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The arrow of time can be quantified through the Kullback-Leibler divergence (DKL) between
the distributions of forward and reverse trajectories in a system. Many approaches to estimate
this rely on specific models, but the use of incorrect models can introduce uncontrolled errors.
Here, we describe a model-free method that uses trajectory data directly to estimate the evidence
for irreversibility over finite windows of time. To do this we build on previous work to identify
and correct for errors that arise from limited sample size. Importantly, our approach accurately
recovers DKL = 0 in systems that adhere to detailed balance, and the correct nonzero DKL for
data generated by well understood models of nonequilibrium systems. We apply our method to
trajectories of neural activity in the retina as it responds to naturalistic inputs, and find evidence
of irreversibility in single neurons, emphasizing the non–Markovian character of these data. These
results open new avenues for investigating how the brain represents the arrow of time.

The arrow of time is a salient fact about the world.
The second law of thermodynamics requires that this ar-
row exist, and the increase of entropy with time gives
a quantitative measure of how different the world would
look if time ran backwards. Even if we make incomplete
or coarse grained observations, so that we can’t track all
the heat flows and estimate the entropy production, we
can see evidence for irreversibility in the visible trajecto-
ries of system state [1–12]. This evidence has a precise
information theoretic definition as the Kullback–Leibler
divergence between the distribution of trajectories and
their time reverse, and if we make complete observa-
tions this becomes equivalent to the thermodynamic en-
tropy production [13–18]. This equivalence is central to
many recent developments in non–equilibrium statistical
physics [19, 20].

Most analyses of irreversibility focus on models. As an
example, if we have a system with states i and transitions
are Markovian, then in steady state the rate of entropy
production is

σ =
1

2

∑
ij

(kijPj − kjiPi) ln

(
kijPj

kjiPi

)
, (1)

where kij the probability per unit time for a transition
j → i, and Pi is the steady state probability of finding
the system in state i [21–25]. While a complete micro-
scopic description of a system must be Markovian, the
limited set of variables that we can observe often have
non–Markovian dynamics. Nonetheless we would like to
quantify the evidence that these variables provide about
the arrow of time.

Imagine that we observe a system across a window of
duration T , and call the observable trajectory γT . This
trajectory is drawn from a distribution PT (γT ). Evidence
for the arrow of time is contained in the fact that the
probability of the time–reversed trajectory γ̃T is differ-
ent. This difference is measured by the Kullback–Leibler

divergence DKL,

DKL [PT (γT )||PT (γ̃T )] =
∑
γT

PT (γT ) ln

[
PT (γT )

PT (γ̃T )

]
. (2)

We recall thatDKL is positive semi–definite, reaches zero
only if the two distributions are identical, and measures
(colloquially) how certain we are that our observations
came from one distribution rather than the other. We
emphasize that this does not depend on assumptions
about the distribution of trajectories. In the limit that
the dynamics are Markovian we have

lim
T→∞

1

T
DKL(T ) = σ, (3)

with σ from Eq (1). The DKL(T ) metric can be applied
to time series data to reveal the arrow of time [26–32].
However, when working with finite datasets, systematic
errors will arise. This paper aims to quantify these errors
and develops a method to eliminate them, enabling more
accurate estimates.
Even in a system with just two states, there are roughly

one million possible trajectories spanning twenty time
steps, and few experiments generate enough samples to
see all of these. More subtly, the nonlinearity of map-
ping between distributions and DKL means that random
errors in the distribution become systematic errors in
DKL. The same difficulties arise in estimating the en-
tropy of a distribution, or the mutual information be-
tween different observables. These problems were appre-
ciated in early information theoretic analyses of human
behavior [33], and received renewed attention in efforts to
estimate the entropy and information content of neural
responses [34, 35]. One approach, which we adopt here,
is to search for expected systematic dependences of our
estimates on the size of the data set, and extrapolate.
We start by discretizing the trajectory segment γT into

“words” W ; we will denote by W̃ the word correspond-
ing to the time reversed segment γ̃T . Discretization may
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be natural: the system may have a finite list of states,
and observations may come only at discrete times. If we
impose some external discretization we will have to check
how our results depend on this, and again we expect to
find systematic dependences. If the data we have to work
with consist of N independent samples of the words, and
we observe NW examples of the word W , then the naive
or frequentist estimate of the probability distribution is

PN (W ) =
NW

N
. (4)

We notice that this estimate is correct on average,

⟨PN (W )⟩ = P (W ), (5)

and if the number of possible words is large the errors in
the estimator obey

⟨δPN (W )δPN (W ′)⟩ = δW,W ′

N
P (W ). (6)

As is well known, if we try to estimate the entropy by
“plugging in” our estimate of the underlying distribution,

ŜN = −
∑
W

PN (W ) lnPN (W ), (7)

then we have a systematic bias [33, 36]

⟨ŜN ⟩ = −
∑
W

P (W ) lnP (W )− A

N
− B

N2
+ · · · . (8)

If we can trust that all N samples really are indepen-
dent, then A = Ω/2, where Ω is the number of possible
words, and this is independent of the distribution. We
can obtain accurate estimates of the true entropy by iden-
tifying this dependence on N and extrapolating N → ∞.
This approach is justified by the fact that, as word length
increases, each word approaches independence, since cor-
relations between consecutive words diminish subexten-
sively with longer word lengths.

In the case of DKL things are a bit more complicated.
The path to Eq (8) is to expand ŜN in δP and then use
Eq (6) to compute the average. The plug–in estimator of
DKL(T ) is

D̂N (T ) =
∑
W

PN (W ) ln

[
PN (W )

PN (W̃ )

]
, (9)

and following the same path as for the entropy gives

⟨D̂N (T )⟩ = DKL(T ) +
A

N
+

B

N2
+ · · · , (10)

A =
1

2

[
Ω′ +

∑
W

P (W )

P (W̃ )

]
, (11)

where Ω′ is the number of words that are distinguishable
from their time-reversed version. We see that systematic

errors exhibit the same form as for the entropy, but even
the term ∼ 1/N is not universal. Nonetheless, we can
look for this systematic behavior and extrapolate.
Note that we expect a systematic over–estimate of

DKL, essentially because in finite random samples we
observe W and W̃ different numbers of times even if the
underlying dynamics are time reversal invariant. This is
in contrast to the entropy, where the plug–in estimator
has the opposite bias, but similar to what happens when
we estimate mutual information.
To see how this works let’s start with a Markovian two

state system, for which we know the correct answer is
σ = 0. We choose the transition probabilities per unit
time to be k12 = k21 = 1 s−1, and discretize time into
bins of size ∆τ = 0.01 s. The trajectories now are bi-
nary strings, and the words W are binary words; if we
look at windows of duration T = K∆τ then Ω = 2K . In
Figure 1, we follow the trajectory of D̂N (T ), generated
through discretized continuous-time Monte Carlo simula-
tions, as successive samples of words with length K = 10
are added. We observe small nonzero values for the es-
timate of DKL even at N ∼ 106, and repeated sampling
with one million samples shows that these values are sta-
tistically significant. However, by allowing N to vary, we
observe behavior consistent with Eq. 10, which enables us
to extrapolate each trajectory. The mean result is within
one standard deviation of zero, as expected.

For a more positive example we consider a three state
system, which we can think of as a cycle. The probability
per unit time for clockwise transitions is chosen as

k12 = k23 = k31 = kCW = 1 s−1, (12)
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Figure 1. Recovering zero in a two–state Markov system.
Plug–in estimates D̂N (T ) vs the (inverse) number of samples
N (cyan curves), with mean and standard deviation across
these results (blue points with error bars); here T = K∆τ ,

where ∆τ = 0.01 s and K = 10. Each D̂N (T ) is fit to Eq (10)
and we show the mean (blue line), as well as the mean and
standard deviation of the extrapolation N → ∞ (red point
with error bar).



3

0 2 4 6 8 10
1=T (s!1)

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22
D

K
L
(T

)=
T

(s
!

1
)

"= = 0:1 s
"= = 0:05 s

Figure 2. Irreversibility in a three state system. Extrapolated
DKL(T ) from Eq (10), as a function of (inverse) window du-
ration T = K∆τ (points with error bars), with different tem-
poral bin sizes ∆τ (legend), and word lengths K = 3 − 12.
Lines are from Eq (14), showing convergence to a rate σ,
which agrees with the analytic estimate from Eq (1) if ∆τ is
sufficiently small.

and for counterclockwise transitions

k13 = k32 = k21 = kCCW = 10 s−1. (13)

This system violates detailed balance and from Eq (1)
we have σ = (10 − 1) ln(10) ≈ 20.7. We discretize time
into bins of either ∆τ = 0.1 or 0.05 s; words W now are
ternary words, and can always be labelled by the corre-
sponding base ten number. As before we simulate long
enough to generate a few million words, and extrapolate
using Eq (10). The result still depends on the duration
of the window T .

In a system with finite correlation times we expect that
the subextensive contributions to entropy–like quantities
will be constant, so that at large T we have

DKL(T ) → σT + σ1, (14)

and this is what we see in Fig 2. Not only do we see a
well defined rate σ, but the value agrees with the ana-
lytic prediction from Eq (1), at least if the time bins are
sufficiently small. It is perhaps not surprising that we
need ∆τ ×max(k) < 1 to get completely reliable results.

Having calibrated our method, we now turn to experi-
ments on the neural representation of the arrow of time.
Specifically we consider experiments that monitor the
output neurons of the salamander retina (retinal ganglion
cells) as it responds to naturalistic grayscale movies [37].
These experiments resolve the sequences of individual ac-
tion potentials (spikes) from 100+ neurons in a small
patch, and it is conventional to discretize time into bins
of duration ∆τ = 20 ms; this is chosen small enough
to insure that we almost never see two spikes in one bin

but long enough to capture the dominant correlations be-
tween neurons. In Fig 3 we see the result of estimating
DKL(T = 200ms) for individual neurons. An important
check on our control over errors from finite sample size
is that when we shuffle the data, breaking temporal cor-
relations, we find DKL = 0 within error bars.
Recall that for a binary sequence we have DKL = 0 if

the dynamics are Markovian. The fact that we find al-
most all neurons to have nonzero evidence for irreversibil-
ity implies strongly non–Markovian behavior, which per-
haps is not surprising. But in order to “feel” the non–
Markovian structure one needs to look over multiple time
steps. As we see in the inset to Fig 3, this leads to a
super–linear growth of DKL(T ) as the time window T
of our observations increases; this is happening on the
40 < T < 200ms scale of relevance to perception and be-
havior. Presumably there is a crossover toDKL(T ) ∼ σT
at very large T , but this is beyond the scale on which we
can make reliable model–independent estimates from ex-
periments of reasonable duration.

In assessing the evidence for the arrow of time from ex-
periment, we have a choice between making models of the
underlying processes and trying to use the data directly.
But wrong models introduce uncontrolled errors. Our
analysis of single neurons provides an extreme example
of this problem. These signals are naturally discretized
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Figure 3. The arrow of time in the activity of single neurons.
Main figure shows our best estimates of DKL(T = 200ms) for
individual retinal ganglion cells (blue points with error bars),
based on the experiments described in Ref [37]. As a check we
shuffle the data for each cell along the time axis, and verify
that our estimation procedure gives DKL = 0 within error
bars (red points with error bars). Inset shows the dependence
of DKL(T ) on T/∆τ normalized by DKL(T = 10∆τ) and
averaged over the ten neurons with the largest DKL. Error
bars include both statistical errors and the standard deviation
of means across these ten cells.
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into sequences of spiking and silence, and Markov mod-
els of such binary sequences obey detailed balance for
all parameter values. By looking directly at the data we
see, in contrast, that single neurons in the retina provide
substantial evidence for the arrow of time as they encode
naturalistic inputs. While we usually expect that entropy
and related quantities approach extensive behavior from
above, this is not true for the irreversibility DKL(T ),
which we find grows supralinearly on perceptually rele-
vant time scales. Successive small time windows combine
evidence for the arrow of time in a synergistic manner.
It would be interesting to find minimal models that re-
produce these unexpected behaviors.

Our ability to draw conclusions from data directly de-
pends on correcting for the systematic errors that arise
from finite sample size. While there is no magic, there
is a regime in which systematic errors are significant but
can be removed by recognizing the predicted dependence
on sample size and extrapolating. This follows a strategy
widely used in the analysis of information flow in neural
coding. Related work uses lower bounds on the entropy
from coincidence probabilities [38], upper bounds from
the maximum entropy construction [39], and Bayesian
estimators that implement a uniform prior on the en-
tropy of the system [40, 41]. More recent work, in the
same spirit, uses bounds from the thermodynamic uncer-
tainty relation to improve direct estimates of the entropy
production rate [42].

There are interesting open questions about how to bet-
ter use analytic bounds to improve direct estimates of
DKL from data. As an example, by analogy with max-
imum entropy methods one could ask how to construct
models that have the minimal DKL consistent with mea-
sured correlation functions. These ideas could be applied
more broadly to estimate the many characteristics of
non-equilibrium systems that underpin thermodynamic
equalities [43, 44], fluctuation theorems [45–48], and large
deviation functions [49–56].

fundamental feature of all direct methods is a tradeoff
between the size of the sample that we consider and the
duration of the trajectories that we can observe. One no-
table example is in the estimation of population growth
rates from single-cell lineages, which relies on the evalu-
ation of the large deviation function [49]. It was found
that there was a goldilocks principle between the number
of samples and the lineage length with a delicate balance
of these two errors which gives the best estimate of the
population growth rate.

In summary, we have argued that direct estimates of
the evidence for the arrow of time can be effective in
places where model–based estimators are not. These
methods should help us explore the representation of ir-
reversibility in neural activity and in other systems which
lack observable thermodynamic fluxes.

This work was supported in part by the National Sci-
ence Foundation, through the Center for the Physics

of Biological Function (PHY–1734030), by the Schmidt
Science Fellowship (TG), and by fellowships from the
Simons Foundation and the John Simon Guggenheim
Memorial Foundation (WB).
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