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The kinetics of the assembly of semiflexible filaments through end-to-end annealing is key to
the structure of the cytoskeleton, but is not understood. We analyze this problem through scaling
theory and simulations, and uncover a regime where filaments ends find each other through bending
fluctuations without the need for the whole filament to diffuse. This results in a very substantial
speed-up of assembly in physiological regimes, and could help understand the dynamics of actin and
intermediate filaments in biological processes such as wound healing and cell division.

The self-assembly of cytoskeletal filaments is crucial for
many cellular functions, including wound healing [1], and
cell division [2]. The growth kinetics of these filaments
strongly influences the morphology of the networks they
form, from bundled to entangled structures [3–7]. Unlike
the well-understood actin filaments and microtubules [8],
intermediate filaments of vimentin and keratin crucial for
cell shape and mechanical integrity [9] mainly grow by
end-to-end annealing [10–14]. This mechanism is also at
work in worm-like micelles [15], DNA [16], some synthetic
polymers [17], and plays a secondary role in the assem-
bly of actin [18, 19] and microtubules [20]. As filaments
elongate by end-to-end annealing, their diffusion becomes
slower due to an increased viscous drag. The time needed
to find other reaction partners then increases, giving rise
to diffusion-limited growth [21]. Theoretical models have
been proposed to describe the dependence of the polymer
growth kinetics on physical properties such as length,
flexibility and concentration [22–28]. Many have how-
ever employed the Gaussian chain model, which provides
a poor description of cytoskeletal filaments [8].

Here, we instead tackle the more general case of semi-
flexible filaments, and uncover a new assembly regime
driven by transverse fluctuations. While rigid rods re-
act slowly due to the need of mobilising the center of
mass (Fig. 1A), these fluctuations speed up the search of

FIG. 1. Rigid filaments (A) assemble by displacing their
center of mass, which results in a reaction rate K ∝ L−1,
with L the mean contour length, and slow growth (L ∝ t1/2).
Here we show that semiflexible filaments (B) take advantage
of transverse fluctuations to quickly join their ends, result-
ing in a constant reaction rate (K ∝ L0) and faster growth
(L(t) ∝ t).

bonding partners, leading to faster assembly (Fig. 1B).
We first describe the growth regimes successively encoun-
tered by a growing filament, then validate the resulting
scaling laws using Brownian dynamics simulations.
We model the annealing of semiflexible filaments as

an irreversible reaction whereby an i-mer and a j-mer
form an i + j-mer (Fig. 1). The reaction rate constant
Ki,j generically depends on the lengths of the reacting
filaments [21]. Filaments undergo annealing via reactive
sites (monomers) located at their ends that bind imme-
diately upon contact, and we assume the system is dilute
enough to ignore steric constraints, e.g., entanglements
[29, 30]. We also neglect hydrodynamic interactions, and
describe filament dynamics with the Rouse model [29].
Finally, our scaling discussion ignores numerical prefac-
tors as well as length polydispersity, and thus considers a
single typical contour length L and reaction rate constant
K(L).
The annealing rate of a collection of filaments of length

L stems from the dynamics of their reaction sites [22–
27]. To describe it, we assume a scaling form x(t) ∝
tα for the root-mean squared displacement of one such
site. For normal diffusion, α = 1/2, while α = 1/4 at
short times in a long Gaussian polymer [29]. If α > 1/d,
with d the dimension of space, the monomer explores
space in a non-compact manner. This means that, if
we approximate this exploration as a discrete process in
which a site of volume bd (with b the monomer size) is
visited at each step, the number of sites visited at time
t is much smaller than [x(t)/b]d. We assume that the
reactants are uniformly distributed before the reaction
and that the reaction takes place immediately when the
reactants come within a distance ≈ b. Then, in d = 3
[26]

K−1 ≈
∫ ∞

τb

x−3(t) dt, (1)

where τb is the time a monomer takes to move over a
distance b. In the regimes considered below, this results
in K(L) ∝ L−λ, where the exponent λ ≥ 0 depends on
the physical process underlying the motion of the reactive
sites. The number density of filaments ν evolves as ν̇ =
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−K(L)ν2. Since ν = cb/L, with c the total monomer
density, this implies L(t) ∝ t1/(1+λ) [31–33].
Starting from a solution of monomers, filaments are ini-
tially much shorter than the persistence length Lp [34],
and thus behave as rigid rods (Lp = ∞). Their ends
undergo diffusive dynamics, i.e. x2(t) ≈ Dt where D
the center-of-mass diffusion coefficient of the filament. If
each monomer is subjected to a viscous friction ζ, we have
D = kBTb/ζL [29]. Equation (1) with τb ≈ b2/D thus
yields K ≈ b3τ−1

b ≈ kBTb
2/ζL ≈ b3τ−1(b/L), where

τ ≈ b2ζ/kBT is the time a free monomer takes to move
by b. Since L(t) ∝ t1/(1+λ), the filament length reads

L(t)/b ≈
(
cb3t/τ

)1/2
. (2)

Thus, both center-of-mass diffusion and filament growth
slow down over time.

As the filaments elongate, bending fluctuations become
relevant even as L ≪ Lp. Indeed, the short-time dynam-
ics of the reactive sites then becomes dominated by bend-
ing modes. Their root-mean squared displacement thus
grows with time predominantly in the direction perpen-
dicular to the local filament contour [34–38]. This results
in a short-time subdiffusive regime, x(t) ∝ t3/8. This
lasts until the time τf ≈ τ(L4/Lpb

3) required to relax the
longest-wavelength bending mode of the filament. Subse-
quently, center-of-mass diffusion dominates filament mo-
tion. The typical monomer displacement thus reads

x(t) ≈
{(

b9/Lp

)1/8
(t/τ)

3/8
τ ≲ t ≲ τf(

b3/L
)1/2

(t/τ)
1/2

t ≳ τf .
(3)

In the regime considered here, the monomer displace-
ment time τb is computed from the short-time regime
of Eq. (3), yielding τb ≈ τ(Lp/b)

1/3. If the total du-
ration τf of the bending-fluctuations-dominated regime
is much longer than the monomer displacement time
τb, this regime dominates the integral of Eq. (1), and
therefore the reaction rate. We may equivalently require
L ≫ L∗ ≈ b(Lp/b)

1/3. Since L(t) ∝ t1/(1+λ) , this yields

K ≈ b3τ−1
b ≈ b3τ−1 (Lp/b)

−1/3
(for L ≫ L∗). (4)

Thus, for filaments longer than L∗, the reaction rate is
independent of L, as also found for first-passage prob-
lems involving semiflexible filaments [39, 40]. A scaling
argument leading directly to Eq. (4) is presented in the
Supplementary Material. As illustrated in Fig. 1B, trans-
verse fluctuations then allow the reactive sites to “find”
each other without center-of-mass motion. As the fila-
ments elongate, their center-of-mass motion slows down,
but the short-time dynamics of the reaction sites remains
the same. This accounts for the independence of K on L
and implies a constant growth speed

L(t)/b ≈ cb3t/τb. (5)

Mathematically, this stems from the τb ≲ t ≲ τf time
domain dominating the integral of Eq. (1) when L ≫ L∗.
Equation (5) is valid for L ≫ L∗, while shorter filaments
behave as rigid rods [Eq. (2)]. At the crossover between
these two regimes, filaments have a length L∗ ≪ Lp,
meaning that bending fluctuations overtake center-of-
mass diffusion before the filaments become fully flexible.
The crossover time reads t∗ = τ(cb3)−1(Lp/b)

2/3.
As the filaments eventually grow much longer than

the persistence length (L ≫ Lp), the short-time dynam-
ics of the reactive sites is still dominated by the bend-
ing modes and independent of L [Eq. (3)]. At the time
τ̃f = τ(Lp/b)

3, the monomer displacement x(t) becomes
of order Lp. For later times, the filament behaves as
a Gaussian chain [37, 38] governed by Rouse relaxation
modes [29]. Segments of the filaments with length ≈ Lp

then diffuse while elastically coupled with the neigh-
boring segments, leading to a slow, subdiffusive regime
x(t) ∝ t1/4. This lasts up to the Rouse relaxation time
τR = τ(LpL

2/b3). Subsequently, the segments of the
chain essentially move together and their displacement is
again dominated by center-of-mass diffusion. Combining
these three regimes (bending fluctuations, Rouse modes
and center-of-mass diffusion), we write for L ≫ Lp:

x(t) ≈





(
b9/Lp

)1/8
(t/τ)

3/8
τ ≲ t ≲ τ̃f

Lp (t/τ̃f )
1/4

τ̃f ≲ t ≲ τR
(Dt)1/2 t ≳ τR,

(6)

where D(L) is the diffusion constant of the “rigid rod”
regime. The integral in Eq. (1) can now be split into three
pieces, the last (t ≳ τR) of which is negligible, yielding

K−1 ≈ τb−3 (Lp/b)
1/3

[
1 + (3/4) (L/L∗∗)1/2

]
, (7)

where L∗∗ = Lp(Lp/b)
2/3 and where each term of the sum

stems from one of the remaining pieces of the integral.
When L ≫ L∗∗, the reaction rate thus crosses over from
the bending-fluctuations-dominated regime of Eq. (4) to
a Gaussian regime with K ≈ b3τ−1(L/Lp)

−1/2. In this
regime, the mean contour length increases as

L(t)/L∗ ≈
(
cb3t/τ

)2/3
. (8)

The crossover time associated with L∗∗ is t∗∗ =
τ(cb3)−1(Lp/b)

2. This last regime can be understood as
follows: After the transverse fluctuations have relaxed
(t > τ̃f ), the monomers perform a compact exploration
of space (i.e., densely fill space) and quickly explore the
region of size R ≈ L1/2 occupied by the filaments. The
filaments then behave as diffusing reactive spheres with
radius R ∝ L1/2 and diffusion coefficientD ∝ L−1. Their
reaction rate then obeys the well-known Smoluchowski
formula [41], K = 4πDR ∝ L−1/2, which results in
L ∝ t2/3[26]. Equation (8) is valid up to L = L3

p/b
2,



3

A B
<latexit sha1_base64="xyXTUL1pofdM5DFQlKY5SJ+D2SA=">AAAB+XicbVDLSsNAFL3xWesr6tLNYBFcSEhqUTeFghuFLirYB7QhTKaTdujkwcykUEL/xI0LRdz6J+78G6dtFtp64MLhnHu59x4/4Uwq2/421tY3Nre2CzvF3b39g0Pz6Lgl41QQ2iQxj0XHx5JyFtGmYorTTiIoDn1O2/7obua3x1RIFkdPapJQN8SDiAWMYKUlzzTrXlJ17EvUQ/XqlW2VPbNkW/YcaJU4OSlBjoZnfvX6MUlDGinCsZRdx06Um2GhGOF0WuylkiaYjPCAdjWNcEilm80vn6JzrfRREAtdkUJz9fdEhkMpJ6GvO0OshnLZm4n/ed1UBbduxqIkVTQii0VBypGK0SwG1GeCEsUnmmAimL4VkSEWmCgdVlGH4Cy/vEpaZcu5tiqPlVLtIY+jAKdwBhfgwA3U4B4a0AQCY3iGV3gzMuPFeDc+Fq1rRj5zAn9gfP4AuiSRKA==</latexit> L
p
=

10
,
L
=

3
0.
2

<latexit sha1_base64="fH8JpRt2zDgf20wgXG3+XkTwi+4=">AAACBnicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdSnCYBFcSEhsfWwKBTcKXVSwD2himEyn7dDJJMxMhBK6cuOvuHGhiFu/wZ1/47TNQlvPMHA4517uvSeIGZXKtr+NhcWl5ZXV3Fp+fWNza9vc2W3IKBGY1HHEItEKkCSMclJXVDHSigVBYcBIMxhcjf3mAxGSRvxODWPihajHaZdipLTkmwdVPy6fQVfRkEjo2PfFE+jqVy0XbavomwXbsieA88TJSAFkqPnml9uJcBISrjBDUrYdO1ZeioSimJFR3k0kiREeoB5pa8qRnuqlkzNG8EgrHdiNhP5cwYn6uyNFoZTDMNCVIVJ9OeuNxf+8dqK6l15KeZwowvF0UDdhUEVwnAnsUEGwYkNNEBZU7wpxHwmElU4ur0NwZk+eJ41Tyzm3SrelQuUmiyMH9sEhOAYOuAAVcA1qoA4weATP4BW8GU/Gi/FufExLF4ysZw/8gfH5Awi+las=</latexit> L
p
=

5
⇥

10
3
,

L
=

30
.3

FIG. 2. Simulation snapshots (N = 8000 beads) of systems
with the same mean contour length L and concentration (c =
10−2) but with different persistence lengths Lp putting them
in the fluctuations-driven (A) and rigid-rod-like (B) regimes.
Shorter filaments are colored darker than longer ones.

after which the filament starts to feel its own excluded
volume and its dynamics changes [38].

Our scaling results rest on two main assumptions: that
the system is characterized by a single typical contour
length L and reaction rate constant K(L), and that
steric effects can be neglected. To test the robustness
of our predictions when these assumptions are relaxed,
we run Brownian dynamics simulations of semiflexible
polymers undergoing irreversible end-to-end annealing.
The polymers are purely repulsive Lennard-Jones beads
of diameter σ = 1 connected by finite-extensible non-
linear elastic (FENE) springs [42]. The Lennard-Jones
interaction energy is ϵ = 1. The system size is N =
8000 monomers, but we also simulated smaller systems
(N = 1000, 4096) to check that there are no significant
finite-size effects (Supplementary Material). To simulate
semiflexible filaments, we impose an angular potential
[43] Uang(θ) = εb[1 − cos(θ)] to bonded triplets, where
θ is the triplet angle and εb the bending stiffness. For
stiff enough filaments Lp = εb/kBT , which we validate
by analyzing the bond orientation correlation function
(Supplementary Material) and use throughout. We con-
sider Lp values ranging between 10 and 5×103 (filaments
with Lp < 10 tend to form spurious loops [44]). To test
the validity of our predictions as the concentration c is
increased from the dilute to the concentrated regime, we
consider c = 10−3, 10−2 and 10−1. We note that these
values encompass typical ones found for vimentin inter-
mediate filaments in living cells, which are between 0.1
and a 1 mg/ml, corresponding to c roughly between 10−2

and 10−1 [45, 46]. We carry out the simulations using
LAMMPS [47], and thermalize the system to an average
temperature kBT = 1.0 through a Langevin thermostat
[48]. A high monomer friction is imposed in order to
simulate Brownian dynamics. To simulate filament an-
nealing, each time two reactive sites come into contact a
FENE bond is created between them provided that the
angle θ between prospective bonded triplets is larger than
θmin = 160◦ to prevent excessive accumulation of bending
energies upon binding. Each monomer can form at most
two bonds, so that when polymers are formed, only their
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FIG. 3. Mean contour length as a function of time for ex-
cluded volume and phantom filaments with different persis-
tence lengths Lp and concentration c = 10−2. (A): Excluded
volume. (B): Phantom. Dashed line: Lp = 5000 with ex-
cluded volume interactions [same as in panel (A), shown for
comparison]. For both systems A and B, the long-time be-
havior of L(t) follows our predictions for the rigid rods (slope
1/2) and fluctuations-driven (slope 1) regimes, depending on
Lp.

ends act as reactive sites. See also the Supplementary
Material.
To assess the validity of our filament annealing dy-

namics dominated by diffusion and bending fluctuations,
we monitor the mean filament contour length L(t) and
compare it to our scaling predictions. We start from a
monomer solution, implying L(0) = 1, and thus moni-
tor L(t) − 1. In Fig. 3A we show L(t) for systems of
polymers with monomer concentration c = 10−2 and
10 ≤ Lp ≤ 5 × 103 (solid lines). At short times, namely
for 1 ≲ L− 1 ≲ 3, we observe a transient regime of sub-
linear growth L(t) ∝ tβ with β ≃ 0.4. We attribute this
behavior to slower filament relaxation following binding
in the presence of excluded volume interactions (Supple-
mentary Material). After this transient, growth obeys
a power law L(t) ∝ tβ where β strongly depends on
Lp. For large Lp, we observe β = 1/2, as predicted
for rigid rods. As Lp is decreased, this exponent in-
creases and approaches 1 (linear growth) as expected for
the fluctuations-dominated regime.
As filaments elongate, many-body excluded volume

interactions become more important and hinder diffu-
sion [29]. This may drastically slow down the motion
of the reactive sites, and could conceivably contribute to
the observed crossover from sublinear (∝ t1/2) to linear
growth in Fig. 3A. To prove that this crossover is in-
stead due to the switching between a rigid rod regime
and a fluctuations-dominated one, we simulate a system
of “phantom” polymers (Fig. 3B). There, the excluded
volume interactions between non-bonded neighbors are
removed so that distinct filaments can freely cross each
other. The crossover from sublinear to linear growth is
preserved in this system, implying that it is not caused
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FIG. 4. Rescaled mean contour length as a function of time for
excluded volume and phantom filaments with different persis-
tence lengths Lp and concentrations c = 10−3, 10−2 and 10−1.
Here L∗ = b(Lp/b)

1/3 and t∗ = τ(cb3)−1(Lp/b)
2/3. (A): Ex-

cluded volume. (B): Phantom. For both systems A and B,
the data collapse on a single master curve, in agreement with
the theoretical scaling regimes. The density-dependent be-
havior at small t (shaded area) is due to the rapid formation
of a small number of bonds between nearby monomers at the
very beginning of the simulation.

by steric effects. There are, however, two differences with
Fig. 3A. First, at very early times L increases approxi-
mately as t1/2 instead of t0.4, suggesting that the tran-
sient regime discussed above may be caused by excluded
volume effects. Secondly, the phantom polymers display
a faster growth (1.5−2 times faster for c = 10−2) both in
the sublinear and in the linear regime (see dashed line in
Fig. 3B). To explain this second effect, one could spec-
ulate that excluded volume interactions slow down the
movement of reactive sites and thus reduce the prefactor
in the x(t) ∝ t3/8 relation. We however show that this
is not the case by directly monitoring the mean-squared
displacement of the end monomers of filaments that do
not undergo annealing (Supplementary Material). Addi-
tionally, we also show that this effect is not due to sig-
nificant differences in the filament length distribution for
phantom and excluded volume filaments (Supplementary
Material). This analysis also reveals that filaments that
are either much shorter or much longer than L are rare,
justifying a posteriori our scaling assumption of a sin-
gle typical length governing the annealing kinetics. We
instead attribute the slower assembly in non-phantom
systems to the inaccessibility of some potential reaction
partners due to steric hindrance [5, 49].

Finally, to confirm that the main assembly mechanism
switches from center-of-mass diffusion to bending fluctu-
ations as filament lengthen, we plot (L − 1)/L∗ against
t/t∗, where L∗ and t∗ are respectively the crossover
length and time between the two regimes. Our model
predicts that the data should collapse onto the same mas-
ter curve, with the crossover taking place at t/t∗ ≈ 1,
(L − 1)/L∗ ≈ 1. We show that this is indeed the

case in Fig. 4, although the collapse fails for filaments
smaller than a dimer (L ≲ 2), where the reaction rate is
K ≈ b3/τ as expected for single monomers [50]. The col-
lapse there is further distorted by dimerization events
occurring within the first simulation time step in the
denser regimes (c ≳ 10−2). Following this initial regime
(shaded area in Fig. 4), the data collapse on a master
curve which displays a crossover between two power-law
regimes, confirming our theoretical predictions for both
excluded volume and phantom systems. Indeed, we ob-
serve a regime with slope 1/2 (rigid rod regime, dotted
line), followed by a rather broad crossover to a linear
one (fluctuations-driven regime, solid line). As an ad-
ditional confirmation of the existence of this crossover,
we also measure K directly from the reaction of same-
length filaments, finding a good agreement with the scal-
ing prediction (Supplementary Material). While we do
not observe the Gaussian regime in our simulations, we
recall that our theory predicts its onset only in very long

filaments L ≫ L∗∗ ∝ L
5/3
p . We thus estimate L∗∗ ≈ 46

for our smallest values of Lp, which may put this regime
out of reach of our current simulations once geometrical
prefactors are taken into account.

Overall, the fluctuations-driven regime predicted in
this work allows for much faster growth of annealing
semiflexible filaments compared to rigid rods. This mech-
anism is likely relevant in the cell cytoskeleton. In vi-
mentin intermediate filaments with Lp ≃ 1 µm and b ≃
50 nm [51, 52], we expect our regime to dominate assem-
bly for filament lengths comprised between L∗ ≃ 140 nm
and L∗∗ ≃ 7.4 µm. This is consistent with the typi-
cal lengths between 200 nm and 10 µm observed in cells
[53, 54]. Estimating the resulting speed-up in assembly
as the ratio Ksemiflex/Krigid ≈ (L/b)(Lp/b)

−1/3, where
Krigid ≈ kBTb

2/ζL and Ksemiflex is given by Eq. (4)
yields a 40-fold speed-up for a 5 µm vimentin filament.
Actin filaments, which display significant end-to-end an-
nealing under some conditions [18, 19], may be similarly
affected. There, Lp ≃ 18 µm and b ≃ 5.5 nm [8] and so
L∗ ≃ 82 nm and L∗∗ ≃ 4.0 mm, whereas the in vivo fil-
ament lengths are comprised between 100 nm and a few
microns [55]. For a 5 µm actin filament, we estimate a
speed-up ratio of 60. Our analysis shows that transverse
fluctuations dominate the assembly up to values of L∗∗

much longer than the filament persistence length. This
implies that the long-length Gaussian regime should very
rarely, if ever, be observed. Our findings moreover shed
new light on experimental observations of rigid-rod-like
assembly kinetics (K ∝ L−1) in concentrated actin [19]
and vimentin [49] undergoing annealing in vitro. These
observations indicate that other phenomena such as lat-
eral interactions (e.g. bundling [3–6]), may play a role in
these experiments and effectively increase the rigidity of
the filaments.

Our numerical simulations reveal that our mechanism
does not give rise to widespread filament alignment, and
that it is surprisingly robust to molecular crowding and
excluded volume interactions. One could indeed naively
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expect excluded volume effects to significantly slow down
network assembly when L becomes comparable with the
mesh size ξ ≈ (cb)−1/2, as would be the case for diffu-
sion in a suspension of rigid rods [29]. For a filament
volume fraction c = 10−2 (c = 10−1), this would lead
to significant excluded volume effects for filaments com-
prising more than ≈ 10 (3) monomers. By contrast, our
theory accurately describes the simulated assembly dy-
namics well beyond these thresholds. This suggests that
small-scale end fluctuations remain unhindered by neigh-
boring filaments even in situations where the filament
center-of-mass diffusion is largely inhibited, allowing the
filaments to keep on annealing. These unhindered fluctu-
ations are evidenced by the preservation of the x(t) ∝ t3/8

scaling for the filament end displacement even in the pres-
ence of excluded volume interactions [30] (Supplementary
Material). This implies that filament assembly continues
unabated into the L > ξ, “entangled network” regime of
the semiflexible filament solution, where its short-term
elastic modulus and its viscoelastic relaxation time both
quickly increase with increasing filament length [56]. In
cells, typical values of ξ range roughly between 100 and
500 nm [45, 46]. This corresponds to reduced concentra-
tions c between 10−2 and 0.25 for vimentin (b ≃ 50 nm).
This is enough to strongly suppress the filaments’ center-
of-mass diffusion but not our fluctuations-driven mech-
anism, implying even larger speed-up ratios than esti-
mated above. The robustness of our assembly mechanism
at high concentrations also justifies a posteriori neglect-
ing hydrodynamic interactions, as these will be partially
screened in concentrated systems [29]. Moreover, even in
the dilute regime these interactions only lead to a loga-
rithmic correction to the x(t) ∝ t3/8 scaling [34, 38] and
we thus do not expect them to significantly alter our pre-
dictions. Finally, in our simulations we have considered
irreversible bonds and a finite monomer supply. How-
ever, knowledge of the annealing rate allows in princi-
ple to describe the assembly kinetics also in the presence

of severing [57] (if the severing mechanism is known) or
equilibrium fragmentation [49]. Moreover, our assembly
mechanism is robust with respect to the replenishment
of monomers, which can be a relevant process in living
cells (Supplementary Material).

Our estimates thus suggest that the mechanism de-
scribed here may be crucial in allowing the cell to quickly
assemble cytoskeletal structures in response to external
stimuli. Beyond questions of time scales, these consid-
erations may shift the balance between filament growth
and, e.g., bundling or the build-up of entanglements dur-
ing nonequilibrium cytoskeletal self-assembly. Indeed, It
has been shown both in actin [5, 58] and intermediate
filaments [3, 6] that differences in filament growth ki-
netics can lead to networks with markedly different mesh
size, bundle density/diameter and mechanical properties.
Thus, the mechanism of growth kinetics is likely to have
a profound impact on dictating the very structure and
mechanics of cytoskeletal networks.
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[7] L. Schween, N. Mücke, S. Portet, W. H. Goldmann,
H. Herrmann, and B. Fabry, Dual-wavelength stopped-
flow analysis of the lateral and longitudinal assembly ki-
netics of vimentin, Biophysical Journal 121, 3850 (2022).

[8] J. Howard, Mechanics of motor proteins and the cy-
toskeleton (Sinauer Associates, inc., 2001).

[9] R. Sanghvi-Shah and G. F. Weber, Intermediate fila-
ments at the junction of mechanotransduction, migra-
tion, and development, Frontiers in cell and developmen-
tal biology 5, 81 (2017).
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SI. SCALING ARGUMENT FOR THE FLUCTUATION-DRIVEN GROWTH REGIME

In this section, we present a simple scaling argument to derive Eq. (4). Let us consider two semiflexible filaments
of length L with diffusion coefficient D, and let us consider a spherical region whose center is the center of mass of
the filaments and whose radius is L/2. When the two filaments meet by diffusing, the respective spherical regions, of
volume Vc ≈ L3 (neglecting numerical prefactors), overlap for a time τc ≈ L2/D. During this time, the reactive ends
of the two filaments perform a non-compact exploration of space, with their root-mean squared displacement given by

x(t) ≈
(
b9/Lp

)1/8
(t/τ)

3/8
, with τ = b3/LD. Thus, the time needed to explore a volume b3 is τb = (b3/LD)(Lp/b)

1/3.

Accordingly, the time required to explore the whole volume Vc is τe ≈ τb(Vc/b
3) ≈ (L2/D)(Lp/b)

1/3. Thus, over the

time τc, only a fraction τc/τe ≈ (L2/D)(Lp/b)
−1/3 of the volume Vc will be explored. This makes use of the fact

that the reactive ends perform a non-compact exploration of space. If a similar argument was repeated for Gaussian
polymers, for which the ends perform a compact exploration of space, one would find that the whole volume Vc is
explored during the time τc. Finally, the reaction rate can be obtained as K ≈ Vc/τe ≈ LD(Lp/b)

−1/3, which is
equivalent to Eq. (4).

SII. SIMULATION MODEL

We run NV T Brownian dynamics simulations of a system of N = 8000 particles (monomers) in a cubic box with
periodic boundary conditions. The number density of the monomers is c = N/V , where V is the system’s volume. We
consider here c = 10−3, 10−2 and 10−1. The monomers interact thorough the purely repulsive WCA potential [1], a
version of the Lennard-Jones potential which is cut and shifted at its minimum to model excluded volume interactions:

UWCA(r) =

{
4ϵ

[(
σ
r

)12 −
(
σ
r

)6
+ 1

4

]
r ≤ 21/6σ

0 otherwise.
(S1)

Bonded monomers additionally interact through a finite-extensible-nonlinear-elastic (FENE) potential,

UFENE(r) = −Kr20
2

ln
[
1− (r/r0)

2
]
, (S2)

with K = 30 and r0 = 1.5 (Kremer-Grest model [2]). These values are chosen in such a way to prevent chain crossing.
Since non-bonded interactions are purely repulsive, this model mimics the behavior of polymers in an athermal solvent
[3]. Here we use reduced units, so that σ = 1, ϵ = 1, kB = 1 (Boltzmann’s constant), and the unit mass m is the
monomer’s mass. The units of temperature, number density and time are respectively [T ] = ϵ/kB [c] = σ−3 and

[t] =
√

mσ2/ϵ.
In addition to the WCA and FENE potentials, bonded triplets interact through a bending potential that allows us

to tune chain stiffness [4],

Uang(θ) = εb[1− cos(θ)], (S3)

where θ is the triplet angle and εb is the bending stiffness. For stiff enough polymers, Lp = εb/T , and thus we
define here Lp using this relation. The validity of this relation was also confirmed by analyzing the bond orientation
correlation function ⟨cos(θs)⟩, defined as [5]

⟨cos(θs)⟩ ≡
〈

bk · bk+s

|bk| |bk+s|

〉
, (S4)

where bk ≡ rk+1 − rk is the k-th bond vector, ⟨⟩ denote ensemble averages taken over all bond vectors separated by
a chemical distance s. The persistence length Lp of the polymers can be estimated by the exponential decay of this
correlation function [6]:

⟨cos(θs)⟩ ∝ e−sb/Lp = e−sbT/εb , (S5)
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FIG. S1. Bond orientation correlation function, Eq. (S4), obtained from simulations of polymers with different bending energies
εb, compared to the theoretically predicted exponential decay of Eq. (S5) (solid lines).

where b ≃ 0.96 is the bond length. As shown in Fig. S1, by comparing ⟨cos(θs)⟩ obtained from simulations to the
prediction of Eq. (S4), we have verified that the relation Lp = εb/T is satisfied for all εb ≥ 10, which is the smallest
value considered here. We also note that for Lp < 10 looping of the polymers (cyclization) is not negligible [7] and
leads to a different assembly kinetics, as chains that have formed loops are not reactive.

The solvent is simulated implicitly using a Langevin thermostat [8], so that the dynamics of each particle is governed
by the following equation:

mr̈ = −ζṙ −∇U + η(t), (S6)

where r is the position of a particle, ζ the viscous friction it experiences, m its mass, and U its potential energy.
The term η is a stochastic force which represents the collisions with solvent molecules, and satisfies ⟨η(t)⟩ = 0 and
⟨ηα(t)ηβ(t′)⟩ = 2mζkBTδα,βδ(t− t′), with ηα its spatial components. To simulate Brownian dynamics, we choose a
high friction coefficient, ζ = 200, so that the diffusion time of a free monomer is τ = σ2ζ/kBT = 200. The Langevin
thermostat keeps the average temperature of the system constant at T = 1. The equation of motions are integrated
using the velocity Verlet algorithm with a time step δt = 10−3. The initial state of the system is a monodisperse
solution of monomers, so that L(0) = 1. For each simulations, we perform two independent realizations with different
initial conditions. The data for the mean filament length L(t) reported in the main text are averaged over these two
independent realizations.

When the distance r between two unbonded monomers satisfies r < rbond = 1.122 ≃ 21/6 (minimum of the WCA
potential), provided that each of the two monomers have fewer than two bonded neighbors, a FENE bond is created
between them. We note that, since the reaction happens instantaneously as soon as r < rbond, a small number of
reactions take place during the first time step, i.e., L(δt) > 1. We impose the additional condition on bonding that
the angle θ between prospective bonded triplets must be larger than θmin = 160◦ to prevent excessive accumulation of
bending energy as a result of the bond formation. This choice is also in agreement with recent experimental results,
which suggest that intermediate polymer annealing can only take place if there is a high degree of local alignment
between the reacting filaments [9]. We have also tested smaller values of θmin, down to θmin = 140◦ verifying that
there is no qualitative difference in the observables studied in this work (not shown).

We note that, despite the precautions taken to avoid the formation of loops, these are occasionally (although very
rarely) formed. Sometimes, this is due to a filament binding to itself across the periodic boundary conditions. This
rare occurrence is more common for the highest density here considered (c = 10−1) and for phantom filaments, whereas
the formation of loops that do not cross the periodic boundaries is more common at the lowest density (c = 10−3).
Since the fraction of monomers which are part of loops is always < 1.5% for c = 10−2, and < 6% for c = 10−3 and
c = 10−1, we do not expect their presence to significantly alter our results.

SIII. FINITE-SIZE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

In our simulation, the chosen system size is N = 8000 monomers. Here, we address the possible presence of finite
size effects in our simulations and show that the chosen system size is large enough to avoid these effects. In order to
do so, we compare the results of the simulations reported in the paper for systems of N = 8000 with those obtained
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FIG. S2. Mean filament length for systems of different size (number of monomers) N , with excluded volume (A,C,E) and
phantom (B,D,F) interactions, for different concentrations c. Circles: N = 1000. Triangles: N = 4096. Solid lines: N = 8000.

for systems of N = 1000 and 4096 monomers. The results for the mean filament length L(t) are reported in Fig. S2,
for persistence lengths Lp = 20 (red lines/symbols), Lp = 100 (green lines/symbols), Lp = 500 (yellow lines/symbols),
and Lp = 5000 (purple lines/symbols). We have performed this analysis for all the concentrations considered in the
main text (c = 10−3, 10−2, 10−1) and considering both systems with excluded volume interactions and phantom ones.
One can see that the behavior of the simulated systems is, within the statistical noise, independent on the system
size N . The only exception is observed for N = 1000, where at times t ≳ 105 some systems (especially the ones with
phantom filaments at the highest density c = 10−1, Fig. S2F), reach a plateau in L. Analyzing the configurations
revealed that this plateau is due to filaments looping with themselves across the periodic boundary conditions, an
artifact that becomes much less likely for larger systems. However, as discussed in Sec. SII, the fraction of monomers
which are part of loops is always < 6% (and usually much smaller than this value) for system size N = 8000, and
thus we do not expect their presence to alter our results. From the analysis reported above, we thus conclude that
finite size effects are negligible in the simulated systems of size N = 8000.
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SIV. ANALYSIS OF FILAMENTS MEAN-SQUARED DISPLACEMENT IN THE ABSENCE OF
ASSEMBLY

Here we analyze the dynamics of individual filament ends depending on the presence or absence of excluded volume
interactions. In our simulations, we observe that phantom polymers display faster growth than those with excluded
volume interactions in the linear growth regime, i.e., they satisfy L(t) ∝ t but with a slightly larger prefactor (see
Fig. 3). As discussed in the text, this could be attributed to a reduction of the prefactor of the mean-squared
displacement (MSD) x2(t) of the filaments ends in the fluctuations-dominated regime, where x2(t) ∝ t3/4. Here, we
show that this is not the case by comparing the MSD of the reactive sites in a system of phantom polymers and in
one with full excluded volume interactions, in the absence of annealing reaction.
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FIG. S3. Mean-squared displacement x2(t) of the end monomers of the filaments in the absence of annealing reactions. To

highlight the bending-fluctuations regime, we have multiplied x2(t) by t−3/4. (A): c = 10−2, L = 10.1. Solid lines: excluded
volume filaments. Symbols: phantom filaments. (B): c = 10−1, L = 10.2. Lines and symbols are as in (A). The fluctuations-

dominated regime [plateau x2(t)t−3/4 ≃ const.] is unchanged when the excluded volume interactions are turned off.

We simulate the excluded volume and phantom systems starting from the same initial configuration, with mean
contour length L ≃ 10, for which a faster growth of the phantom polymers is already observed. For each simulation,
we perform two independent realizations with different initial conditions and average the MSD data over these two
realizations. In Fig. S3 we show these data for c = 10−2 (A) and c = 10−1 (B). In order to highlight the bending-
fluctuations regime, we plot x2(t)t−3/4 as a function of time instead of x2(t). In both panels, a plateau at intermediate
times signals the presence of a x(t) ∝ t3/8 dynamical regime. Eventually, at longer times, the dynamics becomes
diffusive, i.e., x2(t) ∝ t. We observe that for c = 10−2 (A), there is basically no difference between the phantom and
excluded volume system. This leads us to speculate that the transient regime L(t) ∝ t0.4 observed in the presence of
excluded volume interactions may be due to a slower filament relaxation following binding in the presence of excluded
volume interactions. For c = 10−1 (B), again no difference is observed in the fluctuations-dominated regime, however
the dynamics of the phantom filaments is faster at longer times as the filament can cross each other. Since a faster
assembly of the phantom filaments is observed already for L ≃ 10 also for the lower density c = 10−2, as shown in
Fig. 3, we conclude that this is not due to a faster dynamics of the reactive sites.

SV. FILAMENT LENGTH DISTRIBUTION

In Sec. SIV, we have investigated whether the faster assembly observed for the phantom filaments was due to a
faster dynamics of the reaction sites for phantom filaments, finding that this is not the case. Here, we investigate
whether this faster dynamics could be due to differences in the filament length distribution P (l) between the phantom
filaments and those with excluded volume interactions, finding that this is not the case.

We report in Fig. S4A–C the probability density function P (l) for the systems Lp = 50, c = 10−2, considering both
filaments with excluded volume interaction (A,C) and phantom ones (B,D). Other systems show the same qualitative
behavior. To reduce the statistical noise, we have defined 100 logarithmically spaced time windows and calculated the
average P (l) in each one of these windows. The data shown are for a single realization of the simulation and for times
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between tinitial ≃ 0.8 and tfinal ≃ 1.7 × 105, with the short-time curves shown in blue/green and the long-time ones
shown in orange/red. Overall, one can see that the behavior of P (l) is qualitatively very similar for the filaments with
excluded volume and the phantom ones: At short times, it displays a simple exponential decay, whereas at longer
times it develops a maximum close to the mean length L, followed by an exponential decay. Below, we describe in
detail how P (l) changes as the assembly proceeds, and compare excluded volume and phantom systems.
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FIG. S4. Length distribution of the filaments P (l) (probability density function) for Lp = 50 and c = 10−2. (A): Filaments with
excluded volume. (B): Phantom filaments. (C-D): Rescaled distributions, with L the time-dependent mean length. Data are
shown for times between tinitial ≃ 0.8 and tfinal ≃ 1.7× 105, with the short-time curves shown in blue/green and the long-time
ones shown in orange/red.

At short times (blue/green curves), when most of the reactions are comprised of monomer pairs reacting to form
dimers, P (l) decays exponentially. In this regime, the reaction rate is approximately constant and equal to the
reaction rate of the monomers (K ≈ b3τ−1, with τ ≈ b2ζ/kBT ), which leads to the exponential decay [10, 11]. As
the assembly proceeds (orange/red curves), longer filaments form, whereas monomers (and then short filaments) are
quickly depleted, as they are more mobile and thus react faster. This results in the emergence of a small-l peak in
the distribution, whereas for large l the decay is still roughly exponential.

In Fig. S4C–D we report the same data of Fig. S4A–B, rescaling l by the mean length L. This is done to show
how at long times, the exponential tails of the distributions for different times roughly fall on a master curve. Thus,
the shape of the distribution remains roughly unchanged at long times. Finally, from this rescaling one can also see
that the peak of the distribution at intermediate/long times is found at l ≃ 0.4L. Thus, we conclude that there are
generally very few filaments which are either much shorter or much longer than the average length L, justifying a
posteriori our scaling description in terms of a single typical length.

By comparing Figs. S4A–B (or equivalently Figs. S4C–D), we observe that the qualitative shape of the distribution
is very similar for excluded volume and phantom filaments. This is also highlighted in Fig. S5, where the length
distributions for the two systems are superimposed onto each other (here equal colors are assigned to the same time
windows).

To show that the shape of P (l) is independent on the interaction potential for most values of L, we also show in
Fig. S6A the standard deviation σl of the distribution, normalized by the mean length L, as a function of L. This
quantity gives a measure of the relative width of the distribution. The choice of L as the horizontal axis is here
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FIG. S5. Filament length distribution (probability density function) for Lp = 50 and c = 10−2 as a function of the rescaled
filament length l/L, with L the time-dependent mean length. The data presented are the same as in Fig. S4A-B, here
superimposed for comparison. Equal colors are assigned to equal time windows.

justified by the fact that phantom filaments react faster, and thus in order to compare P (l) for excluded volume
and phantom filaments it is preferable to take L as a variable instead of time. For comparison, we also report in
Fig. S6B the same data as a function of time. One can see in Fig. S6A that, after an initial regime (L ≲ 4) in which
the relative width depends on the interaction potential (phantom or excluded volume), the behavior of this quantity
becomes interaction-independent. We can thus conclude that the slower reaction rate observed for the phantom
system compared to the one with excluded volume is not due to differences in P (l) for the two interaction potentials.
Thus, as stated in the main text, we conclude that the faster assembly of phantom filaments to the inaccessibility of
some reaction partners due to steric hindrance.
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FIG. S6. Relative width of the filament length distribution, σl/L (here σl is the standard deviation of the distribution), as
a function of the time-depenent mean filament length L (A) and of time (B). Solid lines: filaments with excluded volume.
Symbols: Phantom filaments.

SVI. DIRECT MEASUREMENT OF THE REACTION RATE

In the main text, we have shown that there is a crossover between a rigid-rod, sublinear growth regime [L(t) ∝ t1/2]
and a fluctuations-driven, linear one [L(t) ∝ t] by showing that the mean filament length data collapse on a master
curve when L is rescaled by the crossover length L∗ and time t by the crossover time t∗. Here, present an alternative
proof of the presence of this crossover by measuring the reaction rate K directly from the reactions of same-length
filaments.

To do so, we have performed simulations in which the initial state is a well-mixed system of filaments with
uniform length l. We have considered systems with concentrations c = 10−3 and c = 10−2, persistence lengths
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as a rescaled time cnl(0)t. From Eq. (S9)], we expect this quantity to be a straight line with slope K(l, l) at short rescaled
times. Points are simulation data (shown here for a single realization), lines are linear fits to Eq. (S9).

Lp = 10, 50, 500, 5000 and initial lengths L(0) = l = 5, 10, 20, 50, for both filaments with excluded volume and phan-
tom filaments. For all systems, the total number of monomers is N = 104. Initially, the system is equilibrated until the
rotational diffusion coefficient of the filaments, defined as ⟨v̂2(t)⟩ ≡ ⟨|v̂(t)− v̂(0)|2⟩, with v̂ ≡ Re/|Re| the normalized
end-to-end vector of the filament [3], reaches a plateau, ensuring that initial correlations in the orientation of the
filaments have relaxed and the system has reached equilibrium. After this initial equilibration, we let the filaments
assemble and track the number of filaments of length l as a function of time, nl(t). Initially, we have nl(0) = N/l and
the system only contains filaments of length l. Thus, we can assume that at short times only reactions of the type
l, l → 2l take place, whence nl(t) is given by the following differential equation:

ṅl(t) = −K(l, l)cn2
l (t), (S7)

which has the solution

nl(t) =
nl(0)

1 +K(l, l)cnl(0)t
, (S8)

which can be rewritten as a linear function:

nl(0)

nl(t)
− 1 = K(l, l)cnl(0)t. (S9)

Thus, by plotting nl(0)/nl(t)− 1 as a function of the rescaled time cnL(0)t and fitting it with a straight line, we can
obtain K(l, l). An example of this function and the fit is reported in Fig. S7, for l = 5, 20 and c = 10−2, for a system
of filaments with excluded volume interactions. For each system, we perform three independent simulations starting
from different initial conditions. The average reaction rate is then estimated as the average of the best fit values from
the three realizations. We recall that our theory predicts that K ≈ b3τ−1(b/L) for L ≪ L∗ (rigid rod regime), and
K ≈ b3τ−1(Lp/b)

−1/3 (fluctuations-dominated regime) for L ≫ L∗, with τ ≈ b2ζ/kBT the time a monomer takes to

move by b and L∗ ≈ b(Lp/b)
1/3 a crossover length. Thus, for L ≪ L∗, we have K ∝ L−1, whereas K is independent

of L for L ≫ L∗.
The values of K(l, l) obtained from the fit are reported in Fig. S8A–B for all the simulated systems. The dashed

lines follow our scaling prediction and are drawn as a guide to the eye. One can see that, for both concentrations, the
data points follow the scaling prediction within the statistical noise. In particular, we observe the expected crossover
for l/L∗ ≃ 1. The scaling behavior of K(l, l) as a function of l/L∗ is the same for both filaments with excluded volume
interactions (Fig. S8A) and phantom filaments (Fig. S8B), despite the rate being higher for the phantom filaments,
as it was also observed and discussed in the main text. We note that some points for the lowest density (c = 10−3)
apparently deviate more than the others from the scaling prediction; this is due to the low statistics associated to
these systems, i.e., reactions are rarer at low c.
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In conclusion, the results of this analysis are in agreement with our scaling predictions. Additionally, they allow us
to estimate K directly, and to conclude that its value in the fluctuations-dominated regime is between 10−6 and 10−5

in simulation units.

SVII. ROBUSTNESS OF THE ASSEMBLY MECHANISM WITH RESPECT TO MONOMER
ADDITION

In our simulations, the total number of monomers N is kept fixed, i.e., there is not mechanism of monomer
replenishment. As this mechanism can be present in vivo, we partially address here its effects on the filament growth
mechanism described in the main text. Starting from the more easily understood question of in vitro experiments,
we observe that our setup with a fixed total monomer concentration accurately captures the ones of Refs. [9, 12–
14]. By contrast, in vivo it is not entirely clear, depending on the system and process under consideration, that the
monomer replenishment time is fast enough to significantly influence the assembly process. In addition, for systems
like intermediate filaments, which mainly grow via end-to-end annealing and are thus well described by our theoretical
model, filament growth starting from monomeric units is still an open area of research [9, 15–17]. Moreover, in the
presence of monomer replenishment, a filament clearance mechanism is needed in order to reach a steady state.
Depending on the system under consideration, this mechanism could be severing of filaments, capping of their ends,
or fragmentation. For example, it has been shown that vimentin filaments undergo fragmentation in vitro, reaching
an equilibrium length at long enough times [9]. The presence of a clearance mechanism would not influence the
reaction rate K directly, as this depends only on the length of the reacting filaments; however, it could influence
it indirectly by changing the filament length distribution. Thus, if reasonable assumptions can be made about the
clearance mechanism and how it influences the filament length distribution, it would still be possible to predict the
assembly dynamics of the system by knowing the scaling of the reaction rate with filament length and solving the
Smoluchowski equation with this rate.

To test whether the predictions of our scaling theory are robust to the addition of monomers during the assem-
bly process, we perform an in silico “replenishment experiment” that does not require us to make us any specific
assumption on the filament clearance mechanism. To do so, we run the assembly of a systems with excluded volume
interactions with c = 10−2 with different values of Lp for a fixed amount of time t0, so that the mean filament length
reaches the (Lp-dependent) value L(t0). After this value is reached, N = 8000 monomers are added to the system,
so that the total number of monomers (and thus the concentration c) is doubled. After a short equilibration run to
make sure that the monomers are uniformly distributed in the system, the assembly is then allowed to carry on for
an additional time t. We then compare the quantity L(t + t0) − L(t0) obtained after the addition of the monomers
to the same quantity without monomer addition. We report the results of this comparison in Fig. S9. Since doubling
N means that c is also doubled, and since we expect L to be a function of ct in all the regimes of interest (see main
text), we plot the data as a function of the rescaled time ct.

We observe that initially the assembly proceeds faster for the systems with the added monomers, due to the presence
of fast-reacting monomers and short filaments. Then, as the assembly proceeds, these fast reacting components quickly
form new filaments or are incorporated in the existing ones, following which the system resumes an assembly dynamics
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FIG. S9. Results of a “replenishment experiment” in which monomers are added to systems with initial (Lp-dependent) mean
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systems, the data are reported as a function of the rescaled time ct.

that is controlled by the concentration of these long filaments. This is highlighted in Fig. S9 by the collapse of the
curves for the system with added monomers (solid lines) on those for the systems without monomer addition (dashed
lines), observed for Lp < 500. For the largest values of Lp considered, Lp = 500 and 5000, a longer simulation would
be needed to observe the collapse, but the same trend is observed. We thus conclude that, upon monomer addition,
the monomers and small filaments are quickly incorporated in the pre-existing filaments, and the assembly kinetics
remains controlled by the latter, whose length is of order of the typical length L.
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