
Probabilistic and Entropy Modeling

Probabilistic and Maximum Entropy Modeling of Chemical Reaction
Systems: Characteristics and Comparisons to Mass Action Kinetic Models

William R. Cannon,1, 2, 3 Samuel Britton,2, 3 Mikahl Banwarth-Kuhn,4, 3 and Mark Alber2, 3

1)Physical and Computational Sciences Directorate, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Richland, WA 99352,
USA
2)Department of Mathematics, University of California, Riverside, CA, 92505, USA
3)Center for Quantitative Modeling in Biology, University of California Riverside, Riverside, CA, 92505,
USA
4)Department of Mathematics, California State University East Bay, Hayward, CA 94542,
USA

(*Electronic mail: malber@ucr.edu.)

(*Electronic mail: mikahl.banwarthkuhn@csueastbay.edu)

(*Electronic mail: samuelryanbritton@gmail.com)

(*Author to whom correspondence should be addressed:William.Cannon@pnnl.gov)

(Dated: 27 February 2024)

We demonstrate and characterize a first-principles approach to modeling the mass action dynamics of metabolism.
Starting from a basic definition of entropy expressed as a multinomial probability density using Boltzmann probabilities
with standard chemical potentials, we derive and compare the free energy dissipation and the entropy production rates.
We express the relation between the entropy production and the chemical master equation for modeling metabolism,
which unifies chemical kinetics and chemical thermodynamics. Subsequent implementation of a maximum entropy
model for systems of coupled reactions is accomplished by using an approximation to the Marcelin equation for mass
action kinetics. Because prediction uncertainty with respect to parameter variability is frequently a concern with mass
action models utilizing rate constants, we compare and contrast the maximum entropy model, which has its own set of
rate parameters, to a population of standard mass action models in which the rate constants are randomly chosen. We
show that a maximum entropy model is characterized by a high probability of free energy dissipation rate, and likewise
entropy production rate, relative to other models. We then characterize the variability of the maximum entropy model
predictions with respect to uncertainties in parameters (standard free energies of formation) and with respect to ionic
strengths typically found in a cell.

I. INTRODUCTION

The maximization of entropy has been alluded to histori-
cally or directly stated as the goal or an emergent property of
biological systems by both physicists and ecologists1–11. Yet,
the concept has been underdeveloped regarding application to
systems such as metabolism, and because of the abstract na-
ture of the concept, it has gained insufficient recognition as
an operational principle among microbiologists and cell biol-
ogists. There are several issues regarding the application of
the principle of maximum entropy to biological systems.

First and foremost, it is not always clear what is meant by
‘entropy’. The term has been associated with several mathe-
matical descriptions, not all of which are equivalent, for ex-
ample, even as they are used in physics and chemistry. The
works of Ge and Qian12, Presse, et al.13, Watchel, et al14,
Seifert15 and Cannon16 provide foundations to build on, in
this regard. However, even given a rigorous thermodynamic
definition of entropy, it is not clear how the maximum entropy
concept would be applied to modeling a specific system such
as metabolism, metabolic regulation or protein expression dy-
namics and its regulation.

Second, the concept can seem simplistic to those not famil-
iar with the depth of the theory and its implications, leading to
antagonism towards the idea that cells are thermodynamic ma-
chines. Although the idea is simple at a high level of abstrac-

tion, its application is not simple and does not imply that all
we need is to change our perspective and we will understand
biology. However, applying the principle can uncover and aid
in the understanding of emergence and biological complexity.

Third, when applied to dynamical systems, what is often
meant is that the entropy (or free energy) produced is maxi-
mized (or minimized, respectively). But the concept of maxi-
mum entropy in statistical thermodynamics goes beyond sim-
ple predictive statements about a system moving to the most
probable state, in agreement with the second law of classical
thermodynamics, to include statistical inference. In fact, when
the term maximum entropy or maximum path entropy is used
in modeling dynamical systems, the term maximum caliber is
often used – the application of maximum entropy concepts to
dynamical systems with the use of constraints. When applied
using constraints, the maximum caliber principle attempts to
maximize a statistical entropy function or empirical distribu-
tion of unobserved variables while constraining the observed
variables to their experimentally measured values13,17. The
constraints might be those due to which chemical transforma-
tions (reactions) are possible, or a set of concentrations that
are experimentally observed.

Applying sophisticated thermodynamics principles to a bi-
ological system is necessary but not sufficient to understand
how cells function. There are many emergent processes and
structures that occur in a cell that we do not understand suf-
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ficiently to infer with thermodynamics. Moreover, the func-
tional capabilities of a cell – it’s set of metabolic reactions,
gene complement, regulation, etc. – are specifically tuned to
its environmental niche, and, in principle, represent a local
thermodynamic optimum, arrived at by natural selection in
the landscape of possible genetic capabilities. In this case, the
local optimum depends on past history of the species, which
inhibits our ability to infer a genome sequence ab initio from
knowledge of the environment by using thermodynamics or
maximum caliber as an inference tool. It is the inability to
address all assumptions about appropriate constraints that led
Dewar to suggest that, when a maximum entropy model fails,
it is usually not the maximum entropy concept that has failed
but rather the assumptions used in the model18. Similar con-
clusions have been drawn by Agozzino and Dill19.

Ultimately, the usefulness of maximum entropy or maxi-
mum caliber models for biology will be judged by the insight
that they provide by linking physics with its natural laws to
biology, and in the predictive power that the concept brings to
models or systems. In this regard, an understanding is needed
of how a these models are related to non-optimal models, such
as one would find in a population. For example, kinetic mod-
els using the law of mass action are highly variable depending
on the rate parameters that are used. How sensitive are maxi-
mum entropy or caliber models to uncertainty in the thermo-
dynamic parameters, such as chemical potentials and equilib-
rium constants from which rate constants are inferred? What
are the ranges of feasible concentrations and rates?

In this report, we derive the formula for entropy produc-
tion rate for systems of coupled reactions from first princi-
ples, and in doing so link the ordinary differential equations
describing mass action kinetics with the master equation for-
mulation. Throughout the report, we assume that the ground
states of the reactants and products are equilibrated with their
local environments before and after reactions20–24 such that
the use of reference chemical potentials and Boltzmann prob-
abilities are justified. We distinguish entropy production rates
from free energy dissipation rates based on whether one is op-
timizing the reaction free energies or probabilities. We then
demonstrate how to find maximum entropy models using an
alternative form of the law of mass action. Having found the
maximum entropy solution, we show how to efficiently gen-
erate a population of feasible mass action models, and com-
pare the population of mass action models to the maximum
entropy model. We show that thermodynamically optimal
metabolisms are characterized by having the highest probabil-
ity of high rates of free energy dissipation when compared to
similar metabolisms. Importantly, systems having a stationary
entropy production rate have a maximal change in probability
with time when compared to similar systems that differ only
by their rate constants. We discuss three sources of variability
in models of metabolism: (1) variability of rates, metabolite
levels, and free energy dissipation rates that would be found
in a general population compared to the maximum entropy
model; (2) variability in predictions made by maximum en-
tropy models due to uncertainty in estimated standard free en-
ergies of reaction (equivalently, equilibrium constants); and
finally, (3) variability in predictions made by maximum en-

tropy models due to the range of ionic strengths that may be
found in the cytoplasm of the cell.

II. THEORY

A. Entropy Definition

The entropy as described by Boltzmann is,

SB = kB logW, (1)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant and W stands for
Wahrscheinlichkeit, or probability25,26. In a famous example
used as a simple demonstration, Boltzmann employed a sys-
tem in which each independent object had the same probabil-
ity distribution (independent and identically distributed) and
as such the number of permutations P of the objects could
stand in place of the probability W . In this case, maximiz-
ing the probability is the same as maximizing the number of
permutations. However, as Boltzmann also pointed out, when
not assuming equal a priori distributions, it is the probability
that is maximized as a system evolves, not the permutations.
Boltzmann demonstrated this case for the velocity distribu-
tions of an ideal gas with different mean velocities along the
x, y and z axes27.

Likewise, for a system of M different chemical species, the
probability Pr ≡W of observing a state in which each species
i is observed to have ni counts is given by the multinomial
probability density,

Pr =
(

Ntot
n1, ...,nM

) M

∏
i

θ
ni
i , (2)

where Ntot = ∑i ni and the probability θi of each species i is
given by the Boltzmann probability,

θi =
e−µ◦

i /kBT

∑
M
i e−µ◦

i /kBT , (3)

where µ◦
i is the standard chemical potential and T is the tem-

perature. As mentioned above, kB is the Boltzmann propor-
tionality constant such that kBT is the ambient energy due to
the temperature T. For brevity, we will use β = (kBT )−1 for
the inverse ambient energy. In the case that each species is in-
dependent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), the probabilities
of all species are equal, i.e. θi = θ j for all i and j. It follows
that the resulting probability density function is again propor-
tional to the number of permutations, as mentioned above. Us-
ing a constant of proportionality, c, Eqn. (2) can be simplified
to the following,

Pr = c
(

Ntot

n1, . . . ,nM

)
(4)

=W (i.i.d). (5)

In this case, W is proportional to the number of ways of dis-
tributing Ntot molecules among M different chemical species.
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To distinguish between the more general meaning of W ≡ Pr
and the demonstration case of Eqn. (4), we will use the sym-
bol SU to specify the case,

SU/kB = logW (i.i.d). (6)

It is SU that is defined as entropy in some textbook descrip-
tions. We are interested in the general multinomial case where
W ≡ Pr such that,

S/kB = logPr

= log

((
Ntot

n1, ...,nM

) M

∏
i

θ
ni
i

)
.

(7)

It is important to note that thermodynamic entropy obeys an
extremum principle such that for any spontaneous process,
the entropy increases to the maximum extent possible given
the conditions. SU only obeys an extremum principle for a
system that follows a uniform probability distribution, while
S = kB logPr (e.g., Eqn. 7) obeys an extremum principle gen-
erally. Thus, it is S defined by Boltzmann and restated by
Planck26 that is related to the classical concept of entropy de-
scribed by Clausius. However, to be clear, S in Eqn 7 is not the

classical thermodynamic entropy; it is a single configuration
representation of the entropy of classical thermodynamics -
it is not an average value. The average of S, as discussed by
Gibbs, is the mathematical function that represents the clas-
sical thermodynamic entropy in statistical thermodynamics28.
A common point of confusion is to conflate the definition of
entropy from classical thermodynamics, where it is defined
by experimental observables, with definitions from statisti-
cal thermodynamics. Moreover, in classical thermodynamics
it is not the case that entropy requires that the system to be
closed or at equilibrium; it is that historically entropy had not
been defined experimentally for open, non-equilibrium sys-
tems. There is a big difference in meaning between the limi-
tation of a scope of a definition due to simple inability to mea-
sure something beyond experimental limits and a requirement.
However, even this experimental definition has been extended
such that entropy in classical thermodynamics can be defined
in open, non-equilibrium steady state systems22–24.

Like S in Eqn 7, a single configuration free energy, G, of a
given state {n1, ...,nM} can be defined. Specifically, by using
Sterling’s approximation that log(n!) ≈ n logn− n, G can be
derived from Eqn. (7). In doing so, it is convenient to repre-
sent the normalization factor in Eqn (3) as qB = ∑i e−β µ◦

i :

logPr = NT logNT −NT −∑
i

ni logni +∑
i

ni +∑
i

ni log(e−β µ◦
i )−∑

i
ni log(qB) (8)

= −∑
i

ni logni +∑
i

ni log(e−β µ◦
i )−∑

i
ni log(qB)+NT logNT

= −∑
i

ni logni +∑
i

ni log(e−β µ◦
i )−NT log

qB

NT
(9)

= −∑
i

ni(logni +β µ
◦
i )−NT log

qB

NT
(10)

= −βG−NT log
qB

NT
(11)

where,

G = ∑
i

ni(β
−1 logni +µ

◦
i )

= ∑
i

ni ·µi. (12)

Rigorously, G is a free energy density and not the Gibbs free
energy, which is the ensemble average value, ⟨G⟩ .

Eqn. (12) is simply Eqn. (11) when the contribution
from the total number of particles is ignored. The term
NT log(qB/NT ) in Eqns. 9-11 is a constant of integration un-
der steady state conditions. The factor qB can be thought
of as a molecular partition function for a hypothetical parti-
cle, a boltzon, whose internal energy levels reflect the differ-
ent energy levels of the individual chemical species29. The
chemical potential for this hypothetical particle is β µB =
− log(qB/NT ). Then the entropy is proportional by ambient
energy β to an energy that includes the free energy and a con-

tribution due to differing numbers of total particles,

S =−βG+Ntot ·β µB. (13)

B. Entropy Production, Entropy Production Rate and Free
Energy Dissipation Rate

The concept that natural systems optimize their entropy or
entropy production rate dS/dt = d logPr/dt over time is re-
lated to the concept that natural systems maximize the change
in probability with respect to time, dPr/dt. Over time, nat-
ural systems tend to move to the most probable state. Im-
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plicit in such statements of maximum entropy is the under-
standing that there are biological constraints on how fast the
system can react and which physical configurations are pos-
sible if the system is going to react quickly. For example,
the upper limit on enzyme reaction rates is approximately
kcat/KM = 106s−130,31. If a system were to produce chemi-
cal species simply by maximizing Eqn. (7), many chemical
species would be in such high concentrations that the cyto-
plasm of a cell would become glass-like, limiting diffusion
and decreasing reaction rates significantly32,33. The idea that
enzymes are regulated to ensure they do not over-produce
chemical species and thereby adversely impact the solution
properties inside the cell was first proposed by Atkinson34.

To evaluate either the entropy production or the entropy
production rate, dS/dt, we need the functional forms of each.
Yet the functional form of the time derivative of the entropy,
dS/dt, is not immediately clear. However, it can be easily de-
rived by considering the infinitesimal entropy produced along
a reaction path ξ̂j , which measures the extent of reaction j,

dS
dξ j

=
∂ logPr

∂ξ j
. (14)

The extent of the reaction ξ j determines the the amount ni of
molecule i consumed in reaction j through the stoichiomentric
coefficient γi, j,

γi, j =
∂ni

∂ξ j
. (15)

Since in chemical reactions, both forward and reverse re-
actions happen simultaneously but may differ in proportion,
each ξ j below represents the net extent of the reaction such
that ξ j = ξ+ j − ξ− j, where the signed index symbols on ξ+ j
and ξ− j represent the forward and reverse reactions, respec-
tively.

Generally, in a system of Z reactions, we have unit vectors
along each reaction coordinate, ξ̂1, ..., ξ̂Z . We define a unit
vector for the system of reactions ξ = (ξ1ξ̂1 + . . .+ ξZ ξ̂Z),
such that a distance x that measures the extent of reaction of
the system along ξ is,

ξx = [ξ1, ...,ξZ ]
T x. (16)

The entropy production of a system of Z coupled reactions
along the path ξ is then given by the derivative along ξ,

dS
dx

= ξT ·∇S =
Z

∑
j=1

ξ j
∂ logPr

∂ξ j
, (17)

where the gradient of the entropy ∇S is the entropy production
vector,

∇S =


∂ logPr

∂ξ1
...

∂ logPr
∂ξZ

 (18)

=


− ∂βG

∂ξ1
+∑i γi,1µB

...
− ∂βG

∂ξZ
+∑i γi,Z µB

 . (19)

Note that in the case that ∑i γi, j = 0 for each reaction j, ∇S =
∇G which is the vector of reaction affinities,

∇G =


∂G
∂ξ1
...

∂G
∂ξZ

 . (20)

Likewise, the entropy production rate is given by the scalar
product of product of the gradient and a unit velocity vector,
ξ̇ = [ dξ1

dt ξ̂1, ...,
dξZ
dt ξ̂Z ]

T ,

dS
dt

= ξ̇T ·∇S =
Z

∑
j=1

dξ j

dt
∂ logPr

∂ξ j
. (21)

For brevity, below we will use the notation dξ j
dt = ξ̇ j for the

reaction rates.
Substituting Eqn. (11) and the fact that Ntot = ∑i ni, dif-

ferentiation provides the simplified set of equations for the
entropy production and the entropy production rate:

dS
dx

=
Z

∑
j=1

ξ j
∂

∂ξ j
(−βG+Ntotβ µB)

= β

Z

∑
j=1

ξ j

(
−∂G
∂ξ j

+∑
i

γi, jµB

)
,

(22)

and,

dS
dt

= β

Z

∑
j=1

ξ̇ j

(
−∂G
∂ξ j

+∑
i

γi, jµB

)
. (23)

Here it is assumed that the change in NT due to a single re-
action is such that µB is essentially constant. Finally, substi-
tuting the identities ∂βG/∂ξ j = − logK jQ−1

j
35, where K j is

the equilibrium constant, and Q j is the reaction quotient, the
following equalities are obtained:

dS
dx

=
Z

∑
j=1

ξ j

(
logK jQ−1

j +∑
i

γi, jβ µB

)
(24)

dS
dt

=
Z

∑
j=1

ξ̇ j

(
logK jQ−1

j +∑
i

γi, jβ µB

)
(25)

= β

(
−dG

dt
+

dµB

dt

)
. (26)

It is clear that maximizing the entropy production, Eqn 24,
will not necessarily lead to the same result as maximizing the
entropy production rate, Eqn 25, due to the difference between
the extent of a reaction and its time derivative. The entropy
production is a measure of the amount of entropy produced
per reaction, while the entropy production rate is the entropy
produced per time. An important question then is, when seek-
ing to model nature, should a computational model maximize
the entropy, the entropy production or the entropy production
rate?
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The entropy production rate has two contributing terms -
– the free energy dissipation rate and the rate of work to
introduce or remove particles to the system. Rigorously,
dG/dξ j = β−1 logK jQ−1

j is the reaction affinity for the jth re-
action, but for steady state systems with a large number of par-
ticles, logK jQ−1

j ≈−β∆G is the reaction free energy change.
For these systems, Eqn. (25) states that the rate of change
of the entropy is proportional to the sum over all reactions of
the product of the reaction rate and the negative of the free
energy for each reaction. In the case of steady state systems
with ensemble averaging and ∑i γi, j = 0, the entropy produc-
tion rate from Eqn. (25) is the negative of the free energy
dissipation rate, dS/dt = −dβG/dt12. Furthermore, the en-
tropy production rate is related to the real-valued, continuous
chemical master equation since,

d logPr
dt

=
1
Pr

dPr
dt

. (27)

Therefore, the change in probability with respect to time due
to reaction j is,

dPr
dt

= Pr

(
ξ̇ j logK jQ−1

j + ξ̇ j ∑
i

γi, jβ µB

)
(28)

= Pr
(
−dG

dt
+

dµB

dt

)
β . (29)

The time-dependent probability considering all reactions is,

Pr(t +∆t) = Pr(t)
Z

∑
j=1

exp
(∫ t+∆t

t

[
ξ̇ j · logK jQ j(t)+

ξ̇ j ·β µB ∑
i

γi, j

]
dt

)
, (30)

which is the chemical master equation. The transition prob-
ability for each reaction j is the respective exponential term,
which can be shown to be a conditional probability. The ar-
guement of the exponential is the entropy production rate for
reaction j. For the first term of the integrand, integration from
t = 0 to the time ∆t for one stoichiometric reaction at steady

state (ξ̇ j constant) gives,

∫ t=∆t

t=0
ξ̇ j · logK jQ−1

j (ξ j(t))dt = (31)

ξ̇ j

[
logK j −∑

i
γi, j log(ni(0)+ γi, j)

]
∆t

=− ξ̇ j∆t ·β∆G j
(32)

so that the master equation due to the firing of just reaction j
is,

Pr(∆t) = Pr(0) · e−ξ̇ j∆t·β∆G j · eξ̇ j∆t·β µB ∑i γi, j . (33)

When evaluating the master equation for a change to an adja-
cent state such as the firing of only one or several reactions,
the error due to using Sterling’s approximation is negligible.
However, when the change of state is large such as going from
a highly improbable state to a steady state, the error may be
significant. In this case it is more convenient to simply eval-
uate the difference in entropies using Eqn (7) and the gamma
or log-gamma function.

C. The Most Probable State: Maximum Entropy

The most probable state is found by maximizing the proba-
bility, Eqn (2), or equivalently the logarithm of the probability,
Eqn (7), subject to the constraint that a finite number of reac-
tions may occur – that is, by applying Lagrange’s method of
undetermined multipliers to constrain the extent of each reac-
tion to ξ j = c j, a constant,

F = logPr−λ

(
∑

j
ξ j − c j

)
(34)

where λ is the undetermined multiplier and logPr = S is the
Boltzmann entropy from Eqn 7. Taking the derivative of F
with respect to the extent of reaction of the system x,

dF
dx

=


ξ1(log

[
K1Q−1

1

(
eβ µB

)∑i γi,1
]
−λ )

...
ξZ(log

[
KZQ−1

Z

(
eβ µB

)∑i γi,Z
]
−λ )


T

·1=

0
...
0


T

·1 (35)

where again the ξ j are the values for the extent of reaction in
the unit vector ξ and λ = [λ , ...,λ ]T is the vector containing
the constraint variable. The constraint in terms of the gradient
of the entropy is,

∇S = λ. (36)

If it is the case that the sum of the stoichiometric coefficients
for each reaction j is zero, ∑i γi, j = 0, then it can be seen that
the constraint λ corresponds to the reaction affinity,

∇G = λ. (37)
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The specific value of λ will of course depend on the system
conditions, especially the boundary conditions that determine
whether the system is at equilibrium or non-equilibrium.

Thus, the state with maximum probability has the property
that for each reaction j,

ξ j

(
log
[

K jQ−1
j

(
eβ µB

)
∑i γi, j

]
−λ

)
= 0, (38)

such that either a reaction j will have,

ξ j = 0, (39)

or,

log
[

K jQ−1
j

(
eβ µB

)
∑i γi, j

]
= λ . (40)

That is, either a reaction is at equilibrium such that Eqn 39 is
true, or reactions j not at equilibrium all have the same change
in entropy with respect to the extent of reaction. Analogous
to Boltzmann’s original formulation of entropy in which each
energy microstate of independent particles is assumed to be
equally likely, each reaction is assumed to be equally likely
from an energy perspective. In other words, the configuration
that has the highest density is the state in which all reactions
occur with the same probability.

Likewise, the state of time-stationary probability has the
property that the time derivative of F is zero such that,

dF
dt

=


ξ̇1(log

[
K1Q−1

1

(
eβ µB

)∑i γi,1
]
−λ )

...
ξ̇Z(log

[
KZQ−1

Z

(
eβ µB

)∑i γi,Z
]
−λ )


T

·1=

0
...
0


T

·1 (41)

The requirements for the most stable state are that either Eqn
(40) is obeyed as before or,

ξ̇ j = 0. (42)

For a steady state, there is an additional requirement that the
species counts ni (or concentrations) be stable with respect to
time such that S · ξ̇ss = 0 where S is the stoichiometric matrix
and ξ̇ss is the vector of steady state reaction fluxes. ξ̇ss may
differ from the unit reaction fluxes ξ̇ due to balancing of reac-
tion stoichiometries to obtain mass conservation in the steady
state. Consequently, according to Eqn (41), the maximum en-
tropy state is the state in which any reaction j has the entropy
production value λ , otherwise ξ̇ j = 0 such that reaction j is at
equilibrium.

One must keep in mind that the analysis above indicates
which state is the most probable; this is the state of maximum
entropy. The analysis does not indicate which state is the state
having the maximum entropy production or the maximum en-
tropy production rate. There are two conditions that must be
kept in mind:

• Condition 1: If the boundary conditions are the same
for every state such that the total drop in entropy is Zλ

and if all states have the same steady state rate, then all
states have the same entropy production rate dS

dt .

• Condition 2: If the boundary conditions are the same
for every state such that the total drop in entropy is Zλ

but the states have different steady state rates, it is not
necessarily the case that the state obeying Eqns 39 and
40 will have the maximum entropy production rate dS

dt .

To answer the question asked above, whether a computa-
tional model maximize the entropy, the entropy production
or the entropy production rate, it is the entropy that should
be maximized. While this may seem counter-intuitive – that
the conditions above do not result in a state of maximum en-
tropy production or maximum entropy production rate, there
is a subtle semantic issue at hand. Specifically, if instead of
defining probability densities based on species counts ni, one
were to instead define density functions f based on reactions
ξ j such that,

f (ξ j) = ξ j log
[

K jQ−1
j

(
eβ µB

)
∑i γi, j

]
(43)

or,

f (ξ̇ j) = ξ̇ j log
[

K jQ−1
j

(
eβ µB

)
∑i γi, j

]
(44)

and instead of using the Boltzmann entropy of Eqn 7 used
Boltzmann’s H-theorem as a definition of entropy, for in-
stance,

−H(ξ̇ ) =−
Z

∑
j=1

f (ξ̇ j) log f (ξ̇ j), (45)

then the maximum entropy production and entropy produc-
tion rate states by these definitions would indeed be the most
probable states. Note that Eqn (45) is a thermodynamic func-
tion; Boltzmann’s original H-theorem is not necessarily as the
densities f were observational rather than thermodynamic in
nature, making the original H-theorem more closely related
to (but distinct from) the Maximum Caliber concept13,17. The
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observational densities f used by Boltzmann would presum-
ably have the same values as f (ξ̇ j) above when the observa-
tional densities are sampled over the ergodic time scale. See
section II F for further discussion.

The maximum entropy state is the state at which the prob-
ability density is maximized; it can be thought of as a refer-
ence state. Denoting the vector of reaction quotients Q∗ =
[Q∗1, ...,Q∗Z ]

T for this reference state and the vector of equi-
librium constants K = [K1, ...,KZ ]

T , the vector of chemical
potentials µ∗= [µ∗1, ...,µ∗Z ]

T for the reference state are cal-
culated using the stoichiometric matrix S,

βµ∗ = S−1 · log(KT ◦Q∗−1), (46)

where ◦ indicates the Hadamard element-wise product.

D. Maximum Entropy is the State of Maximum dPr/dt

Generally in any system, whether chemical or not, we may
be interested in finding the state that has the greatest change
in probability with time, dPr/dt, given by Eqn (28), but con-
strained such that the rates ξ̇ are at steady state. Similar to
the procedure above, this state can be found using Lagrange’s
method of undetermined multipliers in which we define a new
function F ′ involving a steady state constraint such that,

F ′ =
dPr
dt

−λ
′(

Z

∑
j=1

(ξ̇ j − c j)). (47)

where the constraints ∑
Z
j=1(ξ̇ j − c j) are the assurance that

each process rate ξ̇ j is constant (c j) for all processes j.
Since,

dPr
dt

=


Pr ∂ logPr

∂ξ1
ξ̇1

...
Pr ∂ logPr

∂ξZ
ξ̇Z


T

·1=


Pr ∂S

∂ξ1
ξ̇1

...
Pr ∂S

∂ξZ
ξ̇Z


T

·1, (48)

taking the gradient ∇ξ̇ of Eqn (47) with respect to the reaction
fluxes ξ̇ j, the state of maximum change in probabillity with
time leads to the condition that either ξ̇ j = 0 or,

Pr ∂S
∂ξ1

−λ ′

...
Pr ∂S

∂ξZ
−λ ′

 =

0
...
0

 (49)

Since Pr is a constant due to a specific steady state, Eqn (49)
can be rewritten as, 

∂S
∂ξ j
...

∂S
∂ξ j

 =

λ

...
λ

 (50)

where λ = λ ′/Pr. Here, the constraint once again is simply
∇S = λ , and Eqn (50) is the most probable state condition.
Because of Condition 2 discussed above, it is not the case
that the state with the maximum entropy production rate dS

dt
due to a high steady state rate also maximizes the change in
probability with time. The change in probability with time is
maximized under the maximum entropy conditions for those
processes j in which ξ̇ j ̸= 0. Note that Eqns 47-50 apply gen-
erally, not just to chemical reaction systems.

E. Mass Action Kinetic Models from Maximum Entropy

The practical question then is how to develop a maximum
entropy production model for a biological system such as
metabolism? The maximum entropy condition of Eqn (41)
can be solved directly using mathematical optimization with
constraints. However, mathematical optimization does not
provide any additional physical insight into the maximum en-
tropy state. Fortunately, following the development of the
Arrehnius equation there was a concerted effort to develop
a thermodynamic formulation of mass action. That effort ul-
timately eventually led to the development of transition state
theory36,37. An important conceptual step towards this goal
was Marcelin’s equation for mass action38, which, although
it was ultimately shown to be incorrect, can be used to find
a maximum entropy kinetic model that provides additional
physical insight into the maximum entropy requirements.

Consider a reaction involving nA molecules of reactants A,
and nB molecules of products B, each with respective un-
signed stoichiometric coefficients νi, j = |γi, j| for each molec-
ular species,

νA,1nA
k1−−⇀↽−−

k−1
νB,1nB. (51)

The usual kinetic law of mass action for the net reaction flux
is,

ξ̇1 = k1n
νA,1
A − k−1n

νB,1
B , (52)

where k1 and k−1 are constants of proportionality (rate pa-
rameters). The challenge is to find a maximum entropy steady
state using the law of mass action, yet the usual rate laws such
as Eqn. (52) do not contain any thermodynamic terms to opti-
mize. However, a mass action rate law such as Eqn. (52) can
be turned into a thermo-kinetic equation by a simple algebraic
rearrangement that factors each term such that,

ξ̇1 = k−1n
νB,1
B

(
k1n

νA,1
A

k−1n
νB,1
B

)
− k1n

νA,1
A

(
k−1n

νB,1
B

k1n
νA,1
A

)
= k−1n

νB,1
B (K1Q−1

1 )− k1n
νA,1
A (K−1Q−1

−1).

(53)

The reaction rate equation now has thermodynamic terms,
K1Q−1

1 and K−1Q−1
−1, and kinetic terms, k−1n

νB,1
B and k1n

νA,1
A

(K−1Q−1
−1 is simply (K1Q−1

1 )−1.) Equation (53) is an exact
but alternate representation of the law of mass action, which
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says that the rate is proportional to the instantaneous thermo-
dynamic odds of the forward reaction - multiplied by the aver-
age time before the odds change due to an addition of another
reactant molecule - minus the thermodynamic odds of the re-
verse reaction - again multiplied by the average time before
addition of another reactant molecule for the reverse reaction.
Setting each kinetic term to a constant c is equivalent to as-
suming that each reaction occurs on the same time scale such
that the rate equation becomes,

ξ̇1 = c(K1Q−1
1 )− c(K−1Q−1

−1).

Although not generally correct, this formulation has the ad-
vantage that it makes the energy surface convex, since the sur-
face of the log of an exponential distribution is convex for each
fixed number of particles, Ntot . The result of the approxima-
tion is the Marcelin equation38 and can be used to easily find
the maximum entropy steady state33. (The time dependence
can be added back in post-hoc such that a general formulation
of the law of mass action is once again obtained). Using this
assumption with c = 1 at steady state, a set of Z sequential
reactions having equal rates,

ξ̇1 = ξ̇2 = ...= ξ̇Z , (54)

will have rates that are proportional to the thermodynamic
driving forces such that,

ξ̇1 = K1Q−1
1 −K−1Q−1

−1,

ξ̇2 = K2Q−1
2 −K−2Q−1

−2,

...,

ξ̇Z = KZQ−1
Z −K−ZQ−1

−Z .

(55)

The product of the M by Z stoichiometric matrix, S, and the
vector of reaction fluxes ξ̇ is zero at steady state,

S · ξ̇ = 0.0. (56)

The convention is used here is that S has rows corresponding
to metabolites and columns corresponding to reactions. Eqn
(56) enforces mass balance at steady state, in which case the
reaction flux may be a multiple α of the unit reaction flux,
ξ̇ ss

j = αξ̇ j. In this case, the steady state rates are such that,

ξ̇
ss
j = (αK jQ−1

j −α
−1K− jQ−1

− j)/α. (57)

Consequently, the constraints of the most probable state, Eqns
(40) or (42), may not be strictly enforced since a rate ξ̇ ss

j may
not be single valued. However, as shown in Figure 1, the rates
are approximately single valued for the cases α = 1,2,3. A
steady state solution can be found utilizing the rate laws of
Eqn (55) using a non-linear least squares optimization that re-
sults in approximate enforcement of the constraints of Eqns
(40) and (42). The optimization has a runtime of a few sec-
onds in contrast to adaptive time step ODE solvers which can
take days of CPU time to converge due to the stiffness of the
equations as they approach the steady state. The physical in-
sight gained from the use of the Marcelin equation is that in

FIG. 1. When using the Marcelin approximation (Eqns (55)) to the
mass action rate equations, it is not necessarily the case that all reac-
tions j at steady state will have the same value of the thermodynamic
odds K jQ−1

j . The reason for this is that the steady state rate ξ̇ ss
j may

be as multiple α of the unit rate, ξ̇ j. However, even mildly non-
equilibrium values of K jQ−1

j result in approximately the same rate

ξ̇ ss
j , as shown in the plot. For reference, K jQ−1

j = 5 corresponds to a
free energy change of −0.94 Kcals/M or −3.99 KJ/M.

the maximum entropy state, each reaction occurs on the same
time scale such that the reaction rates are directly propor-
tional to the thermodynamic odds (KJQ−1

j ) of the reaction.
Regardless of how one obtains the maximum entropy solu-

tion, rate constants for the maximum entropy solution are ob-
tained via the mass action rate laws since the reaction fluxes
and steady state concentrations are known. For the chemical
reaction similar to that shown in Eqn. (51), the net flux ξ̇ j of
reaction j is,

ξ̇ j = k j

reactants j

∏
i

ni − k− j

reactants - j

∏
i

ni

= k j

reactants j

∏
i

ni

1−
k− j

reactants - j
∏
i

ni

k j
reactants j

∏
i

ni


= k j

reactants j

∏
i

ni(1−K− jQ−1
− j).

(58)

Since the fluxes, ξ̇ j, and metabolite concentrations, ni, are
known, the rate constants can be determined,

k j =
ξ̇ j

reactants j
∏
i

ni(1−K− jQ−1
− j)

and

k− j =
K j

k j
.

(59)

The usual mass action ODEs using rate constants, e.g., Eqn
(52), can then be solved using either optimization methods or
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an ODE solver. The kinetically accessible energy surface is
not necessarily convex because of the introduction of the rate
constants – each reaction now has its own time dependence.

F. Inferring the Thermodynamic Probability of a Kinetic
Model

While the master equation (Eqn 30) gives the probabil-
ity density of a state given the counts or concentrations of
molecular species and their rates, determining the probabil-
ity of a state by solving the master equation involves integrat-
ing the change in probability from an initial state (Pr(t = 0))
to a steady state where dPr(t)/dt is constant, which can be
challenging. Thus, it is useful to also have an estimator of
the relative probability for evaluating empirical distributions
which differ by their steady state rates ξ̇ . This is the context
for which maximum caliber methods were developed13,17. In
maximum caliber approaches, a probability density of a dy-
namical property, such as a rate ξ̇ j, is often formulated using
a function such as,

logPr(ξ̇ ) ∝ ∑
j

λ ξ̇ j − c (60)

where ∑ j ξ̇ j −c a constraint on the system, for instance to en-
force a steady state condition such that all rates equal a con-
stant c, and λ is a Lagrange multiplier. The density can be
normalized by a cumulative density Q such that,

Pr(ξ̇ ) =
e∑ j λ ξ̇ j−c

Q
(61)

where,

Q = ∑
s

e∑ j λ ξ̇ j(s)−c. (62)

Here, the sum is over distinct steady states s and the reac-
tion rate is now shown to be a function of the steady state s,
ξ̇ j(s). The result is an empirical density function Pr(ξ̇ ) in
which the normalization Q is the cumulative density over the
observed steady states s. The probability density is simply
an empirical density function of observed rates, in which the
state having the highest density is also the state that has the
average density. Comparing Eqn (60) with Eqn (34), the latter
contains information on the system energy while the former
does not. The probability density Pr(ξ̇ ) of Eqn (61) is the
domain of statistics, not statistical thermodynamics, as it does
not follow a thermodynamic extremum principle - it does not
maximize the thermodynamic entropy nor minimize the free
energy, which Jaynes stated, as well17.

However, relative thermodynamic probabilities of steady
states due to different steady states s and their rates ξ̇ ss(s) can
be calculated as a function of the distance d from the most
probable state, as described by the criteria in Eqn. 38. Defin-
ing a distance d for steady state s from the most probable state

as,

d(ξ̇ (s)) =
Z

∑
j

[
ξ̇ j(s)

(
logK jQ−1

j (s)−λ

)]2
, (63)

=
Z

∑
j

ds, j, (64)

the probability of a state a distance d away from the most
probable state is,

Pr(ξ̇ (s)) =
Z

∏
j

1√
2πσs, j

e−ds, j/2σs, j

=
Z

∏
j

f (ξ̇ j(s)) (65)

The use of the product in this context requires that each of the
Z reactions be statistical independent. This is generally the
case. While the free energies are related such that the sum of
the free energy must be the same as the total free energy, the
rate constants are random variables. That is, if the rate param-
eters k+ j,k− j are independently and randomly chosen from
a distribution, then since the rate parameter values determine
the concentrations and hence the reaction quotients, Q j, the
K jQ−1

j are also random.
An issue with using Eqn 65 is that the standard deviation

σ j cannot necessarily be reliably estimated. Instead, the prob-
ability densities of the reaction free energies can be inferred
non-parametrically using a Gaussian kernel density estima-
tion. From a random sample population of Nss steady state so-
lutions in which each steady state solution s has a set of reac-
tion quotients {Q j=1(s), ...,Q j=Z(s)}, the estimated probabil-
ity f̂ (ξ̇ j(s)) of observing a difference ds, j = logK jQ−1

j (s)−λ

is,

f̂ (ξ̇ j(s)) =
1

Nsuccess

Nss

∑
k=1

1
h jπ

1/2 e

(
ds, j−dk, j

h j

)2

, (66)

where h j is the kernel scaling parameter or bandwidth. The
estimated relative probability of the steady state s can then
expressed as the product of the probabilities for each reaction,

P̂r(ξ̇ (s)) =
Z

∏
j=1

f̂ (ξ̇ j(s)). (67)

Here again, it is significant to note that if one considers en-
tropy production to be defined with respect to the densities
f (ξ̇ (s)) for reactions ξ j using Boltzmann’s statistical version
of the H-theorem25,39,40 as shown in Eqn (45), then,

−Ĥ(ξ̇ (i)) =−
Z

∑
j=1

f̂ (ξ̇ (s)) log f̂ (ξ̇ (s)), (68)

is an estimate of the thermodynamic H function, Eqn (45).
By this definition the maximum entropy production rate state
is the state that matches the conditions for the maximum en-
tropy state discussed below Eqn (41). A similar H-theorem
estimate can be analogously defined as the maximum entropy
production state in which the ds, j measures the distance in en-
tropy production away from the most probable reaction.
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III. APPLICATION AND EVALUATION

To demonstrate the concepts below, we use a canonical
model of central metabolism consisting of glycolysis coupled
to the tricarboxylic acid (TCA) cycle shown in Figure 2. In
the model, glucose is fed into the system through the glucose
kinase reaction (abbr. HEX1) and carbon leaves the system as
CO2 in the TCA cycle. Specifically, the metabolic model con-
sisted of the 21 reactions of glycolysis, the tricarboxylic acid
(TCA) cycle and the glutamine oxoglutarate aminotransferase
reaction (GOGAT) reaction, which includes 37 metabolites,
of which 17 were fixed boundary species and 20 were allowed
to vary. Without the GOGAT reaction, the submatrix of the
stoichiometric matrix that describes the TCA cycle is singu-
lar (eight reactions but nine variable intermediate metabolites
including the input species acetyl CoA). The system is made
non-singular by coupling the intermediate α-ketoglutarate to
a bath using the GOGAT reaction, 2 glutamate + NAD ⇔ glu-
tamine + α-ketoglutarate + NADH, in which glutamate, glu-
tamine, NAD and NADH are held fixed.

Standard free energies of formation of metabolites in aque-
ous solution as well as equilibrium constants were determined
using the eQuilibrator software41 using a range of pH and
ionic strength values. Rate parameters were determined as
described above, Eqn (59). Figures and plots below use mo-
lar units for free energy such that free energies/mole are used
rather than free energies/molecule. The former differs from
the latter by Avagadro’s number NA. Consequently, Rydberg’s
constant R multiplied by the temperature T , RT , is used in-
stead of β where RT/NA = β−1).

In comparison to the maximum entropy model, we focus
on three sources of variability in predictions: (1) variability
of predictions due to variability in rate constants; (2) variabil-
ity in predictions due to uncertainty in estimated equilibrium
constants; and (3) variability in predictions in models due to
the range of ionic strengths that may be found in the cyto-
plasm of the cell. However, first we describe how variability
in steady states arises in biological systems due to variability
in nominal rate parameters.

A. Variable Rate Parameters and Implicit Representation of
Enzymes.

While varying parameters such as mass action rate con-
stants to maximize the entropy of non-equilibrium steady
states may not be a familiar concept, this is what biologi-
cal systems do when under selective pressure (natural selec-
tion), even if it is not the entire aspect of natural selection.
Through mutation, a set of enzymes in a reaction pathway
can be selected for the most thermodynamically efficient en-
zymes, which ultimately means that a greater amount of en-
ergy can be harvested from the environment and put to use to
create biomass.

For enzyme catalyzed reactions such as shown in Figure 3,
the rate constants determined through Eqn. 59 are composite
rate constants that implicitly represents an enzymatic process
such as the one shown in Figure 3. It is not immediately clear

Tricarboxylic 
Acid Cycle

GAPD

PGK ATP
ADP

G6P

F6P

F1,6P

DHAP Gly3P
TPI

FBA

PGI

PFK
ATP

ADP

(2) 1,3PG

3PG

2PG
PGM

ENO

PEP
H2O

PYK ADP
ATP

PYR

ACETCoA

PDH NADH + CO2

NAD  + CoA

CS
OXALOP CIT

H2O

ICIT
ACONT

NADH  + CO2

NAD+

AKG

ICDX

SUCCCoA
NADH+ CO2

NAD + CoAAKDG

SUC SUCCoA

CoA  +  ATP ADP

SUCD
FUM

FADH2

FAD

MAL
FUMH2O

MDH
NADH
NAD+

Glucose
HEX1

NADH
NAD+ + Pi

Glycolysis

2 Glu + 
NADH

Glu + NAD

GOGAT

FIG. 2. Network of the 21 reactions modeled (not shown:PYRt2m,
pyruvate mitochondrial transport reaction). Metabolites in blue were
held fixed during the optimizations and simulations while those in
black were variable. The respective enzymes are shown in red. The
standard free energies of reaction are provided in the Appendix in Ta-
ble I (see footnote). Metabolites: G6P: glucose 6-phosphate; F6P:
fructose 6-phosphate; F1,6P: fructose 1,6-bisphosphate; DHAP:
dihydroxyacetone phosphate; Gly3P: glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate;
1,3PG: 1,3-bisphosphoglycerate; 3PG: 3-phosphoglycerate; 2PG:
2-phosphoglycerate; PEP: phosphoenolpyruvate; PYR: pyruvate;
ACETCoA: acetyl-coenzyme A; CIT: citrate: ICIT: isocitrate: AKG:
2-oxoglutarate; SUCCoA: succinyl-coenzyme A; SUC: succinate;
FUM: fumarate; MAL: malate: OXALOP: Oxaloacetic acid. En-
zymes: HEX1: glucose kinase 1; PGI: phosphoglucoisomerase;
PFK: phosphofructokinase; FBA: fructose-bisphosphate aldolase;
TPI: triose phosphate isomerase; GAPD: glyceraldehyde phosphate
dehydrogenase: PGK: phosphoglycerate kinase; PGM: phospho-
glycerate mutase; ENO: enolase; PYK: pyruvate kinase; PDH:
pyruvate dehydrogenase; CS: citrate synthase; ACONT: aconi-
tase; ICDX: isocitrate dehydrogenase; GOGAT: glutamine oxoglu-
tarate aminotransferase; AKDG: alpha-ketoglutarate dehydrogenase;
SUCCoA: succinyl coenzyme A synthetase; SUCD: succinate dehy-
drogenase; FUM: fumarase; MDH: malate dehydrogenase.
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E:A E:B
k3

k-3
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k-1

k2 k-2
k-4 k4

FIG. 3. Reaction scheme for catalyzed reactions relative to uncat-
alyzed reactions used in Eqn. (51)

how the composite rate constants, k1 and k−1 in Eqn. (51),
can be related to the elementary enzymatic processes shown
in Figure 3. The two types of rate constants, composite and el-
ementary, are related through Kirchhoff’s voltage law applied
to chemical systems42,

k2

k−2
· k3

k−3
· k4

k−4
=

k1

k−1
, (69)

such that,

k−1
k2

k−2
· k3

k−3
· k4

k−4
= k1. (70)

Likewise,

K1Q−1
1 = K2Q−1

2 K3Q−1
3 K4Q−1

4 . (71)

As a consequence of generalized detailed balance, the reaction
flux ξ̇1 represents a coarse graining of the enzyme reaction
fluxes according to product of the ratio of the enzyme reaction
fluxes,

ξ̇+1 =
ξ̇+2

ξ̇−2
· ξ̇+3

ξ̇−3
· ξ̇+4

ξ̇−4
· ξ̇−1. (72)

Thus, while the enzymes are not explicitly represented, the
thermodynamics and coarse-grained kinetics of the overall
catalyzed process are represented, as expected due to the Hal-
dane relationship between the reaction thermodynamics and
enzyme catalysis43.

B. Comparison of the Maximum Entropy Model to an
Ensemble of Mass Action Models

While the maximum entropy solution is an optimal (i.e.,
most likely) model, it is not clear how much leeway nature has
when selecting organisms with metabolisms that vary from the
maximum entropy solution. To investigate this, a population
of models with differing reaction rate constants was generated
and compared to the maximum entropy solution model. Rate
constants were generated by changing metabolite concentra-
tions and thereby altering the value of the reaction quotient Q
and solving Eqn (59) for rate constants. For example, for the
chemical reaction equation of Eqn (51), solving the rate law

(Eqn (52)) for the rate parameters gives,

k1 =
ξ̇1

nA(1−K−1Q−1
−1)

and

k−1 =
K1

k1
.

(73)

Six ranges of concentrations were used to generate rate con-
stants, corresponding to variation of the concentrations across
r orders of magnitude (10±r/2), centered on the maximum en-
tropy solution, where r = 0.5,1,2,3,4 and 5. This leads to
approximately the same range of variability in rate constants.

For example, for concentrations varied up or down ran-
domly using r = 1 and 3, the distribution of the ratio of fea-
sible rate constants are shown in Figure 4, A and B, respec-
tively. Each distribution represents the sampling of rate con-
stants over all reactions, except as noted below. Both distribu-
tions are asymmetric around the maximum solution. However,
the distribution with the lower variation of range r = 1 (Figure
4A) is roughly uniformly distributed on each side of the max-
imum solution, while the distribution with higher variation of
r = 3 (Figure 4B) falls off steeply on each side of the maxi-
mum entropy production solution. Since the rate constants for
the input boundary reactions (Hex1 and GOGAT) only vary
due to variation in the reaction product, not the reactants, they
are highly biased to maintain proximity to the rate constants
of the maximum entropy solution. These rate constants were
therefore removed from both distributions shown in A and B.
In contrast, the output boundary reactions producing CO2 or
Co-A (PDH, CSM, ICDH, AKDG, SUCCoA) have both reac-
tants and at least one product that varies.

The percent of trials that produced a steady state solution
are shown in Figure 4C. Here, results are shown from all
six ranges of concentrations used to generate rate constants.
As can be seen, the number of feasible solutions decreases
rapidly, from approximately 50% to less than 10%, as the
allowable concentration range is expanded beyond 10-fold.
When the concentration range is 105, only 0.07% of the ran-
dom concentrations result in a feasible steady state.

Properties for individual reactions were evaluated, as well.
Figure 5A-C shows the resulting distribution of rate constants,
reaction rates, and reaction free energies of the ensemble of
models generated using sets of random concentrations that
varied by up to 10-fold up or down of the maximum entropy
solution (r = 2: up to 100-fold range across individual con-
centrations, Figure 5D. See also Appendix B 1). Boxplots
were used to characterize the resulting rate constants, rates,
reaction free energies and concentrations. The ends of each
box represents the 25th and 75th quantiles, denoted qn(25)
and qn(75), while the whiskers extending from each box de-
note the most extreme data points falling withing 1.5 times
the range between qn(25) and qn(75). Data points outside this
range are denoted as outliers and are shown as red ’+’s.

The feasible rate constants for each reaction are shown in
Figure 5A as the logarithm of the ratio of the rate constant to
the maximum rate constant. The random rate constants vary
asymmetrically around the maximum values, especially for
the glucose kinase (HEX1) reaction, which is an input bound-
ary reaction. As mentioned above, the distribution of rates
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FIG. 4. (A and B) Probability density function of the log ratio of the population rate constants ki relative to the respective rate constants k◦i
from the maximum entropy model for each reaction i. (A) Rate constants were obtained by varying concentrations from the maximum entropy
solution by 10±0.5-fold. (B) Rate constants were obtained by varying concentrations from the maximum entropy solution by 10±1.5-fold. (C)
Percentage of trials that resulted in a steady state solution as a function of the range over which concentrations were randomly varied.

constants for the input boundary reactions HEX1 and GOGAT
(not shown) are considerably skewed due to the fact that only
the product concentrations of the reactions are varied.

The analogous reaction rates (for the forward reactions) are
shown in Figure 5B as the logarithm of the ratio of the rate to
the maximum entropy rate. Interestingly, the lowest forward
reaction rates across reactions (values of zero) correspond to
those for the maximum entropy solution. Reaction free en-
ergies varied considerably for each reaction as well, and are
shown in Figure 5C. The free energies of the maximum en-
tropy solution are shown as black ∗, while red ∗ marks the
steady state in which the reaction free energies have the largest
variance away from the maximum entropy solution. Blue ∗
denote the distribution that has the largest variance away from
the maximum entropy solution with respect to forward reac-
tion rates. As expected, the maximum entropy model due to
the Marcelin approximation has the most uniform set of reac-
tion free energies.

Despite the variation in reaction free energies across the
models, each model has the same steady state rate since the
rate used to calculate the rate constants (Eqn (59)) was steady
state rate from the the maximum entropy model. Hence,
each model extracts the same amount of energy per glucose
molecule. The energy extracted per mole of glucose con-
sumed can be calculated by dividing the free energy dissipa-
tion rate by the net reaction flux of the glucose uptake reac-
tion, which is the glucose kinase reaction HEX1 in the model,

β∆Gglucose =
1

ξ̇glucose uptake

dβG
dt

(74)

=
−1

ξ̇Hex

Z

∑
j=1

ξ̇ j logK jQ−1
j . (75)

The free energy extracted per glucose is a constant, namely
−146.6 ·RT (-363.4 kJ/mol). Likewise, because each model
in the ensemble has the same steady state rate of 36.4 (unitless
time) and the same overall free energy change, the free energy
dissipation rate also has the same value for each model, -5334
(∆G/RT · unitless time), demonstrating Condition 1 in Section
II C.

A population of models can be generated that do not have
the same steady state rates or free energy dissipation rates.
This is done following the same process as before in which
rate constants are determined by solving Eqn. (59) using
random steady state concentrations. However, in this case,
the rate constant for the first reaction in the pathway, glu-
cose kinase (HEX1), is set to the same value determined from
the maximum entropy solution. Since the concentration of
the product of that reaction, glucose 6-phosphate, is still ran-
domly varied and the resulting steady state flux is solved us-
ing Eqn 52, then if the latter concentration is less than its
maximum concentration, the reaction will be more favorable
(∆GHex1 decreases), and the reverse reaction will occur less
frequently. This process results in varying steady state and
free energy dissipation rates, as shown in Figure 6A, and vary-
ing steady state and entropy production rates, as shown in Fig-
ure 6B. The entropy production rates (free energy dissipation)
increase (decrease) nearly linearly with respect to increases
in the steady state rate. The maximum entropy solution to
the boundary value problem doesn’t have the highest free en-
ergy dissipation or entropy production rate since it does not
have the highest steady state rate, demonstrating Condition 2
in Section II C.

Since the maximum entropy model results in each reaction
being equally far from equilibrium, there are fewer reactions
close to equilibrium in the model. Consequently, that the max-
imum entropy models have generally high steady state rates is
consistent with the concept that reactions near equilibrium in
systems of coupled reactions will limit the rate of the overall
pathway44.

C. Probability of Models with High Dissipation Rates

While it would seem from Figure 6 that species with the
highest steady state rate of metabolism might be the most op-
timal model due to correlation with the free energy dissipa-
tion rate, what is not taken into account in the analysis are the
probabilities of each model relative to each other. In physical
systems it is not the entropy production rate, dlogPr/dt, that is
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FIG. 5. Variation in rate constants (A), forward reaction rates (B), and free energy in molar units (C) for each reaction (x-axis) due to alterations
in metabolite concentrations (D). Box and whisker plots for each respective reaction indicate average (red line) with 25th and 75th quantiles
(blue boxes). Data points outside a 1.5-fold range covered by the 25th to 75th quantiles are shown as red ’+’s. In (C) and (D) specific models are
shown as colored ∗’s: the maximum entropy solution (black ∗) is contrasted with the kinetic model which had the largest variance in free energy
(red ∗) from the maximum entropy solution, and with the solution which had the largest variance in the forward reaction rate (blue ∗) from the
maximum entropy solution. Abbreviations: HEX1, Hexokinase; PGI, phosphoglucose isomerase; PFK, phosphofructokinase; FBA, Fructose
bisphosphatase; TPI, Triosephosphate isomerase; GAPD, Glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate dehydrogenase; PGK, Phosphoglycerate kinase; PGM,
phosphoglycerate mutase; ENO, Enolase; PYK, Pyruvate kinase; PYRt2m, pyruvate transporter; PDH, Pyruvate dehydrogenase; CSM, Citrate
Synthase; ACONT, Aconitase; ICDH, Isocitrate dehydrogenase; AKDG, a-ketoglutarate dehydrogenase; SUCOAS, Succinyl-CoA synthetase;
SUCD, Succinate dehydrogenase; FUM, Fumarase; MDH, Malate dehydrogenase.
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FIG. 6. (A) Free energy dissipation rate and (B) Entropy production
rate are plotted against the steady state rate for each model in the
ensemble generated by varying rate constants +/-2.0 orders of mag-
nitude in a manner, described in the text, such that each model has
a different steady state rate. The maximum entropy model, red ∗ at
680, 7.45) is compared to the random models (black dots). The high-
est entropy production rate (red X) occurs at the location 748, 8.19

FIG. 7. The relative probability Pr of each state is plotted against
dPr/dt (Eqn. 28) for the models shown in Figure 6 (black dots). For
the random population, the model with the highest entropy produc-
tion rate (dlogPr/dt =−dG/dt) is shown by a red X . The maximum
entropy solution is the red ∗, which is also the state of maximum
change in probability with time. (For a steady state, dPr/dt is a con-
stant but is zero only for the equilibrium steady state.)

maximized but rather the change in probability of the system
with time dPr/dt.

To demonstrate, Figure 7 plots the same models used in
Figure 6 (black dots) but this time comparing the probability
of the steady state, Pr, with the change in probability with
time, dPr/dt. The probability of each of the steady states was
determined using the Gaussian kernel method of Eqn (67),
while dPr/dt was determined with Eqn. (28). The probability
densities for each of the 21 reactions are shown in Figure 12
in Appendix B 3.

As can be seen in Figure 7, the maximum entropy model,
indicated by the red ∗, has both the largest probability and the
largest change in probability with time, dPr/dt. That is, be-
cause of the principle of equiparition of energy, not only is the
maximum entropy model expected to be the thermodynami-
cally most likely model, it will also have the largest change

in probability with time of any models. Unless one has spe-
cific information about a reaction not obeying the principle of
equipartition of energy, perhaps because the catalyst can only
lower its transition state a limited amount, the use of a max-
imum entropy model is the least biased model. A Michealis-
Menton model, in contrast, is always biased by the assumption
that there is infinite thermodynamic driving force to release
the product of an enzymatic reaction, which is certainly not
the case for coupled reactions in a cell.

D. Prediction Variability due to Uncertainty in Standard
Free Energies of Reaction.

In order to determine the sensitivity of the maximum en-
tropy predictions of fluxes and concentrations due to uncer-
tainty in the estimates of ∆G◦, we randomly sampled ∆G◦

across its 95% confidence interval and characterized the pre-
dictions of steady state fluxes and concentrations. In addi-
tion, each prediction was evaluated using multiple sets of
random initial concentrations. The standard free energies
come into play in the model predictions through the equilib-
rium constants, where the equilibrium constant for reaction
j is K j = e−∆G◦

j/RT . The collection of standard free energy
changes, ∆G◦ and standard deviations σ(∆G◦) for all reac-
tions were calculated using eQuilibrator software41.

Specifically, 1000 values were sampled from disjoint in-
tervals within a single standard deviation range, [∆G◦ −
σ(∆G◦),∆G◦+σ(∆G◦)], using the Latin hypercube sampling
(LHS) method45,46. The resulting equilibrium constants were
calculated from the sampled free energy values. Ten initial
starting concentrations were then chosen for each variable
metabolite. Nonlinear least squares optimization using Eqns.
(55) and (56) was then used to acquire steady state fluxes
through the reactions, metabolite concentrations and net driv-
ing forces on the reactions. The thermodynamic driving force
on a reaction, known as the reaction affinity, is defined as,

A j =− ∂G
∂ξ j

= β
−1 logK jQ−1

j .

(76)

(If the system is at steady state and the concentrations are
large enough that they can be assumed to be continuously dis-
tributed, then −∆G j ≈ A j.) From the net driving force on
each reaction, the total driving force on the pathway, A, was
determined using Eqn. (76) and the relation A = ∑ j A j. The
variation of fluxes obtained as a function of the total driving
force on the pathway, shown in Figure 8A and Appendix B,
Table I, results in a linear response. In the upper glycolysis
pathway, the reactions produce exactly half the flux as down-
stream reactions due to the production of two glyceraldehyde-
3-phophates from fructose-1,6-bisphophate in the fructose-
bisphosphate aldolase catalyzed reaction. This results in a sec-
ond line of higher flux data points for lower glycolysis (Figure
8A). The significance is that uncertainties in standard reaction
free energies ∆G◦/RT can potentially have a significant effect
on predicted reaction fluxes. This is the case whether one uses
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a maximum entropy model or not, since variation in the equi-
librium constants K j results in variation in the rate parameters
k j and k− j, as well.

FIG. 8. (A) The relation between reaction affinity (Eqn. (75)) and
steady state flux for the set of reactions from glucose through the
TCA cycle and (B) corresponding probability distribution of the
fluxes through upper glycolysis as a function of the uncertainty in
the estimated standard free energies of reaction.

The distribution of steady state fluxes from upper glycoly-
sis is shown in the histogram in Figure 8B. The mean flux was
75.5 and the standard deviation was 14.17. The maximum en-
tropy model has a flux of 74.2 for upper glycolysis. Note that
standard free energies are sampled uniformly across the 95%
confidence interval by virtue of the LHS method but the result-
ing variation in steady state flux has a bell-shaped distribution.
Consequently, even though uncertainties in ∆G◦ can poten-
tially result in a large range in steady state flux ([130,22], Fig-
ure 8A), most of the variation in flux falls in a much smaller
region of 75.5±14.2.

FIG. 9. Individual steady state metabolite levels (left) and fluxes
(right) calculated via optimization from 10 unique starting concen-
trations are shown in blue-green in separate columns. Differences
resulting from variation in the standard free energy changes of the
reactions, ∆G◦, are shown for each metabolite. Error bars represent
a single standard deviation.

Variation in steady state metabolite concentrations and in-
dividual reaction fluxes due to variability in standard reaction
free energies are shown in Figure 9. (The mean flux and stan-
dard deviations for individual reaction fluxes and free energies

are again listed in Appendix B, Table I.) The variability in the
predicted concentrations and flux is a result of variability in
the equilibrium constants and not initial metabolite concen-
trations. To show this, we performed 10 distinct optimization
routines with random initial starting concentrations for each
metabolite. Each set of random starting metabolite concentra-
tions was generated from a logarithmic scale using uniform
distribution on the interval [-10, 0]. The mean and variation
in concentrations due to uncertainty in ∆G◦ are shown as error
bars for each metabolite or reaction in Figure 9A. The result-
ing steady state reaction flux for each of the 10 starting con-
centrations are represented by the range of colors from blue
(1st ) to green (10th). Identical means and standard deviations
across each blue-green set of steady state values show that
steady state metabolite and flux variation is not a result of
starting concentrations or the optimization routine. Instead,
steady state metabolite and flux variation is directly related to
variations in the free energy. The large variability in the steady
state flux in Figure 9B is most likely due to large variability in
standard reaction free energies of just a few reactions. In par-
ticular, Glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate dehydrogenase (GAPD)
has an especially large coefficient of variation of 5.27× 104

(Appendix B, Table I), due to the small value of the equilib-
rium constant (mean = 2.5× 10−5, σ = 1.34). The signifi-
cance is that predicted concentrations do not vary over a large
range due to uncertainties in the standard free energies of re-
action ∆G◦

j used in the model.
The steady state metabolite concentrations predicted from

a maximum entropy approach or any other approach may
be outside the range of the values typically observed
experimentally47,48, as can be seen for acetyl CoA and
fructose-1,6-bisphosphate in Figure 9. However, as we have
shown elsewhere32,49, these metabolite concentrations are re-
duced to physiological levels when enzyme activities are in-
troduced into the governing differential equations.

E. Prediction Uncertainty due to Variability in Ionic Strength

The value of ionic strength, I, in the cell cytoplasm is of-
ten taken as I = 0.25 M. In order fully test the model predic-
tion sensitivity due to change in ionic strength, 1000 values
were sampled uniformly within equally spaced disjoint inter-
vals between [0.01, 0.5], which were chosen since they span
the range of ionic strengths that are physically observed. Each
value of ionic strength is then utilized to generate standard free
energies for each reaction, ∆G◦

j(I), using eQuilibrator API41

which allows for the adjustment of free energies as a func-
tion of pH and ionic strength. For the overall chemical equa-
tion for the pathway, the standard free energy decreases as the
ionic strength increases. As above, from standard free ener-
gies of reaction, equilibrium constants are calculated and sub-
sequently used to obtain steady-state predictions for metabo-
lites and fluxes.

The steady state fluxes due to variability in ionic strength
in upper and lower glycolysis remain linear with respect to
the reaction affinity, A (Eqn. (76)), as shown in Figure 10A.
This behavior matches what was previously observed when
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FIG. 10. The relation between reaction affinity and flux (left) is
shown for the overall set of reactions from glucose through the TCA
cycle as a function of the ionic strength used to determine the stan-
dard free energy changes of the reactions, ∆G◦. The corresponding
distribution of fluxes (right) are shown for the same ionic strength
values.

FIG. 11. Variability of the steady state metabolite concentrations
(left) and fluxes (right) as a function of the ionic strength used to
determine the standard free energy changes of the reactions, ∆G◦

j .

the free energy change for reactions was directly varied (Fig-
ure 8A). However, the range of reaction affinities are reduced
when ionic strength is varied, specifically the total affinity
was within [−379.225,−342.274] (Figure 10A), but ranged
between [−413.483,−316,46] due to uncertainty in equilib-
rium constants (Figure 8A). Consequently, obtaining accurate
standard free energies of reaction is more important than get-
ting accurate ionic strength values for inside the cell. More-
over, the distribution of fluxes through upper glycolysis (Fig-
ure 10B) is no longer bell-shaped as was observed in Figure
8B, due to the distribution of standard free energies derived
from the sampled ionic strength values.

Variation in individual steady state metabolite concentra-
tions due to alterations in ionic strength (Figure 11A) are rep-
resented by blue error-bars showing a single standard devia-
tion. Similarly, the steady state flux through each reaction due
to alterations in ionic strength are shown in Figure 11B. In
both the steady state metabolite concentrations and reaction
flux, the variations due to ionic strength lie within the vari-
ations based on uncertainty (95% confidence interval) in the
standard free energy change (compare Figure 9B and Figure

11B). The mean flux and standard deviations for individual re-
action fluxes and free energies are listed in Appendix B, Table
I. Like variations in flux, the variation in concentrations due
to uncertainties in ionic strength are much less that the vari-
ations seen due to uncertainty in standard reaction free ener-
gies, ∆G◦

j .

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work, the relationship between the probability den-
sity of a system of coupled chemical reactions, with each
chemical species represented by it’s Boltzmann probability,
and the rate of free energy dissipation, entropy production,
and change in probability with time, dPr/dt, due to chemi-
cal reactions was demonstrated. When the total number of
particles does not change in any reaction, the free energy dis-
sipation rate is the same as the entropy production rate, but
opposite in sign. The entropy production rate for systems in
which the total number of particles can vary will additionally
depend on changes in the probability density due to changes
in the number of particles. We showed that, while the maxi-
mum entropy state is not necessarily the state with the highest
entropy production rate (d logPr/dt), it is the state that maxi-
mizes the change in probability with time, dPr/dt.

The entropy production rate relates the chemical master
equation to chemical kinetics, as described by the law of mass
action. Moreover, the time-dependent probability density for
a system of coupled chemical reactions can be separated into
time-dependent and time-independent equations (Eqn (53)),
which can be solved separately by first solving for the maxi-
mum entropy solution and then adding specific time depen-
dence back into the rate equations using either known rate
constants or measured steady state concentrations.

Predictions between maximum entropy models and kinetic
models which do not maximize the entropy production were
compared. Systems that have the same steady state rate but
only differ in free energies at each reaction have the same free
energy dissipation rate, regardless. Only when the steady state
rates vary, do the free energy dissipation rates also vary.

In a maximum entropy model, of course, free energies are
equally partitioned across reactions as much as possible. The
equipartition of reaction energy acts to generally, but not al-
ways, increase the steady state rate relative to other models
(i.e., models that are not at maximum entropy) because fewer
reactions in the maximum entropy model are near equilibrium.
Reactions near equilibrium act to constrain the steady state
flux44. The closer to equilibrium, the relatively more flux oc-
curs in the reverse direction. Despite this, a maximum entropy
solution is not guaranteed to have the highest nominal rate of
entropy production or free energy dissipation.

However, a maximum entropy model is also maximal in
probability space, and consequently when the probabilities
of each model are considered, the maximum entropy model
strikes a balance between a high free energy dissipation and
entropy production rates and the thermodynamic work re-
quired to maintain the steady state. Because of the link be-
tween free energy and probability density (Eqn. (2)), a low
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probability density means that a significant amount of energy
is required to obtain that steady state.

In contrast, maximum entropy models are highly probable
because they represent the thermodynamic average of a pop-
ulation. If a population average model can’t provide a de-
scription of a biological process of interest, it is likely that
the model is incomplete and missing key functionality. Con-
sequently, if a maximum entropy model does not adequately
capture the experimentally observed behavior, the model is
likely missing important mechanisms or functionality. In
this regard, it is essential to consider physical, chemical and
biological constraints, as well, for these may represent the
missing, and possibly emergent, functionality. For instance,
since the concentration of chemical species in maximum en-
tropy models are proportional to their Boltzmann probabil-
ities, adjusted for non-equilibrium boundary conditions, the
concentrations for species such as acetyl CoA and fructose-
1,6-bisphosphate may be unreasonably high for a biological
system. However, application of constraints in the form of ac-
tivity coefficients for the system results in concentrations that
are consistent with experimental observation, and hence rep-
resents an approach to learn regulation32,49.

The metabolic models shown in this work are reduced mod-
els that are appropriate when the details of the dynamics of the
catalytic process are not needed. That is, the models represent
dynamics that are coarse grained over the enzyme binding and
release of substrates and products, and consequently can be
solved quickly using non-linear least squares optimization of
the metabolite concentrations to steady state values. In prin-
ciple, maximum entropy simulation models can be developed
analogously at the enzyme level by taking into account the
thermodynamic work required to synthesize the enzymes and
the benefit provided to the cell50. Maximum entropy methods
have been developed to replicate experimental observations
based on data51.

Relative errors in the free energies of reaction do not have
a major impact on the maximum entropy solution. The pre-
dicted concentrations may vary within ±1−3 orders of mag-
nitude. For comparison, concentrations in an E. coli cell can
vary by more than 7 orders of magnitude, from tens of mil-
limolar to approximately nanomolar which corresponds to 1
molecule per cell.

However, the relative uncertainty in standard free energies
can have an impact on steady state flux by up to 70%. Still,
as models become more precise and accurate it will be im-
portant to reduce the uncertainties in standard free energies of
reaction as much as possible. Sophisticated electronic struc-
ture calculations are perhaps the most tractable way to develop
more accurate models52,53.

Likewise, variation in ionic strength not have a strong effect
on concentrations, but may impact steady state fluxes more
significantly since the fluxes are a function of the overall driv-
ing force on the pathway, and the overall driving force in-
creases with an increases in the ionic strength. Impacts on
steady state flux up observed to be as high as 27%.
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Appendix A: Odds Ratio of States

Consider states J and J +δξ j in which δξ j is the extent of
reaction j such that δξ j = 0,1,2, .. correpsonds to zero, one,
two or more firings of reaction j transforming the reactants in
state J with concentrations ni(J) into products in state J+δξ j
with concentrations ni(J+δξ j). From Eqn 2 in the main text,
the ratio of the probability density functions is,

Pr(J+δξ j)

Pr(J)
=

N(J+δξ j)!
N(J)!

· (A1)

M

∏
i

ni(J)!
ni(J+δξ j)!

·θ ni(J+δξ j)−ni(J)
i

We will assume that N(J) = N(J + δξ j) such that the fac-
torials over total counts N cancels out. The concentrations
n(J +δξ j) = n(J)+δξ jγi, j, where γi, j is the signed stoichio-
metric coefficient for metabolite i in reaction j. Assuming that
δξ j = 1 and substituting,

Pr(J+1)
Pr(J)

=
M

∏
i

ni(J)!
(ni(J)+ γi, j)!

·θ γi, j
i (A2)

Using the unsigned stoichiometric coefficients νi, j = |γi, j|,
then depending on whether γi, j is positive (products) or neg-
ative (reactants), the factorials for each metabolite i is either
a rising factorial or a falling factorial such that for products



Probabilistic and Entropy Modeling 18

(γi, j > 0),

ni(J)!
(ni(J)+ γi, j)!

=
1

(ni +νi, j) · · ·(ni +1)
≈ n

−γi, j
i , (A3)

and for reactants (γi, j < 0),

ni(J)!
(ni(J)+ γi, j)!

= (ni)(ni −1) · · ·(ni −νi, j +1)≈ n
−γi, j
i , (A4)

where the approximations are valid when ni ≫ 0. Eqn A2 can
then be written as,

Pr(J+δξ j)

Pr(J)
≈ ∏

i
n
−γi, j
i ·θ γi, j

i (A5)

= K jQ−1
j (A6)

in which K j = ∏i θ
γi, j
i and Q j = ∏i n

γi, j
i .

Appendix B: Uncertainty and Variability

1. Concentrations in Figure 2D

The metabolite concentrations for feasible reactions in Fig-
ure 2D vary ± 1.0 order of magnitude from the maximum
entropy solution, as expected since the range of sampled
metabolites was 2.0 orders of magnitude centered on the max-
imum entropy solution. The exception is α-ketoglutarate

(AKG), for which only values up to +1.0 order of magnitude
greater than the maximum entropy solution were found. This
is likely due to α-ketoglutarate also being the product of the
GOGAT reaction (not shown), which is an input boundary re-
action that operates at equilibrium in the maximum entropy
model. While the models operate fine without the GOGAT
reaction and the observed free energies fall into the same dis-
tributions, the metabolite concentrations of the TCA cycle are
under-determined without the GOGAT reaction. This is be-
cause the TCA cycle consists of eight reactions but nine vari-
able metabolites because the entry point into the cycle is the
citrate synthase reaction, which has both Acetyl co-enzyme A
and oxaloacetate as free variables. For comparison, in each
box in Figure 5D a black ∗ denotes values for the maximum
entropy solution while a red ∗ denotes values of the distribu-
tion that is furthest away from the maximum entropy distri-
bution regarding reaction free energies, and a blue ∗ denotes
values of the distribution that is furthest away from the maxi-
mum entropy distribution regarding reaction rates.

2. Variability in Flux and Reaction Free Energies

Table I shows the sampling statistics due to the Latin hy-
percube sampling associated with determining the variability
of reaction fluxes and free energies (1) associated with the
uncertainty in the standard free energies of reaction (at an
ionic strength I = 0.25) and (2) associated with variability in
the standard free energy of reaction across a range of ionic
strengths, I ∈ [0.01,0.50].

3. Estimated Probability Densities for Reactions
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TABLE I. Statistics characterizing the variability in reaction fluxes and standard reaction free energies due uncertainty in standard reaction
free energies ∆G◦(I) at I = 0.25, and variability of mean standard reaction free energies ∆G◦(I) due to differing ionic strengths I. For
sampling standard reaction free energies at I = 0.25, 1000 values were sampled from disjoint intervals within a single standard deviation range,
[∆G◦−σ(∆G◦),∆G◦+σ(∆G◦)] (95% Confidence Interval, CI), using the Latin hypercube sampling (LHS) method45,46. For sensitivity of
mean standard reaction free energies ∆G◦(I) due to different ionic strengths I, 1000 values were sampled uniformly within equally spaced
disjoint intervals [0.01, 0.5] of ionic strengths.

Variation in Flux, ξ̇ j Variation in Reaction ∆G◦

95%CI ∆G◦(I = 0.25) ∆G◦(I), I ∈ [0.01,0.5] 95%CI ∆G◦(I = 0.25) ∆G◦(I), I ∈ [0.01,0.5]
Sys./Reaction Mean STD CV Mean STD CV Meana STD CV Mean STD CV

Glycolysis

HEX1 37.76 7.09 0.19 38.91 3.75 0.10 -17.06 0.41 0.024 -16.87 0.40 0.02
PGI 37.76 7.09 0.19 38.91 3.75 0.10 2.53 0.34 0.14 2.52 0.00 0.00
PFK 37.76 7.09 0.19 38.91 3.75 0.10 -15.45 0.51 0.03 -15.86 0.98 0.06
FBA 37.76 7.09 0.19 38.91 3.75 0.10 20.51 0.50 0.025 21.10 1.40 0.07
TPI 37.76 7.09 0.19 38.91 3.75 0.10 5.49 0.44 0.08 5.49 0.02 0.00

GAPD 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 6.69 0.52 0.08 5.79 2.16 0.37
PGK 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -18.47 0.51 0.028 -18.50 0.04 0.00
PGM 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 4.20 0.38 0.09 4.19 0.04 0.01
ENO 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -4.08 0.42 0.10 -4.08 0.00 0.00
PYK 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -27.54 0.54 0.02 -27.43 0.29 0.01

PYRt2m 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -5.71 0.00 0.00 -345.51 0.33 0.00
PDH 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -43.92 4.43 0.10 -44.04 0.32 0.01

TCA

CS 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -35.12 0.54 0.015 -35.56 1.02 0.029
ACONT 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 7.63 0.42 0.06 7.63 0.00 0.00

ICDH 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -2.87 4.40 1.53 -2.73 0.33 0.12
AKDG 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -36.35 4.60 0.13 -36.90 1.33 0.04

SUCCoA 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 1.92 0.86 0.44 1.97 0.16 0.08
SUCD 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 0.00 1.34 52748.35 62.54 0.68 0.01

FUM 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 -3.45 0.35 0.10 -3.45 0.00 0.00
MDH 75.52 14.17 0.19 77.82 7.50 0.10 29.99 0.24 0.01 29.71 0.68 0.02

GOGAT 0.00 0.00 -6.14 0.00 0.00 -2.96 48.90 1.04 0.021 48.44 1.00 0.02

a These are also the ∆G◦ values used in the metabolic model for Figures 4-7.
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FIG. 12. Estimated probability densities f̂ (d j) and histograms for the distance d j = logK jQ−1
j −λ from the most probable density for each

of the 20 reactions used in the metabolic model that have reaction flux ξ̇ j ̸= 0. Each density is calculated from Eqn 66. The true maximum
entropy solution occurs at d j = 0, the Marcelin approximation to the maximum entropy solution is indicated by a red ∗ and the location of the
peak density in each distribution occurs at the average value of d j from the distribution of Eqn (66). See section II F for details.
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