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Formulating quantitative and predictive models for tissue development requires consideration of
the complex, stochastic gene expression dynamics, its regulation via cell-to-cell interactions, and
cell proliferation. Including all of these processes into a practical mathematical framework requires
complex expressions that are difficult to interpret and apply. We construct a simple theory that
incorporates intracellular stochastic gene expression dynamics, signaling chemicals that influence
these dynamics and mediate cell-cell interactions, and cell proliferation and its accompanying differ-
entiation. Cellular states (genetic and epigenetic) are described by a Waddington vector field that
allows for non-gradient dynamics (cycles, entropy production, loss of detailed balance) which is pre-
cluded in Waddington potential landscape representations of gene expression dynamics. We define
an epigenetic fitness landscape that describes the proliferation of different cell types, and elucidate
how this fitness landscape is related to Waddington’s vector field. We illustrate the applicability of
our framework by analyzing two model systems: an interacting two-gene differentiation process and
a spatiotemporal organism model inspired by planaria.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cell and tissue development is a complex and mul-
tifaceted dynamical process, involving gene regulatory
dynamics, cell-to-cell interactions, and differential cell
proliferation and death rates. The conceptual model of
Waddington’s landscape has been a guiding paradigm
for understanding the mechanisms of cell development
[1–3]. Waddington’s landscape suggests that the inter-
nal dynamics of a differentiating cell follow that of a
particle in a rugged high-dimensional “potential” land-
scape. However, the internal dynamics of cell states (e.g.,
gene expression profiles) are only one aspect of tissue de-
velopment. Proliferation and death of individual cells
give rise to population dynamics akin to that seen under
Darwinian evolution [4, 5]. Additionally, intracell gene
dynamics and population-level birth-death processes are
coupled through cell-to-cell signaling and metabolic in-
teractions [5, 6]. Thus, a complete description of devel-
opment must describe an interacting population of cells,
not just the gene dynamics within a single cell.

The conceptual framework of Waddington’s landscape
has been translated into a variety of mathematical mod-
els. For example, Waddington’s landscape has been inter-
preted as a potential landscape acting on single-cell gene
expression [3, 6–11] and on population level phenotypes
[12]. In the typical single-cell interpretation, a cell’s state
is modeled as a particle with position x in a potential en-
ergy landscape U(x) in a noisy environment. This model
implies that one can reconstruct U(x) from data using
the simple relationship U(x) = − log pss(x), where pss(x)
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is the steady-state distribution of states empirically mea-
sured. Such formulae have been applied to real datasets
[13] but its use is hampered by its inherent limitation to
a single cell (or to non-interacting and non-proliferating
populations) and the assumption of both gradient dy-
namics and dynamics that obey detailed balance among
gene regulation states.

When cell division and death are considered, the con-
cept of a fitness landscape becomes relevant. In evolu-
tionary population dynamics, high fitness genotypes elicit
high proliferation rates; this concept must be adapted to
the context of development, where all cells have the same
genotype. Mathematical models of development often
consider a single-cell fates and state changes [3, 8, 13–
22]; those that incorporate cell population dynamics
through birth and death typically neglect cell-cell in-
teractions [23–28]. In kinetic theories that combine in-
ternal cell state dynamics with state-dependent division
and death rates, tractable dynamical equations describ-
ing population-level quantities can be derived if there are
no cell-cell interactions [29–32]. However, in develop-
ing tissue, cell division and death are tightly coordinated
through cell-cell interactions mediated by secreted chem-
ical signals that influence gene expression in other cells
[33, 34]. Failure of this regulated tissue development can
lead to pathologies such as cancer [35, 36]. Thus, effec-
tive theoretical approaches that incorporate regulated in-
tracell gene expression with population-level birth-death
processes will provide critical tools for modeling and an-
alyzing tissue development and evolution.

In this paper, we present a general framework for mod-
eling a general developmental process in which cell-cell in-
teractions regulate gene expression and cell proliferation.
Our framework describes a population of individual (dis-
crete) cells, rather than assuming an infinite continuum
of cells, as has been done in other works [5, 6, 25, 26]. In
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the tissue development context, our framework also in-
cludes spatial structure, enabling models of coordinated
tissue development in which a small initial population
of stem cells robustly develops into a stable and self-
healing tissue. Our approach incorporates all known im-
portant processes in an interpretable way, allowing us
to better define the concepts of the Waddington land-
scape and fitness landscape in the context of develop-
ment. Rather than use a Waddington landscape that
assumes gradient dynamics, we use a Waddington vector
field to account for non-gradient dynamics of gene ex-
pression. Such detailed-balance-violating stochastic dy-
namics is expected in an energy-consuming process such
as cell state regulation and homeostasis.

We also define an effective epigenetic fitness landscape.
Whereas a fitness landscape describes differential prolif-
eration of different genotypes, our epigenetic fitness land-
scape describes the differential proliferation of cells of the
same genotype type but differing epigenetic state, cap-
turing the fact that different attractors of the gene regu-
latory dynamics induce different cell division and death
rates. In addition, we show how our general model can
be reduced to simpler forms by applying common as-
sumptions. Often, such assumptions are implicitly in-
cluded in models of development, leading to confusion
regarding the realm of applicability of such models. Our
general framework provides a starting point for deriv-
ing simpler, interpretable models by applying explicitly-
stated assumptions. We present two models of the ro-
bust development of a stable tissue population as proof-
of-concept examples. The first is a well-mixed model of
gene-regulated stem cell differentiation, and the second
is a spatiotemporal model of a regenerating organism,
similar to planaria.

II. MATHEMATICAL FRAMEWORK

Here, we assemble all the relevant physical processes
that are understood to play roles in a developing tis-
sue. The dependencies (and feedback) across scales and
among these mechanisms are clearly delineated by proper
definitions and judicious approximations/assumptions.

A. Intracellular state dynamics

Let z ∈ Rdz denote the internal state of a cell. z
specifies the state of the relevant gene regulatory net-
work(s) in the cell, and, in principle, could also specify
the methylation of DNA, chromatin structure, spatial or-
ganization of organelles, and/or any other relevant vari-
ables. While a complete specification of the gene regula-
tory network state requires specification of both protein
and mRNA concentrations within the cell, the relatively
fast timescales of mRNA transcription and degradation
compared to protein translation and degradation can jus-
tify a quasi-steady state approximation where only pro-

tein concentrations need be specified. We label cells by
a superscript α, i.e., zα is the state of cell α, where
α = 1, ..., N(t), and N(t) is the total number of cells
which varies from cell division and death [37].

To allow for spatial resolution, let rα ∈ R3 denote
cell α’s position in 3-dimensional space. Interactions be-
tween cells are typically mediated by signaling molecules;
suppose there are L relevant signaling molecules and let
cℓ(r, t) denote the concentration of signaling molecule ℓ
(ℓ = 1, ..., L) at position r at time t. For notational con-
venience, let c(r, t) = (c1(r, t), ..., cL(r, t)) denote the list
of signaling molecule concentrations. For cell α at posi-
tion rα, the dynamics of its state zα(t) are modeled by
a stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dzα = F (zα; cα)dt+ σ(zα; cα)dBα, (1)

where cα ≡ c(rα, t) are the signaling concentrations
experienced by cell α at time t. F (z; c) defines a c-
dependent vector field that maps Rdz → Rdz and which
describes the deterministic component of the cell state
dynamics. We call F (z; c) Waddington’s vector field, and
it is presumed to have stable attractors corresponding
to stable cell types. Importantly, the signaling molecule
concentration cα influences the dynamics of the state zα,
and the dynamics of c(r, t) are governed by the states
and positions of all cells (as described below). Hence, the
signaling molecules can mediate cell-to-cell interactions,
allowing the tissue to develop in a coordinated way. In
the special case that F (z; c) is the negative gradient of a
function, F (z; c) = −∇zU(z; c), then U(z; c) would be
the traditional Waddington landscape. However, we do
not assume that F (z; c) is the gradient of any function,
and in section IV we review and discuss the limitations of
the traditional Waddington landscape picture. Noise is
characterized by the db-dimensional Brownian noise dBα

and by the amplitude σ(z; c), a dz×db matrix which may
depend on the cell state and signaling molecule concen-
trations that the cell experiences.

B. Cell-cell interactions through signaling
molecules

The dynamics of signaling molecule concentrations can
be modeled by any variety of molecular transport models.
For example, a deterministic PDE describing excretion,
absorption, and diffusion of signaling molecules takes on
the typical form [38]

∂tcℓ(r, t) = Dℓ∇2cℓ − dℓcℓ +
∑

cells α

λℓ(r − rα, zα), (2)

where λℓ(r − rα, zα) is the excretion rate of signaling
molecule ℓ at position r from a cell in state zα centered
at rα, and the sum runs over all cells. The function
λℓ(r − rα, zα) is localized about rα and represents the
spatial extent of a cell that exports signaling molecule.
Diffusion and degradation of molecule ℓ is described by
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FIG. 1. Schematic of cells at various positions rα and in
various gene expression states zα, α = 1, 2, ..., N . Cell-cell in-
teractions mediated by position-dependent signaling molecule
concentrations c(r, t) ≡

(
c1(r, t), ..., cL(r, t)

)
which are repre-

sented in gray-scale. Cells can produce signaling molecules at
rates that depend on z; gene expression is in turn influenced
by the concentrations that a cell senses, leading to potentially
complex cell-cell interactions.

the coefficients Dℓ and dℓ, respectively. A natural choice
of boundary condition for Eq. 2 is cℓ(r) → 0 as |r| → ∞.
Alternatively, to model in subcompartments or spatially
defined microenvironments, Eq. 2 can be considered in
finite regions of space each with appropriate boundary
conditions. For a closed environment, one would use re-
flecting boundary conditions for cℓ(r). Eq. 2 neglects
reactions amongst the signaling molecules and models de-
terministic or locally averaged concentrations, appropri-
ate for molecular transport at high concentrations and/or
fast molecular timescales. At very low signaling molecule
densities, intrinsic molecular stochasticity may be impor-
tant and any number of stochastic models [39–41] and
simulation approaches [42, 43] are available. Fig. 1 pro-
vides a schematic of signaling-molecule-mediated inter-
actions among cells at positions rα, with potentially dif-
ferent internal states zα.

C. Cell migration

Cells may also migrate by exerting forces on neigh-
boring cells or on their substrate; this migration may
be influenced by signaling molecules (chemokines). Such
coordinated movement is essential for tissue development
[44, 45]. One can straightforwardly couple molecular sig-
naling with cell motion [46], and a general stochastic
model for cell motion can be expressed using an SDE
such as

drα(t) = g(rα, S(t))dt+ η(rα, S(t))dW α (3)

where S(t) = {(rα(t), zα(t))}N(t)
α=1 is the full state of the

tissue population and dW α is a 3-dimensional Brown-
ian noise. The mean velocity g and noise amplitude η

(a 3× 3 matrix) can depend on the cell’s position rα as
well as on the full state of the tissue S(t). Although
explicit dependence of g and η on the spatial profile
of signaling molecule concentrations is not included in
Eq. 3, one could consider a velocity g which depends on
∇c(rα, t), or on higher derivatives of the concentration
profile. Eq. 3 is a Langevin equation for fluctuating cell
positions. Many related models for cell motion, includ-
ing anomalous diffusion and longer-ranged hopping have
been developed [47–49].

D. Cell proliferation (and death)

During cell division—a process involving cellular-scale
disruption and reorganization—a mother cell divides into
two daughter cells which may acquire states that are dif-
ferent from the state of the mother. In our model, cells
have a state-dependent and concentration-dependent di-
vision rate, denoted β(z; c) for a cell in state z and with
signaling molecule concentrations c at its location (to be
precise, cell α has division rate β(zα; cα), but we will
drop the superscript α to avoid cumbersome notation).
β(z; c) is a marginal probability over the joint distribu-
tion for the probability of a cell in state z dividing into
daughters with states z′, z′′ and with positional displace-
ments from the mother ∆r′, ∆r′′. This joint distribution
is denoted as

β̃
(
z; c; z′, z′′,∆r′,∆r′′

)
(4)

and is invariant under exchange of z′ and z′′ and under
exchange of ∆r′ and ∆r′′. Marginalizing, we find the
overall division rate

β(z; c) =

∫
β̃
(
z; c; z′, z′′,∆r′,∆r′′

)
dz′dz′′d∆r′d∆r′′.

(5)
Finally, cell death occurs at rate µ(z; c), which can de-
pend on both z and c.

Eqs. 1, 2, and 3, along with system-specific models
for birth and death rates, β̃(z; c; z′, z′′,∆r′,∆r′′) and
µ(z; c), form our general description of developing cell
populations. The following section illustrates how com-
mon assumptions can be incorporated to significantly
simplify the model.

III. SIMPLIFYING ASSUMPTIONS

Here we describe a series of assumptions that can be
applied to further simplify our mathematical model. Our
examples in Sections V and VI show how various combi-
nations of these assumption can be used to obtain models
that capture different degrees of detail.
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A. Fast equilibration of signaling molecule
concentrations

Suppose the concentrations cℓ(r, t) reach steady state
on timescales shorter than those associated with gene
expression dynamics, cell movement, and cell division
and death. We can approximate cℓ(r, t) by the quasi-
steady state solution of Eq. 2 under the instantaneous
state of the population S(t) = {zα(t), rα(t)}N(t)

α=1 . We
denote this quasi-steady state concentration profile by
cssℓ (r;S(t)). For signaling molecule dynamics described
by Eq. 2, cssℓ (r;S(t)) takes the explicit form

cssℓ
(
r;S(t)

)
=

∑
cells α

c
(1)
ℓ (r − rα, zα) (6)

where c
(1)
ℓ (r, z) is the concentration profile produced by

a single isolated cell at position r = 0, given by the
solution to

0 = Dℓ∇2
rc

(1)
ℓ (r, z)− dℓc

(1)
ℓ (r, z) + λℓ(r, z) (7)

with appropriate boundary conditions.

B. Well-mixed population

In a further approximation, that may apply to e.g.,
well-mixed populations of stem cells that differentiate in
microenvironments, spatial distributions of cells and sig-
naling molecules can both be treated as spatially aver-
aged quantities. Hence, Eq. 3 can be ignored and cℓ is
independent of r. If the dynamics of cℓ are given by
Eq. 2 with reflecting boundary conditions, then Eq. 2
can be replaced by an ODE for the mean concentration
c̄(t) = (1/V )

∫
cℓ(r)dr over the closed volume V

dc̄ℓ
dt

=
∑

cells α

λ̄ℓ(z
α)− dℓc̄ℓ (8)

where λ̄ℓ(z) = (1/V )
∫
λℓ(r, z)dr is the spatially aver-

aged excretion rate of each of the uniformly distributed
cells. If signaling molecules reach steady state rapidly,
then the signaling molecule concentrations are

cssℓ =
1

dℓ

∑
cells α

λ̄ℓ(z
α). (9)

C. Fast z dynamics and discrete cell types

For fast cell state dynamics, the state zα of cell α
rapidly reaches an attractor of F (zα; cα) but can make

stochastic transitions to different attractors. Hence, we
can approximate the continuous state space by the dis-
crete set of attractors, labeled q = 1, ..., Q. Such a dis-
crete approximation of an otherwise continuous or highly
granular set of cell states has been shown to be useful
in many developmental contexts such as embryonic stem
cell differentiation [21, 22, 50]. The Waddington vector
field F (zα; cα) is then replaced by a matrix of jump rates,
Fq,q′(c

α), specifying the jump rate from q to q′. These
jump rates can, in principle, be estimated numerically
via simulations of Eq. 1. Alternatively, if F (zα; cα) is
the gradient of a Waddington landscape, then Kramers’
rate formula can be used to approximate the jump rates
[51].

The division rate at which cell α in attrac-
tor q divides into daughter cells at attractor states
q′, q′′ with positional displacements ∆r′,∆r′′ is de-
noted β̃q,q′,q′′(c; ∆r′,∆r′′). Just as for Eq. 4,
β̃q,q′,q′′(c; ∆r′,∆r′′) is invariant under exchange of q′ and
q′′, as well as under exchange of ∆r′ and ∆r′′. The diag-
onal elements β̃q,q,q correspond to symmetric division in
which both daughters have the same state as the mother,
whereas elements with q′ ̸= q′′ correspond to asymmet-
ric division. Letting zq denote the attractor state q,
these division rates are given by β̃q,q′,q′′(c; ∆r′,∆r′′) =

β̃(zq; c; zq′ , zq′′ ,∆r′,∆r′′). The death rate in attractor
q is µq(c) = µ(zq; c).

D. Unifying the assumptions

If all three of the above simplifying approximations
(fast equilibration of signaling molecules, well-mixed pop-
ulation, and discrete cell types) hold, our model sim-
plifies significantly. Let the vector n ≡ (n1, ..., nQ)
specify the cell populations in the tissue, where nq

is the number of cells of type q. Let βq,q′,q′′(c) ≡∫
β̃q,q′,q′′(c; ∆r′,∆r′′)d∆r′d∆r′′ be the division rate of

a mother of type q into daughters of type q′, q′′. Signal-
ing concentrations c(n) are functions of only n, and are
determined by Eq. 9.

The probability P (n, t) of having a tissue state n at
time t evolves accord to the following master equation:
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∂tP (n, t) =
∑

q,q′,q′′

[
(nq + 1)βq,q′,q′′

(
c(nq+,q′−,q′′−)

)
P (nq+,q′−,q′′−)− nqβq,q′,q′′

(
c(n)

)
P (n)

]
+
∑
q,q′

[
(nq + 1)Fq,q′

(
c(nq+,q′−)

)
P (nq+,q′−)− nqFq,q′

(
c(n)

)
P (n)

]
+
∑
q

[
(nq + 1)µq

(
c(nq+)

)
P (nq+)− nqµq

(
c(n)

)
P (n)

] (10)

In analogy with the bookkeeping notation used in [29, 30],
nq+,q′−,q′′− denotes a system state with, compared to
system state n, one more type q cell and one fewer cell of
type q′ and one fewer cell of type q′′. Hence, nq+,q′−,q′′−
is the system state that converts into state n when a
mother cell of type q divides into daughter cells of type
q′ and q′′. Similarly, nq+,q′− denotes a system state with
one more type q cell and one fewer type q′ cell relative
to system state n. nq+ denotes a system state with one
more type q cell than in system state n. Equation 10
represents a master equation for the probability density
for populations of cells of multiple types and is a simpler
form of master equations studied in [29, 30, 52]. For
small populations and few accessible cell types, solving
this linear master equation or simulating the process is
computationally feasible.

E. Developmental Fitness landscape

Proliferation of certain cell types over others due to
differing division and death rates is a crucial aspect of
development. Differential proliferation is also key to evo-
lutionary dynamics, where genotypes that induce high
net growth rates eventually comprise larger portions of
the overall population. In evolutionary dynamics, prefer-
ential growth is described by a fitness landscape, typically
defined as a function which specifies the net growth (di-
vision minus death) rate ϕg of a cell or organism given its
genotype g. Here, we adapt this concept to the context
of cell development to define an epigenetic fitness land-
scape which specifies which cell types proliferate in the
developing tissue.

A key difference between evolutionary dynamics (or
speciation) and development is that, in a developing tis-
sue, all cells have the same genotype (aside from rare mu-
tations) and differences in cells’ division rates are due to
differences in their cell type, determined by the internal
state z. We define the developmental fitness of cell type
q, denoted ϕq(n), as the net proliferation rate of type q
cells, absent production of type q cells through division of
other cell types or stochastic jumps from other cell types.
ϕq(n) depends on the tissue population state n due to
cell-cell interactions via signaling molecules. In defining
ϕq(n), we adopt the assumptions from the previous sec-
tions, namely, fast equilibration of signaling molecules,
well-mixed population, and discrete cell types. Within

our framework, we can define fitness mathematically as

ϕq(n) =βq,q,q

(
c(n)

)
− βq,lost

(
c(n)

)
− Fq,lost

(
c(n)

)
− µq

(
c(n)

) (11)

where βq,q,q(c) is the rate of symmetric division in which
a mother cell of type q divides into two daughter cells of
type q. βq,lost(c) ≡

∑
q′ ̸=q,q′′ ̸=q βq,q′,q′′(c) is the rate at

which a mother cell of type q divides into daughter cells,
both of whose cell types differ from that of the mother
cell. Note that asymmetric division, where a cell of type
q divides into daughters of type q and q′ ̸= q, leaves
the population of type q cells unchanged, and therefore
does not factor into the developmental fitness landscape.
Fq,lost(c) =

∑
q′ ̸=q Fq,q′(c) is the jump rate of type q cells

to a different type.
The following subsection shows how, in the limit of

large tissue size, the developmental fitness landscape con-
tributes to tissue dynamics through a simple equation.

F. Deterministic limit

In the limit of large tissue size, Eq. 10 predicts that
cell densities in the tissue follow deterministic dynamics.
This limit is analogous to how deterministic mass ac-
tion equations (ODEs) emerge from a more microscopic
chemical master equation description in the limit of large
system size. Recall that Eq. 10 describes the population
within a region of fixed volume, and denote this volume
by V0. Then, ρ ≡ n/V0 are the cell type densities in the
tissue described by Eq. 10. Now, consider a system with
volume V > V0 and take the limit that V → ∞ while
ρ remains fixed. The mass-action dynamics in this limit
are described by

dρ
dt

= diag(ϕ(ρV0))ρ+m(ρV0)ρ (12)

where ϕ(n) = (ϕ1(n), ..., ϕQ(n)) is the developmental
fitness landscape defined in the previous section, and
diag(ϕ(ρV0)) denotes the Q×Q matrix with the elements
of ϕ(ρV0) on the diagonal. m(ρV0) is a zero-diagonal
matrix which contains the jump rates and asymmetric
division rates through which cells of one type produce
cells of another type. The matrix elements are explicitly

mq,q′(n) =Fq′,q

(
c(n)

)
+ 2βq′,q,q

(
c(n)

)
+ 2

∑
q′′ ̸=q

βq′,q,q′′
(
c(n)

)
. (13)
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The factor of 2 in the third term arises from the sym-
metry of βq′,q,′′ with respect to exchange of the final two
indices.

Deterministic dynamical models of interacting popu-
lation dynamics, as could be described by Eq. 12, have
been used to model aspects of development [53]. Note
that the stochastic fluctuations in the dynamics of ρ are
proportional to (V/V0)

−1/2, which vanishes as V → ∞.
For large but finite V , the stochastic component of the
dynamics can be obtained with the van Kampen system
size expansion [54].

IV. WADDINGTON’S LANDSCAPE VS
WADDINGTON’S VECTOR FIELD

From among the various interpretations of Wadding-
ton’s landscape that have been studied. The most com-
mon interpretation that has emerged is that the vector
field F (z; c) in Eq. 1 is a negative gradient of a function
U(z; c),

F (z; c) = −∇zU(z; c), (14)

where U(z; c) is called a Waddington landscape [3, 9, 23,
25]. We call a stochastic dynamical system of this form,
where the deterministic part is the negative gradient of
a potential landscape, a gradient system. If the noise in
Eq. 1 is additive (meaning σ is independent of z), then
U(z; c) can be reconstructed from experimental measure-
ment of the steady state distribution of cell states at fixed
signaling molecule concentrations, pss(z; c), via [3]

U(z; c) = − log pss(z; c). (15)

The validity and generality of this Waddington land-
scape framework has been a topic of considerable discus-
sion and disagreement. On one hand, it has been pointed
out that realistic dynamics of protein and mRNA con-
centrations are not gradient systems, but rather have
curl (or the higher-dimensional generalization of curl)
[14, 16, 28]. On the other hand, it has been noted that
for nearly all vector fields F without limit cycles (specif-
ically, for Morse-Smale systems), the vector field F can
be converted to the negative gradient of a potential land-
scape with a coordinate transformation [8]. Hence, a very
broad class of models, including most models of protein
and mRNA dynamics, can be expressed as gradient sys-
tems under a suitable choice of coordinates. This sug-
gests that the Waddington landscape picture is highly
general.

However, noise has a crucial effect which significantly
hinders the generality of the landscape picture. Eq. 15
is valid only for additive noise, yet the noise in the dy-
namics of protein and mRNA concentrations is typically
non-additive [9]. It was recently demonstrated how the
mis-application of Eq. 15 to systems with non-additive
noise can ‘add’ or ‘delete’ attractors, meaning that the
reconstructed U(z; c) from Eq. 15 may have attractors

not present in the true dynamics, or may not have at-
tractors that are present in the true dynamics [9]. We
demonstrate a similar effect for systems with curl: if
Eq. 15 is mis-applied to a system with curl and with ad-
ditive noise, the reconstruction of U(z; c) can also ‘add’
or ‘delete’ attractors (see appendix A). In fact, these
two mis-applications of Eq. 15, to systems with non-
additive noise and to systems with curl, are two sides
of the same coin: if a non-gradient system with addi-
tive noise is converted via coordinate transformation to
a gradient system, the noise will no longer be additive,
so Eq. 15 will be invalid. Conversely, if a gradient system
with non-additive noise is converted to a system with ad-
ditive noise via coordinate transformation, the dynamics
will no longer be gradient, so Eq. 14 will be invalid. In
short, one can change coordinates to remove curl or non-
additive noise, but not both. Hence, coordinate transfor-
mations cannot allow a system to simultaneously satisfy
both Eqs. 14 and 15, so the Waddington landscape is not
a general framework for studying gene regulatory dynam-
ics.

We advocate for working directly with the vector
field F (z; c) that describes gene regulatory dynamics,
which we call Waddington’s vector field, regardless of
whether it is the negative gradient of a landscape. Im-
portantly, the key conceptual clarity offered by Wadding-
ton’s landscape–that cell states are drawn into attractors
governed by gene regulatory networks–remains valid in a
‘Waddington vector field’ picture. While some authors
propose decomposing the vector field into gradient and
curl parts [6, 7, 14, 28], this decomposition can be mis-
leading because basins of attraction of the gradient part
may not contain any attractor of F (z; c), and we see no
advantage to this decomposition. The Waddington vec-
tor field picture is, we argue, a clearer and mathemati-
cally precise framework to describe the gene regulatory
dynamics in cell development.

V. EXAMPLE 1: STEM CELL
DIFFERENTIATION IN A WELL-MIXED

MICROENVIRONMENT

Here, we present a model of tissue development
which is derived by augmenting a prototypical model of
Waddington’s landscape studied in [14, 16, 55]. In our
model, F (z; c) describes a hypothetical gene regulatory
circuit involving two proteins, A and B. z = (zA, zB)
specifies the concentrations of these two proteins. F (z; c)
has three attractors corresponding to three cell types,
which, for reasons that will become clear, we call stem
cells S, triggered stem cells S∗, and differentiated cells D.
Cells interact via two signaling molecules with concentra-
tions c = (c1, c2). These interactions induce stem cells to
differentiate in a coordinated way, so that a stable pop-
ulation (i.e. a tissue) of differentiated cells is produced
and maintained. Hence, while the previous models in
[14, 16, 55] describe only single-cell differentiation, our
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model describes the coordinated development of tissue.
After analyzing the dynamics of the full model, we show
how the model can be simplified into a simple system of
ODEs using the approximations developed in section III.

The gene regulatory circuit that governs the dynam-
ics of z is illustrated in Fig. 2A. Each gene (A and B)
upregulates itself and downregulate the other. We make
the common quasi-steady state assumption that mRNA
transcription and degradation are fast relative to protein
translation and degradation, so the state and dynamics
are described in terms of only the protein concentrations
z = (zA, zB). Signaling molecule “1” influences expres-
sion of gene A, but not gene B. Specifically, B tetramer
(which downregulates gene A) can form a complex with
signaling molecule 1, and this complex prevents any ex-
pression of A when bound to the silencer of A. This bind-
ing scheme gives rise to a Waddington vector field, shown
in Fig. 2B, whose components are

Fm(z; c) =r0,m
(
1− Em(zm)

)(
1− Sm(zm′)

)
+ rE,mEm(zm)

(
1− Sm(zm′)

)
+ rS,m(c1)

(
1− Em(zm)

)
Sm(zm′)

+ rES,m(c1)Em(zm)Sm(zm′)− kmzm

(16)

where m,m′ = A,B or B,A. Em(zm) and Sm(zm′) are,
respectively, the probabilities that the enhancer and si-
lencer of gene m have a bound tetramer, and are modeled
by Hill functions:

Em(zm) =
z4m

K4
E,m + z4m

, Sm(zm′) =
z4m′

K4
S,m + z4m′

. (17)

The rates r0,m, rE,m, rS,m(c1), and rES,m(c1) are the
mean expression rates of gene m with, respectively, nei-
ther enhancer nor silencer occupied, only enhancer oc-
cupied, only silencer occupied, and both enhancer and
silencer occupied. The rates rS,A(c1) and rES,A(c1) have
a Michaelis-Menten type dependence on c1:

rS,A(c1) =
rS,A(0)γ

γ + c1
, rES,A(c1) =

rES,A(0)γ

γ + c1
. (18)

The factor γ/(γ + c1) is the probability that a given B
tetramer is not bound to a signaling molecule. All other
rate parameters, r0,m, rE,m, rS,B , rES,B , rS,A(0), and
rES,A(0) are constants (listed in Table 1, along with all
other model parameters). Fig. 2B shows the Wadding-
ton vector field for three values of c1: c1 = 0 (left),
c1 = 30nM (middle), and c1 = 50nM (right). For a
particular choice of parameters, F (z; c) reduces to the
model in [14, 55].

The key role of signaling molecule 1 is to regulate how
stem cells are triggered for differentiation. Fig. 2B shows
the attractors (black squares) for the three cell types (S,
S∗, and D). At intermediate c1, stable attractors exist
for both S and S∗, but when c1 drops sufficiently low, the
S attractor disappears and stem cells move toward the
triggered state S∗. Hence, low c1 triggers stem cells for

differentiation, and as we will see below, these triggered
stem cells undergo asymmetric division to produce differ-
entiated cells. On the other hand, very high c1 reverses
the triggering (the S∗ attractor disappears, so triggered
stem cells revert to untriggered stem cells). Fig. 2C shows
how the locations of the attractors (black) and unstable
fixed points that separate the attractors (red) vary con-
tinuously with c1. The unstable fixed point that sepa-
rates the S and S∗ attractors merges with S at low c1,
but merges with S∗ at high c1. These mergers of fixed
points are saddle-node bifurcations.

Cell division rates depend on both the expression level
zB of protein B and the concentration c2 of signaling
molecule 2. The dependence on zB gives rise to the defin-
ing behavior of the three cell types: stem cells divide sym-
metrically (both daughters are type S), triggered stem
cells divide asymmetrically (one daughter is S and the
other D), and differentiated cells do not divide. Mathe-
matically, we model the birth rate by

β̃(z; z′, z′′) =



0 zB ≤ zD

βS∗δ(z − z′ −w(z))

×δ(z − z′′ +w(z)) zS≥ zB> zD

a1δ(z − z′)δ(z − z′′)

1 + a2 exp(a3c2)
zB > zS.

(19)
where zD < zS are threshold values for zB. Note that we
do not include the ∆r′,∆r′′ dependencies because this
model assumes a well-mixed (spatially uniform) system.
The threshold concentrations zS and zD are indicated
by dashed lines in Fig. 2B, and are determined by the
(approximate) zB values of the unstable fixed points of
F .

The vector w(z) induces asymmetric division: when
a triggered stem cell divides, one daughter has a state
shifted by w(z) relative to the mother, and the other
daughter has state shifted by −w(z). As a result, one
daughter returns to the S attractor, while the other moves
to the D attractor. Note that for z defined by concentra-
tions, the concentrations z′ and z′′ in the daughter cells
are related to that of the mother through (z′+z′′)/2 = z.
The death rate µ for all cells is assumed constant.

In this model, signaling molecule 1 is excreted by dif-
ferentiated cells and signaling molecule 2 is excreted by
stem cells. We use Eq. 9 to model signaling molecule
concentrations, which assumes a well-mixed population
and that concentrations rapidly reach steady state. The
excretion rates of c1 and c2 are, respectively,

λ̄1(z) =

{
0 zB > zD

L1 zB ≤ zD
(20)

and

λ̄2(z) =

{
L2 zB > zS

0 zB ≤ zS
(21)
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FIG. 2. Example 1: Model of regulated stem cell differentiation. (A) Gene regulatory circuit. Left: Schematic of circuit showing
upregulation (arrows), down regulation (flat arrows), and the effect of signaling molecule 1 concentration c1 on amplification
of the downregulation of A by B. Right: Diagram of molecular mechanisms. Black arrows indicate molecular binding and
unbinding of the A and B tetramers to the enhancer and silencer, and of signaling molecule 1 (green square) to B tetramer.
Signaling molecule 2 controls cell proliferation and is not featured in this picture of individual-cell gene regulation dynamics.
(B) Vector field F (z; c) at three values of c1. Attractors (black squares) are labelled by cell type: stem cells S, triggered stem
cells S∗, and differentiated cells D. Unstable fixed points indicated by red squares. Black dashed lines at zB = zS and zD denote
the boundary between stem cells and triggered stem, and between triggered stem cells and differentiated cells, respectively. (C)
Fixed points of F (z; c) as a function of c1. Two saddle-node bifurcations result in the gain/loss of attractors S and S∗.

Thus, according to Eq. 9, in a tissue with NS stem cells
and ND differentiated cells, the concentrations are simply
proportional to the cell numbers nS and nD,

(css1 , c
ss
2 ) =

(
nD

L1

d1
, nS

L2

d2

)
. (22)

The signaling molecules’ influence on gene dynamics
and birth rates gives rise to robust tissue development:
from a wide range of initial conditions, the system dy-
namically approaches a stable tissue state with regulated
relative cell type populations, as illustrated in Fig. 3A.
The two signaling molecules govern the two key regu-
latory mechanisms: (i) the stem cell population, nS, is
self-regulated due to the dependence of stem cell divi-
sion on c2. When nS is low (high), c2 is low (high), so
stem cell division rate is high (low), replenishing (dimin-
ishing) nS towards the stable, developed state; (ii) the
dependence of F (z; c) on c1 leads to a thermostat-like
behavior of stem cell triggering. When nD is low (high),
c1 is low (high), so more (less) stem cells are triggered
for asymmetric division. This thermostat-like behavior
is apparent from Fig. 3A; whenever nD drops below a
threshold, stem cells are triggered, rapidly replenishing
nD. In Fig. 3A specifically, an initial population of only
four stem cells develops into the stable tissue state.

A. Deterministic limit

The deterministic limit described in section III F can
be applied to obtain a highly simplified form of the model.
Denote the cell densities for the three cell types as ρ =
(ρS, ρS∗ , ρD). The developmental fitness landscape is

ϕ(n) =
(
βS(nS)− FD,S(nD)−µ, −βS∗−µ, −µ

)
(23)

where βS(nS) ≡ a1/(1 + a2 exp (a3nSL2/d2)), as deter-
mined by Eqs. 19 and 22. FD,S(nD) is the rate at which
stem cells are triggered. FD,S(nD) can be estimated nu-
merically by simulating the gene dynamics, and it is well
approximated by a step function, equal to 0 for nD > 25
and greater than 0 for nD ≤ 25. The deterministic equa-
tions given by Eq. 12 written out explicitly are

dρS
dt

=
(
βS(ρSV0)− FD,S(ρDV0)− µ

)
ρS + βS∗ρS∗

dρS∗

dt
= FD,S(ρDV0)ρS −

(
βS∗ + µ

)
ρS∗

dρD
dt

= βS∗ρS∗ − µρD.

(24)
Fig. 3B plots the solutions of these equations for the same
initial conditions as in Fig. 2D. The transient thermostat-
like behavior is lost, but the longer timescale results are
qualitatively similar.
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FIG. 3. Example 1: Dynamics of cell populations. (A) Dynamical simulation starting from an initial condition with NS = 4 and
NS∗ = ND = 0. The population dynamics exhibit thermostat-like behavior: when ND falls below 26, stem cells are triggered
for asymmetric division, which results in ND being replenished. One-hundred trajectories were simulated by evaluating Eq. 1,
coupled with a discrete cell birth-death process, using the standard Euler-Maruyama method. One representative trajectory is
highlighted, while the other ninety-nine are lightly shaded. (B) Evolution of cell populations in the deterministic limit. The
densities are multiplied by the normalizing volume V0 to express densities on the same scale as particle counts. Note that the
deterministic trajectories qualitatively reflect the overall dynamics shown in (A).

VI. EXAMPLE 2: SPATIAL MODEL INSPIRED
BY PLANARIA

Here, we present a model of a spatially-structured mul-
ticellular organism which develops from a single cell. Ad-
ditionally, if the developed organism is cut into pieces,
each piece will regenerate into a new fully-developed or-
ganism (a phenomenon called fissiparous reproduction).
This model is inspired by planaria worms, which exhibit a
remarkable capacity for fissiparous reproduction: a frag-
ment of a planarian as small as 1/279th of the full worm
can regenerate into a new worm [56, 57].

In this model, cell state is described by the expression
of a single gene, denoted gene A, whose expression is gov-
erned by a bistable regulatory circuit. The state z is the
concentration of protein A (we assume fast mRNA dy-
namics, as in example 1). Two stable states correspond-
ing to two values of z define two cell types: exterior cells
(which have low z) and interior cells (which have high
z). Cells excrete two signaling molecules, one which gov-
erns the z dynamics and another which governs cell di-
vision rate. The cells live and migrate on a 2D substrate
(r ∈ R2), and they exert forces on one another which
govern their movement.

The gene regulatory circuit is illustrated in Fig. 4A.
Gene A upregulates itself when signaling molecule 1 is
present. Specifically, protein A can bind to signaling
molecule 1, and this heterodimer binds to the enhancer
of gene A, increasing the expression of protein A. The
Waddington vector field thus takes the form

F (z; c) = r0 +
r1c1z

2

K2 + z2
− bz. (25)

The values of the parameters r0, r1, K, and b, as well
of the parameters introduced in the following equations,
are given in Table 1.

Fig. 4B shows the dynamics (blue arrows) as well as
the locations of the attractors (black) and unstable fixed
points (red) of F (z; c), for values of c1 between 4 and
12 nM. The attractor at low (high) z, which corresponds
to exterior (interior) cells, merges with the unstable fixed
point at high (low) c1 via a saddle-node bifurcation; when
c1 reaches this bifurcation, exterior (interior) cells con-
vert to interior (exterior) cells. In this way, cell type is
regulated by c1.

Cell movement is described by Eq. 3 with

g(rα, S) =
∑
α′ ̸=α

v(rα − rα
′
) (26)

where v(r) = v0(
r2min
r3 − rmin

r2 )r̂, where r̂ is the unit vector
in the r direction and v0 is a parameter that sets the ve-
locity scale (see Table 1). We assume the motion is deter-
ministic, so η = 0 in Eq. 3. The velocity v(r) moves cells
separated by a distance greater than rmin closer together
(e.g., response to an attractive force), but moves cells
separated by less than rmin further apart, correspond-
ing to a close-ranged repulsive force. Hence, the cells
that comprise the tissue adhere together with an average
spacing of approximately rmin.

The spatial profile of signaling molecule concentrations
is key to the regulation of cell number and cell type. We
assume rapid equilibration of signaling molecule concen-
trations (section IIIA), with cssℓ given by Eq. 6 with z-
independent c

(1)
ℓ (r) = Cℓ exp

(
− r2/(2s2ℓ)

)
for ℓ = 1, 2

and r = |r|. While the concentration field c
(1)
ℓ (r) due to

a single cell can be computed from Eq. 7, it can also be
well-approximated by a Gaussian spread function with
appropriately chosen variance s2ℓ (see Table 1). The con-
centration c1 informs cells as to whether they are sur-
rounded by many (high c1) or few (low c1) neighboring
cells. The gene regulatory circuit ensures that cells with
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FIG. 4. Example 2: Model of a spatially structured organism with fissiparous reproduction. (A) Gene regulatory circuit,
where gene A upregulates itself in the presence of signaling molecule 1. (B) Waddington vector field (blue arrows), attractors
(black curves) and unstable fixed points (red curve) as a function of c1. The lefthand attractor represents exterior cells and
the righthand attractor represents interior cells. (C) Simulation of the dynamics, showing a single cell developing into a stable
developed organism (day 0 through 4). At time t = 4.0 days, the organism is bisected and the left half is removed. The
organism then regrows (4.1 to 6.0 days). Top row: cell position (black dots) and the state level z given by the color shading.
Middle and bottom rows depict the corresponding concentrations c1 and c2, respectively.

many neighbors become interior cells and cells with fewer
neighbors become exterior cells.

As in Example 1, the concentration of molecule 2, c2,
mediates the total cell population by influencing cell di-
vision rates, which we model by

β̃(c; ∆r′,∆r′′) =

{
β0δ(∆r′)N(∆r′′) c2 < c∗2
0 c2 ≥ c∗2,

(27)

where N(r) ≡ 1
2πξ2 e

−r2/2ξ2 is the 2-dimensional Gaus-
sian density function with variance ξ2. Note that the
division rate is independent of z.

Fig. 4C shows a simulation of the model. Starting
from a single cell at t = 0, the organism grows into a
fully-developed organism in roughly four days. For ap-
proximately the first two days, all cells are of the exterior
type (purple). After the organism grows sufficiently large
that c1 concentration reaches a sufficient level, conversion
to interior-type cells (yellow) occurs. In Fig. 4C, the top

row indicates the positions and z-states of cells, the mid-
dle row shows signaling molecule 1 concentrations, and
the bottom row shows signaling molecule 2 concentra-
tions.

If the fully developed organism is bisected, each half
regrows. In the simulation shown in Fig. 4C, the organ-
ism is bisected at time t = 4.0 days along the dotted
line shown in the figure, and the righthand portion is
removed. The remaining lefthand portion then regrows
into a new fully-developed organism in approximately 2
days. These results illustrate an extremely robust devel-
opmental process.

VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have systematically constructed a general model
for tissue development that incorporates intracellular
gene expression dynamics, the effects of gene expres-
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TABLE I. Model Parameters for Examples 1 and 2.

Parameter Value [units] Description
Example 1 Model Parameters

a1 1 [day−1] Max. stem cell division rate (Eq. 19)
a2 0.15 [unitless] Parameter in Eq. 19
a3 0.5 [unitless] Parameter in Eq. 19
βS∗ 0.6 [day−1] Triggered stem cell division rate (Eq. 19)
w(z) 0.95(zA,−zB) [z] Controls asymmetric division (Eq. 19)
µ 0.02 [day−1] Death rate

L1, L2 1 [nM] Mean excretion rates of signaling molecules (Eqs. 20, 21)
zS 15 [nM] Threshold value of zB between stem cells and triggered stem cells (Eqs. 19, 21)
zD 5 [nM] Threshold value of zB between triggered stem and differentiated cells (Eqs. 19, 20)

KE,m 5 [nM] Equilibrium const. for tetramerization and binding of m=A, B to Enhancer (Eq. 17)
KS,m 5 [nM] Equilibrium const. for tetramerization and binding of m=A, B to Silencer (Eq. 17)
γ 20 [nM] Equilibrium const. for signaling molecule 1 binding to B tetramer (Eq. 18)

r0,A 500 [nM/day] Expression rate of A when A enhancer and silencer of A are unoccupied (Eq. 16)
r0,B 500 [nM/day] Expression rate of B when B enhancer and silencer of B are unoccupied (Eq. 16)

r(0)S,A 250 [nM/day] Expression rate of A when A silencer is occupied and c1 = 0 (Eq. 18)
r(0)ES,A 1000 [nM/day] Expression rate of A when A enhancer and silencer are occupied and c1 = 0 (Eq. 18)
rE,A 1500 [nM/day] Expression rate of A when A enhancer is occupied (Eq. 16)
rE,B 1000 [nM/day] Expression rate of B when B enhancer is occupied (Eq. 16)
rS,B 0 [nM/day] Expression rate of B when B silencer is occupied (Eq. 16)
rES,B 500 [nM/day] Expression rate of B when B enhancer and silencer are occupied (Eq. 16)
km 50 [day−1] Degradation rate of m=A, B (Eq. 16)

σ(z; c) 0.1

[
zA 0
0 zB

]
[day−1/2] Noise magnitude of gene dynamics (Eq. 1)

Example 2 Model Parameters
β0 1 [day−1] Division rate (Eq. 27)
ξ 2.5 [µm] Std. dev. of displacement of daughter from mother (below Eq. 27)
c∗2 23 [nM] Threshold of c2 above which cell division does not occur (Eq. 27)
µ 0.1 [day−1] Death rate
Cℓ 1 [nM] Parameter controlling excretion rate of signaling molecule ℓ = 1, 2
s1 7 [µm] Std. dev. of spatial profile of excretion of signaling molecule 1
s2 30 [µm] Std. dev. of spatial profile of excretion of signaling molecule 2
r0 1000 [nM/day] Expression rate of A when enhancer is unoccupied (Eq. 25)
r1 2100 [nM/day] Enhancement in expression rate when enhancer is occupied (Eq. 25)
K 35 [nM] Equilibrium const. for dimerization and heterodimer-Enhancer binding (Eq. 25)
b 250 [day−1] Degradation rate of protein A (Eq. 25)
σ 0.1z [day−1/2] Noise magnitude of gene dynamics (Eq. 1)
v0 103 [µm2/day] Parameter controlling velocity of cell movement (Eq. 26)
rmin 8 [µm] Spatial extent of attractive forces between cells (Eq. 26)
η 0 Noise magnitude of cell movement (Eq. 3)

sion state on proliferation and death rates, heritability of
cellular states during cell division, and cell-cell interac-
tions via chemical signaling. Dissecting our interacting-
cell framework into individual components, we provide a
mathematically unambiguous definition of a “Wadding-
ton landscape” (described as a Waddington vector field
to allow for nonequilibrium, driven dynamics) and, if
cell states are discretized, a developmental “fitness land-
scape.”

Our general framework integrates submodels for four
processes: stochastic changes in gene expression within
each cell of the tissue (Eq. 1), chemical signals pro-
duced and received by cells affecting their gene expres-
sion dynamics (Eq. 2), spatial movement of cells (Eq. 3)
which may affect their exposure to signaling molecules,
and finally, stochastic cell proliferation (Eq. 10) that al-

lows daughter cells to acquire different states than their
mother (through the differential birth rate parameter
function of Eq. 4). These distinct processes are coupled
together through the chemical signaling field c, the drift
and diffusivity of cells (which may depend on cell state z
and chemical field c), and the differential birth rate which
may also depend on mother-cell state and local chemical
fields. These components represent an intermediate level
of coarse-graining that allows for better interpretability
than fine-grained computational models (such as Com-
puCell 3D [58]) or unwieldy kinetic theories [29, 30] that
are difficult to marginalize to obtain equations for inter-
pretable and measurable quantities, particularly if cells
interact.

While the importance of cell-cell interactions and dif-
ferential cell division and death rates for robust develop-
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ment is well understood [34, 59], the complexity of in-
corporating these features into mathematical models has
been an obstacle in modeling studies. Many theoretical
works study cell fate transitions for single cells [3, 8, 13–
20] or for populations of dividing but noninteracting cells
without spatial structure [23–28]. For example, cell-cell
interactions mediated by a chemical signaling concentra-
tion field, as in Eq. 2, typically cannot be incorporated
into kinetic equations [29, 30, 60] in a straightforward
way. Models that include spatial structure governed by
cell-cell interactions, but which do not incorporate tissue
growth via coordinated cell division or death, have also
been studied [38, 61]. The models developed in [5, 6]
incorporate cell-cell interactions and differential cell di-
vision rates to describe coordinated tissue development;
these models also provide a more detailed description of
the cell cycle than our framework. However, unlike our
framework, they describe the cell population as a con-
tinuous distribution of infinitely many cells rather than
describing individual cells as discrete entities, and they
do not incorporate spatial structure.

We applied our intermediate-grained stochastic dy-
namical framework to two biological canonical processes:
stem cell differentiation in a well-mixed environment and
a spatially-structured growth and regeneration process.
While the examples in this work are simplified models
intended to provide conceptual clarity of general mecha-
nisms of robust tissue development, one should be able
to apply our framework to many other developmental
processes that involve chemical signaling such as mor-
phogenesis, embryogenesis, organogenesis, and pattern-
ing [33, 62, 63].

Appendix A: Mis-application of the Waddington
Landscape Equations

The mis-application of Eqs. 14 and 15 to systems that
are either non-gradient systems, or which have non-
additive noise, can lead to artifacts in the reconstructed
dynamics. As in Eq. 15, let UR(z) = − log pss(z)
denote a reconstructed landscape where pss(z) is the

steady state distribution of cell states generated by
some stochastic dynamics dz = F (z)dt + σ(z)dW.
The reconstructed vector field FR(z) ≡ −∇UR(z) can
have ‘false’ attractors (attractors that are absent in
F (z). An example of this is shown in Fig. 5A, with the
false attractor indicated by a red square. Additionally,
FR(z) may fail to have attractors that do exist in F (z).
An example of this is shown in Fig. 5B, with the true
attractor that disappears in the reconstructed vector
field indicated by an orange square.

True attractor that remains in ��(�)
False attractor that appears in ��(�)
True attractor that disappears in ��(�)

True �(�) −∇��(�)

�1�1

�2

�1

��(�)≡−log

True � (�) −∇��(�)

�1 �1�1

�2

��(�)≡−log

A

B

FIG. 5. Artifacts due to the mis-application of Eqs. 14 and 15.
(A) An example showing a false attractor (red square) which
does not exist in the true vector field, but which appears in
the reconstructed vector field. (B) An example showing a
true attractor which disappears in the reconstructed vector
field (orange square). The reconstructed landscapes UR(z)
are color coded where blue represents small values and yellow
represents large values.
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