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We construct a micromechanical version of an early model for topologically constrained polymers – a 2D
chain amongst point-like uncrossable obstacles – which allows us to explicitly elucidate the role of topological
forces beyond confining the chain to a curvilinear tube-like path. Our simulations reveal that linear relaxation
of the contour length along the tube is slowed down by the presence of topological forces that can be considered
as additional effective topological “friction” in quiescence. However, this perspective fails in predicting the
strong forces that resist the imposed curvilinear motion of the chain during nonlinear startup microrheology.
These entropic forces are nonlocal in nature and result from an unexpected coupling between orientational and
longitudinal dynamics.

INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Understanding the motion of macromolecules in topologi-
cally restrictive environments is a problem of fundamental and
practical interest and has been an ongoing challenge for over
a half century. In a concentrated solution or melt consisting of
sufficiently long polymer chains, the motion of a test chain be-
comes restricted at a length scale dT (the tube diameter) due to
interchain uncrossability, which forces the test chain to diffuse
along a curvilinear tube-like path (the primitive path). The
motion of a test chain along the tube is presumed to proceed
via the same dynamics that govern the motion of the chain
on length scales below dT [1, 2]. This molecular picture for
the motion of a topologically constrained polymer was pro-
vided by de Gennes, Doi and Edwards [1, 3] and motivated
the highly successful [4, 5] phenomenological Doi-Edwards
(DE) tube model [6] (and its modern adaptations [7, 8]) for
entangled polymer dynamics and rheology.

Despite the success of the constitutive equations developed
using the above physical picture, little is known about the na-
ture of the very topological forces that give rise to the confin-
ing tube. For instance, this perspective implicitly assumes an
infinite (harmonic) confining tube potential acting in the trans-
verse direction of the primitive path and the absence of topo-
logical forces entirely in the longitudinal direction (resulting
in “barrier-free” curvilinear dynamics). These underlying as-
sumptions regarding topological forces have been revisited in
the last decade, with Sussman and Schweizer self-consistently
determining the transverse tube potential for entangled poly-
mers to be strongly anharmonic via a dynamical mean-field
theory [9, 10], in agreement with simulation [11, 12]. While
some have speculated that there may be a longitudinal “fric-
tion” imposed by the topological constraints that can quanti-
tatively modify curvilinear relaxation [13, 14], such friction
has yet to be quantified and remains a conjecture. The role
of topological forces in systems far from equilibrium remains
an open question. Further, some observations made in nonlin-
ear rheological experiments [15, 16] and simulations [17] of
entangled polymers can be difficult to reconcile with existing

tube physics. This has led some [18–20] to speculate that fast
deformation can generate strong topological forces (a “grip
force”) that induce chain stretching and inhibit stretch relax-
ation; however this idea has yet to be verified by simulation.

Clearly, resolving if topological forces play a role – be-
yond confining the chain to the primitive path – in both linear
and nonlinear polymer dynamics remains an outstanding chal-
lenge. In this Article, we aim to provide quantitative insight
into this problem by returning to the original model for rep-
tation physics first examined by de Gennes [3] and later used
to confirm several of its predictions [21–27] and explore a va-
riety of phenomena [28–30]: a linear chain moving in a 2D
array of uncrossable point obstacles [see Fig. 2 or Fig. 3(a)].
We construct a micromechanical version of this model to ex-
plicitly compute the topological forces acting on the chain.
We find that relaxation of the chain along the primitive path
is quantitatively slowed in comparison to the expected Rouse
relaxation. We interpret this finding as evidence of a curvilin-
ear topological friction. Nonlinear microrheology, however,
reveals that this “friction” is inherently nonlocal and can gen-
erate an entirely non-Rouse response far from equilibrium.

A MODEL WITH EXPLICIT TOPOLGICAL FORCES

Micromechanical Model

We consider a linear chain of N connected ideal (i. e.,
volume-less) “beads” in the presence of uncrossable point ob-
stacles arranged in an infinite square lattice with a lattice con-
stant dT [see Fig. 2 or Fig. 3(a)]. The bead dynamics follow
the overdamped Langevin equation

ζ0ẋ = fb + fc + fo, (1)

where ẋ is the bead velocity, ζ0 is the drag coefficient while
fb, fc and fo represent forces from Brownian fluctuations
(taken to be a white noise with a mean of 0 and variance
of 2kTζ0I where kT is the thermal energy and I is the
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FIG. 1. (a) Chain conformation in the presence of obstacles. The line
shown has a slope of one. (b) MSD of the interior Ne = 16 segments
normalized by the expected t1/4 scaling for N = 200 with (dT = 4)
and without (Rouse) obstacles. The unnormalized MSD is shown in
the inset.

identity tensor), chain connectivity and obstacle uncrossabil-
ity, respectively. Beads are connected with a stiff harmonic
spring with spring constant of 30kT /`2 (where ` is the spring
rest length), resulting in an average bond (Kuhn) length of
b ≈ 1.01`. We choose `, kT , ζ0`2/kT , respectively, as the
units of length, energy and time.

To enforce uncrossability while maintaining the point-like
nature of the obstacles, we use a procedure that is similar to
the potential-free algorithm for simulating hard-spheres [31,
32]. We first integrate Eq. (1) for each bead over a time step
∆t without considering obstacles. If we detect that a bond
has crossed an obstacle, we return the two beads making up
the bond to their pre-integrated locations. The force exerted
by the obstacle on a bead fo is then simply the force required
to return the bead to its original location (fo = −ζ0∆x/∆t
where ∆x is the original bead displacement). In addition to
allowing for the explicit determination of topological forces,
this method ensures that all forces in our system are entropic,
arising from either chain connectivity or topology.

The point-like nature of the obstacles should not alter the
equilibrium distribution of chain conformations while altering
the dynamical landscape. We verify that this is indeed the case
by computing the ensemble-averaged end-to-end distance R2

[see Fig. 1(a)]. We find no statistically significant change in
the chain conformation upon the inclusion of our point-like
obstacles for all chain lengths (with dT = 4) and tube diam-
eters (with N = 200). In Fig. 1(b), we plot the monomer
mean-square displacement (MSD) normalized by t1/4 – the
characteristic power law that is a hallmark of reptation [3].
In general, finite chain lengths can obscure observation of the
expected reptation dynamics due to the fast relaxation of the
chain-ends [1]. We therefore average the MSD over the in-
terior Ne beads and, in doing so, observe the emergence of
a t0.28 scaling in the MSD on timescales greater than the en-
tanglement blob relaxation time and less than the Rouse time
[see Fig. 1(b)]. These findings support the idea that the forces
exerted by the obstacles on the chain segments are purely en-
tropic, allowing us to unambiguously explore the role of topo-
logical forces.

FIG. 2. The primitive chain (darker shading) constructed following
the modified Edwards and Evans procedure. Overlapping primitive
chain segments are offset for clarity.

Construction of the Primitive Chain

While essential, construction of the primitive chain is in
general highly nontrivial for multichain systems [33]. How-
ever, for the obstacle model, Edwards and Evans [22] demon-
strated that the primitive chain can be exactly defined; here,
we briefly recapitulate their procedure and include a minor
adaptation to ensure that the topological state of the chain is
precisely captured.

For a given chain configuration, we construct the primitive
chain as we move along the segmental contour from one end
of the chain (i = 1) to the other (i = N − 1) (see Fig. 2),
keeping track of each time a Kuhn segment crosses an edge
defined by two neighboring obstacles (see the dashed or dot-
ted lines in Fig. 2). If segment i crosses an edge, the midpoint
of the edge is part of the primitive path axis if every other
segment < i (> i) must cross this edge to reach the position
of the furthest chain-end N − 1 (1). For a square lattice of
obstacles, one can readily establish if this condition is met by
keeping track of the number of times an edge is crossed, as
demonstrated by Edwards and Evans [22]. Consider the edge
represented by the dashed line in Fig. 2: the chain crosses this
edge twice forming a loop which represents a lateral excursion
from the primitive chain axis. In contrast, the edge denoted by
the dotted line is crossed once, creating a new primitive chain
segment. As we follow the chain contour we can distinguish
excursions from the creation of new primitive chain segments
by determining if a chain cross an edge an odd or even num-
ber of times. Counting these edge crossings must be done
on a local-level e. g., the total (or global) number of times
an edge is crossed is not meaningful; rather, the number of
times a chain crosses an edge before crossing the next edge is
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the relevant quantity. This consideration, which is not explic-
itly discussed by Edwards and Evans, is necessary in properly
defining the primitive chain axis and is crucial for correctly
capturing cases where the chain winds around a particular ob-
stacle.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Quiescent Relaxation

Figure 3(a) shows an instantaneous chain configuration and
the resulting primitive chain using our analysis. We now ex-
plore the curvilinear dynamics in quiescence by examining
the relaxation behavior of the primitive chain contour length
(L) characterized by ⟨L(t)L(0)⟩−⟨L⟩2. Rouse dynamics (for
a continuous Rouse chain) for the curvilinear relaxation pre-
dicts [1]:

PL(t) ≡
⟨L(t)L(0)⟩ − ⟨L⟩2

⟨L2⟩ − ⟨L⟩2 =
∞

∑
p=1(odd)

8

π2p2
exp [−p

2t

τR
] ,

(2)
where p represents the pth Rouse mode and τR =
N2b2ζ0/2π2kT is the (2D) Rouse time. PL(t) happens to
be identical to the relaxation of the end-to-end distance R of
a Rouse chain in the absence of the topological constraints
(i. e., PL = PR ≡ ⟨R(t) ⋅R(0)⟩/Nb2). Computing PR for the
free chain from simulation [see Fig. 3(b)], we find the Rouse
time extrapolated from the tail of PR to be the same as the
analytical value.

With unconstrained Rouse dynamics and the primitive path
exactly defined, we can now quantitatively explore the curvi-
linear dynamics. Figure 3(b) illustrates that for several val-
ues of the dT and N = 200, contour length fluctuations, relax
slower than the expected Rouse relaxation. Fitting the tail of
PL (between times of 2.0 and 3.5τR) for each tube diame-
ter, we find that the characteristic relaxation time τ is roughly
τ ≈ 2.5τR for each tube diameter. We interpret this slowed
relaxation as evidence of a longitudinal topological force op-
posing curvilinear motion.

Interestingly, this topological force does not appear to qual-
itatively alter the relaxation of the chain conformation from
Rouse expectations [Eq. (2)]. Further, while the long-time
relaxation is independent of dT , there is a notable dT depen-
dence at early times. Careful examination of the early-time
relaxation [see Fig. 3(c)] reveals that the timescale at which
this quantitative deviation from Rouse relaxation occurs cor-
relates well with dT – the length scale of the entanglement
blobs. These observations (a quantitative slowdown occur-
ring at the length scale of an entanglement blob) motivate the
idea that the topological force can be coarse-grained into a
blob-level “friction” that slows down curvilinear relaxation
of the blobs while preserving the underlying structure of the
Rouse dynamics that gives rise to Eq. (2). We introduce a
phenomenological blob friction coefficient ζB such that the
total curvilinear resistance felt by the chain (in addition to the

FIG. 3. (a) Snapshot of the primitive chain (dark shading) for a chain
(light shading) for N = 500 and dT = 4. Overlapping primitive path
segments are offset for clarity. (b) Simulation results for relaxation
functions for N = 200. (c) Early-time relaxation behavior. (d) Ne

dependence of blob-level friction. (e) N dependence of PL with
dT = 4. All data shown represent an average over 2000 chains.

Rouse friction Nζ0) due to the topological constraints is ZζB
where Z ≡ N/Ne is the number of entanglement blobs and
Ne ≡ (dT /b)2 (the average number of segments in a unit cell)
is the entanglement molecular weight. The curvilinear relax-
ation time can then be expressed as:

τ = τR (1 + ZζB
Nζ0

) . (3)

The similar relaxation times for differentNe indicates that the
amount of friction ζB felt by the blob is linearly proportional
to the blob size (thus ζBZ = const.), as shown in Fig. 3(d)
(the intercept of the plot is zero to within numerical accuracy).
We identify the ratio ζB/Ne as an effective per-bead friction
α that is invariant with the blob size (α ≈ 1.5ζ0) such that
τ = τR(1 + α/ζ0). Fixing dT and increasing the number of
blobs (chain length) from Z ≈ 11.8 to Z ≈ 29.4 results in
a relaxation response [see Fig. 3(e)] that is consistent with a
constant α, in agreement with our expectations.

Blob-level Topological Friction

We speculate that this longitudinal topological force is re-
lated to segmental fluctuations outside of the tube (i. e., tube
“leakiness”). Consider the system shown in Fig. 4(a) – a blob
diffusing along a pseudo-1D tube with the ends of the blob
constrained to remain inside tube (representing connectivity
to a larger chain). As the blob moves along the tube (in the r∥
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FIG. 4. (a) Simulation setup (dT = 4) for a blob with N = 50.
(b) Lateral segmental density distribution as a function of blob size.
(c) Time dependence of the instantaneous longitudinal diffusion con-
stant. (d) φ dependence of α1D.

direction), segments outside the tube (i. e., beyond the obsta-
cles in the transverse direction r⊥) must overcome an entropic
barrier to reenter the tube and bypass the impeding obstacles.
The mechanical manifestation of this barrier is a topological
force arising from the blob attempting to move longitudinally
while some segments remain outside of the tube. This is di-
rectly related to the discrete nature of topological constraints,
which introduces a spatially heterogeneous confining tube po-
tential along the primitive chain from the perspective of a dif-
fusing blob. Note that this entropic barrier is quite subtle and
the size of the blob need not exceed dT . Rather, this barrier
is encountered by any blob having chain segments outside of
the tube.

We explicitly test this idea by simulating the system de-
picted in Fig. 4(a). For ideal chains, increasing N naturally
leads to an increase in the fraction of beads outside of the
tube φ = 1 − ∫

dT /2

−dT /2
P (r⊥)dr⊥ where P (r⊥) is the segmen-

tal position probability distribution in the transverse direc-
tion [Fig. 4(b)]. We explore a large range of φ (by varying
N ) to capture the heterogeneity in blob size observed in our
full 2D model [see Fig. 3(a)]. For a smooth (achieved us-
ing hard walls) tube (φ = 0) the longitudinal mean-square-
displacement of the chain center-of-mass ∆r2

∥
is diffusive at

all times with a measured diffusivity of D = D0 = kT /Nζ0
[see Fig. 4(c)]. With increasing φ, ∆r2

∥
becomes subdiffusive

at early times as the blob motion localizes due to the topolog-
ical force. To facilitate a comparison with our 2D model, we
compute an effective per-bead excess friction constant α1D by
assuming the friction satisfies a Stokes-Einstein relation such
that α1D = kT /DN − ζ0. We find α1D to be a nonlinear func-
tion of φ [Fig. 4(d)] – the entropic barrier for tube reentry is

strongly coupled to the number of beads that must reenter the
tube. However, even for φ ≈ 0.3, α1D < 0.5α (where α is the
topological friction coefficient measured in the full 2D [see
Fig. 3] model), suggesting that tube “leakiness” and a single-
blob perspective is insufficient in accounting for the observed
friction in our full 2D model.

Nonlinear Transient Microrheology

Theory for Transient Force Response. The above discus-
sions suggest that the winding/curved nature of the “tube”
(present in the full 2D model employed in Fig. 3 while ab-
sent in the model used in Fig. 4) plays a significant role in
generating the observed topological force. Microrheology (in
the full 2D model) offers a natural framework by which we
can further probe the origins of this topological force. The
force required to pull a chain-end at a fix velocity vp is equal
and opposite to the sum of intermolecular [34] forces acting
on the chain. In traditional tube physics, pulling the chain-end
should result in the chain flowing along the tube with the only
relevant intermolecular force being the curvilinear frictional
force along the tubeNζvp with a per-bead friction of ζ0 in the
absence of topological constraints. If topological forces sim-
ply act to modify the effective per-bead friction, as suggested
by the quiescent relaxation results (Fig. 3), then the per-bead
friction is ζ = ζ0 + α. We emphasize that this microrheol-
ogy protocol (pulling a chain-end) should, in principle, solely
probe curvilinear dynamics as the chain should freely flow
along the tube in response to the pulling – only needing to
overcome the curvilinear resistance.

Consider a discrete Rouse chain consisting ofN beads. The
beads are connected with Gaussian springs with a spring con-
stant of 2kT /b2 such that the average spring length is simply b.
We note that while stiffer bond springs were used in our simu-
lation model, it can be readily shown that this only affects the
short-time dynamics as one can always further coarse-grain
the chain (group beads together to form “super” beads) until
the effective springs are indeed Gaussian. Classical reptation
dynamics envisions that the effect of the obstacles is to restrict
the Rouse motion of the chain to a tube-like path, reducing the
Rouse equation of motion to 1D:

ζẋn = −
2kT

b2
(2xn − xn+1 − xn−1) + fB,n, (4)

where xn, ẋn and fB,n are the position (along the curvilin-
ear coordinate of the tube), velocity and fluctuating Brown-
ian force of the nth Rouse segment, respectively. We use a
fixed velocity boundary condition ẋ0 = −vp on one end of
the chain and introduce a tensile force boundary condition
xN+1 − xN = L̄/N on the other end to ensure an average
equilibrium contour length of L̄ prior to pulling the chain.
(n = 0 and n = N + 1 can be thought as “phantom” beads
affixed to the ends of the chain). The fixed velocity boundary
condition can equivalently be expressed as a fixed position
boundary condition with x0 = −vpt. The ensemble averaged
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force required to maintain this applied velocity is equal and
opposite to the increase in the spring force on the pulled bead
−f(t) = (2kT /b2)⟨x0(t) − x1(t) − x0(0) + x1(0)⟩.

For long chains (N ≫ 10) we may approximate our discrete
chain with a continuous chain parameterized with the Rouse
curvilinear coordinate n [1]. Furthermore, as we only require
the ensemble averaged positions we may average our equation
of motion (eliminating the Brownian force) resulting in:

ζ
∂⟨xn⟩
∂t

= 2kT

b2
∂2⟨xn⟩
∂n2

; (5)

⟨x0⟩ = −vpt; (6)

∂⟨xN ⟩
∂n

= L̄/N. (7)

Note that the initial condition is simply ⟨xn⟩ = nL̄/N .
Equations (5)-(7) can be solved by assuming a solution of
⟨xn(t)⟩ = −vpt + nL̄/N + x̄(n, t). Substituting this solu-
tion into the above equations results in an inhomogeneous
equation for x̄(n, t) with homogeneous boundary condi-
tions. x̄(n, t) can be expressed with normal modes x̄(n, t) =
∑∞p=1(odd) xp(t) sin(λpn) where λp = pπ/2N and p is an odd
integer. Solving for the Fourier coefficients xp(t) we find:

− xp(t) =
ζvpb

2

NkTλ3p
(1 − e−p

2t/4τ) , (8)

where τ = N2b2ζ/2π2kT is the curvilinear relaxation time
for a 2D chain. We determine the transient force response
by substituting our full solution ⟨xn(t)⟩ = −vpt + nL̄/N +
∑∞p=1(odd) xp sin(λpn) into:

− f(t) = 2kT

b2
(∂⟨x0(t)⟩

∂n
− ∂⟨x0(0)⟩

∂n
) , (9)

which results in:

− f(t/τ)
Nζvp

≡ f̄(t/τ) = 1 −
∞

∑
p=1(odd)

8

π2p2
exp [−p

2t

4τ
] . (10)

Note that the tube diameter or contour length are absent in
Eq. (10) – the only resistance to motion is the curvilinear fric-
tion along the tube that resists the Rouse motion. Indeed, one
can readily show that Eq. (10) is rigorously exact for uncon-
strained Rouse chains as well. We therefore verify Eq. (10)
with Brownian dynamics simulations of Rouse chains in the
absence of obstacles and find perfect agreement as shown in
Fig. 5. In the absence of obstacles, the per-bead friction co-
efficient is simply ζ = ζ0 and thus the curvilinear relaxation
time is the Rouse time τR.

The required pulling force increases with time as larger sec-
tions of the chain are being dragged while maintaining the
speed of the chain-end. Interestingly, Eq. (10) predicts that the
force-response for all pulling speeds will fall along a master-
curve and, further, will reach a steady-state with a characteris-
tic timescale that is four times the curvilinear relaxation time

FIG. 5. Validation of Eq. (10) for Rouse chains (N = 200) in the
absence of obstacles. Without obstacles, the curvilinear relaxation
time and steady-state force are simply τR and Nζ0vp, respectively.
All data is averaged over 6000 independent chains.

(i. e., 4τ ≈ 10τR with ζ = ζ0 + α ≈ 2.5ζ0 ). Evaluating the
applicability of Eq. (10) to our simulation data will allow us
to asses the validity of representing the topological force as a
local friction that is independent of chain conformation.

Simulation Results. We focus on velocities in the non-
linear regime with respect to orientational relaxation (i. e.,
vp ≫ R/τD where R and τD are, respectively, the end-
to-end distance and reptation time of the chain). The total
(fp) force required to pull the chain is the sum of a topo-
logical FT (the total amount of force exerted by the obsta-
cles on the chain) and non-topological fp − FT force. We
compare our measured forces fp and FT with the theoretical
expectations of fp = Nζvpf̄(t/τ), FT = Nαvpf̄(t/τ) and
fp − FT = Nζ0vpf̄(t/τ). We pull the chain-end (which is
placed in the center of a unit cell) along the lattice axis such
that the chain is fully aligned along the pulling axis at steady-
state [see Fig. 6(a)].

Figure 6(b) shows the evolution of FT for various rates, ex-
pressed in terms of a “blob” Péclet number defined as PeB ≡
vpdT /DB where DB = kT /Neζ0. At the lowest pulling rate,
FT rises linearly to twice the anticipated steady-state force
of Nαvp, suggesting a nonlinear force-velocity relationship.
With increasing PeB , the steady-state FT increases sublin-
early (i. .e., FT /vp decreases with increasing vp, a “force-
thinning” response) and eventually subceeds Nαvp. At the
higher rates, FT exhibits an overshoot before reaching steady-
state while the non-topological drag force (fp−FT ) continues
to increase linearly to its terminal value (Nζ0vp) as shown in
Fig. 6(c). All these observations are in stark contrast to the
predicted Rouse response [Eq. (10)].

It proves revealing to explore the evolution of the topo-
logical force at the blob-level. We divide the chain into Z
blobs with Ne beads per blob and compute the total topologi-
cal force (in the pulling direction) fT,j acting on the jth blob
(where j = 1 corresponds to the blob directly connected to
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FIG. 6. (a) Microrheology setup (dT = 4) illustrating a typical initial (top) and final (bottom) configuration of a chain with N = 200. (b)
PeB dependence of the transient evolution of FT . (c) Breakdown and theoretical comparison of force response for PeB = 0.12. (d) Blob-level
transient fT,j response for PeB = 0.12. All data is averaged over 6000 chains.

the pulled bead) by summing over the obstacle force on each
bead within the blob. Remarkably, we find [see Fig. 6(d)] that
fT,j=1 on the primary (j = 1) blob undergoes a striking over-
shoot with a maximum that exceeds the expected steady-state
value of Neαvp by nearly a factor of four. As the force on the
primary blob begins to decrease, the force on the next blob
begins a similar trajectory. The process repeats for each blob
resulting in a curvilinear cascade of strong overshoots in the
topological force. Interestingly, the last few blobs experience
little overshoot and are able to maintain a relatively high force.

The observed overshoot cascade coupled with the initial
linear rise of the topological force for all PeB is highly sug-
gestive of a blob-level elastic response – with the topologi-
cal forces balancing intramolecular elastic forces. Indeed, in
plotting the force FT as a function of the net displacement of
the pulled bead vpt, we find an initial linear slope that is in-
dependent of the pulling rate as shown in Fig. 7(a). This is
in marked contrast to the Rouse response [Eq. (10)] wherein
the transient force depends only on the time t scaled by the
curvilinear relaxation time τ . The initial linear slope (the
effective spring constant Ke) corresponds to a blob of size
2kT /Keb

2 ≈ 1.5Ne, in agreement with a blob-level response.
Interestingly, the displacement (or force) at which the elas-
tic response begins to fail is not a universal value, but rather,
increases (sublinearly) with the pulling rate.

Further insight into the nature of this topology-induced
elasticity can be found in comparing the total topological force
on the primary blobs of chains of various size N at a fixed

PeB as shown in Fig. 7(b). A single blob (N = Ne) exhibits
an entirely dissipative response at all times [blue squares in
Fig. 7(b)], highlighting the nonlocal and multiblob origins of
the topological force. Interestingly, two blobs (N = 2Ne) is
sufficient to generate a linear rise in the fT,j=1 [black dia-
monds in Fig. 7(b)] with an identical slope to our full chain
N ≈ 11.8Ne [red circles in Fig. 7(b)]. However, the elastic re-
sponse of the shorter chain ceases earlier than that of the full
chain and, rather than overshoot, plateaus. Further, the steady-
state fT,j=1 for the shorter chain is nearly three times larger
than that of the full chain. This contrast in steady-state forces
correlates well with the relative orientation of the first two
blobs u1 ⋅u2 (where uj is the unit vector of the blob end-to-
end distance). After the full chain fT,j=1 reaches a maximum,
u1 ⋅u2 rises monotonically before saturating, coinciding with
the decline and plateau of fT,j=1 [maroon data in Fig. 7(b)].
In contrast, the second blob of the shorter chain is less con-
strained and free to relax, resulting in u1 ⋅ u2 ≈ 0 at all times
[green data in Fig. 7(b)]. This coupling of the topological
force to the orientation is consistent with our earlier specula-
tion that the tube curvature plays an important role in generat-
ing topological forces and appears to support the idea that the
topological force generating the elastic response is coupled
to orientational relaxation, which was recently invoked in at-
tempting to theoretically reconcile experimental observations
in the nonlinear rheology of entangled polymers [20].
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FIG. 7. Startup response for dT = 4 of: (a) FT as a function of
displacement and PeB ; and (b) fT of the primary blob (j = 1) and
u1 ⋅u2 as a function of Z (N ) with PeB = 0.12.

CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Our work demonstrates that even for the simplest model
system for topologically constrained chains, topological
forces can have a profound impact on chain dynamics that
goes beyond restricting chain motion to the primitive path.
In quiescence, topological forces projected onto the primi-
tive path are found to increase the curvilinear relaxation time.
While these forces strongly resemble a curvilinear topolog-
ical “friction” that can be thought of as a shift-factor to the
traditional Rouse friction, the origins of this force appear to
be an inherently multiblob nonlocal (albeit on a length scale
below the size of the chain) effect that depends on the wind-
ing nature of the tube. Microrheology reveals a pronounced
coupling of topological forces with chain conformation, man-
ifesting in a marked deviation of the (transient) force-velocity
relation from the expected Rouse response. These nonequi-
librium topological forces are a highly nonlinear function of
deformation, stalling blobs from freely flowing, and inducing
an elastic response.

Our observations suggest that the far-from-equilibrium dy-
namics involves new physical considerations that cannot be
obtained simply from extrapolation of the quiescent-state
physics. In particular, we believe the discreteness of the

topological interactions to be essential in the nonlinear dy-
namics of topologically constrained polymers, such as en-
tangled polymer melts and solutions. Isolating these ef-
fects in full molecular dynamics simulations of entangled
polymers [17, 35–37], while an exciting and important chal-
lenge, is complicated by the ambiguity in defining topological
forces. It may prove useful to next explore a model at an inter-
mediate level of complexity in comparison to the system em-
ployed in this work and full molecular dynamics simulations.
Models that explicitly retain discrete topological interactions
while more closely resembling entangled polymers, such as
slip link simulations [38–40], may provide further insight into
the nature and roles of these topological interactions in far-
from-equilibrium entangled polymer liquids.
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