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We have ordered the entire set of X-ray crystallographic structures of the Protein Data Bank in
hierarchies of progressive interactions involving the same or very similar protein chains, obtaining
40 205 hierarchies of protein complexes with increasing number of partners. We have then studied
these hierarchies as a proxy of the pathways of assembly in protein complex formation. The database
was used to show statistically that new interfaces, upon protein complex oligomerization, tend to
be observed on residues that were characterized as soft disordered (that is, flexible, amorphous or
intrinsically disordered) in simpler complexes, that is, structures with a smaller number of partners
and preceding the newly oligomerized complex in the hierarchy. Furthermore, we observe that the
location of soft disorder changes place on a protein as its partners increase during complex formation.
Our results unveil the existence of a general protein assembly mechanism involving soft disorder that
modulates and orders the way protein complexes are assembled. Being soft disorder regions highly
correlated with interaction interfaces in protein complexes, this work highlights the difficulty of
structure prediction of large protein compounds from sequence, and highlights the importance of
coupling soft disorder predictors with the next generation of complex structure predictors.

INTRODUCTION

Structural biology is witnessing a complete revolution
thanks to modern deep learning algorithms. Among all
them, Alphafold2 is, by the first time in History, able
to predict with atomic accuracy the three-dimensional
structure of protein amino-acid (AA) sequences [1, 2].
Furthermore, the power of these tools goes beyond single
proteins: also protein complexes are now accessible from
sequence [3–5]. These results will surely dramatically
enlarge the amount of protein and protein complex struc-
tures at hand. Not in vain, thanks to the fast and cheap
modern genome sequencing techniques, the number of
candidates for viable protein sequences is several orders
larger than the number of experimentally validated struc-
tures. Yet, all this concerns mostly the well-structured
proteins. What happens then with all those proteins that
are known to be either totally or partially disordered
under physiological conditions [6, 7]? For the moment,
predictions from Alphafold2 are either leaving deliber-
ately empty holes for these intrinsically disordered pro-
teins (IDPs) and protein regions (IDPRs), or predicting
structures for regions that undergo a disorder-to-order
transition associated to the interaction with other part-
ners [4, 8].

After decades of studies, it seems clear now that
IDPs/IDPRs play a major role in encouraging and tun-
ing protein interactions with other partners, anticipat-
ing that knowledge on disorder will be crucial to auto-
matically predict the structure of new or large protein
complexes. Indeed, IDPs and IDPRs possess a large ca-
pacity to bind to multiple partners as compared to well-
structured proteins [9–12]. For instance, IDPs/IDPRs

are known to be rich in molecular recognition features or
motifs that are used for protein-protein interactions [13–
15]. Moreover, many of them are observed to undergo
disorder-to-order transitions to build an interface with
other partners [16–18], or even folding in alternative
structures depending on the partner involved in the in-
teraction, often resulting in unrelated or even opposite
protein function [19]. In summary, IDPs and IDPRs are
believed to encourage disorder-based-mechanisms that
could determine the assembly of protein complexes [20].

Yet, despite the ubiquity of IDPs/IDRPs, the role of
disorder in protein interaction networks is normally dis-
cussed only in terms of the phenomenology observed in
a narrow number of IDPs/IDPRs. Even though several
predictors of binding disordered regions have been devel-
oped [16–18], very little statistical evidence unveils the
general role of the structural disorder in complex assem-
bly. Recently, we provided a large-scale analysis of disor-
der in known structures which establishes the statistical
basis above mentioned: namely, statistical correlation be-
tween the location of disorder and interfaces. Proofs of
correlation between the location of binding and disorder
regions were investigated in [21] using the entire set of
X-ray experimental structures stored in the Protein Data
Bank (PDB). The results clearly highlighted that once
all the alternative structures containing a particular (or
a very similar) protein sequence are cross analyzed, in-
terfaces occur with a statistically significant preference in
those AA that are characterized as disordered, typically
in different PDB structures. Yet, it was also show that in
order to make this correlation sharper, it was necessary to
enlarge the definition of structural disorder from the stan-
dard missing residues in the PDB structure, to all those
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residues that are poorly resolved in the experiments, that
is, hot loops, flexible or even spatially amorphous regions
of the protein [22, 23]. This softened version of disorder
has been called soft disorder. These results suggest that
new interfaces tend to accommodate themselves in the
floppy parts of a protein, and points to the idea that
soft disorder could actually mediate the order in which
protein complexes are assembled. With this intuition in
mind, several examples of progressive assembly were dis-
cussed in [21], describing a disorder-mediated interaction
mechanism very similar to some hypothetical ones pro-
posed previously in the literature [20]. In this work, we
go beyond previous studies, and show statistical proofs
of the central role of soft disorder in the progressive as-
sembly of protein complexes. Upon oligormerization, the
location of soft disorder regions may change place in the
protein structure, and we observe that this new location
is correlated with the regions where we observe new bind-
ing at higher oligomerization degrees. A similar outcome
is observed in unbound structures, who seem to carry in-
formation about all the alternative new binding regions,
though differentiate the signals of different binding in-
terfaces from the sequence might be a difficult problem.
This work highlights, on the one hand, the importance
of correctly predicting the flexible/disordered regions of a
particular protein complex in order to predict where new
partners will be accommodated. But also, on the other
hand, that soft disorder depends on the structure of the
intermediate complexes. In other words, predicting selec-
tively, based on sequences, the position of the interface
region (IR) in a specific complex (among all the possible
interactions of a given protein) is a difficult problem.

We organize the paper as follows. We will begin by in-
troducing the concept of soft disorder and the construc-
tion of a protein progressive assembly hierarchy graph.
We will further test the notion of soft disorder as inter-
face predictor along the along the interaction complexity
graph.

RESULTS

Soft disorder

In this work, we restrict our analysis of disorder to the
residues that are badly resolved in the X-ray structure
of the PDB, in other words, to the floppy, highly flex-
ible, fluctuating or amorphous protein regions. These
residues can be detected through their anomalously high
B (or temperature) factor [23], which allows us defining a
softer notion of disorder than the missing residues, what
we call soft disorder (SD) in [21]. The B-factor gives a
measure of the error committed in the atom’s coordinates
estimation, hence its scale is mostly determined by the
resolution of the experiment. This means that, in order
to compute the SD regions (SDRs), we are not interested
in the absolute value reached by the B-factor in a par-
ticular experiment, but only in the atoms presenting an

anomalously high B-factor when compared to the rest
of the protein chain. In the following, we will consider
the B-factor of a residue i, Bi, as the B-factor of its Cα
atom. Then, in order to detect the floppy regions of a
protein, we will rely on a normalized version of the PDB’s
B-factor, namely b-factor (with b in lower case)

bi =
Bi − 〈B〉

σB
, (1)

with 〈B〉 and σB being the mean and the standard de-
viation of all the Bi in the entire protein chain. Then,
in order to define the SDR, we need to define a static
threshold for bi so that we can label i as soft disordered
or as ordered. The effects of this threshold were dis-
cussed in detail in [21]. In particular, high thresholds,
for instance b > 3 (only the AA with a B-factor larger
than 3σB are considered), are more likely to form an in-
terface in an alternative structure of a given protein than
regions extracted with lower thresholds, as for instance
b > 0.5. Yet, being the b > 3 regions much smaller than
the b > 0.5 regions, it is much more likely that the new
entire interfaces belong to a SDR defined with b > 0.5
than with b > 3. We found that the best compromise be-
tween positive predictive value and sensitivity is obtained
using a threshold b > 1. For this reason, for now on, we
will say that an AA is soft disordered if its bi > 1 (which
concerns in average the 16.7% of AAs of a chain) or if its
structure is missing in the PDB (note than in [21], both
kinds of residues were studied separately).

Hierarchy of the complexity of interactions in the
PDB

In order to test the effect of SD in the progressive as-
sembly of a protein complex, we need to order all the
protein structures available in the PDB by oligomeriza-
tion degree. In particular, we have used all informa-
tion available in the bank up to the 7th of January 2022
and selected those structures obtained via X-ray diffrac-
tion experiments, totaling 155749 structures. In prac-
tice, the first step to build our hierarchies of interactions
is to gather together all the PDB structures (i.e. their
PDBID) containing a given protein sequence, together
with its identification within the complex (i.e., their chain
name). In practice, we have considered two slightly dif-
ferent sequences as equal (and thus included in the same
protein cluster), if they were equal up to a 90% of se-
quence identity and a 90% of length. For details concern-
ing the clustering procedure, see Materials and Methods.
In total, we have analyzed the interaction complexity of
51332 different clusters (40205 have more than 1 struc-
ture) of very similar protein sequences. With interaction
complexity of a given cluster, we refer to all the multiple
interactions where our cluster protein is involved, that is,
all the interactions with different partners (even if they
share the same binding region), or with identical part-
ners but at different locations on its structure, whether
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FIG. 1. Sketch describing the construction of the interaction hierarchy of the protein cluster 3i1f A. At the first stage, we group
together all the PDB structures containing a given (or very similar) protein chains (displayed here with on a blue background
in A). In this example we use the sequence 3I1F A). We list the PDBID of each of these structures, together with the label of
the chain that contains our selected protein chain. We label this joint information in the form of PDBID chain. We identify all
the different interactions of this protein with distinct partners observed in our cluster of structures and compute the interfaces.
We use this information to build a hierarchy of progressive assembly as the one shown in the pale blue graph in B. In this
graph, each node gathers together all the PDBID chains where our protein interacts with the same partner through the same
(or very similar) interface region. The list of PDBID chain combined for each node are shown. Then, oriented edges connect
to nodes where new partners and interfaces are observed that sum up to the ones observed in the complex included in the
previous node. We show the structures and interface regions along one of the branches of the graph in C.
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FIG. 2. Distribution of the total number of edges in our
database connecting nodes of structures with K partners (in
different color lines), and K + k partners (k is shown in the
horizontal axis).

partially overlapping or totally separated.

As in [21], we label each cluster by the PDBID and
chain label of one of its constituent chain structures. In

fact, the protein chain that gives the name to the group is
taken as the representative sequence of the cluster, and
it is used to map the information observed in alterna-
tive structures to the same sequence for the cluster. We
show an example of a cluster construction in the box of
Figure 1A. Once the cluster is built, for each of its chain
structures and each of its partners (the same protein, dif-
ferent proteins, or DNA/RNA), we compute the interface
region (IR), i.e. the binding residues belonging to the in-
terface of the cluster protein and its partners, and keep
track of who the partners are. In order to identify if our
protein interacts with the same partners (having identi-
cal or very similar sequences) in alternative complexes
of the clusters, we label partner chains by the name of
the cluster to which they belong (the same set we use
to build our hierarchy). At this point, we use this infor-
mation (location of IRs in the sequence and the kind of
partners) to build a directed acyclic graph (ADG) of in-
creasing complexity in the interactions of a given protein

https://www.rcsb.org/sequence/3I1F#A
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FIG. 3. Schema of the two different procedures to test the
predictions. A) We compare the soft disorder (sketched as
orange residues on a black sequence) of the current node with
the interface observed in the next node of the graph (sketched
as blue or green interface regions on the sequence). B) The
soft disorder of the current node is compared with the union
of all the interfaces where the protein interacts either with
k = 1 extra partner (the first shell of interactions), or with
k ≤ 2 extra partners (the second shell), or k ≤ 3 (the third
shell), and so on. The union of the interface regions in each
shell is sketched on the right. Thus, each new shell contains
all interface residues of the lower shells. This means that the
total interface in the shell (IR) tend to be larger than in single
nodes with the same number of partners K.

chain, which gives us our hierarchy of the progressive as-
sembly of that protein; see the graph in Figure 1B. We
begin by grouping together all the chains containing very
similar IRs and the same exact partners (for technical de-
tails, see Materials and Methods). Each of these different
groups constitute a node (or a vertex) of the graph. We
will say that a node has K partners, if our protein has
binding sites with K chains in the complex. We stress
that these partners’ chains can be either identical or dif-
ferent, or protein or DNA/RNA too. Once having all the
nodes created, we introduce directed edges (or arrows)
in the graph, pointing to the increase of the number of
partners and IRs. All the nodes with K ′ > K connected
to a node with K partners are then called descendants
of that node, which is also referred to as their common
ancestor node. In our construction, two nodes can only
be connected (related) if the descendant node has more
partners than the ancestor one, and if all the partners
and more than a 75% of the IR observed in the ancestor
node are also present in the descendant. In addition, two
nodes satisfying these conditions are only related if no
third complex structure in the cluster, with an interme-
diate number of partners K ′′, can be placed in between
them in the genealogical reconstruction. See an exam-
ple of this construction in Figure 1C. Notice that a node
will be a root of the ADG if it is a common ancestor
to all the structures in the cluster, which is always the
case for nodes with K = 0 (that is, nodes composed of
unbound structures). Yet, this is not necessarily the case

for clusters with no unbound structure, where the whole
interaction ADG can be composed by multiple discon-
nected graphs sharing no (known) common ancestor.

By construction, our ADG edges connect nodes with
variable K, the only constraint is that the younger node’s
number of partners, K ′, must be larger. This means that
edges do not necessarily add up just +1 new partner.
For the subsequent analysis, we find useful, as we will
discuss later, to track the degree of each relation in the
ADG, that is, the number of new additional partners at
the two sides of an edge. We label this degree by k. In
Figure 2, we show the total number of edges linking a
node with K partners and a node with K + k partners.

Comparison between soft disorder in ancestors and
interfaces in descendants

Once the hierarchy of interactions for each cluster of
protein chains is built, we need to assign an IR and a
SDR to each node of the graph (as the union of all the
IRs/SDRs measured in the structures of the node). To
do so, we align the sequences of each structure to the
cluster’s representative one, and tag a residue as being
part of the IR or the SDR if it was labeled as IDR/SDR
in at least one of the constituent structures of the node.
Interactions with proteins and DNA/RNA are treated
separately, as two different kinds of IRs. As an exam-
ple, in Figure 4, we graphically show the IRs (in blue for
protein interactions, and in green for DNA interactions)
and the SDRs (in red) at each node for the hierarchy dis-
cussed in Figure 1B. For the sake of clarity, we have pro-
jected the 3D structures in two dimensions as sketched in
Figure 4A. Furthermore, in order to distinguish forwards
and backwards in the 3D structure, we have highlighted
in darker shades the residues having a larger depth than
the protein’s geometrical center.

Now that we have all the information about IRs and
SDRs ordered along the hierarchies of interface complex-
ity, we can test the hypothesis of SD modulating the
location of new interfaces upon complex oligomerization.
In practice, we compare the location (residue by residue
in the sequence) of the SDR on an ancestor, with the
new IRs observed in its descendant (that is, the IRs that
were not already present in the ancestor’s node). If the
same residue is characterized as SDR in an ancestor, and
new IR in a descendant, we say the prediction is a true
positive (TP). If the residue is not new IR in the descen-
dant, it counts as a false positive (FP). On the other way
around, residues labeled as new IRs in the descendant,
but not SDR in the ancestor are false negatives (FN),
and true negatives (TN) if the residue is neither new IR
nor SDR in the two related nodes. We can combine these
numbers to build different estimators of the goodness of
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FIG. 4. Complexity of the interactions (and its associated soft disorder) for the protein sequence associated to cluster 3i1f A
discussed in Fig. 1. With the goal of enhancing the visualization, we have projected the 3-dimensional structures in a 2-
dimensional sketch. Interface regions are displayed in blue or green depending on the interaction being with another protein or
with DNA, respectively, soft disorder regions are colored in red, and residues located forward are shown in a darker shade of
color than those placed backwards. In A, we show an equivalence between the 3-dimensional representation of the protein and
the sketch in 2-dimensions for the structure of node #0. In the 3D structures, residues belonging to the interface are in blue
(top left) and soft residues in orange (top right). In B, we show the entire hierarchy of interactions collected from the PDB.
Horizontal lines (Kp.) collect all protein complexes with a fixed number of partners K. Arrows point out the increase of the
number of partners with respect to the node at the origin. With respect to the unbound structures in node #0, all interactions
included in the row 1p., define the 1-shell of interactions in Fig. 3. In the same way, all the interfaces inside the 1p. and 2p.
rows, define the 2-shell of interactions, and so on. The union of all the interfaces in this graph forms its all-shell. In the case we
considered as origin another ancestor node, as for instance node #12, its interaction shells would only be composed by those
nodes with a higher K that are linked to it. That is, node #11 for the 1-shell, and nodes #11 and #9 for the 2-shell.

-

the prediction:

Sensitivity (Sen) = TP
TP+FN , (2)

Specificity (Spe) = TN
FP+TN , (3)

Accuracy (Acc) = TP+TN
TP+FP+TN+FN , (4)

Precision or Positive Predictive Value (PPV) = TP
TP+FP .(5)

Negative Predictive Value (NPV) = TN
TN+FN . (6)

The Sen quantifies the portion of the new IR that is cor-
rectly predicted and the Spe, the same but for the non-
IR. The Acc tells us the ratio of the total residues whose
role is correctly predicted in the descendant. Finally, the
PPV tells us the fraction of the IR predictions are actu-
ally new IR in the descendant and the NPV, the fraction
of the non-IR predictions that are indeed not IR in the
descendant.

In a chain containing L residues, a totally random pre-
diction of ND SDR residues, would predict correctly (in
average) a new IR residue with probability rI = NI/L,
where NI is the number of new IR residues in the descen-
dant. Similarly, in a random guess scenario, one expects
the following values for the above estimators: 〈Senr〉 =
rD, 〈Sper〉 = 1 − rD, 〈Accr〉 = rD(2rI − 1) + (1 − rI)
〈PPVr〉 = rI, 〈NPVr〉 = 1 − rI, with 〈rD〉 = ND/L).
In other words, 〈Senr〉 = 1 − 〈Sper〉 and 〈PPVr〉 =
1 − 〈NPV〉. We quantify the interface prediction power
of the SDR of a node in two distinct manners, either
we compare it with the new IRs found in a given direct
descendant (namely edge prediction, see Figure 3A) or
with the union of the new IRs observed in all the node’s
known descendants shell prediction. For this latter, we
can compute the union only up to a fixed number of new
additional partners +k, in which case we call it a k-shell
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FIG. 5. In A, we show the true positive rate (the Sen) versus the false positive rate (1-Spe) of the predictions of new IRs
in 2-shells (the union of all the IRs of nodes having 2 or 1 additional partners than the ancestor), based on the knowledge of
the SDR in the ancestors nodes, for all the hierarchies in our dataset (reaching at least a 2-degree of interactions). Each dot
corresponds to a prediction, and color codes the local density of points in that region. The random guess behavior is highlighted
by the diagonal dotted line. In this case, a 74% of the predictions are above the diagonal. In B we show this ratio conditioned
to shells of +k new partners (in different colors) and ancestors nodes of K neighbors. In black we show the statistics obtained
when comparing the SDR of an ancestor node with the union of the IRs of all its descendants, no matter their degree (the
all-shell). In C and D, we show the same analysis but for the quotients Sen/(1-Spe) and PPV/(1-NPV), respectively. In
E, F and G, we compare the all-shell prediction curves of figures B, C and D, with the analogous curves we obtain using
all the edges predictions from nodes with K partners. In all cases, the horizontal black dotted line marks the random guess
expectation.

prediction, see Figure 3B, or extend it to union of the
entire set of descendants of a given ancestor, to which we
refer as the all -shell prediction.

In Fig. 5–A, we show the rate of TP (Sen) versus the
rate of FP (1-Spe) for all our predictions of new IRs up
to 2−shells. We have colored the points according to the
local density in the graph to highlight populated regions.
We observe that the 74% of our predictions are better
than random, even if the knowledge of all the possible in-
teractions of a given protein in the PDB is still extremely
incomplete. It is important to stress that the total size
of the new IRs grow significantly if two related nodes
have very different K, and that the size of the non-IR
regions decreases as the protein interacts with more and
more partners. For this reason, it is important to analyze
separately the prediction of the ancestor as a function of
K, or as a function of the number of additional part-
ners +k of the nodes used to compute the new IRs. In
Fig. 5-B we show the percentage of the predictions that
are better than random, averaged over different k−shells
(for different but fixed values of +k) of ancestors nodes
with K partners. In 5-C and D, we show the quotients
of the Sen/(1-Spe) and PPV/(1-NPV), respectively, av-
eraged using the same groups of predictions. In all the

figures, the random expectation is highlighted as a hor-
izontal black dotted line. In all cases, predictions are
better than random, and better the larger +k is, thus
agreeing with the hypothesis of SDR giving a measure of
the propensity of forming new interfaces in a particular
protein region. We also observe that predictions improve
as K increases, which is mostly related to the size of
the available regions for new interfaces, who decreases as
the number of new interactions increases. We will dis-
cuss and try to remove this effect, later in the text. In
Figs. 5-E,F,G, we compare these all -shell curves with the
equivalent ones computed using each edge prediction in
the database. Again, we see that both tests agree with
a statistically meaningful correlation between SDRs and
new IRs, even if the shell predictions seem to slightly
better.

We study in more detail the shell predictions in Fig. 6.
In Fig. 6-A, we show the average of the different goodness
predictors obtained in each of the all -shell predictions of
our dataset conditioned to ancestors with K partners.
The real tests are shown in solid lines and the randomiza-
tion predictions in dotted ones. In Fig. 6-B we compare
the quotient Sen/Senr (which is equal to PPV/PPVr by
construction) for the same tests. The difference between
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FIG. 6. In A we show the average predictor estimators when
comparing the SDR of an ancestor node with the union of
all its descendants (the all -shell) as function of the number
of partners of the ancestor node. Solid lines represent the
data points obtained in our dataset, and the dotted lines,
the random guess expectation. In B, we show the quotient
between Sen and Senr again as function of K averaged over
shells of the same degree K (in colors) or the total shell of
descendants, that is, between the solid and the dotted crimson
line in A. In C, we show the same estimators than in A, but
this time averaged over shells of identical degree K no matter
the value of K of the ancestor node. In D, we show the
quotient Sen/Senr, again as function of the shell degree K,
but this time also conditioned to ancestor nodes with a fixed
number of neighbors (in different colors).

the real and the random expectations become clearer for
all the estimators when we separate predictions by shell-
degree level k. In Fig. 6-C, we compare the averaged
value of the predictors in shells of K layers (K shown in
the horizontal axis). Now is clearer that the PPV (both
the data and the random tests) grow sharply as K in-
creases, which is nothing that a direct consequence of
the fact that the total new IR region grows as we add
up more and more partners. In order to get rid of this
effect, we compare the real data and the random expecta-
tion through the averaged quotient of Sen/Senr for each
prediction in Fig. 6-D, showing that the ratio between
both is rather stable, and even slightly decreasing with
K. Which is somehow expected because as we add up
shells, we also add up errors. In both kinds of analysis,
we see that predictions from unbound nodes (K = 0) are
significantly worse than the rest of the predictions.

We repeat the same analysis of Fig. 6, but this time
for the edges predictions in Fig. 7. The results are qual-
itatively similar to those of the shell predictions, with
fewer effects associated to the sharp increase of the IR
regions as the shell degree increases. In the case of the
edges, +k only marks the difference between the number
of partners of the nodes joined by an edge. It is remark-
able that the typical size of the IR predicted is extremely

  

AA C

DB

FIG. 7. We repeat Fig. 6 but using the edges test. In A we
show the average predictor estimators when comparing the
SDR of the ancestor node with the new IR of the descendant
node at the other side of each edge. as function of the number
of partners of the ancestor node. Solid lines represent the
data points obtained in our dataset, and the dotted lines,
the random guess expectation. In B, we show the quotient
between Sen and Senr again as function of K averaged over all
the edges that related two nodes with +k partners (in colors)
or with any degree in black, that is, between the solid and the
dotted crimson line in A. In C, we show the same estimators
as in A, but this time averaged over edges of relation degree
K, no matter the number of partners K of the ancestor node.
In D, we show the quotient Sen/Senr, again as function of
the edge relation degree K, but this time also conditioned to
ancestor nodes with a fixed number of neighbors (in different
colors).

similar in both tests (around a 30-40% of the total new
IR), while PPV (and the quotient PPV/PPVr) is higher
for the shell tests. This combination supports the idea
that an important part of the new IRs accommodate in
regions that were SDR in the ancestor, but also that a
given ancestor carries information about multiple possi-
ble new interfaces.

Finally, as mentioned several times before, by construc-
tion, one expects that the size of the structure available
for new interfaces decreases as we go down in the hierar-
chy, and the protein has more and more partners in each
node. In parallel, interface residues tend to have lower
b-factors and high b-factors tend to locate at the pro-
tein surface. This means, that before ending this work,
we need to ensure that the correlation between SDR and
new interfaces is not just a consequence of a decrease of
the surface available for new interactions and a rigidifica-
tion of the ”old” interaction regions (that is, the interac-
tions present in the node taken to extract the SDR used
to predict new interfaces). With this goal, we consider
three possible tests to compare the data and random ex-
pectations for the predictors for each node. Instead of
using the entire protein chain, as done up to now, (i) we
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FIG. 8. We compare the statistics of Figs. 5 after removing
trivial correlations between SDR and new interfaces, associ-
ated to both preferring the protein surface and avoiding old
interfaces regions. We consider 4 different tests for the com-
parisons between SDR and new IRs: (C:all) we use all the
chain residues, (C:-IR) we remove the IR residues in the an-
cestor nodes from the test, (S:all) we use only the residues
in the node’s complex surface and (S:-IR), we use only the
surface residues that were not part of the IR of the ancestor
node. For all these tests, we show the percentage of all-shell
prediction points having Sen ¿ 1-Spe in A and the average
of the quotients Sen/1-Spe in B and PPV/(1-NPV) in C,
all them computed after grouping together predictions from
nodes with the same number of partners K. In D, E, F, we
study the dependence of the shells K degree in these statistics
for the most restricted test, the ”S:-IR”.

exclude from the analysis the residues belonging to the
IR of a node (C-IR), (ii) we consider only the residues
in the surface of the complex (S-all), or (iii) both, we
include in the comparison analysis the residues that be-
long to the surface of the complex and are not part of the
interface (S-IR). Clearly, (ii) and (iii) are very similar be-
cause interfaces tend to be grounded. We show, in Fig. 8,
the statistics of Fig. 5 for these new tests. In Fig. 8-A,
we compare the percentage of all-shell prediction points
above the diagonal as a function of the number of part-
ners of the ancestor node for the 4 tests. In Figs. 8-B
and C, we show, also as a function of K, the averaged
value of the quotients Sen/(1-Spe) and PPV/(1-NPV),
respectively. We observe that, even if the predictions
are in general worse than those computed using the en-
tire chain, there is still an important correlation between
SDR and new IRs, and that all tests follow very similar
trends. In Figs. B, D and F, we show the dependence
with K in the most restricted test (the one using only the
S-IR residues), where the main difference with Figs. 5 D-
F is the disappearance of the strong dependence in K, as
previously anticipated.

DISCUSSION

We have shown that there is a significant correlation
between the position occupied by soft disorder residues
(flexible or disordered) in a protein complex, and the lo-
cation of new interfaces as more and more partners are
added to that complex. These results are supported by a
large scale analysis of all the structures in the PDB that
occur in hierarchies where similar protein chains interact
with an increasing number of partners. These hierarchies
can be considered as an incomplete proxy of the pathways
complex assembly. The picture emerging from their anal-
ysis is that a large part of the new interface regions are
located on the more floppy or amorphous part of the
simpler complex’ surface. The existence of a similar dis-
ordered based directional and sequential mechanism for
complex assembly, had been previously proposed in [20]
under the name of the binding change model, our work
provides statistical proofs of the generality of this phe-
nomena.

The determination of the next assembly step during
complex formation guided by soft regions has a num-
ber of direct implications in the design of computational
strategies aimed at reconstructing the full path of assem-
bly: when the partner is available, one can identify where
it will bound; when no partner is available, information
on soft disordered regions helps to highly reduce the num-
ber of potential interactors by restricting the search on
specific areas of the surface. This is particularly useful
when the set of potential partners have been identified
experimentally but their interactions are yet unknown.

The knowledge of soft disorder for pairs of protein
structures, could be systematically employed in protein
docking experiments to highly reduce the conformational
search space as it was done by considering predicted in-
terfaces before [24, 25].

Exciting hypotheses can be advanced on how to cross
the knowledge of soft disordered regions with predic-
tions from AlphaFold2. In [8], it has been observed that
the regions where intrinsic disorder is present correspond
to those with high uncertainty for AlphaFold2. If Al-
phaFold2 could predict soft disordered regions, our re-
sults and AlphaFold2 could be combined to reduce the
space of search of AlphaFold2 on specific regions and
partners during 3D complex prediction. In this respect,
the soft regions identified on unbound forms could be
useful to define suitable strategies to sort the next inter-
acting region during the assembly.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Error bars

Error bars of Figs. 5-8 represent the 90% confidence
interval, and are computed using the Bootstrap method
with 500 re-samplings.



9

Clustering procedure

Clusters of similar protein chains in the PDB are cre-
ated using the MMseqs2 method[26, 27]. The represen-
tative chain of the hierarchy gives its name and is chosen
as the PDB ID of the experiment with higher resolution
or R-value.

Interface computation

Protein-protein binding residues for each struc-
ture node are computed using the INTerface Builder
method[28] (two AAs are considered in contact as long
as their two Cα are at a distance ≤ 5Å). To obtain the
protein-DNA/RNA binding sites, we search the residues
whose relative surface area (RASA) decreases after bind-
ing. The change in RASA is computed with naccess[29]
(with a probe size of 1.4Å).

Hierarchy construction

We have considered that two or more structures have
the same IR and can be thus grouped together in a sin-
gle node if two conditions are fulfilled: (i) the number
and identity of their partners is identical (that is, they
have the same K, and the name of all the hierarchies
to which their partners belong are identical) and (ii) the
intersection between all the IR of the structures in the

node is larger than the 75% of each of these IRs. For
this analysis, protein and DNA interfaces are treated as
completely different kinds of interfaces, which means that
(ii) condition must be satisfied separately for each kind
of interface. The identity of all RNA and DNA partners
has been considered as equal.

Two nodes are joined by a directed edge if: (i) the
”younger” node has all the partners of the ”older node”
(same identity) in addition to the new ones, and (ii) if
the descendant’s IR contains at least the 75% of the to-
tal ancestor’s IR. Again, DNA and protein interfaces are
considered separately.

Alignment to the representative chain

The IR and SDR residues computed at each of the
protein structures belonging to a hierarchy are mapped to
the protein chain representative via sequence alignment
using the Biopython’s[30] pairwise2.align.globalxx
routine.
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