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Solution stability and variability in a sin ple m odel of globular proteins
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It is well known am ongst m olecular biologists that proteins with a comm on ancestor and that
perform the sam e function in sin ilar organism s, can have rather di erent am ino-acid sequences.
M utations have altered the am ino-acid sequences w ithout a ecting the function. A sin ple m odel of
a protein in which the interactions are encoded by sequences ofbits is introduced, and used to study
how m utations can change these bits, and hence the Interactions, while m aintaining the stability of
the protein solution. This stability is a sin ple m inin al requirem ent on our m odel proteins which
m in ics part of the requirem ent on a real protein to be functional. The properties of our m odel
protein, such as its second virdal coe cient, are found to vary signi cantly from one m odel protein
to another. It is suggested that thism ay also be the case for real proteins in vivo.

I. INTRODUCTION

P roteins are linear heteropolym ers: they are linear se-
quences ofm onom ers, each ofwhich isone oftwenty dif-
ferent types. D1 erent proteins have di erent sequences
of am ino acids. These di erences allow proteins to per—
form the huge range of tasks they do in living cells. But
this does not m ean that 2 proteins that do the sam e pb
necessarily have the sam e sequence. For exam ple, m any
organian s have enzym es called adenylate kinases which
perfom essentially the sam e b in the cytoplasm ofeach
organisn . But the am ino acid sequences of adenylate ki~
nases vary very w idely, even though they are all doing
the sam e Pb In m ore-or-less the sam em ilieu. Below are
the am inog¢id sequences of the adenylate kinases oftw o
prokaryotes!. F irst that of E scherichia coli

MRITLLGAPGAGKGTQAQF IMEKYGIPQISTGDMLRAAVKSGSELGKQAK
DIMDAGKLVIDELVIALVKERTAQEDCRNGE LLDGEPRTIPQADAMKEAG
INVDYVLEFDVPDELIVDRIVGRRVHAP SGRVYHVKENPPKVEGKDDVTG
EELTTRKDDQEETVRKRLVEYHOMTAPLIGYYSKEAEAGNTKYAKVDGTK
PVAEVRADLEKILG

and secondly that ofV ibrio cholkrae

MRITLLGAPGAGKGTQAQF IMEKFGIPQI STGDMLRAATKAGTELGKQAK
AVIDAGQLVSDDIILGLIKERIAQADCEKGE LLDGFPRTIPQADGLKEMG
INVDYVIEFDVADDVIVERMAGRRAHLP SGRTYHVVYNPPKVEGKDDVTG
EDLVIREDDKEETVRARINVYHTQTAPLIEYYGKEAAAGKTQYLKFDGTK
QVSEVSADIAKATLA

where the sequences are given as a sequence of the 1-
Jetter codes for the am ino acids ofwhich they arem ade.
The 1rstamino acid isan M M ethionine), the second
isan R A rgihine) and so on. The sequence is read as
English text, from top left to bottom right,, fee any
m olecular biology or biochem istry textbook?£4 for an
Introduction to am ino acids and proteins. Note that
there are m any di erences between the sequences! The
am ino-acid sequences of proteins are very di erent while
keeping the fiinction. A Iso, we picked adenylate kinases
only In order to have a concrete exam ple, it is a general
property of proteins. T he function of adenylate kinases
is irrelevant to our discussion of stabiliy, beyond the

FIG.1l: Schem atic representation of a m odel protein, w ith
the 3 visble patches represented by barcodes’: a sequence of
stripes, light for hydrophilic and dark for hydrophobic. The
model shown hasng = 4 bits of which 2 are hydrophobic
(0) and 2 are hydrophilic (1) in each case. For exam ple, the
barcode’ of the front patch is 0101.

fact that they function as enzym es as m onom ers in so—
Jution inside cells. Here we w ill concentrate entirely on
globular proteins, the proteins that exist In solution not
em bedded in m em branes.

Now, the sinplest thing to do when faced with this
radical di erence In sequence w ithout a corresponding
di erence in function is to ignore it. To assum e that the
2 proteins interact and behave in a very sin ilarm anner.
But do they? A s they both function as proteins inside
the cytoplasn of bacteria they are both clearly soluble
and do not stick to things they should not stick to in
vivo. H ow ever, this doesnot m ean that their solubilities,
for exam ple, are necessarily equal. Both their solubili-
tiesare su cient to allow them to function but onem ay
exceed the m inimum solubility by a lJarge m argin and
one by a snallm argin. It would be of Interest to know
w hat these m argins are and how they vary from protein
to protein, not only because we w ish to understand how
proteins fiinction and have evolved in vivo, but to help
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us process, purify, and crystallise proteins. If a protein
isonly m arginally soluble in the conditions in vivo then
i m ay aggregate when its environm ent (salt concentra—
tions, tam perature etc.) are altered. W e would lke to
understand and to be able to predict, the variability of
properties, such as solubility, of proteins.

W e will focus on the stability of solutions of proteins
In their native state, ie., we assum e that the protein
has folded into its native state and rem ains there. T hus
we consider only folded proteins sticking together due to
their surfaces attracting each other, not proteins par-
tially unfolding and then aggregating due to the hy-
drophobic regions of the protein exposed by unfolding,
attracting each other. So, our proteins will always be
com pact ob fcts, m ore lke colloidal particles than con—
ventionalpolym ers. T his allow s us to avoid the com plex
problem of protein (un)oding. E ectively, we assum e
that proteins such asthe adenylate kinases ofE . coliand
V . chokrae di er only In their surfaces. Replacing one
surface am ino acid in the chain by another then changes
only the surface and through that the protein-protein
Interaction. If a hydrophobic am ino acid replaces a hy—
drophilic am no acid in a position on the chain where
the chain is at the protein’s surface, then we expect
the surface to becom e m ore sticky, which would tend to
decrease the second virial coe cient, whereas replacing
a hydrophobic am ino acid by a hydrophilic one should
have the opposite e ect. For sin plicity, instead of hav—
Ing 20 di erent types of am ino acids at the surface, we
use a model whose surface is describbed by bits which
have only 2 values: hydrophobic and hydrophilic. This
is a rather gross approxin ation, the am ino acids vary
w idely in size, som e are charged, but we want the sin -
plest possble m odel. The m odel is an extension of that
considered in Ref.:s. A protein m olecule ism odeled by a
cube, whose 6 faces interact w ith a short-ranged attrac—
tion, which is here determ ined by a sequence ofny bits.
In Ref."g' the interaction between faceswas taken tobe a
random variable; we w illdiscuss the di erences betw een
that m odel and the m ore com plex one considered here
In the conclusion. A schem atic of them odel is shown in
Fig.i.

W e have taked of our m odel proteins being soluble
in vivo. Real proteins have evolved to be so. The cy—
toplaan of bacteria such as E. coli and V. chokrae is
very complex: bacteria typically have a fow thousand
di erent proteiné, and any one of these proteins is then
surrounded by thousands of di erent proteins, as well
asRNA and DNA, anallm olecules such as nuclotides
etc.. An Individualenzym e m ust be soluble In the sense
that i does not stick too strongly to not only other pro—
teins of the sam e type but those of all the other types,
as well as not binding to the RNA, DNA, etc.. In fu-
ture work, we w ill address this problem , but here we
w ill keep things sin ple and consider only interactions
betw een m odel proteins of one type. W e will calculate
the second virial coe cient only for the interaction of 2
m odel protein m olecules of the sam e type. This is not
realistic for a enzym e in a bacterial cell as an individual
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FIG .2: A schem atic ofprotein space for both a protein and
a model protein. The arrow s represent m utations changing
a protein located at one point In protein space into a neigh—
bouring protein.

Adenylate kinase
space

Model protein
space

enzym ew illbe present at rather low concentrations, even
though the totalprotein goncentration in bacterial cells
isaround 20% by volum e£f. Tt is however, a good place
to start, and is realistic for a few exceptional cells, such
asour red blood cellsw hich contain very high concentra—
tions of a single protein: hem oglobin. Future work will
address this issue and w ill also ook at proteins which
bind to other proteins, asm any proteins do.

The proteins whose sequences we gave In the st
paragraph are presum ably orthologs: they are both
descended from a comm on ancestral protein but have
evolved independently, keeping their finction the sam e,
since the E . coliand V . cholrae lineages separated. T he
fact that proteins w ith the sam e function, but that have
evolved Independently In di erent species, can have very
di erent am ino-acid sequences, iswellknown. Paralogs,
proteins created by duplication ofa gene, also start w ith
identical sequences but have sequences that diverge w ith
tine. The di erences are believed to have arisen via
random m utations which are not rejected by natural se—
lection because they are not actively deleterious (to the
survival of the organisn ) but also do not have any se—
lective advantage. This theory of mutations changing
the am no-acid sequences of proteins w ithout In proving
or reducing is abjljty to finction is called the theory of
neutral evolution®®1?. The constraints placed on this
neutral evolution by the reopuirem ept,an the protein to
1 have been considered?i2343444944 1yt not those
due to the requirem ent of the protein to be soluble. The
constraints placed on the sequences of RNA by the re—
quirem ent to be functional and the evolution of these
sequences, are analogous to the constraints on the se—
quences of, and evolution of proteins. T hey have been
extensively studied and in m any respects are rather bet—
ter understood, essentially because RN A is sin pler than
protein. See the review of H jggs'y}-I . However, there has
been som e work which has considered protein-to-protein
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W e w ill generate our m odel proteins at random (sub—
“ect to the solubility constraint) and assum e that neutral
evolution ofproteins is close to a random walk from one
sequence to another. This random walk occurs in what
is often calld protein pace®?, wih each sequence a
unigue point in this space and 2 sequences neighbours if
1 of them can be transform ed into the other by a sin-
gl mutation. This protein space is vast. The set of
soluble proteins exists in this protein space as a set of
points, 1 for each soluble protein. A schem atic of the
protein spaces of proteins and m odel proteins is shown
n FJg:_Z Tt isonly very schem atic, the space ishuge and
m any din ensional. In each case the arrow s represent a
sihgle m utation changing a protein into a neighbouring
protein. Below , we w ill generate random walks for our
m odel proteins, and these w ill sam ple all solible states
w ith equal probability. W hen we com e to applying our
resuls to real, not m odel, proteins, we w ill have to as—
sum e that neutralevolution also sam ples proteins which
are soluble w ith reasonably uniform probabilities.

In the follow ing section, we w illperform a sin pl anal-
ysis of sequence data, to look at vardations in the num ber
ofhydrophobjc am ino acids. Them odelisde ned in sec—
tion -]I[ and the stabJJJi:y of its solutions estin ated and
discussed In section -;‘L\{. T he last section is a conclusion.

II. ANALYSISOF SEQUENCE DATA

T he sequences of the adenylate kinases of E . coli and
V . chokrae are both ofviable enzym es, they are soluble
in vivo and catalyse a reaction. Looking at them , an ob—
vious question to ask is: How m any sequences of am ino
acids are there, that ©1d up to form viabl adenylate ki-
nases? Both adenylate kinaseshave 214 am ino acids. A s
there are 20 types of am no acids there are 20214 7 10?78
di erent am Ino acid sequences of 214 am ino acids. An
enom ous num ber, ofwhich presum ably the vast m a pr—
ity do not ld into a unigque native state, et alone are
soluble and act as a catalyst. But it seem s lkely that
the num ber of possible am ino acid sequences that corre—
spond to viable adenylate kinases is huge., _

A datapase at SW ISSPROT%23,  calkd
PROSITE?324, identi ed 152 am ino-acid sequences
as belonging to the adenylatekinase fam ily of proteins
PROSITE accession number P S00113). It did so by lo-
cating, the am ino acids of the active site of an adenylate
kinas?324. 104 ofthese sequences are from prokaryotes,
of which we elin inate 4 sequences as they contain less
than 100 am Ino acids and are presum ably not com plete
proteins. This lkaves 100 adenylate kinases; 2 of these
kinases are the ones whose sequences are in the rst
paragraph. W e can calculate the fraction of the am ino
acids of these adenylate kinases that are hydrophobic,
h, and plot this against the length of the sequence, M :
the total num ber of am ino acids in the sequence. The
results are shown as a scatter plot, FJg'j The 9 am ino
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FIG .3: A scatterplotofthe fraction ofitsam ino acidswhich
are hydrophobic, h, versus the number of am lno acids M .
Resuls for the prokaryote m em bers of the fam ily of adeny—
late kinases are shown. The PRO SITE accession num ber is
P S00113.
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acdsG,A,V,L, I, M,P,F and W , are taken to be
hydrophobic, and the rem aining 11 to be hydrophilic.
Here each am ino acid is represented by its 1-letter code:
G for glycine, A for alanine, etc.. The 9 hydrophobic
am ino acids are those whose side chains are classi ed
as nonpolar in Ref.-'_4 (Table 4-1, p58). There is some
arbitrariness in where the dividing line is draw n betw een
hydrophobic and hydrophilic am ino acids, but di erent
dividing lines give rather sim ilar spreads in h.

For the present work, the key observation is that the
fraction of an adenylate kinase’s am ino acids which are
hydrophobic varies from protein to protein, as do other
properties such as their net chargel823. I section -IV- we
will nd that for our m odel, w ith a constraint im posed
that m odel proteins are soluible, there is scatter in the
fraction of its bits that are hydrophobic.

III. MODEL

Them odel is chosen to be as sim ple and as generic as
possble, whilke having interactions which are m ediated
by surface patches whose interactions are a finction of
sequences or string ofbits. T he protein-protein interac—
tions then depend on the values of these bits, som e sets
of values give proteins which strongly attract each other
while other sets give proteins which largely repel each
other. T his is perhaps the sin plest m odel of a globular
protein which allow s for m utations. W ithin the m odel
these mutations I one ofthe bits, a m odelofa muta—
tion which convertsa surface residue from a hydrophobic
am ino acid to a hydrophilic am ino acid, or vice versa. A
schem atic of the m odel is shown In Fig. :}: An am ino
acid of a protein is called a residue.

The m odel proten is a cube, with each of its 6 faces



having a sihgle patdl:r’ The lattice is cubic and each
protem occupies 8 lattice sites arranged 2 by 2 by 2, see
Fig. -L W em ake the m odel 2 sites across to reduce the
range ofthe attraction, which is 1 site, to halfthe diam e-
ter of the hard core. Them odel proteins can rotate, and
so have 24 distinct orientations. Each of the 6 faces of
the cube has a patch, labeled i= 1 to 6, w ith patches 1
to 4 clockw ise around a loop of4 ofthe faces, and patches
5 and 6 on the rem aining 2 faces. T he interactions be—
tween m odel proteins are pairw ise additive and consist

of2 parts. The 1rst issinply an exclided-volum e inter-

action: 2 proteins cannot overlap. T he second is that if
the faces 0f2 proteins are in contact there is an energy of
Interaction between the 2 touching patches of the 2 pro—
teins. By In contact wem ean that the facesm ust overlap
com pletely otherw ise the energy of Interaction is taken
to be zero. A Iso, the m odel is such that the energy of
Interaction between two touching patches is a constant
which does not change when the two proteins are ro—
tated about the axis pining their centres. T he touching
patches are those on the faces ofthe 2 proteins that face
each other. This isallas In Ref. E, the di erence is In
how the interaction energy of a pair of patches i and j,
Uijr is speci ed.

How a patch interacts is speci ed by a sequence or
string ofng bits. Ifa bi hasa value of 1 then the bit is
said to be hydrophilic or polar, whereas if it has a value
0f 0 then i is hydrophobic. T he interaction energy of a
pair of touching patches, i and j, is then given by

Rs .
Uiy = b(l) 1
=1

Bia, 1 @M

where b” isbit number ofpatch i. isthe interaction

energy of 2 hydrophobic bits. W e use energy units such
that the them al energy kg T = 1. Thus to calculate
the interaction the string of bits of 1 of the patches is
reversed and then the energy is jist the sum ofthe num —
ber ofpairs of corresponding bits w here both bis are 0,
are hydrophobic. The only interaction is between 2 hy-
drophobic bits; there is no hydrophobic-hydrophilic or
hydrophilichydrophilic interaction. The reason one of
the strings is reversed is that if this is not done then the
Interaction betw een like patches, 7= i, is just tim esthe
num ber of0s in i’s string. R eversing the strings rem oves
thisproblem in a sin plkeway. O foourse, the interactions
form a symm etric square m atrix, uiy = uy;. Each of the
6 patches is taken to be labeled and so distinguishable,
ie., we take a pair of proteins w here one protein can be
obtained from the otherby swapping a pair ofthe strings
ofbits, as2 di erent proteins.

Thus, a protein is speci ed by giving values to the 6
strings of ng bits, and so there are 2°"* possble dif-
ferent proteins. For all but rather sm all values of ng ,
this is a very large num ber of possbl proteins, eg., or
ng = 18, we have 3 10°? di erent m odel proteins.
This is however, m uch an aller than the num ber of pos—
sble real proteins. M ost of the calculations have been
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done forng = 18,wih a few forng = 12, for com par-
ison. W e choose ng = 18 as being a sensible number
as then the totalnum ber ofbits which describe the sur-
face is 108. A denylate kinases, for exam ple, have around
200 am ino acids, ofwhich about half are on the surface.
T hus, we have about 1 bit per surface am ino acid. O ur
m odel proteins can be thought of as existing In brotein
space’ w ith each possble protein represented by a point
in this space, and each protein has 6ng neighbours, each
ofwhich isobtained by Iping 1 ofthe bits of the pro-
tein, see F ig. -21!

T he sepond virialcoe cient B, ofour Jattice m odel is

given byt
3
14 1X6 X6
B,= —%27 = (exp(uij)
2 6i=1j=1

1)°; @)

where the st temrmm inside the brackets com es from
exclided-volum e interactions and the second from the
Interactions between touching patches. T he number 27
com es from the fact that each m odel protein exclides
other proteins from a cube of 3 by 3 by 3 lattice sites.
Thus, In the high tem perature Im it B, = By = 27=2.
The sum s over 24 orientations reduce to sum s over 6
orientations as rotating either of the 2 m olecules around
the axis pining their centres does not change the energy.
The factor in front of the double sum is a nom alisa—
tion factor of 1=36 tim es the 6 possble lattice sites that
one m olecule can occupy and be adpcent to the other
m olecule.

IVv. STABILITY OF SOLUTION S

Unless is small, many of the 2°°2 m odel proteins
strongly attract each other leading to condensation, gela—
tion, and possbly crystallisation. By condensation we
mean the form ation of coexisting dilute and concen—
trated protein solutions, ashaye been studied extensively
fr the protein Iysozym 142427, 0nly a fraction of the
m odel proteins are viable in the sense that they are sta—
ble as singke phase solutions. C learly proteins cannot
condense in vivo w ithout severely im pairing the organ—
ism ’s function.

The attractions a ect the phase behaviour through
and can bem easured by, the second-virialcoe cient. In
the absence of attractions the second-virialcoe cient is
approxin ately 4 tin esthe volum e ofa particle @ssum ing
the particle is not too anisotropic) . A ttractions decrease
its value until eventually the pressure does not increase
m onotonically but decreases overa range ofdensities due
to the negative virial coe cient; a van der W aals loop
form s. Ifwe In pose the constraint that the second virial
coe cient be above a certain value, w here w e believe the
pressure w illbe a m onotonic fiinction of density, we can
quantify what fraction of ourm odelproteins satisfy this
constraint and so have solutions which are stable.

W e Insist that the reduced second virdalcoe cient sat—
isfy B 2=B 2nc 1, in order for the protein to be viable.



FIG.4: A plt ofthe fraction of proteins w ith stable soli—
tions, fy, asa function of . The solid and dashed curves are
forng = 12, and 18 bits, respectively.
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T he fraction of proteins which are viable, according to
this criterion, is denoted by £, . It is determ ined by gen-
erating proteins at random , setting each bit to be 0 or
1 w ith equalprobabilities, and nding the fraction w ith
B2=Bne 1. See the appendix for further details of
the com putations. T he valie of B ,=B ,y. at the critical
point, thehighest point on the curve separating the 1 and
2-phase regions ofa phase transition into coexisting solu—
tions, is typically a little lessthan 1, unless the attrac—
tion is very anisotropic. For the canonicalm odel, hard
spheres plus a long-range attraction, the critical point
occurswhen B,=B .= 165, and provided the attrac—
tion rem ains isotropic this value changes little even ifthe
attraction ism ade quite short ranged?}. Ifthe attraction
is very anisotropic then B ;=B ,,. can (depending a little
on the precise nature of the apjsofropy) be much m ore
negative at the critical point24242%, but for sin plicity
we Insist on B,=B,,. being above a xed value for all
our proteins, regardless of how anisotropic their attrac—
tions are. C rystallisation out ofnot-too-concentrated so—
utions also requiresas am Inim um , attractions of about
the strength required tom ake B,=B . around 1. The
propensity to crystallise depends on the details of the
attraction, for work on the earlier version of this m odel
w ith random values of the patch-patch attractions, see
Ref. :_5 .

Resuls are shown, as a function of , orng = 12
and 18, in Fig. 4. Asm ight have been expected, as
Increases, the fraction of viable proteins decreases ex—
ponentially, but note that even forng = 12 and = 2,
there are still7:1  10° viable proteins, a very Jarge num —
ber. P artly, what ishappening isthat as increasesthen
few er and few er hydrophobic bits are allowed, and as the
fraction ofbits that are hydrophobic decreases, then the
num ber of possbl proteins decreases: there are m any
possbl proteins w ith close to halftheir bits Os and half
1s,but only onew ith all tsbisequalto 1. Partly, what
happens is that correlations are introduced betw een the
hydrophobic bits in the strings. The hydrophobic bits
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FIG.5: A plt ofthemean fraction of bits which are hy—
drophobic, hhi, the solid curve, and of a m easure of the cor-
relation between a bit and the other bit it interacts w ith,
hhhy i, the dashed curve.
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tend to avoid each other, eg., ifall 6 stringshave alltheir
bis from 1 to ng =2 (assum Ing ny is even) hydrophilic,
then any oralloftheirbits from ng =2+ 1 to ng m ay be
hydrophobic w ithout there being any attractions. T hus
here the hydrophobic bits avoid each other, in order to
avoid the attractive interactions which m ake the second
virial coe cient negative and thus violate our solubility
condition.
W e can m easureboth thesee ectsby de ning 2 quan-—

tities. The st isthe m ean fraction ofbits which are 0,
are hydrophobic. D enoting this by thi, i isde ned by

1 X6 Rs
thi= h 1
6ng
i=1 =1

bP 1: @)

T he average denoted by hi is over proteins which satisfy
our criterion for the stability of the solution. W e use h
to denote both the fraction ofbits In ourm odel proteins
that are hydrophobic, and the fraction of residues in real
proteinsthat are hydrophobic. A m easure ofthe correla—
tion between the probability that abit ishydrophobic,
and that the bit 1 + ng w ith which it interacts is
also hydrophobic is denoted by hhhyi, and isde ned by

1 X6 X6 Re ,
thhy,i= ————h 1 Y

36ng thi®
i=13=1 =1

) .
1 oB2,
@)

W e have plotted both quantities n F ig. -5 Them odel
has ng = 18 bits and the quantities are plotted as a
function of . As ncreases, the fraction ofbits which
can be hydrophobic w ithout the second virialcoe cient
becom ing too negative decreases. A 1so, the anticorrela—
tions between a bit being hydrophobic and the bit w ith
which it interacts being also hydrophobic increases. If
there w ere no correlation betw een the states ofthe 2 bits
then hhhyi= 1,which istrue or = 0, but this function



FIG.6: The probability distrbbution fiinction, P, for the
reduced second virial coe cient, B,=B ., orng = 18 and
= 2.
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decreases as Increases. If a bi is hydrophobic the bit
w ith which i interacts is less lkely to be hydrophobic.
W e have shown results just forng = 18 but results for
other num bers of bits are sin ilar.

W e only constrain the second virial coe cient to be
above a certain value, we do not constrain its precise
valie. A s the second virdal coe cient is a function of
the num ber of hydrophobic bits on is 6 faces and as
this num ber is an Integer between 0 and ng , the second
virial coe cient can only take one of a set of values,
and so the probability density function forB ;=B ;. isa
set of delta functions. W e have plotted these as spikes,
w ith the height of each spike set to the probabiliy that
B ,=B,nc hasthisvalue. W e can see that the m ost lkely
valies ofthe reduced second virialcoe cient arenearthe
minmum allowed valie of 1. This is sin ply because
there are m any m ore sets of strings w ith close to half
the bis hydrophobic than there are wih m ost of the
bits hydrophilic, and the proteins w ith close to half the
bits hydrophobic have very large and negative second
virial coe cients. There is only one protein wih all
108 bits hydrophilic but the num ber of proteins which
have 9 hydrophobic and 9 hydrophilicbits on each face is
(18=9%P)%  10%%. The probability distrbbution fiinction
forallpossbl proteins (ncliding thosew ith B ;=B s <

1) is sharply peaked at a value much less than 1, for
ng = 18 and = 2, and Fjg.:_é show s just the high B,
tail of this distrdbution.

T he probability distribbution finction, again a sum of
delta fiinctions, ofh the fraction of hydrophobic bits, is
pltted in Fig.i}. Aswih Fig., ng = 18 and = 2.
T he distribbution is peaked at h a little above 025: the
mean value hhi = 027 and the standard deviation is
0029. Ash Increases towards 0:5 then there are m any
m ore possible proteins but a rapidly increasing fraction
ofthese are not solubl asa single phase according to our
criterion. Thus there is a trade 0 between the num ber
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FIG.7: The probability distrbbution function, P, for the
fraction ofbits hydrophobic, h. Forng = 18 and = 2.
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of possible proteins and the fraction that are soluble.
This tradeo results in m ost proteins having between
20% and 35% oftheir bits hydrophobic. This of course
depends on ng and . Increasing either one decreases
hhi but the picture rem ains qualitatively the sam e.

Let us retum to our results for adenylate kinases,
Fig.d. A though it should be bome in m ind that m any
of adenylate kinases’ hydrophobic am ino acidsw illbe In
the centre of the protein, not at its surface, we can still
quantify the scatter in h for the kinases, and com pare i
to the scatter in h for the m odel proteins. But of course
any com parison w ill be purely qualitative. T he adeny—
late kinases have around 200 am ino acids in total, of
which about 100 are classi ed as hydrophobic. W e can
try to m odel the distribbution functions for h, for both
adenylate kinases and ourm odel proteins, w ith

h=n ' i; )

where for an adenylate kinase the sum is over all its
am ino acids in aprotein,n = M , and foram odelprotein
the sum is overthen = 6ng bis. The ; are indepen-
dent random variables which are 1 w ith probability hhi
and zero otherw ise. For adenylate kinases, see F i. :_3,
we nd that the standard deviation of h is 0:040, and
Eqg. (_5) gives a standard deviation of 0:035, only a little
lower. To obtain the value of 0:040 we took the sum

over 206 tem s; 206 is the m ean length of the adenylate
kinhasesin F ng'g Taking all the proteins to be the sam e
length will decrease the spread slightly. Note that we
can predict the distrdbbution of the proteins’ hydropho—
bicity reasonably accurately using only the central lim it
theorem .

For ourm odel proteins the standard deviation ofh is
0029, whike Eq. () predicts 0:043, which is rather larger
but still com parable. A lso, of course the shape of the
distribution in Fig.il is quite close to G aussian. Thus,
the results for ourm odelproteins are sin ilarto those for



real proteins, but as both are wihin a factor of 15 of
a sin ple prediction based on assum ing the hydrophobic
am ino acids/bits are random ly distributed, it is hard to
draw de nite conclusions from this. The distrdbution
of net charges can also be m odeled assum Ing,that the
charged am ino acids are distrbuted at random 2429 .

V. CONCLUSION

W e started w ith the idea that globularproteinsneeded
to be soluble to finction, and that their interactions de—
pended on their surfaces which In tum were sensitive
to which types of am ino acids were at the surfaces of
proteins. Then we de ned a very sin plem odelofa pro—
tein, whose surface-m ediated-interactions depended on
the values of stringsofbits. A m utation in a protein such
as an adenylate kinase w hich substituted a hydrophobic
am Ino acid at the surface for a hydrophilic one could
then be modeled by Ipping one of these bits. W ihin
our m odel, and w ith the constraint that a solution of
the m odel protein is stable; the second virdal coe cient
is rather variable, its probability distribution fiinction is
pltted In FJg:_é T he criterion for the solution to be
stable as a single phase is taken to be that the reduced
second viralcoe cient B,=B one 1, which is enough
foralmost all uids to be above their criticalpoint. The
condition that the protein solution be stable as a sin—
gk phase is clearly a necessary condition, although in
fact the second virial coe cient m ay be be m ore tightly
constrained than this. A lthough the m odelused is sin —
ple, this variability does give credence to the idea that
the variation In the fraction ofhydrophobic am ino acids
In enzym es like adenylate kinase, see Fig. :j, gives rise
to variability in the protein-protein interactions of these
enzym es. In other words, that the second virial coef-

cients of E . aoli’s and V . chokrae’s adenylate kinases
may be signi cantly di erent, even though there is no
obvious finctional reason why their physical properties
should di er. Unfortunately, virial coe cient m easure—
m ents have not been perform ed for fam ilies of proteins.
T he variability is relevant to problem s such asthepuri -
cation and crystallisation of proteins. T he separation of
one protein from allthe others in an extract from a cell
which m ight contain thousands of proteins relies on dif-
ferences in physicalproperties, charge, surface stickiness,
etc., betw een proteins.

T he probability distrbbution finction of the second-
virial coe cient, Fig. @, is jist the high B, tail of
the distrbution of all proteins. The rem ainder of the
distrbbution function is cuto by the requirem ent that
B,2=Bne 1. This full distrdbution function has a
peak atan dependent value ofB,; herewellbelow 1.
Thus, without the cuto at B,=B,,. = 1, the distri-
bution function is sin ilar to the G aussian distrdbution
function found for the earlierm odel in which the patch—
patch interactions were taken to be random variables.
If we had kept with the previous m odel of describing
w ith random variables the patch-patch interactions, and
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required that B,=B ¢ 1, then we would have ob—

tained a distrbution of second-virial coe cients sim ilar
to that in FJg:_é In that sense a distribution ke that in
Fjg.ié is generic to any system where allm odel proteins
except for those in a large B, tailare cuto . However,
w ithin the earlier, sin pler, m odel there is no clear way
to look at either m utations and hence evolution, or to
com pare w ith sequence data for realproteins, aswe did
when we com pared Figs.3 and 1.

Finally, many sinplifying assum ptions have been
m ade In order to arrive at ourm odel system . Tt is there—
fore appropriate to comm ent on how this work can be
extended to include m ore of the features of proteins in—
side cells. Both the m odel and our sin ple criterion for
viability can be in proved. The m odel is rather crude,
and our sharp division between proteins deem ed soluble
and those deem ed nsoluble, could be softened. Then
the tnessofa protein would decline over som e range of
values of the second virial coe cient. A Iso, we did not
Impose amaximum on the second virialcoe cient. Ifit
is in portant to lim it the oam otic pressure, values of the
second virial coe cient which are too positive m ay also
be undesirabl. H owever, in term s of understanding the
behaviour of proteins in the com plex crowded m xture
of proteins that is the in vivo environm ent, perhaps the
m ost In portant extensions of this work, is to m ulicom -
ponent m ixtures, and to inclide proteins which bind to
each other. Inside cells thousands of di erent proteins
are m ixed together at a total protein concentration of
around 20% , and m any proteins are not m onom eric but
arepart ofcom plexes. Them odel studied here is exble
enough to both generate thousands ofdi erent proteins
and to pem it selective binding betw een proteins. W ork
on both is ongoing.

It is a pleasure to acknow ledge that this work started
w ith Inspiring discussions w ith D . Frenkel. This work
was supported by the W ellcom e Trust (069242).

A ppendix: C om putations

W e are principally interested In the fraction of pro—
teins that are soluble according to our criterion, and
the distribution finctions and m eans of various prop—
erties of soluble proteins. T he fraction of proteins w ith
B2=Bne 1 is detem ined by sin ply generating a
very large num ber of proteins at random and nding the
fraction that satisfy this requirem ent. The length ofall
runs are determ ned either by the requirem ent to obtain
at least 2 signi cant guresoruntil longer runs produce
aln ost identical plots. An exception is forng = 18 and

= 2 where due to the an allhess of £,  was only pos—
sble to obtain 1 signi cant gure ofaccuracy. The dis—
tribution functions, m eans etc., are obtained by starting
w ith a soluble protein and generating a random walk n
the space of soluble proteins. Thisisessentially nodi er-
ent from M etropolisM onte C arlo as applied to a system
wih a hard potential, eg.,, a uid of hard spheres, as
our constraint B ;=B sy ¢ 1, is a hard constraint. T he



averages are then obtained over these rangdom wals.
The algorithm samples brotein space?d, with each
sequence a unigue point In this space and 2 sequences
neighbours if1 ofthem can be transform ed into the other
by a single m utation. T his protein space is vast for real
proteins and still very large for ourm odel; for ourm odel
it contains 2°"® points. N ote that allviabl proteins are
connected to all other viabl proteins by an unbroken
path of viable proteins and links between neighbour-
ing viable proteins. This is easy to see if we consider
that B, always either increases or stays the sam e ifwe
i a hydrophobic bit. Thus, starting from any viable

8
protein we can ip each of is hydrophobic bits to hy—
drophilic bits, one at a tin e, until we reach the protein
w ith all ény bits hydrophilic. Each interm ediate In this
path m ust satisfy our solubility criterion as it is obtained
from a protein which satis es this criterion by Iping
1 orm ore hydrophobic bits. Thus we have proved that
all viable proteins are connected to the protein with all
hydrophilic bits, and so trivially all viabl proteins are
part of a connected network. This inm ediately in plies
that we can go from any one viable protein to any other
via our M onte C arlo m oves.

151
T he two proteins have SW ISSPRO T'3]1‘34 accession num —
bers Q9K TB7 and 0 66490. They are aln ost certainly
descended from a comm on ancestral protein and have,

din ensional structures. They are both part of the sam e
fam ily of protejrlus w ith accession number P S00113. See
the PRO STTE23%4 database of protein fam ilies.
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