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The problem of estimating entropy production from incomplete information in stochastic thermo-
dynamics is essential for theory and experiments. Whereas a considerable amount of work has been
done on this topic, arguably, most of it is restricted to the case of nonequilibrium steady states driven
by a fixed thermodynamic force. Based on a recent method that has been proposed for nonequilib-
rium steady states, we obtain an estimate of the entropy production based on the statistics of visible
transitions and their waiting times for the case of periodically driven systems. The time-dependence
of transition rates in periodically driven systems produces several differences in relation to steady
states, which is reflected in the entropy production estimation. More specifically, we propose an
estimate that does depend on the time between transitions but is independent of the specific time
of the first transition, thus it does not require tracking the protocol. Formally, this elimination of
the time-dependence of the first transition leads to an extra term in the inequality that involves
the rate of entropy production and its estimate. We analyze a simple model of a molecular pump
to understand the relation between the performance of the method and physical quantities such as
energies, energy barriers, and thermodynamic affinity. Our results with this model indicate that the
emergence of net motion in the form of a probability current in the space of states is a necessary
condition for a relevant estimate of the rate of entropy production.

PACS numbers: 05.70.Ln, 02.50.Ey

I. INTRODUCTION

Stochastic thermodynamics [1–3] is a modern theoret-
ical framework that generalizes thermodynamics to sys-
tems that can be small, i.e., made only of a few degrees
of freedom, and out of equilibrium. The success of this
theory is also due to the fact that such small systems
have become accessible in experiments. Examples in-
clude, single molecules such as molecular motors, colloids
and quantum dots [4]. A main observable of interest in
stochastic thermodynamics is the rate of entropy produc-
tion, which quantifies the thermodynamic cost of an out
of equilibrium system.

It is often the case in an experiment that not all states
of the mesoscopic system are accessible. Therefore, the
inference of properties of the system, such as its rate of
entropy production, from partial information is a funda-
mental theoretical problem in stochastic thermodynam-
ics. In particular, while well controlled experiments with
full information about the system have provided beauti-
ful connections between modern theory and experiment
[5–10], connecting stochastic thermodynamics with less
controlled experiments in molecular biophysics remains a
major challenge, which is closely related to the problem
of inferring properties of the system from partial infor-
mation.

Much work on the problem of inferring the entropy pro-
duction and related observables has been done. The ther-
modynamic uncertainty relation [11–13] has been used to
infer entropy production and related observables from the
fluctuations of a current [14–19]. The rate of entropy pro-
duction can also be estimated from the Kullback-Leibler

divergence between the probability of a coarse-grained
trajectory and the probability of the respective reversed
trajectory [20–23]. Another approach to estimate the en-
tropy production is to assume that the visible dynamics
corresponds to a hidden Markov process and use the ob-
servable data to infer the underlying Markov process [24–
26]. More generally, the related topic of coarse-graining
in stochastic thermodynamics has been widely studied
[27–36]. Most of these works on estimation of entropy
production are suitable for steady states, however, some
works have recently addressed time-dependent cases [37–
40].

Particularly important for this work is a method to es-
timate the rate of the entropy production from the statis-
tics of the sequences and times between a few visible
transitions proposed independently in two recent papers
[41, 42]. This approach is promising as it is reasonable
to expect that the statistics of the time between tran-
sitions, i.e., the intertransition time, is accessible in an
experiment. These two references concentrate on sys-
tems in nonequilibrium steady states, which are driven
by a constant thermodynamic force.

In contrast to nonequilibrium steady states, periodi-
cally driven systems are driven by an external periodic
protocol. Examples of periodically driven systems in-
clude cyclic heat engines [43–48] and artificial molecular
machines [49–57]. It is known that periodically driven
systems and nonequilibrium steady states can display
substantial differences [58, 59], therefore, the inference
method for steady states from [41, 42] prompt the fol-
lowing questions. How is the method extended to pe-
riodically driven systems? What are the differences in
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the application of the method between steady states and
periodically driven systems?

In this paper we provide answers to these questions.
We show that the rate of entropy production can be in-
ferred from the statistics of sequences and intertransition
times between a few visible transitions in periodically
driven systems. We find several important differences in
relation to steady states. First, for periodically driven
systems, not only the intertransition time is relevant but
the initial time of the first transition is also important
given that transition rates are time-dependent. Here,
we develop an estimator that only depends on the in-
tertransition time, eliminating the need to monitor the
protocol, which can be challenging in experimental se-
tups. However, eliminating this time-dependence leads
to an inequality between the estimator and the real rate
of entropy production that contains an extra term. Sec-
ond, the estimator of the entropy production involves two
different distributions of the intertransition time, one as-
sociated with the original forward protocol and the other
associated with the reversed protocol.

Concerning the application of the method, we find
that it is necessary to generate trajectories with a time-
reversed protocol, and its usefulness is more involved for
periodically driven systems. We show this difference with
a simple three-state model with time-dependent energies
and energy barriers [60], which we use as a proof of con-
cept. First, for a unicyclic network of states, while a sim-
ilar method gives the exact value of the entropy produc-
tion for steady states [41, 42], our estimate only provides
a lower bound on the rate of entropy production for pe-
riodically driven systems. Second, in contrast to steady
states, periodically driven systems can have entropy pro-
duction in the absence of a net current in the space of
states. For this case of absence of net motion, the estima-
tor for entropy production gives a much smaller number
than the real value, in other words, the presence of a
current seems to be an important ingredient.

An analytical procedure to calculate the distribution
of the probability density of the intertransition time for
steady states was introduced in [41, 42]. This procedure
maps the problem of calculating the intertransition time
distribution into the problem of the calculating the time-
dependent probability of an absorbing state of a certain
auxiliary process. We generalize this procedure to pe-
riodically driven system, providing a pathway to obtain
our estimator analytically.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we in-
troduce the key quantities analyzed here and define the
three-state model. Our numerical results showing the ap-
plication of the method to the specific model are shown in
Sec. III. The inequality that involves the rate of entropy
production, its estimator and an extra term is proved in
Sec. IV. The analytical method to determine the inter-
transition time distribution is discussed in Sec. V. We
conclude in Sec. VI.

II. OBSERVABLE TRANSITIONS,
INTERTRANSITION TIME STATISTICS AND
INFERENCE OF ENTROPY PRODUCTION

A. Markov processes with time-periodic transition
rates

Here we consider Markov processes with a finite num-
ber of discrete states denoted by i and j. The time-
dependent transition rate from state i to state j is de-
noted wij(t). This transition rate is time-periodic with
period T , i.e., wij(t) = wij(t + T ). The probability to
be in state i at time t is written as Pi(t) and follows the
master equation

d

dt
Pi(t) =

∑
j ̸=i

[Pj(t)wji(t)− Pi(t)wij(t)] . (1)

We are interested in the long time limit t → ∞, for
which the distribution Pi(t) becomes time-periodic with
period T . This long time limit solution of the master
equation is denoted by Pi(t) for the remainder of this
paper. In stochastic thermodynamics we restrict to rates
with the property that if wij(t) ̸= 0 then wji(t) ̸= 0.

The rate of entropy production is given by [2]

σ ≡ 1

T

∫ T

0

∑
i,j

Pi(t)wij(t) ln
wij(t)

wji(t)
. (2)

This physical quantity can be expressed as the sum of
terms that are a product of thermodynamic flux and the
respective thermodynamic affinity with the use of the
generalize detailed balance relation [45, 60]. We discuss
this expression for the entropy production for the partic-
ular model we introduce in the following section.

B. Model definition

As a proof of concept we consider the following model
for a molecular pump depicted in Fig. 1. A similar
model, with a stochastic protocol instead of the deter-
ministic protocol considered here has been analyzed in
[60]. The model has three states, which we label as
i = 1, 2, 3. There is one energy Fe and one energy barrier
B, while the remaining energies and energy barriers are
zero. The periodic protocol is piece-wise, with the period
divide into three parts. For the first part, corresponding
to 0 < t < T/3, the energy of state 1 is E1(t) = Fe and
the energy barrier between states 3 and 1 is B31(t) = B.
The other two energies and two energy barriers are 0.
For the second part, corresponding to T/3 < t < 2T/3,
E2(t) = Fe, B12(t) = B, and the other energies and en-
ergy barriers are zero. For the third part, corresponding
to 2T/3 < t < T , E3(t) = Fe, B23(t) = B, and the other
energies and energy barriers are zero.
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FIG. 1. Upper panel: periodic protocol for the three-state
model. The energy Fe and the energy barrier B rotate clock-
wise in each third part of the period. Lower panel: example
of a stochastic trajectory with transitions between states and
waiting times.

We here set Boltzmann’s constant and temperature to
kB = T = 1, where T represents temperature and not
period only in this equation, throughout. The transition
rates for this model are given by

wii+1(t) = keEi(t)−Bii+1(t) (3)

and

wi+1i(t) = keEi+1(t)−Bii+1(t) (4)

Due to periodic boundary conditions, for i = 3, we set
i+ 1 = 1. The parameter k sets the speed of the rates.

We now discuss the sources of entropy production in
this model. Work is exerted on the system due to the
time-dependence of the energies. The entropy production
is equal to the average work and can be written as

σ = FeJe, (5)

Je =
1

T

3∑
i=1

[Pi+1(iT/3)− Pi(iT/3)] . (6)

This expression for σ is equivalent to Eq. (2) [60]. It can
be understood as follows. Let us consider the term i = 1
in the summation, corresponding to the time T/3 of the
protocol. At this time if the system is at state 1, with
probability P1(T/3), it will lose an energy Fe since the
energy of the system changes from Fe to 0. If the system
is at state 2, with probability P2(T/3), it will gain an
energy Fe. The same reasoning applies to i = 2 and
i = 3.

The energy barrier B does not appear in the expres-
sion for σ explicitly, it appears only implicitly as it af-
fects the probabilities Pi(t). Even if B = 0 the rate of
entropy production can be non-zero. However, an energy
barrier B is a necessary condition to create net motion
in the clockwise direction, as explained in the literature

on “no-pumping theorems” [49–51]. This net motion is
quantified by the average current

J =
1

T

∫ T

0

dt

3∑
i=1

Jii+1(t)

3
. (7)

In other words, if B = 0 then J = 0, however, the period-
ically driven system is still out of equilibrium for Fe ̸= 0
with a non-zero entropy production σ. In stark contrast
to steady states, for which non-zero entropy production
implies non-zero currents. As shown below, the presence
of this net motion quantified by J in periodically driven
systems is essential for our estimate of the rate the en-
tropy production. If J = 0 our estimate is much smaller
than the entropy production in general, providing little
to no information.

We also consider the case of a the presence of fixed
thermodynamic affinity F that would drive the system
to a non-equilibrium steady state in the absence of a
periodic protocol. The transition rates are modified to

wii+1(t) = keEi(t)−Bii+1(t)−F/3 (8)

and

wi+1i(t) = keEi+1(t)−Bii+1(t), (9)

the negative sign in −F/3 in the first equation implies
that a positive F leads to a force in the counter-clockwise
direction.

In the presence of this fixed affinity F the entropy pro-
duction in Eq. (2) becomes

σ = FeJe − FJ, (10)

where J is the current in Eq. (7). This general expression
for the entropy production in terms of currents Je and J
and affinities F and Fe has been obtained in [60]. The
minus sign in the term FJ comes from the fact that F
points in the counter-clockwise direction and J points in
the clockwise direction.

This model can also operate as an engine when the
term FeJe is positive and the term −FJ is negative. In
this regime Fe together with the energy barrier B creates
a clockwise current that does work against the counter
clockwise force F [52, 60]. We also analyze the estimator
of the entropy production in this regime.

C. Intertransition time

An example of a stochastic trajectory is shown in Fig.
1. This trajectory is a sequence of transitions and waiting
times between transitions. We denote a jump, or transi-
tion, from state i to state j as ℓ = ij. The reversed jump
from j to i is denoted by ℓ̄. The set of visible transitions
is denoted by L. For instance, for the three-state model
we have a total of six possible transitions, two between



4

FIG. 2. Sequence of intertransition time for L = {1 → 2, 2 →
1} and for L = {1 → 2, 2 → 1, 2 → 3, 3 → 2} . For this
particular trajectory, there are two intertransition times for
the first case and three intertransition times for the second
case.

each pair of sates. If we only have access to the two tran-
sitions between the pair of sates 1 and 2, then two of the
six transitions are part of the set L.

The distribution Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 is the probability density
that a transition ℓ′ occurs at time τ + t0 given that tran-
sition ℓ occurred at the initial time t0 and that no other
visible transition in L occurs before τ + t0, where τ is the
intertransition time. This dependence on the time of the
first transition t0 is a consequence of the time-dependent
transition rates. An important fact about Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 is
its dependence on the set of visible transitions L, which
is illustrated in Fig. 2 for a particular example. In this
figure there are three transitions and two intertransition
times if only the transitions between state 1 and 2 are
visible and there are four transitions and three intertran-
sition times if the transitions between state 2 and 3 are
also part of L. To simplify notation we do not write this
dependence explicitly in Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 .

Our objective here is to infer the rate of entropy pro-
duction from sequences and intertransition time statistics
of a few visible transitions. Calculating the histogram as-
sociated with Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 from a trajectory can be a hard
task since it depends on the intertransition time τ and
the initial time t0. A more practical method would be
to only keep track of the intertransition times in the tra-
jectory, without keeping track of the time for the first
transition. In practice, if we only keep track of the in-
tertransition times, we will average out over all possible
initial times t0. This average is over the probability Pt0|ℓ,
which is the conditional probability density of sampling
time t0 ∈ [0, T ] given that transition ℓ occurred. Based
on this reasoning we consider the quantity

ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) ≡ T−1

∫ T

0

dt0Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0Pt0|ℓ. (11)

In other words, the quantity ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) is particularly con-
venient from a practical perspective. If we simply count
the number of transitions within a certain time-interval
for the pair ℓ′|ℓ in a trajectory, without accounting for
the initial time of the first transition, we obtain the his-
togram associated with ψℓ′|ℓ(τ).

The conditional probability density Pt0|ℓ can be writ-
ten in terms of the transition rates wij(t0) and the long
time limit probability Pi(t0) that is the solution of the

master equation. If we denote ℓ = ij then

Pt0|ℓ =
Pi(t0)wij(t0)∫ T

0
dt0Pi(t0)wij(t0)

. (12)

In Sec. V we provide a method to calculate Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0
and, consequently, ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) analytically.

D. Reversed protocol

In order to estimate the entropy production from a few
visible transitions in periodically driven systems we also
need the statistics of the intertransition time associated
with the reversed protocol. The mathematical definition
for the reversed protocol is given by the following equa-
tion for the transition rates

w†
ij(t0) ≡ wij(T − t0). (13)

Physically, for the model in Fig. 1 the reversed proto-
col corresponds to the sequence of pictures showing the
position of the energy and energy barrier in reverse order.

In order to calculate the probability density for the in-
tertransition time associated with the reversed protocol

ψ†
ℓ′|ℓ(τ), we also need to generate a trajectory with the

reversed protocol. From a practical perspective, in or-
der to estimate the rate of entropy production with our
method there is a need to generate trajectories from two
experiments, one with the forward protocol and another
with the backward protocol.

E. Inference of entropy production from the
statistics of the intertransition time

Our estimator for average rate of entropy production
σ is given by

σ̂ = K
∑

ℓ,ℓ′∈L

∫ ∞

0

dtψℓ′|ℓ(τ)Pℓ ln
ψℓ′|ℓ(τ)

ψ†
ℓ|ℓ′

(τ)
, (14)

where the activity K is the average number of visible
transitions in L per time and Pℓ is the probability that
an observable transition is ℓ, irrespective of the time of
its occurrence. These quantities K and Pℓ can be written
in terms of the long-time solution of the master equation
Pi(t0), they are given by,

K = T−1

∫ T

0

dt0
∑
ij∈L

Pi(t0)wij(t0) (15)

and

Pℓ = K−1T−1

∫ T

0

dt0Pi(t0)wij(t0), (16)
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where ℓ = ij. We can obtain this estimate from a trajec-
tory (and a second trajectory with the reversed protocol)
where we can only observe a few visible transitions and
the intertransition times. The activity K is evaluated
by simply counting the total number of transitions and
dividing by the total time, Pℓ can be obtained by count-
ing the number of transitions ℓ and dividing by the total
number of transitions, ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) can be obtained from a
histogram of the intertransition times from the trajec-

tory, and, finally, ψ†
ℓ|ℓ′

(τ) can be similarly obtained with

the only difference that the reverse protocol is applied.

III. RESULTS FOR CASE STUDY

The numerical results shown in the figures in this Sec-
tion were obtained via Monte Carlo simulation with dis-
cretized time, where the time-step, which is much shorter
than the characteristic time of the fastest jump, is small
enough such that no relevant difference is observed by
taking a smaller time-step. The statistics of sequences
of visible jumps and their intertransition times were ob-
tained by analyzing their frequency from long enough
trajectories. The parameter k, which sets the time-scale
of the transition rates in Eq. (8) and Eq. (9), and the
period T are set to k = 10 and T = 1. We here con-
sider that only the transitions between states 1 and 2 are
visible, i.e., L = {1 → 2, 2 → 1}.

A. Energy, energy barrier and entropy production
estimate

In Fig. 3, we show results for the fixed external affin-
ity F = 0. In Fig. 3(a) the energy barrier is B = 0,
which leads to a net current J = 0, as discussed in Sec.
II. Even though the current J does not appear in the
formula for σ in Eq. (10) it seems to play a fundamen-
tal role for the estimate σ̂. For B = 0, we see that the
estimate σ̂ is numerically compatible with 0 and, there-
fore, does not provide any useful information about the
rate of entropy production σ. Hence, the emergence of a
current J , which is not necessary for a non-zero entropy
production σ in periodically driven systems, seems to be
a necessary condition for a meaningful estimate σ̂.

The case of a non-zero energy barrier is shown in Fig
3(b). Here we see that the estimate σ̂ is non-zero for
B > 0 that leads to the emergence of a non-zero current
J . From the results in Fig. 3, we observe that even
for unicyclic networks the estimate σ̂ is not equal to the
entropy production σ. This situation is in contrast to
steady states, where a similar estimate becomes equal to
the entropy production for unicyclic networks [41, 42].

In summary, our results for the case of F = 0 lead to
two main conclusions. First, it seems that the emergence
of a current J is a relevant condition for the usefulness of

(a)

(b)

FIG. 3. Entropy production σ and its estimate σ̂ as functions
of (a) the energy barrier Fe for B = 0 and as a functions of
(b) the energy Fe for fixed energy barrier B = 0.

σ̂ as an estimator. Second, even in a unicyclic network
the estimate σ̂ is not equal to the exact rate of entropy
production σ.

B. Role of external fixed affinity F

We now consider the case of a non-zero fixed affinity
F . In Fig. 4(a) we compare the estimate σ̂ for the energy
barrier B = 0 with the rate of entropy production σ, and
its two contributions in Eq. (10). As we can see in the
figure, σ̂ seems to follow the term −FJ and does not
capture much information about the contribution due to
the work term JeFe, reinforcing the connection between
the estimator and the net current.
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 4. Entropy production σ = FJ +FeJe and the estimate
σ̂ as functions of the energy energy Fe for (a) B = 0 and for
(b) B = 3.

In Fig. 4(b) we show our results for B ̸= 0. Here, we
can see that the estimate σ̂ is sensitive to the work term
JeFe, even in the regime where −JF becomes negative.
In this regime, the systems operates as an engine with
work exerted against the internal force F . Therefore, the
results in Fig. 4, together with the need for net motion,
suggest that the presence of energy barriers seem to be
a necessary condition for the estimate σ̂ to capture in-
formation on the work term FeJe of the rate of entropy
production σ.

C. Extra term X

We did not find a direct inequality connecting the es-
timate σ̂ and the rate of entropy production σ. However,
in all our numerical results we observed the estimate σ̂
below σ. A formal inequality σ ≥ σ̂−X can be obtained
with an extra term X ≥ 0, as demonstrated in the next
section. In Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 we also illustrate this
inequality by plotting σ̂ −X, which can be negative.

IV. PROOF OF THE BOUND AND THE
EMERGENCE OF THE EXTRA TERM

A full trajectory of the Markov process with all transi-
tions visible is denoted by γtf , where tf is the total time
of the trajectory. We are interested in the limit tf → ∞.
The rate of entropy production is given by the relative
entropy between the probability of a trajectory P [γtf ]

and its time reverse under reversed protocol P †[γ†tf ] [2],

where the superscript in P † means the probability asso-
ciated with the reversed protocol and the superscript in

γ†tf means the reverse of the trajectory γtf . This formula
is written as

σ = lim
tf→∞

1

tf

∑
γtf

P [γtf ] ln
P [γtf ]

P †[γ†tf ]
, (17)

Formally, the sum over all trajectories
∑

γtf
corresponds

to a functional integration.

Let θ be a coarse-graining map such that Γtf = θγtf , it
can represent arbitrary coarse-graining. Here we consider
the removal of hidden transitions and only a subset of
transitions L remain visible. This map is non-injective
(many-to-one) since the trajectory details are contracted,
thus many full trajectories γtf can give rise to the same
coarse-grained trajectory Γtf . For the probability of the
coarse-grained trajectory Γ we can write

P [Γ] =
∑

γ∈θ−1Γ

P [γ]. (18)

Notice that a proper time-reversal operation has to com-
mute with coarse-graining [61, 62], thus we consider maps
satisfying (θγ)† = θ(γ†) =: Γ†. A lower bound on en-
tropy production rate σ, accessible from the statistics of
the visible transition that pertain to L, is defined as

σL ≡ lim
tf→∞

1

tf

∑
Γtf

P [Γtf ] ln
P [Γtf ]

P †[Γ†
tf
]
, (19)

which fulfills

σ ≥ σL, (20)

due to the log-sum inequality.
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The coarse-grained trajectory Γtf is a sequence of vis-
ible transitions ℓi ∈ L that take place at times ti. If the
trajectory has N visible transitions then i = 1, 2, . . . , N .
The probability of a given trajectory Γ reads

P [Γ] = Pℓ1,t1

N∏
i=2

Pℓi,ti|ℓi−1,ti−1
, (21)

where Pℓi,ti|ℓi−1,ti−1
is the conditional probability of tran-

sition ℓi being observed at ti given that transition ℓi−1

occurred at ti−1, provided no other visible transitions in
L occurred in between. A similar expression is valid for
P †[Γ†], which is

P †[Γ†] = P†
ℓN ,tf−tN

N−2∏
i=0

P†
ℓN−i−1,tf−tN−i−1|ℓN−i,tf−tN−i

.

(22)
Even though we are interested only in the limit of tf →
∞, these two expressions for the probability of a trajec-
tory are valid for any finite tf .

We now obtain an expression for the lower bound on
the entropy production in Eq. (19) using the expres-
sions for the probability of a trajectory in Eq. (21) and
in Eq. (22), which reads

σL = lim
tf→∞

K

tf

∑
ℓ′,ℓ∈L

∫ tf

t

dt′
∫ tf

0

dtPℓ′,t′;ℓ,t ln
Pℓ′,t′|ℓ,t

P†
ℓ,tf−t|ℓ′,tf−t′

,

(23)
where Pℓ′,t′;ℓ,t = Pℓ′,t′|ℓ,tPℓ,t is the joint distribution.
In this expression, since we are considering the limit
tf → ∞, the contribution of the boundary term in

ln
(
P [Γtf ]/P

†[Γ†
tf
]
)
, which is ln

(
Pt1,ℓ1/P

†
tf−tN ,ℓN

)
, goes

to zero.

The expression in (23) can be further simplified for a
time-periodic system with period T , this simplification
reads

σL =
K

T

∑
ℓ′,ℓ∈L

∫ ∞

0

dτ

∫ T

0

dt0Pℓ′,τ+t0;ℓ,t0 ln
Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0

P†
ℓ,τ+t∗0 |ℓ,t∗0

,

(24)
where t∗0 = T − [(τ + t0) mod T ]. This σL can pro-
vide a better estimate of σ in comparison σ̂. However,
in practice it would require histograms that depends on
two times, the initial time of the first transition and the
intertransition time, which compromises its applicability.

Our estimate σ̂ that only depends on the intertransi-
tion times arises with the use of a log-sum inequality in
t0. The extra term is defined as

X ≡ K

T

∑
ℓ′,ℓ∈L

∫ ∞

0

dt

∫ T

0

dt0Pℓ′,τ+t0;ℓ,t0 ln
Pt0|ℓ

P †
t∗0 |ℓ′

. (25)

From this definition of X and (24), using the log-sum
inequality in t0 we obtain σL + X ≥ σ̂, where σ̂ is our
estimate given by Eq. (14). Since σ ≥ σL we obtain

σ ≥ σ̂ −X. (26)

The extra terms satisfies X ≥ 0, this inequality can
be obtained from Eqs. (12), (25), and the log-sum in-
equality in t0. The extra term can be calculated from a
trajectory (and another one with the reversed protocol)
in the following way. First we obtain the distributions

Pt0|ℓ from a trajectory with forward protocol and P†
t0|ℓ

from a trajectory with reversed protocol. Then we can
run over all transitions in a visible trajectory Γ with for-
ward protocol, with its probability represented in Eq.

(21), and compute ln
(
Pti|ℓi/P

†
tf−ti|ℓi

)
whenever a visi-

ble transition ℓi happens at time ti. If the probabilities
are empirically inferred from the same trajectory, cor-
relations can give rise to convergence issues, thus it is
better to use independent trajectories. Note that there
is no need to calculate a distribution that depends on two
times in order to calculate X from a trajectory.

In summary, our estimate σ̂ is not connected to σ by a
formal inequality to our knowledge. However, within our
numerics σ̂ is below σ in all cases. If we consider σ̂ −X
as an estimate, then we do have a formal inequality.

V. ANALYTICAL METHOD TO DETERMINE
THE INTERTRANSITION TIME DISTRIBUTION

Our estimator σ̂ depends on the intertransition time
probability density ψℓ′|ℓ(τ), which can be obtained from
histograms of observable trajectories. We show how to
calculate this distribution analytically for a periodically
driven system. Similar to a procedure for steady states
from [41, 42, 63], we map the problem of determining
ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) onto a survival probability problem of an auxil-
iary Markov process with absorbing states. The differ-
ence here is that the transition rates are time-dependent,
which makes the procedure more involved.

The formal solution of the master equation (1) is

Pi(t) =
∑
j

[
T
{
exp

∫ t

t0

dsW(s)

}]
j,i

P ini
j (t0), (27)

where t0 is the initial time, P ini the initial distribu-
tion and T {exp •} denotes the time-ordered matrix ex-
ponential. The stochastic matrix W(t) has elements
[W(s)]ij = wji(s) for i ̸= j and [W(s)]ii = −

∑
j ωij(s).

The long time solution Pi(t) of the master equation can
be obtained with Floquet theory [64].

To calculate the intertransition time distribution
ψℓ′|ℓ(t) we define an auxiliary process that has absorb-
ing states. This auxiliary process has an extra number
of states that equals the number of transitions in L, the
set of visible transitions. All extra states are absorbing.
For instance, if the trasition ℓ = 1 → 2 ∈ L then the
transition from 1 to 2 does not go to state 2 in this new
auxiliary process, it goes to a new absorbing state de-
noted ℓ = 1 → 2. The stochastic matrix associated with
this auxiliary process is denoted Waux(t).
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FIG. 5. Comparison between analytical method and numerics
for the intertransition time distribution ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) for the three-
state model. The transitions are ℓ = ℓ′ = 12.

As an example, we consider the three-state model. The
stochastic matrix associated with the original process
reads

W(t) =

−r1(t) w21(t) w31(t)
w12(t) −r2(t) w32(t)
w13(t) w23(t) −r3(t)

 , (28)

where ri(t) =
∑

j wij(t). For L = {1 → 2, 2 → 1}, the
stochastic matrix for the auxiliary process reads

Waux(t) =


−r1(t) 0 w31(t) 0 0

0 −r2(t) w32(t) 0 0
w13(t) w23(t) −r3(t) 0 0

0 w21(t) 0 0 0
w12(t) 0 0 0 0

 , (29)

where the fourth state is associated with 1 → 2 and the
fifth state is associated with 2 → 1.

The conditional distribution Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 is related to
the time-dependent solution of this auxiliary process.
Let’s denote a generic state states of the auxiliary pro-
cess by a. The probability to be in state a at time t is
denoted by Qa(t). The condition that ℓ and t0 are given
in the conditional probability Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 is reflected in
the initial probability of this auxiliary process. The time
for the transition rates for this initial condition is t0. If
the transition ℓ = i → j, then the initial state of the
auxiliary process is j, i.e., the initial probability distri-
bution of the auxiliary process Qini

a is a delta function
that is one only for the state corresponding to j. Hence,
we obtain Pℓ′,τ+t0|ℓ,t0 = Qa(τ + t0), where the state a is

the absorbing corresponding to the transition ℓ′ and

Qa(τ+t0) =
∑
j

[
T
{
exp

∫ τ+t0

t0

dsWaux(s)

}]
b,a

Qini
b (t0).

(30)
The intertransition time distribution ψℓ′|ℓ(τ) can be

calculated by evaluating Qa(τ+ t0) from the above equa-
tion for all t0 ∈ [0, T ] and then applying equation (11).
In Fig. 4, we show the agreement between the intertran-
sition time distribution obtained analytically from this
method and numerically from a single trajectory.

VI. CONCLUSION

We proposed a method for the inference of entropy pro-
duction from the statistics of the intertransition times of
a few visible transitions in periodically driven systems.
We showed that it is possible to only look at the inter-
transition times by averaging out over all possible initial
times. This procedure leads to an inequality between the
real rate of entropy production σ and our estimate σ̂ that
requires an extra term X. While our numerics indicate
that an inequality σ ≥ σ̂ might be possible, the formal
inequality we obtained here is σ ≥ σ̂−X. The emergence
of this extra term and the necessity to generate two tra-
jectories, one with forward protocol and another with
backward protocol, are two main differences between the
inference of entropy production for steady states and pe-
riodically driven systems.

We applied the method to a simple three-state model
for a molecular pump leading to two general lessons.
First, even in a unicyclic system the estimate does not
equal the exact rate of entropy production. This result
shows a key difference in relation to steady states, for
which the estimate does equal the exact entropy produc-
tion in unicyclic systems [41, 42]. Second, the emergence
of a net current in periodically driven systems, which is
not a necessary condition for a non-zero entropy produc-
tion, seems to be a necessary condition for σ̂ to provide
a meaningful estimate of the rate of entropy production.
We observed that when the net current is zero the esti-
mate is often numerically compatible with zero and does
not capture any information about the real rate of en-
tropy production. For cases with an emergent current,
such as a molecular pump with a non-zero energy barrier
or for a non-zero thermodynamic affinity, the method can
provide a good estimate of the rate of entropy production.
Hence, the method we propose here is a good candidate
to estimate the rate of entropy production in physical
systems with a non-zero net current such as molecular
pumps and should not give much information for systems
with a zero net current, such as heat engines.

From a mathematical perspective it would be inter-
esting to prove whether the inequality, observed to hold
with our numerics, σ ≥ σ̂ indeed is correct. Interesting
directions for future work include the study of inference
of entropy production for the case of cyclic stochastic
protocols, the investigation of other methods that do not
require access to a trajectory with backward protocol,
and a rigorous classification of physical systems for which
the method can provide a good estimate.
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