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Abstract. The fundamental law for protein folding is the Thermodynamic Principle: the amino acid

sequence of a protein determines its native structure and the native structure has the minimum Gibbs

free energy among all possible conformations of the protein. The very essential of the thermodynamic
principle, a Gibbs free energy formula G(X) for every possible conformation X of the protein, has never

been theoretically formulated from the fundamental physical laws. We will apply quantum statistics to

derive such a formula. The formula has two versions, the chemical balance version is:

G(X) = µeNe(X) +

H∑
i=1

µiNi(X),

where Ne(X) is the mean number of electrons in the space included by the first hydration shell of X, µe is

its chemical potential; the index i, 1 ≤ i ≤ H, is the hydrophobicity classification of atoms. Ni(X) is the

mean number of water molecules in the first hydration layer that directly contact to the atoms with the
hydrophobicity degree i; µi is the chemical potential.

Label all atoms of hydrophobicity degree i byHi and letMX be the molecular surface for the conformation

X, defining MXi
as the set of points in MX that are closer to atoms in Hi than any atoms in Hj , j 6= i.

Then the geometric version of G(X) resembles to well-known surface area models, plus a volume term:

G(X) = aµeV (ΩX) + adwµeA(MX) +

H∑
i=1

νiµiA(MXi
), a, νi > 0,

where V (ΩX) is the volume of the domain ΩX enclosed by MX, dw is the diameter of a water molecule,

and A(MX) and A(MXi
) are the areas of MX and MXi

.
The derivation is first applying the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, then using the grand canonic

ensemble.

1. Introduction

The newly synthesized peptide chain of a protein automatically folds to its native structure and only in

this native structure the protein can perform its biological function. Structure deviations from the native

structure will cause disasters [5]. Why and how the protein folds to its native structure and how to predict

the native structure from only the knowledge of the peptide chain are topics of protein folding [7].

The fundamental law for protein folding is the Thermodynamic Principle: the amino acid sequence

of a protein determines its native structure and the native structure of the protein has the minimum Gibbs

free energy among all possible conformations [1].
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The very essence of the Thermodynamic Principle are the Gibbs free energy and how to formulate it. If

life activities obey the fundamental physical laws, then there should be a nature’s Gibbs free energy formula

G(X) for every conformation X. Getting such a formula is a testing of the power of physical laws to extend

to life phenomenon. Especially at the dawn of quantum biology [4] while quantum mechanics has been

applied to protein folding, see for example, [17] and [18], theoretically derived instead of empirically guessed

Gibbs free energy formula G(X) has not been obtained so far. Such a formula should be able to provide the

possiblilties of forgoing of arbitrary models in protein structure prediction and the study of folding process.

To obtain such a formula, statistical mechanics has been applied as summarized in [15] and [8], but

the derived formulae are buried in complicated integrals with integrands that are also in unknown form of

potential energy. Our work is a continuation of their efforts. Our derivation is in quantum statistics, first

apply the Born-Oppenheimer approximation then apply the grand canonic ensemble. Although these two

procedures are well-known, such a combination to attack the protein folding problem has never appeared in

literature. We hope that there will be more works in this trend to resolve the protein folding problem.

1.1. The Formula. To state our result, we first fix the notation. Let U be a protein with M atoms

a1, · · · ,ai, · · · ,aM . A structure (conformation) of U is a point X = (x1, · · · ,xi, · · · ,xM ) ∈ R3M , xi ∈ R3

is the atomic center (nuclear) position of ai. Alternatively, the conformation X corresponds to a subset in

R3, PX = ∪Mi=1B(xi, ri) ⊂ R3, where ri is the van der Waals radius of the atom ai and B(x, r) = {y ∈
R3; |y − x| ≤ r} is a closed ball with radius r and center x. Although the shape of each atom in U is well

defined by the theory of atoms in molecules ([2] and [20]), what concerning us here is the overall shape of the

structure PX. The cutoff of electron density ρ ≥ 0.001au ([2] and [20]), gives the overall shape of a molecular

structure that is just like PX, a bunch of overlapping balls. Moreover, the boundary of the ρ ≥ 0.001au

cutoff is much similar to the molecular surface MX which was defined by Richards in 1977 [22] and was

shown has more physical meaning as the boundary surface of the conformation PX [23] and [13]. Let dw be

the diameter of a water molecule. Define

RX = {x ∈ R3 : distance(x,MX) ≤ dw} \ PX (1)

as the first hydration shell surrounding PX. Then TX = PX ∪ RX will be our thermodynamic system of

protein folding at the conformation X.
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Figure 1. Note that RXi generally are not connected, i.e., having more than one block.

We classify the atoms in U into H hydrophobicity classes Hi, i = 1, · · · , H, such that ∪Hi=1Hi =

{a1,a2, · · · ,aM}. Let Ii ⊂ {1, 2, · · · ,M} be the subset such that aj ∈ Hi if and only if j ∈ Ii. Define

PX i = ∪j∈IiB(xj , rj) ⊂ PX and as shown in Figure 1,

RX i = {x ∈ RX : distance(x, PXi
) ≤ distance(x, PX\PX i)}, 1 ≤ i ≤ H, (2)

where distance(x, S) = infy∈S |x− y|.
Let V (Ω) be the volume of Ω ⊂ R3, then

RX = ∪Hi=1RX i, V (RX) =

H∑
i=1

V (RX i), and for i 6= j, V (RX i ∩RX j) = 0. (3)

Let Ni(X) be the mean number of water molecules in RX i and denote µi as the chemical potential of

this kind of water molecules; furthermore, let Ne be the mean number of electrons inside TX, and µe the

corresponding chemical potential. Then the Gibbs free energy G(X) for the conformation X is

G(X) = µeNe(X) +

H∑
i=1

µiNi(X), (4)

The chemical potentials are independent of X.

The geometric version of the formula (4) involves the molecular surface MX. Since MX is a closed surface,

it divides R3 into two domains ΩX and Ω′X such that ∂ΩX = ∂Ω′X = MX and R3 = ΩX∪MX∪Ω′X. We have
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PX ⊂ ΩX and all nuclear centers of atoms in the water molecules in RX are contained in Ω′X. Moreover,

ΩX is bounded, therefore, has a volume V (ΩX). Define the hydrophobicity subsurface MX i, 1 ≤ i ≤ H, as

MX i = MX ∩RX i. (5)

Let A(S) be the area of a surface S ⊂ R3, then

MX = ∪Hi=1MX i, A(MX) =

H∑
i=1

A(MX i), and if i 6= j, then A(MX i ∩MX j) = 0. (6)

With these definitions, the geometric version of formula (4) is:

G(X) = aµeV (ΩX) + adwµeA(MX) +

H∑
i=1

νiµiA(MXi
), a, νi > 0, (7)

where aV (ΩX) = Ne, νiA(MXi
) = Ni(X), 1 ≤ i ≤ H. Note that a and νi are independent of X, they are

the average numbers of particles per unit volume and area.

2. The Derivation

Below will be the detailed derivation of the formula, some remarks will also follow in the next section.

2.1. Assumptions. We first list all assumptions used in the derivation:

(1) The proteins discussed here are monomeric, single domain, self folding globular proteins.

(2) Therefore, the natural environment of the protein folding is water with constant temperature T ,

constant pressure P , and constant pH value.

(3) Before folding, the polypeptide chain already has its covalent bonds correctly formed (the disufide

bonds are counted but will be allowed to break), hence, our conformations should satisfy the following

steric conditions set in [10] and [11]: there are εij > 0, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ M such that for any two atoms

ai and aj in PX = ∪Mk=1B(xk, rk),

εij ≤ |xi − xj |, no covalent bond between ai and aj ;
dij − εij ≤ |xi − xj | ≤ dij + εij , dij is the standard bond length between ai and aj .

(8)

We will denote all conformations satisfying (8) as X and only consider X ∈ X in this paper.

(4) A water molecule w in RX is taking as a single particle, with the nuclear position w at the oxygen

nuclear position o and the covalent bonds in it are fixed. In the Born-Oppenheimer approximation

below, only the conformation X is fixed, all particles in TX, water molecules or electrons, are moving.

(5) As the hydrophobicity classification i in formula (4), we agree that simply classifying amino acids

as hydrophobic or hydrophilic is an oversimplification. All atoms should be classified according to

the hydrophobicity of moieties or atom groups it belongs. For example, we may assume that the

classification is as in [9], there are H = 5 classes, C, O/N, O−, N+, S. Unlike in [9], we also classify
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every hydrogen atom into one of the H classes according to who is bounded with it. There are many

different hydrophobicity classifications. Our derivation is valid for any of them.

2.2. The Shrödinger Equation. For any conformation X ∈ X, let W = (w1, · · · ,wi, · · · ,wN ) ∈ R3N be

the nuclear centers of water molecules in RX and E = (e1, · · · , ei, · · · , eL) ∈ R3L be electronic positions of

all electrons in TX. Then the Hamiltonian for the system TX is

Ĥ = T̂ + V̂ = −
M∑
i=1

~2

2mi
52
i −

~2

2mw

N∑
i=1

52
i −

~2

2me

L∑
i=1

52
i + V̂ (X,W,E), (9)

where mi is the nuclear mass of atom ai in U, mw and me are the masses of water molecule and electron;

52
i is Laplacian in corresponding R3; and V the potential.

2.3. The First Step of The Born-Oppenheimer Approximation. Depending on the shape of PX, for

each i, 1 ≤ i ≤ H, the maximum numbers NX i of water molecules contained in RX i vary. Theoretically

we consider all cases, i.e., there are 0 ≤ Ni ≤ NX i water molecules in RX i, 1 ≤ i ≤ H. Let M0 =

0 and Mi =
∑
j≤iNj and Wi = (wMi−1+1, · · · ,wMi−1+j , · · · ,wMi

) ∈ R3Ni , 1 ≤ i ≤ H, and W =

(W1,W2, · · · ,WMH
) ∈ R3MH denote the nuclear positions of water molecules in RX. As well, there will be

all possible numbers 0 ≤ Ne <∞ of electrons in TX. Let E = (e1, e2, · · · , eNe) ∈ R3Ne denote their nuclear

positions.

For each fixed X ∈ X and N = (N1, · · · , NH , Ne), the Born-Oppenheimer approximation has the Hamil-

tonian

ĤX = −~2

2

 1

mw

MH∑
j=1

52
j +

1

me

Ne∑
ν=1

52
ν

+ V̂ (X,W,E).

The eigenfunctions ψX,N
i (W,E) ∈ L2

0(
∏H
i=1R

Ni

X i × T
Ne

X ) = HX,N , 1 ≤ i < ∞, comprise an orthonormal

basis of HX,N . Denote theire eigenvalues (energy levels) as EiX,N , then ĤXψ
X,N
i = EiX,Nψ

X,N
i .

2.4. Grand Partition Function and Grand Canonic Density Operator. In the following we will use

the natotions and definitions in [12, Chapter 10]. Let kB be the Bolzmman constant, set β = 1/kBT . Since

the numbers Ni and Ne vary, we should adopt the grand canonic ensemble. Let µi be the chemical potentials,

that is, the Gibbs free energy per water molecule in RX i. Let µe be electron chemical potential. The grand

canonic density operator is ([12] and [6])

ρ̂X = exp

{
−β

[
ĤX −

H∑
i=1

µiN̂i − µeN̂e − Ω(X)

]}
.
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where the grand partition function is

exp[−βΩ(X)] = Trace

{
exp

[
−β

(
ĤX −

H∑
i=1

µiN̂i − µeN̂e

)]}
=

∑
i,N

e−β[E
i
X,N−

∑H
i=1 µiNi−µeNe].

2.5. The Gibbs Free Energy G(X). According to [12, page 273], under the grand canonic ensemble the

entropy S(X) = S(TX) of the system TX is

S(X) = −kBTrace(ρ̂X ln ρ̂X) = −kB〈 ln ρ̂X 〉 = kBβ

〈
ĤX − Ω(X)−

H∑
i=1

µiN̂i − µeN̂e

〉

=
1

T

[
〈ĤX〉 − 〈Ω(X)〉 −

H∑
i=1

µi〈N̂i〉 − µe〈N̂e〉

]

=
1

T

[
U(X)− Ω(X)−

H∑
i=1

µiNi(X)− µeNe(X)

]
. (10)

Here we denote 〈N̂i〉 = Ni(X) the mean numbers of water molecules in RX i, 1 ≤ i ≤ H, and 〈N̂e〉 = Ne(X)

the mean number of electrons in TX. The inner energy 〈ĤX〉 of the system TX is denoted as U(X) = U(TX).

The term Ω(X) is a state function with variables T, V, µ1, · · · , µH , and µe, and is called the grand canonic

potential ([12, page 27]) or the thermodynamic potential ([6, page 33]). By the general thermodynamic

equations [6, pages 5 and 6]:

dΩ(X) = −SdT − PdV −
H∑
i=1

Nidµi −Nedµe, λΩ(X) = Ω(X)(T, λV, µ1, · · · , µH , µe),

we see that Ω(X)(T, V, µ1, · · · , µH , µe) = −PV (X), where V (X) = V (TX) is the volume of the thermody-

namic system TX. Thus by (10) we obtain the Gibbs free energy G(X) = G(TX) in (4):

G(X) = G(TX) = PV (X) + U(X)− TS(X) =

H∑
i=1

µiNi(X) + µeNe(X).

2.6. Converting Formula (4) to Geometric Form (7). Since every water molecule in RX i has contact

with the surface MX i, Ni(X) is proportional to the area A(MX i). Therefore, there are νi > 0, such that

νiA(MX i) = Ni(X), 1 ≤ i ≤ H. (11)

Similarly, there will be an a > 0 such that aV (TX) = Ne(X).

By the definition of TX and ΩX, we have roughly V (Tx\ΩX) = dwA(MX). Thus

Ne(X) = aV (TX) = a[V (ΩX) + V (TX\ΩX)] = aV (ΩX) + adwA(MX). (12)

Substitute (11) and (12) into (4), we get (7).
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3. Remarks

We are applying fundamental physical laws directly to protein folding. The question is, can we do so?

We will try to check how rigorous is the derivation and ask that are there any fundamental errors? We will

also discuss possible ways to modify the formula or the derivation.

3.1. How Rigorous Is The Derivation? We adopted two common tools in theoretical physics, the first

step of the Born-Oppenheimer approximation in quantum mechanics and the grand canonic ensemble in

statistical physics to obtain formula (4).

3.1.1. The Born-Oppenheimer Approximation. The Born-Oppenheimer approximation “treats the electrons

as if they are moving in the field of fixed nuclei. This is a good approximation because, loosely speaking,

electrons move much faster than nuclei and will almost instantly adjust themselves to a change in nuclear

position.” [20]. Since the mass of a water molecule is much less than the mass of a protein, we can extend

this approximation to the case of when X changes the other articles, electrons and water molecules, will

quickly adjust themselves to the change as well.

3.1.2. The Statistic Physics in General and the Grand Canonic Ensemble in Particular. “Up to now there

is no evidence to show that statistical physics itself is responsible for any mistakes,” [6, Preface]. Via the

ensemble theory of statistical mechanics we consider only one protein molecule and particles in its immediate

environment, it is justified since as pointed out in [6, page 10] “When the duration of measurement is short,

or the number of particles is not large enough, the concept of ensemble theory is still valid.” And among

different ensembles, “Generally speaking, the grand canonic ensemble, with the least restrictions, is the most

convenient in the mathematical treatment.” [6, page 16]. In fact, we have tried the canonic ensemble and

ended with a result that we have to really calculate the eigenvalues of the quantum mechanics system.

Our derivations only put together the two very common and sound practices: the Born-Oppenheimer

approximation (only the first step) and the grand canonic ensemble, and apply them to the protein folding

problem. As long as protein folding obeys the fundamental physical laws, there should not be any serious

error with the derivation.

3.2. Equilibrium and Quasi-Equilibrium. A protein’s structure will never be in equilibrium, in fact, even

the native structure is only a snapshot of the constant vibration state of the structure. In this sense, we can

only anticipate a quasi-equilibrium description (such as the heat engine, [3, page 94]) of the thermodynamic

states of the protein folding. This has been built-in in the Thermodynamical Principle of Protein Folding.

So the quantities such as S(X), Ω(X), and G(X) can only be understood in this sense. That is, observing

a concrete folding process one will see a series conformations Xi, i = 1, 2, 3, · · · . The Thermodynamic

Principle then says that if we measure the Gibbes free energy G(Xi) then eventually G(Xi) will converge
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to a minimum value and the Xi will eventually approach to the native structure. While all the time, no

conformation Xi and thermodynamic system TXi
are really in equilibrium state.

3.3. Environment Determines Structure. We follow the reality that during the folding, the peptide

chain of a protein has all its covalent bonds inside its residues and peptide bonds formed and these bonds

exist in any conformation, native or denatured. This fact tells us that, with the particular peptide chain as

the result of evolution, which structure of the protein is stable may only depend on the environment. This

is also reflected in the formulae (4) and (7) and their derivation, pairwise potentials inside the protein do

not play any role in formula (4). An explanation is that those should be already reflected in the existing

covalent bonds in each residue and peptide bonds between them, formed in previous procedure. The steric

conditions (8) will just keep this early synthesis result, not any X = (x1, · · · ,xi, · · · ,xM ) is eligible to be

a conformation, it has to satisfy (8). The steric conditions not only pay respect to the bond length, it also

reflect a lot of physi-chemco properties of a conformation: They are defined via the allowed minimal atomic

distances, such that for non-bonding atoms, the allowed minimal distances are: shorter between differently

charged or polarized atoms; a little longer between non-polar ones; and much longer (generally greater than

the sum of their radii) between the same charged ones, etc. For example, we allow minimal distance between

sulfur atoms in Cysteines to form disulfide bonds. The accurrate values of εij in (8) should come from a

statistical study of known native structures of globular proteins.

Formulae (4) and (7) theoretically show that hydrophobic effect is the driving force of protein folding, it

is not just solvent free energy besides the pairwise interactions such as the Coulombs, etc., as all force fields

assumed. Only in the physiological environment the hydrophobic effect works towards to native structure,

otherwise it will push denaturation. Indeed, look at the formulae (4) and (7), because some µi will take

different signs in some non-physiological environment, such that for example, instead of shrinking the number

Ni(X) or the area A(MX i), they are actually been encouraged to enlarge. Or certain MX i might dock with

other objects’ boundary with the similar hydrophobicity degree. Therefore, the structure is denatured.

For simplicity, we used the simplest environment, water in a cell. Accordingly, we work on the single

domain, monomeric, self folding globular proteins. More complicated environment will be applied to other

types of proteins, for example, adding cell membrane and/or chaperon as fixed or variable objects in the

environment for membrane protein’s folding. To study denaturation, for example, in solvent with more ions,

we can simply add µironNiron(X) inside TX to formula (4).

3.4. Hydrophobicity and Surface Aera Models. In 1959, by reviewing the literature Kauzmann con-

cluded that the hydrophobic effect is the main driving force in protein folding [14] . Empirical correlation

between hydrophobic free energy and aqueous cavity surface area was noted as early as 1974 [21]. In 1984

Novotny et. al [19] showed that incorrect structures of two proteins have significantly lager solvent accessible

surfaces (defined in [16]) and greater fractions of non-polar side-chain atoms exposed to solvent than those in

the native structures. Based on this result, In 1986 an accessible surface area model was published in Nature
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[9], the model assigns different free energies per unit area to the solvent accessible surface areas according

to hydrophobicity of the corresponding atoms that are exposed to solvent. Unless the assigned free energies

per unit area are accurate, not just correct signs, this is merely a qualitative confirmation of the result of

[19]. In fact, the native structure has less fraction of non-polar side-chain atoms exposed to solvent, so to

pursue the native structure we should reduce the fraction of non-polar atoms exposed to solvent, i.e., shrink

the hydrophobic surface areas. The real contribution of [9] is the discarding of the oversimplification of only

classifying amino acids as hydrophobic or hydrophilic. In [9], all atoms, except hydrogen, are classified into

five classes, C, O/N, O−, N+, S. Later, it had been shown that there is a large gap between the free energy

values obtained by solvent accessible surface models and by macroscopic experiments such as surface tension

[23]. In [23], it was shown that molecular surface area assigned of 72-73 cal/mol/Å2 perfectly fits with the

macroscopic experiment data. Later in 1993, it was argued that protein’s boundary surface should be the

molecular surface [13].

In fact, the advantage of the solvent accessible surface is that by definition of it we know exactly each atom

occupies which part of it, therefore, one can calculate its share in surface area. This fact may partly account

why there are so many models based on the solvent accessible surface, even people knew the afore mentioned

gap. For other surfaces, we have to define the part of surface that belongs to a specific hydrophobicity class.

Only to 2005 this was resolved in [10] via the distance function definition as we used here.

All surface area models neglected one important element, the volume of the structure. As early as in the

1970’s, Richards and his colleagues already pointed out that the native structure of globular proteins is very

dense, or compact, (density = 0.75, [22]). To make a conformation denser, obviously we should shrink the

volume V (ΩX). The model in [10] introduced volume term but kept the oversimplification of all atoms are

either hydrophobic or hydrophilic. The derivation of (4) and (7) shows that volume term should be counted,

but it may be that aµe is very small, in that case, volume maybe really is irrelevant.

3.5. Simulation. Usually, a paper discuss free energy of protein folding (so far, all empirical) will demon-

strate computer simulation results to justify its correctness and advantage. Since our formula is derived

theoretically, the first thing is to make sure that the derivation is correct. If the formula is wrong, even by

manipulating parameters one may achieves seemingly very sound simulation results, but that will only make

more confusion. Only when one is sure that a Gibbs free energy formula has sound theoretic or experiment

basis one can begin computer simulation. For us, the simulation should begin with identifying the coefficients

νiµi and aµe. Before we have these correct, any simulation can only have qualitative results. There are

many such qualitative simulations, one is in [11], simply reducing the hydrophobic surface area by the fastest

decsending method produced secondary structures: hydrogen bonds, α helixes, β strands, etc.
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