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Romano,2 Petr Šulc,3, 4, 5 Francesco Sciortino,1 and John Russo1
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Classical nucleation theory (CNT) is built upon the capillarity approximation, i.e., the assumption
that the nucleation properties can be inferred from the bulk properties of the melt and the crys-
tal. Although CNT’s simplicity and usefulness cannot be overstated, experiments and simulations
regularly uncover significant deviations from its predictions, which are often reconciled through
phenomenological extensions of the CNT, fueling the debate over the general validity of the theory.
In this study, we present a falsifiability test for any nucleation theory grounded in the capillarity
approximation. We focus on cases where the theory predicts no differences in nucleation rates be-
tween different crystal polymorphs. We then introduce a system in which all polymorphs have the
same free energy (both bulk and interfacial) across all state points. Through extensive molecular
simulations, we show that the polymorphs exhibit remarkably different nucleation properties, di-
rectly contradicting CNT’s predictions. We argue that CNT’s primary limitation lies in its neglect
of structural fluctuations within the liquid phase.

Citing Baron Peters (who in turn paraphrases Pop-
per [1]): “The most convincing test of a theory comes
from special cases where the theory should fail if it is
not true” [2]. Here, we present a system that is ide-
ally suited to test one of the basic assumptions of Clas-
sical Nucleation Theory (CNT), i.e. the so-called capil-
larity approximation. The capillarity approximation as-
sumes that the critical nucleus has the same thermody-
namic properties (surface tension, density, etc.) of the
bulk phase, which allows for a simple calculation of the
free-energy barrier for the phase transition. CNT de-
fines the nucleation rate as Ke−∆G(nc)/kBT , where K is
the kinetic prefactor that accounts for the attachment
rate of particles to the nucleus. ∆G(nc) is the free-
energy barrier for nucleation and is obtained by max-
imising ∆G(n) = −n|∆µ| + αn2/3γ, i.e. the Gibbs free
energy cost to form a nucleus of n particles at constant
pressure and temperature, where ∆µ is the chemical po-
tential difference between the crystal and the melt, γ
is the interfacial free energy, and α is a proportional-
ity constant accounting for the shape of the nucleus [3].
Due to its relative simplicity and predictive power, CNT
has been perhaps the most used theoretical model to de-
scribe nucleation processes. Although it has been suc-
cessful in many cases [4–7], there are also numerous
cases where its predictions do not align with experimen-
tal and simulation results [8–11]. In such instances, var-
ious phenomenological extensions to the theory [12–26]
have been proposed to reconcile these discrepancies with-
out abandoning the capillarity approximation, for exam-
ple by introducing temperature-dependent interfacial free
energies.

Usual tests of CNT consists in comparing the measured
nucleation rates with theoretical values. The problem
with this approach is that the results depend strongly
on quantities, notably γ, which are state-dependent and
very difficult to measure accurately at conditions where
homogeneous nucleation occurs. Citing Oxtoby, “Nucle-
ation theory is one of the few areas of science in which
agreement of predicted and measured rates to within
several orders of magnitude is considered a major suc-
cess” [27].

Here we present a falsifiability test not only for CNT
but also for any nucleation theory grounded in the cap-
illarity approximation. Instead of accurately predicting
nucleation rates, we focus on the polymorphic composi-
tion of the crystalline phase [28, 29], i.e. the ability of
a material to exist in more than one crystalline struc-
ture [30–36]. We introduce a binary mixture with three
polymorphs that possess identical free energies (both
bulk and interfacial) at all state points. The three poly-
morphs are isotypic forms of the cubic diamond crystal,
i.e. they share the same atomic positions and symmetry
of the crystal lattice, but differ in the way the different
species are arranged on the lattice sites. Within the cap-
illarity approximation all these structures should have
identical nucleation properties, given that there are no
free-energy differences between the different polymorphs
and that they all form from the same liquid phase. In-
stead, via molecular simulations, we find that the nu-
cleation properties of the three polymorphs are radically
different. Interestingly, we find that the polymorph that
nucleates more easily is the one with the largest unit cell,
and the one that nucleates the least is the one with the
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smallest unit cell. To account for the difference in nucle-
ation properties between the polymorphs, we show that
the orientational order of the melt is closest to the poly-
morph that nucleates more frequently.

The model system is presented in Fig. 1. It is a binary
mixture of tetravalent patchy particles, i.e. particles that
have a hard-core repulsion and attractive spots tetrahe-
drally located on their surface, as detailed in Supplemen-
tal Material [37]. The interaction between the patches
is specific and defined by the interaction matrix in Fig.
1c, whose elements mij are equal to 1 only if patches i
and j can bind. The specificity of interactions in patchy
particles model systems can be experimentally realized
exploiting the predictable and controllable interactions
(Watson-Crick base pairing) of DNA [38–40], with one
of the most promising approaches being the use of DNA
origami [41, 42]. This technique has recently been suc-
cessfully applied to the self-assembly of a pyrochlore lat-
tice, confirming the feasibility of the approach [43]. The
design in Fig. 1, called N2c8, since it uses two species
and eight different patch types, was originally introduced
in the context of SAT-assembly [44, 45] as a system able
to self-assemble exclusively into the cubic diamond struc-
ture (DC) while avoiding the hexagonal diamond one [46].
As explained in the dedicated section in Supplemental
Material [37], the SAT-assembly algorithm can also be
used to list all possible ways to fill the lattice positions
of the target cell by particles belonging to a selected de-
sign (in our case N2c8). This allows us to automatically
identify all those possible polymorphs that, regardless
of their nucleation abilities, are compatible with a cu-
bic diamond lattice of a certain size (defying McCrone’s
law [47]). We find that there are three possible period-
ically repeated patterns of N2c8 patchy particles within
the lattice positions of a 48-particle cubic diamond cell.
All these arrangements are illustrated in Fig. 2 where
we display the [001] plane. The three structures belong
to the P1 space group, meaning that there is no sym-
metry other than the translational one. Yet, they differ
in the unit cell size (black box in Fig. 2), which we use
for labeling: DC-X where X ∈ [8, 16, 24] refers to the
size of the unit cell of each polymorph. We use here the
word unit cell to indicate the smallest repeating unit of
the two species, regardless of patch coloring, that, when
stacked together, creates the crystal lattice, as shown in
Fig. 2. It is worth noting that if the patch arrangement
in the unit cell is also considered (not shown in Fig. 2),
the DC-8, DC-16, DC-24 have unit cells of 16, 16, and
48 atoms, respectively. In the following we will indicate
the size of the unit cell only referring to the species oc-
cupation, regardless of the patch arrangement. Although
other polymorphs with larger unit cell sizes exist, they
do not appear in our simulations because nucleation in-
volves critical nuclei smaller than 30 particles under the
conditions investigated. We speculate that crystals with
unit cells larger than the critical nucleus size nc, which is

(c)

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1: N2c8 design. Binary mixture of patchy parti-
cles SAT-designed to exclusively self-assemble into a cu-
bic diamond crystal. The two species, depicted in cyan
(a) and red (b), have four patches (numbered from 1 to
8) tetrahedrally arranged that bind according to the in-
teraction matrix (c) where the ones indicate the interact-
ing patches. Matching colors appear for complementary
patches (off-diagonal ones), while unique colors represent
self-complementary interactions (diagonal ones).

temperature-dependent, are prevented from nucleating.
The three polymorphs investigated here are isotypic,
their composition is always equimolar and they have only
translational symmetry. In each of the crystals the same
number and type of bonds are established, and lattice
vibrations are controlled by the geometry of the patches,
which is the same for both species of the mixture. There-
fore, all polymorphs have the same bulk free energy.
Moreover, we verify the equality of their (solid/liquid)
interfacial free energies. With successive umbrella sam-
pling simulations [48] we have computed the free energy
cost of forming an interface between each polymorph and
the same liquid phase at coexistence conditions (deter-
mined via direct coexistence simulations). The resulting
average values of surface free energy are reported in Fig.
2d for the [100] square plane. We leave the full descrip-
tion on how the computation is performed in the ded-
icated section of the Supplemental Material [37]. Here
we just emphasize that the surface tensions of the three
polymorphs are the same within the error (approximately
3%). The relevant macroscopic properties on which CNT
is based are therefore the same in the DC-8, the DC-16
and the DC-24 structures.
Having characterized the bulk properties of the three

polymorphs, we now consider their nucleation proper-
ties. The N2c8 binary mixture has an azeotropic point
at equimolar concentration [49], meaning that an equimo-
lar mixture will retain its composition during liquid-gas
phase separation. This was shown to aid the nucleation
process [50], since crystal nucleation can occur in liquid
droplets that have the same composition as the final crys-
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FIG. 2: Overview of cubic diamond polymorphs. The SAT-assembly framework allows to enumerate all the
possible arrangements of the N2c8 particles in the 48 particle cubic diamond lattice. Three periodic patterns are
identified: DC-8 (a), DC-16 (b), and DC-24 (c). They are labeled and displayed in increasing order of unit cell size
(black box). In (d) their surface tensions are plotted. Each estimate comes from an average of four independent
Monte Carlo simulations in the grand canonical ensemble. All values are considered equal within an error of 3%.

talline structure. We choose two state points where crys-
tallisation was found to be favourable and we run exten-
sive Monte Carlo simulations in the canonical ensemble to
collect nucleation events. In the following, temperature T
is in unit of ϵ/kB , density ρ is in unit of 1/σ3 and pressure
P in unit of ϵ/σ3, where σ is the patchy particle diame-
ter, ϵ is the square-well potential depth (see Supplemen-
tal Material [37]) and kB = 1. In particular, we simulate
N = 500 patchy particles [51] at equimolar concentration
in the canonical ensemble at T = 0.1, ρ = 0.35 (600 tra-
jectories, both with and without aggregation-volume bias
(AVB) moves [51, 52]) and at T = 0.104, ρ = 0.4 (300
trajectories with AVB dynamics). We label successfully
nucleated those trajectories having a fraction of particles
in the cubic diamond phase greater than 0.5 and clas-
sify the obtained crystals. We use the total coherence,
an order parameter based on spherical harmonics, to dis-
tinguish between liquid and crystalline particles [53–56],
and we implement a new order parameter (bond geome-
try and particle orientations must be taken into account)
to classify the different polymorphs. A full description of
the order parameters can be found in the Section “Total
coherence order parameter” in the Supplemental Mate-
rial [37]. As shown in Fig. 3a, the three polymorphs
have different nucleation rates: the majority of nucleat-
ing trajectories form the DC-24 polymorph, the one with
the largest unit cell size, while only a single nucleation
event is observed for the one with the smallest unit cell
size, the DC-8 polymorph. Specifically, for the T = 0.1,
ρ = 0.35 state point, out of 600 trajectories, 43 form the
DC-24, 15 the DC-16 and none the DC-8 with AVB dy-
namics and 30 form the DC-24, 11 the DC-16 and 1 the
DC-8 with no AVB moves. Similar results are observed
for the T = 0.104 , ρ = 0.4 state point (35, 6 and 0, re-
spectively, out of 300 trajectories). In Fig. 3b we report
the progress in time of the nucleus size for two typical
trajectories: the blue one spontaneously self-assembling
a DC-24 polymorph, and the green one crystallising into
a DC-16 structure. Snapshots of the critical nucleus are

also displayed, showing that the different polymorphs are
already distinguishable at critical sizes. Additionally, we
analyse the polymorphs growth (see Supplemental Ma-
terial [37]) to explicitly exclude the presence of cross nu-
cleation of one polymorph on top of another.

The different nucleation rates of the three polymorphs are
reflected by the height of their free energy barriers, which
we compute with the Umbrella Sampling technique (a
brief description is provided in the Supplemental Mate-
rial [37]). For this, we run NPT Monte Carlo simulations
at T = 0.104 and P = 0.018 with a harmonic bias poten-
tial. Each simulation is prepared by inserting in the liq-
uid phase a crystalline seed of size n0, where n0 increases
by 5 particles in successive simulations. The initial seeds
have a roughly spherical shape and the same density for
each polymorph. We carefully verify that the chosen bias
potential and thermodynamic conditions ensure a good
sampling, i.e. that there is an appreciable overlap be-
tween simulations with successive n0, that no sponta-
neous nucleation occurs, and that there is no change in
polymorph identity during the simulation. The resulting
barriers are reported in Fig. 3c. In order of increasing
barrier height, we find DC-24, then DC-16, and finally
DC-8, confirming that the polymorph with the lowest
barrier is the one with the largest unit cell. The height
difference between the DC-24 and DC-16 barrier is ap-
proximately 1kBT , a value that aligns well with the frac-
tions of trajectories nucleating into the two polymorphs.
The same comparison cannot be made for the DC-8 case
as only a single nucleation event is observed for this poly-
morph. The critical size nc for all nuclei is nc

<∼ 30, i.e.
smaller than the largest unit cell (48 particles) used in
our exhaustive search of competing polymorphs.

We have observed that the three polymorphs exhibit
different nucleation properties, specifically in terms of
nucleation rates and barrier heights, and that these dif-
ferences cannot be attributed to variations in the bulk
properties of the crystals. In the following, we investi-
gate whether the different nucleation properties of the
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(a) (c)(b)

FIG. 3: Direct nucleation simulations and nucleation barriers (a) Fraction of trajectories ending up into
each polymorph out of 600 with snapshots of final configurations. Simulations are run in the canonical ensemble at
T = 0.1, ρ = 0.35, N = 500. Interestingly, the polymorph with the largest unit cell size is the one that nucleates
most frequently. (b) Time evolution of the number of crystalline particles with a snapshot of the critical nucleus for
the DC-24 (blue) and the DC-16 (green) structures. (c) Gibbs free energy for the formation of crystal nucleus of size
n for the three polymorphs computed by means of umbrella sampling technique at T = 0.104 and P = 0.018. The
different trend in nucleation simulations is confirmed: the smallest unit cell size polymorph has the highest barrier.

polymorphs can instead be traced back to the struc-
tural fluctuations within the melt. We follow the idea
that if the liquid phase from which the nucleus arises
already exhibits some degree of order in particle orien-
tation, this will favor the nucleation of the polymorph
that is structurally closer to the melt [57]. The three
polymorphs, DC-8, DC-16, and DC-24, differ in fact by
the orientation between neighbors of the same species.
In particular, for each patchy particle, we can consider
the angle α formed between the patch orientations of
its two second-nearest neighbour of the same species
(see inset of Fig. 4b): for the bulk polymorphs we have
αDC-24 ∼ 109◦, αDC-16 ∼ 9◦, and αDC-8 ∼ 9◦. In Fig. 4b
we plot the radial profile of α from the center of mass
of nuclei of DC-24 (blue diamonds), DC-16 (green cir-
cles) and DC-8 (red triangles) polymorphs. We use con-
figurations and trajectories from the umbrella sampling
window of size n ∼ 50 and, in order to compute α, we
consider only particles having two second nearest neigh-
bours of the same species. To show the crystalline profile,
in Fig. 4a, we show the radial distribution of the total co-
herence which has high values (around 14) for the bulk
diamond crystal, and small values (around 9.5) for the
melt, irrespective of the polymorph. The figure shows
the transition from the core of the nuclei at short dis-
tances to the melt at large distances. In the core region,
α assumes the value of the corresponding bulk polymorph
(αDC-24 ∼ 109◦, αDC-16 ∼ 9◦, and αDC-8 ∼ 9◦). In the
interfacial region, instead, the value of α is always that
of DC-24 polymorph, irrespectively of the nucleus type.
This shows that the orientational order in the melt re-
sembles more closely that of the DC-24 polymorph, i.e.,
the polymorph which nucleates more frequently and has
the lowest nucleation barrier. A similar argument can be
made to rationalize why the DC-8 is the less frequently

nucleating polymorph, as discussed in the Supplemen-
tal Material [37]. Furthermore, a thorough analysis con-
firms that the observed difference in the nucleation fre-
quency between the polymorphs cannot be attributed to
the presence of favorable or unfavorable bonding sites on
their surfaces (see Supplemental Material [37]).

In conclusion, unlike previous tests of classical nucle-
ation theory (CNT), which focus on accurately measur-
ing nucleation rates and comparing them to theoretical
predictions, leading to a pass or fail outcome depending
on the system and/or state point, in this work we pro-
pose an alternative approach. We examine cases where
CNT predicts no difference in nucleation rates between
different polymorphs. This shift in focus sidesteps the
common reliance on precise free-energy measurements
and their dependence on specific state points. Instead, it
only requires ranking the polymorphs according to their
nucleation frequency. Crucially, while discrepancies be-
tween CNT and measured nucleation rates can often be
accounted for through ad hoc extensions to the theory,
our test cannot be satisfied by any modification of CNT
built upon the capillarity approximation. To run the fal-
sifiability test we introduce a binary mixture of patchy
particles where three different polymorphs, despite hav-
ing identical bulk and interfacial free energies, exhibit
significantly different nucleation rates.

One of the shortcomings of CNT is its failure in ac-
counting for the short-range order possessed by the su-
percooled liquid state [57]. In our system, we have shown
that the melt exhibits a local orientational order typical
of the polymorph with the highest nucleation rate. This
suggests that it is the structural fluctuations in the melt,
both in terms of their size and orientational order, rather
than the bulk properties of the infinitely large crystals,
that determine which polymorph will nucleate. These ar-
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FIG. 4: Bond orientational order in the liquid
phase. Total coherence (a) and α angle (b) as a func-
tion of the distance of each particle from the center of
mass dc.m. of the largest crystalline cluster. Points are
computed by averaging on different configurations and
trajectories characterised by a crystalline nucleus of 50
particles: a DC-24 (blue diamonds), a DC-16 (green
circles), and a DC-8 (red triangles) nucleus. α defines
the relative orientation between second neighbours of the
same species as illustrated for patchy particles of the first
species of the DC-24 polymorph in the inset of figure
(b). The coloured bands in (a) helps locating the differ-
ent regions: the nucleus, the interface and the melt. The
coloured bands in (b) define the range of α values typical
of the bulk DC-24 crystal (blue band) and of the bulk
of both DC-16 and DC-8 (green band) polymorphs; par-
ticles in the interfacial region as well as the ones in the
melt have α angles characteristic of the DC-24 structure.

guments offer support to approaches beyond CNT that
take into account the structural properties of the liquid
phase [30, 57–67].
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H. Vehkamäki, Origin of the failure of classical nu-
cleation theory: Incorrect description of the smallest
clusters, Physical review letters 98, 145702 (2007).

[21] D. Gebauer and H. Cölfen, Prenucleation clusters and
non-classical nucleation, Nano Today 6, 564 (2011).

[22] S. Prestipino, A. Laio, and E. Tosatti, Systematic im-
provement of classical nucleation theory, Physical review
letters 108, 225701 (2012).

[23] J. R. Espinosa, C. Vega, C. Valeriani, and E. Sanz, Seed-
ing approach to crystal nucleation, The Journal of chem-
ical physics 144 (2016).

[24] G. M. Coli and M. Dijkstra, An artificial neural network
reveals the nucleation mechanism of a binary colloidal
ab13 crystal, ACS nano 15, 4335 (2021).

[25] W. Gispen and M. Dijkstra, Brute-force nucleation rates
of hard spheres compared with rare-event methods and
classical nucleation theory, The Journal of chemical
physics 159 (2023).

[26] W. Gispen and M. Dijkstra, Finding the differences:
Classical nucleation perspective on homogeneous melt-
ing and freezing of hard spheres, The Journal of Chemical
Physics 160 (2024).

[27] D. W. Oxtoby, Nucleation of first-order phase transitions,
Accounts of chemical research 31, 91 (1998).

[28] P. R. TenWolde and D. Frenkel, Homogeneous nucleation
and the ostwald step rule, Physical Chemistry Chemical
Physics 1, 2191 (1999).

[29] P. M. Piaggi and M. Parrinello, kinetcting polymorphism
in molecular crystals using orientational entropy, Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 115, 10251
(2018).

[30] A. E. Van Driessche, N. Van Gerven, P. H. Bomans, R. R.
Joosten, H. Friedrich, D. Gil-Carton, N. A. Sommerdijk,
and M. Sleutel, Molecular nucleation mechanisms and
control strategies for crystal polymorph selection, Nature
556, 89 (2018).

[31] C. L. Burcham, M. F. Doherty, B. G. Peters, S. L. Price,
M. Salvalaglio, S. M. Reutzel-Edens, L. S. Price, R. K. R.
Addula, N. Francia, V. Khanna, et al., Pharmaceutical
digital design: From chemical structure through crystal
polymorph to conceptual crystallization process, Crystal
Growth & Design 24, 5417 (2024).

[32] W. Ostwald, Studien über die bildung und umwand-

lung fester körper: 1. abhandlung: Übersättigung und
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patchy interactions to self-assemble arbitrary structures,
Physical Review Letters 125, 118003 (2020).

[46] L. Rovigatti, J. Russo, F. Romano, M. Matthies, L. Kroc,
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

I. Polymorph growth

We perform additional simulations to test the growth of a crystalline slab of each polymorph through the [100]
cubic plane. Our purpose is to explicitly verify if one polymorph can grow on a surface of a different polymorph.
Simulations are done in the NPT ensemble. As illustrated in Supplementary Figure 1a for the DC-8 structure, the
initial configuration involves placing a crystal slab in direct coexistence with liquid particles. The crystal is oriented
such that the plane we want to analyse constitutes the interface with the liquid phase (Supplementary Figure 1b).
The final snapshot in Supplementary Figure 1c shows how the initial crystalline slab expands to occupy the entire box,
without the emergence of any other polymorph. Hence we can conclude that the lack of trajectories self-assembling
the smallest unit cell size polymorph cannot be attributed to the DC-8 initially nucleating and then changing identity
as it grows. Others crystalline planes were not analysed. Nevertheless, by tracking the time evolution of the number
of crystalline particles of each polymorphs and by visual inspection of initial configurations of nucleating trajectories,
we confirm that each polymorph originates and grows from a nucleus of the same polymorph.

(a) (b) (c)

Supplementary Figure 1. DC-8 growth. Snapshots of DC-8/liquid coexistence from NPT simulation at T=0.096
and P=0.02. An initial slab of crystal is added to the box with liquid particles (a) with the plane (b) serving as the
interface. The crystal rapidly grows eventually spreading throughout the entire box (c).

II. Total coherence order parameter

In order to classify particles to be in a liquid or crystalline phase we use local bond order analysis. For each particle
i the complex vector qlm(i) is defined as:

qlm(i) =
1

Nb(i)

Nb(i)∑
j=1

Ylm(rij) (1)

where j runs over the Nb(i) nearest neighbours of particle i, Ylm are spherical harmonics, rij is the vector from particle
i to particle j, m is an integer whose values range from m = −l to m = l and l is a free parameter (here set to 12).
Two particles are connected if the coherence Sij is larger than a certain threshold tij . Sij is defined as the scalar

product
∑12

m=−12 Q12m(i)Q∗
12m(j), where

Qlm =
1

Nb(i)

Nb(i)∑
k=0

qlm(k) (2)

With Qlm we take into account also the contribution from the second shell around particle i and not only the first
shell as one would do by simply using qlm. We set tij = 0.75, Nb(i) = 16 and 2.5 as the maximum distance to
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consider two particles as neighbours. Usually a particle i is labeled crystalline if its number of connections with its
neighbours exceeds a certain value. In this work, instead, we evaluate if the total coherence

∑
j Sij is larger than

14.2. This threshold is set by analysing the total coherence distribution of both pure liquid and thermalised perfect
crystal configurations as well as mixed configurations taken from numerical simulations. It is worth noting that this
order parameter can effectively label particles as liquid or crystalline, but is not able to distinguish between the three
polymorphs since their total coherence histograms perfectly overlap. Other methods based on the Steinhardt order
parameter [53], such as the one introduced by Frenkel [54] or the one using a two dimensional analysis, whether
averaged [55] or not [56], are equally ineffective. Indeed, all three structures are cubic diamond crystals with the
same lattice positions and the same tetrahedral bond geometry. They only differ in the species located at each lattice
point. Hence, we develop a system specific order parameter that incorporates the species information. By looking at
the three perfect crystals we observe that it is possible to classify them as DC-8, DC-16 and DC-24 with a criterion
that only relies on the distance between a particle and its third neighbour of the same species. By counting how many
times each distance occurs we can identify the crystal. However this method does not work with thermalised crystals
whose distances are not sharply defined. Moreover it is a global criterion that does not provide a label to each particle.
If we are interested in classify each particle we have to extract information from the interaction matrix too; in this
way we can determine neighbours through the Kern-Frenkel potential definition and keep track of the orientation of
each patchy particle. Indeed a particle can be labeled as DC-8, DC-16 or DC-24 by looking at the relative orientation
between its first and second neighbours of the same species. In details, we measure the angles â1 and â2 for the first
neighbours and the angle â3 for the second neighbours, as shown in Supplementary Figure 2a taking as an example
the first species of the DC-8 polymorph.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Orientational order parameter to distinguish between the three polymorphs.
We are able to assign a polymorph label to each particle by analysing the orientation of first (b) and second (c)
neighbours of the same species: angle â1 and â2 of first neighbours and â3 of second neighbours are evaluated. (a)
DC-8 arrangement of particles of the first species that serves as an example to illustrate the three analysed angles.
For perfect crystals, if the first neighbours have the same orientation (â1=â2=0), we deal with a DC-8, whereas if
â1=0 and â2=109 (or â1=109 and â2=0) it is a DC-24. If â1=â2=109 it could be either a DC-24 and a DC-16 and we
need second neighbours angle â3: if â3=0 it is a DC-16 while if â3=109 it is a DC-24. In simulations we do not have
perfect crystals so angles widen around the previous values as showed in (b) and (c) using black circles for DC-24,
purple triangles for DC-16, blue squares for DC-8 and green circles for liquid.

In the perfect DC-8 crystal, particles have the same orientation, i.e. â1 = â2 = â3 = 0. Conversely, the perfect DC-16
is characterized by â1 = â2 = 109 and the perfect DC-24 either by â1 = 0 and â2 = 109 (or vice versa by â1 = 109
and â2 = 0) or by â1 = â2 = 109. This is why we need to go to second neighbours; we can distinguish the DC-24
structure from the DC-16 one since for the first â3 = 109, whereas for the second â3 = 0. In simulations we do not
have perfect crystals so the angles are not sharply defined, and their distribution spreads out around the previous
values. Measured â1, â2 (and â1, â3) angles in simulations are shown in Supplementary Figure 2b (and Supplementary
Figure 2c). Purple triangles are used to mark DC-16 angles and black circles represent the DC-24 ones. Data come
from nucleating trajectories ending in an extended crystal.
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III. Patchy Particles

Patchy particles are a convenient model to describe short-ranged anisotropic interactions [68]. They are spherical
hard core colloids of diameter σ decorated on their surfaces by attractive sites termed patches. Patches are charac-
terized by a depth δ and a wideness θmax and the Kern-Frenkel potential we employ to define their interactions relies
only on these parameters. Its expression is reported in eq.3:

V (rij , r̂α,i, r̂β,j) = VSW (rij)F (rij , r̂α,i, r̂β,j) (3)

where r̂α,i (r̂β,j) indicates the position of patch α (β) of particle i (j), and

F (rij , r̂α,i, r̂β,j) =

1 if
r̂ij · r̂α,i > cos (θmax)

r̂ji · r̂β,j > cos (θmax)

0 otherwise

(4)

The Kern-Frenkel potential is a simple square well isotropic potential VSW of depth ϵ and width δ modulated by an
orientation dependent term F in such a way that two patchy particles are bonded only if the radius to radius vector
rij is shorter than σ + δ and if it intersects the volume of both patches involved in the bond. If instead it is less that
σ the interaction is infinitely repulsive (HS behaviour).
Different species of patchy particles can differ by the number (the valence), the arrangement, the type, the depth and
wideness of the patches. By tuning these values, different phase diagrams are observed [69, 70]. In this work, the two
species of patchy particles share the same parameters (δ = 0.2 and cos(θmax) = 0.98), the same valence (4) and the
same arrangement (tetrahedral) differing only in the type of the patches (different patches have a different bonding
partner).

IV. SAT formulation for inverse self-assembly

The inverse self-assembly goal is to design building units such that they spontaneously self-assemble into a desired
structure. Using a single component system is easier from a thermodynamic perspective, but often it is not experimen-
tally feasible since complex interaction potentials [71] and/or shapes tuning [72] are required to avoid the appearance
of alternative structures. To maintain the pair interaction potential as simple as possible one approach is to use
mixtures. However this is challenging because increasing the number of components creates a combinatorial problem:
managing all possible solutions and selecting the optimal one. Here we briefly outline our methodology. We choose
patchy particles as building units and we describe their interaction through the manageable Kern-Frenkel potential.
Firstly, the number and the placement of the patches are defined to match the bond geometry of the target structure;
since in this work we analyze the cubic diamond crystal, we employ patchy particles with four patches tetrahedrally
arranged. Then, we define the topology of the target structure unit cell i.e. where each particle is located, what its
neighbours are and through which patches bonds are established. What is left to determine is how many different
types of species and patches are needed and how they should interact in such a way that the target structure is the
minimum free energy fully-bonded state. This task is converted into a colouring problem: by deciding that different
colours encode different binding properties, the goal is to define how each patch of each species is coloured and which
colours are complemetary allowing the formation of a bond. Since it is impossible to proceed by looking directly
for all possible combinations, we transform the coloring problem into a Boolean satisfiability one (SAT) that can be
solved efficiently through SAT solvers [73]. The mapping is done by defining binary variables and binary clauses.
The first ones encode the design problem and the second ones impose constraints that variables need to satisfy. For
instance there are colour interaction variables xci,cj that are true (or equal to 1) if colour ci is complementary to
color cj . Patch coloring and unit cell placement variables are required too. All the necessary variables and clauses are
presented in ref [44]. It is worth noting that boolean clauses are expressions connecting, through the logic operators
OR, two ore more binary variables (or their negation with the NOT operator). The different clauses are linked with
AND operators because a solution to the design problem is found if it exists a set of boolean variable values ensuring
all clauses are simultaneously satisfied. However the solution can be appropriate also for other structures (as the
hexagonal diamond in our example). For this reason the SAT algorithm must be applied iteratively by adding new
clauses excluding specific solutions that satisfy also alternative topologies. If the competing structures are known it
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is not necessary to test each solution by performing numerical simulations. Indeed SAT can be formulated to check
if there is a lattice placement for all or a subset of species that is compatible with a particular topology by keeping
fixed the patch coloring and the colour interactions variables.

The SAT framework is an effective, general, and versatile approach to determine designs that give rise to the desired
assembly without defects and stacking faults. Importantly, by combining it with patchy particles model we outline
a way to experimentally realize the proposed designs that is not system specific. Moreover, we underline that it is
always possible to add additional clauses to enforce specific properties. The only drawback is that it may require
more species and/or colours. For example, an additional requirement that we have already analyzed is to design
mixtures with an azeotrope at a desired concentration; advantages are twofold: (i) self-assembly is optimized and (ii)
the thermodynamic difficulty of dealing with a mixture is overcome [49].

In this paper, we take advantage of another ability of the SAT-assembly framework: the possibility to list all the
possible ways to fill the lattice positions of the target unit cell by particles belonging to a selected design. We can
indeed insert additional clauses fixing the patch coloring and the colors interactions variable. In this way the SAT
solutions represent all the different possible ways these fixed design patchy particles can be arranged in the target
unit cell, i.e. all the isotypes. This is a great accomplishment since we can automatically identify all the existing
polymorphs of a target lattice of a certain size, regardless of their nucleation ability. For the cubic diamond crystal of
48 particles analyzed in this work, SAT uncovers 64 possible arrangements of patchy particles belonging to the N2c8
design. As shown in Figure 2 in the paper, they can be grouped into three periodically repeated patterns that we
name DC-8, DC-16, DC-24 to account for their different unit cell sizes.

V. Umbrella Sampling and Successive Umbrella Sampling

Nucleation phenomena are activated processes, i.e. in order to happen a free energy barrier must be overcome. We
do not aim at fully reconstruct the free energy landscape, but rather we want to know the free energy cost F (n) of
forming a nucleus of size n in a metastable phase. We can obtain it from the probability P (n) that the system is in
a configuration where a crystalline cluster of size n is formed. Indeed:

F (n) = −kBT logP (n) (5)

Conceptually, the probability distribution along the reaction coordinate n is a quantity easily measurable in Monte
Carlo simulations. However, when states of interest are rarely accessed, the statistical accuracy is poor and direct
sampling is ineffective. This is exactly the case of nucleation phenomena. Indeed, in this scenario the system is stuck in
a relative free energy minimum corresponding to the metastable phase (liquid), and eventually, when a rare fluctuation
great enough to overcome the barrier (considerably larger than kBT ) occurs, it reaches the absolute minimum and we
start sampling configurations in the stable phase (solid). This means that with direct sampling we effectively probe
only the configuration space around minima. However, to construct the nucleation free energy barrier, we need to
sample the configuration space where crystalline clusters from small sizes to the critical one are formed, i.e we aim
to sample configurations along and on top of the barrier. We can do it by modifying the Hamiltonian of the system
when computing the acceptance probability of a move: an additional term, named biasing potential Vbias(n), is added
in order to ensure that the system visits regions that it might not otherwise explore sufficiently. The biasing potential
depends only on the reaction coordinate n and Vbias(n) = −F (n) would be the ideal choice since it guarantees a
uniform sampling in the whole reaction coordinate interval. However F (n) is not known and it is exactly what we
want to compute. A solution is provided by the Umbrella Sampling (US) method: the range of interest of the reaction
coordinate is divided into small windows and a potential that constraints the system to explore regions close to the
desired value of n is applied in each of them. The name derives from the biasing potential effect to bridge energetically
separated regions. Often an harmonic potential is chosen such that:

H = Hsystem + Vbias(n) with Vbias(n) = k(n− n0) (6)

The system is forced to explore the phase space regions around n0 with fluctuations depending on the value of k. By
using a bias potential, we measure a bias distribution Pbias(n) in each window, but we can easily retrieve the original
unbiased one:
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P (n) = Pbias(n)e
βVbias(n) (7)

The overall P (n) is computed by combining the results from the different windows, therefore it is necessary that single
windows distributions overlap with the neighbour ones. This means that the strength of the bias k must be carefully
calibrated and may change for different windows (in our case, a constant value of k = 0.005 was sufficient). For
instance a high k is required if the free energy is steep. However we do not know a priori the slope of the free energy.
To minimize the problem of selecting a bias potential for each window that ensures proper sampling, Virnau and
Muller proposed the Successive Umbrella Sampling technique (SUS) [48], a kind of US in the limit of small windows
size. In each window i the system is constrained to explore values of the reaction coordinate n belonging to a small
interval of size ω (n ∈ [iω, (i + 1)ω]); Monte Carlo simulations are run in the grand-canonical ensemble where all
moves bringing the system outside the window ranges are rejected. The windows size ω is so small, usually equal to 2
or 3, that the use of biasing potential is not necessary. Free energy difference between a state with reaction coordinate
of n and the reference one n = 0 can be computed through the P (n)/P (0) ratio. Here, this ratio is reconstructed by
the product of the ratios between the boundary histograms of each window.

P (n)

P (0)
=

H0r

H0l

H1r

H1l
· · · Hnr

Hnl
(8)

Indeed, during the simulation, for each independent window i, the number of times each configuration n is visited
is saved into a histogram Hi[n]. It is important to underline that, in order to satisfy the detailed balance, the left
boundary histogram Hil = Hi[iω] (and the right one Hir = Hi[(i+ 1)ω]) must be incremented by one even when we
reject the moves overcoming the lower (or the upper) limit of the interval. By computing the non boundary histograms
it is possible to define an adaptive weight if a biasing potential is still used.
Both US and SUS are powerful techniques that enables to compute free energy projection along a reaction coordinate
without knowing the free energy behaviour.

VI. Liquid-solid interfacial tension with BSUS
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Supplementary Figure 3. Surface tension computation. (a) Not normalized probability distribution function
logP (N) (black line) from BSUS simulations of DC-16 cubic diamond crystal and liquid coexistence at T = 0.133 and
z = 2.25. The distribution has been reweighted to have a flat profile at coexistence, as highlighted by black circles.
The number of crystalline particles (red line) emphasizes the coexistence and the crystalline regions. (b) Snapshot of
a configuration from BSUS window of 1350 particles showing the two coexisting phases; only bonds are represented.

In order to explicitly verify that the interfacial properties of the three polymorphs are the same, we estimate their
surface tensions. We apply the bias successive umbrella sampling technique (BSUS) testing this approach for the first
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time on liquid-solid phases of a patchy particles system. Monte Carlo simulations are run in parallel in distinct but
overlapping density windows in the grand-canonical ensemble (µV T ); the first window consists of a perfect crystal
box of N = 1536 particles and the successive ones are initialized by removing particles from the crystal, two by two
until N = 1290, in the direction perpendicular to the selected interface. We choose a window size of three particles.
In each window the number of times each possible state ({Ni−1, Ni, Ni+1}) is visited is counted in order to eventually
reconstruct the probability distribution log(P (N)). Simulations are performed over a specified number of Monte Carlo
sweeps. Each MC sweep represents a single iteration of the simulation, during which multiple moves are attempted
across the system. The density at which the crystal is prepared is the coexisting one ρcoex = 0.52, as evaluated by
direct coexistence simulations in NPT ensemble at T = 0.133 and P = 0.2. The activity z is fixed at 2.4 and the
number of crystalline particles in each window is also calculated. Its behaviour through the 124 windows is shown
in red in Supplementary Figure 3a: the coexistence and the solid regions are easily identified. In the coexistence
region the number of crystalline particles grows linearly, while at N = 1300 it straightly goes to zero indicating the
suddenly melt of the crystal due to interface fluctuations. A snapshot of a configuration at coexistence is reported
in Supplementary Figure 3b. Identifying the coexistence region allows us to reweight the probability distribution
log(P (N)) in order to obtain the equilibrium one log(Pcoex(N)) that is plotted in black in Supplementary Figure 3a.
Indeed the equilibrium distribution must be flat in the coexisting region since, at coexistence, there is no free energy
cost in moving the interface along the direction perpendicular to it. Since Pcoex(N) = P (N)eβ((µcoex−µ)N , in a
logarithmic y-axis plot we can straightforwardly determine the coexistence activity zcoex = eβµcoex by linear fitting
the coexistence region of log(P (N)) vs. N . Then we can scale the distribution such that its slope is effectively zero at
coexistence. Having now the distribution at equilibrium we compute the interfacial tension by measuring the height of
the crystal peak and dividing it by two times the area of the interface. Indeed, as visible in Supplementary Figure 3b,
the planar interfaces are two since periodic boundary conditions are active. This procedure is repeated few times for
each polymorph and the resulting average values of interfacial tension are reported in Figure 2 of the paper. We can
assert that they are all the same within an error of 3%, thus confirming that the three polymorphs can be considered
equal in their interfacial properties.

VII. Check against the existence of unfavorable surface sites

In this section, we aim to verify that the three polymorphs do not differ in the density of attachment on surface
sites. In other words, we want to rule out the possibility that differences in the nucleation free energy barriers can be
attributed to the presence of favorable or unfavorable bonding sites on the surface of the three polymorphs.

To achieve this, we ran additional Monte Carlo simulations in the canonical ensemble with 1000 particles. In particular,
we prepared the system by inserting in the liquid phase a crystalline supercritical seed of size 100 (Supplementary
Figure 4a). To prevent the nucleus from growing, the state point is chosen to be unstable for the crystal phase
(T = 0.16, ρ = 0.35), while to prevent it from disappearing, the particles of the seed are kept fixed during the
simulations. We evaluated the potential energy difference (U − U0) of surface particles, relative to the configuration
where the nucleus is in vacuum (Supplementary Figure 4b). In this way, we measure the new bonds formed between
surface particles and melt ones (Supplementary Figure 4c). We underline that U0 and the patches orientation are the
same for all three frozen nuclei.

In Supplementary Figure 5 we plot, for each polymorph, the average surface-melt bonding probability. It is obtained
by normalising the (U − U0) difference with respect to the maximum number of bonds that surface particles can
establish with the melt. Values are obtained by averaging over different configurations and trajectories and they
appear to be the same for the three structures. Hence, each nucleus has the same ability to make bonds with melt
particles.
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(a) (b) (c)

Supplementary Figure 4. Initial and final snapshots with a frozen DC-8 crystalline seed. Snapshot of
a typical initial configuration where a crystalline seed of 100 (colored) particles is surrounded by 1000 liquid (white)
particles. (b) The nucleus is frozen and the particles colored blue are surface particles whose energy in vacuum is U0.
During the simulation, these surface particles can establish bonds with melt particles (c). This allow us to evaluate
how many new nucleus-melt bonds are formed in each crystalline polymorph and determine if there is a structure
where bond formation is more favorable.
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Supplementary Figure 5. Surface-melt particles bonds formation. The average surface-melt bonding prob-
ability is the same (within the error) for the three polymorphs. This indicates that the surface particles of the three
nucleus share the same bonding ability.

In conclusion, the differences in the heights of the nucleation barriers cannot be ascribed to the presence of unfavorable
surface particles that would lead to an entropic penalty in the less frequent structures. This provides additional
evidence that the three polymorphs share the same surface tension. Hence they are completely degenerate and,
according to CNT predictions, should not display any differences in their nucleation frequency.

VIII. The DC-8 case

This section is devoted to show that the difference in the nucleation barrier heights of the DC-8 and DC-16 polymorphs
can still be traced back to the liquid structure by looking at the distribution of the angle α0. It defines the relative
orientation between first neighbours of the same species and it is illustrated in the inset of Supplementary Figure 6b
for patchy particles of the first species belonging to the DC-24 structure.
As discussed in the paper and shown in Figure 4 therein, the DC-8 and DC-16 crystals share common α values that
do not align with the typical melt values. However, by plotting the radial profile of α0 angle for the three polymorphs
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(Supplementary Figure 6b), we observe that their bulk values are different. In particular, the DC-8 angle is the
farthest from the melt values. This explains why the DC-8 polymorph has the highest nucleation barrier and the
DC-24 polymorph the lowest one. Moreover, the similarity between the DC-16 and DC-24 bulk α0 angles highlights
the need to extend the analysis to second neighbours to fully understand the distinct nucleation behaviours of the
polymorphs.
In Supplementary Figure 6a we also show the crystalline profiles for all three polymorphs through their average
radial distribution of the total coherence. They allow the identification of the crystalline, the interfacial and the
melt regions. Points are computed by averaging on different configurations and trajectories from umbrella sampling
windows characterised by a crystalline nucleus of 50 particles.

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

d
c.m.

 / σ

0

30

60

90

120

1
st
 n

ei
g

h
b

o
u

r 
an

g
le

 α
0

 [°
] DC-24
DC-16

DC-8

8

10

12

14

16
to

ta
l 

c
o
h
e
re

n
c
e

DC-24
DC-16
DC-8

8

10

12

14

16
to

ta
l 

c
o
h
e
re

n
c
e

DC-24
DC-16

nu
cl

eu
s 

in
te

rf
ac

e m
el

t 

!0

Supplementary Figure 6. First neighbours radial profiles. Average radial profile of total coherence (a) and α0

angle (b) from the center of mass dc.m. of a 50 particles crystalline nucleus of DC-24 (blue diamonds), DC-16 (green
circles) and DC-8 (red triangles) polymorphs. (a) α0 defines the relative orientation between first neighbours of the
same species, as illustrated for patchy particles of the first species of the DC-24 polymorph in the inset of figure (b).
The coloured bands in (a) helps locating the crystalline, the interfacial and the melt regions. The coloured bands in
(b) define the range of α0 values common to the bulk DC-24 and the bulk DC-16 (blue band) polymorphs and the
one characteristic of the bulk DC-8 (red band) structure. Red band deviates from the typical values of the melt which
are more closely approached by the blue band.
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