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Contact inhibition plays a crucial role in the motility of cells, the process of wound healing, and the for-
mation of tumors. By mimicking the mechanical motion of calls crawling on a substrate using a pseudopod,
we constructed a minimal model for migrating cells which gives rise to contact inhibition of locomotion (CIL)
naturally. The model cell consists of two disks, one in the front (a pseudopod) and the other one in the back
(cell body), connected by a finitely extensible spring. Despite the simplicity of the model, the cells’ collective
behavior is highly nontrivial, depending on the shape of cells and whether CIL is enabled or not. Cells with a
small front circle (i.e. a narrow pseudopod) form immobile colonies. In contrast, cells with a large front cir-
cle (i.e. such as a lamellipodium) exhibit coherent migration without any explicit alignment mechanism being
present in the model. This suggests that crawling cells often exhibit broad fronts because it helps them avoid
clustering. Upon increasing the density, the cells develop density waves which propagate against the direction
of cell migration and finally arrest at higher densities.

PACS numbers: 87.17.Jj, 87.23.Cc, 87.18.Fx, 05.10.a

Directional collective motion of cells is of fundamental im-
portance for embryogenesis, wound healing and tumor inva-
sion [1–3]. Cells move in clusters, strands or sheets to cover
empty area [4], to grow or invade tissues. But how the cells
coordinate and control their motion, is the subject of ongo-
ing research. At the level of a single cell, it is well estab-
lished that its motion is intricately linked to its shape. The
shape of crawling cells is highly variable, depending on the
type of cell, the substrate, as well as a result of the migra-
tion process itself [5–8]. When a cell starts moving, its shape
breaks symmetry [6], whereas circular cells typically cannot
move. While there is evidence that shape has a strong influ-
ence on scattering and can lead to clustering and collective
directed motion of swimmers [9, 10], less is known about the
role of cell shape in organizing collective crawling. It has been
shown in simulations that inelastic collisions between crawl-
ing cells, e.g. due to deformation, can lead to coherent mi-
gration [11–14], suggesting the importance of deformability
for collective behavior. When crawling cells come into con-
tact, it inhibits their protrusions, which tends to change their
shape and reorient them [15]. It was shown that this effect
called contact inhibition of locomotion (CIL) enables cells to
follow chemical gradients more effectively by aligning them
[16, 17]. In growing colonies, CIL leads to a slowing down of
the motility of individual cells when the density of their envi-
ronment crosses a certain threshold [18]. CIL thus is believed
to play a crucial role in the control of collective tissue migra-
tion [12, 16, 19, 20], tissue growth [18, 21], morphogenesis,
wound healing and in tumors [22].

Clearly, CIL, cell shape and deformability are linked [12].
Therefore, we built a minimal, mechanical model of cells
crawling on a substrate, aiming to isolate behavior purely
caused by the interplay of contact inhibition and deformable
shape, while neglecting other properties such as cell-cell adhe-
sion and chemotaxis. The simplicity of our model enables us
to simulate considerably larger systems as compared to more
complex models, which minimizes finite size effects. The

model is based on the accepted picture for a cell crawling on a
surface [23–25]: Before it begins migrating, the cell polarizes
itself, i.e. front and back become distinguishable. The migra-
tion cycle then starts with the cell extending protrusions such
as a pseudopod in the direction of motion. Actin polymeriza-
tion inside the cell is used to drive these protrusions outward.
The protrusions adhere to the substrate with adhesion sites,
over which the cell exerts traction forces on the substrate. Ad-
hesion sites at the back of the cell are released and then pulled
in as the actin cytoskeleton depolymerizes.

In our model, cells are represented by two disks, connected
by a finitely extensible string. The cell migrates by perio-
dially contracting and expanding the spring and alternately
attaching the disks to the substrate. We speculate on a sim-
ple mechanism for contact inhibition where the cell motility
is proportional to the extension of the cell, motivated by the
observation that cell speed depends on the extension of pseu-
dopods [26]. An alternative motility term where the force is
always constant was used for comparison. We find that the av-
erage speed of the cells decreases strongly with cell density,
an effect that vanishes when we switch contact inhibition off.
Further, we find a dynamic phase transition as a function of
cell shape: When the front disk is smaller than the back, the
cells form colonies. When the front is larger than the back –
which is typical for many migrating cells such as keratocytes
or fibroblasts [27] – the cells exhibit coherent migration, even
though there is no explicit alignment mechanism included in
the model. This suggests that the broad front of crawling cells
helps those cells avoid clustering. When contact inhibition
is switched off, we find weakened alignment, pointing to the
relevance of CIL in the collective migration of cells. In the
collective-migration state an additional transition is driven by
the density of cells. Systems at very high densities completely
arrest. Before full arrest the system exhibits strong density
fluctuations, where dense regions of arrest travel against the
average direction of motion of the cells.
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Figure 1. (a) The cell migration cycle which underlies our coarse-
grained mechanics. (b) The forces acting in a single cell on the two
disks being at distance r. The two-phase cell migration cycle of (a)
is marked as a black path. In the limit of vanishing cycle period, the
cell obtains constant extension rss

bf where the forces exactly balance
(marked by grey line).

Simulation Each cell consists of a cell body and a pseu-
dopod, modelled as disks with indices b (back) and f (front),
respectively, see fig. 1a). Each cell is able to extend and con-
tract itself, and it is able to attach to the substrate with both
disks independently. The disks experience a drag force with
the substrate−ζi~vi with friction coefficient ζi and ~vi being the
velocity of disk i. We set ζ = ζb = ζf . Assuming that sub-
strate friction is large compared to both cell-cell friction and
intracellular friction, we neglect the latter two in our model.
The crawling mechanism is first modelled in two stages that
are repeated cyclically with a time period ∆T , see fig. 1(a),
and then we perform the limit of ∆T → 0 resulting in contin-
uous motion of the cell. In the first stage of the cell motion,
the cell body disk is fixed in place, while the pseudopod is
driven forward by an internal force ~Ff (t) representing the cy-
toskeleton. For times ∆T/2 < t < ∆T , the cell is in the
second stage in which the pseudopod fixes itself and the cell
body is drawn in with a contraction force Fb(t). In the limit
∆T → 0, alternated application of each force is be replaced
by the application of both forces at the same time, with half
the magnitude. This can be seen as the assumption that in a
real cell, contraction, expansion, as well as fixing and unfix-
ing of body and pseudopod happen at the same time or in close
succession. We drop the factor 1/2 coming in from the limit,
absorbing it into the definitions of the forces. We model the
cytoskeleton as a finitely extensible nonlinear elastic (FENE)
spring [28] with an additional linear term Fmig that can be in-
terpreted as a migration force

~Fb(~rbf ) = ~Ffene(~rbf )

~Ff (~rbf ) = −~Ffene(~rbf ) + ~Fmig(~rbf ),
(1)

for the two disks being at distance ~rbf , with

~Ffene(~r) =
κ~r

1− (r/Rmax)2
, ~Fmig(~r) = m~r (2)

and coupling parameters κ, m, see fig. 1. Rmax sets the char-
acteristic length scale. There is no random component to the
model, which is a valid assumption when the dynamics are
dominated by collisions [29, 30]. This can be expected to hold
in particular at intermediate and high cell densities. The cell
is only motile when its disks have some separation, rbf > 0,
and thus when its shape deviates from a circle. This kind of
coupling of motility and deformation is typical in migratory
cells [31]. The migration term Fmig models contact inhibition,
since cells compressed due to contact with their neighbors ex-
ert a lowered motility force.

The interaction between disks of different cells is mod-
elled with the short-ranged Weeks-Chandler-Andersen poten-
tial [32], since interactions occur mainly via direct contact.
All back disks have diameter σb, all front disks have diam-
eter σf . To allow for different cell shapes, σb and σf can
be different. For the interaction of a pair of disks α and β
(α, β ∈ [b, f ]) of two different cells at distance ~r, the inter-
action diameter is given by σαβ = (σα + σβ)/2, the energy
scale is given by ε, and the force by

~FLJ(r) =

{
−24ε

[(
2
σαβ

r

)12 − (σαβ

r

)6]
~r/r2, r < rcut,

0, r ≥ rcut.
(3)

The cutoff at r∗cut = 21/6σαβ makes the inter-cellular forces
purely repulsive.

For each of the cells we now have two coupled equations of
motion, assuming overdamped dynamics,

d

dt
~rb =

1

ζ

 κ~rbf
1− (rbf/Rmax)2

+
∑
neigh.

~FLJ


d

dt
~rf =

1

ζ

m~rbf − κ~rbf
1− (rbf/Rmax)2

+
∑
neigh.

~FLJ

 .

(4)

To allow for cell migration, we have to require that vbf > 0
when rbf > 0 for a solitary cell, or otherwise cells would
eventually stop migrating by themselves,

d

dt
~rbf =

d

dt
~rf −

d

dt
~rb =

1

ζ
(m− 2κ)~rbf +O

(
r2bf
)
> 0.

This implies m > 2κ. We chose κ = 32 ε/R2
max and m =

66.3 ε/R2
max, such that m = 2.07κ. At long times, the cell

enters a steady state with constant extension rss
bf in which the

forces acting on the cell balance,

0 =
d

dt
~rbf =

1

ζ

(
mrss

bf −
2κrss

bf

1− (rss
bf/Rmax)2

)
.

Thus, steady-state distance rssbf and the corresponding cell ve-
locity vss are given by

rssbf = Rmax
√

1− 2κ/m,

vss =
κrss
bf

ζ(1− [rss
bf/Rmax]2)

= rss
bf

m

2ζ
.

(5)



3

CIL
ϕ=0.18

σb/σf =1.25 σb/σf =0.80 σb/σf =0.44

no CIL
ϕ=0.18

Figure 2. Sections of simulation snapshots of CIL and no-CIL cells
for a range of cell shapes with σb/σf as given in the titles. The
velocity of cells is given as arrows. (For videos, see supplementary
materials)

Then, τmig = Rmax/v
ss = 2ζ/(

√
m2 − 2mκ) sets the charac-

teristic time scale of migration as the time it takes for a solitary
cell in the steady state to travel roughly its own diameter.

For comparison, we use a version of the model without
CIL. Replacing the migration force term mrbf with constant
value mrss

bf leaves rss
bf and vss unchanged, but leads to cells

always exerting exactly the same migration force, regardless
of whether the local environment allows for extension of the
cell. This makes the system more similar to Vicsek-type mod-
els with constant speed [33–35].

Cells are placed on random positions in a square simulation
box with periodic boundary conditions at area fraction ϕ. The
area fraction ϕ = AN/L2 is obtained from the total num-
ber of cells N in the system, the simulation box size L and
the area of a single cell in its steady state A ≈ 0.288R2

max.
Configurations at very large ϕ were obtained by simulating
a system of initially lower area fraction for some time and
randomly letting individual cells divide into two new cells if
there was enough space. We simulated systems with up to 105

cells to make sure that no finite size effects are present. We
integrated the equations of motion until the steady-state was
reached. All results are averaged over 10 independent runs
with changed starting configurations for the cells.

Results In order to investigate the influence of the cell
shape on their dynamics, we varied the diameters σb and σf of
the cell disks while keeping the area of the cell in the steady
state constant. When the back disk is bigger than the front,
σb > σf , the cells tend to form mostly immobile colonies, see
fig. 2a). When the front disk is larger than the back, σb < σf ,
the cell exhibit coherent migration, see fig. 2b). If the front
is much larger than the back, the cells completely align and
form dense, travelling bands, see fig. 2c). This behavior is
quite similar to that of migrating neural crest cells [17, 36]
and occurs here without requiring cell-cell attraction. Switch-
ing contact inhibition off destroys the ability to form colonies,
and leads to weaker alignment at σb/σf = 0.80.
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Figure 3. Average speed of the cells in the steady state, normalized
by the steady state speed of a solitary cell vss, as a function of area
fraction, with (closed symbols) and without contact inhibition (open
symbols) and a range of cell shapes.
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Figure 4. Order parameter va for the same data sets as fig. 3.

Migrating cells exhibiting contact inhibition slow down
strongly at high cell densities [18]. To test this in the model,
we measured the average cell speed while varying the area
fraction of the cells at three shape anisotropies σb/σf = 1.25,
0.80 (the inverse case), and 0.44, see fig. 3. For σb/σf = 1.25,
the cell speed vanishes for all but the smallest density due to
formation of colonies. In the reverse case, σb/σf = 0.80, the
contact inhibited cells crawl at maximum speed only at very
small density, with the speed decreasing linearly over nearly
the whole density range. The cells fully arrest when they are
close-packed, at ϕ ≈ 1.1 (Area fractions can be larger than 1
because the disks are soft, and because the area fraction has
to be defined with the cell’s biggest possible area, that of the
steady state). At shape anisotropy σb/σf = 0.44, cells are
able to crawl at maximum speed up to area fraction ϕ ≈ 0.6
before a slowing down finally occurs. In comparison, the non-
contact-inhibited cells at corresponding anisotropies show a
much weaker response to increasing density.

The different response to density is connected to the align-
ment that the cells are able to achieve. To understand this, we
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calculated an order parameter of collective alignment va

va =
1

N

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

~ri,f − ~ri,b
|~ri,f − ~ri,b|

∣∣∣∣∣ , (6)

which evaluates to 1 for full alignment of the cell orientations
and to 0 for fully random or isotropic orientations, see fig. 4.
When the CIL cells cluster into colonies, e.g. at σb/σf =
1.25, the order parameter vanishes, since the orientations of
the cells, mostly pointing towards their cluster’s center, cancel
out. This in turn also leads to vanishing average speed. At
σb/σf = 0.80, the cells are mostly aligned for most densities.
Alignment weakens in the approach to full arrest. At σb/σf =
0.44 the cells are completely aligned at all densities. So for
all densities where it is possible for the cells to be spaced far
enough from each other so as not to interact (for roughly ϕ ≤
0.65) there are little to no collisions and the cells crawl at full
speed. When alignment is not perfect, as for σb/σf = 0.80,
this is not possible and frequent collisions lower the average
speed of the coherently moving cells.

The non-contact inhibited cells at σb/σf = 1.25 do not
form colonies, instead moving around in a disordered fashion,
with a vanishing order parameter. At σb/σf = 0.80, the cells
show some alignment, especially at intermediate densities, but
are always more weakly aligned than corresponding CIL cells.
At σb/σf = 0.44, the cells achieve near perfect orientational
order at all densities, just as the CIL cells.

Both CIL and no-CIL cells undergo a dynamical phase tran-
sition from disorder to coherent migration, driven by the shape
asymmetry of the cells. Thus the shape of the cells acts as
an effective alignment mechanism. This transition is very
similar to the one found by Wensink et al. [10], where the
self-assembly of roughly triangular, stiff, active particles was
investigated, but we find the transition to be reversed: cells
with a big front travel coherently here and cluster in [10],
while cells with a small front cluster here and travel coher-
ently in [10]. The most notable difference between our mod-
els and likely the reason behind the reversal of the transi-
tion is that cells are highly deformable: they are easily com-
pressed during collisions, which changes the collision dynam-
ics strongly. Cells with small fronts cluster here because their
motility tends to stay pointed towards the other disks after a
collision. This compresses the cells and inhibits them, leading
to cells blocking each other. This clustering may seem some-
what similar to what is observed in other active particle sys-
tems [10, 37, 38] but here occurs already at very small density
and requires that the dynamics be contact inhibited. Further,
in other active particle systems, the average speed upon in-
creasing density typically exhibits a step [10, 39, 40], whereas
we find that the velocity decreases continuously. Our model
suggests that contact inhibition, while not being solely respon-
sible for alignment of crawling cells, tends to enhance it. Fur-
thermore, the observed transition may explain why crawling
cells often exhibit a broad front: It avoids clustering.

In the transition into arrest at σb/σf = 0.80 a remarkable
feature develops: areas of dynamic arrest form and dissolve

Figure 5. Simulation snapshots of CIL and no-CIL cells in the steady
state with the velocity of cells plotted as arrows. (For videos, see
supplementary materials)

again. The typical size of these arrested areas grows in size
with density until become system-spanning waves of arrest,
see fig. 5a). The waves travel against the direction of mo-
tion of the cells, akin to traffic jams in models for car traffic
[41–43]. The growth of the waves suggests the presence of
a diverging length scale. The onset of system-spanning ar-
rest waves roughly coincides with the decrease of the order
parameter for ϕ ≈ 0.85. We don’t observe such waves in
the non-CIL systems, see fig. 5b), thus directly connecting the
waves to the contact inhibition mechanism. Intriguingly, the
cells with shape asymmetry σb/σf = 0.44, exhibit slowing
down but no traffic jams. Instead, the cells always travel co-
herently, fig. 5c). The reason for this lies in the cell shape:
When cells collide, they are compressed. If the size asymme-
try is more extreme, it means that the distance rbf between the
disk centers in the most compressed state tends to be bigger.
Since the motility force is proportional to rbf , more asym-
metric cells are automatically less inhibited and their slowing
down is less pronounced. This restraint in breaking can sup-
press jams in traffic models and thus explains the qualitative
difference between the two systems.

Summary In order to reveal universal dynamics of con-
tact inhibited, deformable cells, we modelled crawling cells
on a substrate in a minimal, mechanical model. Cell motility
was motivated by the internal dynamics of the cells. We as-
sumed the motility force to be proportional to the extension
of the cell, thus giving rise to contact inhibition of locomo-
tion naturally. We find rich dynamic behavior with multiple
phase transitions as a function of cell shape, cell density and
whether locomotion is inhibited or not. Our results may ex-
plain why migrating cells often exhibit a broad front: It avoids
clustering.

This system is a natural candidate to further investigate the
dynamics of cellular tissues. In particular, we expect insights
from investigating the effect of contact inhibition and cell
shape on tissue growth and wound closure. In addition, the
dynamics of malignant cells can be investigated in mixtures
of contact-inhibited and non-contact-inhibited cells.
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