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In structure-based models of proteins, one often assuraefolding is accomplished when all contacts are es-
tablished. This assumption may frequently lead to a cone¢ptroblem that folding takes place in a temperature
region of very low thermodynamic stability, especially whé&e contact map used is too sparse. We consider
six different structure-based models and show that allgan a small, but model-dependent, percentage of the
native contacts not being established boosts the foldimgéeature substantially while affecting the time scales
of folding only in a minor way. We also compare other propeyf the six models. We show that the choice of
the description of the backbone stiffness has a substafiitat on the values of characteristic temperatures that
relate both to equilibrium and kinetic properties. Modelthaut any backbone stiffness (like the self-organized
polymer) are found to perform similar to those with the s&fs, including in the studies of stretching.

I. INTRODUCTION

Globular proteins that are found in nature are special sezpgeof amino acids that fold rapidly into their native statader
physiological conditions [1,/2]. The folding process in sywoteins is considered to take place through motion in alynil
rugged free energy landscape with a prominent native b&sif][ Such a landscape forms through the principles of mahim
frustration and maximal compatibilityl[6]. On the other darandom sequences are expected to form rough landscapbin
many local minima compete for occupancy, as illustratedrimoalel, for instance, in refi.[[7].

The question: what sequences make good folders, has beessaed mostly in the context of lattice models and various
criteria have been proposed. One of these is that the lowestg state — the native state — should have large thermadgna
stability [8]. Another is that the location of the specifiedt maximum should coincide with that of the structural spsbil-
ity [9-11]. It should be noted that the specific heat is a mesasti fluctuations in the energy whereas the susceptibity i
measure of fluctuations in the number of pairs of "amino daidgch stay at their native spatial separation. A more itidmial
criterion has been proposed by Socci and Onuchic [12]. trisfilated in terms of two temperaturd9{ Tt andTy. The former
is the folding (or melting) temperature that depends on ttexgy spectrum and defines a temperature below which theprob
bility of occupancy of the native statBy, is substantial. The latter relates to the dynamics andei§ tbf the glass transition
below which the protein gets trapped in a non-native statiefalding times,ts, become very long. Bad folders are then those
sequences for whicly < Tg. The larger the ratio of; to Tg, the better the folding properties of the sequence.

The concepts behind this picture appear to be satisfactolgttice models where the conformations, including theéveat
one, are defined in a clear-cut manner and are structurgdbrated. Small lattice systems are simple enough to evew &
Master-equation based exact analysis of the folding peo[&. Here, we show that conceptual problems arise inatffele
models and that they can be remedied by slightly relaxingtheria for what it means for the system to stay in its nasitate.
We focus on the highly studied structure-based, or Go-tikarse-grained modeél [5,114,/ 15] which, by its constructieads
to folding with a minimal obstruction. This model has vasotariants[[16=20] but, invariably, it is defined primarityterms
of the contact map which specifies which pairs of amino amdsifa non-bonded interaction (most often through a hydrogen
bond) in the native state, which itself may be taken from thetétn Data Bank (PDB) [21]. The contact maps can be used
in all-atom simulations for descriptive purposes, but ia $structure-based models they also define the dynamics sf/ttem
because the contacts are endowed with effective poteniiaésminima of the potentials are located at the native séijoais.

In molecular dynamics studies of folding, one starts froneatended conformation and evolves the system until theeati
state is reached. Time corresponds to the median first passage time. In the simgpgsbach, the native state is declared
to be reached when all of the native contacts become egtablisSimilarly,R is calculated as the probability of all contacts
being established simultaneously in a long equilibratedandT; corresponds to @ at whichPy crosse%. The plot oft; as a
function of T is typically U-shaped and thE at the center of the U will be denoted &gin. The corresponding optiméd will
be denoted ats . We definely operationally as th& at whicht; = 3top on the lowT side of the U.

The puzzling observation is that with these simple defingidmiy in off-lattice models is often found in the region in whik
is very small — some previous examples are in ré.lﬂZ—ZﬂhErmore, there are many Go-model-based proteins fatvthe
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supposedly well folding chains are technically bad foldeyshey have a; that is smaller or nearly equal to the corresponding
value of Tg. Here, we examine 21 proteins within six Go-like models and that a minor change in the definition of what it
means to be in the native state malego coincide withTny, in all cases. The change involves requiring that a fractmn,

or more of the native contacts is established simultangpwslerep, instead of being equal to 1 as in the simple approach, is
changed to ®7 < p < 1. The precise value g depends on the model and, to a lesser extent, on the prothia.rasult
indicates that a situation with a few missing contacts makesystem practically reside within the very bottom of tlagive
basin. We also find that the small reductiorpiteaves the;s nearly intact while boosting the apparent thermodynatalulgy

in a substantial manner. Relaxing the definition involvedaitulatingP, is expected to enhance the apparent stability. What
is surprising, however, is that making the model systemrtiecily a good folder requires to shift away from 1 by only 3
percentage points or less.

It should be noted that the concept of the effecRygthe fraction of time in which all contacts are made simudtausly, is
quite distinct from that of the average fracti@,of the native contacts that are present. It is often assuhztdhe temperature
To corresponding to crossing thhrough% signals a transition to folding. This assumption does netrst have been tested
by the actual determination of the correspondifgg An argument in favor of this idea can be derived from theabit of the
Q-dependent free enerdy(Q), which develops two minima which are of equal depthsBiraTo. However, aQ of 1 various
subdomains may be set correctly without a proper estabésihiof the overall shape of the protein — and hence the retevai
Py instead ofQ.

Furthermore, an exact analysis|[25] of a discretifieHairpin, performed within the so called Munoz-Eaton moj2el],
indicates tha) does not constitute a reaction coordinate even for such pisisystem (see also refs. [13] 27]). This is related
to the fact that Go-like models are defined in terms of costdmtt not in terms of). It should be noted, however, that all-atom
simulations of a 3-helix bundle interpreted in terms of a&agn framework suggest that usi@gs a reasonable approximation
in this case[[28]. In each of the models studied h&ggis found to be close to the location of a maximum in the spehifat.
The corresponding transition, however, should be assatiatth an onset of globular conformations siriggis significantly
higher thanTin and well above the whole region @fs in which folding to one of the globular states — the natiaest- is
appreciable. We find that d the mean radius of gyration decreases rapidly on cooling.al& show that th&-range of
proper folding and other characteristics, such as meclaitis/, depend on the description of the backbone stiffne

There are two ways of looking at the folding process. Thepeative taken here is that it is a kinetic phenomenon. Anothe
is that it is a smoothed out equilibrium phase transitiorn #euld be characterized through trajectories that lastmhanger
than typical folding times. Studying(Q) is an approximate way to describe this transition. In thisguawe show that the two
perspective can be made compatible if the equilibrium dietson is focused oy, i.e. on the fraction of time in which nearly
all contacts are present instead of on average number diasnfluctuations in the total energy do not indicate faddiThere
is some analogy to spin glasses here. Phase transitionsamf@gnets show, in the thermodynamic limit, as a divergenc
the magnetic susceptibility, which is a measure of flucaraiin magnetization and is related to spin-spin corraidtinctions.
However, in spin glasses, it is the nonlinear suscepie--31], and not susceptibility, that is sensitive to transition from
the paramagnetic phase. At the transition, the suscaptidisplays merely a cusp. This nonlinear susceptibiktyelated to
different spin correlations.

II. STRUCTURE-BASED MODEL S STUDIED

The six models we discuss here differ by the selection of threact potential and the description of the local backbone
stiffness, but the contact map is common: it is the map dehoyeOV+rCSU in ref. [32], which is an extension of the OV
map. The OV map is derived by considering overlaps betwefectefe spheres assigned to heavy atoms in the native state.
The radii are equal to the van der Waals radii multiplied 841{33]. The rCSU part adds to OV those contacts which are
identified by considerations of a chemical nature. In the @ighe highly mechanostable 127 domain of titin (pdb:1TIRe
most important role of rCSU is to add an ionic bridge whichtdbutes to the strength of a mechanical clamp in this protei
Generally, OV+rCSU leads to similar and sometimes supéoiding properties compared to OV. The improvements show as
the broader outline of the U-shaped dependente@i T and stronger thermal stability. The potentials assignékddaontacts
between residudsandj are given by

Mij \12 Mij \a
V(rij)=¢ — 1
() =& (G2 = (G M
whereA is either 6 (the 12-6 potential) or 10 (the 12-10 potenti@)e parameters;; are derived pair-by-pair from the native

distances between the residues — the minimum of the poltemtist coincide with thex-C—a-C distance. Consecutive-C
atoms are tethered by the harmonic poteritielri; ;1 — rf_ ;)% wherer)_, is the native distance betweeandi+ 1. Note

that the stiffness coefficiekt used here incorporates the customary factoﬁ wf the Hookean energy term. We shall adopt this
convention in the definition of other harmonic terms diseddselow.
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We consider three versions of the local backbone stiffiesmany of our previous works [84, 35], we have used the diyral
(CH) potentiaMV“H = k¢ ZN 2 (C — CM?2 whereN is the number of residues and the coeffciens set to%, ast; ceases to be
k-dependent at larger valuesmf@]. The chirality of residuéis defined a€i = (Vi_1 x Vi) -vi+l/d8 whereV; =i, 1 —Tj and
do is the average];, ;. C'is the native value of;.

A more common way to account for the stiffness is to combieebitnd-angle terily = kg (8 — 6,)? with the dihedral term
Vo= qu,[l— cog@— ¢h)| + K3[1— cos(S(qo @))] where the subscript indicates the native values. For small departurep of

from ¢h, Vo =Ko (9 — W), wherek, = K1 + 9K3) In this limit, the dihedral term is equivalent to the chiisapotential [16].

The values of the coefficients can be denved through alaionulations by matching average conformation-deperefergies

to the coarse-grained expressions. Poma et al. [37] hadéedtsugar-protein complexes at rodrs in this way and, as a
byproduct, derived the following effective values for thergmeters pertaining to proteins=1.5 kcal/mol,k-=100 kcal/(mol

A2) kg=45 kcal/(mol rad), andk,=5 kcal/(mol rad). The contacts considered were defined by using the OV appiarad the
contact potential was 12-6. In units 8f these parameters are=66.66¢/A2, ko= 30 e/rac?, andk,= 3. 33¢/rack. Assuming,

for simplicity, the equality of the two dihedral coeffcisnive getK1 K3—O 66¢</rack. This model of the backbone stiffness
will be denoted as AN (for angular). A similar set of valuesmme backbone stiffness has been used by Clementi et al. [38]
(with a different contact map). It ik =100&/A2, kg=20 e/rac?, Ky=1 elrad®, andK3=0.5¢/rac?. This model will be denoted

as AN’

Finally, we consider models with no backbone stiffness ltsaich as the self organized polymer (SOP) [39, 40]. In the
original SOP model, the harmonic representation of theigefdtond is expressed as a combination of the 12-6 and FENE
potentials so that they act partially as the 12-6 contactgge®to accelerate the numerics. Here, we use the SOP ideat of
including any backbone stiffness also to the systems wihl#10 contacts. We provide comparisons of protein stiregah
the SOP models relative to the models with finite backborfimstis. Note that the contact map in the original SOP model is
defined through a cutoff distance whereas we use OV+rCSU.

The models we study here can be characterized by pairs ofdysubh that the first symbol denotes the contact potentdl an
the second — the model of the backbone stiffness. These arét2a-6, CH), Il — (12-6, AN), Il — (12-10, AN), IV — (12-10,
AN'), V — (12-6, SOP), VI — (12-10, SOP). Each of these is stadas described in refé. [22,]34] 35] using our own code. In
particular, we use the overdamped Langevin thermostattendtaracteristic time scale in the simulationsis of order 1 ns.
The equations of motion were solved by the 5th order predimorector method. Due to overdamping, our code is egental
to the Brownian dynamics approach. A contact is consideréetestablished if its length is within 1cbor 1.2 ¢ for the 12-6
and 12-10 potentials respectively[34} 38].

The equilibrium parameters are determined on at least 3ttajertories that last for 100 000

It should be noted that the all-atom derived coarse-grgiaeameters generally depend on the location in the sequawiogn
the protein so they should be considered more as an ordergifitnde estimates than precise values. In particular,ffeeteve
¢ calculated within thg8 sheets has been found to hd3-+ 0.3 kcal/mol and within thex helices: 16+ 0.9 [37]. The uniform
value of 1.5 kcal/mol used above has been selected for tvgmnsa 1) it is characteristic of the turn regions and 2) incmles
with the strength of a better-binding hydrogen bond. Itesponds to 755 K so the room temperature ought to be abai@.4
However, due to the considerable uncertainty in this ass&sts our previous practice has been to assume, when usidglsno
with a uniforme, that the roon situation occurs when folding is optimal as this is when theded protein behaves as the
real one. € of 1.5 kcal/mol is consistent with 1.55 kcal/mol (or 208.6 pNA, which itself is consistent with 110 pR of
ref. [35]) that was obtained by matching characteristizigalof the forcdnay, needed to unravel proteins by constant-speed
stretching within the coarse-grained model, to the expemital results [32]. This estimate involves making extrafiohs to the
experimental speeds and adopting the OV-based contact Wiapn using the OV+rCSU map and 38 proteins the effective
becomes 1.35 kcal/mol (or 9314 pNA) [32].

I11. RESULTS

The results pertaining to the thermodynamic and foldingoprties of the six models are illustrated in Figurégll, 2,[@nd
for the 127 domain of titin. Mechanical stability of this pgein has been assessed experimentally in many stdies4t IFHde
OVrCSU contact map for 1TIT consists of 198 contacts. Talslerhmarizes the results for all of the 21 proteins studiece Th
bottom panels show thE-dependence d andc — the specific heat normalized to its maximal value. Thesequamntities do
not depend on the choice pf The top panels show the medigis and the middle panels show the effecti®ge The general
convention is that the solid data points connected by thd Boés correspond tp of 1 (the undoctored value) whereas the open
symbols connected by the dotted lines relate to the valyeadfwhichT; is in the very middle of the U-shaped folding curve —
it is written in the right-hand corner of the middle panelkisivalue ofT; is indicated by the vertical line. The folding curve is
obtained by fitting the results based on at least 105 trajestto the function described laly cosi{ax+ b) +d,. The horizontal
dashed lines indicate the level of the optiriyainultiplied by three from which an estimate §f can be deduced. The horizontal

lines in the middle and bottom panels indicate the levelesponding to} (either forP, or for Q).
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The shift in the apparef varies between 0.04/kg for model | and 0.2%/kg for model Ill. Itis 0.13, 0.22, 0.06, and 0.11
¢/kg for models Il, 1V, V, and VI respectively. The 12-10 potefgiare generally effectively more contained, or narrowent
the 12-6 ones and the effectspbeing smaller than 1 are stronger. Even the shifted effeetues oflf; are much lower by at
least 50% thaflg. On the other hand, the separation betw&gandTmax does not exceed 0.G¢7kg in any model. The typical
value of Tmaxis of order 1¢/kg (though the smallest is 0£7/ks model VI and then it is 0.85/kg model I) which is puzzlingly
high. The SOP model V has properties which are very similéinabof model I: the kinetics are close butptl the stability of
model | is higher. We find that when we remove the dihedral termodel Il, while keeping the bond-angle terfiy, shifts to
a half-way position between models | and Il.

We now consider the mechanical stability. Figlte 4 illugtsastretching of 1TIT folf = Tmin andT = Tg. The terminal
residues of the protein are attached to two harmonic spiB#j$35]. One of the springs is anchored at one end and another
is moving at a speed of 0.00%1. We monitor the forcef, exerted by the protein on the moving spring as a functiomef t
moving end displacemerd, In the initial state, the protein is set in its native stadéhen pulling is implemented at = Tpin,
theF — d patterns obtained by using the six models are seen to be kabigisimilar though the heights of the force peaks are
distinct. On the other hand, @, the force maxima are within the noise level. Notice that caenot model experiments on
stretching by simulating the corresponding kineticS@{or TmaxWhich is very close tdg).

When comparing mechanostability of many proteins, as if38¥ it is convenient to choose one fixd@dthat, for most
proteins, would be within the basin of good foldability, tigh not necessarily equal . For models I, V, and VI such a
temperature is 0.8/kg. For 1TIT at thisT, we get< Fnax > of 2.04+0.14, 2.05-0.12, and 2.440.09¢/A respectively when
extrapolating to the typical experimental speed of 600 n4Z$. These estimates were obtained based on 100 trajestori
It should be noted, however, that each model has its ownradititm of the value ot [34]. On considering 46 cases of the
theory-experiment comparison (in addition to 38 of ref.][32so 1QYS|[45], 2 directions of stretching for 1A1M [47]ch&
experimental pulling speeds for 1GEP][48]), we get the fuitw calibrations fore: 93.14+15.1, 119.7-28.0 and 92.211.9
pN A for models I, V, and VI respectively. The correspondinguea of the coefficient of determinatioR?, are 0.846, 0.622
and 0.661, indicating that model | correlates with the ekpent much better than the simpler SOP models. Similar estim
apply when stretching at the individually determiriggh.

In summary, the simple criterion of folding — that all corttaare established — may often lead to a perception thatrietste-
based model is unphysical because its thermodynamicigfabikubstantial in a low-temperature region in which folglis
difficult or absent. This may happen especially when theainhap has too few elements to be appropriate dynamically, a
is the case of, for instance, the CSU-based contact map ] in ref.[38]. One needs to have a sufficient inter-residue
connectivity for a model protein stay three-dimensionaltsrown [50-52]. There are many definitions of the contact map
and none of them is perfect. The OV+rCSU map selected herartplarly good, as tested in ref. [32] but even this one
does not remove the unphysicality. We have argued herealloating for a small percentage of the native contacts noige
established boosts tlig substantially but affects the time scales of folding onhaiminor way (with the exception of model
VI). Determination of the effective thermodynamic staigiEhould then be less strict (which also helps in hiding irfgetions
in the definition of the contact map) for the model to work wélhe simple strict criterion, however, is simpler to useduese
it does not require having the knowledge of the exact valud®fparametep. It should be quite adequate when comparing
relative thermodynamic stabilities of proteins. The goed@rmance of the SOP models testifies to the fact that theepties
of the structure-based models depends primarily on theacontap, though the particular choices for the backbonmetis
affect the optimal folding temperatures.

Model polypeptide chains can be used to describe globutdes if folding takes place in the temperature range ircvhi
getting to the native state is associated with a substgrdlability of staying in the vicinity of this state. We haw¢roduced
parametep that defines what should be meant by the effective nativaitycithe temperature at whidg = % is at the center
of the U-shaped plot dff vs. T. On decreasing beyond~ 0.97, this plot becomes increasingly broadened, optimadgi
get shorter, but the center of the optimal folding kinetippraximately stays unchanged. Another way to define thevaiate
vicinity of the native state is to determingoaat which the optimal; is shorter by, say, 10% compared to fwl situation. This
approach is harder to implement numerically because detargna precise value df would require generating a large number
of trajectories. However, qualitatively, it would yieldsilar results to what we proposed here.
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2P6J
2PTL

1.00
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.98
1.00
0.99
1.00
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
1.00
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
1.00
0.99

0.22
0.27
0.27
0.30
0.24
0.27
0.20
0.29
0.26
0.29
0.25
0.26
0.26
0.27
0.22
0.23
0.20
0.27
0.28
0.24
0.22

0.47
0.95
0.98
0.73
0.7¢
0.95
0.57
1.00
0.57
0.98
0.90
0.52
0.88
0.8@
0.98
0.85
0.77
0.77
0.8@
0.50
0.8Q

1.00
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.98
0.97
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.98
0.97
1.00
0.99
0.99
0.98
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

0.54
0.79
0.75
0.71
0.66
0.72
0.65
0.78
0.61
0.73
0.72
0.71
0.78
0.68
0.72
0.68
0.62
0.68
0.66
0.58
0.61

0.90
1.12
1.15
1.02
1.02
1.08
0.93
1.2@
0.98
1.15
1.08
0.98
1.05
1.02
1.12
1.02
0.93
1.05
1.0§
0.88
0.95

0.98
0.98
0.98
0.97
0.97
0.97
0.96
0.98
0.97
0.98
0.97
0.97
0.96
0.98
0.98
0.98
0.96
0.98
0.99
0.97 0.65 0.95
0.97 0.62 0.93

0.65
0.70
0.68
0.69
0.69
0.71
0.68
0.76
0.68
0.68
0.71
0.70
0.74
0.68
0.68
0.63
0.65
0.65
0.65

1.02
1.10
1.12
1.00
1.00
1.02
0.95
1.15
1.08
1.12
1.0Q
0.99
1.0Q
1.02
1.08
0.98
0.8§
1.02
1.02

0.45
0.69
0.64
0.64
0.57
0.64
0.63
0.67
0.52
0.63
0.66
0.61
0.71
0.62
0.63
0.60
0.59
0.61
0.59
0.97 0.52 0.9¢
0.98 0.55 0.93

0.93
1.1Q
1.12
1.0Q
1.0Q
1.02
0.93
1.05
1.0Q
1.15
1.02
0.98
1.00
1.0Q
1.08
1.00
0.93
1.02
1.02

0.99
0.97
0.98
0.97
0.98
0.97
0.94
0.98
0.98
0.98
0.95
0.97
0.95
0.98
0.98
0.97
0.97
0.98
0.98

1.00
0.99
0.98
0.98
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.98
0.98
0.99
0.99
0.98
0.99
0.99
0.99

0.15
0.25
0.26
0.25
0.20
0.22
0.17
0.26
0.18
0.26
0.24
0.21
0.24
0.22
0.23
0.23
0.20
0.24
0.24
1.00 0.17 0.3@
0.99 0.18 0.8Q

0.25
0.93
0.97
0.75
0.8Q
0.95
0.3§
1.0Q
0.32
0.99
0.90
0.75
0.85
0.8Q
0.97
0.85
0.75
0.80
0.82

0.98
0.96
0.97
0.96
0.98
0.96
0.98
0.97
0.97
0.97
0.97
0.97
0.98
0.97
0.99
0.97
0.99
0.98
0.97
0.98 0.24 0.4Q
0.98 0.20 0.6§

0.27
0.31
0.29
0.31
0.24
0.28
0.24
0.29
0.28
0.29
0.25
0.24
0.24
0.27
0.23
0.24
0.18
0.27
0.26

0.43
0.75
0.77
0.62
0.65
0.77
0.45
0.80
0.45
0.75
0.73
0.43
0.68
0.65
0.77
0.68
0.65
0.68
0.68

Average
STD

0.992 0.253 0.78
0.005 0.029 0.16

¥.990 0.685 1.03
10.009 0.058 0.08

©.974 0.680 1.01

9.972 0.608 1.00

@.989 0.219 0.75

¥D.008 0.034 0.06

©.012 0.065 0.06

8.974 0.258 0.64

£.005 0.030 0.21]

il

10.009 0.034 0.12

3

TABLE I: Summary of the results obtained for models I-VI. Titein PDB structure codes are in the first column. In the cdslCFC
and 2P6J, we consider the first of the NMR-derived structufée original structure file of cohesin 1AOH has missing s&veide groups
and we use the repaired structure as described irl réf. [45hel case on 1IEMB, we consider the chromophore molecule tefresented by
three mutually connected effective amino acids (threqroihecine, and tyrosine) at locations 65-67. For each of tloelels, there are three
columns: the column with headinggives the values parametprat which the kinetic optimum coincides witfy, the next column lists the
values ofT; at this value ofp, the last column lists the temperatures correspondingetonidximum in the specific heat. The temperatures are
in the units ofe /kg and the error bars in each entry are smaller than 0.01. Théaitom lines provide the average over the proteins and the

standard deviation — for a given model.
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FIG. 1: Kinetic and thermodynamic properties of models & (&t panels) and Il (the right panels). The explanatiorhefsymbols and lines
used is provided in the main text. In the middle and bottonefsgrthe error bars are smaller than the size of the symbwotheltop panels, a
measure of the uncertainty is given by the deviation of tha gaints from the fitting lines.
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FIG. 2: Similar to Figur&ll but for models Ill and IV.
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FIG. 3: Similar to Figur€ll but for models V and VI.
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FIG. 4: Examples of th& — d trajectories for the 127 domain of titin as obtained by ugimgdels | through VI as indicated. In each panel, one
trajectory afT corresponding to center of the kinetic optimalifiy.(,) is drawn by a solid line and another by a dotted line. The (luwest)
lines show single trajectories & — the force peaks are at the level of the thermal noise. ThesaifTg are 0.79, 1.04, 0.97, 0.99, 0.77, and
0.61¢/kg for models | through VI respectively. If one considers aaatiof model V in which the contact map is based on the cutstadice

of 8 A then one generates 255 contacts instead of 198. This cliasgks in a similar looking pattern but with a high&sax— of about 4¢.
Note that the cutoff-based model will have a different aailon ofe. The error bars ifmaxare of order 0.E/A.
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