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Many eukaryotic cells chemotax, sensing and following chemical gradients. However, even if
single cells do not chemotax significantly, small clusters may still follow a gradient; this behavior is
observed in neural crest cells and during border cell migration in Drosophila, but its origin remains
puzzling. Here, we study this “collective guidance” analytically and computationally. We show
collective chemotaxis can exist without single-cell chemotaxis if contact inhibition of locomotion
(CIL), where cells polarize away from cell-cell contact, is regulated by the chemoattractant. We
present explicit formulas for how cluster velocity and chemotactic index depend on the number and
organization of cells in the cluster. Pairs of cells will have velocities that are strongly dependent on
the cell pair’s orientation: this provides a simple test for the presence of collective guidance in neural
crest cells and other systems. We also study cluster-level adaptation, amplification, and cohesion
via co-attraction.

INTRODUCTION

Cells often perform chemotaxis, detecting and mov-
ing toward increasing concentrations of a chemoattrac-
tant, to find nutrients or reach a targeted location. This
is a fundamental aspect of biological processes from im-
mune response to development. Many single eukaryotic
cells sense gradients by measuring how a chemoattractant
varies over their length [1]; bacteria measure chemoat-
tractant signal over time [2]. In both, single cells are
capable of net motion in the direction of higher chemoat-
tractant. Recent measurements of the response of neural
crest cells to the chemoattractant Sdf1 suggest that sin-
gle neural crest cells do not significantly chemotax, but
small clusters do [3]; clusters of lymphocytes may even
chemotax in the opposite direction to single cells [4]. In
addition, late border cell migration in the Drosophila egg
chamber may be driven by a similar “collective guidance”
mechanism where cells in a cluster migrate via whole-cell-
level responses to chemoattractant [5–8]. These experi-
mental results suggest that gradient sensing in a cluster
of cells may be an emergent property of the cell-cell in-
teractions, rather than arising from amplifying a single
cell’s biased motion; interestingly, some fish schools also
display emergent gradient sensing [9]. These topics have
an important health relevance in collective cancer motil-
ity, as recent experiments suggest that tumor cell clusters
are particularly effective metastatic agents [10].

In this work, we model cell clusters that chemotax col-
lectively, show that single-cell gradient sensing is not re-
quired, and provide experimental criteria to distinguish
between chemotaxis via collective guidance and other ef-
fects. We posit that individual cells cannot sense the
local chemoattractant gradient, but change their inter-
actions in response to the local level of chemoattractant.
Within this model, single cells do not chemotax. We in-
clude physical interactions between cells (volume exclu-
sion and cell-cell adhesion) and contact inhibition of loco-

motion (CIL) [11–15], in which cells polarize away from
cell-cell contact. With this combination, clusters develop
an outward-directed polarity of graded strength, leading
to biased motion in the direction of larger chemoattrac-
tant (Fig. 1). Our quantitative computational model is a
realization of the qualitative idea of “collective guidance”
[6]. We make analytical predictions for how cell-cell in-
teractions lead to emergent gradient sensing, providing
a “mobility matrix” that determines the chemotactic re-
sponse of a cluster. We generalize our approach with a
local excitation, global inhibition (LEGI) gradient sens-
ing mechanism [16] that can ensure perfect adaptation
to different signal levels, and illustrate the consequences
of adaptation for cluster chemotaxis. Though in many
of our calculations, we assume strong adhesion between
cells, which allows us to derive exact analytical results,
we also show that this collective guidance mechanism can
be effective when cell contacts are transient if cohesion
between cells is driven by a long range “co-attraction” as
is the case in neural crest [17].

Our model provides explicit predictions that are rela-
tively straightforward to test experimentally, especially
focusing on the behavior of pairs of cells undergoing
collective guidance. This creates a framework for dis-
tinguishing collective guidance from other mechanisms
where clusters gain improvement over single-cell migra-
tion, e.g. “many wrongs” averaging out error [18].

RESULTS

Model

We use a two-dimensional stochastic particle model to
describe cells exposed to a chemical gradient S(r), using
the experiments of [3] on neural crest cells as a guide.
We describe each cell i with a position ri and a polarity
pi. The cell polarity indicates its direction and propul-
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FIG. 1. Signal-dependent contact inhibition of locomotion creates directed motion. a, Schematic picture of model
and origin of directed motion. Cell polarities are biased away from the cluster toward the direction qi =

∑
j∼i r̂

ij by contact

inhibition of locomotion (see text); the strength of this bias is graded by the local chemoattractant value S(r). b, One hundred
trajectories of a single cell and c, cluster of seven cells. Trajectories are six persistence times in length (120 min). Scalebar is
one cell diameter. The gradient strength is |∇S| = 0.025 in these simulations, with the gradient in the x direction.

sion strength: an isolated cell with polarity pi will travel
with velocity pi. We will assume that physical forces
like cell-cell adhesion and exclusion change the cell’s ve-
locity, while chemically-induced effects like CIL alter its
biochemical polarity pi; this aspect of our model could
easily be generalized. Our model is:

∂tr
i = pi +

∑
j 6=i

Fij (1)

∂tp
i = −1

τ
pi + σξi(t) + βi

∑
j∼i

r̂ij (2)

where Fij are the intercellular forces, which include
cell-cell adhesion and volume exclusion (see Methods),
and ξi(t) are Gaussian Langevin noises, 〈ξiµ(t)ξjν(t′)〉 =

2δµνδ
ijδ(t−t′), where the Greek indices µ, ν run over the

dimensions x, y. The first two terms on the right of Eq. 2
are a standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck model [19, 20]: pi

relaxes to zero with a timescale τ , but is driven away
from zero by a fluctuating noise ξ(t). The last term
on the right of Eq. 2 models contact inhibition of lo-
comotion (CIL): the cell’s polarity is biased away from
nearby cells and toward the direction qi =

∑
j∼i r̂

ij ,

where r̂ij = (ri − rj)/|ri − rj | is the unit vector pointing
from cell j to cell i and the sum over j ∼ i indicates the
sum over the neighbors of i (those cells close enough to i
that Fij 6= 0; see Methods).

For cells along the cluster edge, qi points outward
from the cluster, but for interior cells qi is typically
smaller or zero (Fig. 1a). Cells around the edge are
strongly polarized away from the cluster, while interior
cells have weaker protrusions, as observed by [3]. We
model the chemical S(r) as changing a cell’s susceptibil-

ity to CIL, βi, βi = β̄S(r). This models the result of
[3] that the chemoattractant Sdf1 stabilizes protrusions
induced by CIL [3]. If CIL is present even in the absence
of chemoattractant (S = 0), as in neural crest [3], i.e.
βi = β0 + β̄S(r), this will not significantly change our
analysis. Similar results can also be obtained by assum-
ing that all protrusions are stabilized by Sdf1 (τ regu-
lated by S), though with some complications (Appendix,
Fig. A1). We also note that recent experiments on breast
cancer cells also support the idea that there is an inter-
action between chemoattractants and CIL [21].

Cluster motion and chemotactic efficiency depend
on cluster size and shape

Our model predicts that while single cells cannot
chemotax, clusters as small as two cells will, consistent
with experiment [3]. The simplicity of Eqs. 1-2 allows an-
alytical predictions for how cluster chemotaxis depends
on the number and configuration of cells.

Eq. 1 states that, in our units, the velocity of a sin-
gle cell is equal to the force on it (i.e. the mobility is
one). For a rigid cluster of N cells, then the mean ve-
locity of the cluster will be 1/N times the total force
on the cluster. As Fij = −Fji, the cluster velocity is
V = N−1

∑
i p

i. When the cluster configuration changes
slowly over the timescale τ , Eq. 2 can be treated as an
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck equation with an effectively time-
independent bias from CIL. The mean polarity is then
〈pi〉 = βiτ

∑
j∼i r̂

ij , with Gaussian fluctuations away

from the mean, 〈(piµ − 〈piµ〉)2〉 = σ2τ .
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The mean velocity of a cell cluster is then

〈V〉c =
β̄τ

N

∑
i

S(ri)
∑
j∼i

r̂ij (3)

where 〈· · ·〉c indicates an average over the fluctuating pi

but with a fixed configuration of cells ri. In a constant
chemoattractant field, S = S0, no net motion is observed,
as
∑
i

∑
j∼i r̂

ij = 0. For linear or slowly-varying gradi-
ents S(r) ≈ S0 + r · ∇S,

〈V〉c ≈ β̄τM ·∇S (4)

where the matrix M only depends on the cells’ configu-
ration,

Mµν =
1

N

∑
i

qiµr
i
ν (5)

where, as above, qi =
∑
j∼i r̂

ij . Eq. 4 resembles the
equation of motion for an arbitrarily shaped object in a
low Reynolds number fluid under a constant force β̄τ∇S
[22]: by analogy, we will call M the “mobility matrix.”
There is, however, no fluctuation-dissipation relationship
as there would be in equilibrium [23].

Within our model, a cluster’s motion can be highly
anisotropic. Consider a pair of cells separated by unit
distance along the direction (cos θ, sin θ). Then by Eq. 5,
Mxx = 1

2 cos2 θ, Mxy = Myx = 1
2 cos θ sin θ, Myy =

1
2 sin2 θ. Therefore, if the gradient is in the x direction,

we expect 〈Vx〉c = V0

2 cos2 θ and 〈Vy〉c = V0

2 cos θ sin θ,
where V0 = β̄τ |∇S|. Cell pairs move in the direction of
the chemoattractant, but their net motion is constrained
to be along the pair axis – there can be a transient bias
in the y direction before the cell pair reorients due to
fluctuations in pi (Fig. 2). We compare our theory for
the motility of rigid cell clusters (Eq. 4) with a simulation
of the stochastic model of Eq. 1-2 with strongly adherent
cell pairs with excellent agreement (Fig. 2).

We can also analytically computeM and hence veloc-
ity for larger clusters (Table I, Appendix, Fig. A2). For a
cluster with Q layers of cells surrounding a center cell, we

find Mµν = f(Q)δµν , with f(Q) = 9Q2+3Q
2+6Q+6Q2 . A clus-

ter with Q layers has N = 1 + 3Q + 3Q2 cells; thus the
mean velocity of a Q-layer cluster is given by 〈Vx〉/V0 =

M = 3N−
√

12N−3
2N , where M = 1

2 (Mxx +Myy). This
is confirmed by simulations of the full model (Fig. 3a).
We note that 〈Vx〉 is an average over all times, and hence
orientations (see below, Appendix).

Theveneau et al. [3] find that small clusters of neural
crest cells chemotax efficiently, as indicated by chemotac-
tic index. Chemotactic index measures the effectiveness
of a biased random motion, and is commonly defined as
the ratio of the distance the object travels in the direction
of the gradient (the x displacement) to its total distanced
traveled [24]; CI ranges from -1 to 1. When averag-
ing over multiple trajectories we define CI ≡ 〈Vx〉/〈|V|〉,

−0.4

−0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

Cell pair angle

V
c
/V

0

0 π/4 π/2 3π/4 π

V
x

(theory)

V
y

(theory)

V
x

(sim)

V
y

(sim)

FIG. 2. Adherent pairs of cells undergo highly
anisotropic chemotaxis. The average chemotactic veloc-
ity of a highly adherent cell pair 〈Vx〉c depends strongly on
the angle θ between the cell-cell axis and the chemotactic gra-
dient. Cell pairs also develop a transient drift velocity per-
pendicular to the direction of chemotaxis 〈Vy〉c, which also
depends on cell pair orientation. V0 ≡ β̄τ |∇S| is the scale
of the velocity. Simulations are of Eqs. 1-2, allowing the cell
pair to rotate from the fluctuations in pi. We compute 〈Vµ〉c
by tracking the instantaneous angle, then averaging over all
velocities within the appropriate angle bin. Error bars are one
standard deviation of the mean, calculated from a bootstrap
over n = 13, 000 trajectories of 6τ (120 minutes) each.

where the average is over both time and trajectories (and
hence over orientation). Within our model, for a given
|∇S|, both chemotactic index and mean velocity quickly
increase with the number of cells (Fig. 3, Table I), then
saturate, with the chemotactic index saturating at 1.

Both chemotactic velocity 〈Vx〉 and chemotactic index
CI may be computed analytically. V has mean 〈V〉
given by the orientational average of Eq. 4, and variance
〈(Vx − 〈Vx〉)2〉 = 〈(Vy − 〈Vy〉)2〉 = σ2τ/N . In our model,
CI only depends on the ratio c of the mean chemotactic
velocity to its standard deviation,

CI =
√

2/πc/L1/2(−c2/2)

c =
〈Vx〉√

〈(Vµ − 〈Vµ〉)2〉
=
β̄τM|∇S|
σ
√
τ/N

(6)

where L1/2 is a generalized Laguerre polynomial. When
the mean cluster velocity is much larger than the fluctu-
ations in cluster velocity, c � 1 and thus CI → 1, and
when fluctuations are large, |c| � 1, CI → 0 (Appendix,
Fig. A3). Together, Eq. 4, Eq. 6 and Table I provide
a complete analytic prediction for cluster velocity and
chemotactic index, and we observe excellent agreement
with our simulations (Fig. 3).

We note that mean velocity only depends on the clus-
ter configuration and V0 = β̄τ |∇S|, so by rescaling ve-
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Shape M Angularly averaged M
Dimer

(
1/2 0

0 0

)
1/4

Trimer
(

1/2 0

0 1/2

)
1/2

Tetramer (
1/2 0

0 3/4

)
5/8

Heptamer
(

6/7 0

0 6/7

)
6/7

Q-layer oligomer (
f(Q) 0

0 f(Q)

)
f(Q) ≡ 9Q2+3Q

2+6Q+6Q2

TABLE I. Effective mobility matrices M for several
cell configurations. For each of the configurations shown,
nearest-neighbor cells are elements of a hexagonal lattice with
unit spacing. In a Q-layer oligomer, there are N(Q) = 1 +
3Q + 3Q2 cells. Matrices are presented for the orientation
shown in the left column; other orientations may be found
by transforming the mobility tensor; M = 1

2
(Mxx +Myy)

(Appendix).

locities by V0, the mean velocity as a function of N for
many different gradient strengths collapses onto a sin-
gle curve (Fig. 3a). The rate at which CI increases de-
pends on the gradient strength |∇S| and noise strength
σ (Eq. 6,Fig. 3b).

We can understand why the mean velocity saturates
by looking at the limit of a large, circular cluster of
radius R. Here, we expect qi = an̂ on the outside
edge, where a is a geometric prefactor and n̂ is the
outward normal, with qi = 0 elsewhere. In this limit,

Mµν ∼ a
πR2

∫ 2π

0
(Rdθ) n̂µ(θ)rν = 2aδµν , which is inde-

pendent of cluster radius R. A related result has been
derived for circular clusters by Malet-Engra et al. [4]; we
note that they do not consider the behavior of single cells
or small numbers of cells.

We also note that, in our model, sufficiently asymmet-
ric clusters can rotate. Under assumptions similar to
Eq. 4 above, clusters will have a mean angular velocity
proportional to A · ∇S, where A is a vector depending
only on the cluster geometry. This is once again simi-
lar to the sedimentation of a particle of general shape in
a low Reynolds number flow [22]. However, for clusters
in Table I, A = 0 and they will not rotate in a linear
gradient. If A 6= 0, clusters rotate to a fixed angle with
respect to the gradient direction; there is no persistent
rotation in a linear gradient (Appendix). We note, how-
ever, that in nonlinear gradients, persistent rotation of
sufficiently asymmetric clusters may be induced.
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FIG. 3. Larger cell clusters chemotax more effectively,
but their velocity saturates a, As the number of cells N
in a cluster increases, the mean velocity 〈Vx〉 increases with
N but then saturates; the mean velocity can be collapsed
onto a single curve by rescaling by the velocity scale V0 ≡
β̄τ |∇S|. b, The chemotactic index CI also saturates to its
maximum value. Black squares and lines are “rigid cluster
theory” – the orientationally-averaged drift velocity computed
for rigid clusters by Eq. 4 and Eq. 6. Colored symbols are
simulations of the full model with strong adhesion interactions
as discussed in Methods. We note that, in addition to number,
cell cluster shape may influence 〈Vx〉 (Appendix Fig. A4); our
calculations and simulations are for the shapes shown here
and in Table I. Error bars on this figure are the symbol size
or smaller; n ≥ 2000 trajectories of 6τ are used for each point.

Our result for cluster velocity, Eq. 5, is strongly de-
pendent on the assumed linear profile of S(x) and hence
βi across the cluster – larger clusters have a larger total
change in βi. If the cell is in a nonlinear S(r) or the
gradient of S(r) is amplified, 〈Vx〉 as a function of N will
change, which we show explicitly in the next section.
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Adaptation and amplification can create
non-monotonic dependences of velocity on cluster

size

In the model we have studied so far, for clusters to
move efficiently, we must have βi large enough so that the
change in βi across the cluster can drive movement. How-
ever, if βi becomes too large, CIL will overcome cell-cell
adhesion and the cluster will scatter (Fig. 4a). Scattering
happens naturally as the cluster travels up a chemoat-
tractant gradient, increasing βi, but if βi adapts to the
strength of S, scattering may be avoided. Many cellular
responses undergo adaptation, where the response to a
signal returns to a baseline level when exposed to a per-
sistently elevated signal [16, 25, 26]; adaptation can also
allow for easier amplification of a shallow signal. How
can individual cells adapt while maintaining a graded
response across the cluster? One answer comes from gra-
dient sensing in single eukaryotic cells: a local excitation,
global inhibition (LEGI) model [1, 16, 27, 28]. We gener-
alize LEGI to cell clusters and show that it creates adap-
tation and gradient sensing. In this LEGI model, signal S
produces chemicals A and I within each cell. A remains
localized within each cell, but I can be transferred be-
tween contacting cells with rate kD. A upregulates and
I downregulates the final output, R, which we assume
controls CIL, β = β̄g(R) (Fig. 4b). Our model, which
generalizes [16] to clusters, is:

∂tA
i = kAS(ri)− k−AAi (7)

∂tI
i = kIS(ri)− k−IIi − kDniIi + kD

∑
j∼i

Ij (8)

∂tR
i = kRA

i(1−Ri)− k−RIiRi (9)

where ni is the number of neighbors to the ith cell.
Eq. 8 is a reaction-diffusion model on the network of cells
[29, 30]. Assuming diffusive transfer between contacting
cells is appropriate if the inhibitor I is transferred from
one cell’s cytosol to the other, e.g. by gap junctions.
Gap junctions modulate neural crest cell motility in vivo
[31, 32], making this plausible, though no diffusing in-
hibitor has yet been identified. If gap junctions do not
form quickly enough, it may be possible to create adap-
tation by extracellular secretions, similar to the processes
involved in quorum sensing in bacteria [33] or via “tran-
scytosis” [34].

The LEGI model of Eqs. 7-9 perfectly adapts to
changing uniform signals [16]. We find its steady state,

Ai,ss = kA
k−A

Si and Ri,ss = Ai/Ii

Ai/Ii+k−R/kR
≈ kR

k−R

Ai

Ii ,

where the approximation holds for k−R � kR. For a sig-
nal that is constant in space S(x) = S0, Ii,ss = kI

k−I
S0,

and thus the steady state Ri,ss(t) is independent of S0. If
S0 changes over time, R first increases and then adapts to
its steady-state value, as do the cell polarities (Fig. 4c).

The LEGI scheme can also adapt to gradients in S(r).
In the limit of fast intercellular diffusion (kD � k−I) in
a connected cluster, Ii,ss ≈ kI

k−I
S, where S = N−1

∑
i S

i

is the mean signal over the cluster (Appendix). In this
limit and k−R � kR,

Ri,ss ≈ kR
k−R

kA
k−A

k−I
kI

S(ri)

S
≡ R0

S(ri)

S
(10)

Under these assumptions, Ri develops a profile across the
cell proportional to the percentage change in the signal
S(r) across the cell. In this limit, if βi = β̄Ri/R0, our
results from above will be rescaled, ∇S → ∇S/S in Eq. 4
and Eq. 6. Adapting clusters in a linear gradient will
no longer have a constant speed and chemotactic index.
For this reason, we study adaptation in an exponential
gradient, S(x) = S0e

xS1 so that ∇S/S ≈ S1 is constant
(as in [24]).

What constraints do gap junction kinetics place on this
mechanism? Gap junction transfer times are of the or-
der of a few minutes [35]; we estimate kD ≈ 0.2 min−1

(kD = 4 in our units). For effective gradient sensing,
I must equilibrate over the cluster within the timescale
1/k−I , i.e. α ≡ k−I/kD � 1/N (Appendix). Lower α
improves gradient sensing (Fig. 4d), but k−I cannot be
decreased arbitrarily: if k−I � τ−1, R will not reach a
steady state over the relevant timescale for cell polarity.
We expect k−I ≥ τ−1, i.e. α ≥ 0.25. If this is true, clus-
ters have imperfect gradient sensing: R becomes shal-
lower and nonlinear in larger clusters (Fig. 4d). When
this occurs, cluster velocities change. For α = 0.25, mean
cluster velocities are non-monotonic in N , with a maxi-
mum at N = 19. This optimum size can be controlled
by changing α (Fig. 4e). Non-monotonicity can make
comparison to experiment difficult; [3] report values for
“small” and “large” clusters, which could depend signifi-
cantly on the critical cluster size. Detailed measurements
as a function of the cluster radius [4] may be necessary.

Within chemotaxing single cells, small differences in
signal are amplified to large differences in behavior be-
tween the cell front and back, allowing efficient migration
in shallow chemotactic gradients [1, 16, 36]. Amplifica-
tion can also increase cluster motility. Clusters move
via a tug-of-war mechanism – back cells oppose the net
motion of the cluster (Fig. 1); if these back cells are
suppressed, cluster velocity increases. We treat an il-
lustrative but extreme example of amplification in which
a cell’s response is switchlike, with front cells strongly po-
larized and back cells suppressed, βi = β̄g(R/R0), with
g(x) = 1

2 [1 + tanh(x− 1)/ξ]. For ξ � 1, βi ≈ β̄ where
Ri > R0 (cluster front), and βi ≈ 0 if Ri < R0 (cluster
back). This switchlike response means that the precise
value of R is not as crucial as whether it is greater or
larger than R0. For this reason, with strong amplifica-
tion (ξ = 10−2), cluster velocity is, assuming a steady
state of Ri, much less sensitive to the intercluster diffu-
sion rate kD (Fig. 4f). However, the assumption that Ri
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– larger values of β̄ can lead to larger deviations from steady-state results. In e and f, squares and lines are results assuming
rigid clusters and that Eq. 7-9 are at their steady state, while blue circles are full simulations including the reaction dynamics.
V0 ≡ β̄τS1/S0 is the scale of the velocity. The simulations in e and f are in an exponential gradient, S(x) = S0e

S1x, S0 = 1,
S1 = 0.025, and have error bars of the symbol size or smaller; n ≥ 2000 trajectories of 6τ are used for each point.
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is at its steady state is not necessarily perfect for ampli-
fied clusters; fluctuating Ri coupled with the nonlinear
dependence of βi on Ri above can lead to deviations from
the steady-state result (Fig. 4f, blue circles).

With amplification, cluster velocity increases beyond
its usual scale of V0, as the cluster is no longer engaged
in a tug-of-war. However, cluster velocity is still non-
monotonic in cluster size, decreasing as N−1/2 at large
N , as expected from balancing edge-driven motion with
the friction of the whole cluster (Fig. 4f). Other possi-
bilities for amplification (e.g. βi = β̄(Ri/R0)2 [16]) lead
to different behaviors for 〈Vx〉 as a function of N .

Loosely bound clusters mediated by co-attraction
can also effectively chemotax, but may rotate

Until this point, we have only looked at highly adher-
ent, effectively rigid clusters, where analytic results are
possible. However, collective cell migration can also oc-
cur with a high degree of fluidity and with many cell-cell
rearrangements [37–43]. In addition, we have until now
assumed that the only attraction between cells is short-
range, representing cell-cell adhesion. However, neural
crest cells also attract one another through chemical se-
cretions, which can control the extent of cluster direction-
ality and cohesion [17, 44]. We extend our model to allow
for this possibility, and show that clusters of cells that co-
here via co-attraction can also be directed by collective
guidance as we have modeled here. These clusters need
not be rigid, and can have significant re-arrangement or
even only transient contacts.

To model co-attraction, we assume that each cell se-
cretes a co-attractant c, which diffuses through the extra-
cellular medium with diffusion coefficient D and degrades
with rate kc. We model co-attraction by adding an addi-
tional term to Eq. 2 encouraging cells to polarize toward
higher c,

∂tp
i = −1

τ
pi + σξi(t) + βi

∑
j∼i

r̂ij

+ χ
∇c(ri)
|∇c|

Θ(|∇c| − g0) (11)

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function, Θ(x) = 0 for
x < 0 and Θ(x) = 1 for x > 0. This term biases cells to
polarize toward increasing c, but assumes the strength
of this chemotaxis to c is independent of the gradient
strength, once the gradient strength is above the thresh-
old g0. The saturation of polarization is supported by
recent experiments in T cells [45]; modifying this assump-
tion would change how coherent groups of differing num-
bers of cells are. We will turn off physical cell-cell adhe-
sion in our simulations with co-attraction (va = 0), but
CIL still acts between cells within a distance of D0 = 1.2
cell diameters, as above.

The gradient at the position ri, ∇c(ri), is computed
under the assumption that secretion, degradation, and
diffusion of c are much faster than all other processes in
our model [44], and is found to be (Appendix)

∇c(ri) = −
∑
j 6=i

K1(|ri − rj |/`)r̂ij (12)

where K1(x) is a modified Bessel function of the second
kind and the degradation length ` is set by `2 = D/kc.
We choose ` to be five cell diameters (100µm), similar to
the value used by [44].

We find that cell clusters that co-attract can chemotax
efficiently, even if they are only loosely bound with rel-
atively transient interactions and a good deal of cell-cell
rearrangement (Fig. 5a, Movie 1). As the degree of co-
attraction increases, clusters may develop a persistent ro-
tational motion while they chemotax (Fig. 5b, Movie 2).
This is consistent with other simulations that show that
self-propelled particles with long-range interactions from
chemotaxis or other sources can develop a vortex state
[46–48]. We show a phase diagram of the cluster chemo-
tactic index as well as the mean angular speed in the
cluster in Fig. 5c,d. The chemotactic index is generally
maximized when the co-attraction strength χ and CIL
strength β̄ are similar, and can be increased by simulta-
neously increasing χ and β̄. We can understand many
of these results intuitively. Increasing the co-attraction
increases the number and duration of interactions, and
since the chemotactic response to the signal S emerges
from cell-cell interactions, thus increases chemotactic ef-
ficiency. Increasing β̄ increases the (graded) polarization
of the cells due to CIL, and hence the chemotactic index
– but unless χ also increases, the increase in CIL causes
the cluster density to decrease, reducing the number of
interactions. However, increasing χ to be much larger
than β̄ leads to both rotation and a decreased chemotac-
tic index. We emphasize that Fig. 5c plots the cluster
chemotactic index; for loosely bound clusters, especially
with rotation, the chemotactic index of an individual cell
can be very different from that of the cluster.

The qualitative results of our minimal, rigid model
are recapitulated in the model with co-attraction: larger
clusters are generally faster and more efficient (Fig. 5e,f).
Mean velocity increases sublinearly with cluster size, and
we suspect it will saturate, though we have not yet ob-
served this.

We note that the co-attraction simulations in Fig. 5
assume βi = β̄S(ri); there is no LEGI adaptation mech-
anism. For this reason, as the cell cluster travels up the
gradient, the mean value of β on the cluster increases,
which will change the morphology and dynamics of the
cluster. The value of the chemotactic index we present is
averaged over the time from 12.5τ to 50τ after the sim-
ulation is initialized; changing this averaging range does
not qualitatively change the results in Fig. 5.
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FIG. 5. Co-attraction and graded CIL can create directed motion. a is a representative snapshot of a chemotaxing
cluster loosely bound by co-attraction, while b shows a rotating chemotaxing cluster with stronger co-attraction. In a and
b, the color map is the co-attractant field c(r), the blue arrows are the cell polarity pi, and the cells are drawn as black
circles. c, Phase diagram of chemotactic index of clusters of N = 37 cells. CI increases when both co-attraction χ and CIL
strength β̄ are increased. d, Phase diagram of mean angular speed 〈|Ω|〉 of clusters of N = 37 cells. Clusters with sufficiently
high co-attraction develop rotational motion. Points corresponding to the simulations shown in a and b are marked on the
phase diagrams of c and d. e and f, Cluster velocity and CI increase with increasing cluster size, as with strong co-attraction.
Parameters correspond to simulation shown in a; V0 = β̄τ |∇S|. Throughout this figure, the degradation length ` = 5 cell
diameters. n = 100 trajectories of length 50τ are used for each point of the phase diagrams in c and d, which are contour plots
based on a 10× 10 sample of the space β̄ ∈ [5, 150], χ ∈ [0, 150]. n = 200 trajectories of length 50τ are used for each point in e
and f. ∆t = 0.005, va = 0, vr = 100, and |∇S| = 0.025.
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DISCUSSION

Comparison with experiment

We provide a simple, quantitative model that embodies
a minimal version of the collective guidance hypothesis
[3, 6] and provides a plausible initial model for collective
chemotaxis when single cells do not chemotax. We show
that small clusters of cells can chemotax, as observed
by [3], even if single cells cannot. However, our mini-
mal model predicts that both velocity and chemotactic
index increase, then saturate with increasing cluster size
– inconsistent with the results of [3], who find that both
are similar between small and large clusters. Within our
models that include a diffusive inhibitor, the velocity of
small and large clusters can be similar. However, we pre-
dict that the cluster velocity is non-monotonic in cluster
size. This implies that large clusters could have either a
larger or smaller velocity than small clusters, depending
on the definitions of the size categories and the details
of the adaptation mechanism (e.g. the rate of diffusion
of the inhibitor). More detailed experiments could iden-
tify this non-monotonicity. In addition, considering the
possibility of correlated noise across the cell cluster, as
discussed recently in [4], may alter the behavior of clus-
ter chemotactic index. Our model with co-attraction also
shows that, consistent with experiments on neural crest
[3], that the collective guidance mechanism proposed here
can guide cells even with only transient contacts.

Our model suggests that the primary driver of the dy-
namics of these clusters are cells at the edge. This is con-
sistent with the observations of [3] on neural crest, who
observe that only the edge cells develop strong protru-
sions: there are no cryptic protrusions. In other collec-
tive cell migrations, notably the classic example of mono-
layer MDCK migration, traction forces are also exerted
significantly away from the edge [49], which we expect
would significantly alter the scaling of cluster chemotac-
tic behavior with cluster size. Ultimately, traction force
measurements may be crucial in determining whether
our assumption of edge-driven dynamics is appropriate;
however, this assumption is consistent with the currently
available data.

In this paper, we also proposed a LEGI model that
allows cells and cell clusters to adapt to changing levels
of chemoattractant. Adaptation in single-cell chemore-
sponse is a ubiquitous and well-tested principle, but its
existence is not established for clusters; applying a step
response would be a straightforward test of adaptation,
and we would expect protrusions and traction forces to
peak and then adapt (Fig. 4c). Our results suggest that
in some cell types, gap-junction mediated gradient sens-
ing across the cluster may be effective. Adaptation to
and amplification of chemoattractant gradients can also
create an “optimum size” for clusters, where both larger

and smaller clusters are on average slower than the op-
timum. We expect this slowing of larger clusters, which
occurs either if adaptation is imperfect or if the chemoat-
tractant signal is amplified, to be a relatively generic fea-
ture of tightly bound clusters. As the cluster motility is
driven by the edge cells, but resisted by the bulk of the
cluster, an increasingly large cluster must either slow or
βi at the edge must increase indefinitely. This suggests
that large clusters will either slow (Fig. 4e,f) or eventu-
ally scatter as βi overcomes adhesion. If clusters use the
LEGI mechanism with a diffused inhibitor mediated by
gap junctions, we expect cell clusters to slow.

Possible extensions

Our stochastic interacting particle model is relatively
simple, which allows us to derive analytic results. Many
extensions of this approach are possible, and we have
presented a straightforward extension to clusters of cells
that cohere via co-attraction. Other variants of stochas-
tic particle models have been used to model collective cell
migration [37, 46, 50–55], though not cluster chemotaxis.
Our model could be improved for quantitative compar-
isons by careful measurement of single-cell statistics in or
out of a chemoattractant gradient [19, 56]; this could lead
to nonlinear or anisotropic terms in Eq. 2. Our descrip-
tion of contact inhibition of locomotion has also assumed,
for simplicity, that contact with both the front and back
of the cell is inhibitory; other possibilities may alter the
collective dynamics of the cell cluster [13].

Distinguishing between different models for
collective chemotaxis

Our model explains how chemotaxis can emerge from
the interactions of non-chemotaxing cells. However,
other possibilities exist for enhancement of chemotaxis
in clusters. Coburn et al. showed that in contact-based
models, a few chemotactic cells can direct many non-
chemotactic ones [57]. If single cells are weakly chemo-
tactic, cell-cell interactions could amplify this or simply
average out fluctuations [18]. How can we distinguish
these options? In Fig. 3, at large cluster sizes, the ve-
locity saturates, and the chemotactic index saturates to
one. However, these large-size results are insufficient to
convincingly argue for emergent chemotaxis. As an al-
ternate theory, suppose that each cell chemotaxes nois-
ily, having a polarity pi = p0∇S + ∆i, where ∆ are
independent zero-mean noises. In this case, assuming
a rigid cluster, 〈V〉 = p0∇S independent of N , and
〈(Vµ−〈Vµ〉)2〉 ∼ 1/N , very similar to our large-N asymp-
totic results, and the circular-cluster theory of Malet-
Engra et al. [4]. (We note this is not, however, a plausible
explanation for the results of [4], who simultaneously ob-
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serve single cell chemorepulsion and cluster chemoattrac-
tion.) In general, we argue that small-cluster-size and ge-
ometric effects are the best test of emergent chemotaxis.
In particular, studying the chemotaxis of cell pairs as in
Fig. 2 is an important and generic sign of cluster-level
gradient sensing. Even beyond our model, chemotactic
drift will be anisotropic for almost all mechanisms where
single cells do not chemotax: two cells separated per-
pendicular to the gradient sense the same concentration.
This leads to anisotropic chemotaxis as long as cells are
not integrating information over times much larger than
the time for the pair to reorient. By contrast, the simple
model with single cell chemotaxis above leads to isotropic
chemotaxis of pairs.

We observed the anisotropic chemotaxis of cell pairs
in our model by studying the dynamics of many cell
pairs over a long period of time, allowing us to sam-
ple many orientations and correlate them with cell pair
velocities. However, tracking over long times and large
numbers is naturally more challenging in experimental
measurements. This problem could potentially be allevi-
ated by studying cell pairs released from confinement in
the presence of a chemoattractant gradient. Using either
a narrow microstencil [41] or a dynamically patterned ad-
hesive micropattern [58] could allow for the creation of
anisotropic cell clusters and cell pairs with an established
orientation. This sort of experiment would also have the
advantage of the improved reliability of micropattern-
based studies [21, 59].

Summary

We have developed a simple quantitative model of col-
lective guidance in cell clusters [3, 6] and shown that col-
lective chemotaxis may emerge robustly even when single
cells do not chemotax at all. Our work allows us to make
two relatively unambiguous predictions for emergent col-
lective guidance: 1) pairs of cells will develop anisotropic
chemotaxis, and 2) because the mechanism we study is
driven by the cluster edge, increasingly large strongly ad-
herent clusters will either scatter or decrease in velocity.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Computational modeling

We solve the model equations Eqs. 1-2 numerically
using a standard Euler-Maruyama scheme. Throughout
this paper, we choose units such that the equilibrium
cell-cell separation (roughly 20 µm for neural crest [3]) is
unity, and the relaxation time τ = 1 (τ can be estimated
to be 20 minutes in neural crest [3]). Within these units,
neural crest cell velocities are on the order of 1, so we
choose σ = 1.

We adapt the cell-cell force from [51]

Fij = r̂ij


vr
(
dij − 1

)
, dij < 1

va
dij−1
D0−1 , 1 ≤ dij < D0

0 dij > D0

(13)

where dij = |ri − rj |. This force is a repulsive spring
below the equilibrium separation, an attractive spring
above it, and vanishes above D0. D0 = 1.2 in all of our
simulations, and for the rigid-cluster simulations we use
vr = va = 500 unless noted elsewhere.

When we include adaptation, we assume that the ki-
netics of Eq. 7 and Eq. 9 are fast compared with the
dynamics of interest, and set them to their steady states,
assuming k−R � kR and thus Ri = Ai,ss/Ii(t). We solve
Eq. 8 for Ii(t) with an Euler scheme. We set kD = 4 and
kI = k−I = 1 in our units. A complete list of parameters
is included in the Appendix, Table A1.
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APPENDIX

Cluster chemotaxis when chemoattractant regulates cell persistence τ

Within the main paper, we have assumed that the chemoattractant concentration S(r) regulates the susceptibility
of a cell to contact inhibition of locomotion βi, with βi = β̄S(ri). This models the stabilization of protrusions
induced by contact interactions. This is consistent with the results of Theveneau et al. [3], who find that protrusion
stabilization is stronger in clusters than in single cells. However, very similar results can be found if we assume that
β is constant and the signal regulates the time required for the cell’s polarity to relax, i.e. τ i = τ̄S(r). In this case,
the mean polarity of a cell is 〈pi〉 = βτ i

∑
j∼i r̂

ij and we find

〈V〉 ≈ βτ̄M ·∇S (τ regulation) (A1)

where the mobility matrix M is the same as in the main paper, Mµν = 1
N

∑
i r
i
νq
i
µ. However, because τ varies

over space, the fluctuations will also vary: 〈(Vµ − 〈Vµ〉)2〉 = σ2N−2
∑
i τ
i = σ2N−1τ̄S, where S = N−1

∑
i S(ri) is

the mean signal across the cluster. For this reason, the chemotactic index in the τ -regulation model will depend on

∇S/S1/2
, and will not be constant over a linear gradient.

In addition, a single cell with a persistence time τ that depends on the chemoattractant level will undergo biased
motion. This is shown in Fig. A1 below. This drift can be made smaller than the CIL-driven cluster drift, as it is
independent of β, while the cluster drift is proportional to β.
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FIG. A1. Single cells in a spatially-varying τ develop a mean drift. The mean x and y velocities for a cell with spatially
varying τ are shown: τ = τ (S0 + |∇S|x), with τ = 1, S0 = 1, |∇S| = 0.025. Result is average over n = 105 iterations, each
started at the origin; error bars indicate 〈[Vµ(t)− 〈Vµ(t)〉]2〉/

√
n.

Derivation of the Q-layer oligomer mobility matrix

We can compute the mobility matrix of the Q-layer oligomers for arbitrary Q. Our mobility matrix is given by

Mµν =
1

N

∑
i

qiµr
i
ν

with qi =
∑
j∼i r̂

ij . To simplify the calculation, we can make a few assumptions. First, we note that Mxx =Myy,

but Mxy = Myx = 0 for the Q-layer oligomer. We only need to calculate M = 1
2 (Mxx +Myy). The only cells i

in the sum of Eq. 5 that are nonzero are those around the boundary. M does not depend on orientation, so we can
compute the sum

∑
i r
iqi for one face of the oligomer (Fig. A2), then multiply by six. However, this double-counts

the corner cells, so we must weight them by 1/2. We then findM =
[

9
2Q

2 + 3
2Q
]
/N(Q), where N(Q) = 1+3Q+3Q2

is the number of cells in the cluster.
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FIG. A2. Geometry of Q-layer oligomer, illustrated for Q = 3. The top face is highlighted by a dashed line.

Rotational transformation and averaging of the mobility matrix

We can compute the mobility matrix of a rotated cluster of arbitrary shape from Eq. 5. If we rotate our cluster,
which we assume is centered at the origin, by an angle θ,

(
ri
)′

= R(θ)ri, we find that

M′µν = Rµα(θ)MαβRνβ(θ) (A2)

where we have assumed the Einstein summation convention and R(θ) is the rotation matrix

(
cos θ − sin θ

sin θ cos θ

)
. In

matrix terms, M′ = R(θ) · M · [R(θ)]
T

. If we average over θ, we find

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθM′(θ) =
1

2

(
Mxx +Myy Mxy −Myx

Myx −Mxy Mxx +Myy

)
(A3)

We can show from the definition Eq. 5 that Mµν =Mνµ, so the off-diagonal entries of the averaged matrix are zero,

and therefore 1
2π

∫ 2π

0
dθM′µν(θ) = 1

2 (Mxx+Myy)δµν . In other words, when averaged over orientation, a cell cluster’s

mobility matrix is just the constant M times the identity.

Computing the chemotactic index

We showed in the main paper that within our model, assuming that the cluster rearrangement is slow with respect
to the polarity dynamics and thus each cell’s polarity is given by a biased Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, the velocity
of a rigid cell cluster is

V = 〈V〉+ ∆ (A4)

where ∆ is a Gaussian random variable with zero mean and variance 〈∆µ∆ν〉 = Γ2δµν . We want to compute the
chemotactic index, CI; assuming the gradient is increasing in the x direction, this is

CI =
〈Vx〉
〈|V|〉

(A5)

where the average is both over time and over many trajectories. We note that this is a useful definition for us because,
in our minimal model, neither 〈V〉 nor ∆ depend on the absolute value of the chemoattractant S. More care must be
taken in other cases, such as the adaptation case, where in a linear gradient, the velocity will depend on the position
along the gradient and thus on time. To compute CI, we need to compute 〈|V|〉. |V| is, in our case, given by a Rice
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distribution, and this moment can be calculated.

〈|V|〉 = 〈
√

(〈Vx〉+ ∆x)2(〈Vy〉+ ∆y)2 (A6)

=
1

2πΓ2

∫
d∆xd∆y

√
(〈Vx〉+ ∆x)2 + (〈Vy〉+ ∆y)2 exp

[
−(∆2

x + ∆2
y)

2Γ2

]
(A7)

=
1

2πΓ2

∫
dVxdVyV exp

[
− 1

2Γ2

{
(Vx − 〈Vx〉)2 + (Vy − 〈Vy〉)2

}]
(A8)

where V =
√
V 2
x + V 2

y . We now switch to polar coordinates, Vx = V cosφ, Vy = V sinφ, and correspondingly write

〈Vx〉 = ν cos θ and 〈Vy〉 = ν sin θ, where ν2 = 〈Vx〉2 + 〈Vy〉2. Thus,

〈|V|〉 =
1

2πΓ2

∫ 2π

0

dφ

∫ ∞
0

dV V 2 exp

[
− 1

2Γ2

{
V 2 + ν2 − 2V ν cos(θ − φ)

}]
(A9)

=
1

Γ2

∫ ∞
0

dV V 2 exp

[
− 1

2Γ2

(
V 2 + ν2

)]
I0
(
V ν/Γ2

)
(A10)

where I0(x) is the modified Bessel function of the first kind. This integral may be evaluated, resulting in

〈|V|〉 = Γ
√
π/2L1/2(−ν2/2Γ2) (A11)

where the generalized Laguerre polynomial L1/2 is given by

L1/2(x) = ex/2 [(1− x)I0(−x/2)− xI1(−x/2)] . (A12)

Within our average over trajectories, we are averaging over the orientation of the cluster; thus we expect 〈Vy〉 = 0

for a chemoattractant gradient in the x direction, and ν = 〈Vx〉 = β̄τM∂xS. Γ2 = 〈(Vx − 〈Vx〉)2〉 = 〈(Vy − 〈Vy〉)2〉 =
σ2τ/N . This leads to the result stated in the main paper,

CI =
√

2/πc/L1/2(−c2/2)

c =
〈Vx〉√

〈(Vµ − 〈Vµ〉)2〉
=
β̄τM∂xS

σ
√
τ/N

(A13)

where in our notation, we could also write c = ν/Γ. We plot the result of Eq. 6 in Fig. A3 below; we see that
CI → 1 as c � 1 (corresponding to cluster velocities much larger than the noise in cluster velocity) and CI → 0 if
|c| � 1 (cluster velocity much smaller than the noise). We also note that chemotaxis could oppose the direction of
the gradient (chemorepulsion) – in this case, CI(−c) = −CI(c).
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FIG. A3. Chemotactic index CI as a function of the parameter c.



14

Velocity and CI of irregular clusters

In the main paper, we presented results on the velocity and chemotactic index of Q-layer oligomers. Here, we show
the velocity and chemotactic index of imperfect clusters. We begin with a Q-layer oligomer, and then remove n cells
at random from the outer layer; this process is repeated 200 times for each n from 1 to 6Q (the number of cells in
the outer layer). An example is presented in Fig. A4, with Q = 5 and n = 5 cells removed. The mobility matrix is
computed for each cluster, and used to compute 〈Vx〉 and CI (Fig. A4). We see that though different configurations
can lead to different mean velocities for the same number of cells, the general trend is captured by the results for
intact oligomers (dashed line and square symbols in Fig. A4).

FIG. A4. Cluster shape effects, in addition to cell number, can affect velocity and CI. Top: illustration of Q-layer
oligomer with a few cells removed from the external layer. Bottom: Velocity and chemotactic index for clusters of different
shapes. Different colors indicate the size of the base cluster from which cells are removed. Black squares connected by dashed
lines show the results for intact oligomers. For the CI plot, we apply our usual parameters and |∇S| = 0.025. All results in
this figure are theoretical results for rigid clusters only, not full simulations.

Transient rotation in the minimal model

Though we have primarily focused on the translational motion of the cluster, rotational motion can also occur in
our simplest model, both through rotational diffusion and biased motion. We can analyze this by determining the
net “torque” Lz =

∑
i

[
δri × pi

]
z

applied to the cluster by the cells’ traction. This torque is, on average,

〈Lz〉 =
∑
i

β̄τS(ri)
[
δri × qi

]
z

(A14)

where qi =
∑
j∼i r̂

ij and δri = ri − rcm is the displacement from the cluster center of mass.
What torque is required to cause the cluster to move at a fixed angular velocity? For a cluster moving in a

rigid rotation with angular velocity Ω, the cell velocities are vi = Ω
(
−δriy, δrix

)
. To achieve this, each cell must

have a polarity of pi = Ω
(
−δriy, δrix

)
, leading to Lz = Ω

∑
i |δri|2. The angular velocity is thus related to Lz by

Ω = Lz/
∑
i |δri|2. We thus find, for linear gradients, S = S0 + r · ∇S,

〈Ω〉 = β̄τA · ∇S (A15)

where the vector A only depends on the cluster geometry,

A =

∑
i δri

[
δri × qi

]
z∑

i |δri|2
(A16)
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where qi is defined as above. (Note that
∑
i δri×qi =

∑
i r
i×qi = −

∑
i,j∼i

ri×rj
|ri−rj | = 0, allowing us to drop a center

of mass term.) For all of the shapes listed in Table I in the main paper, A = 0. Cell clusters must lack an inversion
symmetry to be rotated by the gradient.

However, even if A 6= 0, clusters will not persistently rotate. We can see that if we rotate the cell cluster around
its center of mass, A must also rotate as a vector. If the gradient is along the x direction, this lets us write
〈Ω〉 = 〈θ̇〉 = β̄τ [Ax(0) cos θ −Ay(0) sin θ], where A(0) is Eq. A16 calculated for a reference geometry. We see that if
A 6= 0, the cluster will rotate to a stable angle θ∗ given by tan θ∗ = Ax(0)/Ay(0). In a linear gradient, there is no
persistent rotation.

We note that Eq. A15 is not as quantitatively accurate as the corresponding result for translational motion, at least
for the parameter set in the main paper; this occurs because a small deviation from the equilibrium polarity 〈pi〉 can
create a relatively large change in torque. It will be more accurate for systems where the relaxation time τ is smaller
compared to the rotational motion of the cluster.

Proof of perfect adaptation and gradient sensing in limit k−I/kD � 1

Our reaction-diffusion model for inhibitor, activator, and response on our network of cells is a direct application of
the model of [16] to a network of cells,

∂tA
i = kAS(ri)− k−AAi (A17)

∂tI
i = kIS(ri)− k−IIi − kDniIi + kD

∑
j∼i

Ij (A18)

∂tR
i = kRA

i(1−Ri)− k−RIiRi (A19)

The steady states of Eq. 7 and Eq. A19 are Ai,ss = kA
k−A

Si and Ri,ss = Ai/Ii

Ai/Ii+k−R/kR
.

If the signal is constant, the response steady state is independent of the signal: we can see that if S(r) = S0,

Ii,ss = Iss, and that Ii,ss = kI
k−I

S0 and thus Ai,ss/Ii,ss = kA
k−A

k−I

kI
, independent of S0.

If the signal is not uniform, we can find the steady state of Eq. A18 perturbatively in the limit of α ≡ k−I/kD � 1.
Defining ι = kI/k−I , we find that the steady state of Eq. A18 obeys

ιαS(ri)− αIi,ss +
∑
j

LijIj,ss = 0 (A20)

where Lij = Cij − niδij , where Cij is the adjacency matrix of the graph representing cell connections, i.e. Cij = 1 if
i ∼ j and 0 otherwise. Lij is the “network Laplacian” of the graph [29]. We note that

∑
j Lij =

∑
i Lij = 0. Lij is

also a W-matrix [20], and by the properties of W-matrices will have a unique (up to normalization) zero eigenvector∑
j LijV j = 0, assuming that the cell cluster is connected. This eigenvector will be constant, V j = 1.

If we write Ii,ss = Ii,ss(0) + αIi,ss(1) + · · · , by equating powers of α we find that∑
j

LijIj,ss(0) = 0 (Zeroth order in α) (A21)

ιS(ri)− Ii,ss(0) +
∑
j

LijIj,ss(1) = 0 (First order in α) (A22)

We see from Eq. A21 and the properties of the network Laplacian discussed above that the zeroth order solution Ii,ss(0)

must be a constant - Ii,ss(0) = I. We can set the overall value of that constant by summing Eq. A22 over i.
∑
i Lij = 0,

leading us to conclude

I = Ii,ss(0) =
ι

N

∑
i

S(ri) = ιS (A23)

where S is the mean value of S over the cluster. This result, combined with the steady-state for A and the assumption

that Ri,ss = Ai/Ii

Ai/Ii+k−R/kR
≈ kR

k−R

Ai

Ii yields

Ri,ss ≈ kR
k−R

kA
k−A

k−I
kI

S(ri)

S
≡ R0

S(ri)

S
(A24)
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as quoted in the main paper.

When can this be applied? We expect that in a time t, I will diffuse over ∼ kDt cells; we expect then that if I
equilibrates over the cluster within the time scale 1/k−I , or kD/k−I � N , we should have good gradient sensing. This
implies that α � N−1 for observing linear gradient sensing. This is merely the cell-level version of the conditions
applied for the simple one-dimensional gradient sensing module presented in in [16].

Details of co-attraction model

We assume that cells secrete a chemical with concentration c, which diffuses in a the extracellular medium with a
diffusion coefficient D, and breaks down with a rate kc. For a single cell at the origin, the equation for c(r) is then:

∂tc(r, t) = D∇2c− kcc+ sδ(r) (A25)

where s is the secretion rate. We assume that the chemical reaches steady state, ∂tc = 0. We can solve this equation
via Fourier transformation, finding that (treating our system as two-dimensional)

c(r) =
s

2πD
K0(r/`) (A26)

where `2 = D/kc and K0(x) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. By superimposing many solutions,
we find that for cells at positions ri,

c(ri) =
s

2πD

∑
j

K0(|ri − rj |/`) (A27)

Taking the gradient of this, we find (ignoring the singularity when i = j)

∇c(ri) = − s

2πD`

∑
j 6=i

K1(|ri − rj |/`)r̂ij (A28)

We choose s = 2πD` without loss of generality; this parameter could also be rescaled into the value of χ.

Table of parameters

Parameter symbol Name Value in our units

τ Persistence time 1

σ Characteristic cell speed (OU noise parameter) 1

β̄ CIL strength 20 (or as noted)

va Adhesion strength 500 (or as noted)

vr Cell repulsion strength 500 (or as noted)

D0 Maximum interaction length 1.2

kA, k−A LEGI activator rates Assumed fast (see Methods)

kR, k−R LEGI response rates Assumed fast (see Methods)

kI , k−I LEGI inhibitor rates 1

kD Cell-cell diffusion rate 4

ξ Amplification switch threshold 0.01

S0 Signal strength at origin 1

` Degradation length 5

g0 Gradient threshold value 10−5

∆t Time step 10−4 for rigid simulations, 0.005 for co-attraction

TABLE A1. Parameters used
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