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Many animal cells crawling on elastic substrates exhibit durotaxis – that is – directed migra-
tion towards stiffer substrate regions. Guidance of cell motility by substrate rigidity gradients has
implications in several biological processes including tissue development, and tumor progression.
Here, we introduce a phenomenological model for durotactic migration incorporating both elastic
deformation-mediated cell-substrate interactions and the stochasticity of cell migration. Our model
is motivated by and explains the key observation in one of the first demonstrations of durotaxis: a
single contractile cell at an interface between a softer and a stiffer region of an elastic substrate reori-
ents and migrates towards the stiffer region. We model migrating cells as self-propelling, persistently
motile agents that exert contractile, dipolar traction forces on the underlying elastic substrate. The
resulting substrate deformations induce elastic interactions with mechanical boundaries, captured
by an elastic potential that depends on cell position and orientation relative to the boundary. The
potential is attractive or repulsive depending on whether the mechanical boundary condition is
clamped or free, which represent the cell being on the softer and stiffer side, respectively, of a con-
fining boundary. The model dynamics is determined by two crucial parameters: the strength of the
cellular traction-induced boundary elastic interaction (A) , and the persistence of cell motility (Pe).
The elastic forces and torques resulting from the elastic potential drive the cells to orient perpen-
dicular (parallel) to the boundary and accumulate (deplete) at the clamped (free) boundary. Thus,
a clamped boundary induces an attractive potential that drives durotaxis, while a free boundary in-
duces a repulsive potential that prevents anti-durotaxis. By quantifying the steady state positional
and orientational probability densities, we show how the extent of accumulation (depletion) depends
on strength of the elastic potential (A) and motility (Pe). While the elastic interaction drives duro-
taxis, cell migratory movements such as random reorientation and self-propulsion enable escape of
the cell from the attractive elastic potential thereby reducing durotaxis. We distinguish between
and calculate the mean escape time for weak and strong regimes of the elastic potential: escape
through self-propulsion following reorientation away from the confining boundary (Pe > A), and
through random translational protrusions (A > Pe), a scenario captured by a modified Kramer’s
theory of barrier crossing. We define metrics quantifying boundary accumulation and durotaxis,
and present a phase diagram that identifies three possible regimes: durotaxis, adurotaxis without
accumulation and adurotaxis with motility-induced accumulation at a confining boundary. Over-
all, our model predicts how durotaxis depends on cell contractility and motility, and successfully
explains some of its aspects seen in previous experiments, while providing testable predictions to
guide future experiments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Animal cells migrate by crawling on elastic substrates
during many crucial biological processes such as wound
healing and tissue development [1].

Motile cells also serve as excellent examples of ac-
tive matter interacting with their complex environments
[2]. Migrating cells consume energy in the form of ATP
to generate directed motion interspersed with reorienta-
tions. Their trajectories maybe described by active par-
ticle models [3]. Collections of such active particles are
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out-of-equilibrium complex systems, that exhibit unusual
statistical distributions and properties such as motility-
induced phase separation and accumulation at confining
boundaries [4, 5].

While crawling cells exhibit different migration modes
[6], they share common mechanical processes underlying
their motion. Migration relies on the formation of actin
polymerization-induced protrusions at the leading edge,
myosin-motor induced retraction of the trailing edge, ad-
hesive interactions at the cell-substrate interface, [7] as
well as dynamic positioning of the cell nucleus [8]. These
components are coupled by the polarizable active cy-
toskeleton and together play the dual role of sensing the
cell’s local microenvironment and driving its net motion.
At the cellular scale, this machinery leads to coordinated,
functional migration, which manifests as persistent ran-
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dom motion on uniform two-dimensional substrates. The
complex polarity processes and protrusion formation can
be effectively captured by the self-propulsion speed with
a characteristic persistent time scale, and the transla-
tional noise in phenomenological models for cell motility
[9]. As cells migrate, they also exert traction forces on the
underlying substrate. These forces are generated within
the cell by its actomyosin cytoskeletal machinery and are
communicated to the extracellular substrate through lo-
calized focal adhesions [10]. These traction forces can be
significant and generate measurable deformation in the
elastic extracellular substrate [11, 12]. By actively de-
forming the substrate, the cells also sense geometric and
physical cues in their micro-environment, including ma-
terial properties such as the substrate stiffness [13] and
viscoelasticity [14]. The cells may then use these cues,
in addition to chemical signaling that is ubiquitous in bi-
ology, to direct and modulate their persistent migration
[15, 16].

The observed preferential migration of cells along gra-
dients in substrate stiffness - usually towards stiffer re-
gions - has been termed “durotaxis” [17–19]. Durotaxis
has been observed both in single cells in culture [20–23],
as well as in collections of confluent migrating cells [24],
including in vivo [25]. Small cell clusters have also been
observed to exhibit negative durotaxis and migrate to-
wards softer substrate regions [26]. Durotaxis is influ-
enced by matrix composition, as observed in the case
of vascular smooth muscle cells on fibronectin substrates
but not on cells on laminin-coated substrates [27]. Sug-
gested biophysical mechanisms for durotaxis include en-
hanced persistent cell motility due to enhanced cell polar-
izations on stiffer substrates [28], larger local deformation
of the softer substrate when the cell or collective is spread
across a gradient resulting in overall translation of the
center of mass towards the stiffer side [24, 26], and more
stable focal adhesions on the stiffer side. While the higher
persistence of cell motion on stiffer substrates may be ra-
tionalized based on the strongly polarized cell shapes in
stiffer environments [29, 30], this does not address the
important roles of cell traction forces exerted on the sub-
strate, and cell-substrate adhesion in driving durotaxis.
Recent work using molecular clutch models at the level of
single cells or confluent tissue have explained durotaxis
as arising from stiffness-dependent cell-substrate adhe-
sive interaction [24, 26, 31, 32]. However, these mecha-
nistic models do not lend easily to the evaluation of the
statistical distributions of numerous cell trajectories at
long times.

Experimental measurements of time-averaged traction
forces mapped to cell shapes [33] suggest that stresses
can be effectively resolved into a contractile force dipole
acting along a preferred axis [34]. Thus, traction force
patterns exerted by a cell on underlying elastic substrates
may be modeled as a force dipole. This force distribution
also satisfies internal force balance [13] as required. Such
a minimal theoretical description of traction forces ex-
erted by an adherent cell leads to a natural organization

principle for cells in compliant media [35]. By orient-
ing along directions of maximal stretch as determined by
consideration of the underlying deformation field, as well
as moving towards stretched regions of the substrate, a
contractile cellular force dipole can lower the elastic de-
formation energy of the substrate. This naturally allows
for a relaxation process where emergent configuration de-
pendent torques and forces may drive directed motion or
“durotaxis” of the cellular force dipole near an elastic in-
terface between a softer and stiffer region [36]. While this
theoretical model predicts the alignment and attraction
of the cell towards the stiffer region, it does not address
the detailed dynamics of how a self-propelling and intrin-
sically noisy cell moves to this favored configuration.

A complete description of durotaxis thus requires com-
bining the dipole-based model for cell traction-induced
matrix deformations by adherent cells, with an appro-
priate model for stochastic cell movement [37–39]. We
consider here persistently motile cells that move in a di-
rected manner for a characteristic time before reorient-
ing. Since migrating cells generate protrusions that may
be randomly driven by noisy internal signalling cues [40],
the motion of our model cells feature stochastic reorien-
tations and velocity fluctuations [9]. Cells are also known
to actively modulate this stochasticity and thereby move
persistently along the direction of their contractility, such
that the polarization is along the dipole or principal trac-
tion axis [41]. We here propose and study a general,
phenomenological model that incorporates these key ele-
ments to provide a statistical physics description of duro-
taxis.

Figs. 1(a) and (b), reproduced from Ref. 17, illustrate
the scenario we wish to analyze theoretically. The au-
thors here examined the behavior of a fibroblast cell
cultured on a deformable polyacrylamyde hydrogel sub-
strate, and located near an interface separating a soft
region from a stiffer region. When the cell is on the stiff
side, it aligns parallel to the interface and remains on the
stiffer side. On the other hand, when the cell starts off on
the soft side, it aligns perpendicular to the interface and
eventually moves and crosses over to the stiffer side (not
shown). This behavior may be understood by considering
the polarized cell as a force dipole acting along its axis of
elongation [36]. When on the stiffer side (Fig. 1(a)), the
cell deforms the interface and the softer elastic medium
on the other side of the interface can easily displace, re-
sulting in an effectively stress-free boundary condition.
Conversely, when the cell is on the soft side (Fig. 1 (b)),
the rigid medium on the other side undergoes minimal
displacement at the interface, resulting in an effectively
clamped boundary. In fact, it was shown in Ref. [36]
that when the interface acts as a clamped (free) bound-
ary, the effective elastic interaction potential between a
cell dipole and the interface computed by a full consider-
ation of the virtual image stress distribution required to
satisfy the relevant boundary condition, yields an attrac-
tive (repulsive) force on the dipole. Additionally, elastic
interactions also result in a torque that orients the dipole
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FIG. 1. Experimental motivation and model setup. (a, b) Isolated fibroblasts near interfaces between soft and stiffer
regions of a polyacrylamide gel substrate (reproduced with permission from Ref. [17]). (a) A cell approaching the interface
from the stiffer side (left) aligns parallel to the interface and remains in the stiffer region. (b) A cell on the softer side aligns
normal to the interface and eventually crosses over to the stiffer side. (c) Schematic of a cell moving on a flat linear elastic
substrate with uniform stiffness (given by Young’s modulus E, and Poisson’s ratio ν) near a confining boundary. Clamped or
free elastic boundary conditions are employed to distinguish between the cell being on the softer or stiffer region of the substrate,
respectively. Unlike the experiment, the simulated cell is not allowed to cross the boundary. Traction forces generated by the
cell are reduced to a contractile force dipole of strength P (red, inward pointing arrows) acting on the substrate. Cells are
modeled as circular discs (shown here as red circles) of diameter σ. The direction of propulsion p is assumed to be along
the cell dipole axis and makes an angle θ with the horizontal axis. The cell lies a horizontal distance x from the boundary
(the y axis). An excluded region of extent σ/2 (a lower limit) at the boundary models confinement. (d,e) The spatial map
of the elastic interaction potential experienced by the cell as a function of distance from the boundary and the orientation is
shown for free and clamped boundaries, respectively. (f) The potential is plotted as a function of distance for the control case
representing pure confinement without elastic interactions (solid black), the repulsive free boundary (dashed, brown) and the
attractive clamped boundary (solid, cyan).

perpendicular (parallel) to the interface.

While this static model for an adherent cell provides
a heuristic explanation for single-cell durotaxis [36], we
consider here the role of cell motility, in the presence
of such an elastic boundary interaction arising from cell
traction. Unlike the original durotactic experiment [17],
we also choose to confine the model cell to either the
softer or stiffer region. This mimics complex or micro-
patterned environments and allows us to study the in-
terplay of motility,confinement and elastic interactions.
The model setup of a cell moving on an elastic sub-
strate near a confining boundary is illustrated in Fig. 1c.
The substrate deformation-mediated elastic interaction
potential experienced by a stationary cell is depicted in
Figs. 1 (d)-(f). The elastic potential as a function of
the cell orientation is shown for free and clamped bound-
aries in Figs. 1(d) and (e), respectively. These highlight
the repulsive and attractive nature of the interactions,
as well as the favored parallel and perpendicular orienta-
tions. Fig. 1(f) shows the long-range spatial decay of the
potential away from the interface in the clamped, free

and “control” regions, the latter corresponding to only
steric interactions with the confining boundary. Using
this model setup, described in more detail in the next
section, we seek to predict how statistical distributions
of cells depend on the persistent and stochastic aspects of
motility, as well as the strength and nature of the elastic
interactions with the boundary. Fig. 1(e).

II. MODEL FOR CELL MOTILITY AND
ELASTIC CELL-BOUNDARY INTERACTIONS

The motion of each cell is modeled using Langevin dy-
namics in the overdamped limit since inertial effects are
negligible at the microscale. Each cell is treated as a
disk of diameter of diameter σ moving on a 2D xy-plane
corresponding to the surface of an idealized, infinitely
thick elastic substrate. The state of each cell is defined
by its position vector r corresponding to the cell cen-
ter, and unit orientation vector p associated with its
self-propulsion direction (Fig. 1(c)). Cells move with
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speed v0 in the direction p (with Cartesian components
(cos θ, sin θ)), and interact with boundaries through a po-
tential U(x, θ) that depends on the normal distance from
the boundary x (see Fig. 1 -(f)), and on the angle θ [36].
The equations that govern the dynamics of a cell mod-
eled as an active Brownian particle in an elastic potential
are,

∂r

∂t
= v0p− µT∇U +

√
2DTηT(t), (1)

∂θ

∂t
= −µR

∂U

∂θ
+
√
2DRηR(t), (2)

where DR and DT are diffusion coefficients associated
with orientational and translational fluctuations of the
cell’s principal axis and center of mass, respectively, while
µR and µT represent the corresponding rotational and
translational mobility. For passive bodies in an ambient
viscous medium, these mobility coefficients depend on
the medium’s viscosity and thermodynamic temperature,
and are also coupled via the body’s geometry, through
Stokes-Einstein relations [42, 43]. Living cells, however,
being active and not at equilibrium, do not have to ad-
here to this constraint. Their self-propulsion velocity can
be resolved into a persistent as well as a stochastic part,
the latter arising from random protrusions created by cy-
toskeletal processes. Thus, in principle, the cell is free to
set effective translational and rotational diffusivities, DT

and DR, independently. For migratory cells, mobility co-
efficients arise from dissipative frictional mechanisms at
the cell-substrate interface. The friction can contribute
additional terms due to memory and inertial effects in
the cell dynamics [44], while the statistics of the cell tra-
jectory may deviate from a persistent random walk [45]
in 3D [46], effects which we ignore here for simplicity. We
include the effects of stochastic noise via the last terms
on the right hand side of Eqs. (1) and (2), ηT(t) and
ηR(t) respectively, and correspond to white noise.
The boundary interaction potential U includes con-

tributions from cell-boundary interactions mediated by
the underlying elastic substrate, and an additional short-
range steric interaction term that prevents cells from pen-
etrating the boundaries. Exact implementations of this
steric interaction will be discussed later. The elastic po-
tential arising from the interaction of the cell force dipole
with the substrate deformation (strain) it generates in
the vicinity of the free or clamped boundary is of the
form [35],

U(x, θ) = −
(

P 2

256πE

)
fν(θ)

x3
, (3)

where P is the strength of the cellular force dipole that
is aligned with the cell major axis, parallel to the direc-
tion of motility p, and fν(θ) = (aν + bν cos

2 θ+ cν cos
4 θ)

encodes the angular dependence of the potential U that
is separable in x and θ coordinates. Substrate elastic
properties affect the potential U through its dependence
on the Young’s modulus E, and the Poisson’s ratio ν.

Specifically, the angular factor fν(θ)depends on the
substrate Poisson ratio via constants aν , bν and cν (see
Appendix A). Importantly, the constants vary depend-
ing on the type of boundary condition - i.e., whether the
boundary is free or clamped. Exact forms of these from
Ref. [35] are provided in Appendix A.
The spatial dependence of the potential may be ratio-

nalized as follows. The cellular force dipole exerted by
the cell interacts with local deformation arising due to the
presence of the boundary. This strain field is generated
by the associated “image” dipole configuration required
to satisfy the free or clamped condition on the boundary
[47]. The strain created by a dipole in an elastic half-
space decays with distance as 1/x3, while it is linear
in the magnitude of the dipole moment, P . The dipole-
dipole interaction potential therefore scales as P 2/x3. In
writing down equations Eqs. (1), (2) and (3), we made
a simplifying assumption, valid for highly polarized cells
such as fibroblasts, by identifying the dipole axis with the
direction of motion [28, 38]. The coarse-grained model of
cell traction force distribution as a force dipole is a far-
field approximation, valid when the cell-boundary dis-
tance is greater than the cell diameter.
Our model features four dimensionless parameters con-

trolling cell trajectories:

Pe ≡ v0
DRσ

, A ≡ 1

50

(
µTP

2

EDRσ5

)
, B ≡ 1

50

(
µRP

2

EDRσ3

)
,

D ≡ DT

DRσ2
.

(4)
The Péclet number Pe quantifies the relative importance
of directed self-propulsion and random motion, and is
a measure of persistent motion of the particles in the
absence of boundary potential U . Parameter A quantifies
the strength of the force, while B quantifies the strength
of re-orienting torque, both acting on the cell due to cell-
boundary elastic interactions. Both parameters depend
on the elastic properties of the substrate but are notably
independent of active self-propulsion. The factor of 50 in
the definition of A and B results from the angular average

⟨fν(θ)⟩ ≡ (1/2π)
∫ 2π

0
fν(θ)dθ = 1/50. In this work, we

set the substrate Poisson’s ratio to a representative value
of ν = 0.3 [17, 48].
In general, A and B can differ in value depending on

the specific mode of cell migration. The ratio A/B is
equivalent to (µT /µRσ

2). For a passive spherical particle
at equilibrium in a viscous medium, the ratio A/B = 1/3.
For elongated rod-like objects, the ratio depends on the
aspect ratio and tends to 1/9 in the limit of infinitesi-
mally thin rods [49–51]. The case of cells on an elastic
substrate is more complex. The values of A and B can
strongly depend on the internal mechanisms driving cell
motility, an example being internal changes in cell bio-
chemistry that determine the direction of protrusions in
the cells.
To estimate A in cell culture experiments, we use the

typical value for the traction force of a contractile cell
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adhered to an elastic substrate F ∼ 10− 100 nN, with a
distance of σ ∼ 10−50 µm separating the adhesion sites.
This results in a force dipole moment for a single cell,
P = F ·σ ∼ 10−12− 10−11 J [35]. Using typical values of
substrate stiffness in durotaxis experiments, E ∼ 10 kPa
[23], rotational diffusion, DR ∼ 10−2 min−1 [30], cell size
σ ∼ 20 µm, and previously estimated translational mo-
bility [52], µT ∼ 0.1µm/min · pN−1, we estimate A ∼ 1.
By changing substrate stiffness and allowing for variation
in cell types, we estimate a typical range of A ∼ 0.1−10,
where A can be small on very stiff substrates. Further
using µR ∼ 10−4 µm−1min−1pN−1, we estimate B ∼ 1.
We again estimate a typical range of B ∼ 0.1 − 10 by
changing the substrate stiffness, where B is small on high
substrate stiffness.

We estimate Pe ∼ 0−10 based on typical cell migration
velocities [30], v0 ∼ 0−100 µm/hr. We choose to keep the
parameter D = (DT /DRσ

2) fixed at 0 or 1 in our sim-
ulations. The former simplifying choice corresponds to
the regime of highly persistent cell migration character-
ized by high Pe values, where the effective translational
diffusion results from cell reorientations, and is given by
v20/DR. We also fix the size of the simulation box to
L = 40σ.

III. RESULTS

A. Elastic interactions determine steady state
distributions near clamped and free elastic

boundaries

Theoretical models describing the statistical behavior
of active particles under confinement have been studied
extensively in earlier works that compute the density, sur-
face density, polarization, and orientation distributions
of active particles between two parallel confining bound-
aries or at straight or curved boundaries [53–57]. These
studies show that statistical steady state distributions de-
pend strongly on particle activity, the shape of the par-
ticles, and the curvature of the boundaries. Passive par-
ticles moving in a constant temperature, non-deforming
medium without persistent self-propulsion (Pe = 0), are
expected to reach thermodynamic equilibrium and have
uniform distribution between the boundaries that maxi-
mizes entropy. In contrast, as Pe → ∞, particles pop-
ulate the boundaries at all times with the probability of
finding particles at the boundary tending to unity result-
ing in a diverging surface density. The surface density
also depends on the curvature of the surface, and specif-
ically on whether it is concave or convex shaped [58].

Cell-boundary interactions mediated by an ambient
material medium have also been investigated in detail
for a related class of problems – the interaction of low
Reynolds number microswimmers such as bacteria, al-
gae and sperm with boundaries [59–69]. Unlike the cells
studied here that act as contractile dipoles, free swim-
ming organisms can act as pushers (bacteria, and sperm)

or pullers (algal cells). Far from interfaces, pushers gen-
erate extensile force dipoles on the ambient fluid, while
pullers exert contractile force dipolar stresses. Additional
stresses on the fluid are generated in pushers due to “rot-
let” dipoles arising from counter-rotation of the cell body
and the flagellar bundle. The presence of interfaces near
swimming cells results in wall induced forces and torques
on these swimmers; these effects arise due to the require-
ment that the overall fluid fields generated by the moving
cells, and mediated by the interface(s), satisfy appropri-
ate boundary conditions – that is no-slip for solid walls,
or stress-free for free surfaces.

Experimental studies on swimmers near surfactant-
free, solid, no-slip surfaces indicate that, irrespective
of the type of dipolar swimmer, microorganisms tend
to accumulate near the interface albeit with varying
orientations. Pushers tend to align parallel to no-slip
solid interfaces due to hydrodynamic torques, and swim
along the surface exhibiting long residence times [59, 67].
Analyzing the competition between cell-wall hydrody-
namic attraction and rotational diffusion, Drescher et
al. estimated characteristic cell-wall interaction time
scales and deduced that hydrodynamic wall-induced at-
traction dominates provided the distance from the wall
x < P (a/voDR) where σ is the cell (body) size, P is the
hydrodynamic dipole strength, and v0 is the self propul-
sion speed. Contractile pullers meanwhile have been ob-
served to align perpendicular to the interface and remain
trapped until they can reorient and escape due to ther-
mal noise or rotational diffusion arising from variations in
the swimming mechanism [59]. Interestingly, pushers are
found to be always attracted to surfactant-free (clean)
interfaces with the Stokes dipole oriented and aligned
parallel to the interface, for both free surfaces as well as
for solid walls [65, 67].

In this work, we investigate the effects of cell-interface
elastic and steric interactions on the surface and bulk
distributions of active particles representing motile cells
on elastic substrates. Motivated by the process of single
cell durotaxis across sharp gradients of substrate stiff-
ness as shown in Figs. 1a , we study the effect of elas-
tic forces and torques on the density and orientational
distributions of motile cells at the confining boundary.
We carry out simulations of cell trajectories using the
model Eqs. 1-2 for a range of values of self-propulsion,
Pe = 0.5 − 10, and elastic interaction, A(= B) = 0 to
20, that were estimated in the model section for cell cul-
ture experiments. From these simulations, we compute
the probability of finding a particle at the boundary us-
ing Pbound = Nbound/Ntotal, where Nbound is the total
number of times a particle is at the boundary – that is,
its center is located at x = xb ≡ σ/2 after the instan-
taneous displacement/reassignment step (Appendix C).
Ntotal meanwhile is the total number times the particle
is observed. To aid in the analysis and interpretation of
results, we set D = 0, that is switch off translational dif-
fusivity DT = 0, in our simulations. In the short time
limit relative to the persistence time D−1

R , this allows
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FIG. 2. Spatial probability density profiles of motile dipole cells near free, and near clamped elastic boundaries.
Distribution of particles as distance from the boundary is plotted as scatter plot for (a) free (A = B = 16, Pe = 8), and for
(b) clamped boundaries (A = B = 8, Pe = 8) with insets showing motile cells. Cells can interact sterically with each other
and some overlap is permitted. In (a) the repulsive potential from the free boundaries results in void region of extent ℓvoid
which particles cannot occupy or populate. Particles close to the boundary are oriented parallel to the boundary due to elastic
realignment torques (see also inset. In (b) we show snapshots in the case of a clamped boundary. The interface is attractive,
and particles localize at the boundaries compared to the bulk. Additionally, the elastic torque from the clamped boundaries
orients the particles orthogonal to the boundary (see inset in (b)). (c,d) We quantify the localization of particles at the free (c)
and clamped (d) boundaries as a function of Pe for various values of A(= B). (c) For free boundaries, the localization at the
boundary decreases with A. The value of Pbound increases with Pe due to persistence driven accumulation at the boundary.
At very high A, the particles cannot get close to the boundary leading to Pbound = 0. Pe∗f corresponds to the critical value of
Pe at which the cell’s motility can overcome the repulsive boundary force and reach the boundary at any specific value of A.
Pe∗f increases with A (only shown for A = 4). (d) In case of clamped boundaries, the localization at the boundaries increased
with A. At low A, the boundary probability Pbound increases with Pe, since particles have a higher tendency to encounter
the boundary. At higher values of A, the particles stay at the boundary until reorientation events occurs. The high speed
(high Pe) leads to rapid escape, resulting in a sharp drop in Pbound. There is further increase in Pbound due to persistence
driven accumulation. At very high A the particles don’t leave the boundary leading to Pbound = 1. Here, Pe∗c corresponds to
the critical value of Pe at which the cell’s motility can overcome the attractive boundary force and populate the bulk at any
specific value of A. We notw that Pe∗c increases with A, here we show the trend A = 4).

cells to localize and stay at the boundary except when
they self-propel. Over longer times however, an effective
diffusivity that is v20/DR arises due to the combination
of self-propulsion and re-orientations represented by ro-
tational diffusion.

As a point of departure, we first describe the results
in the absence of elastic interactions with the bound-
ary, A = B = 0. Geometric confinement prevents cells
from leaving the system in the direction normal to the
boundaries. Consistent with previous studies on non-
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interacting Active Brownian Particles (ABPs) [53], we
observe localization of cells at the boundaries, with the
associated number densities at the boundaries (Nbound)
increasing with the Péclet number (Pe). To rationalize
this, we note that increasing Péclet number is equivalent
to faster cell migration speed and more persistent motion
(Fig. 2 (c), (d)). Cells are able to translate over longer
distances due to decreased effects of diffusion. Once the
cells reach the boundaries however, they tend to remain
there since they are oriented towards the wall, until reori-
entation is caused by rotational diffusion over the charac-
teristic timescale ∼ D−1

R . Upon reorientation, the cell’s
orientation given by the polarization vector’s angle θ is
pointed away from the boundary, and its self-propulsion
enables escape and movement into the bulk. Increasing
cell Péclet number decreases the time spent between the
confining boundaries which in turn increases their prob-
ability to be at the boundary.

Such localization at the boundary, while well-known
for microswimmers as previously described and also for
synthetic active particles, is yet to be demonstrated for
crawling animal cells. We propose that this effect may
be detected by tracking spatial probability of cells in a
dilute cell culture experiment where confinement is cre-
ated by micro-patterning the underlying elastic substrate
into two discrete regions, only one of which favors adhe-
sion. The interface between these two regions will act
as a confining boundary that restricts cell migration into
the unfavorable region where cells cannot adhere. Hence-
forth in this work, we term this increased localization of
cells at the confining boundary by purely kinetic means,
motility-induced accumulation (MIA).

The probability of a cell being at the boundary is
strongly modulated by the nature of elastic interactions
in our model. Specifically, the sign of elastic interac-
tion depends on the type of boundary condition, clamped
(i.e. “zero displacement”) or free (i.e., “zero stress”). For
stress-free boundary conditions representing an interface
with a softer substrate, increasing repulsive forces act
on the cells as they approach the boundary. Therefore
in this case, cells are unable to reach the boundary and
remain a distance away from it, see Fig. 2(a). Further-
more, the torque from the elastic interaction induces cells
close to the boundary to align parallel to it, see inset to
Fig. 2. Increasing the interaction parameter A (here we
set B = A) increases the length of the region over which
the repulsive force acts and reduces the probability of a
cell being at the boundary. For A > 0 and low Pe, there
is no localization at the boundary, Fig. 2(c). Quantifying
this localization by a probability density of observing par-
ticles at the boundary we find from our simulations that
for each value of A, there exists a critical Péclet number
Pe∗f at which the localization probability, Pbound at the
boundary becomes non-zero. For A > 0, increasing the
Péclet number to values larger than Pe∗f , increases the
probability of the cells to localize at the boundary. When
Pe < Pe∗f , cells cannot reach the boundary resulting in
a void region evident in Fig. 2 (a). We find that Pe∗f in-

creases with the interaction parameter A. This increase
is expected to be linear from force balance.
The situation is quite different for cells interacting with

clamped boundaries. In this case, cell-boundary elas-
tic interactions are attractive and increasing A localizes
more cells at the boundary, Fig. 2(b). In addition, the
elastic torque from the boundary orients cells orthogonal
to the boundary, seen in Fig. 2(b) (inset). At low values
of A (for A < 2), we find that Pbound increases monotoni-
cally with Pe. This is a consequence of the enhanced flux
towards the boundary due to the higher speed (Pe), and
the attractive potential that traps the cells. For higher A
(A > 2), and at low Pe, cells are strongly localized at the
boundary with Pbound = 1 due to the strongly attractive
elastic force from the clamped boundary. For Pe ≥ 1, we
see a reduction in Pbound as escape from the boundary
is increasingly facilitated by the greater speed. The crit-
ical Péclet number Pe∗c at which the cells overcome the
attractive interaction with the clamped boundary and es-
cape into the bulk increases with A and is expected to be
linear from force balance. Eventually however as Pe ≫ 1,
the role of the elastic potential becomes subdominant to
the effects of increased motility, and particles are more
likely to be observed at the boundary than in the bulk.
In contrast, for a clamped elastic boundary, when the
strength of the elastic attraction A is sufficiently larger
than the persistent cell motility Pe, Pbound = 1 imply-
ing cells are strongly localized at the boundary. These
cells have a higher chance of crossing over to the stiffer
side. On the other hand, an elastic free boundary de-
creases Pbound thereby reducing the cells’ tendency to go
towards the softer substrate. Both these types of interac-
tions from clamped and free boundaries, while distinct,
promote durotaxis. On the other hand, higher cell migra-
tion speeds promote their motility-induced accumulation
at a confining boundary without discriminating between
stiffer and softer substrates.

B. Free elastic (repulsive) boundary induces
depletion

We have demonstrated that our simulated cells are re-
pelled by the free boundary due to the nature of the
elastic potential. We track the positions of all cells over
time and establish the closest distance from the bound-
ary accessed by each. We showed in Sec. IIA that the
repulsive force from the free boundary induces a effective
void region where cell do not penetrate, see Fig. 2(a). To
characterize this void region systematically, we plot the
statistically attained (time averaged and ensemble aver-
aged for all cells ) probability distribution function ρ(x)
as a function of x (the distance from the boundary) for
various values of A and Pe. To obtain ρ(x), we simply
record the positions of the cells after sufficient time re-
quired to reach steady state has elapsed. The length of
the void region ℓvoid is evaluated through these distribu-
tions, and is measured as the minimum distance at which
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FIG. 3. Depletion region near a free boundary, and its dependence on motility and elastic strength interaction
parameters. (a) The probability distribution ρ(x) of a particle is plotted as a function of closest distance x from the boundary
for A = 20 with Pe = 0.5, 1, 2, 5, 10. Increasing Pe leads to a reduction in the length of the void region. (b) The void length

scales as A1/4, and Pe−1/4 (for constant A) as predicted from force balance,see Eq. (5). Inset shows the collapse of the ℓvoid+1

vs (A/Pe)1/4 for Pe = 0.5, 1, 2, 5, 10.

the spatial density attains a non-zero value. For fixed val-
ues of A (for instance, A=20 in Fig. 3 - (a)), we find that
increasing Pe decreases the length of the void region. In
general, increasing A increases ℓvoid while increasing Pe
decreases it.

We estimate ℓvoid for Pe from 0.1 to 10 and for A = B
from 0.002 to 20 to discern trends from physical scaling.
Consider the balance of forces acting on a cell located
at x = ℓvoid. Balancing the self-propulsion (∼ Pe) and
elastic interaction forces (∼ A/(x/σ+1)4) that move the
cell, we obtain (see also Eq. (B1)),

(ℓvoid/σ) + 1 ∼ (A/Pe)
1
4 . (5)

Indeed, void lengths extracted from simulated probability
distributions confirm this theoretically predicted scaling
in Fig. 3(b). Experimentally, the presence of a void re-
gion may be detected by culturing and tracking cells on
a stiff adhesive region of an elastic substrate, adjoining a
very soft, non-adhesive region that acts as a free bound-
ary. Our model predicts low probability of finding cells
in a void region.

C. Clamped (attractive) boundary: trapping and
motility-assisted escape (Pe > A) by reorientation

The clamped boundary condition corresponds to the
cell being on the softer substrate in our model. It fa-
cilitates durotaxis by inducing an attractive force and
aligning torque on the cellular force dipole. However,
cells have a finite probability to escape from this attrac-
tive confinement at the boundary, by reorienting through

random internal fluctuations in cell polarity, and migrat-
ing away, provided that Pe ≳ A. When A ≥ 1 and
Pe ∼ 1, cells tend to localize at the clamped boundary,
as seen in Figs. 2(b) and (d). On the other hand, a large
elastic torque, B ≥ 1, orients the direction of propulsion
directly towards or away from the boundary, as shown in
the schematic Fig. 4(a).

We now quantitatively investigate the rate at which
the cells trapped at the boundary flip their orientation
from pointing towards the boundary to pointing away
from the boundary. Such a calculation will help us esti-
mate the time scale over which escape of trapped cells is
possible. Since reorientation dynamics is dominated by
the boundary-induced elastic torque, we focus on B as
our parameter of interest in this subsection. Since escape
after rotation diffusion-enabled reorientation is possible
through persistent motility alone when Pe > A, we con-
tinue to keep the translational diffusion parameter D = 0
in this section.

As depicted in Fig. 4(a), cells can reside in one of two
possible states given by the minima of the potential well
U(x = xb, θ). It can switch randomly from one state to
the other. Flips are defined as these large reorientation
events when θ changes from π to 0 or vice versa. To
estimate the frequency of flips, we track the change in
orientation of cells localized at the boundary, given by
the angle θ, see Fig. 1(c). Thus, flips result in change
in sign of cos θ , seen in Fig. 4(a). A typical simulation
trajectory in Fig. 4(b) shows that flipping occurs multiple
times during a given simulation run, even at high values
of B. We measure this effect as a flipping time τflip for
a cell, which is the residence time of the cell in either
state. Following the orientation of a single cell over the
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FIG. 4. Cell reorientation (flip) kinetics at clamped (attractive) boundary quantified by barrier crossing theory.
(a) For a clamped boundary, and at very high values of A and B, cells localize at the boundary even at high values of Pe,
and are oriented perpendicular to the boundary. (b) Rotational diffusion enables the cell to transition from the parallel to the
anti-parallel configuration. These random flips are recorded for a cell stuck at the boundary for A = B = 20. (c) The average
frequency of these flips is observed as a function of B. The flipping time follows Kramer’s theory of barrier crossing and is
given by Eq. (6).

time it is trapped at the boundary provides a distribution
of flipping times. Here we specifically calculate the mean
flipping time τflip for all cells for B ranging from 4 to 45
with A set to equal B. The results in Fig. 4(c) show that

τflip increases with B. The dependence of τflip with B
may be analytically determined from Kramer’s theory of
barrier crossing [70] and has the form,

τflip =
2π

µR

√
U ′′(0)|U ′′(π/2)|

exp

(
µR

U(π/2)− U(0)

DR

)
∼ 1

B
exp

(
−B

(bcν + ccν)

864π

)
. (6)

where we used the form of the elastic potential U(x, θ)
given in Eq. 3. Note that since our simulation is for
cells trapped at the boundary that are free to change
orientation, the potential U(x, θ) is evaluated at a fixed
value of x = σ/2. The theoretically predicted flipping
times from Eq. 6 (dashed line) closely agree with the
simulation data in Fig. 4(c).

In the limit of very large B, cells at the boundary
are always oriented orthogonal to the boundary, either
oriented away or towards it, as seen in the schematic
Fig. 4(a). For low values of B however, cells may adopt
other orientations. To study this, we calculate in Fig. 5
the orientational probability density ρbound(θ) of the
cells at the boundary for B(= A) equal to 0.2 and 2.
At A = B = 0.2, Fig. 5(a), both force and torque from

the elastic interactions with the boundary are low. Cells
pointing away from the boundary with cos θ > 0 are
no longer strongly attracted by the boundary and may
escape by self-propulsion. The angle at which these
cells lose contact with the boundary, defined here as
θesc, is then the minimum angle at which ρbound(θ) just
becomes non-zero. In the case of B = A = 0.2, this
escape angle is close to, but smaller than π/2. Increasing
Pe increases the θesc slightly towards π/2, as shown in
the inset to Fig. 5(a).

The orientational probability density ρbound(θ) is con-
trolled by the elastic torque which induces cell alignment
orthogonal to the boundary. For moderate values of B,
such as when B = A = 2, we observe three distinct
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FIG. 5. Orientational probability profiles of cells at clamped boundary provides bounds for escape. The angular
probability distribution at the boundary ρbound(θ) is plotted for A = 0.2 and A = 2. Here we set B = A in both cases. (a) For
A = 0.2, cells are weakly attracted by the boundary and since B = 0.2, the torque due to elastic interaction is low. Under these
conditions ρbound(θ) > 0 when cells are oriented towards the boundary. Increasing the Pe increases the angle through which
the cell can escape from the boundary (inset (a)). θesc is observed to be 77.40, 810 and 84.60 for Pe = 1, 2 and 10 respectively.
(b) When A = B = 2, we identify 3 distinct regimes that are Pe dependent. For Pe = 1, the cells are stuck to the boundary
but free to reorient due to rotational diffusion, preferentially orthogonal to the boundary. At Pe = 10 the cells can escape the
boundary forces when the cell is oriented away from the boundary. At Pe = 2, the cells are only able to escape when their
orientation lies in the angular pocket between θ = 0 and π/2, denoted by dotted lines at θ1 = 30.70 and θ2 = 55.80.

regimes separated by two transition Péclet numbers, Pe1
and Pe2, as seen in Fig. 5(b). For low values of Pe ≤ Pe1,
the elastic attractive force from the boundary, given by
A, is strong enough to prevent cell escape, even when the
cell is oriented away from the boundary. At high Péclet
number, Pe > Pe2, cells are able to escape the bound-
ary interactions provided the orientation angle θ < θesc,
where 0 < θesc < π/2. As Pe increases from 2 to 10,
we see that the angular pocket (or the range in angular
coordinates) required for escape, increases.

In these simulations without translational diffusion
(D = 0), a cell can escape from the boundary only if the
attractive force from the boundary is overcome by the
normal component of its self-propulsive force. In the in-
termediate motility regime corresponding to Pe1 < Pe <
Pe2, cells may escape only when their orientation lies be-
tween θ1 and θ2 (here, 0 ≤ θ1 ≤ θ ≤ θ2 < π/2). The
transition Péclet numbers Pe1 and Pe2 are determined
by balancing the x-component of the self-propulsive force
(that is proportional to Pe) with the elastic force at
the boundary. Evaluated at the boundary position,
x = xb = σ/2, this force balance takes the form

Pe cos θ =
3A

(xb/σ + 1)
4 f̃ν(θ) (7)

where f̃ν(θ) is the rescaled form of fν(θ) in Eq. 3, defined

as f̃ν(θ) ≡ 50
256πfν(θ), such that f̃ν(θ) ∼ 1. The values

of Pe1 and Pe2 are then evaluated using the orientation
probability distributions (see Appendix D). From these,

the region of escape in θ can be readily identified. When
A = 2, we find Pe1 = 1.82 and Pe2 = 2.14, respectively.
When A = 0.2, we estimate Pe1 and Pe2 to be 0.182 and
0.214 respectively. These values explain our simulation
results in Figs. 5. In Fig. 5a, for B = A = 0.2, all the
three curves shown correspond to Pe > Pe2, and can
escape only below θ < θesc. In Fig. 5b, for B = A = 2,
all the three regimes discussed above are visible.

If the elastic force from the boundary is very strong,
i.e., A ≫ Pe the cells cannot escape the influence of the
boundary and will eventually show durotaxis. Since cell
migration is stochastic and not deterministic, they can
sometimes go opposite to the durotactic direction. This
is possible in our model through an escape from the elas-
tic attraction. This is likelier when the gradient in sub-
strate stiffness is small, such that the boundary attractive
force and the cell’s active propulsive force are compara-
ble. The rotational diffusion in our model corresponds to
random protrusions and internal chemical signaling that
can reverse the polarization of the cells, while the propul-
sion drives them away from the boundary. Our predic-
tions for the orientational distribution and dependence
of reorientation (flipping) timescales may be checked in
experiment by tracking the orientation and polarization
(i.e. the direction of migration) of cells cultured on elas-
tic substrates. How these quantities depend on on A and
Pe may be checked by performing experiments on sub-
strates of varying stiffness and quantifying cell traction
(related to A) and migration speed (related to Pe).
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D. Clamped (attractive) elastic boundary: escape
facilitated by random translational protrusions

(Pe < A)

In the previous section, we derived conditions for the
motility-enabled escape after re-orientation of a cell away
from the clamped boundary at which it was trapped. Our
analysis of flipping dynamics and analytical prediction of
the relevant time scale allows us to predict the first part
of the overall escape process - i.e., the cell switching to
a configuration favourable for escape, and concomitant
conditions on Pe for cells to leave the boundary.

Now, we consider the situation where random pro-
trusions enable translational motion of the cell away
from the attractive clamped boundary. Such protrusions,
when large and frequent, lead to random movements of
the cell center of mass, that has to be taken into account
through non-zero values of the translational diffusion co-
efficient, which we now set D = DT /DR = 1. We extend
our analysis and derive analytical expressions for the time
required for cells to escape from the boundary to a di-
mensionless length-scale Lesc ≫ 1. This corresponds to
a distance far enough from the potential well at x = 0,
where the torque and force arising from boundary inter-
actions are negligible relative to random noise.

To aid the analytical derivation of the escape time from
barrier crossing theory and enable comparison with our
simulation results, we initialize our cells at a position cor-
responding to the local minimum in a potential V satis-
fying the constraints ∂V/∂x = 0 and ∂2V/∂x2 > 0 at
x = 0. This is done by modifying the functional form
of the elastic potential while taking care to not change
the long range behavior at x ≫ 1 (see Fig. 6-a). This
modified potential has a local minimum at the boundary
as required for fidelity and consistency:

V (x, θ) = − A

((x/σ)2 + 1)3/2
f̃ν(θ). (8)

When x/σ ∼ Lesc, the magnitude of the potential is sig-
nificantly lower than at the boundary. This furnishes
the constraint that needs to be satisfied for escape,
A/L3

esc ≪ 1 (Fig. 6-a, b). Thus complete escape from
the boundary is achieved if a cell starting at the bound-
ary is able to leave the region x/σ < Lesc (Fig. 6-b).

The potential in Eq. (8) is used to obtain asymptotic
estimates of the escape time, and also to investigate es-
cape dynamics in our simulations. To allow for accurate
statistics, we tracked N = 104 cells in this potential for
various values of Pe, A, and B. The position and orien-
tation were tracked for cells initialized at the boundary
(x = σ/2) until they crossed x/σ = Lesc for the first
time. This data was used to relate the probability of es-
cape and the average time of escape τesc, to interaction
parameters A and B, and to the motility parameter Pe.
As a prelude to developing a theoretical expression for

active barrier crossing in a 2D potential, we first evalu-
ate the mean escape time τesc for cells without persistent
motility (Pe = 0), that is when cell dynamics correspond

to thermally diffusive particles. We further reduce the
dimensionality of the problem by considering a poten-
tial that is independent of the orientation of cells, thus
fixing the angular factor f̃ν(θ) to be a constant. This
corresponds to a particle either maintaining a constant
orientation θ, or exploring all angles equally such that
the angular factor averages out to unity. This reformu-
lated problem is equivalent to a 1D escape problem of
a diffusing particle in an external potential, here arising
from cell-boundary elastic interaction. Adapting previ-
ous work on Kramer’s theory applied to a particle in a
generalized Lennard-Jones potential [71] to our modified
potential, we find that the average escape time increases
exponentially with the interaction parameter A, as seen
in Fig. 6-(c). Here, the theoretical curve is calculated
from the expression for escape time given by,

τ1Desc ≃ 1

DR

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
eAf̃ν(θ) for

A

L3
esc

≪ 1, (9)

where the calculation is detailed in Appendix E. As
shown in Eq. (E18), the pre-factor of the rate of bar-
rier crossing in this long-range power law potential differs
from the classical Kramer’s theory. In our simulations,
we choose Lesc = 6 such that A/L3

esc ranges from 0.005
to 0.055, thus ensuring the validity of the approximation,
A ≪ L3

esc, required to obtain the asymptotic expression
for mean escape time. The simulation results are consis-
tent with theoretical predictions for all values of A ≥ 3
reported in Fig. 6(c). The average escape time, τesc is
seen to increase exponentially with interaction parame-
ter A.
Starting from the orientation-independent asymptotic

calculation for τesc, we next proceed to incorporate the
orientation dependence of the potential U , while still
keeping Pe = 0. The escape problem is now two-
dimensional, being in x-θ space, and the dynamics of
cell reorientation affects the trajectories and probabil-
ity of escape. In Fig. 6(d), we compare the simula-
tion results of mean escape time τesc with the theo-
retical bounds corresponding to escape along the direc-
tion of least resistance (light blue, Eq. (9) correspond-

ing to f̃ν(θ = π/2) = 0.53), escape along direction of
maximum resistance (brown, Eq. (9) ) corresponding to

f̃ν(θ = 0) = f̃ν(θ = π) = 1.8 and the effectively 1D
result (purple, Eq. (9) corresponding to averaging out

the angular degree of freedom, f̃ν(θ) = 1). Note that
the force resisting escape corresponds to the attractive
elastic force generated by the clamped boundary, which
scales with the angular factor, f̃ν(θ). The elastic force
and torque parameters, A and B, are chosen from repre-
sentative values in the range A = 1− 12, and B = 0.1, 2
respectively.

The two representative values of B are chosen to high-
light different regimes of orientation fluctuations during
escape. In the low torque regime represented by B = 0.1,
cells can freely reorient due to rotational diffusion and
tend to escape first along the angle that results in least
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FIG. 6. Diffusive escape from clamped boundary is governed by modified Kramers’ theory. (a) The angle-
averaged original potential (black, dashed),given by Eq. (3), is modified to a form (orange, solid), given by Eq. (8), that
introduces an analytical minimum at the boundary (x = 0), thus making the potential amenable to analysis in terms of barrier
crossing theory. The potential at the boundary is equal for both cases, and importantly the long range asymptotic form is the
same for both. (b) cells are initialized at the boundary (x = 0) at time T = 0 with random orientations. Trajectories are then
followed, until the cell reaches a position x/σ = Lesc, upon which it is assumed to have escaped. The escape time T = Tesc is
calculated for each cell trajectory when they cross the escape length for the first time. In the simulations we choose Lesc = 6.
A distribution of first passage times is obtained from which the average escape time τesc = ⟨Tesc⟩ is calculated. (c) Average
(mean) escape time is plotted for a simplified 1D potential which is orientation angle independent. We observe that the results

follow a modified version of Kramer’s theory given by Eq. (9) for f̃ν(θ) = 1. (d) τesc for the 2D potential with both spatial
and orientation dependence is plotted vs A at B = 0.1 and 2. The dashed lines represent the analytical escape times (purple,

for f̃ν(θ) = 1), escape along the direction of least resistance (light blue, escape along θ = π/2) and escape along the direction
of maximum resistance (brown, escape along θ = 0 or π). At B = 0.1, torque is low and rotational diffusion aligns the cells in
random directions but cells also prefer to escape along the direction of least resistance. At B = 2, the escape time of cells is
shifted towards escape along maximum resistance.

resistive force from the boundary. However, constant
fluctuations in their orientation cause them to deviate
from this path. This leads to a higher τesc than the the-
oretical prediction for the minimum resistance direction
(θ = π/2, light blue curve) in Fig. 6(d). However, the
τesc values remain below that given by the average of all
orientations (brown). In the high torque regime, B = 2,
cells get aligned orthogonal to the boundary (θ = 0 or
π/2 ) when they are close to it. They thus experience
a stronger attractive force from the boundary, and have
higher τesc values, than in the low B case. We do not

report the cases when both A and B are high, because
the mean escape times become too long to observe in our
simulation time scale.
Motivated by the theoretical analysis for the 1D or

angle-independent case, we now account for this effect of
orientation fluctuations by assuming the Ansatz,

τ2Desc ≃ 1

DR
m(B)

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
eAf∗(B), (10)

and estimating the functions m(B) and f∗(B) by fitting
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FIG. 7. Self propulsion-assisted escape from the attractive clamped boundary (at fixed B = 0.1). (a) The
normalized mean escape time τescDR in simulation for varying Pe (shown by markers) follows the modified exponential relations
in Eq. (13) with increasing A (shown by dashed lines) by only fitting pre-factor m(Pe) at the given range of values of Pe =
0.1 − 0.5. Here, we assume the coupling between position and orientation results in an effective value of f∗ = 0.651, which is
determined from fitting values for 2D passive particles at the given value of B = 0.1. The function m is linear in the Péclet
number and is found to be m(Pe) = 4.13− 3.17Pe. (b) Simulation results of the mean escape time (shown by markers) τescDR

for A = 4, 6, 8, 10 also follows the theoretical Ansatz, Eq. (13) (dashed lines) with Pe based on the fitting pre-factor m(Pe).

to simulation data. Here, we interpret f∗(B) as a func-
tion of an effective weighted mean of the angle of es-
cape of the cells, which corrects the deviation from the
ideal 1D escape result. Thus, the function f∗(B) quan-
tifies the effect of coupling between the positional and
orientational degrees of freedom on the effective energy
landscape. The parameter m(B) explicitly corrects for
orientational effects on the frequency of possible escape
trajectories, and thus on the escape time. By definition,
for passive particles in 1D, f∗ = 1. The function m(B)
satisfies m = 1 for the passive 1D case, and deviates
from this value when B > 0. Qualitatively, introduc-
ing the pre-factor m(B) allows us to treat the full 2D
escape problem as an appropriately averaged 1D escape
problem.

Intuitively, we expect that self-propulsion helps parti-
cles escape from a confining potential. Thus our expec-
tation is that τesc is reduced for Pe > 0 in comparison to
Pe = 0, as confirmed by the simulation results in Fig. 7.
The effective potential barrier that the cell has to escape,

modified now by its self propulsion velocity, can be writ-
ten as [72]

ϕ =
Af∗

(C1
2 + 1)3/2

− Af∗

(C2
2 + 1)3/2

− Pe (C2 − C1) . (11)

Here C1 and C2 are the positions where the active self-
propulsive force of the cell is equal to the attractive force
from the boundary elastic potential (derivation and de-
tails in Appendix E). For the case at hand, this force bal-
ance provides a relationship between the constants (C1

and C2) and parameters Pe, A, and B,

(
x̃2 + 1

) 5
2

x̃
|C2,C1 = 3

Af∗

Pe
(12)

which we solve for x̃ to determine C1 and C2 (see Ap-
pendix E-3). The final expression for the mean escape
time of a self-propelling cell for the full potential is

τesc ≃
1

DR

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
m(B,Pe) exp

(
Af∗

(
1

(C2
1 + 1)3/2

− 1

(C2
2 + 1)3/2

)
− Pe (C2 − C1)

)
. (13)

We observe that the function m(B,Pe) changes with ac-
tivity (via Pe), and the elastic potential (via B), see
Eq. (10). An estimate for m(B) obtained by comparing

the theoretical prediction with the simulation results is
provided in the Appendix E. We simulate and observe
the effect of Pe on τesc, for B = 0.1 and A ranging from
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1−12. We show that the escape time τesc increases expo-
nentially with A (Fig. 7-a), and decreases exponentially
with Pe (Fig. 7-b). Thus, in this A ≫ Pe regime, where
escape from the large elastic attractive potential is fa-
cilitated by translational random movements, increasing
persistent motility is expected to reduce the extent of
durotaxis.

E. Comparison with experiment and predicted
durotactic phase diagram

Thus far, we have shown that elastic interactions pro-
mote accumulation and trapping at the clamped bound-
ary, thus facilitating durotaxis. On the other hand, cell
motility enables escape from the boundary, thus counter-
acting durotaxis. We now quantify the extent of duro-
taxis in terms of some possible definitions of tactic index
used in prior work. Based on our theory and simula-
tions, we predict how the extent of durotaxis varies with
the two main control parameters in our model: the elas-
tic cell-boundary interactions, A = B, and persistent cell
motility, Pe. We focus on the case of a clamped bound-
ary relevant for the cell located on the softer part of the
substrate.

The elastic interaction parameter in our model, A ∼
P 2/E, can be tuned by varying substrate stiffness, E.
For a cell with fixed contractility P , the elastic inter-
action scales inversely with E, thus predicting a reduc-
tion in durotaxis with increasing substrate stiffness. We
first compare our predictions with DuChez et al. [23],
where the authors observed durotaxis of migrating U-
87 glioblastoma cells up a stiffness gradient on polyacry-
lamide substrates. They quantified the extent of duro-
taxis as a forward migration index (FMI), defined as the
ratio of the displacement of a cell up the stiffness gradient
to its total path length. In our simulation setup, this cor-
responds to −∆x/lp, that is, the ratio of displacement of
the cell towards the clamped boundary to the total path
length traversed along its trajectory. The substrate in
the experiment comprised of three, connected, 250 µm-
wide regions, labelled soft, medium, and stiff, with aver-
age Young’s moduli (E) of 5 kPa, 10 kPa and 15 kPa,
respectively. Thus, this work allows us to map the de-
pendence of a tactic index on A and Pe, thereby enabling
direct comparison with our model predictions.

Using typical values for cell diameter, σ ∼ 20 µm, and
traction forces ∼ 2.5 nN [73], we estimate the elastic
interaction parameter A = B to be 5, 2.5, and 1.7, cor-
responding to the three average substrate stiffness values
in the experiment. We estimate Pe ∼ 0.1 for cells in all
these regions, based on their measured migration speed,
v0 ≈ 0.4 µm/hr,

and persistence time, D−1
R ≈ 0.1hr. The results from

the simulation are plotted along with experimental data
in Fig. 8(a). We find that the three data points for FMI
from the experiment agree closely with those obtained
from simulations for corresponding estimated A = B val-

ues. Overall, this demonstrates that durotaxis increases
when the cell is initially on softer substrates.
To classify our simulated results into qualitatively dif-

ferent regimes, we define tactic indices that predict the
dependence of durotaxis on two key model parameters.
These are A (here we have chosen B = A) which rep-
resents the elastic cell-boundary interactions that drive
durotaxis, and the persistent cell motility represented by
Pe. Higher values of Pe induce accumulation of cells
at a confining boundary but also facilitate escape from
“durotactic trapping” induced by the elastic potential.
Thus, in our model setup, accumulation does not im-
ply durotaxis. To distinguish accumulation from duro-
taxis, we separately define and calculate a durotactic
index (DI) and an accumulation index (AI). We define
these two quantities based on the steady state distri-
bution of the simulated cells, specifically the previously
defined Nbound, which represents the number of occur-
rences of a cell at the boundary. To define DI, we need
to consider the accumulation driven by elastic interac-
tions alone. We thus compare Nbound at the same Pe for
A ̸= 0 and A = 0, and define DI as,

DI =
Nbound(A,Pe)−Nbound(A = 0, P e)

Nbound(A,Pe) +Nbound(A = 0, P e)
; (14)

which allows us to subtract out the effect of motility-
induced accumulation from the net accumulation. This
may be visualized by considering a hypothetical simu-
lation setup where say the left confining boundary has
clamped elastic condition corresponding to A ̸= 0, while
the right confining boundary has no elastic interactions,
A = 0. This is represented in Fig. 13 in the Appendix,
Section E. The difference in the number of accumulated
cells on the left (expected to be more because of the elas-
tic attraction) and the right at steady state is then our
chosen measure of durotaxis. This is analogous to the
definition of DI used in previous works [28, 30], where DI
was taken to be the normalized difference in the number
of steps Nf in a cell trajectory in the “forward” direction
- that is, the direction up a stiffness gradient, and the
number of steps Nr in the “reverse” (down the stiffness
gradient) direction, (Nf −Nr)/(Nf +Nr).
We observe that the DI metric clearly corresponds to

the escape time trends as shown in (Fig. 7). We expect
cells to be more durotactic when escape time is longer,
which corresponds to higher A and lower Pe. This is
indeed borne out by the correlation between the values of
DI and mean escape time (τesc) measured in simulation,
and shown in Fig. 8b. Each data point corresponds to the
same values of A, Pe and B = 0.1. We thus show that the
mean escape time from a confining boundary, which we
can analytically calculate in the Pe < A regime, is indeed
a metric and predictor for the extent of durotaxis.
Next, we synthesize all simulation results for the

clamped boundary case and organize them into a phase
diagram. In the simulated A − Pe phase diagram in
Fig. 8c, we classify the region corresponding to DI above
a critical value (DI ≥ 0.4) to be “durotactic”. This choice
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FIG. 8. Comparison of cell migration index with experiment and a predicted durotactic phase diagram. (a)
The forward migration index defined as the ratio of cell displacement towards the boundary and its total path length, FMI =
−∆x/lp, is calculated from simulations at Pe = 0.1. Simulation results (blue diamonds) compare well with experimental data
(orange circles) obtained by DuChez et al. for U-87 gliblastoma cells on a gradient of elastic substrate stiffness 2− 18 kPa.[23]
The substrate had three different stiffness regions with effective Young’s modulus of 5 kPa(soft), 10 kPa(medium) and 15 kPa
(stiff). (b) Cells are more likely to show durotaxis if they have higher escape time. For given Pe and B, increasing A increases
mean escape time, corresponding to Fig. (7), as well as DI. On the other hand, increasing Pe reduces both mean escape time
and DI. (c) We obtain a predicted phase diagram by classifying the simulation data points into three distinct regions. The
durotactic region (green) corresponds to simulated cells (green pentagrams) with a durotactic index (DI, defined in Eq. (14))
greater than a threshold value DI> 0.4, which corresponds to A = 1 at Pe = 0. The Pe = A line separates the durotactic
region into the diffusion-dominated regime (DT1) and motility-dominated regime (DT2). The cells outside the durotactic region
(DI< 0.4) are classified as adurotactic, AD1 (purple), or adurotactic with motility induced accumulation, AD2(MIA) (orange),
depending on the accumulation of the cells at the boundary which is measured by accumulation index AI, defined in Eq. (F1).
Simulation points obtained for AD1 and AD2(MIA) regions are shown by triangles and circles respectively. Experimental data
points observed by DuChez et al. ([23]) which are estimated to lie on the line Pe = 0.1 are in the durotactic region (DT1) and
represented by big pentagrams.

corresponds to the calculated value of DI at Pe = 0,
A = 1, since for A ≥ 1 at Pe = 0, we expect elastic at-
traction to dominate over diffusion (random cell motion).
The phase boundaries are constructed by interpolating
smoothly through 200 simulation data points (A = 0 to
10 and Pe = 0 to 10). The durotactic region can be
further separated into two regimes by the line Pe = A.
The Pe < A region corresponds to a diffusion-dominated
regime (DT1), where escape from the attractive bound-
ary is facilitated by protrusion-facilitated random mo-
tion, corresponding to the analysis in Section D. The
motility-dominated regime (DT2) occurs when Pe > A,
and in this case escape from the attractive boundary is
driven by persistent motility, without requiring any ran-

dom translational motion, corresponding to the analy-
sis in Section C. Thus, in each case, it is the random
or persistent motility, given by D and Pe respectively,
which primarily competes with elastic interactions to re-
duce durotaxis.

For A < 1 or at high motility relative to elastic interac-
tions Pe ≥ 5A, the cells do not show sufficient durotaxis.
These cells yield DI < 0.4, and are not considered to be in
the DT regime. They can still accumulate at the bound-
ary if the motility is high enough. We denote this lat-
ter regime “motility induced accumulation” (AD2-MIA),
and distinguish it from the adurotactic (AD1) region
without accumulation, using an accumulation index (AI)
defined in Eq. F1, in a complementary manner to the DI.
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The definition of AI is motivated by the form of the sim-
ulation setup used to define the DI, where the left (right)
confining boundaries correspond to A ̸= 0 and A = 0
respectively, for a given Pe, (Appendix, Fig. 13). It ex-
tracts the amount of accumulation due to motility (Pe)
alone by removing the effect of accumulation due to elas-
tic interactions. At A = 0, we consider the value of AI
at Pe = 5 to be the cut-off value (AI = 0.15) to separate
regions AD1 and AD2(MIA). AI > 0.15 corresponds to
MIA while AI < 0.15 corresponds to AD1. All three dat-
apoints from the DuChez et al. experiment [23] shown
in Fig. 8a lie in the DI region of the phase diagram and
are indicated by large stars Fig. 8b.

The main prediction of our simulation phase diagram is
that durotaxis occurs when the strength of cell-boundary
elastic interactions are large enough compared to ran-
dom or persistent cell motility. This is realized when
A > Ac, where the threshold value Ac = 1 at Pe = 0,
and decreases with Pe. A higher A can result from in-
creased cell contractility, reduced substrate stiffness and
less random cell movement. A higher persistent motility
Pe helps the cell escape the boundary interaction and
reduces durotaxis. While the predicted dependence on
substrate stiffness is borne out by the data from Ref. 23,
the dependence on migration speed (Pe) is yet to be sys-
tematically tested in experiments, possibly because of the
low value Pe < 1 in many durotaxis experiments.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we realize a statistical physical model for
cell durotaxis by combining an elastic dipole model for an
adherent cell with a phenomelogical model for persistent
cell motility. We use this model to simulate cell dynam-
ics during durotaxis at an elastic interface. The elastic
dipole model for cell traction was invoked by Bischofs et
al. [35, 36] to rationalize experimental observations of
Lo et al. [17] that a fibroblast that is initially on the
stiffer (softer) region, changes its orientation and aligns
parallel (perpendicular) to the interface. The model as
proposed was static and did not include the effect of cell
motility (self-propulsion), which we now include. Our
predictions for the reorientation (flipping) time given in
Eq. (6), mean escape time from the attractive boundary
in the presence of diffusion and self-propulsion, given by
Eq. (13), and cell migration index values (Fig. 8) may be
used to infer how durotaxis depends on cell traction force
(via A, and B), substrate stiffness values (also via A and
B), and motility (via Pe). In this model setup, the accu-
mulation of cells at the clamped (attractive) boundary fa-
cilitates durotaxis, since these cells can then cross over to
the stiffer side. On the other hand, the motility-assisted
escape from this boundary reduces durotaxis, since the
cell can reorient and make its way back to the softer side.

Taken together, our theory and simulations indicate
that the escape time τesc depends on both cell-substrate
elastic interaction and on motility, but in competing fash-

ion. Consider a motile cell with Pe > 0 that is initially
oriented towards the stiffer side and at the interface. A
“successful” durotaxis step would be the cell moving over
to the stiffer side before it can reorient towards the softer
side while at the interface, and migrate away. Our pre-
diction that the escape time increases exponentially with
the strength of cell-substrate elastic interaction, implies
that the tendency for durotaxis increases as well. On the
other hand, the cell’s motility enables its escape from
the minimum of the elastic potential well arising from
cell-substrate interactions and reduces the tendency to
stay trapped at the attractive boundary. When diffu-
sivity and elasticity parameters are held constant, our
analysis predicts an exponential suppression of escape
time with increasing Pe. Thus the extent of durotaxis
may decrease substantially at larger values of the mi-
gration speed and persistence time. Our analysis of
the escape time also suggests a dimensionless parame-
ter that may be used to investigate cells moving up a
smooth stiffness gradient. In the case of a gradient in
the x direction, a characteristic length scale λw given by
λ−1
w ∼ E−1(dE/dx) may be defined from the stiffness

field E(x). We interpret the continuous gradient as a se-
ries of potential wells, and use λw, as an estimate of the
well width. Thus locally, a cell may be treated as under-
going persistent (durotactic) migration provided there is
no significant reorientation and escape in the opposite
direction as it is traversing this width. This happens
provided λw/v0 ≪ D−1

R τesc(E), suggesting that the di-

mensionless parameter v0D
−1
R τescλ

−1
w may be a suitable

metric to quantify the durotactic efficiency. A direct test
of these predictions requires combined quantification of
the cell migration trajectories and cell traction forces in
the same experimental setup.

Based on our simulations, we predict a phase diagram
of cell durotactic behavior. We show that durotaxis is
enhanced when the cell-substrate elastic interactions are
large enough, and the cell is not too motile. Our re-
sults quantitatively explain the finding by DuChez et
al. [23] that the tactic index decreases with increasing
local substrate stiffness. Our results are also qualita-
tively supported by the recent observation of Yeoman
et al. [21] that weakly adherent breast cancer cells show
comparatively less durotaxis than their strongly adher-
ent counterparts. Weakly adherent cells are expected to
undergo rapid assembly/disassembly of focal adhesions
leading to faster motility as was indeed observed in the
study. Faster cells are expected to have higher Pe value
according to an established universal exponential corre-
lation between cell migration speed and persistence [74]
based on experimental data. The observation that breast
cancer cells are less durotactic is thus consistent with
our predictions in Fig. 8(b). Yeoman et al. also per-
formed traction force measurements and drug-treatment
assays that inhibit the actomyosin cytoskeletal activity,
but did not separately measure the effects of drug treat-
ment on cell motility and contractility. Further experi-
mental exploration using substrates of varying stiffness
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and adhesivity (e.g. by micropatterning) is needed to
make quantitative and conclusive comparisons with our
theoretical predictions for the dependence of escape time
and durotactic index on cell traction and migration ve-
locity. We also predict a motility-induced accumulation
regime where cells are expected to be preferentially lo-
cated near the confining boundary. While this has been
demonstrated for active synthetic particles and swim-
ming bacteria, this hitherto unexplored effect for crawling
cells requires experiments on micropatterned substrates
to confirm.

Recent observations of “negative durotaxis”, i.e., di-
rected migration from softer to stiffer substrates suggest
that cells do not always move up stiffness gradients, but
rather move towards an optimal substrate stiffness where
their contractility is maximal [26]. We note that the elas-
tic dipole model can give rise to such an optimal stiffness
when the mechanosensitivity of the cell to substrate prop-
erties is incorporated by including explicit feedback be-
tween cell traction force (the contractile dipole strength)
and substrate deformation [29]. This is motivated by ex-
periments that suggest that cells sense and adapt their
traction and effective force dipole moment to substrate
strain [75]. The inclusion of cell polarizability in the
elastic dipole model creates additional interaction terms
of the cell dipole with its image dipoles induced by the
confining boundary. These additional pairwise interac-
tion terms can be stronger and have the opposite sign
from the direct interactions [76]. This may result in the
clamped(free) boundary switching roles and being repul-
sive (attractive), which would drive negative durotaxis in
our model. This effect will be explored in future work. In
general, our work paves the way for exploring active cell
migration under confinement and various tactic stimuli
[77] that may be expressed as effective potentials.
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Model for substrate mediated
cell-interface interactions

Adherent cells exert dipolar contractile stresses on the
underlying elastic substrate; these are generated by ac-

tomyosin fibers (actin and myosin II complexes), usually
referred to as stress fibers, that generally connect the op-
posite sides of the cell and terminate at focal adhesions
(FAs) [13, 78, 79]. On a larger scale, the entire contractile
cell can be represented as a force dipole that deforms its
extracellular environment typically modeled as a linear
elastic continuum [12, 13]. The concept of force dipoles
has found wide-ranging applications in various biological
phenomena. [13, 29, 35, 36, 80–83].

Here, we use the force dipole concept and extend cur-
rent theory to the interactions of active, motile cells with
an underlying elastic substrate and constrained to remain
within a domain (with boundaries) using a combination
of simulations and analytical theory. In this minimal
model, the entire, polarized cell, is coarse-grained and ap-
proximated as a single, evolving force dipole that moves
on an elastic substrate, and is further subject to forces
generated due to its interaction with the substrate and
its boundaries. For the purposes of the analysis however,
we use the word active to specifically mean self-propelling
cells. Given the assumption of isotropic linear elasticity
of the extracellular material, and the strength and orien-
tation of the cell generated dipole, we can calculate stress
and strain fields by solving the elastic equations with ap-
propriate boundary conditions. These stress/strain fields
then affect the motion of the cell by allowing cells to
re-orient towards preferred alignments in order to opti-
mize the deformation energy generated by the dipole in
the substrate. Two canonical reference cases, namely 1)
free boundaries, where the normal traction vanishes at
the stiff-soft boundary (useful to analyze cells located on
stiffer side), and 2) clamped boundaries, where the dis-
placements vanish at the stiff-soft boundary (relevant to
cells initially located on softer side) are analyzed. Such
reduced descriptions are particularly appropriate when
the stiffness contrast is high. The corresponding elastic
boundary value problems with these limiting boundary
conditions can be solved using the method of images [36].

In general, the interaction energy of the adherent
cell (force dipole) with the surface [36] scales as U ∼
P 2fν(θ)/(Ex3), where fν is a function of substrate Pois-
son’s ratio ν, and the orientation of the cell relative to
boundaries. Here, the spatial and angular coordinates x
and θ are as defined in Fig. 11 -(c). The substrate medi-
ated elastic cell-boundary interaction can be modeled as
an effective potential U(x, θ) acting on the adherent cells
(generating a force dipole) thus,

U(x, θ) = −
(

P 2

256πE

)
fν(θ)

(x+ σ)
3 ,

fν(θ) = aν + bν cos
2 θ + cν cos

4 θ,

with P being the force dipole, E and ν being the Young’s
modulus and Poisson’s ratio of the substrate, respec-
tively. The parameters aν , bν , cν are different for free
and for clamped boundary conditions. These are, respec-
tively (with superscript f denoting free, and superscript
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c denoting clamped)

afν = − (1 + v)[5 + 2v(6v − 1)]

(1− v)
,

acν =
(1 + v)[15 + 32v(v − 1)]

(1− v)(3− 4v)

bfν = − (1 + v)[22 + 4v(2v − 9)]

(1− v)
,

bcν =
(1 + v)

(
34 + 32v2 − 72v

)]
(1− v)(3− 4v)

cfν = − (1 + v)
[
13(1− 2v) + 12v2

]
(1− v)

,

ccν =
(1 + v)(7− 8v)

(1− v)(3− 4v)

(A1)

Preferred cell orientations, as predicted by calculat-
ing configurations that minimize deformation energy,
are parallel/perpendicular to the boundary line for
free/clamped boundaries. Hypothesizing that this holds
even for motile cells, and accounting for the effects of
self-propulsion, we deduce that motile cells preferentially
move toward a clamped boundary, but tend to migrate
away from a free boundary.

In addition to elastic effects, boundaries may physi-
cally constrain cells from crossing. This constraint is
implemented by explicit displacements of the cells, as
explained in the next section.

TABLE I. List of biophysical parameters.

Parameter Meaning Value(s)
σ Cell diameter 10− 100 µm
v0 Cell velocity 0− 80 µm hr−1

µT Translational Mobility 0.1 m2 min−1 pN−1

µR Rotational Mobility 25 µm2 min−1

Deff Rotational Diffusivity 0.01− 0.1 min−1

E Young’s modulus 0.5− 100 kPa
ν Poisson’s ratio 0.3
P Contractility 10−12 − 10−11 N ·m

Appendix B: Simulation model details

The position and orientation of the cells is governed by
over-damped Langevin equations. The simulation box
has a square geometry with lateral dimension L with
x representing the scaled distance measured normal to
the boundary (see Fig. 1). We perform the simulations
in dimensionless units. To do this, we choose 1/DR as
the characteristic time scale, and introduce dimension-
less time t∗ related to dimensional time t′ by t∗ ≡ t′DR.
The diameter of the cell σ is used to scale lengths, so
that the dimensionless positions (x∗, y∗) are related to
the dimensional ones (x′, y′) via x∗ ≡ x′/σ, y∗ ≡ y′/σ

and r∗ ≡ r′/σ. The equations when scaled assume the
form

dr∗

dt∗
= Pe p − 3A

(x∗ + 1)4
f̃ν(θ)x̂+

√
2Dη∗

T (B1)

dθ

dt∗
= − B

(x∗ + 1)3
∂f̃ν(θ)

∂θ
+

√
2η∗R (B2)

where A and B are the dimensionless interaction parame-
ters for force and torque respectively and Pe is the Péclet
number which determines the persistent motion of the
cells( Eq. 4)). D is the scaled coefficient of diffusion
(Eq. (4)) while η∗

T and η∗R are the scaled Gaussian white
noise for translation and rotation respectively. In our
simulations ν is fixed at 0.3 [17] and fν(θ) is scaled such

that f̃ν(θ) = (50/256π)fν(θ). Superscripts
∗ in Eqs. (B1)

and (B2) denote non-dimensional quantities. Henceforth,
we will drop this superscript for ease of use and thus in
the final equations simulated (x, y, t) are all dimension-
less.

Appendix C: Simulation methodology

Simulations are conducted, unless mentioned other-
wise, with N = 200 active Brownian particles (cells)
of diameter σ. In scaled units, the cells have diame-
ter of 1, and move within a square box of size L = 40.
Cells do not interact with each other. We choose the
origin and coordinate axes x and y so that the domain
is −L/2 ≤ x ≤ L/2 and −L/2 ≤ y ≤ L/2. Periodic
boundary conditions are imposed at the lower and upper
boundaries.
Lateral boundaries correspond to flat interfaces that

interact elastically with cells and also impose confine-
ment. We ignore deformations of the boundary so that
these interfaces are always parallel to the y-axis at x =
−L/2 and x = L/2. Confinement is directly imposed
by maintaining an exclusion region of σ/2 exists around
each interface; cells are thus prevented from partially
or fully penetrating the wall. We implement this con-
dition as follows. We make sure that if a particle makes
a virtual displacement where the center of the particle is
x + ∆x > L/2 − σ/2, it is brought back to a distance
L/2 − σ/2 and similarly to −L/2 + σ/2 on the other
confining boundary. The free and clamped boundary
conditions are associated with the confining boundaries
to ensure that the particles cannot cross the threshold
potential. The coordinate system shown in Fig. 1-(c),
demonstrates symmetry (in both the type of boundary
conditions, and potential field from the boundary) about
the origin x = 0, and reflection symmetry about the y
axis. Since x denotes the variable quantifying the nor-
mal distance measured from the edge of the boundary,
our simulation methodology implies that particles are ex-
cluded from occupying a region of width 1/2 (correspond-
ing to the radius of the cell σ/2 in dimensional units) at
the boundary (see Fig. 1-(c, f)).
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TABLE II. List of simulation parameters.

Parameter Meaning Definition Value(s)

A Cell-boundary force parameter µTP2

(EDT σ3)
0.1− 100

B Cell-boundary torque parameter µRP2

(EDRσ3)
0.1− 100

Pe Péclet Number v0
(σDR)

0− 10
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FIG. 9. The force from the boundary and active force orthogonal to the boundary both depend on the angle of orientation
with the boundary. We compare the forces at the boundary to graphically estimate the angle of escape of the particles. We
compare the force from the boundary (solid blue) at (a) A = 0.2 and (b) A = 2 with active forces perpendicular to the boundary
(dashed) at Pe = 1, 2, 10. The particle can escape at angles where the orthogonal component of the active force is greater
than the boundary interaction. (a) At A = 0.2, for all values of Pe, the particles can escape the boundary through any angle
θ such that cosθ > 0. Increasing Pe increases the angle of escape. (b) At A = 2 we observe 3 different behaviors. For Pe = 1
orthogonal component of active force is always less than the boundary force. At Pe = 10, the active force is higher than the
boundary force and intersect each other at 1 point. The active force is higher than the boundary force only inside angular
pockets for Pe = 2.

Dimensionless forms of the dynamical equations
Eq. B1-B2 are discretized and numerically solved us-
ing the explicit half-order Euler-Maruyama method [84].
We initialize 200 non-interacting particles uniformly dis-
tributed inside the simulation box and study its probabil-
ity distribution as function of distance from the bound-
ary. These particles interact with the elastic bound-
aries depending on the proximity and orientation with
respect to the boundary. Simulating a large number of
non-interacting cells at the same time allows us to ob-
tain detailed statistics for single particle interaction with
the elastic boundary in a speedy and efficient manner.
The dimensionless time step is dt = 10−3 such that the
displacement in each time step is small (∼ 10−2σ or
smaller). We sample the data every 103 steps. When
the probability distribution does not change with time
(subject to a pre-specified precision), we consider that
statistical steady state has been reached. Steady state is
achieved at different times which depend on the param-
eters A, B and Pe. Steady state time under no force
or torque from the boundary can be estimated to be
∼ L2/Deff where Deff = v20/DR. In our initial simula-
tions, we set the scaled translational diffusion D = 0.

Thereafter, we study the distribution of particles as a
function of distance from the boundary by averaging over
all particles and time after steady state is achieved. We
count the number of particles at x = σ/2 to determine
the localization of particles at the boundary.

At steady state we look at the distribution of particles
throughout the domain from the left wall to the mid-
point of the domain, and also analyze the localization of
particles near the boundary (over a region ranging from
a cell diameter to a few cell diameters). This is done
by studying the time evolution of the effective number
of particles/cells a certain distance from the wall. If the
interface was a penetrable surface, higher localization at
the boundary would imply a higher probability of cells
and a larger current/flux crossing the interface. For a
free boundary, we study the effect of simulation parame-
ters on the void length and orientation dynamics of par-
ticles at the clamped boundary. Our simulations comple-
mented by a simple model for barrier crossing based on
Kramer’s theories allow us to identify conditions particles
can escape the influence of the boundary interactions.
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Appendix D: Determining escape conditions

Here we graphically explore the escape of particles
from the boundary at different different interaction pa-
rameters, A, and Péclet number, Pe. We further de-
termine the critical values Pe1(A) and Pe2(A) which
dictate the different regimes of particle localization at
the boundary. Particles remain trapped at the boundary
when Pe < Pe1. For Pe > Pe2, there exists a char-
acteristic angle θ, above which trapped particles can at-
tain a configuration favorable for escape from the bound-
ary. This critical angle, θesc depends on Pe (Fig. 5(a),
Fig. 9(a)). For Pe1 < Pe < Pe2 particles can only escape
the boundary when their orientation θ lie in the angular
region between θ1 and θ2 (Fig. 5(b)).
The particles can potential attain a configuration fa-

vorable for escape escape when the self-propulsion active
force of the particle has an orthogonal component suf-
ficient large to overcome the elastic attraction from the
boundary. For a particle/cell trapped at the boundary
x = xb = σ/2, a balance yields

Pe =
1

cos θ

3A

(x+ 1)
4 f̃ν(θ), f̃ν(θ) =

50

256π
fν(θ). (D1)

At Pe = Pe1, the tangent construction evaluating the
elastic force originating due to cell-boundary interactions
(see figure 9) provides Pe1,

Pe1 =
3A

(x+ 1)4
50

256π

(
2|bcν | cos θ + 4|ccν | cos3 θ

)
(D2)

Eqs. (D1) and (D2) provide the ratio Pe1/A = 0.91 at
x = xb =

σ
2 . At A = 2, Pe1 = 1.819 and at A = 0.2, Pe1

is expected to be 0.182.
To determine Pe2, we consider θ1 = 0, since beyond Pe2,
θ1 would cease to exist as particles can escape at angles
less than θ2. Balancing forces at θ = 0, we get

Pe2 =
3A

(x+ 1)4
50

256π
(|acν |+ |bcν |+ |ccν |) (D3)

This gives the ratio Pe2/A = 1.07. For A = 2, Pe2 is
determined to be 2.14 and for A = 0.2, it is 0.214.

Appendix E: Escape of cells from the attractive
clamped boundary

1. Adaptation of Kramer’s theory to the frequency
of orientation flips for spatially localized cells

We analyze the flips in cell orientation, that is in the
angle θ, when the cell is at a fixed location near the
boundary. This is done via an adaptation of the classi-
cal theory due to Kramer [70]. Consider a collection of
independent Brownian cells/particles in an external 1D
potential U(z) that depends on a generalized coordinate
z. Let the potential exhibit a meta-stable minimum at

location A, with the maximum in the value occurring at
the crest of a potential barrier at B, as shown in Fig.
(10). The well is sufficiently deep so particles inside the
well cannot escape in short time intervals. Assuming that
particles in the well minima are close to equilibrium and
cross the barrier diffusively, we aim to obtain the rate at
which this escape takes place. The dynamics of a test
particle can be described by the over-damped Langevin
equation in 1D,

dzp
dt

= −µU ′(zp) + η(t) (E1)

with µ being the mobility and −U ′(zp) the linear drag
force acting on the particle located at zp. The particle is
also subject to a white noise η(t), with zero mean ⟨η(t)⟩ =
0 and variance ⟨η(t)η (t′)⟩ = 2Dδ (t− t′). Here D and µ
are generalized diffusivity and mobility coefficients that
characterize the random diffusion and frictional effects
as the particle/cell moves along z. Barrier crossing is
achieved after many attempts - that is, the crossing is
driven by diffusive processes.
These approximations allow us to move from the

Langevin equation to the Fokker-Planck equivalent. We
recast the problem in terms of a probability distribution
function P (z, t) that may be mapped to either the prob-
ability of a single particle or the density of a collection of
particles (as in simulations). We assume that the system
is close to equilibrium so that crossing flux J(z, t) may
be related to gradients in P (z, t),

∂P (z, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂z

[
µ
∂U

∂z
P +D

∂P

∂z

]
= −∂J

∂z
(E2)

J = −µP (z, t)∂zU −D∂zP (z, t) (E3)

J = −De
−U(z)

kBT
∂

∂z

(
e

U(z)
kBT P (z)

)
. (E4)

We have invoked the Stokes-Einstein relationship so that
D = µkBT . For a system that is approximately in equi-
librium and in quasi-steady conditions with a large bar-
rier height satisfying [U(B)−U(A)]/(kBT ) ≪ 1, the cur-
rent J across the barrier is small and the rate of depletion
at the well is small. Since the system is close to quasi-
steady sate, the probability distribution P (z, t) doesn’t
change quickly with time, and so ∂tP (z, t) ≈ 0. More-
over, based on Eq. E2, the current is then to leading order
constant and independent of z and t.

J

D
e

U(z)
kBT = − ∂

∂z

[
e

U(z)
kBT P (z, t)

]
. (E5)

Due to the barrier crossing event being a rare event,
we next invoke the approximation P (A) ≫ P (C) ∼ 0.
To calculate the escape flux, we assume that re-

crossings into the well are not permitted once the particle
reaches location C. That is, we let C correspond to an
absorbing boundary so that the probability density there
is zero. Integrating Eq. E5 between locations A and C,
and using P (C) = 0, we obtain

J

D

∫ C

A

e
U(z)
kBT dz = e

U(A)
kBT P (A). (E6)
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FIG. 10. (a) Schematic of the classical Kramers’ Problem for escape from a potential well and across a potential barrier.
Particles move in a spatially varying potential U(z), shown as the black curve, that is a function of a general coordinate z. The
potential U(z) exhibits two minima: the first at location z = A, and a second minimum beyond point z = C. Additionally, to
get from A to C, particles subject to U(z) have to surmount and pass through a barrier with a local maximum at z = B where
A < B < C. We analyze an ensemble of particles initially in an equilibrium distribution at the bottom of the cell z ∼ A, and
study the rate at which they escape the barrier at B, and reach C. (b) Schematic of the barrier crossing problem for active
self-propelled particle escaping from a potential well.

The left side integral can be asymptotically estimated
to leading order by using the saddle point method by ex-
panding U(z) in a Taylor series approximation and noting
that the first derivative at B is zero,∫ C

A

e
U(z)
kBT dz ≈

∫ C

A

e
U(B)+ 1

2
U′′(B)(z−B)2

kBT dz

≈ e
U(B)
kBT

∫ ∞

−∞
e

−|U′′(B)|(z−B)2

2kBT dz = e
U(B)
kBT

√
2πkBT

|U ′′(B)| .

(E7)
To evaluate the escape rate resc, we recognize that this
rate is the same as the current going out of the metastable
well at A, given that the particles are initially situated in-
side it, J = pAresc. Assuming an initial close equilibrium
state with

P (z) = P (A) exp [−[U(z)− U(A)]/kBT ]

and using the expansion

U(z) ≈ U(A) +
1

2
U ′′(A)(z −A)2,

the probability to be inside the well is approximately

pA =

∫ A+∆

A−∆

P (z) dz ≈ P (A)

∫ ∞

−∞
e
−U′′(A)(z−A)2

2kBT dz

= P (A)

√
2πkBT

U ′′(A)
.

(E8)
Here ∆ denotes a suitably small range in the neighbor-
hood of point A. The saddle point approximation allows
us to eventually extend the domain of integration from
−∞ to ∞. Thus, the escape time satisfies,

τesc =
1

resc
=

pA
J

=
2πkBT exp

(
U(B)−U(A)

kBT

)
D
√
U ′′(A) |U ′′(B)|

(E9)

To use Eq. E9 to study flipping dynamics, we consider a
particle located at a fixed position x and study the time
it takes to reorient from θ = 0 (bottom of the potential
well), to θ = π/2 (top of the barrier). The escape time
can be mapping into the 1D circle motion with periodic
boundary condition P (θ = 0) = P (θ = 2π) (cite Som-
merfeld’s book). Identifying the coordinate z as θ and
reintroducing the location dependence x (here considered
constant), we obtain the escape time at fixed x

τescDR =
2πkBT exp

(
U(x,π/2)−U(x,0)

kBT

)
√
[U ′′(x, 0) |U ′′(x, π/2)|]

∼ 1

B
exp

(
B

B∗

)
.

(E10)

2. 1D and 2D passive case: Escape time without
self-propulsion in attractive power-law potentials

Here we focus on a motile test cell Pe > 0 that is
in the attractive domain. As discussed earlier, the wall
induced elastic potential U(x, θ) depends on both cell
distance normal to the boundary x, and cell orientation
θ. To understand the escape for motile cells, we first
investigate escape dynamics for non-motile cells and set
Pe = 0. This result will form the foundation for our
analysis of activity assisted escape that is valid for small
values of Pe.
Let us first consider possibly the simplest case - the

dynamics of a non-motile cell/particle in one dimension.
Specifically, we assume there is no orientation coupling
fν(θ) = 1 and so the potential U is a function of x alone.
The physical motivation for this comes from the recog-
nition that U(x, θ) is the product of two functions one
of which depends only on x, and the second (via fν(θ))
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FIG. 11. (a) The mean escape time evaluated from simulation (solid black circles) follows the modified Kramer’s theory of
barrier crossing for passive particles with Pe = 0 moving in the 1D modified potential without the coupling between position
and orientation (f̃ = 1). In the limiting cases resulting in Eq. E18, the solid line and dashed line represent the analytical
results and the approximation, respectively. (b) Results for the mean escape time from simulations (black circle, red square
and blue star symbols) for passive particles in 1D, and with B = 2, 0.1 in 2D, respectively. Values of effective f∗ averaged over
orientational degrees of freedom is by fitting and estimated to be 0.788 and 0.651 for B = 2, 0.1, respectively. For larger B, the
particles always flip between orientations θ = 0 and θ = π, and thus confirm to the 1D situation. Thus, the upper bound of f∗

is given by 1 corresponding to 1D case. The lower bound could be estimated by the f∗ ≈ f̃(θ = π/2).

depends on θ alone. When cell reorientations occur on
time-scales that are much shorter than the time for cells
to escape, it is possible to average over accessible orienta-
tions and replace the function f with a suitably averaged
constant (which for our simulations with fixed D and DR

is a pure number). Biologically, such a process is appli-
cable to cells with rapid and highly stochastic blebbing.

Since there is no saddle point in the original potential
derived from elastic interactions (a power-law potential),
we consider a modified potential U(z) (in kBT units)
with z being a (scaled) coordinate obtained by replacing
the term (z + 1)−3 with (z2 + 1)−3/2 so that

U(z) = − A

(z2 + 1)3/2
, with A ≡

(
P 2⟨fν⟩

256πEkBT

)
. (E11)

The Fokker-Planck equation for the probability Ψ in
terms of z and (scaled) time τ may then be written

∂Ψ

∂τ
=

∂

∂z

(
∂Ψ

∂z
+Ψ

dU

dz

)
(E12)

We use the method of separation of variables to convert
Eq. E12 into an eigenvalue problem. Setting Ψ(z, τ) =
e−U(z)g(z)e−µτ where g(z) then quantifies a small devi-
ation from the equilibrium solution as τ → ∞, we find

d2g

dz2
− dU

dz

dg

dz
+ µg = 0. (E13)

The appropriate boundary conditions may be deduced
from the simulations. At the local minimum z∗ = z =
0, we assume an impenetrable boundary that prevents
particles from escaping, and so g′(0) = 0. Meanwhile, we

can define the annihilation point being z = Lesc where
the potential is indeed nearly flat at this point.

Now, if the potential well is sufficiently deep, the
method of dominant balance can be used to show that the
behavior of g(z) is largely determined by the asymptotic
behavior of U(z) for z ≫ 1. We denote this long-range
attraction by U(z) = −Az3, and exploit the fact that µ
is exponentially small. Thus we may write

d2g

dz2
− dU

dz

dg

dz
= 0 (E14)

and therefore,

g(z) =

∫ Lesc

z

eU(z′)dz′. (E15)

Since g(z) was computed under the assumption that µ ≃
0, it represents a pseudo-steady solution. Applying this
to the corresponding Kramers formulation for the escape
flux, which gives the rate constant as the ratio of the
steady-state flux to the number of reactant particles, and
using g(Lesc) = 0, we get

µ =
g (z∗)− g(Lesc)∫ Lesc

z∗ eU(z′)dz′
∫ Lesc

0
e−U(z′)g(z′)dz′

=

[∫ Lesc

0

eU(z)dz

∫ Lesc

0

e−U(z)dz

]−1

.

(E16)
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We estimate the integrals as follows:

∫ Lesc

0

eU(z)dz =
Lesc

3

(
A

L3
esc

) 1
3

Γ

[
−1

3
,

A

L3
esc

]
A

L3
esc

≪1

−→ Lesc +
1

3
Γ[−1

3
]A

1
3∫ Lesc

0

e−U(z)dz ∼ 1√
A
eA

(E17)

where we retained only the leading order asymptotic
terms in the expansion leading to Eq. E17. Note that our
simulation parameters are Lesc = 6, with 1 < A < 12,
and hence Lesc > A1/3 as required for this approxi-
mation to hold. The specific parameter evaluates to
Γ[−1/3]/3 = −1.35, which we approximate to obtain an
asymptotic estimate for the escape time,

τesc ≈ (Lesc +
1

3
Γ[−1

3
]A

1
3 )

1√
A
eA ≈ (Lesc −A

1
3 )√

A
eA

(E18)
In the 1D passive case considered here, there is no ro-
tational diffusion DR, and the characteristic relaxation
time σ2/DT is used to convert dimensional times to di-
mensionless ones.

The form of Eq. E18 motivates an extension of the re-
sults to the escape of a particle subject to a more complex
orientation and space dependent 2D potential U(z, θ).
We still assume a passive particle so that Pe = 0. The
physical boundary is such that the test cell particle is on
the soft side. Since orientational effects are to be con-
sidered here, we expect that the escape time will now
depend on both A and B rather than on A alone. Based
on these observations, propose the ansatz

τesc =

(
1

DR

)
m(B)

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
exp [Af∗(B)]. (E19)

Here f∗(B) is an effective parameter which comes from
the coupling between the positional and orientational
coupling. Parameter m(B) takes into account the two di-
mensional nature of the potential and explicitly corrects
for orientational effects on possible escape trajectories,
and thus escape time.

It is useful to briefly consider the (Lesc −A
1
3 ) term in

Eq. E19. Escape from the potential well is dominated
by two effects depending on the distance from the well
minimum. Close to the minimum, the potential domi-
nates and the particle moves with an effective speed that
depends on the force due to the potential. At distances
∼ A

1
3 , the strength of the potential is unity, and thus

for distances larger than this value, diffusion dominates
and aides the escape over the barrier. One may treat
(Lesc − A

1
3 ) as an effective distance over which particles

diffuse in order to leave the well.

3. Activity-assisted escape from the attractive
clamped boundary for small and O(1) Pe: Reduced

durotaxis

We conclude by analyzing the escape dynamics of mi-
gratory, motile cells from clamped boundaries. In our
simplified model, they correspond to active motile parti-
cles with Pe > 0 moving in a suitable 2D potential with
orientational coupling.
Even for the 2D passive case, the substrate-mediated

cell-boundary potential U(x, θ) with full coupling be-
tween position r and orientation θ it is difficult to exactly
calculate the escape time. To make the theory tractable
while still remaining faithful to the physics of the prob-
lem, we introduced a parameters f∗ to quantify the ef-
fective coupling effects as in Eq. E19. Since the orien-
tation dynamics are highly dependent on parameter B,
we further assumed f∗ is determined by B. Using this
approximate treatment, the escape time problem can be
reduced to barrier crossing of run and tumble particles
(or diffusing particles) in a 1D trap.
Recently, it was shown for a run-and-tumble active par-

ticles that the escape time from a trap depends on the
detailed structure of the potential [72]. Importantly, it is
not a simply exponential function of the potential depth
as shown in the classical Kramer’s theory. Woillez et
al [72] recently investigated the activated escape of run-
and-tumble particles from metastable wells, an example
of which is illustrated in Fig. 10 (b). In the figure, C1, C2

are locations satisfying ∂zU(Ci) = v0/µT where the po-
tential force arising from the elastic interaction equals the
self-propulsion force. The minimal action for the particle
to escape from the potential well is to move right away
from the base of the well (with orientation angle, θ = 0).
The most probable path is then given by

A[z] =
1

4

∫ ∞

∞
(ż + µT∂zU(z)− v0)

2dt′ (E20)

Following the arguments in Woillez et al [72], we find
the instanton solution obeys ż = ∂z{µT [U(z)−U(C1)]−
v0(z −C1)} ≡ ∂zφ(z). The problem with self-propulsion
may then be analyzed in an equilibrium setting with
an effective tilted potential φ(z)/µT that is modified by
the activity. Thus the escape time from the trap de-
pends exponentially on the modified potential barrier as
⟨τesc⟩ ∝ exp(ϕ/DT ) in the limit of DT → 0. The quasi-
potential barrier is ϕ = µT [U(z) − U(C1)] − v0(z − C1),
after modification by the self-propulsion speed v0.
In our case, the escape dynamics for the 2D pas-

sive particles from the barrier (the annihilation point
L) in the 1D power-law like potential U(x)/kBT =
−Af∗/(x2 + 1)3/2, can be reduced to barrier crossing of
diffusing particles in a 1D trap by introducing an effec-
tive parameter f∗. Then, the escape dynamics in the 2D
active particles simplify to the escape problem of run-
and-tumble particles in the power-law-like potential as
in Woillez et al [72]. We assume the pre-factor depend-
ing on the dimensionless parameters A in the active case
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FIG. 12. (a) The fitting pre-factor m(Pe) (black squares) follows a linear form m(Pe) = 4.24 − 1.74 Pe (dashed line) for
B = 0.1. (b) For f∗ = 1, the magnitude (extent) of the ∆C region increases as A increase, but decreases as Pe increases.

is the same as the passive case. The mean escape time
of particles crossing the barrier can be written as

τesc =

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
m(B,Pe) exp

(
ϕ (v0)

DT

)
(E21)

ϕ(v0) = µT [U (C2)− U (C1)]− v0 (C2 − C1) . (E22)

where the effective dimensional potential ϕ(v0) involves
the effects of active work due to the self-propulsion speed
v0 > 0 (Pe > 0). Note that for the passive case, v0 = 0
and therefore Pe = 0. Coordinate values (points) C2, C1

that are spatial locations are functions of Pe and A where
the active self-propulsion force balances the elastically
derived interaction force. In dimensional form, these lo-
cations satisfy the conditions

v0
µT

= |∂xU(x, θ)|, at x = C1, x = C2. (E23)

For the passive case v0 = 0 and so Pe = 0, and we find
C1 = 0 and C2 ∼ L (that is Lesc in simulation termi-
nology). For the active motile case where Pe > 0, the
dimensional balance when scaled yields,(

x̃2 + 1
) 5

2

x̃
|C̃2,C̃1

=
3Af∗

Pe
, (E24)

Note that the two points C̃i = Ci/σ depend on dimen-
sionless parameters A,B and Pe. The form of the quasi-
potential barrier is as follows,

ϕ

DT
=

Af∗

(C̃1
2
+ 1)

3
2

− Af∗

(C̃2
2
+ 1)

3
2

− Pe
(
C̃2 − C̃1

)
.

(E25)
Further imposing that f∗ depend only the parameter B
(in the limit of small Pe), we replace f∗ by the corre-
sponding values for the 2D Pe = 0 passive case at the

same B. The pre-factor function m(B,Pe) however re-
mains dependent on both B and on Pe. In order for the
Pe → 0 limit of this theory to yield the 2D escape time
estimate calculated earlier, we require m(B,Pe) to be a
linear function of Pe. Combining these ideas, we propose
that

τesc =

(
Lesc −A

1
3√

A

)
m(B,Pe) exp(

ϕ

DT
) (E26)

At B = 0.1, f∗ = 0.651. The fitting pre-factorm is found
to be m(Pe) = 4.24 − 1.74 Pe as shown in Fig. 12-(a).

Furthermore, ∆C(Af∗, P e) ≡ C̃2 − C̃1 depends strongly
on A and Pe as shown in Fig. 12 (b).

Appendix F: Measurement of tactic indices from
simulation

Here we summarize the methodology used to compute
the various tactic indices used in the main text, from our
simulations. One of these metrics, the FMI is used to
compare our results with the analysis of experiments in
Ref. 23. In these experiments, cells were tracked every 15
minutes and the FMI was calculated at 1 hour intervals,
for a total period of 24 hours. The authors also quanti-
fied the persistence of trajectories by estimating the ratio
of displacement and the distance covered by the cell in
these 1 hour intervals. This quantity was measured to be
approximately 0.35 for cells moving in all three regions.
The persistence time – that is, the time over which the
cells travel more-or-less in the same direction – is around
0.1 hour. To calculate the FMI defined in Ref. 23 from
our simulations, the following procedure was used. The
position of a test cell is tracked every ∆T = 2.5 dimen-
sionless times (15 minutes in experiments). From these
positions, the FMI is evaluated every ∆T = 10 times
(1 hour in experiments). Cells move in the domain and
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FIG. 13. To calculate DI (Eq. 14) and AI (Eq. F1) we simulate and combine results of four cases – (A ̸= 0, P e ̸= 0),
(A = 0, P e ̸= 0), (A ̸= 0, P e = 0), and (A = 0, P e = 0) as illustrated here. For the A ̸= 0 cases, we simulate a clamped
impenetrable boundary and an elastic substrate on which cells move towards or away from the boundary. For A = 0, we simulate
an impenetrable boundary and a non-elastic substrate on which cells move. To calculate DI, we compute the accumulation
of cells at each boundary – specifically Nbound(A ̸= 0) and Nbound(A = 0). We define AI by accounting for the the increased
boundary accumulation due to cell motility (Pe > 0) via (Eq. F1).
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FIG. 14. The durotactic index DI as defined in Eq. 14 is plotted here in two ways. In (a), we observe that DI increases with
elastic force parameter, A when Pe is held constant and reaches limiting values. (b) For A held fixed, we find that DI decreases
with cell motility, Pe. The index is 0 by definition for A = 0.

sometimes upon reaching the boundary travel long its
side. We do not consider the contribution of particles
trapped at the boundary or traveling along the boundary
in the FMI calculation, since the biological experiments
are in unconfined geometries (corresponding to cells at
the boundary just crossing over). We also only evalu-
ated the FMI for up to a dimensionless observation time
T = 10 since most particles reach the boundary within
that time. We calculate FMI inside a region 6σ from the

boundary since we already established that beyond this
region the influence from the boundary elastic potential
is very low.

To calculate durotactic index (DI) and accumulation
index (AI), we combine the results of two different sim-
ulations, A ̸= 0 and A = 0, corresponding to the same
value of Pe. Here A ranges from 0 − 10. In these sim-
ulations we consider the same elastic force and torque
interaction parameters for cells with the boundary such
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that A = B. Then, we consider the difference in the
steady state numbers of cells localized at the boundary
between A ̸= 0 and A = 0, to calculate the DI. We ob-
serve that DI increases with A and reaches a limiting

vaA ̸= 0 and A = 0.lue at all values of Pe (Fig. 14(a)),
while for given A, the DI decreases with Pe (Fig. 14(b)).
The accumulation index (AI) used in the main text is
defined as:

AI =
Nbound(A,Pe) +Nbound(A = 0, P e)− (Nbound(A,Pe = 0) +Nbound(A = 0, P e = 0))

Ntotal(A,Pe) +Ntotal(A = 0, P e)
(F1)

which is motivated by the form of the simulation setup
used to define the DI, shown in Fig. 13. Here, the left
(right) confining boundaries correspond to A ̸= 0 and
A = 0 respectively, for a given Pe. This choice of AI

allows us to subtract out the effect of accumulation due
to A only, from from the net accumulation. We thus
obtain the amount of accumulation due to motility (Pe)
alone.
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