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Abstract: We reinvestigate the model originaly studied by Neukirch and Marko that
describes the extension, torque and supercoiling in single, stretched and twisted DNA
molecules, which consists of amixture of extended and supercoiled state, using now a
more accurate form of the free energy for the untwisted but stretched DNA. The original
model uses an approximate form of this free energy and the agreement with experiment is
only qualitative. We find that this more accurate free energy significantly improves the
results, bring them into quantitative agreement with experiment, throughout the entire
force regime. Thisis rather surprising, considering that the theory is completely
parameter-free.
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l. I ntroduction

Cooperative topological transition of a DNA moleculeis of great importancein a
number of essential cellular processes involving rotation or torque generation. Strand
separation of the double helix isrequired in initiation of both replication and
transcription, facilitating the accessibility of its basesto a variety of protein. Alteration of
the topological state of DNA plays important regulatory rolesin transcription. Torqueis

generated in transcription and it potentially affects the structure of chromatin. Replication



is coupled with unwinding of the parental DNA strands and buildup of torsional stress[1
-6]. Thusit iscrucia to elucidate the mechanisms of behavior of DNA under torque and
force.

DNA molecules with no nicks (no break in one of the strands) have twist modulus,
thanks to their double-helix structure. This property has important biological
consequences. First this provides an efficient way to compact DNA to fit into cells and
nuclel. Secondly, atwisted DNA molecule can be either more stable or less stable than its
untwisted form depending on whether the twist is negative (underwind) or positive
(overwind), respectively. Thus a variety of proteins (RNA polymerase [7], regulation
factors[8], etc.) can locally underwind and hence denature the bases of DNA, making
them more easily accessible. On the other hand, thermophilic bacteriathat livein
environment close to the boiling point of water have enzymes (reverse gyrases [9]) that
overwind the molecule and hence making it stable even under such conditions. Because
topology plays such an important rolein cell life, Nature has evolved a family of
enzymes, generally known as topoisomerases [10-16] (reverse gyrase being one of them)
that control the torsion and entanglement of the molecules.

It is now well known that DNA molecules can be stretched and twisted using single
manipulation experiments [ 10, 15-22], following the seminal work of [22]. In these
experiments, a DNA molecule is anchored at multiple points to a surface and to a bead
used to apply aforce and a torque and the extensions of the molecule as a function of
double helix linking number are measured. Mosconi et al.[21] used a magnetic trap
system to measure the buckling torque of DNA as a function of force in various salt

concentration. Results of experiment showed that supercoiled DNA has a mixed-phase



regime where extended and plectonemically supercoiled phases coexist when buckling
torque of the molecule is above the threshold.

The semi-flexible polymer model provides a quantitative starting point for theories
describing these type of experiments [23-30]. In ref. [27] Marko has suggested a heuristic
model to describe the behavior of a stretched DNA under twist. In this model, the twisted,
stretched molecule is partitioned into an unstretched, plectonemic supercoil phase with
torsiona stiff P and a stretched and twisted DNA molecule with bending rigidity Aand

effective torsiona stiffness C,. The torsiona stiffness P of the plectonemic DNA is

unknown and can only be estimated. The predictions of the model are in qualitative
agreement with experiment [21]. Thisis not surprising since a description of the
plectonemic phase with a single force independent torsional stiff P isan
oversmplication that does not take into account for example the variation of plectonemic
radius with force due to entropic repulsion [31].

More recently, Neukirch and Marko [28] proposed an improved model that describes
the stretched, twisted DNA molecule by taking into account the variation of the
plectonemic radius with force explicitly. In this way the theory is completely parameter-
free. In the limit of high force, closed-form asymptotic solutions for the supercoiling
radius, extension and torque of the molecule can be obtained. These asymptotic solutions
already give rather reasonable agreement with experiment. In this paper we want to show
that much of the discrepancy of this theory with experiment is due to the use of an
approximate form of the free energy for the extended phase of the molecule, which is
stretched but untwisted. Use of a more accurate form of the free energy significantly

improves the agreement with experiment.



In section 11 we will briefly recapitulate the Neukirch-Marko model. In section 111 we
will show our calculation with an improved form of the free energy. Section IV isthe
conclusion.

Il. The Neukirch-Marko Model
We will follow ref. [28] in order to introduce their model. Fig. 1 isan illustration of a

supercoiled DNA molecule under force f and torque. The total length L of the molecule

is partitioned between the two “phases’: (i) a plectonemic phase of length |, where the
filament has bending rigidity Aand torsional rigidity C and adopts a superhelical shape of
radius r and angle a , and (ii) an extended wormlike-chain phase of length L - | .

The free energy of the extended phase is described in terms of the free energy per unit
length of the untwisted molecule g(f) = f - k;T./ f / A[26], plusatwist energy using a
twist modulus that includes effects of writhing fluctuations:

C.(f)= Cll- (C/4A)kBT/\/EJ [32]. Both forms are correct for large f . For
smplicity, both in ref. [28] and in this paper, the form C, = C will be used. But we will
show in the next section that it is the use of the above approximate form for g(f) that has
led to much of the discrepancy with experiment.

The free energy of the plectonemic phase is that of two straight charged cylinders with
a center axis separated by a distance of 2r, in the Debye—-Huickel approximation of the
Poisson-Boltzmann equation. For the double helix, two negative charges appear for each
base pair. This suggests the use of alinear charge density (in eectron charge units) of
n =1/b, where b = 0.17nm s half of the 0.34 nm spacing of successive base pairs along

DNA. However, an effective charge is introduced to cope with two effects: (i) the fact

that this charge is distributed on the surface of the cylindrical double helix of radius



a =1nm rather than on its center axis and (ii) the asymptotes of the linear and
nonlinear solutions of the Poisson-Boltzmann equation have to match for large

separation distances. The effective chargeis

=l L L
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(1)

where L; = 0.7nm isthe Bjerrum length in water, k ;- ! the Debye length, and K, (x)the
nth modified Bessel function of the second kind [33, 34]. From Table 11 of ref [33], the
parameter g is computed to be g =(1.64, 1.44, 1.27, 1.14) at salt concentrations (50,

100, 200, 500) mM and for T = 296.5K.

The interaction potential in the plectoneme is[26, 35]

U(r) =kgTn LKy (2K pr) (2)

where both k ; and n depend on the salt concentration.

By adding together electrostatic, bending, and twisting energy terms, the total free

energy is

Fa,rl ot ,0)=-g(L- I)+%CI 2(L-1)
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where | ( = 2pDLK, /(L - I) isthelinking angle density in the stretched part of the DNA
(DLk, isthe excess linking number of the extended region) and t , = 2pDTw /1 isthe

twist angle density in the plectonemic DNA (DTw, is the excess twist in the plectoneme



region). In the second term we have used C_(f) =C for smplicity.

Once force and DLk are specified, the remaining variables are determined by the

minimization of Eq. (3), subject to the constrainst

sn2a . o

DLK = DTw +Wr = 12 (@
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where DLk isthe number of turns introduced into the DNA relative to the relaxed double
helix linking number Lk, (i.e., DLk = Lk - Lk,).
The constraint on DLk is handled by using a Lagrange multiplier M , i.e. by

minimizing G = F - 2o0M (DTw +Wr - DLK) . Using Egs. (3) and (4), this becomes
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Equilibrium values of the six varidbles | (,t ,, M, a, I, r follow from setting to zero

the partia derivativesof G with respect to these six variables. The partia derivatives
with respect to the first three variables result in

Cl,=Ct,=M , or I =t =M/C (6)

S
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Using Eq. (6) this becomes
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The partial derivatives with respective to the last three variables yield three other



eguations:
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The three equations (8), (9) and (10) can be solved to obtain the remaining three

unknowns quantitiesa , r and M .

In the high-force limit, Neukirch and Marko [28] have given the solutionsin closed

form. Define a quantity K as
K =% /& ?LkT/g(f) . (11)
The plectonemeradius r and angle a are given by

r=logK/(2k,) (12

1/4

a =[2r2g(f)/(3A)] (13)
Thetorque M isgiven by

_2Asn®a cosa
r cosza

M (14)

A Taylor expansion of this expression for small a and substituting the results, Egs. (12)

and (13) for a and r yidds
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Another quantity of experimental interest is the slope of the average extension

q=1<X >/YDLk = - 1°G/{ffDLk = - 2pM /if . Using Eq. (10) for M , this becomes
g=-4prg'(r)/sn2a . Taylor expanding this for smal a and substituting

Egs. (12) and (13) for a and r yields

\/Iogl\/Qplaw Lk T/g(f)]g(f)(1+2a /3) (16)
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Using Egs. (15) and (16) andg(f) = f - k T4/ f / A, the slope and torque calculated are
in qualitative agreement with experiment [28]. Experimental valuesof A/k,T =46, 47,
44, 45 nm at 50, 100, 200, and 500 nM salt and C/k;T =94nm are used in the

calculation. We will show in the next section that using a more accurate form of g(f)

can significantly improve on the agreement with experiment.

[11. Calculation using an improved free ener gy

In this section we give our calculation of the slope and the torque using an improved
form of the untwisted free energy.

The force-extension curve in the worm like chain (WLC) model is given by the widely
used interpolation formula [26]

T) éX g X
= —9-—u (17)
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where L hereisthe persistence length, related to the bending rigidity A, by A=kgTL ,



and X isthe extension. The negative of the free energy per unit length g(f) isobtained

by aLegendre transform

Lg(f) = X - W(X) (18)
where

W(X) = Q) dX' f (X') (19)

isthe work done in extending the polymer. The functions g and W depend also on the
persistence length L, . From Eqgn. (17) the extension X isan implicit function of the
force f . Since the extension is a single-valued, monotonic increasing function of f , we
can define the inverse function X, (f) which give the extension X as afunction of the
force f . Even though this function cannot be obtained analyticaly, it can be calculated

numerically to high accuracy. Substituting Egn. (17) into Egn. (19), the function W can

be calculated anayticaly:
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From Eq. (18), the negative of the free energy per unit length is given as a function of the

force f by
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We will use this form of the free energy in Egs. (15) and (16) to calculate the torque



M and dope q.
From Eq. (16), in order to calculate the dlope q, the derivative of gwith respect to f

is needed. From Egs. (18) and (19), thisis given by

Lg'(f) =X(f) (22

In Fig. 2 we show our calculation of the sope of the average extension
g=9< X >/9DLk obtained using Egn.(16), with gand g'given by Egns (21) and (22),
together with results obtained using the approximate formsfor gand g'. The

experimental data are directly taken from Fig. 2 of ref. [28]. The datain ref. [28] are

obtained from ref. [21]. The dopein ref. [21] is a dimensionless quantity defined as
g=L"M<X>/Ts,withs =(Lk- Lk,)/Lk,, where Lk, » 1500 is the linking number
of the DNA molecule under no external tension or torque. Our slope q isrelated to

q byqg=(L/Lk,)q = (5.4mm/1500)q = (3.6nm)q . The experimental data given in ref.
[28] isactually afactor (- 3.6nm) timesthe datain ref. [21]. In Figure 3 we present the

results of our calculation for the torque M , using Egns. (15) and (21), together with
results obtained using the approximate form, compared with the experimental data, taken
from Fig.3 of ref. [21]. We can see that this better form of the free energy improves
significantly the agreement with experiment. The agreement with experiment is now

surprisingly good, except for low salt concentrations.

V. Conclusion
We have shown that by using a better form of the free energy for the stretched but

untwisted part of the DNA, the Neukirch-Marko model can give quantitative agreement

10



with experimental results. There are still some disagreement at low salt concentration, but
thisis probably due to the inadequacy of the Debye—-Hickel approximation of the
Poisson-Boltzmann equation, which results in imperfect screening of the electrostatic
potential at these low salt concentrations. It was mentioned in ref. [28] that the
disagreement with experiment may be due to the neglect of confinement entropy [36].
Since our results using a better free energy aready yield quantitative agreement with
experiment, the effect of confinement entropy is probably small.

Our calculation is based on the model of Neukirch and Marko [28]. Thistheory isan
analytic theory, with analytic expressions for the slope and torque as functions of the
tension. In order to arrive at this theory, severa reasonable ssimplications have been
introduced. It does not incorporate thermal fluctuations in plectoneme. The argument is
that at least at higher tensions, the fluctuations are small and can as a consequence be
neglected. It also neglects multi-plectoneme effects. The use of atwo cylinder repulsion
in the Debye-Huickel regime is a rough approach not taking into account the effect on
plectoneme angle as was shown to be important by Ubbink and Odijk [35]. More recent
models [37,38] have taken these effects into account. In ref. [37] the authors give results
of the dope versus tension, in very good agreement with experiment. However, for this
guantity, the original theory of Neukirch and Marko also gives good agreement with
experiment. It is the torque versus tension results in the Neukirch-Marko theory that show
the largest disagreement with experiment, especialy for low tension and low salt
concentrations. For the torque versus tension result, the result of ref[37] is not so good.
In more recent work [38] Marko and Neukirch have aso incorporated the above

mentioned effects in their model, but unfortunately they do not give any new torque

11



versus tension results.

Notwithstanding the clearly better agreement between theory and experiment achieved
in this work, one notes, however, that it holds as far as the Debye—HUickel approximation
of the Poisson-Boltzman theory remains valid, i.e., for high screening/salt concentration
only. As one can see from Figs. 2 and 3, the agreement with experiment deteriorates at
low salt concentration for both the slope and the torque.

A closer inspection of the g-f variation, shown in Fig. 2, indicates that the agreement
with experiment at higher applied tensions (when >3 pN at 500 mM and f>1 pN at 200

mM). Thisis puzzling because the expressions for the free energy g(f) and twist
modulus C_(f) should be correct for large f and the fluctuations in plectoneme and

multi-plectoneme effects neglected in the model, should also decrease with tension. Dhar

et a [39] and Samuel et a [40] have explored effects that go beyond the high force limit
(g(f)=1- kgT4 f/A).Atthesehigh forces, such effects may be relevant. It should

also be pointed out that the force-extension formula given in Egn. (17) isonly an
interpretation formula which is convenient for calculation and should not be considered
as a substitute for analytical or semi-andytic theoretical modelsin ref. [39, 40]. In
particular, the force-extension curve given by Egn. (19) did not take into account the
entropy of the chain, even when no external force is applied, as pointed out by Neumann
[41]. Also, in this high tension limit one would have to include the effects of thermal
fluctuations on DNA elasticity, as studied by Kulic et al [42,43] and Sinha et al [40,44].
Finally, the Legendre transform (Egns. (18) and (19)) was used because we are
considering the long DNA limit. If one were to look at shorter chains, with chain lengths

comparable to the persistence length of 50 nm, one would need to work with Laplace

12



transforms instead [41,45,46]. This is because such short chains are not in the
thermodynamic limit and one has to distinguish between the isometric ensemble in which
the chain ends are held fixed and the applied force is allowed to fluctuate and the
isotensional ensemble in which the applied force is held fixed and the chain lengths are
allowed to fluctuate. Only in the thermodynamic limit in which the chain lengths are

infinitely long do the two ensembles yield identical results.

References
[1] D. Branzei., M. Foiani, Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Bial. 11, 208 (2010)

[2] N.R. Cozzarelli, G.J. Cost, M. Nollmann, T. Viard, JE. Stray, Nat. Rev. Mal. Cell
Biol. 7, 580 (2006)

[3] F. Kouzine, D. Levens, Front. Biosci. 12, 4409 (2007)
[4] D. Kowalski, M.J. Eddy, EMBO J. 8, 4335 (1989)
[5] L.F. Liu, J.C. Wang, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. (U.S.A.) 84,7024 (1987)

[6] L. Postow, C. Ullsperger, RW. Keller, C. Bustamante, A.V. Vologodskii, N.R.
Cozzardlli, J. Biol. Chem. 276, 2790 (2001)

[7] A. Revyakin, R.H. Ebright and T.R. Strick, Proc. Natl. Acd. Sci. (U.S.A.) 101, 4774
(2004)

[8] G. Lia, D. Bensmon, V. Croquette, J.-F. Allemand, D. Dunlap, D. Lewis, S. Adhya
and L. Finzi, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. (U.S.A.) 100, 11373 (2003)

[9] N. Cozzarelli, Science 207, 953 (1980)
[10] T. Strick, V. Croquette and D. Bensimon, Nature 404, 901 (2000)

[11] T. Strick, J.-F. Allemand, D. Bensmon, A. Bensimon and V. Croquette,
Science 271, 1835 (1996)

[12] T.R. Strick, J.-F. Allemand, D. Bensimon, and V. Croquette, Biophys. J. 74, 2016
(1998)

13



[13] T.R. Strick, J.-F. Allemand, D. Bensimon, R. Laverhy and V. Croquette, Physica A
263, 392 (1999)

[14] T. Strick, J.-F. Allemand, V. Croquette and Bensimon, Prog. Biophys. Mal. Biol. 74,
115 (2000)

[15] D.A. Koster, V. Croquette, C. Dekker, S. Shuman and N.H. Dekker, Nature 434, 671
(2015)

[16] B. Tangja, B. Schnurr, A. Slesarev, J.F. Marko and A. Mondragon, Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. (U.S.A.) 434, 14670(2007)

[17] O.A. Sdleh, S. Bigot, F.-X. Barre and J.-F. Allemand, Nat. Struct. Mol. Biol. 12, 436
(2005)

[18] R. Seidel, G.G. P. Bloom, C. Dekker and M.D. Szczelkun, EMBO J. 27, 1388
(2008)

[19] G. Lia, E. Praly, H. Ferreira, C. Stockdale, Y.C. Tse-Dinh, D. Dunlap, V. Croquette,
D. Bensmon and T. Owen-Huges, Moal. Cdll 21, 417 (2006)

[20] Z. Bryant, M.D. Stone, J. Gore, S.B. Smith, N.R. Cozzarelli and C. Bustamante,
Nature 424, 338 (2003)

[21] F. Mosconi, J.-F. Allemand, D. Bensimon and V. Croquette, Phys. Rev. 102, 078301
(2009)

[22] S. Smith, L. Finzi and C. Bustamante, Science 258, 1122 (1992)

[23] C. Bustamante, J.F. Marko, S. Smith and E.D. Siggia, Science 265, 1599 (1994)

[24] A.V. Vologodskii, Macromolecules 27, 5623 (1994)

[25] T. Odijk, Macromolecules 28, 7016 (1995)

[26] J.F. Marko and E.D. Siggia, Macromolecules 28, 8759 (1995)

[27] J.F. Marko, Phys. Rev. E 76, 021926 (2007)

[28] S. Neukirch, J.F. Marko, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 138104 (2011)

[29] N. Clauvelin, B. Audoly and S. Neukirch, Macromolecules 41, 4479 (2008)

[30] JF. Marko, in Mathematics of DNA Sructure, Function and Inacteractions, The

IMA Volumes in Mathematics and it Applications 150, editor C.J. Benham et a.,
Springer Sciencet+Business Media (2009)

14



[31] JF. Marko and E.D. Siggia, Science 265, 506 (1994)

[32] J.D. Moroz and P. Nelson, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. (U.S.A.) 94, 14418 (1997)
[33] D. Stigter, J. Calloid Interface Sci. 53, 296 (1975)

[34] JA. Schellman and D. Stigter, Biopolymers 16, 1415 (1977)

[35] J. Ubbink and T. Odijk, Biophys. J. 76,2502 (1999)

[36] J.F. Marko and E.D. Siggia, Phys. Rev. E 52, 2912 (1992)

[37] M. Emanudl, G. Lanzani and H. Schiessel, Phys. Rev. E 88, 022706(2013)
[38] J. Marko and S. Neukirch, Phys. Rev. E 85, 011908, (2012)

[39] A. Dhar and D. Chaudhuri, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 0655102 (2002)

[40] J. Samuel and S. Sinha, J. Phys., Condensed Matter 25, 465102 (2013)

[41] R. Neumann, Biophys. J. 85, 3418 (2003)

[42] 1.M. Kulic, H. Mohrbach, V. Lobaskin, R. Thaokar and H. Schiessel, Phys. Rev.

E72, 041905 (2005)

[43] I.M. Kulic, H. Mohrbach, V. Lobaskin, R. Thaokar and H. Schiessel, Phys. Rev.

E75, 011913 (2007)
[44] S. Sinhaand J. Samuel, Phys. Rev. E85, 041802 (2012)
[45] D. Keller, D. Swigon and C. Bustamante, Biophys. J. 84, 733 (2003)

[46] S. Sinhaand J. Samuel, Phys. Rev. E71, 021104 (2005)

15



Figure 1. Supercoiled DNA under force and torque. Molecule length is partitioned
between two phases. an extended phase and a plectonemic phase where strong self-
interaction occurs.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of experimental and theoretical dopes g =1 < X >/9DLk of the
average extension, as afunction of the applied force, for 50, 100, 200 and 500 mM salt
(top to bottom). Circles are experimental data. Full lines are our theoretical results using
better form of the free energy. Dashed lines are theoretical results using approximate
form of the free energy.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of experimental and theoretical torque as a function of the applied
force, for 50, 100, 200 and 500 mM salt (top to bottom). Circles are experimental data.
Full lines are our theoretical results using better form of the free energy. Dashed lines are
theoretical results using approximate form of the free energy.
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