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Fluctuation-response relations lie at the heart of statistical physics, yet their formulation in
nonequilibrium steady states remains challenging. This Letter makes two key contributions to
this field: First, we establish fundamental limits on nonequilibrium steady-state responses by de-
riving upper bounds on response precisions using steady-state Fisher information. Our analysis
reveals that the sensitivity of observables to perturbations is governed by mean first passage times,
steady-state currents, and activities, though it cannot be enhanced indefinitely by increasing these
quantities. Notably, we demonstrate that the role of activity in response precision parallels that of
repeated measurements in metrology. Second, we develop novel identities connecting the responses
to arbitrarily strong perturbations with those to small perturbations. These identities significantly
extend previous nonequilibrium response theories, which primarily focused on small perturbations,
to encompass arbitrarily strong perturbations.

Introduction.— Fluctuation-response relations are cor-
nerstones of statistical physics, fundamentally linking a
systems’ intrinsic fluctuations to its response to exter-
nal perturbations. While fluctuation-dissipation theo-
rems provide a complete framework near equilibrium [1],
real-world systems such as biological systems operate far
from equilibrium to achieve functions like signal process-
ing and biochemical regulation [2–4], necessitating new
theoretical tools for both fluctuations and responses in
nonequilibrium settings.

Recent advances in stochastic thermodynamics have
established a powerful framework for analyzing nonequi-
librium systems subject to thermal fluctuations [5]. On
the relation between fluctuation and response, general
inequalities for both stationary and non-stationary cases
were derived in [6] using stochastic trajectories and in-
formation theory. A parallel route uses algebraic graph
theory to build thermodynamic bounds on steady-state
responses [7–10]. More recently, identities and thermo-
dynamic bounds were developed for response in nonequi-
librium steady states, ranging from responses of steady-
state distribution, currents to general observables [6, 11–
17].

Despite these developments, a comprehensive frame-
work for the response of nonequilibrium steady state
remains incomplete. Firstly, existing non-equilibrium
fluctuation-response bounds mainly focus on trajectory-
wise observables [6, 11–13, 15, 17–19]. Such observables
are generically resource-intensive to evaluate in experi-
ments. In contrast, state observables, which are time-
intensive and more experimentally accessible in the sense
that their statistical moments take less time to converge
in sampling for experiments and simulations, remain
largely unexplored. Second, while most approaches are
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limited to small perturbations, with few studies touch-
ing finite perturbation bounds [6, 20], practical applica-
tions often involve finite perturbations [21, 22]. A gen-
eral framework for treating such finite perturbations is
still lacking.
In this Letter, we establish two main results for

nonequilibrium response theory to address these chal-
lenges. First, by determining the Fisher information as-
sociated with steady-state distributions of Markov jump
processes, we derive general upper bounds on response
precision expressed through mean first passage times,
currents, and activities. These bounds provide exper-
imentally accessible estimates for entropy production
(EP) and cycle affinity. Second, we derive novel iden-
tities connecting finite and small perturbation responses,
extending nonequilibrium response theories beyond the
linear regime. Together, these results provide a unified
framework for analyzing both weak and strong perturba-
tions, with broad implications for thermodynamic infer-
ence [23–25].
Setup.— We consider a continuous-time Markov pro-

cess with N discrete states. The dynamics of the system
is determined by a transition rate matrix W whose off-
diagonal element Wij denotes the transition rate on the
edge eij from state j to state i. Its diagonal elements are
defined as Wii = −

∑
j(̸=i) Wji. Assuming that W is ir-

reducible and aperiodic ensures the existence of a unique
steady-state probability distribution π = (π1, ..., πN )T

satisfying

W · π = 0.

To formalize perturbations and responses, we
parametrize the transition rates following [6, 7] as

Wij = e−(Bij−Ej−Fij/2) (1)

where Ej is the vertex parameter, Bij = Bji is the sym-
metric edge parameter and Fij = −Fji is the asymmet-
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ric edge parameter. Physically, these parameters de-
scribe a system within an energy landscape with wells
of depth Ej , energy barrier of height Bij , and driving
force Fij . For a cycle in the network, one can define
the cycle affinity as the sum of driving forces along the
cycle, Fc =

∑
eij∈c Fij .The system is out-of-equilibrium

when there exists at least one cycle with non-zero cycle
affinity. In what follows, we study the response of phys-
ical observables in the system to perturbations on these
parameters.

Steady-state fluctuation-response theory— Then, we
introduce the mean first passage time (MFPT) of the
system from an arbitrary state j to state i as ⟨tij⟩ > 0
when i ̸= j. We artificially define tii = 0 instead of as
the mean first return time of state i. Based on a re-
lation between the response and the MFPT [26–28] (θ
is an arbitrary parameter associated with the transition
matrix),

d lnπk

dθ
=

∑
i,j(i ̸=j)

πj
dWij

dθ
(⟨tkj⟩ − ⟨tki⟩), (2)

we show that for single-edge perturbation,

∂ lnπk

∂Bmn
= −(⟨tkn⟩ − ⟨tkm⟩)jmn, (3a)

∂ lnπk

∂Fmn
= (⟨tkn⟩ − ⟨tkm⟩)Amn

2
, (3b)

where jmn = Wmnπn−Wnmπm is the steady state prob-
ability current from state n to state m and Amn =
Wmnπn + Wnmπm is the edge activity of emn. Addi-
tionally, a known result of vertex perturbation [7] can
also be recovered from Eq. (2) as

∂ lnπk

∂Em
= πm − δkm, (4)

where δkm is the Kronecker delta. Here,
∑

i Wij⟨tki⟩ =
δjk/πj − 1 and

∑
i Wij = 0 have been used.

To proceed, we calculate the Fisher information, a
quantity that can provide the optimal performance of
the response of a given steady state π. For our system,
the Fisher information of perturbing a parameter θ asso-
ciated with the steady state π is given by

I(θ) :=
∑
i

πi

(
∂ lnπi

∂θ

)2

(5)

Equipped with the definition and the single-edge pertur-
bation, we get that

√
I(Bmn) = |jmn|

√∑
k

πk(⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩)2, (6a)

√
I(Fmn) =

Amn

2

√∑
k

πk(⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩)2, (6b)

√
I(Em) =

√
πm(1− πm). (6c)

The Cramer-Rao bound (∂θ⟨O⟩)2
Var(O) ≤ I(θ) yields upper

bounds for response precision:

|∂Bmn
⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤ |jmn|

√∑
k

πk(⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩)2, (7a)

|∂Fmn⟨O⟩π|√
Varπ(O)

≤ Amn

2

√∑
k

πk(⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩)2, (7b)

|∂Em
⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤
√
πm(1− πm). (7c)

Here, ⟨O⟩π :=
∑

i Oiπi is the steady-state average of
an arbitrary observable O and Varπ(O) :=

∑
i(Oi −

⟨O⟩π)2πi is its steady-state variance. The response pre-
cision of O to the perturbation on a parameter θ is nat-
urally quantified by the ratio from response strength
|∂θ⟨O⟩| to the intrinsic fluctuation characterized by√
Var(O). Note that steady-state average and variance

of an observable are experimentally feasible. In con-
trast, the steady-state distribution is typically not due to
coarse-graining. These upper bounds may provide design
principles for optimal responses and sensing in biological
and chemical systems: The kinetic asymmetry charac-
terized by difference in MFPTs constrains the optimal
performance of sensing state observables.
Intuitively, the difference between two MFPTs, the

edge activity Amn and the steady-state current Jmn can
all be arbitrarily large, implying the response precision
may be arbitrarily enhanced by increasing these quanti-
ties. However, using two inequalities

∣∣∣∣∂ lnπk

∂Fmn

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1− πk), (8a)∣∣∣∣∂ lnπk

∂Bmn

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1− πk) tanh(F
(m,n)
max /4) (8b)

derived in [7], we show that the MFPT difference, steady-
state currents and the activity are upper bounded as

|⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩|
Amn

2
≤ 1− πk ≤ 1, (9a)

|⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩||jmn| ≤ (1− πk) tanh(F
(m,n)
max /4), (9b)

where F
(m,n)
max is the cycle affinity maximized over all cy-

cles containing the perturbed edge emn. The physical
meaning of Eq. (9a) and Eq. (9b) are that if the ac-
tivity or current in edge (m,n) are larger, state m and
n are more kinetically indistinguishable. For activity,
imagine that Amn is very large, then the system will
jump between m and n for many times within a time
unit, so that the difference in MFPT from these states
to any other states will be very small. For current, if
there is a very large jmn, then whenever the system is
in m or n, it will most likely go to or stay in m, elimi-
nating the kinetic difference between them. Moreover,
when k = m, i.e., the focused edge is perturbed, we
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have ⟨tmn⟩ ≤ min{ 2
Amn

,
tanh (F (m,n)

max /4)
|jmn| }, which allow us

to bound an arbitrary MFPT. These observations reveal
the key physics behind the ultimate limits of response
precision, as shown below.

Ultimate limits of response precision for state observ-
ables.— Combining Eq. (7a), Eq. (7b), Eq. (9a) and
Eq. (9b), we conclude that the response precision for
steady-state distribution is limited as

|∂Bmn⟨O⟩π|√
Varπ(O)

≤ (1− 1

N
)min

{
tanh(F (m,n)

max /4),
2|jmn|
Amn

}
,

(10a)

|∂Fmn
⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤ (1− 1

N
)min

{
1,

Amn tanh(F
(m,n)
max /4)

2|jmn|

}
,

(10b)

|∂Em
⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤
√

πm(1− πm) ≤ 1

2
, (10c)

where
√∑

k πk(1− πk)2 ≤ 1−1/N has been used. With
tanh(x) ≤ 1, these ultimate limits demonstrate that the
intrinsic performance of state-observable response can-
not be larger than 1− 1

N . This implies that the response
precision of state observables is not related to timescale
(activity) of the system, in contrast with trajectory ob-
servables. Eq. (9a)-(9b) and Eq. (10a)-(10c) constitute
our first main result.

Eq. (10a)-(10b) not only reflect thermodynamic con-
straints on response but also offer experimentally feasi-
ble bounds for maximal cycle affinity and EP rate (EPR).
The bounds for EPR are obtained as

σ̇mn

Amn
≥ (∂Bmn

⟨O⟩π)2

Varπ(O)[
∑

k πk(1− πk)2]
≥ (∂Bmn

⟨O⟩π)2

Varπ(O)(1− 1
N )2

,

(11)
where σ̇mn < σ̇ is the steady-state EPR associated with
the perturbed edge. σ̇mn

Amn
can be interpreted as the EP

per transition in emn. Amn can be obtained by counting
the average number of transitions in edge (m,n) per time
unit. Thus, using Eq. (11), one can obtain an estimation
of EPR by observing non-directed transitions on a sin-
gle edge and a rough observable O without knowing dy-
namical details of other parts of the system. This lower
bound uses only time-symmetric observables which are
time-intensive, in contrast with current-type observables
or counting observables used in the celebrated thermo-
dynamic uncertainty relations [29–36].

For multiple edge perturbations, the corresponding re-
sponse precision is at most proportional to the number
of the perturbed edges (Appendix B).

Response of currents.— Using Eq. (2), we derive exact
expressions for steady-state current responses and their
upper bounds. For non-local perturbations where emn ̸=

ekl, we have

∂jmn

Bkl
= −[∆tnlkTnm −∆tmlkTmn]jkl, (12a)

∂jmn

Fkl
= [∆tnlkTnm −∆tmlkTmn]

Akl

2
, (12b)

∂jmn

Ek
= πkjmn, (12c)

where ∆tnlk := ⟨tnl⟩ − ⟨tnk⟩. For local perturbations,

∂jkl
Bkl

= jkl(−1 + ⟨tkl⟩Tlk + ⟨tlk⟩Tkl), (13a)

∂jkl
Fkl

=
1

2
Akl[1− (⟨tkl⟩Tlk + ⟨tlk⟩Tkl)] (13b)

∂jkl
Ek

= πkAkl + jkl. (13c)

Then, using Eqs. (9a)-(9b) we can obtain upper bounds
for non-local and local current response as (for simplicity,
we only take Bkl as an example)

∣∣∣∣∂jmn

Bkl

∣∣∣∣ ≤ min

{
tanh(F (k,l)

max /4),
2|jkl|
Akl

}
Amn. (14a)

∣∣∣∣∂jklBkl

∣∣∣∣ ≤ min
{
Akl tanh(F

(k,l)
max /4), |jkl|

}
≤ Akl. (14b)

Thus, the single-edge response for an arbitrary current
observable (generalized current) ⟨J ⟩ :=

∑
m<n Jmnjmn

can be upper bounded as

d⟨J ⟩
dBkl

≤
∑
m<n

JmnAmn. (15)

Unlike steady-state distributions and state observables,
current response is more intrinsically linked to activity.
Eq. (14a)-(15), show that higher activity leads to en-
hanced responses in both currents and current observ-
ables. This occurs because current observables inher-
ently depend on jump frequencies, while state observ-
ables only depend on residence times. However, we de-
fine a type of measurable normalized current observable
⟨J ⟩nom :=

∑
m<n Jmn(pmnπn − pnmπm) by introducing

the next-state probability,

pmn := p(x1 = m|x0 = n) =
Wmn

|Wnn|
(m ̸= n),

with x0 and x1 representing the states before and after
a transition (pmm := 0). We show that their response
precision is upper bounded by 2, similar to the state ob-
servables (Appendix C).
Nonequilibrium response theory for arbitrarily-strong

perturbations.—We begin by generalizing Eq. (2) to cases
where the perturbation can be arbitrarily strong (Ap-
pendix A):
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π′
k − πk =

∑
m<n

(⟨tkn⟩ − ⟨tkm⟩)(∆Wmnπ
′
n −∆Wnmπ′

m)πk,

(16)
where ∆Wmn = W ′

mn −Wmn is the perturbation and π′
k

is the steady state probability of state k for perturbed
dynamics. A discrete-time version of Eq. (16) was derived
in [26]. We remark that the discrete-time result cannot
be transformed into Eq. (16) by normalizing transition
rates of the continuous-time process. We also note that
Eq. (16) was recently derived in [37] using a different
approach. As a byproduct, we get a new duality equation
of Eq. (16) as

π′
k − πk =

∑
m<n

(⟨t′kn⟩ − ⟨t′km⟩)(∆Wmnπn −∆Wnmπm)π′
k,

(17)
where ⟨t′kn⟩ denotes the MFPT of the perturbed dynam-
ics. Both Eq. (16) and Eq. (17) reduce to Eq. (2) in the
weak perturbation limit (|∆Wmn| ≪ 1 for all m, n).

Using Eq. (16), we obtain the finite-perturbation coun-
terparts of Eq. (3a) - (4) as

π
B′

e

k − πBe

k

1− e∆Be
= (⟨tkn⟩ − ⟨tkm⟩)πkj

B′
e

mn, (18a)

π
F ′

e

k − πFe

k

1− e−∆Fe/2
= (⟨tkm⟩ − ⟨tkn⟩)πk

(
T F ′

e
nm + e∆Fe/2T F ′

e
mn

)
,

(18b)

π
E′

m

k − πEm

k

e∆Em − 1
= π

E′
m

m (πEm

k − δkm) (18c)

where Tnm := Wnmπm, ∆Be = B′
e−Be and ∆Fe = F ′

e−
Fe (for notation brevity, we denote e = emn, Be := Bmn,
Fe := Fmn and je := jmn from now on). Then, we obtain
linear relations between responses of state observables to
strong and weak perturbation as

⟨O⟩B
′
e

π − ⟨O⟩Be
π

e∆Be − 1
=

j
B′

e
e

jBe
e

∂Be
⟨O⟩Be

π , (19a)

⟨O⟩F
′
e

π − ⟨O⟩Fe
π

1− e−∆Fe/2
=

T F ′
e

nm + e∆Fe/2T F ′
e

mn

AFe
e

∂Fe
⟨O⟩Fe

π (19b)

⟨O⟩E
′
m

π − ⟨O⟩Em
π

e∆Em − 1
=

π
E′

m
m

πEm
m

∂Em
⟨O⟩Em

π , (19c)

Eq. (19a)-(19c) comprise our second main result. Our
derivation of Eq. (16) relies solely on the steady-state
condition and the existence of a generator pseudoinverse,
and is thus not limited to Markov jump processes. Lin-
ear relations similar to Eq. (19a)-(19c) may be found for
other dynamical equations.

These identities enable us to generalize previous
nonequilibrium response theories from weak perturba-
tion to arbitrarily strong perturbation. For instance,

the fluctuation-response relations for state observables
derived in [38] are extended to:

Cov[O1,O2] =
∑
e

Ae

(j
B′

e
e )2

(
∆Be

⟨O1⟩
e∆Be − 1

)(
∆Be

⟨O2⟩
e∆Be − 1

)
,

(20a)

=
∑
e

Ae

[
∆Fe ⟨O1⟩∆Fe ⟨O2⟩
(1−e−∆Fe/2)2

]
(
T F ′

e
nm + e∆Fe/2T F ′

e
mn

)2 (20b)

where ∆Be
⟨O⟩ := ⟨O⟩B

′
e

π − ⟨O⟩Be
π . When ∆Be and ∆Fe

are small, relations in [38] are recovered. Combining
Eq. (20a) with the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we ob-
tain

min
e

(
Ae

A′
e

)∑
e

(
∆Be ⟨O⟩
e∆Be−1

)2
⟨⟨O⟩⟩

≤ σ̇′
ps ≤ σ̇′. (21)

Note that the covariance and the variance ⟨⟨O⟩⟩, which
have the dimension of time, are defined in [38]. If the
perturbation is to increase Be, then |je| will decrease
[13], while the cycle affinity is unchanged. In this case,
σ̇′ ≤ σ̇, so that Eq. (21) provides a feasible lower bound
for the EPR. Other fluctuation-response inequalities for
state observables in [15, 38] can be extended with the
same logic.
Eq. (4), (8a) and (8b) can be generalized similarly to

upper bound |πX′
e

k − πXe

k | and |∆Xe⟨O⟩|, where Xe =
Be, Fe, Ee. Our results on the ultimate response of state
observables are also generalizable to finite perturbations
by substituting Eq. (19a)-(19c) into Eq. (10a)-(10c). If
one wants to consider the variances before and after the
perturbations, an inequality first derived in [11, 17] can
be applied (Appendix D).
For steady-state currents jmn, finite perturbation

counterparts of Eq. (12a) and Eq. (13a) are derived as
(Fkl and Em are similar)

j
B′

kl
mn − jBkl

mn

1− e∆Bkl
= −[∆tnlkTnm −∆tmlkTmn]j

B′
kl

kl , (22a)

j
B′

kl

kl − jBkl

kl

1− e−∆Bkl
= jBkl

kl

[
−1−

j
B′

kl

kl

jBkl

kl

(⟨tkl⟩Tlk + ⟨tlk⟩Tkl)

]
.

(22b)

Comparing Eq. (12a), Eq. (13a) with Eq. (22a) and
Eq. (22b), we find that for non-local current responses,
the linearity holds similarly to steady-state probability:

j
B′

kl
mn − jBkl

mn

1− e∆Bkl
=

j
B′

kl

kl

jBkl

kl

∂jBkl
mn

∂Bkl

, (23)

which is, however, not the case for local perturbations.
Consequently, linearity in Eq. (19a)-(19c) does not hold
for current observables ⟨J ⟩.
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Example: Biochemical sensing—To illustrate our
bounds in a biologically relevant context, we analyze
a minimal push-pull network motif ubiquitous in cel-
lular signaling pathways. The system transitions be-
tween inactive (X) and active (X∗) states via two com-
peting enzyme-catalyzed reactions with rates w± =
eEX/X∗−Bw±Fw/2 and k± = eEX/X∗−Bk±Fk/2. This inter-
conversion can represent various post-translational modi-
fications like phosphorylation-dephosphorylation that are
crucial for cellular information processing [8, 39]. Op-
erating out of equilibrium with steady-state probabili-
ties [πX , πX∗ ], the system has a single cycle of affinity
Fc = Fw −Fk. Our bounds on the response precision for

any observable O reduce to:
|∂Bw ⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
< tanh(Fc/4)/2,

|∂Fw ⟨O⟩π|√
Varπ(O)

≤ 1/2 and
|∂EX∗ ⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤ 1/2. These bounds

place fundamental thermodynamic constraints on how
strongly an observable can respond to parameter changes
relative to its intrinsic fluctuations. Our numerical tests
verify these limits for random observables and system
parameters, as shown in Fig. 1.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 1. (a) Minimal push-pull signaling motif where a sub-
strate interconverts between inactive (X) and active (X∗)
states with rates w± and k±, maintained out of equilibrium
with cycle affinity Fc. (b-d) Numerical verification of bounds
on response precision under different perturbations: (b) sym-
metric edge parameter (Bw), (c) asymmetric edge parameter
(Fw), and (d) vertex parameter (EX). Blue dots show numer-
ical results for random observables and parameters; orange
lines indicate theoretical bounds. For Bw perturbations, the
bound scales as tanh(Fc/4)/2, while for Fw and EX , a con-
stant bound of 1/2 applies.

Discussions.— We present a comprehensive framework
for understanding and optimizing the response behaviors
of nonequilibrium steady states. Our contributions are
twofold. First, we develop a nonequilibrium response the-
ory based on steady-state Fisher information, revealing

fundamental bounds for response precision. Notably, our
findings elucidate the role of activity in nonequilibrium
response: while higher activity enables more frequent re-
peated measurements, thereby enhancing measurement
precision of the mean value, it does not improve the in-
trinsic precision for state observables. From a metrolog-
ical perspective, our variance is the single-measurement
variance, capturing the intrinsic fluctuations of state ob-
servables. In contrast, variances of such observables in
the very recent [15, 38] are tied to activity (repeated mea-
surements) and have the dimension of time.
Second, we extend the nonequilibrium response the-

ory beyond the weak-perturbation regime to encompass
arbitrary perturbation strengths by establishing equali-
ties between responses to strong and weak perturbations.
This generalization makes the nonequilibrium response
theory more applicable to practical experiments.
Looking forward, it would be valuable to extend our

theory to systems governed by Lindblad master equa-
tions. Additionally, addressing different classes of per-
turbations, such as time-dependent signals commonly en-
countered in biological systems [40, 41], represents an
important direction for future work.
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Mean first passage time, Drazin
pseudoinverse and response

We provide the definitions of MFPT and Drazin pseu-
doinverse of rate matrix, and an explicit expression of
the MFPT using Drazin pseudoinverse of the rate ma-
trix. The MFPT from state j to state i is defined as

⟨tij⟩ =
ˆ ∞

0

tijf(tij)dtij , (24)

where tij is the random first passage time and f(tij) is
its probability density function. tij is a random variable
defined as

tij := inf
t≥0

{X(t) = i|X(0) = j}.

Here, X(t) is the state of the system at time t. That
is, tij is the first time at which a stochastic trajectory
reaches state i at time t, given that it starts from state j
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at time 0. The MFPT has a closed-form expression using
the Drazin pseudoinverse [28, 42],

⟨tij⟩ =
WD

ij −WD
ii

πi
, (25)

which will be used later. The Drazin pseudoinverse WD

of a rate matrix W is defined as the matrix satisfying
following conditions [43]:

WDWWD = WD,

WDW = WWD,

WWDW = W.

A useful property of WD is [43]

WDW = I− πe, (26)

where I is a N × N identity matrix, π is written as a
column vector and e = (1, ..., 1) is a row vector with all
N elements being 1. A possible choice of WD is

WD = (I− πe)

ˆ ∞

0

(eWt − πe)dt.

In what follows, we derive Eq. (16), then Eq. (2) holds
as a specific case. We realize that Eq. (2) was first de-
rived in [28], and an equivalent form of it was recently
re-derived in [38, 44], without identifying the MFPT from
Drazin pseudoinverse.

We denote the transition rate matrices before and after
an arbitrarily strong perturbation as W and W ′. Simi-
larly, column vectors π and π′ are the steady-state proba-
bility distribution before and after the perturbation. Ob-
serve that

W (π′ − π) = −(W ′ −W )π′ (27)

because of the steady-state condition Wπ = 0 and
W ′π′ = 0. We aim to express the finite response π′ − π
using the perturbation W ′ − W on transition rate ma-
trix, so that the W on the left should be put to the
right. Since W is invertible due to its one-dimensional
null space (Wπ = 0 and WeT = 0), we should resort to
the Drazin WD. Multiplying Eq. (27) by WD on both
sides, we obtain

π′ − π = −WD(W ′ −W )π′, (28)

where the property of Drazin pseudoinverse, WDW =
WWD = I−πe has been used. We also use e(π′−π) = 0
from normalization. Consider a minimal case when a
single transition rate Wij is perturbed to be W ′

ij . In this
case, the matrix W ′ − W only has two non-zero entries
(W ′ −W )ij = ∆Wij and (W ′ −W )jj = −∆Wij , which
are both in the j-th column. Then, the k-th row of the
matrix −WD(W ′ −W ) would be

[−WD(W ′ −W )]k = (0 · · ·
j−th element

(WD
kj −WD

ki)∆Wij · · · 0),
(29)

which has a single non-zero element, the j-th one. Con-
sequently, the k-th element of the column vector π′ − π
is

π′
k − πk = (WD

kj −WD
ki)∆Wijπ

′
j

= (⟨tkj⟩ − ⟨tki⟩)∆Wijπ
′
jπk, (30)

where Eq. (25) has been used. For general cases,
[−WD(W ′ −W )]k becomes

(

N∑
i=1

1−th

(WD
k1 −WD

ki)∆Wi1 · · ·
N∑
i=1

j−th

(WD
kj −WD

ki)∆Wij · · · ).

(31)
That is, adding contributions from single transition rate
perturbations up gives rise to Eq. (16). The duality equa-
tion Eq. (17) is obtained with the same procedure: we
have

W ′(π′ − π) = −(W ′ −W )π, (32)

so that

π′ − π = −W ′,D(W ′ −W )π. (33)

The derivation provided here is not limited to Markov
jump processes. Generalization to the Fokker-Planck
equation is possible, given that one can define a pseu-
doinverse of the Fokker-Planck operator, e.g., using the
Green’s function.

Appendix B: Multi-edge and global perturbation

For multi-edge perturbations, the upper bound for re-
sponse precision can be obtained simply by adding the
contributions from each single-edge together and using
the triangle inequality, for instance,

|
∑

emn∈S ∂Bmn
⟨O⟩π|√

Varπ(O)
≤ (1− 1

N
)
∑

emn∈S

tanh(F (m,n)
max /4)

≤ |S|(1− 1

N
) tanh(Fmax/4),

(34)

where emn is the edge containing state m, n, and S is the
set of edges being perturbed. Thus, the optimal response
precision is at most of the order of the number |S|. One
may also calculate the steady-state Fisher information

matrix for multi-parameter [I(θ)]µν =
∑

k

∂θµπk∂θνπk

πk

and then use the multi-parameter Cramer-Rao inequality
to obtain tighter bounds [15].
Additionally, on biological systems, sometimes global

perturbations are more feasible to realize. A possible
choice of global perturbation is Bij(b) → Bij(b+ϵ), where
b is a physical parameter associated with all edges and
ϵ is a small perturbation on it. Then, the corresponding
Fisher information is given by

I(b) =
∑
emn

(∂bBmn)
2I(Bmn) ≤ b2max

∑
emn

I(Bmn), (35)
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where e is the edge and bmax := maxe(∂bBe). For such
cases, the steady-state EPR can be bounded as

σ̇ ≥ 2(minemn
Amn)

b2max(1− 1
N )

(∂b⟨O⟩π)2

Varπ(O)
. (36)

Other bounds in Eq. (10a)-(10c) and other types of global
perturbation generalize similarly.

Appendix C: Response of normalized current
observables

The normalized current observable ⟨J ⟩nom :=∑
m<n Jmn(pmnπn − pnmπn) can be interpreted as

the steady-state average of an observable J over
the joint probability distribution pmnπn: ⟨J ⟩nom =∑

m,n Jmn(pmnπn), with Jmn = −Jnm. Thus, to char-

acterize the response behavior ⟨J ⟩nom, we only need to
analyze the response of pmnπn. For simplicity, we take
the perturbation on Bkl as an illustrative example:

∂(pmnπn)

Bkl
= −(⟨tnl⟩ − ⟨tnk⟩)pmnπnjkl, (emn ̸= ekl)

(37)

∂(pklπl)

Bkl
= pklπl (−1− pkl + jkl⟨tlk⟩) . (38)

Then, using Eq. (9a)-(9b), they can be upper bounded
as ∣∣∣∣∂(pmnπn)

Bkl

∣∣∣∣ ≤ pmnπn tanh (F
(k,l)
max /4) ≤ pmnπn, (39)∣∣∣∣∂(pklπl)

Bkl

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2pklπl. (40)

Then, one can upper bound the Fisher information

I(Bkl) =
∑

m,n

[
∂(pmnπn)

Bkl

]2
1

pmnπn
associated with the

probability distribution pmnπn as

I(Bkl) ≤ 1 + 3(pklπl + plkπk) ≤ 4. (41)

By the Cramer-Rao bound, the response precision is up-
per bounded as:

|∂Bmn⟨J ⟩nom|√
Var(J )

≤ 2, (42)

which is not related to activity. The steady-state variance
is defined as Var(J ) := ⟨J 2⟩nom − (⟨J ⟩nom)2, where the
average is over pmnπn.

Appendix D: Additional response bound on finite
perturbations

The Cramer-Rao inequality can be generalized to finite
perturbation cases as [11]

|⟨O⟩θ1π − ⟨O⟩θ0π |√
Varθ1π (O) +

√
Varθ0π (O)

≤ tanh

(
1

2

ˆ θ1

θ0

√
I(θ)dθ

)
.

It leads to, for instance,

|⟨O⟩B
′
e

π − ⟨O⟩Be
π |√

VarB
′
e

π (O) +
√
VarBe

π (O)
≤ tanh [(B′

e −Be)(1−
1

N
)],

(43)
which demonstrates that activity does not contribute to
the ultimate performance of response of state observables
to strong perturbation.
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