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Coarse-grained (CG) molecular simulations have become a standard
tool to study molecular processes on time- and length-scales in-
accessible to all-atom simulations. Parameterizing CG force fields
to match all-atom simulations has mainly relied on force-matching
or relative entropy minimization, which require many samples from
costly simulations with all-atom or CG resolutions, respectively.
Here we present flow-matching, a new training method for CG force
fields that combines the advantages of both methods by leverag-
ing normalizing flows, a generative deep learning method. Flow-
matching first trains a normalizing flow to represent the CG proba-
bility density, which is equivalent to minimizing the relative entropy
without requiring iterative CG simulations. Subsequently, the flow
generates samples and forces according to the learned distribution
in order to train the desired CG energy model via force matching.
Even without requiring forces from the all-atom simulations, flow-
matching outperforms classical force-matching by an order of mag-
nitude in terms of data efficiency, and produces CG models that can
capture the folding and unfolding transitions of small proteins.
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Molecular dynamics (MD) simulations have become a ma-
jor computational tool to study biophysical processes on

molecular scales. Presently, MD simulations at all-atom resolu-
tion can reach multiple microseconds for small to medium-sized
protein systems on retail hardware. By using special-purpose
Anton supercomputers (1, 2) or combining distributed comput-
ing with Markov State Modeling (3, 4) or enhanced sampling
approaches, it is possible to probe millisecond-timescales and
sometimes beyond (5, 6).

Despite this progress, many biomolecular processes of inter-
est exceed these time and length scales by orders of magnitude.
Also high-throughput simulations that would be needed, e.g.,
to screen protein sequences for high-affinity protein-protein
interactions, cannot be efficiently done with all-atom MD.

A common approach to go to larger time- and length-
scales or high-throughput simulations, is coarse-grained (CG)
molecular dynamics (7–22). In “bottom-up” coarse-graining,
one defines a mapping from the all-atom representation to the
CG model (e.g. by grouping sets of atoms to coarse-grained
beads). The choice of mapping determines the resolution and
has to suit the system as well as the scientific question, which
is by itself a challenge (13, 16, 23, 24). Given that the CG
mapping is chosen, a frequently used CG principle is known as
thermodynamic consistency in the coarse-graining literature
and as density matching in machine learning: the CG model
should generate the same equilibrium distribution, as one
would obtain from a fully converged all-atom simulation after
applying the coarse-graining map to all simulation frames (13).
In principle, the requirement of thermodynamic consistency
uniquely defines the effective energy function for the CG model,

which is also known as the potential of mean force (PMF).
Provided that the quantities of interest can still be computed
from the coarse-grained representation of the molecule, the
PMF is the “exact” effective coarse-grained energy function
that can predict the same thermodynamic quantities as the
all-atom ground truth model. However, the PMF by definition
involves high dimensional integrals that cannot be estimated
for nontrivial systems in practice. A pivotal challenge is to find
a good approximation for the PMF with tractable functional
forms to serve as the CG potential (13).

Among the techniques for such bottom-up modeling (13,
15, 25–28), two methods have been explicitly developed to ap-
proach thermodynamic consistency: variational force-matching
(also known as multi-scale coarse graining) (26, 27) and rela-
tive entropy minimization (28). Force-matching (Fig. 1a) is
straightforward to implement but requires the forces on the
CG particles from all-atom sampling. Because these instanta-
neous forces depend on all degrees of freedom, they provide
a very noisy signal that makes training the CG force field
data inefficient. This approach has been connected with the
blooming field of machine-learned potentials and led to several
successes (20–22). Relative entropy minimization (Fig. 1b),
as well as the related method of Iterative Boltzmann Inver-
sion (25), do not require forces to be recorded and are more
data-efficient, but require the CG model to be re-simulated
during the iterative training procedure, which can make train-
ing extremely costly and even lead to failure in convergence.
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This manuscript presents a third alternative—the flow-
matching method, which proved to be more efficient. Our
approach combines aspects of force-matching and relative
entropy minimization with deep generative modeling. The
centerpiece of this novel method is a normalizing flow (29–31),
a generative neural network that can approximate arbitrary
probability distributions by transforming them into simple,
easy-to-sample prior distributions. Once trained, normalizing
flows can generate uncorrelated samples and compute normal-
ized probability densities, energies, and forces, which makes
them an exciting emerging tool for physical applications (32–
38). For example, Boltzmann generators (32) use flows that
are trained on MD data and energies as one-shot importance
samplers for molecular equilibrium distributions.

Flow-matching applies normalizing flows to the coarse-
graining problem. Like force-matching and relative entropy
minimization, it starts from CG samples in equilibrium, which
are usually created by mapping snapshots from an all-atom
simulation to the CG space. In order to find a thermodynam-
ically consistent CG potential, the method proceeds in two
steps (Fig. 1c). First, a normalizing flow is trained by density
matching, such that it learns to sample directly from the target
ensemble. Second, the CG equilibrium distribution that the
flow has learned is taught to a CG force field by force-matching
to coordinate/force pairs generated by the flow.

While this stepwise approach leans on the same underlying
principles as previous coarse-graining methods, it avoids their
key limitations. In contrast to force-matching (Fig. 1a,c), it
does not rely on atomistic reference forces, which are usually
not stored in MD simulations. Furthermore, the flow can
generate an indefinite number of “synthetic” configurations
and forces, which do not carry noise from the atomistic en-
vironment. In contrast to relative entropy minimization (28)
and iterative Boltzmann inversion (25), flow-matching does
not require continuously re-simulating the CG model during
training, as the flow can generate independent samples that
represent the thermodynamic equilibrium (Fig. 1b,c).

Using the flow only as an intermediate offers complete free-
dom in choosing the functional form of the final CG force field.
In particular, the candidate potential can incorporate the de-
sired physical symmetries and asymptotics (20, 21) as well
as share parameters across chemical space (22). Conversely,
directly using a normalizing flow as the CG force field would
not be a good idea, because transferable properties cannot be
easily incorporated into invertible (29, 31) or at least statisti-
cally reversible (39) neural networks, which are required by
the flows. To this end, flow-matching combines the advantages
of normalizing flows and energy-based models in a novel and
efficient way.

As a proof of concept, we apply the method to the coarse-
graining of small protein systems. We show that accurate CG
models can be fit to equilibrium trajectories without using
atomistic forces or intermediate simulations. Even when forces
are available, we find that flow-matching is much more data-
efficient than force-matching and yields surprisingly accurate
force fields on small data sets.

Coarse-graining with Flow-matching

Coarse-graining with thermodynamic consistency. We con-
sider a molecular system with atomic coordinates R ∈ R3N in
thermodynamic equilibrium following an equilibrium distribu-

tion

µ(R) ∝ exp(−u(R)) [1]

where u is the reduced potential energy of the system, whose
exact form depends on the choice of the ensemble, e.g.
u(R) = U(R)/kT for the canonical ensemble with potential
energy U(R), temperature T and Boltzmann constant k.

Coarse-graining considers a mapping Ξ : R3N → R3n that
projects fine-grained states R onto a lower-dimensional rep-
resentation r. In the present work, we only consider linear
and orthogonal maps, r = ΞR. For non-orthogonal or even
nonlinear maps, the subsequent mathematical treatment must
be generalized (40). As an example, the conformational dy-
namics of a protein with N atoms can be projected onto a
chosen set of beads by only considering the Cα-atoms in the
backbone. Coarse graining with thermodynamic consistency
aims at parameterizing a CG model which yields the same
density over the coarse-grained coordinates as the marginal
distribution from the original system, i.e.,

ν(r) =
∫
dR µ(R) · δ[ΞR=r](R). [2]

The CG model is often defined by a CG potential V (·; θpot)
with parameters: ν(·; θpot) ∝ exp(−V (·; θpot)). Two conven-
tional parameterization approaches will be introduced below.

Variational force matching. One option is to optimize a can-
didate potential V (·; θpot) with the force information from
the ground-truth potential u (Fig 1a). Given a set of fine-
grained samples (e.g., MD trajectory) D = (R1, . . . ,RT ) with
corresponding forces f(R) = −∇u(R), it is shown that the
thermodynamically consistent CG potential (Eq. 2) can be
approximated by the potential minimizing the variational
force-matching loss (27)

L(θpot) = ER,f∼D
[
‖Ξff +∇ΞRV (ΞR; θpot)‖22

]
, [3]

in which Ξf is a force mapping operator dependent on map
Ξ. When infinite samples D and all functional forms for V
are available, the minimization of the loss (Eq. (3)) yields
exactly the thermodynamically consistent potential defined
by Eq. (2). Even with finite samples and restrictions on the
V (·; θpot), the result from the loss minimization still provides
a variational approximation in practice. Because of their
enhanced expressivity, neural networks with physical inductive
biases have been shown to be a useful model class for the
parameterization of V (·; θpot) (20, 22).

Density estimation / relative entropy method. Force matching
requires the mapped CG forces to be saved during fine-grained
sampling, which is not common practice. Alternatively, one
can directly learn a CG model via density estimation on the
observed conformational space. Density estimation aims at
minimizing the following objective

L(θpot) = ER∼D [− log ν(ΞR; θpot)] . [4]

The minimizer can be interpreted as the maximum-likelihood
solution of an energy-based model trained on the projected
samples ΞD = (ΞR1, . . .ΞRT ). This approach can be related
to the relative entropy method in molecular simulation (28)
and is used for training an energy-based model in the field of
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Fig. 1. Overview of the flow-matching method. a) Classical force-matching: the parameters θpot of a coarse-grained potential V (·; θpot) are optimized to minimize the
mean-squared error of model forces with respect to projected atomistic forces f on the training configurations r. b) Relative entropy methods: simulations are performed with
the coarse-grained potential to produce samples and enable evaluating (and minimizing) the relative entropy. c) Present method: the parameters θflow of a normalizing flow
are first optimized to match the CG density from the ground-truth samples r. This defines the flow-based potential V(·; θflow). The samples and forces from the flow are used
to train a coarse-grained potential V (·; θpot) via force-matching. Slow/inaccurate sampling steps are highlighted in red. d) The normalizing flow architecture used in this work
to model V(·; θflow). After transforming the CG beads into an internal coordinate (IC) representation made from bonds (d), angles (θ), and dihedral torsions (ϕ) a trainable
stack of coupling layers transform them into uniform noise. e) The modified CG-Net architecture used in this work to model V(·; θpot). “AD” stands for automatic differentiation.
f) Chignolin in explicit solvent. The magenta spheres show the CG beads of the Cα model.



machine learning (41). Unfortunately, computing the gradients
of Eq. (4) with respect to parameters generates a sampling
problem. Computing the gradient contribution of the nor-
malizing constant involves sampling from the model density
ν, which means that the CG model needs to be periodically
re-sampled during training (Fig 1b).

Flow-based density estimation. We can avoid the sampling
problem of Eq. (4) by using the density ν(·; θflow) correspond-
ing to a model that can be efficiently sampled, such as nor-
malizing flows (29–31). Flows are invertible neural networks
Φ(·; θflow) : Rn → Rn that transform an easy-to-sample refer-
ence distribution q(z), e.g., a Gaussian or uniform density,
into our target density. If we sample z ∼ q(z) and transform
it into r = Φ(z; θflow) the resulting density is given by

p(r; θflow) = q
(
Φ−1(r; θflow)

)
· |JΦ−1(r; θflow)| . [5]

Inserting Eq. (5) into Eq. (4) we get an efficient training
objective. After training, the energy of the normalizing flow

V(r; θflow) = − log p(r; θflow) [6]

approximates the CG PMF.

Variational density estimation. Direct density estimation with
flow models suffers from the fact that the flow architecture is
constrained in order to represent an invertible function, which
compromises their representative power and training dynamics.
As a solution, we consider relaxing the bijectivity constraint by
introducing k additional variables and sampling a joint state
z = (z0, z1) ∈ Rn+k from a joint (Gaussian/uniform) reference
density q(z0, z1). Now we define Φ as an invertible coordinate
transformation (e.g., a flow model) over those joint n + k
degrees of freedom. Similarly as before, we get the output den-
sity p(r,η; θflow) of a transformed pair (r,η) = Φ(z0, z1; θflow).
The marginal density over r of this augmented model cannot
be computed efficiently. However, we can still optimize a vari-
ational bound of the likelihood: we first define a joint density
ν(r,η) = ν(r) · ν̃(η|r) by introducing a Gaussian conditional
density ν̃(η|r) and then minimize

L(θflow) = ER∼D,η∼ν̃(η|r) [− log p(ΞR,η; θflow)] [7]
≥ ER∼D [− log p(ΞR; θflow)] .

While such augmented normalizing flows (42, 43) allow to break
topological barriers and satisfy general density approximation
guarantees (39, 44), they come at the cost that the density
p(r; θflow), and thus V(r, θflow) as well as the corresponding
forces, can no longer be computed. However, we can still
compute a joint energy model over CG coordinates and latent
variables

V(r,η; θflow) = − log p(r,η; θflow), [8]

which can be used to train an arbitrary model of the CG
energy as follows.

Teacher-student force-matching. Our idea is to teach the in-
formation about the distribution of the CG coordinates r
contained in a trained latent-variable model V(r,η; θflow) to
a “student” CG potential V (r; θpot) that does not suffer from
the architectural constraints of flows. We first draw samples

(r,η) from our flow model and compute instantaneous forces
over CG coordinates r:

f̃(r,η; θflow) = −∇rV(r,η; θflow). [9]

Any given r may correspond to different f̃s, but on average
they give rise to the unbiased mean force:

f(r; θflow) = Eη∼p(ν|r;θflow)
[
f̃(r,η; θflow)

]
. [10]

This relation allows us to efficiently train an unconstrained
V (r; θpot) via the variational force-matching objective

L(θpot) = E(r,η)∼p(θflow)

[∥∥f̃(r,η; θflow) +∇rV (r; θpot)
∥∥2

2

]
.

[11]

As shown in the supplementary information (SI), the gradients
of Eq. (11) with respect the to θpot provides an unbiased esti-
mator that does not depend on θflow. The proposed approach
resembles conventional force matching for coarse graining, but
with the difference that it averages over fewer degrees η rather
than a larger amount of (mainly solvent) degrees of freedom.

As will be shown in the Results, the student model can
mitigate flaws in the flow models, namely samples that deviate
from physics laws (e.g., containing steric clashes) and the
ruggedness of the CG energy surface. The student model is also
regularized to entail a more robust CG potential than the direct
force output of the flow for molecular dynamics simulation.
In addition, the flexibility in choosing the functional form
of the CG energy function allows built-in symmetries such
as roto-translational energy invariance (20) and parameter
sharing for obtaining a transferable force field (22).

Fitting potential models on data by using approximating
force information is routinely used in the machine learning
community under the term score matching (45–48). Such work
focuses on minimizing the implicit score matching objective as
defined in Ref. (45), e.g., using denoising score matching (46)
or noisy approximations of the potential Laplacian (47). Yet,
to the best of our knowledge, no such prior work considered
explicit force-matching against a reference model which had
been fitted using a likelihood-based objective.

Results

We now employ the flow-matching method to obtain coarse-
grained molecular models of small proteins. To this end, we
train flows on the CG coordinate samples extracted from all-
atom simulation trajectories. Trained flow models can generate
CG coordinates and accompanying forces, which in turn are
used to train a neural CG potential via force matching. For
demonstration purposes, this work uses an improved version
of the CGnet architecture (20) to represent the CG force field
(see Methods). Therefore, these secondary CG models will be
denoted as “Flow-CGnets”.

Flow-matching learns accurate CG force fields. As a first ex-
ample, we consider capped alanine, also known as alanine
dipeptide, to demonstrate that flow-matching can learn ac-
curate CG force fields and achieve much higher statistical
efficiency than force matching. As in previous work (20, 22),
the CG mapping is defined as slicing out the coordinates of
five backbone carbons and nitrogens (Fig. 2a).

We quantify the accuracy of different methods based on
equilibrium statistics from either direct sampling (for flows)
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Fig. 2. Application of flow-matching on capped alanine. a) The CG mapping used
for the flow and CGnets, ϕ0, ϕ1 represents main chain torsion angles φ and ψ,
respectively. b) Free energy profile of capped alanine projected on the φ/ψ plane
(Ramachandran plot) for the all-atom ground truth from MD simulation (ground truth),
for the flow model, for the Flow-CGnet and for original CGnet model (baseline). The
latter three were trained against 20,000 data points from the reference data (indicated
by the vertical grey dashed lines in (c)). c) Model accuracy as a function of training
set size for capped alanine. Shown metrics are estimated KL divergence and MSE
between discrete free energies on the φ/ψ plane. Brown dashed curves correspond
to the flow after MLE training, while solid lines show values for the CGNets trained on
either the flow sample (blue) or the all-atom ground truth sample (orange).

or long simulation trajectories (for CGnets). We focus on the
joint distributions of the φ− and ψ−dihedral angles along the
backbone (i.e., Ramachandran plot, Fig. 2b), which are the
main degrees of freedom for this system (49). The ground
truth for comparison comes from all-atom MD simulation (2
microseconds in total, see Methods). As for baseline, we use
CGnets trained with classical force matching (20, 27) employ-
ing forces stored during all-atom simulations. As illustrated
by Fig. 2b, the flow and Flow-CGnet can recover the reference
distribution to a very good approximation when 20,000 ref-
erence conformations are used. In contrast, a normal CGnet
cannot effectively model the dihedral free energy in this low
data regime, even with the additionally available force informa-
tion: the free energy minima are more or less located according
to the ground truth, but the dihedral distribution smears over
the whole space. This comparison displays the advantage
of the flow-matching method, which infers the boundary of
energy basins as well as relative weighting between different
metastable states better than force-matching, especially for
regions rarely covered by the training data, e.g., at transition

states.

Flow-matching is more data efficient than force-matching.
The better accuracy of Flow-CGnet models can be attributed
to higher statistical efficiency. For illustration, we measure
the effects of the training set size on the KL divergence and
mean square error of torsional free energy, which are computed
on a discrete histogram against the validation data distribu-
tion (22). Concretely, we perform training with a varying
number of samples in the training set for both flow-matching
and baseline force-matching. Detailed training setup can be
found in SI.

It can be observed that the direct samples from the flow
model ranks first regarding both criteria (Fig. 2c), which ren-
ders the knowledge transfer to a student Flow-CGnet model to
be “lossy”. Nevertheless, the secondary model provides a po-
tential that is not only faster to evaluate, but also numerically
more stable for CG molecular dynamics. Despite that the flow
model automatically provides a differentiable energy function,
it is not fully accurate in regions with low Boltzmann proba-
bilities: a simulation with flow potential often visits spurious
states outside of the distribution and sometimes experiences
numerical blow-ups on the boundary of training data distribu-
tion. This issue is solved by our two-stage training strategy, in
which the CGnet can incorparate an additive, physics-inspired
term (i.e., the prior energy) to set simulation-friendly energy
barriers and rule out outlier conformations (20). Flow samples
with unrealistically high force magnitude or located in unrealis-
tic conformational regions can be filtered or reweighted before
feeding to the CGnet training (see Methods and SI). The re-
maining samples mostly lie in the high-probability region, thus
bringing informative forces for force-matching training. As a
result, the Flow-CGnet also benefits from the flow’s efficiency:
it achieves an equivalent performance of CGnet at full data set
size even with the smallest tested input data amount (Fig. 2c).

Putting the pieces together, here we offer an explanation
for the higher data efficiency of Flow-CGnet. The flow can ef-
fectively approximate a Boltzmann distribution with relatively
few observed conformations. Although its free energy surface
is not necessarily well behaved in local details, the flow can
generate abundant samples and forces according to the learned
distribution. Additionally, the augmentation channels in the
flow model are much fewer in number and have simpler dis-
tribution than the internal degrees of freedom in the all-atom
system, and therefore the flow’s sample forces have much less
noise than instantaneous forces stored in all-atom simulations,
and better represent the CG mean force. In this sense, when
a proper sample filtering scheme and regularizations on the
CGnet models are adopted, the flow can become superior to a
limited set of all-atom data in terms of the number of samples
as well as the signal-to-noise ratio of forces it feeds to the
secondary CGnet. The performance in this test case suggests
Flow-CGnets may extend the application of neural CG poten-
tials to more complex macromolecular systems, where usually
only a limited amount of conformations and no forces are
available.

Flow-matching of fast-folding proteins. The flow-matching
method is applied to molecular trajectories of four small
proteins from Ref. (5). We consider four proteins, namely
chignolin, tryptophan cage (trpcage), the α/β protein BBA
(bba), and the villin headpiece (villin) that consist of 10, 20,
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Fig. 3. Flow-matching results for four fast-folding proteins. From top to bottom: a) 10 exemplary folded samples from CG simulation (shown in half-transparent magenta)
superposed on the experimental structure (rainbow color scheme). b) free energy curve over RMSD for the MD, flow and Flow-CGnet samples with PDB structure as the
reference; c) RMSD time series excerpt from CG simulation showing folding and unfolding events; d) free energy landscapes of all-atom MD, flow and Flow-CGnet model over
TICs, red crosses, and rectangles denoting experimental structures and folded state according to MD trajectories, respectively;

28, and 35 amino acids, respectively (see Ref. (5) for simula-
tion details). These small proteins can be modeled by a flow
that operates fully in internal coordinates. As for other fast
folding proteins in Ref. (5), some only have a marginally stable
state that closely resembles the PDB structure throughout
the all-atom trajectories, e.g., BBL; for some fast folders, we
can acquire reasonable good flow models, but the folded state
cannot be stabilized by the subsequent Flow-CGnet models,
e.g., wwdomain and homeodomain; for the rest, the internal-
coordinate-based flow model cannot effectively capture the
full free energy surface (see Discussion section on scalability).
Each trajectory corresponds to at least 100 µs of all-atom MD.
Note that the trajectories do not contain atomistic forces, so
force-matching is not an option for parametrizing a CG force
field based on these data. Relative entropy minimization is dif-
ficult because it would require iteratively re-sampling the CG
model during training, introducing excessive computational
cost.

All four proteins are coarse-grained using one bead per

residue placed upon the alpha carbon (Fig. 1d). First, nor-
malizing flows are trained for each protein using likelihood
maximization on the Cα coordinates. Second, synthetic posi-
tion/force pairs are generated by the flow, of which the outliers
are filtered and reweighted according to the extent they ex-
ceed the force magnitude boundary and violate the minimum
pairwise distances, respectively. Last, the protein-specific
CGnets are optimized via force-matching on the processed
flow samples. The final CGnets are simulated using Langevin
dynamics with parallel tempering to produce equilibrium sam-
ples from the CG model. The trajectories from the replica at
the same temperature as the all-atom simulation are used for
the analyses below. In order to show folding and unfolding
events occur without enhanced sampling strategies, we also
performed pure Langevin dynamics simulations with learned
Flow-CGnet models. The details on the procedure of training
and simulation as well as hyperparameter choices can be found
in Methods and SI.



Flow-CGnets recover native structures. Figure 3 compares
protein folding between the atomistic and CG simulations.
All CG models recover the folded PDB structures up to 2.5Å
RMSD, which is of similar quality as the reference all-atom
simulations. Figure 3a shows representative structures from
the CG simulations superposed with the experimental crys-
tal structures, demonstrating excellent agreement. The free
energy plots over the RMSD (Fig. 3b) indicate that the CG
conformational distribution matches the projected all-atom
trajectory for the folded basin: the free energy valleys with
the lowest RMSD values are centered around almost the same
RMSD value and have nearly indistinguishable widths between
the CG and MD densities, which indicates that all CG models
accurately represent the flexibility of their respective folded
states.

Flow-CGnets match the folding thermodynamics qualitatively.
Moving into the unfolded region (RMSD ≥ 5Å in Fig. 3b), the
match between atomistic and CG free energies deteriorates.
While all CG models exhibit the characteristic folding energy
barrier, the height of this barrier and the folded/unfolded ratio
differ between the MD and CG data. Generally, the folded
states are less stable in the CG model. While the flow differs
by less than ≈ 1 kT from the all-atom result, the Flow-CGnet
underestimates the folding free energy by up to 3 kT .

Nevertheless, frequent transitions between folded and un-
folded configurations were observed in 50 ns simulation runs
without parallel tempering (Fig. 3c). This assures that the
models still keep the two states kinetically connected.

Flow-CGnets approximate folding intermediates and path-
ways. Figure 3d show the joint densities over the first two
TICA coordinates (50–52) (see SI for TICA details). These
reaction coordinates visualize the slowest processes in the MD
simulation, which correspond to folding and unfolding, see
SI for details. The Flow-CGnet densities resemble the atom-
istic densities, showing that the global patterns in the folding
process are captured. The match deteriorates with increasing
sequence length: for chignolin the Flow-CGnet recovers the
shape of the distribution well, for trpcage and bba some minor
metastable states are missing, and for villin some regions that
are sparsely populated in the MD data are overstabilized.

Discussion

Training data requirements. Flow matching does not require
the forces to be saved with the simulation data, and is thus
more readily applicable than force matching. We have also
shown that matching the empirical distribution benefits data
efficiency. A drawback is that flow matching requires the
underlying all-atom data to come from an equilibrated en-
semble. However, this does not need to be achieved in long
simulation trajectories: reweighting from biased ensembles,
such as replica-exchange simulations, or reweighting of short
trajectories via Markov state models (3, 4) are possible.

There are also theoretical developments in generalizing
the force-matching method for non-equilibrium cases, such as
Ref. (53). In such situations (but generally whenever atomistic
force information is available), it might be beneficial to train
the flow by combining density estimation with force-matching.
Such a mixed loss can be especially efficient when using flows
with continuous forces (54).

Architectural choices for neural networks. The teacher neural
network needs to: (i) be trainable via (approximate) likelihood
on sampling data, (ii) permit efficient sampling, and (iii) allow
us to compute the instantaneous forces (Eq. (9)). We found
that smooth mixture flows (54) on the internal coordinates
are able to reproduce the CG conformational distribution
very accurately. Other latent variable models, including dif-
ferent normalizing flow architectures as well as variational
autoencoders (55) and their generalizations (39, 56), could be
used as well. Examples of other generative networks used in
coarse-graining applications can be found in Refs. (24, 57, 58).

The student neural network is trained to represent the CG
energy. While here we used a modified version of the simple
CGnet method (20), this network could be replaced by more
advanced neural network architectures, such as SchNet (59)
or other graph neural networks (22, 60–66). In particular,
in order to train a transferable CG potential, one may train
separate system-specific teacher networks (e.g., flows) and use
a shared graph-neural network to gain a unified representation
of the CG energy.

Scalability to larger molecules. We observed that the CG
model quality deteriorated and eventually became unusable for
larger proteins. This is because the present normalizing flows
are built on a global internal coordinate representation. As the
length of the peptide chain grows, the target potential energy
becomes extremely sensitive with respect to these internal
coordinates. For example, a tiny rotation of one torsion can
easily cause steric clashes in a different part of the molecule.
Applying flow-matching to larger molecules will likely require
different featurizations. Other work (32–34, 37, 38) has also
found suitable flow architectures for small molecules, pro-
teins, and even explicitly solvated systems, but did not report
whether they could produce quantitatively matching forces.
There is currently no one-size-fits-all flow method for general
molecular applications. Applying the flow-matching method
to large biomolecules or crowded molecular systems such as
CG fluids or lipids thus likely requires further progress on
generative models.

Conclusions

We have developed a two-stage approach to bottom-up coarse-
graining that addresses two major problems with classical
approaches, namely data availability and efficiency. The flow-
matching method produces thermodynamically consistent CG
models without relying on either all-atom ground truth forces
or subsequent CG simulations. The key ingredient of our
method is a generative deep neural network that is introduced
into the optimization workflow. Compared with classical force-
matching, flow-matching captures the global thermodynamics
of small peptides much more accurately than CGnet models
trained with force matching. Interestingly, this was even the
case, when only a fraction (< 10%) of the data was used
during training. Applications to four small proteins yielded
CG potentials that were able to fold and unfold the proteins via
the same pathways as all-atom MD. Thereby, the present work
opens a new and efficient path to reach near-atomistic accuracy
on scales not amenable to atomistic simulations. The method
will directly benefit from the currently rapid development of
more powerful generative networks and deep CG potentials to
systematically bridge atomistic and mesoscopic scales.



Materials and Methods

We describe how we can use and evaluate this approach when
modeling the CG potential of given protein systems.

Models. As a first step, we have to decide how we choose our CG
coordinates. In the second step, we need to design a suitable flow
transformation Φ(·; θflow) for the density estimation part. Finally,
we need to choose an unconstrained model V (r; θpot) that we can
train against the forces of the flow-induced potential V(r,η; θflow).

Coarse-graining operator Ξ. Our coarse-graining operator
Ξ : R3N → R3n projects an N-atom peptide conformation onto
a subset of n of its backbone atoms. For smaller systems (e.g.,
capped alanine) we can choose backbone carbons and nitrogens.
For larger systems (e.g., fast-folder proteins) we project all-atom
conformations onto Cα beads of the backbone (see Fig. 1f). Other
choices of CG mapping that can be described by a linear operator
Ξ, such as placing a bead on the center of mass for a group of
atoms, are also compatible with our methods.

Flow potential V(r,η; θflow). The inverse flow transformation
Φ−1(·; θflow) required to define V(r,η; θflow) in Eq. (5) is composed
by a fixed coordinate transformation into an internal coordinate
(IC) representation followed by a trainable normalizing flow (see
Fig. 1d). For the IC transformation, we follow Ref. (32) and
project the Cartesian coarse-grained degrees of freedom onto bond
lengths, angles, and dihedral torsions of adjacent CG beads. The
normalizing flow follows the architecture in Ref. (54) and consists
of coupling layers (67, 68) where we transform bonds and angles
and torsions using either spline or smooth hypertoric transforms
(54, 69). We increase expressivity and relax bijectivity constraints
of the normalizing flow by introducing k additional latent variables
η leading to the variational objective Eq. (7). We choose a fac-
torized base density q(z0, z1) = q(z0) · q(z1) given by a uniform
density q(z0) = U(0, 1) for the IC degrees of freedom and a isotropic
normal density q(z1) = N (0, 1) for the latent variables η. Finally,
we choose the variational density ν̃(η|r) = ν̃(η) = N (0, 1) to be
an independent isotropic Gaussian, as well. Additional technical
details on the implementation of the normalizing flow can be found
in the SI.

Unconstrained CG potential V (r; θpot). The unconstrained potential
V (r; θpot) in the second step follows the CGnet architecture in
Ref. (20). This model transforms Euclidean coordinates of the CG
beads into pairwise distances, angles and torsions (similar to the
IC transformation introduced in the last paragraph). Then these
features are fed into a fully connected neural network to output a
scalar energy. Furthermore, the model adds simple repulsive and
harmonic prior energy terms to this scalar, which prevent steric
clashes and bond breaking (see Fig. 1e). We extended the original
architecture by introducing skip-connections (70) and replaced tanh-
activations with silu-activations (71) which both greatly improved
results. Technical details on the implementation of this coarse-
graining potential can be found in the SI.

Training. The flow potential can be trained on the trajectory data
using the variational bound to the likelihood Eq. (7). During
training, we monitor the validation likelihood. We stop training
once we observe convergence and pick the checkpoint with the
highest validation log-likelihood for later use.

Due to the constraints of a normalizing flow, some of the gener-
ated samples from the teacher model are not perfect. For example,
a small number of samples come with significantly larger force
magnitudes than the rest of the samples and can disrupt the force-
matching training of the CGnet. We solve this with a rejection
sampling scheme and filter flow samples with a set threshold on
force magnitude. Additionally, there are flow samples that contain
non-neighboring pairs with shorter distances than the minimum
observed in the ground truth, to which lower weights are assigned
via a free energy perturbation scheme.

The unconstrained potential is then trained against the processed
flow samples using the variational force-matching objective Eq. (11).
Detailed setup and explanation of the training can be found in the
SI.

Coarse-grained sampling. For the flow models, we draw independent
samples in latent space according to the prior distributions and
use the forward transformation of the flow to map them to CG
coordinates. As for the CGnet-based models, we perform MD
simulations in the CG space, similarly as in Refs. (20) and (22)
Except for the time step (5-fs for capped alanine and 2-fs for fast
folding proteins), we keep the simulation parameters, such as the
thermostat temperature and friction coefficient, consistent with
the reference all-atom simulations. Note that there is no simple
correspondence between the CG kinetics and thus timescale and
the all-atom system (19).

In addition, two methods are used to facilitate sampling: batched
simulations from different starting structures and parallel tempering.
The starting structures are sampled according to the equilibrium
distribution of the all-atom simulations (following Ref. (20)). The
parallel tempering employs two replicas at temperatures 300 K
and 450 K for CG alanine and three replicas at temperatures T0,√
T0 × 500 K and 500 K for fast folders, in which T0 is the simulation

temperature used for the reference all-atom data set (see Ref. (5)).
The conformations at the reference temperature are recorded every
100 or 250 time steps for CG alanine and fast folding proteins,
respectively. Other aspects of conducting the simulations can be
found in SI.
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Supplementary Information
1. Proofs and Derivations

A. Fisher-Identity. For any sufficiently smooth probability density p(r,η) on Rd we have the Fisher-identity (73):
Lemma 1.

∇x log p(x) = Ey∼p(y|x) [∇x log p(x|y)] . [12]

Proof.

∇x log p(x) = 1
p(x)

∇xp(x) [13]

= 1
p(x)

∇x

∫
dy p(x,y) [14]

= 1
p(x)

∫
dy ∇xp(x,y) [15]

= 1
p(x)

∫
dy p(x,y)∇x log p(x, y) [16]

=
∫

dy
p(y,x)
p(x)

∇x log p(x|y) +∇x log p(y)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

 [17]

=
∫

dy p(y|x)∇x log p(x|y) [18]

= Ey∼p(y|x) [∇x log p(x|y)] . [19]

B. Variational bound on the likelihood of the latent-variable model.

L(θflow) = Er∼D, η∼ν̃(η|r) [− log p(r,η; θflow)] [20]

= − 1
|D|

∑
r∈D

∫
dη ν̃(η|r) log p(r,η; θflow) [21]

= − 1
|D|

∑
r∈D

∫
dη ν̃(η|r)(log p(r; θflow) + log p(η|r; θflow)) [22]

= − 1
|D|

∑
r∈D

∫
dη ν̃(η|r) log p(r; θflow)− 1

|D|

∑
r∈D

∫
dη ν̃(η|r) log p(η|r; θflow) [23]

= − 1
|D|

∑
r∈D

log p(r; θflow) + Er∼D [H [ν̃(·|r), p(·|r; θflow)]] [24]

= Er∼D [− log p(r; θflow)] + Er∼D

H [ν̃(·|r), p(·|r; θflow)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

 [25]

≥ Er∼D [− log p(r; θflow)] [26]
where H(·, ·) denotes the cross-entropy.

C. Consistency of teacher-student force-matching. We first note that
f(r,η; θflow) = ∇r log p(r,η; θflow) [27]

= ∇r log p(r|η; θflow) +∇r log p(η; θflow) [28]
= ∇r log p(r|η; θflow). [29]

Combining Jensen’s inequality with Lemma 1, we obtain

L(θpot) = E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)
[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) + f(r,η; θflow)‖22

]
[30]

= E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)
[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) +∇r log p(r|η; θflow))‖22

]
[31]

= Er∼p(r;θflow)
[
Eη∼p(η|r;θflow)

[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) +∇r log p(r|η; θflow))‖22

]]
[32]

≥ Er∼p(r;θflow)

[∥∥∇rV (r; θpot) + Eη∼p(η|r;θflow) [∇r log p(r|η; θflow))]
∥∥2

2

]
[33]

= Er∼p(r;θflow)
[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) +∇r log p(r; θflow))‖22

]
[34]

= Er∼p(r;θflow)
[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) + f(r; θflow))‖22

]
. [35]



Furthermore, we have

E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)
[
∇rV (r; θpot)T f(r,η; θflow)

]
= Er∼p(r;θflow)

[
∇rV (r; θpot)T f(r; θflow)

]
. [36]

From which we can derive
E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)

[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) + f(r,η; θflow)‖22

]
− Er∼p(r;θflow)

[
‖∇rV (r; θpot) + f(r; θflow))‖22

]
[37]

= E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)
[
‖f(r,η; θflow)‖22 − ‖f(r; θflow)‖22

]
. [38]

Thus, the variational gap introduced by the latent variables does not depend on θpot which makes

E(r,η)∼p(r,η;θflow)
[
∇θpot ‖∇rV (r; θpot) + f(r,η; θflow)‖22

]
[39]

an unbiased gradient estimator of the force matching loss.

D. Reweighting of the flow samples to incorporate a pairwise repulsion. Assuming that the CG potential implied by a trained flow model
V(r,η; θflow) lacks a repulsion term Urepul, we aim for obtaining samples that follows the Boltzmann distribution according to a more
physical CG potential V(r,η; θflow)+Urepul by free-energy perturbation (74). For convenience, we let U0 := V(r,η; θflow) and ∆U := Urepul
and omit the dependency on augmented variable η for the derivation below.

The possibility for observing a certain CG conformation r, i.e., the Boltzmann weight according to a potential U0, is

p0(r) = 1
Z0

e−βU0(r), Z0 =
∫

Γ0

e−βU0(r′) dr′. [40]

Similarly, we have the Boltzmann weight for U0 + ∆U :

p1(r) = 1
Z1

e−β[U0(r)+∆U(r)], Z1 =
∫

Γ1

e−β[U0(r′)+∆U(r′)] dr′. [41]

When the ∆U is finite, the phase spaces Γ0 and Γ1 are identical, and we have:

Z1 =
∫

Γ0

e−β[U0(r′)+∆U(r′)] dr′ = Z0

∫
Γ0

e−β∆U(r′) dr′. [42]

(Note that even when the repulsion energy goes to infinity on a zero-measure set where two particles overlap {r|∃j, k ∈ particles, s.t. ~rj = ~rk},
e.g., for a 1/dp or LJ-like repulsion, the above equality still holds.) Therefore, we can evaluate p1 if we know p0 for any given conformation
r:

p1(r) = [p0(r) · Z0] e−β∆U(r)

Z1
[43]

= p0(r)
[
e−β∆U(r) ·

Z0

Z1

]
[44]

= p0(r) ·
∫

Γ0

e−β∆U(r)

e−β∆U(r′) dr′. [45]

The underlined expression is the reweighting factor that connects the original potential U0 and the perturbed potential U0 + ∆U . Given a
set of coordinates {ri} sampled from the flow (i.e., U0), we can approximate the reweighting factor by:

wi =
∫

Γ0

e−β∆U(ri)

e−β∆U(r′) dr′ [46]

≈
e−β∆U(ri)∑
l
e−β∆U(rl)

. [47]

This factor can be used for training the secondary CGnet model, including computing the marginal mean and standard deviations of the
bond and angle dimensions (for prior energy parameters) as well as computing the force matching loss. As an example, the reweighted
force matching loss (cf. Eq. 11 in maintext) over a set of flow-samples

{
(ri, f̃i)

}
N

becomes:

L(θpot) ≈
N∑
i=1

wi

N

∥∥f̃ ′i +∇rV (r; θpot)
∥∥2

2
, [48]

in which the weights wi is evaluated via Eq. 47 over the whole set of flow samples and the new force corresponds to the modified potential:

f̃ ′i(ri,ηi) = −∇r [U0 + ∆U ] (ri) = f̃i −∇r [∆U ] (ri) = f̃i + frepul(ri). [49]

2. Additional details on the models

A. Normalizing flow architecture. The normalizing flow architecture is sketched in Fig. 4. After transforming euclidean coordinates (xyz)
into internal coordinates (IC) (32), we apply an inverse CDF transform onto bonds and angles (Fig. 4 a), such that they are mapped into
the unit interval. For the inverse CDF, we assume bonds and angles to follow a truncated Gaussian distribution where the parameters
(truncation bounds, mean, variance) are estimated from the data. These whitened ICs are then transformed together with the latent
variables η into uniform and Gaussian densities, respectively, using the trainable flow (Fig. 4 b). The trainable flow consists of an
alternating stack of coupling(67, 68) and shuffling blocks (Fig. 4 c,d,e). The coupling blocks transform one group of variables (e.g.,
torsions) conditioned on the context (ctx) given by several other variables (e.g., bonds, angles and latent) (Fig. 4 e). The transforms
themselves require parameters (params), which are computed as the output of a trainable conditioner neural network (NN) with the context



Table 1. Flow-specific hyper-parameters used in the experiments

System Hidden units for NN No. of torsion blocks No. of latent dimensions

Capped-Alanine 128, 1024, 128 2 2
Fast-Folders 128, 1024, 128 4 2

as input (Fig. 4 e). The transformed variables have different domains. While bonds and angles are supported on the unit interval, the
torsions are supported on a circle, and the latent variables on a real vector space. To satisfy topological constraints (38, 54, 75), the
following transforms are used: for the latent variables we use simple affine transforms (68) (Fig. 4 i). For bonds and angles we rely on
either spline (69) or smooth (54) transforms (Fig. 4 g-h). Both methods can also be extended to transforms on the unit circle with the
“wrapping method” (54, 75) and thus applicable for torsion variables. The conditioner neural network is a simple two layer dense net (Fig.
4 f). If torsions are part of the context, we satisfy the periodic boundary condition by a projection onto a sin/cos basis before feeding
them into the network.

Although the transformation of a certain feature in each coupling layer can be conditioned upon all other features (i.e., they serve
as input to the NN), we generally used the following restricted version in our experiments. It is based on an assumption of hierarchical
dependency among the internal coordinates and helps to reduce computational overhead. Here we walk through the construction details of
all layers in reverse order, i.e., from prior distribution to the actual IC distribution. Note that each feature channel can also be divided in
halves to encourage mixing.
1. Prior distributions, including the following channels

(a) T (torsional), A (angular), B (bond-length channels): uniform distribution
(b) AUG (latent/augmentation channels): normal distribution

2. Torsion flow (T1, T2 are two halves of an equal split of all torsion channels), consisting of two or four torsion blocks, each defined as

(a) AUG ← coupling flow (affine)− (T1, T2)
(b) T1 ← coupling flow (smooth)− (T2, AUG)
(c) T2 ← coupling flow (smooth)− (T1, AUG)

3. Angle flow (A1, A2 are two halves of an equal split of all angle channels A), consisting of two angle blocks, each defined as

(a) A1 ← coupling flow (smooth)− (A2, T)
(b) A2 ← coupling flow (smooth)− (A1, T)

4. Bond flow, consisting of one bond block defined as

(a) B ← coupling flow (spline)− (A, T)

5. IC handling, including

(a) Inverse CDF transforms on B and A (to a truncated normal distribution)
(b) Inverse IC transformation

The hyper-parameters for the experiments are given in Table 1.

B. CGnet architecture. The CGnet architecture (20) is used as the “student” model that distills coarse graining knowledge from the flow
samples. Essentially, all the internal coordinates (i.e., bond lengths, angles and dihedral angles) as well as the pairwise distances between
nonbonded bead pairs are computed for input conformations. After a Z-score layer for whitening, they are fed into a multilayer perceptron
(MLP) with hyperbolic tangent (tanh) activation function of a fixed width. The output energy is obtained as a weighted sum of the MLP
output and its negative gradient with respect to the input coordinates gives forces. The force matching error can be computed between
the neural network prediction and the mapped CG force from all-atom reference and forms the loss function for training.

For capped alanine, we mostly followed the architectural choices of the original publication (20). The only difference we introduced was
adding skip connections between the output of each layer except for the input and output layers. We found that such changes reduced
number of the epochs necessary for training convergence, and the accuracy of resulted models are comparable with the reported behavior in
Ref. (20) when trained on the ground truth forces from all-atom simulations. The choice for prior energy terms was kept intact: harmonic
potential terms were exerted on the bond and angle features, whose parameters were based on the ground-truth statistics. For a fair
comparison, the same set of hyperparameters were used for both the conventional CGnet and the Flow-CGnet models.

For coarse graining of fast folding proteins, we found it necessary to introduce a few changes, such that the CGnet could correctly
learn the free energy landscape from the flow models. These changes include relaxing the Lipschitz regularization strength, changing the
activation function to Sigmoid Linear Unit (SiLU) as well as increasing the number of CGnet layers. For chignolin increasing the number
of layers led to overfitting. Therefore, we stayed with 5 layers for this special case. Similar to Wang et al.’s experiments on CG chignolin, a
repulsion term between the nonbonded bead pairs proved to be necessary for maintaining a resonable exclusion volume and excluding
unphysical crashes (20). We found the numerical stability and the accuracy of estimated free energy surface from simulation were sensitive
to the choice of function form as well as parameters for the repulsion. The final choice of repulsion turned out to be a C∞ piece-wise
function:

urepul(~ri, ~rj) =
{

1600kBT · (dij − σij)2 if j > i+ 1 and dij < σij
0 otherwise , [50]

where dij := |~ri − ~rj | and the endpoint σij = 0.36nm for glycine-involved pairs and 0.42nm for all other pairs. The potential is computed
for every non-neighboring pairs in the CG molecule and the results are summed to give the repulsive prior term. Note that the same
repulsion function was also used for reweighting flow samples, which is based on Section 1D of this SI.

A list of concrete hyperparamter choices can be found in Table 2.
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Fig. 4. Architecture of the normalizing flow.

Table 2. Hyperparameters of CGnets in the experiments

System No. of fully
connected

layers

Neurons in
each layer

Activation
function

Lipschitz
regularization

strength

Prior terms

Capped-Alanine 5 160 tanh 4 Harmonic terms on bonds and angles
Fast-Folders 5 (chignolin) / 8

(others)
160 SiLU 10 Harmonic terms on bonds and angles +

repulsion



3. Additional details on the experiments

A. All-atom simulation for capped alanine. The training set for capped alanine was generated in house with conventional all-atom MD
simulations in OpenMM (76). The simulation system was set up according to Ref. (20). After equilibration at target temperature 300K
for 10ns, the peptide coordinates and forces were recorded with a 2-ps interval. We performed four independent simulation runs starting
from different initial structures. Each run is of length 500 ns, resulting in four times 250,000 sample points.

B. Flow training, sample generation and post processing. For capped alanine, the batch size for flow model training was set to 256. ADAM
optimizer (77) was used and the learning rate was set to 0.001. We performed a four-fold cross validation by picking each trajectory
in turn for validation, while using samples from the remaining three for training. In order to evaluate the scaling behavior of models
with respect to the numbers of available training samples, models were obtained from training sets with different sizes, ranging from the
maximum available 750, 000 down to 10, 000. The subsampling was done with random sampling. Training was performed for different
number of epochs with respect to the training set sizes:

• 750,000 and 500,000: 30 epochs,
• 200,000: 75 epochs,
• others: 100 epochs.

For the fast folding proteins, the batch size was 128 and the maximum epoch number was uniformly 50.
The negative log likelihood of the flow on validation set is computed after each training epoch. Convergence in the validation loss was

observed for all cases. The set of weights corresponding to the lowest validation loss was saved as checkpoint and 1,048,576 samples were
generated with the best model and forces are calculated accordingly.

For capped alanine, we chose to discard samples whose corresponding forces exceed
√

1.5× 105kBT/nm in magnitude, which is defined
as
√

1
N

∑
i
‖f‖22. For fast folding proteins, we filtered the samples with an upper limit for force magnitude of

√
8× 104kBT/nm, and

then computed the weights for the remaining samples according to the repulsion term introduced in Section S2B and expression in S1D.
The weights were used to compute the statistics for defining the harmonic prior terms for Flow-CGnets and the weighted force-matching
error for training and validation.

Despite the importance of the filtering and reweighting on the quality of Flow-CGnet outcome, these post-processing measures only
marginally affect the distribution on the dihedral and TICA landscapes as well as the RMSD distributions. Therefore, the original flow
samples were used for distribution plotting and analysis without reweighting.

C. Flow-CGnet training. The CGnet training for capped alanine used ADAM optimizer as well. The batch size was 128 and initial learning
rate was 0.003. An exponential decay was applied on the learning rate every 5 epochs, such that the target learning rate 10−5 was reached
in 50 epochs. The incoming flow samples were randomly shuffled and then divided according 80%–20% ratio for training and validation
sets. Model checkpoints were saved every two epochs at the epochal end, from which the one with minimum force matching loss on the
validation set was used for later simulation. The training of Flow-CGnet for fast folders followed essentially the same setup, expect that
the learning rate decayed every 15 epochs over 75 training epochs in total, and the loss calculation was based on repulsion-reweighting.

D. CGnet simulations. The friction constant for CG Langevin dynamics is set to 1 ps−1. For capped alanine, we performed 2-ns parallel
tempering (PT) simulations for both Flow-CGnet and conventional CGnet models. For fast folding proteins, we performed both 50-ns PT
and 50-ns normal Langevin simulations. The exchange-proposing interval for PT simulations is 2 ps for capped alanine and 5 ps for fast
folding proteins. In simulations, 100 independent trajectories were obtained in parallel for each molecule, so as for accumulating sufficient
samples with reduced computational overhead for each time step.

E. tICA coordinates. For a low-dimensional comparison between coarse-grained and atomistic models, we performed time-lagged independent
component analysis (tICA) (50–52) using deeptime (78). As features, we computed all pairwise distances between Cα atoms as well as all
dihedral angles between every four consecutive Cα atoms in a protein chain. Time-lagged feature covariances were computed using a
lagtime of 20 ns (100 frames) for each set of trajectories from (5). This choice of lag time enables recognizing all mean transition path
times, which range from 40 to 700 ns for the considered trajectories. The data was projected on the two slowest modes (corresponding to
the highest eigenvalues) for plotting and further analysis.
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