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Abstract 

Cytoskeletal gels are engineered prototypes that mimic the contractile behavior of a cell in-vitro. 

They are composed of an active polymer matrix and a liquid solvent. Their contraction kinetics is 

governed by two dynamic phenomena: mechanotransduction (molecular motor activation), and 

solvent diffusion. In this paper, we solve the transient problem for the simple case of a thin gel 

slab in uniaxial contraction under two extreme conditions: motor-limited or slow motor activation 

(SM) regime, and diffusion-limited or fast motor activation (FM) regime. The former occurs when 

diffusion is much faster than mechanotransduction, while the latter occurs in the opposite case. 

We observe that in the SM regime, the contraction time scales as 𝑡/𝑡0 ~ (𝜆/𝜆0)−3, with 𝑡0 the 

nominal contraction time, and 𝜆 and 𝜆0 are the final and initial stretches of the slab. 𝑡0 is 

proportional to 1/�̇�, where �̇� is the average mechanical power generated by the molecular motors 

per unit reference (dry polymer) volume. In the FM regime, the contraction time scales as 

𝑡/𝑡1 ~ (1 − 𝜆/𝜆0)2, with 𝑡1 the nominal contraction time, here proportional to the ratio 𝐿2/𝐷, 

where 𝐿 is the reference (dry polymer) thickness, and 𝐷 is the diffusivity of the solvent in the gel. 

The transition between the SM and FM regimes is defined by a characteristic power density �̇�∗, 

where �̇� ≪ �̇�∗ gives the SM regime and �̇� ≫ �̇�∗ gives the FM regime. Intuitively, �̇�∗ is 

proportional to 𝐷/𝐿2, where, at a given power density �̇�, a thinner gel slab (smaller 𝐿) or including 

smaller solvent molecules (higher 𝐷) is more likely to be in the SM regime given that solvent 

diffusion will occur faster than motor activation.  
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Significance 

The proposed model describes the contraction kinetics of cytoskeletal gel slabs under the 

extreme conditions of very fast and very slow molecular motor activation. The former regime is 

limited by solvent diffusion, while the latter is limited by the reaction kinetics of motor 

activation (mechanotransduction). We provide simple time scalings for both regimes, based on 

leading order terms, and identify the transition power density (generated by motors) between 

these regimes. 
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Introduction 

Cytoskeletal gels are in-vitro prototypes used to study the active mechanical behavior of the 

cytoskeleton, the structural backbone of a biological cell [1-4]. These are active polymer networks 

(actin) diluted inside an aqueous solvent (cytosol). The network is activated by molecular motors 

and transduces chemical energy into mechanical work, mimicking the contractile behavior of a 

biological cell, while excluding other cytoskeletal structures such as microtubules, organelles, the 

nucleus and lipid membranes [5-6]. In the contractile gel system, contractile motors, representing 

acto-myosin II complexes (non-muscle), generate active forces and stiffens the polymer network 

(actin) by either increasing the crosslink density between chains or by shortening the chains [7]. 

These two processes consume ATP (Adenosine Triphosphate) through hydrolysis powering the 

contractile motors, which transduce chemical energy to mechanical contractile work. Gel 

stiffening increments the osmotic pressure of the solvent and motivates its outflow, which finally 

accommodates macroscopic contraction [7-8].  

The first models describing cytoskeletal gel swelling and contraction approached the problem from 

a hydrodynamic standpoint, where transient force dipoles, generated by molecular motors, induce 

contractile (active) stresses [9]. This approach is used to replicate the active behaviour of the 

cytoskeleton macroscopically, where molecular motors need to constantly consume power to 

maintain the system at the desired out-of-equilibrium state [10]. The main limitation of force-

dipole models lies in the absence of microstructural dependence of active forces, which emerge 

from polymer network stiffening, and the assumption that actin filaments must be taught. 

Recent studies have focused on the dynamics of network rearrangement and evolution, specifically 

its impact on the mechanical response. In coupling biochemical signals with reaction kinetics and 

actin chain evolution/activation, studies such as Deshpande et al. [11-12] and Liu et al. [13] 

developed continuum models that incorporate microscopic actin network dynamics. Such models 

first describe the reaction kinetics of actin chain polymerization, network assembly and contraction 

activation based on calcium signalling. A stress-strain rate relationship similar to Hill’s stress-

velocity curve is then implemented to connect phosphorylation levels to the mechanical stress 

response [14]. The final stress relationship is the combination of neo-Hookean hyper- elasticity 

and stress-strain rate contractile actin network dependencies. The main drawback to this approach 

stems from the inability to directly analyze the energetic landscape.  

The most recent models use passive bi-phasic polymer gel platforms to study both the elastic and 

viscous responses. This physically more representative model is founded on thermodynamic 

properties of chains and solvent and, where the total free energy of the system is defined as a 

combination of chain strain energy and chain-solvent mixing energies [15-16]. The free energy 

expression is derived from microscopic parameters that all have a physical foundation, and 

therefore can all be quantified. A network-specific solvent diffusivity then introduces dissipation 

of energy as solvent flows out to achieve contraction [17]. Therefore, in this model both a solid 

(chains) and liquid (solvent) phase, interacting, mould the behaviour of the gel. Active polymer 

gels then evolved such models to study dynamic gel contraction and swelling [8, 18]. These gel 

models employ the backbone of passive bi-phasic gels but introduce evolution of the 

microstructure. The activation of contractile molecular motors such as myosin II increases the 

chain strain energy, leading to a stiffening of the chain network, inducing solvent outflow and gel 

contraction [19-20]. Other studies focus on the transient response of the gel during contraction, 

after stiffening due to chain density increase [8, 21] or local growth modeled as a thermal 
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expansion [22-23]. They analyze different geometries and study solvent outflow in different 

configurations, while comparing these results with experiments.  

The cytoskeletal mechanical response, and particularly contraction, is crucial to cell scale 

functions such as growth, division and development, but it also has implications in tissue wide 

responses. Understanding the mechanisms through which cells and tissues contract is of great 

interest; in fact, multiple studies focus on mathematical modelling to investigate such mechanisms. 

This paper builds on current cytoskeletal modelling approaches involving a polymeric gel 

representation of the system and studies two contractile regimes. Following [7], we model active 

gel stiffening as a combination of two effects, namely an increment in crosslink density, via 

dynamic crosslinking motors (DCM), and a reduction of the average chain length of the polymer 

backbone, via chain shortening motors (CSM). [7] discussed the energetic tradeoff for contraction 

analyzing the distinct action of both DCM and CSM mechanisms separately. The energetics of 

contraction was also analyzed in the two limit cases of very fast motor activation (FM), where the 

contraction kinetics are controlled by solvent diffusion, and very slow motor activation (SM), 

where the contraction kinetics are controlled by motor activation, or by the ATP hydrolysis rate. 

[7], however, only analyzed the energetic requirement for contraction for a given contraction 

amount but did not study the kinetics of contraction. In this work, we analyze the kinetic problem 

of contraction in the two limit cases of FM and SM as generated distinctively by DCM and CSM 

mechanisms.  

Our model system observes the contraction of a simplified gel specimen geometry, namely a gel 

slab, where solvent flow, accommodating contraction, only occurs in one direction. We observe 

that in the SM regime, the contraction time 𝑡 scales as 𝑡 ~ 𝑡0(𝜆/𝜆0)−3, with 𝜆/𝜆0 the ratio of final 

slab stretch (thickness) to the initial one, and 𝑡0 the SM nominal contraction time proportional to 

1/�̇�, with �̇� the motor power generation per unit reference volume (for reference state we adopt 

that of the dry polymer, prior to swelling due to solvent absorption). In the FM regime, we instead 

observe the scaling 𝑡 ~ 𝑡1(1 − 𝜆/𝜆0)2, where 𝑡1 is the FM nominal contraction time, proportional 

to 𝐿2/𝐷, with 𝐿 the slab thickness in the reference (dry polymer) state and 𝐷 the diffusivity of the 

solvent. We ultimately identify the characteristic power generation �̇�∗ for which �̇� ≫ �̇�∗ provide 

the FM regime, while �̇� ≪ �̇�∗ gives the SM regime. Intuitively, such a characteristic power 

generation scales with the ratio 𝐷/𝐿2. 

  

 

Active Gel Model 

Let us define the reference state of the gel as that at which the polymer is dry, prior to swelling 

due to the presence of the solvent. The free energy density of the gel, per unit reference volume, 

is 𝜓 𝑘𝑇/Ω, with 𝑘 Boltzmann’s constant, 𝑇 temperature, and Ω the average volume of a molecule 

of solvent. The dimensionless free energy density 𝜓 is given by the relation [7-8, 17-18] 

𝜓 = 𝜓𝑒 + 𝜓𝑚 + 𝑝(1 + Ω𝐶 − 𝐽)         (1) 

where 𝜓𝑒 𝑘𝑇/Ω is the elastic strain energy density of the polymer, 𝜓𝑚 𝑘𝑇/Ω is the free energy 

density of mixing between polymer and solvent, 𝑝 𝑘𝑇/Ω is the total pressure of the gel, 𝐶 is the 

solvent concentration in molecules of solvent per unit reference (polymer) volume, and 𝐽 =
𝑑𝑉/𝑑𝑉0 the volumetric swelling of the gel, with 𝑑𝑉 and 𝑑𝑉0 the unit volumes in the current and 

reference states, respectively. In Eq. (1), the dimensionless pressure 𝑝 enforces the 

incompressibility constraint  
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𝐽 = 1 + Ω𝐶            (2) 

and thus, acts as a Lagrange multiplier. The dimensionless free energy density is  

𝜓𝑒 =
𝑛

2
[𝜆𝑀

−2 ∑ 𝜆𝑖
23

𝑖=1 − 2 ln(𝐽𝜆𝑚
−3) − 3]       (3) 

where 𝑛 = Ω𝑁, with 𝑁 the crosslink density per unit reference volume, 𝜆𝑖 are the principal 

stretches of the polymer, 𝐽 = 𝜆1𝜆2𝜆3, and 𝜆𝑀 is the micro contraction of the polymer [7]. Eq. (3) 

describes the configurational elasticity of a polymer network composed of 𝑁 Gaussian, slack, 

chains in the unit reference volume. The dimensionless mixing energy density is 

𝜓𝑚 = Ω𝐶 ln (
Ω𝐶

1+Ω𝐶
) −

𝜒

1+Ω𝐶
         (4) 

where 𝜒 is the Flory parameter [15-16]. Eq. (4) emerges from the Flory-Huggins’ theory, where 

the first term on the right-hand side is the configurational (entropic) energy of the solvent, and the 

second term describes the steric interactions between polymer chains (P) and solvent molecules 

(S). In this term, a positive 𝜒 describes P-S repulsion, while a negative 𝜒 describes P-S attraction.  

In the next sections we explore two extreme cases, namely, (i) motor-limited contraction, in which 

the MM activation rate is much slower than the rate of solvent diffusion; and (ii) diffusion-limited 

contraction, in which the diffusion rate is much slower than MM activation. 

As depicted in Figure 1, the model system is defined by unidirectional contraction of the gel slab 

along the z-axis. The initial conditions are defined by the swollen gel in chemo-mechanical 

equilibrium with the environment, where the principal stretch in all directions is 𝜆0 = 𝐽0
1/3

, with 

𝐽0 the initial swelling ratio. The principal stretch in direction 𝑍 is 

 

 

Figure 1: Schematics of the gel specimen in uniaxial contraction (left); the gel contracts via molecular 

motor activity, which can be described as dynamic crosslinking (increment in crosslink density)  or chain 

shortening (reduction of engaged monomers between crosslinks) (center-right). The solvent diffuses out 

of the gel through the permeable boundary. The configuration and coordinate system sketched in this 

figure is that in the reference state (dry polymer), and defined by the coordinate 𝑍, varying between 0 

and 𝐿.  
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𝜆 =
𝜕𝑧

𝜕�̃�
            (5)  

where �̃� = 𝑧/𝐿, and �̃� = 𝑍/𝐿. The principal stretch in the transverse directions is fixed as 𝜆0, so 

that  

𝐽 = 𝜆𝜆0
2            (6) 

Mass conservation inside the gel specimen imposes 

𝜕𝐽

𝜕𝑡
= −

1

𝐿

𝜕𝐻

𝜕�̃�
            (7) 

where 𝐻 is the solvent flux. The latter is defined by Fick’s law [8, 17-18], which, using Eq. (2), 

writes as 

𝐻 = −
𝐷

𝐿

𝐽−1

𝜆2

𝜕𝜇

𝜕�̃�
           (8) 

where 𝐷 is the diffusivity of the solvent inside the gel, and 𝜇 𝑘𝑇 is the chemical potential of a 

solvent molecule in the gel, given by 

𝜇 =
1

Ω

𝜕𝜓

𝜕𝐶
            (9) 

By substituting Eq. (1), (2), and (4) into (9), we have  

𝜇 =
𝜒+𝐽

𝐽2 + ln (1 −
1

𝐽
) + 𝑝          (10) 

By substituting Eq. (10) into (9), and the result into (8) we can describe solvent diffusion, where 

the condition  

𝜇 = 𝜇𝑒, at �̃� = 1          (11a) 

applies at the permeable boundary, and 

𝐻 = 0, at �̃� = 0          (11b) 

applies at the impermeable boundary. Here, 𝜇𝑒 = 𝑝𝑒 is the dimensionless chemical potential of the 

solvent bath where the gel specimen is immersed, and 𝑝𝑒 is its dimensionless hydrostatic pressure. 

To find the distribution of pressure 𝑝 in time, one has to solve the coupled mechanical problem. 

The Cauchy (true) stress in the 𝑖-th principal direction is 𝜎𝑖 𝑘𝑇/Ω, where 

𝜎𝑖 =
𝜆𝑖

𝐽

𝜕𝜓

𝜕𝜆𝑖
            (12) 

Substitution of Eq. (1) and (3) into (12) gives the dimensionless principal Cauchy stresses as 

𝜎𝑖 =
𝑛

𝐽
(

𝜆𝑖
2

𝜆𝑀
2 − 1) − 𝑝          (13) 

Equilibrium at the permeable boundary imposes 

𝜎𝑍 = −𝑝𝑒, at �̃� = 1           (14) 

while mechanical equilibrium inside the gel imposes 

𝜕𝜎𝑍

𝜕�̃�
= 0           (15) 
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Eq. (15), together with Eq. (14), imposes the uniform stress 𝜎𝑍 = −𝑝𝑒 in the gel. This, substituted 

into Eq. (13), gives 

∆𝑝 =
𝑛

𝐽
(

𝜆2

𝜆𝑀
2 − 1)          (16) 

with ∆𝑝 = 𝑝 − 𝑝𝑒 the total pressure relative to that of the external solvent. From Eq. (16), (10) can 

be rewritten as  

∆𝜇 =
𝜒+𝐽

𝐽2 + ln (1 −
1

𝐽
) +

𝑛

𝐽
(

𝜆2

𝜆𝑀
2 − 1)        (17) 

with ∆𝜇 = 𝜇 − 𝑝𝑒 the relative chemical potential. We can then substitute 𝜇 with ∆𝜇 in (8), together 

with Eq. (6), to obtain 

𝐻 = −
𝐷

𝐿

𝜆𝜆0
2−1

𝜆4𝜆0
2 [

𝜆𝜆0
2+2𝜒(1−𝜆𝜆0

2)

𝜆𝜆0
2(𝜆𝜆0

2−1)
+ 𝑛 (

𝜆2

𝜆𝑀
2 + 1)]

𝜕𝜆

𝜕�̃�
      (18) 

where we have assumed that both microstructural parameters 𝑛 and 𝜆𝑚 are uniform in the gel. This 

hypothesis is supported by the assumption of a uniform distribution of mechanical work, per unit 

reference volume, provided by the motors. Now, by substituting Eq. (6) and (18) into (7) we obtain 

the partial differential equation (PDE)  

𝜕𝜆

𝜕�̃�
=

𝜕

𝜕�̃�
{

𝜆𝜆0
2−1

𝜆4𝜆0
4 [

𝜆𝜆0
2+2𝜒(1−𝜆𝜆0

2)

𝜆𝜆0
2(𝜆𝜆0

2−1)
+ 𝑛 (

𝜆2

𝜆𝑀
2 + 1)]

𝜕𝜆

𝜕�̃�
}       (19) 

in the function 𝜆(�̃�, �̃�) governing the contraction kinetics, where �̃� = 𝑡/𝑡𝑑 is the dimensionless 

time with 𝑡𝑑 = 𝐷/𝐿2 the characteristic diffusion time. The initial conditions for this PDE are given 

by 𝜆(0, �̃�) = 𝜆0, while its boundary conditions are given by Eq. (11). In the latter, Eq. (11a) 

provides a condition for 𝜆(�̃�, 1), which simply gives ∆𝜇 = 0 substituted from Eq. (17). Eq. (11b), 

on the other hand, provides simply the condition 𝜕𝜆(�̃�, 0)/𝜕�̃� = 0.  

 

 

Results and Discussion  

Chemo-mechanical equilibrium 

The permeable surface of the gel is in chemo-mechanical equilibrium with the solvent buffer it is 

immersed through Eq. (11a) (chemical) and (14) (mechanical). The gel slab is in chemo-

mechanical equilibrium if in the absence of solvent flow, i.e., when 𝐻 = 0. This, from Eq. (8), 

(11a), and (17), imposes ∆𝜇 = 0, which, together with Eq. (6), gives the chemo-mechanical 

equilibrium condition 

𝑛 =
1+𝜒 𝜆−1𝜆0

−2+𝜆 𝜆0
2 ln(1−𝜆−1𝜆0

−2)

1−𝜆2𝜆𝑀
−2         (20a)  

    ~ 
1−2𝜒

2
𝜆𝑀

2 𝜆−3𝜆0
−2    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)        (20b)  

Eq. (20a) provides a finite 𝑛 only for 𝜆 ≥ 𝜆𝑀. In the passive configuration (0), prior to motor 

activation, the gel deformation is defined by 𝜆 = 𝜆0 and 𝐽 = 𝐽0 = 𝜆0
3. Also, the microstructure is 

defined by 𝑛 = 𝑛0, initial dimensionless crosslink density, and 𝜆𝑀 = 1. By substituting these 

quantities into Eq. (20) we obtain the initial chemo-mechanical equilibrium condition [7] 
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𝑛0 =
1+𝜆0

−3𝜒+𝜆0
3 ln(1−𝜆0

−3)

1−𝜆0
2          (21a) 

      ~ 
1−2𝜒

2
𝜆0

−5    (𝜆0 ≫ 1)          (21b) 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Chemo-mechanical equilibrium: Evolution of the stretch ratio 𝜆/𝜆0 as a function of crosslink 

density ratio 𝑛/𝑛0, for dynamic crosslinking motors (DCM), or as a function of 𝜆𝑀, for chain shortening 

motors (CSM), for a Flory parameter 𝜒 = −1.1 (polymer-solvent attraction) and 𝜒 = 0.4 (repulsion), 

and for initial (swelling) stretch 𝜆0 = 5 and 10. 

 

The cytoskeletal gel prototype provided by [6] has 𝜆0 = 10, giving 𝐽0 = 1000, and 𝑛0 = 1.61 ∙
10−5, from which we can deduce the Flory parameter as 𝜒 = −1.1, from Eq. (21). A negative 𝜒 

indicate attractive interactions between polymer and solvent, as can be deduced from Eq. (4). 

Considering also the case of repulsive interactions, we adopt 𝜒 = 0.4, from which, 𝜆0 = 10 and 

𝐽0 = 1000 give 𝑛0 = 1.01 ∙ 10−6 from Eq. (21). To also consider the effect of 𝜆0, we adopted 

𝜆0 = 5, giving 𝐽0 = 125, and 𝑛0 = 5.34 ∙ 10−4 (𝑛0 = 3.42 ∙ 10−5) for 𝜒 = −1.1 (𝜒 = 0.4). 

Dynamic crosslinking motors (DCM) provide only an increment of the ratio 𝑛/𝑛0, while 𝜆𝑀 

remains unity. Chain shortening motors (CSM), on the other hand, evolve only 𝜆𝑀, while 𝑛/𝑛0 

remains unity. When only DCM are active, chemo-mechanical equilibrium defines the relation 

between 𝑛/𝑛0 and 𝜆/𝜆0 by equating Eq. (20) and (21), as plotted in Figure 2. When only CSM are 

active, chemo-mechanical equilibrium defines the relation between 𝜆𝑀 and 𝜆/𝜆0 by equating Eq. 

(20) and (21), as plotted in Figure 2. In this figure, for both 𝑛/𝑛0 (DCM) and 𝜆𝑀
−2 (CSM), we adopt 

𝜒 = −1.1 (attractive interactions between polymer (P) and solvent (S)) and 𝜒 = 0.4 (repulsive P-

S interactions), as well as 𝜆0 = 5 and 10. As can be observed, 𝜒 does not affect the relation 

between 𝜆/𝜆0 and 𝑛/𝑛0 or 𝜆𝑀. Also, 𝜆0 only affects the evolution of 𝑛/𝑛0 (DCM) at large 

contractions while it does not affect 𝜆𝑀
−2 (CSM). From Eq. (20b) and (21b), we can deduce the 

scaling law  

𝜆

𝜆0
 ~ (

𝑛

𝑛0
𝜆𝑀

−2)
−1/3

    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)         (22) 
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so that we have 𝜆/𝜆0 ~ (𝑛/𝑛0)−1/3, for DCM, and 𝜆/𝜆0 ~ 𝜆𝑀
2/3

, for CSM, making all log-log plots 

collapse on a line for 𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1, i.e., for small contraction. We can also observe that 𝑛 diverges to 

infinity as 𝜆 approaches unity, since the denominator of the right-hand side of Eq. (20a) approaches 

zero. This occurs when 𝜆/𝜆0 approaches 1/𝜆0 = 0.1 (0.2) for 𝜆0 = 10 (5). The scaling law in Eq. 

(22) shows also that the effect of an increment in crosslink density, via DCM, and that of a 

shortening of the average chain length, via CSM, are qualitatively similar. 

Let us now compute the free energy of the gel in chemo-mechanical equilibrium. Separating the 

elastic and the mixing energy contributions, from Eq. (3), (4), (6), and (22) we have 

𝜓𝑒 =
𝑛

2
[𝜆2𝜆𝑀

−2 + 2𝜆0
2𝜆𝑀

−2 − 2 ln(𝜆𝜆0
2𝜆𝑀

−3) − 3]      (23a) 

      ~ 
𝑛0

2
𝜆0

2 [(
𝜆

𝜆0
)

−1

+ 2 (
𝜆

𝜆0
)

−3

]    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)      (23b) 

and 

𝜓𝑚 = (𝜆𝜆0
2 − 1) ln(1 − 𝜆−1𝜆0

−2) − 𝜒 𝜆−1𝜆0
−2       (24a) 

       ~ 𝑛0𝜆0
2 (

𝜆

𝜆0
)

−1

− 1    (𝜆0 ≫ 1)        (24b) 

where 𝑛 and 𝑛0 are taken from Eq. (20) and (21), respectively. Now the total free energy, from 

Eq. (1), can be obtained by summing the elastic and mixing contributions as 𝜓 = 𝜓𝑒 + 𝜓𝑚. 

 

Motor-limited regime 

In the motor-limited regime, i.e. at slow motor (SM) activation, we assume solvent flow is much 

faster than motor activation and, thus, occurs instantaneously, leaving the gel in chemo-mechanical 

equilibrium as the microstructure evolves. In this case, by neglecting the viscous dissipation 

created by solvent flow, the mechanical work 𝑤 𝑘𝑇/Ω  performed by the motors, per unit reference 

volume, is equivalent to the change in free energy in the gel, so that 𝑤 = 𝜓 − 𝜓0. The power 

generation, per unit reference volume, is �̇� = 𝜕𝑤/𝜕𝑡, so that 

𝑡

𝑡0
=

𝜓−𝜓0

𝑛0𝜆0
2            (25a) 

    ~ 
3

2
(

𝜆

𝜆0
)

−1

+ (
𝜆

𝜆0
)

−3

−
5

2
    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)        (25b) 

with  

𝑡0 =
𝑛0𝜆0

2

�̇�
           (25c)  

the nominal contraction time. Figure 3 reports the plot of the dimensionless contraction time 𝑡/𝑡0 

versus the stretch ratio 𝜆/𝜆0 in the SM regime for the case of DCM and CSM, for 𝜆0 = 5 and 10, 

and for 𝜒 = −1.1 and 0.4. At the preliminary stage of contraction all curves collapse into one 

curve, which evolves into a line and then diverges to a horizontal asymptote for DCM.  

The slope of the tendency line emerges from the second (leading) terms in Eq. (23b) and (25b). 

Substituting Eq. (22) into (25b) we have 
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𝑡

𝑡0
 ~ 

3

2
(

𝑛

𝑛0
𝜆𝑀

−2)
1/3

+
𝑛

𝑛0
𝜆𝑀

−2 −
5

2
    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)      (26)  

where the second term on the right-hand side is the leading one at significant contraction. The 

scaling in Eq. (26) compares again the effects of DCM and CSM, showing their qualitative 

similarity. In Figure 3 we can also observe that 𝜒 does not affect our results and that 𝜆0 is only 

effective at large contractions for DCM, as observed in Figure 2.  

 

 

 

Figure 3: Motor-limited regime: Evolution of the contracted stretch ratio 𝜆/𝜆0 as a function of the 

dimensionless time 𝑡/𝑡0, with 𝑡0 the nominal time reported in Eq. (25c), for the same model parameters 

as in Figure 2. We analyze the case of dynamic crosslinking (DC) motors as well as chain shortening 

(CS) motors. 

  

Considering the gel parameters from [6], for which 𝜒 = −1.1, 𝜆0 = 10, 𝑛0 = 1.61 ∙ 10−5, where 

the gel prototype contracted by 90% of its initial volume, thus 𝜆/𝜆0 = 0.1, within the timeframe 

of one hour, thus 𝑡 = 3600 𝑠, the energetic demand can be calculated as follows. Considering slow 

motor activation (SM), we have 𝑡/𝑡0 ~ (𝜆/𝜆0)−3 = 103. Now, since 𝑡 = 3.6 ∙ 103, we have that 

𝑡0 ~ 3.6 𝑠. From Eq. (25c) we can deduce �̇� = 4.47 ∙ 10−4 𝑠−1. Taking 𝑘𝑇/Ω = 7.1 ∙
1028𝑘𝑇 𝑚−3 [7], we can finally calculate the required power generation per unit reference volume, 

giving �̇� 𝑘𝑇/Ω = 3.18 ∙ 107 𝑘𝑇/𝜇𝑚3𝑠. The motor density is 𝑁𝑀 ~ 5 ∙ 105 𝜇𝑚−3 [6-7], from 

which we obtain the required power generation per motor as ~ 63.6 𝑘𝑇/𝑠, which is equivalent to 

the hydrolysis of ~ 6 ATP molecules per second in each motor (one ATP molecule releases 

~ 12 𝑘𝑇 when hydrolyzing). 

 

Diffusion-limited regime 

In the diffusion-limited regime, the time scale of motor activation is much shorter than that of 

solvent diffusion. In this case, we have fast motor (FM) activation, and we assume that the 

microstructure evolves instantaneously, thereby bringing the gel out of equilibrium in the active 

initial configuration (i). The absence of equilibrium creates an excess of osmotic pressure, which 

motivates the solvent outflow. Solvent outflow finally accommodates contraction, which recovers 
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the equilibrium of the gel in the final configuration (f). The latter is defined by Eq. (20) and Figure 

2. In configuration (i), we have 𝜆 = 𝜆0, giving 𝐽 = 𝜆0
3, and 𝑛 > 𝑛0 for DCM or 𝜆𝑀

−2 > 1 for CSM 

[7]. In the configuration (f), we have 𝜆𝑓 < 𝜆0, 𝐽 = 𝜆𝜆0
2, and 𝑛 or 𝜆𝑀 identical as in configuration 

(i).  

As elaborated in Appendix A, the contraction kinetics follows the law 

𝜆

𝜆0
≈ 1 − √

𝑡

𝑡1
            (27a) 

for 𝜆𝑓 ≤ 𝜆 ≤ 𝜆0, i.e. for 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡𝑓, with 𝑡𝑓 the final contraction time and 

𝑡1 =
𝐿2𝜆0

2

𝐷𝛽2             (27b) 

the characteristic time. Here, 𝐷 is the diffusivity of the solvent in the gel, and 𝛽 is a coefficient 

that depends on 𝑛/𝑛0 for DCM and 𝜆𝑀 for CSM. This coefficient is calculated numerically and 

fitted to the simple law 

𝛽 = 𝐵𝛾𝑏            (28) 

where 𝛾 = 𝑛/𝑛0 for DCM, 𝛾 = 𝜆𝑀
−2 for CSM, and 𝐵 and 𝑏 are fitting coefficients reported in Table 

1, as function of 𝜆0 and 𝜒.  

Figure 4 plots the contraction kinetics from the numerical results reported in Appendix A, and 

estimated by Eq. (30) 

 

 

Figure 4: Diffusion-limited regime: Evolution of the contracted stretch ratio 𝜆/𝜆0 as a function of the 

dimensionless time 𝑡/𝑡1, with 𝑡1 the nominal time reported in Eq. (27b), for the same model parameters 

as in Figure 2. 

 

By inverting Eq. (30) we can estimate the final contraction time as  

𝑡𝑓

𝑡1
≈ (1 −

𝜆𝑓

𝜆0
)

2

           (29a) 
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    ~ [1 − (
𝑛

𝑛0
𝜆𝑀

−2)
−1/3

]
2

    (𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1)       (29b)  

Consider now that the motor-limited regime occurs only for very low power generation by the 

motors, while the diffusion-limited regime occurs at very high power generations. To calculate the 

transition value for power generation we need to consider 𝑡𝑆𝑀 ≪ 𝑡𝐹𝑀, where 𝑡𝑆𝑀 is taken from Eq. 

(28) or (26), while 𝑡𝐹𝑀 is taken from Eq. (30) and (32). Considering the leading order terms, where 

𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1 (with 𝜆 = 𝜆𝑓), we have  

𝑡1

𝑡0
≫ (

𝜆

𝜆0
)

−3

 ~ (
𝑛

𝑛0
𝜆𝑀

−2)          (30) 

 
Table 1: Coefficients of Eq. (28) 

 DCM CSM 

 𝐵 𝑏 𝐵 𝑏 

𝜆0 = 5, 𝜒 = −1.1 7.25 ∙ 10−3 0.70 6.50 ∙ 10−3 0.74 

𝜆0 = 10  8.2 ∙ 10−4 0.71 7.05 ∙ 10−4 0.74 

𝜆0 = 5, 𝜒 = 0.4 1.43 ∙ 10−3 0.72 1.44 ∙ 10−3 0.76 

𝜆0 = 10  1.7 ∙ 10−4 0.73 1.75 ∙ 10−4 0.74 
 

 

By substituting from Eq. (25c) and (27b) we obtain the transition power density  

�̇�∗ ≈
𝐷

𝐿2
𝑛0𝛽2 (

𝜆

𝜆0
)

−3

           (31) 

so that �̇� ≫ �̇�∗ provides the diffusion-limited regime, while �̇� ≪ �̇�∗ gives the condition for the 

motor-limited regime. As observed in Eq. (31), the transition power density increases with 

diffusivity 𝐷 and reduces with slab reference thickness 𝐿. I.e., for a given power density �̇�, a 

thinner gel slab or with higher solvent diffusivity (smaller average solvent molecules) is more 

likely to contract in the motor-limit regime (SM) since solvent diffusion will likely occur faster 

than motor activation. 

 

 

Conclusions 

The proposed model provides the contraction time for cytoskeletal gel slabs for the two extreme 

cases of slow motor activation (SM), or motor-limited contraction, and fast motor activation (FM), 

or diffusion-limited contraction. In the SM regime, the contraction time scales as 𝑡/𝑡0 ~ (𝜆/𝜆0)−3 

(when 𝜆, 𝜆0 ≫ 1) with the nominal time 𝑡0 proportional to 1/�̇�, with �̇� the power density of the 

motors per unit reference volume. In the FM regime, the contraction time scales as 

𝑡/𝑡1 ~ (1 − 𝜆/𝜆0)2, with the nominal time 𝑡1 proportional to 𝐿2/𝐷, with 𝐿 the slab thickness in 

the reference (dry polymer) state, and 𝐷 the diffusivity of the solvent. Because the contraction time 

in the FM regime is always smaller than that in the SM regime, we obtain a transition power density 

�̇�∗, for which SM apply when �̇� ≪ �̇�∗, while FM applies when �̇� ≪ �̇�∗. Also, �̇�∗ is proportional 
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to 𝐷/𝐿2, so that a thin gel slab with high diffusivity (smaller average solvent molecules) is more 

likely to contract in the motor-limited regime thanks to a faster solvent diffusion. For intermediate 

regimes where �̇� ~ �̇�∗, one has to solve the transient coupled problem with motor activation and 

solvent diffusion.  

Our analysis provides important scaling arguments to define the contraction kinetics of active 

cytoskeletal gel slabs and can be used to observe molecular scale kinetic phenomena from 

macroscopic observations on gel contractions.  
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Appendix A 

In the diffusion-limited regime, we solve the transient problem of solvent diffusion assuming the 

microstructure evolves instantaneously. The initial gel configuration is that of (i), where 𝜆 = 𝜆0, 

and 𝐽 = 𝜆0
3, but where 𝑛 > 𝑛0 and 𝜆𝑀

−2 = 1, for DCM, or 𝑛 = 𝑛0 and 𝜆𝑀
−2 > 1 for CSM. Because 

the microstructural properties of 𝑛 and 𝜆𝑀
−2 do not satisfy the chemo-mechanical equilibrium in 

Eq. (20), the chemical potential is non-uniform in the gel and will then generate a nonzero solvent 

flux 𝐻. Eq. (19) provides a partial differential equation for the function 𝜆(�̃�, �̃�), with �̃� = 𝑡/𝑡𝑑 and 

�̃� = 𝑍/𝐿 the dimensionless time and spatial coordinate, where 𝑡𝑑 = 𝐿2/𝐷 is the characteristic 

diffusion time, with 𝐿 the reference thickness of the gel slab and 𝐷 the diffusivity of the solvent. 

The solution of Eq. (19) can be approximated to  

𝜆

𝜆0
≈ 1 −

𝛽

𝜆0
√�̃�           (A1) 

for 𝜆 < 𝜆𝑓, where 𝜆𝑓 is the equilibrium stretch obtained from Eq. (20) with 𝑛 > 𝑛0 (for dynamic 

crosslinking motors, DCM) or 𝜆𝑀
−2 > 1 (chain shortening motors, CSM). In Eq. (A1), 𝛽 is a 

coefficient that depends on the microstructural features of the gel, i.e., 𝑛/𝑛0 and 𝜆𝑀
−2, as well as 

the rest state (0) of the gel given by 𝜆0, 𝑛0 and 𝜒. Rearranging Eq. (A1) we can obtain Eq. (27), 

where 𝛽 is fitted to the function in Eq. (28) to the least square fit with a 𝑅2 ≥ 0.99. Eq. (28), i.e., 

𝛽 = 𝐵 𝛾𝑏, with 𝛾 = 𝑛/𝑛0 for DCM and 𝛾 = 𝜆𝑀
−2 for CSM, has fitting coefficient 𝐵 and 𝑏 reported 

in Table 1. In Figure A1 we report the fitting of 𝛽 for DCM, 𝜆0 = 10, 𝜒 = −1.1, and thus 𝑛0 =
1.61 ∙ 10−5. 
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Figure A1: Numerical evaluation of the coefficient 𝛽 versus 𝑛/𝑛0 for dynamic crosslinking motors 

(DCM) with 𝜆0 = 10, 𝜒 = −1.1, and thus 𝑛0 = 1.61 ∙ 10−5. The numerical solutions are fitted to the 

function 𝛽 = 𝐵(𝑛/𝑛0)𝑏 reported in Eq. (28), with the fitting coefficients 𝐵 and 𝑏 reported in Table 1. 
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