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Abstract

Proteins contain a large fraction of regular, repeating conformm ations,
called secondary structure. A sim ple, genericde nition of secondary structure
is presented which consists of m easuring local correlations along the protein
chain. Usingthisde nition and a sin plem odel for proteins, the oroes driving
the form ation of secondary structure are explored. T he relative role of energy
and entropy are exam ined. Recent work has indicated that com paction is
su cient to create secondary structure. W e test this hypothesis, using sin ple

non-lattice protein m odels.
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R ecently, there hasbeen a great deal of Interest In the study of proteins from a physical
perspective []{{§]. M ost of these works have focused on the olding probkm ; ie., how
does the sequence of am lno acids encode the three-din ensional structure of the protemn.
A Though progresshasbeen m ade in this area, there is stilla long way to go before there isa
com plete understanding ofhow proteins fold. H ow ever, proteins have m any other Interesting
properties. W hilke each proteln has a soeci ¢ structure detem Ined by its sequence, all
protelns share several comm on structural features. They are highly com pact, w ith very
little free ntemal space. M ore striking is the high degree of order found, which consists
of regular periodic arrangem ents of the m ain chain Into one of a faw universal pattems
(called secondary structure). Roughly 50% of the structure of all proteins is In som e form
of secondary structure []1. In this paper we de ne In a sin ple, generic way precisely what
secondary structure is. This de nition will be valid not only for proteins but for sinpler
polym ers and sin pl protein lke m odels. W e then use i to investigate what forces are
resoonsible for the form ation of sscondary structure. A though this is not directly related to
the folding problem , a thorough understanding ofw hat factors are regoonsible for secondary
structure m ay aid In the study of the folding problem .

There has been a great deal of past work attem pting to understand the origins of sec—
ondary structure. At st it was believed that local interactions (local hydrogen-bonds or
dihedral angle potentials for exam plk) were responsble. Here, the temm localm eans close
w ith respect to the ssparation along the polym er chain. For exam pl, a hydrogen bond
between monomer i and i+ 4 would be a local interaction, as would an anglk potential.
Several recent studies indicate that local forcesm ay not be the dom inant e ect, rather com —
paction of the chain m ay be the In portant factor. By exam ining exhaustive enum erations
of short chains on a Jattice, Chan and D ill §{[LJ] found that as the com pactness of the
chains Increased so did the percentage of secondary structure present. They also found that
the m axin ally com pact chains had roughly the sam e am ount of secondary structure as real
proteins and the proportions of helices to sheets was also approxin ately the sam e. Subse-

quently, G regoret and C ohen [[J]] studied non-latticem odels. T heir results also suggest that



com pactness does In uence the am ount of secondary structure, but they indicate that the
e ect ism ost pronounced at densities 30% greater than that of real proteins. In both of
these studies however, local Interactions were present. For exam ple, a Jattice has a soeci ¢
st of allowed bond angles, which provides an e ective bond anglk potential. In the non—
lattice work, com pact chains were generated using a biased random walk in which the bond
anglks were chosen not from a uniform distrdbution but from the distribution observed In
realproteins. This also provides an e ective angle potential. T herefore, it is not clear from
these works whether com paction is su cient to generate seocondary structure. W e wish to
determm ine w hether com paction, w ithout local interactions, is su cient.

T here are tw o distinct questionsto kesp In m ind: (1) why do proteins (or otherpolym ers)
form regular structuresand (2) why do proteins form particular types of sscondary structure.
Q uestion one is equivalent to asking, why do proteins form helices and sheets. T he sscond
question asks, why are these helices -helices and the sheets -cheets. The answer to the
seocond question certainly involves local interactions. Tt is the speci ¢ hydrogen bonding
pattems In proteinswhich favor the form ation of -helices. In otherpolym ers, di erent local
Interactions would favor other fom s. For exam ple, the structures of 179 polym ers have been
solved and 79 are found to be In one of 22 di erent types of helices B[7]. In each polym er
the soeci ¢ types of local interactions determ ine the preferred type of secondary structure.
In this work we are Interested in studying the st question: what forces are responsble
for form ation of regular structures. Speci cally we w ill test the previous suggestions that
com paction of the chain is the key driving force. To do so we w ill be using m odels w ithout
any local interactions. However, without local Interactions there is no way of know ing
before hand what types of secondary structure w illbe form ed. M ost de nition of secondary
structure are speci ¢ to a given type of structure (i.e. -helices), consequently one needs to
know a prioriw hat types of sscondary structures w illoccur in order to detect theirpresence.
To overcom e thisproblem we developed a generic m ethod of determ ining w hether secondary
structure is present w ithout the need to know a prioriwhat its soeci ¢ form is.

A sinple way of de ning secondary structure is to realize that it consists of repeating



pattems. Consequently the polym er chain should be correlated w ith itself along the chain.
The correlation length should be related to the average size of secondary structures. To
detect secondary structure we m easure the correlations between di erent points along the
protein chain. Speci cally, ket ; represent the value of the dihedral angle associated w ith
the 5 -carbon (see gure ). W e then calulate:
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The average is over j; that is, over all pairs of anglks ssparated by a distance along
the chain. The subscrpt C Indicates that the mean, Dei J'E , has been subtracted from
Dei(j 5+ ’E. If secondary structure is present then C () willbe non—=zero for < Ly
where 1,4 is related to the average length of secondary structure. Note, this de nition
m akes no reference to any particular type of secondary structure; therefore, any form of
reqgular structure w ill be detected. For exam ple, if helices are present there w ill be a non—
zero correlation length no m atter what period the helices have. Equation [l] also has the
advantage that it can be calculated analytically In a sin ple m odel.

To test our de nition we exam ned the crystal structures from 112 proteins which have
been recorded in the Protein D ata Bank PDB) E]. T he correlation fiinction was calcu—
lated for each protein and nom alized so C (0) = 1. Then an average correlation function
was com puted for all proteins. Exam ining this correlation finction (shown in gure fl) we
e that protein chains are positively correlated up to ssparations of approxin ately nine
m onom ers. This is com parabl to the average length of sscondary structure (roughly ten
m onom ers) m easured by others ﬂ]. At distances greater than nine m onom ers the chains be-
com e negatively correlated. T his negative correlation m ay be partly due to supersecondary
structure, which consists of com binations of secondary structural elem ents. For exam ple,

—sheets are usually followed by reverse tums. T here is also the -unit where two paralel
—sheets are ssparated by som e piece  which can be a random ooil, an -helix or ancther

sheet @]. Eventually the correlations 2allo to zero (@t around = 16).

W e now exam Ine what forces drive the fom ation of sescondary structure, speci cally the



question ofw hether the loss of entropy due to com paction is su cient. To do thisweneed a
m odelw ithout any local interactions. Lattioce m odels are not acosptable since the restricted
degrees of freedom in ply Jocalbond angle potentials. An o —latticem odelwas usad instead.
A s In lattice and other sin ple m odels we neglect the Intemal degrees of freedom of the
am Ino acids and represent each as a singlke point In space. M onom ers that are connected
along the chain are constrained to be separated by a xed distance. T he next step isto fold
the chains into com pact confom ations. T he follow ing procedure was used. Take a potential
energy function whose m Inin a are com pact confom ations. Then m Inin ize this potential
energy to fold the chain. Because the m odelwe are using is a hom opolym er there are m any
com pact localm inina (the number grow s exponentially with chain length [Q]). W e will
generate an ensam ble of com pact confom ations, using chains of several di erent lengths.
O ne can think ofthisensam bl ofdi erent com pact structures as representing the collection
ofnative structures ofm any di erent sequences ofam ino acids. W e w ill calculate the average
correlation function (eq.[l]) ofthe ensamble of com pact conform ations we generate and look
for long range correlations which w ill lndicate the presence of secondary structure. It is
In portant to note that the previous works show ing the connection between com paction and
secondary structure B{[[J]] also used a hom opolym er m odel and m any hom opolym ers show
secondary structure in their com pact states [[]. T herefore, it does not appear necessary to
have a heteropolym er and a unigue ground state to get secondary structure.

T here are severaldi erent potentials that have com pactm Inin a. T he dom nant force for
the ©lding of proteins is the hydrophobic e ect [L§]. This isprim arily a buk, entropic e ect
caused by Interactions of the polym er w ith the surrounding water. T he protein collapses to
create a hydrophobic core w ith polar groups on the surface. O ne could sinulate a polym er
In a solution ofwater, however, this ism uch m ore com plex than necessary. Instead of doing
a fullwaterpolym er sin ulation we sin ply choose an e ective potentialwhich w illalso cause

the polym er to collapse. T he particular one used in thiswork was:
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whererj; = ¥ ;] %; is the position of the i m onom er and ., = Ni F ¥; is the position
ofthe center ofm ass. The rst term represents the covalent forces that bind the m onom ers
along the chain. The constants k. and 1. are both set equalto one, determ ining the energy
and length units. Them ddle tem Which isthe repulsive part ofa Lennard-Jones potential)
is the excluded volum e term which prevents the chain from com pacting to a singl point.
The last temm isthe radius ofgyration ofthe chain. Thistem providesthe com pacting force.
The two constants, and .., are detem ned by exam ining real proteins. The di erence In
energy scales between covalent and non-covalent forces determm ines . In proteins the typical
non-ocovalent Interaction is roughly one-hundredth the energy ofa covalent bond, so  is set
equalto 0.01 [[4]. The com pactness of the chains w ill be controlled by the value ,. To
determ ine the value of ., and m easure com pactnesswe looked at tw o features of realprotein
structure: the paircorrelation fuinction (also called the radialdistribution function) and the
radius of gyration. F irst, the paircorrelation function wasm easured for both real proteins
and our chains. This function gives the probability that two -carbons are ssparated by a
given distance, Indicating how closely the -carbons are packed together. W e adjasted o
until the position of the nearest neighbor peak for our chains closely m atched the one for
real proteins [L7]. Next, we m easured the radius of gyration as a function of chain length
for real proteins. O ur chains had a slightly an aller radii of gyration as proteins the sam e
length (sse gure f). This is not surprising since the potential we used w ill generate nearly
Soherical shapes whik proteins are ellppsoidal w ith varying eccentricities. An ellipsoid w ill
have a larger radiis of gyration than a sphere of equal volum e.

The chains were com pacted by m Inin izing this potential energy (equation f]). The al-
gorithm used was a conjigate-gradient decent m inin izer [I§]. At each iteration in this
algorithm the energy is decreased, so it is som ew hat analogous to a zero tem perature M onte-
Carlo sinulations, In that only energy reducing steps are acoepted. T here is the possibility

that for som e potentials this type ofalgorithm w illbe trapped In Jocalnon-com pactm inin a.



H owever for the potential used here thiswas not a problem . A llm Inin a that we generated
were observed to be com pact; ie., their radius of gyration was roughly the sam e as those
of proteins the sam e length (see gure f). Starting from a random initial condition which
was a taken to be a sslfavoiding random walk) 200 chains, ranging in length from 50 to
450 m onom ers [13], were lded. The average dihedral angle correlation fiinction was then
calculated for these chains to determm ine if any secondary structure was present. Figure [4
show s the average for the com pacted chains w ith the correlation function for real proteins
superin posed. The com pacted chains show no long range correlations. The plot f2alls al-
m ost mm ediately to zero, with a slight negative correlation at separations of roughly two
m onom ers. This Jack of any correlations indicates the absence of any secondary structure.

T he potential (equation E) was chosen to have no local interactions other than the one
tem which bonds a m onom er to its two neighbors along the chain. A gain, localhere m eans
local (close) asm easured along the chain, not through space. The excluded volum e term
is through space local, but n a folded structure any two m onom ers can Interact via the
exclided volum e temm regardless of there ssparation along the chain. In particular, there
is no anglk term In the potential (either im plicit or explicit). The previous works which
did nd secondary structure w ith Increasing com pactness did have In plicit angle potentials.
Tt appears that com pacting the chain is not enough to generate secondary structure. It is
possbl that the particular form of the com pacting potential we used destroys secondary
structure or was biased in favor of com pact conform ation w ithout sscondary structure.

To test thiswe tried a di erent com pacting potential, the Lennard-Jones 6{12 potential.

W e replaced the radius of gyration term in eq.P by a r © tem to give:
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By itself the 6{12 potential is too short ranged to com pact an extended chain so we did
a two stage m inin ization. At the rst we added an additional 1=r piece which is long

ranged and w ill collapse an extended chain. Once the chain was sam icom pact, we nish



the m inin ization w ithout the 1=r tem . W e generated an ensam ble of com pact chains and
m easured the average correlation function (sse guresfJ and fl)) . A gain there where no long
range correlations hence no ssocondary structure.

To explore the forces responsble or the form ation of secondary structure in proteinswe
have de ned a sin ple, generic m ethod ofm easuring secondary structure in polym ers. This
m ethod consists of calculating the angle correlation fiinction along the chain and looking for
long range correlations. If sescondary structure ispresent there w illbe long range correlations
w ith a Jength com parable to average size of the secondary structure. Thism ethod does not
depend on the precise details of what type of structure is present and can be used when
these details are not known . R ealproteins w hose structures have been solved were exam ined
and long range correlations were found. T his technique was then used to exam ined w hether
com paction leads to the fom ation of sscondary structure. Sinple m odels with no local
Interactions were used and two di erent com pacting potentials were exam Ined. T here were
no long range correlations indicating the absence of secondary structure was present. These
results indicate that com paction by itself is not su cient to generate secondary structure.
In the previous studies dem onstrating a connection between secondary structure and com —
paction there was always som e form of local interactions present. It appears, however, that
local interactions are not su cient since com pactness was also necessary to get structure.
In proteins the fom ation of secondary structure appears to result from the combination
of both the entropic e ect of com paction and local energetic e ects. The loss of entropy
from ocom paction is not enough to force the chain into regular confom ations. U sihg our
de nition of secondary structure fiirther studies can be carried out to detem ne the relative
In portance of the these two factors.
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FIGURES
FIG.1l. The dihedral (@lso called torsion) angle, i, associated w ith the i monomer. The
Inset show s the view along the bond from monomer i 1 to i. The angl shown is de ned as

posiive by our sign convention.

FIG . 2. Real part of the dihedral anglke correlation fiinction averaged over 112 proteins from
the protein data bank. The distance, , is the number of m onom ers along the chain. C (0) has

been nom alized to one.

FIG .3. The radius of gyration versus chain length (ltted on a log-log scal) for real pro—
teins (gn all circles), chains com pacted using the radius of gyration potential (diam onds), and
the Lennard-Jones potential (stars). T he radius of gyration for the three systam s is very sin ilar

Indicating that they allhave the sam e level of com pactness.

FIG .4. The two solid lines show the correlation fiinctions for the radius of gyration potential
(circles) and Lennard-Jdones potential (squares). The dotted line is the real protein correlations

(from gureDZ) for com parison.
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