arXiv:2403.06799v1 [cond-mat.soft] 11 Mar 2024

A perspective on active glassy dynamics in biological systems
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Dynamics is central to living systems. In the last two decades, experiments have revealed that
the dynamics in diverse biological systems - from intracellular cytoplasm to cellular and organismal
aggregates - are remarkably similar to that in dense systems of inanimate particles in equilibrium.
They show a glass transition from a solid-like jammed state to a fluid-like flowing state, where a
moderate change in control parameter leads to an enormous variation in relaxation time. However,
biological systems have crucial differences from the equilibrium systems: the former have activity
that drives them out of equilibrium, novel control parameters, and enormous levels of complexity.
These active systems showing glassy dynamics are known as active glasses. The field is at the
interface of physics and biology, freely borrowing tools from both disciplines and promising novel,
fascinating discoveries. We review the experiments that started this field, simulations that have been
instrumental for insights, and theories that have helped unify diverse phenomena, reveal correlations,
and make novel quantitative predictions. We discuss the primary characteristics that define a glassy
system. For most concepts, we first discuss the known equilibrium scenario and then present the
key aspects when activity is introduced. We end the article with a discussion of the challenges in

the field and possible future directions.

I. INTRODUCTION

This review concerns the fascinating phenomenology of
glassy dynamics in biological systems at varying length
scales. Glassy dynamics refers to the extreme dynamical
slowdown, by several orders of magnitude, with a modest
change in the control parameters [1, 2]. Surprisingly, the
phenomenon does not accompany any phase transition or
discernible change in static structures. A snapshot of a
liquid and a glass look nearly identical, but their dynam-
ics are markedly different. Glassy systems show slower
than exponential (stretched-exponential) relaxation [3],
sub-diffusive mean-square displacement (MSD) at inter-
mediate times [4], non-Gaussian distribution of parti-
cle displacement [5], dynamical heterogeneity [6], aging
[7, 8], etc. In the last couple of decades, experiments have
shown that many biological systems also have glass-like
dynamics. Examples include the cell cytoplasm [9-12],
cellular aggregates and tissues [13-19], colonies of bac-
teria [20] or ants [21-23], synthetic systems [24-26], etc.
This glass transition from a solid-like jammed state to
a fluid-like flowing state seems to be crucial for several
biologically significant processes, such as wound healing
[16, 27-29], cancer progression [30, 31|, embryogenesis
[32-35], and many others. The importance of the prob-
lem has led to many simulations [36-42] and theories [43—
51] for a quantitative understanding of the problem. Fig-
ure 1 provides some examples of various biological sys-
tems having glassy dynamics that was once the subject
of inert systems alone. These examples, and many oth-
ers, have immensely enriched the field of glassy dynamics
with new challenges, fresh ideas, and possibilities of novel
discoveries.
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One essential feature of biological systems is that they
are active: the constituent particles consume energy and
do some work. The work can be diverse: for exam-
ple, the particles can divide, die, differentiate, be conflu-
ent, change their conformation, control the geometry and
strength of interaction, propel themselves, etc [52, 53].
Developing a theoretical framework for such systems is a
daunting task. However, commendable research works of
the last decades have shown that it is possible to reveal
the generic principles and obtain a theoretical framework
for these systems, at least in some appropriate limits
[52-54]. Predictions made from such theories have been
tested and validated in experiments and simulations. For
example, cell division and apoptosis fluidize the system
by cutting off the relaxation time scale [55, 56]. Differ-
ent stochastic models can make robust predictions about
cellular fate [57]. Energy landscape ideas of statistical
physics provide crucial insights into the protein folding
pathways and distinctive folding processes [58]. These
fascinating examples of applying physics principles to
complex systems demonstrate that it is possible to draw
meaningful insights via the consideration of specific as-
pects of these systems at a time. In the last decade or
80, a large amount of theoretical work has focused on
the glassy dynamics in active systems of self-propelled
particles (SPPs) and confluent epithelial tissues.

Active systems of SPPs comprise particles with a self-
propulsion force, fo, and a persistence time, 7,, of their
motion [54, 62-64]. Many biological systems can be
conveniently modelled as systems of SPPs; for exam-
ple, birds and fishes [65-68], ants colonies [21], swim-
ming bacteria [69], etc. There are also examples from
cellular [13-15, 18, 19] and sub-cellular levels [70-72], as
well as synthetic systems [25, 73-80]. Properties of ac-
tive SPP systems in their dilute regime have been the
subject of intense research activities in the last several
decades [54, 62, 81]. It is well-known that these systems
show many non-trivial properties. For example, they can
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FIG. 1. We show different examples of biological and biology-inspired systems having glassy dynamics. We present four different
classes of systems; despite their widely varying natures, they all have glass-like dynamics. Some of the figures are taken with

permission from Refs. [1, 9, 59-61].

have a flocking transition in spatial dimension two when
the mean velocity or the average direction of the parti-
cles go from zero to a non-zero value [81]. We know that
a continuous symmetry cannot spontaneously break in
spatial dimension two; this is the Mermin-Wagner theo-
rem [82]. However, this theorem does not apply to active
systems as they are out of equilibrium. In fact, a recent
work [83] has shown that it is not only the orientation
order, nonequilibrium fluctuations in active systems can
be strong enough to violate the Mermin-Wagner theorem
leading to translational order as well. Reference [84] has
shown that long wavelength density fluctuations, rem-
iniscent of Mermin-Wagner like fluctuations, in 2D ac-
tive glasses with only a few percent of active particles
performing run and tumble active motions get enhanced
by several factors leading to divergence of mean squared
position fluctuations with increasing system size L in a
power-law as (Ar?) ~ L%, with § ~ 1 rather than usual
log(L) divergence as predicted by Mermin-Wagner theo-
rem in equilibrium solids. Similarly, even the disordered
phase is quite different from ordinary liquids. These sys-
tems show giant number fluctuations [54, 77]: the parti-
cle number fluctuation, AN, in a specific volume is pro-
portional to the average number of particles N in that
volume. By contrast, ordinary liquids have AN ~ v/N.
Another surprising aspect of active systems is the pres-
ence of long-range velocity correlations in these systems
[54, 85, 86]. In contrast, dense active systems are sub-
jects of more recent interest. Experiments reveal that

they have glass-like properties [9, 13, 15, 87].

On the other hand, epithelial tissues have quite a dis-
tinctive character compared to ordinary particulate sys-
tems. Epithelial tissues are confluent, i.e., packing frac-
tion remains unity at all times. This specific character
enforces different types of models to theoretically study
their properties. Some such models are the Vertex model
[88-90], the Voronoi model [91, 92], the cellular Potts
model [93-95], etc. These models represent cells as poly-
gons and can be considered either in [96, 97] or out of
equilibrium, depending on the absence or presence of self-
propulsion [40, 92], cell division and apoptosis [55, 98].
In recent literature, the competition between molecu-
lar crowding and thermal or active agitation leading to
slow dynamics has sometimes been described as jamming
[99, 100]. We emphasize that the term jamming here
is different from the zero-temperature zero-activity geo-
metric transition in disordered systems [101-103]. In this
field, it refers to the transition separating the solid-like
and the fluid-like states. This transition, strictly speak-
ing, is the glass transition. However, as the term jamming
is easy to grasp, it has grown in popularity [98—100].

Biological systems are complex, with too many vari-
ables. One must selectively choose the relevant parame-
ters for the phenomenon of interest. Choosing the “right
model”, for example, particulate vs. confluent, as dis-
cussed above, is also crucial for theoretical progress.
What are the benefits of theoretical analysis, particularly
for such complex systems? It is often instrumental for



deeper insight and quantitative predictions. But apart
from these, it also “reveals relations between quantities
or phenomena that would go unnoticed without a theo-
retical model” [53]. On the other hand, from the physics
perspective, these fascinating systems extend the scope
and extent of the equilibrium glass transition problem.
Many of these phenomena, exhibited in active glasses,
are amenable to rigorous theoretical frameworks. Under-
standing these characteristics can lead to deeper insights
into the equilibrium problem itself.

The field of active glass is necessarily interdisciplinary.
For the most part, we, therefore, take a parallel approach.
We will first briefly discuss the known results of the equi-
librium problem and then present the corresponding re-
sults for active glasses. We hope such a presentation will
benefit an wider audience. We emphasize that the term
“active” is quite broad and can refer to several forms,
not limited to self-propulsion alone [52, 53]. There al-
ready exist several reviews summarizing various aspects
of active glasses [99, 100, 105, 106]. Our perspective ar-
ticle complements these excellent reviews. This review is
organized as follows: we first describe the defining char-
acteristics of a glassy system in Sec. II. We then briefly
summarize in Sec. III some of the experimental results
that led to this field, followed by a summary of simula-
tions in Sec. IV. We review the theoretical developments
in Sec. V and conclude this review in Sec. VI, discussing
the current status and our perspective on the future di-
rections and challenges of the field.

II. HOW TO CHARACTERIZE A GLASSY
SYSTEM

Glass transition refers to the change of the liquid-like
state to the solid-like state without crystallization when
we vary some system parameters, such as temperature or
density. The relaxation time, 7, and the viscosity, n, in-
crease rapidly as the temperature T decreases. The glass
transition temperature, Ty, is the T' at which 7 becomes a
specific value, ~ 10% — 103s (say). Here, we first discuss
how to characterize a glassy system; these characteris-
tics are the same for any system in the glassy regime.
The most common defining hallmark of glassy systems
is the slower than-exponential, i.e., stretched exponen-
tial relaxation [1, 107-109]. Ome can characterize this
via the self-intermediate scattering function, Fy(k,t), at
wave vector k, and time ¢,

N

R = L(Sermoo), gy

i=1

where N is the number of particles, r;(¢) is the position
of the ith particle at ¢, and {(...) denotes ensemble as well
as time origin averaging. Another measure that is often
used in the study of the dynamics of supercooled liquids

is the overlap function, Q(¢) [107, 110], defined as:

= (x ZW(

where W (x) is the Heaviside Step Function: W(z) is
1if z > 0 and 0 otherwise. The parameter a repre-
sents the typical vibrational amplitude of the caged par-
ticles. Fs(k,t) and Q(t) show exponential decay in a
liquid. Relaxation becomes complex close to Ty: they
decay towards a plateau at intermediate times and then
towards zero at long times (Fig. 2a) [1, 107, 108]. The
long-time data fit well with a stretched exponential form,
#(t) ~ exp[—(t/7)P], B is the stretching exponent. When
Fy(k,t) or Q(t) decays to a particular value, usually taken
as 1/e, that time defines a relaxation time, 7.

When molecular crowding is dominant compared to
thermal fluctuations, it is hard for a particle to move
through the other particles as their movement is also con-
strained, leading to the phenomena of caging, another
hallmark glassy characteristic. We can track the mo-
tion of an average particle via mean-square displacement
(MSD) at time t:

Q(t) = (A ri(t) = r:(0)]) ), (2)

1 N

MSD(t) = (- Y (t) —ri(0)2).  (3)

i=1

The particle moves freely up to a very short inter-particle
distance, manifested by the ballistic part of MSD with
slope 2 (Fig. 2b). After that, it feels the presence of
the other particles, and the movement gets constrained;
it vibrates inside the cage formed by the neighboring
particles. MSD becomes flat and sub-diffusive at this
intermediate time. At very long times, it breaks the
cage and gets trapped in another cage. This hopping-
like motion is a universal feature of glassy relaxation,
leading to a universal exponential tail in the van Hove
correlation function (discussed later). Subsequent break-
age of cages eventually leads to a diffusive motion at a
long enough timescale. This transition from sub-diffusive
to diffusive behavior is another generic feature of glassy
systems. We emphasize that although glassy systems
show sub-diffusive MSD and stretched exponential auto-
correlation functions, these characteristics alone do not
imply glassy dynamics. Several non-glassy systems can
also show these characteristics [109, 112]. Glassy systems
show several additional nontrivial features.

Another way to determine the properties of parti-
cle displacements is to look at the van-Hove function,
Gs(r,t). Tt gives the probability distribution of particle
displacement r at time ¢ [5, 114, 115]:

G <Za ~Iri(t) ri<o>|>>. (4)

In the high T liquid phase, when Fy(k,t) is exponential,
Gs(r,t) is Gaussian. However, as the system approaches
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FIG. 2. (a) The self intermediate scattering function, Fi(k,t), at wave vector k = 7.25 as a function of time ¢ for various T'
(Adapted with permission from Ref. [104]). (b) Mean-square displacement (MSD) as a function of ¢ for different 7. MSD
changes ballistically at short times, goes to a sub-diffusive plateau at intermediate times, and becomes diffusive at long times.
The plateau increases as T’ decreases (Adapted with permission from Ref. [1]).

FIG. 3. (a) The van-Hove function for spatial displacement,
Gs(r,t), and (b) the van-Hove function for displacement in
a particular direction, Gs(z,t). The directions of increasing
time are shown in the figure. Adapted with permission from
Ref. [5].

Ty, Gs(r,t) deviates from Gaussian. One can also de-
fine the van-Hove function along a particular direction z,
Gs(z,t), as

N
Gia,t) = % <Z 8w — (x:(t) — xi<0>>>> . (5)
i=1

The non-exponential nature of Fs(k,t) is concurrent with
the non-Gaussian nature of van-Hove functions (Fig. 3)
[5, 115]. One can also characterize the degree of non-
Gaussian nature via the non-Gaussian parameter, as(t).
For example, in spatial dimension 3, one has,

() = 3(r(t)*) B
2(t) l5 (1) ] - (6)

Another intriguing dynamical characteristic of glassy
systems is the dynamical heterogeneity (DH). It refers to
the coexisting fast and slow-moving regions (Fig. 4a).
Moreover, they move in time: a fast-moving region can

become slow-moving at later times and vice-versa. A
four-point correlation function that characterizes the DH
is [6, 111, 116-118]

) =N[(Qe?) -~ (ew) ]

where Q(t) is defined in Eq. (2). x4(t) increases at short
times, attains a peak value, x%, and then decays again
(Fig. 4b). The time when x4(¢) has the peak defines
another relaxation time, Tpeak. In general, Tpeax is pro-
portional to 7. x} is proportional to the average volume
of the fast or slow-moving regions. As the system ap-
proaches the glass transition point, x} increases, signify-
ing DH grows.

Many variables can characterize the transport prop-
erties of a system: diffusivity, D, viscosity, 7, or relax-
ation time, 7. D and 7n of a liquid are related via the
Stokes-Einstein (SE) relation, D = kgT/(cwRn) where ¢
is a constant that depends on dimension, and R is par-
ticle diameter [119, 120]. Using 7 « n/T [121], the SE
relation implies Dn =constant or D7 =constant. How-
ever, as shown in Fig. 5, this relation breaks down in
the supercooled temperature regimes in the presence of
DH [113, 120]. This violation is another characteristic of
glassy systems and is found to be directly related to the
growing DH.

A steep increase of n (or 7) is a defining feature of
glasses. However, n for different systems will grow at dif-
ferent rates. C. A. Angell showed that the plots of log;, 7
as a function of T, /T give different curves for various sys-
tems (Fig. 6). The curves meet at T,/T = 1 by definition
since a specific value of 7 defines T};. This plot is known
as the Angell plot [122-124]. We can categorize various
systems as strong or fragile glasses based on the position
of the curves in this plot. An Arrhenius behavior, i.e.,
1 ~ exp[C/T], where C is a constant, will follow a diag-
onal straight line. The systems for which the curves are
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FIG. 4. (a) Snapshot of a glassy system with the arrow length proportional to velocity and the colors red and blue for the
fast and slow (compared to the average velocity) particles shows dynamical heterogeneity. (b) The four-point function, xa(t),
characterizes DH; it has a non-monotonic nature, with the peak time corresponding to a relaxation time and the peak value to

the domain volume. [Adapted with permission from Ref. [111]].
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FIG. 5. Dn/T will be constant if the Stokes-Einstein relation
is valid. This ratio increases with decreasing T in a glassy
system showing the breakdown of the relation. Adapted with
permission from Ref. [113].

close to the Arrhenius plot are known as strong glasses,
while the systems for which they are away from the Ar-
rhenius plot are known as fragile glasses. Note that the
‘strong’ and ‘fragile’ distinctions are not mechanical. The
behavior of the curves for the fragile glasses is known as
super-Arrhenius. Likewise, if the curves are on the other
side of the Arrhenius line, they are sub-Arrhenius. For
most equilibrium glassy systems at high enough densi-
ties, with a few exceptions [102, 125, 126], the plots are
either Arrhenius or super-Arrhenius. [1, 103, 123, 127].
The fragility index, K, of a system can be defined via

7= () "

where 7 is a microscopic time scale. One can fit the
above expression with simulation or experimental data

Log (viscosity in pose)
Log (viscosity in Pa-s)

0z o4 06 08 70

FIG. 6. The Angell plot of log(n) as a function of Ty /T. Sys-
tems whose curves are close to the Arrhenius line are known
as ‘strong’ glasses, and away from it, in the lower half, are
known as ‘fragile’ glasses. The super- and sub-Arrhenius be-
haviors are also marked. Adapted with permission from Ref.
[122].

and obtain K.

Finally, we discuss another feature of glassy systems,
known as aging. Note that the definition of T, is moti-
vated by practical considerations than any genuine phase
transition. Below a particular time scale, it becomes im-
practical to keep the system in equilibrium; 7}, is the
T that corresponds to this time scale. Below T, the
system is out of equilibrium and continues to evolve.
After a sudden quench around Ty, the system evolves
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FIG. 7. After a sudden quench to a low-T, a glassy sys-
tem evolves towards equilibrium. The waiting time, ¢,-
dependence of the two-point correlation function, Ck(t,tw),
characterizes the non-stationary aging state. (Adapted with
permission from [8]).

toward the equilibrium state. This non-stationary na-
ture of the state is known as aging: the system prop-
erties depend on the age or waiting time, ¢, [8, 128
130]. For example, the two-point auto-correlation func-
tion, Cy(t, tw) = (pr(t)p—k(tw)), depends on both times,
t and t,,, and not the time-difference alone (Fig. 7). Tra-
ditionally, the nonequilibrium phase below T}, is called
glass, whereas the equilibrium phase above T is called
super-cooled liquid. However, T has no thermodynamic
significance.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS: ACTIVE
GLASSES

We now turn to active glasses. We start by review-
ing some of the experimental results that motivated this
field. The systematic effort to reveal glassy dynamics in
biological systems began in the early 2000s, around the
same time when many of the crucial concepts of equi-
librium glasses, such as the dynamical heterogeneity and
various static and dynamic length scales, just started to
evolve [5, 6]. Many experimental works have revealed the
glassy dynamics in diverse biological systems (see Fig. 8
for some representative results). For the constraint of
space, we will be brief here and refer the reader to some
excellent reviews [100, 131] for a more exhaustive list
of the experimental works. We aim to highlight the di-
versity of systems showing glassy dynamics. The list is
enormous: cellular cytoplasms, collections of cells and
tissues, synthetically designed systems, crowded environ-
ments of various organisms - from ants to humans, etc.
These experimental results have immensely enriched the
field of glassy dynamics.

In the year 2001, the group of Jeffrey J. Fredberg

coated ferrimagnetic microbeads with synthetic peptide,
bound them to integrin receptors on the surface of human
airway smooth muscle cells and showed via rheological
measurements that “the cytoskeleton may be thought of
more properly as a glassy material existing close to a glass
transition” [9]. In a series of subsequent seminal works,
they showed that cell cytoplasm has many glass-like prop-
erties. For example, a firmly anchored bead with the cy-
toskeleton of a living cell shows caging and sub-diffusive
MSD at short times [10, 132, 133]. The elastic moduli
of the cytoskeleton with frequency vary as a power law,
but with an exponent smaller than 3/4 that is expected
for a reconstituted F-actin system. The exponent 3/4
signifies entropic behavior in semiflexible polymers. A
smaller value of the exponent for the elastic behavior im-
plies the system is closer to a glassy system [134]. Much
like an ordinary glassy system [1], the cytoskeleton flu-
idizes under oscillatory shear, shows aging behavior, and
the distribution of particle displacement is non-Gaussian
[10, 11]. These results shook the traditional thoughts
about cell cytoplasm, where only specific signalling mech-
anisms were assumed to be consequential. Instead, the
cell interior is now visualized as a complex chemical space
of soft material where biochemistry, molecular crowding,
and various physical forces are inseparable [133].

Over the years, many experiments established that the
cell cytoplasm of diverse systems shows glassy behavior:
for example, the dynamics inside the Hela cells [135],
the light-induced active motion of intracellular chloro-
plasts that becomes glassy under dim light [136], or
the pH-induced reversible adaptation between a fluid-like
and a solid-like states [137]. Despite the similarities of
their glassy behavior with equilibrium glasses, the cell
cytoplasm is inherently different. Various active forces
are quintessential in these systems and lead to funda-
mental differences. For example, unlike in equilibrium
glasses, the MSD becomes super-diffusive at long times
[10]. The system properties are highly ATP (Adenosine
Tri-Phosphate) dependent. The bacterial cytoplasm also
shows characteristics of glassy systems that can vary with
the degree of ATP supply [72]. The cytoplasm of an os-
motically compressed cell behaves like a strong glass, and
the fragility decreases as the ATP supply increases [87].
More recently, Nishizawa et al. [12] studied the transport
properties in diverse systems, both in wvitro and living
cytoplasm, and showed that this behavior of decreasing
fragility with increasing metabolic activity (higher level
of ATP) is more generic. The conventional control pa-
rameters of glassy dynamics are T, density, and physi-
cal interactions. But given these fascinating discoveries
of glassiness in active systems, this picture now has to
change to include activity as a crucial control parameter.
Activity will drive the system out of equilibrium. When
the departure from equilibrium is substantial, one must
resort to new tools. But, when this departure is slight,
and there is a separation of time-scale, “the fluctuation-
dissipation ideas can still be applied: the slowly changing
overall state of the system is considered to be a small per-



turbation” [138]. In this limit, we can use linear-response
like ideas to extend the equilibrium theories of glassy dy-
namics for active systems [10, 139-143].

We have till now discussed the glassy dynamics in-
side the cell. However, biology is organized at differ-
ent levels and different length scales. We now discuss
some experiments showing glassy dynamics in another
length scale, in aggregates of cells. Most experimental
systems of cellular collectives are confluent, i.e., the cells
fill the entire space. The packing fraction remains con-
stant at all times. By contrast, the packing fraction in
particulate systems can vary and be a control parame-
ter. One clarification on terminology will be beneficial
here. The terms - jamming, and glass - are distinct,
with entirely different physics [101-103, 144]. The first is
a zero-temperature, zero-activity phenomenon, whereas
glassiness signifies competition between energy barriers
and thermal or active agitation. Most biological systems
are active. Strictly speaking, the solid-like slow dynamics
should be called glassy dynamics. However, these terms
are often used imprecisely in this field [100, 105, 145], and
jamming and glassy dynamics are often interchangeably
used while referring to solid-like slow dynamics.

In a pioneering work, Angelini et al. [13] showed that
the dynamics in a confluent monolayer of Madin-Darby
canine kidney (MDCK) cells is similar to that in a glassy
system. The self-diffusivity within the monolayer ex-
hibits non-Arrhenius behavior, and the system shows dy-
namic heterogeneity, hallmarks of glassy dynamics. Park
et al. [14, 146] demonstrated that a confluent mono-
layer of human bronchial epithelial cells (HBEC) also
shows sub-diffusive MSD, stretched exponential slow re-
laxation, and dynamical heterogeneity, much like a glassy
system. Garcia et al., via the study of the HBEC con-
fluent monolayer, established that the system exhibits a
long-range velocity correlation, similar to self-propelled
systems in the dilute regime [15]. Malinverno et al. [16]
showed that a confluent human mammary epithelial cell
monolayer also shows glassy characteristics; they further
demonstrated that the system fluidizes when a particu-
lar cortical functional protein, RAB5A, is over-expressed
[147]. Different confluent monolayers, such as HBEC
and MDCK monolayers, the Drosophila wing disk, etc.,
also show similar glass-like behavior [17, 131, 148-153].
Schétz et al.  [35] revealed that Zebra-fish embryonic
explants have glassy properties, such as anomalous dif-
fusion, caging behavior, non-Gaussian particle displace-
ments, etc. Mongera et al. [18] showed the existence of a
positive stress gradient from posterior to anterior during
the vertebrate body axis elongation in Zebrafish embryos.
It correlates with the fluid-like behavior in the posterior
zone and the solid-like glassy behavior on the anterior
side. A fluid cannot support stress, whereas a solid can.
They have shown that active stress fluctuations fluidize
the tissue in the posterior zone, and “cell rearrangements
and movements are all consistent with the tissue behaving
as a disordered, glassy material’ [18]. Thus, one common
theme appears via all these experimental results. Irre-

spective of the detailed cell types, a confluent monolayer
can exhibit glass transition and such dynamical behavior
is relevant for several biologically significant processes.

We now discuss some examples of glassy dynamics at
various other length scales. Bacterial colonies can ex-
ist in different phases, such as liquid, glassy, active ne-
matic, etc. As the number density increases, the dynam-
ics within the colony shows a crossover from a swarming
state to a slowed-down glassy state [20, 59]. The aggre-
gation of macroscopic insects such as fire ants also shows
remarkable similarities with a glassy system [21-23, 154—
156]. Research on disease-spreading mechanisms reveals
that glassy dynamics of the adaptive immune response
to antigens prevent autoimmune diseases [157]. Very re-
cently, several works have also shown that the biomolec-
ular condensates, i.e., the phase separated dense region
of intracellular proteins [158, 159], also show glassy be-
haviors [160-163].

Most biological systems are too complex to be
amenable to a detailed theoretical treatment. However,
we can study different aspects individually by defin-
ing simpler model systems with specific characteristics;
this has proved immensely powerful in physics and pro-
vides deeper insights into complex problems. Syntheti-
cally designed model systems mimic various active sys-
tems; e.g., symmetric and asymmetric rod-shaped parti-
cles on a vibrated disk represent active systems of SPPs
[54, 62, 76, 77]. Arora et al. [61] have designed an exper-
imental system consisting of 3d-printed prolate ellipsoids
on a vertically vibrated plate. Asymmetric friction and
a hole along the principal axis of the ellipsoid can pre-
cisely control particle activity. The experiments confirm
the re-entrance phenomenon of glassy dynamics and the
disappearance of glassy dynamics at high enough activ-
ity. Synthetic Janus particles with two different surfaces
can self-propel in certain fluids [64, 80, 164]. Klongvessa
et al. [26, 165] studied the glassy dynamics in a sys-
tem of gold Janus particles half-coated with platinum.
They showed that the overlap function exhibits two-step
relaxation with a plateau at intermediate times, imply-
ing caging of the particles. The plateau gets longer and
the system becomes non-ergodic with increasing density
[165]. The relaxation dynamics shows complex stretched
exponential relaxation with decreasing activity. In a re-
cent work, Arora et al [166] have introduced a fascinating
system to mimic the dynamics of a cellular monolayer.
They take a thin paper clip, glue the two ends to form
a ring, place the 3d-printed active particles inside this
paper ring, and place the entire system on a vertically
vibrated plate. This system represents a single synthetic
cell. Placing several of these “cells” on the plate, they
mimic a cell monolayer. Remarkably, this system repro-
duces several static and dynamic properties of a cellular
monolayer. However, in comparison with biological sys-
tems, one has immense control over this synthetic sys-
tem. Specifically, the results of Ref. [166] demonstrate
that the jamming transition and the glassy properties of
epithelial systems come from geometric constraints.
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FIG. 8. Representation of some experimental results on active glass. (a) The van-Hove function for particle displacements in a
particular direction, G4(z,t), is non-Gaussian for the cytoplasmic fluid. Taken with permission from [10]. (b) The Angell plot
representation of viscosity in the cytoplasm. [Taken with permission from [12]]. The fragility decreases as activity increases.
(c¢) The velocity snapshot of a cellular monolayer shows dynamical heterogeneity. Taken with permission from [13]. (d) The
overlap function, Q(t), of a dense active system of Brownian particles shows glassy characteristics. [Adapted with permission

from [26]].

The above examples show that glassy dynamics is
prevalent in various biological systems at different length
scales. These examples have immense practical impor-
tance. All these aspects make active glass a fascinating
scientific problem. However, due to the inherent com-
plexity of these systems, it is not clear if the mechanisms
governing the glassy dynamics in different systems are
related. A theoretical approach can help in addressing
these questions. However, developing a theory for such
systems is certainly non-trivial and challenging; as is of-
ten the case, numerical simulations can greatly help in
such a scenario.

IV. SIMULATION STUDY OF ACTIVE GLASSY

SYSTEMS

As biological systems are immensely complex, simu-
lations have provided crucial insights into their glassy
dynamics. We will first discuss the particle-based model
systems of SPPs and then the confluent models of epithe-
lial tissues in Sec. IV D.

Theoretical implementation of activity in the form of
SPPs can be of many different forms; the essential idea is
to break the detailed balance such that noise is no longer
related to dissipation via the fluctuation-dissipation re-

lation [54, 62, 167]. Thermal noise is d-correlated over
time. One straightforward way to implement activity is
to use a colored noise correlated over time. The correla-
tion time of the active noise is known as the persistence
time 7,. This persistence time is a crucial aspect of active
forces. There exist many possible ways to implement ac-
tivity in the form of self-propulsion. We will only discuss
some of the most well-known forms.

A. Different models of self-propulsion

The models of self-propulsion, also known as motility,
that most simulations have implemented till now are of
three broad categories: active Brownian particles (ABP),
run-and-tumble particles (RTP), and active Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process (AOUP). The long-time behaviors of
a dense system with respect to varying 7, are similar for
the first two types of noises and different from AOUP
[49, 50].

The Brownian motion refers to the erratic motion of
a particle as a result of random kicks by particles of the
bath. The equation of motion for the active Brownian
particle is

mv = foh +/2D7¢; ¢ = \/2Dg¢ (9)



where v = 1 with r being the position of the particle,
n = (cos ¢, sin @), fo is the self-propulsion force [64, 168],
¢ and & are the noises of zero mean and unit strength.
Dy and Dp, give translational and rotational diffusivities.
Setting fy = 0 provides the equations of motion for pas-
sive particles. ABPs undergo random fluctuations and
directed active swimming, driving these particles out of
equilibrium.

The run-and-tumble particle (RTP) dynamics was
originally proposed to describe the dynamics of E. Coli
bacteria [169]. The particles move with a constant speed
of vp and reorient after a persistence time 7,. The reori-
entation event is tumble; 7, has a Poisson distribution.
The long-time properties of ABPs and RTPs are similar.
For the active glassy dynamics, the active noise for these
types of systems can be written as

(f(t) =05 (f(O)f(t) = fg exp[~[t = t'|/7,],  (10)

where f(t) is the active noise at time t. One can derive
this form of the active noise statistics as a coarse-grained
form of the microscopic random kicks in the form of shot
noise [170].

On the other hand, several works have also included ac-
tivity as an active Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (AOUP)
[39, 45, 171]. The over-damped equation of motion for
the particles comprising such a system is

N
=&+ Z £5];
J(FD=1
Tpf;i = _fi + CZ (11)

where the ¢; has zero mean and variance of 280 T 0;;0(t—
t'). T.f is the single-particle effective temperature, simi-
lar to 2, and denotes the strength of the active noise. &
denotes the friction and can be set to unity. The active
noise correlation in this case becomes

(600) = 05 (o010 (0) = 1580 2% xp [~ L2 01),
2 p(12>

where p and v denote spatial components of the active
force.

Although other forms of activity are also possible (see
Sec. IV C), these two forms describe most of the active
systems. Their forms are motivated by different biolog-
ical systems. In the first set of models, generally, there
are two types of molecules, A and B. Active forces are
effective when A’s are attached to the B’s. There is an
attachment-detachment dynamics with 7, referring to the
time scale A remaining attached to B. Naturally, when
Tp — 0, there is no active force; this is easy to verify
from Eq. (10). This type of activity is known as model 1
or the SNTC (Shot Noise Temporal Correlation) model
[49, 50]. By contrast, when activity machinery is inter-
nal to the particles, 7, refers to the time of rectilinear
motion in a particular direction. In this case, activity
strength is maximum and the system follows equilibrium

Brownian dynamics when 7, — 0; the activity strength
decreases as 7, increases. Equation (11) implements this
scenario; this type of activity is known as model 2 or
AQUP [49, 50]. Although the effects of self-propulsion
are similar within both models, the trends as a function
of 7, are opposite [38, 39, 49, 50].

B. Simulations of active glasses of SPPs

We now summarise some simulation works exploring
glassy dynamics in dense active systems of SPPs. Many
“intuitive” results may prove wrong in active systems.
Considering activity as a driving force, it may seem plau-
sible that the glass transition is entirely suppressed due
to activity, much like a glass under steady shear [1, 99].
In 2011, Henkes, Fily, and Marchetti showed that a sys-
tem shows glassy behavior even in the presence of ac-
tivity [172]. Though the detailed behavior depends on
the specific model and the parameters [99], most simu-
lations show that active driving delays the glass transi-
tion. For example, one can reach the universal random
close packing fraction (RCP) of 0.64 in a hard-sphere
model by introducing activity in the system. Reference
[36] implemented activity via the ABP model discussed
above. As shown in Fig. 9(a), the introduction of ac-
tivity fluidizes the system, i.e., Fs(k,t) decays faster as
activity increases; this allows to equilibrate the system
even close to RCP. Surprisingly, the higher-order suscep-
tibility, x4(k,t), shows no increase in peak height, even
when relaxation time 7 increases (Fig. 9a). This result
contrasts the behavior in equilibrium glasses [1]. Using
a slightly different variant of activity belonging to the
class of model 2, Berthier showed that a two-dimensional
system of self-propelled hard disks undergoes a nonequi-
librium glass transition [37]. A comparison with mode-
coupling theory (MCT) inspired power-law behavior for
7 as a function of packing fraction ¢ provides ¢., the
critical value of ¢ where 7 diverges: 7 ~ (¢, — @),
where «y is an exponent. Similar to Ref. [36], ¢. increases
with increasing activity. However, there are crucial differ-
ences too. Unlike the results in [36], this work suggests a
“re-entrant” behavior and growing dynamic correlations
manifested by the increasing DH (Fig. 9b) [37]. This
re-entrance behavior, that is non-monotonic nature of 7
as a function of 7,, has been revealed by several other
works [42, 173, 174]. However, it is not clear if such non-
monotonic behavior is a generic feature of active systems
with persistent noise or only appears in specific models
of activity.

The effects of activity on the glassy dynamics depend
on the details of the active noise. We will discuss two
studies by different groups to highlight this. The group
of Dasgupta et al. used a model of self-propelled parti-
cles of RTP belonging to the class of model 1 discussed
above [38]. Figure 9(c¢) shows that 7 and fragility K de-
crease as T, increases. Whereas Berthier, Szamel, and
Flenner presented simulation studies of an active system
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FIG. 9. (a) Relaxation becomes slower as activity decreases in a hard-sphere model of ABP. The decay of Fs(q,t) becomes
slower, but there is no corresponding growth in the peak of x4(g,t). [Taken with permission from [36]]. (b) DH increases
with decreasing activity in a mode active system. [Taken with permission from [37]]. (c) Relaxation time, 7, and fragility K
decreases as 7, increases in model 1. Adapted from Ref. [50]. (d) 7 and K increases as 7, increases in model 2. Reproduced
from Ref. [39] with permission from the Royal Society of Chemistry.

with model 2 type of activity [39]. They found “a wvery
different qualitative picture of the glass transition in sys-
tems of self-propelled particles” [39]: T and K increase as
Tp increases (Fig. 9d). The reason behind the opposite
effects of activity is two different models. These two ex-
amples highlight the significance of the detailed forms of
activity [49, 50].

There are several differences between active glasses and
passive glasses. The active systems of anisotropic parti-
cles show large swirls or vortices [175]. Activity gov-
erns the scale of these vortices and can become system-
spanning as the system approaches glass transition. Ac-
tivity can either promote or suppress glassy behavior de-
pending on the region of parameter space [42]. Inter-
estingly, the active glassy phase correlates well with the
two-point static density correlation function [42]. This
result implies MCT of glassy dynamics should be able to
address various features of active glasses. We will show
later that this assertion of Berthier et al. is indeed cor-
rect.

Fily, Henkes, and Marchetti have studied the glassy dy-
namics and phase separation of active systems within the
same framework [176]. The phase separation in these sys-
tems with repulsive interaction is a novel effect of activity
alone. This effect should be there in the dense regime as

well. The re-entrance behavior in these systems affirms
this effect [37, 42, 61]. However, this re-entrance in ac-
tive systems must be distinct from that in equilibrium
systems since the effective attractive interaction has a
lifetime (changes after 7,,). Exploration of this behavior
in detail will provide critical insights into the effects of
activity on glassy dynamics. We emphasize that 7, is the
main activity parameter: the system behavior at small
and large 7, can be different. This aspect seems relevant
even for the aging behavior [8] in active glasses [177, 178].

In a recent work, Paul et al. [179] have shown that
activity has non-trivial effects on the DH. How can we
compare the DH of various active systems with vary-
ing parameters? Since the relaxation dynamics remains
equilibrium-like at a suitably defined Teg, one can choose
systems with constant 7 but varying activity and com-
pare their DH to illustrate the role of activity. Figure 10
(a) and (b) show the visual effects of activity on DH as
depicted by the cooperatively rearranging region (CRR)
(defined as the regions where particles have moved more
than the average particle displacement). The cooperative
regions grow significantly in size in the presence of activ-
ity even if 7 remains the same. Another way to quantify
the effect of activity on DH is by measuring the four-point
susceptibility, x4(¢), as shown in Fig.10 (c) (simulations)



and Fig.10 (d) (active-IMCT prediction). Notice the dra-
matic increase of peak height with increasing activity in
the simulation results, and the active-IMCT predictions
corroborate the same (see the active-IMCT discussion
section). The DH length scale, p, plays a central role in
various theories of glassy dynamics. In equilibrium sys-
tems, £p remains of the order of a few molecular/particle
diameters. Thus, the dramatic growth of DH, and con-
sequently large £p, in active glasses can be beneficial to
test different theoretical predictions more easily.

Since activity drives the system out of equilibrium,
measuring £p in these systems is nontrivial. Refer-
ence [179] measured &p via four different ways to en-
sure applicability of the methods in nonequilibrium
setup: the block analysis [180], via the coarse-graining
of the van Hove correlation function [181], the scal-
ing analysis of four-point structure factor [111], and
via the displacement-displacement correlation function
[182, 183] (see Figs. 10 (e)-(g) for a schematic represen-
tation). {p obtained from the four methods agree with
each other. More recently, similar equilibrium methods
of probing ¢p using elongated probe particles have been
extended to these active systems with remarkable agree-
ment amongst them [184]. Having &p as a function of T
and activity, one can test various predictions of theories
of glass transition. Figure 10(h) shows &p as a func-
tion of scaled temperature (T'—T¢)/T¢, where T is the
MCT critical temperature. The power-law behavior be-
comes very prominent in active systems, suggesting that
active-MCT theories might be good candidates for un-
derstanding these systems.

Activity also affects £p at short times [185]. Dey et
al argued that activity enhances the phonons leading to
higher DH at short times. This result naturally raises
the question of the effect of activity in two-dimensional
systems where one expects much stronger long wave-
length phonon excitation due to the Mermin-Wagner the-
orem, even in passive systems. Indeed, a recent work
[84] has shown that the Mermin-Wagner theorem gets
violated in these systems, and activity makes the long
wavelength phonon fluctuations so strong that the Debye-
Waller factor in these solids diverges as power-law instead
of logarithm in system size. Such an enhancement of
long wavelength fluctuations suggests that active parti-
cles can probably destabilize solid states in three dimen-
sions. Further studies in this direction will shed more
light on the role of fluctuations in the dynamical and ther-
modynamic properties of active systems. In addition, the
monotonic relation between the length and time scale can
break down in active glasses. This behavior is also quite
different from an equilibrium glass [111]. These results
show that DH in active glassy systems is qualitatively
different from that in equilibrium systems. A detailed
systematic study of this aspect can provide fundamental
insights into the DH.

11
C. More models of activity

As we emphasized earlier, there can be many forms
of activity; we now present some such examples. Physi-
cists got interested in the problem of active matter from
the seminal paper by Vicsek et al. [81], who proposed
a minimal model for the ordering transition in two-
dimension. Since the model is out of equilibrium, the
Mermin-Wagner theorem does not rule out any ordering
transition in two-dimension [82]. The main ingredient of
the model is an alignment interaction where each particle
tries to align with the average direction of its neighbors
with an uncertainty (noise). However, including this in-
teraction in the particle-based models with a hardcore re-
pulsion is computationally costly. Therefore, most stud-
ies have implemented the alignment interaction implic-
itly. Motivated by the experiments of Ref. [24], Lam et
al. proposed a two-dimensional model of self-propelled
hard discs with a coupling between the velocity and the
polar axis [186]. Numerical integration at low density re-
veals the presence of the alignment interaction. A hidden
alignment interaction of the Vicsek-like form seems to be
a generic feature of many self-propelled active systems
[85]. However, there are differences: the flocking transi-
tion in the original Vicsek model is continuous, whereas
Lam et al. find it to be discrete. It is unclear if this dif-
ference is significant in the dense regime since the glassy
state avoids flocking transition. Similar types of indirect
implementation of the alignment interaction have been
included in several other works [149, 172].

The cellular cytoplasm has many intrinsically disor-
dered proteins (IDP); they can actively change their
shape by consuming energy [187]. Shape change can
strongly affect the dynamics. Oyama et al. included this
aspect within a simple model where particles can have
two different diameters with a stochastic switch rate be-
tween the two [188]. The simulations show that the sys-
tem fluidizes with a small volume change accompanied
by a change in fragility. Such effects can play crucial
roles in the dynamics of bacterial cytoplasm where the
force-generating motor proteins are different from those
in Eukaryotic cells [72]. In addition, metabolic activ-
ity can also play a critical role in the dynamics, both
at the level of proteins, where ATP (adenosine triphos-
phate) can modulate the interaction strength of IDPs,
as well as at the cellular and organism (bacteria) level,
where ATP controls the level of self-propulsion. Finally,
the dynamics of a system must strongly depend on the
interaction. Thus, metabolic activity can be the tuning
parameter of glassy dynamics [12, 72]. We also highlight
another form of activity, the attachment-detachment ki-
netics. One of the proteins that determine the mechani-
cal properties of a cell is the actin filament: it is a long
rod-like molecule. It is also a dynamic molecule, where
monomers attach in one end and detach from the other
end [52]. This form of activity can also affect the dynam-
ics. One can study another type of active system, initially
proposed for the nonequilibrium absorbing phase transi-
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the phenomena of enhanced DH due to activity. Adapted with permission from Ref. [179].

tions [83, 189, 190]. In the 2d variant of the model, N
disks are randomly placed on a plane. Two discs are ac-
tive if they overlap; otherwise, they are static. The active
discs get a random displacement along the axis connect-
ing the two centers of mass. One can have several variants
of this model.

Finally, another form of activity can strongly modu-
late the dynamics of a system: in the form of division
and apoptosis. These two processes are crucial for the
growth dynamics of any tissue. Pathogenic conditions
appears whenever our body loose control of these two
processes. Sinha et al. [191] have analyzed spatially het-
erogeneous dynamics of cells in an agent-based growing
tumor [34] spheroid. As we will discuss further in Sec.
IV E, including these processes within a simple model is
nontrivial due to their immensely complex biological na-
ture. Within the model of Ref. [191], cells grow stochas-
tically in a local pressure-dependent way and divide when
they reach a critical size. They implemented apoptosis
via a random sudden removal of a cell. The inner cells
in the tumor showed slow glass-like sub-diffusive dynam-

ics, whereas cells at the outer layer are super-diffusive.
Understanding the essential rules that determine cell di-
vision and apoptosis will be crucial for the growth dy-
namics of tissues.

D. Models of confluent systems

We have till now discussed the glassy dynamics in par-
ticulate systems of SPPs. However, tissues and epithelial
monolayers are fundamentally different from particulate
systems. These cellular systems are confluent, that is
cells entirely cover the space. For concreteness of the
discussion, we will focus on a monolayer of cells, exten-
sion to three dimensions is straightforward. The pack-
ing fraction of a monolayer remains unity at all times;
hence, it cannot be a control parameter. In addition,
the shape of the cells determines most physical behav-
iors [98]. Therefore, including this information within
the models is essential for a deeper understanding of these
systems. Theoretical models for these systems have been



developed and are of great interest for the static and dy-
namic properties. Although cells are three-dimensional
objects, experiments show that the height of a monolayer
at a particular stage of development remains nearly the
same [88]. Thus, a two-dimensional description of the
monolayer is possible. We will briefly introduce these
models and summarize some simulation results for glassy
dynamics in such systems.

A theoretical framework for static and dynamic prop-
erties of a cell monolayer has two distinct aspects. The
first is an energy function, H, describing the physical
properties of a cell, and the second is a confluent model.
The cellular cytoplasm behaves like an incompressible
fluid [52], and the cell height remains nearly the same in
a monolayer [88]. These two properties lead to an area
constraint with a target area Ag. The simplest way to
describe this constraint is an energy cost proportional to
(A; — Ap)?, where A; is the area of the ith cell in the
monolayer. The other contribution to the energy func-
tion comes from two distinct properties. For most prac-
tical purposes, the mechanical properties of a cell come
from the cell cortex, a thin layer of cytoplasm just below
the cell membrane. The cortex comprises long rod-like
molecules known as actin filaments and force-generating
myosin molecules. Different cross-linking molecules also
contribute to mechanical properties. These molecules try
to minimize the cell perimeter. In addition, various junc-
tion molecules connect the cortices of the two nearest
neighbor cells. Examples include E-cadherin, a-Catenin,
B-Catenin, tight junction molecules, etc. They provide
adhesive, attractive interactions. Since they are present
only at the periphery, their contribution in H must be
proportional to the perimeter. These two properties lead
to an energy cost in H proportional to (P; — Py)? where
P; is the perimeter of the ith cell and P, is a constant,
known as target area, that parameterizes the intercellular
properties. Thus, we can write H as

N
H= Z [Aa(As — Ao)® + Ap(P; — Py)?], (13)

i=1

where N is the total number of cells, Ay and Ap are
elastic moduli related to area and perimeter constraints.
Ap and Py can vary for different cells, but we have kept
them uniform for simplicity. We can rescale length by
VAp, and write Eq. (13) as

N
H= Zl [)\A(tu — 12+ Ap(pi — po)?|, (14)

where we have redefined the parameters as Ay = Ay,
a;i = Ai/Ao, Ap = Ap/Ao, pi = Pi/\/Ag, and py =
Py/v/Ag. Ay is the average area when we consider
poly-disperse systems. This energy function can now be
evolved at a temperature T with various confluent mod-
els. In biological systems, 7" includes contributions from
all possible activities and the equilibrium temperature.
Thus, interpretation of T remains unclear, and several

FIG. 11. (a) Snapshot of a configuration in cellular Potts
model, (b) snapshot of a configuration in Vertex model. (c)
Schematic representation of a 7'1 transition. Over time, cell 3
and 4 which were sharing an edge move away, and cell 1 and
2 become the nearest neighbors sharing a newly formed edge
under T'1 transition. [T1 transition snapshots are generated
from the Supplementary Movie from Ref. [196]].

definitions of T" exist: the ratio of correlation to response
function [49, 140, 143], from Einstein relation [192], etc.
Within the theoretical models, T is treated at the same
footing as an equilibrium temperature and provides good
agreements with experiments [14, 89, 94, 97, 146].

The energy function H gives the force on a cell, F; =
—V,H. The detailed method to include self-propulsion
or motility depends on the particular model, we describe
one particular method suitable for the Vertex model (see
below for the details). We first assign a polarity vector,
n; = (cosb;,sin6;), where 6; is the angle with the z-axis.
The motile force is f, = fon; = &uon;. The friction coef-
ficient & is generally set to unity. 6; performs rotational
diffusion [40],

0u0i(t) = /2D, m;(t) (15)

where 7; is a Gaussian white noise, with zero mean and a
correlation (n;(¢)n;(t')) = d(t—t')d;;. D, is the rotational
diffusion coefficient, 7, = 1/D,.

Given the energy function, Eq. (13), and the model of
activity, we now need a model for confluent systems for
simulations. Many such models exist: some are lattice-
based, such as the cellular Potts model (CPM) on square
and hexagonal lattices [93-95, 97]; some are continuum
models, such as the Vertex model and the Voronoi model
[88, 89, 193, 194]; then some other models that combine
both these aspects, for example, the phase field models
[195]. All these models use the same energy function,
Eq. (13); however, they can differ significantly in their
implementation details. These models represent cells as
polygons and are inspired by the models of foams [93, 95,
193]. We now provide a brief description of these models.

Cellular potts model (CPM): The CPM [93-95] is



a lattice-based model. Each lattice site has an integer
Potts variable (o) from o € [1, N], where N is the total
number of cells. ¢ = 0 is usually reserved for medium.
The set of lattice sites with the same Potts variable or in-
dex represents a cell. The dynamics proceeds via Monte
Carlo simulation at temperature 7. A snapshot of the
system from our simulations is shown in Fig. 11(a). Dif-
ferent cell sites can become disconnected during the dy-
namics; this is fragmentation. Cells with high activity or
T can exhibit such a scenario. However, it is also pos-
sible to suppress cell fragmentation via some modified
dynamical rules [96, 197].

Voronoi and Vertex model: In the Voronoi model
[40, 91, 92], a set of points represent the centers of the
cells and are the degrees of freedom. The Voronoi tes-
sellation of these points represents the cells. The cell
area and perimeter are those of the tessellated polygons.
Dynamics is the evolution of these cell centers either via
Monte-Carlo (MC) or molecular dynamics (MD) at a T
using the energy function, Eq. (13). On the other hand,
in the Vertex model [88, 89, 198, 199], vertices are the de-
grees of freedom. Figure 11(b) shows a snapshot of the
system, where the vertices are marked. Cell perimeter
is defined by connecting the vertices with a straight line
(red lines in Fig. 11b) or a line of constant curvature.
Dynamics corresponds to evolving the vertices using the
energy function, Eq. (13) either via MC or MD.

In confluent systems, cellular movements proceed via a
process known as the T'1 transition. In the T'1 transition,
cells exchange neighbors. As shown in Fig. 11, two cells
that share an edge move away, and two other cells now
share an edge. This process is naturally included within
the CPM and the Voronoi models. However, in the Ver-
tex model, it must be included externally: whenever an
edge length becomes lower than a threshold value, £,
a T'1 transition is performed. ¢y has a crucial effect on
the dynamics. This manual implementation of the T'1
transition can drive the system out of equilibrium. The
Vertex model has a rigidity transition, akin to the jam-
ming transition [200]; however, this transition is absent
within the other models [96, 201]. Despite this difference,
the qualitative dynamic and static behaviors are similar
for all three models.

E. Glassy dynamics in confluent models

Glassy dynamics have been investigated via the con-
fluent models both in equilibrium and in the presence of
activity. The dynamical behavior within all the conflu-
ent models is qualitatively similar. Unlike a system of
foam at the confluence, there are many 71 transitions
in these systems. The distribution of energy barriers for

a confluent vertex model is exponential, p(E) ~ e %o
[41]. The dynamics of the system is glass-like, both for
2d and 3d vertex models [35, 41]. In a seminal work, Bi,
Yang, Marchetti, and Manning studied a self-propelled
Voronoi model and showed that it exhibits a glass transi-
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tion “from a solidlike state to a fluidlike state” [40]. The
self-intermediate-scattering function shows two-step de-
cay (Fig. 12a). The MSD grows ballistically at short
times, sub-diffusive at intermediate times, and diffusive
at long times (Fig. 12b). From the long-time behavior
of MSD, one can define a diffusivity, Deg. Reference [40]
represented the glass transition when Deg becomes lower
than a specific value, 1072, The cell velocity in the pres-
ence of activity shows a swirl-like nature, similar to what
one finds in asymmetric particles of SPP [175]. Bi et al.
showed that the glassy dynamics primarily depends on
three parameters: self-propulsion speed vg, 7, and po.
Similar results were also found in simulations of other
models of confluent systems, such as the Voronoi model
[92, 201, 202] and the CPM [96, 203].

One intriguing property of the confluent systems is a
readily-found sub-Arrhenius behavior (Figs. 12 ¢ and d).
If we plot viscosity or relaxation time as a function of
T,/T, a straight line represents Arrhenius behavior (Fig.
6). As discussed in Sec. II, most equilibrium particu-
late models exhibit super-Arrhenius behavior. In con-
trast, confluent systems readily show sub-Arrhenius be-
havior [96, 201, 202]. It seems that when the cells are not
very stiff, such that pg is relatively large (2 3), the sys-
tem shows sub-Arrhenius behavior, whereas, in the other
limit, such that pg is relatively small, it shows super-
Arrhenius behavior [96, 202]. However, the origin of this
behavior remains unclear.

In a recent study, Paoluzzi et al. [92] proposed a
minimal model for an alignment interaction between
the directions of cell elongation and displacement. The
strength of this alignment interaction, J, governs the
glassy behavior and dynamical heterogeneities by form-
ing cooperative regions. J also seems to work as the
inverse of an effective temperature; the modified Vogel-
Fulcher-Tammann formula in terms of J could capture
the structural relaxation time. The glassy dynamics in
this model seems qualitatively similar to other conflu-
ent systems. These results suggest that the random
first-order transition (RFOT) theory might be applica-
ble for the glassy behavior in these systems. RFOT
theory has been phenomenologically extended for conflu-
ent cell monolayers, and the predictions agree well with
both equilibrium and active confluent model simulations
[96, 204]. The simulation results, such as the van-Hove
function, Fs(k,t), xa(t), velocity fluctuations, etc, agree
well with experiments [149-151, 205].

Close to the glass transition, where the relaxation time
is big, the nature of the T'1 transitions becomes signifi-
cant. The T'1 transitions are naturally included within
the CPM [93, 95, 96] and the Voronoi models [201, 202].
However, it needs to be included externally with some
rules within the Vertex model simulations [41, 89]. Al-
though the qualitative behaviors are similar within all
the models, there is a crucial difference. A rigidity tran-
sition, akin to the jamming transition, has been predicted
within the Vertex model [200], but no such transition ex-
ists within the Voronoi model [201] or the CPM [96].
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FIG. 12. (a) The decay of the overlap function becomes faster with increasing Py. (b) MSD also increases as Py increases.
[Taken with permission from Ref. [40]]. (c) Sub-Arrhenius behavior of 7 in a Voronoi model. [Taken with permission from Ref.
[91]]. (d) Sub-Arrhenius behavior of 7 in cellular Potts model. [Taken with permission from Ref. [96]].

The influence of this difference on the glassy dynamics
remains unclear.

Most studies of the glassy behavior of confluent mono-
layers do not consider cell divisions and death (or apopto-
sis). But they are crucial for many biological systems and
significantly affect the dynamics. Cell division and apop-
tosis always fluidize a confluent tissue [55, 56, 206], but
these studies were within particulate models. Czajkowski
et al. [207] addressed the question using the active Ver-
tex model (AVM). Both cell division and apoptosis are
complex biological processes involving many concerted
events of intricate natures. Thus, devising straightfor-
ward rules to include them within a theory remains chal-
lenging. Reference [207] chose simple rules for these pro-
cesses, dividing a randomly chosen cell with an arbitrary
division plane at a rate similar to apoptosis. For apop-
tosis, ag and pg are set to zero for a cell. Similar rules
have also been used elsewhere [88], including by some of
us [98]. A comparable rate for the two processes ensures
the conservation of the total number of cells. Contrast-
ing earlier studies [55, 208], Ref. [207] showed that glassy
dynamics exist in a confluent system when the division
and death rates are low. Understandably, these processes
will strongly affect the other cells in a confluent system.
Therefore, a thorough understanding of the rules of these
two crucial processes and how they affect different prop-
erties of a confluent system is imperative for a deeper
understanding of static and dynamic properties of such
systems.

V. THEORETICAL APPROACHES

As discussed in the introduction, the fundamental
mechanism of equilibrium glassy dynamics remains un-
known. Therefore, applying theories of equilibrium
glasses to scenarios in the presence of activity is chal-
lenging. However, given the importance of the problem
and the presence of a vast amount of experimental data,
even the approximate theories are of vital importance for
insights. The primary motivation here is to understand
the role of activity in systems significantly different from
those that physicists usually deal with. Concurrently,
these systems provide an opportunity to extend the scope
and extent of the original problem. Activity has many
forms: the constituent objects can change shape, divide,
die, change interaction or valency, self-propel, etc. Sig-
nificant theoretical development has occurred in the last
few years for systems of SPPs and confluent systems.
Activity drives the system out of equilibrium. Although
the formal proofs fail and new properties emerge, this
alone is not the primary difficulty. When “the departure
from equilibrium is substantial, we must resort to differ-
ent tools... But the situation is different for systems that
are only slightly out of equilibrium... In such systems we
can expect a separation, by many orders of magnitude,
between the microscopic time scale and the macroscopic
time scale... The system can then be considered to be
essentially thermalized inside a metastable state, and so
fluctuation-dissipation ideas can still be applied” [138].



Even though hard to prove analytically, many nonequi-
librium behaviors of disordered systems can be explained
within a fluctuation-dissipation relation (FDR) frame-
work that is a generalization of the Boltzmann statistics
[138, 139]. Thus, the main question is how far active
systems are from equilibrium. It has been addressed for
systems of SPPs, and it turns out not too far when 7, is
not too large [209]. The system still obeys a generalized
FDR at a Teg. On the other hand, we can apply mode-
coupling theory (MCT) to a non-equilibrium system. We
will first discuss this theory and then the generalization
of random first-order transition (RFOT) theory for active
systems.

A. DMode-coupling theory of active glasses

Mode-coupling theory is one of the most popular the-
ories of glassy dynamics. It was developed in the early
'80s by Gotze and others [2, 210, 211]. It provides an
equation of motion for the intermediate scattering func-
tion, F(k,t). For a bulk system, the equation of motion
is

d?F(k,t) k*kpT ¢ dF(k,t)
9 r _nSEm Y
WS, (k:,t)—l—/om(k:,t )= 0,
kT
i) 5285 [ eV @ OF (k- a.1),

(16)

where k and ¢ are wavevectors, S, the static structure
factor, kp, the Boltzmann constant, and p, the density;
note that we have set the particle mass to unity. m(k,t)
is known as the memory kernel, and Vg ;_4 is the ver-
tex function: Vg p—q = [§ - ker + ¢ - (k — q)cp—q] with
g being the unit vector and ¢, being the direct corre-
lation function. Equation (16) is an integro-differential
equation that we can solve numerically. We can calcu-
late the other variables, such as 7 and 7, via F'(k,t). The
theory for particulate systems makes several predictions
that agree with simulations and experiments [2, 114, 210].
F(k,t) at high T (or low density) decays exponentially.
As T decreases, F(k,t) develops a two-step relaxation:
it first relaxes towards a plateau and then towards zero
at long times, much like in simulations and experiments.
As T decreases, the plateau length increases. Eventually,
below a particular temperature known as Tyicr, F(k,t)
remains stuck at the plateau and does not decay to zero:
this is a genuine phase transition, known as the non-
ergodicity transition or the MCT transition. However,
no such transition exists in simulations or experiments,
and all the predictions of MCT break down at this point.
Twmcr is higher than T}, so the breakdown of the theory
happens at a relatively high temperature. The reason
behind this failure of MCT remains unclear.

Despite this failure, MCT has several fascinating fea-
tures for which the theory remains immensely popular
[2, 210]. Most simulations and colloidal experiments op-
erate in a parameter space where MCT remains valid. In
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the regime of validity, the MCT predictions agree well
with simulations and experiments. Like a critical the-
ory, MCT predicts power-law divergences for the time
and length scales. The exponents are universal and in-
dependent of system details. This particular feature of
universality makes MCT a natural choice to apply for
experimental data of novel systems. MCT assumes that
the statics is already known. From the static proper-
ties as input, the theory provides the dynamics. One can
also write down MCT for nonequilibrium systems [8]. We
emphasize this specific feature of the theory: the static
properties alone provide the dynamics. In active glass
simulations, it has been shown that the dynamics is in-
timately related to the static properties [42]. Thus, we
expect MCT to work well for these systems.

Concurrent with this expectation, many different vari-
ants of MCT exist for active systems of self-propelled
particles [39, 43, 45-49, 212-215]. Kranz et al. obtained
the MCT for the dynamics of a driven dissipative hard
sphere system [212]. This model represents synthetic ac-
tive systems. The theory predicted that glass transition
persists even to a high degree of driving. Interestingly,
the theory also predicted a weak dependence of MCT ex-
ponents on the driving amplitude. The qualitative pre-
dictions seem to agree well with simulations of vibrated
disks [213]. In 2013, Berthier and Kurchan derived an
MCT for active spin-glass systems of p-spin spherical
spins [43]. The structure of the theory for this system
is similar to that of structural glasses. The authors first
write down the theory for a general nonequilibrium state
and then demonstrate the conditions when the system
resembles an equilibrium system. They showed that “the
main features of this equilibrium glass transition robustly
survive the introduction of a finite amount of non-thermal
fluctuations driving the system far from thermal equilib-
rium” [43]. Szamel et al. [46] obtained an analytical the-
ory for the steady state of an active system. The form of
the theory resembles that of equilibrium MCT. However,
there are crucial differences: the direct correlation func-
tion in the memory kernel is replaced by another that
combines the velocity correlator, w). This difference is
a significant departure from the usual MCT as the the-
ory now requires the input of Sy and w). Crucially, the
spatial correlation of velocities affects the memory ker-
nel [45]. Feng and Hou presented an MCT for similar
systems where activity enters as AOUP [47]. Liluashvili,
Onody, and Voigtmann presented a mode-coupling the-
ory for active systems based on the integration through
transients (ITT) approach [48]. ITT has been immensely
successful for sheared glassy systems [216, 217], then it is
logical to apply this formalism to obtain MCT for active
systems. The qualitative predictions of the theory agree
well with simulations [48]. Reference [218] used the pro-
jection operator formalism to obtain the MCT for active
systems that has very similar structure as that in Ref.
[48] Note that the memory kernels of Refs. [48], [218],
and [47] do not include any velocity correlators and the
structures are similar to the equilibrium MCT; this con-



trasts the theory of Refs. [45, 46]. Unlike in equilibrium,
different approaches to deriving the active MCT do not
lead to the same final theory. Perhaps, this is not surpris-
ing as the system is complex, and the detailed theoretical
approach is critical.

The steady state of an active system is out of equilib-
rium. As Berthier and Kurchan demonstrated for active
spin-glass systems [43], a general theory must be in terms
of both the response and the correlation functions. As a
limiting case, one can write the MCT for the correlation
function alone. In equilibrium, FDT ensures this limit
is unique. However, no such relation exists for active
systems, and the approximation is nontrivial. Possibly,
this explains why so many different variants of MCT ex-
ist, and their detailed analysis may bring further insights
into various MCT approximations themselves. In Ref.
[49], some of us derived an MCT for the steady state of
an active glassy system of SPPs via a different route. We
first wrote down the most generic theory for a nonequi-
librium system, even under aging. We then take the limit
of infinite waiting time. In the presence of activity, the
system will reach a stationary state. We thus obtain the
nonequilibrium MCT for the steady state of active sys-
tems. Since there is no FDT-type relation within the
derivation, we expect the theory to be valid for the gen-
eral nonequilibrium steady-state. However, the price one
must pay is that it becomes in terms of both the corre-
lation and response function [49]. The schematic version
of the theory, written for a particular wavevector, is

%Igt) =1I(t) = (T' = p)C(t) — /Ot m(t — S)agis) ds.
(17)
8279 =—-1-(T—-p)F(t) - /tm(t_ 8)8gis)ds,
0 (18)

where C(t) and F(t) are the correlation and the in-

tegrated response functions. m(t — s) = 2)\;j fftt SS))

p = fo 8F S)d , (t) = fft aF(Ss t)ds and
A is the control parameter A(t) is the variance of active
noise, and Ter(7) is defined via a generalized fluctuation-
dissipation relation (FDR) for non-equilibrium systems
[140-142] as

aC ()
at at

Using simple arguments, Ref. [49] derived an analyti-
cal expression for T,g that agrees well with simulations
[49, 140]. Furthermore, they obtained the scaling rela-
tions for the relaxation dynamics for both types of active
forces discussed in Sec. IV A; the trend of fluidization
as a function of 7, are opposite within the two mod-
els (Fig. 13 a and b). Consistent with most works, it
seems that the relaxation dynamics remains equilibrium-
like at a T.g. However, as discussed above (Fig. 10), a
recent work have shown that activity has nontrivial ef-
fects on the dynamical heterogeneity (DH) [179]. Thus,

OF (1)

= Ters(t) (19)
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although the relaxation dynamics is equilibrium-like, DH
in a glass-forming liquid has qualitatively different behav-
ior. For example, the peak value of x4(t) can vary for the
same system with varying activity and 7" but the same
relaxation time. Thus, the DH length scale may have a
complex character in active glassy systems. Using two
different models, Ref. [179] showed that the conclusions
are independent of system details. Consistent with ex-
isting results [212], this current study also found a weak
activity dependence of the MCT exponents [179] [see in-
set of Fig. 10(h)]. Although MCT, till now, has been ex-
tended for particulate systems alone, very recently, some
of us have applied MCT to the dynamics of confluent
systems [219]. It seems that the unusual glassy dynam-
ics of confluent systems might be an ideal candidate for
the MCT-like mechanism of glassiness.

B. Random first-order transition (RFOT) theory

The random first-order transition (RFOT) theory [220]
is another popular theory of glassy dynamics. Through
a set of simple-looking arguments, RFOT theory makes
many impressive predictions that agree well with sim-
ulations and experiments [127, 220-223]. According to
RFOT theory, a supercooled liquid comprise mosaics of
local states. The free energy of a typical mosaic of size R
has two contributions: an energy cost from the interface
with other mosaics and an energy gain from the bulk.
Therefore, the change in free energy is

AF = —QufR% + SqyR?,

where, 23 and Sy are volume and surface of a unit hy-
persphere in dimension d, f is the free energy per unit
volume, and 6 is an exponent. In general, § < d—1. Min-
imizing the free energy gives the typical mosaic length
scale £&. Now, relaxations within the RFOT theory are
entropic. Therefore, we use f = TS, where S, is the
configurational entropy. The surface energy, v is propor-
tional to T', i.e., v = ET.

The basis of the RFOT theory is a crucial assumption
that S, goes to zero at a finite temperature Tk . In 1948,
Walter Kauzmann plotted the “differences in entropy be-
tween the supercooled liquid and crystalline phases’ [224],
equivalent to S, for different materials. When extrapo-
lated, the curves for various systems go to zero at a finite
temperature [224]. This surprising result led to the spec-
ulation of a finite-temperature phase transition in glassy
systems. The phase transition is characterized by a van-
ishing S, at Tx. Then we can expand S. around Tk:

S, = ACP%, and obtain

= [——]"" (20)
T -TK]

SyTw 6=

where I' = degcp'

theory involves the relaxation of the mosaics. The bar-

rier height for a region of length £ is proportional to

Relaxation dynamics within RFOT
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FIG. 13. (a) Non-equilibrium mode-coupling theory correctly predicts that the system fluidizes when 7, increases for model 1
type of activity. (b) The opposite happens for the model 2 types of activity. [Reproduced from Ref. [49] with permission from
the Royal Society of Chemistry.]. (¢) Comparison of active RFOT theory with simulation data for model 1. (d) Active RFOT
also predicts the trend of fragility (K) as a function of self-propulsion force, fo. [Taken with permission from Ref. [50]].

€Y, where 1) is another exponent. Considering the pro-
portionality constant given by the thermal energy scale,
kpT, and assuming a barrier crossing scenario, we obtain

T=1 eXp(A‘fw)7 where Ay = kgT. The values of the
exponents continue to be debated; one possible choice
is Y =60 = d/2 [127, 221]. Substituting Eq. 20 in the
expression of 7 and simplifying, gives

QT S, T -Tk’ (21)
where we have set kp to unity. The predictions of the
theory agree well with simulations and experiments.
The RFOT theory of glass is deceptively simple. Some
of its assumptions have deep and profound roots and re-
main unclear to date [127]. Yet, the final expressions
of the theory are surprisingly simple and easy to com-
pare with experiments [222, 223]. This feature makes an
extension of the RFOT theory for active systems, even
if approximate, quite attractive to analyze the data for
even more complex systems. Of course, the approxima-
tions are nontrivial, but such extensions have provided
crucial insights and allowed a platform to think about
an exciting problem for fascinating discoveries. We now
discuss such extensions of the theory for active glasses.
Active RFOT theory for systems of SPPs: The
RFOT theory of equilibrium glasses has been extended

ln(TlO)_SdTGE T

for systems of SPPs [50]. Active systems can be consid-
ered at an effective equilibrium at a suitable T, when
7p is not too large [44, 143, 209]. Nonequilibrium MCT
shows that T.g is the same as the equilibrium 7" at short
times and goes to a higher value, determined by activity,
at long times. The transition from T to the higher value
happens at 7,. Moreover, Teg explains the relaxation
dynamics [49]. These results suggest an effective equi-
librium extension of RFOT theory for active systems is
possible, at least when 7, is not too large. Reference [50]
extended the RFOT theory treating activity as a small
perturbation and using linear-response-like ideas.

Within RFOT theory, the glassy properties are man-
ifestations of a genuine phase transition at Tk, where
the configurational entropy vanishes. Notice the behav-
ior of 7, Eq. (21): the surface energy appears in the
numerator and S, in the denominator. Since the latter
vanishes and the former does not, the critical properties
will be dominated by the behavior of S, close to Tk. If
the surface energy has no anomalous behavior, one can
assume Z remains unaffected by activity. However, in
active systems, surface energy can have nontrivial be-
havior. For example, Ref. [225] numerically studied a
model of suspended self-propelled particles and reported
a negative interfacial tension. The interfacial tension is



not the same as the surface energy of RFOT theory, but
they are related [222]. If the interface tension is nega-
tive, one must be careful about the surface term for ac-
tive systems. However, in a more recent theoretical work,
Hermann et al. challenged the results of Ref. [225] and
analytically showed that the interfacial tension in active
systems is actually non-negative [226]. Negative surface
tension will make interfaces unstable; the non-negative
value is consistent with the observation of stable inter-
faces in phase-separated active systems [226].

Reference [50] assumed that the activity correction to
the surface energy term is negligible and focused on the
configurational entropy. When the activity is small, one
can expand S, around its passive value using a Taylor
series expansion. The effect of activity is parameterized
as a potential ® on top of the passive system potential
D, thus Se(®+0P) 2 Se(P)+ 2555 _00D+... = So(P)+
KqO0® + . ... Then, the expression of relaxation time from
the length scale after minimizing the free energy becomes

(L) = (22)

= b
70 T—Tg + L(A%‘qu)

where E is a constant [50]. Therefore, activity shifts T
to a lower value (compared to the passive case) where
7 diverges. d® is the effective potential due to activity.
Within some simplifying mean-field assumptions, we can
calculate this contribution for both types of activity dis-
cussed in Sec. TV A. Reference [50] showed that one gets
§® = f21,/(y + kTp) for model 1. Substituting it in Eq.
22, we get

FE
n(5) = (23)
70 T—Tk+ 1+8::Z

where H = Tkr,/(YACy) and G = k/v are constants.
On the other hand, one obtains 6® = T4 /(v + k7p) for
model 2, and this gives the relaxation time as

E
In <l> =7 - (24)
00 T =Tk + 3¢,

The expressions of H and G remain the same as earlier.
T} is analogous to f2. The strength of the noise in model
2 changes with 7,, leading to opposing behaviors within
the two models as a function of 7,. For example, 7 and
fragility decrease as 7, increases in model 1 (Fig. 13 ¢
and d), whereas they increase as 7, increases in model 2.
The theoretical results agree remarkably well with simu-
lation data for both models when 7, is small, where an
effective FDT is valid [138, 209]. The theory helped ratio-
nalize some contrasting results [38, 39] in the active glass
literature. This work also highlights that the precise na-
ture of activity is crucial. The theory has recently been
extended [227] to higher activity regime. Recently, Ref.
[228] tested some of the crucial approximations of the
original active RFOT theory [50]. Specifically, Ref. [228]
has computed £ in a model active glass-forming liquid us-
ing detailed FSS analysis of tau s well as block analysis

19

methods and tested the prediction of active RFOT the-
ory (Eq.20). Interestingly, they find that the exponent 6
depends on the strength of activity in a systematic man-
ner, much like the MCT exponents [179, 212]. Similarly,
the exponent ¥ that relates 7 with £ also depends on the
strength of activity. However, the combination of the ex-
ponents that defines the T-dependence of the relaxation
dynamics becomes independent of activity. This result
explains why relaxation dynamics remain equilibrium-
like [50, 99, 140] despite the non-trivial dependence of
activity on the dynamics.

RFOT theory for confluent systems: As dis-
cussed in Sec. IV D, the confluent systems and partic-
ulate models are fundamentally different. Usually, we
neglect the particle shapes in most scenarios of physics
problems. However, cell shapes are crucial as they deter-
mine many biologically significant properties [229-234].
Some of us have recently shown that we can statisti-
cally describe the cell shape variability in a confluent
monolayer [98]. Moreover, the dynamics of the mono-
layer also depends on the cell shape variability. Many
experiments have explored the glassy dynamics in such
systems [14, 16, 17, 146, 147, 149, 153]. Simulations of
the models discussed in Sec. IV D have also provided
crucial insights [35, 40, 41, 92, 201, 202]. However, ana-
lytical theories for such systems are rare. In 2021, some
of us phenomenologically extended RFOT theory to un-
derstand the glassy dynamics in confluent cellular mono-
layers [96]. One fundamental parameter in these systems
is the target perimeter pg, representing the inter-cellular
interaction potential (Eq. 14). Since interactions de-
termine both the surface energy and the configurational
entropy [235], we can express them in terms of py by
expanding the interaction potential around a chosen pg.

Reference [96] showed that the dynamics can have two
distinct regimes: the low-py regime, where the dynam-
ics depends on pg, and the large-py regime, where the
dynamics is independent of py.

Note that an object with a given area has a minimum
perimeter, punin. When there is no restriction on the
shape, this pyi, is 24/7 corresponding to a circle of unit
area. However, there is a constraint on shape for conflu-
ent systems as circles cannot fill space. The space-filling
regular shape in two-dimension is a hexagon; ppip is 3.722
for a hexagon with unit area. On the other hand, there
is no restriction on the maximum value of the perimeter.
For a system with irregular objects, pmin is higher and
depends on the degree of irregularity. The low-py regime
corresponds to when pg < pmin, and the large-pg regime
corresponds to when pg > pmin. In the low-pg regime,
cells cannot satisfy the perimeter constraint in Eq. (14),
and the dynamics depends on pg. Expanding the poten-
tial around a reference pg value, p{)ef, and simplifying, we
obtain for the low-py regime,

w(2) - ot i)
1) T —Tk+ »(po — pi)

where ki, ko and . are constants [96]. Various con-
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stants in Eq. (25) can be obtained by fitting the analyt-
ical form with one set of data. Once these constants are
determined, one can compare the theory with simulation
results. The theory agrees well with simulation data of
confluent systems. As discussed earlier, one of the strik-
ing features of the confluent systems is the readily-found
sub-Arrhenius relaxations [91, 202]. This simple exten-
sion of the RFOT theory can also capture this behavior.
One of the novel predictions of the theory is the super-
Arrhenius relaxation at very low pg; this is also consistent
with simulations [96, 202]. The distinctive potential gov-
erned by the perimeter constraint, the second term in Eq.
(14), is essential for the sub-Arrhenius behavior.

On the other hand, if pg is large, the cells can satisfy
the perimeter constraint and the second term in Eq. (14)
becomes zero. Therefore, we expect the dynamics should
be independent of py. Via a straightforward calculation,
Ref. [96] obtained in this regime,

" <TO(TPO)) T —ETK' 20)

Note that the high-T dynamics is still pp-dependent, i.e.,
70 will depend on pg. But, the glassy aspects are inde-
pendent of pg. The theory agrees with simulation data
in this regime as well.

The above theory does not contain cellular motility.
However, motility is crucial in many systems. For ex-
ample, the over-expressing of various oncogenes can flu-
idize a confluent cell monolayer from a solid-like state
[16]. This has direct consequences to health and dis-
eases. In a recent work [204], some of us have included
self-propulsion with the RFOT theory framework and in-
vestigated the effects of motility on the glassy dynamics
in confluent systems.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE
PERSPECTIVES

Active glasses have immensely enriched the field of
glassy dynamics. The fact that a seemingly simi-
lar mechanism is relevant in the progression of cancer
[14, 34, 150, 236], healing of wounds [15, 153], devel-
opment of embryos [18, 19], transport in cell cytoplasm
[12, 72], and movement of molecules in dense aggregates
[1] is fascinating and surreal [99, 100, 146]. These ob-
servations have motivated scientists from diverse fields
to think about glassy dynamics. It extends the scope
and extent of the equilibrium problem. However, there
are also challenges. A quantitative and coherent under-
standing demands theoretical progress. Compared with
the usual equilibrium particulate models of physics, these
systems are immensely complex. The term ‘activity’
has many forms: self-propulsion, confluency, change of
conformation, division, apoptosis, modulation of inter-
action, differentiation, attachment-detachment kinetics,
etc. Each of these processes is a biological marvel. But,
for theoretical progress, we must learn how to formulate
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simple rules for mathematical description of these pro-
cesses and eventually develop an analytical theory. The
field of biological physics has shown that such exercises,
though not straightforward, are possible [52—-54].

Active systems are, by definition, out of equilibrium.
For such systems, it is unclear if the well-known tools of
equilibrium statistical physics are still applicable. The
research of the last decades has shown that the scenario
is not entirely hopeless. In the regime of low activity,
generalized fluctuation-dissipation-like relations remain
valid [52, 138, 143, 209], and many aspects of the equilib-
rium glassy dynamics survive [43, 49, 99]. However, one
must exercise caution when outside the comfort zone of
equilibrium [85, 225, 237]. As shown earlier, while obtain-
ing MCT for the same system via different approaches,
the final form of the theory varies [39, 45-49, 215]. This
variation is possibly due to the complex nature of the sys-
tems where the slight differences in the approximations
in various approaches are significant, even though all the
variants seem to agree reasonably well with simulations.
A detailed comparison of these theories and finding the
reasons behind the differences can bring deeper insights
about the theory itself. On the other hand, the final an-
alytical forms of the RFOT theory, obtained in a regime
of linear response, are simple, although several assump-
tions of the theory remain unclear. Understanding these
assumptions for active systems will be crucial for further
understanding.

Several features make active systems qualitatively dif-
ferent from equilibrium systems: the long-range ve-
locity correlations [45, 54, 86], giant number fluctua-
tions [17, 77], ordering transition (flocking) in spatial di-
mension two [62, 81], motility-induced phase separation
[85, 237, 238], etc. The long-range velocity correlation
survives in the dense regime. However, numerical mea-
surements show the T-dependence of this correlation is
relatively weak (compared to the relaxation time); this
suggests that the velocity correlation remains unrelated
to the glassy aspects [39, 99]. Although giant number
fluctuation shows up in confluent systems [17], it is un-
clear if it can survive in glasses. On the other hand, flock-
ing and phase separation are avoided in glass-forming
systems. Nevertheless, the vestige of these processes can
still significantly affect the glassy dynamics.

Although active systems are more complex than equi-
librium systems, we can still use activity as a probe to
gain crucial insights into the equilibrium problem. In
this context, we discuss the specific aspect of dynamical
heterogeneity (DH). Despite decades of research, a quan-
titative understanding of DH remains elusive. MCT pre-
dicts a divergence of the DH length scale, £p. However, in
simulation or experiments of passive glassy systems, £p
increases by a mere factor of 5 or so. Tests of the criti-
cal properties, where the predictions are applicable when
&p — oo, with such a tiny increase, in reality, is hard. By
contrast, active systems in the presence of self-propulsion
can show massive growth in £p [179]; thus, it is easier to
test theoretical predictions. Moreover, the self-propelled



systems are amenable to detailed theoretical treatments
[43, 49, 179] with nonequilibrium formalism. Therefore,
these systems can bring critical insights into the theories
of glassy dynamics in general.

The theoretical works for active glasses to date are
mainly focused to particulate systems. However, many
biologically significant processes where glassiness is vital
occur in systems of cellular aggregates. For such systems,
the shape of the particles is crucial [98, 150, 229, 232
234]. Moreover, many of them are also confluent, i.e.,
there is no inter-particle gap in the system [88]. The
constraint of confluency is a challenging mathematical
problem [239]; thus, developing theories for such systems
is demanding. Most insights about these systems come
from simulations of model systems [40, 88, 89, 96]; only
some phenomenological extensions of RFOT theory exist
to understand the effects of the control parameters [96].
Analytical frameworks, including some aspects of cellular
shape, will be influential and valuable.

In conclusion, the dynamics in many biological sys-
tems, at varying length scales, show glassy behavior.
Characterizing a glassy system is non-trivial: several
characteristics must exist [1]. The systematic explo-
ration of glassy dynamics in biological systems dates back
around two decades [9] when several of the primary glassy
characteristics just started to be revealed [5, 6, 118]. The-
oretical development in this direction is much more re-
cent, about a decade old [14, 41, 43, 46]. Note that
the equilibrium problem of glassy dynamics remains un-
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solved, and the field continues to evolve. Active glasses
enrich this field with fascinating systems, new control pa-
rameters, and different levels of complexity. Theoretical
understanding of these systems becomes even more chal-
lenging. However, theories can add value in revealing
patterns, trends, and new phenomena. Physics mainly
concerns finding the general, universal properties of var-
ious systems. Finding the generic principles within the
world of biological complexity is not straightforward, but
worth pursuing, as “life out of equilibrium is typically
richer than in equilibrium” [83]. Crucially, a quantita-
tive understanding of the dynamics of these systems has
far-reaching impacts and consequences.
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