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M olecularsegregation in m ethanol-waterm ixturesisstudied acrossa wideconcentration rangeas

afunction oftem peratureand pressure.Clusterdistributionsobtained from both neutron di�raction

and m oleculardynam icssim ulationspointto signi�cantly enhanced segregation asthem ixturesare

cooled orcom pressed.Thisevolution toward greaterm olecularheterogenity in them ixtureaccounts

for the observed changes in the water-water radialdistribution function and there are indications

also ofa change in the topology ofthe waterclusters.The observed behaviorisconsistentwith an

approach to an uppercriticalsolution point.Such a pointwould appearto be \hidden" below the

freezing line,thereby precluding observation ofthe two-
uid region.

PACS num bers:82.70.U v,83.85.H f,61.20.-p

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Am phiphiles are a particularly im portant class of

m olecule containing both hydrophobic and hydrophilic

dom ains with com peting solubility properties. Associa-

tion ofnon-polar m oities leads to the form ation ofm i-

cellesand otherm odulated structures. Due to the local

density variations inherent to m any self-assem bled am -

phiphilicstructures,sim pleequationsofstatefailto give

a com plete description ofphase equilibria.The sim plest

am phiphiles (the prim ary alcohols such as m ethanol,

ethanol and propanol) are widely studied and have

been found to be com pletely m iscible in all propor-

tions and at all state points studied. Recently, how-

ever,experim entaland com putationalstudies on aque-

ous m ethanolhave revealed unexpectedly com plex be-

havioratm edium lengthscalesleading to a substantially

revised view of m iscibility in this prototype aqueous

am phiphile[1,2,3]. In particular,m olecular-levelsegre-

gation hasbeen observed with the alcoholagglom erates

exhibiting structural details consistent with those ex-

pected fora hydrophobically-driven system [1,3]. M ore-

over,percolating clustershavebeen found forboth com -

ponentsin acertainconcentrationrangeoverwhich m any

therm odynam icfunctionsand transportpropertiesreach

extrem alvalues[4].

Despite the intense activity and success in studying

these m odelsystem satroom tem perature and pressure,

there have been no system atic investigations aim ed at

m apping out the behavior of these observed extended

structures under non-am bient conditions. Even in sys-

tem s which exhibit clear m iscibility gaps,the pressure

dependence ofthe criticalsolution tem perature can in-

crease,decreaseorrem ain constant[5]and littleinform a-

tion exists on m olecular-levelstructure. Such m easure-

m entson the m odelm ethanol-waterm ixture areneeded

to develop and re�ne m olecular-levelm odels ofthe en-

tropicand enthalpicfactorsgoverningthephasebehavior

ofaqueousam phiphiles.Thesem odelsarepotentially of

widersigni�cancetoareassuch asm em braneand protein

stability.

Partialm iscibility isacom m on featureofbinary liquid

phase equilibria in which a m ixture separates into two

phases of di�erent com positions[5] depending on tem -

perature and pressure. This behavior follows directly

from the Gibbs phase rule and is contained within sim -

ple m olecular therm odynam ic m odels such as Bragg-

W illiam stheory. Typically,an im m iscible region term i-

natesatan upper criticalsolution tem perature (UCST),

above which the m ixture is fully m iscible. In som e

hydrogen-bonded system s,however,furthercoolingleads

to re-entrant m iscibility and a closed-loop gap in the

phasediagram appears[6,7,8].W ethereforereporthere

an attem ptto explorestructuralpropertiesofm ethanol-

water m ixtures far from the am bient state point. W e

useacom bination ofneutron di�raction with com prehen-

siveisotopesubstitution and classicalm oleculardynam -

icssim ulations. The speci�c objective ofthe work isto

identify theseparatee�ectsoftem peratureand pressure

on thestructuresform ed in thesesolutions,thecom bined

e�ectsoftem perature and pressure and to com m enton

the natureofinterm olecularcontactsin these solutions.

II. EX P ER IM EN TA L A N D SIM U LA T IO N

D ETA ILS

Protiated and deuteriated sam ples of m ethanoland

waterwereobtained from Sigm a-Aldrich and used with-

outadditionalpuri�cation.Neutron di�raction m easure-

m ents were perform ed on the SANDALS tim e-of-
ight

di�ractom eteratthe ISIS pulsed neutron facility atthe

Rutherford Appleton Laboratory in the UK .The liquid
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sam ples were contained in 
at plate cells constructed

from a Ti-Zralloy from which coherentscattering isneg-

ligible. These were m ounted on a closed cycle refrigera-

tor,and neutron di�raction m easurem entswerem adeat

a num berofdi�erenttem peraturesand pressures(Table

I). For the high pressure experim ents,the sam ple was

contained in several1.5 m m cylindricalchannelscutinto

a 
at TiZr plate. Pressure was applied using an inten-

si�er. The high pressure experim entalarrangem enthas

been described in detailin apreviouspublication[9].The

data werecorrected forattenuation,inelastic and m ulti-

plescattering using theATLAS program esuite[10].The

di�erentialscattering cross-section for each sam ple was

obtained by norm alising to a vanadium standard sam -

ple.A totalof7 isotopically distinctsam pleswere m ea-

sured form ethanolm olefractionsx = 0:27,x = 0:54and

x = 0:70. These were respectively (i)C D 3O D in D 2O ;

(ii)C D 3O H in H 2O ;(iii)a 50:50 m ixtureof(i)and (ii);

(iv)C H 3O D in D 2O ;(v)a 50:50 m ixtureof(i)and (iv);

(vi)C H 3O H in H 2O ;and (vii)a50:50m ixtureof(i)and

(vi). For x = 0:05,5 sam ples were m easured,nam ely

(i),(ii),(iii),(vi)and (vii)and forx = 0:50 (i),(ii),(iii),(iv)

and (v). These procedures lead to a structure fac-

tor F (Q ) having the form F (SH H (Q );SX H (Q );SX X (Q ))

where SH H (Q ) relates to correlations between labelled

atom sand SX H (Q )and SX X (Q )are the two com posite

partialstructurefactorswhich givethe rem aining corre-

lationsbetween othertypesofatom s(X)and thelabelled

atom type(H)in theform ofaweighted sum ofindividual

site-sitepartialstructurefactors.

Di�raction data is analyzed using the Em piricalPo-

tentialStructure Re�nem entprocedure(EPSR)[11]. Ac-

cording to this m ethod, a three-dim ensionalcom puter

m odelofthesolution isconstructed and equilibrated us-

ing interaction potentialstaken from theliterature.The

charges and Lennard-Jones constants from the SPC/E

potentialofBerendsen et al[12]were used for the wa-

ter m olecules. The H1 potentialofHaughney etal[13]

was used for the m ethanolm olecules. M ethanol-water

interactions were sim ulated by Lorentz-Berthelot m ix-

ing rules[14]. Inform ation from the di�raction data is

then introduced as a constraint whereby the di�erence

between observed and calculated partialstructurefactors

entersasa potentialofm ean forceto drivethecom puter

m odel(via M onteCarlo updatesofatom icpositions)to-

ward agreem entwith them easured data.Thisprocedure

results in an ensem ble of three-dim ensional m olecular

con�gurations ofthe m ixture exhibiting average struc-

turalcorrelationsthat are consistent with the available

di�raction data. A total of 600 m olecules (m ethanol

and water) are contained in a cubic box ofthe appro-

priate dim ension to give the m easured density ofeach

solution at the appropriate tem perature(Table I). Pe-

riodic boundary conditions are im posed. A com parison

between the experim entally-m easured partialstructure

factorsand those generated from the ensem ble-averaged

EPSR with 10000 con�gurationsisshown in Fig1.

W e have perform ed a seriesofclassicalm oleculardy-

M ole fraction Tem p.Pressure TotalNo. No.ofm ethanolNo.ofwater No.density Box Size

x /K kbar m olecules m olecules m olecules / atom s/�A
3

/�A

0.27 293 am b 600 162 438 0.0967 28.69

0.27 238 am b 600 162 438 0.0967 28.69

0.50 200 am b 600 300 300 0.1026 29.74

0.50 200 2.0 600 300 300 0.1158 28.57

0.54 298 am b 600 324 276 0.0955 30.26

0.54 260 am b 600 324 276 0.0975 30.52

0.54 190 am b 600 324 276 0.1000 30.73

0.70 293 am b 600 420 180 0.0930 32.04

TABLE I:Param eters ofthe m ethanol-water m ixtures used

in the Em piricalPotentialStructuralRe�nem ent.

M ole fraction Tem p.Pressure TotalNo. No.ofm ethanolNo.ofwater No.density Box Size

x /K kbar m olecules m olecules m olecules / atom s/ �A
3

/�A

0.27 298 am b 600 162 438 0.0967 28.69

0.27 298 2.0 600 162 438 0.1142 27.68

0.50 200 am b 600 300 300 0.1027 29.74

0.50 200 2.0 600 300 300 0.1158 28.57

0.50 298 2.0 600 300 300 0.1080 29.24

0.54 298 am b 600 324 276 0.0955 30.73

0.54 190 am b 600 324 276 0.1000 30.26

0.70 298 am b 424 297 127 0.0934 28.50

0.70 298 2.0 424 297 127 0.107 27.22

TABLE II:Param etersofthe m ethanol-waterm ixturesused

in the M olecularD ynam cicssim ulationsusing DL POLY.

nam icssim ulationsusing the DL POLY code [15]em ploy-

ing previously tested interm olecular potentials for both

m ethanol[16]and water[17].Both m olecularspeciesare

m odelled using a fully-
exible,all-atom approach with

speci�c van der W aals term s for each atom type. O ur

previousstudies[4],[18]haveshown thiscodeand these

potentialscan predictthe localand extended structural

and dynam icalbehaviour ofthese m ixtures across the

com position rangein closeagreem entwith em piricalob-

servation.The sim ulationswererun to produce 2nstra-

jectoriesusing 0.5fstim estep with an equilibration tim e

ofover0.5ns. The sam pling intervalon the trajectories

were every 0.1ps. Due to this wealth ofdata,m ost of

the subsequentstatisticalanalysiswasdone only on the

second halfofthe trajectory giving around 10000 data

points. Detailsofsystem sused in sim ulationsare given

in TableII.

Tem poral averages of the m olecular dynam ics sim -

ulations and con�gurational averages of the EPSR-

generated ensem bles were then interrogated to extract

com plete sets of interm olecular structural correlations

including inform ation on short-range (solvation) and

m edium -range (clustering)structure. In the case ofwa-

ter,clustersare de�ned by those m olecules thatpartic-

ipate in a continuous hydrogen-bonded network. Two

water m olecules are considered to be hydrogen-bonded

ifthe inter-oxygen contactdistanceislessthan approxi-

m ately 3.5 �A,theradialdistanceofthe�rstm inim um of
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the gO w � O w (r)paircorrelation function forboth EPSR

and M D ensem bles. The de�nition ofa cluster is am -

biguous in the case ofm ethanoland can be m ade two

di�erent ways. The �rst is on the basis of hydrogen-

bond connectivity,i.e. ifconstituent m ethanoloxygen

atom s are less the distance ofthe �rstm inim um in the

gO � O (r)paircorrelation function.Thesecond isthrough

m ethylgroup association,wheretwo m ethanolm olecules

are assigned to the sam e cluster ifthe C-C distance is

less than the m inim um following the �rst peak deter-

m ined from thegC � C (r)paircorrelation function (which

isapproxim ately 5.7 �A).The form erism ore com m on in

purem ethanolwhereasthelatterconnectivity typeisbe-

lieved tobecharacteristicofm olecularassociation thatis

driven by the hydrophobic interaction.These two types

ofclustersare subsequently referred to aspolarcontact

clustersand non-polarcontactclusters.

III. R ESU LT S

A . C luster distributions at low tem perature

W e have already dem onstrated in a previous

publication[4]that the m ethanol-water system exhibits

signi�cantm icro-segregation acrossa widerangeofcom -

positions, form ing localised pockets of a single species

ofvarying size and topology. These clustersare charac-

terised according to thecriteria outlined previously.The

behaviorofwaterclusterdistributionson coolingatm ole

fraction x = 0:54 are shown in Fig 2. The num ber of

clusterscontaining im oleculesisplotted asa fraction of

totalnum berofclusters,M (i)=M (whereM =
P

i
M (i))

againsttheclustersizei.The clusterdistributionsshow

an enhanced probability ofthe largestclusters on cool-

ing,attheexpenseofm edium -sized (100m oleculesorso)

clusters.Thereareslightdi�erencesin theexperim ental

and sim ulation-derived distributions plots;the depleted

region ofm edium -sized clusters in the M D sim ulations

is wider and the enhanced peak ofthe largest clusters

is narrower than the corresponding features in the ex-

perim entalplot. However,the plots do show the sam e

trends,with them ain featuresbeing thatthesystem ex-

hibits larger water clusters and these clusters are m ore

frequently presentupon cooling.Thisisconsistentwith

increased segregation ofthe two com ponentsupon cool-

ing. The sam e trends are seen in the EPSR analysisof

a m ole fraction x = 0:27 m ixture,although the e�ectis

lessm arked sincethewaterclustersarealready biggerat

this concentration. Results ofM D sim ulations at other

com positions (not shown) show the sam e behaviour in

waterclustersizedistribution on cooling.

B . C luster distributions at elevated pressure

The e�ect of com pression to 2kbar on the am bient

tem perature m ethanol-waterclusterdistributionsdeter-

m ined byanalysisofM D sim ulationsisshownin Fig.3at

severalconcentrations,x = 0:70,x = 0:54 and x = 0:27.

Alsoshown isthepredicted powerlaw ns � s� 2:2 forran-

dom percolation on a3-d cubiclattice[19].Theresultsfor

water clusters in the system and the e�ect ofincreased

pressure is m ost evident on the solutions of m ethanol

m ole fraction x = 0:7 and x = 0:54. In both cases,the

size and probability ofoccurrence ofthe largest water

clustersisincreased. Particularly striking isthe case of

the m ost concentrated (x = 0:7) m ixture where com -

pression of2kbar changes the water connectivity from

isolated non-spanning clustersto a percolating network.

The e�ecton the m ostdilute solution (x = 0:27)isless

obviousastheam bientpressureresultsindicatethatthis

solution already com prises very large water clusters,in

excessofthetheoreticallim itforrandom percolation.W e

thus�nd thatthee�ectofpressureisalsotoenhanceseg-

regation atallconcentrationsstudied.Thequalitativeef-

fectofcom pression isthereforevery surprising,being the

sam e asthe e�ectofcooling. This resultis unexpected

and contradictory to the generalexpectation that com -

pression should havehad the opposite,destructuring ef-

fect.Them ethanolclusterdistributions,both non-polar

and polar(asde�ned previously)were also explored.In

thecaseofthenon-polarclusters,itisdi�cultto discern

a notablee�ectofcom pression:the clusterdistributions

ofeven the am bientpressure system sare dom inated by

large clusters,often com prising allthe m ethanolin the

system . Likewise for the polar clusters,ofwhich there

are only a relatively sm allnum berofsm allclusters,the

e�ectofcom pression israthersm all.

C . C luster distributions at elevated pressure and

reduced tem perature

W e also considerthe e�ectofcom pressing the cooled

system .Figure4 showsthecorrespondingresultsforwa-

terclustersfrom EPSR analysisoftheneutron data and

M D sim ulations obtained at x = 0:50 and T= 200K at

am bient pressure and 2kbar. The e�ect ofcom pressing

a cooled system appearsto be a furtherenhanced prob-

ability oflargerwaterclusers,aswasseen previously for

the e�ectsoflowered tem peratureorcom pression alone.

Thee�ectisclearestfrom theEPSR analysis,whereonce

again the depletion ofm edium sizewaterclustersisevi-

dent. The clusterdistribution showsan enhanced prob-

ability ofthe largestclusterson com pression,atthe ex-

penseofthesem edium -sized clusters.Thedata from the

M D sim ulationsarebroadly consistentwith thispicture,

and appearto show a bim odaldistribution oflargeclus-

tersizes,centered around250and 280waterm olcules.At

this com position,there are only 300 waterm olecules in

thesystem ,indicating thatthesetwo peaksactually per-

tain to the sam e cluster,which absorbsorshedssm aller

clustersduring thecourseofthe sim ulation.Theprom i-

nentpeakaround aclustersizeof30isastrongcandidate

forinvolvem entin thisprocess.W e return to the di�er-
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encesbetween EPSR and M D data in the discussion.

D . Localstructure

In thissection weexam inethelocalstructurefocussing

on the pressure and tem perature behavior ofthe water

oxygen radialdistribution function gO w � O w (r).W e �rst

considerthee�ectsofconcentration on thisRDF atam -

bienttem perature and pressure. Fig 5 showsdata from

both EPSR and M D analyses. Even atthe lowestcon-

centration,with m ole fraction x = 0:27 we �nd that a

perturbation to gO w � O w (r) com pared to that of pure

water is evident. The location ofthe second m axim um

shifts � 0:2�A to higherr from the M D sim ulations. At

increasing concentrations we �nd,for both experim ent

and M D sim ulation,progressivelylargershiftsin the2nd

peak postion to larger r values. This shift to higher r

im plies that the water clusters are becom ing less like

bulk water,which issupported by clusterdistribution[4],

which show sm aller average watercluster sizes with in-

creasing m ethanolconcentration. W e assum e this is a

consequence ofthe waterbeing con�ned to increasingly

sm allerdom ains by the surrounding m ethanolhydroxyl

groupsand consequentinterfacialtension.

The e�ect ofcooling on gO w � O w (r) is also shown in

Figure 6. At x = 0:27 (not shown) we �nd that the

m ain featuresofthe distribution are sharpened perhaps

indicativeofreduced dynam icdisorderbutthatthereare

no othersigni�cantchanges. By contrast,atthe higher

alcoholconcentration ofx = 0:54,com paratively large

structuralperturbationsinduced by the presence ofthe

alcoholm olecules are partially reversed on cooling and

thedisplaced second shellpeak in theradialdistribution

function m oves back towards its originalposition (i.e.

thatofpure water). Asthe position ofthis2nd peak is

generallyassociatedwith tetrahedralityofthelocalwater

structure,both the EPSR analysis ofthe experim ental

dataand theM D sim ulationssuggestthatthepreviously

perturbed tetrahedralstructureofthewaterisrecovered

on cooling.

W e nextconsiderthe e�ectofcom pression on the lo-

calstructure at am bient tem perature. M D sim ulations

ofa x = 0:54 m ole fraction solution do not show any

obviouschangeto theposition ofthesecond peak in the

gO w � O w (r)(in contrastto thedata in Fig 6 forlow tem -

perature). Interestingly,it isthe m ethanolgC � C (r) ra-

dialdistribution function which is perturbed m ost sig-

ni�cantly,and this is shown in Fig7. At three di�er-

entconcentrationsx= 0.70,x= 0.54 and x= 0.27,the�rst

and second peaksin gC � C (r)areseen to shiftto lowerr

values.Thisshiftisapproxim ately the sam e forallcon-

centrations as the m ethanolcontent is increased. This

indicates that the m ethylgroups are squeezed together

as the pressure is increased. It appears that it is the

m ethanolwhich ism ostresponsiveto the pressure.

Finallyweconsiderthecom binede�ectofreducedtem -

peratureand elevated pressureon thelocalstructure.W e

m ighthaveexpected thecom bined e�ectto besim ilarto

the sum ofthe e�ectsofthe consituentparts. However,

from both EPSR analysis and M D sim ulations we �nd

(seeFig.8)thatcom pression ofa cooled solution results

in a further shift to lower r ofthe second peak in the

gO w � O w (r).Thusthe waterappearsto partially recover

its unperturbed (ie am bient pressure and tem perature)

structure.In addition,the �rstand second peaksin the

m ethanolgC � C (r)areshifted to lowerr,analagouswith

the situation forthe com pression ofthe solution atam -

bienttem perature.

IV . D ISC U SSIO N

Theprediction from both the EPSR analysisand M D

sim ulations is one ofenhanced segregation ofm ethanol

and water on cooling,evidenced by the m ore frequent

existenceoflargerwaterclusters,in com parison to room

tem peraturedata.Thisisthekind ofbehaviourwewould

expect on a m icroscopic scale ifthe system were m ov-

ing towards a phase boundary,characterised by an up-

percriticalsolution tem perature.Such im m iscibility has

not been observed in the m ethanol-water system , this

is because the intervening solid phase precludes access

to any possible two-
uid region in m ethanol-waterm ix-

tures.Theclustering behaviouratlow tem peraturepro-

vides a consistent fram ework within which to interpret

the observed variations in localstructure, particularly

gO w � O w (r). As the tem perature is lowered the form a-

tion oflargerclustersleads to increased connectivity of

the waterdom ains.W ithin these growing waterclusters

the localstructure evolves toward that of bulk water.

The e�ectis m ostobviouswith the m ethanol-rich solu-

tionsstudied,ofm olefraction x = 0:54.

Com pression ofthe solution leads to the sam e e�ect

on the m edium -range orderofthe system ,thatisto en-

hance segregation by form ation oflargerwaterclusters.

However,the localstructure shows little ifany change

in the positionsofthe peaksin gO w � O w (r).In contrast,

the corresponding RDF for m ethanolcarbon atom s in

system satelevated pressureisdisplaced to lowerratall

concentrations. Itwould seem therefore thatthe topol-

ogy ofthelargerclustersform ed by enhanced pressureis

di�erentto those form ed by lowered tem perature,since

thewatercontained within them doesnotshow a signif-

icanttrend in the RDF back towardsthatofbulk water

(aswasthe caseforlowered tem perature).

Both the M D sim ulationsand the EPSR analysispre-

dictqualitatively thesam etrendsofenhanced clustering

asa function oflowered tem peratureand increased pres-

sure.Therearehoweverdi�erencesin thepredicted clus-

terdistributions.O nepossiblereason forthism ay bethe

sam pling ofdi�erentaveragecon�gurations.The EPSR

analysis sam ples M onte Carlo con�gurations, whereas

the M D sam ples tem poralsnapshots. W ithin the clus-

ter analysis of M D sim ulations, a peak in the cluster
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distribution plots m ay occur from either a large num -

ber ofclusters ofsize ioccuring or a relatively sm aller

num berofthesam esizethatpersistfora long period of

tim eduring thesim ulation.Itisnotsurprising therefore

that the precise details ofthe cluster distributions are

di�erent since they representdi�erentm ethodologiesof

arriving atthe sam e prediction. The qualitative trends

are clearfrom both analyses;thatclustering,and hence

segregation ofthe two species,is enhanced by elevated

pressureorreduced tem perature.A clearexam pleofthe

di�erencesin distributionsisshown in Figure4,forthe

com pression ofa low tem perature x= 0.54 m ole fraction

solution.The EPSR analysisclearly showsthatthe size

ofthelargestwaterclusterincreasesand clustersofthat

sizearem orefrequently found com pared to the am bient

pressure case. The M D results on the other hand are

indicative oflarger clusters in the sense that they pre-

dictthe existence oftwo very largeclusters(though not

sim ulataneously)centered around 250and 280m olecules.

Thecom bined probabilty oftheseclustersisgreaterthan

thatofthe largestclusterspresentin the am bientpres-

suredata.

W enotethatourresultsconcerning theenhanced seg-

regation atelevated pressurearein contrasttotheresults

ofHum m eretal[20]who have concluded thatpressure

destabilisesthecontactcon�guration ofnon-polarm olec-

ulargroups,relativetoasolvent-separatedcon�guration.

These authorsthen assertthatpressure denaturation of

proteinsproceedsby asim ilarm echanism ,thatissolvent

penetration into a hydrophobiccore.In contrastto this

our results from di�raction m easurem ents and sim ula-

tionsindicate the hydrophobic groupsgetpushed closer

togetherwith pressure.Thisdi�erencem aybeduetothe

consequence ofhaving an am phiphile in solution rather

than a sim ple hydrophobe.

V . C O N C LU SIO N

A seriesofm ethanol-watersolutionshave been inves-

tigated by neutron di�raction and M D sim ulation over

a range ofconcentrations,tem peratures and pressures.

Thedi�raction data wereanalysed using theEPSR tech-

niquewhich wasfound to giveresultsqualitatively sim i-

lartothatfrom M D sim ulations,although therearesom e

di�erencesin detail.A generalconclusion ofthesestudies

isthatloweringthetem peraturehasthee�ectofenhanc-

ingthedegreeofm icrosegregationbetween m ethanoland

waterthatoccursin thesesystem s.

M ore surprisingly,increasing the pressure appears to

have the sam e e�ect, which argues against the notion

thatpressure denaturation ofproteins is caused by wa-

terentering the hydrophobic core ofa protein: ifitdid

so we m ighthaveexpected to see a decreasein the clus-

tering with increased pressure,notincreased clustering.

The second shellof water gO w � O w appears to expand

slightly with increasingm ethanolconcentration,suggest-

ing a generalopening up ofthe water structure as the

waterconcentration dim inishes:thise�ectisto beanal-

ysed to identify whetheritisprim arily a surfacee�ector

proceedsthroughoutthewater.Thisexpansion isifany-

thing reversed on lowering thetem peratureorincreasing

the pressure. W e speculate that these trends could be

an indication ofthe approach to an upper criticalsolu-

tion boundary,which howeverisnotobserved dueto the

intervening solid phases.

O verallthem ethanol-watersystem hasproved itselfto

bea rich sourceofphenom enawhich m ay beofrelevance

to situations involving m uch larger and m ore com pli-

cated m olecules. M ethanoland waterare ideally suited

to the experim entaldi�raction and atom istic sim ulation

m ethodologiesdue to theirsim ple m olecularform s,and

their ready availability in di�erent isotopic form s. Yet

this sim ple m odelsystem can apparently capture m uch

ofthe essence ofhydrophobicity in aqueous system s in

a way thatitm ightoccurin the m uch largerm olecular

entities,with m ixed hydrophobic and hydrophilic head-

groups of realbiologicalsystem s. The present results

should thereforehelp guidethesearch forpossiblem ech-

anism swhich controlm olecularconform ation in aqueous

solution.
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FIG .1: Typicalexam ple ofthe �ts (lines) obtained by the

EPSR analysis com pared to the originaldata (circles). The

data shown in thiscase(x = 0:50 at200K and 2kbar)arethe

interference di�erentialscattering cross-sectionsforthe sam -

ples(i)through (vi)described underM ethods.D iscrepencies

are observed in the low Q region. These are caused by di�-

cultiesin rem ovingcom pletely thee�ectofnuclearrecoilfrom

the m easured data. Howeverthis recoile�ectis expected to

haveonly a m onotonicdependenceon Q and so isunlikely to

in
uence the m odelstructure to any signi�cantextent.
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FIG .2: The e�ect ofcooling on water cluster distributions

for x= 0.54 from EPSR analysis (top) and M D sim ulations

(below)
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FIG .3: The e�ect of com pression on M D sim ulation clus-

ter distributions for m ole fraction x = 0.27 (top),x = 0.54

(m iddle) and x = 0.70 (bottom ) for water clusters. Am bi-

ent conditions are shown as dotted lines and high pressure

shown assolid lines.The predicted powerlaw ns � s
� 2:2

for

random percolation on a 3-d cubic lattice[19]is shown as a

dashed line.
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