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Abstract

W eaddresstheresponseofarandom heteropolym ertopreferentialsolvation ofcertain m onom er

typesattheglobule-solventinterface.Foreach setofm onom ersthatcan com prisethe m olecule’s

surface,we representthe ensem ble ofallowed con�gurationsby a G aussian distribution ofenergy

levels,whose m ean and variance depend on the set’scom position. W ithin such a random energy

m odel,m ean surfacecom position isproportionalto solvation strength underm ostconditions.The

breadth ofthislinearresponseregim e arisesfrom approxim ate statisticalindependenceofsurface

and volum e energies. For a diverse setofm onom ertypes,the excess ofsolvophilic m onom ers at

the surfaceislarge only forvery strong solventpreference,even in the ground state.
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A polym erchain collapsesinto a com pactglobularstate in poorsolvent. A chain with

quenched sequenceofchem ically di� erentunitscan furtherundergo a freezing transition,in

which thefreedom ofchain shape
 uctuationsissacri� ced forthechoiceofoptim alspatial

contactsbetween m onom ers.Thisfreezing,orfolding,issubjectto constraintsim posed by

chain connectivity,quenched sequence,and excluded volum e.Thee� ectsoffrustration due

to these constraintsarewellunderstood [1,2,3].Howeverwelldeveloped,currenttheories

ofheteropolym er freezing ignore one obvious fact,nam ely that som e chain segm ents are

m ore favorably solvated than others.By contrast,m uch ofthe protein literature presum es

preferentialsolvation to be a leading determ inant oftertiary structure. It is com m only

held thata protein’ssurface iscom posed ofhydrophilic units,while hydrophobic unitsare

invariably buried in thecore.

Forheteropolym ersin general,itisclearthatenergygained through preferentialexposure

ofsolvophilicunitscom esata cost.Constraining particularunitsto theglobulesurfacere-

strictstheselection ofcontactingm onom erpairsinsidetheglobule,exacerbatingfrustration.

In otherwords,when the sequence ofunitshasnotbeen designed in an intelligentway,as

isthecase forthe random sequence heteropolym er,preferentialexposure m ay signi� cantly

reduce the availability oflow energy conform ations. The question thusarises: whatisthe

e� ect ofsolvation on heteropolym er freezing,or m ore speci� cally,how large an excess of

solvophilicunitsattheglobulesurfaceisconsistentwith freezing?

Thisquestion was� rstdiscussed by two ofus[4]in thecontextofstudiesofm echanical

stretching ofheteroplym ers. Using a replica approach,we found that solvent preference

ofstrength � forparticularm onom ersatthe surface lowersground state energy Eg by an

am ount� K �2=Tfr. Here,K � N2=3 isthe num ber ofm onom ersexposed to the solvent,

N isthenum berofm onom erscom prising them olecule,and Tfr isthefreezing tem perature

below which the ground state dom inates. For strong solvation this approach apparently

fails. In particular,K �2=Tfr can exceed the m axim um possible solvation energy (without

distortion ofglobuleshape),K � ,corresponding to a com pletely solvophilic surface.

ThisLetterdescribesam orecom prehensivetreatm entofsolvation based on theRandom

Energy M odel(REM )ofDerrida [5]. Itiswellknown [1,2,3,6]thatthissim plestm odel

offreezing in spin glasses captures rem arkably wellthe essentialfeatures ofheteropoly-

m erfreezing in three dim ensions. The m apping ofheteropolym erproblem on the REM is

achieved by approxim ating energies ofallM = esN di� erent conform ations ofa random
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sequence heteropolym erasM independentrandom variablesdrawn from theGaussian dis-

tribution w(E )/ exp

�

�
�

E � E
�2
=2N � 2

�

.In thevolum e approxim ation,when energy of

every conform ation is solely due to � N m onom er-m onom er contacts,this distribution is

fully determ ined by them ean B and variance�B2 ofcontactenergies,so thatE = N B and

� 2 = �B2.

The sim plest way to incorporate surface into this picture is to im agine that contacts

between surfacem onom ersand solventarealso,in e� ect,statistically independentrandom

variables. The variance ofsurface energy,K �2,then adds to that ofvolum e energy. W e

use the saddle point ofthe partition function,Z = esN
R
dE w(E )e�E =T ,to estim ate the

energy ofrepresentative conform ations,E = E � N �B2=T � K �2=T. The lowerbound of

thespectrum isreached when esN w(E )’ 1,yielding a typicalground stateenergy:

E
(typ)
g ’ E �

p
2sN � ’ E �

p
2sN �B �

r
s

2

�2

�B
: (1)

Correspondingly,Tfr ’ �B =
p
2s. The � nalterm in Eq.1,i.e.,the change in ground state

energy due to solvation,is(within a factoroforderunity)� K �2=Tfr,justasfound in the

replica approach ofRef.[4].

There are severalreasonsto be skepticalofthe suggested independence ofsurface and

volum eenergies.First,rem oving a speci� csetofm onom ersfrom theglobuleinteriorto the

surfacem odi� esthedistribution ofcontactingm onom ers.Secondly,therearea� nitenum ber

ofsolvophilicm onom ersinagivenm olecule(possiblyfewerthanK ).W henalargefractionis

placed on thesurface,thesupply ofsolvophilicm onom ersisstrongly depleted,and solvation

energy saturates.Finally,certain choicesofsurfacem onom ersconstrain con� guration space

m orestrongly than others.

W eexam inethesee� ectsusing a m odelin which each m onom erislabeled by a quenched

variable �.W hen a m onom erwith label� resideson the surface,itisassigned a solvation

energy � � �.Solvophilic speciesarethuscharacterized by � > 0,while� < 0 forsolvopho-

bic species. In its totale� ect the solvent preference � can be viewed as an external� eld

thatcouples linearly to netsurface com position,Csurf �
P

i2surf�i. W ithin the globule,a

contacting pairofm onom ers,oftype � and �0,isascribed energy B ��0 = B + �B ��0. For

sim plicity werestrictattention todistributionsofm onom ertypes,p(�),with zerom ean and

unitvariance:
Z

d�p(�)� = 0;

Z

d�p(�)�2 = 1: (2)
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Im agine thata certain setofm onom ersisconstrained to siton the surface. W e denote

this set as G. In our m odelenergetic consequences ofsuch a constraint depend only on

the distribution,f(�),ofm onom er types in G. Forexam ple,the e� ective distribution of

contacting m onom ers(i.e.,those rem aining inside the globule when G isrem oved),pe�(�),

m ay be written as pe�(�) = p(�)+ K

N
[p(�)� f(�)]. The e� ective m ean and variance of

contact energies are then B e� = B + (K =N )�G and �Be� = �B + (K =N )�G ,respectively.

Fordistributions satisfying Eq.2,�G = 0 and �G = 2�B2[1�
R
d��2f(�)]. Sim ilarly,the

solvation energy persurfacem onom eris
G = � �
R
d��f(�).

W eexpressthenum berofaccessibleconform ationswhen allm onom ersin G arecon� ned

to the surface as M G � esN �K ! G . Here,!G is the entropy loss per surface m onom er for

particularofG.Though sm allerthan M ,M G isstillexponentially largein N .In general!G

isnotsim plyafunctionaloff(�),butisinstead acom plicated function ofG.W ewillassum e

thatforany speci� cf(�),theaverageof!G overallconsistentrealizationsofG isaconstant

independentoff(�).In ordertorecovertheappropriatetotalnum berofconform ationsafter

sum m ing overG,wechoosethisconstantto be! = K �1 ln
�
N

K

�

’ ln(N e=K ).

W econsideraseparateREM foreach possiblechoiceofsurfaceG.In doingso,weassum e

thatallowed conform ationsin the corresponding subensem blesare su� ciently diverse that

theirenergiesareGaussian distributed,with

wG (E )/ exp

2

6
4�

�

E � N B � K (�G + 
G )
�2

2N �B2 + 2K �G

3

7
5: (3)

Ultim ately,we m ustreconstructthe fullensem ble ofcom pactchain 
 uctuationsby super-

posing allpossiblesubensem bles,i.e.,by sum m ing overG.Thisconvolution ofREM s,each

representing a distinct choice ofG,constitutes ourcaricature ofa random heteropolym er

with solvated surface.

Consider the ground state ofthe fullensem ble,i.e.,the lowest ofsubensem ble ground

stateenergies,E g = m inG E g(G).Interfacialenergy clearly favorsa solvophilicsurface,but

does it yield the lowest ground state? Let us � rst exam ine a typicalvalue ofEg(G) for

speci� cG.Thecondition MG wG [E
(typ)
g (G)]’ 1 yields:

E
(typ)
g (G) ’ N B � N

p
2s�B + K �surf(G); (4)

�surf(G) = �G + 
G +
�B
p
2s
! �

r
s

2

�G

�B
: (5)

4



Thism ostprobable ground state energy isindeed m inim ized by an exclusively solvophilic

choice ofG. There are m any distinctchoices ofG,however,leading to the sam e value of

E (typ)
g (G).Itisthereforecrucialtoaccountforvariationsin E g(G)am ongsim ilarsubensem -

bles.Accordingtothestatisticsofextrem evalues[7],theprobabilitythatthelowestenergyin

aparticularsubensem bledeviatesfrom E (typ)
g (G)by an am ount�Eg(G)= E g(G)� E(typ)g (G)

is

W [�Eg(G)]= exp

"
�Eg(G)

Tfr
� exp

 
�Eg(G)

Tfr

! #

: (6)

Com pared totheGaussian distribution ofenergieswithin asubensem ble,W [�Eg(G)]decays

very slowly for�Eg(G)< 0.W hen m any subensem blessharea com m on valueofE (typ)
g (G),

theirrangeofE g(G)willbebroad.

Thevastm ajority ofsubensem bleshaveunrem arkablesurfaceenergy.Thenum berwith

j�surf(G)j� K and �Eg(G)= E isthusroughly e!K W (E). Since the tailofW [�Eg(G)]is

exponential,we expectO (1)ofthe subensem bles with insigni� cantsurface energy to have

j�Eg(G)j= O (K ).In otherwords,the variationsin volum e energy am ong these subensem -

blesarecom parablein m agnitudeto thelargestpossiblesurfaceenergy.Thisresultm ay be

viewed astheconsequence ofan e� ective entropy thatrem ainsim portanteven atlow tem -

perature. The collection ofsubensem bles with appreciable surface energy ism uch sm aller

than e!K ,and its entropy is correspondingly low. The ground state surface is uniform ly

solvophiliconly when solventpreferenceisstrong enough to o� setthisentropiccost.

Because wG (E )dependsonly on f(�),itisnaturalto group allsubensem bles with the

sam e num berdensity ofm onom ertypes. W e have shown thataccounting forthe disparity

in sizes ofthese groups is essential. The num ber ofways to choose K m onom ers with

distribution f(�)from a poolofN m onom erswith distribution p(�)iseN sffg,where

sffg= �

Z

d�p(�)[� ln� + (1� �)ln(1� �)]: (7)

The density �(�)� K f(�)=N p(�)and itscorresponding entropy,sffg,areprecisely those

relevantforLangm uiradsorption ofan idealgasm ixtureonto K distinguishablesites.

Atand abovethefreezingtem perature,equilibrium ofasubensem blegroup isdom inated

by thesaddlepointofthepartition function

Zffg= e
N s�K !+ N sffg

Z

dE wG (E )e
�E =T

: (8)
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Thegroup freeenergy,Fffg= � T lnZffg,isthen

Fffg’ F + K T

"

�
�B2

T2
+ !

#

+ N T

Z

d�p(�)

�

(

�

"

�(�)� ln

 
1� �

�

! #

+ ln(1� �)

)

; (9)

where

�(�)=
�B2

T2
�
2 �

�

T
�: (10)

Volum e term sindependentoff(�)have been collected asF=N = B � Ts� �B2=2T. Ac-

cording to Eqs.9 and 10,thebinding energy in ouranalogy to Langm uiradsorption varies

with particletype� as(�B2=T)�2 � � �.

The fullpartition function ofthe polym er,a sum over allZffg,is dom inated by the

subensem ble group with lowestfreeenergy:

Z =
X

f(�)

Zffg’ Zff�g: (11)

W ecalculatetheoptim alsurfacedistribution,f�(�),variationally,using a Lagrangem ulti-

plierto enforcepropernorm alization of�(�).W ethereby obtain

f
�(�)=

N

K
p(�)

1+ � e�(�)
; (12)

wheretheconstant� isdeterm ined by norm alization

Z

d�

N

K
p(�)

1+ � e�(�)
= 1: (13)

Finally,evaluating Fffg atf�(�)yields ourapproxim ation forthe totalfree energy F =

F + Fsurf,with

Fsurf

K
’ T

"
�B2

T2
� 1+ ln

 

�

Z

d�
p(�)

1+ � e�(�)

!

�

R
d�p(�)ln

�
�e�(�)

1+ �e�(�)

�

R
d�

p(�)

1+ �e�(�)

3

5 : (14)

Eqs.12{14,appropriateforT � Tfr,areourprincipalresults.They expresstheequilibrium

distribution ofm onom ertypeson thepolym ersurfaceand thecorresponding interfacialfree

energy density in term sofm odelparam etersand an e� ectivefugacity forsurfacem onom ers,

� .
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In ordertom aketheseresultsconcreteweconsidersom elim itingcasesand speci� cform s

ofp(�).First,letusassum ethatpreferentialsolvationdoesnotleadtoasigni� cantdepletion

ofany m onom ertypeinsidetheglobule,so thatK f(�)� N p(�)forevery �.Then,Eq.12

requiresthat� e�(�)� 1,sim plifying theaboveexpressionsto yield f(�)/ p(�)exp[� �(�)]

and

Fsurf

K
’ � T ln

"Z

d�p(�)exp

 
�B2

T2
� �(�)

! #

: (15)

To sim plify this result even further, let us consider a binary distribution, p(�) =

(1=2)[�(� + 1)+ �(� � 1)],which corresponds to the m inim um ofchem icaldiversity. In

thiscasedepletion isinvariably weak,sincetaking K m onom ersaway to thesurfacecannot

exhaustthetotalstock,N =2,ofeitherm onom ertype.Eq.15 then trivially yields

Fsurf

K
= � T ln

�

cosh

�
�

T

��

: (16)

For� =T � 1,Fsurf ’ � K �2=2T,precisely asobtained by assum ing statisticalindependence

ofsurfaceand volum e.Sincenetsurfacecom position isconjugateto solvation strength,its

equilibrium valuem ay becom puted by di� erentiating Eq.16 with respectto � ,yielding:

hCsurfi� = K tanh

�
�

T

�

’
K �

T
: (17)

In this lim it net surface com position is proportionalto the \� eld" � . The above results

m ay therefore be understood in sim ple term sasa m anifestation oflinearresponse. From

Eq. 17 we identify a susceptibility � ’ K =T, corresponding to surface 
 uctuations of

size hC 2
surfi�= 0 = K in the absence ofsolvation. In other words,the excess ofsolvophilic

m onom ersatthe surface isgoverned by K e� ectively independentrandom variables. This

sim plebehaviorresultsdirectly from theprevalenceofvariationsin volum eenergy oversur-

face interactions. Butwhen � >
� T,solvation winsout. Linearresponse then breaksdown

dueto saturation,asFsurf=K and Csurf approach theirlim iting valuesof� � and K .

Properties ofthe ground state are obtained by evaluating Eq.17 and 16 at T = Tfr.

Dependence on the interaction param eter �B is im plicit (through Tfr) below the freezing

transition. ForT > Tfr,however,surface response is insensitive to �B . In particular,�G

vanishes,sincenobinarychoiceoff(�)can changethesecond m om entofthecontactenergy

distribution.Asa consequence,surfaceand volum ebehaveindependently forarbitrary � .

The opposite extrem e of m onom er diversity is described by a sm ooth form of p(�),

describing a continuous variety ofchem icalidentities. W e take a Gaussian distribution,
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p(�)/ exp(� �2=2)asa sim pleexam ple.Forweak solvation,� =T <� 1,p(�)isnowheresig-

ni� cantly depleted,and Eq.15rem ainsan appropriateapproxim ation.Gaussian integration

yields

Fsurf

K
= �

�2

2T
�
�B4

T3
(18)

to leading orderin �B =T. (The basic assum ption thatm onom ercontacts are statistically

independent is plausible only for �B =Tfr =
p
2s � 1[8].) The � rst term in Eq.18 again

re
 ectslinearresponse. The second term describesthe bene� tin m onom ercontactenergy

due to partialrem ovalofsom e m onom er types from the globule interior. This e� ect is

independentofsolvation strength to leading orderand dom inatesinterfacialfreeenergy for

very sm all� .

Forsuch adiversesetofm onom ertypes,surfaceresponsesaturatesonlywhenam olecule’s

supplyofthem ostsolvophilictypeisexhausted.Assum ingweakdepletion isclearlyinappro-

priatehere.A m axim ally solvophilicsurfaceisobtained when K f(�)= N p(�)for� � �m ax,

and f(�)= 0 for� < �m ax.Thecuto� point�m ax isdeterm ined by norm alization:

Z 1

�m ax

d�p(�)=
K

N
: (19)

ForGaussian p(�),Eq.19 gives�m ax =
q

2ln(N =K )’
q

(2=3)lnN . Because thischoice

ofsurface com position uniquely speci� es a m onom er set G,the associated entropy sffg

vanishes.Freeenergy isthen easily estim ated from Eq.9,giving Fsurf=K ’ � � �m ax.Com -

paring thisresultwith thefreeenergy oflinearresponse,weestim atethatsaturation occurs

around � ’ 2T�m ax � T
p
lnN . Reaching this crossover m ay thus require m uch stronger

solvation,and resultin m orefavorablesurfaceenergy,than in thebinary case.Therelevant

distinction between these distributionsisthe existence ofextrem ely solvophilic m onom ers,

whosesm allnum bersentailconsiderableentropiccostin constraining them to thesurface.

Fig.1 sum m arizesthe m echanism s ofsurface response we have identi� ed. These results

supporta view ofsurface solvation energy and volum e energy asstatistically independent

random variables. In particular,the linear response corresponding to this notion is valid

overa wide range oftem perature and solvation strength. Saturation atlarge � ,though a

nonlineare� ect,doesnottruly arisefrom correlation ofsurfaceand volum e.Itisinstead a

consequence ofthe � nitude ofsurface area orofthe num berofsolvophilic m onom ers.The

regim e ofweak response,in which Fsurf=K � �B4=T3,doesre
 ectcoupling ofsurface and

volum e. But it involves m onom er contact energies alone,as indicated by insensitivity to
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� . W ithin ourm odel,contributions from m ore intim ate connections between surface and

volum earesm allcom pared to unity when K � N .

Thediversity ofam ino acid m onom erscom prising proteinsliessom ewherebetween those

ofbinary and Gaussian distributions. The surface behaviorwe have described should thus

be relevantforchainsofthese unitsarranged in random sequence. Speci� cally,we predict

thatpreferentialsolvation m ustbem uch largerthan typicaltherm al
 uctuationsin orderto

stabilizea strictly solvophilicsurface.Sequencesfound in nature,however,arenotrandom

in atleastonerespectim portanttofreezing.Theirground statesliewellbelow thee� ective

continuum ofnon-native energies. The in
 uence ofthis energy gap on surface solvation

requiresa consideration ofsequence design thatisbeyond thisdiscussion.

P.L.G.isan M .I.T.Science Fellow.
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FIG .1:Responseofa random heteropolym erto surfacesolvation,shown in theplaneoftem pera-

tureT and solvation strength �.Crossoverlinesaretheresultofequating freeenergies,orground

state energiesforT < Tfr.Fora binary distribution ofm onom ertypes,the weak response regim e

isabsent,and �m ax = 1.

10


