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ABSTRACT

The nanomechanical response of a folded single protein, the natural nanomachine responsible for
myriad biological processes, provides insight into its function. The conformational flexibility of a
folded state, characterized by its viscoelasticity, allows proteins to adopt different shapes to perform
their function. Despite efforts, its direct measurement has not been possible so far. We present a
direct and simultaneous measurement of the stiffness and internal friction of the folded domains of
the protein titin using a special interferometer based atomic force microscope. We analysed the data
by carefully separating different contributions affecting the response of the experimental probe to
obtain the folded state’s viscoelasticity. Above ~ 95 pN of force, the individual immunoglobulins of
titin transition from an elastic solid-like native state to a soft viscoelastic intermediate.
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Proteins are a type of heteropolymers, which play a pivotal role in biological processes responsible for life 13 They
are natural nanomachines! evolved to achieve specific tasks in cellular processes”* Proteins need to be dynamic>
and flexible? They also exhibit heterogeneity revealed by single molecule experiments”® One of the important
goals of nanotechnology research is to quantify folded protein’s mechanical response, establish its connection with
constituent network of bonds and use this knowledge for design and fabrication of efficient nanomachines 1% Owing to
heterogeneity in folded states, it is important that nanomechanical response is measured at the level of single proteins.’

From a nano-mechanics standpoint, internal friction and stiffness can be directly measured by deforming a single
protein at a certain strain rate. To characterize the viscoelasticity of a single protein one needs to strain it periodically
and measure the in-phase and out-of-phase components of the stress generated. Such measurements provide both,
stiffness and internal friction coefficient of the molecule. Although viscoelastic behaviour in an ensemble of proteins
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has been reported, "' we lack a quantitative nanometrology tool that can simultaneously measure stiffness and internal
friction and is able to provide full characterization of viscoelasticity of a single protein’s folded state.

It is possible to deform a single folded protein and measure the resulting stress using AFM.® The conventional protein
pulling experiments measure force required to unfold a single domain out of multiple domains covalently connected to
each other. 12 In a typical saw-tooth pattern of such a force-extension curve, the profile between two peaks is that of
the entropic elasticity of unfolded chain which is around ~ 10 pN/nm.13!% The folded domains are relatively stiffer
(~200 pN/nm)>® and hence are considered not to contribute to measured response. At a high stretch, where the folded
domains stiffness is comparable to the unfolded chain, one is still faced with the challenge of separating them to obtain
the response of the folded domains alone. It has been pointed out that pulling experiments using AFM are not suitable
to measure viscoelasticity of the folded state'>

In this letter, we report quantitative measurement of viscoelasticity of the folded state of a single protein using a novel
interferometer based AFM. By careful analysis, we have separated the response of individual folded domains from
other contributions. The experiments demonstrate for the very first time that direct and simultaneous measurement of
internal friction of folded protein is possible. The salient features of our instrument are i) it measures displacement
of the cantilever and not bending ii) allows use of stiff cantilevers (= 0.6 N/m ), small amplitudes (0.1 to 1 nm) and
iii)in off-resonance condition, performs artefact-free measurement of nano-scale viscoelasticity in liquid environments.
See Fig. 1. Briefly, a fiber with semi-mirror at its end is aligned perpendicular to a cantilever using a five-axis fibre
nanopositioner ( Fig.1 (a)).The mirror and back of the cantilever form a Fabry-Perot etalon. Infrared light(1310 nm)
from a laser diode is guided into a 2 x 2 splitter. 50 % laser light goes to the etalon. The resulting interference
signal, due to primary beam entering into the etalon and its interference with multiple reflections between mirror
and cantilever’s back surface is guided using the same splitter onto a photodiode. The current in the photodiode is
extremely sensitive to fibre cantilever distance. We typically obtain sensitivity 300-500 mV/nm and measure cantilever
displacement with precision of less than an angstrom.

We used repeats of 8 domains of Immunoglobulin (IgG) of titin (I-27)g, which unfolds sequentially. 100 pl of I-27g
protein solution with a concentration of 10mg/ml in PBS (pH 7.4) was drop cast onto a gold coated cover-slip mounted
in a fluid cell and excess protein is washed away after incubation. The cantilever is lowered into the solution and fiber
is positioned on the back of the cantilever above the tip. The semi-mirror on the fibre end is aligned parallel to the
back-surface of cantilever. The cantilever base is oscillated with amplitude Ag at a frequency w, which is far below its
resonance. The amplitude A and phase lag 0 of the protein-attached tip is recorded using the interferometer, as the
mean separation between the base and substrate(z) is varied. The amplitude, A and phase € versus mean separation z is

used to calculate the stiffness and friction coefficient profiles shown in Fig. 2, using equations k = k. (|ATxo\ cosf — 1)

and ¥ = ’rzﬁg’ sin §. See supplementary materials, section 1 and 2. At relatively large amplitudes (A¢ ~1 nm), and

high stretch (above ~ 95 pN), a portion of the tip amplitude (~ 0.1 nm) is contributed by the folded domains.

Figure 2 shows measurement of stiffness (continuous blue line) and friction coefficient (continuous red line) of the
polyprotein (I-27)g as the separation z between the substrate and the cantilever base is increased in a quasi-static manner.
It is observed that for the first four unfolding domains, after the initial increase at lower extensions, the stiffness abruptly
goes down or plateaus and rises again( the shaded region in fig. 2). This is not seen in the last four domains. The
total measured dissipation 7 also decreases with each consecutive unfolding peak. Both observations are explained in
Supplementary Information, section 3. )

The Marko-Siggia approximation describes the force extension behaviour of unfolded domains in conventional
experiments .1 It provides a force-extension relationship, which can be fitted to experimental force curves to obtain
relevant parameters such as persistence length p and contour length L.. The derivative of force with respect to extension
provides a relationship between local stiffness k,,;. and end end-to-end molecular extension 2! 16

dF kT |
Rute = 37 = E(zu L)+ 1) M

At lower extensions in each unfolding profile of first four domains, where stiffness of chain is much smaller compared
to folded domains, wlc model of entropic elasticity given by equation 1 fits well (green continuous line). In the shaded
region, however, the measured stiffness (continuous blue line) is lower than entropic stiffness . Corresponding to this
region, phase also shows lag and there is measurable dissipation of energy (continuous red line).

We argue that in the shaded region of Fig[2] measured stiffness contains contribution from folded domains. We
developed a method to separate it from measured viscoelastic response in this region (See supplementary information,
section 1 and 2.) The conventional constant velocity pulling experiments using AFM have measured mechanical stability
of [-27 domains. It mechanically unfolds via an intermediate. The domains fall into mechanical intermediate above
~95 pN and completely unfold at ~ 200 pN'” See Fig. 3. Note that when the response deviates from wlc description
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Figure 1: Measurement of folded domain’s viscoelasticity using interferometer-based AFM. a) Schematic of the
nano-positioner used to place the fibre over the end of the cantilever beam. The end of the fibre is coated with a
semi-mirror and it is aligned parallel to the back surface of the cantilever using a five-axis inertial slider. The amplitude
of the molecular extension is directly measured as opposed to the conventional method in which cantilever bending
is measured. b) The measurement scheme depicting the octamer tethered to the cantilever and substrate. The base is
oscillated at off-resonance while the substrate is pulled away in a quasi-static manner to increase tip-sample separation
z and the amplitude (A) and phase lag (f) are monitored. The inset shows the cleaved end of fiber coated with a
semi-mirror aligned perpendicular to the length of the cantilever c) The cantilever-protein system is modelled with
spring and dash-pots. Ay - base amplitude, A - tip amplitude, w- drive frequency, 8- phase lag between tip and base of
the cantilever, k. - cantilever stiffness v, hydrodynamic damping due to the proximity of the cantilever to the substrate,
ky and ~ys -stiffness and friction coefficient of folded domain respectively, n- number of folded domains. k.- stiffness
of the unfolded Worm-Like-Chain (wlc). Since k¢ /n and k., are in series, the weaker among the two springs has a
dominant contribution to the amplitude A.
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Figure 2: The measured combined stiffness (blue continuous) and friction coefficient (red continuous) of unfolded
chain and the folded domains of I-27 octamer as domains sequentially unfold. The amplitude and phase of the tip
displacement is used for calculation. The data shows a sawtooth pattern of unfolding events similar to constant velocity
pulling experiments. The green continuous line is a fit using wlc model. The mean difference in contour length between
two consecutive peaks is 29 £ 0.8 nm. A persistence length of 0.4 nm is used. The first four events deviate from wlc
in the shaded region where folded domains are comparable in stiffness to the unfolded chain and contribute to the
measurement. The dissipation is seen in the corresponding region due to the internal friction in folded domains. The
data in the dark shaded region is used for further analysis to obtain the stiffness and internal friction coefficient of the
folded state. Cantilever stiffness is 0.6 N/m, The cantilever base is excited with frequency 2.1 kHz and amplitude 1 nm.
The plot is representative of more than 50 traces recorded at different frequencies and amplitudes. The procedure to
obtain the molecular friction coefficient by separating the contribution from the cantilever damping at close proximity
with the substrate is provided in supplementary materials, section 2.

in Fig.2, a folded domain is likely to be in either native or intermediate state and hence number of domains in either
state is not known. However, as z is increased, loading the folded domains further, all of them fall into intermediate
state, each adding 0.66 nm of contour length to the chain TH9 At this point, as seen in figure 2, the stiffness starts to
rise again before the next domain is unfolded. In this region, shaded in dark, we use our analysis method to obtain the
stiffness and friction coefficient of the folded domains.

In our experiments, the oscillating base of the cantilever and the substrate are pulled away from each other with
protein octomer I-27g tethered between the cantilever tip and the substrate (Fig.1). The measured response of the tip (
amplitude A and phase ) is due to i)that of the individual folded domains, ii) worm-like chain of unfolded domains,
iii) freely jointed chain formed of folded domains. However, the freely jointed chain is 95% extended and is much
stiffer compared to the first two at forces above 20 pN. Hence it does not contribute to the modulation of tip amplitude
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Figure 3: The octomer of I-27 under force. The cartoon shows a situation, wherein one domain is unfolded and the
remaining seven are in the folded state. When the folded domains are pulled on by increasing z, the force is applied
to domains through wic chain of first unfolded domain. When force exceeds ~ 95 pN ( shaded region in fig. 2), the
domains in the native state (left) are pushed into mechanical intermediate(right). As shown in the 5-sheet schematic,
the hydrogen bond network between B-A and A’-G is responsible for the mechanical stability of the native state, of
which the network between A and B is broken for the intermediate, elongating the protein by n x AL, where AL =
0.66 nm 7 When all the domains enter into the intermediate, the stiffness starts to rise again as shown in the darker
shaded area in figure 2. Measurements in this region are used to estimate the stiffness and friction coefficient of the
individual folded intermediates.

and only adds a constant length to the unfolded chain. We need to separate the contribution from wlc chain of unfolded
domains to the measured stiffness in order to single out the viscoelastic response of folded domains. We discuss the
analysis procedure followed to obtain stiffness and friction coefficient of individual folded domains. For a given z, the
force balancing equation for the spring and dash-pot arrangement of Fig.1 gives us

( n n 1 )_1 Y
1y, W
k’f + iyfw kuwic K

ke(Ao — A) = A )

Where k. is chain stiffness and ky and ~y; are stiffness and friction coefficient of the folded domain respectively. v,
is damping provided by the surface to the cantilever body. We get expression for stiffness and friction coefficient of
individual folded monomers as ( See Supplementary Information, section 1 and 2 for details of this calculation)

ky = n(l_c2+32'y2 B ﬁ) 3)

— 2 2
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Figure 4: a)The integration of stiffness-extension (continuous blue line) provides force-extension plot ( continuous red
line). The vertical dotted line indicates deviation of stiffness-extension from wlc model fit (continuous green lines) of
equation 1. Its intersection with force-extension gives force at which, stiffness has a contribution from folded domains.
b) Bar plots of force where transition occurs and the force required to unfold a domain completely (N: Native and
I: Intermediate). The deviation kicks-in when force exceeds 95 £ 16 pN. The force required to unfold the domain
completely is 161 £ 25 pN. These values match with force needed to push domains of (I-27)g into the intermediate
and then unfold it completely ™Z The mean force required to unfold a domain completely, is ~ 200 pN in static pulling
experiments. It is ~ 160 pN in our experiments due to the energy provided to it through oscillations. c) stiffness k; and
friction coefficient ¢ of a single folded domain at different forces F'. The plots provide viscoelastic characterization of
single folded intermediate. The data points in the same colour are from the analysis of same unfolding peak. The data is
pulled together from many different profiles similar to the one shown in Fig. 2.

W
n ( k2 +w2y2 )
- 2 2
k1) (2w
(k2+w272 szc) (k2+w272)
where % and 7 are measured stiffness and friction coefficient, v = 5 — v.. We need an estimate of k. to use equations
3 and 4 in order to get viscoelasticity of a folded domain from measured & and 4. For this, we integrated the measured

"k — 2" curve in Fig. and obtained "Force-z" curve(Fig.3). In the grey shaded region of Fig.2, this force produces

extensions both in wlc chain and the folded domains. The k,,;. — F relationship in high force limit (F' >> ’“BTT) where

the polymer is significantly extended is given by'4- k. (F) = L%* o P 2. The kyy. is then estimated since the

V= “4)
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force on the chain for each z is determined. Equations 3 and 4 are used to calculate stiffness and friction coefficient of
individual intermediates from experimental data.

The numerical integration of stiffness-extension data, presented in Fig[2] provides force-extension curve as shown
Fig.4a. We use only first four domains from Fig. 2 for this analysis. Such force-extension profiles inform forces at
which folded domains start to contribute to stiffness measurement. This is shown by dotted vertical lines intersecting
the red curve depicting the force profile. The force at this intersection is threshold force after which, folded domain’s
stiffness contributes to measurement. This occurs at 95+ 16 pN. The protein unfolds completely at 161 £ 25 pN. Fig. 4
b shows bar plots obtained by this procedure for all our experimental data. Using dark shaded region in Fig. 2 for our
analysis, we computed stiffness (k) and friction coefficient () of individual folded domains at different forces shown
in Fig. 4c and d.

Fig. 4b indicates that folded protein’s response starts to contribute to stiffness measurement when force on it exceeds ~
95 pN. This matches well with force required to make the transition from native to mechanical intermediate 17-1% Tt
suggests that our measurement of viscoelasticity is that of the folded intermediate, which is soft. The domains remain
in the native state below =~ 95 pN. In this region, which is not shaded in gray in Fig. 2a, the data fits wic behavior.
It indicates that in this region folded domains in the native state are too stiff to make any discernible effect on tip
amplitude. It is fully elastic having immeasurably high stiffness compared to the unfolded chain. Under the loading
force F, the mechanical intermediate’s stiffness increases slightly with force, whereas the friction coefficient does not
show any appreciable change.

It has not been possible to measure viscoelastic response of single folded protein using AFM, a technique at the forefront
of pulling single proteins. The conventional deflection detection scheme, used to measure cantilever response, records
cantilever bending as opposed to displacement in our experiments. (See Supplementary Information, section 4). It is
important to operate off-resonance in order to avoid the stiffness change in the molecule affecting the phase, which
produces measurement artefacts. The bending signal measured with deflection detection scheme is immeasurably low
in off-resonance operation ( See Supplementary Information, Fig. S12.)

It is possible to estimate Young’s modulus GG and the viscosity 7 from the measurement of stiffness and friction
coefficient using dimensional analysis argument. G = k x L/A, Where L is length, A is the cross sectional area of the
object and £ is its stiffness. Since we do not know the orientation of protein, taking it to be a cube of side 4 nm, results
in an estimate of G ~ 0.2 GPa. Note that the native state has an even higher value of G. G gj455 is ~ 50 GPa and G gt

is ~ 200 GPa. For the estimate of 7, we take an object of v/bd moving in a medium of viscosity 7. d is extension in the

folded domain. v = 67mv/bd; i) ~ 150 Pa.s. This is in the same order with earlier estimates by group of Hansma from
tip relaxation on Lysozyme,2? however a factor of ~ 10° times higher than the ones estimated from folding-refolding
experiments,*" which Wang and Zocchi attributed to shear thinning, 7 ~ 1/w?" It is likely that, using the folding rate
dependence on solvent viscosity, one measures internal friction of the transition state, rather than that of the folded
structures, as in this work.

Considering the folded intermediate as a viscoelastic element, its relaxation time is 7 = 5 /ks ~ 10 ps. The dissipation
of energy by intermediate at us timescales suggests that the oscillatory perturbation provided to reaction co-ordinate
couples with a slowly relaxing mode. The all-atom simulations have shown that structural relaxation processes involving
the protein backbone are in the microsecond time scale*? The high stiffness and lack of dissipation of the native state
suggest that, in this case, modes coupled to the reaction coordinate relax much faster. This drastic change in dynamics
by merely breaking the hydrogen bond network between strands A and B, keeping the structure otherwise intact, is an
intriguing new aspect of protein dynamics.

It has been shown in pulling experiments that transition from native to mechanical intermediate of I-27 does not depend
on temperature or pulling speed, whereas the unfolding force of the intermediate shows this dependence clearly '*™
Based on this, it has been argued that energy landscape of the intermediate is rugged whereas the native state of I-27
works as a force buffer to protect it from large physiological forces'® . Our measurements are consistent with these
findings. We do not see any dissipation in the folded native state and stiffness drops from an immeasurably high value to
~ 100 pN/nm as the protein transitions from native to mechanical intermediate accompanied by dissipation, indicating
ruggedness.

Borrowed from the theory describing amorphous glassy systems,% the energy landscape description used in the study
of protein’s folding-refolding dynamics is empirically successful, at least for small proteins. However, this community
debates the question - to what extent the projection of multi-dimensional landscape onto a single reaction co-ordinate is
accurate ** The success of one dimensional picture relies on the separation of fluctuation time-scales of the chosen
co-ordinate with the rest**We have provided the first direct observation of internal friction in a folded state through
stress-strain analysis. Our measurement scheme provides a direct test of such coupling between the end-to-end distance
co-ordinate and other dimensions in the reduced, multidimensional protein landscape. The internal friction measured
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here is a result of energy loss in driving the folded state through many of its substates and it may provide useful insights
into the inter-conversion rates*> The observed dissipation in our experiments is not possible unless the end-to-end
distance reaction coordinate, which is modulated by the tip at ~ 2 KHz is coupled to slowly relaxing backbone
dynamics?? The forced oscillations of end-to-end distance at ~ ms timescale results in dissipation through such
coupling. The data on lower operational frequency is presented in Supplementary Information, section 5.

The protein of choice in our experiments is not only a paradigm in pulling experiments, but also provides us a native
elastic state and a viscoelastic mechanical intermediate in one experiment. We show here that only the network
of hydrogen bonds between [ strands A and B decide the fate of mechanics governing IgG domains. The domain
behaves like a Hookean solid, having no dissipation with the network intact, whereas it has viscous elements, if the
network is broken. Understanding effects of such local changes on global properties of folded macromolecules are
crucial for unraveling the mechanism of allostery2%2’l and could provide an instructive design principle for synthesizing
nanomachines using molecular dynamics simulations

While our stiffness measurements match well with previous efforts 2! the friction coefficient of single protein’s folded
state are not yet measured. We discuss new possibilities opened with this ability. Internal friction implies a rough
energy landscape and slow dynamics due to frustration. Our direct measurement of dissipation also reveals that
intermediate state is frustrated. It allows estimate of effective diffusion coefficient through Stoke-Einstein relationship
D = KgT/~, where v is the friction coefficient. From our measurement of + for the intermediate, the diffusion
coefficient is D = (1.94 £ 0.05) x 103 nm?/s. It is possible to estimate ruggedness (¢) by using Zwanzig relationship
and measuring D at two different temperatures 2% Secondly, using our experimental scheme , where the folded state is
driven out of equilibrium, the rupture-forces distribution along with energy dissipation to maintain the non-equilibrium
state can be used to extract information about the dynamics of slow processes,>> which are poorly understood at present.

In conclusion, we simultaneously and directly measure stiffness and internal friction of single folded protein domain
for the first time. In particular, we find that beyond a threshold force, the IgG domain of titin moves from an elastic
solid-like native state to a viscoelastic mechanical intermediate, which dissipates energy, providing the first direct
evidence of internal friction. The capability demonstrated in our experiment provides hope of relating mechanics to
chemical details at the level of single bonds by coupling this type of measurement to suitable single-molecule optical
spectroscopy, such as Forster Resonance Energy Transfer.

Supplementary Description

Model: Protein-Cantilever system; Data Analysis; Features observed in stiffness vs extension and friction vs extension
profiles; Fibre Interferometer AFM and single molecule experiments; Measurement at lower frequency.
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1 Model: Protein - Cantilever System

There are two aspects to the experiment. Firstly, as the separation z between the cantilever base and the substrate is
increased, force F builds up on the protein that is attached between the cantilever tip and the surface. Eventually, one of
the protein domains unfolds due to the force. The other aspect involves dynamic measurements where the base of the
cantilever is oscillated with a constant frequency and amplitude. The substrate retraction is halted at each separation
z for a period of 30 ms. During this period the dynamic response of the protein under force F' (due to the cantilever
base and surface separation z) is obtained by recording the amplitude and phase of the cantilever tip. The equation of
motion for the cantilever is given by

mz + (ke + k)2 + 72 = k. Ap expiwt

Here, z is the deflection of the cantilever, m is the effective mass of the moving cantilever, 7 is the friction coefficient
for total damping experienced by the cantilever, k. is the cantilever stiffness, Ay is the drive amplitude. The &k and 7
are obtained after linearizing the conservative and dissipative components of the interaction. This assumption is valid
because over the oscillation cycle of 1 nm the interaction force can be considered to be varying linearly. This is the
equation of a linear forced oscillator with the well-known solutions.

‘A| _ kcAO
_ w2\ 2 -
\/(kc + k)2(1 — ?) + (Jw)?
0
tanf = — ad 5
- w
(ko +F) (1 _ —2)

wo

P . . 2 . _
Where wy is given by 4/ % For off-resonance regime the 1 — ¥ term becomes unity. We can now solve for & and
0
7 to get

k= k;c<|io cos ) — 1)
kAo

- 00
¥ Al sin

10



DRAFT

When operating strictly at off-resonance frequency and no molecule is attached to the tip, the phase difference between
the cantilever and the drive is close to zero. The base amplitude and the tip amplitude are same. Hence we can neglect
the inertial and velocity dependent forces and the response of the cantilever can be described by its static response.
One can also arrive at the same expression by following a much simpler and intuitive method. For the off-resonance
operation, the cantilever and the interaction are in series with each other. The conservative and dissipative components
of the interaction are modelled as spring and dash-pot respectively. For such an arrangement we can write the force
balance equation as

kC(Aoeiwt N |A|ei(wt—9)) _ (]5 +i’7w)‘A|ei(wt_9) )

Here A and A are the base (drive) amplitude and the tip amplitude respectively. k. is the cantilever stiffness and w is
the drive frequency. k and 7 are stiffness and friction coefficient of the material beneath the tip. And 6 is the phase lag
between the tip and the base.

k(Ao — |Ale™ ) = (k + iqw)| Ale™*
ko(Age — |A]) = (k + iqw)| A
keAgcos O + ik.sinf — k.|A| = k|A| +i|AJjw

comparing real and imaginary components gives us

_ Ao
k—kc(gcosa—l) (6)
k.Ao .
5= |A\<E sin 0 (7

The stiffness and friction coefficient of the material can then be quantified using equations 2 and 3. To operate at
off-resonance, stiff cantilevers, more than an order of magnitude higher than what are typically used in constant velocity
experiments are required.

In the experiment, cantilever, folded domains and the unfolded chain all are in series as shown in Fig S1. The damping
provided to the oscillating tip due to proximity of the surface is in parallel to the protein system as shown in the Fig. S1.
For a particular mean tip-sample separation z, the force on all elements such as unfolded chain, folded domains and the
linker connecting the domains is same.

ke(Ao — A) = A ®)

( n n 1 )‘1 iy
iYW
kf+ivew  Kyie K

Where n is number of folded domains.

Rearranging equation 4

kc(% B 1) - (kf +1i7fw * /fiu-)_l T

Ay _; 1 n -1
kel — —19_1 _ i,
(‘A|e ) (kwlc+kf+27fw) —|—ww
Ao 3 Ao . 1 n -1 3
he(2 cost — 1) + ik sind = —)
|A\ cos +1 °|A\ sin Fore + kf T i + 1yw

Using equations 2 and 3

- 1 n -1
kot ifw = ~ 9
trw (k‘wlc—’_kf—Fi’wa) e ©)
_ (a —iBw) "t iw (10)

11



DRAFT

‘A‘ei(wtfe)

Figure S1: A spring-dashpot model for the protein-cantilever system. A, and A are the base and tip amplitude
respectively and 6 is the phase lag between them. w is the drive frequency. k,,;. and -, are the unfolded chain stiffness
and surface damping respectively. k; and 7y are the stiffness and friction coefficient of the folded domain, where &k /n
and 7 /n means n of them are in series.

nky nyy
where o = + and f=-——"—
kwie k7 +w?y} k% + w3
S o . B
ke = a? + w?p? +Zw(a2+w252 +%) (1n

The real and imaginary parts of equation can be separated to obtain measured stiffness and friction coefficient in terms
of the model parameters.

- a
b= o? + w22 (12

- B

7T a2 + w? 32 +7 (13)

Case 1:

When no protein is attached to the cantilever the o and 5 terms in the equation 8 and equation 9 are 0. This implies
that the measured stiffness, in this case, should be zero and the only damping measured should be that provided by the
surface. This is seen when the cantilever is pulled off without a molecule attached to it. See figure S2(b).

k=0 Y=

Case 2:

When an octamer is picked up by the tip and all its 8 domains are pulled at, the number of folded domains n = 8. As

n_.n

domains are unfolded sequentially, "n" reduces by 1 at each unfolding event. However, if the stiffness of folded native

12
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states is much higher than the chain stiffness ( ki << ky), the second term in « is negligible. Similarly, 3 also is
negligibly small.

I_C = kwlc ¥ ="
This is also supported by the experiments where the stiffness fits well to WLC model of elasticity as seen in Fig.2 in the
main text.

Case 3:

It is known that in the case of 127, when it is pulled with a force above ~ 90-100 pN, the domain makes a transition to
intermediate which is softer as is evident from the data in Fig. 2 in the main text.

When n domains are in intermediate, measured stiffness and friction coefficient are given by equation 8 and equation 9
with the respective values of « and .

n'yf
k2 4 w22
A — f f

Ewie k? + oﬂﬁ k? + w%/]%
1 k
+n
_ kwie k2 4+ w2+2
- : ity (15)

n _ My
Ewic k; + w%/)% k}% + w%?

Where v = 4 — v, is damping provided by the protein alone. It is obtained by subtracting out the background due to
surface damping by fitting a polynomial. See Fig. S2(a).

Case 4:

With each unfolding event, the unfolded chain’s contour length increases by 29 nm. The larger contour length makes
the chain more complaint. The unfolding force is reached before the chain is extended to have a stiffness which is
comparable to the folded intermediates (see Fig S8). In this region usually after four unfolding events, the folded
intermediate’s stiffness again becomes much larger compared to the unfolded chain k.,;. << k. The surface damping
at such large separations can also be neglected as is seen in the data. This reduces equation 10 and 11 to

]g:kwlc 7:7220
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Figure S2: a) The measured total friction coefficient (blue) along with a polynomial fit (red) for the damping due to the
surface effects. The lower panel in a) represents friction coefficient of the protein alone, 4 — ., b) shows that measured
stiffness is zero when the protein is not attached, however the damping due to the surface is still measured (blue).

Since our model and its special cases describe features observed in our experiments, we use equation 4 to get stiffness
and friction coefficient of folded intermediates.

1 1 -1 k
Q _ - ) =LY (16)
E+i(y —v)w ki n n

Simplifying this equation leads to the expression for stiffness and friction coefficient of the folded domains in terms of
the experimentally measured quantities.

n( _ k 1 )
kf _ _ k2 + UJ2'Y2 kwlc
k 1 \2 yw 2
<l}2 Fw2y? kwl) + (152 + w2fy2)
Yw
" ( k2 + w272)

(o w) * ()

k2 + W2y2 ke k2 4+ w22

Where all the quantities on the right hand side are known experimentally. k,,;. is obtained by fitting wlc to the
stiffness-extension data. In the next section, we describe our methodology to obtain k,,;. from our experimental data.
Using equations 13 and 14, the stiffness and friction coefficient of folded intermediates are obtained when all the folded
domains n are in the intermediate state. In experiments, this is marked by the dark shaded region in Fig. 2 of the main
text, where the measured stiffness starts to rise again.

a7

1 = 18)
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2 Data Analysis

2.1 Analysis to obtain k..

Fitting the wlc model: In the initial part of rising stiffness (region in Fig. 2, not shaded, in the manuscript) for each
unfolding event, all the folded domains are in the native state, where (ks >> k). This leads to equation 8 reducing
to k = kyie, as discussed in the previous section. The contribution to measured stiffness in this region is entirely from
the unfolded chain, as is evident from the wlc model fits. The differential form of the wlc model'® which relates k.. to
its end to end distance is fitted to the measured stiffness. The contour length L. is the free parameter and the persistence
length p is taken as 0.4 nm 220

dF kg 1
4=~ L. (2(1 —Jn)e b ) (19

It is observed that the wlc fits to the experimental data up to a certain value of the extension z, as seen in Fig. 2.

Reconstructing force profiles from stiffness data: In order to estimate the contribution from the unfolded chain, k..,
to the total measured stiffness (shaded region in Fig. 2 manuscript), we need to evaluate force in this region. This is
obtained by integrating the stiffness-extension data. This integration is done in two parts. First, this integration is done
over the fitted wlc curve. Second, the numerical integration is carried out on the experimental data in the region where
the wlc deviates from the measured stiffness-extension profile (shaded in blue ). After obtaining the force profile in the
shaded blue region, one can use the following to estimate k,,;.. The relationship is shown to work in the region of high

stretch 14 A
P 3
kwie(F) = — | —=F 2
1e(F) LC\/ knT 2 (20)

stiffness
—— WLC fits

[\~ w
(=] [e=]
L L

—_
o
L

stiffness (pN/nm)

reconstructed force

40

120

extension (nm)

Figure S3: Numerical integration of the stiffness-extension profiles to obtain force-extension profiles. Continuous green
curve- wlc fits, Continuous blue curve- experimental data, continuous red curve - force obtained after integration. The
green shaded region represents integration done over fitted WLC model. The blue shaded region represents integration
over experimental data where it deviates from WLC behavior.
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2.2 Obtaining k; and v,

In equation 16, the contour length L. needs to be evaluated for the analysis of the shaded region. Note that in this
region, some of the folded domains are in the native state and some are in intermediate. The intermediate is formed by
breaking hydrobonds between A and B -strands. Once broken, the -strand A is released adding 0.66 nm to the
contour length 7% A a result, it is difficult to obtain the exact value of L. in the shaded region of a given unfolding
event. Secondly, the number of domains in the intermediate n, are needed in equation 13 and 14 to obtain the stiffness
of folded intermediate. One of the noteworthy features of our data is that towards the end of the shaded region the
measured stiffness starts to rise again. We argue that at this point, all the folded domains are in the intermediate. This
allows us to use n in equation 13 and 14 and L. in equation 15 becomes L. + n0.66. With this, the k.. at each force
F(z) is determined and equation 13 and 14 are then used to estimate the stiffness and friction coefficient of folded
intermediate. Note that we are able to measure the stiffness of the folded intermediate using this methodology, the

stiffness of the native folded state is immeasurably high.

The analysis scheme to obtain ky and ; is repeated over many data sets. These data sets are shown in Fig. S4-S7. The
grey shaded region is used for the said data analysis. The values obtained at different forces are then plotted together in

figure 4c and d in the main text.
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Figure S7: The total stiffness-extension and total friction coefficient-extension profiles. The analysis of these curves
yields stiffness and friction coefficient of individual domains, plotted in Fig. 4c and d.
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3 Features observed in stiffness-extension and friction coefficient-extension profiles

3.1 The wlc plots of stiffness verses extension and Force verses extension

The force-extension behavior of a polymer chain is described by Marko-Siggia approximation of Worm-Like-Chain
(wlc) model 16 According to the model, which has been shown to work for experimental data obtained using AFM and
optical tweezers, the force versus extension is given by

kpT 1 z 1
r_ = 21
p <4(1—z/Lc)2 L 4) @D

The derivative I of this with extension z is stiffness k..

dF  kpT 1
Rote = 5 = (2(1 L 1) @2)

dz pL.

30 35 40 45 50 55 60 40 50 60 70 80 90
extension (nm) extension (nm)
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T v r g T 0 T v v g +
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Figure S8: Force and stiffness variation for each contour length. With each unfolding event, the unfolded chain becomes
more complaint for the same force (~ 160) pN, thereby dominating the total measured stiffness. The protein is unfolded
before the chain has a comparable stiffness to the folded domains so that they start to contribute to the total stiffness
measurement. Thus, last four domains unfold without contributing to the stiffness measurement and wlc fits to the
entire stretching of the chain.

Fig. S8 shows plots of these two equations for a fixed persistence length p = 0.4 nm and different contour lengths L..
The L. depends on number of folded domains n. As domains are sequentially unfolded in AFM experiments, each
unfolded domain adds 29 nm to the total contour length. The plots clearly indicate that the stiffness of the chain rises
sharply compared to the force for larger contour lengths. This means that the chain is more complaint under a given
force for larger contour lengths. When there are 8 folded domains, the stiffness is 37 pN/nm for 160 pN, the force at
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which the domain unfolds. It is comparable to the domain stiffness. This progressively decreases to 12 pN/nm when
there are only 4 domains which are folded. It means that next domain unfolds before the chain becomes stiff enough, so
that folded domains contribute to the total stiffness measurement. For last four domains, the contribution to the total
stiffness by folded domains is immeasurably low and the wlc model fits to the entire stretching of the molecule till next
domain unfolds. It is noteworthy that the dissipation is also close to zero in this region.

x1077
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@04
2
< 0.5 J ‘/
ol . S |
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x1077
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200
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Figure S9: a)The plot of total friction coefficient 7 calculated at different tip-substrate separation z using equation 10.
Here the ~, is taken to be zero. The contour length is increased by 29 nm after each event and n is reduced by one.
k¢ and ~y; are taken as 100 pN/nm and 2 x 10~ kg/s. The variation in friction coefficient with respect to z is plotted
for each event until 160 pN is reached. This is the average force at which domain unfolds. b) Each domain unfolds at
slightly different force as the unfolding events are stochastic. We take similar values for all other parameters as in a,
however ¥ is now calculated and plotted for each event until unfolding force values are reached for that event. In both
plots, it is seen that the peak in the total friction coefficient decreases as domains unfold one by one. The height of the
peak also depends on the unfolding force for that event. In experiments, friction coefficient after fourth domain is not
observed due to reasons provided in the previous subsection.

3.2 Decreasing peak in total friction coefficient for consecutive unfolding events

It is observed that the total friction coefficient peak height decreases as more and more domains unfold. This feature
also needs explanation. It should be noted that the measured damping coefficient is not only of the domain that is
unfolding. It is a combined response of all the domains and depends on many other quantities. The 7 given by equation
10, depends not only on friction coefficient of individual domain v, but also on stiffness of the wlc chain k.., the
number of folded domains n, and stiffness of the individual domain k. Of these, we argue that the v and k; remains
fixed. Taking them as constants, we plot equation 10 in Fig. S9a to obtain the total damping coefficient 7 as a function
tip-substrate separation till 160 pN is reached and reducing n by 1 after each unfolding event and increasing the L. by
29 nm. The plot clearly shows that the peak ¥ is decreasing with increasing unfolding events. Moreover, we plot the 7
till the unfolding force is reached for the individual unfolding events, if these events are stochastic and the unfolding
force for individual domains differ from one another. This results in non-monotonous decrease in the total &4 for each
peak as seen in Fig. SOb. The plots explain the observed decrease in the total friction coefficient as the domains
sequentially unfold.

4 Fibre-Interferometer based AFM and single molecules

In a typical force spectroscopy experiment, wherein the cantilever is oscillated either at the base or the tip-end, it is
treated as a point mass having mass m and spring constant k. Typically this works in ambient or ultra-high vacuum
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conditions, where quality factors are large (100 -10000). It has been increasingly realized that such modelling will fail
in viscous media such as water and other liquids where the quality factor is low (1-5). When experiments are performed
on-resonance and the resultant amplitude and phase are used to quantitatively obtain the stiffness and friction coefficient
of the system beneath the tip, it is difficult to predict the phase behaviour seen in the experiments by modelling the
cantilever alone?'2 In particular, for single-molecule experiments, it poses additional challenge of controlling the
extensions produced in the molecule in a given oscillation cycle.

The above discussion necessitates the off-resonance operation to measure the viscoelasticity of single molecules. There
are attempts in the literature to measure single molecule viscoelasticity by driving the cantilever off-resonance 252132
However, the cantilever stiffness (and resonance frequency ) in all these measurements is low (~ 0.020 pN/nm) and
does not allow true off-resonance conditions. In such situations, for a driven cantilever- from either base or tip -, the
amplitude reaches its maximum value at resonance and the phase is approximately 90 ° (Fig. S10). When the tip
interacts with a purely elastic element, the resonance of the system shifts to a higher frequency fig.S10b. If one is not
operating at frue off-resonance, such shifts produce a phase signal. If the molecule has internal friction, it is very difficult
to separate it from the effects produced due to stiffness change. In experiments especially in a liquid environment,
it becomes very difficult to predict how the phase will behave when the interaction contains both conservative and
dissipative components.

This issue is resolved if the experiment is performed using stiff cantilevers (0.6 - 1 N/m) having high resonance
frequencies (25 - 50 KHz in water). This ensures true off-resonance operation where the phase lag is close to zero and
any shift in resonance due to stiffness change does not cause any phase shift. With these cantilevers we get a window of
off-resonance condition, in which the measured phase lags are result of damping provided by the molecule alone. See
Fig. S10(c) and (d) In single-molecule measurements, the measured stiffness of the poly-protein system is of the order
of 10 pN/mm. In true off-resonance, this will produce 1 percent change in tip amplitude. Moreover, it will produce an
even smaller bending signal. ( For instance with a base amplitude of 1 nm, the tip amplitude is 0.99 nm) This produces
a bending amplitude (A¢ — A) of 10 pm. Such signals can not be measured using a conventional deflection detection
scheme, which is equipped to measure the bending alone . See figure S11 and S12. The interferometer based AFM
measures tip displacements. This allows measurement of the extension produced in the molecule directly, in contrast to
the deflection detection scheme, which measures bending in the cantilever (Fig S11).

Secondly, a free-of -artefacts, off-resonance operation, is possible with tip excitation and measuring the bending in the
cantilever. Here the complications associated with phase response are absent. However, the cantilever and the protein
system are in parallel with each other now and the stiffness of the protein system is roughly 100 times smaller than the
cantilever ( Cantilever: 1 N/m and protein: 10 mN/m). The change in amplitude after protein is attached to the tip is
thus 1 part in 100 and is difficult to detect. One needs to use a cantilever having stiffness comparable to that of protein.
This makes off-resonance operation difficult as shown in Figure S10. Hence, for measuring the viscoelastic response of
protein by exciting the cantilever, interferometer based measurements with base excitation are most suitable. Currently,
the measurement bandwidth is limited due to noise floor at low frequencies. See figure S13. This can be overcome by
improving laser coherence and filters
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Figure S10: The frequency response of a cantilever which is given by the damped driven harmonic oscillator model:

|[A—A,| = % W and tan 6 = — —""— where F, is the amplitude of the forcing, |A — Ay| represents
w2 —w? yw o

the bending since A and A, are the tip and base amplitudes respectively. In the figures |A — A, |norm is the normalised
amplitude. a) and c) have the same parameters except for the resonance frequency, w, in c¢) is 10 times that of a),
however the drive frequency is the same for both. In (c) the drive frequency is much lower in comparison to its resonance
frequency w, >> w and the amplitude response can be approximated by the static response: A — A, =~ % and 0 ~ 0.
In b) and d) an interaction is incorporated that increases the resonance frequency in a) and c) by the same amount. As
is evident from the figure, in b) we see a significant change in phase lag, whereas in d) very little change is seen. It
is essential to note that one cannot perform off-resonance operation with a cantilever whose response is similar to a),
because even at drive frequencies as low as what has been shown here, there is no flat regime in the phase response, any
stiffness change can still bring about a change in phase. It is only when stiff cantilevers with high resonance frequencies
are used one can achieve this off-resonance operation.
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Ag A:Interferometer based dectection (Ag — A):Conventional Detection

Figure S11: The difference in tip displacement signal (A) and the cantilever bending signal(Ag — A). Interferometer
based detection measures tip displacements whereas the deflection detection scheme measures the bending. For stiff
cantilevers(0.5 to 1 N/m), the bending is extremely small and difficult to detect. See fig. S12 for experimental data
which shows the actual bending and displacement signals. Furthermore, A also represents the amplitude of extension in
the molecule over the oscillation, which is directly measured by the interferometer.
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Figure S12: The amplitude A change measured as the cantilever is pulled away from the surface with the protein
attached. A, is determined from the measured amplitude when the protein detaches from the cantilever. The bending
signal in this measurement at the point marked in red Ay — A is 12pm The sensitivity of the interferometer for is
measurement was 300 mV/nm
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5 Measurement at lower frequency

In order to see the effect of performing measurements at lower frequencies, the experiments are carried out at 433 Hz.
The stiffness data once again shows that at high stretch ( shaded region in Fig.S8a ) there is contribution to stiffness
from folded domains. The stiffness-extension data begins to deviate from the wlc description. We use our analysis in
this region to separate the stiffness of folded intermediates from the combined total stiffness. The stiffness of folded
intermediates is similar to measurement performed at ~ 2 KHz. The friction coefficient signal, on the other hand is
featureless. However the noise floor at this frequency is much higher compared to the frequency window around 2 KHz.
It can not be concluded from this data if the internal friction coefficient depends on operational frequency.
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Figure S13: Measured stiffness and friction coefficient for a measurement performed at 433Hz. The noise floor is
higher than the measured friction coefficient at 2.1 kHz. The dissipation is hence not measured. The analysis shows that
the force profiles and its intersection with dotted vertical lines once again indicates that the transition to region, where
stiffness from folded intermediates contribute to the measurement occurs at ~ 95 pN. The stiffness of the intermediate

at different forces are also shown. The stiffness values are similar to the experiment performed at higher frequencies
around 2 KHz.
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