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Abstract

Starting from the reported experimental evidence that the residence time of contacts between the

ends of biopolymers is length dependent, we investigate the kinetics of contact breaking in simple

polymer models from a theoretical point of view. We solved Kramers equation first for an ideal

chain and then for a polymer with attracting ends, and compared the predictions with the results of

molecular dynamics simulations. We found that the mean residence time always shows a power–law

dependence on the length of the polymer with exponent −1, although is significantly smaller when

obtained from the analysis of a single trajectory than when calculated from independent initial

conformations. Only when the interaction is strong (≫ kT ) and the interaction range is small

(of the order of the distance between consecutive monomers) does the residence time converge to

that of the Arrhenius equation, independent of the length. We are able to provide expressions of

the mean residence time for cases when the exact definition of contact is not available a priori,

expressions that can be useful in typical cases of microscopy experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

The encounter time between the ends of polymers has been extensively studied in the

literature, both experimentally and theoretically. Fluorescence energy transfer experiments

have shown that the distribution of encounter times in different types of polymers does not

follow a thermally activated two–state scheme [1, 2]. The correct description of the encounter

times requires the modelling of the diffusion of the polymer ends [3]. As a consequence, the

mean first encounter time τb depends on the length ℓ of the polymer separating the two ends.

Such a dependence can be studied analytically for an ideal chain solving the Fokker-Planck

equation under some approximations and gives τb ∼ ℓ3/2 for long chains and τb ∼ ℓ2 for short

chains [4].

Less information is available for the residence time τ of polymeric contacts. As a first

approximation, the opening of a contact could be described as a two–state Poisson process,

independent of the length of the polymer [5]. However, indirect estimation of the average τ ,

obtained by comparing closing rates with the equilibrium stability of the contact in DNA

and RNA hairpins, suggests a non–negligible dependence on ℓ [6, 7]. Also in the case of
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proteins, the unfolding rate was observed to depend on the length of the chain segment

between native contacts; increasing this length by engineering aminoacidic linkers between

native contacts [8] or by creating circular permutants of a protein [9], the unfolding rate is

affected.

The mean residence time (or mean opening time) is quite relevant in several biophysical

scenarios where a minimum time is required to complete a process. One example is the

increasing importance of the dissociation rate koff in drug design [10]. In fact, in in vivo

scenarios where the concentration of ligands close to the target may be highly fluctuating,

the association and dissociation rate are critical to determine the efficiency of the drug. The

dissociation rate has been proposed to be a better determinant of drug efficacy in vivo than

the equilibrium constant [11]. Another example is the activation of genetic transcription,

which occurs in bursts and it is controlled by the formation of loops between enhancers

and promoters in chromatin [12]. The loops should last long enough for multiple protein

complexes to be recruited [13]. In this case, contacts are stabilised by complex out–of–

equilibrium mechanisms involving energy-consuming proteins [14]. The duration of the

bursts is in general much longer than then the expected residence time of the loops; this

difference requires a deeper understanding of the molecular mechanisms involved, including

those associated with the polymeric nature of the system [15]. For proteins, the residence

time of native contacts is important because it has been shown that the variation in protein

stability upon mutation is mainly determined by this quantity, rather than by changes in

folding rate [16].

We have studied the duration of contacts in simpler polymeric systems at equilibrium,

which, despite their simplicity, can be used as a reference point for more sophisticated and

realistic analyses. First, we studied the residence time of contacts in an ideal chain, where

the definition of what constitutes a contact is purely arbitrary. We defined the two ends

of the polymer as forming a contact if their mutual distance is less than a threshold ϵ,

and studied the dependence of the residence time as a function of this parameter, which is

not naturally suggested by the system. We derived the equations that predict the residence

time of the contact as a function of the parameters that define the system and compare their

prediction with molecular dynamics simulations. Even in this simple case, the residence time

is dependent on the length of the polymer.

Then, we extended the study to that of an ideal chain whose ends attract each other
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with an energy described by a spherical well of width Rp. In general, the value of Rp for

a real system is difficult to know and in experiments the definition of a clear bound that

defines the formation of a contact is arbitrary. In the absence of a definition a priori of the

contact based on the molecular properties of the system, one can use algorithms that derive

a definition from the data, such as hidden Markov models [17].

The model we have developed allows us to study the residence time without knowing the

contact length in advance. It describes not only the case where the contact is defined to

match the width of the potential well, but also the cases where they are different. In this

way, the true contact length and the interaction energy of the contact can be derived from

the data reporting the mean residence time at different distances.

We have found that the dependence of the mean residence time on the length ℓ of the

polymer depends on the balance between two factors. The first is the residence time, defined

from a single initial conformation, which has a dependence on ℓ caused by the diffusion of the

chain ends within the contact length. The second is the averaging over all initial conditions

to give the mean residence time. We have studied two different experimentally relevant

initial conditions, both of which depend on ℓ. The resulting mean residence time thus has a

non–trivial dependence on the length of the polymer.

II. RESIDENCE TIME OF THE IDEAL CHAIN IN SIMULATIONS IS LENGTH–

DEPENDENT

We have performed Langevin dynamics simulations of an ideal chain of 103 monomers

(details in Appendix A) with LAMMPS [18]. A contact between two monomers i and j with

separation ℓ = |i − j| along the chain is defined if the Euclidean distance R between them

is less than a threshold ϵ. The residence time of a contact is defined as the time taken by

the distance to reach ϵ for the first time.

The mean residence time of a contact depends on the initial conditions of the system.

We tested two cases of practical interest. In the former (initial condition A), we sampled

random equilibrium conformations of the ideal chain and selected a set of them that are

distant in time and have a contact as initial conformations for the dynamics. In this case,

initial conditions are uncorrelated with each other. This corresponds to the experimental

situation in which multiple polymers are tracked simultaneously until each contact that
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was formed is broken (e.g., chromatin loci in different nuclei by fluorescence microscopy).

In another experimental scenario, the formation and disruption of a contact is tracked in

the same polymer along a single trajectory. We then ran a long simulation of a polymer,

using the conformation recorded just after the events of contact formation as starting points

to calculate the residence time and collecting statistics (initial condition B). Operatively,

one analyzes the timeframes of a trajectory recorded at intervals ∆t and calculates the

(discretized) time span between the frame in which the contact is formed after a frame in

which it is not formed, and when it is broken. In this case, the initial conformations are

biased by the condition of being close to the formation event of the contact and may be

correlated with each other. This non–equilibrium distribution depends on the resolution ∆t

used to monitor the trajectory, becoming equal to those of initial conditions A for large ∆t.

Nevertheless, this strategy is often used in experimental setups for operational convenience.

The distribution of residence times (Fig. 1) depends on ℓ for both initial conditions A

and B. Typically, it has a power–law distribution t−α with small exponent (α ≲ 1) at short

times and an exponential cutoff, making the mean residence time finite. The residence times

are shorter for initial conditions B because these are biased to be on the verge of contact

break (Fig. S1 in the Supp. Mat.).

III. MEAN RESIDENCE TIME IN THE IDEAL CHAIN

The starting point of our treatment is a dimensional reduction from the space of polymeric

conformations to the space of distances R between the ends of the polymer. Assuming that

the dynamical mode corresponding to R is the slowest among those associated with the other

degrees of freedom of the chain, then R undergoes a Markovian diffusive dynamics controlled

by an effective force, which can be obtained from the gradient of the free energy [19]. Since

the dynamics of R corresponds to the lowest Rouse modes (of longest wavelength) and the

time scales associated with these modes scale as the inverse square mode index, we expect

that this assumption holds (and this even more true if there is, as in the case of Sect. IV,

an energy well that slows down the dynamics of R). In this case, the effective energy that

controls R arises just from the entropy of the chain,

U(R) = kT

[
3R2

2ℓa2
− logR2

]
, (1)
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FIG. 1. The distribution of residence times simulated for ℓ = 4 and 64 for initial conditions A

and B in log–log scale.

where ℓ is the length of the chain and a is the separation between consecutive monomers (cf.

Appendix B). Moreover, we focus our attention on time scales that are much longer than

the damping time due to friction (see Appendix A), so that inertial effects can be neglected

and we can characterize the polymer with only its spatial coordinates.

The mean residence time for a contact between two monomers of a polymer undergoing

Brownian dynamics and starting at a given distance R < ϵ, can be obtained from the solution

of Kramers equation for a diffusing system in the one–dimensional radial coordinate

τ(R) =
1

D

∫ ϵ

R

dR′ eβU(R′)

∫ R′

0

dR′′ e−βU(R′′), (2)

where D is the diffusion coefficient, β = 1/kT is the inverse thermal energy and U(R) is the

effective energy acting between the monomers.

The integrals in Eq. (2) can be solved exactly (cf. Appendix C) and give

τ(R) =
1

6D

[
ϵ2 2F2

(
3ϵ2

2a2ℓ

)
−R2

2F2

(
3R2

2a2ℓ

)]
, (3)
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where 2F2(x) is an abbreviation for the generalized hypergeometric function

2F2(x) ≡ 2F2

 1 1

2 5/2
, x

 . (4)

The mean residence time depend on the distribution p0(R) of initial conditions,

τ =
1

6D
2F2

(
3ϵ2

2a2ℓ

)
− 1

6D

∫ ∞

0

dR p0(R) 2F2

(
3R2

2a2ℓ

)
. (5)

Because hypergometric functions are difficult to handle, some approximations are necessary.

A. Initial conditions of type A

For initial conditions of type A, the equilibrium distribution of the ideal chain [Eq. (B1))]

can be used as p0(R). If the length defining the contact is smaller than the equilibrium dis-

tance between the monomers (ϵ ≤ aℓ1/2), the entropic force tends to break the contact and

the mean residence time has an expression [Eq. (C5)] that is in good agreement with the

simulations (Fig. 2). The agreement is better for small ϵ, corresponding to the approxima-

tion made to obtain Eq. (C5), and worsens as ϵ increases, showing a small downscale with

respect to the simulated points.

For aℓ1/2 of the order of ϵ, the predicted expression for τ can be approximated as [Eq.

(C8)]

τ ≈ 0.17ϵ2

D
− 0.06 ϵ a

D

√
ℓ, (6)

and it decreases with ℓ until for small ϵ/aℓ1/2 satisfies

τ =
ϵ2

15D

(
1 +

48

75

ϵ2

a2ℓ

)
. (7)

The simulated τ shows a weak dependence on ℓ for ϵ < aℓ1/2 (Fig. 2), always remaining

within the same order of magnitude. In fact, τ is convex and the steepest part of the curve

is that for which ϵ ≈ aℓ1/2 [Eq. (6)], where its slope remains small when 0.06a ≪ 0.17ϵ, that

is when the length ϵ of the contact is greater than the inter–monomer length a.

For large ℓ, the mean residence time saturates at ϵ2/15D because the dependence on ℓ

coming from τ(R) and from p0(R) cancels out. The decay is quite long range, scaling as ℓ−1.

The dependence of the mean residence time on ϵ is quite strong, showing a quadratic

behaviour [Eq. (6)] for the smaller ℓ.

7



B. Initial conditions of type B

The initial conditions of type B are defined by the conditional probability that a contact

will be formed at a given time, from which we start counting τ(R), provided that it has not

been formed at the previous time during the observation of the contact. If the system is

observed with time resolution ∆t, then the distribution of initial distances can be obtained

from the Chapman–Kolmogorov equation

p0(R) =

∫ ∞

0

dR′ p∆t(R, t+∆t|R′, t)p(R′, t|R′ > ϵ, t), (8)

where the second factor in the integral is the probability that the starting position of the

jump is R′, with no contact. It is calculated from the stationary distribution of an ideal

chain, assuming ℓ > (ϵ/a)2. The first term is the probability of making a jump from R′ to R.

It is calculated in the Onsager-Machlup approximation, assuming that ∆t is small enough

that the force does not change appreciably. We obtain (cf. Appendix C)

p0(R) ≈
√
π√

4D∆t

[
1− erf

(
ϵ−R

(4D∆t)1/2

)]
, (9)

which is independent on ℓ but has a strong dependence on ∆t (cf. Fig. S2 in the Supp.

Mat.). The mean residence time can be approximated [Eq. (C21)] for ℓ ≫ ϵ2/a2 as

τ ≈ ℓa2
√
π∆t

12ϵ2
√
D

[√
2πa2ℓ

3
e

3ϵ2

2a2ℓ erf

( √
3ϵ√
2a2ℓ

)
− 2ϵ

]
. (10)

The prediction of Eq. (10) is in qualitative agreement with the simulated points (blue

dot–dashed curves in Fig. 3). However, the prediction seems to be scaled down from the data

by a factor of ≈ 2. The reason is that the distribution p0(R) of initial distances predicted

by Eq. 9 is slightly different from the simulated data (Fig. S3 in the Supp. Mat.) and

the resulting τ is strongly dependent on p0(R). Fitting the parameters of p0(R) from the

simulation (Fig. S4 in the Supp. Mat.) instead of using the nominal values of ϵ and D∆t

leads to a better match of τ (black dashed curves in Fig. 3).

The variability of τ is much higher here than with initial conditions of type A (Fig. 3),

mainly because of the exponential term in Eq. (10). Moreover, the predictions become

unreliable for the leftmost points, where ϵ ≳ aℓ1/2, because the main approximation we did

[ϵ ≪ aℓ1/2 in Eq. (C5)] fails.
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In the limit of large ℓ, the mean residence time scales as

τ ≈
√
π∆tϵ

6
√
D

(
1 +

3

5

ϵ2

a2ℓ

)
. (11)

which reaches an asymptotic value different from that of initial condition A (Eq. C5) but

at similar values of ℓ.

The residence time depends on ∆t (Fig. S5 in the Supp. Mat.) because for initial

conditions B the initial distribution p0(R) depends on this quantity (Fig. S2). For large ∆t,

the starting conformation to calculate the residence time becomes independent of the instant

of contact formation and then p0(R) converges to that of initial conditions A. However in

this limit the contact can break and re–form within the non–observed time ∆t, making the

calculation of the residence time imprecise. Consequently we wish to choose ∆t as small

as possible. Note that it is not possible to evaluate the mean residence time in the limit

of ∆t → 0 because the Kramers solution from which we started the whole derivation [Eq.

(2)] is valid only in the overdamped regime ∆t ≫ m/γ, where m is the mass of the moving

monomer and γ its friction coefficient. To get a reasonable result for small times, one should

consider the inertia of the system, which would prevent the system from breaking the contact

immediately after it is formed.

IV. IDEAL CHAIN WITH ATTRACTING ENDS

The above treatment can be extended to the case of an ideal polymer whose ends interact

with a spherical–well attracting potential V (R) of width Rp and depth βEw. When ϵ < Rp,

the presence of the well has no effect on the mean residence time for any choice of the initial

conditions, and thus the expressions found above are still valid.

When ϵ > Rp, the residence time τ(R) starting from a given point R can be found

integrating Eq. (2), exploiting the fact that the potential V (R) is defined piece–wise. The

result [Eq. (D8)] can be written in the form

τ(R) = τ0(R) + τ1(R), (12)

where τ0(R) is that obtained for the ideal chain [Eq. (3)], while τ1(R) depends on V (R) and

has two different expressions depending on whether R is greater or less than Rp [Eq. (D9)].
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FIG. 2. Mean residence time of contacts in the ideal chain as a function of ℓ for different contact

definitions ϵ for the initial conditions of type A, calculated from simulations (colored symbols) and

predicted by Eq. (C5) (dot–dashed lines).

A particularly simple expression can be found for large ℓ, for which

τ(R) = τ0(R) +
R3

p

2D
(eβEw − 1)

(
1

max[R,Rp]
− 1

ϵ

)
. (13)

A mean residence time can be found using the expression valid for any value of ℓ [Eq.

(D8)] for the two choices of the initial conditions.

A. Initial conditions of type A

In this case, the initial probability p0(R) is Boltzmann distribution, controlled by the

entropic term of the polymer and the attractive energy V (R),

p0(R) =


R2

Z
e−

3R2

2ℓa2
+βEw if R < Rp

R2

Z
e−

3R2

2ℓa2 if R ≥ Rp,
(14)
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FIG. 3. Mean residence time of contacts in the ideal chain as a function of ℓ for different ϵ,

calculated from simulations (colored symbols) for initial condition B (∆t = 2.5). The dot–dashed

blue lines are the predictions of the model using the nominal parameters of the model, while the

dashed black lines are obtained fitting p0(R) from the simulations.

where the Z is the normalization factor [Eq. (D12)]. The expression of τ(R) [Eq. (12)] can

be integrated together with p0(R), obtaining a non–trivial expression made of four terms

[Eq. (D18)].

The agreement between the predictions of this expression and the simulated data is

quite good (dashed lines in Fig. 4). Of the four terms, one [called τS in Eq. (D15)] is

dominant when Ew ≫ kT , i.e. in typical situations when the contact is stable, because it is

proportional to e2βEw (Fig. S6). Keeping only this term, the agreement with the simulated

data is worse (dotted line in Fig. 4), but still useful considering the great simplification it

implies. In the limit of aℓ1/2 ≫ ϵ, it converges as ∼ ℓ−1 to

τ =
R2

p(ϵ−Rp)(e
βEw − 1)

3Dϵ[ϵ3 +R3
p(e

βEw − 1)]
, (15)

that can be used to obtain the values of Ew and Rp from experiments where the values of τ

associated to at least two different ϵ are observed.
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FIG. 4. Mean residence time of contacts in the chain with attracting ends as a function of the linear

separation ℓ for different definitions ϵ of the contact, predicted from initial conditions A (dashed

lines) and calculated from simulations (colored symbols). The dotted lines are the approximate

predictions keeping only the term τS . In this example Rp = 2.

Note that this approximation fails at ϵ → Rp, for which a different treatment is necessary

(Sect. IVC below).

B. Initial conditions of type B

If the residence time is calculated from a single continuous trajectory and if Rp ≪ ϵ, the

distribution p0(R) has the same form as that of the ideal chain [Eq. (9)]. In fact, in this

case the jumps that make the contact accumulate close to ϵ, where the interaction between

the ends of the chain does not yet act.

As a consequence, we can also approximate τ(R) [Eq. (D8)] in the neighbourhood of ϵ
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[Eq.(D22)] and integrate them, obtaining

τ ≈ τ 0 +
a2ℓ

√
π∆t

12ϵ2
√
D

(eβEw − 1)×(√
2π

3
aℓ1/2e

3ϵ2

2a2ℓ erf

(
3Rp

2aℓ1/2

)
− 2Rpe

3(ϵ2−R2
p)

2a2ℓ

)
, (16)

where τ 0 is the mean residence time of the ideal chain [Eq. (10)]. Both these two terms

behave as ∼ 1
ℓ
for large ℓ, meaning that the asymptotic behaviour of the mean residence

time is qualitatively the same of the ideal chain.

Equation (16) agrees quite well with the simulated residence times (dashed lines in Fig.

5). If ϵ is small enough, the term τ 0 can be neglected (dotted lines in Fig. 5). In this

case, the second term of Eq. (16) can be used to obtain the values of Ew and Rp from an

experimental trajectory, collecting the residence times for two different values of ϵ.

In the case aℓ1/2 ≫ ϵ, the residence time is even simpler and gives

τ ≈ τ 0 +
R3

p

√
π∆t

ϵ2
√
D

(eβEw − 1), (17)

where the dependence on ℓ in the second term cancels out.

The curves defined by τ at different values of ϵ (e.g. ϵ = 3 and ϵ = 5 in Fig. 5) may

overlap. In fact, τ as a function of ϵ [Eq. (D7)] is non-monotonic for any given R, with a

local maximum at ϵmax = Rp + ∆R (Fig. S7), where ∆R =
√
4Ddt. In other words, for

large ϵ the residence time can be long because the system can sample a larger space, while

for small ϵ it can be long because it is easier to fall into the energy well.

C. Case ϵ ≈ Rp

If we know the width of the energy well, we can study the mean residence time using

ϵ ≈ Rp. This case is tricky because the potential we are using has a discontinuity in Rp. If

we set ϵ = Rp, we are predicting the time needed to reach the boundary of the well without

crossing it. In fact, under this condition τ would give the same expression τ0(R) as the

ideal chain, independent of Ew. Moreover, the approximation of Eq. (15) no longer works

because it goes to zero in the limit of ϵ → Rp.

One way to get reasonable results without increasing the complexity of the potential

function is to set ϵ = Rp + δR, where δR > 0. Assuming that the well is deep enough

13



FIG. 5. Mean residence time of contacts of the interacting chain as a function of ℓ predicted for

initial conditions of type B (dashed line, ∆t = 2.5) and calculated from simulations (coloured

symbols). The dotted curves are the approximate predictions obtained by keeping only the term

related to τ0(R).

(Ew ≫ kT ) and that Rp ≪ aℓ1/2, we obtain [Eq. (15)]

τ =
1

3D

R2
p δR

δR +Rp

eβEw , (18)

which has the form of the Arrhenius equation and describes the opening of the contact as a

thermally activated event, independent of the length of the polymer. The value of δR has

a lower bound given by the validity condition of the Fokker-Planck equation, of which Eq.

(2) is the solution, namely δR ≳ (Dm/γ)1/2, where m is the mass and γ is the coefficient

of friction of the monomer; this value corresponds to the distance travelled by the monomer

due to its inertia, which is otherwise neglected in our treatment. If the well is deep and thin

(Rp → 0), the mean residence time converges to

τ =
R2

p e
βEw

3D
, (19)

independent of δR.
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An interesting question is what is the value of ϵ = Rp for which the Arrhenius–like

behaviour (18) holds. Simulations with ϵ < 2 are computationally demanding because it is

difficult to collect statistics. For Rp = ϵ = 2 we still observe a weak dependence on ℓ (Fig.

4) and is thus an upper bound to the Arrhenius-like behavior. We then suggest that this

occurs when Rp is of the order of the microscopic lengthscale of the system a = 1, defined

by the rest distance between consecutive monomers.

For p0(R) corresponding to initial conditions of type B [Eq. (9)], we face a similar problem

and we solve it similarly to the case of initial conditions of type A, defining ϵ = Rp + δR

and taking the limit of Ew ≫ kT [Eq. (D25)]. For aℓ1/2 ≫ Rp we find the same result as

that of initial conditions A [Eq. (18)]. This is not unexpected, because if the well dominates

the dynamics and we use the correct definition of its width, the diffusion of the monomers

within the well becomes irrelevant.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The residence time of contacts in polymers is an important feature of many biological

systems [10, 13], although it is difficult to measure in single molecule experiments due to

the lack of a precise definition of a contact length based on a molecular understanding of

the systems of interest. We modelled the mean residence time τ in two simple cases, that

of an ideal chain and that of a chain with attracting ends, studying how it depends on the

definition of a contact. For a strongly interacting polymer, τ is that given by Arrhenius

equation only if the defined contact length is equal to the width of the energy well that

causes the interaction and if the polymer is long enough. Anyway, we obtain some equations

that allows one to recover the energy and the width of the well from measurements with

arbitrary contact definition.

Even in the simple cases of a non–interacting chain and a polymer with attracting ends,

some approximations are necessary to obtain an analytic expression for the mean residence

time. Among them, there is the assumption that the motion of the distance R that de-

fines a contact is the slowest dynamical mode of the system, so that one can describe its

dynamics as a Markovian diffusion, and the approximation of neglecting the inertia of the

system, using the Kramers formalism that derives from overdamped Langevin equations.

The agreement between the predictions of the theory and the results of the simulations,
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which are not affected by these approximations, suggests that the approximations made are

valid. Moreover, in all the cases we have analysed, the agreement with the simulation worsen

as ϵ is increased. This a consequence of the fact that in multiple points of the derivation,

we assumed ϵ ≪ R0, meaning that the length that defines a contact is much smaller than

the equilibrium distance. This is indeed the typical case, in which the entropic force tends

to disrupt the contact.

The mean residence time is not an intrinsic property of the system, but depends on

the initial conditions of the specific experiment. We tested two initial conditions, where

the chain is either in an equilibrium state conditioned to the formation of the contact, or

the chain has just formed a contact. The latter, in particular, is the typical case of an

experiment in which a long dynamical trajectory is studied by identifying when the contact

is formed and is broken. To be noted that in this case, the result depends on the time

interval ∆t between the observations, and thus on the observer. The mean residence times

have a different functional form with respect to the parameters of the system for the two

types of initial conditions.

The mean residence time has in general a decreasing dependence on the length ℓ of the

polymer that saturates for large ℓ. This combines the dependence on ℓ of the residence time

for any given initial point, caused by molecular diffusion within the definition range of the

contact, with that of the distribution of initial points. We find repeatedly a ℓ−1 dependence

for both types of initial conditions we considered. This means that it affects even very long

polymers, or pairs of monomers that are very distant along the chain.

Different scaling laws with scaling exponents between −2 and −0.5 are found in exper-

iments [6, 7]. We found an intermediate value for simple homopolymeric models that do

not describe the complex network of system dependent interactions that stabilise the exper-

imental system. Therefore, we suggest that the exponents found experimentally are not a

general polymer property, but are associated with the specific molecular system. In other

words, the exponent −1 is that expected in a polymeric contact if no other mechanisms are

present. It is the reference exponent that can be used to evaluate from experiments where

ℓ is varied if other specific mechanisms are at work.

The ℓ–dependence of the residence time arises when there is a dynamics within the length

that defines the contact. On the other hand, the approximation sometimes used in Markov

models, which describes the opening of a contact as a length independent Poisson process,
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is only reasonable under the strict hypothesis that the bound state is unique.

Appendix A: Simulation details

All the simulations are performed using the LAMMPS software [18] for molecular dynam-

ics. The dynamics of an ideal chain is simulated using N beads with fixed mass m = 103

and the interaction with the background implicit solvent is modelled with the Langevin

equations [20],

mr̈i = fi − γṙi + ηi(t), (A1)

where fi is a component of the inter-particle forces, γ is the friction coefficient, ηi(t) is

a random force satisfying extracted from a Gaussian distribution with zero average and

ηi(t)ηj(t′) = 2γkBTδ(t − t′)δij. The Langevin equation is integrated numerically using a

velocity–Verlet algorithm with time step δt = 0.25. Both the friction coefficient and the mass

of the particles is set equal to 103 (in their respective LAMMPS units). The temperature is

set such that kBT = 1. In this way, the damping time is τd = m/γ = 1 and the diffusion

coefficient D = kBT/γ = 10−3.

Each bead (excluding the head and tail of the chain) is bonded to the two neighbouring

beads via a harmonic potential with constant k = 100 and rest length a = 1. Simulations are

initiated from random conformations with a Maxwell–Boltzmann distribution of velocities.

We performed 20 independent simulations of an ideal chain of length (N = 1000 beads),

studying the dynamics of all pairs of monomers separated by linear length ℓ ≤ N . We

checked that this is equivalent to monitoring the distance between pairs of monomers at the

ends of polymers of length ℓ (cf. Fig. S8 in the Supp. Mat.). Each simulation is equilibrated

for 107 steps; after equilibration, the dynamics is simulated for additional 105 steps, saving

the conformation every 10 steps.

In the case of a polymer with interacting ends we performed a single long simulation of

108 steps for each polymer of length ℓ (saving the trajectory every 10 steps). In this case,

we added to the ideal chain an attractive interaction between the ends of the polymer with

the form (Fig. S9 in the Supp. Mat.)

V (R) =
Ew

1 + e−
R−Rp

b

− Ew, (A2)

where βEw sets the depth of the well and a defines the width of the increasing region. The
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value of the potential depth has been set to Ew = 2 in our simulation. This value is low

enough to make the opening and closing of the ring frequent while still affecting significantly

the typical duration of contacts. Finally, the value of the width parameter has been set to

b = 0.01, small enough to make the potential effective only in a small region around Rp but

high enough to avoid instabilities with the numerical integration.

We did not try to transform LAMMPS units to real–life ones, since this study is rather

general and we do not describe a specific molecular system. Anyway, if we deal with DNA

or RNA hairpins, we can interpret the lengths in our simulations in nanometers (a ≈ 0.5

nm) and the times in microseconds (∆t ≈ 0.25 µs). In this way, the simulated residence

times of the contacts are of the same order as those found in experiments [6, 7].

The distribution of residence times (Fig. 1) depends on ℓ for both initial conditions A

and B. Typically, it has a power–law distribution t−α with small exponent (α ≲ 1) at short

times and an exponential cutoff, making the mean residence time finite.

Appendix B: Effective model for the ideal chain

The effective force f(R) that acts between pairs of monomers is due to the entropy of the

polymer. The density of the end–to–end difference vectors R in an ideal chain, arising from

the central limit theorem, is

Ω(R) =

(
2πℓa2

3

)−3/2

exp

[
−3|R|2

2ℓa2
,

]
, (B1)

which produces an effective energy

Ũ(R) = −kT log Ω(R) = kT
3|R|2

2ℓa2
+ const (B2)

and thus an effective force f̃ = −∇Ũ .

The Fokker–Planck equation that controls the probability p̃(R, t) as a function of the

vector R is
∂p̃(R, t)

∂t
= − D

kT
∇
(
f̃ p̃(R, t)

)
+D∇2p̃(R, t). (B3)

In spherical coordinates (R, θ, ϕ), the Fokker–Planck equation can be written as

∂p̃(R, θ, ϕ, t)

∂t
= − D

kT R2

∂

∂R
[R2f̃(R, θ, ϕ)p̃(R, θ, ϕ, t)] +D

1

R2

∂

∂R
[R2 ∂

∂R
p̃(R, θ, ϕ, t)] + . . . ,

(B4)
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where the dots indicate the derivatives with respect to θ and ϕ and f̃ is the radial component

of the force. Since the force associated with Eq. (B2) depends only on the radial coordinate,

one can study the probability as a function of the scalar R = |R| only,

p(R, t) = 4πR2P̃ (|R|, t), (B5)

thus

1

4πR2

∂p(R, t)

∂t
= − D

kT R2

∂

∂R

[
R2f̃(R)

p(R, t)

4πR2

]
+D

1

R2

∂

∂R

[
R2 ∂

∂R

p(R, t)

4πR2

]
. (B6)

Multiplying by 4πR2 and performing the inner derivative in the diffusive term,

∂p(R, t)

∂t
= − D

kT

∂

∂R
[f̃(R)p(R, t)] +D

∂

∂R

[
− 2

R
p(R, t) +

∂p(R, t)

∂R

]
, (B7)

and eventually the 1–dimensional equation

∂p(R, t)

∂t
= − D

kT

∂

∂R

[(
f̃(R) +

2kT

R

)
p(R, t)

]
+D

∂2

∂R2
p(R, t), (B8)

which contains the spurious drift 2kT/R, which can be regarded as derivative of the effective

potential −kT logR2. This equation can be rewritten as

∂p(R, t)

∂t
= − D

kT

∂

∂R
[f(R)p(R, t)] +D

∂2

∂R2
p(R, t), (B9)

with f(R) = −dU/dR and

U(R) = kT

[
3R2

2ℓa2
− logR2

]
. (B10)

Appendix C: Residence time for the ideal chain

We start from the solution of Kramers equation for a 1–dimensional system in the radial

coordinate

τ(R) =
1

D

∫ ϵ

R

dR′ eβU(R′)

∫ R′

0

dR′′ e−βU(R′′), (C1)

that we solve using the potential of Eq. (B10),

τ(R) =
1

D

R2
0

4

∫ ϵ

R

dR′
[
−2R′ exp

(
−R′2

R2
0

)
+
√
πR0erf

(
R′

R0

)] exp(R′2

R2
0

)
R′2

=
1

6D

[
ϵ2 2F2

(
ϵ2

R2
0

)
−R2

2F2

(
R2

R2
0

)]
,

(C2)
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where we defined R0 =
√

2ℓa2

3
.

For initial conditions of type A, we have to integrate τ(R) with the distribution of Eq.

(B5),

τ =
4π

6DA(ϵ, ℓ)

(
1

πR2
0

)3/2 ∫ ϵ

0

dR

[
ϵ2 2F2

(
ϵ2

R2
0

)
−R2

2F2

(
R2

R2
0

)]
R2e

−R2

R2
0 . (C3)

where we defined

A(ϵ, ℓ) = 4π

(
1

πR2
0

)3/2 ∫ ϵ

0

dRR2 exp

[
−R2

R2
0

]
=

=
1√
πR0

(
−2ϵ exp

[
− ϵ2

R2
0

]
+
√
πR0erf

[
ϵ

R0

]
.

) (C4)

For small ϵ/R0, the approximation 2F2(R
2/R2

0) ≈ 1+ R2

5R2
0
is rather good down to R0 ≈ ϵ (cf.

Fig. S10), and one can obtain

τ =
1

12D
√
πR0A(ϵ, ℓ)

(
ϵ(9R2

0 + 2ϵ2) exp

(
− ϵ2

R2
0

)
−

√
π(45R4

0 − 20R2
0ϵ

2 − 4ϵ4)

10R0

erf

[
ϵ

R0

])
,

(C5)

which for ϵ ≪ R0, to the fifth order in ϵ/R0, is

τ ≈ ϵ2

15D

(
1 +

16

35

ϵ2

R2
0

)
, (C6)

while for ϵ ≈ R0 is

τ ≈ 21h− 110

120(h− 2)

ϵ2

D
− 49h2 − 222h+ 112

60(h− 2)2
(R0 − ϵ)ϵ

D
≈ 0.10ϵ2

D
− 0.07

(R0 − ϵ)ϵ

D
, (C7)

where h ≡
√
π · e · erf(1). Rewriting the expression as a function of ℓ we get

τ ≈ 0.17ϵ2

D
− 0.06

ϵa
√
ℓ

D
. (C8)

For initial conditions of type B, we have to calculate the distribution of initial distances

p0(R). We employed the Chapman–Kolmogorov equation (8)

p0(R) =

∫ ∞

0

dR′ p∆t(R, t+∆t|R′, t)p(R′, t|R′ > ϵ, t), (C9)

using the conditional probability

p(R′, t|R′ > ϵ, t) =
4√
πR3

0

R′2 exp
[
−R′2

R2
0

]
θ(R′ − ϵ)∫∞

ϵ
dRR2 exp

[
−R2

R2
0

] =
4√
πR3

0

R′2 exp
[
−R′2

R2
0

]
θ(R′ − ϵ)

1− A(ϵ, ℓ)

(C10)
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obtained from the stationary distribution of the distances in the ideal chain, properly nor-

malised. Here we defined θ a step function that forces the conditional probability to zero

for distances at which the contact is already formed.

The maximum of the conditional probability is at

R′ =

ϵ if ϵ < R0

R0 if ϵ ≥ R0 .
(C11)

Furthermore, we used the Onsager–Machlup conditional probability

p∆t(R, t+∆t|R′, t) =
1

(4πD∆t)1/2
exp

[
−(R′ −R− f(R′)D∆t/kT )2

4D∆t

]
(C12)

that holds if ∆t is small with respect to the motion timescale of the system, ∆t ≪

min[kTϵ/fD), ϵ2/D].

The Chapman–Kolmogorov integral cannot be calculated simply using Eq. (C12). How-

ever, for large ℓ and small ϵ, the maximum of Eq. (C10) is the very point at which f(R′) = 0,

so we can neglect the last term in the exponential of Eq. (C12). Moreover, Eq. (C10) can

be rewritten as

p(R′, t|R′ < ϵ, t) =
4√
πR0

exp
[
−R2

R2
0
+ 2 log R′

R0

]
θ(R′ − ϵ)

1− A(ϵ, ℓ)
. (C13)

Now, one can write log R′

R0
= log

[
1 + R′−R0

R0

]
, that can be approximated with R′−R0

R0
close to

the maximum of the conditional probability. Thus,

p(R′, t|R′ < ϵ, t) ≈ 4

e
√
πR0

exp

[
−
(

R′−R0

R0

)2]
θ(R′ − ϵ)

1− A(ϵ, ℓ)
(C14)

and

p0(R) =
2

eπR0(D∆t)1/2(1− A(ϵ, ℓ))

∫ ∞

ϵ

dR′ exp

[
−
(
R′ −R0

R0

)2

− (R′ −R)2

4D∆t

]
(C15)

This can be integrated exactly because it has a Gaussian integrand. However, one can give

an estimate of the integrand in the limit of small ∆t because in this case the only jumps

that can fall within R < ϵ according to Eq. (C12) are those starting close to ϵ. Then, the

latter term in the exponent is much larger than the former (for R < R′) and, normalizing

accordingly,

p0(R) ≈
√
π√

4D∆t

[
1− erf

(
ϵ−R

(4D∆t)1/2

)]
, (C16)
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which is independent on ℓ. This appears as a good approximation as compared to simulations

for ℓ ≫ 1 and ϵ ∼ 1 (Fig. S11).

The mean residence time can be calculated integrating

τ =

∫ ϵ

0

dR τ(R)p0(R), (C17)

together with Eqs. (C2) and (C16). This gives

τ =

√
π

12
√
D3∆t

∫ ϵ

0

dR

[
ϵ2 2F2

(
ϵ2

R2
0

)
−R2

2F2

(
R2

R2
0

)][
1− erf

(
ϵ−R

(4D∆t)1/2

)]
. (C18)

Both integration terms are peaked around ϵ. The former can be approximated around ϵ,

defining

g(R) = R2 · 2F2

(
R2

R2
0

)
, (C19)

under the assumption that ∆t is so small that only small jumps into the region R < ϵ can

occur from outside, as

dg

dR

∣∣∣∣
R=ϵ

· (ϵ−R) =
3R2

0

2ϵ2

[√
πR0e

ϵ2

R2
0 erf

(
ϵ

R0

)
− 2ϵ

]
(ϵ−R). (C20)

The integral is then, for small ∆t (i.e., when
√
D∆t ≪ ϵ),

τ ≈ R2
0

√
π∆t

8ϵ2
√
D

[√
πR0e

ϵ2

R2
0 erf

(
ϵ

R0

)
− 2ϵ

]
, (C21)

which, in the limit of large ℓ, scales as

τ ≈
√
π∆tϵ

6
√
D

(
1 +

2

5

ϵ2

R2
0

)
. (C22)

Appendix D: Ideal chain with attracting ends

Let’s introduce an attractive interaction between the ends of the polymer, modelled as a

square well

V (R) =

−Ew if R < Rp

0 if R ≥ Rp,
(D1)

so that the total potential is now

U(R) + V (R) =

kT
[
3R2

2ℓa2
− logR2 − βEw

]
if R < Rp

kT
[
3R2

2ℓa2
− logR2

]
if R ≥ Rp,

(D2)
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where β ≡ 1/kBT . For Rp > ϵ the potential has no effect on the residence time because

the potential is constant within the boundaries of the integrals of Eq. (2) and the results

already obtained for the ideal chain will still hold. In the opposite case, it is useful to split

the integrals in the two cases R < Rp and R ≥ Rp. In the former case we have

τ(R) =
1

D

[ ∫ Rp

R

dR′e−βEwP−1(R′)

∫ R′

0

dR′′eβEwP (R′′)+

+

∫ ϵ

Rp

dR′P−1(R′)

(∫ Rp

0

dR′′eβEwP (R′′) +

∫ R′

Rp

dR′′P (R′′)

)]
=

=
1

D

[∫ Rp

R

dR′P−1(R′)

∫ R′

0

dR′′P (R′′)+

+

∫ ϵ

Rp

dR′P−1(R′)

(∫ Rp

0

dR′′eβEwP (R′′) +

∫ R′

0

dR′′P (R′′)−
∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′)

)]
=

= τ0(R) +
eβEw − 1

D

∫ ϵ

Rp

dR′P−1(R′)

∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′)

(D3)

while when R ≥ Rp we obtain

τ(R) =
1

D

∫ ϵ

R

dR′P−1(R′)

(∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′)eβEw +

∫ R′

Rp

dR′′P (R′′)

)
=

=
1

D

∫ ϵ

R

dR′P−1(R′)

(∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′)eβEw +

∫ R′

0

dR′′P (R′′)−
∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′)

)
=

= τ0(R) +
eβEw − 1

D

∫ ϵ

R

dR′P−1(R′)

∫ Rp

0

dR′′P (R′′),

(D4)

where we worked on the integration boundaries to isolate the residence time τ0 of the ideal

chain, in absence of the attracting potential. Summing up, the residence time of the contact

as a function of R can be written as

τ(R) =

τ0(R) + eβEw−1
D

∫ ϵ

Rp
dR′P−1(R′)

∫ Rp

0
dR′′P (R′′) if R < Rp

τ0(R) + eβEw−1
D

∫ ϵ

R
dR′P−1(R′)

∫ Rp

0
dR′′P (R′′) if R ≥ Rp.

(D5)

When R < Rp, the second term is independent on R. Therefore, in this case the average

residence time is that of an ideal chain plus a constant that depends only on ϵ and ℓ. The
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integrals can be evaluated exactly, giving

τ(R) = τ0(R) +
eβEw − 1

4D
R2

0

(
√
πerf

(
Rp

R0

)
− 2

Rp

R0

e
−

R2
p

R2
0

)[√
π erfi

(
ϵ

R0

)
−

+
√
π erfi

(
Rp

R0

)
− R0

ϵ
e

ϵ2

R2
0 +

R0

Rp

e
R2
p

R2
0

] (D6)

for R < Rp and

τ(R) = τ0(R) +
eβEw − 1

4D
R2

0

(
√
πerf

(
Rp

R0

)
− 2

Rp

R0

e
−

R2
p

R2
0

)[√
π erfi

(
ϵ

R0

)
−

+
√
π erfi

(
R

R0

)
− R0

ϵ
e

ϵ2

R2
0 +

R0

R
e

R2

R2
0

] (D7)

when R ≥ Rp. The residence time of the contact can thus be written in the form

τ(R) = τ0(R) + τ1(R), (D8)

where we defined

τ1(R) =
eδ − 1

4D
R2

0

(
√
πerf

(
Rp

R0

)
− 2

Rp

R0

e
−

R2
p

R2
0

)[√
π erfi

(
ϵ

R0

)
−

+
√
π erfi

(
R
R0

)
− R0

ϵ
e

ϵ2

R2
0 +

R0

R
e

R2

R2
0

] (D9)

with R = max[R,Rp]. The residence time τ1(R) in the former case, independent of R, will

be simply written as τ1. Examples of these functions are shown in Fig. S12 for different

values of the genomic distance ℓ and compared with the corresponding curves for the ideal

chain.

It can be instructive to evaluate the residence time in the limit R0 → ∞, which gives

τ(R) =

τ0(R) + eβEw−1
2D

R3
p

(
1
Rp

− 1
ϵ

)
if R < Rp

τ0(R) + eβEw−1
2D

R3
p

(
1
R
− 1

ϵ

)
if R ≥ Rp.

(D10)

Finally, we have to average τ(R) over the probability distribution of the initial distances,

obtaining two different results for initial conditions A and B.

For initial conditions of type A, we use as p0(R) the stationary probability distribution

of the polymer, limited to the region R ≤ ϵ. The distribution p0(R) becomes

p0(R) =


eβEwR2

Z
e
−R2

R2
0 if R < Rp

R2

Z
e
−R2

R2
0 if R ≥ Rp,

(D11)
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where the normalization constant is

Z =

R2
0

[
(eβEw − 1)(

√
πR0erf

(
Rp

R0

)
− 2Rpe

−
R2
p

R2
0 ) +

√
πR0erf

(
ϵ
R0

)
− 2ϵe

− ϵ2

R2
0

]
4

. (D12)

Examples of this distribution are displayed in Fig. S13, for two different values of ℓ.

The integral that gives the mean residence time is composed of four terms,

τ =
1

Z
eβEw

∫ Rp

0

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 τ(R) +

1

Z

∫ ϵ

Rp

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 τ(R) =

=
1

Z
eβEw

∫ Rp

0

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 (τ0(R) + τ1) +

1

Z

∫ ϵ

Rp

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 (τ0(R) + τ1(R)) .

(D13)

The first term is computed using the approximated expression

τ0(R) ≈ 1
6D

(
ϵ2 −R2 + 1

5R2
0
(ϵ4 −R4)

)
that holds for R0 ≫ ϵ, the same that we used for the

ideal chain, obtaining

τR =
1

Z
eβEw

∫ Rp

0

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 τ0(R) =

1

Z

eβEw

480D

(
2Rpe

−
R2
p

R2
0

(
45R2

0+

+ 10R2
0(3R

2
p − 2ϵ2) + 4(R4

p − ϵ4)
)
+
√
πR0(45R

4
0 − 20R2

0ϵ
2 − 4ϵ4)erf

(
Rp

R0

))
.

(D14)

In the second term, τ1 does not depend on R and it can be moved out of the integral, giving

τS =
1

Z
eβEwτ1

∫ Rp

0

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 =

1
Z
eβEw(eβEw − 1)R3

0

16D

(
√
πR0erf

(
Rp

R0

)
− 2Rpe

−
R2
p

R2
0

)2

·

·

(
√
π erfi

(
ϵ

R0

)
−
√
π erfi

(
Rp

R0

)
− R0

ϵ
e

ϵ2

R2
0 +

R0

Rp

e
R2
p

R2
0

)
. (D15)

The third term is similar to the first, with just different integration boundaries, and gives

τT =
1

Z

∫ ϵ

Rp

dRR2e
−R2

R2
0 τ0(R) =

=
1
Z

480D

(
10ϵR2

0e
− ϵ2

R2
0 (9R2

0 + 2ϵ2)− 2e
−

R2
p

R2
0 Rp

(
45R4

0 + 10R2
0(3R

2
p − 2ϵ2)+

+ 4(R4
p − ϵ4)

)
+
√
πR0(45R

4
0 − 20R2

0ϵ
2 − 4ϵ4)
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To calculate the fourth term, we approximate τ1(R) ≈ eβEw−1
3D

R3
p

(
1
R
− 1

ϵ

)
for R0 ≫ ϵ, and

we obtain
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Putting together all these terms, we obtain an analytical expression

τ = t1 + t2 + t3 + t4 (D18)

that we test on the results of simulations in Fig. 4.

For Rp < ϵ and Ew ≫ kBT , the dominant term is always τS, corresponding to the

integration of τ1 (which accounts for the contribution of the energy well and is constant for

R < Rp) between 0 and Rp. However, when Rp = ϵ, the last term between brackets in τs

vanishes, and the dominant term becomes τR. This is the integral of the contribution of τ0,

that describes the motion as if it were in absence of an energy well. In fact, for ϵ → Rp τR

is independent on Ew. This is not what we want. The residence time we are looking for is

that to exit from the energy well, so to reach ϵ = Rp+ δR. For finite δR, assuming first that

Ew ≫ kT we obtain

τ =

eδ

(
√
πR0erf
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p
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e
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− e
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2

R2
0
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],
(D19)

that for large R0 is particularly simple,

τ =
R2

p δR eβEw

3DδR + 3DRp

, (D20)

and if the energy well is narrow (Rp ≪ δR) gives

τ =
R2

p e
βEw

3D
, (D21)

which has the form of the Arrhenius equation.

In the case of initial conditions of type B, we make again use of the p0(R) of Eq. (9). In

fact, since Rp < ϵ, the conditional probability p(R′, t|R′ > ϵ, t) of Eq. (C10) does not change

with respect to the ideal chain. Moreover, if Rp ≪ ϵ, also the jump probability is that of

the ideal chain in the region where most of the jumps land, so we can still use the form of

p0(R) found in Eq. (9), fitting its numerical parameters from the simulations, as done for

the ideal chain (Fig. S10).
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We can now average the residence time of Eqs. (D6) and (D7) over the distribution p0(R).

Since p0(R) is peaked around R = ϵ, we can use the expression of τ(R) for R > Rp and we

expand it around R = ϵ, obtaining

τ(R) ≈ τ0(R) +
eβEw − 1

4D

R2
0

ϵ2

(
√
πR0e
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R2
0 erf
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0

)
. (D22)

This expression can be integrated and we get
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, (D23)

where τ 0 is the average residence time of the contact for the ideal chain, Eq. (C21).

In the case R0 ≫ ϵ, the residence time is even simpler and gives

τ ≈ τ 0 +
4R3

p

√
π∆t

24ϵ2
√
D

(eβEw − 1), (D24)

where the dependence on ℓ in the second term cancels out.

This prediction fails when ϵ ≈ Rp; in fact, in this case the starting distance R falls inside

the well and we must perform the average over p0(R) using the definition of τ(R) for R < Rp

(Eq. D9). In this case, τ(R) is just τ0(R) plus a term that does not depend on R, meaning

that no further integration over the distribution of the initial distances is needed and the

average contact duration can be written as

τ = τ 0 + τ1

= τ0 +
eβEw − 1

4D
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e
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(D25)

In the limit Ew ≫ kBT and for large R0 we obtain

τ =
R2

p δR eβEw

3DδR + 3DRp

, (D26)

which is the same expression found for initial condition A. This makes sense since this is the

case where the attractive energy of the well is dominant over the entropic potential. There-

fore, the diffusive motion inside the contact cutoff does not play any role and the contact
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duration simply reflects the time required to overcome the energy barrier, and independent

of the starting distance R.
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