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Abstract

A coarse-grained computational model is used to invegtigatv the bending rigidity of a
polymer under tension affects the formation of a trefoiltkiidhermodynamic integration tech-
nigues are applied to demonstrate that the free-energyo€éastming a knot has a minimum
at non-zero bending rigidity. The position of the minimunhiits a power-law dependence
on the applied tension. For knotted polymers with non-unifdending rigidity, the knots

preferentially localize in the region with a bending rigydihat minimizes the free-energy.

Type |l topoisomerases are enzymes that may knot or unknét BNintroducing a transient
break in both strands of one DNA duplex and passing a secopléxdthrough it. One of their
key biological functions is to regulate the level of knottin the genomé.Type Il topoisomerases
tend to act preferentially on certain sequences in DNBere is evidence that sites that are more

frequently cleaved tend to be located in or next to parts efgénome called scaffold associated
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regions or matrix attachment regiofis,which are typically several hundred base pairs fbagd
rich in adenine (A) and thymine (T), two of the nucleotideINA. Further, a specific sequence
evolvedin vitro, which was preferentially cleaved by a certain type |l tgoonerase, was highly
AT-rich.?

It is believed that AT-rich sequences are more flexible tlzarom ones 2 For example, the
work of Okonogiet al.” suggests that a sequence of AT repeats is about 20% morddléxim a
random sequence. An earlier study suggested that such anASaquence can have a persistence
length less than half that of a GC rich sequef&zipioniet al.® used scanning force microscopy
to observe a correlation between AT-rich parts of a DNA fragtrand flexibility. Further, Masilah
et al.® found that there is a preferentially large opening of theebsairs immediately adjacent to
a preferentially cleaved site. This opening was found to dégeddent on the sequence context.
Opening of base-pairs (bubble formation) can lead to grémtteased local flexibility. Very high
flexibility at the topoisomerase Il cleavage sites is prdypabcessary because the enzyme enforces
a large bend in DNA when it binds to 1

An intriguing question arises as to whether the correlatietween the positions of cleavage
sites and DNA flexibility could be important in the regulatiof knotting. For example, could
the variation of bending stiffness help to localize knotameeavage sites, thus expediting their
removal? Here we make a first step towards understanding thgses by using a simple bead-
spring polymer model to investigate how the free energy ab&irming a knot AF¢tting, Varies
with polymer bending stiffness and how this influences thsitm of a knot within a polymer
of non-uniform flexibility. In this work, we simulate only ¢htrefoil knot, 3, but our general
arguments do not depend on the particular topology. Prewimrk!? on how the action of type
Il topoisomerase may be guided by bent geometries of DNA leas Iperformed, but variable
bending stiffness was not considered.

The case of polymers under tension is biologically releyastause the action of enzymes
during processes such as transcription applies forces . N3 In general, for polymers in a

good solvent with bending stiffnes8, under tensiong, there are three main contributions to



AFnotting the reduction in entropy due the self-confinement of thgmel in the knotted region;
the increase in bending energy due to the curvature enfdrgetie knot; and the work done
against the tension in reducing the extension of the polynezressary to give free length for knot
formation.

We consider howAFRtting Varies with A for fixed 7. We identify two length scales: that
associated with the bending stiffnelss;» A/ (kg T ), and that associated with the size of the knotted
region,lynot(A), which depends oA. Whenla < lknot(A) the main effect of increasing will be
to decrease the entropic cost of knotting axtinotting Will decrease withA. Previous work on
fully flexible chains A = 0), has found knots to be weakly localiz&16 Nyt ~ Nt, whereNnot
is the number of monomers in the kndt,the total number in the polymer, and<0t < 1.4 By
applying scaling arguments based on the blob picture toprge the results of simulations of
polymers under tension, Faragbal.,1* estimated = 0.4+ 0.1. A later study used two methods,
including one based on closing subsections of the polymecatculating a knot invariant, to find
t ~ 0.75.1° The discrepancy between the two estimates may be attribatéee relatively short
polymers used in the earlier wofR. Knot localization has been observed experimentaliyut
is found to disappear with confinemelftA free energy calculation for an open, linear polymer
found no evidence of a metastable knot si2e.

In the flexible regime, a polymer under tension will form aelm series of blobs dfly ~
(ksT/1)Y¥ monomers each, where~ 3/5.2° The series of blobs cannot be knotted and so the
knot resides within one blob. Treating this blob as an inddpeat polymer, we expebtnq: to be
determined by the entropic localization of the knot and theber of monomers participating to
the knot to scale, accordingly, &&not ~ (ksT/T)/V. By employing the simulation techniques
and knot-identification algorithm to be presented showiy,have determined the dependence of
Nknot ON T for a flexible polymer olN = 256 beads of size each. The results in Figure 1 indeed
show a power-law dependence. By fitting to this data, we esgérthat = 0.434+0.01, which is
consistent with the value found by Faragbal.,* as expected given the relatively short chains

used. Concomitantly, the knot sizefilly flexible chainscales asknot(0) ~ Ny ~ (ks T /T)*.
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Figure 1: Variation of the number of beads forming the kMot with tension,t for N = 256

bead flexible polymers. The solid line is a fit to the data witpe —0.71+ 0.01. Errorbars were
estimated by performing three independent repeats of thelations

For la > lknot(A) the size of the knot will be dominated by the interplay of hegdenergy
and tension andFotting Will increase withA. We therefore expect a minimum AFotting(A)
at a value ofA determined byia =~ lxnot(A). As the dependence fnoi(A) on T is not known,
we replacéno(A) with lgnet(0) to find what the likely form of the dependence of the bending
stiffness for which the free energy cost is minin#si,, ont is. Using the results obtained above,

a power-law dependence is obtained:

Amin ~ (S (1)

Of course, the replacement Rfoi(A) with lxnet(0) in the relationshiga ~ lknot(A) is an ap-
proximation which is expected to break down precisely inrdggon of validity of this equality.
On the other hand, a power-law dependeNgg, ~ N is a reasonable assumption also for the
caseA # 0, thus we anticipate a relationship of the form of Eq. (1) ¢ddhalso forA # 0, albeit
with some exponerth # t.

For very large values &, we expect the knot to form a single loop with the all crossiolgse
to each othef! Assuming the thickness of the polymer is small comparedéddhp, we expect

AFRnotting 10 be approximately given By

AFnotting= v 8T2AT. (2)



For lowerA, the form of AR¢tting May not be so easily deduced. At the crossover this is par-
ticularly difficult because here we expect the bending leragid self-confinement length to be
approximately equal. For this case, a scaling form of thditement free energy is not avail-
able??

We next study the consequences of these predictions witlpgtansimulations. In what fol-
lows, we first outline the technical details of our approagh,then present results diotting
before investigating the positional probability distriln of knots in polymers of non-uniform
flexibility. We primarily simulate single chains &f = 256 beads of size in a simulation box of
volumeV = 2.048x 10°0? with periodic boundaries: unless otherwise stated, allltesire for
these parameters. The polymers are connected to themaehess the periodic boundaries in the
x-direction. A constant tension is simulated by includingfia potential a term proportional to the
x-length of the boxlx and allowingLy to vary. The advantage of this approach is that there are no
free ends so that, as long as chain crossings are preventethtting will never occur.

The simulation of the polymer is carried through for thedualing interaction potential:

V{rih = — Y ki(fiovi-Fijy1) — Tly
k

T (%)

: 3)

wherer;j = rj —rj, is the vector from beadto beadj, located at position vectons andrj,
respectively, wherea§ j denotes a unit vector. The first term sets the bending ssiéinehich
may be varied along the chain using the parametegiving a bending stiffness ok = ;o for
theith bead. The second term applies a tension,The third and fourth terms are spring and
excluded volume terms respectivaly/js the Heaviside step function which truncates the Lennard-

Jones potential to be purely repulsive. We chaoseksT, k = 30kgT /0?2 andRy = 1.50, which



prevents the chain from crossing itself and so conservesddgp.

We simulate using a Monte Carlo (MC) algorithfwhich comprises two types of moves. To
simulate a given tension, moves that attempt to chdaggevhilst rescalingy andL; to keepV
fixed and also applying a corresponding transformation ltpaaticle coordinates, are included.
Displacements of the polymer beads are made using the HyhEignethod?* where trial states
are generated using Molecular Dynamics (MD). During the MHpeictories] y is fixed, the tension
term is not included in the Hamiltonian used to calculateftrees. Collective motions of the
polymer beads are more easily captured in this way than ka},Isingle bead moves.

To calculateARnotting for a given tensiont, we simulate systems with adi set to the same
value,k. We simulate two sets of systems, one with linear topology@me with knotted poly-
mers. The systems within one set span a range of rigiditees & = 0 up to the desired value.
For each of those values, we calculate the ave<ﬁe>. By numerically integrating(g—x> from
k = 0, we obtain the relative free energy as a functior 3f AF, (k) = Fy (k) — F4(0), wherea
stands for either ‘knot’ or ‘linear’. To fully determin&Fq1ting We would need to perform an inte-
gration between unknotted and knotted states. Howevee swe are interested in the relative cost
of knotting for different bending stiffnesses, we simplyocéate AFotting(K ) — AFknotting(0) =
AFnot(K) — ARjinear(K) instead.

To improve the efficiency of our calculation &Fnotting(K) — AFknotting(0) We implemented
the most computationally intensive part of our simulatitgoathm on a GPU using CUDA, which
allows for a high degree of parallelism but is restrictivéerms of the homogeneity of the parallel
calculations?® Whilst a standard local-move MC algorithm would be difficdtimplement on a
GPU 2° the most time-consuming part of our algorithm is calculatine MD trajectories to pro-
duce trial states for the Hybrid MC. The MD integration maystraightforwardly performed on a
GPU. We simulate all systems for a giveand topology in parallel, performing force calculations
and integration steps on the GPU. As a simple alternativedslldist we reduce the number of
pair separations calculated by exploiting the connegtigitthe polymer, which guarantees the

maximum separation of two beads within a section: by comgathe center of mass positions of



two sections we can determine whether beads within them nteyaict. Random number genera-
tion and other MC moves were performed on the CPU. To helpceedarrelation times we added

parallel tempering® swaps between systems with different

Figure 2: Schematic depiction of the knot-finding proceagThe polymer is divided into sections
by finding points along its contour — indicated by the daslekl— at which there is a boundary
between regions where only one strand crosseg-#higlane and those where multiple strands do.
Regions in which there are multiple crossers are identifiegke are indicated by the shaded areas.
They may be closed and the Alexander polynomial calculaiedentify which of them contains
the knot. (b) - (d) Subsequently, a finer determination ofkhet position may be achieved by
taking the knot-containing section and considering suiisexof it. These are closed by extending
the polymer in the-direction, as shown by the dotted lines. The Alexander patyial may then
be calculated for each of these. The section with the coflegiander polynomial that contains the
least number of beads is taken as containing the knot. (B)sh@lv a few examples of subsections.
The subsection shown in (c) would be identified: that in (ljaetains more beads and that in (d)
has the wrong polynomial.

For simulations considering the positional probabilitgtdbution or size of the knot, it is
necessary to determine the knotted section of the polymex.ajylied a method, summarized
in Figure 2, based on calculating the Alexander polynorhiay(x), atx = —2 for polymer sub-
sections?® Since the polymer is extended in tkelirection by the tension, there will usually be
x-positions at which only one part of polymer crossesydzeplane. Regions that are bounded by
such points are considered. Only one will have the comgtt-2). The more exact position is
then found by taking subsections of this region, closingrthéth extensions in the-x-direction,
and finding the shortest with the correfgt(—2). The center of this section is taken as the knot

position and the number of beads it contains as the knot §lze.is the same method applied for



the determination ot for flexible chains earlier in this paper.

Our procedure may occasionally result in a false identificadf a knot due to extra crossings
included by the closing sections. However, in previousistthe rate of such errors was found
to be low and to usually involve sections larger than trulptted ones® We thus do not expect
such pitfalls to significantly affect our results but we refee interested reader to an in-depth
consideration of such schem&sWe also found that, occasionally, mepositions with only one
crossing of they-z-plane were found. In this case, the knot position was nattified and so
these configurations were neglected. The rate of such coafigns was< 1% for all the results
presented. As a further check we verified that, for the kre#t ssults, if instead of neglecting the
configurations, a knot size equal to the total polymer size agded, the final averages were not
changed by more than the errorbars. Simulations with kimalisig were performed with the same
MC algorithm as for the free energy calculations. Howevag tb the computational cost of the
knot-finding algorithm, which would be difficult to implemean a GPU, the calculations were

performed entirely on a CPU.
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Figure 3: (a) The difference in free-enerdi(k) = AFcnotting(K) — AFknotting(0), againstk for
different tensionst: 0.1kgT /0 (%, black); Q4ksT /o (OJ, red); Q8ksT /o (O, green). Note the
minimum atk = Kmin, Which decreases for increasing(b) The free-energy difference with a term
proportional to the higt limit in Eq. (2) subtracted¥ (k) — 1.11v8m2k a1 plotted againsk for
the sama. Error bars were estimated by performing three indepermégeiats of the simulations.

We first present, in Figure 3(a), results #(k) = AFotting(K) — AFknotting(0) as a function

of k for 1 = 0.1, 0.4 and 08kgT /0. As expected, we observe that there is a minimum at non-zero



K, which we denote&in, and which decreases with increasing tension. In Figurg8éalso
plot the same data subtracting a term proportional/m, the expression foAFRnotting at
high A (Eq. (2) withA = gk). The additional proportionality factor of 1.11 was detered by
fitting AFcnotting(K) — AFinotting(0) for T = 0.4 and 08kgT /o for k > 15kgT. For both, the same
factor was found to the accuracy that is given. The extraofastlikely necessary because our
polymers do not have negligible thickness. To within errtire curves for = 0.4 and 08ksT /0,
with the expression subtracted, become flat for highefThis suggests that for thegevalues

we have reached the regime Whé¥&qtting is dominated by the bending and tension terms. We
further observe that, at the position of the minimum of thetking free energy cost, the quantity
AFRnotting(K ) — AFknotting(0) — 1.11v/8m2k ot still has a relatively steep slope, confirming that the

entropic contribution is important in determining the pgi@si of the minimum.
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Figure 4. The minimum valu&min of ARetting against the applied tensianfor N = 256 (x,
black) andN =512 (), red). The solid line is a fit to the five data points = 256 with highest

T values, it has a slope 6f0.50+0.01. Errorbars were estimated by performing three indepgnde
repeats of the simulations.

In Figure 4, we show the dependencegf, on T for N = 256. Plotting on a logarithmic scale,
we see that the points for the highest fivehow a power-law relationship. Fitting to these data, we
find an exponent 0f-0.50+ 0.01. We thus obtain a power-law dependence of the optimalitygi
on the tension that we anticipated in Eq. (1), but with an et different than the= —0.43 we
found from Figure 1, as expected. For the lowest twee see that the curve deviates from this

power-law relationship. This may be attributed to finiteeséffects. To verify this we repeated



simulations for the three lowestfor N = 512: the results are also plotted in Figure 4. We observe
that, as expected, the results are consistent with the sawer{faw relationship and also follow it
to lowerr.

We expeckmin to be approximately that value of bending rigidity for whitle size of the knot
is equal to the bending length. We consider the variatiom@intumber of the beads in the knot at
Kmin» Nknot(Kmin), With T. We takekmin to be given by the best fit relationship from Figure 4. We
plot the results foNknot(Kmin) in Figure 5. By fitting, we find an exponent ef0.56+ 0.02, close

to —0.5040.01: indeedNknot(Kmin) ~ Kmin because the polymer is stiff at the scale of the knot.
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Figure 5: The number of bead in the knot@tin, Nknot(Kmin) @gainstr. The solid line is a fit with

a slope of—0.56+0.02. Error bars were estimated by performing two indepencsgats of the
simulations.

We have found thafAFeting has @ minimum at a non-zero value of the bending stiffness,
namelykmin. We therefore expect that, if we consider a knotted polym#ér mon-uniform flexi-
bility under tensiong, the knot will be more likely to be found in a region wiki,i, than in other
regions. To test this, we consider a polymeMbf= 512 beads at = 0.8kgT /o, split into two
halves: the first 256 beads hawie= kg # Kmin. The second 256 beads hayge= 1.806kgT ~ Kmin
for this 7. In Figure 6, we plot results fatg = 0, 0.435%gT, 0.870&gT and 384gT, i.e. three
regions withkg < Kmin and one withkg > Kmin. Results are binned into 8 bins of 64 beads each.
In each case we find that the probability of finding the knothi@ tegion withkn, is higher. In
other words, the knot prefers to localize in the region where kg. Furthermore, we find that

the probabilities are approximately those that would besetgx from the free energy calculations.
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For ko = 0 in Figure 6, the ratio between the average of the first fons laind that of the sec-
ond four is 49+ 0.5, giving an expected free energy difference @@ 0.1kgT. The minimum
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Figure 6: Probability densityp, of finding the knot at a given position along the polymer unde
tension,7 = 0.8kgT /0. For beads 256 511, k; = 1.806kgT ~ Kmin, Whilst for beads 6- 255

Ki = 0 (x, black), kj = 0.435%gT (I ,red), k; = 0.870&gT (), green) ork; = 3.84%gT (A,
blue). Errorbars were estimated by performing three inddpet repeats of the simulations.

To summarize, inspired by correlations between polymeitfikty and knotting seen in biol-
ogy, we have investigated how the cost of forming a knot inlgrper under tensiort, depends on
the polymer’s stiffness, controlled in our model by For highk, our results agree with a simple
expression including only bending and tension, whilst éavérk entropy must also be taken into
account. There is a non-zero minimum of the free energyréiffee between unknotted and knot-
ted states ak = Kmin. The position of the minimum is seen to depend on tensiatms~ T~ %°.
We argue thaknin is determined by the relative sizes of the knot and the begnléimgth and find
that the number of polymer beads in the knokat, is consistent with this argument. We consid-
ered knotted polymers with two sections with differenand found that the knot is more likely to
be found in the section witRmin.

Biological DNA is typically highly confined and in future wioit would be interesting to inves-
tigate the effect of confinement on the results we have obgéf?°1t would also be interesting to
investigate how the position of cleavage sites relativeetpans of different flexibility affects the

steady state level of knottintf,as well as looking into how the effect of flexibility may comeki
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with previously suggested topoisomerase Il guidance mesis 12 Finally, it would be intrigu-
ing to investigate how non-uniform flexibility affects thdfdsional dynamics of a knot along a

polymer31:32
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