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Continuous Approximation of Stochastic Maps for Modeling Asymmetric Cell Division
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Cell size control and homeostasis is a major topic in cell biology yet to be fully understood. Several
growth laws like the timer, adder, and sizer were proposed, and mathematical approaches that model
cell growth and division were developed. This study focuses on utilizing stochastic map modeling
for investigating asymmetric cell division. We establish a mapping between the description of cell
growth and division and the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with dichotomous noise. We leverage this
mapping to achieve analytical solutions and derive a closed-form expression for the stable cell size
distribution under asymmetric division. To validate our findings, we conduct numerical simulations
encompassing several cell growth scenarios. Our approach allows us to obtain a precise criterion for
a bi-phasic behavior of the cell size. While for the case of the sizer scenario, a transition from the
uni-modal phase to bi-modal is always possible, given sufficiently large asymmetry at the division,
the affine-linear approximation of the adder scenario invariably yields uni-modal distribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

The growth of individual bacteria reveals a remark-
able pattern of exponential growth observed across var-
ious bacterial types [I, 2]. This exponential growth is
characterized by the cell volume v(t) following the equa-
tion v(t) = /7, with 7 denoting the average doubling
time, until the occurrence of a division event. However,
the intriguing question arises: how does the cell deter-
mine the right time for division? Experimental observa-
tions shed light on this phenomenon by demonstrating
the existence of a stable cell size distribution at the time
of division, which strongly suggests the presence of a cell
size regulation mechanism. This mechanism involves a
feedback system whereby bacteria actively control their
size at division based on their size at birth, commonly
referred to as a growth model or growth law [3H6]

Early studies [7] initially proposed the ”sizer” model,
suggesting that cells grow until reaching a critical size be-
fore undergoing division. Another prominent paradigm
is the ”timer” model, wherein cells aim to grow for a spe-
cific duration of time. Moreover, the suggested coupling
between DNA replication and cell division led to the de-
velopment of the ”sizer+timer” model, in which the com-
pletion of a critical size threshold triggers division after
a constant period of time [8,[9]. Alternative models have
been proposed, including the “adder” model [9H12]. Ac-
cording to the “adder” model, cells consistently add a
constant size between birth and division, irrespective of
their size at birth. Numerous studies [3 [4, [IT], T3HI5]
provide substantial evidence, confirming the validity of
the “adder” model as a mechanism responsible for main-
taining size homeostasis in bacteria.

The mathematical modeling of bacteria growth laws
has been the subject of numerous studies [6] [16H20], fo-
cusing on the dynamic evolution of cell size following each
division event. This evolution is typically represented
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by the relation between the cell size after division event
number n, denoted as v,, and the subsequent cell size
after the next division event, represented as v,11. The
developed equations strive to emulate and replicate the
characteristics of diverse growth models, such as “sizer,”
“timer,” and “adder”. By incorporating these mathe-
matical formulations, researchers aim to uncover the un-
derlying mechanisms governing bacterial growth, provid-
ing valuable insights into the regulation of cell size in
different biological contexts, like the bacteria population
growth [21] 22].

According to the mathematical description presented
in [IT], the size of bacteria at the (n+1)st division event,
denoted as v, et"+1/7 | is governed by the growth law func-
tion f(v,) = vpetnt1/T. Here t, 11 is the duration of the
growth cycle between the nth and (n+1)st division events
and is provided by t,11 = 7 [In (f(vy)/vn)]. To account
for stochastic elements in the growth process, a random
noise term 7, is introduced and assumed to be a Gaus-
sian variable with zero mean. In the case of symmetric
division, where the cell divides into two halves, the size
of the cell at the division event is given by

- %vne[l’“ (Fwn)/vn) 4] (1)
In the case of the “sizer” growth model, cell division oc-
curs at a critical size, and the corresponding growth law
is given by f(v,,) = C, where C is a positive constant. In
contrast, the “timer” model assumes a constant growth
period with ¢,41 = B, and the growth law is expressed
as f(v,) = eBu, (where B > 0). For the “adder” model,
the growth law is represented by f(v,) = v, + A, where a
constant amount is added to the cell size. For the “timer”
model, Eq. shows that no stable distribution of cell
sizes exists. While for the “adder” model, Eq. sug-
gests that the stable distribution of the cell sizes results
in a log-normal distribution [IT]

Bacteria can divide symmetrically, e.g. Bascillus sub-
tilis and Escherichia coli, or asymmetrically, e.g., Saccha-
romyces cerevisiae [23], Caulobacter crescentus [24], and
asymmetrically dividing mycobacteria [25]. In this study,
we tackle the issue of asymmetric division in the cell
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growth process. Specifically, we investigate how Eq. is
modified and explore the stable cell size distributions that
arise when cell division is asymmetric [22] 26] 27]. While
previous research conducted by Marantan and Amir [2§]
has examined this question, we propose a novel approach
that involves a continuous approximation of the discrete
process described by Eq.. We introduce a technique to
map the problem of the stochastic map that defines the
growth and division process to the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process with dichotomous noise. This technique allows
us to move beyond calculating only the moments of the
cell size and derive an explicit analytic expression for
the cell-size distribution. In cases where the growth law
f(v) follows an affine linear relationship [28], specifically
In(f(v)/v) = A — aln(v,), we present a detailed analy-
sis of the cell-size distribution. We identify a transition
between uni-modal and bi-modal phases and determine
the precise expression that governs the phase transition
point/line. Additionally, we explore the scenario where
the “adder” growth law is approximated using the affine-
linear model. Our investigation demonstrates that the
resultant cell-size distribution exclusively displays a uni-
modal shape in such cases. This observation underscores
the potential limitation of the affine linear approxima-
tion when contrasted with the non-linear adder scenario.
Conversely, we observe a transition from uni-modal to
bi-modal behavior for the sizer scenario. Moreover, we
present a simple formula for the phase transition bound-
ary, which depends on the noise strength and asymmetry
parameter.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In the Section
“Stochastic Maps and Langevin Equations,” we present
the continuous approximation approach for symmetric
division and elucidate the methodology for construct-
ing an analytical solution. Subsequently, we extend this
framework to encompass asymmetric division and de-
velop an analytic solution in Fourier and real space. We
also explore the conditions governing the transition from
uni-modal to bi-modal behaviors. In the subsequent sec-
tion, “Comparison to Specific Growth Laws,” we com-
prehensively compare the obtained analytic expressions
with simulations conducted using the timer, adder, and
sizer models. A summary and discussion are provided in
the section “Summary”.

II. STOCHASTIC MAPS AND LANGEVIN
EQUATIONS

In this section, we present a detailed description of the
continuous approximation method employed for equa-
tions similar to Eq.. We begin by outlining the ap-
proach initially developed in [29] for the symmetric divi-
sion scenario, characterized by Eq.. Subsequently, we
extend this method to address the case of asymmetric
division.

A. Symmetric Division

We introduce the variable a,, = In(v,,) to establish a
logarithmic transformation. Through this transforma-
tion, we can express Eq. in an equivalent form:

Unt1 = An + g(an) + 10 (2)

In this equation, g(a,) = In[f (¢")] — a, — In(2). The
formulation presented in Eq. represents a stochastic
map, serving as a discrete counterpart to a stochastic
differential equation. In the stochastic map framework,
the discrete parameter n assumes the role of continuous
time ¢, allowing for the analysis of dynamic processes over
discrete time intervals. Stochastic maps find applications
in diverse fields such as Mathematics [30], Finance [31],
and Biology [28]. These maps provide a valuable tool for
investigating the dynamics of complex systems charac-
terized by randomness and discrete evolution.

We have previously established that the growth law
defines the function f(). In the subsequent analysis,
we adopt the affine linear approximation originally in-
troduced by [I1]:

flvn) = 20%,~° 3)

It is worth noting that this approximation coincides with
other growth models under specific parameter values.
When « takes the values @« = 0 and o = 1, the model
perfectly aligns with the timer and sizer models, respec-
tively. Furthermore, when o = %, the g(a,) approxi-
mates the adder model to the lowest order of expansion
around a, = In[A]. Therefore by tuning the parameter
0 < a < 1, the affine linear approximation covers all
three major growth models.

In the work by Kessler and Burov [29], a continuous
approximation for the stochastic map described by Eq.
was introduced. This approximation is motivated by the
resemblance of Eq. to the Euler-Maruyama discretiza-
tion of a Langevin equation. Known as the second-order
approximation for stochastic maps, as presented in [29],
it employs a continuous variable ¢ (time) instead of the
generation number n. The corresponding Langevin equa-
tion for f(v,) (in Eq. (3)) is expressed as:

1 1
da; = ——— [~aa; + aln(C)] dt + ———+/(n?)dB;
1-1la 1 =350
(4)
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Here, B, represents the Wiener process, corresponding to
the Langevin equation’s noise term. Once the Langevin
equation is derived, we can interpret the biological model
from a physical standpoint. The cellular division and
growth process can be conceptualized as akin to a parti-
cle immersed in a bath at a defined temperature (which
corresponds to the diffusion term in the Langevin equa-
tion), while being subjected to the effects of an external
potential (the drift term in the Langevin equation). For
Eq. , this Langevin equation describes the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process [32]. The stable distribution of cell



sizes is represented by the equilibrium distribution of the
particle in the bath after a long time.

To determine this equilibrium distribution, we write
the corresponding Fokker-Planck equation for ay,

dP(a,t) , 8*Pla,t) 0 .,
g =T Gz T U @P@dl ()

Here, P(a,t) represents the probability density func-
tion (PDF) of the random variable a;. The term T =

%(171%04)2(77% serves as an analog of temperature, while

U = == (%47 — aln(C)a,) is the effective potential.
2
The stable distribution is obtained by taking the limit
t — oo where P(a,t) =2 Pyym(a) and
— 00

_U(a)

Pyym(a) = N"te™ T (6)

is the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution where N =
1= exp[—%] da is the normalization constant, and
the subscript sym means that this is the PDF for the
case of symmetric division.

While here we have utilized a specific affine linear ap-
proximation, the form of Eq. @ is general and applicable
to any form of the growth law, f(v,). In the following
section, we apply the described method of continuous ap-
proximation to the case of asymmetric division.

B. Asymmetric Division

The prefactor % in Eq. signifies that during division,
the cell is split into two halves, and v,,41 represents one
of the offspring. Since the division is symmetric, it is not
essential which offspring is described by v,1. However,
in the case of asymmetric division where the two offspring
differ in size, Eq. is transformed into:

Unt1 = Axvp exp [In (f(vn)/vn) + ] (7)

Here, A is used if we select the larger offspring for v,41,
and A_ is used if the smaller one is selected. The ratios
A satisfy Ay + A_ =1, and we assume that they are
independent of n.

How we decide which offspring, or A, to choose? This
decision typically depends on the experimental protocol.
For instance, in [33], only the larger offspring, referred to
as the “mother,” is kept. In such a scenario, the treat-
ment of stochastic models describing the evolution as a
function of n is very similar to the symmetric case, with
the only difference being the replacement of the prefac-
tor 1/2 in Eq. with a different constant. This work
considers the situation where all the offspring are kept.
The question regarding the stable cell size distribution
is addressed as follows: after numerous generations since
the process started, we investigate the probability of ob-
serving a cell of size v when randomly choosing one of the
many offspring constituting the cell colony. This random
selection of a cell is equivalent to randomly choosing a

timeline, starting from the original cell and making ran-
dom choices of which offspring to follow at each division
event. We assume the absence of bias, meaning that we
choose A and A_ with equal probability of 1/2.

To summarize, in the case of asymmetric division, we
utilize Eq.7 and for each value of n, we randomly de-
termine the choice of AL by “tossing a coin.” Therefore,
in Eq.(7), two stochastic terms are present: (i) 1,, which
models the stochastic variations during the growth pro-
cess, and (i) Ay, which determines the random choices
during the selection of timelines. We assume the validity
of the affine linear approximation for f(v,,) as described
in Eq. .

The variable a,, = In(v,,) satisfies Eq.(2)) with the func-
tion

g(an) = aln(C) — aa, + In(2) + In(Ay). (8)

Applying the second-order continuous approximation
protocol, similar to the symmetric division case, we de-
rive the Langevin equation

— In(C In(2 In(A 2
aar + o n(l)_Jr;;l( ) + In( i)dt+ lx/jnlldBt‘
2
9)
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It is worth noting that the term in Eq.@ is time-
dependent. According to the protocol, the value of Ay
is randomly chosen at t = n = 1,2,3,.... For any non-
integer ¢, Ay takes the value it obtained at the near-
est integer n < t. Consequently, AL is a dichotomous
random process that can switch between A; and A_
at integer values of ¢. If Ay switched to A_/A} at
t = nyp, the amount of time ny — ny that will pass be-
fore Ay switches back to Ay /A_ is geometrically dis-
tributed, i.e. p(ng —ni1) = (1/2)(1 — 1/2)"2~ ™, where
ng—ny = 1,2,3,.... By using 74+ = ny —n; as the waiting
time in the + or the — state, we approximate the discrete
geometrical distribution of 74 by its continuous analog,
i.e., the exponential distribution

dat =

p(Te) =ye (10)
where ~ is the switching rate. To fit the discrete process
~ must satisfy v = —In(1—1/2). Further on we use a con-

tinuous representation for Ay: a dichotomous noise that
switches between A, and A_ at a rate . Dichotomous
noise, as described in [34], finds widespread application in
modeling diverse phenomena across Physics [35], Biology
[36], and Chemistry [37].

While the Gaussian noise in the Langevin equation for
ag, Eq.@, resembles the noise in the symmetric case,
the presence of dichotomous noise introduces two dis-
tinct states for a;. Omne state, denoted as +, corre-
sponds to AL = A,, while the other state, denoted
as —, corresponds to Ay = A_. To handle the di-
chotomous noise, we rewrite the term In(A;) symmet-
rically as In(A1) = [In(A4) +1n(A_)]/2+ 4. By defining
¢ = a; —In(C) — In(2)/a — [In(A1) + In(A_)]/2c, we
can transform Eq.@ into the following form:

dwy = (—dxt + 5) dt + V2T dB, (11)



where & = o/(1 — a/2), § = §/(1 — a/2), and T =
%(171% —)?(n?) serves as an analog for temperature. The
probabilities of being in state + or — are denoted as
P, (x,t) and P_(z,t), respectively. The Langevin equa-
tion leads to a pair of coupled Fokker-Planck equa-
tions for Py (z,t) and P_(x,t) [34], 38, B9]:

o)

P (z,t) _ n0*Py(x,t)
- =T =gt

2 (U@ +8) Pr(@,t)] = 1Pi (@) +9P- (@, 0)
OP_(z,t) _ T82P,(a:,t)+

F t - Ox2
2 T(U’(@ ~8) P_(a,0)] ~vP- () + Py (1),
(12)
where
U(z) = %&:ﬂ (13)

and U'(xz) = dU(z)/dx. Equations and estab-
lish a mapping from the model of cell size with asym-
metric division to the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with
dichotomous noise. This mapping corresponds to the
problem of a particle in a harmonic potential where the
minima of the potential fluctuate between two distinct
values, denoted as x,, = +6. We have established that
akin to the symmetric case, cell division and growth can
be mapped to behavior of a particle in a potential land-
scape, coupled to a heat bath at temperature 7. How-
ever, in the presence of division asymmetry, an additional
noise term arises, resulting in random fluctuations of the
potential. The problem of finding the stable size distri-
bution reduces to finding the positional PDF of a particle
in a fluctuating potential landscape [40, [41].

We take the limit ¢ — oo and assume that the pro-
cess reaches a steady state. Then the terms 0Py (x,t)/0t
in Eq. become negligible. As a result, the coupled
equations can be decoupled as detailed in Appendix A
and [40]. The PDF of finding the process at z, irre-
spective of + or — state, P(z) = (Py(z)+ P_(z)) /2 is
provided by

T2P"(z) + 2TU" (z) P (z)+
[3TU"(x) YU (2)? - 8% — 27T} P'(z)+ (14)
U/ (2)U" (x) + TU" (z) — 24U" (z)] P(z) = 0,

which is a linear ordinary differential equation of third
order. Below we present an explicit solution to Eq.
for the case where the potential U(z) takes on a harmonic
form, corresponding to the affine linear approximation of
the growth law described by Eq..

C. Solution of the Continuous Approximation

While Equation has been previously solved in [40]
for specific cases with T' = 0 or v = 0, in this section
we will derive an explicit solution for the general case.
The solution method involves a transformation to Fourier

space, a solution of a second-order ordinary differential
equation in k-space followed by inversion back to = space,
power series expansion, and partial summation. To by-
pass intricate technicalities, readers can proceed directly
to Equation for the final formula and the following
discussion.

Transformation of Eq. into Fourier space results
in

a’kP" (k) + [2Tak? + 2ya] P'(k)+ 5
[T2k3 + Téak + 82k + 27Tk} pry=o (19

where P(k) = [=5 e **P(z)dz. Ordinary differential
equation similar to Eq. appears at [42], and we follow

the course of action presented there. First, we substitute
A~ .2
P(k) = e~ 25 u(k) and obtain

&ku" (k) + 2vyau' (k) + 6%ku(k) = 0 (16)

then we assign u(k) = k2~ ay(k) and z = gk , that leads
to the Bessel Equation

2y () 4 (2) + 2 — (L - 2Pz =0 (1)

with a general solution of the form

y(2) = BiJy 1 (2) + BoYy 1 (2) (18)

1
2 2

where Jy,(...) and Yy (...) are the Bessel functions of
the first and second kind, respectively, and Bj, and Bs
are constants that yet to be determined. Therefore, the
general solution of Eq. is

(™) = (—i)"——P(k =0). (20)

Expansion around & = 0 of the Bessel function of the
second kind Y produces powers of k in the form of
K1 32 k2 and according to Eq. this leads to
diverging moments of x. Therefore we set By = 0 and
by utilizing the normalization condition for P(z), i.e.
P(k = 0) = 1 we obtain that B; = [} + 2](2%)z~%.
Finally,

D — 7 ] 3= 3o %@ ;

P(k) =T[5+ Zl(5z) me” = Jy 4 <d> (21)
is the form of P(x) in the Fourier space. To obtain the
solution in x space we use the series expansion of J,,(y):

Ju(y) = Y=o [(=1)™/(mT[m +w + 1])] (y/2)*m



43] and the fact that (—k2)™e™ 22 = —%~ e”fTT, that
s
leads to :
~ 1 vy i (%>2m am k2T
P(k) =T[5+ o
2 & = m!T[m + % + 1] d(%)m
(22)

The Gaussian is easily inverted and finally the form of
the PDF P(xz) is provided by

~\ 2m
e (& (s
PO == ) e I Had) Jar
(23)

where T = 2@

While Eq. tells us that the solution is an infinite
sum of Gaussians multiplied by polynomials of z, it is
much more useful to present the power-series expansion

of P(z). To achieve this, we use Taylor expansion of
the Gaussian function e=*"/4T = SO o (=22 JAT) /1! and
notice that dcg:n T2t = T’l/z’l*mH;”;Ol(—% —1l—s).
The product can be represented by Pochhammer symbol
B)m =bb+1)...(b+m—1)=T[b+m]/T[b] [43], and
therefore --T=5~1 = T'=1/2=1=mP[L —J]/T[L — | — m].
Since both m and [ are integers, the I' function satisfies
L[z —1—m]= (-1 —3]T[3 —1]/T[5 +1+m]. We
rewrite Eq. as

L3+3]

N VarT 1= o =m
(24)

and since Y °_ o 2" (b)m /(€)m = 1Fi[b,¢; 2] is the Kum-
mer function [43] the power series expansion for P(z) is

1 1 52
pay— Ly 3+13+3 -] (_xz>l
VarT 1= 2 AT
(25)
: 1 1 52
The Kummer function 1 F} [5 +1,5+ 2, —m} decays

to zero as [ tends to infinity. With the presence of ! in
the denominator, this implies an infinite radius of con-
vergence of the power-series in Eq. .

There are several notable observations regarding
Eq. . Firstly, when § = 0, representing the symmetric
division case, the Kummer function  F} [% + I, % + %, 0]
evaluates to 1 for all values of [. Consequently, the sum
in Eq. becomes a Taylor expansion of a Gaussian
function. This behavior is expected in the context of
symmetric division since the affine-linear approximation
of the growth law maps it to a particle in a harmonic
potential.

Secondly, the expansion exclusively involves even pow-
ers of z, indicating that the function P(x) reaches either
a maximum or a minimum at x = 0. The transition
between the maximum and minimum occurs when the
coefficient of 22 becomes zero. This transition signifies

L[5 +1+m] ~ m
NEFS) LS
(LlatZ+ml \ 4762

10~
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Figure 1. Phase diagram of a system described by the
Langevin equation (Eq. ), which models a Brownian par-
ticle moving in a harmonic potential U = %xf The particle
is subjected to a dichotomous noise with a strength of 6 and
a rate of v. The phase separation line, shown in blue, is de-
termined by Eq. . For values of v greater than &, only
the uni-modal phase exists.

the existence of a unimodal phase and a bimodal phase.
The phase separation line, which determines the transi-
tion between these phases, is determined by the zeros of
the Kummer function:

31 ~ 2

S, 244, ——=—|=0 26
Y TR T e (26)

Eq. provides the phase separation line for an over-
damped Brownian particle in a harmonic potential
(Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process) subjected to dichotomous
noise. The existence of uni-modal to bi-modal transi-
tion was demonstrated in[40], but an explicit form of the
phase separation line was previously only known for spe-
cific values of T and ~.

In Fig[l] the phase diagram is depicted, and the phase
line (shown in blue) was obtained by numerically solv-
ing Eq.. Notably, as ~ approaches &, the phase
separation line appears to diverge. This divergence
can be understood through the integral representation
of the Kummer function, 1Fi[b, ¢, —z] = T[c]/TbT[c —
b] fol e =y~ (1 — u)*~b"1 du, for ¢ > b. Therefore
1F1[b, ¢, —z] only attains positive values when ¢ > b.
Henceforth, the coefficient of —22 /4T consistently holds
a positive value, thereby signifying the presence of solely
a uni-modal phase. Thus, there is a critical rate 7, of the
dichotomous noise:

Ve = a (27)

The critical rate 7. depends solely on the strength of
the binding harmonic potential & and not on the noise
strength § or temperature 7. When the jumps of the
dichotomous noise occur too frequently, they prevent the
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Figure 2. Numerical simulation of 1000 paths of the stochastic process in Eq. with g(ay) provided by Eq. and: C = %,
Ay = %, A_ = i, 1n = v/0.005. Left panel: The timer scenario, a = 0, all the paths diverge towards —oo hence it is unstable.
Middle panel: The adder scenario, a = 0.5 and Right panel: The sizer scenario, &« = 1. For both adder and sizer the paths
are bounded and a attain a stable distribution. Notice that, for the above parameters, the adder model is in a uni-modal state
and the sizer is in a bi-modal state, therefor the observable distinction of two preferable states for the case of the sizer.

process from stabilizing around the potential minima,
even when these minima are widely separated.

Our discussion began with the introduction of a
stochastic map for a,,, as defined in Eq.(2)), considering
an affine linear approximation for the growth law and
asymmetric division. In the following section, we will
examine the strengths and limitations of this approxima-

[N]]e)
S—

tion in the context of the timer, adder, and sizer models.
However, before proceeding, it is beneficial to rewrite the
stable distribution, given by Eq., in terms of the vari-
able a of the stochastic map and the original parameters
a, Ay, C, and (n?). The rewritten form of the stable
distribution, denoted as P(a), is given by:

<a—ln [ozé(mA_)ﬁ}f

o
P(a) =,/ —a(&%ﬁ%)zl—l! Py % +1, % i - (@),
[=0

The stable PDF of the cell size v therefore attains the
form

Pasym(v) = 3 P(1n(v)). (29)

It is important to note that in the above equation, we
explicitly used v = In(2), corresponding to the random
choice of offspring protocol as explained earlier. For dif-
ferent protocols of offspring selection, the value of v may
vary.

IIT. COMPARISON TO SPECIFIC GROWTH
LAWS

In this section, we will explore three widely used
growth models: timer, adder, and sizer. Our focus will be
on examining the performance of the developed continu-
ous time approximation in comparison to the description
provided by stochastic maps.

(n?)/a(l=3)

A. Timer Model

The timer model, as previously mentioned, is defined
as a growth low that sets the growth time to a constant
(up to stochastic fluctuations). It was found, quite a
while ago [3, 28] [44], that this model can’t lead to a sta-
ble size distribution when symmetric division is in place.
In Fig. [2/ 1000, random time-lines of a = log(v) that fol-
low the asymmetric timer growth law are plotted. The
process doesn’t seem to converge to a stable distribution
but spreads mainly over the negative values of a.

The mapping from a; to z; involves dividing by «,
which in the case of the timer model is 0. Conse-
quently, we utilize Eq. @D for a with « = 0, and
the mapping to x is achieved by employing the po-
tential U(z) = —(In(2)+ [In(AyA_)]/2)x.  Here,

dey = —(U'(z)x6)dt + V2TdB;.  As a result,
Eq. simplifies to T2P"(z) + 2TU'(x)P"(z) +
[U'(z)* = 62 — 29T P'(z) — 29U’ (z)P(x) = 0, repre-

senting a linear ordinary differential equation with con-
stant coefficients. The solution takes the form P(z) =
Z?:l bje"i¥ +cjxe’i® —|—dj:c2e”z, where b, ¢, d; are con-
stants. However, due to the divergence of e”, this solution
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Figure 3. The stable distribution for adder growth law sce-
nario, Pasym (v) with affine - linear approximation and asym-
metric division. Parameters : Ay = 0.65, o = 1/2, n = 0.1,
C =1, 107 generations sampled. The inset is the distribution
of @ = In(v). Symbols are the results of simulations while the
thick line provided by Eq. for the figure and Eq. for
the inset.

cannot be normalized. Consequently, there is no station-
ary solution for the timer model, even when accounting
for the asymmetry of the division.

The spread observed in Fig. [2| can be easily under-
stood by examining the behavior of g(a,). When a = 0,
it becomes a negative constant with random fluctuations
+6. This process resembles a discrete analog of a con-
stant (negative) drift with random fluctuations. Thus,
the inability of the timer model to converge to a stable
distribution is reproduced by the non-existence of a nor-
malizable P(x).

B. Adder Model

As previously discussed, the adder model characterizes
a growth mechanism in which cells consistently augment
their size by a fixed quantity during each division event.
In the context of the adder model, the affine linear ap-
proximation, given by Eq. , corresponds to the case
when a = 1/2. The middle panel of Fig. 2| displays 1000
time-lines for a = In(v) that follow the adder growth law
with asymmetric division. From this figure the process
seems to converge to a stable behavior where the cells
sizes are effectively bounded, unlike the timer model de-
scribed in Fig.

The distribution of cell sizes for asymmetric division is
provided by Eq. . Figure [3| presents a nearly perfect
agreement between the result of the developed continuous
approximation and numerical simulation of the original
stochastic map that describes the adder model.

The mathematical form for the moments of the cell
sizes, (V) = [F 0N Pogym(v) dv is easily obtained from
Eq. and is explicitly provided in Appendix B,

Eq. (B.3]). We notice that the quantity

2
(v¥)e =D

. iss (30)

I [5 + TQ’Y}
is independent of the size of the noise (n?). For adder,
a = 1/2 and the protocol v = In(2) we verify this re-
sult for the first and second moments in Fig. [4] (a). The
correspondence between the simulation results and the-
ory (Eq. ) is very good. We further explore the
behavior of the moments as a function of the asymmetry
parameter A, . In Fig. 4] (b) the expression in Eq.
as obtained from simulations is compared to the theo-
retical prediction, i.e. Eq. . The correspondence is
very good. The monotonic decay of the first moment (v)
in Fig. 4| (b) tells t us that for the adder, the average
cell size can only decrease when asymmetric division is
imposed.

The previous section presented the transition between
uni-modal to bi-modal behavior of @ and z. Eq. spec-
ifies the critical rate . below which a transition between
bi-modal and uni-modal can be observed (see Fig.|1]). For
the case of adder @ = 1/2 and therefore v, = 2/3. Since
the protocol v = In(2) = 0.693 - - - > 2/3 works so well for
the affine-linear adder scenario, it also suggests that no
transition to the bimodal shape of P(a) is possible. The
uni-modal phase is the only type that can be obtained for
the distribution of @ when the affine-linear adder growth
model is explored. This doesn’t mean that the shape
of Pysym(v) will be always the same. When the phase-
transition line in Fig. [I]is approached some modifications
of Pysym(v) emerge. Specifically, in Fig. We observe the
appearance of a “shoulder” for Pasym(v). Such behavior
should be recorded also when exploring the kurtosis of
the PDF. The kurtosis

(v = ()"
Ky (AL) = —— 55
B = T

can be readily obtained by utilizing the moments of v,
as provided by Eq. (B.3). In Fig. [] (c) the behavior
of the kurtosis is plotted as a function of the asymme-
try parameter A for various values of the noise 7. For
the symmetric division case of Ay = 1/2, the kurtosis
%y (0.5) attains the value of kurtosis of a log-normal distri-
bution, i.e. £,(0.5) = etn®)/a(1=a/2) | 963(n*)/a(1-a/2) 4
3e2(n*)/a(1=a/2) _ 3 For sufficiently small values of 7
the kurtosis shows a non-monotonic behavior, there is
even a range of A,s for which the kurtosis is decaying.
This phenomena can be comprehended by examination
of Fig. |1l Since v = In(2) the limit of weak noise, i.e. 7,
leads to a position in the phase space that is very close
to the phase line determined by Eq. . While the bi-
modal phase is not reached, the distribution P(a) has
a very flat/constant part (see the inset of Fig. [3). At
this part, Pygym(v) decays as 1/v and a ”shoulder” is de-
veloped. Therefore the observed decay of the kurtosis to

(31)
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Figure 4. Various moments for the adder scenario as a function of the noise strength (n?) and the asymmetry A;. Symbols
are results of numerical simulations while the thick lines are theoretical results due to Eq. . (a) The first moment O,
and second moment 57, of the cell size v divided by e%<"2>N2F[1/2 + 31n(2)/2], with N = 1 for the first moment and N = 2
for the second. The constant value of the plotted quantity is predicted by Eq. . The values Ay = 0.7 and C = 1 were
used. (b) Similar to panel (a) but as a function of Ay while n = 0.75. (c) The kurtosis x,(A) (see Eq. ([3I)) as a function
of A4 normalized by the kurtosis of a log-normal distribution x,(0.5). Notice the appearence of non-monotnic behavior for

sufficiently low level of noise strength 7.

small values. We also emphasize the strong alignment be-
tween the analytic theory of kurtosis and the simulation
results, further enhancing the validity of our findings.

C. Sizer Model

The sizer model states that division occurs when the
cell reaches a critical size. For the affine-linear approx-
imation the sizer model is the case when @ = 1. When
the division is symmetric, Eq. @ describes the PDF of a
and cell sizes distribution is log-normal. The right panel
of Fig. 2] displays the timelines of the sizer model. Simi-
lar to the adder model, the time-lines of the sizer model
seem to converge to a stable distribution. In Fig. [5| we
compare the theoretical results (symbols) to the theoret-
ical prediction due to Eq. with @ = 1 and v = In(2)
(dashed line). For the larger size of the noise (panel (a)
the differences are small, while for the smaller size of the
noise (panel (b)) they are big and non-negligible. These
differences suggest that the developed approach of con-
tinuous approximation of the stochastic map doesn’t suit
the discrete behavior, at least in the weak noise limit.

While the continuous approximation failed when using
the protocol with v = In(2), modifying the parameter v
to v = 0 produced a perfect fit of the theory to numerical
simulations (thick line in panels (a) and (b) of Fig. [f).
Such modification of v is not simply a lucky guess but
rather a consequence of proper inspection of the stochas-
tic map. For the asymmetric sizer scenario, the behavior
of a, is determined by

ap+1 = 1n(2C) + In(AL) + 1, (32)

meaning the value a, 41 is completely independent of a,,,
and there is no memory in the process. The continuous
stochastic approximation employed in this work is pro-
vided by Eq. (9)) with @ = 1 and is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process with a jumping minimum of the quadratic po-
tential, i.e. dichotomous noise. For such a process of

jumping minimum, memory is always present. After each
jump, the new initial position will be the position of a;
just before the moment of the jump. The only way to
exclude the memory is to set the jump rate v to 0. In
such a way, when the process is observed at long times,
it is either at the state with A, or A_, irrespective of
where it was located just a moment ago. This approach
works perfectly for the sizer as the comparison in Fig.
shows (thick lines).

We previously suggested the protocol of v = In(2)
when modeling the asymmetric division by dichotomous
noise for any 0 < o < 1. Our argument was that the
average duration of the number of generations in the +
or the — state is the only necessary quantity. The sizer
example shows that it is generally not true and that the
transition rate v of the dichotomous noise should depend
on «. The “amount” of memory from one generation of
bacteria to successive generations affects the rate v of the
dichotomous noise.

One last thing to notice is that by switching to the
~v = 0 protocol, we effectively created the possibility of
transition from uni-modal to bi-modal behavior. Accord-
ing to Eq. the uni-mdal to bi-modal transition oc-

[%, %, —4%;;} = 0. When substituting all

the parameters and using the fact that 1 Fy[2, 3, —B% =
(1 —2B2)e=B° [43] we obtain the condition for the sizer
scenario to show a bi-modal behavior:

curs when | F}

(33)

The presence of the noise strength (n?) in the exponential
term accentuates the profound blurring impact of the
noise, which obscures the intricate details of asymmetric
division that lie beneath.



0.5 1.0 15 20 25

\%

Figure 5. Stable distributions of the cell sizes v for the
sizer scenario while the insets display the distributions of
a = In(v). The symbols O present the results of numerical
simulations, dashed lines are the theory, Eq. and Eq. (29)
with v = In(2) and thick lines are for v = 0. For panel (a)
the parameters Ay = 0.7, n = 0.7 and C' = 1 were employed,
while for panel (b) n = 0.2. According to Eq. this dif-
ference in n triggers the transition between uni-modal phase
in (a) to bi-modal phase in (b).

IV. SUMMARY

How cells regulate their size and achieve size home-
ostasis is a subject of interest and importance in Biology.
Recent single-cell studies led to extensive contributions
and advancements in the topic. Several mathematical
approaches were constructed to describe the growth and
division of symmetrically dividing organisms. Of specific
interest and applicability is the approach that utilizes
the stochastic map description of the growth and division
process[I1]. The adder model was successful in describing
experimentally observed cell size distribution of different
bacteria such as E. Coli [45] and budding yeast [46].

The main emphasis of this study is centered on ex-
tending the utilization of the stochastic map approach to
account for asymmetric division. While previous stud-
ies [28] have explored this topic, a closed-form solution
has yet to be established, to the best of our knowledge.
To tackle this challenge, we utilize the affine-linear ap-
proximation for the growth laws scenarios and expand
upon the existing formalism of a second-order continu-
ous approximation [29] [47] of the discrete stochastic map.

One key advantage of employing the affine-linear approx-
imation in modeling the growth law is the incorporation
of the parameter a. Through modifications to «, the
growth law exhibits a transformative behavior, enabling
a shift across various scenarios, including timer, adder,
and sizer.

In our research, we establish a comprehensive connec-
tion between the phenomenon of asymmetric division and
the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with dichotomous noise,
i.e., a stochastically jumping minimum of the quadratic
potential. Remarkably, we succeed in obtaining an ex-
act mathematical expression for the PDF associated with
this process. By leveraging this mathematical frame-
work, we demonstrate the existence of two distinct char-
acteristic behaviors, namely bi-modal and uni-modal dis-
tributions. Additionally, we were able to derive an ex-
plicit mathematical representation of the phase separa-
tion line, providing further insights into the underlying
dynamics. To validate the efficacy of our approach, we
extensively compare our analytical results to numerical
simulations encompassing timer, adder, and sizer sce-
narios. In the timer scenario, similar to symmetric di-
vision, we find that no stable distribution exists. Our
analytical approximation exhibits an excellent fit to the
adder scenario, showcasing the robustness of the devel-
oped method in capturing its dynamics accurately. For
the sizer scenario, we encountered the need to introduce
a modification to the rate of the dichotomous noise to
achieve a satisfactory correspondence between our ana-
lytical results and the observed behavior.

The existence of a bi-modal state for the cell division
process is visible for the sizer model where the condi-
tion for the bi-modal phase is provided by a very sim-
ple formula, i.e., Eq. . In the case of the adder,
we demonstrate that a transition to a bi-modal state is
not possible, and only the uni-modal phase prevails. De-
spite the nonmonotonic behavior of the kurtosis (Figure
(c)), which indicates the presence of a “shoulder” in
the distribution of v, our simulations did not reveal any
bi-modal shape for v or a, aligning with our theoretical
predictions. This finding appears to contradict the ob-
servations made by Marantan and Amir [28], who doc-
umented the presence of a bi-modal shape in the adder
model. The discrepancy in results stems from the dis-
tinct forms of the growth law employed. While our study
utilized the affine-linear approximation, the previous in-
vestigation employed the non-linear adder scenario. This
disparity, coupled with numerous other observed distinc-
tions [48], is noteworthy. The affine-linear approximation
corresponds to an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, whereas
the non-linear adder is associated with a process fea-
turing an asymmetric and non-quadratic effective poten-
tial [47].

While the impressive ability to accurately represent the
cell size distribution in closed mathematical form is note-
worthy, the true strength of the presented approach lies
in its mapping to an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with
dichotomous noise. By expressing the biological param-



eters in terms of temperature, force, and potential, as
we have done, possible intriguing insights about the sys-
tem can be deduced [49]. For example, the advantages
or disadvantages of asymmetric division can be exam-
ined in the context of the stability of a physical process
and its resilience to rare events, such as outliers. An-
other direction is the effect of asymmetry in division on
population growth [22]. Furthermore, the presented ap-
proach has the potential to be extended to encompass
organisms that undergo multiple fission, such as certain
protists (e.g., sporozoans and algae). This extension will
involve replacing dichotomous noise with other types of
noises, like trichotomous noise [36] or other telegraphic
jump processes [60]. Additional cases where the further
extension of the developed mapping can be applicable
are combinations of growth laws [51},[52] and presence of
correlations [53].

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by the
Israel Science Foundation Grant No. 2796/20.

Appendix A: Appendix A

In this section, we describe how the decoupling of the
coupled Fokker-Planck equations described by Eq.
is performed [0]. First we take the ¢ — co limit and as-
sume that the process has reached a steady state, namely

BPET&“) = 0. The outcome is a pair of coupled equations

TPY(@) 4 [(U'() +8) Py (a)] P (a) 4y P <x(>A=1())

TP (x)+ g [(U’(w) - 5) P,(x)} —yP_(z)+7Py (x) = 0.

(A.2)
We define P(x) = (Py(x) + P_(x))/2 as the PDF of
obtaining the value z and its complimentary Q(z) =
(Py(z) — P_(x))/2.  Addition and subtraction of
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Eq. (A.1) and Eq. (A.2)) results in
0 0 , < B
p {(Tax +U (x)) P(z) + 5Q(x)} =

52 | (T3 + V@) Q@)+ 3P(@)] - 210(). =0

(A.4)
Integration of Eq. (A.3) leads to
_ 1 [ 0P@)
Q) =3 15 o] @)

where we utilized the Condition Py(z) — 0 when |z| —
o0. Substitution of Eq. into Eq. - ) leads to

Eq. (14).

Appendix A: Appendix B

In this Appendix, the analytic expression for the mo-
ments of cell sizes (vV) is developed. The affine-linear
approximation for growth laws, i.e. Eq. , and asym-

metric division are assumed. We use the fact that
<UN> _ <eNa> — <6N(gc+1n(c)+1n(2)/a+[ln(A+)+1n(A_)]/2a)>

(B.1)
and

(=) = P(k) (B2)

to obtain from Eq.

I\ N
%) = (¢ (2VERT=50)") Tl + 52

a-%)

1_ N2 (n?)
y 1
(hl(lAX )N)2 ) el Ex
—8+

I 1)yt (hl (1—AX+)2%) : B3
B.3

where I,() is the modified Bessel function of the first
kind [43].
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