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Chapter 1

Electronic transport and localization in short and long DNA
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The question of whether DNA conducts electric chargesiguing to physi-
cists and biologists alike. The suggestion that electranstier/transport in
DNA might be biologically important has triggered a seriédsrperimental
and theoretical investigations. Here, we review recentriecal progress by
concentrating on quantum-chemical, molecular dynamasset approaches to
short DNA strands and physics-motivated tight-binding$fzort studies of long
or even complete DNA sequences. In both cases, we obsenrle lsmaignif-
icant differences between specific DNA sequences such axlerepetitions
and aperiodic sequences of AT basef)NA, centromeric DNA, promoter se-
guences as well as random-ATGC DNRdpision : 1.15)

1. Introduction

Charge transfer in DNA is currently the subject of intensotietical and ex-
perimental investigations [1-4]. DNA, which is the blueytrof life, is being
considered as a molecular wire in a new generation of eleictidevices and
computers. However its electronic properties are elusnkramain controver-
sial. Despite the current debate, the subject is far from 1$®a@n after Watson
and Crick discovered the double-helix structure of DNA [Bley and Spivey
were the first to suggest that DNA could serve as an electmomductor [6].
The notion of a molecular wire is thought to apply to the DNAubd helix
because of itg- electron (ther- way) system of bases stacked upon each other.
More recently, Barton and colleagues [7] measured the fhoerece of an ex-
cited molecule and found that it no longer emitted light wagached to DNA.
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Their results suggested that this “fluorescence quenckvag'due to the charge
on the excited donor molecule leaking along the length ofXN& to a nearby
acceptor molecule.

Other extensive experimental and theoretical work ovelptrst decade has
led to substantial clarification of charge-transfer medran in DNA [7-20].
The dominant mechanisms appear to be both short-rangeuwmanéchanical
tunneling and long-range thermally activated hopping. r@ua has the high-
est occupied molecular orbital (HOMO) level of the four gsend can act as
a trap for holes. Experiments on repeats of this base are tosiesestigate
long range hopping, and models have been developed toyclaefilong range
hopping data in G-repeats [14]. Charge transport in DNA $® ahade more
complex because of the influences of the local environmeict) as counteri-
ons, thermal vibrations, contact resistance, and sequeam@bility, which are
difficult to control [21-25]. The charge-transfer mechamssin DNA and/or
whether DNA is a good conductor or not remains somewhat tiedetndeed,
theory is of great help in understanding these phenomemngjuan the compu-
tational cost of full-scale calculations on the realistiddsystems, theoretical
efforts to date have mostly been limited to small- and meesize model sys-
tems [26-28], to dry DNA molecules [23, 29, 30], or to larggstems using
model Hamiltonians [31-42] and semi-empirical studies {£82-53].

In this review, we shall first focus on the use of quantum-doahmeth-
ods which can treat smaller, but atomistically correct sagisiof DNA in Sec.
2. After an introduction to the construction of the DNA maléxs and the
density-functional based methods in Sec. 2.1 - 2.3, we thesept results,
many of which are new, in sections 2.4 to 2.5. In the next |sexion 3, we
use the lessons learned from the atomistic approach andtadw an effective
and necessarily rather coarse-grained Hamiltonian mddeNé\ to reveal the
interplay of sequence fidelity and transport. Again, modeksthods and DNA
sequences are introduced in Sec. 3.1 - 3.3. Sections 3.4.andcBude the
obtained results. We conclude and summarise in Sec. 4.

2. Quantum chemical methods forshortDNA strands

Within a density functional based local orbital tight-bingklike formalism,
more complex problems can be investigated with a modesedserin the ac-
curacy. This is particularly useful where a quantum meatamndescription
IS important to the investigated system’s fundamental ¢bteyn yet where a
smaller model system would inadequately describe the prplpgsical envi-
ronment. With the increase in computational power, grdattdhas been made
by the electronic-structure community to optimise the garfance of quantum



mechanical methods. Calculating larger systems witholtimgastringent ap-
proximations has only been possible within the past fewszelarthis chapter,
we theoretically investigate the electronic states of hbBdA structures as the
molecule undergoes classical thermal motion at room teatyper by means of
marrying classical molecular dynamics simulations withebattronic structure
density-functional method. We investigate the dynamicthefDNA structure
and its impact on the electronic structure. A similar apploaas recently used
to postulate the charge migration mechanism in DNA, witleatgd charges
being gated in a concerted manner by thermal motions of ksdireounteri-
ons [17]. Here we study a longer oligonucleotide duplex thi@avious studies,
and demonstrate with the complete system that its electstates dynamically
localize. The mechanism is an Andersaffidiagonaldynamic disorder model
similar to the static disorder that leads to localised btaidstates in amorphous
semiconductors [54-57]. The concept of static Andersoalipation in DNA
has previously been considered by Ladik [58,59]. We showlttalization in
DNA reaches far deeper in energy than just band tail statesddéMonstrate for
the first time this effect in a hydrated poly(dA)-poly(dT) k@se-pair fragment;
this represents one complete turn of the B-DNA double helix.

2.1. Generating the poly(dA)-poly(dT) DNA structures

In this chapter, we consider thermal fluctuations of a p@y{doly(dT) DNA
10-mer duplex fragment at room temperature from classidal dunulations;
therefore, aperiodic structures of DNA are generated tjinout the simulation.
With our local-orbital density-functional method, we coang the electronic
states of an idealised model periodic canonical B-DNA pbA)¢(poly(dT) DNA
structure with those thermally-distorted aperiodic pdAj)-poly(dT) DNA struc-
tures generated from the MD simulation.

Canonical B-DNA 10-base pair models of poly(dA)-poly(dTene built into
a Arnott B-DNA [60] model using the nucgen DNA builder comiadl within
AMBER 5.0 [61]. Classical molecular dynamics trajectoredsthe B-DNA
models, including explicit water and sodium counterionsrengenerated using
the CHARMM (version c26n1l) [62]. Both models were solvatathvenough
pre-equilibrated TIPSP [62] water to add 120 the maximal distance ex-
tent of the DNA. Net-neutralising Na+ ions [63] were placdfitloe phosphate
oxygen bisector and then minimised (with larger, 5.0 , vanWlaals radii) in-
vacuo prior to solvating the system. Equilibration invaliiae application of
harmonic positional restraints (25.0 kcal/faind 250 steps of ABNR minimi-
sation, followed by 25 ps of MD where the temperature was edryp from
50 to 300 K in 1 ps intervals. The initial equilibration wasfoemed with the
Cornell et al. force field [64]. Subsequent equilibratiorihathe ??? (BMS)



force field of Langley [65], involved 250 steps of ABNR minwation followed
by 5 ps of MD with position restraints.

All production simulations were performed without any rastts and the
BMS force field of Langley. Production simulation was penfied for 10 nanosec-
onds with CHARMM (version c26n1l) [62] in a consistent mann&his in-
volved constant temperature (300 K, mass = 1000) [66] ansispre (1 atm,
piston mass = 500 amu, relaxation time = 20'p467], 2 fs time steps with
the application of SHAKE [68] on hydrogen atoms, accurateafghe particle
mesh Ewald method [69] ("1.0 grid size wif* order B-spline interpolation
and a Ewald coefficient of 0.34) in rhombic dodecahedrale#lls (r = y = z,

a = 60°, 8 = 90°, v = 60°), a heuristically updated atom based pairlist built
to 12.0A and cutoff at 10.0A with a smooth shift of the van der Waals ener-
gies. These methods have proven reliable for representidy duplex struc-
ture [70, 71] and the BMS force field very accurately modelBBA crystal
structures [65, 72].

After an initial equilibration of an explicitly solvated 1ther B-DNA poly(dA)-
poly(dT) with explicit Na+ ions, production molecular dyn&s simulations
(applying an accurate particle mesh Ewald treatment of lgxdrestatics) were
performed for 10 ns. As shown in Fig. 1, a plot of the all-atamtrmean-
squared deviation over the entire run is rather stable, #hough thermal
fluctuations are clearly evident, no large scale distogtiohthe structure were
observed (beyond sugar repuckering, and expected baseaakiame fluctua-
tions).

2.2. Electronic structure calculations of molecular dynanics snapshots

A stable portion of the trajectory from 1.5-2.5 ns, at 0.5 peivals, was
analysed further using theREBALL DFT methodology [73]. REBALL is a
first principles tight-binding molecular dynamics (TBMDjailation technique
based on a self-consistent version of the Harris-Foulkés/B] functional [76].
In this method, confined atomic-like orbitals are used asssslset for the de-
termination of the occupied eigenvalues and eigenvectbtiseoone-electron
Hamiltonian. The “fireball” orbitals, introduced by Sankayd Niklewski [77],
are obtained by solving the atomic problem with the boundanydition that
the atomic orbitals vanish outside and at a predetermirsidsa. where wave-
functions are set to be zero. This boundary condition isvedgemt to an “atom
in the box” and has the effect of raising the electronic epéagels due to con-
finement. An important advantage of the Sankey and Niklewslsis set is
that the Hamiltonian and the overlap matrix elements of gstesn are quite
sparse for large systems, reducing overall computatior.ti’y summary of
the method is given in Ref. [73] and references therein. aly(@A)-poly(dT)
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Fig. 1. Shown in black and gray are the all-atom best-fit rne&n-squared deviations (&)
as a function of time compared to canonical B-DNA (gray) draldtraight coordinate average
structure from the 1.5-2.5 ns portion of the trajectory (&t intervals).

DNA atoms, including phosphate groups and backbone atoenmealuded in

the single-point calculations which contained 10 basesp&#d4 atoms). Al-
though the MD simulations are performed with full hydrateomd counterions,
we include only 350 water molecules in our electronic sticetcalculations;
this number of molecules represents approximately 2 Solvédyers surround-
ing the molecule. Adding all water and cation atoms to moresmily represent
the environment surrounding the DNA molecule will be thejsabof future

work.

2.3. Quantifying the Degree of Localization

The phenomena of Anderson localization [54, 78] refers #ltizalization
of mobile quantum mechanical entities, such as spin orrelest due to im-
purities, spin diffusion, or randomness. Anderson loedion applied to DNA
may come from two distinct mechanisndiagonal or off-diagonaldisorder
Diagonaldisorder induced localization occurs from variations @& fequence



along the base stack, anéf-diagonaldisorder occurs by variations either from
bonding between bases along the stack or from hydrogen hgnadiriations
across the double helix. The qualitative physics of loedion is described by
an Anderson model [54],

H = Zeicjci + Z tijcle; + tj,l-c;r.ci, (1)
i ij

where each molecular orbital (M@)f a base has energyand interacts with
its nearest neighbour base M # 7) with a Hamiltonian hopping interac-
tion of t;;. The Anderson model afiagonaldisorder randomly varies the on-
site Hamiltonian matrix elements (diagonal] 78] and describes the A-T-G-C
random sequencing of DNA [31].

Here we focus on B-DNA structures of poly(dA)-poly(dT) in wh there
exists only one base pair combination A-T; each strand hisabsingle type
of base in its stack. In this system, ordif-diagonaldisorder [79] may occur.
The bonds within a single base are strong, but thermal fltionscoupled with
weak-bonding occurs along the stack and the weak hydrogen bandsssthe
strands of the DNA double helix allows individual bases #gigant freedom of
movement, including transient base pair opening and DNAthieg events
over millisecond time scales [80] and large fluctuationshi& $tructure [81].
Stochastic fluctuations of the weak bonding modulates thetrenic coupling,
ti;, between adjacent bases. If the dynamic fluctuatiorts efe large enough,
localised electronic states are produced as in an amorgodids

We quantify the spatial extent of an electronic state by dejithe number
of accessible atomd)/, from the electronic state quantuemtropy From a
particular state’, the wavefunction)(v) has a Mulliken populatiom;(~) on
atom:, which loosely is considered the probability that an et@tin stater and
resides on a particular atoin The populations are normalisey,, p;(v) = 1.
From probability theory, we define a quantum entropy forestads,

sz ) Inpi(v

For example, a state with equal probabilities over Natoms (Vo < Nrotar),
gives an entropy ol N,. From Boltzmann’s equation, we can determine the
number of accessible atoriig(v) for electronic state asS(v) = In W (v), or

W) = e’

Our example state with equal probabilities spread dvigatoms gives the ex-
pected result}V(v) = N,. For the complex electronic states of DNA, the
number of accessible atomE () gives a quantitative, and easily calculable,
measure for how many atoms a particular electronic state reaches.



2.4. Electronic states of a periodic poly(dA)-poly(dT) DNA

To demonstrate that localization is not due to limitatiohgsang localized or-
bitals, a 10-base pair periodic structure of poly(dA)-fgdlly) was created based
on the Arnott B-DNA [60] fiber model. Each base pair is rotabgd36° and
translated by.38 A; therefore, 10 base pairs complete one full pitch of the-dou
ble helix and periodicity is enforced in the program. Theydapon densities
for the highest occupied molecular orbital (HOMO) and thedst unoccupied
molecular orbital (LUMO) are plotted in Fig. 2. As seen frommstfigure, both
the HOMO and LUMO states exhibit very extended and perioBllogh-like)
states throughout the molecule. No localization is evident

2.5. Electronic states of sampled poly(dA)-poly(dT) DNA cofigurations

We now consider results for a single configuration from the Miulation
(labeled step 3001, the first coordinate set 0.5 ps after aslgoduction sim-
ulation). Figure 3 shows the number of accessible atding;), for each elec-
tronic state at this time step for the dehydrated structdree 1/ (v) for the
hydrated DNA structure is shown in Fig. 4. For both strucutes important
to note that, near the HOMO and LUMO, the number of accessitims is
quite small & 30), demonstrating a large degree of localization for the wave
functions. This localization extends over seveiland is deeper than just the
band tail states. States further away from the HOMO and LUMGCome con-
siderably delocalised and the number of accessible atomsich larger. The
number of accessible atoms is also small for the lowest gnekgls; these
deep states consist mainly of 2s levels of oxygen and nitregems. For the
hydrated DNA molecule, the localized states near the HOMOainly due to
the surrounding water molecules. Just below these waltgtietklocalized elec-
tronic states are the localized electronic states reswmimine DNA bases. This
may account for the smaller band gap of the hydrated strecimmpared with
the electronic structure of the dehydrated DNA. Overalg dhectronic struc-
tures for both the hydrated and dehydrated DNA molecules/skemarkable
similarities. These results imply that the aquatic envinent does not signifi-
cantly alter DNA's electronic structure. Therefore, weds®ur studies on the
electronic structures of dehydrated DNA molecules.

The degree of localization for two example band states (Adt4614 - larger
number implies higher eigenvalue) in the dehydrated DNActtires can be
seen in Fig. 5 where population density plots of a localised delocalised
state are shown. As more configurations are analysed, weossestently that
the number of accessible atoms for the energy levels ne&@MO primarily
consist of around 20 atoms. However, as a function of timi#ereéint sets of
atoms are involved. To determine where the localizatiorusgove compute



Fig. 2. Population densities for the highest occupied mdégwrbital (HOMO) and the lowest
unoccupied molecular orbital (LUMO) are shown for periogmy(dA)-poly(dT) DNA (10
base pairs). Both molecular orbitals exhibit very extendad periodic (Bloch-like) states
throughout the molecule.
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Fig. 3. Number of accessible atoni&|v), for each electronic state near the HOMO and LUMO
levels. Inset shows number of accessible atoms for all$evidie system contains 10 basepairs
of DNA (644 atoms).

a residence of each state according to the specific DNA coergeradenine
base, thymine base, ribose backbone, or phosphate grougessrthine where
the high probability regions are located. Further investtan indicates the res-
idence localization for the highly localised states neaHi®OMO are contained
approximately on single bases in the DNA molecule; adenmmestates very
near the HOMO and thymine for states slightly lower in eneffyis regional
population information for the HOMO on adenine is plottedFig. 6. The
more extended states-(8 eV to ~ 18 ¢V below the HOMO) are found to
reside throughout the various DNA components.

As the simulation proceeds in time, the residence of the HO&®@| moves
from base to base along the poly(dA)-poly(dT) system angelgumps in se-
guence are possible over this 0.5 ps resolution time scéls. fllictuating res-
idency of the HOMO is visualised in Fig. 7, which shows popiola density
plots for a series of snapshots at different times (t=3000433007, and 3010).
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Fig. 4. Number of accessible atoni&/v), for each electronic state near the HOMO and LUMO
levels. Inset shows number of accessible atoms for all$evidie system contains 10 basepairs
of DNA (644 atoms) and 350 water molecules.

The separation between these snapshots is 1.5 ps. Figuoe/8 8te location of
the HOMO for all 100 snapshots where the electronic strectvas calculated
in this work. The population is localised on different adenbases as time
progresses and appears to chaotically oscillate betweereod of the DNA
molecule to the other. The HOMO level’s localization on oder@ne base is
traded for localization on another adenine base througlklyhamical simula-
tion. Physically, this trading ought to reflect concerteatihations assignable
to off-diagonal dynamical disorder in a regular homooligdeotide duplex.
Based on these results, it is conceivable that electror) ltk@nsfer will occur
as two or more localised MO levels are dynamically tradiracpk. Moreover,
this swapping may be gated by thermal fluctuations of hydrateinterions, in
accordance with the ion-gating transport mechanism pexgposRef. [17].
Finally, it is of considerable interest to compare our aboesults to the
known literature data on this theme. Specifically, our figdimre in parallel
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Fig. 5. Example of a localised and a delocalised state fordifferent states in poly(dA)-
poly(dT) at time step 3001. For reference, the HOMO is bar@$110
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Fig. 6. Residence of state gives the location of the waveifoimdéor each energy state. States
very near the HOMO level are located primarily on the adebiages. For any given state, the
sum of the four residences add to unity.

with the most recently established dependence of electmmipling between
DNA bases in the stack on DNA conformational states: a diation of the
coupling between the DNA purine bases due to the pertinemocmational
changes would 'arrest’ the HOMO at one particular base. \&dmerconforma-
tionally induced increases in the above coupling ought torfmte the 'HOMO
trading’ we revealed here. Our results are also in accomlantt the analogous
approach put forth most recently in Ref. [46] and in Ref. [8R] be capable of
formulating reasonable suggestions for experimentakstswould need more
detailed calculations not only on poly(dG)-poly(dC), bldgcaon DNA with
mixed base sequences.
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Fig. 7. Population density plots for the localised HOMO estas a function of time. The time
between snapshots is 1.5 ps.
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3. Effective tight-binding Hamiltonians for long DNA strands and com-
plete sequences

In this section, we focus on whether DNA, when treated as atgoawire in
the fully coherent low-temperature regime, is conductingad. To this end, we
study and generalise a tight-binding model of DNA which hesrbshown to re-
produce experimental [25] as well al-initio results [89]. A main feature of the
model is the presence of sites which represent the sugapphte backbone of
DNA but along which no electron transport is permissible. &ghasize that
the models is constructed to take into account the HOMO-LUj4&P observed
in the DFT-based studies in chapter 2 as well as the obsebsshee of trans-
port along the backbone. We measure the effectiveness ele¢btonic trans-
port by thelocalisation length¢, which roughly speaking parametrises whether
an electron is confined to a certain regioof the DNA (insulating behaviour)
or can proceed across the full length(< &) of the DNA molecule (metallic
behaviour).

3.1. The ladder model

A convenient tight binding model for DNA can be constructadf@lows:
it has two central conduction channels in which individuéés represent an
individual base; these are interconnected and furtheedirtk upper and lower
sites, representing the backbone, butrarénterconnected along the backbone.
Every link between sites implies the presence of a hoppinglismde. The
HamiltonianH, for this ladder-like model is given by

L
Hp = 0 (tirli, )i + 1,7+ ei0li, 7) (i, 7))

i=1 7=1,2

+ > (i, m) s g(7)| + €lli ) (s al)

=14
L

+3 tiali 1)(i, 2] )
=1

wheret; - is the hopping amplitude between sites along each branehi, 2
ande; , is the corresponding onsite potential energlyand ande? give hop-
ping amplitudes and onsite energies at the backbone sites, A7) =1,
for 7 = 1,2, respectively. The parametgr, represents the hopping between
the two central branches, i.e., perpendicular to the doeodvf conduction.
Quantum chemical calculations with semi-empirical wavection bases using
the SPARTAN package [90] results suggest that this valumiiated by the
wave function overlap across the hydrogen bonds, is weaksantle choose



t1y = 1/10.2 As we restrict our attention here to pure DNA, we alsosset= 0
for all  andr. Note that in this way, the energy gap has been made to be sym-
metric aboutE = 0. Hence when comparing with the results in section 2, a
constant shift according to the neglected ionisation g@kshas to be added.
The model (2) clearly represents a dramatic simplificatiddNA. Neverthe-
less, in Ref. [25] it had been shown that an even simpler medalwhich base-
pairs are combined into a single site — when applied to aficatisequence
of repeated GC base pairs, poly(dG)-poly(dC) DNA, repredguexperimental
data current-voltage measurements when 0.37¢V andt! = 0.74eV are be-
ing used. This motivates the above parametrisatioﬂﬁ ef 2t; andt; . = 1 for
hopping between like (GC/GC, AT/AT) pairs. Assuming tha wiave function
overlap between consecutive bases along the DNA strand akerdetween
unlike and non-matching bases (AT/GC, TA/GC, etc.) we thusosel/2.
Furthermore, since the energetic differences in the at@ketectron affini-
ties of the bases are small [91], we choese= 0 for all :. Due to the non-
connectedness of the backbone sites along the DNA strdrelmadel (2) can
be further simplified to yield a model in which the backbortesare incorpo-
rated into the electronic structure of the DNA. The effeztadder model reads
as

L
Hy = Y tioi, 1)@2) + Y tili, 7)(i 4+ 1,7]
=1

7=1,2
()
+ Ei,T — 5‘](7)—E "L, 7-> <Z, 7'| + h.C. . (3)

7

Thus the backbone has been incorporated interaargy-dependerinsite po-
tential on the main DNA sites. This effect is at the heart efénhancement of
localization lengths due to increasing binary backbonerdesr reported previ-
ously [42].

3.2. The numerical approach to localisation in a Hamiltonian tight-binding
model
There are several approaches suitable for studying thegoaproperties of
the model (2) and these can be found in the literature ongicahs solid state
devices, or, perhaps more appropriately, guantum wirgsgceShe variation in
the sequence of base pairs precludes a general solution)wsewwo methods
well-known from the theory of disordered systems [78].

2Simulations with larget;» ~ 1/2 give qualitatively similar results.



The first method is the iterative transfer-matrix method (MM92—-96] which
allows us in principle to determine the localisation lengtbf electronic states
In systems with cross sectiong = 1 [25] and2 (ladder) and lengtil, > M,
where typically a few million sites are needed foto achieve reasonable ac-
curacy foré. However, in the present situation we are interested in riopdi
¢ also for viral DNA strands of typically only a few ten thoushhase-pair
long sequences. Thus in order to restore the required peciwe have mod-
ified the conventional TMM and now perform the TMM on a systeinfixed
length L,. This modification has been previously used [97-99] and n&ay b
summarised as follows: After the usual forward calculateti a global trans-
fer matrix 7z, we add a backward calculation with transfer maffﬁg. This
forward-backward-multiplication procedure is repeatédimes. The effective
total number of TMM multiplications id. = 2K L, and the global transfer-
matrix is r;, = (TL‘%TLO)K. It can be diagonalised as for the standard TMM
with K — oo to give TETL — expldiag(4K Lo/&)]with 7 = 1orrm = 1,2
for fishbone and ladder model, respectively. The largetr all = then corre-
sponds to the localisation lengths of the electron on the BiMAnd and will be
measured in units of the DNA base-pair spacing4 nm).

The second method that we will use is the recursive Greertitmapproach
pioneered by MacKinnon [100, 101]. It can be used to caleulla¢ dc and ac
conductivity tensors and the density of states (DOS) éfdamensional disor-
dered system and has been adopted to calculate all kinegiaritransport co-
efficients such as thermoelectric power, thermal condigtiveltier coefficient
and Lorentz number [102].

The main advantage of both methods is that they work reliéiblpr short
DNA strands ranging from 13 (DFT studies [103]) base pairtol§D base pairs
length which are being used in the nanoscopic transportunea&nts [89] as
well as (ii) for somewhat longer DNA sequences as modelletthénelectron
transfer results and (iii) even for complete DNA sequenckeglvcontain, e.g.
for human chromosomes up to 245 million base pairs [104].

3.3. Long DNA sequencesA-DNA, centromers and (super-)promoters

We shall use naturally occurring long DNA sequences (“strings”).
DNA [105] is DNA from the bacteriophage virus. It has a sequeeaf 48502
base pairs and is biologically very well characterised. rdi$o « of like to
un-like base-pairs is;, = 0.949. (ii) centromeric DNA for chromosome 2 of
yeast has13138 base pairs [106] and c.i:o. = 0.955. This DNA is also rich
in AT bases and has a high rate of repetitions which shouldibeurable for
electronic transport.

Another class of naturally existing DNA strands is provitgdso-called pro-



moter sequences. We use a collection of 4986 is these whiah leen as-
sembled from the TRANSFAC database and cover a range ofisrgarsuch
as mouse, human, fly, and various viruses. Promoter segueaneebiologi-
cally very interesting because they represent those pkloeg a DNA string
where polymerase enzymes bind and start the copying prdcassventually
leads to synthesis of proteins. On average, these pronuuassst of approx-
imately 17 base-pairs, much too short for a valid localization lengthlgsis
by TMM. Therefore, we concatenate them int8Gx27 base-pair longuper-
promoterwith agper—p. = 0.921. In order to obtain representative resultS()
such super-promoters have been constructed, represeliftergnt random ar-
rangements of the promoters, and the results presentediiitbe averages.
As usual, averages gfare computed by averaging the normally distributégl
values.

Occasionally, we show results for “scrambled” DNA. This isl® with the
same number of A, T, C, G bases, but with their order randamiG&arly, such
seguences contain the same set of electronic potentialsaoping variations,
but would perform quite differently in a biological contexA comparison of
their transport properties with those from the originalisstce thus allows to
measure how important the exact fidelity of a sequence is.v@rage, we find
for these sequences s = 0.899, acentro./s = 0.9951 andagyper—p. /s = 0.901.

A convenient choice of artificial DNA strand is a simpl&0000 base-pair
long randomsequence of the four bases, random-ATGC DNA, which we con-
struct with equal probability for all 4 bases,{,iom = 0.901). We shall also
‘promote’ these random DNA strings by inserting 4086 promoter sequences
at random positions in the random-ATGC DNA, {,4om/p = 0.910).

3.4. Results for localization lengths

We have computed the energy dependence of the localizatmytHs for all
sequences of section 3.3. In additiorDNA, centromeric DNA and the super-
promoter DNA where also scrambled0 times and the localization length
of each resulting sequence measured and the appropriatgaveonstructed.
Also, we constructed00 promoted random-ATGC DNA sequences. As shown
previously [42], the energy dependence oéflects the backbone-induced two-
band structure. The obtainédF) values for the lower band are shown in Fig.
9. In the absence of any onsite-disorder, we find two prontipeaks separated
byt o andé(E) = £(—FE). We also see that-DNA has roughly the samg £)
dependence as random-ATGC-DNA. The super-promoter hgsrlarvalues
compared to random-atcg- andDNA. Most surprisingly, centromeric DNA
— the longest investigated DNA sequence — has a much largafization
length than all other DNA sequences. The order of like-tbkerpair-ratios is
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Fig. 9. Localization length§versus Fermi energg for various clean DNA strands. Only every
10th symbol is shown. Error bars reflect the standard dewiaifter sampling the different
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energy between like base pairs, gy, = t; = 0.37eV.

Qcentro. = 0.955 > ay = 0.949 > aguper—p. = 0.921 > ayandom = 0.901 and
one might expect that transport is favoured in sequencds laije«. From
Fig. 9, it is clear that this is not the caseDNA has the smallest localization
lengths, but the second largest

In Fig. 10, we add results for scrambled and promoted DNA. Wthat pro-
moting a given DNA sequence leads to small increases inikateain length¢
for random DNA, whereas scrambling can lead to increasern@®etric and\-
DNA) as well as decrease (super-promoter). These resuyjtgestithat the pro-
moters have a tendency towards larger localization lenglisthus enhanced
transport.

3.5. Promoter sequences and E. coli binding sites

Let us now turn our attention to the transport propertiesdiidual promot-
ers rather than the artificially constructed super-pronsot8ince their average
lengths is 17 base-pairs and thus comparable to the lotahzengths mea-
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Fig. 10. Localization lengths versus Fermi energy for various clean DNA (solid symbols
as in Fig. 9, error bars not shown for clarity), scrambled DEDNA/S, (opene, [, o) and
promoted DNA (DNA/R, opem\) strands. Only every 10th (20th) symbol is shown for clean
(scrambled/promoted) DNA. Error bars reflect the standaxddion after sampling the differ-
ent sequences for random-ATGC, scrambled and promoted DNA.

sured in the longer sequences, we can no longer use the TMiviydaua to
employ the RGFM mentioned in Section 3.2. While this mett®dapable of
computing all thermoelectric transport coefficients, wallstestrict ourselves
to presenting results for the conductance here.

In Fig. 11, we show results for averaged conductance in tpempand; both
arithmetic and typical conductance have been calculatedfirdt note that the
double-peak structure of Fig. 9 has vanished and only aesipghk remains.
This is because our results have been computed with pgrHeatiducting leads
attached to both ends of the DNA strands. This is close to tperenental
situation, but the purely off-diagonal disorder in the DNAde! is now masked
by the ordered leads. Next, we observe that the promoterghamdscrambled
copies have larger conductances than random-)apbmoters. A-promoters
has been constructed by cutting sequences with the samihdeasg the true
promoters out oA-DNA at randomly selected positions along the DNA. Since
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a for random and\-DNA is different, this allows us to check whether it is the
order of base pairs or the value @fwhich dominated the value @f. Since
Qpromoter = 0.928 < ay = 0.955, but Grometer > Gy, it appears that as before
the transport properties are not simply large is large. This suggests that it is
indeed the fidelity of the sequence which is also important.

Typical and arithmetic averages share similar charatiesiwhen comparing
different sequences as shown in Fig. 11. However, the typalaes are sys-
tematically smaller than their arithmetic counterparte Werefore expect the
distributions to be highly non-Gaussian and in Fig. 12 wetkatthis is indeed
the case. We first note that both the original promoter asasdheir scrambled
version (/S) appear to have a slightly larger weighzat- 0.05 whereas both
random and\-DNA are peaked afz ~ 0.025. In addition, we find that there
is a peak in the conductance distributiBG) at G ~ 0.26. This peak is most
pronounced for the original promoter and their scrambleagsots, but much
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smaller for the artificial random- andpromoter.

In Figs. 11 and 12, we have also included results for comjouiaity inferred
802 E. coli bindings sites [107]. Sequence-specific DNAdimg proteins per-
form a variety of roles in the cell, including transcriptamregulation. Our
results show that the total conductance of these sequesisesaller than for
promoters. However, their average lengthvi25 so that the averagsonduc-
tivity is in fact larger when compared to promoters. This might beoirtant in
a biological context where one could envisage proteinseatifl their binding
sites differences on local conductivities.

4. Summary

The results presented in this chapter are preliminary t®$uit indicate a
marked difference in the nature of the electronic HOMO-LUIg@tes for the
periodic and aperiodic structures of duplex DNA. Theseltesuwdicate that the
HOMO-LUMO states for the periodic structure are quite egtmhas would be
expected for Bloch-like states while the HOMO-LUMO statessthe aperiodic



structure demonstrates more localization. The concepiatitdocalization in
short DNA has previously been considered by Ladik [58, 58Y aur results
show that such a localization in our structure for aperigulity(dA)-poly(dT)
DNA reaches far deeper in energy than just the band tailsstatke localiza-
tion phenomenon observed in the DNA double helix is the ded@@nderson
localization which attributes to thaff-diagonaldisorder. This disorder results
from dynamical variations in DNA intramolecular interaxts and coupling of
DNA with its environment. Turning our attention to longer BNequences, we
next used this insight by modelling DNA as an off-diagondilyordered Ander-
son chain. However, in addition and contradistinction ®vprus studies using
Anderson-type models, we include the sugar-phosphatdbaekexplicitly and
by doing so retain the essential semi-conducting stru@srmebserved in some
experiments. Our results for the localization lengths ssg@xtended states
even in non-periodic DNA up te- 20 base-pairs distances. This is roughly
consistent with the previous results. Next, we study howdpart properties
differ between sequences and find that promoter sequeneestedhave a ten-
dency towards larger localization length, i.e. enhancadsfport. This might
point towards the importance of an electronic mechanisrenritial stages of
DNA polymerase. Our results warrant further investigatias the role of the
dynamical localization and the sequence dependence mayvedirsuggest an
important mechanism of charge transport along the DNA nuiéec

Acknowledgements

RAR gratefully acknowledges discussions with A. Rodrigaied M.S. Turner.
JPL acknowledges discussions with D. Drabold, O. F. SankdylaCheatham
who prepared MD simulations. While the chapter has beergpeeljointly, cal-
culations in Sec. 2 were done by J. P. Lewis, H. Wang and R.Markereas
Sec. 3is based on results of R. AdiRer.

REFERENCES

1. Longe-Range Charge Transfer in DNA I, Topics in Currene@istry Vol.236, edited by
G. B. Schuster (Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 2004).

Longe-Range Charge Transfer in DNA Il, Topics in Currehefistry Vol.237, edited by
G. B. Schuster (Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 2004).

R. G. Endres, D. L. Cox and R. R. P. Singh, Rev. Mod. Pi§s195 (2004).

D. Porath, G. Cuniberti, and R. Di Felice, Topics in Cutt@hemistry237, 183 (2004).
J. D. Watson and F. H. C. Crick, Natutél, 737 (1953).

D. D. Eley and D. I. Spivey, Trans. Faraday S88.411 (1962).

S. O. Kelley and J. K. Barton, Scieng83 375 (1999).

B. Giese, S. Wessely, M. Spormann, U. Lindemann, E. Megged M. E. Michel-Beyerle,
Angew. Chem. Int. Ed38, 996 (1999).

n

©NOoO O~



9.

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

24,

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42
43
44

P. T. Henderson, D. Jones, G. Hampkian, Y. Kan, and G. Biseh Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
USA 96, 8353 (1999).

C. Wan, T. Fiebig, S. O. Kelley, C. R. Treadway, J. K. Baynd A. H. Zewail, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA96, 6014 (1999).

E. Meggers, M. E. Michel-Beyerle, and B. Giese, J. Am.r@h8oc.120, 12950 (1998).
E. Meggers, D. Kusch, M. Spichty, U. Wille, and B. Giesagaw. Chem. Int. Ed37, 460
(1998).

K. Fukui and K. Tanaka, Angew. Chem. Int. B4, 158 (1998).

F. D. Lewis, T. Wu, Y. Zhang, R. L. Letsinger, S. R. Greddfiand M. R. Wasielewski,
Science277, 673 (1997).

A. M. Brun and A. Harriman, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 116, 10383 9ibid, 114, 3656 (1992).
Y. A. Berlin, A. L. Burin, and M. A. Ratner, J. Am. Chem. Sd23 260 (2001) and
references therein.

R. N. Barnett, C. L. Cleveland, A. Joy, A. U. Landman, andBGSchuster, Scienc294,
567 (2001).

J. Jortner, M. Bixon, T. Langenbacher, and M. Michel-&#s, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
95, 12759 (1998).

D. N. Beratan, S. Priyadarshy, and S. Risser, Chem. 8i81(1997).

S. Priyadarshy, S. M. Risser, and D. N. Beratan, J. PHysmCL0Q, 17678 (1996).

Ch. Adessi, S. Walch, and M. P. Anantram, Phys. RéV, B81405 (2003).

F. C. Grozema, L.D.A. Siebbeles, Yu.A. Berlin, and M. Aatiker, Chem. Phys. Cher®.
536 (2002).

P. de Pablo, F. Moreno-Herrero, J. Colchero, J. GomeekerP. Herrero, A. M. Baro, P.
Ordejon, J. M. Soler, and E. Artacho, Phys. Rev. L&%.4992 (2000).

P. Maragakis, R. L. Barnett, E. Kaxiras, M. Elstner, anérauenheim, Phys. Rev6B,
241104 (2002).

G. Cuniberti, L. Craco, D. Porath, and C. Dekker, Phys. R&5, 241314 (2002).

J. Reynisson and S. Steenken, Phys. Chem. Chem.£&2 (2002).

H. Sugiyama and I. Saito, J. Am. Chem. Sbt8 7063 (1996).

Y. Yoshioka et al., J. Am. Chem. Sd21, 8712 (1999).

H. Wang and J. P. Lewis, Phys. Rev. L68, 016401 (2004).

J. P. Lewis, T. E. Cheatham, E. B. Starikov, H. Wang, an#&.Gankey, J. Phys. Chem.
B107, 2581 (2003).

. Roche, Phys. Rev. Le#tl, 108101 (2003).

. Roche, D. Bicout, E. Macia, and E. Kats, Phys. Rev. &t 228101 (2003).

. lguchi, Int. J. Mod. Phys. B7, 2565 (2003).

. Roche and E. Macia, Mod. Phys. Lettl® 847 (2004).

. Yamada, E. B. Starikov, D. Hennig, and J. F. R. ArchHlar. Phys. J. B7, 149 (2005).
. Yamada, Phys. Lett. A (2004).

. Yamada, Int. J. Mod. Phys.1B, 1697 (2004).

. lguchi, Int. J. Mod. Phys. &8, 1845 (2004).

C.-T. Shih, phys. stat. sol. (b) (2005), submitted.

C.-T. Shih, Phys. Rev. Lett. (2005), submitted.

D. K. Klotsa, R. A. Romer, and M. S. Turner, In Proceedi@dth International Conference
on the Physics of Semiconductors(Q5 129), Flagstaff, Awz828 (2004).

. D. K. Klotsa, R. A. Romer, and M. S. Turner, Biophys89,2187 (2005).

. R. Bruinsma, G. Gruer, M. R. D’Orsogna, and J. Rudnik,sPRev. Lett85, 4393 (2000).
. G. Brunaud, F. Castet, A. Fritsch, and L. Ducasse, PhyaCChem. Phy$, 2104 (2003).

AIITTOLXRXOLW



45. 1. V. Kurnikov, G. S. M. Tong, M. Madrid, and D. BeratanPhys. Chem. BO6, 7 (2002).

46. A. A. Voityuk, K. Siriwong, and N. Rosch, Phys. Chem. Ché&hys.3, 5421 (2001).

47. E. B. Starikov, Phil. Mag35, 3435 (2005).

48. D. Henning, E. B. Starikov, J. F. R. Archilla, and F. Palmd. Bio. Phys30, 227 (2004).

49. E. B. Starikov, J. Photochem. Photobia3,a47 (2002).

50. E. B. Starikov, Phys. Chem. Chem. Ph4;s4523 (2002).

51. E. B. Starikov, Mod. Phys. Lett. B3, 825 (2004).

52. T. Tanabe, K. Noda, M. Saito, E. B. Starikov, and M. Tatd?toys. Rev. Lett93, 043201
(2004).

53. J. Cuevas, E. B. Starikov, J. F. R. Archilla, and D. HegnMod. Phys. Lett. BL8, 1319
(2004).

54. P. W. Anderson, Phys. Red09, 1492 (1958).

55. J. Dong and D. A. Drabold, Phys. Rev. L&®, 1928 (1998).

56. P. Thomas and H. Overhof, Dordrecht (Kluwer AcademidiBheér, 2001).

57. W. Gotze, Philos. Mag.48, 219 (1981).

58. J. Ladik, M. Seel, P. Otto, and A. K. Bakhshi, Chem. Phg8 203 (1986).

59. Y.-J. Ye, R. S. Chen, J. Shun, and J. Ladik, Solid Stater@am119, 175 (2001).

60. S. Arnott, and D. W. Hukins, Biochem. Biophys. Res. Cordi 1504 (1972).

61. D. A. Pearlman, D. A. Case, J. W. Caldwell, W. S. Ross, TCleatham, S. Debolt, D.
Ferguson, G. Seibel, and P. Kollman, Comput. Phys. Co8im1 (1995).

62. B. R. Brooks, R. E. Bruccoleri, B. D. Olafson, D. J. StatésSwaminathan, and M. J.
Karplus, Computat. Cherd, 187 (1983).

63. J. Agvist, J. Phys. Chem. , 94, 8021 (1990).

64. W. D. Cornell, P. Cieplak, C. I. Bayly, I. R. Gould, K. M. Mg D. M. Ferguson, D. C.
Spellmayer, T. Fox, J. W. Caldwell, and P. A. Kollman, J. Anhe@. Soc.117, 5179
(1995).

65. D. R. J. Langley, Biomol. Struct. Dy, 487 (1998).

66. W. G. Hoover, Phys. Rev.34, 1695 (1985).

67. S. E. Feller, Y. Zhang, W. Pastor, and B. R. Brooks, J. Chttgs.103 4613 (1995).

68. J. P. Ryckaert, G. Ciccotti, and H. J. C. Berendsen, CorRys.23, 327 (1977).

69. U. Essmann, L. Perera, M. L. Berkowitz, T. Darden, H. lse®] L. G. Pedersen, J. Chem.
Phys.103 8577 (1995).

70. D. L. Beveridge and K. J. McConnell, Curr. Opin. StruablB10, 182 (2000).

71. T. E. Cheatham and P. A. Kollman, Annu. Rev. Phys. CHend35 (2000).

72. T. E. Cheatham and M. A. Young, Biopo§6, 232 (2001).

73. J. P. Lewis, K. R. Glaesemann, G. A. Voth, J. Fritsch, AD&mkov, J. Ortega, and O. F.
Sankey, Phys. Rev.@!, 195103 (2001).

74. J. Harris, Phys. Rev.3#, 1770 (1985).

75. W. Foulkes and R. Haydock, Phys. Re@9812520 (1989).

76. A. A. Demkov, J. Ortega, O. F. Sankey, and M. P. Grumbaleis FRev. B521618 (1995).

77. O. F. Sankey and D. J. Niklewski, Phys. Revi® 3979 (1989).

78. R. A. Romer and M. Schreiber, Tthe Anderson Transition and its Ramifications — Lo-
calisation, Quantum Interference, and Interactipedited by T. Brandes and S. Kettemann
(Springer, Berlin, 2003), Chap. Numerical investigatiohscaling at the Anderson transi-
tion, pp. 3-19.

79. P. Biswas, P. Cain, R. A. Romer, and M. Schreiber, phgs. sol. (b)218 205 (2000),
ArXiv: cond-mat/0001315.

80. U. Dornberger, M. Leijon, and H. Fritzche, J. Biol. Ch&#4, 6957 (1999).



81. W. K. Olson, A. A. Gorin, X. J. Lu, and L. M. Hock, Proc. Naficad. Sci. U.S.A95,
11163 (1998).

82. H. Hellmann, Einfuhrung in die Quantumchemie, FranztBelee, Leipzig 1937.

83. R.P. Feynman, Phys. R&6, 340 (1939).

84. R. A. Romer and P. Ziesche, J. Phys. A: Math. G&n1485 (2001).

85. M. Preuss, W. G. Schmidt, K. Seino, J. Furthmuller, anBd€hstedt, J. Comput. Chem.
25,112 (2003).

86. S.D. Wetmore, R.J. Boyd, and L.A. Eriksson, Chem. Phg#. 822 129 (2000).

87. V.M. Orlov, A.N. Smirnow, and Y. Varshavsky, Tetraheal#8, 4377 (1976).

88. A. Troisiand and G. Orlandi, J. Phys. Cheml0B, 2093 (2002).

89. O. R. Davies and J. E. Inglesfield, Phys. Re893195110 (2004).

90. SPARTAN version 5.0, User’s Gujd&avefunction Inc., 18401 Von Karman Ave., Suite
370 Irvine, CA 92612.

91. S. S. Wesolowski, M. L. Leininger, P. N. Pentchev, and Hséhaefer Ill, J. Am. Chem.
Soc.123, 4023 (2001).

92. J.-L. Pichard and G. Sarma, J. Phyd4C1.127 (1981).

93. J.-L. Pichard and G. Sarma, J. Phy4d4C1 617 (1981).

94. A. MacKinnon and B. Kramer, Z. Phys. 33, 1 (1983).

95. B. Kramer and A. MacKinnon, Rep. Prog. Phy6, 1469 (1993).

96. A. MacKinnon, J. Phys.: Condens. Matte2511 (1994).

97. K. Frahm, A. Muller-Groeling, J. L. Pichard, and D. Wmiann, Europhys. LetB81, 169
(1995).

98. R. A. Romer and M. Schreiber, Phys. Rev. Lé&.4890 (1997).

99. M. L. Ndawana, R. A. Romer, and M. Schreiber, Europhst.68, 678 (2004).

100.A. MacKinnon, J. Phys.: Condens. Mati& L1031 (1980).

101.A. MacKinnon, Z. Phys. B9, 385 (1985).

102 R. A. Romer, C. Villagonzalo, and A. MacKinnon, J. Ph$sc. Japarr2, 167 (2002),
suppl. A.

103.P. J. Pablo, F. Moreno-Herrero, J. Colchero, J. Gome=zkbe P. Hererro, P. Baro, A. M.
an Ordejon, J. M. Soler, and E. Artacho, Phys. Rev. [85t4992 (2000).

104 B. Alberts, D. Bray, J. Lewis, M. Raff, K. Roberts, ani\atson Molecular Biology of the
Cell (Garland, New York, 1994).

105.Bacteriophage lambda, complete gendme | 9626243 | ref |[NC_001416.1| (962624311,
Genbank Accessionnumhet_001416,http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/.

106.CEN2, Chromosome Il centromerg,tp://www.yeastgenome.org/.

107 K. Robison, A. M. McGuire, and G. M. Church, Journal oflbtular Biology284, (1998).



