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Proteins are composed of linear chains of amino acids that fold into complex three-
dimensional structures. A general feature of folded proteins is that they are compact with a
radius of gyration Rg(N) ∼ Nν that obeys power-law scaling with the number of amino acids
N in each protein and ν ∼ 1/3. In this study, we investigate the internal scaling of the radius
of gyration Rg(n) versus the chemical separation n between amino acids for all subchains
of length n. We show that for globular proteins Rg(n) ∼ nν1,2 with a larger exponent
ν1 > 1/3 for small n and a smaller exponent ν2 < 1/3 for large n, such that Rg(N) ∝ Nν .
To describe this scaling behavior for Rg(n), we carry out folding simulations for a series of
coarse-grained models for proteins beginning with the freely-jointed and freely-rotating chain
models composed of spherical monomers and varying degrees of stereochemical constraints.
We show that a minimal model, which coarse-grains amino acids into a single spherical
backbone atom and one variable-sized spherical side-chain atom, and enforces bend- and
dihedral-angle constraints, can recapitulate Rg(n) for x-ray crystal structures of globular
proteins. In addition, this model predicts the correct average packing fraction and size of
the hydrophobic core, which are two key physical features that can be used to distinguish
between computational ‘decoys’ and correctly folded proteins in protein design applications.
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Introduction

Proteins are polypeptide chains containing tens to thousands of amino acids that
carry out important cellular and extracellular functions. While breakthroughs

in machine learning have improved our ability to predict the x-ray crystal structures
of proteins from their amino acid sequences (1–3) and to design new protein
sequences (4), modeling the physical process of protein folding remains a challenge.
Experimental studies of protein folding have revealed intermediate kinetic traps,
fold switching, mechanisms of misfolding and aggregation, allostery, and structural
changes in response to mutations (5–10).

The radius of gyration Rg(N) of a protein with N amino
acids defined by

Rg(N) =

√√√√ 1
N

N∑
k=1

|⃗rk − r⃗com|2, [1]

where r⃗k are the positions of the Cα atoms and r⃗com is
the center of mass, characterizes its shape and compactness,
and has been employed as a reaction coordinate for the
folding process (11). Rg(N) can also be used to identify
intrinsically disordered proteins (IDPs), which do not adopt
a single compact structure, but contain both open and
compact regions. IDPs thus possess larger Rg(N) compared
to compact, globular proteins (12).

The radius of gyration for simple polymers follow power-
law scaling relations, Rg(N) ∝ Nν , where ν = 1 for fully
extended polymers, 0.5 for random-walk polymers, and 1/3 for
collapsed polymers. Recent studies of x-ray crystal structures
of globular proteins have shown that Rg(N) ∼ Nν∗

with
exponent ν∗ ∼ 0.33-0.4 (13), similar to the behavior for
collapsed polymers. (See the inset to Fig. 1 (a).) Deviations
from the power-law scaling behavior with exponent ν∗ are
found for proteins with small ratios of hydrophobicity to
electric charge (14–19).
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Fig. 1. Average normalized radius of gyration ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ as a function of the subchain length n. (a) The anomalous scaling of ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ for 2531 x-ray crystal structures of
single-chain proteins with variable numbers of amino acids N (thin black lines). The dashed red line gives the average over all proteins. The dot-dashed blue line has a slope of
1/3. In the inset, we show ⟨R̃g(N)⟩ for the same x-ray crystal structures (filled black circles). The dashed black line has a slope of 1/3. (b) For collapsed, excluded-volume

bead-spring polymers as for folded proteins, ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ does not obey power-law scaling behavior with a single exponent. However, in the inset, we show that the endpoints

obey R̃g(N) ∝ N1/3 for N = 128 (black line) to 4096 (violet line) spherical monomers. (c) ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ ∝ nν with ν ∼ 0.59 for excluded-volume random-walk polymers
(upper curves) compared to ν ∼ 0.50 for ideal random-walk polymers (lower curves).

To gain insight into the internal structure of a polymer
with N monomers and positions r⃗k, we can define ⟨Rg(n)⟩ as
the average radius of gyration over all subchains of length n,

⟨Rg(n)⟩ = 1
N − n

N−n∑
i=1

Rg(i, i+ n− 1), [2]

where

Rg(i, j) =

[
1

j − i+ 1

j∑
k=i

(⃗rk − ⟨⃗rk⟩)2

]1/2

[3]

and

⟨⃗rk⟩ = 1
j − i+ 1

j∑
k=i

r⃗k. [4]

In Fig. 1 (a), we show that while the endpoint Rg scaling for
folded proteins obeys Rg(N) ∝ Nν∗

with ν∗ ∼ 0.33-0.4, the
internal scaling Rg(n) for folded proteins is more complex.
Rg(n) possesses two characteristic power-law scaling regions:
Rg(n) ∝ nν1,2 with ν1 ∼ 0.7 > 1/3 for small n and ν2 ∼
0.2 < 1/3 for large n, which differs significantly from Rg(n)
for collapsed bead-spring polymers (Fig. 1 (b)), as well as
excluded-volume and ideal random-walk polymers (Fig. 1
(c)). What is the origin of this more complex scaling behavior
of the radius of gyration with subchain length n for folded
proteins?

To address this important question, we investigate a
range of computational models to determine which best
captures the Rg(n) scaling, as well as other key structural
properties that define folded proteins. We focus on four
polymer models with increasing complexity: a collapsed
excluded-volume bead-spring random-walk polymer model,
the previous polymer model with effective bend- and dihedral-
angle constraints, the previous polymer model with an
additional “side-chain” spherical monomer attached to each
backbone monomer, and the previous polymer model except

the sizes of each side-chain spherical monomer are selected
to mimic the sidechains of amino acids in the protein. To
simplify the polymer models, we do not include explicit
attractive interactions between amino acids. Instead, to
induce hydrophobic collapse of the polymer models, we
employ an external compressive central force with damped
molecular dynamics (MD) simulations. Previous studies have
shown that the structural properties of bead-spring polymers
collapsed using attractive interactions are similar to those
for purely repulsive bead-spring polymers compressed using
a central force (20). In addition, static packings of purely
repulsive, rigid, amino acid-shaped particles compressed to
jamming onset (i.e. the maximum packing fraction that does
not give rise to overlaps between amino acids) achieve a
similar average packing fraction as that found in the cores
of x-ray crystal structures of globular proteins (21, 22). This
work identifies the minimal coarse-grained model of proteins
necessary to recapitulate the scaling of the radius of gyration
with chemical distance, as well as other important structural
properties of folded proteins, such as the average core packing
fraction ⟨ϕ⟩, fraction of amino acids in the core fcore, and
the structure factor S(q) of the protein backbone. This work
provides fundamental insight into the physical features that
control the protein folding process and define the structure
of folded proteins.

Methods

In Fig. 2, we show the coarse-grained models of proteins that
will be used to determine the physical features of proteins
that must be incorporated to recapitulate Rg(n) and other
key structural properties of folded proteins (23–28). All of
the polymer models possess a connected backbone including
one spherical bead per amino acid backbone with the same
average separation between successive Cα atoms in proteins,
i.e. σbb ≈ 3.8 Å. We consider four polymer models with
increasing complexity: 1) a collapsed freely-jointed excluded-
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Fig. 2. (a)-(d) Snapshots of the four coarse-grained models of proteins, shown
as 2D projections. When moving from (a)-(d), the successive models include all
features of the previous models. σbb indicates the diameter of the spherical bead
that represents the backbone of each amino acid. (a) A collapsed freely-jointed
excluded-volume random walk (CRW) polymer chain with inter-amino acid separation
σbb; (b) For the bend- and dihedral-angle potential (BADA) polymer model, the
effective bend angles θuvw between three consecutive amino acids are constrained
to values determined by x-ray crystal structures of proteins by a harmonic potential
Ubend, and the effective dihedral angles ψijkl between four consecutive amino
acids are constrained to values determined by x-ray crystal structures of proteins by
the dihedral angle potential Udh. (c) The freely jointed side-chain polymer model
(FJSC) includes an additional spherical bead with diameter σ̃i

sc (colored by size)
chosen randomly from a distribution of amino acid side chain diameters from x-ray
crystal structures of proteins that are freely-jointed to each backbone monomer i;
(d) For the “in-sequence” FJSC (In Seq) polymer model, the diameter of the side
chain bead (colored by amino acid) is determined by the amino acid sequence that
it is modeling. The example shown is a section of the protein with PDBID: 3ZZO.

volume random-walk (CRW) polymer model, 2) the previous
polymer model with constrained effective bend and dihedral
angles (BADA) among the backbone spherical beads, 3) the
previous polymer model with an additional spherical bead
with randomly chosen diameter that is freely-jointed to each
backbone monomer to represent the side chain for each amino
acid (FJSC), and 4) an “in-sequence” freely-jointed side chain
polymer model (In Seq), where the diameter of the side chain
bead mimics the size of the side chain of the protein’s amino
acid sequence. For each model, we perform more than 2500
independent simulations, one for each protein in a dataset
of high-resolution x-ray crystal structures of single-chain
proteins. (See Supporting Information (SI) for details of the
dataset of proteins.)

In Fig. 2 (a), we illustrate the CRW polymer model, where
each of the N spherical beads represents an amino acid with
diameter σbb. Neighboring amino acids i and j = i+ 1 are
connected using the harmonic bond length potential,

Ubond(rij) = Ubb

2

(
1 − rij

σij

)2

, [5]

where rij is the separation between amino acids i and j,
Ubb is the strength of the bond length potential, and σij

is the sum of the radii of the bonded monomers i and j,
σij = (σi + σj)/2. Non-bonded amino acids interact via the
purely repulsive linear spring potential,

Urep(rij) = ϵrep

2

(
1 − rij

σij

)2

Θ
(

1 − rij

σij

)
, [6]

where Θ(·) is the Heaviside step function and ϵrep is the
strength of the non-bonded repulisve interactions between
amino acids. Physical quantities will be made dimensionless
using the energy scale ϵrep, the mass m of an amino acid
backbone, and the lengthscale σbb. Throughout this work
a tilde over a given symbol is used to denote dimensionless
quantities, e.g. Ũbb = Ubb/ϵrep. All dimensionless simulation
parameters are defined in the SI.

In Fig. 2 (b), we show that the BADA polymer model also
includes constraints on the bend and dihedral angles between
amino acids. The bend angles θijk between three sequential
amino acids i, j = i+ 1, and k = i+ 2 are constrained by

Ubend(θijk) = Uba

2

(
1 − θijk

θ0
ijk

)2

, [7]

where the average bend angle θ0
ijk is obtained from the x-ray

crystal structure dataset. The dihedral-angle potential energy
constrains the angle ψijkl between planes formed by the three
monomers i, j, and k and three monomers j, k, and l among
the four consecutive backbone monomers i, j, k, and l:

Udh(ψijkl) = Uda
∑

⟨ijkl⟩

4∑
s=1

[
As cos (sψijkl)

+Bs sin (sψijkl)
]
, [8]

where Uda is the strength of the dihedral-angle potential and
the dimensionless coefficients As and Bs are determined by
the x-ray crystal structure dataset. (See SI.)

In Fig. 3 (a), we show the distribution P(θijk) of bend
angles between each set of three successive Cα atoms from
the x-ray crystal structure dataset. The distribution has a
strong peak around θijk ≈ 90◦ and a secondary peak near
120◦. For each protein that we simulate, we sample the bend
angles randomly from P(θijk), and then they are constrained
using Ubend in Eq. 7. The dihedral-angle potential energy
Udh(ψijkl) (12, 29), as shown in Fig 3 (b), has a global
minimum at ψijkl = ±180◦, a peak near 60◦, and a plateau
extending over the range 0◦ ≤ ψijkl ≤ 120◦. Calculating
the Boltzmann weight for Udh will yield P(ψijkl) for the x-ray
crystal structure dataset. The key features in P(θijk) and
P(ψijkl) can be attributed to protein secondary structure.
The peak around θijk ≈ 90◦ in P(θijk) and the plateau in
P(ψijkl) originate from α-helical structures. The secondary
peak near θijk ≈ 120◦ and low-energy tails at ψijkl = ±180◦

stem from β-sheet structures. Note that α-helices are not
favored by the coarse-grained dihedral-angle potential energy
Udh.

The final two polymer models, FJSC and In Seq in Fig. 2
(c) and (d) incorporate sidechain degrees of freedom, by freely-
joining a spherical bead to each backbone bead (using Eq. 5).
To approximate the diameter of each sidechain bead, we
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Fig. 3. (a) Distribution P(θijk) of the effective bend angles between three
consecutive Cα atoms from the dataset of x-ray crystal structures of proteins.
(b) The dimensionless dihedral-angle potential energy Ũdh(ψijkl) that yields the
distribution P(ψijk) of effective dihedral angles ψijkl between four consecutive
Cα atoms observed in the x-ray crystal structure dataset when Boltzmann-
weighting (12).

calculate the maximum distance between all pairs of atoms
in a sidechain and add the average of the radii of the two
atoms that are the farthest apart. The selected atomic radii
have been used previously to calculate the average packing
fraction of amino acids in protein cores (21, 30, 31) and are
provided in the SI. Amino acid sidechains can take on many
conformations, so each amino acid possesses a distribution of
effective side chain diameters. These distributions can either
be calculated independently for each amino acid type or
binned together to obtain an overall distribution of side chain
diameters as shown in Fig. 4. For the FJSC polymer model
in Fig. 2 (c), the diameter σi,sc of the side chain monomer
bonded to backbone monomer i is chosen randomly from
the overall distribution of effective amino acid side chain
diameters P(σsc) in the main panel of Fig. 4. In contrast,
for the In Seq polymer model in Fig. 2 (d), we select the
diameter of each sidechain monomer according to the amino
sequence of each protein in the x-ray crystal structure dataset.
In particular, the diameters of the sidechain monomers are
randomly sampled from the individual amino acid sidechain
diameter distributions Pi(σsc) illustrated in the inset of Fig. 4,
where P(σ̃sc) = A

∑20
i=1 Pi(σ̃sc)/Ai, A is the normalization

constant determined by
∫

P(σ̃sc)dσ̃sc = 1, Ai = 1/(∆σ̃scN
i
c)

is the normalization constant for the diameter distribution of
amino acid i with N i

c total counts and bin width ∆σ̃sc.
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Fig. 4. Distribution P(σ̃sc) of the effective sidechain diameters (normalized by
σbb) binned over all amino acid types. The inset shows the sum of the distributions
Pi(σ̃sc) for each amino acid type i indicated by different colors.

When generating initial polymer configurations, the total
potential energy contributions, U tot

rep =
∑

⟨i,j⟩ Urep(rij) ≈ 0
and U tot

bond =
∑

⟨i,j⟩ Ubond(rij) ≈ 0 for all models, and
U tot

bend =
∑

⟨i,j,k⟩ Ubend(θijk) ≈ 0 for the BADA, FJSC, and
In Seq models. We employ damped molecular dynamics
(MD) simulations with an additional central force on each
bead to generate a collapsed state for each model. We
employ a dimensionless damping parameter γ̃ = 0.1 in the
underdamped limit, and run the damped MD simulations
until the maximum magnitude of the net force on any bead
i satisfies maxiF̃i < F̃tol, where Fi = |F⃗i| = |∇⃗r⃗iU |, U is
the total potential energy for a given polymer model, and
F̃tol = 5 × 10−13. We include an extra factor of the ratio of
the bead diameter σi to the maximum bead diameter σmax
raised to a power in the expression for the central force to
ensure that the polymer does form clusters of similar-sized
beads during collapse when the beads are polydisperse (20):

F⃗cent = −Fcent

(
σi

σmax

)9/4
r̂i. [9]

The strength of the central force F̃cent = 10−4 compared
to the constraint forces is such that the constraints remain
satisfied during polymer collapse, e.g., the bend and dihedral
angle distributions P(θijk) and P(ψijkl) are nearly identical
in the collapsed and initial states, and the results do not
depend on F̃cent. We calculate the dimensionless radius of
gyration R̃g(n) for the positions of the backbone beads and
other structural properties in each collapsed state for each
polymer model and for each x-ray crystal structure.

Results & Discussion

The results for the normalized radius of gyration ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ as a
function of subchain length n for the four polymer models and
the dataset of x-ray crystal structures are shown in Fig. 5 (a).
(We also show examples of the collapsed structures for each of
the four polymer models in the SI.) To quantify differences in
the radius of gyration between each polymer model and the
x-ray crystal structure dataset, we compute the normalized
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Fig. 5. (a) The average radius of gyration ⟨R̃g⟩ plotted versus subchain length
n for the x-ray crystal structures (black dashed line) and polymer models with
corresponding colors and line styles in the legend. The shading indicates the
standard deviation about ⟨R̃g⟩ for each dataset. (b) Normalized mean-squared

error in Eq. 10 between ⟨R̃g(n)⟩ for each polymer model and the average over the
x-ray crystal structures.

mean-squared error (MSE) in Rg(n):

MSE(⟨R̃g⟩) =

N∑
n=2

(
∆⟨R̃g(n)⟩

)2

N∑
n=2

(
⟨R̃x-ray

g (n)⟩
)2
, [10]

where ∆⟨R̃g(n)⟩ = ⟨R̃model
g (n)⟩ − ⟨R̃x-ray

g (n)⟩.
As shown in Fig. 5 (a), the simplest polymer model (CRW)

does not recapitulate ⟨Rg(n)⟩ for folded proteins. ⟨Rg(n)⟩
for the CRW model is highly curved on a log-log plot (i.e.
does not possess a kink) at small n and is a factor of ∼ 1.5
smaller than ⟨Rg(n)⟩ for the x-ray crystal structure data at
large n. The CRW polymer model has the largest normalized
mean-squared error relative to the x-ray crystal structure
data of the four models we considered, as shown in Fig 5 (b).

Introducing effective bend- and dihedral-angle potentials
leads to a small, but important change in ⟨Rg(n)⟩ for the
BADA polymer model, i.e., the appearance of a kink near
n∗ ∼ 10 that separates the small- and large-n regions.
⟨Rg(n)⟩ ∼ nν1,2 , where ν1 ∼ 0.2 for n ≲ n∗ and ν2 ∼ 0.7 for
n ≳ n∗, which is similar to the results for the x-ray crystal
structure data. However, n∗ for the BADA polymer model
is smaller than that for the x-ray crystal structure data,
and the normalized MSE for the BADA model is still quite

large (∼ 0.2). The large MSE is caused by the fact that the
persistence length of subchains in the BADA model is shorter
than that for the x-ray crystal structures, and the effective
bend- and dihedral-angle constraints are not sufficient to keep
the subchains from over-collapsing at small n.

When the amino acids are coarse-grained to include both
backbone and sidechain monomers (i.e. the FJSC and In
Seq polymer models), the backbone can no longer collapse
as densely as found for the CRW and BADA models. For
the FJSC and In Seq models, the kink location increases to
n∗ ∼ 30 and their ⟨Rg(n)⟩ are similar to that for the x-ray
crystal structure data. The normalized MSE is ≲ 0.02 for
both the FJSC and In Seq polymer models.

To determine how well the FJSC and In Seq polymer
models can describe the structural properties of folded
proteins, we also calculate the average core packing fraction
⟨ϕ⟩, average fraction of amino acids that occur in the
core ⟨fcore⟩, and the average structure factor ⟨S(q)⟩ for
the polymer models and x-ray crystal structures. ⟨ϕ⟩ and
⟨fcore⟩ are among the most important physical features of
protein cores and can be used to distinguish x-ray crystal
structures of proteins from computationally-generated protein
“decoys” (32, 33). In addition, S(q) can be used to quantify
protein structure outside of the core. Thus, a coarse-grained
polymer model is a high-quality representation of folded
proteins if it recapitulates these quantities in addition to
⟨Rg(n)⟩.

Protein cores are dense packings of amino acids in the
interior of proteins, whose size and structure have been
directly correlated with the stability of the protein (34, 35).
Previous studies have shown that the average core packing
fraction in x-ray crystal structures of proteins is ⟨ϕ⟩ ≈
0.55 (21, 30, 33). To identify core amino acids, we implement
the software FreeSASA (36) to compute the relative solvent
accessible surface area (rSASA) using the Lee-Richards
algorithm (37). This method employs a probe sphere to
represent a solvent molecule of diameter σ̃probe that rolls over
the folded protein to determine how much surface area of
each amino acid it can make contact with relative to the total
surface area of the fully solvated amino acid. In this work,
we consider an amino acid to be in the core if rSASA ≤ 10−3,
which has been previously used as an effective rSASA cutoff
for identifying core amino acids (20, 30–33, 38). Smaller
diameter probes can access amino acids that are buried
deeper in the protein because they can fit through smaller
void spaces. Thus, we expect that as the probe shrinks,
the number of amino acids found in the core will decrease
and when σ̃probe → 0 the entire protein will be labeled as
“surface”, with fcore = 0. Because proteins typically reside in
water, we used a probe sphere with a diameter given by the
size of a water molecule, σH2O ≈ 0.73σbb. Core amino acids
in x-ray crystal structures are often not all nearest neighbors
and instead occur in separate clusters. Motivated by this,
we measure the average local packing fraction ⟨ϕ⟩ for each
polymer configuration or x-ray crystal structure. To calculate
⟨ϕ⟩, we perform a Voronoi tessellation and find the ratio
of the volume Vi of amino acid i to the local Voronoi cell
volume V voro

i of amino acid i, averaged over all Ncore core
amino acids:

⟨ϕ⟩ = 1
Ncore

Ncore∑
i=1

Vi

V voro
i

. [11]
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The fraction of core amino acids is given by fcore = Ncore/N .
⟨ϕ⟩ and fcore for the x-ray crystal structures are found using
Voronoi tessellation, as described above, but with atomic
radii used in previous studies (21, 30, 31). The SI includes
additional details concerning calculations of the local packing
fraction, fraction of core amino acids, and rSASA.

⟨ϕ⟩ and ⟨fcore⟩ for the polymer models are compared to
the corresponding values for the x-ray crystal structures in
Fig. 6 (a) and (b). We find that the CRW polymer model
yields the densest core packing compared to all other polymer
models with ⟨ϕ⟩ ≈ 0.66, which is much larger than ⟨ϕ⟩ = 0.55
for the cores of x-ray crystal structures of proteins. The
CRW polymers are composed of spherical beads that all have
the same size and possess elevated values of the local bond-
orientational order parameter, which explains why the local
packing fraction of the core of CRW polymers is ⟨ϕ⟩ > ϕrcp ≈
0.64 for static packings of monodisperse spheres (39, 40), as
well as collapsed freely-jointed chains (41–47). Consistent
with this result, we also find that a much larger fraction of
the amino acids occur in the core (fcore ∼ 0.37) compared to
the results for x-ray crystal structures of proteins.

For the BADA polymer model, which includes constraints
on the effective bend and dihedral angles, the local packing
fraction decreases significantly (⟨ϕ⟩ ≈ 0.56) compared to
the CRW polymer model. The effective bend- and dihedral-
angle constraints decrease the packing fraction by restricting
dense monomer packing for subchains with small n, and thus
increasing the void space in BADA polymers. The lower core
packing fraction leads to increased separation between Cα

atoms, which reduces the size of the core to ⟨fcore⟩ ∼ 0.2.
However, this value is still much larger than ⟨fcore⟩ ∼ 0.08
for x-ray crystal structures of proteins.

Adding sidechain beads in the FJSC polymer model
appears to have a surprising effect on the local packing
fraction in the core. ⟨ϕ⟩ ≈ 0.58 for FJSC, which is slightly
larger than that for the BADA polymer model. There are
several possible reasons for this result. First, the FJSC
representation of amino acids does not include intra-residue
bonded atomic overlaps, in contrast to the all-atom models
of x-ray crystal structures. Second, the size of the single-
bead sidechain representation in the FJSC model are chosen
randomly, not according to the amino acid sequence, which
gives rise to additional void space not found in x-ray crystal
structures of proteins. The amino acid sequences of proteins
have evolved to fold into compact structures, while random
sequences of amino acids lead to frustration that causes the
cores to be much smaller than those in x-ray crystal structures.
These hypotheses are supported by the results for the In Seq
polymer model, where ⟨ϕ⟩ ≈ 0.567 and ⟨fcore⟩ ∼ 0.05, which
are both within error of the values for x-ray crystal structures.
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Fig. 6. For each polymer model indicated by the colors and line types in the legend,
we compare (a) the average local packing fraction ⟨ϕ⟩, (b) the average fraction of
amino acids in the core ⟨fcore⟩, and (c) the average structure factor ⟨S(q)⟩. The

vertical lines in (c) indicate the wavenumbers q = 2π/max{⟨R̃g(N)⟩} for each
polymer model. In panels (a) and (b), the horizontal dashed black line marks the
average values for the x-ray crystal structures with ±1 standard deviation shaded
in gray. The error bars for the data points in (a) and (b) represent the standard
deviation of the distributions for each polymer model.

In Fig. 6 (c), we compare the average structure factor
⟨S(q)⟩ obtained from the Cα atom positions for each polymer
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model and the x-ray crystal structures. The most obvious
difference between ⟨S(q)⟩ among the polymer models is the
amplitude of the first and second peaks. The CRW and
BADA polymer models have the largest amplitudes, which
implies short-range ordering that is not found in the x-
ray crystal structures. ⟨S(q)⟩ for the polymer models with
single sidechain beads are very similar to each other and
nearly identical to ⟨S(q)⟩ for the x-ray crystal structures for
qσbb/(2π) > 1.0. For wavenumbers σbb/max{⟨R̃g(N)⟩} <
qσbb/(2π) < 1, ⟨S(q)⟩ for the x-ray crystal structures
possesses a small peak that is not captured by the FJSC
and In Seq polymer models. This low-q peak implies long
wavelength spatial correlations in the x-ray crystal structures
that are not present in the polymer models.

Conclusions and Outlook

Using a series of coarse-grained polymer models with in-
creasing complexity, we identified the important physical
features that are required to accurately describe the structural
properties of folded proteins, obtained from a dataset of more
than 2500 high-resolution x-ray crystal structures of single-
chain proteins. In particular, sidechain degrees of freedom
are necessary to recapitulate the novel ⟨Rg(n)⟩ scaling with
subchain length n for x-ray crystal structures of proteins
shown in Fig. 1. Both the FJSC and In Seq polymer models
yield ≲ 0.02 in the normalized mean-squared error compared
to ⟨Rg(n)⟩ for the x-ray crystal structures. However, the
FJSC polymer model, which randomly assigns the sizes of
the sidechain beads (among typical sizes of amino acid side
chains), does not accurately describe the average local packing
fraction ⟨ϕ⟩ of core amino acids and fraction ⟨fcore⟩ of core
amino acids of x-ray crystal structures of proteins. In contrast,
the In Seq polymer model, where the size of each sidechain
bead matches that of each amino acid in the given protein,
recapitulates ⟨ϕ⟩ ∼ 0.55 and ⟨fcore⟩ ∼ 0.08 in x-ray crystal
structures of proteins. This result emphasizes the important
coupling between the local packing of core amino acids and
amino acid sequence in proteins.

The results for ⟨S(q)⟩ raise interesting questions for
future work. ⟨S(q)⟩ for the In Seq polymer model matches
that for the x-ray crystal structures for qσbb/(2π) > 1.0.
However, ⟨S(q)⟩ for the x-ray crystal structures possesses
long-wavelength correlations that are not captured by the In
Seq polymer model. The current polymer models describe
the structural properties of the cores of folded proteins on
average, i.e. the root-mean-square deviations (RMSD) in the
Cα positions between the In Seq polymer model for a given
protein and the x-ray crystal structure of that protein are
greater than 5 Å.

These results show that the In Seq polymer model can
accurately capture the average structural properties of folded
proteins, while being highly coarse-grained. In addition, the
results emphasize the importance of the distributions of the
effective bend and dihedral angles of the amino acid backbone,
as well as the sequence-dependent sizes of the sidechains. We
note that the anisotropic geometry of amino acids is less
important in determining the average behavior of ⟨Rg(n)⟩,
fcore, and ⟨ϕ⟩ for protein cores.

The polymer models can be improved in several ways
to model the structural properties of individual proteins,
rather than the average properties. First, the resolution

of the polymer models can be increased by using multiple
beads to represent the backbone and sidechain of each amino
acid as described in our recent studies of the collapse of all-
atom models of proteins with purely repulsive interactions, or
using other coarse-grained models (48) or all-atom force fields.
Using a compressive spring force with damped molecular
dynamics simulations in this work to collapse the polymer
models has advantages and disadvantages. An advantage
is that it enables rapid collapse of the polymer models.
However, the spring force we implement is isotropic, and thus
the collapsed polymers do not possess anisotropy at large
length scales as found in some proteins. In future studies, we
can add attractive interactions based on the hydrophobicity
and polarity of amino acids, which have been calibrated in
previous studies to yield native-like folds. We can start with
a partially unfolded In Seq polymer, and cool the polymer
slowly to obtain the collapsed structure. By varying the
cooling rate, we will be able to achieve collapsed In Seq
models with minimal Cα RMSD from the reference protein
x-ray crystal structure.
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