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Abstract

A coarse-grained computational model is used to investityed effect of a fluctuating fluid
membrane on the dynamics of patchy-particle assembly iinti3 capsid-like cores. Results
from simulations for a broad range of parameters are predeshowing the effect of varying
interaction strength, membrane stiffness and membramesity. Furthermore, the effect of
hydrodynamic interactions is investigated. Attractioratmembrane may promote assembly,
including for sub-unit interaction strengths for which @e$ not occur in the bulk, and may
also decrease single-core assembly time. The membranéngudde is strongly increased
by hydrodynamic interactions. The membrane deformatio® issimportant in determining
the finite-time yield. Higher rates may decrease the ertrppnalty for assembly and help
guide sub-units towards each other but may also block padias from being completed. For
increasing sub-unit interaction strength, three regimiéls ifferent effects of the membrane

are identified.
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1 Introduction

The formation of the protein shell of viruses has, due toatative simplicity and importance in
many diseases, become one of the most well-studied exanfigel-assembly. Although viruses
are typically assembled within the cells of their host, thecpss may also be triggered in a bulk
solution of viral proteins by changing the pHSuch experiments have stimulated the application
of simple computational modéi$=' to help understand assembly processes.

Whilst much modeling has focussed on the formation of viragseds in the bulk, in recent
work investigating the growth of viral shells around theengme, the assembly of simple sub-units
attracted to a flexible polymer was simulat&8interaction with the polymer was found to allow
assembly for parameters for which it would otherwise nouacEncapsulation of spherical nano-
particles has also been considered both in experitiamid in simulationt!:12 Experimentally, it
was demonstrated that shells resembling different typesralf particles could be assembled by
varying the nano-particle diameter.

Beyond interactions with an encapsulated genome, thelsasrauch evidence that membranes
play an important role in assembly for many virugé='In a recent publicatio’? we presented
results on the effect of fluctuating membranes on the egiuili of a system of self-assembling
patchy colloids, designed to assemble viral core-likecstmes, from Monte Carlo (MC) simu-
lations22 We found a non-monotonic dependence of the promotion ofnalsiyeon membrane
stiffness, as well as the formation of membrane buds. It soofse true that such effects would
be observable in an analogous experimental system afticisof time and to be expected that
they will influence the products of dynamical assembly. Hasveon relevant timescales, self-
assembly processes may not reach equilibrium and the pioohay be affected, for example, by
kinetic trapst24 It is therefore of foremost interest to consider simulasiavith realistic dynam-
ics. Key dynamical features that we capture in our simuhetiare the viscosity of the membrane
and hydrodynamic interactions, the inclusion of which midgralynamics both quantitatively and
qualitatively2®

Two key factors in the present work are attractions to thedlting membrane and hydro-
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dynamic interactions. Previous computational studieelsudied the effect of each of these
individually on the clusters formed by isotropic sphericalloids. Hydrodynamic interactions
were found to change both the size and shape of cluétexilst attraction to a membrane was
found to induce the formation of linear chains on the surf&deurther, attractions of particles to
a membrane surface may cause the formation of 88 or tube-like structures?:31

Here, as a simple model to gain insight into the effect of memés on the dynamics of self-
assembly, we consider primarily the same, patchy-partglé-units®:32 which may assemble
twelve-component cores, as in our previous wéfland simulate their assembly using a dynam-
ically realistic method. As previously, our sub-units aceigled to a membrane modeled using
particles bonded to form a triangulated surfd8é# The target core structure has icosahedral sym-
metry, similar to many viruses, although in reality enveldyviruses are larger. The remainder
of the paper is organized as follows. In secfidn 2 we desaibiesimulation models and in sec-
tion[3 present results from MC simulations on the equilibriaf the system. We then move on
to dynamical simulations, describing simulation methadseactiorf #. We present results for the
twelve-component cores in sectibh 5 and compare them to sesuéts for some other cores in

sectior[ 6. Finally, we conclude in sectidn 7.

2 Simulation Models

Rather than only considering enough sub-units to form jasttarget structure as in our previous
work,22 we now simulate 180, allowing a maximum of 15 complete covdsetassembled. Whilst
it is expected that in experimental and biological situadid is also likely that a larger number of
sub-units will be available than required for one complétecsure, this choice was additionally
made for computational efficiency, so that, on a feasiblesicale, although assembly of all pos-
sible cores may not occur, some complete cores will form. Wieilste a membrane composed of
1156 particles. The simulation set-up is sketched in[Hig).1(

The interactions between sub-ungs,and between sub-units and membrane partiohssare
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Figure 1. (a) Simulation set-up. Sub-units, which are ahidcal, are rendered in yellow, with
positions, but not extents, of patches for interaction$wither sub-units in red. Positions of
patches for interactions with the membrane particles at#ua. The membrane is modeled as a
triangulated surface of bonded particles. The particlesiiog the surface edge are confined to a
frame region, which is located at a distanggne from the periodic boundaries. In simulations
with hydrodynamics, a stochastic rotation dynamics (SRiJent composed of point particles is
included. Interactions between SRD patrticles are effebyefirst dividing the entire system into
a grid of cells of siddg. (b) The radial part of the inter-sub-unit or sub-unit-mearie potential,
U (r), with a well-deptte is split into attractive (green) and repulsive parts (réd).The attractive
part is multiplied by factors of the forfang(0), where is an angle that depends on the relative
orientation of the interacting particles. (d) Sketch of nesrtum transfer between SRD patrticles
in a cell: (i) Only particles within one cell interact. (ii)eocities are subtracted from all particles
such that the centre of mass velocity is 0. (iii) All veloegtiare rotated, as signified by the heavy
arrow, around a random axis, by a given angle. (iv) The sat#davelocities are added back on so
that total momentum is conserved.

identical to those used in our previous wéflbut we describe the important features again here.
The potentials are based on a Lennard-Jones form. As shokap if??), the potential is split into
attractive Uy, and repulsivelrep, parts. The interaction of two particlésand j, separated by

(i # J), with orientations; andQ;j, either both sub-units or a sub-unit and a membrane particle



is given by

Uij (rij,Qi,Qj) = Yarea [Urep(rij) + VattVorientUatt(rij)} ) (1)

where the forms oy andUrep are shown in Figl]1(b)yarea, Yatt @nd Yorient are dimensionless
factors that take different forms fesandmsinteractions. Fossinteractionsyarea = yait = 1 and,

as depicted in Fid.]1(a), there are 5 patches on each subaiméh are arranged symmetrically
around a singlans patch. The minimum ofJgy is set t0—&ss  VYorient IS Used to control the
patch width, and it has the form of a product of three fundiohthe form shown in Fid.]1(c),
see also the Supporting Information. For the first two fagttne argument is the angle between
the interacting patches and the centre-to-centre veigjorThe parameters for determining patch
width, see Figll(c), are set # = 6; = 0.2. In contrast, for the third factor, the argument is
the angle between the projections of the membrane patchtioatolane perpendicular 1g; and

6o = 6, = 0.4. The third factor represents the torsional stiffness ofgin interaction$.

For msinteractions, the minimum dfl; is set to—&ms In these interactions, only the sub-
units are patchy, having one patch. Parameters for the aer@ational function composingyient,
see Fig[dL(c), aréy = /4 and 6, = 0.2, and there is no penalty for sub-units rotating around
rij. Since, typically, assembling proteins will only be ableattzess one side of a membrane, we
choose to make only one side of the membrane in our simukatitiractive to sub-unit& This is
achieved by settingy;: = 1 if a sub-unit interacts with the “upper” side apg; = O if it interacts
with the “lower” side. Theyyrea factor is proportional to the area of surface that surrouhds
interacting membrane particle. The length scales&interactions is chosen ags= 2.5lp and the
length scale fomsinteractions isoyms= 1.75g. For the exact functional forms used in tb&and
msinteractions, see the Supporting Information.

The membrane is modeled as in #&but we describe the key features again here. As depicted
in Fig.[(a), the membrane is composed of particles bondédrio a triangulated surface. To
include membrane fluidity, MC moves that flip bonds betwedfexdint particles are include¥.
The typical separation between bonded membrane partglgsmaintained by a potential that

has a flat central region but diverges @My and 133lp, see Supporting Information. We perform



simulations in a box of size 4&x 49 x 45lg, giving a sub-unit number density within the range
for which yield was found to weakly depend on concentrafioks in our previous worké? we
consider a range aksthat, at equilibrium in the bulk, covers the crossover to ptate assembly
of all cores. Although approximately centered around theesgs value, for the larger number
of cores considered here, the crossover is broXdemd so a wider range afs is used. The
same range ofms as in ref22 js considered, chosen to cover the crossover from freefysilifg

to membrane-bound structures. The stiffness of our menehisanontrolled by a parametag,
through a potentialUpend = Ap(1 — N - nj), applied to all pairs of neighboring triangles in the
surface, wher@; andn; are the unit normal vectors of the triangles. We simulatagithie three
middle values from our previous wodé A, = v/3ksT, 2v/3ksT and 4/3ksT: at equilibrium, this
covers the crossover from cores being able to cause budtlihg ocnembrane to them not being
able to. As discussed in our previous wééthis range of bending stiffness is at the lower end
of that expected for biological membranes. Given that imMiudding” intrinsic curvature is
expected to be important, which is neglected in our modelpmding stiffness in our simulation
is most relevant in terms of the cost of deformation.

Although our focus is on dynamical simulation, we first invgate the equilibrium of the sys-
tem for comparison. For this purpose, we use MC simulatiengloying a similar approach as
in our previous worlké? On the other hand, for molecular dynamics (MD) simulatiovs jnclude
hydrodynamic interactions using a stochastic rotatioradyies (SRD) solvent® a coarse-grained
method in which the fluid is represented by point particldeD$atrticle interactions are effected
by dividing the system into a grid of cells, of sitlg at regular intervals and exchanging momen-
tum by a rotation through a certain angle of velocities redato the cell centre of mass velocity.
This procedure is shown schematically in Fif. 1(d). To ust#rd the influence of hydrodynamic
interactions, we also simulate using a method that negteets, Langevin dynamics (LD), in
which the effect of the solvent is represented by uncordleandom, as well as drag, forc&s?0

To simulate a tensionless membrane, rather than box regédliwe use a new membrane

boundary condition, recently introduced byswhich is compatible with SRD. The edge of the



membrane is attached to a square frame, with sides pogit@ne distances;ame into the simu-
lation box, as depicted in Figl 1(a). For those triangleshigurface that have a side that forms
part of the membrane edge, a bending potential of the same dsrthat between neighboring
triangles is applied, except that the unit normal of thenggla is compared to a unit normal to the
frame-plane. The distaneg,ame May increase and decrease during the simulation. To allow fo
deformation, the number of membrane particles bonded téréimee may also vary, with corre-
sponding changes to the number of bonds in the bulk of thaceyl, k. For more details of
the membrane boundary condition, see the appendix o#t¢ifie functional form of the confining
potential is also given in the Supporting Information. Fonsistency, this approach is also used

in MC and LD simulations, in which, of course, the solventhsent.

3 Resultsfrom equilibrium ssimulations
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Figure 2: Results from MC simulations. Average yield of coatg coresyield), as a function
of sub-unit-membrane interaction strengéys and inter-sub-unit interaction strengtfys, for
different membrane stiffnesses,: (a) Ap = v/3ksT; (b) Ap = 2v/3ksT; (C) Ap = 4v/3kgT.

We first present, in Fid.l2, results from MC simulations onytiedd of complete cores, defined
to be a cluster of 12 bonded sub-units, each unit making 5$tmdther cluster members. Two
sub-units are defined to be bonded if their interaction gniesrg: —0.25¢ss. Interaction strengths
for different simulations lie on a grid from.D2 tokgT in spacings of M8kgT for gns and from
4.5t0 802kgT in spacings of B2kgT for £55 Systems at different parameters were run in parallel

using Multicanonical Parallel Temperifg.For each data point in Figl 2, approximatelyx 4.0°



attempted MC moves were performed, including abouti* Hybrid MC moves?#? as well as
Aggregate Volume Bias moves. These were both found to significantly speed up relaxatite. T
largest error for a single data point was estimated to betdbh6uSimilarly to our results with one
core2? for A, = v/3kgT and 2/3kgT at highergms the assembly of the cores causes the membrane
to form buds, although these now generally contain multijolees. For\, = 4v/3kgT, budding
did not occur. Again as for single cores, for highs, assembly occurs for lower values&f; the
membrane promotes assembly. Here, membrane-dependesis issembly does not occur to the
same extent as for highisbecause, due to steric repulsion, only a fraction of thescoray interact
with the membrane at once, typically about 4 cores in the wésege a bud is formed. Whereas for
one core, the range over which promotion occurred was glésgest ford, = v/3ksT, here the
results forAp = 21/3kgT are very similar. This may be because multiple cores togetifectively

form a larger object deforming the membrane.

4 Dynamical simulation methods

We next give details of our dynamical simulation methodse BRD particles have massand
number density per celff = 5. We define our unit of timeg = lo,/m/kgT. Collisions are per-
formed everyAt.o = 101ty and we use an SRD rotation angleBfgiving a fluid viscosity of
n¢ = 2.5m/lgtg.#* We apply a SRD-cell level thermostat that conserves momemdumaintain
the temperaturé® Membrane particles are coupled to the SRD solvent by inotuttiem in the
collision step28 There will typically be about one membrane particle per SRDand we set their
mass toym, giving a short-time friction coefficiefimem= 15.8(m/tp).44

Unlike membrane patrticles, sub-units have rotational elegpf freedom and so are coupled to
the SRD solvent using bounce-back boundary conditfSrSor their interactions with the fluid,
sub-units are treated as solid spherical particles of salid |g, having mas = ‘g"na:”my and
moment of inertid = %Maz. EveryAtyoung= 10 2to, the SRD particles are checked. If an overlap

with a sub-unit is detected, then the SRD particle with viyog is first moved by—%Atboundu and



then shifted radially to the edge of the sub-uniffom the centre, wherlg| = a. This scheme is
based on the fact that for SRD particles the average crossitige sub-unit boundary is halfway
through a time step. It was found to function well in previeusrk.2® A bounce-back collision is

then performed: the radial, , and tangentialy;, components ofi are updated according to

U™ = (1-AuI+AV,

1-B 2
new _ old
YT = et tpeYl @)
Here, A = % B =™ and the surface velocity = v+ w x r, wherev is the centre of mass

velocity of the sub-unit and is its angular velocity around an axis that passes througlee¢hntre

of mass. Eq.12 is valid for = %Maz. After all overlapping SRD particles have been rebounded,
corresponding changes to the sub-unit velocity and angelacity, Av = 7 5 (ui‘"OI — ui”eW) and
Aw="Tyrx (ui"'oI —u™"), wherei indexes the different rebounded particl‘,les, are applietdab t
moment:jm and energy are conservedMIfs> m, SRD particle velocities relative to the surface
are completely reversed; for our parametdrs: 20m.

Overlapping of embedded particles in an SRD fluid may lead $puaious depletion attrac-
tion.# In fact, even if particles are prevented from overlappitg bounce-back scheme may
need to be iterated due to the possibility of a fluid partiokeracting with more than one solute
particle withinAtpoung We avoid these issues by choosing the excluded volumeidogsub-unit
interactionsgss= 2.5lp, so that the typical closest approach of two sub-unit fluidieses~ 0.5l
is much greater than the typical displacement of a fluid giartt 10~2l,.

Bounce-back interactions between SRD patrticles and endoectalloids lead to spurious slip
at the colloid surface. Methods exist to ameliorate thisigyihtroduction of virtual particles but,
for mobile colloids, this was found to lead to deviationsirexpected thermal distributiod8.In
our simulations, the concern is moot anyway, because ofifitegppancy between the radii chosen
for inter-sub-unit and sub-unit-fluid interactions. Efigely, there is a slip-velocity at the sub-unit

surface, as defined by its interactions with other sub-pwitsch has contributions from these two
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different sources. Given that the sub-units are typicadlyresenting protein complexes, which
are rough on length-scales up to many solvent molectfieather than smooth colloids, this is
reasonable.

For bounce-back boundaries, the short-time friction coieffits for the sub-units may be cal-
culated using a modified Enskog thed®/For our parameter choice, this gives coefficients of
{v = 62.0(m/tp) and {,, = 73.3(ml3/to), for linear and angular velocities respectively. Compar-
ing the corresponding correlation timég,/{, andl /{,,, to typical thermal velocities, we obtain
values of 0071 and Q04 for the typical length and angular displacements oveckwthe sub-unit
motion is correlated. These are smaller than the typicarsgjon of sub-units and patches, given
by oss= 2.5lg and~ 0.4 respectively, so that at the scale that assembly occusibra,nit motion
is diffusive. Similarly, the length scale over which memiegarticle motion is correlated islly.

To obtain parameters for simulations without hydrodynaimieractions, we simulated single
sub-units and membrane particles in a box of the same sitabtigged for assembly with an SRD
solvent. The friction coefficients extracted were lowerrtlize short-time values due to long-time
hydrodynamic contributions. These friction coefficienerainput to LD simulations. In this way,
the hydrodynamic contribution to the self-diffusion coa#nts is included but hydrodynamic in-
teractions between different particles are neglected.|#enrative approach to simulating without
hydrodynamics is to use an SRD fluid and randomize partidtecitees at every step. For colloids,
however, this has been found to introduce an unphysicahgagffect2?

Membrane fluidity is included by performing a certain numbgattempts to flip bonds be-
tween neighboring pairs of membrane partiéfesvery 10 'ty. The membrane viscosity is set by
the level of attempted bond-flips and we consider three rdifferates:Np_puik, 107 *Ny_puik and
102Ny_puik attempted bond-flips per 1dto, whereN,_pik is the number of bonds in the bulk of
the membrane and the resulting numbers are rounded to iateBye considering Poiseuille flows
in two-dimensional membrané$ the corresponding membrane viscosify, may be estimated.
For the highest rate of flips the value is estimated to h& 39.1m/ty,%° whereas for the lower

rates we estimate 138+ 0.6m/tg and 119Gt 60m/tg respectively. For a lipid bilayer in water, the
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ratio of membrane to fluid viscositiel,, is typically around 1- 10um.2° In our simulations the
solvent viscosityn; = 2.5m/lptp so that, if our sub-units represent capsomers with a sizéen t

order of 10nm?! then the ratio of their hydrodynamic radiuslfois around the expected range.

5 Resultsfrom dynamical ssmulations

We next present results from our dynamical simulationgerhttion strengths for dynamical sim-
ulations were chosen to coincide with those for MC simulaialthough fewer were considered
due to higher computational costs. A closer spacing betweehighest interaction strengths was
chosen as it was expected that the most interesting resaitkliee found here. All averages are
taken over at least five independent runs and in some caseenv&Ve consider the same values of
Ap, and als@Emsandéessin the same range, as for the equilibrium MC simulations. Weikate pri-
marily using SRD but, foA, = v/3ksT and 2/3ksT, we also simulate using LD for comparison,
to gain insight into the importance of hydrodynamic intéi@ts. LD simulations were essentially
identical to the SRD ones expect that, rather than havinglaegteractions with an explicit fluid,
sub-units and membrane particles were, at each MD integratep, subject to random and friction
forces3949The system was initially simulated for eithex@ 0%t with SRD, or 2x 10% with LD,
without attractive interactions. These times were chosdreiang sufficient to allow membrane re-
laxation. Subsequently, attractions were switched on hadgystem was simulated for a further
5 x 10%g to gather results. In contrast to the MC results, for théestifnembrane), = 4v/3ksT,
with the highest membrane-sub-unit interaction strenglly, s = kg T, in some, though not all
runs, budding occurred.

Were it possible to run the dynamical simulations indeflgjti¢is expected that results would
eventually converge to those found for the equilibrium datians. However, as the simulation
progresses, further assembly becomes increasing slove asifiply of free sub-units is depleted
and eventually relies on rearrangement of sub-units betyweaeially formed structures, possibly

moving into or out of a membrane bud. It is thus necessary tmsh a finite simulation time
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shorter than that required for complete assembly and @iglyithe results obtained will depend on
it. For our chosen simulation time, the maximum yield obedrn any simulation isz 50% of the
possible maximum. It is nonetheless sufficient for the ¢ftéthe membrane on assembly to be

apparent. However, the finite time chosen should be bornerid when considering the results.
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Figure 3: Plots as a function of sub-unit-membrane intesactrength g, and inter-sub-unit
interaction strengthess at different timest, increasing from left to right in intervals of:d 10,

for membrane stiffnesgy, = 2/3kgT and membrane viscosity, = 1333m/tg, from SRD simu-
lations. (a) The average yield of complete corg#ld). (b) The average total interaction energy
between sub-units, relative to the interaction stren@ifls/ess). (c) The average total interaction
energy between sub-units and the membrane, relative tot&ection strengthlUms/Ems)-

First, in Fig[3, we plot the averages of various quantitgea function of,sandess at different
simulation timest, for A, = 2/3kgT andnm = 1333m/tg. Considering Fig.13(a), at later times,
the largest number of correctly assembled cores are obtéane¢he second highests, 7.38kgT.
This is close to the optimal value obtained in previous Woskth a very similar model of about
7.14kgT. Although for the highest valuesss = 8.02kgT, the total interaction energy between
sub-units relative to the interaction strength is somewdwaer, see Fig.13(b), this corresponds to
many incomplete cores assembling, thus starving the systdree sub-units. This kinetic trap
is not related to the membrane and has often been obserwadysiy. In contrast, for higress,

increasing attraction to the membrane hinders completnasly due to the membrane enveloping,
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or partly surrounding, partial cores too quickly, thus @mting sub-units or other partial cores
from approaching them. The fast envelopment is apparenigiri3: where it may be seen that,
for high emsandesg the interaction energy of the sub-units with the membrapeaaches its final
value much more quickly than the yield. Similarly to the MGuls, a promotion of the finite-time
assembly for loness at highems occurs.

Comparing results for equilibrium, Figl 2, to those from dgmical simulations, there are sev-
eral differences. Clearly, for equilibrium results, kiieetraps do not play a role. Furthermore,
the interaction strength at which assembly starts is dlidbiver at equilibrium than after a finite
time in dynamical simulation. For the lowesfs, éms= 0.12kgT, where the membrane does not
play a significant role and assembly occurs in the bulk, wdeeed equilibrium there are complete
cores atess= 5.46kgT, albeit at a relatively small yield, no complete cores wenenfed within
the allowed time in dynamical simulations. Similarly, trenge of parameters for which there is

assembly promotion is larger for the equilibrium results.
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Figure 4: Average time until the first complete core is asdethit), as a function of membrane-
sub-unit interaction strengtlay,s, for inter-sub-unit interaction strengtbss = 6.42kgT (red) and

gss= 7.38kgT (green), with different membrane viscositieg; = 35.1m/ty (A); Nm = 1333m/ty
(®); Nm = 1190m/to (M). (a) Membrane stiffnesay, = 2v/3kgT. (b) Ap = 4v/3kgT.

Considering Figl 13(a), we note that a time lag before corepteres are assembled, seen in
previous work? is apparent for many data pointstat 10%o, including foress= 7.38kgT and low
Ems Where the yield is highest at later times. However, for solaa points, primarily with high
gms SOMe complete cores are already present=afl0*tg: as well as causing a higher yield for
low gssonce assembly has progressed significantly, attractidmetonembrane may also speed up

the formation of a single core. By confining sub-units to dexe, the effective size of the space
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that they must search to find each other is reduced. The memlonay also mediate effective
attractions, directing sub-units and partial cores towaath othe? and, if deformation occurs, it
may bring membrane-attached sub-units closer togetheretsely, deformation of the membrane
may also tend to block assembly, preventing partial coms freing accessed by sub-units or other
partial cores, leading to an increase in assembly time. Thetef the membrane on single-core
assembly times is also shown in Hig. 4, where we plot the geetime until the first complete
core in the system is formed, which we den¢teg, as a function okys We note that, since this
guantity is based on a single assembly event, large fluohstivere seen for lower interaction
strengths and for some parameters additional simulati@ns man. For both membrane stiffnesses
shown,Ap = 2v/3kgT and 4/3kgT, (T) tends to be lower for higlmsfor ess= 6.42kgT, whereas
for ess= 7.38kgT the curve is flatter. For sub-unit interaction strengths dra approximately
optimal for bulk assembly, the process is sufficiently fasit the membrane does not afféc},
whereas for lower values it may cause a significant speed-lqevever, we note that, for high
Ems With some parametersr) shows an increase. This is consistent with the membrané&ibtpc

assembly.
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Figure 5: Plots of the average yield of complete cofg®ld), as a function of membrane-sub-unit
interaction strengthgms for membrane stiffnesgy, = v/3kgT att = 5 x 10%t. From simulations
with SRD (solid lines, filled symbols) or LD (dashed lineseasymbols), for different membrane
viscosities: nm = 35.1m/ty (blue, A/A); Nm = 1333m/ty (green, ®/0); Nm = 1190m/ty (red,
B/J); and sub-unit interaction strengtleg, as indicated on the panels (a) - (d).
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Figure 6: Plots of the average yield of complete cofg®ld), as a function of membrane-sub-unit
interaction strengthems, for membrane stiffnesdy, = 2¢/3kgT att = 5 x 10%,. From simulations
with SRD (solid lines, filled symbols) or LD (dashed lineseasymbols), for different membrane
viscosities: nm = 35.1m/ty (blue, A/A); nm = 1333m/ty (green, ®/0); Nm = 1190m/ty (red,
B/J); and sub-unit interaction strengtleg, as indicated on the panels (a) - (d).

We next consider the average yield of complete cofg®ld), measured at the end of the
simulation, at time = 5 x 10%o. We present results for all the different parameter sets ave h
simulated, except for the lowesds, for which only a very small amount of assembly occurred at
the highestns We split the results into 3 figures by membrane stiffnégs= /3ksT in Fig.[5;

Ap = 2¢/3kgT in Fig.[8; A, = 4v/3ksT in Fig.[@. Within each figure, results are divided by
into four different sub-figures labelled (a) - (dyield) is plotted as a function afi,s, with curves
corresponding to different membrane viscosities and stian methods indicated by different
colors, symbols and line types. Rather than describe inlde&aspecific features of each figure,
we discuss the general trends that arise and pick out itiregdsatures.

Overall, asgsis increased, we identify three different trends for firtitae assembly with real-
istic dynamics. Firstly, atss= 5.46kgT and 642kgT, both lower than the bulk-assembly optimal
value, increasingms, Which tends to increase the membrane deformation raté iagaines, may
promote finite-time assembly. With higl,s, assembly also occurs for valuessg§ where there is
no bulk assembly within our simulation time. However, thie @ which the membrane deforms is

important. Itis influenced by various factors, for example $trength of the attraction of sub-units
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Figure 7: Plots of the average yield of complete cofg®ld), as a function of membrane-sub-unit
interaction strengthems, for membrane stiffnesdy, = 41/3kgT att = 5 x 10%,. From simulations
with SRD, for different membrane viscositiegyn = 35.1m/tg (blue, A/A); nm = 1190m/ty (red,
W/00); and sub-unit interaction strengtlegs, as indicated on the panels (a) - (d).

to the membrane or membrane viscosity, and results in congpeffects on assembly. Increasing
it via gmsmay at first aid assembly, as seen in the initial increaggi@id) with ensin parts (a) and
(b) of Figs[® {7, but when it is too high the yield may decresga&in, as is seen particularly clearly
in Fig.[8(a) and (b). Results depend on factors such as membiscosity and hydrodynamic in-
teractions: decreasing membrane viscosity or includindydgynamic interactions both increase
the deformation rate. Attraction to, deformation of, andapsulation within, the membrane is
expected to decrease the sub-unit entropy such that tleeehffe in entropy between unassembled
and assembled states is less. Additionally, the deformatidhe membrane may help to guide
sub-units attached to it towards each other. It is expedtatithese effects will all play a role
in promoting assembly, although their relative importantey not be easily deduced. However,
if the deformation occurs too quickly, before complete saee formed, the membrane will hin-
der further sub-units, or other partial cores, from apphnasg the partial structure, preventing its
completion.

Interestingly, in this lowess regime, finite-time assembly is promoted evenXge= 4/3kgT,
Fig.[4(a)-(b), although for this membrane stiffness buddinly occurs for the highest,s. For this

membrane stiffness, results do not depend on membranesitigamnfirming that here budding
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does not play a role. Despite a lack of envelopment, it is ebqukthat attachment to the membrane
will nonetheless reduce the entropic cost of forming a phctire. A second plausible mechanism
is a local increase in sub-unit density near the membrariecgurin contrast, for the lower twiy,,
Fig.[B(a)-(b) and Fid.l6(a)-(b), the membrane deformataie does play a role. Comparing SRD
and LD results, simulations with hydrodynamic interacéishow a larger promotion of finite-time
assembly asysis increased, at least initially. For some parameters thlel yiecreases again &g

is increased further and this drop off occurs earlier witddegynamic interactions. Furthermore,
particularly for A, = 24/3kgT, membrane viscosity)n, is also important. Especially for SRD
results, decreasing, shifts the point at which the finite-time yield begins to dese to lowegns
Interestingly, the effect of hydrodynamic interactionsl anembrane viscosity are much stronger
for Ap = 2/3kgT than forA, = v/3kgT.

In the second regime, fags= 7.38kgT, at about the bulk-assembly optimal value, increasing
Ems tends to decrease the finite-time yield. Here, there is rangtdependence on membrane
viscosity or hydrodynamic interactions and, additionafigsults are quite similar for all three
membrane stiffnesses. This suggests membrane deformatiwt crucial, rather the decrease
in yield may occur because attraction to the membrane presibie faster assembly of partial
cores, bringing the system into the monomer starvationttrapis only seen in the bulk for higher
Ess

Finally, for the highestss, €ss= 8.02kgT, where there is a monomer starvation kinetic trap for
bulk assembly, there is no clear effect of the membrane otefime assembly. Since assembly,
at least of partial cores, occurs very quickly in the bullsules here are likely dominated by non-
membrane-associated assembly.

In Fig.[8 we show snapshots of final configurations from sitioiies with A, = 21/3kgT and
Nm = 1333m/ty. For gms= ksT andess = 7.38kgT, Fig.[8(a), for which the average yield was
reduced compared to the logys value, three of the four cores encapsulated in a bud that are
depicted are incomplete. This snapshot corresponds toptimal 55 regime. In contrast, for

Ems= 0.6kgT andess= 6.42kgT, Fig.[8(b), for which the average yield was enhanced conapare
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Figure 8: Snapshots from simulations with SR at 5 x 10%ty with membrane stiffness\, =
21/3kgT and membrane viscositym = 1333m/ty: (a) Membrane-sub-unit interaction strength,
Ems= ks T and inter-sub-unit interaction strengtgs= 7.38kgT; (b) ns= 0.6kg T, €ss= 6.42kgT.
Sub-units are shown in yellow and membrane particles inmgr&mnly sub-units within & of a
membrane particle are plotted. Membrane particle size &éas teduced to make structures within
buds more visible. Completed cores are circled in blue,stpirtially assembled ones are circled
inred.

to low gns value, only one of the four cores encapsulated, or partailyapsulated, in a bud that
are depicted is incomplete. This snapshot correspondsetdotin ss regime. Although these

shapshots only depict the situation in two individual ruhgy illustrate how the membrane may
block assembly completion when its deformation rate is igh by preventing partial cores from

being accessed by sub-units or other partial cores.

A useful quantity to indicate the amount of membrane defoionasr ¢;ame the distance from
the edge of the simulation box of the frame to which the edgl@imembrane is bound, which
increases as the membrane distorts its shape out of the plarshow how changing membrane
viscosity, and including hydrodynamic interactions, itiéhe rate and extent of membrane defor-
mation, we plot, in Fid]9{rframe> as a function of time witi, = 2v/3kgT andess= 6.42kgT for
different gns from 0.36kgT. Apart from the loweskn,s the membrane deformation occurs faster
and to a greater extent for simulations with hydrodynamidgdrodynamic interactions increase
the rate of budding. Since budding requires the whole of tambrane to move, correlations medi-
ated by hydrodynamics promote it. Furthermore, for SRD &tions at the highest twayg, there
are also significant differences between membrane visessiith a trend as expecte@tframe> is

largest for the smallest viscosity.
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Figure 9: Plots of the average position of the frarz('rerame>, as a function of timet, for mem-

brane stiffness)p = 2v/3kgT and inter-sub-unit interaction strengths = 6.42kgT. From sim-
ulations with SRD (solid lines, filled symbols) or LD (dashetes, open symbols), for different
membrane viscositie$],, = 35.1m/tg (blue, A/A); Nm = 1333m/ty (green.@/O); Nm = 1190m/ty
(red, ®/0J); and sub-unit-membrane interaction strengths:gga)= 0.36kgT; (b) €ms= 0.6kgT;
(C) &ms= 0.84kgT; (d) ems=kgT.

We next consider the distributions of cluster sizg,in our simulationsH (n¢). In Fig.[10, we
plot distributions forA, = 2y/3kgT andnm = 35.1m/tq at three different times. Fags= 6.42kgT,
the lowestess for which, in dynamical simulations, there is bulk assemtigre are few clusters
with intermediate sizes whegy,sis low. At all times considered, the majority of clusters afe
size two; at later times there is an additional peak at sizdvisy corresponding to complete cores.
In contrast, whergysis high, the attraction to the membrane stabilizes interatectluster sizes
at early times. At later times, the clusters have grown beipisak near twelve is less sharp, with
similar numbers of cores of size ten and eleven, and also Brgex ones. This shows the effect of
the membrane blocking the completion of partial cores.do @een for highegss, £ss= 7.38kgT,
where the distribution for loveysis much flatter at early times with many clusters of interraéali
sizes.

In Fig.[11, we show the effect of membrane viscosity on thetelusize distribution. We
plot results from the end of the simulations, at time 5 x 10%g, again forA, = 2/3ksT. With

gss= 6.42kgT, we see that, for the highest viscosity, increasipgleads to a distribution that is
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Figure 10: Histogramd, of cluster sizenc, for membrane stiffness\, = 2v/3ksgT and mem-
brane viscosity/jm = 35.1m/t at different timesf: t = 1 x 10%p (red); t = 3 x 10%, (green);
t = 5 x 10%g (blue); with different parameters: (a) Membrane-sub-im#raction strengthgms =
0.12kgT and inter-sub-unit interaction strengtys = 6.42kgT; (b) Ens= kaT, €ss= 6.42kgT; (C)
Ems= 0.12kgT, &5s= 7.38kgT; (d) gns= kaT, &5s= 7.38KgT.

more strongly peaked at twelve. In contrast, for the lowestosity, although increasing,sdoes

lead to more larger clusters, it also gives a much broadéntlison around twelve. A similar
effect occurs foess= 5.46kgT: for this &sstoo, when membrane viscosity is low, highs causes
the membrane to encapsulate the assembling capsids tddygbiocking their completion.

As in similar previous model8 the concentration of our sub-units is relatively high conepa
to experimental systems, and furthermore the number ofusits-in a completed core is low.
These choices are necessary for computational tractabulit have the consequence that the as-
sembly rates in our simulations are much higher than experial ones. Assuming that sub-units
correspond to capsomers of size on the order of 10nm, anchimgtthe drag coefficient of our
sub-units, we estimate that our simulation length is ardimg, wherea vitro2* andin vivo®?
experiments have observation times on the order of mintitass, a direct quantitative comparison
cannot be made. Our results rather demonstrate how thefraterobrane deformation compared
to the assembly rate may affect the success of the lattethdramore, they show how properties
such as membrane viscosity, which might be varied expetatigroy changing lipid composi-

tion23 are expected to impact on the assembly process. Since th@idsoidance of kinetic traps,
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Figure 11: HistogramsH, of cluster sizen., for membrane stiffness\, = 2v/3kgT at time,

t = 5 x 10%, for different membrane-sub-unit interaction strengtruesat ems = 0.12kgT (red);
e€ms = 0.6kgT (green); ens = ksT (blue); with different parameters: (a) Membrane viscos-
ity, Nm = 1190m/tp and inter-sub-unit interaction strengttys = 6.42kgT; (b) Nm = 35.1m/tp,
Ess= 6.42&pT;(C) Nm = 1190M/tg, £ss= 5.46kgT; (d) Nm = 35.1M/tg, £ss= 5.46KgT.

the interactions between assembly viral capsomers areajpirelatively weak®* and thus the

first, low gss regime identified is mostly likely to be relevant to theseteyss.

6 Other target cores

We have investigated the effect of a membrane on core asgefibbsahedral cores. Itis expected
that many of the qualitative features of the results, suctm@snterplay between the membrane
promoting assembly by confining sub-units and hinderingyiblocking additional sub-units or

other partial cores from approaching partial structurelsp& general to other target structures. To
gain more insight into the transferability of the findingotber core shapes, we finally, in Hig]12,
present results on the yield obtained when the target siiésé changed from the icosahedral
core. As for icosahedra, we define a cluster to be a completetste when it contains the correct
number of sub-units for the target structure and each sitlpatth on each sub-unit forms a bond
with another member of the cluster. We choose sub-unitspéatbhes such that their interactions

are minimized for cubic and dodecahedral struct§r€herwise, parameters such as patch width
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Figure 12: Plots of the average yield of complete structuggsld), as a function of membrane-
sub-unit interaction strengtlg,;s and inter-sub-unit interaction strengs at timet = 5 x 10%g
for membrane stiffness\, = 21/3kgT and membrane viscosityn = 1333m/ty: (a) Sub-units
with interactions to form a cube. (b) Sub-units with inté¢racs to form a dodecahedron. Note
the different scales fofyield) and also the higher values efs as compared to the results for
icosahedral cores.

are unchanged, with the membrane patch still lying on thensgtry axis as defined by the sub-
unit patches and pointing outwards in a complete structarboth cases, the sub-units only have
three patches for bonding with other sub-units and thus fexer bonds in a complete structure.
Correspondingly, the range efswas shifted up by aboutkgT but the range o&ysremained the
same.

We simulated fol\, = 2\/3kgT andnm = 1333m/to. For both cubes and dodecahedra, as for
icosahedra, budding of the membrane occurred for bighln Fig.[12(a), many of the features of
the finite-time assembly of icosahedra are reproduced floexuFor higrens there is finite-time
assembly at lowegssthan for lowens There is also an increase in finite-time yield with incragsi
Ems for the lowestess for which assembly occurs without significant attractiortite membrane.
Unlike for icosahedra, at least for these membrane parasyetes yield does not drop off again
asemsis increased further. This may be because, since they arpas®ed of less sub-units, cubes
assemble faster than icosahedra. For the highgshowever, there is a reduction in finite-time
yield with gy, similar to results for icosahedra.

As observed in previous workfinite-time yields of dodecahedra, Figl12(b), were low. How
ever, here again, there is evidence that attraction to thebrame may promote assembly fg

for which it would otherwise not occur. Although it is not agwpnt in our results, as seen in pre-
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vious work with a very similar modéiit is expected that, if the sub-unit interaction strengthiave
increased sufficiently, the same non-membrane-relatestikitrap that is observed for icosahedra

would also be seen for cubes and dodecahedra.

7 Conclusions

To summarize, we have applied a simple patchy-particle inodavestigate the effect of inter-
actions with a fluctuating membrane on the dynamics of theraBly of core structures with the
same symmetry as many viral cores. As well as interacti@mgths, the key parameters we varied
were membrane stiffness and viscosity. We also considkeegftect of hydrodynamic interactions
by simulating both with SRD and LD. As at equilibrium, for essbly with realistic dynamics, at-
traction to a membrane may promote finite-time assemblyg, falssub-unit interaction strengths,
&ss for which it does not occur in the bulk. Furthermore, $g¢less than the optimal bulk value,
attraction to the membrane also decreases the single-seeendly time.

Membrane budding occurred in dynamically realistic sirtiates and its rate was strongly in-
creased by hydrodynamic interactions, as well as by lowehe membrane viscosity. The rate of
membrane deformation is important in determining the abdewpield after finite time. Relatively
high rates may promote assembly by increasing the envelopaieassembling cores and thus
decreasing the entropic penalty and also by guiding suts-tmwards each other. However, if the
rate is too high, the membrane may block partial cores fromgoeompleted. Three regimes with
different effects of the membrane were identified. E@iess than the bulk optimum, finite-time
yields depend intricately on a combination of all paranmseterd may both increase and decrease as
attraction to the membrane is increased. &gabout equal to the bulk optimum, finite-time yields
do not depend strongly on the membrane deformation rateesmackd decrease as attraction to the
membrane is increased. Fag higher than the bulk optimum, assembly in the bulk is affe:dte
a monomer starvation kinetic trap and the membrane hasilitiluence.

Finally, results with qualitative similarities were alsauhd for core structures with cubic and
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dodecahedral symmetries. In future work it would be inténgsto investigate more different

structures, in particular much larger cores.
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Definitions of the functions used in inter-particle intdrans and the confinement of membrane
particles to the frame. In this version the Supporting Infation is included below. This material

is available free of charge via the Internehattp: //pubs.acs.org/k

8 Supporting Information

We define the various functions used in the interactions éetvparticles and in the confinement
of the membrane particles to the frame. The repuldivs,, and attractivelJ4, radial potentials

used for inter-sub-unit and sub-unit-membrane interastare given by,

4[(5)" - (9)°+]
forr <r,
Urep(r) = (3)
0
forr >ry,
\
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and

forr <ry,

4e ()~ (9)"

forry <r <rsg,
Uatt(r) = 4)
a(r —re)2+b(r —re)3

forrg<r <re,

forr >re,

\

wherer is the particle center separatian=2Y6g, rs = ()0, rc = §irs, a= —%1{’12% and

b= —%2%. In the range's < r <r¢, a polynomial interpolation is used foky(r) so that the
potential goes smoothly to¥.

Patchy interactions are produced by multiplyldg by Yorient(fij, Qi,Qj), wherefj; is the
unit vector pointing between the particle centers f@pén orientation. For inter-sub-unit interac-
tions, Yorient IS composed of three, and for membrane-sub-unit interastomly one, factor of the

following functional form2?

1
for 6 < 6y,
cog[(/2)(6 — 6)/ 6]
F(0;60,61) = 5)
for 6o < 6 < 6o+ 64,
0
\ for 8 > 6o+ 64,

wherefy and6, are parameters that define patch width.
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The bond interaction between two bonded membrane partichesl j, is given by?

0
for rijj < 1.18,
(80kgT)exp1/(1.180—rij)]/(1.33lp—rij)
Ubond(Tij) = (6)
for 1.15p < rjj < 1.33lo,
o0
\ for rij > 1.33lo,

with rij = |rij| = |rj —r;

, Wherer; is position of particle. Additionally, an excluded volume

potential is applied between all pairs of membrane pa#dicle

0
for rijj < 0.67,
(80kgT)exp1/(rij —0.85lg)]/(rij — 0.67p)
Uev(rij) = (7)
for 0.67p < rjj < 0.89,
0
\ for rijj > 0.85.

These potentials set minimum distance between membratiel@ato 0671p and the maximum

bond length to B33lp. The total aread, of the membrane is constrained with a potential,

Uarea= (kBT>(A_AO)27 (8)

whereAg = (\/§/4)I§Ntri and N, the number of triangles in the membrane surface, may vary.
Membrane particles forming the edge of the surface are ceohfin a frame region, located a

distance frame into the simulation box. Within a volume of cross-sectigi 4lg, where the larger
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extension is out of the plane in which the membrane would benebed in a stretched configuration,
confined membrane particles experience a flat potentiBk@f,e Eframe may be used to control
the average of frame and is set by comparison with tensionless simulations paed with box
rescaling®® When confined membrane particles move out of the centralqgiatte frame they

experience a potential essentially identical to that useéxcluded volume,

[ Eframet (80kaT)exp—1/r]/(0.180—r)

Uconfine(l) = for0 < r < 0.18, 9)

forr > 0.18lp,

wherer is the distance of the confined membrane particle from thgeslopoint within the flat-

potential region.

References
(1) Hagan, M. FAdv. Chem. Phy2013, 155 (in press), arXiv:1301.1657.
(2) Fraenkel-Conrat, H.; Williams, RRroc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA955, 41, 690-698.
(3) Rapaport, DPhys. Rev. 2004, 70, 051905.
(4) Nguyen, H.; Brooks Ill, CNano Lett.2008, 8, 4574—-4581.
(5) Hagan, M.; Chandler, Biophys. J2006, 91, 42-54.
(6) Wilber, A.; Doye, J.; Louis, A.; Lewis, Al. Chem. Phy2009, 131, 175102.
(7) Johnston, I.; Louis, A.; Doye, J. Phys.: Condens. Matt&010, 22, 104101.
(8) Elrad, O. M.; Hagan, M. FPhys. Biol.2010, 7, 045003.

(9) Mahalik, J.; Muthukumar, MJ. Chem. Phy<2012, 136, 135101.

28


http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.1657

(10) Sun, J.; DuFort, C.; Daniel, M.-C.; Murali, A.; Chen,, Gopinath, K.; Stein, B.; De, M.;
Rotello, V. M.; Holzenburg, A.; Kao, C. C.; Dragnea, Broc. Natl. Acad. Sci. US2007,
104, 1354-1359.

(11) Elrad, O. M.; Hagan, M. Rano Lett.2008, 8, 3850—3857.

(12) Williamson, A. J.; Wilber, A. W.; Doye, J. P.; Louis, A..&oft Matter2011, 7, 3423—-3431.
(13) Gelderblom, H.; Hausmann, E.; Ozel, M.; Pauli, G.; Kddh Virology 1987, 156, 171-176.
(14) Ono, A.Vaccine2010, 28, B55-B59.

(15) Miyanari, Y.; Atsuzawa, K.; Usuda, N.; Watashi, K.; Hisi, T.; Zayas, M.; Barten-
schlager, R.; Wakita, T.; Hijikata, M.; Shimotohno, Kat. Cell Biol.2007, 9, 1089-1097.

(16) Shavinskaya, A.; Boulant, S.; Penin, F.; McLauchlanBartenschlager, Rl. Biol. Chem.
2007, 282, 37158-37169.

(17) Forsell, K.; Xing, L.; Kozlovska, T.; Cheng, R.; Gardff. EMBO J.2000, 19, 5081-5091.

(18) Ng, C.; Coppens, I.; Govindarajan, D.; Pisciotta, Byl8ev, V.; Griffin, D.Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA2008, 105, 16326—16331.

(19) Simon, L.Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA972, 69, 907-911.

(20) Siegel, P.; Schaechter, Mnnu. Rev. Microbiol1973, 27, 261-282.
(21) Bravo, A.; Salas, MJ. Mol. Biol.1997, 269, 102-112.

(22) Matthews, R.; Likos, C. NPhys. Rev. Let2012, 109 178302.

(23) Frenkel, D.; Smit, BUnderstanding Molecular Simulation: from Algorithms topApations

Academic Press: London, 2002.

(24) Zlotnick, A.; Aldrich, R.; Johnson, J. M.; Ceres, P.;uvig, M. J.Virology 2000, 277, 450—
456.

29



(25) Kikuchi, N.; Gent, A.; Yeomans, Eur. Phys. J. E2002, 9, 63—66.
(26) Whitmer, J. K.; Luijten, EJ. Phys. Chem. R011, 115 7294—7300.
(27) Sart, A.; Cacciuto, APhys. Rev. Let2012, 108 118101.

(28) Reynwar, B.; lllya, G.; Harmandaris, V.; Miller, M.; &mer, K.; Deserno, MNature2007,
447, 461-464.

(29) Zhang, R.; Nguyen, T. Phys. Rev. 2008, 78, 051903.

(30) Sart, A.; Cacciuto, APhys. Rev. LetR012, 109, 188101.

(31) Bahrami, A. H.; Lipowsky, R.; Weikl, T. RPhys. Rev. Let2012, 109 188102.

(32) Bianchi, E.; Blaak, R.; Likos, C. NPhys. Chem. Chem. Phy11, 13, 6397-6410.
(33) Gompper, G.; Kroll, DJ. Phys. 11996, 6, 1305-1320.

(34) Noguchi, H.; Gompper, G2hys. Rev. 2005, 72, 11901.

(35) Matthews, R.; Likos, C. NSoft Matter2013, 9, 5794-5806.

(36) Ouldridge, T. E.; Louis, A. A.; Doye, J. . Phys.: Condens. Matt&010, 22, 104102.
(37) Lerner, D. M.; Deutsch, J. M.; Oster, G.Biophys. J1993, 65, 73—79.

(38) Gompper, G.; Ihle, T.; Kroll, D.; Winkler, RAdv. Polym. Sci2009, 221, 1-87.

(39) Dunweg, B Langevin Methods” in Computer Simulations of Surfaces émerfaces Pro-

ceedings of the NATO Advanced Study Institute (Kluwer Acad®, 2003; pp 77-92.
(40) Ladd, A. JComp. Phys. Commug009, 180, 2140-2142.
(41) Faller, R.; Yan, Q.; De Pablo, J.Chem. Phys2002, 116, 54109.

(42) Mehlig, B.; Heermann, D.; Forrest, Bhys. Rev. B992, 45, 679—-685.

30



(43) Chen, B.; Siepmann, J. Phys. Chem. BR001, 105, 11275-11282.

(44) Kikuchi, N.; Pooley, C.; Ryder, J.; YeomansJJChem. Phys2003, 119, 6388.

(45) Whitmer, J.; Luijten, EJ. Phys.: Condens. Matt&010, 22, 104106.

(46) Padding, J.; Wysocki, A.; Léwen, H.; Louis, A.Phys.: Condens. Matt&005, 17, S3393.
(47) Padding, J.; Louis, A2hys. Rev. 006, 74, 031402.

(48) Pettit, F. K.; Bowie, J. UJ. Mol. Biol. 1999, 285 1377-1382.

(49) Belushkin, M.; Winkler, R.; Foffi, GSoft Matter2012, 8, 9886—9891.

(50) Petrov, E. P.; Schwille, Biophys. J2008, 94, L41-L43.

(51) Baker, T.; Olson, N.; Fuller, $4icrobiol. Mol. Biol. Rev1999, 63, 862—922.

(52) Baumgartel, V.; Muller, B.; Lamb, D. G/iruses2012, 4, 777—799.

(53) Espinosa, G.; Lopez-Montero, |.; Monroy, F.; LangeWnProc. Nat. Acad. Sci. US2011,
108 6008—-6013.

(54) Zlotnick, A.Virology 2003, 315 269-274.
(55) Humphrey, W.; Dalke, A.; Schulten, Kournal of Molecular Graphic4996, 14, 33-38.
(56) Bordat, P.; Reith, D.; Muller-Plathe, J.. Chem. Phy2001, 115 8978.

(57) Miller, W.; Cacciuto, APhys. Rev. 2009, 80, 021404.

31



	1 Introduction
	2 Simulation Models
	3 Results from equilibrium simulations
	4 Dynamical simulation methods
	5 Results from dynamical simulations
	6 Other target cores
	7 Conclusions
	8 Supporting Information

