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High-density granular active matter is a useful model for dense animal collectives and could be
useful for designing reconfigurable materials that can flow or solidify on command. Recent work has
demonstrated key similarities and differences between the mechanical response of dense active matter
and its sheared passive counterpart, yet a constitutive law that predicts precisely how dense active
matter flows or fails remains elusive. Here we study the yielding transition in dense active matter in
the limit of slow driving and large persistence times, across a wide range of material preparations.
Under shear, materials prepared to be very low energy or ‘ultrastable’ are brittle, and well-described
by elastoplastic constitutive laws. We show that under random active forcing, however, ultrastable
materials are always ductile. We develop a modified elastoplastic model that captures and explains
these observations, where the key parameter is the correlation length of the input active driving
field. We also observe large parameter regimes where the plastic flow is surprisingly well-predicted
by the input active driving field and not highly dependent on the structural disorder, suggesting

new strategies for control.

I. INTRODUCTION

The framework of active matter, where energy is in-
jected at the scale of individual agents, has been success-
fully used to describe collectives of animals and cells in
nature. Examples include bacterial colonies [1, 2], bio-
logical tissues [3-6], starfish oocytes [7], animal herds or
flocks [8-11], and even human crowds [12, 13]. Such col-
lectives exhibit interesting emergent behaviors, including
phase transitions [14] that cannot occur in non-active
statistical mechanics descriptions.

Active matter theories have also been useful from a
materials design standpoint, where researchers have de-
veloped synthetic active systems [15-17] to harness these
emergent behaviors to drive new types of functional-
ity. A particular subclass of active materials with non-
reciprocal interactions [18, 19] can lead to macroscopic
exotic “odd elastic” [20, 21] or “odd viscous” behaviors,
where shear forces can drive chiral rotations or vice versa.

In order to predict how biological systems tune their
function, and to engineer active materials with life-like
adaptability, we need to understand the fundamental
mechanisms that govern collective behavior in active
matter at high densities, where agents are interacting
with cages of their neighbors. Emergent phenomena like
flocking [8-10, 14, 22-24] and motility induced phase sep-
aration [25] that occur at low-to-intermediate densities
are relatively well understood, and can often be described
by hydrodynamic theories [26]. However, dense active
materials are dominated by steric interactions and there-
fore share many features of glass and jamming transi-
tions [27, 28]. This analogy has been the basis for on-
going work to understand how activity alters the glass
transition [29-32] and short-time system dynamics, such
as velocity autocorrelation functions [33, 34].

An emerging related topic of interest is the rheology,
plasticity, and yielding of dense active matter [35]. This

is a challenging topic because these systems inherit all of
the difficulties of yielding in granular/glassy materials,
such as plasticity, avalanches, intermittency, preparation
and history dependence [36-38]. Despite these difficul-
ties, there have been useful theoretical and numerical
advances, including a trap model that predicts particle
displacements on both short and long timescales [39],
methods for simulating dense active matter with very
large persistence times [40, 41], a scaling analysis of the
rheology near the jamming transition [42], and a phase
diagram of dynamical states in a sheared dense active
system [37].

Recent work builds on this to develop a continuum
model [43] that captures the steady-state behavior, in-
cluding glassy relaxation and dynamical heterogeneties,
in the presence of fluctuations. However, a macroscopic
theory (or constitutive law) that can predict the transi-
tion from an initial solid state to a flowing state in dense
active matter — i.e. yielding behavior, avalanche statis-
tics, and flow patterns — remains elusive. This restricts
our ability to control and program behavior in dense ac-
tive materials.

Recent advances in understanding the yielding and
flow of passive dense amorphous matter suggest it is a
good time to revisit this question. A unifying framework
for yielding has emerged, where the key parameter that
tunes the yielding behavior and avalanche statistics is the
disorder in the initial material preparation [35]. Materi-
als with high initial disorder or fluidity undergo ductile
deformation, characterized by a shear stress that progres-
sively increases with strain until reaching a steady-state
plateau, and deformation occurring uniformly through-
out the material volume. In contrast, materials with low
initial disorder or fluidity exhibit brittle failure, with a
large stress peak followed by a steep drop before reaching
steady state, and deformation localized to distinct shear
bands. This is termed the ‘ductile-to-brittle transition’.
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There are several macroscopic constitutive theories
that capture these features, including FElasto-Plastic
Models (EPM) [44] and fluidity models [45-48]. Build-
ing on theories for Shear Transformation Zone (STZ) [49]
and Soft Glassy Rheology (SGR) [50], both elasto-plastic
and fluidity models assume that mesoscopic units of the
material each possess a characteristic yield stress or re-
sistance to flow, and that these regions are mechanically
coupled, so that when a region flows it releases stress
(via a Green’s function) that affects other mesoscopic re-
gions. These models have been incredibly successful in
describing, for example, the statistics of avalanches [51—
55]. They also predict and explain precisely how the
statistics of the mesoscopic yield stresses or fluidities con-
trol the ‘ductile-to-brittle’ transition [56-59].

An unresolved question is whether this ‘ductile-to-
brittle’ transition is in the Random-Field Ising Model
(RFIM) universality class, i.e., whether there is a true
thermodynamic phase transition as a function of the dis-
order. EPMs exhibit many features of the AQS-driven
RFIM transitions [56, 59], although the long-range inter-
actions via a non-positive definite Green’s function so far
obstructs an analytic proof, while fluidity models instead
generate a crossover behavior with no true phase tran-
sition [56]. So far, it is hard to distinguish between the
two scenarios in simulations [59-62].

One of the reasons that it is difficult to distinguish be-
tween models for yielding is that the driving field is quite
simple. Many simulations investigate athermal quasi-
static shear (AQS) with Lees-Edwards boundary condi-
tions that control the strain [63]; in linear response this
is equivalent to a body force on each particle that points
along the same axis with a linearly varying magnitude.
Other simulations and experiments study yielding at fi-
nite strain rates [64—66], though the applied field is still
uniform shear. Still others study the effect of an applied
fixed force or stress, which are generally called creep ex-
periments. These uniform strain driving fields suggest
the mesoscopic regions all experience the same mean-field
environment,.

In contrast, self-propelled particle systems can be
thought of as systems where there is an arbitrary field
applied to each individual particle. In many simulations,
this is modeled as an active self-propulsive force, which
is a random version of a creep experiments [28, 67]. An
alternative approach is to study the effect of an applied
active displacement or strain, which is a random ver-
sion of the strain-controlled system. Although in gen-
eral active particles vary their direction of self-propulsion
over a characteristic timescale 7, it is useful to study the
athermal, quasi-static limit where the direction of self-
propulsion remains constant, termed Athermal Quasi-
static Random Displacement (AQRD) [38], which is the
random equivalent to the well-studied AQS. Previous
work in the pre-yielding regime (the initial part of the
stress-strain curve where the stress is still increasing with
strain) demonstrate that there is a simple, direct relation-
ship between the small avalanches that occur in sheared

and active matter systems [38], predicted by infinite-
dimensional mean field theory [68].

Additionally, mean field theory predicts that the dy-
namics for shear and random fields should remain the
same up to a scaling factor throughout yielding [68]. Is
this correct in two and three dimensions?

Here, we study the ductile-to-brittle yielding transi-
tion in dense active matter using both simulations and
a modified elasto-plastic model. Our goals are two-fold;
we wish to develop a predictive theory for the dynam-
ics and emergent behavior of dense active matter sub-
ject to different initial conditions, which will be useful in
understanding and controlling biological and engineered
material systems. We also wish to use the active field
as a new and different way to probe the physics of the
yielding transition, allowing us to carefully test theories
that make predictions for sheared and active matter, ul-
timately improving constitutive laws for such systems.

II. METHODS

A. Numerical Simulations of Dense Active Matter

We adopt the breathing particle method [69-71] to
generate initial conditions for active matter simulations.
Bidisperse packings are initialized and the radii are al-
lowed to vary, which has been shown to generate highly
stable packings [60, 69, 72, 73]. The ratio of the radii
upon initialization is 1 to 1.4, to avoid crystallization [74].
The forces on the particles are given by a Hertzian inter-
action potential [75], modified with a spring potential
term for the energy cost of radius variation,
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where O is the Heaviside function, €;; is the dimensionless
particle overlap, AY is the initial radius, ); is the varying
radius for particle i, and k) is the effective spring con-
stant describing resistance to changes in particle radii.
The radial stiffness k) controls the stability of the pack-
ing; small values of k) generate more highly stable and
ordered packings, as the system is given more freedom to
find lower energy states.

We use athermal quasistatic random displacement
(AQRD) [38] to generate the dynamics in our dense ac-
tive matter system. We apply a displacement field ¢ to
the system, normalized such that |¢] = 1, and move each
particle a distance u; along the direction c;.

We also vary the correlation length of this input driv-
ing field. In standard self-propelled particle systems, the
direction of self-propulsion is uncorrelated between each
particle, with a correlation length equal to the parti-
cle size, £ = 1. However, in some flocking or nematic
systems, the self-propulsion can become correlated over
larger distances ¢ > 1, though with periodic boundary
conditions this lengthscale is restricted to 1/4 of the box



size. In AQS with Lees-Edwards boundary conditions,
the lengthscale of the input driving field is 1/2 the box
size. We use Gaussian correlated random fields to im-
plement ¢ with different correlation lengths as described
previously [38], see Appendix A for more details.

After each small displacement, the system is allowed
to find a new minimum subject to the constraint that it
cannot move back along the direction ¢ This is imple-
mented using a modified FIRE algorithm [38] that im-
poses a Lagrange multiplier preventing motion along c.
We simulate each system until it has reached a strain that
is equivalent to 20% strain in AQS. This is sufficient to
drive the system through the yielding transition, which
typically occurs at about 5% strain [76]. See Appendix A
for details.

B. Analysis of numerical simulations

When dense active matter systems become unstable,
particles rearrange. The disordered deformation field,
which we will sometimes refer to as the ‘output’ field,
is quantified using a standard measure of the nonaffine
deformation, D, [49].

We employ persistent homology [77], a topological data
analysis technique, to identify prominent clusters of par-
ticles with high values of plasticity (or any other metric),
while ensuring that nearby, non-prominent clusters are
merged. See Appendix D for details.

We are also interested in the capacity of the input field,
¢, to induce local strains. To quantify this, we study
the best-fit affine deformation matrix, which is computed
analogously to D2, on a neighborhood of size 57 around
each particle, where 7 is the mean particle radius. Specif-
ically, we choose X 1 to be the initial configuration of our
solid, and )Zg = Xl + ¢. We find €, the best fit affine
transformation from X 1 to X’Q. Then the total deviatoric
strain in a neighborhood around each particle is given by
€ = |A1 — Ag|, where Ay and Ay are the eigenvalues of
(e 4+ €7)/2, and €' is the transpose of e. We view this
field € as a measure of the capacity of ¢ to induce shear
strain at each location in the material.

We are also interested in quantifying correlations be-
tween this local shear strain and DZ ;. To do so, we per-
form persistent homology clustering of the shear strain
field, and then employ a modified normalized mutual in-
formation (NMI) metric [78] between the D2 . and local
shear strain clusters, described in Appendix D.

C. Randomly Oriented inclusions in Elastoplastic
Models

Here we describe the EPM used to mimic AQRD at
the mesoscopic level. Our version of the elasto-plastic
model corresponds to a cellular automaton in a two-
dimensional square lattice with periodic boundary con-
ditions. Originally, the model was conceived to repre-

sent incompressible, homogeneous, and isotropic materi-
als under a simple shear deformation protocol. In this
case however, the deformation is not a simple shear one,
so we need to modify the model accordingly. As in previ-
ous work [59], we focus on a single shear-stress component
that we denote o, which is obviously an approximation,
even more in this setting. To each site ¢ of the square
lattice of linear size £ we assign a coarse-grained local
stress value o; in the presence of an external strain . As
such stress goes above a stability threshold oy, the site
yields and its stress drops by a quantity do chosen from
P(60) = +e=%7/A. For this work we fix A = oy, = 1. The
initial condition at v = 0, o;(y = 0), is independently and
identically drawn from a probability distribution Py(o;),
given by
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where R is a parameter that characterizes the initial sta-
bility of the solid, which in real systems depends on the
preparation protocol, and N is a normalization constant.
The main difference with standard versions of the EPM
studied in the past comes from the kernel used to redis-
tribute the stress drop. When the unstable site ¢ yields,
its stress drop contributes to other sites through a dis-
crete stress propagator G such that

o, €[-1,1], (2
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for every j, where do; is the stress drop at site i and
G;is = —1. A common choice for G;; is the Eshelby
elastic stress propagator, which in the case of a 2D con-
tinuous material is given by

B _cos(46;;)

G () = 2 (4)
where r;; denotes the vector between sites 7 and j, and
r;,; and 0;; are, respectively, its magnitude and the angle
it makes with the shearing direction. Here we modify the
propagator to mimic the AQRD protocol. When the cor-
relation length is small, less than or equal to the typical
size of a localized rearranging region, we can imagine that
each site in the EPM will yield in a random direction, so
that the Eshelby kernels are not aligned anymore along
the direction of the shearing force. In order to reproduce
this we change the definition of the stress propagator to
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i
as in [79], which is now dependent on the site that yields
and is rotated by an angle ¢; drawn from a uniform dis-
tribution in the range [—7/4, 7 /4]. The generalization to
correlated input fields is then obtained by choosing the
¢;’s to be spatially correlated with a certain correlation
length. Another difference with respect to the EPM in
the AQS regime is that the update algorithm does not
relax all the sites in parallel, but it relaxes at each step
the least stable one.
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FIG. 1. (A) Input displacement field induced in linear response due to Lees-Edwards boundary conditions under AQS. (B)
Example input displacements applied to particles with the smallest £ = 1 under AQRD. (C) Stress vs. strain curves for kx = 5
(brittle) in purple and kx = 1000 (ductile) in yellow for N = 5000. Solid lines represent AQS and dotted lines represent AQRD
(AQRD effective stress 6/+/k and strain 4+/k given by Eq. A7) with /£ = 0.01. Ultrastable systems (kx = 5) show no large
discontinuous stress drops under AQRD. Inset shows the same curves averaged over an ensemble of 20 packings. (D): Average
maximum stress drop Aoj,.. for a system size of N = 5000 vs the material preparation parameter kx (lower kx is more
ordered/stable) for different input field correlation lengths in AQRD (colors) and AQS (black squares). (E) Average maximum
stress drop Aomaz+ for AQRD with kyx = 5 versus input correlation length /L for different system sizes.

III. RESULTS
A. Yielding in active versus sheared granular solids

We first investigate the stress-strain response in simu-
lations as a function of the amount of disorder and the
correlation length of the random ‘input’ AQRD driving
field relative to the box size, £/L, and compare to the
response of a sheared system under AQS. Fig. 1A is a
schematic of the input displacements that are applied to
each particle in AQS and Fig. 1B shows displacements
in AQRD with the smallest resolvable correlation length
& = 1. Fig. 1C shows the stress-strain response under
AQS (solid lines) and AQRD with /£ = 0.01 (dashed
lines) for a system of N = 5000 particles prepared with
two different degrees of initial disorder — k) = 5, ultra-
stable, low disorder (dark purple) and ky = 1000 low
stability, high disorder (light green).

As expected from previous work on systems prepared
via swap Monte Carlo [56], under AQS the ultrastable

system is highly brittle, with large stress drops that cor-
respond to system-spanning avalanches, while the low
stability system is ductile with no large stress drops.
Just as in swap Monte Carlo systems, breathing parti-
cle systems show signatures consistent with a disorder-
controlled transition similar to the one observed in the
athermally-driven RFIM; i.e., numerical data for differ-
ent system sizes (Supplemental Fig. 8) are consistent with
the existence of a critical disorder at which avalanches be-
come system spanning and the stress drops persist in the
thermodynamic limit.

Previous work has also demonstrated that for strains
below the macroscopic yielding transition, the statistical
behavior of AQS and AQRD systems is identical up to
the scale factor x described in Appendix A [38]. In addi-
tion, infinite-dimensional mean field theory predicts that
the dynamics should be the same [68] at all strains. How-
ever, we see in Fig. 1C that the yielding behavior of the
ultrastable AQRD system (dashed purple line) deviates
strongly from the AQS response (solid purple line) as the



system approaches the yielding transition. The ensemble
averaged response (Fig. 1C inset) is also quite different.

To quantify this effect, we study the statistics of the
maximum stress drop Aoc,,.. observed along each stress-
strain trajectory, as a function of the initial packing sta-
bility k) for different types of input displacement pro-
tocols, Fig. 1D. To account for system size effects, we
plOt Ao—;am = <Aomaz> - <Aamam>§/£20.01,k>\:300 where
we have subtracted a baseline value for small avalanches
(Tmaz)e/£=0.01,kr=300 for our system size of N = 5000, as
has been done previously [56]. Different colors/symbols
correspond to different correlations of the input driving
field, ranging from AQS, with a &/L£ of 0.5 (half the
box size, black boxes) to a £/L of 0.01. Supplementary
Fig. 9 confirms that the baseline value for stress drop size
(AGmaz)e/£=0.01,ky =300 becomes small as the system size
N increases.

Then, Fig. 1D shows that the largest stress drop is
the same as this baseline for all values of the initial in-
put disorder ky when the input field is uncorrelated from
particle to particle (blue), and the stress drop shows in-
creasing departures from this baseline as the correlation
length increases.

We next numerically analyze whether this data is con-
sistent with a phase transition as a function of the cor-
relation length &, instead of the disorder as in RFIM.
Fig. 1E shows the magnitude of the average stress drop
(A0 maz) as a function of the input correlation length of
the AQRD field /L, for different system sizes N.

Our key numerical observation is that there is a grad-
ual onset of increasing stress drops for values of £/L
larger than about seven percent for all values of NV, with
no obvious signatures of a sharp phase transition at a spe-
cific value of £/L£. This is different from the RFIM-like
signature seen as a function of the disorder.

B. Yielding in randomized elastoplastic models

To make progress in understanding why ultrastable
systems are no longer brittle under random forcing,
we turn to EPMs, which have been effective in pre-
dicting the yielding behavior of granular systems under
AQS [56, 59, 80-83]. A key parameter in such EPMs is
the disorder in the initial stress values of yielding sites:
high disorder (R) corresponds to a broad distribution
of initial stresses, whereas low disorder indicates a nar-
row one. As has been shown previously [59], Fig. 2C
illustrates that the standard EPM for AQS (solid lines)
exhibits ductile behavior for high disorder R and brit-
tle behavior with a large stress drop for low R. This
also qualitatively matches numerical particle simulation
results for AQS (Fig. 1C).

As discussed in Section IIC, in standard EPMs the
rearrangements and corresponding Green’s functions are
oriented along the direction of the global applied shear.
However, in AQRD we hypothesize these rearrangements
are only correlated over the same length scale as the in-

put applied field, £. We therefore analyze the response of
a randomized EPM, where Green’s function orientations
are correlated over a length £. Fig. 2A illustrates the
Green’s function associated with a standard EPM, where
the directions of increased stress (red) lie parallel or per-
pendicular to the direction of applied shear. Fig. 2B il-
lustrates the Green’s function for a yielding site that is
rotated with respect to the x- and y-axis, as appears in
the modified EPM.

Next, we study the stress-strain curves for our modi-
fied EPM where the correlation is the smallest possible
— the orientation is uniformly random at every site. The
results are shown by the dashed lines in Fig. 2C; the sys-
tem no longer appears brittle, just as in the numerical
simulations for AQRD.

To see if the modified EPM can also explain trends as
a function of R and £/L£, Fig. 2D shows the magnitude of
the largest stress drop in the modified EPM as a function
of R and £/L, in direct analogy to Fig. 1D. We see good
qualitative agreement between the prediction of the EPM
and numerical simulations. Similarly to Fig. 1E, Fig. 2E
shows the scaling of the stress drop with & as a function
of system size, and again find a gradual onset of larger
stress drops, this time with the onset starting from zero.

Comparing Fig. 1E and Fig. 2E, the shift in the onset
of larger stress drops is perhaps not surprising. In the
EPM, one can simulate much larger system sizes, but
one cannot access the smaller correlation lengths that
are accessible in a numerical simulation. This is because
the smallest scale in an EPM is the grid spacing, which
corresponds to the size of a mesoscopic region with a
well-defined yield stress. Since cores of localized rear-
rangements in 2D disk packings are typically estimated
to be on the order of 20 to 50 particles [49, 78], AQRD
input correlations lengths that are less than 5- to 7- par-
ticle diameters are not accessible in EPMs and Fig. 2E.

C. Yielding angles are correlated over the same
correlation length of the input field

What mechanisms are driving these thermodynami-
cally large stress drops in ultrastable systems, and what
leads to their absence in low-correlation input AQRD sys-
tems? Previous work on AQS and slowly sheared systems
has suggested that shear bands — highly localized regions
of non-affine plastic deformation oriented along the shear
direction and percolating across the other dimensions —
enable the system to release macroscopic stresses in a
single large avalanche [35, 56, 60, 61, 86].

This is easy to explain in standard elastoplastic mod-
els for shear bands [56, 59], where the Green’s function
falls off as 7%=, and therefore the induced stress is high-
est at sites close to the original plastic event. Also, be-
cause the Green’s function is non positive-definite, the
stresses are positive along lines perpendicular and par-
allel to the shear, and negative along the diagonals (see
Fig. 2A), resulting in a build-up of stresses along the
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FIG. 2. (A) Standard orientation of Eshelby propagator for a yielding site [84, 85]. (B) Rotated Eshelby propagator for
a yielding site in the modified EPM. (C) Stress vs. strain curves for three values of the EPM disorder R in a system of
N = 1048576 (L = 1024). Solid lines represent standard AQS EPM and dashed lines are for the EPM with randomly-
oriented Eshelby kernels with £ = 8 and /£ = 0.007. (D) Average maximum stress drop (Aomaz) (averaged over initial
stress realizations and orientational disorder) vs R (low R means less disorder/more stable). (E) Average maximum stress
drop Acmaz versus the correlation length of Eshelby orientations £/L, for different values of the system size N with disorder

R =0.15.

parallel /perpendicular directions.
effects generate a shear band.

Together, these two

We observe an interesting change in the organization
of shear bands as a function of /£ in both particle-
based simulations (Fig. 3A-C-E) and in the modified
EPM (Fig. 3B-D-F). At the largest values of £/L we
observe features fairly similar to shear bands, while at
smaller values of £/L we observe “shear blobs” that no
longer span the system.

Given the striking ability of the modified EPM to pre-
dict the numerical results, a natural hypothesis is that
the orientation of the rearrangements within one of these
shear blobs is correlated over the same correlation length,
&, of the input field. This hypothesis is easy to test nu-
merically in particle simulations. As described in Ap-
pendix C, we quantify the orientation of the plasticity in
the neighborhood of each particle, and then compute the
length scale over which this orientation is correlated, de-
noted X¥. As shown by the colorscale in Fig. 4A-C, the

orientations vary rapidly when £ is small (panel A), and
become correlated over the entire length of the shear blob
at large £ (panel C). A summary plot of X¥ vs. &/L is
shown in Fig. 4D. This represents a strong confirmation
from our numerical simulations that the key assumption
in the modified EPM — that £ also defines the correla-
tion length of orientation angles for Green’s functions —
is correct.

D. Spatial correlation between shear blobs and
regions of high shear strain within the input field

Another natural hypothesis is that the shear blobs oc-
cur at regions of high shear strain within the input AQRD
field, and therefore the input field directly sets the length-
scale for the output D2, field. To test this hypothesis,
we first compute the local strain that arises from a dis-
placement field on all the particles, and then use per-
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FIG. 3. (A, C, E) Intensity plots of D2, for the largest
stress drop in an example member of the ensemble for £/L =
0.05,0.15,0.25 in a system of N = 2500 and k), = 5.
The darkest spots identify particles experiencing highly non-
affine rearrangements in a neighborhood of 57, as defined
in Appendix C. (B, D, F) Spatial representation of modi-
fied EPM colored by number of yielding events per site for
&/L =0.023,0.094,0.25 and N = 16384 (£ = 128).

sistent homology to find discrete regions of highest local
strain within each input field. Fig. 5A-C shows the in-
put strain field (arrows) and the identified local clusters
(black outlines) for increasing £. Fig. 5D validates our
clustering algorithm: the discrete clusters of high local
strain have the same length scale as the input displace-
ment field.

We are now ready to directly quantify whether regions
of high local input strain correlate with regions of high
output plasticity. We use the proficiency described in
Appendix D to perform this correlation. As discussed in
Appendix D, the proficiency values are bimodal, allowing
a clear separation between low values, corresponding to
weak correlations between input and output clusters, and
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FIG. 4. (A,B,C) Intensity plots for the yielding angles 6Y of

particles with high D2,;,in the largest observed avalanches in

AQRD under /£ = 0.05,0.15 and 0.25 in a system with kx =
5and N = 2500. (D) X¥ (defined in Appendix B) in units of
particle diameter versus £/L averaged over an ensemble of 20
systems and 80 stress drops for N = 2500 (L, ~ L, =~ 50).

high values (x > 0.06), which indicate significant overlap
between clusters.

To visualize the relationship between stress drops and
spatial organization of shear blobs, Fig. 6A is a scatter
plot of the maximum stress drop vs. the average maxi-
mum proficiency (for all clusters of D2, in the largest
stress drop) for three values of the input correlation
strength £/L (12 different ultrastable packings at each
&/L ). A first observation is that the different £/L’s are
clustered in three different regions of this phase space.

o At low £/L (blue), the proficiency is typically high,
meaning that the locations of high input strain pre-
cisely correlate with the output shear blobs. The
maximum stress drop is very small, meaning the
output shear blobs are small, and the regions of
high local input strain are also small. So in this
region of space, our hypothesis was correct — the
input field governs the output field.

e At very large values of £/L (green), the proficiency
is also very high, but now the stress drops are
quite large. Macroscopic stress drops correspond to
system-spanning avalanches, and those shear bands
happen in precisely the locations that one would
predict from the input strain field. Again, the in-
put field governs the output field.



FIG. 5. (A,B,C) Example input displacement fields for
AQRD with £/£ = 0.05,0.15,0.25 in a system of N = 2500
particles. The length of the arrow indicates the magnitude
of the displacement and the color indicates the orientation of
each displacement vector. Clusters of high local shear strain
identified as described in the main text are outlined in black.
(D) Average length (major axis of best fit ellipsoid) of clus-
ters of high local shear strain vs /L.

e Most interesting are the results at intermediate £/L
(red). In this case, the proficiencies are low, sug-
gesting that the input strain is not a good predic-
tor of the output plasticity. There were previous
hints that something different is happening in this
regime; as one can see in Fig. 4B and Fig. 5B,
at £/L£ = 0.15 there seems to be a mismatch be-
tween the size of the D2, cluster, which appears

nearly system-spanning, and the high-strain clus-
ters, which are smaller. Fig. 6A confirms that
the avalanches are indeed system-spanning; the red
data points do typically exhibit macroscopically
large stress drops.

We speculate there must be an initially high-strain re-
gion that triggers an initial rearrangement, but because
the system is inherently ultrastable, it is susceptible to
an avalanche that turns into a shear band. Therefore the
initial high strain region does not predict the full shear
band, and the proficiency is low. In this case, the output
field is self-organized, and is not directly governed by the
input field.

To quantify this, we define P* as the percentage of
plastic events that are successfully predicted solely by
the input strain field, which is the number of stress drops
with exactly one proficiency greater than 0.06, and plot

P* as a function of £/L£. This is shown as the left axis
of Fig. 6B, where we highlight three regimes: low and
high £/L£ where the input field largely predicts output
rearrangements and plasticity, and intermediate 0.11 <
&/L < 0.21 where the input field does not accurately
predict the output field. The right axis of Fig. 6B shows
the average maximum stress drop Ac,,. as a function
of £/L, illustrating that the largest gradient of the curve
also occurs in this intermediate regime.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Our results demonstrate that, in contrast to predic-
tions from infinite-dimensional mean field theory, the
yielding behavior of dense active matter fundamentally
differs from that observed under conventional shear de-
formation. Materials that are prepared to be highly sta-
ble/ordered, which would fail in a brittle manner under
shear, flow in a ductile way under an applied random
field. This highlights that stability is not synonymous
with brittleness and that the statistics, and specifically
the correlation length, of the input driving field play a
key role in determining emergent plasticity and yielding.
This work shows that in highly stable systems there is
an apparently continuous transition from brittle failure
— when the input field has a large correlation length — to
ductile flow when the field is uncorrelated.

This insight has allowed us to demonstrate that an
EPM with a simple modification that accounts for these
input correlation lengths provides a qualitatively predic-
tive constitutive theory for dense active matter in the
limit of slow driving. We have directly confirmed in sim-
ulations the key assumptions of this EPM — that the ori-
entation of rearrangements is correlated over the length
of the input field £. This new EPM will provide a starting
point for future work to design and control dense active
matter systems.

In addition, it is possible to go beyond qualitative pre-
dictions in some cases. There are large regions of param-
eter space where the input field alone completely pre-
dicts the output plasticity. This is quite different from
sheared passive systems, where there is no information
contained in the input field, because the strain is uni-
form everywhere. In such systems, immense time and
effort has been spent on identifying soft spots or struc-
tural defects [76, 87-89] to predict the location and statis-
tics of plastic flow. We have demonstrated that for high
and low values of the input correlation strength £/L, one
can predict the output plasticity with 80% accuracy just
from the input field. This suggests that with proper de-
sign, flow in granular systems can be surprisingly highly
controllable by an input active field. While the annealed
structural disorder helps to dictate features of the macro-
scopic stress-strain curve, it is less important for predict-
ing individual rearrangements.

The regimes where the input field does not dictate
the output may be more interesting from a fundamen-
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FIG. 6. (A) Scatter plot of the maximum stress drop Aoy, versus the average maximum proficiency (xma=) (for all clusters
of DZ,;,in the largest stress drop) for three values of the input correlation strength &/L£, where for each &/L£ we show results
for an ensemble of 12 ultrastable (kx = 5, N = 5000) initial conditions strained to 15%. (B) Percentage of plastic events
successfully predicted by local shear strain (P*, left axis), superimposed over the mean of Ao, ., (right axis) for a system with

N = 5000 and kx = 5, versus &/L.

tal physics perspective. In these cases, there is an in-
terplay between the annealed structural disorder and the
disorder in the input driving field that leads to a self-
organization of system-spanning shear bands. This ex-
citing regime will thus provide a difficult and strong test
for quantitatively predictive constitutive laws. Many dif-
ferent theories lead to constitutive laws that generate
quite similar predictions for stress-strain curves and even
spatial organization of avalanches, and it has historically
been difficult to identify simulations or experiments that
distinguish between them. However, even our modified
EPM fails to predict plasticity in this regime.

We expect that what is missing is the coupling be-
tween the structural disorder and the orientations of the
Green’s functions. One simple way to encode this would
be to include some correlations between energy barrier
heights and Green’s function orientations in the modi-
fied EPM. A more difficult, but perhaps more realistic
approach are so-called “structural Elasto-plastic” (stEP)
models [89, 90], where researchers have shown that the
structure and statistics of the annealed disorder (e.g. the
energy barrier heights) are directly impacted by plastic-
ity, in addition to the indirect coupling through the stress
via the Green’s function. Such explicit correlations be-
tween annealed structural disorder and input field disor-
der could significantly enhance our ability to predict flow
patterns in this regime.

In addition, it seems likely that there is a direct cou-
pling between the orientation of the strain from the input
field and the inherent orientation of defects. Work on the
yielding angle [91-93] suggests that structural defects do
have preferred orientations, and so the input field could

either reinforce or oppose the natural yielding direction,
which would be another method to implement more pre-
cise control. It should be possible to incorporate recent
work to include active forces in computing energy barri-
ers for defects [94], to account for these effects in more
sophisticated EPMs.

From a practical perspective, another important area
for future study is the effect of finite persistence times,
finite driving rates, and finite temperatures on flow pat-
terns in dense active matter. Just as AQS has proven to
be a very useful limit for considering sheared systems, our
focus on the AQRD system in the same limit — zero tem-
perature, infinitely slow driving, infinite persistence time
— has allowed us to make useful progress on understand-
ing fundamental principles. In sheared systems, EPMs
have been extended to finite driving rates by accounting
for effects like inertia and interrupted avalanches [44, 95].
We expect that a slowly time-varying input field cor-
responding to finite persistence times for active forces
would generate similar perturbations, and it would be
exciting to perform detailed comparisons between sim-
ulations and extensions of finite strain-rate EPMs as a
function of the driving rate. It would be particularly
interesting to know how the controllability by the input
field changes as the input persistence timescale decreases.

Our initial work here paves a concrete path towards un-
derstanding the mechanisms that dense animal/bacterial
collectives in nature could harness to drive functional
emergent behavior. It also highlights that the detailed
dynamics of dense granular solids, long assumed to be
difficult and perhaps intractable to predict, may be sur-
prisingly controllable by an active input field. This leads



to new ideas for design principles in dense amorphous
matter that might be programmed to solidify and/or flow
on command to perform functional tasks.
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Appendix A: Definitions and protocols for
simulating AQRD

A key feature of the input displacement field ¢ is the
lengthscale over which the displacements are correlated.
We create an ensemble of input displacement fields by
first defining a characteristic lengthscale relative to the
size of the box £/L, where £ is the correlation length
and £ is the box length in units of the particle diam-
eter. Next, we generate a 2D vector-valued continuous
gaussian random field (correlated over that lengthscale)
defined over the two-dimensional domain, which also re-
spects the periodic boundary conditions, as described
previously [38]. Then, the value of the displacement on
each particle is given by the 2D vector defined by the
Gaussian field evaluated at the particle center. Due to
the periodic boundary conditions, the maximum corre-
lation length possible without introducing artifacts that
align the field with the box edges is £/4. In addition,
because we always coarse-grain the field to lie on parti-
cle centers, we cannot resolve correlation lengths below
1/L for a given system size N = £ x L. In order to
compare correlation lengths £/L£ over a broad range of
system sizes N, we report correlation lengths in units of
&/L and not &.

For completeness, the next few paragraphs summarize
results from Ref. [38], which develops a method to com-
pare the magnitude of input displacements ¢ from AQRD
to the strain applied via Lees-Edwards boundary condi-
tions in AQS.

We note that in linear response, shearing the Lees-
Edwards boundaries a distance L, is equivalent to ap-
plying a displacement to each particle of size v(y; —L, /2),
where y; is the y-coordinate of the particle and L, is the
length of the box in the y-direction. In a square box, this
gives a total displacement magnitude of vL,/N/12, and
we write that the effective strain 4 due to a displacement

N

u = yLyy/ 15, where L, is the length of our box in the
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y-direction. In our simulation we are applying displace-
ments along a normalized vector field ¢. Our displace-
ments, using our definition of the random strain, can be

written as
| N
dz; = duc; = dyLy/ —c¢;
T U;C YLy 120

We put tildes over the v and u to indicate when they
describe variables in a random field. For AQRD the re-

lation becomes
~ ~ | N
U;C; = "}/Ly ECZ'

The standard definition of the stress is %. To find our
random stress in AQRD we need to replace the « in the

expression with 4. So, we need to find

(A1)

(A2)

U, 9U da!

au ( oU dzi
dy 8mL| dy

ozt d¥y

) (A3)

6‘:

Since we have performed a constrained minimization
on our system and subtracted off any forces in the direc-
tion of ¢, the only remaining force on the particles must
be parallel to ¢, which leaves us with only the first term
in the above expression. So we have

oU al:rL|

o=X(—7F—2%
(axL' dy

(A4)

There are two derivatives in the expression above. The
second one can be evaluated using our definition of the

1/%. The first is the

component of the force parallel to ¢ and as such is just
the projection F,, giving us the expression for the random
stress

random strain and is equal to ¢;L,

N
6 = (F)cLy\/—

5 (A5)

An infinite-dimensional mean-field calculation [68, 96—
100] suggests that AQRD and AQS should have the same
dynamics up to a scale factor:

1
0AQS = 0—=
RV

Here, § is the variance of the strain between neighbors
in the input field and [ is the typical distance between
particles. Clearly the variance in strain across neighbors
decreases as £ increases, and AQS has no variance in
the strain. Since in linear response the shear modulus

YAQS = 5’? ) (A6)



is just the ratio, u = o/, the theory predicts that the
ratio between the two shear moduli pagrp/rags should
be given by l% In other words, a material has a stiffer
response to an input field that induces larger local strains.

Previous numerical work indicates that this mean-
field prediction gives the right trends but does not pre-
cisely hold in d = 2 [38]. Instead, the authors em-
pirically measured the modulus associated with elastic
(monotonically increasing) branches of the stress-strain
curves in each simulation and defined an empirical scalar
Kk = pagrp/paqs for each value of £ They showed the
mean-field-inspired rescaling,

& —_—
\/E’ ’Y—’Y

precisely collapses stress-strain curves and avalanche
statistics in the pre-yielding regime [38]. Therefore, in
our work here we compute k = pagQrp/tAQs nNumeri-
cally from our ensemble of simulations and use it rescale
all of our stresses and strains. This ensures that the
trivial rescaling of the stiffness due to £ is removed, and
ensures all stress-strain curves are statistically identical
up to the yielding point.

Previous work has identified a step size of 107 as a
sufficiently small step size in AQRD to reliably generate
system dynamics [38]. To accurately compare AQRD and
AQS, we must next compute the scaling factor x between
the two described in the previous section. We start off
by simulating steps of size 0.0001 in AQRD until the
response of the system is no longer elastic to first order,
so we can get an accurate estimate for the random shear
modulus fig. This step size represents u i.e. the distance
travelled in the c¢ direction. To get the average strain for

these steps we use % = L4/ % This gives us

g =

(A7)

- U
’7271\, (AS)
Ly./ﬁ

We then calculate the random stress at each strain step
before the response stopped being elastic. At each step
we also calculate fi; and we take the average (fig). We
similarly get a value for the average AQS shear modulus

(1o). Using this we find k = gﬁgi, and compute the total

number of steps required in AQRD to match 20% strain
in AQS.

Appendix B: Identifying rearranging particles

Plasticity in disordered systems is well captured by
D? . . a measure of the nonaffine motion [49]. D2,

compares two configurations of a system over a specified
radius, in this case five average particle radii:

2
D?nin,i (Ylv ?2) = Z (7/.—7«.;2 - 61‘7?]'1) )

Jirig <OT

(B1)
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where Yl and Yg represent the two configurations being
compared, 7;; is the distance between particles ¢ and j,
7 is the average particle radius, 7751 and 77}2 are the
vectors that separate particles i and j in the first and
second configuration respectively, and ¢; is the best-fit
affine transformation that minimizes Dfnmz

As is standard [49], to compute D2, one must choose
a lengthscale for the neighborhood over which the affine
and non-affine transformations are computed. Consis-
tent with previous work, we choose 57. Smaller length-
scales may cause an error in the algorithm because some
neighboring particles will not be included in a neighbor-
hood which is too small, while larger lengthscales result
in D2, fields that are more homogeneous and fail to

capture localized rearrangements.

Appendix C: Calculation of yielding angle and
correlation length

In computing the nonaffine displacement field
D2 [49], one must also compute the best-fit affine
transformation tensor e in a neighborhood around the
particle of interest. A typical choice of this neighbor-
hood is 57, where 7 is the mean radius of particles in the
packing.

Here, we are interested in using the affine part € to
characterize the shear strain in the random input fields.
Specifically, the local deviatoric shear strain tensor in the
region is given by the traceless symmetric component of e:

Tr(M)
2

1
M* - Mshearstrain - Q[M + MT - In] (Cl)

We choose the eigenvector of this tensor by M+ with the
largest associated eigenvalue and compute the angle it
makes with the z-axis. We define this angle as the yield-
ing angle 6Y.

To quantify the characteristic length scale over which
local yielding angles remain correlated, we compute the
spatial autocorrelation function. Specifically, each par-
ticle ¢+ has a position r; and a scalar yielding angle 6;.
We first subtract the mean @ to obtain zero-mean values
§6; = 0, — 0 and define the two-point autocorrelation as

C(r) = (60; 60;) (C2)

[ri—r;|€[r, r+Ar]?
where the average is taken over all particle pairs (i, )
separated by a distance within the bin [r,r + Ar]. The
corresponding normalized autocorrelation function is

C(r)
where C(0) is the variance of the yielding angle field. We
identify all particle pairs within a cutoff distance rpax
and compute p(r) in evenly spaced radial bins.

The resulting correlation function p(r) typically decays
monotonically with distance. We extract a characteristic



correlation length XY, which we call the yielding length,
by fitting the short-range decay to an exponential:

p(r)~ Ae X" e, (C4)

Appendix D: Methods for quantifying clusters and
overlaps between clusters

We briefly review our adaptation of persistent homol-
ogy techniques [77] for identifying clusters in disordered
fields. The algorithm to generate a persistence tree be-
gins by identifying the value of the field on each particle
and sorting the list from highest to lowest value. Start-
ing with the highest value, the algorithm iterates through
this list, and for each particle finds neighboring particles
that are close to it, defined using Lees-Edwards boundary
conditions. If the particle does not have any neighboring
clusters (groups of particles), then it represents a local
peak and a new cluster is started just for that particle. If
the particle has only one neighboring cluster, it is added
to that cluster. If the particle has multiple neighboring
clusters, it merges the parent clusters and starts a new
child cluster that includes the current particle. The birth
value of a cluster is the D?, value of the particle that
started it. The death value is the D? ; value of the parti-
cle that ended it (caused it to merge with another). The
persistence value for a cluster is given by birth — death.

Once the persistence tree is built with all clusters, we
wish to prune clusters that are too small or not signif-
icant. If a cluster has too few or too many particles —
here we chose 15 and %N particles, respectively, as these
thresholds — it is considered not significant and pruned
(removed). The algorithm then iterates through clusters
in reverse order, starting from the last one discovered. If
a cluster has two or more parent clusters with a higher
persistence it is also pruned. If a cluster is kept, its par-
ent clusters are pruned to avoid redundancy. After the
pruning process, we are left with a set of clusters with
high persistence that represent meaningful patterns in
D?nin'

Once clusters are identified, we often wish to determine
whether a cluster from one field is predictive of a cluster
appearing in the same place in a different field. To do
so, we compute a normalized mutual information metric,
which was first described in [78].

The standard mutual information  between
two datasets I and J is defined as M(I,J) =

2zeln) Xyels) Poy 1082 (53;) :
denote the probabilities of a particle belonging to set z
or y, respectively, and p, , is the joint probability of a
particle belonging to both. Probabilities are computed
as the fraction of particles within a given set relative to
the total number of particles observed in the simulation
window.

To distinguish between correlations arising from direct
overlap of two fields and those originating from overlap

where p, and p,
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with the complement of a field, we adopt a modified def-
inition of the mutual information:

M(I,J) =

Pz,
DS px,ylogg( 'y)sgn<pI,J—pIpJ>.

a€[I,~I] ye[J,~J] PPy

(D1)

The inclusion of the sign function ensures that correla-
tions are counted as positive when the overlap between
I and J exceeds the statistical expectation, and negative
when [ is more strongly correlated with the complement
of J. This adjustment prevents high values of mutual
information that can otherwise occur due to overlap be-
tween one set and the complement of another. The in-
formation entropy of a field, H(I), is obtained as the
self-information, H(I) = M(I,I).

Finally, we report a normalized version of this met-

ric, which we term the proficiency: xr; = Agfl*)]) This
quantity measures how well the regions of high plasticity
are predicted by clusters of high local shear strain.

Appendix E: Supplementary data analyzing
avalanches, clustering, and cluster overlaps

Fig. 1C in the main text showed stress-strain curves
for packings with varying disorder being driven by an un-
correlated random field. Fig. 7 below shows stress-strain
curves for an ultrastable packing being driven by fields
with varying correlation lengths. The stress overshoots
grow larger as the driving field becomes more correlated.
The statistics for the magnitudes of the subsequent stress
drops can be seen in Fig. 1E in the main text.
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FIG. 7. Effective stress-strain curves for AQRD in a single
system, scaled using Eq. (A7). The packing is ultrastable
with kx = 5 and system size N = 5000. The three curves
correspond to £/L = 0.02, 0.10 and 0.25.
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FIG. 8. Mean (Ao = (A0maz) — (AOmac)ky=300) and
variance (inset) of Aomae vs kx (low kx corresponds to low
initial disorder) for increasing system sizes under AQS.
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FIG. 9. Values of the baseline (0max)¢/c=0.01,ky=300, Which
been subtracted off in the AQRD stress drop values reported
in the main text, as a function of the system size N. For each
system size, this represents the characteristic size of a ’small’,
non-system spannning avalanche for a ductile system driven
by an uncorrelated input field.

Previous work has carefully characterized the effect of
material preparation on the largest stress drop in AQS,
using swap Monte Carlo methods to prepare ultrastable
packings [56]. In Fig. 8 we demonstrate that similar re-
sults are generated using the breathing particle method
to prepare ultrastable packings.

In addition, we characterize the small avalanches that
occur in ductile systems under driving by AQRD in
Fig. 9. Asexpected, the size of small avalanches decreases
as a function of system size N. As in previous work [56],
for each system size we subtract off this baseline aver-
age value from the largest stress drop when computing

Ao}, .. in the main text.

Fig. 10 highlights some details about our clustering
procedure, persistent homology. Panel A shows the ob-
served clusters at the two largest stress drops when an
ultrastable system is driven by field with £/£ = 0.10.
Panel B shows a birth death plot for the clustering al-
gorithm. As mentioned in Sec IIB, the persistence of
a cluster is defined as birth — death. Looking at panel
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B, we can conclude that the distribution of the persis-
tence for all clusters (red dots) is bimodal, with a peak
at low persistence due to noise; and two data points with
a substantially higher value of the persistence (larger red
dots).
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FIG. 10. (A) D2, clusters for the two largest (circled in red)
stress drops for AQRD in a system of 2500 particles (kx = 5)
at £/L = 0.10. (B) Birth and death plot for cluster formation
in persistent homology. The two points far from the z = y
line have high persistence (were formed at a high D2,. value
and ended at a very low one). They represent significant local

peaks in D2,;, while the rest represent noise.

Fig. 11A shows the local shear strain clusters in an
AQRD field with ¢/£ = 0.10. Fig. 11B-D show the
D2, clusters at the largest stress drops. The heatmap
in Fig. 11F shows that each D2, cluster has a high over-
lap with at least one cluster of high local shear strain. We
see the same information for all possible cluster pairs in
Fig. 11E for 200 avalanches. The red curve shows a clear
bimodal distribution of the maximum proficiency values,
allowing us to choose x = 0.06 as a threshold for a pre-
dictive overlap.

Fig. 12 shows the same data for /£ = 0.15, where the
predictive rate is much lower (seen in Fig. 6). The distri-
bution highlights this, as the majority of the maximum
proficiencies are lower than the threshold (red curve),
indicating that most of the overlaps are small and in
the part of the bimodal distribution corresponding to the
noise.

40
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Illustration of computing the fraction of rearrangements predicted by the input field for /£ = 0.10.

(A) Input shear clusters for a sample input field with ¢/£ = 0.10. (B,C,D) D2, clusters for the three largest stress drops
for an ultrastable packing driven by the input field in (A). (E) Distribution of proficiency values for all local shear clusters
with all D2,;, clusters. Blue dotted line shows y for all pairs of clusters except Xmae for each D2,;, cluster. Red line shows
the distribution of Xsmaz for all D2,;, clusters. (F) Heatmap showing the proficiency values between all pairs of clusters seen
in (A) with (B,C,D). The predicted fraction is the number of D?2,.. clusters that have a corresponding input shear cluster
with a proficiency greater than 0.06.
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FIG. 12. Decrease in predictive capacity when &/L =
0.15. Distribution of proficiency values for all local shear clus-
ters with all D2,;,, clusters. Blue dotted line shows x for all
pairs of clusters except Xmae for each D2, cluster. Red line
shows the distribution of Ymaz for all D2, clusters.
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