Biophysical Journal Volume 87 July 2004 171-181 171

Database-Derived Potentials Dependent on Protein Size for
In Silico Folding and Design

Yves Dehouck, Dimitri Gilis, and Marianne Rooman
Bioinformatique Génomique et Structurale, Université Libre de Bruxelles, Brussels, Belgium

ABSTRACT Knowledge-based potentials are widely used in simulations of protein folding, structure prediction, and protein
design. Their advantages include limited computational requirements and the ability to deal with low-resolution protein models
compatible with long-scale simulations. Their drawbacks comprehend their dependence on specific features of the dataset from
which they are derived, such as the size of the proteins it contains, and their physical meaning is still a subject of debate. We
address these issues by probing the theoretical validity of these potentials as mean-force potentials that take the solvent
implicitly into account and involve entropic contributions due to atomic degrees of freedom and solvation. The dependence on
the size of the system is checked on distance-dependent amino acid pair potentials, derived from six protein structure sets
containing proteins of increasing length N. For large inter-residue distances, they are found to display the theoretically predicted
1/N behavior weighted by a factor depending on the boundaries and the compressibility of the system. For short distances,
different trends are observed according to the nature of the residue pairs and their ability to form, for example, electrostatic,
cation-m or 77— interactions, or hydrophobic packing. The results of this analysis are used to devise a novel protein size-
dependent distance potential, which displays an improved performance in discriminating native sequence-structure matches

among decoy models.

INTRODUCTION

A wide range of methods have been developed in view of
predicting the folding, structure, and stability of proteins
from their amino acid sequence and conversely, with
significant but limited success (for reviews, see e.g., Takada,
1999; Hansmann and Okamoto, 1999; Moult et al., 2001;
Bonneau and Baker, 2001; Al-Lazikani et al., 2001; Shea
and Brooks, 2001; Guerois and Serrano, 2001; Gilis et al.,
2001; Dehouck et al., 2002; Hardin et al., 2002). The
performance of these methods heavily relies on the adequacy
of the energy functions used to evaluate sequence-structure
compatibility. Although the interactions ruling protein
folding and stability are known in principle, the challenge
resides mainly in the complexity of the systems and the huge
number of their possible conformations.

Two main types of energy functions have been explored
in the context of in silico protein studies. Semiempirical
potentials are derived from analytical expressions, de-
scribing the different interactions encountered in proteins,
whose parameters are obtained by fitting experimental data
on small molecules and/or from quantum mechanical
calculations (Halgren, 1995; Moult, 1997; Lazaridis and
Karplus, 2000). They present the incontestable advantage of
corresponding to well-defined interactions, with a clear
physical basis. Delicate aspects of this approach include the
parameterization of the functions and the inclusion of
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solvent and other entropic effects. The use of such potentials
is generally very expensive in terms of computer time, as
they require a full atomic protein representation and, pre-
ferentially, explicit solvent molecules.

An attractive alternative is provided by statistical or
knowledge-based potentials, derived from datasets of
known protein structures. They can be easily adapted to
simplified protein models, taking the solvent implicitly into
account and including some entropic contributions (Sippl,
1995; Jernigan and Bahar, 1996; Moult, 1997; Lazaridis and
Karplus, 2000). However, their physical significance is less
straightforward, basically because they are mean-force
potentials, usually residue-based, in which different kinds
of atom-atom interactions and entropic effects are mixed.
These potentials are either obtained by optimization of the
parameters of a predefined analytical form by requiring
them to yield a large energy gap between the native and
unfolded states (e.g., Crippen, 1991; Goldstein et al., 1992;
Mirny and Shakhnovich, 1996; Tobi et al., 2000; Ven-
druscolo et al., 2000), or derived from observed frequencies
of association of specific sequence and structure elements
(e.g., Tanaka and Scheraga, 1976; Miyazawa and Jernigan,
1985; Kang et al., 1993; Kocher et al., 1994; Sippl, 1995;
Simons et al., 1997; Melo and Feytmans, 1997; Lu et al.,
2003). Energy functions describing different types of
interactions are obtained according to the kind of structure
elements considered, the assumptions made, and the
reference state used (Godzik et al., 1995; Du et al., 1998;
Rooman and Gilis, 1998).

When this approach is performed in a statistical mechan-
ics framework, the frequencies of sequence and structure
elements in native proteins can be related to Helmholtz free
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energies. The formalism underlying this relation has re-
peatedly been investigated and questioned (Rooman and
Wodak, 1995; Thomas and Dill, 1996; Bahar and Jernigan,
1997; Rooman and Gilis, 1998; Zhang and Skolnick, 1998;
Furuichi and Koehl, 1998; Koppensteiner and Sippl, 1998;
Shan and Zhou, 2000; Russ and Ranganathan, 2002).
Indeed, it relies on approximations whose incidence on the
extracted potentials is difficult to estimate. Among these is
the assumption that structural elements, such as inter-residue
distances or torsion angles, follow a Boltzmann-type
distribution in native proteins (Janin et al., 1978; Miller
etal., 1987), and the approximation of expressing the folding
free energy as a sum of (pairwise) free energies.

Another controversial aspect resides is what may be called
the memory of the potentials on the dataset from which they
are extracted. The influence of the length of the dataset
proteins is a particularly delicate issue. On the one hand,
two-dimensional lattice simulations of pseudoproteins com-
posed of two types of residues (hydrophobic and polar)
indicated that pair energies, derived from a dataset contain-
ing large chains, are shifted compared to those derived from
small chains (Thomas and Dill, 1996). In the same line of
thought, a scaling factor inversely proportional to the number
of residues has been introduced in contact potentials with
reduced amino acid encoding, to account for the variation in
the number of contacts in proteins of different sizes (Hardin
et al., 2000). On the other hand, contact potentials extracted
from datasets including real proteins of different sizes
showed no significant dependence on protein length (Bahar
and Jernigan, 1997). Protein size dependence also appeared
to be negligible for interactions between residues separated
by <~10 A (Furuichi and Koehl, 1998), and for a special
kind of pair potentials in which the implicit effect of the
solvent is eliminated (Vijayakumar and Zhou, 2000). Other
analyzes led to less clearcut conclusions—in particular, that
distance-dependent pair potentials derived from datasets
composed of small or large proteins are highly correlated,
but that the slope of the regression line is different from 1
(Rooman and Gilis, 1998).

In light of these apparent contradictions, we further
investigate the statistical mechanical background of pair
potentials and their dependence on the size of the proteins
from which they are derived. Such potentials have already
been extensively studied on simple nonprotein systems. In
particular, it was shown that for finite systems of N particles,
the pair distribution functions present a I/N correction for
large inter-residue distances, which is especially significant
in compressible systems or systems with boundaries (Hill,
1956; Lebowitz, 1960; Lebowitz and Percus, 1961). When
mean-force potentials are derived from real proteins, another
type of size effect arises, since some properties of native
proteins, such as their stability or their secondary structure
content, may depend on their size. The interior-exterior
partitioning of amino acids plays a major role at this level
(Thomas and Dill, 1996; Janin, 1979). For example, two
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hydrophobic residues separated by a distance of 20 A in
a small protein will most likely be at its surface, which is
very unfavorable for them, whereas they can be buried in
a large protein. A potential derived on small proteins will
thus be different from that derived on large proteins. We
analyze here in detail the dependence of the short- and long-
range components of pair potentials. Finally, we propose
a solution to generate potentials that adapt to the size of the
protein on which they are applied.

FORMALISM AND METHODS
Knowledge-based mean-force potentials

We first recall briefly the statistical mechanics derivation of mean-force
potentials and apply them to proteins, before tackling their dependence on
the size of the systems. In an isotropic fluid-like system of volume V
containing N particles at temperature T, the mean-force potential w®(ry,r5)
acting on the two particles located at ry and r, is defined as (Hill, 1956)

exp(—w? (ry,12) /KT) = PP (r1,12) /(P (1) PV (1)),
()

where k is the Boltzmann constant. P()(ry) denotes the probability of
finding a given particle at position ry, and P (ry, r,) the joint probability of
finding a particle at position ry and another at position r,. These probabilities
are expressed as a function of the potential energy U and the partition
function Z as

PV (ry, ... ) = / exp(—U/kT)drnsy . ..din/Z.  (2)
v
It is straightforward to see that w'® is a potential of mean force. Indeed,

Vow? = (Vo Uy — (v, 0"y = —((FOy — (FDy), (3)

where (FS )) is the force acting on a particle at r; averaged over the
configurations of the N—1 other particles of the system, and (Fﬁiz) ) is the
force acting on a particle at r;, knowing that there is a particle at rj (with j #
i), averaged over the configurations of the N—2 others. The mean-force
potential w® has the nature of a free energy because of the statistical
averaging. In the case of an independent distribution, we have
PA(ry,r;) = PO (r)) PN (r;), and w? (ry,r;) vanishes.

When different types of particles s; coexist in the same system, Eqs. 1-3
need to be generalized. The mean-force potential W(z)(rl7 I2;s1,52) acting
on the particles of type s; and s, located at ry and r; is then given by Hill
(1956) as

eXP(_W<2) (r1,12581,82)/kT)
= PP (ry, 12|51, 8) /(PV (ee|s) )PV (r2]s2)), ()

where P (rq ;) is the conditional probability of finding a given particle of
type s, at a given position r; and P? (ry,r2|s1,52) the conditional
probability of finding a given particle of type s; at position r; and a given
particle of type s, at position r,. The difference AW between the mean-
force potentials W and w'®

AW(Z) (I'], r; s, S2) = W(z) (I'], r;; s, SQ) — w(z)(rl, I'z) (5)
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measures the mean-force potential in a system containing several types of
particles compared to a reference system with only one type of particles. For
isotropic fluid-like systems, AW® is direction-independent and relies only
on the distance between r; and r».

Usually, mean-force potentials W™ and w™ describing the simultaneous
interaction of n particles can, to a good approximation, be expressed in terms
of pair potentials. In particular, the difference in mean-force potential AW™,
which takes n particles explicitly into account and averages over the N—n
others, can be approximated as the sum of all possible pairwise mean-force
potential differences AW,

AW(")(rl,...,rn;sl,...,sn)

n

= Z W(z)(ri,rj;si,sj). (6)

=i <)

To obtain this relation, the superposition approximation is used, which
consists of assuming that the probability P™ of finding n particles in a given
configuration ry, ry,...,r, is proportional to the product of all possible
pairwise probabilities P®.

In the case of proteins, s; and s, are amino acid types separated by the
spatial distance ry,; the primary structure is overlooked and the solvent
molecules are not taken into account explicitly, they are included in the
statistical averaging. The reference state mean-force potential w'® can be
considered as representing an average, nonspecific, globular state with
nondifferentiated amino acids, and can be taken to model the denatured state.
AW® represents thus the folding free energy. It can be evaluated from the
relative frequencies F(rj;) of arbitrary amino acid pairs separated by
a distance comprised between r1, and 1|, + Ary, in native protein structures,
and from the corresponding relative frequencies F(rz|s;,s2) of specific
amino acid pairs. Indeed, assuming the system to be fluid-like and isotropic
and overlooking any dependence on the specific positions ry and r,, we
obtain the relations

P(z) (I‘], I'z)
PV (ry) PY(r,)

PP (ry, 1251, 52) 1%

F(rialsis2) ;
P(l)(r1|sl) P(l)(r2|s2) V(I’12)

1%

)

where the average is over all positions ry and r, such that [rys| = ry2; v(r12) is
the volume of the shell of inner radius r;, and outer radius r» + Ary,. For
systems without boundaries, v(r2) = 4771'%2Ar12, whereas for systems with
boundaries such as proteins the shell is incomplete when approaching these
boundaries. Proteins can indeed be viewed as systems with boundaries when
the solvent molecules are not taken into account explicitly. The volume
accessible to residues located at a distance between r;, and rj, + Ary, from
a given residue is thus equal to X47'rrf2 Arj; on the average, where X
depends on 7, but also on the shape of the protein and is comprised between
0 and 1. If we assume that the proteins are spheres of radii R, which is
a relatively good approximation in the case of globular proteins,
a straightforward calculation shows that

v(r12) = Xdars,Ar;,  with

3,
4R 16R’

X=1 (1‘12 = 2R) (8)

Finally we find, using Eqgs. 1, 4, 5, 7, that AW® can be approximated as
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2|81, 52)

F(
@ . &~
AW (r12; 81,82) 2 —kT In Flr) 9

In principle, the frequencies should be computed from systems containing
exactly N particles. This is not feasible in proteins, where N is relatively
small, especially considering the 20 different amino acid types. Therefore,
the frequencies are computed from a set containing several native protein
structures of different V.

In practice, the inter-residue distances r;, are computed between average
side-chain centroids, noted C*. These centroids correspond to the geometric
center of heavy side-chain atoms of a given amino acid type, averaged over
all side-chain conformations in a dataset of known structures (Kocher et al.,
1994); the C* pseudoatoms thus have a well-defined position for each amino
acid type, which means that side-chain degrees of freedom are neglected.
Distances are divided into bins of 0.2 A width. To smooth the potentials, the
frequencies computed for each distance bin are combined with those
computed for the 10 neighboring bins on both sides, weighted by a factor
inversely proportional to their separation with respect to the central bin
(Kocher et al., 1994). Residue pairs separated by <15 residues along the
chain are overlooked to minimize the effect of the constraint induced by the
polypeptide chain. This effect is indeed important for sequence separations
of <~10 residues and then strongly decreases. Furthermore, potentials for
715 values between 3 and 8 A are qualified as short range, and those for |,
values >15 A as long range. The choice of these cutoffs is based on the
observations that, on the one hand, the predictive power of distance
potentials increases only slightly for distances >8-10 A (Furuichi and
Koehl, 1998; Melo et al., 2002) and that, on the other hand, the correlation
length of mean-force pair potentials is ~15 A (Bahar and Jernigan, 1997).

Size dependence at large distances

It has been shown (Lebowitz and Percus, 1961; Hill, 1956) that when the
distance r between two particles tends to infinity, in a system of volume V
containing N identical particles, the probability P goes like

P<2)(r1, I'z)
PO (r)PY (1)
_Va log P (r;)
ov NT

1 — ay o,k /Ko
N-—-1

1+

and k= _l@l
V op N,T7

(10)

with oy, =

where k is the isothermal compressibility, ko the compressibility in an ideal
gas, and p the pressure. For a uniform fluid-like system without boundaries,
P (r;) = 1/V and a,, = 1. In this case, Eq. 8 means that for an ideal gas the
probability of finding two particles far apart is equal to 1/V?, whereas it is
smaller than 1/V* for a system more compressible than an ideal gas and
larger than //V? for a system less compressible than an ideal gas. In the case
of a system with boundaries, there are additional corrections encoded in ay,
(Lebowitz, 1960; Lebowitz and Percus, 1961).

Equation 10 can be easily generalized to systems containing N particles
of different types. We find

P(z) (r17 r2|S17S2) 1 — aillaf;KS]Sz/KO

P(l)(r1|s1)P(1)(r2|S2) 12— 00 N -1
. 9 log P (rys;
with o — —y2 18P mls)|
i ov NT
s 1 oV
K‘l‘2 = T A ; (11)
V op NT
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where p*'**? is the specific pressure due to the particles of types s; and s, and
k***? the corresponding compressibility.

In proteins, which can be considered as having water-induced
boundaries, the asymptotic behaviors (Eqs. 10-11) can be approximated
in terms of frequencies of amino acid pairs, using Eq. 7, as

14 1—
Fro) o L

and
V(rlz) T12 = I'max

S1 82 8182
1—al'ayk"™ /Ko
N-1

1%
F(l‘12|S1,S2>V( 1+ s (12)

"12) 12 = I'max

where r,,x denotes large distances that do not exceed the protein diameter,
and ; and o' correspond to a,, and ;! values averaged over possible r;
positions. In the protein core, assuming a uniform distribution of the amino
acids, oy is approximately equal to 1, whereas it can be different from 1 near
the boundaries, because of the spatial extent of the amino acids and the
departure from spherical shape. In contrast, ;' usually also differs from 1 in
the protein interior, because of the nonuniform distribution of specific amino
acid types. Furthermore, the relative compressibility k/k( is expected to be
smaller than 1, due to the close packing of the residues and the repulsive
interatomic forces at short distances. As for k*'*/kq, it should be larger than
k/Kkq for amino acid pairs having the tendency of being buried in the protein
interior, and smaller than k/ko for hydrophilic pairs. The volume V is set
equal to N times the mean volume per residue, which is estimated to be
190 A® by computing the volumes of different proteins with the SurVol pro-
gram (Alard, 1991).

Protein structure datasets

The database used in this study for deriving the potentials consists of 735
high-resolution (=2 A) x-ray structures of protein chain with <20%
sequence identity. They were extracted from the website ‘‘Culling the PDB
by Resolution and Sequence Identity’’ (the new version of this server can be
found at the address: http://www.fccc.edu/research/labs/dunbrack/pisces/
culledpdb.html) (Wang and Dunbrack, 2003). Note that when a chain is part
of a multichain protein, only residue pairs in which at least one of the
residues belongs to the considered chain are taken into account in the
derivation of the short-range potentials, but the size is defined by the total
number of residues of the whole protein.

The structure dataset was divided into six nonoverlapping subsets that
include approximately the same number of residues, but contain proteins of
increasing sizes. Details on the complete dataset, noted D3, and on the six
subsets, noted DJ5; with i from 1 to 6, are given in Table 1. The number of
subsets was chosen so as to maximize the range of protein sizes without
introducing too much noise in the potentials due to sparse data. Another way
of dividing the dataset would be to construct subsets including the same total
number of residue pairs rather than the same number of residues. However,
this alternative definition entails two problems: the subset including small
proteins covers a much wider range of protein sizes while the subset
including large proteins contains only a few proteins. Although the same

TABLE 1 Characteristics of the datasets

Dataset DBy, DB, DB, DBy DBy DBs DB
Number of proteins 735 243 137 116 86 80 73
N° (short range) 603 146 257 344 476 700 1475

N (long range) 1890 160 259 348 481 709 2448

DB, represents the whole dataset and DB5;, with 1 = i = 6, the different
subsets. N° is the effective number of residues of the proteins included in
each set, computed using Eq. 13.
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general trends can be observed, the results are less significant (data not
shown), due to the high level of noise in the potentials derived from the set of
large proteins and to the lack of differentiation between small- and medium-
sized proteins.

Since these subsets contain proteins of similar but different sizes, we need
to define an effective number of residues, noted NC“, for each dataset. The
choice of a relevant definition of N is delicate: theoretically, its value
depends indeed on both 7, and (sy,s,). As a first approximation, we can,
however, average over all (sy,s5) pairs, the relative frequencies F(sy,s,) being
rather well conserved between proteins of different sizes. We may thus
define the effective number of residues for a given protein set DJ3 as a linear
combination of the number of residues () of all proteins included in the
dataset as

Nz =S N/ S m. (13)

keDB keDB

The weighting factor my corresponds to the number of residue pairs in
protein k, which are taken into account while deriving the potentials; this
number is different for short- and long-range interactions. The computed N°*
values, for each dataset, are given in Table 1.

Performances of the potentials

To assess the performances of the potentials, we evaluate their ability of
singling out the native sequence-structure match out of a set of 1000 decoy
models, obtained by maintaining the structure and randomizing the amino
acid sequence with fixed amino acid composition. Note that we keep the
amino acid composition conserved upon randomization because folding free
energies are defined with respect to a reference (unfolded) state which is,
according to the approximations used, identical for sequences with the same
amino acid composition (Rooman and Wodak, 1995).
The chosen performance measure is the energy Z-score,

Z = (En — p,)/0%, (14)

where E,, is the energy computed on the correct sequence-structure
association, and u, and o, are the average and standard deviation of the
distribution of energies computed on the decoy models. This procedure is
repeated with each protein of DB

The jackknife procedure is applied when comparing the performances of
the potentials derived from DB, with those derived from DJB;; that is, we
remove the tested protein from the datasets before deriving the potentials.
We did not apply this procedure when comparing the performance of the
potentials derived from DB, with and without the corrections for protein
size, since recalculating the corrective functions for each test case is too
computer time-consuming. This should not have any significant effect as
both types of potentials are extracted from the same dataset, and as we focus
only on their relative performances.

Note that there are several reasons that led us to prefer decoy models
build by shuffling the amino acid sequence of a fixed protein structure, over
those obtained by maintaining the sequence and modifying the conforma-
tion. Firstly, the use of decoys with altered structures offers limited
possibilities of comparative tests on proteins of different sizes. Most
available sets of alternative structures, obtained by various types of
simulation or modeling approaches, have indeed been designed on the
basis of small proteins (see for instance Park and Levitt, 1996; Samudrala
et al., 1999; Tsai et al., 2003). Considering substructures of larger known
folds, as used in threading procedures, suffers from a similar shortcoming:
long sequences can only be compared with a very limited number of
conformations. Secondly, structural modification usually affects the
compactness of the protein, and the ability of energy functions to enumerate
inter-residue contacts might in some cases overrule the evaluation of the
specificity of these contacts. In contrast, sequence shuffling appears as
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a convenient way to produce different sets of specific amino acid
interactions, while keeping the global distribution of inter-residue distances
(mostly) fixed. It presents the advantage of being equally applicable to small
and large proteins and has been shown to be slightly more efficient than
structural modification in assessing the performances of distance-dependent
statistical potentials (Melo et al., 2002).

RESULTS
General size dependence

To probe the dependence of distance potentials on the size of
the proteins from which they are derived, we used six subsets
characterized by increasing protein sizes (see Formalism and
Methods). The short-range distance potentials derived from
each subset were compared to those derived from the
complete dataset. A very good correlation between these
potentials was found, with linear correlation coefficients
between 0.92 and 0.96. However, the slope of the regression
line decreases from >1.15 to ~0.9, when the protein sizes
increase from ~ 150 to 1500 (Fig. 1). Note that the potentials
derived from the complete dataset DB, behave approxi-
mately as if they were derived from proteins of size equal to
N (DB,), which confirms our definition of N (Eq. 13).

The observed variation of the slope means that the
absolute values of the interaction free energies are, on
average, smaller when derived from a set of larger proteins. It
denotes, to a certain extent, that larger proteins can tolerate
higher levels of frustration. This general trend, which has
already been noted in a previous study (Rooman and Gilis,
1998), is to be related to the more extended core of large
proteins and to the inhomogeneous partitioning of hydro-
phobic and hydrophilic residues between the surface and the
core of the proteins. A more detailed interpretation of this
effect is given in the following section.

This result suggests that overlooking the dependence on
protein size might be a relatively good approximation when

1.2 i T T
°
1.1+ -
)
(<]
w o]
1- x _
°
I | L °
0% 400 800 1200 1600
N
FIGURE 1 S as a function of the average number of residues in each

subset (N°). S is the slope of the regression line obtained by plotting the
values of the short-range potentials derived from each protein subset DB;
against those derived from the complete set DI3,. The X symbol marks the
coordinates (603,1) corresponding to the regression DB, vs. DB,
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focusing on a single protein or considering similar-sized
proteins, but not when comparing proteins of different sizes.

Size dependence for specific residue pairs

Although the correlation between potentials derived from
proteins of different sizes is quite high, different behaviors
are observed when considering each amino acid pair sep-
arately. A few examples are displayed in Fig. 2.

The Val-Val free energy profile (Fig. 2 a) is characteristic
of most hydrophobic pairs: it presents a deep minimum at
short distance followed by a second minimum, reflecting the
close packing of hydrophobic residues in the protein interior.
The second minimum is similar to that observed in ordinary
liquids and means that the configuration with two hydro-
phobic residues separated by a third (hydrophobic) residue is
also favorable. However, the minima are more pronounced
for small than for large proteins. At the origin of this
phenomenon is the surrounding presence of water, that
induces an inhomogeneous partition of amino acids between
the protein surface and the protein core. As a result, the
hydrophobic cores of the proteins become less and less
hydrophobic when we consider proteins of increasing sizes.
Indeed, the smaller surface/volume ratio is not (or only
partially) compensated by variations in the amino acid
composition. For example, valines represent 6.8% of all
residues and buried valines 10.9% of all buried residues in
DB, while these values are 7.4% and 9.5%, respectively, in
DBg. Since the majority of short-range interactions are
established between core residues, this decrease in the
concentration of hydrophobic residues in the protein core
generates short-range potentials that are computed as less
favorable in the case of hydrophobic pairs.

Another noticeable feature of these curves is the sudden
variation in free energy for distances close to the average
protein diameter (which is ~20 A for the subset including
small proteins and >40 A for the subset including large
proteins as well as for the whole dataset): two residues
separated by such a distance are very likely to be situated
near the surface, which is quite unfavorable in the case of
hydrophobic residues.

Oppositely charged residue pairs are represented here by
the Asp-Arg profile (Fig. 2 b). In this case, the energy is
negative at very short distances, which results from the
favorable electrostatic interaction energy upon formation of
a salt bridge. The free energy becomes positive after 10 A,
due to the energetic cost of burying individual charged
residues. In the case of small proteins, the energy becomes
favorable again at distances >20 A, as both residues become
accessible to the solvent. Protein size has here an opposite
effect than in the case of hydrophobic residues: the energy
minimum at short distances is deeper, and the energy
maximum at medium distances is less pronounced for large
than for small residues. This effect is mainly due to an
increase in the proportion of buried hydrophilic residues.

Biophysical Journal 87(1) 171-181



Dehouck et al.

AW (2)(r1 2, Asp,Arg)

FIGURE 2 The mean-force potential
AW® (riy;s1,57) as a function of ry,, for

various amino acid pairs (sy,52). The potentials
derived from the whole dataset (DB,) are
depicted by bold curves; the dashed and

AW *(t,,,Phe, Tyr)

continuous thin curves delineate those derived
from the set of small (DB;) and large (DBg)
proteins, respectively. (a) Val-Val; (b) Asp-
Arg; (¢) Arg-Tyr; and (d) Phe-Tyr.

0o 10

Another way to understand the effect of protein size is
to consider that larger proteins can tolerate higher levels of
frustration. Such frustration results at least in part from the
necessity to accommodate similar fractions of hydrophilic
and hydrophobic residues in a protein that contains a more
extended hydrophobic core. As a consequence, the potentials
between hydrophobic (hydrophilic) residues are computed as
less (more) favorable in large proteins. The general size
dependence depicted above is explained by the fact that, in
addition to specific interactions that can be either favorable
or not, a significant contribution to the potentials comes
implicitly from the presence of water and is favorable
between hydrophobic residues and unfavorable between
hydrophilic residues. Therefore, increasing protein size
results on average in a decrease, in absolute value, of the
computed interaction free energies.

These examples clearly show that database-derived
potentials are mean-force potentials, including a coupling
between different types of interactions. Indeed, we would
not expect a ‘‘true’’ Asp-Arg potential to be unfavorable
at distances between 10 and 20 A. Similarly, the favorable
“‘interaction”” energy displayed here by hydrophobic
residues reflects implicitly the fact that they avoid contact
with water molecules. This kind of coupling has sometimes
been invoked to demonstrate that statistical potentials are not
valid (Thomas and Dill, 1996). We do not agree with this
statement, in accord with several authors (Moult, 1997,
Koppensteiner and Sippl, 1998; Shan and Zhou, 2000).
Statistical potentials do not try to mimic the potential energy
U, but correspond to statistical averages of these potentials,
as visible in Egs. 2 and 3. They define a limited set of mean-
force energy functions that embody the complex ensemble of
interactions ruling protein folding and stability.
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Fig. 2, ¢ and d, show two other types of interactions and
dependencies on protein size. The Arg-Tyr profile (Fig. 2 ¢)
presents a very deep minimum at very short distances. This
minimum reflects the favorable nature of cation-7r inter-
actions between an aromatic ring (here of Tyr) and a positive
charge (here carried by Arg) located above it (Ma and
Dougherty, 1997). The free energy essentially vanishes for
all distances >5-6 A. More precisely, it remains slightly
negative in large proteins and has a positive maximum near
5-6 A for small proteins. These somewhat different
behaviors are probably due to the competing individual
tendencies of Tyr and Arg: the former is hydrophobic and
likes to be packed in the protein interior whereas the latter
prefers to be at the surface.

The Phe-Tyr energy profile (Fig. 2 d) shows a free energy
minimum at short distances, reflecting the favorable in-
teraction free energy between aromatic side chains. Note
that, as side-chain degrees of freedom are neglected, the
energies of the conformations in which the aromatic moieties
are parallel (7—m stacking) or orthogonal (T-shaped
conformation) are mixed. The free energy increases for
distances >5-6 A but remains slightly negative, because the
hydrophobic nature of aromatic residues renders their burial
in the protein core favorable. In this distance range the
dependence on protein size therefore resembles that of
hydrophobic residues.

Size dependence for large inter-residue distances

The size effects determining the long-range behavior of the
sequence-specific and nonspecific potentials can be in-
vestigated with the help of Eq. 12. The correlation length
of mean-force potentials is in general larger than that of
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ordinary potentials (e.g., a value of 7.0 A is commonly used
with Lennard-Jones potentials). For example, in the case of
lattice systems with an attractive nearest-neighbor potential,
the mean-force potential has a second minimum for particles
separated by one lattice site. In proteins, the correlation
length is observed to be ~15 A (Bahar and Jernigan, 1997).
Hence, the condition ;5 — .« 1S taken here to be fulfilled
when r, > 15 A (without exceeding the protein diameter).
To check the predicted behavior of F(ry;) V/v(ry,) as
a function of 1/(Neff—1) (see Eq. 12), we computed it, from
each DB;, for ry, values equal to 15, 20, 25, and 30 A (with
Ary; = 1 A). To limit the errors due to v(r;5), proteins with
a radius of gyration deviating by >10% from that
corresponding to a perfect sphere were excluded. Some
other proteins had to be excluded for being too small, when
considering large r, values. Strikingly, the theoretically
derived relation is rather well verified for proteins. Indeed,
the linear correlation coefficients range from —0.67 for rj, =
15 A to —0.96 for rip =25 A. Moreover, the regression lines
have intercepts close to unity (between 0.95 and 1.07). The
slopes vary from —5.2 (r;» = 15 A) to —19.8 (r;» = 30 A),
and the factor a ;@ k/k representing the compressibility and
boundaries of the system increases thus from 6.2 at rj, = 15
At020.8 atr;, =30 A. The dependence of a; on 7y, is due to
the fact that it corresponds to averages of «,, over different
positions r; (see Egs. 11 and 12) and that the proportion of
residues close to the boundary increases with 7. On the
other hand, the departure from the spherical shape used to
compute v(ry,) is likely to result in an overestimation of
Viv(ri,) at large distances that do not exceed the protein
diameter, and therefore in a larger effective a;a,k/k( value.
The magnitude of this effect is also likely to depend on 7y,.
For the sequence-specific potentials AW ) (r|5; s, s,), the
imprecision issue on v(r;,) vanishes. Eq. 12 then becomes

ex AW(z)(rIZ;ShSZ) ~ F("12|S1,Sz) 1
P kT o F(l‘lz) 127> I'max
N Alajask/Kky)™™

N — ajazk /Ko’
where A(ajaxk/Ko)™"™ = ajank /Ky — a)' oK™ K.

(15)

To maintain a reasonable signal/noise ratio, given the 210
amino acids pairs, we compute frequencies over all bins
corresponding to distances >15 A. In Fig. 3, F(ria|s1,82)/
F@rp) with rip, > 15 A, is plotted as a function of
1/(N* — ayan /i) for a few pairs (s;,55). A remarkable
qualitative agreement with the theoretical relationship
is observed: in all cases the dependence on
1/(N* — ajaa/Kg) is linear, with a very good correlation
and an intercept close to unity.

According to Eq. 15, the slopes of these lines correspond
to Alaas k/ko)**. Hydrophobic pairs are expected to be
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FIGURE 3 The frequency ratio F(ria|s;,s2)/F(r12), extracted from the
subsets DB; with 11, > 15 A, as a function of 1/ (N — ajaz K /). On the
basis of the observed long-range behavior of the nonspecific potential, a;ct,
k/Kq is taken to be 15. The imprecision of this value is not very important,
since a0, K/Ko is small in regard with NefT

more compressible than the average, and indeed display

a negative slope (e.g., Aayan k/ko)V™ V¥ = —26). In
contrast, A(a @, Kk/ko)™*? values are positive when consid-
Asp,Arg _

ering pairs of charged residues (e.g., A(aja; k/Kq)
12). It is, however, interesting to note that oppositely charged
residues are only slightly more compressible than equally
charged residues, because the dominating effect is that
charged residues like to be in contact with water molecules,
and thus to be situated at the surface. The excess in the
number of charged residue pairs at long distance appears thus
to result mostly from the partitioning of hydrophobic and
hydrophilic residues between the surface and the protein
core, and to a lesser extent from specific short-range
interactions.

Size-dependent distance potentials

The results obtained in the previous sections indicate that the
dependence of knowledge-based potentials on the size of the
proteins from which they are derived is specific to each
amino acid pair and may be quite important. A straightfor-
ward solution to this problem is to define several datasets
DB;, each including only proteins whose sizes are similar to
the size of the protein studied, and to derive mean-force
potentials AWZ(DBI (r12;81,52) on each of these subsets.
However, this solution has the drawback that the potentials
corresponding to protein subsets are generally much more
noisy than those corresponding to the whole dataset; this is
visible in Fig. 2 but is even more problematic for seldom-
seen residue pairs. This drawback entails that the perfor-
mance of such potentials is not better than that of the
potentials derived from the whole dataset. In particular, we
analyzed their relative performances in discriminating
correct sequence-structure associations out of sets of decoy
models (see Formalism and Methods). As expected (Furuichi
and Koehl, 1998; Melo et al., 2002), we found that the
potentials derived from subsets of proteins of similar size
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perform better on proteins of such size than on proteins of
other sizes (Fig. 4 a). However, they yield poorer dis-
crimination on proteins of any size than the potential derived
from the whole dataset. The only exception is the potential
derived from the subset including the smallest proteins,
which performs slightly better over a limited range of protein
sizes.

We thus propose an alternative solution, based on the
observation that, for short inter-residue distances, the general
shape of the pair energy profile is usually conserved when
derived from proteins with varying sizes. This leads us to
devise a procedure where the interaction energy correspond-
ing to a given protein size is expressed as a simple function
of the energy derived from the whole dataset and of the
number of residues of the target protein. This procedure
allows us to take into account protein length while still
keeping the advantages of a large dataset.

Z(AW 5, )-Z(AW pis)

. . I . 1
0 500 1000 1500
<N>

0 R —

| . | . |
0 500 1000 1500
<N>

FIGURE 4 Relative performances of different pair potentials AW as
a function of the average number of residues in the test proteins. The
discriminative power of potential AW is monitored by the Z-score Z(AW)
(see Eq. 14). A positive value of the difference Z(AW,)—Z(AW,) means that
AW, performs better than AW,. Each plotted value corresponds to an
average over 35 proteins of similar sizes. (¢) Comparison of the efficiency of
the potentials derived from subsets of the database (AW;DB (r12;$1,52)) and
from the complete dataset (AW;,I)S (r12;81,52)). Overall, the potentials
derived from small (AWpp, V) and large (AWpp, A) proteins are less
effective than AWpp,. (h) Comparison of the performance of the size-
corrected potentials (AWI(\JZ) r12; 51, 52), see Eq. 16) and those derived from
the complete dataset (AWDB (r12;81,52)). AWy is globally more efficient
than AWpp,, especially when applied to small or large proteins.
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As illustrated in Fig. 5 for Asp-Arg and Val-Val, the
correlation between the free energy values corresponding to
different protein sizes described above for all amino acid
types taken together still holds, to a good extent, when
focusing on a single amino acid pair. The free energy
correspondlng to a given protein size N, which is estimated
by AWDg (l]z,sl,SQ) for N = N°T(DB;), can thus be
approximated by AWN2 )(1 12; 81, 2) defined as

AW (r12;81,5.) = AN, 51, 52)

+B(N,51,5) AWy (rizisi,5:),  (16)

where 7y, is restricted to values comprised between 3 and
8 A, because the shapes of the energy profiles are more
variable for larger inter-residue distances. We found that for
many pairs, A(N,s,s,) and B(N,sy,s,) can be expressed as
1/N series truncated at the second order,

A(N,s1,82) = ao(s1,52) +a(s1,5)No/N
+ a(s1,52)(No/N)?
B(N,s1,52) = bo(s1,52) + bi(s1,5)No/N
+ by(s1,5)(No/N)?, (17)
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FIGURE 5 Pair potential Ang)ﬁ (r12; 81, 52) derived from the subsets D3}
(V) and DBg (A) versus the potential derived from the whole database. The
regression lines are depicted. () Val-Val pair; the correlation coefficients
are >0.99 (b) Asp-Arg pair; the correlation coefficients are comprised
between 0.80 and 0.98.
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where Ny = 603 is the effective number of residues of the

proteins included in DB, (see Eq. 13). The parameters
ai(s1,52) and b;(s1,s,) are obtained by least- s%uare fittings, s

as to minimize the difference between AW (r12;81,52) and

AWDZ; (7 12551, S2)

For some pairs, however, the absence of a significant
dependence of the potential on protein size or high noise
levels in the curves, in particular for the less frequent amino
acids, leads to unreliable A(N,s;,s,) and B(N,s1,s,) functions.
Therefore, to avoid any artificial N-dependence, we chose to
keep only the most efficient corrective functions. To identify
these, we evaluated the average quadratic errors g; as

1/2
ne 1
(]i = _Z(AW(DZZL. (}"12; S, SQ) — AW(DZ230 (1”12; N S2))2
I
| 1/2
g = QZ(AW%(H%SU&) — AW (r1as 1, 5))?
2
(18)

where the sums extend over the m distance bins ry,,
and AWI(\?)(rlz;sl,sz) is defined in Eq. 16, with
N = N*(DB;). To be considered reliable, the corrective
functions associated with a given amino acid pair must
fulfill the following conditions: 1), gi < g for at least four
of the six subsets Df3; and 2), (gf), the value of ¢ averaged
over all subsets DB5;, must be <0.8 X (g"). The corrective
functions corresponding to the Cys-Cys pair were also
excluded for being strongly affected by the large variations
in Cys composition in small proteins. Within these
constraints, 108 out of 210 pair potentials are successfully
corrected. For the others, the direct use of AW(D%O
(r12;81,82) is preferred over the application of corrective
functions suspected to be unreliable. The parameters of 10
of the most efficient corrective functions are given in Table
2. The complete set of corrective functions is available as
Supplementary Material.

TABLE 2 Parameters of 10 of the most efficient corrective
functions A(N,s;,s,) and B(N,s;,s,)

Amino acid pair ao a; a, bg by b,
Val-Val 0.153 —-0.134 0.015 1.033 —-0.011 —0.003
Phe-Ile 0.357 —0.327 0.062 1.321 -0.379 0.096
Leu-Val 0.144 —0.131 0.016 1.032 —0.044 0.011
Ile-Val 0.116 —-0.076 0.005 1.004 0.019 —0.008
Tle-Tle 0.241 -0.276 0.064 1.184 —0.364 0.107
Gly-Ser —0.041 0.028 0.007 1.004 0.106 —0.026
Phe-Val 0.211 -0.135 0.017 1.134 0.029 —0.007
Ala-Val 0.055 —0.064 0.007 0.946 0.059 —0.007
Leu-Trp 0.105 —0.096 0.011 0.940 0.031 0.006
Pro-Ser —0.110 0.120 —0.017 0.614 0.394 —0.050

These functions, defined by Eqs. 16-17, allow us to express the pair
potential corresponding to a given protein size as a function of the pair
potential derived from the complete dataset.
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To compare the performances of the size-corrected
potentials with the original ones, we evaluated their ability
to discriminate correct sequence-structure associations from
large decoy sets of incorrect ones (see Formalism and
Methods). We found that these potentials lead, on average, to
a sizable improvement of the performances (Fig. 4 b). More
precisely, the corrected potentials always perform better than
the usual potentials except when applied to proteins whose
size is close to the average size of the proteins in the full
dataset—in the latter case, the introduction of corrective
functions is obviously unnecessary. We may hence conclude
that, overall, our novel potential is quite successful in
extracting pertinent information on the influence of protein
size, without being corrupted by the higher noise levels in the
subset-derived potentials.

As discussed above, an important part of the dependence
on protein size can be accounted for by a global scaling
factor of the potentials, and does not have any influence on
the computed Z-scores since we compare native proteins
with decoys models of the same length. The observed
improvement of the performances must therefore be imputed
solely to the amino acid-specific part of the size corrections.
Size-dependent potentials can thus be expected to out-
perform ordinary potentials even more markedly in studies
that compare proteins of various sizes.

DISCUSSION

Database-derived mean-force potentials are widely used in
the field of protein structure prediction and design. They are
able to deal with simplified representations of protein
structures, with the uncontestable advantage of limiting
calculation times. It can moreover been argued that such
simplified representations reflect a certain reality of protein
folding. Indeed, since the high folding rates prevent
exhaustive conformational searches, protein residues prob-
ably do not “‘see’’ the full atomic details of the other residues
in their vicinity, but are more likely simply ‘‘aware’’ of atom
groups or complete amino acids, at least in the first stages of
the folding process until a compact low-resolution or molten
globule-like structure is reached.

The formalism underlying the derivation of mean-force
potentials has originally been developed for fluid-like
systems (Hill, 1956) and has only recently been adapted to
proteins. The difference between fluids and protein systems
gives rise to legitimate questioning about the validity of this
formalism for proteins. In consequence, although mean-force
potentials have already provided many valuable insights into
protein folding and stability, studies intending to clear their
physical basis are still of prime relevance.

We investigated one of the most controversial limitations
of database-derived potentials: their dependence on the size
of the proteins included in the dataset. In fluid-like systems,
the size effects determining the long-range behavior of pair
potentials have been theoretically described (Hill, 1956;
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Lebowitz, 1960; Lebowitz and Percus, 1961). We showed
here that the relative frequencies of amino acid pairs
separated by a large distance, computed from our protein
datasets, follow quite remarkably the predicted //N behavior.
This result indicates that mean-force potentials derived from
protein datasets stand not so far from the firm theoretical
background of their fluid-like ancestors, and supports the
validity of the formalism for proteins.

In addition to the influence of protein size on the long-
range components of the potentials, our analysis also
revealed peculiarities of the short-range components for
certain amino acid pairs, resulting mainly from the partition-
ing of hydrophobic and hydrophilic residues between the
surface and the protein core. For instance, the interaction free
energies between hydrophobic residues are computed to be
less favorable in large than in small proteins. This is related to
the facts that the amino acid composition is more or less
identical in proteins of different sizes, that larger proteins
have a smaller surface/core ratio, and that hydrophobic amino
acids are more diluted both in the core and on the surface of
large proteins.

This result raises the question of why evolution has not
further adapted amino acid composition, so as to maintain
a similar fraction of hydrophobic residues in the core of large
and small proteins. The answer can probably be found in the
necessity of a compromise between opposing effects. Indeed,
increasing the hydrophobic content of the protein core
should have a stabilizing impact, and in some cases generate
a higher folding rate (Calloni et al., 2003). But it can also be
expected to affect the solubility, and induce an excessive
rigidity likely to hamper proper functioning and degradation.

We have tested two different solutions to overcome the
problem of the dependence of the potentials upon protein
size. The most straightforward procedure consists of
restricting the dataset to proteins similar in size to the one
studied. However, this does not lead to improvements in the
performances of the potentials, because of the small number
of proteins in the subsets. This procedure might gain
relevance in the future, as the sizes of the datasets increase.

The second solution is based on the observation that the
shapes of the energy profiles are mostly conserved when
derived from proteins of different sizes. This allows us to
express the potentials corresponding to a given protein size
N as a function of the potentials derived from the whole
dataset, through parametric corrective functions of //N. This
novel potential is found to be advantageous in applications
focusing on a single protein, in particular to single out native
sequence-structure matches from decoy models. It is
expected to be even more useful in studies comparing
proteins of various sizes, such as the prediction of their
relative stabilities, where the different characteristics of
small and large proteins may play a crucial role. Actually,
our potential has the double advantage of including explicitly
the dependence on protein size and of being derived from
a large dataset with limited noise level. It appears therefore as
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a more efficient utilization of the available protein structure
information.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

An online supplement to this article can be found by visiting
BJ Online at http://www .biophysj.org.

We acknowledge support from the Communauté Frangaise de Belgique
through the Action de Recherche Concertée #02/07-289, and from the
European Community through the Concerted Action Quality of Life 2001-
3-8.4. Y.D. is supported by a grant from the Fonds pour la Recherche dans
I’Industrie et I’Agriculture. D.G. and M.R. are Research Assistant and
Research Director, respectively, at the Belgian National Fund for Scientific
Research.

REFERENCES

Alard, P. 1991. Calculs de surface et d’energie dans le domaine des macro-
molecules. PhD thesis. Université Libre de Bruxelles, Brussels, Belgium.

Al-Lazikani, B., J. Jung, Z. Xiang, and B. Honig. 2001. Protein structure
prediction. Curr. Opin. Chem. Biol. 5:51-56.

Bahar, I, and R. L. Jernigan. 1997. Inter-residue potentials in globular
proteins and the dominance of highly specific hydrophilic interactions at
close separation. J. Mol. Biol. 266:195-214.

Bonneau, R., and D. Baker. 2001. Ab initio protein structure prediction:
progress and prospects. Annu. Rev. Biophys. Biomol. Struct. 30:173-189.

Calloni, G., N. Taddei, K. W. Plaxco, G. Ramponi, M. Stefani, and F. Chiti.
2003. Comparison of the folding processes of distantly related proteins.
Importance of hydrophobic content in folding. J. Mol. Biol. 330:
577-591.

Crippen, G. M. 1991. Prediction of protein folding from amino acid
sequence over discrete conformation spaces. Biochemistry. 30:
4232-4237.

Dehouck, Y., M. Rooman, and D. Gilis. 2002. In silico protein folding. In
Recent Research Developments in Protein Folding, Stability and Design.
M. Gromiha and S. Selvaraj, editors. Research Signpost, Trivandrum,
India. 151-166.

Du, R., A. Y. Grosberg, and T. Tanaka. 1998. Models of protein
interactions: how to choose one. Fold. Des. 3:203-211.

Furuichi, E., and P. Koehl. 1998. Influence of protein structure databases on
the predictive power of statistical pair potentials. Proteins. 31:139—149.

Gilis, D., R. Wintjens, and M. Rooman. 2001. Computer-aided methods for
evaluating thermodynamic and thermal stability changes of proteins. /n
Recent Research Developments in Protein Engineering. S. G. Pandalai,
editor. Research Signpost, Trivandrum, India. 277-290.

Godzik, A., A. Kolinski, and J. Skolnick. 1995. Are proteins ideal mixtures
of amino acids? Analysis of energy parameter sets. Protein Sci. 4:
2107-2117.

Goldstein, R. A., Z. A. Luthey-Schulten, and P. G. Wolynes. 1992. Protein

tertiary structure recognition using optimized Hamiltonians with local
interactions. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 89:9029-9033.

Guerois, R., and L. Serrano. 2001. Protein design based on folding models.
Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 11:101-106.

Halgren, T. A. 1995. Potential energy functions. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol.
5:205-210.

Hansmann, U. H., and Y. Okamoto. 1999. New Monte Carlo algorithms for
protein folding. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 9:177-183.

Hardin, C., M. P. Eastwood, Z. Luthey-Schulten, and P. G. Wolynes. 2000.
Associative memory Hamiltonians for structure prediction without
homology: a-helical proteins. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 97:
14235-14240.



Size-Dependent Statistical Potentials

Hardin, C., T. V. Pogorelov, and Z. Luthey-Schulten. 2002. Ab initio
protein structure prediction. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 12:176-181.

Hill, T. L. 1956. Statistical Mechanics: Principles and Selected Applica-
tions. McGraw-Hill, New York.

Janin, J. 1979. Surface and inside volumes in globular proteins. Nature.
277:491-492.

Janin, J., S. Wodak, M. Levitt, and B. Maigret. 1978. Conformation of
amino acid side-chain in proteins. J. Mol. Biol. 125:357-386.

Jernigan, R. L., and I. Bahar. 1996. Structure-derived potentials and protein
simulations. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 6:195-209.

Kang, H. S., N. A. Kurochkina, and B. Lee. 1993. Estimation and use of
protein backbone angle probabilities. J. Mol. Biol. 229:448-460.

Kocher, J.-P. A., M. J. Rooman, and S. J. Wodak. 1994. Factors influencing
the ability of knowledge-based potentials to identify native sequence-
structure matches. J. Mol. Biol. 235:1598-1613.

Koppensteiner, W. A., and M. J. Sippl. 1998. Knowledge-based
potentials—back to the roots. Biochemistry (Moscow). 63:247-252.

Lazaridis, T., and M. Karplus. 2000. Effective energy functions for protein
structure prediction. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 10:139-145.

Lebowitz, J. L. 1960. Asymptotic value of the pair distribution near a wall.
Phys. Fluids. 3:64—68.

Lebowitz, J. L., and J. K. Percus. 1961. Long-range correlations in a closed
system with applications to nonuniform fluids. Phys. Rev. 122:
1675-1691.

Lu, H.,, L. Lu, and J. Skolnick. 2003. Development of unified statistical
potentials describing protein-protein interactions. Biophys. J. 84:
1895-1901.

Ma, J. C., and D. A. Dougherty. 1997. The cation-7r interaction. Chem. Rev.
97:1303-1324.

Melo, F., and E. Feytmans. 1997. Novel knowledge-based mean force
potential at atomic level. J. Mol. Biol. 267:207-222.

Melo, F., R. Sanchez, and A. Sali. 2002. Statistical potentials for fold
assessment. Protein Sci. 11:430-448.

Miller, S., J. Janin, A. M. Lesk, and C. Chotia. 1987. Interior and surface of
monomeric proteins. J. Mol. Biol. 196:641-656.

Mirny, L. A., and E. I. Shakhnovich. 1996. How to derive a protein folding
potential? A new approach to an old problem. J. Mol. Biol. 264:
1164-1179.

Miyazawa, S., and R. L. Jernigan. 1985. Estimation of effective inter-
residue contact energies from protein crystal structures: quasi-chemical
approximation. Macromolecules. 18:534-552.

Moult, J. 1997. Comparison of database potentials and molecular
mechanics force fields. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 7:194-199.

Moult, J., K. Fidelis, A. Zemla, and T. Hubbard. 2001. Critical assessment

of methods of protein structure prediction CASP round IV. Proteins.
5:82-S7.

181

Park, B., and M. Levitt. 1996. Energy functions that discriminate x-ray and
near native folds from well-constructed decoys. J. Mol. Biol. 258:
367-392.

Rooman, M. J., and S. J. Wodak. 1995. Are database-derived potentials
valid for scoring both forward and inverted protein folding? Protein Eng.
8:849-858.

Rooman, M., and D. Gilis. 1998. Different derivations of knowledge-based
potentials and analysis of their robustness and context-dependent
predictive power. Eur. J. Biochem. 254:135-143.

Russ, W. P., and R. Ranganathan. 2002. Knowledge-based potential
functions in protein design. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol. 12:447-452.

Samudrala, R., Y. Xia, M. Levitt, and E. S. Huang. 1999. A combined
approach for ab initio construction of low resolution protein tertiary
structures from sequence. Pac. Symp. Biocomput. 4:504-516.

Shan, Y., and H.-X. Zhou. 2000. Correspondence of potentials of mean
force in proteins and in liquids. J. Chem. Phys. 113:4794-4798.

Shea, J. E., and C. L. Brooks 3rd. 2001. From folding theories to folding
proteins: a review and assessment of simulation studies of protein folding
and unfolding. Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 52:499-535.

Simons, K. T., C. Kooperberg, E. Huang, and D. Baker. 1997. Assembly of
protein tertiary structures from fragments with similar local sequences
using simulated annealing and Bayesian scoring functions. J. Mol. Biol.
268:209-225.

Sippl, M. J. 1995. Knowledge-based potentials for proteins. Curr. Opin.
Struct. Biol. 5:229-235.

Takada, S. 1999. Going for the prediction of protein folding mechanisms.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 96:11698-11700.

Tanaka, S., and H. A. Scheraga. 1976. Medium- and long-range interaction
parameters between amino acids for predicting three-dimensional
structures of proteins. Macromolecules. 9:945-950.

Thomas, P. D., and K. A. Dill. 1996. Statistical potentials extracted from
protein structures: how accurate are they? J. Mol. Biol. 257:457-469.
Tobi, D., G. Shafran, N. Linial, and R. Elber. 2000. On the design and

analysis of protein folding potentials. Proteins. 40:71-85.

Tsai, J., R. Bonneau, A. V. Morozov, B. Kuhlman, C. A. Rohl, and
D. Baker. 2003. An improved decoy set for testing energy functions for
protein structure prediction. Proteins. 53:76-87.

Vendruscolo, M., R. Najmanovich, and E. Domany. 2000. Can a pairwise
contact potential stabilize native protein folds against decoys obtained by
threading? Proteins. 38:134—148.

Vijayakumar, M., and H.-X. Zhou. 2000. Prediction of residue-residue pair
frequencies in proteins. J. Phys. Chem. B. 104:9755-9764.

Wang, G., and R. L. Dunbrack, Jr. 2003. PISCES: a protein sequence
culling server. Bioinformatics. 19:1589-1591.

Zhang, L., and J. Skolnick. 1998. How do potentials derived from structural
databases relate to ‘‘true’’ potentials? Protein Sci. 7:112—122.

Biophysical Journal 87(1) 171-181



	Database-Derived Potentials Dependent on Protein Size for In Silico Folding and Design
	Introduction
	Formalism and methods
	Knowledge-based mean-force potentials
	Size dependence at large distances
	Protein structure datasets
	Performances of the potentials

	Results
	General size dependence
	Size dependence for specific residue pairs
	Size dependence for large inter-residue distances
	Size-dependent distance potentials

	Discussion
	Appendix A Supplementary material
	References


