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Orientational lineage memory and mechanical ordering during diffusion-limited growth
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Growth and shape formation in crowded multicellular assemblies arise from the interplay of chem-
ical gradients, single-cell expansion and mechanical interactions, making it essential to understand
how these processes jointly shape collective organization. Using a particle-based model that resolves
nutrient fields as well as cellular orientations and their inheritance, we investigate how orientational
order emerges within expanding fronts whose morphology is set by nutrient limitation. We identify
a transition in nematic order controlled by front morphology, with orientational memory influenc-
ing alignment only on one side of this transition. Under strong inheritance, orientational order
varies non-monotonically: both thin active layers (fingering morphologies) and thick active layers
(flat fronts) produce strong alignment, whereas intermediate cases are less ordered. Analysis of
velocities, reorientation statistics, and stress anisotropies shows that this behavior reflects a shift
from inheritance-dominated to mechanically driven alignment that overrides lineage memory. The
resulting differences in front speed produce a fitness advantage of orientational memory only in
the diffusion-limited, memory-dominated regime. These findings elucidate how nutrient supply,
mechanical interactions, and single-cell expansion together shape self-organization during growth.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multicellular systems, from epithelial layers to bacte-
rial colonies, exhibit rich self-organization driven by their
inherently active nature [I]. Among the various forms of
cellular activity operating across scales, growth occupies
a special role. Unlike other active processes, growth in-
jects both energy and new biomass into the system, and
recent efforts have turned toward understanding the role
of growth in shaping large-scale organization and collec-
tive dynamics [2H5]. The resulting phenomena span a
wide range, including interfacial patterns [6], to nematic
alignment and defect dynamics in dense assemblies [7HI],
and, when combined with motility coordinated chemo-
tactic behaviors at tissue and colony scales [2] and mixing
transitions [10].

Cell proliferation is regulated by a combination of
spatially varying chemical [4 [1THI4] and mechanical
cues [15] [16], encompassing a wide range of biochemical
signals, environmental factors, and physical forces. These
variations generate differential growth, which is known
to produce a broad spectrum of morphologies including
branching [12, 17, 18], buckling and folding [19] 20], and
diverse invasive or collective behaviors relevant to wound
healing, spreading monolayers, bacterial colony expan-
sion, and tumor progression [21], [22].

Beyond changes in growth rate, packing, shape, and
orientation of cells within an expanding tissue or colony
play a central role in determining its emergent pat-
terns [23]. In most biological systems, growth and di-
vision are not isotropic: cells add mass and divide along
preferred axes, generating a microscopic polarity that di-
rects forces and transmits stresses. This local mechanical
polarity can couple strongly to collective dynamics and,
in turn, be reshaped by them, creating a feedback loop
between cellular orientation and large-scale pattern for-
mation [24H26].

The origin of such orientational bias, however, can

vary widely across systems. In dense bacterial assem-
blies growing in narrow channels, for example, stress
anisotropy and boundary geometry align elongated cells
with the expansion flow, and division axes become biased
by the mechanically selected director field [27, 28]. In
other cases, the axis of division can be influenced by local
cues such as the extracellular matrix lineage orientation
memory, or other physical cellular properties [29H32].
The division axis can then in turn influence the dynam-
ics of the collective by sustaining a robust spatial orga-
nization. Losing control of such division orientation can
lead to tissue disorganization [33], disrupt organ devel-
opment and homeostasis [34] and can promote disease
progression [35] like cancer.

Here, we investigate these questions using a minimal
particle-based model, which focuses on two ingredients
broadly shared between a range of biological systems: dif-
ferential growth from nutrient limitation and mechanical
interactions through steric repulsion. Nutrients diffuse
inward from the boundary and locally control consump-
tion and growth, producing active zones where nutrients
are abundant and dormant regions where they are de-
pleted. Guided by an analytical model, we tune the sys-
tem into a quasi-steady traveling-wave regime and, by
varying the nutrient flux, recover the transition from flat,
bulk-like fronts to strongly branched, diffusion-limited
protrusions.

Within this minimal setting, we introduce a tunable
lineage memory of the division axis, that encodes a min-
imal rule by which a cell passes its growth axis to its
descendants. Rather than modeling a specific biologi-
cal pathway, this parameter captures the essential effect
of persistent polarity, allowing us to interpolate between
systems that maintain a stable division axis and systems
in which orientation is randomized and reset at each gen-
eration. This framework enables us to disentangle how
inherited polarity competes with mechanically driven re-
orientation, showing how growth-generated stresses can
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reinforce or erase lineage memory and how these inter-
actions depend on the emergent front morphology. In
the following, we show how this interplay shapes collec-
tive organization in growing assemblies and under what
conditions lineage memory meaningfully contributes to
large-scale alignment.

II. METHODS
A. Particle-based framework

To investigate how growth, mechanical interactions,
and division-axis inheritance shape collective organiza-
tion, we use a particle-based model that extends the me-
chanically consistent 2D disk-cell framework of Hupe et
al. [36] to include nutrient—field interactions, and tun-
able division axis memory. As shown in Fig. [Ta] each cell
is represented as two overlapping disks of radius R con-
nected by an extensible backbone of length b;. As the
internal clock g; € [0,1) advances, the backbone relaxes
toward its equilibrium length b;%(g;) = 2Rg; and the age
increases according to ¢; = f(c(rlc»m)) where o is the
intrinsic growth rate and f(c) is a regulatory function of
the external field concentration c evaluated at the center-
of-mass position r{™.

Cells consume the external field at a rate
vif(c(xs™)) A(b;), where A(b;) is the effective projected
area of the dumbbell-shaped cell (see Appendix [A).
The external field ¢(r,t) represents a nutrient con-
centration defined on a regular grid that spans the
simulation domain. This field evolves according to a
diffusion—consumption equation so that cells both read
out the local value of ¢ to set their growth and, in turn,
deplete it through consumption.

Cell motion is overdamped. The center of mass, back-
bone length, and orientation respond to repulsive overlap
forces, internal elasticity, and torques from neighbour-
ing cells. These forces follow Hertzian contact laws with
an effective Young modulus Y that sets the stiffness of
steric repulsion. In all simulations we choose Y suffi-
ciently large so that typical overlaps remain small com-
pared to R, keeping the colony in a regime that is effec-
tively incompressible at the scale of individual cells (see
Appendix [A] and Ref. B6). Complete force and mobility
definitions are provided in Appendix [A]

When the internal clock reaches its threshold, g; = 1,
the parent cell divides into two daughters placed at the
positions of its terminal nodes. Mechanical parameters
are inherited, while the division axis follows a tunable
lineage-memory rule @daughter = @parent + 7 Where the
noise term is sampled as n ~ (1 — p)U [-5,5]. Here
U denotes a uniform distribution and the parameter
u € [0,1] controls the strength of division-axis memory.
For p — 1, daughters inherit their parent’s orientation,
whereas for © — 0 the division orientation is completely
random and lineage information is lost upon division.

All simulations make use of InPartS, our open-source
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FIG. 1. (a) Visual description of the agent based model
(b) Number of protrusions measured in the simulation when
they are just formed vs the number of protrusions predicted
from the dispersion relation Q(¢,k). (c) Snapshots of the
system for £ = 0.1, 16. and 100., colored wrt the growth factor
(f(c)): Red if f(c) = 1 (active cells) and Grey if f(c) = 0
(dormant).

framework [37] for mechanically consistent particle-based
models.

B. Analytical tools

To interpret the behavior of the particle-based simu-
lations, we also consider a coarse-grained continuum de-
scription that tracks only the colony height and nutri-
ent field, leaving cell orientation aside. At this level we
treat the colony as an incompressible, friction-dominated
medium at close-packed density pg, so that in the Darcy
limit the velocity field satisfies u = —Vp/¢. Mass con-
servation with growth then gives

V-u=ayf(e), (1)

where proliferation is regulated by a Monod factor f(c) =
¢/(c+¢p) that captures growth suppression at low nutri-
ent.

The nutrient concentration c(y,t) is supplied from
above at a fixed value ¢, and is consumed only inside the



colony. In one dimension normal to the front, it obeys
dre =D e —ypof(c) O(h(t) —y), (2)

where D is the diffusion coefficient, v is the consumption
rate per unit biomass, and h(t) is the front position. Far
above the colony diffusion equilibrates the nutrient, so
the gradient vanishes and ¢ — ¢.

The advancing colony front acts as a moving sink, pro-
ducing a depletion zone just above it. When diffusion
cannot equilibrate the domain, regions far ahead remain
unaffected and the nutrient gradient vanishes. To an-
alyze this quasi-steady regime, we follow Ref. [12] and
seek traveling-wave solutions c¢(y, t) = ¢(z) in the comov-
ing coordinate z = y — vt with constant front speed wv.
This reduces the nutrient dynamics to a one-dimensional
reaction—diffusion problem in z that can be solved with
appropriate continuity and flux conditions at the front
(see Appendix .

Three length scales emerge from this analysis: the
diffusion—consumption length ¢p = /Decy/(ypo), which
measures how far growth can significantly deplete the nu-
trient; the depletion-zone thickness ¢4 = D /v, which sets
the size of the region ahead of the front where the nu-
trient profile is markedly distorted by the moving sink;
and the active-layer width ¢, = vey/(ypo) = v/, which
quantifies the thickness of the region inside the colony
where growth remains appreciable.

They satisfy the identity (%, = €40, (derived in the
Appendix). In the limit ¢,/cp; = ¢ <« 1 the tran-
sition between the active and starved regions becomes
sharp. In this limit the growth response becomes a sharp
switch, with f = 1 in a thin active layer just behind
the front and f = c¢/c; deeper in the depleted inte-
rior, which makes Eq. analytically tractable. The
resulting solution depends on the dimensionless parame-
ter A =4{p/ly = {,/¢p, which is not fixed by the match-
ing conditions but can be shown to satisfy /2 < A <
(2e)~1/2 (see Appendix. For the parameters used here
(¢ = 0.01), this implies A = O(1), so that the active-
layer width and diffusion—consumption length are com-
parable, £, ~ £p. In the following we therefore refer to
this common scale simply as ¢, and use £ to denote both
the diffusion—consumption length and, by extension, the
active-layer thickness.

To determine when a constant-velocity traveling wave
can be sustained, we follow the approach of Farrell et
al. [38]. By integrating the traveling-wave form of Eq.
over the whole domain and using the mass-conservation
relation Eq. , we obtain the constraint

_aY
p=2- =1, (3)

where Y = «g/v is the yield, that is, the biomass pro-
duced per unit nutrient consumed. The dimensionless
parameter  therefore measures the potential biomass
that can be generated from the boundary nutrient, nor-
malized by the maximal packing density. Keeping 5 ~ 1

selects a quasi-steady traveling-wave regime in which the
far field acts as a time-independent reservoir and only
local fluctuations near the front can feed back on growth
and flow.

Within this reduced description, pattern formation
such as fingering is thus governed by the local physics
of the nutrient-limited front. In the next step we perturb
the flat traveling wave and perform a linear stability anal-
ysis to obtain a dispersion relation Q(k, ¢) for small front
undulations. This allows us to determine which lateral
modes grow in time and to estimate the characteristic
number and spacing of protrusions as functions of the
diffusion length ¢ and the half-saturation concentration
Cp.

III. RESULTS

A. Simulation setup: colonies under nutrient
limitation

To probe how nutrient transport and lineage memory
shape front morphology in a controlled setting, we simu-
late growth in a 2D domain. We take the cell diameter as
the basic length unit and choose a domain of height L,
and width L, = 200 with periodic boundary conditions
along x. The nutrient concentration field is defined on a
regular grid covering this domain and is initially uniform
at the boundary value ¢, = 1, which sets the concentra-
tion scale. The initial colony consists of a single row of
100 cells placed at the bottom boundary with random ori-
entations and identical mechanical parameters, including
a large effective Young modulus Y = 10 to keep overlaps
small and the packing effectively incompressible.

Growth and consumption follow the Monod regula-
tion f(c) = ¢/(c + cp) with ¢, = 0.01. At each divi-
sion, the daughter’s intrinsic growth rate «a; is redrawn
to avoid collective phase-locking of the cell cycle, sam-
pling a; ~ M[ao —ap/4, ap+ a0/4] with ag = 1, so that
one time unit corresponds to the mean cell-cycle dura-
tion. The consumption rate is then chosen as v; = ¢,/
which maintains the constant-velocity front condition of
Eq. (3). The memory parameter p € [0,1] tunes the
strength of division-axis inheritance.

We explore a broad range of nutrient-limited
morphologies by varying the diffusion coefficient D €
{0.01,0.1,1, 5,10, 25, 50, 100, 250, 500, 1000, 3000, 5000, 10*}
and D — oo along with a range of lineage-memory pa-
rameter p € {0,0.3,0.5,0.6,0.8,0.85,0.9,0.95,1}. The
case D — oo corresponds to homogeneous growth with
no nutrient field or consumption. The snapshot time
step is At = 1/(ap16) = 1/16, and each (D, ) pair is
simulated with 20 independent realizations.

To keep the simulations efficient while faithfully re-
solving the active front, we combine the particle-based
model with the continuum analysis of Section [[TB] First,
the nutrient profile from the traveling-wave solution is
used to determine a height H above the colony where
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FIG. 2. (a) Snapshots for £ = 0.1,16, 100 with cells colored

by their orientation according to the color wheel. (b) Global
orientational order Z as a function of £. (c) Average rotational
velocity of cells with f(c) > 0.1 for different values of ¢.

the concentration differs from the boundary value by at
most |c(H) — ¢| = dc = 0.01 (Appendix [B]). Above this
height we fix ¢ = ¢, avoiding the need to simulate a
large, essentially uniform reservoir. Second, we exploit
the fact that cells with f(c) < 1072 are effectively dor-
mant: they neither grow nor move appreciably and sit in
a region where ¢ — 0. At regular intervals we identify
all cells with f(c) > 1073, determine the lowest vertical
position among them, and take this as the back edge of
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the active layer. Cells in a strip of fixed width (5 cell
diameters) just behind this edge are frozen and kept as a
mechanically attached scaffold, while cells deeper in the
interior are removed and exported for later analysis. In
this way the simulation focuses computational effort on
the actively growing layer while still retaining informa-
tion about the colony interior.

As D increases, the diffusion length ¢ and the active-
layer width grow, requiring a coarser spatial resolution
for the nutrient field. To balance accuracy and cost, we
adjust the diffusion grid spacing dz as a function of D:
we use dx = 1 for D < 500, dx = 2 for 500 < D < 1000,
and §z = 4 for 1000 < D < 10*. For D > 5 x 10* we are
in the homogeneous limit and do not solve the diffusion
equation.

By tuning D in this way we access a continuum of front
morphologies, from strongly branched, diffusion-limited
patterns to nearly flat, bulk-like fronts as the active layer
widens (larger ¢). This is illustrated in Fig. where
the top row shows snapshots for 4 = 1 and the bottom
row for p = 0, with cells colored by their growth factor
(red for f — 1 and gray for f — 0). Despite varying
the division-axis memory, the emergence of the distinct
morphological patterns is preserved, meaning that is con-
trolled primarily by nutrient-limited growth and steric
mechanics rather than by lineage inheritance. Instead,
lineage memory refines the structure of individual fin-
gers: for strong memory, thin protrusions remain narrow
and pointed, whereas for 4 = 0 the same fronts develop
more ragged, noisy tips.

To quantify this, we measure the number of protru-
sions that appear after the transient. For each simulation
we identify the outermost cells along the front, construct
their height profile as a function of lateral position, and
compute its Fourier spectrum. The dominant peak yields
the characteristic wavenumber of the perturbed front and
thus the number of fingers. We then compare this to
the theoretical prediction obtained from the dispersion
relation Q(k, ¢) derived from the continuum model (Ap-
pendix [B]). As shown in Fig. [Ib] the measured protrusion
number closely matches the theoretical estimate across
the range of ¢, confirming that the instability and its
selected scale are set by the nutrient—mechanical front
physics and are largely insensitive to the division-axis
memory parameter f.

B. Large-scale orientational patterns

We have seen that the emergence of branched versus
flat fronts is robust to changes in division-axis memory.
We now turn to how lineage inheritance and nutrient-
limited mechanics jointly organize the packing of the
colony, and in particular its large-scale orientational or-
der. To visualize this, we color each cell by its nematic
orientation (Fig. . For a quantitative measure we use
a global nematic order parameter = = <cos [2(%‘ -7/ 2)] >
averaged over actively growing cells. This quantity ap-



proaches +1 when cells are predominantly vertical, —1
when they are horizontal, and 0 when orientations are
isotropically distributed.

For each pair (¢, ) we evolve the system until = reaches
a statistically stationary regime and then time-average
over that window. The resulting dependence of = on ¢ is
shown in Fig. for several values of the lineage mem-
ory u. To disentangle the contribution of inheritance
from that of mechanically driven reorientation, we also
compute the mean angular velocity of actively growing
cells, obtained by finite differences of @;(t) between suc-
cessive snapshots and averaging over cells with f(c) > 0.1
(Fig. [2d).

In the strongly diffusion-limited regime (small ¢, thin
active layer) colonies develop narrow fingers. For p =1
these fingers are sharply organized: cells are almost per-
fectly vertically aligned and = is close to 1, while for
1 = 0 the same morphologies display nearly isotropic
orientations with = ~ 0. At the same time, angular ve-
locities remain small for all u, indicating that cells barely
rotate during their lifetime. In this regime the single-cell
growth axis is therefore largely decoupled from the prop-
agation direction of the front: the front advances along
y, but cells retain the division axis they inherited, and
this axis sets the direction in which they primarily ex-
ert forces. Together, these observations show that in this
regime orientational order is dominated by inherited di-
vision axes, with mechanics playing only a minor role in
reorienting cells once they are born.

As ¢ increases to intermediate values, the active layer
thickens and fingers broaden. More cells grow simulta-
neously within each protrusion, stresses become larger
and more heterogeneous, and mechanical interactions be-
gin to rotate cells away from their inherited orientation.
The fronts develop chevron-like orientational patterns.
In this regime = decreases for 4 = 1 but increases for
w = 0, reflecting the fact that mechanical reorientation
now competes with lineage memory: it weakens the ver-
tically ordered state that inheritance tries to maintain,
yet it also imposes structure on an otherwise disordered
orientation field when p is small.

For very large ¢ (thick active layers and nearly flat
fronts), mechanical effects dominate. A large fraction of
cells are active and strongly coupled, and the coherent
flow generated by growth reorients them toward a ver-
tically ordered configuration. As /¢ increases, the mean
angular velocity grows and then saturates at a value of
order 7 per cell cycle, indicating that cells undergo a fi-
nite reorientation before settling into a mechanically se-
lected alignment that is no longer strongly reshaped by
subsequent dynamics. In this regime the nematic order
parameter rises again for all u, showing that alignment
is maintained primarily by force and flow-driven reorien-
tation rather than by inheritance alone. Here single-cell
growth axes become effectively locked to the macroscopic
y-directed advance of the front, in contrast to the finger-
ing regime where growth and front propagation direc-
tions remain decoupled.Varying ¢ thus drives a crossover
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FIG. 3. (a) Contact-force maps for £ = 0.1,16, and 100,

showing node-node interaction forces as oriented line seg-
ments colored by force direction and scaled by magnitude.
(b) Center-of-mass force asymmetry Ar,,, as a function of ¢
for different values of the division-axis memory p. (c) Stress
anisotropy AXY, versus ¢, computed from the coarse-grained
Cauchy stress tensor for the same set of p.

from a memory-dominated regime with vertically aligned
fingers, through an intermediate regime where inheri-
tance and mechanics interfere and reduce global order, to
a force-dominated regime where mechanical interactions
generate strong large-scale alignment even when lineage
memory is weak.

C. Mechanical dynamics

Having identified a crossover from memory-dominated
to force-dominated alignment, we next ask how this tran-
sition is reflected in the collective mechanics of the colony.
To do so, we exploit the fact that the particle-based



model provides the full set of pairwise interaction forces
between nodes as well as the net force acting on each cell’s
center of mass. From these data we construct force-map
visualizations (Fig. in which each contact is drawn as
a short line segment oriented along the force direction;
the color hue encodes the angle (horizontal forces appear
red, vertical forces blue, with smooth transitions in be-
tween), while opacity and line width increase with force
magnitude. To make the contrast robust to outliers, we
plot the logarithm of the force magnitude, clipped to the
5th-95th percentiles and rescaled to the interval [0, 1] so
that strong contacts stand out clearly while very weak
ones remain faint.

Beyond these visualizations, we quantify two com-
plementary measures of mechanical anisotropy. The
first is a center-of-mass force asymmetry, Agp, =
((|Fe| = |Fyl)/(|Fx| + |Fy])), where F, and F, are the
horizontal and vertical components of the net force on
each cell and the average is taken over actively growing
cells. This quantity lies in [—1,1], with negative values
indicating predominantly vertical forcing, positive values
predominantly horizontal forcing, and values near zero
indicating no preferred direction.

The second measure is a stress anisotropy, AY =
(lowe| = loyyl)/(lowa| + loyyl), Where oup and oy, are
the normal components of a coarse-grained Cauchy stress
tensor constructed from contact interaction forces § ® f,
with 6 the branch vector between interacting nodes and
f the corresponding interaction force (see Appendix |A)).
Like Af, ., AY € [—1,1], but it characterizes how normal
loads are distributed (vertical versus horizontal) rather
than how cells are instantaneously driven to move.

The behavior of these two quantities across front mor-
phologies is summarized in Fig.[8bland[d In the strongly
fingering regime (small ¢), colonies with strong lineage
memory (p = 1) exhibit a clear vertical bias: Ap,, <0
and AY < 0, showing that cells are both driven and
stressed predominantly along the growth direction. For
p = 0, by contrast, both measures are close to zero,
consistent with the nearly isotropic orientations seen in
Fig. In this regime, mechanical interactions do not
on their own generate a directional bias; instead, they
primarily transmit the inherited division axis when that
memory is present.

As / increases and the active layer thickens, both mea-
sures evolve in a nontrivial way. The center-of-mass force
asymmetry grows towards Ag. ~ —1, indicating that
cell motion becomes almost purely vertical, while the
stress anisotropy AY turns positive. This combination
signals a mechanically confined state: growth-driven ver-
tical flows push cells upward, but the resulting crowd-
ing generates strong lateral normal stresses so that the
colony increasingly bears its mechanical load in the hor-
izontal direction. Although velocities and center-of-mass
forces show a strong y-bias in this regime, the underlying
dipolar contact forces and stresses are skewed toward z,
revealing how vertical growth and front advance are sus-
tained by lateral load-bearing. In this force-dominated

regime the dominant role of mechanics is no longer to
simply transmit inherited polarity, but to reshape it, im-
posing a collective stress pattern that ultimately drives
reorientation to release stress.

IV. COMPETITION DYNAMICS

We have seen that in the fingering regime with strong
lineage memory (1 = 1) cells are almost perfectly verti-
cally aligned, even though the stress anisotropy does not
impose a corresponding vertical bias. To clarify the ori-
gin of this alignment, we first examine the front kinemat-
ics. In Fig. [4a] we measure the front speed by identifying
cells at the leading edge, computing their mean vertical
position, and extracting the corresponding propagation
velocity. As the diffusion length ¢ increases, the front
speed grows and collapses onto a single curve for differ-
ent values of u, except in the strongly diffusion-limited
regime. There, fronts with © = 1 propagate systemati-
cally faster than those with y = 0, indicating a small but
robust fitness advantage for lineages whose growth axis is
aligned with the direction of advance and nutrient influx.

We probe this advantage more directly using competi-
tion simulations between two otherwise identical species
that differ only in their division-axis memory. Species
2 (blue) has ps = 1, whereas species 1 (orange) has a
tunable memory p1 < 1. The initial condition is a 50-50
mixture of the two types arranged randomly within a
narrow strip at the base of the domain. The colony then
grows until the front reaches a height of order 300 cell
diameters. For each pair (¢, 1) we perform 40 indepen-
dent realizations. Representative final configurations are
shown in Fig. [4D] as a function of ¢ and y;, and the cor-
responding statistics are summarized in Fig. via the
mean orange fraction N1/N at the final time.

In the fingering regime (small ¢), the outcome depends
strongly on p1. When the orange species has p; — 0, the
blue pus = 1 cells almost always dominate the advancing
edge; as p; increases toward 1, the two species tend to-
ward coexistence with comparable abundances. These
results demonstrate that, in diffusion-limited fronts, ori-
entational memory enhances access to fresh nutrient and
thereby increases effective growth rate. Vertical align-
ment in fingers with g = 1 is thus not imposed directly
by stress, but is selected by growth: lineages whose divi-
sion axes point toward the nutrient source advance more
rapidly and, through inheritance, progressively take over
the front.

In contrast, for large ¢ (flat fronts with thick active
layers) the two species generically coexist across the full
range of w1, with only a mild bias in favor of the high-
memory species at very low p. In this regime the nutri-
ent field is more homogeneous and growth is constrained
by mechanical confinement in the dense bulk, so nutrient
access no longer depends sensitively on single-cell orien-
tation. Instead, it is controlled by the collective flows and
stress patterns generated by the expanding front, consis-
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FIG. 4. (a) Front propagation speed v as a function of
the diffusion length ¢ for different values of the division-axis
memory p. (b) Representative final configurations from two-
species competition for selected (¢, p1), with species 1 (or-
ange, variable p1) competing against species 2 (blue, u2 = 1).
(c) Fraction of species 1, N1/N, at the final time, summariz-
ing competition outcomes as a function of ¢ and .

tent with the force-dominated alignment regime identi-
fied above.

V. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

Our results disentangle the rules that control front
morphology in nutrient-limited growth from those that
self-organize cell orientations and flows, and further iso-
late how oriented division through lineage memory feeds

back onto these collective dynamics. Using a contin-
uum traveling-wave description coupled to a particle-
based model, we found that the emergence of flat ver-
sus fingered interfaces is controlled primarily by nutrient-
limited growth. The oriented division rule does not shift
this morphological transition, but it reorganizes the ac-
tive region so that fingers may or may not develop co-
herent nematic order, with direct consequences for prop-
agation speed and lineage competition.

In the regime where mechanical interactions only
weakly reorient cells over a cell cycle, the single-cell
growth axis in our simulations is largely decoupled from
the propagation direction of the front. The colony as a
whole advances along the nutrient gradient, yet individ-
ual lineages can maintain their own growth orientation
locally. This decoupling is analogous to systems that
exhibit branching morphogenesis, where models have de-
scribed the terminal tips as branching random walkers,
where local branching angles are effectively stochastic to
enhance spatial exploration or boundary length, yet the
composite branched network remains biased toward an
overall direction of growth [39] [£0].

At the same time, the main role of lineage-based ori-
entation memory in our model is to allow adaptation es-
pecially when other cues (like mechanics) cannot impose
their own order. In this diffusion-limited regime, inher-
ited division axes allow lineages to collectively maintain a
growth direction that is beneficial, in our case, pointing
toward the nutrient source so that cell elongation and
division do productive work pushing the front, thereby
increasing access to fresh resource and front speed. In
this sense, oriented division drives the mechanics. This
scenario similar to systems of filamentous Saccharomyces
cerevisiae, where nutrient limitation induces pseudohy-
phal and invasive growth as chains of cells that sprout
from the colony edge by repeated polarized budding along
one axis. In those colonies, the fact that mothers and
daughters keep dividing along a shared axis creates coher-
ent protrusive strands that dig into fresh substrate and
are viewed as a foraging advantage when nutrients are
scarce [41]. In more complex systems such as Drosophila
larval neuroblasts that are ensheathed by cortex glia [29],
division-axis memory plays a different but related role:
successive asymmetric divisions are repeatedly oriented
relative to the neuroblast—glia interface so that each divi-
sion produces a self-renewing neuroblast that remains in
contact with the glial niche and a differentiating daugh-
ter that is displaced away from the interface. In this way,
lineage-based memory of the division axis preserves a
beneficial spatial configuration across many generations,
where neuroblasts anchored at the niche, daughters posi-
tioned outward, especially in such scenarios where growth
is highly localized and cell rearrangements alone are un-
likely to robustly organize the tissue.

At the opposite end of parameter space, when the ac-
tive layer becomes thick and confinement strong, our sim-
ulations enter a regime in which mechanical interactions
dominate the orientational dynamics. Cells then undergo



substantial rotation during a cell cycle and eventually
align with the collective direction of motion, indepen-
dently of their lineage history. The contact-force and
stress fields reveal vertical motion supported by horizon-
tal load-bearing, consistent with a mechanically confined
expansion, similar to previously studied systems of con-
fined bacterial growth in channels, where rod-shaped bac-
teria self-organize into ordered patterns that are strongly
constrained by geometry and stress anisotropy [28]. Hupe
et al. demonstrated that, under isotropic growth, the
shear rate of the expansion flow and the shape of the con-
fining domain already predict the orientation patterns in
dense colonies [27]. Our thick-layer regime can be viewed
as a related situation without hard walls: the effective
confinement arises from growth against a dense bulk, and
the orientational field is selected by the expansion flow
and stress distribution.

Taken together, these results suggest a way to interpret
orientational patterns in growing assemblies. If, in an
unconfined expanding system, local division axes remain
aligned with the direction of advance of protruding re-
gions over several generations, this may indicate that me-
chanical interactions alone are not sufficient to randomize
orientations on that timescale and that some form of per-
sistent orientational bias or memory helps to maintain a
coherent structure. Conversely, when the dominant cell
and division orientations closely track confining bound-
aries, large-scale expansion flows, or principal stress di-
rections, as in growth within narrow channels or strongly
constrained colonies, it is likely that mechanical effects
are the main drivers of organization and might overwrite

or work together with any other mechanisms of oriented
division. Therefore, our study provides a language for re-
lating measured orientation fields to underlying growth
and interaction regimes.

More generally, our approach isolates growth and
division-axis inheritance as explicit control parameters
in a setting where, in real biological systems, they are
often entangled with other forms of activity. In the
present work, we implemented only one concrete version
of lineage memory, so how robustly similar regimes
emerge under alternative microscopic mechanisms
of orientational persistence remains to be explored.
Nonetheless, we expect the distinction between regimes
in which oriented growth drives mechanics and regimes
in which collective mechanical effects reinforce or reshape
oriented growth and alignment to be a useful lens for
interpreting experiments on fingering, branching, and
invasive growth in colonies, tissues, and organoids, many
of which likely reside somewhere along this spectrum
but for which the respective roles of growth rules and
mechanics are not clearly disentangled.
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Appendix A: Mechanical details of the particle
based model

The effective area used in the consumption term is

b; b;
N 2_op2 v - 2 _p2
A(b;) = 2mR* —2R” arccos <2R) + 5 4R? —b;. (A1)

Cell motion is overdamped. The center-of-mass r§™,
backbone length b;, and orientation ¢; evolve according
to

Lrem = X Flles 4 - F (e x e, (A2)
Dy — Xt (b, ) Fint ip» = X" (b)) T; (A3)
dt 7 7 7 I dt K3 7 K]

where €; is the backbone unit vector, FiH and Fi- are the
longitudinal and transverse interaction forces, Fi™ is the
internal spring force, and T} is the torque.

Pairwise interactions between nodes of different cells
are purely steric and repulsive whenever they overlap.
For two nodes « and [ belonging to cells i and j we
define the displacement and overlap as

af _ B af ap

dl-j =r; — ry, dij = |dij | (A4)
B _ B

6 = max(0,2R — d;’), (A5)
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For later use in the stress calculation, each interacting
node pair (i,«) and (j,3) is associated with a branch
vector and a contact force,

6iajﬁ _ d%ﬁ, fio]{ﬁ _ Faﬁ

g (AG)
so that the microscopic contribution of that contact to
the Cauchy stress is proportional to the dyadic product
5%[3 ® fi(;‘ﬂ . Summing these dipoles over all contacts and
dividing by an appropriate coarse-graining area yields the
coarse-grained stress tensor o used in the main text.

When the overlap between 2 cells 5%6 > 0 the contact
force follows a Hertzian law and grows with the overlap
with exponent 3/2,

Y /R 3/2 4
af o aB\3/2 Ja8
Fij =mij 5\l 3 (657)"" " d3]

and FZ—B = 0 otherwise. Here Y is an effective Young’s
modulus that sets the stiffness of steric repulsion. Large
values of Y strongly penalize overlap so that typical over-
laps remain small compared to R and the dynamics stays
close to an incompressible contact regime. The dimen-
sionless factor m;; is a softness prefactor that is reduced
immediately after division in order to compensate for the
instantaneous doubling of nodes.

(A7)

The two nodes of the same cell are coupled by an in-
ternal Hertzian spring that tends to relax the backbone
length b; toward its equilibrium value b;%(g;, R). We
write the deviation from this rest length as

Abi = b?q(gh R) - bi7 (A8)
and introduce an internal hardness parameter H™ > 0
that controls how rigidly the backbone resists compres-
sion or extension. The internal force on node a due to
node S of the same cell is

Fol = % \/f sgn(Ab;) |Ab[2ds” (o # B).

(A9)
With H™ = 1 the internal spring and intercellular
Hertzian forces are chosen so that forces remain contin-
uous as a compressed mother cell divides and its two
nodes become the centers of two daughter cells. A de-
tailed derivation and discussion of these force laws can
be found in Ref. [36L

Appendix B: Non-dimensionalization and base state

To analyze the traveling—wave regime, we assume a
constant front speed v and shift to the comoving coordi-
nate z = y — vt. Writing c(y,t) = é(z) yields

—0é(z) = DE'(2) —vpof (2(2) ©(=2),  (B1)
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with boundary conditions

& (—00) =0, &(+00) =0,
(B2)

and continuity of ¢ and of the diffusive flux at z = 0.

é(+00) = ¢,

We introduce dimensionless variables

A= KD/Ed = fa/£D7

(B3)
where £p = v/ Dcy/(vpo) and €3 = D/v. Dropping tildes
for readability, Eq. becomes

Z=z/lp, ¢=c/cy, €=cn/cp,

d"(2) + A (2) — f(c(2)) ©(=2) =0, (B4)

with ¢(—00) = 0 and ¢(+00) = 1. A unique value of A
generates a trajectory connecting these two limits.

We now analyze the steady traveling wave in the
sharp—interface limit ¢ < 1. In this regime the Monod
response is approximated piecewise as

0, z>0 (region I),
fle) =<1, —(<z<0 (region II), (B5)
cfen, z<—C (region III),

so Eq. (B4)) can be integrated separately in regions I-II1,
with integration constants fixed by continuity of ¢ and of
the diffusive flux at z =0 and z = —(.

The resulting concentration profile is

1- % eiAza (1)7
éz) = % _ %(e—xz — M), (),  (B6)

Eexp[% (—A—i—A)(z—i—C)} , (I11),

where we have defined

/4 2

It is convenient to introduce
B=1+A[(e-1)A+(], (B8)

so that the constants C; and C5 can be written compactly
as

e B

1—e B
= — 2 = —
A

Cl_ A )

. (BY)

The active-layer width ¢ follows from the matching
conditions and is given by

C:A—%—%\/s(él—i—s)\?).

(B10)



1. Pressure field in the base state

In nondimensional form, the pressure inside the colony
satisfies

p'(2) = —f(c(2)),

with p continuous and 9, p continuous across z = —(, and
with the front speed given by

v=—p'(0) =\

(B11)

(B12)

In the piecewise limit, p(z) can be obtained by integrat-
ing the corresponding piecewise constant forcing. Using
the same partition into regions I (—¢ < z < 0) and III
(z < =(), and choosing the additive constant such that
p(0) = 0, one finds

5 #2A+2), (1),
P(z) = 4exp[L(-A+A)(z + Q)]
_ 2 oAy + Co, (11(1])3,13)
with Cy = ( IN2+eAS+C(S+HC) +e(2+ /\C))

where we also introduced

S=1/e(4+eX?). (B14)
These expressions determine the base-state front speed
v = A and pressure profile p*(z).

For later reference, the height H above the front where
the concentration deviates from the bulk value by a small
fraction dc is obtained from Eq. as

1 [eX -1
H=—-In|——|. B15
X o ] (B15)

2. Linear stability analysis and dispersion relation

We now perturb the traveling—wave solution c*(z),
p*(z) and the front position h* by small lateral defor-
mations of amplitude n < 1:

oy,
i
o

e(x, z,t) = c*(2) + nei(z, t) cos(kx), (
p(z, 2,t) = p*(2) + np1(z,t) cos(kzx), (
h(z,t) h* + nha(t) cos(kz), (

t) (

C(z,t) = " +nCi(t) cos(kz),
where h is the (dimensionless) front height measured

from z = 0, and c¢*,p*,h*,(* denote the quasi-steady
base state.

[sslllvs}

— =

[O N |
NN 2ND BN

oy
=
©
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Linearizing the nondimensional reaction—diffusion and
Darcy equations around this base state and retaining
terms of O(n) yields

(02 = K*)er = f1(e) ©(=2) —
(62 - k‘z)pl =a f1(c) O(—2),

where & is the nondimensional activity parameter.

A1, (B20)

(B21)

The boundary conditions on ¢; follow from continuity
of the field and its flux at the moving interfaces, expanded
to first order in #:

lim ¢1(z,t) =0,
z—+o0

Cl|0+ + azC*‘OJr = Cl|0— +hy 8z0*|0— 3
8z01|0+ + hy 8§c*lo+ = 8z61‘07 + hy 6§c* 0

cl|<+ = cllcf )
6zcl|c+ = 6zcl|c— )
ZEIPOO c(z,t) = 0.

Similarly, for the pressure perturbation

P1|Z:0 = —h; 0.p" (0),
P1|¢+ = P1|<f )
8zp1|g+ = azp1|gf )
Jlim 9:pi(z,1) = 0.
In the sharp-interface approximation the {; terms drop

out because d,c* and §%c* are continuous across z = (
by construction.

Expanding the growth function to first order in 7 gives

0, IT,

c1 cos(kz) = f1 =
' {01 cos(kx)/cp, 111,

c=c*

so that, in the piecewise limit, only the depleted interior
(region III) responds linearly to concentration fluctua-
tions.

For compactness we introduce the k—dependent quanti-

ties a = V1 +4k2, X = \/5+4s/<;2 Y = V4 + e+ 4ek?,

= \/1+2+4k2, e(d+e+4ek?), Q =
ea? — X% andHozex\+\/s(4+s)\2)+2C.

In each region, Eqs. (B20)—(B21|) admit exponential
solutions. It is convenient to introduce the k—dependent

decay rates

=1(1+V1+4k?),

1 V4 + e+ 4ek?
v(k) =3 (—1 + \ﬁ) ;



so that the concentration perturbation can be written as

e~ FaC (Q — 260‘4)7 z >0,
c1(z) =h em 2t el Q- 260‘(z+0), —(<2z<0,

1
2a
1
2a
Ve
2
Inside the colony (z < 0) the pressure perturbation is

%e—’“ [282(~1+¢2) + Ho|, —¢<z<0,
pile) = 21

1
/BBekz _ > exp |:2(—1 +A)Z:| 2 < _47

pE—
with coefficients 81 = @(X—Z) exp[(=X+X)¢/(2vE)],
. ﬂ167%(71+2k+A)((\/g(1+2k) - )
52:5[ Vek(2+e—d)
98¢ TH—A/2C
A

+h1HO}, and

Bs = Ba(1 — e%k¢) + 2e**¢hy H.

3. Front kinematics and dispersion relation

The front dynamics follow from the kinematic condi-
tion

h - - azp‘z:(p

which we expand to linear order in 7 by evaluating the
pressure gradient at z = ehy cos(kx). This yields

ho + hy cos(kx) =
= —[p5(0) + Py (0) eha cos(ka) + py(0) cos(ka)] ,
= Iy = —[hip{(0) + p}(0)],

where pg(z) = p*(z) is the base-state pressure. Using
Eq. (B13) one finds pjj(0) = —1, so that

hy =w(k)hy,  w(k)=1—p,(0)/hi.

Evaluating p}(0) from the piecewise solutions and ap-
plying the matching conditions gives a closed-form dis-
persion relation. To keep the expression compact, we
define O(k) = L[(-1+2k+ A)((e —2)A+ 5) — 2a( +
(25/v3) <]

With these definitions, the growth rate can be written
in the compact form

0k) (S(k) — 2 (1 + 2k)) (= X)
442 —20

wik) =1—kx— <
(B22)
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The fastest-growing wavenumber k. maximizes w(k),
and the corresponding wavelength is

Ao = 2 (B23)

kmax

In a one-dimensional strip of length L, the number of

1 .
_ (s whole wavelengths that can fit is
X -Xx) exp[2( z oz<+A(z+C))] .z < who

L kmaxL
N= bmaxJ _{ = J (B24)
which sets the typical number of fingers selected by the
linear instability.

The dispersion relation is plot for different values of £
where for the velocity v we used the one measured from
the simulations Fig. [da] averaged through different values
of u for each ¢. Here increasing c; makes growth more
homogeneous and suppresses the protrusions.
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