Pattern recognition in the nucleation kinetics of non-equilibrium self-assembly
Constantine Glen Evans1;2;3 , Jackson O’Brien4 , Erik Winfree1 , Arvind Murugan4
California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA, 2 Evans Foundation for Molecular Medicine, Pasadena, CA, 3 Maynooth
University, Maynooth, Ireland, 4 University of Chicago, Chicago, IL

arXiv:2207.06399v1 [cond-mat.dis-nn] 13 Jul 2022

1

Inspired by biology’s most sophisticated computer, the brain, neural networks constitute a profound reformulation of computational principles. Remarkably, analogous high-dimensional, highly-interconnected computational architectures also arise within information-processing molecular systems inside living cells, such
as signal transduction cascades and genetic regulatory networks. Might neuromorphic collective modes be
found more broadly in other physical and chemical processes, even those that ostensibly play non-informationprocessing roles such as protein synthesis, metabolism, or structural self-assembly? Here we examine nucleation during self-assembly of multicomponent structures, showing that high-dimensional patterns of concentrations can be discriminated and classified in a manner similar to neural network computation. Specifically, we
design a set of 917 DNA tiles that can self-assemble in three alternative ways such that competitive nucleation
depends sensitively on the extent of co-localization of high-concentration tiles within the three structures. The
system was trained in-silico to classify a set of 18 grayscale 30×30 pixel images into three categories. Experimentally, fluorescence and atomic force microscopy monitoring during and after a 150-hour anneal established
that all trained images were correctly classified, while a test set of image variations probed the robustness of
the results. While slow compared to prior biochemical neural networks, our approach is surprisingly compact,
robust, and scalable. This success suggests that ubiquitous physical phenomena, such as nucleation, may hold
powerful information processing capabilities when scaled up as high-dimensional multicomponent systems.

Fig. 1 | Conceptual framework for pattern recognition by nucleation.
When one set of molecules can potentially assemble multiple distinct structures, the nucleation process that selects between outcomes is responsive
to high-dimensional concentration patterns. Assembly pathways can be
depicted on an energy landscape (schematic shown) as paths from a
basin for unassembled components that proceed through critical nucleation
seeds (barriers) to a basin for each possible final structure. Seeds that
co-localize high concentration components will lower the nucleation barrier
for corresponding assembly pathways. The resulting selectivity of nucleation in high-dimensional self-assembly is sufficiently expressive to perform
complex pattern recognition in a manner analogous to neural computation.
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The success of life on earth derives from its use of
molecules to carry information and implement algorithms
that control chemistry and allow organisms to respond intelligently to their environment. Genetic information encodes
not only molecules with structural and chemical functionality, but also biochemical circuits such as genetic regulatory
networks and signal transduction cascades that in turn process internal and external information relevant for cellular
decision-making. While some biological systems may, like
modern modular engineering, isolate information processing
from the physical subsystems being controlled,1 other critical
decision-making may be embedded within and inseparable
from processes such as metabolism, self-assembly, and
structural reconfiguration. Understanding such physicallyentangled computation will be necessary not only for understanding biology, but also for engineering autonomous
molecular systems such as artificial cells, where it is essential to pack as much capability as possible within a limited
space and with a limited energy budget.
The interplay of structure and computation is particularly
rich in molecular self-assembly. In biological cells, decisions
about navigation, chemotaxis, and phagocytosis are made
via structural rearrangements of the cytoskeleton that integrate mechanical forces and chemical signals,2–5 but where
and how information processing occurs remains elusive. In
DNA nanotechnology,6 self-assembly of DNA tiles has been
shown theoretically and experimentally to be capable of
Turing-universal computation through simulation of cellular
automata and Boolean circuits,7,8 but this digital model of
computation appears brittle and belabored, without a clear

analog in biology.
There is an alternative form of computation that is naturally compact and robust, and very well studied in the
context of a different type of biological information processing.9–11 Neural computation has several distinctive hallmarks: mixed analog/digital decision-making, recognition of
high-dimensional patterns, reliance on the collective influence of many distributed weak interactions, robustness to
noise, and an inherent ability to learn and generalize. Surprisingly, neural network models map naturally onto theoretical models of well-mixed chemical networks,12,13 genetic regulatory networks,14–16 and signal transduction cascades,17,18
helping to characterize the capabilities of these systems and
enabling experimental demonstrations of pattern recognition
and neuromorphic computing both in cell-free biochemical
circuits and within living cells.19–21 But these well-mixed approaches still separate decision making from downstream
processes.
Neural information processing principles within molecular
self-assembly have been harder to discern, and perhaps
at first appear as a contradiction in terms. An early thermodynamic view of how free-energy minimization in molecular self-assembly could be akin to the Hopfield model of
neural associative memory did not lead to concrete realizations.22 However, a recent kinetic view of multi-component
systems that permit assembly of many distinct structures using the same components (“multifarious self-assembly”)23,24
revealed concrete connections to Hopfield associative memories25 and models of hippocampal place cells26 at the level
of collective dynamics, even though individual molecules do
not mimic individual neurons in any obvious way.
Here, we reformulate this connection as an intrinsic feature of heterogeneous nucleation kinetics and experimentally demonstrate its power for high-dimensional pattern
recognition using DNA nanotechnology.6 The phenomenon
arises when the same components can form several distinct assemblies in different geometric arrangements, or
shapes (Fig. 1). In this case, nucleation proceeds by spontaneous formation of a critical seed that subsequently grows
to form an assembly consistent with the arrangement within
the seed. Because the rate of nucleation through a given
pathway depends strongly on the concentrations of the components within the seed, and there may be many distinct
pathways possible, the overall rate of formation of a given
shape may be a complex function of the concentration pattern. Furthermore, because components are shared between the shapes, competition for resources27 results in
a winner-take-all effect that accentuates the discrimination
between concentration patterns.

Molecular system design
To explore these principles experimentally, we take advantage of the powerful foundation provided by DNA nanotechnology for programming molecular self-assembly. The wellunderstood kinetics and thermodynamics of Watson-Crick
base pairing28,29 enables systematic sequence design7 for
DNA tiles that reliably self-assemble into periodic, uniquely-
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addressed, and algorithmically-patterned structures with
100s to 1000s of distinct tile types.7,30–35 These classes of
self-assembly differ in final structures produced and in the
nature of interactions: in periodic and uniquely-addressed
structures, each molecular component typically has a unique
possible binding partner in each direction. For algorithmic
patterns (as for multifarious assembly), at least some components have multiple possible binding partners, such that
which one attaches must be decided during self-assembly.
We build on these ideas to create a molecular system
capable of assembling multiple target structures (H, A, and
M in Fig. 2) from a shared set of interacting components by
co-localizing them in different ways. The first stage of design
begins with a checkerboard arrangement in which a set S of
shared tiles do not directly bind each other; then three sets
of interaction mediating-tiles (also called H, A, and M) are introduced for each of the respective desired structures. This
design avoids constraints from Watson-Crick complementarity, allowing almost arbitrary interactions to be engineered
between S tiles. Later design stages, described below, optimized this initial layout to reduce assembly errors; Extended
Data Fig. E1 describes the optimization and Extended Data
Fig. E2 compares with the checkerboard design.
The basic design principles are as follows. Each interaction tile in H binds four specific S tiles together in a way that
reflects neighborhood constraints between shared S tiles in
structure H. These H tiles are unique to structure H and do
not occur in the assembled A or M structures. Tiles in a 1:1
stoichiometric mix of S+H, S+A or S+M will have no promiscuous interactions and will assemble H, A or M respectively,
as with prior work on uniquely addressable structures.34 But
a 1:1:1:1 mix of S+H+A+M, henceforth called our SHAM
mix, is capable of assembling three distinct structures. This
additive construction of interaction-mediating tiles is analogous to Hebbian learning of multiple memories in Hopfield
neural networks.23,25
Extensive promiscuous interactions present in the SHAM
mix could in principle lead to unplanned chimeric structures
and aggregates (Extended Data Fig. E2). We combine two
kinds of cooperative effects, called “proofreading” because
they lead to rejection of mis-assembled tiles, to prevent
such aggregates. Much like with neural networks,36 random arrangement of tiles provides a statistical proofreading.23 Further optimization of the tile set (Extended Data
Fig. E1) confers algorithmic proofreading.37,38 The resulting
design in Fig. 2b, has 168 tiles shared across all three structures, 203 tiles shared across a pair, and 546 tiles unique
to a specific shape. Our experimental implementation used
42-nucleotide single-stranded DNA tiles34 (Fig. 2a) with sequences designed using tools from prior work7 to reduce
unintended interactions and secondary structure and ensure
nearly-uniform binding energies.
To test whether proofreading was sufficient to combat
promiscuity and to test the unbiased yield of different structures, we annealed all tiles at equal concentration (60 nM)
in solution over 150 hours from 48 ◦ C to 45 ◦ C. Atomic
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Fig. 2 | A multifarious mixture of 917 molecular species that can assemble into three distinct structures from one set of molecules. a, 42nucleotide DNA strands self-assemble into 2-d structures by forming bonds with four complementary strands in solution via four 10 or 11 nucleotide
domains. The strands can be abstracted as square tiles, each named and shown with distinct binding domains identified by number, such that e.g. 708 is
complementary to 708∗ . b, One pool of 917 tile types assembles into three distinct shapes, H, A and M, through a multitude of pathways. While each tile
occurs at most once in each shape, the shared purple species recur in multiple shapes, in distinct spatial arrangements. c, Annealing an equal mix of all
tiles results in a mixture of fully and partially assembled H, A and M, imaged by atomic force microscope (AFM). Inset illustrates the expected slant of the
shapes due to single-stranded tile geometry.

force microscopy (AFM) revealed a roughly equal yield of
all three structures (Fig. 2c), despite the inequivalent thermodynamic energies of H, A, and M due to their different
area-to-perimeter ratios (Fig. 3). These results indicate that
yield is kinetically controlled and no one structure has intrinsically favorable kinetic pathways on the timescales probed
here. Additionally, we did not observe significant chimeric
structures or uncontrolled aggregation, indicating that proofreading was functioning as desired. A fraction of structures
formed, however, were missing fragments at two specific
corners, which could arise from asymmetric growth kinetics
or lattice curvature.33

Co-localization controls nucleation
To assess how kinetic pathways can be determined
by nucleation and controlled by concentration patterns,
we adapt classical nucleation theory39 to consider target
structures that differ in co-localization of tiles. We model
the free P
energy of a structure A with B total bonds as
i
G(A) = i∈A Gmc
− B Gse − ¸, where ¸ depends on the
i
choice of reference concentration u0 , Gmc
= ¸ − log ci =u0
is the chemical potential (or equivalently, translational entropy) of tile i at concentration ci , and Gse is the energy of
each bond in units of RT . G(A) has competing contributions
that scale with the structure’s area and perimeter, and is
hence maximized for certain partial assemblies called critical nucleation seeds. The formation of such seeds is often
rate-limiting: once these seeds are assembled, subsequent
growth is faster and mostly ‘downhill’ in free energy. If the
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nucleation rate for a given shape is dominated by a single
critical nucleus As , we could use an Arrhenius-like approx+
imation ”shape
∼ e −G(As ) ; in the case that multiple critical
nuclei are significant, we must perform a sum (Extended
Data Fig. E3).
When such analyses are applied to homogeneous crystals with uniform concentration ci = c of components, critical
nuclei are simply those with the appropriate balance of size
and perimeter. Heterogeneous concentration patterns require a new kind of analysis. Identifying critical seeds is now
more involved since they can be arbitrarily shaped, paying
in perimeter to gain high concentration tiles, and may have
different sizes, with many high concentration tiles in structures resulting in smaller critical sizes. We implemented a
stochastic sampling algorithm (Extended Data Fig. E3) to
estimate the nucleation rate of a structure with an uneven
pattern of concentrations ci , with results in Fig. 3.
We can gain insight into how nucleation performs pattern recognition using the example shown in Fig. 3a, where
the concentrations of some shared tiles in the SHAM mix
have been enhanced. If the high concentration tiles are
co-localized in structure H, such a pattern will lower kinetic
barriers for the nucleation of H while maintaining high barriers for A and M since those same high concentration tiles
are scattered across the structure in A and M. The typical
area K over which co-localization promotes nucleation depends on the temperature and the typical concentration of
high tiles and can be estimated from the size of critical seeds
predicted by classical nucleation theory. The nucleation rate
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of a structure is high if it contains contiguous regions of
area K with high average (log) concentration, and is low
otherwise. Since the area of critical seeds, and hence K,
is generally larger at high temperatures, we expect a tradeoff between speed and complexity of pattern recognition
(Fig. 3e), with more subtle discrimination at higher temperatures (large K)—at the expense of slower experiments—and
lower discriminatory power at lower temperatures (small K).
To experimentally characterize the basis of selectivity, we
systematically varied the location of a 5 × 5 checkerboard
pattern of high concentration tiles—a ‘flag’—in each of the
three shapes, through 37 total locations (three examples
are shown in Fig. 3b). We enhanced concentrations of only
shared tiles in the SHAM mix, and thus did not create additional thermodynamic bias towards any one structure. We
ramped the temperature down slowly, from 48 ◦ C to 46 ◦ C
(the expected range for nucleation, a few degrees below the
melting temperatures) to provide robustness to variations in
nucleation temperatures among flags in different locations.
To monitor nucleation and growth in real time, we designed
distinct fluorophore/quencher pairs on adjacent tiles in four
locations on each shape, using tiles not shared between
shapes. Each pair quenches when the local region of that
specific structure assembles (Fig. 4b and Extended Data
Fig. E4).

4

Experimental results for the three example flag concentration patterns are shown in Fig. 4c, and illustrate selective
nucleation (more details in Extended Data Fig. E5). When
the pattern localizes high concentration species in a structure, e.g., H, the fluorophore in the expected nucleation
region of that structure quenched first and rapidly. After
a delay, fluorophore signals from other parts of the same
structure also dropped, indicating growth. Fluorophores on
off-target structures show minimal to no quenching until very
late in the experiment. AFM images from samples at the end
of the experiment confirm that fluorophore quenching corresponded to selective self-assembly of complete or partial
shapes. Of the 37 flag positions, roughly half exhibited robust selective nucleation and growth (Fig. 4de), while other
positions were either not selective or did not grow well, for
reasons we have not been able to determine.
In multifarious systems, we expect enhanced selectivity
because of a competitive suppression of nucleation. If we
use an annealing protocol that spends a sufficient time in
a temperature range where H can nucleate and grow significantly, but A cannot nucleate (Fig. 3f), then we expect a
winner-take-all (WTA) effect in which the assembly of H depletes shared tiles S and thus actively suppress nucleation
of A. As shown in Fig. 4f, we see evidence for such a WTA
effect in most experiments (see also Extended Data Fig. E6).
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Fig. 4 | Selective nucleation in experiments with shape-specific localized concentration patterns of shared tiles. a, Samples were annealed
with a temperature protocol that cooled from 71 ◦ C (well above the melting temperature) to 48 ◦ C over ∼ 6 hours, cooled to 46 ◦ C over 100 hours, and
finally was brought to 39.5 ◦ C over 3 hours (see Extended Data Fig. E5). b, Fluorescence monitoring was achieved by fluorophore-quencher pairs on the
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Such a winner-take-all effect can enhance the effect of small
differences in nucleation kinetics.

Pattern recognition by nucleation
Our work thus far shows that the space of all concentration patterns C = Rn can be composed of regions that
result in the selective assembly of each of H, A and M respectively at a specific temperature; see Fig. 5a. In fact,
these regions together represent the phase diagram of this
self-assembling system.40 Phase boundaries can be seen
as decision boundaries where selectivity is low. Phase
boundaries of traditionally studied physical systems are usually low dimensional and not fruitfully interpreted as decision
boundaries. However, in multi-component heterogeneous
systems like ours, the phase diagram is naturally high dimensional since the concentrations of all 917 components
must be specified. Further, phase boundaries in disordered
many-body systems tend to be complex and thus implicitly
solve complex pattern recognition problems, a perspective
that also underlies Hopfield’s Associative Memory in neural
networks.25,41
In this way, selective nucleation can be seen as solving
a particular pattern recognition problem based on which
molecules are co-localized in the designed structures. Similar co-localization-based decision boundaries arise in the
context of neural place cells studied by the Mosers24,42–44
and have been shown to be complex enough to solve pattern
recognition problems and permit statistically robust learning.
Having demonstrated that multifarious self-assembly can
solve a specific pattern recognition problem based on co-

5

localization, could different molecules be designed to solve
other arbitrarily-given pattern recognition problems, e.g. that
shown in Fig. 5a? Here, the grayscale value of each pixel
position in the 30 × 30 images is taken to represent the concentration of a distinct molecule. Instead of synthesizing
new molecules with new interactions to solve the above
challenge, we equivalently show that the design problem is
solvable with our existing molecules by an optimized choice
of a pixel-to-tile map „, that is by choosing which of our existing tiles should correspond to which pixel position (Fig. 5b).
In addition to saving DNA synthesis costs, this approach
also helps demonstrate that a random molecular design can
be exploited, ex post facto, to solve a specific computational
problem by modifying how the problem is mapping onto
physical components, as done in reservoir computing.45
We specified our design problem by picking arbitrary
images as training sets shown in Fig. 5d. Note that images in one class share no more resemblance than images
across classes, e.g., class H is Hodgkin, Hopfield, Horse
etc, though the number of pixels and grayscale histogram
were standardized across images (see Methods). In this
way, the number of distinct images per class (6 in the experiments presented below) tests the flexibility of decision
surfaces inherent to this self-assembling molecular system
as a classifier.
We then used an optimization algorithm (see Fig. 5c and
Methods) on „ that sought to maximize nucleation of the ontarget structure for the concentration pattern corresponding
to each image while also minimizing off-target nucleation.
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images used to test generalization power.

That is, our algorithm sought to map high concentration pixels in each image (e.g., Moser) to co-localized tiles in the
corresponding on-target structure (here, M) to enhance nucleation, while mapping those same pixels to scattered tiles
in undesired structures (here, A and H). Note that this map
„ is simultaneously optimized for all images and not independently for each image. Hence no map „ might be able to
perfectly satisfy all the above requirements simultaneously
for all images in all classes; analogous to associative memory capacity,23,25,41 we explore the limits of this classifier in
Extended Data Fig. E7.
In experiments, we then enhanced concentrations of tiles
in the SHAM mix in accordance to each of the 18 training
images (using the optimized „) and annealed each of the 18
mixes with a 150 h ramp from 48 ◦ C to 45 ◦ C. We found that
the 18 training images yielded highly selective correct nucleation, as verified by AFM imaging and real-time fluorescence
quenching (Fig. 6 and Extended Data Fig. E8).
We also tested 12 degraded images and 6 alternate handwriting images (Fig. 5e). We find successful pattern recognition for random speckle distortions, and all but one partly
obscured image. The ability to recognize distorted images,
not present in a training set, is a critical aspect of learning
in neural networks since it tests the ability to generalize. A
given neural network architecture can be naturally robust to
certain families of distortions (e.g., convolutional networks
can handle translation) but not others (e.g., dilation). Furthermore, since nucleation is a cooperative process, often
dominated by one or a few critical seeds involving just a
handful of tiles, flipping of random uncorrelated pixels and
obscuring parts of an image that do not involve those critical pixel combinations will not inhibit nucleation – demon6

strating robustness. On the other hand, only 3 of the 6
alternate handwritten digits were correctly recognized by
self-assembly, indicating a lack of robustness to this type of
variation, with our training protocol.

Discussion
The phenomenon of pattern recognition by multifarious
self-assembly that we demonstrated may be exploited by
complex evolved or designed systems. For example, the
phase boundaries for multi-component condensates governing genetic regulation46 may also contain similar inherent
information-processing capabilities. In such a case, the
‘pixel-to-tile’ map would instead correspond to a layer of
phosphorylation or binding circuitry that activates or deactivates specific self-assembling components based on the
levels of upstream information-bearing molecular signals.
Within future artificial cell-like molecular robots, nucleation
may be an especially compact way to implement decisionmaking within the limited space constraints.
To better understand the information-processing potential of nucleation, we may treat this physical process as
a machine learning model. A key issue is how the complexity of decision surfaces, quantified, e.g., by the VC dimension,9 depends on underlying physical aspects of selfassembly such as concentration, temperature, annealing
speed, non-equilibrium effects such as winner-take-all, number of molecular species, binding free energies and their
specificity, and the geometry of structures. Our work already suggests that temperature mediates a trade-off between speed, accuracy, and complexity of pattern recognition; at higher temperatures, nucleation seeds are larger,
allowing discrimination based on higher order correlations
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in the concentration patterns, but the physical process is
also correspondingly slower. Indeed, unlike many prior relationships between physics and computation, computation
here exploits the inevitable inherently stochastic nature of
nucleation. Monomers must make many unsuccessful attempts at forming a critical seed for both on- and off-target
structures, with repeated disassembly before discovering the
seed for the correct pattern recognition outcome, much like
the backtracking inherent to stochastic search algorithms.47
In well-mixed chemical systems, a formal connection between stochastic chemical kinetics and computational solutions to NP-complete Boolean satisfiability problems has
been established,48 suggesting a possible approach for characterizing the power of stochastic nucleation.
Viewing nucleation as a machine learning model raises
the question of whether there is a natural physical implementation of learning. In this work, learning was implemented in
a manner reminiscent of reservoir computing:45,49 molecules
with a fixed set of interactions could nevertheless solve an arbitrary problem by simply training, on a computer, for how the
problem is mapped to components of the fixed existing system. However, the similarity of the framework here to neural
models of associative memory,25 especially those based on
random co-localization,24,42,43 allow the interactions to potentially be learned in a Hebbian manner by a natural physical
process. For example, a fourth or fifth structure can be
added by adding new unique tiles that mediate interactions
needed for such structures. Further, if these interactionmediating tiles could be physically created or activated in
response to environmental inputs, e.g., through proximity7

based ligation, molecular systems could autonomously learn
new self-assembling behaviors from examples50–52 without
the need for computer-based learning.
The connection between self-assembly and neural network computation raises a great many questions that will be
productive for further exploration, but perhaps the broadest
one is a variant on Anderson’s observation that ‘more is
different’.53 Anderson was referring to the fact that when systems of a great many copies of the same simple component
are considered, as in statistical mechanics or fluid dynamics
to take canonical examples, phenomena that are best understood at a higher level may emerge. Biology seems to
(also) explore a different sense of ‘more is different’: in many
cases, it makes use of just a few copies of a great many
different types of components.1 Here too there may be phenomena that naturally emerge in the ‘large N limit’: robustness, programmability, and information-processing. Such
things are best explored in information-rich model systems
devoid of the distracting complexities of biology, and this is
what is provided by DNA nanotechnology. Indeed, there is
already evidence for ‘more is different’ phenomena that can
occur when scaling up the number of components: whereas
self-assembled few-component DNA structures are often
sensitive to sequence details and molecular purity, thus taking years to refine experimentally, DNA origami54 uses hundreds of components and usually works on the first try, even
with unpurified strands, imprecise stoichiometry, and no
sequence optimization. Similarly, uniquely-addressed multicomponent single-stranded tile systems34,55,56 have robustly
scaled up to thousands of components due to the richness

of the molecular information. Our work adds sophisticated
information-processing as a new emergent phenomenon for
self-assembly which gains highly programmable and potentially learnable phase boundaries to solve specific pattern
recognition problems in the multicomponent limit, as found
earlier in large N neural networks.41 Consequently, this neural network inspired perspective may help recognize and
guide understanding of high-dimensional molecular systems
where information-processing is deeply entangled within
physical processes, whether in biology or in molecular engineering: multicomponent liquid condensates, multicomponent active matter, and other systems might have similar
programmable and learnable phase boundaries.
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Methods
Multifarious DNA tile system design. Prior theoretical
proposals23,57 for multifarious mixtures require each component to accept multiple strongly binding partners at each
binding site. However, in DNA tile assembly, each binding
site can usually only bind its Watson-Crick complement, and
not an arbitrary set of other domains. Hence, we used an
alternate approach: we assumed three structures made of
entirely unique tiles and ran a merging algorithm that attempted to reuse tiles in a roughly checkerboard pattern
across structures. The algorithm accepted merges if consequences for unintentional binding between other tiles were
minimal. After determining the abstracted shared and tile
layout in this way, we designed DNA sequences reflecting
this layout.
The three target shapes were drawn on a 24 × 24 singlestranded tile (SST) molecular canvas,34 at an abstract level,
with each location in each shape initially a being unique
tile with four abstract binding sites referred to as ‘glues’.
(After sequence design, matching glues will correspond to
binding pairs of complementary sequence domains.) Edges
of the shapes used a special ‘null glue’ that is intended to
have no valid binding partner. In total, this initial design had
2,706 glues, and 1,456 tiles. The three shapes were then
processed through a ‘merging’ algorithm that attempted to
reuse the same tiles in different shapes. Randomly choosing two tiles in two different shapes (with null glues on the
same sides of each tile, if any), each step of the algorithm
attempted to make the two tiles identical by reusing the
same four glues in both, and propagating the changes in the
glues to all places they occurred within all shapes, starting
with the neighboring tiles (e.g., Extended Data Fig. E1a). To
avoid having these changes create undesired growth pathways, for example, allowing chimera of multiple shapes, the
modified set was checked after each trial merging step for
two criteria from algorithmic self-assembly (Extended Data
Fig. E1b). The self-healing criterion requires that, for any
correct subassembly of any shape, while attachments of
the wrong tile for a particular location may take place by
one bond, only the correct tile can attach by two or more
bonds.58 The second-order sensitivity criterion requires that,
for any correct subassembly of any shape, if an incorrect attachment by one bond takes place, the incorrectly attached
tile will not create a neighborhood where an additional incorrect tile can attach by two bonds, and thus the initial error
will be likely to fall off.38 These two criteria, which are trivially
satisfied when every tile and bond is unique to a particular
location, continue to be satisfied after each merging step.
Thus, we ensure that there is at least a minimum barrier to
continued incorrect growth in a regime where tile attachment
by two or more bonds is favorable, and attachment by one
bond is unfavorable, which is the case close to the melting
temperature of most DNA tile assembly systems.59,60
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The algorithm repeatedly merged tiles that satisfied the
two criteria until no further acceptable merges were possible.
As each merge could affect the acceptability of later merges
by changing the glues around each tile, in order to guide the
algorithm toward a sequence of merges more likely to be
compatible, the algorithm was initially restricted to considering an alternating ‘checkerboard’ subset of tiles, which, apart
from edges, were likely to be merge-able. After exhausting
possible merges of these subsets, the algorithm then attempted merges using all tiles in the system. After repeating
this stochastic algorithm multiple times, and selecting the
system with the smallest number of tiles, the final resulting
system had 698 binding domains and 917 tiles, with 371 of
tiles shared between at least two shapes (Extended Data
Fig. E1c).
After the assignment of abstract binding domains to each
tile by the merging algorithm, the sequences for the binding
domains, and thus tiles themselves, were generated using
the sequence design software of Woods and Doty et al.7
Tiles used a standard SST motif, with alternating 10 and
11 nt binding domains, designed to have similar binding
strengths. Following Woods and Doty et al,7 we set a target
range of -8.9 to -9.2 kcal/mol for a single domain at 53 ◦ C,
which was between the melting temperature and growth
temperature for their system. Null binding domains on the
edges of shapes, not intended to bind to any other tiles,
were assigned poly-T sequences.
Models of nucleation. To model the dependence of the
nucleation rates of the three shapes on patterns of unequal
concentration, we developed a simple nucleation model
based on the stochastic generation of possible nucleation
pathways and critical nuclei. The model estimates nucleation rates by analyzing stochastic paths generated in a
greedy manner by making single-tile additions starting from
a particular monomer in the system. At each step, all favorable attachments are added and then an unfavorable
attachment is performed with probability weighted by the
relative free-energy differences of the available tile attachment positions. When multiple favorable attachments are
available, the most favorable attachment is made deterministically. This procedure is repeated for many paths over all
possible initial positions within the shape considered, and
the barrier (highest free energy state visited in ‘growing’
a full structure) is recorded for each path. A nucleation
rate is estimated by assuming an equilibrium occupation of
this barrier state (Arrenhius’ approximation39 ) and summing
over the kinetics of the available attachments from this state.
See Extended Data Fig. E3 and Supplementary Information
and Data Appendix, Section 1.2 for a detailed discussion.
The approximations here could be improved by running fully
reversible simulations, e.g., using Forward Flux Sampling.61
Fluorophore labels, DNA synthesis, and growth. Sites
for fluorophore and quencher modifications were chosen

growth, the initial growth temperature was 48 ◦ C, which was
reduced over 100 hours to 46 ◦ C. For pattern recognition,
a ramp from 48 ◦ C to 45 ◦ C over 150 hours was used. For
constant temperature experiments, fluorescence readings
were taken every 12 minutes, and for other experiments,
every 30 minutes. After the growth period, temperature was
lowered to 39 ◦ C at 1 ◦ C per 26 minutes. See Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Sections 4 and 5 for
temperature protocols plotted as a function of time. Because
of the small sample size and long experiment duration, great
care to avoid evaporation was necessary. Once protocols
were finished, samples were stored at room temperature
Tiles without fluorophore or quencher modifications were until ready for AFM imaging.
ordered unpurified (desalted) and normalized to 400 µM
in TE buffer (Integrated DNA Technologies). Strands
AFM imaging was performed using a FastScan AFM
with fluorophore or quencher modifications were ordered (Bruker) in fluid tapping mode. To achieve better images,
HPLC-purified and normalized to 100 µM. Individual tiles two techniques were combined: sample warming to prevent
were mixed, in the concentration patterns used for exper- nonspecific clumping of structures, and washing with Naiments, using an Echo 525 acoustic liquid handler (Beck- supplemented buffer to prevent smaller material, such as
man Coulter). Samples used TEMg buffer (TE buffer with unbound, single DNA tile strands, from adhering to the mica
12.5 mM MgCl2 ) in a total volume of ∼ 20 µL. Flag experi- surface. Each sample was diluted 50x into TEMg buffer
ments used a 50 nM base concentration of unenhanced tiles, with an added 100 mM NaCl, then warmed to approximately
and an 880 nM concentration of enhanced concentration 40 ◦ C for 15 minutes. 50 µL of the sample mix was deposited
tiles, while pattern recognition experiments employed tiles on freshly-cleaved mica, then left for two minutes. As much
with nominal concentrations between 16.67 nM to 450 nM, liquid as possible was pipetted off of the mica and discarded,
which were then quantized into ten discrete values to simplify then immediately replaced with Na-supplemented buffer
mixing and conserve material (see Supplementary Informa- again, and mixed by pipetting up and down. This washing
tion and Data Appendix, Section 1.7). Fluorophore and process of buffer removal and addition was repeated twice
quencher-modified tile locations always had tiles mixed at with added-Na buffer, then once with TEMg buffer to remove
the lowest concentration used in the experiment. Given that remaining Na, before imaging was performed in TEMg buffer.
unpurified synthetic oligonucleotides typically have less than As adhesion of DNA to mica is dependent upon the ratio of
40% to 60% of the molecules being full length, it is remark- monovalent and divalent cations in the imaging buffer, this
able (though consistent with Woods and Doty et al7 ) that this process was meant to ensure that unbound tiles were redid not prevent successful pattern recognition by nucleation. moved during the washing process where Na and Mg were
present, while imaging itself took place with only Mg, so that
For flag experiments, and pattern recognition of trained the lattice structures would be more strongly adhered to the
images, four samples were prepared per concentration pat- surface, resulting in better image quality.
tern: one sample for each shape with all four fluorophore
labels on only that shape, to monitor growth of multiple re- Fluorescence and AFM data analysis. Fluorophore siggions on each shape, and an additional sample with one nals are known to be affected by extraneous factors such as
fluorophore on each shape: ROX, ATTO550 (‘five’), and temperature, pH, secondary structure, and the local base
ATTO647N (‘six’) on H, A, and M respectively. For pattern sequence near the fluorophore,62 which complicates quanrecognition of test images, for experiment size reasons, only titative interpretation of absolute fluorescence levels. Our
the lattermost sample was prepared.
own control experiments also illustrated effects due to partial
assembly intermediates as well as due to the total amount
After transferring 20 µL to PCR tubes, samples were of single stranded DNA in solution (Supplementary Inforgrown in an mx3005p quantitative PCR (qPCR) machine mation and Data Appendix, Section 2). For this reason,
(Agilent), in order to provide a program of controlled tem- the fluorescence of each fluorophore was normalized to the
perature over time while monitoring fluorescence. Growth maximum raw fluorescence value of that fluorophore in that
protocols began with a ramp from 71 ◦ C to 53 ◦ C over 40 particular sample, and the time at which the fluorescence
minutes to ensure any potentially preexisting complexes signal decreased by 10% was then used as a measure of
were melted, and then a slower ramp from 53 ◦ C to an initial the extent of nucleation that appears less sensitive to these
growth temperature at 1 ◦ C per hour. At this point, three artifacts (Extended Data Fig. E4). The duration between the
different protocols were used. For constant temperature point of 10% quenching and the end of the growth segment
flag growth experiments, the growth temperature was 47 ◦ C, of the experiment was defined as the ‘growth time’ for that
and this was held for 51 hours. For temperature ramp flag fluorophore label; the growth time was defined as 0 in the
to avoid edges, modify only unshared tiles, and provide a
reasonable distribution of locations on each shape. Fluorophores were chosen for spectral compatibility and temperature stability.62 ROX, ATTO550, and ATTO647N were
paired with Iowa Black RQ, and FAM was paired with Iowa
Black FQ. Both fluorophore and quencher modifications
were made on the 5’ ends of tiles; to sufficiently co-localize
fluorophores and quenchers, one tile in the label pair used
a reversed orientation (Fig. 4a). Fluorophore labels are
discussed in detail in Supplementary Information and Data
Appendix, Section 2.
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event of quenching never reaching 10%. For concentration
patterns with four samples with different fluorophore arrangements, the total growth time of a shape was defined as the
average of the growth time of the five total fluorophore labels
on the shape across the four samples (four in the shapespecific sample, and one in the each-shape sample), while
for concentration patterns with only one sample, the growth
time of the corresponding fluorophore label was used. As
the position of the fluorophore within the shape, relative
to where nucleation occurs, has a substantial influence on
growth time measurements, the considerable variability in
these measurements relative to the true nucleation kinetics
must be acknowledged.

The intention of the numbers used was to make the average
tile concentration 60 nM for each image. As each image had
900 pixels and there are 917 tiles in the system, 17 tiles did
not have their concentrations set by any pixel; these tile concentrations were uniformly set to the lowest concentration,
and the assignment of these tiles was used to ensure that
fluorophore label locations did not vary in concentration.
The tile-pixel assignment was optimized through a simple
hill-climbing algorithm, starting from a random assignment,
where random modifications to the assignment map are attempted at each step and accepted if the move increases the
efficacy of the map. This efficacy was quantified through a
heuristic function that accounts for relative nucleation rates,
location of nucleation sites (with emphasis given to locations
that succeeded in the flag experiments shown in Fig. 4d),
and satisfaction of constraints related to the fluorescent reporters. Because the nucleation algorithm described above
is costly, a simplistic model of nucleation based upon the
Boltzmann-weighted sum of concentrations over a k × k
window swept over each structure (similar to the model employed in Zhong et al24 ) was used to evaluate relative nucleation rates for a majority of the optimization steps. The more
detailed but computationally costly model described above
was then employed for an additional several hours in hopes
of improving the mapping. The window-based nucleation
model (along with all constraints about nucleation location
and fluorescent reporters) is also employed to explore the
capacity of this map training procedure in Extended Data
Fig. E7. Details of the pattern recognition training and the
window-based nucleation model are discussed in Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Sections 1.4 and
1.5.

For flag experiments, AFM imaging was done only for
qualitative confirmation of the selective nucleation and
growth indicated by fluorescence results. For pattern
recognition and equal-concentration experiments, however,
shapes in AFM images were uniformly quantified. At least
one sample of each of the patterns had three 5 × 5 µm
images taken under comparable conditions. The sample
corresponding with each image was blinded, and structures
were counted independently by each of the four authors,
classifying structures as either “nearly complete” or “clearly
identifiable” examples of each of the three shapes. For the
purposes of analysing pattern-dependent nucleation and
growth, no clear distinction between the number of nearly
complete and clearly identifiable shapes was found, and
so the two categories were summed. Counts were averaged across the three images, then averaged across the
counts of the four authors, to obtain a count per shape per
25 µm2 region for each pattern. Each author used their own,
subjective, interpretation of “nearly complete” and “clearly
identifiable” structures, and the total number of structures
counted in each image differed by up to ±50% for different
References
authors. However, the ratios of different shapes in each
image counted by each author remained within 5% of the 57. Marras, A., Zhou, L., Su, H. J. & Castro, C. E. “Programmable
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I488 S11 A489 A490 I491 S109 I492 I493 A494 S9 A495 S15

S16 B17 N18 H19 S20 N21 N22 H23

S24 B25 N26 H27 B28 H29 S30 H31

S120 I496 I497 I498 S301 A499 N351 A500 S345 I501 S303 A502 S126 A503 N115 A504 S213 A505 N251 A506 S305 A507 N282 A508

B32 S33 B34 S35 H36 S37 B38 S39

H40 S41 H42 S43 H44 S45 N46 S47

A509 S434 A510 S412 N229 S45 A511 I512 I513 S247 N308 S324 A514 N218 I515 S395 A516 I517 A518 S436 A519 S332 I520 I521

in A (181)

in M (190)

M727 S105 M728 I493 M729 S3 M730 S9 M731 S111 M732 I486 I492 S11 M733 I484 I488 S13 M734 S1 M735 S109 I491 S15
B360 M736 S35 B458 S67 M737 S334 B460 S247 M738 S243 M739 S52 M740 S142 M741 S153 M742 B201 M743 S180 M744 S341 M745
B392 B103 M746 S50 M747 S45 M748 S147 M749 S446 M750 S130 M751 S284 M752 S293 M753 S280 M754 S421 B390 S343 M755 B79

S48 B49 S50 H51 S52 H53 S54 H55

S56 H57 S58 H59 B60 B61 N62 H63

S80 N206 S50 A522 S188 N152 S90 I523 S54 A524 I525 I526 S278 A527 S451 A528 S222 A529 I530 A531 I532 A533 S382 A534

S440 B133 B60 M756 S54 M757 S245 M758 I608 M759 I615 B49 S259 I592 S303 M760 B230 I685 S328 M761 S90 M762 S241 M763

H64 S65 H66 S67 H68 S69 H70 B71

H72 S73 H74 N75 H76 S77 H78 B79

A535 S337 A536 I537 I538 S73 A539 S35 A540 S364 A541 N134 A542 S289 A543 S341 A544 S172 A545 N22 N296 S421 A546 S167

M764 S278 M765 S37 M766 B320 I696 S307 B25 S43 M767 S326 M768 S92 M769 S224 I680 S453 M770 S174 M771 S149 M772 M773

S80 H81 S82 H83 N84 N85 S86 B87

S88 H89 S90 B91 S92 H93 N94 N95

S24 A547 S343 A548 N207 A549 S457 A550 S203 A551 S410 A552 S406 A553 S138 A554 N62 A555 N309 A556 S124 A557 S314 A558

B168 I627 S176 M774 S69 M775 B362 M776 S186 M777 B190 I703 I590 B17 I586 I501 S222 I565 S402 M778 S410 M779 S182 M780
M781 S324 M782 S228 I498 S389 M783 S395 I563 S291 B135 B295 M784 S86 M785 S289 M786 S203 M787 S322 I656 I658 M788 S47

H96 B97 H98 B99 B100 B101 H102 B103 H104 S105 H106 N107 H108 S109 H110 S111 H112 S113 H114 N115 N116 S117 H118 B119

A559 S30 A560 S130 A561 I562 I563 N165 A564 S284 I565 S161 A566 S397 N169 S178 A567 S276 N350 S43 I568 N257 A569 S431

S120 N121 B122 H123 S124 H125 S126 H127 S128 H129 S130 N131 S132 B133 N134 B135 S136 H137 S138 H139 N140 N141 S142 H143

I570 A571 S385 A572 I573 A574 S293 A575 S476 A576 S466 I577 S474 N465 S368 A578 S186 A579 S241 A580 I581 A582 S132 A583

S264 M789 S404 M790 S301 B38 S470 M791 S466 B269 I562 M792 S132 B100 B299 M793 I676 I577 B99 B235 S382 M794 S406 I682

H144 S145 H146 S147 H148 S149 H150 N151 N152 S153 H154 N155 H156 S157 H158 S159 H160 S161 H162 B163 H164 N165 S166 S167

N192 I584 A585 I586 A587 S297 A588 S359

M795 S436 M796 S393 B267 I521

M797 I603 S457 I622 S376 B239

B168 N169 N170 H171 S172 H173 S174 H175 S176 B177 S178 B179 S180 H181 S182 N183 N184 H185 S186 H187 S188 N189 B190 H191

I594 A595 N151 A596 S234 A597 S249 A598

S312 N233 S322 A599 S366 I600 N255 I601

S432 M801 I497 M802 I530 I601

M803 S272 M804 S434 M805 M806

M807 M808 S138 I496 S414 B383
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H240 S241 N242 S243 N244 S245 H246 S247 H248 S249 B250 N251 H252 N253 H254 N255 H256 N257 H258 S259 H260 S261 N262 S263

A617 S459 A618 S226 N262 S82 N116 S197 N2 N107 A619 S1 A620 S111 A621 S105 I622 N140 A623 S58 N121 S92 A624 S391

M824 I517 I667 S195 M825 S263

M826 B338 S397 M827 S337 M828

M829 S124 M830 S145 M831 S39

A589 I590 A591 N170 I592 S174 A593 S263

M798 B380 M799 B101 M800 I645

S264 H265 N266 B267 S268 B269 S270 H271 S272 N273 N274 N275 S276 H277 S278 N279 S280 H281 N282 N283 S284 H285 N286 H287

S216 A625 S33 A626 N75 I627 S291 A628 N339 N273 S349 A629 S159 N46 S417 A630 S228 A631 S318 A632 S259 A633 S376 A634

B400 I538 S197 I662 S213 M832

M833 S172 M834 S126 I526 B71

S80 M835 S270 M836 S73 M837

N288 S289 H290 S291 H292 S293 H294 B295 N296 S297 H298 B299 B300 S301 H302 S303 H304 S305 H306 S307 N308 N309 H310 S311
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B32 S188 M850 S65 M851 B119
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H336 S337 B338 N339 H340 S341 H342 S343 H344 S345 H346 N347 H348 S349 N350 N351 H352 S353 H354 S355 H356 N357 H358 S359

A660 S243 A661 S404 I662 S113 A663 N94 A664 S142 A665 S442 I666 S425 I667 N84 A668 N184 A669 N429 A670 S316 A671 I672

M853 B122 M854 B387 I515 S431

S56 M855 S161 B411 S41 M856

I683 I532 M857 S249 M858 M859
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S88 A690 S393 A691 N274 A692 N330 I693
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S88 M875 S297 M876 S451 M877

M878 S364 M879 S442 M880 B423

M881 M882 S20 M883 S199 M884

H416 S417 H418 B419 H420 S421 H422 B423

N424 S425 H426 B427 H428 N429 H430 S431

N288 N347 N279 S67 N183 N378 A698 I699

A700 N26 A701 S307 A702 S69 I703 S47

M885 I704 M886 S157 M887 S399

M888 M889 S234 M890 S349 M891

M892 S412 M893 S77 B91 I699

S432 H433 S434 H435 S436 H437 S438 H439

S440 H441 S442 H443 S444 H445 S446 H447

S264 N275 I704 A705 S117 N244 S86 A706

S48 A707 S334 A708 S136 A709 S414 A710

S120 M894 S226 M895 S444 B87

I602 S332 M896 B28 B177 M897

S216 M898 B427 M899 S318 M900

H448 S449 H450 S451 H452 S453 H454 S455

H456 S457 B458 S459 B460 S461 H462 B463

A711 S224 N194 I712 A713 S77 A714 S399

A715 S268 A716 S176 N242 S328 N283 S311

M901 S425 M902 S113 B300 I672

S408 M903 S366 M904 S314 M905

M906 I648 M907 I584 B34 S455

S464 N465 S466 H467 N468 H469 S470 B471

S472 N473 S474 H475 S476 N477 N478 H479

S464 A717 S470 A718 I719 A720 S374 A721

S472 A722 A723 A724 S370 N473 A725 A726

S472 M908 S368 M909 I719 B471

M910 S476 M911 S370 M912 M913

S464 M914 S374 M915 S474 M916

Fig. E1 | Proofreading tile set design and tile assignment map. a, Our systems are designed to grow in a regime where a tile attaching by at least
two bonds is favorable, but a tile attaching by one bond is not (‘threshold 2’). Motivated by self-healing tile systems,58 we seek a tile set where no correct
partial assembly should ever allow an undesired tile to attach by two or more bonds, though undesired attachments by one bond are allowed, such that
any favorable attachment to a partial assembly will be correct. b, In addition to tiles attaching favorably by 2 bonds to growing facets, new facets in the
system will only be created by tiles attaching unfavorably by one bond, and then being stabilized by further, favorable growth. At a site where tile T
would correctly attach by one bond, a tile U might be able to attach incorrectly by the same bond. T would correctly be stabilized by the subsequent
attachment of V by two bonds, but U might be able to be stabilized as well if there is a tile W that can attach to it and shares the same glue as V .
Thus, if for every pair of tiles that can bind to each other (e.g., T + V ), there is no other pair of binding tiles (e.g., U + W ) that share two glues on the
same edges of the tiles, then any tile that attaches by one bond to an assembly will either be the correct tile, or will not allow a subsequent attachment,
and will likely detach. This is equivalent to ‘second-order sensitivity’ with all directions treated as inputs, functioning as a form of ‘proofreading’.37,38
c, We created a multifarious tile system by first starting with three shapes constructed entirely of unique tiles, then repeatedly attempting to ‘merge’
tiles in different shapes by constraining the sequences of their domains to be identical, and checking whether each merge of two tiles results in a tile
system that does not have any tile pairs violating criteria in a and b. d, From multiple trials of the merging process, each initially favoring a checkerboard
arrangement before attempting more general merges, we selected the smallest result containing 917 tiles. Tiles in the system were designed with
the single-stranded tile (SST) motif,33 with two alternating tiles motifs of 11 nt and 12 nt domains (tile sequences and full shape layouts are shown in
Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 3).
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Fig. E2 | Suppression of chimeric growth through tile set design. a, We use simulations to contrast assembly errors in three distinct tile sets: the
proofreading tile set with an inert boundary used in experiments, described in Fig. 2 (a, top); a simple checkerboard tile set with a strictly alternating
shared and unique tile pattern for each shape, where unique tiles can be seen as mediating different interactions between shared tiles (a, middle);
and an edge-guarded checkerboard in which we additionally enforce inert bonds around each shape’s perimeter (a, bottom). For each tile set, we
performed kinetic growth simulations, starting from a pre-formed 5 × 5 seed taken from a location within H. Simulations were performed using the
kinetic Tile Assembly Model as implemented by XGrow (with chunk fission)63 with uniform tile concentrations corresponding to 62 nM and parameters
estimated in Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 1.1. b, Schematic shows the two distinct kinds of chimeric structures (e.g., part-H,
part-A) seen in simulation due to promiscuous interactions; chimeric structures can grow either before full assembly of the target structure or emerge
spontaneously from the edge of a properly formed structure. Chimeras like those illustrated along the lower path are held together by just a few bonds
and sometimes can quickly break apart (tiles with unintended bonds are shown in red): these result in sharp drops in simulated assembly size, as
the simulation discards one subassembly when disconnected. c–e, The size of the assembly (in units of the size of the fully formed H) is shown as a
function of time. For higher temperature 48.9 ◦ C (c), no chimeras are observed on the simulated timescales for any tile set. For intermediate temperature
47.2 ◦ C (d), all 6 checkerboard trajectories still result in chimeras, while no errors are observed on the timescale probed for the guarded checkerboard or
experimentally-implemented proofreading tile set. For lower temperature 45.5 ◦ C (e), chimeras are seen in all runs for checkerboard structures (red
traces), 4 of the 6 runs for guarded checkerboard structures (green traces) and 1 of the 6 runs for proofreading structures.
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Fig. E3 | Stochastic Greedy Nucleation Model, based on repeated stochastic simulations. a, The frequently-used kinetic Tile Assembly Model
(kTAM)59,60 has rates for tile attachment and detachment events based on tile and assembly diffusion and total binding strength of correct attachments a
tile can make at a lattice site. Here u0 = 1 M. b, These rates can be used to derive a free energy for any tile assembly in a system, and, assuming
fixed monomer concentrations, an equilibrium concentration for any assembly. Schulman & Winfree64 showed that the equilibrium concentration of the
highest-energy assembly along a nucleation trajectory under this assumption provides an upper bound for nucleation rate through that trajectory, with
or without fixed monomer concentrations. However, in a large system, considering all possible intermediate assemblies and all pathways, including
many that are extremely unlikely, would be infeasible. Thus, we developed the Stochastic Greedy Nucleation Model to generate stochastically-chosen
paths of tile attachments. c, Starting from a single tile (chosen with probability proportional to relative concentration), whenever the assembly is in a
state Astable where there is no tile attachment that would be favorable (have ∆G < 0), one of the possible unfavorable (with ∆G ≥ 0) attachments is
stochastically chosen, resulting in a higher-G state Aunstable . Then, all subsequent possible ∆G < 0 attachments are made, resulting in the next A0stable
state; for our system of unique tiles for each site in the lattice, this sequence of favorable steps has a unique resulting assembly. d, The process repeats
until all tiles in a shape are attached, which results in a trajectory with a maximum-G assembly that can be used to bound the rate of nucleation, ” + ,
through that particular trajectory. e, By using this process to collect many trajectories, and then repeating the entire process for each of the three shapes
in the system, we can estimate nucleation rates dependent upon temperature, with the assumption that tile monomer concentrations do not deplete,
and that the trajectories found are a reasonable representation of likely trajectories. For comparison between model predictions and experimental data
in Extended Data Fig. E5d and E8b, we determined the temperature at which the model predicted the nucleation rate exceeded a threshold (orange
line), to compare with when fluorescence quenching exceeded a threshold. For more details on the model, see Supplementary Information and Data
Appendix, Section 1.2.
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Fig. E4 | Fluorophore quenching as a measure of nucleation and growth. a, Fluorescent labels used a fluorophore-quencher pair placed on the 50
ends of two modified tiles unique to one shape, where they were co-located, but had no complementary binding domains, ensuring that dimers could
not form, and trimers would not closely co-locate the fluorophore and quencher. To constrain the pair to be close enough to quench in a well-formed
lattice, one of the two tiles had its orientation and crossover position swapped compared to the unmodified tile for the location. b, Positions and types of
all fluorophore/quencher pairs available for use. For one sample, one position for each of four types of fluorophores could be chosen, and tile pairs
for those locations replaced by their modified counterparts. Thus different samples could probe different arrangements of up to four locations; four
arrangements were used in experiments (e.g., in e). c, Expected behavior of fluorophore labels on shapes as one shape nucleates and grows. d,
Fluorescence data for non-quenching (fluorophore tile only, orange) and quenching (5 × 5 lattice around fluorophore and quencher tiles, blue) controls for
the ATTO647N fluorophore/quencher pair on A. Here, the temperature ramps linearly from 49 ◦ C to 35 ◦ C at a rate of 0:1 ◦ C=min, with all tiles at 50 nM,
and each sample has its fluorescence normalized to its maximum value independently. e, An example of fluorescence growth time measurements
(Mockingbird; see Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 5.4.9). Each fluorophore signal, in each sample, is independently normalized
to its maximum value during the experiment, and the time between the point where the signal goes below 0.9 (“10% quenching”) and the end of the
experiment is measured (“growth time”). These times are then summed for all fluorophores, in all four samples, on each shape, resulting in a growth
time for each shape, and, when normalized to the sum of all growth times, a relative growth time for each shape. See Methods and Supplementary
Information and Data Appendix, Section 2 for design and characterization of fluorophore readout.
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Fig. E5 | Nucleation and growth with ‘flag’ patterns of enhanced concentration. a–c, 36 different concentration patterns with enhanced concentrations of shared tiles in 5 × 5 regions were prepared, each with four different standard sets of fluorophores in four samples, and grown using two
temperature protocols (a): a ramp focusing on 48 ◦ C to 46 ◦ C over 100 hours, and a hold at 47 ◦ C. Using growth times as described in Extended Data
Fig. E4, fluorescence data for many samples in both experiments showed preference for the desired shapes (b, c), but with considerable variation in
selectivity and total amount of growth. d, No statistically significant correlation was found between the nucleation model prediction for temperature of
on-target nucleation and the time of on-target shape quenching in the temperature ramp experiment. e–g, Details of three patterns, with concentration
patterns (1), weighted critical nucleus free energy starting from particular tiles (2), nucleation-model-estimated nucleation rates (3), temperature hold (4)
and temperature ramp (5) experiment fluorescence results, and (6) AFM images from the temperature hold experiments. Information for all individual flag
patterns is available in the Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 4.
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Fig. E6 | Evidence of winner-take-all in flag experiments. a, An example flag pattern (A flag 12), and uniform 50 nM concentration ‘no flag’ pattern.
b, Fluorescence normalized to maximum readings, from the temperature ramp experiment (Extended Data Fig. E5 and Supplementary Information and
Data Appendix, Section 4). The fluorescence at the end of the experiment, Fp;s;f , of fluorophore f in sample s of pattern p is used along with the value
for the corresponding fluorescence value for the no flag pattern, Fno flag;s;f , to calculate the ratio Mp;s;f . This ratio corresponds to the relative amount of
quenching for that fluorophore in the flag pattern compared to the no flag pattern. The ratios are averaged across the 5 on-target fluorophores (circled in
b) in samples for the flag pattern to obtain an average on-target ratio, and across the 10 off-target fluorophores to obtain an average off-target ratio. c,
The on- and off-target ratios are plotted for each flag pattern. For winner take all behavior, on-target quenching is expected to be higher with a flag
on target
off target
pattern than with no flag, resulting in Fp
> 1, while off-target quenching is expected to be reduced, resulting in Fp
< 1.
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Fig. E7 | Pattern recognition capacity. To analyze the pattern-recognition capabilities of the designed tile set, the map-training algorithm (see
Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 1.4) was run for increasingly larger sets of random images. a-c, Example images mapped to
concentration patterns for sets with 1, 12, and 18 trained images per shape, with the intended target shape for each image indicated. Following the
same procedure as used for the experimental system, with the same weighting of locations, 30 × 30 images with 10 possible grayscale values and
matching histograms were mapped exponentially to tile concentrations in the 917 tile system; however, all images were generated randomly. Training
was done using only the Window Nucleation Model with a window size k of either 2, 4, or 6, with a limit of 400,000 steps (Supplementary Information
and Data Appendix, Section 1.5). For each number of images per shape considered, ten repetitions of training (starting from random assignments)
were performed (to account for variability of the training algorithm) for each of three different sets of images (to account for variability in sets of images).
d, As the number of images in the set increases, the performance of the training algorithm decreases. For larger k, the pixel-tile map can exploit
higher-order correlations and can thus accommodate more images. For each system, nucleation rates were calculated using the Stochastic Greedy
Model, described in Supplementary Information and Data Appendix, Section 1.2, at Gse = 5:4, which roughly corresponds to a temperature of 48.6 ◦ C,
and with concentrations comparable to the experimental system. Specificity was calculated as the nucleation rate of the target shape for each image
divided by the total nucleation rate of all three shapes for that image, averaged over all images in the system, and over all 30 systems (10 repetitions for
each of 3 sets of images) for each point, with 90% confidence intervals shown. Star shows specificity calculated from nucleation model results for the
experimentally-implemented system. e, As the number of images increases, pattern recognition must increasingly rely on patterns of concentrations of
shared tiles, rather than choosing a pixel-to-tile map that places high-concentration pixels on tiles unique to the target shape. Histograms show average
concentrations of tiles in different shapes or combinations of shape (including the average across tile categories) for images in training cases a–c, and
the experimental system. The change can also be seen in the concentration maps of a–c, with the sharp checkerboard of high concentration tiles in
target shapes in a becoming less apparent in b and c.
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Fig. E8 | Classification of images viewed as concentration patterns. 36 different concentration patterns, derived from a mapping of 36 grayscale
images, were run using a ramp between 48 ◦ C to 45 ◦ C over approximately 150 hours. a, Three pattern examples, with source image, concentration
pattern, nucleation model nucleation rate starting from particular tiles, nucleation model nucleation rates, fluorescence results, and AFM images. b,
Across all patterns there was some correlation between the on-target nucleation temperature predicted by the nucleation model and on-target shape
quenching time. c, Total AFM shape counts for each sample. Information for all patterns is available in the Supplementary Information and Data
Appendix, Section 5.
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