
Free Energy and Diffusivity in the Fokker-Planck Theory of Polymer

Translocation
Bhavesh R. Sarode and Harshwardhan H. Katkara)

FB 457, Department of Chemical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, Kanpur - 208016,

Uttar Pradesh, India

(Dated: 2 December 2025)

We revisit the Fokker-Planck based theory of driven polymer translocation through a narrow nanopore. A
bead-spring model of a uniformly charged polyelectrolyte chain translocating through a semi-implicit model
of a nanopore embedded in a membrane are used to gain insights into the underlying free energy landscape
and kinetics of translocation. The free energy landscape is predicted using metadynamics simulation, an
enhanced sampling method. A direct comparison with the theoretical free energy formulation proposed in the
literature allows us to introduce a modification related to the entropic contribution in the theory. Additional
classical Langevin dynamics simulation runs are performed to obtain the translocation time distribution for
polymers of lengths N driven by voltages V through nanopores of radii rp. In agreement with earlier reports,
a scaling of the mean translocation time 〈τLD〉 ∼ Nα/V is observed, with α ∼ 1.40− 1.48 depending on the
nanopore size. Fitting the mean first passage time given by the Fokker-Planck theory, 〈τFP〉,to simulation
results helps gain insights into the diffusivity kFP used in the theory. We report a scaling of kFP ∼ Nβ. The
rp−dependent values of the exponent β significantly deviate from the Rouse theory prediction of β = −1 for
center-of-mass diffusivity of a polymer chain.

I. INTRODUCTION

Translocation of polymers through nanopores is
encountered in biotechnological applications involv-
ing single-molecule detection, particularly in high-
throughput DNA sequencing.1–3 It is a non-equilibrium
process in which a single polymer chain passes through
a narrow nanopore embedded in a membrane under the
influence of a driving force, typically arising from an ex-
ternally applied trans-membrane voltage.
A parameter of common interest in studying polymer

translocation is the mean translocation time 〈τ〉 and its
dependence on polymer chain length N and externally
applied trans-membrane voltage V . Experimental in-
vestigations into the dynamics of polymer translocation
have revealed a complex landscape of scaling behaviors,
where 〈τ〉 is typically related to N and V as a power law
τ ∼ NαV −δ. The reported values for the scaling expo-
nents α and δ are notably non-universal. For solid-state
nanopores for double-stranded DNA (dsDNA), a range
of values of α have been reported. Wanunu et. al.4 have
reported a crossover behavior, with α = 1.40 for short
dsDNA molecules (150-3500 bp) which transitions to a
much steeper scaling with α = 2.28 for longer dsDNA
(3500-20000 bp) translocating via SiNx nanopore of 4 nm
diameter. Carson et. al.5 reported scaling of α ≈ 1.37
over a wide range of dsDNA lengths (35 to 20,000 bp)
in sub-3 nm pores. Storm et. al.6 reported a scaling
exponent of α ≈ 1.27. While Fologea et al7 reported
1.34 in a wider pore for dsDNA (600-20000 bp). Several
experiments with solid-state nanopores have confirmed
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the simple inverse relationship τ ∼ 1/V , corresponding
to δ ≈ 1.4–6,8 In small solid-state nanopores where pore-
polymer interactions are strong, an exponential depen-
dence of the translocation time on voltage, τ ∼ e−V/V0 ,
has also been suggested.4

Simulation studies have also been used to report the
scaling of translocation time with polymer length N and
applied voltage V . In unbiased translocation (V=0),
2-dimensional (2D) and 3-dimensional (3D) simulations
without hydrodynamic interactions (HI) report scaling
exponent α ranging from 2.33 to 2.55.9–11 In the presence
of HI, a range of α = 2.2− 2.44 has been observed.9,10,12

For driven translocation in 2D and 3D simulations with-
out HI, the reported scaling exponent ranges from 1.17 to
1.68.9,13–17 However, 3D Langevin dynamics simulations
with mesoscale HI reported α = 1.05 − 1.18,18, while
3D MD simulations including HI have reported a scaling
exponent of 1.42.9

Non-equilibrium theories that model the driven
translocation process as out-of-equilibrium explicitly con-
sider the dynamics of the tension propagating along the
backbone of the polymer chain as it translocates through
the nanopore.19–21 Brownian dynamics simulations with
a time-dependent friction coefficient arising due to the
tension propagation have also been performed.17,22 For
unbiased translocation, this theory predicts a scaling of
α = 2ν + 1, where ν is the Flory exponent.

One of the earliest equilibrium theories described un-
biased polymer translocation as a diffusive process solely
due to thermal fluctuations, where 〈τ〉 was calculated
from a random-walk model of the polymer chain, result-
ing in α = 2.23 The theory was further developed by in-
corporating the role of an entropic barrier in determining
the translocation time for a polymer chain translocat-
ing through a hole (nanopore with length L → 0).24,25

Using self-consistent field theory, Manohar et al.26 cal-
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culated the entropic barrier for a polymer diffusing from
one cavity to another through a hole. Muthukumar27 de-
veloped a Fokker-Planck based formalism for the single-
file translocation of a polymer chain through a finite-
length nanopore using a 1-dimensional reaction coordi-
nate. The free energy was predicted using entropic con-
tributions from equilibrium polymer chain statistics, an
effective pore-polymer interaction term and the contribu-
tion due to the externally applied trans-membrane volt-
age. The formalism invokes the quasi-equilibrium as-
sumption, where the polymer chain is assumed to be
equilibrated at faster timescales related to the translo-
cation time.11,28,29.

The Fokker-Planck formalism for polymer transloca-
tion includes the diffusivity along the 1-dimensional re-
action coordinate as a phenomenological parameter. The
theory by Muthukumar suggests that this parameter is
related to the diffusivity of the center-of-mass of the poly-
mer chain.27,30 Further, this diffusivity is assumed to be
uniform throughout the translocation coordinate. Polson
and Dunn attributed the diffusivity along the reaction
coordinate to the per-segment diffusivity of the polymer
chain.11 They modeled this diffusivity using the Einstein
relation and considered different values of the friction co-
efficient for polymer segments inside the nanopore versus
those outside the nanopore. Dubbledam et al. developed
a fractional Fokker-Planck model for describing poly-
mer translocation, which introduces a time-dependent
diffusivity.31

In this work, we revisit several aspects of the quasi-
equilibrium theory based on Fokker-Planck formalism
proposed in Ref.27. The theory relies on two inputs, viz.
(a) the free energy landscape along the reaction coor-
dinate and (b) the system’s diffusivity along the reac-
tion coordinate. The original theory invokes the quasi-
equilibrium assumption and further assumes a single-
file translocation inside the nanopore to predict the en-
tropic contribution to the free energy at different stages
of translocation. Additionally, the system’s diffusivity
is assumed to be uniform along the reaction coordinate
and is treated as a fitting parameter that is independent
of N . We employ metadynamics, an enhanced sampling
method, to estimate the free energy of short polymer
chains (N ∈ 61 − 121) along the reaction coordinate32.
The entropic contribution in the theory is modified based
on the results of the metadynamics simulation. We ad-
ditionally perform 3D Langevin dynamics simulations
of long polymer chains (upto N = 1081) translocating
through nanopores of different widths. The results from
these simulations provide insight into the diffusivity pa-
rameter used in the Fokker-Planck theory. We report
a peculiar scaling of the diffusivity parameter with the
size of the polymer chain, which in turn depends on the
strength of confinement due to the nanopore.

Details of the theory and the simulation methods are
described in the following section. Section III begins
with a discussion about the free energy landscape ob-
tained from metadynamics simulation and the necessary
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FIG. 1: Schematic of the simulation setup. N beads
(orange) of the polymer chain translocate through the
semi-implicit nanopore of radius rp and length L(= 16)

(blue) from donor to receiver compartment in the
presence of externally applied force (Fext).

modification introduced in the theoretical free energy. A
comparison of the translocation time from Langevin dy-
namics simulation and the Fokker-Planck theory is also
discussed. The scaling of the diffusivity parameter with
the size of the polymer is discussed at the end of this
section, followed by concluding remarks.

II. METHODS

Reduced units are derived for all quantities by choos-
ing a lengthscale of 3 Å, a mass scale of 130 g/mol,
and an energy scale of kBT with T = 300 K. Here,
kB is the Boltzmann constant. The derived timescale
ts = σ

√

m
ǫ = 2.17 ps. All quantities reported in the re-

mainder of this manuscript are in reduced units, unless
explicitly stated otherwise.

A. Langevin Dynamics Simulation

1. System Description

The 3D system consists of a single linear polymer chain
translocating through a cylindrical nanopore of radius rp
embedded in a membrane of thickness L under the action
of force, as shown in Figure 1. The polymer chain is rep-
resented using N linearly connected beads. The position
vector ri of the ith polymer bead undergoes dynamics
according to the Langevin equations of motion, given by

mi
d2ri
dt2

= −∇(ULJ + Ub + UDH)− ζ
dri
dt

+ F
R
i + F

ext,

(1)

wheremi is the mass of the polymer bead and t is time.
Conserved forces on the bead are modelled using three
potentials.
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Excluded volume of the beads is modelled using a
Lennard-Jones interaction between two beads i and j at
a distance r, given by

ULJ(r) =







4ǫLJ

[

(σ

r

)12

−
(σ

r

)6
]

+ ǫLJ, for r ≤ 21/6σ,

0, for r > 21/6σ.

(2)

The parameters are set to ǫLJ = 1 and σ = 1 for pairs of
polymer beads.
For computational efficiency, the membrane with an

embedded nanopore is modelled using a semi-implicit
representation. An implicit composite “wall” is created
as follows. A cylinder of radius rp and length L with its
axis along the z direction is subtracted from a rectangu-
lar block of sides Lx, Ly, and L using the fix region com-
mand in LAMMPS33. The composite wall spans a region
from z = −L/2 to z = L/2 as shown in Figure 1. The
resulting sharp circles at the two ends of the composite
wall have ill-defined surface normals, which leads to an
unstable simulation. To prevent this, an additional circu-
lar ring of radius rp made of explicit stationary beads is
introduced at each of the two ends of the nanopore. Each
ring is made of Nb = round(πrp/0.25) stationary beads
that are uniformly placed along the perimeter of the ring.
This composite wall interacts with polymer beads as per
equation 2, with r representing the distance from particle
i to the nearest point on its surface.
For the interaction given by equation 2 between a poly-

mer bead and either the composite wall or a stationary
bead, ǫLJ = 1 and σ = 0.625.
Consecutive polymer beads are connected with a har-

monic bond to form a linear polymer chain. The har-
monic bond potential between polymer beads i and i+1
at a separation distance r is given by the potential

Ub = K(r − r0)
2,

where r0 = 1 is the equilibrium bond length and K =
15480 is the spring constant. The polymer bead at the
center of the chain is neutral, while each remaining bead
i carries a charge of qi = −e/(

√
4πǫ0σkBT ) = −13.613

where ǫ0 is the permittivity of free space, which corre-
sponds to the charge of an electron in reduced units. e
is the elementary charge. Debye-Hückel potential is used
to model the electrostatic interactions between a pair of
polymer beads i and j at a distance r, as

UDH(r) =

{

qiqj
r e−κr, for r ≤ 3κ−1,

0, for r > 3κ−1

where ǫr(= 80) is relative permittivity. The inverse of
the Debye length, κ = 0.3080, which corresponds to a
0.1 M monovalent salt solution in water. The fluctuation-
dissipation theorem governs the relationship between the
drag force, characterized by a drag coefficient ζ = 1, and
the random force F

R acting on the monomer due to the
implicit solvent.

A voltage difference of V applied across the nanopore
is assumed to result into a uniform electric field of mag-
nitude E = L/V in the z-direction inside the nanopore.
The resulting external force on a charged polymer bead i
located inside the nanopore is given by F

ext = qiE, with
E = (0, 0,−E). Note that F

ext = 0 for polymer beads
outside the nanopore.

2. Simulation Protocol

The system described above is simulated using
LAMMPS according to the following protocol.33 The ori-
gin is placed at the centre of a periodic box of dimensions
Lx, Ly, Lz (Table SI-T19). The centre of the membrane,
along with the embedded nanopore of length L = 16,
is at z = 0, and the nanopore extends from z = −8 to
z = 8. The initial conformation of the polymer is such
that its first bead is located at r1 = (0, 0,−7) (just in-
side the nanopore), while positions of the remainingN−1
beads are generated randomly, with the distance between
consecutive beads equal to the equilibrium bond length
(r0 = 1) and with z ≤ −8 (to the left of the nanopore).
To generate a large ensemble of equilibrium chain con-

formations, we adopted the following computationally ef-
ficient protocol. In place of the semi-implicit nanopore,
a simple Lennard-Jones wall with σ = 0.625 is set at
z = −8. The first polymer bead is fixed at its initial
location, while the remaining polymer beads undergo
Langevin dynamics in the absence of an electric field.
The interaction of the first two polymer beads with the
Lennard-Jones wall is turned off during the simulation.
Initial velocities based on T = 1 are randomly assigned
to all remaining polymer beads. The Langevin equations
of motion (1) are solved numerically using the velocity-
Verlet algorithm with a time step dt = 0.005. Total sim-
ulation time to generate equilibrium chain conformations
is ensured to be significantly longer than the Rouse re-
laxation time of the chain, given as

τR =
ζσ2N2

3π2kBT
≈ 3.3774× 10−2N2

Using this protocol, 2000 statistically independent
equilibrium chain conformations are generated for each
polymer length N . Following this, the Lennard-Jones
wall at z = −8 used during the equilibration simulation is
replaced by the semi-implicit nanopore. All beads of the
polymer, including the first bead, underwent Langevin
dynamics in the presence of a uniform electric field E

inside the nanopore. A simulation run is considered suc-
cessful if the entire polymer chain passes through the
nanopore and exits from the opposite end. Translocation
time τLD is exclusively determined for successful simula-
tion runs and is defined as the duration between the first
time the polymer chain enters the nanopore and the last
time it exits the pore.
The translocation time of polymers of different lengths

N translocating through nanopores of different radii rp
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E 0.01525, 0.01759, 0.0305, 0.04575, 0.061, 0.07652, 0.08794

rp 1, 1.4, 1.7, 1.8, 2.1, 2.3, 3.8, 4

N 61, 81, 101, 121, 241, 361, 721, 1081

TABLE I: Values of parameters used in this work

under various magnitudes of electric field E is studied.
Table I summarizes different values of these parameters
studied in this work. The case of rp → ∞ is also simu-
lated following the above protocol, but in the absence of
semi-implicit nanopore.

B. Fokker-Planck Formalism

The translocation process is modeled using a Fokker-
Planck formalism proposed by Muthukumar.27 A sin-
gle reaction coordinate x is used to describe different
“states” of the system as N beads of the polymer chain
translocate across the nanopore of length L. Of the
three stages encountered during the translocation, viz.
nanopore filling stage, threading stage, and nanopore
emptying stage, the reaction coordinate is a measure
of the count of polymer beads crossing the entrance of
the nanopore during the first two stages. Note that
x = N , which corresponds to N beads having crossed
the nanopore entrance, marks the end of the threading
stage. For the nanopore emptying stage, the reaction
coordinate measures N plus the length of the empty
part of the nanopore. Thus, the reaction coordinate
x ∈ [0, N + L] spans the entire translocation process.
The Fokker-Planck equation describes the evolution of
the probability W (x, t) of observing the system in state
x at time t, as

∂W (x, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂x
[J(x, t)] , with

J(x, t) =
kFP
kBT

∂F ′(x)

∂x
W (x, t) + kFP

∂W (x, t)

∂x
,

where F ′ is the dimensional free energy. Rearranging,

∂W (x, t)

∂t̃
=

∂W (x, t)

kFP∂t
=

∂

∂x

[

∂F (x)

∂x
W (x, t) +

∂W (x, t)

∂x

]

,

(3)

where t̃ = kFPt is the rescaled time and F = F ′

kBT is the
dimensionless free energy. We have considered two alter-
natives for the free energy landscape F (x): one estimated
using metadynamics simulation and the other using an
analytical theory proposed in Ref.27, with modifications.
These are discussed in subsequent sections. The system’s
“diffusivity” kFP is assumed to be uniform along the reac-
tion coordinate. The net flux J(x, t) consists of drift and
diffusion fluxes. The drift arises from the local gradient
of the free energy along the reaction coordinate.

The two boundaries are assumed to be absorbing, i.e.
W (x = 0, t) = W (x = N + L, t) = 0. The initial condi-
tion is W (x, t = 0) = δ(x−x0), where δ is the Dirac delta
function and x0 is the initial reaction coordinate. We use
the approximation δ(x−x0) ≈ 1√

2πσ
exp(−(x− x0)/2σ

2)

with σ = 0.3 and with x0 = 2, the later being consistent
with the initial conformation of the polymer chain used
in the Langevin dynamics simulation described in Section
IIA 2.
Equation 3 is solved for W (x, t) using the method of

lines‘ approach. The equation is spatially discretized us-
ing a finite difference scheme with numerical upwinding,
as described in Ref.34. The resulting system of ordinary
differential equations is solved using the adaptive time-
stepping method implemented in the MATLAB function
ode15s.35 The section SI-3.2 of the supplementary docu-
ment includes details of the numerical scheme used.
The distribution g(τ̃FP), mean 〈τ̃FP〉 and standard de-

viation σ̃FP of the rescaled first passage time τ̃FP =
kFPτFP are related to the probability flux at the bound-
ary x = N + L as30,36

g(τ̃FP) =
d

dτ̃FP

(

1−
∫∞
τFP

J(N + L, t) dt
∫∞
0 J(N + L, t) dt

)

(4)

〈τ̃FP〉 = kFP〈τFP〉 =
∫ ∞

0

t̃ g(t̃)dt̃ (5)

σ̃FP =

√

[
∫ ∞

0

t̃2 g(t̃)dt̃

]

− 〈τ̃FP〉2. (6)

1. Metadynamics Free Energy

The LAMMPS molecular dynamics package33 was
patched with the PLUMED version 2.7.637 is used to
estimate the free energy landscape Fmeta in the absence
of an electric field using untempered metadynamics. In
metadynamics, a small instantaneous Gaussian bias is
slowly added around the instantaneous reaction coordi-
nate x′(t) to penalize revisits to the same location.38 We
add the instantaneous Gaussian bias intermittently at ev-
ery 2.5 simulation time units to enhance sampling along
the reaction coordinate x. Thus, the cumulative bias is

Ubias(x, t) =

t
∑

t′′=2.5k

h exp

(

− (x− x′(t′′))2

2σ2
meta

)

. (7)

We used a Gaussian bias height h = 0.005 and a Gaussian
width σmeta = 0.7. We introduced four additional half-
harmonic bias potential walls to limit the sampling of
the reaction coordinate within the range of our interest
during the metadynamics simulation. The first two are
given as Vl = kwall(x−xl)

2 for x < xl and Vr = kwall(x−
xr)

2 for x > xr. These ensure that the entire polymer
chain does not fully escape from the nanopore. We chose
kwall = 1000, xl = 3 and xr = (N+L)−3. The remaining
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two bias potentials are kwall(z1 + 5)2 for z1 < −5 and
kwall(zN −5)2 for zN > 5. These additionally ensure that
the first polymer bead does not escape the right end of
the nanopore, and the last polymer bead does not escape
the left end of the nanopore. The free energy calculation
between x ∈ [−3 + σ,N + L − 3 − σ] is not significantly
affected by these walls.
The metadynamics simulation was initialized using one

of the equilibrium conformations of the polymer chain as
described in section IIA 2. The reaction coordinate was
made continuous and differentiable by defining it as a
sum of error functions, as

x = S1 + S2, where

S1 =
N−1
∑

i=1

1 + erf (4(zi + 8)− 2)

2
and

S2 =
8
∑

z′=−8

1 + erf (4(zN − z′)− 2)

2
.

Here, S1 is a count of all the polymer beads that have
crossed the nanopore entrance, while S2 corresponds to
the length of the empty part of the nanopore.
Free energy landscape Fmeta(x) is estimated using the

cumulative bias added at long time, as

lim
t→∞

Ubias(x, t) = −Fmeta(x) + C(t) (8)

where C(t) is the arbitrary uniform energy accumulated
until t. Five statistically independent metadynamics sim-
ulation runs were performed starting from five distinct
equilibrated conformations of the polymer chain. Each
simulation was run for a sufficiently long time to ensure
convergence of the estimated free energy. Details of the
convergence criteria used in our work are discussed in
section SI2 of the supplementary document reported as
Fmeta in subsequent sections.

2. Theoretical Free Energy

Following the theory proposed by Muthukumar27, we
write the analytical free energy Fth(x) as a sum of three
distinct contributions. The polymer–pore interaction en-
ergy F seg is simply proportional to the number of beads
inside the nanopore. The partition sum of a self-avoiding
polymer chain of length N with one end adsorbed on a
wall is given by Eisenriegler et al.39 as Nγ−1zN , where
z = 6 is the coordination number of the polymer beads
outside the nanopore and the exponent γ = 0.69 for a
self-avoiding chain.27 This expression is used to calcu-
late the entropic contribution F ent associated with the
configurational degrees of freedom of the part(s) of the
polymer chain outside the nanopore (donor and receiver
compartments). However, in contrast to the assumption
that a polymer bead loses all configurational degrees of

freedom upon entering the nanopore made in the orig-
inal theory Ref.27, we assume a partial loss of configu-
rational degrees of freedom of a polymer bead upon en-
tering the nanopore. We account for these remaining
degrees of freedom in terms of an effective coordination
number inside the nanopore, zeff. The energy contribu-
tion arising from the externally applied voltage across the
nanopore is F volt. During the threading stage, L poly-
mer beads are inside the nanopore, m = x − L polymer
beads have translocated into the recipient compartment,
and N − x = N − L − m beads remain in the donor
compartment. Thus, the three contributions to the free
energy during the threading stage are given as

F seg(m) = LǫFP

F ent(m) = L ln

(

z

zeff

)

+ (1 − γ) ln[m(N − L−m)]

F volt(m) =
qV L

2
+ µm

where ǫFP is the averaged per bead pore-polymer inter-
action energy inside the nanopore, q is the charge on each
polymer bead, V is the applied voltage and µ = qV is the
electrochemical potential difference across the nanopore.
Note that in Ref.27, ǫFP + ln z is treated as a combined
per-bead interaction. The complete free energy land-
scape during all three stages of translocation is given in
equations SI-E1a – SI-E3c of the supplementary docu-
ment.
Langevin dynamics simulation of an equilibrated poly-

mer chain conformation in the absence of the nanopore
was performed for τR time units after equilibration,
with instantaneous (ULJ + Ub + UDH) recorded every 50
timesteps to obtain the per-bead average potential en-
ergy in the absence of the nanopore. The per-bead av-
erage potential energy of the polymer in the presence
of the nanopore was determined from those frames of
our Langevin dynamics simulation that correspond to the
threading stage, i.e., x ∈ [L,N ] at a voltage of 86.7 mV.
The per-bead averaged potential energy obtained in the
absence of a nanopore is subtracted from the per-bead av-
eraged potential energy in the presence of the nanopore
to represent the per-bead pore-polymer average interac-
tion energy ǫFP. ǫFP is found to be nearly independent
of N , but dependens on rp, as shown in Supplementary
Figures SI-F5. Thus, the ǫFP is reported as the average
value over all polymer lengths N in Figure SI-F6 and in
Figure 2(a).
The coordination number zeff is estimated by minimiz-

ing the error given as

N
∑

xi=L

(Fth(xi; zeff)− Fmeta(xi))
2 (10)

and averaging over N=(61, 81, 101, and 121) for each
nanopore size rp. This error is the difference in the en-
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ergy barrier calculated using metadynamics and that es-
timated from the theory in the absence of an electric field.
Figure SI-F6 shows that zeff is independent of N.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The average pore-polymer interaction energy ǫFP is
shown in Figure 2(a) for nanopores of different radii rp.
ǫFP is observed to be independent of N and dependent
of rp is shown in Figure SI-F5 and SI-F6(a), respectively.
Thus, the average and standard deviation (shown as error
bars) in ǫFP are calculated from its values at different N .
Polymer beads experience short-range repulsive interac-
tions with the nanopore in our simulation. Stronger con-
finement in narrower nanopores understandably increases
the net repulsion experienced by polymer beads present
inside the nanopore. Thus, we observe the largest value
of ǫFP(= 0.172) for our narrowest nanopore with rp = 1.
This repulsive interaction is expected to be weaker for
wider nanopores. In the limit of rp → ∞, we expect
ǫFP → 0.
The free energy landscape Fmeta(x) estimated using

metadynamics simulation for the narrowest nanopore
with rp = 1 and for the polymer with N = 121 in the ab-
sence of any trans-membrane voltage difference (V = 0)
is shown in Figure 2 (b). The shaded region illustrates
the uncertainty in our estimate, representing the stan-
dard deviation from the five metadynamics simulation
replicas. The free energy landscape obtained from the
theory Fth(x) for V = 0 and zeff = 1 is also shown in the
same figure as a black dash-dotted line. Fmeta(x) qual-
itatively agrees with Fth(x) for zeff = 1 assumed in the
original theory. An entropic barrier is predicted by both
theory and simulation as the polymer fills the nanopore.
However, this barrier is found to be significantly weaker
than that predicted by the original theory. The theory
assumes that polymer beads lose all entropy and adopt a
single conformation when inside the nanopore. In other
words, the theory enforces that exactly L = 16 polymer
beads are inside the nanopore in a straight-chain con-
formation when the nanopore is completely filled during
the threading stage. This is strictly true only for the
strongest confinement, which corresponds to the case in
which the nanopore is just wide enough for the poly-
mer beads to move axially through it without allowing
any radial movement, i.e. for rp → σ/2(= 0.5 in our
simulation). The nanopores considered in this work are
significantly wider than this limit and allow some radial
movement of polymer beads inside the nanopore. Figure
SI-F3 shows that the average number of polymer beads
inside the filled nanopore Ninside seen in our metadynam-
ics simulation increases with the nanopore radius. More
importantly, the number is larger than L even for the
narrowest nanopore considered (rp = 1). Thus, we intro-
duce the effective coordination number zeff in the theory,
and adjust it using equation 10 to obtain a quantita-
tive agreement between the theoretical and metadynam-

ics free energy landscapes. Figure 2(b) also shows the
modified theoretical free energy landscape for zeff = 2.46
as a black solid line, which quantitatively agrees with the
metadynamics result within error bars.

The effect of polymer lengthN on the free energy land-
scapes during the nanopore filling stage for rp = 1 and
V = 0 is shown in Figure 3 (a). For the range of poly-
mer lengths used in our metadynamics simulation, the
entropic barrier in Fmeta(x) during the nanopore filling
stage is found to be nearly independent of N . The inset
shows the entire free energy landscapes with a rescaled
reaction coordinate, Fmeta(x/(N+L)). The entropic bar-
rier is observed to be nearly independent of N over the
studied range, suggesting that the entropic barrier pri-
marily arises from the loss of entropy of the polymer
beads within the nanopore, rather than from those out-
side the nanopore. Ninside remains constant for various
polymer lengths N in our metadynamics simulations, as
shown in supplementary Figure SI-F3. The observed in-
dependence of the entropic barrier with respect toN from
metadynamics simulation is consistent with the theory,
which gives the entropic contribution to the barrier as
two terms: a dominant term that scales as the number
of polymer beads inside the nanopore (≈ L ln(z/zeff)),
and a weaker term that approximately scales as the log-
arithm of the polymer length. We expect the entropic
barrier to be dependent on N only in the case of excep-
tionally long polymers translocating through very short
nanopores. Thus, for experimentally relevant polymer
lengths N . O(10000) and nanopore lengths L & O(5
nm), the entropic barrier can be assumed to be nearly
independent of N .

We note a small discrepancy between the theoretical
and metadynamics free energies during the nanopore fill-
ing stage. The slope in free energy during the nanopore
filling stage for Fth is steeper than that observed in Fmeta.
This discrepancy arises because Ninside is greater in the
metadynamics simulation (Figure SI-F3) compared to
the assumed value of L in the theory. The discrepancy
can be removed by replacing L with Ninside in the the-
ory (data not shown). However, the value of the mean
translocation time does not significantly change when
this correction is introduced into the theory. Thus, we
do not include this empirical modification to the theory
for simplicity.

Wider nanopores result in weaker confinement. Thus,
an increase in rp is expected to decrease the entropic
barrier during the nanopore filling stage. Supplementary
document Figure SI-F4 shows Fmeta(x) for eight values
of rp keeping V = 0. As expected, the entropic bar-
rier decreases with an increase in the nanopore radius.
As the entropic barrier during the nanopore filling stage
is observed to be independent of N in our metadynam-
ics simulation (Figure 3a) and the effective coordination
number inside the nanopore zeff is used as a fitting pa-
rameter in equation 10 for matching Fth with Fmeta at
V = 0, zeff is not expected to be a function of N (Fig-
ure SI-F6(b)). We report the value of zeff averaged over
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FIG. 2: (a) Variation of average pore-polymer
interactions energy ǫFP with rp. (b) Comparison of free
energy landscapes from theory (Fth) and metadynamics
(Fmeta) for N = 121 and rp = 1. The dot-dashed line

shows Fth for the effective coordination number zeff = 1,
while the solid black line shows the same for zeff = 2.46.

ǫFP = 0.172 in both.
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FIG. 3: (a) Comparison of Fmeta for N = 61, 81, 101,
and 121 (colored lines) and Fth (solid black line) for

N = 121 during the nanopore filling stage. Inset shows
Fmeta and Fth using rescaled reaction coordinates,

highlighting the independence of the free energy barrier
with respect to N . (b) The effective coordination
number of polymer beads inside the nanopore zeff
obtained using ǫFP values from figure 2(a) (filled

left-triangles), and using ǫFP = 0 (empty left-triangles).
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different N as a function of rp as solid left-triangles in
Figure 3 (b). Error bars show the standard deviation cal-
culated using zeff for different values of N . zeff increases
from ∼ 2.46 for rp = 1 to ∼ 4.65 for rp = 4, which is
consistent with the observation that weaker confinement
results into a decrease in the entropic barrier in our meta-
dynamics simulation.

In writing the theoretical free energy, we have written
contributions due to the pore-polymer interaction F seg

and entropy F ent as separate terms. However, the com-

bined per-bead interaction term [ǫFP+ ln
(

z
zeff

)

] appears

in the resulting free energy Fth(x). Instead of using ǫFP
calculated from Langevin dynamics simulation (Figure
2) (a), one could arbitrarily set ǫFP = 0 and obtained a
different set of zeff values. These are shown as open left-
triangles in Figure 3 (b). Thus, either a combination of

[ǫFP+ ln
(

z
zeff

)

] with ǫFP taken from Figure 2(a) and zeff

taken from solid left-triangles in Figure 3(b) or ǫFP = 0
with zeff taken from empty left-triangles in Figure 3(b)
results into the same theoretical free energy Fth(x) which
matches the metadynamics free energy. Noting that both
these parameters are nearly independent of N , but de-
pend on rp, we obtain the theoretical free energy using
these parameter values for longer polymers (N = 241,
361, 721, and 1081) beyond those used in our metady-
namics simulation.

In experiments, a trans-membrane voltage difference is
applied to drive the polymer across the nanopore. The
voltage difference results in an additional contribution
that helps overcome the strong entropic barrier observed
during the nanopore filling stage in the free energy land-
scape. In theory, this contribution is obtained by adding
equations SI-E1c, SI-E2c, and SI-E3c during respective
stages of translocation to Fmeta and Fth. The resulting
free energy is used in equation 3 to compute the rescaled
mean first passage time 〈τ̃FP〉 and its standard deviation
from equations 4-6. As discussed in Section II B, the dif-
fusivity parameter kFP is assumed to be uniform along
the reaction coordinate x. We performed Langevin dy-
namics simulation in the presence of a trans-membrane
voltage difference and compared the computed mean
translocation time 〈τLD〉 with the rescaled mean first pas-
sage time τ̃FP from the theory to gain insights into the
parameter kFP.

The translocation time distribution obtained from
2000 Langevin dynamics simulation runs of a poly-
mer chain of length N = 121 translocating through
a nanopore with rp = 1 is shown at different trans-
membrane voltages V using dashed lines in Figure SI-F9.
Figure 4a shows the corresponding mean translocation
time as a function of 1/V using diamonds. Error bars
indicate the standard deviation of the observed translo-
cation time distribution. The mean translocation time is
found to be inversely proportional to voltage. This is in
agreement with several experimental1,4,40 and simulation
reports13–17,29. A similar scaling is observed in Figure 4b,
which shows the mean translocation time as a function of
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FIG. 4: Variation of mean translocation time from
Langevin dynamics simulations 〈τLD〉 (yellow diamonds)

and mean first passage time from Fokker-Planck
formalism with input free energy from (a)

metadynamics simulations 〈τmeta〉 (blue left triangles)
and (b) theoretical formulation 〈τth〉 (green left

triangles), with external trans-membrane voltage V .
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FIG. 5: (a) Power law dependence of 〈τ〉 on N with the
scaling exponent α = 1.43 for rp = 1 and V = 86.7mV.
Inset shows a magnified view of the data for smaller N .
(b) Values of α for different rp and V . α increases with

increasing rp, and is independent of V . Data for
rp → ∞ is shown in grey color.

1/V for N = 361 as diamonds. Figures SI-F11(a) to SI-
F18(a) show the mean translocation time as a function
of 1/V for various nanopore radii rp, and for all polymer
lengths studied. The scaling of 〈τ〉 ∼ 1/V is consistently
observed for all polymer lengths and all nanopore radii.

The effect of polymer length on the mean translocation
time from our Langevin dynamics simulation is shown as

diamonds in Figure 5(a) for rp = 1 and V = 86.7 mV.
Over the range of N studied, we observe that for rp = 1,
〈τ〉 ∼ N1.43. A scaling of 〈τ〉 ∼ Nα is observed for all
other trans-membrane voltages and nanopore radii stud-
ied, with α ≈ 1.40 − 1.48 for all nanopore radii except
for rp → ∞. Figure 5(b) summarizes the exact values of
α obtained for all V and rp. We find a weak but gradual
increase in α with increasing rp, but observe no particu-
lar trend in α versus V for all finite nanopore radii. At
rp → ∞, a significant deviation from nearly-single-file
translocation for finite nanopores is possible, especially
at lower voltages. Although we see a notable decrease in
α with increasing V at rp → ∞, we do not investigate
it further as the mechanism of translocation is likely to
be significantly different than that in the case of all fi-
nite nanopore radii. Experimentally derived exponents
in the range of 1.27-1.40 can be found in the literature,
as discussed in Section I.4–6

The Fokker-Planck model is based on conservation of
W (x, t), which results in a differential balance of the rate
of accumulation of W (x, t) around the “state” x and the
gradient of its flux. The flux is assumed to be arising from
the drift and diffusion of the conserved quantity, W . The
latter is modeled like a Fickian diffusion term with uni-
form diffusivity kFP. The former is modeled using a force
arising from the local gradient of the free energy, along
with a mobility given by the Einstein relation. We have
estimated kFP by comparing the prediction of transloca-
tion kinetics from this theory with Langevin dynamics
simulation results.
The parameter kFP represents the diffusivity along the

reaction coordinate in the Fokker-Planck theory. It is as-
sumed to be independent of the magnitude of the electric
field based on the Einstein relation. kFP for a given N
and rp was evaluated by minimizing the following sum of
squares of errors between the rescaled mean first passage
time 〈τ̃FP〉 from Fokker-Planck theory and mean translo-
cation time 〈τLD〉 obtained from Langevin dynamics sim-
ulation for various V used in our Langevin dynamics sim-
ulation.

error(kFP ) =
∑

V

(

1

kFP
〈τ̃FP〉 − 〈τLD〉

)2

(11)

Left triangles in Figure 4a show the mean first passage
time 〈τFP〉 for a polymer with N = 121 translocating
through a rp = 1 nanopore at various voltages. A single
value of kFP = 0.0276 in reduced units (= 1.27 × 1010

s−1) results into a remarkable agreement between 〈τFP〉
and 〈τFP〉 at all voltages. Similarly, kFP = 0.0152 results
into quantitative agreement between 〈τFP〉 and 〈τFP〉 at
all voltages studied (Figure 4b).
A comparison of 〈τLD〉 and 〈τFP〉 as a function of the

polymer length is also shown in Figure 5(a) for rp = 1
and V = 86.7 mV. The inset shows a magnified view for
comparison of shorter polymers. It should be noted that
the value of kFP is different for each N and is obtained
by minimizing the error defined in equation 11.
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For a dilute polymer solution in the absence of any
hydrodynamic interactions, the Rouse theory predicts
the center-of-mass diffusivity of the polymer chain of
length N scales as D ∼ N−1. Upon adding hydrody-
namic interactions, the Zimm theory predicts a scaling
of D ∼ N−ν(≈ N−0.588). The scaling of D ∼ N−1

has been reported using Langevin dynamics simulations
of a polymer chain diffusing in an infinitely long tube
with and without hydrodynamic interactions.41–43 In the
presence of topological constraints (arising from nearby
chains in concentrated solutions), the reptation model
predicts that D ∼ N−2. In the presence of a free energy
barrier F ∗ and in the absence of hydrodynamic interac-
tions, a scaling of D ∼ N−1 exp(− F∗

kBT ) is predicted. For
the Gaussian chain in slit geometry, screening of HI in-
teractions results into D ∼ N−0.87 for N ∈ (100−10000).
We observe a similar scaling of kFP ∼ Nβ for the diffu-

sivity in the Fokker-Planck equation. The log–log plot in
Figure 6a shows the variation of kFP with N for different
values of rp. The data points for a given nanopore radius
fall on a straight line, indicating a power-law behavior.
The value of β is obtained by minimizing the residual
sum of squares of error

error(β) =

n
∑

j=1

(

kFP,j − aNβ
j

)2

.

We observe that β ∼ −0.57 for the narrowest nanopore
with rp = 1, while β ∼ −0.74 for the rp → ∞ system
mimicked by removing the nanopore in our Langevin dy-
namics simulation. Figure 6b shows the values of β for
different nanopore radii, with error bars indicating the
95% confidence interval in our fit. We find that β in-
creases as rp decreases. In the limit of rp → 0, the expo-
nent approaches β ≈ −0.5.
Although kFP is the diffusivity of the probability

W (x, t) along the reaction coordinate and not the spa-
tial diffusivity of the center-of-mass of the polymer chain
discussed in the preceding paragraph, it has been pro-
posed to represent the polymer chain’s diffusivity in the
theory11,27. Our observed scaling is far from the expo-
nent of −1 expected for the center-of-mass of a single
polymer chain undergoing Rouse dynamics in the absence
of any confinement, or from the exponent of −2 expected
from the reptation theory due to topological constraints.
In fact, the observed scaling suggests that the diffusivity
of the polymer chain is enhanced despite the confinement
it experiences inside the nanopore. This is corroborated
by the observed reduction of β with increasing rp. For
the strongest confinement, β → −0.5, suggesting an en-
hanced diffusivity with a unique transport mechanism
that needs further investigation.

IV. CONCLUSION

The Fokker-Planck (FP) formalism is used to gain in-
sights into the kinetics of polymer translocation, where
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FIG. 6: (a) A log-log plot of diffusivity kFP versus N
for different rp, as shown in legend. Magenta

left-triangles show the data for rp → ∞. Dotted lines
show power-law fitting to data corresponding to a given
rp. Solid lines show power-law scaling with exponents

−0.5,−0.588 and −1. (b) The power-law exponent β for
each rp, with error bars showing 95% confidence

interval. The exponent β increasingly approaches −0.5
with decreasing rp.
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the only input parameters are the free energy and the
diffusivity kFP. The free energy landscapes were gen-
erated using both the enhanced sampling method Fmeta

and the theoretical formulation Fth for different poly-
mer lengths N and nanopore radii rp. The difference
in the entropic barrier in Fth and Fmeta is adjusted by
introducing the effective coordination number zeff and
the per-segment pore-polymer interaction energy ǫFP to
Fth. These parameters allow us to extend the theory
for longer polymers while accurately capturing the effect
of nanopore geometry. Our results from LD simulation
and FP formalism trans-membrane voltages V show that
the mean translocation time 〈τ〉 ∼ V −1Nα, where α in-
creases from 1.40 to 1.48 with an increase in rp, which are
in good agreement with the experimental observations.
The diffusivity of the polymer chain kFP is calculated
by mapping the kinetics from LD simulations to the FP
formalism. kFP varies as Nβ where β increases with a
decrease in rp, suggesting that diffusivity is enhanced in
the presence of confinement.
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