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M olecular dynam ics sinulations in sin pli ed m odels allow
one to study the scaling properties of folding tim es for m any
proteins together under a controlled setting. W e consider
three variants of the Go m odels with di erent contact po-
tentials and dem onstrate scaling describbed by pow er law s and
no correlation w ith the relative contact order param eter. W e
dem onstrate existence of at least three kinetic universality
classes which are correlated w ith the types of structure: the

- { —and -proteinshave the scaling exponentsofabout
1.7, 25, and 32 respectively. The three classes m erge into
one when the contact range is truncated at a ’reasonable’
value. W e elucidate the role of the potential associated w ith
the chirality of a protein.

INTRODUCTION

How do size and structure of a protein a ect its folding
kinetics is an interesting basic issue that has been de-
bated in recent years. The size can be characterized by
the number, N , of the am no acids that the protein is
m ade of. The distrdbution of N across proteins stored
In the data banks is peaked around N =100 (C ¥eplak &

Hoang, 2000) and all proteins w ith a large N , like titin
N 30 000), consist ofm any dom ains. T here m ust be
then a mechanisn that prevents globular proteins from

reaching much larger sizes. W e have argued (C igplak &

H oang, 2000) that this is provided by the function ofthe

protein which requires adoption of a speci ¢ conform a—
tion. Folding into it becom es increasingly di cult when
N becom es larger and larger. T he sizes of proteins are
substantially sn aller than those of the DNA m olecules
whose coding finction does not depend on the shape.
T he native structure of a protein, on the other hand, is
believed to be a decisive factor in its folding m echanisn
B aker, 2000; Takada, 1999).

A sin ple param eterthat isused to characterize the struc—
ture of the protein is the relative contact order, CO,
(P laxco et al., 1998) de ned as average sequence dis—
tance between two am inoacids that interact w ih each
other, ie. form a contact, in the native state:
P
co - a1 i3 jj; O
Ny

where 5 is 0 if the am ino acids i and j do not form

a contact and 1 otherwise. The relative contact order
param eter is an all for —proteins in which all sscondary

structures consist of the -helices because the hydrogen

bonds in the helices correspond to i jj= 4. On the
other hand, -proteins tend to have larger CO because
the strandsthat form a sheet often nvolve am ino acids
which are quite distant along a sequence.

In their sem inal 1998 paper P laxco et al, 1998) (paper
I), P laxco, Baker, and Sin ons have argued that folding
rates correlate w th CO but do not with N . T heir argu—
m ent wasbased on analysing experin entaldata on short
proteins that were available in the literature. T heir con—
clusion was reinforced in the 2000 paper P laxco et al,
2000) (paper II) by P lJaxco, Sin ons, Ruczinski, and B aker
In which the com pilation of the kinetic data involred a
larger set of proteins, including those that were consid—
ered in paper I. T he lJater data were also restricted to a
m uch narrow er tem perature range ofbetween 20 and 25
°C .Their resuls for the olding tim es (ie. the inversesof
the folding rates) are represented In Figure 1 as a func-
tion of N (on the logarithm ic scale). For the purpose of
further discussion, we have divided the data into three
classes: -proteins, -proteins, and { -proteins. The

-“poroteins are easily seen to be the fastest ©lders but
clearly all of the data points are scattered all over the
plane ofthe gure.

This random looking pattem of the data m ay, however,
be only apparent since the plot m ight involve m ixing dis—
tinct classes of proteins that perhaps should not be com —
pared together. F igure 2 indeed hints at such a possbik-
ity as the splitting Into the - — and { —structural

classes reveals som e pattems. T hese pattems are shown
In di erent tin ew Indow s { the -proteinsare in thew in—
dow ofmuch shorter tim es. T here is a grow Ing trend for
the -proteins and, if one disregards one outlayer, also


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0207510v1

forthe { proteins. The data for the -proteins, how—
ever, are puzzling since if they do show an overall trend
then i would be downwards, ie. the bigger the N , the
shorter the folding tine which de es a comm on sinpl
expectation to observe the opposite.

The combined data show a strong correlation with the
CO param eter. W hen the data are split Into the three
structuralclasses, as show n on the right-hand side ofF ig-
ure 2, then the correlation rem ains strong for the -and

{ proteins. However, In the crucial test case of the

“proteins (the right-bottom panelofF igure 2) our pro—
teins have nearly the sam e CO and yet substantially dif-
ferent folding tim es. T hus there are som e unsettling is—
sues In our understanding of the experin entaldata that
would be desirable to solve.

T heoretical m odeling in sin pli ed m odels, despie is
wellknow n generalshortcom ings, is expected to be a tool
of help to identify possible trends because a uni ed ap-
proach can be applied to m any di erent proteins. In this
paper, we consider 51 proteins: 21 ofthe { kind wih
N between 29 and 162, 14 ofthe -proteinswith N be-
tween 35 and 154, and 16 -proteinswith N between 36
and 124. This set contains the 21 proteins, used In Fig—
ures 1 and 2, that were considered by P laxco et al. A llof
the 51 proteins are m odelled In three di erent ways and
studied by the techniques of m olecular dynam ics. Even
though the three m odels are all coarse grained and ofthe
Gotype Abe & Go,1981; Takada, 1999) they have very
di erent kinetic and equilbrium propertieswhen used for
a particular protein. T he variations between the m odels
do lead to som e di erences in scaling properties of cer—
tain param eters, such as the tem perature of the fastest
folding, Ty in, Or the them odynam ic stability tem pera—
ture, T¢, but they all agree on a power law dependence
of the ©lding tim e, tro1g, ON N

ttom N @)

and on the lack of any correlation oftsoq with CO .The
problem s w ith the experin ental results on the N depen-—
dence m ay be related to the lack of the tem perature op—
tin ization. The ©lding tin e often depends on the tem -
perature, T, and m aking choices on the tem perature to
study kinetics m ay a ect the outcom e of the m easure-
ment. W e argue that a deam onstrabl trend m ight arise
when all data are collected at Ty, ;n wWhich needs to be
detem ined for each protein individually.

T he theoretically derived lack of correlation ofteoy w ith
CO seem stobeamoredi cult issue. Onem ay jist dis—

m iss it as characterizing not real life but an approxin ate
m odel. O n the other hand, the essence of the G o m odels
is that they are based on the native topology. Thus if
such geom etry sensitive m odels do not ‘care’ about the

contact order then what m odels would? W e lave it as
an open question and this paperm ay be jist considered
to be a report on what are the properties of three dif-
ferent G o-like m odels. N otice, how ever, that once a Go
m odel is constructed is contacts are wellde ned and the
kinetics are studied in the context of such a de nition
w hereas assignm ent of contacts in experin ental system s
is sub fctive. It should be pointed out that the contact
order In the G o m odels is actually quite in portant but
not for the overall ©lding tin e { it is the prim ary fac-
tor that govems the succession of events during folding
(U nger, 1996;H oang & C igplak,2000a;Hoang & C ¥eplak,
2000b; Cieplak et al, 2002a; C ieplak et al, 2002b; Er—
m an, 2001). In otherw ords, w hat is in portant for folding
of a protein is the fill "spectrum " of the relevant values
ofthe sequence distances i jjand not just their average
value. A sin ilar point has been argued w ithin a host of
m odels in references (G alzitskaya and F inkelstein, 1999;
A In and Baker, 1999;M unoz and Eaton, 1999;Du et al,,
1999; and P lotkin and O nuchic, 2000).

The power law dependence descrbed by eg. 2 has been
proposed by Thirum alai (Thirum alai, 1995) and then
dem onstrated explicitly for several types of Jattice m od—
els Gutin et al, 1996; Zhdanov, 1998; C ¥eplak et al,
1999). On the other hand, a num ber of theories and a
recent sin ulation of 18 proteins (@away from the optim al
folding condition) by K oga and Takada K oga & Takada,
2001) suggest a pow er law dependence for barrier heights
on N and hence an exponential dependence of teoy On
N (Takada & W olynes, 1997; F Inkelstein & Badredtinov,
1997; W olynes, 1997). T hus the issue of scaling rem ains
unsettled not only experin entally but also theoretically.
Recently (Cieplak & Hoang, 2001) we have dem onstrated
the power law dependence for one variant (of the three
studied here) G o-lke m odels when applied to 21 pro—
teins which were m ostly ofthe { kind. The resulting
exponent tumed out to be equalto 255 02. In this
particular variant of the G o m odel, the native contact
Interactionswere restricted to a cut-o value of7:5A and
the contact potentialw as described by the Lennard-Jdones
form .

Here, we extend such studies to the other two kinds of
proteins, and ,andarriveata sin ilarvalueof .How-—

ever, when them odel ism ade signi cantly m ore realistic
by considering the range of the native contact interac—
tions as a variable quantiy, then we arrive at a richer
picture. W e show that the three classes of tertiary struc—
tures also correspond to three di erent kinetic universal-
ity classes. The -proteins come with of around 1.7

(the result obtained previously (C eplk & Hoang, 2001)
fordecoy helical structures), the -proteinsare character-
ized by closeto 32, and the { -protemshave near

2 5. These values do not depend on w hether the contact
potentialare Lennard-dJones or ofthe 10{12 form so they



are truly a re ection of the native topology. T he power
law trends are pretty evident when the folding tin es are
detemm ined at Ty, i, but harder to see otherw ise. In these
studies, the range ofthe contact interactionshasbeen de—
term Ined based on the van der W aals radii of the atom s
(T saiet al, 1999). Another realistic ftem thatwe Inple—
m ent is the chirality potential { a term which is respon-
sble for olding to a confom ation of the correct native
chirality. This term a ects the kinetics but we show it
not to a ect values of the exponent

The grow th ofteog with N indicates increasingly deteri-
orating folding conditions. O ur studies of scaling of Ty, iy

and T¢ indicate that asym ptotically T+ becom es substan—
tially lower than T, i, which signi es an onset of slow

glassy kinetics before the system is near the native con—
form ation. T his adds to the deterioration of foldability
and suggests the lim itation in the observed values ofN .
T he threem odels considered here have Ty, iy and T vary—
Ingasa function ofN in di erentways, though they agree
asym ptotically. Am ong the three m odels, the Lennard-
Jones contact potential w ith the variable R . appears to
have them ost appealing kinetic properties in that it leads
to a very good foldability fora an allN . This should be
our sin ple m odel of choice In future studies. However,
the issue ofthe scaling trends needs now to be studied in
m odels that reach beyond the G o approxin ation and In
experim ents w ith a protocolthat involres optin ization.

M ATERIALSAND METHODS

A . The Ham iltonian

An Input for the construction of the Go model is a
PDB Il Bemstein et al, 1977) with the coordinates
of all atom s In the native conform ation. The coordi-
nates are used to determ ine the length related param —
eters of the model. W hereas all energy and tem per—
ature related param eters are expressed in tem s of a
comm on unit { W e model 51 proteins. In addi-
tion to the proteins listed in the caption of Figure 1,
we also consider 1cti(29), 1lan r(31), lerc(40), 1lcm (46),
Trxn (52), 5pti(58), 1ltap(e0), laho(64), lptx(64),
lerg (70), 1021(162) which are of the { type, or un—
structured, then 1ced (35), 1bba (36), 1bw 6 (56), 1mpo (61),
1hp8(68), 1lail(73), 1lycc(103) which are of the type,
and 1lcbh (36), 1lixa(39), 1led7 45), 1bg9 (53), 2acdx (60),
2ait(74), 1bdo(80), 1wit(93), 1who(94), 6pcy (99),
1ksr(100), 4f59£(124) which areofthe type. Thesymbols
are the PD B codes and the num bers in brackets indicate
the corresponding value of N . The choice of these pro—
teins wasm otivated by their size but otherw ise random .

W e consider several variants of the G o m odels. In each
case, the H am ilttonian consists of the kinetic energy and
of the potential energy, E, (frig), which is given by

Ep (frig) = yBB 4 yNAT 4 yNON L (CHIR
@3)
The rsttem ,VEB® isthe ham onic potential
%1y
vEE = Ek(ri;iu do)? ; @)

i=1

w hich tethers consecutive beads at the equilbrium bond
length, dy, c£3:8A . Here, ry;501 = Ji  Tir1]Jis the dis-
tance between the consecutive beads and k = 100 =A?2,
where is the characteristic energy param eter corre-
soonding to a native contact.

T he native contacts are de ned either through the dis—
tancesbetween the C  atom s or through an alktom con-—
sideration. The rstchoice, used by uspreviously H oang
& Cieplak, 2000a; Hoang & Cieplak, 2000b; C igplak &

Hoang, 2001), is to take a uniform cuto distance, R,
of 75A , below which a contact is said to be present. In
the second choice, used here In m ost cases, all the heavy
atom s present in the PDB I are taken into account.
Speci cally, a pair of am inoacids is considered to form a
contact if any pair of their non-hydrogen atom s have a
native separation which issmallerthan 1244 R;+ R3),
where R ; are the van der W aals radiiofatom i, as listed
In ref. (Tsaiet al, 1999). This critical separation cor-
responds to the point of in ection of the Lennard-Jones
potential. Figure 3 show s the distrbution of the e ec—
tive contact ranges as obtained for an N =162 protein
T4 lysozym e with the PDB code 1021which consists of
10 -helices and 3 -strands. T here are 339 native con—

tacts in this case and they range in value between 4 .36
and 12.80 A . It is clear that truncating this distrbution
at whatever "reasonabl" value, which is often taken to
be in the range between 65 and 85 A would result in
a substantial rem oval of the relevant interactions. T hus
Insisting on a uniform cuto value is expected to have
noticeable dynam icale ect.

W e consider tw o variants ofthe interactions in the native
contacts. The rst variant is the 6{12 Lennard-Jones
potential
NA T 12 6
V6N 1A2T = 4 — — ©)
i<y i3 i3
w here the sum is taken over allnative contacts. T he pa—
ram eters ;5 are chosen so that each contact in the native
structure is stabilized at the m inimum of the potential,
and 5A isa typicalvalue. T he second variant is the
10{12 potential

2 | 1
A T r(n)'12 @) - 10
NAT ij ij
Vio'12 = 4 5—r 6 . 5; (6)
i3 i3

i< j



w here rg) coincides w ith the native distance. T his po-

tential is frequently used to describe hydrogen bonds
Clmenti et al, 2000). For each pair of interacting
am no acids, the two potentials have a m inin um energy
of and are cut o at 20A . The non-native interac-
tions, VNN | are purely repulsive and are necessary to
reduce the e ects of entanglem ents. They are taken as
the repulsive part of the Lennard-Jones potential that
corresponds to the m inin um occurring at 5A . This po-
tential is truncated at the m inimum and shifted upward
so that it reaches zero energy at the point of truncation.

The naltem in the Ham iltonian takes into account the
chirality. N atural proteins have right handed helices but
a G om odelasdescribed above involves chiral frustration:
one end of a helix m ay want to fold into a right handed
helix and another into a left handed one and "convincing"
one end to agree w ith the tw ist of the other takes tim e
and delays ©olding. Such a frustration would not arise
naturally. In order to prevent i, we add a term which
favors the native sense of the overall chirality at each
location along the backbone. A chirality of residue i is
de ned as

(Vi1 Vi) %1
Ci= 3 —; )
wherev; = ri1 ri.A positive C; corresoonds to right—

handed chirality. O therw ise the chirality is left-handed.
ThevaliesofC; are essentially between land+1.The
distrdbbution of C; in 21 { -proteins considered in this
study is shown in Figure 4. It is seen to be bin odal. The
values In the higher peak correspond to locations w ithin
the helical secondary structures. The chiralpart of the
Ham ilttonian is then given phenom enologically by

VCHIR= ( CNAT); (8)

where is the step function (1 for positive argum ents
and zero otherw ise), CY 27T isthe chimlity of residue i in
the native confomm ation, and is taken, in m ost cases,
to be equalto . However, a criterion for selection of its
proper value rem ains to be elucidated. T he idea behind
this particular form of vV ¢ ¥ I isthat when the localchi-
rality agrees w ith the native chirality then there is no
e ect on the energy. O n the other hand, a disagreem ent
In the chirality is ispunished by a cost which is quadratic
n chirality.

VB IR hasthe strongest e ect on the helical structures.
However, it a ects the sense of a tw ist of the whole ter—
tiary structure. T he chirality term enhances the dynam —
icalbias tow ards the native structure during the ©lding
process and helps avoiding non-physical confom ations
such as left-handed helices. VB IR isa urbody poten—
tial. In this respect this temm is sin ilar to potentials that

nvolve dihedral angles (Veitshans et al, 1997; C lem enti
et al,, 2000; Settanniet al.,, 2002). The dihedral termm s
enhance stability of a m odel of the protein but usually
have no bearing on the chirality (Veitshans et al,, 1997)
unless they involve directly the values of native dihedral
angles (C kem entiet al,, 2000; Settanniet al., 2002).

B .The tin e evolution

T he tim e evolution of unfolded conformm ations to the na-
tive state is sin ulated through the m ethods ofm olecular
dynam ics as describbed in details n Hoang & Cigplak,
2000a; Hoang & Cieplak, 2000b) (see also (Cigplak et
al.,, 2002a; Cigplak et al, 2002b) in the context of the
Lennard-Jones contact potentials. T he beads represent—
Ing the am ino acids are coupled to Langevin noise and
dam ping tem s to m In ic the e ect of the surrounding
solvent and provide them ostating at a tem perature T .
T he equations of m otion for each bead are
mr= r+ F.+ ; 9)

where m is the m ass of the am ino acids represented by
each bead. A sin ilar approach In the context of proteins
has also been adopted In references (Guo and Thiru—
m alai, 1996; Berriz et al.,, 1997; and Eastm an and D o—
niach 1998). The speci city ofm asses has tumed out to
be irrelevant for kinetics (C igplak et al, 2002a) and it is
su cient to consider m asses that are uniform and equal
to the average am ino acidicm ass. F . is the net force due
to the m olecular potentials and extemal forces, is the
dam ping stant, and is a G aussian noise term w ith
dispersion = 2 kg T. For both kinds ofghe contact po—
tentials, tin e ism easured in unitsof m 2= ,where

is 5A . This corresponds to the characteristic period of
undam ped oscillationsat thebottom ofa typical6{12 po—
tential. For the average am ino acidicm assand oforder
4kcal/m o], is of order 3ps. A ccording to Veitshans et
al. (Veishans et al.,, 1997), realistic estin ates of dam p—
ing by the solution correspond to a value of near 50
m = . However, the olding tin es have been found to de-
pend on in a sinpl linear fashion or > m= Hoang
& Cileplak, 2000a; Hoang & Cigplak, 2000b; K lin ov &
T hirum alai, 1997). T hus In order to accelerate the sim u—
lations,weworkwith = 2m = butm ore realistictime
scales are obtained when the folding tin es arem ultiplied
by 25. The equations of m otion are solved by m eans of
the fth order G ear predictorcorrector algorithm (G ear,
1971) wih a tin e step 0£0:005 .

The m agnitude of the viscous e ects, as controlled by
the param eter , has to be su ciently large so that the

scenarios of the ©lding events are not dom inated by the
Inertiale ects. O therw ise the scenarioswould depend on
the spacialand not on the sequencial ssparation between
the am ino acids. F igure 5, or cram bin as an ilustration,



show s that even though our value of of 2 is reduced
com pared to the values that are expected to be realis—
tic it already corresponds to su ciently strong dam ping
w ith the m inin al nertiale ects. F igure 5 gives average

rst tin es needed to establish contacts separated by the
sequence length 1 jjfor three values of : 2, 12, and
24 m = . To the lading order, the tim es to establish the
contacts (and also the ©lding tin es) are linear functions
of so one can show them together by proper rescaling.
Furthem ore, the whole pattem of the events is Insensi-
tive to the value of . Starting w ith this gure, we adopt
the convention that the sym bolsizes give m easures ofthe
error bars in the quantity that is plotted.

The folding tin e is calculated as the median rst pas—
sage tin e, ie. the tim e needed to arrive in the native
conform ation from an unfolded conform ation. It is esti-
m ated based on between 101 and 201 tra gctories. Ty in
is de ned as a tem perature at which troiy has a m ini-
mum value when plotted vs. T . For an allvaluesN , the
U —shaped dependence of troig on N m ay be very broad
and then Ty i, is de ned as the position of the center of
the U -shaped curve. The sinpli ed criterion for an ar-
rival in the native conformm ation to be declared is based
on a sin pli ed approach n which a protein is considered
folded if allbeads that form a native contact are w ithin
the cuto distance of 15 45 or l:2ri(?) for the 6{12 and
10{12 potentials respectively.

T he stability tem perature T¢ is determ ined through the
nearly equilbrium calculation ofthe probability that the
protein has all of its native contacts established. T¢ is
the tem perature at which this probability crosses £ . The
calculation isbased on least 5 long tra fctories that start
In the native state n order to m ake sure that the sys—
tem is in the right region of the conform ation space. It
should be noted that, in the literature, the frequently
used estin ate of the folding tem perature is determm ined
through the position ofthem axin um in the speci cheat.
This yields a T, which is typically Jarger than T¢. Our
probabilistic Interpretation has the disadvantage ofbeing
dependent on the precise de niion of what constitutes
the native basin (and thus only the approxin ate loca—
tion of T¢ is of relevance) but it has the advantage of
relating only to the native basin and not to any other
valleys In the phase space. In m ost of our system s, T¢

is found to be com parable to Ty i, whilke both of them

are always lower than Tf0 . Furthem ore, in m ost cases,
even though when T, i, is found to be higher than T,
the folding tim es at T¢ are com parable to those at Ty, in

w hich indicatesthat them odelisunfrustrated in the con—
ventionalsense. Only in som e very f&w cases, the ©olding
tin es at T¢ are excessively long to be determ ined in our
sinulation. This behaviour probably corresponds to a
structural frustration (C Jem enti et al,, 2000) em bedded
In the native conform ation.

An altemative to the contact-based criterion for folding is
to provide a m ore precise delineation of the native basin
as in ref. Hoang & Cigplk, 2002b) or relate the crite-
rion to a cuto in the value ofthe RM SD distance away
from the native conform ation. T hese approaches are ik
lustrated in Figure 6 which show s the dependence of the
folding tin e, troy, vs. T Por a synthetic -helix H16 of
reference (Hoang & Cieplak, 2002a)) and -hairpin B16

ofthe sam e reference) that both consist 0o£16 m onom ers.
W hichever criterion for folding isused, the ©lding curves
are U-shaped and the non-zero chirality temm extends
the region of the fastest folding both towards the low

and high tem perature ends. For the hairpin, the e ect is
an aller but still clearly present.

W hen i comes to model proteins, we used only the
contactbased folding criterion. An illustration of the
role of the chirality potential is provided in Figure 7 for
crambin (N =46, the PDB code lcm) which is a protein
ofthe { type. The top panel], orR . = 75A, shows
that the shortest tin e of ©ding is som ew hat reduced by
v ¢ B IR but the biggest in pact is on the range oftem per—
aturesat which folding is optin al, alm ost by the factorof
2, especially in the Iow T regime. Forthe proteins, the

e ect of the chirality potential is generally sm aller. For
the SH 3 dom ain coded lefh the change dueto VCE IR isg
hard to detect (not shown) but for the 27 globular do—
m ain oftitin, coded 1tit, it is quite substantialon the low

T side of the curve F igure 8). W e conclude that incor-
poration ofthe chirality term in the H am iltonian appears
to reduce structural frustration in these m odels and thus
m akes the m odels m ore realistic. For all of the resuls
presented here from now on (except for Figure 12), the
chirality term is lncluded.

Another sinpl way to enhance the realisn of the Go
m odels is suggested by Figure 3: calculate the range of
the contact potential nstead oftaking one uniform cuto
value. W hen we com pare the case of the Lennard-Jones
contact potential w ith the uniform or variable R. then
the nature of the e ect on the kinetics strongly depends
on the protein. For instance, for the protein 1lcm F igure
7, bottom panel) there is essentially no di erence. On
the other hand, a dram atic narrow ing of the U —curve is
observed for 1tit ¢ igure 8).

On switching the 6{12 potential to the 10{12 potential
all ofthe kinetic U -curves becom e substantially narrower
Figures 7 and 8). This is related to the fact that the
potential well corresoonding to the 10{12 potential is
narrow er w hich m akes ©lding a task that requiresm ore
precision. Note, that the two potentials have the sam e
energy ( ) atthem ininum so the tem perature scale are
com parable.



W e have dem onstrated that there arem any ways to con—
struct variants of the G o m odels and they all com e w ith
distinctive folding characteristics.

RESULTS

A .The 6{12 potentialw ith the variable contact range

Figure 9 shows the median values of tfog at Tp in fOr
the Lennard-Jones contact potential when the presence
of the native contact is determ ined through the van der
W aals sizes ofthe atom s (and w ith the chirality term in—
cluded). Figure 9 data divides the data into the three
structural classes. There are a few outlayers (one is the
laps protein which appears to be a poor folder also ex—
perin entally) but basically there are clear linear trends
on the log-log scale which indicates validity ofthe power
law, eg. (2). The values of the exponents 1.7 for the
“proteins and 32 for the -proteins agree with those
found fordecoy structures (C ieplak & Hoang, 2001). The
decoy structures were constructed from hom opolym ers
and the contact range was not variable due to the lack
of atom ic features in the decoys. Figure 10 replots the
sam e data together to indicate that the trends identi ed
In the classes are identi ably distinct. Thus the struc—
tural classes also correspond to the kinetic universality
classes.

Figure 11 show sdata equivalent to those on F igure 9 but
now the ©lding tim es are determm ined at T¢, as an exam —
pl ofa situation that m ay be encountered aw ay from the
optin al conditions. T he data points show a much larger
scatter away form the trend identi ed at Ty, i, . The op—
tin altrend seem s stilldom inant but it is so m uch harder
to see. This should be analogous to results obtained ex—
perin entally.

It is interesting to gure out what isthe e ect ofthe chi-
rality potential on the scaling results. Figure 12 refers
to the -proteins and it com pares the case of = 0 to

= .Proteinswih snallvalues of N are not sensitive
to the valuie of but or N > 50 taking the chiral-
iy into account accelerates the kinetics quite noticeably.
T he 'asym ptotic’ scaling behavior rem ains unchanged {
the exponent o0f 1.7 is valid for both cases, though a
som ew hat Jarger value for = 0 cannot be ruled out (out
certainly not as large as 2.5). W e have checked that
the data points for = 2 , though corresponding to a
bit faster tines than or = , are in practice indistin-
guishable from the latter In the scale ofthe gure. This
observation suggests a behavior which saturates wih a
grow Ing

A spointed out In Ref. (Cigplak et al, 1999), the depen—
dence 0of T and Ty 1y on N may o er additional clues

about the foldability at large N . F igure 13 suggests that
the —-and { proteins are excellent folders for small
values of N since then T, i, is less than Tr. T¢ ap-—
pears to have no system atic trend with N but the data
for Ty, i, suggest a weak grow th, approxin ately propor—
tionalto log® ). Around N of 50 the trend associated
w ith T, jn crosses the average value of T¢ and from now
on T¢ is lower than Ty i, . T his suggests that asym ptot—
ically the energy landscape of the system would be too
glassy-like to sustain viable folding. T hus accom plishing
f©lding would require breaking into independently folding
dom ains dom ain or receiving an extemal assistance, eg.
from chaperons whereas our studies are concemed w ith
Individual proteins. Figure 13 also suggests that the
proteins behave som ew hat di erently since they exhbi
no trend In Ty i, In the range studied and already for
an allvalues ofN T, in exceeds T¢ . N evertheless the dif-
ferences between the three structural classes are m inor
because they all show a border line behavior: the pro—
teins in the range up to N =162 are not excellent but
Just adequate folders, at least in thism odel

Tt is interesting to point out that neither tro1q nor the
characteristic tem peratures indicate any dem onstrable
correlation w ith the relative contact order de ned in eq.
1. This is shown in Figure 14: for a given value ofCO
we nd system s both wih long and short ©ding tim es
or both high and low valies of Ty, in -«

B .The 10{12 potentialw ith the variabl contact range

W e now check the stability of our results against the
change in the form ofthe contact potentialw ith the sam e
characteristic energy scale. Figure 15 show s that when
the Lennard-Jones potential is replaced by the 10{12 po—
tential, wih keeping all other Ham iltonian param eters
Intact, the scaling trends for Troy are consistent with
those disgplayed In Figure 9 and con m the existence of
the three universality classes.

Figure 16 suggests that the 10{12 system s are also bor—
der line In tem s of the posiioning of T, i, vs T¢ but
the weak grow Ing trends forthe -and { -proteinsare
gone. The lack of correlations w ith the relative contact
order also holds for the 10{12 potential (not shown).

C.The 6{12 potentialw ith R. = 7:5A

W e now retum to the Lennard-Jonespotentialand m ake
the drastic, as evidenced by Figure 3, change that only
those native contacts are considered whose range does
not exceed 7:5A . The resulting data are shown in Figure
17. The top panel indicates that of about 2.5 is still
consistent w ith the trend obtained. However, ofl.7 is
quiteo them ark forthe -proteins. Theexponentof32

for the -proteins is not ruled out but the scatter in the



data points is bigger than in the bottom panel ofF igure
9. Taken togetherw ih the results forthe -proteins, the
m ost lkely conclusion is that the xed, and invasive, cut
o in the contact range looses the ability to distinguish
betw een the structuralclasses and all such m odels ofthe
proteins would be characterized by a singlke exponent
of25 as found in ref. Cigplk & Hoang, 2001). This is
lustrated in F igure 18 where the data corresponding to
various structural classes are displayed together. They
seam to be consistent w ith jast one trend.

Figure19 show sTy i, and Tr orthecasewith R, = 75A .
Tt suggeststhat am ong the threem odels studied here, the
one w ith the cut o In the contact range is the worst ki~
netically because the gap between the band of values of
T in and the band of values of T is the largest. This
Indicates that precise values of the contact range are in —
portant In the task ofputting pieces ofa protein together
In the ©lding process. A 1so In thism odel, there isno cor-
relation w ith the relative contact order param eter.

DISCUSSION

W e have studied 3 variants of the G o m odel through the
m olcular dynam ics sim ulations and dem onstrated the
power law dependence ofthe folding tineon N and lack
ofdependence on CO .Furthem ore, the m odels w ith the
variable contact range allow one to identify (at least)
three kinetic universality classes corresoonding to three
di erent values of the exponent . T he lowest exponent

found for the - structures is consistent w ith the w idely

held belief that the -helices are structures that are op—
tin al kinetically M ichelettiet al.,, 1999; M aritan et al,,
2000). The scaling behavior of Ty, i, and T¢, taken to—
gether w ith the Increasing tro1g Suggests an asym ptotic
em ergence of a glassy behavior. A s a technical iIn prove—
m ent, we have highlighted bene tsofintroducing the chi-
rality potential.

R ecently, K oga and Takada K oga & Takada, 2001) have
also studied scaling oftroy In proteins approxin ated by
the G om odel. T hey have considered the 10{12 potential
that was augm ented by potentials which involved the di-
hedral angles (out no chirality). T hey have determ ined
the folding tem perature through the maximum in the
speci ¢ heat. Their studies at Tf0 , done for 18 proteins
with N in the range between 53 and 153, suggest a tron
that exponentially depends on the relative contact order
multiplied by N 0,

Tt is thus interesting to check on this conclusion in the
fram ew ork of our approach. Figure 20 show s log (trowa)
vs. CO N %*® for our best m odel, ie. Hr the Lennard-
Jones contact potential w th variable contact range. It
is clear that the data at T, iz (the kft panels) show sig—
ni cantly less scatter than at Tf (the right panels) so

the distinction between the power law and the exponen—
tial function is certainly not due to considering di erent
tem peratures. Figure 20 does suggest a correlation w ith
CO N %% (the data pltted vs. N %% without the CO
factor have a sim ilar appearance indicating the irrele-
vance of CO In such theoretical studies) and K oga and
Takada quote a correlation level of 84% for their data.
Tt is not very easy to distinguish between the power law
and the exponential dependencies w ithout a signi cant
broadening of the range in the valies of N . Figure 21
show s the data of F igure 9 redisplayed on the log —linear
scale. The exponential trends, teow expMN =), can—
not be ruled out and the correlation levels are 75% , 94% ,
and 95% forthe { , ,and structuralclasses respec—
tively whereas the corresponding values for the log-log
plots are 81% , 97% , and 94% . Even though the power
law ts appear better (or, in the case of the proteins
about the sam e) the in portant point is that the expo—
nential ts also suggest existence of the three di erent
kinetic universality classes since the characteristic values
ofthe param eter, asdisplayed In the F igure, are clearly
distinct. O urtrendsdisplayed in F igure 9 seem m uch less
scattered than those shown in F igure 20, especially in the
right hand panels of F igure 20. H owever, w hile we argue
In favour of the three universality classes and then the
power law s, we see a need for further studies and better
understanding of these issues.

Tthasbeen found recently (Cigplak & Hoang, 2002c) that
the kinetics of G o m odels are very sensitive to the selec—
tion ofwhat constitutes the proper set of the native con—
tacts. For Instance, ifone declaresa uniform cuto range,
R, between theC atom sform aking a contact, then the
dependence of trog On R is strong and non-m onotonic.
K oga and Takada declare the contact as occurring iftwo
non-hydrogen atom s in a pair ofam ino acids are in a dis—
tance of less than either 5:5A or 6:5A (and it is stated
that the results are stable with respect to this choice).
Our de nition of the contacts, on the other hand, in—
volves the atom ic sizes which yields a di erent contact
m ap and lads to di erent ©lding tin es.

T he basic unsolved question is why do the folding tim es
In various G o m odels do not depend on the contact or-
der even though the prin ary ingredient ofany G o m odel
is the geom etry of the native state of a protein. One
technicalproblem w ith the contact order is that the very
notion ofa contact is fairly sub fctive. C onsider, for in-
stance, the G protein { the PDB code is 1gbl for the
structure determ ined by NM R and lpga for the crystal-
lographic structure. W hen we m ake use of the van der
W aals radiithen we get CO = 0239 for 1gbl and 0250
for 1pga. The altemative procedure is to consider two
residues contacting if they contain non-hydrogen atom s
w ithin a distance ofd. Ford equalto 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8
A, our procedure yieldsCO 0£0.194, 0220, 0235, 0252,



0277, and 0295 respectively (for the 1pga structure it is
0257 ifthe cuto of6A isused { ie. not very di erent).
P laxco et al. (P laxco et al, 1998; P laxco et al., 2000)
used the valie ofd = 6A, and they quoted CO 0£0.173
forthis case. Thenotable di erence from ourvalie arises
from the fact that in their calculation @ laxco { private
com m unication), all of the contacts m ade by the atom s
(ie. up to dozens for a pair ofam ino acids) contribute to
thevalie ofCO ifthe corresponding distance doesnot ex—
ceed d. Furthem ore, the ‘contacts’ between consecutive
residues (ie. between iand i+ 1) are taken into account.
In our calculation, the shortest local contacts are of the
i, 1+ 2 type. Note that the values of CO vary with d
quite substantially (on the scale ofthe gures involved)
and the value obtained at d = 6A is about 45% larger
than that quoted by P laxco et al. The i portant point,
how ever, is not that m uch what is the absolute value of
CO but whether its correlation w ith the lding rate is
sensitive to the choice ofa speci cde nition ofCO that is
adopted. W e have found that, quite rem arkably, this cor-
relation in the set of the experin entally studied proteins
rem ains strong even when our procedure for the calcula-
tion 0of CO isused.W e nd that even though the scatter
aw ay from the trend isnoticeably larger than when using
the COp { the values 0f£CO quoted by P laxco et al. {
the correlationsw ith CO rem an robust and som e depen-—
dence on CO develops in the case of the -proteins. &
ishoped that further interactions and iterations betw een
theory and experin ent w ill m ake the issues of size and
contact order dependence m ore de nitive. T he notion of
universality classes In proteins should play an in portant
role in this process.
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FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figurel. E xperin entally determ ined folding tin esbased

on tables com piled by P laxco et al. (P laxco et al, 2000).

The solid circles, open hexagons, and stars are for the
{ - — and -proteins respectively.

Figure 2. Experim entally detem ined folding times as
split into three structural classes. The panels on the
kft hand side show the dependence on N whereas
the panels on the right hand side show the depen-—
dence on the relative contact order param eter. Note
that the tine window In the m iddle panels are shifted
by two orders of magniude compared to the other
panels. The top panels corresponds to the ollow ng

{ proteins: 1div (56), 1lgbl (56), 2ptl(63), 2ci2 (65),
laye(71), lubg(76), 1hdn (85), 2ula (88), laps(98), and
2vik (126), where the num ber in brackets indicates the
valie of N (in the case of 2ci2 there are 19 m ore am ino
acids but their structure is undeterm ined). The m iddke
panels correspond to the ollow ing -proteins: 2pdd 43),
2abd (86), 1In g (86), 1In b (92), 1hrc(104), 256b (106), and
163 (154). T hebottom panels corresoond to the follow Ing

proteins: lem (57), lcsp (67), lten (89), and 1tit(89).
T he papersby P laxco et al. P laxco et al,, 1998; P laxco
et al., 2000) also contain data on several other proteins
that are not shown here { we restrict ourselves only to
the proteins that we study through sim ulations. W e had
di culties w ith the identi cation ofthe proper structure

Jes forthe rem aining proteins). The subscriptP n CO p
signi esthe criterion ofP laxco et al. P laxcoetal, 1998;
P laxco et al,, 2000) for a form ation of a contact: two
residues are considered to be contacting if they contain
non-hydrogen atom sw ithin the distance of 6A . The sym —
bols are as described in the caption of Figure 1.

Figure 3. Thedistrbution ofthe e ective contact lengths
In T4 lysozym e as determm ined by the procedure which
is based on the van der W aals radii of the atom s. The
shaded region corresponds to the contacts that would not
be Included ifthe cuto of 75A was adopted.

Figure 4. T he distrdbution of the chirality param eter C
In 21 { —proteins studied.

Figure 5. T in es to establish contacts ofa given sequence
separation, 1 Jjjfor crambin and for the indicated val-
ues ofthe dam ping constant . The tim es are rescaled so
that k isequalto 1, 6,and 12 for equalto 2,12 and 24
m = respectively and shown top to bottom . T he sym bols
corresponding to = 12m = are reduced in size for clar-
iy. The m agniude of the rem aining sym bols indicates
the size of the error bars. The m odel used here corre—
soonds to the Lennard-Jones contacts and the contacts
are detem ined based on the van der W alls radii. The
criterion for establishing a contact (forthe rsttime) is
based on whether the two beads com e w thin a distance

ofl5 iy ofeach other. This gure illustrates existence of
second order e ects in the dependence on  because the
rescaling by k brings the data points for a given event
together but there is no strict overlbhpping.

Figure 6. The dependence of the lding tine on
tem perature for "synthetic" secondary structures of 16
m onom ers. T he top two panelsare forthe -helix system
H16 and the bottom panelis forthe -hairpin B16. The
dotted lines correspond to the chirality potential (with

=1) Included and the solid lines are for the case when
it isnot. In allcases, R, = 7:5A . The top panel corre—
sponds to the contact based criterion whereas the other
panels is or the criterion based on the cuto RM SD of
02A .

Figure 7. T he dependence of the ©lding tim e on tem per—
ature for variousG o m odels of cram bin. T he top panelis
for the contact cuto range of 7:5A w hereas the bottom

panel is for the locally calculated contact ranges. On
the top panel, the dotted line corresponds to the case
w ith the chirality potential and the solid line { w ithout.
On the bottom panel, both curves include the chirality
potential. Here, the solid (dashed) line is for the 6{12
(10{12) contact potential. T he arrow s Indicate values of
the folding tem perature T¢ . T he heavier (lighter) arrow

is for the 6{12 (10{12) potential.

Figure 8. T he dependence of the ©lding tim e on tem per—
ature form odels of the protein 1tit. The symbols are as
In Figure 6: the thin solid line and the trangular data
points are for R, = 7:5A and no chirality; the dotted
line w ith the square data points are or R, = 7:5A and
w ith the chirality; the thick solid line w ith the solid cir-
cular data points are for the locally calculated R. and
the Lennard-Jones contact potential w ith the chirality;
the dashed line w ith the open circular data points are for
the sin ilar case w ith the 10{12 potential. T he arrow s in—
dicate the values of T¢ for the contacts of variable range:
thick for the Lennard-Jones case and thin for the 10{12
case.

Figure 9. The scaling of troy with N for the 51 pro—
teins asm odeled by the 6{12 contact potentialw ith the
variable contact range. T he data are split nto the { -

— and -proteins as indicated. The lines indicate the
power law behaviorw ith the exponent disgplayed in the
right hand comer of each panel. The error bars in the
exponent are oforder 02. The ©lding tin es are calcu—
lated at Ty, in - T he correlation levels of the points shown
are 81% , 97% and 94% for the top, m ddlk and bottom
panels respectively.

Figure 10. This F igure replots the data points of F igure
8 in one panel. For clariy, two of the m ost distant out-
layers in each classare not shown. T he solid, dotted, and



broken lines correspond to the slopeso0f32, 2.5, and 1.7
respectively. T he correlation level is 87% .

Figure 11. Sam e as Figure 8 but the folding tin es are
determ ined at T¢ instead at Ty i, - T he data points rep—
resented by the arrow s lndicate values which are signi —
cantly o the fram eofthe gqure (orwhich only the lower
bound of 30000 is known). The correlation levels are
83% ,88% and 77% for the top to bottom panels respec—
tively.

Figure 12. T he role of the chirality potentialon the fold—
Ing tin es for the -proteins. T he hexagons are the data

points shown In them iddle panelofF igure 8 whhereas the
crosses correspond to the results obtained for =0.

Figure 13. The values of T, iy, and T¢ shown vs. N
for the Lennard-Jones potential w ith the variable con-
tact range. The data points are divided into the three
structural classes.

Figure 14. The dependence oftroig, Tn in » @and T on the
relative contact order param eter for the Lennard-Jones
contact potential w ith the variable contact range. The
data sym bols indicate the structuralclasses and are iden-
ticalto those used in Figures 8, 9, 10, and 11.

Figure 15. Sam e as in F igure 8 but for the 10{12 contact
potential. T he correlation levels are 88% , 98% and 91%
from top to bottom .

Figure 16. Sam e as In Figure 12 but for the 10{12 con—
tact potential.

Figure 17. Same as In Figure 8 but for the Lennard-
Jones potential with R, = 7:5A . The correlation levels
are 83% , 91% and 93% for the top to bottom panels re-

spectively.

Figure 18. Sam e as In F igure 9 but forthe cuto of7:5A
In the range of the contact potential. The solid line has
a slope 0of 2.5. The correlation level for all of the points
is 88% .

Figure 19. Same as In Figure 12 but forR.= 75A.

Figure 20. Logarithm of the olding tine vs. CO N %
for the three structural classes. The data corresoond
to the Lennard-Jones potential w ith the variable range.
The left hand panelsare forT = T, i, and the right hand
panels for T = T¢. Note that the horizontal scale In this
gure is linear, not logarithm ic as in m ost previous g-
ures. The arrow s, lke In Figure 11, indicate data points
which are signi cantly o the scale of the fram e of the
gure.

Figure 21. The data of gure 9 redisplayed on the log —
linear plane. T he dashed lines indicate ts to the expo—
nential law troy  exp (o= ) with the values of shown
In the right hand comer of each panel. T he correlation
¥vels are 75% , 94% and 95% for the top to the bottom
panels regpoectively. T he overall correlation level is 82%
w hereas for the power law t it is 86% . T he correspond—
Ing numbers for the 10{12 potential and the Lennard-
Jones w ith the cuto of 7:5A are 87%, 89% and 81%,
88% . The tted values of for the 10{12 potential are
about the sam e as for the Lennard-Jones case.

Abbreviations used: PDB, Protein Data Bank; NMR,
nuclear m agnetic resonance.
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