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We study the energetics and stability of branched tubular membrane structures by computer
simulations of a triangulated network model. We find that triple (Y-)junctions can be created and
stabilized by applying mechanical forces, if the angle between branches is 120o. The same holds
for tetrahedral junctions with tetraeder angles. If the wrong angles are enforced, the branches coa-
lesce to a linear structure, a pure tube. After releasing the mechanical force, Y-branched structures
remain metastable if one constrains the enclosed volume and the average curvature (the area dif-
ference) to a fixed value; tetrahedral junctions however split up into two Y-junctions. Somewhat
counterintuitively, the energy cost of adding a Y-branch is negative in structures with fixed surface
area and tube diameter, even if one accounts for the positive contribution of the additional branch
end. For fixed average curvature, however, adding a branch also enforces a thinning of tubes, there-
fore the overall curvature energy cost is positive. Possible implications for the stability of branched
networks structures in cells are discussed.

Tubular membrane network structures are abundant
in biological cells, for example in the Golgi complex
[1, 2] and the endoplasmic reticulum [3, 4]. Such tubu-
lar networks are highly dynamic structures [5], in which
new tubes are constantly created and existing tubes are
merged or dissolved. Potential physiological roles of the
three-dimensional tubular network spanning the endo-
plasmic reticulum include membrane trafficking, lipid
metabolism and autophagy, i.e. the cleaning mechanism
of the cell [4]. The function of the tubular network in the
Golgi apparatus appears to be the interconnection of dif-
ferent building blocks, which can also induce structural
rearrangements during cell differentiation [6]. Membrane
nanotubes have also been found to generally enhance in-
tercellular transport [7]. Understanding the formation
and stability of tubular networks is thus a critical prob-
lem in the fields of biology, biophysics and soft matter.

The formation of tubular structures and membrane
networks can be induced by various different mechanisms,
which can be classified into different categories [8]. The
most obvious way of creating tubular structures is by a
force acting on a localized point on the membrane sur-
face. This force can be induced by growing filaments
(filament bundles) which are attached to the membrane
[9, 10] or by a concerted action of molecular motors [11–
16]. Other mechanisms for tube formation include scaf-
folding, in which proteins are polymerizing on the surface
of the membrane, effectively forcing the membrane to
adopt the shape of the proteins [17, 18], and the adsorp-
tion or inclusion of curvature-inducing proteins, which
have been widely observed in nature [19, 20] and can in-
duce either positive or negative curvature [21, 22]. For
example, reticulon has been found to induce the tubular
network structure in the endoplasmic reticulum [23–25].

From a theoretical point of view, membrane shapes
have been studied intensely for many decades [26–28],
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often using elastic continuum models based on the
Canham-Helfrich theory [29–31]. Already for structures
with simple sphere topology, the shape diagrams were
found to be surprisingly complex, with first and second
order transitions between prolate, oblate, pear and stom-
atocyte shapes [26, 32–34]. The process of mechanically
pulling tubes from vesicles has been investigated in de-
tail by experiment, theory and simulation [35–42] and
found to be accompanied by a free energy barrier [39],
suggesting that it might be possible to create metastable
tubular structures using mechanical forces (e.g., molec-
ular motors). Indeed, Bahrami et al [43] have recently
demonstrated by computer simulations that linear tubu-
lar structures can be metastable even in the absence of
forces and curvature-inducing proteins, as long as the en-
closed volume is kept fixed. This is due to the existence
of a free energy barrier between the linear tube shape
and the true minimum-energy shapes, which are oblate
and prolate structures for thick tubes and stromatocytes
in the case of thin tubes.
While the (meta)stability of linear tubular structures

has been analyzed in some detail, a network has a second
fundamental building block, i.e. the junctions where sev-
eral tubes merge. Detailed theoretical analyses of such
branched structures, comparable to the ones for cylin-
drical tubes, however, are still missing. In the present
Letter, we aim to fill this gap. We will first consider
force-stabilized branched structures and examine their
stability. Then we will establish conditions under which
force-free branched structures can be metastable.
Model and method. Our starting point is the simplest

continuum description of two-dimensional fluid mem-
branes on large scales, the so-called Helfrich Hamiltonian
[29–31].

Hcv =
κ

2

∫
dAK2 + κ̄

∫
dAKG. (1)

Here κ, κ̄ are curvature moduli (for lipid membranes,
κ is typically of order 20kBT [44]), K is the total curva-
ture, andKG the Gaussian curvature. We consider closed
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structures with fixed sphere topology, hence the last term
is a constant according to the Gauss-Bonnet theorem [45]
and can be omitted. We note that we have not included
a spontaneous curvature term in Eq. (1). Instead, we
will discuss the effect of imposing an integrated average
curvature

∫
dAK in the spirit of the area difference elas-

ticity (ADE) model [46–49]. The physical origin of this
global curvature could be asymmetric numbers of lipid in
the inner and outer membrane leaflet (“area difference”)
[31, 46–52].

The theory is solved numerically using a dynamically-
triangulated surface model [43, 53–64]. Specifically, we
use the version of Noguchi and Gompper [65] which is
described in detail in Ref. [66]. The surface is described
by a network of N vertices that are connected by bonds
in a triangular network structure (N∆ = 2(N − 2) trian-
gles), and the simulation is a combination of Brownian
dynamics (node motion) and Monte Carlo moves (bond
flips). We fix the area (A = A0) and in some simu-
lations also the enclosed volume V and the dimension-
less average curvature (the area difference) [43, 46–49]
∆a = 1

4
√
πA0

∫
dAK by introducing harmonic constraint

potentials with spring constants kA, kV, and k∆a. Details
of the implementation can be found in Supplementary In-
formation (SI).

In the following, results are given in units of lb (typical

bond length), ϵ = κ
20 (energy unit) and τ = lb

√
mϵ−1

(time unit), where m is the mass of the vertices. Unless
stated otherwise, the remaining parameters are kBT =
1ϵ, N = 2562, A0 = 0.41l2b ·N∆, kA = 2ϵ/l2b , kV = k∆a =
0, and the simulation time step is ∆t = 10−4τ . Con-
straints on V and/or ∆a are imposed by setting kV =
1ϵ/l3b and/or k∆a = 1ϵ. The enclosed volume will be char-

acterized by the dimensionless quantity ν = 6
√
π/A3V .

The reference values of ν and ∆a for perfect spheres are
thus ν = ∆a = 1.

Force-stabilized linear and branched tubular structures.
To create tubular structures, forces with amplitude Fext

are applied to a set of n vertices such that the total force
is zero (n = 2, 3, 4). For n = 2, linear tubes are obtained.
For n = 3, a branched structure with a Y-junction can
be stabilized, provided the forces lie in one plane and
have an angle of 120◦ to each other (see Fig. 1a), other-
wise one creates linear structures as well. Using n = 4,
one can create mechanically forced tetrahedral junctions;
all other four-fold junctions are unstable and separate
into Y-junctions (see SI, Fig. 1 and movies 4fold.mp4,
4fold twisted.mp4, tetrahedral.mp4).
Y-junctions with fixed angle 120◦ are characteristic of

the so-called Fermat point, the state that minimizes the
total tube length of a network if the tube ends are kept
at fixed positions. In experimental studies, artificial sur-
factant and liposome networks with fixed tube ends were
found to always evolves towards the Fermat-point [67–
69]. Our simulations show that these 120o Y-junctions
remain the only stable triple junctions even in situations
where the tube ends are mobile. Fig. 1b) shows the effect
of slightly perturbing the angle of one applied force from
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FIG. 1. Force-stabilized tubular structures. (a) Illustration of
creation process. The starting point is a force-free spherical
vesicle. To create linear structures, two opposing forces are
applied at opposing vertices while keeping the area A fixed
(no other constraints). Y-branched structures are obtained by
applying three co-planar forces with angles 120o to each other.
(b) Evolution of a Y-branched structure with time t at Fext =
90ϵ/lb if the direction of one applied force deviates from the
symmetric direction by ∆φ = 4o [70]. (c) Initial velocity of
the junction as a function of ∆φ at Fext = 90ϵ/lB . Dashed line
is a guide for the eye. Inset shows the displacement y of the
junction from its initial position versus time for different ∆φ
as indicated, along with a quadratic fit to y = y0+vjunctiont+
bt2 (black lines). (d) Tube radius versus applied force Fext for
linear (green diamond) and branched structures (blue circles),
compared with theory (red line).

120◦, starting from the configuration 1a): The junction
starts moving in the direction of the smallest angle until
it disappears, with a velocity that is roughly proportional
to the distortion ∆φ (Fig. 1c).

For stable branched structures, the presence of the
junction has little effect on the structure of the con-
nected tubes. The tube radius RT as a function of the
applied force Fext is the same for linear and branched
structures and consistent with the theoretical estimate
[11, 35] RT = 2πκ/Fext. (Fig. 1d).

Next we analyze the curvature energy (1) of the differ-
ent structures. Fig. 2a) shows the results at temperature
kBT = 1 and after annealing to kBT = 10−6ϵ ≈ 0 for lin-
ear and branched structures. The energies at kBT = 1ϵ
and kBT ≈ 0 differ by roughly N/2, indicating that this
energy difference can be attributed to thermal out-of-
plane fluctuations of vertices. Interestingly, the elastic
energy of branched structures is found to be lower than
that of linear structures (Fig. 2a, lower panel).

To analyze this in more detail, we calculate separately
the excess elastic energy of caps (tube ends) and junc-
tions relative to a reference cylindrical tube section with
the same radius and the same area (see Fig. 2c): We
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FIG. 2. Curvature energies of force-stabilized tubular struc-
tures. (a) Top: Elastic energy for linear (diamonds) and
branched (circles) structures as a function of applied force
Fext at kBT = 1ϵ (red) and kBT = 10−6ϵ (blue). Bottom:
Difference between the curvature energy of branched and lin-
ear structures kBT = 1ϵ (red crosses) and kBT = 10−6ϵ (blue
squares). (b) Cartoon showing dissection of structures into
tubes, caps and junctions (see text). (c) Cartoon illustrat-
ing the definition of excess energies: The energy of a tubu-
lar structure is compared to that of a reference tubular sec-
tion with the same area. (d) Excess curvature energy of caps
(top) and junctions (bottom) for linear (green diamonds) and
branched (blue circles) structures, obtained at kBT = 10−6ϵ.
Dashed line (top) shows theoretical value for ideal semispher-
ical caps. Symbols/lines show values obtained with cutoff
parameters rc,cap = 8lb and rc,junction = 20lb. Grey shaded
areas indicate spread of results if one varies the cutoff between
rc,cap ∈ [7, 10]lb and rc,junction ∈ [10, 25]lb.

separate the structures into “caps”, “junctions”, and
“tubular” sections as indicated in Fig. 2b), extract an
elastic energy e per tube length from the tubular sec-
tions, and evaluate the excess energies of caps and junc-
tions via ∆Ecap,junction = Ecap,junction − lref e, where
lref = Acap,junction/2πRT is the length of the reference
tube section. For example, the ideal values for semispher-
ical caps are e = πκ/RT and ∆Ecap = 3πκ, and this is
independent of the cutoff value rc marking the end of the
“cap” region as long as rc > RT . The procedure thus
largely removes the dependence of the results on the spe-
cific dissection into junctions, caps, and tubular regions.

In practice, the results are still somewhat sensitive to
the choice of the cutoff values rc (Fig. 2d, shaded areas).
Even taking these uncertainties into account, it is clear
that the excess energy of caps is positive (∆Ecap = 190-
220ϵ depending on the applied force) and the excess en-
ergy of junctions is negative (∆Ejunction ≈ −280ϵ). The
excess energy of caps is higher than the theoretical esti-
mate Ecap = 3πκ, which we attribute to some extra dis-
tortion in the vicinity of the vertex where the force Fext is
applied. The negative excess energy of junctions reflects
the fact that the overall curvature in the region of the
junction is reduced. Interestingly, in branched structures,
the energy gain at junctions more than compensates the
energy loss due to the formation of an additional cap. As
a result, the total elastic energy of branched structures
is lower than that of linear structures.
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FIG. 3. Stability of force-free tubular structures. (a) Ex-
amples of time evolution of the total energy after releasing
the force on force-stabilized linear (blue) and branched (red)
structures at fixed ν as indicated (∆a is not constrained).
Both structures eventually transform into a stomatocyte. For
linear structures, the transformation process sets in after an
activation time, which exceeds the maximum simulation time
for ν > 0.15. (b) Average life time of linear structures after
releasing the stabilizing force as a function of ν (∆a is free).
Dashed line shows exponential behavior. (c) Example of a
stable stomatocyte structure with ν = 0.14. (d) Stable linear
and branched structure if both ν and ∆a are fixed (ν = 0.14).
(e) Structure obtained after releasing the force from a force-
stabilized tetrahedral structure at fixed ν and ∆a (at ν = 0.2).
The tetra-junction splits up into two Y-junctions.

Force-free (meta)stable structures. We turn to the
question whether branched structures can be metastable
in the absence of forcing. Bahrami et al [43] have re-
cently observed that linear structures remain metastable
if the enclosed volume V0 is fixed. Motivated by their
findings, we study in Fig. 3a) the time evolution of lin-
ear and branched structures after releasing a stabilizing
force while keeping V0 fixed. In both cases, the structures
eventually transform into a structure with lower energy, a
stomatocyte (see Fig. 3c). However, the transformation
process is qualitatively different. In branched structures,
it sets in immediately via a disc-like widening at the junc-
tion (see SI movie branch fixNu.mp4). Linear structures
initially remain (meta)stable for some activation time, in-
dicating that the shape change is an activated process.
The transformation is then initiated by the nucleation of
a disc at one end (see SI movie linear fixNu.mp4). The
activation time of linear structures increases roughly ex-
ponentially with ν (see Fig. 3b) and eventually exceeds
the total simulation time, consistent with [43].
Imposing a small reduced volume alone is thus not suf-

ficient to stabilize branched structures. However, con-
straining the average curvature ∆a in addition to ν
does have a stabilizing effect. SI Fig. 2a,b shows that
∆a drops substantially during the transformation from
tubular/branched structures to stomatocyte. If one con-
strains ∆a to its initial value, i.e., the value of the force-
stabilized structure, this suppresses the transformation,
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and the tubular/branched structures with Y-junctions
remain (meta)stable. Examples are shown in Fig. 3d).
Tetrahedral junctions, on the other hand, do not persist,
but separate into two Y-junctions (see Fig. 3d, SI Fig. 2e
and SI movie f0 tetrahedral nu20fixDa.mp4). If only
∆a is kept fixed, linear and branched structures are also
stable, but may acquire slightly pearled shapes, see SI
Fig. 2d.

Origin of energy penalty for junction defects. The
question remains which of the two structures, branched
or linear, has the lower energy. Judging from our pre-
vious results on excess cap and junction energies (Fig.
2), one might suspect that branching is energetically fa-
vorable. However, the situation is more subtle. Adding
a junction locally removes curvature in the junction re-
gion, which has to be added elsewhere to keep ∆a fixed.
As a result, the tubular sections become thinner, and
their curvature energy increases. In SI, we present a the-
oretical estimate showing that the resulting net energy
difference is roughly given by ECV,branch − ECV,linear ∼
πκ+ | ε ·∆ECV,junction|> 0, where ε characterizes the re-
duction of curvature at the junction. At fixed ∆a, the to-
tal curvature energy of branched structures should hence
be higher than that of linear structures. A similar effect
is expected for fixed ν: A junction adds enclosed vol-
ume, which has to be removed elsewhere, leading again
to a thinning of tubes.

The net effect of constraints on the curvature energy as
obtained from simulations is summarized in table I for the
example of force-stabilized structures at Fext = 70ϵ/lb.
Here, we have used the values of ν and/or ∆a obtained
for unconstrained force-stabilized linear structures (pa-
rameter set C1) and branched structures (parameter set
C2) as input parameters in constrained force-stabilized
simulations of linear and branched structures. The cur-
vature energies obtained with the set C1 are generally
higher than those obtained with C2, because ∆a is higher
and/or ν is lower. Comparing linear and branched struc-
tures for the same parameter set, the results confirm the
expectations of the discussion above. Only in the absence
of any constraints is the curvature energy of branched
structures lower than that of linear structures. In all
other cases (constraints on ν, on ∆a, on both), the cur-
vature energy of branched structures is higher.

Conclusions. To summarize, we have investigated
the energetics and stability of an essential component
of tubular membrane networks, the junctions, from the
point of view of the Canham-Helfrich elastic theory of
membranes. We consider membrane structures with
closed sphere topology and allow for constraints on the
enclosed volume ν and the average curvature ∆a, with-
out however imposing specific local curvatures. Within
this simple model, we find that Y-junctions with angles
120o can be stabilized by mechanical forces and remain
metastable after releasing the forces. Other types of junc-
tions and other angles are unstable. Furthermore, we find
that Y-junctions locally have a negative excess curvature
energy. For fixed tube diameter, branching is energeti-

Fixed Structure ECV /ϵ ν ∆a
– Linear 9333± 26 0.186± 0.001 3.90± 0.01

Branched 9082± 34 0.193± 0.001 3.81± 0.01
C1 (Linear) C2 (Branched)

ECV ν ∆a ECV ν ∆a
∆a Linear 9333± 3 0.186 3.90 8975± 3 0.191 3.81

Branched 9470± 3 0.187 3.90 9117± 3 0.192 3.81
ν Linear 9355± 3 0.186 3.91 8882± 3 0.192 3.79

Branch 9538 ±4 0.186 3.92 9079± 4 0.193 3.80
ν,∆a Linear 9342± 3 0.186 3.90 8951± 3 0.192 3.81

Branch 9480± 3 0.186 3.90 9126± 3 0.193 3.81

TABLE I. Curvature energies ECV , reduced volumes ν, and
average curvatures ∆a for force-stabilized pure linear and
branched structures at Fext = 70ϵ/lb. Results are shown
for two sets of constraints C1 and C2 on ν, ∆a, or both as
indicated, which correspond to the values obtained for un-
constrained force-stabilized linear and branched structures,
respectively.

cally favorable, even if one accounts for the positive en-
ergy of the additional cap. At fixed ∆a, however, adding
a branch enforces a thinning of the tubes, such that the
overall curvature energy balance disfavors branching.
This subtle energy balance should lead to an increase of

the lifetime of metastable branches, as their elimination
is only favorable if the entire tube network rearranges. In
addition, dynamical simulations suggest that the creation
and annihilation of branches is accompanied by a free
energy barrier: Pulling a branch out of a tube requires
slightly higher forces than needed to stabilize it (see SI,
Fig. 2a) and if one annihilates a branch by pulling on
the other tubes, the curvature energy passes through a
maximum (SI, Fig. 2b)
Our results thus indicate that simple properties of elas-

tic membranes might be responsible for the abundance
of tube network structures in cells. These structures are
already metastable and long-lived if one imposes a few
generic constraints, such as a fixed surface area difference
between inner and outer membrane leaflet and possibly
impermeability (fixed enclosed volume; not strictly nec-
essary). Hence they can be stabilized and manipulated
with little extra effort.
We have studied a very idealized model of bare mem-

branes. However, given the generic character of our
main conclusions, we expect them to still hold in other
membrane models, e.g., ADE models with more realis-
tic (lower) area difference elasticities k∆a, or membrane
structures with average curvature imposed by freely mov-
ing curvature-inducing proteins [19–24], where one has to
account for their entropy of mixing. This will be an in-
teresting subject for future studies.
We thank Enrico Schleiff for motivating this project,

Hiroshi Noguchi from the ISSP at the University of
Tokyo, Japan, for helpful discussions and for sharing the
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[4] L. Lü, L. Niu, and J. Hu, Biophysics Reports 6 (2020),
10.1007/s41048-020-00113-y.

[5] R. E. Powers, S. Wang, T. Y. Liu, and T. A. Rapoport,
Nature 543, 257 (2017).

[6] J. Saraste and K. Prydz, Frontiers in Cell and Develop-
mental Biology 7, 171 (2019).

[7] S. Sowinski, C. Jolly, O. Berninghausen, M. Purb-
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Phys. Rev. E 49, 5389 (1994).
[50] M. Sheetz and S. Singer, Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America
71, 4457—4461 (1974).

[51] S. Svetina and B. Zeks, European biophysics journal :
EBJ 17, 101—111 (1989).

[52] P. Ziherl and S. Svetina, Europhysics Letters (EPL) 70,
690 (2005).

[53] Itzykson, Proceedings of the GIFT seminar, Jaca85,
WorldScientific, Singapore (1986).

[54] Y. Kantor and D. R. Nelson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 2774
(1987).

[55] G. Gompper and D.M. Kroll, J. Phys. I France 6, 1305
(1996).

[56] G. Gompper and D. M. Kroll, Journal of Physics: Con-
densed Matter 9, 8795 (1997).
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Supplementary Information

A. Dynamically-triangulated membrane model

For the simulations the dynamically-triangulated
membrane model of Ref. [66] was used. The model is
described in detail in that reference. Here we briefly re-
capitulate the potentials and parameters for the conve-
nience of the reader.

Curvature Energy

The shape of the vesicle is mostly controlled by the
curvature energy given by Eq. (1) in the main text. This
equation is discretized as follows [53, 55]:

Ucv =
κ

2

∑
i

1

σi

∑
j(i)

σi,j r⃗i,j
ri,j

2

(2)

The value for the bending rigidity for lipid membranes
is typically κ = 20 kBT [44], where kBT is the thermal
energy. The first sum goes over all vertices i and the
second sum goes over all neighbors of the vertex i, j(i),
that are connected by bonds. The vector between vertices
i and j is denoted by r⃗i,j and ri,j = ∥r⃗i,j∥. σi,j is the
length of the bond in the dual lattice, which is given by
σi,j = ri,j [cot(θ1) + cot(θ2)]/2, where θ1 and θ2 are the
angles opposite to the bond connecting i and j in the two
triangles sharing this bond. The area of the dual cell of
vertex i is given by σi = 0.25

∑
j(i) σi,jri,j .

Bond and Repulsive Interactions

In order to perform molecular dynamics simulations a
Stillinger-Weber potential [71] is used to describe bond
and excluded-volume interactions between vertices. All
vertices connected by bonds interact via the following
attractive potential:

Ubond(ri,j) = ε


lb exp[lb/(lc0 − ri,j)]

lmax − ri,j
(ri,j > lc0)

0 (ri,j ≤ lc0).
(3)

At short distances all particles interact via the following
repulsive excluded volume potential:

Urep(ri,j) = ε


lb exp[lb/(ri,j − lc1)]

ri,j − lmin
(ri,j < lc1)

0 (ri,j ≥ lc1)

(4)

The parameters of the potentials are listed in Table II,
where the parameter lb refers to the bond length and
the parameter ε = 80kBT is a constant energy prefactor.
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This bond length is the length unit and hence set to one
in all simulations.

Parameter Value Description
lmax 1.33lb maximum bond length
lmin 0.67lb minimum distance between two vertices
lc0 1.15lb cutoff length for Ubond

lc1 0.85lb cutoff length for Urep

TABLE II. Parameters used for the bond and repulsive inter-
actions.

Area and Volume

The total area is the sum over the area of each vertex
Ai, which is given by the weighted sum over the area of
all neighboring triangles Aα:

A =

N∑
i=1

Ai with Ai =
1

3

∑
α∈neigh. triangles

Aα (5)

Here and in the following quantities with greek indices
denote triangles and roman indices denote vertices.

The volume V enclosed by the membrane is calculated
as [43]:

V =

Nt∑
α=1

Vα with signed subvolumes Vα =
1

3
(n̂α·R⃗α)Aα,

(6)
where n̂α is the unit normal vector of triangle α pointing

outwards and R⃗α is the position vector of one of the ver-
tices of the triangle relative to an a reference point. This
reference point can, in fact, be chosen arbitrarily and can
even lie outside of the structure, because any additional
contribution from outside the vesicle will eventually be
subtracted by another subvolume Vα.

Area Difference

The renormalized area difference [72] ∆a is defined as:

∆a =
1

4
√
πA0

∫
dAK =

1

4
√
πA0

N∑
i=1

|H⃗i|
H⃗i · n̂i

|H⃗i · n̂i|
(7)

where H⃗i is the oriented curvature contribution of vertex
i,

H⃗i =
∑
j(i)

σi,j r⃗i,j
ri,j

. (8)

Here, the term H⃗i · n̂i/|H⃗i · n̂i| gives the orientation of
the curvature, i.e. if it is convex (+1) or concave (-1)
using the surface normal vector n̂i, as the average ori-
entation of the neighboring triangles. The normalization
is chosen such that a sphere has an area difference of
∆a = 1.

Constraint Potentials

In our simulations, the area A of branched and linear
structures is constrained to A = A0 by introducing a
constraint potential

UA =
1

2
kA(A−A0)

2. (9)

In some simulations, additional constraint potentials UV

and/or U∆a are included to fix the enclosed volume at
V = V0 via

UV =
1

2
kV(V − V0)

2 (10)

and/or the renormalized area difference ∆a at ∆a0 via

U∆a =
1

2
k∆a(∆a−∆a0)

2. (11)

Since the constraints are implemented by harmonic po-
tentials rather than being strictly enforced, small vari-
ations in A, V , and ∆a are still possible even in the
presence of constraint potentials. For example, in Table
1 of the main text, the actual values sometimes slightly
differ (by less than 1%) from the imposed values.

Overall Potential

Finally, the overall potential used in the simulations is
a combination of all the potentials described above:

Utot = Ucv + Ubond + Urep + UA + UV + U∆a (12)

The total Hamiltonian of the system is therefore:

H0 =

N∑
i=1

p⃗2i
2m

+ Utot (13)

where p⃗i are the momenta of the vertices and m their
masses.

B. Time evolution, transformation pathways, and
movies

1. Higher order junctions subject to external forces

As mentioned in the main text, higher order junctions
tend to split up into Y-junctions in the simulations with
applied mechanical force. Fig. 4a,b) shows an example
of such an evolution. The following movies are provided
along with this article to illustrate this further:

• 4fold.mp4: Time evolution after applying four
coplanar forces with angles 900 (Fig. 4b).

• 4fold twisted.mp4: Time evolution after apply-
ing four forces with angles 900, which are twisted
with respect to each other.
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b)

a)

c)

FIG. 4. Time evolution of mechanically enforced tubular
structures with intermediate higher order junctions. (a) Ini-
tial state: A small sphere (no volume constraint). (b) Evo-
lution after applying four forces Fext in a plane with angle
90◦. First a four-fold junction forms. Then this junction
separates into two Y-junctions. Since they do not have the
correct angles 120◦, they move outwards. The final stable
state is a tube. The same behavior is observed if the forces
on the branches are twisted with respect to each other (not
shown). (c) Evolution if the four forces Fext are applied in
tetrahedral direction. In this case, a tetrahedral quadruple-
junction forms and remains stable.

• tetrahedral.mp4: Time evolution after applying
four forces with with angles corresponding to a
tetrahedral junction. Under the influence of exter-
nal forces, the tetrahedral junction is stable (Fig.
4c).

2. Force-free structures

As explained in the main article, branched structures
and thin linear structures undergo a transformation to a
stomatocyte structure if the stabilizing forces are released
at fixed reduced volume ν. This is shown in the following
movies:

• f0 branch nu14.mp4: Time evolution after releas-
ing the forces from an initially branched structure
with a Y-junction while keeping ν = 0.14 fixed.
The transition sets in instantaneously.

• f0 branch nu19.mp4: Time evolution after releas-
ing the forces from an initially branched structure
with a Y-junction while keeping ν = 0.19 fixed.
The transition sets in instantaneously.

• f0 linear nu14.mp4: Time evolution after releas-
ing the forces from an initially linear structure
while keeping ν = 0.14 fixed. The transition sets
in after an activation time.

a) b)

c)

curva-
local

ture

0 5 10
Time [103

τ]
0 1 2

Time [103 ]

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Δ
a

Δa free
Δa constrained

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Δ
a

Δa free
Δa constrained

τ

e)

d)

FIG. 5. (a,b) Time evolution of the rescaled area differ-
ence ∆a after releasing the force on a force-stabilized lin-
ear (a) and branched (b) structure at fixed reduced volume
ν = 0.14 (pink curve). If ∆a is kept fixed (blue curve),
the tubular-stomatocyte transformation is suppressed, and
the linear and branched structures persist. (c) Examples of
force-free metastable linear and branched structures for fixed
ν = 0.27 and fixed ∆a. (d) Examples of stable structures for
fixed ∆a and unconstrained ν (e) Time evolution of an ini-
tially force-stabilized structure containing a tetrahedral junc-
tion at fixed ν = 0.2 and ∆a. The tetrahedral junction splits
up into two Y-junctions. The color coding in c-e) indicates
distribution of local curvature on the surfaces.

• f0 linear nu19.mp4: Time evolution after releas-
ing the forces from an initially linear structure
while keeping ν = 0.19 fixed. Within the simu-
lation time, no transition takes place.

Constraining the average curvature ∆a in addition
to the reduced volume ν stabilizes the tubular struc-
tures, and both linear and branched tubular structures
remain stable (see Fig. 5 a-d). Tetrahedral junc-
tions however do not survive, they split up into two Y-
junctions. This is shown in Fig. 5e) and in the movie
f0 tetrajedral nu20fixDa.mp4.
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C. Curvature energy balance of tubular structures
at fixed ∆a

We wish to estimate the energy difference between pure
tubes and branched structures with three arms under the
condition that the area difference, ∆a ∝ IK :=

∫
dA K

is fixed.
First we estimate the local excess energies of caps and

junctions.
Our reference system is a pure cylinder (no caps) with

area A and tube radius R, which has the curvature energy
ECV = A/2R2 and the integrated curvature IK = A/R.
Compared to this reference, each spherical cap con-
tributes an excess free energy ∆Ecap = 3πκ and an excess
integrated curvature ∆IK,cap = 2πR. Correspondingly,
each junction contributes an excess free energy ∆Ejunction

and an excess integrated curvature ∆IK,junction, which
are both unknown. However, we can approximately re-
late them to each other by assuming that the junction
can be described as a section with area Ajunction with
reduced mean total curvature α/R, α < 1. This implies

∆IK,junction ≈ (α− 1)
Ajunction

R
, (14)

∆Ejunction ≈ (α2 − 1)κ
Ajunction

2R2
(15)

From Fig. 2c in the main article, we know ∆Ejunction ≈
−280, roughly independent of the tube radius, hence α <
1 and Ajunction/R

2 =: ajunction ≈const.
The curvature energy and the integrated curvature of

tubes and three-arm structures with radius R are esti-
mated as

1

κ
E

CV,tube =
A

2R2
+ 6π (16)

1

κ
ECV,branch =

A

2R2
+ 9π +

∆Ejunction

κ
(17)

IK,tube =
A

R
+ 4πR (18)

IK,branch =
A

R
+ 6πR+∆IK,junction (19)

For given fixed R, the curvature energy of branched
structures and pure tubes thus differs by

ECV,branch − ECV,tube = 3πκ+∆Ejunction ≈ −90 (20)

which is negative as discussed in the main article.
However, if IK is kept fixed, then both the radii of the

pure tube, Rtube and of the branched structure, Rbranch,
change with respect to the value R̄ in the reference cylin-
der. Denoting c̄ = 1/R̄ and ∆c = 1/R − 1/R̄, Eq. (18)
yields

∆clinear = −4π

A
Rlinear (21)

for linear structures, and Eq. (19)

∆cbranch = − 1

A

(
6π Rbranch +∆IK,branch

)
(22)

for branched three-arm structures. Inserting this in Eqs.
(16), (17), we obtain

1

κ
E

CV,linear =
A

2
(c̄+∆c)2 + 6π

=
A

2
c̄2 + 2π +O(

1

A
) (23)

1

κ
E

CV,branch =
A

2
(c̄+∆c)2 + 9π +

∆Ejunction

κ

=
A

2
c̄2 + 3π +

ajunction
2

(α− 1)2

+O(
1

A
) (24)
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FIG. 6. Transition between linear and branched struc-
tures (a) Metastable configuration of a linear tubular struc-
ture when applying a force to pull a branch out from the
tubular structure, using the same external forces as needed
to stabilize branches. The tube deforms, but does no branch
emerges. (Fext = 90, no constraints). (b) Time evolution
after releasing the force on one tube in a branched structure
and pulling the other two tubes with in opposite directions
(Fext = 70). ∆a and ν are constrained to fixed values. The
force is released at the time t = 0. It retracts and eventually
disappears at the time t ≈ 2 × 103τ . During this process,
the curvature energy rises, suggesting the presence of a free
energy barrier.

where we have used Rlinear/branchc̄ = 1 + O( 1
A ) and

Eqs. (14,15). Hence the difference between the energy of
branched and linear structures for fixed area difference is
approximated by

E
CV,branch − E

CV,linear ≈ πκ+
κ

2
ajunction (α− 1)2 (25)

which is now always positive. In terms of ∆E
CV ,junction,

this expression can be rewritten as

ECV,branch − ECV,linear = πκ+ |ε ·∆ECV,junction|. (26)

with ε = (1− α)/(1 + α).
We should note that the final result does not depend

on the sign of ∆Ejunction. The underlying reason is that it
is always more favorable to distribute a given integrated
curvature as homogeneously as possible on a fixed surface
than to allow for local variations.



10

D. Transitions between pure linear and branched
structures

To investigate transitions between linear and branched
structures, we have carried out two types of simulations.

First, starting from a force-stabilized linear tubular
structure, we apply forces Fext at the tube ends and an
additional point in the middle with angles 120o. The tube
deforms and assumes a V-shape, but no branch forms
out (Fig. 6a). In order to pull an additional branch out,
the additional force must be increased by ∆Fext ≈ 3− 4,

which is approximately 4-6% higher than the force needed
for stabilization (at Fext = 60− 1000).
Second starting from a force-stabilized branched struc-

ture, we release the force on one branch and replace the
forces on the other two ends by two forces Fext in op-
posite direction. This is done at fixed ∆a and ν. The
loose branch retracts and eventually vanishes. This is as-
sociated with an increase of curvature energy (Fig. 6b).
A similar barrier is observed if only ν is kept fixed. If
both ν and ∆a are unconstrained, no energy barrier is
observed, instead the curvature energy even drops during
the transition.
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