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As wounds heal, embryos develop, cancer spreads, or asthma progresses, the cellular monolayer
undergoes a glass transition between solid-like jammed and fluid-like flowing states. During some
of these processes, the cells undergo an epithelial-to-mesenchymal transition (EMT): they acquire
in-plane polarity and become motile. Thus, how motility drives the glassy dynamics in epithelial
systems is critical for the EMT process. However, no analytical framework that is indispensable for
deeper insights exists. Here, we develop such a theory inspired by a well-known glass theory. One
crucial result of this work is that the confluency affects the effective persistence time-scale of active
force, described by its rotational diffusivity, Deff

r . Deff
r differs from the bare rotational diffusivity,

Dr, of the motile force due to cell shape dynamics, which acts to rectify the force dynamics: Deff
r is

equal to Dr when Dr is small and saturates when Dr is large. We test the theoretical prediction of
Deff

r and how it affects the relaxation dynamics in our simulations of the active Vertex model. This
novel effect of Deff

r is crucial to understanding the new and previously published simulation data of
active glassy dynamics in epithelial monolayers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The glassy nature of collective cellular dynamics
in epithelial monolayers is crucial for many biological
processes, such as embryogenesis [1–4], wound healing
[5–8], and cancer progression [9, 10]. Glass transition
refers to the drastic change of dynamics, from a
solid-like jammed to a fluid-like flowing state, without
much apparent change in the static properties [11–
15]. However, there are several dynamical signatures
of glassiness, and they also appear in these biological
systems. For example, complex non-exponential
relaxation [16, 17], dynamical heterogeneity [17, 18],
caging [19], non-Gaussian particle displacements [14,
20, 21], etc. Nevertheless, the biological systems are
distinctive from the non-living glassy systems: the cells
can divide and die [22–24], differentiate [25], be confluent
[26, 27], be motile and self-propel [28, 29], etc. The
epithelial monolayers are confluent, where the cells cover
the entire space and remain sedentary under healthy
conditions [17, 26, 30]. On the other hand, during
several of these biological processes, the cells undergo
an epithelial-to-mesenchymal (EMT) transition, where
the cells assume a migratory nature with an internal
motility [31–33]. Thus, it is imperative to understand
how motility affects the glass transition in confluent
epithelial systems.

The effects of motility on the glassy dynamics of
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particulate systems are relatively well-understood [12,
34, 35]. These systems comprise self-propelled particles
(SPPs) with a self-propulsion force, f0, and a persistence
time, τp [15, 28, 29]. τp leads to a separation of time
scales between the thermal and active dynamics. When
τp is not too large, an equilibrium-like description with
an extended fluctuation-dissipation relation applies [36–
40]. Due to the inherent complexities of these systems,
simulation studies [41–44] and experiments on synthetic
systems [45–47] have provided crucial insights. Theories
of equilibrium glasses, such as the mode-coupling theory
(MCT) [43, 48–52] or random first-order transition
(RFOT) theory [53, 54], have been extended for active
SPP systems. However, the constraint of confluency
leads to new control parameters and behaviors for the
epithelial systems, and these theories are not directly
applicable. With no analytical theory, simulation studies
of model confluent systems have played vital roles.

Several computational models exist to study the
static and dynamic properties of confluent epithelial
monolayers: for example, the cellular Potts model (CPM)
[55–60], the Vertex model [26, 61–63], the Voronoi model
[32, 64, 65], the phase-field model [66–68], etc. These
models essentially vary in the details of implementations.
Recent works have shown that all these models are
similar from the perspective of the glassy dynamics,
exhibiting a jamming transition from fluid-like fast to
solid-like slow dynamics [32, 60, 64, 69, 70]. Note
that this ‘jamming transition’ is distinct from the zero-
temperature zero-activity jamming transition found in
the physics of disordered systems [12, 14, 71]; here,
the jamming phenomenon is synonymous with glassy
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dynamics. In confluent systems, the glassy dynamics
have several unusual properties.

Compared to most particulate systems, confluent
systems readily show sub-Arrhenius relaxation dynamics
[60, 64, 70], and cellular shape is a crucial control
parameter for these systems [32, 71]. Moreover, the
same system also shows super-Arrhenius behavior with
changing control parameters. In a recent work, some of
us have phenomenologically extended one of the most
popular theories of glassy dynamics, the random first-
order transition (RFOT) theory [72–74], for a confluent
monolayer of cells (without self-propulsion) [60]. The
theoretical predictions agree well with the simulation
results of the CPM in the absence of motility. However,
as discussed above, EMT plays a crucial role in several
biological processes where the cells assume in-plane
polarity and motile character.

Simulation studies show nontrivial effects of f0 and
τp on the glassy dynamics in confluent systems [32, 33,
75, 76]. However, how motility couples with confluency
and what is its precise role in controlling the glassy
dynamics remain unclear. In this work, we have
combined active Vertex model simulations and RFOT-
inspired analytical theory and discovered a novel effect
of motility in confluent systems and how it affects the
glassy dynamics. The main results of the work are as
follows: (1) We show that confluency has a nontrivial
effect on the self-propulsion; specifically, it modifies the
effective persistence time of the active forces, such that
they differ from the intrinsic τp. This effect leads to
the modified rotational diffusivity Deff

r arising from the
coupling between shape and active force relaxation. (2)
We extend the RFOT theory of particulate glasses for
confluent systems of motile cells and show that the
theory agrees well with new and previously published
simulation results of active confluent systems. (3) We
demonstrate that the novel effect of confluency on the
bare rotational diffusivity, Dr, of active forces is crucial
to understanding the effects of motility on the relaxation
dynamics of confluent systems. Our theory provides a
simple analytical framework to analyse the active glassy
dynamics in confluent systems.

II. MODELS FOR CONFLUENT CELL
MONOLAYER

To set the notations, we first briefly describe the
confluent models representing an epithelial monolayer.
Experiments show that the height of a monolayer
remains nearly constant [26]. Thus, a two-dimensional
description, representing cells as polygons, is possible
[62, 77, 78]. The computational models have two parts:
the energy function and the way in which cells are defined
in the model. The energy function, H, describing a

cellular monolayer is

H =

N∑
i=1

[
ΛA(Ai −A0)

2 + ΛP (Pi − P0)
2
]
, (1)

where N is the total number of cells in the monolayer,
A0 and P0 are the target area and target perimeter,
respectively. Ai and Pi are the instantaneous area
and perimeter of the ith cell. ΛA and ΛP are area
and perimeter moduli; they determine the strength with
which the area and perimeter constraints in Eq. (1) are
satisfied. The physical motivation behind the energy
function, H, is the following: We can treat the cell
cytoplasm as an incompressible fluid [22]; therefore, the
total cell volume is constant. Since the cellular heights
in the monolayer remain nearly the same, cells want to
have a preferred area, A0. A0 can vary for different cells,
but we have assumed it to be uniform for simplicity. On
the other hand, P0 is a coarse-grained variable containing
several effects. For most practical purposes, a thin layer
of cytoplasm known as the cellular cortex determines
the mechanical properties of a cell. Moreover, various
junctional proteins, such as E-Cadherin, α-Catenin, β-
Catenin, tight-junction proteins, etc, determine cell-cell
adhesion [22, 26, 79]. The properties of all these different
proteins and the effect of the cell cortex lead to the
perimeter term with a preferred perimeter, which is a
balance of cortical contractility and cellular adhesion.

Multiplying the Hamiltonian with a constant does not
affect any system property. Therefore, we can rescale
length by

√
A0, and write Eq. (1) as

H =

N∑
i=1

[
λA(ai − 1)2 + λP (pi − p0)

2

]
, (2)

where λA = ΛA, ai = Ai/A0, λP = ΛP /A0, pi =
Pi/

√
A0, and p0 = P0/

√
A0. A0 is the average area when

we consider poly-disperse systems. One can also have a
temperature T that represents various active processes
as well as the equilibrium T [71] (see Appendix E for
the details of implementation). p0 and T are the main
control parameters of the system. In this work, we have
used T = 0 and study the athermal self-propelled system.

Using the energy functionH, we can calculate the force
on a cell, Fi = −∇iH (see Appendix E for more details
of the implementation). For self-propulsion, we assign a
polarity vector, n̂i = (cos θi, sin θi), where θi is the angle
with the x-axis. We obtain the active force, fa = f0n̂i =
µv0n̂i. We have set the friction coefficient µ to unity.
θi performs rotational diffusion and is governed by the
equation [32],

∂tθi(t) =
√
2Drηi(t) (3)

where ηi is a Gaussian white noise, with zero mean and
a correlation ⟨ηi(t)ηj(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′)δij and we have
set the rotational friction coefficient to unity. Dr is
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the rotational diffusion coefficient that is related to a
persistence time, τp = 1/Dr, for the motility director of
the cells.

Theoretical studies of the confluent cellular monolayers
comprise analyzing the evolution of the system, with
or without self-propulsion via various confluent models,
either at zero or non-zero T . Some of the models are
lattice-based discrete models, such as the Cellular Potts
Model (CPM) [55–57], others are continuum models,
such as the Vertex [26, 61, 63, 79] or the Voronoi model
[32, 64, 80], and then there are models which have some
elements of both, for example, the phase field models
[66, 67]. One cellular process, the T1 transition, is crucial
for dynamics in these systems. In a T1 transition, two
neighboring cells move away, and other two cells become
neighbors. It is also known as the “neighbor-switching”
process [26, 63, 69]. In this work, we have simulated the
Vertex model, the Voronoi model, and the CPM to test
the theoretical predictions. For the Vertex and Voronoi
model,

√
A0 is the unit of length and 1/(µλAA0) gives

the unit of time.

The Vertex model: Within this model, the vertices
of the polygons representing the cells are the degrees
of freedom [26, 63]. The cell perimeter connecting
adjacent vertices is a line, either straight or with a
constant curvature. One can simulate the model via
either molecular dynamics (MD) [26, 63, 79] or Monte
Carlo (MC) [81]; we have used MD in this work (see
Appendix E for details). Within the Vertex model,
T1 transition is implemented externally: when an edge
length becomes smaller than a predefined cutoff value, lc,
a T1 transition is performed [63, 69]. After a successful
T1 transition, we increase the new length to λT1 times
lc such that the same edge does not undergo immediate
T1 transition. We have used λT1 = 2.0. Unless otherwise
mentioned, for the results presented in this work, we have
used a binary system, A0α = 1.2 and A0β = 0.8, with a
50 : 50 ratio such that the average area remains 1.0,
lc = 0.04. We start with a random initial configuration
of cells and equilibrate the system for a time 3 × 105

before collecting data. We have used N = 256 cells
for all the simulations, except for the data presented in
Fig. 1, where we have used N = 100 cells such that the
simulation time is small and we obtain better averaging
over time origins and initial conditions. We averaged
each curve for 100 time origins and 32 ensembles.

Voronoi model: In the Voronoi model, the degrees
of freedom are the Voronoi centers of the polygons
[32, 70, 80]. The tessellation of these Voronoi centers
gives the polygons representing the cells. The T1
transitions naturally occur in the Voronoi model. We
can use both MD and MC for the dynamics of the
model; we have used the MC algorithm in this work
[82]. The cell centers are moved stochastically by an
amount dr via the MC algorithm using Eq. (2). We
perform the Voronoi tessellation at each time to construct
the cells and calculate the updated area and perimeter.
These updated values give the energy for the next step.

Unless otherwise specified, we have used N = 100 cells,
dr = 0.25, and a random initial configuration. We
equilibrate the system for a time of 105 before collecting
data. We averaged each curve over 50 time origins and
32 ensembles.
The CPM: The CPM is a lattice-based model for

confluent epithelial monolayers [55, 56, 59, 60]. This
model represents the system by a L × L square lattice.
Each lattice site has an integer Potts variable, σ ∈ [1, N ],
where N is the total number of cells. σ = 0 is reserved for
the extracellular medium. A collection of sites with the
same Potts variable designates a cell. Dynamics proceeds
via the interchange of lattice sites between neighboring
cells using the Monte-Carlo (MC) algorithm with the
energy function, Eq. 1. We have included activity
following Ref. [59]. The lattice side gives the unit of
length and L×LMC attempts define unit of time. In our
simulations, we have kept A0 = 100, P0 = 40, ΛA = 1,
and ΛP = 0.5. For convenience, we have used T = 0 in
our simulations (Fig. 1d).

III. RESULTS

A. Effects of confluency on rotational diffusivity of
self-propulsion

In confluent systems, the cells are extended objects
with no gap between neighboring cells. In these systems,
cells can move only through shape changes of their
boundaries. For the concreteness of our arguments, we
first consider the Vertex model, although the discussion
below holds in general (Fig. 1(d) shows results for the
CPM). Within the Vertex model, cells move via the
movement of the vertices. Persistent cellular movement
will elongate the cell in that direction as it leads to
lesser frictional force. Cellular elongation takes time and
depends on the properties of the entire system since the
movement of one cell must coordinate with that of other
cells to keep the system confluent. We show below that
this leads to an effective rotational diffusivity, Deff

r , of
the self-propulsion. Active particles are associated with
a director along which the active propulsion force, fa,
acts. In confluent systems, when the internal propulsion
force fa changes its direction, the forces exerted on the
neighboring cells evolve as the cell deforms and elongates
along the new force direction, which takes time. We now
demonstrate the role of this elongation time, κ, and show
that it leads to a Deff

r , different from the bare Dr.
We simulate a system for a long time to reach a steady

state. We then freeze the direction of fa for a chosen
cell and again reach a steady state. This particular cell
will elongate along the motile force direction. We then
suddenly change the direction of fa of this cell. The
cell then starts elongating along the new motile force
direction (see Supplementary Movie). Immediately after
switching the motile force direction, we measure the cell
length, l(t), as a function of time t, along the direction of
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fa, and going through the center of mass of the cell (Fig.
1a). We also make the motile force magnitude of the
chosen cell 16 times higher than the rest of the cells for
better statistics. The qualitative results do not depend
on the higher magnitude of the motile force of this cell.
l(t) starts from a low value and then saturates. The
saturation value, ls, depends on the system parameters.
To obtain a measure of the elongation time-scale, κ, we
define L(t) = [ls − l(t)]/[ls − l(0)]: L(t) starts at one
and goes to 0 at long times. Therefore, we can define
L(t = κ) = 0.3. Figure 1(b) shows the behavior of
L(t) for various Dr. κ increases as Dr increases when
the system becomes more glassy (Fig. 1c). When we
suddenly switch the direction of fa, the other cells require
time to respond, and the force along that direction will
be higher. This large force will slowly relax with time
as the system reaches the new steady state, other cells
move, and the particular cell elongates. The inset of Fig.
1(c) shows that the average force parallel to fa on this
cell relaxes towards the steady-state value on a similar
time scale as κ. This elongation time leads to a modified
rotational diffusivity.

To test whether the result of the modified rotational
diffusivity is a generic feature of confluent systems, we
have also simulated the CPM, making one of the cells
active and treating the rest of the system as passive. We
first equilibrate the system with the direction of fa along
π/4 and then switch the direction along −π/4. We show
the angle of the major axis of the cell as a function of
time in Fig. 1(d). We can again define κ when the major
axis angle relaxes by 70% of its total change. The cell
takes some time to elongate along the direction of fa.
Moreover, similar to the simulations in the Vertex model,
we see that the relaxation becomes faster, and therefore κ
decreases, with increasing self-propulsion speed v0. Thus,
we believe that the change in rotational diffusivity is a
generic feature of confluent systems and not limited to
Vertex models.

Confluent systems relax via T1 transitions. Therefore,
the time scale of T1 transitions must set the cellular
elongation time. This is consistent with the result
that κ depends on Dr that changes the time scale of
T1 transitions (Fig. 1c). Let us consider a scenario
where we change the direction of the motile force for
a particular cell every τp time duration. When τp is
much larger compared to κ, the cell will take time κ to
elongate along the direction of the active force. Albeit
this delay, the effective persistence time τ effp will be
given by τp. Conversely, when τp is small compared
to κ, the cell cannot follow the rapid change of motile
force direction. Nevertheless, the cellular shape and
major axis will change on the time-scale of cellular
reorganization (driven by T1 processes). Therefore, we
can phenomenologically write

τ effp = τp + κ, (4)

where τ effp is dominated by the larger of the two time-

(a)

(c)

(b)

(d)S
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FIG. 1. Demonstration of the cellular elongation time, κ. (a)
For a particular cell, we freeze the direction of active force, fa,
and make its magnitude 16 times higher for better statistics.
The cell gets elongated along that direction. We then change
the direction fa by 90◦ and measure the cellular length, l(t),
along that direction and the magnitude of forces, f∥(t) and
f⊥(t), as denoted in the figure. (b) L(t) for various values
of Dr. We obtain the time scale κ when L(t) reaches 0.3
(indicated by the line). Note that L(t) goes to zero at long-
times by definition, however, the decay of L(t) is slower than
exponential. We have highlighted the regime from where we
have obtained κ. (c) κ extracted from L(t = κ) = 0.3 as a
function of Dr. Inset: The force, f∥(t), along the direction
of fa after the switch of direction decays to the steady state
value on a similar time-scale as κ. For these measurements,
we simulated 100 cells for better averaging, used v0 = 0.5 and
p0 = 3.6, equilibrated the system for 3×105 (time is measured
in natural units) before collecting data, and performed 32
ensembles and 1000 initial time averaging. (d) The angle of
the major axis with the x-axis as a function of MC time in
CPM. We equilibrate the system and then change the motility
direction of the active cell at t = 0 from π/4 to −π/4 (vertical
line). The cell takes some time to align its major axis along
the motility direction. The dashed line shows the 70% of the
total change of the angle. Parameters used for this simulation:
λA = 1, A0 = 100, P0 = 40.0, λP = 0.5, T = 0.

scales. Writing the time-scales in terms of diffusivities,
τ effp = 1/Deff

r and τp = 1/Dr, we obtain

Deff
r =

Dr

κDr + 1
. (5)

Since Deff
r is the effective diffusivity of the active forces

(and cell elongations) that give the structural relaxation,
in the formalism of extended RFOT theory for self-
propulsion [53], Eq. (9) below, we must use Deff

r instead
of Dr for a confluent system. As we show below, this
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modification of Dr due to the constraint of confluency
and finite cell elongation time is crucial for the dynamics
of confluent systems in the presence of self-propulsion.

We now present our simulation results supporting this
physical picture and analytical expression, Eq. (5). To
follow the cell elongation direction, characterized by
ϕ(t), we first calculate the gyration tensor for each cell
and diagonalize it [71] to obtain two eigenvalues. The
eigenvector corresponding to the major eigenvalue, i.e.,
the major axis direction ŝi, gives ϕ [Fig. 2(a)]. Note
that ŝi is nematic by nature as it corresponds to the cell
elongation axis. We show in Fig. 2(b) the direction of
the internal active force and that of ŝi along a trajectory.
Fig. 2(c) shows the direction change of the internal active
force, δθ, and that of ŝi, δϕ. Note that the magnitude of
δθ is much higher than that of δϕ. We now discuss how
to obtain Deff

r from the auto-correlation function of δϕ.

Since κ represents a time-scale for cell shape changes,
it should depend on the properties of the system, i.e.,
on the control parameters. The dynamical properties of
the system is characterized by the structural relaxation
time τ of the system (see Appendix E for definition). For
various p0 and v0, we have first calculated τ as a function
ofDr (Fig. 2d). We then take a line of constant τ , and for
this set of parameters, we calculate the auto-correlation
function, Cl(t), given as

Cl(t) = ⟨[ŝi(t+ t0) · ŝi(t0)]2⟩, (6)

where ⟨. . .⟩ denotes averages over various cells, initial
times t0, and ensembles [83]. Note that the definition
of Cl(t) in Eq. (6) accounts for the nematic nature of
the major axis and Cl(t → ∞) = 1/2. Figure 2(e)
shows the typical behavior of Cl(t). From these plots,
we get a time-scale, τ effp , by defining a cut-off value of

Cl(t = τ effp ) = 0.65, i.e., when Cl(t) decays by 70%. We

obtain Deff
r = 1/τ effp . Note that the definition of the cut-

off value is arbitrary, and this introduces a scale in Deff
r .

We show the simulation data for Deff
r as a function of

Dr for two different values of τ in Fig. 2(f). We fit the
data with Deff

r = ΓDr/(κDr + 1), where Γ accounts for
the arbitrary constant introduced by the cut-off value of
Cl(t). We have also used various other cut-off values in
our analysis: Γ remains constant for a particular cut-
off value. On the other hand, κ depends on the value
of τ : κ increases as τ becomes larger. However, this
dependence is not strong: within the range of parameters
we explored, κ seems to logarithmically vary with τ . This
suggests a linear variation of κ with the changing control
parameters (Sec. III C). The solid lines in Fig. 2(f) show
the comparison of the proposed analytical form (Eq. 5),
and the dashed line shows the behavior when we do not
consider the modification due to confluency: the excellent
agreement with the simulation data justifies the proposed
analytical form. We use Deff

r for the contribution coming
from self-propulsion in the extended RFOT theory below.

B. RFOT for the active confluent cell monolayer

The confluent models in the absence of self-propulsion
are equilibrium systems. Although T in these models
actually represents various energy-consuming active
processes as well as equilibrium temperature, within the
models it has the status of an equilibrium T . Such
a description agrees well with experiments on systems
where self-propulsion is small [17, 26, 55, 60, 84]. On
the other hand, self-propulsion drives the system out of
equilibrium. However, in the regime of small τp, linear
response still applies and we can define a generalized
fluctuation-dissipation relation [39, 40, 71]. On the
other hand, when τp is much larger compared to the
natural time-scale of the system, various other effects,
such as intermittency and jamming, will appear [85, 86].
We consider a regime where τp is not very large such
that linear response remains applicable. In this regime,
the relaxation dynamics remain equilibrium-like at an
effective temperature Teff [48, 52, 87]. Thus, we treat
activity as a small perturbation [53, 60, 88]. The control
parameters for the system are T and the three parameters
of activity: p0 for confluency and v0 and τp for self-
propulsion.

RFOT theory posits that a glassy system consists of
mosaics of glassy domains [72–74, 89, 90]. The typical
length scale of these mosaics comes from a nucleation-
like argument. The free energy cost for rearranging a
mosaic of length R is

∆F = −ΩdR
df + SdR

θ̃Υ (7)

where Ωd and Sd are the volume and surface area of a
unit hypersphere in dimension d, f is the free energy
gain per unit volume, and Υ is the surface free energy
cost per unit area. θ̃ is the surface area exponent.
The first term in Eq. (7) gives the free energy gain
in the bulk, while the second term gives the cost at
its surface due to mismatch. Within RFOT theory,
configurational entropy, sc(T ), is the driving force for
the reconfiguration of mosaics and f = Tsc(T ) at
temperature T . Minimizing Eq. (7) yields the domain

of length-scale, ξ =
[
θ̃SdΥ/dΩdTsc

]1/(d−θ̃)
. We now

discuss the effects of self-propulsion and confluency on
Υ and sc.

We first consider the effects of activity on the
configurational entropy, sc[Φ, T ], which is governed by
the interaction potential Φ and T [53, 91, 92]. We denote
the potential energy of the passive system as Φp, and
that due to self-propulsion and confluency as Φs and
Φc, respectively, and obtain sc = sc[Φp + Φs + Φc, T ].
Here, Φp includes the potential due to the area term
in Eq. (2), and any other possible interactions coming
from the definition of the models. As discussed above,
Φs is a small perturbation in the regime of our interest.
Besides, the inter-cellular interaction potential, Φc, in the
confluent systems is represented by the perimeter term
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Major  axis
Applied persistence

(b)
(c)

(e)

(d)

(f)

(a)

FIG. 2. Modification of rotational diffusivity in confluent systems. (a) A configuration of the cells in a dense confluent
monolayer. Cells are always in contact with their neighbors. The blue line represents the major axis of the cell and the green
arrow is the motile force direction. We schematically show the angles θ and ϕ. (b) We show the major axis (blue) and the sense
of the active force (green) along the trajectory of a typical cell in the monolayer. The arrow indicates the direction of time. We
have shown the configurations at a time-separation of 10. The parameters for this simulation: p0 = 3.75, v0 = 0.5, Dr = 1.0 (c)
δθ (green pentagram) corresponds to the instantaneous angular variation of the active force, and δϕ (red circles) corresponds
to that of the major axis. Note that we have multiplied δϕ by a factor of 15 to show in the same scale. δϕ varies much slower
than δθ. We have used p0 = 3.72, and larger values of activity parameters to highlight the effect: v0 = 3.0, Dr = 74. (d) τ as a
function of D−1

r for different v0 and fixed p0 = 3.72. From such plots, we obtain the values of different parameters that give a
specific value of τ . We have used N = 100 cells for these simulations. (e) The auto-correlation function for the nematic order
parameter ŝi (major axis). We keep p0 = 3.72 fixed, and use v0 and Dr such that τ = 100 (obtained from Fig. d). We define
a cut-off as Cl(t = τ eff

p ) = 0.65 and obtain Deff
r = 1/τ eff

p . (f) Deff
r as a function of Dr obtained at two different τ . The lines are

the plot of our analytical argument [Eq. (5)]. Deff
r is proportional to Dr at small Dr and saturates at large Dr. The dashed

line shows the behavior without the modification due to confluency.

in Eq. (2) and governed by the parameter p0. Although
Φc is not small for a confluent system, we can still use a
perturbative expansion around a reference value.

The constraint of confluency leads to a geometric
transition point along p0. For a polygon of unit area,
there is a specific minimum value of the perimeter, pmin,
but there is no limit on the maximum value. The ground
state of a confluent system consists of hexagons, for which
pmin ≃ 3.712. In the case of disordered systems showing
glassy dynamics, pmin becomes slightly higher. pmin has
significant role in the static and dynamic properties of
confluent systems. When p0 > pmin, the system can
satisfy the perimeter constraint of Eq. (2), the cells have
irregular sides represented by mostly concave polygons,
and the system properties do not depend on p0: this
is known as the large-p0 regime [60]. On the other
hand, when p0 < pmin, the system cannot satisfy the
perimeter constraint of Eq. (2), the cells have regular
sides (straight or with constant curvature) represented

by mostly convex polygons, and the system properties
strongly depend on p0: this is known as the low p0
regime [60]. We take a reference value of p0, p

ref
0 , close to

pmin and determine its value via fitting to the simulation
data. We take the potential corresponding to pref0 as a
reference state and treat the potential around this value
as a small parameter, i.e., Φc = Φref

c +δΦc (see Appendix
D for an alternative RFOT argument based on this
pref0 ). Reference [60] has shown that such a description
works well for confluent systems in the absence of self-
propulsion. As shown in the Appendix, δΦc ∝ (p0−pref0 ),
and we have

sc[Φ, T ] ≃
∆Cp(T − TK)

TK
+ χc(p0 − pref0 ) + κsΦs, (8)

where ∆Cp is the specific heat difference between the
liquid and crystalline phase, TK is the Kauzmann
temperature [93], χc and κs are two constants.

Let us now consider the surface term. The temperature
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dependence of Υ is linear [91]. Therefore, Υ = Ξ(Φ)T ,
where the interaction potential also governs the T -
independent part of the surface reconfiguration energy,
Ξ(Φ). For a system of SPPs close to the glass transition,
the dominant contribution of self-propulsion comes from
the bulk and enters the RFOT theory via sc [53].
Assuming Ξ to be independent of v0 and τp provides a
good description of the behavior in such systems [53].
For simplicity, we keep this assumption also for active
cell monolayer. On the other hand, confluency results in
strong inter-cellular interaction at cell boundaries: this
will affect Ξ. As detailed in the Appendix A [60], we have
Ξ(Φp,Φc) = [B − C(p0 − pref0 )], where B and C are two
constants.

Within RFOT theory, relaxation dynamics occurs via
the relaxation of individual mosaics [53, 72, 74]. The
energy barrier associated with a region of length scale ξ is
∆ = ∆0ξ

ψ, where ∆0 is an energy scale, and ψ is another
exponent. Considering a barrier-crossing scenario, we
obtain the relaxation time as τ = τ0 exp[∆/kBT ], where
τ0 is the relaxation time at high T . As detailed in the
Appendix A, using ψ = θ̃ = d/2 [72, 74, 91], we obtain

ln

(
τ

τ0

)
=

E[1− F (p0 − pref0 )]

(T − TK) + χ(p0 − pref0 ) + κ̃sΦs
(9)

where, κ̃s = κsTK
∆Cp

, χ = χcTK/∆Cp, F = C/B, and

E = kθ̃SdTKB
kBdΩd∆Cp

are all constants that we can obtain by

fitting the equation with simulation or experimental data.
Φs is the effective mean potential energy due to self-
propulsion, and we provide its detailed form below. We
now confront our theory with new and existing simulation
data.

C. Comparison with simulation results of active
Vertex model

We now compare the theoretical predictions with
our simulation results of the active Vertex model (see
Appendix E for simulation details). Fig. 3(a) shows a
snapshot of the cells with the arrows indicating the self-
propulsion direction. To characterize the dynamics, we
compute the self-overlap function, Q(t), as defined in
Appendix E. We show the behavior of Q(t) for different
values of v0 and fixed p0 and Dr in Fig. 3(b). The
inset of Fig. 3(b) shows the behavior of the mean-
square displacement, ∆r2(t) (defined in Appendix E).
The plateau in Q(t) and sub-diffusive behavior in ∆r2(t)
at intermediate times are typical characteristics of glassy
systems [11, 12, 15]. We define the relaxation time τ
as Q(t = τ) = 0.3. Fig. 3(c) shows the simulation
results for τ (symbols) as a function of v20 for different
values of p0 and Dr = 1. To compare with the RFOT
theory prediction, we first fix the parameters via fitting
Eq. (9) with one set of data. Once these parameters are
determined, there exist no other free parameters in the

theory and we can then compare the model with the rest
of the simulation data. Our simulation results suggest
pref0 = 3.81 which we have kept constant. As detailed in
Ref. [53], considering a one-dimensional model for the
dynamics of a single self-propelled particle in a confining
potential with strength k and friction γ, we obtain

Φs =
Hv20

Deff
r +G

, (10)

where H = 1/γ and G = k/γ. Note that, as discussed in
Sec. III A, we have used Deff

r [Eq. (5)] instead of Dr in
the expression of Φs for a confluent system.

Comparison for varying v0: Using the expression
of Deff

r in Eq. (9), for fixed p0 and Dr we obtain

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

E′ − F ′(p0 − 3.81)

1 + χ′(p0 − 3.81) +Kv20
, (11)

where, E′ = E/(T − TK), F ′ = EF/(T − TK), χ′ =
χ/(T −TK), K = κ̃sH/[{ΓDr/(κDr +1)+G}(T −TK)].
κ has a weak dependence on the control parameters (see
Sec. III A), however, this dependence is extremely weak,
and we can ignore this variation with respect to 1. Thus,
we treat K as a constant. Dividing the numerator and
denominator of the right-hand side of Eq. (11) by K, we
obtain

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

Ẽ − F̃ (p0 − 3.81)

K̃ + χ̃(p0 − 3.81) + v20
, (12)

where, Ẽ = E′/K, F̃ = F ′/K, χ̃ = χ′/K, and K̃ = 1/K.
The simulation results suggest a weak p0-dependence in
τ0. However, for simplicity, we take τ0 = 0.265 as a
constant. We obtain the rest of the parameters via fit
with one particular set of data for p0 = 3.35: F̃ = 1.664,
Ẽ = 0.65, χ̃ = 0.735, and K̃ = 0.17. There are no
other free parameters in the theory and we can compare
the theoretical predictions with the simulation data, as
shown in Fig. 3(c).

We now present the same data as in Fig. 3(c) in a way
that is analogous to the well-known Angell plot [94, 95].
We define the glass transition point for the self-propulsion
velocity, vg, as τ(v

2
g) = 103. Fig. 3(d) shows log τ as a

function of v2g/v
2
0 : the lines are the RFOT theory plot,

obtained via Eq. (9) with the same parameters used in
Fig. 3(c) and the symbols are simulation data. All the
curves meet at v0 = vg by definition. The motivation
behind plotting the data as a function of v20 instead of
v0 is that v20 has the scale of temperature when Dr is
constant. In the Angell plot representation, the diagonal
line represents the Arrhenius relaxation. All the curves
falling below this diagonal line signify super-Arrhenius
relaxation.

Comparison for varying p0: Next, we look at the
dynamics as a function of p0, keeping Dr and v0 fixed.
For the comparison with the RFOT theory, we rewrite
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FIG. 3. Comparison of theoretical predictions with simulation results of active Vertex model. (a) A typical configuration of the
active Vertex model with p0 = 3.5, v0 = 0.52, and Dr = 2.0. The arrowheads denote the velocity directions, and their lengths
denote the magnitudes. Different colors indicate the number of vertices of the cells: green correspond to 5, gray to 6, and cyan
to 7. (b) Self-overlap function, Q(t), for different v0 with a fixed p0 = 3.45, and Dr = 1. Inset: Mean square displacement for
the same set of parameters as in the main figure. (c) τ as a function of v20 : points are simulation data for different values of p0
and lines are the plot of Eq. (9) with the parameters given in the main text. (d) Angell plot representation of the data of Fig.
(c). The system shows super-Arrhenius relaxation for this set of parameters. (e) τ as a function of p0: symbols are simulation
data and lines are the theory. (f) τ as a function of Dr: symbols represent simulation data and lines are theory.

Eq. (9) as

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

(Ẽ + 3.81F̃ )− F̃ p0

(K̃ − 3.81χ̃+ v20) + χ̃p0
= C ′A

′ − p0
B′ + p0

, (13)

where, C ′ = F̃ /χ̃, A′ = (Ẽ + 3.81F̃ ), and B′ = (K̃ −
3.81χ̃ + v20). We can obtain the values of the new

parameters using the previously determined values of F̃ ,
χ̃, Ẽ and K̃. Thus, we obtain C ′ = 2.264, A′ = 71.34,
and B′ = v20 − 2.63. We show the comparison of the
theory, Eq. (13), with the simulation data for varying p0
at different values of v0.

Comparison for varying Dr: We finally study the
dynamics at varying Dr, keeping p0 and v0 fixed, and
compare it with the RFOT theory. To compare the
simulation data from the RFOT theory prediction, we
write Eq. (9) as

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

Ẽ − F̃ (p0 − 3.81)

K̃ + χ̃(p0 − 3.81) +
v20

Γ̃Dr
κDr+1+G̃

. (14)

Note that we now have to explicitly keep the Dr-
dependence in Φs (Eq. 9). We have written Eq. (14) by
dividing the numerator and denominator by the constant
K, such that Ẽ, F̃ , K̃, and χ̃ remain the same as before
and absorbed a constant factor in Γ̃ and G̃. Thus, we
now need to obtain the new constants κ, Γ̃ and G̃. After
straightforward algebra, we write Eq. (14) as

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

Ẽ − F̃ (p0 − 3.81)

K̃ + χ̃(p0 − 3.81) +
v20(κDr+1)

ÑDr+G̃

(15)

where, Ñ = (Γ̃ + G̃κ). Thus, we now need to

determine the constants κ, Ñ , and G̃. Furthermore, as
in the particulate systems [43, 53], τ0 also depends on
activity when we vary Dr. Analyzing our data, we find
τ0 ≃ 4.57 − 7.57v0. As discussed in Sec. IIIA, κ is
nearly around 1, with a weak dependence on the control
parameters. Since we are varying v0 here, we expect κ
to be a function of v0. From the simulation data, we
find κ ≃ 1− 5v0/4. We obtain the other two parameters

via fits with one set of data, for v0 = 0.5: Ñ ≃ 1.245
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and G̃ = 0.001. With this set of parameters, Fig.
3(f) shows the comparison of simulation data (symbols)
with the RFOT theory predictions (lines). Despite all
these approximations involved in attaining Eq. (9), the
agreement with simulation is remarkable.

D. Comparison with existing simulation results

To demonstrate the broad applicability of our theory,
we now show that it rationalizes the previously published
simulation results on active Voronoi model. For this
purpose, we chose the simulation data from Ref. [32].
Specifically, we compare the theory with the glass
transition phase diagram demarcating the fluid-like to
solid-like behavior. Reference [32] defined this transition
when the translational diffusion coefficient, Deff, goes
below 10−3. However, such a definition is not unique,
we can equivalently define the glass transition via τ .
We define the glass transition when τ/τ0 = 106. As
we show below, the functional form governing the phase
diagram becomes independent of this specific form of the
definition.

We use the expressions for Φs [Eq. (10)] and Deff
r

[Eq. (5)] in Eq. (9), and obtain

ln

(
τ

τ0

)
=

E[1− F (p0 − pref0 )]

(T − TK) + χ(p0 − pref0 ) +
κ̃sHv20
ΓDr
κDr+1+G

. (16)

To compare the theory with the data of Ref. [32], we are
interested in the phase diagram as functions of Dr, v0,
and p0 at a fixed T . Therefore, we can treat T − TK as
a constant and write

ln

(
τ

τ0

)
=

Ē[1− F (p0 − pref0 )]

1 + χ̄(p0 − pref0 ) +
H̄v20

ΓDr
κDr+1+G

, (17)

where Ē = E/(T − TK), χ̄ = χ/(T − TK) and H̄ =
κ̃sH/(T−TK). Now, the definition of the glass transition,
τ/τ0 = 106, is independent of any control parameter
value. Therefore, we can take p0 = pref0 and v0 = 0 and
obtain Ē = 6 ln 10. Therefore, from Eq. (17), we obtain

K̄(pref0 − p0) =
H̄v20

ΓDr
κDr+1 +G

, (18)

where K̄ = χ̃ + F . Therefore, the phase boundary
governing the solid-like to fluid-like jamming transition
is determined by the following equation:

(pref0 − p0) =
v20

r + Dr
bDr+a

, (19)

where we have redefined the constants as r = GK̄/H̄,
a = H̄/ΓK̄, and b = κH̄/ΓK̄. The analysis of the data
from Ref. [32] suggests pref0 = 3.81. We obtain the three
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FIG. 4. Comparison of theoretical predictions with existing
simulation data for the glass transition phase diagram. (a) We
fit our theory, Eq. (19), to the simulation data of Ref. [32]
and obtain the constants r = 1.138, a = 0.798 and b = 0.077.
Symbols represent data from Ref. [32]; the dashed line is the
fit. (b) Lines are the plots of Eq. (19), with the constants
obtained from the fit shown in (a), for different values of Dr.
Symbols are the corresponding simulation data taken from
Ref. [32]. (c) Theoretical predictions for phase diagram in
p0 − Dr plane for different values of v0 and symbols are the
corresponding simulation data taken from Ref. [32]. Note
that the values of v0 used here are different from those in Ref.
[32] (see text). Lines are the plot of Eq. (19). (d) Theoretical
3d phase diagram (Eq. 19) for the active cell monolayer.

parameters, r, a, and b, by fitting Eq. (19) with one
set of simulation data (Fig. 2(a) of Ref. [32] for Dr =
1): a = 0.798, b = 0.077, and r = 1.138. Fig. 4(a)
shows the corresponding plot. Once these constants are
determined, there are no other free parameters. We can
now compare our theory with the other sets of data from
Ref. [32].

We show in Fig. 4(b) the theoretical predictions (lines)
for the solid-like to fluid-like phase boundary in the v0−p0
plane for different values of Dr and also the simulation
data by symbols taken from Fig. 3(a) of Ref. [32]. Here,
we emphasize two points: first, the theoretical curves are
not fits to the simulation data; they are the predictions
of the theory given the values of the three constants
obtained from the fit in Fig. 4(a). Similar phase diagrams
in the v0 − p0 plane have been reported in Refs. [79, 80]
for different realizations of active cell monolayer. Second,
such an agreement with the simulation data is impossible
(see Fig. 6) without including the effects of confluency
on the self-propulsion via Eq. (5).

Next, we look at the behavior of the critical value of p0
as a function of Dr for different values of v0 and compare
the theory with the simulation data presented in Fig.
(3b) of Ref. [32]. We plot our theoretical predictions
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as lines in Fig. 4(c), and the corresponding simulation
data (symbols) are from Ref. [32]. We emphasize that
the values of v0 used in this plot are different from those
presented in Ref. [32]. We obtained the values of v0
analyzing the other figures in the same paper [32], and
then the theoretical curves agree with the simulation
data. The critical value of p0 saturates in both limits
whenDr → 0 andDr → ∞ and agrees well with Eq. (19);
in the former case, it saturates to 3.81− v20/r, and in the
latter case, it saturates to a value 3.81 − v20/(r + 1/b).
Summarizing all these results, we can present the solid-
like to fluid-like transition in a 3d phase diagram from
Eq. (19). We show this phase diagram in Fig. 4(d), and
find that it is remarkably similar to the phase diagram of
Bi et al. (Fig. 3(c) of Ref. [32]). Thus, our work provides
the theoretical foundation for the previously published
simulation results.

IV. DISCUSSION

The glassy dynamics in epithelial monolayers plays
a crucial role during many biological processes, for
example, healing of wounds, progression of asthma,
spreading of cancer, etc. During several of these
processes, the cell monolayer undergoes EMT, when
the cells change their nature from sedentary to motile
[31]. Thus, understanding the effect of motility on
the glassy dynamics of confluent systems is imperative.
We have developed an analytical framework for the
glassy dynamics in active epithelial monolayers via
the extension of the RFOT theory of glasses. We
have compared our theoretical predictions with new
and existing simulation data and show that our theory
adequately describes the primary characteristics of the
glass transition from a solid-like jammed to a fluid-
like flowing state in such systems. Our work provides
a simple analytical framework to analyze the glassy
relaxation dynamics in active epithelial systems. It will
be interesting to extend our theoretical framework to
include additional effects such as active stresses or inter-
cellular friction [96, 97].

The principal result of this work is that confluency
modifies the effective persistence time of self-propulsion.
This modification appears as an effective rotational
diffusivity, Deff

r , of the active propulsion forces. In
cellular systems, a cell needs time to elongate along the
changing direction of the active force, and this elongation
time, κ, should depend on both f0 (or v0) and τ of
the system. We have shown in our simulations that κ
relates to the time scale of active force relaxation as
well as that of cellular elongation. Using κ, we have
phenomenologically obtained an analytical expression for
the modified diffusivity of the active force Deff

r and
verified it in our simulation.

Analysis of the relaxation dynamics of existing and
new simulation results suggest that Deff

r is crucial for
confluent cellular systems. We have shown in Fig. 6

that one cannot explain the simulation results for the
relaxation dynamics without considering Deff

r . In the
experimental context, one can vary the cellular activity
through different oncogenes, such as the Ras [98], or via
growth factors, such as the protein kinase C [99]. For
example, Merlin, a tumor suppressor protein, increases
directional persistence and reduces motility force in
Madin–Darby Canine kidney (MDCK) dog epithelial
cells [6]. However, the change in the dynamics should be
less sensitive to the variation in τp in the large Dr limit,
where Deff

r becomes nearly constant due to the effect of
confluency.

Within the theoretical descriptions of confluent
systems via Eq. (2), p0 parameterizes inter-cellular
interaction. The phase diagrams in Fig. 4 suggest that
the system remains fluid beyond a specific value of p0.
The parameter pref0 in Eq. (19) is crucial in obtaining this
behavior. Our theory does not predict pref0 ; it is an input.
We provide an alternate argument in Appendix D for the
extended RFOT theory for confluent systems based on
pref0 . The value of pref0 seems to vary for different systems
and depends on the details of the models. It is possibly
related to the geometric constraint leading to pmin. It is
also unclear whether it is related to the rigidity transition
of Ref. [100]. pref0 seems to control the glassy dynamics
in confluent systems (however, see Refs. [101, 102]), and
it is critical to understand what leads to pref0 and how it
affects the dynamical behavior.

The glassy behavior with changing self-propulsion
velocity, v0, seems similar to that in particulate systems
where increasing v0 fluidizes the system. However, the
behavior with varying Dr seems non-trivial, where the
plateau height in Q(t) seems to vary. This behavior
generally signifies a variation in caging length. We will
explore this aspect in more detail later. The other
aspect, specific to confluent systems, is the fluidization
with increasing p0 even when p0 is much lower than pref0 .
As shown in Fig. 3(e), τ decreases with increasing p0.
Experiments seem to agree with this result [27, 103]. For
example, Ref. [8] has shown that expression of RAB5A,
a key endocytic protein, produces large-scale motion and
fluidizes a solid-like jammed tissue of human mammary
epithelial MCF-10A cells. RAB5A enhances endosomal
trafficking and macropinocytic internalization and, thus,
facilitates the dynamics of cellular junctional proteins,
reducing inter-cellular interaction. This effect implies an
increase in p0 that leads to fluidization, much like the
results of Fig. 3(e).

Apart from their biological significance, the glassy
dynamics in confluent systems is also interesting from the
perspective of theories of glassy systems. The confluent
systems provide a rich testing ground for various theories
of glassy dynamics. For example, the sub-Arrhenius
relaxation in these systems seems to result in a negative
T eff
K , implying a finite relaxation time even at zero T .

Based on this result, we can define a pref0 and develop the
RFOT arguments as in Appendix D. These arguments
show that the relaxation should become super-Arrhenius
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at lower values of p0 [60]. We have verified this prediction
for the cellular Potts model in Ref. [60] and for the
Voronoi and the Vertex models here (Appendix B). In our
simulation, we have chosen the parameters such that we
are in the super-Arrhenius regime (Fig. 3). On the other
hand, the sub-Arrhenius regime seems to be nearly ideal
for the mode-coupling theory of glassy dynamics [104].
How the same system crosses over from one mechanism to
the other for the relaxation dynamics and if it is similar
in equilibrium systems remain unclear and outside the
scope of the current work.

To conclude, our work provides a simple analytical
framework to analyze the effect of motility on the
glassy dynamics in epithelial monolayers. The strong
correlation between cell shape, a static observable, and
dynamics [71, 84, 105] makes the glassiness in these
systems distinctive compared to that in particulate
systems [11, 15, 32, 69, 104]. We have revealed a novel
effect of activity, where the time scale of cell shape
change leads to a modified rotational diffusivity, Deff

r ,
of the motile forces. This modification is crucial for
the relaxation dynamics of the system. Using new and
existing simulation data, we have tested the theoretical
predictions against two distinct models of confluent
systems, the Vertex model (Fig. 3) and the Voronoi model
(Fig. 4). Therefore, we believe the theory should apply
to a broad class of systems, including particle-based
models of confluent monolayers [106, 107]. The analytical
expressions can be used to predict the fluidity behavior
resulting from cellular motility. Thus, our work can pave
the way forward for a quantitative understanding of the
early stage of epithelial-to-mesenchymal transition and
how cancerous cells migrate.
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Appendix A: Details of the RFOT theory calculation

As discussed in the main text, both the configurational
entropy, sc, and the surface energy are functions of the
interaction potential of the system [53, 92]. For our
system, we write the total interaction potential as sum of
three distinct contributions: Φp for the passive system,

Φs for the self-propulsion, and Φc for confluency. Thus,
sc = sc[Φp + Φs + Φc] and Ξ = Ξ[Φp + Φs + Φc]. We
assume that self-propulsion, and hence Φs, is low and a
generalized fluctuation-dissipation relation is valid. For a
confluent system, Φc itself cannot be small as the system
remains confluent at all times. The interaction potential
is parameterized by p0. We assume a reference state given
by pref0 and the corresponding value of potential as Φref

c .
Thus, Φc = Φref

c + δΦc, where δΦc is small. Therefore,
we have

sc[Φ, T ] = sc[Φp+Φref
c ] +

δsc
δΦc

∣∣∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

δΦc

+
δsc
δΦs

∣∣∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

Φs + . . . , (A1)

where sc[Φp + Φref
c ] is the configurational entropy

of the reference system, δsc/δΦc
∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

and

δsc/δΦs
∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

are constants. We assume the

reference system follows the RFOT theory: the
configurational entropy vanishes at the Kauzmann
temperature TK . Therefore, we can write sc close to

TK as sc[Φp + Φc] =
∆Cp(T−TK)

TK
, where ∆Cp is the

difference in specific heat between the liquid and the
periodic crystalline phase [93].

The interaction energy in confluent systems is given
by the perimeter term, and we can write [60] δΦc ∝
(p0 − pref0 ). Therefore, we have δsc/δΦc

∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

δΦc =

χc(p0− pref0 ), where χc is a constant. Then, we can write
sc[Φ, T ] as

sc[Φ, T ] ≃
∆Cp(T − TK)

TK
+ χc(p0 − pref0 ) + κsΦs, (A2)

where κs = δsc/δΦs
∣∣
(δΦc,Φs)=0

is another constant. On

the other hand, following Ref. [53], we ignore the
contribution of Φs to the surface reconfiguration energy,
thus Ξ = Ξ[Φp,Φ

ref
c + δΦc]. Expanding the effect of

confluency around the reference state, we obtain

Ξ[Φ] ≃ Ξ[Φp,Φ
ref
c ] +

δΞ

δΦc

∣∣∣∣
δΦc=0

δΦc + . . . . (A3)

Using similar arguments as above, we can write Ξ[Φ] ≃
B − C(p0 − pref0 ).

As shown in the main text, the typical length scale of
the mosaics is

ξ =
[ θ̃SdΥ

dΩdTsc

]1/(d−θ̃)
. (A4)

Relaxation within RFOT theory is described by the
relaxation of the individual mosaics. Considering a
barrier-crossing scenario, we have the relaxation time τ

τ = τ0e
∆0ξ

ψ

, (A5)
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where ∆0 is an energy scale and τ0 is the high T
relaxation time. Substituting the value of ξ above, we
get

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

∆0

kBT

[ θ̃SdΥ

dΩdTsc

] ψ

d−θ̃
. (A6)

Typically, the surface area exponent θ̃ should be d − 1.
However, the mosaic surface can be rough and fractal-
like, and generally, θ̃ ≤ d − 1. Simulation results for θ̃
seem to be consistent with both d−1 and d/2 [108, 109].
On the other hand, the value of ψ is more non-trivial.
To the best of our knowledge, there does not exist any
analytical results for ψ. We have followed the arguments
of Wolynes and co-workers and used ψ = θ̃ = d/2 [72, 90].
Using the expressions of Υ and sc, and the values of ψ
and θ̃ [72, 74, 91], we obtain,

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=

E[1− F (p0 − pref0 )]

(T − TK) + χ(p0 − pref0 ) + κ̃sδΦs
, (A7)

where, E = kθ̃SdTKB/kBdΩd∆Cp, κ̃s = κsTK/∆Cp,
χ = χcTK/∆Cp and F = C/B.

Appendix B: Consistency check: predictions of
super- and sub-Arrhenius regimes in equilibrium

One unusual aspect of the glassy dynamics in confluent
systems is the readily found sub-Arrhenius relaxation
dynamics: In the Angell plot representation [94, 95],
plotting log τ as a function of Tg/T , where Tg is the glass
transition temperature, a straight line represents the
Arrhenius relaxation, that is τ grows as an exponential
of 1/T . When relaxation is super-Arrhenius, i.e., faster
than exponential, the curve appears below the straight
line. In contrast, when relaxation is sub-Arrhenius, i.e.,
slower than exponential, it appears above the straight
line. All the models of confluent systems, the Vertex
model, the Voronoi model [70], and the CPM [60]
show sub-Arrhenius behavior for certain values of the
parameters. The extended RFOT theory for the glassy
dynamics in confluent systems [60] predicts that T eff

K , the
effective Kauzmann temperature, becomes negative in
the sub-Arrhenius regime. This result suggests that τ
does not diverge even at zero T . On the other hand, Ref.
[104] showed that another theory, the mode-coupling
theory (MCT), applies remarkably well in this regime
and τ diverges at a finite T as a power law.

On the other hand, the extended RFOT theory also
predicts the presence of super-Arrhenius relaxation at
lower p0 values [60]. This prediction has been tested
for the CPM [60] and the Voronoi model [64]. In the
main text, we have shown that the super-Arrhenius
regime exists in the self-propelled Vertex model. Here
we show that this specific prediction is also valid
for the equilibrium Vertex model and provide detailed
comparison of the RFOT theory for the equilibrium

Voronoi and Vertex models..
For the equilibrium systems, the RFOT expression,

Eq. (9), becomes

ln

(
τ

τ0

)
=

k1 − k2(p0 − pref0 )

T − TK + χ(p0 − pref0 )
, (B1)

where k1 = E and k2 = EF . We first compare the
theory with the existing Voronoi model simulation data
presented in Ref. [70]. We find that pref0 = 3.53 gives a
good description of the simulation data, and fitting Eq.
(B1) with one set of data, we find τ0 = 2.323, k1 = 0.166,
k2 = 0.220, TK = 0.000146 and χ = 0.04. Fig. 5(a) shows
the comparison of the theory (lines) with the simulation
data of Ref. [70] (symbols). Using these values of the
constants, it is easy to verify that T eff

K = TK−χ(p0−pref0 )
becomes negative for these set of curves in Fig. 5. This
is consistent with the fact that the curves represent sub-
Arrhenius behaviors.
According to the RFOT theory, we expect the behavior

to become super-Arrhenius at lower p0, however,
Sussman et al did not explore this regime [70]. Since the
detailed values of the parameters depend on the specific
system, to test this aspect, we first present simulation
data for the equilibrium Voronoi model for a range of
p0 values showing both the super- and sub-Arrhenius
behavior. For our system with λA = 1.0, λP = 1.0, and
N = 100, we find pref0 = 3.72, τ0 = 5.545, k1 = 0.064,
k2 = 0.112, TK = 0.002 and χ = 0.087. We show
the comparison of our simulation data with Eq. (B1)
in Fig. 5(b). Consistent with the results of Ref. [70],
the relaxation dynamics is sub-Arrhenius for the range
of p0 = 3.75 − 3.82, and then the dynamics becomes
super-Arrhenius for lower p0, as also found in Ref. [64].
We finally present our simulation results for the

equilibrium Vertex model testing the prediction for the
super-Arrhenius behavior at lower p0 values. For these
simulations, we have used the open-source software
RheoVM [110] to simulate the Vertex model via
Brownian dynamics. We have used a system size of
30 × 30 with N = 400 cells, preferred area A0 = L2/N ,
λA = 0.5, and λP = 0.05. We take the friction coefficient
for the Brownian dynamics as 0.1. For the clarity of
presentation, we only show the super-Arrhenius behavior
for the lower values of p0 in Fig. 5(c). Our analysis
suggests the value of pref0 = 3.45. Fitting one set of data
gives the values of the constants in Eq. B1 as follows:
τ0 = 4.164, k1 = 0.0381; k2 = 0.0056, TK = 0.000312
and χ = 0.0177. Fig. 5(c) shows the simulation data
via symbols and the corresponding RFOT theory plot of
Eq. (B1) by lines; the theory agrees remarkably well in
this regime with the simulation data.

Appendix C: Confluency modification of Dr

We stated in the main text, Sec. III A, that the
confluency modifies the rotational diffusivity of self-
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FIG. 5. The Angell plot-representation of the relaxation time for various systems. (a) Passive bi-disperse Voronoi model.
Simulation data taken from Ref. [70]. (b) Data for a mono-disperse Voronoi model with a wide range of p0 values. (c)
Simulation results for the passive Vertex model. In all the figures, symbols represent simulation data, and the dotted lines are
RFOT theory predictions [Eq. (B1)]. See the text for the parameters for each of these plots.
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FIG. 6. We show the phase diagram in the v0 − p0 plane
for various Dr with (solid lines) and without (dashed lines)
the confluency modification due to Dr [Eq. (5)]. The solid
and dashed lines overlap for smaller values of Dr, but they
deviate significantly from each other for higher values. The
symbols represent the simulation data from Ref. [32] for the
corresponding values of Dr.

propulsion and leads to Deff
r [Eq. (5)]. Deff

r enters the
RFOT theory, and we have shown the comparison with
simulation data in Figs. 3 and 4 in the main text.
We show in Fig. 6 that this modification is crucial
for agreement with the simulation data. We present
the v0 − p0 phase diagrams at various Dr with this
modification and without it (that is, κ = 0 in Eq. (5)),
by solid and dashed lines, respectively. Since Deff

r is
very close to Dr, they nearly agree with each other for
Dr = 0.01 and 1.0. However, they deviate strongly for
the higher values of Dr.

Appendix D: An alternative argument for the RFOT
theory of confluent systems

We have argued, via existing and new simulation
results, that the dynamics in confluent systems is sub-
Arrhenius at larger values of p0, and it becomes super-
Arrhenius as p0 decreases. Furthermore, the application
of the RFOT theory to the sub-Arrhenius regime leads
to a negative effective Kauzmann temperature, T eff

K .
However, T eff

K is positive in the super-Arrhenius regime,
and the usual arguments of RFOT theory applies [74].
Based on this observation, we can develop a RFOT
argument to extend the theory for such systems to
understand the effect of p0. Since this argument is
specific to the confluent systems, for simplicity, we
present it for equilibrium systems alone. The self-
propulsion can be included in a similar way as discussed
in the main text.

Within RFOT theory, the mosaic length is determined
by the competition of an energy cost at the surface
and gain in the bulk. The latter is governed by the
configurational entropy, sc, which determines the critical
behavior. For the confluent systems, sc ≡ sc[Φ(p0)]. We
assume that for p0 < p∗,

sc[Φ(p0)] =

{
c(p0)[T − TK(p0)], when T > TK(p0)

= 0, when T < TK(p0)

(D1)
where c(p0) is a p0-dependent constant. TK(p0) here also
depends on p0 and we will obtain this dependence below.
p∗ gives the regime below which the theory is applicable.
The simulation results show that p∗ should be taken as
pref0 , where the dynamics is Arrhenius-like. Thus, the
theory should be applicable for values of p0 below pref0 .
We assume that TK(p0) is a smooth function of p0 when
p0 is close to pref0 , therefore, we can write

TK(p0) = −r(p0 − pref0 ), (D2)
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where r is a positive constant. Thus, we have

sc[Φ(p0)] =

{
c(p0)[T + r(p0 − pref0 ))], when T > TK(p0)

= 0, when T < TK(p0)
.

Using this expression for sc along with the arguments
presented in Sec. III B, we obtain the RFOT theory for
the confluent system in the absence of self-propulsion as

ln
( τ
τ0

)
=
E[1− F (p0 − pref0 )]

T + r(p0 − pref0 )
. (D3)

Note that this result is valid for T > TK(p0). The system
will have dynamics in this regime, and the dynamics
freezes in the other regime.

Appendix E: Simulation details for the Vertex model

Here we provide additional details for the self-propelled
Vertex Model (VM). To include self-propulsion, we
associate each cell with a self-propulsion force fa of
magnitude f0 (or velocity v0 considering µ = 1). fa acts
along a polarity vector, n̂i = (cos θi, sin θi), where θi is an
angle measured from the x-axis. The total self-propulsion
force on each vertex (k), fka , is the mean self-propulsion
forces of the 3 cells that share vertex k. We assume over-
damped dynamics and write the equation of motion of
vertex k as

drk
dt

= µ−1
(
Fk + fka + FR

k

)
, (E1)

where Fk = −∇kH is the force arising from the
mechanical energy, Eq. (2), of the tissue. FRk is the
random thermal noise with mean zero and standard
deviation, ⟨FRi(t)FRj(t′)⟩ = 2kBTδ(t − t′)δijI, with I
being the unit tensor; we have set kB to unity. fka is
the active force acting on vertex k: fka = v0

3

∑
i∈N (k) n̂i,

where N is the list of neighboring cells sharing vertex k.

θi(t) performs a rotational Brownian motion [Eq. (3)].
We have used the Euler-Murayama integration scheme
to update the discretized version of the equations (for
each vertex).

To highlight the effects of activity, we have used T = 0
in our simulations. Other parameters are as follows;
λA = 1.0, λP = 1.0, A0α = 1.2, A0β = 0.8, lT1 =
0.04, λT1 = 2.0, δt = 0.01, tT1 = 5δt. Our unit of
length is

√
⟨A0⟩ and unit of time is 1

µλA⟨A0⟩ . Unless

otherwise specified, we have equilibrated the system for
3×105 times before collecting the data, performed 100t0
averaging and 32 ensemble averaging, and simulated 256
cells.

Self-overlap function, Q(t): In our simulations, we
compute the center of mass, ri, for the cells from the
positions of their vertices. We then define the self-overlap
function, Q(t), as

Q(t) =

〈
1

N

N∑
i=1

W (a− |ri(t)− ri(0)|)
〉
, (E2)

where W (x) is the Heaviside step function:

W (x) =

{
1 if x > 0,

0 otherwise.
(E3)

The parameter a is set to a constant value of 0.346
throughout the simulation. This value of a corresponds
to the caging length scale of vibrational motions revealed
via the MSD [inset of Fig. 3(b)]. The angular brackets
denote initial time and ensemble averages. We define the
structural relaxation time τ as Q(t = τ) = 0.3.

Mean-square displacement, ∆r2(t): We define ∆r2(t)
as

∆r2(t) =

〈
1

N

N∑
i=1

(ri(t)− ri(0))
2

〉
. (E4)
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Muñoz, M. Sales-Pardo, R. Guimerà, and X. Trepat,
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