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A thermodynamic approach to adhesion and deformation of DN A-bound droplets
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Here we derive and experimentally test a free energy functional that captures the adhesion of
DNA-coated emulsion droplets. Generalizing previous approaches, the theory combines important
energetic and entropic effects of microscopic DNA mechanics and droplet elasticity. It simultaneously
predicts adhesion size, morphology, and binder concentration as a function of experimental control
parameters. Notably, droplets transition from undeformed binding to flat droplet interfaces at a
characteristic DNA coverage. These equilibrium predictions agree quantitatively with experiments
on droplet-substrate and droplet-droplet binding, revealing a weak effective binding strength of
3.7+ 0.3k T owing to entropic costs. Our results open the path to rich design strategies for making

colloidal architectures.

Biological cells are a prime example of a system
in which membrane deformation and molecular adhe-
sion dictate cellular self-assembly into large-scale struc-
tures, such as tissues [I]. Their shape distribution
and adhesion strength are crucial to biological func-
tion [2].  Analogously, droplets [3], vesicles [4, 5],
and colloids [6H8] coated with ligands are known to
self-assemble into programmable architectures, such as
chains [9], foldamers [I0], clusters [11] [12], soft gels [13],
and biomimetic tissues [I4]. These systems offer av-
enues for biomimicry in simplified model systems to
help understand mechanisms underlying biological pro-
cesses [Tl I5HI7]. Moreover, they open the path to tun-
ability in materials with novel mechanical and optical
properties [18H20].

On the molecular scale, the binder strength, flexibil-
ity, and specificity of interactions have been shown to
influence the structure of self-assembled particulate net-
works [12 2I]. On the scale of the particles, increasing
the concentration of binders at the interface leads to more
connected networks with a higher valence [22] and larger
deformations away from spherical [I6]. Further, decreas-
ing the stiffness of the particles or the surface tension
of emulsion droplets allows for the formation of cohesive
packings that mimic tissues [14].

To gain greater control over these systems, it is neces-
sary to construct a theoretical model that relates molec-
ular binder properties to the self-assembly of the con-
stituent particles. The literature spans from microscopic
models of protein-mediated cell adhesion [23H26] and cel-
lular recognition [27], to DNA-binding of vesicles [5], and
biomimetic droplets [9} [16]. These models balance ligand
binding strength with particle elasticity to reach mechan-
ical equilibrium, which is distinct from adhering solid
particles, where the ligands are immobile and the binding
region is limited by the spherical geometry of the inter-
faces [7, 8,28, 29]. In the case of droplet-droplet binding,
low concentrations of DNA result in adhesions with ex-
tended linkers between spherical interfaces [9]. Adding
more DNA binders to the droplet surfaces leads to pro-
gressively larger and denser adhesion patches, which can

deform into flat interfaces if the binders overcome the
surface tension cost.

Here we combine experiments and theory to develop a
thermodynamic model for the deformed droplet regime,
as shown in the schematics of fig. [[] The cost of the en-
ergy of deformation, governed by surface tension v, bal-
ances with the configurational entropy gain of the binders
to give the equilibrium patch DNA density and size as
a function of the total numbers of DNA N and N’ on
the droplet surfaces. Comparing the free energies of the
undeformed [9] and deformed bound droplets allows us
to identify the DNA coverage that favors the deformed
state. By varying surfactant concentration, we show that
emulsions with a lower surface tension require less DNA
to deform into flat patches, consistent with model predic-
tions. Once deformed, the area of adhesion A grows ap-
proximately with the square root of the number of DNAs
n inside the adhesion patch, in good agreement with the-
ory. While the nominal DNA binding strength e plays
an important role in determining the fraction of DNA
recruited from the droplet surface into the patch, it does
not significantly affect patch size. Thus, our statistical
mechanics approach describes equilibrium droplet adhe-
sion spanning spherical and deformed regimes, allowing
one to tune macroscopic adhesion shape and strength
from the bottom up.

The free energy functional of the deformed system con-
sists of the energy gain of DNA hybridization, the energy
costs of binder stretching, crowding, and surface defor-
mation, and the configurational entropy changes due to
binder recruitment from the surface into the adhesion
patch,

Fop=F+Fs+F+F, —KgTnQc. (1)

At high droplet coverage and significant deformation, the
theory assumes that the DNA linkers stand perpendicu-
lar to the bound interfaces, implying that the steric repul-
sion between the strands F,. is negligible. Additionally,
the Debye length in our system is on the order of 1nm,
such that electrostatic repulsion can be ignored.



FIG. 1. Schematics of undeformed (top) and deformed
(bottom) droplet adhesion via DNA linkers in the droplet-
substrate (a) and droplet-droplet (c) experiments. Fluores-
cence microscopy images of droplet-substrate (b) and droplet-
droplet (d) binding show a distribution of adhesion patches.
Zooms show ring and disk adhesion morphologies on the sub-
strate, while dimer droplets exhibit both perimeter and patch
fluorescence. Scale bars are 5 pm.

The total hybridization energy F;, = —en is reduced by
a uniform molecular stretching penalty F; = sgn, where
n is the number of DNAs in a patch. The resulting effec-
tive binding energy is balanced against the cost of droplet
deformation, modeled as

A2
F,=vy— 2
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where v is the number of deforming surfaces, v is the sur-
face tension and A and Ag are the areas of the deformed
patch and the undeformed droplet surface, respectively
[30]. Equation (2) is accurate if A < Ay. Finally, config-
urational entropy is modeled by counting the number of
microstates Q¢ that N and N’ DNA binders on the two
surfaces can assemble into

Qc= (N ) (N /> nlA"a"(Ag— AN (Ag— AN (3)
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where a = 1 (607% + 06*%) is the linker area that char-
acterizes the closeness needed by a DNA binder to find
a partner in the patch, for initial DNA concentrations

Co = N/A0,06 = N//AO [31]

Minimizing the free energy with respect to A and n
respectively gives
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with €. = €— s¢ and the mean N = ((N% + N’%) /2)2.
Simultaneously solving equations and predicts A
and n as a function of experimental control parameters,
N, N’, and ~. Note that when the density of DNA out-
side the patch is low, eq. simplifies to a square root
law for the growth of A with n,

| AoKBT

Interestingly, the patch area does not depend on the DNA
binding energy in this limit.

To test the model, DNA-coated silane droplets stabi-
lized with SDS surfactant are bound to a substrate sur-
face coated with mobile complementary DNA of concen-
tration ¢, (fig. [[{a)). In this case, the theory remains
quantitatively valid when setting v = 1 and N’ = ¢, Ay.
High-intensity fluorescent adhesions are observed under
the microscope (fig. [I{b)), resolving the patch size A
and radial distribution of DNA, whose integral gives
n. These data reveal the onset of droplet deformation
by the change in morphology from ring-shaped to disk-
shaped adhesions, as shown by the examples in the zoom
in fig. [I{b). Given that the droplets are above the fo-
cal plane, it is not possible to measure their perime-
ter intensity, from which N could be inferred. There-
fore, a second set of experiments is performed using
droplet-droplet dimers (v = 2, fig. c)) functionalized
with complementary DNA with distinct fluorescent la-
bels (fig. [1fd)). Here the intensities of both the patches
and the droplet perimeters are simultaneously quantified,
determining N, N’ as well as n.

We use the droplet-substrate data to test the effect of
surface tension on the transition from undeformed to de-
formed binding and subsequent patch growth. In fig. a)
we plot A versus n for droplets with varying amounts of
TMN co-surfactant. All data collapses onto a curve with
a limiting patch area Ajn, = 0.9um? at low n, consis-
tent with the geometric undeformed area Ay, = 27 Ry L,
where Ry = 3.0 £ 0.3um is the droplet radius and
L = 46nm is the theoretical linker contour length, cf. [9].
The behavior changes qualitatively for higher n, show-
ing continuous growth above Aj,. This growth is well
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FIG. 2. (a) Growth of droplet-substrate adhesion patch area
A with n exhibits a fast rise up to the undeformed droplet
limit plateau (dot-dashed line), followed by a gradual increase
in the deformed regime, in good agreement with theory and
eq. @ Data is shown for 1, 2, and 3 mM TMN cosurfac-
tant concentrations in green, red, and blue, respectively. The
transition nc is predicted to increase with surface tension (in-
set black line and grey shaded region). (b) Ring probability
P(Ring) sharply decreases with n, giving experimental esti-
mates for nc (inset in panel (a)). Panels (c¢) and (d) show the
radial DNA profiles in ring and disk morphologies (indicated
by arrows in panel (a)). Scale bars are 1 pm.

fit by eq. @ using increasing surface tensions with de-
creasing TMN concentration, consistent with measured
values [33]. Patches with A > Ay, show a decreased like-
lihood of ring morphology P(Ring)(fig. b)), consistent
with the transition from a spherical droplet to one with
a flat interface. Sigmoidal fits show that P(Ring) = 0.5
is crossed at higher n with increasing surface tension, as
shown in the inset in fig. [2(a). The error bars correspond
to the gap in data around the transition point, which may
be due to hysteretic effects. Figure [2| Panels (¢) and (d)
show typical radial profiles of DNA before and after this
transition, at points indicated on the graph in fig. a).

Droplet-droplet binding data reveals a similar growth
in the area versus patch DNA curve (fig. Bfa)) as
the droplet-substrate case, in good agreement with the

square root law in eq. @ (dashed lines) for two emulsion
batches. Lines of best fit correspond to surface tensions
v = 2.8 and 4.4+ 0.2mNm~!. These droplets appear
softer than those in the droplet-substrate case because
of differences in surfactants [31]. Due to a lower spa-
tial resolution of patches, signatures of the morphology
transition are not apparent. On the other hand, the to-
tal number of DNA at the interface IV is readily mea-
sured, such that the full model solving Egs. and
can be tested using both n and N. Fitting the data
in fig. B(a),(b) with the full model (solid lines) gives
lower surface tensions v = 1.6 and 2.4 + 0.2mNm™!
than eq. (6) (dashed lines), as well as an effective bind-
ing energy €. = 3.7KpT £+ 0.3kgT. This discrepancy
is because the full model additionally takes into account
DNA recruitment and crowding effects inside the patch.
Indeed, the DNA spacing, obtained from the triangular
lattice spacing per molecule (2A4/ \/gn)% inside the patch,
asymptotically reaches the crystalline limit of 4.7 nm [32]
in fig.[3|(c). This packing density limit fixes the maximum
patch size possible with a given DNA binder. Growing
larger patches would require a decrease in surface tension
or lateral attractive interactions [14].

Commonly, an effective binding energy per molecule
is obtained from the logarithmic ratio of concentrations
inside and outside the patch, shown in fig. d). Both in
experiments and theory, this ratio decreases at large INV.
This is because the further growth of a patch becomes less
favorable due to increased crowding. The obtained values
are in the range of a few KpT, consistent with those
reported for the same DNA binders in the undeformed
regime in [9] where droplet-droplet binding was shown to
be reversible. While this ratio varies with N, the quantity
€eff 1S a property of the individual DNA molecules as
modeled in eq. . Its fitted value of 3.7kgT is much
lower than the expected —AG ~ 48kpT [34, [35] for the
DNA sequence used in this study because it includes the
conformational entropy loss of DNA molecules confined
in the binding patch, as well as the stretch energy per
molecule sg. For large N, the logarithmic concentration
ratio inferred from our theory with this value of e.g is in
good agreement with experiment (fig. [3{(d)).

Given the fact that we use the same DNA in both
sets of experiments, we can use the estimated value for
€eff in the full model for droplet-substrate binding. The
solid lines in fig. [JJa) show that the model successfully
predicts A for large n. In order to estimate the patch
coverage where the droplet first deforms, we now com-
pare the free energies Fp of the present formalism with
those of the undeformed droplet theory Fy [9]. The lat-
ter differs from eq. in two respects: the microstate
count Q¢ is evaluated in the limit of small n, and the
molecular contributions Fj, F,. vary with position in the
patch. This is because the spacing h between interfaces
varies with the position for undeformed droplets, result-
ing in non-uniform concentration profiles (cf. fig. [c)).
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FIG. 3. Droplet-droplet adhesion patch area A grows with the amount of DNA in the patch (a) and the total droplet DNA (b)
for two emulsion batches. Experimental data are fit with the theory to give estimates for the surface tension and the effective
binding strength. Fits with the simplified approach Eq. eq. @ are also shown for comparison. Note that the geometric limit
(dot-dash line) is at the resolution of the microscope in this case. (c) DNA spacing in the adhesion patches (inferred from n, A
assuming a triangular lattice) approaches the close-packing limit of DNA (dashed line) with increasing DNA coverage [32]. (d)
The natural logarithm of the concentration ratio inside and outside the patch shows an increase at large N due to crowding in

both experiments and theory.

The functional form of the nonlinear molecular spring en-
ergy s and the exclusion interaction between molecules
are kept the same in the deformed case. Note that we
do not neglect F;. in either Fy or Fp here, as the patch
coverage n at the undeformed/deformed transition is rel-
atively small. The uniform equilibrium distance hg be-
tween droplet and substrate in the deformed case is ob-
tained by minimizing Fp with respect to h, from which
the equilibrium spring energy per molecule sg = s(hg) is
deduced.

Figure {4 plots the free energies per molecule Fy/n
and Fp/n for the three surface tensions of fig. Pfa). This
identifies the y-dependent transition patch coverage ng
(gray shading, also shown in fig. [2(a),(b)). The func-
tional dependence ng(7y) predicted from theory is shown
as the solid line in the inset of fig. a), in good agree-
ment with the empirical transition values obtained from
experimental patch morphology data.

If we consider F/n to control the melting tempera-
ture of a patch, then fig. [ predicts that melting tem-
perature is maximized for sparsely covered undeformed
patches. On the other hand, the total free energy of the
patch, i.e. the binding strength, is significantly higher
in the deformed regime with large n. The kinetics of
the transition between the two states upon changes in
N remains an open question. However, the fact that
F/n is on the order of a few KgT implies that the sys-
tem is reconfigurable and will evolve towards the equi-
libria described here. Therefore, tuning the microscopic
properties of the binders and the mechanical properties
of the particles then allows for flexible control over the
shape, size, and strength of adhesion of particles with
mobile linkers. For instance, the spring energies could
be replaced with Hookean springs or catch bonds [36] in
the case of protein-protein adhesion, or additional lat-
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FIG. 4. Free energy per molecule as a function of patch DNA
n in the undeformed Fy and the deformed Fp cases, cal-
culated using experimentally deduced values of e.q and v in
the droplet-substrate case. The grey shaded region denotes
the predicted transition where Fuy/n = Fp/n, also shaded
in fig. a). Fp colors correspond to droplet surface tensions
shown in fig. 2}

eral interactions could be present, as in the case of DNA-
condensation [37] or cis-bound cadherins [38]. Alterna-
tively, droplets could be exchanged for soft particles with
Hertzian contact mechanics [39] or liposomes [40] with
membrane bending elasticity. These changes to the free
energy functional open the path to designing an even
broader variety of adhesive particles. Extending the the-
ory to higher coordination numbers will give rise to novel
particulate networks (e.g. colloidal gels) with well-defined
tunable architectures.
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Appendix
Droplet synthesis

Following the procedure outlined in [42], the droplets
were prepared with an amount ranging from 1 to
20% vol/vol monomer and 20% vol/vol ammonia was dis-
solved in deinoized (DI) water. The monomer portion was
comprised of diethoxydimethylsilane (Sigma Aldrich) for
droplet-substrate binding and of a mixture of dimeth-
oxydimethylsilane (Sigma Aldrich) and 3-Chloropropyl-
methyldimethoxysilane (Gelest), in 4:1 proportion, for
droplet-droplet binding. The additional monomer in
the droplet-droplet case is to ensure that these droplets
sink to the bottom of their flow cells for observation.
The droplets were washed of ammonia and reaction by-
products by centrifugation or dialysis with 5mmM SDS.

DNA sequences

A:azide Cy5 A GCA TTA CTT TCC GTC CCG AGA
GAC CTA ACT GAC ACG CTT CCCATCGCTATT
GTG AAC TCT TGT GAA CTC

A’ azide Cy3 A GCA TTA CTT TCC GTC CCG
AGA GAC CTA ACT GAC ACG CTT CCC ATC GCT
A GA GTT CAC AAG AGT TCA CAA

CS: TAG CGA TGG GAA GCG TGT CAG TTA
GGT CTC TCG GGA CGG AAA GTA ATG CT azide

Functionalizing droplets with DNA

The DNA-functionalized droplets
following the methods in [9 [42]. Briefly, the
azide-labeled DNA, purchased from Integrated
DNA Technologies, and 1,2-distearoyl-sn-glycero-3--
phosphoethanolamine-N-[dibenzocyclooctyl  (polyethy-
lene glycol)-2000](ammonium salt)(DSPE-PEG-DBCO,
Avanti Polar Lipids) are prepared as mobile binders to
functionalize the droplets as described in [9], 42].

were prepared

The mobile binders are diluted to known concen-
trations with a dilute droplet sample in 50 mMm NaCl
TE buffer, (50mmNaCl, 10mM Tris 1mm ethylenedi-
aminetetraacetic acid (EDTA)), to functionalize a known
quantity of droplets. After incubating, the droplets are
washed in 50 pL. NaCl TE buffer with 0.1% Triton-165 to
remove loosely attached DNA and then washed several
times in 50 mM NaCl TE buffer to remove the Triton-165
solution before being stored in stored in 50 mMm NaCl TE
buffer.

Microscopy

The droplets were observed using the 100x oil lens on
a Nikon Ti-E epifluorescence microscope. The A DNA
carries Cyb fluorescent dye while the A’ DNA carries Cy3
fluorescent dye, allowing for their imaging in separate
channels.

Custom built flow cell

To prepare the flow cell for the binding experiments,
glass slides and coverslips are first cleaned in a ~ 2% so-
lution of Helmanex (Sigma Aldrich) then plasma cleaned
in an Oy plasma bath for 30 min. After cleaning, the
slides and coverslips are hydrophobized with hexamethyl-
disilazane (Sigma Aldrich). For droplet-substrate exper-
iments, two coverslips are secured to a hydrophobized
slide with UV glue to produce a chamber. A third cov-
erslip is place over the chamber and secured with UV
glue as well. For droplet-droplet experiments, a piece of
parafilm is placed on a hydrophobized glass slide upon
which chambers approximately 1 mm wide are cut out.
A coverslip is placed over the chambers and secured by
heating the slide and parafilm.

Droplet-Substrate experiment

The droplet-substrate data was collected following the
procedure from [9]. Briefly, a custom-built flow chamber
is loaded with the fluorescent lipid-DNA complex, which
forms a mobile substrate on the surface of the chamber,
while the remainder is washed out. The chamber is then
filled with droplets in a buffer containing 20 mm MgCLs,
0.1% wt/vol Brij-35 surfactant, and 5mm Tris. Patches
are found using fluorescent and brightfield images ob-
tained from a 100x oil immersion lens using a Hough
transform. The average intensity of the patch is found
by summing the intensities of the patch pixels and then
dividing by the number of patch pixels. The radial pro-
files are found by drawing a ray from the center of the
patch to a distance 3 times the patch radius around the
patch in 15° increments. These measures are averaged to
arrive at the final radial profiles.

The n value and DNA concentration are estimated by
considering that droplets with the highest concentration
of DNA considered, i.e. those with similar coverage to
the substrate, have all the DNA inside the patches and
none at the perimeter. Multiplying out the patch area
gives a n/Average Intensity scaling to arrive at a value
of n for the measured droplet-substrate patches.



Droplet-Droplet experiment

The droplet-droplet data was collected following the
procedure from [9]. Functionalized droplets of the A
and A’ species are both brought into a custom built flow
cell. The species A droplets varied in DNA concentration
while the A’ species of droplets were prepared to have
the same amount of DNA in all conditions. The droplets
were immersed in a buffer containing 20 mm MgCls and
0.5% wt/vol F38 pluronic surfactant and 5mm Tris at
pH 8. Microscopic images are analyzed using custom
MATLAB software. First droplets are located within the
image using a circular Hough transform on the bright-
field image augmented through histogram stretching and
Gaussian filtering to reduce noise. After obtaining the
positions of the droplets, the fluorescent images of the
A species DNA are used to measure the distribution of
DNA around the perimeter of the droplets by finding the
maximum intensity pixels in a radial scan around the
center of the droplet. A patch on a droplet is then found
by differentiating the pixel intensity along the droplet
perimeter to locate sharp changes in intensity, which in
turn identify the edges of the patch. The patch size is
extracted from the length of the patch region under the
implicit assumption that the patch is symmetrical.

The N and N’ = 200,000 estimate is made by inte-
grating the total intensity on a droplet, both inside and
outside the patch, for each droplet, and interpolating be-
tween the average of the total intensity of the droplets at
a given bulk DNA concentration and the average num-
ber of DNA per droplet calculated for that concentration,
under the assumption that all DNA was adsorbed onto
the droplet. This assumption is consistent with the fluo-
rometry measures from [9].

Energy functional contributions from molecular
mechanics

The DNA binders used in the present study are iden-
tical to those described in [9], i.e., a dsDNA oligomer
connected to two PEG molecules anchored in the sur-
faces of droplets or substrate. Each bound linker thus
represents a series of springs whose total energy s(h) de-
pends on the distance h between the surfaces bound to-
gether. The DNA spring nonlinearity is taken from [41];
see [9] for details. The interaction energy per molecule
is likewise given by a function g(h), evaluating the On-
sager excluded-volume energy of two DNA molecules (as
fixed-length rods) dependent on h. For the undeformed
droplets of [9] this function decreases linearly with h. For
deformed droplets with flat patches, h is universal for all
binder molecules and the two contributions dependent on
h are

2

n
= T
Fs + Fr =ns(h)kgT + -

g(h)kpT, (7)

for a patch of size A containing n binders, and ¢, =
1/(Ld) is a normalization concentration given by the
length L and width d of the binders. No other free en-
ergy contribution depends explicitly on h, so that the
mimimization of with respect to h yields an equi-
librium surface-to-surface distance hg and corresponding
values sg = s(hg) and go = g(hg). Together with F;, and
F, described in the main text, these are the free energy
contributions from patch properties only.

Entropy terms for molecules in and outside the
binding patch

Entropic cost of a configuration of molecules depends
on the n molecules in the patch as well as the N —n
and N’ — n molecules outside the droplets (in the case
of droplet-droplet binding), or the concentration cs of
molecules on the substrate (in the droplet-substrate
case). Exact microstate counts for arbitrary configura-
tions are elaborate, but can be simplified using the follow-
ing assumptions appropriate for moderate to large cover-
age N, N’ of droplets (resulting in relatively large patch
populations n), and contrasting with the limit of small
N (and n) employed in [9]: (i) The crowded patches do
not leave much room for unbound linkers, so we assume
all n patch linkers in the patch area A to be bound, leav-
ing N — n unbound linkers outside, on an area Ay — A;
(ii) Onsager interaction of unbound linkers is negligible;
(iii) the area a that a single linker in the patch has to be
confined to in order to bind with a linker on the other
surface is not given by a constant of molecular geometry
Amol, as it was in [9]. This is because the larger cover-
age densities in the present work translate to areas per
molecule < a0, providing a stronger constraint.

Taking the initial densities (upon the beginning of
patch formation) to be ¢y = N/Ap and ¢ = N’'/Ap
for the two droplets, the limit explored here is that of
CoyChy Cs > Crmol = 1/amer. For the types of linkers and
droplet sizes used, this translates to N, N’, Ng = 17,000,
comfortably fulfilled over the range of interest of de-
formed droplets in the present work. In this limit, the
areas covered per molecule then have characteristic lin-
ear extent ¢, /2, (c)~'/2. Overlap, and thus binding,
occurs when an area given by the mean linear extent is
covered by the linker, i.e.; an effective area of

2
a= i (CO_% —|—cg_%) , (8)
as given in the main text. Equation (3) of the main text
is then the microstate count of n molecules binding into
a patch of size A (and confined to a upon binding), with
N —n and N’ — n distributed outside the patch.
An analogous computation for droplet-substrate bind-
ing results in equivalent formulae (up to an irrelevant
constant contribution to energy), if the coverage of the



partner droplet is taken to be N’ = ¢;Ap, and ¢ is re-
placed by cs.

Transition from undeformed to deformed at
moderate N

Although we neglect F,. for simplicity for large N, N,
for accurate comparison of the undeformed and deformed
energy functionals we do take the interaction energies
into account. The minimization of yields a value of
ho very insensitive to n (or the control parameters), re-
sulting in a spring energy sg ~ 2.6kp7T. In comparing
Fp with Fy, the former (from the present formalism)
represents a limit of large N, N, while the latter (taken
directly from [J]) represents a limit of n <« N, N’. As
we find that n grows consistently with the droplet cover-
ages, the two approaches are expected to be comparable
for intermediate values. As an indicator for when the de-
formed state becomes preferable, we compute Fy/n and
Fp/n, the energy changes upon adding another binder
to the patch. While these stay negative over the range
explored (the patch population n grows as the droplet
population(s) increase), there is a critical value nc be-
yond which growing a deformed patch is favorable over
growth of the undeformed patch (see Figs. 2a and 4 of
the main text).

Equilibrium states for large N

In contrast to [9], we are not simply comparing free
energies at a fixed patch coverage n in the present
work. Instead, we find equilibrium values of n using
N, N’ €,~ (for the droplet-droplet case) or N, cs, €, (for
the droplet-substrate case) as the experimentally relevant
control parameters. Thus, the theory curves of plots like
Fig. 2(a) of the main text are parametric plots: For a
given substrate coverage ¢, and binder species, N is var-
ied and the equilibrium formulae (4) and (5) of the main
text are used to quantify both n and A.

Full model fitting procedure

The full model was fit using data where N > 50, 000 to
ensure that only data from the deformed regime was con-
sidered. The data was binned so that a measure of uncer-
tainty for the values could be considered across the range
of N values in the deformed regime. The full model was
fit by minimizing the logarithm of the sum of the squared
quotients of all residuals over a bin’s standard deviation

N2 N
of observed values of n and A, ("T—n") + (A—A) , where

oA

m, A are the model predicted values and o,,,04 are the
standard deviations of n and A of the bin.
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