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Studying the structure of systems in nonequilibrium steady states necessitates tools that quantify population
shifts and associated deformations of equilibrium free energy landscapes under persistent currents. Within
the framework of stochastic thermodynamics, we establish a variant of the Kawasaki–Crooks equality that
relates nonequilibrium free energy corrections in driven systems to heat dissipation statistics along time-reversed
relaxation trajectories computable with molecular simulation. Using stochastic control theory, we arrive at a
variational approach to evaluate the Kawasaki–Crooks equality and use it to estimate distribution functions of
order parameters in overdamped Langevin models of active matter, attaining substantial improvement in accuracy
over simple perturbative methods.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The free energy surface is a core concept in statistical
physics that shapes our understanding of chemistry, materi-
als science, and biology. An assortment of computer-aided
drug discovery [1–3], materials design [4–6], and basic sci-
ence efforts are buttressed by well-worn free energy surface
estimation methods [7–9] based on the assumption that the
systems targeted operate at or near thermodynamic equilib-
rium. However, this assumption is incompatible with modern
perspectives that seek to understand how nonequilibrium oper-
ating conditions govern the function of driven or living systems
and active matter.

This emerging nonequilibrium paradigm calls for new
molecular simulation methods that can substantially extend
the toolbox available in equilibrium to relevant classes of sys-
tems driven far from equilibrium. Efforts to bridge this gap
have lead to the development of stratification-based techniques
for estimating conformation likelihood profiles along relevant
order parameters such as Nonequilibrium Umbrella Sampling
[10], Forward Flux Sampling [11], and Weighted Ensemble
Simulation [12]. These nonequilibrium methods broadly rely
on kinetic details of molecular simulation data to determine
steady-state populations from global flux balances, and require
a statistically expedient spatial stratification for application to
complex systems [13]. Such methods operate independently
and often distinctly from existing equilibrium methods. Espe-
cially in cases where one is interested in understanding how a
free energy surface evolves as a system is driven progressively
further from equilibrium, it would be advantageous to have a
means to leverage existing equilibrium frameworks to aid in
their evaluation.

In this work, we develop nonequilibrium free energy sur-
face estimators from results in stochastic thermodynamics, a
rapidly developing theoretical framework that extends famil-
iar thermodynamic notions away from equilibrium [14]. At
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the heart of this formalism lies the Kawasaki–Crooks equality
[15], which we revisit in the current work from an optimal
control viewpoint. Our analysis yields a method for asymptot-
ically unbiased, variationally exact free-energy estimation in
nonequilibrium steady states, by evaluating their change rela-
tive to a reference equilibrium surface. Our implementation
draws from state-of-the-art approaches to compute dynamical
large deviations [16], reaction rates [17], and local entropy
flows in active systems [18].

The text is organized as follows. Section II develops the
theory and outlines the computational approach of our pro-
posed method for nonequilibrium FES estimation scheme.
Section III illustrates its application to simple driven systems.
Finally, Section IV provides concluding remarks.

II. THEORY AND METHOD

In this section, we employ notions from stochastic ther-
modynamics, path reweighing, and optimal control theory to
arrive at estimators for how the free energy surface along
collective coordinates deforms under nonequilibrium driving.
The estimators are amenable to evaluation via straightforward
molecular simulation and standard post-processing analysis,
as seen in later sections.

A. Nonequilibrium free energy surfaces

Consider a 𝑛-dimensional system in thermodynamic equi-
librium with a heat bath at temperature 𝛽−1, its configuration
𝑋 = (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛)⊤ distributed per the Boltzmann–Gibbs prob-
ability measure with density

𝜌eq (𝑋) = exp [𝛽𝐹eq − 𝛽𝑈 (𝑋)] (1)

induced by the potential energy 𝑈 on the configuration space
Ω. The Helmholtz free energy

𝐹eq =
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌eq (𝑋) [𝑈 (𝑋) + 𝛽−1 ln 𝜌eq (𝑋)] (2)
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is the minimum energy necessary to prepare the equilibrium
system from a collection of independent degrees of freedom
[19]. Simultaneously, 𝐹eq is the global minimum of the free
energy functional F𝑈 , which acts on an arbitrary nonequilib-
rium probability density 𝜌neq supported on Ω to give

F𝑈 (𝜌neq) =
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌neq (𝑋) [𝑈 (𝑋) + 𝛽−1 ln 𝜌neq (𝑋)]
= F𝑈 (𝜌eq) + 𝛽−1DKL (𝜌neq ∥ 𝜌eq)

(3)

where

DKL (𝜌neq ∥ 𝜌eq) ≡
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌neq (𝑋) ln
𝜌neq (𝑋)
𝜌eq (𝑋) ≥ 0 (4)

is the Kullback–Leibler divergence from equilibrium of the
state specified by 𝜌neq. If the latter is a physically realizable
nonequilibrium state of the system with potential energy 𝑈,
then 𝛽−1DKL (𝜌neq ∥ 𝜌eq) is the nonequilibrium free energy
extractable from the system as it autonomously regresses to
thermal equilibrium with the enclosing heat bath [20, 21].

Although insightful as a scalar measure of deviation from
equilibrium, the nonequilibrium free energy in Eq. (4) in-
forms little about the structure and conformational stability of
a driven system. On the other hand, the free energy surface
(FES) has long been useful to assess high-dimensional phe-
nomena in terms of low-dimensional structural features that
capture the governing physics [22, 23]. While away from
equilibrium such a surface does not encode the same response
properties as in equilibrium, it still relays the stability of con-
formations, or groups of configurations, relative to one another
along prescribed order parameters [24]. For an order parame-
ter 𝑅 : Ω → Rmapping onto scalar conformations of a system
with configuration density 𝜌(𝑋), equilibrium or otherwise, the
FES at conformation 𝑟 is simply

𝛽𝐹 (𝑟) ≡ − ln 𝑃(𝑟) = − ln
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝛿(𝑅(𝑋) − 𝑟) 𝜌(𝑋) (5)

where 𝑃(𝑟) is the likelihood of observing the system in confor-
mation 𝑟 . Numerical methods to accurately estimate the equi-
librium FES 𝐹eq (𝑟) up to an additive constant are widespread
and readily applicable to complex systems [25–29]. The ex-
tension to nonequilibrium applications entails identifying ef-
fective estimators of the FES shift

𝛽𝐹neq (𝑟) − 𝛽𝐹eq (𝑟) = − ln
𝑃neq (𝑟)
𝑃eq (𝑟) (6)

where 𝑃neq (𝑟) is the likelihood of conformation 𝑟 for a system
in its nonequilibrium steady state (NESS), and 𝑃eq (𝑟) is the
likelihood of the same conformation absent a driving force.
Methods to estimate this shift efficiently are lacking.

B. Kawasaki–Crooks equality for 𝛽𝐹neq (𝑟)

The nonequilibrium FES shift in Eq. (6) can be challenging
to estimate in driven systems, because unlike in equilibrium,
there is no known closed-form configurational reweighing to
unbias importance-sampled configurations along arbitrary or-
der parameters in a NESS. Working within the framework of

stochastic thermodynamics, in this section we derive an alter-
native expression for the nonequilibrium free energy surface
shift that transfers the burden of nonequilibrium importance
sampling away from configuration space and onto path space,
where path sampling methods can be leveraged to great effect
as we show in later sections.

We develop the theoretical foundation of our results assum-
ing an overdamped diffusive dynamics with additive noise,
but surmise generality to other classical Markovian dynam-
ics in common use throughout the stochastic thermodynamics
literature. In our context, the system’s equilibrium measure
with configuration density 𝜌eq is preserved by the stochastic
differential equation (SDE) with unit mobility

d𝑋𝑡 = −∇𝑈 (𝑋𝑡 ) d𝑡 +
√︁

2𝛽−1 d𝑊𝑡 (7)

where the standard 𝑛-dimensional Wiener process (𝑊𝑡 )𝑡≥0
encodes the system’s coupling to its enclosing heat bath and
satisfies ⟨𝑊𝑡 ⟩ = 0 and ⟨𝑊𝑡 · 𝑊𝑠⟩ = 𝑛min(𝑡, 𝑠) for 𝑡, 𝑠 ≥
0. Likewise, the nonequilibrium steady state density 𝜌neq

corresponds to the invariant measure of the SDE

d𝑋𝑡 = [ 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 ) − ∇𝑈 (𝑋𝑡 )] d𝑡 +
√︁

2𝛽−1 d𝑊𝑡 (8)

where the vector field 𝑓 is assumed to satisfy∇· 𝑓 = 0 through-
out Ω, ensuring that 𝜌neq is not a Boltzmann–Gibbs density
[30]. Unless otherwise specified, the SDEs in Eqs. (7) and (8)
are both endowed with identical equilibrium initial conditions
𝑋0 ∼ 𝜌eq throughout our discussion.

At any time horizon 𝑇 , the SDEs in Eqs. (7) and (8) respec-
tively induce mutually overlapping probability measures Peq

and Pneq on path space with relative density [31, thm. 8.6.6]

dPneq (𝑿)
dPeq (𝑿) = exp [−𝛽S𝑇 (𝑿)]

= exp {−𝛽 [T𝑇 (𝑿) + Q𝑇 (𝑿)]/2}
(9)

at every sample-path 𝑿 = (𝑋𝑡 )0≤𝑡≤𝑇 . The path functionals

T𝑇 (𝑿) =
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 1
2 | 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2 − ∇𝑈 (𝑋𝑡 ) · 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 ) (10a)

Q𝑇 (𝑿) = −
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑋𝑡 ◦ 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 ) (10b)

are respectively called the traffic and the excess heat [32], with
the stochastic integral in the latter functional interpreted in the
Stratonovich sense [33, ch. 3.2]. This decomposition separates
the change of path measure into symmetric and antisymmet-
ric components under the pathwise time-involution operation
𝑿 ↦→ �̃�≡ (𝑋𝑇−𝑡 )0≤𝑡≤𝑇 , as in

T𝑇 ( �̃�) = T𝑇 (𝑿) and Q𝑇 ( �̃�) = −Q𝑇 (𝑿) , (11)

clarifying the role of kinetic quantities in path reweighing
theories [34, 35]. The relative density in Eq. (9) between
equilibrium and nonequilibrium path measures thus exhibits
the time-involution symmetry

exp [−𝛽S𝑇 ( �̃�)] = exp{−𝛽[S𝑇 (𝑿) − Q𝑇 (𝑿)]} , (12)

which is an instance of a detailed fluctuation theorem [36, 37].
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The above facts allow us to derive a Kawasaki–Crooks
equality relating the FES shift 𝛽𝐹neq (𝑟) − 𝛽𝐹eq (𝑟) in Eq. (6)
to an average over nonequilibrium paths starting at order pa-
rameter value 𝑟 [38–40]. Through a derivation detailed in
Appendix A, we obtain

ln
𝑃neq (𝑟)
𝑃eq (𝑟) = lim

𝑇→∞
ln

⟨exp[𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq
𝑟

⟨exp[𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq (13)

where the path average ⟨·⟩neq
𝑟 is evaluated against realizations

of the nonequilibrium SDE in Eq. (8) initialized per the con-
strained equilibrium density

𝜌
eq
𝑟 (𝑋) = 𝛿(𝑅(𝑋) − 𝑟) 𝜌eq (𝑋)/𝑃eq (𝑟) (14)

The path average in the denominator of Eq. (13) satisfies the
integral fluctuation relation

1 = ⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq for all 𝑇 > 0 (15)

for the excess heat Q𝑇 , also derived in Appendix A. Comparing
Eq. (13) with Eq. (6), we observe that the Kawasaki–Crooks
equality effectively replaces the constrained nonequilibrium
average in the definitional FES shift with a path-integral
reweighing of its equilibrium counterpart.

Though more computationally appealing than Eq. (6), the
Kawasaki–Crooks FES shift in Eq. (13) involves exponen-
tial averages of path observables with time-extensive fluctua-
tions, which can be challenging to estimate despite substantial
advancements in enhanced path-sampling methods [41–43].
Combining Girsanov’s theorem [31, thm. 8.6.6] with Jensen’s
inequality [44, thm. 1.6.2] allows us to unpack the Kawasaki–
Crooks result in ways that reveal physical insight and reduce
numerical variance. For instance, a cumulant expansion to
leading order in the excess heat yields

ln
𝑃neq (𝑟)
𝑃eq (𝑟) ≈ lim

𝑇→∞
[⟨𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)⟩neq

𝑟 − ⟨𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)⟩neq
]

≡ 𝛽𝐹eq (𝑟) − 𝛽�̂�
neq
Q (𝑟)

(16)

where �̂�
neq
Q (𝑟) is a heat-based estimate of the nonequilibrium

FES. To leading order, then, nonequilibrium free energy shifts
arise at order parameter values 𝑟 from which a large amount of
excess heat is dissipated as the system is driven from equilib-
rium towards its nonequilibrium steady state [21, 39, 45, 46].
Alternatively, a reweighing of the averages in Eq. (13) into
the equilibrium path ensemble with measure Peq followed by
expansion up to leading order yields

ln
𝑃neq (𝑟)
𝑃eq (𝑟) = lim

𝑇→∞
ln

⟨exp [−𝛽(S𝑇 − Q𝑇 ) (𝑿)]⟩eq
𝑟

⟨exp [−𝛽(S𝑇 − Q𝑇 ) (𝑿)]⟩eq

≈ lim
𝑇→∞

[⟨𝛽T𝑇 (𝑿)⟩eq − ⟨𝛽T𝑇 (𝑿)⟩eq
𝑟 ]/2

≡ 𝛽𝐹eq (𝑟) − 𝛽�̂�
neq
T (𝑟)

(17)

or a traffic-based estimate of the free energy surface, �̂�neq
T (𝑟).

This result is related to nonlinear response theory for NESSs
[34, 35, 47] and has been used to estimate nonequilibrium
population shifts with equilibrium averages of time-reversal
symmetric trajectory observables [48].

C. Variational time reversal estimation of 𝛽𝐹neq (𝑟)

FES estimates �̂�
neq
Q (𝑟) in Eq. (16) and �̂�

neq
T (𝑟) in Eq. (17),

although appealing for their simplicity, can yield highly biased
estimates of the Kawasaki–Crooks FES shift in Eq. (13) under
strong driving [49, ch. 5]. Stochastic optimal control argu-
ments yield a variational estimator for the exponential average
in Eq. (13) by introducing a guiding field or control policy 𝑣𝜽
into the nonequilibrium dynamics, resulting in

lim
𝑇→∞

ln ⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq
𝑟

= lim
𝑇→∞

ln
〈
exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]dPneq (𝑿)

dP𝑣𝜽 (𝑿)
〉𝑣𝜽
𝑟

= lim
𝑇→∞

sup
{𝑣𝜽 }

𝛽
〈
Q𝑇 (𝑿) −

∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 |𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2
〉𝑣𝜽
𝑟

(18)

The first equality introduces a new path measure P𝑣𝜽 and asso-
ciated expectation ⟨·⟩𝑣𝜽𝑟 governed by the controlled SDE

d𝑋𝑡 = [ 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 ) − ∇𝑈 (𝑋𝑡 ) − 2𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 )] d𝑡 +
√︁

2𝛽−1 d𝑊𝑡 (19)

endowed with the initial condition 𝑋0 ∼ 𝜌
eq
𝑟 . The change of

path measure from Pneq to P𝑣𝜽 incurs the relative density

dPneq (𝑿)
dP𝑣𝜽 (𝑿) = exp

[

−𝛽
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 |𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2

+
√︁

2𝛽
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑊𝑡 · 𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 )
]

(20)

at every sample-path 𝑿 of Eq. (19) [31]. The second equality
states an optimal control result asserting the existence of a
lower bound on the exponential average as an supremum over
modified nonequilibrium trajectory ensembles indexed by the
control policy 𝑣𝜽 , of which a unique choice saturates the supre-
mum in Eq. (18) and affords a statistically unbiased estimator
of the nonequilibrium FES shift [50]. This variationally opti-
mal estimator can additionally be shown to minimize statistical
variance across controlled estimators [51].

In practice, online reinforcement learning methods [17, 52,
53] allow optimizing 𝑣𝜽 so as to approach the supremum in
Eq. (18) by gradient ascent of the reward function

R(𝜽) = lim
𝑇→∞

[⟨R𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽)⟩𝑣𝜽𝑟 − ⟨R𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽)⟩𝑣𝜽 ] (21)

with respect to policy parameters 𝜽 , where

R𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽) = 𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿) + dPneq (𝑿)
dP𝑣𝜽 (𝑿) (22)

is the pathwise reward. However, stochastic estimation of the
reward semigradient [54]

∇𝜽R(𝜽) = lim
𝑇→∞

⟨M𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽) R𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽)⟩𝑣𝜽𝑟 (23)

where

M𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽) =
√︁

2𝛽
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑊𝑡 · ∇𝜽𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) (24)

is the pathwise Malliavin weight [55], can be daunting in the
relevant long-time limit due to a confluence of time-extensive
fluctuations in R𝑇 and in M𝑇 .
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FIG. 1. A. Two-dimensional Brownian particle in potential 𝑈 (𝑋) undergoes linear shear, 𝑓 (𝑋), at rate Pe. B–E. Nonequilibrium free energy
surfaces along order parameter 𝑟 = 𝑥1 (identified in panel A) at shear rates Pe = 4, 8, 12, 16 evaluated with various estimators (lines), with the
reference equilibrium free energy surface 𝐹eq (𝑟). The black circles evaluate the numerically exact nonequilibrium free energy surface 𝐹neq (𝑟)
from histogram data at each shear rate.

Due to these considerations, we eschew online reinforce-
ment learning of the optimal policy that saturates the supre-
mum in Eq. (18) for general order parameters, in favor of a
suboptimal but effective policy that can be estimated through
offline regression on readily obtained NESS trajectory data; a
similar approach has been used in related rare-event problems
[56, 57]. In particular, we target the control policy that satu-
rates the supremum in Eq. (18) for the identity order parameter
such that 𝑅(𝑋) = 𝑋 , which takes the form

𝑣neq (𝑋) = 𝑓 (𝑋) − 𝛽−1∇ ln [𝜌neq (𝑋)/𝜌eq (𝑋)] (25)

and is derived in Appendix B. We recognize 𝑣neq as the veloc-
ity field associated with the NESS configuration density 𝜌neq

through the steady-state Fokker–Planck equation

0 = (ℒ
†𝜌neq

) (𝑋) = −∇ · (𝜌neq 𝑣neq
) (𝑋) ∀ 𝑋 ∈ Ω (26)

with ℒ
† the L2 (Ω)-adjoint of the generator of the nonequilib-

rium dynamics governed by the SDE in Eq. (8) [33, ch. 4.1].
Control policy 𝑣neq is generally suboptimal for order param-

eters that encode surjective (i.e., many-to-one) configuration
mappings, failing to attain the supremum in Eq. (18) as follows
from applying Jensen’s inequality. Indeed,

lim
𝑇→∞

ln⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq
𝑟

≥
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌
eq
𝑟 (𝑋) lim

𝑇→∞
ln⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq

𝑋

=
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌
eq
𝑟 (𝑋) lim

𝑇→∞
sup
{𝑣𝜽 }

⟨R𝑇 (𝑿, 𝜽)⟩𝑣𝜽𝑋
≡ 𝛽𝐹eq (𝑟) − 𝛽�̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟)

(27)

with the inequality saturated only for invertible (i.e., one-to-
one and onto) order parameters, and with the supremum at-
tained at all 𝑋 ∈ Ω up to an additive constant—stated in Ap-
pendix B—at the control policy 𝑣𝜽 = 𝑣neq in Eq. (25). Despite
this shortcoming, the central advantage of control policy 𝑣neq

is that it can be estimated without recourse to reinforcement
learning methods, for instance by fitting NESS trajectory data
through a steady-state velocity matching problem

𝑣neq = arg min
{𝑣𝜽 }

lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 |𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) − 𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2
〉neq

(28)

where 𝑣𝜽 is a suitable policy ansatz.
In what follows, we work with ansätze 𝑣𝜽 of the form

𝑣𝜽 (𝑋) = 𝑓 (𝑋) − ∇𝑉𝜽 (𝑋) (29)

where the control potential 𝑉𝜽 is represented with a paramet-
ric differentiable ansatz. While a deep-learning solution to
the steady-state velocity matching problem in Eq. (28) can
most accurately estimate 𝑣neq in complex applications [18, 58],
our numerical tests show that simple, physically transparent
parametrizations of the control potential 𝑉𝜽 can yield substan-
tial bias reduction in a variational estimate of the FES shift
using the controlled estimator �̂�neq

VTR (𝑟) introduced in Eq. (27),
relative to perturbative estimates using �̂�

neq
Q (𝑟) in Eq. (16) and

�̂�
neq
T (𝑟) in Eq. (17), at the minimal computational overhead

of solving a linear system of equations corresponding to the
velocity matching problem as detailed in Appendix C.

III. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

In this section, we discuss implementation details and il-
lustrate the accuracy of estimators of 𝛽𝐹neq (𝑟) introduced
in the previous section, including the perturbative estimators
𝛽�̂�

neq
Q (𝑟) and 𝛽�̂�

neq
T (𝑟), and the variational time reversal es-

timator 𝛽�̂�
neq
VTR (𝑟). We consider a low-dimensional model

where numerically exact results can be obtained, and a high-
dimensional active filament where our methodology can lend
insight into an activity driven collapse. We set 𝛽 = 1 and work
with dimensionless units in both numerical examples.

A. Sheared particle in confined potential

As a simple model to compare nonequilibrium FES esti-
mators, we consider the two-dimensional Brownian particle
governed by nonequilibrium SDE in Eq. (8) with potential

𝑈 (𝑋) = 12 + 8𝑥4
1 − 12𝑥2

2 + 6𝑥4
2 + 20𝑥2

1 (𝑥2
2 − 1) (30)

and linear shear drift

𝑓 (𝑋) = Pe
( 𝑥2

0
)

(31)
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FIG. 2. A–D. Optimized control potentials associated with the control policies used to evaluate �̂�
neq
VTR (𝑟) in Figs. 1B-E at the respective shear

rates Pe. E. The potential 𝑈 (𝑋) +𝑉𝜽 (𝑋) at Pe = 16 yields the effective potential of a system whose equilibrium distribution encodes the NESS
statistics of the sheared Brownian particle.

where Pe is the shear rate. This system is illustrated in Fig. 1A.
At each Pe ≠ 0, the particle evolves toward a nonequilibrium
steady state with analytically unknown probability density
𝜌neq (𝑋). We characterize the associated nonequilibrium FES
along the 𝑥1 coordinate through estimators of the Kawasaki–
Crooks relation in Eq. (13) introduced in Section II.

FES estimates were evaluated on a uniform grid along the
order parameter coordinate comprised of 48 equidistant points
in the interval [−1.95, 1.95]. At each grid point 𝑟 , an ensem-
ble of approximately 104 particle configurations conditioned
on 𝑥1 = 𝑟 was generated using an inverse transform sampler
of the restricted equilibrium distribution with the density 𝜌

eq
𝑟

in Eq. (14); trapezoidal integration was used to estimate the
equilibrium FES 𝐹eq (𝑟) directly from a histogram of the equi-
librium probability density function. To estimate the nonequi-
librium FES 𝐹neq (𝑟) at shear rates Pe∈ {4, 8, 12, 16} using the
perturbative estimators in Eqs. (17), (16), and (27), at least
104 configurations sampled from the conditional equilibrium
ensemble at 𝑟 were evolved through numerical integration of
SDEs (7), (8), and (19), respectively, over a long enough time
interval to be distributed per the corresponding steady state.
Whereas trajectories up to 80 time units long were required
to relax into the nonequilibrium steady states of the SDEs in
Eqs. (8) and (19) across all order parameters values and shear
rates, at least 300 time units were needed for relaxation from
each conditioned equilibrium ensemble into the unconditioned
equilibrium ensemble through the equilibrium SDE in Eq. (7).
The Euler–Maruyama method [59] was used to integrate all
SDEs with a stepsize of 5 × 10−3 time units.

Deploying the estimators defined in Eqs. (16), (17), and (27)
respectively yields the red, cyan, and blue free energy pro-
files in Figs. 1B-E. Also plotted is the empirically estimated
nonequilibrium free energy surface, which is our ground truth
for qualitative comparison with the perturbative and varia-
tional estimates. We find that the effect of an increasing shear
rate Pe is to suppress the barrier height relative to the equilib-
rium free energy surface, while leaving the structure around
the metastable points largely invariant. The traffic-based free
energy estimator �̂�neq

T (𝑟) is accurate at low Pe but rapidly dete-
riorates as Pe is increased. For Pe greater than 4, this estimator
erroneously predicts a metastable state at the top of the bar-
rier, whose stability grows with increasing Pe. Comparatively,
the heat-based estimator �̂�neq

Q (𝑟) shows better agreement with

the ground truth barrier height across the range of shear rates
considered, as well as the qualitative form of �̂�neq (𝑟). It is
fortuitously accurate at the largest Pe considered, though less
accurate at intermediate values.

The most accurate estimator with regards to barrier height
is the variational estimator �̂�neq

VTR (𝑟), though the estimate qual-
itatively deviates from the ground truth barrier shape at higher
Pe due to the approximation error introduced by Jensen’s in-
equality in Eq. (27). The control potentials used to evaluate
�̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟) are shown in Figs. 2A-D. Each potential was esti-

mated by solving the velocity matching problem in Eq. (28)
with the control policy ansatz in Eq. (29) and

𝑉𝜽 (𝑋) =

𝑁𝑥1−1∑︁
𝑖𝑥1= 0

𝑁𝑥2−1∑︁
𝑖𝑥2= 0

𝜃𝑖𝑥1 ,𝑖𝑥2
exp

(−𝑠2 |𝑋 − 𝜇𝑖𝑥1 ,𝑖𝑥2
|2/2

)
with 𝜇𝑖𝑥1 ,𝑖𝑥2

= Δ𝜇
(
𝑖𝑥1 −(𝑁𝑥1 −1)/2
𝑖𝑥2 −(𝑁𝑥2 −1)/2

)
,

(32)

where the parameter vector 𝜽 ≡ (𝜃𝑖𝑥1 ,𝑖𝑥2
) holds amplitude

coefficients for squared-exponential functions with scale 𝑠 and
locations {𝜇𝑖𝑥1 ,𝑖𝑥2

} spanning a uniform grid on the 𝑥1𝑥2-plane.
For all Pe, the control potential ansatz was instantiated using
256 squared-exponential basis functions with scale parameter
𝑠 = 0.25 and locations spanning a 16 × 16 origin-centered
grid with spacing Δ𝜇 = 0.25 along the 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 coordinates.
Optimal amplitude coefficients for the basis functions were
obtained by solving for the parameter vector 𝜽 at the global
minimum of the functional in Eq. (28) through the system of
equations derived for linear controller anzätze in Appendix C.
At each shear rate, the steady-state averages used to solve for
the optimal controller were estimated from 512 independent
steady-state realizations of Eq. (8) at least 25 time units long.

The optimized control potentials in Figs. 2A-D show how
particle configurations near the barrier top are stabilized by
the nonequilibrium shear, thereby reducing the effective free
energy barrier along the 𝑥1 coordinate with increasing shear
rate, as observed in Figs. 1B-E. Moreover, the sum of the
equilibrium potential 𝑈 and the control potential 𝑉𝜽 , shown in
Fig. 2E at Pe = 16, yields an effective equilibrium system with
the correct nonequilibrium statistics of the sheared particle
system, from which the nonequilibrium free energy surface in
Fig. 1E can be recovered using equilibrium methods.
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FIG. 3. A. Schematic of a 20-mer swimming filament featuring
the nonequilibrium swimming force 𝑓 (𝑋) and end-to-end distance
𝑅(𝑋) along the filament. B. Mean normalized end-to-end distance
⟨𝑅⟩neq/⟨𝑅⟩eq as a function of swimming speed Pe for 10-mer and
20-mer filaments. C, D. Free energy profiles along the end-to-end dis-
tance order parameter at various Pe using different estimators (lines)
including the equilibrium free energy surface 𝐹eq (𝑟). The black cir-
cles estimate the nonequilibrium free energy surface 𝐹neq (𝑟) from
histogram data at each Pe.

B. Swimming filament

As a more challenging test of the nonequilibrium FES es-
timation methods introduced in Section II, we estimate the
nonequilibrium FES along the end-to-end distance coordinate
of the 𝑁-monomer swimming filament depicted in Fig. 3A.
The filament’s dynamics is governed by the SDE in Eq. (8)
with 𝑈 (𝑋) a discretization of the potential energy of a self-
excluding semiflexible Gaussian chain [60] and 𝑓 (𝑋) a swim-
ming force tangential to the filament. Representing the fila-
ment configuration as 𝑋 = (𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) )𝑁

𝑗=1, with 𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) the position
of the 𝑗 th monomer along the chain, the potential energy is
comprised by bond, bend, and WCA-type [61] exclusion inter-
actions as

𝑈 (𝑋) = 𝑈bond (𝑋) + 𝑈bend (𝑋) + 𝑈excl (𝑋) (33)

where

𝑈bond (𝑋) =
𝑘bond

2
∑𝑁

𝑗=2 ( |𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) − 𝑋 ( 𝑗−1) | − ℓbond)2

𝑈bend (𝑋) =
𝑘bend

2
∑𝑁

𝑗=3 |𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) − 2𝑋 ( 𝑗−1) + 𝑋 ( 𝑗−2) |2

𝑈excl (𝑋) = 2𝜀excl
∑𝑁

𝑗≠𝑘=1

[

1
4
+
(
𝜎excl
𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘

)12
−
(
𝜎excl
𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘

)6 ]
with 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘 = min( |𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) − 𝑋 (𝑘 ) |, 21/6𝜎excl). We work with
units such that 𝜀excl ≡ 1 and 𝜎excl ≡ 1 and set 𝑘bond =

1000(𝛽𝜎2
excl)−1, 𝑘bend = 10(𝛽𝜎2

excl)−1, and ℓbond = 21/6𝜎excl.
The filament swims along its contour at speed Pe, advected
with the nonequilibrium drift 𝑓 (𝑋) = ( 𝑓 ( 𝑗 ) (𝑋))𝑁

𝑗=1 where

𝑓 ( 𝑗 ) (𝑋) =
Pe
2

×

𝑈 𝑗 , 𝑗+1 𝑗 = 1
𝑈 𝑗 , 𝑗+1 +𝑈 𝑗−1, 𝑗 𝑗 = 2,..., 𝑁− 1
𝑈 𝑗 , 𝑗−1 𝑗 = 𝑁

(34)

is the swimming force on the 𝑗 th monomer, defined in terms
of 𝑈 𝑗 ,𝑘 = (𝑋 (𝑘 ) − 𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) )/|𝑋 (𝑘 ) − 𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) | the unit vector parallel
to the displacement between monomers 𝑗 and 𝑘 .

The phenomenology of the swimming filament has been
explored across a broad range of monomer numbers 𝑁 in
earlier work [62, 63], and is illustrated for 10-mer and 20-mer
filaments in Fig. 3B. Notably, the steady-state mean end-to-end
distance 𝑅(𝑋) = |𝑋 (𝑁 ) − 𝑋 (1) | monotonically decreases with
increasing swimming speed, since the head of the swimming
filament swerves more frequently at higher swimming speeds.
This swerve of the head, which moves more slowly then the
body of the filament, then results in a buckling of filament
configurations. These buckling motions become more typical
as the system is driven away from equilibrium. Further, larger
chains have large propulsive forces, as they are additive along
the chain, resulting in higher likelihood of buckling and a more
pronounced decrease of end-to-end distance with Pe.

To estimate FESs along the end-to-end distance coordinate,
𝑟-conditioned equilibrium ensembles were approximated with
umbrella-biased equilibrium ensembles per

𝜌
eq
𝑟 (𝑋) ≈ 𝜌eq (𝑋) exp [−𝛽𝑈umb(𝑅(𝑋))]∫

Ω
d𝑋 ′ exp [−𝛽𝑈umb(𝑅(𝑋 ′))]

where the umbrella potentials

𝑈umb (𝑟) = 𝑘umb (𝑟 − ℓumb)2/2

were assigned stiffness 𝑘umb = 100(𝛽𝜎2
excl)−1 and locations

ℓumb spanning a uniform grid along the end-to-end distance co-
ordinate, with values in the interval (0, (𝑁 − 1)ℓbond) for each
𝑁-mer. The WHAM procedure [64, 65] was used to estimate
the equilibrium FES 𝐹eq (𝑟) from the array of umbrella-biased
ensembles. Separately, a reference estimate of the nonequilib-
rium FES 𝐹neq (𝑟) at swimming speeds Pe ∈ {10, 20, 40, 60}
was obtained from a histogram of the end-to-end distance
along a steady-state realization of (8) integrated out to 103

time units using the Euler–Maruyama method with stepsizes
as small as 10−5 for numerical stability. Nonequilibrium FES
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estimates �̂�
neq
Q (𝑟) and �̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟) were evaluated by integrating

105 relaxation trajectories using the SDEs in Eqs. (8) and (19),
respectively, with the order parameter value 𝑟 of each estimate
given by the mean end-to-end distance of the approximately
conditioned ensemble in which relaxation trajectories were ini-
tialized. All relaxation trajectory ensembles were integrated
out to 25 time units using the Euler–Maruyama method at step-
sizes as small as 10−6 time units to ensure numerical stability.

FES estimates from steady-state trajectory histogramming
and variational estimators are shown for 10-mer and 20-mer
filaments in Fig. 3C and Fig. 3D for swimming speeds ranging
between Pe = 10 and Pe = 60 units. The equilibrium free
energy surface for each 𝑁-mer is also shown in its respective
panels. Across all Pe values for the 10-mer and 20-mer fila-
ments, we find better qualitative agreement between the brute-
force nonequilibrium free energy and the variational estimator
�̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟) than the perturbative �̂�

neq
Q (𝑟), though both estima-

tors exhibit notable bias at higher Pe values. Both estimators
correctly predict a collapse of the filament with increasing Pe,
though �̂�

neq
Q (𝑟) underestimates the value of the Pe where this

occurs, as evident in the movement of the minimum in 𝐹neq (𝑟)
to small values of 𝑟 with increasing Pe. The variational es-
timator accurately predicts the behavior of 𝐹neq (𝑟) near its
typical values across the range of Pe for both chains, though
exhibits deviations from the ground truth away from the typical
value for the 10-mer. The traffic-based perturbative estimator
�̂�

neq
T (𝑟) is sufficiently inaccurate for all Pe as to be remotely

outside the range in Figs. 3C-D, and is hence omitted in the
current discussion.

Figure 4A illustrates the interactions that comprise the con-
trol potential used to evaluate the nonequilibrium FES esti-
mator �̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟). Control potential terms are similar to the

bond and bend interactions in the potential energy function
in Eq. (33), but have individual stiffness and scale parameters
for each bond and bend interaction along the filament. The
control potential entering 𝑣𝜽 is

𝑉𝜽 (𝑋) =
∑𝑁

𝑗=2 𝑘
bond
𝑗

( |𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) − 𝑋 ( 𝑗−1) | − ℓbond
𝑗

)2/2

+ ∑𝑁
𝑗=3 𝑘

bend
𝑗

( |𝑋 ( 𝑗 ) − 2𝑋 ( 𝑗−1) + 𝑋 ( 𝑗−2) | − ℓbend
𝑗

)2/2
(35)

where 𝜽 ≡ {(𝑘bond
𝑗

, ℓbond
𝑗

)𝑁
𝑗=2, (𝑘bend

𝑗
, ℓbend

𝑗
)𝑁
𝑗=3} is the policy

parameter vector. Control potential parameter values were op-
timized at each swimming speed Pe∈ {10, 20, 40, 60} and each

monomer number 𝑁 ∈ {10, 20} via stochastic gradient descent
of the loss function in Eq. (C1) in Appendix C, using 128 inde-
pendent steady-state realizations of the nonequilibrium SDE
in Eq. (8) at least 25 time units long, and learning rates up to
10−1. Optimized control potential parameters for a swimming
20-mer at speeds ranging from Pe = 10 to Pe = 60 units are
shown in Fig. 4B and Fig. 4C, which respectively show bond
and bend interaction parameters near the swimming filament’s
endpoints. Viewed as a correction to the filament’s potential
energy function, the optimized control potential shifts inter-
nal tensions within the swimming filament to stabilize typical
structural bond and bend deformations near the filament’s tail
(1st) and head (𝑁th) monomers in the NESS. The localiza-
tion of the optimized control potential to the boundaries of the
chain explains the higher accuracy of the results for the 20-mer
compared to the 10-mer in Figs. 3C-D. For longer chains, the
potential contribution of the control policy plays a smaller role
than the reversing of the active force, and so comparable errors
in the estimate of the optimal control in the larger chain result
in small biases to the free energy surface.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Growing interest in the physics of driven and active mat-
ter demands rapid progress toward turnkey simulation meth-
ods for the thermodynamic modeling of structure and stabil-
ity of systems driven far from equilibrium. Building from
a natural generalization of the thermodynamic free energy
surface to nonequilibrium systems, the current work adopts
an optimal control viewpoint of a key result in stochas-
tic thermodynamics—the Kawasaki–Crooks relation—to offer
a free-energy surface estimation scheme for nonequilibrium
steady states governed by overdamped Langevin dynamics. Il-
lustrative applications of the method to active matter models
show that approximately optimally controlled nonequilibrium
free energy estimators can exhibit reduced bias relative to the
perturbative approaches at the state of the art. The control-
based free energy estimator does require optimizing a control
policy ansätze in each application, but as shown above, simple
policy parametrizations can be optimized with little compu-
tational overhead and in an offline manner through regression
from steady-state trajectory data.

Our formal approach in this work highlights deep connec-
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tions between the fluctuation theorems at the heart of stochastic
thermodynamics and the formalism of stochastic control the-
ory [66–70], paving the way to migrate generative modeling
tools based on variational time reversal of diffusive processes
[71–73] into chemical and biological physics for nonequilib-
rium structure and stability quantification.

All numerical results presented in this work, along
with generating code, are deposited in the GitHub reposi-
tory jrosaraices/nonequilibrium-vtr.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the Kawasaki–Crooks relation for
nonequilibrium free energy shifts

In this section, we derive the Kawasaki–Crooks equality in
Eq. (13), relating the free energy surface shift in Eq. (6) to an
average over nonequilibrium trajectories initialized at order pa-
rameter value 𝑟. To this end, we consider the Dirac observable
𝛿(𝑅(𝑋𝑇 ) − 𝑟) that yields the time-dependent nonequilibrium
likelihood at 𝑟 through the relation 𝑃𝑇 (𝑟) = ⟨𝛿(𝑅(𝑋𝑇 )−𝑟)⟩neq,
where the superscript on the angled brackets denotes expecta-
tion with respect to the path probability measure induced by
the SDE in Eq. (8) with equilibrium initial conditions. This
expectation may be manipulated as follows:

𝑃𝑇 (𝑟) = ⟨𝛿(𝑅(𝑋𝑇 ) − 𝑟)⟩neq (A1a)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽S𝑇 (𝑿)] 𝛿(𝑅(𝑋𝑇 ) − 𝑟)⟩eq (A1b)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽S𝑇 ( �̃�)] 𝛿(𝑅(𝑋0) − 𝑟)⟩eq (A1c)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽S𝑇 ( �̃�)]⟩eq

𝑟 𝑃0 (𝑟) (A1d)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽(S𝑇 − Q𝑇 ) (𝑿)]⟩eq

𝑟 𝑃0 (𝑟) (A1e)
= ⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq

𝑟 𝑃0 (𝑟) (A1f)

In Eq. (A1b), the path expectation in Eq. (A1a) is rewritten
in terms of an equilibrium path ensemble generated by the
SDE in Eq. (7) initialized at equilibrium, with the pathwise
change of measure given by Eq. (9). Invariance under time
reversal of the equilibrium path ensemble allows shifting the
Dirac observable across the time interval via pathwise time in-
volution, which yields Eq. (A1c). Then, the Markov property
allows introducing the conditional expectation in Eq. (A1d),
which averages over paths initialized per the restricted equilib-
rium density in Eq. (14). Finally, Eq. (12) is used to write the
change of measure in terms of the excess heat in Eq. (A1e), and
the remainder is absorbed into the path measure to reintroduce
the nonequilibrium path ensemble in Eq. (A1f).

From Eq. (A1), the nonequilibrium free energy shift in the
long-time limit takes the form

ln
𝑃neq (𝑟)
𝑃eq (𝑟) = lim

𝑇→∞
ln

𝑃𝑇 (𝑟)
𝑃0 (𝑟)

= lim
𝑇→∞

ln ⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq
𝑟

(A2)

which corresponds to the sought-after result.
The Kawasaki–Crooks equality in Eq. (13) is related to the

integral fluctuation relation in Eq. (15) for the excess heat Q𝑇 .
This is a consequence of the fact that

⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq = ⟨exp [−𝛽(S𝑇 − Q𝑇 ) (𝑿)]⟩eq (A3a)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽S𝑇 ( �̃�)]⟩eq (A3b)
= ⟨exp [−𝛽S𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩eq (A3c)
= ⟨1⟩neq = 1 (A3d)

where Eq. (A3c) used the fact that the path ensemble generated
by the equilibrium SDE in Eq. (7) with equilibrium initial
conditions is invariant under time reversal.

Appendix B: Derivation and evaluation of optimal control policy
for the configuration-wise Kawasaki–Crooks equality

For the identity order parameter such that 𝑅(𝑋) = 𝑋 spec-
ifies an initial configuration (rather than an equilibrium en-
semble of configurations with a given conformation 𝑟), the
general Kawasaki–Crooks equality in Eq. (13) reduces to the
configuration-wise form

𝜌neq (𝑋)
𝜌eq (𝑋) = lim

𝑇→∞
⟨exp [𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿)]⟩neq

𝑋
≡ exp(𝑉 (𝑋)) (B1)

Applying the Feynman–Kaç theorem [74, thm. 10.2] to the
exponential average reveals that exp(𝑉) solves the steady-state
backward Kolmogorov equation

0 = −[ℒ − 2 𝑓 · ∇ + 𝛽∇𝑈 · 𝑓 ] exp(𝑉) (B2)

where ℒ is the generator of the nonequilibrium trajectory
ensemble governed by the SDE in Eq. (8), namely

ℒ = ( 𝑓 − ∇𝑈) · ∇ + 𝛽−1Δ (B3)

The tilted generator in Eq. (B2) is associated with a non
measure-preserving stochastic dynamics and would suggest
that Eq. (B1) must be estimated in simulation through popu-
lation dynamics approaches that, despite recent improvements
[42, 75–77], remain notorious for their high statistical vari-
ance in the relevant long-time limit [77, 78]. Fortunately, the
generalized Doob transform [79, Section IV] of the tilted gen-
erator yields a statistically equivalent, yet measure-preserving,
stochastic dynamics that allows variational, minimal-variance
estimation of the exponential averages in Eq. (B1).

To compute the generalized Doob transform, observe that
the tilted generator satisfies the operator equality

ℒ − 2 𝑓 · ∇ + 𝛽∇𝑈 · 𝑓 = (𝜌eq)−1 ◦ℒ† ◦ 𝜌eq (B4)

https://github.com/jrosaraices/nonequilibrium-vtr
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with ℒ
† the Fokker–Planck operator introduced in Eq. (26).

Indeed, for any suitably differentiable scalar function 𝑔,

[(𝜌eq)−1 ◦ℒ† ◦ 𝜌eq
] 𝑔

= (𝜌eq)−1
{−∇ · [( 𝑓 − ∇𝑈) 𝜌eq𝑔] + 𝛽−1Δ(𝜌eq𝑔)}

= (− 𝑓 − ∇𝑈) · ∇𝑔 + 𝛽−1Δ𝑔 + 𝛽𝑔 ∇𝑈 · 𝑓
= [ℒ − 2 𝑓 · ∇ + 𝛽∇𝑈 · 𝑓 ] 𝑔

With this, using Eq. (B1) we find that the Doob-transformed

tilted generator is

exp(−𝑉) ◦ [(𝜌eq)−1 ◦ℒ† ◦ 𝜌eq
] ◦ exp(𝑉)

= (𝜌ne)−1 ◦ℒ† ◦ 𝜌ne = ℒ − 2( 𝑓 − 𝛽−1∇𝑉) · ∇
(B5)

which corresponds to the controlled SDE in Eq. (19) with the
control policy 𝑣neq in Eq. (25). To see that this controlled
dynamics indeed yields a minimum-variance, variational es-
timate of Eq. (B1), note that for every realization 𝑿 of the
nonequilibrium SDE in Eq. (19) initialized at the configura-
tion 𝑋 , the logarithm of the expectand in the second line of
Eq. (18) reduces to

𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿) + ln
dPneq (𝑿)
dP𝑣neq (𝑿) = 𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿) − 𝛽

∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 |𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) |2 +
√︁

2𝛽
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑊𝑡 · 𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) (B6a)

= 𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿) + 𝛽
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 { |𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) |2 + [(𝛽−1∇ + 𝑓 − ∇𝑈) · 𝑣neq](𝑋𝑡 )} − d𝑋𝑡 ◦ 𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) (B6b)

=
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 [𝛽−1 ( |∇𝑉 |2 + Δ𝑉) − ( 𝑓 + ∇𝑈) · ∇𝑉 + 𝛽∇𝑈 · 𝑓 ](𝑋𝑡 ) − d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝑉 (𝑋𝑡 ) (B6c)

=
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 exp(−𝑉 (𝑋𝑡 )) [ℒ − 2 𝑓 · ∇ + 𝛽∇𝑈 · 𝑓 ] exp(𝑉 (𝑋𝑡 )) − d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝑉 (𝑋𝑡 ) (B6d)

= −
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝑉 (𝑋𝑡 ) = 𝑉 (𝑋) −𝑉 (𝑋𝑇 ) (B6e)

where Itō’s formula [33, ch. 3.4] obtains Eq. (B6b), the heat
functional vanished due to cancellation in Eq. (B6c), the Hopf–
Cole substitution𝑉→ exp(𝑉) leads to Eq. (B6d), and Eq. (B2)
finally yields the potential difference Eq. (B6e). Averaging
this difference against realizations of the optimally controlled
SDE in Eq. (19) yields a remarkably simple lower bound on
the configuration-wise Kawasaki–Crooks equality in Eq. (B1):

ln
𝜌neq (𝑋)
𝜌eq (𝑋) ≥ lim

𝑇→∞

〈
𝛽Q𝑇 (𝑿) + ln

dPneq (𝑿)
dP𝑣neq (𝑿)

〉𝑣neq

𝑋

= 𝑉 (𝑋) − lim
𝑇→∞

⟨𝑉 (𝑋𝑇 )⟩𝑣neq

𝑋

= ln
𝜌neq (𝑋)
𝜌eq (𝑋) − DKL (𝜌neq∥𝜌eq)

(B7)

This lower bound on Eq. (B1) is free of trajectory functionals
associated with time-extensive statistical variance, instead stat-
ing a trivial inequality involving the nonnegative excess free
energy of the NESS in Eq. (4). The Kullback–Leibler diver-
gence in the last equality appears because the controlled SDE
in Eq. (19), when equipped with the control policy 𝑣𝜽 = 𝑣neq

given in Eq. (25), has the same invariant distribution as the
SDE in Eq. (8). This follows from the fact that the L2 (Ω)-
adjoint of the controlled generator in Eq. (B5) also satisfies
the steady-state Fokker–Planck equation in Eq. (26). Hence,
an unbiased estimate of the Kullback–Leibler divergence in
Eq. (B7) can be obtained from a time average of the optimal
control potential𝑉 over a long realization of either the nonequi-
librium SDE in Eq. (8) or the controlled SDE in Eq. (19) with
control policy 𝑣𝜽 = 𝑣neq.

Appendix C: Derivation of linear solution to velocity matching
problem

As discussed in Section II C of the main text, the optimal
control policy in Eq. (25) must be estimated to evaluate the
Kawasaki–Crooks estimator �̂�

neq
VTR (𝑟) in Eq. (27). This en-

tails minimizing the mean-squared error function in Eq. (28),
namely

lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 |𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 ) − 𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2
〉neq

with respect to policy ansatz parameters 𝜽 . Expanding the
square inside the expectation produces linear and quadratic
terms in the unknown target policy 𝑣neq, which must be elim-
inated for actual computation. The quadratic term can simply
be dropped, and for the linear term we observe that for any
suitably differentiable vector function ℎ,〈 ∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 ℎ(𝑋𝑡 ) · 𝑣neq (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

=

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 ℎ(𝑋𝑡 ) · ( 𝑓 − ∇𝑈 − 𝛽−1∇ ln 𝜌neq) (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

=

〈∫ 𝑇

0 ℎ(𝑋𝑡 ) · [( 𝑓 − ∇𝑈) (𝑋𝑡 ) d𝑡 +
√︁

2𝛽−1 d𝑊𝑡 ]

〉neq

− 𝛽−1 ∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌neq (𝑋)[ℎ(𝑋) · ∇ ln 𝜌neq (𝑋)]

=

〈∫ 𝑇

0 ℎ(𝑋𝑡 ) · d𝑋𝑡

〉neq

+ 𝛽−1 ∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡
∫
Ω

d𝑋 𝜌neq (𝑋)(∇ · ℎ) (𝑋)



10

=

〈∫ 𝑇

0 ℎ(𝑋𝑡 ) ◦ d𝑋𝑡

〉neq

where we used Eq. (25) in the first equality, Eq. (8) in the
second equality, integration by parts in the third equality, and
the definition of the Stratonovich integral in the fourth equality.
Fully eliminating the target velocity from the mean squared
error yields the loss function

L(𝜽) = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 |𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2 d𝑡 − 2𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) ◦ d𝑋𝑡

〉neq
(C1)

to be minimized with respect to variations in the policy param-
eters 𝜽 . Using the control policy ansatz 𝑣𝜽 in Eq. (29) leaves
only the control potential 𝑉𝜽 up to parametric estimation. The
gradient of the loss function in Eq. (C1) with respect to pol-
icy parameters 𝜽 may be written in terms of control potential
derivatives as

∇𝜽L(𝜽) = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 ∇𝜽 [|𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 ) |2

− 2 d𝑋𝑡 ◦ 𝑣𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 )]
〉neq

= lim
𝑇→∞

2
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 (∇𝑉𝜽 − 𝑓 ) (𝑋𝑡 ) · ∇𝜽∇𝑉𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 )

+ d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝜽∇𝑉𝜽 (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

A linear representation of the control potential such as

𝑉𝜽 (𝑋) =
∑

𝑖 𝜽𝑖𝜙𝑖 (𝑋) (C2)

where {𝜙𝑖 (·)} is a basis of suitably differentiable scalar func-
tions, leads to the following system of equations for 𝜽 at the
global minimum of Eq. (C1) and the original loss functional
in Eq. (28):

0 = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈 ∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡
[∑

𝑗 𝜃 𝑗 (∇𝜙 𝑗 − 𝑓 ) (𝑋𝑡 )
] · ∇𝜙𝑖 (𝑋𝑡 )

+
∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝜙𝑖 (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

∀ 𝑖
(C3)

Building this linear system merely requires the evaluation of
steady-state averages of scalar products of the differentiated
basis {∇𝜙𝑖 (·)}. In detail, Eq. (C3) may be rewritten as

0 =
∑

𝑗 𝜃 𝑗A𝑖 𝑗 − b𝑖 + c𝑖 ∀ 𝑖

where

A𝑖 𝑗 = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 ∇𝜙𝑖 (𝑋𝑡 ) · ∇𝜙 𝑗 (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

b𝑖 = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑡 ∇𝜙𝑖 (𝑋𝑡 ) · 𝑓 (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

c𝑖 = lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇

〈∫ 𝑇

0 d𝑋𝑡 ◦ ∇𝜙𝑖 (𝑋𝑡 )
〉neq

with 𝑖, 𝑗 indexing the control potential basis.
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[69] R. Chetrite and K. Gawȩdzki, Communications in Mathematical

Physics 282, 469 (2008).
[70] R. Chetrite and S. Gupta, Journal of Statistical Physics 143, 543

(2011).
[71] J. Sohl-Dickstein, E. Weiss, N. Maheswaranathan, and S. Gan-

guli, in Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on
Machine Learning, edited by F. Bach and D. Blei (PMLR, Lille,
France, 2015), vol. 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning
Research, p. 2256.

[72] Y. Song, J. Sohl-Dickstein, D. P. Kingma, A. Kumar, S. Er-
mon, and B. Poole, in International Conference of Learning
Representations (2021), arXiv:2011.13456.

[73] V. De Bortoli, J. Thornton, J. Heng, and A. Doucet, in Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, edited by M. Ran-
zato, A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P. Liang, and J. W. Vaughan
(Curran Associates, Inc., 2021), vol. 34, p. 17695.

[74] G. Prato, Introduction to stochastic analysis and Malliavin cal-
culus (Edizione della Normale Pisa, 2014), 1st ed.
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