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Abstract. Biomolecular condensates composed of intrinsically disordered proteins (IDPs) are
vital for proper cellular function, and their dysfunction is associated with diseases including neu-
rodegeneration and cancer. Despite their biological importance, the precise physical mechanisms
underlying condensate (dys)function are unclear, in part owing to the difficulties in understand-
ing how biomolecular sequence patterns influence emergent condensate behaviours across relevant
length and timescales. Here, through minimal physical modelling, we explain how IDP sequence
patterning gives rise to nano-scale organisational heterogeneities in condensates. By applying our
coarse-grained molecular-dynamics polymer model, which accounts for steric, attractive, and elec-
trostatic interactions, we systematically quantify and map out the emergent morphological phases
resulting from a wide range of sequence patterns. We demonstrate how sequences that enable local
coil-to-globule transitions within regions of single polymers – driven by a competition between the
preferred crowding densities of different regions in the sequence – also exhibit cluster formation
in condensates. Overall, our work provides a conceptual framework to understand how sequence
properties determine mesoscopic organisation within biomolecular condensates.

Introduction–Intrinsically disordered proteins
(IDPs), though devoid of a stable tertiary structure,
play vital roles in sub-cellular machinery [1–4], including
in the formation of biomolecular condensates [5–8].
Biomolecular condensates are micron-sized assemblies
of proteins and macromolecules whose exterior is not
encapsulated by a lipid membrane [7]. Present in eukary-
otic and prokaryotic cells, condensates are a promising
candidate to help explain how cells orchestrate complex
reaction and kinetic pathways within a highly crowded
and stochastic environment [5], and their dysregulation
has been implicated in diseases such as neurodegen-
eration and cancer [9, 10]. To better understand how
condensates regulate biological functions in health and
disease [11], we require a biophysical understanding
of how multiple IDPs (and other biomolecules) are
organised within these structures.

Condensates are routinely characterised by optical mi-
croscopy methods with a resolution above the diffraction
limit (∼200 nm) [12–15] and their assembly thermody-
namics is well explained by the continuum Flory-Huggins
model [12, 16]. Together, these experimental and theo-
retical observations have led to condensates being widely
perceived as spatially uniform fluids; nevertheless, het-
erogeneities have been observed in condensates contain-
ing multiple macromolecular components [17–19]. More
recently, oligomeric clusters of IDPs have been observed
in the dilute phase [20–22]. Moreover, there are indica-
tions of hierarchical nano- and meso-scale organisation
inside condensates themselves comprising only a single
protein component [23, 24].

On a molecular basis, the contribution of individual
residues to the thermodynamics of assembly have been

characterised in detail for a limited number of phase-
separating proteins, including Ddx4 [12] and FUS [25,
26]; however, we do not yet have a general method to
reliably predict phase separation. Moreover, it is clear
that the composition of residues alone does not dictate
the tendency of a sequence to phase separate – the dis-
tribution of residues within the protein is also impor-
tant [12, 27, 28]. Interactions between proteins have
been investigated extensively using coarse-grained sim-
ulations [20, 27, 29–38], which collectively can be inter-
preted in terms of a “stickers and spacers” model [27, 39–
41]. In such models, polymers are represented as beads
on a chain, with regions that only interact through ex-
cluded volume (spacers), and regions that additionally
interact through cohesion and charge (stickers). While
there have been some observations of nano-scale hetero-
geneity in simulations [20, 27, 32, 42], we lack a model
or physical intuition explaining why some sequences lead
to condensates with nano- and meso-scale heterogeneity,
and others do not.
To address this, here, we build a minimal polymer

physics model that accounts for IDP sequence hetero-
geneity, and we perform coarse-grained molecular dy-
namics (MD) simulations. We uncover a rich phase-space
of condensate morphologies whose mesoscopic organisa-
tion is predictably described by patterning of the polymer
sequence. Our results reveal that a competition between
preferred crowding densities of cohesive and spacer re-
gions drive organisation at the polymer and condensate
level.
Results–To explore the key physical determinants

governing the emergence of mesoscopic heterogeneity
from sequence patterning in assemblies of disordered pro-
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teins (see Fig. 1A), we built a minimal coarse-grained
molecular-dynamics polymer model consisting of freely-
jointed beads that can be one of the following bead types:
cohesive, charged, or spacer (full model details are given
in the End Matter).

We focused on periodic sequences where the repeat-
ing unit is one overall attractive block, which comprises
either cohesive beads or regions of opposite charges, fol-
lowed by one spacer block, which comprises only spacer
beads. Under the assumption of either uncharged or
charged units in the attractive block we may delineate
any role that signed attractive molecular interactions
play in determining condensate organisation. For exam-
ple, it has recently been found that charge asymmetry
controls the total size of condensates [43]. For simplic-
ity, we refer to the LC-block, which can be made up of
cohesives (green) or charges (blue and red), as the co-
hesive block. The lengths of a single cohesive block LC

and that of a single spacer block LS are always kept fixed
for a given sequence patterning. For a given LC and LS

we also impose a fixed chain length L where the repeat-
ing unit LC + LS either divides exactly into L or does
not; in the latter case, the overhang is snipped off. Here
we fix L = 120, a highly composite number, so that we
have a sufficiently high number (253) of exactly divis-
ible and overhang sequences, built from all pairings of
the divisors of L; the sequence is short enough to not
be computationally cumbersome. Then, in our model,
each sequence lives on a plane with unique coordinates
(LC/L, LS/L). A scalar describing each sequence is the
symmetry measure defined as η = (LS−LC)/L which de-
scribes the overall (im)balance between excluded-volume
and cohesion in the sequence, and can be related to the
sequence entropy [33] (see Fig. S1). For a homopolymer
(all cohesives) η = −1, for a perfectly balanced polymer
LC = LS and so η = 0, and for all spacers (only self-
avoiding) η = 1.

We first examined how the sequence patterning of co-
hesive and spacer blocks of beads as defined in our poly-
mer model (see Fig. 1A) governs the behaviour of sin-
gle polymers (Np = 1). We found that the resulting –
equilibrated – single-polymer morphologies could be cat-
egorized into three distinct classes: (i) expanded: both
the cohesive and spacer regions adopt more open confor-
mations resulting in overall chain configurations that re-
semble an excluded-volume-dominated polymer [44]; (ii)
ball-and-chain: cohesive beads form a well-defined spher-
ical conformation and spacer beads form an expanded
conformation resulting in an overall “tadpole” chain con-
figuration [45]; (iii) globule: cohesive beads form a well-
defined spherical conformation with a surrounding (het-
erogeneous) shell of spacer beads resulting in an overall
compact polymer [44] (see Fig. 1B). To build a repro-
ducible phase diagram, we first extracted the radius of
gyration (size) of the spacer beads per polymer Rspa, of
the cohesive Rcoh beads per polymer, and of all the beads

FIG. 1. Coarse-grained IDP polymer model and
single-polymer phase behaviour. (A) Coarse-grained
polymer model with monomer types for the polymers, which
are connected by springs to form freely-jointed chains (left),
and the different types of polymer repeating units, consist-
ing of an attractive block of length LC and a spacer block
of length LS . (B) Qualitative classification of polymer mor-
phologies for cohesive-spacer sequences (i) and charged-spacer
sequences (ii). (C) Averaged radius of gyration, per polymer,
of the cohesives Rcoh, spacers Rspa, and all beads Rall as a
function of the sequence coordinates. (D) Quantitative sin-
gle polymer phase diagrams for the cohesive-spacer (left) and
charged-spacer (right) polymers as determined by inequalities
(see main text).

per polymer Rall (see Fig. 1C). We found that classi-
fication based on these quantities generated two phase
diagrams – one for cohesive-spacer polymers and one for
charged-spacer polymers – that reasonably matched with
our qualitative observations: “expanded” if Rcoh

Rall
> 1

2 ,

“ball-and-chain” if Rcoh

Rspa
< 1

4 or
Rspa

Rall
> 3

10 , and
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“globule” otherwise (see Fig. 1D). In general, these re-
sults demonstrate the presence of multiple morphologies
of single polymers determined by their patterning, in line
with previous results [46, 47].

To probe the effects of sequence patterning on mod-
elled condensates we ran MD simulations of Np = 100
polymers, in the same conditions used for the single-
polymer case. For some sequences, we found that cohe-
sive or charged beads formed clear “clusters” within sep-
arate polymer “groups” (Fig. 2). Qualitatively, for each
of the cohesive-spacer and charged-spacer polymers, we
observed four different morphological regimes of which
three are common (see Fig. 2A): (i) polymer gas: homo-
geneously distributed, hence not phase-separated, poly-
mers that appear expanded as in Fig. 1B [44]; (ii) mono-
cluster: phase separation of polymers that form groups
consisting of ≈ 1 cluster of cohesives, sometimes resem-
bling reverse-micelles [44, 48, 49]; (iii) poly-cluster phase
separation of polymers that form groups each consisting
of many clusters of cohesives [48, 50]. For the fourth qual-
itative regime, the two polymer types are markedly dif-
ferent: (iv) spongey mono-cluster (cohesive-spacer only):
phase separation of polymers that form groups of ≈ 1
cluster of cohesives with this cluster sometimes having
holes and often being highly non-spherical – the spacers
tend to cover the cohesives [49]; (iv) percolated network
(charged-spacer only): accumulation of polymers into a
fibrillated aggregate, which tends to span the entire box,
in which charged beads comprise the majority of the fib-
rils, interspaced with spacer regions – often strands of a
single charge type are observed. We note here that ac-
tual disordered proteins, such as FUS, have been found
to form fibrillated structures as well as condensates [25].

We next wondered whether, as with the single-polymer
case, the qualitatively identified morphological regimes
could be systematically mapped back to the sequence
coordinates (LC/L,LS/L). Using the same observables
used to quantify the single-polymers, i.e. Rspa, Rcoh and
Rall per polymer, we found that the data resembled the
single-polymer data in some aspects but did not result
in clearly identifiable regions in sequence space (see Fig.
S2). This is because the emergence of new structural
features such as clusters of cohesives (or charges), e.g.,
in Fig. 2A, cannot be solely encoded in single-polymer
size metrics.

Thus, to quantify the resulting organisation of the con-
densates we shifted our focus from individual polymer
metrics to the characterisation of bead clusters and poly-
mer groups (Fig. 2B). Briefly, for any instantaneous con-
figuration of the polymers, clusters are found through
hierarchical agglomeration of cohesive beads that are
within the attractive, or oppositely-charged electrostatic
(charges), interaction range, and groups are determined
through heirarchical agglomeration of these clusters that
have at least one connecting polymer (see Fig. 2B and
section SI1 for details). The major advantages of this

FIG. 2. Condensate morphologies and phase di-
agrams. (A) Qualitative classification of collective mor-
phologies resulting from visual inspection of snapshots of
equilibrated many-polymer (Np = 100) simulations for se-
lected cohesive-spacer polymer and charged-spacer polymer
sequences. (B) (Left) Schematic diagram of the clustering
and grouping procedure and (right) proof of concept on an
example poly-cluster condensate. Colors label individual clus-
ters. (C) Resulting quantitatively-determined phases for each
of the cohesive-spacer polymer simulations (left) and charged-
spacer polymer (right) simulations (Np = 100).

procedure are that it requires no specification of addi-
tional parameters, only the already specified interaction
ranges, and that it is a deterministic rather than statis-
tical algorithm.
Based on the quantification of the clusters and groups

(see Fig. S3), we next sought to determine a reproducible
phase diagram of the modeled condensate morphologies.
To this end, for both the cohesive-spacer and charged-
spacer polymers, we found several conditionals to clas-
sify the simulations into their respective four phases that
agreed reasonably well with our qualitative observations
(see SI2 for the inequalities and see Fig. 2C for the phase
diagrams). In Fig. 2C, there is a slight non-smoothness
of classification in regions of parameter space where mor-
phologies change, as is typical of configurations proxi-
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FIG. 3. Crowding and local/global coil-to-globule
transitions characterize polymer and condensate
phase behaviours. (A) Local crowding density as a func-
tion of the symmetry measure η considering cohesive bead
to cohesive bead (cohesive-cohesive) crowding (i) and spacer
bead to all beads (all-spacer) crowding (ii), as determined
from cohesive-spacer single-polymer simulations (Np = 1).
(iii) Averaged radius of gyration of the cohesives Rcoh against
that of the spacers Rspa. Colors indicate quantitatively de-
termined phases as first shown in Fig. 1C. (B) Same as (A)
but for the many-polymer simulations (Np = 100); in panel
(iii), Rcoh and Rspa are per-polymer values. Colors indicate
quantitatively determined phases as first shown in Fig. 2C.
(C) and (D are the same as (A) and (B) respectively, but for
scrambled sequences.

mal to phase boundaries, and there is a strip of charge-
based sequences classified in the polymer gas phase for
a relatively large Lc, owing to those simulation configu-
rations being almost indistinguishable from the polymer
gas phase. It is not clear if these effects would still remain
in the thermodynamic limit of infinitely many polymers.
Overall, our simulations and analysis have yielded a re-
producible phase diagram that relates sequence pattern-
ing properties (here LC and LS) to emergent condensate

organisation on the mesoscopic scale (Fig. 2).
We next hypothesised that the observed collective mor-

phologies arise from a competition between preferential
cohesive-cohesive contacts and preferential higher avail-
able configuration space for the spacers. As a first
test, we determined the local crowding densities of co-
hesives around other cohesives (cohesive-cohesive) and
all types of beads around spacer beads (all-spacer) in
single-polymer simulations of cohesive-spacer sequences
(see Fig. 3A(i-ii)). Local crowding is determined via
a voxel-based algorithm that essentially counts beads of
a chosen type in the neighboring voxels of other beads
of another chosen type and divides by the total voxel
volume. We also extracted the relationship between the
overall size of cohesive and spacer regions (Rcoh and Rspa,
respectively) for all sequences (see Fig. 3A(iii)). As the
symmetry measure η is lowered, we find that many se-
quences lie along a global coil-to-globule transition from a
spacer-dominant regime (with symmetry measure η > 0,
low cohesive-cohesive crowding and an “expanded” mor-
phology) to a cohesive-dominant regime (with η ≤ 0, high
cohesive-cohesive crowding and a “globule” morphology;
see Fig. 3A(i)). However, some sequences in the spacer-
dominant regime (η ≥ 0) exhibit high cohesive-cohesive
crowding – these mainly correspond to ball-and-chain
morphologies, as well as globule morphologies in some
cases. This suggests that cohesive blocks in these se-
quences have undergone a local coil-to-globule transition,
while strictly maintaining low all-spacer crowding (see
Fig. 3A(ii)). Indeed, for such sequences we find that the
cohesive regions remain compact despite a large size of
spacer regions (Fig. 3A(iii)). By contrast, for sequences
that follow the global coil-to-globule transition, Rcoh and
Rspa are highly correlated (Fig. 3A(iii)). Overall, these
results suggest that certain sequence patterns enable sin-
gle polymers to undergo local coil-to-globule transitions
that determine morphology.
We next wondered whether the crowding behaviour in

the single-polymer case (Np = 1) carried over to conden-
sates with Np = 100 (see Figs. 3B(i-iii)). Similarly to
the single-polymer case, as η is varied for condensates
we find that many sequences lie along a clear transi-
tion from a spacer-dominant regime with low cohesive-
cohesive crowding (mainly the “polymer gas” morphol-
ogy) to a cohesive-dominant regime with high cohesive-
cohesive crowding (various condensate morphologies) –
see Fig. 3B(i). As before, we again find some se-
quences with high cohesive-cohesive crowding even in
the spacer-dominant regime (η > 0) – these mainly
correspond to mono-cluster and poly-cluster morpholo-
gies. All-spacer crowding and the radii of gyration are
also found to be qualitatively similar to the single poly-
mer case (Figs. 3B(ii-iii)). Furthermore, in terms of
conditional probabilities, we are able to link the many-
polymer phases to the single-polymer phases; specifically
the polymer gas phase with the expanded phase, the
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FIG. 4. Different condensate internal organization is
favourable, for a given sequence patterning, if it minimizes
the potential energy (or enthalpy) by enhancing cohesive-
cohesive crowding whilst maximizing entropy, i.e., minimizing
all-spacer crowding to maximize the number of available con-
figurations of the spacer regions.

poly-cluster phase with the globule phase, and the mono-
cluster phase with the ball-and-chain phase (see Fig. S4).
This suggests that local coil-to-globule transitions in sin-
gle polymers appear as local heterogeneities (or clusters)
in multi-polymer condensates.

To further understand how sequence patterning de-
termines polymer and condensate morphologies, we per-
formed simulations of randomly scrambled sequences (at
fixed Ncoh/Np and Nspa/Np); see Figs. 3C-D. Broadly,
we found that scrambling increases the overall polymer
radius of gyration (see Fig. S5), in line with previous
work [51], and is consistent with very low all-spacer lo-
cal crowding (see Figs. 3C(ii),D(ii)). Furthermore, we
found that all scrambled polymers lie broadly along the
global coil-to-globule transition curve, controlled by the
symmetry measure η, i.e. the overall amount of cohesion.
In particular, Rcoh and Rspa are highly correlated (Fig.
3C); there is a regime where Rcoh remains close to zero,
which corresponds to LC → 0. We also see a similar
effect on condensate morphologies (Fig. 3D). These re-
sults suggest that scrambling effectively homogenizes the
polymer, precluding both local coil-to-globule transitions
and well-defined local clusters in condensates.

Discussion–In this work, we use minimal polymer
physics modeling to reveal the emergence of heteroge-
neous structures at multiple scales – certain sequences
form cohesive (or charged) “clusters” within single poly-
mers and condensates. We find that preferential crowd-
ing of cohesives (or charges) and preferential spreading-
out of spacers is a major driving force for the observed
organisation. In particular, certain sequence patterns en-

able regions of cohesive beads to undergo a localized,
as opposed to global [30, 52], coil-to-globule transition
whilst maintaining low spacer crowding. The links that
we draw here between local coil-to-globule transitions in
single polymers and cohesive clustering in mesoscopic
condensates align with previous work, in which global
coil-to-globule transitions in polymers have been found to
predict overall condensate phase behaviour [12, 30, 52].
Our finding that longer cohesive blocks in the sequence
promote condensate heterogeneity complements previous
related observations [20, 27, 32, 42] by clearly identifying
the polymer- and condensate-scale processes that deter-
mine mesoscopic organisation. Furthermore, our results
relating local crowding to polymer and condensate organ-
isation can be explained in thermodynamic terms: higher
cohesive contacts promote lower values of the internal en-
ergy, and lower densities around spacers promote higher
values of the entropy (see Fig. 4). This enables patterned
(as opposed to scrambled) polymers to form local clusters
in both single polymers and mesoscopic condensates.
Our results have clear implications for emergent prop-

erties and processes in condensates including surface ten-
sion and viscosity [53, 54], aging [55], thermodynamics
[56], and chemical reactions [57, 58]. By establishing
the polymer physics that connects sequence patterning
to condensate organisation, this work contributes to the
overarching goal of understanding how condensate bio-
physics, from the sequence to the emergent condensate
scale, relate to biological function and dysfunction.
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End Matter: Model and simulation details

We model the IDP as a freely-jointed polymer (see Fig. 1A) consisting of L = 120 bonded beads of diameter
σ = 0.4 nm, which is the approximate diameter of an amino acid [59, 60], with the bonds being imposed through a
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harmonic spring potential given as

Ub(rij) =
k

2
(rij − σ)2, |i− j| = 1, (1)

where rij is the distance between particles i and j, k = 25 kBT/nm
2 is the spring constant with the value being

chosen solely because it is large enough as compared with 1 kBT/nm
2 (where kB is Boltzmann’s constant and T is

the temperature).
Alongside the bonds, each bead experiences excluded-volume interactions with every other and may, depending on

bead type, experience an attractive interaction with other beads. In the setup of our general model we will allow for
the attractive interaction to arise either from a simple isotropic cohesive interaction (coh) or from opposite charges
(cha). We include charged interactions separately to explore how effects between charged (signed) units in the polymer
and/or repulsion (beyond excluded-volume) between like charges would result in different behaviour as compared with
the simpler cohesive case. Beads that do not experience attraction, and therefore only excluded-volume interactions,
are deemed spacers (spa). All of these – independently tunable – interactions are implemented through the following
pair-potentials:

Vspa(rij) =

{
Uvol(rij), rij ≤ rvol,

0, rvol < rij ,
(2)

and for the cohesives:

Vcoh(rij) =


Uvol(rij) + Ucoh(rij), rij ≤ rvol,

Ucoh(rij), rvol < rij ≤ rcoh,

0, rcoh < rij ,

(3)

and, finally, for the charged beads:

Vcha(rij) =


Uvol(rij) + Ucha(rij), rij ≤ rvol,

Ucha(rij), rvol < rij ≤ rcha,

0, rcha < rij ,

(4)

where rvol = 21/6σ is the excluded-volume interaction range, rcoh = 2.5σ ≡ 1 nm is the cohesive interaction range
(for similar values used for coarse-grained models of IDPs see [34, 61]), rcha = 7.5σ ≡ 3 nm is the charged interaction
range that is chosen due to the negligibly small energy values at this pair-wise distance (Ucha ⪅ 5 × 10−4 kBT , see
also [34]). The functions Uvol, Ucoh, and Ucha are the respective excluded-volume, cohesion, and charged interaction
pair-potentials, that are based on the Lennard-Jones potential, the truncated and shifted Lennard-Jones potential
[62], and the screened-coulomb potential respectively. These functions are thus given as

Uvol(r) = 4εvol

((σ
r

)12

−
(σ
r

)6
)
+ εvol, (5)

u(r) = 4εcoh

[(σ
r

)12

−
(σ
r

)6
]
,

Ucoh(r) = ε′

[
u(r)− u(rcoh)− (r − rcoh)

(
du(r)

dr

)
r=rcoh

]
, (6)

Ucha(r) =
e2qiqj
4πε0εdr

exp(−κr), (7)

where r = rij , εvol = 50 kBT is the strength of volume-exclusion, a value that is large enough (as compared with
the thermal background 1 kBT ) to impose a volume-exclusion diameter of σ to within ⪅ 1% and larger than the
bond energy, ε′ is a conversion factor to ensure the truncated and shifted pair potential Ucoh has a minimum of εcoh,
e = 1.6021 × 10−19 C is the charge of the electron, ε0εd = 8.8542 × 10−11 Fm−1 is the rescaled (by the dielectric
constant) permittivity of free space, qi = ±1 is the unit charge of bead i, C = 4.11× 10−12 is a factor to convert from
Joules to kBT , and κ−1 = 2.5σ nm (≡ 1 nm ≡ 1000 pm) is the Debye screening length, a commonly used value that
corresponds to a monovalent salt concentration of ∼ 0.1 M [31, 34]. We note that the dielectric constant εd = 10 simply
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scales the charged interactions with values ranging between ∼10-100 in the disordered protein modelling literature
[31, 34].

We sample configurations in the canonical ensemble (NV T ) where a fixed Np polymers reside in a cube of fixed
volume V = l3 (l = 80 nm), with periodic boundary conditions, and at a fixed temperature T . We time evolve the
system according to overdamped Langevin dynamics given by

ṙi = −µ∇∇∇iU({r}) +
√

2µkBTζζζi, (8)

where i = {1, . . . , N} (N = NpL), µ is the mobility, and ζζζi is a white noise with zero mean and unit variance.
We numerically integrate (8) in the LAMMPS package [63] using D = µkBT = 10−9 m2 s−1, which is – approximately

– the diffusion coefficient of a typical amino acid [64]. Unless stated otherwise, for the production runs we use
t̃ = ttot/δt = 107 integration steps, where ttot is the total time and δt = 0.004 is the dimensionless timestep. To
avoid long nucleation (for the condensates) times we initialize our simulations with polymers dragged to the origin
via artificial forces on the cohesive (or charged) beads. After initialization, we perform 5× 106 relaxation timesteps.
We perform all simulations using dimensionless quantities.
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[61] L. K. Davis, A. Šarić, B. W. Hoogenboom, and A. Zil-
man, Biophysical Journal 120, 1565 (2021).

[62] M. P. Allen and D. J. Tildesley, Computer Simulation of
Liquids (Oxford University Press, 2017).

[63] A. P. Thompson, H. M. Aktulga, R. Berger, D. S. Bolin-
tineanu, W. M. Brown, P. S. Crozier, P. J. in 't Veld,
A. Kohlmeyer, S. G. Moore, T. D. Nguyen, R. Shan, M. J.
Stevens, J. Tranchida, C. Trott, and S. J. Plimpton,
Computer Physics Communications 271, 108171 (2022).

[64] Y. Ma, C. Zhu, P. Ma, and K. T. Yu, Journal of Chemical
and Engineering Data 50, 1192 (2005).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2017.04.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2017.04.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005941
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005941
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.biochem.1c00465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2019053118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2019053118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s43588-021-00155-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s43588-021-00155-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2022.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2022.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/d2sm00387b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41274-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-46223-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bi00327a032
http://dx.doi.org/10.7554/elife.30294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0060046
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2409.15599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2909974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1304749110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1304749110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/la9810206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9780429497131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9780429497131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0146673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0146673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2003773117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2003773117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpr.2021.100011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adg0432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/prxlife.2.023011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adj2448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adj2448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2021.0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2021.0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41589-022-01046-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41589-022-01046-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.20.11288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.20.11288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreve.101.022420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2021.01.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198803195.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198803195.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2021.108171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/je049582g
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/je049582g

	Mesoscopic heterogeneity in biomolecular condensates from sequence patterning
	Abstract
	End Matter: Model and simulation details
	References


