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Crystallography may be the gold standard of protein structure determination, but obtaining the
necessary high-quality crystals is in some ways akin to prospecting for the precious metal. The
tools and models developed by soft matter to understand colloidal self-assembly, including their
crystallization, offer some insights into the protein crystallization problem. This topical review
describes the various analogies between protein crystal and colloidal self-assembly that have been
made. We highlight the explanatory power of patchy models, but also the challenges of providing
specific guidance. We conclude with a presentation of possible future research directions.

Biological macromolecules are central to life processes.
Although some of these processes can be characterized at
a relatively coarse scale, more often than not a complete
microscopic understanding of the involved biomolecules’
structure and dynamics is epistemologically essential[1].
Proteins, for instance, interact with each other and their
environment through fine-tuned structural features so as
to perform their biological functions [2–6]; reciprocally,
protein malfunction is often due to structural defects, and
may result in diseases [7]. Proteins also represent some
of the most sophisticated nano-machines known, having
been shaped over generations by natural selection. From
an engineering perspective, few other systems offer more
insights into designing devices on that size scale [8]. Our
limited knowledge of protein structures thus limits our
comprehension of biological phenomena, our ability to
discover new drugs, and our capability to design bio-
inspired materials [9–11]. In response, sizable research
efforts are being expended on extracting exquisitely de-
tailed information about protein structures and dynam-
ics [12, 13].

Structural biology mostly relies on structural informa-
tion obtained from diffraction-based methods. Since X-
ray crystallography first enabled the formulation of the
double-helix model for DNA and the structure determi-
nation of myoglobin, the number and quality of known
biomolecular structures has steadily increased [14]. Pro-
tein crystallography, however, requires protein crystals,
whose obtention is often the limiting experimental step.
Many different areas of knowledge, from computational
biology and robotics to surfactant science, have been
brought together to partly surmount this hurdle [9].
Here, we review the insights brought by soft matter into
the problem of protein crystal assembly. Although the
dialog between the soft matter and structural biology
communities has thus far mostly focused on providing
a physical rationalization of experimental observations,
recent conceptual advances and an increased back and
forth between theory and experiment suggest that more
fruitful exchanges may soon become the norm. In the fol-
lowing, we recapitulate how this advance has come to be.
We first present an overview of the basics of protein crys-

tallography and protein crystal assembly. We then intro-
duce and motivate various soft matter colloidal models
of the phenomenon, and conclude with a brief discussion
of possible future research directions.

I. DIFFRACTION AND PROTEIN
CRYSTALLIZATION

Proteins are encoded in DNA as sequences of base
pairs, which are then translated into a sequence of amino
acids, forming the primary structure of the molecules. To
perform their functions proteins must also hierarchically
fold into their secondary and tertiary structures. It is in-
deed the properties of that three-dimensional object that
largely determine how a protein interacts with its envi-
ronment. This connection between function and shape
is at the basis of both structural biology and structural
genomics.

Advances in high-throughput sequencing have pro-
vided a marked increase of the number of protein-
encoding genes and thus of known primary structures.
Knowledge of the amino acid sequence alone, however,
carries but little information on a protein’s higher-order
structure and thus of its function and behavior. Pre-
dicting a protein’s full tertiary structure from its se-
quence is indeed a remarkably complex task [15]. For
most intended purposes, protein structures thus cannot
be inferred and must be determined from experimental
methods. The most frequently used approaches for ex-
tracting that information are X-ray and neutron crys-
tallography. In spite of important methodologically ad-
vances, NMR still cannot resolve the structure of proteins
with more than few tens of amino acids [16], and even
if recent studies have been able to push electron cryo-
microscopy to near-atomic resolution [17], (sub-)atomic
resolution may remain physically unattainable because of
radiation damage, beam-induced movement and charg-
ing of the sample [18]. Other diffraction-based tech-
niques are also in the works. Electrons, which scatter
fairly strongly from molecules, provide a diffracted im-
age of the Coulomb potential of a protein [19], and free-
electron lasers (FEL), which produce intense and short
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X-ray pulses, provide high-resolution structural informa-
tion from relatively small crystals [20].

Whatever the chosen diffraction approach may be,
prior to placing the sample in the collimated beam three
main steps must be performed: (i) protein expression,
which produces the actual molecules for the sample; (ii)
protein purification, which separates the protein from ev-
erything else that was used to produce it; and (iii) pro-
tein crystallization, which brings together several copies
of a same protein in an ordered and well-packed crys-
tallite. The minimal size of a crystallite depends on the
scattering intensity of the diffracted radiation (from tens
of nanometers or less on the side for FEL to millime-
ters for neutron beams [21, 22]). Although each of these
steps presents several research challenges, crystallization
is by far the most troublesome of the lot [9–11, 23].
Under standard biological conditions, proteins do not
easily crystallize because their assembly would interfere
with their normal biological function (with some excep-
tions [9, 24]). Evidence even suggests that evolutionary
pressure has been applied on proteins having molecular
features that promote their solubility, rather than their
crystallization [25, 26]. For instance, several neurodegen-
erative disorders, such as Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s
diseases, have been linked to protein solubilization fail-
ure resulting in unwanted aggregation [27], and cataract
formation directly involves the crystallization of eye pro-
teins [28–31]. Hence, in order to promote their periodic
assembly, proteins must be placed in chemical conditions
that are far from those encountered in biological systems,
yet must not result in a loss of ternary or secondary struc-
ture.

Even within those constraints, the chemical space that
remains to be sampled in order to locate a set of condi-
tions that promotes crystallization is so vast that exhaus-
tive searches are beyond experimental reach. Crystallog-
raphers have thus developed chemical screens that sum-
marize conditions that have worked in the past, which
are complemented by choosing a few combinations of
four families of co-solutes: inorganic salts, polymers (e.g.,
polyethylene glycol), small organic molecules and pH
buffers [9]. Technological advances in automatizing the
experimental process currently allow for thousands of
these crystallization cocktails to be tested at once [32],
but even that number is only a minute fraction of the full
spectrum of possibilities.

Despite accrued experience and improved experimen-
tal techniques, successful crystallization nonetheless re-
mains the exception rather than the rule. On average,
only 0.04% of crystallization experiments generate good-
quality crystals, which makes them quite time consum-
ing and expensive [23]. Certain families of proteins, such
as membrane proteins [33], are even harder to crystal-
lize. Yet as long as crystallography remains the most
desirable method for determining protein structures, a
better understanding of the mechanisms underlying pro-
tein crystal assembly is the only possible path towards
a high-throughput scheme to match that developed for
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FIG. 1. Schematic description of the vicious circle of protein
crystallization. The crystals that are needed to obtain protein
structures through diffraction (green arrow), could more eas-
ily be obtained if experimental phase diagrams were known
(black arrow). Experimental phase diagrams are, however,
expensive to determine, whereas phase diagrams of coarse-
grained models that mimic protein behavior may be accessi-
ble via simulations or numerical methods (blue arrow). An
appropriate protein model should stem from detailed under-
standing of the protein-protein interactions that drive crystal
assembly (red arrow). The computation of such interactions
requires some knowledge of the protein structure (purple ar-
row), but not necessarily at the highest resolution. By contex-
tualizing the observed protein behavior, soft matter models
thus provide guidelines to refine crystallization screens.

genomics over the last couple of decades [12, 34].

II. SOLUBILITY PHASE DIAGRAMS AND
PROTEIN CRYSTALLIZATION

Protein crystallization is a phase transition wherein
protein molecules dispersed in an aqueous solvent ag-
gregate in an ordered, periodic crystal. The process is
in some ways similar to water freezing into ice. Al-
though simplistic, this analogy suggests that statistical
mechanics insights into protein self-assembly and liquid
state theory may help make microscopic sense of the pro-
cess. Protein crystallization should indeed naturally fol-
low from the effective interactions between pairs of pro-
teins (Fig. 1) [9, 35–37]. A detailed understanding of
these interactions should thus correspond to a detailed
understanding of the solution behavior. Yet, although
the underlying forces through which proteins interact,
i.e. hydrogen bonding, van der Waals and hydropho-
bic interactions, electrostatics, are individually fairly well
characterized [38–42], their collective contribution to pro-
tein assembly is much less well understood [43]. A way
to somehow coarsen the microscopic details into an effec-
tive description for protein-protein interactions is thus



3

needed.

Phase diagrams recapitulate the regions of parameter
space in which different phases of matter are thermo-
dynamically stable. For mixtures, the phase diagram is
multi-dimensional, but in some systems two-dimensional
projections, e.g., on the temperature-concentration plane
of a key component, can recapitulate a significant share of
that information. Many proteins indeed display a phase
behavior that is analogous to that of a single-component
system (for which this projection is complete). Crystal,
liquid, vapor, and supercritical regimes are identifiable.
The vapor phase corresponds to a low-concentration pro-
tein solution, the liquid to a high-concentration protein
solution and the two phases are separated by a first-order
transition, which terminates at a critical point and above
which a supercritical regime is found. Because protein so-
lutions are mixtures of proteins, water, and other addi-
tives, however, the phase match is not one to one. A pro-
tein crystal, for instance, contains on average more than
40% water [44] and may embed some of the co-solutes in
fractions that differ from what is left in crystallization
cocktail.

The phase diagram of a couple of common proteins,
such as lysozyme and gamma-crystalline, have been ex-
perimentally determined under different solution condi-
tions [45–50]. Intriguingly, these protein phase diagrams
share a common topology that is qualitatively different
from that of simple liquids [51](Fig. 2). In simple liquids,
the first-order phase transition between a vapor and a liq-
uid phase terminates at a stable critical point that lies
above the solubility curve, whereas in proteins the critical
point is typically situated below the solubility line. The
protein gas-liquid binodal that terminates at the critical
point is, therefore, metastable with respect to gas-crystal
coexistence (Fig. 2).

It is empirically found that successful crystallization
typically appears to be most common when a protein so-
lution drop is prepared in the supersaturated region be-
tween the solubility line and the metastable critical point,
a region that is sometimes called the nucleation zone or
the crystallization gap (Fig. 2A) [9]. If it is prepared at
temperatures below the critical temperature, the system
likely aggregates in a disordered, percolating network,
i.e., a gel. Such aggregation, although thermodynami-
cally metastable with respect to crystal assembly, forms
much more rapidly and is often long-lived. It thus re-
duces the likelihood of successful protein crystallization.

Based on this description, given a protein phase di-
agram, protein crystallization should be easily achieved
(Fig 1). Unfortunately, experimental determination of
protein phase diagrams (considering the vast number of
possible co-solutes) is a lot more time- and resource-
consuming than even the most ambitious crystallization
screens. Hence, although physically elegant, a direct ap-
proach would be of limited practical relevance. This pic-
ture may also be overly reductive in the sense that a
protein’s structure can also respond to changing the so-
lution conditions. In order to gain useful insights about

protein crystal assembly, one must therefore extract the
key features of their phase diagrams with limited infor-
mation. Models are then needed to fill in the missing
information (Fig. 1).

III. EARLY COLLOIDAL MODELS OF
PROTEIN PHASE BEHAVIOR

Soft matter has grown from our desire to understand
the assembly of squishy, mesoscale objects, such as poly-
mers, liquid crystals, grains, and cells. From the self-
assembly of these objects emerges a surprisingly complex
array of material behaviors, including glass formation
and jamming, ordered microphases, and tissue growth.
Soft materials are also particularly interesting because
a large part of their complexity can be recapitulated by
the statistical mechanics of purely classical models, and
because for these models the relevant range of physical
parameters is much wider than for comparable descrip-
tions of atomic-scale simple liquids.

Colloidal suspensions in some ways epitomize soft mat-
ter, because of their rich yet well-controlled and robust
phenomenology. In the mid-80’s, suspensions of purely
repulsive colloidal particles were observed to crystallize
similarly to hard spheres [52]. The addition of a deple-
tant, i.e., a soluble and chemically inert co-solute that
is much smaller than the colloidal particles, to such a
suspension had long been understood to result in a net
pair attraction between particles [53, 54]. From van der
Waals description and the law of corresponding states,
the expectation then was that adding a net attraction
to hard spheres should result in a liquid-gas coexistence
that terminates at a critical point (at sufficiently low tem-
peratures or, equivalently, at sufficiently high depletant
concentration) [51]. Experimental observations, however,
repeatedly observed that adding a sufficient amount of
depletant systematically results in the formation of amor-
phous colloidal gels [55].

A possible resolution to this discrepancy emerged from
the work of Lekkerkerker and Frenkel [56, 57], who found
that decreasing the attraction range lowers the gas-liquid
critical point more than it lowers the crystal solubility
curve (Fig. 2B). For particles with an attraction range
. 25% of their diameter, the critical point even falls be-
low the solubility curve. The study of many different
models has confirmed the robustness of this result [58–
65], and its universality was synthesized in an extended
law of corresponding-states for systems with short-range
attraction [66, 67].

The change in behavior observed in going from long-
to short-range attraction can be intuitively explained by
considering the energy-entropy balance in the liquid and
crystal phases. For long-range interactions, there exists
a concentration-temperature range in which the liquid
particles are close enough to benefit from each other’s
attraction while maintaining the high entropy character-
istic of disordered configurations (Fig. 2B). The liquid
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FIG. 2. A: Typical topology of a protein phase diagram. At low saturation (yellow in the color bar), the drive to crystallize is
insufficient to generate crystals within a reasonable time scale. At high saturation (red in the color bar), protein interactions
are so strong that the molecules amorphously aggregate. In between lies the nucleation zone (or crystallization gap), where
crystal assembly is possible (green in the color bar). B: The relative range of attraction affects the phase diagram topology.
In simple liquids, the interaction range is sufficiently large to allow the liquid state to be entropically stable (top half). By
contrast, in short-range attractive colloids and in proteins, the entropic cost of the liquid state lowers the critical point below
the solubility line (bottom half).

free-energy is therefore lower than that of the crystal,
despite the crystal’s lower potential energy. When the
interaction range is reduced, however, particles in the
liquid have to be much closer to each other in order to
remain within the attraction range (Fig. 2B). This con-
straint drastically reduces the number of low-energy con-
figurations, and hence decreases the liquid entropy (and
increases its free energy). For interaction ranges of or-
der 10% of the particle diameter, which corresponds to
the typical lattice spacing of a typical hard sphere crys-
tal near coexistence [68], the crystal’s entropy indeed re-
mains almost unchanged. As a result, the liquid free-
energy raises above that of the crystal and the liquid
phase ceases to be thermodynamically stable (Fig. 2B).

From a thermodynamic standpoint, the critical point
and the gas-liquid coexistence binodal then cease to ex-
ist. Yet careful theoretical and experimental work have
showed that their dynamical influence does not fully dis-
appear. Supersaturated systems near the hidden criti-
cal point experience critical fluctuations that lower the
barrier to crystal nucleation [69]. Homogeneous systems
quenched to the spinodal region further undergo a spon-
taneous phase separation whose early behavior is charac-
teristic of spinodal decomposition. This decomposition,
however, quickly gets arrested because of the sluggish dy-
namics of particles in the dense phase, which freezes in a
percolating gel network [70–75].

From the soft matter viewpoint, the analogy between
the phase diagrams of colloidal suspensions and of protein
solutions became compelling [46, 69, 76, 77]. The logical
association is supported by more than just a similarity in
the phase diagram topology, which is a fairly perspective.
Some microscopic evidence also drove the thinking. First,

many proteins, especially globular proteins, are roughly
spherical objects with a diameter of at least few nanome-
ters, while the mechanisms that result in pair attraction,
e.g., hydrogen bonding, salt bridges, and the hydrophobic
effect, are of the order of few angstroms. These attractive
forces thus stretch to at most 10% of the protein diam-
eter. Second, George and Wilson observed that the op-
timal solution conditions for protein crystallization were
consistent with a proximity to a critical point [78]. Third,
statistical studies of protein crystals at the time were
not finding clear statistical signatures of a preferred rela-
tive orientation of proteins chains, which suggested that
protein-protein attraction driving crystal assembly was
orientation-independent (isotropic) [79, 80]. Although
this last suggestion would prove to be problematic, as we
discuss in Sec. IV, a number of studies nonetheless used
simple short-range attractive particles to rationalize the
phase diagram [62, 81] and solution behavior [82–84] of
specific proteins as well as to make generic arguments
about their heterogeneous nucleation [85].

IV. PATCHY COLLOIDAL MODELS OF PHASE
BEHAVIOR

Though appealing in their simplicity, colloidal descrip-
tions based on isotropic interactions between proteins
are overly simplistic and miss some of the key phe-
nomenology of globular proteins [46, 49, 86–88]. First,
isotropic interactions systematically result in densely-
packed crystals, such as the face-centered-cubic (FCC)
or body-centered-cubic (BCC) lattices (Fig. 3), while
crystals of biomolecules are fairly empty. Their pack-
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ing fraction η, i.e., the fraction of space physically oc-
cupied by proteins, is found to be between 0.3 and 0.5
(compared to 0.74 and 0.68 for FCC and BCC, respec-
tively), even though the protein chains themselves are
essentially close packed [89]. Second, the region identi-
fied by the metastable vapor-liquid line is much wider
for isotropically interacting particles than it is for pro-
teins [88, 90, 91]. Third, protein-chain point mutations
that change a single amino acid residue at the protein
surface can dramatically alter the topology of a protein
phase diagram [49]. By contrast, if attraction were truly
isotropic, such a small perturbation would be unlikely to
have but a small quantitative impact on the phase be-
havior.

From a (bio)chemical viewpoint, these observations
are far from surprising. Protein surfaces are heteroge-
neous and complex. There is thus no reason to believe
that different relative protein orientations should result
in similar interactions. Unlike depletion attractions, hy-
drogen bonding and salt bridges are strongly directional
and localized; they do not evenly cover the whole pro-
tein surface. Even more generic phenomena such as hy-
drophobicity relies on the existence a particularly good
structural match (recognition) between two parts of a
protein surface, and thus exhibits a strong orientation
dependence. We also now better appreciate, thanks to
more careful statistical analysis of a protein crystals, that
protein-protein crystal contacts are quite different from
randomly chosen elements of protein surfaces. They are
enriched in glycine and small hydrophobic residues, and
depleted in large polar residues with high side-chain en-
tropy, such as lysine and glutamic acids [92]. Addition-
ally, a large fraction of glycine and alanine on a pro-
tein surface correlates with a higher probability of having
been crystallized [93].

A. Simple Patches

Under the weight of this evidence, it dawned on soft
matter that directional aspects of protein pair interac-
tions ought to be taken into account, in order to develop
even only a minimal model of proteins (Fig. 3). Bonding
directionality indeed makes proteins’ solution behavior
more akin to that of associative liquids, such as water,
than that of simple (radially-symmetric) liquids. Coin-
cident with this realization, came to life the promise of
synthetic colloids with an increasing degree of sophistica-
tion [91]. Soft matter interest in colloidal particles with
directional, short-ranged interactions thus boomed.

A broad array of schematic models with anisotropic,
directional attraction, i.e., patchy particle models, have
since been studied. The model details vary, but all of
them add angular directionality to a relatively short-
range pair interaction, allowing only specific regions of
particle surfaces to attract one another (Fig. 3). These
models have been found to have significantly different
phase behavior [88, 91, 94–96], fluid properties [97],

and assembly pathways [98, 99] than isotropic models.
Most saliently, patchiness lowers the metastable criti-
cal point further than isotropic attraction and allows
the complex geometries of protein crystals to be ther-
modynamically stable. Although patchiness increased
the model complexity, it also simplified their theoret-
ical analysis. Patchiness indeed requires the specifica-
tion of more model parameters and results in a certain
loss of universality [91, 100], but also weakens high-order
correlations in the fluid structure, which motivates the
use of relatively simple liquid-state descriptions, such as
Wertheim’s theory [51, 101–106].

Because most of the theoretical studies were motivated
by the promises of colloidal synthesis [107, 108], how-
ever, they often focused on either varying the number of
patches on a given particle [109–112], or on varying the
surface coverage of single-patch (Janus) particles [113–
115]. For particles with 1 to 3 patches, small perturba-
tions to the number of patches dramatically affects the
liquid phase behavior, notably enabling the stabilization
of empty liquids – liquid states with a vanishing den-
sity [109, 116]. Yet this regime is likely of limited interest
to protein crystal assembly. Monomoric protein crystals
nearly always display the minimal number of patches nec-
essary for mechanical stability, i.e., six. In addition, the
lack of evolutionary pressure for proteins crystallization
results in the protein crystals having most commonly the
lowest-symmetry (chiral – amino acids chains are chiral
objects) point group compatible with that number of con-
tacts, i.e. P212121 [117]. Oligomeric proteins may form
crystals with a larger number of patches, but that phe-
nomenon has received limited attention from soft matter
thus far [118].

B. Specific Patches

Most of the above studies have therefore not been much
concerned with another key feature of protein-protein
interactions that is the one-to-one relationship between
pairs of crystal contacts (Fig. 3). Indeed, because pair-
wise attraction between proteins depends sensitively on
molecular details, a given patch typically interacts exclu-
sively with a single other patch, to the exclusion of all
others. This interaction specificity has a sizable effect on
protein assembly. It affects the liquid entropy and thus
the position of the metastable critical point relative to
the solubility curve [106, 119–122].

With interaction specificity also comes energy hetero-
geneity. Because each pair of interacting patches relies
on different physicochemical mechanisms, their bonding
strength varies [122]. Studies of patchy particles mod-
els have not paid much attention to this bond energy
asymmetry, but our recent results suggest that this fac-
tor may play a key role in protein assembly. This asym-
metry alone can indeed result in gel formation due to
percolation, the closing of the crystallization gap, and
the restabilization of the critical point above the crystal
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FIG. 3. Increase in model complexity is necessary to accommodate the high interaction specificity that is characteristic of
protein-protein interactions. Isotropic interactions, which are well-suited to describe simple liquids or depletion interaction in
colloids, exclusively depend on the inter-particle distance and assemble in close-packed crystals (left). Thermodynamic stability
of low-density crystal requires directionality, which is introduced in patchy models by requiring the alignment of the surface
patches for two particles to interact (middle, red patches have to face one another). The highly heterogeneous protein surface
requires, however, additional constraints, in which patches interact with only one partner-patch, not promiscuously (right, only
patches of the same color interact).

solubility line [122]. Future studies will surely expand
this list. Note that although no colloidal particle with
surfaces as complex as those of proteins have yet been
synthesized, patchy coatings of complementary selective
DNA strands offer a synthetic gateway to obtaining such
surface features [108].

C. Measuring Patches

As argued above, in order to develop patchy models
that can accommodate protein crystal assembly, a better
description of the patch energetics and coverage is nec-
essary. Some insights can be gained directly from the
PDB, because it provides a wealth of structural infor-
mation about crystal contacts [92, 123]. Relating this
information to an effective free energy of interaction in
solution, however, is not straightforward. And, thus far,
very few characterizations of crystal contacts have been
done.

Early efforts used a phenomenological model to re-
late the PDB structure to pair interactions [119], which
was then used to recapitulate the phase behavior of
bovine chymotrypsinogen. Existing chemical databases
do not suffice, however, to generalize this approach with
much accuracy. More recent attempts have used all-atom
molecular dynamics simulations of protein pairs in solu-
tions in order to extract the angularly-resolved poten-
tial of mean force [106, 124, 125]. Within the quality
of the selected molecular force fields, these simulations
offer a reasonable characterization of known crystal con-

tacts. Some of these studies were even able to capture the
crystal assembly behavior of various proteins. As long as
sufficient structural information about patchiness is avail-
able, crystal patch energetics can thus be reconstructed
reasonably well (Fig. 1).

For most systems, however, this information is not
known. It is thus problematic to measure the patch
characteristics of proteins that have not yet been crys-
tallized or for those that display patchy interactions that
are incompatible with the crystal structure. Because
for the vast majority of proteins no structural informa-
tion is available at all, the former is a genuine difficulty.
The latter is also important, because evidence suggests
that non-crystallographic contacts may play a kinetic role
in protein crystal assembly [126] and may even make
metastable crystal phases kinetically accessible [118].

Yet even if the structure of a protein of interest were
fully known, brute force molecular dynamics sampling of
the relative surface of a pair of proteins is well beyond
computational reach. A hierarchy of methods for identi-
fying candidate attractive patches without complete ex-
haustion is a more promising way forward. Approaches
that consider protein-protein “docking predictions” as
well as structural homology, followed by testing of these
suggestions by higher-precision methods have been used
for that purpose [106], but it is still early days for this
idea.



7

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OPEN QUESTIONS

Soft matter has thus far provided a qualitative physical
perspective to the problem of protein crystal assembly. In
order to push the analogy between soft matter and pro-
tein assembly forward, both qualitative and quantitative
improvements are needed.

First, as argued in Sec. IV C, more and higher quality
information about the protein-protein interactions that
give rise to patchiness must be obtained. For guiding
the crystallization of protein homologues or optimizing
solution conditions for improving the crystal quality in
order to enhance structural resolution or for neutron
scattering, this information could be particularly useful.
From a computational viewpoint, insights could be ob-
tained through large-scale simulations in order to extract
angularly-resolved potentials of mean force of these in-
teractions. If a sufficiently large database of interactions
were available, it might even be conceivable to use statis-
tical methods to parametrize the patchiness of protein-
protein interactions without first extensively simulating
the system. From an experimental viewpoint, careful
studies of weak protein-protein interactions, as has re-
cently been done for ubiquitin in solution would also be
of much help [127]. The design of proteins that eas-
ily crystallize could cross-validate and further enrich the
microscopic insights obtained from the direct studies of
protein-protein interactions [128].

Second, richer varieties of patchy models ought to be
developed in order to address basic qualitative questions
about protein crystal assembly. For instance,

1. What is the role of competing patches and dimer
formation? Some proteins are observed to crystal-
lize in more than one crystal lattice in the same
solution composition [129–132]. The type of crys-
tal assembled can then depend on the initial pro-
tein concentration in the drop, the temperature at
which the experiment is performed, and the length
of the experiments.

2. What is the role of internal flexibility? The
paradigm of a single well-folded protein structure is
known to be overly simplistic [133], but it remains a
key requirement for protein crystal assembly. Inter-
nal flexibility of the protein may therefore interfere
with crystal assembly.

3. What causes inverted solubility? Some proteins
are characterized by a decreasing protein solubil-
ity with increasing temperature, i.e., and inverted
solubility [134–136]. Sometimes a single mutation
can flip the solubility curve [49]. This phenomenon
is tentatively attributed to the temperature depen-
dence of the water entropy [137, 138], but remains
poorly understood overall.

4. What are minimal models for membrane protein
crystal assembly? The crystallization of membrane

proteins typically involves quite different assem-
bly principles than other proteins. Soft matter in-
sights might be helpful in building better exper-
imental guidance for this difficult, yet highly im-
portant [139], problem.

The coming years will likely see the emergence of increas-
ingly rich patchy models that can provide a clearer phys-
ical understanding of these and related processes.

In closing, it is important to note that patchy models
have found a use in the study of proteins, beyond their
crystal assembly. Virus capsid assembly, in particular,
has greatly benefited [140]. The aggregation of proteins
into amorphous structures, such as amyloids, might also
be within conceptual reach of similar approaches. The
absence of clear microscopic information on the protein-
protein contacts in these systems, however, provides an
additional conceptual challenge. In that context, the
study of protein crystal assembly, which has the advan-
tage of providing such structural information as feedback
when successful, may thus lead the way towards a better
understanding a whole host of protein-protein interac-
tions.
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Appendix A: Characterizing crystal contacts:
specific vs. non-specific protein-protein interactions

Protein-protein interactions have often classified as be-
ing either specific and non-specific. Biological specificity
is well-known to be a problematic label [141, Ch. 4], but it
is nonetheless a quite prevalent characterization, includ-
ing of protein interactions that control crystal assembly.
Its precise meaning, however, unsurprisingly differs de-
pending on the disciplinary context (Table A.1). In this
appendix, we aim to identify these different significations
and thus provide a brief guide to the reader of the scien-
tific literature on the topic.

In chemistry, specificity distinguishes certain attrac-
tion forces from others, although the classification of
the various physical mechanisms is not unambiguous [38,
(§ 18.8)]. In biophysics, the distinction between spe-
cific and non-specific interactions typically relies on the
existence of an energy gap that clearly divides a sin-
gle, strong (specific) interaction from the other (non-
specific) ones [25, 142]. In molecular biology, specific
interactions are deemed responsible for the stoichiomet-
ric recognition of a given target, while non-specific inter-
actions arise from the promiscuous yet non-biologically
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Field Specific interactions Non-specific interactions

Chemistry
Hydrogen bonds, Hydrophobic, depletion,

salt bridges van der Waals, electrostatic

Biophysics
Unique, strong, Many and weak

energetically gapped

Molecular biology
Evolutionary tuned, strong, Weak,

geometrically constrained randomly distributed

TABLE A.1. Summary of the properties that differentiate specific from non-specific interactions in different fields of study

relevant association of molecules [79, 80, 143, 144]. Spe-
cific interactions have thus been evolutionarily tuned to
be free-energetically strong and geometrically oriented,
while non-specific attractions have not. As mentioned
above, this general weakness, however, may itself have
evolved so as to prevent pathological aggregation [25, 26].
Although these three definitions are not necessarily or-
thogonal to one another, we here specifically aim to clar-
ify the last one.

When applied to crystal contacts specificity has been
used to suggest that these biologically non-functional in-
teractions are in many ways indistinguishable from in-
terfaces obtained by randomly bringing two proteins to-
gether [25]. These interfaces do present characteristics

that are typical of non-specific interactions: they are
weaker than functional interaction (of the order of few
kJ/mol) and they do not have any obvious biological
purpose. However, they also have unique properties
that distinguish them from randomly selected surface
patches [92, 93]. Specific local protein properties are cor-
related with crystallization and protein surface regions
carrying such properties are more likely to be responsible
for the interactions that drive crystal formation. Hence,
crystal contacts are triggered by the basic chemical inter-
actions that are used in any molecular system, although
they are typically different from biologically functional
interactions.
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