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Here we provide more details underlying the derivations of results in the main paper.

1 Continuous time Markov processes

In this section we’ll provide a summary of all the relevant properties of ergodic Markov chains in
continuous time to define notation. It is a generalization of material that can be found in [1]] with
some ideas from [2].

1.1 Notation
For any matrix A, we define matrices Adg and A as
dg _ A
AF =6iA, A=A— Al (1)

We let e denote a column-vector of ones and E = eeT denote a matrix of ones.

A continuous time Markov process is described by a matrix of transitions rates, Q,;, from state 4
to 7 with row sums equal to zero (Qe = 0). The probabilities of being in each state at time ¢, the
row-vector p(t), evolve according to

—— =p)Q, 2

where p(t)e = 1.
The equilibrium probabilities, p°, satisfy
p*Q =0, pTe=1. 3)

As we assume an ergodic process, this eigenvalue is non-degenerate. If all other eigenvalues have
strictly negative real parts, the process is regular (aperiodic).

‘We define additional matrices
A=(-Q®)"',  P=I+AQ. )

It can be shown that A;; is the mean time it takes to leave state 7 and P;; is the probability the the
next transition from state ¢ goes to state j:

Ni==—g Py= {0 Qo (5)
Zj;éj Qi; ’ ?JQ;C otherwise.
Furthermore, we also define
D= diag(poo)*l, — p*D =eT. ©)
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1.2 Fundamental matrix

For our results below regarding the integral of the memory curve, it can be useful to invert the
stochastic transition matrix, Q. However, since Q has a zero eigenvalue, it cannot be inverted. For
this reason, the fundamental matrix arises as a useful surrogate for the inverse of Q. It is related to
the first passage times, as we will see in the [next subsection] Here we define the fundamental matrix
and review its properties.

Definition 1: Fundamental matrix
For discrete time, the generalized fundamental matrix was defined in [3]]. For continuous time, we
define:

Z=(-Q+en) !, (7)

where 7 is any row-vector with we = 1/7 # 0.

Note that the canonical choice for the discrete time version, @ = p°°, is not available here due to
problems with units. It will be helpful to choose 7 to be independent of Q, e.g. m = e /(n7). All
quantities that we calculate using Z below will be independent of this choice.

Theorem 1:

The definition of Z is valid, i.e. (—Q + er) is invertible.

Proof. Assume there exists an x such that

(—Q+em)x=0. (8)
Multiplying from the left with p*> gives
x = 0. )
Substituting back into (8] gives
Qx =0.

As we assume an ergodic process, the zero eigenvalue is non-degenerate. Therefore, x = Me.
Substituting this into (9) gives

A
Amre = — = 0.
T
As we defined 7 such that 1/7 # 0, this means A = 0 =— x = 0. O
Corollary 2:
nZ =p~, (10)
Ze = Te, (11)
I+QZ =ep™, (12)
I+72Q = rem. (13)

Proof. We can deduce (T0) and (TT)) be pre/post-multiplying the following equations by Z:
pOO(iQ + eTf) =T,
e
(-Q+eme=—.
T
We can then deduce (I2)) and (T3) by substituting these into
(—Q+emZ=Z(—-Q+em)=1

1.3 First passage times

Definition 2: First passage time matrix
We define T';; as the mean time it takes the process to reach state j for the first time, starting from

state 7. We also define Tfig as the mean time it takes the process to return to state i. As usual,
T =T + Tds,



This matrix is given by
T = (EZ% - Z + A)D, (14)
see [4] for a proof. We can separate this into its diagonal and off-diagonal pieces.
The recurrence times are given by
T = AD. (15)
or in component form
pEAL T — 1.

The extra factor of A;;, compared to the discrete case [[1, Th.4.4.5], occurs because in this case we
are demanding that the process leaves the initial state once before returning, whereas in the discrete
case we only measure the time it takes to go to the initial state after the first time-step.

The off-diagonal mean first passage times are given by

= (EZ — Z)D. (16)

or in component form:
— Zi—7Z;;
= L —"2. (17)
b;
1.4 Mixing time (Kemeny’s constant)
Theorem 3:
The quantity
J

is independent of :.

Proof. For discrete time, a proof can be found in [1, Th.4.4.10]. For continuous time, we use (16},
(TT)) and the transpose of (6):

T(p™)" = (EZ% - Z)D(p™)"
= (eeTZ% — Z)e
= (eTZ%e)e — Ze
=(trZ—n)e.
which proves withn =trZ — 7. O

Note that it is essential that we use T and not T here, as that would lead to 7; = 1 + A;;, unlike the
discrete time version, where this would only shift 7 by 1.

1.5 Sensitivity of equilibrium distribution

Suppose that the Markov process, defined by Q, depends on some parameter «. Differentiating
gives
dZ d
_79Q,

P 19
do da (19)
We can substitute this into the derivative of (10):
dp> dQ dQ
nlZ—7 =p>*—7 20
do do do (20)



We can rewrite this in component form and use the fact that Q;; = — ZZ oy Q;;:

dpy° dQg;
- 00 7.
da ; b da Ik

= prod%j Zjr + pronn Zi,

— d da

i#£] Q. @1
— 00 v 7.
- Z pl dO[ (Z]k Zlk)

1#£]

dQ;, S
= Z dajp‘fpio(Tik — Tji).
i#]

This is a generalization of a result of [5] from discrete to continuous time that we will need below.
Note that the summand vanishes for ¢ = j, so we can drop the restriction ¢ # j from the range of
the sum.

1.6 Subsets and flux

Let us denote the set of states by S. Consider a subset A C S. We can define a projection operator

onto this subset:
1 ifi=jeA
1) = ’ 22
( )U {0 otherwise. @2)

We will use superscripts/subscripts to denote projection onto/summation over a subset:
7t = alA, MA=MIA, MA =TI4M, x4 = Ix,
7rA:7reA, M.A:MeA, My = (eA)TM, XA = (eA)Tx, 2
where 7 is a row vector, M is a matrix and x is a column vector.
We can define a flux matrix, a.k.a. ergodic flow:
& =D'Q, ®,; = pQy;. (24)

This measures the flow of probability between states in the equilibrium distribution. Detailed bal-
ance, a.k.a. reversibility, is equivalent to & = T,

The flux between two subsets is a particularly useful quantity:
P45 = p=-Qe”. (25)

One can show that
Pase =Paca=—Paa=—Pyea (26)

using (pOCA + pOOAC) Q=0and Q (e +e*) =0.
1.7 Lumpability

Suppose we have partitioned the states into disjoint subsets, {4, }:

UAa=8  AunAs =dasAa. 27)

We will use « instead of A, in superscripts and subscripts in the following. The fact that these
subsets are disjoint and exhaustive allows us to define the function
o(i) =« = i€ A, (28)

We can use this partition to define a new stochastic process associated with the original Markov
chain. At time ¢, if the state of the original process is 7, the state of the new process is o (%).



One may ask if this new process is a Markov chain. The answer is yes, if the original Markov chain
has a property called lumpability wrt. the partition (see [1, §6.3] for the discrete time version and
[6, 7] for continuous time):

o(i)=0(j) = Qia=Qja= Z Qjk, (29)
ke Ay

i.e. the total transition rate from some state to some subset is the same for all starting states within
the same subset. This common value is the transition rate for the new lumped Markov chain.

This can be rewritten with the aid of two matrices

50«7(1’)
|Aal
Left multiplication by U averages over subsets, right multiplication by V' sums over subsets. For

U, we chose the uniform measure in each subset. Any measure would work equally well, e.g. one
proportional to the equilibrium distribution:

Uai = Via = d5(i)a- (30)

o0 &
%

Uwi .
[e%) pg{o

€29

One can show that (UV),3 = do3. The matrix VU is also interesting. It has a block diagonal
structure, with each block corresponding to a subset. Each block is a discrete-time ergodic Markov
matrix (it is an independent trials process with probabilities given by the measure chosen for U).
This means that the right eigenvectors with eigenvalue 1 will be those that are constant in each
subset:
VUx =x — X = Zxaeo‘. (32)
@

This allows us to write the lumpability condition (29), and the transition matrix for the lumped
process compactly:

VUQV =QV, Q=UQV. (33)

By induction, one can show that similar relations hold for all powers:

~

vouQ"v =Q"V, Q" =U0Q"V, (34)
and, via the Taylor series, for the exponential as well:

VUV =Ry, o!Q = ye!Qy, (35)
The equilibrium distribution of the lumped process is given by

p> =p~*V. (36)

2 Signal-to-Noise ratio (SNR)

In this section we will look at the signal-to-noise curve, and put an upper bound on its initial value.
We need only consider ergodic Markov chains. Transient states would be unoccupied in equilibrium
and would not be accessed by the signal creation process, therefore they could be removed from
the analysis. Absorbing chains are degenerate cases: they have zero initial signal but infinite decay
times, so they can only be approached as the limit of a sequence of ergodic chains.

2.1 Framework
The individual potentiation/depression events will be described by discrete-time Markov chains:
Mpol/dep =1 + Wpot/dep Mpot/depe —e MPQt/deP c [0 1] (37)
) ) 1) ) -

The initial signal creation event occurs at time ¢ = 0, but all subsequent potentiation/depression
events occur at random times according to Poisson processes with rates 7 fPV9P_ where PO fdeP —



1 are the fraction of plasticity events that are potentiating/depressing respectively. This means that
the “forgetting” process will be described by the continuous-time Markov chain:

Q=rW' =7 (fPOWP! 4 fIPWEP) (38)

We only require that this Markov chain is ergodic. The Markov chains described by MP°VdP peed
not be.

We assume that the probability distribution starts in the equilibrium distribution (3). During the
initial signal creation, a fraction fP°" will change to p>®MP® and a fraction f%P will change to
p>MP_ After this, probabilities will evolve according to (2)).

2.2 SNR curve

As discussed in the main text, the signal-to-noise ratio is given by

<7Eideal : ’U_j(t» — <'U_jidea1 117(00))

\/Var(wideal . IE(OO))

SNR(t) = (39)

First, let’s look at the denominator, remembering that the states and plasticity events of each synapse
are independent and identically distributed:

Var(wideal'w(oo)) = Z< _»io(éiealu_}a(oo) _’ﬁealu_jﬂ(oo)> - (Z <1Ui((liealwa(oo)>>

«

- Z 1dea1 OO))2> + Z <wﬁiealwa(oo)> <wﬁidealwﬂ(oo)>

a#p
2 (40)
- (Z <w%ealwa(oo)>>
1 - 2 a1 2
=N <1> + N(N - 1) <wi1dealw1(oo)> - N2 <wi1dealw1(oo)>
1 - 2
= N(l - < 11dealw1(oo)> )7
where we used W* = +1.
For the numerator, we can write
(@hgear (1)) = > (Wigeq® (£)) = N (Wigeq " (t)), (41)
Noting that Wige = 1 with probability fPovdep,
<w1dealw > £ < _'1(’5)>pot,t:o — o <“71 (t)>dep,t:O
= fPUN " P(state = i,t | pot, 0)w; — f4P >  P(state = i,t | dep,0)w “42)
p p
From the previous section,
P(state = i,¢ | pot/dep, 0) = {pooMpo‘/dep e”wF} . 43)

which describes the synapses starting in the equilibrium distribution, changing state due to the plas-
ticity event at t = 0 and subsequent evolution according to (2 due to plasticity events uncorrelated



with 'J)'idealﬂ This results in
(gear" (£)) = P (M — fAPMEP) W,
(Wige " (00)) = P (fPMP — fIPMP) ep™w
P> (fPe — f*Pe) p>w (44)
= (7 = fr) pew
_ (fpot _ fdep) pooertWFw.

Combining these allows us to write the numerator as

(et B (1)) — (Bigea0(50)) = Np™ (f(MP' — ) — f4P(MEP — 1)) "W w

_ Npoo(fpot(wpot o WF) o fdep(wdep o WF)) ertWFW (45)
_ N(2fpotfdep)poo (Wpot o Wdep) ertWFW.

where we used p>* W¥ = 0 in going from the first to second lines. Combining with gives

\/N(protfdep)poo (Wpot _ Wdep) ertWFW

V1= (frr = for)2(pg — pX)?
The denominator will not play any role in what follows, as the models that maximize the various
measures of memory performance all have some sort of balance between potentiation and depres-

sion, either with fPo = fd4P or pY = pZ. We can set the denominator to 1 without changing any
of our results.

SNR(t) = (46)

This results in our final formula:
SNR(t) = \/]V(2fp°tfdep) P> (WP — W) "W . (47)
The factor of p> describes the synapses being in the steady-state distribution before the memory

is encoded. The factor of (IMP® — M%P) comes from the encoding of the memory at ¢ = 0, with

Wigeat being 1 in synapses that are potentiated/depotentiated. The factor of e"™W" describes the
subsequent evolution of the probability distribution, averaged over all sequences of plasticity events,
and the factor of w indicates the readout via the synaptic weight.

We can express this in terms of the one parameter family of transition matrices:

W(a) = aWP" + (1 — o)W, = W = W( ),
AW
t dep __

WP - WE = ——, (48)

AW  dp™_ .

o = W

da da
Then becomes
dp™ .

SNR(t) = VN (2P0t faer) TP yyF) ortWh (49)

da

2.3 Lumpability and the SNR curve

Suppose that we have a partition such that WP and WP are simultaneously lumpable, and that all
the states in each subset have the same synaptic strength (see §1.7):

VIWPoVdeys — Yazpotkdepy VUw =w. (50
'Note that expanding the exponential gives
e'rtWF _ i M zn: (Y™ ( fdep)"—m [MP"‘M"SPMPO‘MP‘“ + permutations
a n! P .
n=0 m=0

Thus, evolving according to (Z) results in averaging over all sequences of plasticity events, as we only need
linear expectations of w(¢) in the end.



We can define a new synapse with
Wpot/dep — vavpot/dep‘/7 W = UW, ﬁoo — pooV (51)
This synapse has an SNR curve:
SNR() oo cirpor _ <odepy rtWF
Gy BTV W
= pPVU (WP — W)V 7e"W 1V Tw,
= p® (WP — W)V 7e"™W Y Tw.
_ poo (Wpol o Wdep)ertWF VUw.
_ poo (Wpot o Wdep)ertWFw‘

i.e. the lumped process has exactly the same SNR as the original one.

(52)

2.4 Initial SNR and flux

Using pW?¥ = 0 and the first line of (@3], we can write the initial SNR as
SNR(0)
VN
Using WPVdP (et + e7) = 0 and (26):
rpoT (W 4 fEIWER et — B = By = rp™ T (W 4 W)

we can rewrite (53)) as

=1=(p*" +p> ) (fPW™ — fEPWR) (et —e7). (53)

I = o 4poo+fpothotef o 4pooffdepwdepe+. (54)

4 _
r
The last two terms are guaranteed to be negative, as the diagonal parts of WP°YP cannot contribute.

Therefore

4VNS_
—

SNR(0) < (55)

This inequality is saturated if potentiation never takes it from a + state to a — state and depression
never takes it from a — state to a + state.

3 Area maximisation

In this section we will find an upper bound on the area under the signal-to-noise curve. As in §2| we
will only consider ergodic Markov chains. We will see in that the optimal chain is absorbing,
so it lies on the boundary of the (open) set of ergodic chains, but it still puts an upper bound on the
area for any chain in the interior.

3.1 Area under signal-to-noise curve

The signal-to-noise curve is given by (9). The area is computed by integrating this

PRNALE o il Kl IV

w
r da 0
N (2 fpot dep dp>®
_ VN (2fPfP) dp (I—ep™)w (56)
r da
ﬁ(zfpotfdep) dpoo
o r da w:
. S . 2 _ AWy, ot de;
We can rewrite this using 1)), with A = VN (2P f®P) A and q;; = —;+ = WI,' — WP
A= Z pqi;(Tir — Tjk) P Wi (57)

.5,k



Definition 3: Partial mixing times
We define the 4+ mixing times as

ZTszk (1 - wk) = ZTMPEC

kex

- Xk: (Zy — Zix) (1 i2Wk> = (Zak — Zir)-

ket

(58)

We can think of n;r as a measure of the “distance” to the wj, = +1 states and 7, as the “distance”
to the w;, = —1 states.

Using (18], we can write:
i+ =,

20" —nf) = Z(Tik — TPy Wi = Z(ij —Zip)Wy. (59)
k k

We could arrange the states in order of decreasing 1™, which is the same as the order of increasing

n .

We can rewrite as
A=2 "aypF o —nf) = —Zqupz n
- o (60)
:qul‘jp?o(nj =) _Qqujpz nj -
i
We can also express it in terms of the fundamental matrix (7) as
A = Z qiijh-(ij — sz)wk = 7TZqZW. (61)
.5,k
It is also helpful to define the following quantities:
d lnp = P PaZ)
o= ——t sz aij (Ti — Tji) = — (p qT)kZ%,
Py
a;i =Y _qup(n —nl), (62)
J

A = chpzowk = QZai.
k i

Note that the optimal choice of w is wy = sgn(c).

3.2 Derivatives wrt. WPpotdep

In the following, we will mathematically define the classes of perturbations pictorially described in
Figure 3 of the main paper. In order to do so, we will need to consider expressions for derivatives of

. o /d
various quantities with respect to W77"P.

As discussed in the main text, we will regard the off-diagonal elements of Wg’;““ep to be the inde-
pendent variables, with WP/%P — _ $° ki Wf;Udep imposed by hand. Thus,
oW} 9qij

W — fpm/depdqi((shj - 617)7 W == i(sqz(dh] - 6”) (63)
gh gh

The implicit g # h that comes with all derivatives is unnecessary, as the derivatives above vanish
when g = h.



In particular, differentiating (7)),
0Z;;
awpotzdep = Tfpm/depzig(zhj - Zgj)' (64)
gh

We can then differentiate expression (61)) to get

0A .
awpot/dep - QTfPOI/deP Z a‘74 gt Thl) + Cg (77; - T}}T) + 2pg (77; - 77;) (65)
gh
where a; and ¢;, were defined in (62)).

It is sometimes useful to consider the following derivatives:

o 9 d O _ Lap O pt 0
GWE, ~ awm T owE T g ! awn ! ower (66)
gh gh awgh Adgh gh 8Wgh
Each of these derivatives behaves as their names suggest:
OWFE. 9d. aq, OWFE.
o= d 0gi(Onj — i), qlé = < =0. (67)
awgh aqgh awgh anh

This is because we could treat W and ¢ as the independent variables. However, the boundaries of
the allowed region are more easily expressed in terms of Wrevdep,

3.2.1 Scaling mode

Consider the following differential operator:

0
A= vaot ‘N7dep7. (68)
Z 9h oW Tg(;: 9 9 ,ge;f)

This corresponds to the scaling, WPVdeP . (14¢)WPoYdeP Intuitively, this has two effects: it scales
up the initial potentiation/depression and it scales down all timescales. This intuition is confirmed
by the following results:

AZ =T1ep™ —Z, Ap>® =0, AT = -T,

A (69)
AnE = —nf, Aqi; = q;5, AA=0,

The anomalous bit in the scaling of Z is due to the lack of dependence of 7 and 7 on WPetdep,

As the area is invariant under this scaling, we can consider the WP°/%P to be projective coordinates.
Therefore we don’t need to enforce the lower bound on the diagonal matrix elements while looking
for the maximum area, as we can use this null-mode to enforce it afterwards without changing the
area.

3.3 Kuhn-Tucker conditions

Consider the Lagrangian
— A + Z Z pot/deprot/dep. (70)
pot/dep i#j
Necessary conditions for an extremum are

oL

_ pot/dep pot/dep pot/dep pot/dep
W 0 pop*T >0, WIEP >0, pp i TWEE = 0. (71)
gh

9 gh

with ¢ # h. This enforces the positivity constraints on the off-diagonal elements, but not the
diagonals. As discussed in §3.2.1] that can be enforced after finding the maximum using the null
scaling degree of freedom.

10



3.3.1 Triangularity

Here we describe the perturbations corresponding to Figure 3(a,b) of the main paper.

Consider
oL dep pot Y~ oL dep pOt pot , dep
= +2p=°(nt —nH) =0. 72
don =f awg: —f oW =(f = fPugp) + 2Py (ng —np) (72)
This corresponds to the shift
Wg;t — WI;;[ + fdepeij’ W?;p — W?;p — prtEij, Z €ij = 0, (73)

J

which leaves W unchanged, and therefore p>°, T and ni as well.
Assume 7 > 7;". Then

P <0 = 0 = WE-o o
Similarly, if 779 < nh , then

FPpby — PP > — pho > 0 — WP =0. (75)
Thus, if we arrange the states in order of decreasing 7, WP is upper-triangular and WP is lower
triangular.

We have ignored the possibility that pg° = 0, as this would imply that T';; = oo, which would in
turn imply that the Markov process is not ergodic.

3.3.2 Shortcuts

In this subsection we will define perturbations corresponding to Figure 3(c) of the main text.

Now consider the following combinations of derivatives for m > 1:

m—1
Agot/d@p — Z 1 ( t/da ) _ L ( at/d > (76)
" k=0 p_ﬁk‘ 8Wzlk?§i(k+1) 8Wpogf£@

Once again, they are only well defined if all the states have non-zero equilibrium probabilities (see
the comment in §3.3.1|about this being satisfied for ergodic chains).

One can show that the equilibrium probabilities, p°°, are invariant under these operators (21)):

Apot/dep 0 (77)
which makes it possible to integrate the perturbatlon.
(ei(g,nL)) = —¢,
g,9Em
Wpot/dep N Wpot/dep_'_D(:.:I:(g,m)’ (ei(gﬂn)) =€ VEk e [07 m — 1]7 (78)
gtk,g+(k+1)
(ei(g’m)) =—¢ Vke[l,m-1].
gtk, gtk
But more interestingly for our purposes:
m—1 Mp(ljliepi(k ) ‘upot/dep m—1
) +1 +m
Agogndepﬁ Z 9 Zo g.9EM | 4 o fpot/dep (n;_ik - n;i(k+1)> (cgik - Cg) s
k=0 Pgtk Py k=0
(79)

In the we will show that the ¢;, are non-decreasing, if we put the states in order of
decreasing 7,7 . This implies that the last term of the final expression in (79) is non-negative. If

it is non-zero (there would need to be a lot of degeneracy for it to be zero), this would imply that
g?;jfﬂz > 0, which in turn implies that W°; oUdeP — . This would tell us that the process with the
maximal area has to have a multi-state topology

11



3.3.3 Increasing cy

In the [previous subsection| we defined perturbations corresponding to Figure 3(c) of the main text.
In order to show that those perturbations increase the area, we must now show that the ¢ are non-
decreasing, if we put the states in order of decreasing 7]2‘.

Consider the following combinations of derivatives:

1 0 1 0
A = — = + — ) (80)
" Py <6W§h ) Py < GWEQ >

(81)

Note that they are only well defined if all the states have non-zero equilibrium probabilities (see the
comment in §3.3.1]about this being satisfied for ergodic chains).

One can show that the equilibrium probabilities, p°°, are invariant under these operators using 1I):
Aghpgo = Oa (82)
which makes it possible to integrate the perturbation:

T
WroUer _, Wpouder | e, < (83)
ee = 0.
But more interestingly:
pot dep pot dep

Pgh T Hgn | Hhg + By

AL =~ Oog + goo g+2r(cg—ch)(77;'—n;'), (84)
pg ph

(85)

where ¢, were defined in (62).

0f

. .. . g p [/dep .
Using the non-negativity of the Kuhn-Tucker multipliers, p;; ", (84) tells us that if we arrange the

states in order of decreasing 77;" , the optimal process will have non-decreasing ¢, (if any of the 77,:'
are degenerate, we can choose their order to ensure this).

Note that, according to &, either WZ(,’: or W;‘e}f’ will be zero at the maximum, therefore we can

pot

gh
at closely, the only way ug(;: + uze,f could be zero is if 7,7 = ;" or p° = 0.

dep

expect one of i ), + /1., to be non-zero. This would rule out degeneracy of the ¢, or 172'. Looking

3.34 Summary

Using the Kuhn-Tucker formalism, we have shown that, with the states arranged in order of non-
increasing n;r :

e There can be no ergodic maximum for which WP contains backwards transitions or WdP
contains forwards transitions.

e There can be no ergodic maximum with the c; decreasing.

e The c;, may only be degenerate at an ergodic maximum if the corresponding n,j are also
degenerate.

e If the ¢, increase and the n;r decrease, there can be no ergodic maximum with shortcuts.

These were shown by finding allowed perturbations that increase the area.

This leaves two possibilities for the maximum area Markov chain. Either there is no degeneracy and
no shortcuts, which implies the Multi-state/serial topology that we’ll discuss in or there is some
degeneracy, which would allow shortcuts provided that they do not bypass an entire degenerate set

(see (T9)).

Degeneracy tends to be very delicate. It is usually hard to arrange without some symmetry relating
degenerate states. Such a symmetry would imply lumpability (see §1.7). The lumped chain would
not have any shortcuts, as an entire degenerate set cannot be bypassed. As this lumped chain has the
same area (see §2.3)), we would need only consider the multi-state topology.

12



3.4 Multi-state/Serial topology

The previous results indicate that the area under the memory curve of any model is bounded by the
area under the memory curve of a model with the serial/multistate topology having the same equi-
librium distribution. Here we compute this area, which we will see depends only on this equilibrium
distribution.

The multi-state/serial topology is defined by (see [8H10]):

ds ds
W= i, W= 8, (36

Because it has no shortcuts, it saturates various inequalities:
S — T, if i<j<k or i>j>k,
T, —Tji = T e L
—Ty, if j<i<k or j=ix>k, (87)
rpWi (T +Tye) =1 if i=j+1,
and it satisfies detailed balance (a.k.a. reversibility a.k.a. £2 ~ self-adjointness):
PGP = fUPg T, (88)

which means we can always choose the transition rates, ¢} /4P (o give any desired equilibrium
probabilities, p§©

This allows us to calculate the ¢;,’s:

d d
cr = ZTm‘H (p‘i‘)qf‘“ + Pit14; ep) - ZTHM (Pz ‘me + P14 ep)
i<k i>k

F F
Py Wikt | PigiWegin | 1
fpot fdep - rfpotfdep i

i1 — ¢k = (Trpy1 + Thgr) <

> apy =Y pai(n—n) =0,
K ij

k— Z]‘ ]p?o
Tfpotfdep ’

where we used (87) to derive the first two equations respectively and Th[3|to derive the third. This
allows us to write the area as

A= ZWZ k= ip | powi = £ Z]pj Py, (90)
J

r
k

(89)

:>Ck:

where we used wi, = sgn(cy), as discussed after (62). This reproduces equation (15) of the main
paper.

In order to obtain an upper bound on the area under the memory curve of any model, we now max-
imise the area of the serial model with respect to its equilibrium distribution. First let us maximise
[©0) at fixed pi = Zk pe (1iw’”) Clearly this will happen when we put all of the probability at
the ends: p7® = p% and p;;° = pY° are the only non-zero py°. This gives an area of

A< YN 1) (app). 1)
This is maximised at p3° = p>® = 3:

A< @(M—l). (92)

This yields the area bound of equation (16) of the main text.

Note that the chain that achieves this is not ergodic, the two states at each end are absorbing. This is
similar to the results found numerically in [[L1] in a slightly different situation.
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