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Conventionally defined free-energy landscape (FEL) exhibits unphysical dependence on the choice
of reaction coordinates and hence lacks universal predictive ability. We here show that three phys-
ically plausible requirements uniquely determine the FEL formula for a given reaction coordinate.
Our FEL is expressed solely in terms of quantities obtained through time-series data analysis,
namely, the probability distribution and the diffusion matrix. It is free from any unphysical coor-
dinate dependence and coincides with the conventional FEL in special cases. The uniqueness and
robustness of the formula strongly suggest that our FEL has universal predictive power.

Introduction.— The free-energy landscape (FEL) is re-
garded as a powerful tool for describing the stability, re-
action spontaneity, reaction path, transition state, and
energetics of small systems in which thermal fluctuations
play a dominant role [1]. The FEL can provide useful in-
sights into biomolecular systems, chemical reactions, and
the dynamics of cluster glasses [2, 3] and enables one to
describe the states and dynamics of a system near equi-
librium solely in terms of a small number of coordinates
[4]. These coordinates may represent an internal or local
structure of the molecule, such as a bond length, bond
orientational order, bond angle, or dihedral angle, for ex-
ample. Depending on the context, these coordinates may
be referred to as “reaction coordinates,” “collective vari-
ables,” “slow variables,” or “coarse-grained variables.”
In this paper, we refer to them simply as reaction coor-
dinates.

Although there have been numerous applications of the
FEL, it is known that there exists a fundamental prob-
lem: the conventionally defined FEL and its physical pre-
dictions depend explicitly on the choice of reaction coor-
dinates, and there are no criteria for selecting a unique
definition. It was thus claimed that “it is not meaning-
ful to speak of the free-energy landscape” [5]. In this
Letter, we derive a formula for FEL based on physical
assumptions, instead of proposing a definition. The for-
mula makes it possible to speak of the FEL.

Motivation and the Main Result.— The FEL is an ef-
fective Hamiltonian describing a small subsystem within
a larger system under equilibrium conditions. Suppose,
for example, that one is interested in the behavior of a
protein in a solvent. In this case, the whole system con-
sists of the protein and the solvent and the subsystem
consists of the protein alone. Let I' be a collection of po-
sitions and momentums of the protein and the solvent in
the microscopic description. The equilibrium property is
described by the Hamiltonian H (T"). The reaction coordi-
nates z, which are function z(I") of I', express the internal
degree of freedom of the protein such as a collection of
dihedral angles or relevant principal components. Then
the FEL should be a ”Hamiltonian” expressed as a func-
tion of z that characterizes the property of the protein

or the subsystem in general.

Our main result is the derivation of the following for-
mula for the FEL F'(z) based on the physical assumptions
that the FEL must satisfy:

F(z) = —=T'In P(z)+/det D(z) 4 const. (1)

Here, P(z) denotes the equilibrium probability density,
D(z) denotes the diffusion matrix, and detD(z) is its
determinant. We note that both P(z) and D(z) can be
fully determined from experimental (or numerical) data.
The introduction of the diffusion matrix is one of the
essential key points in our construction. We stress that
our formula Eq. (1) is not only logically derived but also
serves as a basis for practical applications. It provides a
reliable foundation of the FEL and also practical methods
for obtaining the FEL in a variety of systems mentioned
above by means of time-series analysis of experimental
or simulated data.

Definition and Problem in Conventional FEL.— The
conventional FEL is defined by a straightforward coarse-
graining procedure as follows. Assume the whole system
T" is in equilibrium at temperature 7. Then, the prob-
ability distribution of I" is expressed as a canonical dis-
tribution P(I") oc e # /T The conventional definition
requires the same relation for the FEL F,(z) and proba-
bility density distribution P(z) o e Fe(2)/T e,

F.(z) = —=T'In P(z) + const., (2)

where the probability distribution of z is obtained as the
marginal distribution i.e., the coarse-grained distribution
of P(T"), i.e.,

P(z) = /dI‘ §(z — z(D))P(D). (3)

Thus, the definition of F.(z) comes from the consistency
of the two descriptions of equilibrium state by I' and z.

As mentioned, P(z) is evaluated through time-series
analysis rather than using the definition Eq. (3) itself.
Typically, time-series data is obtained by an MD simu-
lation as z; = z(I';) or obtained by the sequential exper-
imental data. When the dynamics of the reaction coor-
dinates can be regarded as a stationary ergodic process,
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we have an alternative expression,

P(z) = (6(z — 1)), (4)

for the probability density in Eq. (3), where () denotes
the time average in the stationary process. This is indeed
the basis of the histogram method, which is frequently
used to compute F,(z) from molecular dynamics simula-
tions [3] and experimental data analyses [6].

In light of our conclusion that (1) is the unique formula
for FEL that satisfies the physically necessary invariance
assumption, it is clear that the conventional FEL (2)
lacks the invariance. For completeness, let us explicitly
see the problems with (2). To this end, take another set of
reaction coordinates 2’ that is related to z by 2’ = 2/(z),
where z/(+) is a smooth one-to-one function. Clearly, the
coordinates z and z’ are equivalent in the sense that they
have exactly the same physical information about the sys-
tem. Now, note that the probability distribution function
for 2/, P'(z') = [dUé[z' — 2/(2(I))]P(T), is related to
P(z) by

0z

P'(z') = P(2(z")| 57 (5)

Therefore the corresponding FEL is given by

Fl/(2')=-ThP'(z)+ Fr
0z
= F.(2(2")) = Tln 5| (6)
which shows that F(z’) and F.(z(z)) may differ in gen-
eral. We thus conclude that the landscapes described by
z and z’ are in general different. This may not be physi-
cal because the actual landscape (if it exists) should not
depend on the choice of coordinates. It should be stressed
that the different FELs indeed lead to different predic-
tions of energy balance about the behavior of the reaction
coordinates. Note that the Jacobian contribution in Eq.
(6) does not come from intrinsic properties of the system;
rather, it originates from our choice of transformation.
This shows that there is a serious problem with the re-
liability of the free-energy barriers or the reaction paths
obtained from numerical simulations [5, 7] or experimen-
tal data [6]. In this way, the coordinate transformation
reveals the inadequacy of the conventional FEL.

Note that Eq. (6) implies that F!(z') = F.(2(2"))
when 7' = 0. This is consistent with the fact that the
energy landscape and intrinsic reaction coordinate are
well-defined quantities, free from the Jacobian problem
[8]. Note also that one has F!/(z') ~ F.(z(z')) in a macro-
scopic system because Fy is proportional to the volume of
the system while the Jacobian |0z/dz'| is of order 1. We
see that the above problem of the coordinate dependence
of the landscape is intrinsic to small systems at nonzero
temperatures.

To overcome the problem with the conventional FEL
defined as Eq. (2), we do not try to propose an arbi-

trary "better” definition but shall derive a unique for-
mula for the FEL based on three physically plausible
requirements. Our derivation is based on a dynamical
requirement that the FEL describes the reaction, physi-
cal and geometric requirement about the ”force” that we
shall define below, and the consistency with the canoni-
cal distribution. The justification for these requirements
is provided below.

Requirement 1: Dynamics.— First, let us reconsider
the purpose of the FEL. The main objective is to eval-
uate the reaction rate and extract the reaction path de-
scribed by the physical state specified by z. The reaction
rate is essentially a dynamical quantity; thus, dynam-
ics must be specified explicitly. The dynamics must be
stochastic because the degrees of freedom are reduced.
Therefore, we need to start with a stochastic process.
This stochastic process must not include memory effects
and thus must be Markovian to describe the reaction
rate only in terms of the FEL. It is worth mentioning
that some non-Markovian models can be embedded into
the high-dimensional Markovian model [21], thus this as-
sumption would be applicable to some non-Markovian
models. The Markov process must also be continuous
because the reaction path is represented as a trajectory.
In this way, the over-damped Langevin equation needs to
be specified as a starting point for discussing the FEL.
More explicitly, if the FEL is to be interpreted according
to the Kramers rate formula, the description by the over-
damped Langevin equation, which is the starting point
of the formula, is essential.

This requirement does not mean that the microscopic
dynamics must obey the Langevin equation. The mi-
croscopic dynamics may be Hamiltonian dynamics rep-
resented by I'; with the Hamiltonian H(T"). Instead, we
require that, irrespective of the microscopic dynamics,
there is a separation of the time scales that justifies the
description by the Langevin equation [9].

First, let us observe how the Langevin equation
changes according to a coordinate transformation. For
simplicity, we assume a Langevin equation with additive
noise and n = 1, i.e., z has a single component. Then,
the time-evolution equation of z is given as

t

Here, A(z) is a function of z and Sy is a constant. R
is a zero-mean Gaussian process satisfying (R;Ry) =
26(t —t'). Here, and in what follows, stochastic differen-
tial equations are interpreted in the sense of Stratonovich
[10].

Then, let us perform a coordinate transformation of
variable z into z/ = 2/(z). By using the chain rule, we
obtain the time-evolution equation of z as

/
dz;

= A(2) + 5 ()R, (8)



where A’(z’) and S’(2’) are functions of z’. As we have
seen here, the Langevin equation with additive noise,
such as Eq. (7), is not invariant with respect to coor-
dinate transformations. To be invariant to coordinate
transformations, we must start with the Langevin equa-
tion in a form that includes multiplicative noise such as
Eq. (8).

Let us move on to the general case with n reaction co-
ordinates. For simplicity, we only treat the even variables
with respect to time reversal. To begin with, we intro-
duce some fundamental equations and quantities. The
over-damped Langevin equation with multiplicative noise
corresponding to Eq. (8) takes the form

dz i i
d_tt = Al(z) + Y S™(z)RY, (9)

m

where R! is the zero-mean Gaussian process satisfying
(RI'RY) = 26" §(t — t'). Here, A’(z) and S (z) are not
directly determined from a time-series analysis. Rather,
the drift vector v(z) = (v(2))i=1.2....» and the diffusion
matrix D(z) = (DY (2))i,j=1,2,....n can be read off from a
stationary process of reaction coordinates z; as

vi(z) = ﬂ%%’ (10)
i 7 . <(Zz+7' - Zi)(ZngT - Zj)>zt:Z
1 —

Do) = i 2 S

Here, (-),,—, denotes the conditional average given z; = z
(see [10]). The above quantities such as S%(z), D¥(z),
A(z), and v¥(2) are related with each other as follows:

vi(z) = Al(2) + ) Sk“(z)%uéz), (12)
.k

D (z) = Z S (2) 89k (2). (13)

©w

By definition, D(z) is a positive semi-definite symmetric
matrix and a second-rank contravariant tensor [13, 14].
We further assume that it is positive definite so that its
inverse exists.

These quantities appear in the Fokker—Planck equa-
tion obtained by rewriting the Langevin equation as the
time evolution of the probability density P(z,t) at time
t, expressed as

% -2 Kvi(z) - %Dij(z)) P(z,t)} . (14)

Here, and in what follows, we use Einstein’s convention
for the sum of indices. This equation represents the tran-
sition probability. Because the stochastic dynamics are
completely characterized in terms of the transition prob-
ability, only the measurable quantities v®(z) and D% (z)
determine the physical quantities [15]. Therefore, the
FEL must also be expressed through them.

Requirement 2: Covariance.— Next, let us reconsider
how the FEL should be expressed. Although energy is a
more fundamental quantity than force, it is not directly
accessible in the data analysis. In the following, we first
determine the force directly based on the time-series data
and then introduce energy as the potential of the force.

The introduction of the force follows Newtonian me-
chanics. In other words, we first define motion without
force and then introduce motion caused by a force as a
deviation from it. The force is then introduced through
the physical laws that govern motion. All of these pro-
cedures are carried out through quantities that can be
measured by the Langevin equation, and we require gen-
eral covariance in the expression of the laws to make them
physically meaningful.

First, we identify the motion without force with the
free Brownian motion. In other words, we do not con-
sider a random force as a ”force” because they are not
associated with the FEL. Unlike the motion of Brownian
particles, the definition of Brownian motion for reaction
coordinates requires invariance with respect to variable
transformations in the definition of motion.

As explained, the Langevin equation cannot be ex-
pressed based on measured quantities; rather, the
Fokker—Planck equation is more suitable for defining
Brownian motion in the reaction coordinate. Considering
the invariance, the Fokker—Planck equation for Brownian
motion is introduced as

OP(z,t)
ot
Here, P(z,t) and A are defined as

P(z,t) = P(z,t)y/det D(z2), (16)

Ap(z) = detD(z)azi< \/% agz(j)>, (17)

where ¢ is an arbitrary scalar function. P is scalar, i.e.,
invariant under the coordinate transformation. A is the
Laplace—Beltrami operator. The invariance above allows
us to obtain a physical definition of the force-free motion
of the reaction coordinates.

Then, motion under force is introduced as a deviation
from Eq. (15). This deviation is expressed by the con-
travariant vector u’(z) in

= AP(z,1). (15)

% = AP(z,t) — V;(u'(2)P(z,1)). (18)

Here, the operator V;, is the covariant divergence defined
as

Vid'(2) = g5 det D(Z)), 1)

where a’ is an arbitrary contravariant vector. Eq. (14) is
rewritten as Eq. (18) by expressing u" in terms of v(2)



and D% (z) as

ik Py
) = (2) - VD ).

(20)
Because v' and D% can be evaluated from time-series
data, we can determine whether u? is zero or not, that is,
the presence or absence of force, from Eq. (20). Further-
more, the motion under the force is independent of the
coordinate, i.e., physical, because u’(z) is a contravariant
vector.

Now, the force can be determined as a covariant vector
fi(z); otherwise, it cannot be expressed as a gradient of
the potential. Such a covariant vector can be introduced
by a contravariant vector u’(z) and a metric tensor 9ij (2)
as follows

fi(2) = gis(2)u'(2), (21)
where the metric tensor g;; is defined as
9ij(2) D" (2) = o} (22)

If z is a set of the thermodynamic extensive variables, Eq.
(21) corresponds to the phenomenological deterministic
dynamics in relaxation processes to the equilibrium state
[9]. Therefore, Eq. (21) should be taken as a well-known
equation of motion rather than a newly introduced as-
sumption.
Generally, the force, as a covariant vector, can be de-
composed into three components as follows:
fidz? = dip + da + b, (23)
where d and § are the exterior derivative and the cod-
ifferential, respectively. Eq. (23) is the Hodge decom-
position for the 1-form, i.e., covariant vector. Here, 1,
a, and b are a scalar, 2-form, and harmonic form, re-
spectively [16]. The second and third terms represent
the non-conservative contribution of the force. The first
term dip is the potential contribution and v will later be-
come the FEL. Since we are dealing with an equilibrium
system, the second and third terms are required to be
zero: 6a = b = 0. Then, by integrating f;, ¢ is expressed
as a potential as follows:

0(2) = [ 05) (1) - VATDET

det D(
(24)

According to this formula, we can see that 1 is a func-
tional of v’ and D%,

Instead of assuming da = b = 0, the equilibrium condi-
tion can be expressed by the detailed balance condition,
which is a consequence of the reversibility of microscopic
motion [11]. Because we consider only even variables

7Dik(2)z) ))dzj.

with respect to time reversal, the detailed balance con-
dition is reduced to

, o .

i) i _

(’U (2) 8sz (2)) P(z)=0. (25)

It follows by straightforward calculation that the con-
dition is invariant under the coordinate transformation,
i.e., physical. Substituting Eq. (20) into Eq. (21) with
Eq. (25), we obtain the equation

fi(2) =gi(2) (%%(Dm(z)p(z))

:% In P(z)+/det D(2). (26)

This equation appears to represent the existence of a po-
tential

$(z) = n P(2)

Eq. (27) is simpler than Eq. (24) and convenient to
evaluate from time-series data. Here, v is the Massieu
potential whose arguments are generalized to the reac-
tion coordinate. Strictly speaking, the derivation of the
potential v is correct only if the manifold of reaction co-
ordinates is contractible. To show the existence of a po-
tential on an arbitrary manifold requires a more sophis-
ticated expression of the detailed balance condition, the
so-called symmetrizable condition of the diffusion [17].

Requirement 3: Consistency.— Requiring consistency
with statistical mechanics is essential for introducing the
temperature into the expression of the potential 1; oth-
erwise, we cannot introduce an energy scale.

Before we look for consistency, a significant difference
should be noted between the canonical distribution of
I" and the probability distribution of z. In the former
case, both the Hamiltonian and the volume of the phase
space are invariant with respect to the coordinate trans-
formation. This is because coordinate transformation is
a special case of canonical transformations. This prop-
erty makes the canonical distribution well defined. In
the latter case, on the other hand, there is no such in-
variance. Despite its lack of invariance, the ill-considered
use of the former procedure for the latter, written as Eq.
(2), makes the conventional FEL unphysical.

When considering consistency with the canonical dis-
tribution, it is necessary to seek invariance of both the
volume and probability distributions to coordinate trans-
formations. The invariance of volume elements comes
from the way canonical momentum is constructed. Be-
cause the canonical momentum is obtained from the gen-
eralized velocity and the mass-metric tensor, the origin
of this invariance is the metric tensor. We, therefore, in-
troduce an invariant volume element by the metric g(z)

det D(z) + const., (27)



that appears in the Langevin dynamics of z written as
dz = \/det g(z)dz1dzs...dz,. Recall that g is the recip-
rocal of D, and the normalization condition of the prob-
ability distribution can be written as

/ d=P(z) = 1. (28)

Here, we have used the scalar form of the stationary prob-
ability distribution P(z) = P(z)y/det D(z) introduced
by Eq. (16).

Now, we are ready to make a comparison with the
canonical distribution. We require that the “physical”
FEL F(z) be an effective Hamiltonian of the scalar prob-
ability distribution of z. That is, we require that

e~ F(2)/T
P(z) = 7 (29)
Here, Z is a normalization constant of the probability
distribution. Then, Eq. (29) is rewritten as our main
result Eq. (1). This is the formula of the physical FEL
used to calculate from time-series data analysis. If D(z)
is independent of z, F'(z) in Eq. (1) is reduced to the
conventional FEL F¢(z) in Eq. (2).

Eq. (1) contrasts the conventional FEL which does not
restrict the choice of z even though the effective descrip-
tion of z is expected. Eq. (1) is composed of three quanti-
ties: T, D(z), and P(z). These quantities correspond to
thermodynamics, dynamics, and equilibrium condition,
respectively. The role of temperature is clear. Without
it, we cannot introduce quantities with dimensions of en-
ergy. The roles of the latter two should be mentioned
in detail. In the over-damped Langevin description, dy-
namics is completely characterized by v*(z) and D% (z),
such that any physical quantity, including force, must be
expressed by a combination of them. Therefore, P(z) in
Eq. (1) is not necessarily required to introduce the FEL.
Rather, P(z) is a consequence of the detailed balance
condition, which is a requirement of dynamics and elim-
inates v*(z) from f;(z) or ¢ in Eq. (24). The expression
of the FEL by dynamical characteristics must precede
the simplified formula by equilibrium distributions, and
they precede the consistency of the canonical distribu-
tion. The failure of the conventional FEL was that the
definition was given in reverse order.

We finally note that it is straightforward to extend
our theory to systems described by the under-damped
Langevin equation. We only need to properly treat the
degenerated diffusion matrix and variables that have odd
parity with respect to time reversal. Such an extension
is useful when treating, e.g., the Kramers’ turnover.

Discussion.— Fundamental physical objects, such as
Lagrangian, Hamiltonian, and action, are always scalar.
Furthermore, physical law must be expressed in a co-
variant fashion, that is, in terms of tensor fields. These
rules must be followed in the expression of the FEL and

the physical law that gives it; otherwise, the predictive
ability as a physical law will be lost. Unfortunately, the
conventional FEL does not adhere to this principle. We
have achieved this requirement by expressing it as in Eqgs.
(21), (25), and (29), and we then obtained the FEL in Eq.
(1) that has the same predictive ability as other physical
laws.

Eq. (1) is not a proposal for yet another definition of
the FEL, but a formula derived from physical require-
ments. It properly contains the conventional FEL as a
special case. Thus, there is no room for arbitrariness and
no other choice.

We have so far assumed that a set of reaction coordi-
nates that is sufficient to describe the reaction of interest
is already known. For the set of coordinates, the Ar-
rhenius rate should show good agreement with a directly
measured reaction rate. In other words, this agreement
provides a criterion to evaluate how properly the set of
reaction coordinates describes a reaction path. Accord-
ing to the previous definition, disagreement indicates two
possibilities: the variables necessary to describe the re-
action were not taken into consideration or the metric
was not properly selected. Our formulation eliminates
the latter possibility, such that when redefining an alter-
native set of reaction coordinates we can focus only on
improving the problems arising from the former possi-
bility. Data-driven methods will help to solve the former
problem efficiently; therefore, they are complementary to
our formulation [18-21].

We expect that our formula for the FEL will enable
us to develop a material design method aided by simula-
tions that is considerably more effective than those based
on the conventional unphysical FEL. The FEL may also
be applied to detect energy transfer, e.g., in molecular
motor experiments, which is hardly analyzed within the
conventional schemes.
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