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Conformational changes are observed in many enzymes, but their role in catalysis is highly contro-
versial. Here we present a theoretical model that illustrates how rigid catalysts can be fundamentally
limited and how a conformational change induced by substrate binding can overcome this limitation,
ultimately enabling barrier-free catalysis. The model is deliberately minimal, but the principle it
illustrates is general and consistent with unique features of proteins as well as with previous informal
proposals to explain the superiority of enzymes over other classes of catalysts. Implementing the
discriminative switch suggested by the model could help overcome limitations currently encountered
in the design of artificial catalysts.

Enzymes can accelerate chemical reactions to a level
currently unmatched by artificial catalysts from hetero-
geneous catalysis [1], supramolecular chemistry [2], cat-
alytic antibodies [3] or computational protein design [4].
Could it be that enzymes follow different principles [5–
7] or are they simply better [8]? An often-cited differ-
ence between enzymes and other catalysts is that en-
zymes commonly exhibit conformational changes, includ-
ing along their catalytic cycle [9], while artificial catalysts
are generally rigid. Following the principle of transition
state stabilization – the cornerstone of catalysis theory
– indeed leads to the design of rigid catalysts [3, 4, 10].
On the other hand, the role that flexibility, i.e., degrees
of freedom internal to the catalyst, may play in enzyme
catalysis is currently very controversial [11–13].

To date, the problem has been studied primarily by ex-
perimental and computational studies of model enzymes,
with general arguments remaining informal [5–8, 13, 14].
Efforts to develop theoretical physics models mostly date
from the 1970s and have left the issue unsettled [15]. In-
spired by the power of simple physical models to clarify
the mechanisms of protein folding [16] and allostery [17],
we use here a minimal model of catalysis to demonstrate
in the simplest and clearest terms how catalysis can ben-
efit from a particular form of flexibility where a switch
occurs between conformations of very different energy.

This approach extends our previous studies of complete
catalytic cycles with simple physical models that take
into account both geometric and energy constraints [18,
19]. These works showed that flexibility is not necessary
for catalysis and could even be detrimental: the best
catalysts that were found were rigid, with no internal
degree of freedom. As solid surfaces in heterogeneous
catalysis, they verify the Sabatier principle [20, 21]: they
cannot lower the energy barrier of a reaction without
limiting the desorption of products. Enzymes, on the
other hand, are not subject to this trade-off and can reach
a diffusion limit where the only limitation is the rate of
encounter with the reactants [22]. We show here how
this is possible with a particular form of flexibility that
we call a discriminative switch.

To explore the design space of catalysts beyond rigid

constructs, a general but tractable modeling framework
is needed. Our previous models were either limited to
one dimension [18] or required molecular dynamics sim-
ulations [19]. Here we reformulate the problem with a
lattice model amenable to efficient and accurate calcula-
tions. This model recapitulates our previous results and
extends them in two aspects. First, it allows us to iden-
tify a limit on the efficiency of rigid catalysts. To this
end, we quantify the extent a to which catalysis reduces
the activation energy of a reaction (the energy that ap-
pears in Arrhenius law) from a value h+

s in the absence of
catalyst to a lesser value ah+

s with a < 1 in its presence.
We show that a has a non-zero lower bound when the
catalyst is rigid. Second, our model allows us to expose
a generic principle by which a conformational switch can
overcome this limit and enable barrier-free catalysis, with
a = 0. This principle formalizes a key difference between
biological and non-biological catalysts.

Spontaneous reaction – As in our previous works [18,
19], we consider as a spontaneous reaction the dissoci-
ation of a dimer into its two constituent monomers but
here on a lattice with two particles interacting through a
potential Es(ds) that is a function of their distance ds in
the lattice (Fig. 1A). The potential excludes two particles
from the same site and has two minima, at ds = 1 for the
dimer and at ds ≥ 3 for the free monomers, with an inter-
mediate transition state at ds = 2. We parametrize this
potential by the forward and backward potential barriers,
h+
s and h−

s .

The position of particle i is denoted xi (i = 1, 2).
The joint positions x = (x1, x2) of the two particles on
the lattice define a configuration with associated energy
E(x) = Es(ds). Each particle can independently hop
to a neighboring lattice site to lead to a new configura-
tion y. This is taken to occur with a Metropolis rate,
k(x → y) = k0 min(1, e−(E(y)−E(x))/kBT ), where k0 sets
the unit of time and T the temperature, which we fix to
k0 = 1 and kBT = 1. Other dynamics could be chosen,
e.g., Glauber dynamics, the essential feature being that
the dynamics is governed by a master equation satisfy-
ing the detailed balance, of the form ∂tπ = Q⊤π where
π(x, t) is the probability to be in configuration x at time

ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

08
35

2v
2 

 [
q-

bi
o.

B
M

] 
 9

 A
ug

 2
02

3



2

<latexit sha1_base64="rXH4kngY+w7yoSdDceoVdvv7Yd4=">AAAEk3iclVPbThRBEK2FUREv3OKTLxM3JiYmm1kjauKDRozxBYOJCySIZGboZTvMLd09KNnwDbzCv/gj/oG+8QmcqmkSkF3B3uxM9alTp7tOTydVpq2Lol+ticngxs1bU7en79y9d39mdm5+1Za1SVUvLbPSrCexVZkuVM9pl6n1yqg4TzK1luwucX5tTxmry+KL26/UZh7vFLqv09gB6g227LenW7PtqBPJCC8HXR+0yY+Vcq71k77SNpWUUk05KSrIIc4oJovfBnUpogrYJg2BGURa8ooOaBq1NVgKjBjoLp47mG14tMCcNa1Up1glw9+gMqTHqCnBM4h5tVDytSgzOk57KJq8t328E6+VA3U0AHpV3RnzunXci6M+vZIeNHqqBOHuUq9Siyu88/BcVw4KFTCOt5E3iFOpPPM5lBorvbO3seR/C5N RnqeeW9Off3aXi8IeVm+c4dNhdoHsd/E2F06BvQyBW+FwxDv6gSfHy2A0Z9ucrpHVxyn0Ryh8kP4uqoxXGIxQ+Cie5eLeAFEp7rlr6RUj9D7JF+XE3+xKjf5IX8539X8eWa+WyLfNda45G9zV7t8383Kw+qzTfdFZ/Py8/ebE39opekiP6Alu5kt6C7dWqIeVNR3SER0HD4LXwbvgfUOdaPmaBbowguVTMc/tfA==</latexit>

h+
s

BA

<latexit sha1_base64="rXH4kngY+w7yoSdDceoVdvv7Yd4="></latexit>

h+
s

<latexit sha1_base64="R18RgUZRoj7UPiXrSbqQm6ewrks="></latexit>

S

<latexit sha1_base64="V/vvFv2kmqZAKIitILCb3jGwN9s="></latexit>

S‡

<latexit sha1_base64="2jrup2O/dLvkKWfOLpA8Ie+7v3M="></latexit>

2P

<latexit sha1_base64="F1zhlG16TFdlRYgjzTZnhy0Q64o="></latexit>

h+
s

<latexit sha1_base64="p0kuPEP8XKudRG5mSu1eCYGE/BM="></latexit>

h�
s

<latexit sha1_base64="y+RcUXQMsg+kHNARxacXotlalt8="></latexit>

ds = 1
<latexit sha1_base64="9KsiAR7ueIYUBtFgsSF+HIfFZVI="></latexit>

ds = 2
<latexit sha1_base64="7Np05UAn7fSNCuhDBBZU58sfCBU="></latexit>

ds � 3

<latexit sha1_base64="5i2or3fJ8jvy0D/Uirz6NB2qrpo="></latexit>

0
<latexit sha1_base64="ZpYg/uQRe4EJFLdYTKP0E9gMNjg="></latexit>

ds

<latexit sha1_base64="gJsU9K46vCNycaXHT68XKwSW6fc="></latexit> E
(d

s
)

FIG. 1: Model for the spontaneous reaction – A. Potential of
interaction between two particles as a function of their dis-
tance ds, parametrized by the barriers h±

s . No two particles
can occupy the same site and therefore Es(ds = 0) = ∞. B.
Two particles occupy distinct sites on a triangular lattice with
12 nodes and periodic boundary conditions along one direc-
tion (repeated purple nodes). The particles initially form a
dimer (ds = 1, with energy h−

s − h+
s , e.g., top configuration).

Each particle can diffuse to a neighboring site with rates given
by Metropolis rule. The reaction is completed when the par-
ticles are free (ds ≥ 3, energy 0, e.g., bottom configuration).
This requires crossing a transition state (ds = 2, energy h−

s )

and takes a mean time TS→2P that scales as TS→2P ∼ eh
+
s

for large h+
s .

t and where Qxy = k(x → y) for x ̸= y with
∑

y Qxy = 0.
Starting from any configuration x where the particles are
bound (ds = 1), we consider the first time at which the
particles are free (ds = 3). These sets of initial and fi-
nal configurations are denoted S and 2P . Averaging the
times over all initial configurations S and over all trajec-
tories ending in 2P defines the mean first-passage time
TS→2P , which quantifies the rate of the spontaneous re-
action [19, 23].

One approach to estimate TS→2P is to perform kinetic
Monte Carlo simulations [24]. For our purposes, as the
geometry of the lattice is not critical, we consider a small
triangular lattice with N = 12 sites (Fig. 1B) for which
we compute TS→2P directly by solving the set of linear
equations

∑
y/∈2P QxyTy→2P = −1 [3, 25], from which

TS→2P is obtained by averaging Tx→2P over all x in S
[see Supplemental Material (SM)].

An analytical solution can also be obtained in the limit
of high reaction barriers (h+

s ≫ 1) when diffusion is negli-
gible compared to barrier crossing and all configurations
of same energy are effectively equivalent [1, 2]. The dy-
namics then reduces to a three-state Markov chain,

S
ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

S‡ ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

2P (1)

where S represents bound configurations (ds = 1), S‡

those in the transition state (ds = 2) and 2P those
where the particles are free (ds ≥ 3). Assuming in-
stantaneous diffusion at rate 1, the transition rates be-

tween these states are simply ρ1 = e−h+
s , ρ−1 = ρ2 = 1

and ρ−2 = e−h−
s . TS→2P is then the solution of just

two linear equations which can be solved analytically
to yield TS→2P = 1/ρ1 + 1/ρ2 + ρ−1/(ρ1ρ2) (see SM).
Given the assumption h+

s ≫ 1, we verify Arrhenius law

TS→2P ≃ 1/ρ1 = eh
+
s with h+

s defining the activation
energy for the reaction in the absence of catalyst.

Rigid catalysis – A catalyst effectively reduces this
activation energy without being modified in the pro-
cess. Inspired by heterogeneous catalysis where catalysts
are solid surfaces, we first consider a catalyst consist-
ing of two binding sites at fixed locations on the lattice
(Fig. 2A). When a particle occupies a binding site, the
energy is lowered by ϵcs, which represents the substrate-
catalyst interaction energy (Fig. 2B). The distance be-
tween the binding sites is fixed to Lc = 2, which is the
only value of Lc at which catalysis can occur: if Lc = 1,
binding to both sites stabilizes the dimer and therefore
increases the activation energy, while if Lc ≥ 3, the bind-
ing sites cannot impact the transition from ds = 1 to
ds = 2. A geometry with Lc = 2 is consistent with Paul-
ing principle [10] which states that a catalyst should be
complementary to the transition state, here ds = 2.

By definition, catalysis occurs when the reaction is
completed faster in the presence of the binding sites
than in their absence. The rate of the catalyzed reac-
tion is estimated by a mean first-passage time denoted
TC+S→C+2P , which is defined and obtained as TS→2P ,
except that we account for the interaction with the bind-
ing sites when computing the energy E(x) of a configu-
ration x, and that we restrict the initial and final con-
figurations C + S and C + 2P to configurations with no
particle at any of the binding sites. We find that cat-
alytic efficiency, defined by η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P can
be > 1 (the definition of catalysis) with an optimum at
an intermediate value of ϵcs (Fig. 2C).

This result captures Sabatier principle [20]: an efficient
catalysis must neither bind too weakly nor too strongly to
the substrate. This principle is widely observed in hetero-
geneous catalysis [21] and was also observed in previous
off-lattice models where the optimal catalysts similarly
consisted of two rigidly held binding sites [18, 19]. Fur-
thermore, we observe that catalysis (η > 1) depends not
only on the forward reaction barrier h+

s , but also on the

reverse barrier h−
s , and that η ≤ eh

+
s /2 (Fig. 2E), indi-

cating that the activation energy is at best reduced by a
factor a = 1/2.

These observations are rationalized by studying ana-
lytically the limit of high reaction barriers (h+

s ≫ 1).
In this limit, the dynamics can again be reduced to a
Markov process with only few states, this time five,

C + S
ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

C·S ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

C:S‡ ρ3−−⇀↽−−
ρ−3

C·P + P
ρ4−−⇀↽−−
ρ−4

C + 2P

(2)
where C+S represents configurations with a dimer (ds =
1) occupying none of the binding sites, C·S those with a
dimer occupying one binding site, C:S‡ those where the
two binding sites are occupied (and therefore ds = 2),
C·P +P those where the particles are unbound (ds ≥ 3)
but one occupies a binding site and C + 2P those where
the particles are unbound and none occupies a binding
site.
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FIG. 2: Model for rigid catalysis – A. A catalyst consists
in two binding sites at fixed locations on the lattice (or-
ange squares). B. When a particle occupies one of these
sites, the energy is decreased by ϵcs. C. Catalytic efficiency
η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P comparing the mean reaction time
in this model, TC+S→C+2P , with the mean time TS→2P for
the spontaneous reaction (Fig. 1) as a function of the binding
strength ϵcs (h+

s = 6 and h−
s = 12). This graph is compara-

ble to so-called volcano plots in heterogeneous catalysis [27].
D. Energy landscape illustrating how a rigid catalyst replaces
the single barrier h+

s (Fig. 1A) by two smaller barriers h+
s −ϵcs

and ϵcs. The occupation of the binding sites in each config-
uration is represented at the bottom. E. Catalytic efficiency
of optimal rigid catalysts as a function of the forward bar-
rier h+

s for different reverse barrier h−
s , showing that catalysis

involves a threshold beyond which the efficiency scales expo-
nentially.

Given the correspondence between energies and rates,
the states and rates can be represented by an energy
landscape (Fig. 2D). This representation illustrates how
catalysis by two rigidly held binding sites works: it re-
places the single energy barrier h+

s of the spontaneous re-
action (Fig. 1A) by two smaller energy barriers (Fig. 2C),
a barrier h+

s − ϵcs from C·S to C:S‡ and a barrier ϵcs
from C·P + P to C + 2P . Increasing ϵcs decreases the
first barrier but increases the second, which is the trade-
off known as Sabatier principle [20] and the reason for
the non-trivial optimum in Fig. 2B.

In the limit h+
s ≫ 1, the dynamics is controlled by the

highest barrier and the optimum is therefore when the
two barriers are the same, which gives ϵcs = h+

s /2. This
explains why the activation energy can be lowered by a
factor a = 1/2 at best. This result is consistent with the
one obtained in an off-lattice model, where a ≃ 0.56 at
best [19]. For this optimum to be reached, the back reac-
tion C·P +P → C:S‡ must be negligible, or time is spent
recrossing the barriers. This explains the role played by
the reverse barrier h−

s (Fig. 2E). These conclusions are
verified by analytical calculations (see SM) showing that
the factor a by which a catalyst reduces the activation

energy satisfies

a ≥ 1

2
+ max

(
0,

h+
s − h−

s

2h+
s

)
, (3)

which implies a ≥ 1/2, with a = 1/2 reachable only if
h−
s > h+

s . This analytical result is obtained in the limit
h+
s ≫ 1 but analyzing the lattice model shows that it

also provides an upper bound on the catalytic efficiency
η for large but finite values of h+

s (Fig. S1).

To try to go beyond the limit of Eq. (3), several exten-
sions of the model may be contemplated. For instance,
we may consider the two binding sites to have different
binding energies ϵ1cs ̸= ϵ2cs. However, the site with high-
est energy that most lowers h+

s is also inevitably the one
that most limits release, implying a symmetric optimum
with ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs (SM and Fig. S2). Alternatively, we may
consider relaxing the assumption that the binding sites
are fixed. For instance, we may assume them to fluctuate
between a conformation with Lc = 2 and another with
Lc = 1, possibly with an energy difference ϵc. This is the
type of flexibility “along the reaction coordinate” con-
sidered in previous models [18, 19] and we verify again
here that it is detrimental to catalysis (SM and Fig. S3).
This is simply explained: only when Lc = 2 is the energy
barrier from ds = 1 and ds = 2 effectively lowered.

Catalysis with a discriminative switch – The limita-
tion expressed by Eq. (3) is in sharp contrast with the
evidence that some enzymes can effectively totally anni-
hilate activation barriers [22], which in our model corre-
sponds to a = 0. This indicates that breaking the trade-
offs of Sabatier principle is possible but by a mechanism
that must differ from those considered previously.

We demonstrate here such a mechanism, which we call
a discriminative switch. In this design, the catalyst can
be in two states, C0 and C1, with the latter having a
larger energy ϵc. These internal states are represented in
our model by a third particle confined to two additional
lattice sites while the two binding sites are kept at the
same fixed locations (Fig. 3A). The internal states are
coupled to the reaction without compromising the geom-
etry or rigidity of the binding sites themselves. This is
achieved by interaction energies that depend on the in-
ternal state of the catalyst: when in state C0, the binding
energy is as before ϵcs but when in state C1 an additional
contribution brings it to ϵcs+δcs (Fig. 3B). In our model,
δcs may be thought as arising from the interaction with
the third particle which is brought closer to the binding
sites in state C1. In enzymes, this could correspond to
additional interactions arising when a surface loop that is
flexible in an open state C0 comes to surround the sub-
strate in a closed state C1, with an associated entropy
loss ϵc.

The key is then to make the following four choices that
guarantee that no step involves a positive energy barrier:
(1) ϵc = δcs so that the transitions between states where
a single site is bound, C0·S −⇀↽− C1·S and C0·P −⇀↽− C1·P ,

are barrier-less, (2) δcs ≥ h+
s so that accessing S‡ through
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FIG. 3: Model for catalysis with a discriminative switch –
A. We add a degree of freedom in the form of a red particle
that can take two positions, down (C0) or up (C1). B. Switch-
ing from C0 to C1 involves an energy cost ϵc and the interac-
tion energy at each binding site is ϵcs in C0 but ϵcs+δcs in C1.
C. Mean time of completion of the reaction in the absence of
catalyst (green line), in the presence of an optimal rigid cata-
lyst (blue line), a flexible symmetric catalyst with ϵcs = 0 and
ϵc = δcs = (h+

s +h−
s )/2 (full red line) or a flexible asymmetric

catalyst with ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs = 0, ϵc = δ1cs = 4h+
s and δ2cs = 1.5h+

s

(dotted red line). For large h+
s , TC+S→C+2P scales as eah

+
s

where a = 1 without catalyst, a ≥ 1/2 with rigid catalysts
but a = 0 with catalysts having a discriminative switch (with
h−
s taken to be h−

s = 2h+
s ). Standard deviations can also be

computed to show that the distributions of first-passage times
are increasingly distinct as h+

s increases (Fig. S5). D. When
the conditions given in Eq. (4) are satisfied, the energy along
the path from C0 + S to C0 + 2P does not increase at any
step. Catalysis is then barrier-less. Examples of configura-
tions along this path are illustrated at the bottom.

C1·S → C1:S
‡ involves a reduction of energy, (3) δcs ≤

h−
s so that no up-hill barrier is introduced for C1:S

‡ →
C1·P + P , and (4) ϵcs = 0 so that release C0·P + P −⇀↽−
C0 + 2P is barrier-less. With such parameters, i.e., with

ϵcs = 0 and h+
s ≤ δcs = ϵc ≤ h−

s (4)

a path from C0 + S to C0 + 2P is defined along which
the energy of the system does not increase at any step
(Fig. 3D), provided h+

s < h−
s .

These arguments are borne out by numerical and an-
alytical calculations that follow the same principles as
previously, with the internal state of the catalyst treated
as a third particle. This is illustrated in Fig. 3C where
TC+S→C+2P in the presence of the catalyst of Fig. 3A
is found to plateau as h+

s increases, consistent with

TC+S→C+2P ∼ eah
+
s with a = 0 (barrier-less catalysis).

A variant of the model can also be defined where the
two binding sites are not equivalent but have different

parameters ϵ1cs, δ
1
cs and ϵ2cs, δ

2
cs. This leads to different

conditions for barrier-less catalysis (see SM)

ϵ1cs = 0, ϵ2cs ≤ 0, δ2cs ≤ δ1cs = ϵc,

and h+
s ≤ ϵ2cs + δ2cs ≤ h−

s (5)

(or the same conditions with the roles of sites 1 and
2 reversed). Here, ϵ1cs = 0 and δ1cs = ϵc guarantee
barrier-less transitions C0 + S −⇀↽− C0·S −⇀↽− C1·S and

C1·P + P −⇀↽− C0·P + P −⇀↽− C0 + 2P (with binding at site

1) while h+
s ≤ ϵ2cs + δ2cs guarantees that C1·S → C1:S

‡

is down-hill. The additional constraint δ2cs ≤ ϵc is neces-
sary to prevent a particle to be stuck at binding site 2.
It is indeed generally not sufficient to have a barrier-less
path from reactant to products for barrier-less catalysis
to occur as alternative paths may be present that lead
to kinetic traps. This asymmetric design also achieves
barrier-less catalysis (Fig. 3C) although with a lower cat-
alytic efficiency (Fig. S4), but it is more comparable to
enzymes whose substrates are typically asymmetric and
where a distinction is usually made between a “binding
site” (site 1) and an “active site” (site 2).
Conclusion – Based on the formulation and solution

of an elementary model of catalysis, we have illustrated
how a particular form of flexibility involving a two-state
switch can overcome the limitations of rigid catalysis and
effectively enable barrier-less catalysis, where the activa-
tion energy of the spontaneous reaction is totally anni-
hilated. The expression for the bound on rigid catalysis
given by Eq. (3) is specific to our model but reflects a
fundamental trade-off widely observed in heterogeneous
catalysis where it is known as Sabatier principle [21]. The
mechanism that we demonstrated, by which this bound
can be overcome with a switch involving a compensation
between two large (free) energies (ϵc and δcs) is generic
and directly echoes the proposal that biological catalysts
differ from non-biological catalysts by their use of an “in-
trinsic binding energy” [5]. This concept has been illus-
trated in enzymes [14] and ribozymes [28] but its links
to catalytic rate enhancements, product release and con-
formational changes have never been fully explained, as
reflected by the controversies over the role of flexibil-
ity in enzyme catalysis [11–13] and the absence of this
concept in reflections to overcome Sabatier principle in
heterogeneous catalysis [29]. Our model clearly exposes
these different links. Finally, from a physics standpoint,
our modeling approach and our results are of interest for
studying the many physical phenomena involving a cou-
pling between a chemical reaction and a conformational
change.
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Supplemental Material

Model definition

For the most general model of flexible catalysis with
a conformational switch, from which the models for the
spontaneous reaction and for rigid catalysis are obtained
as limit cases, a configuration x = (x1, x2, σc) of the sys-
tem consists of the locations x1, x2 of the two particles
on the lattice together with the state σc of the catalyst,
which may be open (σc = 0) or closed (σc = 1). In this
representation, xi = 1, . . . , N for each of two particles
(i = 1, 2) where N is the total number of lattice sites
(N = 12 in the results presented in Figs 2-3). Given
that the two particles are indistinguishable and cannot
occupy the same site, the total number of configurations
is N(N − 1). We denote by ds = d(x1, x2) the distance
between the particles, defined by the length of the short-
est connecting path on the lattice, and by σk = 1 the
occupancy of binding site k, with σk = 0 indicating that
it is vacant (k = 1, 2 when considering two binding sites).
In terms of these variables, the energy of configuration x
is

E(x) = Es(ds) + Ec(σc)−
∑
k=1,2

Ek
cs(σc)σk (S1)

where

Es(ds) =


+∞ if ds = 0
h−
s − h+

s if ds = 1
h−
s if ds = 2

0 if ds ≥ 3,

(S2)

Ec(σc) = ϵcσc (S3)

and

Ek
cs(σc) = ϵkcs + δkcsσc (S4)

The spontaneous reaction corresponds to ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs = 0
(Fig. 1) and rigid catalysts to ϵc = ∞ and ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs = ϵcs
in the symmetric case (Fig. 2). We also introduce below
an extension of the model to mobile binding sites.

The system can transition from a configuration x =
(x1, x2, σc) to any of the configurations y given by
(y1, x2, σc), (x1, y2, σc), (x1, x2, 1−σc) where d(x1, y1) =
1 and d(x2, y2) = 1. These transitions occur with
Metropolis rates given by

k(x → y) = min(1, e−(E(y)−E(x))). (S5)

This defines a master equation with detailed balance in

the form of a continuous-time discrete Markov process,

∂tπ(x, t) =
∑
y ̸=x

(π(y, t)k(y → x)− π(x, t)k(x → y))

(S6)
where π(x, t) is the probability to be in configuration x at
time t. This forward master equation can be written in
matrix form as ∂tπ(t) = Q⊤π(t) where π(t) is aN(N−1)-
dimensional vector with components π(x, t) and where
Q⊤ is the transpose of the (N(N − 1)) × (N(N − 1))
dimensional matrix Q that defines the generator of the
continuous time Markov chain, whose components are

Qxy =

{
k(x → y) if x ̸= y
−∑

y ̸=x k(y → x) if x = y.
(S7)

Limit of fast diffusion

In the limit of large barriers h+
s → ∞, diffusion be-

comes negligible and the dynamics can be approximated
by a Markov process with a fewer number of states. For-
mally, the procedure is known as “averaging” and relies
on a clustering of the configurations into subsets such
that intra-transition rates within the subsets are neg-
ligible compared to inter-transition rates between sub-
sets [1, 2]. In our model, the different subsets are defined
by the bonds that are formed between the particles and
the catalyst. They gather configurations of same energy
that are connected through intra-transitions with rates
k(x → y) = 1.

Moments of first-passage time

For the spontaneous reaction, we define S as the set
of configurations with ds = 1 and 2P as the set of con-
figurations with ds ≥ 3. With Tx→2P denoting the mean
first-passage time from x ∈ S to 2P , we define the global
mean first-passage time TS→2P by

TS→2P =
1

|S|
∑
x∈S

Tx→2P (S8)

where |S| is the size of set S.
For reactions in presence of a rigid catalyst, we define

C + S as the set of configurations with ds = 1 and σ1 =
σ2 = 0, and C + 2P as the set of configurations with
ds ≥ 3 and σ1 = σ2 = 0, where the constraint σ1 = σ2 =
0 enforces that the binding sites are initially and finally



7

free. We define TC+S→C+2P as

TC+S→C+2P =
1

|C + S|
∑

x∈C+S

Tx→C+2P . (S9)

For reactions in presence of a two-state catalyst we
further impose the state of the catalyst to be in the same
conformational state of lowest energy (C0) in the initial
and final configurations.

We compute mean first-passage times numerically by
linear algebra, using the fact that the distribution of first
passage times fB(t, x) from a configuration x /∈ B to a
set B follows the backward Master equation ∂tfB(t, x) =∑

y QxyfB(t, y) with the matrix Q defined in Eq. (S7) [3].
This relationship implies that the mean first-passage time
Tx→B =

∫∞
0

τfB(τ, x)dτ is solution of the equations∑
y/∈B QxyTy→B = −1. Introducing Q̃ defined over con-

figurations not in B by Q̃xy = Qxy, this corresponds to

solving the matrix equation Q̃T·→B = −U where U is a
vector whose components are all one.

This approach generalizes to the computation of

the n-th moment of the first-passage time, T
(n)
x→B =∫∞

0
τnfB(τ, x)dτ , which can be obtained by solving

Q̃nT
(n)
·→B = (−1)nnU , with the mean first passage time

Tx→B = T
(1)
x→B corresponding to the particular case

n = 1. The standard deviations of first passage times
represented in Fig. S5 are computed from the first and
second moments as (T (2) − (T (1))2)1/2.

Mean first-passage times for 1d Markov chains

The previous formalism can be applied to obtain an-
alytical expressions when considering one-dimensional
Markov chains.

When the chain is of length 2, of the form

A1

ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

A2

ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

A3 (S10)

where ρi represents the forward rate from Ai to Ai+1 and
where ρ−i the backward rate from Ai+1 to Ai, the matrix

Q̃ is given by

Q̃ =

[
−ρ1 ρ1
ρ−1 −(ρ−1 + ρ2)

]
(S11)

and applying the formula TA1→A3 = −(Q̃−1U)1 with
U = [1, 1] leads to

TA1→A3 =
1

ρ1
+

1

ρ2
+

ρ−1

ρ1ρ2
. (S12)

Similarly, for a Markov chain of length 3 given by

A1

ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

A2

ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

A3

ρ3−−⇀↽−−
ρ−3

A4 (S13)

we obtain

TA1→A4
=

1

ρ1
+

1

ρ2
+

1

ρ3
+

ρ−1

ρ1ρ2
+

ρ−2

ρ2ρ3
+
ρ−1ρ−2

ρ1ρ2ρ3
. (S14)

Spontaneous reaction

In the limit of large reaction barrier h+
s ≫ 1, we can

ignore the contribution of diffusional processes and esti-
mate TS→2P as the mean first-passage time from S to 2P
for the Markov chain

S
ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

S‡ ρ2−→ 2P (S15)

with, since h+
s > 0 and h−

s > 0,

ρ1 ∼ e−h+
s , ρ−1 ∼ 1, ρ2 ∼ 1 (S16)

as the pre-factors play no role in the h+
s → ∞ limit.

Applying Eq. (S12),

TS→2P =
1

ρ1
+

1

ρ2
+

ρ−1

ρ1ρ2
. (S17)

which leads to TS→2P ∼ eh
+
s or, more formally,

lim
h+
s →∞

1

h+
s
lnTS→2P = 1. (S18)

Catalysis with symmetric binding sites

We analyze here the model of Fig. 2 with two fixed
binding sites with same interaction energy ϵcs. As for the
spontaneous reaction, the problem reduces to a Markov
chain in the limit where diffusion is negligible (h+

s ≫ 1
and ϵcs ≫ 1). Here, the relevant states are, in addition
to C + S and C + 2P , state C·S defined by ds = 1 and
σ1+σ2 = 1, state C:S defined by ds = 2 and σ1+σ2 = 2
and state C·P + P defined by ds ≥ 3 and σ1 + σ2 = 1.
To obtain a lower bound on TC+S→C+2P , we can start

from C·S and consider

C·S ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

C:S
ρ3−−⇀↽−−
ρ−3

C·P + P
ρ4−→ C + 2P (S19)

to which is associated a mean first-passage time given by
Eq. (S14) (with a shift in the indices since we consider
C·S and not C + S as initial state),

TC·S→C+2P =
1

ρ2
+

1

ρ3
+

1

ρ4
+

ρ−2

ρ2ρ3
+

ρ−3

ρ3ρ4
+

ρ−2ρ−3

ρ2ρ3ρ4
.

(S20)
If ϵcs > h+

s , then 1/ρ4 ∼ eϵcs cannot be lower than
TS→2P . We therefore consider ϵcs < h+

s . Next, if ϵcs >
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FIG. S1: Bound on catalytic efficiency for finite barriers –
Optimal catalytic efficiency η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P for a
catalyst with two rigidly held binding sites (model of Fig. 2)
as a function of the reverse barrier h−

s for different values of

the forward barrier h+
s , showing that η ≤ e(1−a∗)h+

s with a∗

given by Eq. (S24). To obtain optimal catalytic efficiencies,
the interaction energy ϵcs is optimized numerically for each
value of (h−

s , h
+
s ).

h−
s , ρ−2ρ−3/(ρ2ρ3ρ4) ∼ eh

+
s −h−

s +ϵcs cannot be lower than
TS→2P . We therefore also consider ϵcs < h−

s . Under
these conditions we have

ρ2 ∼ e−(h+
s −ϵcs), ρ−2 ∼ 1, ρ3 ∼ 1

ρ−3 ∼ e−(h−
s −ϵcs), ρ4 ∼ e−βϵcs . (S21)

It follows that

TC·S→C+2P ∼ eh
+
c (S22)

with

h+
c = max(h+

s − ϵcs, ϵcs, 2ϵcs−h−
s , h

+
s −h−

s + ϵcs). (S23)

Optimal rigid catalysts have activation energy
minϵcs h

+
c (ϵcs). In the limit h−

s /h
+
s → ∞ of irreversible

reactions where h+
c (ϵcs) = max(h+

s − ϵcs, ϵcs) the opti-
mum over ϵcs is obtained for h+

s − ϵcs = ϵcs, leading
to ϵ∗cs = h+

s /2 and h+
c (ϵ

∗
cs) = h+

s /2. This expression
is valid as long as no other term in Eq. (S23) exceeds
h+
s /2 when considering ϵcs = ϵ∗cs. The largest value of

h−
s at which this ceases to be the case is h−

s = h+
s due

to the term h+
s − h−

s + ϵcs. For h−
s < h+

s , this term
dominates over ϵcs and the optimum is obtained when
h+
s − ϵcs = h+

s − h−
s + ϵcs, leading to ϵ∗cs = h−

s /2 and
h+
c (ϵ

∗
cs) = h+

s −h−
s /2. Finally, a

∗ = minϵcs h
+
c (ϵcs)/h

+
s is

given by

a∗ =
1

2
+max

(
0,

h+
s − h−

s

2h+
s

)
, (S24)

which is the right-hand side of Eq. (1) in the main text.

For finite h+
s , we find numerically that catalytic ef-

ficiency defined by η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P verifies

B
<latexit sha1_base64="Im0zDgqZW9DpSnCrK+miz9CPcmM="></latexit>⌘

<latexit sha1_base64="xP9a4sBTlAVlD0Cd0HNiCEEbjBM="></latexit>

✏1cs

<latexit sha1_base64="UOC4j+6Edj/0N5box8lLaFbNMNk="></latexit>

✏2cs

<latexit sha1_base64="FWnzKxDgG8/dMmqfx5cMZJYe4GI="></latexit> ✏2 c
s
/h

+ s

<latexit sha1_base64="ARrytcv70BaIa/YhatzbXnS0KX0="></latexit>
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s

A

FIG. S2: Catalysis with two rigidly held asymmetric binding
sites – A. The model of Fig. 2 is extended to the case where
the two binding sites have different binding energies, ϵ1cs and
ϵ2cs. B. Catalytic efficiency η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P as a
function of the two binding energies ϵ1cs and ϵ2cs for h+

s = 6
and h−

s = 12, showing a symmetry with an optimum when
ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs.

η ≤ e(1−a∗)h+
s , i.e., the same bound applies (Fig. S1).

Catalysis with asymmetric binding sites

Here we consider an extension of the model of Fig. 2
where the two binding sites can have different binding
energies ϵ1cs and ϵ2cs. Numerically, we observe that the
catalytic efficiency η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P is symmet-
ric in (ϵ1cs, ϵ

2
cs) with an optimum when ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs (Fig. S2)

We can understand why a symmetric design is optimal
by examining the limit h+

s , ϵcs ≫ 1 where the dynamics
reduces to a Markov chain with few states, here of the
form

C·S1 C·P1 + P

C + S C:S‡ C + 2P

C·S2 C·P2 + P

where C·S1 or C·P1 + P refers to configuration where
binding site 1 is occupied and C·S2 or C·P2 + P where
binding site 2 is occupied. For simplicity, consider the
case h−

s → ∞ (generally the most favorable to catalysis)
so that there is no possible return to C:S‡ once a transi-
tion is made to either C·P1+P or C·P2+P . As the sys-
tem may end up in any of these states, the time from C:S‡

to C + 2P is dominated by the largest barrier along the
paths C·P1+P → C+2P and C·P2+P → C+2P , that

is, max(ϵ1cs, ϵ
2
cs). We therefore have TC+S→C+2P ∼ eh

+
c

with

h+
c ≥ max(min(h+

s − ϵ1cs, h
+
s − ϵ2cs),max(ϵ1cs, ϵ

2
cs)). (S25)

If we assume without loss of generality that ϵ1cs ≥ ϵ2cs, this
gives h+

c ≥ max(h+
s −ϵ1cs, ϵ

1
cs), the exact same trade-off as

in the symmetric case. The optimum is achieved when
ϵ1cs = h+

s /2, implying a ≥ 1/2: an asymmetric design
cannot yield more efficient catalysis than a symmetric
design with ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs. Physically, the interpretation is
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FIG. S3: Catalysis with two mobile binding sites – A. In
this variant of the model, the position of one of two bind-
ing sites is controlled by the location of a third particle (in
red) confined to two additional lattice sites. When the red
particle is on the right site (state C0), the distance between
the binding sites is Lc = 2. When the red particle is on the
left site (state C1), the distance between the binding sites is
Lc = 1, at the cost of an extra energy ϵc. B. Catalytic effi-
ciency η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P as a function of the binding
energy ϵcs and of the internal energy ϵc, showing an optimum
when ϵc → ∞. As in other figures, h+

s = 6 and h−
s = 12.

C. Catalytic efficiency η as a function of ϵc for the value of
ϵcs that optimizes η when ϵc = 0 (white horizontal line in B),
showing an optimum when ϵc → ∞, i.e., when the catalyst
cannot access C1 and is thus effectively rigid.

simple: if one binding site has a larger binding energy,
this energy can be used to accelerate the access to the
transition state but the same site will also be the one
most limiting release, with eventually exactly the same
trade-off as in the symmetric case.

Catalysis with mobile binding sites

We consider here an extension of the model where the
distance between the two binding sites can fluctuate be-
tween Lc = 2 and Lc = 1. In our framework where
degrees of freedom are described by particles occupying
lattice sites with no two particles on the same site, this
can be described by a particle confined to two extra sites
(Fig. S3A). This is thus similar to the model of Fig. 3
except that the position of this third particle now dic-
tates whether Lc = 2 or Lc = 1 without changing the
binding energies, which are always ϵcs. For the sake of
generality and to recover a rigid catalyst as a limit case,
we also consider that the “closed state” with Lc = 1 is
associated with an extra energy ϵc. The rigid single-state
catalyst then corresponds formally to the limit ϵc → ∞.
Numerical calculations with this system show that this
limit case is indeed optimal (Fig. S3B-C).
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FIG. S4: Catalysis with a discriminative switch – A. The
catalyst has an internal degree of freedom represented by the
position of a third particle (in red) confined to two additional
lattice sites. When the red particle is on the bottom site
(state C0), the interaction energy is ϵ1cs at the first binding
site and ϵ2cs at the second binding site, with ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs = ϵcs in
the symmetric case. When the red particle is on the bottom
site (state C1), the interaction energy is ϵ1cs + δ1cs at the first
binding site and ϵ2cs + δ2cs at the second binding site, with
δ1cs = δ2cs = δcs in the symmetric case. In addition, state C1

is accessed at an energy cost ϵc > 0. B. Catalytic efficiency
for asymmetric designs as a function of δ1cs = ϵc and δ2cs for
ϵ1cs = ϵ2cs = 0. The horizontal dashed lines delineate the range
h+
s < δ2cs < h−

s (h+
s = 6 and h−

s = 12).

This can be understood again by looking at the limit
h+
s ≫ 1 where the dynamics is described by a Markov

chain with few states,

C0 + S C0·S C0:S
‡ C0·P C0

C1 + S C1·S C1·S‡ C1·P C1

where Ck·P stands for Ck.P + P and Ck for Ck + 2P .
As the step C1·S → C1·S‡ involves a barrier h+

s + ϵcs
larger than the barrier for the spontaneous reaction h+

s ,
it appears from this diagram that the extra state C1 is
not favorable to catalysis with this type of design.

Catalysts with a symmetric discriminative switch

We consider here a catalyst with a discriminative
switch as described in Fig. 3. We take again the limit
of large energy barriers where the dynamics can be re-
duced to a Markov process with very few states. The
path of interest is the following path marked by plain
arrows,

C0 + S C0·S C0:S C0·P C0

C1 + S C1·S C1:S C1·P C1

(1)

(2)

(−1) (6)

(0)

(3) (4)

(5) (0)

where Cσ+S indicates that C is in state σ and not inter-
acting with the substrate, Cσ·S that the substrate occu-
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FIG. S5: Means and standard deviations of first passage times
for the spontaneous reaction, an optimal rigid catalyst, a flex-
ible symmetric catalyst and a flexible asymmetric catalyst.
The parameters are exactly as in Fig. 3 where only the mean
first passage times are shown. The shaded areas indicate devi-
ations from the mean by one standard deviation. This shows
that in the limit of infinite barriers h+

s → ∞ the distributions
of first passage times for rigid and flexible catalysis are in-
creasingly distinct.

pies one binding site, Cσ:S that it occupies both, Cσ·P
that one binding site is occupied by a monomer while the
other is free and Cσ that the two binding sites are free
and the dimer dissociated. Each step A → B involves an
activation energy EB − EA and requiring no activation
energy along the path (EB ≤ EA) implies (1) 0 ≤ ϵcs;
(2) ϵc ≤ δcs; (3) h+

s ≤ ϵcs + δcs; (4) ϵcs + δcs ≤ h−
s ;

(5) δcs ≤ ϵc; (6) ϵcs ≤ 0. In addition, kinetic traps
are avoided if the dashed arrows are also associated with

negative activation energies, i.e., (−1) ϵcs < h−
s , which

is implied by (4), and (0) ϵc > 0, which is an additional
constraint. Assuming 0 < h+

s < h−
s , these different con-

ditions are satisfied simultaneously provided

ϵcs = 0 and h+
s ≤ δcs = ϵc ≤ h−

s . (S26)

Taking for instance ϵc = δcs = (h+
s +h−

s )/2, we verify that
TC+S→C+2P indeed does not scale exponentially with h+

s

any more (Fig. 3B).

Catalysts with an asymmetric discriminative switch

If relaxing the assumption that the two binding sites
are equivalent, we have a total of five parameters de-
scribing the catalyst: ϵc, ϵ

1
cs, δ

1
cs, ϵ

2
cs, δ

2
cs. We indicate by

Cσc
·Sk and Cσc

·Pk that a catalyst in state σc is bound
to a single particle of the substrate at site k and consider
the following down-hill path:

C0 + S C0·S1 C0:S C0·P C0

C1 + S C1·S1 C1:S C1·P1 C1

(1)

(2)

(−1) (6)

(0)

(3) (4)

(5) (0)

to which we add the following down-hill paths to prevent
kinetic traps:

C1·S2 C0·S2 C0 + S

C1·P2 C0·P2 C0

(−1′) (−2′)

(−1′′) (−2′′)

The requirements for each of the arrow to be down-hill
are (1) 0 ≤ ϵ1cs, (2) ϵc ≤ δ1cs, (3) h

+
s ≤ ϵ2cs + δ2cs, (4) ϵ

2
cs +

δ2cs ≤ h−
s , (5) δ1cs ≤ ϵc, (6) ϵ1cs ≤ 0, (−1′) and (−1′′)

δ2cs ≤ ϵc, (−2′) and (−2′′) ϵ2cs ≤ 0, which lead to the
conditions summarized in Eq. (7) in the main text.
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