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Collective effects in flow-driven cell migration
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Autologous chemotaxis is the process in which cells secrete and detect molecules to determine
the direction of fluid flow. Experiments and theory suggest that autologous chemotaxis fails at
high cell densities because molecules from other cells interfere with a given cell’s signal. Based
on observations of collective cell migration in diverse biological contexts, we propose a mechanism
for cells to avoid this failure by forming a collective sensory unit. Formulating a simple physical
model of collective autologous chemotaxis, we find that a cluster of cells can outperform single cells

in terms of the detected anisotropy of the signal.

We validate our results with a Monte-Carlo-

based motility simulation, demonstrating that clusters chemotax faster than individual cells. Our
simulation couples spatial and temporal gradient sensing with cell-cell repulsion, suggesting that
our proposed mechanism requires only known, ubiquitous cell capabilities.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the more fascinating ways that cells detect the
direction of fluid flow is through a mechanism termed
autologous chemotaxis. In autologous chemotaxis, cells
secrete and bind to an autocrine factor that diffuses and
drifts along the flow lines [I]. More molecules bind to
the downstream side of the cell, allowing it to determine
the flow direction and consequently migrate downstream
along the resulting concentration gradient [I, 2]. Autol-
ogous chemotaxis is especially relevant in the context of
metastatic cancer and has been observed in breast cancer
cells [1}, 3], melanoma cells [I], glioma cells [4], as well as
endothelial cells [5].

Experiments have found that autologous chemotaxis
fails at high cell density and is overpowered by a com-
peting, density-independent mechanosensing mechanism
B, 6]. Theory [7] and simulations [3, [7] suggest that
the reason for the failure is that, at high cell density,
molecules secreted by other cells interfere with a given
cell’s autologous gradient. Essentially, the signal from
all cells produces a background concentration which re-
duces the relative gradient experienced by any cell. A
mean-field calculation based on this argument correctly
predicts the cell density at which autologous chemotaxis
fails [7].

Nevertheless, in many other biological contexts, cells at
high cell density have been shown to detect weak signals,
including concentrations [§] and concentration gradients
[0, T0]. Theory has suggested that they do so by act-
ing collectively [TTHI5]. Indeed, experiments have shown
that collective sensing can lead to the detection of weaker
signals [I0], or to entirely different behaviors [I6], than
cells can perform alone. These findings raise the question
of whether autologous chemotaxis can benefit from these
ubiquitous collective effects, to prevent sensory failure—
or even mediate a sensory improvement—at high cell den-
sity. This question is particularly relevant to the dense
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tumor environment in which autologous chemotaxis is
principally observed.

Here we combine theory, computational fluid mechan-
ics, and Monte Carlo simulation to investigate the ef-
fects of collective sensing on autologous chemotaxis. We
develop scaling arguments for how the detected signal
should scale with cell density, and we validate these scal-
ings by numerically solving the fluid flow and advection-
diffusion equations describing the autocrine factor con-
centration. We then extend our results to dynamic cell
migration simulations, revealing a regime in which cells
chemotax faster as a cluster than as individuals. Our re-
sults reveal a novel chemotaxis mechanism based entirely
on known and ubiquitous ingredients, with potential im-
plications for migration of tumor cells and other cell types
in high density environments.

II. RESULTS

We first review in Sec. [TA] the results of our previ-
ous work on autologous chemosensing by an individual
cell that will be useful in generalizing to collective au-
tologous chemosensing. Then, in Sec. [[IB] we derive how
the strength of collective autologous chemosensing should
scale with the cell density. In Sec. [[IC] we compare our
theoretical results to the numerical solution of the fluid
mechanics problem and identify a crossover density at
which collective sensing outperforms individual sensing.
Lastly, in Sec.[[TD} we demonstrate using a motility sim-
ulation that better sensing by a cell cluster results in
faster migration velocity along the flow direction.

A. Individual autologous chemosensing

Information about the flow direction is contained in
the imbalance between the numbers of molecules detected
upstream versus downstream. For an individual cell, this
imbalance is quantified using the anisotropy measure [12]
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Here, 6; is the angle, relative to the flow direction, of
the return of the ith molecule to the surface of the cell,
out of M total returning molecules. The cosine extracts
the asymmetry between the downstream (6 = 0) and
upstream (0 = ) sides of the cell such that Ay > 0
for a downstream gradient and A; < 0 for an upstream
gradient. In this work we assume that a cell passively
detects molecules, e.g., by receptor binding and unbind-
ing, rather than permanently absorbing them, although
we discuss absorption elsewhere [7, [I7].

In previous work [7], we showed that the anisotropy
could be approximated as A; = (ng — ny)/ng, where
n, and ng are the numbers of molecules detected by the
upstream and downstream halves of the cell, respectively.
Specifically,

v

Ny = ma (2)

where v is the molecule secretion rate, D is the molecular
diffusion coefficient, a is the radius of the cell, and v is
the flow speed. Eq. [2| constructs the molecule number
as a ratio of the rates of molecules entering (by secre-
tion) and leaving (by diffusion or flow, respectively) the
cell half. The expression for ng lacks the vg/a term be-
cause molecules lost to flow downstream are replenished
by those lost to flow from the upstream half. As a re-
sult, the anisotropy simplifies to A; = € for small Péclet
number € = vga/D [1] (experiments suggest that indeed
e < 1 for autologous chemotaxis [I}, B, [I7]). A more rig-
orous calculation confirms this scaling, yielding A; = €/8
[17].

Autologous chemotaxis for an individual cell fails at
high cell density. Specifically, in previous work [7] we
showed using a mean-field argument that, in the presence
of identical cells at a density p, the anisotropy for a given
cell scales as

_€/8
L+p/pc’

where p. = €/4ma’L, and L is the system size in the

flow direction. The critical density p. is the cell density

beyond which sensing begins to fail due to the presence
of molecules secreted by other cells.
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B. Scaling argument for collective autologous
chemosensing

We now consider an entire collective of cells as the
sensory unit (Fig. . Collective sensing has been in-
vestigated in the context of external gradient detection
[13] 4] and has been suggested to account for the abil-
ity of groups of cells to detect shallower gradients than

FIG. 1. Schematic of the cell collective. Left: a particular
cell 7 makes an angle 6; with the flow direction 2, relative
to the collective’s center of mass. The collective’s volume is
characterized by a lengthscale R. Right: Molecules secreted
by any other cell k drift in the flow direction a distance vt and
diffuse isotropically a characteristic distance v/Dt, tracing out
a spherical shell.

any individual cell [I0]. Here we investigate whether col-
lective sensing can rescue, or even improve, autologous
chemotaxis at high cell density.

Collective anisotropy is defined similarly to Eq. [1} with
the key difference that N cells now perform a sensory
calculation as a single unit (we will elaborate on how
they could do so in Sec. [[IDJ). Specifically,
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Here, n; is the number of molecules in the vicinity of
the jth cell, 8; is the angle the cell makes with the flow
direction (relative to the collective’s center of mass), and
nr is the total number of molecules in the vicinity of the
collective (Fig. [1] left). We estimate n; and ny following
Eq.[2]
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In Eq. [} v; is the rate of arrival, to cell j, of molecules
secreted by other cells. In Eq. [0} R is the radius of the
collective; for a spherical arrangement, it is related to the
cell density as p = N/(47R3/3).

To find the molecule arrival rate v;, we consider a
specific cell k in the collective that acts as a source of
these molecules, and we will ultimately sum over k. In
a time t, a molecule released from cell £ drifts in the
flow direction a distance vt and diffuses isotropically
a characteristic distance v/Dt, tracing out a spherical
shell described by |7 — 7, — vt2|? = Dt, where 2 is the
flow direction, and 7 is the position of cell k (Fig.
right). This shell will reach cell j when 7 = 7}, giving



|7y — 7x|? — 2vt(z; — 21) + v?t* = Dt. Rescaling time
as 7 = tD/a? and recalling that ¢ = va/D, this equa-
tion becomes |7; — 7%|%/a® — 2eT(z; — 1) /a + €212 = 7.
Because the Péclet number is small (e < 1), we ne-
glect the quadratic term, giving a rescaled arrival time
of 7 = |F; — 7%|?/[a® + 2ea(z; — zx)]. At this time, the
shell has a radius v/Dt, and the likelihood of the molecule
reaching cell j is the ratio of the cell’s cross-sectional area
ma? to the shell’s surface area 4w Dt, or a*/4Dt = 1/4t.
Thus, the arrival rate of molecules at cell j is the secre-
tion rate v multiplied by this likelihood and summed over
ka

a® + 2ea(zj — zy)
= . 7
wor g ")

We insert Eq.[7]into Eq.[5} and Egs. [fland [6] into Eq. [
For the purposes of obtaining a scaling, we approximate
the sums as integrals. Doing so, and writing Egs. [5| and
[6]in terms of €, we obtain

_a®[1+ (R/a)g [ d°r;
Ac~ NR2(1+¢) /R3/N

cosf; |1+

/ d3ry, a® + 2ea(rj cos0; — 1y cos O,) (8)
R3/N 4|7 — 7|2 ’

Here we have used z = rcosf and scaled the volume
element d®r by the typical volume occupied by one cell,
which goes as R*/N. Within the large square brackets in
Eq. |8} any term that does not depend on §; will vanish
by symmetry when integrated against the cos6; outside.
Therefore, we isolate the middle term of the 7} integral
[19],

ea®N[1+ (R/a)e] 3 3
Ac ~ SR £ o) /d rid°r

Tj cos? 0;
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Ty — Fk|2.

9)

In the prefactor of Eq. [0} we may neglect the additive
terms proportional to € as long as R/a is not too large.
In the integral in Eq. [0} we can understand how the re-
sult should scale with R without performing the integra-
tion: the volume elements contribute factors of R? each
because the integration extends out to r = R; and the
numerator and denominator contribute factors of R and
R™2, respectively. Altogether, we have Ac ~ ea®N/R?,
or

A ~ ed®p, (10)

where we have recognized p ~ N/R? as the cell density.

Equation is our main result for how the collective
anisotropy should scale with system properties. Sev-
eral features make intuitive sense. First, the collective
anisotropy should vanish as the cell density p gets small.
The reason is that when cells are far apart, each cell de-
tects the same number of molecules (its own), and the col-
lective computation yields no information on upstream-
downstream molecule imbalance. Second, the collec-
tive anisotropy should increase with the Péclet number

e = va/ D, as the individual anisotropy does (Eq. . The
reason is that a larger € (e.g., via a faster flow speed v)
naturally increases the molecule imbalance.

C. Numerical validation and crossover cell density

Here we validate Eq. by numerically solving the
fluid dynamics and advection-diffusion equations. Specif-
ically, we solve the steady-state Brinkman equation (ap-
propriate for the low-Reyolds-number, low-permeability
cell environment [Il [B]) to find the velocity field. The
velocity field provides the advection term in the steady-
state advection-diffusion equation for the molecular con-
centration. We use a finite-element computational fluid
dynamics package (COMSOL) to solve both equations
[3L [7]. Details are provided in our previous work [7] and
the code for the present work is freely available [20].

To vary the cell density, we keep the volume of the sys-
tem constant while varying the number of cells N. This
protocol mimics the microfluidic experiments used to in-
vestigate autologous chemotaxis [3], and indeed we con-
sider a system with dimensions similar to the microfluidic
chamber: a rectangular box domain of length L, width
W, and height H, where the flow is in the direction of
L (Fig. ) Cells are placed uniform-randomly through-
out the box, ensuring that one cell is in the center, and
that the cells do not overlap with one another or with the
boundaries of the box. Both the individual and collective
anisotropy measures are averaged over random configu-
rations of cells in the domain.

The individual anisotropy A; follows from Eq. [I]
which, in terms of the continuous molecular concentra-
tion at the cell surface c¢(a, 8, @), is equivalent to [17]

[ dQc(a, 0, ¢)cos b
JdVe(a,0",¢')

where d) = d¢pdfsin is the solid angle element. We
compute these integrals from the numerical solution for
c at the surface of the center cell [7] (Fig. [2h, right).

The collective anisotropy A¢ follows from Eq.[d] which,
in terms of the surface concentration c; averaged around
cell j, reads

Ar = (11)

N
- . cicosb;
Ao = M (12)

N
2 k=1Ck

We compute c¢; from the numerical solution at the surface
of each cell (Fig. [2h, left).

The model parameters are set from experiments. A
breast cancer (MDA-MB-231) cell is approximately a =
10 pm in radius [I, B] and secretes approximately v =
1 CCL19/21 molecule per second [Il [I7] which diffuses
with approximate coefficient D = 150 um?/s [2]. The cell
density experiments [3] were performed with flow velocity
v = 3 um/s and permeability K = 0.1 ym? in a chamber
of length L = 3mm, width W =~ 2mm, and height H ~
100 pm.
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FIG. 2. Numerical computation using fluid dynamics soft-
ware. (a) Schematic of cells randomly placed in domain with
dimensions L, W, and H, and flow in the L direction. Col-
lective anisotropy Ac considers the average surface concen-
tration at each cell (left), whereas individual anisotropy Ar
considers the angular variation in the surface concentration
around the center cell (right). (b) Individual and collective
anisotropy vs. cell density from numerics (mean and stan-
dard error over 5 trials with random cell configurations),
compared with predicted scalings. Here ¢ = 10um, v = 1
s7!, D = 150 um?/s, v = 3um/s, K = 0.1 yum?, L = 3mm,
W ~ 2mm, and H ~ 100 pm.

The numerical anisotropies as a function of cell density
p = N/LWH are shown in Fig. . We expect from Eq.
that the individual anisotropy A; should scale as p®
for p < p. and as p~! for p > p., and we see in Fig.
(blue) that the numerics agree, as seen previously [7].
We expect from Eq.[10]that A¢ should scale with p, and
we see in Fig. (red) that the numerics agree at large
p-

We also expect the scaling in Eq. to break down
when the typical distance between cells p~1/3 becomes
larger than the smallest lengthscale of the domain (here,
H). We write this condition as p~/3 > aH, where
is a constant that we expect to be of order unity. Re-
arranging, we have p < (aH)™3. Fig (red) shows
that the numerics indeed become especially sensitive to
cell arrangement, leading to large variability in A¢, for
p <102 mm~3, corresponding to a ~ 2.1, which is indeed
of order unity.
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Figure [2b demonstrates that collective sensing outper-
forms individual sensing (Ac > Aj) above a crossover
density on the order of p ~ 50 cells/mm~3. Indeed,
autologous chemotaxis has been observed in the range
50—250 cell/mm~3 [3], and individual sensing is thought
to break down toward the top of that range [3| [7]. The
typical cell spacing at the crossover density, p~/% ~ 270
pm, is much larger than a cell diameter, 2a ~ 20 pm,
implying that collective effects could be beneficial well
before reaching the tight-packing limit typical of tissues
and tumors.

D. Motility simulation and collective chemotaxis

The previous section demonstrated that beyond a
crossover density, cells sense the flow direction bet-
ter collectively than individually. Presumably better
chemosensing leads to faster chemotaxis, but this hypoth-
esis must be checked. Moreover, it is not clear how the
information sharing required in our definition of collec-
tive anisotropy is achievable by individual cells. To these
ends, here we develop a motility simulation and measure
the chemotaxis speed explicitly. Our simulation incor-
porates only concentration sensing and gradient sensing
by individual cells, and cell-cell repulsion. We will see
that these basic capabilities, ubiquitous among cells of
many types, are sufficient to realize the density-mediated
crossover from individual to collective chemotaxis in the
flow direction.

To focus on the basic physics and maintain computa-
tional tractability, the simulation makes two important
simplifications. First, we reduce cells to point particles
on a cubic lattice with spacing given by the cell radius a.
Thus, each cell moves to one of six neighboring sites at
each time step according to a Monte Carlo scheme, as de-
scribed shortly. Second, we write the molecular concen-
tration field as the sum of contributions from each cell,
where each contribution is approximated as the known
single-cell solution obtained as if the cell were isolated
[I7]. This approximation avoids the need to numerically
solve for the flow lines and the concentration field at ev-
ery time step, and it should be valid for cell densities not
too close to the tight-packing limit.

Specifically, we approximate the concentration as
o(r) =~ Zjvzl &(7" — 7;), where 7; is the position of cell
7, and ¢ 1s the steady-state solution to the single-cell
problem, solved previously [I7] using the Péclet number
€ =wva/D as a perturbation parameter. That solution is

0 e [ ). oo



where ¢ = v/4nDa,

42k +1)  2(1 + 3k + 3k?)
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(14)
Ei(y) = ["dt e ¥ /t, and k = VK /a for permeability

K. We note that f(1) varies between 1 (k > 1) and 2
(k < 1). For these simulations we keep a = 10 ym, v = 1
s7t, D = 150 um?/s, and K = 0.1 um? as above, but
we lower the flow speed to v = 0.5 um/s, thus lowering
the Péclet number to € = 1/30, in order to maintain
the validity of the perturbative solution out to distances
much larger than the cell size.

The Monte Carlo scheme accepts or rejects moves ac-
cording to a potential energy and a work function [21H23].
Concentration sensing is incorporated into the potential
energy. The energy difference involved in the Monte
Carlo scheme is then equivalent to comparing concentra-
tion values from one time step to the next, akin to tem-
poral gradient sensing, as seen in motile bacteria [24], 25].
Gradient sensing is incorporated into the work function.
Computing the work is then equivalent to comparing con-
centration values at neighboring lattice points in a single
time step, akin to spatial gradient sensing, as seen in
amoeba and yeast [26] 27]. Cell-cell repulsion is incorpo-
rated into the potential energy. Cell-cell repulsion occurs
in many cell types, often mediated by contact inhibition
of locomotion [28].

The potential energy is then

U= ZZ _Tk|27

Jj= 1k<] Jj=1

(15)
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In the first term, closer cell pairs correspond to larger
energy. This term thus corresponds to cell-cell repul-
sion, with length parameter A. In the second term,
larger concentration values correspond to smaller en-
ergy. This term thus corresponds to concentration sens-
ing with strength .. Singularities in the second term
from self-energies ¢(0) are removed because the Monte
Carlo scheme considers only energy differences between
configurations before and after a cell moves, which con-
tain the same N self-energy terms.
The work function is
W = wgm, (16)
J

where 7;/a are the unit vectors in each of the six di-
rections, and ¢&; = Z?:1 ¢(fj + 67;)/6 is the concentra-
tion averaged over these neighboring sites. Equation
gives the work corresponding to the movement of cell j
to its neighboring site in direction i. Positive work means
moving to a site whose concentration is higher than the
average of all neighboring sites. Equation 16| thus corre-
sponds to gradient sensing with strength v,.

Given the energy and work terms, the Monte Carlo
scheme proceeds as follows [22] 23]. At each time step,
each cell j moves to its neighboring site ¢ (selected at
random) with probability

o {e—(AU—W)
1

where W is calculated before the move, and U is calcu-
lated both after and before the move to give AU. The
cells are initialized as an N-cell chain along the direction
of the flow and move in an unbounded domain.

At low cell density, AU — 0, and W for a move
in the flow direction is on the order of ig4e. There-
fore we set 9, to a value on the order of 1/e, namely
1y = 10. We then vary the relative strength of con-
centration sensing vs. gradient sensing by varying ..
To do so in a way that maintains a typical spacing be-
tween cells, we consider the potential energy between
a pair of cells separated by a distance r, which reads
U= \/r? —2.[a/r+¢0)/c+ O(e)]. This function has
a minimum at r, = A\?/¢.a. Therefore, for a given r,, as
we vary ., we set A via this expression until it becomes
too small to mediate the repulsion. Specifically, we find
that A = max(1/Y.ary, 10a) is sufficient to prevent cells
from cohering permanently (which arrests migration).

Figure[3]shows the simulation results. Focusing first on
typical cell trajectories (Fig. ), we see that for ¥, < 9
(top), cells execute diffusive trajectories that drift in the
flow direction but do not stay together. This makes sense:
at low 1., cells lack the coattraction mediated by concen-
tration sensing and feel only repulsion when close; once
separated, they execute autologous chemotaxis individu-
ally by spatial gradient sensing. In contrast, we see that
for 1. > 14 (bottom), cells remain as a cohesive group
whose center of mass executes a diffusive trajectory that
drifts in the flow direction. This also makes sense: at
high ., concentration sensing mediates both a coattrac-
tion and the movement toward maximal concentration;
due to the flow, the highest concentration is downstream
of the group, resulting in collective autologous chemo-
taxis.

In Fig. Bb, we plot the center-of-mass velocity in the
flow direction vcom vs. the cell density p, as we vary
the/1bg (color), r, (shape), and N (size). The center-of-
mass velocity is computed as the displacement in the flow
direction divided by the number of time steps, for 10*
time steps, averaged across the N cells and across five
simulation trials. The cell density is computed as the
inverse of the average cell-cell spacing. In simulations
for which the average cell-cell spacing does not saturate
within 10* time steps, cells are determined to be diffusing
away from each other indefinitely, and the cell density is
set to p = 0.

Consistent with Fig. Bh, we see in Fig. that the
results are relatively insensitive to r, and NN, and are
primarily tuned by 1./v4. Specifically, we see that for
e < g (blue, lower left), p = 0, and cells move with

AU-W >0
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FIG. 3. Motility simulation.
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(a) Snapshots of N = 5 cell trajectories with r./a = 1, for 1. < g (top) and . > g

(bottom). Cells drift in the flow direction individually (top) or collectively (bottom). Note the difference in axes’ scales: the
migration distance is much farther for the bottom plot. (b) Center-of-mass velocity vs. cell density. As t./14 increases (blue
to red), density increases as cells transition to collective migration. The velocity first decreases, then increases, indicating
that collective chemotaxis outperforms individual chemotaxis. Here ¢ = 10um, v = 1 s7', D = 150 um?/s, v = 0.5 um/s,

K =0.1um?, ¢y = 10, and A = max(y/¥cars, 10a).

a characteristic vcon indicative of individual autologous
chemotaxis. For ¢, ~ 1, (purple, lower right), p in-
creases as the coattraction sets in, and vcom slightly
decreases. Interestingly, this finding is consistent with
the observation that increased cell density reduces the
individual anisotropy (Fig. , lower right). Finally, for
e > 1)y (red, upper right), p stays high, and vcowm sig-
nificantly increases, above that for 1. < 4. This finding
indicates that collective chemotaxis can outperform indi-
vidual chemotaxis, also consistent with the observation
in Fig. that collective anisotropy is larger than indi-
vidual anisotropy at high density. Altogether, Fig. Bp
confirms that our findings at the level of anisotropy (Fig.
) are also borne out at the level of migration.

III. DISCUSSION

We have demonstrated that collective effects allow
cells at high density to detect fluid flow and migrate
downstream using autologous chemotaxis. Indeed, using
theory, numerics, and simulation, we have shown that
whereas individual autologous chemotaxis worsens with
cell density, collective autologous chemotaxis improves.
We derived and validated the associated scaling laws and
identified a crossover cell density at which the optimal
strategy switches from individual to collective. We ob-

served this crossover in motility simulations invoking only
cell-cell repulsion, and concentration and gradient sens-
ing by single cells.

Collective effects are ubiquitous in cell biology, and
previous work has shown that they confer behaviors be-
yond those available to single cells. Collective effects can
sharpen a cell behavior: in epithelial cells, collective sens-
ing allows groups of cells to detect shallower gradients
than any single cell can detect alone [10]. Collective ef-
fects can reverse a behavior: in lymphocytes, single cells
migrate down a gradient, whereas groups of cells migrate
up [I6]. Here, we have found that collective effects can
“rescue” a behavior: as cell density increases, individ-
ual sensing fails, but then collective sensing takes over
and ultimately surpasses individual sensing. This is a
potentially new interplay between single-cell and collec-
tive sensing that may suggest a density-dependent switch
between two sensory regimes.

Sensory computations in single cells are performed by
biochemical networks. It is not obvious that analogous
computations can be performed collectively by groups of
cells, especially when those cells are separated in space.
In principle, the components of such a biochemical com-
putation would need to be relayed diffusively among cells
[10,[13]. Surprisingly, here we have found that in the case
of autologous chemotaxis, the sensed signal and the re-
lay signal can be the same component. The secreted



molecule drifts with the flow, and thus its concentra-
tion is the sensed signal. At the same time, the secreted
molecule originates from the cells themselves, and thus
its concentration contains information on the cells’ con-
figuration; it is the relay signal. Even beyond sensing, the
secreted molecule aids in collective migration because it
acts as the coattractant. These simultaneous capabilities
prevent the need for complicated extracellular secretion
networks. Indeed, for the particular task of flow sens-
ing by autologous chemotaxis, our results demonstrate
that collective chemotaxis can be achieved with a sin-
gle molecular species, and with the simple ingredients of
concentration sensing and cell-cell repulsion.

Collective migration has not been observed in experi-
ments on autologous chemotaxis performed to date. Per-
haps this is because autologous chemotaxis has been dis-
covered exclusively in eukaryotic cells, which are gener-

ally thought to migrate by comparing concentrations in
space, whereas our mechanism requires comparing con-
centrations in time. Alternatively, perhaps this is be-
cause at high cell densities, where collective effects would
dominate, it has been shown that a separate mechanism
takes over that reverses migration, at least in breast can-
cer cells [3]. Nevertheless, the mechanism we reveal here
is not specific to eukaryotic cells. Smaller cells such as
bacteria use temporal sensing to track gradients. For
such cells, in the presence of a flow, we predict that se-
creting and sensing a molecule is sufficient to produce
efficient, collective migration in the flow direction.
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