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Cononsolvency occurs when two miscible, competing good solvents for a polymer are mixed,
resulting in a loss of solubility. In this study, we demonstrate through simulations, supported by
theory, that cononsolvency can be driven solely by solvent-cosolvent attraction (ϵsc). The primary
mechanism underlying this behavior is the emergent depletion effect, which is amplified by solvent-
cosolvent interactions. The polymer reaches a compact state when the solvent and cosolvent fractions
are equal (xs = xc = 0.5), a finding that aligns with predictions from Flory-Huggins theory and the
random phase approximation. We show that this cononsolvency behavior is observed for different
cosolvent sizes, provided the cosolvent density remains below the depletion threshold and the sizes of
solvent and cosolvent particles are not smaller than the monomer size. Additionally, we investigate
the role of temperature and find that cononsolvency weakens as temperature increases, due to a
reduction in the depletion effect. Finally, we show that when preferential cosolvent attraction is
introduced in this simple model, it leads to cononsolvency driven by bridging interactions, occurring
at lower cosolvent fractions (xc < 0.5).

I. INTRODUCTION

The coil-to-globule transition in polymers can occur
through various pathways, depending on the specific con-
ditions and interactions at play. Common pathways in-
clude changes in solvent quality, the application of ex-
ternal pressure, and the addition of salts or other coso-
lutes, all of which can trigger conformational changes in
polymers. Solvent quality is a particularly crucial fac-
tor, as modifications in the nature of the solvent can
drive the coil-to-globule transition. In poor solvents,
where polymer-solvent interactions are weaker, polymers
tend to collapse, a transition often induced by increasing
the fraction of non-solvents or altering solvent proper-
ties [1–3]. Another pathway involves applying external
pressure to reduce the available volume for the polymer
chain, leading to collapse. Although less common than
temperature-induced transitions, pressure-induced tran-
sitions are studied under specialized conditions [4, 5].

In addition, the presence of salts or cosolutes can influ-
ence the coil-to-globule transition by modifying the ionic
strength of the solution or introducing specific interac-
tions between polymer and solute particles. This is espe-
cially relevant in the study of biopolymers like proteins
and DNA, which can undergo conformational changes
in response to environmental factors such as pH, ionic
strength, or the presence of ligands and cofactors [6–8].
In biopolymers, hydrophobic collapse is a crucial mecha-
nism, where hydrophobic residues aggregate to minimize
contact with water, leading to the formation of compact,
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globular structures, such as in protein folding [9, 10].
Additionally, charged polymers can experience coil-to-
globule transitions in response to changes in electrostatic
interactions, driven by alterations in the solution’s ionic
strength and additional salt concentration [6, 11, 12]. An
interesting environment for studying these transitions is
the interior of living cells, which are highly crowded with
macromolecules and small cosolutes. In such crowded
conditions, depletion interactions can play a significant
role in inducing coil-to-globule transitions. Depletion oc-
curs when smaller particles or colloids act as depletants,
leading to the collapse of polymer chains into a more com-
pact, globular conformation [13–15]. This phenomenon,
driven by the excluded volume effect, has practical ap-
plications in colloid and polymer science, including the
food industry. Such a phenomenon has also be used to
explain the biomolecular collapse-unfolding transitions in
biomolecules inside the crowded living cell. Specific inter-
actions between polymers and solvent/crowder particles,
can also lead to unexpected coil-to-globule transitions,
particularly when attractive crowders are involved, as
demonstrated in several recent studies [16–28].

In our recent work [27], we showed that neutral poly-
mers with very weak self-interactions, when exposed to
weakly attractive crowders, undergo a distinct coil-to-
globule transition as the crowder-crowder attraction in-
creases, depending on crowder density. Building on this
observation, we investigate the phenomenon of conon-
solvency driven by solvent-cosolvent attraction. Conon-
solvency is a fascinating and complex phenomenon, par-
ticularly relevant in mixed solvent systems [29–34]. It
occurs when a polymer, soluble in both components of a
binary solvent mixture, becomes insoluble when the sol-
vents are mixed in specific proportions. This counterin-
tuitive behavior contrasts with the expected intermediate
solubility between the two pure solvents. The underly-
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ing mechanism of cononsolvency is driven by intricate
interactions among the polymer, solvent, and cosolvent
particles, influenced by factors such as the polymer’s hy-
drophilicity or hydrophobicity, solvent polarity, and ther-
modynamic conditions like temperature and pressure.
Several theories have been proposed to explain conon-
solvency, with a central focus on the balance between
polymer-solvent and solvent-(co)solvent interactions. In
some cases, the addition of a cosolvent disrupts favorable
polymer-solvent interactions, resulting in decreased solu-
bility. Another significant factor is the change in solvent
quality as the composition varies; a cosolvent may alter
the solvation environment around the polymer, poten-
tially leading to phase separation. Moreover, entropic
contributions from polymer-solvent interactions, along
with associated free energy changes in the solvent mix-
ture, play pivotal roles in driving the cononsolvency ef-
fect. This phenomenon has been extensively investigated
in systems such as water-alcohol mixtures with polymers
like poly(N-isopropylacrylamide) (PNIPAM) [20, 31, 35].

In this study, we demonstrate that the coil-globule-
coil transition can be induced using a minimalistic model
where all interactions, except those between solvent and
cosolvent particles, are repulsive. Contrary to conven-
tional theories emphasizing preferential interactions be-
tween the polymer and one of the solvents, our model as-
sumes symmetric interactions between the polymer and
both solvent types. Yet, coil-to-globule transitions are
observed solely by tuning solvent-cosolvent interactions.
This outcome is attributed to the emergence of effective
depletion interactions in the system. Additionally, we
show that the strength of these depletion interactions,
modulated by solvent-solvent attraction, enhances poly-
mer collapse. Finally, we explore how differential interac-
tions between solvent and cosolvent contribute to coil-to-
globule transitions in systems influenced by both deple-
tion and bridging interactions. Furthermore, we investi-
gate how size asymmetry between the two solvents and
temperature modulate the cononsolvency phenomenon.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

We consider a coarse-grained bead-spring model for a
linear homopolymer consisting of Np identical monomers
(Np = 100) in a simulation box(L = 16.5σp, where σp

is the size of monomer) of volume V , in the presence of
a mixture of solvent (Ns) and cosolvent (Nc) particles.
The total number of solvent and cosolvent particles, Nsc

(where Nsc = Ns + Nc), is set to 4000 and the total
solvent number density is defined as ϕsc = Nsc

V . For all
simulations, regardless of the solvent/cosolvent size, the
total density ϕsc is kept constant at 0.890. We varied
the cosolvent fraction xc from 0.1 to 1.0. Unless other-
wise stated, the monomers in the polymer, as well as the
solvent and cosolvent particles, have the same size.

The adjacent monomers in the polymer are connected
by harmonic springs. A pair of non-bonded particles

at a distance r interact through the Weeks-Chandler-
Andersen (WCA) potential:

VLJ(r) = 4ϵij

[(σij

r

)12

−
(σij

r

)6
]
, r < rc (1)

where i, j take on values of p, s, and c, depending on
whether the particle is a monomer, solvent, or cosol-
vent. The interactions between intra-polymer monomers
and polymer-solvent/cosolvent particles are modeled us-
ing the repulsive WCA potential, with rc = 1.12σp and
ϵpp = ϵss = ϵcc = 1.0, unless otherwise stated. The inter-
action between solvent and cosolvent particles is taken
to be attractive, with rc = 3.0σsc and the strength of
interaction ϵsc is varied. The monomers of the polymer
are connected via harmonic springs

Vbond(r) =
1

2
k(r − b)2, (2)

where we set b = 1.12σp, r the separation between the
bonded particles, and k is the stiffness constant. We

choose k =
500ϵpp

σ2
p

.

The equations of motion were integrated using the
MD LAMMPS software package [36], and visualization
of images and trajectories was performed using the Vi-
sual Molecular Dynamics (VMD) package [37]. The time

step is δt = 0.001τ , where τ = σp

√
m
ϵpp

, with m, σp,

and ϵpp representing the units of mass, length, and en-
ergy scales, respectively. Simulations were run for 2×107

steps using the velocity-Verlet algorithm. All simulations
were conducted under constant volume and temperature
conditions using the Nose-Hoover thermostat, with tem-
perature adjusted as required. The initial configuration
was equilibrated in the NPT ensemble for 107 time steps
to achieve the desired density. A block average over the
last n = 900 frames was calculated to determine the av-
erage of each parameter in each simulation, with a block
length of 100, resulting in nb = 9 blocks. The standard
deviation of these blocks from the mean was computed
and divided by

√
nb to obtain the error.

III. RESULTS

A. Demonstration of cononsolvency

We first demonstrate the effect of cononsolvency by
simulating a polymer in a mixture of solvent and cosol-
vent, varying the cosolvent fraction xc. As detailed in
the Methods section, all interactions in the system are
repulsive, except for the attractive interactions between
solvent and cosolvent particles. When the polymer is sur-
rounded solely by either solvent or cosolvent particles, it
adopts an extended conformation, as expected. This is
evident from the Rg values at xc = 0 and xc = 1 in Fig-
ure 1 for different solvent-cosolvent attractive strengths
ϵsc. Between these two extremes, as the cosolvent frac-
tion increases, the polymer undergoes a transition from
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FIG. 1. Radius of gyration Rg as a function of cosolvent frac-
tion xc for different solvent-cosolvent attractive interaction
energies. The inset indicates the variation of the asphericity
parameter with cosolvent fraction.

an extended to a collapsed conformation, reaching its
most compact state at xc ∼ 0.5, which corresponds to
an equal ratio ϕc/ϕs = 1, where ϕs and ϕc are the vol-
ume fractions of solvent and cosolvent particles, respec-
tively. Figure 1(inset) shows the variation of aspheric-
ity α of the polymer, along with Rg, as a function of
cosolvent fraction xc for a solvent-cosolvent interaction
strength of ϵsc = 1.0, further confirming this observa-
tion. For cosolvent fractions xc > 0.5, the polymer ex-
hibits a reentrant extended conformation. The results in
Figure 1 also indicate that cononsolvency is influenced by
the strength of the attraction between solvent and cosol-
vent particles. Specifically, when the relative attraction
strength between solvent and cosolvent particles is lower
(ϵsc = 0.5) than the strength of all other inter-particle
interactions (ϵij = 1.0, where i and j represent poly-
mer, solvent, and cosolvent particles), the cononsolvency
effect is diminished, and the polymer does not reach a
fully collapsed state.

We next quantify the distribution of solvent and cosol-
vent particles around the polymer by measuring the num-
ber of particles within a cutoff distance of 1.5σs from any
monomer. This analysis, performed as a function of the
cosolvent fraction (xc), is presented in Figure 2 for the
case of ϵsc = 1.0. At low cosolvent fractions (xc = 0.1 or
xc = 0.9), an increase in the number of particles near
the polymer is observed, indicating that particles are
drawn toward the polymer, increasing the local density.
However, as xc further increases, the attraction between
solvent and cosolvent particles strengthens, leading to
their depletion from the polymer surface. This depletion
reaches a maximum at xc ∼ 0.5 (ϕc/ϕs ∼ 1), coincid-
ing with the most pronounced cononsolvency effect, as
shown in Figure 1. Figure S1 further illustrates the in-
dividual contributions of solvent and cosolvent particles

FIG. 2. Total number of solvent and cosolvent particles in
contact with polymer within 1.5σs of chain backbone when
ϵsc = 1.0. Snapshots of polymer (solvent and cosolvent parti-
cles colored blue and green respectively) at different cosolvent
fraction xc are also shown.

near the polymer, highlighting the crossover in their num-
bers at xc = 0.5. These observations strongly suggest
that in the present model, cononsolvency in mixed good
solvents is driven by effective and enhanced depletion ef-
fects. The conformational states of the polymer, along
with the surrounding solvent and cosolvent particles at
various cosolvent fractions xc, are also depicted in Fig-
ure 2. To further elucidate the interplay between solvent
and cosolvent particles near the polymer as a function of
xc, the radial distribution function of both solvent and
cosolvent particles around the polymer was computed, as
shown in Figure S2. The reduction in peak heights with
increasing xc further corroborates the depletion of sol-
vent and cosolvent particles, not only near the polymer
but also at greater distances, strongly supporting the role
of depletion effects in good solvent mixtures within this
model.
The theoretical explanation for this observation can

be drawn from the Flory-Huggins lattice theory, as dis-
cussed by Dudowicz et al. [38]. Within this framework,

the total Helmholtz free energy density, F̃total, consists of
two main contributions: the entropic term, arising from
the combinatorial free energy density, F̃comb, and the en-
thalpic term, F̃ϵ, which accounts for interaction energies.
The enthalpic free energy density F̃ϵ for homopolymer
solutions in a mixture of solvent (s) and cosolvent (c) on
a lattice can be expressed as:

F̃ϵ = − h
2kBT [ϵppϕ

2
p + ϵssϕ

2
s + ϵccϕ

2
c

+2ϵpsϕpϕs + 2ϵpcϕpϕc + 2ϵcsϕcϕs]
(3)

where ϕp, ϕc, and ϕs represent the volume fractions of
the polymer, cosolvent, and solvent, respectively. Here,
h is the coordination number of the lattice, T is the
temperature, and ϵαβ represents the interaction energy
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between neighboring species α and β. By plotting F̃ϵ

and F̃total as functions of the cosolvent-to-solvent ratio,
ϕc/ϕs, while keeping ϕp constant and assuming attrac-
tive solvent-cosolvent interactions, a minimum in the free
energy emerges when the cosolvent and solvent fractions
are equal, ϕc/ϕs = 1, as shown in Figure S3 (see SI).
The location of the minimum in the variation of the en-
thalpic free energy F̃ϵ (shifted vertically by a constant
value of 7.0) is in very good agreement with the mini-
mum in Rg obtained from our simulations, as shown in
Figure 3 for ϕc/ϕs ∼ 1, corresponding to a cosolvent frac-
tion of xc ∼ 0.5. Calculations carried out by Zhang et
al. [39], using the random phase approximation, also sug-
gest that solvent quality is symmetric around ϕc/ϕs ∼ 1
for an equal-quality binary mixture, consistent with the
results discussed earlier. These findings suggest that the
cononsolvency behavior, in the present model, are driven
by enthalpic contributions, in contrast to pure depletion
interactions, which are entropic in origin.

B. Role of solvent-cosolvent particle sizes on
cononsolvency

The role of solvent and cosolvent sizes on polymer con-
formation is critical, as size asymmetry can significantly
influence polymer behavior [40–46]. To investigate the
effects of size asymmetry between solvent and cosolvent
particles on the cononsolvency phenomenon, we consider
three cosolvent sizes: σc = 0.50, 1.00, and 2.00, while
keeping the solvent particle size, σs, and monomer size,
σp, constant and same. As shown in Figure 4, cosolvent
sizes σc = 1.0 and 2.0 exhibit cononsolvency behavior
in the presence of solvent-cosolvent attraction, whereas
σc = 0.5 results in the polymer remaining in a collapsed
state at all cosolvent fractions. The volume density for
σc = 0.5 exceeds the depletion threshold —leading to the
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FIG. 4. Radius of gyration Rg as a function of cosolvent
fraction xc for different cosolvent particle sizes.

polymer maintaining its collapsed conformation as soon
as cosolvent particles are introduced. Snapshots at higher
cosolvent fractions (xc > 0.6) for σc = 0.50 and σc = 2.00
in Figure 5 illustrate this behavior: the polymer adopts a
reentrant extended structure for large cosolvent particles
(σc = 2.00), while maintaining a very compact structure
for small cosolvent particles (σc = 0.50).

Importantly, the size asymmetry with the monomer is
also a key factor, not just the size difference between sol-
vent and cosolvent particles. As the cosolvent fraction
xc increases, the spatial distribution of solvent and co-
solvent particles near the polymer surface varies, as illus-
trated by the radial distribution functions gpc and gps for
two different cosolvent particle sizes in Figure S4. For the
σc = 0.5σs case, increasing the cosolvent fraction leads to
greater accumulation of cosolvent particles near the poly-
mer, reaching a maximum at xc = 1, driving the polymer
into a highly compact state. In contrast, for σc = 2.0σs,
no significant accumulation occurs near the polymer sur-
face, even as xc increases, allowing the polymer to remain
extended. This can also be seen in the crossover of the
number of solvent and cosolvent particles near the poly-
mer as shown in Figure S5. For σc = 0.5σs, the crossover
occurs at much smaller cosolvent fraction compared to
the σc = 2.0σs case. This behavior highlights how size
asymmetry between solvent and cosolvent enhances de-
pletion interactions when larger particles (solvent) can-
not fit into regions between a polymer and smaller co-
solvent particles. This creates an imbalance in osmotic
pressure that exerts an attractive force between polymer
segments, promoting collapse when the cosolvent size is
smaller than the monomer. However, when the solvent
and cosolvent particles are similar in size or larger than
the monomer, size asymmetry does not lead to increased
compaction, and the earlier observed reentrant extension
occurs. This behavior reflects the complex interplay of
polymer-crowder interactions, heavily influenced by both
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FIG. 5. Snapshots of polymer at different cosolvent fraction
xc for cosolvent size σc = 0.5σs and σc = 2.0σs.

the size and density of crowders. For instance, Kim et
al.[44] examined the effect of crowder size on polymer
conformation in cylindrical confinement and found that
polymer chains collapse as the volume fraction of crow-
ders increases, particularly when the crowder size is less
than 0.6 times the monomer size. This aligns with classi-
cal polymer-crowder interaction theory, which posits that
the free energy gain due to crowder exclusion is propor-
tional to the polymer’s surface area exposed to the sol-
vent. Similarly, Jeon and colleagues[45] demonstrated
that, for crowder sizes smaller than the monomer, poly-
mer compaction is dependent on both the crowder size
and density, whereas for larger crowders, compaction
is primarily influenced by crowder density. This phe-
nomenon is consistent with generalized depletion theory,
which predicts that smaller crowders are more effective
at inducing polymer collapse due to their ability to pen-
etrate closer to the polymer surface.

C. Temperature and cononsolvency

Temperature plays a crucial role in determining the
mixing behavior of solutions. In this study, we inves-
tigate the effect of temperature on the cononsolvency
phenomenon driven by solvent-cosolvent attraction. The
variation in the radius of gyration (Rg) with the cosol-
vent fraction (xc) at different temperatures is presented
in Figure 6(a). As temperature increases, we observe a di-
minishment in the cononsolvency effect. A similar trend
is observed in the number of solvent and cosolvent par-
ticles in the vicinity of the polymer chain (Figure 6(b)),
which reconfirms that, in the current model, cononsol-
vency is driven primarily by enhanced depletion effects
arising from solvent-cosolvent attraction. At higher tem-
peratures, the increased thermal energy results in greater
entropy, causing particles to become more uniformly dis-
tributed around the polymer as opposed to lower tem-
peratures, where both solvent and cosolvent particles are
more excluded from the polymer surface. This leads to
an extended polymer conformation at elevated tempera-
tures, as seen from the conformations corresponding to
xc = 0.5, where cononsolvency is most pronounced (Fig-
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FIG. 6. (a) Radius of gyration Rg as a function of co-
solvent fraction xc different temperature.(b) Number of sol-
vents/cosolvents in contact with polymer within 1.5σs of poly-
mer backbone.

ure 7(a)). Snapshots and radial distribution functions for
solvent and cosolvent particles near the polymer surface
(Figure 7(b)) also illustrate that, at lower temperatures,
the particles are excluded from the polymer surface, while
at higher temperatures, they decorate the polymer, lead-
ing to a more extended state.

To further investigate the effect of temperature on the
cononsolvency behavior, we examine the enthalpic free
energy contribution in the Flory-Huggins theory (F̃ϵ),
shown in Figure 8. The plot demonstrates that as tem-
perature increases, the enthalpic contribution to the free
energy decreases, leading to the disappearance of the
minima in the free energy landscape, which is consistent
with our simulation results. This suggests that the de-
pletion effect becomes less pronounced at higher temper-
atures, and the cononsolvency phenomenon fades. The
reduction in depletion effects with increasing tempera-
ture has also been observed experimentally by Feng et
al.[47]. Their study of colloid-polymer mixtures (Dex-
tran and Polystyrene) showed that depletion is reduced
at higher temperatures, particularly in systems where the
interaction potential includes a soft component. Harries
et al.[48–52] used Flory-Huggins energy expressions to
explain how parameters such as cosolvent size, particle
interactions, and mixing behavior can cause depletion to
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FIG. 7. (a) The snapshots of polymer(solvent and cosolvent
particles colored blue and green respectively) at different tem-
peratures for cosolvent fraction xc = 0.5 (b) Radial distribu-
tion function between polymer and solvent/cosolvent for co-
solvent fraction xc = 0.5
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FIG. 8. The effect of temperature on interaction free en-
ergy from Flory-Huggins theory with ternary mixture. The
plot shows as temperature increases, the contribution of ine-
traction free energy decreases and consistent with simulation
results

be either enthalpic or entropic. In certain cases, deple-
tion may be entropically disfavored but enthalpically fa-
vorable.

Experimental studies of protective osmolytes, such
as trehalose and sorbitol, have shown that depletion
can be enthalpically favorable but entropically unfavor-
able [48, 53, 54]. Harries and colleagues developed an
entropy-energy plot to elucidate the balance between en-

tropic and energetic contributions to the stabilization
free energy of the system. By incorporating non-zero en-
tropic components in the free energy mixing parameters,
they were able to access the enthalpic stabilization sec-
tor of the phase diagram. Even when solvent-cosolvent
interactions are entropically disfavored on a microscopic
scale, the energetic gain may still be sufficient to drive
depletion. Our simple polymer model effectively captures
the temperature dependence of cononsolvency and shows
that the reduction in depletion effects with increasing
temperature causes the disappearance of cononsolvency,
particularly in the absence of preferential attraction be-
tween the polymer and cosolvent.

D. Preferential attraction and cononsolvency

In this section, we introduce preferential attraction
between polymer and cosolvent, in addition to the ex-
isting attractive interactions between solvent and cosol-
vent particles, and explore its effects on cononsolvency
within the present model. The preferential attraction of
cosolvent particles to polymer segments can lead to ef-
fective bridging interactions. This occurs when cosolvent
particles simultaneously interact with multiple polymer
segments, effectively pulling them closer and promoting
collapse, as seen in previous studies [18, 19, 27, 55]. We
model the preferential polymer-cosolvent attraction using
the Lennard-Jones potential with an interaction strength
ϵpc = 4.0, based on previous work where bridging inter-
actions were shown to be effective [27]. The results of
the polymer conformations, expressed through the ra-
dius of gyration (Rg) as a function of cosolvent frac-
tion xc, along with corresponding snapshots, are shown
in Figure 9. As soon as attractive cosolvent particles
are introduced, the polymer undergoes a coil-to-globule
transition, driven by bridging interactions—an effective
polymer-polymer attraction mediated by cosolvent par-
ticles. However, as the fraction of attractive cosolvent
particles increases, the polymer-cosolvent interaction be-
comes increasingly preferable, leading to a globule-to-
coil transition. This behavior aligns with the results of
Mukherji et al. [33], who reported a similar smooth tran-
sition, albeit using a different model. While the prefer-
ential attraction of cosolvent to the polymer also induces
cononsolvency, the underlying mechanism here differs sig-
nificantly from the depletion-driven mechanism discussed
in previous sections. In those cases, chain collapse was
driven by enhanced depletion effects. In contrast, in the
current scenario, cononsolvency is driven by bridging in-
teractions [33]. In our earlier work [27], where we mod-
eled the solvent implicitly, the polymer exhibited a coil-
to-globule transition as the attraction between polymer
and cosolvent (crowders) increased. The reentrant be-
havior observed as the cosolvent fraction increases can
be attributed to the fact that, as more cosolvents deco-
rate the polymer chain, the polymer begins to favor an
extended state. The location of the minimum in solvent
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FIG. 9. Radius of gyration Rg as a function of cosolvent
fraction xc for preferential attraction.Attractive strength be-
tween monomer-coslovent is ϵpc = 4.0 .Snapshots of polymer
(solvent and cosolvent particles colored blue and green respec-
tively) at different cosolvent fraction xc are also shown.

quality,In the case of preferential attraction as suggested
by Zhang et al. [39], is given by:

x∗
c =

1

2
− 2

c∆χ
(4)

where c = 1−ϕp and ∆χ = χps−χpc, where χij is Flory
interaction parameter between component i and j [56].
For the preferential attraction case, ∆χ is a non-zero pos-
itive value, leading to x∗

c < 0.5, which agrees with our
simulation results. This finding is consistent with earlier
studies where the collapse transition of a model polymer
occurred at a lower cosolvent fraction for ethanol due
to higher preferential adsorption of ethanol on the col-
lapsed polymer globule [40, 57]. Additionally, stronger
polymer-cosolvent attractions result in more extended
polymer states beyond xc = 0.2 in our work, explaining
why poly(diethylacrylamide) (PDEA) does not exhibit
cononsolvency in PDEA-methanol-water solutions [58–
61].

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We present a comprehensive study on the cononsol-
vency effect in linear polymers dissolved in a mixture of
good solvents. Our simulation results demonstrate that
solvent-cosolvent attraction alone is sufficient to induce
the collapse of polymer chains in a mixture of two good
solvents. Furthermore, our findings suggest that conon-
solvency is a generic phenomenon, not restricted to spe-
cific chemical systems. When the polymer is dissolved
in a solution containing only solvents, the chain adopts
an extended conformation, as expected under good sol-
vent conditions. Introducing cosolvents (c) with Weeks-

Chandler-Andersen (WCA) repulsive interactions with
solvents does not alter this extended conformation. How-
ever, when solvent-cosolvent interactions become attrac-
tive, the polymer chain undergoes collapse as the cosol-
vent fraction increases, displaying cononsolvency behav-
ior. The polymer reaches a fully compact state when the
fractions of solvent and cosolvent are equal. This conon-
solvency behavior is driven by the effective, enhanced
depletion effect observed in our model. As the cosol-
vent fraction increases, both solvent and cosolvent par-
ticles are excluded from the polymer surface, leading to
chain collapse. The attraction between solvent and cosol-
vent particles amplifies this depletion effect. In contrast,
in other systems, solvent-cosolvent repulsion leads to a
depleted depletion effect, resulting in cosolvency rather
than cononsolvency [62].

The Flory-Huggins mean-field theory has been em-
ployed to explain cononsolvency behavior driven by
solvent-cosolvent attraction [38]. Previous studies have
derived expressions for the effective Flory-Huggins inter-
action parameter, showing that attractive interactions
between solvent and cosolvent promote immiscibility [63–
65]. According to this theory, the minima of the free
energy occur when the fractions of solvent and cosolvent
are equal (xs = xc = 0.5), corresponding to a relative sol-
vent composition ϕc/ϕs = 1. This is consistent with our
simulation results, where the variation in the polymer’s
radius of gyration follows the same trend as the energetic
part of the free energy derived from Flory-Huggins the-
ory. Plots of free energy as a function of relative solvent
composition ϕc/ϕs suggest that the energetic term pre-
dominantly drives this behavior. Similarly, calculations
by Zhang et al. [39] using the random phase approxima-
tion indicate that solvent quality is symmetric around
ϕc/ϕs = 1 for an equal-quality binary mixture, as pre-
dicted by Flory-Huggins theory and observed in our sim-
ulations. Unlike earlier simulations that used more com-
plex models with specific interactions between polymer
and solvent/cosolvent particles to demonstrate cononsol-
vency [33, 66–69] , our results show that even a simple
polymer model with minimal interactions can accurately
match theoretical predictions and exhibit cononsolvency.
In our system, cononsolvency is achieved without special-
ized interactions between the polymer and solvent par-
ticles, implying that modifying the effective attractions
between solvent and cosolvent particles alone is sufficient
to induce the phenomenon.

The size of solvent and cosolvent particles plays a cru-
cial role in determining polymer conformation, particu-
larly in driving cononsolvency behavior through solvent-
cosolvent attraction. In our simulations, we find that
when the cosolvent size is smaller than the polymer
monomer size (σc = 0.5σs), the polymer remains col-
lapsed for most cosolvent fractions, as the volume den-
sity exceeds the threshold necessary for inducing collapse.
This behavior is consistent with depletion theory, which
suggests that smaller particles create stronger depletion
forces, leading to more effective polymer collapse[44,
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45, 70, 71]. For larger cosolvent sizes (σc = 1.0 and
2.0), the polymer exhibits typical cononsolvency behav-
ior—collapsing at intermediate cosolvent fractions and
re-expanding at higher fractions. While the role of par-
ticle size in depletion effects has been extensively stud-
ied, such as by Kang et al.[70] and Sharp et al.[71], our
results highlight that solvent-cosolvent attraction alone
is sufficient to drive cononsolvency. In systems where
the solvent and cosolvent particle sizes are comparable
to the polymer monomer size, we observe that the poly-
mer’s conformation is highly sensitive to both size and
the relative volume fraction of cosolvent. Jeon et al.[45]
demonstrated that for crowders smaller than the poly-
mer monomers, compaction is driven by both size and
density, while larger crowders primarily depend on their
density. The work of Kim et al.[44] and others empha-
sizes that smaller particles generate stronger depletion
effects, which our study corroborates. Our results align
with these findings, as smaller cosolvent particles induce
polymer collapse at lower volume densities, while larger
particles promote cononsolvency. This size-dependent
behavior is critical for understanding cononsolvency in
mixed solvent environments, where the interplay between
solvent-cosolvent interactions and crowding effects be-
comes complex. We extend previous findings by show-
ing that cononsolvency can be driven solely by adjusting
solvent-cosolvent attraction and particle size, without re-
quiring complex interaction models.

Traditionally, cononsolvency has been linked to smart
polymers exhibiting lower critical solution temperature
(LCST) behavior, such as PNIPAm, PVCL, or PA-
POMe [72, 73]. This connection suggests that cononsol-
vency could be temperature-sensitive. Our simulations
confirm this, showing that as temperature increases, the
cononsolvency effect weakens. This reduction in conon-
solvency corresponds to a more uniform distribution of
solvent and cosolvent particles around the polymer chain,
indicating that the depletion effect diminishes with ris-
ing temperature. This observation aligns with experi-
mental findings from Feng et al. [47], who reported a
similar decrease in depletion-induced polymer collapse in
colloid-polymer mixtures at higher temperatures. Har-
ries et al. [48, 49] used Flory-Huggins theory to show
how depletion effects can be driven by both enthalpic and
entropic contributions, depending on cosolvent size and
interaction parameters. Certain depletants, such as tre-
halose and sorbitol, have been found to induce depletion
primarily through enthalpic contributions. In our study,
we observe a similar trend. As temperature increases,
the interaction free energy term (F̃ϵ) from Flory-Huggins
theory decreases, indicating that the depletion effect is
largely enthalpic and weakens with rising temperature.
This temperature sensitivity underscores the role of en-
thalpic contributions in driving cononsolvency, further
corroborating the temperature dependence observed in
previous studies.

Previous studies on cononsolvency have primarily fo-
cused on systems where the cosolvent preferentially inter-
acts with the polymer chain [33]. In such cases, conon-
solvency is typically attributed to mechanisms like bridg-
ing interactions, where cosolvent particles act as con-
nectors between different segments of the polymer, in-
ducing collapse [19, 27, 55]. Another explanation in-
volves the surfactant-like behavior of cosolvents, where
the cosolvent reduces the free energy penalty associated
with forming a repulsive polymer-solvent interface, driv-
ing polymer collapse at lower cosolvent fractions [40]. In
contrast, our study demonstrates that cononsolvency can
occur even in the absence of preferential interactions be-
tween the polymer and solvent/cosolvent. In our mini-
malistic model, cononsolvency arises solely from solvent-
cosolvent attraction. However, introducing preferential
interactions is an easier, more intuitive way to explore
this phenomenon. When preferential attraction between
the cosolvent and polymer is added, we observe conon-
solvency at lower cosolvent fractions (xc < 0.5), which
aligns with previous work [39]. Our results are consistent
with predictions from the random phase approximation,
which suggests that the minima in polymer conformation
for systems with preferential interactions occur in the
range of 0.1 ≤ xc < 0.5, as we also observe in our sim-
ulations. Thus, while our model without preferential in-
teractions demonstrates cononsolvency through solvent-
cosolvent attraction alone, introducing these interactions
leads to a different mechanism of cononsolvency that oc-
curs at lower cosolvent fractions. This finding provides
a direct comparison to prior studies, emphasizing that
preferential interactions, while not necessary to induce
cononsolvency, shift the cosolvent fraction at which poly-
mer collapse occurs.

Cononsolvency challenges the expectation that a poly-
mer, which remains extended in a good solvent, should
behave similarly in a mixture of good solvents. Through
a simple polymer model, we demonstrate that solvent-
cosolvent attraction alone is sufficient to induce conon-
solvency, without the need for complex interactions.
While our findings contribute to the understanding of
this phenomenon, developing a unified framework to pre-
dict cononsolvency across various systems and different
polymer-solvent-cosolvent interactions, as well as refin-
ing this minimal model to explore other specific aspects,
remains to be further explored.
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