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Since the seminal work of Powell, the relationships between the population growth rate, the prob-
ability distributions of generation time, and the distribution of cell age have been known for the
bacterial population in a steady state of exponential growth. Here, we generalize these relationships
to include an unsteady (transient) state for both the batch culture and the mother machine ex-
periment. In particular, we derive a time-dependent Euler-Lotka equation (relating the generation
time distributions to the population growth rate) and a generalization of the inequality between the
mean generation time and the population doubling time. To do this, we use a model proposed by
Lebowitz and Rubinow, in which each cell is described by its age and generation time. We show
that our results remain valid for a class of more complex models that use other state variables in
addition to cell age and generation time, as long as the integration of these additional variables
reduces the model to Lebowitz-Rubinow form. As an application of this formalism, we calculate
the fitness landscapes for phenotypic traits (cell age, generation time) in a population that is not
growing exponentially. We clarify that the known fitness landscape formula for the cell age as a

phenotypic trait is an approximation to the exact time-dependent formula.

I. INTRODUCTION

The properties of microbial populations, including
their temporal evolution, usually depend on the variabil-
ity of quantities describing individual cells. For example,
the growth rate of the population (the rate at which the
total number of cells increases) depends on how the val-
ues of generation time (the duration of the cell cycle) are
distributed among the cells.

Due to the complexity of population dynamics, it
seems reasonable to focus on populations in steady state.
For such populations many theoretical results have been
obtained mﬁ] By “steady state” we mean either steady
exponential growth in batch culture (where the total
number of cells in a population increases exponentially
with time), or a true steady state in mother-machine ex-
periments or continuous culture. In the latter two cases,
the increase in cell number is compensated for by the re-
moval of cells from the system, and the population size
remains constant.

But the opportunity for the study of many interest-
ing phenomena is lost if the focus is only on the steady
state. For this reason, cell populations that are out of the
steady state have been studied experimentally [B—IE] and
theoretically B, ﬂ—@] for decades. The desynchroniza-
tion of an initially nearly synchronous population (i.e.,
all cells are in nearly the same phase of their cell cycle)
of bacteria or cancer cells and its evolution to the steady
state can serve as an example m, @, M}

In recent years, there has been a renewed interest in
population dynamics out of the steady state. In partic-
ular, the oscillatory behavior of cell number and popu-
lation growth rate in a desynchronizing bacterial culture
has been studied M] in the context of cell division
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timing strategies and noise in the intrinsic parameters of
individual cells.

Thus, there seems to be a need for generalizing the re-
sults obtained so far for the steady state to the unsteady
case, that is, to transient population dynamics. These
results include the relationships between the generation
time distributions of mother cells (those just dividing),
newborn cells (those just after cell division), and extant
cells (all cells present in the population at a given time).
These three generation-time distributions should not be
confused with each other, as is still sometimes done; see
discussion in E] Only the mother generation time can
be observed experimentally. This is because the gener-
ation time (also called “cell cycle time” or “interdivision
time”) is a “hidden variable™ Its value is not known until
the end of the cell cycle.

Relationships between various generation time distri-
butions, as well as between generation time distribu-
tions, cell age distribution (age structure), and popula-
tion growth rate, such as the Euler-Lotka equation, were
found by Powell [1, [2], Lebowitz and Rubinow [3], and
more recently by others B, [, @], but only for bacterial
cultures in steady state, for which all probability distri-
butions are time-independent. To the best of our knowl-
edge, the results derived decades ago by Powell and oth-
ers have not yet been generalized to the case of unsteady
state.

In order to make such a generalization, we use the
model proposed by Lebowitz and Rubinow [3]. Within
this approach, each cell is described by its age a and the
generation time 7. As a consequence, one can obtain both
the age structure and all of the generation-time probabil-
ity distributions mentioned above from a single quantity
— the joint probability distribution of a¢ and 7. Using
this formalism, we find the relationships between various
time-dependent probability distributions of interest, as
well as the generalization of the Euler-Lotka equation,
for both the batch culture and the mother machine ex-
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periment. We also derive inequalities linking averaged
rates of appearance and disappearance of cells of gener-
ation time 7, which generalize known relations between
mean generation time and the population doubling time.

Most of our results for the population in the unsteady
state reduce to the known results for the steady expo-
nential growth in batch culture. However, we have also
obtained some new results for the steady state: The in-
equalities concerning the moments of the two generation
time distributions: of the mother cells and of the extant
cells. These inequalities follow from the stationary limit
of the equations relating the time evolution of the mo-
ments of different probability distributions. Solutions of
these equations are also given.

Although some probability distributions in Powell’s ap-
proach and the Lebowitz-Rubinow model are unobserv-
able, the present theoretical framework allows us to ex-
press them in terms of experimentally observable quan-
tities.

The results presented here may be useful in a variety of
contexts. For example, some of our results are needed to
quantify the strength of natural selection by the pheno-
typic fitness landscape (here we use this term as defined
in ref. Iﬁ]) or by the growth rate of the subpopulation
carrying a given phenotypic trait ] Therefore, we
show how to use our results to calculate fitness landscapes
for cell age and generation time. By “calculate” here we
mean “express in terms of observable quantities”.

Finally, we discuss possible generalizations of our ap-
proach. In particular, we show that any extension of the
Lebowitz-Rubinow model that includes additional vari-
ables besides cell age and generation time (cell volume,
individual growth rate, or concentrations of different pro-
teins) reduces to the effective Lebowitz-Rubinow model
when these additional variables are integrated out. Thus,
results derived within the Lebowitz-Rubinow model are
valid for a much broader class of population models.

We have relegated some of our findings to appendices.
Appendix[A] contains a table of the most important quan-
tities that are used in the text.

II. THEORY
A. McKendrick-von Foerster model

We begin with a brief reminder of the McKendrick-
von Foerster model M} We need it here as a point
of reference for a more general formalism of Lebowitz
and Rubinow B], which is analyzed in the next section.
Equations of the McKendrick-von Foerster model read

(% + % +(t,a) + D(t)) n(t,a) =0, (1)

n(t,0) = 2° /OTL ~v(t,a)n(t,a)da, (2)
n(0,a) = ng(a). (3)

Eq. () describes the time evolution of the number den-
sity n(t,a) of cells whose age is a; the boundary condition
@) describes the influx of newborn cells, while ([B]) is the
initial condition. We neglect cell death. (¢, a) is the cell
division rate and 7; is the maximum possible cell age:
n(t,a) =0 for a > 7.

The fermenter dilution rate D(t) in () may vary with
time, but it does not depend on a. Eqs. [I)—(B) describe
a batch culture (D(t) = 0, o0 = 1), a continuous culture
(D(t) > 0, ¢ = 1), or a mother machine experiment
(D(t) =0, 0 = 0). (The mother machine device can be
seen as an experimental realization of the ensemble of cell
lineages, see Appendix [G]).

The combination of [2]) and (B]) gives us the consistency
condition at t = a = 0:

w(0) =27 [ 30, a)nofa)da (1)

For both c =0 and 0 =1
N(t) = /0 "t a)da, (5)
is the total number of cells in the population at time t.
Within the framework of the McKendrick-von Foerster

model, it is possible to define both the age distribution
of all cells in a population

¢(t7a) = N(t) ) (6)

and the age distribution of currently dividing cells (moth-
ers), for which age equals generation time [6]

_ ’7(t7 a)n(tv a) _ ’7(t7 a)(b(tv a) (7)
fOTl ~(t,a)n(t,a)da A(t) '

fl (tu a)
A(t), which appears in (@), is given by
A = [ 50t ayda (8)
0

From (2), (@) and (&) we get
n(t,0) = 27A(t)N(t), 9)

and therefore A(t) is proportional to the cell’s birth rate.

For the batch culture (¢ = 1 and D(t) = 0), A(t) de-
fined by (B)) is the instantaneous population growth rate.
In a general case, the population growth rate is given
by o[A(t) — D(t)]. This quantity vanishes both for the
mother machine (¢ = 0) and for the continuous culture
if only A(t) = D(t), i.e. if the dilution compensates for
the increase in cell number.

However, the solution to () with ¢ =1 and D(t) #0
can easily be obtained from the solution to the case where
D(t) = 0 (see Appendix [B]), so from now on we will put
D(t) =01in (). In this case, integrating (1)) with respect
to a and using (), we obtain

dN(t)

= = oN(DA®), (10)



and therefore

where Ny = N(0).

B. Lebowitz-Rubinow model

Most of the results presented in this paper were ob-
tained using the theoretical framework of the Lebowitz-
Rubinow model. Therefore, we will now briefly discuss
this model.

Starting with the McKendrick-von Foerster model ([II)—
@), one can derive the relationship between the two age
distributions: ¢(t,a) (@) for all cells in the population
and f1(t,a) (@) for mothers, see Appendix [Dl

However, the generation time 7 (duration of the cell cy-
cle), and thus its inheritance, is not explicitly present in
@D~-@). Therefore, the McKendrick-von Foerster model
is not the preferred choice if one wants to obtain simi-
lar relationships involving the remaining generation time
distributions: fo(t,7) (newborns) and fa(t,7) (extant
cells, i.e., those present in a population at any given
time), or the joint probability distribution of cell age and
generation time, x(t,a,7). For this reason, we use the
model proposed by Lebowitz and Rubinow B] In this
approach, the generation time 7 becomes an additional,
non-dynamic variable (d7/dt = 0) besides the cell age.

n(t,a) in Eqs. ([[H3) is now replaced by the number
density n(t,a,7) of the cells whose age is a and whose
generation time is 7. These two densities are related by

n(t,a) = /TZ n(t, a, T)dr, (12)

so the number of cells in the population is given by

T Ti T T
N(t) =/ / n(t,a,7)drda =/ / n(t,a, 7)dadr.
0 Ja s JO
(13)
We assume that 7 is bounded, 0 < 7, < 7 < 77 < o0;

hence 7; is the longest possible generation time, and 7 is
the shortest possible generation time:
0<a<7, a=max(a,7s) <71, (14)

because 7 must be greater than both a and 7,. For E.
coli growing under optimal conditions 75 ~ 20 min Iﬁ]

1. Model equation, its boundary and initial conditions

Within the approach of ref. [E], Eq. (@) of the
McKendrick-von Foerster model is replaced by

0 0
gn(t, a, )+ %n(t, a,7) =0, (15)

while the boundary and initial conditions are now

TI

n(t,0,7) =27 / h(r|n(t, 7,7 )dr" = ¥ (t,7), (16)

and
n(0,a,7) = no(a,7) = ®(a, 7). (17)
The consistency condition must be satisfied at a = ¢ = 0:
®(0,7) =¥(0,7). (18)

h(r|7")dr in Eq. (I6) is the probability that the gener-
ation time of the two daughters is 7, provided that the
generation time of their mother was 7. (We assume that
both daughter cells inherit the same generation time but
this assumption can be relaxed, see Appendix [T)).

When the mother-daughter generation time correla-
tions vanish, A(7|7") = f(7). In such a case, the in-
herited generation time no longer depends on 7/. The
opposite extreme is when daughters inherit the value of
their mother’s generation time at cell division: h(7|7’) =
5(r—7) [3.

For continuous culture, the term D(¢)n(t, a, T) respon-
sible for cell dilution should also be added to the Lh.s. of
Eq. ([E). However, we omit this term because the solu-
tion to () with D(t) # 0 can easily be obtained from the
solution to the case D(t) = 0, just as in the McKendrick-
von Foerster model (see Appendix [B)). The same remark
applies to the term describing cell death, included in the
original formulation of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model B]

As in the case of Eq. (@), in Eq. (I6) we have 0 =0
for a single cell lineage or the mother machine experiment
(which, as we will show in Appendix [G] can be treated
as a realization of the ensemble of single cell lineages)
and o = 1 for the batch culture. Note that most of the
quantities of interest are different for ¢ = 0 and o = 1.
Only the probability distribution of the inherited genera-
tion times h(7|7’), which appears in (I6]), and the initial
condition ®(a,7) () are the same for both cases. (If
the Lebowitz-Rubinow model was derived as an effective
description from a more general model, then h(7|7’") can
also depend on both ¢ and the observation time t, see
subsection [ITEl and Appendix [I).

To distinguish between ¢ = 0 and o = 1, we introduce
an index:

c for o=0,
(o) = (19)

r for o=1.

In the above, ¢ refers to ‘chronological’ or ‘forward’, and
r to ‘retrospective’ or ‘backward’; these terms are re-
lated to the two ways the population lineage tree can be
sampled, see ﬂ] That ¢ = 0 corresponds to chrono-
logical and o = 1 to retrospective sampling of the lineage
tree will be shown in the Appendix However, we ex-
plicitly distinguish between ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1 only when
the quantities with different values of o appear in the
same formula (as e.g. in section [[ITD] and Appendix [Gl)
or when we consider the steady state situation.



2. Formal solution of the Lebowitz- Rubinow model

A solution to (3] has the form n(t,a,7) = F(t—a, 1),
where F(x1,22) is a function of two real variables. Tak-
ing into account the initial and boundary conditions, we
obtain [3]

®(a—t,7)=n(0,a—t,7)if a >t
n(t,a,7) = (20)
U(t—a,7)=n(t—a,0,71)if a <t,

where the initial condition ®(a, 7) is defined by ([IT) and
the boundary condition W(t,7) is defined by (IG). The
condition ([I8) ensures that ®(a —t,7) = U(t — a,7) for
a=1.

From (I6) and (20) we get the renewal equation:

U(t,7) = 27°0(7 —t)/ h(r|m"Y® (7" —t,7")dr’
t

T
+ 270(t — TS)/ Rh(r|m")V(t — 7', 7")d7,

(21)
where O(z) is the Heaviside step function and

t =min(t,7), ©=max(t,7s). (22)

We can now rewrite ([I8) as
Ti
®(0,7) =9(0,7) = 2‘7/ h(r|rY® (7', 7")dr".  (23)

By integrating (23]) with respect to 7, we get ().

C. Reduction of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model to
the McKendrick-von Foerster model

Before proceeding, we want to clarify the connection
between the Lebowitz-Rubinow and the McKendrick-von
Foerster models. When the generation time 7 is inte-
grated out, eqs. (D)D) of the former model should
reduce to eqs. ([I)—@B) of the latter model. This should
be the case not only for the special form of the initial
condition considered in ref. [3], i.e.

7(7) o)

O(a,7) = no(a)W

but in a general situation.
If a > 74, then if one integrates (IH) with respect to T
from a to 7; and uses the Leibniz integral rule, one gets

0 0
&n(t, a) + %n(t, a) +n(t,a,a) =0, (25)

where n(t,a) is defined by ([I2)). Similarly, integrate (L6
with respect to 7 from 7, to 7;. Keeping in mind that for
any 7/ we have [T h(7|r')dr = 1, we get

Ti T
n(t,()):/ \I/(t,T)dT:2g/ n(t, 7, 7)dr".  (26)

s s

Comparing 28] with () and (28) with (), we see that
if

n(t,a,a) =vy(t,a)n(t,a) = f1(t,a)N(t)A(t), (27)

then n(t,a) defined by ([I2) satisfies the equations (I)—
@). fi(t,7) in Eq. (27) is the mother age distribu-
tion, which is defined by Eq. (@) in the McKendrick-
von Foerster model, while for o = 1, A(¢) () is the in-
stantaneous growth rate of the population. For a < 74,
a = 75 and n(t,a,a) = y(t,a) = 0; thus the Lebowitz-
Rubinow model reduces again to the McKendrick-von Fo-
erster model. If the condition (27)) is satisfied, all the re-
sults of section [T Al remain valid. In particular, the time
dependence of the total number of cells is given by (IIJ).

Finally, note that from the Lebowitz-Rubinow model
one can derive not only the McKendrick-von Foerster
model, but also the model formally identical to that pro-
posed by Rubinow in 1968 M], see Appendix [Il

D. Definitions of cell age and generation time
distributions

In this subsection, we introduce the probability dis-
tributions that will be used throughout the rest of this
paper.

One can obtain all the generation time probability dis-
tributions: f;(¢,7), ¢ = 0, 1, 2 and the cell age distribu-
tion ¢(t, a) as either conditional or marginal probabilities
from a single quantity — the joint probability distribution
x(t,a,7) of age and generation time. The latter distri-
bution is the cell number density n(t, a, 7) normalized by
the total number of cells N(¢):

n(t,a, )
N(t)

x(t,a,7) (28)

We also define

®(a,7)
No

With x(¢,a,7) we get the age distribution of all cells in

the population (extant cells)

xo(a,7) = x(0,a,7) = (29)

b(t,a) = / ot a, ) = "]gég), (30)

as well as the generation time distribution of extant cells,

falt ) = / x(t 0, 7)da. (31)
0
Next, define the following conditional distribution:

x(t,a,7)

o(t,a)
The generation time distribution of the newborns is then
given by

x(t,7la) = (32)

x(t,0,7)
20A(t)

x(t,0,7) _
o(t,0)

Jolt, ) = x(¢,7]0) = (33)



The identity
(t,0) = 27A(t) (34)

used in B3)) follows from (@) and B0).
The mother age distribution f (¢, 7) (called ‘carrier dis-
tribution’ by Powell [1, [2]) has already been defined by

1),

__ x(ta,a) x(t a,a)
fl (t, CL) = T =
T x(taada  AQ
Note that the above definition of fi(¢,7) is consistent
with its definition () within the McKendrick von Foer-
ster model.

Not only fo(t, ), but also fi(t,7) is a conditional dis-
tribution. To see it, define

xX(t,a,0) = x(t,a,a+0),

and the corresponding conditional distribution

(35)

0=71—a, (36)

X(t,a,0
X(t,alf) = " ( ) (37)
f (9) X(t,a,0)d
where as(f) = max(0,7s — 6), a;(6) = 7 — 6. For

mothers, # = 0, so fi(t,a) = X(t,al0). Note that
fi(t,a) # x(t,ala) since the latter is not a probability
distribution of a. From 1), 28) and [B2) it follows
that x(t,ala) = ~(t,a).

As mentioned in the introduction, fi(t,7) is an exper-
imentally observable quantity. Therefore, it makes sense
to express other probability distributions using fi (¢, 7).

E. Definition of steady state

In this subsection, we give the definition of a steady
state.

For mother-machine experiments (o = 0), “steady
state” means that all quantities are independent of time
(stationary), i.e., n(t,a,7) = nc(a,7), n(t,a) = n.(a),
N(t) = No, x(t,a,7) = xc(a,7), At) = A, and so on.
This is therefore a true steady state. Note that for the
mother machine we always have N(t) = Ny, not only in
the steady state limit.

For batch culture (o = 1), by “steady state” we mean
steady exponential growth, for which we have

n(t,a,7) = x.(a, T)NOeATt. (38)
So we also have

N(t) = Noetrt, (39)

Eq. (B8) explains why steady exponential growth is some-
times called “self-similar growth.” This term derives from
the fact that the shape of the plot of the cell number den-
sity as a function of its variables other than the observa-
tion time ¢ (here: a and 7) does not depend on t. From
29), B8), and ([B9) it is clear that not only x(¢,a, ) 28]
but also the remaining probability distributions do not
depend on ¢.

IIT. RESULTS

A. Relationships between probability distributions
of cell age and generation time

In this subsection, we present our main results: The
relations between the probability distributions defined
in the previous subsection: x(¢,a,7), ¢(t,a), fo(t,7),
fi(t,7), and fo(t,7). We also derive two forms of the
generalized Euler-Lotka equation for a transient popula-
tion dynamics.

We will present here the relationships between differ-
ent probability distributions for the same values of o.
In other words, we consider two different experimental
situations separately: the mother machine experiments
(0 = 0) and the batch culture (o = 1). The answer to
another question: how is a given distribution for batch
culture expressed in terms of the same distribution for
the mother machine experiment, is given in Appendix

1. Relationships between generation time probability
distributions of mother and daughter cells

Using 20), @7) and B3), we rewrite (I6]) as

n(t,0,7) = 27N (t)A(t) /TL h(r|™") f1(t, 7" )d7’

= XNMOAWD) fo(t,7) = T(t,7),  (40)

where the generation time distribution of newborn cells
fo(t,7) is defined by [B3). In this way, we obtain

Tl
folt,7) = / W) it Y. ()
One can think of Eq. [{Il) as another definition of fy(¢, 7),
alternative to (33). If there are no mother-daughter gen-
eration time correlations, we have h(7|7’,t) = f(7) =
fo(t,7). (Following refs. [1, 2, [5], we denote the un-
correlated generation time distribution of newborns as
f(7) instead of fo(t,7)). At the opposite extreme, where
daughters inherit exactly the same generation time as
their mother had, i.e., h(r|7’) = 6(r — 7') we have
fo(t,7) = fi(t,7). For t > 7, from (I8, 20), 7), BH)
and [{Q), we get

NOA@) f1(t,7) =2°N({t —1)A({t — 1) fo(t — 7, 7). (42)

N(t)A(t)dt is the total number of cell divisions in the
population at time ¢, and the factor 29 accounts for the
number of daughter cells remaining in the population af-
ter each cell division. Therefore, the interpretation of the
identity ([@2)) is simple: The cells that divide at the time
t are those that were born at the time ¢ — 7, and which
inherited the generation time 7 at birth to divide when
they reach the age a = 7. Using (1), we rewrite ([@2) as

27N (t — 7)e” Jor I
A(t)

filt,7) = folt —7,7). (43)



For ¢ = 1 (batch culture, corresponding to the retrospec-
tive probabilities and retrospective sampling [27]) in the
steady-state limit, we obtain from ([@3]) the well-known re-
lationship between generation time distributions of new-
born and mother cells ﬂ, 5, [24, @]

fir(r) = 2¢77 for (7). (44)

For o = 0, i.e. for the mother machine experiment (corre-
sponding to chronological probabilities and chronological
sampling), in the steady state limit we get:

fre(7) = foe(7). (45)

Now let us return to the case of the transient state. For
t > 7, we get the generalization of Eq. (18) of ref. [l]

(Eq. (32) of ref. [3]) by combining @I and (@3)
fo(t,7) =27 /TL (T L(t, 7") fo(t — 7', 7")dr’", (46)

where we introduced the shorthand notation

A(t —7)e? g7 A at

At)e® S A@)d

Lt,T) = (47)

Similarly, from (#I)) and ([@3)) we get the analogous equa-
tion for fi(t,7), valid for t > 7,

Tl

filt,7) = 2”£(t,7)/ h(r|™") f1(t — 7, 7")dr".  (48)

Ts

Equation (@8] can help find the functional forms of
h(7|7") that are consistent with the measured values of
observable quantities: instantaneous population growth
rate A(t) and generation time distributions of mothers,
fi(t, ), determined from the experiment.

2. The first form of the Euler-Lotka equation

For the population at the state of steady exponential
growth, the Euler-Lotka equation [m, E, B] is the normal-
ization condition for f1,(7) (@),

1=2 / " e for(T)dr. (49)

s

In order to generalize ([#9)) to the case of transient popu-
lation dynamics we can use ([@3]), &) or (A]). Integrating
both sides of ([@3]) and remembering that 7 < t we get

/T:fl(t’T)dT =27 /Tjﬁ(taT)fo(t — 7, 7)dT,

(50)

where £(t,7) has been defined by 7)) and ¢ = min(¢, ;)
by [22)). For ¢ > 7, we have t = 7. The r.h.s. of (B0) is

then equal to one, and we get

TI

1 =27 L(t,7)fo(t —7,7)dr

2"/ / L, T)h(r|T) 1t — 7, 7")dr dT.
‘ 61)

By using the normalization of f(¢,7) given by Q) we
do not get a new form of the Euler-Lotka equation, but
we come back to Eq. (&)).

Strictly speaking, if 7, = oo, then (&) is only satisfied
in the limit ¢t — oo, where we get Eq. ([@3) for o = 1
and the normalization of fo.(7) for 0 = 0. However,
it is reasonable to expect that there is an intermediate
time scale for which replacing ¢ by oo in (B0) gives a
satisfactory approximation, even though the system is
still far enough from the steady state.

Both A(t) and fi(¢,7) can be determined directly from
the experiment. But since neither h(7|7’) nor fo(t,7) is
experimentally measurable, the equation (&) does not
provide an alternative way to determine A(t) from other
measurable quantities. Nevertheless, with experimen-
tally determined values of A(t) and fi (¢, 7) one can check
whether the form h(7|7’) postulated by a given theoreti-
cal model is not excluded by (&I).

In subsection [[ITAD] we will derive another form of
the Euler-Lotka equation which is valid for all values of
the observation time ¢ and is expressed only in terms of
experimentally observable quantities.

3. Joint distribution of cell age and generation time,
expressed by the generation time distributions of the mothers
or of the newborns.

Our task now is to express the most important proba-
bility distribution: x(¢,a,7) in terms of observable quan-
tities: f1(t,7) and A(¢). For the sake of completeness,
we will also give formulas expressing x(¢,a,7) in terms

fO (ta T) :

First, we will express the cell number density n(t, a, )
using the generation time distribution fi(¢,7) of mothers
or fo(t, ) of newborns. In what follows, we assume that

t > a. From (20), (40), (#2), and (@3], we obtain

n(t,a,7) = At —a+71)Noe =+ f1(t —a+71,7)
= 27A(t — a)Noe? = fo(t — a,7) (52)

and therefore

x(t,a,7) = At —a+ T)e"Q(t*“J”)*"Q(t)fl(t —a+T1,7),
_ ZUA(t _ a)eoﬂ(tfa)efoﬂ(t) fO (t —a, 7.)7 (53)

where we define

Q(t) = /O ")t (54)



Note that although the r.h.s. of both ([B2) and (E3) is
defined for all 7 € [, 7], the Lh.s. of each of these
two formulas only makes sense for 7 > a. For ¢ = 1
in the steady-state limit (¢ — o0), we have A(t) = A,
fot —a,7) = for (1), Q(t) = At and ([E3) reduces to

Xr(a,7) = 20, for(T)e " = A, fr, (1) T (55)

In this limit, n(¢,a,7) (B2) is indeed of the form (3], as
it should be. For o =0 (£(0) = ¢) we get [24]

fOc (T)
ST foo(T!)dr!

s

Xc(a7 T) = Achc(T) = (56)

4. Generation time distribution of extant cells expressed in
terms of generation time distributions for mothers and
newborns

First, we want to express the unobservable generation
time distribution of extant cells, f2(¢,7), by the observ-
able generation time distributions for mothers, fi(¢, 7).
Using (BI) and the properties of the solution of the
Lebowitz-Rubinow model, it can be shown that for both
t <7 andt > 7 we have

t

t+1 B o
folt.r) = / o I NDEN () £ (¢, )t (57)
t

see Appendix [E] Note that the value of fa(t,7) at time
t is expressed by fi(t',7) at later times: t' € [t,t + 7].
This means that we cannot determine fo(¢,7) using only
observations made at time ¢. Nevertheless, (B7) has a
simple and intuitive interpretation, which is best seen
when it is rewritten in terms of the number density

v(t,7) = /OT n(t,a,7)da = N(t) f2(t, ). (58)

of the cells whose generation time is 7 at time t. Now
multiply both sides of (&) by N(¢) to get

t+7
v(t,7) = /t AN fL(,T)dt’ . (59)

Eq. ([BY) expresses the fact that all cells assigned with
a given generation time 7 that were present in the pop-
ulation at the observation time ¢ (and only such cells)
will divide during the time interval [¢,¢ + 7]. In contrast,
the cells born within this time interval and inheriting the
generation time 7 will divide at t" >t + 7.

Using (31)) and (B3) we can also get the expression that
connects fa(t, 7) and the generation time distribution for
newborns fo(t, 7):

t ~
fa(t,7) = 277790 / AD)e™ D fo(f, 7)dE.  (60)
t—T

Eq. (60) tells us that all those cells present in the popula-
tion at observation time t,,s = t, whose generation time

is 7, must have been born between t — 7 and ¢, because
the cells assigned to generation time 7 and born earlier
have already divided.

For ¢t > 7 we can deduce another relationship between
fa(t, ), f1(t,7) and fo(t,7). Our starting point now is
the equation for the time evolution of v(t,7) (B8). To
obtain it, we integrate Eq. (&) with respect to a, as
in (B8), and we use the boundary condition (I€). Then,
using Eq. (27), we obtain

dv(t,T)
dt

= n(t,0,7) —n(t,7,7)
= [27fo(t,7) — fi(t, )] N(DA(t).  (61)

It is easy to identify the gain and loss terms in equation
(T): The influx of newborns with generation time 7 and
the loss of such cells through division. (@) can be writ-
ten down simply by counting the number of cells whose
generation time is 7 that enter and leave the population
at any given time. Finally, from (), (58), and (&I, we
obtain the time evolution equation for fy(¢,7) that we
are looking for:

WT) Attt m) = A 27 fo(ts7) — Fr (7).

dt
(62)

Eq. (62) is easy to solve; we get
faltr) = e o M0 {fz(toﬁ) +

t H
+ [ )~ AED]ADE A,

to

(63)

It may seem that only the cells born not earlier than at t—
7 can affect the value of fa(t,7), and therefore 0 < t—7 <
to < t. However, since (@3] is derived from accounting
for all cells entering and leaving the population (G1J), the
value of t( is arbitrary.

For t > 7 we now have three seemingly different equa-
tions relating fo(¢,7) to the remaining two generation
time distributions (f1(¢,7) or fo(t,7)): (&), @), and
©3). But with @3] one can show that for ¢t > 7 all these
three expressions are equivalent. However, only (B7) is
defined for both t > 7 and t < 7.

Now let us consider the case of steady exponential
growth. First, for 0 = 1 we get from (G2)) the well known
formula [@, 3, [, ]:

fir(7) + far(T) = 2for (7). (64)

For 0 =0, Eq. (62) in the steady state limit yields only
the condition fi.(7) = foc(7) (@3], but not the explicit
form of fo.(7). We can get the latter by using (B7) or

7 f1c(7)

fae(T) = AeT fre(T) = T Fro(r)dr

(65)



The second equality follows from the normalization of
f2c(7). Note also that in equation ([@3) fi.(7) can be
replaced by fo.(7) because of . An alternative way
to get (G3) was given in ref. [24].

5. The second form of the Euler-Lotka equation

The time-dependent generalization of the Euler-Lotka
equation can also be formulated as a normalization con-
dition for fo(t,7). Integrating both sides of (B7) with
respect to 7, we get

A

In contrast to (I5]]), now there are no restrictions for ¢,
as (B7) is valid for both 7 < ¢t and 7 > t. Moreover,
(1) is expressed only by quantities that can be measured
experimentally.

The time-independent Euler-Lotka equation for the ex-
ponentially growing population in batch culture ([44) usu-
ally has many solutions for A,. In the simplest case, we
have a finite number of complex roots, but only one of
them - the one with the largest real part and an imag-
inary part equal to zero - has an interpretation of the
population growth rate A,. Here the solution(s) A(t) of
the time-dependent generalizations of Euler-Lotka equa-
tion: (@) or (BIl) are not numbers, but functions of the
observation time ¢. Our interest here is in this A(¢), which
for 0 = 1 can be determined from observations using the
equation (I): A(t) = N(t)/N(t), and for both values
of o can be determined using the equation ([@). How-
ever, we are not able to say whether this is the unique
solution to equation (67)), or whether there are multiple
solutions. The equation (66]) can be treated not so much
as an equation to determine A(t), but rather as a consis-
tency condition that must be satisfied by both A(¢) and
fl (f, 7').

For the steady exponential growth in batch culture we

get from ([66))

1=/S(eA

s

“fr A@)d ¢, (t',7)dt'dr. (66)

- 1) flr(T)dTv (67)

which is equivalent to ([@9) due to ([@d).

On the other hand, for the mother machine experi-
ment, it follows from (65) that in the stationary limit A,
is inversely proportional to the average generation time of
the mothers (or, equivalently, to the average generation
time of the newborns, since f1.(7) = foc(7)),

1

Ae=————
sz 7! fre (7)) dT’

= 1/(T)1e- (68)

Thus, we can treat (G8) as the Euler-Lotka equation for
the mother machine setup at the steady state.

6. Age structure expressed in terms of generation times for
mothers or newborns

As in the case of the generation time distribution of
extant cells fo(t, 7), the age distribution ¢(t,a) can also
be expressed by generation time distributions for mothers
fi(t,7) or newborns fo(t, 7).

If @ > ¢ then using (), 20), @8), 9), B0) and G4,

we obtain

¢(ta a) = (bO (a
t—a+a ~
- A D=0 7,7 -

t—a+ta—t

_ t)efcrﬂ(t)
t+a)dt.

(69)

For a <'t, we have
d(t,a) = 27A(t — a)e =) =)

t—a+ta -
- / A@)eoHO=oU) £ (77 — ¢ + a)d.
t—a—+T1s

(70)

The details of the derivations of (69) and (T0) are given
in the Appendix [El The second term on the r.h.s. of
both ([€9) and (70) vanishes for a < 75, and we get the
age distribution of cells that are too young to divide:

po(a —t)e for a>t,
Bt,a) = 1)
2geaﬂ(t—a)e—aﬂ(t)/\(t —a) for a<t.

—oQ(t)

With the help of @B0) and (B3)) we can also derive the

following expression

o(t,a) =2°A(t —a

where

)eaﬂ(t—a)e_aﬂ(t)po (t - a, (1), (72)

Fo(t,a) = /TZ fo(t, T)dr. (73)

If there are no mother-daughter generation time correla-

tions, we have fo(t,7) = f(7), Fo(t,a) = F(a), and (T2)

takes the simple form
B(t,a) = 2°M(t — a)e”M =D F(a).  (74)

At steady state (72) for o =1 equals
p(a) = Ae~ e“da) (75)

_ gpehe (1_ / fol@ da) (76)

= 2Ae M Fy(a). (77)

Eq. (7@) is Eq. (16) of ref. [d], is Bq. (9) of [,
whereas in (), following Powell [1], we have introduced
the quantity

wzhéﬁwm—l%wm (78)



which is the stationary conterpart of (73). For o = 0, at
the steady state we get from ([2) Eq. (D6) of ref. [@]

FOC(CL)

= ACF c = T o N
0 (CL) fTSl T/fOC(T/)dT/

pec(a) (79)

B. Time-dependent generalization of inequalities
between mean generation time and population
doubling time

For a population in the steady state of exponential
growth, it can be shown [@, 6, @] that

(7 <5 <

<T>0 ) (80)

where In2/A, is the population doubling time, (1), =
[ 7fo(r)dr and similarly for (7 );- There is no cor-
respondlng inequality for ¢ = 0; in this case we have
fOc( ) flc( ) see Eq (m)

The double inequality (80) can be derived by using
the fact that for any two probability distributions p(t, ),
q(t,x) we have

Dip(t,z)||q(t, z)] = /p(t,:v) In [zgi:i” dz > 0. (81)

The DIp(t, z)||q(t,x)] appearing in the above formula
is a Kullback-Leibler divergence (or relative entropy).
In particular, 80) follows from non-negativity of both

D{f1(7)[| for (7)) and D[ for (7)[| f1r(7)] H, 3.
What is the time—dependent counterpart of @0)? First,

consider the case of batch culture (¢ = 1). Using
®I), @3) and {@Q0) one can show that the condition
D[ f1r(t, 7)|| for(t,7)] > 0 implies that

) s

where now ((...)),, = f:l( )f1r(t,7)dr. In a similar
way, from the inequality D|fo, (¢, 7)||f1-(¢,7)] > 0 one

gets
welula) o

where ((...)),, = f (...)for(t,7)dr. Combining (82)
and (83) we obtain double inequality generalizing (80).

From (I0) and ({@Q) we get
dN(t ( )

U(t, ) =2 fo(t, 7). (84)
Therefore, the numerators of the expressions under the
logarithm in (82]) and (83)) are proportional to the number
of cells born at observation time ¢ and inheriting gener-
ation time 7 (since this number is equal to W(t, 7)dtdr),
while the denominators are proportional to the number

of cells born at time ¢ — 7 and inheriting generation time
7. The latter cells divide at time ¢. Thus, in both (82)
and (83) we have the average of the logarithm of the ra-
tio of the number of cells born at time ¢ and inheriting
the generation time 7 to the number of the mother cells
dividing at time ¢ at the age 7. In other words, we av-
erage the logarithms of the ratio of the number of cells
appearing in the population at time ¢ with the inherited
generation time 7 to the number of such cells disappear-
ing from the population. At steady state, from (82]) and
B3)) we recover (80)).

Both (82) and (83)) become equations for h(r|r') =
d(r — 7') as then fo(t,7) = fi1(¢t,7). In this case, each
cell division increases the number of cells with generation
time 7 by one: one such cell disappears and two are born.

We can repeat the same reasoning for ¢ = 0, that is,
for the mother machine experiments. We get

o)), =0= (o [w6= 7))

(85)

Again, U(t, 7)dtdr is the number of cells born between
t and ¢ + dt that inherit generation time 7, but now we
have W(t,7) = NoA(t) fo(t, 7). The mean values that ap-
pear in (83)) are defined as ((...)),. = f:l (.. ) foe(t, T)dT,
(- Do = L7 G ) frelt, m)dr.

The stationary limit of (B8] is trivial: 0 < 0 < 0. As

with the batch culture, the inequality (85]) also becomes
equality for transient dynamics if h(7|7") = §(t — 7).

C. The time evolution of the moments of x(¢,a,7)

From the equations (I0), (1), (IG), and 28], we ob-

tain the time evolution equation for x(¢,a, ),

ox(t,a,1) n ox(t,a,1)
ot Oa

+oA(t)x(t,a,7) =0, (86)

and the boundary condition,

x(t,0,7) =27 /TZ hrm)x(t, ', 7" dr" =27 A(t) fo(t, 7).

(87)
The initial condition follows from (7)) and (28). By in-
tegrating (86) with respect to a one obtains ([62]). Sim-
ilarly, by integrating (8Gl) with respect to T one obtains
the time evolution equation for ¢(¢,a) as given by (D).
From (86 we can also get the time evolution equations
for the moments of x(t,a,7):

AU (t)

o = —0At)Ukm (t) + kUg—1m(t)

— AW Tram (t) + 05027 A) 2 (1), (88)



where 0; is Kronecker delta and
Zi(t) = /Tl ™ fo(t, T)dr
Te(t) = /ﬂ * fi(t, T)dT
Upm () = /ﬂ /OT a*r™x(t, a, T)dadr. (89)

Before solving (B8]), we first consider its steady state so-
lution, dUg, (t)/dt = 0. Then (BY) becomes a system of
algebraic equations. For ¢ = 0 the solution is simple:

A

Ukm - 77c+m+17

kE>1.
kE+1 - (90)

The same result can be obtained by using the explicit
form of x.(a,7) given by ([E6). For o = 1 we get

Uem = AN kUk—1m — Tirm + 20k02m.  (91)

For k > 1 the solution of (@) is given by

k

k! AJ
Ukm = A\ Uom — Z TTjer ; (92)
T j=1 "

where Uy, = W,, is the steady-state value of the m-th
moment of fa(t, 7):

Win(t) = /TZ " fo(t, T)dT = Uom(t).  (93)

s

In particular, for m = 0 we get Eq. (DI13) derived in a
different way in the Appendix

k

k! AJ
Ay = — 1—27!%- : (94)

k
A&

A = Uy is the steady-state value of the k-th moment
of the cell age distribution ¢(¢,a) B0),

Au(t) = /O " R o(t, a)da = Uo(t). (95)

The equation ([@I]) can also be obtained directly from
xr(a,7) ([B3), but solving the moment equations seems
to be a more convenient way to get it.

Since Uy, > 0, from ([@2)) one obtains series of inequal-
ities involving moments of f2(7) and those of fi(7). In
particular, for k = 1,2, 3 we have for any m

Wm - ArTm+1 Z 07 (96)
2Win — 20, T — A2Tpi0 > 0, (97)

6Win — 6A, Trni1 — 302 T2 — A2Tois > 0. (98)
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Now let us return to the case of unsteady state and to
the equation (Bg]). To solve this system of equations, we
first consider its two special cases. For k = 0, Eq. (8])
reduces to the time evolution equation for the moments

Of fg(f,T):

AW (£)

G T OAOW (1) +

A®)Tm(t) —27A(t) Z,,(t) = 0,

(99)
where W,,(t) is defined by (@3)), while 7,,(t) and Z,,(¢)
are defined by ([89). Eq. ([@J), which can also be derived

from Eq. (62), is easy to solve, one gets

Win(t) = =790 {wm(O) +

+ /O (272, (8) — T ()] A(E)eﬂﬂ@df}.
(100)

Similarly, to get the time evolution equation for the mo-
ments of ¢(t, a), we substitute m = 0 in (88)). Assuming
k>1, we get

dAR (1)
dt

+ oA() A (t) — kA1 (t) =

—A()Tk(t).
(101)

where Aj(t) is defined by ([@3). Eqgs. ([I0I) are solved in
the Appendix [D] (see Eq. (D14), the solution is:

k
Au(t) = edfl(ﬂ{z (];)tkl/ll(o)

=0

() [
+ 279 /OtA(t’)e"”“')(t - t’)kdt’}.

Finally, to find the solution of (8g]), we observe that
for k > 1 the equation (B8) has the same form as
the equation ([IOI)) if we identify Ugm(t) +— Ag(t),
Tietm (t) «— Ti(t). So (I02) immediately gives us

¢=o0) { 5 (’;) £ Uy (0)

=0

eoﬂ( )( _

t/)kflzn(t/)dt/

(102)

U (1) =
- () A0t — 0 Try, (0)d8

+ /A 72O (¢ e)kde}.

D. Application of our formalism: Fitness
landscapes for phenotypic traits

(103)

Nozoe et al. ] proposed a formalism to quantify
the fitness of the phenotype s within a growing popu-
lation composed of multiple phenotypes. These authors



introduced the concept of the fitness landscape H(t,s),
defined as [25-127)]

H(t,s)=5(0) + ~1In [Pr(t’s)] .

104
t P.(t,s) (104)
A, (t) (denoted as A, in ref. [27]) is the time-averaged
instantaneous population growth rate A,.(¢):

An(t) == /Ot A (tdt = %Q(t). (105)

In Eq. ([I04), P-(t,s) is the retrospective (backward)
probability for the phenotype s,

n(t,s)

PT(t7S) = W}

(106)

where n(t, s) is the number of cells carrying s and N(t) is
the total cell number. P, (t,s) is the share of the pheno-
type s at time ¢ in the batch culture experiment (o = 1)
that has been initiated from N(0) = Ny cells at time
t = 0. P.(t,s), called the chronological or forward prob-
ability, is the probability that we get to the cell carrying
the phenotype s at time ¢ if we start a random walk from
one of the Ny lineage tree roots at time ¢ = 0 (the ran-
dom walk along the lineage involves some number m of
random choices between two branches):

1 n(t,s;m)
N(0) D T

m

Pe(t,s) = (107)

Here, n(t,s;m) denotes the number of cells carrying the
phenotype s, which have divided m times since ¢t = 0.
P.(t,s) corresponds to the share of the phenotype s at
time ¢ in the mother machine experiment (o = 0) that
have started at ¢ = 0 with Ny cells.

We see that, in order to calculate H (t,s) (I04), we have
to know both the chronological (forward) and retrospec-
tive (backward) time-dependent probability distributions
of the phenotypic traits and the instantaneous popula-
tion growth rate A, (t). The fitness landscape is flat in

Hy(t,a) = Ar(t)+%ln[¢r(t’“)} :Ar(t)+%ln

fn fo(t,7)dr is defined by (73) and the

age distribution (b(t, a) of cells which are too young to
divide is defined by ([T)).

where FO (t,a)

If there are no mother-daughter generation time cor-
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the long-time limit: H(t,s) (I04) approaches a constant,
equal to the steady-state population growth rate,

lim H(t,s) = A, =

t—o00

lim A,.(t).

t—o00

(108)

1. Cell age as a phenotypic trait

The concept of the fitness landscape (in the sense of
ref. [25]) for cell age a as a phenotypic trait may be
slightly counter-intuitive, because a increases linearly in
time and does not directly carry the information about
the cell’s fitness based on its generation time. However,
a is correlated with the generation time: If we find a cell
at time t whose age is a, then we can be sure that the
cell’s generation time will be larger than a. Therefore, the
fitness landscape Hy (¢, a) measures how much the current
phenotypic state of the cell, being its age a, affects the
relative difference in the statistics of finding cells of age a
in the batch culture compared to the statistics of finding
cells of age a in the mother machine experiment.

In ref. [26], the following formula has been given for
H(t,a) in the case of vanishing mother-daughter corre-
lations of generation time (Eq. (45) of that reference,
rewritten in our notation):

Hy(t,a) = AT+%1 [(M )] (109)

e(a)
(- a)A, 41 (2007)]

The above expression can only be treated as an ap-
proximation of the true fitness landscape, since it in-
cludes the time-independent probability distributions
and steady-state Values of A(t) and A ( ): A, and
A, = hmt*}OO A(t), 1. fo Yr(a)pr(a)da, A. =
f a)da, see equatlon @). However 1f one cal-
culates the ﬁtness landscape using the time-dependent
quantities, one obtains

(110)

relations (this is the case that should be compared with
(@09)) then h(r|r") = f(r) = fo(t, 7). In consequence,
f_OT(taT) - fOC(th) = f(T)v FOT(taa) - FOC(tva’) =
F(a), and the last term in ([I0) vanishes. (Note that



hy(7|7") = he(7|7").) The resulting expression is similar
but not identical to (I09). It seems, therefore, that the
formula (I0J) obtained by Genthon and Lacoste [26] is
an approximation to the exact time-dependent formula
(II0). There may exist a time scale short enough that
H(t,s) is still not to equal to A, (I08) but long enough
for In[¢,(t,a)/d.(t,a)] to be approximately constant in
time. In such a case, Eq. ([I0) will be equivalent to Eq.
(09) [26]. (While revising the manuscript in the first
round of peer review, we became aware of a new preprint
by Genthon and Lacoste @] in which the authors use
a fully time-dependent formula for the fitness landscape,
such as postulated in the present paper.)

2. Generation time as a phenotypic trait

One can also treat the second variable of the Lebowitz-
Rubinow model, the generation time 7, as a phenotypic
trait. This choice seems more intuitive than the cell age
a because T is more directly related to the volume growth
rate of a single cell and the population growth rate. The
distribution of 7 that should be used in ([I04]) is fa(¢,7)
because only this generation time distribution is defined
for all cells. In addition, the fitness landscape for the
generation time is not uniquely defined if we use fo(t, 7)
or fi(t,7) instead of fy(¢,7), see the Appendix [G for
details.

Using Eq. (B7), valid for both ¢ < 7 and t > 7, we get

e 1 f2r(t77-)
Hp,(t,7) = Ar(t) + 5 1n {W]
. . [Lt-i-'r eQT(t/)Ar (t/)flr(t’, T)dt']
= ; '

ST A ot )t

(111)

The equation ([T contains only experimentally observ-
able quantities. However, as in the case of equations (57))
and (G6]), to calculate the value of Hy,(t,7), we need to
know f1,(t,7), fic(t,7), Ar(t) and A.(t) over the entire
time interval [t, ¢ + 7].

As in the case of s = a and Hy(t,a) (II0), one would
need to use the results of Appendix[[]to exactly calculate
(III) for arbitrary ¢ (i.e., to express Hy, (¢, 7) using only
h(7|7") and the initial condition ®(a,7) (7). Such a
calculation requires knowledge of the functional forms of
h(r|7") and ®(a, 7) (both of which are unobservable) and
evaluation of the integrals in the series solution of Section
[E] (which is probably not analytically feasible, but could
perhaps be done numerically for the specific systems).

8. Cell age and generation time as a two dimensional
phenotypic trait

Besides one-dimensional phenotypic traits: s = a and
s = 7, one can also consider two-dimensional trait:
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s = (a,7). Once again, our task is to express the fitness
landscape in terms of observable quantities only. Using

the equations (B3), (54)), (I04) and (I05) we get

Hy(t,a,7) = Ar(t)+%ln [%}
B 11 [Ar(t—a—kﬂ} Qt —a+7)
-3t At—a+T1) t
1 firt—a+r1,7)
+ gln [fh;(t—a-f—T,T)} (112)

E. Generalization of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model

Population dynamics are often described by the popu-
lation balance models Ia, @, @, @, @, @] In this ap-
proach, each cell is characterized by its age and possibly
some additional variables. These could be, for example,
the cell volume (mass, size), the volume growth rate, or
the copy number (or concentration) of protein molecules
of a particular type.

Population balance models are based on first-order
partial differential equations describing the deterministic
time evolution of the cell number density, supplemented
by appropriate boundary and initial conditions. How-
ever, various probability distributions can be constructed
from the cell number density.

The word ‘balance’, which refers to ‘accounting’ for
the number of cells of a given age, volume, etc., may
be misleading here, since such models can just as well
describe the system that is not in steady state. Other
terms such as ‘structured population models’ or ‘contin-
uous rate models’ are sometimes used, each referring to
a different aspect of such a theoretical framework.

The simplest population balance model is the
McKendrick-von Foerster model (I)-(3]), proposed almost
a century ago by McKendrick %} and later indepen-
dently by von Foerster [29], see also [30-32]. However,
from our point of view, the McKendrick-von Foerster
model has a serious limitation: It does not contain ex-
plicit information about the generation time 7 and its in-
heritance. Therefore, one cannot use this model to deter-
mine the dynamics of all generation time distributions of
interest: fo(t, ) for cells whose age a is zero (newborns),
f1(t,7) for just dividing cells for which a = 7 (mothers),
and fa(t,7) for all cells present in the population at a
given time (extant cells).

The same remarks apply to any generalization of the
McKendrick-von Foerster model that has a form of the
population balance equation in which we have some vari-
ables in addition to cell age, but in which generation time
7 does not explicitly appear as an independent variable.
Such models can be found e.g. in [@, 17, [2d, 34, @] and
will be referred to here as “generalized McKendrick-von
Foerster models”.

On the other hand, models that include 7 as an
independent variable belong to the same class as the



Lebowitz-Rubinow model, and we will simply call them
“generalized Lebowitz-Rubinow models”. In the follow-
ing, we will show how to define the most important
probability distributions that appear in the generalized
Lebowitz-Rubinow models. We will also show that each
of these models reduces to the original Lebowitz-Rubinow
model when the variables other than a and 7 are inte-
grated out, so that all the results obtained in this paper
remain valid within a rather broad class of population
balance models. But before we move on to the gener-
alizations of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model, let’s stop for
a moment at the generalized McKendrick-von Foerster
models.

1. Generalized McKendrick-von Foerster model

The McKendrick-von Foerster model ([I)-@]) can be
extended to the more complex population balance model,
where each cell is characterized not only by its age but
also by other state variables [6]:

(517527" '7§d) = 5 €EC Rd'
Some of the &;-s may have non-trivial dynamics, the most
obvious example being cell volume V' or cell length. How-
ever, some variables may remain constant during the cell
cycle, e.g. the cell volume growth rate A\. Nevertheless,
the time evolution of { is assumed to be deterministic:

(113)

=g (ta.), (114)
or & = gi(t,a,&,6,...,&), i = 1,2,...,d. The dot
denotes the derivative with respect to the observation
time t or the cell age a, depending on the sign of a — t.
For example, the cell volume V is often assumed to grow
exponentially:

V=V, (115)

where X is a constant, A = 0. (More generally,
gi(t,a,€) = 0 for all non-dynamic variables). We also
exclude state variables such as generation time 7 or cell
volume of dividing cells V;, which are the values of the
dynamic variables at cell division. The models in which
such variables are present belong to the same class as the
Lebowitz-Rubinow model and will be discussed in the
next subsection.

The basic quantity is now the cell number density
n(t,a, 5), which obeys the following time-evolution equa-
tion: |6]

—

D(®)]n(ta.&)
Enit.a,9)].

where Vg = (0¢,,0g,, ..., 0,), and 9, = 0/0xz. The
equation (I:IIG]) must be supplemented with the boundary

[0 + 80 + (t,a,6) +
g(t,a

— —V¢|q (116)
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condition
n(t.0.9) = 27 [ [ K(@a.n(t.a.n.o.)aCa
(117)
and
0 = g(tuaag)n(tvaag) 56(95 (118)

(92 denotes the boundary of Z C R? [d]) as well as with
the initial condition

no(a,g) = n(O,a,g).

The kernel IC(§|a ¢ ) descrlblng the inheritance of { is the
probability distribution of 5 parameterlzed by a and C
And therefore, for arbitrary ¢, a and Q , we have

- / K(Ela, O)dE,

The cell number density of the general population bal-
ance model (II6)—(I19) normalized by the total cell num-

ber,
Tl R .
=/ /n(ha,é)dﬁda,
0o J=

has a natural interpretation of the probability density:

(119)

(120)

(121)

A n(t, a,

o(t,a,8) =

=

3
T on(t,a,€)dEda

The ¢(t, a, {) defined above is a generalization of the cell
age distribution ¢(¢,a) of the McKendrick-von Foerster
model. However, following [@] we can also define another
probability distribution,

(122)

1ta 1( 6 . (123)
o 2@t a En(t,a, £)déda

which generalizes the mother age distribution f1(¢,a)
given by ():

fl(t, a,g) =

filt,a) = /_ fi(t 0, E)dE. (124)
The denominator of Eq. (I23) is equal to A(¢)N(¢), thus
we can replace y(t, a,&)n(t, a, &) with N(&)A®X) f1(t, a,€)
in (II6) and (II7)

We are now ready to show that the general population
balance model defined by ([II6])-([IT9) can be reduced to
the McKendrick-von Foerster model. Let

n(t,a) = /E

where n(t, a,€) is the solution of (II6) satisfying ™,
(II8), and ([II9). The term —Vz [ 3(t, a,E)n(t, a,g)], ap-

pearing on the r.h.s. of (II6]) mtegrated with respect to

n(t,a, €)de, (125)



5 vanishes due to the Ostrogradsky-Gauss theorem and
due to (II8). We obtain

[0 + 04 + 7e(t,a) + D(t)|n(t,a) =0, (126)
where we define the effective rate of division to be
- t t d
Ye(t,a) = Jer(t. it @ 5) 5 (127)
Jon(t,a, 61

Note that v.(t,a) may depend on o. That is, it may
be different for the mother machine and batch culture
scenarios. .

Next, integrating (IT7) with respect to ¢ and using

(20), (I29), and [I217), we get
Ti
n(t,0) = 2"/ Ye(t, a)n(t,a)da.
0

Eq. ([IZ0) is identical to (), whereas (I28)) is identical
to (@), provided we identify ~.(¢t,a) with y(¢,a). The
initial condition (II9) reduces to @). In this way, we
obtain the McKendrick-von Foerster model ([I)—(@) from
the general population balance model given by ([[16)-
({I1I9). Obviously, many models may yield the same ef-
fective McKendrick-von Foerster model.

(128)

2. From the generalized McKendrick - von Foerster model
to the generalized Lebowitz - Rubinow model

Any generalized McKendrick-von Foerster model as de-
fined by (II6)—(IT9) can be extended in the way Lebowitz
and Rubinow extended the original McKendrick-von Fo-
erster model by adding generation time 7 as an indepen-
dent, non-dynamic variable. By integrating out 7, such
an extended model can be reduced to the original pop-
ulation balance equation. It can also be reduced to the
original Lebowitz-Rubinow model by integrating the re-
maining variables, and to the McKendrick-von Foerster
model by integrating all variables except cell age. This
is discussed below.

As in the case of the general population balance model
analyzed above, we assume that the time evolution of
5 is deterministic and can be described by a system of
ordinary differential equations:

f:g‘(t,a,n{).

The presence of 7 in the above equation may be caused
by the dependence of the dynamics of some quantities
(e.g. cell volume) on the fraction of the cell cycle, a/7.

Instead of (II0), (IT7) and (II8]) we now have

(129)

n(t,a,7,&) + an(t,a,7,§) (130)
+ Velg(t a7 n(t,a,7,€)] =
n(t,0,7,&) / / n(t,a,a,C)dCda,

(131)
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0 = g’(t,a,T,g)n(t,a,T,g) B (132)
£€I=

(we put D(t) = 0 in (II6)), while the initial condition is

— —

D(a,7,&) = n(0,a,7,§). (133)

Note that we have

L= ) L

a. Reduction of the generalized Lebowitz - Rubinow
model to the generalized McKendrick-von Foerster model.
Following essentially the same line of reasoning as in sub-
section [I'C}, in this paragraph we show how the gener-
alized Lebowitz-Rubinow model can be reduced to the
generalized McKendrick-von Foerster model.

First, the cell number densities of these two models are
related by an expression analogous to Eq. (I2):

O)dédr. (134)

n(t, a,8) = / "t a7 Edr (135)

Next, we integrate (I30)) with respect to 7. We get

— — —

on(t,a,&) + Oan(t,a,&) + n(t,a,a,)

+ Ve |git.a.En(t a0, ] = 0. (136)
with n(t,a,§) defined by [I38) and g.(t,a, &) b
- TGt a, T, n(t, a7, E)dr
Ge(t,a,§) = J. (137)

f n(t,a,r, {)dT

If g(t,a,T,g) does not depend on 7, then g. = g. Note
that n(t,a,a,§) = 0 for a < 75. Next, we integrate the
boundary conditions (I31)) and ([I32) and obtain

n(t,0,8) = / / n(t,a,a,C)dlda
(138)
and
6 = ge(taaug)n(taa/?g) 566:7 (139)

where . (t, a,€) is defined by ([I37), and where

Ke(f_]a,f) :/ l/C(T,f_]a,g)dT (140)

If the equations (I30), (I38), and (I39)) are to be identical

to the corresponding equations: ([[IG]), (IT7), and (IIF)),
then the following conditions must be satisfied:

n(t,a,a,€) =

— —

~v(t,a,é)n(t, a,§), (141)

— —

(I,f) = g(t7a7§)7 (142)

Ge(t,



— — — —

Ke(Ela, ¢) = K(¢la, ).

In the above, §.(t, a,§) is given by (37 and K.(|a, )
by (ZQ). The first of these three conditions is an obvious
generalization of equation (27]).

Finally, by integrating the boundary condition (I33))
with respect to 7 we obtain ([19). Thus, we have shown
that the generalized Lebowitz - Rubinow model as de-
fined by ([[16)-([I33) can be reduced to an effective model
of the same form as the population balance model defined
by the equations (IT6])-(T19).

b. Definitions of generalized cell age and generation
time distributions in the generalized Lebowitz - Rubinow
model. Analogous to the case of the original Lebowitz-
Rubinow model, we define

(143)

& n(ta avTvg)

x(t,a,7,8) = NG (144)
where
N(t) = /Tl /Tl a n(t,a,7,&)dédrda
= / / : a, T, )d{dadr (145)
is the total number of cells in the population. In di-

rect analogy to what was done in the subsection [ID] we
can now define natural generalizations of all three gen-
eration time probability distributions: fo(¢,7), fi(t,7),
and fa(t,7), as well as the cell age distribution ¢(¢,a).
These can be obtained from x(¢,a,7,€) ([Z4) as either
conditional or marginal probabilities.

First, we define the joint distribution of cell age a and
5 of all cells in the population,
n(t, a, ﬂ)

N )

— T —
¢@%)E/2Wﬂm)ﬁ

We also define the joint distribution of 7 and 5 for extant
cells,

fat, 7,8 = / x(t,a,7,€)da, (147)
0
and analogous distribution for mother cells
=) tuTuTu 3 t7T7T7 )
fitr &) = ﬂx( § X §)
Jo ST x(t 7, €)drdg A(t)
(148)

Similar to the case of ¢(t, a, 5), such a defined f1(¢, T, 5)
agrees with (I23)). Finally, the joint distribution of 7 and

{ for daughters is

X(tu 07 T7 é}
20\ ()
(149)

Ao i _X(t7077—75_
fo(t,T, 5) = X(t,T,§|0) = gb(t,()) =
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where is the age distribution defined by (@) or (B0) and
x(t, 7, &la) = x(t, a,7,§)/P(t,a). Note that we have

(150)

When additional variables 5 are integrated out,
x(t,a,T,g), qﬁ(t,a,g), and f;(¢, T, {), 1 = 0,1,2 reduce to
the corresponding distributions of the original Lebowitz-
Rubinow model.

c. Reduction of the generalized Lebowitz-Rubinow
model to the original Lebowitz- Rubinow model. In this
paragraph we show that if n(¢, a, T, 5) satisfies the equa-
tions of the generalized Lebowitz-Rubinow model (II6)-
(I33), then the reduced cell number density

n(t,a,7) = /n(t,a,T, ﬂ)d{ (151)

is a solution of the equations ([IB)-(I7) of the original
Lebowitz-Rubinow model with an appropriately chosen
probability distribution of the inherited generation times,
h(t,|T").

To show this, we first , integrate (I6) with respect to ¢
The term Vg(t, a, 7, &n(t,a,7,€)] vanishes due to the
boundary condltlon (I32)), the derivatives of n(t, a,T,g)
with respect to t and a reduce to the corresponding terms
in the Lebowitz-Rubinow equations and we indeed obtain
the time evolution equation ([H]). The initial condition
([I33) reduces to (7). The only non-trivial part is the
reduction of the boundary condition (3] to (IG). We
have

n(t,O,T)Z/ n(t, 0,7, &)dE
o ffre
_ //ICT|a§ (t,a,a,{)dlda

= 27 / he(t, Tla)n(t, a,a)da,

(t,a,a, 5)dgd5da

0
(152)
where
ntrlay — [ Klrla.On(ta.0.0dC
’ = [on(t,a,a,0)dC
= | K(7la,O)P(t, {la,a)dl.  (153)
and where we have defined:
= _ n(tvauTu 5) (t 5)
P(t,(la,7) = ) e (154)

Since n(t,a, ) defined by ([I5I) satisfies the equations of
the Lebowitz-Rubinow model, all results obtained within



this model (in particular, the relationships between dif-
ferent probability distributions) remain valid. Note, how-
ever, that the effective he(t, 7|t,a) defined by ([I53]) may
explicitly depend on the observation time t. It may also
be different for the mother machine experiment and for
the batch culture, i.e., for different values of the o pa-
rameter. This is because h.(t,7|a) is determined by
n(t,a,T,g) or P(t,aan’), and these quantities are usu-
ally different for ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1. In the full model
(i.e., the generalized Lebowitz-Rubinow model given by
([II6)-([I33)), the value of the generation time inherited
by daughters usually depends not only on the generation
time of the mother, but also on other variables charac-
terizing the mother cell.

Therefore, the effective Lebowitz-Rubinow model with
he(t, 7|a) given by (I53]) should not be used to obtain the
relation (FI0) between n.(t,a,7;m) and n.(t,a,7;m).
On the technical side, this is because if we try to repeat
the step with the introduction of the effective h.(t,7|a)
in (E)), we will in general get different h, (¢, 7|a) for dif-
ferent values of the parameter m, i.e. for different gener-
ations. However, the relation between n,. (¢, a,7;m) and
ne(t,a, 7;m) can be obtained within a more complete de-
scription provided by the generalized Lebowitz-Rubinow
model. Within the latter, we have

n.(t,a,, & m) =2"n.(t,a,T, & m), (155)
see discussion in subsection [Gl By integrating both sides
of ([I54) with we get a desired result, i.e. Eq. (EI0).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have used the extension of the McKendrick-von Fo-
erster model proposed by Lebowitz and Rubinow [E] to
generalize the seminal results of Powell [EL E] to the case
of a population in a unsteady (transient) state: We have
derived the exact relationships between cell age and gen-
eration time probability distributions. Such relationships
were found decades ago for the steady state, but, to the
best of our knowledge, they have not yet been derived
for the transient population dynamics. In particular, we
have derived a generalization of the Euler-Lotka equa-
tion that links the generation time distribution of just
dividing cells (mothers) to the instantaneous population
growth rate. We have also derived the inequalities link-
ing the rates of appearance and disappearance of cells
of generation time 7. These inequalities generalize the
known relationship between the mean generation time of
mothers, the mean generation time of newborns, and the
population doubling time.

Not all probability distributions in Powell’s approach
and the Lebowitz-Rubinow model are experimentally ob-
servable Ia] We have established the identities that link
the unobservable generation time distributions of new-
born and extant cells to the observable mother generation
time distribution.
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Our results can help to infer information about
generation-time inheritance: The experimentally mea-
sured instantaneous population growth rate A(t) and the
mother generation time distribution fi (¢, 7) constrain the
possible functional forms of the probability distribution
h(7|7") of inherited generation times.

We have shown that the Lebowitz-Rubinow model
can always be reduced to the McKendrick-von Foerster
model. This finding extends the results of Lebowitz and
Rubinow, who obtained the McKendrick-von Foerster
equation from their model only for the initial condition,
which is a product of two functions: One depending solely
on cell age, the other solely on generation time B]

We have also discussed the connection between the
Lebowitz-Rubinow model and the model based on the
‘maturity representation’ proposed by Rubinow in 1968
[34], see Appendix [l

As an application of our formalism, we have calculated
the fitness landscapes (as defined in refs. [2527]) for
certain phenotypic traits in a population out of the steady
state. We have shown that the fitness landscape formula
proposed in ref. ] for the cell age as a phenotypic trait
is an approximation to the exact time-dependent formula
derived in the present paper. We have also calculated the
fitness landscape for the generation time as a phenotypic
trait.

The results obtained in the framework of the Lebowitz-
Rubinow model can be generalized in several ways. First,
we discussed an extension of this model in which each
cell is described not only by its age and generation time,
but also by additional variables such as volume growth
rate and current volume. Second, the original Lebowitz-
Rubinow model explicitly included only the mother-
daughter generation time correlations. Therefore, we
have considered another generalization of this model that
explicitly takes into account the non-vanishing corre-
lations between the more distant generations (see Ap-
pendix [). Such an extended Lebowitz-Rubinow model
uses the distribution h(7|m,72,...,7¢) of inherited gen-
eration times 7, which is a function of the generation
times 7; of G previous generations. It reduces to the
original model after integrating the generation times of
the grandmother, great-grandmother, etc. of a given cell.
However, in such a case, the effective ‘Markovian’ distri-
bution of the inherited generation times h.(t, 7|71 ), which
appears in the standard Lebowitz-Rubinow equations,
may depend on the observation time ¢, even though its
counterpart h(7|m, T2, ..., 7q) of the extended Lebowitz-
Rubinow model is time-independent.
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Appendix A: Table: Key quantities used in this paper

Quantity Name/description Eq/Egs
a € [0,7] Cell age
T € |15, 7] Generation time
n(t,a,T) Number density of cells whose age is a and whose generation time is 7 B2)
®(a,7) = n(0,a, 7)|Initial condition @@, @0
U(t,7) = n(t,0,7) |Boundary condition (@I6), @0)
n(t,a) Number density of cells whose age is a @@
N(t) Total number of cells in the population @@ @3
~(t,a) Cell division rate D), (1)
A(t) Age-averaged cell division rate v(t,a) ®), @, @@

N(t)A(t)dt is the total number of cell divisions in the population at time ¢|(G2), (G3)
Ar(t) A(t) in batch culture: instantaneous growth rate of the population G
Q(t) Qt) = [y A(t)dt (5%!)
h(r|T") Probability distribution of the inherited generation times @), @D
x(t,a,T) Joint distribution of cell age and generation time. @3), E3)
o(t,a) Cell age distribution @©), @0, ©9), ()
Jo(t,7) Generation time distribution of the newborn cells BG3), @D
fi(t, 1), fi1(t,a) Generation time distribution of mother cells (age distribution of mothers) |(), B3), @3)
J2(t,7) Generation time distribution of extant cells GD), E0), ©)

TABLE I: Notation: list of the most important quantities used in this paper.

Appendix B: Relation between solutions of ([))- (3] for batch and continuous culture

One can easily get the solution to (Il) for continuous culture (o = 1 and D(t) # 0) from the solution to the batch
culture case where D(t) = 0. If n(t,a) is the solution to () with D(¢) # 0 and 7(t,a) is the solution to () with
D(t) =0, then

n(t,a) = n(t, a)eﬁ; DEhdt’, (B1)
Integration of (BI)) with respect to a yields
N(t) = N(t)els Pat’ (B2)

and therefore ¢(t,a) = n(t,a)/N(t) = n(t,a)/N(t) = ¢(t,a). Cell division does not depend on the dilution rate D(t):

F(t,a) = v(t,a). As a consequence, we get A(t) = A(t) and fi(t,a) = fi(t,a) from (@) and (§). Since neither A(t) nor
the probability distributions depend on D(t), we can put D(¢) = 0 in () without loss of generality.
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Appendix C: More on the relationships between the McKendrick-von Foerster and Lebowitz-Rubinow
models

The division rate (¢, a) of the McKendrick-von Foerster model ([I)-(]) can be expressed in terms of the quantities
of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model ([I8)-(IT). By using (27) and (B32]) we get

_ n(t,a,a)  x(t,a,a)
W) =20y T e

Such a defined division rate is an effective quantity and may depend on o, i.e. it may be different for the mother
machine experiment (o = 0) and the batch culture (¢ = 1). This difference may occur because ¥(t, a) is no longer a
known function that is treated as an input to the model. Instead, it is determined from the solutions of the Lebowitz-
Rubinow equation ([[3]). This is in contrast to the situation when we base our description of population dynamics solely
on the McKendrick-von Foerster model. If we then neglect cell-cell interactions and assume identical environmental
conditions (temperature, pH, nutrients, etc.) for the batch culture and the mother machine experiment, then the
McKendrick-von Foerster model’s division rate (¢, a) should be identical in these two cases.

Therefore, if the McKendrick-von Foerster equation is derived from a model that contains more variables (e.g.,
the Lebowitz-Rubinow model), then in general there are two different cell division rate functions: one for the batch
culture (7, (¢,a)) and one for the mother machine experiment (v.(¢,a)). In both cases, we can express v(t,a) for t > a
in terms of the daughter generation time distribution fy(¢,7) using 27)) and (G2))

_ folt—a,a) _ folt—a,a)
v(ta) = faﬂ fo(t —a,)dr - EFy(t—a,a)

= x(t, ala). (C1)

(€2)

where Fy(t,a) is defined by ([Z3). We have fo(t,a) = 0 for a < 75 and then v(¢,a) = 0. In the steady state, we get

from (C2)

~ Jfola)  fola)
V(@) = faTl fo(r)dr - Fy(a)

The fact that one can derive Egs. ([I)—@) from Eqgs. ([IH)—-(I7) shows that the McKendrick-von Foerster model does
not exclude mother-daughter generation time correlations and generation time inheritance, it just does not allow their
explicit description. This is because the distribution h(7|7") of inherited generation times, which appears in Eq. (I,
does not exist in the McKendrick-von Foerster model. Moreover, from Eq. (C2) we see that (¢, a) can explicitly
depend on the observation time ¢ in the presence of such correlations, since fy(t,7) usually depends on ¢, see (I]).

Now assume that there are no mother-daughter generation time correlations

h(r|m) = f(7). (C4)

It follows from (@I that the distribution of inherited generation times no longer depends on t: fo(t,7) = f(7), so
from ([C2) we get v(t,a) = y(a). In such a case we have

(C3)

f(a) = ~(a)e Ji (@)’ (C5)
and therefore

i@ i@
S f(n)dr F(a)
The McKendrick-von Foerster model can be called the independent generation times (IGT) model only if v(a) is given

by (C6). Equation (C2) is a generalization of the division rate of the IGT model (CG) to the situation where the
mother-daughter generation time correlations are present.

() (C6)

Appendix D: What relationships between probability distributions are derivable within the McKendrick-von
Foerster model?

Here we show how some of the results presented in the main text can be derived in an alternative way using only
the framework of the McKendrick-von Foerster model. This model can be used to derive the relationship between
the generation time distribution of mothers (equivalent to their age distribution), f1(¢,a) (@) and the age distribution
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o(t,a) (@) of all cells in a population. To do this, we first obtain from equations ([I)—(@), ([@), and (I0) the time
evolution equation, the boundary condition, and the initial condition for the cell age distribution ¢(¢,a) defined by

[©):
[0r + 00 + y(t,a) + o A(t)] o(t,a) = 0, (D1)
o(t,0) = 27A(t), (D2)
#(0,a) = ¢o(a). (D3)

The equations (DI)-(D3) are valid for both the batch culture (¢ = 1) and the mother machine (¢ = 0). Using (),
we rewrite (D) as

[0r + 00 + o A()] p(t,a) + A(t) f1(t,a) = 0. (D4)

Next, we apply the Laplace transform to (D4]) and get

W) 1 s+ oA@IG ) = AOI2 — i, 5), (05)
where
o(t,s) = /0 e~ p(t, a)da, (D6)
fl(t, s) = /0 e f1(t, a)da. (D7)
Solving (DA)) yields
2 5) — efstefcrﬂ(t) in s ! ea’(l(t’)+st’ nN[oo _ Al /75 / 7
a(t.5) {M& '+ A)27 — fut )Mt} (D8)

where Q(t) is defined by ([B4). If we invert (D)), we obtain the equations ([63) and (70), which were derived in a
different way in section [T A Gt

e~ [¢0(a —1) — f(f A(t/)ecrﬂ(t’)fl (t'a—t+ t’)dt’} . a>t,

o(t,a) = (D9)
et [206‘7967“)1&@ _ a) - ftfa A(t/)eaﬂ(t’)fl (t/, a—t+ t/)dt/:| . a<t.

t

Eq. (DJ) is a generalization of Eq. (14) of ref. [6] to the case of unsteady population growth. (In Eq. (14) of ref. |d],
there is a constant D(t) = D instead of A, because D = A in the steady state limit considered there.)
We are also interested in the time evolution equations for the moments of ¢(¢,a). These can be obtained using (D4)

or (D3,

d A (t)
dt

+ oA AR(t) — kAr_1(t) = —A®)Te(t), k=1,2,..., (D10)
where

= Tlak a)da = nakl a)da
Al = [ dottada, T = [ o fitada

For o = 1 from (DI0) in the steady-state limit, we obtain Eqs. (18) and (20) of ref. [4],
A+Ti=A" A =20""A - Ta. (D11)

For o = 0, we get Eq. (4) of ref. [21]:

L BT T
A =-=-T1 (1 + 7,12 ) = 2—71 (Dl?)
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In general, for c = 1 and any k > 1, we get

k .

k! A
r =1

Note that (DI3)) is a special case of the equation ([@2).

Now let us return to the case of transient dynamics. For k = 1,2,..., K, Eq. (DIQ) gives a closed system of K
equations that can be solved recursively for any K < oco. However, it is much more convenient to solve (D)) instead

and find the moments using the Laplace transform qAS(t, s) (D8), which is equivalent to using the generating functions
for probability distributions. We get

k k

Ax(t) = 70 [Z <I;> o)+ [ A - e~ Y (’;)

=0 =0

/t A(t/)eoﬂ(t/)(t _ tl)k—lr]z(tl)dt/} )

0
(D14)

Eq. (DI4) is a generalization of Eqs. (18) and (20) of ref. [6]. To our knowledge, neither (DJ) nor (DI3) and (D14)
has been shown in the literature to date.

Appendix E: Derivation of equations (7)), ([69), and (70)

Eq. (D9), derived using the formalism of the McKendrick-von Foerster model, links the cell age distribution
¢(t,a) with the generation time distribution fi(¢,7) of mothers. However, the Lebowitz-Rubinow model provides an
alternative way to obtain that equation.

Consider first the case of a > ¢. Using ([, 20), @8)), 29) and (B0), we obtain

TI T
sta) = [ xtanar= [ xle-tne " War (E1)
. a .
= / Xo(a —t, T)e_aﬂ(t)dT - / Xo(a —t, T)B_UQ(t)dT = (E2)
a—t a=t
1 a
— qsoa—te_"ﬂ(t)——/ n(0,a —t,7)dr, E3
(a—1) NG L ( ) (E3)

where ¢o(a) = ¢(0,a), xo(a,7) = x(0,a,7) is defined by (29) and a = max(a, 7s). Now consider the last integral in

(E2). We have

a a t—ata
/ n(0,a —t,7)dr = / n(t—a+7,7,7)dr = / n(t' t' —t+a,t’ —t+a)dt
a a

—t —t t—a+a—t

_ / T NNV — 1+ )t (E4)

—a+a—t

In (E4)), we have used (20) and [217). Combining (EIl) and (E4]), we finally obtain

t—a+a ,
d(t,a) = ¢o(a—t)e oM — / e TXON() e M) L (1 —t + a)dt . (E5)

t—a+a—t

¢(t,a) (Ef) is identical to both Eq. (69) and to the first line of (DJ) if one puts 74 = 0; hence a —t =a —t, a =a
(we have assumed 75 = 0 when deriving (D9))).
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Now, for a < t, we have

a

N(t)p(t,a) = n(t,a) = /TZ n(t,a,7)dr = /ﬂ n(t —a,0,7)dr — /_n(t —a,0,7)dr (E6)

s Ts

— n(t—a,0) —/*n(t—aM,T,T)dT (E7)
h t—a-+a

= 2°A(t —a)N(t —a) —/ n(t',t' —t+a,t' —t+a)dt (E8)
t—a+T7s
t—a-+a

= 2°A(t—a)N(t —a) — / AYNE) ('t —t + a)dt'. (E9)
t—a—+T1s

Dividing both sides of Eq. (EQ) by N (¢) ([I), we get (Z0), which is equivalent to the second line of (DJ) if only 75 = 0.
In order to find the relationship between the generation time distribution fa(t, 7) of extant cells and the generation
time distribution f1(¢,7) of mothers, we proceed in a similar way. Assume first that ¢ > 7 > a. Using 31I), we get

T 1 T 1 T 1 t+7
fa(t, ) = /0 x(t,a,7)da = N—(t)/o n(t —a,0,7)da = W/o n(t—a+7,7,7)da = N—(t)/t n(t',r,7)dt’
— o [ AON@ A = e [T A (E10)
- NO T : R

The derivation is analogous for ¢ < 7 but we have to consider two cases: t < a and t > a,

fa(t,7) = /0 x(t,a,7)da + /tT x(t,a,7)da = NL(t)/O n(t —a,0,7)da + ﬁ /tT n(0,a —t,7)da (E11)

1 /f 1 /T 1 /T
= — n(t—a+7,7,7)da + — n(t—a+7,7,7)da = — n(t—a+7,7,7)da (E12
N S ™ NG )™ =N Sy o (B2
1 t+7 t+7 ,
- L / n(t', 7 7)dt = =) / AW f (¢ 7)de (E13)
N(t) J; ¢

From (EIQ) and (EII)- (EI3), we obtain a single formula for f2(¢,7), valid both for ¢ < 7 and for ¢ > 7:
t+1 , t+7 o o
fa(t, ) = / e DN f1 (', T)dt = / e Je ADENGYF (7). (E14)
t t

This is the equation (7)) in the main text.

Appendix F: Lebowitz-Rubinow equations for the m-th generation of cells and their solution in the form of a
series

The equations ([[A)-(IT) of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model can be rewritten in a form that explicitly includes the
number of cell divisions in a given cell lineage. Let us call the cells existing at ¢ = 0 the zeroth generation. The m-th
generation is the result of the m-th cell division (counted from ¢ = 0). The cell number density is n(t,a,7;m). The
boundary condition (8] is now

T
n(t,0,7;m) = 2"/ izl )n(t, 7, 7"sm — 1)dr, (F1)

s

while the initial condition is
no(a,7,0) = n(0,a,;0). (F2)

We have n(t,a,7;0) = ®(a — t,7) and
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where My and My,ax are the minimum and maximum possible number of cell divisions in a lineage. Both M, and
Mnax depend on t, a, 75 and 7;:

Mupin = |[(t —a) /71|, Mpax = |(t —a)/7s| + 1, (F4)

where |z] is the floor function or the integer part of z. Between tons = 0 and tons = ¢ there are not less than M,
and not more than M,,x complete cell cycles.
The time evolution of n(¢, a, 7;m) does not depend on m and is given by Eq. (IH):

0 0
En(t, a,T;m) + %n(t, a,7;m) = 0. (F5)

As a consequence, each n(t,a,7;m) obeys Eq. ([20). The renewal equation (2II) can be rewritten as

U, (t,7) = 270,10(7 —t)/ h(r|" Yo (7 —t,7")dr’
t

+ 27(1 = 61)O(t — 75) / h(T|T" V1 (t — 7', 7")dT’, (F6)

Ts

where W,,,(¢,7) = n(t,0,7;m) and ¢ and ¢ are defined by ([22). So we have

®(a—t,7) for a>t,

n(t,a,7) = (F7)
Z%ﬁ?\’/}mm U, (t—a,7) for a<t,
where
T
\Ifl(tla 7’1) = 20@(7'1 — tl)/ h(7'1|7—0)<1>(7'0 — tlvTO)dTm (F8)
ty
and for i > 2
T
U,(ty, 1) = 20/ h(ri|7ie1) Vi1 (tie1, Tie1)dTi1. (F9)

s

7; is the duration of the jth cell cycle: 7; =t;.1 —t; and t; =1 + 23;11 T
Equations (FZHE9) can be used to construct a formal solution of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model equations in the
form of a series that depends only on the distribution of the inherited generation time h(7|7") and the initial condition

®(a,7) 3.

Equations (EZTHEJ) can also be used to derive the relationship
ny(t,a,7;m) = 2"n.(t,a, 7;m). (F10)

Equation (EI0) follows from (E8)-(F9) and from the fact that both the initial state and the distribution of inherited
generation times are identical for the mother machine (o = 0, £(c) = ¢) and the batch culture (o = 1, £(0) = 7):
(I)C(au T) = (I)’I‘(au T)) hc(T|T/) = hT‘(TlTI)'

Appendix G: Relationship between the form of probability distributions for mother machine experiments
(0 =0) and batch culture (o =1)

In this Appendix, we show how to express a given probability distribution for the batch culture in terms of the
same distribution for the mother machine experiment. It turns out that the relationship in question is different for the
conditional distributions (fo(t,7) and f1(¢,7)) than for x(¢, a,7) and the marginal distributions that can be obtained
from x(t,a,7): ¢(t,a) or fo(t, 7). We also show how the instantaneous population growth rate A, (t) can be expressed
in terms of quantities obtained from cell lineage statistics.

In Subsection [ITAlwe have considered relationships between probability distributions for the same values of o = 0.
That is, we looked separately at mother machine experiments (o = 0) and separately at batch culture (¢ = 1). This is
justified in the sense that these are two different experimental situations. But as we have already pointed out, and as
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we will show in this appendix, o = 0 is equivalent to chronological sampling, and ¢ = 1 is equivalent to retrospective
sampling for the same batch culture population.

The difference between chronological and retrospective sampling (and their respective probabilities) was explained
in subsection [IID} Briefly, in retrospective sampling, we assign to each cell the statistical weight 1/N(t), where N (¢)
is the total number of cells in the population Iﬁ] In the case of chronological sampling, each cell line is weighted by
the number of divisions that have occurred since ¢ = 0: each such division contributes a factor of 1/2, so the total
weight assigned to a line is 27™, where m is the number of cell divisions ]

One can now ask what is the relationship between the same probability distribution (e.g. fi(¢,7)) for o = 0 (the
case of mother-machine experiments, or equivalently, chronological sampling) and for ¢ = 1 (the case of batch culture,
or retrospective sampling).

For the sake of simplicity, let us restrict our attention to the original Lebowitz-Rubinow model. Then, for (¢, a, )
and its marginal distributions: ¢(¢,a) or fa(t, 7), which describe all cells in the population, this relationship in question
can be derived from the beautiful and general analogy between population dynamics models and nonequilibrium
statistical mechanics [26, 35]. However, the relationship is different for the conditional distributions: fo(t,7) and
fi1(t,7), which describe only newborn and mother cells, respectively. For example, we have fi.(¢,7)/f1.(t,7) #
f2e(t,7)/ for(t, 7). Here we derive the relations that connect fo.(t,7) with fo,.(¢,7) and fi.(¢t,7) with f1,-(¢,7), which
to our knowledge have not been given in the literature. These relations also make it possible to give a formula that
expresses A,.(t) using only chronological statistics.

To do this, we need to consider the cell number density and all probability distributions for each generation
separately, as we did in Appendix [El First, following Refs. é, @] we define x.(t,a,7;m) and x,(¢,a,7;m) as

n”’ (t7 a” T; m)

1
s (G1)

Xe(t,a, 7:m) =

and

n,(t,a,7;m)

. (G2)

xr(t,a,7;m) =

where Ny = N(0). The definition of x, (¢, a, 7, m) given above is consistent with the definitions of subsection [TD] and

Appendix [ c.f. Egs. (I06) and ([I07).

To see which equations y.(¢, a, 7,m) (GI) satisfies, let us first consider Eq. (ET) for the batch culture, i.e. for o = 1:

T
n.(t,0,7;m) = 2/ T e (t, 7, 7'sm — 1)dr’. (G3)

s

If we divide (G3) by No2™ and use (GII), we get

T
Xe(t,0,75m) = / h(r|™" ) xe(t, ', 7"y m — 1)dr". (G4)

s

ne(t,0,7;m) = Noxc(t,0,7;m) satisfies the same equation. Now, if we sum both sides of (G4]) with respect to m and
multiply by Ny, we get

Tl
ne(£,0,7) = / B et 7, 7 ), (G5)

s

The above equation has a form identical to ([If]) with ¢ = 0. Similarly, summing both sides of (G3)) with respect to m
gives ([[6) with o = 1. Next, for all m, both n.(¢,0,7;m) and n,.(¢,0,7;m) satisfy [I3). Therefore, both n.(¢,0,7) =
Yo e(t,0,73m) and n,.(¢,0,7) = > n,(t,0,7;m) satisfy ([IZ). This shows that ¢ = 0 indeed corresponds to the
case of chronological sampling, while ¢ = 1 corresponds to the case of retrospective sampling.

What is the relationship between x,.(¢,a, 7;m) and x.(¢,a,7;m)? From (G2) and (GI)) or from (FI0) we get

Xr(t,a,7;m) = 2me_Q(t)xc(t, a, T;m). (G6)

The above equation also follows from the elegant formalism of fluctuation relations |24, 35]. Using (G6) we can now
obtain analogous relations between ¢,.(t, a; m) and ¢.(t,a;m) as well as between fa,.(t,7;m) and fo.(t, 7;m) where

i

by (b, asm) = / et (t, 0, 73 m)dr (@)

a
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and

f2l(o’) (t7 ) m) = / Xe(o) (t7 a,T; m)da7 (G8)
0

and where (o) was defined by ([[3)): £(0) = ¢, £(1) = r.
Now for both ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1 we can define the probability that a randomly chosen cell belongs to the mth
generation:

Vy(o)(t,m) :/ / Xe(o) (t, @, 7y m)drda. (G9)
0 Ja

We also have

Xe(o) (ta 0,7; m) _ Xe(o) (tv 0,7; m)
¢E(U) (t7 0) 2UAE(U) (t)

fOé(o’) (ta 75 m) = (Glo)

and

_ Xe(o) (taTaT;m)
(trm) = XM D DT G11
fll( )( ) Ag(g)(t) ( )

The relations between fo,(t, 7;m) and fo.(t, 7;m) and between f1,.(¢t,7;m) and fi.(¢, 7;m) have a different form than
in the case of xy(o)(t,a,7;m), ¢pio)(t, a;m) or foyo)(t, 7;m). Instead of (GE) we now have

A
for(t,7;m) = 2me 1) 2AT((?) foe(t,m3m) (G12)
and
fur(t7sm) = 2me O L b, m). (G13)

Note that fo,(t,7;0) = 0. If the maximum number of cell divisions in a population is Myax = M, then we must have
f1r(t,7; M) = 0, otherwise there will be newborn cells in a population from the M + 1-th generation.

Let qo(oy(t,85m) be Xo(o) (L, a, T3m), Gpioy(t, azm), or fipo)(t,73m) for i =0,1,2,s0 s =a,s =7 ors = (a,7). We
have qy0)(t,8) = D, Gi(o)(t,8;m). Following [35] we define

_ ge(t;ssm)
R,(t,m|s) = Tt (G14)
and
Sq(t,s) =D 2™ Ry(t,mls). (G15)

Now we are ready to express any probability distribution for the batch culture in terms of the corresponding distri-
bution for the mother machine. For ¢(¢,s) = x(¢,a,7), ¢(t,a) or fa(t,T) we get

gr(t,s) = e DS (t,8)q.(t, s). (G16)
However, for fo(t,7) we have:
_ A owe
for(t,7) = me Sto(t,7) foe(t, T), (G17)
whereas for fi(t,7) we get
Ac(t) _
fir(t,T) = Al DSy (t,7) fre(t, 7). (G18)
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We see that compared to (GIG]) there is an additional factor proportional to A.(¢)/A,(t) in both (GIT) and (GIS]).
Now consider two definitions of the fitness landscape

H) (1,5) = %m 15,(t,9)]. (G19)

1 qr(t,s)
HP(ts)=-2Q(t) +In G20

Pie=4 {0+ [255]} 20
H(a) (t,s) was used in Ref. [35] while Héﬁ)(t,s) was used in Refs.[2d, 27]. For q(t,s) = x(t,a,7), ¢(t,a) and fo(t,T)
we have H(O‘)( s) = H,gﬁ)(t,s) = Hy(t,s), where H,gﬁ)(t,s) is a fitness landscape analyzed in Ref. [27] and in our
section [[I[Dl However, for ¢ = fo and ¢ = f; we have

() — H L[ A(t)
Hp (t,7) = Hp"(t, 1)+ i In _2Ar(t)} (G21)
and
) e L [A()
Hp 7 (t,m) = Hp"(t,7)+ gln _Ar(t)] . (G22)

In general, H(’@ (t,7) # H(a (t,7) and H(’@ (t,7) # H(a (t,7). As a consequence, to define fitness landscapes of 7,

neither fy(¢, T) nor fi(t, 7 should be used
Next, following Ref. | and using the non-negativity of the Kullback-Leibler divergence (§Il), one can show that
in the case of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model we have

(In[Sq (¢, S)]>qc <Q(t) < (In[Sy(t;s)]),, (G23)
for q(t,s) = x(t,a,7), ¢(t,a) or fao(t,7), where ((...))q. = [(...)q-(t,s)ds and similarly for ((...)), . But this is no
longer the case for fo(t,7) and fi(t,7), for Wthh we get

S5 (67, < 00~ | 345 < (S, 4.7, (@24)
(S5t < 0~ | 0] < s Dy (@25)

As for the numerical values of the expressions appearing in the double inequalities (G24]) and (G23]), note that the
summation in the definition of (GIH) is taken over different sets of values for Sy, (t,7) and Sy, (¢, 7). In the former
case we have 0 < m < M — 1, while in the latter we have 1 <m < M.

Relationship between A.(t) and A, (t). Determination of A, (t) using lineage statistics. The equations (GI2) and
(GI3) can be used to determine A,(¢) using only chronological statistics, i.e., the quantities with ¢ = 0, £(c) = c.
Integrating both sides of (GI3]) with respect to 7, summing over m from m = 0 to m = M — 1, and shifting all terms
with 0 =1, ¢(0) = r to the left, we get

M-1
A, (£)e?® = Z 2" n1c(t,m) (G26)
m=0
where we define
T
e(o) (tv m) - / flé(o’) (ta 75 m)dT (G27)

Likewise, (GI2) yields

M
1
Q(t m
A, () = EAc(t) mE:1 2" noe(t, m), (G28)
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where
Tl
Noe(o) (t7 m) = / fOE(U) (tu T m)dT (G29)
But (G26) and (G28) are actually the same equation. This is because we have

folt,;m +1) = /Tl h(r|") f1(t, s m)dT’, (G30)

s

and by integrating both sides of (G30) with respect to T we get

Noe(o) (tu m + 1) = (o) (t7 m) (G?’l)
Equation (G26) should be compared with Eq. (5) or Ref. [26], which in our notation reads

M
e =N "2 (t,m), (G32)

m=0

and which can be derived from (G8) by integrating with respect to a and 7 and summing over m from m = 0 to
m = M. The ¥y (t,m) that appears in (G32) is defined by (GI). In general, ¥y, (t,m) # N10(s) (t, m).

Comparing to (G28), we see that the latter formula uses only the statistics of the dividing cells, while the
former takes into account all cells in the population. This is a weakness of the formula (G26), because at any time ¢
between ¢t and t + At, the number of dividing cells is much smaller than the number of all cells. Nevertheless, if one
wants to express the instantaneous population growth rate A,.(#) only in terms of chronological statistics, (G26]) is an
alternative to (G32). Note that both A,.(¢) and A.(t) are observable, both being proportional to the number of cells
born at the observation time ¢.

We can also combine (G32)) and (G26) to get

Yoo 2" e (t,m)
M 2m,(t,m)

It may be more convenient (or more accurate) to find A,(t) using (G33)) than using (G32)) or (G28) alone. In addition,
the equation (G33) gives a relationship between A,(t) and A.(t).

A(t) = Ad(t) (G33)

Appendix H: Existence and uniqueness of the solution to the renewal equation (ZI))

Here we give a simple proof that the solution to the Lebowitz-Rubinow model is unique, provided that we exclude
the ‘pathological’ forms of the distribution of inherited generation times h(t,7|7"). (Here we assume that h(t, 7|7")
can explicitly depend on time.) The proof breaks down for h(t, 7|7") containing the part proportional to the Dirac
delta function, h(t,7|7") ~ 6(r — 7'), for example for h(t,7|7") = B6(t — ') + (1 — B)f(7) studied in [3], if 8 # 0. In
such cases the uniqueness of the solution is not guaranteed.

Following refs. @, @], we define the following norm in the space of continuous real functions of two variables
U:[0,T] X [1s, 1] = R:

|w.n)| = max{ewt )it e 0,7 € [rml}

where
w=2max {27h(t,7|7") : t € [0, T);7,7" € [15,7]}. (H2)

Using the renewal equation (ZI]) for a given initial condition ®(t,7), we define
t
Sl )] = 200(t - ) [ At rew(E - ¢, Ot

+ 270(7 —t)/t lh(t,r|§)<1>(§—t,§)d§.
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The uniqueness of the solution to (ZI) may be proved by invoking the Banach contraction principle applied to the
operation S defined by (H3]). Namely, we will show that for two solutions of ), ¥(¢,7) and ¥'(¢,7) with the same
initial condition (®(t,7) = ®’(t, 7)), we have

1
[SU — SV, = max{e “"|SU(t,7)— SV (t,7):te[0,T],7€[r,7]} < §||\I/ — 0| (H4)

Indeed,

/ 27 h(t, 7[€) [W(t — £,€) — W'(t — £,£)]d

|SU(t,7) — S (¢, 7)]

t
< / 127 R (t, 7I€)| [W(t — £,€) — Wt — £,€)]| de
t
<5 [ we-co-vie-gold (115)

and consequently

—wt T
||S\I/_S\Iﬂ||w < max{we2 / |\I/(t—€7§)—\11/(t—€,§)|d€t€ [OvT]aTe [7’5,7'[]}
w —wt ‘ w(t—¢&) 1
< 5 maxqe e | O — O')|,dé:te[0,T),7 € [rs, 7]
w < 1
< Sw-w [ ets = 5w - v (H6)

In the transition from the second to the third line of (HA) we used (H2), whereas in (HE) we used the following
inequality:

Ve l0,T],7 € [rs, 7] : ‘\Il(f, 7')‘ < exp(wt)||¥]|w, (H7)

which is a consequence of the definition (HI) of || ¥||..

Appendix I: More general description of the generation time inheritance

In the Lebowitz-Rubinow model ([I5)—-(IT), generation-time inheritance and mother-daughter generation-time cor-
relations are described by the parameterized probability distribution h(7|7’). This quantity appears in Eq. (I6):
h(7|7")dr is the probability that the generation time of both daughter cells is 7, given that the generation time of
their mother was 7’.

Thus, it is implicitly assumed that each of the two daughter cells (denoted 4+ and — from now on) inherits the
same generation time upon division: 7, = 7_ = 7. Moreover, the common value of 7 inherited by both daughters
is assumed to depend only on the generation time 7/ of their mother, but not on the generation times of their more
distant ancestors.

Both assumptions can be relaxed. In this appendix, we propose a more general model that explicitly takes into
account generation-time correlations between sisters, as well as between the cell of interest and the cells of G > 1
previous generations in the lineage. We show that, under certain simplifying assumptions, such a model can be
reduced to the effective model of the form analyzed in the main text.

1. Elimination of cell sister generation time
a. Heuristic justification

The simplifying assumption 74 = 7 = 7 can be justified by the following argument. First, consider a general
situation where one of the sister cells inherits the generation time 74 upon cell division, and the other inherits 7— (7
need not equal 7_), provided that their mother’s generation time was 7/. Such an event is denoted by (74, 7_|7).
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Let the probability of (74, 7_|7") be P(74,7_|7") and assume that it is equal to the probability of the situation where
74 and 7_ are swapped between the daughters: P(74,7_|7") = P(7—,74|7’). In such a case, the average number of
(14, 7—|7") cell divisions between ¢ and ¢ + dt is equal to the number of (7_,7¢|7") divisions. Now we can cut and
rearrange the lineage tree so that instead of the two ‘asymmetric’ divisions: (7, 7_|7") and (7_,74|7’), we have two
‘symmetric’ ones, (74, 74+|7") and (7—,7_|7’). Such a rearrangement changes the generation time correlation between
the sister cells, but does not affect the number of cells born with a given value of generation time 7 at observation
time ¢. Thus, both A(¢) and n(t,0,7) = (¢, 7) remain unchanged. As long as we are not interested in the generation
time correlation between sisters, all model predictions remain the same after this “reshuffling” of the lineage tree.
However, both daughters of a given mother now inherit the same generation time.

b. Formal justification

Now we will try to make the arguments given above a little more rigorous. First, consider the case of a population
in a batch culture. At each cell division, we can distinguish between the old-pole and the new-pole daughter cells.
The former will be called ‘red” and marked with a plus (+); the latter will be called ‘blue’ and marked with a minus
(—). Tt has been shown experimentally that the new pole cells in E. coli grow faster than the old pole cells @]
However, we ignore the effects of aging here: We assume that it is just as likely that one daughter inherits the time
of generation 71 and the other 7_ as it is that 7 and 7_ are interchanged.

Furthermore, we assume that each cell is characterized not only by its age a and the inherited generation time 7,
but also by the generation time of its sister, 7, and that of its mother (71), grandmother (72), and by the generation
times of the more distant ancestors: 73, ..., 7¢. Therefore, instead of n(t, a, 1), e.g, in (I5) and (I6), we now have to
introduce the following cell number densities: ny (¢, a,7,7,71,...7¢) for the ‘red’ cells and n_(¢,a,7,7,71,...7¢) for
the ‘blue’ ones. We have

ny(t,0,7,7,7) =n_(t,0,7,7,7) (11)
where 7 = (11,72, ...7¢). We also define
ns(t,a,7,7,7) = ny(t,a, 7,7, 7) + n_(t,a,7,7,7) (12)
and
n(t,a,7,7) = /TZ ns(t,a,7,7,7)dT. (13)

s

The time-evolution equation for both ny(¢,a,7,7,7) and n_(t,a,,7,7) is identical to (I3, i.e,

an+(t7 a,T, 7:7 7?) + 8n+(ta a,T, 725 7?)

= 14
ot Oa 0, (14)

on_(t,a,7,7,7T) n on_(t,a,7,7,7T)
ot Oa

From ([2) and ([3)) it also follows that both n(¢,a, 7,7, 7) and n(t, a, 7, 7) obey (IH), too:

~0. (15)

8ns(taa7 T7%’F) + 8ns(t’a7 T7%’F)

= I
ot da 0 (16)
on(t,a,7,7)  On(t,a,7,T)
=0. I7
ot i Oa a7
(The operator 9/t + 0/0a does not depend on 7 or the components 71, 72,73, ..., ¢ of 7).

We should add the appropriate initial conditions to the time evolution equations ([4])-(I7):

(I)+(a77-77277?) = TL+(O,CL,T,7Z,7?) (18)

Qi(a’, T, 7:7 7:‘) - ni(o, a7 7—7 7’:7 7:‘) (Ig)

o (a,1,7,7) =P (a,7,7,T) + P_(a,7,7,7) (110)
T

O(a,7,7) = / O, (a, ,7;7)dT. (I11)

s
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Now consider the boundary condition, i.e. the influx of newborn cells due to cell division. Let us focus on the ‘red’
newborns. Such cells can be daughters of either ‘red’ or ‘blue’ mothers. The probability of these two situations is
proportional to hy (7, 7|7) and hy_ (7, T|T), respectively. hy (7, 7|7)dTdT is the probability that a ‘red’ cell inherits
the generation time 7 and its ‘blue’ sister inherits the generation time 7, provided that their mother is ‘red’ and the
generation times of G consecutive common ancestors of the two daughters are the components of 7. hy_(7,7|7) has
an analogous interpretation. So we have

ny(t,0,7,7,7) / / hyo (1, 7|F)ny (t, 11,71, 71, T )dT1dTG 11
Ts

T T
+ / / h+7(T,7~'|7j)n7(t,T1,T1,%1,7?/)d%1dTg+1. (112)

In the above, 7 = (72,73,...7TG+1), i-€., the primed quantities refer to mothers. We have assumed here that the
generation time 7 inherited by the ‘red’ cell depends on the generation times of its mother, grandmother, etc., up to
the G-th generation, but it does not depend on 7¢41, nor on the generation times of the ancestors’ siblings.

Now we make another simplifying assumption: The ‘red’ cell can be equally likely a daughter of a ‘red’ or a ‘blue’
mother,

hii (7, 7I7) = hy (7, 7|T) = hoy (7, 7|T) (I13)

Using (), ([8) and ([13)), we rewrite ([12)) as

T
ny (10,77, 7) — / o (r, FP)n(t 71,71, 7).

s

(114)
For the “blue” cells, we have analogous equation:
Tl
n_(¢,0,7,7,7) = / h_ (7, 7|7)n(t, 7, 7,7 )drgs1,
(115)
where h_ (7, 7|7) = hy—(7,7|T) = h__(7,7|T), analogous to the case of the 'red’ cells. We also have
hy(r,7|7) = h_(7, 7|7). (116)

Next, we make another assumption about the symmetry between the ‘blue’ and ‘red’ cells: The probability that a
‘red’ cell inherits the generation time 7 and its ‘blue’ sister inherits the generation time 7 is equal to the probability
of the situation where the generation time values are swapped between the sisters,

hy (7, 7|7) = h_ (7, 7|7) = h(7,7|T). (I17)
Instead of defining h(r,7|7) as in ([I7), we can add ([I4) and ([IT) to get

TI
ns(t,0,7,7,7) = 2/ T, 7| 7P)n(t, 71,71, 7T )dTay1,
Ts

where

h(r, 77) = T ay (118)

The intuitive interpretation of ([I8)) is as follows: One of the cells inherits the generation time T upon division, but
we have no information whether this is a red or a blue cell. Now 7 can be integrated out, and we finally get

T
n(t,0,7,7) = 2/ h(r|P)n(t, 71,71, 7 )dTG 11,

s

(119)
where

h(r|7) = / ", 770 (120)

s

So far we have considered the batch culture. To get analogous results for the mother machine, we have to consider
only the 'red’ cells and ignore the ’blue’ ones. As a result, the factor 2 in the boundary condition disappears.
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2. Elimination of generation times of the cell’s grandmother and more distant ancestors

In the previous subsection, we showed how to eliminate the generation time of the cell’s sister from the model
description, provided that certain simplifying conditions are satisfied. We derived the equations describing the time
evolution of the cell density n(t,a,7,T), where 7 = (71, 72,...7¢) and 71 is the generation time of the mother, 75 is
the generation time of the grandmother, and so on.

Now our task is to keep the dependence of the inherited generation time distribution h(7|...) on the mother’s
generation time 71, but to get rid of the generation times of more distant ancestors. We are going to obtain the
equations ([[A)-(Id) of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model, i.e. the time evolution equation with initial and boundary

conditions for the cell number density,

TI Ti
n(t,a,7) = / . / n(t,a,7,7)dr ...d7g. (I21)

Note that we no longer require that a < 7; fort =1,2,...,G.
Our starting point for the following analysis are now the equations ([7), (ITI)), and (I1T9). We also define

n(t,0,7,7) = U(t,1,7). (122)

The inherited value of the generation time 7 = 75 depends on 7, i = 1,2,...,G as described by h(7|7) ([20). We
assume that the correlations between more distant generations (i > G) are vanishing and that the environmental
conditions are constant.

Integrating ([7)) with respect to the components of 7, we obtain (). Similarly, the initial conditions ([11]) reduce
to (). However, to obtain the boundary condition ([If) from ([19), we have to define an effective distribution of the
inherited generation times:

7 ]
he(trln) = frs .. 'frs fTLl(T|7'1,TTlg, e Ton(t, T, T Ty - TG Tar1)dTe L dTadTa
frs .. .fTS n(t, T, 71,72, ., TG, TG41)dT2 . . . dTGdTG 41
f;l . f:l W7, T2y oy T) 1 T, T2y o TGy Ta41)dTa - dTad TG4
f:: . f;: filt, 1,72, Ta, Tar1)dTe . dTadTa 4
P(taTa Tl)
= PO pri), 123
Pl i) (123)
where
_n(t, T, T, T, TG TG )
[t T, 72, TG, Ta41) = NOAD) ; (124)

is a generalization of the mother age distribution, f;(¢,7), considered in the main text. We have

/TZ .. /TZ filt, 7, P)dm ... dre¢ = fi(t,T) (125)

where f1(t,7) is given by () and @B3). In (I23) we have also defined

T T T
P(t,1,71) z/ / / P, 7,71, T2, o, TGy T+1)dTa - . . dTadTG11, (126)
Ts Ts Ts
and
T T T T
P(t,m) = / / / / P, 7,71,T2, TG, Ta+1)dTdTs . . . dTdTG 41, (127)
Ts Ts Ts Ts
where
P(t, T, T1,7T2, .- - ,Tg,TGJrl) = h(7’|7’1,7’2, . ,Tg)fl(t,Tl,Tl, T2y« - ,Tg,TGJrl). (128)
Note that P(¢t,7,71,72,...,7G,Ta+1) defined above is properly normalized. Importantly, the time dependence of

P(t,7,71) and P(t,71) need not cancel in (23) and he(t,7|m1) can depend on the observation time ¢ even if
h(7|m1,T2,...,7¢) does not.
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Finally, invoking ([23)), we integrate (I19) with respect to the components of 7 and we arrive at (I6):

T T T T T T
n(t,0,7) /0 /0 ) ../0 n(t,0,7,7)drdrs ...drg = 2‘7/0 /0 . -/0 h(r|r, 7 )n(t, 71,71, 7 )dTG41 - - . dTodTy

2 / he(t, T|m)n(t, 71,11 )d7. (129)
0

In this way we have reduced the model defined by ([4), ([5) and ([I2) to the simpler one given by (I5)-(IT).

Appendix J: Derivation of the Rubinow model from the Lebowitz-Rubinow model

Starting from the Lebowitz-Rubinow model ([I5)—(IT), we derive here a model that is formally identical to the one
proposed by Rubinow in 1968 @] In the latter model, there is only a single state variable x € [0, 1], called maturity.
2 increases with cell age a (or observation time ¢) from x = 0 at the beginning of the cell cycle to x = 1 at cell
division. The time evolution of x for each cell is assumed to be deterministic and is given by the maturation velocity
function g(t, z):

— =gt ). (J1)

Let u(t, z)dx be the number of cells with maturity = at time t. The equations of the Rubinow model are

gu(t, x) + 9 [9(t, x)u(t,x)] =0

ot ox t ’ (2)
g(t, 0)u(t,0) =27g(t, Du(t, 1), (J3)
(0, 2) = ugp(x). (J4)

We consider here a slightly different set of model equations than the one originally proposed by Rubinow I@] or
analyzed in [32]. First, we allow §(t,z), which appears in (IT), (@3) and @), to depend on the observation time
t. Second, in analogy to the case of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model, we introduce the parameter ¢ in the boundary
condition ([I3): ¢ = 1 for the batch culture and o = 0 for the mother machine. However, unlike the original model,
we ignore cell death [34).

1. The maturity representation of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model

No unique, precise definition of maturity = was given in ref. M] In this reference we find the following passage
‘By level of maturity is meant the various stages in the growth of the cell such as birth, onset of DNA synthesis,
onset of mitosis, etc. These may or may not be readily observable. In fact, it is difficult to say in what manner the
maturity level of a cell should be determined. For bacterial cells such as E. coli in which DNA synthesis continues
from the moment of birth, the amount of DNA in the cell could be utilized as a measure of cell maturity. Or z could
simply be considered to represent the amount of DNA in the cell. However, for many cells in which DNA synthesis
is only a portion of the life cycle, such a measure is not completely satisfactory. Thus, at the present time even the
dimensions of z must be left unspecified. Another possibility is to let = represent cell volume.’. In the above quote,
we have changed the original notation of maturity from u to z. Here, our definition of maturity is simply

T = g (J5)

If, instead of the cell age a, we use z as defined in Eq. (I3 as the independent variable of the Lebowitz-Rubinow
model, then () becomes

on(t,z,T) n 10n(t,x, 1)

ot o 0 (J6)

where

n(t,x,7) = n(t, 7, 7)T (J7)
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and n(t, a, ) is the solution of ([A)—(IT). Where there is a risk of confusion, we use tilde to distinguish the quantities
of the Rubinow model (maturity representation) from those of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model (age-generation time
representation). Next, using (7)), we define

n(t,x, T)

N = x(t,xr,7)T, (J8)

%(tv x? T) =

where x(t,a,7) is given by (28). From (J6) and (I8) we obtain the time evolution equation for y(¢,x,T)

Oxtar) | 10%(ta,7)

5 o +oA(t)x(t,z,7) = 0.

We also define
T
u(t,x) = / n(t,z, 7)dr (J10)

and

= /ﬂ X(t,x, 7)dT. (J11)

s

Within the Rubinow model, one can show that the total number of cells in the population,

N(t) = /0 1 /T A(t,z, 7)drdz, (J12)

is given by (), as it should be. Now, by integrating both sides of ({If]) with respect to 7 and using (Ig)), (J1Q), and
(1), we get ([I2), provided that

g(t,x)u(t,z) = /ﬂ Mdr (J13)

s

As a result,

1t 1 x(t
g(t,x) = / ;7n( 7:C’T)dT:/ —7)(( 7:C’T)dT

. T u(t,z) . T @t x)
TI
= / T (|, tdr = <;> (J14)
We can now derive (I3)) from (IG]). After changing the variables from a to z, Eq. () reads
n(t,0 i d
MR g [ bl it 1,9 (15)
T .

Using ([I13), we actually get ([I3) from (TI0) and (JI5)). Finally, using (I7) and (J1IJ), we obtain the initial condition
(I4) from the initial condition n(0,a,7) = ®(a,7) (1) of the Lebowitz-Rubinow model.

Note that although h(7|¢,t), which describes the inheritance of generation times, does not appear explicitly in the
Rubinow model, it affects the form of the boundary condition ([I3]). We see that (I2)-([T4) can be regarded as an
effective model with §(t, z) equal to 77! averaged over all cell cycle lengths for given values of ¢ and z.

2. Stationary solution for the Rubinow model
a. Steady exponential growth in batch culture

For o = 1, in the steady-state limit, x(¢,z,7) = xr(x,7), A(t) = A, and N(t) = Npexp(A,t). Invoking (BH) and
changing the variable a to z, we obtain

Xr (LL', T) = 2A, for (T)T exXp (_ArxT) : (J16)



Eq. (II6) can also be derived directly from (J9), which in this case is:

dx,(x,7)

T + 1A X (z,7) = 0.

Integrating (JI6) with respect to x, we obtain

/O o, 7Yz = Far(r) = 2fon(r)(1 — N7,

as expected. For the maturity distribution @, (x) defined by ([I1I)), we have

i

T
@) / ez, 7)dr = / 2A, for (T)Te AT dr

Ts

s

= _2Arf(l)r (2)]2=A,a>
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(J17)

(J18)

(J19)

where fo.(z) is the Laplace transform of fo,.(7), and f},(z) is the derivative of fo,(z) with respect to z. (We can
extend the integration limits in (II9) by replacing 75 with 0 and 7; with oo, since fo,(7) =0 for 7 < 75 and 7 > 7).

If the generation time distribution of newborns is the gamma distribution,

Ta—le—T/,B . 1

Jor(7) = “BT(a) for(z) = REYDL
then we obtain from (J19)):

50 (z) = 2a A,
T T BA )T
The normalization condition for ¢, (x) (I21)) is the Euler-Lotka equation, which now reads

2

YT W

We rewrite ([J2I) using (J22)) as

200(2% — 1)
[1+ (25 — 1)a]att’

Gr(x) =
From ([J14)), we also find the explicit form of the maturation velocity:

ir(a) = —Jorle=nes

f(/)r (2)]2=Are '

In particular, for fo,(7), which is given by ([T20), we get

o (14 BA) 14 (20 —1)a]
gr(x) = af = af .

We rewrite equation ([124]) as

A

forz) 9B (A'2)]

for(Arw) = exp (— /Om g:&(;:) di) :

and therefore

(J20)

(J21)

(J22)

(J23)

(J24)

(J25)

(J26)

(J27)
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b. Steady state in the mother machine experiment

For the mother machine experiment (¢ = 0) in steady state, Eq. (I9) reduces to dx.(z,7)/dx = 0; hence Y.(z,T)
is a constant function of x, so it depends in a nontrivial way only on 7. (In this and the following equations, ¢ stands
for ‘chronological’). To find the explicit form of x.(z,7), it is most convenient to use (&6,

Xe(a,T) = fo

and ({J8)), from which, after changing the variables, we get

XC(I’ T) = f

We see that X.(x,7) is identical to fa.(7) given by (6H). As a consequence,

oulo) = [ " el )T = 1.

s

(More precisely, ¢.(z) = ©(2)O(1 — x), where O(x) is the Heaviside step function).

velocity function for the present case:

1

fOc( )
T (J28)
7 foe(T)
—/fOc(T/) - (J29)
(J30)

Finally, we get the maturation

Je(w) =

ST foe(T)dr B

(J31)
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