
Does the random nature of cell-virus interactions during in vitro infections affect
TCID50 measurements and parameter estimation by mathematical models?

Christian Quirouette,1 Risavarshni Thevakumaran,2, ∗ Kyosuke Adachi,3, 4 and Catherine A. A. Beauchemin1, 3, †

1Department of Physics, Toronto Metropolitan University, Toronto, Canada
2Department of Electrical, Computer and Biomedical Engineering,

Toronto Metropolitan University, Toronto, Canada
3Interdisciplinary Theoretical and Mathematical Sciences (iTHEMS), RIKEN, Wako, Japan

4Nonequilibrium Physics of Living Matter RIKEN Hakubi Research Team,
RIKEN Center for Biosystems Dynamics Research, Kobe, Japan

(Dated: December 18, 2024)

Endpoint dilution (TCID50) assays cannot count the number of infectious virions (IVs), and
instead are limited to counting the number of specific infections caused by the sample (SIN). The
latter quantity depends not only on whether virions are infectious, but also on the cells and the
experimental conditions under which they interact. These interactions are random and controlled by
infection parameters, such as the rates at which IVs lose infectivity, enter cells, or fail to replicate
following cell entry. Here, we simulate stochastic TCID50 assays to determine how the random
number of infected wells relates to the infection parameters and the number of IVs in a sample. We
introduce a new parameter estimation method based on the likelihood of observing a given TCID50

assay outcome given the model-predicted number of IVs in the sample. We then successively evaluate
how parameter estimation is affected by the use of: (1) the new likelihood function versus the typical
assumption of Gaussian-distributed measurement errors; (2) IV versus SIN to represent virus in the
mathematical model; and (3) a stochastic model rather than a deterministic ordinary differential
equation (ODE) model to simulate the course of a virus infection. Unlike previous methods, the
new likelihood intuitively handles measurements beyond the limits of detection, and results in non-
Gaussian distributions for certain measurements. Expressing virus using units of IV makes it possible
to impose physical constraints (one IV cannot infect more than one cell, the number of IVs cannot
exceed the number of viral RNA, etc.), and yields more biologically useful parameters, e.g. the
likelihood of mutation emergence depends on the total number of IVs, not SIN, produced. Using a
stochastic rather than an ODE model had a negligible impact on parameter estimation, because in
vitro infections are intentionally inoculated with enough IVs to guarantee infection will establish,
resulting in negligible stochasticity. Instead, we show that the variability observed between triplicate
in vitro virus infections is consistent with the level of stochasticity introduced by the TCID50 assay,
which can be reduced through better assay design. The new modelling and parameter estimation
framework introduced herein offers several important improvements over current methods and should
be widely adopted.

I. INTRODUCTION

Experimental measurements of the virus concentration in the supernatant of an infected cell culture or in samples
from an infected host are the primary quantity through which infection progression is monitored and evaluated. Fold-
reduction in quantities such as peak or total viral yield under antiviral therapy is a common endpoint to quantify
antiviral efficacy [1–8], and the degree to which viral yield correlates with disease severity or transmissibility is often
investigated [9–17]. But total and peak viral yields are the result of many different aspects of virus replication and
cell-virus interactions, such as the virus’ affinity for a cell’s surface receptors, the rate of virus production by an
infected cell and the length of time for which an infected cell produces virus.

Mathematical models (MMs) enable us to bridge the gap between intra- and inter-cellular events (causes) and
experimental observations (effects). They play a critical role in elucidating and challenging our understanding of the
mechanisms behind the establishment and progression of virus infections in vitro and within hosts. MMs achieve
this through a mathematical description of cell-virus interaction mechanisms, each characterized by one or more pa-
rameters controlling changes in mathematical variables which directly correspond or can be related to experimental
measurements. We infer the most likely value of the MM parameters, and thus characterize the relative contribution
of individual mechanisms, by matching MM-predicted variables to their corresponding experimental measurements.
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FIG. 1. Random events can cause a time shift of infection curves. Infectious virion time courses for 100 SM simulations
(grey solid lines) compared to the ODE solution (red dashed line), for an infection initiated with a single infectious virion.
Infection parameters were taken from Simon et al. [34] with some adaptations for the MMs used herein as described in Methods,
except for β = 10−6 ml/(cell · h) which was reduced to enhance the variability in the curve timing.

It is therefore critical to correctly identify and mathematically represent the relationship between experimental mea-
surements and their corresponding MM variables.

Infectious virions, the causative agents of the infection, are often one of the variables in MMs of viral infections.
Experimentally, it is not the concentration of infectious virions in a sample that is measured, but rather a quantity
related to the number of cells the sample is expected to infect. These experimental measures are obtained via two main
assays: the plaque (or focus) forming assay and the endpoint dilution (or TCID50) assay [18–25]. In a typical plaque
(or focus) forming assay, the virus sample is serially diluted to an extent where ideally, within one well containing
about one million cells, only about 30 cells will become infected so that only about 30 plaque forming units (PFUs)
are counted. This is to avoid a count that is too low and therefore highly variable (1 to 5 plaques) or too high
resulting in overlapped or merged plaques which would make counting ambiguous. For its part, the TCID50 assay
relies on estimating the dilution of the virus sample at which it would infect 50% of the cell culture wells and thus
contain on the order of a single infection-causing dose. Both assays assume or rather define that one infection-causing
dose inevitably causes an infection. There is, therefore, a fundamental difference between a sample’s experimentally
measured concentration of infection-causing doses (e.g., PFU, TCID50), and its concentration of infectious virions as
described by MMs, wherein one infectious virion is capable of but not assured to cause an infection.

Given that the endpoints of these assays are based on a small number of infection-causing doses, one might wonder
to what extent stochastic effects, e.g. the random chance that one infectious virion fails to initiate an infection,
affect the accuracy of the infection-causing dose estimated from the assays. Several past works using stochastic
mathematical models (SMs) have evaluated the likelihood that an infection, starting from one or very few infectious
virions or infected cells, will establish or will become extinct, and found this likelihood varies as a function of the SM
parameters [26–33]. The relationship between the SM’s infectious virions and the experimentally measured infection-
causing doses is therefore nontrivial. Importantly, it depends on the very quantities the MM aims to determine from
these experimental measurements: its parameters.

Typical MMs of virus infections are deterministic, mean-field, ordinary differential equation (ODE) models. For
an infection initiated with very few infectious virions or cells, the random nature of the first few infection events will
determine whether the infection will fail or successfully establish. The timing of these early infection events will set
the timing of the entire infection curve [35, 36]. Thereafter, as the number of infectious virions and cells continue to
increase, the behaviour becomes deterministic, following the shape of the ODE-predicted infectious virus time course.
The stochasticity, it would seem, translates the ODE-predicted curve to earlier or later times, but does not affect its
overall shape, as illustrated in Figure 1. As such, for a given set of MM parameters, a stochastic infection will yield
a family of time-offset curves which, if analyzed with an ODE model, could result in different parameter estimates.

In this work, we use a SM largely identical to that previously introduced [33] to study how its parameters affect the
relationship between the actual number of infectious virions represented by the SM and the number of infection-causing
doses that would be experimentally measured via an endpoint dilution (TCID50) assay. Taking this relationship into
consideration, we introduce a novel framework with which to interpret experimental infectious dose measurements
and to relate them to their corresponding MM-predicted variables. We then compare results of the typical parameter
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FIG. 2. Stochastic scheme to simulate an ED assay experiment. (A) The random number of infectious virions (IV)
inoculated into each well (V i,j

0 ) is drawn from a Binomial distribution, based on the known virus sample concentration (Cactual

in IV/ml), the dilution factor in that well’s column (Dj ∈ (0, 1]), the volume of a single virion (Vvir), and the total inoculum
volume placed in each well (Vinoc = diluted sample plus dilution medium). (B) The random outcome for each well, i.e. whether
infection took place or not (1 or 0, respectively), is determined based on the number of IV received by the well (V i,j

0 ) and the
SM-predicted likelihood that infection will fail (PV →Extinction). From this, the overall experimental assay outcome, namely
the number of infected wells observed in each dilution column, is computed. (C) The midSIN calculator tool [25] is used to
estimate the sample’s most likely log10 infectious dose concentration, in units of SIN/ml, based on the experimental outcome
observed in (B). The well highlighted in yellow (row 5, column 6) illustrates how a well can receive one infectious virion and
yet fail to cause an infection.

estimation approach using an ODE model against individual components of the new framework. We explore the
implications of our findings on interpretations of present and past results.

II. RESULTS

A. Relationship between infectious virions and experimental measurements

A TCID50 endpoint dilution (ED) assay is usually carried out in a cell culture plate consisting of a number of wells
organized into rows and columns. Let us consider an example ED experiment in which the first 11 columns of the
96-well plate receive increasing dilutions of the virus sample, all 8 rows within a column receive the same dilution and
thus serve as replicates, and the last (12th) column is reserved for the sample-free control. Figure 2A illustrates one
possible random outcome for the number of infectious virions that would be received by each well of this simulated
experiment given a virus sample with a known infectious virion (IV) concentration (Cactual = 106 IV/ml). the dilution
factor for each column (D1 = 10−2, D2 = 10−2.6, D3 = 10−3.2, ..., D11 = 10−8), and the total volume of inoculum
placed in each well (Vinoc = 0.1 ml). See Methods for additional details.
The experimental readout of an ED assay is the number of wells that became infected at each dilution as a result

of the number of infectious virions each well received given the virus sample’s unknown concentration (Fig. 2B).
Past work using SMs suggests that, over a wide range of viruses studied to date (influenza [30], HIV [27, 28, 31],
SARS-CoV-2 [32, 33]) and for realistic infection conditions and parameters, an infection initiated with one or even a
few infectious virions can randomly become extinct, i.e. fail to take hold or spread significantly. This is more likely
to occur when the inoculum consists of only a few infectious virions or the virus’ replicative fitness is such that each
infected cell barely infects one other cell (basic reproductive number R0 ∼ 1). This means that an ED well might fail
to become infected despite having received one or even a few infectious virions.

The work herein will make use of the virus infection stochastic model, and a related ODE model, largely identical
to those introduced and studied previously in Quirouette et al. [33]. One additional equation was added to each MM
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FIG. 3. Key parameters and terms of the ODE and stochastic models. The ODE and stochastic models describe
the virus infection of a population of Ncells cells, bathed in a supernatant of volume s (see Methods). (A) Infectious virions
(IV) in the supernatant are lost due to loss of infectivity at rate c or irreversible entry into cells at rate β/s. (B) When one
IV is lost to cell entry, it either successfully infects it, resulting in γ infected cell per IV entry, or it does not (1 − γ). (C)
There is a delay of τE ± (τE/

√
nE) hours following a cell’s infection (eclipse phase) before it begins releasing IV progeny. (D)

Thereafter, it releases infectious virions into the supernatant at rate ρ, and total (infectious + non-infectious) virion progeny
at rate ρRNA. (E) Virus release will persist for τI ± (τI/

√
nI) hours (infectious phase) after which the cell undergoes apoptosis.

(F) An infected cell will produce on average B = ρ · τI IV over its infectious lifespan, but the actual number varies randomly
cell-to-cell based on parameter nI (graph modified from [33] where B = 19 IV/cell). Each produced IV has a probability PV → I

to cause the infection of another cell. The basic reproductive number, R0 = B ·PV → I , corresponds to the average number of
cells one infected cell will infect. In the illustration, the infected cell produced 10 IV progeny (based on B, nI) which went on
(based on PV → I) to productively infect 4 cells (R0 = 4).

herein to represent total virions (VRNA) corresponding to the number of viral RNA copies as measured by qRT-PCR
in units of viral RNA (vRNA). Details of the two MMs are provided in the Methods, and the key parameters and
expressions they share, are illustrated in Figure 3. In [33], we derived the probability that an infection initiated with a
single infectious virion (IV) will become extinct (PV→Extinction), and its dependence on the SM’s parameters, namely

PV→Extinction =

[
1− γ

1 + c/(βNcells/s)

]
+

γ

1 + c/(βNcells/s)

[B (1− PV→Extinction)

nI
+ 1

]−nI

(1)

for which only a numerical solution exists. The term PV→ I = γ/[1 + c/(βNcells/s)] appears twice and corresponds
to the probability that one IV productively infects one cell, with γ ∈ (0, 1] the probability that an IV’s entry into
a cell will result in the cell’s productive infection. When re-written as [γβNcells/s]/[βNcells/s + c], it is the ratio of
the rate at which target cells are lost to infection (γβNcells/s) divided by the rate at which infectious virions are
lost due to cell entry (βNcells/s) plus loss of infectivity (c). The first term in Eqn. (1), 1− PV→ I , is the probability
that the IV fails to infect a cell, and the second is the probability that it infects a cell (PV→ I) times the probability
that its IV progeny (or its progeny’s progeny) fails to do the same. The latter depends on the random total number
of IV produced by each infected cell, which varies cell-to-cell following a negative binomial distribution whose mean
(B = ρ · τI) is the product of the infected cell’s IV production rate (ρ) and the duration of its infectious period (τI),
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FIG. 4. The effect of infection parameters on experimentally measured infection-causing doses. Violin plot
(vertically stacked histograms) for the ratio of experimentally measured virus (SIN/ml), to the actual infectious virion (IV)
concentration in the sample (106 IV/ml), based on 105 randomly simulated ED experiments, as a function of either (A) γ; (B)
the ratio between the rate of loss of virus due to cell entry over that due to loss of infectivity, (βNcells/s)/c; (C) B = ρ · τI ;
or (D) nI . The experimentally measured SIN concentration reported for each simulated ED experiment corresponds to the
midSIN-estimated highest likelihood SIN/ml concentration for that ED outcome [25]. The black curves join the median (thick),
68% (thin) and 95% (dashed) credible interval (CI) of the vertically stacked histograms. The ED assay experiment parameters
were Cinput = 106 IV/ml, D1 = 10−2, dilution factor = 10−0.6, Vinoc = 0.1 ml, Nwell

cells = 105 cells, using 11 dilutions and 8
replicate wells per dilution, as illustrated in Figure 2. Infection parameters were varied about their base value (γ = 1 cell/IV,
(βNcells/s)/c = 175, B = 297 IV/cell, nI = 60, where Ncells = Nwell

cells and s = Vinoc) taken from Simon et al. [34], with some
adaptations for the new MM used herein (see Methods, Section IVB).

and its variance (B + B2/nI) can be controlled independently of its mean via parameter nI (Figure 3F). Smaller nI

lead to larger cell-to-cell variations in the number of IV produced. The basic reproductive number (R0 = PV→ I ·B)
is the product of the mean number of IV produced per cell (B) times the probability that one IV infects one cell
(PV→ I). Eqn. (1) shows that PV→Extinction depends differently on γ, nI , and on the parameter groupings [ρ · τI ] and
[(βNcells/s)/c].

In Figure 2B, we use PV→Extinction to generate one random instance of the outcome of infection in each well of the
ED assay, i.e. whether or not infection establishes (1 or 0, respectively), based on the probability that a well having

received V i,j
0 IVs will go extinct, (PV→Extinction)

V i,j
0 . In the example, this process resulted in (8,8,8,5,5,0,0,0,0,0,0)

infected wells out of 8 wells in total at each of the 11 dilutions. From such an ED outcome, i.e. the number of wells
infected at each dilution, the Reed-Muench [20] or Spearman-Kärber [18, 19] method is typically used to estimate
the number of TCID50/ml in the sample, wherein 1 TCID50 is the dose at which a sample would be expected to
infect 50% (4/8) of wells. Alternatively, from the same ED outcome, the online tool midSIN can be used to estimate
the most likely log10 number of infections the sample can cause per unit volume, expressed in units of specific
infections or SIN/ml [25]. Figure 2C presents the midSIN-estimated posterior distribution for the log10 SIN/ml
concentration in the example sample, given the observed ED outcome. Here, the sample with an actual concentration
of Cactual = 106 IV/ml would have been measured experimentally to contain Cmeasured = 105 SIN/ml. This means
that, for the SM parameters employed here, ∼10 infectious virions on average are required to cause one infection
(10 IV/SIN).

In this example, the actual concentration of IVs in the sample is known, as are all the SM parameters. Normally,
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FIG. 5. Recovering the actual infectious virus concentration by correcting the experimentally measured concen-
tration. Violin plot for the ratio of the corrected experimentally measured virus concentration in IV†/ml, obtained by dividing
the experimentally measured virus concentration in SIN/ml by the establishment probability PV →Establishment, over the actual
infectious virion concentration, based on simulated stochastic ED experiments, as a function of either (A) the probability of a
successful cell infection post viral entry, γ; or (B) the ratio between the virus entry rate and the rate of loss of virus infectivity,
(βNcells/s)/c. Everything else is generated and represented visually as in Figure 4.

the SM parameters are unknown and meant to be estimated based on experimental SIN measurements whose relations
to the actual number of infectious virions is therefore also unknown. Figure 4 explores how the SM parameters affect
the experimentally measured SIN/ml for a fixed, actual IV sample concentration of 106 IV/ml, based on ED assays
randomly simulated as described above. As one decreases the probability (γ) that an IV’s entry into a cell results in
the cell’s productive infection, an increasing number of IVs go uncounted by the ED assay, and the experimentally
measured SIN increasingly underestimates the actual IV concentration in the sample (Figure 4A). To a lesser degree,
as (βNcells/s)/c decreases (Figure 4B), there are fewer IV lost due to cell entry (βNcells/s) per IV losing infectivity
(c), leading to fewer successful infections per infectious virion (smaller SIN/IV). In contrast, varying the mean and
variance simultaneously (via B = ρ · τI) or only the variance (via nI) of the distribution for the random total number
of IV produced by each infected cell (Figure 4C,D) has little to no effect on the number of measured infections per
infectious virion (SIN/IV). This is in part due to the choice of SM parameters. More generally, if the mean number
of IV produced by infected cells is too small, the infection of one cell might not lead to the infection of another.
Similarly, lower nI values mean larger cell-to-cell variation in the total number of IV each cell produces, leading to a
greater probability that an infected cell randomly produces little or no virus progeny, and thus fail to infect another
cell [33, 37]. While B and nI affect the likelihood of infection establishment only after a first successful cell infection,
γ and (βNcells/s)/c act to prevent this first infection from ever taking place, providing a stricter bottleneck, leading
more easily to infection extinction.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the ratio of experimentally measured SIN per IV (Figure 4A,B), corresponds exactly
to the probability that a single infectious virion will lead to the successful establishment of the infection, where
PV→Establishment = 1− (PV→Extinction). In other words,

Cmeasured︸ ︷︷ ︸
SIN/ml

= Cactual︸ ︷︷ ︸
IV/ml

· PV→Establishment︸ ︷︷ ︸
SIN/IV

. (2)

This is demonstrated in Figure 5 where the experimentally measured titres presented in Figure 4A,B are divided
by the establishment probability PV→Establishment. This can be understood more intuitively when considering
PV→Establishment for nI = 1, namely

PV→Establishment(nI = 1) = [PV→ I ]−
[
1

B

]
=

[
γ

1 + c/(βNcells/s)

]
−
[

1

ρτI

]
(3)

Eqn. (3) shows why fewer infections per infectious virion (SIN/IV) are measured experimentally for low values of
γ or (βNcells/s)/c. It also shows that the mean burst size, ρτI , affects PV→Establishment only when it is very small
(ρτI ∼ 1), and matters even less when nI > 1. As such, ρτI is expected to play an important role only when virus
production is suppressed, for example by the action of an antiviral drug [33]. Similarly, small values of nI might not
be biologically common or even realistic [38–40], such that nI likely rarely significantly affects PV→Establishment. The
average length of the eclipse phase (τE), and the shape parameter of the Erlang-distributed eclipse phase duration
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(nE), do not affect the extinction probability, and therefore have no impact on the ratio of measured infections per
infectious virion.

B. An alternative approach to parameter estimation

Collectively, results thus far show that infection parameters affect the establishment probability and, therefore, the
conversion of a virus sample’s actual infectious virion (IV) concentration into its experimentally measured concen-
tration of infection-causing units (SIN). This means that the parameters affect the experimentally measured viral
titres that are in turn used to estimate these same parameters. The typical approach with ODE models circumvents
this issue by expressing the MM variable corresponding to infectious viral titre in the same units as the experimen-
tal measurements (V in PFU/ml or TCID50/ml or SIN/ml). But as shown above, one experimentally measured
infection-causing dose (e.g., PFU, TCID50, SIN) could correspond to 10 or even 100 infectious virions, depending on
PV→Extinction. Consequently, important quantities such as the rate of mutation per infectious virion or the number of
IV entry events required to cause the infection of one cell, cannot be determined, or only with poor accuracy, under
some assumptions [37, 41–43].

Given these issues, we evaluate an alternative parameter estimation approach that takes into consideration the
random nature of the virus infection process, the discrete nature of cells, virions, and infection events, as well as
the random nature and limitations of experimental measurements of virus samples collected over the course of these
infection. Compared to the standard approach, this alternative approach modifies three aspects of MM parameter
estimation, namely

• using a stochastic model (SM) that describes the discrete number of infectious virions and cells in various states
over the course of the in vitro virus infection, rather than an ODE model;

• expressing infectious viral titre in the MM (V in Eqn. (6)) using biologically useful ([V ] = IV) rather than
experimentally measurable ([V ] = SIN) units, and relating the MM variable in IV to the experimentally measured
SIN via the establishment probability, PV→Establishment, which explicitly takes consideration infection failure in
the ED assay;

• estimating MM parameters based on the likelihood of the experimentally observed ED assay outcome (LED) for
each measured sample (i.e. number of infected wells at each dilution), given the MM-predicted log10(V ) for a
sample taken at that time, rather than using a likelihood that generically assumes normally distributed residuals
(LNR) between the experimentally measured and MM-predicted log10(V ).

In order to compare the standard parameter estimation approach (ODE with [V ] in SIN using LNR) to this alter-
native approach (SM with [V ] in IV using LED), we repeated the parameter estimation performed in Simon et al. [34]
for the in vitro infection of A549 human lung carcinoma cells with a seasonal (A/New Caledonia/20-1999-like H1N1)
influenza A virus (IAV) strain. Infections were performed in triplicate at two different virus inoculum concentrations
(MOI of 3 PFU/cell and 0.01 PFU/cell) to produce a single-cycle (SC) and a multiple-cycle (MC) infection, with
regular measurement of the concentration of infectious (via ED assay) and total (via qRT-PCR) viral titres [34]. A
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach was used to estimate the MM parameters’ posterior distribution, given
the experimental measurements. In the sections that follow, we describe in more details and individually evaluate the
impact of the three changes.

C. Likelihood of the experimentally measured infectious viral titres

We compare two different expressions for the likelihood of the infectious viral titres measured via the ED assay,
given the MM used and the set of parameters (π⃗) to be estimated (see Methods for details). The standard one (LNR)
is based on the assumption that the residuals between the experimentally measured and MM-predicted log10 infectious
titres follow a normal distribution,

LNR(C
data
r (t)|σ, π⃗,MM) = exp

{
−
[
log10 C

data
r (t)− log10 C

model(t|π⃗)
]2

2σ2

}
, (4)

where Cdata
r (t) is the experimentally measured concentration in SIN/ml estimated by midSIN [25] based on the ED

assay performed on the sample taken at time t from the rth infection replicate, Cmodel(t|π⃗) is the corresponding
MM-predicted value, and σ is the estimated standard deviation of the residuals (see Methods). The alternative (LED)
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FIG. 6. Visualizing the standard (LNR) and alternative (LED) likelihood functions. Relative probability (y axis)
of the three infectious titres measurements, given the log10(SIN/ml) predicted by the MM (x axis), as computed according
to either LNR (blue, solid) or LED (orange, dashed). The relative probability shown is the combined probability for all 3
experimental measurements taken at the indicated times, indicated as black × along the bottom of each graph. The vertical
dashed line in (A) corresponds to the lower limit of detection of the ED assay (CLLoD, Table IV). A comparison of LNR vs LED

for all measurements taken over the SC and MC infections is provided in Methods (Figures 14 and 15).

is the likelihood of the observed ED assay outcome, e.g. the number of positive wells at each dilution (8, 8, 8, 5, 5, ...),
given the MM-predicted infectious titre for a sample taken at that time,

LED(k⃗
data
r (t)|n⃗data

r (t), D⃗data
r (t), Vinoc, π⃗,MM) =

exp

[
−Cmodel(t|π⃗) ·Vinoc ·

∑

col

Dcol
r (t)

(
ncol
r (t)− kcolr (t)

)
]

·
∏

col

(
1− exp

[
−Cmodel(t|π⃗) ·Vinoc ·Dcol

r (t)
])kcol

r (t)
, (5)

where k⃗datar (t) is a vector corresponding to the number of infected wells out of n⃗data
r (t) replicates in each column of

the ED assay, given the total volume (sample plus diluant) placed in each well, Vinoc = 0.05 ml, and the sample’s

dilution factor in each column D⃗data
r (t). An example sample could be k⃗datar (t) = (4, 4, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0), n⃗data

r (t) =

(4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4), and D⃗data
r (t) = (10−4, 10−5, 10−6, ..., 10−11), where kcolr (t) = 2, ncol

r (t) = 4 and Dcol
r (t) = 10−6

corresponds to the value of each of these quantities in the 3rd (col=3) dilution column of the ED assay for one infection
replicate (r = 1, 2, or 3), sampled at time t. The term exp[−Cmodel(t|π⃗) ·Vinoc] is the probability that a total volume
Vinoc of the undiluted sample (if Dcol

r (t) = 1) placed in an ED well would fail to infect the well, given the MM-predicted
infectious titre concentration, Cmodel(t|π⃗). Additional details about Eqn. (5) are provided in Methods.
Eqn. (4) for LNR reduces the outcome of an ED assay to a single value, namely the most likely SIN/ml con-

centration (Cdata
r (t)), and assumes the same uncertainty for all measurements (σ). In contrast, Eqn. (5) for LED

incorporates all the information provided by the ED assay, namely the number of infected and total wells at each

dilution (k⃗datar (t), n⃗data
r (t)), which includes information about the uncertainty of each measurement.

Another advantage of using LED is the ability to meaningfully include a likelihood for measurements that fall
beyond the detection limit of the ED assay. Over the course of the triplicate MC infections, 6 of the 36 samples
resulted in no infected well in the ED assay (0,0,0,...,0). The midSIN estimator provides an unnormalizable posterior
distribution for such ED outcomes [25], but it cannot provide a most likely SIN/ml concentration estimate, as is
required by LNR, because none exists. In handling these 6 measurements using LNR, the residual is assumed to be
zero (LNR = 1) when the MM-predicted SIN/ml concentration is less than or equal to the ED assay’s lower limit of
detection (Cmodel(t|π⃗) ≤ CLLoD), or is otherwise computed as the difference between the log10 MM-predicted titre
and the assay’s lower limit of detection, i.e. using Cdata

r (t) = CLLoD in Eqn. (4), where CLLoD = 101.494 SIN/ml
(see Methods). In contrast, using the LED, these 6 measurements can be treated in the same manner as any other
measurement.

Figure 6 shows the probability (y-axis), computed using either LNR or LED, that the log10 SIN concentration mea-
sured at a particular time t takes on a certain value (x axis), given the three experimental measurements from replicate
MC infections taken at different times. Figure 6A shows the impact of having 2 out of 3 replicate measurements below
the lower limit of detection. The LNR is a poor match for the correct LED. Figure 6B shows that LNR can sometimes
closely match LED. Figure 6C,D suggest that the standard deviation, assumed in LNR to be the same for all MC
infectious titre measurements (σMC, Table IV), is at times smaller (Figure 6C) or larger (Figure 6D) than the correct,
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FIG. 7. Impact of the likelihood function on parameter estimation. (A–D) Triplicate infectious (A,C) or total (B,D)
viral titre measurements (circles) over the course of triplicate SC (A,B) or MC (C,D) in vitro influenza A virus infections,
along with the 95% CI for the MM-predicted viral time courses, based on using either the LNR (solid blue line) or LED (dashed
orange line) likelihood. (E–J) Marginalized posterior distributions (MPDs) of the MCMC-estimated parameters, where τE and
τI are the mean duration of the eclipse and infectious phases (h), ρRNA and ρ are the total and infectious viral production rates
(vRNA/h and SIN/h), γ is the number of cells infected per SIN lost due to cell entry (cell/SIN) and β is the rate of SIN loss
due to cell entry (ml/[cell · h]). (K–N) MPDs of biologically relevant quantities derived from the MCMC-estimated parameters,
where B = ρτI is the mean number of SIN produced per cell, PV → I = γ/[1+(c/βNcells/s)] is the mean number of cells infected
per SIN produced (cell/SIN), tinf is the infecting time (see Methods), and R0 is the basic reproductive number. (O) Paired
MPD for correlated parameters γ and β.

LED-computed standard deviation. Of the 24 experimental samples taken over the course of the triplicate SC and
MC infections (see Methods), LNR always overestimated the most likely log10(SIN/ml) (e.g. by 2.3-fold in A, 11% in
C, 15% in D), with the single exception of the measurement shown in Figure 6B, where it underestimates it by 2.6%.

Figure 7A–D shows the ODE-predicted infectious and total viral titres over the course of the SC and MC infections,
and Figure 7E–J the corresponding marginalized posterior distributions (MPDs) for the 6 parameters estimated based
on either LNR or LED. All parameters have similar but not identical estimated values (Figure 7E–J). The LED

estimates a longer eclipse phase (τE , Figure 7E), shorter infectious phase (τI , Figure 7F), and higher total viral
production rate (ρRNA, Figure 7G) than that obtained using the standard LNR. Notably, the effect of the longer
eclipse phase is visible as a delay (right-shift) of the ODE-predicted viral curves in the SC infection (Figure 7A,B),
and the shorter infectious phase appears as a shorter viral plateau and a more rapid transition to viral decay in the
ODE-predicted MC infection time course (Figure 7C). These differences are not statistically significant (Tables I and
II) and are unlikely to be biologically significant in comparison to typical inter-experimental variability [44].
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TABLE II. p-values for pairwise comparison of variationsa

Parameters LNR vs. LED SIN vs. IV MFM vs. SM old vs. newb

τE (h) 0.19 0.5 0.43 0.25

τI (h) 0.24 0.5 0.47 0.26

ρRNA (vRNA/(cell · h)) 0.26 0.49 0.47 0.29

ρ ([V ]/(cell · h)) 0.46 — 0.49 —

γ (cell/[V ]) 0.48 — 0.48 —

β (ml/(cell · h)) 0.47 — 0.39 —

Derived quantities

B ([V ]/cell) 0.15 — 0.49 —

PV →I in SC,MC (cell/[V ]) 0.41 — 0.49 —

PV →I in ED (cell/[V ]) 0.47 — 0.49 —

R0 in SC,MC 0.34 0.12 0.41 0.058

R0 in ED 0.4 0.09 0.49 0.039

tinf in SC,MC (h) 0.36 0.29 0.022 0.0023

tinf in ED (h) 0.36 0.29 0.022 0.0023

PV →Est. in SC,MC — — 0.49 —

PV →Est. in ED — — 0.49 —

a The p-value corresponds to the fraction of times the statement ‘A > B’ or ‘A < B’ is true (not both, i.e., one-tailed)
for 1,000,000 pairwise comparisons of individual parameter values drawn at random from A and B with replacement,
where A and B are the sets of MCMC-accepted parameters obtained using similar procedures that differed only in the

aspect indicated in the column header.
b Old refers to (LNR, [V ] = SIN, ODE) and new to (LED, [V ] = IV, SM).

Figure 7K–N shows 4 biologically relevant quantities computed from the ODE-estimated parameters. Figure 7K
corresponds to PV→ I (see Figure 3), the probability that a cell becomes productively infected by one IV when [V ] is
expressed in units of IV. Since here [V ] = SIN, and one SIN (observed infection) can represent several IV (infectious
virions), it is possible for one SIN to infect more than one cell. As such, when [V ] = SIN, PV→ I can be larger than
one (no longer a probability), and corresponds to the mean number of cells infected per SIN produced (R0/B, with
units of cell/SIN). The product of B (mean total SIN progeny per infected cell) and PV→ I (cell infected per SIN
produced) corresponds to R0, the basic reproductive number. Use of LED resulted in a larger PV→ I , smaller B, and
a smaller R0 (Figure 7K,L,M, respectively), but these differences are not significant (Table I,II). The infecting time
(tinf), first introduced in Holder et al. [38], represents the time for a newly infectious cell to cause the infection of
its first cell, given an otherwise fully susceptible cell population, and neglecting virus loss of infectivity. Herein, the
definition for tinf neglects both virus loss of infectivity and loss to cell entry, and depends on ρ · γβNcells/s in the SC
and MC infections (see Methods). It is estimated to be slightly shorter using LED than LNR (Figure 7N), but not
significantly so (Table I,II).

Parameter estimation with either likelihood functions results in a correlation (Figure 7O) between the rate of
SIN loss due to cell entry (β, Figure 7J), and the number of cells infected per SIN cell entry (γ, Figure 7I). Even
though γ and β are poorly constrained by the data (a lower bound of β ≥ 10−10 ml/(cell ·h) had to be imposed),
the derived quantities which depend on these parameters (PV→ I , R0, tinf) are comparatively well-constrained. The
(β,γ) correlation, and the reason for the need to impose a lower bound on β, are discussed in the next section. Paired
MPDs for all parameter pairs using the LNR or LED are provided in Methods.

D. Units used to express the infectious viral titre in the MM

ODE models typically express the infectious viral titre, variable V in Eqn. (6) (see Methods), using the same units
as the experimentally measured infectious titre (e.g., PFU/ml, TCID50/ml, SIN/ml) against which V is compared to
estimate the MM parameters. In contrast, SMs track individual virions and cells, expressing these variables as whole
numbers, and as such V in SMs corresponds to the number of infectious virions (IV). This requires converting the
units of V (hereafter [V ]) from IV to SIN to be compared against the experimentally measured infectious titre in SIN,
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FIG. 8. Impact of the infectious viral titre (V ) units on parameter estimation. MM-predicted viral time courses and
MPDs for the ODE model, using the LED, when [V ] = SIN (solid orange) or [V ] = IV (dashed purple). Panels (A–N) are as
described in Figure 7, although a number of parameters (ρ, γ, β, PV → I , B, and PV →Establishment) have a different biological
meaning depending on whether [V ] = SIN or IV, as explained in the text. (O) Paired MPD for γ and ρ, which shows a
correlation only when [V ] = IV, which physically requires that γ ≤ 1 infected cell per IV entry into cell (vertical dashed line).

which can be challenging [41]. Fortunately, Eqn. (2) shows how this conversion can be performed using the infection
establishment probability, PV→Establishment.
To explore the impact of representing V in units of infectious virions ([V ] = IV) rather than SIN ([V ] = SIN), we

repeat the parameter estimation with the ODE model using LED, this time using [V ] = IV. In the previous section,
where [V ] = SIN, the ODE-predicted SIN concentration at time t in the LED likelihood (Eqn. (5)) corresponds to
Cmodel(t) = V (t)/s, where s = 10 ml is the total volume of supernatant in the SC and MC in vitro infections. When
instead [V ] = IV, Cmodel(t) = [V (t)/s ·PV→Establishment(π⃗)], where PV→Establishment(π⃗) is the infection establishment
probability in the ED assay where the sample is measured, not that in the SC and MC infections from which it
was drawn. If the SC and MC infections are performed under the same conditions as the ED assays (same cells,
temperature, sample diluent, etc.), they should share MM parameters (have the same π⃗), except often for the number
of cells and the volume of supernatant, which tend to differ between infection and measurement assays, but are
known rather than estimated (see Methods, Table IV). Unfortunately, the SC and MC infections considered here
were performed in A549 cells, whereas the ED assays were performed using MDCK cells. For simplicity, we assume
the SC and MC infection experiments and the ED assay differ only in the number of cells (Ncells vs Ncells,ED) and
supernatant volume (s vs Vinoc), as detailed in Methods. This assumption is necessary because the ED assay alone
does not provides sufficient information to estimate its MM parameters. It is nonetheless incorrect, and its impact
will be explored in the Discussion.
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FIG. 9. Parameter degeneracy between γ and β when V is in units of SIN. ODE-predicted (A) SIN and (B) total
viral concentration time course for the MC infection over the first 48 hpi using the maximum a posteriori (MAP) parameter set
(Table I, ODE,SIN,LED) where γ and β are modified so as to keep their product (γβ) constant while γ is varied. (C) Paired
MPD for the product γβ as a function of β, based on an imposed artificial lower bound requiring β ≥ 10−10 ml · (cell ·h)−1.

Figure 8 shows the impact of expressing V in the ODE model in units of SIN, as is typically done, rather than
in units of IV. The change of units has no effect on the ODE-predicted total and infectious viral titre time courses
(Figure 8A–D), nor on the estimated value of parameters τE , τI , and ρRNA (Figure 8E–G, Table I,II). It affects
estimates of the production rate of V (ρ in [V ]/(cell ·h)), the rate of loss of V due to cell entry (β in ml · (cell ·h)−1),
and the number of cells infected per V entry (γ in cell/[V ]). This is because these parameters have different units, or
at least a different biological meaning, depending on whether [V ] = SIN or IV, and thus cannot be compared.

When [V ] = SIN, the SIN production rate (ρ, Figure 8H) is well constrained by the experimental data, but β and
γ are correlated (Figure 7O). As γ is decreased and β is increased so as to keep their product (γβ) fixed, the rate
of cell infection per SIN cell entry (γβTV/s) is unchanged, but the rate of SIN loss to cell entry (βTV/s) increases.
This results in a slower SIN and total viral titer growth rate and an increasingly more pronounced SIN titre loss at
the start of the MC infection (Figure 9A,B), when the MOI is low and the number of available target cells absorbing
SIN is large (T ∼ Ncells). Experimentally measured viral titres at these early time points therefore provide an upper
bound on β, and a corresponding lower bound on γ. In the other direction, as β decreases, the rate of SIN loss due
to cell entry (βTV/s) becomes negligible, and the rate of cell infection (γβTV/s) depends only on the product γβ:
their individual value no longer matters (Figure 9C). Therefore, when [V ] = SIN, it is necessary to impose a lower
bound on β (upper bound on γ) to allow for their MPDs to be finite and therefore normalizable, albeit incorrect.
When the establishment probability of an infection initiated with a single infectious virion is less than one

(PV→Establishment < 1 SIN/IV), one infectious dose (1 SIN) represents more than one infectious virion (1 IV). This
makes it possible for one SIN to infect more than one cell (γ > 1 cell/SIN), since one SIN represents more than
one IV. Previous work analyzing the same data presented herein with a similar ODE model estimated a 95% CI for
γ (parameter 1/n therein) of [1.2, 121] cell/TCID50 [37]. Other work based on influenza A virus infections in mice
estimated values in the range [7, 103] cell/PFU based on multiple data sets [42]. Both works assumed that γ ≥ 1 cell
per infectious titre unit (e.g., PFU, TCID50), i.e. that at least one cell or more should be infected per infectious dose
lost to cell entry. But the entry of one SIN into a cell could also occasionally fail to cause its infection such that γ
could also plausibly be slightly less than 1 cell/SIN. Here, it is the data which imposes the lower bound on γ (upper
bound on β), while the artificially imposed lower bound on β (≥ 10−10 ml/(cell ·h)) was chosen to be low enough that
a further decrease in β does not meaningfully change the posterior distribution (flat MPD once β ⪅ 10−8 ml/(cell ·h),
Figures 7J, 9C).

When instead [V ] = IV, the rate of infectious virions loss to cell entry is well constrained (β, Figure 8J), but ρ and γ
are correlated (Figure 8H,I,O). Figure 10 shows the effect of individually varying β, ρ, or γ on the ODE-predicted MC
infection time course in IV (Figure 10A–C), their conversion to SIN (Figure 10D–F), and the total virus concentration
(Figure 10G–I). While (γ, β) similarly affect the growth rate of the ODE-predicted V in IV (Figure 10A,B), the IV
production rate (ρ) affects both the growth rate and the peak titre (Figure 10C). This is the same (γ, β) degeneracy
reported when V is directly expressed in SIN (Figure 7O and 9C). The shift from a (γ, β) to a (γ, ρ) correlation
(Figures 7O to 8O) arises when the ODE-predicted V is converted from infectious virions to measured infections
(IV to SIN) to be compared against the experimentally measured SIN titres. This is accomplished by multiplying
the number of infectious virions (IV) by the establishment probability (PV→Establishment) which varies as β, ρ, or
γ are varied. When B = ρτI ≫ 1, as is the case here (Figure 8L), the productive infection of one cell essentially
guarantees the establishment of the infection, such that the probability that the infection establishes depends only
on the probability that one IV productively infects a cell (PV→Establishment ≈ PV→ I , Figure 8K, Table I). Rewriting
PV→ I as γ(βNcells/s)/[(βNcells/s) + c] shows why varying β, appearing in both the numerator and denominator, has
a marginal impact on PV→Establishment and on the conversion of IV to SIN (e.g., no impact on peak titre, Figure 10A
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FIG. 10. Parameter degeneracy between γ and ρ when V is in units of IV. ODE-predicted (A,B,C) IV, (D,E,F)
SIN and (G,H,I) total viral titre concentration over the course of the MC infection using the MAP parameter set (Table I,
ODE,IV,LED), and varying (A,D,G) β, (B,E,H) γ or (C,F,I) ρ by factors log-uniformly spaced over [10−0.7, 100.7] about their
MAP value. ODE-predicted (J) IV, (K) SIN, and (L) total viral titre concentration when varying γ = [0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0] cell/IV
and ρ simultaneously so as to keep their product (γρ) constant. The (K) infectious (SIN/ml) and (J,L) total (vRNA/ml) viral
titre (open circles) experimentally measured over the course of the triplicate MC infections are also shown for comparison. In
(D,E,F,K), the concentration in SIN is obtained by converting the ODE-predicted time courses in (A,B,C,J) from IV to SIN
by multiplying V in IV by the establishment probability (PV →Establishment(π⃗), Eqn. (2)).

vs. D). In contrast, reducing γ by some factor, reduces PV→Establishment and the conversion of the V curve to SIN by
approximately the same factor (e.g., same fold decrease in peak titre, Figure 10B,E). Thus, after the ODE-predicted
curve in IV is converted to SIN, γ has the same effect as ρ (Figure 10E,F), altering both the growth rate and peak
titre, resulting in a (γ,ρ) correlation (Figure 8O). Since viral titre peak, after conversion to SIN, is proportional to
both γ and ρ, a 3-fold decrease in γ with a corresponding 3-fold increase in ρ, wherein γρ remains constant, shifts the
IV curve upwards (higher IV peak, Figure 10J) but leaves the converted SIN curve unchanged (Figure 10K).

Importantly, when [V ] = IV, it becomes possible to impose appropriate physical constraints on γ, the number of
cells infected per IV lost to cell entry. At most γ ≤ 1 cell/IV since it is impossible for a cell to become infected
without the entry of at least one IV into the cell, setting a corresponding lower bound on the IV production rate
by infected cells, ρ. In the other direction, as γ and thus PV→Establishment decrease, ρ and the ODE-predicted IV
curve get increasingly high (Figure 10J) so that the product of V in IV and PV→Establishment continue to match
the experimentally measured titres in SIN (Figure 10K). But γ cannot decrease (and the IV curve shift upward)
indefinitely because, physically, the ODE-predicted number of IV cannot exceed the total number of experimentally
observed virions (infectious and not), i.e. the number of viral RNA copies measured via qRT-PCR (Figure 10K,L).
This lower bound on γ (upper bound on ρ) is imposed by rejecting (assigning a likelihood of zero to) any parameter
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set (π⃗) that results in an ODE-predicted initial IV inoculum (V ) exceeding the experimentally measured number
of viral RNA at that time (VRNA), as part of the MCMC process to estimate the MM parameters when [V ] = IV.
We furthermore impose that ρ ≤ ρRNA, ensuring that the V curve in IV remains below the VRNA curve. The latter
constraint had no impact because the total and infectious viral titre remaining after the inoculum rinse at t = 0 in
the SC infection provides the most stringent constraint on PV→Establishment in the ED assay (≤ 0.174, see Methods).
This constrains ρ and γ to relatively narrow 95% CIs, despite their correlation (Figure 8H,I).
Wider credible intervals (95%CI) for PV→ I and B are obtained when [V ] = IV compared to [V ] = SIN (Figure

8K,L), yet this results in a somewhat better constrained R0 (Figure 8M). A slightly smaller R0 and tinf are estimated
when [V ] = IV rather than SIN (Table I,II), but these differences are unlikely to be biologically meaningful given
typical inter-experimental variability [44].

The establishment probability (PV→Establishment), a biologically interesting quantity, can be computed from infection
parameters when [V ] = IV (it is identical to PV→ I , Figure 8K) but not when [V ] = SIN. This is because it is impossible
to know the relation between measured infections (SIN) and infectious virions (IV) from SIN alone, and consequently
parameters in SIN cannot be converted to IV. This constitutes yet another advantage of expressing MM variables
and parameters using [V ] = IV.

E. ODE versus stochastic models of infection

The likelihood function LED is derived from the SM, and while it is deterministic, it accounts for the random nature
of the infections taking place or not in the ED assay (shown in Figure 5). Beyond this, results presented so far rely
on the ODE to simulate the time course of the SC and MC infections. Now, the effect of using either the ODE or
stochastic model (Eqn. (6) in Methods) to simulate the SC and MC infections on the parameter estimation and the
MM-predicted infection time course is explored, using the LED likelihood with [V ] = IV.

One challenge in estimating parameters using a SM is that any one parameter set randomly gives rise to different
SM-predicted infection time courses, each with a different likelihood given the experimentally measured data. We
circumvent this issue by adding the random number seed (RNS) to the parameter set to be estimated by the SM
compared to the ODE (π⃗SM = π⃗ODE ∪ {RNS}). The RNS is used to initialize the pseudorandom number generator
at the start of the SM simulation such that any one SM parameter set (π⃗SM) corresponds to a single, deterministic
infection time course with its associated likelihood. This is not without cost: it adds an additional dimension to the
parameter space the MCMC process must explore, one where the likelihood is jagged, i.e. small changes in the RNS
result in random, non-monotonic changes in LED. In fact, small changes in the RNS can result in large fluctuations
in certain areas of the parameter space, e.g. V (0) ∼ 1 IV or R0 ≲ 1. The cost of this additional parameter space
dimension is in addition to the higher computational cost of numerically solving the SM over the ODE. Altogether,
obtaining the final parameter set for the SM took ∼ 15× longer than for the ODE (27.5 days vs 1.79 days, see
Methods). Nonetheless, adding the RNS to the SM parameters to be estimated offers a simple, practical solution to
parameter estimation when using a SM.

Figure 11 shows that the SM yields viral time courses nearly indistinguishable from those of the ODE, and only
very slight (insignificant) changes in the estimated parameters’ MPDs, except for tinf, the average time it takes for
a newly infectious cell to infect its first cell, when neglecting infectious virus lost to decay or cell entry. While
tinf =

√
2/(ρ · γβNcells/s) in the ODE model for any one parameter set π⃗, the same π⃗ in the SM yields a distribution

of tinf values whose average is
√
π/2 ≈ 89% that of the ODE model’s value (see Methods), i.e. for identical parameters

the infecting time in the ODE model is longer than the SM’s average infecting time. Importantly, with the exception of
tinf, differences in the parameter posteriors estimated by the ODE and SM are all statistically insignificant (Table II),
are smaller than those seen for the different likelihood functions and the units used to express V , and are unlikely to be
biologically meaningful. This suggests that random effects play a negligible role over the course of the experimental in
vitro virus infections studied here. This is comforting in light of recent work showing that, at least in some parameter
regimes, stochasticity can result in established infection time course curves that have the same shape but are markedly
shifted in time relative to the ODE-predicted curves [35, 36] (see also Figure 1).

Figure 12 shows the infection time course predicted by the ODE model, the mean-field version of the SM (MFSM,
see Methods), and 10,000 realizations of the SM, for established infections initiated with either a single infectious
virion (V (0) = 1 IV, top row) or for the MAP initial inoculum in the low MOI, multi-cycle infection (2 259 IV, bottom
row), based on the experimental initial inoculum (620 SIN, Table IV) and the MAP PV→Establishment (Table I). With
a single infectious virion, the probability of infection extinction is high ([1 − PV→Establishment]

V0=1 IV ∼ 72%) and
there is a noticeable time shift between the median and mean of the SM-predicted established infections and the
ODE and MFSM solutions (Figure 12A–C). With the estimated initial inoculum of 2 259 IV in the MC experiment,
the probability of infection extinction is very low ([1 − PV→Establishment]

2 259 IV ≈ 10−320), and the SM-predicted
established infections are normally distributed (Figure 12E,F) about their mean and median, and in agreement with
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FIG. 11. Impact of the random nature of infections on parameter estimation. MM-predicted viral time courses and
MPDs using the LED with [V ] = IV for the ODE model (ODE, solid purple) or stochastic model (SM, dashed olive). Panels
(A–N) are as described in Figure 7, except for (L) B, (M) R0, and (N) tinf which, for the SM, correspond to the average of
the distribution of values these quantities can take for a given π⃗. The average of the B and R0 SM distributions matches the
ODE model’s expressions, but this is not the case for tinf (tinf

SM =
√
π/2 · tinfODE, see Methods). In (N) average tinf in the

SM (tinf
SM, dahsed olive) and the tinf obtained when SM parameters are used directly in the ODE model’s expression (tinf

ODE,
dotted grey) are shown. (O) PV →Establishment is the probability that an infection starting from 1 IV will become established,
given the cell density in the ED assay (Ncells,ED/Vinoc), used to convert IV to SIN as per Eqn. (2).

ODE and MFSM solutions. Indeed, experimental infections, even those conducted at a low MOI, are designed to
robustly result in established infections, i.e. the initial inoculum (V (0)) is chosen so that [PV→Extinction]

V0 ≈ 0, to
avoid wasteful, failed experimental infections. So while the parameters estimated herein can lead to infections in
which significant random effects could be observed (Figure 12A), by design such effects are not expected to play a
meaningful role in experimental infections because of the chosen inoculum sizes.

The relatively small variation amplitude among the 10,000 SM-predicted solutions, however, is at odds with the
larger inter-replicate variability commonly observed in measured titres over the course of experimental infections
(Figure 11C vs Figure 12D). Figure 13A shows SM-simulated triplicate IV titre curves evaluated at each sampling
time, using the MAP parameter set for the SM (Table I) where the three replicates were generated by using three
different random number seeds (RNS). As in Figure 12D, very little variation is observed in Figure 13A between
the SM-simulated triplicate IV concentrations at each sampling time, inconsistent with the experimentally observed
variability (Figure 11C). Next, each IV data point in Figure 13A is used to simulate one realization of a stochastic
ED assay, as described earlier (Figure 2), to obtain a corresponding data point in SIN/ml (Figure 13B). This process
results in noticeable variability between the simulated SIN measurements at each sampling time. Indeed, the level of
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FIG. 12. Effects of stochasticity on the distribution of infection time courses for different initial inocula. (A,D)
Number of infectious virions (IV) as a function of time for an infection initiated with (A,B,C) 1 IV or (D,E,F) 2 259 IV, the
MAP initial inoculum in the MC infection experiment. The individual trajectories of 10 000 stochastic realizations that led
to established infections (having discarded extinct infection), each initiated with a different random number seed, are shown
(solid pale grey) along with their median (SM median) and mean (SM mean). The infection time course obtained with the
ODE model and the mean-field version of the SM (MFSM), both using the SM’s MAP parameter set (Table I) are shown for
comparison. (B,E) The distribution of times at which the virus load curves pass 106.2 IV, indicated as a horizontal dashed line
in (A,D). (C,F) The distribution of infectious virions (log10 V ) at the specified time (70 h or 36 h) post-infection, indicated as
a vertical dashed line in (A,D).

variability due to the ED assay is consistent with that observed experimentally (Figure 13A vs. C). This suggests that
the ED assay accuracy alone is sufficient to explain the variability observed in the experimentally measured titers,
and that other factors that could affect inter-replicate variability, such as stochastic variability, are possibly minor
and likely negligible compared to ED assay variability.

III. DISCUSSION

The course and outcome of experimental virus infections are tracked via repeated sampling over time, and subsequent
measurement of the virus concentration in the samples. In particular, a sample’s virus infectivity is measured using
an infectivity assay, such as a plaque or focus forming assay or a TCID50 assay, which counts the number of infections
the virus-containing sample can cause per unit volume. But some or even all of the infectious virions contained in
the inoculant of an infectivity assay’s wells can randomly fail to cause or to establish an infection, go uncounted, and
hence affect the resulting measured infection concentration. The stochastic nature of infections in either the infection
experiments itself or in the measurement of its samples via an infectivity assay, could have an important effect on our
interpretation of the infection time course and on the mathematical estimation of its infection parameters.

By simulating a TCID50 endpoint dilution (ED) assay, we demonstrated that the mathematical parameters of the
infection determine the probability that an infectious virion (IV) contained within a sample will result in an established
infection, and thus be counted as an infection-causing dose (or specific infection, SIN) by the assay. Specifically, we
found that this probability (PV→Establishment) decreases when decreasing the probability of a successful cell infection
post viral entry (γ) or, to a lesser degree, the ratio between loss of virus due to cell entry and that due to loss of
infectivity ((βNcells/s)/c). In contrast, the average total number of infectious virions released by an infected cell
over its infectious lifespan (mean burst size, B = ρ · τI) and the shape parameter of the Erlang-distributed time
spent by infected cells in the infectious phase (nI), quantities that can have an effect on the extinction probability
in principle, had a negligible effect. This is mostly because, in contrast to γ and (βNcells/s)/c, B and nI affect the
likelihood of infection extinction only after the successful infection of a cell, whose infectious virus progeny is typically
sufficient to ensure infection establishment. We demonstrated that the experimentally measured infection causing
dose concentration in a sample (e.g., SIN/ml) corresponds exactly to the product of the actual infectious virion
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FIG. 13. Sources of noise in experimental infections. (A) SM-predicted IV concentration over time for the MC experiment,
based on the MAP parameters, simulated in triplicate by using three different random number seeds (RNS) and evaluated at each
experimental measurement time (circles). The grey band, hardly visible, represents the 95% CI of the IV concentration based
on 10,000 SM-simulated infections (shown in Figure 12D). (B) Simulated SIN concentration over time obtained by simulating
an ED assay for each IV concentration data point in (A). The grey band represents the 95% CI of the SIN concentration at
each time point, obtained by simulating 10,000 ED assay outcomes for the SM-predicted IV concentration at each experimental
measurement time, based on the MAP parameters. (C) Experimentally measured SIN concentration over the course of the
experimental MC infections performed in triplicate (circles) shown against the simulated ED 95% CI from (B) for comparison.
Infectious titers in SIN/ml below the lower limit of detection (dashed grey, Table IV) are placed on the line.

concentration (IV/ml) and the establishment probability (PV→Establishment or 1 − PV→Extinction) of an infection
initiated with one such infectious virion. By affecting the establishment probability, the infection parameters also
affect the observed time course of experimentally measured SIN/ml over the course of the infection, the very data
that is used to estimate their value.

Thus, we next considered whether explicitly and correctly accounting for the parameters’ effect on experimental
titer measurements, on which parameters depend for their estimation, would hinder or even preclude parameter
estimation altogether. This was achieved in three stages, and parameter estimation was performed at each stage
using experimental data from influenza A virus infection experiments previously analyzed [34]. Firstly, we considered
the effect of the likelihood function, i.e. the metric by which we measure agreement between the mathematical
model’s prediction and experimental measurements. We compared the typical likelihood function which assumes the
experimental concentration of log10 SIN in a sample follows a normal distribution (LNR) versus a novel expression
that correctly computes the likelihood of having experimentally observed the number of wells infected at each dilution
of the ED assay given the ODE-predicted number of SIN in that sample (LED). Secondly, we compared the effect of
expressing the variable representing infectious virus in the ODE model directly using the experimental measurement
units ([V ] = SIN) versus using the more physically meaningful units of infectious virions ([V ] = IV), and then using
the model’s parameters, and their corresponding PV→Establishment, to convert the ODE-predicted IV into SIN for
use in the new likelihood function (LED). Thirdly, we compared the effect of the typical ODE model versus using a
stochastic model (SM) to represent the course of the in vitro infections.

Changing the likelihood function (LNR vs LED) had the largest impact on the estimated parameters, shifting the
average value of all estimated parameters. However, none of the changes were statistically significant (Table II). An
important advantage of the new LED is that it correctly and trivially handles measurements below the ED assay’s
limit of detection, i.e., when, at all dilutions of the performed ED assay, either no well is infected or all are.

Changing the units by which infectious virus is expressed in the ODE model ([V ] = SIN vs IV) had no effect on half
of the parameters — the duration of the eclipse (τE) and infectious (τI) phases of an infected cell’s lifespan, and the
total virus production rate per cell (ρRNA) — but drastically changed the posterior distribution for the estimated rate
of infectious virus production (ρ), the rate of virion loss due to cell entry (β), and the rate of cell infection per virus
entry into cell (γ). This is because the physical meaning of these three parameters (ρ, β, γ) changes when the units
used to represent virus in the ODE model change. For example, ρ is the number of SIN produced per cell per hour
when [V ] = SIN but it is the number of IV produced per cell per hour when [V ] = IV. Importantly, when [V ] = SIN,
experimental measurements (total and infectious viral titer) constrain the value of ρ and of the product (γβ), and
impose a lower bound on γ (upper bound on β). The measurements do not, however, provide an upper bound on γ
(lower bound on β), compromising the estimation of these two parameters. This is because one SIN (one observed
infection) can correspond to multiple infectious virions, allowing more than one cell to become infected per SIN cell
entry (γ > 1 cell/SIN). In contrast, when [V ] = IV, experimental measurements constrain the value of β and of the
product (γρ), and measurement of total virus (viral RNA) imposes a lower bound on γ (upper bound on ρ) since
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there cannot be more infectious virions (IV) than there are virions counted in total (viral RNA). This highlights the
critical importance of tracking both infectious (SIN) and total (vRNA) virus to properly constrain these parameters.
A physical upper bound can be imposed on γ (lower bound on ρ) since entry of one infectious virion into a cell can
at most result in the infection of one cell (γ ≤ 1 cell/IV), and allowing for the individual estimates of γ and ρ to be
well constrained. This is an important advantage of expressing [V ] in infectious virions.

Another important gain in expressing virus in units of infectious virions is that it yields physically meaningful
quantities. Experimental measurements of a virus sample’s infectivity in units such as TCID50, SIN, PFU, or FFU,
represent a count of infections caused, not a count of the number of virions physically capable of causing infection,
whether they go on to do so or not. Indeed, while the former is a shared, combined property of the virion, the cells,
and experimental conditions such as temperature, medium used, inoculum incubation time, etc., i.e., it is specific to
the infection conditions, the latter is an absolute property of the virion alone, independent of all other factors. The
ODE and stochastic models consistently estimated that 1 SIN corresponds to 1.1 to 5.8 infectious virions (95% CI of
1/PV→Establishment in ED), under the conditions of the experiments analyzed herein. Over the course of its infectious
lifespan, we estimate that one A549 cell produced on average a total of 400 to 2 000 infectious virions (95% CI of
B). This quantity, i.e. the actual number of infectious virions rather than the conditions-dependent infectious dose,
has been computed previously, but typically has not included the probability of failure of infection post virus entry
into a cell (γ), and has relied on a guess as to the infectious virion production rate (ρ) and the rate of cell entry by
infections virions (β), e.g. [27, 28, 32]. For example, in Pearson et al. [27], the average burst size (ρ · τI), hence ρ, is
guessed to be 10 IV/cell and β is chosen in order to have a “sensible” value for the basic reproductive number (R0),
which is computed using the guessed burst size value. We found that it takes on average 1 to 5 infectious virion cell
entry for one successful cell infection (95% CI of 1/γ). To our knowledge, this is the first time that this quantity has
been estimated. It is consistent with an earlier report that approximately 50% of influenza A virus cell entry fail to
result in successful fusion of the virion with its endosome [45, 46]. This would correspond to 2 infectious virion cell
entry per successful cell infection, but it could be less if some non-infectious virions are capable of cell entry, and it
could be more if other steps than fusion contribute to infection failure of otherwise fully infectious virions, which are
both likely.

Changing from an ODE to a stochastic model to simulate the course of the infection had the smallest impact out of
the three stages, despite its important increase (15-fold) in the computational cost required to estimate the parameters.
The amount of variability observed with the stochastic model is largest, and its solutions deviate most from those
of the ODE model, when the infection’s establishment probability is low. Since experimental virus infections in
vitro, even those inoculated with a relatively low MOI, are designed to ensure infection will take hold, it is not
surprising that our estimated establishment probability was essentially 100%, resulting in insignificant stochastic
fluctuations per the stochastic model’s predictions. Yet the low level of stochasticity predicted by the SM’s solutions
was inconsistent with the much greater amount of variability observed between infection replicates. When the SM-
predicted number of infectious virions over the course of the infection was used in simulated stochastic ED assays,
the resulting estimated SIN concentration at each of the simulated sampling time points was consistent with the
experimental inter-replicate variability. These findings suggest that inter-replicate noise in infection experiments
is introduced primarily by the infectivity measurement assays, such as the ED assay. This means inter-replicate
variations could be reduced significantly by improving ED assay accuracy, e.g. by decrease the dilution factor or
increasing the number of replicates per dilution of the ED assay [25].

There are a number of limitations to the analyses and results reported herein. Firstly, we assumed that one viral
RNA, as measured via qRT-PCR, equals one virion. This assumption, which is highly dependent on having a well-
validated standard curve, affects the lower bound constraint on γ when [V ] = IV because we require that there be
no more infectious virions than there are vRNAs. Herein, this constraint was imposed by a single pair of points: the
total (vRNA) and infectious (SIN) viral titers measured after the inoculum rinse at t = 0 in the single-cycle infection
experiment (see Methods). Secondly, we assumed that the state of the virions when they are sampled from the
infection supernatant is the same as that when they were inoculated into the ED assay wells, i.e. the number of IV/ml
is unchanged. Most likely, a fraction of the virions sampled from the infection experiments lost their infectivity —
either prior to freezing, as a result of being frozen, or post-thaw — by the time they were inoculated onto the ED assay
wells to be measured. It has been reported that there can be a 10-fold reduction in the number of infections a sample
will cause, measured by plaque assay, after each freeze/thaw cycle [47]. This means that there were more IV in the
infection experiment than were counted in the ED assay. This could easily be remedied by performing two ED assays
for a few samples: one immediately after they were harvested from the infection experiment and another after the
sample was frozen and thawed, as per normal protocols. By comparing these two SIN measures, one could correctly
account for the proportion of virion infectivity loss associated with the more convenient and common protocol. This
assessment would have to be repeated whenever experimental conditions change, e.g. for different cell types or virus
strains or if different buffers are added prior to freezing samples.

Thirdly, and perhaps most critically, we had to assume that the ED assay and infection experiments were conducted
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under the same conditions, and as such shared all infection parameters (β, γ, ρ, τE , etc.). This was not the case:
infections were conducted in A549 cells while ED assays were performed in MDCK cells. This implies that, for
example, one SIN in A549 cells could correspond to 10 IV, whereas one SIN in MDCK cells could represent 2 IV if
the establishment probability of one IV in MDCK cells was 5 times greater than in A549 cells. This assumption was
necessary because the ED assay alone is insufficient to estimate the infection parameters in MDCK cells, required to
estimate the infection establishment probability in the ED assay, which would differ from that in A549 cells.

But performing the infection experiments and the ED assay in different cell types is not only a concern for the
methodology introduced herein, but more generally will result in misleading interpretations of virological data. Con-
sider two viruses: virus A is more infectious in MDCK cells (more SIN/IV in the ED assay) than in A549 (fewer
infections/IV in the infection experiment), but the opposite is true for virus B. If virus A and B are inoculated at
equal MOI based on their ED assay-assessed infectivity, an equal number of SIN of virus A and B based on the ED
assay will result in an actual infection MOI that is smaller for virus A than for virus B, i.e. virus A will cause the
infection of possibly far fewer cells (at supposedly equal MOI). This will make virus A appear to take more time to
reach peak titer (because it caused fewer initial infections), but will make it appear as though it reaches a higher peak
titer (because titer is measured in MDCK cells). For these reasons, any future work should ensure that the ED assay
and infection experiments are conducted in the same cells, under the same conditions (temperature, medium content,
etc.), except for the number of cells and total inoculum volume which can be accounted for mathematically, as was
done herein.

In conclusion, based on the analysis herein, we would recommend that future work: (1) measure both total and
infectious virus titer over the course of experimental infections; (2) make use of the TCID50 ED assay to quantify
virus infectivity; (3) that the ED assay and infections be performed in the same cells and under similar experimental
conditions; (4) that parameter estimation be performed using the physically accurate likelihood function introduced
herein (LED); and (5) that units of infectious virions rather than infectious dose (e.g. TCID50, SIN, PFU, FFU) be
used to express virus in the mathematical model. We do not, however, recommend the use of a stochastic model to
simulate the course of experimental infections in vitro because its higher computational cost did not translate to any
meaningful differences in the estimated parameters.

IV. METHODS

A. Mathematical models

The ordinary differential equation (ODE) model and its stochastic model (SM) counterpart used herein are given
by

dT

dt
= −γβTV/s T t+1 = T t −N inf

dE1

dt
= γβTV/s− nE

τE
E1 Et+1

1 = Et
1 +N inf − Eout

1
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=
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τE
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=
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=
nI

τI
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τI
Ij It+1

j = Itj + Ioutj−1 − Ioutj j = 2, 3, ..., nI

dV

dt
= ρ

nI∑

j=1

Ij − cV − βTV/s V t+1 = V t + V prod − V decay − V enter

dVRNA

dt
= ρRNA

nI∑

j=1

Ij − cRNAVRNA − βTV/s V t+1
RNA = V t

RNA + V prod
RNA − V decay

RNA − V enter

and are largely identical to those introduced and used in [33]. The SM is similar to the ODE model, where SM
variables denoted with a superscript t are whole numbers, e.g. T t represents the discrete number of target cells at
time t. The remaining terms in the SM, corresponding to changes in the SM variables, are random whole numbers,

generated at each time step as described in Table III. V prod is drawn from Binomial(n = V prod
RNA , pπ = ρ/ρRNA) rather

than Poisson(λ = ∆t · ρ
∑nI

j=1 I
t
j) as in [33] so that, at each time step, there is never more infectious than total virions
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TABLE III. Random variables of the SM.

Random variable Random number generator

Eout
i Binomial(n = Et

i , pE = ∆t ·nE/τE) where i = 1, 2, ..., nE

Ioutj Binomial(n = Itj , pI = ∆t ·nI/τI) where j = 1, 2, ..., nI

V prod Binomial(n = V prod
RNA , pπ = ρ/ρRNA)

V prod
RNA Poisson(λ = ∆t · ρRNA

∑nI
j=1 I

t
j)

V decay, V enter, V remain Trinomial(n = V t, p1 = ∆t · c, p2 = ∆t ·βT t/s, p3 = 1− p1 − p2)

V decay
RNA Binomial(n = V t

RNA, pd = ∆t · cRNA)

N inf |{xi|xi ∈ U{a = 1, b = T t}, 1 ≤ i ≤ V suc}|†
where V suc = Binomial(n = V enter, pV = γ)

† N inf is equal to the cardinality, i.e. the number of unique elements, of the set of V suc random
numbers drawn from the discrete uniform distribution over the interval [0, T t].

produced. The total number of virions, VRNA, is expressed in units of vRNA and variable V corresponds either to
the number of infection-causing doses (SIN) or infectious virions (IV). We further consider the mean-field solution to
the SM (MFSM) wherein the distributions for the SM’s random variables in Table III are replaced by their average.
In the ODE, MFSM, and SM, cells and viruses are counts (e.g., T = 1.3 cells in ODE and MFSM, and either 1 or 2
in the SM) rather than concentrations.

In numerically solving the SM, the duration of the discrete time steps, ∆t, are computed at each iteration step t as

∆t =
pevents

max

{
βT t

s , c, cRNA,
nE

τE
, nI

τI

} (7)

where pevents = 0.05 (or 5%) is the probability of occurrence of the most likely event (see Table III), which was shown
in Quirouette et al. [33] to correspond to sufficiently small steps so as to provide an accurate solution.

An important feature of the SM is that an infection can become extinct rather than established, i.e. it can randomly
fail to take hold or spread significantly. The extinction probability of an infection given that there is initially one
infectious virion, PV→Extinction, was derived in [33] for this SM and is given in Eqn. (1). The establishment probability
of an infection given that there is initially one infectious virion, PV→Establishment, is simply given by 1−PV→Extinction.

B. Base infection parameters

The base infection parameters, used in Figures 1, 4 and 5, were adapted from those reported in Simon et al. [34] for
the seasonal influenza A virus strain A/Canada/RV733/2003 (a A/New Caledonia/20/1999-like clinical isolate), i.e.
τE = 7 h, nE = 60, τI = 41 h, nI = 60, c = 0.0573 h−1. The ODE model in Simon et al. [34] does not have separate
terms to represent rate of virions loss to cell entry (βTV/s) and rate of cell loss to infection (γβTV/s) and did not
estimate γ. Unless otherwise stated, base values of γ = 1 cell/IV and s = 1 ml were used. Additionally, infection
parameters that include units of tissue culture 50% infectious dose (TCID50) were modified to have units of infectious
virions (IV) by assuming that 1 TCID50 ≈ 0.56 SIN [23] and 1 SIN ≈ 1 IV for simplicity. Parameter βTCID50 in Simon
et al. [34] corresponds roughly to γβ/s in our SM and thus was set to βTCID50 · s · (1 TCID50/0.56 SIN) · (1 SIN/1 IV) =
10−5.0 ml/(cell ·h). The infectious virus production rate per volume in Simon et al. [34], ρTCID50

, corresponds to ρ · s
in our SM and thus was set to ρTCID50

/s · (0.56 SIN/1 TCID50) · (1 IV/1 SIN) = 100.86 IV/(cell ·h).

C. Simulations of endpoint dilution (ED) assay experiments

The process of simulating an ED assay outcome, illustrated in Figure 2, was used to produce Figures 4, 5, and 13B.
A simulated ED assay experiment for a virus sample with an actual infectious virion concentration Cactual begins by
determining the random number of IV deposited in each well of replicate row i in dilution column j, V i,j

0 . These
random numbers are drawn from Binomial(nj = VinocDj/Vvir, p = CactualVvir) where Vinoc is the total volume of
inoculum placed in each well, Dj ∈ (0, 1] is the dilution factor for column j, and Vvir = 5.236× 10−16 ml [48] is the
volume of a single influenza A virion (see Cresta et al. [25] for details). To determine whether any one well becomes
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TABLE IV. Fixed initial conditionsa and parameters of the MM and likelihood function

Parameter Symbol Value

Infectious virus clearance rate c 0.0573 h−1

Total virus clearance rate cRNA 0.001 h−1

# of eclipse compartments nE 60

# of infectious compartments nI 60

# of cells in SC/MC infections Ncells 1.9× 106 cells

Total volume in SC/MC infections s 10 ml

Dilution due to sampling in SC/MC infections fsampling 0.95

SC initial infectious titre pre-rinse V (−1 h)SC based on MOI=3

SC initial infectious titre post-rinse V (0)SC 107 SINb

SC initial total titre pre-rinse VRNA(−1 h)SC 1010.0 vRNA

SC initial total titre post-rinse VRNA(0)SC 107.76 vRNA

MC initial infectious titre V (0)MC 102.79 SINb

MC initial total titre VRNA(0)MC 105.02 vRNA

LRNA’s SC std. dev. of log10 total titre σVRNA,SC 0.237

LRNA’s MC std. dev. of log10 total titre σVRNA,MC 0.258

LNR’s SC std. dev. of log10 infectious titre σVSC 0.247

LNR’s MC std. dev. of log10 infectious titre σVMC 0.240

LNR’s lower limit of detection CLLoD 101.494 SINb/ml

ED assay total well volume Vinoc 0.05 ml

ED assay # of cells/well Ncells,ED 105 cells

ED assay # of dilution columns col 8

ED assay # of replicate per dilution ncol
r 4

ED assay dilution factor D 0.1 (10-fold)

a In the SM, initial conditions for cells and virus are rounded to the nearest integer.
b When [V ] = IV, Eqn. (2) is used to convert SIN to IV based on the MM parameters.

infected, a uniform random number r ∈ [0, 1) is drawn, and the well is uninfected if r < (PV→Extinction)
V i,j
0 , and

infected otherwise. As a final step, the most likely log10 infectious dose concentration (log10(SIN/ml)) is determined
by providing the number of infected wells in each dilution column to the midSIN calculator [25].

D. Simulating the single- and multiple-cycle infections

The ODE or stochastic models in Eqn (6) was used to simulate the experimental single-cycle (SC) and multiple-cycle
(MC) infections described and analyzed in Simon et al. [34], following a similar procedure. In the SC experiment, the
virus was inoculated onto the cells at t = −1 h to achieve a MOI of 3 within one hour, and the cell culture was rinsed
at time t = 0 h to remove any virus still present from the high inoculum. The simulated SC infection was initiated at
t = −1 h, with all cells considered uninfected and susceptible (T (−1 h) = Ncells = 1.9× 106 cells, and Ei = Ij = 0).
The initial number of vRNA, VRNA(−1 h)SC, was set to the single qRT-PCR total viral concentration measurement
taken at that time (vRNA/ml) multiplied by the inoculum volume s = 10 ml. The initial number of SIN or IV,
V (−1 h)SC, was set so as to achieve the experimental multiplicity of infection (MOI = 3) within the 1 h incubation
time given the parameters (π⃗), as follows. The expected fraction of uninfected cells for a given multiplicity of infection
(MOI) is ≈ e−MOI [49]. During the incubation period, which is shorter than the average length of the eclipse phase,
one can assume that virus production is negligible. Therefore, the kinetics of target cells (T ) and infectious titre (V )
over this period of time can be represented by

dT

dt
= −γβTV/s

dV

dt
= −cV − βTV/s (8)
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The initial amount of infectious virus V (−1 h)SC to achieve a given MOI at t = 0 can be determined by finding the
root of the function that takes V (−1 h)SC as an argument and returns the difference

[
T (0)/Ncells − e−MOI

]
, where

T (0) is determined by numerically solving Eqn. (8) with initial conditions V (−1 h)SC which is to be determined
and T (−1 h)SC = Ncells. The number of SIN and vRNA post-rinse at time t = 0 h, V (0)SC and VRNA(0)SC, was
set to the geometric mean of all experimental measurements from 0 hpi up to 3.5 hpi, in SIN/ml or vRNA/ml,
multiplied by s. If the MM expresses V (0)SC in IV, the value in SIN is converted to IV as per Eqn. (2), where
PV→Establishment = (1− PV→Extinction) is determined based on the MM parameters (Eqn. (1)).
The MC infection is initiated at time t = 0 h with no rinse thereafter, since the inoculum is small in order to have

multiple rounds of cell infections, i.e. multiple cycles. At t = 0, all cells are considered uninfected and susceptible
(T (0 h)MC = Ncells = 1.9× 106 cells, and Ei = Ij = 0). The initial number of SIN and vRNA, V (0)MC and
VRNA(0)MC, was set to the geometric mean of all experimental measurements up to 7 hpi in SIN/ml or vRNA/ml,
multiplied by the volume of supernatant s = 10 ml. When V (0)MC is expressed in IV, SIN converted to IV using
Eqn. (2), as in the SC simulation.

Over the course of both the SC and MC experimental infections, at each sampling time, 0.5 ml of the 10 ml
supernatant is removed for virus quantification, and replaced with 0.5 ml of fresh media. In the ODE model, this
dilution of the supernatant at each sampling time is implemented by multiplying V and VRNA by factor fsampling =
1−(0.5 ml)/(10 ml) = 0.95. In the SM, a binomial random variable with a probability of success of p = fsampling = 0.95
is used to determine how many V and VRNA particles will remain after the sampling.
As in Simon et al. [34], the number of compartments for the eclipse and infectious phases were fixed so that time

spent in the eclipse or the infectious phase follows a normal-like distribution [38], i.e. nE = nI = 60. The values of
the rate of infectious and total viral decay were fixed to the values determined in Simon et al. [34], c = 0.0573 h−1

and cRNA = 0.001 h−1, based on a viral decay (mock-yield) assays performed therein. Table IV summarizes all the
fixed parameters and initial conditions used in simulating these infections.

E. Measurements’ likelihood and parameter estimation

The posterior probability of a given parameter set, π⃗, given the set of all total and infectious viral titre measurements
over the course of the SC and MC infections, {data} = {Cdata

SC , Cdata
RNA,SC , C

data
MC , Cdata

RNA,MC}, is given by

Ppost(π⃗|{data},MM) ∝ LVRNA
(Cdata

RNA|π⃗,MM) ·LV (...|..., π⃗,MM) ·Pprior(π⃗) (9)

where Pprior(π⃗) is the prior probability of π⃗ which includes any known physical constraints or any prior knowledge,
and LVRNA

and LV correspond to the likelihood of the observed experimental measurements of the total and infectious
viral titre concentrations in the supernatant samples collected in triplicate at each time point over the course of the
in vitro infections.

The likelihood of the total viral titre measured via qRT-PCR in units of vRNA/ml in both the SC and MC infections
is given by

LVRNA(C
data
RNA|π⃗,MM) =

3∏

r=1
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t=tSC

exp

{
−
[
log10 C

data
RNA,SC,r(t)− log10 C

model(t|π⃗)
]2

2σ2
RNA,SC

}

·
3∏

r=1
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t=tMC

exp

{
−
[
log10 C

data
RNA,MC,r(t)− log10 C

model(t|π⃗)
]2

2σ2
RNA,MC

}
(10)

where Cdata
RNA,SC,r(t) is the experimentally measured vRNA/ml, t are the sampling times which are distinct in the

SC and MC infections, r = 1, 2, 3 is the infection replicate since both the SC and MC infections were performed in
triplicate, and Cmodel(t|π⃗) = VRNA(t)/s is the MM-predicted vRNA for the simulated SC or MC infection divided
by s = 10 ml, the total volume of supernatant in the SC and MC infections. The standard deviations of the log10
total viral titre measurements, σRNA,SC = 0.237 and σRNA,MC = 0.258, were estimated individually for the SC and
MC infections, and fixed to the standard deviation of the residuals between the three measurements of log10(C

data
RNA)

at each sampling time and their mean, pooled over all time points.
For the likelihood of the infectious viral titre measured via an ED assay over the course of the SC and MC infections,

LV (...|..., π⃗,MM) in Eqn. (9), two different distributions were explored. Figures 15 and 14 shows these two likelihood
functions at each sampling time over the course of the SC and MC infections, computed at each time from the three
measurements sampled from replicate infections.
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FIG. 14. Standard (LNR) and alternative (LED) likelihood functions over all MC infection samples. Comparison
of the relative probability (y axis) of the three infectious titres measurements, given the log10(SIN/ml) predicted by the MM
(x axis), as computed according to either LNR (blue, solid) or LED (orange, dashed). The relative probability shown is the
combined probability for all 3 experimental measurements taken over all sampling times over the course of the MC infections,
indicated as black × along the bottom of each graph. The vertical dashed line for measurements at ≤ 6 h corresponds to the
lower limit of detection of the ED assay (CLLoD, Table IV).

The standard likelihood function, denoted LNR, is based on the assumption of normally distributed log10(V )
residuals, as was used for the vRNA measurements, namely

LV (C
data|σ⃗, π⃗,MM) =

3∏

r=1

∏

t=tSC

LNR(C
data
SC,r(t)|σSC, π⃗,MM) ·

3∏

r=1

∏

t=tMC

LNR(C
data
MC,r(t)|σMC, π⃗,MM) (11)

where Cdata are the midSIN-estimated SIN/ml concentrations of each measured sample, LNR is defined in Eqn. (4),
and the standard deviations of the log10 infectious titre measurements, σSC = 0.247 and σMC = 0.240, for the SC
and MC infections, respectively, were estimated based on log10(C

data) in the same manner as those for the vRNA
measurements.

The alternative likelihood for the infectious viral titres, denoted LED, is the likelihood of the observed ED outcomes
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FIG. 15. Standard (LNR) and alternative (LED) likelihood functions over all SC infection samples. Comparison
of the relative probability (y axis) of the three infectious titres measurements, given the log10(SIN/ml) predicted by the MM
(x axis), as computed according to either LNR (blue, solid) or LED (orange, dashed). The relative probability shown is the
combined probability for all 3 experimental measurements taken over all sampling times over the course of the SC infections,
indicated as black × along the bottom of each graph.

(number of positive wells in each dilution column of the assay) for each virus titre sample, namely

LV (k⃗
data|n⃗data, D⃗data, Vinoc, π⃗,MM) =

3∏

r=1

∏

t=tSC

LED(k⃗
data
SC,r(t)|n⃗data

SC,r(t), D⃗data
SC,r(t), Vinoc, π⃗,MM) ×

3∏

r=1

∏

t=tMC

LED(k⃗
data
MC,r(t)|n⃗data

MC,r(t), D⃗data
MC,r(t), Vinoc, π⃗,MM) (12)

where {k⃗data, n⃗data, D⃗data} is the set of all observed ED outcomes, when an outcome is something like k⃗dataSC,r(t) =

(8, 8, 8, 5, 5, 0, ...), for each measured sample, and LED is defined in Eqn. (5).
The ODE model has 6 MM parameters, π⃗ODE = (β, γ, ρ, ρRNA, τE , τI), to be estimated from the total and infectious

viral titre measurements taken over the SC and MC infections. The SM has one additional parameter: the random
number seed (RNS). Linear uniform priors are assumed for τE ∈ [0,∞), τI ∈ [0,∞), and RNS. Based on numpy’s
random module, RNS must be an integer ∈ [0, 232). A log10 uniform prior was assumed for all other estimated
parameters such that

Pprior(π⃗) ∝
1

γ ·β · ρ · ρRNA
(13)
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where ρRNA ∈ [0,∞), and bounds on the remaining parameters depends on the units of [V ]. When [V ] = SIN, both ρ
and γ ∈ [0,∞), but β ∈ [10−10 ml/(cell ·h),∞) because the data does not inform β’s lower bound, as explained in the
text. When [V ] = IV, β ∈ [0,∞), γ ∈ [0, 1] IV/cell, and ρ ∈ [0, ρRNA × (1 IV/vRNA)] since we cannot produce more
IV than we produce virions. In addition to these bounds on individual parameters, we further constrain π⃗ by rejecting
unphysical outcomes when [V ] = IV. Specifically, we require that all initial infectious titers, which are expressed in
SIN in Table IV (V (−1 h)SC, V (0)SC, V (0)MC), once converted to IV (wherein VIV = VSIN/PV→Establishment), result
in no more IV than there are virions (vRNA) measured at that time (VRNA(−1 h)SC, VRNA(0)SC, VRNA(0)MC), i.e.
VIV = VSIN/PV→Establishment ≤ VRNA or PV→Establishment ≥ VSIN/VRNA. Of all infectious and total viral titers pairs,
those measured post-rinse in the SC infection impose the highest (and thus the only relevant) lower bound, namely
PV→Establishment ≥ (107.01/107.77) = 0.174.

A Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, as implemented by phymcmc [50] which itself relies on the emcee
Python module [51], was used to estimate the parameter posterior distributions (PDs). Given the high degree of
correlation between γ and β when [V ] = SIN, parameters (γ,β) are replaced with (aSIN = γ ·β, bSIN = γ/β) in π⃗ as the

parameters to be estimated, such that γ =
√
aSIN · bSIN, β =

√
aSIN/bSIN, and Pprior(π⃗) = (aSIN · bSIN · ρ · ρRNA)

−1.
Replacing the two highly correlated parameters (γ,β), with two orthogonal quantities (aSIN,bSIN) allows for faster
convergence because the product γ ·β is well-constrained by the data. Similarly, when [V ] = IV, γ is highly correlated

with ρ, and (γ,ρ) are replaced with (aIV = γ · ρ, bIV = γ/ρ) in π⃗, such that γ =
√
aIV · bIV, ρ =

√
aIV/bIV, and

Pprior(π⃗) = (aIV · bIV ·β · ρRNA)
−1. Two-dimensional pairwise marginalized posterior distributions (MPDs) for all

MM variants are provided in Figures 16–19.
The MCMC runs for each variation explored herein were composed of multiple sequential rounds of 300 walkers

performing 10 000 MCMC steps, each started from the end of the previous one, except for the first round which was
normally distributed around a reasonable parameter set. The emcee-provided function autocorr.integrated time
was used to estimate the amount of autocorrelation between successive MCMC steps, which in turn was used to
choose the number of steps to discard at the start of the first chain (∼2.5× the autocorrelation time) to eliminate
any residual effect from the chosen initial starting positions, and the thinning factor to apply to each chain (at least
half of the autocorrelation time). The final posterior distribution for each variation, after the 2 000 step burn-in and
the thinning, keeping one step out of every [50, 180] steps, were applied, comprised 500 000 steps.
Computationally, each of the sequential MCMC round of 300 chains of 10 000 steps took ∼ 4.3 h with the ODE

model compared to ∼ 22 h with the SM, using all threads of the 36 cores, dual-threaded, 3.5 GHz Intel Xeon 8360Y
processors. The autocorrelation time for the ODE with [V ] = IV was the shortest (∼100 steps), followed by the ODE
with [V ] = SIN (∼200 steps), with the longest being that for the SM with [V ] = IV (∼300 steps). This means that, in
addition to taking 5× longer to accept 10 000 steps, 3× more MCMC rounds had to be performed to account for the
3× higher thinning factor applied to chains for the SM. In total, obtaining the final 500 000 independent parameter
sets took ∼ 15× longer using the SM (27.5 days) compared to the ODE model (1.79 days).
The 95% CI for the MM-predicted viral time courses (e.g., panels (A–D) in Figures 7, 8, 11), were obtained

by drawing 10,000 parameter sets at random with replacement from the 500 000 parameter sets that make up the
MCMC-estimated posteriors, and using them to generate 10 000 time courses. The upper and lower 95% CI curves
shown correspond to the largest and smallest value of y (viral titer) after rejecting the upper and lower 2.5% of the
trajectories at each time (x value).

F. Derivation of the ED assay-based likelihood, LED

The expression for LED in Eqn. (5) herein is derived from Eqn. (5) in Cresta et al. [25] which, following the notation

therein, gives the probability of observing a number of infected wells in each column of the assay (k⃗J) given qnoinf(π⃗),
the probability that the well will not become infected given parameter set π⃗, namely,

LED(k⃗J |n⃗J , D⃗J , Vinoc, π⃗) = Q(k⃗J |qnoinf(π⃗)) =




J∏

j=1

(
1−

[
qinoinf(π⃗)

]Dj
)ki

j


 [qinoinf(π⃗)

]∑J
j=1 Dj(ni

j−ki
j) (14)

where J is the total number of columns, Dj is the dilution factor in column j, kj is the number of infected wells
in column j, and nj is the total number of wells in column j. In Cresta et al. [25], qnoinf is the probability of
observing no infection in an ED well, having drawn a volume Vinoc of the sample containing Cmeasured infection-
causing units (SIN) per millilitre into that well. This probability is given by the binomial probability mass function,
Binomial(k = 0|n = Vinoc/Vvir, p = Cmeasured ·Vvir), evaluated for no success, i.e. no infection (k = 0), where Vvir is
the volume of one virion, p = Cmeasured ·Vvir, is the probability of success for each draw, and n = Vinoc/Vvir is the
number of draws.
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FIG. 16. Pairwise MPDs for the ODE model ([V ] = SIN) obtained using the LNR likelihood.

Here we define q̃noinf the probability that the well will not become infected given a sample’s actual infectious virion
concentration Cactual in IV/ml. Since it is possible to draw an infectious virion and yet fail to infect the well, we now
need to account for additional outcomes: the probability that k > 0 virions are drawn but all k infectious virions fail
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FIG. 17. Pairwise MPDs for the ODE model ([V ] = SIN) obtained using the LED likelihood.
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FIG. 18. Pairwise MPDs for the ODE model ([V ] = IV) obtained using the LED likelihood.
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FIG. 19. Pairwise MPDs for the stochastic model ([V ] = IV) obtained using the LED likelihood.
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to cause an infection, (PV→Extinction)
k. Therefore,

q̃noinf =

n∑

k=0

(PV→Extinction)
k ·Binomial(k|n = Vinoc/Vvir, p = Cactual ·Vvir)

=

n∑

k=0

(PV→Extinction)
k

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k

=

n∑

k=0

(
n

k

)
(p ·PV→Extinction)

k(1− p)n−k . (15)

Using the Binomial theorem, the above equation can be written as

q̃noinf = [(1− p) + p ·PV→Extinction]
n = [1− p(1− PV→Extinction)]

n = [1− p ·PV→Establishment]
Vinoc/Vvir , (16)

and using the same approximation used in Cresta et al. [25],

ln(1− x)
|x|≪1≈ −x

ln(q̃noinf) =
Vinoc

Vvir
ln(1− p ·PV→Establishment) =

Vinoc

Vvir
ln(1− Cactual ·Vvir ·PV→Establishment)

ln(q̃noinf) ≈
Vinoc

Vvir
(−Cactual ·Vvir ·PV→Establishment) = −Cactual ·Vinoc ·PV→Establishment

q̃noinf ≈ exp[−Cactual ·PV→Establishment ·Vinoc] . (17)

Eqn. (5) replaces qnoinf(π⃗) with q̃noinf(π⃗) in Eqn. (14), and expresses q̃noinf(π⃗) as exp[−Cmodel(t|π⃗) ·Vinoc] when the MM
expresses V in SIN or as exp[−Cmodel(t|π⃗) ·PV→Establishment ·Vinoc] when [V ] = IV/ml, where PV→Establishment(π⃗) is
the establishment probability of an infection initiated with one infectious virion, given parameter set π⃗.

G. Lower limit of detection for an ED assay

Let us consider L(k⃗J |qnoinf), the probability of observing a number of infected wells per column k⃗J given qnoinf the
probability that the well will not become infected given a sample’s measured infection concentration Cmeasured. This

expression is given in Cresta et al. [25] (Eqn. (5), Q(k⃗J |qnoinf), therein) as follows,

L(k⃗J |qnoinf) =




J∏

j=1

(1− q
Dj

noinf)
kj


 q

∑J
j=1 Dj(nj−kj)

noinf (18)

where J is the total number of columns, Dj is the dilution factor in column j, kj is the number of infected wells in

column j, and nj is the total number of wells in column j. The probability of observing no infected wells (k⃗J = 0)
given qnoinf is then given by the following expression, namely,

L(0|qnoinf) =




J∏

j=1

(1− q
Dj

noinf)
0


 q

∑J
j=1 Dj(nj−0)

noinf = q
∑J

j=1 Djnj

noinf (19)

The lower limit of detection could then be defined as the concentration in SIN/ml (CLLoD) at which the probability
of observing no infected wells given qnoinf, L(0|qnoinf), is 0.5 or 50%. This can be determined by solving the following
equation, and using qnoinf = exp[−Cinf ·Vinoc] (Eqn. (2) in Cresta et al. [25]) where Cinf corresponds to CLLoD which
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we seek to determine, namely

0.5 = q
∑J

j=1 Djnj

noinf

0.5 = exp


−CLLoD ·Vinoc ·

J∑

j=1

Djnj




− ln(0.5) = CLLoD ·Vinoc ·
J∑

j=1

Djnj

CLLoD =
− ln(0.5)

Vinoc ·
∑J

j=1 Djnj

(20)

where CLLoD is the ED assay’s lower limit of detection in SIN/ml. Herein, Vinoc = 0.05 ml, nj = 4 ∀j, and Dj ={
10−1, 10−2, ..., 10−8

}
such that CLLoD = 101.494 SIN/ml.

H. Infecting time in the stochastic model

Let us derive the probability that the infecting time (tinf) is of time t, i.e. the probability that it takes time t for an
infectious cell to cause at least one cell to be newly infected, given an uninfected population of cells and neglecting
virus loss through loss of infectivity or entry into cells.

In this case, the relevant SM equations, the equations representing En+1
1 the number of cells in the 1st eclipse

compartment (i.e. newly infected) and V n+1 the number of infectious virions, both at time t = (n + 1)∆t, can be
simplified to

En+1
1 = En

1 +N inf

V n+1 = V n +Mn

where N inf is drawn from Binomial(V n, pinf = ∆t · γβNcells/s) and Mn is drawn from Poisson(λ = ∆t · ρ) (≡ Q(Mn)
for convenient notation). The probability that there is no newly infected cell over the next time interval ∆t is given

by Binomial(0|V n, pinf) = (1− pinf)
V n

. V n can also be expressed as
∑n−1

m=0 M
n. Therefore, the probability that the

infecting time tinf = (n+ 1)∆t given the set of values {Mn}, can be expressed as

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t|{Mn}) =
[
n−1∏

m=1

(1− pinf)
∑m−1

l=0 M l

] [
1− (1− pinf)

∑n−1
m=0 Mm

]

= (1− pinf)
∑n−2

m=0(n−1−m)Mm − (1− pinf)
Mn−1+

∑n−2
m=0(n−m)Mm

(21)

The probability that the infecting time tinf = (n+ 1)∆t is given by averaging the conditional probability P(tinf =
(n+ 1)∆t|{Mn}) over the distribution Q(Mn) for all values of {Mn}, namely,

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t) =
〈
(1− pinf)

∑n−2
m=0(n−1−m)Mm − (1− pinf)

Mn−1+
∑n−2

m=0(n−m)Mm
〉
Q

=
〈
(1− pinf)

∑n−2
m=0(n−1−m)Mm

〉
Q
−
〈
(1− pinf)

Mn−1+
∑n−2

m=0(n−m)Mm
〉
Q

(22)

The random variables {Mn} are independent, hence,

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t) =

n−2∏

m=0

〈
(1− pinf)

(n−1−m)Mm
〉
Q
−
〈
(1− pinf)

Mn−1
〉
Q

n−2∏

m=0

〈
(1− pinf)

(n−m)Mm
〉
Q

=

n−2∏

m=0

[
e−λ

∞∑

Mm=0

[(1− pinf)
(n−1−m)λ]M

m

Mm!

]
−
[
e−λ

∞∑

Mn−1=0

[(1− pinf)λ]
Mn−1

Mn−1!

]
n−2∏

m=0

[
e−λ

∞∑

Mm=0

[(1− pinf)
(n−m)λ]M

m

Mm!

]

(23)
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Using the power series representation of the exponential function, i.e. exp(x) =
∑∞

k=0 x
k/k!, Eqn. (23) can be

simplified to

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t) =

n−2∏

m=0

exp
(
[(1− pinf)

(n−1−m) − 1]λ
)
− exp ([(1− pinf)− 1]λ)

n−2∏

m=0

exp
(
[(1− pinf)

(n−m) − 1]λ
)

= exp

(
−(n− 1)λ+ (1− pinf)

n−1λ

n−2∑

m=0

(1− pinf)
−m

)
− exp

(
−pinfλ− (n− 1)λ+ (1− pinf)

nλ

n−2∑

m=0

(1− pinf)
−m

)

(24)

The partial sums are of geometric series, therefore, Eqn. (24) can be evaluated to

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t)

= exp

(
(1− pinf)− (1− pinf)

n

pinf
λ− (n− 1)λ

)
[1− exp (−pinfλ− (1− pinf)λ+ (1− pinf)

nλ)] (25)

To obtain the probability density function for the infecting time tinf from the above probability mass function, we
need to take the following limit,

P(tinf = t) = lim
∆t→0

P(tinf = (n+ 1)∆t)

∆t

= lim
n→∞

exp

(
ρ

α

[
1− αt

n
−
(
1− αt

n

)n]
− ρt+

ρt

n

)[
1− exp

(
−αρt2

n2
− ρt

n

[
1− αt

n
−
(
1− αt

n

)n])]
n

t
(26)

where α = γβNcells/s. As the exponent of the exponential in the second term of Eqn. (26) is small as n approaches
∞, we can use the Taylor series approximation ex ≈ 1 + x to approximate this term, namely,

P(tinf = t) = lim
n→∞

exp

(
ρ

α

[
1− αt

n
−
(
1− αt

n

)n]
− ρt+

ρt

n

)(
αρt2

n
+ ρ

[
1− αt

n
−
(
1− αt

n

)n])

= ρ
[
1− e−αt

]
exp

( ρ
α

[
1− e−αt

]
− ρt

)
(27)

Substituting α = γβNcells/s in Eqn. (27), we have

P(tinf = t) = ρ
[
1− e−γβNcells/s · t

]
exp

(
ρ

γβNcells/s

[
1− e−γβNcells/s · t

]
− ρt

)
(28)

Let us now derive the mean infecting time using Eqn. (28),

⟨tinf⟩ =
∫ ∞

0

t ·P(tinf = t)dt

=

∫ ∞

0

ρ t(1− e−αt) · e
ρ
α (1−e−αt)−ρ tdt

= − ρ

α2
e

ρ
α

∫ 1

0

ln(y) · (1− y) · e−
ρ
αy · y

ρ
α−1dy

=
1

α
e

ρ
α

∫ 1

0

e−
ρ
α [y−(1−

α
ρ ) ln(y)]dy (29)

where y = e−αt. Let us then use Laplace’s method to approximate the above integral, assuming ρ/α is a large
number. To start, the function in the exponent f(y) = −(ρ/α) [y − (1− α/ρ) ln(y)] can be written as a Taylor series
approximation around y0 = 1− α/ρ where f ′(y0) = 0, namely,

f(y) ≈ − ρ

α

(
1− α

ρ
−
(
1− α

ρ

)
ln

(
1− α

ρ

)
+

1

2

1

1− α
ρ

[
y −

(
1− α

ρ

)]2)
(30)

and Eqn. (29) can be approximated as

⟨tinf⟩ ≈
1

α
e

ρ
α [

α
ρ +(1−α

ρ ) ln(1−
α
ρ )]
∫ 1

0

e
− 1

2
ρ
α

1
1−α

ρ
[y−(1−α

ρ )]
2

dy (31)
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FIG. 20. Infecting time distribution in the stochastic model. Density-normalized histograms for the infecting time of
105 SM simulations, compared to the theoretically predicted distribution, P(tinf), Eqn. (28), for different values of (A,B,C) ρ
or (D,E,F) γβNcells/s. The mean and median of the 105 SM simulations are shown, along with the theoretically predicted SM
mean of tinf, Eqn. (32). The SM-simulated infecting time corresponds to the duration of SM simulations initiated with a single
infectious cell (I1(0) = 1 cell) that are terminated when at least one cell has become infected (E1(tinf) ≥ 1 cell), in the absence
of any virus loss (c = 0 h−1, γ = 1 cell/IV). Unless otherwise stated, ρ = 103 IV/(cell · h) and γβNcells/s = 10−3 cell/(IV ·h).
Though they do not have an effect on the infecting time, the other infection parameters were nE = nI = 60, τE = 7 h, τI = 41 h,
Ncells = 1.9× 106 cells, s = 1 ml, and ρRNA = cRNA = 0.

As ρ/α approaches ∞, Eqn. (31) becomes

⟨tinf⟩ ≈
1

α
·
1

2
·

√
2π

ρ/α

≈
√

π

2ρ ·α
=

√
π

2ρ · γβNcells/s
(32)

where here we have used the fact that the interval [0, 1] covers approximately half of the neighbourhood of y0 =
1− α/ρ ≈ 1.

Figure 20 shows that the normalized histogram of the infecting time, generated from 105 SM simulations, is in
agreement with Eqn. (28), over a wide range of infection parameters.
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