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Counterion-controlled phase equilibria in a charge-regulated polymer solution
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We study phase equilibria in a minimal model of charge-regulated polymer solutions. Our model
consists of a single polymer species whose charge state arises from protonation-deprotonation pro-
cesses in the presence of a dissolved acid, whose anions serve as screening counterions. We explicitly
account for variability in the polymers’ charge states. Homogeneous equilibria in this model system
are characterised by the total concentration of polymers, the concentration of counter-ions and the
charge distributions of polymers which can be computed with the help of analytical approximations.
We use these analytical results to characterise how parameter values and solution acidity influence
equilibrium charge distributions and identify for which regimes uni-modal and multi-modal charge
distributions arise. We then study the interplay between charge regulation, solution acidity and
phase separation. We find that charge regulation has a significant impact on polymer solubility
and allows for non-linear responses to the solution acidity: re-entrant phase behaviour is possible
in response to increasing solution acidity. Moreover, we show that phase separation can yield to
the coexistence of local environments characterised by different charge distributions and mixture

compositions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Solutions with charged polymers can demix into
polymer-rich phases, also known as condensates. When
the condensed phase remains liquid, the process yielding
to demixing is known as liquid-liquid phase separation
or coacervation. In recent years, the understanding of
liquid-liquid phase separation (LLPS) has gained enor-
mous interest because of its putative role in the assem-
bly of macromolecules (mostly proteins and nucleic acids)
into membrane-less organelles (also known as biomolec-
ular condensates) in cells [I} 2]. While polymer physics
theories have elucidated several aspects of phase separa-
tion in solution, it is not yet fully understood how differ-
ent molecular mechanisms affect the formation, regula-
tion and properties of biomolecular condensates in cells
[2]. Challenges relate to the complexity of proteins, that
are large heteropolymeric polyelectrolytes, and of the cel-
lular environment which is maintained out of equilibrium
and can itself modulate proteins properties and coacer-
vation [2].

Grounded in the seminal work by Flory and Huggins
(FH) on phase separation in polymer solutions, the bal-
ance between enthalpic and entropic interactions is con-
sidered to be the driving force of LLPS. Based on the
simplifying assumption of polymers consisting on chemi-
cally identical units, Flory and Huggins derived a mean-
field model for phase separation in two-components mix-
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tures. Such a model has proven a useful phenomeno-
logical model also to study phase-separation in protein
solutions. However, its has limited predictive power, as
it misses details on the nature of the intermolecular inter-
actions that contribute to the enthalpic part of the free
energy [2l, 3].

A feature common to proteins is the presence of ion-
izable groups, that contribute to the electrostatic inter-
actions between proteins [4]. Models of polyelectrolyte
coacervation are commonly employed to study the role
of electrostatic interactions as well as salt in LLPS.
The early key paper in the field of polyelectrolyte com-
plexation (also called complex coacervation) remains the
work by Voorn and Overbeck from 1957 [5]. Exten-
sions of these classical theories that capture the sequence-
dependence of LLPS driven by proteins with intrinsically
disordered domains, as first demonstrated in [6], have em-
ployed mean-field theories of polyampholytes as underly-
ing models of proteins. They include the Random Phase
Approximation [7, [8], as well as Field Theoretic Simula-
tions [9] for the residue specific electrostatic interactions;
recent reviews in the modern context are [T0HI3].

A limitation of all these approaches is that they as-
sume the charge state on the polymers, such as polyelec-
trolytes or polyampholytes, to be fixed; in contrast, as
shown earlier on by the work of Linderstrgm-Lang [14],
the charge state of proteins is in fact regulated by the
local environment, such as pH conditions, as well as by
interactions between ionizable groups themselves [15] [16].
A key process in this context is charge regulation of the
polymers or, more generally, chargeable macromolecules
in the cellular context [I7, I8]. The charge regulation
process is best explained in its most elementary variant
which consists in the binding and unbinding of protons,


mailto:g.celora@ucl.ac.uk
mailto:ralf.blossey@univ-lille.fr
mailto:muench@maths.ox.ac.uk
mailto:barbara.wagner@wias-berlin.de

HT, from the water solvent. It is immediately clear that
this protonation-deprotonation process goes in hand-in-
hand with the change of solution pH [19]. More involved
charge regulation processes are obviously present, e.g. in
the binding of dissolved salts in solutions. The effect of
charge regulation processes has on phase equilibria has
been addressed in several recent papers [20H26]. How-
ever, even in simple model systems, the complexity of the
interactions yields phase behaviours in multi-parameter
spaces which are non-trivial to analyse. This is particu-
larly true due to the highly non-linear free energy terms
associated with electrostatic correlation effects, a key fea-
ture of liquid-liquid phase separating systems and of fun-
damental relevance in cell biology [27H33].

In cell biology, the relation between the phase diagram
on the one hand and the charge states of the macro-
molecules on the other [34] is of particular interest. In
this paper, we address this issue on the basis of a ‘min-
imal’ model which has essentially two ingredients: a ba-
sic formulation of the Voorn-Overbeek theory and the
charge regulation mechanism, for which we keep track of
the charge state on the polymers following the charge dis-
tribution approach developed in [I8]. Another key nov-
elty that distinguishes our work from previous studies on
phase separation and charge regulation processes [20, 25]
is that we consider the protonation-deprotonation equi-
libria in solution in the presence of a dissociated acid.
The concentration of the counterions due to acid dissoci-
ation will turn out to be a key control parameter in our
model system. In this way, we are capable to gain insights
into the coupling between charge regulation, acidity and
phase separation, by linking topological changes in the
coexistence curves as well as the related changes in the
charge distributions on the polymers.

Our paper is organised as follows. In Section [T we in-
troduce our model for the polymer-solvent mixture. Sec-
tion III covers the results we have obtained from its anal-
ysis. Section III A describes its homogeneous equilibrium
states, with a focus on how the composition of the mix-
ture affects the polymer charge. Section III B then dis-
cusses phase equilibria in our system. Finally, in Section
IIT C we show how phase separation process itself regu-
lates the charge state of the polymers by controlling the
local environmental conditions — here acidity. Section IV
concludes and provides an outlook to further studies; in
particular, we discuss the putative relevance of our re-
sults for LLPS in biological systems. Section V contains
the Appendices in which the technical results employed
in the paper are derived.

II. A MODEL FOR A POLYMER-SOLVENT
MIXTURE

Components of the mixture. The building blocks
of our model and the charge regulation mechanism it en-
tails are illustrated in Figure[I] respectively. We consider
chargeable polymers solvated in water, HoO, and a strong

acid; here as an example, we consider hydrochloric acid,
HCI. Therefore, in solution, we encounter the dissoci-
ated ionic species: Cl~ and hydronium ions H3O". The
polymers are considered as monodisperse with N > 1
monomers, of which only a subset of Z monomers car-
ries a protonation site, which can either be positively-
charged (bound state) or neutral (unbound state). We
assume that H3O', CI” and the monomers making up
the polymer have the same molecular volume as wa-
ter, v, so that the polymers have the molecular volume
vy = Nv > v.As in [I§], we assume that polymers
with different charge states, z € {0,...,Z}, coexist in
the mixture; as a result, we have effectively Z + 1 dif-
ferent polymer species in solution. Together with water,
chloride and hydronium ions this gives a total of Z + 4
species that we take into account in our mixture. For
each species, we denote by ¢, the volume fraction, with
w = (s,+,4,z) = (solvent, hydronium ions, chloride ions,
charged polymer). The volume fractions must satisfy a
no-void condition, which guarantees that at any location
space is fully occupied by the mixture:

Gs + Oy + G+ o =1, (1)

where

z
oM = Z ¢z (2)
z=0

Furthermore, we assume that our solution is electroneu-
tral so that the net charge density of the mixture has to
be zero,

Z
b1 —drt Y~ =0. (3)
z=1

The free energy density of a homogeneous mix-
ture. We assume that the mixture is incompressible
and kept at a constant temperature T, and describe it
by a Helmholtz free energy density f which consists of
three contributions, similar to [25],

f=h+fo+fs. (4)

The chemical potentials of the different species in the
mixture are then expressed in terms of derivatives of the
Helmholtz free energy density f with respect to ¢,,; these
conditions are given in detail in Appendix A. The first
contribution f; in is the standard Flory-Huggins free
energy capturing the entropic contributions and an inter-
action term of water and the solvated polymer

hv
kgT

Z Z
S om0+ Y0 L (o) +x Y 6u
ke{+,4,s} z=0 z=0
(5)

For simplicity, we assume the interaction parameter x
to be independent of the charge on the polymers. The
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FIG. 1: Mixture components. Schematic representation of the mixture components: water (H2O), positive ions
(H™), counterions and polymers chains which consists of N monomers. Of the N monomers polymers are made of,
Z have a binding site for HT ions. The binding sites can either exist in a charged or uncharged state; as a result,

polymers in the mixture can be in any charge state z € {0, .

.., Z}. Schematic illustrating charge regulation mecha-

nisms: (b) for an individual monomer; (c¢) for an entire polymer chain.

second contribution, fa, in is due to charge regulation
and given by

f2 1<
kBiT = E;)Uzd)z- (6)

where u, is the difference in the internal free energy (non-
dimensionalised by kgT') of a polymer with charge z and
a neutral one. By neglecting chain connectivity of the
polymers, we can see the charged polymer as a mixture
of an uncharged polymer and z positive fixed charges.
Following [18], we specify u, as

uzaz+T;ZZzln{<f)]. 1)

In , the first contribution represents the energy gain
(again non-dimensionalised by kgT) from occupying an
additional site on the polymer by an H™ ion. The second
term represents an additional contribution from short-
range interactions between occupied binding sites whose
strength is controlled by the parameter 7. Finally, we
have to include the internal entropy to account for the
different ways to arrange fixed charges on the binding
sites.

The last term f3 is the Debye-Hiickel term, similar to
[25], which like our reasoning for fo assumes that the
charges on the monomers of the polymers can be treated
as free ions,

f3 o 1 H2

where

z
K2 =X <¢+ + g0+ é Z«Wz) = 2\

z=1

Note that the term 2 depends on the sum of all charged
molecules multiplied by their valency (as in Eq. (6) in
[25]). The simplified expression Eq. (9 is obtained by
applying (3). In Eq. (9) the parameter A\ = 47lp/a,,,
where (5 is the Bjerrum length in water and a,, = v'/3
is the size of the species in the solution. More realistic
models that include polymer connectivity have, e.g., been
discussed in [28]. However, these include information on
the specific location of the charges along the polymer
chains.

The charge regulation process. As mentioned in
the introduction, models of polymer coacervation com-
monly assume the charge state on the polymer phase to
be fixed. In our framework, this corresponds to assum-
ing that all protonation sites on the polymer are occu-
pied, i.e., imposing in Equations —@ ¢, = 0 for all
z=1{0,...,Z — 1}. We instead assume that charges can
reversibly bind to protonation sites according to the re-
action

MZ+H30+ﬁMZ+1+HQO, 0<2<72-1,

where M, represents the polymer with z charges. Then,
the charge states of polymers in solution is determined
by imposing chemical equilibrium, instead of being pre-
scribed a priori.



Making use of the definition of the Helmholtz free
energy (see Section we have that the change in
the free energy for each chemical reaction (M, _; +
H30" == M, + H,0) occurring in the mixture is given
by

F(T,V,N,+ 1Ny —1,...,Noc1 —1,N, +1,...) —
F(T"/:NS,N-FW"7Nz—1aNZa---)
= s+ fy = Py — fhz—1, 0<z<Z.

9)

At chemical equilibrium, Eq. @D must be zero — i.e.,
the difference in chemical potential of products and re-
actant of each chemical reaction must be zero. Manipu-
lating Eq. @D we can express (i, in terms of the chemical
potential of the counterions, solvent and uncharged poly-
mers:

Py = o1+ g — fs, z=1,...,2. (10)

Equation can be viewed as an iterative discrete

map that, given g, defines the chemical potential of all
charged polymers in terms of g and ps,

/I‘Z:M()‘FZ(,U’-F*/LS)’ 2:13"'72' (11)

Using the explicit form of the chemical potential
in we arrive at

u, +1In(¢,) = —zxdm +1Ingy + z1n (Z"’) ,
z=0,...,Z, ’ (12)
where u, is defined by Equation and
z
b0 =br =) ¢ (13)

z=1

Taking the exponential of both sides of , we obtain
a system of Z+1 linear algebraic equations for the volume
fractions ¢,; this can be solved explicitly to obtain an

expression for ¢,, z=0,..., 7,
(bz = ¢M7Tz (14)
with
T, = A€7u2+(ln ¢+—In ¢57X¢7M)Z (15)
where
z
A—l _ Z e—uz-‘r(ln ¢+ —In ¢s_X¢M)Z. (16)
2=0

The terms 7, indicate the fraction of the total number
of polymers in the charged state z as a function of the
mixture composition. By definition, their sum must be
unity, ZZZ:() m, = 1. Inspecting , we find that 7, can

be rewritten in terms of an effective charge regulation
free energy,

7. = Aexp (—us), (17)
where
22 A
u;ff:aeffz—Fg—Z —In {(2)} , (18a)
with s = a + In(¢ps) — In(édy) + xPar - (18b)

The comparison of Eq. to the definition of u, (see
Eq. ), shows that, in our system, the local composi-
tion of the mixture affects the charge regulation process
by controlling the energy associated with the protona-
tion/deprotonation of a single binding site. Note the in-
troduction of an effective parameter a.. that includes
a composition-dependent correction to the ‘bare’ linear
term in u,. As in [I8], we find that the ion concentration
in solution, ¢, /¢, affects the effective binding energy.
Furthermore, by introducing the Flory-Huggins term in
the free-energy, we have that the polymer concentration,
¢, itself affects the binding of ions in solution (see the
last term in Eq. (18D)).

Using to eliminate ¢, (z = 0,...,Z) from the
definition of free energy density (see —) we obtain
the expression for the free energy for an ionic solution
with charge regulating polymers

l];fc; = ¢ In[dy] + deln[pe] + és In[os] + xPr1Ps
B
+ O 4yt InfA))
Vm
+ S (In¢y —Ings — xPnr)
VM

- % (ln(l )+ “(”22)) (19)

where Kk = 1/2A¢y and we have introduced the vari-
able Q that represents the mean charge of the poly-
mer phase Q = ZZZ:O zm, While we have defined the
free energy in terms of the variables ¢s, ¢4, ¢ and
¢¢, the degrees of freedom of the model can be reduced
to only two by observing the two constraints (no-void
and electro-neutrality) formulated in and , that is
¢s=1—¢nr— ¢ — ¢y, and ¢ = —ZLQ + .

These determine ¢ and ¢4 in terms of ¢p; and ¢y,
albeit, in the case of ¢4, only implicitly.

III. RESULTS

In the current work, we focus on the interplay be-
tween charge regulation processes and phase separation.
Our analysis highlights the key role of parameter n in
the equilibrium properties of the system. We, therefore,
consider it as a free parameter while fixing the others.



Based on previous works, we set A\ = 26.68 [25] and
v ~ 3.1 x 10723 ml [25]. The number of monomers in
the protein is set to N = 100; of these, we assume that
Z = 20 have a H' binding site. We set @ = —6.5 so
that it is energetically favourable for an individual bind-
ing site to be occupied (see Figure . The tempera-
ture is fixed to T" = 298 K and the Flory parameter to
x = 0.95; the latter value is chosen so that phase sep-
aration is observed — even when considering a neutral

polymer (see Section [[T11B 2)).

A. Analysis of homogeneous equilibrium states.

We first study the properties of homogeneous equilib-
rium states that arise in our model. We are specifically
interested in how the charge distribution of the polymers,
m,, depends on the mixture composition, ¢y and ¢,.
This is obtained by solving the non-linear system of al-
gebraic equations given by Egs. 7 and —.
Generally, this can not be done analytically and requires
numerical approaches. However, we make the following
observations.

1.) In the case n = 0 (i.e., independent ion adsorp-
tion), the charge distributions =, is binomial, which can
be approximated by a Gaussian distribution in z when
taking the maximum charge, Z > 1;

2.) For z taken as a continuous variable, we can ap-
proximate the effective charge regulation free energy ..
as

2

Uese(2) = 20t + % +zln % +(Z—2z)ln (1 - %) (20)
in the limit Z > 1 and z € (0,Z2) (for the details, see
Section. In Figure|2) we summarise how the number
and location of the local minima of . is controlled by
the mixture composition — i.e., the value of the param-
eter a.,. When 1. has a single minimum, then we can
estimate 7, within a saddle-point approximation that we
detail in Section V B. We find that for n > —4, we can
approximate the charge distribution by a Gaussian dis-
tribution whose mean is determined by the minimum of
Uest-

3) The saddle-point approximation is not always valid
for n < —4. The breakdown of the saddle-point approx-
imation is due to the appearance of multiple extrema
for the function 4. (see green area in Figure that
is reflected in the charge distribution 7, having multi-
ple peaks. In this case of failure of the saddle-point ap-
proximation, we need to resort to numerical methods of
computation.

This general feature of unimodality vs. multimodal-
ity of the charge distribution is summarised in Figure
which displays the (n,a.) diagram. As shown, we
can identify two characteristic regimes depending on the
value of 7: when 1 > —4, @ (i.e., the mixture composi-
tion), controls the location of the minimizer of @, which
is always unique; similarly of uS™. When 1 < —4, au g

P

(i.e., the mixture composition), controls both the loca-
tion and the number of minimizers of .., and likewise
of u™. We note that transitions between unimodality to
multimodality in charge regulating systems had earlier
been seen in [I§].

We now discuss the three different cases of interest

separately in more detail.

1. The case n = 0: independent ton adsorption.

By setting n = 0, Eqgs. are exact and this can be
shown without the need of any approximation. Indeed,
we have that A can be evaluated explicitly: A = (1 +
e~)~Z_ We obtain

= (D) a-nm, (1)

where
e — leff

- (22)

p
Thus the distribution of polymer states, normalised by
the total polymer concentration ¢, has the form of a bi-
nomial distribution B(Z, p). We can explain the appear-
ance binomial distribution of the charge state of polymers
intuitively. When n = 0 there is no correlation of differ-
ent binding sites; thus the state of each of the Z sites can
be treated as an independent Bernoulli random variable
with probability of success (i.e., binding) equal to p (see

Eq. )

2. m > —4: the general unimodal case.

When the value of a. is such that we lie outside the
green region in Figure 2] the charge distribution 7, is
unimodal with most polymers having a charge state sim-
ilar to z = Q, defined as the unique minimizer of .
As shown in Section [VB| 7, can be approximated by a
Gaussian whose mean charge Q and standard deviation
S, can be written as

Zp(1 —p)
Q=12p, &= : 23a
np(l—p)+1 (252)
where p € (0,1) is implicitly defined by
—Qeff—P1
p=— (23D)

1 + e~ Qett—PN ’

In the case n > —4, S? is guaranteed to be positive
independently of the value of p € (0,1). When com-
paring the exact form of Q and S in the case n = 0
(see Equation (21))) and the approximated form for n # 0
(see Equation (23))), we find clear parallelisms. When
considering 1 # 0, the model captures the extra energy
contributions due to the interaction of the charges on the
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FIG. 2: Composition-dependent charged states. Parameter diagram for the charge distribution of homoge-
neous states as a function of a. and 7, obtained by computing the extrema of .. (see ) The insets show g
for specific values of a,, and 7. In the green region 4., has two minima; outside this region a unique minimum ex-
ists and its position is indicated by the colorbar above the diagram. The change of the effective binding energy pa-
rameter o, (red path in the (¢pr,¢¢)-plane on the left corresponds to moving along a horizontal line in the (cvg,n)-

plane).

polymers. Unlike from the case n = 0, this introduces
correlation amongst the state of binding sites (occupied
or unoccupied) on the same polymer. Nonetheless, we
may still interpret p in Equation as the binding
probability for an HT ion to a free binding site. We note
that the analogy with the binomial distribution is not
exact and difference emerges when comparing the second
moments — here the variance S? — which explicitly de-
pends on 1. When considering states with the same mean
charge Q, we have that n > 0 (short-range repulsion) re-
sults in a reduction of the variance of the distribution. In
contrast, negative values of 7 yield to wider distributions,
i.e., larger values of S. So far, we have considered o, as
a prescribed parameter. However, as illustrated in Equa-
tion 7 Qg 18 determined by the mixture composition
— i.e., the values of ¢p; and ¢,. The computation of
the corresponding concentration diagrams requires solv-
ing highly non-linear equations, for which existence and
uniqueness of solution may not be guaranteed. Due to the
physical constraints in the system (no-void and electro-
neutrality), homogeneous equilibrium states only exists
when ¢p; and ¢, satisfy:

1—n —¢e >0,

1+¢M<Z—1>—2¢g>0,

(24a)

= (24b)

We can prove that such homogeneous states are unique
(see Appendix for details). We obtain the solutions
numerically via Newton’s method and use the approxi-
mation to estimate how Q and S vary as a function of
the mixture composition. Results for different values of
n > —4 are shown in Figure [3|

When 7 is negative (as in Figure , the fully-charged
state is the most energetically favourable for the poly-
mers — recall « is also taken to be negative. As a

result, whenever the concentration of H"—ions in the
mixture exceeds the concentration of the binding sites
(i.e., ¢ > (Z/N)¢pnr — above the dotted light-blue curve
in Figure, the polymers will be in a fully-charged state—
as Q attains its maximum value (see panel (a)) while &
its minimum (see panel (b)). In contrast, when the con-
centration of H" —ions in the mixture is lower than the
concentration of the binding sites (i.e., ¢y < (Z/N)dum),
the charges are on average distributed homogeneously
between the polymers, Q ~ N¢;/(Zdas). This can be
shown systematically, by considering the limit @ — —o0
when estimating p (results not shown). As 7 increases it
becomes less energetically favourable for H —ions to bind
to the polymers that tend to remain in a less charged
state even when ¢y > (Z/N)¢ppr. As expected, we find
that the largest value of S decreases with 7. However,
when considering the impact of n on § for a specific
mixture composition, there is no general trend. For
ion-saturated mixture compositions, S increases with 7,
while for ion-limiting mixture compositions, S decreases
with 7.

3. Multi-modal charge distributions: charge demizing.

We now investigate the equilibrium charge distribution
for values of n < —4. As discussed at the beginning of
this section, in this regime, the saddle-point approxima-
tion breaks down and bimodal charge distributions are
expected.

We compute the full charge distribution, {7}, solving
the non-linear algebraic system given by Egs. , and
— using Newton’s method with arc-length contin-
uation (used to find good initial guesses for the Newton’s
step). We conjecture that {m.} is still uniquely defined
even when we are in regimes for which the charge distri-
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FIG. 3: Composition dependence of mean charge and standard deviation. (a)-(d) Series of surface plots
illustrating how the mean charge, Q, depends on the local composition of the mixture (¢, ¢¢), for different values
of the parameter n — from left to right: n = —2; 7 = 0; n = 2 and = 5 (short-range repulsion between bounded
charges). (e)-(g) Same as panels (a)-(d) but illustrating the computed standard deviation, S . The dotted light blue
lines indicate the salt concentration at which the concentration of H ions in solution equilibrates the concentration
of binding sites, i.e. ¢y = Z¢pr/N. Other parameters are set to default values given at the start of Section m

bution has multiple peaks (i.e., when we enter the green
area in Figure ; this is strongly supported by our nu-
merical investigation but an analytical proof of the result
is beyond the scope of this work.

The results are shown in Figure [4 in which we com-
pare the homogeneous equilibrium states for n = —7 (left
column), n = —5 (middle column) and n = —2 (right
column). Interestingly, we find that Q is almost insen-
sitive to changes in n (recall that here a = —6.5 < 0);
both below and above the HT-saturation curve the mean
charge is not affected by increasing of the short-range
attractions between bounded charges (i.e., moving from
right to left in Figure E[) In contrast, the behaviour
of the standard deviation & changes significantly with
7; particularly for mixture compositions below the sat-
uration curve. Overall, we find that the more negative
7, the larger the maximum value of S. When n < —4
(see first and middle column in Figure , large values
of the variance S are attained by allowing charges to be
distributed unevenly between polymers — i.e., 7w, has a
bimodal profile (see panels (g) and (h) in Figure [4]). For
values of 1 near the critical threshold n = —5 (see panel
(h)), we find broad distributions, with polymers in all
charge states present in the solution. In this case, the
peaks in the distributions occur away from Q (see verti-
cal red line) suggesting that most polymers have a charge
state that deviates from the mean. As we take n < —4

(see panel (g)), m, becomes more skewed towards the ex-
treme states, z = 0 and z = 1, and the large values of
S are due to the differential partitioning of the charges
rather than 7, having a broader support. This is because
the intermediate charge states, z ~ Z/2, become ener-
getically unfavourable and most polymers exist either in
a poorly-charged (z ~ 0) or in a highly-charged state
(z &~ 1). In this regime, changes in the mixture compo-
sition only impact the relative fraction of the polymers
in poorly-charged and in highly-charged states thus al-
lowing Q to attain all values in the interval [0, Z]. From
this point of view, the model could be approximated by
a two-population model: either neutral or fully charged
polymers that coexist under proper conditions. This is
similar to the approach adopted in [19].

B. Demixing in solutions of charged polymers

In the previous section we have discussed how charge
regulation affects the homogeneous equilibrium states of
the mixture. In particular, we find that the mixture com-
position modulates the equilibrium charge distribution.
Due to the physical constraints on the volume fractions
— i.e., no-void and electro-neutrality — at equilibrium the
mixture composition is well-defined by the volume frac-
tion of two species. Here we have chosen: the total vol-
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ume fractions of polymers, ¢y; and counterions, ¢,.

We now investigate how charge regulation impacts the
solubility of charged polymers. The calculation of the
phase diagrams follows standard procedures — details are
given in Appendix We denote by {qﬁf,} and {qﬁf,f }
the volume fraction of species in the dilute (i.e., poly-
mer depleted) and condensed (i.e., polymer rich) phases,
respectively. Importantly, in constructing the phase dia-
grams we allow the ions to be distributed asymmetrically
between the dilute and condensed phases. As a result, the
tie-lines (i.e., the curve connecting coexisting states) can
have non-zero gradients. This leads to the mean elec-
trostatic potential being different in the dilute (1)!) and
condensed (y!) phases. The difference Aty = 1 — 1!
is known as the Galvani potential [32]. For any value of
the model parameters the phase diagrams are practically
computed in Julia using the BifurcationKit package
[35] for numerical continuation.

As mentioned in Section [T, most models of phase sepa-
ration assume that the charges on the polymers are fixed.

In order to highlight the role of charge regulation in phase
separation, we first investigate demixing for a solution of
polymers with a fixed charge, Z. While in the charge
regulation (CR) model the charge distribution, 7, is ob-
tained by minizing the free energy f (see Eqs —@D), in
a fixed charge (FC) model, 7, is prescribed via a delta
function 7, = §(z — Z). Substituting ¢, = dpd(z — 2)
into Eqgs. —@), we obtain the free energy for the FC
model, frc, as

i:j; = ¢ Inpy] + deln[de] + b5 In[s] + d)WM In ¢ s
+ uZ]f;M + Xbrrds — <1n(1 4 )+ “(“2—2))

(25)
where kK = /2\¢y (as before) and uy is defined as in (7).
As before, the system must also satisfy the electro-neutral
and no-void constraints (see Eqgs. and )



1. Phase diagrams for macromolecules with a fized charge.

In Figure |5, we present the phase diagram for increas-
ing values of the fixed charge on the macromolecules, Z.
In these diagrams, regions of mixing and demixing are
separated by the binodal (or coexistence) curves. Along
the binodal, we highlight the gradient of the tie-lines:
positive gradients (in red) indicate the counterions con-
centration is higher in the condensed phase (II); in con-
trast, negative gradients (in blue) imply counterions ac-
cumulate in the dilute phase (I). We note that, besides
the constraints , in the fixed charge model, the elec-
troneutrality condition also requires ¢y > Z/N¢ .

Starting from the case of neutral polymers (see Fig-
ure , we recover a coexistence curve analogous to the
one obtained in previous works on coacervates [I1], [32].
Here the region of demixing is enclosed by a single open
curve (the bimodal) and a unique critical point (high-
lighted in red) exists. Furthermore, the tie-lines have a
negative gradient, suggesting that more counterions ac-
cumulate in the dilute instead of the condensed phase.
The gradient steepens near the critical point, while tie-
lines are almost horizontal when the counterions are di-
lute ((;S%I) < 1). As we increase Z the fixed charge on
the polymers (see Figure 7 the demixing region is
affected only for small values of ¢p; this is primarily due
to intersection of the bimodal curve with the boundary
of the feasibility region (¢, = Z/N¢yr). Since the latter
curve has a positive gradient, this enforces the tie-lines
to change their orientation as they approach the bound-
ary of the feasibility region. If we increase the charge on
the polymers even further (see Figure Figure , we
find the demixing region shrinks and its topology changes
into a closed-loop with the emergence of a second critical
point. We find also a complete inversion in the slope of
the tie-lines compared to the neutral case. If we were to
increase Z even further, the miscibility gap will disappear
(results not shown).

We conclude that overall fixed charges reduce the sol-
ubility of polymers in solution.

2. Phase diagrams for charge-regulating polymers.

In Figure [6] we illustrate the characteristic topologies
of the phase diagram for charge-regulating polymers for
different values of 7. In these diagrams, regions of mix-
ing and demixing are separated by the binodal curves.
In Figures we depict along the bimodal the mean
charge on the polymers, Q. In Figures we illus-
trate the same phase diagrams but highlight along the
binodal the gradient of the tie-lines (see grey curves).
Interestingly, we find that the phase diagrams can be
significantly different from each other depending on the
value of the charge regulation parameter 7. In partic-
ular, we find that, for strong short-range repulsion be-
tween occupied binding sites, i.e., a+n large and negative
(first and second column in Figure @, the phase diagram

presents two disconnected regions of demixing — namely
A and B in Figure f which are enclosed in the demix-
ing region obtained for neutral polymers (see shaded area
in Figure @ The demixing region A in Figure lies
above the H™ saturation curve (see Figure and related
discussion) and the polymers effectively behave as hav-
ing a fixed charge of Z = 20. When comparing region
A in Figure [6a] (or Figure and the demixing region
in Figure the two overlap exactly. In contrast, the
demixing region B lies fully or partially below the satu-
ration curve. The boundary of this region is delimited by
coexisting phases that differ both in the local amount of
polymers as well as in their charge state — as highlighted
by the variation in the mean charge Q. The implica-
tion of these results will be investigated in Section [[ILC|
As the value of 7 increases (i.e., it is less favourable for
polymers to be in a fully charged state), the two discon-
nected regions merge and a single demixing region per-
sists (see Figure . Eventually, for n sufficiently posi-
tive, the phase diagram converges to the one of neutral
polymers (see Figure [6d).

Interestingly, when comparing phase diagrams with
two demixing regions, we find that the tie lines have al-
ways a positive gradient — 4.e., the concentration of coun-
terions is lower in the dilute (I) instead of condensed
phase (II). In contrast, for the phase diagrams with a
single demixing region, we observe different trends in the
tie-lines: (e)-(g) always a positive gradient; (h) a mix
of tie-lines with positive and negative gradients in the
proximity of the critical point.

Overall, we find that, similarly to fixed charges, the
presence of charge-regulating binding sites lowers the
demixing tendency of polymers (compared to the neutral
case — see shaded area in Figure @ Nonetheless, we find
that charge regulation mechanisms, unlike fixed charges,
yield more complex topologies of the phase diagrams. As
investigated in the next section, this gives rise to non-
linear dependencies between the polymer solubility as a
function of the solution acidity.

3. The impact of counterions on polymer solubility.

Recent studies have focused on studying how chemical
properties of salt ions (such as the counterion radii) affect
the solubility of charged polymers with fixed charges [36].
Their theoretical results, for a system of polyelectrolytes
in a solvent with salt (i.e. positive and negative mo-
bile ions), show non-monotonic salt concentration depen-
dence where salting-out at low salt concentrations is due
to ionic screening. In the high salt concentration regime,
the macromolecules remain in the salting-out regime for
small ions but change to a salting-in regime for larger
ions. They conclude that the solubility at high salt con-
centrations is determined by the competition between the
solvation energy and the (translational) entropy of ions,
addressing the intensely discussed problem of salt effects
in LLPS of protein solutions, such as re-entrant phase
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transitions shown experimentally in [37, [38].

Here, we are interested analogously in studying the im-
pact of counterions (or solution acidity) on the solubility
of charged polymers. We define the solubility, w = w(¢y),
of a charged polymer for a given counterion concentra-
tion ¢y, as the minimum value of the equilibrium volume
fraction on the binodal curves (see schematic drawing
in Figure [7a). Our definition is analogous to the one
used in [36], but corrected for the fact that, in our model,
multiple coexistence curves may exist.

As shown in Figure we find that for neutral
molecules the solubility increases with counterion con-
centration (see purple curve). In contrast, when consid-
ering polymers with fixed charge, w, has a non-monotonic
profile which agrees with the results obtained in [36] (for
relatively large salt ions), despite our simpler approxima-
tion of electrostatic fluctuations. At low counterion con-
centrations, the solubility of the polymers decreases with
¢p. This trend — which we referred to as conterion-out
behaviour — is considered to be universal for all ions at
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low ionic concentrations and is explained by the fact that
the counterions are able to screen the charge on the poly-
mers and hence reduce the Coulomb repulsion between
the polymers. In contrast, at higher counterion concen-
trations, the solubility increases with ¢, — the conterion-
in effect. This can be explained by the dominant contri-
bution of the entropy of mixing associated with the ions
over charge-screening effects, which favours the miscibil-
ity of the solution, very similar to the properties of the
system studied in [36].

As shown in Figure solubility curves of charge-
regulating polymers present more complex trends. When
n < 0, we find that the solubility curve can be split
into three regimes: acid-in at extremely low counterion
concentrations; acid-out for intermediate-to-low coun-
terion concentrations; counterion-in at high counterion
concentrations. Note that in the transition between the
counterion-in at extremely low ¢, to counterion-out be-
haviour for low ¢y, the solubility curve is not smooth.
Jumps in w and W’ is a signature of the presence and
merging of the two disconnected demixing regions (see
the curves with 7 < 0 in Figure [7c). For larger val-
ues of 7 (see red curve in Figure [7c]), corresponding to
the scenario where binding of the ions to the monomers
is unfavourable, we recover a monotonic solubility curve
as for neutral macro-molecules: consistent counterion-in
behaviour (independently of ¢y).

The transition in the sign of the first derivative from
w’ > 0tow' <0 is a signature of another important fea-
ture of the phase diagrams in Figure [6a] counterion-
driven re-entrant phase separation. Specifically, when
short-range repulsion are not too strong (see Figures
7 the system exhibits re-entrant behaviour when vary-
ing the concentration of counterions, ¢y. In other words,
there are values of ¢ that lie in the demixing region at
very low and high values of ¢, but not for intermediate
(or very high) concentrations of counterions.

C. Regulation of the charge distribution via phase
separation.

In the previous section, we have shown how charge reg-
ulation affects phase separation in solutions of charged
polymers. Conversely, in this section, we are interested
in how phase separation itself regulates polymer charge
in solution. In order to investigate this aspect, we con-
sider a standard quenching experiment where we drive
the system to phase separate by controlling the acid-
ity of the solution (i.e., decreasing ¢;). Specifically, we
start from a homogeneous mixture (O) with composition
(;S]\O/I = 0.2 and ¢? = 0.04; this is then perturbed by de-
creasing the acid volume fraction to ¢y = 0.023. When
considering spatially homogeneous equilibria, at any lo-
cation in space the charge distribution of the polymer
phase is the same. However, this is not guaranteed when
considering a demixed solution consisting of a dilute (I)
and condensed (II) phase. In this case, we denote by
7l and 7l the charge of polymers in each of the two
phases. When considering the solution as a whole, the
charge distribution on the polymers can be expressed as
the weighted average of 7. and 7'l:

o _ vy + (L=l
T PP

(26)

where -y is the fraction of the total volume of the solution
occupied by the dilute phase (I) in the quenched state
(O"). The value of v is constrained by the conservation
of the total concentration of any of the species in the
solution; without loss of generality we here consider the
conservation of the polymer molecules to obtain:
ol

oy — N

As a reference case, we test the protocol on a solution
of non-hydrophobic polymers that do not phase separate
— see Figure [§A. In this case, decreasing the acid con-
centration in the solution (i.e., equivalent to decreasing

v (27)
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ues are set to default values and n = —2 (as in Figure )

¢¢) does not lead to phase separation. Yet, it signifi-
cantly affects the polymer charge distribution (compare
Figures|8bland , leading to discharging of the polymer
binding sites. In Figure [§B, we consider the same ideal
protocol applied to a solution with hydrophobic polymers
that phase separates in solution when decreasing the acid
volume fraction (see Figure[8d). As shown in Figure
the initial charge distribution on the polymers is sim-
ilar to the one observed on non-hydrophobic polymers
(compare with Figure . Upon quenching, the solution
phase separates — state (O') in Figure [§B. Polymers in
the dilute phase remain highly charged (see Figure
as in the initial state (O), whereas polymers in the con-
densed phase partially discharge (see Figure [81)) as in the
case of non-hydrophobic polymers (see Figure[8c)). When
considering the overall solution, the different charge dis-
tribution in the two phases is reflected in the charge
distribution 7€’ having multiple peaks — see Figure
By controlling the mixture properties locally — here solu-
tion acidity — phase separation creates two environments:
the condensed phase where the charge distribution on
polymers is highly sensitive to changes in the solution
acidity, and the dilute phase where the charge distribu-
tion is robust to the changes in acidity. As a result,
phase separation allows spatial confinement of polymers
with a specific charge state. Note that, after quenching,
in Figure [§A, polymers with intermediate charge appear
homogeneously in the solution, while these are only lo-
calised in the condensed phase in Figure[8B. The possible

functional implication of these findings in the context of
biomolecular condensates will be discussed in the next
section.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we considered a minimal model to inves-
tigate the interplay of phase separation and charge reg-
ulation. For this, we introduced in Section [[] a system
of chargeable polymers, whose charge state is regulated
by protonation/ deprotonation processes, in a water-acid
solution.

In Section [[TTA] we established the homogeneous equi-
libria states of the system focusing on how the mixture
composition — i.e., the concentration of the polymers,
¢, and the counterions, ¢, — affects the polymer charge
distribution. In doing so, we employed analytical find-
ings which highlighted the key role of the parameter 7,
describing bounded charge interactions, in determining
the properties of equilibrium charge distribution.

Our key findings are: For n = 0, the charge distri-
butions in homogeneous states of the system simplified
considerably and it can be found to follow a binomial dis-
tribution. For n # 0 we showed that by approximating
the charge interaction as a continuous function, we can
approximate the charge distribution by a Gaussian dis-
tribution for a continuous variable in the limit of a large
number of charges, as we derive within a saddle-point



approximation. Our analysis yielded that for n < —4,
this approximation ceases to be generally valid, as multi-
modal distributions can arise depending on the mixture
composition.

In Section [[ITB] we unfolded how charge regulation
processes affect phase diagrams of polymer solutions. To
do so, we first characterised phase diagrams assuming a
fixed charge on the polymers; we then investigated how
the topology changes by introducing charge regulation
mechanisms. We found that charge regulation processes
can affect the phase diagram topology in a nontrivial
manner: upon decreasing 7, we observed that the usual
demixing region undergoes a change of its topology, in
which a closed-loop region branches off from the original
demixing region — which persists. This contrasts with the
phase diagrams of polymers with fixed charges, where at
most one demixing region exists. The complex topol-
ogy of the phase diagram is reflected in the relation be-
tween counterions concentration and polymer solubility
(in short solubility curves) in an acid-water solution. We
find that charge regulation mechanisms have a prominent
signature: depending on the charge-interaction parame-
ter 1, due to the re-entrant phase behaviour induced by
charge regulation, the solubility curve can exhibit a pro-
nounced jump. This might be a relevant experimental
signature for the charge-regulation induced transition in
the topology of coexistence curves.

In addition, our results show that charge regulation
has an important impact on the partitioning of counter-
ions and thus the gradients of the corresponding tie-lines,
which is further complicated by the existence of multi-
modal equilibrium states. These findings add to the dis-
cussion on salt-partitioning in the complex coacervation
of polyelectrolyte [12]. Different theoretical frameworks
— e.g., random phase approximation (RPA) which in-
cludes connectivity of the polyelectrolyte, and Liquid-
State theories— have been proposed to explain salt par-
titioning and tie-lines gradients. Identifying the physical
reasons for salt partitioning amongst the increasing num-
ber of candidate theories remains an open problem and
an active area of research [12]. Our results suggest that
allowing for charge regulation can also affect tie-lines gra-
dient thus adding yet another layer to this discussion.

In the last section, Section [[ITC] we investigated the
effect phase separation has on the charge distribution. By
discussing an experimental scenario in which the concen-
tration of counterions in the polymer solution is changed,
we demonstrated that phase separation can create local
environments with very different charge distributions in
the dilute and condensed phases, which in addition are
either very similar or quite different from the initial state.
Our findings highlight how charge regulation mechanisms
can have a significant role in the response of polymer
solutions to changes in the physical environment, by in-
troducing a complex coupling between processes occur-
ring at the micro-scale (protonation/deprotonation) and
meso-scale (phase separation). Interestingly, similar non-
linear effects — like e.g. re-entrant phase behaviour— have
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been recently discussed by Jacobs et al. in a seemingly
unrelated system, in which a different molecular process
- polymer self-assembly - is discussed in conjunction with
phase separation [39]. This suggests re-entrant behaviour
might be a general feature of systems where phase sep-
aration is coupled to a molecular mechanism (such as
charge regulation or self-assembly).

On the one hand, charge regulation controls the sen-
sitivity of polymer solutions to environmental changes
by allowing for so-called re-entrant demixing behaviour.
We expect this non-linear dependence of phase separa-
tion on environmental cues to be fundamental in a range
of applications to soft matter science, such as in the de-
sign of responsive materials, as well as in LLPS of pro-
teins. Salt-induced re-entrant phase separation has been
observed for proteins that undergo LLPS in the high-salt
regime [37], including the intensively investigated protein
FUS. These observations, together with our and previ-
ous theoretical works [I9] show the impact of the envi-
ronment as a driving force of LLPS and adds a further
important mechanism to the widely discussed sequence-
dependence LLPS of intrinsically disordered proteins.

Conversely, we also find that by affecting the local en-
vironment the polymers are in, phase separation itself
can regulate the polymer charge state by allowing to spa-
tially confine polymers in a specific charged state — hence
increasing their local volume fraction. This can have im-
portant consequences when considering polymers inter-
acting with additional chemical agents, whereby their in-
teractions may be mediated by the polymer charge state.
This is the case in the cell cytoplasm. From this point of
view, phase separation in cells might function as a regula-
tor of cellular responses to the environment by controlling
both the location, as well as the charge state of proteins.

Despite its simplicity, our model yields a rich and inter-
esting range of behaviours that hint at the importance of
charge regulation mechanisms in the formation and prop-
erties of condensates. There is therefore scope to extend
our theory to investigate whether our findings have rel-
evance to LLPS in cells. This requires extending our
model to account for the complexity of biological macro-
molecules — such as RNA and proteins. For example,
in this work, we have assumed the interaction param-
eter x to be independent of the polymer charge state.
However, when considering short-range interactions e.g.
between polymer chains, these are known to be charge-
dependent. Therefore, a further natural extension of this
work would be to analyse the scenario in which x is con-
sidered a function of the charge state z. This would re-
sult in the mixture composition influencing not only the
association—dissociation energy parameter, a, but also
higher-order interactions between binding sites.

Overall, our results reveal that, even in the simplest
system consisting of one polymer species whose charge
states undergo a protonation/deprotonation process, the
interplay between phase separation and charge regulation
mechanisms governs the response of polymer mixtures to
environmental changes.
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V. APPENDIX
A. Derivation of the chemical potential condition

We consider an incompressible mixture in the (7', V,
N)-ensemble with temperature T, volume V and parti-
cle numbers N,— where w € . At equilibrium, such
a system minimises the Helmholtz free energy, F' =
F(T,V,{Nu},cq)- From Euler’s relation, it follows that

F(T,V,{Nu}yeq) = O HuNu —pV,  (28)

weN

where p is the pressure and p,, are the chemical potentials
of the different components of the mixture. Incompress-
ibility of the mixture implies that the molecular volume
v, of each component of the mixture is constant; as a
result, the volume of the mixture can not be taken as
an independent variable but rather as a function of the
particles numbers: V' = )’ o Ny, Differentiation of
F with respect to particle number leads to the chemical
potential condition

F
UJ: w 2
Mo = 5N + pv, (29)

Transforming now to the Helmholtz free energy den-
sity f(T,{¢w}poecq) = F/V with the volume fractions
¢w = Nyv,/V we obtain, performing the necessary dif-
ferentiations,

o= f gtV B S
0
= Vy p+<fzaq;f¢a> +wa(g‘

’ (30)

Applying this general relation to our mixture we find
that the chemical potential of the free ions (u4, ue), sol-
vent (us) and z-charged polymers (u) are given by
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A
pe = (p—S)v+ksT [ln<¢+>+1&r1jﬁ] 31)
A
e = (p— E)V—F kgT l:hl(d)g) +1-— gl i KJ:| , (32)
s = (p=X)w+EkpTln(gs) + 1 + xdu], (33)
pe = (p—X)Nv (34)
+ kT [u +1n(ds) + 1+ yNo, — %1 i J

The expression for 3 arises from those terms in the round
brackets in that do not cancel out which is only
the case for contributions from fo and f3. Making use
of the no-void condition for f; and the electroneutrality
condition for f3 one finds

v (1 — oM + ¢> + XOMmds +

kgT N
/<;2—|—/<;>

1
= (11 _ b
w<n( MRS g

(35)

B. Saddle-point approximation

When considering n = 0, the charge distribution,
{7rZ}ZZ:07 is binomial. Tt is well known that a general bi-
nomial distribution, B(Z,p), is well-approximated by a
Gaussian distribution with the same mean and standard
deviation, in the limit Z > 1 — provided p is bounded
away from its extreme values 0 and 1. Here we show that
a saddle-point approximation to the charge distribution
is possible provided that > —4, guaranteeing that the
charge distribution has a unique maximum.

Substituting the definition of u. (see (7)) into (14), we
obtain that m, reads

exp (—aeffz - % + In {(f)})

Ty = )

kXZ:O exp (—ae“kj — % +In [(i)})

z2=0,...,2.

(36)

where the a. is as defined in In What follows, we
want to approximate the dlstrlbutlon 36) by a Gauss1an
distribution centred at its mean value Q Zz:O 2T, un-
der the assumption that Z > 1. For our approximation
to be valid, the mean charge needs to be sufficiently far
from its extreme values, i.e., @ > 0 and Z — @ > 0.
Since Z > 1, we rewrite the discrete charge distribu-
tion , as a continuous probability distribution for the
continuous variable z € [0, Z]. First, we approximate the
binomial coefficient by using Stirling’s series:

In(n!) ~nlnn —n+ %111(27771) +0 (i) . (37)



Using , we find

P[] - 550203

+ o0 <Z1z> +0 <Z(Z1—z)) . (38)

Following the continuous approximation, we can
write but considering z € (0,7) as a continuous
distribution:

oxp (= Zir (7))

Ty = i — , 2€(0,2), (39a)
Z [y exp (= Ziu(w)) dw
where
g (W) = + W +wl
Uopr(W) = Wyt 3 wlnw (39D)

+ (1 —w)In(l — w) + h.o.t.

By computing the second derivative of .y, it is apparent
that for n > —4 the function @, is convex for w € (0,1).
This guarantees that there exists a unique minimum,
p € (0,1). As discussed in Section we can interpret
p as an effective binding probability of ions to the poly-
mer that we have defined in the main text. An implicit
definition for p can be obtained by solving @/, (p) = 0:

e~ Qett—P7

p= 1+ e—Qeti—pn’

(40)

When Z > 1, the mass of the normalisation integral (see
first factor in Equation (39a))) will be localised around
the stationary point, p, and standard techniques, such as
Laplace’s method can be applied:

1
. 2 -~
7Z'Ufeff(w)d ~ —Zesr(p) 41
e W~ - e ,
| Zi,0) ()

where

2
Uere(p) = I (1 + Z‘"e—a—thM—pn) ,  (42a)

2 s
oy np(l=p)+1
ucff( ) - p(l _ p) . (42b)

Substituting the above into Equation (39a)) and expand-
ing around the stationary point (Zp), we obtain a Gaus-
sian distribution:

1 (z — Zp)Q)
Ty " —————m—oexXp| —————-"—~ |- 43
27 Z i (p) P < 2Zull(p) “3)

In Figure [9] we compare the approximated distribu-
tion with the real distribution for different
values of a.. We find good agreement between the
two. Nonetheless, discrepancies emerge when consider-
ing |ay| > 1 when the maximum of the distribution

FIG. 9: Saddle-point approximation. Plots com-
paring the exact discrete distribution (histogram)
and its approximation obtained via the saddle-point ap-
proach (red curve). Different panels corresponds to
different choices of the parameter ..

shifts towards the boundary of the domain: for a.g large
and negative, the maximum = Z while for «a., large and
positive & 0. This discrepancy is to be expected since for
the approximation to hold we must assume p is bounded
away the extreme values 0 and 1.

C. Unimodal distribution: domain of physicality.

In this section, we outline results on the existence
and uniqueness of the effective binding probability p
(see (23b))) assuming n > —4 for any values of ¢p € (0, 1)
and ¢y € (0,1) which are physically allowed.

By substituting into —, we find that p is
implicitly defined by the non-linear algebraic equation
II,,(p) = 0, where

Iy (z) = ez (1—¢nm — ¢e) (44)

The form of I, is obtained starting from and
by first eliminating ¢ via in the form ¢4 = ¢y —
Zp/Nn, and by finally using in the form ¢5 =
14+ (Zp/N — 1)par — 2¢¢ to eliminate the remaining de-
pendence on ¢s. Note that when setting n = 0, Il re-
duces to a quadratic equation for py that can be solved
explicitly:

_ _b(¢M7 ¢f) + \/b2(¢M7 (b@) + 4C(¢M7 ¢f)

Po 2 ) (453‘)
where
N1-— -2 —oa=Xx¢M (Z /N
b(¢M7¢Z) = 7 ¢M ZZj:_a_X¢M)(¢A{I ¢M +¢£)7
(45b)
—a—xbm
c(dar, de) N e 77 (45¢)

- 7 (1- e—a—X¢M)¢M ’

Nonetheless, we consider the more general case n > —4,
and prove that there exists at most one root p for the
function II,, in the interval (0, 1]; conditions for existence
are then discussed. We here exclude 0 since p = 0 refers
to the critical case where no counter-ions are present in
the solution: II,(0) = —e~*"X¢M ¢, = 0 only if ¢, = 0.



First, we note that, for € (0, 1], the first term on the
right hand side in is always non-negative (since from
the no-void condition ¢s + ¢+ =1 — ¢y — ¢ar > 0). The
sign of the second term instead depends on the value of
(Zx/N)pn — ¢¢. Given that p is a root of II,, if that
exists, we must have that Zp/Noy — ¢ < 0 (which
guarantees that ¢, > 0).

We now consider the value of the first derivative of II,,
and evaluate it at one of its possible roots:

Z
I (p) = Som (e +e7* 7 (1 —p)) (46)
N (W _ fvzfd,M) ¢—a—xoa LHP(L=P)
p

where we have used the fact that IL,(p) = 0. It is ap-
parent that the first term in is positive and so is
the second term, since, as discussed above, we must have
that ¢y — Z/Npppr > 0. This implies that for any root
of I, p € (0, 1], the derivative II; (p) > 0.

a. Uniqueness. Since the function II, is analytic
and II; (p) > 0, we conclude that if p exists this must be
unique. Otherwise, there would exists a root p € (0,1)
such that II; (p) < 0.

b. Ezxistence. Generally, the existence of p is not
guaranteed. Since II,(0) < 0, the only conditions for
the existence of p is that II,(1) > 0:

1—¢M—2¢¢+%¢M>0. (47)

c. Domain of physicality. Summarising the results
above, we find two inequality constraints that homo-
geneous equilibria exist (i.e, p is well-defined) provided
that:

1_¢M_¢€>07

1+¢M<]€—1>—2¢g>0.

(48a)

(48b)

However, for the equilibria to be physical meaning, we
must have that the corresponding volume fractions ¢
and ¢, are positive and less than one. Conditions
are sufficient to guarantee this is the case.

D. Two-phase coexistence conditions

In this section, we derive the coexistence conditions
used to compute the phase diagrams presented in Sec-
tion [[ITB] We start by considering an initially homoge-
neous mixture of the Z+4 species that has been quenched
into the unstable regime, just before separates into two
phases. Each of the emerging phases are homogeneous
with a unique composition, characterised by the com-
position vectors ¢! and ¢!!. In the demired state, the
conditions for the coexistence of two phases are

n({ds}wen) = n{ey Yoea)- (49)
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These are Z + 4 conditions for 2(Z + 4) variables, leav-
ing Z + 4 degrees of freedom. For the charge regulation
(CR) model, we assume each phase is in chemical equi-
librium, which imposes the chemical potentials in each of
the two phases to satisfy Eq. 7 or Z restrictions each.
When considering the fixed charge (FC) model, the sys-
tem is constrained by imposing the charge distribution
7. = 0(z — Z) in both phases; also in the latter case, this
leads to 27 restrictions. However, due to the equality of
chemical potentials between phases, we only need to im-
pose these Z conditions on one phase (for the other they
are then implied). So we have 4 degrees of freedom left.
We also have to satisfy electroneutrality and no-void in
each phase, which removes all four remaining degrees of
freedom. As a result, we lack one degree of freedom re-
quired to match those of the initial homogeneous mixture
prior to demixing.

This problem is frequently addressed by adding an ad-
ditional contribution to the chemical potential p,, in
for each of the charged species, giving rise to the electro-
chemical potential,

flw = e + 2e€7, (50)

where v is the Galvani potential. These electrochemical
potentials are then equated instead of the chemical po-
tentials. In a homogeneous system, the Galvani potential
1) is constant and hence can be eliminated by setting it to
zero, but in a non-homogeneous e.g. demixed system it is
usually not. We then have two different values for ¢ and
the difference between the two remains as the previously
missing additional degree of freedom.

Here, we proceed differently to motivate the introduc-
tion of a Galvani potential and describe the phase sep-
aration as a minimisation problem. We again consider
a system with two coexisting phases and a total volume
V =1 (without loss of generality), split into two sub-
systems I and II of volume v and 1 — =, respectively,
with 0 < v < 1. Each subsystem is occupied by a single,
in itself homogeneous phase described by the variables
qgl = <¢£’)w€§l and q;” = (qbff)weﬂ, respectively. The
total free energy of the demixed system is then given by

Fo =vf(¢") + (1 — ) f(¢"). (51)

In a system without chemical reactions, each species is
individually subject to mass conservation and we would
minimise F under these Z + 4 constraints to find the
equilibrium of the system. With chemical reactions, a
smaller number of quantities are conserved, and these
quantities need to be determined in an additional step
prior to the formulation of the minimisation problem. For
this purpose, note that the total number of molecules of
species w present is given by

N, = (v + 1 =)o) /v (52)
For
K=Y a.N, (53)

weN



to be conserved, the vector @ = (a,,)u,cn has to satisfy

sTa = o, (54)

where S is the stoichiometric matrix (with Z + 4 rows
and Z columns), that is, the rows of its transpose are the
stoichiometric coefficients of the chemical reactions. To
write out this matrix, we assume that the indices w are
ordered as z = 0,1,...,Z followed by s,+,¢. Then we
get

-1 1 0 0 1-10
0 -1 1 0 1 -10

st =1 . . (55)
0 O -1 1 1 -10

Four linearly independent solutions @ of can be easily
read off and give the conserved quantities

K1 =vNy =) + (1 —7)¢;", (56a)

Kz = v (Ny+Ny) =7 (60 +04) + (1 =) (61 + oY),

(56b)
Z Z Z
Ky=vay No=v) ol+(1-1) ¢,  (560)
z;() z=0 z=0
Ky=v (Z zN, + N+>
ZIZ/O .
(e
z=0

z
+(1—7) (VVM (Z z¢)£1> +¢if)

z=0

In the minimisation problem for Fj in , we enforce
that the K; = K;(¢!, 'L, ~) are equal to a constant pa-
rameter K, the value of which is set for example by
the composition of the mixture prior to separation into
two phases. We impose the resulting conditions as con-
straints, alongside the no-void and electroneutrality
(B) conditions enforced separately for each of the two
phases. However, it turns out that (56c) is implied by
, and the no-void condition (|1f), and therefore
can be dropped. Similarly, is implied by and
electroneutrality , so this constraint can be dropped,
too.

Including the constraints via Lagrange multipliers Aq,
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I

A2, pl, p!T and ¥!, Y1, we seek the stationary points of

Ly = Fy +>\1(K1 —K?) +)\2(K2 _Kg)

+ pf <Z¢£—1> +p!! (quff—l)

weN weN
L Z
+ pley <¢i — ot Zwi) (57)
M
z=1
L Z
11 11 11 11
+ ¥ 6(1—7)< 7] +W;Z¢z>

Notice that we have weighted the electroneutrality con-
ditions with with the elementary charge e and with the
relative volume v and 1 — v occupied by phase I and I1,
respectively.

By differentiating Lo with respect to (ﬁi and d)lI , we
get

ﬁntAQ ﬁ—AﬁwI:o, (58)

Aok 90!
and similarly for phase 1. Subtracting the expressions

for the two phases and using — to evaluate the
derivatives of f, we obtain

A S

The difference ! — 9! can be identified with the net
potential jump due to the electric field between the two
phases, also known as Galvani potential [32].

Returning to Ly and setting its first derivatives with
respect to the components of cZ)j to zero, we obtain, after
some algebra, the condition

of  of \_ (of of
v (3¢>£ B asbi_l) = (a¢f+ a¢£> - (60

z=1...Z+1;

similarly for I replaced by II. This is exactly the condi-
tion (10]), applied to each phase; see also (30). We there-
fore can use , together with , to eliminate the ¢’
and ¢! variables, to get the minimisation problem
VF(85, 0% 01, 0h) + (L= f(es", o 60" ¢hp) = minl,
(61a)

subject to the constraints

v1 + (1 =)y’ = K7, (61b
Yoh + (1= 7)h; = K3,

oF+ ol + o +om =1, R=11I,

o — oF + éqﬁﬁgR =0, R=1I1I,  (6le

with constants KY and K?. Notice that (61c]) replaces
(56b)) by a linear combination of the other constraints.



We treat this minimisation problem by using and
to eliminate the ¢ and ¢f variables (for R =
1, IT) from f (and denote it by f*) but including
and (61c|) via Lagrange multipliers. Differentiating with
respect to qSlR, gbfj and v gives the conditions

1 (Bhrs d1) = mar(dhr, 640), (62)
1 (D 08) = 15 (D45, dY), (63)

(D — onr) + wi(dr — ¢') = (64)
F(bhrs 01) — £ (D0, 017),
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where
e = 0f*[0pm (65)

and

pg = O /0y, (66)

These are the equations we solve using bifurcation pack-
ages as described in the main text; f* is substituted by
either for (see (19)) or fec (see (25))) depending on the
formulation of the model of interest.
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