con-
stant representation, the set of all passive parameters in
the system, κ, consists of the passive rate constants κij

for all ij. In the circuit representation, κ consists of the
free energy Gi of each state i and the resistance Rij be-
tween each pair of adjacent states i and j. The circuit
representation naturally decomposes system parameters
into independently tunable categories: passive parame-
ters which control equilibrium behavior (the free ener-
gies), passive parameters which tune probability flows
when the system is not at equilibrium (the resistances),
and active parameters (applied driving forces). This pa-
rameterization ensures that all free energies and resis-
tances can be independently tuned while preserving de-
tailed balance in the absence of applied driving forces;
this enables efficient numerical sampling of different ref-
erence equilibrium systems.
We used this parameterization to illustrate the differ-

ence between equilibrium versus non-equilibrium compu-
tation in the simple three-state model shown in Fig. 6A.
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We randomly generated a large number of sets of pas-
sive parameters κ, performed a computational step by
changing 1-4 individual parameters to yield a new set κ′,
applied a fixed non-equilibrium driving force θ12 between
states 1 and 2 in each network, and calculated the infor-
mation gain as a function of the number of parameters
changed and θ12. We then examined the maximum in-
formation gain, over the different sets of κ,κ′ pairs, as a
function of θ12 (Fig. 6B). At equilibrium (θ12 = 0), infor-
mation gain increases modestly as more passive parame-
ters are allowed to change. Regardless of how many pa-
rameters are changed, the presence of an applied driving
force (θ12 > 0) enhances the maximum information gain
compared to the same computational step at equilibrium
(θ12 = 0). The information gain is sensitive to the ap-
plied driving force within a limited range, beyond which
it saturates. These data suggest that non-equilibrium
computation may be needed to achieve a target level of
information gain if the number or dynamic range of pas-
sive parameters that can be modulated is limited – a
plausible constraint in real biological systems.

Appendix C: Proof of the probability
amplification/suppression limit

Let us consider an arbitrary network (or graph) G with
N states. Following [15], we define a maximal tree T (G)
of our network G to have the following properties:

1. T (G) is a covering subgraph of G, that is, all edges
of T (G) are edges of G, and T (G) contains all ver-
tices of G;

2. T (G) is connected;

3. T (G) is acyclic.

The M maximal trees are indexed by µ: Tµ(G), µ =
{1..M}. Using each Tµ(G) we now construct a series
of directed spanning trees Tµ

i (G), {1..N} by assigning
a direction to each of its edges so that they all point
towards vertex i. Therefore, each edge is associated with
a directed rate constant pointing in the direction of the
edge.

We now define a function Π(Tµ
i (G)), which gives the

product of all the associated directed rate constants in
Tµ
i (G), which we call the tree product. From Kirchoff’s

matrix-tree theorem we have that the steady-state prob-
ability of state i, which we denote by pi, is given by

pi =
Si

S
, where Si ≡

M∑
µ=1

Π(Tµ
i (G)) and S ≡

N∑
i=1

Si

(C1)

This is true whether or not the system is at equilibrium.
Define Aµ

i to be the reference equilibrium tree product
of tree µ rooted at i, and Aµ

i Γ
µ
i to be the corresponding

non-equilibrium tree product. (i.e. Γµ
i is the ratio of

the non-equilibrium tree product to the equilibrium tree
product.) Then, the non-equilibrium probability of state
i can be expressed as:

pi =

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j A

µ
j Γ

µ
j

(C2)

For a fixed spanning tree µ, changing the vertex from i
to j can only change the tree product in the terms along
the path within the spanning tree that connects i and j.
Therefore,

Γµ
j

Γµ
i

=

∏
mn∈(i→j|µ)

(
rmn

κmn

)
∏

nm∈(j→i|µ)

(
rnm

κnm

)
where the product over mn ∈ (i → j | µ) indicates the
edges (indexed by mn) present in the path within span-
ning tree µ that connects vertex i to vertex j. Thus,

e−
Θ
kT ≤

Γµ
j

Γµ
i

≤ e
Θ
kT (C3)

Θ is the maximum sum of ln
(

rmn

κmn

)
−ln

(
rnm

κnm

)
along any

path across all spanning trees (Eq. 6 in the main text).
Therefore,

pi ≤ e
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j A

µ
j Γ

µ
i

Note that

Aµ
i

Aµ
j

= e∆Gij/kT ,

where ∆Gij is the equilibrium free energy difference be-
tween states i and j, and is thus independent of µ. There-
fore,

pi ≤ e
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j e

−∆Gij/kTAµ
i Γ

µ
i

Furthermore, noting that
∑

j e
−∆Gij/kT = 1/p∗i , where

p∗i is the equilibrium probability of state i, we finally
have:

pi ≤ p∗i e
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ A
µ
i Γ

µ
i

= p∗i e
Θ
kT .

Following the same logic in reverse, we have that

pi ≥ e−
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j A

µ
j Γ

µ
i

= e−
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j e

−∆Gij/kTAµ
i Γ

µ
i

= p∗i e
− Θ

kT

Thus, we have upper and lower bounds for the change in
the probability of a single state i upon driving:

e−
Θ
kT ≤ pi

p∗i
≤ e

Θ
kT (C4)
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FIG. 6. Equilibrium versus non-equilibrium computation. (A) The rate constant and circuit representations of a Markov
model are equivalent to one another. The transition, rate constant, and voltage shown in red are equivalent representations
of the single non-equilibrium element in this system. The vector κ contains all the passive parameters for this three-state
system. (B) Maximum information gain between systems differing by 1-4 passive parameters as a function of the applied
non-equilibrium driving force. The maximum was calculated over a sample of 10 000 sets of parameters κ and their respective
modified versions κ′.

This bound is fully general and applies to arbitrary sys-
tems. It considers the probability of a given state in iso-
lation, and therefore is purely multiplicative. However,
there is an additional constraint on probabilities both in
the presence and absence of driving: the probabilities of
all states must sum to unity. This can, for specific choices
of rate constants, further restrict probability amplifica-
tion and suppression.

Appendix D: Alternate derivation of probability
amplification-suppression bound

From Kirchoff’s matrix-tree theorem we have that the
steady-state probability of state i, which we denote by
pi, is given by

pi =
Si

S
, where Si ≡

M∑
µ=1

Π(Tµ
i (G)) and S ≡

N∑
i=1

Si

(D1)

This is true whether or not the system is at equilib-
rium. Define Aµ

i to be the reference equilibrium tree
product of tree µ rooted at i, and Aµ

i Γ
µ
i to be the corre-

sponding non-equilibrium tree product. (i.e. Γµ
i is the ra-

tio of the non-equilibrium tree product to the equilibrium
tree product.) Then, the non-equilibrium probability of
state i can be expressed as:

pi =

∑
µ A

µ
i Γ

µ
i∑

µ

∑
j A

µ
j Γ

µ
j

(D2)

The ratio of any two probabilities is:

pj/pi =

∑
µ A

µ
j Γ

µ
j∑

µ A
µ
i Γ

µ
i

(D3)

For a fixed spanning tree µ, changing the vertex from i
to j can only change the tree product in the terms along
the path within the spanning tree that connects i and j.
Therefore,

Γµ
j

Γµ
i

=

∏
mn∈(i→j|µ)

(
rmn

κmn

)
∏

nm∈(j→i|µ)

(
rnm

κnm

)
where the product over mn ∈ (i → j | µ) indicates the
edges (indexed by mn) present in the path within span-
ning tree µ that connects vertex i to vertex j. Thus,

e−
Θ
kT ≤

Γµ
j

Γµ
i

≤ e
Θ
kT (D4)

Θ is the maximum sum of ln
(

rmn

κmn

)
−ln

(
rnm

κnm

)
along any

path across all spanning trees (Eq. 6 in the main text).
Therefore,

pj/pi ≤ e
Θ
kT

∑
µ A

µ
j Γ

µ
i∑

µ A
µ
i Γ

µ
i

Note that

Aµ
j

Aµ
i

= e∆Gji/kT = p∗j/p
∗
i ,

where ∆Gji is the equilibrium free energy difference be-
tween states i and j, and is thus independent of µ. There-
fore,

pj/pi ≤ e
Θ
kT

∑
µ Γ

µ
i∑

µ Γ
µ
i

p∗j/p
∗
i = e

Θ
kT p∗j/p

∗
i

We finally have:

ln(pj/p
∗
j )− ln(pi/p

∗
i ) ≤

Θ

kT
.
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Because this applies to any pair of states i and j, with-
out loss of generality consider j to be an amplified state.
Then, there must exist some i whose probability is sup-
pressed due to probability conservation. This implies the
weaker bound:

ln(pj/p
∗
j ) ≤

Θ

kT
.

Swapping i and j, we also have the bound on proba-
bility suppression:

− Θ

kT
≤ ln(pj/p

∗
j )− ln(pi/p

∗
i ) ≤

Θ

kT
(D5)

Note that, in the special case of a single driven transition
(Θ = θ), this coincides with the bound in [23]. Swapping
i and j on the weaker bound, we obtain the more simpli-
fied result highlighted in the main text:

− Θ

kT
≤ ln(pi/p

∗
i ) ≤

Θ

kT
(D6)

Appendix E: Proof of the information gain limit

Starting from the definition of the non-equilibrium in-
formation gain, we use the probability amplification limit
and add and subtract identical terms:

D(Θ;κ′∥κ) =
N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(Θ,κ′)

]
−

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(Θ,κ)

]
−

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(0,κ

′)
]

+

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(0,κ

′)
]
+

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(0,κ)

]
−

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[
pi(0,κ)

]
=

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[pi(Θ,κ′)

pi(0,κ′)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

<Θ/kT

−
N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[pi(Θ,κ)

pi(0,κ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>−Θ/kT

+

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[pi(0,κ′)

pi(0,κ)

]

≤ 2Θ

kT
+

N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[pi(0,κ′)

pi(0,κ)

]
≤ 2Θ

kT
+

N∑
i=1

e
Θ
kT pi(0,κ

′) ln
[pi(0,κ′)

pi(0,κ)

]

The maximum information gain per computational step
of the machine therefore scales exponentially with the
total applied driving force Θ:

D(Θ;κ′∥κ) ≤ 2Θ

kT
+D(0;κ′∥κ)e Θ

kT (E1)

Similarly, we find a lower bound for the non-equilibrium
information gain (equivalent to an upper bound for
the equilibrium information gain in terms of the non-
equilibrium information gain):

D(0;κ′∥κ) =
N∑
i=1

pi(0,κ
′) ln

[ pi(0,κ′)

pi(Θ,κ′)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤Θ/kT

−
N∑
i=1

pi(Θ,κ′) ln
[ pi(0,κ)
pi(Θ,κ)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥−Θ/kT

+

N∑
i=1

pi(0,κ
′) ln

[pi(Θ,κ′)

pi(Θ,κ)

]

≤ 2Θ

kT
+

N∑
i=1

pi(0,κ
′) ln

[pi(Θ,κ′)

pi(Θ,κ)

]
≤ 2Θ

kT
+

N∑
i=1

e−
Θ
kT pi(Θ,κ′) ln

[pi(Θ,κ′)

pi(Θ,κ)

]

Hence, the minimum information gain per computational
step of the machine similarly scales exponentially with
the total applied driving force Θ:

D(0;κ′∥κ) ≤ 2Θ

kT
+D(Θ;κ′∥κ)e Θ

kT (E2)

Note that in this derivation, we have bounded the am-
plification and suppression of individual probabilities by
the bound in Eq. C4. However, as noted in Sec. C, there
is a further constraint that the probabilities of all states
must sum to unity. Thus, not all states can be amplified
or suppressed to the maximal extent (e±Θ/kT ). Despite
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the fact that we do not make use of this constraint to
further tighten the bound, our optimizations approach
the information gain bound reasonably closely, but not
asymptotically.

Appendix F: Monte Carlo optimization of
state-space networks

The set of states (vertices) in each state-space net-
work (graph) is denoted by V , and the set of edges is
denoted by E. The steady-state probabilities of each
state were expressed analytically in terms of the free en-
ergy of each state and the resistances associated with
transitions between states. Here, a “system” denotes a
particular set of passive parameters (free energies and
resistances) for a state-space network. We sought to
identify pairs of systems κ and κ′ that yielded equilib-
rium and non-equilibrium steady-state probability dis-
tributions that differed from one another by a specific
amount.

In particular, we minimized a harmonic penalty associ-
ated with the distance of a particular system’s probability
distributions in the D(Θ;κ′∥κ) vs. D(0;κ′∥κ) plane to
a target point (D∗(0;κ′∥κ), D∗(Θ;κ′∥κ)):

L = [D(0;κ′∥κ)−D∗(0;κ′∥κ)]2 +

[D(Θ;κ′∥κ)−D∗(Θ;κ′∥κ)]2
(F1)

Monte Carlo optimization over the vectors of parameters
κ = {Gi}i∈V ∪{Rij}ij∈E and κ′ = {G′

i}i∈V ∪
{
R′

ij

}
ij∈E

was performed with an inverse temperature of β = 4 ×
104−1×105/kT for 4×103−4×104 time steps in Wolfram
Mathematica 12.3. Optimization to target points in in-
accessible regions beyond the information gain and noise
suppression bounds only yielded points that lay within
the accessible region.

Appendix G: Analysis of Ras signaling

Parameters for the four-state model of Ras are shown
in Table I. The rate constants for the Ras cycle were ob-
tained from Refs. [26, 43, 44] and nucleotide concentra-
tions were obtained from [45]. The equilibrium GTP con-
centration was calculated from the non-equilibrium reac-
tion quotient and the physiological free energy of GTP
hydrolysis, or phosphorylation potential, ∆GP. The
phosphate association rate constant κ43 was set such
that the system reached detailed balance at the equilib-
rium ratio of [GTP]/[GDP]. GTPase-activating proteins
(GAP) increase the rate of GTP hydrolysis κ32 by a fac-
tor of 105 [44]. To implement detailed balance, we as-
sume that this lowering of the free energy barrier causes
a concomitant increase in κ23. Guanine nucleotide ex-
change factors (GEF), such as SOS, stabilize the apo
state relative to GTP and GDP-bound states, leading to

a 104 − 105-fold increase in the rates of GTP and GDP
dissociation [46].

TABLE I. Kinetic and thermodynamic parameters for the Ras
model

Parameter Value Reference

κ12 (M−1 s−1) 1.40× 108 [26]
κ21 (-GEF) (s−1) 1.00× 10−4 [26]
κ21 (+GEF) (s−1) 7.78× 10−1 [26, 46]
κ23 (-GAP) (s−1) 3.40× 10−4 [26]
κ23 (+GAP) (s−1) 3.40× 101 [26, 44]
κ32 (-GAP) (s−1) 0.16× 10−4 [26]
κ32 (+GAP) (s−1) 1.6 [26, 44]
κ34 (s−1) 0.102 [43]
κ43 (s−1) 1.98× 10−6 n/a
κ41 (-GEF) (s−1) 4.20× 10−4 [26]
κ41 (+GEF) (s−1) 3.27 [26, 46]
κ14 (M−1 s−1) 0.51× 108 [26]

∆GP (kcal/mol) ≈ −12 [47]
[GTP] (M) 6.77× 10−4 [45]
[GTP]eq (M) 2.39× 10−12 [45, 47]

[GDP] (M) 3.02× 10−5 [45]
[Pi] (M) 5× 10−3 [45]

Using the parameters above, we calculated the proba-
bilities of individual states the presence and absence of
GAP and GEF (Fig. 7).
We next considered the limits on amplification or sup-

pression of the probability of a single state possible when
changing system parameters. Eq. 8 is the most gen-
eral form of the bound, and it is valid for any arbitrarily
driven network. However, we can derive a tighter bound
for the specific case of the “on” state of Ras:∣∣∣∣ ln( pi(Θ,κ)

pi(Θ,κ′)

)
− ln

(
pi(0,κ)

pi(0,κ′)

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ Θ

kT
. (G1)

Note that this is because the driven transition leads
directly to the “on” state, so there does not exist a
non-intersecting path in which the driven transition does
not point towards the “on” state. Thus, its prob-
ability cannot be suppressed by driving, i.e. 1 ≤
pon(Θ,κ)/pon(0,κ) ≤ eΘ/kT .
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FIG. 7. (A) Ras can be modeled as a four-state system: (1) apo, with no nucleotide bound; (2) GTP-bound, which is the
”on” state, or signaling state; (3) GDP + phosphate bound; and (4) GDP-bound. (B) Probabilities of the individual states are
shown as a function of GTP concentration.
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