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Abstract : We propose a dynamical model for non-specific DpfAtein interaction, which is
based on the “bead-spring” model previously dewedoby other groups, and investigate its
properties using Brownian Dynamics simulations. Wew that the model successfully
reproduces some of the observed properties obystms and predictions of kinetic models.
For example, sampling of the DNA sequence by tlmepr proceeds via a succession of 3d
motion in the solvent, 1d sliding along the seqeershort hops between neighboring sites,
and intersegmental transfers. Moreover, facilitadé#flision takes place in a certain range of
values of the protein effective charge, that ig ¢ombination of 1d sliding and 3d motion
leads to faster DNA sampling than pure 3d motiohla&t, the number of base pairs visited
during a sliding event is comparable to the valleduced from single-molecule experiments.
We also point out and discuss some discrepanciegebe the predictions of this model and
some recent experimental results as well as sompetigses and predictions of kinetic

models.
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1 - INTRODUCTION

Gene expression is regulated in both prokaryotekseakaryotes by proteins called
transcription factors, which bind to chromosomal DIt specific sites and subsequently
promote or prevent the transcription by RNA polyase:. It is believed that the targeting of
transcription factors to their sites is a purelggee process, in the sense that these proteins
simply wander through the nucleus or the cellthiBy find their sites. Almost four decades
ago, Riggs, Bourgeois and Cohn pointed out that.ted transcription factor of Escherichia
coli finds its binding site hundred times fastearthexpected by three-dimensional (3d)
diffusion in the solvent [1]. Although this initialvork on the Lacl repressor has been
reinterpreted to some extent [2-6], recent expeanismelising a rapid footprinting procedure
that reveals the occupancy of target sites confliminitially proposed value for the rate
constant [7]. Admittedly, it now appears that ttecLrepressor is an exception rather than the
rule. Indeed, while a few other systems were fotmdlisplay rates larger than the 3d
diffusion limit [8,9], most of the investigated DNBinding proteins have association rate
constants that are close to this limit [10-16]ll Stie initial claim of Riggs et al triggered & lo
of theoretical work, which was essentially aimeduatierstanding how such large rates are
possible, but also shed more general light on tlkeehanism of non-specific DNA-protein
interactions (see for example refs. [17-23] an@nexices therein). As a matter of fact, it is
now generally admitted that proteins alternate betw3d motion through the volume of the
cell and one-dimensional (1d) diffusion (slidingprag the DNA, a process which is usually
called “facilitated diffusion”. Most importantly,hese theoretical speculations have been
confirmed by single molecule experiments, in whictliividual proteins sliding along DNA
could be visualized [24-29]. In order to compldie tescription of site targeting by proteins,

specific DNA-protein interactions, that is, the descriptioh how proteins recognize their



specific binding sites during 1d sliding sequen|388, are a current hot topic of theoretical
biophysics [21,31-35].

The point is that essentially all the models thate been developed up to now to
mimic DNA-protein non-specific interactions (fatadied diffusion) are mass action kinetic
models with phenomenological rates [17-23], whioh lzased on aa priori scenario for site
targeting. More precisely, these modalssumethat proteins alternate between 3d motion
through the volume of the cell and 1d sliding aldimg DNA and that both 1d and 3d motions

are random walks characterized by diffusion comffits D,, and D,,. These basic

assumptions are then used to estimate the expnessiwarious quantities of interest, like the
association rate of binding and the total time neglto find the target, as a function of a set
of well-defined geometric quantities, like the seqce length. and the average volumé

occupied by one site, and a more or less extendedof rate constants and reactions
probabilities (see for example Table | of [17])rlexample, Halford and Marko obtained that
the reaction rate (i.e. the inverse of the totatce time) for unit protein concentration may be

expressed as [20]

-1
k:( 1 +Lfs'j , (1.1)
D3d gsl Dld V
where 7, the characteristic sliding length, is proportibtwathe inverse of the probability of

dissociation of the protein per unit sliding leng8ince the 3d diffusion-limited rate is just
aD,,, wherea is the target site size, it follows that the aecation of the reaction due to
facilitated diffusion isk/(aD,, ). After a couple of additional hypotheses, Halfarti Marko
concluded that this ratio is at maximum equal touwh30 for an optimal sliding length
/=100 base pairs, close to values obtained from singieecule experiments [26-28].

Although they do provide invaluable information nmany areas of biophysics, and

especially in the field of protein-DNA interactign&inetic models therefore have the



limitation that they do not really indicate howestargeting takes place, in the sense that the
mechanism of site targeting is supposed to be knawpriori. Most of the hypotheses
underlying kinetic models are firmly grounded angborted by experimental evidence. For
example, there is nowadays little doubt that sitgdting proceeds through an alternation of
3d motion through the volume of the cell and 1disfy along the DNA. It still remains that
some of the hypotheses are more questionable.xaonge, the density of DNA in the cell is
so large that one might wonder whether 3d motiomndeed best described as a purely
diffusive process. Moreover, kinetic models neglaay contribution from electrostatic
interactions between DNA and the protein, whilehsinteractions necessarily exist and may

lead to association rate constants that exceedrtipé 3d diffusion limita D,, [20].

It therefore appears as a necessity to backupcanfirm the assumptions of kinetic
models and the conclusions derived there from thaokcalculations based on completely
different models. The purpose of the present papprecisely to propose a dynamical model
(i.e. a molecular mechanical model) for non-spediiNA-protein interactions and check to
what extent results obtained with this model mabehhypotheses and conclusions of kinetic
ones. By “dynamical” or “molecular mechanical” mgdee mean a microscopic model
which relies uniquely on the definition of a Harailtan describing all possible interactions
inside the model cell (i.e. the interactions betv@&NA and DNA, DNA and protein, and
DNA/protein and cell wall) and the choice of eqaas of the motion, which should take into
account as realistically as possible the effedhefsolvent. For this purpose, we adapted the
“wormlike-chain and beads" or “bead-spring” modelvdloped by several groups [36-41],
paying special attention to the term describingititeraction between DNA and the protein,
and propagated trajectories using the Brownian Byos algorithm of Ermak and

McCammon [42], which includes hydrodynamic intei@cs.



It is emphasized that comparison between the typest of models, kinetic and
dynamical ones, is all the more meaningful, as igenerally not possible to draw a direct
correspondence between the statistical quantinesived in statistical models and the
microscopic quantities on which dynamical modell.ré&or example, the characteristic

sliding length 7, which appears in Eq. (1.1), certainly dependsipthé depth, width and

shape of the attractive DNA-protein interactionrig(ii) the hydrodynamic radii of DNA and
the protein, (iii) temperature, but this dependesaguite complex and we do not know of an
expression that would relate these quantities. B\@e dynamical models can shed
additional light compared to kinetic ones with respto a certain number of points. For
instance, the effect of temperature variation, emgthe ratio of 1d sliding and 3d motion, can
easily be predicted from dynamical simulations, levtthis is basically an input quantity of
kinetic models.

The remainder of this article is organized as fe#io The model we propose is
described in Sect. 2 along with the Hamiltonian alihgoverns the interactions between its
various components (DNA, protein and cell wall) &imel equations of motions that were used
to integrate trajectories. Results obtained witls thodel are presented in Sect. 3 and
compared to the assumptions and results of statistiodels. Finally, we discuss in Sect. 4

the validity of the model and how it could be imyed.

2 - MODEL AND SIMULATIONS

The model system consists of a cell, which containgrotein and several DNA

segments. The cell is taken as a sphere of raRjusvhile the protein is modelled as a single
bead with hydrodynamic radiua.;,; = 38®m and an effective charge.,,; placed at its

centre [40,41]. As in the work of Schlick and corlars [36], each DNA segment consists of



a chain oin beads separated at equilibrium by a distdpee  n@®OEach bead represents 15
base pairs, has a hydrodynamic radiag,, = 1Ag, and an effective charge

eona =0.243x10°1, € =12€ placed at its centres(is the charge of the electrom)is chosen

so that the length of each DNA segment is approteimaqual to the radius of the cell, i.e.
nl, = R,, in order that the cell is more or less homogesBoiilled with DNA but excessive
curvature of DNA segments touching the cell waldwided. The numben of segments is
chosen so that the density of bases inside thescelibse to the experimentally observed one.
As pointed out in [20], the volum¥ of the cell is connected to the total DNA lendth
according toV =w’L , wherew represents roughly the spacing of nearby DNA segsnm
must therefore fulfil the relatiod 7R =w’mnl,, where the average valwe=45.0 nm holds

for both prokaryote and eukaryote cells. Practcalle essentially worked with a sequence
consisting ofm= 50segments oih= 4Meads (i.e. a total of 30000 base pairs) and la cel

radius R, =0. 169um, but we also performed calculations for a smadigstem (= 30
n=33, R, =0.134 ym) and a larger onenf= 80n=50, R, =0.213 pm) to check the
effect of the sequence length on the obtained tesul

The potential energ¥_, of the system consists of three terms

pot

Epot =VDNA +VDNA/PROT +Vwa|| !

(2.1)
whereV,,, describes the potential energy of the DNA segmantkthe interactions between
them, Vouaeror Stands for the interactions between the proteadtsnd DNA segments, and

V

wall

models the interactions with the cell wall, whitiaintain the protein bead and the DNA

segments inside the cell,,, is borrowed from Schlick and co-workers [36] :
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TE |1 k=13=j+1K=1 Hri'k —rJ’KH (2.2)

where r,, denotes the position of beddof segmentj, I;, =Hrjyk =TI, the distance

between two successive beads belonging to the sagreent, and,, the angle formed by

three successive beads on the same segment

_ (rj,k _rj,k+l)[(rj,k+l _rj,k+2)

L =
Hrj,k I ke

cosf,

(2.3)

IF i =T sz
E, is the bond stretching energy. This is actuallxamputational device without real
biological meaning, which is essentially aimed\atiding having to deal with rigid rods. The
stretching force constant is fixed at=100k,T/IZ, with T = 298 K (see the discussion in
[36] for this choice folh). E, is the elastic bending potential. The bendingditgiconstant,
g=982k,T, is fixed so as to provide the correct persisteleogth p =500 nm (i.e. 10
beads) [36,43].E, is a Debye-Huckel potential which describes rdpalselectrostatic
interactions between DNA beads [36,44,45]. In @R)( r, = 307 nm stands for the Debye
length at 0.01 M molar salt concentration of monentiions [36] ands =80¢, for the

dielectric constant of the solvent. Note that etesthtic interactions between neighbouring

beads belonging to the same segment are not irtlmdthe expression oE, in eq. (2.2),



because it is considered that these nearest-naighhbteractions rather contribute to the

stretching and bending terms.

The potentialV,

wall ?

which models the interactions between DNA andptaein and

the cell wall, is taken as a sum of repulsive tetinas act on the beads that trespass the radius

of the cell,R,, and repel them back inside the cell

Vo =ke TS £, [)+20KaT 7 (roror]) (2.4)

=1 k=1

wherer.,,; denotes the position of the protein dnsla function defined as

if x<R,: f(x)=0

if x>R, : f(x)=(%j -1, (2.5)

The coefficientsk,T and10k,T in Eq. (2.4) were roughly adjusted by hand, ineorithat, at

298 K and for cell radiiR, comprised between 0.134 and 0.248, all the beads (DNA and

protein) remain confined inside a sphere of radiuslO R,, which insures that the time spent

by the beads outside the cell is negligible. Thefftment is 10 times larger for the protein
bead than for the DNA ones, because the protemadelled by a single bead, so that its
mobility is much larger than that of the intercoateel DNA beads and its motion outside the

sphere of radiu®}, more difficult to oppose.

Last but not least, the interactid, ,pror PEtWeen the protein and DNA beads is the
sum of an attractive and a repulsive term

— P
VDNA/PROT - Ee + Eev

ex’{_ r”rj,k PROTHJ
E(P) - _ DNAePROT ZZ b (2.6)

i=l k=1 Hrj,k - rPROTH

— k T —PROT €oroT Zi q‘”k _ rPROTH)
€ona 7L k=1



whereF is a function defined as

if x<20 : F(x)={(%j4 —(%nﬂ

if x>v20 :F(x)=0 2.7)
and g =ag,, +a..; = 528 nm. EP is the Debye-Hiickel potential, which models the
attractive electrostatic interactions between thetgin and DNA beads, whild&,, is an
excluded volume term, which prevents the proteaodeom sticking to a DNA bead arff”
from diverging. E,, is sometimes taken as the repulsive part of thenard-Jones potential

[39]. Being of order 12, this function is however sharp that it leads too often to numerical
bugs, while the order 4 functioRi(x) enables trouble-free calculations. The prefacfoEg
was chosen ask;T e.zo;/€,,, because this insures that the DNA/protein inteyac
Vonarror displays a global minimum very close o= a,,, +a.zor, Whatever the charge
&ror Of the protein bead (see Fig. 1). Intuitive¥fs, ,oror Must indeed be minimum at some
value close to the sum of the radii of DNA and pinetein (which is close t@ ) in order for
1d sliding to take place. Moreover, we will takevadtage of the fact that the position of this
minimum does not depend @, to let e.;o; assume different values, thereby varying the
percentage of time the protein bead spends inidilhgland 3d motion (see below).

The Brownian Dynamics algorithm of Ermak and McQ@aon [42] is based on a

simplification of the generalized Langevin equasiorwhich holds for small inertial

contributions and sufficiently large time steps.céing to this first-order algorithm, the

updated position vector for the beadS;” , is obtained from the current position vectof?

according to

G O kA:_ DM EM™ 4. /2At L(n)_f(“) ’ (2.8)
B



where At is the time step. Note that™ and r ™" are collective vectors that include the

position vectorsr;, of all DNA beads, as well as the position vectgy,, of the protein

bead, at stepa andn+1. The second term in the right-hand side of @g)(models the
diffusive effects of the solvent=™ is the collective vector of inter-particle forcessing

from the potential energf_, and D™ the hydrodynamic interaction diffusion tensor. iAs

pot
[39], we built the successive tensdd$” using a modified form of the Rotne-Prager tensor
for unequal size beads [46-48] (see eqs. (26)-02839]). The third term in the right-hand

side of eq. (2.8) models the effects O™ of collisions between the solvent and the protein

and DNA beadsé&™ is a vector of random numbers extracted at eagnsrom a Gaussian

distribution of mean 0 and variance 1 an® is the lower triangular matrix obtained from
the Choleski factorization db™

DM =M L0 (2.9)
where 'L denotes the transpose bf”. The CPU time required to factor the diffusion
matrix increases as the cube of the number of bisatisire taken into account D™, so that
the Choleski factorization oD™ turns out to be the limiting step for the inveatign of the
dynamics of large systems. Fixman's approximatian be used to decrease the exponent
from 3 to 2.25 [49,50], but we chose to use a ndoastic approximation. Indeed, in this work
we are only interested in the interaction betwe®&RARxnd the protein, so that it is important
that the motion of DNA close to the protein be milmdkcorrectly. In contrast, results are
little affected if the motion of DNA far from the@ein is handled in a cruder way. Therefore,
we used egs. (2.8)-(2.9) to calculate the posiibaach time step of the protein and the 100
DNA beads closest to it, while the positions of temaining DNA beads were obtained from

the diagonal approximation of eq. (2.8), that is

10



pon Zpo oy B, | 2KeT AL (2.10)
677) apya 6777 apya

where 7 = 0. 00089Pa s denotes the viscosity of the solvent at 29Rldte that eq. (2.10) is

just the first-order discretization of the usualnbavin equation without hydrodynamic
interactions and with the second-order term aridmogn kinetic energy dropped. When
considering a system with 2000 DNA beads, use sf €38)-(2.9) to update the positions of
the protein and the 100 closest DNA beads slowshdmiculations by only 10% compared to
the case where eq. (2.10) is used for all beadsontrast, the CPU time is already multiplied
by a factor larger than 2 if egs. (2.8)-(2.9) asedifor the 200 DNA beads closest to the
protein. On the other hand, we checked that useqof(2.10) to update the position of all
beads leads to results that differ substantiatynfithose presented in the remainder of this
paper, while use of egs. (2.8)-(2.9) to updateptbstion of the 200 DNA beads closest to the
protein, instead of the 100 closest ones, leadgndar results. Use of egs. (2.8)-(2.9) for the
100 DNA beads closest to the protein therefore afsp@s a very reasonable choice.
For all simulations, then DNA segments were first placed inside the celbading to
a randomization procedure that insures an essigntiiaform distribution of the beads in the

cell (see Fig. 2). The protein bead was then platgdndom in a sphere of radi& . 1B

order to avoid too strong repelling interactiongime t = O, all initial configurations where
the distance between the protein and at least dww& Bead turned out to be smaller than

O = aps +8oror = D28 NM were however rejected. The equations of mofihB)-(2.10)

were then integrated for 10 ps, in order for thetay to equilibrate at the correct
temperature. The quantities of interest were sube®ty obtained by integrating the
equations of motion for longer time intervals aneéraging over several different trajectories.
The Brownian Dynamics algorithm of Ermak and McCamnm[42] is based on the

assumption that the motions of interest occur ¢ima scale much longer thav /(6/ma , )

11



whereM anda are the mass and hydrodynamic radius of a beadthéomodel described
above, this sets a lower boud >> p4&. As illustrated in Fig. 3 for the time evolutiof the

number N(t ) of differentDNA beads visited by the protein at timyave accordingly checked

that time steps\t equal to 25, 100 and 400 ps lead to identicalltesMost of the results
discussed below were consequently obtained itk df0although a few ones dealing

with the system with 4000 DNA beads were obtainéd it = 400 ps.

3 —RESULTS

For the repulsive/y.eror POtential of Fig. 1, DNA and the protein neverat each

other. The protein therefore moves almost freelyhim solvent, except that it is repelled by

the excluded volume interactiok,, whenever the distance to a DNA bead becomes too

small. Because of the large density of DNA beddks,probability for the protein to be found

close to a DNA bead is not negligible : if one ddaess that the protein interacts with bdad

of DNA segmenf when”rj’k —rPROTH < o, then DNA “fills” about 3% of the cell volume and

the protein is expected to spend approximatelystime amount of time interacting with
DNA, in spite of the absence of attractive intei@aw. This is indeed the case, as can be

checked in Fig. 4, which shows the portion of tigppg during which the protein interacts
with a DNA bead as a function of the rati&yo,/€y- IN this plot, the points at

e-rot! €ona =0 precisely correspond to the repulsive potentiaFigf. 1, while circles and

lozenges respectively denote results obtained witie Hr ik —rPROTH <o and
Hrjyk —rPROTH <150 criterions for interacting beads. It is seen tjgg} is indeed close to 3%

for the repulsive potential and tI‘an’k —rPROTH < o criterion.

12



Because of either these not-so-infrequent cotisiavith DNA or the fact that our
dynamical model takes electrostatic interactioms account, while kinetic models usually do

not, the numberN(t )of different DNA beads visited by the protein inetabsence of
attractive terms iV, pror do€s not follow the square root law which wouldetxeected for

a purely diffusive process. This evolution, whishshown for the system with 2000 DNA

beads as a dotted line in Fig. 5, can instead loeteal by a law of the form

where k = 109us’ (see Fig. 6). We will come back to this law shorbut it is important to
realize that it implies thaN(t) increases linearly at rate as long asN remains sufficiently
small compared to the total numb@mn of DNA beads inside the cell, while the rate siigad
decreases down to zero whih comes closer and closer hon.

In contrast, ife,zqr/€na > Q then the interactioV,,-ror DEtWeEen the protein and
DNA beads displays a minimum closedo= a,,, +a.ro7 (S€e Fig. 1), so that the motion of
the protein results from the balance of conflictoamstraints Vyy,eror t€Nds to localize the
protein close to DNA segments, while stochastierattions with the solvent tend to release
the protein bead in the bulk of the cell. Fig. diaates that the motion of the protein therefore
consists of a combination of 1d sliding and 3d owfior values ofe.;o; /€., NOt too large,
say, up toe.yor/epa = 3 For larger values ofe.zo/€5, . the electrostatic attraction
between the protein and DNA is predominant, so tthatprotein spends most of the time in
the neighbourhood of a DNA segment. Note, that /e, , = cofresponds to an effective
protein chargee.;,; =12€, which is of the same order of magnitude as erpamtally

determined protein effective charges [51,52].

13



At this point, it should be mentioned that hydrodymc interactions tend to decrease
the portion of time spent in 1d diffusion compate@d motion in the solvent. For example, if
one neglects all hydrodynamic interactions and @spg?2.10) to update the position of all

beads, thenp,, is found to be equal to 0.60 (respectively, 0.f5)e...,/ e, =1 and the
Hrjyk—rPROTHsa criterion (respectively, theﬂrjlk—rPROTHsl.Sa criterion) for interacting

beads, instead ofp,, = 02Gnd 0.44. As will be discussed below, this has kedhr
consequences on the numbéft of)different beads visited by the protein at time
Fig. 7 illustrates the typical trajectory of a f@io bead for the rati@.;o; /€, = -1

During the 15 ps time interval displayed in thigufie, the protein visits four different
segments. Globally, 1d sliding along each segmantlast several ps, but it is frequently
interrupted by shorter time intervals during whtble protein is released in the solvent and at
the end of which it reattaches to the same segragher at the same position or at a
neighbouring one. These short jumps are often c¢dt®ps” [17,20,25,26]. On the other
hand, the protein sometimes moves almost freelyfanlbnger time intervals (several ps) in
the solution before reattaching to another segroeerventually to the same segment but at a
rather different position. Note also that “intensemntal transfer”, which involves an
intermediate state where the protein is simultaslgobound to two different segments

[17,20,25,26], is also observed in our simulatiespecially at larger values @f;./€yyx

although this kind of motion is not illustratedfig. 7.
It can easily be checked that, in contrast withn3ation in the solvent, the number

N(t) of different DNA beads visited by the protein ahgyild sliding very precisely follows
the square root law which is expected for a randa@ik. For example, the solid line in Fig. 8

shows the evolution ofN(t Yor the system with 2000 DNA beads a®eg. /e = , 1

obtained by averaging over 43 sliding events, whasted more than 1 ps and during which

14



the protein neither detached from the DNA segmentrfore than 0.07 pus nor reached one of

the extremities of the segment. It can be seentthsitsolid curve very closely follows the
dot-dashed line, which represents the evolutioiN§) = \/6D71dt with a diffusion coefficient
D, = 6.7 bead$us.

Examination of Fig. 4 indicates that the portidrtime p,,, during which the protein

is attached to a DNA segment and experiences Hihgliis a monotonically increasing

function of the charge proteig.,o;. In contrast, the numbel(t of different DNA beads
visited by the protein after a certain amount ofett is not a monotonic function o€+,
and therefore ofo,4, as can be checked in Figs. 9 and 10. These figlisplay the evolution
of N(t) for the repulsive interaction potential of Fig.ahd seven values of.;o;/ €
ranging from 0.3 to 5. In Fig 9, it is assumed tthet protein is attached to bekaf DNA
segment if Hrj’k —rPROTH < o, while the corresponding criterion ”sj‘k —rPROTH <150 in Fig.
10. It is seen in both figures th&t(t increases up t@.zo;/€n, = ,Ithen remains nearly
constant up te.,,. /e, = 3before decreasing again. The reason for thigpstecrease at
large values of.;,;/ €5, Can be understood from the inspection of Figmiich shows the

average number of DNA beads that are simultaneaittdghed to the protein when it is not

moving freely in solution. One observes that thenhar of DNA beads withill.50 of the
protein is close to 2 for values ef... /€., Smaller or close to 1, which indicates that the

protein forms a triangle with two successive DNAath& belonging to the same segment and

separated by abowt,,, = 178m. The number of DNA beads within5o of the protein
increases however rapidly for larger valuesegf,;/ e\, because the charge of the protein

bead is sufficient to attract several DNA segmewtsich form a cage around it. The protein

visits the DNA beads forming the cage in a shorbam of time, but the slope dfi(t then

15



decreases as the protein experiences difficultiesstape the cage and visit other segments.

This cage effect is strong enough for tRé¢t cuyve fore.,o;/ €, = 5to be lower than that
for the repulsive potential when tlﬂleLk —rPROTHs 150 criterion is considered (see Fig. 10).

We will come back to this cage effect later.
Figs. 9 and 10 unambiguously show that the moxlelbés facilitated diffusion, that

is, the combination of 1d sliding and 3d motiondigain a certain range of the,,.;/ e,
ratio, to faster DNA sampling than pure 3d motidvie now assume that nature selects the
fastest process and focus on the properties ofybeem withe, ../ e, = 1(see Fig. 5 for
the comparison, on a time scale much longer thdfigs. 9 and 10, of the evolution df(t )
for the repulsive Vo .eror POtential of Fig. 1 and the interaction potentwaith
€ror!/ €ona =1). Fig. 12 shows the time evolution &f(t  for systems withe,zo /€y = 1
and increasing numbers of DNA beads, nantaly= , 290 and 4000. As expected, the
three curves coincide at short times, that is, wN&t) << mn. Each curve then successively
displays saturation abl(t gpproachesnn. All these curves however follow the law of Eq.

(3.1) with the same rate = 184s’, as can be checked in Fig. 13. This is ratherésting
since it indicates that the observed behavior dependent of the size of the cell and can

reasonably be extrapolated to larger cell sizes.

4 — DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We proposed a dynamical model for non-specific DptAtein interaction, which
reproduces some of the observed properties ofsgesadéms and some of the hypotheses and
predictions of kinetic models : (i) DNA samplingogeeds via a succession of 3d motion in

the solvent, 1d sliding along the DNA sequenceftshops between neighboring sites and

16



intersegmental transfers; (ii) facilitated diffusitakes place in a certain range of values of the
protein effective charge, that is, the combinatwdrid sliding and 3d motion leads to faster
DNA sampling than pure 3d motion; (iii) for reasbievalues of the protein effective charge,
the number of base pairs visited during a singtirg} event (from a few to about 20 beads,
that is, from a few tens to a few hundreds basesp& comparable to the values deduced
from single-molecule experiments [26-28,53].

The proposed model however leads to a 1d diffusmefficient, which is too large

compared to experimental values. L. /€., = , We indeed obtaine®,, = 6.Bead$

us! (see Fig. 8), while experimental values are ctose (base pairéyus® [27,29]. Since one
bead represents 15 base pairs, this implies tleamibdel predicts a velocity for 1d sliding,
which is about one order of magnitude too largds Thay be due either to the fact that real
protein sliding is necessarily accompanied by gedoad rearrangements of the DNA
sequence, a point which is completely neglectatdéenmodel, or to the fact that, in addition to
the E® electrostatic interaction, the protein and the D#k%uence interact through several
hydrogen bonds when the protein is sufficientlyselto the sequence. This point is crucial for
specificDNA-protein interaction (that is, target recogmnit) [30-35] but is again completely
neglected in the proposed model fan-specifidNA-protein interaction.

The proposed model moreover leads to predictivhg;h differ from the hypotheses
and conclusions of kinetic models with respectwo points. First, we observed that the
number N(t ) of different DNA beads visited by the protein hetabsence of attractive terms
in Vpuarror, that is when 1d sliding cannot take place, dassfoilow the square root law
which would be expected for a purely diffusive pes and is implicit in kinetic models. Fig.
6 shows thatN(t )nstead increases linearly with rage= 109" till it approaches the total
number of DNA beads in the cell. In Sect. 3 we admely ascribed this linear time

dependence to either the not-so-infrequent cofisiavith DNA or to the fact that our
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dynamical model takes electrostatic interactioms account, while kinetic models usually do
not. Moreover, kinetic models predict that factkta diffusion might speed up the search time
by a factor of approximately 30 [20], while we dbtd a maximum factor of about 2
(k=184 pus® for e,yor/e, =1 againstx = 109us’ for the repulsive potential). This
discrepancy with kinetic models might result frame above-mentioned linear dependence of
N(t) in the absence of 1d sliding, which implies thdt rBotion is as not as inefficient
compared to 1d sliding as in kinetic models.

The proposed model can (must) be improved witpaeisto several points. To our
mind, the roughest approximation concerns the prptehich we describe as a single bead

with an electric charge.,,; placed at its center. For large valueseg{,,, this leads to the

cage effect discussed in Sect. 3 (see Fig. 11)tartdo frequent intersegmental transfers.
Without trying to provide as detailed a descriptas) for example, in [38,39,54], a better
approximation would still consist in consideringgtprotein as a set of interconnected beads
with a certain charge distribution. It will be inésting to check whether the ratesand the
maximum search time speed up factor obtained vaghimmproved model match those of the
present one. Moreover, the present model deschbescertain proteins like transcriptions
factors proceed via a succession of 1d sliding Zohanotion to sample the DNA sequence,
but it provides no clue to how the protein recogreiand fixes to its specific target during 1d
sliding. Incorporating this point in the model wadértainly require a finer description of the
DNA sequence : a bead will no longer describe ak&b successive base pairs, but rather a
single base pair, and each DNA bead will interaith \the protein beads via heterogeneous
distributions of charges and hydrogen bonds. Othessible improvements include
consideration of the torsion of the DNA sequenn&pduction of some interaction between

DNA transient bubbles and 1d sliding of the praotetio...
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FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figure 1 (color online) : Plot, as a function of the dislarﬂrjyk —rPROTH between the two

beads, of the interaction potentid,,-ror D€tween the protein bead and bdadf DNA
segmentj, for three different values o0&, ,;/e,, (0.3, 2 and 5) and a purely repulsive

potential, which is just the repulsive part of paential withe,;o-/€,a = 0.3 Vpoyaeror 1S

expressed in eV an#tljvk —rPROTH in nm. Note that the three curves withyo/€yn = 0B
and 5 all display a minimum located aﬁrj,k_rPROTH=5'04 nm, close to

O = apya + Appor = 928 NM.

Figure 2 (color online) : Profile of the number of DNA beagler unit volume as a function of
the distance from the centre of the cell after an integrationet of 30 us. The maximum of
the curve was arbitrarily scaled to 1. This profilas averaged over 64 different trajectories
with 2000 DNA beads.

Figure 3 (color online) : Comparison of results obtainedhvdifferent time stepd\t. Both

plots show the evolution dli(t ,Xhe number of different DNA beads visited by phetein at

timet. It is considered that a DNA bead and the prage@in contact if the distance between

the centers of the two beads is smaller tana,,, +amror = Ba8 The top plot shows
the evolution of N(t )for the system with 2000 DNA beads,,,;/€e,,, = ahd time steps
At =25 and 100 ps. The bottom plot shows the evolutiomN¢f) for the system with 4000
DNA beads, .o/ €5, = 1and time stepdit = 10@nd 400 ps. Each curve was averaged

over 6 different trajectories.

Figure 4 (color online) : Plot, as a function of the ragg,,;/ e, , of the portion of timeo,,

during which the protein remains attached to a DNéad. The abscissa axis actually

corresponds to the variation ef.,; at constante,,, . Circles and lozenges denote results
obtained with, respectively, th#’j,k_rPROTHSJ and Hr j,k‘prOTHSl50' criterions for

interacting beads. The point at,,;/e,y» = Was obtained with the repulsive potential of
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Fig. 1. Each point was averaged over 12 differeajettories propagated for 100 us for the
system with 2000 beads.

Figure 5 (color online) : Evolution ofN(t ) the number of different DNA beads visited by
the protein at timd, for the system with 2000 DNA beads and the imtgva potential
Vonarror With €sx01/€5y4 =1 (solid line) and the repulsive potential of Figidbtted line). It

was assumed that the protein is attached to ke@dDNA segmenf if |, ~Tpeor|< 0.

Each curve was averaged over 6 different trajeztorThe time evolution of a diffusive

process withD = 10(eadé ps is also shown for the sake of comparison (dasteddine).

Figure 6 (color online) : Plot ofin(L- N(t)/(mn)) as a function oft/(mn) for the system
with mn=2000 DNA beads and the repulsive potential of Fig.l\ll(t) corresponds to the
dotted line in Fig. 5. The dot-dashed straight liepresents the same plot for the expression

of N(t) in Eq. (3.1) and arate = 1Q9s™.

Figure 7 (color online) : Typical protein trajectory forelsystem with 2000 DNA beads and
the ratio e.zo;/ €5, = 1 This plot indicates, at each time, to which behdvhich DNA

segment the protein is eventually attached. Tintennals for which no position is indicated

correspond to those periods where the protein igimgan the solvent. It was assumed that

the protein is attached to beladf DNA segment if Hrjyk —rPROTH <0o.

Figure 8 (color online) : Evolution of the numbeé(t of different DNA beads visited by the
protein during 1d sliding. Calculations were penied with 2000 DNA beads and the ratio
€ror/ €ona =1. N(t) was averaged over 43 sliding events with the ¥alhg properties : (i)

each sliding event lasted more than 1 pus, (ii) ghetein did not separate from the DNA
segment by more thasmduring more than 0.07 us, (iii) the protein beatirtbt reach one of
the extremities of the DNA segment. The dot-daskied corresponds to a diffusion

coefficient D,, = 6.7 bead$ps".

Figure 9 (color online) : Evolution of the numbeé(t of different DNA beads visited by the

protein, for seven values oé.;,;/€,, ranging from 0.3 to 5 and for the repulsive
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DNA/protein interaction potential of Fig. 1. Eaclhiree was averaged over 12 different

trajectories for the system with 2000 beads. It agmimed that the protein is attached to bead

k of DNA segment if Hr].’k —rPROTH <o.

Figure 10 (color online) : Same as Fig. 9, except that itamsidered that the protein is

attached to beakiof DNA segmenj if Hr].’k —rPROTH <150 instead otﬂrj’k —rPROTH <o.

Figure 11 (color online) : Plot, as a function of the raBg,,;/e,\., Of the average number

of DNA beads that are attached to the protein wheloes not move freely in solution. The

abscissa axis actually corresponds to the variatioe..,; at constante,,, . Circles and
lozenges denote results obtained with, respectivetiie [r;, ~rppof <o and

Hrj,k_rPROTHS]"SJ criterions for interacting beads. The point at,,;/e,, = WABS

obtained with the repulsive potential of Fig. 1.cEgoint was averaged over 12 different

trajectories propagated for 100 ps for the systetim 2000 beads.

Figure 12 (color online) : Evolution ofN(t )the number of different DNA beads visited by
the protein at timé, for the system withe, /€,y = &and 990, 2000 and 4000 DNA beads.
It was assumed that the protein is attached to keddDNA segmeni if Hrjyk —rPROTHs o.

Each curve was averaged over 6 different trajezsori

Figure 13 (color online) : Solid line : plot ofn(1- N(t)/(mn)) as a function ot/(mn) for
the system withe,;or/€,y, = FBnd 990, 2000 and 4000 DNA beads (the curvesd0 2nd
4000 beads nearly superposes)(t) corresponds to the curves in Fig. 12. The dot-esh
straight line represents the same plot for the esgion ofN(t) in Eq. (3.1) and a rate
k =184 pst.
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FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2

density of DNA beads (arbitrary units)
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4

probability p,

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

’
’
’
’
’
’
= . ’
’
’
’

2 3

€proT / €DNA

28




FIGURE 5
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FIGURE 6

In (1 - N(t) / (m=n))
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FIGURE 7

DNA bead number
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FIGURE 8

1d sliding
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FIGURE 9
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FIGURE 10
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FIGURE 11

number of attached DNA beads
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FIGURE 12
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FIGURE 13

In (1 - N(t) / (m=n))
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