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We investigate the concentration dependence of surfactant diffusion in wormlike micellar solutions using dis-
sipative particle dynamics simulations. The simulations show that the self-diffusion coefficient of surfactants
exhibits a nonmonotonic dependence on the surfactant concentration, as observed in previous experiments.
We quantitatively reveal that this nonmonotonic behavior results from the competition between micellar
center-of-mass diffusion and surfactant diffusion within micelles by decomposing the mean-square displace-
ment of surfactants into the corresponding contributions. Furthermore, our detailed analyses demonstrate how
the competition between the two diffusion mechanisms is governed by the aggregation number distribution,
the dynamics of individual surfactants and micelles, and the kinetics of micellar scission and recombination.

I. INTRODUCTION

Surfactants consist of hydrophilic and hydrophobic
components and self-assemble into micelles above a criti-
cal concentrationd Micelles exhibit various morphologies,
including spherical, rodlike, and wormlike structures, de-
pending on the surfactant type and the environmental
conditions. Among these, wormlike micelles have chain-
like structures resembling linear polymers. As a result,
wormlike micelles can impart pronounced viscoelasticity
to solutions 2 Despite their structural similarity, certain
dynamical properties of wormlike micelles are distinctly
different from those of polymers due to the reversible
scission and recombination of micelles. For instance, the
linear viscoelasticity of concentrated wormlike micellar
solutions is well described by the Maxwell model due
to the relaxation process associated with micellar scis-
sion and recombination™ Another notable example is
the self-diffusion coefficient of surfactants in micellar so-
lutions, which exhibits a nonmonotonic dependence on
the surfactant concentration ™4 This phenomenon can-
not be explained by polymer theory® As highlighted by
these examples, understanding the role of scission and re-
combination in micellar solutions remains an important
area of research.

To date, several studies have investigated the self-
diffusion coefficient D of surfactants in micellar solu-
tions to characterize the dynamical behavior of mi-
celles. In particular, the intriguing nonmonotonic de-
pendence of D on the surfactant concentration has at-
tracted attention ™14 Nilsson et al reported that D of
nonionic surfactants exhibited a nonmonotonic depen-
dence on the concentration by using pulsed-gradient spin
echo (PGSE). Morié et al*4 measured D of cetylpyri-
dinium chlorate (CPClO3), an ionic surfactant, with flu-
orescence recovery after photobleaching (FRAP). They
found that above the entanglement concentration, D de-
creased to a minimum value, while a further increase
in the concentration led to a subsequent rise in D.

Ott et al®® investigated D in reverse wormlike micellar
solutions of the lecithin-isooctane-water system using
FRAP. They observed that D increased with lecithin
concentration when the water-to-lecithin molar ratio was
above a certain value.

Several models have been proposed to explain the dif-
fusion behavior of surfactants in wormlike micellar so-
lutions. Cates? proposed a model that combines scis-
sion and recombination with reptation dynamics. Turner
et al1% modified this theory by considering “bond in-
terchange” and “end interchange” processes. In these
models, D is a monotonically decreasing function of
the concentration, whereas experiments showed that D
increased at high concentrations. This inconsistency
between theories and experiments originates from the
lack of surfactant diffusion within micelles in theoretical
models. To incorporate the contribution of surfactant
molecules themselves, Jonstréemer et all” adopted the
cell-diffusion model ¥ Kato et all? assumed that surfac-
tants diffuse within a micelle along its contour and mi-
grate to adjacent micelles with a certain timescale Tyg.
In the high concentration regime, they neglected the con-
tribution of the micellar center-of-mass diffusion and pro-
posed that D can be written as D ~ Dy o< (d?)/Tmig,
where Dy represents the diffusion coefficient of surfac-
tants based on the intra-micellar diffusion and inter-
micellar migration, and (d?) is the mean-square dis-
tance between the center of mass of two adjacent mi-
celles. Since Ty decreases faster than (d?) with increas-
ing the concentration, this model successfully reproduced
the increasing behavior of D in the high concentration
regime. Later, Kato et al™ extended the theory to ex-
plain the whole concentration range by expressing D as
D = D, + Dg, where D, is the self-diffusion coefficient of
micelles. Similarly, Schmitt and Lequeuxt? reported that
the competition between the micellar diffusion and the
surfactant diffusion on micelles is responsible for the non-
monotonicity of D by relying on experimental data and
phenomenological models. Although these phenomeno-
logical models successfully explained the nonmonotonic-
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ity of D, their assumptions have yet to be directly con-
firmed, particularly regarding the detailed dynamics of
surfactants within micelles and the kinetics of micellar
scission and recombination. While molecular simulations
offer a promising approach for analyzing the detailed be-
havior of individual molecules, no previous study has sys-
tematically examined the concentration dependence of D
in micellar solutions.

This study aims to directly reveal the physical mecha-
nism underlying the nonmonotonic dependence of D on
the surfactant concentration using molecular simulations.
Since the enhanced diffusivity at high concentrations is
attributed to the surfactant diffusion within micelles and
micellar kinetics UL it i necessary to investigate
micelles composed of surfactants over a sufficiently long
timescale to observe a number of scission and recombi-
nation events. For this purpose, we adopt the dissipa-
tive particle dynamics (DPD) method %! In DPD sim-
ulations, surfactants and water are explicitly considered
with a relatively low computational cost due to coarse-
graining and soft repulsive interactions. Using the DPD
method, previous studies have examined various aspects
of surfactant micelles, including their morphology, dy-
namics, kinetics, and rheology2228 In the present study,
DPD simulations demonstrate that D varies nonmono-
tonically with the surfactant concentration at various
temperatures, consistent with experimental observations.
To explore the origin of the nonmonotonic behavior of
D, we decompose the mean-square displacement of sur-
factants into contributions from micellar center-of-mass
diffusion and surfactant diffusion within micelles. A key
aspect of this study is the systematic investigation of the
dynamical properties of individual surfactants and mi-
celles, including micellar center-of-mass diffusion, surfac-
tant diffusion within a given micelle, and the lifetime and
recombination time of micelles. These detailed statistics
allow us to elucidate the physical mechanism underlying
the nonmonotonic variation of D.

1. METHODS

In this study, we perform molecular simulations of non-
ionic surfactant solutions using the DPD method2%21
A single DPD particle represents a group of atoms and
molecules. Each DPD particle obeys Newton’s laws of
motion. There are four types of forces in our DPD simu-
lations: repulsive, dissipative, random, and bonded. The
surfactant model consists of a hydrophilic head particle
and two hydrophobic tail particles, which are connected
by the bond force Fi];’ expressed as

Ff = —ky(|rij| — req)€ij, (1)

where k, is the spring constant, roq is the equilibrium
bond distance, Tij =T — Ty, and €ij = rij/|rij| with T
being the position of the i-th particle. Further details of
the DPD simulations can be found in previous publica-

tions2829 Tn the following, all quantities are nondimen-
sionalized by kgTy, m, and r., where kg is the Boltzmann
constant, Tj is the reference temperature, m is the mass
of the DPD particle, and r. is the cutoff distance.

In this paper, the parameters of surfactant solutions
are chosen as follows: the total number of DPD parti-
cles is N = 648000; the number density of DPD par-
ticles is p = 3; the random force coefficient is o = 3;
the spring constant is ks = 50; the equilibrium bond
distance is 7oq = 0.8; the repulsive force coefficients be-
tween different types of particles are ap, = 25, apy = 60,
anw = 20, ayy = 25, ayw = 60, and ayw = 25, where h, t,
and w denote head, tail, and water particles, respectively.
We determine the values of the repulsive force coefficient
following Ref. 30, because wormlike micelles are formed
for sufficiently large volume fractions ¢. Figure [1| shows
snapshots of surfactant solutions for ¢ = 0.01, 0.05, and
0.15 with kT = 1. Although most micelles are spherical
or rodlike at ¢ = 0.01, the lowest value considered in this
study, an increase in ¢ promotes surfactant aggregation,
leading to the formation of wormlike micelles, as quan-
titatively demonstrated below (see Fig. [5). Note that,
due to the soft-core potential used in the DPD method,
there is no entanglement effect in the considered system,
as previously reported in a study on polymers 2! We im-
plement a systematic parameter survey by changing the
temperature T" and surfactant volume fraction ¢. When
varying T, the dissipative force coefficient v changes to
satisfy the fluctuation-dissipation relation 02 = 2ykpT.
We have confirmed that the results remain almost un-
changed when varying o instead of v within the consid-
ered range of T

We adopt the modified velocity Verlet method®# as the
time integration method. Here, the parameter A intro-
duced in this scheme and the time step At are set to
A = 0.65 and At = 0.04, respectively. These param-
eters result in sufficiently accurate temperature control.
DPD simulations are conducted in a cubic simulation box
of 60 x 60 x 60 with periodic boundary conditions. We
impose a random initial configuration and perform sim-
ulations for 12000-40000 time units depending on the
parameters, achieving statistically steady values of the
potential energy and the number of micelles. All the
analyses presented in this study are done after this ini-
tial equilibration. We perform all the DPD simulations
using our in-house code.

We define a micelle using a method employed in pre-
vious studies?#33 In this method, we judge that two
surfactant molecules belong to the same cluster if a hy-
drophobic particle of one surfactant molecule is within
rc(= 1) of a hydrophobic particle of the other. If a clus-
ter has an aggregation number N,g larger than a thresh-
old value ny;.(= 10), we regard the cluster as a micelle.
Micellar structures vary with the aggregation number
Nag: micelles are spherical for N,, < 50, rodlike for
50 S N, S 200, and wormlike or branched for N, 2 200
in the considered systems (see Fig. 12 in Ref[26)).



FIG. 1. Visualization of surfactant solutions for (a) ¢ = 0.01, (b) 0.05, and (c) 0.15. Hydrophilic and hydrophobic particles
are indicated in red and yellow, respectively. For clarity, water particles are omitted.

Il. RESULTS

We evaluate the mean-square displacement (MSD)
(Ar?(t)) of surfactant molecules to investigate their dif-
fusion behavior in micellar solutions. Here, Ar(t) =
r(t)—r(0) with 7(¢) being the center of mass of surfactant
molecules, and (-) denotes the ensemble average. Figure
shows (Ar2(t)) for various surfactant volume fractions ¢
and kpT. Note that (Ar2(t)) is vertically shifted by
the amount A for clarity. As reported in previous stud-
ies2027 (Ar2(t)) exhibits a crossover from subdiffusion,
where (Ar2(t)) oc t* with @ =~ 0.75(< 1), to normal dif-
fusion, where (Ar2(t)) o t, around the longest relaxation
time of micelles. In our systems, the subdiffusion expo-
nent a(~ 0.75) is larger than 1/2 predicted by the Rouse
model*# and slightly larger than 2/3 predicted by the
Zimm model 3% This trend is consistent with the MSD
of central monomers within polymer chains reported in a
previous study using DPD simulations®® However, it is
worth noting that, unlike in polymer systems, (Ar?(t))
(and consequently, the exponent «) reflects the combined
contributions of surfactants in micelles of various sizes as
well as the kinetics of micellar scission and recombina-
tion.

To systematically compare the diffusivity in different
systems, we evaluate the self-diffusion coefficient D of
surfactant molecules by fitting (Ar2(t)) to 6Dt in the
normal diffusion regime. Figure[3|shows D normalized by
kpT as a function of ¢ for various kgT. As ¢ increases, D
initially decreases and subsequently increases after reach-
ing a minimum. A similar nonmonotonic variation of D
with the surfactant concentration has been experimen-
tally reported in previous studies™™ We qualitatively
reproduce the nontrivial behavior of D observed in ex-
periments with coarse-grained molecular simulations, al-
though D does not show a drastic change, probably due
to the lack of entanglement in our systems. We have
confirmed that the system size is not an essential factor
contributing to the nonmonotonicity of D because the
nonmonotonic behavior is observed for different system
sizes (see Appendix A). Figure [3| also demonstrates that
this nonmonotonic dependence of D emerges for differ-
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FIG. 2. Mean-square displacement (Ar?(t)) of the center of
mass of surfactant molecules for (kgT, ¢) = (0.9,0.05) (blue),
(1,0.01) (orange), (1,0.05) (black), (1,0.15) (green), and
(1.2,0.05) (red), being vertically shifted by A = 1, 2, 4, 8,
and 16, respectively. The dotted and dashed lines indicate
(AT2(t)) oc t%7° and (Ar%(t)) o t, respectively.

ent values of kpT. Incidentally, D/kgT still exhibits
kpT dependence at fixed ¢ because temperature affects
not only the dynamics of surfactants but also the kinetics
of micellar scission and recombination, thereby altering
the distribution of N,.. As shown in a previous study2?
the mean number density of micelles increases with kgT
at fixed ¢, corresponding to an increased population of
small micelles. This kgT dependence of the aggregation
number distribution mainly contributes to the increase
in D/kpT with kgT. In the following, we focus on ¢
dependence of D in systems with kg7 = 1 because the
qualitative behavior is common for all values of kgT con-
sidered.

To reveal the physical mechanism underlying the non-
monotonic dependence of D on ¢, we decompose MSD
(Ar2(t)) of surfactants into two contributions: micellar
center-of-mass diffusion and surfactant diffusion relative
to the micellar center of mass. Previous model
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FIG. 3. Self-diffusion coefficient D of surfactant molecules
normalized by kgT as a function of the volume fraction ¢
of surfactants for kgT = 0.9 (blue square), 1 (black circle),
1.1 (orange triangle), and 1.2 (red diamond). The error bars
denote the standard deviations for three independent simula-
tions.

explained the nonmonotonicity of D by employing the re-
lation D = D, + Dg, where Dy, is the diffusion coefficient
of micelles and Dy is the diffusion coefficient associated
with surfactant diffusion within micelles. In the present
study, we directly evaluate the contributions of these two
diffusion mechanisms in our systems. Let us denote the
MSD (Ar?(t)) of surfactants by g(t). We define the con-
tribution gy, (¢) of micellar center-of-mass diffusion to g(t)

gm(t):</ovm(t’)dt’ > (2)

Here, vy, (t) is defined as the velocity of the micellar cen-
ter of mass:

1 Nag (1)
vm(t) = Nag(t) Jz::l ] (t)v (3)

where N,.(t) is the aggregation number of the micelle
at t to which the target surfactant belongs, and v;(¢)
denotes the velocity of the j-th surfactant belonging to
the micelle. Then, the contribution gs(¢) of surfactant
diffusion relative to the micellar center of mass is defined
as

gs(t) = g(t) - gm(t)' (4)

Since micelles are likely to undergo scission and recombi-
nation over t, gn, (t) and gs(¢) inherently reflect the effects
of these processes. To numerically compute g (t), the
trajectories of surfactants are sampled at discrete times
to = 0,t1 = dt,...,t, = ndt(= t), where 6t is a fixed
time interval. We introduce the micellar displacement

Ary, (tiy1 — t;) within §t as

Nag(ti)
1
Ary(tiyr —t;) = Noa (1) Y Ar(tipr —ti). (5)
ag\li) 3

Here, Ar;(t;11 —t;) denotes the displacement of the j-th
surfactant belonging to the micelle. It is worth empha-
sizing that although Ary,(t;4+1 — ;) does not correspond
to the exact displacement of the micellar center of mass
if scission or recombination occurs within [¢;,¢;41], we
choose a sufficiently short time interval 6t = 100At com-
pared with characteristic timescales of micellar scission
and recombination (see Fig. . By sequentially sum-
ming the displacement Ary,(¢;+1 — ¢;) within the short
interval 0t, we evaluate gp,(t) as
n—1 2
gm(t) = < D Arn(tin — ) > ~ (6)
i=0

We demonstrate the competition between micellar
center-of-mass diffusion and surfactant diffusion within
micelles through the decomposed form ¢(t) = gm(t) +
gs(t) of the MSD. Figure [4a) shows gy, (t) and gs(t) for
¢ = 0.05 with kgT = 1. For comparison, we also present
g(t), as shown in Fig. 2| For ¢ = 0.05, ¢g5(f) dominates
the subdiffusion at small ¢, whereas both g, (¢) and gs(¢)
contribute to the normal diffusion at large ¢. Again, it
is worth emphasizing that gs(¢) represents the contribu-
tion of surfactant diffusion within micelles combined with
scission and recombination processes. We define the de-
composed self-diffusion coefficients D, and Dy for these
two diffusion mechanisms by fitting ¢,,,(¢) and gs(¢) to
6Dt and 6Dgt, respectively. Figure b) shows Dy, and
Dy as functions of ¢ for kT = 1. Figure [4[b) demon-
strates that while Dy, is a monotonically decreasing func-
tion of ¢, Dy is a monotonically increasing function of ¢.
Consequently, as ¢ increases, the dominant contribution
shifts from Dy, to Dy, resulting in the nonmonotonic de-
pendence of D. To summarize, decomposition analysis
of MSD [Egs. and (4)] allows us to directly demon-
strate that the nonmonotonic dependence of D on ¢ re-
sults from the competition between micellar center-of-
mass diffusion and surfactant diffusion within micelles.
This finding is consistent with the assumptions of pre-
vious models LAY WWe have also confirmed that the
same crossover in the diffusion mechanism of surfactants
occurs for all considered values of kT (see Appendix B).

IV. DISCUSSION

In Sec. [[IT] we have revealed that the intriguing non-
monotonicity of D arises from the competition between
two diffusion mechanisms: micellar center-of-mass diffu-
sion and surfactant diffusion within micelles. This section
aims to elucidate the origin of this competition from the
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FIG. 4. (a) Decomposed MSD of surfactants for ¢ = 0.05
with kT = 1: blue solid line, gm(¢); red solid line, gs(t).
The black solid line indicates the MSD g(t)(= (Ar2(t))) of
surfactants (the same as in Fig. [2)). The dotted and dashed
lines indicate g(t) o< t>"® and g(t) o t, respectively. (b) De-
composed self-diffusion coefficient of surfactants normalized
by kpT: cross, Dm/kpT; half-filled diamond, Ds/kpT. The
filled circles indicate D/kgT (the same as in Fig. [3). The er-
ror bars denote the standard deviations for three independent
simulations.

perspective of the dynamics of individual micelles and
surfactants and the kinetics of micellar scission and re-
combination.

A. Micellar center-of-mass diffusion

This subsection focuses on the center-of-mass diffusion
of individual micelles to investigate the decreasing ten-
dency of D with increasing ¢, which results from the
monotonic decrease in the contribution D,, of micellar
center-of-mass diffusion [Fig. [f{b)]. As shown in Fig.
surfactants form larger micelles at larger values of ¢. Fig-
ure [5| shows the probability density function P(Nag) of

the aggregation number NV, of micelles for various ¢ with
kgT = 1. We confirm that P(N,s) monotonically in-
creases with ¢ for large N,g, indicating that there are
many large micelles in systems with large ¢.

We investigate how the micellar diffusivity depends
on N,, and ¢. Figure |§| shows the diffusion coefficient
Dy, (Nyg) of the center of mass of individual micelles as
a function of N, for various ¢. Since micelles with large
N, have short lifetimes, as shown later (see Fig. , it
is difficult to evaluate their MSD at large ¢. To address
this issue, we evaluate Dy, (Nag) as

1

Do) =3 [ (onlt) - onOwt, (1)

where vy, (t) is the velocity of the center of mass of mi-
celles and (-)n,, denotes the conditional ensemble av-
erage for fixed N,g. Note that (-)n,, does not include
the effect of scission and recombination processes. To
compute the conditional ensemble average for fixed Nag,
we use data from micelles with aggregation numbers in
the range [Nag — AN,g/2, Nag + AN,e/2] until the mi-
celles undergo scission or recombination. Here, AN,
is set to 0.1N,,, and the definition of micellar scission
and recombination is the same as in previous studies 26/27
We define scission (recombination) as an event in which
Nag of a micelle decreases (increases) by more than the
threshold value npic(= 10) within a given time inter-
val 6t(= 100At). Further details on the analysis of the
micellar center of mass are provided in Appendix C.
Figure [6] demonstrates that Dy, (Nag) monotonically de-
creases as N,g increases, indicating that larger micelles
have lower diffusivity. We also find that D,,(N,g) is
almost independent of ¢ for fixed N,g, which indicates
that inter-micellar interactions are not significant within
the considered concentration range. Therefore, the de-
crease in D, with increasing ¢ [Fig. [f{b)] is explained
by ¢ dependence of P(N,.) (Fig. |5) and N,, depen-
dence of Di(Nag) (Fig. [6), because the number of mi-
celles with large IV, increases with ¢, and they have
low Dy (Nag). Incidentally, Dy, (Nag) follows a power law
D (Nag) o< N .26, which is close to the prediction of the

139 and consistent with previous reports on
36

Zimm mode
hydrodynamic interactions in DPD simulations.

B. Surfactant diffusion within micelles

In this subsection, we investigate the detailed behavior
of individual surfactants when they belong to micelles.
To quantify the internal diffusion of surfactants within
micelles, we evaluate MSD (ArZ, (t))n,, of surfactants
relative to the micellar center of mass, defined as

(AT ()N, = (et () = rra (0) v, (8)

where r1(t) = r(t) — rm(t) is the relative vector be-
tween 7(t) and the center of mass 7,(t) of the mi-
celle to which the target surfactant belongs. Note that



0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

FIG. 5. Probability density function P(Na.g) of the ag-
gregation number N,z for ¢ = 0.01 (blue), 0.02 (orange),
0.05 (black), and 0.1 (red) with kT = 1.
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FIG. 6. Diffusion coefficient Dy, (Nag) of the micellar center
of mass as a function of the aggregation number N,g for ¢ =
0.02 (orange), 0.05 (black), and 0.1 (red) with kgT = 1. The
black dashed line indicates Du(Nag) o Nig®. The error
bars denote the standard deviations for three independent
simulations.

we perform conditional ensemble average based on N,g
for (ArZ,(t))n,,, which can be regarded as an elemen-
tary process of surfactant diffusion within micelles. Fig-
ure [7|shows (ArZ,(t))n,, for various N,g. For a given t,
(ArZ,(t))N,, increases with Nyg, indicating that surfac-
tants in larger micelles exhibit a faster diffusion relative
to the center of mass of micelles. Since the population
of large micelles increases with ¢ (Fig. , the enhanced
relative diffusion with N, can contribute to the increase
in D with ¢ [Fig. [4[b)]. It is worth emphasizing here
that the kinetics of micellar scission and recombination
is also a crucial factor influencing Dy, as discussed later

in Sec. VI C.
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FIG. 7. MSD (ArZ,(t))n,, of surfactant molecules relative to
the micellar center of mass for N,z = 30 (gray), 60 (orange),
100 (black), 200 (red), and 400 (blue) with kg7 = 1 and
é = 0.05.

We aim to identify the mechanism for the high rela-
tive diffusivity of surfactants in large micelles. For this
purpose, we focus on the distance §(t) between two sur-
factants belonging to the same micelle, which directly
characterizes the surfactant diffusion within micelles. We
monitor the time evolution of §(¢) of two surfactants
whose centers of mass are within 7. at the beginning,
as shown in Fig. Figure [J] shows the ensemble aver-
age (6%(t))n,, of 6%(t) for each N,g. We observe that
(6%(t))n,, increases with ¢, providing evidence that sur-
factants diffuse within micelles, which is a relevant pro-
cess assumed in previous models to explain the increas-
ing tendency of D10 For comparison, we also show
(ArZ, ()N, in Fig. @ Similarly to (Ar2,(t))n,, shown
in Fig. [7, (0°(t))n,, monotonically increases with Nog
for fixed ¢. Finally, (0%(t))n,, and (ArZ (t))n,, satu-
rate to the same value because in the long-time limit
t — oo, both quantities approach 2(rZ,)y,,. The in-
crease in (0%(t))n,, with N, indicates that the distance
between two surfactants in larger micelles grows larger.
Therefore, we conclude that the increase in (Ar2,(t))n,,
with N,g (Fig.|7) is mainly due to the surfactant diffusion
within micelles.

C. Micellar scission and recombination

Figure [ has demonstrated that the nonmonotonic be-
havior of D (Fig.[3]) arises from the competition between
micellar center-of-mass diffusion, which is a monotoni-
cally decreasing function of N,g (Fig. @7 and surfactant
diffusion within micelles, which is a monotonically in-
creasing function of N,, (Fig. . At small ¢, micellar
center-of-mass diffusion is the dominant mechanism due
to the prevalence of small micelles, whereas at large ¢,



FIG. 8. Visualization of two surfactant molecules (magenta
and blue) in a micelle (white) which are initially located
within 7. at (a) ¢ = 0 and move away from each other at
(b) ¢t = 112.
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FIG. 9. Mean-square distance (6°(t))n,, between two sur-
factant molecules in the same micelle with a fixed N,g for
N.g = 30 (gray), 60 (orange), 100 (black), 200 (red), and
400 (blue) with kT = 1 and ¢ = 0.05. The dashed lines in-
dicate the MSD (A7 (t)) n,, of surfactant molecules relative
to the center of mass of micelles (the same as in Fig. [7).

the dominant diffusion mechanism shifts to surfactant
diffusion within large micelles. However, without mi-
cellar kinetics, D would be a monotonically decreasing
function of ¢ because, in the long-time limit, surfactant
diffusion is eventually dominated by micellar center-of-
mass diffusion. For surfactant diffusion within micelles
to significantly contribute to the long-time surfactant dif-
fusion, recombination has to occur on a relatively short
timescale to facilitate the formation of diffusion paths. In
contrast, scission suppresses surfactant diffusion within
micelles by shortening diffusion paths. Thus, we have to
consider the effect of micellar scission and recombination.
Previous models assumed scaling laws for the lifetime of
micelles of average length?1? or the inter-micellar mi-
gration time of surfactants!® to derive the concentra-
tion dependence of D. In the present study, we directly
evaluate the lifetime and recombination time of micelles
for each N,g to explore the relationship between micellar
kinetics and surfactant diffusion.

We aim to understand the role of micellar scission and

recombination in the nonmonotonicity of D in terms of
their timescales. For this purpose, we focus on the com-
petition among the average micellar lifetime 75,(Nag), the
average micellar recombination time 7, (V,g), and the av-
erage internal diffusion time 74(N,g) of surfactants within
micelles. We evaluate 7,(Nag) and 7,(Nag) using the
same method as that employed in previous studies. 2627
To estimate 74(Nag), we introduce the autocorrelation
function Cy,, () of the relative vector 7..1(t) between the
surfactant position r(t) and the center of mass ry,(t) of
the micelle, defined as

<rrcl (t) * Trel (O)>N1g
<r1?e1>Nag . (9)

Figure [10| shows Cy,, (t) for various N,z. We find that
Cn,,(t) obeys an exponential function, similarly to the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process! We evaluate 74(N,g) by
fitting Cn,,(t) to Coexp{—t/7a(Nag)}. Here, 74(Nyg)
corresponds to the characteristic timescale of the sur-
factant diffusion within a given micelle with N,,. Note
that 74(Nag) does not include the effect of scission and
recombination at this point because Cy,, (t) describes the
relative diffusion of surfactants within micelles before the
micelles undergo scission and recombination.

We begin by considering the competition between scis-
sion and internal diffusion while leaving recombination
aside. For N, such that 74(Nag) < 75(Nag), since the
lifetime of micelles is longer than the time required for
surfactants to diffuse within micelles, surfactants can
fully diffuse within micelles, and the effective internal dif-
fusion time 75T (N,q) is equal to 74(Nag). In contrast, for
N,g such that 74(Nag) 2 7(Nag), since micelles break
before the internal diffusion has saturated, the surfac-
tant diffusion within micelles is restricted by scission,
and 75T (N,g) is bounded by 74(Nag), ie., 75T (Nyg) =~
Tp(Nag). Next, we consider the effect of recombina-
tion in addition to scission and internal diffusion. For
7 (Nag) 2 758 (N ), the internal diffusion of surfactants
saturates before recombination. Consequently, the mi-
cellar center-of-mass diffusion mainly contributes to the
surfactant diffusion. In contrast, for 7.(Nag) < 75 (N ),
micelles recombine with other micelles before the internal
diffusion has saturated. Together with this fast recombi-
nation, the contribution of the internal diffusion can be
dominant over the micellar center-of-mass diffusion. We
propose that this competition among 7,(Nag), Tr(Nag),
and 74(N,g) is related to the dominant diffusion mecha-
nism of surfactants.

To verify this scenario, Fig. |11|shows 74 (Nag), 7r(Nag),
and 74(N,g) with kgT = 1 for three values of ¢: ¢ =
0.02(< ¢*), ¢ = 0.04(~ ¢*), and ¢ = 0.1(> ¢*), where
D takes the minimum value at ¢ = ¢*. Note that we
show 74(Nag) and 7q(Nag) only for ¢ = 0.04 because
Ty (Nag) and 74(Nag) are almost independent of ¢ within
the considered range (see Appendix D). As reported in
previous studies,*®* 7,(N,,) and 7,(N,g) are decreas-
ing functions of N,; and exhibit 7,(Nag) N;g1 and
Tr(Nag) J\fa_g1 for large Nag due to the one-dimensional

Cn,, (1) =
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FIG. 10. Autocorrelation function Cy,, (t) of the relative vec-
tor rre1(t) between the surfactant position () and the cen-
ter of mass rm(t) of the micelle for kg7 = 1 and ¢ = 0.04
for Nag = 80 (gray), 100 (orange), 120 (black), 200 (red),
300 (blue), and 400 (magenta). The dashed lines indicate an
exponential fit to Cn,, (t).

growth of wormlike micelles. In addition, N,, depen-
dence of 7,.(N,e) remains nearly unchanged for differ-
ent values of ¢. We observe that 74(N,g) increases with
N,g, indicating the longer internal diffusion of surfactants
within larger micelles. Since 7,(Nag) and 74(N,g) inter-
sect at Nog ~ 250, Tjﬁ(Nag) ~ T4(Nag) for Nz S 250,
and 7SH(Nog) ~ 7,(Nag) for Nag = 250, as discussed
above. For ¢ = 0.02 (i.e., the decreasing region of D),
7 (Nag) 2 75 (Nag) holds regardless of N,g. This rela-
tion indicates that the internal diffusion of surfactants
within micelles is likely to saturate, and the contribution
of micellar center-of-mass diffusion dominates the surfac-
tant diffusion. In contrast, for ¢ = 0.04 (i.e., the point of
the minimum D), 7,,(Nag) =~ 75T (Nag) for Nug =~ 250 due
to the decrease in 7,(N,g) with increasing ¢. Accord-
ing to our scenario, the contribution of internal diffusion
begins to emerge prominently. For ¢ = 0.1 (i.e., the in-
creasing region of D), the relation 7.(Nag) < 75T (Nag)
is satisfied for a broader range of N,g, indicating that
the internal diffusion can be dominant over the micel-
lar center-of-mass diffusion. We have confirmed that the
same relationship among 7,(Nag), Tr(Nag), and 74(Nag)
holds for other kT (see Appendix E). Thus, we demon-
strate that in the region where D increases, micellar re-
combination occurs on a relatively fast timescale com-
pared with micellar scission and internal diffusion of sur-
factants.

V. CONCLUSION

We have conducted DPD simulations of nonionic sur-
factant solutions for various surfactant volume fractions
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FIG. 11. Average micellar lifetime 74(Nag) (circle), aver-
age micellar recombination time 7,(Nag) (square), and av-
erage internal diffusion time 74(Nag) (cross) of surfactants
within micelles as functions of the aggregation number Nag
for ¢ = 0.02 (blue), 0.04 (black), and 0.1 (red). For clar-
ity, 7p(Nag) and 74(Nag) are shown only for ¢ = 0.04. The
error bars denote the standard deviations for three indepen-
dent simulations.

¢ and temperatures T to investigate the concentration
dependence of the self-diffusion coefficient D of surfac-
tants. One of the most important conclusions is that D
changes nonmonotonically with ¢ (Fig.|3), as observed in
previous experiments . 4 We have directly demonstrated
that this nonmonotonicity of D is caused by the compe-
tition between micellar center-of-mass diffusion and sur-
factant diffusion within micelles by decomposing D into
the corresponding contributions D, and Dy (Fig. [4]).
Thus, our simulation results have quantitatively veri-

fied the physical mechanism assumed in previous mod-
ol TOTTITITY

We have explained this competition between the two
diffusion mechanisms by focusing on the aggregation
number distribution, the diffusion behavior of individ-
ual surfactants and micelles, and the kinetics of micel-
lar scission and recombination. Regarding micellar dif-
fusion, the diffusion coefficient D, (N,g) of the micel-
lar center of mass is a monotonically decreasing function
of N, (Fig. @, while the probability density function
P(N,g) of N, has demonstrated that the population
of large micelles increases with ¢ (Fig. [5)). Thus, mi-
cellar center-of-mass diffusion is responsible for the de-
crease in D. To understand the subsequent increase in
D due to surfactant diffusion within micelles, we have
evaluated the MSD (A7, (t)?) N., of the relative vector
Tre1(t) between the surfactant position r(¢) and the cen-
ter of mass 7, (t) of the micelle for each N, (Fig. [7).
For fixed t, (ATel(t)?) n,, increases with N, indicating
that surfactant diffusion within micelles is promoted in
large micelles. The time evolution of the distance §(t)
between two surfactants located in the same micelle has



provided evidence that surfactants indeed diffuse within
micelles (Figs. and@[). Thus, the increasing tendency of
D at large ¢ is based on the enhancement of surfactant
diffusion within micelles due to the formation of large
micelles.

We have also investigated the role of micellar scis-
sion and recombination in the competition between the
two diffusion mechanisms, because surfactant diffusion
within micelles cannot contribute to the long-time dif-
fusion of surfactants without micellar kinetics. We have
revealed the competing effects of scission, recombination,
and internal diffusion by evaluating their characteristic
timescales for each N,g (Figs. |10] and . Scission sup-
presses the internal diffusion of surfactants by cutting
their diffusion paths, whereas recombination enhances
internal diffusion by generating new diffusion paths of
surfactants within micelles. We have demonstrated that
in the region where D increases, micellar recombination
occurs on a relatively fast timescale compared with mi-
cellar scission and internal diffusion of surfactants.

Although similar physical mechanisms of the non-
monotonic behavior of D have been proposed in pre-
vious studiest0H2EI hased on experiments and phe-
nomenological models, this study has demonstrated the
nonmonotonic behavior of D using molecular simulations
and explained its origin in terms of three factors that are
challenging to measure simultaneously in experiments:
the aggregation number distribution, the dynamics of in-
dividual surfactants and micelles, and the kinetics of mi-
cellar scission and recombination. Specifically, at small
¢, surfactant diffusion within micelles has a negligible
effect due to the prevalence of small micelles and the
long recombination times in dilute solutions. In this
regime, the micellar center-of-mass diffusion is the domi-
nant mechanism, leading to a decrease in D with increas-
ing ¢. In contrast, at large ¢, surfactant diffusion within
micelles, combined with fast recombination, dominantly
contributes to the long-time diffusion of surfactants. As
¢ increases, this diffusion mechanism is enhanced by pro-
moting recombination, resulting in an increase in D.
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APPENDIX A: SYSTEM-SIZE DEPENDENCE OF THE
SELF-DIFFUSION COEFFICIENT

This Appendix demonstrates that the nonmonotonic
concentration dependence of the self-diffusion coefficient
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FIG. 12. Self-diffusion coefficient D of surfactants as a func-
tion of the inverse box length 1/L for ¢ = 0.02 (orange dia-
mond), 0.05 (black square), and 0.1 (blue circle).

D of surfactants holds for different system sizes. Fig-
ure shows D as a function of the inverse box length
1/L for various surfactant volume fractions ¢. Although,
as is well known, D strongly depends on 1/L,*® we con-
firm that D for ¢ = 0.05 is smaller than that for ¢ = 0.02
and 0.1, regardless of L. Thus, we conclude that the
nonmonotonic concentration dependence of D is not at-
tributed to the finite-size effect.

APPENDIX B: DECOMPOSITION OF THE DIFFUSION
COEFFICIENT FOR DIFFERENT TEMPERATURES

In the main text, we demonstrate that for kgT = 1,
the decomposition of D into two contributions D,, and
Dy explains the origin of the nonmonotonicity of D. Fig-
ureshows D,, and Dg normalized by kgT as functions
of ¢ for kgT = 0.9, 1.1, and 1.2. For comparison, we also
present D/kgT for each kgT in Fig. For all consid-
ered values of kg7, the dominant diffusion mechanism
shifts from micellar center-of-mass diffusion to surfactant
diffusion within micelles as ¢ increases.

APPENDIX C: DIFFUSION PROPERTIES OF THE
MICELLAR CENTER OF MASS

In this Appendix, we provide detailed information on
the analysis of the diffusion properties of the micel-
lar center of mass. In the main text, we estimate the
diffusion coefficient D,(Nag) of the micellar center of
mass using its velocity autocorrelation function (v, () -
vm(0))n., [Ea. (7). Figurea) shows (Ui (t)-vm (0)) N,,
for various values of N,s. Since micelles undergo scission
and recombination, it is challenging to obtain accurate
values of (v (t) -vm(0))n,, at large t. Although the con-
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FIG. 13. Decomposed self-diffusion coefficient of surfactants normalized by kgT for (a) kT = 0.9, (b) 1.1, and (c) 1.2: cross,
Dy /kgT; half-filled diamond, Ds/kgT. The filled circles indicate D/kpT (the same as in Fig. [3)). The error bars denote the

standard deviations for three independent simulations.

tribution from the tail region of (vy(t) - vm(0))n,, can-
not be precisely incorporated, Eq. @ allows us to esti-
mate Dy, (Nag) by integrating (v (t) - vm(0))n,, . Indeed,
Fig. b) demonstrates that the MSD (Ary?(t))y,, of
the micellar center of mass approaches to 6Dy, (Nag)t at
large ¢, where Dy, (N,y) is obtained using Eq. (7). Thus,

we confirm the reliability of our results based on Eq. .

APPENDIX D: CONCENTRATION DEPENDENCE OF
DIFFUSION AND KINETICS

In this Appendix, we demonstrate the concentration
dependence of diffusion and kinetics. We have already
confirmed that the diffusion coefficient Dy, (Nag) of the
center of mass of micelles is independent of ¢ within
the considered range (Fig. [6). Figure [15[a) shows the
MSD (ArZ (t))n,, of surfactants relative to the micel-
lar center of mass for various values of N,, and ¢. We
confirm that (ArZ, (¢)),, increases with N, for fixed ¢,
and (ArZ,(t)),, is almost insensitive to ¢. Figure[15(b)
presents the average internal diffusion time 7'd(Nag as a
function of ¢ for various Nae. We confirm that 74(N,g) is
almost independent of ¢. Thus, the concentration does
not significantly alter the diffusivity of surfactants within

micelles with fixed N, within the considered range.

Figure [16| shows the average lifetime 7;,(N,g) and the
average recombination time 7, (Nag) of micelles for vari-
ous N, as functions of ¢. While 73,(Nag) is independent
of ¢, 7,(Nag) strongly depends on ¢, as reported in a
previous study2? Thus, in the main text, we focus on
the concentration dependence of 7,.(N,e) to explain the
competition among scission, recombination, and internal

diffusion (Fig[LI).
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FIG. 14. (a) Velocity autocorrelation function (vm(t) -
vm(0))n,, and (b) MSD (Ary?(t))n,, of the micellar cen-
ter of mass for N,g = 30 (gray), 60 (orange), 100 (black),
200 (red), and 400 (blue) with kgT = 1 and ¢ = 0.05. In
(b), the dashed lines indicate 6 Dm (Nag)t, where D, (Nag) is
obtained using Eq. .
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FIG. 15. (a) MSD (ArZ(t))n,, of surfactant molecules rela-
tive to the micellar center of mass for ¢ = 0.02 (blue dashed
line), 0.05 (black solid line), and 0.1 (red dotted line) with
kT = 1. From thinner to thicker lines, Ny, = 30, 100, and
400. (b) Average internal diffusion time 74(Na.g) as a func-
tion of the surfactant volume fraction ¢ for N,z = 100 (blue
circle), 150 (black square), and 250 (red triangle). The error
bars denote the standard deviations for three independent
simulations.

APPENDIX E: TEMPERATURE DEPENDENCE OF THE
TIMESCALES OF DIFFUSION AND KINETICS

In the main text, we have explained the competition
among the timescales of scission, recombination, and in-
ternal diffusion for kgT = 1 (Fig. [11). Here, we vali-
date our scenario described in Sec. [[V C| by showing the
results for different temperatures. Figure shows the
average lifetime 7,(IN,g ), the average recombination time
Tr(Nag), and the average internal diffusion time 74(Nag)
for kgT = 0.9, 1.1, and 1.2. For each value of kT, we
choose three values of ¢: ¢ < ¢*, ¢ >~ ¢*, and ¢ > ¢*,
where D takes the minimum value at ¢ = ¢*. As shown
in Fig. for kT =1, 7,(Nag) decreases with increasing
¢ and almost intersects with both 74,(Nag) and 74(Nag)
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FIG. 16. (a) Average micellar lifetime 7,(Nag) and (b) aver-
age micellar recombination time 7,(Nag) as functions of the
surfactant volume fraction ¢ for N,; = 100 (blue circle),
300 (black square), and 500 (red triangle). The error bars
denote the standard deviations for three independent simula-
tions.

at a certain N,, for ¢ ~ ¢*, indicating that the scenario
proposed in Sec. [V C| holds for all considered values of
kgT.
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FIG. 17. Average micellar lifetime 7,(Nag) (circle), average micellar recombination time 7,(Nag) (square), and average internal
diffusion time 74(Nag) (cross) of surfactants within micelles as functions of the aggregation number N,. In (a), ¢ = 0.02 (blue),
0.03 (black), and 0.05 (red) with kg7 = 0.9. In (b), ¢ = 0.03 (blue), 0.05 (black), and 0.1 (red) with kg7 = 1.1. In (c),
¢ = 0.03 (blue), 0.06 (black), and 0.1 (red) with kgT = 1.2. For clarity, 7,(Nag) and 74(Nag) are shown only for a certain ¢.
The error bars denote the standard deviations for three independent simulations.
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