arXiv:2101.09922v1 [cond-mat.soft] 25 Jan 2021

Rheological similarities between dense self-propelled and sheared particulate systems

Ruoyang Mo, Qinyi Liao, and Ning Xu^∗ Hefei National Laboratory for Physical Sciences at the Microscale, CAS Key Laboratory of Microscale Magnetic Resonance and Department of Physics, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, P. R. China ∗ningxu@ustc.edu.cn

Different from previous modelings of self-propelled particles, we develop a method to propel the particles with a constant average velocity instead of a constant force. This constant propulsion velocity (CPV) approach is validated by its agreement with the conventional constant propulsion force (CPF) approach in the flowing regime. However, the CPV approach shows its advantage of accessing quasistatic flows of yield stress fluids with a vanishing propulsion velocity, while the CPF approach is usually unable to because of finite system size. Taking this advantage, we realize the cyclic self-propulsion and study the evolution of the propulsion force with propelled particle displacement, both in the quasistatic flow regime. By mapping shear stress and shear rate to propulsion force and propulsion velocity, we find similar rheological behaviors of self-propelled systems to sheared systems, including the yield force gap between the CPF and CPV approaches, propulsion force overshoot, reversible-irreversible transition under cyclic propulsion, and propulsion bands in plastic flows. These similarities suggest the underlying connections between self-propulsion and shear, although they act on systems in different ways.

INTRODUCTION

When moving together, living objects or the so-called active matter, e.g., birds, fish, and bacteria, usually exhibit complex collective behaviors. One of the special features of active matter is self-propulsion, i.e., it consumes energy and propels itself to move. Because of self-propulsion, the collective motion of active matter is inherently non-equilibrium, leading to rich and unusual dynamical and phase behaviors [1–5].

In previous modelings, active matter is simplified to self-propelled particles (SPPs) performing the run-and-tumble motion [6, 7]. At any instant, each SPP is propelled by a force in a randomly chosen direction. The particle tumbles when the direction of the force changes. Therefore, a system consisting of a large number of SPPs is driven to flow by forces randomly distributed in space. The fascinating aspect is that the SPPs can self organize and form clustering or flocking patterns [6–10].

Viewed from another perspective, self-propulsion is just one of the ways to activate the system. In this aspect, it would be natural to consider comparing it with shear, another typical and widely employed driving mechanism. Taking planar shear flows as example, when a shear force F_s = F_sx̂ is applied in parallel to the top surface of a system, it results in a shear stress Σ = F_s/S and a shear rate γ̇ = v_s/L in steady state, where S is the area of the surface, L is the length of the system in the direction perpendicular to the surface, v_s is the velocity of the surface in the direction of the unit vector x̂. Similarly, in a steady flow of a self-propelled system, the propulsion force f_i = f_in̂_i acting on SPP i results in a propulsion velocity v_i in the direction of the unit vector n̂_i. Averaged over all SPPs, there are an average propulsion force and an average propulsion velocity in the directions of {n̂_i} (i = 1, 2, ..., N) with N being the total number of SPPs. Qualitatively, if propulsion force plays a similar role as shear stress (or shear force), propulsion velocity would be plausibly the counterpart of shear rate (or velocity of the shearing surface). Of course, the differences between self-propulsion and shear are obvious: Self-propulsion is local (microscopic) and random in space, while shear is global (macroscopic) and directional. It is thus not so straightforward to make a direct connection between them. However, our recent study has shown a sign of such a connection [11]. By mapping shear stress and shear rate to propulsion force and propulsion velocity, we found similar critical scalings in the vicinity of the jamming transition [12–15] between self-propelled and sheared systems [11, 16, 17]. Whilst most of the studies of active matter attempt to find new phenomena, the thinking of whether different non-equilibrium systems share similarities is apparently lacking [18]. This is however of fundamental significance in developing the theory of non-equilibrium systems.

In this work, we concentrate on the high-density regime where particles form amorphous solids in the absence of self-propulsion or shear, aiming at finding out whether self-propulsion can cause similar responses of solids to shear. The mechanical response or rheology of amorphous solids subject to shear has been widely studied and some special features have been observed [19–30]. Here we list some typical phenomena which will be studied and compared for self-propelled systems. First, under quasistatic shear, an amorphous solid undergoes elastic deformation with the shear stress increasing with the shear strain, until yielding and reaching the steady state of plastic flows, in which the shear stress fluctuates around the yield stress. It has been shown that for well annealed amorphous solids there is a stress overshoot prior to yielding [22–25]. Second, under cyclic shear, an amorphous solid undergoes the reversible-irreversible transition [26–28]. When the amplitude of the cyclic shear, γ_a, is smaller than a critical value γ_{a,m}, the system can eventually reach a reversible state whose potential energy decreases with the increase of γ_a. When γ_a > γ_{a,m}, the system cannot be reversible any more. Third, it has been found that shear bands form in plastic flows [22, 29, 30].

Note that shear strain is the control parameter in all the studies listed above. For systems consisting of SPPs, it is equivalent to demanding the control of propelled particle displacement. To simply the problem, in this study we only consider the minimal model of SPPs without tumbling, i.e., the direction of self-propulsion on each particle remains fixed. In previous modelings, SPPs are thus driven by a constant force, apparently not good for the control of particle displacement. It is then required to develop a new model with the propulsion velocity being under control. Here we construct such a constant propulsion velocity (CPV) model. The model is validated by the agreement of its flow curve, i.e., propulsion force versus propulsion velocity, with that of the conventional constant propulsion force (CPF) approach. With the CPV model, we are able to access quasistatic flows of amorphous solids driven by self-propulsion. We do observe similar rheological features to sheared systems as mentioned above, when shear stress and shear rate (strain) are replaced with propulsion force and propulsion velocity (particle displacement). Therefore, although acting on particles in rather different ways, self-propulsion and shear result in similar rheological behaviors of amorphous solids, suggesting some underlying connections between them.

METHODS

Our systems are boxes with a side length L and periodic boundary conditions in all directions. To avoid crystallization, we employ binary mixtures of N/2 large and N/2 small SPPs. The diameter ratio of large to small SPPs is 1.4. SPPs i and j interact via the purely repulsive harmonic potential

U(r_{ij} ) = ϵ 2 ( 1 − r_{ij} σ_{ij} )_2 Θ ( 1 − r_{ij} σ_{ij} ) , (1)

where ϵ is the characteristic energy scale of the interaction, r_{ij} and σ_{ij} are the separation between SPPs i and j and the sum of their radii, and Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function.

The movement of SPP i is governed by the equation of motion χ dr_i dt = F_i + fn̂_i = − ∑ j dU(r_{ij} ) dr_i

+ fn̂_i, (2) where r_i is the location of particle i, χ is the damping coefficient, f and n̂_i are the magnitude and direction of the self-propulsion force, and the sum is over all SPPs interacting with SPP i, resulting in a force F_i. As usually done in simulations of SPPs, we employ overdamped particle dynamics, so that the inertia of SPPs is ignored. Here we consider the minimal model with n̂_i being fixed in time or switching between n̂_i and −n̂_i when studying cyclic self-propulsion, so SPPs do not tumble randomly. In the beginning of the simulation, we randomly assign each SPP a self-propulsion direction and adjust them to ensure ∑ i n̂_i = 0, so that there is no net force on the system.

In the conventional CPF approach, f in Eq. (2) remains constant. When particle interactions are absent, SPP i will move in the direction of n̂_i with a constant velocity f/χ. However, when particles interact, the velocities of SPPs will change in time. As discussed above, the CPF approach is analogous to the constant shear stress approach of sheared systems. We thus need a CPV approach analogous to the constant shear rate approach, with the average self-propulsion velocity or the average particle displacement in the direction of self-propulsion being the control parameter.

The CPV approach can be straightforwardly achieved by the dot product of n̂_i and Eq. (2):

χv_i · n̂_i = F_i · n̂_i + f, (3)

where v_i =^{dri}_{dt} is the velocity of SPP i. By defining 1 N ∑_N i=1 v_i · n̂_i = v, we have

f = χv − 1 N N∑ i=1 F_i · n̂_i. (4)

Then, for a given average self-propulsion velocity v, the self-propulsion force f is no longer constant. It fluctuates in time and is determined by Eq. (4). Combining Eqs. (2) and (4), we realize the CPV approach with the propulsion velocity v being under control.

Here we only show results for two-dimensional systems. The major findings reported in the following sections should be valid for three-dimensional systems as well. We set the units of energy and length to be ϵ and small particle diameter σ. The time is in units of χσ^2/ϵ. The temperature is in units of ϵ/k_B with k_B being the Boltzmann constant. For sheared systems discussed and studied in this work, we mainly concern about simple shear.

COMPARING CPV AND CPF APPROACHES

A system can be driven to flow when a constant shear stress (CSS) Σ or a constant shear rate (CSR) γ̇ is applied. In steady state, the shear stress fluctuates around an average value when the shear rate is fixed, and vice versa. In the flowing regime, it has been shown that the flow curves Σ(γ̇) of the CSS and CSR approaches agree [31]. However, for yield stress fluids which have a nonzero shear stress Σ_{yv} in the γ̇ = 0 limit, it has also been shown that the system under CSS can cease flowing even when the applied shear stress is still larger than Σ_{yv} [31]. If we define another yield stress Σ_{yf} as the smallest shear stress for the system to flow forever from the CSS perspective, Σ_{yf} > Σ_{yv} for finite size systems [31–33]. With the increase of system size, Σ_{yf} approaches Σ_{yv}. It is expected that Σ_{yf} = Σ_{yv} in the thermodynamic limit [31].

For self-propelled systems, the CPV and CPF approaches should be analogous to the CSR and CSS approaches for sheared systems, respectively. It is thus necessary to check first whether the flow curves f(v) of the CPV and CPF approaches can match. For yield stress fluids, there should also exist a yield force f_{yv} in the v = 0 limit. It is interesting to know whether the yield force f_{yf} defined from the CPF perspective [11] is greater than f_{yv} and approaches f_{yv} when system size increases.

In both CPV and CPF approaches, we start the simulation from random states and collect data after the systems reach steady state. Figure 1 compares the flow curves f(v) of the two approaches at different packing fractions ϕ. They agree very well, confirming that the CPV approach works.

In Fig. 2(a), we focus on the v → 0 part of the f(v) curves obtained from the CPV approach. As will be shown later, this regime is inaccessible by the CPF approach, indicating the advantage of the CPV approach. The f(v) curves tend to approach a constant in the v = 0 limit and can be fitted well with the Herschel-Bulkley law [34]:

f = f_{yv} + A_vv^α, (5)

where f_{yv} is the yield force from the CPV perspective, and A_v and α are fitting parameters. It is well-known that Σ(γ̇) of shear flows can also be fitted well with the Herschel-Bulkley law [35–40]. As shown in the caption of Fig. 2, A_v and α vary with packing fraction. For twodimensional shear flows of underdamped passive particles interacting with harmonic potential, it has been shown that α ≈ 0.65 at ϕ = 0.85 [31], slightly different from the values shown here. Therefore, although the flow curves can all be fitted well with the Herschel-Bulkley law, the values of fitting parameters still depend on properties of systems, e.g., materials, density, and dynamics [38–40].

In the CPF approach, we determine the yield force f_{yf} from the probability of finding jammed states (solids), P (f) [11, 16, 41]. Because the system is athermal, when f is small, it can quickly converge to a jammed state and cease flowing. When f is large, the system always flows within the accessible time window. For finite size systems, P (f) decays from 1 to 0 with the increase of f. Figure 2(b) shows examples of P (f) at different packing

FIG. 1: Comparison of the flow curves f(v) of the N = 1024 systems for CPV and CPF approaches at various packing fractions ϕ. The solid and empty symbols are for CPF and CPV approaches, respectively.

fractions. Here we stop the search of jammed states when the average particle displacement exceeds the cutoff L: Δr(t) = N^{−1} ∑ i |r_i(t)−r_i(0)| ≥ L, where the sum is over all SPPs [11]. At a given packing fraction ϕ, P (f) can be fitted well with the error function: P (f) =^1_2 erfc (_{f −fyf√} 2w ) , where w measures the variance or the uncertainty of the yield force f_{yf} . As shown in our previous studies [11, 16], w decreases with the increase of system size and tends to vanish in the thermodynamic limit. For finite size systems, the yield force f_{yf} defined here is the force at which the probability of finding jammed states is 50%.

As discussed in our previous study [11], P (f) increases if Δr(t) is allowed to reach a larger cutoff. This is simply because that the system flowing at the cutoff L may finally find a jammed state to resist the force f and get stuck there when Δr(t) is allowed to reach nL (n = 2, 3, ...). Therefore, f_{yf} extracted from Fig. 2(b) is smaller than the “ideal” yield force in the infinite waiting time limit. However, it is impractical to wait forever. It has been shown that the growth of P (f) with the increase of n follows a recurrence relation [11], so it is reasonable to use the same stopping criterion to estimate f_{yf} , as done for Fig. 2(b).

Figure 2(c) compares f_{yv}(ϕ) with f_{yf} (ϕ). Even though f_{yf} is smaller than the “ideal” value in the infinite waiting time limit, it is greater than f_{yv}, similar to the fact that Σ_{yf} > Σ_{yv} for sheared systems [31]. Moreover, Fig. 2(c) shows that both f_{yv}(ϕ) and f_{yf} (ϕ) are linear and tend to vanish at ϕ_{Jv} and ϕ_{Jf} , respectively, in agreement with the linear packing fraction dependence of the yield stresses for systems with harmonic repulsion [11, 16]. Here ϕ_{Jv} and ϕ_{Jf} are expected jamming transition threshold in the f → 0 limit viewed from CPV and CPF approaches, respectively.

FIG. 2: Comparison of the yield forces fyv and f_{yf} from the CPV and CPF approaches. (a) Flow curves f(v) of the N = 1024 systems obtained from the CPV approach. The lines are fits to the Herschel-Bulkley law. The fitting parameters of Eq. (5) are fyv = (4.18×10^{−5} , 2.30×10^{−4} , 3.92×10^{−4} , 5.54× 10^{−4}, 7.11 × 10^{−4}), Av = (0.195, 0.216, 0.258, 0.296, 0.361), and α = (0.526, 0.526, 0.541, 0.550, 0.564) for ϕ = (0.842, 0.848, 0.852, 0.856, 0.860), respectively. (b) Probability of finding jammed states P (f) for the N = 1024 systems obtained from the CPF approach with the stopping criterion of the search being Δr(t) ≥ L, as discussed in the text. The lines are fits to the error function. (c) Packing fraction ϕ dependence of fyv and f_{yf} for the N = 1024 systems. The lines are linear fits. (d) System size N dependence of fyv and f_{yf} .

Figure 2(d) shows the system size dependence of f_{yv} and f_{yf} at a given packing fraction. When system size increases, both yield forces decrease, leading to the decrease of the gap between them. In the large system size limit, f_{yf} and f_{yv} show the trend to converge to the same value. This again reminisces the relationship between Σ_{yf} and Σ_{yv} for sheared systems [31]. Similar to the fact that the system size dependence of Σ_{yf} is stronger than that of Σ_{yv} for sheared systems [16, 31], Fig. 2(d) shows that the variation of f_{yf} with system size is also stronger than that of f_{yv}, which is responsible to the discrepancy between ϕ_{Jv} and ϕ_{Jf} extracted from Fig. 2(c). It is expected that ϕ_{Jv} and ϕ_{Jf} converge to the same value in the thermodynamic limit.

In this section, we validate the CPV approach and show the first evidence of the connections between selfpropelled and sheared systems. The CPV approach is crucial to access quasistatic flows of amorphous solids under self-propulsion. Because f_{yf} > f_{yv} for finite size systems and f(v) curves of CPV and CPF approaches match, the self-propulsion velocity v_{yf} at f = f_{yf} is greater than 0. Then, applying any f ∈ (f_{yv}, f_{yf} ) will eventually lead to a jammed state, so it is impossible for

FIG. 3: Comparison of the propulsion force f versus average particle displacement s along the direction of self-propulsion for quickly (solid) and slowly (dashed) quenched amorphous solids with N = 2048 and ϕ = 0.95.

the CPF approach to drive the system to flow forever with an average self-propulsion velocity v < v_{yf} .

Employing the CPV approach, we are able to attack the issues to be discussed next, which are all investigated in the quasistatic-flow regime. In the following sections, we always apply the CPV approach with v = 10^{−6}. As shown in Fig. 2(a), this velocity is roughly in the quasistatic regime where the propulsion force already develops a plateau.

PROPULSION FORCE OVERSHOOT

When subject to quasistatic shear, an amorphous solid first undergoes the elastic deformation with the shear stress increasing with the increase of shear strain, and then experiences plastic flows with the shear stress fluctuating around the yield stress Σ_{yv}. In certain circumstances, the shear stress exhibits an overshoot before reaching the plastic-flow regime [22, 23]. It has been shown that the emergence of the stress overshoot depends on the history of preparing the solid. If the solid is quickly quenched from a high-temperature state, there is usually no overshoot. In contrast, a slowly-quenched amorphous solid will show an overshoot [22]. With the decrease of quench rate, the resultant amorphous solid will be more and more stable and some microscopic order may be established. However, such structural changes are not dramatic. Although the stress overshoot seems to be associated with the stability or microscopic ordering of the solid, a widely accepted understanding has not been well-established yet [22–25].

As suggested by the previous work [11] and the results shown in the previous section, propulsion force and propulsion velocity for self-propelled systems play qual-

FIG. 4: Potential energy per particle u versus reduced time tr = vt/(4sa) for systems with N = 2048 and ϕ = 0.95 under cyclic self-propulsion with different amplitude sa.

itatively similar roles of shear stress and shear rate, respectively. It is then straightforward to ask whether the propulsion force can exhibit an overshoot under quasistatic self-propulsion, whose emergence also relies on quench rate.

Figure 3 shows examples of f(s), where s = vt is the average particle displacement in the direction of selfpropulsion. Here we compare results of quickly and slowly quenched solids. The quickly quenched solids are obtained by minimizing the potential energy of hightemperature states via the fast inertial relaxation engine (FIRE) method [42]. To obtain slowly quenched solids, we anneal the system from the liquid state with a small quench rate dT/dt = 10^{−6}, where T is the temperature. For quickly quenched solids, there is no overshoot in f(s). In sharp contrast, f(s) of slowly quenched solids shows a pronounced overshoot. The emergence of propulsion force overshoot for well-annealed amorphous solids is the second evidence of the similarities between self-propelled and sheared systems.

CYCLIC SELF-PROPULSION

Recent studies have shown that under cyclic shear particulate systems such as colloidal suspensions and granular materials undergo the reversible-irreversible transition, upon the increase of the amplitude of the oscillatory shear [27, 30, 43]. Under a tiny shear strain amplitude, an amorphous solid deforms elastically. It is thus expected that the solid will return to its initial state after a cycle. When the amplitude increases, the solid may already undergo irreversible plastic rearrangements during the first cycle and cannot return to its initial state. However, if the amplitude is not large enough, a more stable state which can resist a large shear deformation

FIG. 5: Potential energy per particle of the inherent structures minimized from the s = 0 states of the last cycle, uIS, versus the amplitude of the cyclic self propulsion, sa (red left triangles) for the N = 2048 systems at ϕ = 0.95. For comparison, uIS versus the amplitude of the cyclic shear, γa (black right triangles) is also shown. The lines are guides for the eye.

without experiencing irreversible particle rearrangements may be found after some cycles. Then the system finally becomes reversible again. With the increase of the amplitude, the number of cycles required to find reversible states increases. There exists a critical amplitude above which the system cannot find reversible states any more within the accessible time window (or number of cycles).

Here we show that the reversible-irreversible transition exactly occurs for amorphous solids under cyclic self-propulsion, being the third evidence of the similarities between self-propelled and sheared systems. Starting with an amorphous solid, we let all SPPs move with an average self-propulsion velocity v until the average particle displacement s = vt in the direction of self-propulsion reaches the amplitude s_a, and then reverse the direction of the self-propulsion until s = −s_a. Afterwards, the direction of the self-propulsion is reversed again and a cycle is finished when s returns to 0.

Figure 4 shows the potential energy per particle, u = 1 N ∑ ij U(r_{ij} ), as a function of reduced time t_r = vt/(4s_a) for three values of s_a, where the sum is over all interacting pairs of SPPs. For the smallest s_a shown here, the potential energy becomes repetitive after only several cycles. For the intermediate s_a, it takes the system much more cycles to find the reversible state. For the largest s_a, the system becomes irreversible within the time window of our simulation. There exists a critical s_a denoted as s_{a,m} at which the reversible-irreversible transition occurs.

Figure 4 also shows that with the increase of s_a the potential energy of the reversible states decreases. This is expected because the reversible state found with a larger s_a can endure a larger deformation and is thus more stable with a lower potential energy. Therefore, the reversible state found with s_{a,m} should have the lowest potential energy. To verify that, we minimize the potential energy of the s = 0 states in the 2000th cycle via the FIRE method to get inherent structures, i.e., amorphous solids at zero temperature. Figure 5 shows the potential energy u_{IS} averaged over tens of minimized inherent structures as a function of s_a. The potential energy indeed reaches the minimum at a critical s_a, which locates s_{a,m}.

In Fig. 5, we also present results of cyclic quasistatic shear for comparison. To mimic quasistatic shear, we successively apply a small step strain of 10^{−4} to the system with Lees-Edwards boundary conditions [44], followed by the potential energy minimization via the FIRE method. Cyclic quasistatic shear is realized by reversing the direction of shear when the strain amplitude γ_a is reached. The potential energy of the inherent structures shows a minimum as well. Therefore, both cyclic self-propulsion and shear are effective ways to search for more stable amorphous solids, which may be even helpful to the search of ultra-stable glasses [45, 46].

The comparison in Fig. 5 may also suggest an interesting issue to be attacked. In contrast to u_{IS}(γ_a) which grows rapidly when γ_a > γ_{a,m}, the change of u_{IS}(s_a) is more gentle. It is interesting to know whether this reflects some intrinsic difference between self-propulsion and shear or is caused by some simulation parameters such as system size and propulsion velocity. When propulsion velocity v decreases, the kinetic energy (temperature) of the system decreases. Analogous to the dependence of u_{IS} on the parent temperature of supercooled liquids [22], it would be expected that the decrease of propulsion velocity v leads to the decrease of u_{IS}. Here we use v = 10^{−6}, which is small and roughly in the quasistatic regime, so a further decrease of v may not significantly change the shape of u_{IS}(s_a). This requires more work to verify. In comparison, it may be more interesting to know how u_{IS}(s_a) and u_{IS}(γ_a) evolve with system size, in order to reveal the nature of the reversible-irreversible transition and identify whether self-propulsion and shear are really different in this aspect.

PROPULSION BAND IN FLOCKING PATTERN

In plastic shear flows, it has been shown that shear bands can be formed by fast-moving particles [28–30]. The similarities between self-propelled and sheared systems already shown above stimulate us to check whether propulsion bands or clusters can also be formed in plastic self-propelled flows, which will then serve as the fourth evidence of the underlying connections between self-propelled and sheared systems.

In steady state of quasistatic flows of SPPs, we calculate the squared particle displacement Δr^2_i (t) = |r_i(t) − r_i(0)|^2 for SPP i between two snapshots separated by a

FIG. 6: (a) Snapshot of a quasistatically self-propelled N = 4096 system at ϕ = 0.95 in the plastic flow regime. The color on each SPP shows its squared particle displacement over a time interval of 4 × 10^6 , as quantified by the color bar. (b) Velocity field of the same configuration in (a). The direction and length of the arrows show the direction and speed of the velocities of the SPPs.

time interval of t. Figure 6(a) shows the spatial distribution of the squared particle displacement with a time interval of 4 × 10^6. Particles with large displacements aggregate and form a pronounced band or cluster, reminiscing the shear bands in quasistatic shear flows.

Figure 6(b) shows the corresponding velocity field in the configuration at the reference time t = 0 when the particle positions start to be recorded. The direction and length of the arrows show the direction and speed of the velocities of the SPPs. The velocity field is nicely correlated with the spatial distribution of the particle displacement, with fast-moving SPPs forming a band overlapping well with the propulsion band in Fig. 6(a). Interestingly, the SPPs in the band tend to move in directions similar to their neighbors, organizing into a flocking pattern, although initially the SPPs are propelled in a totally random way.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we develop a CPV approach to simulate self-propelled systems and apply it to study the rheology of amorphous solids. The CPV approach is validated by the agreement of its flow curves with those of the conventional CPF approach. For finite size systems, the CPV approach shows its advantage over the CPF approach of being able to explore quasistatic flows. Employing the CPV approach, we find four pieces of evidence reminiscing the rheological behaviors of amorphous solids under shear, suggesting the underlying connections between self-propelled and sheared systems. First, the yield force defined from the CPF approach is larger than that from the CPV approach. The gap between the two yield forces decreases with the increase of system size. Second, for well-annealed amorphous solids, there is an overshoot in the plot of the propulsion force against the particle displacement along the direction of self-propulsion before entering the plastic flow regime. Third, there is a reversible-irreversible transition under cyclic self-propulsion. Fourth, fast-moving SPPs form propulsion band and move in the flocking pattern.

Sheared and self-propelled systems are both typical non-equilibrium systems. The rheological similarities reported in this work suggest that there may be a unified framework to understand the two seemingly different systems with rather distinct loading mechanisms. In this work, we reveal their connections in the perspective of the rheology of amorphous solids in the quasistatic-flow regime. In this regime, both shear and self-propulsion act as the driving forces to deform the solids, so the responses observed here may just reflect the properties of the solids. In this aspect, it may be too early to conclude that sheared and self-propelled systems are intrinsically similar. More studies are definitely required to have a comprehensive comparison between the two systems, especially in the low-density and high-velocity regimes not considered in this work. It is also interesting to investigate in follow-up studies how the rheology will be affected when self-propulsion and shear work together.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work is supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China Grant No. 11734014. We also thank the Supercomputing Center of University of Science and Technology of China for the computer time.

[1] S. Ramaswamy, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys. 1, 323 (2010).

[2] M. C. Marchetti, J. F. Joanny, S. Ramaswamy, T. B.

Liverpool, J. Prost, M. Rao, and R. A. Simha, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 1143 (2013).

[3] C. Bechinger, R. Di Leonardo, H. Löwen, C. Reichhardt, G. Volpe, and G. Volpe, Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 045006 (2016).

[4] C. J. O. Reichhardt and C. Reichhardt, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys. 8, 51 (2017).

[5] S. Ramaswamy, J. Stat. Mech. p. 054002 (2017). [6] M. C. Marchetti, Y. Fily, S. Henkes, A. Patch, and D. Yllanes, Curr. Opin. Colloid Interface Sci. 21, 34 (2016).

[7] Y. Fily and M. C. Marchetti, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 235702 (2012).

[8] S. Henkes, Y. Fily, and M. C. Marchetti, Phys. Rev. E 84, 040301 (2011).

[9] J. Bialké, T. Speck, and H. Löwen, J. Non-Crystal. Solids 407, 367 (2015).

[10] L. Berthier, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 220602 (2014). [11] Q. Liao and N. Xu, Soft matter 14, 853 (2018). [12] A. J. Liu and S. R. Nagel, Nature 396, 21 (1998). [13] C. S. O’Hern, L. E. Silbert, A. J. Liu, and S. R. Nagel, Phys. Rev. E 68, 011306 (2003).

[14] A. J. Liu and S. R. Nagel, Annu. Rev. Condens.

Matter Phys. 1, 347 (2010), ISSN 1947-5454, URL

<GotoISI>://WOS:000281964000016.

[15] M. van Hecke, J. Phys.-Condens. Matter 22, 033101 (2010), ISSN 0953-8984, URL

<GotoISI>://WOS:000273055400002.

[16] H. Liu, X. Xie, and N. Xu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 145502 (2014).

[17] P. Olsson and S. Teitel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 178001 (2007).

[18] E. Agoritsas, T. Maimbourg, and F. Zamponi, J. Phys.

A: Math. Theor. 52, 144002 (2019).

[19] P. K. Jaiswal, I. Procaccia, C. Rainone, and M. Singh, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 085501 (2016).

[20] A. Tanguy, F. Leonforte, and J.-L. Barrat, Euro. Phys.

J. E 20, 355 (2006).

[21] J. Rottler and M. O. Robbins, Phys. Rev. E 68, 011507 (2003).

[22] M. Ozawa, L. Berthier, G. Biroli, A. Rosso, and G. Tarjus, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 115, 6656 (2018).

[23] M. Jiang, G. Wilde, and L. Dai, Mech. Mater. 81, 72 (2015).

[24] J. Lin, T. Gueudré, A. Rosso, and M. Wyart, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 115, 168001 (2015).

[25] J. Langer, Phys. Rev. E 64, 011504 (2001). [26] P. Leishangthem, A. D. Parmar, and S. Sastry, Nat.

Commun. 8, 14653 (2017).

[27] I. Regev, T. Lookman, and C. Reichhardt, Phys. Rev. E 88, 062401 (2013).

[28] A. D. Parmar, S. Kumar, and S. Sastry, Phys. Rev. X 9, 021018 (2019).

[29] N. V. Priezjev, Phys. Rev. E 95, 023002 (2017). [30] D. Fiocco, G. Foffi, and S. Sastry, Phys. Rev. E 88, 020301 (2013).

[31] N. Xu and C. S. O’Hern, Phys. Rev. E 73, 061303 (2006). [32] F. Varnik, L. Bocquet, J.-L. Barrat, and L. Berthier, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 095702 (2003).

[33] F. Varnik, L. Bocquet, and J.-L. Barrat, J. Chem. Phys.

120, 2788 (2004).

[34] W. H. Herschel and R. Bulkley, Kolloid Zeitschrift 39, 291 (1926).

[35] S. Mueller, E. W. Llewellin, and H. M. Mader, Proc. R.

Soc. A 466, 1201– 1228 (2010).

[36] R. Besseling, E. R. Weeks, A. B. Schofield, and W. C. K.

Poon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 028301 (2007).

[37] J. Engmann, C. Servais, and A. S. Burbidge, J. Non- Newtonian Fluid Mech. 132, 1 (2005).

[38] M. Otsuki and H. Hayakawa, Phys. Rev. E 80, 011308 (2009).

[39] M. Dinkgreve, J. Paredes, M. Michels, and D. Bonn, Phys. Rev. E 92, 012305 (2015).

[40] J. Paredes, M. Michels, and D. Bonn, Phys. Rev. Lett.

111, 015701 (2013).

[41] W. Zheng, H. Liu, and N. Xu, Phys. Rev. E 94, 062608 (2016).

[42] E. Bitzek, P. Koskinen, F. Gähler, M. Moseler, and P. Gumbsch, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 170201 (2006).

[43] D. J. Pine, J. P. Gollub, J. F. Brady, and A. M. Leshansky, Nature 438, 997 (2005).

[44] M. P. Allen and D. J. Tildesley, Computer Simulation of Liquids (Oxford University Press, New York, 1987).

[45] S. F. Swallen, K. L. Kearns, M. K. Mapes, Y. S. Kim, R. J. McMahon, M. Ediger, T. Wu, L. Yu, and S. Satija, Science 315, 353 (2007).

[46] A. Ninarello, L. Berthier, and D. Coslovich, Phys. Rev.

X 7, 021039 (2017).