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Tissue surface tension influences cell sorting and tissue fusion. Earlier mechanical studies suggest
that multicellular spheroids actively reinforce their surface tension with applied force. Here we study
this open question through high-throughput microfluidic micropipette aspiration measurements on
cell spheroids to identify the role of force duration and cell contractility. We find that larger spheroid
deformations lead to faster cellular retraction once the pressure is released, regardless of the applied
force and cellular contractility. These new insights demonstrate that spheroid viscoelasticity is
deformation-dependent and challenge whether surface tension truly reinforces.

The physical response of multicellular tissues to an ap-
plied stress is critical in the regulation of various physio-
logical processes, such as embryonic morphogenesis [1, 2],
wound healing [3], cell differentiation [4], and cancer
metastasis [5, 6]. While the mechanical response of sin-
gle cells depends on their cytoskeleton, plasma membrane
and nuclear stiffness [7, 8], overall tissue mechanics is ad-
ditionally dependent on intercellular adhesions and the
extracellular environment [9–11]. When tissues form and
merge, their resulting morphology is defined by this me-
chanical interplay between cells across multiple length
scales, called tissue fluidity [12–14].

To examine the relation between cellular mechanics
and tissue fluidity, dissociated cells can be manipu-
lated into a spherical assembly, termed spheroid, by let-
ting them sediment and aggregate in a confined space.
Spheroids have become a popular in vitro model as they
recreate both the multicellularity and three-dimensional
(3D) microenvironment of in vivo tissues [15, 16]. They
round up over time to minimize surface energy, similar
to liquid droplets [17]. Previous studies have determined
the apparent spheroid surface tension γ, which has been
related to tissue spreading [18] and cell sorting [19]. Here,
the magnitude of γ and the related cellular arrangement
depend on the interplay between the intercellular adhe-
sion and cortical tension of the cells [20–22].

A conventional biophysical tool to measure γ is mi-
cropipette aspiration (MPA), where the spheroid is
partly aspirated into a micron-sized pipette under a con-
stant stress and the advancing creep length L(t) of the
spheroid protrusion is monitored over time [23]. Aspi-
rated spheroids behave like a viscoelastic liquid, first dis-
playing an elastic response followed by an apparently lin-
ear viscous response. The constant creep rate ˙L∞ of the
linear viscous response during both aspiration and re-
laxation of the spheroid (once the aspiration pressure is
released) is used to calculate the spheroid surface tension
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γ [23, 24]. Intriguingly, γ was shown to depend on the
applied aspiration pressure ∆P , suggesting a reinforce-
ment of γ through an active response of the cells to the
mechanical force [23]. However, no dependency of γ on
the applied force was observed in parallel-plate uniaxial
compression experiments [17, 19]. This raises the ques-
tion whether cells actively reinforce their surface tension
with the applied force or if the current understanding of
viscoelastic spheroid aspiration data is insufficient.

In this Letter, we address this question by study-
ing how the duration that cells are exposed to differ-
ent aspiration forces, alongside differences in cell me-
chanics, affect the tissue surface tension and its possi-
ble reinforcement. Recently, we have developed a mi-
crofluidic micropipette aspiration device that allows for
a higher throughput than the conventional glass mi-
cropipette technique [25]. Where the traditional tech-
nique only aspirates one spheroid at a time, our device
can aspirate up to eight spheroids simultaneously [Fig.
1(a)]. By flowing spheroids into individual parallel aspi-
ration pockets that are aligned with squared constriction
channels of 50x50 µm2 (mimicking micropipettes), paral-
lel creep tests can be applied by lowering a water reservoir
attached to the outlet of the device [Supplemental Ma-
terial and Supplementary Fig. 1 [26]]. First, a spheroid
aspiration measurement is conducted, where the creep
length L(t) increases over time. Next, the pressure is re-
leased, thus starting a stress relaxation test, where the
protrusion retracts over time.

By fitting the creep data with a modified Maxwell
model [[23] and Supplemental Material [26]], the fast
elastic deformation δ at short times and viscous flow
with constant velocity ˙L∞ at long times can be defined
for both the aspiration and retraction curves. Assum-
ing volume conservation of the non-aspirated part of the
spheroid, the aspiration force for a cylindrical pipette is
given by f = πR2

p(∆P −∆Pc), with Rp the radius of the
pipette and ∆Pc the critical pressure above which aspi-
ration occurs [23]. Assuming that the viscosity η of the
spheroid remains unchanged during the aspiration and
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retraction phase, the critical pressure is deduced from
∆Pc = ∆P ˙Lr

∞/( ˙Lr
∞ + ˙La

∞), where ˙Lr
∞ and ˙La

∞ are the
retraction and aspiration flow rates, respectively [for full
derivation see Supplemental Material [26]]. By applying
the Laplace law, the spheroid surface tension is derived
from the critical pressure via ∆Pc = 2γ( 1

Rp
− 1

R ), with

R being the spheroid radius, which can be approximated
by the initial radius R0, as Rp ≪ R0. Following previous
work by Davidson et al. [27, 28], the effective channel
radius Reff for our squared 50x50 µm2 channel is 27 µm
[for derivation see Supplemental Material [26]].

Homogeneous spheroids of NIH3T3 fibroblast cells and
human embryonic kidney (HEK293T) cells were formed
using the Sphericalplate 5D (Kugelmeiers) and ranged
between 65 and 125 µm in radius through all experiments
[Supplemental Material [26] and Supplementary Fig. 2].
All details on the microfluidic device can be found in our
previous study [25] and the Supplemental Material [26].
Only spheroids with a constant volume during aspiration
were analyzed. During the stress relaxation test, bring-
ing ∆P entirely back to zero often made spheroids move
out of the pockets, preventing the monitoring of the pro-
trusion retraction. This was likely due to the presence
of a minor backflow in the microfluidic device, as manu-
ally bringing back the outlet reservoir to the exact same
starting height proved to be difficult. To circumvent this,
all retraction measurements were performed by leaving a
minor pressure that still allowed for the protrusion to re-
tract while keeping it in the constriction channel. This
led to a small readjustment in the derivation of ∆Pc and
γ [Supplemental Material [26]].

First, creep aspiration tests were performed on
NIH3T3 spheroids for 30 minutes (min), long enough for
the protrusions to have entered the linear viscous regime
(as the creep rate did not change anymore after 10 min).
Next, stress relaxation tests were captured for an iden-

FIG. 1. Viscoelastic deformation of NIH3T3 spheroids. (a)
Brightfield images of 8 NIH3T3 spheroids aspirated at 0 min
(I), 10 min (II) and 30 min (III), with an overview of the mi-
crofluidic chip (top, scale bar 200 µm), and a single spheroid
close-up (bottom, scale bar 50 µm). (b) The creep length L(t),
for the spheroid shown in (a, bottom), aspirated at 1200 Pa
and left to retract at 200 Pa. The data (orange dots) is fitted
with the Modified Maxwell model (black dashed lines), and
the derived viscous creep rate values are added to the plot.

tical 30 min [Fig. 1(b)]. We found that the derived

viscous retraction flow velocity ˙Lr
∞ was strongly influ-

enced by the duration of retraction [Supplementary Fig.
3 [26]]. Even after a 2 hour-long retraction measure-

ment, ˙Lr
∞ still decreased over time as the creep curve

plateaued [Supplementary Fig. 4 [26]]. Interestingly, in
traditional MPA studies on murine sarcoma (S180) cell
spheroids, where no remaining pressure was left during
retraction, the flow velocity did appear to be linear over
time [23, 24]. We hypothesize that the minor pressure
left in our retraction measurements induced the plateau,
which would mean that here retraction is not governed by
one constant critical pressure ∆Pc. Instead, the spheroid
protrusion first retracts with a large ∆Pc upon release
of the aspiration pressure, after which the creep curve
plateaus due to the remaining pressure counteracting the
spheroid now retracting with a smaller ∆Pc. To eliminate
active contraction during spheroid retraction, we treated
the NIH3T3 spheroids with the myosin II inhibitor Bleb-
bistatin and monitored their retraction at 200 Pa. Now,
the spheroids first displayed a minor elastic retraction
after which they started aspirating again [Supplemental
Material and Supplementary Fig. 5 [26]]. This demon-
strates how for these measurements retraction can not
be governed by a constant ∆Pc, as retraction changed
into aspiration over time. We therefore hypothesize that
spheroid retraction is determined by an interplay between
retractile cellular elastic properties and the viscous flow
of the spheroid tongue as a cellular collective, each having
their own critical pressure governing retraction.

To test whether we observe a reinforcement in γ for in-
creasing ∆P as reported in Ref. [23], measurements with
NIH3T3 spheroids were conducted using two slightly dif-
fering aspiration pressures (1000 Pa and 1200 Pa) and
a large pressure of 2000 Pa, now for only 10 min of as-
piration followed by 10 min of retraction at 200 Pa as
spheroid volumes were not conserved for aspiration times
beyond 10 min. At 1000 and 1200 Pa, we observed pulsed
contractions or ”shivering” in ca. 50% of the aspiration
curves (examples in [Supplementary Fig. 6 [26]]), resem-
bling observations reported with glass MPA [29]. This
shivering effect did not occur at the large pressure of 2000
Pa, where the protrusion flowed smoothly in the constric-
tion. Despite the shivering, aspiration curves could still
be fitted with the modified Maxwell model and retrac-
tion curves were comparable for spheroids that did or
did not shiver during aspiration [Supplementary Table 1

[26]]. The small influence of shivering on ˙La
∞ did not

significantly influence ˙Lr
∞ nor γ for different conditions,

so we included these data. For the three different aspi-
ration pressures, we indeed observed an apparent force-
dependent γ, where the derived surface tension increased
for larger ∆P [Fig. 2(a)]. Accordingly, the stress re-
laxation curves demonstrated an increase in retraction
flow velocity ˙Lr

∞ for larger ∆P [Fig. 2(b)], formerly also
observed in glass MPA measurements [23]. Previously,
this was interpreted as the spheroid protrusion actively
mechanosensing the magnitude of the aspiration force,



3

FIG. 2. Tissue relaxation behavior is deformation-
dependent. (a-c) Histograms comparing NIH3T3 spheroids
aspirated at 1000 Pa (30 min aspiration, 30 min retraction,
n = 48), 1200 Pa (30 min aspiration, 30 min retraction, n =
57), and at 2000 Pa (10 min aspiration, 10 min retraction, n

= 35). Retraction was performed at 200 Pa. (a) γ, (b) ˙Lr
∞

and (c) Lmax are compared. For (b), the two green bars on

the right of the dotted line depict the derived ˙Lr
∞ when only

fitting the first 10 min of retraction. (d) ˙Lr
∞ plotted versus

Lmax for NIH3T3 spheroids aspirated at 1200 Pa (30 min as-
piration, 30 min retraction). **, p < 0.01, ***, p < 0.001 and
ns is nonsignificant. Error bars are SEM.

causing it to reinforce and retract faster. However, for
our measurements ˙Lr

∞ depends on the time frame during
which the relaxation is investigated. Intriguingly, when
fitting only the first 10 min of retraction for the measure-
ment at 1000 Pa, we find that the average ˙Lr

∞ at 1000
and 2000 Pa is the same [Fig. 2(b), right-side]. While the
total deformation length Lmax of the spheroid protrusion
at the end of aspiration is understandably larger when as-
pirating at larger pressures, we find that the same average
length has been reached when aspirating for 30 min at
1000 Pa or 10 min at 2000 Pa, indicating a deformation-
dependency for retraction [Fig. 2(c)]. Indeed, we find

that ˙Lr
∞ is linearly dependent on Lmax, where the further

the protrusion has reached after aspiration, the faster it
retracts when comparing identical time frames [Fig. 2(d),
Supplementary Fig. 7 (1000 Pa and 2000 Pa) [26]]. In

addition, a larger aspiration flow velocity ˙La
∞ results in

a larger Lmax and thus larger ˙Lr
∞ [Supplementary Fig.

8 [26]]. While these trends were observed at 1000 and
1200 Pa, they were not significant for the measurements
at 2000 Pa, likely because of the larger standard devia-
tion in ˙Lr

∞ at the shorter timescale, alongside the smaller
range in Lmax and the smaller number of data points.

Altogether, these measurements show that ˙Lr
∞ and the

derived γ do not solely depend on either the applied force
or time frame but directly relate to the product of both,
being the resulting length of deformation Lmax.

What cellular properties govern retraction flow veloc-
ity and its deformation-dependency is unclear. We there-
fore sought to investigate the influence of cell contractil-
ity on the retraction flow and spheroid viscoelasticity.
Alpha-smooth muscle actin (α-SMA), the mesenchymal
marker and cytoskeletal protein that is incorporated into
stress fibers of fibroblasts, upregulates their contractile
activity and ability to remodel tissues [30–32]. We found
that increasing the NIH3T3 cell seeding density during
fabrication strongly influenced the α-SMA concentration
in our spheroids [Fig. 3(a-b)]. Western blots analy-
sis showed that doubling the cell seeding density from
1.5x106 (used in Fig. 2) to 3x106 cells increased the av-
erage protein concentration of α-SMA by a factor of 6
[Supplementary Fig. 9 [26]]. We hypothesize that cells
differentiated at higher density, similar to fibroblasts in-
creasing their α-SMA concentration in response to the
cytokine TGF-β1 when seeded at a larger cell density in
2D [33]. Identical to the previous spheroids, we aspi-
rated the 3x106 cell spheroids at 1200 Pa for 30 min and

FIG. 3. A larger concentration of α-SMA does not influ-
ence derived tissue surface tension. (a-b) Max intensity con-
focal fluorescent images of nuclei (cyan) and α-SMA (green)
in NIH3T3 spheroids seeded with (a) 1.5x106 cells/well and
(b) 3x106 cells/well. (c-d) Histograms comparing NIH3T3
spheroids aspirated at 1200 Pa at a seeding density of 1.5x106

cells (30 min aspiration, 30 min retraction, n = 57) and a
seeding density of 3x106 cells (30 min aspiration, 30 min re-
traction, n = 19). Retraction was performed at 200 Pa. (c)

γ and (d) ˙Lr
∞ are compared. ***, p < 0.001 and ns is non-

significant. Error bars in histograms are SEM.



4

then let them retract at 200 Pa for 30 min. Our results
showed that γ did not change, despite the larger concen-
tration of α-SMA [Fig. 3(c)]. This was unexpected, as
the 3x106 cell spheroids retracted slower [Fig. 3(d)]. Ad-
ditionally, they had a significantly lower aspiration rate
˙La
∞ and reached less far in the constrictions, demonstrat-

ing a smaller deformability [Supplementary Fig. 10 [26]].
From this, we calculate that the 3x106 cell spheroids have
a higher average viscosity of η = 150 ± 9 kPa.s in com-
parison to the 1.5x106 cell spheroids with η = 68 ± 3
kPa.s [details in Supplemental Material [26]], explaining
their different deformability at the same γ. In contrast,
previous measurements with parallel-plate tensiometry
on spheroids composed of different cell lines showed a lin-
ear correlation between bulk viscosity and surface tension
[34]. However, our findings on a time-dependent retrac-
tion raise the question whether the viscosity and/or ∆Pc

remain constant during MPA retraction. If this assump-
tion would prove to be incorrect, disentangling η and γ
when interpreting the measured ˙La

∞ and ˙Lr
∞ becomes

very difficult, as we are left with two separate responses
(aspiration and retraction) each with two unknown vari-
ables.

To untangle η and ∆Pc, we aspirated spheroids with-
out the influence of ∆Pc, using human embryonic kidney
(HEK293T) cell spheroids with a very low surface tension
[Fig. 4(a)]. In order to keep spheroid volume constant,
we aspirated the HEK293T cell spheroids for 5 min at
200 Pa and 500 Pa. We then monitored retraction for 5
min at a remaining minor pressure of 50 Pa. After 200
Pa aspiration, spheroid tongues retracted elastically and
then started aspirating again, indicating that their ∆Pc

was indeed minimal (below 50 Pa) [Supplementary Fig.
11 [26]]. Upon 500 Pa aspiration, spheroid tongues de-
formed further into the constrictions [Fig. 4(b)] and now
displayed a linear viscous retraction over time, resulting
in an average γ = 1.9 ± 0.1 mN/m, consistent with a
deformation-dependent retraction. Importantly, at these
low pressures we find a pressure-dependent viscosity [Fig.
4(c)]. This contrasts with our NIH3T3 measurements,
where the viscosity was pressure-independent [Supple-
mentary Fig. 12(a) [26]], similar to the previous study by
Guevorkian et al. with S180 cell spheroids [23]. In our
own previous study with a slightly different microfluidic
design (aspiration pockets were rounded instead of rect-
angular) [25], we aspirated HEK293T spheroids at 500
and 700 Pa and also showed their viscosity to be pressure-
independent. We believe that the discrepancy with our
new data can be explained by the smaller pressure range
(factor 1.4, compared to a factor 2.5 in the current work)

and the larger standard deviation in ˙La
∞ for our previ-

ous microfluidic device. Our new measurements clearly
display a significant increase in η when raising the pres-
sure, from η = 4.0 ± 0.1 kPa.s at 200 Pa to η = 6.7 ±
0.2 kPa.s at 500 Pa [Fig. 4(c)]. For 200 Pa, we calcu-
lated η by assuming ∆Pc = 0 Pa, thus giving an upper
bound for η. For 500 Pa, we calculated η via our derived
∆Pc from ˙La

∞ and ˙Lr
∞. Interestingly, the proportional

FIG. 4. For soft HEK293T cell spheroids, viscosity is
pressure-dependent. (a) Brightfield image of a HEK293T cell
spheroid after 5 min of aspiration at 200 Pa. Scale bar 50 µm.
(b-c) Histograms comparing HEK293T spheroids aspirated at
200 Pa (5 min aspiration, 5 min retraction, n = 54) and at 500
Pa (5 min aspiration, 5 min retraction, n = 43). Retraction
was performed at 50 Pa. (b) Lmax and (c) η are compared.
***, p < 0.001. Error bars are SEM.

change in the initial elastic deformation δa during aspi-
ration was larger than the change in ˙La

∞ between the two
pressures [Supplementary Fig. 13 [26]], suggesting that
the increase in force differently affects the elastic defor-
mation and the viscous flow of cells. Moreover, we do find
a pressure-dependent η for our NIH3T3 spheroid mea-
surements when we reanalyze the data, neglecting the
increase in ˙Lr

∞ and using that ∆Pc is the same at 1000
Pa and 1200 Pa [Supplementary Fig. 12(a) [26]]. Simi-
lar to the HEK293T measurements, the increase in force
induces a larger proportional change in δa than for ˙La

∞
[Supplementary Fig. 12(b-c) [26]]. This implies that an-
other possible framework exists besides tissue reinforce-
ment, in which not surface tension but spheroid viscosity
is pressure-dependent for MPA measurements. In that
case, either η or ∆Pc is different between aspiration and
retraction, as the flow velocity is deformation-dependent
during retraction.

In this study, we have measured a force-dependent
spheroid surface tension γ coupled to an increased viscous
flow rate ˙Lr

∞ at larger deformations. The reinforcement
of γ has previously been explained by an active response
of cells to mechanical forces, involving cytoskeletal re-
modeling potentially due to stress fiber polymerization
by myosin II motors, stretch-activated membrane chan-
nels or the clustering of cadherins [23, 35–40]. Next to
this, spheroid surface tension has also previously been
coupled to the size of spheroids [24], where spheroids
in the size range of 160-360 µm in diameter displayed
a smaller γ as the size increased. Unfortunately, the size
range that our microfluidic device can aspirate was too
small to reproduce this effect [Supplementary Fig. 14
[26]]. However, our results have generated new insights
in the viscoelastic behavior of spheroids during MPA
and the interpretation of γ thanks to the large amount
of data we could obtain by high-throughput microflu-
idic aspiration. We therefore propose a different frame-
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work than tissue reinforcement to interpret viscoelastic
spheroid MPA data, in which ˙Lr

∞ is governed by the to-
tal deformation Lmax, making η and/or ∆Pc different
between aspiration and retraction.

How to distinguish tissue surface tension and viscos-
ity from each other during aspiration measurements,
and how to identify whether γ, η or both are pressure-
dependent during MPA remains an open question. Pre-
vious studies have shown how the liquid-like properties
of cellular tissues are determined by tissue flow via cells
rearranging and slipping past each other [13, 14, 41–44].
In an experiment with mCherry-transfected NIH3T3 cells
and a microfluidic device modified to allow detailed imag-
ing in the constriction channel, we did not observe cells
slipping past each other, demonstrating that the viscous
flow was unlikely to be governed by cell rearrangements
[see Supplementary Movies 1 and 2, and Supplemental
Material for the device modifications [26]]. We hypoth-
esize that the deformation-dependent viscoelasticity can
be explained by the number of individual cells that have
been aspirated into the constriction channel. If each
cell has its own relaxation rate, then a spheroid pro-
trusion with more cells in series will have a larger ˙Lr

∞,
being the sum of all these individual cellular retraction
rates. Yet, how the tissues’ effective viscosity is pre-

cisely governed at the cellular level, and how different cy-
toskeletal elastic and viscous components work over dif-
ferent timescales to govern ∆Pc remains to be examined.
Overall, we show that spheroid viscoelastic behavior is
pressure- and deformation-dependent for MPA, challeng-
ing the assumption that both η and ∆Pc are identical
during aspiration and retraction.
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