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Using quantum information geometry, I derive quantum generalizations of the Onsager rate equations, which
model the dynamics of an open system near a steady state. The generalized equations hold for a flexible defi-
nition of the forces as well as a large class of statistical divergence measures and quantum-Fisher-information
metrics beyond the conventional definition of entropy production. I also derive quantum Onsager-Casimir re-
lations for the transport tensors by proposing a general concept of time reversal and detailed balance for open
quantum systems. The results establish a remarkable connection between statistical mechanics and parameter
estimation theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

In statistical mechanics, one is often interested in the dynamics of a system close to a steady state. A crown jewel of near-
equilibrium statistical mechanics is the Onsager relations, which refer to a symmetry of the transport coefficients for a broad
class of irreversible processes in diverse areas of physics and chemistry [1–4].

The basic idea of Onsager’s theory is as follows. It was noticed that, for a wide range of open systems near equilibrium, the
rate of entropy production, denoted as R, can be expressed as

R = f j ẏj , (1.1)

where Einstein summation is assumed, {f1, f2, . . . } are thermodynamic forces, such as inverse temperatures and chemical
potentials at various parts of a system, each yj is the thermodynamic variable conjugate to the force f j , such as energy or
particle number, and ẏj is the rate of change of yj in time called a current. Moreover, the currents were often observed to follow
the relation

ẏj = Ojkf
k, (1.2)

where O is called the Onsager transport tensor. Onsager argued that, if the system satisfies detailed balance, then the tensor is
symmetric, viz.,

Ojk = Okj . (1.3)

Eq. (1.3) is called the Onsager relation. The most famous example may be the relation between the Peltier and Seebeck thermo-
electric coefficients [2]. Quantum versions of Eq. (1.3) have been proposed most notably by Alicki [5], Spohn and Lebowitz [6],
and Lendi [7]; see also Refs. [8–10].

Eq. (1.3) can also be generalized for variables that transform nontrivially under time reversal or when time-reversal symmetry
is broken by, for example, an external magnetic field. The resulting relations are called Onsager-Casimir relations [11, 12],
which relate the transport tensors before and after the external field is reversed.

Most classical derivations of the Onsager theory assume Gaussian statistics and linear dynamics, that is, ẏ = Ly for some rate
matrix L [3, 4]. The approach of Alicki [5] and Lendi [7], on the other hand, may be the most general so far, as they are based
on open quantum system theory and do not assume Gaussian statistics or linear dynamics. This work further generalizes their
approach using quantum information geometry [13, 14], showing that Eqs. (1.1)–(1.3) can hold for a flexible definition of the
forces beyond the thermodynamic setting and a large class of statistical divergence measures, not just the conventional entropy
production. I show that the theory of Fisher information [13, 14] is the hitherto unappreciated foundation underlying Eqs. (1.1)
and (1.2), thereby establishing a remarkable connection between statistical mechanics and parameter estimation theory.

To derive quantum Onsager-Casimir relations, one needs to invoke the concept of time reversal. Time reversal for a closed
system in terms of an antiunitary operator is, of course, a well established concept in quantum mechanics [15, Sec. 4.4], but its
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definition for open quantum systems is far trickier. Here I propose a definition that generalizes Agarwal’s approach [16] and use
it to derive quantum Onsager-Casimir relations.

This work is organized as follows. Secs. II and III introduce the necessary background of open quantum system theory [17]
and quantum information geometry [13, 14]. Sec. IV presents two key results of this work: Theorem 1, which is a somewhat
abstract analog of Eqs. (1.1)–(1.3) in the context of quantum information geometry, and Theorem 2, which uses Theorem 1 to
prove a more physical generalization of Eqs. (1.1) and (1.2). Sec. V proposes a general theory of time reversal for open quantum
systems and uses it to derive quantum Onsager-Casimir relations, generalizing Eq. (1.3). Sec. VI is the conclusion, while the
appendices contain miscellaneous calculations and proofs that support the main text.

II. OPEN QUANTUM SYSTEM THEORY

Let O(H) be the set of all operators on a complex Hilbert space H and Os(H) ≡ {A ∈ O(H) : A = A†} be the set of
Hermitian operators, where † denotes the Hermitian conjugate. Model the state of an open quantum system in the Schrödinger
picture at time t ≥ 0 by a density operator ρ(t) ∈ P(H) ⊂ Os(H), where P(H) is the set of positive-definite operators with
unit trace. Model the dynamics by a quantum Markov semigroup

{F(t) = exp(Lt) : t ≥ 0} , (2.1)

where each F(t) : O(H) → O(H) is a completely positive, trace-preserving (CPTP) map that maps Hermitian operators to
Hermitian operators and density operators to density operators. L is called the semigroup generator and can be expressed in
the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) form [18, 19]. Denoting the time derivative as ġ(t) ≡ ∂g(t)/∂t , one can
write

ρ(t) = F(t)ρ(0), Ḟ(t) = LF(t), ρ̇(t) = Lρ(t). (2.2)

In quantum optics, quantum thermodynamics, and quantum information theory, quantum Markov semigroup is a basic tool for
modeling the effective dynamics of open quantum systems coupled with reservoirs [17, 20–22]. Its use may be less prevalent
in condensed matter physics [23], but its complete positivity and Markovianity make it the appropriate basis for a quantum
Onsager theory: complete positivity ensures conformance with the second law of thermodynamics [17, 24], while Markovianity
is a standard assumption in the classical Onsager theory [4, 25].

Let σ ∈ P(H) be a steady state of the semigroup, viz.,

F(t)σ = σ ∀t, Lσ = 0. (2.3)

To model all the possible ways an experimenter can perturb the initial state ρ(0) away from the steady state, suppose that ρ(0)
depends on a p-dimensional parameter θ ∈ Φ ⊆ Rp. The dependence is modeled by a function τ : Φ → P(H), so that
ρ(0) = τ(θ). Suppose that 0 ∈ Φ without loss of generality and τ(0) coincides with the steady state, viz., τ(0) = σ. To model
the near-equilibrium condition in the Onsager theory, assume that the initial state ρ(0) is close to the steady state, such that it
can be approximated by the first-order Taylor series

ρ(0) = τ(ϵv) = σ + ϵvj∂jτ + o(ϵ), (2.4)

where ∂jg(θ) ≡ ∂g(θ)
/
∂θj |θ=0, v ∈ Rp is a vector, ϵ ∈ R is an infinitesimal real number, and o(ϵ) denotes terms asymptoti-

cally smaller than ϵ. ρ(t) can then be approximated as

ρ(t) = F(t)ρ(0) = σ + ϵvjF(t)∂jτ + o(ϵ). (2.5)

The following two physical examples will be used to illustrate the theory throughout this work.

Example 1. Consider a system with a steady state given by a generalized Gibbs state [26]

σ =
exp(λjGj)

tr exp(λjGj)
, (2.6)

where each λj ∈ R is a real parameter and each Gj ∈ Os(H) is a Hermitian operator. In practice, {Gj} may be a set of energy
and particle-number operators for different parts of the system. {λj} are then proportional to the inverse temperatures and
chemical potentials of the subsystems at the steady state. Suppose that the parameters can be controlled by a reservoir coupled
to the system. Some time before t = 0, some controls at the reservoir are switched on to prepare the system in a perturbed Gibbs
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state at t = 0 given by

ρ(0) = τ(ϵv) =
exp[(λj + ϵvj)Gj ]

tr exp[(λj + ϵvj)Gj ]
. (2.7)

The controls are then switched off at t = 0, such that the dynamics is modeled by the semigroup F(t) for t ≥ 0, σ is the steady
state of the dynamics, and the system evolves from the initial state ρ(0) that is slightly perturbed from σ.

Example 2. Suppose that the system is in a steady state σ for t < 0 but experiences a gentle kick right before t = 0, modeled
by a unitary operator

U = exp(−iϵvjGj), (2.8)

where each Gj ∈ Os(H) is a generator of the unitary. The kick in practice may be a force on a mechanical system, an applied
voltage on charges, a magnetic field on spins, a source generating electromagnetic fields, a phase modulation on light, or any
combination of them on a hybrid system. Then the state at t = 0 becomes

ρ(0) = τ(ϵv) = UσU† = σ − iϵvj [Gj , σ] + o(ϵ). (2.9)

The dynamics for t ≥ 0 is again assumed to be modeled by F(t).

In the following, a physicists’ level of mathematical rigor will be adopted, in the sense that functions are as continuous as
needed for differentiation, terms denoted by o(ϵn) are always assumed to be negligible, all proofs assume finite-dimensional
spaces, and the results will be applied to a bosonic field in Example 2 despite the finite-dimensional assumptions in the proofs.

III. QUANTUM INFORMATION GEOMETRY

To introduce information geometry to the problem, assume a divergence measure between ρ(t) and σ that can be approximated
as

D(ρ(t)∥σ) = 1

2
ϵ2vjJjk(t)v

k + o(ϵ2), (3.1)

Jjk(t) ≡ tr [F(t)∂jτ ] E−1
σ [F(t)∂kτ ] , (3.2)

where tr denotes the trace and Eσ : O(H) → O(H) is a linear map that depends on σ. I call Eσ a density map. To make J well
behaved, the density map is required to be self-adjoint and positive-definite with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product

⟨A,B⟩ ≡ trA†B ∀A,B ∈ O(H). (3.3)

Then J is positive-semidefinite and can be regarded as a Riemannian metric. In estimation theory, J is called a quantum Fisher
information [13, 14, 27]. Another common form of Eq. (3.2) can be obtained by defining an operator Xj(t) ∈ O(H) as the
solution to

∂jF(t)τ = F(t)∂jτ = EσXj(t), (3.4)

such that

Jjk(t) = ⟨Xj(t), Xk(t)⟩σ , (3.5)

where the weighted inner product ⟨·, ·⟩σ is defined as

⟨A,B⟩σ ≡ ⟨A, EσB⟩ = trA†EσB ∀A,B ∈ O(H). (3.6)

Xj(t) is called a score, a logarithmic derivative, or the e representation of a tangent vector in information geometry [13, 14, 27].
In what follows, I assume that Eσ maps Hermitian operators to Hermitian operators (a property called symmetric), such that each
score is Hermitian, each Jjk(t) entry is real, and the J tensor is symmetric, viz.,

Jjk(t) = Jkj(t). (3.7)

Another vital property of information metrics is monotonicity, which means that vjJjkvk for any v cannot increase after any
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CPTP map is applied to τ(θ). For a finite-dimensional O(H), Petz has completely characterized the class of density maps that
give monotone information metrics [27, 28], and I assume such a map in the following. To be explicit, the information metric is
monotonic if and only if [27, 28]

Eσ = Rσϕ(∆σ), (3.8)
RσA ≡ Aσ, (3.9)

∆σA ≡ σAσ−1, (3.10)

where ϕ : (0,∞) → R is an operator monotone function [27, Sec. 11.6], Rσ is called the right product map, and ∆σ is called
the modular map. In addition, Eσ is symmetric if and only if ϕ satisfies ϕ(u) = uϕ(1/u) [28, Theorem 7]. ϕ(1) = 1 may also
be assumed with little loss of generality to normalize Eσ , such that EσA = σA if σ and A commute. Define the rate at which the
system converges to the steady state as

R(t) ≡ − d

dt
D(ρ(t)∥σ) = −1

2
ϵ2vj J̇jk(t)v

k + o(ϵ2). (3.11)

Monotonicity of J implies

vj J̇jk(t)v
k ≤ 0 ∀t, v, (3.12)

and the convergence rate is always nonnegative under the approximation given by Eq. (3.11). In other words, monotonicity is a
generalization of the second law of thermodynamics.

It can be shown that, as time goes on, the expected score with respect to F(t)τ(0) = F(t)σ = σ for any density map always
remains zero, viz.,

trXj(t)σ = 0 ∀t, (3.13)

and its time evolution can be expressed as

Xj(t) = F∗(t)Xj(0), (3.14)

F∗(t) ≡ E−1
F(t)σF(t)Eσ = E−1

σ F(t)Eσ = exp(L∗t), (3.15)

Ẋj(t) = L∗Xj(t), (3.16)

L∗ ≡ E−1
σ LEσ, (3.17)

where F∗(t) is called a generalized conditional expectation, a pushforward, or a retrodiction [13, 29–31], and L∗ is its generator.
Fig. 1 illustrates these concepts in geometric terms.

I stress that Xj(t) is not the Heisenberg picture of Xj(0), and this work assumes the Schrödinger picture exclusively. Rather,
Xj(t) can be interpreted as the closest approximation of Xj(0) at time t with respect to a certain distance measure, as discussed
in Refs. [29, 30], generalizing the least-squares interpretation of the classical conditional expectation.

An alternative definition of the retrodiction map is as follows. Let M∗ be the Hilbert-Schmidt adjoint of a map M, viz.,

⟨A,MB⟩ = ⟨M∗A,B⟩ ∀A,B ∈ O(H). (3.18)

The Hilbert-Schmidt adjoint F∗(t) of the CPTP map F(t) is also a generalized conditional expectation, except that it is predictive
[30]. The retrodictive F∗(t) can then be defined as the adjoint of the predictive F∗(t) with respect to the weighted inner product,
viz.,

⟨F∗(t)A,B⟩σ = ⟨A,F∗(t)B⟩σ ∀A,B ∈ O(H). (3.19)

I call F∗ the weighted adjoint of F∗ in this mathematical context. Similarly, let L∗ be the Hilbert-Schmidt adjoint of L. Then
L∗ is the weighted adjoint of L∗, viz.,

⟨L∗A,B⟩σ = ⟨A,L∗B⟩σ ∀A,B ∈ O(H). (3.20)

An illuminating example is the classical case shown in Appendix A, when all the operators commute. The quantum case is more
complicated because many quantities depend on the choice of the density map. To clarify, Tables I list the main quantities in this
work and whether each depends the choice of Eσ .
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FIG. 1. Top left: the curved surface represents a manifold of density operators {τ(θ) : θ ∈ Φ} that can be prepared for the initial state.
The τ(θ1, 0) curve represents the set of density operators for varying θ1 and fixed θ2 = 0; the τ(0, θ2) curve is defined similarly. Each score
Xj(0) = E−1

σ ∂jτ represents the tangent vector of a curve at τ(0) = σ. Top right: The CPTP map F(t) maps the manifold of density operators
to a new manifold, while the pushforward F∗(t) maps each tangent vector Xj(0) of a curve to the tangent vector Xj(t) = F∗(t)Xj(0) of the
corresponding curve in the new manifold. Bottom left: Given an initial state τ(ϵv), vjXj(0) represents the tangent vector that points from σ
to τ(ϵv), which can be expressed in terms of vjXj(0) as τ(ϵv) = σ + ϵEσ[v

jXj(0)] + o(ϵ). The tangent vector can be assigned a length√
vj⟨Xj(0), Xk(0)⟩σvk =

√
vjJjk(0)vk determined by the Fisher metric J(0) at t = 0. The squared length vjJjk(0)v

k determines the
divergence between σ and τ(ϵv) in the leading order. Bottom right: The pushforward F∗(t) determines the new tangent vectors after time t.
The rate at which the squared length vjJjk(t)v

k shrinks determines the convergence rate R(t) in the leading order.

Symbol F(t) L σ ρ(0) = τ(θ) θ = ϵv ⟨·, ·⟩σ
Meaning Markov

semigroup
generator of
F(t)

steady state of
F(t)

initial state parameters of
initial state

weighted inner
product

Depends on the
choice of Eσ?

No No No No No Yes

Symbol J(t) Xj(t) F∗(t) L∗ F∗(t) L∗

Meaning Fisher
information

score retrodiction generator of
F∗(t)

prediction generator of
F∗(t)

Depends on the
choice of Eσ?

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

TABLE I. The main quantities used in this work, their meanings, and whether each depends on the choice of the density map Eσ .

The most popular divergence may be the Umegaki relative entropy

D(ρ∥σ) = tr ρ (ln ρ− lnσ) . (3.21)

R(t) is then the commonly assumed entropy production rate in quantum thermodynamics [17]. The Umegaki relative entropy
can be approximated by Eq. (3.1) in terms of the so-called Bogoliubov version of the Fisher information [13, Eq. (6.34)]. This
Bogoliubov version is given by Eq. (3.2) (or equivalently Eqs. (3.4) and (3.5)) in terms of the density map [13, Eq. (6.9)]

Eσ,BogA ≡
∫ 1

0

σλAσ1−λdλ, (3.22)

where the second subscript of Eσ,version specifies the version of the density map.

Example 1 (continued). For the Gibbs parametrization given by Eqs. (2.6) and (2.7), one can use the identities (see Refs. [13,
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Eq. (6.32)] and [27, Theorem 11.9])

Eσ,Bog(∂j ln τ) = ∂jτ,
∂

∂λ
tr exp(A+ λB)

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

= trB expA (3.23)

to obtain the Bogoliubov score

Xj(0) = ∂j ln τ = Gj − trGjσ. (3.24)

As (θj , Gj) can be regarded as a pair of conjugate variables in thermodynamics, (ϵvj , Xj(0)) are the deviations of the conjugate
variables from the steady-state values (λj , trGjσ).

Another popular divergence measure is the squared Bures distance [13]

D(ρ∥σ) = 4

(
1− tr

√√
ρσ

√
ρ

)
, (3.25)

which has the useful advantage of remaining finite for pure states and is important for quantum hypothesis testing. As is well
known [13, 27, 32, 33], it can be approximated by Eq. (3.1) [13, Eq. (6.33)] using Helstrom’s version of the Fisher information,
which is Eq. (3.2) in terms of the density map [13, Eqs. (6.8) and (6.33)]

Eσ,HelA ≡ 1

2
(σA+Aσ). (3.26)

The Helstrom information plays a fundamental role in quantum estimation theory [13, 34].

Example 2 (continued). Consider a bosonic field with s modes and 2s canonical observables

Q ≡
(
q1 . . . qs p1 . . . ps

)⊤
, (3.27)

where ⊤ denotes the matrix transpose such that Q is a column vector. The canonical observables satisfy the commutation
relation

[qj , pk] = iδjk, (3.28)

where δjk denotes the Kronecker delta. The commutation relation can also be expressed as

[Qj , Qk] = iΩjk, (3.29)

where Ω is the 2s× 2s symplectic matrix defined by

Ωjk ≡


0, j = 1, . . . , s, k = 1, . . . , s,

1, j = 1, . . . , s, k = s+ 1, . . . , 2s,

−1, j = s+ 1, . . . , 2s, k = 1, . . . , s,

0, j = s+ 1, . . . , 2s, k = s+ 1, . . . , 2s.

(3.30)

In matrix form, one can write

Ω =

(
0 I
−I 0

)
, (3.31)

where 0 is the s× s zero matrix and I is the s× s identity matrix. Define also the annihilation operators

aj ≡
1√
2
(qj + ipj), j = 1, . . . , s, (3.32)

satisfying

[aj , a
†
k] = δjk. (3.33)

For this example, no insight is gained by distinguishing between upper and lower indices, so I use only lower indices in the
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following for clarity, although Einstein summation remains in use.
The Helstrom density map given by Eq. (3.26) is hereafter assumed in this example. Let the steady state be the thermal state

σ =
1

(n̄+ 1)s

(
n̄

n̄+ 1

)a†
jaj

, (3.34)

where n̄ is the mean particle number in each mode (a†jaj with Einstein summation means
∑

j a
†
jaj). It can be shown that

trσQj = 0, ⟨Qj , Qk⟩σ =

(
n̄+

1

2

)
δjk. (3.35)

Let the initial state ρ(0) be the kicked state given by Eq. (2.9), and let the kick generators in Eq. (2.9) be

Gj = ΩjkQk. (3.36)

ϵv then quantifies the displacement of the initial state in phase space. It can be shown using the Gaussian theory in Appendix B
and in particular Prop. B.1 that the scores are given by

∂jτ = −iΩjk[Qk, σ] = Eσ,HelXj(0), (3.37)
Xj(0) = rQj , (3.38)

r ≡ 1

n̄+ 1/2
. (3.39)

The initial Helstrom information becomes

Jjk(0) = rδjk. (3.40)

Both the Umegaki relative entropy and the Bures distance are exactly monotonic, although only the monotonicity of J is
needed in what follows.

Among Petz’s class of symmetric and normalized density maps, the Helstrom version gives the minimum quantum Fisher
information, while

E−1
σ,MA ≡ 1

2

(
σ−1A+Aσ−1

)
(3.41)

gives the maximum [27, Eqs. (10.23) and (10.26)]. To be precise, for any symmetric and normalized Eσ in Petz’s class,

trAE−1
σ,HelA ≤ trAE−1

σ A ≤ trAE−1
σ,MA = trAσ−1A ∀A ∈ Os(H). (3.42)

These inequalities may be useful for bounding the Fisher information in case one’s preferred version is difficult to compute. For
example, the Helstrom version can be used to lower-bound the Bogoliubov version for a study of entropy production, or the
Bogoliubov version can be used to upper-bound the Helstrom version for a study of parameter estimation.

The stage is now set for the core results of this work.

IV. QUANTUM ONSAGER THEORY

I first prove an analog of Eqs. (1.1)–(1.3) that is natural in the context of quantum information geometry.

Theorem 1. Define a generalized force as

f j ≡ −ϵvj , (4.1)

and an averaged conjugate variable as

xj(t) ≡ trXj(t)ρ(t), (4.2)
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which I call a geometric variable. The convergence rate is then given by

R(t) =
1

2
f j ẋj(t) + o(ϵ2). (4.3)

The geometric current ẋ(t) obeys the equation of motion

ẋj(t) = Kjk(t)f
k + o(ϵ), (4.4)

where the transport tensor K is the information loss rate given by

Kjk(t) = −J̇jk(t) = −⟨Xj(t), (L∗ + L∗)Xk(t)⟩σ . (4.5)

For any time t, K(t) is symmetric, viz.,

Kjk(t) = Kkj(t), (4.6)

and positive-semidefinite, so K can be regarded as a Riemannian metric.

The proof is delegated to Appendix F.
By identifying f = −ϵv as the force, Theorem 1 shows that, under minimal assumptions, the approximation of the divergence

by the Fisher information as per Eq. (3.1) can be regarded as the origin of the standard quadratic approximation of the entropy
production rate in the Onsager theory [25, Eq. (2-7)]. The connection between the Fisher information and the Onsager theory is
hence fundamental, though hitherto unappreciated. Once the connection is made, Eq. (4.3) for the convergence rate follows; it
depends on the force and a current in the same manner as Eq. (1.1). The symmetry of K given by Eq. (4.5) is also analogous to
the Onsager relation given by Eq. (1.3).

Even though Theorem 1 resembles the Onsager theory, it differs from earlier versions of the theory in the following ways:

(i) The theorem requires only the assumption of a Markov semigroup, the existence of a steady state σ as per Eqs. (2.3), states
being close to it in the sense of the Taylor approximation given by Eq. (2.5), and a divergence measure given by Eq. (3.1).
No other thermodynamic concepts are involved; no explicit parametrization of τ(θ) is even needed. On the other hand,
the literature often assumes Gaussian statistics and linear dynamics for the variables [3, 4, 10], Spohn and Lebowitz made
heavy assumptions about the whole model based on thermodynamics [6], Alicki assumed an exponential parametrization
similar to Eq. (2.7) [5], and Lendi assumed a linear parametrization [7].

(ii) Theorem 1 is proven for a large class of divergence measures and information metrics. Refs. [5–9], for example, focus on
the Umegaki case.

(iii) No detailed balance of any kind has been assumed to prove the symmetry of the transport tensor K—its symmetry is
inherited from the information metric.

(iv) Theorem 1 holds for time-varying rates at any t and the transport tensor there is time-dependent. Previous studies often
derive the Onsager relations by considering the rates at t = 0 only—see, for example, Refs. [4, Sec. 7.4], [6, Eq. (V.6)],
[7, Eq. (9)], and [17, Eq. (306)]—and they require further assumptions, such as slow dynamics, to extrapolate the relations
to longer times.

(v) Compared with Eq. (1.1), the convergence rate equation given by Eq. (4.3) has an extra factor of 1/2 on the right-hand
side.

I emphasize that all these points remain true for the classical case, except point (ii). Since there is only one classical Fisher
metric, all the classical divergence measures assumed by Eq. (3.1) end up having the same leading order.

The physical meaning of the geometric variable x(t) comes from Eq. (4.3)—its rate ẋ(t) is precisely the covector that de-
termines the convergence rate at all times, in the same manner as Eq. (1.1) in the original Onsager theory. To measure xj(t),
one should measure the averaged variable given by Eq. (4.2), which is in terms of an observable Xj(t) with an explicit time
dependence. A von Neumann measurement of Xj(t) at each time is modeled by the projection-valued measure Π(λ, t) in the
spectral resolution Xj(t) =

∑
λ λΠ(λ, t), and Π(λ, t) here is time-varying and may be difficult to perform. However, xj(t)

is only the average of Xj(t), and there is more freedom in how the average can be estimated, as illustrated by the following
example.

Example 2 (continued). Suppose that F(t) is a Gaussian channel [22]. With each initial score Xj(0) given by Eq. (3.38), which
is proportional to a canonical observable, Ref. [30, Proposition 1] has shown that F∗(t)Xj(0) given by Eq. (3.14) remains a
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linear function of the canonical observables, viz.,

Xj(t) = cj(t) + Cjk(t)Qk (4.7)

for some c(t) ∈ R2s and C(t) ∈ R2s×2s; see also Prop. B.2 in Appendix B. The expected value becomes

xj(t) = trXj(t)ρ(t) = cj(t) + Cjk(t) trQkρ(t). (4.8)

If the field is optical, then each Xj(t) is a time-varying quadrature, and the expected value can be estimated, for example,
by heterodyne detection of all the relevant quadratures {Qk} over many trials, followed by averaging and data processing in
accordance with Eq. (4.8).

Since F∗, F∗, L∗, and L∗ for a Gaussian channel can be shown to map canonical observables to canonical observables,
while the scores are also linear functions of canonical observables, it suffices in the following to consider their effects on Q only,
rather than the full O(H) or Os(H).

To give a more concrete example of a Gaussian channel, suppose that the system consists of passively coupled and damped
harmonic oscillators, such that the semigroup generator is given by [20]

Lρ = −iωjk

[
a†jak, ρ

]
+

1

2
(n̄+ 1)γjk(2akρa

†
j − a†jakρ− ρa†jak) +

1

2
n̄γjk(2a

†
jρak − aka

†
jρ− ρaka

†
j), (4.9)

where ω ∈ Cs×s and γ ∈ Cs×s are complex Hermitian matrices, viz.,

ω = ω†, γ = γ†. (4.10)

Moreover, γ must be positive-semidefinite so that L is in the GKSL form. It can be shown that the thermal state given by
Eq. (3.34) is a steady state; see Prop. C.1 in Appendix C. It can also be shown that the L∗ map for this example turns out to be
the same for any density map in Petz’s class; see Props. C.2 and C.3 in Appendix C.

With Eq. (4.9), the equation of motion for the mean field āj(t) ≡ tr ajρ(t) becomes

dāj
dt

= Λjkāk, Λjk ≡ −iωjk − 1

2
γjk. (4.11)

This form of coupled-mode equations is well known in classical optics, where ω governs the conservative coupling between the
optical modes and γ governs the loss. The equation of motion for Q̄j(t) ≡ trQjρ(t) becomes

dQ̄j

dt
= LjkQ̄k (4.12)

with a certain rate matrix L ∈ R2s×2s. If ā and Q̄ are regarded as column vectors, then L is related to Λ, ω, and γ by

L =

(
ReΛ − ImΛ
ImΛ ReΛ

)
=

(
Imω − Re γ/2 Reω + Im γ/2
−Reω − Im γ/2 Imω − Re γ/2

)
, (4.13)

where Re denotes the entry-wise real part and Im denotes the entry-wise imaginary part. Defining

F (t) ≡ exp(Lt), (4.14)

assuming the thermal steady state given by Eq. (3.34), and using Appendix B and in particular Prop. B.2, it can be shown that

F∗(t)Qj = Fjk(t)Qk, F∗(t)Qj = Fkj(t)Qk, (4.15)

or, in matrix form,

F∗(t)Q = F (t)Q, F∗(t)Q = F⊤(t)Q, (4.16)

L∗Q = LQ, L∗Q = L⊤Q, (4.17)

where MQ for a map M is understood as the column vector
(
MQ1 MQ2 . . .

)⊤
. Starting with Eq. (3.38), the scores become

X(t) = F∗(t)X(0) = rF⊤(t)Q, (4.18)
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while the Helstrom information matrix and the information loss rate are respectively given by

J(t) = rF⊤(t)F (t), (4.19)

K(t) = −rF⊤(t)
(
L⊤ + L

)
F (t). (4.20)

Theorem 1 may seem abstract, but it can be used to prove a more physical generalization of the Onsager equations given by
Eqs. (1.1) and (1.2) in the next theorem; points (i) and (ii) remain true for the following theorem, while points (iii)–(v) no longer
apply.

Theorem 2. Define

yj(t) ≡ trXj(0)ρ(t), (4.21)

which I call an experimental variable. Eq. (4.21) differs from the geometric version given by Eq. (4.2) in assuming that each
observable Xj(0) is fixed in time. Its current at t = 0 obeys

ẏj(0) = Ojkf
k + o(ϵ), (4.22)

where the Onsager transport tensor O is given by

Ojk = −⟨Xj(0),L∗Xk(0)⟩σ . (4.23)

The two versions of the transport tensors are related by

Kjk(0) = Ojk +Okj , (4.24)

and O is positive-semidefinite. The convergence rate becomes

R(0) = f j ẏj(0) + o(ϵ2). (4.25)

The proof is delegated to Appendix F.

Example 1 (continued). Assume the Gibbs state given by Eq. (2.7) and let

G =
(
E1 . . . Es N1 . . . Ns

)⊤
(4.26)

be a vector of energy operators {Ej} and particle-number operators {Nj} of s subsystems. Write the generalized forces as

f = −ϵv =
(
δβ1 . . . δβs δµ1 . . . δµs

)⊤
, (4.27)

which are perturbations to the inverse temperatures {δβj} and the (negative and normalized) chemical potentials {δµj} of the
subsystems. Treating both G and f as column vectors, the Onsager matrix can be partitioned as

O =

(
O(E,β) O(E,µ)

O(N,β) O(N,µ)

)
, (4.28)

where each O(G,f) submatrix models the response of the currents {trGj ρ̇(0)} to the forces {f j}. The Onsager symmetry given
by Eq. (1.3) would imply

O
(E,β)
jk = O

(E,β)
kj , O

(N,µ)
jk = O

(N,µ)
kj , O

(E,µ)
jk = O

(N,β)
kj . (4.29)

The last relation is a classic example of the Onsager relation, showing that the transport coefficients O(E,µ) for the energy
currents due to δµ are related to the coefficients O(N,β) for the particle currents due to δβ.

Like Theorem 1, Theorem 2 makes minimal assumptions about the system and is valid for arbitrary parametrizations of the
initial state and a large class of divergence measures and information metrics. The important feature of Theorem 2 is its more
physical definition of the currents, so that it is closer to conventional experimental settings. Theorem 2 holds at only one time,
however, meaning that it is relevant only to systems with near-static dynamics, while a generalization of the Onsager relations
for the transport tensor given by Eq. (4.23) must wait until Sec. V.

The mysterious factor of 1/2 in Eq. (4.3) in Theorem 1 is absent from Eq. (4.25) in Theorem 2, because the experimental
current ẏ does not include the rate due to Ẋj in the geometric version, which comes from the explicit time dependence of Xj(t).
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Omitting the o(ϵn) terms for brevity, Eqs. (4.3) and (4.25) can be reconciled at t = 0 by noting that

1

2
f j ẋj(0) = f j ẏj(0), (4.30)

even though ẋj(0)/2 = Kjk(0)f
k/2 and ẏj(0) = Ojkf

k may be different. An intuitive viewpoint, as expounded in the classical
literature [35], is to think of

1

2
ẋj(0) =

1

2
(Ojk +Okj) f

k (4.31)

as the dissipative component of the current ẏj(0) that contributes to the convergence rate, and their difference

ẏj(0)−
1

2
ẋj(0) =

1

2
(Ojk −Okj) f

k (4.32)

as the conservative component of the current that does not, since the latter is orthogonal to the force, viz.,

f j

[
ẏj(0)−

1

2
ẋj(0)

]
= 0. (4.33)

Example 2 (continued). For the kicked initial state given by Eq. (2.9), the kick generators given by Eq. (3.36), and the dynamics
governed by Eq. (4.9), it can be shown by following the previous discussion in this example that the Onsager matrix is given by

O = −rL, (4.34)

where r is given by Eq. (3.39) and L is the rate matrix given by Eq. (4.13). The information loss rate K given by Eq. (4.20) at
t = 0 becomes

K(0) = −r(L⊤ + L), (4.35)

which is indeed equal to O + O⊤. Since ω and γ are Hermitian, Reω and Re γ are symmetric while Imω and Im γ are
antisymmetric. The information loss rate at t = 0 becomes

K(0) = O +O⊤ = −r(L+ L⊤) = r

(
Re γ − Im γ
Im γ Re γ

)
, (4.36)

which depends only on the γ matrix in the dissipative part of the semigroup generator L.

V. QUANTUM ONSAGER-CASIMIR RELATIONS

Theorem 2 generalizes Eqs. (1.1) and (1.2) in the Onsager theory; the remaining task is to generalize the Onsager relation
given by Eq. (1.3). As Eq. (1.3) is often regarded as a consequence of detailed balance and detailed balance is in turn most
commonly associated with time-reversal symmetry [36], I begin with a review of the standard treatment of time reversal in
quantum mechanics; see, for example, [15, Sec. 4.4].

The treatment is centered on the definition of an antiunitary operator ϑ : H → H and a motion-reversal map Θ : O(H) →
O(H) defined as

ΘA ≡ ϑAϑ−1. (5.1)

Θ can be shown to be antiunitary with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product, viz., ⟨ΘA,ΘB⟩ = ⟨B,A⟩ for any A,B ∈
O(H). A Hilbert-Schmidt adjoint Θ∗ of Θ can be defined by ⟨A,ΘB⟩ = ⟨B,Θ∗A⟩ for any A,B, and one has Θ∗ = Θ−1

because of the antiunitarity. It can also be shown that Θ maps Hermitian operators to Hermitian operators. A standard example
is a Θ that gives Θqj = qj for a position operator qj and Θpj = −pj for a momentum operator pj .

A Hamiltonian H is said to satisfy time-reversal symmetry if ΘH = H . The Heisenberg picture illustrates the concept: if the
evolution from an operator A(0) to another operator A(t) after time t is described by the equation of motion

A(t) = U†(t)A(0)U(t), (5.2)
U(t) ≡ exp(−iHt), (5.3)
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then reversing the final A(t) by Θ and setting ΘA(t) as the initial condition of the dynamics would lead to ΘA(0) after time t,
because

ΘA(0) = U†(t)[ΘA(t)]U(t). (5.4)

Even if a system does not satisfy time-reversal symmetry, it is often possible to prepare another system with a Hamiltonian given
by ΘH , by reversing an external classical magnetic field for example. Defining the reverse unitary as

V (t) ≡ exp(−iΘHt), (5.5)

one obtains the reversed equation of motion

ΘA(0) = V †(t)[ΘA(t)]V (t) (5.6)

under the Heisenberg picture of the reverse unitary.

In Refs. [11, 12], Onsager and Casimir considered systems under external fields that change their signs under motion reversal,
such as a magnetic field or a Coriolis force. They proposed that, upon reversing the external fields, the new Onsager tensor Õ
should be related to the original O. To generalize the Onsager-Casimir relations to the quantum case, I need to generalize the
concept of time reversal and the reverse unitary given by Eq. (5.5) for open systems.

Assume a second open system with dynamics modeled by a quantum dynamical semigroup {G(t) = exp(Kt) : t ≥ 0}.
Inspired by Ref. [37], I say that G is the reverse of the F map of the first system if they satisfy

G∗ = ΘF∗Θ
∗, (5.7)

which is equivalent to

K∗ = ΘL∗Θ
∗ (5.8)

for the semigroup generators. To see why this definition makes sense, observe that it generalizes the reverse unitary given by
Eq. (5.5): Given FA = UAU†, one obtains

F∗A = U†AU, F∗A = UAU†, G∗A = V †AV. (5.9)

One can also arrive at Eq. (5.7) by assuming the reverse unitary for the total system including the reservoir on a larger Hilbert
space—see Appendix D. In general, the right-hand side of Eq. (5.7) may not be completely positive, but it is guaranteed to be so
if the density map is given by the so-called Connes version [37–39]

Eσ,ConA ≡ σ1/2Aσ1/2, (5.10)

since F∗ = E−1
σ,ConFEσ,Con and thus ΘF∗Θ

∗ can be expressed in terms of Kraus operators [37]. A form of time reversal
proposed by Crooks [40] and generalized by Manzano et al. [41] can be shown to be a special case of Eq. (5.7) in terms of
Eq. (5.10); see Appendix E for details. Prop. C.2 in Appendix C may also be used to check whether F∗ turns out to be the same
regardless of the chosen density map and there is no ambiguity about the reversal relation. The following results work for any
density map and do not require G to be completely positive, but G must, of course, be a good model of physical dynamics for
the results to be useful.

Let σ̃ be a steady state of the second system satisfying Gσ̃ = σ̃ and Kσ̃ = 0. Given the reversal relation, it is straightforward
to show that

σ̃ = Θσ (5.11)

is a steady state of the second system. Assuming Eqs. (5.7) and (5.11), the first system is also the reverse of the second, since
σ = Θ∗σ̃ and

F∗ = Θ∗G∗Θ, G∗ ≡ E−1
σ̃ GEσ̃, (5.12)

as shown by Prop. F.1 in Appendix F.

Let τ̃ : Φ → P(H) be a parametrization of the initial state of the second system with τ̃(0) = σ̃. The scores are defined by

∂j τ̃ = Eσ̃X̃j(0). (5.13)
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Following Theorem 2, the Onsager tensor for the second system can be defined as

Õjk ≡ −
〈
X̃j(0),K∗X̃k(0)

〉
σ̃
, K∗ ≡ E−1

σ̃ KEσ̃. (5.14)

A quantum Onsager-Casimir relation for the two systems can now be given.

Theorem 3. Suppose that two systems are reverses of each other in the sense of Eqs. (5.8) and (5.11). Suppose, furthermore,
that the parametrization of the second system is related to that of the first by

τ̃(θ) = Θτ(θ) (5.15)

in a neighborhood of θ = 0, such that the scores are related by

X̃j(0) = ΘXj(0). (5.16)

Then their Onsager tensors given by Eqs. (4.23) and (5.14) obey

Ojk = Õkj . (5.17)

The proof is delegated to Appendix F.
Since it may be difficult to prepare a second system that is the reverse of the first in everything, including the initial-state

preparation, I offer a variation of Theorem 3 for two systems with identical steady states and initial-state preparations as follows.

Theorem 4. Suppose that two systems are reverses of each other in the sense of Eqs. (5.8) and (5.11). Suppose, furthermore,
that the steady states and the initial-state preparations are identical, viz.,

σ̃ = Θσ = σ, τ̃(θ) = τ(θ), X̃j(0) = Xj(0). (5.18)

If the scores transform as

ΘXj(0) = Tj
kXk(0), T ∈ Rp×p, (5.19)

then the two Onsager tensors are related by

Ojk = Tk
lÕlmTj

m. (5.20)

The proof is delegated to Appendix F.
The assumption given by Eqs. (5.18) in Theorem 4 means that the only difference between the two systems is the dynamics

governed by the F and G maps, so that it can model a device before and after an external field is reversed with all the other
settings intact. Theorem 4 is thus closer in spirit to the original Onsager-Casimir relations, though less general than Theorem 3.
Eq. (5.19) is a generalization of the common assumption that observables are either even (ΘA = A) or odd (ΘA = −A) under
motion reversal.

A quantum detailed-balance condition can now be defined by positing that a system is its own reverse, with

G(t) = F(t), K = L, σ̃ = σ, (5.21)

such that

L∗ = ΘL∗Θ
∗, σ = Θσ. (5.22)

Eqs. (5.22) coincide with the standard definition of detailed balance in the classical case—see Eqs. (A11) in Appendix A. By
generalizing an argument of Carmichael and Walls [42], Appendix D shows that time-reversal symmetry of the total system on
a larger Hilbert space, together with some additional assumptions, can lead to Eqs. (5.22). Eqs. (5.22) have the same form as the
detailed-balance condition proposed by Agarwal [16] if one assumes the density map Eσ = Rσ given by Eq. (3.9). Eqs. (5.22)
also give the so-called SQDB-θ condition proposed by Fagnola and Umanità [43] if the Connes density map given by Eq. (5.10)
is assumed; Roberts et al. have worked out many examples that satisfy the SQDB-θ condition [44, 45]. It should be noted that
a plethora of other quantum detailed-balance conditions have been proposed in the literature [5, 43, 46–50] but it is outside the
scope of this work to study those—the version here is chosen because of its connections with time-reversal symmetry and the
Onsager-Casimir relations.
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Under the detailed-balance condition given by Eqs. (5.22), Theorem 3 becomes a statement about the Onsager tensors for the
same system with two different initial-state preparations, while Theorem 4 implies a symmetry of the Onsager tensor.

Corollary 1. Assume that a system satisfies the detailed-balance condition given by Eqs. (5.22) and the scores transform as
Eq. (5.19) in terms of a matrix T under motion reversal. Then the Onsager tensor satisfies

Ojk = Tk
lOlmTj

m. (5.23)

If T is the Kronecker delta, meaning that

ΘXj = Xj , (5.24)

then the original Onsager relation given by Eq. (1.3) is obtained.

Proof. Under the detailed-balance condition, Õ = O if one assumes the same initial-state preparation. Theorem 4 then implies
Eq. (5.23).

Example 2 (continued). Assume a Θ that satisfies

Θ = Θ∗, Θqj = qj , Θpj = −pj . (5.25)

The map can also be expressed in matrix form

ΘQ = TQ, T ≡
(
I 0
0 −I

)
. (5.26)

Assume a second system that consists of s bosonic modes with the same GKSL form given by Eq. (4.9) for K, except that the
matrices ω and γ are denoted by ω′ and γ′ instead. The rate matrix for the second system can be defined by

K∗Q = L̃Q, L̃ ≡
(

Imω′ − Re γ′/2 Reω′ + Im γ′/2
−Reω′ − Im γ′/2 Imω′ − Re γ′/2

)
, (5.27)

in the same form as the L matrix given by Eq. (4.13) for the first. The reversal condition given by Eq. (5.8) would imply

L̃ = TL⊤T =

(
− Imω − Re γ/2 Reω − Im γ/2
−Reω + Im γ/2 − Imω − Re γ/2

)
, (5.28)

which is satisfied if

Reω = Reω′, Imω = − Imω′, Re γ = Re γ′, Im γ = − Im γ′, (5.29)

meaning that ω and ω′ should be the entry-wise complex conjugate of each other; likewise for γ and γ′. This relation is
reminiscent of the effect of reversing an external magnetic field on the permittivity matrix of a magneto-optic medium [51],
although a more careful study is needed to ascertain the connection.

Suppose that the steady state σ̃ of the second system is the thermal state given by Eq. (3.34). One has

σ̃ = σ = Θσ. (5.30)

Suppose also that the scores of the second system are the reverse of Eq. (3.38), viz.,

X̃(0) = ΘX(0) = rTQ. (5.31)

The second Onsager matrix becomes

Õ = −rT L̃T = −rL⊤ = O⊤, (5.32)

in accordance with Theorem 3. If the initial-state preparations are identical, then the scores become

X̃(0) = X(0) = rQ (5.33)



15

instead of Eq. (5.31), and the second Onsager matrix becomes

Õ = −rL̃ = −rTL⊤T = TO⊤T, (5.34)

in accordance with Theorem 4.

Now assume the detailed-balance condition given by Eqs. (5.22) for the first system, implying

L = TL⊤T, (5.35)

or equivalently

Imω = 0, Im γ = 0, (5.36)

meaning that all entries of ω and γ are real. The Onsager matrix then satisfies

O = TO⊤T, (5.37)

in accordance with Corollary 1.

VI. CONCLUSION

Using the Fisher-information approach put forth, one can treat any parameter of the initial state as a generalized force, and
the conjugate variables that determine the entropy production rate are automatically given by the scores, which generalize
the concept of macroscopic state variables in thermodynamics. This approach allows one to study entropy production with
arbitrary perturbations that may not be well described by traditional thermodynamic concepts. For example, the concept of
Gibbs ensemble, temperature, and chemical potential in Example 1 may be ill-defined for quantum systems under fast control;
one may instead adopt a more sophisticated model of the initial state as a function of the experimental control parameters.

The connection between the entropy production rate and the Fisher information loss rate is another discovery that may broaden
the utility of the Onsager theory and enable more cross-pollination between thermodynamics and parameter estimation theory.
The Helstrom information, for example, plays a fundamental role for important applications in quantum metrology, such as
gravitational-wave detection [52–54] and optical imaging [55]; its loss in open quantum systems is an important problem under
active research [56–59]. Can the Onsager theory offer new insights about how information flows in a quantum sensor and
how information loss can be mitigated, or can quantum metrology bring new ideas or new testbeds to the area of quantum
thermodynamics?

By adopting the concept of density maps pioneered by Petz, the results put forth are valid for a large class of divergence
measures and information metrics, unlike many prior works that focus on specific versions. Even if one is interested in only one
version of divergence, other versions may still be useful for bounding it if they are easier to compute.

Theorem 1 reveals a geometric form of the Onsager theory that is remarkable in its generality but admittedly obscure in
its physical relevance. Theorem 2 offers a more physical version derived from Theorem 1, while Theorems 3 and 4 establish
quantum Onsager-Casimir relations based on a general concept of time reversal and detailed balance for open quantum systems.
The many versions of time reversal and detailed balance depending on the density map, though bewildering, may also be regarded
as intriguing features of the quantum theory—they suggest that one must be a lot more careful about the assumption of detailed
balance in the quantum regime. More studies beyond the examples put forth are needed to determine the physical significance
of the various versions.

It is noteworthy that some quantum Onsager-Casimir relations for spintronics have been proposed by Jacquod et al. [60],
but their approach is very different from Onsager’s, does not involve entropy at all, and seems specific to electronic systems.
Optics is another area where the Onsager-Casimir relations are of recent interest, as they have been proposed as the origin
of electromagnetic reciprocity [51]. Given the confusion regarding reciprocity in lossy optical devices [61, 62], a quantum
treatment to ensure conformance with both quantum mechanics and thermodynamics may be worthwhile. It is an interesting
open question how the formalism here can be applied to specific areas.

Despite the significant generalizations made in this work, the Onsager theory remains limited in its ability to deal with far-
from-equilibrium conditions, time-dependent perturbations, and fast dynamics. Such situations can, of course, be modeled by
other methods in statistical mechanics [23] and are also of significant interest to quantum metrology [52, 53, 58]. The intersection
of the two areas is a fertile ground awaiting further explorations.
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Appendix A: Classical case

Commuting Hermitian operators can be diagonalized with respect to the same orthonormal basis of H; let such a basis be
{|z⟩}. Let {Z(t) : t ≥ 0} be a classical Markov process with conditional distribution PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′) and rate matrix

r(z|z′) ≡ ṖZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′). (A1)

Z(t) can be regarded as the trajectory of all the microscopic variables in thermodynamics. Let

ρ =
∑
z

P (z) |z⟩ ⟨z| (A2)

be a generic density operator in terms of a probability distribution P (Einstein summation is abandoned in this appendix for
clarity). The semigroup can be expressed as

F(t)ρ =
∑
z,z′

PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′)P (z′) |z⟩ ⟨z| , Lρ =
∑
z,z′

r(z|z′)P (z′) |z⟩ ⟨z| . (A3)

Let a steady state be

σ =
∑
z

S(z) |z⟩ ⟨z| (A4)

with a distribution S that satisfies ∑
z′

PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′)S(z′) = S(z). (A5)

In terms of generic observables

A =
∑
z

a(z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , B =
∑
z

b(z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (A6)

where a and b are real classical random variables, one can write

EσA =
∑
z

a(z)S(z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , ⟨A,B⟩σ =
∑
z

a(z)b(z)S(z), (A7)

F∗(t)A =
∑
z,z′

a(z′)PZ(t)|Z(0)(z
′|z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , F∗(t)A =

∑
z,z′

PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′)S(z′)
S(z)

a(z′) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (A8)

L∗A =
∑
z,z′

a(z′)r(z′|z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , L∗A =
∑
z,z′

r(z|z′)S(z′)
S(z)

a(z′) |z⟩ ⟨z| . (A9)

F∗(t) corresponds to the predictive conditional expectation, while F∗(t) corresponds to the retrodictive conditional expectation
via Bayes theorem.

The quantum detailed-balance condition given by Eqs. (5.22) can be applied to the classical case by assuming

Θ(|z⟩ ⟨z|) =
∣∣T−1z

〉 〈
T−1z

∣∣ , (A10)

where z is assumed to be a column vector and T is some invertible matrix. Then Eqs. (5.22) imply

r(z′|z)S(z) = r(Tz|Tz′)S(Tz′), S(z) = S(Tz), (A11)
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which agree with the classical definition [36, Eqs. (5.3.45) and (5.3.46)].
If the parametrization of the initial state is expressed in terms of a parametrized distribution P (z|θ) as

ρ(0) = τ(θ) =
∑
z

P (z|θ) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (A12)

then

P (z|0) = S(z), (A13)

F(t)τ(θ) =
∑
z

P (z, t|θ) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (A14)

P (z, t|θ) ≡
∑
z′

PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′)P (z′|θ), (A15)

Jjk(t) =
∑
z

[∂jP (z, t|θ)][∂kP (z, t|θ)]
S(z)

=
∑
z

S(z)sj(z, t)sk(z, t), (A16)

sj(z, t) ≡
1

S(z)
∂jP (z, t|θ) = ∂j lnP (z, t|θ) =

∑
z′

PZ(t)|Z(0)(z|z′)S(z′)
S(z)

sj(z
′, 0), (A17)

Xj(t) =
∑
z

sj(z, t) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (A18)

ṡj(z, t) =
∑
z′

r(z|z′)S(z′)
S(z)

sj(z
′, t). (A19)

J coincides with the classical Fisher information, while sj coincides with the classical score function.

Appendix B: Gaussian states and channels

This appendix follows Refs. [22, 63]. Let Q be the vector of canonical observables of s bosonic modes given by Eq. (3.27)
and W (z) be the Weyl operator defined by

W (z) ≡ exp(izjQj), (B1)

z ≡
(
x1 . . . xs y1 . . . ys

)
∈ R2s. (B2)

Some useful identities are as follows.

1

2
[W (z)Qj +QjW (z)] = −i

∂

∂zj
W (z), (B3)

[W (z), Qj ] = Ωjkz
kW (z). (B4)

A Gaussian state ρ is defined by having a Gaussian characteristic function in the form of

tr ρW (z) = exp

(
izjmj −

1

2
zjΣjkz

k

)
, (B5)

mj ≡ tr ρQj , (B6)
Σjk ≡ ⟨Qj −mj , Qk −mk⟩ρ,Hel , (B7)

where m is the mean vector, Σ is the covariance matrix, and the weighted inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ρ,Hel here is defined with respect to
the Helstrom density map Eρ,Hel given by Eq. (3.26). Such a Gaussian state is labeled by (m,Σ).

Proposition B.1 (Ref. [63, Proposition 5.6.3]). For an (m,Σ) Gaussian state ρ and the Helstrom density map given by Eq. (3.26),

i[Qj , ρ] = ΩjlΣ
lkEρ,Hel(Qk −mk), (B8)

where Σ with the superscripts denotes the inverse of Σ, viz.,

ΣjlΣ
lk = δkj , (B9)
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and δkj is the Kronecker delta.

Proof. Using Eq. (B4), the characteristic function of the left-hand side of Eq. (B8) becomes

i trW (z)[Qj , ρ] = i tr[W (z), Qj ]ρ = iΩjlz
l trW (z)ρ. (B10)

while the characteristic function of the right-hand side of Eq. (B8), using Eq. (B3), becomes

ΩjlΣ
lk trW (z)Eρ,Hel(Qk −mk) = ΩjlΣ

lk

(
−i

∂

∂zk
−mk

)
trW (z)ρ = iΩjlz

l trW (z)ρ, (B11)

which is equal to Eq. (B10).

A Gaussian channel F that maps s modes to s′ modes is defined by

F∗W̃ (ζ) = g(ζ)W (ζF ), (B12)

(ζF )j = ζµFµ
j , (B13)

g(ζ) = exp

(
iζµlµ − 1

2
ζµSµνζ

ν

)
, (B14)

where W̃ (ζ) is the Weyl operator for s′ modes, ζ ∈ R2s′ , l ∈ R2s′ , F ∈ R2s′×2s, and S ∈ R2s′×2s′ . Such a Gaussian channel
is labeled by (l, F, S). It follows that the characteristic function after an application of an (l, F, S) channel to an (m,Σ) state is
given by

tr(Fρ)W̃ (ζ) = tr ρF∗W̃ (ζ) = exp

(
iζµm̃µ − 1

2
ζµΣ̃µνζ

ν

)
, (B15)

m̃µ = Fµ
jmj + lµ, (B16)

Σ̃µν = Fµ
jΣjkFν

k + Sµν . (B17)

In matrix form, the last two equations can be expressed as

m̃ = Fm+ l, Σ̃ = FΣF⊤ + S. (B18)

Proposition B.2. For an (m,Σ) Gaussian state, an (l, F, S) Gaussian channel F , and the Helstrom density map given by
Eq. (3.26),

F∗Qµ = Fµ
jQj + lµ, (B19)

F∗Qj = mj + F̃j
µ (Qµ − m̃µ) , (B20)

F̃j
µ ≡ ΣjkFν

kΣ̃νµ, (B21)

where m̃ is given by Eq. (B16), Σ̃ is given by Eq. (B17), and Σ̃ with the superscripts denotes the inverse of Σ̃. Eq. (B21) can
also be expressed in the matrix form

F̃ = ΣF⊤Σ̃−1. (B22)

Proof. Eq. (B21) has been derived in Ref. [30, Proposition 1]. To derive Eq. (B19), use Eq. (B3) and Eqs. (B12)–(B14) to write

F∗Qµ = F∗[Qµ ◦ W̃ (0)] = −i
∂

∂ζµ
F∗W̃ (ζ)

∣∣∣∣
ζ=0

= −i
∂

∂ζµ
g(ζ)W (ζF )

∣∣∣∣
ζ=0

= lµ + Fµ
jQj . (B23)
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Appendix C: Some results for coupled and damped harmonic oscillators

Proposition C.1. For the thermal state σ given by Eq. (3.34) and the generator L given by Eq. (4.9),

Lσ = 0. (C1)

Proof. Using the basic identities aj |nj⟩ =
√
nj |nj − 1⟩ and a†j |nj⟩ =

√
nj + 1 |nj + 1⟩ for a single-mode Fock state |nj⟩

and expressing σ in terms of the Fock basis, it can be shown that

ajσ = zσaj , a†jσ = z−1σa†j , z ≡ n̄

n̄+ 1
. (C2)

It follows that

a†jakσ = σa†jak, akσa
†
j = zσaka

†
j , a†jσak = z−1σa†jak. (C3)

Plugging these expressions into Eq. (4.9) for ρ = σ leads to Eq. (C1).

The next proposition is a general condition for the weighted adjoints to be the same for any density map in Petz’s class.

Proposition C.2. Given a map M∗ : O(H) → O(H), define M∗ : O(H) → O(H) as the adjoint of M∗ with respect to the
weighted inner product given by Eq. (3.6), viz.,

⟨A,M∗B⟩σ = ⟨M∗A,B⟩σ . (C4)

If M∗ commutes with the ∆σ map defined by Eq. (3.10), then

M∗ = M∗,R (C5)

for any density map Eσ in the form of Eq. (3.8), where M∗,R is the weighted adjoint of M∗ in terms of the right product map
Eσ = Rσ defined by Eq. (3.9). To be explicit,

⟨A,RσM∗,RB⟩ = ⟨M∗A,RσB⟩ ∀A,B ∈ O(H), (C6)

M∗,R = R−1
σ MRσ. (C7)

Proof. For any A,B ∈ O(H),

⟨A,M∗B⟩σ = ⟨M∗A,B⟩σ (by Eq. (C4)) (C8)
= ⟨Rσϕ(∆σ)M∗A,B⟩ (by Eqs. (3.6) and (3.8), Eσ = E∗

σ) (C9)
= ⟨M∗ϕ(∆σ)A,RσB⟩ (M∗ and ∆σ commute, Rσ = R∗

σ) (C10)
= ⟨ϕ(∆σ)A,RσM∗,RB⟩ (by Eq. (C6)) (C11)
= ⟨Rσϕ(∆σ)A,M∗,RB⟩ (Rσ = R∗

σ) (C12)
= ⟨A,M∗,RB⟩σ . (by Eqs. (3.6) and (3.8))) (C13)

Proposition C.3. For the thermal steady state given by Eq. (3.34) and the semigroup generator given by Eq. (4.9), L∗ commutes
with ∆σ . Hence, L∗ is the same for all density maps in Petz’s class by Prop. C.2.

Proof. Given Eq. (4.9), L∗ can be expressed as

L∗A = −iωjk

[
a†jak, A

]
+

1

2
(n̄+ 1)γjk(2a

†
jAak −Aa†jak − a†jakA) +

1

2
n̄γjk(2akAa†j −Aaka

†
j − aka

†
jA) (C14)

for any A ∈ O(H). Eqs. (C2) imply

σ−1aj = zajσ
−1, a†jσ

−1 = zσ−1a†j . (C15)
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It follows from Eqs. (C2) and (C15) that

a†jak(∆σA) = ∆σ(a
†
jakA), (∆σA)a†jak = ∆σ(Aa†jak), (C16)

a†j(∆σA)ak = ∆σ(a
†
jAak), ak(∆σA)a†j = ∆σ(akAa†j). (C17)

Hence, all the operations on A on the right-hand side of Eq. (C14) commute with ∆σ , giving L∗∆σ = ∆σL∗.

Appendix D: Time reversal on a larger Hilbert space

Given a CPTP map F , it can always be represented in a larger Hilbert space as

Fρ = tr′ U(ρ⊗ χ)U†, (D1)

where χ is a density operator on a reservoir Hilbert space H′, U is a unitary operator on H⊗H′, and tr′ denotes the partial trace
with respect to H′. Now define another unitary operator V on H⊗H′ by

V ≡ ΘU† (D2)

with respect to an antiunitary map Θ on O(H ⊗ H′). If U is expressed as U = exp(−iHt) with respect to a Hamiltonian H ,
then V = exp(−iΘHt). Assume that Θ is separable in the sense of

Θ(A⊗B) = (ΘA)⊗ (ΘB), (D3)

and suppose that another CPTP map G is given by

Gρ = tr′ V (ρ⊗Θχ)V †. (D4)

The following proposition relating F and G is a generalization of Ref. [42], which focuses on the Eσ = Rσ case.

Proposition D.1. Assume that σ ⊗ χ is a steady state of the total system, viz.,

U(σ ⊗ χ)U† = σ ⊗ χ. (D5)

Then the F and G maps given by Eqs. (D1)–(D4) satisfy the reversal relation given by Eq. (5.7).

The proof is delegated to Appendix F.
Eq. (D5) is an additional assumption about the steady state of the total system. It implies that σ is a steady state of F , but

the converse need not be true. This assumption was also made by Carmichael and Walls—who called it microscopic stationarity
[42, Eq. (2.9)]—to derive Agarwal’s detailed balance from time-reversal symmetry.

For a system satisfying time-reversal symmetry, U = V . By virtue of Prop. D.1, the time-reversal symmetry together with
the assumption of a Θ-symmetric steady state Θ(σ ⊗ χ) = σ ⊗ χ lead to G = F and the detailed-balance condition defined by
Eqs. (5.22).

Appendix E: Another definition of time reversal

Let A,B : O(H) → O(H) be two linear maps and denote a certain dual of A by A# : O(H) → O(H). A criterion of the
dual proposed by Crooks [40] and generalized by Manzano et al. [41, Eq. (7)] is

trBAσ = trA#B#Θσ, (E1)

where Θσ ≡ θσθ−1 and θ is a unitary or antiunitary operator. Here I focus on the antiunitary case. It turns out that their assumed
form of A# is only one possible solution of Eq. (E1); Eq. (5.7) for a class of density maps can satisfy it as well.

Proposition E.1. Suppose that Eσ is self-adjoint with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product (Eσ = E∗
σ) and satisfies

EσI = σ and E−1
σ σ = I . In particular, any normalized density map in Petz’s class suffices. If one sets

A# = (ΘA∗Θ
∗)∗ = ΘEσA∗E−1

σ Θ∗, (E2)

then Eq. (E1) is satisfied.
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Proof.

trA#B#Θσ = trΘEσA∗E−1
σ Θ∗ΘEσB∗E−1

σ Θ∗Θσ (by Eq. (E2)) (E3)

= trΘEσA∗B∗E−1
σ σ (Θ∗ = Θ−1) (E4)

= trΘEσA∗B∗I (E−1
σ σ = I) (E5)

= ⟨I,ΘEσA∗B∗I⟩ (by Eq. (3.3)) (E6)
= ⟨A∗B∗I, EσΘ∗I⟩ (by definition of Θ∗, Eσ = E∗

σ) (E7)
= ⟨A∗B∗I, σ⟩ (Θ∗I = I, EσI = σ) (E8)
= ⟨I,BAσ⟩ (by definition of Hilbert-Schmidt adjoint) (E9)
= trBAσ. (by Eq. (3.3)) (E10)

Eq. (5.7) can be written as G = F# given Eq. (E2).
Suppose that A can be expressed in terms of some operators {αj ∈ O(H)} as

Aρ =
∑
j

αjρα
†
j . (E11)

Assume also the density map Eσ,Con given by Eq. (5.10). Then Eq. (E1) can be written as

A#ρ =
∑
j

α̃jρα̃
†
j , α̃j ≡ Θ∆1/2

σ α†
j = θσ1/2α†

jσ
−1/2θ−1. (E12)

This form of A# is assumed by Crooks and Manzano et al. [40, 41], but it is not the only form that satisfies Eq. (E1), as Prop. E.1
demonstrates.

Appendix F: Miscellaneous results and proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. The most nontrivial part of the theorem is the relation between the definition of the geometric variable given
by Eq. (4.2) and the equation of motion given by Eq. (4.4). To prove that, I first derive Eq. (4.5) as follows:

J̇jk(t) =
〈
Ẋj(t), Xk(t)

〉
σ
+
〈
Xj(t), Ẋk(t)

〉
σ

(by Eq. (3.5)) (F1)

= ⟨L∗Xj(t), Xk(t)⟩σ + ⟨Xj(t),L∗Xk(t)⟩σ (by Eq. (3.16)) (F2)
= ⟨Xj(t), (L∗ + L∗)Xk(t)⟩σ . (by Eq. (3.20)) (F3)

Now I can go from Eq. (4.2) to Eq. (4.4) as follows:

ẋj(t) = tr
[
Ẋj(t)ρ(t) +Xj(t)ρ̇(t)

]
(by Eq. (4.2)) (F4)

= tr
[
Ẋj(t)ρ(t) +Xj(t)Lρ(t)

]
(by Eqs. (2.2)) (F5)

= tr
{
Ẋj(t)σ + ϵvk

[
Ẋj(t)F(t)∂kτ +Xj(t)LF(t)∂kτ

]}
+ o(ϵ) (by Eqs. (2.3) and (2.5)) (F6)

= ϵvk tr {[L∗Xj(t)] EσXk(t) +Xj(t)LEσXk(t)}+ o(ϵ) (by Eqs. (3.4), (3.13), and (3.16)) (F7)

= ϵvk
[
⟨L∗Xj(t), Xk(t)⟩σ + ⟨Xj(t),L∗Xk(t)⟩σ

]
+ o(ϵ) (by Eqs. (3.6) and (3.17)) (F8)

= −ϵvkKjk(t) + o(ϵ). (by Eqs. (3.20) and (4.5)) (F9)

Eq. (4.3) is obtained simply by combining Eqs. (3.11), (4.1), (4.3), and (4.4). K(t) is symmetric because J(t) is symmetric as
per Eq. (3.7). K(t) is positive-semidefinite because J is monotonic as per Eq. (3.12).

Proof of Theorem 2. Following steps similar to the proof of Theorem 1, it is straightforward to show that

ẏj(t) = −⟨Xj(0),L∗Xk(t)⟩σ f
k + o(ϵ). (F10)
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This current as a function of t does not seem to have any simple relation with the other quantities, but a relation at t = 0
is possible. Eqs. (4.22) and (4.23) are obtained by plugging t = 0 in Eq. (F10). Eq. (4.24) follows from Eq. (4.5). O is
positive-semidefinite because

vjOjkv
k =

1

2
vjKjk(0)v

k ∀v (F11)

and K is positive-semidefinite as per Theorem 1. Eq. (4.25) follows from Eqs. (4.3), (4.22), and (F11).

Before proving Theorems 3 and 4 and Props. D.1 and F.1, I need the following lemma.

Lemma F.1. Assume a density map Eρ in the form of Eq. (3.8).

1. For any unitary or antiunitary map U ,

UEρ = EUρU , (F12)

UE−1
ρ = E−1

UρU . (F13)

2. For any A ∈ O(H), ρ ∈ P(H), χ ∈ P(H′), and B ∈ O(H′) that commutes with χ,

Eρ⊗χ(A⊗B) = (EρA)⊗ (Bχ). (F14)

Proof. Assume the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product in the following. The ∆ρ map defined by Eq. (3.10) is self-adjoint and
positive-definite, because

⟨A,∆ρA⟩ = trA†ρAρ−1 = tr(ρAρ−1)†A = ⟨∆ρA,A⟩ , (F15)

⟨A,∆ρA⟩ = tr ρ−1/2A†ρ1/2ρ1/2Aρ−1/2 =
〈
ρ1/2Aρ−1/2, ρ1/2Aρ−1/2

〉
≥ 0, (F16)

and ∆−1
ρ A = ρ−1Aρ exists. Now define {Ej ∈ O(H)} as the orthonormal eigenvectors of ∆ρ and {λj} as the eigenvalues,

such that

∆ρEj = λjEj , ⟨Ej , Ek⟩ = δjk, (F17)

where Einstein summation is abandoned for clarity. Notice that

U∆ρA = (Uρ)(UA)(Uρ)−1 = ∆UρUA, (F18)

so if Ej is an eigenvector of ∆ρ with eigenvalue λj , then UEj is an eigenvector of ∆Uρ with the same eigenvalue λj . Eρ and
EUρ can then be expressed as

EρA = Rρϕ(∆ρ)A =
∑
j

ϕ(λj)Ejρ ⟨Ej , A⟩ , (F19)

EUρA = RUρϕ(∆Uρ)A =
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(UEj)(Uρ) ⟨UEj , A⟩ . (F20)

If U is unitary,

UEρA =
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(UEj)(Uρ) ⟨Ej , A⟩ (U(AB) = (UA)(UB)) (F21)

=
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(UEj)(Uρ) ⟨UEj ,UA⟩ (U is unitary) (F22)

= EUρUA. (by Eq. (F20)) (F23)
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Similarly, if U is antiunitary,

UEρA =
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(UEj)(Uρ) ⟨A,Ej⟩ (U(AB) = (UA)(UB)) (F24)

=
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(UEj)(Uρ) ⟨UEj ,UA⟩ (U is antiunitary) (F25)

= EUρUA. (by Eq. (F20)) (F26)

Hence Eq. (F12) is proved. To prove Eq. (F13), use Eq. (F12) and U−1 = U∗ to obtain EUρ = UEρU∗ and E−1
Uρ = UE−1

ρ U∗. To
prove Eq. (F14), assume any B that commutes with χ and note that

∆ρ⊗χ(A⊗B) = (∆ρA)⊗B. (F27)

It follows that, if Ej is an eigenvector of ∆ρ with eigenvalue λj , Ej ⊗ B is an eigenvector of ∆ρ⊗χ with the same eigenvalue.
Writing A =

∑
j Ej⟨Ej , A⟩, one obtains

Eρ⊗χ(A⊗B) = Rρ⊗χϕ(∆ρ⊗χ)(A⊗B) =
∑
j

ϕ(λj)(Ejρ⊗Bχ) ⟨Ej , A⟩ = (EρA)⊗ (Bχ). (F28)

Proof of Theorem 3.

−Õjk =
〈
X̃j(0),K∗X̃k(0)

〉
σ̃

(by Eq. (5.14)) (F29)

= ⟨K∗ΘXj(0),ΘXk(0)⟩σ̃ (by definition of K∗ and Eq. (5.16)) (F30)
= ⟨ΘL∗Xj(0),ΘXk(0)⟩σ̃ (by Eq. (5.8)) (F31)
= ⟨ΘL∗Xj(0), EΘσΘXk(0)⟩ (by Eq. (3.6) and (5.11)) (F32)
= ⟨ΘL∗Xj(0),ΘEσXk(0)⟩ (by Lemma F.1) (F33)
= ⟨EσXk(0),L∗Xj(0)⟩ (Θ is antiunitary) (F34)
= −Okj . (by Eq. (4.23), Eσ = E∗

σ) (F35)

Proof of Theorem 4.

−Ojk = ⟨Xj(0),L∗Xk(0)⟩σ (by Eq. (4.23)) (F36)

= ⟨Xj(0),Θ
∗K∗ΘXk(0)⟩σ (by Eq. (5.8) and Θ∗ = Θ−1) (F37)

= ⟨K∗ΘXk(0),ΘXj(0)⟩Θσ (by definition of Θ∗ and Lemma F.1) (F38)

= Tk
lTj

m ⟨K∗Xl(0), Xm(0)⟩σ (by Eqs. (5.18) and (5.19)) (F39)

= −Tk
lTj

mÕlm. (by Eqs. (5.14) and (5.18)) (F40)

Proof of Proposition D.1. Define

UA ≡ UAU†, (F41)

VA ≡ V AV †, (F42)

which are unitary maps with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. Eq. (D2) leads to

V = ΘU∗Θ∗. (F43)
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Then one can write, for any A,B ∈ O(H),

⟨A,F∗B⟩σ = ⟨A,FEσB⟩ (by Eqs. (3.6) and (3.15)) (F44)
= ⟨A, tr′ U(EσB ⊗ χ)⟩ (by Eqs. (D1) and (F41)) (F45)
= ⟨A⊗ I,UEσ⊗χ(B ⊗ I)⟩ (by definition of tr′ and Lemma F.1) (F46)
= ⟨U∗(A⊗ I), Eσ⊗χ(B ⊗ I)⟩ . (by definition of U∗) (F47)

Similarly, one can write

⟨A,Θ∗G∗ΘB⟩σ = ⟨EσA,Θ∗G∗ΘB⟩ (by Eq. (3.6), Eσ = E∗
σ) (F48)

= ⟨G∗ΘB, EΘσΘA⟩ (by definition of Θ∗, Lemma F.1) (F49)
= ⟨V∗Θ(B ⊗ I), EΘσ⊗ΘχΘ(A⊗ I)⟩ , (F50)

where the last step follows the same arguments that give Eq. (F47). Now Eqs. (F47) and (F50) can be shown to be equal as
follows:

⟨V∗Θ(B ⊗ I), EΘσ⊗ΘχΘ(A⊗ I)⟩ = ⟨Θ∗VEΘσ⊗ΘχΘ(A⊗ I), B ⊗ I⟩ (by definition of V∗ and Θ∗) (F51)
= ⟨U∗Θ∗EΘσ⊗ΘχΘ(A⊗ I), B ⊗ I⟩ (by Eq. (F43)) (F52)

=
〈
EU∗(σ⊗χ)U∗(A⊗ I), B ⊗ I

〉
(by Lemma F.1, Θ∗ = Θ−1) (F53)

= ⟨Eσ⊗χU∗(A⊗ I), B ⊗ I⟩ . (by Eq. (D5)) (F54)

Hence, the left-hand sides of Eqs. (F44) and (F48) are equal, leading to Eq. (5.7).

Proposition F.1. With the reversal relation given by Eq. (5.7) for the F and G maps and the relation for their steady states given
by Eq. (5.11), F is also the reverse of G in the sense of

F∗ = Θ∗G∗Θ. (F55)

Proof.

Θ∗G∗Θ = Θ∗E−1
σ̃ GEσ̃Θ (by definition of G∗) (F56)

= E−1
σ Θ∗GΘEσ (by Eq. (5.11), Lemma F.1, Θ∗ = Θ−1) (F57)

= E−1
σ (Θ∗G∗Θ)∗Eσ ((AB)∗ = B∗A∗) (F58)

= E−1
σ (F∗)

∗Eσ (by Eq. (5.7)) (F59)

= E−1
σ (E−1

σ FEσ)∗Eσ (by definition of F∗) (F60)

= E−1
σ EσF∗E−1

σ Eσ ((AB)∗ = B∗A∗, Eσ = E∗
σ) (F61)

= F∗. (F62)
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spin transport: The tenfold way,” Physical Review B 86, 155118 (2012).
[61] Shanhui Fan, Roel Baets, Alexander Petrov, Zongfu Yu, John D. Joannopoulos, Wolfgang Freude, Andrea Melloni, Miloš Popović, Math-
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