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W e present a revised theoretical study of the a ne assum ption applied to sem 1 exdble networks.
D raw Ingon sim plem odelsofsem 1 exible wom —lke chainswe derive an expression for the probability
distrbution of crosslink separations valid at all separations. This accounts for both entropic and
m echanical Jam ent stretching. From this we obtain the free energy density of such networks
explicitly as a function of applied strain. W e are therefore abl to calculate the elastic m oduli of
such networks for any im posed strain or stress. W e nd that accounting for the distribution of
crosslink separations destroys the sin ple scaling ofm odulusw ith stress that iswellknown in single
chains, and that such scaling is sensitive to the m echanical stretch m odulus of individual lam ents.
W e com pare thism odelto three experin entaldata sets, for networks ofdi erent typesof Jlam ents,
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and

nd that a properly treated a ne m odel can successfully account for the data. W e
for networks of sti er Jlam ents, such as F-actin, to

nd that
t data we require a much am aller e ective

persistence length than usually assum ed to be characteristic of this Jlam ent type. W e propose that
such an e ectively reduced rigidity of Jlam entsm ight be a consequence of netw ork form ation.

PACS numbers: 82.35p, 78 20Ek, 87.19R

I. INTRODUCTION

N etw orks of crosslinked or branched semi exble Ila—
ments are ound In m any biologically relevant system s.
T hese include the networks of lam ents such as F-actin,
Interm ediate lam ents and m icrotubules that m ake up
the cytoskelton of cells, as well as netw orks of collagen
and brin found in the extracellilar m atrix. Looking
broader, sim ilar sem 1 exible/rigid networks are form ed
by segm ents of DNA [l], by aggregated am yloid brils
2], selfassem bled peptide nanotubes [3] and by carbon
nanotubes, on their own or dispersed in polym er m atrix
M]. Sem i exidble networks of cytoskeleton have interest-
Ing and unusualelastic properties that are thought to be
crucial to the way In which cells m ove, function and re-
soond to their surroundings [g,16,17]. In particular, such
netw orks tend to be sti er than conventional polym er
netw orks such as rubber, and show a dram atic sti ening
over m odest strains that is absent In conventional elas-
tom ers [g,19,110,/11].

T hisnovelbehavior isa consequence ofthe sem i exible
nature of lam entsthatm ake up the network. Such Ia—
ments aremuch sti er than conventionalpolym er chains
w ith persistence lengths  ranging from hundreds of
nanom eters to tens ofm icrons [L2,113]. T he persistence
length is of a sim ilar m agniude to other lengths in the
system nam ely the total lam ent length L and the char-
acteristic length between crosslinks or branch points L.
As a consequence the Ilam ents cannot be m odeled as

exble chains @ L), nor as rigid rods (I, k), in—
stead they are tetm ed sem i exble becaused L. It is
this interplay ofthree di erent length scales that distin—
guishes the elastic behavior ofbiopolym er netw orks from
rubbers where there is only one relevant length scale in
the problam : the span between crosslinking points.

T here have been various theoretical ideas put forward
to explain the elasticity of these sam i exlble networks

FIG .1: A schem atic illustration of the three relevant length
scales In sem 1 exible networks. Because all three lengths are
of a sin ilar scale, som e very interesting elastic behavior re-
suks.

g, 19,114, [15, 16]. In general these can be split into
two classes. M odels where the elasticity is explained in
tem s of the entropic stretching of lndividual lam ents
between crosslinks [g,|9,114] and m odels w here the elas—
ticity is explained in temm s of a transition from an en—
thalpicbending-dom inated regim e to an entropic stretch—
Ing dom Inated regine [L5, [1€]. One of the main dis-
tinctions between the two approaches is that for m od-
els considering only entropic stretching of Jlam ents it is
assum ed that any deform ation applied to the system is
hom ogeneous down to the length scale of crosslinks, that
is, the deform ation eld isa nel§]. Form odels relying
on dynam ic bending of lam ents, the deform ation m ust
necessarily be non-a ne [15,117].

R ecent experin ents have clain ed that the strain sti -
ening of such netw orks is satisfactorily explained in term s
ofthe a ne entropic stretching m odel [§,(9]. In particu—
lar Stom et al. [B] concluded that an a ne m odel that
accounts for the possible m echanical stretching of la—
m ents is able to explain the elastic response of isotropic
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brogen gels. This is in a curious contrast w ith G ardelet
al. [9], who reported that the elasticity of crosslinked F—
actin lam ents at various concentrations is explained in
term s of entropice ects only, accounting for no m echan—
ical stretching. In this paper we ain to investigate these
ideasm ore closely by com paring an a ne m odel predic—
tion for the shear m odulus of sem 1 exible networks to
experim ental data of both Storm et al. [B] (perform ed
on themore exidble brogen networks) and also to the
data of Gardel et al. [9] (perform ed on the m ore rigid
F-actin networks). W e also extend ourm odel to the the
case of uniaxial stretching, and com pare it w ith the In-
vivo results of Femandez et al. [18] who m easured the
stress—sti ening of entire cells under uniaxial strains.

We develop a sinpl a ne model that acoounts
for both entropic elasticity and the direct m echanical
stretchingof Jlam entsin a sim ilarway to Stom etal.|§].
T his is achieved by calculating the probability distribu-
tion for the separationsofcrosslinksbased on expressions
obtained forsam i exble womn -like chain m odels|19,120],
which we extend to be valid at allextensions. O urm odel
istherefore able to calculate the free energy density ofthe
netw ork explicitly and therefore we obtain any desired
shear (or Young) m odulus at a given in posed strain. W e

nd that such a m odeldoes indeed explain the sti ening
ofmore exblebiopolymergels (such as brogen) rather
well. This is In agreem ent w ith them odelof Stom et al.
[B]. We also nd that the sasme a ne model is abl to
explain the stresssti ening of crosslinked netw orks ofthe
sti er lamentsF-actind]. However,we nd that ifone
properly accounts for the niial distribbution of crosslink
separations and orientations in the netw ork, there is no
Ionger a universal scaling ofm odulus w ith stress for the
network asclain ed in [9]. M oreoverwe nd thatthe fom
of the m odulus-stress relation becom es sensitive to the
m echanical stretch m odulus of the individual lam ents.
W e also note a curious feature, that to achieve an agree—
ment w ith the F-actin data we have to assum e that the
e ective persistence length of the Ilam ents in the net-
work ismuch amaller than one usually nds in the li—
erature. In discussing this problem , we nd that sin ilar
e ect isknown in various other system s, such as am yloid

brilnetw orks, wherem any authors report a high persis-
tence length on the basis of in age analysisof curvature of

lam ents deposited on a substrate surface|21], while the
few studies ofbuk networks ofthese brils|Z] give very
m uch shorter persistence lengths. W e propose that such
a reduced persistence length m ight be a consequence of
the lam entsbeing quenched into a network.

II. QUENCHED NETW ORKS

T he quantities of Interest In this paper are the equilbb—
rium elastic m oduli of a crosslinked (or branched) sem i-

exble polym er network. Any such equilbriim them o—
dynam ic property is alw ays expressble as a derivative of
the free energy of the system , and so the task is really

FIG . 2: Schem atic illustration of a strand in a sem i exble
crosslinked network. T he contour length of lam ent between
the tw o crosslinks is denoted by 1 while the vector connecting
the two crosslinks is denoted by R .

to be abl to calculate the free energy of a crosslinked

sam 1 exdble network as a function of arbitrary im posed
strain. The rem ainder of this section is devoted to this

task. Let us niially consider a single section ofa la—
m ent that connects two crosslink nodes. W e will refer

to such lam ent sections as \strands". Each strand in
the network is ddenti ed by the label . The arc length
of Jlam ent that m akes up a strand is denoted by 4 and

is assum ed to be the same Por all (this is obviously a

crude approxin ation, which how ever is expected to hold

wellin a Jarge system w ith a relatively high crosslinking

density) . T he digolacem ent vector that connects the ends

ofa strand is denoted by R . For the rem ainder of this

paperwe w ill refer to the separation vector as the din en—
sionless vector r = R =l.. These variabls are shown in

Fig.[d

Thevectorsr willnot allbe the sam e, but w ill follow
som e distrdbution which is a characteristic of the la-
m ents m aking up the strands. In general, we w ill Jabel
this nom alized probability distrioution by P (r ) { we
delay nding an adequate physical expression for P (r )
until the next section. Given P (r ), the free energy of
the network as a fiunction of strain can be calculated in
the ollow hg way:

F irstly, we note that the crosslinks are quenched. T hat
is, the tin e needed for a strand to explore di erent con-—
form ations is much an aller than the tine needed for
the crosslinks to break and re-form . This separation
of tim escales m eans that one can perform equilbrium
statisticalm echanics over conform ations w hile assum ing
that the topology of the network rem ains quenched in
place { a classical procedure of quenched averaging em —
ployed In theordes of rubber elasticity R2,123,124,125].

Secondly, we assum e that the strands of the network
do not Interact apart from at crosslinks (ie. they are not
entangled on their own). T his approxin ation isalso well
known from rubber elasticity and we expect i to hold
for open-mesh sem i exble networks provided 1=k . 1.
This is due to the fact that at such length scales the
strands behave very rigidly and therefore have less op—
portuniy to explore the surrounding space, and hence
we expect excluded volum e e ects to be negligble. Each
strand willhave a free energy of:
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Ifonenow deform sthe whole network by som e strain ten—
sor , the separation vectors r will individually trans-



rm to a new separation r’ which willdepend 1 some
way on the in posed deform ation:

0 = r )

where () isthe strain tensor describing the transfor-
m ation of the th strand. In general the strain tensor

w illbe a function both ofthe applied strain  and of
which strand we are considering, { that is, the defor-
m ation does not in generalhave to be a ne.

A s long as the topology of the network is conserved
under the deform ation, the free energy of the network
can be expressed as the free energy of each strand In
the new strained state F ( r ) summ ed over the sam e
strand labels

£()=

1 X
— F
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W e now m ake the assum ption that the defom ation

eld isa ne. That isto say, that the strain tensorsacting
on each individual strand is the sam e as the buk =

. W e do not attem pt to jastify this assum ption, but
ratherw illexam ine the validiy of i when com paring the
results of this m odel to experin ental results. W ih this
a ne assum ption the free energy density of a quenched

netw ork undergoing a ne deform ation can be w ritten as
the Integral:

1
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where n is the num ber density of strands. P rovided one
can ocbtain an expression for the probability of ssparation
vector r occurring, one can calculate the free energy den—
sity of the network using the above integral. T he next
section dealsw ith the details of in plem enting this calcu—
lation: In particular in nding an appropriate expression
forP (r).

III. THE MODEL

T his section w illbe concemed w ith developing an ex—
pression for the probability distribbution of sem i exble
separation vectors P (r) that can be used in Eqld to
calculate the free energy density of the network. The
main di culty isthat although there are a num ber ofex—
pressions that have been proposed for the form ofP (r)
[Lg,120,126,127], all are calculated for nextensible chains
and therefore have an essential zero at ¥j= 1.

If one invokes the a ne assum ption however, som e
chainsw ill nevitably be stretched beyond the lm it j=
1. One therefore needs a probability distribbution that
accounts for the nite probability of the strand being
In a mechanically stretched state — where the contour
length ofthe strand has increased beyond 1. by m eans of

stretching of bonds along the lam ent backbone. The
work of Kierfeld et. al. [RE] provides an analysis of

single lam ents that accounts for the possible m echan-
ical stretching, however they succeed only In providing

extension—-force relations for such laments n di erent
force regin es, w hereaswe require the fillprobability dis—

tribution. W e achieve this In the Pllow ngway:

W e again exam ine a single strand that is at its equilib—
rium separation. W hen the separation ofthe strand ends
r isat tsequilbrim , we expect there to be no backbone
stretching. The probability distrbution is determ ined
only by entropic e ects of the semi exble lament. In
this regin e P (r) is accurately described by distributions
obtained In [19,120], eg.:
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where the param eter a = 1=], and is a m easure of the
exbility ofthe Jlamentsand r= TJj. Asone stretches
the strand from this equilbrium separation, the entropic
retuming force of the strand increases and it becom es
Increasingly di cul to stretch. Thee ectivem odulusof
this entropic elasticity . is given by:

e<r>=kBT@21ni ®)
Tp@

T his is a fiilnction ofextension r and diverges ke (I rf
In agreement with R9]. At some value of extension,
which we will label 1y, the entropic stretching m odulus
e (r) will exceed the m echanical stretching m odulus of
the strand , (rlhted to the Young m odulus ofthe I
ament), @mj;a)= . Thisde nesy n temsof ,
and a. W e shall use a sin ple m odel for the cross-over
from entropic stretching to m echanical stretching, which
states that below r; the response of the chain is purely
entropic, while above r; it is purely m echanical:

el O0<r =z
n rn<r 1

E ntropic

() = M echanical

(7

N ote we assum e that the Youngm odulus ofthe Ilament
rem ains constant w ith strain. In reality it would decrease

w ith strain until eventual rupture of the Jlam ent, how -
ever we do not deal wih such temm inale ects in this
paper. From these expressions for the stretch m odulus

of an individual strand, we can obtain an expression for

the free energy of the strand as a function of separation

r by integrating tw ice:

9 9a
%mx2+Ax+B rn<r 1

where A and B are constants that are determ ined by
requiring that the free energy and its rst derivative w ith
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FIG.3: (@) P (r) ptted for values of a 0of 025 (solid line),
05 (large dash), 1.0 (snalldash), 5.0 (dots). Note that the
last distrbbution (formore exidble chains) already resem bles
the G aussian, w ith the peak at r= 0. Thevalueof , =kg T

used here is 10%. ©) P (r) plotted for values of , =kg T of
5000 (solid line) 1000 (large dash) and 500 (sm alldash). The
value ofa is02

respect to sgparation are continuous across the boundary
at rj . G wen this free energy we can obtain an expression
for the probability distrdbution for the chain that is valid
for all separations r using the usualde nition:

Pp=e F® 7L ©)
where = 1=kg T and
Z

F= dre ™® (10)

W e rem ind the reader that the separation is a vector, and
therefore Integration m ust be perform ed over all orienta—
tions aswellas the length ofr. P lots ofP (r) for various
values ofthe param etersa and , areshown in Fig.[3(@)
and ().

T he advantage of our approach isnow clear; we have a
relatively sin ple expression for the probability distribu-
tion of strand separation vectors that is valid for all sspa—
rations, from which we can calculate any them odynam ic
property related to a single strand. W ih the probability
distrdbbution de ned, we can proceed to calculate the free
energy density of the network as a function of applied
strain via EqM. T his is in plem ented as ollow s:

Firstly we must nd the nitialm inimum of the free
energy as this is the equilbriim point where the net-
work starts before being strained. A s observed In [E],

this w ill not In general occur at zero strain. Instead we
must allow forthe possibility that the netw ork undergoes
an initial spherically sym m etric bulk volum e change (@n
e ect analogous to syneresis In ordinary gels). That is,
weallow forthepossbility that all strand separationsun-—
dergo the transform ation ¥j! b jwherebisa constant
close to one. Only a spherically sym m etric deform ation
is allowed since by symm etry it is the only spontaneous
deform ation possble in an isotropic network. W e must
therefore nd them nimum ofthe integral

Z 4

4 *drP () nP (r) (11)

0

w ith regpect to b. W e solve this num erically. A s pointed
out in [E], b is not an extra param eter in the problem,
but is com pltely determ ined by a and L . For net-
works considered in this paper, all values of b are less
than one; the network therefore shrinks initially after
crosslinking, which is a wellkknown e ect of reducing
the conform ational freedom of lam ents on establishing
quenched crosslinks. Once the m inimum of the free en—
ergy hasbeen found, we calculate the free energy density
as a fiunction of strain using Eqld. W e do this for two
deform ation geom etries: shear and uniaxial extension.
T hese are In plam ented as follow s:

A . Sim ple shear deform ation

The experiments [B, |9] Inpose a simpl volume-
conserving shear deformm ation on the networks. Trans—
form ation of the separation vector com ponents (x;y;z)
under sin ple shear depends on a single param eter
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Transfom ing to spherical polar coordinates we can
w rite the nom ofthe transfom ed separation r° in tem s
ofthe originalseparation r, the anglesparam eterizing the
orientation of a strand ( ; ) (de ned in the usualway
w ith respect to the polar axis z) and the applied shear

P®=br 1+ 2 sh cos cos + 2o 13)
T he iIntegral to be evaluated is therefore:
Z
f()= nkT P @hP r¥sh drd d (14)

T his ntegral is an expression for the free energy of a
sem 1 exidble network that has undergone a ne deform a-
tion at any shear strain The integral is perform ed
easily In M athem atica. There is som etin es a confuision



n the literature about which quantity to call the \elas-
tic m odulus" when the deform ation isnot n niesim al
Twodi erentde nitionsarepossble: the shearm odulus
G and the di erential shear m odulus K of the network
that has been sub gct to a sin ple shear of m agnitude

In the xz plane are easily obtained from the free energy
density by using the ollow ing relations [30]:

B . Uniaxialextension

T here are a num ber of experim ents that in pose uni-
axial com pression or extension on the cytoskeleton, in
vitro [L0] or in actual living cells [LE8]. To com pare this
a nemodel to such experin ents we m ust calculate the
m odulus in this geom etry. A ssum ing this deform ation is
volum e conserving, the a ne transform ation of the sep—
aration vector is:

0 1 0 p_ 10 1
%0 1= 8 0 x

@ yA=C o 1= oRCyA 16)
z0 0 0 z

A s before, expressing this in spherical polar coordi-
nates, the nom of the separation vector transform s as:

5]

= br + 2o 17)

Follow ing the sam e argum ents as in the case of sin —
pl shear, the free energy densiy of a network that has
been sub fct to a ne uniaxial volum e conserving strain
is therefore:

f()= 2nkT P @hP Orsn drd ; (18)

where we have picked up a factor of2 from the blank
Integration over . G iven this elastic free energy density,

the Youngm odulusY and di erentialYoungm odulusE
of the netw ork are given by:

.. l@f Q@ ,, Q°f
Y = = —— E = =
Q @ Q 2

19)

C . Scaling ofm oduli

For both shear and uniaxialextension geom etries, we
can exam Ine how the sti ness of sam i exible networks
scales with m odel param eters. O f particular interest

is how the linear m odulus of the network (@t in nites—
in al deform ations) scales w ith the param etera = 1=1,,
and how the non-lnearm odulus scalesw ith applied pre-
stress. For the a ne m odel considered in this work we
nd that the linear shearm odulus Gy and the linear ex—
tension m odulus Yy have a scaling w ith a of the fom :

4 2 2
link T 7 Yo 33nk T
a

Go —  (0)
N aturally, both linear m oduli are independent of , at
In nitesin alstrains, and they are related by a factorof3
as Indeed required in an incom pressble lnear elasticity
B30]. The scaling of a ? is how the \m odulus" of sin-
gl Jlam ent scales for lJarge strains. T he contrbution of
the form @ af comes from the quenched averaging.
O nce we quench the network w ith cross-links, we allow a
bulk spherically sym m etric transform ation of all separa—
tion vectors, to m inin ize the quenched free energy. T his
contribution accounts forthe 4 af dependence. N ote
that oran alla = 1=} (very rigid lam ents), the scaling
is approxin ately Inverse square.

Tt has been claim ed that for m odels considering the
sinple a ne entropic stretching of constituent strands,
the scaling ofthem odulus K with stress should follow
a sinple power law K ( ) 32 M]. We nd that this
reasoning is, however, only valid if one considers a singlk
chain. If instead one properly treats the orientationalav—
eraging over the distrdbution of separation vectors, such
universal scaling is lost. W e illustrate thise ect in Figs.
[4 and [H by plotting the sti ness of a single lament as
a function of tension, for various values of the stretch
modulis , at xed a. In Fig.[d, we plot the \m odu—
us" of a single chain @ =@x, where is the tension on
the lament. Asexpected, at high the Ilaments show
a power law scalihg 3=2: it is indeed true that Pr a
wom —lke chain m odelofa singlke seam - exble lament,
the m odulus scales like the tension to the power 1.5 for
large extensions, exactly as argued in [9] and [31]. H ow —
ever, ifwe have a crosslinked netw ork w ith a collection of

lam entsw ith a corresponding distribution of separation
vectors P (r), this result changes. In Fig. [J we plot the
\m odulus" @h 1 =@ asa function of \stress" h + for
di erent value of  , where hiidp refers to averages over
the probability distribution of sgparation vectors. W e

nd that no such universal scaling exists { the functional
dependence is no longer a sin ple power law . In particu—
lar, the initial non—-linear exponent can be m ade greater
than 3=2 provided . is lJarge enough.

IV. RESULTS

W e now com pare the resuls of the m odel presented
above w ith a series of experin ents. Firstly we exam ine
the data ofStom etal. [B], whom easurethe sin ple shear
modulis G ofbranched brogen networks as a function
of applied strain at various brogen concentrations. T he
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FIG . 4: Log-log graph of them odulus ofa single lam ent as

a function of applied tension, where there is no iniial dis-

trbution of separation vectors. The curves correspond to
o = 108 , 10° and 10* (top to bottom ), ora xed value of

a= 1. The constant gradient at high tensions corresponds to
3=2
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FIG . 5: Log-log graph of the average m odulus as a function
of the average tension, where averages are perform ed over
the distrdbution of separation vectors P (r). Curves are for

n = 10*°, 10%, 10°, 10* (top to bottom ). A coounting for
thisdistribution destroysthe sin plepower law scaling ofm od—
ulus with tension, even in a 1 d network. T he dashed line
show s a power law of 3=2.

data of [E] is taken over a w ide range of strains (up to

100% ) and allow s the m odel to be tested well into the
regin e ofnon-lnear elasticity, up to the point ofnetw ork
rupture. It does not, how ever, provide a good opportu—
nity to exam Ine the behavior of such networks at low
strains ( % ) because the rst data point already oc-
curs at 5% strain.

Secondly we com pare the predictions of our a ne
m odel to the data of G ardelet al. [€], who exam ine the
di erentialm odulisK ofcrosslinked actin netw orks, asa
function of applied prestress at various concentrations of
actin m onom er, w hilke keeping the ratio ofm onom er con—
centration to crosslinker concentration constant. This
enables us to exam ne m ore closely how well an a ne
m odel com pares to experim ental results in sti er net-
works at an aller strains.

W e also com pare our m odel to the experin ental re—
sults of Femandez et al.[l8] who m easure the uniaxial
sti ness of entire living cells as a function of pre-stress.
They nd that the uniaxialsti ness exhibits a universal

lo™

FIG . 6: Schem atic illustration of m any strands of length 1
along a lament of length L. The approxin ate num ber of
such strands on a single lam ent ism L=l.

cytoskeleton.

A . Com paring to data of Storm et. al.

Before we com pare our m odel to experim ent we m ust
choose how weareto tto data. Themodelwe formu-—
lated in Eql4 has three param eters: n (the num ber den-
sity of strands in the network), a (the ratio ofthe length
ofthe strand to the lam ent persistence length i=%) and

n (them echanicalstretchingm oduluisofthe lam ents).
H ow ever, the num ber density of strandsn and the value
of a are not independent. They are related in the I
low Ing way: Let us say that we have a lam ent of total
length L. C rosslinksorbranching points are spaced by an
average length 1 along the Jlam entbackbone. A ssum ing
k L,thenumberofstrandsm on a single Jlament is:
m L=1. This does not acocount for dangling ends, but
In a densely cross-lined network this becom es irrelevant
asm and m 2would di erby a an all fraction. These
lengths are shown in Fig.[d.

Thetotalnumberofsuch lam entsin oursystem must
approxin ately be N Lt=L where L, is the total
length ofall lam ents In the system . T his total length of
all lam entscan be written asthe totalm assof lament
monom er, M , divided by them ass per unit length of I
am ent, . So the number density of lamentsisg=L ,
where g, isthem ass density ofmonomers, g, = M =V .
T herefore the totalnum ber density of strands In the sys—
tem is:

D G _ G

= — @1)
L k ak
Since G, , L and  are independently m easured exper-
In entally, the value of n is determ ined directly by the
valie ofa. In exam ining experim entaldata, wewill ta
and n Independently, and then use the above relation as
a check on consistency ofthe ts. W e propose that ifthe
tted param eters a and n are consistent, then the value
ofnal, =g should be close to unity.

Theparam eter , isde ned above asthe energy scale
associated with a fractional increase In  lam ent length.
W e can obtain an estin ate ofthevalueof , fora strand
by realizing that the energy ofa lam ent wih a Young

scaling w ith applied pre-stress, which we nd is consis—
tent w ith cells, whose sti ness is determ ined by an actin

modulis Ef and cross-sectional area A that has been
stretched from a length I to lis:
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FIG.7: (@) Fit of the model to the data of Stom et al

[]. The data sets are obtained from shear m easurem ents

on branched brogen networks with m onom er m ass concen—
trations of45 (), 2:0 ( ),10 ( )and 0:55 ( ) mg/m L The

model tsvery wellto the data at all concentrations for phys—
ically reasonable and consistent t param eters (TabMdIV Al),

although fails to capture the concave nature of the curves at

high strains, thought to be dueto lam ent rupture. (©) The
sam e tasin shown on a Linear-linear scale.

1
E= SE:lA (L 1Y @2)
C om paring to the orighalexpression for , we see:
n =EfAl=EfALa (23)

An estin ate or the m echanical stretching m odulus can
therefore be obtained, provided one know s the Young
modulus of the lam ent and the approximn ate radius of
the lament. In comparing our m odel to the data of
Storm et al. we x the value of , to be 5000kg Ta.
W e do this because the Young m odulus of the Jlam ents
should be the sam e at all concentrations. This is con—
sistent w ith the m easured diam eter of 10nm for brogen

lam ents and a Young m odulus of 1M Pa, which has
been m easured experim entally for brin [32]. In that
case, only one truly independent tting param eter re—
mains (the sti ness ratio a) and thus the test is rather
stringent. The resulting ts are shown in Fig.[d@@) and
), and the tted values ofa are given in Tabl. [V Al).

N ote that the check of consistency forthe tted values
all 211 close to the estin ate valie of 1. W e believe this
show s that the a ne assum ption is valid for the above
kinds of netw orks.

Gn mg=m 1l 45 20 10 05

mn =ksg Ta 5000 5000 5000 5000
a 060 0775 095 140
b 0:994 0:992 0:987 0:968

ke Tn(J=m?3) 97 22 069 032
nal, =cn 189 121 096 131

TABLE I:Param etervalues forthe tsto data ofStom etal
[B]. These tvalueshave been obtained using the persistence
length I, 0of0:55 m (reported in [€]), and am assperunit length
for brogen of24 10 14kc_:}/m gl.

B. Com paring to the data of G ardelet al.

To com parethea nem odelproposed here to the data
of Gardelet al. [U], we use a slightly altered m ethod to
that described above. W e do this for the follow ing rea—
son: Gardelet al. perform m easurem ents ofdi erential
shearm odulusK on scruin-crosslinked F-actin lam ents.
They m easure both the number concentration of actin
monom er In the system n, as well as the num ber con-
centration of scruin crosslinker in the system ng. They
then m easurethe di erentialshearm odulusasa function
of pre-stress for four values ofn, whilke keeping the ratio

= ng=np = 0:03 constant. Recalling Eql2I] we have
a relationship between the number density of strands
In our system n and the contour length of the strands
k:n= g, =k , where g, is the m ass concentration of
monom er and  is the m ass per unit length for F-actin

Jam ents. If such strands are form ed at crosslinks, and
each crosslink has an average coordination ofz we shall
assum e z = 4 here), then the num ber density of strands
n is related to the number density of cross-links ny; via
n = ny1z=2. T herefore know ing ny; from experin ent, we
have an estin ate for 1. via:

2Gy
ZNx1

ma
= = 7 004 m; (24)

where in the second term we have expressed 1. in tem s
of the m ass of a singke actin monom erm , (taken to be
42kD [33,134]) and the ratio of crosslinker concentration
to m onom er concentration = ng=n, which waskept at
a constant value 0£0.03 in these experim ents. In the nal
term we have evaluated the contour length ofa strand for
the experin entalvalies of [@]and = 2% 10 *kg/m
[34]. Note that this predicts that 1 is only dependent
on the ratio of crosslinker to actin m onom er = ng=np
and so is constant for the di erent data sets of G ardel
et al. This iswhat we should expect: if strands are only
form ed at crosslinks as we suppose, then doubling both
the num ber of crosslinks and the num ber of m onom ers
should not result in a change of .. This is In contrast
w ith the argum ent o ered in |§], where the authors pro—
pose that 1. is proportional to the entanglem ent length
(in tum, correctly estim ated In [35]) ata =xed .
Having an estimn ate for 1. we now estim ate the value



G fmg=m1l 12 0290 050 035
n=ksT 6 10° 6 10° 6 10° 6 10°

a 0:005 0:005 0005 0005

ke Tn(J=m?>) 44 32 138 12

TABLE II:A table ofthem odelparam eters we would expect
ifwe take the persistence length of lamentstobed = 10 m .
Such a value for }, would result in very sti Jam ents. From
Fig. (@) we see that such m odel param eters produce K ( )
curves that drastically fail to agree w ith experin entaldata.

of the m echanical stretching m odulus , from the ex—
pression , = EfAl, where E¢ is the Young m odulus
of F-actin lam ents and A their e ective cross-sectional
area. W e can estin ate the value of ,, forsuch Jlam ents
from thevaluie orE:A = 5 10 ®N m easured orF-actin
in B€]. Thisyields , = 6 10kg T . Since the value of
I, is constant for the data sets, the value of , mustalso
be constant. If we now take a value for the persistence
length ofactin 0of10 m which ism ost frequently quoted
in the literature [12,137,I38], we then have estim ates for
the three param eters of ourmodel 0, 5 , a) taken di-
rectly from experin entally m easured quantities. T hese
are shown in Table[II.

The predicted curves of di erential m odulus against
applied pre-stress for the param etervalies n Tablk[Iare
shown in Fig. (@) along w ith the plots of the original
data. It is clear such param eter values give very poor ts
to data predicting an unstrained m odulis K (0) that is
out three orders of m agnitude.

W e would like to point out that in order to get a good

t to experim entaldata it isnot sin ply a case of rescaling
the num ber density of lam ent strands in the network
n. Indeed doing so gives curves that fail to predict the
onset of stress sti ening by over an order ofm agniude.
Rem arkably however, we do nd that the a ne model
can provide very good ts to the data ofl§] as shown In
Fig.[8 b), or the di erent set of tting param eters in
Table. [II. There are a f&w interesting points to note.
W e have xed the value ofboth , and L for such ts
as we have estin ates for both, based on experin entally
m easurable quantities. W e then perform a tw o-param eter

tby varying 4 and n. Good ts can only be achieved
w ith thisa nem odelby using a value or the ratio a =
=1, that is two orders of m agnitude larger than would
be expected from the sin ple argum ents given above {
that is, a value of L, = 0022 m . A s befre, we check
the consistency ofthe values forn by calculatingnl =g,
w hich should beclosetouniy { and ndeed we nd values
that are reasonably consistent. Note we do observe a
scaling ressmbling K () 3=2, in agreem ent w ith the
statem ent In [9]. However, we nd that such scaling is
not universal for such netw orks but depends strongly on
the values ofa = 1=} and , . It is in fact because of
the particular tted valuesofa and  , that we observe
a scaling likeK ( ) =2,

In short,we nd that assum ing the persistence length

» st o (Pa)
0.01 0.1 1 10 100 1000 10

0.1 1 10 7F

b)

0.001  0.01

FIG .8: (@) K () predicted by thea nem odel for the param —
eters . Table[I] com pared to the experin ental data. If one
assum es that I, = 10 m , then thea nem odelproduces very

poor agreem ent w ith the data. Apart from the disagreem ent
in values, them odeldoes not show the scaling ofK () 3=2

observed. () Twoparam eter ts of the m odel to the data
of Gardelet al. [9] on log-log axes. The data shown corre-
soondsto di erentialshearm odulus fornetw orksw ith F-actin
m onom er concentrationscy, 0f294 ( ),214 ( ),11:9 ( ) and
8:33 M ( ) and constant value of = 0:03. The tted value
for L, = 0022 m, assum ing the value of 1. rem ains xed at
0:04 m . T he solid straight line show s a scaling of >~2.

of F-actin lam ents in these networks is 10 m results
In the a ne model 2iling severely and predicting that
the networks would be far sti er than is actually m ea—
sured. M ore In portantly, there isno easy way out ofthis
disagreem ent because experin entaldata have severalkey
features that are all Iinked. However, we nd thea ne
modelof lam ent network can be reconciled w ith experi-
m ent, and produce very good agreem ent provided we as—
sum e that the F-actin lam ents behave as if they are far
more exblethan isusually quoted { wih a persistence
length of 0:02 m . Interestingly such behavior has ac-
tually been reported experim entally in netw orks of actin

lam ents, who report values of the persistence length as
Iow as 05 m [33,139] which, although still m uch larger
than the value needed by thea nem odel, show sthat the
persistence length of lam entsem bedded in netw orks can
be far less than what ism ost frequently reported for sin—
gk actin laments. It is, of course, also possibl that
the in—viro sin ple shear experin ental geom etry at large
pre-stress underestin ates the actualm odulus, so that 1,
closerto 0:55 m would actually be acoeptable.



G Mmg=ml 12 0290 050 035
n=ksT 6 10° 6 10° 6 10° 6 10°
a 290 20 290 290
b 0:92 092 0292 092
ke Tn 375 125 052 029
nlk =cn 089 040 030 024

TABLE III:M odelparam eters forthe ttothedata ofGardel
etal. @] shown in Fig.[8 ). It is a two-param eter t for the
values of n and a. Fitted values are obtained assum ing the
contour length of L = 0:044 m and am assperunit length for
F-actih = 2% 10 '*kg/m .The tted persistence length is
therefore 0:022 m . P rovided we take the persistence length
to be so sm all, we achieve good tsto data with reasonably
consistent valies forn.

C. Com paring to the results of Fernandez et. al.

To highlight the fact that thism odelm ight wellbe of
biological signi cance, we com pare is predictions w ith
the data of Femandez et al. [L8] who m easure the uni-
axial sti ness E of entire cells as a function of applied
prestress. They have found that the sti ness ofa cell
follow s a sin ple m aster equation :

E:EO <c

() = B/ S

@5)

which is to say, a collapse of the m odulus stress curves

is achieved by rescaling the m odulus axis by Ey, and

rescaling the stressaxisby .. Them odelpresented here

provides a possble explanation for this behavior. The

non-linear behavior is a consequence of chainsbeing ni-
tially entropically and then subsequently m echanically

stretched. The scaling behavior of E ( ) is a function

of our key parameters a and L, that is, i depends

on the transition from entropic stretching to m echani-
calstretching. W e tthisdata by ora value ofa= 05
and , = 5 1Fkg T, wih the resuk shown in Fig.

[. The value of the tted parameter , = 5 10 is

consistent with lamentsw ith YoungmodulusEr 10

P a, diam eters ofd 5nm and lengthsl 05 m.These
valies are all consistent w ith an actin network. T his sug—
gests that the sti ness of such cells could be determ ined
by the actin cytoskeleton network, w ith strand lengths

of 05 m and persistence lengthsof 1 m (nhote that
this is also much sm aller than the ‘accepted’ values of
L 10 m).

V. CONCLUSIONS

In thiswork we have shown that the equilbrium shear
m odulus of branched brogen networks and crosslinked
F-actin networks as a function of applied strain is satis—
factorily explained by an a ne m odel that acoounts for
m echanical as well as entropic stretching. In the case

‘08 ,j')'/@v;v,n T

0.01 0.1 1 10

O’/O’g

FIG.9: Fi of the m odel to the collapsed data of Femandez
et. al [L8]. A very good t to data can be achieved by the
param eters a = 0:5 and m =5 10°. These values are
consistent w ith an actin network.

of brogen networks we nd the a nemodel ts the
data rem arkably wellw ith  t param eterswhich are both
consistent w ith each other and w ith experin entalm ea—
surem ents on individual brogen bers. In the case of
F-actin networkswe nd that them odelpredicts the ob—
served stress sti ening behavior accurately provided we
allow the e ective persistence length of the lam ents in
the network to bemore exible than is expected. That
is to say, an a ne m odel agrees w ith the data well and
has reasonably consistent t param eters provided the ef-
fective persistence length of Jlam ents in the network is
taken to be L, 002 m . This is far lower than the ob-
served persistence length of individualF-actin  lam ents
reported In individualm easurem ents [11, [37], but a re-
duced persistence length (} 05 m) hasbeen reported
experin entally in som e F-actin networks [33, 139], and
also arises from the tting ofthe in-vivo data ofFeman-—
dez et al. [18].

T his suggests to us that an a ne m odel does rather
wellat explaining the elasticity ofbranched or crosslinked
sem - exdble lam entsbecause In such networksthe la—
m entsbehave farm ore  exbly than expected on the basis
ofm easurem entsof lam ent curvature, when they are ad—
sorbed on a substrate (note that the few m easurem ents
which m easure I, w ith quasielastic light scattering of -
am ents In netw orksoften report m uch shorterl, [33,139]).
Because the length of Jlam ent strands, {4, isactually ofa
sim ilarorderoreven greaterthan thee ective persistence
length ofthe lam ents, treating the strands as indepen-
dent is a reasonable approxin ation { as it is for rubber
{ where one does indeed expect the a nem odelto work
well. For m ore rigid netw orks that are com posed of I
am ents where the e ective persistence length is an aller
than the contour length of strands, L l, we would
expect the a ne assum ption not to be valid, and m od—
els ncorporating non-a ne deform ationsm ay well need
to be considered [15, 117, |40]. However, it appears that
In-vitro actin netw orks extensively studied in the recent
years are not in this regim e.

W e also nd that properly accounting for the distri-
bution of crosslink separation vectors has a profound
e ect on the scaling of the m odulus of the netw ork w ith



stress. A veragihg over the distribbution of initial separa-—
tion vectors m eans we do not see a universal scaling of
the m odulus w ith stress ofthe orm K ( ) 3=2 aspre-
dicted by [B], but rather a functional dependence that is

not a power law , and w hose form dependson the valuesof
a= =k and , for lamentsin the network. The fact
that such a scaling isnon-universal, but dependson chain

param eters, can be used to explin why di erent scal-
Ing regin es are observed In di erent netw orks. A lthough
Gardelet. al. [9] cbserve scaling ke K ( ) 372 ex—
perin ents on dendritic actin [L0] have cbserved a scaling

lke E () 03 while experin ents on entire cells [L€]

have observed a scaling like E ( ) . W e have shown
that an a nemodelis abl to capture the di erent scal-
Ing behaviors cbserved by accounting for the m echanical
stretching of Jlam ents. This could be of biological sig—

10

ni cance, as the non-linear behavior of the m odulus w ill
In general depend on the param eters of the constituent
lam ents. T his suggests that one can tailor the form of
the non-linear behavior of such networks by tuning the
lam ent param etersa = =} and , = EfA L. Thatis,
the form ofthe non-linearm odulus as a function of stress
K ( ) can be drastically altered by changing L.
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