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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 principles it
illustrates are general and consistent with many unique features of proteins as well as with previous
informal proposals to explain the superiority of enzymes over other classes of catalysts. Imple-
menting 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 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 flexibility. This approach extends our previous
studies of complete catalytic cycles with simple physi-
cal models that take into account both geometric and
energy constraints [18, 19]. These studies have shown
that flexibility is not necessary for catalysis: rigid cat-
alysts can be designed following Pauling’s principle of
transition state stabilization [10], which prescribes the
geometry, and Sabatier’s principle of intermediate bind-
ing energies [20], which prescribes the substrate-catalyst
interaction strength.

To explore the design space of catalysts beyond rigid
constructs, we reformulate the problem with a lattice
model amenable to efficient and exact calculations. This
model recapitulates our previous results and further al-
lows us to identify a limit to the extent to which a rigid
catalyst can lower activation energies. We then explain
how a conformational switch can overcome this limit and
enable barrier-free catalysis, with effectively no activa-
tion energy. These features are demonstrated for cat-
alyzing bond cleavage in the low-temperature limit or,

equivalently, the limit of high reaction barriers.

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 function of their distance ds in
the lattice. 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 interme-
diate transition state at ds = 2. We parametrize this
potential by the forward and backward potential barri-
ers, h+s and h−s (Fig. 1A). Unless otherwise stated, we
take h+s = 1 and h−s = 2.

The locations x = (x1, x2) of the two particles define
a configuration with associated energy E(x) = Es(ds).
Each particle can move to a neighboring lattice site with
a Metropolis rate k(x → y) = k0 min(1, e−β(E(y)−E(x))),
where β represents an inverse temperature and k0 sets
the unit of time (k0 = 1 in what follows). The dynam-
ics is thus governed by a master equation with detailed
balance. As previously [19], we characterize the spon-
taneous reaction by the mean first-passage time TS→2P

from a configuration S where the particles form a dimer
(ds = 1) to a configuration 2P where they are free
(ds ≥ 3; Fig. 1B). For our purposes, the geometry of
the lattice is not critical and to permit efficient and ex-
act calculations, we consider a small triangular lattice
with N = 12 sites (Fig. 1C).

In the low-temperature limit on which we focus, the
mean first-passage time TS→2P is controlled by the ac-
tivation energy limβ→∞(lnTS→2P )/β = h+s (Fig. 1D).

We write this relation as TS→2P ∼ eβh
+
s to indicate that

pre-factors are negligible when β → ∞. Equivalently,

1/TS→2P ∼ e−βh
+
s corresponds to Arrhenius law.

Rigid catalysis – Following previous works with off-
lattice models [18, 19], we first consider a rigid catalyst
comprising two binding sites k = 1, 2 at distance Lc = 2
of each other, which we fix for simplicity at two nodes
of the lattice (Fig. 1C). When a particle occupies site
k, its energy is lowered by εkcs where ε1cs and ε2cs thus
represent the substrate-catalyst interaction energies. The
choice Lc = 2 is in accordance with Pauling’s principle
which prescribes that the geometry of the catalyst should
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FIG. 1: Model definition – A. Potential of interaction between
two particles in absence of catalyst, parametrized by the bar-
riers h±s . B. Spontaneous reaction: a dimer S (ds = 1) can
dissociate into two particles (ds ≥ 3) through passing by a
transition state S‡ (ds = 2). C. Two-dimensional triangular
lattice with 12 nodes and periodic boundary conditions along
the horizontal direction (repeated purple nodes). A catalyst
is defined by two binding sites (k = 1, 2, orange squares) and,
if flexible, an internal degree of freedom (red particle confined
to the two nodes at the bottom). D. Mean first-passage time

TS→2P , which scales as TS→2P ∼ eβh
+
s for large values of β.

E. Interaction energies: in the open state C0 (red particle
down), a substrate particle at site k has a binding energy εkcs.
A flexible catalyst can close to C1 (red particle up) at an
energy cost εc to provide additional contributions δkcs to the
binding energies.

be complementary to that of the transition state of the
reaction [10].

We characterize the catalyzed reaction by the mean
first-passage time TC+S→C+2P from initial and configu-
rations where the binding sites are free. The ratio η =
TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P quantifies the efficiency of cataly-
sis with η > 1 indicating catalysis and η < 1 inhibi-
tion. We find that this catalytic efficiency is symmetric
in the interaction energies ε1cs and ε2cs (Fig. 2A). As a
function of εcs = ε1cs = ε2cs, it exhibits an optimum for
0 < ε∗cs < h+s (Fig. 2B). As stated by Sabatier’s princi-
ple [20] and recurrently observed in heterogeneous catal-
ysis [21], optimal rigid catalysis requires an intermediate
binding strength, large enough to lower the activation
energy but not too large to allow for efficient product re-
lease. As in off-lattice models [18, 19], we also verify that
catalysis requires a sufficiently low temperature or, equiv-
alently, a sufficiently large reaction barrier (Fig. 2C).

The efficiency of rigid catalysts is, however, funda-
mentally limited: when βh+s � 1, they can lower the
activation energy by at most a factor two. More pre-

cisely, TC+S→C+2P ∼ eaβh
+
s and therefore η ∼ e(1−a)βh+

s

with a ≥ 1/2 (Fig. 2C-D). This excludes in particular
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FIG. 2: Rigid catalysis – A. Catalytic efficiency η =
TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P of rigid catalysts as a function of the
binding strengths ε1cs and ε2cs when β = 6, showing a sym-
metrical design with ε1cs = ε2cs to be optimal. B. Catalytic
efficiency for symmetric rigid catalysts, showing a non-trivial
optimal binding strength. C. Catalytic efficiency of optimal
rigid catalysts as a function of the inverse temperature β for
different reverse barriers h−s , showing that catalysis involves
a threshold beyond which the efficiency scales exponentially.
D. Rescaled catalytic efficiency (ln η)/β of optimal rigid cata-
lysts as a function of the reverse barrier h−s for different values
of β, showing how the bound limβ→∞(ln η)/β ≤ 1−a∗ implied
by Eq. (1) is verified for large β.

barrier-free catalysis defined by a = 0, where the cat-
alytic rate does not scale exponentially with temperature
anymore, indicating that all activation energies have ef-
fectively been annihilated. More precisely, we find (see
Supplemental Material)

a ≥ a∗ =
1

2
+ max

(
0,
h+s − h−s

2h+s

)
. (1)

This bound can be simply understood in the limit of ir-
reversible reactions (h−s → ∞) when the limiting steps
are the transition from a partially to a completely bound
complex (C·S → C:S) and the release of the last prod-
uct (C·P + P → C + 2P ), which have respectively
activation energies h+s − εcs and εcs. We then have
a ≥ minεcs max(h+s − εcs, εcs)/h+s , which is achieved for
ε∗cs = h+s /2, corresponding to the best trade-off between
lowering the activation energy and preventing product
sequestration. Eq. (1) also shows that catalysis, which
requires a < 1, is possible in the β → ∞ limit only if
h−s > 0, i.e., in presence of a reverse barrier.

We may wonder if introducing additional binding sites
k with non-zero interaction energies εkcs can improve
catalysis. For instance, we may consider the possibility
of a third binding site located between the two binding
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sites of Figure 1C. Such a three-site catalyst can indeed
increase the catalytic efficiency at finite temperature by
favoring the correct orientation of the substrate at the
expense of a slightly increased activation energy for the
chemical transformation. However, this improvement be-
comes negligible in the β → ∞ limit on which we focus
here, where the same bound a ≥ 1/2 applies: the optimal
three-site rigid catalyst is, in fact, the two-site catalyst
we have been studying (see Supplementary Material).

Flexible catalysis – An internal degree of freedom to
the catalyst can, on the hand other, provide significant
improvement without requiring additional binding sites.
Here, we assume the catalyst to have two internal states,
C0 (open/inactive) and C1 (closed/active). Formally,
this additional degree of freedom is equivalent to having
a third particle confined to two additional lattice sites
(Fig. 1C). We parametrize an arbitrary coupling of this
internal degree of freedom to the occupancy of the two
binding sites by introducing three additional parameters:
εc for the energy of the closed state with respect to the
open state and δkcs for the additional interaction ener-
gies at each bound sites k = 1, 2 when in the closed sate
(Fig. 1E). Rigid catalysts correspond to the limit εc →∞
that forces the catalyst to remain in a single state.

The presence of an internal degree freedom now allows

for barrier-free catalysis, i.e., TC+S→C+2P ∼ eaβh
+
s with

a = 0. A necessary condition is an energy landscape
with a down-hill path from C + S to C + 2P and no
kinetic trap, i.e., no local energy minimum besides the
final state C+ 2P . More precisely, since the catalyst can
be in two states, we consider such a path between C0 +S
and C0 + 2P to restore the catalyst in its original state.

For simplicity, let first assume a symmetry between the
two binding sites, which reduces the number of parame-
ters to three, εc, εcs = ε1cs = ε2cs = and δcs = δ1cs = δ2cs.
Next, consider the following path marked by plain arrows
between the different states of the system:

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-
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-
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FIG. 3: Flexible catalysis – A. Mean first-passage
TC+S→C+2P from substrate to product in absence of cata-
lyst (green), in presence of an optimal rigid catalyst (blue),
a flexible symmetric catalyst with ε1cs = ε2cs = 0 and εc =
δ1cs = δ2cs = (h+

s + h−s )/2 = 1.5 (full red) or a flexible
asymmetric catalyst with ε1cs = ε2cs = 0, εc = δ1cs = 4 and

δ2cs = 1.5 (dotted red). TC+S→C+2P ∼ eaβh
+
s for large β

where a = 1 without catalyst, a ≥ 1/2 with rigid catalysts
but possibly a = 0 with flexible catalysts. B. Catalytic effi-
ciency η = TS→2P /TC+S→C+2P as a function of δ1cs = εc and
δ2cs for ε1cs = ε2cs = 0. The horizontal dashed lines delineate
the range h+

s < δ2cs < h−s . C. Catalytic efficiency for sym-
metric designs, showing the benefit of a small binding energy
ε1cs = ε2cs > 0. D. Catalytic efficiency for asymmetric designs
with εc = δ1cs = 4 and δ2cs = 1.5 showing the benefit of a small
binding energy ε1cs > 0 at one site only. These benefits arise
only at finite β (β = 6 in B,C,D).

ditions are satisfied simultaneously provided

εcs = 0 and h+s ≤ δcs = εc ≤ h−s . (2)

Taking for instance εc = δcs = (h+s + h−s )/2, we ver-
ify that TC+S→C+2P indeed does not scale exponentially
with β any more, the indication of barrier-free catalysis
(Fig. 3A).

Alternative designs also leading to barrier-free cataly-
sis are obtained when relaxing the assumption of sym-
metry between the two binding sites. For instance, a
down-hill path where the same site (k = 1) is both the
first and the last one to be bound is present with no
kinetic trap if (see Supplemental Material)

ε1cs = 0, ε2cs ≤ 0, δ2cs ≤ δ1cs = εc,

and h+s ≤ ε2cs + δ2cs ≤ h−s . (3)

This requires, as in the symmetric case, an intrinsic en-
ergy εc commensurate with the barrier height, h+s ≤ εc
but, this time, with no upper bound. These condi-
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tions are for instance satisfied by taking ε1cs = ε2cs = 0,
εc = δ1cs = 2h−s and δ2s = (h−s + h+s )/2, again leading to
barrier-free catalysis (red dashed curve in Fig. 3A).

At finite temperature, the conditions εkcs = 0 or δkcs =
εc should be understood within ±1/β. For example,
when β = 6 as in Figures 3B-D, it is actually optimal
for a symmetric catalyst to have ε1cs = ε2cs > 0, which
increases the rate at which the substrate induces the
open-to-close transition with a tolerable product release
penalty (Fig. 3C). For an asymmetric catalyst, only one
of the interaction strengths εkcs benefits from taking a
positive value (Fig. 3D).

More generally, three locally optimal designs are nu-
merically found, associated with the two types of designs
that we identified in the β → ∞ limit: a symmetric de-
sign with ε1cs = ε2cs > 0 and h+s < εc = δ1cs = δ2cs < h−s
and two asymmetric designs related by the 1↔ 2 symme-
try with respectively δ1cs � δ2cs = εc and δ2cs � δ1cs = εc
(see Supplemental Material). The symmetric design is
the global optimum, but its catalytic efficiency is no more
than twice that of the asymmetric designs.

Discussion – Based on the formulation and solution
of an elementary model of catalysis, we have illustrated
how the presence of a degree of freedom internal to the
catalyst can overcome the limitations of rigid catalysis
and effectively enable the annihilation of all activation
energies. The same limitations of rigid catalysts are also
observed in off-lattice models [19]. They arise from the
antagonistic effect of binding energies which, with rigid
catalysts, cannot lower activation energies without se-
questering the products. This effect is widely observed
in heterogeneous catalysis, where it takes the form of
volcano-shaped plots [22] comparable to Figure 2B. The
mechanism by which the conflict is resolved in our model
is also general, and relies on the capacity of conforma-
tional switches to confer high specificity [23], here to the
transition state of the reaction.

Although, to our knowledge, this mechanism of catal-
ysis through a discriminative switch has not been for-
malized before, it echoes multiple empirical observations
and informal hypotheses made in enzymology. Koshland
long-ago pointed out that conformational changes in-
duced by ligand binding are essential to enzymes [24],
advocating an “induced-fit theory” to replace Fischer’s
“lock-and-key theory” that views enzymes as rigid bod-
ies [25]. His theory, however, concerns substrate and not
transition-state specificity. For the later, Jencks stressed
the role of an “intrinsic binding energy” much greater
than the observed binding energy [5], which corresponds
in our model to εcs � δcs. Our model also substantiates
the hypothesis that enzymes can act as molecular ma-
chines [26]. Finally, closer to our results is the interpreta-
tion given by Richard of the presence of a conformational
switch in several of the most efficient enzymes [14]. Our
model formalizes these previous insights and conforms
with the extensive data on which they are based with-
out contradicting either the experimental observations of
conformational fluctuations occurring on the time scale

of enzymatic reactions, as revealed both by NMR and
single-molecule experiments [27, 28], nor the many in-
dications that flexibility plays no significant role for the
chemical transformation itself [29, 30]. The role of the
switch in our model is indeed not to accelerate this step
but to make its acceleration compatible with the comple-
tion of other steps of the catalytic cycle. In fact, we previ-
ously found that introducing flexibility along the reaction
coordinate can be detrimental for catalysis [18, 19].

Still, the merits of a discriminative switch do not pre-
clude additional benefits from enzyme flexibility, whether
to optimize local environments through substrate encap-
sulation [31] or to enable allosteric regulation, although in
this latter case a more parsimonious explanation is that
a switch first evolved for transition-state discrimination
before its recruitment for regulation [23, 32]. Flexibil-
ity may also provide additional benefits when multiple
transition states have to be crossed [33].

Of the two types of design that can achieve barrier-free
catalysis in our model, the asymmetric design seems more
relevant for enzymes, which typically have asymmetric
substrates and distinct active and binding sites. This
design is remarkable from an evolutionary standpoint as
it does not require any specific energy tuning – in contrast
with rigid catalysts. The constraint δ1cs = εc is indeed
independent of the reaction parameters h±s , and δ1cs only
needs to be large enough while δ2cs can take any value in
the range [h+s , h

−
s ] (Fig. 3B).

Finally, our model exemplifies how a conformational
switch can enable barrier-free catalysis but does not
account for the limited binding energy that individual
atoms can effectively provide. In enzymes, the large
free energy compensation upon switching (of εc by δ1c )
must therefore involve atoms of substrates beyond those
chemically transformed, consistent with the otherwise
puzzling implication of non-reactive parts of substrates
that Jencks viewed as the essential difference between en-
zymatic and non-enzymatic catalysis [5]. Furthermore,
the unfavorable modification induced by ligand bind-
ing (with cost εc) may take different forms in enzymes,
e.g., entropic changes or non-mechanical strains, as well
as involve the substrate itself as what primarily mat-
ters is a free-energy difference between two states of the
substrate-catalyst complex.

Finally, not all enzymes need to work by the same
mechanism. For instance, some of the less efficient en-
zymes may act more like rigid catalysts [6]. Moreover,
our optimal flexible catalyst enables barrier-free cataly-
sis but, like most enzymes, is subject to futile encoun-
ters [34], while diffusion-limited enzymes are also known
that are limited only by the enzyme-substrate collision
rate [35]. The purpose of our model, however, is not
to account for the diversity of enzyme activities but to
demonstrate how a discriminating switch can, at least in
one well-defined case, enhance catalysis, thus providing
a new basis for studying the role of flexibility in under-
standing natural enzymes and designing artificial cata-
lysts.
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Supplemental Material

Model definition

A configuration x = (x1, x2, σc) of the system 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). We denote by ds =
d(x1, x2) the distance between the particles, defined by
the length of the shortest 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). In terms
of these variables, the energy of configuration x is

E(x) = Es(ds) + Ec(σc)−
∑
k=1,2

Ekcs(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)

as represented in Fig. 1A,

Ec(σc) = εcσc (S3)

and

Ekcs(σc) = εkcs + δkcsσc (S4)

as represented in Fig. 1D. The spontaneous reaction cor-
responds to εkcs = 0 and rigid catalysts to εc =∞.

The system can transition from 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) = k0min(1, e−β(E(y)−E(x))). (S5)

where k0 = 1 sets the unit of time. This defines a
master equation with detailed balance in the form of a
continuous-time discrete Markov process,

∂tπ(x, t) =
∑
y 6=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. The generalization to more than two binding
sites is straightforward.

Mean first-passage times

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 (S7)

where |S| is the size of set S.

For the catalyzed reaction, 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.
We define TC+S→C+2P as

TC+S→C+2P =
1

|C + S|
∑

x∈C+S

Tx→C+2P . (S8)

We compute mean first-passage times exactly by linear
algebra. In general, given Qxy = k(x→ y) for x 6= y and
Qxx = −∑y 6=x k(x → y), the mean first-passage time

Ty→B from a configuration y /∈ B to a set B is solution
of the equations

∑
x/∈B QxyTy→B = −1 [1]. Introducing

Q̃ defined over configurations 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.
In practice, the matrix Q̃ may be ill-conditioned, which
prevents the application of this method to arbitrary large
values of β.

Activation energy for the spontaneous reaction

In the low-temperature limit β → ∞ on which we fo-
cus, we can ignore the contribution of diffusional pro-
cesses and estimate TS→2P as the mean first-passage time
from S to 2P for the Markov chain

S
ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

S‡
ρ2−→ 2P (S9)

with, since h+s > 0 and h−s > 0,

ρ1 ∼ e−βh
+
s , ρ−1 ∼ 1, ρ2 ∼ 1 (S10)

where the pre-factors play no role in the β → ∞ limit.
The mean first-passage time is

TS→2P =
1

ρ1
+

1

ρ2
+
ρ−1
ρ1ρ2

. (S11)

which leads to

lim
β→∞

1

β
lnTS→2P = h+s . (S12)
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Activation energy for two-site rigid catalysts

We analyze here the symmetric case ε1cs = ε2cs = εcs
which Fig. 2 shows to include the optimal designs. As
for the spontaneous reaction, the problem reduces in the
β → ∞ limit to a Markov chain where diffusion is ne-
glected. 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. (S13)

to which is associated the mean first-passage time

TC·S→C+2P =
1

ρ2
+

1

ρ3
+

1

ρ4
+
ρ−2
ρ2ρ3

+
ρ−3
ρ3ρ4

+
ρ−2ρ−3
ρ2ρ3ρ4

(S14)
If εcs > h+s , then 1/ρ4 ∼ eβεcs cannot be lower than

TS→2P . We therefore consider εcs < h+s . Next, if εcs >

h−s , ρ−2ρ−3/(ρ2ρ3ρ4) ∼ eβ(h
+
s −h−s +εcs) cannot be lower

than TS→2P . We therefore also consider εcs < h−s . Under
these conditions we have

ρ2 ∼ e−β(h+
s −εcs), ρ−2 ∼ 1, ρ3 ∼ 1

ρ−3 ∼ e−β(h
−
s −εcs), ρ4 ∼ e−βεcs . (S15)

It follows that h+c defined by

h+c = lim
β→∞

1

β
lnTC·S→C+2P (S16)

is given by

h+c = max(h+s − εcs, εcs, 2εcs−h−s , h+s −h−s + εcs). (S17)

Optimal rigid catalysts have activation energy
minεcs h

+
c (εcs). In the limit 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. (S17) 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

therefore given by Eq. (1).

Three-site rigid catalysts

The model can be extended to consider a third binding
site k = 3 located between the two binding sites k = 1
and k = 2 of Fig. 1C. Optimizing TC+S→C+2P over the

three parameters ε1cs, ε
2
cs, ε

3
cs leads again to an optimum

that is symmetric with respect to 1↔ 2. While the opti-
mum involves ε3cs > 0 at finite β, it requires ε3cs = 0 when
β → ∞, which corresponds to the two-site catalyst con-
sidered in the main text. The bound a ≥ 1/2 therefore
applies even when considering a third binding site k = 3
located between k = 1 and k = 2.

This can be demonstrated by following the same rea-
soning as for two-site catalysts, first reducing the prob-
lem to two parameters εcs = ε1cs = ε2cs and ε′cs = ε3cs by
assuming the symmetry 1↔ 2 and then considering the
coarse-grained Markov chain

C·S ρ1−−⇀↽−−
ρ−1

C·S′ ρ2−−⇀↽−−
ρ−2

C:S
ρ3−−⇀↽−−
ρ−3

C·P + P
ρ4−→ C + 2P

(S18)
where C·S′ denotes the configurations ds = 1 with
the third site being occupied in addition to one of the
sites k = 1, 2, and where C·S exclude these configura-
tions. Let h+c (εcs, ε

′
cs) = limβ→∞ ln(TC·S→C+2P )/β and

let consider the most favorable case of irreversible re-
actions with h−s = ∞. As shown above, we have then
h+c (εcs, 0) = max(h+s − εcs, εcs). If ε′cs > 0, this becomes
h+c (εcs, ε

′
cs) = max(h+s −εcs+ε′cs, εcs) ≥ h+c (εcs, 0). When

β →∞ no benefit is therefore obtained from considering
ε′cs > 0.

If instead ε′cs < 0, we have ρ1 ∼ eβε
′
cs , ρ−1 ∼ 1, ρ2 ∼

e−β(h
+
s −εcs+ε′cs), ρ4 ∼ e−βεcs and from

TC·S′→C+P ≥
ρ−1
ρ1ρ2

+
1

ρ4
(S19)

we get

h+c (εcs, ε
′
cs) ≥ max(h+s − εcs, εcs) = h+c (εcs, 0) (S20)

so that, when β →∞, no benefit is obtained from consid-
ering ε′cs < 0. The optimal three-site catalyst is therefore
a two-site catalyst with ε′cs = 0.

Asymmetric two-state catalysts

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)
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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) ε2cs +
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. (3).

Numerical optimization

For β = 6, maximizing numerically the catalytic ef-
ficiency η over the parameters ε1cs, ε

2
cs, δ

1
cs, δ

2
cs, εc by gra-

dient descent using the function optimize with option
GradientDescent() from the Julia package Optim.jl [2]
leads to (at least) three different local minima, depending
on the initial conditions:

A symmetric optimum with ε1cs ' ε2cs ' 0.14,
δ1cs = δ2cs ' 1.47, εc ' 1.35 when starting from
(ε1cs, ε

2
cs, εc, δ

1
cs, δ

2
cs) = (0.2, 0.2, 1.5, 1.5, 1.5).

Two asymmetric optima related by 1 ↔ 2 symmetry
with ε1cs ' 0.21, ε2cs ' −0.09, δ1cs ' 3.01, δ2cs ' 1.66,
εc ' 2.90 when starting from (ε1cs, ε

2
cs, εc, δ

1
cs, δ

2
cs) =

(0.1,−0.1, 3., 3., 1.5).

The symmetric optimum is 1.4× more efficient than
the asymmetric one.
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