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Abstract

Coarse-grained (CG) modeling enables molecular simulations to reach time and

length scales inaccessible to fully atomistic methods. For classical CG models, the

choice of mapping, that is, how atoms are grouped into CG sites, is a major deter-

minant of accuracy and transferability. At the same time, the emergence of machine

learning potentials (MLPs) offers new opportunities to build CG models that can in

principle learn the true potential of the mean force for any mapping. In this work,

we systematically investigate how the choice of mapping influences the representations

learned by equivariant MLPs by studying liquid hexane, amino acids, and polyalanine.

We find that when the length scales of bonded and nonbonded interactions overlap,

unphysical bond permutations can occur. We also demonstrate that correctly encod-

ing species and maintaining stereochemistry are crucial, as neglecting either introduces

unphysical symmetries. Our findings provide practical guidance for selecting CG map-
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pings compatible with modern architectures and guide the development of transferable

CG models.

Introduction

Molecular dynamics (MD) simulations have become an indispensable tool in chemistry, biol-

ogy, and materials science, offering atomistic insights into the behavior of complex systems.

However, a persistent challenge is the vast range of time and length scales governing molec-

ular phenomena. Many processes, such as protein folding or polymer dynamics, occur in

microseconds or longer, far exceeding the time scales accessible to conventional all-atom

simulations.1,2 To bridge this gap, coarse-graining (CG) methods can be used. CG models

simplify the system by grouping atoms into fewer interaction sites, or ”beads”, thus reducing

the effective degrees of freedom. This allows for significantly larger and longer simulations.

The central goal of CG models is to preserve the essential structural and thermodynamic

properties of the original atomistic system.2–4

When developing a coarse-grained (CG) model, two key questions typically arise: 1.

What functional form should be used to represent the CG potential and 2. What mapping

scheme should be adopted to define how atoms are grouped into beads? In atomistic systems,

only the choice of a potential functional form is relevant, and extensive work has focused

on improving its accuracy. In the last decade, attention has been mostly focused towards

machine learning potentials (MLPs).5,6 Their success is based on a paradigm shift that also

occurred in other domains, where MLPs learn interactions directly from data, compared to

hand-crafted interaction terms of classical potentials.5,7

Many modern MLPs incorporate physical symmetries into the model architecture. In

particular, E(3)-equivariant neural networks enforce rotational, translational, and reflection

symmetries inherent to molecular systems. Architectures such as NequIP,8 Allegro9 and

MACE10 that built on these principles have demonstrated exceptional accuracy and data
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efficiency. The application of equivariant MLPs to coarse-grained modeling is a natural

and promising extension.11–13 An early study of CG liquid water indicates that equivariant

MLPs can drastically reduce the amount of training data needed, performing reasonable with

as little as a single reference frame.12 While single-bead mappings are trivial, it is unclear

how more general mapping choices affect the learned representation.12 In practice, many

existing CG-MLPs still rely on priors, i.e. classical energy terms, such as harmonic bond or

angle potentials, to maintain molecular connectivity and physical accuracy.14–18 This practice

reintroduces the manual heuristics that atomistic MLPs were designed to avoid.19,20

In this study, we investigate how modern E(3)-equivariant machine learning potentials can

be applied to coarse-graining without the use of any priors. Using the MACE architecture as a

representative model,10 we perform a systematic study to evaluate how the choice of mapping,

species encoding and model parameters influence the stability and learned representation of

the model. We compare these results with a classical CG potential to assess whether the

learned models provide a more accurate description of coarse-grained energy landscapes. We

evaluated three distinct systems of increasing complexity: liquid hexane, single amino acids,

and a 15-mer polyalanine. We validate key findings by testing them with NequIP.8

Our results show that the mapping choice can significantly influence the representa-

tion that equivariant MLPs learn. In low resolution mappings of amino acids, we observe

symmetries in the free energy surface (FES). We identified that these are caused by enan-

tiomerization or ambiguous species encoding. We show that such symmetries propagate

from symmetric dihedrals in single amino acids to incorrect secondary structure formation

in larger peptides. Finally, we show that bond permutations can occur when bonded and

nonbonded length scales overlap, such as in the two-site hexane or Cα polyalanine model.

Together, these findings highlight that while equivariant MLPs offer remarkable flexibility

and data efficiency,12,14 the preservation of a faithful representation critically depends on the

CG mapping.
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Methods

Coarse-graining

In coarse-graining (CG), the degrees of freedom of an atomistic system are reduced by

grouping different atoms into beads. Here we limit the study to mappings, in which each

atom at most contributes to one CG bead, and use the center-of-mass (COM) mapping to

derive CG positions and forces. Other, more general mapping choices,21–23 as well as optimal

mappings,24–26 have also been explored, but remain less prevalent in practice. In the COM

mapping, the CG positions R ∈ R3N are derived as a linear mapping M of the atomistic

positions r ∈ R3n, where N < n:

RI = MI(r) =
∑
i∈SI

wIiri (1)

Here, SI denotes the set of atom indices that contribute to the CG bead I. Each atom

can contribute only to one CG bead. In the COM mapping, the contribution of each atom

wIi to the CG bead I is equivalent to its contribution to the total mass:

wIi =


mi∑

j∈SI
mj

if i ∈ SI

0 otherwise

(2)

The weights are normalized such that
∑

i∈SI
wIi = 1.27 In the COM mapping, the ef-

fective force acting on a coarse-grained bead fI is simply the sum of the atomistic forces

contributing27,28

fI(r) =
∑
i∈SI

fi(r) (3)

CG models are parametrized in a ”top-down” or ”bottom-up” manner. Bottom-up meth-

ods29–31 use a more detailed reference, for example an atomistic simulation or quantum-

mechanics, to derive the coarse-grained potential, while top-down approaches32,33 aim to re-
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produce macroscopic observables, such as experimental measurements.34 Many models also

implement a hybrid approach, for example the MARTINI forcefield,35 which parametrizes

nonbonded interactions via experimental partition coefficients, while bonded terms are de-

rived from classical atomistic simulations.36 Here we employ force matching, a bottom-up

method, to derive the CG potentials.

Force Matching

Force matching, first introduced by Izvekov and Voth as the multiscale coarse graining

(MS-CG) method,37 optimizes the effective force acting on the CG bead fI by minimizing

the least-squared force residual χ2 between the predicted CG and the mapped atomistic

forces.34,38

χ2(θ) =

〈
1

3N

N∑
I=1

|fI(r) + ∇IUCG(MI(r), θ)|2
〉

(4)

Here FI(R, θ) = −∇IUCG(R, θ) are the predicted forces as a function of the model

parameters θ.

Coarse-grained Potential

Classical Potential We employ the VOTCA framework39 to derive classical coarse-grained

potentials UClassical(R; θ). The general form is a sum of bonded (bonds, angles, dihedrals)

and nonbonded interactions, which are parametrized in the form of splines.

UClassical(R, θ) =
∑
bond

Ubond +
∑
angle

Uangle +
∑

dihedral

Udihedrals +
∑

nonbonded

Unonbonded (5)

We provide a detailed overview of the parametrized interactions and hyperparameters used

in the Supporting Information.
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Machine Learning Potential To parameterize an equivariant MLP UMLP (R; θ), we em-

ploy the MACE architecture.10 MACE combines the idea of atomic cluster expansion40 with

message-passing neural networks (MPNNs).41 In MACE, the messages passed between nodes,

in our case CG beads, are expanded using the idea of a hierarchical body order expansion

m
(l)
I =

∑
J1

u1(σ
(l)
I , σ

(l)
J1

) + · · · +
∑

J1,...,Jν

uν(σ
(l)
I , σ

(l)
J1
, . . . , σ

(l)
Jν

), (6)

where u1..ν are learnable functions and σ
(l)
I is the state of CG bead I in layer l. The total

body order of the model depends on the number of layers L and correlation order ν.

We use the chemtrain42,43 framework to train the MACE potentials. The training pro-

cess directly adjusts the model parameters based on equation 4 via backpropagation. A

detailed overview of the setup and model hyperparameters can be found in the Supporting

Information.

Simulations

Reference Simulations Atomistic reference data was generated using GROMACS44 in

the canonical ensemble (NVT) at 300 K. For liquid hexane, we followed the protocol of

Ruehle et al.,45 employing the OPLS-AA force field46 with a system size of 100 molecules.

For peptide systems, we employed the AMBER ff99SB-ILDN force field with the TIP3P

water model.47 All peptide structures were capped with N-terminal acetyl (ACE) and C-

terminal N-methyl amide (NME) groups. Production runs were performed for 100 ns (liquid

hexane) and 500 ns (peptides). The configurations were sampled uniformly to produce

500,000 training frames. Detailed simulation parameters and equilibration protocols are

provided in the Supporting Information.

CG Simulations Coarse-grained simulations were performed in the NVT ensemble at 300

K. Classical CG simulations were run in GROMACS using stochastic dynamics (SD). MLP
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simulations were performed using the JAX-MD engine within the chemtrain framework.42 A

time integration step of 2 fs was used for all CG models. For the implicit solvent baseline of

capped amino acids, a timestep of 0.5 fs was employed. For capped alanine, we also perform

stability tests in a microcanonical (NVE) ensemble. Detailed simulation parameters are

provided in the Supporting Information.

Structural Analysis of Coarse-grained Simulations

Radial Distribution Function To describe nonbonded interactions in the liquid hexane

model, we employ radial distribution functions (RDFs). The RDF gA−B(r) captures the

probability of finding a particle of species A at a distance r from a particle of species B. It

is defined as the ratio of the local density of A at a distance r from B to the bulk density of

A, ρA:

gA−B(r) =
dNA−B(r)

4πr2ρAdr
(7)

where dNA−B(r) is the average density of A particles found in a spherical shell of thickness

dr at a distance r from a central particle B, and ρA = NA/V is the bulk number density of

species A. Bonded atoms/CG beads are excluded for the RDF calculation.48,49

Bonded parameters For each liquid hexane mapping, we show the bonded order param-

eter that embodies the most information: the dihedral angle ϕA−B−B−A for the four-site

mapping, the angle θA−B−A for the three-site mapping, and the bond distance bA−A for the

two-site mapping. To compare the conformational space of single capped amino acids map-

pings, we evaluated the two backbone dihedrals ϕCACE−N−Cα−C and ψN−Cα−C−NNME
. We

compare 2D representations of the free energy surface (FES) of both dihedrals. The FES

was calculated from the joint probability density P (ϕ, ψ) using the Boltzmann inversion

relation F (ϕ, ψ) = −kBT lnP (ϕ, ψ).
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Polyalanine Helix To analyze the helix formation of the polyalanine peptide, we ana-

lyzed different order parameters based on the positions of the Cα atoms. We adapted the

fractional helix content or helicity from Rudzinski et al.50 This metric iterates over all Nhel

pairs of Cα atoms separated by three bonds, corresponding to the hydrogen-bonding pattern

charactersitic of α-helices. For each pair, the distance dij is computed and scored by how

close it’s to an optimal distance d0 = 0.5 nm with standard deviation σ2 = 0.02 nm2. Qhel

ranges from 0, completely unstructured (coil or unfolded), to 1, a perfect alpha helix.

Qhel(R = RCα) =
1

Nhel

∑
i−j=3

exp
(
−1/2σ2(dij − do)

2
)

(8)

To differentiate left- from right-handed helices, we used the approach by Sidorova et al.51

This method first constructs vectors between neighboring Cα atoms and then sums the mixed

product of consecutive triplets of vectors:

χhel(R = RCα) =
1

Nhel

NCα−3∑
i=1

vi · (vi+1 × vi+2) (9)

The sign of χhel determines the handedness or chirality sign of the helix. A positive χhel

indicates a right-handed helix, while negative values indicate a left-handed helix.51 The free

energy F (χhel, Qhel) was obtained through Boltzmann inversion from the joint probability

density. To evaluate the helix propensity of the different mappings, we ranked all reference

simulation frames according to |χhel · Qhel|, selected the 100 frames with the lowest values,

and performed 5 ns simulations starting from each configuration.

Simulation Stability

To assess simulation stability, we applied two different methods. For bulk systems (liquid

hexane), we consider the conservation of thermal energy, kBT . Specifically, we check whether

kBT < 5 kJ/mol, where kB is the Boltzmann constant and T = 300 K. If a particular frame

exceeds this threshold, that frame and all subsequent frames are excluded. For the capped
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amino acids and polyalanine system, we adapt the distance-based stability criterion of Fu et

al.,52 by checking whether the distance between the bonded atoms deviates by more than

0.05 nm from the equilibrium bond length. The equilibrium bond length is calculated as the

mean of the reference simulation for all matching bond types and frames.

We chose two different strategies, as a distance-based metric is not applicable to all

mappings of bulk hexane: Bond distances might change drastically, while thermal energy

is preserved (see Results). In the case of polyalanine, the distances might also change due

to unphysical bond switching; however, the definition of the polyalanine order parameters

depends on the correct order of the Cα beads. The list of equilibrium lengths as well as the

results of the simulation stability analysis is provided in the Supporting Information.

Well-tempered Metadynamics

To assess the free energy barrier for enantiomerization, we employ well-tempered metady-

namics (WTMetaD).53 Unlike standard metadynamics, which builds a bias potential by

adding Gaussians of constant height,54 WTMetaD ensures convergence by rescaling the

Gaussian height according to the accumulated bias. The history-dependent bias potential

V (s, t) acting on a set of collective variables in the CG space s(R) is given by:

V (s, t) =
∑
t′<t

h exp

(
− V (s(t′), t′)

kBT (γ − 1)

)
exp

(
−

d∑
i=1

(si − si(t
′))2

2σ2
i

)
, (10)

where h is the initial Gaussian height, σi is the width of the i-th collective variable, and

γ = T ∗/T is the bias factor. This corresponds to sampling the collective variables at an

effective temperature T ∗ = γT , which scales the free energy barriers by 1/γ.
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Results and Discussion

Liquid Hexane

We first explore liquid hexane, for which classical coarse-grained models have been exten-

sively studied.45,55–58 We explore three different mappings: A four-site model, where A-type

beads are placed at carbons 2 and 5, and B-type beads are placed at the central carbons

3 and 4.55 A three-site model model, where the two consecutive carbons and their hydro-

gens form a bead.45,56–58 And finally a two-site model, in which each n-propyl end, or three

consecutive carbons and associated hydrogens form a bead.55,58 A visual representation can

be found in Figure 1. For each mapping, we derive a classical potential and a MLP using

MACE.

Four-site Model The results for the four-site model can be seen in the first column

of Figure 1. Overall, both the classical and MLP are able to replicate the shape of the

dihedral population. However, the classical potential overestimates the gauche conformation

of hexane with a significant increase in sampling around ±70 deg. The RDF error is also

much smaller for the MLP.
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𝞍

A
B

B
A

A
B

𝜽

A A
A
𝙗

Figure 1: Structural properties of the reference, classical, MLP models for different coarse-
grained representations of hexane. First row shows bonded population density metrics:
Dihedral (four-site model), Angle (three-site model), Bond distance (two-site model). In
case of the two-site MLP simulation, we show the nearest neighbor distance instead of bond
lengths based on the initial bond list. The second row shows the RDF of A-A beads. Results
show the mean ± 3 standard deviations of 10 × 1000 ps simulations.

Three-site Model For the three-site model, the classical potential fails to sample the

A-B-A angle correctly. This mismatch when using force matching with a classical potential

has also been observed in other studies of hexane.39,57 The reason why force matching fails

for the classical potential is that the sum of angle, bond, and nonbonded terms does not

consider out-of-plane forces that are produced by a dihedral reorientation in the atomistic

model. The functional form can only capture the forces that lie in the plane in which the

angle θ is defined.39
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Figure 2: (a) Angular distribution of the hexane three-site model and (b) RDF of the two-
site model for different correlation orders ν and number of message-passing layers L. In
the two-site liquid hexane model, the length scales of bonded and nonbonded interactions
overlap. Results show the mean ± 3 standard deviations of 10 × 1000 ps simulations.

The MLP is able to closely match the RDF and angular distribution. We tested the

effect of the number of message-passing layers L and correlation order ν on the ability of

the MACE model to reproduce the A-B-A angle correctly (Figure 2a). The total body of a

MACE model is determined by ν and L through
∑L

l=0 ν
l. In the simplest case, L = 1 and

ν = 1, the total body order is 2 and MACE is unable to capture the angular distribution

correctly. Increasing the number of layers or the correlation order allows the MACE model

to capture the interaction correctly.

Two-site Model The classical potential performs well in reproducing both bonded and

nonbonded interactions of the two-site mapping. For the MLP an interesting behavior was

observed: the bond partners switch over the simulation. This means, that an analysis of the

bond lengths based on the initial bond list leads to a broadening and diffuse distribution. If

instead the closest neighbor of each bead is used for the bond length analysis, the distribution

closely matches the reference (Figure 1). The impact of the bond switches is also visible in

the RDF, where partners based on the initial bond list are excluded. Two clear peaks are

visible at 0.35 and 0.4 nm, an artifact of the newly bonded partners. We tested the influence

of ν and L on this behavior but could not find any dependence (Figure 2b). We also tested
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the two-site hexane model with NequIP, observing the same result (Supporting Information).

Table 1: Comparison of a 2-layer MACE model with different correlation orders ν and
average number of neighbors Navg. Results are based on 50 × 1000 ps simulations. Green
highlighting indicates better performance (arrows indicate direction: ↑ higher is better, ↓
lower is better). – indicates that not enough sample statistics were available. Units: Force
in meV/Å, Stability in ps, gA−A, gA−B, gB−B in 10−3. Speed is listed in ns/d, based on a
single 1000 ps simulation. Subscripts show standard deviations, if applicable. ”*” shown in
Figure 1.

Navg (∝ rcut) 10 20
ν 1 2 3 1 2* 3

4
-s
it
e

Force (↓) 772.7 771.8 771.6 772.7 771.8 771.5
Stability (↑) 158(64) 38(25) 851(272) 997(20) 579(372) 960(172)
Speed (↑) 120.2 113.8 83.3 81.5 78.1 62.9
gA−A (↓) – – 0.4(0.1) 2.8(1.4) 0.2(0.4) 0.1(0.0)
gA−B (↓) – – 0.2(0.0) 5.1(3.1) 0.1(0.2) 0.0(0.0)
gB−B (↓) – – 0.1(0.1) 50.3(31.3) 0.2(0.5) 0.1(0.1)

3
-s
it
e

Force (↓) 418.2 415.6 414.7 418.2 415.5 414.6
Stability (↑) 1000(0) 379(295) 446(350) 1000(0) 763(300) 419(331)
Speed (↑) 151.2 141.8 107.5 104.6 99.3 81.2
gA−A (↓) 0.5(0.1) 0.2(0.2) 0.2(0.2) 0.1(0.2) 0.1(0.3) 0.2(0.4)
gA−B (↓) 0.3(0.1) 0.2(0.2) 0.3(0.1) 0.1(0.1) 0.1(0.1) 0.2(0.4)
gB−B (↓) 0.4(0.1) 0.6(0.5) 0.9(0.7) 0.2(0.1) 0.3(0.4) 0.8(1.8)

2
-s
it
e

Force (↓) 413.2 411.7 411.5 413 411.6 411.5
Stability (↑) 1000(0) 1000(0) 930(189) 1000(0) 1000(0) 790(271)
Speed (↑) 179.0 164.0 134.1 139.8 131.6 111.8
gA−A (↓) 20.7(3.0) 5.2(3.2) 3.1(2.5) 20.8(4.2) 4.5(2.9) 2.7(2.3)

Model Parameters Lastly, we evaluate how the cutoff radius rcut and the correlation

order ν affect the accuracy, computational performance, and stability of the MACE potential

(Table 1). Overall, increasing either the correlation order or the cutoff radius reduces both

RDF and force errors.1 A larger cutoff radius also substantially improves stability, though

at the expense of higher computational cost. As expected, less expressive models run faster.

1Force errors can only be compared between models using the same mapping, as the mapping itself
introduces an irreducible noise.14
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As expected, reducing model complexity improves speed; however, classical models remain

over an order of magnitude faster, achieving 1600, 2130, and 3470 ns/d for the four-, three-,

and two-site models, respectively.

Capped Amino Acids

In recent decades, many different coarse-grained representations of amino acids have been de-

veloped for peptide and protein-related simulations. Mappings can range from near-atomistic

representations that only remove hydrogens but preserve heavy-atom movements, to single

bead mappings, in which each residue is represented by a single bead, for example the

Cα-atom.2 First, we discuss the widely studied capped L-alanine system (alanine dipeptide).

This system has been extensively studied using different machine learning potentials,14,15,59–61

as well as more recently generative models.62,63 We explore nine different mappings, ranging

from an atomistic implicit solvent model to five-bead mappings, which preserve only the

central backbone dihedrals. An overview of the mappings can be seen in Figure 3. For each

mapping, we train a MACE model, and analyze the Ramachandran of the backbone dihdrals.

We also perform 100 × 100 ps NVE simulations with different time steps to analyze stability

(Supplementary Information).

High-resolution Mappings First, we discuss the results for high-resolution mappings in

which solvent molecules and potentially hydrogen atoms are removed. Retaining only the

heavy atoms, or a subset of them, is a common mapping choice, as it promises to preserve

atomistic dynamics and makes comparisons with atomistic models straightforward.13–15,17,60

All high-resolution mappings are capable of accurately modeling the backbone dihedrals

(Figure 3). In the NVE simulations, the implicit solvent model remains stable up to time

steps of 1 fs, while the United and Heavy Atom model can be run safely up to 2 fs.
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Heavy Atom United Atom

Core Beta Map IICore BetaCore Map IICore

Atomistic (Implicit Solvent)Reference

Figure 3: Results of the capped alanine CG simulations with different mappings. The top
and bottom rows present the high- and low-resolution mappings, respectively. Each mapping
includes a Ramachandran plot derived from 100 × 5 ns simulations.

Low-resolution Mappings The Core mapping, which miss the Cβ carbon, show a clear

point symmetry around the center (Figure 3 column 2). This indicates that the CG molecule

during the simulation freely switches between the L- and D-enantiomer. Since both the Cα-

hydrogen and the entire side chain are removed, the formal definition of chirality is lost,

and a transition between enantiomers becomes an unhindered rotation of the backbone

dihedrals. Adding the Cβ atom resolves this issue, and the CG molecule stays in the original

L-enantiomer. We observed no noticeable improvement in terms of structural accuracy

or stability when using the more detailed species assignment of Map 2. A more subtle

symmetry was observed when using a single species for all beads. In this case, the model

fails to capture the direction of the molecule, which results from the indistinguishability of
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local environments. We provide these findings, together with evaluations on the three other

amino acids in the Supporting Information.

Chiral Inversion Lastly, we show that while atomistic MLP models are chirally stable,

CG models can undergo chiral inversion, i.e. the transition between enantiomers. To test

this, we calculate the free energy barrier by biasing the improper Cα-dihedral using well-

tempered metadynamics. In all cases, we only train on L-alanine. We provide the exact

biasing protocol in the Supporting Information.

In nature, the direct transition between enantiomers is physically blocked by a high-

energy planar transition structure. Consequently, enantiomerization typically requires re-

active intermediates.64,65 The atomistic (implicit solvent) MLP accurately describes this

behavior, and we were unable to observe enantiomerization up to 18 kcal/mol. We find that

further increasing the bias factor renders the simulation unstable before any transition can

be observed.

L-Ala D-Alaa) b)

∆F

L-Ala D-Ala

Figure 4: (a) Determined free energy barrier for enantiomerization in atomistic and coarse
grained MLPs using well-tempered metadynamics along the improper Cα-dihedral. (b) Mech-
anism of chiral inversion with high-energy planar transition state.

However, in CG representations, the transition becomes accessible. By removing one

atom around the chiral center, in this case the Cα-hydrogen, enatiomerization becomes ac-
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cessible (Figure 4a). For the Heavy Atom and Core Beta mappings, we find a transition

barrier of approximately 13 kcal/mol. The United Atom mapping presents a slightly larger

barrier of 16 kcal/mol. This increase arises because merging heavy atoms with their hy-

drogens shifts the bead COM away from the stereocenter, thereby stabilizing the initial

configuration. This also slightly shifts the minima of the improper dihedral.

The calculated free energy barriers are very high compared to the thermal energy avail-

able of ∼ 0.6 kcal/mol at 300 K, making transitions very unlikely. At this barrier height,

transitions take on the order of micro- to milliseconds. However, increasing the temperature

would drastically increase the transition rate, further restricting the state point dependence

of the CG potential.

Helix Formation of Polyalanine

As a last experiment, we extend the low resolution mappings from capped alanine to a capped

alanine 15-mer. Polyalanine systems are good examples of peptides that spontaneously form

alpha helices.50,66–69 While naturally occurring L-amino acid peptides form right-handed

helices (Figure 5a),51 it has been experimentally shown that a D-alanine peptide forms the

mirror image, a left-handed helix.70

We tested three different mappings: the Core and Core Beta mapping from the capped

alanine example, and a Cα mapping, which only preserves the Cα atom of each alanine

residue. The Cα mapping is a popular choice for modeling large protein systems.2,71–73 In

the Cα mapping, we gave each Cα a different species. We also performed the experiment on

three other possible choices: a single species, alternating species, and a symmetric species

arrangement. Using unique or alternating species causes unphysical bond switches, similar

to those in the two-site hexane model (Supporting Information).
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D-Ala L-Ala

𝛼-helix
Improper 
helices

Left-handed 
helix

Right-handed 
helix

a) b)

Left-handed Right-handed

Figure 5: (a) A chain of D-Alanine forms left-handed helices, while the naturally occurring
L-Alanine forms right-handed helices. (b) Helicity and handedness of a 500 ns reference
simulation of a capped 15-residue L-Alanine peptide.

Figure 6: Helicity and handedness of 100 × 5 ns trajectories based on different CG mappings.
Left: Cα, where each bead has a unique species embedding. Middle: Core. Right: Core Beta.
The top row shows a graphical representation of the helix and per residue mapping.

The helix formation of polyalanine can be described via two order parameters: an index

of alpha-helicity Qhel (Equation 8) and a chirality/handedness index χhel (Equation 9). In

the reference atomistic simulation, a clear population of partially folded right-handed alpha

helices can be seen (χhel > 0 and Qhel > 0). Although left-handed helices are visible, these
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are not proper alpha-helices (Figure 5b).

When investigating the helicity and handedness of the CG simulations, clear symmetries

can be observed (Figure 6). The Cα mapping is completely symmetric to χhel = 0, which

means that the model does not have a preference for helix handedness. The Core mapping

also shows increased sampling of incorrect left-handed helices, even though a preference for

the true right-handed helices can be observed. This might be because the starting frames

were taken from the L-Polylanine reference simulation and are thus favorably oriented to

form the right-handed helix. The Core Beta mapping captures the correct helix formation.

Conclusions

Our systematic evaluation of CG models for liquid hexane, amino acids, and polyalanine re-

veals that the interplay between mapping and model architecture greatly impacts the learned

representation of equivariant MLPs. Classical potentials rely on fixed functional forms, which

work well for the two-site hexane model but lack the flexibility to capture the more complex

many-body correlations present in the three- and four-site liquid hexane models. In con-

trast, MLPs like MACE overcome this barrier by learning many-body interactions directly

from data. MACE performs well for the three- and four-site mappings of hexane, accurately

recovering both bonded and nonbonded interactions.

Because MLPs do not include explicit topological information, they cannot distinguish

bonded neighbors from nonbonded neighbors. In atomistic systems, these interactions are

naturally separable because of their different length scales.12 In contrast, for CG represen-

tations such as the two-site liquid hexane or polyalanine Cα model, we showed that these

length scales overlap. In these cases, the model fails to distinguish particles, which leads

to unphysical bond permutations and ultimately instabilities, in case of the polyalanine Cα

model.

We showed that high-resolution mappings for amino acids can accurately capture atom-
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istic backbone dynamics. However, when further coarsening the representation, we observed

spurious symmetries. While equivariant MLPs can distinguish between enantiomers through

parity-sensitive features, they will assign the same energy to both mirror images if the out-

put is constrained to a scalar energy. In atomistic systems, this is a correct and desired

symmetry, since the transition between enantiomers is correctly modeled with a practically

infinite energy barrier. However, we showed that upon removal of the Cα-hydrogen, enan-

tiomerization becomes accessible through a high-energy transition state. If additionally the

side chain is removed, the molecule loses its formal chirality and a symmetric FES is ob-

tained. Additionally, bead species have to be chosen carefully, as indistinguishability of local

environments can lead to further symmetries.

We confirmed key findings by testing them with NequIP, a different E(3)-equivariant

MLP.8 Our findings likely also extend to invariant graph neural networks, such as SchNet74

or DimeNet,75 which rely on up to three-body scalar invariants (distances and angles). These

models are blind to chirality, making them susceptible to the enantiomerization we ob-

served.76,77 Finally, bond permutations are likely to affect any architecture that constructs

neighborhoods purely based on geometric information, without topological information.

Overall, equivariant MLPs outperform classical potentials regarding expressivity and

data efficiency, theoretically allowing them to learn the potential of mean force for any

mapping. In practice, however, our results show that the applicability is limited by mapping-

induced artifacts. In scenarios where topological conservation is secondary, such as the liquid

hexane systems, MLPs excel at reproducing structural distributions while requiring minimal

preparation. However, caution is required when applying MLPs to systems where topology

is critical, such as for CG protein models. In these contexts, current MLPs are generally

restricted to implicit solvent or Heavy Atom models. Coarser representations, such as the

Core and Core Beta mapping require thought about possible symmetries and overlapping

length scales. An even coarser representation, for example the protein Cα-model, risks

introducing instabilities, overlapping length scales, or spurious symmetries. Such coarse
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representations are unsuitable for MLPs in their current state, and will necessitate some

form of topology information or regularization via prior energy terms.
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