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Abstract

Thermodynamic uncertainty relations elucidate the intricate balance between the
precision of current and the thermodynamic costs or dissipation, marking a recent and
enthralling advancement at the confluence of statistical mechanics, thermodynamics, and
information theory. In this study, we derive a time—energy uncertainty relation tailored for
chemical reactions, expressed in terms of the Gibbs free energy and chemical potential. This
inequality holds true irrespective of whether the total substance of chemical species is
conserved during the reaction. Furthermore, it supports the general thermodynamic
framework by ensuring the spontaneous decrease in Gibbs free energy. We present two
formulations of the thermodynamic uncertainty relation: one based on chemical species
concentrations and the other on molar fractions. The validity of our inequalities is numerically
demonstrated using model systems of the Belousov—Zhabotinsky and Michaelis—Menten
reactions. Our uncertainty relation may find practical applications in measuring and
optimizing thermodynamic properties relevant to chemical reaction systems out of

equilibrium,



1. Introduction

Nonequilibrium  statistical mechanics and thermodynamics constitute a
comprehensive framework for understanding the energetics and dynamics of stochastic
processes occurring far from equilibrium. Fluctuations, which manifest as random deviations
around the mean values of thermodynamic quantities, are pivotal in elucidating the dynamic
behavior of such systems. The recent advancement of thermodynamic uncertainty relations,
situated at the crossroads of statistical mechanics, thermodynamics, and information theory,
delineates the trade-offs between current precision and thermodynamic cost or dissipation [1—
8]. Beyond theoretical implications, the thermodynamic uncertainty relations find practical
applications in the optimization of experimental setups and the development of protocols for
the precise measurement of thermodynamic properties in nonequilibrium systems. Their
potential applications span diverse nonequilibrium systems, such as heat engines [9],
molecular motors [10], self-assembly phenomena [11], and anomalous diffusion [12]. By
utilizing a thermodynamic uncertainty relation, one can, for instance, estimate the entropy
production by measuring experimentally accessible currents and their fluctuations, obviating

the need for knowledge about the interaction potentials or driving forces [13-15].

Based on the thermodynamic uncertainty relations presented by Nicholson et al. [16]
and by Yoshimura and Ito [17], we previously derived a time—energy uncertainty relation in
chemical thermodynamics in terms of the Gibbs free energy and chemical potential for

constant pressure and temperature systems,

G|<AmAL/RT, (1)



which is eq. 26 of Ref. 18 and where G is the Gibbs free energy, u is the chemical potential, R
is the gas constant, and T is the temperature [18]. The dot atop a variable denotes the
evolution rate or time derivative of the variable. A does the standard deviation of the variable.
However, as we will describe later, this uncertainty relation was only applicable to chemical
reactions in which the total amount of substance is conserved. In addition, due to the
suboptimal setting of the standard chemical potential, G did not consistently adhere to the
conventional thermodynamic description, failing to exhibit spontaneous decrease in all
instances. To address these issues, in the present study, we refine our uncertainty relation to

enhance its applicability across more general scenarios.

2. Chemical Reaction Models for Numerical Simulations

2.1 Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction

In this section, we introduce the chemical reaction models we employ in this study to

numerically test the thermodynamic uncertainty relations. Firstly, the Belousov—Zhabotinsky

reaction consists of the following chemical reactions [17-21]:

2X+Y 23X, (3)

X+B2Y+A, (4)



where A, B, X, and Y are chemical species. The reaction rates, Ji1, J2, and Js for Egs. (2), (3),
and (4), respectively, in the forward direction from the left- to right-hand side of each
equation, are formulated as

Ji=ki'[A] - ki [X], (5)

B = k' XY -k [XP, (6)

Js = ks"[X][B] — ks [YI[AL, (V)

where [A], [B], [X], and [Y] are the concentrations of the chemical species, and ki* and ki~ (i =
1, 2, 3) are the reaction rate constants in the forward and backward reactions, respectively, of
the ith chemical equation. Then, the time derivatives of the chemical species' concentrations
are:

[X] =J1+J2—-J3, (8)

[YI=-%+J (9)

[Al=-Ji+Js  (10)

[B]=—Js (11)

In our calculations, the values of the reaction rate constants were set as: ki* =1 x 1073, k" =1,

k" =1,k =1, ks* =1 x 1072 and ks” = 1 x 10™*. The initial values of the chemical species'

concentrations were: [Alo = 1 x 10° [B]o = 1 x 10% [X]Jo = 1, and [Y]o = 6 [17,18].
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Importantly, in this whole reaction system, the total amount of substance is conserved
throughout the reactions, as the amount of substance of the product(s) is equal to that of the
reactant(s) in each of Eqgs. (2) — (4). Figure 1 plots the calculated time evolution of the
concentrations [A], [B], [X], and [Y] of the chemical species A, B, X, and Y, respectively. It is
observed that the concentrations [X] and [Y] are dynamically oscillating, and thus indicating
the suitability of this reaction system for discussions in the field of nonequilibrium

thermodynamics.

2.2 Michaelis—Menten reaction

Secondly, the Michaelis—Menten reaction is widely used in biochemistry to describe

enzymatic reactions in solution. The involved reactions are [22,23]:

E+S2ES, (12

ES2E+P  (13)

where E is the enzyme, S is the substrate, ES is the enzyme—substrate complex, and P is the

product. The reaction rates, J1, and J> for Egs. (12) and (13), respectively, in the forward

direction from the left- to right-hand side of each equation, are formulated as

J1 = ki"[E][S] — ki [ES], (14)

Jo = k2'[ES] — k2 [E][P], (15)



where [E], [S], [ES], and [P] are the concentrations of the enzyme, substrate, enzyme—
substrate complex, and product, respectively. The time derivatives of the chemical species'
concentrations are:

[E]=-Ji+J, (16)

[S1--J1,  (17)

[ES]=Jdi—Jo, (18)

Pl=d. (19)

We set the values of the reaction rate constants as: ki* =1, ki =1, k;*=1,and ko =1 x 107,
The initial values of the chemical species' concentrations were set as: [E]o = 10, [S]o = 10,
[ES]o =0, and [P]o = 0. It should be note that the total amount of substance is not conserved
during the reaction. Figure 2 plots the calculated time evolution of the concentrations [E], [S],
[ES], and [P].

3. Theory, Formulation, and Validation

3.1 Issues in the previous formulation

In Ref. 18, we derived a thermodynamic uncertainty relation for chemical reactions,

described as Eq. (1) above. The constituents in our previous formulation were:



G=RTY plnp, (20)

Aﬂ:\/z P; (ﬂ._<ﬂ>)2 =\/Z P; (ﬂ. _Z piﬂi)2 J (21)

and

Aﬂ:\/z pi(:ui_<lu>)2 :\/Z P; (/Ji _Z pi,ui)2 . (22)

which correspond to egs. 12, 24, and 16 of Ref. 18, respectively. pi is the molar fraction of the
chemical species Xi (i = 1, 2, ..., N), where N is the number of chemical species involved in
the chemical reaction system. It turns out that Eq. (20) was problematic, whose derivation is
as follows. The time derivative of the Gibbs free energy for constant pressure and temperature

processes is given as
GZZ[Xi]:ui o (23)

which is eg. 11 of Ref. 18 and where [Xi] is the concentration of the chemical species Xi. The

chemical potential of the chemical species X; is
M= ,Uio +RTIN[X;]  (24)

for an ideal solution, which is eq. 9 of Ref. 18 and where 1 is the standard chemical potential
of Xi. Then, we derived Eq. (20) by simply substituting [Xi] with pi and setting 2 to zero.

Under these definitions, the thermodynamic uncertainty relation of Eq. (1) holds for chemical
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reactions that conserve the total amount of substance (i.e., the amount of substance of the
products equaling that of the reactants), as numerically demonstrated in Ref. 18. Nevertheless,
in view of the consistency with the general description of thermodynamics and applicability,
there were two issues in this formulation. Firstly, the Gibbs free energy G does not always
decrease spontaneously. Figure 3 presents the calculated time evolution of G and G for the
Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction model. R and T were set to unity, and the initial value of G
was set to zero. G is occasionally observed to be positive values, and G can consequently
increases, which is inconsistent with the framework of general thermodynamics. This
discrepancy stems from setting ° to zero, neglecting the requisite conditions for the
standsard chemical potential, an aspect addressed in the subsequent subsection. Secondly, the
thermodynamic uncertainty relation of Eq. (1) in this formulation is valid only for chemical
reactions in which the total amount of substance is conserved, but not for non-conserved
systems. This limitation arises from our simple replacement of [Xi] with pi. The concentration
is the amount of substance of the chemical species divided by the total volume of the system.
Whilst, the molar fraction is the amount of substance of the chemical species divided by the
total amount of substance or the sum of the amount of substance of all chemical species in the
system. The total volume can be regarded as a time-independent constant for dilute solutions.
Therefore, while this substitution of the concentration with the molar fraction is valid for
chemical reaction systems that conserve the amount of substance due to the volume's
constancy, it's inadequate for non-conserved systems where the total amount of substance
temporally changes. In order to solve this problem, we derive thermodynamic uncertainty
relations that can be applied to chemical reactions with non-conserved total amount of

substance in the subsequent subsections.

3.2 Modification of the standard chemical potential
9



First of all, we carefully reset the standard chemical potential £°. The fundamental

thermodynamic equation in terms of the Gibbs free energy goes

dG =VdP—SdT + > udn, (25)

where V, P, and S are the total volume, pressure, and entropy of the system, respectively, and
n; is the amount of substance of the chemical species Xi. Therefore, under the constant

pressure and temperature condition,

dG=> udn. (26)

The infinitesimal evolution of the amount of substance of each chemical species is written in

terms of the extent of reaction as

dn =v.dé,  (27)

where v is the stoichiometric number of the chemical species X; in the chemical reaction
equation and ¢ is the extent of reaction. In the framework of general thermodynamics, the

Gibbs free energy becomes minimum at equilibrium, and therefore,

dG

d—g_o. (28)

From Egs. (26) — (28),
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DV =0, (29)

where £4%9 is the chemical potential of the chemical species X; at equilibrium, has to be
satisfied for each reaction, as a prerequisite for the setting of £4°. Note that n; in Egs. (25) and
(26) could be replaced with [Xi], which however does not eventually affect the conclusion of
Eq. (29). Also note that Eq. (23) originally stems from Eq. (26). Under these M constraints,
where M is the number of reactions, we still have a degree of freedom of N—M for the choice
of £i°,. For example, one could set £° as zero for arbitrary N—M chemical species and as
specific values that satisfy Eq. (29) for the other M chemical species. In the present study, we

set 24 so that all of 4's become zero at equilibrium for convenience. In this setting,

4 = p’ +RT In[X;]., =0, (30)

where [Xi]eq is the concentration of the chemical species X; at equilibrium. Therefore,

/uio =-RT In[xi]eq : (31)

Note that this setting of the standard chemical potential is not a necessary condition but a
sufficient condition with a redundant degree of freedom of N—M. Similarly, for the description

of chemical potential using the molar fraction of the chemical species,

#°’=—RTInp®, (32

where pi® is the molar fraction of the chemical species X at equilibrium.

11



3.3 Concentration-based formulation

Here we derive a thermodynamic uncertainty relation in terms of the Gibbs free
energy and chemical potential. For the description of chemical potential using the

concentration of the chemical species, Eq. (24), as Refs. 17 and 18,

4 =RT In% (33)

by substituting Eq. (31) into Eq. (24). By substituting Eq. (33) into Eq. (23),

- i X
G=RT ) [X;]In—=. 34
DI @

Figure 4 plots the time evolution of Gand G computed using Eq. (34) for the Belousov—
Zhabotinsky reaction model. R and T were set to unity, and the initial value of G was set to
zero. Unlike the case of Fig. 3, Gis always observed to be negative and thus G consistently

decreases. This behavior aligns seamlessly with the framework of general thermodynamics.

Instead of the standard deviation of chemical potential based on the mean value of
chemical potential employed in Ref. 18 as Eq. (22), we in the present study define the
chemical standard deviation of chemical potential based on the equilibrium chemical potential

as

12



pu=Xp(u-s7) . (3)

similar to the chemical variance of chemical potential in Ref. 17. Nevertheless, it should be
noted that Eq. (35) is slightly different from the chemical variance of chemical potential
defined in Ref. 17, where [Xi] was employed instead of pi. We will get back to this topic later
in the section 4. Discussion. Then, the chemical standard deviation of the time derivative of

chemical potential is

pi= Y o) . (36)

By substituting Egs. (30) and (33) into Eq. (35),

_ [x1 )
AyRT\/Zp{In[XI]w]. (37)

Since pi = [Xi{J/Z[Xi], Eq. (37) could be rewritten as

[X,]
Au=RT . 38
# JZ[X]Z[ ]( [X]EJ (39

From Eq. (33),

L =RT Bz } (39)

and therefore, by substituting this and Eq. (30) into Eqg. (36),
13



A= RT /z 3 (%j . (40)

Since pi = [XiJ/Z[Xi], Eq. (40) can be rewritten as

. 1 [X.]2
Air=RT =, 41
g JZ[XJZ xg

From Eqgs. (34), (38), and (41),

[X,]
XI
2XIne

i 11X || XD Ix)]
_ RT(Z[Xi])‘Z[\/Z[X 141X, ]Lz[x 71X, ]qu

\G\ RT

SR ]J [\/z—l[x o ] z{hg] '”[[xxifq]' )

:RT(Z[X'])JZ[X]Z[{;?;\/Z[lxlz[ ]{ [&X]jq]
Z[X

= AiAu

At the point of inequality, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality was applied [24]. Thus,

G|/ IX 1< Airu/RT . (43)

Figures 5 and 6 present the time evolution of |G|/Z[Xi] and A;'sz/RT calculated for the
14



Belousov—-Zhabotinsky and Michaelis—Menten reaction models, respectively, with R and T set
to unity. These results provide numerical evidence supporting the validity of the inequality
expressed in Eq. (43) for both types of chemical reaction systems—those conserving and
those not conserving the total amount of substance. It should be noted that the inequality

presented in Ref. 17 was also valid for both of the conserved and non-conserved cases.

3.4 Molar fraction-based formulation

Let us also derive the thermodynamic uncertainty relation for the description of
chemical potential using the molar fraction of the chemical species. The description of

chemical potential using the molar fraction of the chemical species is
U= ,uio +RTInp,. (44)

This description of chemical potential may be more common rather than the
concentration-based one, Eq. (24), as a component in general thermodynamics in various

science and engineering fields. From Eqgs. (32) and (44),

4 =RT In%, (45)

and therefore,

i =RT P )

15



From Eq. (26),

G= Z:uini ' (47)

and therefore, from Eq. (45),

€q
i

G=RTY nIn ppi . 8)

The time evolution of G and G calculated by Eq. (48) for the Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction
model was necessarily equivalent to that presented in Fig. 4, where G always exhibited
negativity and G consistently decreased over time, aligning with the framework of general

thermodynamics.

By substituting Egs. (30) and (45) into Eq. (35),

A,u=RT\/Z pi{ln%] . (49)

By substituting Egs. (30) and (46) into Eqg. (36),

Ajt=RT /2%2 (50)

Accounting for the contents in Egs. (48) — (50), hi has to be converted to bi in a

straightforward way, to construct an uncertainty relation. Therefore, here we introduce the

16



amount of substance of the solvent, nsol. Since pi = ni/nsol for dilute solutions, ni = nsol pi. Then,

from Eqgs. (48) — (50),

[=RT|Sn In%

=n_RT ‘Z b, In
—nRT Z[%}( b, In p?;“j
<nRT Z(%JZZ( p, In pF:eiq jz . (50

S ey

N ..
= =L AGIA
RT CH

o
P

Thus,

G|/n < AiAL/RT . (52)

Figures 7 and 8 present the computed time evolution of |é|/nso| and A,itAy/RT for the
Belousov—-Zhabotinsky and Michaelis-Menten reaction models, respectively. nso, R, and T
were set to unity. These results numerically demonstrated that the inequality of Eq. (52) holds
for both of the cases of chemical reaction systems in which the total amount of substance is

conserved and not conserved.

4. Discussion

17



To summarize, the main result of this study is the thermodynamic uncertainty
relations of Eq. (43) (Eq. (52)) based on the concentration (molar fraction) of the chemical
species, with the time derivative of Gibbs free energy of Eq. (34) (Eq. (48)), the chemical
standard deviation of chemical potential of Eqg. (38) (Eq. (49)), and the chemical standard
deviation of the time derivative of chemical potential of Eq. (41) (Eq. (50)). To discuss the
difference between the concentration-based (Eqg. (43)) and molar fraction-based (Eq. (52))
formulations, it is important to note the difference in the unit of G, which is energy per
volume in Eq. (43) and simply energy in Eq. (52). While the molar fraction-based description
of chemical potential of Eq. (44) seems common as a component in general thermodynamics
in various science and engineering fields, the concentration-based one of Eq. (24) is also
popularly used in some specific communities such as electrochemistry. Therefore, one can
employ a more suitable one out of the two types of formulations for convenience in each

system under consideration.

As a practical significance of the thermodynamic uncertainty relations, for instance,
the determination of the right-hand side values in Eqgs. (43) and (52) can be relatively
straightforward. This can be achieved, for example, by measuring the electric potential or
voltage of the chemical solution along with its time derivative or evolution rate. Such
measurements enable an estimation of the upper bound for the challenging Gibbs free energy
rate. In this manner, the practical implications of this inequality may extend beyond
theoretical constructs, offering tangible applications in optimizing experimental setups and
devising protocols for the accurate assessment of thermodynamic properties in systems
operating out of equilibrium. Such thermodynamic uncertainty relations could prove
beneficial across diverse domains, including but not limited to heat engines, molecular motors,
self-assembly phenomena, and anomalous diffusion [9-12]. Leveraging these relations allows

one, for example, to gauge entropy production through the observation of experimentally
18



measurable currents and their fluctuations, thereby circumventing the necessity for precise

knowledge of interaction potentials or driving forces [13-15].

Here, instead of Eqgs. (35) and (36), let us employ another form of standard deviation

of chemical potential:

=S (63)

which is based on the chemical variance of chemical potential defined in Ref. 17. Then, the

chemical standard deviation of the time derivative of chemical potential is

M= - a) . (64)

By substituting Egs. (30) and (33) into Eq. (53),

Ay=RT\/Z[Xi](InmJ . (55)

[Xi]eq

By substituting Egs. (30) and (39) into Eq. (54),

Ajt=RT /2% (56)

From Eqgs. (34), (55), and (56),
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¢ 1in L]
Z[XI]In [Xi]eq

[X] i X
‘Z I [X ]eq}

\G\: RT

Thus,

G| < AuAu/RT . (58)

This thermodynamic uncertainty relation is eventually in the same form as Eq. (1), which is
eq. 26 of Ref. 18, but with different and more appropriate constitutions of G A;'z, and Ap. Eq.
(58) is also mathematically equivalent to eq. 79 of Ref. 17, where the Fisher information was
employed instead of the standard deviation of the time derivative of chemical potential. The
inequility of Eq. (58) is simpler than Egs. (43) and (52), which represent Subsections 3.3 and
3.4, respectively. Nevertheless, Az in Eq. (53) has an awkward unit of J-mol™*2.m~%2 in the S
unit system, while Eq. (35) has is in J-mol™, which is common as chemical potential in the
field of engineering. Thus, one had better choose the most suitable thermodynamic
unicertainty relation in each practical situation out of the three presented in this study, Egs.
(43), (52), and (58), accompanied with each definition of the standard deviation of chamical
potential. Table 1 summarizes the bases of the chemical potential and standard deviation in

the thermodynamic uncertainty relations presented in the present study, Refs. 17 and 18.
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5. Conclusions

In this study, we derived formulations for the thermodynamic uncertainty relation,

‘G‘/Z[Xi] <AfAu/RT  (concentration-based)  or ‘G‘/nsol <AfAu/RT  (molar

fraction-based) for Ap= \/Z p; (,ui — 1 )2 , and ‘G‘ < AfAu/RT for

Aﬂ=\/2[xi](,ui—yfq)2 , under constant pressure and temperature conditions. These

inequalities hold true whether the total amount of substance of the chemical species is
conserved during the reaction or not, and also supports the general thermodynamic framework
with the Gibbs free energy spontaneously decreasing. To validate the robustness of our
inequalities, we conducted numerical analyses using model systems representative of the
Belousov—Zhabotinsky and Michaelis—Menten reactions. The practical significance of our
uncertainty relation is underscored by its potential applications in the measurement and
optimization of thermodynamic properties associated with chemical reaction systems

operating out of equilibrium.
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Figure and Table Captions

Figure 1: (Color online) Time evolution of [A], [B], [X], and [Y] calculated for the

Belousov—-Zhabotinsky reaction model.

Figure 2: (Color online) Time evolution of [E], [S], [ES], and [P] calculated for the

Michaelis—Menten reaction model.

Figure 3: (Color online) Time evolution of G and G calculated based on the formulation in

Ref. 18 for the Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction model. The initial value of G was set to zero.

Figure 4: (Color online) Time evolution of G and G calculated based on Eq. (34) for the

Belousov—Zhabotinsky reaction model. The initial value of G was set to zero.

Figure 5: (Color online) Time evolution of |G|/Z[Xi] and AMMRT calculated for the

Belousov-Zhabotinsky reaction model, to demonstrate Eq. (43).

Figure 6: (Color online) Time evolution of |G|/2[Xi] and A;'IAyIRT calculated for the

Michaelis—Menten reaction model, to demonstrate Eq. (43).

Figure 7: (Color online) Time evolution of |G|/nso| and AMMRT calculated for the Belousov—

Zhabotinsky reaction model, to demonstrate Eq. (52).

Figure 8: (Color online) Time evolution of |G|/nso| and A/:tA,u/RT calculated for the

Michaelis—Menten reaction model, to demonstrate Eg. (52).
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Table 1: Summary of the bases of the chemical potential and standard deviation in the

thermodynamic uncertainty relations presented in the present study, Refs. 17 and 18.

27



Figures and Tables
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Thermodynamic uncertainty
relation

Chemical potential

Standard deviation

Eq. (43), this work

Eq. (52), this work

Eq. (58), this work
Ref. 17

Ref. 18

Concentration

Molar fraction

Concentration

Concentration

Concentration

Molar fraction

Molar fraction

Concentration

Concentration

Molar fraction

Table 1
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