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We analyze the advantage of cell size control strategies in growing populations under mortality
constraints. We demonstrate a general advantage of the adder control strategy in the presence of
growth-dependent mortality, and for different size-dependent mortality landscapes. Its advantage
stems from epigenetic heritability of cell size, which enables selection to act on the distribution of
cell sizes in a population to avoid mortality thresholds and adapt to a mortality landscape.

Cells of bacteria and other organisms grow exponen-
tially in size before dividing [1, 2]. Noise in cell division
timing is therefore expected to yield increasingly large
variations in cell size over time, yet single cell lineages
maintain a narrow distribution of cell sizes over many
generations [3–6]. While strategies [7–10] and molecular
mechanisms [11–14] that underlie cell size control are be-
ing elucidated, it is presently unknown what selective ad-
vantage they confer in nature. Specifically, in free-living
microbes such as bacteria, if exponential biomass growth
can be achieved by any number of cells, what evolution-
ary benefit does the control of cell size contribute to a
growing population? This question underlies our under-
standing of the evolutionary determinants of cell size and
the origins of cell size control.

Starting from a single, exponentially growing cell that
lacks a size control mechanism, the resulting population’s
average biomass growth rate would not depend strongly
on how frequently the cells divide; rather, it would largely
depend on the mean growth rate of the size of single cells.
However, if cells can die, and mortality is experienced in-
dependently by each cell, then each cell division halves
the probability of extinction along a lineage. By this
reasoning, selection will favor lineages that divide as fre-
quently as possible. Since cells cannot be too small due
to biophysical constraints – e.g. there must be enough
room for their DNA and proteins – the presence of mor-
tality could select for cell size control. In particular, we
expect a control mechanism that enables cells to be as
small as physically possible to be advantageous. As the
minimum viable size of cells is approached, errors in cell
size control will become increasingly costly, as they can
result in non-viable cells. Natural selection should favor
minimizing the errors and evolutionarily tuning the con-
trol mechanism to avoid such mortality thresholds. This
argument thus identifies a general advantage of tight cell
size control. Yet, different control strategies, e.g. ‘sizer’
or ‘adder’ [7, 9, 15, 16] can efficiently minimize cell di-
vision errors, and it is therefore not clear whether one
strategy is advantageous relative to another in a growing
population that experiences mortality.

Here, we introduce a simple model that represents the
above evolutionary forces. Using simulations, numer-
ics, and analytical theory, we demonstrate that an adder
strategy has a pronounced advantage over a sizer in the
vicinity of mortality thresholds. We show that this ad-

vantage is due to epigenetic heritability of cell size, which
is present in an adder strategy but absent in a sizer.
Cell size heritability enables within-population selection
to act on the cell size distribution, moving it away from
thresholds, and enhancing population growth in different
mortality landscapes.

We first analyze the statistics of cell size control in iso-
lated single cells, which can be observed experimentally
in a ‘mother machine’ device [1, 6]. Starting from a given
birth size l, each cell grows exponentially in size and di-
vides symmetrically. Given a parent cell’s birth size l, the
cell size control mechanism determines ∆, the size added
before cell division, a random variable whose fluctuations
characterize the intrinsic noise of the control process (“in-
put noise”). The offspring’s birth size l′ is determined by
the size relation, l′ = (l + ∆)/2. The output of iterating
this control process results in size fluctuations (“output
noise”). In an adder mechanism, cells attempt to add a
fixed size before dividing, hence ∆ and l are independent
random variables, while l′ and l are positively correlated.
In this case, at steady-state the size relation implies that
κn(l) = κn(∆)/(2n − 1), where κn(X) denotes the n-th
cumulant of random variable X. In a sizer mechanism,
cells attempt to elongate to a fixed target size before di-
viding; hence l′ and l are independent, while ∆ (= 2l′−l)
is negatively correlated with l. At steady-state, the size
relation implies κn(l) = κn(∆)/[2n+(−1)n]. Such cumu-
lant relations determine the input-output noise relation
for each control mechanism [17]. Considering the vari-
ance (n = 2), for the same input noise (σ2 ≡ Var(∆)) the
output noise in the sizer (σ2/5) is lower than that of the
adder (σ2/3), and in general |κn,sizer(l)| ≤ |κn,adder(l)|
for fixed κn(∆). Thus, in isolated single cells, given the
same intrinsic noise a sizer mechanism is better able to
control birth size fluctuations than an adder mechanism.

We next consider a population of cells growing in the
presence of mortality constraints. Active cell growth in-
volves remodeling basic cellular structures, e.g. the cell
wall of bacteria, and renders cells more susceptible to
environmental stresses such as antibiotics [18, 19]. Mor-
tality in our model is determined by a constant β char-
acterizing growth-dependent mortality, where the prob-
ability of cell death during a growth increment δl is
given by β δl; and by a mortality threshold lmin, such
that cells with birth size l < lmin are not viable. In a
sizer model, cell division occurs when size 2l′ is reached,
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FIG. 1: Numerical and simulation results for population
growth of adder and sizer mechanisms with mortality. (a)
Growth rates measured in simulations (points) are compared
with predictions (curves) from numerical solution of the trans-
fer operator (Eq. 3). The vertical dashed line indicates lmin.
Sizer and adder control mechanisms, CS(l′) and CA(∆), are
Gaussian with variances σ2

S and σ2
A, respectively, and mean

a. Parameter values are σA = 0.1, σS = σA/
√

3, β = 0.1,
lmin = 1, and λ0 = 1; the choice of σS ensures that sizer and
adder have identical output statistics in isolated cells. (b)
Birth size distributions measured in simulation (shaded re-
gions) and predicted by Eq. 3 (curves) for a = lmin; all other
parameter values as in panel a.

where l′ is a random variable with distribution CS(l′).
In an adder model, division occurs when when the added
size reaches ∆, which is distributed according to CA(∆).
As cells grow and divide, the population size N(t) in-
creases exponentially, and its long-term growth rate is
Λ ≡ (1/t) lnN(t), in the limit of large t. For sizer and
adder mechanisms with matched output statistics in iso-
lated cells (i.e. identical steady-state distribution of l),
we compared the long-term growth rate of their popula-
tions as the target birth size a ≡ l̄ was varied (Fig. 1a).
We found that for values of a � lmin, the two curves
nearly overlap and decay linearly with slope −βλ0/ ln 2,
where λ0 is the exponential rate of cell size growth. As
a approaches lmin, however, the curves separate and the
adder mechanism exhibits a pronounced advantage over
the sizer. Strikingly, if we set the target birth size pre-
cisely at the mortality threshold, i.e. a = lmin, the sizer
population does not grow, as half of its cells are born with
l′ < lmin, yet the adder population has a positive growth
rate. Moreover, the adder population can grow expo-
nentially even for a range of target birth sizes a < lmin
over which the sizer population goes extinct. This sug-
gests that although the two size control mechanisms are
equally precise, the structure of single cell lineages that
they generate differs in a critical way. Indeed, the distri-
bution of birth sizes in the population with a = lmin has
a peak at l = lmin for the sizer mechanism, but in the
adder mechanism the peak is shifted to a value higher
than lmin (Fig. 1b).

To elucidate this phenomenon, we determined the lin-
eage structure of sizer and adder populations using the

transfer operator method for path integrals [20, 21]. A
single cell lineage ξ = (l1, l2, . . . , ln) is specified by a se-
ries of cell divisions i = 1 . . . n, where the i-th division
yields a cell with birth size li. We let K(l′, l) denote the
expected number of offspring of size l′ for a parent of
size l. This kernel encapsulates both the cell size control
strategy and the multiplicative fitness, including both cell
division and mortality events; in the absence of mortal-
ity for binary cell division we have

∫
K(l′, l)dl′ = 2. We

let Bt(l
′) denote the expected number of births in the

population at time t having birth size l′, and B̃t(l) the
expected number of births at time t that descend from a
cell born with size l at time zero. In other words, B̃t(l)
counts the number of lineages in the population condi-
tional on starting at l, while Bt(l

′) counts lineages con-
ditional on ending with l′. Each birth with size l′ at time
t results from a parent cell of birth size l that grew and
divided at size 2l′. The parent itself was born at time
t− τ , where τ = (1/λ) ln(2l′/l), hence

Bt(l
′) =

∫
K(l′, l)Bt−τ (l)p(λ) dldλ , (1)

where we assume that single-cell growth rate, λ, is in-
dependent of birth size and has probability distribution
p(λ). In rod-shaped bacteria such as E. coli, which main-
tain a constant cell width, the birth size l is measured by
the cell length and λ is known as the elongation rate; ex-
periments indicate that λ and l are nearly uncorrelated
[2, 15].

At steady-state population growth, Bt(l) ' eΛtB(l),
hence

B(l′) =

∫
(2l′/l)−Λ/λK(l′, l)B(l)p(λ) dldλ . (2)

We first analyze the case of constant elongation rate
λ0, i.e. p(λ) = δ(λ − λ0) and then generalize to non-
constant λ; we will see that the evolutionary advantage
of cell size control is already apparent for the case of fixed
λ0. If we define ψ(l) ≡ lΛ/λ0B(l), and α ≡ (Λ/λ0) ln 2,
we find

ψ(l′) = e−α
∫
K(l′, l)ψ(l)dl , (3)

where eα is the top eigenvalue of the kernel K(l′, l) and
ψ is the associated right eigenfunction corresponding to
the ‘ground-state’ [26], which determines the steady-
state composition of newborn cells in the population
via B(l) = l−Λ/λ0ψ(l). Analogously, we have B̃(l) =

lΛ/λ0 ψ̃(l), where ψ̃ is the corresponding left eigenfunction
of the kernel K. The density ρ of states along lineages
in the population is given by the usual expression from
quantum mechanics, ρ(l) ∼ B̃(l)B(l) = ψ̃(l)ψ(l).

We now consider the specific forms of the kernel for
sizer (KS) and adder (KA) mechanisms given by

KS(l′, l) ≡ zCS(l′)e−β(2l′−l)θ(l′ − lmin) (4)

KA(l′, l) ≡ 2zCA(2l′ − l)e−β(2l′−l)θ(l′ − lmin) , (5)
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where the growth-dependent mortality β acts on the
added size ∆ = 2l′ − l, and the Heaviside function θ
enforces the mortality threshold at lmin [27]. The con-
stant z is used to distinguish lineages within a population
where each binary cell division generates two offspring
(i.e. z = 2) from isolated single cell lineages (z = 1) [28].
The extra factor of 2 in KA is due to the Jacobian of the
transformation ∆↔ 2l′− l, which normalizes CA(2l′− l)
when integrated over l′. We verified that numerical solu-
tion of Eq. 3 for adder and sizer kernels correctly predicts
the simulation results (Fig. 1).

To compare population growth of sizer and adder
mechanisms, we first match their output statistics in
isolated cells. According to the cumulant relation, we
must have ln ĈA(ω) = ln[ĈS(2ω)/ĈS(ω)], where Ĉ de-
notes the Laplace transform of CS(l) (for sizer) or CA(∆)
(for adder), which ensures identical birth size distribu-
tions of the mechanisms [17]. For a population grow-
ing under constant growth-dependent mortality (β ≥ 0)
with no threshold (lmin = 0), solving Eq. 3 we obtain

α = ln z + ln Ĉ(β). It is clear that in the absence of
mortality (β = 0), α = ln z, and therefore Λ = λ0,
i.e. the population growth rate is equal to the elon-
gation rate regardless of the details of the mechanism.
In the presence of mortality (β > 0), the difference
in growth rates between adder and sizer then satisfies
αA−αS = ln ĈS(2β)−2 ln ĈS(β), and a simple convexity
argument [17] shows that αA > αS holds in general [29].
Therefore, for constant growth-dependent mortality, an
adder mechanism has a long-term growth rate advantage
over a sizer mechanism.

To study cell size control in the presence of a mor-
tality threshold (lmin > 0), we specialize to Gaussian
control via CA(∆) = g(∆) and CS(l) = g(l), where

g(x) ≡ (2πσ2)−1/2e−
(x−a)2

2σ2 . In this case, we know
from the cumulant relation that both models have Gaus-
sian output statistics in isolated cells, and by choosing
σ2 = σ2

A for the adder and σ2 = σ2
S = σ2

A/3 for sizer, we
match their statistics. Birth sizes along a sizer lineage
are independent; thus, the system behaves like a gas of
particles in a potential well with no particle-particle in-
teractions. In contrast, the form of the adder kernel (Eq.
5) is similar to that of a polymer, where the location
l′ of the next monomer along the chain depends on the
location l of the previous monomer [30].

The sizer kernel is separable, with KS = ψ(l′)ψ̃(l),

where ψ(l′) = zg(l′)e−2βl′θ(l′ − lmin) and ψ̃(l) = eβl.

The top eigenvalue is given by
∫
ψ̃(l)ψ(l)dl, from which

we obtain

αS = −βa+
β2σ2

2
+ln

[
z

2
erfc

(
lmin − a+ βσ2

σ
√

2

)]
, (6)

where erfc(x) ≡ 2√
π

∫∞
x
e−l

2

dl is the complementary er-

ror function. The density of states is given by

ρ(l) ∼ ψ̃(l)ψ(l) ∼ e−
(l−a+βσ2)2

2σ2 θ(l − lmin) , (7)

0.0
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FIG. 2: Analytical results in the adder model. Numeri-
cally computed values (points) and analytical approximations
(curves) are shown for the long-term growth rate, Λ, as a func-
tion of the mean birth size, a. RCS approximation, r = 1.887
(dashed curves) and FCS approximation, h = 0.384 (solid
curves). Vertical dashed line indicates lmin. Inset: Perturba-
tion theory to the second order (solid line). Parameter values
σ are indicated in the key; additionally, β = 0, lmin = 1,
z = 2, and λ = 1. See [17] for β = 0.1.

indicating that lineages in the population shift the peak
of the birth-size distribution to be centered at a − βσ2.
For β = 0, αS is a monotonically increasing function
of a indicating that arbitrarily large cell sizes would be
favored to avoid the mortality threshold. For β > 0,
there exists an optimal birth size aopt that maximizes αS
[17], which is given by

aopt ≈ lmin + σ
√

ln[1/ (2πβ2σ2)] (8)

in the limit of σ � β−1, corresponding to tight cell size
control [31]. The first-order effect of increasing noise σ
in size control is to move aopt away from the mortality
threshold, decreasing the long-term growth rate (Eq. 6).

For the adder kernel, there does not appear to be an
analytical solution, and we proceed using perturbative
or scaling approximations. When σ � a − lmin, the
kernel is strongly peaked around a and the contribu-
tion of the mortality threshold at lmin is small. We can
therefore rewrite the kernel as KA = K0 + K1, where
K0(l′, l) ≡ 2zg(2l′−l)e−β(2l′−l), and K1 = KA−K0. The
K0 kernel corresponds to unconstrained integration over
the whole space, including forbidden values l′ < lmin,
while the K1 kernel accounts for these unphysical paths
and removes them. As long as K1 � K0, we can ex-
pand ψ(l) using classical perturbation theory. Perturba-
tion expansion to the second order predicts the growth
rate reasonably well for a > lmin (Fig. 2, inset). The
theory correctly predicts positive growth at the mortal-
ity threshold, e.g. for β = 0 it predicts Λ ≈ 0.411 at
a = lmin, while the numerically computed value is 0.470
[17]. It also shows that for β = 0 at a = lmin the value of
the growth rate is independent of the size of fluctuations
σ (Fig. 2, inset). For β > 0, curves with different values
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of σ converge near a = lmin (see Fig. A2 in [17]). This
suggests that a scaling approach may be useful to under-
stand the behavior near the boundary. While the sec-
ond order perturbation theory is accurate for a > lmin,
below the threshold larger deviations are apparent, as
paths that cross the threshold become increasingly com-
mon and must be accounted for. Although higher order
perturbations can be computed, their analytical form is
unwieldy, and we turn to a scaling-based approach below.

By analogy with polymers, we can model the lineages
in the adder model as rigid rods with a certain persis-
tence length. To this end, we assume that offspring per-
fectly inherit their parent’s birth size for r generations.
Each such ‘block’ of r monomers corresponds to a single,
random choice of birth size l, and the blocks are there-
fore independent just like the individual monomers in the
sizer model; we therefore call this the ‘Rigid Correlated
Sizer’ (RCS) approximation. The kernel on blocks of size
r is given by

KRCS(l′, l) ≡ zrg(l′)e−β[(r+1)l′−l]θ(l′ − lmin) . (9)

We reinterpret Bt(l
′) in Eq. 1 as the birth rate of blocks

with birth size l′ at t. These are offspring from par-
ent blocks of birth size l born at t − τ , where τ =
(1/λ0) ln(2rl′/l), which yields α = r(Λ/λ0) ln 2 in Eq. 3.
Computing the top eigenvalue of KRCS , we obtain the
same form as for the sizer kernel (Eq. 6) with parameter
rescalings β ↔ rβ, z ↔ zr, and α↔ rα, yielding

αRCS = −βa+
rβ2σ2

2
+

1

r
ln

[
zr

2
erfc

(
lmin − a+ rβσ2

σ
√

2

)]
.

(10)
To ensure that the RCS birth size distribution matches
that of isolated single cells in the adder model, we substi-
tute σ2 → σ2

A/3 above. This leaves only the parameter
r to be determined. The correlation of l′ and l for iso-
lated cells in the absence of mortality is equal to 1−1/r;
hence to match the correlation in the adder model it is
reasonable to take r = 2. Alternatively, at a = lmin for
β = 0 and z = 2 we have ΛRCS = λ0(1− 1/r), and using
the numerically computed value of Λ in the adder model
yields r = 1.887. We find that the RCS approximation is
able to better represent the behavior near the a = lmin
boundary than perturbation theory, as seen in Fig. 2.

Lastly, we can relax the RCS model by allowing the
inheritance of the birth size to be a random process;
namely, we let h be the probability that the birth size
is inherited, and with probability 1 − h the offspring is
assigned a random birth size according to g(l′). The ker-
nel for this ‘Flexible Correlated Sizer’ (FCS) is given by

KFCS(l′, l) ≡ ze−β(2l′−l)θ(l′−lmin)[h δ(l′−l)+(1−h)g(l′)] .
(11)

This kernel was previously studied in models of correlated
cell division times [22, 23]. The right eigenfunction ψ has
the following form,

ψ(l′) =
z(1− h)e−2βl′g(l′)

eα − hze−βl′
, for l′ > lmin , (12)

and ψ(l′ ≤ lmin) = 0, where α is determined by∫ ∞
lmin

z(1− h)e−βl
′
g(l′)

eα − hze−βl′
dl′ = 1 . (13)

This equation has a unique solution for α for all 0 ≤ h < 1
[23], and the equation can be solved numerically to yield
α for different values of h and different parameter choices
a, σ, and β. As in the RCS approximation, output statis-
tics of the adder are matched by substituting σ2 → σ2

A/3
in g(l′) above. We note that the correlation of l′ and l in
isolated cells without mortality is equal to h. To deter-
mine h, we evaluate Λ at a = lmin for β = 0 and z = 2,
which yields ΛFCS = λ0 log2(1 + h), and match this to
the numerically computed value in the adder model, from
which we obtain h = 0.384. We find that the FCS ap-
proximation is slightly more accurate than RCS at inter-
mediate values of a (Fig. 2).

The approximations above show that the adder mech-
anism is able to adapt its lineage structure in the vicinity
of mortality thresholds, which presents a major advan-
tage over the sizer mechanism. Biologically, this ability
stems from the heritability of the birth size, which en-
ables selection to act on the lineage structure of the pop-
ulation. Physically, from the analogy of the adder mecha-
nism with a polymer versus the sizer as a non-interacting
gas, a mortality threshold is similar to a rapid change in
spatial potential, e.g. near an adsorbing wall. In this
case, due to the connectivity of the polymer chain, lo-
calizing one monomer to a favorable region brings neigh-
boring monomers along, hence the per monomer entropic
penalty is lower than if the monomers were a gas.

The advantage of the adder strategy in adapting to a
mortality landscape is not limited to sharp thresholds.
We considered the adder and sizer models in a Gaussian
mortality landscape, where survival for cells with a given

birth size l is given by f(l) ≡ e−
1
2 ( l−lsσs

)
2

, which has peak
survival at ls and width σs. The kernels for sizer and
adder are given by KS(l′, l) = zg(l′)f(l′) and KA(l′, l) =
2zg(2l′ − l)f(l′). In the sizer model, we obtain

αS = − (a− ls)2

2(σ2 + σ2
s)

+ ln

(
2σs√
σ2 + σ2

s

)
(14)

and ρS(l) ∼ N (l̄,Σ2
S), where l̄ ≡ (σ2ls + σ2

sa)/(σ2 + σ2
s)

and Σ2
S ≡ σ2σ2

s/
(
σ2 + σ2

s

)
. In the adder model, αA takes

the same form as (14) and differs only in the argument
of the logarithm, while ρA(l) ∼ N (l̄,Σ2

A) with Σ2
A < Σ2

S
[17]. For matched output statistics, direct calculation
shows that αA > αS , indicating the advantage of the
adder mechanism in a smooth mortality landscape.

Our results are not affected by variation in the elon-
gation rate λ, as can be seen in simulations [17]. If we
assume that the distribution of λ is peaked around λ0, we
can obtain an analytical expression for the first-order cor-
rection to the growth rate, and show that this correction
is small for realistic values of the variance in λ. Con-
sistent with prior results [16, 24], this calculation shows
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that non-zero variance in λ slightly reduces the long-term
growth rate of a population; the small reduction is nearly
identical between sizer and adder models [17].

In summary, we have shown that in different mor-
tality landscapes, an adder mechanism displays a long-
term growth advantage over a sizer mechanism. This ad-
vantage becomes particularly pronounced near mortality
thresholds, where a population using an adder mecha-
nism can sustain positive growth while a sizer popula-
tion goes extinct. Such mortality thresholds can result
due to a minimal size constraint for viable cells. In the
early stages of cell cycle evolution, viability thresholds
may have played a major role in natural selection act-
ing on the control mechanism. Viability thresholds may
also be important under environmental stresses in which
bacterial cell sizes are reduced and therefore closer to a
minimum viable size. We have shown in general that
under constant growth-dependent mortality, e.g. in the

presence of antibiotics, an adder mechanism is advanta-
geous over an output-matched sizer. Occurrence of such
conditions in the environment may thus select for the
maintenance of the adder mechanism. Experimental data
in which both mortality and cell size are tracked in large
numbers of single cells are becoming available (see e.g.
[25]), which will enable empirical tests of our results. We
note that sizer-like behaviors can be realized experimen-
tally via perturbations of E. coli ’s native cell division
machinery [12], and both adders and sizers are observed
in simulated network evolution of simple cell cycle mod-
els [10]. On the basis of our findings, we expect that
mortality landscapes present in nature can select for and
maintain the adder mechanism.

We thank T. Nozoe for helpful feedback on the
manuscript. This work was supported by NIH grant R01-
GM097356.
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Appendix A: Simulation and numerical methods

a. Simulation Method

The simulations begin with a specified initial number
of cells Ninit and a maximal population size Nmax. Each
initial cell is assigned a birth size, l, and birth time, t.
Based on the birth size and birth time, three termina-
tion values are determined, which we call the termination
length, termination time, and termination type; these are
represented as lT , tT , and T respectively. These terminal
values for each cell in the initialized population are com-
puted immediately, so each initial cell is represented by
a five-tuple c = (t, l, tT , lT , T ). The process to compute
the three terminal values is as follows:

1. A tentative division size, lT , is computed. The sim-
ulation obtains lT by drawing a random value from
a specified distribution. For the Gaussian simula-
tions in the main text, a random value s ∼ N (0, σ2)
is drawn. If the population uses the sizer mecha-
nism, then lT = 2(a+s). If the population uses the
adder mechanism, then lT = l + a + s. If lT ≤ l,
then the value of lT is recomputed by drawing a new
random value as above, until lT > l is obtained.

2. Using the Inverse CDF Method, a mortality func-
tion produces a randomly drawn death size, D. If
D ≥ lT , then T = 1 (indicating a viable cell) and
lT is unchanged. However, if D < lT , then lT is
updated to lT = D, and T = 0 (indicating a dead
cell).

3. Lastly, the simulation computes the cell’s termina-
tion time using the formula tT = t+ 1

λ log(lT /l).

Once each cell in the initialized population has the
computed terminal values, the simulation updates the
population using the cell with the lowest termination
time. The cell with the lowest termination time dic-
tates how the population updates based on its termi-
nation code. If T = 0, the cell dies, it is removed from
the population, the population size decreases by 1, and
the cell tuple recorded. If T = 1, the cell successfully di-
vided, the population size increases by 1, the cell tuple is
recorded, and the cell is replaced by two new cells. The
new cells are assigned a birth size of half the parent divi-
sion size, and birth times equal to the termination time
of the parent cell. The terminal information of these new
cells is then immediately computed as above. If the max-
imum population size was exceeded, a randomly chosen
cell is immediately removed from the population, its ter-
mination code becomes T = −1 (indicating removal), and
its terminal size and time are updated to reflect its size
at the time of removal. The simulation then records the
resulting tuple and population size. The population up-
dating process continues with the cell having the lowest
termination time. This process terminates when the cell
with the lowest birth time is born beyond the specified
total simulation time, ttot.

In Fig. 1a, we used Ninit = Nmax = 1000 and ttot =
500. In Fig. 1b, we used Ninit = Nmax = 50000 and
ttot = 30, and the birth size distribution is computed
from the last 500,000 birth events in the simulation. For
variable λ simulations, we used Ninit = Nmax = 1000,
ttot = 500.

b. Population Growth

This simulation approach allows us to estimate the
population growth rate dynamically. As the simulation
iterates through cell termination events, we track the to-
tal number of divisions, n(t), minus the number of deaths,
m(t), to obtain a rolling total of the number of population
expansive events. This rolling total of expansive events
can estimate the net rate of population growth events

as τ−1 ≡ n(t)−m(t)
t , where τ is the mean time between

events. Once the population reaches the maximum popu-
lation size, Nmax, the population will grow from Nmax to
Nmax+1 at each event. The population growth rate Λ for
this process is given by the relation Nmaxe

Λτ = Nmax +1,
or

Λ =
n(t)−m(t)

t
log

(
1 +

1

Nmax

)
. (A1)

This method was used to estimate the population growth
rate from a simulation. Other methods were tested and
yielded very similar results.

c. Numerical Method

Our numerical approach is to discretize the integral
equation (Eq. 3) into a linear equation. We denote by

K̂ the operator corresponding to the kernel K(l′, l), such

that Eq. 3 becomes ψ = e−αK̂ψ. We discretize this oper-
ator by forming a finite basis for the space of all possible
birth size distributions, Φ = {φi}. To discretize the func-
tion space of birth size distributions, we assume the space
of possible cell sizes is bounded, L = [lmin, lmax] ⊂ R, and
we partition the space of cell sizes into nbin bins, each bin
of width δl = (lmax − lmin)/nbin. We denote and define
these bins as li = [i δl, (i+ 1)δl] and let φi(l) = 1li(l) de-
note the indicator function of a bin. We then construct
a matrix T as the discretization of K subject to Φ,

T = (Tij) ≡
∫ ∫

φi(l
′)K(l′, l)φj(l)dl dl

′ . (A2)

The eigenfunction associated with the top eigenvalue will
be a linear combination of our discrete birth size basis
that has the highest population growth rate. The asso-
ciated top eigenvalue will be eα. This numerical method
suggests that only modest assumptions on our choice of
K are needed for a normalizing choice of α to exist by
the Perron-Frobenius Theorem. The analog to this is
the Krein-Rutman Theorem in the infinite-dimensional
function space, i.e. in the limit nbin →∞.
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Appendix B: Statistics of isolated single cells in
adder and sizer models

The basic size relation connecting the added size ∆
and the parent-offspring birth sizes, l′ and l, is

l′ =
1

2
(l + ∆) (B1)

In general terms, a sizer mechanism controls the offspring
size directly, hence l and l′ are independent random vari-
ables. An adder mechanism controls the added size di-
rectly, hence l and ∆ are independent random variables.
This yields the simple relations between cumulants of l
and ∆ in each model, where we denote the n-th cumulant
of a random variable X as κn(X).

We will denote by Pl(l) and P∆(∆) the probability dis-

tribution function of l and ∆; and Ml(ω) ≡ P̂l(−ω) and

M∆(ω) ≡ P̂∆(−ω) are the corresponding moment gener-

ating functions, where P̂ denotes the Laplace transform.
The size relation (B1) also yields a simple relation be-
tween the moment generating functions.

For the adder model, by independence of l and ∆ in
Eq. B1, we have κn(l′) = 2−nκn(l) + 2−nκn(∆). At
steady state, we have κn(l) = κn(l′), and we obtain

κn(l) =
κn(∆)

2n − 1
. (B2)

Again by independence in Eq. B1, we obtain the moment
generating function relation

Ml(ω) = M∆(ω/2)Ml(ω/2) . (B3)

For the sizer model, we rewrite Eq. B1 as ∆ = 2l′ −
l, and by independence of l and l′ we have κn(∆) =
2nκn(l′) + (−1)nκn(l). At steady state, we obtain

κn(l) =
κn(∆)

2n + (−1)n
, (B4)

and by the same reasoning, we have

M∆(ω) = Ml(2ω)Ml(−ω) . (B5)

The control mechanisms act by determining the size
added before each cell division event. The “input” noise
into the system from each mechanism is characterized
by the statistics of ∆, which are fully determined by its
cumulants, κn(∆). The “output” noise is characterized
by the statistics of the birth size l. The above equations
show how the input and output noise are related in each
of the models. Given the same input noise, we see that
in general

|κn,sizer(l)| ≤ |κn,adder(l)| . (B6)

Another simple consequence of the input-output relations
is the distribution of l or ∆ for Gaussian control mech-
anisms, i.e. where cumulants higher than 2 are zero.
Specifically, in the adder mechanism, if ∆ is Gaussian-
distributed, so is l; while in the sizer mechanism, if l is
Gaussian, so is ∆.

Appendix C: Statistics of population with simple
mortality in adder and sizer models

For cells in the presence of growth-based mortality
(β) without a mortality threshold, we have KS(l′, l) =

zCS(l′)e−β(2l′−l), where CS(l) is the probability distri-
bution of the birth size l, and KA(l′, l) = 2zCA(2l′ −
l)e−β(2l′−l), where CA(∆) is the probability distribution
of the added size ∆.

For the adder model, since l, l′ ≥ 0 and CA(∆) = 0 for
∆ < 0, we can express Eq. 3 as

eαψ(l′) = z

∫ 2l′

0

2CA(2l′ − l)e−β(2l′−l)ψ(l)dl . (C1)

Taking the Laplace transform of both sides yields

eα
∫ ∞

0

ψ(l′)e−ωl
′
dl′ =

z

∫ ∞
0

∫ 2l′

0

2CA(2l′ − l)e−β(2l′−l)ψ(l)e−ωl
′
dl dl′,

and using the substitution u = 2l′, we have

eαψ̂(ω) = z

∫ ∞
0

[∫ u

0

CA(u− l)e−β(u−l)ψ(l)dl

]
e−ωu/2du ,

(C2)

where ψ̂ denotes the Laplace transform. By the convolu-
tion theorem, we find

eαψ̂(ω) = zĈA(β + ω
2 )ψ̂(ω2 ) . (C3)

Since ψ̂(0) = 1, we obtain

αA = ln z + ln ĈA(β) . (C4)

For the sizer model, we can express Eq. 3 as

eαψ(l′) = z

∫ ∞
0

CS(l′)e−β(2l′−l)ψ(l)dl . (C5)

Taking the Laplace transform of both sides yields

eαψ̂(ω) = zĈS(ω + 2β)ψ̂(−β) , (C6)

and letting ω = −β above yields

αS = ln z + ln ĈS(β) . (C7)

To compare adder and sizer control under constant
growth-based mortality, we start with a given adder
control function, CA(∆), which has steady-state output
statistics Pl(l) (i.e. for isolated cells without mortality).
We compare it with the sizer control function with iden-
tical output statistics, i.e. CS(l) = Pl(l). From Eq. B3,
we have

ĈA(ω) =
ĈS(2ω)

ĈS(ω)
. (C8)
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We can now compare αA and αS using the formulae (C4)
and (C7) above. Specifically,

αS − αA = ln ĈS(β)− ln
ĈS(2β)

ĈS(β)
(C9)

= 2 ln ĈS(β)− ln ĈS(2β) . (C10)

We define the function Q(β) ≡ ln ĈS(β), and show that it
is convex by computing the second derivative as follows.

Q′′S(β) =
Ĉ ′′S(β)

ĈS(β)
−

(
Ĉ ′S(β)

ĈS(β)

)2

(C11)

=

∫ ∞
0

l2q(l)dl −
(∫ ∞

0

l q(l)dl

)2

, (C12)

where q(l) ≡ CS(l)e−βl/
∫∞

0
CS(l′)e−βl

′
dl′ is a proba-

bility distribution. Therefore, the quantity in Eq. C12
is the variance of q(l) which is non-negative, yielding
Q′′(β) ≥ 0. Thus Q(β) is a convex function of β, and
additionally we have Q(0) = 0. This implies that for any
p ∈ [0, 1], Q(p x) ≤ pQ(x). Letting x = 2β and p = 1/2,
we have 2Q(β) ≤ Q(2β), which implies αS ≤ αA.

Appendix D: Optimal mean cell size and maximal
growth rates

To compute the optimal mean size, we take the follow-
ing form, which holds for sizer exactly, and for adder in
the first order approximation,

α = −βa+
β2σ2

2
+ ln

[z
2

erfc(x)
]
. (D1)

where x = (lmin−a+βσ2)/(σc), and c =
√

2 for sizer or

c =
√

2/3 for adder. The derivative with respect to a is
given by

∂α

∂a
= −β +

2e−x
2

σc
√
π erfc(x)

. (D2)

For a > lmin and σ sufficiently small, we have x � −1,
implying erfc(x) ≈ 2. Setting Eq. (D2) to zero, we find

x2 ≈ − ln(βσc
√
π) (D3)

from which we find

aopt ≈ lmin + σc

√
− ln(βσc

√
π) (D4)

to the lowest order in βσ. We can check when is σ �
a− lmin, or

a− lmin
σ

≈ c
√
− ln(βσc

√
π)� 1 , (D5)

which implies the condition σ � β−1. Substituting ex-
pression (D4) in Eq. D1, we find

αopt ≈ −βlmin − βσc
√
− ln(βσc

√
π)

+ ln

[
z

2
erfc

(
−
√
− ln(βσc

√
π)

)]
. (D6)

We see that via the mapping σS ↔ σA/
√

3, and using

c =
√

2 for sizer or c =
√

2/3 for adder, there is no
difference in the values of αopt to the lowest orders in
βσ computed above. Comparison at higher orders would
require higher order approximations of the adder beyond
the expression given in Eq. D1.

Appendix E: Perturbation Theory

Using the decomposition K̂A = K̂0+K̂1, a Gaussian in-
tegral corresponds to the unperturbed operator K̂0, with
kernel,

K0(l′, l) ≡ 2z√
2πσ2

e−
(2l′−l−a)2

2σ2 −β(2l′−l) , (E1)

which yields the ground state eigenfunctions to zeroth
order, and the first-order correction is due to the pertur-
bation K̂1, with kernel

K1(l′, l) ≡ K0(l′, l)[θ(l′ − lmin)− 1] . (E2)

These operators act on functions on the right or the left
via integration over the kernel, e.g.

(K̂0ψ)(l′) ≡
∫ ∞
−∞

K0(l′, l)ψ(l)dl (E3)

(ψ̃K̂0)(l) ≡
∫ ∞
−∞

ψ̃(l′)K0(l′, l)dl′ . (E4)

For small noise in size control, we have σ � a− lmin,
and hence K̂1 � K̂0. We can therefore use classical per-
turbation theory to expand the ground state eigenvalue
of K̂A, which we denote by m, yielding

m = m0 + ψ̃0K̂1ψ0 +O(K̂2
1 ) (E5)

where m0 is the leading eigenvalue of K̂0 and ψ̃0 and
ψ0 are the associated left and right eigenfunctions, nor-
malized such that ψ̃0ψ0 = 1. The n-th order correction
to the eigenvalue will be denote mn, i.e. m1 = ψ̃0K̂1ψ0.
The growth rate predicted by the n-th order perturbation
theory is then given by αn = ln (

∑n
i=1mi).

a. Small noise limit (zeroth order)

In the lowest order approximation, we neglect the lmin
cutoff and analyze the Gaussian operator K̂0. We sub-
stitute the following functional forms

ψ0(l) = ec l+d l
2

and ψ̃0(l) = ec̃ l+d̃ l
2

(E6)
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and find two possible solutions:

ψ0(l) = e−
3

2σ2 [l2−2(a−βσ2)l] (E7)

ψ̃0(l) = 1

m0 = ze
β2σ2

2 −βa

and

ψ′0(l) = 1 (E8)

ψ̃′0(l) = e
3

2σ2 [l2−2(a−βσ2)l]

m′0 = 2ze
β2σ2

2 −βa

We can see that the solution corresponding to m0 leads
to a localized density by computing ρ0(l) ∼ ψ0(l)ψ̃0(l),
or

ρ0(l) =
√

3
2πσ2 e

− 3
2σ2 [l−(a−βσ2)]

2

, (E9)

thus ρ0(l) has a maximum at l̄ = a− βσ2, and ρ0(l)→ 0

as l → ±∞. In contrast, ρ′0(l) ∼ ψ′0(l)ψ̃′0(l) has ex-
actly the opposite behavior, with minima and maxima
interchanged. The solution corresponding to m′0 is there-
fore unphysical; it can only be realized on an unbounded
space l ∈ (−∞,∞).

Thus, the physical solution is given by ψ0, ψ̃0, corre-
sponding to a long-term growth rate Λ0 = (λ/ ln 2)α0,
where α0 = lnm0, or

α0 = ln z − βa+ β2σ2

2 . (E10)

This result takes the same form as for sizer in the
a� lmin limit (see Eq. 6). The density ρ0(l) has a mean
birth size l̄ shifted down by βσ2 relative to a, which re-
duces the effect of mortality, while its variance, σ2/3, is
unaffected by mortality and is the same as expected at
steady state in isolated lineages of the adder model. As
mortality increases, l̄ decreases, however, in the absence
of constraints, l̄ may decrease to negative values, with α0

increasing arbitrarily for large β, both of which are un-
physical and result from neglecting the lmin constraint.
We must therefore require β � a/σ2 for the above results
to hold.

b. First order perturbation

From here on, we choose ψ0 to be normalized such that
ψ̃0ψ0 = 1 and

∫
ψ0(l)dl = 1, hence

ψ0(l) =
√

3
2πσ2 e

− 3
2σ2 [l−(a−βσ2)]

2

(E11)

ψ̃0(l) = 1 .

The first order correction to m is given by m1 ≡ ψ̃0K̂1ψ0,
which can be evaluated as

m1 = ze
β2σ2

2 −βa

[
−1 +

1

2
erfc

(
lmin − a+ βσ2

σ
√

2/3

)]
.

(E12)

Together with m0, we find m ≈ m0 +m1 yielding

α1 ≈ −βa+ β2σ2

2 +ln

[
z

2
erfc

(
lmin − a+ βσ2

σ
√

2/3

)]
(E13)

Up to here, this expression is identical to the sizer ex-
cept for the factor of

√
3 in the argument of the comple-

mentary error function. This factor reflects the adder’s
steady-state birth size variance which is σ2/3. Note that

only this occurrence of σ is scaled by
√

3 – the other
two occurrences involving β are not. We see that when
a = lmin and β = 0, we obtain m0 + m1 = z/2, thus
for z = 2 we have α1 = 0 indicating that we need to
go to higher orders to observe growth at the mortality
threshold.

c. Second order perturbation

To evaluate the second order correction to α in general
requires the full eigenbasis of the unperturbed operator
K̂0. Its left and right eigenfunctions, ṽn and vn, for n =
0, 1, 2, . . ., can be seen to take the following form:

vn = cnψ0(l)pn(l) (E14)

ṽn = ψ̃0(l)pn(l)

where pn(l) is an n-th degree polynomial in l, and cn is
a normalization constant. The associated eigenvalue is
en ≡ 2−nm0. The eigenfunctions are orthonormal, i.e.
ṽivj = δij , hence the polynomials {p0(l), p1(l), p2(l), . . .}
are orthogonal with respect to weight function ψ̃0(l)ψ0(l),
i.e. the density ρ0(l) which is a Gaussian. We list the
first few polynomials below:

p0(l) = 1, c0 = 1 (E15)

p1(l) = l − a+ βσ2, c1 = 3σ−2

p2(l) = (l − a+ βσ2)2 − σ2/3, c2 = (9/2)σ−4

p3(l) = (l − a+ βσ2)[(l − a+ βσ2)2 − σ2], c3 = (9/2)σ−6

The second-order correction to m in Eq. E5 is given by

m2 =

∞∑
i=1

(ṽ0K̂1vi)(ṽiK̂1v0)

e0 − ei
(E16)

For the case β = 0, the first two terms in the series yield

m2 ≈
z

2π
e−

3(a−lmin)2

σ2

[
1 +

(a− lmin)2

2σ2

]
. (E17)

We see that away from the threshold (for a > lmin), m2

vanishes in the limit of σ → 0, consistent with the per-
turbation being small far from the threshold. However,
as a → lmin, m2 approaches a positive value which is
independent of σ. In particular, exactly at the threshold
(for a = lmin) the even terms in the series vanish, and
evaluating up to the 5th term in Eq. E16 we have

m2 ≈
z

2π

(
1 +

1

42
+

3

1240
+ . . .

)
≈ 0.163z . (E18)
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We thus have α(2) = ln(m0 + m1 + m2) ≈ ln(0.663z),
and for z = 2 we therefore obtain α(2) > 0 for β = 0 at
a = lmin. Hence, the second order perturbation theory
predicts that the adder model exhibits positive growth
at the mortality threshold. In particular, the predicted
long-term growth rate (setting λ = 1) is Λ = log2(1.33) =
0.411. For comparison, the numerically computed growth
rate at a = lmin is Λ = 0.470.

Appendix F: Gaussian survival function

Using the Gaussian survival function f(l) defined in
the main text, the sizer and adder kernels are given by

KS(l′, l) = z√
2πσ2

e−
(l′−a)2

2σ2 e
− 1

2

(
l′−ls
σs

)2

(F1)

KA(l′, l) = 2z√
2πσ2

e−
(2l′−l−a)2

2σ2 e
− 1

2

(
l′−ls
σs

)2

(F2)

For the sizer model, we obtain

αS = − (a− ls)2

2(σ2 + σ2
s)

+ ln

(
zσs√
σ2 + σ2

s

)
, (F3)

and the population’s lineage birth size distribution is

ρS(l) ∼ exp

[
− 1

2Σ2
S

(
l − σ2ls + σ2

sa

σ2 + σ2
s

)2
]

(F4)

where Σ2
S ≡ σ2σ2

s/
(
σ2 + σ2

s

)
.

In the adder model, substituting the same form for the
eigenfunctions as before, we obtain analytical expressions
for ψ(l) and ψ̃(l), and find

αA = − (a− ls)2

2(σ2 + σ2
s)

+ln

 2
√

2zσs√
σ2 + 5σ2

s +
√

(σ2 + σ2
s)(σ2 + 9σ2

s)


(F5)

Calculating ρ(l) = ψ̃(l)ψ(l), we find

ρA(l) ∼ exp

[
− 1

2Σ2
A

(
l − σ2ls + σ2

sa

σ2 + σ2
s

)2
]

where Σ2
A ≡ σ2σ2

s/
√

(σ2 + σ2
s)(σ2 + 9σ2

s).
To compare adder and sizer with matched output dis-

tributions, we substitute σ2 = σ2
S = σ2

A/3 in Eq. F3 and
σ2 = σ2

A in Eq. F5 and find

αA − αS = − (a− ls)2

2(σ2 + σ2
s)

+
(a− ls)2

2(σ2/3 + σ2
s)

(F6)

+
1

2
ln

[
8σ2/3 + 8σ2

s

σ2 + 5σ2
s +

√
(σ2 + σ2

s)(σ2 + 9σ2
s)

]
.

(F7)

It is clear that the sum of the first two terms above is
positive, while the logarithmic term is seen to be positive
via the following calculation:

8σ2/3 + 8σ2
s > σ2 + 5σ2

s +
√

(σ2 + σ2
s)(σ2 + 9σ2

s)

⇐⇒ (5σ2 + 9σ2
s)2 > 9(σ2 + σ2

s)(σ2 + 9σ2
s)

⇐⇒ 16σ4 > 0 . (F8)

This shows that αA > αS , indicating that in a Gaussian
landscape, an adder mechanism achieves higher growth
rates than a sizer with matched output.

In this model, growth rate is maximized when a = ls,
and there is a narrow range of sizes around ls where
positive growth is possible. In the sizer model, for
|a − ls| > σs, there is a non-zero value of σ that max-
imizes the growth rate, given by σ2 = (a − ls)

2 − σ2
s .

In the adder model, the expression is more involved but
the overall dependence is similar. In both models, the
lineage distribution of birth size is a Gaussian shifted to
have a mean birth size at an intermediate value between
ls and a; the value is determined as a linear combination
weighted by the variances. If the cell size control vari-
ance is high (σ2 � σ2

s), then the optimal distribution is
peaked near ls, and conversely if the survival variance is
high, it is peaked near a. Unlike the case of constant mor-
tality β > 0 far from the mortality threshold (Eq. 7 with
a � lmin), the lineage birth size variance changes. In
the adder model, we have Σ2 < σ2/3, while in the sizer
model we have Σ2 < σ2, indicating that the birth size
variance becomes smaller in the presence of mortality.

In the adder model, we can compute the joint density
of l and ∆ along lineages in the population,

ρA(l,∆) ∼ ψ̃( l+∆
2 )K( l+∆

2 , l)ψ(l) ,

and since each term in the product is a Gaussian function,
we find ρA(l,∆) is a two-dimensional multivariate nor-
mal distribution; its marginal ρA(l) was computed above.
The covariance of ∆ and l can be computed analytically,
and will be negative, i.e. cells which are born shorter
than l̄ add (on average) a larger-than-average amount,
and vice versa. Thus, due to selection, lineages in the
population deviate from the adder-like behavior of iso-
lated cells in which ∆ and l are independent.

Appendix G: Variability of λ

We start with Eq. 2 of the main text,

B(l′) =

∫
(2l′/l)−Λ/λK(l′, l)B(l)p(λ) dl dλ . (G1)

We can define the λ-averaged kernel,

L̂ = L(l′, l) ≡
∫

(2l′/l)−Λ/λK(l′, l)p(λ)dλ (G2)

and seek the (positive) right and left eigenfunctions of L̂,

B(l) and B̃(l), which we normalize such that
∫
B(l)dl = 1
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and
∫
B̃(l)B(l)dl = 1. Then the equation for Λ is given

by setting the corresponding eigenvalue of L̂, which is the
multiplicative growth rate of the statistical weight, equal
to 1, thus normalizing the right eigenfunction:

〈B̃| L̂ |B〉 =

∫
B̃(l′)L(l′, l)B(l)dldl′ = 1 (G3)

We have already solved the case of p(λ) = δ(λ − λ0),
i.e. fixed λ = λ0, corresponding to the kernel

L̂0 = L0(l′, l) ≡ (2l′/l)−Λ0/λ0K(l′, l) (G4)

where we obtain B0(l) and B̃0(l), the right and left

eigenfunctions of L̂0, which are related to the eigen-

functions ψ and ψ̃ of K̂ via B0(l) = l−Λ0/λ0ψ(l) and

B̃0(l) = lΛ0/λ0 ψ̃(l); these are normalized as above, thus∫
ψ̃(l)ψ(l)dl = 1 and

∫
l−Λ0/λ0ψ(l)dl = 1.

Generalizing now for the case of p(λ) which is strongly
peaked around λ = λ0 (e.g. a Gaussian with mean λ0

and width σλ � λ0), we can expand the operator L̂

around L̂0, and we treat L̂− L̂0 as a small perturbation
of L̂0. From perturbation theory, we know that the per-
turbed eigenvalue is given by 〈B0| L̂ |B0〉, so we can in
principle directly calculate the eigenvalue by evaluating
the integral, given that we have already calculated the
ground-state eigenfunctions from the case λ = λ0. We
expand the operator L̂ around λ0 in a Taylor series to
the second order,

L(l′, l) ≈ (2l′/l)−
Λ
λ0 K(l′, l)

[
1 +

Λ

λ2
0

log(2l′/l)

∫
(λ− λ0) p(λ)dλ +

1

2

Λ

λ3
0

log(2l′/l)

(
Λ

λ0
log(2l′/l)− 2

)∫
(λ− λ0)2p(λ)dλ

]
.

(G5)

The first order term above is zero since the expectation of
λ is λ0, thus the first-order perturbation of the operator
is given by the second term,

L1(l′, l) ≡ (2l′/l)−
Λ
λ0 K(l′, l) (G6)

× σ2
λ

2λ2
0

Λ

λ0
log(2l′/l)

(
Λ

λ0
log(2l′/l)− 2

)
, (G7)

where σ2
λ is the variance of p(λ). A hand-waiving ar-

gument to show 〈B̃0| L̂1 |B0〉 < 0 is that we expect
Λ/λ0 ≤ 1, and due to size control we have on average
that l′ ≈ l, therefore the value in the parentheses is less
than approximately log(2) − 2, which is negative, and if

Λ > 0 this implies 〈B̃0| L̂1 |B0〉 < 0.
For the case of the sizer with a gamma-distributed

birth size distribution and no mortality, we can compute
things explicitly. We use the kernel

K(l′, l) = z l′
k−1

θ−ke−l
′/θ/Γ(k) (G8)

which has shape parameter k and scale parameter θ. In
the absence of mortality, we have Λ0 = λ0 and we find
the ground-state eigenfunctions

B0(l) = l−2+kθ1−ke−l/θ/Γ(k − 1)

B̃0(l) = lθ−1/(k − 1) (G9)

where the eigenfunctions are normalized as needed; this
requires k > 1. Now, we do not need to expand the
operator L̂ first, we can directly evaluate the perturbed
eigenvalue to first order as

〈B0| L̂ |B0〉 =

∫
dλ

2−Λ/λz p(λ)

Γ(k)2
Γ
(
k + Λ

λ − 1
)

Γ
(
k − Λ

λ + 1
)
.

(G10)

In the limit of a high shape parameter k, the integrand
approaches 2−Λ/λz p(λ). Expanding around λ = λ0 to
second order, we have

〈B0| L̂ |B0〉 ≈ 2−Λ/λ0z
[
1 + Λ

λ0

σ2
λ

λ2
0

ln 2
(
−1 + Λ

λ0

ln 2
2

)]
(G11)

To find Λ, we set the above equal to 1, and solve for Λ.
Expanding Λ around λ0, we obtain for Λ − λ0 � 1 and
σλ/λ0 � 1

1

2
+
σ2
λ ln 2(ln 2− 2)

4λ2
0

− ln 2

2λ0
(Λ− λ0) =

1

z
(G12)

For z = 2, we obtain the solution

Λ = λ0 −
σ2
λ

λ0

(
1− ln 2

2

)
. (G13)

Thus, we recapitulate the known result for the Gaussian
model [16], which shows how a small variance in λ reduces
the long-term growth rate.

In Fig. A1, we show that theoretical prediction based
on numerical evaluation of Eq. G10 closely matches sim-
ulation results, and that the approximate analytical re-
sult in Eq. G13 likewise captures the overall trend of
decreases Λ with increases σ2

λ. In general, the effect of
λ variation is seen to be quite small, reducing the pop-
ulation growth rate by less than 1% for experimentally
realistic values of σλ.
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FIG. A1: Effect of variation of elongation rates on long-term growth rate. (a) Comparison of growth rates in sizer and
adder models with variable elongation rate. Points indicate simulation results with indicated parameter values. Curves show
prediction from transfer operator for constant elongation rate (Eq. 3). Parameter values are σA = 0.1, σS = σA/

√
3, β = 0.1,

lmin = 1, and λ0 = 1; the choice of σS ensures that sizer and adder have identical output statistics in isolated cells. (b)
Simulation and analytical results for the gamma-distributed sizer kernel of Eq. G8 using variable elongation rates that are
normally distributed with mean λ0 and variance σ2

λ. The plot shows Λ at different values of σλ using k = 100, θ = 0.01, and
λ0 = 1. Gray points indicate simulation results, with black points showing the mean over simulations. Green points are the
numerical prediction from Eq. G10 and the dashed curve shows the analytical approximation in Eq. G13.

(a) (b)

σ = 0.025

σ = 0.05

σ = 0.1

σ = 0.2

Key:

FIG. A2: Analytical results in the adder model for β = 0.1. Numerically computed values (points) and analytical approximations
(curves) are shown for the long-term growth rate, Λ, as a function of the mean birth size, a. (a) RCS approximation, r = 1.887
(dashed lines) and FCS approximation, h = 0.384 (solid lines). Parameter values σ are indicated in the key; additionally,
β = 0.1, lmin = 1, z = 2, and λ0 = 1. (b) Perturbation theory, second order (solid lines).
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