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The translocation of biopolymers, such as DNA and proteins, across cellular or nuclear membranes
is essential for numerous biological processes. The translocation dynamics are influenced by the
properties of the polymers, such as polymer stiffness, and the geometry of the capsid. In our study,
we aim to investigate the impact of polymer stiffness, activity, and different capsid geometries on
the packing and ejection dynamics of both passive and active polymers. We employ Langevin
dynamics simulations for a systematic investigation. We observe that flexible polymers exhibit
packing times that are faster than those of their semi-flexible counterparts. Interestingly, for large
polymers compared to the capsid size, sphere facilitates faster packing and unpacking compared
to ellipsoid, mimicking the cell nucleus and suggesting a geometrical advantage for biopolymer
translocation. In summary, we observe that increasing activity accelerates both the packing and
ejection processes for both flexible and semi-flexible polymers. However, the effect is significantly
more pronounced for semi-flexible polymers, highlighting the crucial role of polymer flexibility in
these dynamics. These findings deepen our understanding of the intricate interplay between polymer
flexibility, capsid geometry, and activity, providing valuable insight into the dynamics of polymer
packing and ejection processes.

I. INTRODUCTION

The organization and dynamics of biological polymers,
such as DNA, actin filaments, and microtubules within
cells, are crucial for various cellular processes [1]. Actin
and microtubules, coupled with motor proteins, become
active in the presence of ATP and GTP as fuel. This ac-
tive framework of cross-linked filaments and motor pro-
teins within the confinement of the cell generates mechan-
ical stresses and maintains the structure and dynamics of
the cell [2–9]. In addition to cytoskeletal filaments, the
processes that involve viral infection by phages [10], DNA
transduction in bacteria [11], and RNA translation [12],
require biopolymers to migrate through or operate within
confined spaces, such as pores ranging from 1 to 100 nm
in size. The packaging of Phage DNA proceeds by the
translocation of DNA into a protein shell called the cap-
sid or prohead with the help of a protein enzyme [13].
The translocation of DNA into the prohead is driven by
ATP hydrolysis. Thus, all such scenarios are examples of
polymers driven out of equilibrium by active processes in-
volving local energy consumption and leading to directed
movement or stress [14].

Due to their importance in biological and synthetic
systems, single polymer dynamics in an active en-
vironment [15–20], or polymers made up of active
monomers [21–27] have been the subject of several theo-
retical studies in the past decade. They present a mini-
mal system where the competition and effects of thermal,
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active, and elastic forces can be carefully studied. De-
spite this large body of literature, the study of active fila-
ments in confinement has not been extensively explored.
In confinement, a polymer chain leads to a significant
loss in conformational entropy. For DNA encapsulated
in a viral capsid, this leads to the accumulation of enor-
mous internal pressure, which viruses or bacteriophages
exploit to push DNA out of the phage into the host cy-
toplasm [28–35]. Technologically, the translocation of
a polymer through a nanopore has been extensively in-
vestigated both experimentally and theoretically [36–66],
due to its potential applications, such as controlled drug
delivery, gene therapy, and rapid DNA sequencing. Al-
though such events are necessarily out of equilibrium and
nonequilibrium theories such as tension propagation have
been successful in describing them, local energy input in
active processes leads to complex, unconventional behav-
ior and therefore necessitates further studies.

In fact, numerical investigations have shown that stan-
dard blob scaling theories for passive self-avoiding poly-
mers under confinement [42, 54, 67–76] do not work for
active polymers. When restricted within cavities of var-
ious geometries, these laws are valid only when the per-
sistence length in the presence of active forces is much
smaller than the size of the blob [77]. Further, it has
been shown that the ejection dynamics of an active poly-
mer from a cavity is different from that in the presence
of an external force field. Although activity provides a
driving force in addition to the entropic drive, it also
causes the active polymer to collapse, reducing the en-
tropic drive [78].

For a polymer trying to escape through a cavity open-
ing, it has to move through a space where the rearrange-
ment of the molecules is slow and uneven. Additionally,
the persistence length of the polymer makes it difficult to
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change shape quickly, trapping it within the twists and
turns of the cavity. Therefore, the shape of the cavity is
very important. It affects how the polymer is arranged
when things are steady and how it moves out during ejec-
tion. In this study, we show how variations in the spheric-
ity of different capsid shapes affect the speed of packing
and ejection of active semiflexible polymers.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

A. Polymer model

We model the polymer as a sequence of N beads con-
nected by springs. The consecutive beads interact via
the finite extensible non-linear elastic (FENE) potential,
given by:

Ubond(r) = −1

2
kR2

0 ln

(
1− r2

R2
0

)
, (1)

where k represents the spring’s strength, and R0 is
the maximum allowed separation between the connected
monomers of the chain. To prevent the polymer from
crossing along its length, non-linked beads of the poly-
mer experience excluded volume interactions modeled by
the Weeks-Chandler-Anderson (WCA) potential, given
by:

Ubead(r) =

{
4ϵ
[(

σ
r

)12 − (
σ
r

)6]
+ ϵ, if r ≤ rc

0, if r > rc,
(2)

where σ is the diameter of a bead, and ϵ defines the
strength of the potential. The cutoff distance is given by
rc = 21/6σ.

The semi-flexibility of the polymer is modeled by intro-
ducing a bending potential between consecutive bonds,
described as:

Ubend(θi) =
κ

σ
(1− cos θi), (3)

where θi is the angle between the ith and (i− 1)th bond
vectors, and κ is the bending modulus of polymer which
is related to persistence length ℓp as κ/kBT = (d−1)ℓp/2,
where d is the dimension.

To incorporate activity into our polymer model, we
introduce a propulsion force along the polymer chain.
This force, which cannot be expressed as a derivative of
some potential, models the intrinsic propulsion mecha-
nism found in biological and synthetic active polymers,
imparting a directional drive to each segment of the poly-
mer chain as

Factive,i =
fp
2
(̂ti + t̂i−1), (4)

where t̂i and t̂i+1 are ith and (i+1)th unit bond vectors
and fp is the constant magnitude of the active force [26].

For the end monomers, only one bond vector will con-
tribute to the expression described above.

This representation allows us to capture the complex
behavior of self-propelled polymers, including their in-
teractions with the surrounding environment and their
response to external forces or stimuli. The activity is
characterized by the dimensionless Péclet number (Pe),
which for the polymer is defined as

Pe =
vcL

Dt
=

fpL
2

kbT
. (5)

Here, vc = fp/γ1 represents the velocity of the chain con-
tour, and Dt = kBT/(γ1L) denotes the translational dif-
fusion coefficient, where γ1 is the friction per unit length,
given by γ1 = ζ(N + 1)/L [21].

B. Capsid model

In our simulations, the capsid wall and the capsid pore
are represented using monomers that are fixed in space,
each with a diameter of σ. The interaction between the
capsid wall and the polymer particles is modeled by the
same WCA potential as that used for the polymer. The
interaction between the capsid pore and the polymer is
attractive, modelled using the Lennard-Jones (LJ) po-
tential, defined as:

Upore(r) =

{
4ϵp

[(
σ
r

)12 − (
σ
r

)6]
, if r ≤ rLJc ,

0, if r > rLJc ,
(6)

where, ϵp represents the depth of the potential well, and
the cutoff distance is given by rLJc = 2.5σ.

The shape of the capsid is symmetric about the z−axis,
and the shapes vary from ellipsoidal to spherical. Despite
varying the shape of the capsid, we keep the volume of the
capsid approximately the same to compare our results.
To do so, we measure the sphericity Sp, defined as

Sp =
π1/3(6V )2/3

A
, (7)

where, V is the volume and A is the surface area. Spheric-
ity is a measure of how closely the shape of an object

a(σ) c(σ) Volume (σ3) Surface Area (σ2) Sphericity (Sp)
1.40 14.05 115.37 193.37 0.59
1.60 10.76 115.38 170.39 0.67
2.00 6.88 115.28 139.94 0.82
2.50 4.41 115.45 120.61 0.95
2.75 3.64 115.31 116.09 0.98
3.02 3.02 115.37 114.61 1.00

TABLE I. The geometric parameters corresponding to all cap-
sids that are used in the simulations are shown in the table. a
and c are minor axis and major axis of ellipsoid respectively.
The shapes are chosen such that sphericity varies from ≃ 0.6
to 1.0 and the volumes are kept constant at ≃ 115 σ3.
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FIG. 1. This schematic shows six different capsid geome-
tries, labeled (a) through (f), arranged in increasing order
of sphericity. Although all capsids have the same volume,
some are depicted in larger form for the sake of clarity. These
geometries are used in the packing and unpacking of poly-
mers. Figure (f) represents a perfectly spherical capsid with
a sphericity value of 1.

approaches that of a perfect sphere when its value be-
comes unity. The dimensions and all other details for
the various capsid shape are shown in table I and plotted
in Fig. 1.

Although an active polymer can move in and out of the
capsid when the active drive is significant, a passive poly-
mer requires an external drive to move inside the capsid.
For a comparative study between active and passive poly-
mer packaging and ejection dynamics in various capsid
shapes, the polymers experience an additional external
force at the entrance of a pore, given by Fext = F ẑ, with
F = 7.0kbT/σ. The pore diameter of capsids is taken
as W = 2.4σ to ensure single-file translocation of the
polymer during packing and unpacking processes.

C. Simulation details

We performed all the simulations using LAMMPS, a
molecular simulation package [79], incorporating custom
modifications to account for the active forces. The equa-
tion of motion for the i-th monomer of the polymer is
given as :

mr̈i = −∇Ui + Factive,i + Fext − ζvi + ηi, (8)

where, m is the mass of the monomer and Ui(= Ubead +
Ubond + Ubend + Uwall + Upore) denotes the total po-
tential experienced by a bead, ζ is the friction coef-
ficient, vi is the monomer velocity and ηi is a ran-
dom force satisfying the fluctuation-dissipation theorem
⟨ηi(t)ηj(t

′
)⟩ = 6kbTζδijδ(t− t

′
).

In our model, ϵ = kbT, σ and m set the units of en-
ergy, length, and mass, respectively. This sets the unit
of time as (mσ2/ϵ)1/2. Using these units, the dimension-
less parameters of k = 30kbT/σ

2, R0 = 1.5σ, kBT = 1,
ζ = 5(mkbT/σ

2)1/2, and N = 100 have been chosen
for the simulations. Before the packing process started,

the first monomer of the polymer was fixed at the en-
trance of the capsid pore, and the remaining monomers
were allowed to equilibrate. The first monomer was
then released, and the packing and unpacking dynam-
ics of the polymer was subsequently monitored. In all
simulation runs, the time step ∆t = 0.00002τd (where
τd = σ2/D = σ2ζ/kbT is the characteristic diffusion time
scale) and the averaging were carried out in more than
500 successful packing or unpacking events.

III. RESULTS

In the following sections, we study how the polymers
are packed into and ejected from the capsids with various
geometries. We will examine in detail the effect of semi-
flexibility and activity in polymer packing into capsids
and ejection from capsids with decreasing sphericity. To
characterize this, we measure the number of packed or
ejected monomers with time and the total packing and
ejection time. For all simulations, we fixed the polymer
size at N = 100. Additionally, the first monomer was al-
ways placed at the pore in the starting configuration for
both packing and ejection to ensure that the entire poly-
mer chain would pack inside or eject out, respectively.

A. Packing

1. Packing dynamics

In Figure 2, the time evolution of the polymer packing
is presented. Figure 2 (a)-(c) show the fraction of packed
monomers npack/N as a function of τ/τd for flexible poly-
mer (that is, ℓp/L = 0) for various Péclet numbers. It is
evident from the data that initially the number of packed
monomers increases monotonically. The rate of poly-
mer packing slows down once enough polymer is inside
the capsid. This happens because the polymer needs to
overcome a couple of challenges: overcoming an entropic
energetic barrier and finding the optimal arrangement
within the capsid. The latter part becomes significant
when the capsid’s sphericity decreases. Therefore, the
overall packing time is highest for the capsid with the
lowest sphericity. This dependence on sphericity is most
prominent for the passive polymer (Pe = 0). When the
polymer becomes active, the overall process accelerates
and, at very large Péclet numbers, the quantitative dif-
ferences due to different capsid geometries disappear, as
shown in Figure 2 (c).

For a semiflexible polymer (ℓp/L = 0.1), shown in Fig-
ure 2 (d)-(f), the qualitative behavior remains the same.
The stiffness of the polymer provides an additional en-
ergy cost during the packing process. A semi-flexible
polymer coils inside the capsid, and for shapes with less
sphericity, the polymer needs to fold more to pack effi-
ciently. This results in significantly longer packing times
for a semiflexible polymer (compare Figure 2 (a) and (d)).
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FIG. 2. PACKING: Packing times of each monomer for different sphericity values are shown in figures (a) to (c) for lp/L = 0
and various Pe values. These figures provide a detailed view of how the packing time of individual monomers changes with
increasing Pe under the constraint of lp/L = 0. Similarly, figures (d) to (f) illustrate the packing times for lp/L = 0.1, allowing
a comparison of the packing dynamics between the cases of lp/L = 0 and lp/L = 0.1, highlighting any differences in the packing
behavior of monomers under these two conditions.

.

Again, as expected, the difference in packing times within
capsids of various sphericity reduces with increasing ac-
tivity (compare Figure 2 (e)-(f)).

FIG. 3. PACKING: Total packing time as a function of
sphericity Sp for different Péclet numbers.(a) corresponds to
ℓp/L = 0 and (b) corresponds to ℓp/L = 0.1.

2. Total Packing times

In Figure 3 (a), we have shown the total packing time
against capsid sphericity for various Péclet numbers. As
mentioned in the previous section, the total packing time
decreases with increasing sphericity. Above a sphericity
of 0.8, the total packing time shows minimal variation,
indicating a negligible influence of the shape of the cap-
sid beyond this value. As we increase Pe, the qualita-
tive behavior remains the same, but the difference in the
packing time between different sphericities continuously
decreases. Therefore, provided the volume of the cavity

FIG. 4. The shape of the polymer inside different confine-
ments during both packing and unpacking for various Péclet
numbers. It also illustrates the capsid shapes based on their
sphericity.
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FIG. 5. EJECTION: (a) to (c) display the ejection times of each monomer for different sphericity values at lp/L = 0 and
various Pe values, providing a detailed view of how the ejection time changes with increasing Pe under the constraint of ℓp/L = 0.
Figures (d) to (f) illustrate the ejection times for ℓp/L = 0.1, allowing a comparison of the ejection dynamics between ℓp/L = 0
and ℓp/L = 0.1, highlighting differences in the ejection behavior of monomers under these two conditions.

.

is the same, the shape of the cavity does not influence
the total packing times of an active polymer at high Pe.
In Figure 3 (b), at ℓp/L = 0.1 the packing time increases
for all sphericity and for all Péclet numbers compared to
the case ℓp/L = 0, as expected.

To understand whether packed monomers occupy the
entire volume, we measured the asphericity of the com-
pletely packed polymer for various Péclet numbers. To
measure the asphericity, we first calculate the gyration
tensor G which is defined as:

Gαβ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(ri,α −Rα)(ri,β −Rβ), (9)

where, N is the number of monomers, ri,α is the αth
coordinate (α ≡ (x, y, z)) of the ith monomer and Rα

is the αth coordinate of the center of mass, defined as:
Rα = (1/N)

∑N
i=1 ri,α. From the gyration tensor, we can

obtain the asphericity [80] of the polymer configuration
as:

Asp =
(λ1 − λ2)

2
+ (λ2 − λ3)

2
+ (λ3 − λ1)

2

2R4
g

, (10)

where, λ1, λ2, and λ3 are the eigenvalues of the gyration
tensor and R2

g = (λ2
1 + λ2

2 + λ2
3)/N .

The asphericity is plotted against the capsid sphericity
and shown along with capsid’s asphericity in Figure 4 for
a flexible polymer (ℓp/L = 0). Packed polymers mimic
the capsid’s asphericity, conforming to the overall shape
during packing. The slight difference arises from the cap-
sid’s smaller internal dimensions compared to its exter-
nal size, causing the polymer to exhibit a slightly higher

asphericity upon packing. We have also checked for a
semiflexible polymer (ℓp/L = 0.1) and found a similar
behavior.

B. Ejection

1. Ejection dynamics

In Figure 5, the time evolution of the number of
monomers that have escaped the capsid is shown for var-
ious capsid geometries and Péclet numbers. From Fig-
ure 5 (a)-(c), it is clear that as the sphericity of the capsid
decreases, the time it takes for a fraction of monomers
to escape increases. However, this effect weakens at very
high values of Péclet number. Note that the initial un-
packing/ejection happens fast, with a sharp decrease in
the ejection time for all sphericities. However, the slope
becomes smaller for end fractions of the polymer that es-
capes the pore. There are two reasons for this. First, the
polymer that is packed inside the pore needs to unfold.
Secondly, the attractive interactions at the pores pull on
the polymer leading to longer waiting times for the end
beads.

For a semiflexible polymer (ℓp/L = 0.1), this qualita-
tive behavior remains consistent (Figure 5 (d)-(f)). The
ejection times for smaller values of Péclet are higher than
for a flexible polymer. One feature in the ejection times
is the appearance of kinks, suggesting that the escape
process of the semiflexible polymer is in a jerky motion.
With increasing Péclet, this effect becomes less dominant.
We shall discuss this jerky motion later.
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FIG. 6. EJECTION: Total ejection time as a function
of sphericity Sp for different Péclet numbers. Figure (a) il-
lustrates the ejection times when lp/L = 0, highlighting the
impact of varying sphericity on the total ejection time for
flexible polymers. Figure (b) presents the ejection times for
lp/L = 0.1, showing the corresponding effect on semi-flexible
polymers. These comparisons emphasize how the polymer’s
flexibility and the capsid’s sphericity influence the overall ejec-
tion dynamics across different Péclet numbers.

2. Total ejection times

As evidenced in the last section, the total ejection time
of a polymer for different activity levels is significantly in-
fluenced by the shape of the confinements. We look at
the scaled total ejection time τ/τd of the polymer as a
function of the capsid’s sphericity for different Pe values,
considering both flexible and semi-flexible polymers. In
Figure 6 (a), we present the results for ℓp/L = 0 and
in (b) for ℓp/L = 0.1. For a passive polymer (Pe = 0),
we observe that as the sphericity of the capsid increases,
the total ejection time decreases monotonically, indicat-
ing that a spherical capsid is more favorable for polymer
ejection, as we observed in packing. Also, as in packing,
increasing activity speeds up the ejection process. How-
ever, semi-flexible polymers take longer to exit the capsid
than flexible ones.

C. Waiting time

Next, we calculate the mean waiting time of each
monomer, w(spack), as it packs and unpacks within the
confinement for various Péclet numbers and for different
capsid geometries. The mean waiting time of a monomer

is obtained by calculating the average time it spends in-
side the pore. It is an important quantity that reveals the
dynamics of the translocation process at the monomer
level. In Figure 7(a)-(c) the mean waiting times w(spack)
for a flexible polymer are shown, while Figure 7(d)-(f)
represent the same for a semi-flexible polymer, each at
various sphericities Sp and Péclet numbers Pe. The wait-
ing time dynamics can be understood using the concept
of tension propagation along the backbone of the polymer
[44, 45, 49, 51, 81, 82]. When a polymer is pulled through
a pore by an external driving force, tension propagates
along the polymer backbone. This driving force acts on
the beads inside the pore and facilitates entry and exit,
especially at low Péclet numbers. A tension front di-
vides the moving and nonmoving sections of the polymer
chain. The effective drag caused by the moving part of
the chain increases over time as more monomers experi-
ence tension. This results in longer waiting times for the
initial monomers. Once the tension front reaches the end
monomer, the tension propagation process stops and the
entire chain is pulled toward the pore, leading to shorter
waiting times for the monomers. This explains the ini-
tial rise, flattening and then drop of w(s) with monomer
number. The rise in w(s) for the end monomers is a con-
sequence of the attractive interaction at the pore that
holds back the end monomers. An additional active drive
on the polymer backbone leads to shorter waiting times
of the individual monomers and very little influence of
the attractive nature of the pores on the end ones. For
the flexible polymer, sphericity plays an important role
at low activity. This is entirely consistent with longer
packing/ejection times for lower sphericities.

For the packing of a semiflexible polymer, we observed
prominent peaks in the mean waiting times for capsid ge-
ometries with low sphericities (see Figure 7(d)-(f)). As
the semiflexible polymer packs inside the capsid, the ge-
ometric constraint coupled to the energy cost of bending
implies that the polymer segment inside the capsid needs
to coil adequately to allow the remaining part of the chain
to enter. This appears as bursts in the mean waiting
time when the capsid shapes are more elongated. These
monomers have to wait longer to allow the polymer to
fold inside the capsid at its minimum energy/maximum
entropy conformation.

In the ejection process, the dynamics observed in the
mean waiting times of monomers are even more strik-
ing (see Figure 8). For a flexible polymer, the peak in
mean waiting time is robust for low activities, in sharp
agreement with the tension propagation theory. Because
polymer ejection from the capsid is an entropically fa-
vorable process, the role of attractive interactions at the
pore does not affect the dynamics of the end monomers
significantly. The role of sphericity is visible in the wait-
ing time characteristics as the curves are distinctly sep-
arated, and the waiting time increases for all monomers
with the lowering of sphericity.

For the semiflexible polymer, the waiting time charac-
teristics now show prominent oscillations at low spheric-
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FIG. 7. PACKING:(a)–(c) Mean waiting times w(spack) for monomers of a flexible polymer, and (d)–(f) for a semiflexible
polymer, at different sphericities Sp and different Péclet numbers Pe. In (a), we can see the effect of tension propagation.
However, as we increase the Péclet number or increase the rigidity, this effect diminishes. For the semiflexible polymer, we
observe more prominent oscillation peaks during packing at low sphericity, indicating the polymer’s unfolding process.

FIG. 8. EJECTION: (a)–(c) show the average waiting times w(spack) for monomers in a flexible polymer, while (d)–(f)
display the same for a semiflexible polymer, both at varying sphericities Sp and Péclet numbers Pe. In (a), we observe the
influence of tension propagation, which lessens as the Péclet number increases. For the semiflexible polymer, we notice more
prominent oscillation peaks during unpacking at low sphericity, indicating the polymer’s unfolding process.

ity and smaller activity. We claim that this behavior is
again related to the combined interplay of confinement
and bending rigidity of the polymer. To substantiate, we
show snapshots of a typical polymer ejection from a low
sphericity capsid in Figure 9. In this plot, the waiting
time is displayed in relation to the polymer contour dis-
tance. Polymer snapshots at various stages of ejection
are also shown. To provide visual clarity of the folds, we

have shown the polymer sections in four different colors.
From the data, it is clear that each peak is associated
with an unfolding event. The unfolding events are, of
course, dependent on the capsid cross section and bend-
ing rigidity of the polymer.
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FIG. 9. EJECTION: Data from one simulation of a semi-
flexible polymer ejecting from a capsid with a sphericity of
0.59. The snapshots capture different stages of the polymer
folding inside the capsid, shown at the peak waiting time.

.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

Our study highlights the significant impact of the cap-
sid shape on the packing and ejection of semi-flexible fila-
ments. Using Langevin dynamics, we showed that spher-
ical capsids allow faster packing and unpacking compared
to ellipsoidal ones. This is because spherical shapes re-
duce internal friction and provide easier paths for the
polymers to move. In ellipsoidal capsids, polymers go
through multiple folds which make both packing and un-
packing a slow process. We also showed that flexible
polymers packed faster than semi-flexible polymers as a
result of their higher adaptability and lower resistance
to compression. We found that activity played a passive
role in both packing and unpacking, such as, increased ac-
tivity levels reduced the packing time further, especially
for semi-flexible polymers, by enhancing their movement
and shape changes.
Interestingly, in case of spherical capsid both flexible and
semi-flexible polymers exhibit almost similar total ejec-
tion times, but packing times differ significantly. Semi-
flexible polymers require considerably more time to pack
compared to their flexible counterparts. In [28], authors

also showed that there is a difference between flexible
and semi-flexible polymers for both ejection and packing
process. However, in our study the difference between
flexible and semi-flexible polymer packing times is sub-
stantial for all capsid geometries. With regard to active
polymers, irrespective of whether flexible or semi-flexible,
both the ejection and the packing dynamics speed up.
This has also been observed recently in case of ejection
of flexible polymers [78], where the authors found that
the total ejection time scales as τej ≃ Pe−0.97 for flexible
polymers. It appears that for this system the activity
merely speeds up the whole process rather than coupling
with polymer elasticity giving rise to interesting dynam-
ics.

While our simplified model using Langevin simula-
tions effectively demonstrated the influence of polymer
semi-flexibility, capsid geometry, and polymer activity on
packing and ejection, it lacks several details that present
in real biological systems. Notably, both the pore and
capsid are deformable, which would impact the dynamics
of these processes. For instance capsid can be modelled
as triangulated surface [83] instead of rigid surface. Cap-
turing those details necessitates more detailed models, a
topic we leave for future investigations.
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