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The canonical model of mRNA expression is the telegraph model, describing a gene that switches
on and off, subject to transcription and decay. It describes steady-state mRNA distributions that
subscribe to transcription in bursts with first-order decay, referred to as super-Poissonian expression.
Using a telegraph-like model, I propose an answer to the question of why gene expression is bursty
in the first place, and what benefits it confers. Using analytics for the entropy production rate, I
find that entropy production is maximal when the on and off switching rates between the gene states
are approximately equal. This is related to a lower bound on the free energy necessary to keep the
system out of equilibrium, meaning that bursty gene expression may have evolved in part due to free
energy efficiency. It is shown that there are trade-offs between having slow nuclear export, which can
reduce cytoplasmic mRNA noise, and the energy required to keep the system out of equilibrium—
nuclear compartmentalization comes with an associated free energy cost. At the population level,
I find that extrinsic variation, manifested in cell-to-cell differences in kinetic parameters, can make
the system more or less reversible—and potentially energy efficient—depending on where the noise
is located. This highlights that there evolutionary constraints on the suppression of extrinsic noise,
whose origin is in cellular heterogeneity, in addition to intrinsic randomness arising from molecular
collisions. Finally, I investigate the partially observed nature of most mRNA expression data which
seems to obey detailed balance, yet remains unavoidably out-of-equilibrium.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gene expression is the process by which mRNA and
proteins are produced in cells from information stored
in the DNA, a process which is noisy and far-from-
equilibrium [1–4]. This noise arises not only from ex-
trinsic factors that vary between cells but also from in-
trinsic stochasticity due to the random waiting times of
molecular collisions among genes, mRNA, and protein
molecules, which is non-negligible [5–8]. This has led to
the development of stochastic models aiming to capture
the dynamics observed in mRNA and protein expression
[4, 9, 10]. The most common model used to capture
stochasticity of transcription is the telegraph model, a
simple on/off switch model of mRNA production with
degradation, which is successful even when the underly-
ing dynamics are more complex, as long as the mRNA
expression is super-Poissonian [11] (i.e., having a Fano
factor of mRNA number > 1)1. Under these conditions,
gene expression is said to be bursty, being characterized
by short on-times and long waits in between bursts of
mRNA production, and the burst kinetics can vary de-
pending on the physiological stimuli [13–16].

Gene expression in an experimental setting is a par-
tially observed process wherein either the mRNA or pro-
teins specify the marginal state of the system [18, 19].
In some cases it is possible to simultaneously measure
mRNA and proteins [20]. Although theoretically and
narrativistically justified, generally the prescribed gene
states are not represented in the data alongside mRNA
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1 Although recent experimental data reveals that some genes have

sub-Poissonian mRNA expression in fission yeast [12].

fluorescence or number, only inferred from the dynamics
and patterns of mRNA expression [21, 22] (although in
rare cases these can be measured [14, 23, 24]). Even the-
oretically, the telegraph model only arises under a coarse-
graining of more fundamental mechanistic processes re-
lated to the binding of activator and repressors to the
promoter region, RNA polymerase pausing and release,
nascent mRNA elongation and multi-step mRNA degra-
dation [11, 12].

Partially observed processes have been widely explored
in the physics literature. They are distinct from a coarse-
grained process where systematic decimation takes place
[25]. Rather, the observer has knowledge only of a
subset of elements that determine the system’s state.
Recent work in [26] provides lower bounds on the en-
tropy production rate (EPR) in living systems using the
waiting time statistics of the hidden Markov processes.
Other work in [27] explores the thermodynamics of hid-
den pumps wherein it is found that the true EPR of the
pump is always less than that of the marginal observer.
This is notably distinct from work in time scale separated
coarse-grained dynamics which shows that decimation of
states via averaging always leads to a lower bound on the
true entropy production [28, 29]. There are even cases
where a coarse-grained non-equilibrium system ‘regains’
equilibrium [30]. Clearly, partially observed systems are
more complicated than typical coarse-graining procedures,
as the observed EPR can be greater than or lesser than
the true dynamics. This is something not often consid-
ered in the context of gene expression.

The link between mesoscopic models of gene expres-
sion and information theoretic measures of reversibility
potentially allows one to explain previously unexplained
aspects of gene expression, e.g., that mRNA are typi-
cally transcribed in bursts, in terms of evolutionary ar-
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FIG. 1. Schematics of the models considered in this study. (a) Illustration of a eukaryotic cell with the most important
molecules labeled. nmRNA refers to nuclear mRNA, while cmRNA refers to cytoplasmic mRNA. The red region represents
the nucleus while the blue area represents the cytoplasm. The right-hand image shows a close-up of the nucleus, complete
with transcription activators that turn the gene on/off. The gray box represents the reaction scheme of the nmRNA and gene
states in the nucleus. This is the stochastic model considered in this study. (b) Typical modeling and inference schemes assume
populations of identical cells, and that most of cellular noise is intrinsic. Population of heterogeneous cells including varying
features such as cell size or activator concentrations, leading to distributions of kinetic parameters over the populations [17].

guments based on energy expenditure minimization [31].
One obstacle in this pursuit is that the common Markov
models used to describe transcription, although well-fit
to the data, are not made up of elementary reactions.
This means that even in constitutive expression, where
a gene is presumed to produce mRNA in a Poisson pro-
cess (denoted G → G +M), the process is in principle
made up of many elementary steps describing the (re-
versible) stepping of RNA Pol II along the gene2. Note
that, as considered by Qian in [32], even the Poissonian
steady state described by constitutive expression, i.e.,
G → G + M, M → ∅, is not an equilibrium because
the reservoirs containing the ATP to fuel the process
are chemostatted. Such considerations imply that one
should be very careful in interpreting what equilibrium
means in different cases. The reverse of transcription3,
G+M → G, occurs very rarely in comparison to degra-
dation, and as such transcription is described as an ir-
reversible process. Previous attempts to provide a link
between entropy production and mesoscopic models of

2 Implying that mRNA transcription is governed by the waiting
time of a rate limiting step and that all other processes occur on
a much faster timescale.

3 Wherein every step in mRNA elongation and enhancer and tran-
scription factor binding is reversed.

transcription have been broadly computational [33, 34].
In order to make thermodynamic arguments one can-
not use standard results from stochastic thermodynamics
[35], but one can use the approach promoted by England
in [36], and earlier by Blythe in [37], where bounds are
found on the EPR for macroscopically irreversible sys-
tems, of which the Markov models describing gene ex-
pression are a special case. This allows one to ignore
aspects of thermodynamics related to processes that can-
not be actively measured and compare the lower bounds
of entropy production (and therefore free energy usage)
at scales of biological interest. This in turn allows us to
make thermodynamic arguments relating to the evolu-
tion of biological function [38].

In this paper I focus on transcription in eukaryotic
cells. I model transcription inside the nucleus as a
telegraph-like two-state model of production with active
and inactive gene states, and where the loss of mRNA is
from export to the cytoplasm (see Fig. 1(a)). Analytics
of the EPR allow for a thermodynamic, or at the very
least information theoretic, explanation on the origin of
bursty mRNA expression. I show that the null expec-
tation should be that genes will produce mRNAs in as
bursty a manner as possible to be maximally frugal in
the housekeeping free energy, barring the regulation they
are subject to and resource allocation restrictions among
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other considerations.
Several explanations of transcriptional burstiness have

come from perspectives more related to biological mech-
anism than physical law. Raj et al. [4] suggested that
bursty mammalian expression arises from the nature of
how transcription factors bind to promoters, providing
a mechanical basis for transcriptional bursting. Simi-
lar mechanical arguments involving chromatin environ-
ments were later provided by [21]. Some focus has been
given to the idea that different mechanisms can influ-
ence burst size and frequency, and that modulation of
either gives rise to different mRNA expression noise pro-
files [39, 40]. Others have suggested that bursts allow for
precise and robust developmental gene expression pat-
terns [41]. There are some previous hypotheses that are
similar in spirit to the analyses in this study. The first is
that producing proteins in bursts ([42], in E. coli) mini-
mizes some of the costs associated with continuous tran-
scription and translation due to dynamic resource alloca-
tion and robustness conferred from phenotypic diversity
in fluctuating environments. The second states that tran-
scription factories and the clustering of transcriptional
machinery could lead to bursting due to localized re-
source allocation [43–45]. However, these studies do not
directly address how these aspects affect the reversibil-
ity, entropy production or housekeeping free energy from
a physical perspective. Further, many of these proposed
mechanisms have timescales of seconds, whereas burst-
ing takes place on timescales of minutes or hours [46]. In
this paper I show how such analysis allows one to see the
trade-offs between cytoplasmic mRNA noise and house-
keeping free energy of transcription in the nucleus, in
a mechanism-free setting. I argue how such evolutionary
forcings might have led to bursty transcription in the first
place in the context of energy expenditure minimization
[47].

Finally, I extend the analyses introduced herein to un-
derstand how cell-to-cell noise in the mechanistic kinetic
parameters affects the reversibility, and hence the free
energy frugality, of a population of cells (see Fig. 1(b)).
This is in line with recent studies which take the reality
of extrinsic noise in cellular population seriously [17, 48].
Studies such as these are becoming increasingly impor-
tant as the field begins to look back on it founding prin-
ciples, and understand that although gene expression is
mechanistically stochastic, cell-to-cell differences inter-
act with these mechanistics in non-trivial ways [49, 50].
I show analytic expressions for the EPR where each ki-
netic parameter is assumed to be drawn from a gamma
distribution, and also show analytic expressions for the
relative difference (or error) between this and a popu-
lation of identical cells. Subsequent analyses show that
populations of cells can be more or less thermodynam-
ically reversible depending on the strength of this noise
and on which kinetic parameter the noise is located.

This study is structured as follows. In Section II I
introduce a telegraph-like two-state model of transcrip-
tion and investigate the probability fluxes present in its

non-equilibrium steady state. In Section III I calculate
the EPR for a single cell at steady state, and speculate
on the implications of this in terms of biological realiza-
tions of the kinetic parameters, and the trade-offs be-
tween reversibility and noise reduction of mRNA in the
cytoplasm. In Section IV this analysis is extended for a
population of extrinsically varying cells. Section V re-
flects on the nature of the EPR in the context of gene
expression being a partially observed process and how
this is reflected in the analytics. In the penultimate sec-
tion I discuss the limitations of this work from several
angles, before concluding the study in the final section.

II. CLASSIC TWO-STATE MODEL OF
TRANSCRIPTION

The telegraph model subscribes to several interpreta-
tions. In some cases the gene “produces” mRNA or pro-
teins directly (the standard telegraph model). In another
case, mRNA transcription from the on gene state is then
followed by translation of the mRNAs into proteins (the
three-stage model). Each case corresponds to a different
coarse-graining from the microscopic dynamics. Stan-
dard approaches use master equations to model the tele-
graph model in which one attempts to solve an equation
describing the flow of probability flux for having n mR-
NAs in a specific gene state at a time t. The master equa-
tion of the standard telegraph model was first solved in
steady state by [9] and in time by [51], whereas the three-
stage model was solved approximately in steady state by
[10] and recently in time by [52]. The two-state model I
consider is related to the standard telegraph model, and
is given by the set of effective reactions,

G
ρoff−−→ G+M, G⋆ ρon−−→ G⋆ +M, G

σon−−⇀↽−−
σoff

G⋆, M
e−→ ∅.

(1)

G and G⋆ represent the two different gene states with
nG + nG⋆ = 1 (there is a single gene) and M repre-
sents mRNA. For the moment it is assumed that ρoff
and ρon are free parameters, although later on G arbi-
trarily denotes the off state with ρoff < ρon. Standard
narratives ascribe ρoff = 0 such that G is a true off
state. However, this does not have to be the case, as
two-state models are averaging over a multitude of dif-
ferent molecular processes, meaning that in the general
case the off state simply has a lesser rate of transcrip-
tion. This leads to a mesoscopic model of transcriptional
dynamics that is dynamically reversible, although the dy-
namics are generally not reversible in the thermodynamic
sense. In the presented context, e is the export rate of
the nuclear mRNA into cytoplasmic mRNA, not a degra-
dation rate. The model assumes that the nucleus is both
thermo- and chemo-statted (with respect to ATP), there-
fore the kinetic rates are constant. A schematic of this is
shown in Fig. 1(a). Here, the turning on (off) of the gene
state could be related to the binding (unbinding) of an
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abundant activating transcription factor (and vice versa
for a repressor), and the loss of M (representing nuclear
mRNA) is due to export to the cytoplasm.

FIG. 2. Markov state diagram for the reaction scheme
in Eq. (1) for states up to mRNA number n = 3. Arrow
labels indicate the propensity at which transitions between
each state occur. Since every reaction can occur in both di-
rections, the telegraph model is a dynamically reversible non-
equilibrium system. In the general case the transition rates
do not satisfy detailed balance.

I denote x = (nG, n) as the state vector describing the
number of G and M respectively (with the number of G⋆

being 1− nG), this set of reactions has the Markov state
diagram shown in Fig. 2. A steady state that admits
detailed balance is only guaranteed for one-dimensional
reversible Markov chains, or for dynamically reversible
reactions in closed vessels with specific parameter choices
(see the final equation in [53] and generally [54])4. The
steady state is therefore expected to have a non-zero en-
tropy production rate [35]. The probabilities P0(n) and
P1(n) denoting the probabilities of having states (0, n)
and (1, n) are described by the master equations,

∂tP0(n, t) =ρoff(E−1 − 1)P0(n, t) + e(E1 − 1)nP0(n, t)

+ σoffP1(n, t)− σonP0(n, t),

∂tP1(n, t) =ρon(E−1 − 1)P0(n, t) + e(E1 − 1)nP1(n, t)

− σoffP1(n, t) + σonP0(n, t),

(2)

and Ex is the step operator that acts such that Exf(n) =
f(n + x) [54]. One can then introduce the generating
functions G0(z) =

∑
n z

nP0(n) and G1(z) =
∑

n z
nP1(n)

and solve the resulting ODE at steady state when ∂tG0 =
∂tG1 = 0 to find,

G0(z) =
σoffe

ρoff (z−1)/e

Σ
1F1

(
σon
e
, 1 +

Σ

e
;
(z − 1)δ

e

)
,

G1(z) =
σone

ρoff (z−1)/e

Σ
1F1

(
e+ σon

e
, 1 +

Σ

e
;
(z − 1)δ

e

)
,

using definitions Σ = σoff + σon and δ = ρon − ρoff and
where 1F1 denotes the confluent hypergeometric func-
tion. The steady state probabilities P0(n) and P1(n) are

4 Detailed balance in the two-state system implies zero net prob-
ability flux on all reversible reactions in Fig. 2. This is shown to
be generally not true, aside from in some special cases.

then recovered from the series expansions of G0(z) and
G1(z) about z = 0 (explicit formula not shown5). Note
that the sum G = G0 + G1 can be used to calculate
P (n) = P0(n) + P1(n) which is given by,

G(z) = eρoff (z−1)/e
1F1

(
σon
e
,
Σ

e
;
(z − 1)δ

e

)
. (3)

One can use the equations for G0(z) and G1(z) to cal-
culate the probability fluxes between the Markov states
in Fig. 2 and understand the non-equilibrium nature of
the reaction scheme. First, it is clear that if ρoff = ρon
then the gene states cannot be distinguished and the
generating function reduces to that of a Poisson process
(since 1F1(a, b; 0) = 1). In what follows I arbitrarily take
ρoff < ρon. Typically in the context of bursty gene ex-
pression (where ρoff ≪ 1) σon is known as the burst fre-
quency and B = ρon/σoff as the mean burst size.

FIG. 3. Exploring the non-equilibrium steady state of
the two-state model. (a) Plots of P0(n), P1(n) and P (n)
calculated using the generating functions in the main text for
parameters ρoff = 1/3, ρon = 30, σoff = σon = 1/2, e = 1. (b)
A diagram showing the flow of probability flux between states
in the Markov diagram. Here bn > 0 whereas the an can be
positive or negative.

Fig. 3 shows a probability flux analysis on the two-state
model. The probability distributions within and across
both gene states are not of Poissonian form (Fig. 3(a))
in agreement with the non-Poisson generating functions.
To get some intuition for the nature of the steady state
one can look at the net probability flux between each
pair of connected states6, shown in Fig. 3(b) [55]. In

5 The probabilities are recovered via Pi(n) = ∂n
z Gi(z)/n!|z=0,

which is as efficient as having the explicit formulae for the Pi(n)
directly.

6 The probability flux is the transition rate multiplied by the prob-
ability of being in that state. The net probability flux is the net
direction of flow on each reversible reaction.
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words, for ρoff < ρon there is a unidirectional flux of
probability from right-to-left along the states (0, n) →
(0, n − 1)∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . .} and from left-to-right along
the states (1, n − 1) → (1, n)∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . .} which in
both cases is of magnitude bn > 0. Between the two
chains there are fluxes an between states (0, n) and (1, n)
which can be positive or negative, with the exception of
a0 = b1 > 0 to conserve probability at the end of the
chain.

An interesting observation is that if one ignores the
state of the gene, on the level of the mRNA detailed bal-
ance is maintained. This is also true if one were to lump
together the mRNA states and only observe the gene
state dynamics, since one can show that −b1 =

∑∞
i=1 ai.

This finding that lumping the states in either way gives
marginal dynamics satisfying detailed balance is in align-
ment with other recent findings that non-equilibrium sys-
tems with hidden states can “pretend” to obey detailed
balance [26]. Marginal detailed balance on the mRNA
number means that the condition,

bn ≡ neP0(n)− ρoffP0(n− 1) = ρonP1(n− 1)− neP1(n)
(4)

must be true, which can be shown directly from the gen-
erating functions above. This marginal detailed balance
condition is hinted to by the fact that the eigenvalues
governing the relaxation to the steady state distribution
are real [54, 56], given by the two sets λ1n = ne, n ∈
{0, 1, 2, . . .} and λ2n = ne + Σ, n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}, which I
show in Section S1. Note that, although it is true that
a system satisfying detailed balance will have a master
operator with real eigenvalues, the converse is generally
not true. This two-state gene model is an example of this
fact, and the implications of this are further explored in
Section V.

III. ENTROPY PRODUCTION OF
TRANSCRIPTION IN A SINGLE CELL

Following standard methods [35, 57], the entropy pro-
duction rate (EPR) is given by (in natural units),

ṡmes =
1

2

∑
x,x′

J(x′ → x) ln

(
w(x′ → x)P (x′, t)

w(x → x′)P (x, t)

)
, (5)

in which J(x′ → x) and w(x′ → x) are the respective net
flux and propensity from x to x′, and P (x, t) is probabil-
ity of having state x at time t. I use the subscript mes to
denote that this refers to a mesoscopic EPR. The EPR is
often interpreted as a measure of how far out of equilib-
rium a system is—akin to a measure of complexity—and
is often broken down into components of entropy flow
rate7 and the entropy change of the system [57]. How-

7 Which is the rate of entropy production in the surroundings,
related to the heat dissipated by the system and the free energy
necessary to keep the system out of equilibrium.

ever, since it is assumed the system is at steady state
the EPR is simply the entropy flow rate (which follows
directly from ∂tP0(n, t) = ∂tP1(n, t) = 0).

In the current context, because the transitions de-
scribed in the two-state model are non-elementary8, the
EPR cannot be immediately related to the ‘housekeeping’
free energy necessary to keep the system out of equilib-
rium (Eq. (23) in [58])—although we show how this is
related to an EPR bound later in this section. At steady
state all the entropy that is produced flows out to the
reservoirs [35]. Crucially in the analytics below, the sum
in Eq. (5) is simplified since not all states are connected.
In particular there are three contributions: from the tran-
sitions between states with nG = 0, from the transitions
between states with nG = 1, and from the transitions
between nG = 0 and 1. This gives

ṡmes =

∞∑
i=0

{
bi+1 ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)
+ ai ln

(
σon
σoff

)}

+b1 ln

(
σon
σoff

)
,

(6)

in which I have defined ai = bi+1 − bi. This expression
simplifies upon utilizing the relation

∑∞
i=1 ai = −b1 and

realizing that one can use G0(z) and G1(z) to calculate∑
i bi to give (for full details see Section S2),

ṡmes =
(ρon − ρoff)σonσoff

(σon + σoff)(e+ σon + σoff)
ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)
, (7)

or utilizing the definition of the mean burst size B =
ρon/σoff ,

ṡmes =
(Bσoff − ρoff)σonσoff

(σon + σoff)(e+ σon + σoff)
ln

(
Bσoff
ρoff

)
. (8)

When ρoff = ρon one finds detailed balance is satisfied
with ṡmes = 0. Note that in what follows, I interchange-
ably refer to ρon and B although they represent the same
degree of freedom. The average entropy produced per cy-
cle [59], defined by starting in G transitioning to G⋆ and
then back to G, can also be calculated using the exponen-
tially distributed dwell time distributions in each state to
give ⟨∆scyc⟩ = ln(ρon/ρoff)(ρon − ρoff)/(e + σon + σoff).
Notably the coefficient of variation squared of the entropy
produced per cycle is independent of the production
rates, being given by CV2

cyc = (σ2
on + σ2

off)/(σon + σoff)
2.

Eq. (7) elucidates that if either σon or σoff is zero
then the steady state is also in detailed balance since
one is coupled to only a single mRNA reservoir. This
formula also tells us that as ρoff → 0 the entropy pro-
duction becomes infinite since the process is completely

8 Non-elementary means that the reaction scheme does not con-
tain reactions that consist only of individual energy barriers, e.g.,
transcription is a multi-step process of RNAP Pol II binding,
pausing and reversibly hopping along the encoding region.
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FIG. 4. The EPR of transcription in a single cell across
parameter space from Eq. (8). Unless used as a depen-
dent variable, the parameter choices are B = 74/30, σon =
1, σoff = 30, ρoff = 1/10, e = 1 (according to the literature
reference values). Variation in ρoff is not considered, and is
set to be fixed and small—as ρoff → 0 one finds ṡmes → ∞
roughly logarithmically. (a) There is a steady increase of the
EPR roughly linear in the burst size. (b) For σoff there is
an initially sharp increase in ṡmes near σoff = σon followed by
logarithmically increasing behavior. The dashed line shows
the mean experimental value based on the ratio of σoff/σon

from experimental data, and the blue shaded region shows the
standard deviation about this result (see Table S1 in [60]). (c)
The peak in ṡmes for variable σon is at

√
σoff(e+ σoff) (blue

dot-dash line). The black dashed line shows the predicted
mean value from experimental data of σoff/σon and the blue
shading shows the standard deviation. (d) As the export rate
increases ṡmes steadily decreases.

irreversible, albeit logarithmically slowly. Therefore, the
plausible case of ρoff = 0 (often employed in the bio-
logical literature [21, 22]) actually represents the most
non-equilibrium form of the two-state model, as is clear
from Crooks’ fluctuation theorem [61]. This fact should
provide a motivation for the study of mechanistic mRNA
expression models that have an effective off state with-
out being thermodynamically impossible. It also high-
lights the importance of having non-constitutive gene ex-
pression where the gene is always on (i.e., the ability to
regulate expression via on/off switches), since the large
value of ṡmes associated with small but non-zero ρoff is
large. Curiously, when ρoff = 0 even though the dynamics
are completely irreversible, the marginal mRNA dynam-
ics still satisfy detailed balance at steady state.

As alluded to in the introduction, one can use the
results of England and Blythe to make thermodynamic

arguments about how energy expenditure minimization
could have evolutionarily affected the nature of transcrip-
tion [36, 37]. Therein, they extend the Crooks fluctua-
tion theorem to transitions between macroscopic systems
made up of microstates which are indistinguishable on
the macroscopic level [61]. For the moment I sketch out
the argument of England. Consider I being an initial
macrostate and II being a final macrostate, each of which
subscribes to a particular state vector (nG, n). Note that
here I use the term macrostate as opposed to mesostate,
in line with [36], but mesostate could be equivalently
used. One finds a bounding argument on the thermo-
dynamic entropy in terms of the transition probabilities
π(I → II) and π(II → I) between the macrostates,

∆sI→II
tot = β⟨∆q⟩I→II +∆sI→II

int ≥ ln

(
π(I → II)

π(II → I)

)
, (9)

with ∆sI→II
tot being the total thermodynamic entropy

change, β being the inverse temperature of the cellular
environment, ⟨∆q⟩I→II being the average heat released to
the environment in the transition between a microstate in
i and j and ∆sI→II

int being the entropy change in the sys-
tem (which at steady state is zero). Here, ⟨·⟩ denotes an
average over all possible microstate transitions between
the two mesostates, with i and j representing microstates
in the mesostates I and II respectively. From the work of
Blythe, this inequality follows directly from considering
the cross-entropy between the forward and reverse macro-
scopic paths [37]. One can further identify the right-hand
side of the inequality with its own fluctuation theorem,
notably,

π(I → II)

π(II → I)
= e∆sI→II

mac , (10)

which satisfies the key feature that if ∆sI→II
mac = 0 then

the macroscopic system must be in detailed balance—but
not necessarily equilibrium since the baths themselves are
still kept out of equilibrium. Choosing now to integrate
Eq. (9) weighted over all possible macroscopic transitions
in the steady state over a time interval [0, τ ] (denoted
by ·)—with τ chosen large enough such that I and II
are uncorrelated—it is found that the macroscopic EPR
provides a lower bound for the thermodynamic EPR,

∆stot = βτ⟨q̇⟩+ τ ṡint ≥ τ ṡmes (11)

or specifically for the two-state model,

β⟨q̇⟩ ≥ ṡmes =
(ρon − ρoff)σonσoff

(σon + σoff)(e+ σon + σoff)
ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)
.

(12)

In the case of the two-state model this means choosing
τ ≫ 1/e. Note that this method of averaging is identical
to averaging over a population of identical cells since,

N∆stot =

N∑
n=1

∆s
(n)
tot ≈ Nτṡtot ≥ Nτṡmes, (13)
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wherein ∆s
(n)
tot implies the entropy change in the n-th

cell in a time τ . The approximation becomes more accu-
rate for larger N following the central limit theorem and
there is no longer the requirement that τ ≫ 1/e. In the
Section IV the notation · refers to intrinsic population
averages such as these. Eq. (12) is the natural extension
of England and Blythe’s work to a steady state regime—
where they derived the relationship between the micro
and macroscopic production of entropy for specific start-
ing and ending microstates, here it has been extended to
averages over all possible transitions at the steady state.
This leads to the conclusion that the macroscopic EPR
provides a lower bound of the true EPR. Using these re-
sults above in combination with previous work on house-
keeping free energy usage [58] it follows that

fdis ≥ T ṡmes, (14)

where fdis is the average rate of free energy dissipation
per cell necessary to keep the system out of equilib-
rium. In what follows, discussions regarding maximiz-
ing/minimizing the EPR or free energy usage refers to
the lower bounds on the relations above. Reference val-
ues of the kinetic parameters can be found across the
literature. Typical values of the switching rates and tran-
scription rate are σon ∼ 1, σoff ∼ 30 and ρon ∼ 74
for C57B16 alleles in Embryonic stem cells in units of
mRNA degradation rate [22]. Reference values for nu-
clear mRNA export rate and cytoplasmic mRNA degra-
dation rate (d) are e ∼ 10−2min−1 and d ∼ 10−2min−1

in Drosophila [62]. Note that these can vary over sev-
eral orders of magnitude depending on the gene and the
organism. Reference values of ρoff are not reported as
they are not measured or inferred in the literature. This
is not of great impact in any case—since ṡmes increases
logarithmically with decreasing ρoff , the same order of
magnitude of ṡmes is found even as ρoff varies over many
orders of magnitude.

From Eqs. (11)–(14) one can show that for a fixed
value of σon that the value of σoff maximizing fdis is
σoff =

√
σon(e+ σon) (and vice versa, see Fig. 4(c)).

Additionally, when σon ≫ e choosing σoff = σon both
maximizes the EPR and minimizes the noise in entropy
production per cycle CV2

cyc, hinting that greater levels of
control (i.e., minimized variation in free energy usage)
can be maintained when the system is furthest from de-
tailed balance. The maximum in ṡmes against σon also
indicates that mRNA expression can in some sense sub-
scribe to an optimal resource allocation if the rate σon is
located far away from the maximum [31]. To see whether
this might be evolutionarily optimized, I used the data
from Table 1 in [60] (in particular, the ratio of switch-
ing timescales δ ≡ σoff/σon, not to be confused with the
definition of δ herein) to see where the experimentally
observed values of σon and σoff reside. Taking a mean
over these values I found that the realized value of σon is
far from the maximum value of ṡmes (Fig. 4(c)) and that
the realized value of σoff preempts the rapid increase in
ṡmes. These experimental parameter values are consis-

tent with bursty mRNA expression (i.e., σon/Σ ≪ 1)
indicating that the bursty nature of the expression may
be optimizing the resource allocation and minimizing the
free energy expenditure of mRNA expression.

There are implications of these results on the export
rate e. Previous studies promote the idea that nuclear
compartmentalization of mRNA is a sufficient mecha-
nism to reduce cytoplasmic mRNA noise to experimen-
tally observed levels [49, 63]. If e is small compared
to the rate of transcription, then the nucleus is essen-
tially a bath of mRNA whereby mRNA enter the cy-
toplasm in a Poisson process with rate e[n], where [n]
is the concentration of nuclear mRNAs. This is in line
with the finding in [49] that cytoplasmic mRNAs have
Poissonian noise, and not negative binomial like noise
arising from bursty mRNA transcription. The smaller
e is, the more the cytoplasmic mRNA noise is reduced.
However, Eq. (12) offer a counterpoint—decreasing e in-
creases the minimum amount of free energy necessary
to keep the system out of equilibrium up to a maxi-
mum of T (ρon−ρoff)σonσoff ln(ρon/ρoff)/(σon+σoff)

2. On
the other hand, increasing e can lower the free energy
bound all the way to zero. This indicates a trade-off
not previously seen in counteracting mRNA noise in the
cytoplasm—if the main mechanism is in nuclear mRNA
compartmentalization then there is a significant free en-
ergy cost. Note that work of Hansen et. al [64] indi-
cates that this trade-off is not always exploited, with the
noise reduction from compartmentalization being small
in comparison to noise increases from other sources in
some cases.

Finally, one finds that the maximally allowed tran-
scription rate ρ⋆on is given by the transcendental equa-
tion,

(ρ⋆on − ρoff) ln

(
ρ⋆on
ρoff

)
=
β⟨q̇⟩Σ(e+Σ)

σonσoff
. (15)

When ρoff ≪ ρ⋆on and ρoff ln(ρ⋆on/ρoff) can be neglected,
this leads to the rather simple asymptotic solution,

ρ⋆on ∼ β⟨q̇⟩Σ(e+Σ)

σonσoff
, (16)

noting that the Lambert W function goes as W(z) ∼
ln(z) for large z. All other things being equal, this indi-
cates that the maximally allowed transcription rate can
be increased if (1) the system expels more heat, (2) the
export rate is correspondingly increased, or (3) if the
EPR is minimized with respect to either σoff or σon.

IV. ENTROPY PRODUCTION OF
TRANSCRIPTION IN A POPULATION OF

CELLS

Although in the previous section the focus was on
the EPR and free energy usage for a single cell, scal-
ing this calculation up for a population of identical cells
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is straightforward—the EPR is simply multiplied by the
number of cells N , since the cells are assumed to be non-
interacting. However, populations of cells vary in many
features, such as cell size, pH and morphology, and in-
ferring a single set of kinetic parameters for a population
with variable kinetics can lead to significant inferential
error [17, 50] (see Fig. 1(b)). By extension, the subtleties
of extrinsic noise may lead to thermodynamic properties
of an ensemble that are non-trivially related to those of
a single cell.

Following [17], I assume that the kinetic rates of the
telegraph model are gamma distributed—since the mean
and variance of the distribution can be tuned indepen-
dently and the distribution is defined for positive real
numbers (kinetic rates are, by definition, positive). Then,
each cell in the population has kinetic parameters which
are drawn from these distributions. In what follows

I investigate the effect of having this extrinsic noise
parameter-by-parameter, for two reasons: (1) it allows
for the isolation of the effects of noise on that parameter
on the EPR and (2) it allows for analytic results of the
lower bounds on the EPR and free energy usage. θ rep-
resents one of σon, σoff , ρon, e and ρoff in a single cell and
draw it from a gamma distribution with the probability
density function

f(θ;α, β) =
βα

Γ(α)
θα−1e−βθ,

where α represents the shape parameter and β the inverse
scale parameter, from which the mean is θ = α/β and the
variance as Var(θ) = α/β2. Here, θ is the average of θ
over the population, just as it was in the previous section.
For comparison with the single cell case, ṡmes[θ] is the
average mesoscopic EPR per cell, an intrinsic quantity,
given by

ṡmes[θ;α, β] =

∫ ∞

0

f(θ;α, β)(ρon − ρoff)σonσoff
(σon + σoff)(e+ σon + σoff)

ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)
dθ, (17)

where the functional parameter θ ∈ {σon, σoff , ρon, e, ρoff}
denotes the parameter that is varying over the popula-
tion. I further define

eθ(α, β) =
ṡmes[θ;α, β]− ṡmes

ṡmes
(18)

as the relative error from the case of identical cells if θ
is varied as a gamma distribution in the population with
parameters α, β and ṡmes is evaluated at θ. In principle,
this process can be extended for higher-order moments
of ṡmes, although it is more difficult to obtain analytic
expressions.

For all five kinetic parameters the integrals in Eq. (17)
are solvable, typically using special functions9. Note
that, since both σoff and σon occur in ṡmes symmetri-
cally, only the results for σoff are reported. The solutions
to the integrals in Eq. (17) are rather cumbersome and
so we report these expressions for all kinetic parameters
in the Section S3, and simply show one of the simpler
results for noise on the export rate e

ṡmes[e] =
exp (Σβ)βαδσonσoffΓ(1− α,Σβ) ln

(
ρon

ρoff

)
(σon + σoff)2−α

9 In the case where ρon is replaced by Bσoff , the integral with re-
spect to σoff becomes quite involved, although it is not shown
here. The difference is due to B now being the variable held con-
stant, as opposed to ρon. In this case, eσoff becomes dependent
on all other kinetic parameters.

which has the corresponding relative error of

ee = exp (Σβ)(α+Σβ)Eα(Σβ)− 1

where Eα(·) is the exponential integral, and the depen-
dence on α and β has been omitted for brevity. The de-
pendence of the error function is generally only in terms
of one or two kinetic parameters. As seen in Section S3:
eρon

is a function of ρoff ; eρoff
is a function of ρon; eσoff

is a
function of e and σon; and (as seen above) ee is a function
of σon and σoff . It’s worth noting that for ρoff ≪ ρon, the
relative error eρoff

is close to zero, and hence is excluded
from the more prominent analyses shown below.

In discussing the results of eθ for θ ∈ {ρon, σoff , e}
there are two main points of interest, (1) ṡmes[θ;α, β]
is a measure of how reversible the macroscopic system
is—something which is non-intuitive on the level of pop-
ulations of cells; (2) ṡmes[θ;α, β] also provides a thermo-
dynamic bound relating to the minimum free energy flux
necessary to fuel the system—can cell-to-cell noise pro-
mote free energy efficiency in cellular populations?

The results of the extrinsic noise analysis are shown in
Fig. 5—the line plots show how the relative error changes
as a function of the variance of the extrinsic noise for fixed
mean, while the density plots show the errors for given
parameter sets at fixed θ = Var(θ). Generally, it is found
that having cell-to-cell variability in the population effec-
tively increases the lower bound on free energy flux neces-
sary to keep the population out of equilibrium, and that
in general the system is further away from equilibrium—
see Fig. 5(a), (b), (e) and (f). The exception to this rule
is that when the noise is on σoff , eσoff

can be positive
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FIG. 5. Deviations induced in ṡmes due to cell-to-cell
variability. (a), (c) and (e) show how the relative error
changes for kinetic rates ρon, σoff and e for constant means
and increasing variance for slices of parameter space. (b),
(d) and (f) show density plots of the error across all relevant
dimensions of parameter space, for fixed θ = Var(θ). In (c)
σon = 3, in (d) σon = 1, in (e) σon = 1 and in (f) σon = 1.

or negative depending on the values of σon and e—see
Fig. 5(c) and (d). The result is that the EPR of a sys-
tem with extrinsically varying kinetic parameters in a
population does not correspond with the “representative
cell”. This may seem unintuitive, but ṡmes is not lin-
ear in any of the kinetic parameters, therefore in general
ṡmes[θ] ̸= ṡmes(θ). When the noise is on ρon or e it is
found that extrinsic variability only increases ṡmes, for
ρon to a lesser extent (for the case in Fig. 5(b) becoming
a maximum for ρoff ⪅ ρon), and for e to a much greater
extent, with over a 20% increase in ṡmes[e] in some cases
where σoff is small and e is of the same order as σon
(see Fig. 5(f)). Additionally, it is found that for ṡmes[e]
and ṡmes[ρon] that increasing the variance with the mean

fixed leads to monotonically increases the relative error
(see Figs. 5(a) and (c)). Perhaps the most interesting re-
sults come from eσoff

, where not only can gene switching
rate variability cause increases the lower bound of the free
energy flux for σoff ≪ σon, but also significantly lower it
for most of the space of parameters outside that regime
(see Fig. 5(d)). Additionally, in Fig. 5(c) it is shown
that eσoff

is not always monotonic in the variance of the
extrinsic noise, and that for small enough export rates
there is a finite valued maximum (occurring where the
extrinsic noise is very large). The summary is that the
collective thermodynamic properties of the population of
cells can confer free energy saving benefits and drawback
depending on where the cell-to-cell noise presents itself.
This leads to the surprising conclusion that suppression
of extrinsic noise is more essential from a thermodynamic
perspective on some parameters than it is on others.

V. MARGINALITY AND COARSE-GRAINING
OF GENE EXPRESSION

A classic form of model reduction is that of timescale
separation, a type of coarse-graining, which is often em-
ployed in gene expression under the ‘fast gene switching
assumption’, i.e., the condition that min{σoff , σon} ≫
max{ρoff , ρon, e} [65]. Although there are several ways
of employing this via quasi equilibrium or steady state
assumptions [66–68], the most principled way is via the
method of ‘averaging’ [25, 69]. Experimental evidence
for fast gene switching can be found in [70] among other
studies. Denoting f = σoff/(σoff+σon), the method of av-
eraging then gives the following timescale reduced model
valid under the fast gene switching assumption,

G
ρ−→ G+M, M

e−→ ∅, (19)

where ρ = fρoff+(1−f)ρon, which is nothing other than a
one-dimensional microscopically reversible Markov chain
which satisfies detailed balance and hence has zero en-
tropy production in the steady state [71]. However, tak-
ing the same fast switching limit of Eq. (7) reveals,

Ṡfast = (ρon − ρoff)f(1− f) ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)
,

which is generally non-zero. This trivial example clearly
shows that although common methods of model reduc-
tion may capture the dynamics of stochastic gene expres-
sion, they lose thermodynamic information, a point made
in numerous other studies [28, 29]. Notably, as stated in
[28],

The limiting entropy production, for arbitrar-
ily large time-scale separation, does not coin-
cide with the entropy production of the effec-
tive process.

Even in the case where ρoff = 0 and the dynamics are
irreversible, the reduced model still satisfies detailed bal-
ance and admits an equilibrium.
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FIG. 6. Equivalency between the two-state model and
a birth-death process with a fluctuating production
rate. Dwell times τb and τu are respectively drawn from the
exponential distributions σoffe

−σoffτ and σone
−σonτ .

A more salient aspect of the analysis presented herein
regards the interpretation of the marginal detailed bal-
ance without timescale separation arguments. Experi-
ments often only give insight into the state of mRNA
or protein numbers, and rarely into the gene states
that are theoretically constructed. Hence, if all that
can be observed is the mRNA dynamics, the two-state
model is equivalent to a birth-death process with a time-
dependent mRNA production rate ρ(t), as shown in
Fig. 6. Although the equivalent system has a noisy time-
dependent rate (whose statistics are specified in the cap-
tion), it is still Markovian, and it provides an example of
non-zero entropy production in a system that satisfies de-
tailed balance. That is, a case of detailed balance without
equilibrium. The caveat here is that although the dynam-
ics are Markovian, the time-dependence of ρ(t) allows for
this seemingly contradictory situation. When ρoff = 0
one can even have detailed balance and an infinite en-
tropy production rate. This provides a striking depar-
ture from the standard narrative that detailed balance is
reserved for systems in contact with a single reservoir of
energy and/or particles or multi-component closed sys-
tems [53, 54]. Results in preparation seem to show that
systems with generically connected gene states addition-
ally share this detailed-balance without equilibrium prop-
erty. A key takeaway is that although detailed-balance
and equilibrium are often stated as being synonymous,
this is not necessarily true when the time-independence
of the kinetic rates is violated, as can be the case for
systems with hidden Markov states.

VI. LIMITATIONS

This work attempts to bridge the gap between phe-
nomenological aspects of gene expression—related to
transcriptional bursting and cell-to-cell heterogeneity—

and recent work on the thermodynamics of macroscopic
systems which applied Crooks’ fluctuation relation to
provide EPR bounds on macroscopic transitions [36, 37].
The same limitations that apply to these cited theories
also apply here in that these EPR bounds are not guar-
anteed to be close to the true EPR. Standard usage of
stochastic thermodynamics works well for transitions of
the order of O(kBT ), which transcription and nuclear
export operate far above. The provided bound is sim-
ply a thermodynamic consideration that is removed from
finer grained details relating to the regulation of the
system. In England’s case, this amounted to assuming
that the self-replicating entity returns to the constituents
that made it upon degradation. This assumption is not
present in the current study since it is assumed that
the ATP and other enzymatic molecules fuelling gene
expression—which keep the system out of equilibrium,
effectively allowing the kinetic rates to be evolutionarily
chosen—are constantly replaced. The nuclear mRNAs
are exported out of the cell into cytoplasmic mRNAs. A
further limitation is that although the telegraph model
is a good approximation for many genes [16, 22], it can-
not capture mRNA expression that is found to have sub-
Poisson noise [12]. The theory in this paper is currently
being extended to include such cases.

Perhaps the most fundamental criticism of theories
bridging the gap between thermodynamics and macro-
scopic systems comes from the recent work of Kolchinsky
[72], wherein it is stated that not only may the ther-
modynamic bound derived by England be weak (and by
extension Blythe and others [37, 73, 74]), but that in
some cases it may not hold at all (see the impossibility
theorem, [72]). Although the system studied in this pa-
per is not made up of first-order replicators and hence is
not subject to the impossibility theorem, the weaknesses
of thermodynamic bounds is certainly a limitation when
the systems being studied are made up of non-elementary
reactions. In the best case the results from this paper on
the thermodynamic link provide a thermodynamic bound
that is evolutionarily detectable. In the worst case they
tell us something interesting about reversibility and the
inherent trade-offs with noise reduction and highlight
non-intuitive properties of the reversibility in popula-
tions of cells—potentially enlightening from an informa-
tion theoretic perspective [75, 76]. Whether, the regimes
in which the thermodynamic bounds I derive in this pa-
per are biological meaningful are perhaps decidable only
by hypothetical experiments that measure the variation
in kinetic parameters across a population of cells.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This study highlights some key thermodynamic as-
pects of a classic two gene state model of mRNA expres-
sion. This includes the nature of probability fluxes in
the steady state, the entropy production rate for a single
cell and populations of cells, interpretations of detailed
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balance from marginal observations of gene expression,
potential physical origins of bursty mRNA expression,
and the possibility of collective thermodynamic proper-
ties that can increase or decrease the housekeeping free
energy bound depending on which kinetic parameter cell-
to-cell noise is located.

The usage of techniques from stochastic thermodynam-
ics is motivated to more accurately characterize qualita-
tive non-equilibrium features of transcription and gene
expression more broadly. For example, it was found that
the marginal level of the mRNA expresses detailed bal-
ance, although there is still entropy production due to
the nature of gene state transitions. The conciseness of
the analytic formula for the EPR in Eq. (7) depends on
this finding. In the context of gene expression exper-
iments, this behavior is vital to understand, as other-
wise experimental estimations of the probability fluxes
in mRNA states may indicate equilibrium gene expres-
sion when in actuality entropy is still being produced (al-
though conducting such experiments in vivo is currently
out of reach, for a computational application see Fig. 12
in [77]). This may seem to be hyperbole, but elsewhere
in the literature this is widely debated, e.g., the regula-
tion of genes (i.e., the binding/unbinding of transcription
factors) in many bacteria seems to be explained by equi-
librium kinetics, which is not the case for eukaryotic cells
[2].

The finding that cell-to-cell noise can amplify or sup-
press irreversibility interact with the seminal work of
Lestas et al. [78] in very interesting ways. Therein they
investigated the limits of noise suppression given thermo-
dynamic and information theoretic constraints, and de-
rived quantitative bounds on the degree to which noise
suppression is actually possible. Their finding that sup-
pression of noise in one component of a system may am-
plify it in another has clear parallels to the findings pre-
sented here in that (1) suppression of noise through nu-
clear compartmentalization comes with an implicit free
energy cost and (2) that accepting a degree of cell-to-cell
noise can in some cases leads to a more free energy frugal

ensemble of cells. Where noise is admitted in the cellu-
lar environment is the result of a complex evolutionary
process, but this process may not be dependent only on
the properties of a single cell, but on the properties of
the population. This study hints to further evolutionary
constraints that not only is the placement of noise and its
suppression important in the context of intrinsic stochas-
ticity, but in where extrinsic noise is allowed, and in how
it is suppressed.

Future directions from this study go in several direc-
tions. The first is that preliminary analysis seems to
indicate that the marginal detailed balance phenomena
will continue to hold for more complex promoter switch-
ing architectures with multiple gene states (such as those
seen in [79, 80]). Extensions of this study could per-
haps allow for explanations of why the telegraph model
is a sufficient macroscopic model for many genes, and ex-
plain some aspects of why multiple gene expression states
are not utilized. Second, can a microscopically reversible
scheme that explains the irreversible nature of the tele-
graph model be formulated? Current mechanistic mod-
els have specified further levels of microscopic dynamics
[11, 12, 81] but in no case has there been a microscopic
explanation behind the rate ρoff being exactly zero. Fi-
nally, an experimental understanding of how the kinetic
parameters of the telegraph model fluctuate across a pop-
ulation of cells could give credence to some of the impli-
cations of this study, and of other studies related to the
explicit modeling of extrinsic noise in addition to intrinsic
stochasticity [17, 49, 82, 83]. Discussions with colleagues
have indicated that such experiments may be possible in
the near future.
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Supplementary Information

S1. EIGENVALUES OF THE TWO-STATE MODEL

In this appendix I solve for the eigenvalues of the master equation describing the two-state gene model in Eq. (1).
This reaction scheme with ρoff = 0 has already been solved in time in the present form [51, 84] and additionally
for the case where mRNA production is bursty [85]. Here I specify the calculation for non-zero ρoff . Physically, the
eigenvalues of the master equation correspond to the inverse of the fundamental timescales governing the relaxation
towards the steady state. I find the eigenvalues by imposing physical constraints on the generating function, essentially
that the generating function’s power series is real and non-singular for z ∈ [−1, 1].

The generating function equations corresponding to Eqs. (2) are,

∂tG0 = ρoff(z − 1)G0 + e(1− z)∂zG0 + σoffG1 − σonG0, (S1)
∂tG1 = ρon(z − 1)G0 + e(1− z)∂zG1 − σoffG1 + σonG0,

where the arguments z and t have been dropped for brevity. Defining G = G0+G1 (not to be confused with the gene
state G) and manipulating the generating function equations leads to the PDE describing the evolution of G,

∂2zG+
∂2tG

e2(z − 1)2
+

2∂2z,tG

e(z − 1)
+

(
ρon − zρon +Σ+ ρoff − zρoff

e(z − 1)

)
∂zG

+

(
ρon − zρon − e+Σ+ ρoff − zρu

e2(z − 1)2

)
∂tG+

(
(z − 1)ρonρu − ρoffσoff − ρonσon

e2(z − 1)

)
G = 0. (S2)

Using the separation of variables ansatz G(x, t) ∼ e−λmtfm(x) which arises naturally from the linear structure of the
master equation leads to [54, 56],

x∂2xfm(x) +

(
Σm − ρon + ρoff

e
x

)
∂xfm(x) +

(ρonρoffx
e2

+
am
x

+ bm

)
fm(x) = 0, (S3)

in which I have defined x = δ(z − 1)/e, Σm = δ(Σ − 2λm)/e2, am = δ2λm(λm + e − Σ)/e4, and bm = δ(λm(ρon +
ρoff)− ρonσon − ρoffσoff)/e

3, and remind the reader the definitions Σ = σoff + σon and δ = ρon − ρoff . This ODE has
two singularities, a regular one at x = 0 and an irregular singularity at x = ∞ meaning that it can be solved by the
confluent hypergeometric function. One finds by appropriate transformations of the x and fm(x) that the solution is
given by a sum of two orthogonal confluent hypergeometric functions,

fm(z) = exp

(
ρoff(z − 1)

e

){
C1

m(z − 1)λm/e
1F1

(
σon
e
,
Σ

e
;
δ(z − 1)

e

)
+ C2

m(z − 1)1+
λm−Σ

e 1F1

(
1− σoff

e
, 2− Σ

e
;
δ(z − 1)

e

)}
. (S4)

The second solution here is only linearly independent if the exponent is not a integer less than or equal to 0. Now,
the condition on fm(z) here necessary to determine the λm is that the powers of (z− 1) pre-multiplying the confluent
hypergeometric functions must be integer powers. This is standard practice in eigenfunction solutions which are
hypergeometrics, and it means that each fm(z) is real and non-singular for z ∈ [−1, 1], and corresponds to the
infinite state limit of other similar solutions found in the literature for Moran-like processes [86–88]. Additionally,
the exponential pre-factor and the hypergeometric functions themselves are already real and non-singular for finite z.
Enforcing that λm = em and λm − Σ = em for integer m ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . .} then gives two respective sets of eigenvalues,
λ1m = em and λ2m = em+Σ that are dependent on the rates of gene switching compared to the degradation rates of
the mRNAs.

These eigenvalues represent the inverse of the relaxation time scales of the system, and are in correspondence with
results in the fast-switching (marginal single gene state) limit found in [89]. This almost completes the solution for the
generating function of the telegraph model, aside from determination of the constants C1

m and C2
m which in principle

can be done using methods related to Sturm-Liouville theory alongside knowledge of the initial conditions of G (for a
relevant summary on Sturm-Liouville methods see [87, Appendix A], for the initial conditions of the telegraph model
see the Appendix of [51]).
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S2. CALCULATION OF STEADY STATE ENTROPY FLOW RATE

The equation for the total EPR in Eq. (5) simplifies in the case of the steady state the internal contribution to the
total EPR is 0, which follows from the fact that the steady state is defined by ∂tPi(t) = 0. The entropy production
that remains is known as the entropy flow and can be related to the heat flux into the reservoirs [58]. The entropy
flow rate is given by,

ṡe =
kB
2

∑
x,x′

J(x′ → x) ln

(
w(x′ → x)

w(x → x′)

)
, (S5)

which returns Eq. (6) once the connected states have been identified. In Eq. (6) there are 2 sums that need to be
evaluated. The first is

∑∞
n=0 an which simply evaluates to −b1 since an = bn+1 − bn. One also needs to evaluate the

sum S =
∑∞

n=1 bn which can be done using generating function defined in the main text since,

bn ≡ neP0(n)− ρoffP0(n− 1). (S6)

The sum S can then be calculated by using the generating functions from the main text. Multiplying Eq. (S6) by zn
and summing over all n gives, ∑

n

bnz
n = dzG′

0(z)− ρoffzG0(z). (S7)

Evaluating this at z = 1, using G0(z) from the main text, can be shown to give,

S =
(ρon − ρoff)σonσoff

(σon + σoff)(e+ σon + σoff)
, (S8)

from which Eq. (7) follows.

S3. EXTRINSIC NOISE EXPRESSIONS

Following the integral in Eq. (17), the expressions for the macroscopic EPR in populations with extrinsic noise are

ṡmes[σoff ] =
1

e
ασone

βσon (ρon − ρoff) ln

(
ρon
ρoff

)(
Eα+1 (βσon)− eβeEα+1 (β (e+ σon))

)
,

ṡmes[ρon] =
σonσoff

(
−
(
(α− βρoff)

(
ln(β)− ln

(
1

ρoff

)))
+ ψ(0)(α) (α− βρoff) + 1

)
β (σon + σoff) (σon + e+ σoff)

,

ṡmes[ρoff ] =
σonσoff

(
(βρon − α) ln (βρon) + ψ(0)(α) (α− βρon) + 1

)
β (σon + σoff) (σon + e+ σoff)

,

where ψ(0)(α) is a polygamma function defined by ψ(0)(α) = Γ′(α)/Γ(α) and again the dependence on the gamma
distribution parameters α and β has been dropped for brevity. Every instance of e without an exponent refers to the
export rate and not Euler’s constant. The corresponding error functions, as defined in Eq. (18), are given by,

eσoff
=

1

βe
eβσon (α+ βσon) (α+ β (e+ σon))

(
Eα+1 (βσon)− eβeEα+1 (β (e+ σon))

)
− 1,

eρon
=
ψ(0)(α) (α− βρoff)− (α− βρoff)

(
ln(β) + ln

(
α

βρoff

)
+ ln (ρoff)

)
+ 1

(α− βρoff) ln
(

α
βρoff

) ,

eρoff
=

−ψ(0)(α) + 1
βρon−α − ln

(
βρon

α

)
+ ln (βρon)

ln
(

βρon

α

) .
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