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Recent advances in nonequilibrium statistical physiceevided unprecedented insight into the thermo-
dynamics of dynamic processes. The author recently usee thdvances to extend Landauer’s semi-formal
reasoning concerning the thermodynamics of bit erasuréetive the minimal free energy required to imple-
ment an arbitrary computation. Here, | extend this analygsiving the minimal free energy required by an
organism to run a given (stochastic) magrom its sensor inputs to its actuator outputs. | use thisltée
calculate the input-output mapof an organism that optimally trade& ¢he free energy needed to rarwith
the phenotypic fitness that results from implementing end with a general discussion of the limits imposed
on the rate of the terrestrial biosphere’s information pesing by the flux of sunlight on the Earth.

. INTRODUCTION ment [16/ 20-22]. Formally, the minimal work that needs to
be done on a system in order to make it undergo a one-to-two

It is a truism that biological systems acquire and store in/Map is negative. So for example, if the system is coupled to a
formation about their environmenfs [1-5]. However, they dobattery that stores free energy, a one-to-two map can “power
not just store information; they also process that inforemat ~ the battery”, by gaining free energy from a heat bath rather
In other words, they perform computation. The energetie conthan dumping it there. To understand this intuitively, sogp
sequences for biological systems of these three processesie have a two-state system that is initially in one particula
acquiring, storing, and processing information—are becomstate with probability one. Therefore, the system iniidias
ing the focus of an increasing body of researdH [6-15]. IOW entropy. That means we can connect itto a heat bath and
this paper, | further this research by analyzing the enirget then have it do work on a battery (assuming the battery was
resources that an organism needs in order to compute in igitially at less than maximum storage), thereby transgigrr
fitness-maximizing way. energy from the heat bath into that battery. As it does this,

Ever since Landauer's seminal wotk [16-26], it has beerfhough, the system gets thermalizee,, undergoes a one-
appreciated that the laws of statistical physics imposetow t0-two map (as a concrete example, this is what happens in
bounds on how much thermodynamic work must be done on adiabatic demagnetization of an Ising spin systerh [16]).

system in order for that system to undergo a two-to-one map, Thjs possibility of gaining free energy by adding noise to
e.g., to undergo bit erasure. By conservation of energy, thay computation, or at least reducing the amount of free energy
work must ultimately be acquired from some external sourcgnhe computation needs, means that there is a tréfda-biol-
(e.g., sunlight, carbohydratesic). Ifthat work onthe system oqgy: on the one hand, there is a benefit to having biological
is eventually converted into heat that is dumped into anrexte computation that is as precise as possible, in order to maxi-
nal heat bath, then the system acts as a heater. In the contg¥fze the behavioral fitness that results from that compati
of biology, this means that whenever a biological system (degn the other hand, there is a benefit to having the computation
terministically) undergoes a two-to-one map, it must use fr pe as imprecise as possible, in order to minimize the amount
energy from an outside source to do so and produces heat agfifree energy needed to implement that computation. This
result. tradedr raises the intriguing possibility that some biological
These early analyses led to a widespread belief that therfg,stemS have noisy dynamics “on purpose”, as a way to main-
must be strictly positive lower bounds on how much free enain high stores of free energy. For such a system, the noise

ergy is required to implement any deterministic, logically would not be an unavoidablefficulty to be overcome, but
irreversible computation. Indeed, Landauer wrote “.idal]  rather a resource to be exploited.

irreversibility is associated with physical irreversityiland ) _
requires a minimal heat generation” [16]. In the context of More recently, there has been dramatic progress in our un-

biology, such bounds would translate to a lower limit on howderstanding of non-equilibrium statistical physics arsdré-
much free energy a biological system must “harvest” from itg@tion to information-processing [27-443]. Much of this re-

environment in order to implement any particular (determin C€nt literature has analyzed the minimal work required to
istic) computation, not just bit erasure. drive a physical system’s (fine-grained) microstate dynam-
Arelated conclusion of these early analyses was that a ondS during the interval front = 0 tot = 1 in such a way
to-two map, in which noise is added to a system that s ihjtial that the associated dynamics over some space of (coarse-
in one particular state with probability one, can act as agef grained) macrostates is given by some specified Markov ker-

erator , rather than a heater, removing heat from the enviror€l 7. In particular, there has been detailed analysis of the
minimal work needed when there are only two macrostates,

v = 0 andv = 1, and we require that both get mapped by
7 to the macrostate = 0 [36,/38,[44]. By identifying the
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dom (IBDF) [22] of an information-processing device like a It should be possible to extend either the quench-based de-
digital computer, these analyses can be seen as elabarafion vices reviewed in[[38] and the tape-based device introduced
the analyses of Landauet al. on the thermodynamics of bit in [45] into a system that could perform arbitrary computa-
erasure. Recently, these analyses of maps over binarysspad®n. In fact, in [46], | showed how to extend quench-based
V have been applied to explicitly biological systems, attleasdevices into systems that could perform arbitrary computa-
for the special case of a periodic forcing functibnl [14]. tion in a purely thermodynamically-reversible manner. sThi
These analyses have resulted in substantial clarificatibns allowed me to calculate the minimal work that any system
Landauer's semiformal reasoning, arguably overturnirig it needs to implement any given conditional distributionTo
some regards. For example, this analysis has shown that the precise, | showed how for amyand initial distribution
logical (ir)reversibility of = has nothing to do with the ther- P(v), one could construct:
modynamic (ir)reversibility of a system that implememntdn

particular, it is possible to implement bit erasure (whilog- ¢ a physical systens;
ically irreversible) in a thermodynamically-reversiblanmer.
In the modern understanding, there is no irreversible asze e a process\ running overs;

of entropy in bit erasure. Instead, there is a minimal amount
of thermodynamic work that needs to be expended in a (ther- o an associated coarse-grained s¥t giving the
modynamically reversible) implementation of bit erasuses macrostates af;
Exampld3 below.)
Many of these previous analyses consider processes for ingy,ch that:
plementingr that are tailored for some specific input distribu-

tion over the macrostateB(v;). Such processes are designed o runningA on S ensures that the distribution acrogs

to be thermodynamically reversible when runfw;). How- changes according to, even if the initial distribution
ever, when run on a distribution other thafv;), they are ther- differs fromP(w);

modynamically irreversible, resulting in wasted (dissguh

work. For example, in [45], the amount of work required to 4 A is thermodynamically reversible if applied Rfv;).
implementr depends on an assumption fgrthe probability

of a one in a randomly-chosen position on the bit string. By the second law, no process can implemern P(v;)

In addition, important as they are, these recent analyses awith less work tham\ requires. Therefore, by calculating the
not applicable to arbitrary mapver a system’s macrostates. amount of work required by, we calculate a lower bound on
For example, as discussed|inl[46], the “quench-based” dsvic how much work is required to rumon P(v). In the context
analyzed in[[36, 38, 44] can only implement maps whose outef biological systems, that bound is the minimal amount of
put is independent of its input (as an example, the output ofree energy that any organism must extract from its external
bit erasure, an erased bit, is independent of the origia#é st environmentin order to rum.
of the bit). However, just like in the systems considered previously in

Similarly, the devices considered ih [45,] 47] combine athe literature, this\ is thermodynamically optimized for that
“tape” containing a string of bits with a “tape head” that is initial distribution P(v). It would be thermodynamically irre-
positioned above one of the bits on the tape. In each iteratioversible (and therefore dissipate work) if used for any othe
of the system, the bit currently under the tape head undsrgother initial distribution. In the context of biological sy
an arbitrary map to produce a new bit value, and then, the tapems, this means that while natural selection may produce an
is advanced so that the system is above the next bit. Supposgormation-processing organism that is thermodynarhjcal
that, inspired by [48], we identify the state of the IBDF oéth optimal in one environment, it cannot produce one that is the
overall tape-based system as the entire bit string, aligeed modynamically optimal in all environments.
that the current tape position of the rgadte subsystem is  Biological systems are not only information-processing
above Bit zero. In other words, we would identify each statesystems, however. As mentioned above, they also acquire
of the IBDF as an aligned big string; : i = ...,-1,0,..N}  information from their environment and store it. Many of
whereN is the number of bits that have already been prothese processes have nonzero minimal thermodynamic costs,
cessed, and the (negative) minimal index could either befini j.e., the system must acquire some minimal free energy to
or infinite (note that unless we specify which bit of the sirin implement them. In addition, biological systems often re-
is the current one,e., which has index zero, the update map arrange matter, thereby changing its entropy. Sometimes,
over the string is not defined). these systems benefit by decreasing entropy, but sometimes,

This tape-based system is severely restricted in the set oliey benefit by increasing entropy, e.g., as when cells use
computations it can implement on its IBDF. For example, be-depletion forces, when they exploit osmotic pressusts,
cause the tape can only move forward, the system cannot dé&his is another contribution to their free energy requiratae
terministically map an IBDF state = {...Vv_1,Vo, V1, ..., Vn} Of course, biological systems also typically perform phgbi
to an IBDF state/ = {...V vy, vy, ..., Vy_4). (In [49], the  “labor”, i.e., change the expected energy of various systems,
tape can rewind. However, such rewinding only arises dudy breakingmaking chemical bonds, and on a larger scale,
to thermal fluctuations and therefore does not overcome themoving objects (including themselves), developing, grayi
problem.) etc They must harvest free energy from their environment to
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power this labor, as well. Some biological processes even in tion to calculate a lower bound on the maximal repro-
volve several of these phenomena simultaneously, e.go-a bi ductive fitness over all possible behaviars

chemical pathway that processes information from the envi-
ronment, making and breaking chemical bonds as it does so
and also changing its overall entropy.

In this paper, | analyze some of these contributions to the
free energy requirements of biological systems and theiimpl
cations of those costs for natural selection. The precise co
tributions of this paper are:

3. My last contribution is to use the preceding results to re-
late the free energy flux incident on the entire biosphere
to the maximal “rate of computation” implemented by
the biosphere. This relation gives an upper bound on
the rate of computation that humanity as a whole can
ever achieve, if it restricts itself to the surface of Earth.

) o In Sectior], | first review some of the basic quantities con-
1. Motivated %bthe example of a digital computer, the sjgered in nonequilibrium statistical physics and theriewv

analysis inl[46] was formulated for systems that chang&ome of the relevant recent work in nonequilibrium statsti
the valuev of a single set of physical variable¥,.  physics (involving “quenching processes”) related to tlee f
Therefore, for example, as formulated there, bit era-gnergy cost of computation. | then discuss the limitations i
sure means a map that sends bath= 0 andvi = 1 \hat kind of computations that recent work can be used to an-
to Vi1 = 0. alyze. | end by presenting an extension to that recent watk th
Here, | instead formulate the analysis for biologi- does not have these limitations (involving “guided quenghi
cal “input-output” systems that implement an arbitrary Processes”). In Sectidiil] | use this extension to calculate
stochastic map taking one set of “input” physical vari- the minimal free energy cost of any given input-output “or-
ablesX, representing the state of a sensor, to a separa@anism”. | end this section by analyzing a toy model of the
set of “output” physical variables, representing the role that this free energy cost would play in natural sedercti
action taken by the organism in response to its sensofhose interested mainly in these biological implicatioas ¢
reading. Therefore, as formulated in this paper, “bit era-Skip Sectiorilland should still be able to follow the thrust of
sure” means a mapthat sends botly = 0 andx, = 1 the analysis.

to Yi.1 = 0. My first contribution is to show how to In this paper | extend the construction reviewed.ir [38] to
implement any given stochastic mAp— Y with apro- ~ Show how to construct a system to perform any given com-
cess that requires minimal work if it is applied to some putation in a thermodynamically reversible manner. (Insee
specified distribution ovex and to calculate that mini- likely that the tape-based system introduced in [45] coldd a
mal work. be extended to do this.)

2. In light of the free energy costs associated with imple-
menting a magp, whatr would we expect to be favored Il.  FORMAL PRELIMINARIES
by natural selection? In particular, recall that adding A.  General Notation
noise to a computation can result in a reduction in how
much work is needed to implement it. Indeed, by us- | write |X| for the cardinality of any countable spa&e
ing a suficiently noisys, an organism can increase its | will write the Kronecker delta between any two elements
stored free energy (if it started in a state with less tharnx, X' € X asd(x, X’). For any logical conditior, 1(£) = 1 (O,
maximal entropy). Therefore, noise might not just berespectively) if¢ is true (false, respectively). When referring
a hindrance that an organism needs to circumvent; agenerically to any probability distribution, | will writePr”.
organism may actually exploit noise, to “recharge itsGiven any distributiorp defined over some spae€ | write
battery”. This implies that an organism will want to im- the Shannon entropy for countab{emeasured in nats, as:

plement a “behavior that is noisy as possible.

" . Sp(X) = — X In[ x] 1
In addition, not all terms in a may — Vi1 are equally p(X) ; pCJ I | () (3)
important to an organism’s reproductive fitness. It will _ ) _
be important to be very precise in what output is pro- _ AS shorthand, | sometimes wrig,(X) asS(p) or even just
duced for some inputs, but for other inputs, precision S(X) whenp s implicit. | use similar notation for conditional
is not so important. Indeed, for some inputs, it mayentropy_,Jomt entrc_>py ofmc_>re than one random varlable_,l

not matter at all what output the organism produces ir@lso write mutual information between two random variables
response. In light of this, natural selection would beX @ndY in the usual way, ag(X; Y) [E]-_ o
expected to favor organisms that implement behaviors Given a distributiong(x) and a conditional distribution

x that are as noisy as possible (thereby saving on th&X | X), I will use matrix notation to define the distribution
amount of free energy the organism needs to acquiré%
from its environment to implement that behavior), while N /

X . . ) 0 . mq](X) = (X' | X)q(x 2
still being precise for those inputs where behavioral fit- [ral(x) le (X190 @
ness requires it. | write down the equations for what _ . .
optimizes this trade®and show that it is approximated For any functiorF(x) and distributiorP(x), I write:

Igy a Boltzmann distribution over a sum of behgvpral Ep(F) = Z F(X)P(X) A3)
fitness and energy. | then use that Boltzmann distribu- ~
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I will also sometimes use capital letters to indicate vdaab  Definition 1. Suppose a system undergoes a progeskat

that are marginalized over, e.g., writing: starts with Hamiltonian H and ends with Hamiltoniar'.H
Suppose as well that:
Ep(F(X.Y)) = Y POOF(x.Y) 4) N o
X 1. at both the start and finish @, the system is in contact

Below, | often refer to a process as “semi-static”. This with a (single) heat bath at temperature T;

means that these processes transform one Hamiltonian into
another one so slowly that the associated distribution-is al
ways close to equilibrium, and as a result, only infinitedima
amounts of dissipation occur during the entire process. For
this assumption to be valid, the implicit units of time in the
analysis below must be ficiently long on the timescale of
the relaxation processes of the physical systems involeed (
equivalently, those relaxation processes must ligcgntly
quick when measured in those time units). Then, A is thermodynamically optimal for the tuple
If a system with stateg is subject to a Hamiltoniaki(x),  (p z, H, H").
then the associated equilibrium free energy is:

2. A transforms any starting distribution P to an ending
distributionzP, where neither of those two distributions
need be at equilibrium for their respective Hamiltoni-
ans;

3. A is thermodynamically reversible when run on some
particular starting distribution P.

. Example 1. Suppose we run a process over a space X,
FedH) = - HIn[Zu (8)] ®) transforming the t= 0 distribution x)M(y) to a t = 1 dis-
tribution p(x)M(y). Therefore, x and y are statistically in-
dependent at both the beginning and the end of the process,
Zu(B) = Z exp—BH(X) (6) and while the _dis_tribl_Jtion over x undergoes a tran_sitiomiro
X g — p, the distribution over y undergoes a cyclic process,
taking M — M (note that it is not assumed that the ending

_However, the analysis below focuses on nonequilibriumand starting y’s are the same or that x and y are independent
distributionsp(x), for which the more directly relevant quan- at times between 0 and t= 1).

where as usug = 1/KkT, and the patrtition function is:

tity is the nonequilibrium free energy, in which the distriton Suppose further that at both the beginning and end
need not be a Boltzmann distribution for the current Hamilto gf the process, there is no interaction Hamiltonian,
nian: i.e., at those two times:

FreH. ) = Ep(X) = KT (p) HOGY) = HX( + HY(y) €)

= > POHE) + kT > p(In[p(x)] ~ (7)

Then, no matter how x and y are coupled during the pro-

. , ! cess, no matter how smart the designer of the process, the
where k is Boltzmann’s constant. For fixetH and T, _ process will require work of at least:

FreqH, p) is minimized by the associated Boltzmann distri-
bution p, for which it has the valu&¢q(H). It will be useful
below to consider the changes in ngnequilibrium free energy AFr'jézl @.p) = (EP(HX) - EQ(HX)) - kT(S(p) - S(q))lO)
that accompany a change from a distributi®to a distribu-
tion M accompanied by a change from a Hamiltonkro a Note that this amount of work is independent of M.
HamiltonianH’:
As a cautionary note, the work expended by any process
AR (P, M) = Freq(H', M) = Freg(H, P) (8)  operating on any initial distributiop(x) is the average of the
work expended on each However, the associated change in
nonequilibrium free energy is not the average of the chamge i
B. Thermodynamically-Optimal Processes nonequilibrium free energy for each This is illustrated in
the following example.

If a processA maps a distributiorP to a distributionM
thermodynamically reversibly, then the amount of work it Ex@mple 2. Suppose we have a processthat sends each

uses when applied tB is AF (P M (48, n initial x to an as;pqiated fipal c_iistribytion(x’ _| X), whil_e
. F,:FL o ned (P, M) (8, 48 53 54] transforming the initial Hamiltonian H into the final Harok
particular, AFn¢q (P, 7P) is the amount of work used by a

¢ . o nian H. Write W}, (x) for the work expended by when it
thermodynamlcalI_y-rever3|b_le-procesghat maps a distribu- operates on the initial state x. Then, the work expendedl by
tion P to nP. Equivalently, it is negative for the amount of

. . ti initial distributi i WA .
work that is extracted byx when transformingp to = P. operating on an initial distribution 09 is 2., POW . -(X)

. . In particular, choose the procegs, so that it sends
In addition, by the second law, there is no process that ma%itﬁ minimal work Then'p o8, B> 7P

P to M while requiring less work than a thermodynamically-
reversible process that mapso M. This motivates the fol- Z POYWA , (X) = AFHH(p, ) (11)

lowing definition. : neq



However, this doesot equal the average over x of the as-

sociated changes to nonequilibrium free energy, i.e.,
AFTea (P, 7P) = Fred(H'. 7p) = FreH. P)
% " PO FaedH' (Y 1) = FreeH, 6%, )|
X (12)

(wheres(X, x) is the distribution over X that is a delta func-
tion at x). The reason is that the entropy terms in those tw
nonequilibrium free energies are not linear; in generaly fo

any probability distribution P§x),

DTPIYIN[PI(X] # > Pr(x) >" 5(X, x) log[s(x, ¥{13)
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In a biological context, this means that if an organism is
“designed” not to dissipate any work when it operates in an
environment that produces inputs according to senirit in-
stead finds itself operating in an environment that produces
inputs according to somg’ # p, then it will dissipate ex-
tra work. That dissipated work is wasted since it does not
changer, i.e., has no consequences for the input-output map
that the organism implements. However, by the conservation
of energy, that dissipated work must still be acquired from

ome external source. This means that the organism will need
o harvest free energy from its environment at a higher rate
(to supply that dissipated work) than would an organism that
were “designed” fop’.

C. Quenching Processes

| now summarize what will be presented in the rest of this A special kind of process, often used in the literature, can

section.

Previous work showed how to construct

be used to transform any given initial nonequilibrium dis-

a tribution into another given nonequilibrium distributiam a

thermodynamically-optimal process for many tumesthermodynamipalIy-reversiple manner. These processes be
(p,m, H, H"). In particular, as discussed in the Introduction,9in by quenching the Hamiltonian of a system. After that,
it is known how to construct a thermodynamically-optimal the Hamiltonian is isothermally and quasi-statically cieat,

process for any tuplep(z, H, H") wherer (X' | X) is indepen-

with the system in continual contact with a heat bath at a fixed

dent ofx, like bit erasure. Accordingly, we know the minimal €mperaturd. The process ends by appl "Eaa reverse quench

work necessary to run any such tuple. In Secfib@] |

to return to the original Hamiltonian (s B8l 44] fos-di

review this previous analysis and show how to apply it to thecUSsion of these kinds of processes).

kinds of input-output systems considered in this paper.
However,
cently,

distributionp and conditional distribution, it was not known

whether there is a proceasthat is thermodynamically opti-

mal for (p, 7, H, H’) for someH andH’. This means that it

as discussed in the Introduction, until re-
it was not known whether one could con-
struct a thermodynamically-optimal process for any tuple
(p, 7, H, H"). In particular, given an arbitrary pair of an initial

More precisely, such @uenching (Q) procesapplied to a
system with microstatase Ris defined by:

1. aninitial /final HamiltonianHg, (r);
2. aninitial distributionp!(r);
3. afinal distributionp**(r);

and involves the following three steps:

was not known what the minimal needed work is to apply an

arbitrary stochastic mapto an arbitrary initial distributiom.

In particular, it was not known if we could use thetdrence
in nonequilibrium free energy betweg@randnp to calculate
the minimal work needed to apply a computatioto an ini-
tial distributionp.

This shortcoming was overcome in [46], where it was ex-
plicitly shown how to construct a thermodynamically-opdim

process for any tuplep(, H, H’). In Sectiorl[D], | show in

detail how to construct such processes for any input-output

system.

SectionlIDI also discusses the fact that a process that is

thermodynamically optimal forg, 7, H, H’) need not be ther-
modynamically optimal for |, n,H,H’) if p’ # p. Intu-
itively, if we construct a procesa that results in minimal
required work for initial distributiorp and conditional distri-
butions, but then apply that machine to dlgirent distribution
p’ # p, then in general, work is dissipated. While thais
thermodynamically reversible when appliedtan general, it
is not thermodynamically reversible when appliedptoz p.

As an example, if we design a computer to be thermodynami-

cally reversible for input distributiop, but then use it with a
different distribution of inputs, then work is dissipated.

(i) To begin, the system has Hamiltoniblrgys(r), which is
quenched into a firgguenching Hamiltonian
H(tquencr(r) = —-kT In[pt(r)] (14)

In other words, the Hamiltonian is changed frétjysto

H;uenchtoo quickly for the distribution over to change

from p'(r).

Because the quench idfectively instantaneous, it is
thermodynamically reversible and is adiabatic, involv-
ing no heat transfer between the system and the heat
bath. On the other hand, while is unchanged in

a quench and, therefore, so is the distribution over
R, in general, work is required iH! # Hys

(See ﬂﬁ4]) quench

Note that if the Q process is applied to the distribution
o', then at the end of this first step, the distribution is
at thermodynamic equilibrium. However, if the process
is applied to any other distribution, this will not be the
case. In this situation, work is unavoidably dissipated
in in the next step.



(i) Next, we isothermally and quasi-statically transform Example 3. Suppose that R is partitioned into two bins, i.e.,

Ht

quenchto a second quenching Hamiltonian,

Hiener) = —KT In[p" ()] (15)

Physically, this means two things. First, that a smooth

sequence of Hamiltonians, starting WiHh;uench and

ending with H;{énch is applied to the system. Second,

that while that sequence is being applied, the system

is coupled with an external heat bath at temperaiyre

where the relaxation timescales of that coupling are ar-
bitrarily small on the time scale of the dynamics of the
Hamiltonian. This second requirement ensures that t
first order, the system is always in thermal equilibrium
for the current Hamiltonian, assuming it started in equi-

librium at the beginning of the step (recall from Sec-
tion[[TA]that | assume that quasi-static transformation

occur in an arbitrarily small amount of time, since the

relaxation timescales are arbitrarily short).

(iif) Next, we run a quench oveR “in reverse”, instanta-
neously replacing the Hamiltoniaﬁattnc,(r) with the

initial Hamiltonian H ¢ with no change ta. As in

step (i), while work may be done (or extracted) in step

(iii), no heat is transferred.

Note that we can specify any Q process in terms of its first
and second quenching Hamiltonians rather than in termsof th

initial and final distributions, since there is a bijectictiveen
those two pairs. This central role of tiqggenching Hamilto-
nians is the basis of the name “Q” process (I distinguish th
distributionp that defines a Q process, which is instantiated i
the physical structure of a real system, from the actuatidist
bution P on which that physical system is run).

S

n

there are two macrostates. For botk-t0 and t= 1, for both
partition elements v, with abuse of notation, define:

Pv =D 0 1)

rev

(18)

so that:

P = > PR 1) (19)

Consider the case wheré®) has full support, but Rv) =
(v,0). Therefore, the dynamics over the macrostates (bins)
romt = 0tot = 1sends both v's to zero. In other words, it
erases a bit.

For pedagogical simplicity, take &= H3, sto be uniform.
Then, plugging in to Equatiofilf), we see that the minimal
work is:

KTIS(:) - S = KT|S(P%) + 3 PP = 7 P(r 1) Infor 1]

-{0—- 1}

= KT|S(P) + ) PPWSR V)] - (0 1)
. 7

— KT[S(P%) + S(R® | VO) — S(PY) - S(R! | vl)]

= kT (20)

S(PY) + S(RY| V) — SR | vl)]

dthe two terms &R | V) are sometimes called “internal en-
fropies” in the literature [38]).

In the special case that%®v) is uniform and that &Rt | V')
is the same for both t and both, we recover Landauer’s

Both the first and third steps of any Q process are thermody20Und kTIn(2), as the minimal amount of work needed to

namically reversible, no matter what distribution thatqass
is applied to. In addition, if the Q process is appliegtothe
second step will be thermodynamically reversible. Thersfo

as discussed if [36, 38,148 54], if the Q process is applied t
0!, then the expected work expended by the process is give
by the change in nonequilibrium free energy in going from

pl(r) to p'(r),
AF:etsasHtsyS(pt,le)

= Bya(HY) - Bu(HL,) + kT[S(pf) - S(p“l)] (16)

t+1

t
Note that because of hott, quenc

nandH nare defined,

uenc

there is no change in the nonequilibrium free energy during

the second step of the Q process if it is applied'to
)+ kT[S(pt) - S(p”l)] =0
17

All of the work arises in the first and third steps, involvirngt
two quenches.

t+1
quenc

t
quenc

Ele(H [) - Ept (H

erase the bit. Note though that outside of that special case,
Landauer’s bound does not give the minimal amount of work
needed to erase a bit. Moreover, in all cases, the limitindzqu
fjon (20 is on the amount of work needed to erase the bit; a bit
n be erased with zero dissipated waokcel andauer. For
this reason, the bound in EquatiddQ) is sometimes called
“generalized Landauer cost” in the literaturé [38].

On the other hand, suppose that we build a device to im-
plement a Q process that achieves the bound in Equdfign (
for one particular initial distribution over the value oféhbit,
“(v). Therefore, in particular, that device has “built into it”

a first and second quenching Hamiltonian given by:

Hened") = —KT In[%o(r)] (21)

Hayenod") = —KT IN[#3(1)] (22)
respectively, where:

Go(r) = > Go()p°(r V) (23)

G(r)=p'(r|v=0) (24)

The relation between Q processes and information-
processing of macrostates arises once we specify a partitio If we then apply that device with a firent initial
overR. | end this subsection with the following example of a macrostate distributiornP;(v) # %(v), in general, work will
Q process: be dissipated in step (ii) of the Q process, becafsg) =



In the

uench

> P1(W)P°(r | v) will not be an equilibrium for I-g

i.e, that the distribution over at the initial timet can depend

context of biology, if a bit-erasing organism is optimized f on the macrostatg but not on the specific microstagevithin

one environment, but then used in gelient one, it will nec-

the macrostate. It is also assumed that there are boundary

essarily be ingicient, dissipating work (the minimal amount points inS (“potential barriers”) separating the members/of
of work dissipated is given by the drop in the value of thein that the system cannot physically move frano v’ # v
Kullback—Leibler divergence betwe@hand#; as the system without going through such a boundary point.

develops from £ 0to t = 1; see [46]).

D. Guided Q Processes

Soon after the quasi-static transformation step of any @ pro
cess begins, the system is thermally relaxed. Therefdiie; al
formation abouty, the initial value of the system’s microstate,
is quickly removed from the distribution over(phrased dif-
ferently, that information has been transferred into iessc¢
ble degrees of freedom in the external heat bath). This means
that the second quenching Hamiltonian cannot depend on the
initial value of the system’s microstate; after that thelrnea
laxation of the system’s microstate, there is no degreeecaf-fr
dom in the microstate that has any information concernirg th
initial microstate. This means that after the relaxatibere is
no degree of freedom within the system undergoing the Q pro-
cess that can modify the second quenching Hamiltonian based
on the value of the initial microstate.

As a resultby itself a Q process cannot change an initial
distribution in a way that depends on that initial distribat
In particular, it cannot map fierent initial macrostates to dif-
ferent final macrostates (formally, a Q process cannot map a
distribution with support restricted to the microstateghe
macrostatey; to one final distribution and map a distribution

with support restricted to the macrostate+ v to a diferent (i)

final distribution).

On the other hand, both quenching Hamiltonians of a Q
process running on a systeRwith microstates € R can de-
pend ons € S, the initial microstate of a dlierent systems.
Loosely speaking, we can run a process over the joint system
Rx S that is thermodynamically reversible and whoffee&t is
to implement a dferent Q process ov&, depending on the
values. In particular, we can “coarse-grain” such dependence
on &: given any partition ove whose elements are labeled
byv eV, itis possible that both quenching Hamiltonians of a
Q process running oR are determined by the macrostate

More precisely, &5uided Quenching (GQ) processerR
guided byV (for conditional distributiorir and initial distri-
butionpl(r, 9))” is defined by a quadruple:

1. aninitial/ffinal HamiltonianH {r, s);
2. aninitial joint distributionp(r, s);

3. a time-independent partition & specifying an associ-
ated set of macrostatese V;

4. a conditional distributiofx(r | v).

It is assumed that for any s’ wheres € V(s),

pr1s) =p'(rs) (25)

The associated GQ process involves the following steps:

(i) To begin, the system has Hamiltonibigys(r, s), which

is quenched into a first quenching Hamiltonian written
as:

Hauencf(r’ S) = Hauenchs(s) + Hauench’nt(r’ S) (26)

We take:

Hiuencrint(f>9) = —KT In[o'(r | 9)] (27)

and for alls except those at the boundaries of the parti-
tion elements defining the macrostatés

Hauencns () = —KT Info'(9)] (28)

However, at thes lying on the boundaries of the par-
tition elements definingV, H;uencbs(s) is arbitrarily
large. Therefore, there are infinite potential barriers
separating the macrostates$f

Note that away from those boundaries of the partition
elements defininy, p'(r, ) is the equilibrium distribu-

H t
tion for Hquench

Next, we isothermally and quasi-statically transform

: : I
Hquenchto a second quenching Hamiltonian,

H;lrjénchs(r’ S) = H;uenchs(s) + Hglrjlenchint(r’ S) (29)
where:
H;uenchm(r, s) = —KkT In[z(r | V(9))] (30)

(V(s) being the partition element that contas)s

Note that the term in the Hamiltonian that only concerns
S does not change in this step. Therefore, the infinite
potential barriers delineating partition boundarieSin
remain for the entire step. | assume that as a result of
those barriers, the coupling 8fwith the heat bath dur-
ing this step cannot change the valuevofAs a result,
even though the distribution overchanges in this step,
there is no change to the valuewfTo describe this, |
say thatvis “semi-stable” during this step. (To state this
assumption more formally, I&(s, s*) be the (matrix)
kernel that specifies the rate at whish— s” due to
heat transfer betwee$iand the heat bath during during
this step (i) [32/33]. Then, | assume thats, s”) is
arbitrarily small ifV(s”) # V(S).)

As an example, the fierent bit strings that can be
stored in a flash drive all have the same expected energy,
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but the energy barriers separating them ensure that the Suppose that we build a device to implement a GQ process
distribution over bit strings relaxes to the uniform dis- over R guided byV for conditional distributiorir and initial
tribution infinitesimally slowly. Therefore, the value of distribution:
the bit string is semi-stable.

. . (r,9) = Y(r | v)p'(s| V)% 34
Note that even though a semi-stable system is not at P Zvlp( V)P (SIV%(V) (34)
thermodynamic equilibrium during its “dynamics” (in . o _ _
which its macrostate does not change), that dynamics Therefore, that device has “built into it" first

is thermodynamically reversible, in that we can run itand second quenching Hamiltonians that depend on
backwards in time without requiring any work or re- p'(r | V),p'(s | v) and%. Suppose we apply that device
sulting in heat dissipation. in a situation where the initial distribution overconditioned
onv is in fact p'(r | v) and the initial distribution oves
conditioned orv is in factp!(s | v), but the initial macrostate
uenc distribution, P(v), does not equat;(v). In this situation, the
initial Hamiltonian H‘Sys(r, ), with no change tao or s. actual initial distribution at the start of step (ii) of theQG
As in step (i), while work may be done (or extracted) in process will not be an equilibrium for the initial quenching
step (iii), no heat is transferred. Hamiltonian. However, this will not result in there being
any work dissipated during the thermal relaxation of that
There are two crucial features of GQ processes. The firsitep. That is because the distribution ovén that step does
is that a GQ process faithfully implement®ven if its output  not relax, no matter what it is initially (due to the infinite
varies with its input and does so no matter what the initisd di potential barriers inS), while the initial distribution over
tribution overRxS is. The second is that for a particular initial (r, s) conditioned orv is in thermal equilibrium for the initial

Next, we run a quench ov&x S “in reverse”, instanta-
neously replacing the Hamiltonia-m;+l (r, s) with the

(iii)

distribution oveRx S, implicitly specified byH;uend(r, s), the
GQ process is thermodynamically reversible.

The first of these features is formalized with the following
result, proven in Appendix A:

guenching Hamiltonian.

However, now suppose that we apply the device in a sit-
uation where the initial distribution overconditioned onv
does not equad'(r | v). In this situation, work will be dissi-

. . . pated in step (ii) of the GQ process. Thatis because thaliniti
Proposition 1. A GQ process over R guided by V (for condi- jisrinytion overr when the relaxation starts is not in ther-

tional distributionz and initial distributionp'(r, s)) will trans- mal equilibrium for the initial quenching Hamiltonian, and
form any initial distribution (v)p'(r | v) into a distribution  yig distribution does relax in step (ii). Therefore, if the-
p'(W7(r | v) without changing the distribution over s condi- yjice was not “designed” for the actual initial distributiomer
tioned onv. r conditioned orv (i.e., does not use g (r | v) that equals that
@Ftual distribution), it will necessarily dissipate work.

As elaborated below, this means that if a biological organ-
ism that implements any mapis optimized for one environ-
ment,i.e., one distribution over its inputs, but then used in an
environment with a dferent distribution over its inputs, it will
necessarily be irfcient, dissipating work (recall that above,

(recall Equatio.nIZ_E). In this case, the initial distribution is \ye established a similar result for the specific type of Q pro-
a Boltzmann distribution for the first quenching Hamiltamia g5 that can be used to erase a bit).

the final distribution is:

S CEEDWAURCN LY

Consider the special case where the GQ process is in fa
applied to the initial distribution that defines it,

P9 = ) AWV V) (31)

(32)

Ill. ORGANISMS

and the entire GQ process is thermodynamically reversible.
This establishes the second crucial feature of GQ processes

Plugging in, in this special case, the change in nonequilib
rium free energy is:

In this section, | consider biological systems that proegss
input into an output, an output that specifies some action tha
is then taken back to the environment. As shorthand, | will
refer to any biological system that does this as an “orgahism
A cell exhibiting chemotaxis is an example of an organism,
with its input being (sensor readings of) chemical con@entr
tions and its output being chemical signals that in turn gpec
~ some directed motion it will follow. Another example is a eu-
social insect colony, with its inputs being the manffefient
—pN(r | v))HtSygr, s)] - kT[S(p”l) -S(")|(33)  materials that are brought into the nest (including atmesiph
gases) and its output being material waste products (imgud
This is the minimal amount of free energy needed to im-heat) that in turn get transported out of the colony.
plement the GQ process. An important example of such a Physically, each organism contains an “input subsystem”,
thermodynamically-optimal GQ process is the work-fregycop a “processor subsystem” and an “output subsystem” (among
process discussed in |38] and the references therein. others). The initial macrostate of the input subsystem is

Ht Ht
AFnesés syS(pt,thrl)

- [Zpt(v)pt(SI V)(@(r [ v)



formed by sampling some distribution specified by the envi- A. The Input and Output Spaces of an Organism
ronment and is then copied to the macrostate of the proces-

sor subsystem. Next, the processor iterates some specifiedRecall from Sectiofll D] that a subsysten$ cannot use
first-order time-homogenous Markov chain (for example, if5 thermodynamically-reversible Q process to update its own
the organism is a cell, this Markov chain models the iteeativ 5crostate in an arbitrary way. However afefient sub-
biochemical processing of the input that takes place withingystems’ can guide an arbitrary updating of the macrostate
the organism). The ending value of the chain is the organgt 5 with a GQ process. In addition, the work required
ism’s output, which specifies the action that the organisnth 5 thermodynamically-reversible process that implement
takes back to its environment. In general, it could be thalgiven conditional distribution from inputs to outputsfiet

for certain inputs, an organism never takes any action backyme as the work required by any other thermodynamically-

to its environment, but instead keeps processing the imput i yeyersible process that implements that same distribution
definitely. Here, that is captured by having the Markov chain |, light of these two facts, for simplicity, | will not try to

kee_p_lteratlng (e.9., the biochemical processing ke_ep@sggm construct a thermodynamically-reversible process thatém
until it produces a value that falls within a certain prede-p,qnis any given organism’s input-output distribution dig
finedhalting (sub)set, which is then copied to the organism'sy,y jieratively updating the processor until its state liesie
output (the possibilit_y th","t the.processing never halts afs halting subset and then copying that state to the output. In-
sures that the organism is Turing completé [55-57]). stead, | will construct a thermodynamically-reversible-pr
ess that implements that same input-output distributian,

y “ping-ponging” GQ processes back and forth between the
state of the processor and the state of the output systeih, unt

There are many features of information processing in rea@)
biological systems that are distorted in this model; it istju
a starting point. Indeed, some features are absent entirel ) o :
| . : S : e output’s state lies in the halting set.
n particular, since the processing is modeled as a firstrord

Markov chain, there is no way for an organism described by Let\év betthe Sp%(f?h()f a:jll_ pogstlble mlcrofstallltes pf%clzes- .
this model to “remember” a previous input it received when>0' SUbsystem, an € (disjoint) space of all possible mi-

determining what action to take in response to a current incrostates of anu;pytsub_system. LeX be a partition oW,
e. a coarse-graining of it into a countable set of macrostates

put. Such features could be incorporated into the model in X be th t of labels of th it | hes. th
straight-forward way and are the subject of future work. N e the set of labels of those partition elements, the
range of the mapX (for example, in a digital computeX

In the next subsection, | formalize this model of a biolog-c0uld be a map taking each microstate of the computer's main
ical input-output system, in terms of an input distributian RAM, w € W, into the associated bit stringi(w) € X). Sim-
Markov transition matrix and a halting set. | then analyze th 11arly, let Y/ be a partition o, the microstate of the output
minimal amount of work needed by any physical system thafubsystem. Le¥ be the set of labels of those partition ele-
implements a given transition matrix when receiving inputsMentsi.e., the range of the map/, with Ynar C Y the halting
from a given distributioni.e., the minimal amount of work a Subsetoff. I generically write an element ¢ asx and an el-
real organism would need to implement its input-output be-ment ofY asy. | assume thaX andY, the spaces of labels of
havior that it exhibits in its environment, if it were freedse  the processorand output partition elements, respectivaiie
any physical process that obeys the laws of physics. To pthe same cardinality _and, SO, indicate their elements \Mmh t
form this analysis, | will construct a specific physical pges ~ S@me labels. In particular, if we are concerned with Turing-
that implements an iteration of the Markov transition matri cOmplete organism andY would both be(0, 1}, the set of
of a given organism with minimal work, when inputs are gen-2ll finite bit strings (a set that is bijective witf).
erated according to the associated input distributions pt- For notational convenience, | arbitrarily choose one non-
cess involves a sequence of multiple GQ procedsesnnot ~ €Mmpty element oK and one non-empty element¥fand the
be emphasized enough that these processes | constructtare rasiditional label 0 to both of them (for example, in a Turing
intended to describe what happens in real biological input-machine, it could be that we assign the label 0 to the pantitio
output systems, even as a cartodinese processes are used€lement that also has labgl}). Intuitively, these elements
only as a calculational tool, for finding a lower bound on therepresent the “initialized” state of the processor and iitp
amount of work needed by a real biological organism to im-subsystems, respectively.

plement a given input-output transition matrix. The biological system also contains aput subsystem,
with microstatesf € F and coarse-graining partitigh that

Indeed, because real biological systems are often quite irproduces macrostatése B. The spaceB is the same as the
efficient, in practice, they will often use far more work than spaceX (and therefore is the samedp The state of the input
is given by the bound I calculate. However, we might expectttimet = 0, by, is formed by sampling aenvironment distri-
that in many situations, the work expended by a real biologhution?;. As an exampldy, could be determined by a (possi-
ical system that behaves according to some transition xnatribly noisy) sensor reading of the external environment. As an
is approximately proportional to the work that would be ex-other example, the environment of an organism could directl
pended by a perfectlyfiécient system obeying the same tran- perturb the organism’s input macrostatetat 0. For sim-
sition matrix. Under that approximation, the relative sioé  plicity, | assume that both the processor subsystem and the
the bounds given below should reflect the relative sizesef thoutput subsystem are initialized befdsg is generatedi.e.,
amounts of work expended by real biological systems. thatxg = yo = 0.



10

After by is set this way, it is copied to the processor sub-that all “internal entropies” of the processor macrostaites
system, setting. At this point, we iterate a sequence of the samej.e,, S(q?,(U)) is independent of, and similarly
GQ processes in whickis mapped tg, theny is mapped to  for the internal entropies of the output macrostates.
X, then that newx is mapped to a new, etc, until (and if) Also for calculational simplicity, | assume that at the end
y € Yhat- TO make this precise, adopt the notation thgif] of each stage in a ping-pong sequence that starts at any time
refers to the joint statex(= a,y = «’). Then, afterx; is set, t € N, there is no interaction Hamiltonian coupling any of
we iterate the following multi-stagaing-pongsequence: the three subsystems (though obviously, there must be such
coupling at non-integer times). | also assume that at athsuc

1.[%0] — [xy] wherey is formed by sampling ,oments, the Hamiltonian overis the same function, which

7y | %); | write asHoy. Therefore, for all such moments, the expected
2. [% il = [0, Vil; value of the Hamiltonian ovad if the system is in statg at
that time is:
3. If yt (S Yhalt, the prOCeSS endS, E(Hou[ | y) — Z qﬁut(u)Hout(u) (35)
u

4. [0,y — [y wil;
Similarly, Hin andH o define the Hamiltonians at all such

5 [yuw] — [W. 0l moments, over the input and processor subsystems, respec-
, i tively.
6. Return to (1) witht replaced byt + 1; | will refer to any quadruple\{ X, U, ) and three associ-
If this process ends (at stage (3)) withk= 7, then the as- ated Hamiltonians as arganism S
sociated valug; is used to specify an action by the organism For future use, note that for any iteratior N, initial dis-
back on its environment. At this point, to complete a ther-tribution #’(x;), conditional distributionr(y | x) and halting
modynamic cycle, botlx andy are reinitialized to zero, in Subsetthar C Y,
preparation for a new input. Pvi e Yo = S PV (Vs €Y,
Here, for simplicity, | do not consider the thermodynamics O € Yhat) ; OO € Yoa)
of the physical system that sets the initial valuéglby “sens-

ing the environment”; nor do | consider the thermodynamics = Z P (X)7(Y | Xx=xy=y ! (V& € Ynar) (36)
of the physical system that copies that valuegqsee [3B] XY
and the references therein for some discussion of the thermo ,

P’ (% X)xex.y=y, | (Yt € Y}
dynamics of copying). In addition | do not analyze the ther- ?’(y; | y; € Yhat) = L f D7 [ )b yoy l(yt :;a't)
modynamics of the process in which the organism yses Loy PO | X)ley=yed O € Yhan)
“take an action back to its environment” and thereby reaiti (37)

izesy. 1 only calculate the minimal work required to imple- and similarly:

ment the phenotype of the organism, which here is taken to /

mean the iterated ping-pong sequence betweandy. P (Xes1 | Vi & Yhat) = 2x PO | X)lxex y=xion | (41 € Yhatt)
Moreover, | do not make any assumption for what happens Doy PO | X)lxxy=x1 | (%41 € Yhat)

to b after it is used to set;; it may stay the same, may slowly (38)

decay in some wayetc Accordingly, none of the thermo- gy rthermore,

dynamic processes considered below are allowed to exploit

(some assumption for) the valuelmfvhen they take place to S(Pr(X)) = - Z Pr(X) In[P(x)] (39)

reduce the amount of work they require. As a result, from now X

on, | ignore the input space and its partition. S(Pu1(X)) = - Z P.(X)r(y | X) In [Z PX)r(y | X)
Physically, a ping-pong sequence is implemented by some Xy %

continuous-time stochastic processes d¥ex U. Any such (40)

process induces an associated discrete-time stochastiegs . . ) .

over W x U. That discrete-time process comprises a joint ! end this subsection with some notational comments. |

distribution Pr defined over a (possibly infinite) sequence of Will Sometimes abuse notation and put time indices on dis-

values Wo, Uo), . . . (W, Ut), (West, Ues), - .. That distribution in tributions rather than variables, e.g., writiRg (y) rather than

turn induces a joint distribution over associated pairsafip ~ PT% = ). In addition, sometimes, | abuse notation with tem-

tion element labelsy, Uo), - . . (6 Vo), (X1, Vesd)s - - - poral subscripts. In particular, when the initial disttion
For calculational simplicity, | assume thay € Y, at the OVerXis#®i(x), | sometimes use expressions like:

gnd of each stage _in a ping-pon_g sequence that starts at any Py(w) = Z P(X)E (W) (41)

timet € N, Pr(u|y) is the same distribution, which | write as X

(V). 1 make the anajus assumption fr(w | x) to define
Oproc(W) (in addition to simplifying the analysis, this helps en-
sure that we are considering cyclic processes, a crucia iss
whenever analyzing issues like the minimal amount of work Pi(y) = Zpt(xt)ﬂ'(Yt | %) (43)
needed to implement a desired map). Note tifag(u) = O X

if Y(u) # y. To simplify the analysis further, | also assume Pera(X|ye) = 6(X V) (44)

PuU) = " PY) () (42)
y
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However, | will always be careful when writing joint dis- ending distribution ovey is:
tributions over variables from fierent moments of time, e.g.,

writing: Plye)= > alye | % )Pix) [ [ 7061 %1)  (47)
P(Yer1, %) = P(Yer | X)P (%) g e =
= (Y1 | X)Pr(%) (45) A% .
Plye %)= > alye %) [ [a(xIx1)  (48)
B. The Thermodynamics of Mapping an Input Space to an X2see X =1
Output Space Proposition 2. Fix any recursive organism process, iteration

t € N, initial distributions#1(x), 1(X), conditional distribu-
Our goal is to construct a physical procésever an organ- tion z(y | X) and halting subsetng: C Y.
ism’s quadruple\\/ X, U, V) that implements an iteration of a 1. With probability® (y; € Yhar), the ping-pong sequence

given ping-pong sequence above for_ any part_lculdn_ ad- at iteration t of the associated organism process maps
dition, we wantA to be thermodynamically optimal with the the distribution:

stipulated starting and ending joint Hamiltonians for ek
ations of the ping-pong sequence when it is run on an initial P’ (%)6(Yi-1, 0) = 6(X, OYP (Ve | Vi € Yhar)

joint distribution:
and then halts, and with probability— P’ (y; € Yhar), it

P1(x.y) = P1(X)s(y, 0) (46) instead maps:

In Appendix B, | present four separate GQ processes that P’ (%)S(Yi-1,0) = P(Xes1 | Yt & Ynar)d(¥s, 0)
implement stages (1), (2), (4) and (5) in a ping-pong segeienc
(and so implement the entire sequence). The GQ processes and continues.
for stages (1), (4) and (5) are guaranteed to be thermodynam-
ically reversible, for alt. However, each timé-GQ process
for stage (2) is parameterized by a distributidifx;). Intu-
itively, that distribution is a guess, made by the “designer

of the (timet) stage (2) GQ process, for the marginal distri- o, = ZPT*(y)E(HOUt 1Y) = E(Hout | Y)ly -0
y

2. 1% =P forallt < 7%, the total work the organism ex-
pends to map the initial distributioR;(x) to the ending
distribution .- (y) is:

bution over the valueg; at the beginning of the associated
stage (1) GQ process. That stage (2) GQ process will also be

thermodynamically reversible, if the distribution overt the - Z P1(NE(Hin [ X) + E(Hin | X)lx=0
beginning of the stage (1) GQ process is in fggk). There- x
fore, for that input distribution, the sequence of GQ preess + KT(S(P1(X)) = S(P~(Y)))

is thermodynamically optimal, as desired. However, as dis- _ _
cussed below, in general, work will be dissipated if thestag 3. There is no physical process that both performs the

(2) GQ process is applied when the distribution oxeat the same map as the organism process and that requires
beginning of stage (1) fiers from%(x;). less work than the organism process does when applied
I call such a sequence of five processes implementing anit-  t0 P(X)d(y:, 0).

eration of a ping-pong sequence@yganism processtis im-  proof Repeated application of Propositifihgives the first
portant to emphasize that | dmt assume that any particular ,ggjt.

real biological system runs an organism process. An organis  next combine Equatiof?D) in Appendix B, Equatiori3d
process provides a counterfactual model of how to implemeng 4 ou,r assumptions made just before Equ,amnb calcu-

a particular dynamics ovetxY, a model that allows us to cal- |5¢e the work needed to implement the GQ process of the first
culate the minimal work used by any actual biological SysteNtage of an organism process at iteration

that implements that dynamics.

Suppose that an organism process always halts foxany [ ( Wy 1 () = @ (U )H u ] - kT[S Y)) = S(P;_(Y
such thatP;(x;) # 0. Letr* be the last iteration at which such g:u Py 129 0ul1) = doult) JHoul1) ) PralV))
an organism process may halt, for any of the inpygtssuch
thatP(x;) # 0 (note that ifX is countably infinite* might = ZPt(y)E(HOU‘W) = E(Hou|Y)ly-0 — KTS((Y))
be countable infinity). Suppose further that no new inputis Y
received before™ if the process halts at some< 7* and  Analogous equations give the work for the remaining three
that all microstates are constant from such ap tor* (so, = GQ processes. Then, apply these equations repeatedty, star
no new work is done during such an interval). In light of theing with the distribution given in Equatiofdf) (note that
iterative nature of organism processes, this last assomgi  all terms for iterations of the ping-pong sequence with
equivalent to assuming thaty: | x) = dy,x if X € Yhar. {2,3,...,7 — 1} cancel out). This gives the second result.

| say that the organism processasursivewhen all of these Finally, the third result is immediate from the assumption
conditions are met, since that is the adjective used in the th that¥4 = #; for all t, which guarantees that each iteration of
ory of Turing machines. For a recursive organism process, ththe organism process is thermodynamically reversible.o
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The first result in Propositidd means that no matter what with equality only ifPr(.) is a delta function about one partic-
the initial distribution oveiX is, the organism process updates ular?1. So in general, even if an organism choose its (fixed)
that distribution according t@, halting whenever it produces %, to be optimal for an uncertain environment, it cannot do as
a value inYpqt. This is true even if the output of depends  well as it would if it could magically changé, appropriately
on its input (as discussed in the Introduction, this propert  before each new environment it encounters.
violated for many of the physical processes considereden th As a second example, in general, as one iterates an or-
literature). ganism process, the initial distributi#Py(x) is changed into

The first terms in the definition a7, , given by a sum of ~ a sequence of new distributiof®,(X), P2(X),...}. In gen-
expected values of the Hamiltonian, can be interpretedes theral, many of these distributions will ftier, i.e., for manyt’,
“labor” done by the organism when processixginto y,-,  Pv.1 # Pv. Accordingly, if one is using some particular phys-
e.g., by making and breaking chemical bonds. It quantifiescal device to implement the organism process, unless tiat d
the minimal amount of external free energy that must be usedice has a clock that it can use to upd&erom one itera-
to implement the amount of labor that is (implicitly) spesifi  tion to the next (to match the changesAy), the distribution
byn. The remaining terms, aftérence of entropies, represent ¢ built into the device will difer from #; at some times.
the free energy required by the “computation” done by theTherefore, without such a clock, work will be dissipated.
organism when it undergoasindependent of the labor done  Bearing these caveats in mind, unless explicitly stated oth
by the organism. erwise, in the sequel, | assume that the tinstage (2) GQ

process of an organism makes the correct guess for the input
distribution at the start of the timeping-pong sequencee.,

C. Input Distributions and Dissipated Work that its paramete#; is always the same as the distribution over
x at the beginning of the timestage (1) process. In this case,

Suppose that at the beginning of some iteratiofan or-  the minimal free energy required by the organisiefs, and
ganism process, the distribution oveis someP(x,) that dif-  no work is dissipated.
fers from%;(x,), the prior distribution “built into” the (quench- Itis important to realize that in general, if one were to run a
ing Hamiltonians defining the) organism process. Then, a§ process oveX in the second stage of an organism process,
elaborated at the beginning of SectlfiB] in general, thisit-  rather than a GQ process oveguided byY, there would be
eration of the organism process will result in dissipatedkwo nonzero dissipated work. The reason is that if we ran such a Q

As an example, such dissipation will occur if the organ-process, we would ignore the informationyif; concerning
ism process is used in an environment that generates inputise variable we want to send to zenq, In contrast, when
according to a distributiosP; that difers from%, the dis- we use a GQ process ovErguided byY, no information is
tribution “built into” the organism process. In the contett ignored, and we maintain thermodynamic reversibility. The
biology, if a biological system gets optimized by natural se extra work of the Q process beyond that of the GQ process is:
lection for one environment, but is then used in another one,
it will necessarily operate (thermodynamically sub-ogtily) KTS(X) = KTS(Xt | Yira) = KTI(X;; Vi) (52)

in that second environment. In other words, using the Q process would cause us to dis-

_ Note though that one could imagine designing an organginate workkT I(X;; Y;.1). This amount of dissipated work
ism to operate optimally for a distribution over environrteggn equals zero if the output of is independent of its input, as

since that is equivalent to a single average distributio®rov i wit erasure. It also equals zeroRfx,) is a delta function.

inputs. More precisely, a distributioRr(#1) over environ-  oever, for otherr and P(x,), that dissipated work will be
ments is equivalent to a single environment generatingt®pu yonzero, In such situations, stage 2 would be thermodynam-

according to: ically irreversible if we used a Q process ovgrto setx to
Pr(x)) = » Pr(P)Pi(x 49)  Z€10. L _
() ; PuP1l) (49) As a final comment, it is important to emphasize that no
_ _ claim is being made that the only way to implement an organ-
We can evaluate the_thermodynam|c cﬁg for tr_us 0rgan-  jsm process is with Q processes ATd3Q processes. How-
ism that behaves optimally for an uncertain environment. ever, the need to use the organism process in an appropriate

_As acomparison point, we can also evaluate the work usedyironment, and for it to have a clock, should be generic, if
in an impossible scenario whef varies stochastically but we wish to avoid dissipated work.

the organism magically “knows” what ea@ is before it
receives an input sampled from tiaf, and then changes its
distributions4; accordingly. The average thermodynamic cost

. . . ’ D. Optimal Organisms
in this impossible scenario would be

organism processes.
Recall that adding noise te may reduce the amount of
work required to implement it. Formally, Propositi@rtells
Qr > Z Pr(P1)Q} (51) usthateverything else being equal, the lagf?.-(Y)) is, the
Pr ' less work is required to implement the associatgthdeed,

Z Pr(P1)Q, (50) From now on, for simplicity, | restrict attention to recwmsi
P1

In general
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the thermodynamically-optimal implementation of a one-to different sets of chemicals from the environment, will result
many mapr actually draws in free energy from the heat bath,in different chemical waste producetc Here, | ignore such
rather than requiring free energy that ends up being dumpetnaterial” costs of the particular physical process theaorg
into that heat bath). This implies that an organism will wantism uses to implementon ;.

to implement ar that is as noisy as possible.

In addition, not all maps; — Y.+ are equally important to

However, in addition to these material costs of the process,
there is also a cost arising from the thermodynamic work re-

an organism'’s reproductive fitness. It will be important & b quired to run that process. If we can use a thermodynamically

very precise in what output is produced for some inpuyts
but for other inputs, precision is not so important. Indded,

reversibly process, then by Equati®dg), for fixed £, and
n, the minimal possible such required workﬁg,g. of

some inputs, it may not matter at all what output the organisnecourse, in many biological scenarios, it is not possmleste u

produces in response.

a thermodynamically-reversible organism process to imple

In light of this, natural selection would be expected to fa-mentz. As discussed in Sectidiii C], this is the case if the
vor nr's that are as noisy as possible, while still being preciseorganism process is “designed” for an environment that gen-
for those inputs where reproductive fithess requiresit.ifie s erates inputx according to#;(x) while the actual environ-

plify the situation, there are two contributions to the hrc-

ment in which the process is used generates inputs accord-

tive fitness of an organism that implements some partictilar ing to someP; # ¢;. However, there are other reasons why
the free energy (and other resources) required by that implehere might have to be non-zero dissipated work. In particu-
mentation and the “phenotypic fitness” that would arise bylar, there is non-zero dissipated workriimust be completed
implementingr even if there were no resources required toquickly, and so, it cannot be implemented using a quasiestat

implement it.

process (it does not do an impala any good to be able to com-

Therefore, there will be a trad&detween the resource cost pute the optimal direction in which to flee a tiger chasing i,
of being precise imr with the phenotypic fitness benefit of be- if it takes the impala an infinite amount of time to complete

ing precise. In particular, there will be a tradoetween the
thermodynamic cost of being precisesir{given by the min-
imal free energy that needs to be used to implem@rand

the phenotypic fitness of that In this subsection, | use an
extremely simplified and abstracted model of reproducttve fi

ness of an organism to determine whatptimizes this trade-
off.
To start, suppose we are given a real-valpkdnotypic fit-

nessfunction f(xg, y;+). This quantifies the benefit to the or-
ganism of being precise in what output it produces in respons
to its inputs. More precisely(xy, y-«) quantifies the impact
on the reproductive fithess of the organism that arises iftit o

putsy;- in response to an inpug it received, minus thefect

on reproductive fithess of how the organism generated that re
sponse. That second part of the definition means that behav-
ioral fitness does not include energetic costs associatéd wi
Therefore, it includes neither the work

mappingx; — Y.
required to compute a map takixg — y,- nor the labor in-
volved in carrying out that map going info(note that in some

toy models,f(x1, y-) would be an expectation value of an ap-
propriate quantity, taken over states of the environmemd, a

conditioned orx; andy;). For an input distributios;(x) and
conditional distributionr, expected phenotypic fitness is:

Epya(f) = ) PrOQ)PYe | X0) T (0, yr)

X1,Yr*

(53)

whereP(y.- | X1) is given by Equatiori4g).

that computation). Additionally, of course, it may be that a
minimal amount of work must be dissipated simply because
of the limited kinds of biochemical systems available toal re
organism.

I make several dierent simplifying assumptions:

1. In some biological scenarios, the amount of such dissi-
pated work that cannot be avoided in implementing
WZ will be comparable to (or even dominate) the min-
imal amount of reversible work needed to implement
Qg . However, for simplicity, in the sequel, | concen-
trate solely on the dependenceonf the reproductive
fithess of a process that implementthat arises due to
its effect onW, . Equivalently, | assume that | can ap-

proximate dfferenceSN’r VV’T as equal t(W’T VV’r
up to an overall proport|onal|ty constant.

2. Real organisms have internal energy stores that allow
them to use free energy extracted from the environment
at a timet’ < 1 to drive a process at tinte= 1, thereby
“smoothing out” their free energy needs. For simplicity,
| ignore such energy stores. Under this simplification,
the organism needs to extract at I@ﬁt of free energy
from its environment to implement a smgle iteration of
7 on%1. That minimal amount of needed free energy
is another contribution to the “reproductive fithess cost
to the organism of physically implementingstarting
from the input distributior;”.

The expected phenotypic fitness of an organism if it imple-

mentsz on the initial distribution®; is only one contribution
to the overall reproductive fitness of the organism.

In addi-
tion, there is a reproductive fithess cost to the organism tha

3. As another simplifying assumption, | suppose that the
(expected) reproductive fitness of an organism that im-
plements the map starting from®; is just:

depends on the specific physical process it uses to implement

7 on Pi.

physical resources that the process requires.
There are several contributions to this cost.

different physical processes for implementmgill require

In particular, there is such a cost arising from the

In partigular

F(Pr,m, T) = aBp, () - le (54)

Therefore« is the benefit to the organism’s reproduc-
tive fitness of increasindg by one, measured in units
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of energy. This ignores allfiects on the distribution in Corollary [ with S(Y1 | X;). SinceS(Y; | X;) <

#, that would arise by having fierentr implemented  S(Y1) [50,(51], this modification gives us a lower bound on
at times earlier tham = 1. It also ignores the possi- expected reproductive fitness:

ble impact on reproductive fitness of the organism’s im-

plementing particular sequences of multigle (future F(P1,m, ) = Z P1(X0)7(y1 | Xl){af(Xl,)ﬁ)

work involves weakening all of these assumptions, with X1,Y1

particular attention to this last one). Under this assump-

tion, varyingr has no &ect onS(Xy), the initial entropy ~Hou(y) ~KTIn [”(ﬁ | Xl)]}

over processor states. Similarly, it has rffeet on the < F(P,m, f) (57)

expected value of the Hamiltonian then. . o
Thern that maximizes” (P1, x, f) is just a set of Boltzmann

Combining these assumptions with Proposif®yrwe see distributions:
that after removing all terms i®7, that do not depend o, af(x1. y1) — Houlya)
we are left withy, P, (Y)E(Hou | Y) — KTS(Pr(Y)). This n(y1 | Xa) e exp( T )
gives the following result:

(58)

For eachxy, this approximately optimal conditional distri-
Corollary 3. Given the assumptions discussed above, up t®ution puts more weight oy if the associated phenotypic fit-

an additive constant that does not dependron ness is high, while putting less weight gnif the associated
energy is large. In addition, we can use this distribution to
F (P, 7, 1) construct a lower bound on the maximal value of the expected
reproductive fitness:
= 3, POOPYe Dx){a 0, ve) ~ Hou¥e) | o
XLYrt Corollary 4. Given the assumptions discussed above,
d d f -H
—kT |n [Z Pl(xl)P(yT* | Xl)]} maxy(Pl, T, f) > —kT Z P(Xl) |n [ Z exp(a' (Xl, yl) out(yl) )]
X] n X1 Vi kT

The first term in Corollar@Breflects the impact of on the ~ Proof. Write:
phenotypic fitness of the organism. The second term reflects .
the impact ofr on the amount of labor the organism does. - (P17 )= > Pl(xl)(ﬂ(yl | Xl){af(xl, y1) = Hou(y1)

Finally, the last term reflects the impactofon the amount Y1

of computation the organism does; the greater the entropy of _KTIn [n(yl | Xl)]})

Y.+, the less total computation is done. Irffdrent biological

scenarios, the relative sizes of these three terms may ehang = Z 7’1(X1)e35(x1,7r, f) (59)

radically. In some senses, Corolld8ycan be viewed as an
elaboration of[[58], where the “cost of sensing” constant in
that paper is decomposed into labor and computation costs. Each term% (x., , f) in the summand depends on tNe

From now on, for simplicity, | assume th¥t,; = Y. Sono  space distributionr(. | x1), but no other terms ir. There-
matter what the input is, the organism process ruesactly ~ fore, we can evaluate each such tefafxy, r, f) separately
once to produce the output. Returning to our actual optimizafor its maximizing (Boltzmann) distribution(. | x1). In the
tion problem, by Lagrange multipliers, if thethat maximizes ~ usual way, this is given by the log of the associated pantitio
the expression in Corollaf lies in the interior of the feasi- function (normalization constant{x,), since for anyx; and
ble set, then it is the solution to a set of coupled nonlinea@ssociated Boltzmanr(. | x1),

equations, one equation for each pair, 1): S(V1 | %) = — Zﬂ(yl | %) IN[x(ya | x0)]
Y1

. Z exp(Blaf (X1, Y1) — Houly1)])

X1,Y1

P(Xl){Hout()ﬁ) —af(x1,y1)

+kT(In[ZSD(x’1)7r(y1 | x’l)] ; 1)} — 1y, (55) 7 2Ax)
X In exp(Blaf(x1, y1) — Hout(y1)])
where thely, are the Lagrange multipliers ensuring that Axa)
Yy 71 | ) = 1forallx e X. Unfortunately in general =- Zﬂ()ﬁ | X0)(Ble f (X1, y1) = Hout(y1)]) — In[z(x1)]
the solution may not lie in the interior, so that we have a non-
trivial optimization problem. (60)

However, suppose we replace the quantity: whereg = 1/kT, as usual. Comparing to EquatidsBj estab-

lishes that:

- Xlzwﬂ(xl)n(yl | x)In| Z Pl 1 )] = S(¥2) P ) = KTz o

(56) and then gives the claimed result. m|
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As an aside, suppose we hdd Y, f(x, x) = Oforall xand As an example, human brains do little labor. Therefore,
that f were non-negative. Then if in addition the amount of these results bound the rate of computation of a human brain.
expected work were given by the mutual information betweerGiven the fitness cost of such computation (the brain uses
X1 andY; rather than the dierence in their entropies, our ~20% of the calories used by the human body), this bound
optimization problem would reduce to finding a point on thecontributes to the natural selective pressures on humans (i
rate-distortion curve of conventional information theamth ~ the limit that operational inéiciencies of the brain have al-

f being the distortion function [51]. (See al$d [5] for a stigh ready been minimized). In other words, these bounds suggest
variant of rate-distortion theory, appropriate whérdiffers  that natural selection imposes a traffdmetween the fithess
from X, and so the requirement théfx, x) = 0 is dropped.) quality of a brain’s decisions and how much computation is
However as shown above the expected work to implement required to make those decisions. In this regard, it is @ster
does not depend on the precise coupling betwageandy; ing to note that the brain is famously noisy, and as discussed
underrn, but only the associated marginal distributions. Soabove, noise in computation may reduce the total thermody-
rate-distortion theory does not directly apply. namic work required (se&l[6,110,/59] for more about the ener-

On the other hand, some of the same kinds of analysis usegktic costs of the human brain and its relation to Landauer’s
in rate-distortion theory can also be applied here. In paldr,  bound).

for any particular component(y, | x;) where®1(xi) # 0, As a second example, the rate of solar free energy incident
sincer” = 1, upon the Earth provides an upper bound on the rate of com-
P P1(x) putation that can be achieved by the biosphere (this bound
7 (X, 1) = holds for any choice for the partition of the biosphere’sfine
gy | x) P1(y1) grained space into macrostates, such that the dynamics over
>0 (62)  those macrostates executgsIn particular, it provides an up-

(whereP(y1) = Xy P(X)r(y1 | x1), as usual). So7(xq, 7, f)  PEr bound on the rate of computation that can be achieved by
1 1 . & b

is concave in every componentaf This means that the opti- human civiIizatior!, if we remain on the surfa_lce of the Earth
mizing channek may lie on the edge of the feasible region of @1d only use sunlight to power our computation.
conditional distributions. Note though that even if theusioin Despite the use of the term “organism”, the analysis above
is on the edge of the feasible region, in general féiedéntx, is not limited to biological individuals. For example, one
that optimalr(y; | x.) will put all its probability mass on dif- could take the input to be a current generation population of
ferent edges of the unit simplex ovér So when those edges individuals, together with attributes of the environmeraied
are averaged und@h (x,), the result is a marginal distribution by those individuals. We could also take the output to be the
P(y1) that lies in the interior of the unit simplex ovér next generation of that population, after selective winimgw
As a cautionary note, often in the real world, there is an inbased on the attributes of the environment (e.g., via raplic
violable upper bound on the rate at which a system can “hartor dynamics). In this example, the bounds above do not refer
vest” free energy from its environmerite., on how much to the “Computation" performed by an individual, but rather
free energy it can harvest per iteration nof(for example, by an entire population subject to natural selection. There
a plant with a given surface area cannot harvest free erfore, those bounds give the minimal free energy required to
ergy at a faster rate than sunlight falls upon its surfaca). | run natural selection.
that case, we are not interested in optimizing a quantiy lik  As afinal example, one can use these results to analyze how
Z(P1,m, f), which is a weighted average of minimal free en- the thermodynamic behavior of the biosphere changes with
ergy and expected phenotypic fitness per iteratiom.ofn-  time. In particular, if one iterates from onet to the next,
stead, we have a constrained optimization problem with athen the associated initial distributio# change. Accord-
inequality constraint: find the that maximizes some quan- ingly, the minimal amount of free energy required to imple-
tity (e.g., expected phenotypic fitness), subject to andakq mentr changes. In theory, this allows us to calculate whether
ity constraint on the free energy required to implementihat the rate of free energy required by the information processi
Calculating solutions to these kinds of constrained omtimi  of the terrestrial biosphere increases with time. Profigjca
tion problem is the subject of future work. has the rate of computation of the biosphere increased over
evolutionary timescales? If it has done so for most of thetim
that the biosphere has existed, then one could plausibly vie
IV.  GENERAL IMPLICATIONS FOR BIOLOGY the fraction of free energy flux from the Sun that the biospher
uses as a measure of the “complexity” of the biosphere, a mea-
Any work expended on an organism must first be acquiregure that has been increasing throughout the lifetime of the
as free energy from the organism’s environment. Howevemiosphere.
in many situations, there is a limit on the flux of free energy Note as well that there is a fixed current value of the total
through an organism’s immediate environment. Combinedree energy flux incident on the biosphere (from both sunligh
with the analysis above, such limits provide upper boundsind, to a much smaller degree, geologic processes). By-the re
on the “rate of (potentially noisy) computation” that can be sults presented above, this rate of free energy flux givepan u
achieved by a biological organism in that environment, oncger bound on the rate of computation that humanity as a whole
all energetic costs for the organism’s laboe( its moving, can ever achieve, if it monopolizes all resources of Earth, b
makingbreaking chemical bondsic.) are accounted for. restricts itself to the surface of Earth.
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In this paper, | calculated what optimizes this trade® APPENDIX A: PROOF OF PROPOSITION [

This calculation provides insight into what phenotypesinat
ral selection might be expected to favor. Note though that in
the real world, there are many other thermodynamic factors

that are important in addition to the cost of processing®ens | emma 5. A GQ process over R guided by V (for conditional

readings (inputs) into outputs (actions). For exampletethe gjstribution = and initial distributionp'(r, s)) will transform
are the costs of acquiring the sensor information in the firshny injtial distribution:

place and of internal storage of such information, for fatur

use. Moreover, in the real world, sensor readings do not ar- pi(r,s) = Z P (V)p'(s | V)pl(r | V) (63)
rive in an i.i.d. basis, as assumed in this paper. Indeed, in v

real biological systems, often, the current sensor readerg o

flecting the recent state of the environment, reflects previo into a distribution:

actions by the organism thaffacted that same environment 1 fron i

(in other words, real biological organisms often behave lik pr(r. ) = Z PVp(sIVr(r V) (64)
feedback controllers). All of thesdfects would modify the v

calculations done in this paper.

In addition, in the real world, there are strong limits on how p,o ¢ Fix somev* by samplingp'(v). Since in a GQ, mi-
much time a biological system can take to perform its COmpUz,ostates only change during the quasi-static relaxatifier

tations, physical labor and rearranging of matter, due W-en . first quenchs and, thereforey still equalv’. Due to the

ronrfnental exigher_mies (?)imlr(’.lﬁ/ %Ut' iLthe biologicall SYStBM infinite potential barriers it$, while smay change during that
not fast enough, it may be killed). These temporal consisain g|ayationy will not, and sovt*! = v* = v, Therefore:

mean that biological systems cannot use fully reversilde-th

We begin with the following lemma:

modynamics. Therefore, these temporal constraints iserea H; venctint(5> 9 = —KT In[z(r | v)] (65)
the free energy required for the biological system to penfor '
computation, labor aridr rearrangement of matter. Now, at the end of the relaxation stegy, s) has settled to

Future work involves extending the analysis of this papetthermal equilibrium within the regioRx v c Rx V. There-
to account for such thermodynamiffexts. Combined with fore, combining Equatio6B) with Equations[Z9) and £8),
other non-thermodynamic resource restrictions that rieal b we see that the distribution at the end of the relaxation is:
logical organisms face, such future analysis should help us

. . _Ht+l S)
understand how closely the organisms that natural sefectio t+1 quench>
. r,s) oc ex o(V(s), v
has produced match the best ones possible. pr9) o exp( kT ) o(V(9):v)

= exp(In[z(r | v)] + IN[p'(9]) 5(V(9), W)
= 7(r [ v)p'(95(V(9), )
o 7(r | vi)p'(s | v) (66)

Normalizing,
P, 9) = 7(r | Wp'(s] V) (67)

Averaging ovew, then givesp™(r, s):
P 9 = > P WS 1 Vn(r V) (68)
\%

O



Next, note thap'(s| v) = 0 if s¢ V(s). Therefore, if Equa-
tion &4 holds and we sunp'*'(r, s) over all s € V-1(v) for
an arbitraryv, we get:

P V) = p'Wr(r | v)

Furthermore, no matter what(s | v) is, p(r,v) = p'(v)p(r |
V). As a result, LemmB] implies that a GQ process ovBr
guided byV (for conditional distributionr and initial distribu-
tion p'(r, 8)) will transform any initial distributionp*(v) p'(r |
v) into a distributionp!(v)z(r | v). This is true whether or not
pt(v) = p'(v) or pi(r | v) = p'(r | v). This establishes the
claim of Propositioff that the first “crucial feature” of GQ
processes holds.

(69)

APPENDIX B: THE GQ PROCESSES ITERATING A
PING-PONG SEQUENCE

In this section, | present the separate GQ processes for im-
plementing the stages of a ping-pong sequence.

First, recall our assumption from just below the definition
of a ping-pong sequence that at the end of any of its stages,
Pr(u|y) is always the same distributiag,(u) (and similarly
for distributions likePr(w | x)). Accordingly, at the end of any
stage of a ping-pong sequence that implements a GQ process
overU guided byX, we can uniquely recover the conditional
distributionPr(u | x) from Pr(y | X):

U1 = Yy | )abu(u)

y

(70)

(and similarly, for a GQ process ové guided byY). Con-
versely, we can always recover(y | xX) from Pr(u | x), sim-

ply by marginalizing. Therefore, we can treat any distridit
7(u | X) defining such a GQ process interchangeably with a
distributionz(y | X) (and similarly, for distribution&(w | y)
andn(x | y) occurring in GQ processes owAf guided byY).

1. To construct the GQ process for the first stage, begin by
writing:

P, U) = > G5y, 0)0rocW)Gb(U)

Xy
= Qu(UZ(X (W) (w)

where%(x) is an assumption for the initial distribution
overx, one that in general may be wrong. Furthermore,
define the associated distribution:

(71)

ZweX(x) p'(w, u)
Zu’,we/\’(x) pH(w, u)
= qgut(u)

pl(ulx) =

(72)

By Corollary[I, running a GQ process ovat guided
by X for conditional distributionz(u | x%) and ini-
tial distribution p'(w, u) will send any initial distribu-
tion Py(X)p'(u | x) = Pu(X)q%,(u) to a distribution
Pi(X)(u | x). Therefore, in particular, it will send
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any initial x —» 7(u | x). Due to the definition of
q., and Equation{0), the associated conditional dis-
tribution overy given x, Ycyy 7(u | X), is equal to
#(y | X). Accordingly, this GQ process implements the
first stage of the organism process, as desired. In ad-
dition, it preserves the validity of our assumptions that
Pr(uly) = q,(u) and similarly forPr(w | x).

Next, by the discussion at the end of Secfib] this
GQ process will be thermodynamically reversible since
by assumptiong'(u | X) is the actual initial distribution
overu conditioned orx.

. To construct the GQ process for the second stage, start

by defining an initial distribution based on a (possibly
counterfactual) prio#;(x):

P W) = > GOYGrocW)T(Y [ )W) (73)
Xy
and the associated conditional distribution:
. S (y) P(We, Ur)
AE - 74
AW | y) Zw’,u’ey(y‘)p(w/’ ) (74)
Note that:
AW | ¥e) = G(% | Y1) Uproc(Wh) (75)
where:
7yt | %)% (%)
(X = 76
AW = 5 e %00 (76)
Furthermore, define a conditional distribution:
(W [ y1) = 1 (W € X(0))ayoc(Wh) (77)

Consider a GQ process ové¥ guided byY for con-
ditional distributionz(w; | y;) and initial distribution
o(w, up). By Corollaryldl this GQ process implements
the second stage, as desired. In addition, it preserves
the validity of our assumptions th&r(u | y) = of,(u)

and similarly foPr(w | X).

Next, by the discussion at the end of Secfib] this
GQ process will be thermodynamically reversilite
(W | Yes1) is the actual distribution ovey; conditioned
onyi1. By Equation[78), this in general requires that
%(x), the assumption for the initial distribution over
that is built into the step (ii) GQ process, is the actual
initial distribution overx;. As discussed at the end of
Section Cl, work will be dissipated if this is not the
case. Physically, this means that if the device imple-
menting this GQ process is thermodynamically optimal
for one input distribution, but used with another, then
work will be dissipated (the amount of work dissipated
is given by the change in the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence betwee and® in that stage (4) GQ process;

see[45]).
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3. We can also implement the fourth stage by running a tialized statex. Therefore, it is thermodynamically re-
(different) GQ process ovet guided byY. This GQ versible. Finally, we can implement the fifth stage by
process is a simple copy operatiar., implements a running an appropriate GQ process oVaguided byX.
single-valued, invertible function from,; to the ini- This process will also be thermodynamically reversible.
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