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Abstract

Motivation: The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has emphasised the importance of developing a universal vaccine that can
protect against current and future variants of the virus.

Results: The present study proposes a novel conditional protein Language Model architecture, called Vaxformer, which
is designed to produce natural-looking antigenicity-controlled SARS-CoV-2 spike proteins. We evaluate the generated
protein sequences of the Vaxformer model using DDGun protein stability measure, netMHCpan antigenicity score, and a
structure fidelity score with AlphaFold to gauge its viability for vaccine development. Our results show that Vaxformer
outperforms the existing state-of-the-art Conditional Variational Autoencoder model to generate antigenicity-controlled
SARS-CoV-2 spike proteins. These findings suggest promising opportunities for conditional Transformer models to expand
our understanding of vaccine design and their role in mitigating global health challenges.

Availability and Implementation: The code used in this study is available at https://github.com/aryopg/vaxformer.
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In vaccine development, high antigenicity to both T-Cell and
B-Cell responses is desirable to prime the immune system.
Conversely, low antigenicity is advantageous for applications
such as drug design, where persistence is desired [31]. Yet, the
synthetic sequences produced must also resemble the natural
sequences of the virus, this is indeed a requirement to ensure
B-Cell functionality. With the amount of data we now have
on SARS-CoV-2 and its variants [33], machine learning could
prove to be the solution to generate protein sequences with such
constraints.

A recent study utilised Variational Autoencoder (VAE) to
generate structurally valid and stable Covid spike proteins [28].
The proteins generated by VAE, however, were only marginally
more stable and slightly less structurally valid than those
generated by the n-gram baseline model. One explanation for
this outcome is that VAE uses Euclidean distance as a similarity
metric which can be insufficient for tasks with complex data
distributions [8, 24]. In the domain of image generation, a
tiny translation of the image can result in low similarity
while humans barely can notice the difference [24]. Similarly,
different pointwise mutations have different effects on the three-
dimensional structure of the protein and its stability. Simple
pointwise metrics such as FEuclidean distance likely fail to
capture such dependencies.

A potentially more suitable similarity metric would be
the Root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) of atomic positions
of the residues in three-dimensional models of the protein
rather than distance based on unfolded sequences of amino
acids (AAs). However, the computational feasibility of this
approach is hindered by the extended duration required for
protein folding. Therefore, models that can learn more complex
similarity measures during training are promising solutions to
this problem.

Additionally, the VAE solution [28] is limited in terms of its
scalability. The VAE model depends heavily on the choice of
hyperparameters, making it inherently hard to be fine-tuned to
new tasks, i.e. new vaccine design tasks. Therefore, there is a
need to develop a foundational model that can overcome these
limitations.

In recent years, several studies have applied Language
Models (LMs) to protein design, with the aim of developing
a foundational model that can comprehend the underlying
patterns of protein design. One of the earliest protein LMs
utilised a Long short-term memory [LSTM; 17] architecture
to generate single-domain antibodies [32]. There has been a
growing interest in applying state-of-the-art NLP architectures
to the field of protein design. A recent study proposed
ProtGPT2, a model to generate novel protein sequences [12],
which is based on the GPT2 architecture [29] and contains
738 million parameters. ProtGPT2 was trained to predict the
next oligomer in the sequence using the UniRef50 dataset
which comprises 44.9 million training sequences and 4.9 million
validation sequences.

Another recently proposed protein LM is ProGen [26] that
is trained to generate protein sequences that are conditioned
to a control tag, such as protein family, biological process
ProGen is based on the CTRL
architecture [21], which has 1.2 billion parameters. For the

and molecular function.
training of ProGen, 281 million non-redundant universal
protein sequences and their associated properties were collected
from various sources, such as UniParc [25], UniprotKB [2],
Pfam [13], and NCBI taxonomic information [11].

both ProtGPT2
considerable computing resources, making it challenging to

Unfortunately, and ProGen require

even fine-tune them for the spike protein design task. On top
of that, there is an absence of studies exploring the use of LMs
in designing spike proteins thus far, specifically controllable
vaccine design based on antigenicity scores.

In this study, we attempt to fill in this gap by proposing
Vaxformer, a conditional spike protein LM architecture which
is designed to produce antigenicity-controlled SARS-CoV-2
vaccines. The quality of hypothetical proteins generated by
Vaxformer is mainly evaluated by three metrics: protein
stability computed by the DDGun [27] tool, similarity to
reference spike protein measured by RMSD of folded models
by AlphaFold 2 [20] and netMHCpan [30] antigenicity scores.
The Vaxformer model’s ability to produce spike proteins that
are both stable and structurally sound while being conditioned
on antigenicity scores can make a noteworthy contribution to
the study of vaccine design against SARS-CoV-2.

Materials and Methods

Dataset and Task

The dataset of spike Covid proteins was obtained from GISAID
[22]. Each protein in the dataset is represented as a sequence
of amino acids (AAs). There are 20 possible AAs in each
position of the sequence. The proteins were first aligned using
Multiple Sequence Alignment (MSA) with the MUSCLE tool
[9]. Then we used one-hot encoding to convert each of the
aligned sequences to binary data. Finally, the dataset was split
into 65,027 training samples (95%), 2,000 validation samples
(2.5%), and 2,000 test samples (2.5%). The antigenicity score of
every sequence in the dataset was measured using netMHCpan
to get the number of “hits” of each sequence (a “hit” being a
9-aa peptide from the sequence that is likely to be presented to
the immune system). Then, the sequences were assigned with an
antigenicity score (0, 1 or 2) using the first and third quantiles
of the number of hits in the dataset. The task is to generate a
sequence of amino acids which is a stable and structurally valid
spike protein conditioned on antigenicity score.

Models

Naive Bayes Baseline

We developed a Naive Bayes [4] model as a baseline for this
study. The Naive Bayes model is trained to calculate the most
likely AA in a given position of a sequence. The Naive Bayes
model is not trained to be conditioned to antigenicity scores.
Naive Bayes models each position independently. The frequency
of each residue is calculated for a given position and normalised,
which can be interpreted as probabilities. By sampling a
categorical distribution with those probabilities we generated
synthetic sequences. While this approach is computationally
efficient, the model cannot capture which mutations are likely
to occur together.

Long Short Term Memory

The LSTM model is trained to generate sequences from left to
right with prior AAs and their antigenicity scores as context,
as shown in Figure 1. The LSTM model takes aligned protein
sequences with a fixed length of 1,299 which contains AA
or shift characters (“-”). The LSTM model also accepts the
corresponding batch of antigenicity scores (0, 1, or 2) which
helps condition the LSTM prediction. Both antigenicity scores
and the AA sequences are mapped to a high-dimensional vector
by the embedding layer. After both respective embedding
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Fig. 1. LSTM architecture. The LSTM architecture employs two separate
embeddings to map AA tokens and antigenicity scores into their respective
vectors, which are concatenated and passed to the LSTM model. The
LSTM layer produces a latent representation which is ingested by a

softmax linear layer to predict the subsequent AA token.

layers, both antigenicity and AA vectors are concatenated and
ingested by the LSTM. This can be formally defined as:
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where a; and s; denote the amino acid and the antigenicity
embedding vector of time step ¢, || indicates a concatenation
along the last axis, and ® denotes the Hadamard product. o
and tanh denote a sigmoid and a hyperbolic tangent activation
function, respectively. W;, U;, Wy, Uy, We, U., W,, and U,
denote the input, forget, memory, and output gate matrices of
the LSTM, while b;, bs, b, and b, denote the input, forget,
memory, and output gate biases of the LSTM. o, hy and ¢
denote the output, hidden state, and cell state of time step t.
We employed a fully-connected layer with softmax activation
to predict the most probable AA for a specific timestamp.

The best performing LSTM uses 2 LSTM layers, a hidden
dimension of 128, and an embedding dimension of 128. The
LSTM is trained with Adam optimiser [23] with a learning rate
of 1 x 10~* for 150 epochs.

Vazformer

Vaxformer is a Transformer model [34] that is trained in
an autoregressive manner, generating sequences from left to
right. Vaxformer generally follows the design of the original
Transformer model. Vaxformer takes aligned protein sequences
with fix length of 1,299 which contains AA or shift characters.
The protein sequences will be processed by the Amino Acid
Embedding and injected by the Sinusoidal Fixed Positional
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Fig. 2. Vaxformer architecture. Alongside the AA tokens embedding,

Amino Acid Sequences

the Vaxformer architecture employs two separate embeddings to map
the Antigenicity scores; one embedding will be concatenated with the
AA vectors, one embedding will act as the key-value of the multi-head
attention calculation. From this combination of inputs, the Vaxformer
produces a latent representation which is ingested by a softmax linear
layer to predict the subsequent AA token.

Embedding, which aims to introduce information about the
order of the tokens in the input sequence. We use sine and
cosine functions similar to the original Transformer:

PE(pos.2i) = sin (pos/lOOOOZi/ ""wd“)
_ (2)
PE(pos,2i41) = cos (pos/10000%/ )

Vaxformer also takes the
or 2)
which allows Vaxformer to learn to generate spike protein

Alongside the AA sequences,
corresponding batch of antigenicity scores (0, 1,

sequences conditioned to those antigenicity scores. As presented
in Figure 2, the antigenicity scores are processed by two
separate embeddings. One embedding will be concatenated to
the AA sequence embedding, while the other will act as a key
and value of the multi-head attention calculation. This can be

formally defined as:

Attention(Q, C') = softma LCT C (3)
)= Vic

where @ denotes the amino acid sequences, C denotes the
antigenicity scores, and d¢ denotes the hidden dimension

of the input. Notice that the antigenicity scores act as
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the key and value of the multi-head attention computation,
forcing the model to condition its latent representation to the
antigenicity scores. In our experiment, we used two separate
antigenicity embeddings (to condition the AA sequences and
to be the key-value of the multi-head attention computation),
but theoretically, both embeddings can share the same weight.
Vaxformer is trained to minimise the cross-entropy loss by
comparing the output probability of AAs to the real sequences.

The best-performing Vaxformer uses a hidden dimension
of 200, 4 attention heads,
on the embedding layer.

3 layers, dropout rate of 0.5
Vaxformer is trained with Adam

optimiser [23] with a learning rate of 1 x 10~* for 100 epochs.

Evaluation methods

The evaluation process comprises two steps. The first step is to
evaluate the Protein LMs using AA-level perplexity. Perplexity
evaluates the efficacy of a LM in predicting the probability
of the subsequent AA in the entire sequence. It measures
the uncertainty of the model when attempting to predict the
next AA, and a lower perplexity score implies better predictive
power. We identify the best-performing LMs per model family
(i.e. LSTM and Vaxformer).

Once the LMs are selected, we evaluate the quality of
the generated proteins in comparison to the random mutation
and Naive Bayes baseline, as well as the state-of-the-art VAE
model [28]. The four main ways of evaluating the quality of
generated protein are:

e Protein stability computed by DDGun. Stability in
this context refers to the net balance of forces which
indicates whether a mutated protein will keep its native
shape or it will unfold or extend [16]. We identify the
most similar natural protein to the generated one based
on sequence alignment score using BLOSUMG62 similarity
matrix. DDGun is then used to calculate the difference
in the free energy of unfolding between the natural and
generated protein. A lower score indicates greater stability.

¢ RMSD of folded protein by the AlphaFold 2 and

We first use AlphaFold to

compute the three-dimensional structure of the generated

Covid reference protein.

protein. Using PyMOL [6] software we align the reference
Wuhan protein with folded generated protein and compute
the RMSD.

e Protein antigenicity evaluation by netMHCpan. We
use netMHCpan to predict the efficiency of a protein to
trigger an immune response. This involves predicting the
binding of 9 AA peptides to the MHC complex using a feed-
forward neural network. Antigenicity scores are calculated
by determining the number of compatible rolling windows
of 9-mers in a sequence compared to the rest of the dataset.
The analysis is conducted on 12 MHC versions common
in human populations, and we compare the antigenicity
score distributions of the generated sequences to the desired
distributions.

e PCA visualisation. We mapped the natural sequences
into two-dimensional latent space using the Principal
Component Analysis (PCA). We use the same transformation
to map generated proteins which allows us to qualitatively
compare their positions relative to natural proteins. This
serves as a qualitative evaluation of the generated proteins
to identify whether the generated proteins are distributed
similarly as the natural proteins.

Results

Language Model Perplexity

Table 1 exhibits the perplexity achieved by all trained LMs.
Vaxformer-large achieved the lowest validation perplexity of
1.014, LSTM-base
achieved the lowest validation perplexity of 1.018. We can

whereas, among the LSTM variants,
observe that in Vaxformer exists a direct correlation between
the model size and its performance, as the largest model
yielded the lowest perplexity and the smallest model yielded the
highest. We chose LSTM-base and Vaxformer-large to generate

sequences for the evaluation.

Generated Sequences

‘We proceed to generate hypothetical protein sequences using
the Naive Bayes baseline model, LSTM-base, and Vaxformer-
large. Each model may generate the same protein sequences
multiple times. It is imperative to differentiate the distinct
proteins and eliminate those already present in the training
data to obtain the de novo sequences. The number of generated
sequences, including the distinct and de nmowvo ones, are listed
in Table 2.

Protein stability

Using the DDGun tool,
proteins for each of the models. Table 3 presents the AAG
for each of the models.

we selected the ten most stable

The Vaxformer achieved state-of-
the-art performance and produced the most stable proteins.
Conversely, the baselines (random mutator and Naive Bayes)
were the least performant. LSTM also achieved good protein
stability, however, both VAE and Vaxformer proved to be
superior in that evaluation metric.

Structural similarity

Table 3 presents the RMSD values between the ten most
stable proteins generated by each model and the Wuhan
reference protein. Each mutation introduces some structural
deviation, but all models produced structurally valid proteins,
as shown by the average RMSD of natural proteins (0.65 +
0.33A4). The Random Mutation baseline had the lowest RMSD,
while Vaxformer had the highest but was still comparable
to the deviation of natural proteins. Additionally, Figure 3
qualitatively compares the Vaxformer-generated protein with
the reference Wuhan protein, demonstrating good conservation
of the helices and high similarity between the two.

The hamming distance between the generated protein to
the closest natural protein averaged over 10 most stable
generated proteins was 10.73 4+ 1.889 for the Vaxformer and
9.4 + 2.07 for LSTM. This shows that the models managed
to produce structurally valid and stable proteins which are
notably divergent from the naturally occurring proteins. The
confidence in AlphaFold predictions was measured using the
averaged pLDDT metric (which has a range of 0-100 and
higher means more confidence) which resulted in 77.26, 77.22
for Vaxformer and LSTM, respectively. This indicates that
AlphaFold predictions were plausible.

Antigenicity distributions

We assessed the netMHCpan number of hits for sequences
generated by VAE [28], LSTM-based, and Vaxformer-large
models. The distributions of the antigenicity scores for the
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Table 1. Train and validation AA-level perplexities of the experimented LMs. Lower perplexity indicates a better model. The lower bound

of perplexity is 1. The boldface row indicates the best-performing model from each category. ”-small”,

»

’-base”, and ”-large” models differ

in terms of their embedding dimension, hidden dimension, and the number of layers. While the rest of the hyperparameters remain the same.

Model Emb. dim Hidden dim Num. layers Train Perplexity Val. Perplexity
LSTM-small 32 64 2 1.019 1.021
LSTM-base 128 128 2 1.016 1.018
LSTM-large 200 200 4 1.016 1.019
Vaxformer-small 64 64 1.034 1.128
Vaxformer-base 128 128 1.014 1.043
Vaxformer-large 200 200 3 1.013 1.014

(a) Reference + Vaxformer.

Fig. 3. Qualitative comparison of the reference and Vaxformer generated protein structures. Note the clear visual similarity. Alphafold and PyMOL

(b) Reference protein.

(c) Vaxformer generated protein.

were used to approximate and visualise the three-dimensional structures of the proteins.

Table 2. Total number of distinct and novel sequences arising from
2,000 generated sequences from Vaxformer, LSTM, and Naive Bayes
as well as 50,000 generated sequences from VAE.

Model # Sample # Distinct # Novel
Naive Bayes 2,000 2,000 1,999
VAE (low) 50,000 932 875
VAE (medium) 50,000 1,308 1,110
VAE (high) 50,000 1,298 1,082
LSTM-base (low) 2,000 1,015 933
LSTM-base (medium) 2,000 891 780
LSTM-base (high) 2,000 1,283 1,243
Vaxformer-large (low) 2,000 1,770 1,770
Vaxformer-large (medium) 2,000 1,981 1,981
Vaxformer-large (high) 2,000 1,871 1,871

Table 3. Mean values for RMSD w.r.t. the Wuhan AlphaFold and
AAG. The boldface indicates the best-performing result from each
metric.

Model RMSD (A) AAG (KCAL/MOL)
Random Mutation [28] 0.32 + 0.23 -2.51 + 0.31
Naive Bayes 0.59 +0.23 -0.5 £+ 0.30
VAE [28] 0.48 4+ 0.28 -5.17 £+ 0.51
LSTM-base 0.51 +0.17 -4.95 + 1.09
Vaxformer-large 0.67 4+ 0.31 -5.45 + 0.72

generated sequences are displayed in Figure 4, using a colour-
coding scheme where blue, orange, and green represent low,
medium, and high antigenicity scores, respectively.

To evaluate the separation between the antigenicity-
modulated sequences, we conducted one-tailed T-tests and
U-tests between the distributions of low-, medium-, and high-
antigenicity sequences. Because the goal of the project is
to develop a model that can generate antigenicity-modulated
sequences, it is important that the distributions of the
generated sequences are well separated and ordered according
to the antigenicity score (i.e. low < medium < high). Both
T-tests and U-tests produce a test statistic, the T-statistic
for T-tests and U-statistic for U-tests, respectively, and a
p-value. The p-value indicates the level of evidence against
the null hypothesis, with smaller p-values indicating stronger
evidence against the null hypothesis. The T-statistic measures
the difference between the means of the two groups relative
to the variation within each group. A larger absolute value of
the T-statistic indicates a greater likelihood that the means of
the two groups are truly different. On the other hand, the U-
statistic measures the difference between the medians of the
two groups or the degree to which one group tends to have
higher values than the other. A larger absolute value of the U-
statistic indicates a greater likelihood that the medians of the
two groups are truly different.

Our results, presented in Table 4, indicate that Vaxformer-
generated sequences exhibit superior antigenicity modulation
compared to LSTM- and VAE-generated sequences. The T-
statistics between the high- and low-antigenicity scores of
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Table 4. Average one-tailed T-statistics and U-statistics of the antigenicity score distributions across 10 iterations of 750 randomly sampled
model-generated sequences. All test results are statistically significant (p-value j 0.01) with negligible standard deviations of T-statistics and
U-statistics. The higher the T-statistic or U-statistic value, the greater the difference between the two distributions, where the left-hand
distribution is larger than the right-hand (e.g. Medium-Low indicates Medium as the left-hand distribution and Low as the right-hand
distribution). The boldface row indicates the largest T-statistics and U-statistics.

T-statistics

U-statistics

Model
ode Medium-Low High-Medium High-Low Medium-Low High-Medium  High-Low
VAE 15.22 27.68 39.17 3.99 x 10° 4.73 x 10° 5.23 x 10°
LSTM-base 14.23 16.83 29.75 4.45 x 10° 4.37 x 10° 5.16 x 10°
Vaxformer-large 26.30 38.02 56.62 4.75 x 10°  5.21 x 10° 5.56 x 10°
- ‘r:vevd\um 16 175 — ‘rlr’\:d\um
—— high —— high
2.0 14 150

Density

§5 450 485 500 505 510 515 5.0 525 50.0

Antigenicity hits distribution of generated samples

53.0 285 490 495

(a) VAE.
Fig. 4. Antigenicity score distributions of sequences generated by (a) VAE [28], (b) LSTM, and (c) Vaxformer. Note that there are dubious sequences

50.5

(b) LSTM.

285 490 495 500 505 5.0 5.5 520 525 530
Antigenicity hits distribution of generated samples

510 515 520 525
Antigenicity hits distribution of generated samples

(¢) Vaxformer.

generated by LSTM with antigenicity lower than 48.5 due to excessive alignment gap tokens (“-”).

Vaxformer-generated sequences (56.62) was significantly higher
than that of VAE (39.17) and LSTM (29.75) sequences. A
similar trend can be observed in the U-test results. The U-
statistics between the high- and low-antigenicity scores of
Vaxformer-generated sequences (5.56 X 105) was higher than
that of VAE (5.23 x 10°) and LSTM (5.16 x 10°) sequences.

PCA Visualisation

We also visualise the PCA distribution of the generated proteins
to qualitatively verify that the generated proteins are relatively
close to the natural proteins, which is displayed in Figure 5.
The training data (natural proteins) were aligned using MSA
and each of the generative models predict proteins following
this alignment. All of the aligned proteins were then one-hot
encoded and PCA transformation was fit on the training data
(grey dots in Figure 5). The results of generative models were
then transformed using the PCA projection (plotted in orange).
Note that each of the generative models covered different
regions of the natural distribution. This suggests that by using
diverse models, we are able to generate a wider range of proteins
than using a single model. The Naive Bayes generates proteins
lying in the region where natural proteins rarely occur, while
the Vaxformer and LSTM produce sequences which are more
likely to occur naturally. This provides additional validation
that Vaxformer and LSTM perform better than the baseline.

Conclusions

In this study, we proposed Vaxformer, a novel conditional spike
protein LM architecture capable of producing antigenicity-
controlled SARS-CoV-2 spike proteins. Vaxformer-generated
sequences are stable and of valid structure, distributed along

the principal variance directions of natural sequences, and

well-modulated by their antigenicity scores. Therefore, we
argue that the Vaxformer-generated sequences can make a
noteworthy contribution to the study of vaccine design against
SARS-CoV-2.

‘We note that it is relatively trivial for the proposed LMs
to reach the minima of respective loss functions, as shown
by their respective perplexity scores. However, it is important
to note that a good performance in model evaluation metrics
such as perplexity may not be directly associated with the
model performance from a biological standpoint. To address
this issue, a proxy loss function can be created to emulate the
biological evaluations and further enhance the ability of a model
to generate biologically-sound sequences.

One possible solution that we have experimented with is to
use a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) architecture [15],
where the discriminator is trained to distinguish between real
and fake sequences, and at the same time, to predict their
antigenicity scores. However, implementing GAN to discrete
data such as AA sequences is very challenging since they are
not differentiable. One approach to solve this is by using
SeqGAN [37] which employs policy gradient reinforcement
learning [36]. Unfortunately, implementing multiple Monte
Carlo rollouts for 1,299 AAs in every training step can be very
time-consuming. Nonetheless, having a more efficient approach
to adding a biologically-aware discriminator to evaluate the
generated sequences during training can improve the model’s
biological performance.

Another potential avenue for exploration is to understand
better the antigenicity information we get from netMHCpan
evaluation. We could derive new metrics from the peptides hits
number like the proportion of the protein that is exposed to
the immune system, or detect specific segments of the protein
that contributes more to the antigenicity score. By pinpointing
which parts of a protein sequence contribute most significantly
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Fig. 5. PCA visualisation of the natural and generated sequences from the generative models: Naive Bayes, Vaxformer, and LSTM. Sequences from the

training data are displayed in grey, while generated sequences are in orange. Each generative model covers different regions of the natural distribution.

The baseline model (Naive Bayes) covers an area where natural proteins rarely occur, suggesting a bad fit, while LSTM and Vaxformer cover more

favourable regions.

to its antigenicity, we may be able to improve the quality of the
generated proteins and gain a more nuanced understanding of
the factors that contribute to immune recognition.

In addition, future work could explore the possibility of
increasing the granularity of the antigenicity score. While this
study focused on three quantiles, there are no theoretical
limitations preventing a more extended exploration. For
example generating proteins with even higher scores than the
natural ones would be of great interest for vaccine design. Such
an investigation may further refine our understanding of the
underlying characteristic differences of sequences with different
antigenicity scores.

For future work, we also recommend using other tools than
DDGun for assessing stability such as Rosetta [3] or FoldX [5]
to validate results. Furthermore, the spike protein is composed
of several domains which fold separately [19]. Perhaps this
independency can be exploited by some hierarchical generative
models or evaluation techniques such as Alphafold Multimer
[10]. Furthermore, generating only one domain may allow using
more computationally expensive models which were intractable
in the case of the whole protein.

To support further innovation, the code used in this study
is accessible via https://github.com/aryopg/vaxformer.
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