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Abstract

Naturally evolving proteins gradually accumulate mutasiavhile continuing to fold to thermo-
dynamically stable native structures. This process ofmaéptotein evolution is an important mode
of genetic change, and forms the basis for the moleculakclétere we present a mathematical
theory that predicts the number of accumulated mutatitresindex of dispersion, and the distribu-
tion of stabilities in an evolving protein population fromdwledge of the stability effectaYAG
values) for single mutations. Our theory quantitativelga@ées how neutral evolution leads to
marginally stable proteins, and provides formulae foraialtng how fluctuations in stability cause
an overdispersion of the molecular clock. It also shows thatstructural influences on the rate
of sequence evolution that have been observed in earliedaiions can be calculated using only
the single-mutatiodMAG values. We consider both the case when the product of thelgiagu
size and mutation rate is small and the case when this pragliaoge, and show that in the latter
case proteins evolve excess mutational robustness thairigested by extra stability and increases
the rate of sequence evolution. Our basic method is to tre&¢ip evolution as a Markov process
constrained by a minimal requirement for stable foldingaldimg an evolutionary description of
the proteins solely in terms of the experimentally meadue2sA AG values. All of our theoretical
predictions are confirmed by simulations with model latficeteins. Our work provides a mathe-

matical foundation for understanding how protein biopbysielps shape the process of evolution.



I ntroduction

Proteins evolve largely through the slow accumulation ofnanacid mutations. Over evolutionary
time, this process of sequence divergence creates homquoteins that differ at the majority of
their residues, yet still fold to similar structures thateof perform conserved biochemical functionis [1].
The maintenance of structure and function during sequeiveggegnce suggests that much of protein
evolution is neutral in the sense that observed sequenaggebdrequently do not alter a protein’s
ability to fold and adequately perform the biochemical fiimt necessary to enable its host organism
to survive. This comparative evidence for neutrality intpio evolution has been corroborated by
experimental studies showing that the mutations sepagraliverged sequences often have no effect
other than modest and additive changes to stabllity [2],thatla large fraction of random mutations
do not detectably alter a protein’s structure or functidri433,[6,[78]. In this respect, it seems that
protein evolution should be well described by Kimura’s mautheory of evolution, which holds that
most genetic change is due to the stochastic fixation of alemtntations[[B]. One of the key predictions
of the neutral theory is that assuming a constant mutatitn tlae number of mutations separating two
proteins should be proportional to the time since theirmdjgacel[9]. Indeed, Pauling and Zuckerkandl’'s
observation[[10] that proteins are “molecular clocks” taetumulate mutations at a roughly constant
rate has long been taken as one of the strongest pieces eheeidupporting the neutral theoryl[11].
However, mutations that are neutral with respect to a prsteiapacity to perform its biological

function often affect protein thermodynamics. The biotadifunctions of most proteins depend on
their ability to fold to thermodynamically stable nativeusttures[[TR2]. Yet natural proteins are typically
only marginally stable, with free energies of foldind @ ;) between -5 and -15 kcal/mdlI13]. Most
random mutations to proteins are destabilizind [14, 4 ®5,dnd their effects on stability (measured as
AAG, theAG y of the mutant protein minus th&G', of the wildtype protein) are frequently of the same

magnitude as a protein’s net stability. The impact of a nortabn a protein’s function can therefore



depend on the protein’s stability: a moderately destabdiznutation that is easily tolerated by a stable
parent protein may completely disrupt the folding of a ldable parent. This effect of protein stability
on mutational tolerance has been verified by experiment®dstrating that more stable protein variants
are markedly more robust to random mutatidi$ |7, 8].

The fact that mutations that are neutral with respect tatgelection for protein function can affect
a protein’s tolerance to subsequent mutations is not demsisvith the simplest formulation of the
neutral theory of evolution, which tends to assume thathetibn of mutations that is neutral remains
constant in time. Kimura himself recognized the possipifitat the neutrality might changg]17], and
Takahata mathematically treated the consequences of audlireg neutral spacel[18]. In particular,
Takahata showed that fluctuating neutrality could explaemdbserved overdispersion in the molecular
clock [19] (the tendency for the variance in the number ofdireutations to exceed the expectation for
the Poisson process predicted by the neutral theory) longidered troublesome for the neutral theory.
However, further progress on this topic was stymied by tlok taf a specific model for how or why
protein neutrality might fluctuate.

More recently, researchers have preferred to describeaheublution using the concept of “neutral
networks,” which are networks in the space of possible pratequences in which each functional pro-
tein is linked to all other functional proteins that diffey bnly a single mutatior 120, 21, P2, 143,124] 25,
[2d]. A neutrally evolving protein population is then engised as moving on the neutral network, and
the neutrality of the population may fluctuate if the nodesh@network differ in their connectivities. A
general theoretical treatmeff]23] of evolution on neutietivorks has shown that if the product of the
population size and mutation rate is small then memberseoptipulation are equally likely to occupy
any node, while if this product is large then the populatidh pveferentially occupy highly connected
nodes (see als® [Rf,127,128]). Simulations with highly sifigal lattice models of proteins have at-

tempted to provide insight into the specific features ofgiroheutral networks. These simulations have



shown that lattice protein neutral networks are centeredrat highly connected nodes occupied by
stable proteins 24, 28, 29], a finding consistent with theeexnental findingg]7.,18] that stable proteins
are more mutationally robust. Lattice protein studies alsggest that protein structures differ in their
“designabilities” (defined as the total number of sequetitaisfold into a structure), and that sequences
that fold into more designable structures will neutrallplee at a faster rate due to the increased size
and connectivity of their neutral networks[2Z] 801 B1, Fhally, simulations have demonstrated that
fluctuations in neutrality as a protein population movesg@libss neutral network can lead to an overdis-
persion of the molecular clockTR6], as originally suggddig Takahata. However, an extension of these
lattice protein simulations of evolution on neutral netkomto a quantitative theory has been difficult
because protein neutral networks are far too large to be atadgor all but the simplest lattice models.
Here we present a mathematical treatment of neutral preteitution that describes the evolution-
ary dynamics in terms of thAAG values for single mutations, which are experimentally messle.
Our treatment is based on the experimentally verifiéd][7,08lnection between protein stability and
mutational robustness, as well as a few biophysically stpdoassumptions abolfAG values for
random mutations. By linking a protein’s tolerance to miota with stability, we are able to quantita-
tively describe neutral evolution without a full descragstiof the neutral network. We can then compute
the average number of accumulated mutations, the averagiofr of neutral mutations, the index of
dispersion, and the equilibrium distribution of stabé#tisolely from knowledge of th& AG values for
single mutations. In addition, we follow the formalism of.r¢Z23] to calculate how all four of these
properties depend on the product of mutation rate and ptipualaize, and show that this dependence
can cause the rate of fixation of neutral mutations to varh wiipulation size in violation of one of
the standard predictions of Kimura’s neutral thedryl [171ur @ork presents a unified view of neutral

protein evolution that is grounded in measureable thermaghjc quantities.



Results

Assumptions and M athematical Background

In this section we describe the physical view of protein ettoh that motivates our work. We assume
that a protein must stably fold to its native structure insorith function [12], and so ignore those proteins
(estimated at 10% of prokaryotic and 30% of eukaryotic pnalethat are intrinsically disordered[33],
as well as those rare proteins that are only kineticallylstfgl]. Natural selection for function requires
a protein to fold with some minimal stabilit@)sG?in, since proteins that lack this minimal stability will
be unable to reliably adopt their native structure and parftheir biochemical task. A protein’s extra
stability beyond this minimal threshold is quantifiedz?.slé??fXtra = AGy — AG?i“, meaning that all
functional proteins must ha\zéan}‘t“L < 0 (more negative values diG'; indicate increased stability).
We further assume that as Iongzhé?j}‘tra < 0, natural selection for protein function is indifferent ket
exact amount of extra stability a protein posesses. We aaecalvat this assumption is at odds with the
persistent speculation that high stability inherently &ng protein function and so is selected against
by evolution [35[35]. But the circular argument most comiy@utvanced to support this speculation
— that the observed marginal stability of natural proteimdicates that higher stability is detrimental
to protein function — has now been contradicted both by erpents that have dramatically increased
protein stability without sacrificing functionl[2, B7.1383and by demonstrations that marginal stability
is a simple consequence of the fact that most mutations atalikizing [40[41L, as well as the current
work]. There is a possibility, however, that certain reguia proteins must be marginally stable to
faciliate rapid degradation [42]. To summarize, curreachiemical evidence supports our assumption
that (with certain well-defined exceptions) the only regoient imposed on protein stability by natural
selection for protein function is that stability must meesarpass some minimal threshold (a protein

must haveAGj;Xtra <0).



A mutation to a protein will change its stability by an amouAG, and experimental measure-
ments of AAG values have shown that most mutations are destabilizinge(ha\G > 0) [4, [14,[15,
[1€]. A mutation is neutral with respect to selection for gighf AAG +AG‘}"tra < 0 since the mutant
protein still satisfies the minimal stability thresholdhetwise the mutant does not stably fold and is
culled by natural selection. Of course, mutations can adse Ispecific effects on protein function (such
as altering an enzyme’s activity), but experiments havevehiat such mutations are rafé [B[ 4[5, 8].
Mutations can also have effects unrelated to the functgwifthe individual protein molecule: they
can affect its propensity to aggregatel[43], alter its codsage [44], change its mMRNA stability 45],
affect the efficiency or accuracy of translationl[#4, 46]cbange the fraction of mistranslated proteins
that fold [47]. Such higher-level effects are especiallypartant in the evolution of highly expressed
proteins [47[48], but here we ignore them to focus on progedf the isolated protein molecule. The
view we present therefore describes the impact of a mutattely by itsAAG value and thesG;tha
of the wildtype protein, and is summarized graphically ig.Hll (we have previously used a similar
view to successfully describe experimental protein mutages results]7,18]).

To use the view of Fig[1 to construct a useful description eftral protein evolution, we make
one further assumption, that the overall distributiodMak G values for random mutations stays roughly
constant as the protein sequence evolves. This assumgtimséd on several lines of evidence. First,
lattice protein simulations explicitly support this assition [4,[8,29[4D], as well as the closely related
point that the number of neighbors on a protein’s neutralvagk is approximately determined by its
stability [24,[28]. Second, protein mutagenesis experimamdicate that the\AG values for random
mutations are usually additivel [2,]50], meaning that anggimutation to a protein of lengthwill alter
only ~ 1/L of the otherAAG values, leaving theAAG distribution mostly unchanged. Third, this
assumption has been shown to explain the experimentallgreds exponential decline in the fraction

of functional proteins with increasing numbers of mutagidi]. Finally, this assumption will be seen



to be consistent with the lattice protein simulations in tierent work. We note, however, that our
work could easily be extended to accommodate the posygililét theAAG distribution is a function
of AGy.

We begin our mathematical treatment by conceptually digidhe continuous variable of protein
stability into small discrete bins of width This discretization of stability allows us to treat mubais
as moving a protein from one bin to another — the bins can beeraddtrarily small to eliminate any
numerical effects of the binning. With this binning schemhe, stabilities of all of the folded proteins in
the evolving population (those wi'th‘]iXtr&L < 0) are described by the column vecigrwith element;
giving the probability that a randomly chosen folded pnotieom the population ha&G?ﬁ‘tr&L between
(1 —14)band—ib, wherei = 1,2,.... Let W;; be the probability that a random mutation moves a
protein’s stability from binj to bin4, wherei andj both are in the rangg, 2,.... ThenW;; is easily
computed as the fraction ®AG values betweeh(j — i — 1) andb (j — i). SincelV;; only describes
transitions between folded proteins, and since we haverasithat a protein’s mutational tolerance
is determined by its stability, then the fraction of foldeditants (neutrality) of a protein in bip is
v; =y W;;. Clearly, more stable proteins will have larger values of

7

In the next two sections, we will use the mathX with elementdV;; to calculate the distributiop
of stabilities in an evolving protein population of congtaize N, the mean number of mutatios:)
after T' generations, the corresponding index of dispersign = W and the average
fraction of mutationgv) that do not destabilize the proteins in the population gestitinimal stability
threshold. We assume th¥¥ is computed from the distribution @8 AG values for all random single
amino-acid mutations, although in principle it could be &ory type of mutation. We also assume that
the per protein per generation mutation rates small, so that at each generation a protein undergoes
at most one mutation. Our calculations at first follow, anehtlextend the theoretical treatment by van

Nimwegen and coworker§ [23] of evolution on a neutral nekwdn particular, we follow their lead



in separately treating the two limiting cases where the ypcod/ 1, of the population size and mutation
rate is< 1 and>> 1. We emphasize that all of the equations derived in the nextsections depend
only on the mutation ratg, the number of generatioris, and the matrixXW which can be computed
from the single-mutanAAG values. The population siz¥ determines the applicable limiting case,

but otherwise drops out of all final results.

Limit when Ny < 1

When Ny < 1, the evolving population is usually clonal, since each tiomais either lost or goes
to fixation before the next mutation occurs. If a mutationdnet destabilize the protein beyond the
stability cutoff, it will go to fixation with probabilityl/N [9]. The entire population moves as one
entity along its neutral network, since the population hasverged to a single sequence before a new
mutation occurs.

If the population is initially in stability biry, at each generation there is a probabiliy.V;; that a
protein experiences a mutation that changes its stalolibyt:, and a probability.1V;; that the mutation
is eventually fixed. If we define the matrX so that the diagonal elements are givenlbhy= r; and

all other elements are zero, thprevolves according to

p(t+1) = (I-puV+uW)p() 1)

wherel is the identity matrix. This is a Markov process with the sigion matrixA =1 — uV + uW,

andp will approach a unique stationary equilibrium distributip,, satisfying

0= (V- W)po. )

We now calculate the average number of mutation$r , accumulated aftef’ generations and the
corresponding index of dispersidi;,. We definep (m,t) to be the column vector with element

giving the probability that a randomly chosen folded pnoieithe population at timehas accumulated



m mutations and is in stability bin The time evolution op (m, t)is given by

The kth moment of the number of mutations at timis

(m*), =e> mFp (m,1), (4)
m
wheree = (1,...,1) is the unit row vector. We can write a recursive equation(faf; by multiplying

both sides of Equatidd 3 by, summing overn, and left multiplying bye to obtain

(M1 = e(@—puV)> mp(m,t)+ peW » mp (m—1,t)
= eA Z mp (m,t) + peWp,
= (m) + puv)o, 5)

where we have used the propedA = e, noted that)  p (m,t) = p, since the population is in
equilibrium, and defined the average neutrality(@s, = eWp, = eVp,. Summing the recursion
yields

(m)10 =Tp(v)o. (6)

<m2>T,o— <m>T,o2

<m>T,o

To calculate the index of dispersidiy, = , we need to find the second moment

(m?)7,. In a fashion analogous to the construction of Equdflon Scavewrite

(m?)1 = e(I—puV) Z m?p (m,t) + peW Z m?p (m — 1,t)

= eA Z m*p (m,t) + 2ueW Z mp (m,t) + peWpe
m m

t—1
= (m?); + p(v)o + 2°eW > ATWps,. ()
7=0

Summing the recursion yields

T
(M7, = Tuv),+2u*eW Z (T — t) A" 'Wp,
t=1

T
= Tu)o+T (T —1) > (v)," +2p>eW Y (T —t) (A" —Q) Wpo,  (8)
t=1

10



where we have noted théitn; .., A’ = Q = (po,--.,Po) aNdeWQWp, = <1/>02. We can fur-

ther simplify Equatiol B by performing spectral decomposi& of A andQ. Let \q,...,\x be the

eigenvalues oW — V, and letry, ..., rx andly, ..., 1x be the corresponding right and left eigenvec-

tors, normalized so thdjr; = 1. These eigenvectors are also eigenvectorA odind the corresponding

eigenvalues arée— 1, ..., 1—uAg, with one eigenvalue (chosen here tolbeu ;) equal to one and

all other eigenvalues greater than zero and less than oe&rTlandl; are right and left eigenvectors of

Q with eigenvaluel, and all other eigenvalues €f are zero. The spectral decompositions are therefore
K

Q =rl; andA = rql; + > (1 — p)) r;l;, and so after inserting these spectral decompositions into
=2

Equatior® for(m?)r,, the index of dispersion is

T K
2 t _
Rro = 1—p{v),+ (Vl; eW E (1 - T) E (1—p\) " 1, Wpe. )
o t=1 i=2

This equation is equivalent to the general formula given byleZ [19], where we have now provided

concrete values gfi(v), for p and £—-eWA!"'Wp, for h (t). In the limit of largeT and small,

(V)o

R, approaches the constant value

K
2
eW ) A 'rl;Wpo. (10)

RT,O = 1+
(Vo =2

Limit when Ny > 1

WhenNp > 1, the population is spread across many nodes of the neutvedrierather than converged
on a single sequence]23]. In this limjt,can be interpreted as both the distribution of sequencd®in t
various stability bins and the probability that a singledamly chosen sequence occupies a particular
stability bin. At generatior, the fraction of mutated proteins that continue to foldiis, = eWp (¢),

so in order to maintain a constant populations size, allddldequences must reproduce at a rate of

oy = [1— (1 — (v);)]"*. The population therefore evolves according to

pt+1)=a[(1-p)I+uW]p(t). (11)

11



Let the equilibrium value op bep... The equilibrium neutrality i), = eWp,, and the equilib-

rium reproduction rate is = [1 — (1 — (¥)o0)] ", SO

Poo = a[(1 — ) I+ pW] peo. (12)

This equation can be rewritten to show tipat is the principal eigenvector iV,
<V>oopoo = Wpoo- (13)

We note that(v)., approximates the asymptotic neutrality for the declinehie fraction of folded
proteins upon random mutagenes§is[4, 49].

We now determine the average number of accumulated musatiohy ., and the corresponding
index of dispersion?r ., by treating the forward evolutionary process. In the Suppgrinformation,
we show that identical results are obtained by tracing aaautyl chosen protein backwards in time
along its ancestor distribution. Definimg(m, t) as in the previous section,

The recursion can be solved to obtain
L/t
p(m ) = a3 (1) (= )" W Wep (- 1,0), (15)
rk=0 o

as can be verified by direct substitution. Since we are asguthie population is in equilibrium at
time 0 and no mutations have accumulated at that tines, 0) iS po for m = 0 and 0 otherwise.

Furthermorep,, satisfies Equation13, so multiplying Equat[ol 15dyields

plonat) = (1 )a (1= 0" )™ (16)

wherep (m,t) = ep (m, t) gives the fraction of the population that has accumulatemiutations after
t generations. The average number of accumulated mutatf@rsTagenerations is the mean of this
binomial distribution,

17)




Using the well-known result for the variance of the binondaitribution, the index of dispersion is

L (V) oo
free = 10—y -

Itis important to reiterate that the above equation was/ddriinder the assumption that there is at most
one mutation per sequence per generation. For realistigbdisons of mutations (i.e. Poisson), this

means thats < 1. In regime, Ry  is close to one.

L attice Protein Simulations

We tested our theory’s predictions on the evolutionary dyica of lattice proteins. Lattice proteins
are simple protein models that are useful tools for studyirgein folding and evolution [32]. Our
lattice proteins were chains @f amino acids that folded on a two-dimensional lattice. Thergy of
a lattice protein conformation was equal to the sum of theapsé interactions between non-bonded
amino acids[[5]. Each lattice protein has 41,889,578 plssionformations, and by summing over
all of these conformations we could exactly determine theitimm sum and calculaté\G ;. We set
a minimal stability threshold for the lattice proteinszi&fi?l}li’{1 = 0. Therefore, at each generation all
proteins that folded to the parental native structure With, < 0 were replicated with equal probability.
We generated lattice proteins that folded to the three rdiffieconformations shown in Fi@l 2. For
each of these three proteins, we determined the distribafid\ AG values for all 380 single mutations
(Fig. @). TheseAAG distributions were used to predict the equilibrium digttibn of stabilities, the
average number of fixed mutations, and the index of disperfsin5,000 generations of evolution at a
per residue per generation mutation ratésof 10~%. To test these predictions, we evolved replicate
populations of lattice proteins with population sizesf= 10 and N = 10°. Since the per residue
per generation mutation rate 5sx 10~* and the proteins are of lengf, these cases correspond to
Np = 0.1andNp = 1000. We performed 1,000 replicates for thg, = 0.1 case and 10 replicates for

the Nu > 1 case, equilibrating the populations for 5,000 generatamtsthen collecting data for 5,000

13



more generations of evolution. Fig. 2 shows that the siraraesults are in excellent agreement with

the theoretical predictions.

Discussion

We have presented a theory that quantitatively predictdigtgbution of stabilities, the average number
of fixed mutations, and the index of dispersion for an evag\pnotein population in terms of theAG
values for individual mutations. In this section, we givaljative interpretations of the mathematical
results and discuss their implications for our understagdif protein evolution.

One major result is to show that the effects of protein stmgcbn the rate of sequence evolution
can be quantitatively cast in terms of theAG values for single mutations. Numerous lattice protein
simulations have shown that protein structure can draaitiaffect the rate of sequence evolution
(as can be seen in Fidl] 2 of this work), but these effects amnallysdescribed by invoking either
neutral networks or structural designabilify [22] P4] P8, [20,[32], neither of which are accessible
to experiments (although see ref._[31] for recent progressohnecting designability to measureable
properties). Our work shows that these structural effentsaguence evolution can be quantitatively
calculated from the experimentally measureabhl&G values.

A second important result is a precise description of hoviganaevolutionary dynamics depends on
the product of population size and mutation ratg;. WhenNp > 1, the evolving protein population
is polymorphic in stability and subject to frequent mutatipso the more stable (and thus more muta-
tionally tolerant) proteins produce more folded offspririg contrast, whenVu < 1, the population
is usually monomorphic in stability and so all members offitbpulation are equally likely to produce
folded offspring. The general tendency for populationseatrally evolve mutational robustness when
Nu > 1 has previously been treated mathematically [23, 24], anarigty of lattice protein simula-

tions have noted the tendency of evolving protein poputatio preferentially occupy highly connected
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neutral network node$ 24, 27,128]. Our work shows that faitgins this process can be rigorously
described by considering only protein stability, ratheartliequiring a full analysis of the neutral net-
work. In addition, we prove that both the number of accunmdanutations and the index of dispersion
depend on whetheN . is < 1 or > 1. This finding is at odds with the standard predictibnl [17] of
Kimura’s neutral theory that the rate of evolution is indegent of population size. The reason for
this discrepency is that standard neutral theory fails twat for the possibility that increasing the
population size so thaV ., > 1 can systematically increase the fraction of mutationsahaineutral.

A third important contribution of our theory is to predicetlextent of marginal stability of evolved
proteins from theA AG values for single mutations. Several researchers havegobaut that evolved
proteins will be marginally stable simply because most tmra are destabilizind [40, 41]; we have
described this process quantitatively. In addition, weehstvown how the neutral evolution of muta-
tional robustness wheN 1, > 1 will shift the proteins towards higher stabilities (as simow Fig. [2),
although this increase in stability is limited by the cowhtdancing pressure of predominantly destabi-
lizing mutations. The formulae we provide can in principedombined with experimentally measured
AAG values to predict the expected range of stabilities fonaalproteins.

Our work also weds Takahata's concept that fluctuating akspaces might overdisperse the molec-
ular clock [I8[I9[26] to a concrete discription of how pmotaeutrality fluctuates during evolution.
When N < 1, fluctuations in protein stability cause an overdispersi@t can be calculated from the
single-mutantA AG distribution. Simulations have indicated that this ovepéirsion depends on the
population size[[26, 52] — we explain this dependence by sipwhat stability-induced overdisper-
sion does not occur whel . > 1 since the population’s neutrality equilibrates when iesuls across
many nodes of the neutral network. Mathematically, theed#ifice in the cas€8p > 1 andNp < 1
is that only in the former case does the probability of a stultstn depend on a fluctuating distribution

of stabilities (Equatiofil]3 containsV in the first term on the right side, while Equatiod 14 does.not)
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In summary, we have presented a mathematical theory of renwmtbdynamics shape neutral protein
evolution. A major strength of our theory is that it makesmuative predictions using single-mutant
AAG values, which can be experimentally measured. Our workslggests how neutral and adap-
tive protein evolution may be coupled through protein thaslgmamics. Protein stability represents an
important hidden dimension in the evolution of new proteindtion, since extra stability that is itself
neutral can allow a protein to tolerate mutations that aonév or improved functiong[8]. Our the-
ory describes the dynamics of protein’s stability duringtn& evolution — adaptive protein evolution
is superimposed on these stability dynamics, with proteiost likely to acquire beneficial mutations

when they are most stable.

M aterials and M ethods

L attice Protein Simulations

We performed simulations with lattice proteins bf= 20 monomers of20 types corresponding to
the natural amino acids. The proteins could occupy any o#th889,578 possible compact or non-
compact conformations on a two-dimensional lattice. Trergnof a conformatiord is the sum of the
nonbonded nearest-neighbor interactioRC) = illizl Ci; (C) x €(A;, A;), whereC;; (C) is one
i=1j=

if residues:i andj are nearest neighbors in conformatiérand zero otherwise, and A;, A;) is the
interaction energy between residue typgsand.A;, given by Table 5 of ref.[]51].

We computed the stability of a conformati6pasAG (C;) = E (C;)+T' In{Q (T) —exp [-E (C¢) /T},
whereQ (T') = %: exp [-FE (C;) /T is the partition sum, made tractable by noting that therealg
910,972 uniqué{ cio}ntact sets. All simulations were perfariaiea reduced temperatureBf= 1.0

We used adaptive walks to find sequences that folded intoafdhb three arbitrarily chosen confor-

mations shown in Fid]2 withG s < 0, and then neutrally evolved these sequencesbgenerations
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with a population size oN = 100. Our evolutionary algorithm was as follows: at each gemnanave
randomly chose a protein that folded to the parental stractith AG; < 0 from the population and
mutated each residue to some other randomly chosen resittuprabability 5 x 10—, and continued
doing this until we had filled the new population with protirAt the end of this equilibration evolu-
tion, we chose the most abundant sequence in the populaitmeastarting point for further analysis
and computation of the distribution &AG values for all 380 point mutations (sequences shown in
Fig.[d).

To collect data forN i < 1, we evolved 1,000 replicates as above but with= 10 and for 5,000
generations starting with a clonal population of the ihis@gquence described above. We then evolved
each of these equilibrated populations for a further 5,08)@egations to collect data. We combined the
data for all the folded proteins in the final populations ofta replicates to calculaten)r, Ry, and the
distribution of stabilities shown in Fidl 2. If we insteadngily randomly chose a single folded protein
from the final population of each replicate, we obtained Iteshat were identical within the precision
shown in Fig[R.

To generate the data fav; > 1, we used the same procedure but with= 10° and only per-
formed 10 replicates. We again computed the statistics showig. @ by combining the data for all
of the folded proteins in the final populations of &ll replicates. Similar results were obtained if we
instead computedn ), and Ry over all of the folded proteins in the final population of agdnrepli-
cate (average values @fi)rwere identical while the?, values of 1.03, 0.95, and 0.94 were extremely
similar to those shown from top to bottom in Fig. 2). This ipested since the probability distributions

for Ny > 1 evolve deterministically.

17



L attice Protein Predictions

The numerical predictions for the lattice proteins giverFig. [ were computed by constructing the
matrix W with a bin size ofb = 0.005 and truncating the matrix by assuming that no proteins would
have stabilities less than -5.0. For the case wNen< 1, (m)r was calculated using Equatibh 6 and
Rp was calculated using Equatibnl 10. Féy: > 1, (m)7 was calculated using Equatibnl 17 aRg

was calculated using Equatibnl 18.
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Figure 1. A thermodynamic view of protein evolution. A mutgmotein stably folds if and only if it
possesses some minimal stabilkf;G?lm (in this case -5 kcal/mol). The stability of the wildtype t&im

is AG}” = —7.5 kcal/mol, meaning that it haAG‘JiXtra = —2.5 kcal/mol of extra stability. The bars
show the distribution oAAG values for mutations. Those mutants Wj:NG}Xtra + AAG < 0 still
stably fold, while all other mutants do not fold and so ardexiby natural selection. The probability
that a mutation will be neutral with respect to stable fodgiis simply the fraction of the distribution that

lies to the left of the threshold. The data in this figure arpdilgetical.

Figure 2: The theory gives accurate predictions for thewtiant of model lattice proteins. Each row of
panels is for a different lattice protein. The graphs atdefiw the starting protein and the distribution
of AAG values for all point mutations. The graphs in the middle aftldhow the predicted (lines)
and measured (boxes) distributions of stabilities amomgetiolved proteins. The tables embedded
in the graphs show the predicted and measured values forvérage number of mutationsnt)r)
and the index of dispersionR{-) after 5,000 generations of neutral evolution. The centeplgs are
for a population size ofV = 10, and the graphs at the right are faf = 10°. In both cases, the
per protein per generation mutation rateuis= 0.01. As predicted, the evolving population with
Np > 1 evolved mutational robustness that is manifested by iseckarotein stability. This additional

mutational robustness accelerated the rate of sequentdierno
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Supporting Information

Calculation of reverse processwhen Ny > 1

WhenN . > 1, the population is now never converged to a single sequaendeis nota priori obvious
that the average number of mutations present in the popaol&iequivalent to the expected number of
fixed substitutions along the line of descent. In fact, inlthet of very large population sizes there
may not even be a common line of descent in relevant time fsaisiace many new mutations will
occur before any given mutation goes to fixation. In the mevh e calculated the average number of
mutations(m)r ., a sequence in the population has accumulated over th# Igesherations by treating
the forward evolution of the population. Here we trace a canlgt chosen protein in the population back
in time, and show that the average number of substitut{ehs that it has accumulated over the 185t
generations is equal ton)r .. We also show that indices of dispersion(et)r ., and(s)7 have the
same value oR7 .

To calculate(s)r, we first define a vectoa giving the ancestor distribution?]: elementi of
a (T —t) gives the probability that a randomly chosen sequence ft@mpbpulation at tim@ had
a predecessor with stability in binat time7" — ¢. The transition probabilities of (7" — ¢) at equilib-
rium are the discrete time analogue of those computed by ldsom and coworker®]. From Equation
?7? of the main text, it follows that the fraction of sequencegiim: at timet + 1 that had as their an-
cestor in the previous generation a sequence i By, [(1 — x) §;; + pW;;] p; (t). In order to obtain
the probability that a sequence in birat timet¢ + 1 had an ancestor in bij, we have to divide this
fraction by the total fraction of sequences in biat timet + 1, p; (¢ + 1). In equilibrium,o; = « and
p; (t+ 1) = p; (t) = p; wherep; is the element fronp.,. Hence, the probability that a sequence in bin

i had an ancestor in bipis o [(1 — ) 0;; + wHj;], where we have defined

Hji = Wijp;/pi, (S1)


http://arxiv.org/abs/q-bio/0605041v1

The time evolution ok is therefore
a(l—t)=a[l-—pwI+pH]a(T-t+1), (S2)

where the matrix is defined by Equation-$1. Equatibnl S2 can be solved to shavhiéa&quilibrium
value ofa is a., satisfying

(V) o@oo = Han. (S3)

If we definea (s, T — t) as the vector with elementgiving the probability that a randomly chosen
sequence at tim& had a predecessor at tirfie— ¢ in stability bini and withs substitutions relative to

the sequence at tinig, then the time evolution for an equilibrated population is
a(s,T—t—1)=a(l—-—pa(s,T—t)+auHa(s—1,T —1). (S4)
We can solve Equatiofis1S4 dnd S3 in a manner analogous tortirfoprocess to obtain

a(e T =)= (L)t 1= )~ () 2 (s5)

Again defininga (s,T — t) = ea (s, T — t) as the probability of having accumulatedubstitutions as

one moves backgenerations from tim&’, we obtain the binomial distribution

a(s, T — 1) = (t) o (1= 1) (o)’ (s6)

Comparison of Equatio®? of the main text and Equati®nlS6 shows that they are idenfid@refore, all
moments computed from the two distributions must be equigharticular, this proves thdin)r o =
(s)7, and that the corresponding indices of dispersion haveaime value of?7 ., defined by Equation

?? of the main text. This shows that whé¥ > 1, we expect equivalent results regardless of whether
we average over the number of mutations in all sequencesryrigsthe population, or randomly choose

a single sequence and trace back along its ancestor dikiribu



