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Based on classical statistical mechanics, we calculate analytically the length extension and the
fluctuations, under a pulling force, of a polymer modelled as a freely jointed chain with extensible
bonds, the latter considered as harmonic springs. We obtain an analytical formula for the partition
function, and derive both the extension curve of the chain and the fluctuations as a function of
the force. An independent high force approximation has been also evaluated. The analytical for-
mulas have been validated by analysing the exactness of their fit on data obtained from Langevin
simulations, and compared with the phenomenological expressions largely used in the past literature.
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INTRODUCTION

The stretching curve of a long polymeric chain in a fluc-
tuating environment has been the subject of many the-
oretical and experimental studies. The first experiment
was performed by the Bustamante group by stretching
a single DNA molecule applying a force by means of an
optical tweezer [1]. Their results showed that the exten-
sion curve vs the applied force of a double stranded DNA
(dsDNA), pulled at a small and intermediate force range,
can be understood and depicted by means of the worm-
like-chain model (WLC) [2], which consists in a semiflex-
ible continuous beam. In the most common models, the
WLC model can be discretized as a chain of beads con-
nected by sticks with the inclusion of an elastic bending,
so obtaining a discrete WLC. This model improves the
more naive freely jointed chain (FJC) model [3], com-
posed by rigid sticks connected to each other that can
freely rotate, i.e. that do not include any bending po-
tential. The FJC model can effectively depict the elas-
tic features of a flexible polymeric structure, i.e. hav-
ing a negligible resistance to bend. An example is given
by the single stranded DNA (ssDNA) whose character-
istic elongation as a function of the stretching force can
be satisfactorily described as a polymer without bend-
ing potential [1, 4]. To take into account the longitudi-
nal elasticity of the polymers, the FJC – as well as the
WLC model – needs a correction term not included in
its simpler form. This correction has been introduced
by Odijk [5] in the WLC model by replacing the sticks
with harmonic springs, and resulted in the addition of the
phenomenological elastic contribution f/(kl0) to the sta-
tistical end-to-end distance of the chain obtained with
inextensible bonds. In the formula, f is the applied
force, k the elastic constant, and l0 the Kuhn length
of the polymer (length of the sticks). In the inexten-
sible case, the FJC end-to-end distance of the polymer
in the direction of the applied force (dee), normalized
with its contour length (Lc = Nl0, with N the number

of segments), is easily calculated as the Langevin func-
tion L(βfl0) = coth(βfl0)− 1

βfl0
. So, the extensible FJC

(EFJC) presents a normalized end-to-end distance:

ξN = L(βfl0) +
f

kl0
(1)

where β = 1/kBT , with kB the Boltzmann constant and
T the temperature of the system. This expression has
been recently used in fitting the experimental elasticity
properties of some polymers [4, 6, 7].

Actually, a slightly different form was first used to fit
the experimental data [8]:

ξM = L(βfl0)
(

1 +
f

kl0

)

. (2)

This expression has been, and still is, largely used to fit
the data of different ssDNA and polymer chains [9–16]

Equations (1) and (2) are attractively simple and
handy, and they are, as said, reference formulas for exten-
sible FJC polymer models. At a first sight they appear to
reasonably agree with the experimental data, but looking
closer, that agreement strongly depends on the value of
the elastic constant of the polymer studied, which one of
the parameters to fit. In fact, we will see that the data
analysis performed by using Eq. (1) are quite imprecise
in modelling an EFJC model, and even worse fitting pa-
rameters are obtained by using Eq. (2), especially for low
values of the k parameter.

Moreover, the two expressions lack of a satisfactory
derivation from statistical mechanics principles in order
to be completely justified in their use, and some works
have presented a formal setting up of the FJC statistical
mechanics model with a numerical solution [17, 18].

In this paper we present an original analytical deriva-
tion of the partition function of the extensible FJC model
and evaluate, among others, a closed formula for the end-
to-end distance ξE as a function of the force. The formula
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reads:

ξE = L(βfl0) +
f

kl0

[

1 +
1− L(βfl0) coth(βfl0)

1 + f
kl0

coth(βfl0)

]

. (3)

An expression only valid at high forces has also been
deduced by means of a complementary derivation.
Equation (3) has been also derived in a different way

in a previous work [19], and used in a recent paper [20].
In addition to the end-to-end distance, the analytical

expression of the partition function of the EFJC model,
permits the evaluation of another magnitude poorly at-
tenctioned in the literature: the fluctuations (σ) as a
function of the force. This measure can be used, in princi-
ple, as a second function able to decrease the free param-
eters in the fitting procedure of the experimental data.
It is important to note that the fit parameters in this
kind of experiments are generally three: the elastic con-
stant k, the Kuhn length l0, and the contour length of the
polymer Lc. The use of a second function is then a valid
strategy to reduce the degree of free parameters in the
data fit, so resulting in a better control of the stretching
features in data analysis.
The formulas obtained have been validated with the

computer simulations of the Langevin dynamics of an
EFJC polymer that moves in a fluctuating environment,
confirming an excellent agreement between simulations
and the expressions proposed. Moreover, we performed
a number of fit analysis that showed a relevant improve-
ment in estimating the parameters from the analytical
expressions with respect to those obtained form the phe-
nomenological formulas.

THE MODEL.

The Hamiltonian of the system is then:

H = H0 +

N
∑

1

−fli cos(θi) +

N
∑

1

1

2
k(li − l0)

2, (4)

with N the number of links, and l0 the rest length of
the spring, which corresponds to the Kuhn length of the
polymer. H0 =

∑N
0 p2/2m is the kinetic energy con-

tribution. The partition function is then the sum over
all the polymer configurations of e−βH , specifically the
spatial angles and spring length:

Z =
∑

{θi}{li}
eβ

∑N
i=1 fli cos θi− 1

2βk(li−l0)
2

=
∑

{θi}{li}

N
∏

i=1

eβfli cos θi−
1
2βk(li−l0)

2

=

=
N
∏

i=1

∑

{θi}{li}
eβfli cos θi−

1
2βk(li−l0)

2

, (5)

where the kinetic energy contributes with a force-
independent multiplicative term, here omitted because
it is not influent. All the angle configurations are inde-
pendent from each other, then the partition function is
factorized in the N equal terms of the above product. So:

Z =





∑

{θ}{l}
eβfl cos θ−

1
2βk(l−l0)

2





N

= zN , (6)

where z is the partition function of just one segment.
Given the continuous nature of both the angle val-

ues and the spring length, the above expression can
be calculated as a spatial integral with volume element
dΩ = l2 sin θ dldθdφ:

z =

∫ ∞

0

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

eβfl cos θe−
1
2βk(l−l0)

2

l2 sin θdldθdφ =

= 4π

∫ ∞

0

sinh(βfl)

βf
e−

1
2βk(l−l0)

2

l dl. (7)

With the change of variable βfl = x, the integral of
Eq. (7) can be rewritten as

z =
4π

β3f3

∫ ∞

0

sinh(x) e−(x−x0)
2/2σ2

x dx. (8)

with σ2 = βf2/k. This integral can be calculated by
explicitly writing down the hyperbolic sine and making
use of the tabulated integral

∫∞
0 xe−µx2−2νxdx = 1

2µ −
ν
2µ

√

π
µe

ν2/µ[1 − erf( ν√
µ )]. Unfortunately, the presence

of the error function erf(·) makes the formal outcome
useless for practical purposes, yet this expression can be
evaluated numerically [17].

Analytical derivation.

Despite the above difficulty, the integral of Eq. (8) can
be evaluated with a different approach, by writing it as

z =
4π

β3f2

√

2πβ

k

∫ ∞

0

x sinh(x)G(x;x0 , σ) dx, (9)

where the Gaussian term G(x;x0, σ) = e−
(x−x0)2

2σ2 /
√
2πσ2

can be expanded in a series of δ-functions:

G(x;x0, σ) = δ(x− x0) +
σ2

2

d2

dx2
δ(x− x0) + ... =

=

∞
∑

n=0

(σ2/2)n

n!

d2n

dx2n
δ(x− x0). (10)

The integral can then be formally written (Weierstrass
transform) as

z = A(f)

∫ ∞

0

x sinh(x)e
σ2

2
d2

dx2 δ(x − x0) dx, (11)
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FIG. 1: Normalized end-to-end distance ξ as a function of
the dimensionless force f̃ = βfl0 for three values of the di-
mensionless elastic constant k̃ = βl20k in the extensible FJC
model. The symbols represent the data from the simulations,
and the lines the analytical expressions defined in the text.
Inset: the difference between Eq. (16) and Eq. (2) (∆ξM ),

and between Eq. (16) and Eq. (1) (∆ξN), with k̃ = 10.

with A(f) = 4π
β3f2

√

2πβ
k . Because of the properties of

the δ-function inside the integral, i.e.
∫∞
−∞ f(x) dn

dxn δ(x−
x0) dx = (−1)n dnf(x)

dxn |x0 , the resulting approximated ex-
pression is:

z = A(f)e
σ2

2
d2

dx2 [x sinh(x)]x0
=

= A(f)

∞
∑

n=0

(σ2/2)n

n!

d2n

dx2n
[x sinh(x)]x0

. (12)

The above expansion is a closed form for the partition
function.

The general term of the above derivative is

d2n[x sinh(x)]

dx2n
= x sinh(x) + 2n cosh(x) (13)

from which, summing up all the terms, we finally obtain:

zE = B
sinh(βfl0)

f
e

βf2

2k

[

1 +
f

kl0
coth(βfl0)

]

, (14)

with B = 4πl0
√

2π/β3k.

End-to-end distance.— The normalized end-to-end dis-
tance along the direction of the force is given by the av-
erage:

ξ =
1

Nl0
〈l cos θ〉 = − 1

Nl0

dF

df
= − 1

βl0z

dz

df
(15)

where F is the Helmholtz free energy F = −1/β logZ.

With this expression, the analytical expression can be

calculated by using Eq. (14), obtaining

ξE = L(βfl0) +
f

kl0

[

1 +
1− L(βfl0) coth(βfl0)

1 + f
kl0

coth(βfl0)

]

,

(16)
As evident, for forces large enough, we recover the ex-

pression of ξN given in Eq. (1). Instead, none analytical
limit is able to give ξM [Eq. (2)], which remains a pure
phenomenological formula.

High force approximation.— For high forces, it is pos-
sible to obtain an independent approximation of the par-
tition function. At that limit, the hyperbolic sine of the
integral in Eq. (7) can be substituted by the exponential
with the positive exponent only:

z =
2π

βf

∫ ∞

0

eβfle−
1
2βk(l−l0)

2

l dl. (17)

With the variable change y = l − l0 − f/k the integral
becomes:

z =
2π

βf
eβ(fl0+f2/2k)

∫ ∞

−l0−f/k

e−
βk
2 y2

(y + l0 + f/k) dy.

(18)
As the force f increases, the lower extreme of the inte-
gral shifts toward lower values, so permitting a straight-
forward approximation to −∞ because of the sharpness
of the Gaussian integrand. Then, the odd term in the
integral vanishes, obtaining the simple expression:

zHF =
2π

β

√

2π

βk

(

l0 +
f

k

)

eβ(fl0+f2/2k)

f
. (19)

By using the formula (15) the value of ξ can be evalu-
ated for high forces, obtaining:

ξHF = L(βfl0) +
f

kl0
+

1

βl0(kl0 + f)
+ 1− coth(βfl0)

= 1− 1

βfl0
+

f

kl0
+

1

βl0(kl0 + f)
. (20)

To be more clear about the validity of the above equa-
tion, it is useful to clarify what the expression “high
force” means. In this sense, the approximation applied
refers to the integral of Eq. (18), where the lower ex-
treme l0 + f/k goes to ∞. This approximation makes
sense if the Gaussian inside the integral, which is cen-
tered in 0, is narrow enough to not reach the extreme
itself, i.e. l0+f/k ≫ 1/

√
βk that leads to the expression

f ≫
√

k/β, so defining the relation that defines the high
force regimes.

LANGEVIN SIMULATIONS.

In order to check the analytical result of equation (16)
we have performed some dynamical computer simulation.
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In accordance with the FJC model, the polymer sim-
ulated consists of N + 1 dimensionless monomers con-
nected by harmonic springs: Vel(li) = k

2

∑N
i=1(li − l0)

2,
where k is the elastic constant, li = |li| = |ri+1 − ri|, is
the distance between the monomer i + 1 and i, with ri
the position of the i-th particle, and l0 is the equilibrium
distance between adjacent monomers.
The dynamics of the chain is given by the overdamped

Langevin equation of motion

ṙi = −∇iVel(li) + fδi,N +
√

2kBTη(t), (21)

where η(t) represents the thermal contribution as a Gaus-
sian uncorrelated noise: 〈η(t)〉 = 0, and 〈η(t)η(t′)〉 =
δ(t− t′). The nabla operator is defined as ∇i = ∂/∂xii+
∂/∂yij + ∂/∂zik. The constant force f pulls the last
monomer in order to stretch dynamically the polymer,
while the first monomer is held fixed.

Fig. 1 shows the extension ξ vs the dimensionless ap-
plied force f̃ = βfl0, obtained from the simulations
(symbols), and from the analytical formulas of Eq. (1),
Eq. (2), Eq. (16), and Eq. (20) (lines), for different values
of the elastic constant parameter k̃ = βkl20. As visible
in there, the numerical evaluation of the exact expres-
sion ξE completely reproduces the simulation data at all
the curve extensions, while the phenomenological formu-
las evidently do not. Similarly, the approximation ξHF

correctly approaches the curve at high forces. The fig-
ure also shows that the naive approximation ξN , while
it reproduces the general behavior, lies constantly be-
low the exact expression. The other phenomenological
curve ξM , lies even lower than the previous one. These
discrepancies, very well visible for k̃ = 3 and k̃ = 10,
remain – though not clearly visible in the plot – as the
elastic constant k̃ increases. The inset of figure 1 re-
ports the differences between the exact ξE and the two
phenomenological expressions ξN and ξM , as a function
of f̃ , for k̃ = 10. We can notice there that the differ-
ence ∆ξN tends to zero for f̃ → ∞, while ∆ξM tends
to the value 1/k̃. The difference between the curves is
also present at low forces, where the three linear approx-
imations read: ξLF

N = f̃(1/3 + 1/k̃), ξLF
M = f̃/3, and

ξLF
E = f̃ [1/3+ 1/k̃+2/(3k̃+3)], revealing very different
slope behaviors. The expression ξLF

E can be used for fit
purposes by using low force data.

In order to estimate the effectiveness of the formulas
obtained, we have performed some numerical fit on the
simulation data for different values of k̃, considered as the
unique free parameter. The results are shown in Table I.
As evident there, the predicted k̃s present an error up to
22% for Eq. (1), and even up to 32% for Eq. (2). So,
such big errors could give important discrepancies in the
estimations of k, when the latter is used as unique fit
parameter.
In principle, the complete experimental fit analysis

presents up to three parameters [8, 21]: the Kuhn length

Exact ξN ξM ξHF ξE

k̃ f > 5

3 2.86 (4.6%) 2.46 (18.1%) 3.00 (0.07%) 3.00 (0.06%)

10 9.18 (8.2%) 7.89 (21.1%) 10.00 (0.09%) 10.00 (0.09%)

100 86.7 (13.3%) 74.7 (25.3%) 98.4 (1.63%) 98.5 (1.46%)

1000 777 (22.2%) 674 (32.6%) 875 (12.5%) 887 (11.3%)

TABLE I: Values of k̃ obtained by fitting the simulations data
for the real parameter value listed in the first column of the
table. In parenthesis, the error with respect to the exact
value.

l0, the elastic constant k̃, and the contour length Lc. This
last parameter is just a multiplicative factor in all the
equations (1), (2), and (16). In many experiments one
geometrical parameter (Lc or l0) can be fixed from direct
measures [6, 7], this way reducing to two the parameters
to be fitted. In these conditions, the use of the formula
ξE in fitting the data provides optimum results for k̃ with
a difference up to 30% with the other formulas. In the
case that both the geometrical magnitudes Lc and l0 can
be independently fixed, the results in the estimation of
k̃ are the ones shown in Table I. There, it is visible that
the analytical formula ξE provides estimations closer to
the real values than the other expressions.

FLUCTUATIONS.

The fit of the parameters involved in the FJC model
can be performed by using an independent function con-
taining the same parameters (l0, k, and Lc). In fact, it
is possible to measure the end-to-end fluctuations of the
chain elongation in experiments of force clamp molecular
stretching by using either atomic force microscopes [23],
or with magnetic tweezers that present a lower intrinsic
noise and relatively long constant force trajectories [24].
The use of the fluctuations to reduce degree of freedom
in data analysis has been already used to double check
the parameter estimation in other contexts [25].
The analytic expression of the fluctuations, can be

evaluated by using the second moment ξ(2) of the chain
extension in the direction of the applied force (parallel
fluctuations) as

ξ(2) =
1

Nl20
〈l2 cos2 θ〉 = 1

β2l20z

d2z

df2
, (22)

where the last term in the above expression follows by
the partition function of Eq. 6. Then, to derive the fluc-
tuations we notice that:

1

β2l20

d2 log z

df2
=

1

β2l20

d

df

(

1

z

dz

df

)

= (23)

=
1

β2l20

(

− 1

z2
dz

df

dz

df
+

1

z

d2z

df2

)

= ξ(2) − ξ2 = σ2.
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The fluctuations σ2 result normalized with Nl20. By
performing the above-defined derivatives to Eq. (14), we

obtain the complete formula of the fluctuations σ2
E :

σ2
E =

csch2(βfl0)

2f2kβ2l20(kl0 + f coth(βfl0))2
× { − k3l20 + f4β − 5f2k2l20β + 2f4kl20β

2 − 2f2k3l40β
2 + (24)

+ (k3l20 + f4β + f2k2l20β) cosh(2βfl0) + 2fkl0(k + f2β) sinh(2βfl0)},

that, in dimensionless magnitudes:

σ2
E =

csch2(f̃)

2(k̃ + f̃ coth f̃)2
× { − k̃2

f̃2
+

f̃2

k̃
− 5k̃ + 2f̃2 − 2k̃2 + (25)

+

(

k̃2

f̃2
+

f̃2

k̃
+ k̃

)

cosh(2f̃) + 2

(

k̃

f̃
+ f̃

)

sinh(2f̃)}.

The above expression is not very handy. An approxi-
mation can be obtained by using the truncated partition
function

zN = B
sinh(βfl0)

f
e

βf2

2k , (26)

which represent an approximation at high forces of
Eq. (14), and generates formula (1) through Eq. (15). By
using this latter function, the fluctuations corresponding
to Eq. (1) by means of Eq. (24) are:

σ2
N =

[

1− coth2(βfl0) +
1

(βfl0)2
+

1

βkl20

]

(27)

which, for k → ∞, i.e. the inextensible case, reads

σ2
I =

[

1− coth2(βfl0) +
1

(βfl0)2

]

(28)

Fig. 2 shows such fluctuations as a function of f̃ for
different values of the elastic constant. The curves are
monotonically decreasing as a function of the applied
force, and tend to the value 1/k̃ for high forces. The
values at low forces can be easily derived from the cor-
responding end-to-end expressions commented above. In

fact we can derive σ
2(LF )
N = 1/3 + 1/k̃, and σ

2(LF )
E =

1/3 + 1/k̃+ 2/(3k̃+ 3). Both these limit values are visi-
ble at low force values in Fig. 2.
Table II shows the evaluation of the one-parameter fit

(k̃) by using both the fluctuations functions σN and σE .
We can notice that, even if the value of the estimated
k̃ is worse than the one calculated with the fit on the

Exact σN σE

k̃

3 2.922 2.969

10 9.512 9.917

100 82.65 89.59

1000 491.3 546.9

TABLE II: Values of k̃ obtained by fitting the simulations
data for the real parameter value listed in the first column of
the table.

end-to-end distance, especially at high k̃ values, the fit
of the fluctuations when using the expression σE , results
always better than by using the phenomenological ex-
pression σN .

It is worth to note that the expressions of the fluctu-
ations have the parameter k in the denominator of some
additive term. So, as higher the value of k is, the smaller
is its effect on the fluctuations. This explains the bad fit
outcomes at high ks shown in Table II, and evidences that
the fluctuations formulas are not good expressions to fit
data with high k values, at least when k is the unique fit
parameter. In fact, when the parameters to fit are more
than one, the fit provides a better estimation of all of
them, as visible in Table III, where the two parameters
k and l0 have been used.



6

 0

 0.1

 0.2

 0.3

 0.4

 0.5

 0.6

 0.7

 0.8

 0.9

 0  2  4  6  8  10

σ2

f
~

Sim. k
~

 =     3

Sim. k
~

 =   10

Sim. k
~

 = 100
σE

σN

σI

FIG. 2: Normalized fluctuations σ2 as a function of the di-
mensionless force f̃ for three values of the dimensionless elas-
tic constant k̃ of the extensible FJC model. The symbols
represent the data from the simulations, and the lines the
analytical expressions defined in the text. It is well visible
that σE gives good agreement with the simulations, while the
phenomenological σN differs visibly at low forces. The only
black curve present in the figure represents the inextensible
fluctuations σI , to which the curves tend when increasing the
elastic constant value k.

Exact σN σE

k k l0 k l0

3 2.62 1.049 2.96 0.991

10 9.65 0.995 9.84 0.993

100 105.7 0.974 88.49 0.999

1000 999.6 0.977 1000.0 1.002

TABLE III: Values of k and l0 obtained by fitting the sim-
ulations data for the real parameter value listed in the first
column of the table by using the fluctuations formula only.
The exact l0 = 1 in all cases.

RADIUS OF GYRATION.

Another magnitude that is straightforward to evaluate
is the radius of gyration RG at f = 0 and its depen-
dance with the chain extensions. By using the partition
function z of Eq. (7), in the limit of f → 0 it is easy to
calculate the average length of the single bond as:

〈l〉 = 1

z
4π

∫ ∞

0

e−
1
2βk(l−l0)

2

l3dl,

obtaining

〈l〉 = l0

(

1 +
2

1 + βkl20

)

. (29)

Moreover, it is possible to demonstrate that for an ideal
rigid chain at f = 0 [22],

R2
G =

〈R2〉
6

=
Nb2

6
, (30)

where R is the end-to-end distance in the three-
dimensional space, and b is the stick length of a rigid
FJC. By substituting the average length 〈l〉 of Eq. (29)
in the b parameter of Eq. (30), the square radius of gy-
ration for the extensible chain reads:

R2
G =

N〈l〉2
6

=
Nl20
6

(

1 +
2

1 + βkl20

)2

. (31)

This expression has been confirmed with numerical cal-
culations (data not shown).

GLOBAL FIT.

As mentioned above, the most general case presents
three free parameters. In that condition the fit anal-
ysis performed with the different end-to-end formulas
give approximately the same values for the three involved
parameters, due to some compensations between them.
However, one can use the fluctuations as a secondary
function in order to reduce the degree of freedom in the
fit procedure. Fig. 3 left panel, shows the simulation
points and the fit curves for this case with k̃ = 10 and
k̃ = 1000, with l0 = 1 and Lc = 19. The curves mostly
completely overlap with the simulations, with the excep-
tion of ξHF that, as expected, is only valid at high forces.
The inset of the figure shows the fluctuations calculated
as a function of the applied force, together with the three
different fit curves, all of them overlapping: the first fit
curve is the curve obtained with the fit of the simula-
tion data of the fluctuations σE with the formula (25),
the second curve represents the fit curve obtained by us-
ing the phenomenological formula σN (Eq. 27), and the
third one shows the results from the global fit that in-
cludes the data of both the end-to-end distance and the
fluctuations. The parameters obtained by the global fit
have been also used to draw the respective curve in the
main plot, together with the fit curves of the four end-
to-end expressions above commented. Apparently, the
fitting curves look fine in the plot for all the functions
used.

We also performed a fit with a more realistic value
of the elastic constant k, specifically using k̃ = 300,
and k̃ = 1000. In our dimensionless units, the value
k̃ = 300 is equivalent to the elastic constant of a ssDNA of
530 pN/nm, as estimated in [8], while a value of k̃ = 1000
is equivalent to the rigidity of the polimethacrylate poly-
mer studied in [7], with k = 70 nN/nm. Analogously, the
maximum force in all our figures (f̃ = 10) corresponds, in
real units, to f = kBT/l0f̃ = 4, 1/l0f̃ pN, which takes the
values, respectively, of f ≈ 33 pN [8] and f ≈ 170 pN [7].

The parameters obtained in the different cases are
collected in Table IV, where also the end-to-end dis-
tance and the fluctuations for the inextensible model have
been included, because still used in experimental works
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(columns ξI and σI). As expected, the predicted values
are very bad for low k̃ and tend to improve for high k̃s.
We can see that the outcomes of the analytical ξE and

σE are very good in all the three parameters. The other
outcomes, even if reasonably good for some magnitude
(for example k), present generally worse estimations for
the remaining magnitudes of the fit (l0 and Lc). These
discrepancies in the precision of the evaluation of the
three magnitudes reveal the aforementioned compensa-
tion in the fit procedure, that is evident in the fit curves
which appear almost equivalent between each other in
the plots. In any case, the global fit that combines to-
gether the two functions ξE and σE is generally able to
even improve the already very good estimations of the
two functions used separately. In fact, the three parame-
ters involved result very close to the real ones for almost
all the cases, as visible in the last column of Table IV
(ξG). Strangely enough, in many cases the analytic fluc-
tuations only (σE) give better estimations than the end-
to-end distance – or not far form them – fact that is
evident at k̃ = 1000. In any case, also in this case the
global fit improves, tough weakly, the outcomes for l0 and
Lc.
We also tried the three parameters fit to the experi-

mental data extracted from Smith et al. [8] with the three
expressions evaluated, and we obtained comparable esti-
mations between them. In this sense, the values already
obtained for high k values in experiments remain reason-
ably good also with the new formula here presented. In
order to improve and check these estimations, it would be
useful to use the fluctuations data, which are not avail-
able for those known experiments.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION.

This paper presents an analytical derivation from sta-
tistical mechanics principles of the partition function of
the extensible FJC model from which both the mean end-
to-end distance as a function of the stretching force and
the fluctuations around that mean have been derived. A
formula only valid at high forces has also been calcu-
lated by means of a complementary derivation. The ex-
pressions here derived establishes the EFJC as the most
complex analytically-solvable polymer model.
A double check by means of Langevin simulations has

been performed on the analytical outcomes, finding the
limits of the application of a fit procedure on the formulas
presented.
The formula of the end-to-end distance obtained is a

combination of elementary functions simple enough to
be implemented in any fit of experimental data of flexi-
ble polymers. More complicated is the expression for the
fluctuations. It is worth to note that in all the cases, the
estimations given by the fit to the fluctuations σE differ
very low from the exact values. In other words, the re-
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FIG. 3: Mean end-to-end distance ξ in the FJC model as
a function of the dimensionless force f̃ = βfl0 for l0 = 1,
and Lc = 19 and two values of the elastic constant: k = 10
(left panel) k = 1000 (left panel). The symbols represent the
data from the simulations (dee), and the lines the analytical
expressions defined in the text. Insets: the simulation data
and the two fits applied: the one with the Eq. (25), and the
one with the global fit by using both Eq. (16) and Eq. (25).

sults obtained by using only the fluctuations of formula
σE is always a good reference expression for the estima-
tions of the three parameters. Moreover, we show in this
paper that the simultaneous use of both formulas always
reduces the number of free fit parameters, so obtaining a
more feasible determination of the chain feature from the
experimental data, which can improve the already good
parameter estimations obtained when the two formulas
are used separately.
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ξI ξN ξM ξHF ξE σI σN σE ξG

k – 9.81 9.86 9.89 10.11 – 10.09 10.10 9.97

k̃ = 10 l0 0.440 1.204 1.116 1.008 0.994 0.571 1.109 1.003 1.002

Lc 46.14 25.88 20.36 18.96 19.05 41.60 25.41 19.11 18.99

k – 298 299 243 298 – 311 310 302

k̃ = 300 l0 0.938 1.008 1.004 1.022 1.001 0.978 1.001 0.998 1.000

Lc 19.84 19.12 19.05 18.83 18.99 19.62 19.09 19.11 19.00

k – 1054 1055 605 1054 – 1005 1004 951

k̃ = 1000 l0 0.980 1.001 1.000 1.020 0.999 0.994 1.001 1.000 1.000

Lc 19.25 19.05 19.03 18.83 19.01 19.19 19.05 19.01 19.00

TABLE IV: Three parameters fit by using the different analytic expressions discussed in the text. The Langevin simulations
have used the reference values: l0 = 1, and Lc = 19, and two values of the elastic constant: k̃ = 10 and the more realistic values
k̃ = 300 and k̃ = 1000. The bolded values indicate the best fit evaluation.
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