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Proteins control many vital functions in living cells, such as cell growth and cell division. Reliable
coordination of these functions requires the spatial and temporal organizaton of proteins inside cells,
which encodes information about the cell’s geometry and the cell-cycle stage. Such protein patterns
arise from protein transport and reaction kinetics, and they can be controlled by various guiding
cues within the cell. Here, we review how protein patterns are guided by cell size and shape, by
other protein patterns that act as templates, and by the mechanical properties of the cell. The
basic mechanisms of guided pattern formation are elucidated with reference to recent observations
in various biological model organisms. We posit that understanding the controlled formation of
protein patterns in cells will be an essential part of understanding information processing in living
systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

To ensure their survival, cells must tightly regulate a
wide range of cellular functions, such as cell migration,
cell growth, DNA synthesis, and cell division. For exam-
ple, in order to produce two viable daughter cells, a cell
must precisely coordinate cell growth with the duplica-
tion and segregation of DNA, and with subsequent cell
division. These cellular functions, in turn, are controlled
and coordinated by proteins. Robust timing and reliable
control of these functions requires cells to process spa-
tiotemporal information, such as information about cell
size and shape, cell cycle state, the cell’s surroundings,
and the current state of other cellular processes. Such
spatiotemporal information is encoded in protein patterns
– i.e., an inhomogeneous spatial distribution of proteins –
that regulate these cellular functions, whereby each type
of protein may perform distinct tasks.

How then are proteins spatially and temporally orga-
nized in a cell? The idea that the collective organiza-
tion of interacting chemicals (chemical reactions) in an
initially homogeneous medium can give rise to spatial
patterns dates back to Turing’s seminal work on sponta-
neous pattern formation in reaction-diffusion systems [1].
While this work has greatly advanced the understanding
of pattern formation in biological systems, many aspects
of protein patterns such as their positioning, timing, re-
liability, and controllability – which are essential for the
viability of living organisms – remain poorly understood.
Since protein patterns in cells serve a timed and targeted
functional purpose, they must form in response to cer-
tain signals and control mechanisms rather than sponta-
neously emerging from an initially homogeneous distri-
bution. Indeed, an increasing number of theoretical and
experimental studies find that protein distributions can
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respond and adapt to cell shape, size, and mechanics,
as well as to signals encoded in previously established
protein patterns [2–8].

This response is, in fact, bidirectional. Cells are not
static objects but rather an active material whose size,
shape, and mechanical properties can be altered dynami-
cally through protein interactions in response to the cell’s
environment and the current state of the cell cycle [9–
12]. These dynamic interactions between protein pat-
terns and cell architecture are the subject of a rapidly
developing field of study at the interface between cell biol-
ogy and theoretical physics that benefits from constantly
improving experimental techniques, as well as insights
from physics that allow one to model and understand
the guided organization of proteins into patterns.

In this review, we summarize recent advances in our
understanding of how protein patterns are controlled by
geometric, mechanical, and biochemical cues. The basics
of pattern formation will only be summarized briefly, as
recent reviews have provided a comprehensive introduc-
tion to this subject. The interested reader is referred
to an elementary course on the mathematical tools that
are required to study the physics of protein interactions
and pattern formation, in particular ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) and nonlinear dynamics [13]. For an
introduction to the theory of pattern-forming systems,
we direct the reader to pertinent textbooks [14, 15], and
to lecture notes for a review on quantitative modeling
of pattern formation in mass-conserving systems [16].
Other recent reviews have focused on the theory of two
specific aspects of pattern formation, namely the role of
bistability for polarity [17] and the curvature-generating
properties of proteins [18]. The relevance of protein pat-
terns for cells has also been reviewed from a more biolog-
ical perspective recently [19], in particular with respect
to midcell localization [20], and current advances in un-
derstanding pattern formation at a molecular level [21]
have been reviewed recently. We also want to highlight
three recent reviews that emphasize the importance and
role of modeling for understanding cell polarity [22, 23]
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and biological phenomena in general [24].
Here, we discuss several theoretical models that have

been developed with a view to reproducing and ac-
counting for pattern guidance, together with examples
of well-studied biological model organisms in which pat-
tern guidance has been observed to play a critical role in
cell viability. In particular, we discuss how biophysical
theory has been instrumental in clarifying the underly-
ing physical concepts of pattern guidance in living cells.
We start by giving an overview of the predominant types
of protein transport and chemical reactions that are pre-
dominately involved in the formation of patterns in cells.
We then discuss how these factors can be affected by cell
shape and size, pre-existing protein patterns, and cell
mechanics, and how these cues guide and control protein
pattern formation. We conclude with an outlook on the
future research directions in this field.

II. BASIC PRINCIPLES OF PATTERN
FORMATION

Protein patterns arise from the interplay of biochem-
ical reaction kinetics with different types of transport
mechanisms. While the amounts of locally available pro-
teins are regulated by chemical reactions, their spatial
distribution is altered by transport processes including
diffusion, active transport and fluid flow (see Fig. 1).
Some of the most important reaction and transport pro-
cesses involved are presented in the following.

A. Protein reaction networks

Protein reaction networks differ in their degree of com-
plexity, e.g., with respect to the number of different pro-
teins and their conformations, as well as the number
and type of reactions between them. Some of the most
common types relevant to protein pattern formation are
briefly discussed in the following.

Conformational state changes – The intracellular or-
ganization of proteins is largely controlled by protein
reaction networks that contain nucleoside triphosphatea

(NTP)-dependent regulatory modules. In prokaryotic
cells, P-loop (phosphate binding loop) ATPasesb such
as ParA and MinD take on this role, and give rise
to self-organized dynamic patterns at cellular interfaces
– ParA on the nucleoid and MinD on the cell mem-
brane [20, 25, 26]. Similarly, small GTPases like Cdc42

a Nucleoside tri-/diphosphate (NTP/NDP) – Nucleotide molecules
with three (two) phosphate groups typically based on guanine
(GTP), adenine (ATP) or cytosine (CTP), forming the main
carriers of chemical energy in cells.

b NTPase – Enzymes that bind to NTP and hydrolize it to NDP,
thereby releasing energy.

and RhoA play an important role in establishing cell po-
larity in eukaryotic cells [27–29]. Basically, all these pro-
teins serve as molecular switches that can cycle between
an active and inactive state based on nucleotide binding
and delayed hydrolysis, typically regulated by auxiliary
proteins [30–32] (Fig. 1a). Similarly, proteins that are not
NTPases can act as molecular switches if cycling between
active and inactive states (phosphorylationc and dephos-
phorylation) is catalyzed by separate kinases and phos-
phatases, respectively [33, 34]. These cycles have two key
features. First, they are non-equilibrium processes driven
by the supply of chemical energy, e.g. through ATP hy-
drolysis [35]. As such, they are the core element of most
protein reaction networks, enabling them to drive self-
organization processes. Secondly, the switch between ac-
tive and inactive states is associated with changes in their
affinity for targets such as the cell membrane and the
nucleoid [35, 36], as well as their specific binding affinity
for other proteins or lipids. For example, MinD can only
bind to the cell membrane in its ATP-bound, dimeric
form and is released into the cytosol as an ADP-bound
monomer upon ATP hydrolysis [37].

Binding and unbinding reactions – Many proteins can
bind to different substrates in a cell, such as membranes.
Typical residence times of proteins on membranes range
from seconds to minutes [4, 38, 39]. In several biological
model systems, the nonlinear binding kinetics of proteins
to membranes plays a key role in the formation of spa-
tiotemporal protein patterns.

One way to confer nonlinear binding kinetics is through
limitation of binding sites on the membrane, which leads
to saturated binding kinetics [40]. Another example is
cooperative reactions that amplify or attenuate the at-
tachment and detachment of other proteins to the mem-
brane [41–44] (Fig. 1a). These feedback mechanisms
were shown to be an integral part of the patterning
mechanisms in the most important model organisms:
In the MinDE system of E. coli, pole-to-pole oscilla-
tions of the Min proteins rely on recruitment of cytosolic
MinD and MinE by membrane-bound, active MinD (pos-
itive feedback) and their release into the cytosol through
MinE-induced hydrolysis and concomitant inactivation of
MinD (negative feedback) [37, 45–47]. In budding yeast
(S. cervisiae), the establishment of cell polarity via asym-
metric distribution of Cdc42 involves multiple positive
and negative feedback loops, which provide a high degree
of robustness [32, 40, 48, 49]. Finally, the PAR polarity
system in the early C. elegans embryo exploits various
antagonistic reactions that play a key role in specifying
the correct orientation of the polarity axis [34, 50–52].

Complex formation – Proteins can also form
oligomersd, in particular dimers (Fig. 1a). This can have

c Phosphorylation – Proteins can be (de-)phosphorylated by the
addition of a phosphate group, as a means of storing (releasing)
chemical energy.

d Oligomer – Complex made up of a few proteins of the same or
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FIG. 1. Reaction and transport processes involved in pattern formation: (a) Protein reactions include binding to
and detachment from the cell membrane or other intracellular structures, as well as conformational state changes due to (de-
)phosphorylation or nucleotide exchange. Cooperative and antagonistic (nonlinear) reactions between multiple proteins can
lead to assisted attachment (recruitment) or to detachment from the membrane. Multiple monomers can form oligomers with
altered transport and reaction properties. (b) Proteins can be transported by diffusion (Dc, Dm, black arrows) and advection
(vc, vm, pink) independently on surfaces – in particular cell cortex and membrane – and in the cytosol. In addition, directed
protein transport can be established by subunit addition and disassembly of polymers, resulting in treadmilling of monomers,
and by active transport along filamentous structures, mediated by energy-consuming motor proteins.

an impact on their ability to bind to cellular surfaces, as
described above for active MinD dimers. The formation
of higher-order protein aggregates leads to a change in
Péclet number (see below), which in turn alters how they
are affected by fluid flow as opposed to diffusion. Such
an effect has been suggested to play a role in the trans-
port of PAR-3 proteins in the C. elegans embryo. Here,
diffusive transport may dominate for PAR-3 monomers
(Pe < 1), whereas transport becomes dominated by flow
(Pe > 1) upon cell-cycle-dependent aggregation of PAR-3
into complexes together with two other proteins – PAR-
6 and aPKC [53]. Yet another process is the forma-
tion of higher-order oligomers, such as those observed
for membrane-bound MinD [44, 46]. Similar to the non-
linear attachment kinetics discussed above, cooperative
reactions have also been suggested to participate in pro-
tein complex formation, potentially allowing for feedback
loops [34].

Theory – Mathematically, the dynamics of well-mixed
protein reaction networks are described by sets of cou-
pled nonlinear differential equations for the concentra-

or a different type (homo- and hetero-oligomers, respectively).

tions ui(t) of each of the different protein types and con-
formations i ∈ {1, . . . , S},

∂tui(t) = fi({ui}) . (1)

In such chemical rate equations, the nonlinear reaction
terms fi (together with the reaction rates) must be in-
ferred from the underlying reaction network using the
law of mass action. An elaborate mathematical theory,
called dynamic system theory, allows one to analyze sys-
tems of coupled nonlinear ordinary differential equations
(ODEs). The basic idea of this theory, which goes back
to the pioneering work of Poincaré [54], is to characterize
the system dynamics in terms of certain geometric struc-
tures in the phase space spanned by the set of dynamical
variables ui(t) [13, 14].

Of particular interest are the asymptotic dynamics of
the system over large time scales, which are characterized
by the attractors in phase space within the framework
of dynamic system theory. These include fixed points
corresponding to reactive equilibria (see Supplementary
Information), limit cycles corresponding to nonlinear os-
cillators, and more intricate geometric objects [13, 14].
Importantly, the local properties of the fixed points (re-
active equilibria), in particular their stability, can be
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determined using ODEs linearized around these fixed
points [13, 14].

B. Protein transport

Transport mechanisms play a crucial role in the con-
trol of spatial variations in protein concentration. In the
following, we provide an overview of the most important
modes of intracellular protein transport involved in pat-
tern formation (Fig. 1b).

Diffusion – Perhaps the most basic means of protein
transport is diffusion. It is a consequence of Brownian
motion and is directed from regions of high to regions
of low protein concentration u(x, t) with a diffusive cur-
rent −D∇u(x, t) (Fick’s law). For spherical particles of
radius r, the diffusion constant is given by the Stokes-
Einstein relation D = kBT/(6πηr), where η is the viscos-
ity of the surrounding cytosol [55]; a qualitatively similar
relation holds for transmembrane proteins [56, 57]. This
implies that the diffusive transport of proteins depends
on their size and on the local properties of the surround-
ing medium.

Importantly, both the membrane and the cytoplasme

are highly heterogeneous environments crowded with
macromolecular structures that interact with proteins,
for example by temporarily binding or by taking up
space [58]. For the purpose of studying pattern for-
mation, however, one often disregards inhomogeneities
and instead assumes an effective diffusion constant that
takes into account such interactions that are not explic-
itly modeled. Hence, the diffusion constant is a meso-
scopic quantity representing the mobility of proteins in a
homogeneous, dilute fluid environment. In essence, the
complex cytoplasmic environment is reduced to an ef-
fective cytosol for many applications in protein pattern
formation, and similarly, the heterogeneous membrane is
considered as an effective (dilute) fluid [59]. This simpli-
fication is justified since the length scale of patterns is
typically larger than the length scale of heterogeneities
in the cytoplasm or on the membrane, to which we will
refer as substrates in the following. As a rough estimate,
the diffusion coefficients of membrane-bound proteins are
generically at least two orders of magnitude lower than
those of their cytosolic counterparts: While characteris-
tic values for membrane diffusion are Dm ∼ 0.01µm2/s,
one observes Dc ∼ 10µm2/s in the cytosol [60]. Al-
though the models discussed in this review suggest that
the heterogeneous character of the cellular substrates are
of minor importance for protein pattern formation, it
would be interesting to explicitly probe the robustness
of these models against more realistic substrates. For ex-

e Cytoplasm – Heterogeneous material making up most of the vol-
ume of a cell (excluding the nucleus), mainly consisting of the
cytosol and macromolecular organelles.

ample, this could be incorporated into models via time-
and space-dependent diffusion constants.

Active transport – Proteins can also be transported via
active processes driven by the chemical energy of ATP,
GTP or CTP at the molecular level. Of particular bio-
logical relevance are translational molecular motorsf [61–
63]. An important subclass of these motors is comprised
of kinesins and dyneins that bind to, and ‘walk’ on mi-
crotubulesg. In this way, cargo – such as other proteins –
can be transported along the microtubules [61, 62]. De-
pending on the type of motor and, in some cases, other
factors such as external forces [64], this form of active
transport is directed to either the plus or minus end of
the microtubules [65]. Certain classes of myosin motors
perform similar tasks by transporting cargo along actin
filaments. Such active cargo transport is known to be in-
volved in the polarization process of budding yeast. Here,
the actin filaments are anchored to the polarity site, so
that the myosin motors can deliver protein-coated vesi-
cles towards the polarity site [66, 67].

Another class of active transport processes is mediated
by the directed polymerization of cytoskeletal filaments
such as F-actin [68] and microtubules [69], which is driven
by ATP and GTP hydrolysis, respectively. For instance,
tubulin-like FtsZ filaments are particularly important ac-
tive structures in bacterial cell division. These filaments
exhibit treadmilling dynamics (see the segmented struc-
ture in Fig. 1b), as FtsZ monomers can only bind to the
plus end and detach from the minus end [70, 71]. By
consuming GTP, this treadmilling allows FtsZ filaments
to translocate directionally along the cell membrane, co-
ordinating the activity of downstream cell division pro-
cesses [72]. Similarly, treadmilling of actin filaments was
shown to play a key role in cell migration, in particular
for the extrusion of lamellipodia [73].

Both in vivo and in vitro experiments have shown how
important these active transport processes are for the
polarization of cells [74–78]. For example, during cell
growth in fission yeast microtubules are aligned along
the long axis of the cell, and direct the active transport
of the tip factors Tea1 and Tea4 towards the cell poles in
a two-fold manner [78–81]: The kinesin-like motor Tea2
mediates the transport of Tea1/Tea4 complexes along mi-
crotubules that emanate from the nucleus [82, 83]. In ad-
dition, these complexes bind to microtubule tips assisted
by Mal3, a tip-binding protein. Therefore, due to the
directed microtubule polymerization along the long cell
axis, the tip factors are transported to the cell poles [83].
At the poles, they then serve as a spatial cue for cell
growth, and therefore facilitate the elongation of the cell
along its long axis [84].

f Molecular motors – Enzymes that use energy released by NTP
hydrolysis to perform mechanical work and that are generally
associated with cytoskeletal filaments.

g Microtubules and actin filaments – Protein filaments comprised
of tubulin and actin proteins, respectively, which form an integral
part of the cytoskeleton.
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Advective transport – In the fluid environment of a cell,
proteins can also be transported by cytoplasmic [85, 86],
cortical [51], and membrane flows [87, 88], whose effect
on protein transport through friction strongly depends
– like diffusion – on the viscosity of the respective en-
vironment. An important force-generating active struc-
ture is the actin cortexh. In addition to actin filaments,
it includes cross-linker proteins and myosin motors that
cause cortical contractions which, in turn, can induce
flows [89, 90]. The cortical contractions that occur in the
C. elegans zygote are a prominent example [4, 91, 92].
Here, local depletion of the concentration of the motor
protein myosin at the cell cortex leads to a gradient of
contractile stress, such that the cell cortex flows from the
anterior to the posterior pole [93].

Cortical contractions can also lead to flows in the cy-
toplasm or membrane due to hydrodynamic coupling be-
tween membrane, cortex and cytoplasm [92]. In addition,
they can also induce cell-shape changes that lead to flows
in the cytoplasm. For example, surface contraction waves
during the maturation of starfish oocytes have recently
been shown to induce such flows [94, 95]. Similarly, shape
changes resulting from blebbing incidents coincide with
intracellular flows [96].

The Péclet number – The relative impact of diffusion
and flow on protein transport is quantified by the Péclet
number Pe = ξ·v/D, where v is the typical protein advec-
tion velocity and ξ a characteristic length scale. Large
values of the Péclet number correspond to protein trans-
port that is dominated by flow rather than diffusion.
Hence, small proteins with large diffusion constants are
less affected by flow than large proteins or protein assem-
blies. In addition, the detailed chemical interactions of
proteins with other biomolecules and cellular structures
can affect the effective diffusivity and advection veloc-
ity [97]. As for diffusive transport, the advection velocity
– and hence the Péclet number – is a mesoscopic quantity
that disregards the heterogeneous structure of the envi-
ronment. This approximation is justified since variations
in the mobility coefficients within a given substrate are
usually much smaller than the variations between differ-
ent substrates, such as the cytoplasm and the membrane.
In general, a protein that diffuses in the cytoplasm is less
affected by flows than it is when bound to the more vis-
cous membrane.

Theory – The spatiotemporal transport of, and reac-
tions between proteins are mathematically described by
nonlinear partial differential equations (PDEs) [16]. The
protein dynamics in terms of their cytosolic (volume)
concentrations c(r, t) and membrane (area) concentra-
tions m(σσσ, t) generally take the form of general transport

h Actin cortex – Thin and dynamic network that acts as a scaffold
that determines the cell’s shape and which is comprised of actin
filaments, motor proteins, and other associated proteins.

equations with flux and source terms

∂tc(r, t) = −∇ · Jc + fcyt(c) , (2)

∂tm(σσσ, t) = −∇S · Jm + fmem(m, c|S) , (3)

which represent a broad and general class of interest-
ing dynamic systems far from thermodynamic equilib-
rium. The divergence of the cytosolic and membrane
fluxes Jc/m accounts for the (mass-conserving) spatial
transport of proteins, and generally contains both diffu-
sive and advective contributions. Here ∇S denotes the
covariant derivative for the curvilinear coordinates σσσ ∈ S
on the membrane surface S. The membrane is often con-
sidered as a static object for simplicity, however models
can in general be extended to dynamic surfaces. In par-
ticular, this requires to extend the dynamics by an ex-
plicit expression for the time evolution of the membrane
geometry, S → S(t) [18, 98–102]. The source terms fcyt
and fmem result from the chemical reactions of the un-
derlying protein networks, as discussed above. Note that
membrane-bound proteins not only react with each other,
but membrane reactions also involve interactions with cy-
tosolic proteins in close proximity to the membrane (c|S).

The set of nonlinear PDEs (Eqs. (2) and (3)) is closed
by reactive boundary conditions at the membrane

Jc · n̂|S = g(m, c|S) , (4)

which ensures local mass conservation: cytosolic fluxes
normal to the membrane (n̂ denotes the outward normal
vector) must be balanced by reactive fluxes g(m, c|S) at
the membrane [16]. An additional constraint for many
models of protein pattern formation is the global con-
servation of protein mass, i.e., the assumption that no
proteins are produced or degraded on the time scale of
pattern formation. This assumption is violated on longer
time scales, where protein production and degradation
processes – in particular gene expression – need to be
taken into account [23].

C. Lateral instabilities and trigger waves

This set of general transport equations provides the
theoretical framework for studying the spatiotemporal
dynamics of protein patterns. The interested reader may
consult recent lecture notes [16] for an introduction to
their analysis. Here, to conclude our introduction to the
basic principles of pattern formation, we briefly introduce
two particularly interesting phenomena: pattern-forming
instabilities and trigger waves.

A pattern-forming instability arises when a spatially
uniform steady state becomes unstable against spatially
inhomogeneous perturbations (Fig. 2d). One exam-
ple of such a pattern-forming instability is a mass-
redistribution instability (see Supplementary Informa-
tion), which amplifies spatial variations in protein num-
ber, thus leading to a protein concentration pattern [103].
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The dynamics and length scale of these patterns on short
time scales are determined by the growth rate and wave-
length of the unstable modes, termed dispersion relation
(see Supplementary Information). The growth rate of
the unstable modes depends on the specific reaction ki-
netics and transport properties of the dynamics. The
wavelength of the fastest growing unstable mode deter-
mines the characteristic length scale of the initially grow-
ing pattern. While the initial pattern is dominated by the
dynamics of the unstable modes, the dynamics on longer
timescales may be dominated by other processes, such as
coarsening [104] and non-linear interactions of the unsta-
ble modes far away from the linear regime.

In addition, nonlinear protein reaction kinetics can give
rise to several reactive equilibria at the same total pro-
tein concentration, which is a necessary requirement for
trigger waves. This phenomenon is best exemplified by
systems that show bistability (see Supplementary Infor-
mation) [105]. In this case, the system can be at different
reactive equilibria at different regions in the cell, giving
rise to front-like protein activity patterns. Such front-like
patterns propagate with a finite velocity, whose magni-
tude and sign depend on the details of the reaction ki-
netics [94, 106]. This propagation is constrained by the
limited abundance of proteins, which can result in local-
ized wave fronts in cells [107–109]. Moreover, unstable
reactive equilibria can give rise to spatially homogeneous
oscillations and traveling spiral waves [103, 110, 111].

The spatiotemporal properties of these patterns, such
as the orientation of static patterns or the direction of
propagating wave fronts, need to be controlled tightly by
the cell. This is achieved with the aid of guiding cues. In
the following, we will discuss the most prominent types of
guiding cues observed to play a role in pattern formation
processes in cells.

III. GEOMETRIC GUIDING CUES

On the largest scales, cells are characterized by their
size and shape, which together confine protein transport
and protein reaction kinetics.

A. Cell size controls protein patterns

Experimental studies show that, in addition to reaction
and transport properties of the cell, also the cell size
affects protein patterns. Examples include the transition
from pole-to-pole oscillatory patterns to stripe patterns
of MinD in filamentous E. coli cells [112, 113], and the
observation that the PAR proteins in C. elegans fail to
polarize in small cells [8].

Bulk-boundary-ratio.– On the time scale of pattern for-
mation and dynamics, the total concentration of proteins
remains constant. As a consequence of these resource
limitations, protein concentrations on the membrane and

in the cytosol will in general depend on the ratio of mem-
brane area to cell volume. Moreover, the number and
stability of reactive equilibria, as well as pattern-forming
instabilities, are controlled by the total concentration of
proteins (see Supplementary Information), and variations
in cell size can therefore qualitatively affect protein pat-
terns. To understand the underlying idea, we assume
for simplicity that the concentrations of cytosolic pro-
teins c and membrane-bound proteins m, respectively,
are uniformly distributed. The total number of proteins
N is then given by N = S ·m+ V · c, where S and V
denote the membrane (surface) area and the cytosolic
(bulk) volume, respectively (Fig. 2a). Rewriting this
mass-conservation relation in terms of the total protein
density ρ = N/V, one obtains ρ = S/V ·m+ c. Thus,
the protein concentrations on the membrane and in the
cytosol depend on the ratio of membrane to volume S/V;
for example, for a spherical cell with radius R, one finds
ρ = 3m/R+ c.

Cytosolic protein gradients.– Because the proteins of
interest here are not permanently fixed to either the
membrane or the cytosol, but circulate between these
compartments due to various chemical processes such
as membrane detachment, attachment, and recruitment,
the cell membrane effectively acts both as a source and
sink for cytosolic proteins. These chemical reactions need
to be balanced by diffusive fluxes in the cytosol, other-
wise local mass conservation would be violated. Hence,
on these very general grounds, spatial gradients in the cy-
tosolic protein density must be assumed [16, 103]. Strik-
ingly, these gradients generally do not equilibrate over
time, but are maintained by an interplay between diffu-
sion and non-equilibrium reaction kinetics (see Supple-
mentary Information).

Indeed, a good example is the case where proteins in
the cytosol can have two different conformations, an in-
active and an active state. Only proteins in the active
state are able to bind to the membrane, and they typ-
ically undergo a conformational change to the inactive
state upon detachment from the membrane (Fig. 2b). In
the cytosol, inactive proteins can switch back to the ac-
tive state with a rate λ. This reactivation step requires
the consumption of energy and is a generic feature in NT-
Pase or phosphorylation/dephosphorylation cycles [30–
32]. Since detached proteins cannot immediately bind
to the membrane again, a protein concentration gradi-
ent may form in the cytosol [114, 115]. The penetration
depth ` of this gradient depends on the cytosolic diffusion
constant Dc and the reactivation rate λ, and is given by
` =

√
Dc/λ [2].

If the cell size is much smaller than this penetra-
tion depth, the cytosolic protein concentration is effec-
tively nearly homogeneous throughout the cell. Con-
versely, if the cell is much larger than the penetration
depth, protein gradients can be established in the cy-
tosol (Fig. 2b). The presence of such cytosolic gradients
can fundamentally affect the formation of patterns on the
membrane [103, 116, 117]. This is well exemplified in the
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I-BAR
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inactive proteins

active proteins

no pattern

pattern-forming
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FIG. 2. Size and shape as guiding cues: (a) Schematic illustration of protein distribution in the cytosol and on the
membrane: the cell volume scales with cell size R as R3, whereas the cell surface scales as R2, implying that both membrane
and cytosolic protein concentration change with cell size. (b) Left: cytosolic gradients can emerge when proteins undergo
a ‘reacivation’ step after detaching from the membrane. Inactive proteins (red) diffuse over a characteristic length scale
` before being reactivated (purple). Right: cytosolic gradients are established when the cell size is much larger than this
characteristic length scale. (c) Cell size controls pattern formation: protein patterns cannot be established in cells smaller than
the characteristic length scale of a pattern. (d) Only certain unstable modes with a wavelength limited by the cell size L can
be realised. In a cell of size L/2, no pattern-forming instability arises. (e) Proteins including BAR domains preferentially bind
to similarly curved membranes. (f) Characteristic distribution of proteins with delayed reactivation in elongated cells. Inactive
proteins are reactivated after diffusing over a characteristic length scale `. At the cell poles, this leads to the accumulation of
inactive proteins, while they are diluted at the center of the cell. A complementary distribution of active proteins is established.

E.coli Min system, which shows standing wave patterns
in vivo, but – strikingly – produces traveling and spiral
wave patterns, among others, in reconstituted in vitro
assays with large bulk volume [41, 113, 118].

Finite size effects.– In addition, cell size can affect
pattern-forming instabilities. A pattern-forming insta-
bility arises when a spatially uniform steady state is
unstable against spatially inhomogeneous perturbations
(Fig. 2d). Due to the finite size of the cell, only particu-
lar unstable modes can grow, where the largest possible
wavelength is constrained by the lateral length of the cell.
Thus, while a reaction network can lead to a pattern-
forming instability in large cells, it may result in a stable
and spatially uniform steady state or a weak gradient in
small cells (Fig. 2c,d). Indeed, this has been observed
for the polarity pattern of PAR proteins in C. elegans
(Fig. 2c) [8]. Similarly, cell size may not only limit the
existence of a pattern, but also the type of protein pat-
tern that can be established.

B. Cell shape and curvature sensing

For a wide range of cells, from bacteria [112, 119,
120] to migrating fibroblasts [121] to unicellular eukary-
otes [122] and large zygotes [93], cell shape and local
membrane curvature serve as important guiding cues for
protein attachment to the membrane. The mechanisms
underlying such curvature detection are based on the in-
teraction of proteins with the membrane, in particular its
membrane binding affinity (curvature-sensing proteins),
and the probability that a protein will make contact with
the membrane (collective curvature sensing). Both fac-
tors can be affected by cell shape (membrane curvature).

1. Curvature-sensing proteins

One prominent set of proteins that can individually
sense membrane curvature are proteins containing a
curved BAR domaini [123–126]. These proteins pref-

i BAR domain – A curved protein domain that binds to curved
membranes, named after three proteins that contain this domain:
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erentially bind to membrane regions that have a cur-
vature comparable to that of the BAR domain itself
(Fig. 2e). For example, during persistent cell motion,
the curvature-sensitive protein BAIAP2, which contains
such a BAR domain, accumulates at curved membrane
patches at the cell front, inducing the formation of lamel-
lipodia [121]. Since BAR domains have a length of about
20 nm, the sensitivity of individual proteins to weakly
curved surfaces is limited [124, 127]. However, membrane
curvature can facilitate the oligomerization of proteins
into extended curved structures, which are capable of
sensing membrane curvature on length scales larger than
that of the individual protein [128]. Other important
examples for such joint curvature sensing are dynamin,
which forms helical collars around the thin neck during
budding in yeast [129, 130], and MreB, which assembles
into filaments that orient along the highest membrane
curvature [131, 132].

Furthermore, some proteins recognize membrane cur-
vature via defects in membrane structure. This mecha-
nism is well exemplified by proteins with so-called ALPS
motifs. ALPS motifs do not have a defined structure
in solution, but insert into lipid bilayers by folding into
an α-helixj. It has been shown that ALPS motifs bind
preferably to regions with low lipid packing density [133].
Such low-density packing can arise from membrane cur-
vature, where one sheet of the lipid bilayer is stretched
compared to a flat membrane. In experiments, ALPS
motifs were found to bind strongly to liposomes with
sufficiently strong positive curvature (R < 50 nm), and
to weakly curved liposomes with a high concentration of
conically shaped lipids [133]. Thus, curvature-dependent
binding affinity can lead to predominant accumulation of
proteins at curved membrane regions.

It has been reported that proteins that sense curva-
ture can also deform the membrane: The helical struc-
ture of dynamin oligomers induces membrane curvature
during scission of the yeast bud [129, 134, 135]. Pro-
teins with BAR domains play a curvature-sensing role
at low concentrations, but stabilize membrane curva-
ture at high protein concentrations [123, 124]. Such a
dual role can lead to a positive feedback loop, when
a slightly curved membrane leads to the accumulation
of curvature-sensitive proteins. These proteins, in turn,
deform the membrane, leading to a further increase in
the binding affinity. This has been proposed as a gen-
eral mechanochemical mechanism for protein recruit-
ment [7]. However, the formualation of a mechanistic
theory for such curvature-regulating feedback loops re-
mains an open and highly interesting challenge to this
day.

Bin, Amphiphysin, and Rvs.
j α-helix – Prevalent helical-like protein structure, which is highly

stable due to hydrogen bonds.

2. Collective curvature sensing

It has recently been shown that the distribution of pro-
teins on the membrane and in the cytosol can depend on
the cell geometry, even when the binding affinity of pro-
teins is independent of membrane curvature [2, 3, 136].
The underlying mechanism is based on the aforemen-
tioned cytosolic gradients of proteins that switch between
an inactive and an active state in the cytosol. As the re-
quired reactivation step is a non-equilibrium process that
consumes energy, these gradients are maintained by a
constant cycling of such proteins between the membrane
and the cytosol, and therefore do not equilibrate by cy-
tosolic diffusion. Since cytosolic gradients from opposing
membrane points overlap at curved regions, one gener-
ally expects accumulation of inactive proteins in regions
of high curvature (e.g., near the cell poles of elongated
cells, including the rod-shaped E. coli [2], the C. elegans
zygote [3], and Bacillus subtilis [128]) and a correspond-
ing depletion of active proteins (Fig. 2f). Moreover, the
effect of such a cytosolic gradient on the protein distribu-
tions in curved geometries depends in particular on the
characteristic length ` of the cytosolic gradient relative
to the local membrane curvature [2, 3].

While this explains where proteins are most likely to
encounter the membrane, its effect on the ensuing pro-
tein pattern depends on the protein reaction kinetics. For
proteins that exhibit a simple attachment-detachment
dynamics with the membrane, the increased encounter
probability leads directly to an increase in protein con-
centration at the poles, which is further enhanced if the
protein autocatalytically promotes its own binding [2].
In contrast, if two proteins mutually inhibit each others
binding, an increased encounter probability leads to the
formation of an interface between two protein domains
on the membrane [3].

IV. BIOCHEMICAL GUIDING CUES

For spatially homogeneous systems, several theoretical
and experimental studies have identified biochemical cir-
cuits that are able to perform logic operations [138], gen-
erate pulses [139, 140], act as noise-reduction filters [141],
or process biochemical signals in other ways [142–146].
Here the information from an input signal – typically en-
coded in the concentration of a protein – is processed and
an output signal is generated.

In general, however, protein concentrations tend to be
spatially inhomogeneous, so that a locally varying in-
put can lead to a locally varying output protein con-
centration in the cell. In this way, an input pattern
can serve as a template or biochemical guiding cue for
the formation of an output protein pattern. Such bio-
chemical guidance has been observed in many biolog-
ical processes and over widely varying scales, ranging
from tissue development [147, 148] to the positioning of
the cell-division site [41, 79, 115, 149–152]. In all these
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FIG. 3. Principles of biochemical pattern guidance: (a) Left: Characteristic bifurcation diagram for pattern-forming
systems. For reaction kinetics where the concentration of the input protein is a control parameter, a spatially varying input
protein concentration can serve as a map between space and varying reaction kinetics. Top right: an input protein concentration
gradient corresponds to a cutline through the bifurcation diagram (gray line) laid out in space, which divides the cell into regions
of distinct stability. Bottom right: for a system where the input concentration gradient connects two monostable regions via a
bistable region, the resulting front pattern (red line) is pinned to a threshold concentration value of the input concentration.
Fixed points of the protein reaction kinetics are indicated by filled (stable) and open (unstable) circles. (b) Edge detection: An
input pattern (blue) spatially alters the reaction kinetics of the output protein, resulting in a regional instability of the output
protein close to the input edge (gray filled area). This leads to a peak pattern of the output protein concentration (orange) that
marks the position of the input edge. Insets show a possible realization of this edge-sensing process, leading to a ring around
a template patch. The plots depict the concentration profiles along the black cutline. (c) Diffusiophoresis: Diffusive fluxes of
pattern-forming proteins (carrier particles, shown in orange) are established at pattern interfaces. Carrier particles transport
cargo particles (blue) via frictional interactions, resulting in a complementary pattern of cargo particles [137].

cases, the input patterns encode positional information,
as each concentration marks a specific location or region
in space [153]. In fact, there are several known instances
in which protein patterns (input) control the formation
of other patterns (output) [115, 154–157]. However, the
physical mechanisms responsible for the processing of the
positional information encoded in patterns, and the gen-
eration of a qualitatively different output pattern (e.g.,
gradient vs. step profile) are still largely unclear.

Such input/output relations are found, for example, in
the polarity mechanism of budding yeast. Here, several
so-called landmark proteins mark specific locations in the
cell, such as the previous bud site. These landmark pro-
teins (input) alter the kinetics of nucleotide exchange in
the polarity factor Cdc42 (output), and thus contribute
to the control of cell polarity in a symmetry-breaking
manner [158, 159]. Another example is provided by the
midcell localization machinery of Caulobacter crescentus.
In these elongated cells, ParB-parS (input) complexes
localized to the cell poles stimulate the ATP-dependent
dimerization of MipZ (output), which results in the for-
mation of a bipolar gradient of MipZ dimers with a min-
imum at midcell [114]. MipZ, in turn, inhibits the poly-

merization of FtsZ, which is a central component of the
cell-division machinery. Thus, the bipolar MipZ gradi-
ent also acts as an input for the control and positioning
of FtsZ (output) to midcell [160]. Such a hierarchy of
pattern control through multiple stages of protein inter-
action is a common feature of many biochemical guidance
mechanisms [94, 149, 159, 161].

In the following, we discuss some recent advances in
this area, focusing on systems in which the concentra-
tion profile of an (input) protein is able to control the
reaction kinetics of another (output) protein, such that
one or more reaction rates become spatially inhomoge-
neous. This can result in an output protein pattern that
is qualitatively different from the input pattern, which
has been termed spatial network computations [162].

A. Spatially varying reaction kinetics

Since protein reaction kinetics can depend on the con-
centration of other proteins, a spatially varying input
protein concentration can lead to locally varying reactive
equilibria of the output protein. In particular, not only
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can the protein concentration at each local reactive equi-
librium be altered; also, the number and the stability of
these equilibria can change in response to a varying input
concentration (see Supplementary Information). Heuris-
tically, this means that space itself serves as a control
parameterk for the protein reaction kinetics. Hence, the
input protein pattern encodes positional information.

The dynamics of the output protein depend crucially
on its explicit biochemical interactions with the input
proteins. For example, for a particular interaction be-
tween proteins, this can lead to bistability of the output
protein over a limited range of input concentrations, as
observed in starfish oocytes [94]. Due to the correspon-
dence between input protein concentration and space,
such a bistable parameter range maps to a region in space
where the output protein reactions are bistable, which we
refer to as regional bistability. In a similar way, a pro-
tein pattern can cause a pattern-forming instability in a
specific spatial region, which has been termed regional
instability [163, 164]. Thus, an input pattern can lead
to a qualitatively different spatial concentration profile
of the output protein, where the explicit output pattern
strongly depends on the reaction kinetics (Fig. 3a). This
fundamental property of protein interactions is likely to
represent the mechanism that underlies many of the bio-
chemically guided pattern-forming systems observed in
experiments [156–160].

B. Wave localization by protein gradients

Biochemical trigger waves, consisting of a travel-
ing front or pulse of biomolecule concentration, are a
common means of long-ranged signal transmission in
cells [105]. Prominent examples of such waves include
calcium waves [165], the propagation of mitosisl [161] and
apoptosism [166] in Xenopus eggs, actin polymerization
waves in Dictyostelium [167] and neutrophils [168], as
well as intracellular signaling [169]. A key component of
models for trigger waves, such as the FitzHugh-Nagumo
model [170], are bistable reaction kinetics (see Supple-
mentary Information). These bistable reaction kinetics,
in addition to resulting in information transmission, al-
low trigger waves to serve as a readout for positional
information encoded in other protein patterns.

To illustrate how spatially varying reactive equilibria
allow proteins to read out this positional information, we
now discuss how a protein gradient can lead to the lo-
calization of such a trigger wave, in particular a bistable

k Control parameter – A parameter that alters the qualitative dy-
namics when it is changed, also referred to as a bifurcation pa-
rameter in nonlinear dynamics.

l Mitosis – Stage of the cell cycle during which chromosomes are
segregated into the two daughter cells.

m Apoptosis – Cellular process leading to actively induced cell
death.

front, to a specific position in the cell. We first con-
sider a system with homogeneous bistable reaction ki-
netics forming a front pattern (see Supplementary Infor-
mation). This front can propagate through the system
at a speed and direction that depends on, among other
factors, the concentration of the input protein [105, 171].

In the presence of an input pattern, the reaction kinet-
ics are no longer homogeneous, so that a regional bista-
bility can emerge. Since the front only propagates in a
bistable parameter range, propagation is constrained to
this regional bistability. In particular, since the direc-
tion of propagation depends on the input concentration,
the front is pinned at a threshold input concentration
(Fig. 3a) [105]. Due to the correspondence between in-
put concentration and space, this means that the front is
localized to a specific position within the regional bista-
bility. Thus, the position of the front interface marks the
location of the input threshold concentration, allowing
the positional information encoded in the input pattern
to be read out. Such a threshold-sensing mechanism has
been proposed to play a role in the propagation of surface
contraction waves during meiosisn in starfish oocytes [94]
and during chemotaxiso in eukaryotes [172].

C. Edge-sensing and ring formation

Proteins also have been found to localize at the edges
of spatial domains that exhibit a high concentration of
other proteins or macromolecules. For example, during
cellular wound healing, the Rho-GTPase Cdc42 and an
associated GTPase regulator, Abr, accumulate locally to
form two concentric rings [173]. Experimental evidence
suggests that this structure is hierarchically organized,
with the outer Cdc42 ring being dependent on the pres-
ence of an inner Abr zone. While it is not particularly
surprising that a given spatial protein profile serves as a
template for creating another protein profile with a sim-
ilar shape, it is quite interesting that the downstream
profile assumes a qualitatively different shape, with a
peak localized right at the edge of the upstream profile
(inner Abr ring, see insets in Fig. 3b). To account for
such edge-sensing, a regional instability has been sug-
gested [97, 164]. Here, the step-like Abr profile, acting
as an input protein pattern, defines two spatial domains
with qualitatively different reaction kinetics for Cdc42,
which takes the role of the output protein. It was shown
that the outer domain may effectively act as a stimulus
that induces a lateral mass-redistribution instability in
the inner domain, which leads to a concentration peak of
the output protein at the template edge (Fig. 3b). More-
over, the formation of this output concentration ring can

n Meiosis – A type of cell division process that generates daughter
cells that contain half as many chromosomes as the parent cell.

o Chemotaxis – Directed locomotion of cells along chemical gradi-
ents.
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be controlled by both the magnitude of the input pattern
step and the total amount of output protein. Thus, edge
sensing is enabled by a regional mass-redistribution in-
stability in a downstream protein pattern, which is itself
triggered by an upstream protein pattern that acts as a
step-like template.

Beyond the specific example discussed above, there are
other biologically highly relevant processes that involve
edge sensing. As in the case of wound healing, a ring of
Rho forms around a patch of high Cdc42 concentration
prior to polar body emission in Xenopus oocytes [174].
Another biological process in which protein templates ap-
pear to play an essential role is that of macropinocytosis,
a form of endocytosisp associated with cell surface ruf-
fling. Here, actin-recruiting proteins colocalize to high-
density patches of PIP3 (a charged phospholipid) and a
Ras-GTPase, forming a ring around the edge of the PIP3
domain, which in turn leads to the assembly of a conc-
tractile actomyosin ring [175]. This whole process is in-
variably linked to the presence of PIP3 and Ras patches,
suggesting that these biomolecules serve as a biochemical
guiding cue for the actin-recruiting proteins. The specific
physical mechanisms responsible for each of these edge-
sensing processes have not yet been uncovered.

D. Tracking of moving patterns

In addition to varying in space, the input protein con-
centration can vary in time at a fixed location in the cell.
Temporal changes of the input concentration can lead
to sudden changes of the reactive equilibrium which, in
turn, results in transient dynamics of the output concen-
tration before the new reactive equilibrium is established
– a phenomenon referred to as excitability in the field
of nonlinear dynamics [14, 171]. Such transient dynam-
ics can mark the position of local changes in the input
concentration. For example, in the case of a traveling
front pattern, the input concentration changes in time at
a fixed position as the front passes by. Due to the tran-
sient output dynamics, this can lead to a traveling output
concentration peak that closely follows the moving front.
This has been observed in starfish oocytes, where a trav-
eling front pattern leads to a moving concentration peak
which, is ultimately responsible for the surface contrac-
tion waves observed during meiosis [94, 176, 177]. Similar
observations have been made in vitro for an artificial cor-
tex based on frog egg extracts [178].

E. Phoretic transport

A more intricate mechanism by which spatiotempo-
ral protein patterns could serve as cues for the develop-

p Endocytosis – Cellular process that enables the uptake of
biomolecules into the interior of the cell.

ment of subsequent protein patterns are various types
of phoretic transport processes. These are, in general,
the result of an external field gradient acting on the pro-
tein [179, 180]. Examples include concentration gradients
of carrier particles (diffusiophoresis) [137, 181], chemical
potential gradients (chemophoresis) [182, 183], electric
potential gradients (electrophoresis) [184], or tempera-
ture gradients (thermophoresis) [185], along which cargo
can be transported. Thus, cargo particles can form a pat-
tern guided by such gradients [179]. Notably, in phoretic
transport mechanisms, energy is consumed to maintain
the gradient, resulting in a flux of cargo particles. This is
substantially different from other transport mechanisms
such as active transport, where energy is consumed to
fuel molecular motors that move cargo particles.

In the field of phoretic transport, research has long
been focused on colloidal particles [179–181, 186]. Ex-
perimental evidence for phoretic transport in biological
systems related to protein organisation and pattern for-
mation has only recently been discovered [137, 182]. For
example, in-vitro experiments have shown that diffusio-
phoresis can result in the spatial organization of DNA
origami nanostructures in a concentration gradient of
MinD [137]. Here, the Min proteins self-organize into
a stationary pattern [187], resulting in diffusive fluxes at
the domain edges (c.f. Fig. 3c). These diffusive fluxes are
transferred to the DNA nanostructures via friction, lead-
ing to diffusiophoretic transport of the latter along the
Min gradients. Thus, the movement of the DNA nanos-
tructures mimics the movement of the Min proteins, re-
sulting in the formation of an anti-correlated pattern of
the DNA nanostructures. Such diffusiophretic transport
has been suggested to play an important role for the dis-
tribution of large particles in cells in general [188].

In the context of plasmid segregation, chemophoresis
has been suggested to drive the movement of plasmids on
the nucleoid [182]. Here, ParA proteins on the nucleoid
surface are thought to bind to large cargo, such as plas-
mids. Upon unbinding, ParA proteins are released from
the nucleoid, resulting in a local depletion of ParA at the
position of the cargo. The ParA concentration gradient
at the edge of this depletion zone creates a chemical po-
tential gradient for the cargo, which tends to bind more
strongly at regions of high ParA concentration. Thus, the
cargo moves along the chemical potential gradient away
from the depletion zone [182, 183]. This chemophoretic
movement is suggested to be sufficient to ensure a bal-
anced distribution of plasmids on the nucleoid [182].

V. MECHANICAL GUIDING CUES

In addition to biochemical guiding and guidance by
cell size and shape, also the mechanical properties of a
cell can affect protein pattern formation by altering the
transport and reaction kinetics of proteins.

Flows generally arise from stress gradients. In cells,
such gradients can be generated via shape deformations
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(a) (b)

FIG. 4. Principles of mechanical guidance by flow generation: Stress gradients result in flows. (a) Heterogeneous cell
deformations, as indicated by the grayscale outline, lead to pressure gradients in the cytosol, which in turn induce cytosolic
flows towards regions of low pressure. (b) Heterogeneous actomyosin activity (green gradient; actin filaments shown in red,
myosin shown as green circles), as observed in C. elegans zygotes [53], leads to polarized contractions of the actomyosin cortex
and a flow of the entire cortex towards regions of high actomyosin activity. Hydrodynamic coupling results in cytosolic flows.

(Fig. 4a). For example, recent work has demonstrated
the generation of flows in the cytoplasm due to shape de-
formations in starfish oocytes [95]. In these cells, a sur-
face contraction wave travels across the membrane from
the animal to the vegetal pole, which locally increases the
pressure in the cytosol, and results in cytoplasmic flows
along the oocyte’s animal-vegetal axisq. Similar obser-
vations have been made for Drosophila embryos, where
apical constrictions instead of surface contraction waves
lead to cytoplasmic flows [189], and in Drosophila neu-
roblasts where cortical contractions induce flows in the
cortex [190].

Next to deforming the cell shape, contractions of the
actomyosin cortex can also lead to cortical flows, either
as a consequence of spatially inhomogeneous actomyosin
activity [4] or anisotropic cortical tension [191] (Fig. 4b).
For example, cortical flows in C. elegans zygotes prior
to PAR polarization arise due to nonuniform actomyosin
activity [4]. Through hydrodynamic coupling, such flows
may also induce cytoplasmic flows [53, 92].

How are protein patterns controlled by mechanical
guiding cues? It has been suggested that a combination
of pattern guidance by cortical flows and biochemical in-
teractions may be ultimately responsible for the polar-
ization mechanism in C. elegans zygotes [4]. Prior to po-
larization, a mechanical inhomogeneity in the cell cortex,
induced by the symmetry-breaking introduction of a cen-
trosome into the zygote, causes the cell cortex to contract
asymmetrically. Here, the reduced actomyosin contractil-
ity at the posterior pole leads to anterior-directed cortical
flow. Once symmetry is broken, the cortical flows and the
associated anterior-directed cytoplasmic flows lead to a
redistribution of PAR proteins, which in turn control and
maintain the asymmetric actomyosin contractility of the

q Animal-vegetal axis – Symmetry axis in oocytes, along which
the developmental activity varies, separating the cell into two
distinct poles.

cortex, thereby giving rise to a self-regulating polariza-
tion mechanism. These observations underline the key
role of mechanical guiding cues in the process of protein
pattern formation.

VI. UPCOMING CHALLENGES

In this review, we have focused on guidance mecha-
nisms in model biological organisms that have been stud-
ied experimentally, and for which theoretical models ex-
ist. However, a much larger number of cellular processes
rely on guiding cues and whose underlying biophysical
mechanisms are still unknown. To conclude this review,
we outline some promising recent developments in the
field of protein pattern formation that build upon the
recognition of the important role of guiding cues.

A. Robustness against guiding cues

Guiding cues can vary over time, as evidenced by cell
size and shape, which change throughout the cell cycle.
Moreover, these changes can affect the process of pro-
tein pattern formation in quite different ways: Protein
patterns can either adapt to the changing guiding cues
as discussed in this review, or they can be impervious
to variations in geometric, mechanical, and biochemical
factors. Pattern-forming mechanisms that are robust to
changes in cell geometry or mechanics have recently been
identified in various systems [94, 144], but a general un-
derstanding of robustness in pattern formation is still
lacking. Future research on pattern formation mecha-
nisms in living cells will reveal whether there are more
examples where the formation of protein patterns adapts
to be robust to the effects of cell mechanics and geometry.
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B. Mechanochemical feedback loops

We discussed above how protein patterns can flexibly
adjust to changes in the physical properties of cells. How-
ever, proteins can also actively modify the mechanical
properties of the cell, resulting in a feedback loop be-
tween cell mechanics and protein patterns. Various theo-
retical studies showed that the coupling to cell mechanics
in such mechanochemical feedback loops can lead to the
formation of protein patterns [100, 192–197]. For exam-
ple, coupling of a contractility-regulating chemical agent
to an active fluid surface can result in shape deforma-
tions of axisymmetric surfaces, accompanied by polar-
ization of the chemical agent [101]. This phenomenon
shows similarities to the aforementioned self-reinforcing
polarity mechanism of C. elegans, where cortical flows are
created by asymmetric actomyosin activity [191]. In ad-
dition, a recent experimental study showed that the spa-
tiotemporal patterning of the Min protein system can in-
duce substantial shape deformations in GUVsr [198, 199].
This observation suggests a generic interplay between
reaction-diffusion dynamics and membrane mechanics.
We hypothesize that membrane properties, such as spon-
taneous curvature, may influence the kinetics of protein
binding, and vice versa [7, 98, 102]. In combination with
the hydrodynamic coupling of the cell membrane to the
cortex and the cytosol, this can lead to a mutual feed-
back between the dynamics of protein patterns and cell
shape.

A theoretical characterization of this two-way coupling
between biochemical processes and cell mechanics is a
promising avenue for future research [200]. Since such
mechanochemical models need to account for protein re-
action–diffusion dynamics as well as a dynamically vary-
ing three-dimensional cell shape, they are challenging
to study both analytically and numerically [192, 196,
201, 202]. In future research, it will be important to
further develop methods and, in particular, biologically
realistic three-dimensional models, such that they can
be compared to quantitative experimental data and con-
tribute to the interpretation of experimental results in
mechanochemical model systems.

Mechanochemical feedback loops are a special case of
a general phenomenon that can be observed in many
pattern-forming systems: may patterns in cells are not
the result of a single guiding cue, but are the products of
multiple interacting cues and processes [53, 75, 79, 203–
205]. However, it is often difficult to separate all the
processes involved in the robust formation of functional
protein patterns in living cells, as the example of C. el-
egans polarisation shows [3, 8, 53, 93]. Recognizing and
incorporating such interacting processes into the theoret-
ical analysis of pattern-forming systems will therefore be
a major task for future research on pattern formation.

r GUV – Giant unilamellar vesicle, an artificial spherical chamber
bounded by a lipid bilayer that mimics the membrane of cells.

C. Perspectives for pattern guidance

At the conceptual level, we currently face three main
challenges in the context of understanding the biophysi-
cal basis of pattern guidance. These relate to (i) progress
in the study of fundamental aspects of processes in liv-
ing systems far from thermal equilibrium, (ii) finding the
right level of simplification for a given complex biologi-
cal system, and (iii) improving both computational and
experimental tools. In the long term, meeting these chal-
lenges will be vital to advancing our knowledge of pattern
guidance, pattern formation, and information processing
in biology in general.

1. New frontiers in non-equilibrium physics

Several interesting physics questions arise from the bi-
ological model systems we have discussed in this review.
A central issue concerns how the dynamics of pattern-
forming systems are mechanistically controlled by spa-
tial and temporal gradients. These gradients lead to a
variety of fascinating phenomena including information
processing [147], templating [164], and hierarchies of dif-
ferent patterns [94]. Since these gradients can form for
different physical quantities they can influence the for-
mation of patterns in many ways. Among others, we
have discussed spatially varying reaction kinetics which
can lead to the localization of trigger waves in bistable
media. But any gradient in an intensive thermodynamic
variable, such as a chemical potential, can give rise to cor-
responding particle currents, as described by the laws of
non-equilibrium thermodynamics [206]. Transport prop-
erties are also strongly influenced by spatial variations
in kinetic coefficients such as diffusion constants. These
processes lead to additional advection currents which we
have not addressed in this review. Moreover, due to
dynamic feedback between these particle currents and
protein patterns, the gradients themselves may become
part of the dynamics rather than acting solely as exter-
nal guiding cues. This greatly expands the possibilities
for future theoretical and experimental research on this
topic.

2. Levels of biological complexity

Another crucial and actually quite general challenge
is how to deal with the different levels of complexity in
biological systems. For example, the full extents of inter-
action networks of proteins are generally unknown, and
it is often unclear whether integrating all possible in-
teraction pathways into a theoretical model is actually
necessary to explain a particular phenomenon [207, 208].
Even in cases where networks are fully characterized, the
information flow through the reaction network can be
difficult to understand. Methods to analyse such infor-
mation flows have been developed for well-mixed reaction
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systems, such as the modular response analysis [209]. For
spatially extended systems, where information is stored
and processed by patterns, such methods have yet to be
developed.

In addition, temporal regulatory mechanisms, such
as cell-cycle-induced gene regulation, are often excluded
from models of pattern forming system, even though the
relevance of such regulatory mechanisms for pattern for-
mation is not fully understood yet [140, 210]. Where
such mechanisms are in place, global mass conservation –
which is a cornerstone in many models of protein pattern
formation – does not apply anymore, opening an avenue
to additional concepts for pattern formation [104].

Avoiding the overfitting of models, and separating im-
portant components of interaction networks from irrele-
vant interactions (on the time scale of interest), are both
difficult to achieve, and this presents major difficulties
for theory and mathematical modeling. Ultimately, the-
oretical frameworks need to be developed that allow for a
systematic coarse-graining that shows how the manifold
components of a biological system can be reduced to its
core elements. Such reductionism, at least for someone
trained in physics, is the silver bullet to determining fun-
damental principles and improving our understanding.

3. Finding the right level of geometric representation

Similarly, the question of how theory should deal with
the dimensionality and geometric form of biological sys-
tems needs careful consideration. For example, reduc-
ing the dimension of a specific system, e.g., to simplified
one-dimensional models, may help to obtain an analyti-
cally more accessible representation. While such a sim-
plification can be useful for gaining insight into the un-
derlying dynamics and for guiding experiments, it may
also obscure important aspects of pattern guidance. As
pointed out in this review, certain phenomena, such as
curvature sensing, only occur in realistic geometries and
would therefore be erased in simplified one-dimensional
models [2, 3]. In essence, the complexity of biological
systems must be reduced in order to understand them
better. However, the challenge for future models is to
find the appropriate level of simplification without loss
of crucial features.

4. How to face the challenge of multiphysics problems

In addition, many experimental results indicate that
pattern formation, and pattern guidance in particular,
are the result of a tight interplay between biochemi-
cal interactions, hydrodynamics of cellular substrates,
and membrane mechanics [4, 121, 191, 211]. While nu-
merous theoretical advances have been made in each of
these areas (e.g., reaction-diffusion dynamics and non-
equilibrium physics), there is so far no unified theoretical
and computational approach that would allow a thorough

analysis of such multiphysics problems. Therefore, in or-
der to gain a deeper understanding of pattern guidance in
realistic biological systems, a comprehensive theoretical
framework that allows the study of the interplay between
these different fields of physics must be developed.

5. Improving experimental and computational methods

Another roadblock that impedes progress is the lim-
ited availability of experimental, analytical and compu-
tational tools. On the experimental side, the current
challenges, to name just a few examples, are to improve
the spatial and temporal resolution of the quantities of
interest (e.g., proteins) and to access quantitative infor-
mation such as local densities, reaction rates, transport
properties, and forces. In addition, conducting experi-
ments under well controlled conditions, where only one
or a few parameters are adjusted at a time, is often dif-
ficult owing to the associated technical demands, as well
as the inherent complexity of biological systems. Future
progress in this area would greatly enhance our ability to
make more detailed comparisons with theory.

Concerning computational approaches, the simula-
tion of multiphysics problems presents a major obsta-
cle. In particular, the numerical implementation of bulk-
boundary coupled reaction-diffusion systems in combina-
tion with hydrodynamics and deformable, time-evolving
membranes, is an important task for future research. The
primary difficulties here lie in the development of an ef-
ficient and stable numerical approach that allows one to
solve multiphysics problems in which the numerical do-
main itself is part of the solution. In the case of reaction-
diffusion dynamics on dynamic membranes without cou-
pling to a bulk volume, this can be addressed by de-
riving the time-evolution of the surface from the (nor-
mal) variation of a free energy functional that describes
the mechanical properties of the membrane [18, 98–102].
However, this does not account for dynamics in the bulk,
such as intracellular flows and bulk-boundary coupling
of protein reactions. Promising approaches that can
cope with these problems in the future are the level-set
and the phase-field methods [212, 213]. These strate-
gies allow one to segregate the computational domain
into different regions (e.g. interior and exterior of a cell),
where the interface between these regions corresponds
to a (smooth) boundary (that could represent, e.g., the
cell membrane). In this way, one can define and solve a
coupled set of partial differential equations between dif-
ferent regions, including the interface, and at the same
time allow these regions to evolve over time by solving
the level-set or phase-field equation. Most notably, the
phase-field method is being used in current research to
model cell migration [214], with applications to reaction-
diffusion systems arising only recently [215–218]. At the
same time, new methods are being developed [219]. In
the long run, it will be a challenge to not only model a
deformable domain, but also incorporate the biochemical
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and mechanical details of membranes in computational
approaches.

VII. SUMMARY

We have presented a summary of the recent progress
in understanding the biophysical mechanisms underlying
the guidance and control of protein patterns. In essence,
one distinguishes between geometric, biochemical, and
mechanical guidance cues.

First, geometric effects can control protein pattern for-
mation, with the cell size affecting the bulk-boundary
ratio and the relative penetration depth of cytosolic con-
centration gradients. In addition, pattern formation can
be limited by finite-size effects. Geometric effects im-
posed by the cell shape – such as the local membrane
curvature that controls the distribution of curvature-
sensing proteins, and the overall cell shape, which af-
fects the curvature-dependent probability that a protein
will encounter the membrane – can also serve as guid-
ing cues. Second, we reviewed how protein patterns can
guide other protein patterns via biochemical interactions.
Spatial information that is encoded in one protein pat-
tern can be interpreted through protein-protein interac-
tions, thereby transforming the spatial coordinate into
a control parameter for downstream protein reactions.
This gives rise to a wide range of different pattern guid-
ance mechanisms, including threshold localization, edge-
sensing, and phoretic transport. Third, mechanical guid-
ing cues, among which flow and stress gradients are of
particular relevance, can affect protein pattern forma-
tion. Finally, we outlined open questions and the associ-
ated experimental, theoretical, and numerical challenges
that need to be faced to improve our understanding of
guided pattern formation.

We believe that the mechanisms presented in this re-
view can be applied to a wide range of processes in which
spatial information is processed, such as cell migration,
cytokinesis, and morphogenesis. To advance our under-
standing of the physical basis and biological relevance
of pattern formation, further research on the concepts of
pattern guidance will be required, as well as more refined
methods to explain experimental observations. Taken
together, this could ultimately contribute to the char-
acterization of general biophysical principles of spatial
information processing in living cells.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

A. Methods of analysing pattern formation

1. Reactive equilibrium

Chemical reactions convert reactants to products and
vice versa, thus resulting in fluxes. An equilibrium state

is reached if the sum of all fluxes equals zero, which de-
termines the equilibrium concentrations of constituents.
This equilibrium state is commonly referred to as a reac-
tive equilibrium, and is generally distinct from a thermo-
dynamic chemical equilibrium because fluxes can orig-
inate from non-equilibrium processes (broken detailed
balance) [220]. One example are NTPase cycles, in which
proteins detach from the membrane and must undergo a
conformational change before they can re-attach. The
reactive equilibrium in this case is given by a balance
between reactive fluxes onto and off the membrane.

Mathematically, the reaction kinetics of a well-mixed
system are expressed by ordinary differential equations
(ODEs)

∂tu(t) = f(u) , (5)

where f(u) contains the (nonlinear) interactions between
the components of u and therefore corresponds to the
sum of individual reactive fluxes. Formally, a reactive
equilibrium conforms to the steady state solution ∂tu = 0
of Eq. (5) and is termed the fixed point of the ODE sys-
tem, i.e. f(u∗) = 0 for steady state solutions u∗. In gen-
eral, the long-term dynamics are governed by attractors
of the nonlinear system, whose properties are the subject
of the field of dynamical systems theory [13].

2. Phase space analysis

To assess the qualitative dynamics of nonlinear dynam-
ics systems, one must often resort to geometric phase
space analysis (Fig. 5b). In phase space, each point cor-
responds to a specific state of the system, with the phase
space flow tracing out the time evolution of the system.
Next to the flow lines, fixed points (f(u∗) = 0) and null-
clines (fi(u) = 0) are characteristic features which reflect
the topology of phase space. In particular, this represen-
tation allows one to identify important features of the
system, such as steady states or limit cycles.

As a characteristic example, consider the phase space
diagram shown in Fig. 5b, for a two-component system
whose dynamics are given by ∂tu1 = −u1 + u21 u2 and
∂tu2 = u1 − u2. Intersections of the nullclines correspond
to fixed points, whose stability can be determined by vi-
sualizing the phase space flow. The system at hand pos-
sesses one stable fixed point and one saddle fixed point.
Given a specific initial state, the time evolution of this
state can be determined by following the flow line, which
provides qualitative information about the system’s dy-
namics.

3. Dispersion relation

In spatially extended systems, patterns typically form
when a (spatially homogeneous) steady state is unstable
against random spatial perturbations. The formal way to
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flux-balance subspace

nullcline

reactive flux diffusive flux perturbation reactive equilibria

local phase spaces

FIG. 5. Geometric analysis of nonlinear dynamics: (a) The number and stability of reactive equilibria (fixed points)
depends, in general, on the reaction kinetics f(u; a), where a is a control parameter. (b) Characteristic phase space diagram
showing the system’s fixed points, which can be derived from the nullclines (blue, orange); the separatrices (black) divide the
phase space into qualitatively distinct areas. The time evolution of a given initial state (red square) is represented by the flow
line associated with this state (red line). (c) Front propagation. Left: The reaction kinetics f(u) determine the speed v of the
wave. Right: For noisy initial conditions interpolating between the two stable plateaus u±, the reaction kinetics first lead to
a smoothening of the perturbation and then result in directed front propagation at velocity v. (d) Illustration of the mass-
redistribution instability in phase-space for the biologically relevant limit Dc � Dm. The homogeneous steady state (black
open circle) is determined from the intersection between the local phase space of the total average mass n̄ (thick blue line) and
the reactive nullcline f(m, c) = 0 (thick black line). A spatial perturbation δn around this homogeneous state causes spatial
gradients of the local total density in real space (inset top right). In phase space, the perturbation is represented by local phase
spaces (thin blue lines) that contain masses that differ from the homogeneous state, and therefore lead to reactive fluxes (red
arrows) towards the reactive equilibria (orange filled circles). This leads to a growing inhomogeneous density distribution in
real space, which is further amplified by diffusive fluxes (orange arrows). Note that, since cytosolic diffusion is much faster than
membrane diffusion Dc � Dm, diffusive fluxes must point along the vertical direction. The steady state density distribution
in real space is represented by the flux-balance subspace in phase space (thick gray line) [163]. The constant η0 determines the
vertical position of the flux-balance subspace in phase space and can be interpreted as the (spatial) average cytosolic density.

probe for instabilities is to perform a linear stability anal-
ysis: One first expands spatial perturbations in normal
modes and then linearizes the dynamics around a spa-
tially homogeneous steady state u∗. From the linearized
system, one can determine the dispersion relation σ(qn),
which relates the growth rate σ of perturbations to their
respective mode number qn. A typical dispersion relation
is shown in Fig. 2d. Positive values of the growth rate in-
dicate that spatial perturbations are amplified and grow
exponentially. Since the critical mode qc with the high-
est growth rate is expected to dominate near onset, this
unstable mode sets the characteristic wavelength of the
initial pattern. However, in general, the dispersion re-
lation only informs about the characteristic length scale
of the pattern in the vicinity of the homogeneous steady
state [1]; the dominant length scale of the final pattern
can be quite different.

B. Nonlinear feedback in protein pattern formation

1. Bistability and propagation of bistable fronts

Feedback loops are ubiquitous in biological systems
and essential for many cellular processes [105, 110, 142].
For instance, the calcium waves that follow fertilization
of an egg are the result of a positive feedback loop in
which cytosolic calcium promotes the flow of additional
calcium into the cytoplasm [105]. In general, feedback
loops lead to nonlinear dynamics that exhibit multiple
(linearly stable) reactive equilibria [221]. A common case
is bistability, where the dynamics ∂tu = f(u) has three
reactive equilibria, two of which are (linearly) stable (u±)
and one of which is (linearly) unstable (u0). Consider a
spatially extended bistable system with spatially uniform
reaction kinetics f(u), described by the reaction-diffusion
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equation

∂tu(x, t) = D∂2xu(x, t) + f(u(x, t)) . (6)

In such a system, a front-like profile, where an inter-
face connects two plateaus at the two linearly stable
fixed points u− and u+ (Fig. 5c), will propagate [106]:
one plateau invades the other with a constant velocity
v ∼ −

∫ u+

u−
du f(u). These fronts will come to a halt only

for a certain choice of parameters, namely when the areas
enclosed by f(u) in the intervals [u−, u0] and [u0, u+] are
equal [16].

2. Mass-redistribution instability

A general design feature of biochemical networks un-
derlying protein self-assembly is that their dynamics (ap-
proximately) preserve the mass of each protein species;
i.e., on the time scale of pattern formation, both protein
production and protein degradation can be neglected.
Some key features of the patterning dynamics can al-
ready be seen with a two-component, mass-conserving
system consisting of a cytosolic (c) and a membrane (m)
species in one spatial dimension [16, 163]:

∂tm(x, t) = Dm∂
2
xm+ f(m, c), (7a)

∂tc(x, t) = Dc∂
2
xc− f(m, c). (7b)

It is instructive to consider the system’s dynamics in
(m, c) phase space. The reactive nullcline (f(m, c) = 0)
typically shows a N-shape. Since the reaction kinetics are
mass-conserving, reactive flows tend to remain within the
corresponding local phase spaces (n(x, t) = m+ c), and
point towards the reactive equilibria determined by the
intersection points of these local phase spaces with the
reactive nullcline [163]. Now consider a homogeneous
steady state n̄ in phase space that intersects the null-
cline in a region of negative slope. Spatial perturba-
tions δn around the homogeneous steady state lead to
a shift of the local reactive equilibria. Due to the result-
ing reactive currents, an upward shift δn in total density
leads to a decrease in cytosolic density and vice versa
(Fig. 5d). This gives rise to cytosolic concentration gra-
dients, which in turn lead to diffusive fluxes, creating a
positive feedback loop. Eventually, a steady-state pat-
tern is reached when the diffusion currents at the mem-
brane and in the cytosol balance out. In phase space,
the steady state is represented by a flux-balance subspace
given by c̃(x) +Dm/Dc m̃(x) = η0, where η0 is a con-
stant. In summary, this pattern formation mechanism in-
volves an intricate coupling between mass-redistribution
and local reaction kinetics [16, 163].
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[59] Felix Höfling and Thomas Franosch. Anomalous trans-
port in the crowded world of biological cells. Reports on
Progress in Physics, 76(4):046602, 2013.

[60] G Meacci, J Ries, E Fischer-Friedrich, N Kahya,
P Schwille, and K Kruse. Mobility of Min-proteins in Es-
cherichia coli measured by fluorescence correlation spec-
troscopy. Physical Biology, 3(4):255, 2006.

[61] Ronald D Vale. The Molecular Motor Toolbox for In-
tracellular Transport. Cell, 112(4):467–480, 2003.

[62] Manfred Schliwa and Günther Woehlke. Molecular mo-
tors. Nature, 422(6933):759–765, 2003.

[63] Anatoly B. Kolomeisky. Motor Proteins and Molecular
Motors. CRC Press, Boca Raton, 2015.

[64] Himanshu Pandey, Emanuel Reithmann, Alina
Goldstein-Levitin, Jawdat Al-Bassam, Erwin Frey, and
Larisa Gheber. Drag-induced directionality switching
of kinesin-5 Cin8 revealed by cluster-motility analysis.
Science Advances, 7(6):eabc1687, 2021.

[65] Günther Woehlke and Manfred Schliwa. Walking on
two heads: the many talents of kinesin. Nature Reviews
Molecular Cell Biology, 1(1):50–58, 2000.

[66] Yui Jin, Azmiri Sultana, Pallavi Gandhi, Edward
Franklin, Susan Hamamoto, Amir R. Khan, Mary Mun-

son, Randy Schekman, and Lois S. Weisman. Myosin V
Transports Secretory Vesicles via a Rab GTPase Cas-
cade and Interaction with the Exocyst Complex. Devel-
opmental Cell, 21(6):1156–1170, 2011.

[67] Marie Evangelista, David Pruyne, David C. Amberg,
Charles Boone, and Anthony Bretscher. Formins direct
Arp2/3-independent actin filament assembly to polarize
cell growth in yeast. Nature Cell Biology, 4(1):32–41,
2002.

[68] Alex Mogilner and George Oster. Force Generation by
Actin Polymerization II: The Elastic Ratchet and Teth-
ered Filaments. Biophysical Journal, 84(3):1591–1605,
2003.

[69] Arshad Desai and Timothy J. Mitchison. Microtubule
Polymerization Dynamics. Annual Review of Cell and
Developmental Biology, 13(1):83–117, 1997.

[70] Jesse Stricker, Paul Maddox, E. D. Salmon, and
Harold P. Erickson. Rapid assembly dynamics of the
Escherichia coli FtsZ-ring demonstrated by fluorescence
recovery after photobleaching. Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, 99(5):3171–3175, 2002.

[71] Martin Loose and Timothy J. Mitchison. The bacte-
rial cell division proteins FtsA and FtsZ self-organize
into dynamic cytoskeletal patterns. Nature Cell Biol-
ogy, 16(1):38–46, 2014.

[72] Alexandre W. Bisson-Filho, Yen-Pang Hsu, Geor-
gia R. Squyres, Erkin Kuru, Fabai Wu, Calum Jukes,
Yingjie Sun, Cees Dekker, Seamus Holden, Michael S.
VanNieuwenhze, Yves V. Brun, and Ethan C. Gar-
ner. Treadmilling by FtsZ filaments drives peptido-
glycan synthesis and bacterial cell division. Science,
355(6326):739–743, 2017.

[73] Matthias Krause and Alexis Gautreau. Steering cell mi-
gration: lamellipodium dynamics and the regulation of
directional persistence. Nature Reviews Molecular Cell
Biology, 15(9):577–590, 2014.

[74] Hilary A Snaith, Itaru Samejima, and Kenneth E Sawin.
Multistep and multimode cortical anchoring of tea1p
at cell tips in fission yeast. The EMBO Journal,
24(21):3690–3699, 2005.

[75] Nicolas Minc, Scott V. Bratman, Roshni Basu, and Fred
Chang. Establishing New Sites of Polarization by Mi-
crotubules. Current Biology, 19(2):83–94, 2009.

[76] Arne Gennerich and Ronald D Vale. Walking the walk:
how kinesin and dynein coordinate their steps. Current
Opinion in Cell Biology, 21(1):59–67, 2009.

[77] George M. Langford. Myosin-V, a Versatile Motor for
Short-Range Vesicle Transport. Traffic, 3(12):859–865,
2002.

[78] Juan Mata and Paul Nurse. tea1 and the Microtubular
Cytoskeleton Are Important for Generating Global Spa-
tial Order within the Fission Yeast Cell. Cell, 89(6):939–
949, 1997.

[79] Jian-geng Chiou, Mohan K. Balasubramanian, and
Daniel J. Lew. Cell Polarity in Yeast. Annual Review
of Cell and Developmental Biology, 33(1):1–25, 2016.

[80] Stephen M. Huisman and Damian Brunner. Cell polar-
ity in fission yeast: A matter of confining, positioning,
and switching growth zones. Seminars in Cell & Devel-
opmental Biology, 22(8):799–805, 2011.

[81] Hisashi Tatebe, Koichi Shimada, Satoru Uzawa,
Susumu Morigasaki, and Kazuhiro Shiozaki.
Wsh3/Tea4 Is a Novel Cell-End Factor Essential
for Bipolar Distribution of Tea1 and Protects Cell



20

Polarity under Environmental Stress in S. pombe.
Current Biology, 15(11):1006–1015, 2005.

[82] Heidi Browning, Jacqueline Hayles, Juan Mata, Lauren
Aveline, Paul Nurse, and J. Richard McIntosh. Tea2p Is
a Kinesin-like Protein Required to Generate Polarized
Growth in Fission Yeast. The Journal of Cell Biology,
151(1):15–28, 2000.

[83] Kim J. A. Vendel, Sophie Tschirpke, Fayezeh Shamsi,
Marileen Dogterom, and Liedewij Laan. Minimal in
vitro systems shed light on cell polarity. J Cell Sci,
132(4):jcs217554, 2019.

[84] Ye Dee Tay, Marcin Leda, Andrew B. Goryachev,
and Kenneth E. Sawin. Local and global Cdc42
guanine nucleotide exchange factors for fission yeast
cell polarity are coordinated by microtubules and
the Tea1–Tea4–Pom1 axis. Journal of Cell Science,
131(14):jcs216580, 2018.

[85] Raymond E. Goldstein and Jan-Willem van de Meent.
A physical perspective on cytoplasmic streaming. Inter-
face Focus, 5(4):20150030, 2015.

[86] Anthony G. Vecchiarelli, Min Li, Michiyo Mizuuchi, and
Kiyoshi Mizuuchi. Differential affinities of MinD and
MinE to anionic phospholipid influence Min patterning
dynamics in vitro. Molecular Microbiology, 93(3):453–
463, 2014.

[87] Veneta Gerganova, Iker Lamas, David M. Rutkowski,
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Schwarz, and Péter Lénárt. A cdk1 gradient guides sur-
face contraction waves in oocytes. Nature Communica-
tions, 8(1):849, 2017.

[178] Jennifer Landino, Marcin Leda, Ani Michaud, Zachary
Swider, Mariah Prom, Christine Field, William Bement,
Anthony G Vecchiarelli, Andrew Goryachev, and Ann L
Miller. Rho and F-Actin Self-Organize within an Arti-
ficial Cell Cortex. SSRN Electronic Journal, 2021.

[179] Sophie Marbach and Lydéric Bocquet. Osmosis, from
molecular insights to large-scale applications. Chemical
Society Reviews, 48(11):3102–3144, 2019.

[180] J L Anderson. Colloid Transport by Interfacial Forces.
Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics, 21(1):61–99, 1989.

[181] B.V. Derjaguin, S.S. Dukhin, and A.A. Korotkova. Dif-
fusiophoresis in electrolyte solutions and its role in the
Mechanism of the formation of films from caoutchouc
latexes by the ionic deposition method. Progress in Sur-
face Science, 43(1-4):153–158, 1993.

[182] Anthony G. Vecchiarelli, Keir C. Neuman, and Kiyoshi
Mizuuchi. A propagating ATPase gradient drives trans-
port of surface-confined cellular cargo. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 111(13):4880–4885,
2014.

[183] Takeshi Sugawara and Kunihiko Kaneko. Chemophore-
sis as a driving force for intracellular organization: The-
ory and application to plasmid partitioning. BIO-
PHYSICS, 7:77–88, 2011.

[184] Greg M. Allen, Alex Mogilner, and Julie A. Theriot.
Electrophoresis of Cellular Membrane Components Cre-
ates the Directional Cue Guiding Keratocyte Galvano-
taxis. Current Biology, 23(7):560–568, 2013.

[185] S. Iacopini and R. Piazza. Thermophoresis in protein
solutions. Europhysics Letters, 63(2):247–253, 2003.

[186] Jérémie Palacci, Cécile Cottin-Bizonne, Christophe
Ybert, and Lydéric Bocquet. Osmotic traps for col-
loids and macromolecules based on logarithmic sensing
in salt taxis. Soft Matter, 8(4):980–994, 2011.

[187] Philipp Glock, Beatrice Ramm, Tamara Heermann,
Simon Kretschmer, Jakob Schweizer, Jonas Mücksch,
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