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Abstract. We present a multi-resolution methodology for modelling F-actin filaments. It provides
detailed microscopic information at the level of individual monomers at a lower computational cost
by replacing the monomer-based model in parts of the simulated filament by a rod-based macroscopic
model. In the monomer-based description, G-actin is represented by ellipsoids bound at the surface
in a double helical configuration to form F-actin. The rod-based model is coarser, in which F-
actin is described using a Cosserat model, as seen in the preceding paper.1 The multi-resolution
methodology is illustrated using three case studies, designed to test the properties of F-actin under
stretching, bending, shearing and twisting. The methodology is especially suited for situations where
filaments are subject to bending deformations. We investigate the limitations of using the standard
Cosserat model to capture the complete torsional behaviour of F-actin, presenting its extensions
which account for curvature dependent rigidities and a twist-stretch coupling to improve accuracy
of the overall multi-resolution scheme.

I. INTRODUCTION

Actin is a globular protein that forms microfilaments which can be found in all eukaryotic cells. It exists either as
free G-actin monomers, or in F-actin filaments with the monomers forming thin, stiff double helical strands. Actin
filaments are found in the cellular cytoskeleton in structures like filopodia and lamellipodia, playing a role in many
important processes, such as cell migration and muscle contraction via actomyosin networks. In these settings we
find actin interacting with numerous binding proteins and crosslinkers to give the networks the biological structures
required to perform their function.2

As a result of its importance and varied role in these situations, the behaviour of actin has been investigated at
many biological length and time scales. Detailed all-atom molecular dynamics (MD) simulations can be parametrised
using data obtained via X-ray crystallography3 or cryogenic electron microscopy 4,5 available in repositories such as
the RCSB Protein Data Bank.6 These simulations capture the fine chemical bonding structure of actin and bound
ligands, both in monomer and filamentous forms,7–11 though this detail comes at a high computational cost. Atomistic
simulations can be used to investigate the physical properties of short F-actin sections,12 but it is infeasible to use
this level of detail for large systems of biological interest.

Coarse-grained models of actin monomers offer a significant reduction in computational cost when compared to
all-atom simulations. Actin monomers, either in free or bound filament form, can be represented as spheres or
ellipsoids,13–15 in a more detailed 4-bead description,12,16 or an even greater level of detail that begins to bridge
the gap in resolution to all-atom simulations.17,18 Parameters for these coarse-grained models can be set either from
experimental data or by inferring them, using various techniques,16,19 from all-atom MD simulation data..20,21 In
this paper, we will use a monomer-based description of actin, which was developed by De La Cruz et al.,22 who
parametrised it using atomistic MD simulations. This model will form our monomer-based description of actin
introduced in Section IIA.

While coarse-grained monomer-based models offer an efficiency improvement over all-atom MD simulations, they
can still be hard to scale up to more biologically complex systems. Multi-resolution modelling techniques can overcome
this by describing less important parts of the simulated system using coarser and more efficient models. Examples
include coupling atomistically detailed regions for an active site of a protein to coarser representations of the remainder
of a protein,23 or using less detailed descriptions of the parts of a DNA molecule, which are relatively far from the
DNA-protein interaction site of interest.24,25 Multi-resolution modelling has also been used in the literature to coarse-
grain the description of the solvent in the parts of computational domain, which is relatively far from the biological
structure of interest,26–28 and for replacing the explicit solvent representation in parts of the domain by a stochastic
coarse-grained model, which describes the solvent implicitly.29–31 To obtain multi-resolution methods with mutually
consistent microscopic and macroscopic models, the parameters of such stochastic coarse-grained models can be
inferred from all-atom MD simulations,31,32 by estimating effective force distributions on coarse-grained sites.33–35 In
this way, both microscopic and macroscopic models consistently provide quantitatively the same information at the
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macroscopic level, while the monomer-based model provides an additional level of detail in the parts of the simulated
system which is of interest to a modeller. In addition to this ‘bottom-up’ approach, macroscopic models of actin
filaments can also be developed by parametrising them against the available experimental data.36–39

In this paper, our macroscopic model of an actin filament will utilise a Cosserat description developed by Gazzola
et al.,40 which we introduce in Section II B. It considers torsional, bending, shear and compression forces on the actin
filament. The microscopic monomer-based model introduced in Section IIA describes these forces with a higher level
of detail, but less efficiently: we will call it the Ellipsoid model in what follows. We show how the Ellipsoid and
Cosserat models can be used in a multi-resolution framework, where the monomer-based description is substituted
in parts of the filament by the rod-based description to improve overall simulation efficiency. Our multi-resolution
coupling strategy is explained in Section III, which is followed by three numerical examples in Section IV. We conclude
in Section V by discussing biological settings where a multi-resolution model of actin could be particularly helpful.

II. ELLIPSOID AND COSSERAT MODELS OF ACTIN FILAMENTS

In this section, we introduce both Ellipsoid and Cosserat models of an actin filament. The Ellipsoid model describes
individual G-actin monomers as ellipsoids and was developed by De La Cruz et al.,22 who used a fluctuation matching
technique to parametrise the equations of motion using atomistic MD simulation data. The Cosserat model is a
generalization of the rod-based filament model developed by Gazzola et al.40 and we will introduce it in Section II B.

A. Ellipsoid model

The actin filament is constructed out of ellipsoid shaped monomers placed along a double helix, as is schematically
shown in the left panel of Figure 1. The dimensions and spatial positions of these monomers are taken from crystal
structures of F-actin filaments.22 The centre of the ith monomer is denoted by R̄i, where i = 1, 2, . . . , N , and N is the
total number of monomers. As shown in Figure 1, each monomer is connected by harmonic bonds to its two nearest
neighbours up and down the chain, if they exist. That is, the ith monomer is connected by n‖ harmonic bonds to
the next and previous monomer in their strand of the double helix, which are labelled as the (i + 2)th and (i − 2)th

monomers. Moreover, the ith monomer is also connected by n⊥ harmonic bonds to each of the adjacent monomers in
the offset strand of the double helix, which are labelled as the (i+ 1)th and (i− 1)th monomers.

The monomers are connected to each other by harmonic bonds, with the end points of these placed on the surfaces of
the ellipsoids. This allows for both the distance between monomer centres and their relative angular orientations to be
constrained. Considering the kth bond between the ith and jth monomers, where i = 1, 2, . . . , N and k = 1, 2, . . . , n⊥
for j = i± 1 or k = 1, 2, . . . , n‖ for j = i± 2, we denote by rki and rkj the end points of the kth bond on the surface
of the ith and jth monomers, respectively. Then we define the force at rki , resulting from the kth bond between the
ith and jth monomers, as

F k
ij = Sij (rkj − rki )

(
1−

Lk
ij

|rkj − rki |

)
, for |i− j| = 1, 2, (1)

where the spring constants Sij take different values for lateral and longitudinal bond interactions, namely

Sij =

{
S⊥/n⊥, for |i− j| = 1,

S‖/n‖, for |i− j| = 2,

where S‖ and S⊥ are the total strains, and Lk
ij in equation (1) is the equilibrium length of the kth bond between the

ith and jth monomers. By summing up forces (1), we can define the overall translational and torsional effects on the
ith monomer, relative to the centre of this ellipsoid, R̄i, as follows:

F̄i =
∑
j,k

F k
ij , and τ̄i =

∑
j,k

(rki − R̄i) × F k
ij ,

where we sum over all bonds between the ith monomer and each of the monomers that it is bonded to. Equations of
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FIG. 1. A schematic of the Ellipsoid model described in Section II A (left panel) and the Cosserat model described in
Section II B (right panel) which are coupled in the multi-resolution framework (middle panel).

motion are written in terms of positions rki and R̄i as follows

drki
dt

= ωi × (rki − R̄i) + vi ,
dR̄i

dt
= vi , (2)

m
dvi
dt

= F̄i , I
dωi

dt
= (Iωi) × ωi + τ̄i , (3)

where vi and ωi are the velocity and angular velocity of the ith monomer, respectively, m is the mass of a monomer,
and I is the moment of inertia tensor. To discretize equations (2)–(3), it is possible to use a number of symplectic
integrators. In this paper, we apply the 4th order symplectic method presented by Omelyan, Mryglod and Folk.41
The orientation of the ith monomer is characterized by the matrix Qi, for i = 1, 2, . . . , N , whose columns are three
orthonormal vectors d1,i, d2,i, and d3,i, where d3,i is the direction of the long filament axis. By rotating this basis at
each timestep, rather than all individual bond endpoints, we can express their position at a given time t using

rki (t) = Qi(t)Q
T
i (0)

(
rki (0)− R̄i(0)

)
+ R̄i(t) .

The time evolution of dj,i is for j = 1, 2, 3 given by

ddj,i
dt

= (Qi ωi,L) × dj,i ,

where each respective element of ωi,L is the angular velocity around the dj,i vectors that make up the orientation
basis Qi. This reduces numerical errors, in addition to being useful when defining our multi-resolution coupling in
Section III.
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B. Cosserat model

In the work by Gazzola et al.40 a rod-based filament model is presented, with torsional, bending, shear and compres-
sion forces accounted for. The equations of motion are derived by first considering an inextensible and unshearable
Kirchoff-Love rod model,42 then extending this to a Cosserat model of stretchable and shearable filaments. A filament
is described by its centre-line r(s, t) with velocity v(s, t), where t is time and s is the centre-line arc coordinate. We
also define an orientated frame of reference given by vectors d1(s, t), d2(s, t), and d3(s, t), which form an orthonormal
basis of unit vectors, and the corresponding matrix Q(s, t) =

(
d1(s, t),d2(s, t),d3(s, t)

)
. We define the laboratory

and body-convected frames as x = x̂1 d̂1 + x̂2 d̂2 + x̂3 d̂3 and xL = QTx = x1d1 + x2d2 + x3d3, respectively, where
the laboratory reference basis is denoted

{
d̂1, d̂2, d̂3

}
as in the preceding paper.1 The variation of matrix Q in space

(along the filament) and in time can be used to formally consider the curvature and angular momentum. We define
the rod angular velocity and generalised curvature respectively as

κ = ax
[
QT ∂Q

∂s

]
, ω = ax

[
QT ∂Q

∂t

]
,

where the ax operation returns the pseudovector associated with the skew-symmetric matrix; see the footnote in the
accompanying paper1 for exact definition.

Following Gazzola et al.,40 we split the filament into n segments, with each segment defined by their endpoints
ri(t) for i = 1, 2, . . . , n+ 1. Additional quantities associated with the endpoints (their velocity vi(t) and applied force
Fi(t)) have n+ 1 elements, while discretized quantities associated with the segments have n elements. We define the
segment vector, deviation from its rest length (i.e. the local stretching/compression) and normal tangent as

li = ri+1 − ri , ei =
|li|
|l̂i|

, ti =
li
|li|

, for i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

where |l̂i| is the rest length of the segment, and for all following definitions the hat notation indicates a rest, un-
stretched quantity. In the continuum setting all quantities can be defined point-wise, whereas in a discrete setting
some quantities (such as κ̂L) are naturally expressed over an integrated domain D along the filament,43 with the
Voronoi region, and associated compression factor defined as Di = (|li+1|+ |li|)/2 and Ei = Di/D̂i. As the generalised
curvature expresses a rotation per unit length, the quantity D̂iκ̂

i
L expresses the rotation that transforms a material

frame to its neighbouring frame over the segment, therefore exp
(
D̂iκ̂

i
L
)
QT

i = QT
i+1. Having set out these quantities,

we can now define the discrete shear and curvature vectors for each segment as

σi
L = QT

i (eiti − d3,i) , and κ̂i
L =

log
(
QT

i+1Qi

)
D̂i

. (4)

We can finally write the full spatially discretised equations of motion

mi
∂vi
∂t

= ∆h

(
QiŜiσ

i
L

ei

)
+ Fi,(

Îi
ei

)
∂ωi
L

∂t
= ∆h

(
B̂iκ̂

i
L

E3i

)
+Ah

(
κ̂i
L × B̂iκ̂

i
L

E3i
D̂i

)
+
(
QT

i ti × Ŝiσ
i
L

)
|l̂i|

+
Îiω

i
L

e2i

∂ei
∂t

+

(
Îiω

i
L

ei

)
× ωi

L +Ci
L,

where Îi is the inertia tensor, and B̂ and Ŝ are the bend/twist and shear/stretch rigidity matrices, respectively. The
difference and trapezoidal quadrature operators used are defined as

∆h(xi) =


x1, if j = 1,

xj − xj−1, if 1 < j ≤ N,
−xN , if j = N + 1.

Ah(xi) =


x1/2, if j = 1,

(xj + xj−1)/2, if 1 < j ≤ N,
xN/2, if j = N + 1.

(5)

When calculating potential energy, we integrate over the length of the filament for both the twist/bend and
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FIG. 2. (a) Illustration of multi-resolution coupling region. The final Cosserat model segment is bound to the final two
monomers in the Ellipsoid model. This is achieved by attaching the final segment to the ellipsoid centres with bonds (yellow)
that have the same material properties dictated by the model parameters of the Cosserat model.
(b) View along the centre line. (c) Side view.

shear/stretch terms

E =
1

2

L∫
0

κT
LBκL ds+

1

2

L∫
0

σT
LSσL ds. (6)

Entries of the rigidities matrices are usually constant, though it is possible to formulate a generalised model, where
B̂(κL) or Ŝ(σL). This is particularly relevant when modelling actin, due to its asymmetric torsional properties. By
allowing the twisting rigidity B3(κL,3) to be curvature dependent, the accuracy of the Cosserat model can be improved
to better match the properties of our microscopic Ellipsoid model. This extension will be studied in more detail in
Section IVC. For this work we use the same 4th order symplectic integrator41 as employed for the Ellipsoid model.

III. MULTI-RESOLUTION MODELLING FRAMEWORK

To couple the Ellipsoid model of actin filament (described in Section IIA) to the Cosserat model (described in
Section II B), we must find a way to mediate transfer of forces between models at boundary regions. This involves
projecting forces resulting from each of the harmonic bond anchor sites on the monomers in the coupling region
to forces acting solely on the angular and translational components of one (or more) rod segments of the Cosserat
model. Both the Ellipsoid and Cosserat models have orientation matrices for monomers and rods, respectively, with
their angular velocities defined in their local frame. To capture twisting behaviour, we must define forces that are
dependent on orientation in addition to the endpoint and ellipsoid centre positions. Below we present a method to
achieve this in a manner consistent with the formulation of the Cosserat model. The schematic of the multi-resolution
coupling region is shown in Figure 2.

The rod-based part of the filament is described by the centre-line r(s, t), where s ∈ [0, 1], and we identify s = 0 with
the endpoint, which is attached to the monomer-based Ellipsoid model, i.e. r(0, t) is the endpoint of the final segment
of the Cosserat model and Q(0, t) is the corresponding orientation basis. Labelling the monomer closest to r(0, t) as
the monomer 1, we intend to attach the rod-based part of the filament to the monomer with its centre denoted by R̄1

and its orientation basis by Q1. To do this, we create a new bond between r(0, t) and R̄1. We define an orientation
basis for the coupling QMR and the coupling direction vector, extension, tangent, and strain in a manner consistent
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with the Cosserat model, by

lMR = r(0, t)− R̄1 , eMR =
|lMR|
|l̂MR|

, tMR =
lMR

|lMR|
, σMR = QT

MR (eMRtMR −QMRdMR) ,

where subscript MR corresponds in our notation to the multi-resolution coupling region. The key difference occurs in
the definition of the strain, where, rather than using the basis vector which is parallel to the backbone d3, we instead
use the rest vector direction between r(0, t) and R̄1 given by dMR = l̂MR/|l̂MR|, and rotate this vector to the current
orientation of the coupling bond. This allows us to initialise the model such that the orientation basis is aligned with
the filament direction, even though the coupling bond is not, so in the case of a straight, untwisted filament, we have
Q(0, t) = Q1 = QMR. The advantage of proceeding in this manner is that it allows us to define a strain matrix S in
a manner consistent with the Cosserat model, with the correct strains both axially and radially. First, we define the
linear force experienced by the final segment endpoint and ellipsoid centre as a result of the coupling’s shearing and
stretching properties

FCos =
QMRŜσMR

eMR
, FEll = −FCos,

with quantities labelled with subscripts MR, Cos, and Ell corresponding to the multi-resolution coupling region,
Cosserat model, and Ellipsoid model, respectively. While this force keeps the segment and ellipsoids in the coupling
in the correct spatial positions, we introduce an angular constraint to ensure the ellipsoid monomers maintain the
correct orientation relative to the final Cosserat segment. First, we define the rest lengths of the Voronoi regions and
curvatures of the Cosserat segment relative to the coupling, and the coupling relatives to the ellipsoid

D̂Ell =
|d̂3 ·QT

MRl̂MR|
2

, D̂Cos =
|l̂i|
2

+
|d̂3 ·QT

MRl̂MR|
2

, ECos =
DCos

D̂Cos

, EEll =
DEll

D̂Ell

,

κ̂Ell =
log
(
QT

1QMR

)
D̂Ell

, κ̂Cos =
log
(
QT

MRQ(0, t)
)

D̂Cos

,

where |l̂i| is the rest length of a Cosserat segment. By defining length along the filament centre-line for the Voronoi
regions, rather than through the coupling bond, we define curvature consistently with the Cosserat model, which
has a significant effect when the coupling region is very short and |d̂3 ·QT

MRl̂MR| � |l̂MR|. Having introduced these
curvatures, we can define bending and twisting torque forces by

τEll = −B̂κ̂Ell

E3Ell

+
κ̂Ell × B̂κ̂Ell

2E3Ell

D̂Ell , and τCos =
B̂κ̂Cos

E3Cos

+
κ̂Cos × B̂κ̂Cos

2E3Cos

D̂Cos ,

where the matrix logarithm is calculated using Rodrigues’ formula, in a manner identical to that used in the Cosserat
model. All that is left to consider is the evolution of the orientation basis of the coupling, which we will consider to
have angular velocity ωMR defined with respect to QMR. The resulting force takes the form

τMR =
B̂κ̂Ell

E3Ell

− B̂κ̂Cos

E3Cos

+
κ̂Ell × B̂κ̂Ell

2E3Ell

DEll +
κ̂Cos × B̂κ̂Cos

2E3Cos

DCos

+
(
QT

MRtMR × ŜσMR

)
|l̂MR|+

ÎωMR

e2MR

∂eMR

∂t
+

(
ÎωMR

eMR

)
× ωMR .

By proceeding in this manner we are able to fully capture the shear/stretch and bend/twist of the coupling region in
a way that is consistent with both of the models we are coupling.

IV. EXAMPLE CASES

Having established how to consistently couple a Cosserat segment to the ellipsoid monomers, we now study whether
the additional degrees of freedom and coupling forces adversely affect the dynamic properties of filaments. In Figure 3,
we present some of our illustrative example cases: (a) a filament attached to a wall at one end under a cantilever force,
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FIG. 3. Illustration of example cases for multi-resolution actin filaments.
(a) A cantilever filament attached to a wall (grey) at one end with a downward force at the other, causing it to bend.
(b) A filament under compression and twisting forces, causing a helical buckling.
(c) A filament attached to anchor points (red dots) by external linker bonds.

(b) one under compression and twisting to cause helical buckling, and (c) one acted on by external linker forces. For
each case we study the dynamics and static equilibrium (where dissipation is employed) of F-actin filaments resolved
in varying degrees of detail.

In the preceding paper,1 the experimentally-based model parameters for the Cosserat modelling of shear, stretch,
bending, and twisting rigidities are given. F-actin is described as a filament with cylindrical cross-section for com-
parison with other variational models. However, De La Cruz et al.22 infer the parameters for the Ellipsoid model by
matching them against the fluctuations of an all-atom simulation of F-actin. While this ‘bottom up’ approach can be
expected to give an accurate picture of the relative inter-monomer forces, the macroscopic behaviour does not exactly
match up with experimental measures,44,45 with lower filament rigidity observed under bending and twisting.

To address this issue, we scale the parameters for the models such that the bending rigidity for the Cosserat and
Ellipsoid models are matched. For cantilever filaments, if a load force F causes a downward deflection ∆LD, then the
bending rigidity is given by

B1 = B2 =
FL3

3 ∆LD
,

where L is the length of the filament.46 These rigidities B1, B2 are the first and second diagonal elements of the
bending rigidity matrix B for the Cosserat model. In addition, the twisting rigidities are matched using the relation

B3 =
τL

∆θ
, (7)

where ∆θ is the twist angle under a torsional force τ . We also set the extension/compression rigidity by extending
an ellipsoidal filament, fixing one end and applying a force on the other, and using the formula

S3 =
FL

∆L
(8)

where ∆L is the length the filament extends under force F . This rigidity S3 is the last diagonal element of the bending
rigidity matrix S for the Cosserat model. Accurate direct measurement of S1 and S2 from the Ellipsoid model is
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FIG. 4. (a) Multi-resolution actin filament under a cantilever force. We overlay the results of 7 simulations, with the Cosserat
model used to resolve the filament for between 20–140 nm, with the remainder resolved using the Ellipsoid model, giving a 160 nm
long filament in each case. The colours vary through red-yellow-blue, with red almost entirely monomer-based and blue mainly
rod-based.
(b) View along the filament from the right of panel (a).
(c) The total filament energy (in pNnm) varying with time (in ns) as the system approaches the equilibrium.

difficult, so we use an approximation based on the shearing behaviour of a uniform filament. The specifics of the
verification simulations and these shearing parameter choices, can be found in Appendix A, along with a discussion of
how the masses and inertia of the models are coupled. While the masses and inertia will not affect the final equilibrium
configurations reached in our example cases, they must still be matched to ensure consistent dynamic behaviour along
the filament length.

A. Cantilever filament

We begin with a simple cantilever filament case, where F-actin is attached to a wall at one end, as shown in
Figure 3(a). This is achieved by setting both the angular and linear velocity at the wall to zero throughout the
simulation. At the other end, a downward (z-direction) force is applied, causing the filament to bend. This allows
us to establish the behaviour of the multi-resolution model under a simple bending deformation, and also resembles
situations where actin filaments are attached to the cell membrane.

In Figure 4, we see filaments of length L = 160nm under a cantilever force of magnitude F = 2pN, reaching an
equilibrium position with the filament bent downwards. The final spatial coordinates are visualised in Figure 4(a),
with the results from 7 simulations of varying resolution overlayed. For the Cosserat model we do not visualize full
cylinders, but only their centre-line. For the Ellipsoid model we plot the monomer centres of mass, connected by
thin cylinders representing lateral and longitudinal interactions. We also fit a curve to approximate the ellipsoidal
filament centre-line to allow easier comparison between resolutions. We see that the results from these simulations
overlap, indicating the accuracy of the multi-resolution methodology. This is confirmed in Figure 4(b) where the same
results are visualised from a different viewpoint. Finally, Figure 4(c) illustrates that the dynamical properties are also
matched well for all cases. For all levels of resolution, we have agreement with the theoretically expected deflection

∆LD =
FL3

3EI
≈ 10 nm

where E = 2000pNnm−2 is the Young’s modulus, and I = A2/4π ≈ 120 nm4 is the area moment of inertia, which
corresponds to the first and second diagonal elements of the bending rigidity matrix B of the Cosserat model. This
confirms that the bending parameters for the two models are correctly coupled.
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FIG. 5. (a) Multi-resolution actin filament attached to 3 planar external linkers. We overlay the results of 6 simulations, with
the Cosserat model used to resolve the filament for between 30–130 nm in the middle section, with the remainder resolved using
the Ellipsoid model at both ends of the filament. The colours vary through red-yellow-blue, with red almost entirely monomer-
based and blue mainly rod-based.
(b) View along the filament from the right of panel (a).
(c) The total filament energy (in pNnm) varying with time (in ns) as the system approaches the equilibrium.

B. External Linker Forces

Having investigated the effects of a force on a filament anchored to a wall, we now consider a free filament attached
to multiple external linkers, causing non trivial bending behaviour, as shown in Figure 3(c). This is a more realistic
study of the forces an F-actin filament would experience in the cytoskeleton. We define a general binding site in terms
of the existing Cosserat segment endpoints and orientation basis as follows

rext = ri +A0(ri+1 − ri) +R(d1,i cos(φ0) + d2,i sin(φ0))

where A0 ∈ [0, 1] defines the cross-sectional location of the binding site along the length of the segment, R is its radial
distance from the filament centre-line, and φ0 is the angle in the cross-section the point forms relative to d1,i. This
allows torsional effects of linkers on the Cosserat filament to be accurately modelled. As actin has high shear rigidity
it is reasonably safe to assume that d3,i is almost parallel to the segment tangent, meaning this rigid approximation
to the position of the binding site will hold even for long Cosserat segments. If we have a force Fext at rext due to the
external linkers, this can be translated to the existing filament coordinates by considering how it acts on the midpoint
of the Cosserat segment

Fi = Fi+1 =
1

2
Fext , Ci

L = QT
i

((
rext −

1

2
(ri+1 + ri)

)
× Fext

)
with the external torque Ci

L acting on the orientation basis Qi, enabling twisting of the filament to take place. In
Figure 5, we see F-actin filaments of length 160 nm with 3 linkers attached from fixed external points. For this
case, we place the 3 linkers in the same plane, illustrating a simple bending situation with low filament torsion. We
have excellent structural agreement between the models, despite the binding location switching from the Cosserat
to the Ellipsoid model as the resolution is varied. We extend this to a more complex example in Figure 6, where
an F-actin filament of length 210 nm has 4 linkers attached to its from fixed points. In this case, rather than all
of these linkers lying in a single plane, we place them more randomly in space, inducing larger torques and filament
deformation. While agreement across model with differing resolutions is still good, deviations between the equilibrium
configurations are more noticeable, which is also contributes to the larger variation in equilibrium filament energy in
Figure 6(c).
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FIG. 6. (a) Multi-resolution actin filament attached to 4 non-planar external linkers. We overlay the results of 8 simulations,
with the Cosserat model used to resolve the filament for between 30–170 nm in the middle, with the remainder resolved using
the Ellipsoid model at both ends. The colours vary through red-yellow-blue, with red almost entirely monomer-based and blue
mainly rod-based.
(b) View along the filament from the right of panel (a).
(c) The total filament energy (in pNnm) varying with time (in ns) as the system approaches equilibrium.

(a) (b)

FIG. 7. The spatial distribution of potential energy under torsion for: (a) the Cosserat model with 19 segments; and (b) the
Ellipsoid model with 67 ellipsoids. In both cases we clamped the ends of a filament and attach an external linker to the middle
(blue dashed line). In the ellipsoid case the linker is attached to a monomer centre, while in the Cosserat model it is attached
with the same radial distance from the centre-line, inducing an equivalent torque. The red markers indicate the energy per unit
length.

C. Twisted Filament

While the multi-resolution model performs well under linear forces which cause it to bend, there is not perfect
agreement, which is partly due to the double helical structure of actin. When the actin double helix is wound more
tightly this is known as over-twisting, while when it is unravelled in the opposite direction it is under-twisted. It is
easier to under-twist than over-twist the filament. While we matched the parameters for the two models by directly
measuring rigidities from the Cosserat model, it is difficult to incorporate the helicity of F-actin into the Cosserat
model without introducing complex extra energy terms.1 A good way of highlighting the difference in the models is
to analyse a filament under a simple twist. We clamp both ends of ∼ 180 nm long filaments and attach a linker to
the middle, away from the centre-line so that a torque is created. In Figure 7, we see the comparison between these
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FIG. 8. Multi-resolution actin filaments under compression and twist. Each 300nm long filament is twisted 180o at each end
resulting in a full rotation, and compressed by 7.5nm at each end, giving a 5% reduction in length which causes buckling. We
overlay the results of 7 simulations, with the Cosserat model used to resolve the filament for between 40–240 nm split evenly
between both ends, with the remainder in the centre resolved using the Ellipsoid model. The colours vary through red-yellow-blue,
with red almost entirely monomer-based and blue mainly rod-based.
(a) and (b) Over-twisted viewed from end and side, respectively.
(c) and (d) Under-twisted viewed from end and side, respectively.

filaments, with one resolved using only the Cosserat model, and the other entirely the Ellipsoid model. An external
linker with zero length and spring constant 100 pNnm−1 is attached to the middle of both filaments to induce a torque
and slight bend, with the system allowed to reach equilibrium. We see that the spatial distribution of energy for the
Cosserat model is symmetric on either side of location the central force is applied. However, there is a difference on
either side of the binding site for the Ellipsoid model. This is due to the fact that one side is over-twisted (right side
in second panel) with roughly 10% higher total energy than the other side which is under-twisted (left side in second
panel). In addition to variable twisting rigidity, the Ellipsoid model also exhibits twist-stretch coupling behaviour;
when the filament is over-twisted it contracts more than when under-twisted.

To illustrate this more clearly, we consider an example case shown in Figure 3(b), where we hold the ends of the
filament and move them together to compress the filament, causing it to buckle once the force becomes too great. At
the same time, the filament ends are twisted in opposite directions along its length, resulting in helical buckling. As
well as being a good setting to establish the torsional behaviour of the multi-resolution model, this has been observed
in actin inside filopodia.47

In Figure 8, we see a 300 nm filament under compression and torsion. In Figure 8(a) and 8(b), we over-twist
the filament, meaning the double helical ellipsoidal section of F-actin becomes more tight. We see that the vertical
height of the buckled filament is larger in the lower resolution filaments (results visualised in blue). In Figure 8(c)
and 8(d), the filaments are set up in an identical manner to the previous case, but with the direction of twist reversed,
under-twisting the filament. We again see the lower resolution filaments displaying larger deformations. To account
for these twisting anisotropies in the Ellipsoid model, we make two amendments to the standard Cosserat model: (i)
having curvature dependent rigidities, and (ii) incorporating a twist-stretch coupling.

We let the bending matrix B for the Cosserat model vary with in curvature κ̂L. For simplicity, we limit ourselves
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(a) (b)

FIG. 9. (a) Twisting rigidity of ellipsoidal actin filament for varying curvature. We over-twist and under-twist a straight
filament of length ∼ 75 nm and measure the twisting rigidity for these points (circular markers). A continuous function for
B3(κL,3) fitted to this data.
(b) Stretching under varying curvature. We measure the extension and compression of this filament under same conditions,
with continuous function ξ(κL,3) fitted to data.

to the twisting curvature κ̂L,3 and rigidity B3 in this example. We formulate a continuous function

B3(κ̂L,3) =

(
B+ +B−

2

)
+

(
B+ −B−

2

)
tanh

(
κ̂L,3 + λ1

λ2

)
+ λ3

(
B+ +B−

2

)(
tanh

(
κ̂L,3 − λ4

λ5

)
+ tanh

(
−κ̂L,3 − λ6

λ7

))
,

(9)

where λi, i = 1, 2, . . . , 7 are a set of parameters to be inferred. The first line of the equation tends to B− and B+

when κ̂L,3 → −∞ and κ̂L,3 → ∞ respectively, while the second line of the equation tends to 0 when κ̂L,3 → ±∞.
This function choice is motivated by direct measurements of B3(κ̂L,3) from the Ellipsoid model for a range of fixed
twisting angles. We present data in Figure 9(a) together with the continuous expression B3(κ̂L,3) for twisting rigidity
which can be used in the Cosserat model. The inferred parameters are given in Appendix B.

Having addressed the variable twisting rigidity, we turn our attention to the relation between twisting and stretching
in the Ellipsoid model. This is done by making the segment extension ei in the Cosserat model dependent on filament
curvature. We define a polynomial that varies in the twist curvature

ξ(κ̂L,3) =

6∑
i=0

piκ̂
i
L,3 (10)

where pi, i = 1, 2, . . . , 7 are parameters to be inferred. This is the scale factor for twist induced filament stretching,
e.g. if for a filament of length L a twist of κ̂L,3 causes an extension of ∆L, the scaling would be

ξ(κ̂L,3) =
L+ ∆L

L
.

We again use data collected from simulations of the Ellipsoid model, where a filament is twisted by a fixed angle, to
parametrise our scaling function. We fix the spatial position of one end, and allow the other to move exclusively in the
direction of the filament centre-line with fixed orientation. We measure this change in natural length under torsion,
with data and fitted version of ξ(κ̂L,3) seen in Figure 9(b). We use this to scale the discrete extension quantities for
the Cosserat model Ei and ei, resulting in filament compression or extension when twisted. More details for both of
these extensions to the Cosserat model (including full data tables) are provided in Appendix B.

In Figure 10, we see that the extended Cosserat model improves correspondence for the over-twist case across
resolutions and over a range of different twist curvatures. However, for the under-twist case, while we observe slight
improvement, at larger twists there is still lower agreement between models of differing resolution.
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FIG. 10. Multi-resolution actin filaments under compression and twist, with variable twisting rigidity B3(κL,3) and length scale
factor ξ(κL,3). These simulations are initialised in an otherwise identical manner to Figure 8.
(a) over-twisted filaments subjected to 180◦, 270◦, and 360◦ twists.
(b) under-twisted filaments subjected to 180◦, 270◦, and 360◦ twists.

V. DISCUSSION

We have presented a multi-resolution model for actin filaments, using a rod-based Cosserat model40 for low resolution
regions and a monomer-based Ellipsoid model22,44 for high resolution regions. The coupling region is defined such
that two monomers at the end of the ellipsoidal filament are attached to the final segment of a Cosserat filament. The
forces at this interface constrain linear and angular movement of the models in a manner consistent with the Cosserat
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formulation. The parameters for the standard Cosserat model are inferred directly from simulations of the Ellipsoid
model. This allows us to match both the dynamics and equilibrium structures for filaments of differing resolutions,
along with having closely matching energies.

We demonstrate this in three main types of example cases: cantilever bending, external linker forces, and twisted
filaments. The multi-resolution model, with the standard Cosserat model used for low resolution regions, performs
well under simple bending deformations. Agreement is notably good when these are in-plane, though for out-of-
plane deformations we observe slight differences in the final equilibrium energy across filaments of varying resolutions.
However, when placing the filaments under torsion, the standard Cosserat model is unable to capture the anisotropies
of the Ellipsoid model, as seen in Figure 8. To address this, we present an augmented Cosserat model where the
twisting rigidity B3(κL,3) is dependent on the twist curvature κL,3. This allows us to account for the fact that it is
easier to under-twist actin than it is to over-twist it. In addition, we act on the length of the filament via scaling
ξ(κL,3), again motivated by the monomer-based representation of actin, where twist-stretch behaviour is observed.
We present functions for both B3(κL,3) and ξ(κL,3), with their parameters inferred from data collected by placing
the Ellipsoid model under twists of varying magnitude. When applying these extensions to the Cosserat formulation
in our multi-resolution model we are able to demonstrate improved model correspondence under torsion, even when
large portions of the filament have a low resolution.

If we employ these extensions, the original energy expression (6) for the Cosserat model no longer hold.40 In effect,
we are letting the twisting rigidity B3(κL,3) and strain σL(κL,3), via the scaling ξ(κL,3), vary in twist curvature,
resulting in the updated energy for the augmented Cosserat model

E =
1

2

L∫
0

κT
LB(κL,3)κL ds+

1

2

L∫
0

σL(κL,3)TSσL(κL,3) ds.

We can still gain clear insight into the bend and twist properties of the filament via B(κL,3). However, it is less simple
to separate the general shear and stretch properties (determined by S) from the twist-stretch coupling behaviour
introduced by using the non-linear σL(κL,3) strain term. Rather than having curvature dependent strain, it is also
possible to create a twist-stretch coupling by introducing an extra energy term C3(κL,3, σL,3)σL,3 κL,3, which would
allow its effect to be quantified separately via the coupling rigidity C3(κL,3, σL,3). In the Supplementary Information
we include a basic dynamic implementation, with forces based on this energy term. However, it is a non-trivial task
to infer the form of C3(κL,3, σL,3) to accurately match the Cosserat model to the Ellipsoid model; the inclusion of
this twist-stretch coupling affects the inference of the twisting rigidity B3(κL,3), and these functional forms must be
parametrised together. While this is beyond the scope of this paper, a systematic study to determine B(κL), S(σL),
and C(κL,σL) by direct measurement from the Ellipsoid model would enable the formulation of a class of further
augmented Cosserat models with energy

E =
1

2

L∫
0

κT
LB(κL)κL ds+

1

2

L∫
0

σT
LS(σL)σL ds+

L∫
0

κT
LC(κL,σL)σL ds,

which incorporates the curvature and strain dependence of the material properties, along with complex coupled
filament behaviour. This more generalised form could better capture the anisotropies of F-actin.

Additionally, this could be extended to studies of other bio-filaments with non-trivial physical properties like
filopodia,48 or even more flexible filaments such as hair fibres.49,50 Another approach to actin filament modelling is
presented by Yamaoka et al.51 where, rather than varying the twist rigidity B3(κL,3), the intrinsic twist curvature
of actin is incorporated into the formulation of a Cosserat model by considering the mismatch between the curve
passing through monomer centres of mass and the filament centre-line. Alternatively, work has been done modelling
cytoskeleton filaments using inextensible rod models52 while accounting for hydrodynamics.

In the cases where the filament experiences simple bending deformations, the Cosserat model adequately captures
this behaviour, with much improved efficiency when compared to the Ellipsoid model. However, for the twist cases
we have observed that even when the extended Cosserat model is used, the multi-resolution model is not as accurate
at low resolutions. This suggests that the required resolution for accuracy is variable, and would benefit from the
formulation of an adaptive multi-resolution model. In such an adaptive framework, a filament could be initialised
entirely using the Cosserat model, with conditions determining where and when to increase the resolution of the
filament to improve accuracy. These conditions could take the form of force thresholds or even a time-dependent local
curvature threshold, where if a filament is in a deformed state for long enough we trigger the replacement of Cosserat
segments with Ellipsoid monomers. The new ellipsoid orientations and positions can be directly calculated relative
to an interpolated filament centre-line curve passing through the original Cosserat segment endpoints. This adaptive
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style of model has been used to increase the resolution of a bead-spring polymer24 when a substrate came within a
threshold distance. Such models could be applied to model cofilin decoration of F-actin, with resolution increased in
regions where we expect binding to take place.

Another possible direction for future work would be to reformulate the multi-resolution model so it can be solved
in a variational manner using energy minimisation, as in our preceding paper.1 While this would no longer be a
dynamic model, we would be able to carry out investigations over much larger system sizes, involving many actin
filaments.36,37,53,54 As the coupling is defined in a manner consistent with the Cosserat model, the implementation
can be extended to it without much difficulty. However, for the Ellipsoid model, the large number of harmonic bonds
would adversely affect the efficiency of energy minimisation. One option would be to replace each set of harmonic
interactions between a pair of monomers with a single, Cosserat style material interaction. This would allow us to
maintain the monomer-based representation of actin, while essentially using just the Cosserat model energy terms to
describe the entirety of the multi-resolution filament. It would be possible to infer parameters for this model directly
from the Ellipsoid model, or one could also could return to atomistic MD simulation trajectories for F-actin and carry
out a new fluctuation matching procedure,20,44 fitting longitudinal and lateral values for the elements of S and B.
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Appendix A: Parameterisation of the Ellipsoid and Cosserat models

The Ellipsoid model was first described by De La Cruz et al,22 and was later extended to cofilin decorated actin
filaments.44,45 The parameters for the Ellipsoid model can be inferred from all atom MD simulations and crystal
structure data.55 The initial positions of the centres of the ellipsoid monomers are set to the centres of mass of
the monomers in the F-actin chain, with their dimensions approximately matching those of actin. There are two
different sets of harmonic interactions between monomers; lateral (between monomers in adjacent helical chains) and
longitudinal (between monomers in the same helical chain). We set the harmonic bonds and their anchor points using
the following method. If we have two adjacent ellipsoid monomers, we uniformly sample a point on the surface of the
first one. This process starts by considering an ellipsoid centred at the origin, and sampling the elements of a vector
n = [n1, n2, n3] from a unit normal distribution, i.e. nk ∼ N(0, 1) for k = 1, 2, 3. With the ellipsoid principle radial
lengths a, b, and c (where a > b > c) oriented in the x, y, and z directions, respectively, we define a normalised vector
q = n/|n| and we accept point r = [aq1, bq2, cq3] with probability

p = c

√(q1
a

)2
+
(q2
b

)2
+
(q3
c

)2
.

This acceptance-rejection step is necessary to sample a uniformly distributed point on the surface of the ellipsoid.
The sampled point is then translated and rotated to the correct position on the surface of the monomer. For example,
if this is the end point rki of the kth bond on the surface of the ith monomer, then we have rki = R̄i +QT

i r, where R̄i

and Qi are the centre of mass and orientation, respectively, of the ith monomer. Next, we connect the point on the
ith monomer to the surface of the adjacent jth monomer using the line parallel to the vector connecting the centres
of monomers. Its equation can be written as

r = rki + λ l , where l =
R̄i − R̄j

|R̄i − R̄j |
.

The equation for points, r, on the jth monomer surface is given by (r − R̄j)
TQT

j DQj(r − R̄j) = 1, where D =

diag(1/a2, 1/b2, 1/c2). Substituting r = rki + λ l, we obtain a quadratic equation for λ, which can be solved in λ
giving one or two real solutions if the line touches or intersects with the ellipsoid. In particular, the end point of
the kth bond on the surface of the jth monomer is given by rkj = rki + λ l with the root λ chosen to minimise the
bond length |rkj − rki |. An additional acceptance-rejection constraint on the maximum tolerated bond length is then
used to enforce sampling over a specified interface surface area. The values of bond rigidity parameters are taken
from original papers on the Ellipsoid model44,45,55,56 and are given in Table I, along with our chosen values for the
maximum interface bond lengths.
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Parameter Value
Actin dimensions55 5.4× 5.4× 3.8 nm
Filament period56 71.2 nm

Monomers per filament period56 26
Rise per monomer56 5.52 nm

Effective interaction radius56 1.8 nm
Lateral interface rigidity55 392.0 kBT nm−2

Longitudinal interface rigidity55 582.4 kBT nm−2

Lateral interface maximum bond length 1.6 nm
Longitudinal interface maximum bond length 2.2 nm

TABLE I. Parameters of the Ellipsoid model,44 along with maximum interface bond lengths.

Parameter Value

Filament Cross-sectional Area57 A 40–75 nm2

Young’s Modulus59 E 2000 pN nm−2

Poisson’s Ratio58,59 ν ∼ 0.4
Shear Modulus42 G ∼ 700 pN nm−2

Second Moment of Inertia I1,2 A2/4π
I3 A2/2π

Shearing Rigidity40 S1,2 4GA/3
S3 EA

Bending Rigidity40 B1,2 EI1,2
B3 GI3

TABLE II. Parameters for the Cosserat model for F-actin used in our preceding paper.1

In the preceding paper,1 the model parameters for the Cosserat model based on shear, stretch, bending, and
twisting rigidities are derived based on experimental data, approximating actin as having a cylindrical cross-section
for comparison with other variational models. The diameter d of an actin filament is in the range57 5− 7 nm , giving
it a cross-sectional area A (assuming roughly circular) in the range 40-75 nm2. The second moment of inertia tensor
is diag(I1, I2, I3) given in Table II by considering circular cross-sectioned filaments. For an isotropic material, the
matrix B̂ is diagonal and made up of the bending (B1, B2) and the twisting (B3) rigidities, given in Table II. To
estimate the shear modulus of actin, we considered the formula42 E = 2G(1 + ν), where ν is Poisson’s ratio. For
actin, ν has been estimated58,59 at around 0.4, giving us G ≈ 0.7 GPa. The matrix Ŝ is also diagonal, and comprises
of shearing (S1, S2) and stretching (S3) rigidities of an actin filament, given for circular cross-sections in Table II.

Appendix B: Coupling of model parameters between Ellipsoid and Cosserat models

Using the relations in Table II, we have that B1 = EI1 where E is the Young’s modulus, and I1 = A2/4π. In
the interests of having some rough correspondence between our results and physical reality, the rigidities used in the
Ellipsoid model are scaled up empirically. In Schramm et al.,44 it is stated that the simulated persistence length of the
Ellipsoid model is underestimated by around 40%, with a value of 7.0 µm measured, rather than an expected 9.8 µm,
so our scale factor will be ∼ 1.4. This is based on experimental data,60 with measurements giving E = 330 pN nm−2,
using the assumption that the actin cross-section is set to A = 38.5 nm2, and resulting in bending inertia I1 = 120 nm4.
This scaling is further justified by other studies of F-actin,61,62 where the persistence length is stated to be in the
range 8–20 µm. The overall bending rigidity used in the multi-resolution model is B1 = 3.9 × 104 pN nm2, as seen
in Table IV. With these parameter choices, we maintain the relative microscopic monomer level behaviour of the
filament, while still being able to match the observed macroscopic physical properties taken from experimental data.

Having accounted for bending behaviour, we now turn our focus to the twisting rigidities, which can be matched
using the relation (7). This has been done by placing the filament of length ∼ 75 nm (i.e the actin pitch length) under
a fixed twist in one of the end segments and measuring the torque force after the system relaxed. In Table III the
value for the twisting rigidity is given for various levels of filament twisting, with the line above 200◦ used to indicate
the point up to which values can be considered reliable (for large twists the Ellipsoid model is either completely
untwisted or beginning to coil out of plane and will not be physically realistic). With the scaling used, this results
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Under-twist Over-twist
φ κL,3 B3 φ κL,3 B3

240◦ −0.0555 9.6× 103 pN 240◦ 0.0555 1.2× 104 pN
220◦ −0.0508 9.6× 103 pN 220◦ 0.0508 1.4× 104 pN
200◦ −0.0462 9.4× 103 pN 200◦ 0.0462 1.6× 104 pN
180◦ −0.0416 9.1× 103 pN 180◦ 0.0416 1.6× 104 pN
160◦ −0.0370 8.6× 103 pN 160◦ 0.0370 1.5× 104 pN
140◦ −0.0324 8.1× 103 pN 140◦ 0.0324 1.4× 104 pN
120◦ −0.0277 7.4× 103 pN 120◦ 0.0277 1.4× 104 pN
100◦ −0.0231 6.8× 103 pN 100◦ 0.0231 1.2× 104 pN
80◦ −0.0185 5.8× 103 pN 80◦ 0.0185 1.0× 104 pN
60◦ −0.0139 4.8× 103 pN 60◦ 0.0139 7.8× 103 pN
40◦ −0.0092 3.5× 103 pN 40◦ 0.0092 5.0× 103 pN
20◦ −0.0047 1.6× 103 pN 20◦ 0.0047 2.1× 103 pN
10◦ −0.0023 6.6× 102 pN 10◦ 0.0023 8.2× 102 pN

TABLE III. Twisting rigidity of ellipsoidal actin filament at various curvatures.

Parameter Value

Cosserat shearing rigidity S1,2 1.6× 104 pN
Cosserat stretching rigidity S3 3.4× 104 pN
Cosserat bending rigidity B1,2 3.9× 104 pN nm2

Cosserat twisting rigidity B3 1.0− 1.6× 104 pN nm2

Ellipsoid lateral interface rigidity S⊥ 2.3× 103 pN
Ellipsoid longitudinal interface rigidity S‖ 3.4× 103 pN

TABLE IV. Parameters used for the Ellipsoid and Cosserat model for multi-resolution model.

in maximum values of B3 ≈ 9.6 × 103 pN nm2 for under-twist and B3 ≈ 1.6 × 104 pN nm2 for over-twist. A simple
compromise is to take the average of these values, giving a value of B3 ≈ 1.3 × 104 pN nm2, which is used in the
cantilever, external linker, and first twist example cases in Sections IVA, IVB and IVC. Alternatively, the twisting
rigidity can be allowed to vary in a manner consistent with the Ellipsoid model. We use a twist rigidity B3(κL,3)
which is curvature dependent to account for the variable twist rigidity of actin. We choose an arbitrary function (9)
and vary the values of λi to fit the data in Table III. The first line of the equation tends to Bmin and Bmax when
κL,3 → −∞ and κL,3 → ∞ respectively, while the second line of the equation tends to 0 when κL,3 → ±∞. These
properties ensure a good fit, with computationally simple inference, giving final parameters

λ1 = 1.5928× 10−2, λ2 = 7.2455× 10−3, λ3 = 4.5982, λ4 = 1.0000× 10−6,

λ5 = 1.8196× 10−2, λ6 = 4.5935× 10−3, λ7 = 1.7203× 10−2

along with Bmax = 1.6 × 104 pN nm2 and Bmin = 9.6 × 103 pN nm2 chosen as the rigidity limits that we reach for
large curvature, with data and fitted curve seen in Figure 9(a).

We also set the extension/compression rigidity by extending an ellipsoidal filament, fixing one end and applying a
force on the other, and using the formula (8). This has been done using the same set up as the torsion test above,
with segments having their rotational orientation fixed. We also set a fixed extension in one of the end segments and
measure the force after the system relaxes as an equivalent check. The estimated rigidity S3 = 3.4 × 104 pN is the
third diagonal element of the bending rigidity matrix S for the Cosserat model. When compared to the relation S3 =
EA ≈ 1.3× 104 pN, this suggests that Young’s modulus E or filament cross-section A could be 2.7 times larger than
expected. Setting the final component of the shear matrix S2 and S3 is less straightforward from direct measurement,
so we assume that the factor of 2.7 stretch scaling translates directly into S1 = S2 = 4GA/3 ≈ 1.6 × 104 pN. The
rigidities used in the model for the Cosserat model are given in Table IV, in addition to the scaled interface rigidities
for the Ellipsoid model.

While the Cosserat model is able to capture the bending dynamics displayed by the Ellipsoid model, we have
observed that it performs less well under torsional forces, with variable twisting rigidity. While the double helical
nature of the filament does not cause torsion under simple bending and stretching, the filament extends and contracts
under twists of varying magnitude. This suggests that rather than acting with forces, we may be able to instead
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Under-twist Over-twist
φ κL,3 ∆L/L φ κL,3 ∆L/L

240◦ −0.0555 −0.0126 240◦ 0.0555 −0.0434
220◦ −0.0508 −0.0108 220◦ 0.0508 −0.0378
200◦ −0.0462 −0.0090 200◦ 0.0462 −0.0341
180◦ −0.0416 −0.0075 180◦ 0.0416 −0.0284
160◦ −0.0370 −0.0057 160◦ 0.0370 −0.0256
140◦ −0.0324 −0.0045 140◦ 0.0324 −0.0219
120◦ −0.0277 −0.0032 120◦ 0.0277 −0.0186
100◦ −0.0231 −0.0020 100◦ 0.0231 −0.0156
80◦ −0.0185 −0.0009 80◦ 0.0185 −0.0121
60◦ −0.0139 −0.0002 60◦ 0.0139 −0.0086
40◦ −0.0092 0.0003 40◦ 0.0092 −0.0053
20◦ −0.0047 0.0006 20◦ 0.0047 −0.0022
10◦ −0.0023 0.0004 10◦ 0.0023 −0.0009

TABLE V. Compression/extension of an ellipsoidal actin filament at various curvatures.

directly relate the curvature to the rest length; if κ̂L,3 is large, the filament length would naturally be smaller or
larger by some factor. In practice, this can be achieved in our discretisation by first calculating the curvature using
the standard rest length of the Voronoi region given by equation (4). We then define function (10) that varies in the
twist curvature, where pi are parameters to be inferred. We use function (10) to scale the extension quantities of the
model related to the segments and Voronoi regions, labelled ei and Ei respectively. As we only know κ̂L,3 at discrete
points (i.e. [κ̂L,3]j for j = 1, 2, . . . , n− 1) over the course of the filament, we estimate the curvature of the segments
as

κ̂segi = Ah
i ({[κ̂L,3]j}) for i = 1, 2, . . . , n ,

where Ah
i (·) is the trapezoidal quadrature operator defined in equation (5). We apply this to the extensions

ei =
1

ξ(κ̂segi )
· |li|
|l̂i|

, Ei =
ei + ei+1

2
, for i = 1, 2, . . . , n ,

and these quantities feed in directly to the normal acceleration calculations, meaning the Cosserat model will now
stretch when twisted. We now need to establish parameters for equation (10) based on the behaviour of the Ellipsoid
model under torsion. In Table V we present data showing the change in filament length of the Ellipsoid model under
torsion, and observe it is not symmetric. The more a filament is over-twisted, the shorter it gets. However, when it is
under-twisted it initially lengthens, before slightly contracting, though at a smaller magnitude than when over-twisted.
We use this data to infer the correct form of ξ(κ̂iL,3), with final parameters

p6 = −2.6662× 106, p5 = −2.4927× 104, p4 = 1.0660× 104, p3 = 7.9376× 101,

p2 = −2.0508× 101, p1 = −3.2416× 10−1, p0 = −5.0666× 10−4.

with data and fitted curve for ξ(κ̂iL,3) presented in Figure 9(b). It is this form of twist-stretch coupling that we employ
for our final adapted twist example in Section IVC presented in Figure 10.
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