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In this work, we compare the structural and dynamic behavior of active filaments in two dimensions using tangential
and push-pull models, including a variant with passive end monomers. These models serve as valuable frameworks
for understanding self-organization in biological polymers and synthetic materials. At low activity, all models exhibit
similar behaviors. Differences emerge in the intermediate range as activity increases, though at higher activity levels,
their behaviors converge. Importantly, adjusting for differences in mean active force reveals nearly identical behavior
across models. Our results highlight the importance of force definitions in active polymer simulations and provide
insights into phase transitions across varying filament configurations.

I. Introduction

Filamentous and polymeric structures are crucial in both bio-
logical and artificial systems. They are found across a range
of scales, from microscopic components such as microtubules
and actin filaments in the cellular cytoskeleton1–3, to bacte-
ria4, worms5–7, granular systems8,9, and even macroscopic
robotic systems10,11. These structures exhibit a wide range
of dynamic behaviors, including self-organization, motility,
and responsiveness to external stimuli, which are fundamental
to understanding processes like cell division, tissue develop-
ment, and artificial soft robotics. In recent years, it has be-
come increasingly apparent that the concept of active matter
offers a robust framework for understanding the physics of
living systems across these diverse scales. Active matter en-
compasses self-driven systems capable of converting stored or
environmental energy into directed motion, leading to collec-
tive phenomena. This includes studies of intracellular compo-
nents2,12, artificial self-propelled particles13–15, microorgan-
isms16,17, large animal species18,19, robot swarms20,21, and fil-
amentous matter22–26.

Recently, much attention has been given to the emergent
properties of systems combining the activity and conforma-
tional degrees of freedom in filamentous and polymeric struc-
tures22,27–35. Known as active polymers36, these systems ex-
hibit dynamics where active forces on individual monomers
dictate overall behavior, leading to phenomena such as non-
equilibrium phase transitions, dynamic phase separation, and
anomalous diffusion37–43.

Discrete polar active filaments have been modeled using
various representations of active forces22,33,44, including tan-
gential forces along the polymer backbone33 and push-pull
forces22. These models converge to the same continuum limit,
making results independent of the discretization method23.
However, deviations emerge when activity surpasses a thresh-
old, especially in systems with weak bond potentials, large
bond-length variations, or small numbers of monomers22,44.

These deviations underscore the need to examine both micro-
scopic details and system dynamics in highly active regimes.
Despite these studies, as far as we are aware a direct compar-
ison between tangential and push-pull models is still lacking,
and understanding how different active force definitions in-
fluence structure and dynamics is crucial, particularly where
deviations from continuum models are expected.

In this work, we compare tangential and push-pull models
of active filaments in two dimensions, focusing on a version
of the push-pull model where the first and last monomers are
passive for direct comparison. We analyze these models by
varying bending rigidity and polymer length in single-filament
systems. As is well known, the system undergoes a transi-
tion from open chains to spirals as activity increases22,32,45.
At low activity, all models exhibit similar structural and dy-
namic properties. However, as the system approaches the spi-
ral phase, small differences emerge. Nonetheless, in the spiral
phase, the behavior converges across all models, regardless of
filament length or bending rigidity.

At intermediate densities, we explore phase transitions, in-
cluding the reentrant phase, previously identified in the push-
pull model at high activities 46: this phase transitions from
spirals back to open chains. We extend this analysis to the
tangential and push-pull models with passive head and tail, re-
vealing that while all models exhibit similar phases, the reen-
trant phase in the tangential model occurs at higher activities
due to its smaller active force. Once this force difference
is accounted for, the tangential model behaves similarly to
the push-pull models at intermediate and high bending rigidi-
ties. At low bending rigidity, differences in activity definitions
cause slight shifts in the spiral transition. Overall, in two di-
mensions, once scaled for active force differences, all models
behave nearly identically.
II. Methods
Model
We simulate a system of active filaments, each consisting
of Nb beads. We ignore long-range hydrodynamic interac-
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tions and consider the dry limit, where damping from the
medium dominates, so the surrounding fluid provides only
single-particle friction. Thus, the equation of motion for each
filament is given by Langevin dynamics, 22,29,32

mi⃗̈ri =−γ⃗̇ri + f⃗ a
i +∑

j ̸=i
f⃗i j + R⃗i(t), (1)

where mi is the mass of bead i, r⃗i = (xi,yi) represents the
bead’s spatial coordinates and the dot denotes the time deriva-
tives, γ is the damping coefficient and ⟨R⃗i(t) · R⃗ j(t ′)⟩ =
4γkBT δi jδ (t− t ′) is a delta-correlated random force with zero
mean and variance, where kB is the Boltzmann constant and
T the temperature. Moreover, f⃗i j = −∇iφ(ri j) is the interac-
tion force between beads i and j, where ri j =

∣∣⃗ri − r⃗ j
∣∣ and φ

is the bonded and short-range nonbonded pair potentials φ =
φB +φNB. Bonded interactions φB = φbond +φbend account for
both chain stretching, modeled by the Tether bond potential47

and bending modeled with the harmonic angle potential32.
Next, the nonbonded interactions, φNB account for steric re-
pulsion and are modeled with the Weeks-Chandler-Anderson
(WCA) potential48. All details regarding the bonded and
nonbonded interaction parameters are described in the Sup-
plementary Material49. Lastly, f⃗ a

i represents the active self-
propulsion force on bead i. Here, we employ three models to
describe active filaments: the tangential model, where activ-
ity is applied along the polymer backbone, mimics biological
systems where forces are often tangential to filament move-
ment; the push-pull model is well-suited to capture systems
where active forces arise from both polymer extremities, as in
some synthetic systems; and lastly the push-pull model with
passive head and tail.
The Tangential model: The first model we consider is the
tangential (T) model, proposed by Bianco et al.33. In this
model, polymer activity is introduced by a tangential self-
propulsion force applied along the polymer backbone (see
Fig. 1 (a)). The active force on each monomer i is defined
as:

f⃗ a
i = fa

r⃗i+1 − r⃗i−1

|⃗ri+1 − r⃗i−1|
= fa t⃗i−1,i+1, (2)

with fa the magnitude of the active force directed along the
vector r⃗i+1 − r⃗i−1, which is parallel to the tangent of the poly-
mer backbone33,50, and t⃗i−1,i+1 the unit tangent vector. In
this model, the first and last beads of the polymer are passive,
meaning that no active force acts on them.
Push-pull model: The second model we examine is the well-
known push-pull (PP) model22,32 (see Fig. 1(b)), where the
active force f⃗ a

i on bead i is given by

f⃗ a
i = fa(⃗ti−1,i + t⃗i,i+1), (3)

as before, here fa represents the magnitude of the active force,
and t⃗i,i+1 = r⃗i,i+1/ri,i+1 is the unit tangent vector along the
bond connecting beads i and i+ 1. Note that, in contrast to
the T-model, the first and last beads experience reduced activ-
ity compared to the others, as they only receive contributions
from a single neighboring bond.

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the self-propelled semiflexible
filament model. For simplicity, bonded and nonbonded interactions
are omitted. Grey dots represent the monomers, while arrows indi-
cate the active force f⃗ a

i . In the tangential model, the active force acts
along the polymer backbone, tangential to the filament. The active
force applied to each monomer is uniform (hence the identical ar-
rows), except for the first and last monomers, which are passive. In
the push-pull model, the active force is directed along the tangent to
the filament contour at each monomer i. The active force varies be-
tween monomers, with larger arrows indicating stronger activity and
smaller arrows representing weaker activity. To avoid redundancy,
the push-pull model with passive head and tail is not shown; it is the
same as the push-pull model, except the filament’s head and tail are
passive.

Push-pull with passive head and tail: Finally, we introduce
the push-pull model with passive head and tail (PHT), which
is similar to the standard push-pull model, except the first and
last beads are passive. Since the T-model also features passive
end beads, this variant allows for a more direct comparison
between the tangential and push-pull models
Simulation Details
In this study, we focus on polymers with one degree of poly-
merization Nb = 50, with a monomer size σ = 1.0, interac-
tion energy scale ε = 1.0, thermal energy kBT = 10−1, and
a damping coefficient γ = 1.0. The length of each active
polymer is calculated as L ≈ b(Nb − 1)σ , where b = 0.86.
Note that all parameters are given in LJ units. We define
two key dimensionless numbers for our analysis: the scaled
persistence length ξp/L = 2bκ/(LkBT ), representing the fila-
ment’s thermal (passive) stiffness, and the active Péclet num-
ber Pe = faL2/(σkBT ), which characterizes the balance be-
tween active forces and thermal fluctuations. The bending
rigidity κ is held constant by setting ξp/L = 0.06,0.3,1.4. To
investigate filaments in suspension, we set the packing frac-
tion to ρ = N f Nb π σ2/4L2

box = 0.4, with the number of fila-
ments N f = 103, and varied the Péclet number Pe. Addition-
ally, we explored the single-filament case with polymerization
degrees Nb = 5 and Nb = 15; the results for these cases, along
with further details, are provided in the Supplementary Mate-
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rial49.
Simulations were performed using the GPU-accelerated

SAMOS molecular dynamics package51, employing the
BAOAB Langevin scheme for numerical integration52. Data
analysis was carried out with custom Python scripts, and vi-
sualizations were generated using ParaView53.
Structural and Dynamical Properties
To characterize the behavior of the three models as a function
of the Péclet number and to compare them, we compute the
turning number34,54, denoted as ψ . This quantity is defined
as:

ψ =
1

2π

∣∣∣∣∣Nb−1

∑
j=1

(θ j+1 −θ j)

∣∣∣∣∣ , (4)

where (θ j+1 − θ j) represents the angular variation between
two consecutive monomers, and Nb is the total number of
monomers in the polymer. The turning number ψ measures
the number of turns the chain makes between its two ends.
For a straight chain, ψ = 0; for a circular configuration, ψ = 1;
higher values of ψ correspond to the presence of loops or spi-
rals.

Furthermore, because the active force in the push-pull mod-
els (PP and PHT) is defined differently from that in the tan-
gential model, we compute the curvature to assess how these
variations in force definitions influence filament conforma-
tion. The curvature K is defined as:

K =
x′y′′− y′x′′

(x′2 + y′2)
3
2
, (5)

where x and y represent the coordinates of the beads, and the
primes denote first and second derivatives, respectively. All
these properties are averaged over 102 distinct equilibrated
snapshots and over all the filaments N f = 103.

Finally, to effectively compare the different models, we also
compute a dynamical property, the mean-squared displace-
ment of the filament’s center of mass, denoted as MSD(t),
after ensuring the system is equilibrated,

MSD(t) =
〈
|⃗rcm(t)− r⃗cm(t0)|2

〉
, (6)

where r⃗cm(t) represents the position of the filament’s center
of mass at time t, r⃗cm(t0) is its position at the initial time
t0, and the ⟨. . .⟩ represent the ensemble averages over differ-
ent filament configurations (taken to be 103). This dynamical
property quantifies the displacement of the filament’s center
of mass in real space relative to its initial position. By analyz-
ing the MSD, we can determine whether the system exhibits
diffusive behavior or, alternatively, if the system undergoes
arrested dynamics.
III. Results and discussion
Single filament
We begin comparing the three models by examining the struc-
tural properties of the systems in the single-filament case. Fig-
ure 2 shows the turning number and curvature for a single
filament with Nb = 50 at three different bending rigidities:
ξp/L = 0.06,0.3, and 1.4.

For both structural properties, the three models exhibit the
same qualitative behavior. At low Pe, the polymers form open

FIG. 2. Structural properties of the single filaments with Nb = 50,
averaged over the number of filaments N f , as a function of the Péclet
number Pe for the three models: blue squares represent the T model,
red circles the PP model, and green triangles the PHT model. (a),
(b) and (c) panels represent the turning number, ⟨|ψ|⟩, for ξp/L =
0.06,0.3, and 1.4, respectively. (d), (e) and (f) panels represent the
curvature, ⟨∑ |K|⟩, for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3, and 1.4, respectively. Note
that the minimum value on the y-axis varies across the three panels.
The three models exhibit the same behavior in both turning number
and curvature: initially forming open chains, as Pe increases spirals
begin to form. The only distinction between the models lies in the
specific Pe values at which the filament enters a stable spiral phase.
However, once this stable spiral phase is reached, the turning number
and curvature are identical across all three models.

chains, and as activity increases, the filaments transition into
spirals. Since higher turning number and curvature values cor-
respond to more compact structures, we observe that before
the spiral transition, the PHT model shows an slightly higher
degree of compactness compared to the other two models,
while the T model has the least compact structures. How-
ever, once the filaments enter the spiral phase (ψ > 3), all
three models behave similarly. Finally, we observed similar
behavior for shorter polymer lengths (see Supplementary Ma-
terial49).

To properly compare the three models, it is important to
study not only their structural properties but also their dy-
namics. Thus, we computed the mean-squared displacement
(MSD) for two Pe values, one in the open chain phase (Pe =
103) and one in the spiral phase (Pe = 104), to assess their
dynamic behavior.

Figures 3(a), (b), and (c) display the MSD at Pe = 103 for
ξp/L= 0.06,0.3,1.4, respectively. In this case, the three mod-
els exhibit the same dynamical behavior, independent of the
bending rigidity. This consistency aligns with the structural
properties, which at this Pe are identical for small and large
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FIG. 3. Mean squared displacement MSD(t) as a function of time
for the three models: blue line represent the T model, red line for
the PP model, and green line for the PHT model. (a), (b) and (c)
MSD(t) at Pe = 103, for ξp/L = 0.06, ξp/L = 0.3 and ξp/L = 1.4,
respectively. The mean-squared displacement of the three models are
identical, regardless of the bending rigidity. (d), (e) and (f) MSD(t)
at Pe = 104, for ξp/L = 0.06, ξp/L = 0.3 and ξp/L = 1.4, respec-
tively. In the spiral phase, for small and intermediate bending rigidity
(ξp/L = 0.06,0.3), the MSD of the T and PP models are nearly iden-
tical, while the PHT model is slightly slower. However, all three
models share the same slope in their MSD. For large bending rigid-
ity (ξp/L = 1.4), the PP and PHT models exhibit the same dynamic
behavior, whereas the T model behaves differently, with faster dy-
namics and a distinct MSD slope compared to the other two models.

bending rigidities, with only slight differences at intermediate
bending rigidity.

In the spiral phase, at Pe = 104, as shown in Fig. 3(d), (e),
for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3, the spirals in the PHT model exhibit
slower dynamics, although the MSD slope remains the same
for all three models. The T and PP models, on the other hand,
have nearly identical dynamics. At higher bending rigidity,
ξp/L = 1.4, the filaments in the T model (Fig. 3(f)) exhibit
faster dynamics and a different MSD slope compared to the
PP and PHT models, which share similar dynamics. This dif-
ference arises because, at this particular Pe, the spiral phase in
the T model is not yet stable, and a larger fraction of the fila-
ments remain in the open-chain state, which is characterized
by faster dynamics. As a result, the MSD slope in the T model
differs from the PP and PHT models, where most filaments are
in the spiral phase. The lower turning number for the T model
(Fig. 2(c)) further supports this, indicating a higher proportion
of open chains. Since the MSD is averaged over multiple fil-
aments, the presence of these fast-moving open chains in the
T model leads to overall faster dynamics and distinct MSD
behavior compared to the other two models. Overall, in the

single-filament case, the three models display very similar be-
havior, with only a minor shift in the spiral transition for the
T model.
Filament in suspension
To further investigate the differences between the three mod-
els, we now examine filaments in suspension at a packing frac-
tion of ρ = 0.4. Figure 4 presents the behavior of the aver-
aged properties, specifically the turning number |ψ| and the
curvature ⟨∑ |K|⟩, as a function of the Péclet number for all
three models. The figure focuses on results for Pe ≥ 103, as
the models display similar behavior across all bending rigidity
values at lower Péclet numbers (i.e., Pe < 103).

FIG. 4. Structural properties of the filaments, averaged over the num-
ber of filaments N f , as a function of the Péclet number Pe for the
three models: blue squares represent the T model, red circles for
the PP model, and green triangles for the PHT model. (a), (b) and
(c) The turning number, ⟨|ψ|⟩, for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3 and 1.4, respec-
tively. (d), (e) and (f) The Curvature, ⟨∑ |K|⟩, for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3
and 1.4, respectively. Note that the minimum value on the y-axis
varies across the three panels. The three models display similar be-
havior in both turning number and curvature: they initially form open
chains, and as Pe increases, all filaments transition into spirals. With
further increases in Pe, the spirals begin to open up, leading to a reen-
trant phase. (a), (d) For small bending rigidity (ξp/L = 0.06), the T
and PP models behave similarly, while the HTP model reaches the
spiral phase slightly earlier than the other two. (b), (c) As bending
rigidity increases (ξp/L = 0.3, and 1.4), the PP model is the first to
exhibit the reentrant phase, whereas, in the T and HTP models, this
phase occurs at higher Pe values.

Figures 4(a) and (d) show the turning number and curva-
ture, respectively, for a bending rigidity of ξp/L = 0.06. At
this bending rigidity, all three models exhibit very similar be-
havior. However, the push-pull model with a passive head
and tail displays slight deviations from the other two mod-
els around Pe = 104, due to a higher number of spirals in the
system compared to the PP and T models. When the Péclet
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number increases to approximately Pe = 2.5× 104, all fila-
ments form spirals across all three models. For even higher
Pe values (Pe > 2.5× 104), the two push-pull models exhibit
the same behavior: the turning number begins to decrease as
some spirals start to open, indicating the onset of a reentrant
phase. In contrast, the reentrant phase in the tangential model
occurs at even higher Péclet numbers. Moreover, as shown
in Figure 4(d), curvature changes only slightly with increas-
ing Péclet number. This minimal variation occurs because the
small bending allows the filaments to remain highly flexible,
even at low Péclet numbers.

Figures 4(b) and (e) represent the turning number and cur-
vature for ξp/L = 0.3, respectively. The results show that, for
all three models, the turning number increases with increasing
Péclet number and then decreases again at very high Pe (i.e.,
Pe > 104). At Pe ≈ 104, all filaments form spirals in the sys-
tem across all models, though the spirals in the THP model are
slightly more compact than in the other two models. All three
models exhibit a non-monotonic behavior in ψ , characteristic
of a reentrant phase46. However, the reentrant phase occurs at
different Pe values for each model. In the T and PHT models,
spirals open up at larger Pe compared to the PP model, where
the spirals begin to open at Pe ≈ 2.5×104. Although both the
T and PHT models experience a shift in the reentrant phase
relative to the PP model, the phase occurs at even higher Pe
values in the PHT model than in the T model. As discussed
in the previous section (Fig. 3(e)), the dynamics in the spiral
phase for the PHT model is slower than in the other two mod-
els, leading to less frequent movement and collisions of the
spirals. This slower dynamic may explain why a higher Pe is
needed in the PHT model to open the spirals and observe a
reentrant phase.

Additionally, the curvature (Figure 4(e) ) in the T model
is slightly lower than in the other two models, which could
be attributed to the different definition of the active force.
This variation affects the angle distribution between three con-
secutive monomers. Overall, the curvature behaves similarly
across all three models as a function of the Péclet number: as
Pe increases, the curvature also increases, indicating that the
filaments become more compact.

Finally, Fig. 4 (c) and (f) represent the turning number and
curvature for ξp/L = 1.4, respectively. Both panels show that,
although all three models exhibit the same qualitative behav-
ior in both turning number and curvature, the pure spiral phase
(where all filaments in the system form spirals) and the reen-
trant phase in the T model are shifted by approximately a fac-
tor of two compared to the PP and PHT models.

In summary, these results indicate that the three models
share the same qualitative behavior: starting with an open
chains phase, followed by a pure spiral phase, and finally a
reentrant phase. Consistent with findings at higher density by
Prathyusha et al.32, the spiral transition occurs at higher Pe
for both small and large bending rigidities (ξp/L = 0.06,1.4)
compared to intermediate bending rigidity (ξp/L = 0.3). The
only difference between the models is quantitative, as the
Pe values at which the spiral and reentrant phases occur are
shifted.

Understanding Model Differences
Since the active force in the tangential model is defined differ-
ently from the push-pull models (PP and PHT), we compute
the mean force on each bead to better understand the differ-
ences between these models. Given that the spiral transition
is driven by a competition between the active and the bending
force32, Fig. 5 (a), (b), and (c) show the mean of the combined
active and bending forces for the T and PHT models, normal-
ized by the mean force in the PP model. This is plotted as a
function of Pe for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3, and 1.4, plotted in the top,
middle and bottom panel respectively.

FIG. 5. (a), (b), and (c) The mean of the sum of the active force and
the bending force, ⟨Fa,b⟩, for the T (blue squares) and PHT (green tri-
angles) models normalized by the mean active force of the PP model,
⟨Fa,b

PP ⟩, for ξp/L = 0.06, 0.3, and 1.4, from top to bottom respec-
tively. This ratio exhibits similar behavior, though shifted, for both
the PHT and T models across all bending rigidities. Before the spiral
phase (Pe ≈ 103), the bending force contributes to Fa,b, while in the
spiral phase, the active force becomes the dominant contribution. In
the PHT model, the active force is nearly identical to that of the PP
model, whereas in the T model, it is approximately half of the PP
model’s active force. (d), (e), and (f) The turning number as a func-
tion of the Péclet number Pe for ξp/L = 0.06,0.3, and 1.4, from top
to bottom respectively. For the T model (blue squares), the activity is
approximately half that of the PP (red circles) and PHT (green trian-
gles) models. Consequently, in these simulations, the Péclet number
used for the T model is twice that of the PP model. For all bending
rigidities, when the Péclet number in the T model is twice compared
to that used in the PP models, the behavior of the T model closely
aligns with that of the PP and PHT models.

These figures show that the ratio ⟨Fa,b⟩/⟨Fa,b
PP ⟩ exhibits

similar behavior, though shifted, for both the PHT and T mod-
els across all bending rigidities. The shift occurs because, in
the PHT model, the active force is almost identical to that of
the PP model, while in the T model, the active force is con-
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sistently about half that of the PP model under the parameters
used in our simulations (see Supplementary Material49). Be-
fore the spiral transition, both the active and bending forces
contribute to Fa,b, but in the spiral phase, the bending con-
tribution becomes minimal. This explains why, for Pe > 104,
the ratio ⟨Fa,b⟩/⟨Fa,b

PP ⟩ approaches 1 in the PHT model and ap-
proximately 0.5 in the T model. This difference in the mean
force accounts for the shift in the Pe values at which the spi-
ral transition and reentrant phase occur compared to the PP
model.

Figure 5 (d), (e), and (f) show results similar to Fig. 4,
but with the Pe values for the T model rescaled to be twice
those used for the PP and PHT models. These figures demon-
strate that, at intermediate and high bending rigidities (ξp =
0.3,1.4), when accounting for the higher active force in the
PP and PHT models, the T model behaves identically to the
PP model. However, at low bending rigidity (ξp = 0.06), the
transitions in the T model are slightly shifted compared to the
PP and PHT models. In this low-bending regime, the fila-
ment’s increased flexibility makes the differences in the active
force definition more pronounced. As the bending rigidity in-
creases, both the tangential and push-pull models exhibit ac-
tive forces tangential to the polymer, minimizing the impact
of force definition differences on the structure and dynamics
of the systems.

In conclusion, the active force in the T model is consistently
smaller than that in the PP model by a constant factor. When
this factor is considered, the models exhibit the same behavior
at intermediate and large bending rigidity values. At small
bending, the models still share the same qualitative behavior,
though the spiral transition and reentrant phase are slightly
shifted.
IV. Conclusions
In conclusion, our study highlights that the primary differ-
ence between the tangential model and the push-pull models
is due to the smaller mean active force in the tangential model.
Through comprehensive simulations of single filaments with
varying lengths and polymer melts across a range of bending
rigidities, we have shown that this force discrepancy is criti-
cal in explaining the observed differences. However, once this
difference is accounted for, the tangential model exhibits the
same structural and dynamic behavior as the push-pull mod-
els, particularly at intermediate and high bending rigidities.
These results emphasize that, despite the difference in force
definitions, the underlying physics in two dimensions of ac-
tive filament behavior remains consistent across models when
properly scaled.

At small bending rigidity, however, although the qualita-
tive behavior is similar across all three models, the spiral tran-
sition in the tangential model is slightly shifted. This shift
occurs because, either at high bending rigidity or in the spi-
ral phase, the different definitions of the active force lead to
similar structural and dynamical behavior by producing a tan-
gential force along the filament. In contrast, at low bending
rigidity, where the filaments are more flexible, the different
definitions of activity influence the angle distribution between
consecutive monomers, leading to shifts in the spiral and reen-
trant phase transitions.

Overall, we conclude that in two dimensions, when the
mean active force is the same and the bending rigidity is suf-
ficiently large, the tangential and push-pull models behave es-
sentially identically. However, in three dimensions, we expect
the tangential and push-pull models to exhibit different behav-
iors. In the three-dimensional case, increasing activity in the
tangential model tends to lead to a collapsed state33,55. As a
result, the different definitions of activity in three dimensions
are likely to produce distinct behaviors between the models.
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