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Abstract

Cryo-electron microscopy (cryo-EM) has recently become a premier method for

obtaining high-resolution structures of biological macromolecules. However, it is

limited to biomolecular samples with low conformational heterogeneity, where all the

conformations can be well-sampled at many projection angles. While cryo-EM

technically provides single-molecule data for heterogeneous molecules, most existing

reconstruction tools cannot extract the full distribution of possible molecular

configurations. To overcome these limitations, we build on a prior Bayesian approach

and develop an ensemble refinement framework that estimates the ensemble density

from a set of cryo-EM particles by reweighting a prior ensemble of conformations,

e.g., from molecular dynamics simulations or structure prediction tools. Our work is

a general approach to recovering the equilibrium probability density of the

biomolecule directly in conformational space from single-molecule data. To validate

the framework, we study the extraction of state populations and free energies for a
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simple toy model and from synthetic cryo-EM images of a simulated protein that

explores multiple folded and unfolded conformations.

1 Introduction

The last decade has seen a shift in the structural biology community from X-ray

crystallography to cryo-electron microscopy (cryo-EM) for solving high-resolution

structures of certain biological macromolecules. In cryo-EM, instead of using the

diffraction pattern of a crystal of identical molecules, randomly-oriented 2D projection

images of individual biomolecules at cryogenic temperatures are obtained with an electron

microscope. In a typical cryo-EM dataset up to millions of noisy images or particles, are

collected, and typically only a small percentage of the images that represents the most

stable conformation is used to reconstruct the final density map. Recent improvements in

cryo-EM due to the use of direct electron dectectors,1 motion correction,2 and fast

reconstructions algorithms3 have led to a resolution revolution4 in cryo-EM, with many

reconstructions now achieving atomic resolution.5

Concurrent with the resolution improvements in cryo-EM is a recent influx of methods

for integrative-structural biology6–8 to understand biomolecular mechanisms by combining

structural modeling and simulations with experimental data. These ensemble-refinement

techniques, most notably maximum-entropy methods, extract the optimal weights of the

ensemble members (e.g., conformations of the biomolecule from simulations) based on the

data.9 Typical experimental data that are used for ensemble refinement take the form of

observables that are an ensemble average, such as nuclear magnetic resonance10 or X-ray

scattering.11 Many methodologies have been proposed as general approaches to reweight

ensembles using these averaged observables.12–18

Several integrative methods use a cryo-EM reconstruction as an averaged observable

to refine structures. Current modeling tools fit or refine atomic coordinates into the map
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using molecular dynamics (MD) guided by the reconstructed map.19–23 Other approaches

use the map to estimate the structural ensemble, for example, by determining the most

probable set of conformations that construct an average map that is most correlated to

the experimental map.24 However, despite cryo-EM giving access to millions of individual

images, the reconstruction only contains information from the small percentage of particles

that generated the high-resolution reconstruction (typically < 25%). Useful information

about the system’s conformational heterogeneity might be discarded along with the majority

of particles discarded in the reconstruction process.

Cryo-EM has the great advantage of being a single-molecule experiment. The cryo-EM

freezing process is fast enough to trap the biomolecule in various conformations at near-native

conditions.25 If one assumes that the freezing is instantaneous, then the conformations would

be distributed according to the Boltzmann distribution at the temperature prior to freezing.

Therefore, there is more information in the cryo-EM sample than just an average of the

most probable state given by the 3D map. This has inspired the development of methods for

extracting free-energy surfaces using individual particles26–28 instead of 3D maps. Ensemble

refinement has been proposed with the BioEM formalism29 to determine the minimal number

of ensemble members that best represent the entire particle set (but without modifying their

weights). More recently, the cryoBIFE method was developed to extract free-energy profiles

along a predetermined 1D molecular path using a cryo-EM particle set.30 The posterior

distribution over free-energy profiles is then extracted within a Bayesian approach. However,

in cyroBIFE, the molecular path must be predetermined, which limits its applicability.

In this work, we propose a single-particle cryo-EM ensemble reweighting method that

builds on cryoBIFE. Instead of relying on the notion of a conformational path, our

proposed method uses prior ensembles (from Rosetta33,34 or MD), over which the ensemble

density can be extracted using a posterior informed by the full set of cryo-EM particles

(Figure 1). In the following, we present a general theory for ensemble refinement using

statistically independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) measurements (instead of
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averaged observables) within a Bayesian approach, building approximations of the

ensemble density directly in conformational space. We first propose a simple

approximation of the density assuming a uniform prior over the ensemble members and

study the behavior of the recovered ensemble weights for a toy system (where the “images”

are scattered data points) in different designed scenarios. We then propose a more general

approximation for the ensemble density using clusters of sampled conformations from

simulations or modeling tools. We apply this method to a prototypical benchmark

multi-state peptide and demonstrate that this approach is able to retrieve the ensemble

density underlying synthetic cryo-EM particles generated from conformations of MD

simulations. We conclude with some future perspectives on the work.

Figure 1: Ensemble reweighting using cryo-EM particles exemplified with a free-energy
landscape. We take an initial guess for the system’s conformational probability density
(left), provided by biomolecular simulations or modeling tools. We then correct the guess
ensemble density by sampling configurations {xt}Tt=1 (black points) and comparing them
to individual cryo-EM particles (middle) using a Bayesian framework. The corrections are
captured in a function η(x;α) that depends on weights α = {αt}. The initial density guess
multiplied by the correction η is an estimate for the probability density in conformational
space (right). The example cartoon structure shown here is the semiSWEET transporter.31
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2 Theory

2.1 Biophysical background

We assume that an experiment produces a set of samples of an observable measured over

individual conformations x of a biomolecule. In contrast to traditional reweighting

methods that use averaged observables, in this case, we treat experiments that give

independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) measurements. The biomolecule’s

conformations live in a high-dimensional space of size three times the number of atoms of

the biomolecule, x ∈ R3Natom . The probability that the molecule adopts a configuration x is

given by the Boltzmann distribution, whose probability density is given by

ρ(x) =
1

Z0

e−βH(x) , (1)

where H is the molecular Hamiltonian, Z0 =
∫
e−βH(x)dx is the partition function, β =

1/kBT with kB Boltzmann’s constant, and T the temperature.

If the Hamiltonian were known exactly, we would have full knowledge of the biomolecule’s

conformational ensemble. This information is valuable because one can not only calculate

averaged observables but also extract free-energy surfaces G along collective variables s given

by

e−βG(s) =
1

Z0

∫
δ(S(x)− s) e−βH(x)dx , (2)

where S is the function that, given a configuration, returns the value of the collective

variable. One can use this to extract information about the metastable states of the system

and their probability, as well as the activation barriers and transition states, which lead to

the biomolecule’s thermodynamic description. Although we have some prior notions of

biomolecular interactions, these are only rough approximations of the true Hamiltonian.

For real-life biomolecules, the Hamiltonian H is unknown. The goal of this work is to

combine samples from an approximate H with single-molecule (e.g., cryo-EM) data to
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recover a more accurate Boltzmann ensemble than the approximate H would give alone.

2.2 Ensemble reweighting for i.i.d. measurements

We introduce a family of candidate probability densities over biomolecular configurations

p(x |α), parameterized by a collection of parameters α. Each parameterized density

represents a possible hypothesis for the true Boltzmann ensemble. We use Bayesian

analysis to infer α from the data given by a collection of i.i.d. measurements Y = {yi} with

i ∈ [1, . . . , I] (for example, the image set in cryo-EM), where I is the total number of data

points. Specifically, we seek to recover the posterior probability density of α. This density

gives the probability that, conditioned on the observed data, α specifies the true

Boltzmann probability. Recovering the posterior probability density (referred to as the

posterior) is the central objective of Bayesian algorithms. With it, we can calculate the

mean value of a predicted measurement, as well as the corresponding uncertainty. We

discuss the precise quantities we estimate using the posterior in the Methods.

Bayes’s theorem states that the posterior probability of the parameters is given by

p(α|Y ) ∝ p(α) p(Y |α) , (3)

where p(α) is the value of the prior distribution evaluated at α (referred to as the prior)

and p(Y |α) is the likelihood of the measurements given a candidate probability density with

parameters α.

In practice, the prior is typically given in closed form, and it can be evaluated easily. To

evaluate the likelihood, we assume that the biomolecules adopt their configuration

independently of each other and that the data are generated independently through the

same procedure. Consequently, the likelihood of the data set is a product of the likelihood
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of the individual i.i.d. measurements

p(Y |α) =
∏
i

p(yi|α) . (4)

Marginalizing over all configurations x that could have led to the ith observation gives

p(yi|α) =
∫
p(yi|x)p(x|α)dx, where p(x|α) gives the probability density of the molecule

being in configuration x given the parameter choice α. The term p(yi|x) is the likelihood of

observing yi (e.g., an image) given that the biomolecule is in configuration x; details for the

toy model, and for cryo-EM likelihoods, are presented in the Methods below. Thus,

p(Y |α) =
∏
i

(∫
p(yi|x) p(x|α) dx

)
. (5)

Note that here the dummy variable x is local to each of the integrals in the product.

The variable x takes values in a very high-dimensional space (3Natom degrees of freedom).

Therefore, the integrals in Eq. 5 are generally intractable. This makes the construction of

flexible and physically realistic probability densities a daunting task. Fortunately, we can

leverage prior work on building ensembles for biomolecular systems. Rather than building

our candidate densities from scratch, we instead take an existing guess for the density and

apply a multiplicative reweighting factor to adjust for errors in the guess. To formalize this

refinement procedure, we write the family of candidate densities as the product

p(x|α) = η(x;α) p0(x) , (6)

where p0 is the initial guess for the Boltzmann density that we seek to correct, and η is

a multiplicative correction that depends on parameters α. By varying α we can tune the

correction to bring p(x|α) closer to the system’s ensemble measured in the data. Note that

we explicitly require p(x|α) to be a valid probability density. Consequently, η must be

nonnegative everywhere and must be scaled such that p(x|α) integrates to 1.
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Substituting the candidate density from Eq. 6 into Eq. 5 gives the following expression

for the likelihood

p(Y |α) =
∏
i

(∫
p(yi|x) η(x;α) p0(x) dx

)
. (7)

Substituting this expression into Eq. 3 enables sampling the posterior, for example, with

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods to extract estimates of α given the data (see

the Methods section for details). However, the computational cost of evaluating the integrals

in Eq. 7 is large. Moreover, the accuracy of the estimates will depend strongly on the choice

of p0 and of η. In cryoBIFE30 an approximated probability density was proposed that relied

on a predetermined 1D conformational path. To work directly in conformational space and

overcome these issues, in the following, we present two approaches of approximating p(x|α)

of increasing complexity.

2.2.1 Simple ensemble reweighting

To connect with traditional ensemble reweighting methods,9 we first approximate the

parameterized density by a discrete set of conformations xt for t = 1, . . . , T , where the total

number of ensemble members T is much smaller than I, the number of data points. Each

conformation xt is a point in R3Natom . We assume that the set is a sufficiently good

representation of the whole conformational space. A simple initial guess for the Boltzmann

density is to be uniform over these conformations,

p0(x) =
1

T

∑
t

δ (x− xt) . (8)

Multiplying this initial density by any choice of η reduces to scaling each delta function

individually. Hence we define the set of free parameters α = {αt} to be the magnitude of

these scalings given to the candidate density

p(x|α) =
∑
t

δ(x− xt)αt , (9)
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where we have incorporated the factor of 1/T into the scalings for simplicity. To ensure that

Eq. 9 gives a valid probability density, we require that each weight be non-negative and that∑
t αt = 1. Using Eq. 9 as the model probability density, the posterior obeys

p(α|Y ) ∝ p(α)
∏
i

(∑
t

p(yi|xt)αt

)
. (10)

In contrast to traditional ensemble reweighting methods that use averaged observables,9 this

posterior expression takes into account the individual observations. However, in both cases,

the conformational ensemble only consists of the given {xt}, and the ensemble weights are

to be extracted. We use MCMC sampling for the latter. However, maximum a posteriori

methods13 could also be used. We note that T is computationally limited to small values

with this approach.

2.2.2 Approximating the ensemble density on clusters of conformational

samples

For realistic scenarios, having a small and a priori chosen set of configurations might not

be sufficient to give a good representation of the system’s full Boltzmann ensemble.

Fortunately, the computational biophysics and biochemistry community have put extensive

effort into building computational models for approximating the Boltzmann distribution of

biomolecular systems, as well as developing algorithms that can generate sample

configurations from these models. For example, MD simulations use explicit models of the

system’s Hamiltonian known as force fields ,32 and generate samples from the system’s

Boltzmann distribution. Packages intended to find the folded structure of proteins, such as

Rosetta,33,34 often use a similar approach, employing heuristic force fields and

computationally efficient algorithms to guide the generation of new configurations. More

recently, machine-learning approaches to generating molecular ensembles have seen some

success. Deep probabilistic models35 can directly generate candidate protein
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conformations. Structures generated by neural networks can also be combined with MD to

enrich and refine the structural ensemble.36,37 This diversity of approaches provides a rich

pool of possible choices to use for p0.

In all of these cases, p0 is typically too complex to allow us to evaluate the integral in

Eq. 7 explicitly. However, we can approximate the integral using sample averages. As above,

we assume that we have access to a collection of T configurations, {xt} with t = 1, . . . , T ,

drawn from p0. However, we now use the more general reweighting approach with Eq. 6 that

will be controlled by a parameter vector α with much less than T components. Therefore,

approximating the integral in Eq. 7 over samples, gives an estimate of the likelihood of the

data set

p̄(Y |α) =
∏
i

(
1

T

∑
t

p(yi|xt) η(xt;α)

)
, (11)

where we have used the overbar ( ·̄ ) to indicate that this is an average over sampled

configurations. Similarly, we approximate the normalization constraint by requiring that

1
T

∑
t η(xt;α) = 1. Note that evaluating both Eq. 11 and the approximate normalization

constraint does not require an explicit functional form for p0 but only samples from it.

p0 is likely to capture the atomistic and chemical features of the biomolecule correctly.

For example, MD force fields give accurate bond lengths and intramolecular angles. However,

they have more difficulty with capturing more large-scale, collective properties. In particular,

the relative probabilities of various free-energy minima (i.e., metastable states) are likely to

be incorrect. A well-chosen η should be capable of correcting these errors. Consequently,

we will build the reweighting function by dividing the configuration space into M disjoint

clusters that we define by applying a clustering algorithm to {xt}. We define η piecewise

on each cluster m, where the parameters α = {αm} are the magnitude of η on each. Let

1m be the indicator function on each cluster, i.e., the function that is 1 for configurations
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belonging to cluster m and 0 for all others, then we write η as

η(x;α) =
∑
m

αm 1m(x) , (12)

with m = 1, . . . ,M . By substituting this expression into Eq. 11 the likelihood estimate

becomes

p̄(Y |α) =
∏
i

(
1

T

∑
t

∑
m

p(yi|xt)αm 1m(xt)

)
. (13)

Note that the constraint that p(x ;α) be a valid probability density requires that α have

non-negative entries. Moreover, if Nm is the number of conformations that are in the m’th

cluster, we can reduce our constraints on α to the requirement 1
T

∑
mNmαm = 1.

When the number of images and sampled configurations becomes large, evaluating

p(yi|xt) for every possible datapoint-configuration pair can be computationally expensive

(e.g., for cryo-EM). Therefore, we make the additional simplifying assumption that the

clusters are spatially compact, where we expect p(yi|x) to vary little within the cluster. We

then approximate the likelihood by the value at the medoid of the cluster χm,

p̄ (Y |α) ≈
∏
i

(
1

T

∑
m

p(yi|χm)αmNm

)
. (14)

Substituting this approximation into Eq. 3 gives, up to a multiplicative factor, an

approximation for the posterior probability of the parameterized density given the

observations,

p(α|Y ) ∝ p(α)
∏
i

(
1

T

∑
m

p(yi|χm)αmNm

)
. (15)

This can be directly used in MCMC to estimate the expected α, which entails the

approximation of the ensemble density. An advantage of having the ensemble density

represented in the full molecular space R3Natom is that one can calculate free-energy

landscapes over collective variables chosen a posteriori, as a post-processing step (see the

Methods below).
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3 Methods

3.1 Markov chain Monte Carlo

We used an MCMC method to sample the ensemble weights {αj} with j ∈ {1, . . . , J} from

the posterior defined in Eq. 10 with J = T and Eq. 15 with J = M for the simple reweighting

and clustering reweighting aproaches (sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2), respectively. We initialized

the values of 8 MCMC chains by drawing from a Dirichlet distribution of dimension J .

The MCMC chains are sampled using Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) with the no-U-turn

sampler (NUTS).38 Each of the 8 chains undergoes 1000 warmup steps, then 10,000 sampling

steps to generate a sample of 80,000 draws of α. The MCMC algorithm is implemented with

Stan.39 Convergence diagnostics, such as R̂ and effective sample size (ESS), for the MCMC

are described in the Supplementary Text.

3.2 Toy model data and likelihood

To study the simple reweighting approach (section 2.2.1), we use a toy model with normally

distributed data. A data point, which can be thought of as an “image” in the abstract sense,

is a positional vector yi ∈ RP derived from a “conformation” x ∈ RN . For simplicity, we

choose P = N = 3. The data points Y = {yi} are drawn from three normal distributions,

having the same scale (i.e, standard deviation) λ, and located at centers xA, xB, and xC .

Each distribution has a different weight, with αA = 0.5, αB = 0.3, and αC = 0.2, and the

weights sum to one. The scale λ emulates the noise in images, which is set to one considered

known. In total, 10,000 data points are generated. These are shown as a scatter plot in

Figure 2.

Given the toy model data, we apply the simple reweighting approach to infer the weights

for different sets of {xt}, ranging from the true distribution centers to misplaced xt or

sets with a higher number of members than the true centers (Table 1). We use Eq. 10

with likelihood ptoy(yi|xt) = (2πλ2)−3/2 exp
(
− ||yi−xt||

2
2

2λ2

)
, where ||.||2 = is the `2-norm that
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measures the distance between points yi and xt in R3. For simplicity, we fix λ to its known

value rather than inferring it. We use the MCMC sampling method described above to

extract the expected weights {αt} for the different {xt} sets.

3.3 Cryo-EM imaging model

Following ideas from previous literature,40–42 we use a simple model to represent the image-

formation process in cryo-EM. Starting from a molecular configuration x, we assume that

the electron density ρ(x) is the sum of spherically-symmetric 3D normal densities centered at

the x atom positions, all of which are assumed to have the same scale. We use a weak phase

approximation to model the projection image. The forward model consists of a rotation Rφ

of ρ(x), then a projection Pz along the z axis, a point-spread function convolution PSFθ

(equivalent to using the contrast transfer function (CTF) in Fourier space) with parameters

θ that includes the defocus, and a translation. For simplicity, we set the biomolecule’s center

of mass at the image center so that there is no uncertainty in the particle center. This simple

imaging model is

Imgθ,φ(x) = PSFθ PzRφ ρ(x) . (16)

In practice, Imgθ,φ(x) is discretized as a 2D grid with number of pixels Npix. Additional

details of the imaging model are provided in the Supplementary Text. We use this forward

model in the cryo-EM likelihood to compare a configuration with an image and to generate

synthetic images by adding normal white noise (details below).

3.4 Cryo-EM likelihood

A crucial part of Eq. 7 is p(yi|x) the likelihood that compares a single observation to a

configuration. In the case of cryo-EM, yi is an individual particle image of size Npix. We

assume that the measured image is a noisy representation of the forward model Imgθ,φ from

configuration x (Eq. 16). We assume i.i.d. normal white noise with scale λ at each pixel.
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The likelihood of this noise model is

p(yi|x) = (2πλ2)−Npix/2 exp

(
−
||yi − Imgθ,φ(x)||22

2λ2

)
, (17)

where || · ||22 denotes the squared `2-norm, i.e., ||a− b||22 =
∑

l(al− bl)2 with l ∈ {1, . . . , Npx}.

For simplicity, we assume that we know the parameters φ, θ and λ, i.e., the optimal pose

of the experimental image, the CTF parameters, and the colorless noise standard deviation.

We note that this is a large simplification of the problem, as a major challenge in cryo-EM is

finding the optimal projection direction. Nonetheless, this simplification does not undermine

the reweighting theory developed here, and computational approaches exist to fully evaluate

the image-conformation likelihood.29,43,44

3.5 Structure-generating molecular dynamics

An unbiased MD simulation of Chignolin is performed using the Amber ff99SB-ILDN force

field,45 with GROMACS 2022.1.46 The initial structure of Chignolin is an experimentally

resolved structure obtained from the Protein Data Bank (PDB ID: 1UAO).47 The PDB

structure is solvated in explicit water with TIP4P water model48 in a cubic box with 1 nm

buffer to all periodic boundaries from any protein atom to avoid non-bonded interactions

of the protein with its periodic image. Two Na+ ions are added to the box to neutralize

the electrostatic charges of the protein. The system underwent energy minimization steps

until all interatomic forces are less than 1000 kJ/mol/nm to resolve steric conflicts. Both

equilibrating and data-producing MD steps use the leapfrog integrator with 2-fs step size

and the Berendsen thermostat was used with τt = 0.1 to maintain the temperature of the

system at 300 K. For non-bonded interactions, the Verlet cutoff scheme is used on both

VDW and Coulomb forces with cutoff distances of 1.0 nm for both cases. The system is first

equilibrated in the NVT ensemble for 100 ps with bond constraining LINCS algorithm,49

then in NPT ensemble for another 100 ps with Parrinello-Rahman pressure coupling. The
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NPT equilibrated system is then duplicated into 6 replicas with 6 different random seeds

for initial velocity generation. After the velocities are generated, the 6 replicas are further

equilibrated for 100 ps, then run for 2 µs of unbiased MD simulation, generating 12 µs of

MD trajectory (120,000 frames) in total that serves as the structure-generating trajectory

for this study.

3.6 3D Clustering

Even with knowledge of the optimal pose, computing the pairwise distance between

hundreds of thousands of structures to hundreds of thousands of images is too

computationally costly. To reduce this, we cluster the conformations from the MD

trajectory using k-medoids clustering.50,51 This clustering method requires as input the

number of clusters M and a distance matrix between the objects to be clustered, which we

define as the Cα RMSD between every pair of conformations. The algorithm returns the

cluster centers {χm}, which provide a representative subset of the 120,000 MD

conformations. To assess the results for different numbers of clusters, we use the

M ∈ [10, 20, 50, 100]. For each M , the cluster centers {χm} are used as input in the

reweighting scheme with Eq. 15 to obtain the weight αm associated with each χm. In the

Supplementary Text, we present an alternative clustering method52 that we used to

compare the results.

3.7 Metastable state classification

Each MD conformation is assigned into a folded, unfolded, and misfolded metastable state.

This was done by clustering the MD conformations using the algorithm described above with

M = 3 that results in a cluster center medoid for each metastable state (see Supplementary

Figure S1). Structures with Cα RMSD less than 1.2 Å from the folded medoid, or misfolded

medoid, are classified into the folded or misfolded state, respectively. All other conformations

that do not fall into these categories are considered unfolded.
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3.8 Image-generating ensemble

For the purpose of generating synthetic cryo-EM images of structures from a different

ensemble distribution, an MD trajectory of Chignolin is used from D.E. Shaw Research,53

which was generated using a different force field CHARMM22*.54 It is a 106 µs long

simulation trajectory, with 106,949 frames, that serves as the image-generating trajectory

for this study. We generate one image per frame, resulting in 106,949 synthetic images in

total. We rotate each image using an independent rotation matrix drawn uniformly from

SO(3) before projecting with Pz. For the CTF parameters, the defocus is drawn uniformly

between 0.027 and 0.090 Å−1, and the b-factor and amplitude are drawn from a uniform

distribution ∈ [0, 1]. Then, we apply the imaging model from Eq. 16. The image size is

Npx = 256 × 256, and the pixel size is 0.15 Å. Then, i.i.d. normal white noise is added to

every pixel with λ defined such to have different signal-to-noise ratios, SNR ∈

[1,10−1,10−2,10−3,10−4]. The power of the signal of an image Psignal is the mean squared

intensity of the pixels within a circular area of radius = 0.4×image width. Normal white

noise of scale λ is added to the image, with the scale being calculated using the SNR,

where SNR = Psignal/λ
2. Example images at different SNRs are shown in Supplementary

Figure S2. Ground truth populations of this trajectory are determined by summing the

number of conformations belonging to each state that were classified using the procedure

described above.

3.9 Free-energy landscape calculation

We can generate interpretable and physically-meaningful descriptors such as free-energy

surface G, as defined in the Theory, with the formalism described in section 2.2.2 based on

approximating the ensemble density using cluster from conformational samples. Since the

method determines the density in the R3Natom atomic-coordinate space, we can potentially

choose any set of collective variables to generate a free-energy landscape during

post-processing. In general, for any given value of α, we can estimate observable averages
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using the estimated density, p(x |α). This corresponds to evaluating a sample mean over

our collection of configurations. Denoting our observable as f , we estimate its average as

∫
f(x) p(x|α) dx ≈ 1

T

∑
t

∑
m

f (xt)αm 1m(xt) , (18)

where we have used p(x|α) = η(x;α) p0(x) described in section 2.2.2. Examining the

distribution of ensemble average estimates over values of α allows us to construct posterior

mean estimates and credible intervals, for example, of a free-energy landscape G over

collective variables s. In practice, to reconstruct the free-energy surface, the cluster-center

weights are allocated to all the MD frames (from the structure-generating trajectory) by

assigning αm of the cluster centroid to each of the conformations in cluster m, i.e., αt = αm

for xt in m. The two collective variables used for the 2D free-energy surface of Chignolin

are the Cα RMSD with respect to the reference folded (RMSDfolded) and to the misfolded

(RMSDmisfolded) cluster centers found by k-medoids clustering (described above).

4 Results

4.1 Simple ensemble reweighting for a toy model

In this section, we use a simple toy model to study how well the simple ensemble

reweighting approach (section 2.2.1), which uses a density approximation with a uniform

prior, recovers state populations, even in cases where the ensemble members are not ideal

or where there are multiple members within a state. For this toy model, the data are

drawn from three separate normal distributions (henceforth metastable states) with

different populations (Figure 2). For this example, the data and ensemble members live in

the same space R3, and the likelihood between a data point and ensemble member {xt} is

presented in the Methods.

We explore the behavior of the optimized weights {αt} for different {xt} sets using the
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Figure 2: Toy model with 3D normally distributed data. The blue, orange, and green points
are generated from three separate normal distributions with proportions 0.5, 0.3, and 0.2,
respectively, representing three metastable states of a system. The contour maps on the x-y,
y-z, and x-z planes are the projected free-energy surface along z-, x-, y-axis, respectively.
The crosses with annotated letters {A, A1, A2, B, C, D} indicate the position of the ensemble
members {xt} placed to extract the weights {αt} shown in Table 1.

data presented in Figure 2. The first case (i) is the ideal scenario where three xt are placed

at the centers of the normal distributions used to generate the data at positions A, B, and C.

This emulates perfectly placed {xt} to sample the weights. We applied the simple ensemble

reweighting approach, assuming a uniform prior and a small set of ensemble members (section

2.2.1). We compare the expected weights to the true populations (Table 1). As expected,

the weights and state populations are in good agreement. For the second case (ii), we add

a new ensemble member point D in Figure 2, which is the mid-point between centers B and
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C. This scenario emulates having an underrepresented ensemble member and having more

points {xt} than the intrinsic metastable states. Adding an extra member D in low-dense

region results in D having close-to-zero weight, and the relative density of the three other

members (A, B, and C) remains unchanged (Table 1). This implies that if the ensemble

has members that are not representative of the data (e.g., unpopulated conformations),

our method assigns negligible weights to them. This is an advantage because a “perfect”

ensemble (with members at the state centers) is not required, and underrepresented members

do not hinder the results. In the third case (iii), we place four {xt} at points A1, A2, B,

and C (Figure 2), emulating a cluster being sampled by two proximal members instead of

one perfectly placed center A. With a split metastable state A1 and A2, the weights of B

and C remain unchanged, while A1 and A2 split almost in half the population of the state

generated from center A. This shows that when there is more than one member in the same

state, the weights of that cluster will be split, and the relative weights within the state will

depend on the local density (similarly to case (ii)). These results show that the algorithm

is able to retrieve the weights α for ensembles with different representative members, which

do not necessarily have to be placed on the centers of the metastable states.

Table 1: Toy model with 3D normally distributed data (shown in Figure 2). The true
cluster population is related to the relative number of data points drawn from the normal
distributions, which are centered at positions A, B, and C. The expected weights {αt} are
shown for cases (i), (ii) and (iii) with different ensemble members {xt}. The estimated
uncertainty is shown as the standard deviation in MCMC samples.

{xt} A A1 A2 B D C
True Population 0.5 0.3 0.2
Case (i) 0.501 ± 0.004 — — 0.300 ± 0.004 — 0.200 ± 0.003
Case (ii) 0.501 ± 0.004 — — 0.300 ± 0.003 0.001 ± 0.001 0.199 ± 0.003
Case (iii) — 0.26 ± 0.03 0.24 ± 0.03 0.300 ± 0.004 — 0.199 ± 0.003

4.2 Cryo-EM ensemble reweighting using sample conformations

We performed MD simulations to sample conformations of the peptide Chignolin (see the

Methods for details). Chignolin adopts three major metastable states: “folded”, “misfolded”,
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and “unfolded” states,55 visualized in Figure 3-top. The folded state is the most probable

state, which consists of a single anti-parallel β-hairpin with aligned termini. The misfolded

state is a non-native metastable state, which consists of a β-hairpin with the termini offset

by one residue. In this study, the folded and misfolded states serve as two structurally

similar metastable states with just small conformational differences. The unfolded state is

defined by the conformations that neither resemble the folded nor the misfolded state (see

the Methods).

We obtained conformations of Chignolin from two independent MD simulations: 6

replicas of 2 µs (12 µs in total) of MD simulations (structure-generating trajectory, Figure

3), and 106 µs MD simulations from DESRES53 (image-generating trajectory). These

simulations were performed with different force fields and conditions, and they have

different populations for the metastable states, which serve as a benchmark to test the

effectiveness of the ensemble reweighting. The 120,000 conformations from the

structure-generating trajectory are clustered by k-medoids using the Cα RMSD as distance

(see the Methods). The cluster centers compose the {χm}Mm=1 and different numbers of

clusters M (10, 20, 50, and 100) are used to examine the effect of having different members

for the reweighting. In Supplementary Table 1, we show the different numbers of cluster

centers belonging to each metastable state.

Conformations from the image-generating trajectory are used to generate synthetic cryo-

EM images. Each MD conformation from this trajectory is used to generate the synthetic

images (see the Methods). To assess the performance of the algorithm at different noise

levels, normal white noise is added at SNR ∈ [100, 10−1, . . . , 10−4]. For comparison, we also

generate an image set with no noise. We first focus on the {χm} that has 20 cluster centers

with 4, 13, and 3 centers belonging to the folded, misfolded, and unfolded states, respectively.

The weight for each center is retrieved using the reweighting methodology defined in section

2.2.2 that approximates the ensemble density on clusters from conformational samples. The

population of each state is calculated by summing the weights of the cluster centers belonging
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Figure 3: Cα Root-mean-squared deviation (RMSD) of the structure-generating MD
trajectory with respect to the folded state, RMSDfolded, as a function of simulation time.
The simulation time is across replicas: [0,2] µs indicates the first replica, [2,4] µs indicates
the second replica, and so on. RMSDfolded is calculated with respect to the reference folded
structure. 1200 frames are shown as circles. Blue indicates members of the folded state.
Green indicates members of the misfolded state. Orange indicates members of the unfolded
state. Grey bars indicate the position of the M = 100 k-medoids cluster centers (see the
Methods). 20 conformation from each metastable state is shown with a ribbon representation
on top.

to each metastable state. We show the retrieved state population in Table 2 for image sets

with different SNRs. At high SNR (SNR ≥ 10−2), the algorithm is able to retrieve the

relative population of the three states with good accuracy. This demonstrates that the

reweighting algorithm is able to refine the MD ensemble using the information from noisy

cryo-EM images, which are given by an independent and different ensemble distribution.
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Assuming well-defined poses, our algorithm is able to retrieve the ensemble density until

SNR = 10−3. However, as was shown for cryoBIFE,30 we expect the recovery to fail for

higher SNR if the pose has to be retrieved as well as the weights. The results are consistent

over various choices of numbers of clusters M (see Supplementary Table S2, and the MCMC

convergence diagnostics in Supplementary Table S3). The results are also similar when using

a different clustering methodology52 (Supplementary Table S4). In terms of computational

costs, one would want to have many cluster centers to have a good representative ensemble,

while minimizing the time needed to compute the pose and structure-image likelihood.

Table 2: Retrieved populations for the three metastable states of Chignolin. M = 20 cluster
centers χm are extracted from the structure-generating trajectory, and these are reweighted
against the synthetic images with a ground truth population. The expected weight αm
(obtained by sampling Eq. 15) is assigned to each structure belonging to cluster m, and then
the retrieved population is the weighted sum of the structures belonging to each state. The
standard deviation of the estimate for the MCMC samples is shown.

%folded %misfolded %unfolded
Ground 0.7707 0.0004 0.2289
SNR
No noise 0.758 ± 0.002 0.0049 ± 0.0003 0.237 ± 0.002
1 0.758 ± 0.002 0.0048 ± 0.0002 0.237 ± 0.002
10−1 0.757 ± 0.002 0.0049 ± 0.0003 0.238 ± 0.002
10−2 0.752 ± 0.002 0.0066 ± 0.0003 0.241 ± 0.002
10−3 0.710 ± 0.002 0.022 ± 0.002 0.268 ± 0.002
10−4 0.646 ± 0.007 0.047 ± 0.006 0.307 ± 0.006

An advantage of working directly in conformational space is that after extracting the

cluster center weights, one can then perform post-processing steps to calculate free-energy

surfaces as described in the Methods. In Figure 4, we show that the approach that

approximates the ensemble density on clusters from sampled configurations (section 2.2.2)

can be used to reweight a 2D free-energy surface. We chose two collective variables: the Cα

RMSD with respect to folded and misfolded structures, respectively. The local minima

(metastable states) in the surface correspond to darker density regions. Figure 4A and B

show the initial and ground truth free-energy surface of the structure-generating and

image-generating trajectories, respectively. We use the ensemble reweighting on clusters to
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build a reweighted free-energy surface given the images (Figure 4C). Note that in the

initial surface (Figure 4A) both folded and misfolded states have low free energy. While for

the cryo-EM data ensemble (Figure 4B), the misfolded state has a much higher value (i.e.,

misfolded conformations are rare). Importantly, this is also found for the reweighted

surface (Figure 4C), where the free-energy minimum of the misfolded state significantly

diminishes. This demonstrates that the less populated misfolded state is down-weighted

because of the data and that the reweighted ensemble can be projected onto the

low-dimensional free-energy surface. These results show that our algorithm is able to

reconstruct free-energy surfaces from cryo-EM images. The reconstructed free-energy

surface is consistent over various choices of M and SNRs (Supplementary Figure S3). For

larger M , e.g. M = 100, the free-energy surface better resembles the ground truth.

Figure 4: Free-energy reweighting. 2D free-energy surface as a function of the Cα RMSD
with respect to the misfolded structure (x-axis), and of the Cα RMSD with respect to
the folded structure (y-axis) for (A) the initial structure-generating trajectory, (B) the
cryo-EM synthetic images, and (C) for the structure-generating trajectory reweighted by
approximating the ensemble density on clusters (section 2.2.2). Reweighting is performed
using the image set with SNR= 0.1.

5 Conclusions

We have developed a general ensemble reweighting formalism using single-particle i.i.d.

observations instead of averaged measurements. Bayesian inference enables retrieving

interpretable ensemble weights for a toy model with multiple modes and normally
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distributed data using a simple reweighting correction (section refER-simple), even in cases

where the ensemble members are not placed at the mode centers. More generally, by

leveraging the power of biomolecular modeling and simulations tools, which generate

conformational samples, we can reweigh the distribution of clusters from the sampled

conformations (section 2.2.2). Our results show an accurate metastable population and

free-energy recovery using synthetic cryo-EM images with high noise and for complex

biomolecules that involve large conformational changes such as unfolded states. The

clustering reduces the redundant conformations while maintaining the conformational

diversity of the heterogeneous unfolded state. It also simplifies the amount of computation

for the image-conformation likelihood, Eq. 17, considering that the number of images in a

typical cryo-EM particles dataset (and in this study) is in the order of hundreds of

thousands. The methodology has great potential for the analysis of highly flexible systems

having many degrees of freedom (like the unfolded states of biomolecules) using cryo-EM.

Importantly, the method provides an approximation of the full Boltzmann ensemble in

configuration space without requiring prior collective variables or dimensionality

reductions. Moreover, if more conformational samples are generated, one can use the

extracted density to evaluate their probability.

In this work, we validated the method using only synthetic particles of a small protein

without estimating the optimal viewing angle for each particle. Analyzing real cryo-EM

data will be more challenging because the image-structure likelihood will not be as

accurate for high noise levels (where it is difficult to estimate the optimal viewing angle)

and the pose optimization will add computational costs. Another limitation is that one

requires large computational resources to provide a sufficiently good ensemble to represent

all the particle images. For future work, coupling this method with a direct optimization of

the conformations (e.g., using MD) would be helpful to efficiently sample the ensemble

using the cryo-EM data. The development of more expressive functional forms for η might

also be useful. For instance, one could consider representing η as the output of a neural
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network or as a draw from a Gaussian process. In conclusion, this work leads the cryo-EM

field toward a more quantitative characterization of conformational landscapes. It enables

extracting ensemble densities using cryo-EM particles, instead of 3D maps, even for

challenging systems where generating reconstructions with cryo-EM is not possible (i.e.,

highly flexible states). The formalism is sufficiently general that it can be extended to

other single-molecule techniques that involve conformational snapshots.
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