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Abstract

Collective cell migration plays a crucial role in numerous biological
processes, including tumour growth, wound healing, and the immune
response. Often, the migrating population consists of cells with various
different phenotypes. This study derives a general mathematical frame-
work for modelling cell migration in the local environment, which is
coarse-grained from an underlying individual-based model that captures
the dynamics of cell migration that are influenced by the phenotype
of the cell, such as random movement, proliferation, phenotypic transi-
tions, and interactions with the local environment. The resulting, flexible,
and general model provides a continuum, macroscopic description of
cell invasion, which represents the phenotype of the cell as a contin-
uous variable and is much more amenable to simulation and analysis
than its individual-based counterpart when considering a large number
of phenotypes. We showcase the utility of the generalised framework
in three biological scenarios: range expansion; cell invasion into the
extracellular matrix; and T cell exhaustion. The results highlight how
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phenotypic structuring impacts the spatial and temporal dynamics of
cell populations, demonstrating that different environmental pressures
and phenotypic transition mechanisms significantly influence migration
patterns, a phenomenon that would be computationally very expensive
to explore using an individual-based model alone. This framework pro-
vides a versatile and robust tool for understanding the role of phenotypic
heterogeneity in collective cell migration, with potential applications in
optimising therapeutic strategies for diseases involving cell migration.

Keywords: phenotypic structuring, collective cell migration, coarse-graining,
T cells, go-or-grow, range expansion

1 Introduction

Mathematical models are essential tools for helping us to understand the key

features and mechanisms underpinning biological processes, such as collective

cell migration. Various modelling techniques exist to analyse cell behaviour

during migration, ranging from microscopic, individual cell-based models to

macroscopic-level, continuum-based models.

Stochastic individual-based models track the dynamics of single cells,

describing migration through rules that dictate cell interactions with one

another and their environment [2, 17, 51, 54, 56]. Deterministic continuum

models, on the other hand, usually focus on the collective migration of cells

into external tissue, stroma, or the local environment, containing, for exam-

ple, chemo-attractants, adhesive substances or other cell populations that

impact cell migration [36, 50]. They utilise a variety of different mathemat-

ical approaches, such as partial differential equations (PDEs), that describe

the evolution of cell densities and are amenable to both computational and

analytical exploration. While some PDE models are adaptations of classical

invasion models from other contexts, many are derived from first principles

as the deterministic, continuum limit of stochastic, discrete models, such as

individual-based models. This process of formally deriving the deterministic
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model ensures that the continuum equation provides a mean-field representa-

tion of the underlying dynamics of the individual cells and their environment,

which is valid in specific parameter regimes [32].

Mathematical models for cell invasion often assume that the cell population

is phenotypically homogeneous, meaning every cell behaves identically in terms

of division, movement and interactions with the local environment. However,

such homogeneity is rarely present in biological systems. During collective

cell migration, it is common to observe different cell types working together

to facilitate invasion. The observable differences in physical or biochemical

characteristics present within most cell populations are known as phenotypic

heterogeneity. Over recent years, the role of phenotypic heterogeneity in cell

populations has garnered significant attention. Models have been developed

to account for distinctly different cell behaviours, using a discrete number

of phenotypes [12, 15, 20, 22, 47], as well as for a continuous spectrum of

phenotypes, whereby population members exhibit a variety of behaviours to

different degrees [8, 31]. Variability in cell phenotypes can be incorporated

into mathematical models of cell dynamics involving differential equations by

introducing a variable to describe the phenotypic state of the cells.

When there is a discrete set of known cell phenotypes with distinct behav-

iors, it may be most appropriate to model the phenotypic state as a discrete

variable, typically using integer values. However, when there are numerous

(or potentially infinite) phenotypes with incremental differences or smoothly

transitioning behaviours between them, then a continuously structured phe-

notype model might be more pertinent. In this case, the resulting evolution

equation for the cell population density often takes the form of a non-local

reaction-diffusion equation [4, 6, 28], or a non-local advection-reaction-diffusion

equation [13, 14, 30]. Understanding the role of different cell phenotypes during
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collective migration can guide experimental design, enhance understanding of

cell behaviors, and aid the development of treatments for diseases where collec-

tive cell migration is crucial, such as during wound healing. However, a critical

question arises when these continuum models are constructed phenomenolog-

ically, without derivation from an underlying individual-based model. In such

cases, we may not fully understand the biological significance of the terms

within the model, especially in realising their connection to the behaviours of

the individual cells and their interactions with the local environment, leav-

ing the meaning of various terms in the model ambiguous. Moreover, we may

unknowingly be making intrinsic assumptions about cell behaviour that could

be invalid. This research, therefore, focuses on constructing a general con-

tinuum model that is explicitly derived from the individual-based behaviours

of the cells and their interactions with surrounding environmental features.

This approach ensures that each term in the resulting continuum model has

a well-defined interpretation in relation to the underlying cell dynamics, pro-

viding clarity and a deeper understanding of the biological processes being

modelled. We are not, however, concerned with a detailed quantitative com-

parison between individual- and population-level models as this is already well

explored in the literature [3, 10, 28, 29, 32, 38, 39, 44].

Therefore, in this article, we present a methodology for deriving a con-

tinuously structured PDE model for general cell migration into the local

environment that is robustly derived from an underlying individual-based

model that takes into account the individual interactions between the cells

and their local environment. Using this approach, we demonstrate the model’s

applicability to various biological scenarios, highlighting the flexibility of

this general framework and the consistent, coherent connections between

the microscale behaviours captured in the individual-based model and the
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macroscale descriptions in the resulting PDE model. For the purposes of the

derivation of the continuum model, we have chosen cell invasion into the local

environment in general, but due to its generality, the local environment could

be replaced with a variety of substances, such as neighbouring tissues or organs,

a tissue engineering scaffold or a wound, during healing. The applications in

this article are carefully selected to illustrate a wide range of cell behaviours

by employing different functional forms that describe the probabilities of

movement in both physical and phenotypic spaces, as well as the behaviours

governing growth at the individual-based level. However these applications

were not chosen with the aim to provide detailed biological insights at this

stage. We present these results through examples.

In Sec. 3.2, we consider a simplified model, without phenotype-driven

migration, that shows how different growth mechanisms in the population

impact the cell phenotypes present throughout a population over time. Next,

in Sec. 3.3, we study the migration-proliferation dichotomy (that states that

cells can either migrate or proliferate but cannot do both at the same time) for

cells migrating into the extracellular matrix (ECM), by extending this model

to consider a continuum of phenotypes with a trade-off between the cells ability

to grow and divide and their ability to move and degrade ECM. In this model,

we consider a range of different environmental features, such as the density of

ECM, which we postulate could impact the phenotypic drift of the cells, and

compare the resulting phenotypic structure of the invading cell population.

Finally, in Sec. 3.4, we examine the results of the general macroscopic frame-

work for depicting the phenotypic and spatial dynamics of T cells infiltrating

into a tumour, as described by microscopic individual-based interactions. Here

we consider the phenotype of the T cells to describe their exhaustion levels.

Then, to summarise, future research directions and concluding remarks are

discussed in Sec. 4.
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2 The individual-based model

In order to incorporate microscopic descriptions of the interactions occur-

ring between cells and their local environment, we formulate a phenotype-

structured, on-lattice, individual-based model for collective cell migration.

In this model, the cells are represented as individual, discrete agents and

we assume that the features of the local environment we are interested in,

such as the ECM or another species of cells, take up space. In order to fit

in with the individual-based framework, we therefore choose to model the

local environmental as being composed of individual, discrete elements of the

same finite volume as the cells. Depending on the phenotype of the individ-

ual cell and the number of cells and elements of the local environment in the

same lattice site, each individual cell has a capacity to undergo random, undi-

rected movement, heritable phenotypic changes and proliferation, that can be

adapted to the specific biological application of interest by employing appropri-

ate individual-based rules to describe these changes. Furthermore, we assume

that each individual cell can also interact with the surrounding environment,

and that the cell’s capacity to impact their local environment depends on the

phenotype of the cell.

Considering a one-dimensional spatial domain, we allow the cells and the

local environment to be distributed in the region x ∈ [Xmin, Xmax]. We describe

the phenotypic state of each individual cell through a structuring variable

y ∈ [Ymin, Ymax].

In this individual-based model, we discretise the time variable t ∈ R+, as

th = h∆t with h ∈ N and ∆t ∈ R+. We discretise the spatial variable into an

integer number of lattice sites xi = Xmin + ∆x(i − 1) for ∆x ∈ R+ and i =

1, . . . , Nx+1. We discretise the phenotype variable using yj = Ymin+∆y(j−1)
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for ∆y ∈ R+ and j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1. In this case, ∆t,∆x,∆y ∈ R+ are the

time-, space- and phenotype-step, respectively.

We introduce the dependent variable nj
i (th) ∈ N0 to model the number of

cells that occupy a position on the lattice xi×yj ∈ [Xmin, Xmax]× [Ymin, Ymax]

at time th, where N0 represents the natural numbers, including zero. Then,

we define the total cell number at a spatial position xi at time th as Ni(th) =∑Ny+1
j=1 nj

i (th) ∈ N0 and the number of elements of the local environment at

spatial position xi at time th is denoted by ei(th) ∈ N0.

2.1 Modelling the dynamics of the cells

We denote by p(n, e, th) the joint probability that the number of cells in

spatial position xi in phenotypic state yj at time th is given by n =

([n1
1, . . . , n

1
Nx+1], . . . , [n

Ny+1
1 , . . . , n

Ny+1
Nx+1]) and that the number of discrete, con-

stitutive elements of the local environment in spatial position xi is given by

e = [e1, . . . , ei, . . . , eNx+1].

Between a time step th and th+1 (equivalently described by th + ∆t), each

cell in phenotypic state yj ∈ [Ymin, Ymax] at position xi ∈ [Xmin, Xmax] can

undergo random movement, heritable phenotypic changes and cell prolifera-

tion independently of time and according to the following assumptions in this

section. We note here that we write nj
i (th) as nj

i and ei(th) as ei for simplicity

going forward.

2.1.1 Random cell movement

We model cell movement in space as an on-lattice, biased random walk between

neighbouring lattice sites. The probability of cell movement can depend on a

number of factors, such as the local environment or the phenotype of the cell,

but it is easy to relax these assumptions to consider other variables of interest.

In particular, we introduce the following two changes in state vector that
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describe movement left or right in physical space of a single cell in phenotypic

state yj into position xi±1 from position xi:

Lm
i,j : [nj

1, . . . , n
j
i−1, n

j
i , . . . , n

j
Nx+1] −→ [nj

1, . . . , n
j
i−1 + 1, nj

i − 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1],

for i = 2, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

Rm
i,j : [nj

1, . . . , n
j
i , n

j
i+1, . . . , n

j
Nx+1] −→ [nj

1, . . . , n
j
i − 1, nj

i+1 + 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1],

for i = 1, . . . , Nx, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

where Lm
i,j , R

m
i,j : NNx+1 → NNx+1. We assume that the probability of cell

movement depends on the phenotype of the cell and the number of cells and

elements of the local environment in the target site, rather than the lattice site

that the cell is currently in. As such, we define the probability of movement

to the left, to spatial position xi−1 from xi, during a single time step ∆t, as

β−(j,Ni−1, ei−1) ∈ [0, 1], i = 2, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

and the probability of movement to the right, to spatial position xi+1 from xi,

during a single time step ∆t, as described by the change to the state vector

Rm
i,j , as

β+(j,Ni+1, ei+1) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

which depends on the phenotypic state of the cell, j, the number of elements of

the local environment and the total number of cells in the target site. In order

to ensure that cells cannot move to a physical site “outside of the domain” x ∈

[Xmin, Xmax], we assume that cells cannot move left out of site i = 1, or right

out of site i = Nx + 1, so that β−(j,N0, e0) = 0 and β+(j,NNx+2, eNx+2) = 0.
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For i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1, cells remain in their current site (i.e.,

do not move) with probability

1 − β+(j,Ni+1, ei+1) − β−(j,Ni−1, ei−1) ∈ [0, 1].

2.1.2 Cell proliferation

In order to model cell proliferation, we assume that a dividing cell is instan-

taneously replaced by two identical cells of equal volume to one another and

the parent cell, such that the daughter cells inherit the same spatial position

and phenotypic state of the parent cell. As such, the corresponding change in

state vector during a time step ∆t can be written as

Gi,j : [nj
1, . . . , n

j
i , . . . , n

j
Nx+1] −→ [nj

1, . . . , n
j
i − 1, . . . , nj

Nx+1],

for i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1.

To represent phenotype-dependent cell proliferation, we assume that the prob-

ability of a proliferation event is dependent on the phenotypic state of the cell,

and the total number of cells and elements of the local environment in the same

physical site as the cell that is dividing. Therefore, we define the probability

that a cell in site i with phenotype j proliferates during time step ∆t, as

γ(j,Ni, ei) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1.

The probability of a cell not undergoing proliferation during a time step ∆t

can then be written as

1 − γ(j,Ni, ei) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1.
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2.1.3 Cell phenotypic changes

During a single time step, ∆t, we model transitions in phenotype space from

state yj to yj±1 via the following changes in state vectors:

Dp
i,j : [n1

i , . . . , n
j−1
i , nj

i , . . . , n
Ny+1
i ] −→ [n1

i , . . . , n
j−1
i + 1, nj

i − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ],

for i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

Up
i,j : [n1

i , . . . , n
j
i , n

j+1
i , . . . , n

Ny+1
i ] −→ [n1

i , . . . , n
j
i − 1, nj+1

i + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ],

for i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1,

where Dp
i,j , U

p
i,j : NNy+1 → NNy+1. A cell in site i transitions from phenotypic

state yj to yj+1 during time step ∆t with a probability that depends on the

phenotypic state of the cell and the total number of cells and elements of the

local environment in the site i. Therefore, we can write that this transition,

described by the change in state vector Up
i,j , occurs with a probability

µ+(j,Ni, ei) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1.

Similarly, a cell in site i transitions from phenotypic state yj to yj−1 during

time step ∆t with a probability that depends on the phenotypic state of the

cell and the total number of cells and elements of the local environment in the

site i. Therefore, we can write that this transition, described by the change in

state vector Dp
i,j , occurs with a probability

µ−(j,Ni, ei) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1.

In order to ensure cells cannot transition to phenotypic states “outside of the

domain” yj ∈ [Ymin, Ymax], we take µ−(1, Ni, ei) = 0 and µ+(Ny + 1, Ni, ei) =
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0. Taking this into consideration, the probability that a cell in phenotypic state

yj and spatial position xi will not change phenotype during a time step ∆t is

given by

1−µ+(j,Ni, ei)−µ−(j,Ni, ei) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx+1, j = 1, . . . , Ny+1.

2.2 Modelling the dynamics of the local environment

We model degradation of elements of the local environment through contact

with cells in the same physical site. Other cell-environment interactions, such as

haptotaxis, or environmental changes such as production by cells, could also be

considered here. These extensions are trivial, so in this work we focus solely on

degradation of the environment in order to keep the scope of our applications

narrow. In particular, we define the change in state vector Hi : NNx+1 →

NNx+1 to describe degradation of an element of the local environment in spatial

position xi as:

Hi : [e1, . . . , ei, . . . , eNx+1] −→ [e1, . . . , ei+1, . . . , eNx+1], i = 1, . . . , Nx+1.

We assume that the probability of degradation of an element of the local envi-

ronment during time step ∆t depends on the number of cells in each phenotypic

state j in the same spatial position xi. As such, we define the probability of

a cell in site i of phenotype j degrading an element of the local environment

during a time step ∆t as

λ(j, nj
i ) ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1, j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1, .
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2.3 The corresponding continuum model

In order to derive the corresponding continuum model describing the dynamics

of the entire population of cells and the local environment over time, we employ

a process known as coarse-graining. This procedure is described in full in the

Supplementary Information. Assuming that the probability of two or more

events occurring in time step ∆t is sufficiently small, the master equation,

which describes the evolution of the probability density over time, is given by

∆t
∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) + O(∆2

t )

=

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj+1
i + 1)p(Up

i,jn, e, th) − nj+1
i p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj−1
i + 1)p(Dp

i,jn, e, th) − nj−1
i p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i+1p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i−1 + 1)p(Lm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i−1p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th) − γ(j,Ni, ei)n

j
ip(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {(ei + 1)p(n, Hie, th) − eip(n, e, th)} . (1)

Briefly, the first two lines on the right hand side correspond to changes in

the phenotypic state of the cell, the second two correspond to changes in the

physical position of the cell, the penultimate line describes proliferation of the

cell and the final line describes degradation of the local environment.
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2.3.1 The coarse-grained model of the cells

As is standard in the literature, we define the ensemble average for the function,

f , of the number of cells at position i = 1, . . . , Nx+1 in state j = 1, . . . , Ny +1

and number of elements of local environment in lattice site i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1

in the following way:

⟨f(nj
i , ei)⟩ =

∑
n

∑
e

f(nj
i , ei)p(n, e, th). (2)

We can therefore formally derive (as seen in Supplementary Information

Sec. S1) the following equation describing the evolution of the mean number of

cells in physical site i = 1, . . . , Nx + 1 and phenotypic state j = 1, . . . , Ny + 1

based on the rules described in Sec. 2.1:

∂

∂t
⟨nj

i ⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨β+(j,Ni, ei)n

j
i−1⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨β−(j,Ni, ei)n

j
i+1⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨β−(j,Ni−1, ei−1)nj

i ⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨β+(j,Ns+1, ei+1)nj

i ⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)n

j−1
i ⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)n

j+1
i ⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨µ+(j,Ni, ei)n

j
i ⟩ −

1

∆t
⟨µ−(j,Ni, ei)n

j
i ⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨γ(j,Ni, ei)n

j
i ⟩. (3)

We now derive a PDE description of Eq. (3) by taking limits as ∆x → 0,

∆y → 0 and ∆t → 0. In order to do this, the discrete values of ⟨nj
i (th)⟩ and

⟨ei(th)⟩ are written in terms of the continuous variables n(x, y, t) and e(x, t),

describing the cell and local environment density, respectively. We find that,

correct to O(∆t):

∂n(x, y, t)

∂t
=

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x− ∆x, y, t)
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+
1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x + ∆x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x− ∆x, t), e(x− ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x + ∆x, t), e(x + ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ+(y − ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y − ∆y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ−(y + ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y + ∆y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t). (4)

Employing a Taylor series expansion around (x, y), rearranging and collecting

terms, we obtain

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t)

=
∆x

∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)))n

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

∂

∂x

((
β− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

) ∂

∂x
n(x, y, t)

− n(x, y, t)
∂

∂x

(
β− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

))

+
∆y

∆t

∂

∂y

((
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
n(x, y, t)

)
+

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2

((
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
n(x, y, t)

)
+

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).

We define the following functions

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),
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lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

such that the final equation governing the dynamics of the cell population is

given by

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

∂

∂x

(
vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n

)
+

∂

∂x

(
Dm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

∂

∂x
n(x, y, t)

− n(x, y, t)
∂

∂x
Dm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)

+
∂

∂y
(vp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t))

+
∂2

∂y2
(Dp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t))

+ r (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t), (5)

where

ρ(x, t) =

∫ y=Ymax

y=Ymin

n(x, y, t)dy,

describes the total cell density.

The differential equation governing the cell population evolution over time

is complemented with the initial condition

n(x, y, 0) = n0(x, y), (6)
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and is subject to zero-flux boundary conditions at x = Xmin, Xmax and y =

Ymin, Ymax, which are derived in Supplementary Information Sec. S1.1.1 and

given by

vmn + Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂Dm

∂x
= 0 at x = Xmin, (7)

−vmn + Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂Dm

∂x
= 0 at x = Xmax. (8)

on the physical domain and

vpn +
∂

∂y
(Dpn) = 0 at y = Ymin, (9)

−vpn +
∂

∂y
(Dpn) = 0 at y = Ymax, (10)

at the ends of phenotype space. The differences in the boundary conditions in

phenotype and physical space are a result of the varied assumptions underlying

the movement probabilities. In physical space, the probability of movement

depends on the number of cells and elements of the local environment in the

target site, whereas the probability of movement in phenotype space depends

on the number of cells and elements of the local environment in the same site

as the cell.

2.3.2 The coarse-grained model of the local environment

Using probabilistic approximations of the same form as those underlying

Eq. (3), we recover the following equation describing the evolution of elements

of the local environment in site i over time:

∆t
∂

∂t
⟨es⟩ = −

Ny∑
j=1

⟨λ(j, nj
s)es⟩. (11)
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Defining

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
λ(y, n(x, y, t), e(x, t)) = ν(y, n(x, y, t), e(x, t)),

which we can substitute into Eq. (11), rearrange and take limits as

∆x,∆y,∆t → 0, to find that the differential equation for the evolution of the

density of the local environment, e(x, t), is given by

∂

∂t
e(x, t) = −

∫ y=Ymax

y=Ymin

ν(y, n(x, y, t))e(x, t)dy. (12)

The corresponding initial condition is then

e(x, 0) = e0(x). (13)

Now that we have derived the coarse-grained model in full (Eqs. (5)-(10),

(12) and (13)), we present a series of applications that demonstrate the util-

ity of this framework through the choice of specific functional forms for the

functions vm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), Dm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), vp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

Dp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), r (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) and ν(y, n(x, y, t)). We will assume in

this article that all movement in physical space is undirected, and therefore we

take β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t), such that vm = 0 hereon in.

Nevertheless, the general form of the governing equations is retained, enabling

readers to readily adapt the framework to cases involving directed movement

or other specific applications.
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3 Broad spectrum applications in

mathematical biology

In this section, we showcase the versatility of the PDE modelling framework

given by Eqs. (5)-(10), (12) and (13) by applying it to several exemplar bio-

logical scenarios. These applications demonstrate how the PDE framework

effectively captures emergent population-level dynamics across diverse biolog-

ical contexts. By considering a range of different underlying characteristics

and interaction rules (prescribed in Supplementary Information Sec. S2), we

showcase the ability of these models to encode complex behaviours while

maintaining analytical and computational tractability.

3.1 Simulation methods

The deterministic, continuum counterpart of the individual-based model

described in Sec. 2 is given by the PDEs in Eqs. (5) and (12), with

boundary conditions given in Eqs. (7)-(10) and initial conditions given in

Eqs. (6) and (13). To solve this system numerically, we use an advection-

diffusion-reaction (A-DR) scheme that discretises the spatial variable x using

a central finite difference stencil modified from previous work [18], employ-

ing ghost points to enforce the zero-flux boundary conditions. The full system

of discretised equations can be found in the Supplementary Information

Sec. S3. In the phenotypic axis, y, we use a finite volume scheme, which

divides the axis into Ny + 1 sites of equal width. The advective component is

controlled using the Koren limiter [27]. The resulting system of ordinary dif-

ferential equations are then integrated in time using python’s in-built ordinary

differential equation solver scipy.integrate.solve ivp with the explicit

Runge-Kutta integration method of order 5 and time step ∆t = 0.1. The phe-

notype step is ∆y = 0.02 and the spatial step is ∆x = 0.1, both of which
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were chosen to be sufficiently small to ensure that we observed convergence in

the solutions. Code is available for all computations at the following GitHub

repository: https://github.com/beckycrossley/cont phen.

3.2 Phenotypic structuring during range expansion

Understanding how cell populations expand and evolve is a fundamental ques-

tion in biology, particularly in contexts such as tumour growth, microbial

colony expansion, and tissue development. A key aspect of these processes is

tracking cell lineages to uncover how phenotypic traits propagate and shape

population dynamics over time. In this section, we demonstrate how this mod-

elling framework provides a convenient and effective approach for studying

these lineage dynamics within an evolving population. Specifically, we consider

a phenotypically structured population of homogeneous cells (i.e., cells that

share the same underlying behaviour but are distinguishable by a phenotypic

marker) to gain deeper insights into how individual lineages contribute to the

overall invasion process. By analysing the spatio-temporal evolution of the phe-

notypic structure as the population spreads, we highlight how this approach

enables the systematic tracking of cell lineages during range expansion.

Previous studies, such as those by [35], have investigated similar popu-

lation dynamics using stage-structured integrodifference equations [33], with

further extensions incorporating trade-offs between reproductive and disper-

sal abilities [34]. While these approaches offer valuable insights into structured

population dynamics, they rely on discrete phenotypic stages, which may limit

the resolution of evolutionary and ecological interactions.

In contrast, this work provides a more nuanced perspective by modelling

the evolution of a continuously structured phenotype, y ∈ [0, 1], over space,

x ≥ 0, and time, t ≥ 0. This allows for a finer representation of phenotypic

https://github.com/beckycrossley/cont_phen
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variation and subsequent exploration of its role during population expansion.

Specifically, we describe the spatio-temporal evolution of the cell population,

n(x, y, t), using the following governing equation:

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t) + r (ρ(x, t))n(x, y, t). (14)

As in [35], we study Eq. (14) subject to two different functions describing net

cell proliferation:

rK(y, ρ(x, t)) = 1 − ρ(x, t), (15)

for Fisher-KPP type invasion (pulled waves) and

rA(y, ρ(x, t)) = (1 − ρ(x, t))(ρ(x, t) − p∗), (16)

for the Allee effect, with p∗ ∈ (0, 1/2) (corresponding to pushed waves), where

ρ(x, t) =
∫ y=1

y=0
n(x, y, t)dy. The individual-based functions underlying these

continuum equations can be found in Supplementary Information Sec. S2.1. We

compliment this setup with an initial condition that ensures initial phenotypic

structuring of the population, which can then be tracked over time. Specifically,

we take

u0(x, y) =


1 if x = 5y,

0 otherwise.

(17)

Recalling that cells in this case are homogeneous, and thus the phenotypic

variable y ∈ [0, 1] is used purely to label cells as they evolve, we can see

that Fig. 1 shows the phenotypic structure of the population of cells as they

invade, subject to the aforementioned growth terms (Eq. (15) and Eq. (16)).

Specifically, Fig. 1(b) shows the spatial structure of Eq. (14) with the Fisher-

KPP growth term (Eq. (15)). As invasion progresses, the leading edge of the
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(a) Initial condition (t = 0)
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(b) Fisher-KPP case (t = 40)
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(c) Allee case (p∗ = 0.05, t = 120)

0 20 40 60 80 100

x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(d) Allee case (p∗ = 0.45, t = 1000)
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Fig. 1 Evolution of the phenotypic structure of cells in Eq. (14) subject to various growth
terms. (a) The initial distribution of the cells with different phenotypes. (b) The spatial
structure of the invading wave subject to the Fisher-KPP growth term (Eq. (15)). Results
in (c) and (d) show the spatial structure of the invading wave subject to the Allee effect
(Eq. (16)).

expanding population is dominated by cells that originated from the rightmost

part of the initial distribution, with phenotypes closer to y = 1. Over time,

the density of these dominant phenotypes increases, and due to diffusion, cells

with these traits spread backward, integrating into the bulk of the population.

This is a form of what is known as surfing [26]–a phenomenon well-studied

in the context of drifting genetic mutations in expanding populations. Surfing
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occurs when areas of low cell density allow space for increased growth, such as

along the invading front (see Fig. 1) [21].

The structure observed in the case of the Fisher-KPP type growth is often

described as a ‘vertical pattern’ [35], which indicates that the total population

is composed of different underlying phenotypes at different points in space,

demonstrating a high level of spatial structuring. However, we see that even in

a continuously structured cell population, it is those cells with the phenotypes

that were nearest the front of the initial distribution of cells that dominate

during range expansion. The lower phenotypes, which began at the rear of the

invading population, primarily remain here and diminish in size over time and

increasing space.

Alternatively, if we now consider the case of Allee growth (Eq. (16)) in

Eq. (14), then the numerical results in Fig. 1 display a different pattern of

invasion. As the cells invade, a much larger proportion of all of the initially

present phenotypes remain present in the travelling wave front at later times,

and throughout the bulk of the invading population. As in the Fisher-KPP

case, the cells in the rightmost portion of the initial population, with pheno-

types near 1, contribute the largest portions to the wave. However, with the

addition of the Allee effect, there now exist contributions from all initially

present phenotypic states throughout the wave. This is because the Allee effect

introduces a dependency on the total local population density, which means

cells at the leading edge, in areas of low density, have reduced proliferation,

preventing them from rapidly outcompeting other phenotypes within the cell

bulk. We note that by increasing the strength of the Allee effect, by taking

p∗ closer to 0.5, the proportion of all of the phenotypes present in the wave

becomes closer to one another (equalises). The spatial pattern observed in this



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

Phenotypic heterogeneity in cell migration 23

case is described as ‘horizontal’ as it does not differ in space, but still shows

high phenotypic variation in the front [43].

These structural differences at the wave front agree with those observed by

[43] who consider a similar system but with discrete, rather than continuous,

phenotypes. These results indicate that the lineage structure of an invading

wave could potentially be used to distinguish between the underlying growth

mechanisms of the cell populations. It is also notable that the speed of cell inva-

sion subject to the Allee effect (Eq. (16)) is significantly slower than the speed

of invasion in the Fisher-KPP case (Eq. (15)). As such, although the Allee

effect maintains diversity across the travelling wave front, it also decreases the

speed of invasion in doing so, and so a trade-off is observed between diversity

maintenance and speed of population invasion, which favours faster invasion

for a weaker Allee effect.

3.3 A go-or-grow model of cells invading the

extracellular matrix (ECM)

In this section, we apply the aforementioned system of Eqs. (5)-(10), (12) and

(13) to a general model for collective cell migration into the ECM, explor-

ing how individual cell-level properties give rise to emergent population-level

behaviours. By examining the interactions between cells and their environment

at a population-level, we aim to uncover the underlying individual cell-ECM

mechanisms that drive large-scale migration patterns and spatial organiza-

tion, providing insight into how cell processes shape collective movement in

biological systems.

The ECM is a complex network of proteins and carbohydrates that sup-

ports and provides structure for migrating cells [19, 58]. Its composition varies

by location, making its role in collective migration difficult to define. However,
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a well-agreed notion is that cells need to breakdown the ECM in order to make

space in which to invade [24, 40, 41, 53].

In this work, we aim to model the fundamental trade-off in energetic

costs associated with motility and proliferation, known as the “go-or-grow”

hypothesis [23], while also incorporating the role of ECM degradation by

migrating cells. Our goal is to use this framework to bridge the gap between

individual-cell behaviours and emergent population-level dynamics.

Previous mathematical models have captured this trade-off by consider-

ing only two discrete phenotypes [20], due to limitations in the available

mathematical frameworks. However, biological evidence strongly supports the

existence of a continuum of phenotypes rather than a simple dichotomy [5, 11].

By extending prior work to a continuously structured phenotypic model, we

provide a more biologically realistic representation of go-or-grow dynamics,

allowing us to explore how individual-level decision-making translates into

large-scale invasion patterns.

We model the cells, denoted n(x, y, t), as able to move, proliferate and

degrade the ECM, e(x, t). To model the trade-off between ECM degradation,

motility and proliferation, we assume that cells with a larger value of the phe-

notype variable, y ∈ [0, 1], have a higher proliferative potential but a lower

motility and lower ECM degrading potential whilst, in comparison, cells with

a lower value of the phenotypic variable y correspond to those with a higher

motility and higher ECM degrading potential, but a lower proliferative poten-

tial. Therefore, cells with phenotype y = 0 degrade ECM most rapidly and are

the most motile, but they are unable to proliferate. On the other hand, cells

with phenotype y = 1 are the most proliferative, but cannot degrade ECM or

move. As in [20], we implement a linear relationship between the phenotype

of the cells and the associated ability to degrade ECM, move and proliferate.
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The initial functions describing the probabilities of transitions in the

individual-based model underlying these continuum equations can be found in

Supplementary Information Sec. S2.2. Hereon in, we focus on the correspond-

ing continuum functions stated below.

Following the volume exclusion principles described by [18, 20], we assume

that the probability of a cell moving randomly in physical space linearly

decreases as the occupancy of space increases. As described earlier, we also

introduce the assumption that the probability of a cell moving randomly

increases as the phenotype of the cell decreases. As such, the function

describing movement in physical space can be written as

Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = (1 − y)

(
1 − ρ(x, t) + e(x, t)

κ

)
,

where κ > 0 is the total available density for cells and ECM, known as the

carrying capacity. Similarly, for all cells, the probability of cell proliferation

linearly decreases as the space around the cell fills with other cells and ECM,

but it also decreases as the phenotype decreases, such that

r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = y

(
1 − ρ(x, t) + e(x, t)

κ

)
.

Furthermore, we assume that degradation rate of the ECM is proportional to

the density of surrounding cells and decreases as the phenotype of the cells

increases. We write this as

ν(y, n(x, y, t)) = (1 − y)n(x, y, t).
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One major challenge in understanding the cell phenotype dynamics during

invasion is the lack of direct experimental observations, as visualizing phe-

notypic transitions in real time is extremely difficult. As a result, there is

limited guidance in the literature on the appropriate mathematical forms for

these transitions, leaving a key gap in the understanding of how phenotype-

dependent behaviours shape collective migration.

This highlights the final undetermined functions in Eqs. (5) and (12),

that describe the transitions between cell phenotypes. In this section, we sys-

tematically investigate the impact of different density-dependent phenotypic

transition rules, µ±(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), along with their associated drift and

diffusion terms, vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) and Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), respectively, as

summarised in Table 1. By exploring how the invasion dynamics change under

different assumptions, we aim to determine whether population-level (and

therefore potentially more observable) behaviours can provide insight into the

underlying, unobservable phenotypic structures, offering a potential approach

for inferring hidden biological mechanisms from macroscopic invasion patterns.

Phenotypic drift µ−(y, ρ, e) µ+(y, ρ, e) vp(y, ρ, e) Dp(y, ρ, e)

Cell-dependent
ρ

κ
1−

ρ

κ
2
ρ

κ
− 1 1

ECM-dependent
e

κ
1−

e

κ
2
e

κ
− 1 1

Space-dependent
ρ+ e

κ
1−

ρ+ e

κ
2
ρ+ e

κ
− 1 1

Table 1 Table listing the functions employed in Eq. (5) describing the probabilities of
transitions up and down in phenotype space, resulting in the phenotypic drift,
vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), and phenotypic diffusion, Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)), functions shown.

We investigate three phenotypic drift mechanisms influencing cell tran-

sitions: firstly, cell-dependent drift, where cells shift toward more motile

phenotypes at higher cell densities; next, ECM-dependent drift, where cells
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adopt more ECM-degrading phenotypes as ECM density increases; and finally,

space-dependent drift, where cells become more proliferative as available space

increases. Each drift term is bounded between zero and one, which is con-

sistent with the constraints placed on the total cell and ECM density. By

comparing these mechanisms for phenotype change, we assess how differ-

ent environment- and density-dependent phenotypic transitions shape the

structure of the migrating cell front.

We simulate this system of Eqs. (5)-(10), (12) and (13) subject to the

following initial conditions:

n0(x, y) =
exp

(
−100(x2 + y2)

)
max

(∫Xmax

Xmin
exp (−100(x2 + y2)) dx

) , (18)

e0(x) =


0 if n0(x, y) > 0.001,

0.5 otherwise.

(19)

By examining the simulation results shown in Fig. 2 we can see that for a

fully mixed initial population of cells, the phenotypic drift terms considered

produce travelling wave solutions with similar, constant speeds of invasion.

See Supplementary Information Fig. S1 for a comparison including space-

dependent phenotypic drift, which shows very similar results to cell-dependent

drift.

In the case of cell-dependent phenotypic drift, we notice that there is a

larger density of cells with lower phenotypes, which correspond to more motile

and ECM degrading but less proliferative cells, in the bulk of the wave. At the

front, we instead see a higher proportion of more proliferative and immobile

cells, which are able to divide into the available space. As such, in the bulk of

the wave the mean phenotype remains the same but as x increases, we observe
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Fig. 2 Evolution of the phenotypic structure of cells in Eqs. (5)–(12) subject to various
phenotypic drift terms, with the corresponding ECM density shown as a dashed grey line.
(a) The initial distribution of the ECM and the cells with different phenotypes. (b) The
spatial structure of the invading wave subject to cell-dependent phenotypic drift. (c) The
spatial structure of the invading wave subject to ECM-dependent phenotypic drift. Results
in (b) and (c) are all plotted at t = 30 and simulations are carried out with κ = 1. See
Table 1 for explicit forms of the phenotypic drift terms.

an initially gradual increase in mean phenotype before a much sharper increase

at the very front of the wave where extremely low cell densities induce cells to

switch to a proliferative phenotype. Very similar patterning is observed in the

space-dependent phenotypic drift case, without the sharp change in phenotype

at the very front of the travelling wave (results in Supplementary Information).

In this context, this model predicts that the density of the ECM has minimal

impact on the phenotypic structure of the invading wave.

However, when examining ECM-dependent phenotypic drift in Fig. 2(c), we

notice that the cells with higher phenotypes, corresponding to less motile and

less degrading but more proliferative, now constitute a larger proportion of the

population behind the invading front. Compared to cell- or space-dependent

phenotypic drift, the mean phenotype of cells in the bulk is significantly higher.

However, at the front of the invading wave in the ECM-dependent case, we

see a larger proportion of cells with low phenotypes, namely, cells that have a
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higher ability to degrade the ECM and move into the subsequently available

space.

As a result of the phenotypic structures developed when the system is

subject to different phenotypic drift functions, the spatial structure of the indi-

vidual phenotypes within the invading wave could be used to better understand

the underlying mechanisms governing phenotypic transitions during collective

cell migration into the ECM.

3.4 T cell exhaustion

In this subsection, we demonstrate the broad applicability of the framework

by deriving a population-level PDE model for T cell exhaustion, starting from

an individual-based description of the underlying dynamics. This approach

systematically coarse-grains the underlying cell processes, ensuring that the

resulting PDEs are not merely phenomenological but instead retain a direct

mechanistic link to individual cell properties. Specifically, we incorporate a

T cell population with varying levels of exhaustion invading into a tumour,

and examine the role of phenotype-dependent drift in shaping its exhaustion

dynamics. This application highlights how this framework can be adapted to

capture complex immune responses while preserving biologically meaningful

connections between individual and population-level behaviour.

T cells are a key component of the immune system, with an important role

to play in locating and attacking tumour cells [55]. When space is available, T

cells will infiltrate into the tumour where they kill malignant cells by releas-

ing cytotoxic enzymes. During the sustained activation of T cells required to

combat and restrict further growth of a tumour, T cells will differentiate and

eventually “exhaust” [60]. This occurs as a result of continued exposure to the

antigens of the tumour cells and as T cells exhaust, their effector functions
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reduce [7, 16]. Exhaustion results in diminished cytokine production, impaired

proliferation and reduced motility in the T cells [37]. Completely exhausted T

cells are no longer able to move or grow [57], and have impaired toxicity, which

reduces their ability to kill off tumour cells [25]. Furthermore, T cells will die

much faster the more exhausted they are [57]. Understanding the dynamics

of the T cells as they infiltrate a tumour and their exhaustion during this

process is crucial to developing treatments for tumours, and so we develop a

mathematical model to gain further insights.

As such, after applying the T cell specific individual-based model functions

described in the Supplementary Information Sec. S2.3 to the coarse-graining

process, we investigate the spatio-temporal evolution of T cell density, denoted

T (x, y, t), invading into a population of tumour cells, with density denoted by

C(x, t). In this application, the phenotype of the cells, y ∈ [0, 1], represents the

exhaustion of the T cells. As such, T cells with phenotype y = 1 are näıve, and

are able to move freely and randomly in physical space, whilst also attacking

nearby tumour cells and dividing [42, 59]. However, T cells with phenotype

y = 0 are considered exhausted, or terminally-differentiated memory T cells,

which are considered to be in a resting state [9, 46]. The resulting model takes

the following form:

∂

∂t
T (x, y, t) =

∂

∂x

(
Dm

(
y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

) ∂

∂x
T (x, y, t)

− T (x, y, t)
∂

∂x
Dm

(
y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

))
+

∂

∂y

(
vp
(
y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

)
T (x, y, t)

)
+

∂2

∂y2

(
Dp
(
y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

)
T (x, y, t)

)
+ r
(
y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

)
T (x, y, t), (20)
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where the net proliferation of the T cells, which depends on the exhaustion of

the T cells and the available surrounding space for growth, can be described by

r(y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = γ1y

(
1 − ρ(x, t) + C(x, t)

κ

)
− γ0(1 − y),

where γ1 ≥ 0 describes the growth rate, and γ0 ≥ 0 describes the death rate of

the T cells. κ > 0 is the carrying capacity for the cells, as described in Sec. 3.3.

T-cell movement in physical space is assumed to be random and undirected,

but it is prevented by the presence of other T cells or tumour cells (in line

with the volume-filling assumptions described in Sec. 3.3). As such, diffusion

in physical space is given by

Dm(y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = y

(
1 − ρ(x, t) + C(x, t)

κ

)
,

which describes a higher diffusion rate for T cells with a higher phenotype.

Furthermore, we wish to model the phenotypic transitions of the T cells,

or how exhausted the T cells become as they move, grow and interact with

tumour cells. We have already assumed that the higher the phenotype of a T

cell, the higher its probability of moving and growing, and this in turn will

exhaust it. We also know that the tumour cells can be killed by the T cells,

which we assume will further exhaust the T cells at a rate proportional to the

number of interactions they have with the surrounding tumour cells. Therefore,

we model the drift in phenotype space as

vp(y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = y(k1 + k2C(x, t)),
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where k1, k2 ≥ 0 describe the exhaustion rate of the T cells as a result of

movement and growth, and as a result of interactions with the tumour cells,

respectively. We allow for some small randomness in the exhaustion levels of

the T cells by including a diffusive term in phenotype space of the form

Dm(y, ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = ε ≪ 1.

Now, it is well-known that tumour cells are also mobile and able to grow

[49]. As such, we can derive an equation similar to Eq. (12) which also includes

terms describing random movement and proliferation terms, and are derived

in the same manner as those in Eq. (5). The resulting equation governing the

evolution of the density of the tumour cells in space, x ≥ 0, and time, t ≥ 0,

is therefore given by

∂

∂t
C(x, t) =

∂

∂x

(
DC
(
ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

) ∂

∂x
C(x, t)

− C(x, t)
∂

∂x
DC
(
ρ(x, t), C(x, t)

))
−
∫ y=1

y=0

ν(y, T (x, y, t))C(x, t)dy + g(ρ(x, t), C(x, t))C(x, t).

(21)

Assuming that the motility and proliferation of tumour cells is restricted

in regions of high cell density, we take

g(ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = rC

(
1 − ρ(x, t) + C(x, t)

κ

)
,

DC(ρ(x, t), C(x, t)) = 1 − ρ(x, t) + C(x, t)

κ
,
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with rC ≥ 0 describing the growth rate of the tumour cells. Finally, T cells

with a higher phenotype are less exhausted, and therefore kill tumour cells at

a higher rate. As such, we write

ν(y, T (x, y, t)) = λ̄yT (x, y, t),

where λ̄ ≥ 0 describes the rate of degradation of the tumour cells by the T

cells, or the toxicity of the T cells on the tumour.

In the case of T-cell exhaustion, we simulate this system of Eqs. (20)–(21)

subject to the following initial conditions:

T0(x, y) =
exp

(
−100(x2 + (y − 1)2)

)
max

(∫Xmax

Xmin
exp (−100(x2 + (y − 1)2)) dx

) , (22)

C0(x) =


0 if n0(x, y) > 0.001,

0.5 otherwise.

(23)

Examining Fig. 3 it is clear that two main invasion behaviours are exhib-

ited, which depend on the parameters of the system. The first, which can be

observed in Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 3(c), shows T cells that attack the tumour cells

and produce travelling wave type profiles that invade through the tumour cells

into the domain, killing off the tumour as they do so.

In these simulations, altering the parameters of the system, namely the

exhaustion rate of the T cells, leads to a range of different predicted behaviours.

The initial population of T cells were näıve. As such, the phenotypic structure

of the invading wave of T cells with a lower exhaustion rate consisted of a

larger range of phenotypes of cells (see Fig. 3(b)). Consequently, the invading

wave retains cells with a high phenotype. Comparatively, by increasing the

exhaustion rate of the T cells, a travelling wave of invasion can still be observed
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Fig. 3 Evolution of the phenotypic structure of a population of T cells invading into a
a population of tumour cells as described in Eqs. (20)–(21) subject to various exhaustion
rates, with the corresponding tumour cell density shown as a dashed grey line. (a) The
initial distribution of the cells. Results in (b), (c) and (d) show the spatial structure of the
invading wave subject to exhaustion rates 0.1, 0.5 and 1.0, respectively. Solutions are plotted
at t = 50, and simulations are carried out with ε = 0.01, γ0 = 1, γ1 = 10, rC = 0.1, κ = 1,
and λ̄ = 10.

(see Fig. 3(c), for example), but with a much more restricted set of phenotypes

in the bulk of the wave. The very front of the wave contains T cells with

higher phenotypes that are the least exhausted, but the total density of T

cells invading into the tumour cells is decreased, and subsequently, so is the

invasion speed.
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In another scenario, whereby the growth of the tumour cells exceeds the

degradation of the tumour cells by the T cells, results similar to those in

Fig. 3(d) are found, where the T cells exhaust extremely quickly as a result

of a high number of interactions with tumour cells. This continued exposure

quickly exhausts the T cells, which in turn increases death and creates available

space for subsequent colonization by the tumour cells. In Fig. 3(d), all of the T

cells have died and we observe that the tumour cells (plotted as a dashed grey

line) are growing to fill the entire domain, which they have already occupied

in its entirety far ahead of the location of the initial population of T cells.

Due to the large number of parameters in Eqs. (20)–(21), complete exhaus-

tion and death of the T cells can also be observed by decreasing the diffusion

coefficient of the T cells, increasing (decreasing) the death (growth) rate of

the T cells, decreasing the toxicity of the T cells or increasing the growth or

motility rates of the tumour cells. In all of these cases, the tumour cells will

eradicate the T cells and growth of the tumour to fill the available space will

be observed. This is an example of competitive exclusion [48]. The opposite

effects on each of these parameters provides examples of when the T cells are

able to either completely eradicate or prevent further growth of the tumour

cells. These behaviours have been observed experimentally [45] and thus the

modelling results shown in this work could provide useful insights into develop-

ing treatments for tumours in the future, once biologically realistic parameter

sets are investigated.

4 Discussion

In conclusion, numerous biological processes can be described in a simple form

by phenotypically structured cell migration. Yet, general frameworks for mod-

elling this, built from vastly adaptable underlying individual-based principles,
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are largely understudied [52]. In this article, we have demonstrated how to

derive a general model for phenotypically structured cell migration from the

underlying individual-based processes, that can be used to reproduce a variety

of results in the literature, whilst modelling a continuum of phenotypes.

Whilst we have illustrated that the general modelling framework is easily

adaptable and can be applied to a range of biological systems considering

spatial invasion of structured populations, we highlight the need for adaptation

of the underlying assumptions to the specific modelling question of interest. For

instance, the continuum model derived in this work employs distinctly different

boundary conditions in the physical and phenotypic domains. These differences

arise from the varying assumptions about the processes governing movement

in each domain. However, these conditions can be straightforwardly modified

through analogous derivations. We therefore stress that this work represents

an important first step towards generalising this modelling approach.

In changing the form of the phenotypic drift terms, care must also be

taken to ensure that limits taken in moving from the individual-based deriva-

tion to the continuum model are satisfied. For reaction-diffusion models

with drift terms, the impact of these scalings and quantitative comparisons

between the individual-based and resulting continuum models in such limits

are well-studied in the literature [29, 32].

The continuum modelling framework presented in this work describes inva-

sion in two dimensions: space and phenotype. We could extend this into higher

dimensions, both spatially and phenotypically, such that two or three dimen-

sional experiments, such as those looking at the evolution of tumour spheroids

for example, can be more accurately modelled, and the results validated against

data.
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Beyond this, we have applied this system of Eqs. (5)-(10), (12) and (13)

to several biological applications to demonstrate its versatility and utility. We

recognise that these applications are for illustrative purposes only, and thus

we employ several biological simplifications. We therefore propose that this

framework could provide a base model for continuum modelling of invasion pro-

cesses derived from underlying individual-based assumptions. The modelling

framework presented would therefore benefit from expanding or adapting the

forms of the functions to the specific biological application of interest, and the

addition of extra details from various sub-models in the literature that may

have been validated with experimental data would be needed in order to use

this modelling approach to infer specific conclusions about the application of

interest. For example, in the go-or-grow application, we have considered the

volume-filling effects of both the cells and the ECM. However, if we were to

consider modelling a chemoattractant, for example, the volume-filling assump-

tions underlying this model would no longer apply. As such, the derivation

of the model would need to be adjusted accordingly, in a trivial manner that

results in the removal of non-linearities from the diffusion terms.

Additionally, in the case of T cell infiltration into tumour cells, where we

interpret the phenotype of the cell as its exhaustion level, we are making a first

step into the spatio-temporal modelling of T cell movement with phenotypic

structuring, and there remains a large number of questions to be asked. For

example, what are the specific functions that most accurately describe the

exhaustion of the T cells, or what does it really mean to be exhausted in this

context [7]?

Overall, when simulation results from a particular biological scenario

present vastly different phenotypically structured solutions, this general mod-

elling framework could provide a useful tool for developing understanding of
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the mechanisms underlying heterogeneity during migration, such as the bet-

hedging strategies observed as a result of environmental pressures in [1]. The

framework presented in this work has been derived from descriptions of inter-

actions at an individual-based level and can be easily adapted to investigate a

variety of biological applications. As a result, the versatility of this tool could

help us understand the role of heterogeneity in a wide range of circumstances

and its resulting insights could ultimately be used to help inform subsequent

important treatment decisions.
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S1 Formal derivation of the continuum Eqs. (5)

and (12)

In this supplementary information, we present the full formal derivation of the

continuum model (5) and (12) from the individual-based model described in

Sec. 2.

When the dynamics of the cells and the local environment are described

by the rules outlined in Sec. 2, then the master Eq. (1) is given by

∆t
∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) + O(∆2

t )

=

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj+1
i + 1)p(Up

i,jn, e, th) − nj+1
i p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj−1
i + 1)p(Dp

i,jn, e, th) − nj−1
i p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i+1p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i−1 + 1)p(Lm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i−1p(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th) − γ(j,Ni, ei)n

j
ip(n, e, th)

}

+

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {(ei + 1)p(n, Hie, th) − eip(n, e, th)} , (S1)

S1.1 Equation for cell density

As is standard in the literature, we define the ensemble average for the function,

f , of the number of cells at position i in state j and the number of elements
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of the local environment in lattice site i in the following way:

⟨f(nj
i , ei)⟩ =

∑
n

∑
e

f(nj
i , ei)p(n, e, th). (S2)

Now, returning to Eq. (S1), we first take moments and multiply by nq
s,

where s = 1, . . . , Nx + 1 and q = 1, . . . , Ny + 1 and take the sum over the

vectors n and e. The final term in Eq. (S1) corresponds to the evolution of the

number of elements of the local environment, and does not contribute to the

cell dynamics. Then, to begin with, we consider only the first remaining term

on the right-hand side, which we denote by I, in the following way:

I =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j+1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj+1
i + 1)p(Up

j n, e, th) − nj+1
i p(n, e, th)

}
.

To continue, we must now consider the following cases in turn:

• I1: i ̸= s, j ̸= q, q − 1;

• I2: i ̸= s and j = q;

• I3: i ̸= s and j = q − 1;

• I4: i = s and j ̸= q, q − 1;

• I5: i = s and j = q;

• I6: i = s and j = q − 1.

We begin with the case I1 where i ̸= s and j ̸= q, q−1. In this scenario, we find

I1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj+1
i + 1)p(Up

j n, e, th) − nj+1
i p(n, e, th)

}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nj+1

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

j
i − 1, nj+1

i + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}
.
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Under the change of variables n̄j
i = n̄j

i − 1 and n̄j+1
i = n̄j+1

i + 1 in the first

term, we have that

I1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)×

{
n̄j+1
i p([n1

i , . . . , n̄
j
i , n̄

j+1
i , . . . , n

Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{
nj+1
i p(n, e, th) − nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

= 0,

where we can arbitrarily drop the bar after the change of variables.

Next, we consider the case when i ̸= s and j = q, and apply the same

change of variables argument (with n̄q
i = n̄q

i − 1 and n̄q+1
i = n̄q+1

i + 1) so that

I2 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q + 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nq+1

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

q
i − 1, nq+1

i + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q + 1, Ni, ei)×

{
n̄q+1
i p([n1

i , . . . , n̄
q
i , n̄

q+1
i , . . . , n

Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q + 1, Ni, ei)
{
nq+1
i p(n, e, th) − nq+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Finally we consider the last case for i ̸= s, namely, where j = q − 1. Once

again, by changing the variables using n̄q−1
i = nq−1

i − 1 and n̄q
i = nq

i + 1, we
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have

I3 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q,Ni, ei)×

{
(nq

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

q−1
i − 1, nq

i + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q,Ni, ei)×

{
n̄q
i p([n1

i , . . . , n̄
q−1
i , n̄q

i , . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ−(q,Ni, ei) {nq
i p(n, e, th) − nq

i p(n, e, th)}

= 0.

As such, we can see that there are no contributions arising from the terms for

which i ̸= s.

Now we can consider cases where i = s. First off, we consider j ̸= q, q − 1,

and apply the change of variables n̄j
s = nj

s − 1 and n̄j+1
s = nj+1

s + 1:

I4 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ns, es)×

{
(nj+1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

j
s − 1, nj+1

s + 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nj+1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ns, es)×

{
n̄j+1
s p([n1

s, . . . , n̄
j
s, n̄

j+1
s , . . . , nNy+1

s ], e, th) − nj+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny∑
j=1,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ−(j + 1, Ns, es)
{
nj+1
s p(n, e, th) − nj+1

s p(n, e, th)
}
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= 0.

Then, considering i = s and j = q, we see that

I5 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sµ−(q + 1, Ns, es)×

{
(nq+1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q
s − 1, nq+1

s + 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nq+1

s p(n, e, th)
}
.

Now we want to separate the terms and apply the change of variables n̄q
s =

nq
s − 1 and n̄q+1

s = nq+1
s + 1 in the first term to see

I5 =
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)×

{
nq
s(n

q+1
s + 1)p([n1

s, . . . , n
q
s − 1, nq+1

s + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th)− nq

sn
q+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)×

{
(n̄q

s + 1)n̄q+1
s p([n1

s, . . . , n̄
q
s, n̄

q+1
s , . . . , n

Ny+1
s ], e, th)− nq

sn
q+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)
{
nq+1
s (nq

s + 1)p(n, e, th)− nq
sn

q+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)n
q+1
s p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)n
q+1
s ⟩.

Finally, considering the case when i = s and j = q − 1 we have

I6 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sµ−(q,Ns, es)×

{
(nq

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q−1
s − 1, nq

s + 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nq

sp(n, e, th)
}
.
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Separating out the two terms and applying the change of variables n̄q
s = nq

s +1

and n̄q−1
s = nq−1

s − 1 and then dropping the bars in the first term, we see

I6 =
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,Ns, es)×

{
nq
s(nq

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q−1
s − 1, nq

s + 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,Ns, es)×

{
(n̄q

s − 1)n̄q
sp([n1

s, . . . , n̄
q−1
s , n̄q

s, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,Ns, es)
{
nq
s(nq

s − 1)p(n, e, th) − (nq
s)2p(n, e, th)

}
= −

∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,Ns, es)n
q
sp(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ−(q,Ns, es)n
q
s⟩.

Putting these all back together, we find that

I = I1 + I2 + I3 + I4 + I5 + I6

= ⟨µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)n
q+1
s ⟩ − ⟨µ−(q,Ns, es)n

q
s⟩.

Now we repeat this process for the second term in Eq. (S1), which we call J :

J =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj−1
i + 1)p(Dp

i,jn, e, th) − nj−1
i p(n, e, th)

}
,

= J1 + J2 + J3 + J4 + J5 + J6,

and consider the six cases: J1, . . . , J6 (defined in the same way as before)

where we have i = s, i ̸= s, j = q, j = q + 1, and j ̸= q, q + 1. Starting with

i ̸= s and j ̸= q, q + 1 we see, using the change of variables n̄j
i = nj

i − 1 and
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n̄j−1
i = nj−1

i + 1, that we have

J1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nj−1
i + 1)p(Dp

i,jn, e, th) − nj−1
i p(n, e, th)

}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nj−1

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

j−1
i + 1, nj

i − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)×

{
n̄j−1
i p([n1

i , . . . , n̄
j−1
i , n̄j

i , . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{
nj−1
i p(n, e, th) − nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Next, we consider the case when i ̸= s and j = q, and apply the same change

of variables argument (with n̄q
i = n̄q

i −1 and n̄q−1
i = n̄q−1

i +1) to the first term:

J2 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ+(q − 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nq−1

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

q−1
i + 1, nq

i − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ+(q − 1, Ni, ei)×

{
n̄q−1
i p([n1

i , . . . , n̄
q−1
i , n̄q

i , . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

µ+(q − 1, Ni, ei)
{
nq−1
i p(n, e, th) − nq−1

i p(n, e, th)
}
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= 0.

Finally we consider the last remaining situation when i ̸= s, where j = q + 1.

Once again, by changing the variables using n̄q+1
i = nq+1

i − 1 and n̄q
i = nq

i + 1,

we have

J3 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i̸=s

µ+(q,Ni, ei)×

{
(nq

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

q
i + 1, nq+1

i − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th)− nq

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i̸=s

µ+(q,Ni, ei)
{
n̄q
i p([n

1
i , . . . , n̄

q
i , n̄

q+1
i , . . . , n

Ny+1
i ], e, th)− nq

i p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i̸=s

µ+(q,Ni, ei)
{
nq
i p(n, e, th)− nq

i p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

As such, we can see that there are no contributions arising from the terms

when i ̸= s.

Now we can consider cases where i = s. First, we consider j ̸= q, q+ 1, and

apply the change of variables n̄j
s = nj

s − 1 and n̄j−1
s = nj−1

s + 1:

J4 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ns, es)×

{
(nj−1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

j−1
s + 1, nj

s − 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nj−1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ns, es)×

{
n̄j−1
s p([n1

s, . . . , n̄
j−1
s , n̄j

s, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th) − nj−1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=2,

j ̸=q,q−1

µ+(j − 1, Ns, es)
{
nj−1
s p(n, e, th) − nj−1

s p(n, e, th)
}
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= 0.

Then, considering the case when i = s and j = q, we see that applying the

change of variables n̄q
s = nq

s−1 and n̄q−1
s = nq−1

s +1 in the first term, we have

J5 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sµ+(q − 1, Ns, es)×

{
(nq−1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q−1
s + 1, nq

s − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th)− nq−1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)×

{
nq
s(n

q−1
s + 1)p([n1

s, . . . , n
q−1
s + 1, nq

s − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th)− nq

sn
q−1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)×

{
(n̄q

s + 1)n̄q−1
s p([n1

s, . . . , n̄
q−1
s , n̄q

s, . . . , n
Ny+1
s ], e, th)− nq

sn
q−1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)
{
nq−1
s (nq

s + 1)p(n, e, th)− nq
sn

q−1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)n
q−1
s p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)n
q−1
s ⟩.

Finally, considering the case when i = s and j = q + 1 we consider term J6.

Using the change of variables n̄q
s = nq

s + 1 and n̄q+1
s = nq+1

s − 1 and then

dropping the bars in the first term, we see that

J6 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sµ+(q,Ns, es)×

{
(nq

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q
s + 1, nq+1

s − 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nq

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,Ns, es)×

{
nq
s(nq

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

q
s + 1, nq+1

s − 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,Ns, es)×
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{
(n̄q

s − 1)n̄q
sp([n1

s, . . . , n̄
q
s, n̄

q+1
s , . . . , nNy+1

s ], e, th) − nq
sn

q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,Ns, es)
{
nq
s(nq

s − 1)p(n, e, th) − (nq
s)2p(n, e, th)

}
= −

∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,Ns, es)n
q
sp(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ+(q,Ns, es)n
q
s⟩.

Putting these all back together, it is clear that

J = J1 + J2 + J3 + J4 + J5 + J6

= ⟨µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)n
q−1
s ⟩ − ⟨µ+(q,Ns, es)n

q
s⟩.

Next, we consider the terms modelling movement in physical space in time

step ∆t. Returning to Eq. (S1), we look first at the third term on the right-

hand side, which we call K. For this term, we once again consider the cases

j = q, j ̸= q, i = s, i = s− 1 and i ̸= s, s− 1 in turn, so

K =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i+1p(n, e, th)

}
= K1 + K2 + K3 + K4 + K5 + K6.

Considering first the case where j ̸= q and i ̸= s, s−1, and applying the change

of variables n̄j
i = nj

i − 1 and n̄j
i+1 = nj

i+1 + 1 and dropping the bars, we have

K1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ni, ei)×

{
(nj

i+1 + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
i − 1, nj

i+1 + 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i̸=s,s−1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ni, ei)×

{
n̄j
i+1p([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
i , n̄

j
i+1, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i̸=s,s−1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{
nj
i+1p(n, e, th) − nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Now consider j ̸= q with i = s. Applying the change of variables n̄j
s = nj

s − 1

and n̄j
s+1 = nj

s+1 + 1 and dropping the bars, we have

K2 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns, es)×

{
(nj

s+1 + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
s − 1, nj

s+1 + 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

s+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns, es)×

{
n̄j
s+1p([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
s, n̄

j
s+1, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

s+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns, es)
{
nj
s+1p(n, e, th) − nj

s+1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Next we look at j ̸= q with i = s − 1. If we apply the change of variables in

the first term and drop the bars (n̄j
s = nj

s + 1 and n̄j
s−1 = nj

s−1 − 1), we have

K3 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns−1, es−1)×
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(nj

s + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
s−1 − 1, nj

s + 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns−1, es−1)×

{
n̄j
sp([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
s−1, n̄

j
s, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β−(j,Ns−1, es−1)
{
nj
sp(n, e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Now we consider the three cases when j = q. First, when i ̸= s, s−1, we apply

the change of variables n̄q
i = nq

i − 1 and n̄q
i+1 = nq

i+1 + 1 and dropping the

bars, we have

K4 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β−(q,Ni, ei)×

{
(nq

i+1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
i − 1, nq

i+1 + 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β−(q,Ni, ei)×

{
n̄q
i+1p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
i , n̄

q
i+1, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β−(q,Ni, ei)
{
nq
i+1p(n, e, th) − nq

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.
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Now consider i = s and the change of variables n̄q
s = nq

s−1 and n̄q
s+1 = nq

s+1+1

to give

K5 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sβ−(q,Ns, es)×

{
(nq

s+1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
s − 1, nq

s+1 + 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

s+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns, es)×

{
(n̄q

s + 1)n̄q
s+1p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
s, n̄

q
s+1, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sn
q
s+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns, es)
{

(nq
s + 1)nq

s+1p(n, e, th) − nq
sn

q
s+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns, es)n
q
s+1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨β−(q,Ns, es)n
q
s+1⟩.

Finally, consider i = s − 1 with the change of variables n̄q
s−1 = nq

s−1 − 1 and

n̄q
s = nq

s + 1 to give

K6 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sβ−(q,Ns−1, es−1)×

{
(nq

s + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
s−1 − 1, nq

s + 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns−1, es−1)×

{
(n̄q

s − 1)n̄q
sp([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
s−1, n̄

q
s, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns−1, es−1) {(nq
s − 1)nq

sp(n, e, th) − nq
sn

q
sp(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,Ns−1, es−1)nq
sp(n, e, th)

= −⟨β−(q,Ns−1, es−1)nq
s⟩.
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Bringing back together these terms, we have

K = K1 + K2 + K3 + K4 + K5 + K6

= ⟨β−(q,Ns, es)n
q
s+1⟩ − ⟨β−(q,Ns−1, es−1)nq

s⟩.

For the second movement term, we repeat this process, by breaking it down

into six cases, defined by j = q, j ̸= q, i = s, i = s + 1 and i ̸= s, s + 1:

L =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{

(nj
i−1 + 1)p(Lm

i,jn, e, th) − nj
i−1p(n, e, th)

}
= L1 + L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6.

Then we start by considering j ̸= q and i ̸= s, s+ 1. Employing the change

of variables n̄j
i = nj

i − 1 and n̄j
i−1 = nj

i−1 + 1 and dropping the bars, we have

L1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s+1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ni, ei)×

{
(nj

i−1 + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
i−1 + 1, nj

i − 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s+1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ni, ei)×

{
n̄j
i−1p([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
i−1, n̄

j
i , . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s+1

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{
nj
i−1p(n, e, th) − nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.
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Now consider j ̸= q with i = s. Then, applying the change of variables n̄j
s =

nj
s − 1 and n̄j

s−1 = nj
s−1 + 1 and dropping the bars, we have

L2 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns, es)×

{
(nj

s−1 + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
s−1 + 1, nj

s − 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

s+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns, es)×

{
n̄j
s−1p([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
s−1, n̄

j
s, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

s−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns, es)
{
nj
s+1p(n, e, th) − nj

s−1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Next we look at j ̸= q with i = s + 1. If we apply the change of variables in

the first term and drop the bars (n̄j
s = nj

s + 1 and n̄j
s+1 = nj

s+1 − 1), we have

L3 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns−1, es−1)×

{
(nj

s + 1)p([nj
1, . . . , n

j
s + 1, nj

s+1 − 1, . . . , nj
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns−1, es−1)×

{
n̄j
sp([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
s, n̄

j
s+1, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

β+(j,Ns−1, es−1)
{
nj
sp(n, e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

= 0.
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Now we consider the three cases when j = q. First, when i ̸= s, s+ 1, applying

the change of variables n̄q
i = nq

i − 1 and n̄q
i−1 = nq

i−1 + 1 and dropping the

bars, we have

L4 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β+(q,Ni, ei)×

{
(nq

i−1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
i−1 + 1, nq

i − 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β+(q,Ni, ei)×

{
n̄q
i−1p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
i−1, n̄

q
i , . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx∑
i=1,

i ̸=s,s−1

β+(q,Ni, ei)
{
nq
i−1p(n, e, th) − nq

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Now for i = s and the change of variables n̄q
s = nq

s − 1 and n̄q
s−1 = nq

s−1 + 1,

we have

L5 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sβ+(q,Ns, es)×

{
(nq

s−1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
s−1 + 1, nq

s − 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

s−1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns, es)×

{
(n̄q

s + 1)n̄q
s−1p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
s−1, n̄

q
s, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns, es)
{

(nq
s + 1)nq

s−1p(n, e, th) − nq
sn

q
s−1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns, es)n
q
s−1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨β+(q,Ns, es)n
q
s−1⟩.
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Finally, for i = s + 1 with the change of variables n̄q
s+1 = nq

s+1 − 1 and

n̄q
s = nq

s + 1, we have

L6 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sβ+(q,Ns+1, es+1)×

{
(nq

s + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
s + 1, nq

s+1 − 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns+1, es+1)×

{
(n̄q

s − 1)n̄q
sp([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
s, n̄

q
s+1, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

sn
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns+1, es+1) {(nq
s − 1)nq

sp(n, e, th) − nq
sn

q
sp(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,Ns+1, es+1)nq
sp(n, e, th)

= −⟨β+(q,Ns+1, es+1)nq
s⟩.

Bringing back together these terms, we have

L = L1 + L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6

= ⟨β+(q,Ns, es)n
q
s−1⟩ − ⟨β+(q,Ns+1, es+1)nq

s⟩.

Finally, we must consider the last term in Eq. (S1)

M =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p([nj

1, . . . , n
j
i − 1, . . . , nj

Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
,

= M1 + M2 + M3 + M4 + M5 + M6.
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Again we consider the cases i = s, i ̸= s, j = q, j ̸= q. First, begin with i ̸= s

and j ̸= q, and use the change of variable n̄j
i = nj

i − 1, noticing that Ni − 1

becomes N̄i when we change the variable. Dropping the bars gives

M1 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p([nj

1, . . . , n
j
i − 1, . . . , nj

Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

{
γ(j, N̄i, ei)n̄i

jp([nj
1, . . . , n̄

j
i , . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

γ(j,Ni, ei)
{
nj
ip(n, e, th) − nj

ip(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Now consider i ̸= s and j = q. Using the change of variable n̄q
i = nq

i − 1, along

with the newly defined N̄i, before dropping the bars we have

M2 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

{
γ(q,Ni − 1, ei)(n

q
i − 1)p([nq

1, . . . , n
q
i − 1, . . . , nq

Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(q,Ni, ei)n
q
i p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

{
γ(q, N̄i, ei)n̄

q
i p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
i , . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(q,Ni, ei)n
q
i p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

γ(q,Ni, ei) {nq
i p(n, e, th) − nq

i p(n, e, th)}

= 0.
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Now take i = s and consider j ̸= q. Using the following change of variables,

n̄j
s = nj

s − 1 and N̄s = Ns − 1, we see that

M3 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

{
γ(j,Ns − 1, es)(n

j
s − 1)p([nj

1, . . . , n
j
s − 1, . . . , nj

Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(j,Ns, es)n
j
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

{
γ(j, N̄s, es)n̄

j
sp([nj

1, . . . , n̄
j
s, . . . , n

j
Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(j,Ns, es)n
j
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

Ny+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=q

γ(j,Ns, es)
{
nj
sp(n, e, th) − nj

sp(n, e, th)
}

= 0.

Finally, consider i = s and j = q with the change of variable n̄q
s = nq

s−1 along

with N̄s in the second term, and then drop the bar to give

M4 =
∑
n

∑
e

nq
s

{
γ(q,Ns − 1, es)(n

q
s − 1)p([nq

1, . . . , n
q
s − 1, . . . , nq

Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(q,Ns, es)n
q
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

{
γ(q, N̄s, es)n̄

q
s(n̄q

s + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n̄

q
s, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(q,Ns, es)(n
q
s)2p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
sγ(q,Ns, es)p(n, e, th)

= ⟨γ(q,Ns, es)n
q
s⟩.
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Combining all of these calculations, we can rewrite the master equation,

Eq. (S1), as

∂

∂t
⟨nq

s⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨β+(q,Ns, es)n

q
s−1⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨β−(q,Ns, es)n

q
s+1⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨β−(q,Ns−1, es−1)nq

s⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨β+(q,Ns+1, es+1)nq

s⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨µ+(q − 1, Ns, es)n

q−1
s ⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨µ−(q + 1, Ns, es)n

q+1
s ⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨µ+(q,Ns, es)n

q
s⟩ −

1

∆t
⟨µ−(q,Ns, es)n

q
s⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨γ(q,Ns, es)n

q
s⟩. (S3)

This mean equation is related to a partial differential equation model in the

appropriate limits as ∆x → 0, ∆y → 0 and ∆t → 0 simultaneously, and the

discrete values of ⟨nj
i (th)⟩ and ⟨ei(th)⟩ are written in terms of the continuous

variables n(x, y, t) and e(x, t), respectively. Eq. (S3) can be rewritten as follows,

using mean-field approximations,

∂n(x, y, t)

∂t
=

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x− ∆x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x + ∆x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x− ∆x, t), e(x− ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x + ∆x, t), e(x + ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ+(y − ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y − ∆y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ−(y + ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y + ∆y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)
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+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t). (S4)

Then, we can employ Taylor series expansions in Eq. (S4) and take limits to

give

∂n(x, y, t)

∂t
=

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

[
n(x, y, t) − ∆x

∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]

+
1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

[
n(x, y, t) + ∆x

∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]

− 1

∆t

[
β−(y, ρ, e) − ∆x

∂

∂x
β−(y, ρ, e) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
β−(y, ρ, e)

]
n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t

[
β+(y, ρ, e) + ∆x

∂

∂x
β+(y, ρ, e) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
β+(y, ρ, e)

]
n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t

[
µ+(y, ρ, e) − ∆y

∂

∂y
µ+(y, ρ, e) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
µ+(y, ρ, e)

]
×[

n(x, y, t) − ∆y
∂

∂y
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
n(x, y, t)

]

+
1

∆t

[
µ−(y, ρ, e) + ∆y

∂

∂y
µ−(y, ρ, e) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
µ−(y, ρ, e)

]
×[

n(x, y, t) + ∆y
∂

∂y
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
n(x, y, t)

]

− 1

∆t
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t) − 1

∆t
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t) + O(∆2

x) + O(∆2
y) + O(∆2

t ).

Rearranging and collecting terms, we obtain

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

∆x

∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)))n

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

∂

∂x

((
β− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

) ∂

∂x
n(x, y, t)

− n(x, y, t)
∂

∂x

(
β− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

))
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+
∆y

∆t

∂

∂y

((
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
n(x, y, t)

)
+

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2

((
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
n(x, y, t)

)
+

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).

We take the parabolic limit as ∆x, ∆y, ∆t → 0 simultaneously (assuming

n(x, y, t) ∼ O(1)), and define

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)).

The final equation for the evolution of the cell density is therefore given by

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

∂

∂x

(
vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n

)
+

∂

∂x

(
Dm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

∂

∂x
n(x, y, t)

− n(x, y, t)
∂

∂x
Dm (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)

+
∂

∂y
(vp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t))

+
∂2

∂y2
(Dp (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t))

+ r (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).
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S1.1.1 Model equations on the boundaries

We can repeat the above analysis for the boundaries of physical and phenotype

space in order to retrieve the boundary equations. We note here that when

looking at the boundaries for the cell equation, all terms involving change in

the number of elements of the local environment provide no contribution and

can be ignored hereon in.

Boundary condition at x = Xmin.

Revisiting Eq. (S1) to derive the equation on the left-most lattice site, we

multiply by nq
1 and sum over all possible states n and e:

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) +O(∆2

t )

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj+1

i + 1)p(Up
i,jn, e, th)− nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj−1

i + 1)p(Dp
i,jn, e, th)− nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i+1 + 1)p(Rm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i−1 + 1)p(Lm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th)− γ(j,Ni, ei)n

j
ip(n, e, th)

}
.

(S5)

From earlier working, we know that all terms describing a movement in phys-

ical space give non-zero contributions when j ̸= q, and hence can be ignored.

Now, starting by considering the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S5),

we consider the non-zero contributions from the cases j = q and j = q − 1.
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Using j = q:

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=1

µ−(q + 1, Ni, ei)
{

(nq+1
i + 1)p(Up

i,qn, e, th) − nq+1
i p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx+1∑
i=1

µ−(q + 1, Ni, ei)×{
(nq+1

i + 1)p([n1
i , . . . , n

q
i − 1, nq+1

i + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
i ], e, th) − nq+1

i p(n, e, th)
}
.

(S6)

As per previous calculations, the only contributions here will come from terms

where i = 1. Looking at these, we see that if we employ the change of variables

n̄q+1
1 = nq+1

1 + 1 and n̄q
1 = nq

1 − 1 in the first term, then we can rewrite the

right-hand side of Eq. (S6) as

∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, N1, e1)×

{
n̄q+1
1 (n̄q

1 + 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n̄

q
1, n̄

q+1
1 , . . . , n

Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1n
q+1
1 p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, N1, e1)
{
nq+1
1 (nq

1 + 1)p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q+1
1 p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, N1, e1)nq+1
1 p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ−(q + 1, N1, e1)nq+1
1 ⟩.

Using j = q − 1 and i = 1, with the change of variables n̄q−1
1 = nq−1

1 − 1 and

n̄q
1 = nq

1 + 1 in the first term of Eq. (S5), then we have

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1µ−(q,N1, e1)×

{
(nq

1 + 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n

q−1
1 − 1, nq

1 + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1p(n, e, th)
}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,N1, e1)×

{
n̄q
1(n̄q

1 − 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n̄

q−1
1 , n̄q

1, . . . , n
Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1n
q
1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,N1, e1) {nq
1(nq

1 − 1)p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q
1p(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,N1, e1)nq
1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ−(q,N1, e1)nq
1⟩.

Considering the second term of Eq. (S5), we need to consider the casesj = q

and j = q + 1, for i = 1. For i = 1 and j = q, using the change of variables

n̄q−1
1 = nq−1

1 + 1 and n̄q
1 = nq

1 − 1 we have

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)

{
(nq−1

1 + 1)p(Dp
1,qn, e, th) − nq−1

1 p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)×

{
(nq−1

1 + 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n

q−1
1 + 1, nq

1 − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq−1

1 p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)×

{
n̄q−1
1 (n̄q

1 + 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n̄

q−1
1 , n̄q

1, . . . , n
Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1n
q−1
1 p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)
{
nq−1
1 (nq

1 + 1)p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q−1
1 p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)nq−1
1 p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)nq−1
1 ⟩.
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For the case j = q + 1 and i = 1, the change of variables n̄q+1
1 = nq+1

1 − 1 and

n̄q
1 = nq

1 + 1 gives

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1µ+(q,N1, e1)

{
(nq

1 + 1)p(Dp
1,qn, e, th) − nq

1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1µ+(q,N1, e1)×

{
(nq

1 + 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n

q
1 + 1, nq+1

1 − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,N1, e1)×

{
n̄q
1(n̄q

1 − 1)p([n1
1, . . . , n̄

q
1, n̄

q+1
1 , . . . , n

Ny+1
1 ], e, th) − nq

1n
q
1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,N1, e1) {nq
1(nq

1 − 1)p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q
1p(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,N1, e1)nq
1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ+(q,N1, e1)nq
1⟩.

Now, looking at the third term of Eq. (S5), which governs movement in physical

space, for j = q we have

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx∑
i=1

β−(q,Ni, ei)
{

(nq
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,qn, e, th) − nq
i+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

Nx∑
i=1

β−(q,Ni, ei)×

{
(nq

i+1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
i − 1, nq

i+1 + 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

i+1p(n, e, th)
}
,

which only produces non-zero contributions when i = 1, namely,

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1β−(q,N1, e1)

{
(nq

2 + 1)p([nq
1 − 1, nq

2 + 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

2p(n, e, th)
}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,N1, e1)
{

(n̄q
1 + 1)n̄q

2p([n̄q
1, n̄

q
2, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

1n
q
2p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,N1, e1) {(nq
1 + 1)nq

2p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q
2p(n, e, th)}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,N1, e1)nq
2p(n, e, th)

= ⟨β−(q,N1, e1)nq
2⟩,

where we used the change of variables n̄q
1 = nq

1 − 1 and n̄q
2 = nq

2 + 1, and then

dropped the bar. Next, this argument can be repeated for j = q and i = 2 in

the fourth term of Eq. (S5) (chosen such that i − 1 = 1, and recalling that

terms with i > 2 will give non-zero contributions), using the change of variable

n̄q
1 = nq

1 + 1 and n̄q
2 = nq

2 − 1:

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1β+(q,N2, e2)

{
(nq

1 + 1)p(Lm
2,qn, e, th) − nq

1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1β+(q,N2, e2)×

{
(nq

1 + 1)p([nq
1 + 1, nq

2 − 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,N2, e2)
{
n̄q
1(n̄q

1 − 1)p([n̄q
1, n̄

q
2, . . . , n

q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

1n
q
1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,N2, e2) {nq
1(nq

1 − 1)p(n, e, th) − nq
1n

q
1p(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,N2, e2)nq
1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨β+(q,N2, e2)nq
1⟩.

Now, finally, we look at the last term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S5) which

has only non-zero contributions when j = q and i = 1:

∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

{
γ(q,N1 − 1, e1)(n

q
1 − 1)p(G1,qn, e, th)− nq

1γ(q,N1, e1)p(n, e, th)
}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
1

{
γ(q,N1 − 1, e1)(n

q
1 − 1)p([nq

1 − 1, . . . , nq
Nx+1], e, th)− nq

1γ(q,N1, e1)p(n, e, th)
}
.

(S7)

Using the change of variable n̄q
1 = nq

1−1 in the second term of Eq. (S7) we get

∑
n

∑
e

{
n̄q
1(n̄q

1 + 1)γ(q, N̄1, e1)n̄q
1p([n̄q

1, . . . , n
q
Nx+1], e, th) − (nq

1)2γ(q,N1, e1)p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

{
nq
1(nq

1 + 1)γ(q,N1, e1)nq
1p(n, e, th) − (nq

1)2γ(q,N1, e1)p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

γ(q,N1, e1)nq
1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨γ(q,N1, e1)nq
1⟩.

Recompiling these simplified terms, the equation for cell evolution on the left-

hand boundary in physical space becomes:

∂

∂t
⟨nq

1⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨µ−(q + 1, N1, e1)nq+1

1 ⟩ +
1

∆t
⟨µ+(q − 1, N1, e1)nq−1

1 ⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨µ−(q,N1, e1)nq

1⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨µ+(q,N1, e1)nq

1⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨β−(q,N1, e1)nq

2⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨β+(q,N2, e2)nq

1⟩ +
1

∆t
⟨γ(q,N1, e1)nq

1⟩.

(S8)

Now we wish to find the continuum equivalent of this equation. Recalling

the continuum equivalents of the dependent variables, and employing Taylor

series expansions around x = Xmin, we can rewrite Eq. (S8) as (dropping the

dependent variables for simplicity)

∆t
∂n

∂t
=

(
µ− + ∆y

∂µ−

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2µ−

∂y2
+ . . .

)(
n + ∆y

∂n

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2n

∂y2
+ . . .

)

+

(
µ+ + ∆y

∂µ+

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2µ+

∂y2
+ . . .

)(
n + ∆y

∂n

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2n

∂y2
+ . . .

)
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− µ+n− µ−n + γn + β−

(
n + ∆x

∂n

∂x
+

∆2
x

2

∂2n

∂x2
+ . . .

)
− n

(
β+ + ∆x

∂β+

∂x
+

∆2
x

2

∂2β+

∂x2
+ . . .

)
,

at x = Xmin, so that we have

∂n

∂t
=

∆y

∆t

∂

∂y
((µ− − µ+)n) +

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2
((µ− + µ+)n) +

1

∆t
n (β− − β+)

+
∆x

∆t

(
β−

∂n

∂x
− n

∂β+

∂x

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−

∂2n

∂x2
− n

∂2β+

∂x2

)
+

1

∆t
γn. (S9)

Recalling that

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

such that

β± =
Dm∆t

∆2
x

∓ vm∆t

2∆x
,

then Eq. (S9) can be rewritten as

∂n

∂t
=

∂

∂y
(vpn) +

∂2

∂y2
(Dpn) +

1

∆x
vmn +

1

2
vm

∂n

∂x
+

1

∆x
Dm ∂n

∂x

− 1

∆x
n

∂

∂x
Dm − 1

2
n

∂

∂x
vm +

1

2
Dm ∂2n

∂x2
− 1

2
n

∂2

∂x2
Dm + rn.
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In order to prevent blow-up of terms in the limit ∆x → 0, we require

vmn + Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
Dm = 0 at x = Xmin.

As such, we have no flux of cells out of the physical space boundary at x =

Xmin.

Boundary condition at x = Xmax.

Revisiting Eq. (S1) to find the equation for the right-hand lattice site in

physical space we multiply by nq
Nx+1 and sum over all possible states n and e:

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) =

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj+1

i + 1)p(Up
i,jn, e, th)− nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj−1

i + 1)p(Dp
i,jn, e, th)− nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i+1 + 1)p(Rm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i−1 + 1)p(Lm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th)− γ(j,Ni, ei)n

j
ip(n, e, th)

}
.

(S10)

Now we can repeat the analysis from the previous section, where we considered

the action on the boundary x = Xmin, for x = Xmax. In the first two terms on

the right-hand side of Eq. (S10), we are interested in the i = Nx terms only.

In the first term, we need to consider the cases j = q and j = q − 1. First,

looking at j = q and using the change of variables n̄q+1
Nx+1 = nq+1

Nx+1 + 1 and
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n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1 − 1 :

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)

{
(nq+1

Nx+1 + 1)p(Up
Nx+1,qn, e, th)

− nq+1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)×{

(nq+1
Nx+1 + 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n
q
Nx+1 − 1, nq+1

Nx+1 + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq+1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)×{
n̄q+1
Nx+1(n̄

q
Nx+1 + 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n̄
q
Nx+1, n̄

q+1
Nx+1, . . . , n

Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q+1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
nq+1
Nx+1(n

q
Nx+1 + 1)p(n, e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q+1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q+1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q+1
Nx+1⟩.

Using j = q and i = Nx + 1, with the change of variables n̄q−1
Nx+1 = nq−1

Nx+1 − 1

and n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1 + 1 in the first term, then we have

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×{
(nq

Nx+1 + 1)p([n1
Nx+1, . . . , n

q−1
Nx+1 − 1, nq

Nx+1 + 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×{
n̄q
Nx+1(n̄

q
Nx+1 − 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n̄
q−1
Nx+1, n̄

q
Nx+1, . . . , n

Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
nq
Nx+1(n

q
Nx+1 − 1)p(n, e, th)
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− nq
Nx+1n

q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
= −

∑
n

∑
e

µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1⟩.

For the second term, we need to consider j = q and j = q+1 whilst maintaining

i = Nx + 1. For i = Nx + 1 and j = q, whilst using the change of variables

n̄q−1
Nx+1 = nq−1

Nx+1 + 1 and n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1 − 1 we have

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)

{
(nq−1

Nx+1 + 1)p(Dp
Nx+1,qn, e, th)

− nq−1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)×{

(nq−1
Nx+1 + 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n
q−1
Nx+1 + 1, nq

Nx+1 − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq−1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)×{
n̄q−1
Nx+1(n̄

q
Nx+1 + 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n̄
q−1
Nx+1, n̄

q
Nx+1, . . . , n

Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q−1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
nq−1
Nx+1(n

q
Nx+1 + 1)p(n, e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q−1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q−1
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q−1
Nx+1⟩.

Now looking at j = q + 1 and i = Nx, the change of variables n̄q+1
Nx+1 =

nq+1
Nx+1 − 1 and n̄q

Nx+1 = nq
Nx+1 + 1 gives

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)

{
(nq

Nx+1 + 1)p(Dp
Nx+1,qn, e, th)− nq

Nx+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×
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{
(nq

Nx+1 + 1)p([n1
Nx+1, . . . , n

q
Nx+1 + 1, nq+1

Nx+1 − 1, . . . , n
Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×{
n̄q
Nx+1(n̄

q
Nx+1 − 1)p([n1

Nx+1, . . . , n̄
q
Nx+1, n̄

q+1
Nx+1, . . . , n

Ny+1
Nx+1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1n

q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
nq
Nx+1(n

q
Nx+1 − 1)p(n, e, th)− nq

Nx+1n
q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
= −

∑
n

∑
e

µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1⟩.

Next, we want to consider the movement terms in physical space. In these

cases, we will only have non-zero contributions when j = q. Looking at the first

term, we will have contributions only when i = Nx. Then, using the change of

variables n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1+1 and n̄q
Nx

= nq
Nx

−1 and dropping the bars, we get

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1β−(q,NNx

, eNx
)
{

(nq
Nx+1 + 1)p(Rm

Nx,qn, e, th) − nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1β−(q,NNx

, eNx
)×

{
(nq

Nx+1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
Nx

− 1, nq
Nx+1 + 1], e, th) − nq

Nx+1p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx

β−(q,NNx
, eNx

)×

{
(nq

Nx+1 + 1)p([nq
1, . . . , n

q
Nx

− 1, nq
Nx+1 + 1], e, th) − nq

Nx+1p(n, e, th)
}
,

=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,NNx , eNx)×

{
(n̄q

Nx
− 1)n̄q

Nx+1p([nq
1, . . . , n̄

q
Nx

, n̄q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

Nx
nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,NNx , eNx)×

{
(nq

Nx
− 1)nq

Nx+1p(n, e, th) − nq
Nx

nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
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= −
∑
n

∑
e

β−(q,NNx , eNx)nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= −⟨β−(q,NNx
, eNx

)nq
Nx+1⟩,

Now we can repeat this for j = q and i = Nx+1 in the fourth term of Eq. (S10),

using the change of variable n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1 − 1 and n̄q
Nx

= nq
Nx

+ 1:

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)

{
(nq

Nx
+ 1)p(Lm

Nx,qn, e, th) − nq
Nx

p(n, e, th)
}
,

=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×

{
(nq

Nx
+ 1)p([nq

1, . . . , n
q
Nx

+ 1, nq
Nx+1 − 1], e, th) − nq

Nx
p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)×

{
n̄q
Nx

(n̄q
Nx+1 + 1)p([nq

1, . . . , n̄
q
Nx

, n̄q
Nx+1], e, th) − nq

Nx+1n
q
Nx

p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
nq
Nx

(nq
Nx+1 + 1)p(n, e, th) − nq

Nx
nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq
Nx

p(n, e, th)

= ⟨β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq
Nx

⟩.

The final term on right-hand side of Eq. (S10) has non-zero contributions when

j = q and i = Nx+1 only. We employ the change of variable n̄q
Nx+1 = nq

Nx+1−1

in the second term to get

∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

{
γ(q,NNx+1 − 1, eNx+1)(n

q
Nx+1 − 1)p(GNx+1,qn, e, th)

− nq
Nx+1γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nq
Nx+1

{
γ(q,NNx+1 − 1, eNx+1)(n

q
Nx+1 − 1)p([nq

1, . . . , n
q
Nx+1 − 1], e, th)

− nq
Nx+1γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)p(n, e, th)

}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

{
γ(q, ¯NNx+1, eNx+1)(n̄

q
Nx+1 − 1)n̄q

Nx+1p([n
q
1, . . . , n̄

q
Nx+1], e, th)

− γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)(n
q
Nx+1)

2p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)
{
(nq

Nx+1 − 1)nq
Nx+1p(n, e, th)− (nq

Nx+1)
2p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1p(n, e, th)

= ⟨γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)n
q
Nx+1⟩.

Putting these together, the equation for cell evolution on the right-hand

boundary in physical space becomes:

∂

∂t
⟨nq

Nx+1⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨µ−(q + 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)nq+1

Nx+1⟩ +
1

∆t
⟨µ+(q − 1, NNx+1, eNx+1)nq−1

Nx+1⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨µ−(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq

Nx+1⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨µ+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq

Nx+1⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨β+(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq

Nx
⟩ − 1

∆t
⟨β−(q,NNx , eNx)nq

Nx+1⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨γ(q,NNx+1, eNx+1)nq

Nx+1⟩. (S11)

Now we want to find the continuum equivalent of this equation. Recalling

the continuum equivalents of the dependent variables whilst employing Taylor

series expansions around x = Xmax, we can rewrite Eq. (S11) as (dropping the

dependent variables for simplicity)

∆t
∂n

∂t
=

(
µ− + ∆y

∂µ−

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2µ−

∂y2
+ . . .

)(
n + ∆y

∂n

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2n

∂y2
+ . . .

)

+

(
µ+ + ∆y

∂µ+

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2µ+

∂y2
+ . . .

)(
n + ∆y

∂n

∂y
+

∆2
y

2

∂2n

∂y2
+ . . .

)

− µ+n− µ−n + γn + β+

(
n + ∆x

∂n

∂x
+

∆2
x

2

∂2n

∂x2
+ . . .

)
− n

(
β− + ∆x

∂β−

∂x
+

∆2
x

2

∂2β−

∂x2
+ . . .

)
,
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at x = Xmax so that

∂n

∂t
=

∆y

∆t

∂

∂y
((µ− − µ+)n) +

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2
((µ− + µ+)n) − 1

∆t
n (β− − β+)

+
∆x

∆t

(
β+

∂n

∂x
− n

∂β−

∂x

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β+

∂2n

∂x2
− n

∂2β−

∂x2

)
+

1

∆t
γn.

Recalling that

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

such that

β± =
Dm∆t

∆2
x

∓ vm∆t

2∆x
,

then the equation can be rewritten as

∂n

∂t
=

∂

∂y
(vpn) +

∂2

∂y2
(Dpn) − 1

∆x
vmn +

1

2
vm

∂n

∂x
+

1

∆x
Dm ∂n

∂x

− 1

∆x
n

∂

∂x
Dm − 1

2
n

∂

∂x
vm +

1

2
Dm ∂2n

∂x2
− 1

2
n

∂2

∂x2
Dm + rn.

In order to prevent blow-up of terms in the limit ∆x → 0, we require

−vmn + Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
Dm = 0 at x = Xmax.
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As such, we have no flux of cells out of the physical space boundary at x =

Xmax.

Boundary condition at y = Ymin.

Returning to Eq. (S1), we seek an equation for the evolution of the cell number

on the left most lattice site in phenotype space, i.e., at y1. To find this, we

multiply Eq. (S1) by n1
s and sum over all possible states n and e:

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

n1
s
∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) +O(∆2

t )

=
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nj+1

i + 1)p(Up
i,jn, e, th)− nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)×

{
(nj−1

i + 1)p(Dp
i,jn, e, th)− nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i+1 + 1)p(Rm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i−1 + 1)p(Lm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
.

(S12)

Using the same methods as on the boundaries in physical space, we can

change variables in each term to find an equation for evolution of cell number.

Consider the first term on the right-hand side. The non-zero contributions

come from when j = 1 and i = s. In the second term, the non-zero terms are for

j = 2 and i = s. The third term gives non-zero contributions when j = 1 and

i = s or i = s − 1. In the fourth term, there are non-zero contributions when
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j = 1 and i = s or i = s + 1. The final term produces non-zero contributions

only when i = s and j = 1. Employing this knowledge, Eq. (S12) becomes

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) + O(∆2

t )

=
∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ−(2, Ns, es)

{
(n2

s + 1)p(Up
s,1n, e, th) − n2

sp(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ+(1, Ns, es)

{
(n1

s + 1)p(Dp
s,2n, e, th) − n1

sp(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

∑
i=s,s−1

β−(1, Ni, ei)
{

(n1
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,1n, e, th) − n1
i+1p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
s

∑
i=s,s+1

β+(1, Ni, ei)
{

(n1
i−1 + 1)p(Lm

i,1n, e, th) − n1
i−1p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n1
sγ(1, Ns, es)

{
n1
sp(n, e, th) − (n1

s + 1)p(Gs,1n, e, th)
}
. (S13)

The first term can be rewritten using the change of variables n̄2
s = n2

s + 1 and

n̄1
s = n1

s − 1

∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ−(2, Ns, es)

{
(n2

s + 1)p(Up
s,1n, e, th) − nNy+1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ−(2, Ns, es)×

{
(n2

s + 1)p([n1
s − 1, n2

s + 1, . . . nNy+1
s ], e, th) − n2

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(2, Ns, es)×

{
n̄2
s(n̄1

s + 1)p([n̄1
s, n̄

2
s, . . . , n̄

Ny+1
s ], e, th) − n2

sn
1
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(2, Ns, es)
{
n2
s(n1

s + 1)p(n, e, th) − n1
sn

2
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(2, Ns, es)n
2
sp(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ−(2, Ns, es)n
2
s⟩.
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The second term in the right-hand side of Eq. (S13) can then be rewritten as

the following (using n̄2
s = n2

s − 1 and n̄1
s = n1

s + 1):

∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ+(1, Ns, es)

{
(n1

s + 1)p(Dp
s,1n, e, th) − n1

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

n1
sµ+(1, Ns, es)×

{
(n1

s + 1)p([n1
s + 1, n2

s − 1, . . . , nNy+1
s ], e, th) − n1

sp(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(1, Ns, es)×

{
n̄1
s(n̄1

s − 1)p([n̄1
s, n̄

2
s, . . . , n

Ny
s ], e, th) − n1

sn
1
sp(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(1, Ns, es)
{
n1
s(n2

s + 1)p(n, e, th) − n1
sn

1
sp(n, e, th)

}
= −

∑
n

∑
e

µ+(1, Ns, es)n
1
sp(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ+(1, Ns, es)n
1
s⟩.

The contributions from the terms describing movement in physical space are

the same as in Eq. (S3) with j = 1 and the growth terms are also the same as

those in Eq. (S3) with i = s and j = 1. Putting these together, we get

∂

∂t
⟨n1

s⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨µ−(2, Ns, es)n

2
s⟩ −

1

∆t
⟨µ+(1, Ns, es)n

1
s⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨β+(1, Ns, es)n

1
s−1⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨β−(1, Ns, es)n

1
s+1⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨β−(1, Ns−1, es−1)n1

s⟩ −
1

∆t
⟨β+(1, Ns+1, es+1)n1

s⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨γ(1, Ns, es)n

1
s⟩. (S14)
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Then, in the limit ∆x,∆y,∆t → 0, the continuum equivalents of the

dependent variables, Eq. (S14) can be rewritten at y = Ymin as follows:

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x− ∆x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x + ∆x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x− ∆x, t), e(x− ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x + ∆x, t), e(x + ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ−(y + ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y + ∆y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).

Then, employing the aforementioned Taylor expansions, we find

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))×[

n(x, y, t) − ∆x
∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]
+

1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))×[

n(x, y, t) + ∆x
∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]
− 1

∆t
n(x, y, t)×[

β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − ∆x
∂

∂x
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

x

2

∂2

∂x2
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

− 1

∆t
n(x, y, t)×
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β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + ∆x

∂

∂x
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

x

2

∂2

∂x2
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

+
1

∆t

[
n(x, y, t) + ∆y

∂

∂y
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
n(x, y, t)

]
×[

µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + ∆y
∂

∂y
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

y

2

∂2

∂y2
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

− 1

∆t
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).

This can be rewritten as (dropping the dependent variables for simplicity)

∂n

∂t
=

1

∆t
(µ− − µ+)n +

∆y

∆t

∂

∂y
(µ−n) +

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2
(µ−n) +

∆x

∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β− − β+)n

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β− + β+)

∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
(β− + β+)

)
+

1

∆t
γn, (S15)

at y = Ymin. Recalling that

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),
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such that

µ± =
Dp∆t

∆2
y

∓ vp∆t

2∆y
,

then Eq. (S15) can be rewritten as

∂n

∂t
=

1

∆y
vpn +

∂

∂y

(
1

2
vpn +

1

∆y
Dpn

)
+

1

2

∂2

∂y2
(Dpn) +

∂

∂x
(vmn)

+
∂

∂x

(
Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
Dm

)
+ rn.

Therefore, in order to prevent blow-up of terms at y = Ymin, we require that

vpn +
∂

∂y
(Dpn) = 0 at y = Ymin.

Boundary condition at y = Ymax.

Returning to the Eq. (S1), we seek an equation for the evolution of the cell

number on the upper most lattice site in phenotype space, corresponding to

the site yNy+1. To find this, we multiply Eq. (S1) by n
Ny+1
s and sum over

possible states n:

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) =

∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny∑
j=1

µ−(j + 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj+1

i + 1)p(Up
i,jn, e, th)− nj+1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=2

µ+(j − 1, Ni, ei)
{
(nj−1

i + 1)p(Dp
i,jn, e, th)− nj−1

i p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

Nx∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

β−(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i+1 + 1)p(Rm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i+1p(n, e, th)
}

+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

Nx+1∑
i=2

Ny+1∑
j=1

β+(j,Ni, ei)
{
(nj

i−1 + 1)p(Lm
i,jn, e, th)− nj

i−1p(n, e, th)
}
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+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

γ(j,Ni, ei)
{
γ(j,Ni − 1, ei)(n

j
i − 1)p(Gi,jn, e, th)

− γ(j,Ni, ei)n
j
ip(n, e, th)

}
.

(S16)

Using the same methods as on the boundaries in physical space, we can

change variables in each term to find an equation for evolution of cell number.

Consider first the first term on the right-hand side. From previous analysis,

we know that the only non-zero contributions come from when j = Ny and

i = s. In the second term, the non-zero terms are j = Ny + 1 and i = s. The

third term gives contributions when j = Ny + 1 and i = s or i = s− 1. In the

fourth term, there are non-zero contributions when j = Ny + 1 and i = s or

i = s+ 1. The final term produces non-zero contributions only when i = s and

j = Ny + 1. Thus, Eq. (S16) can be written as

∆t

∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

∂

∂t
p(n, e, th) =

∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)

{
(n

Ny+1
s + 1)p(Up

s,Ny
n, e, th)− n

Ny+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s µ+(Ny, Ns, es)

{
(n

Ny
s + 1)p(Dp

s,Ny+1n, e, th)− n
Ny
s p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

∑
i=s,s−1

β−(Ny + 1, Ni, ei)
{
(n

Ny+1
i+1 + 1)p(Rm

i,Ny+1n, e, th)

− n
Ny+1
i+1 p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

∑
i=s,s+1

β+(Ny + 1, Ni, ei)
{
(n

Ny+1
i−1 + 1)p(Lm

i,Ny+1n, e, th)

− n
Ny+1
i−1 p(n, e, th)

}
+
∑
n

∑
e

n
Ny+1
s

{
γ(Ny + 1, Ns − 1, es)(n

Ny+1
s − 1)p(Gs,Ny+1n, e, th)

− γ(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n
Ny+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
. (S17)
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The first term in Eq. (S17) can be rewritten using the change of variables

(n̄
Ny+1
s = n

Ny+1
s + 1 and n̄

Ny
s = n

Ny
s − 1) in the following way:

∑
n

∑
e

nNy+1
s µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)

{
(nNy+1

s + 1)p(Up
s,Ny

n, e, th) − nNy+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

nNy+1
s µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)×

{
(nNy+1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

Ny
s − 1, nNy+1

s − 1], e, th) − nNy+1
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)×

{
n̄Ny+1
s (n̄Ny+1

s − 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n̄

Ny
s , n̄Ny+1

s ], e, th) − nNy+1
s nNy+1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)
{
nNy+1
s (nNy+1

s − 1)p(n, e, th) − nNy+1
s nNy+1

s p(n, e, th)
}

= −
∑
n

∑
e

µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n
Ny+1
s p(n, e, th)

= −⟨µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n
Ny+1
s ⟩.

The second term in Eq. (S17) can then be rewritten as the following (using

n̄
Ny+1
s = n

Ny+1
s − 1 and n̄

Ny
s = n

Ny
s + 1):

∑
n

∑
e

nNy+1
s µ+(Ny, Ns, es)

{
(nNy

s + 1)p(Dp
s,Ny+1n, e, th) − nNy

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

nNy+1
s µ+(Ny, Ns, es)×

{
(nNy

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n

Ny
s + 1, nNy+1

s − 1], e, th) − nNy
s p(n, e, th)

}
=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(Ny, Ns, es)×

{
n̄Ny
s (n̄Ny+1

s + 1)p([n1
s, . . . , n̄

Ny
s , n̄Ny+1

s ], e, th) − nNy
s nNy+1

s p(n, e, th)
}

=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(Ny, Ns, es)×

{
nNy
s (nNy+1

s + 1)p(n, e, th) − nNy
s nNy+1

s p(n, e, th)
}
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=
∑
n

∑
e

µ+(Ny, Ns, es)n
Ny
s p(n, e, th)

= ⟨µ+(Ny, Ns, es)n
Ny
s ⟩.

The contributions from the terms describing movement in physical space are

the same as in the main body Eq. (S3) where j = Ny. This is also true for the

growth terms with i = s and j = Ny. Putting these together, we get

∂

∂t
⟨nNy+1

s ⟩ =
1

∆t
⟨µ+(Ny, Ns, es)n

Ny
s ⟩ − 1

∆t
⟨µ−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n

Ny+1
s ⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨β+(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n

Ny+1
s−1 ⟩ +

1

∆t
⟨β−(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n

Ny+1
s+1 ⟩

− 1

∆t
⟨β−(Ny + 1, Ns−1, es−1)nNy+1

s ⟩ − 1

∆t
⟨β+(Ny + 1, Ns+1, es+1)nNy+1

s ⟩

+
1

∆t
⟨γ(Ny + 1, Ns, es)n

Ny+1
s ⟩. (S18)

We can take the limit ∆x,∆y,∆t → 0, such that Eq. (S18) can be rewritten

as the following at y = Ymax:

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x− ∆x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x + ∆x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x− ∆x, t), e(x− ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

− 1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x + ∆x, t), e(x + ∆x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
µ+(y − ∆y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y − ∆y, t)

− 1

∆t
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).
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Using Taylor series expansions, we find

∂

∂t
n(x, y, t) =

1

∆t
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))×[

n(x, y, t) − ∆x
∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]
+

1

∆t
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))×[

n(x, y, t) + ∆x
∂

∂x
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
x

2

∂2

∂x2
n(x, y, t)

]
− 1

∆t
n(x, y, t)×[

β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − ∆x
∂

∂x
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

x

2

∂2

∂x2
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

− 1

∆t
n(x, y, t)×[

β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + ∆x
∂

∂x
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

x

2

∂2

∂x2
β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

+
1

∆t

[
n(x, y, t) − ∆y

∂

∂y
n(x, y, t) +

∆2
y

2

∂2

∂y2
n(x, y, t)

]
×[

µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) − ∆y
∂

∂y
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

+
∆2

y

2

∂2

∂y2
µ+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)

]

− 1

∆t
µ−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t)

+
1

∆t
γ(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))n(x, y, t).
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Now, dropping the dependent variables for simplicity, we find

∂n

∂t
= − 1

∆t
(µ− − µ+)n− ∆y

∆t

∂

∂y
(µ+n) +

∆2
y

2∆t

∂2

∂y2
(µ+n) +

∆x

∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β− − β+)n

)
+

∆2
x

2∆t

∂

∂x

(
(β− + β+)

∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
(β− + β+)

)
+

1

∆t
γn.

at y = Ymax. Recalling that

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆x

∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆x,∆t→0

∆2
x

2∆t

(
β−(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + β+(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dm(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆y

∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))− µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= vp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆y,∆t→0

∆2
y

2∆t

(
µ− (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) + µ+ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t))

)
= Dp(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
γ (y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)) = r(y, ρ(x, t), e(x, t)),

such that

µ± =
Dp∆t

∆2
y

∓ vp∆t

2∆y
,

then the equation can be rewritten as

∂n

∂t
= − 1

∆y
vpn +

∂

∂y

(
−1

2
vpn +

1

∆y
Dpn

)
+

1

2

∂2

∂y2
(Dpn) +

∂

∂x
(vmn)

+
∂

∂x

(
Dm ∂n

∂x
− n

∂

∂x
Dm

)
+ rn.

Therefore, in order to prevent blow-up of terms at y = Ymax, we require that

−vpn +
∂

∂y
(Dpn) = 0 at y = Ymax.
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S1.2 Equation for the density of the local environment

Following the assumptions outlined in Sec. 2 and methodology above, we can

review the master equation (S1) describing the evolution of the number of

elements of the local environment at position xi, denoted ei, and multiply by

es and sum over all possible states e and n to get

∑
e

∑
n

es∆t
∂

∂t
p(n, e, th)

=
∑
e

∑
n

es

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {(ei + 1)p(n, Hie, th)− eip(n, e, th)}

=
∑
e

∑
n

es

Nx+1∑
i=1

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i )
{
(ei + 1)p(n, [e1, . . . , ei + 1, . . . , eNx+1], th)

− eip(n, e, th)
}
,

recalling that contributions from the terms describing cell dynamics only sum

to zero. Now we consider two cases: i = s and i ̸= s. First, consider i ̸= s and

use the change of variables ēi = ei + 1 in the second term, and then drop the

bar:

∑
e

∑
n

es

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i ̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {(ei + 1)p(n, [e1, . . . , ei + 1, . . . , eNx+1], th)− eip(n, e, th)}

=
∑
e

∑
n

es

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {ēip(n, [e1, . . . , ēi, . . . , eNx+1], th)− eip(n, e, th)}

=
∑
e

∑
n

es

Nx+1∑
i=1,
i̸=s

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
i ) {eip(n, e, th)− eip(n, e, th)}

= 0.

Now consider the case when i = s and use the change of variables ēs = es +1:

∑
e

∑
n

Ny+1∑
j=1

esλ(j, n
j
s) {(es + 1)p(n, [e1, . . . , es + 1, . . . , eNx+1], th)− esp(n, e, th)}

=
∑
e

∑
n

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
s)
{
ēs(ēs − 1)p(n, [e1, . . . , ēs, . . . , eNx+1], e, th)− e2sp(n, e, th)

}
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=
∑
e

∑
n

Ny+1∑
j=1

esλ(j, n
j
s) {(es − 1)p(n, e, th)− esp(n, e, th)}

= −
∑
e

∑
n

Ny+1∑
j=1

λ(j, nj
s)esp(n, e, th)

= −
Ny+1∑
j=1

⟨λ(j, nj
s)es⟩.

Putting this together, we get

∆t
∂

∂t
⟨es⟩ = −

Ny+1∑
j=1

⟨λ(j, nj
s)es⟩.

Defining

lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
λ(y, n(x, y, t), e(x, t)) = ν(y, n(x, y, t), e(x, t)),

which we can substitute into the equation, rearrange and take limits as

∆x,∆y,∆t → 0, to find that the differential equation for the density of the

local environment, e(x, t), is given by

∂

∂t
e(x, t) = −

∫ y=Ymax

y=Ymin

ν(y, n(x, y, t))e(x, t)dy.

No boundary conditions are required for this equation.
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S2 Individual-based model functions

S2.1 Phenotypic structuring during range expansion

As per the rules described in Sec. 2, we can write functions to describe the

movement and growth of cells over time. In particular, noting that in this case

we have homogeneous cells, with constant random movement in all directions,

then we can write

β±(j,Ni±1, ei±1) = k = constant.

Furthermore, when considering KPP type invasion, we know that cells grow

faster in areas with higher amounts of available space, which can be modelled

as

γK(j,Ni) = 1 − Ni

κ
,

whereas, with the addition of the Allee effect, we instead have

γA(j,Ni) =

(
1 − Ni

κ

)
(Ni − p∗),

with p∗ ∈ (0, 1/2) and κ > 0 describing the maximum total number of cells

that can fit in any single site. Implementing these functional forms during

the coarse-graining process described in Sec. S1, absorbing constants in the

continuum limit and rescaling as appropriate, the resulting continuum equation

is given by Eq. (14) with functions (15) and (16).
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S2.2 A go-or-grow model of cells invading the

extracellular matrix (ECM)

When describing cells moving into the extracellular matrix (ECM), we know

that volume filling constraints will affect the movement in physical space. In

fact, as space decreases, cells have less space in which to move. Furthermore,

we implement a continuum of cell phenotypes in this case, such that cells in

phenotypic state j = Ymax are the most proliferative, but least motile and

degrading cells. As such, the individual-based functions describing movement

in physical space can be written as

β±(j,Ni±1, ei±1) = (1 − j)

(
1 − Ni±1 + ei±1

κ

)
,

where κ > 0 is the total number of available sites for cells and ECM elements,

known as the carrying capacity.

Cells are able to proliferate more rapidly when there is a larger amount of

available space, and when they occupy a phenotypic state with higher values.

As such, we have that

γ(j,Ni, ei) = j

(
1 − Ni + ei

κ

)
.

Alternatively, it is cells in a lower phenotypic state, j, that degrade the sur-

rounding ECM at a higher rate. The corresponding function to describe this

is given by

λ(j, nj
i ) = (1 − j)nj

i .

In Sec. 3.3, we consider a number of different functions to describe move-

ment in phenotypic space. The first phenotypic drift term we consider is

cell-dependent drift, where cells transition into a phenotypic state with lower
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values at an increasing rate in regions with more cells present. The second

phenotypic drift term we evaluate considers the role of the ECM in determin-

ing phenotypic transitions. In this case, cells transition to phenotypic states

with lower values as the number of ECM elements in the same physical site

increases. Finally we consider space-dependent phenotype transitions such that

cells move into phenotypic sites with higher values at an increasing rate as

the available space in the same physical site increases. These options are all

described in Table 1.

Phenotypic drift µ−(j,Ni, ei) µ+(j,Ni, ei)

Cell-dependent
Ni

κ
1−

Ni

κ

ECM-dependent
ei

κ
1−

ei

κ

Space-dependent
Ni + ei

κ
1−

Ni + ei

κ
Table 1 Table listing the individual-based functions used during coarse-graining, that
correspond to those continuum equivalents described in Table 1. The functions shown
describe the probabilities of transitions up and down the phenotype space, µ+(j,Ni, ei)
and µ−(j,Ni, ei), respectively.

Implementing the individual-based functions described above during the

coarse-graining process, absorbing parameters and rescaling gives the resulting

continuum equations and functions as stated in Sec. 3.3 of the main text.

S2.3 T cell exhaustion

In the case where we consider T cell exhaustion, we are simulating both T

cells and tumour cells. Both the T cells and tumour cells can move and grow,

whilst T cells have a further variable, exhaustion, attached to them, and they

are able to kill off the tumour cells.

The movement of both the tumour cells and T cells is subject to volume

exclusion, but also depends on the exhaustion level of the cells for the T



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

100 Phenotypic heterogeneity in cell migration

cells. As such, we can write that the individual-based functions describing the

movement of the T cells is given by

β±(j,Ni±1, ei±1) = j

(
1 − Ni±1 + ei±1

κ

)
,

where κ > 0 is the carrying capacity of each physical site, i. Alternatively, the

movement of the tumour cells does not depend on the phenotype of the cells,

and can be given as

r±(Ni±1, ei±1) =

(
1 − Ni±1 + ei±1

κ

)
.

T cells are able to divide and produce a daughter cell in the same phe-

notypic and physical site at a rate described by γ1 ≥ 0. However the rate of

reproduction depends on available space and is also greater for less exhausted

cells, in a phenotypic state with higher values. T cells can also die at a rate

γ0 ≥ 0 which increases as they exhaust. As such, the function describing the

net growth of the T cells at an individual-level is given by

γ(j,Ni, ei) = γ1j

(
1 − Ni + ei

κ

)
− γ0(1 − j).

Concurrently, the probability of tumour cell growth increases in more available

space. As such, we write

b(Ni, ei) = 1 − Ni + ei
κ

.

T cells exhaust as a result of interactions with (being in the same site as)

tumour cells. They also naturally exhaust. Both of these occur faster when a
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cell is less exhausted (in a higher phenotypic state). To implement this, we

write that the probability of cells moving up or down in phenotype space can

be written as

µ±(j, ei) =
1

2
(1 ± jk1 ± jk2ei) ,

where k1, k2 ≥ 0 describe the exhaustion rate of the T cells as a result of

movement and growth, and as a result of interactions with the tumour cells,

respectively.

Finally, tumour cells die (and are removed from their site) as a result

of interactions with T cells in the same physical site. The individual-based

description of this is given by

λ(j, nj
i ) = jnj

i .

Using these functions in a coarse-graining process similar to that in Sec. S1

and rescaling as appropriate, we find that the resulting system of equations is

given by Eqs. (20) and (21), with continuum functions as described in Sec. 3.4.
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S3 Numerical methods

The deterministic, continuum counterpart of the individual-based model

described in Sec. 2 is given by the PDEs in Eqs. (5) and (12), with

boundary conditions given in Eqs. (7)-(10) and initial conditions given in

Eqs. (6) and (13).

To solve this system numerically, we use an advection-diffusion-reaction

(A-DR) scheme that discretises the spatial variable x using a central finite

difference stencil. In the phenotypic axis, y, we use a finite volume scheme,

which divides the axis into Ny + 1 sites of equal width, controlled using the

Koren limiter [27]. The discretised equations which are solved numerically to

produce the simulations take the following form:

dnj
i

dt
=

((Dm)ji+1 + (Dm)ji )(n
j
i+1 − nj

i ) − ((Dm)ji + (Dm)ji−1)(nj
i − nj

i−1)

2∆x2

+
nj+1
i − 2nj

i + nj−1
i

∆y2
(Dp)ji + Ai,j + nj

i r(ȳj , Ni, ei)

where

Ni =
∑
j

nj
i∆y,

(Dm)ji = Dm(ȳj , Ni, ei),

(Dp)ji = Dp(ȳj , Ni, ei),

ȳj = mean of yj and yj+1,

Ai,j = flux-limited advection in y.
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The advection term in the y-direction is discretised using a slope-limited

upwind scheme and can be written as:

(
∂

∂y
(vpn)

)j

i

≈ F
j+1/2
i − F

j−1/2
i

∆y
,

where F
j+1/2
i is the numerical flux across the interface between phenotypic

points yj and yj+1, given by:

F
j+1/2
i =


(vp)

j+1/2
i nj,+

i if (vp)
j+1/2
i > 0,

(vp)
j+1/2
i nj+1,−

i if (vp)
j+1/2
i ≤ 0,

which is calculated using

Rj
i =

nj+1
i − nj

i

nj
i − nj−1

i

,

nj,+
i = nj

i +
1

2
ϕ(Rj

i )(n
j+1
i − nj

i ),

nj+1,−
i = nj+1

i − 1

2
ϕ(1/Rj

i )(n
j+1
i − nj

i ).

Alongside this, to simulate the evolution of the density of the local envi-

ronment, as described by Eq. (12), we use the finite difference scheme, with a

summation to approximate the integral, which can be written as

dei
dt

= −ei ·
∑
j

ν(ȳj , n
j
i )∆y.

This resulting system of ordinary differential equations are then inte-

grated in time using python’s in-built ordinary differential equation solver

scipy.integrate.solve ivp with the explicit Runge-Kutta integration
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method of order 5 and time step ∆t = 0.1. The phenotype step is ∆y = 0.02

and the spatial step is ∆x = 0.1, both of which were chosen to be sufficiently

small to ensure that we observed convergence in the solutions.
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S4 Supplementary figures
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(a) Initial condition
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(b) Cell-dependent drift
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(c) ECM-dependent drift
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(d) Space-dependent drift
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Fig. S1 Evolution of the phenotypic structure of cells in Eqs. (5)–(12) subject to various
phenotypic drift terms, with the corresponding ECM density shown as a dashed grey line.
(a) The initial distribution of the ECM and the cells with different phenotypes. (b) The
spatial structure of the invading wave subject to cell-dependent phenotypic drift. (c) The
spatial structure of the invading wave subject to ECM-dependent phenotypic drift. (d) The
spatial structure of the invading wave subject to space-dependent phenotypic drift. Results
in (b), (c) and (d) are all plotted at time 30 wand simulations are carried out with κ = 1.
See Table 1 for explicit forms of the phenotypic drift terms.
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