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Abstract

In this work we study the effect of domain growth on spatial correlations in agent popu-
lations containing multiple species. This is important as heterogenous cell populations are
ubiquitous during the embryonic development of many species. We have previously shown
that the long term behaviour of an agent population depends on the way in which domain
growth is implemented. We extend this work to show that, depending on the way in which
domain growth is implemented, different species dominate in multispecies simulations. Con-
tinuum approximations of the lattice-based model that ignore spatial correlations cannot
capture this behaviour, while those that explicitly account for spatial correlations can. The
results presented here show that the precise mechanism of domain growth can determine
the long term behaviour of multispecies populations, and in certain circumstances, establish

spatially varying species densities.

1 Introduction

Heterogeneous cell populations are widespread throughout biology. Obvious examples include

the immune system [1], the brain [2], and the heart [3]. Tumours are often composed of cells
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that are not phenotypically identical, an important factor that reduces the efficacy of many drug
treatments [4]. Cranial neural crest stem cells, a subset of a migratory cell population that give
rise to a diverse lineage, exhibit ‘leader’ or ‘follower’ phenotypes during their collective cell mi-
gration [5-7]. Similarly melanoblasts, another neural crest stem cell subset, and keratinocytes,

simultaneously populate the dorsal lateral epithelium during embryonic development [8].

Spatial structure in cell populations is known to be important for their function and develop-
ment. Forinstance, in melanoblasts spatial correlations between migrating cells are hypothesised
to underpin pigmentation patterns [8]. Spatial structure is often established by cell prolifera-
tion, as a new cell is naturally close to its parent cell following division. Important examples of
this are tumour development [9] and the growth of the cerebral cortex [2]. Spatial correlations
between cells can also be indicative of different types of cell-cell interactions, such as adhesion
or repulsion [10-13]. Importantly, many of the aforementioned examples of heterogenous cell
populations in which spatial structure is important are associated with growing tissues, either
during embryonic development [2, 5-8]|, or in pathological scenarios [3, 4]. Therefore, it is im-
portant to be able to include domain growth in models of cell populations containing multiple

species where spatial structure plays a significant role [5-8, 14, 15].

In this work we examine the effects of domain growth on the evolution of spatial correlations
between agents (where agents represent cells) in individual-based models (IBMs). To do so we
employ an agent-based, discrete random-walk model on a two-dimensional square lattice with
volume-exclusion. We have previously shown that the way in which domain growth is imple-
mented in an IBM can alter the behaviour of a population of identical agents [16, 17]. Therefore,
we hypothesised that the way in which domain growth is implemented in a simulation with mul-
tiple agent species could change the dominant agent species. We also reasoned that a standard
mean-field approximation (MFA) would be insufficient to capture the behaviours exhibited by
the IBM, and the MFA would require correction by the inclusion of spatial correlations in the
form of a system of ordinary differential equations (ODESs) to accurately approximate the IBM
results. This has previously been shown in scenarios without growth. For example, Markham

et al. [14] demonstrated the necessity of including the effect of spatial correlations in continuum



models to accurately predict the dominant species in a multispecies context.

The outline of this work is as follows: we introduce a two-dimensional IBM and two distinct
growth mechanisms in Section 2.1. We then define the individual and pairwise density func-
tions, and a derive a system of equations (referred to as a correlation ODE model) describing
the evolution of the individual and pairwise density functions for multiple species on a growing
domain in Sections 2.2-2.3. In Section 3 we test the accuracy of the correlation ODE model by
comparing it with the standard MFA and IBM results for multispecies simulations. We then
demonstrate that the precise details of the implementation of domain growth can affect agent
population fates; a species that dominates in one growth regime might not dominate in the
other. As far as we are aware this is the first time it has been reported that the particular
details of the growth regime can change the competition outcome between two species. We
also demonstrate that the MFA is unable to accurately capture the effects of domain growth
in the IBM, whereas the correlation ODE models that include the effect of spatial correlations
do. Finally, we examine some biologically motivated examples of non-uniform domain growth
in our IBM in Section 3.2, and show that non-uniform domain growth can cause spatially vary-
ing species densities in multispecies agent populations that depend on the growth mechanism

implemented. We conclude in Section 4 with a discussion of our results.

2 Model

In this section we first introduce the IBM and the two domain growth mechanisms we employ
throughout this work. We then derive equations describing the evolution of the individual and
pairwise density functions in the IBM for both growth mechanisms. The inclusion of the effect of
agent motility, proliferation, and death, in the density functions has been previously presented

[14, 18, 19]!

2.1 IBM and domain growth mechanisms

The IBM is simulated on a two-dimensional square lattice with lattice spacing A = 1 [20] and

size N.(t) by Ny(t), where N, (t) is the number of lattice sites in a row and Ny (¢) is the number

1We present the details of how to include the effects of agent motility, proliferation, and death, in the density
functions in the supplementary information (Section S1).



of sites in a column. Initially, all simulations are performed with periodic boundary conditions.

Each agent is assigned to a lattice site, from which it can move or proliferate into an adja-
cent site. If an agent attempts to move into a site that is already occupied, the movement event
is aborted. Similarly, if an agent attempts to proliferate into a site that is already occupied, the
proliferation event is aborted. Processes in which only one agent is allowed per site are often
referred to as exclusion processes [20]. Time is evolved continuously, in accordance with the
Gillespie algorithm [21], such that movement, proliferation and growth events are modelled as
exponentially distributed ‘reaction events’ in a Markov chain. Throughout this work we only
present examples with two species, and these species are referred to as A and B. However, all
the results presented in this work are easily extendable to scenarios containing more than two
species [14]. Attempted agent movement or proliferation events occur with rates Pgl or Pp] per
unit time, respectively, where I denotes the species type. For example, PAdt is the probability
of an individual agent of species A attempting to move in the next infinitesimally small time
interval t. Death events occur with rate PdI per unit time and result in the removal of an agent

from the lattice.

Both growth mechanisms we employ are stochastic [22]: the insertion of new lattice sites occurs
with positive rate constants Py, and P, per unit time for growth in the x (horizontal) and y
(vertical) directions, respectively. That is, an individual lattice site undergoes a growth event in
the z direction with rate P,,. Our growth mechanisms are designed to represent the growth of
an underlying tissue upon which a cell population is situated. Examples of cell populations that
are situated on top of growing tissues can be readily found in biological systems. For instance,
cell populations such as neural crest stem cells are known to migrate through growing tissues,
such as the epidermis, during embryonic development [5, 8, 15]. In growth mechanism 1 (GM1)
when a ‘growth event’ occurs along the z-axis (horizontal axis in Fig. 1 (a)), one new column of
sites is added at a position selected uniformly at random. In growth mechanism 2 (GM2) when
a ‘growth event’ occurs along the x-axis (see Fig. 1 (b)), for each row, one new site is added in
a column that is selected uniformly at random. Importantly, when a growth event occurs, the

site selected for division is moved one spacing in the positive horizontal direction along with its



contents (i.e. an agent or no agent, an agent is symbolised by a black circle in Fig. 1). The new
lattice site is empty, and the contents of all other lattice sites remain unaffected. Growth in the
y direction is implemented in an analogous manner to the z direction for both growth mecha-
nisms. We chose these growth mechanisms as they are significantly different to each other, and
both may have biological relevance [23-25]. Furthermore, both of these growth mechanisms
can be used to implement any form of isotropic growth in our IBM, and are adaptable to three
spatial dimensions [22]. Finally, it is important to note that both growth mechanisms give rise

to the same overall growth rate when implemented with the same rate constants.

Figure 1: (Colour online). Before and after the growth events for both (a) GM1 and (b) GM2,
in which growth is along the z-axis for a two-dimensional lattice. In each row the yellow (light
grey) site has been chosen to undergo a growth event. Following this the yellow (light grey)
site is moved to the right with its contents, for instance an agent (represented by a black cell).
The blue (dark grey) sites are the new lattice sites and are always initially empty. The contents
of all the other sites remain unaffected, although in some cases their neighbouring sites will
change.

Throughout this work we employ homogenous initial conditions in our IBM (when our initial
condition is averaged over many repeats). That is, our initial distribution for both species is
achieved by populating a certain number of sites uniformly at random. An occupied site is
indicated by A or B, and an unoccupied site is indicated by 0. This means the normalised

average agent density for species A on the two-dimensional domain is

1 Na (t)Ny(t)
CA(t):W Z 14{m}. (1)



Here 14 is the indicator function for species A (i.e. 1 if species A occupies site m, and 0 if it

does not). An analogous equation holds for species B.

2.2 Individual density functions

We now derive the evolution equations for the individual density functions. To begin with, we
only include the effects of domain growth on the density functions (the details of how to include
the effects of agent motility, proliferation, and death, in the density functions are demonstrated
in the supplementary information Section S1).

We define the individual density functions, pXIXNy(m; t), as the probability that site m is
occupied by an agent A at time ¢ on a domain of size N,(t) x Ny(t), where m is the vector
(i,7), with ¢ indexing the row number of a lattice site, and j indexing the column number of
a lattice site?. For instance, (2,3) would be the lattice site situated in the second row and the

NIXNy(

third column of the lattice. Similarly, p5 m;t) is defined as the probability that site m is

occupied by an agent B at time t on a domain of size N, (t) x Ny (t).

The following derivation for the evolution of individual density functions is the same for GM1
and GM2 (and for species A and B)3. Therefore we only derive the equation for the evolution
of the individual density functions in the case of species A. The sum of the individual density
functions on a domain of size N,(t + dt) x N, (t+ dt) at [t + dt) for species A can be written in

terms of the individual density functions at time ¢:

Ny (t+6t) Ny (t+6t) Na(t) Ny(t)
Do Y A mit 4 6t) = (1— 6tPy, No(t) — 5Py, N, (1)) pa N (mst)
=1 =1 =1 j=l
Na(t)-1 Ny (1)
Tt Y D (Nalt) = Do (i)

i=1  j=1

2As pX”XNy (m;t) denotes a probability its domain of definition is [0, 1].
3A simpler (one-dimensional) version of this derivation can be found in Ross et al. [16].



The terms of the right-hand-side (RHS) of Eq. (2) correspond to the following events: i) no
growth event occurs in [t,t + §t); ii) a growth event occurs in the horizontal (z) direction in
[t,t + dt); and iii) a growth event occurs in the vertical (y) direction in [¢,¢ + dt). As the initial
conditions are, on average, spatially uniform we can assume translational invariance for the

probability of an agent occupying a site throughout. By this we mean

Nz XNy

PA (m;t) = py XNy(n;t), vV m,n, (3)

where n indexes any other site on the domain?.

Equation (3) allows us to rewrite Eq. (2) as

(Na(t + 6t)) (N, (t + 6t)) o™ (m; t 4 6t) =
(1 = 6Py, Na(t) — 6Py, Ny (1)) (Na (1)) (N, (£)) 'y (m; 1)
+ 6t Py, (Nx(t) — 1)(Ny (£) (Na(t) = 1)p = (s )
+ 6t Py, (N2 (1) (Ny () — 1)(Ny (£) — )N (my 1) + O(61).

(4)
Equation (4) can then be simplified to obtain

PN (myt 4 6t) = (1 — 6t Py, Ny (t) — 6t Py, Ny () py> ™ (m; 1)

(
(t) (Nz—1)x Ny .
+ 0tP,, ( AT )> (Nz(t) = 1)py (m;t)

y(t) — Nox(Ny=1) 2
+ 0t Py, <Ny(t oy (Ny(t) = 1)py (m;t) + O(5t7).  (5)
Rearranging Eq. (5) and taking the limit as dt — 0 we arrive at the ODE

dpiy N (m; t) NaxN,
T Ny()pa"™ " (m; t)

dt :_(szNx(t)“‘ng
A e [AURE I
2y (B0 0400 = Dk ©)

4We assume translational invariance throughout this work because the initial agent density for all simulations
in the IBM is achieved by populating lattice sites uniformly at random until the required density is achieved.



If we make the approximation pXIXNy (m;t) = ((Ny(t) — 1)/Ny(t)) pﬁzX(Nyfl)(m; t) and
PN (my ) & (Na(8) — 1)/Na(2) p= ™ (m; #) in Eq. (6) we obtain
dpA“”XNy (m;t) Ny X Ny

q = —(Py, Nu(t) + Py, Ny(1))py™ ™ (m; 1)

+ Py, (Ny(t) — 1)py ™ (ms t)

+ Py, (N (1) — 1)ph= ™ (m; 1), (7)

This approximation has been previously published [26], and reasonably implies that domain
growth ‘dilutes’ the agent density [16] (we present analysis of the accuracy of this approximation

in Section S2 of the supplementary information). Finally, we simplify Eq. (7) to obtain

zXNy (m7 t)

dpy Nox Ny

dt = _(ng + ng)PA (m; ). (8)

Equation (8) is a single equation that describes how exponential domain growth affects the
evolution of the individual density functions for species A. It is important to note that Eq. (8)
describes how exponential domain growth affects the evolution of individual density functions
because we have defined P, and P, as constants. It is straightforward to derive equations for

linear and logistic domain growth analogous to Eq. (8) if required.

In the course of the following derivation it will be useful to write the pairwise density func-
tions in terms of the distances between sites, therefore we shall rewrite the individual density

functions as

pa” N (mit) = N () = eat). (9)

If we substitute Eq. (9) into Eq. (8) we obtain

dea(t)
dt

= —(Py, + Py, )ca(t). (10)

A comparison between Egs. (6) and (10) demonstrates that the approximation we have em-
ployed reduces an infinite system of equations describing the evolution of the macroscopic agent

density on a growing domain, into a single first-order linear ODE that is trivially solvable. To



include the effects of agent proliferation and motility in Eq. (10) we first need to define the

pairwise density functions.

2.3 Pairwise density functions

Figure 2 displays two configurations of two agents, which we will term (a) colinear and (b)

diagonal. The distance between sites is measured from their centres, as illustrated in Fig. 2 (b).

Ty r
4
[ ]
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DDDDDDD; DDDDDDD=
(a) (b)

Figure 2: The two types of configuration of lattice sites: (a) colinear and (b) diagonal. The
lattice sites in question are labelled m and n and bordered by blue (thicker line). In (a), two
colinear lattice sites share the same row but not the same column (or vice versa). In (b), two
lattice sites are diagonal, meaning they do not share the same row or column. r, is the distance
between two lattice sites in the horizontal direction, r, is the distance between two lattice sites
in the vertical direction. In (b) r, = 3 and 7, = 1.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, r, is the distance between two lattice sites in the horizontal direction,
and 7, is the distance between two lattice sites in the vertical direction.

NIxNy(

We define the auto-correlation pairwise density functions, p,“y “(m,n;t), as the probabil-

ity sites m and n are both occupied by species A at time ¢ on a domain of size N (t) x Ny(t)

Nz XNy

(where m # n). Similarly, the auto-correlation pairwise density function pgz“; ¥(m,n;t) is

defined as the probability sites m and n are both occupied by species B at time ¢ on a domain
of size N.(t) x Ny(t). The cross-correlation pairwise density function, pXZBX Ny(m, n;t), is the
probability sites m and n are occupied by species A and B, respectively, at time ¢ on a domain of

size Ny (t) x Ny(t). We now rewrite the pairwise density functions in terms of the displacement

vector between lattice sites, that is

Nz XN, Nz XN,
/’A,AX y(m,n;t):pA’; Y(m,m + (g, ry);t). (11)



As the initial conditions in the IBM are, on average, spatially uniform we are able to assume
translational invariance for the probability of two sites a given distance apart being occupied.
This means that the pairwise density function can be written as a function of the displacement

between two lattice sites, (rs,7,). Therefore, we will further simplify our notation and write

Nz XN, Nz xN,
pAX y(m,m+(r%,ry);t):pAM;< Y(re, Tys t). (12)

2.3.1 Agent motility, proliferation and death

The inclusion of agent motility, proliferation and death in Eq. (10) has been outlined previously
[14, 18, 19]. Therefore, we refer the reader to the supplementary information (Section S1) for
details of how to include the effects of agent motility, proliferation, and death in Eq. (10), and
simply state the result for the individual density functions in the main text. The evolution of
the individual density function for a motile and proliferating species A on a growing domain is

dea(t)
dt

= B (ealt) = pAi M (1,0:6) = o35 (1,0:0)) = Pilea(t) = (o, + Py, Jea(t). (13)

An analogous equation exists for species B. As can be seen from Eq. (40), the inclusion of
agent proliferation means that pairwise density functions are now present in the equations for the
evolution of the individual density functions, which is not the case without agent proliferation
(Eq. (10)). It is important to stress that we can combine proliferation, death, and growth terms
as we do in Eq. (40), as these terms are independent of each other in the derivation of Eq. (40)

(see the supplementary information Section S1 for further details).

2.3.2 Growth mechanism 1

We now derive the equations for the evolution of the pairwise density functions for GM1 domain
growth. We do not include agent migration, proliferation, or death in the following derivation
for the purposes of clarity. The inclusion of the effects of agent migration, proliferation, and
death in the equations for the evolution of the pairwise density functions has been described
before [14, 18, 19] (the details of how to do so can be found in the supplementary information

Section S1).
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Colinear component

We begin with the colinear component of the equations for the evolution of the pairwise density
functions, that is, the scenario in which the lattice sites in question share the same column or
row, as depicted in Fig. 2 (a). The following derivation is the same for both auto-correlation
pairwise density functions, pXIAX Ny (rz,ry;t) and pngX Ny (rz,7y;t), and the cross-correlation pair-
wise density function, pX“BX Ny (rz,7y;t). Therefore, we only derive the evolution of the pairwise
density functions for species A. For agents colinear in the horizontal direction, that is, r, = 0,

the evolution of the auto-correlation pairwise density functions for species A with GM1 is

N (t+6t) Ny (t+5t)

Z Z NIXNy (rg,0;t 4 6t) =

Nz(t)Ny(t
(1 — 6tPy, Ny (t) — 6t Py, Ny ( P (0, 0)
i=1 j=1
N (t)—1 Ny (t)
+OtPy, Z L, 1, 05)
=1 =
N (t)— 1Ny t)
+0tP,, Z S (Nat) =1 =) s N (14,05
j=1

(N (1) = DN (1, 058) + O(582).
(14)

The terms on the RHS represent the probabilities that: i) no growth event occurs in [t,t + 6t);
ii) a growth event occurs in the horizontal direction between agents (r, — 1,0) apart, moving
them (74,0) apart on a domain of size Ny (t + 0t) x Ny(t + dt) at [t + 6t); iii) a growth event
occurs in the horizontal direction at a site that is not in between agents (r,,0) apart, meaning
that they remain (r;,0) apart but now on a domain of size Ny(t + 6t) x Ny(t + 0t) at time
[t + 0t); and iv) a growth event occurs in the vertical direction (as the sites are horizontally

colinear in this a GM1 growth event cannot change the displacement between them).

Similarly, the evolution of the auto-correlation pairwise density functions for agents colinear

11



in the vertical direction (that is, 7, = 0) is

N (t46t) Ny (t+6t)

Z Z P 0,y t+ 0t) =

Nz () Ny(t)
(1= 6tPy, Nau(t) — 6tPy, Ny(1) D D oyl (0,7451)
i=1 j=1
Nz (t) Ny (¢)—
+ 6P, Z Z P 0, - 1)
Jj=
N, t)Nyo N
X -
+ 6tP, Z Z (t) =1 —=ry)pa’s 7 (0,1y;t)
Nz(t) lNy(t
+0tP,, Z Z DN (0,75 8) + O(622).

(15)

We can simplify Eq. (14) to obtain

P (ra, 05t + 8t) = (1 — 6Py, No(t) — 5tngN ) ™ (ra, 05)
2(t) — Np—1)x N,
+6tPI< AT ) (rz_1)p547A PNy~ 1,0:¢)
2(t) — B (No—1)x Ny .
+ 6tP,, < N, (t + ot ) (Nz(t) —1—r )pAA (re, 0;t)
y(

o, (U ) 0 = DA i £ O, (19

Ngz—1)x N, Nz XN,
( ) y %pA Y and

If we apply the approximations® ((Ny(t) — 1)/N(t + 6t)) py A
(N (1) = 1) /Ny (¢ +88)) pyx D ~ ™ 0 Eq. (16) we obtain

)

P]X?XNy(TmO;t +6t) = (1 — 6t Py, Ny(t) — 0tPy, Ny(t ))pﬁAXN (72, 051)

+6tPy, (g — 1)pxxAXNy (rey —1,051)

+ 6t Py, (N (t) = 1= 12)py"s (1, 031)
+0tPy, (Ny(8) — 1oy s " (e, 0:8) + O(582). (17)

SThese approximations sensibly imply that domain growth ‘dilutes’ pairwise agent densities.

12



Rearranging Eq. (17) and taking the limit as dt — 0 we arrive at

deI,:Ny (72, 0;1)
dt

= Py, (ro — 1)ph ™ (re — 1,0;)
Nz XN,
- Pgm(rx + 1)PAAX y(rm(); t)

Nz XN,
~ P, AAX Y(rg, 0;1). (18)

The equivalent equation for sites colinear in the vertical direction (see Eq. (15)) is

dPXfAXNy (07 Ty3 t)

Nz XN,
pp = Py, (ry = Do’y " (0ry = 151)
ng (Ty +1) NIXNy(Ovrw t)
— Py oy M (0,5 t). (19)

Diagonal component

For the diagonal component, that is, r,,r, # 0, we have, by similar reasoning,

Ng (t+6t) Ny (t+6t)

Z Z N‘”XNy (rg,ry;t +0t) =

N (t) Ny (t)
(1= 0Py, No(t) = 6tPy, Ny(1) D D7 pa%s " (ras i)
=1 j=1
Na(t)—1 Ny (¢
+ 0tP,, Z Z Dol My — 1y
1) —1 Ny(
+0tP, Z Z (No(t) =1 = ra)plis M (ra, i)
= =
Nz (t) Ny(t)—1
+ 0tP,, Z Z NIX(Ny 1)(rm,ry—1;t)
+ 0t Py, Z Z —1—ry)pAA Y g,y t).

(20)

13



If we follow the same procedure as for the colinear component we obtain

Nz XN,
Aoy " (re,ryst) p Nz x Ny .
” =Py, (re —1)pa’a "(ra — L ryst)
Ny XNy

— P, (Tm+1)pAA (Txvry»t)

Nz XN,
+ng(ryfl)pA,;< y(rxvryfht)
Ny XN,y
—ng(ry—l-l)pAAX Y(rg, Ty t). (21)

2.3.3 Growth mechanism 2

For the derivation of the pairwise density functions for GM2 we refer the reader to the supple-
mentary information (Section S3) and simply state the results in the main text. The evolution

equation for the colinear component (horizontally colinear) for GM2 is

(Nz+1)x (Ny+1)
d Y re, 05t
PaA ( ) sz("”z 1) (ng—i-l) (Ny+1)(7"x,0;t)

dt
+ Py, (ra 1>p§4Nz*”X<Ny*”< re —1,0:t)
+ Py, (_1 - ) zH)X M, 0;1)
+ P, (—1 L Dl ) PG . (22)

14



An analogous equation exists for the vertically colinear component for GM2. The diagonal

component for GM2 is

I R

dt
P (1= 55 o (5 71) + g ) AT i
R S O )
o (o 505 (1) v AT e
o (o 05 (5l ) v A e 1
+P, (_; n N%(t) B %x (Nq:(t) B 1) n BNi(t)> pi‘]\jfxz—i—l)x(Ny-i-l)(rm L)
e <_; i N%(t) 5 (zvf?t) - 1> " BNi(t)) a0t i)

(23)

If we compare Eqgs. (18) and (21)-(23) it is apparent that the length of the domain influences

the evolution of the pairwise density functions in the case of GM2, but not in GMI.

3 Results

We present our results in terms of correlation functions [27-31] in order to simplify the visual-
isation of results, and allow the results presented here to be easily related to other research in

this field [14, 18, 19, 32, 33]. The correlation function is defined as

Nz XNy
Paa " (ra,ry;t)
Fpa(re,ry;t) :=

CA(t)2 ’

(24)

and is simply a measure of the degree to which the occupancies of two lattice sites are inde-
pendent of one another. Analogous correlation functions exist for auto-correlations in species

B and for the cross-correlations between species A and B:

Ny XN,
,0137; !(ra,myit)
FB,B(rxary;t) = CB(t)z ?

15



and

Nz XN,
pA7§ y(racurzﬁt)
Fpg(ry,ry;t) == OO (26)

If we substitute Egs. (24) and (26) into Eq. (40) we obtain

dea(t
dt

~—

— PAca(t) (1 — Faa(1,0;t)ca(t) — Fap(1,0; t)cB(t)) — Phea(t) — (pgx v ng)cA(t).

(27)

We refer to Eq. (27) as the correlation ODE model. The standard MFA assumes F4 4(1,0;t) =
Fa p(1,0;t) = 1, that is, spatial correlations between agents are insignificant, and so Eq. (27)

becomes

dCA(t)
dt

= Plea(t) (1 —ea(t) — CB(t)) ~ PAA®R) — (sz n ng>cA(t). (28)

Equation (28) is relevant as it represents the standard MFA often used to model the evolution
of the macroscopic density of a cell population [13, 34, 35]. However, in certain scenarios the
standard MFA has been shown to be inadequate [18], especially when the spatial structure of
a cell population is known to be important. As such, we will compare Eqgs. (27)-(28) in the

results section.

For our discrete simulations we use a regular square lattice of initial size 100 by 100 lattice
sites. The boundary conditions are periodic, and we have an initial uniform random seeding of
density 0.05 for each species A and B (so the total agent density is 0.1). By an initial uniform
random seeding it is meant that, on average, the initial conditions of the IBM are spatially
uniform for both species. All results presented from the IBM are ensemble averages taken from
500 repeats. To solve Egs. (10), (18) and (21)-(40) we use MATLAB’s ode15s, with an absolute

error tolerance of 10712,

Our initial condition for all simulations entails that all pairwise distances are initially uncorre-
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lated, that is,

Faa(rg,ry;0) = Fp B(12,7y;0) = Fa B(rs,7y;0) = 1. (29)

Initially we study the effect of exponential domain growth for both GM1 and GM2 on agent
density and spatial correlations in the IBM and correlation ODE model. As previously stated,
N,(t) and Ny (t) are integers that describe the number of lattice sites in the horizontal and
vertical directions, respectively. However, as results from the IBM are ensemble averages we
replace N(t) and Ny(t) with their continuum analogues L,(t) and L, (t), respectively. This
substitution of N, (t) and N, (t) with L,(t) and L,(t) avoids jump discontinuities in the nu-
merical solutions of Egs. (21)-(23), which are not present in the averaged IBM results. For
exponential domain growth L, (t) evolves according to

dL(1)

20 = Py Lalt). (30)

An analogous equation exists for Ly(t).

We also study the effect of linear and logistic domain growth for both GM1 and GM2 on
agent density and spatial correlations in the IBM and correlation ODE model. For simulations

with logistic domain growth the individual density function for species A evolves according to

ddif - PZ;L‘CA<1 — Fa,a(1,05t)ca(t) — FA7B(1,0;t)cB(t)) — Plea(t)
— (P, + Py,) <1 - Lz(tl)(];@’l@)) ca(t), (31)

where K2 is the carrying capacity and L, (t) evolves according to

dL,(t) (La(t)Ly(t))
5 = PuLa(®) (1 - K2> .
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An analogous equation exists for L,(t), and for all simulations presented here K = 300. Finally,

the individual density function for species A with linear domain growth evolves according to

ddif = PpACA(l — Fa,4(1,0;t)ca(t) — Fa,p(1,0;t)cp(t) — PdACA(t)
B (Pgif (J;fgm * Pgifééo)) ca(t), (33)

where L,(t) evolves according to

dL, (t)
de

= Py, L:(0), (34)

that is, linear growth. We also rescale time to allow for ease of comparison between simulations

with different parameters:
f= (Pp —Py— (P, + ng))t. (35)

3.1 Uniform domain growth

In Fig. 3 we recapitulate results from [14]°. We see that in the case of an IBM with a non-
growing domain and two species a more motile, slower proliferating species (species A) can
dominate over a less motile, faster proliferating species (species B) given a specific parameter
regime. This is the case on a non-growing domain without agent death as can be seen in Fig. 3
(a), and is augmented with agent death as evident in Fig. 3 (b), whereby species B eventually
goes extinct. Importantly, the standard MFA (Eq. (28)) is not able to accurately approximate

the IBM results in either case, whereas the correlations ODE model is able to.

Figure 4 (a) shows that domain growth implemented via GM1 has a similar effect on agent
density as agent death in Fig. 3 (b), allowing species A to dominate (although species B does
not become extinct in this case as there is no agent death). In Fig. 4 (b) we can see that domain
growth implemented via GM2 has the opposite effect, and enables species B to dominate. This

is because GM2 breaks up colinear correlations (correlations between agents that share the same

5The agent motility and proliferation parameters we implement in this section have been chosen to illustrate
a given effect. In Section S4 of the supplementary information we demonstrate that the effects we present in this
manuscript can be reproduced by many other parameter values.
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Figure 3: (Colour online): Including the effects of pairwise correlations renders the correlations
ODE model (Eq. (27)) able to accurately approximate the averaged results from the IBM,
whereas the standard MFA (Eq. (28)) cannot. In (a) the parameters are P2 = 20, Pz;4 =0.9,
Pr=0,PE =1, Pf =1 and PP = 0. In (b) the parameters are PZ = 20, PI;4 =0.9, P/t = 0.4,

PE=1,PP =1and P} =04.

row or column) at a rate proportional to the size of the domain. This means species B, which
is more affected by colinear correlations due to its higher proliferation and lower motility rates
compared to species A, increases in ‘fitness’ as the domain grows. Importantly, the standard
MFA is not able to capture the GM1 results, whereas the correlations ODE model is. In the
GM2 scenario, the MFA ultimately predicts the correct dominant species, but the correlations

ODE model more accurately predicts the temporal evolution of the system to ¢ = 20.

0.6 0.6
0.4
2 F
= =
c c
(] [
o . .= o
02t f,* ====z—IBM-A ||
A - - IBM-B |-
—MFA-A
- - MFA-B
——ODE-A
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0.0 : : : 0.0 . : :
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Rescaled time Rescaled time

(a) (b)

Figure 4: (Colour online): Including the effects of pairwise correlations renders the correlations
ODE model (Eq. (27)) able to accurately approximate the averaged results from the IBM,
whereas the standard MFA (Eq. (28)) cannot. The parameters for both panels (a) GM1 and
(b) GM2 are P} =20, P =09, P =1, PP =1, P,, =0.1 and P,, = 0.1.
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In Fig. 5 it can be seen that the inclusion of domain growth has a different effect on spatial
correlations depending on the type of growth mechanism implemented. We see in Fig. 5 a
good agreement between the spatial correlations computed from the correlation ODE model
and those calculated from the IBM. For GM1 in Fig. 5 (a) the species A auto-correlations
decrease as species A begins to dominate (long term behaviour). This is because as species A
begins to dominate its density becomes increasingly spatially uniform. In Fig. 5 (b) we see
that species B auto-correlations increase as species B becomes less spatially uniform, due to
proliferation. Meanwhile in Fig. 5 (c¢) we see that the cross-correlations decrease as species A

begins to dominate.

With GM2 we see that domain growth has a different effect on spatial correlations, as shown
in Fig. 6 (d)-(e). Again we see a good agreement between the spatial correlations predicted
by the correlation ODE model and those calculated from the IBM. It can be seen that with
GM2 the auto-correlations for both species A and B decrease as the domain grows. In Fig. 6
(f) we see that the cross-correlations between decrease with increasing distance, and note that

this is because GM2 breaks up spatial correlations between agents more effectively than GM1.

In Fig. 7 we see that the initial size of the domain influences the evolution of the agent density
in the case of GM2, but not in the case of GM1 with exponential domain growth. In the case
of GM2, as the initial domain size is increased the evolution of the macroscopic agent densities
is accelerated, i.e. species B begins to dominate at an earlier time. This is because colinear
spatial correlations established by agent proliferation, which affect species B more significantly
than species A, are broken down at a rate proportional to the domain size in GM2. This means

the ‘fitness’ of species B increases as the domain grows.

Figure 8 (a)-(b) shows the results from the same two-species scenario with linear domain growth.
As before we see that with GM1 species A dominates. The correlation ODE model is able to
capture this behaviour while the standard MFA is not. In the case of GM2 we see that species
A initially dominates, but as the domain grows species B begins to increase relative to A (and

the density of species B will exceed the density of species A at a later time). Finally, Fig. 8
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(c) and (d) shows the results from the same two-species scenario with logistic domain growth.
In this case we see that species A dominates with both GM1 and GM2. This is because the

domain stops growing when the domain size carrying capacity is reached.
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Figure 8: (Colour online): Including the effects of pairwise correlations renders the correlations
ODE model (Egs. (31) and (33)) able to accurately approximate the averaged results from the
IBM, whereas the standard MFA cannot. (a) GM1 linear domain growth, (b) GM2 linear domain
growth, (¢) GM1 logistic domain growth, (d) GM2 logistic domain growth. The parameters for
all panels are P;g = 20, P];4 =0.9, Pn]f =1, Pf =1, P, =0.1and Py, =0.1.
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3.2 Non-uniform domain growth

To conclude our results we study some biologically motivated examples of non-uniform domain
growth. In these examples we only present results from the IBM. However, we do so aware of
the differing effects that GM1 and GM2 have on the evolution of agent density. We hypothe-
sised that, given the same motility and proliferation parameters for species A and B as in Figs.
3-8, in a two-species scenario non-uniform domain growth could enable species B to dominate
in a faster growing region of the domain, while species A could dominate in a slower growing
(or non-growing) region of the domain. This means non-uniform domain growth could lead to

spatially variable species densities in simulations containing two species.

We choose two ‘canonical’ examples of domain growth that serve to represent idealised ver-
sions of known growth mechanisms in biological systems. The first example we term ‘enteric’.
Enteric growth, that is, intestinal growth, is associated with different regions of the intestine
growing at different rates [22]. For our enteric example domain growth is again uniform is the
vertical direction, while in the horizontal direction ninety percent of the growth events are re-
stricted to the middle third of the x-axis (this ‘third’ of the domain is updated throughout the
simulation as the IBM domain grows). The other ten percent of growth events are distributed

uniformly amongst the two remaining regions.

The second example we term ‘apical’. We use apical to mean domain growth localised to
one end of the domain. This type of growth has been observed in root growth and embryonic
limb development [36, 37]. For our apical example domain growth is uniform in the vertical
direction, while in the horizontal direction growth is restricted to the second half of the z-axis

(this ‘half’ of the domain is updated throughout the simulation as the IBM domain grows).

For both of these growth mechanisms we implement no-flux boundary conditions in the =z
direction, and periodic boundary conditions in the y direction. With these boundary conditions
the IBM domain can be thought of as a cylinder, and could therefore represent a growing root
or the developing intestine [22]. We use no-flux boundaries to augment the differences between

GM1 and GM2 on the density of agents in apical growth [36, 37]. We only present results
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for linear and exponential domain growth in a two-species scenario, and in all simulations the
domain grows to a horizontal length of 1500 lattice sites in the x-axis before the simulation is
terminated. Both agent species are, on average, initially placed uniformly at random at densi-
ties of 0.05 (giving a total initial agent density of 0.1). All figures presented in this section are

column averages taken from 1000 IBM repeats.

In Fig. 9 (a) and (b) density profiles for exponential enteric growth are shown. When GM1 is
implemented species A dominates across the domain, although the density of species A is re-
duced in the region of high growth (see Fig. 9 (a)). However, in Fig. 9 (b) GM2 is implemented

and causes species B to have a higher density in the middle region of the domain. In Fig. 9

1.0 : : 1.0
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= =
o o
o4 Q0.4
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0.0 ‘ : 0.0 ‘ :
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Figure 9: (Colour online): Enteric domain growth. (a) GM1 exponential domain growth, (b)
GM2 exponential domain growth, (c¢) GMI1 linear domain growth, (d) GM2 linear domain
growth. The parameters for all panels are Pn‘;‘ = 20, P1;4 =09, PB =1, Pf =1,FP;, =0.1and
P, =0.1.

(c) and (d) the density profiles for linear enteric growth are shown. As before, when GM1 is
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implemented this enables species A to dominate across the domain (see Fig. 9 (c)). However,
in Fig. 9 (d) GM2 is implemented and this causes species B to have a slightly higher density in
the middle region of the domain. Figures for apical non-uniform domain growth can be found

in the supplementary information (Section S5).

In conclusion, with initial conditions that are, on average, spatially uniform for two species
non-uniform growth can establish spatial variation in species density across the domain given
certain parameter values. The development of this spatial variability is directly attributable to
the differing effects of GM1 and GM2 on spatial correlations between agents in the IBM, as
evidenced by the fact that when implemented with the same parameter values GM1 and GM2

produce different agent density profiles.

4 Discussion and conclusion

In this work we have studied the effect of two growth mechanisms on spatial correlations in
agent populations containing multiple species. We chose two different, yet potentially biolog-
ically relevant growth mechanisms [23-25], to highlight how understanding the form of the
domain growth in biological systems is important. Biologically, our growth mechanisms are
simple descriptions of growth in the underlying tissue upon or within which a cell population is
situated, a scenario often associated with migratory cell populations such as neural crest stem
cells during embryonic development [5, 8, 15]. It is important to acknowledge that in reality it is
unlikely that domain growth in biological systems is captured by algorithms as simple as GM1
and GM2. However, more realistic growth mechanisms may exist that exhibit similar effects on

spatial correlations as GM1 and GM2.

Our key finding is that the specific type of growth mechanism can influence the dominant
species, as shown in Figs. 4, 7 and 8. Under certain parameter regimes a more motile, slower
proliferating species will dominate under growth mechanism GM1, whereas a less motile, faster
proliferating species will dominate under growth mechanism GM2. This is because GM2 breaks
down colinear correlations more effectively than GM1, and so benefits the faster proliferating

species. Interestingly, this result suggests that the way in which a domain grows could play
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a role in determining cell population fates in biological systems, and to our knowledge is not
a result that has been previously reported. To conclude our results section we studied some
biologically motivated examples of non-uniform domain growth. We found that we were able to
establish spatial variability in species densities (Fig. 9), and that this spatial variability changed
depending on the way domain growth was implemented. This shows that non-uniform growth

can establish spatially variable species densities on a domain, which is an intriguing result.

In this work all models studied are two-dimensional. The correlation ODE model has been
derived for three dimensions on a non-growing domain [19], and so this is an obvious extension
to the work presented here. In addition, we have also only considered the case when Py, = P, .
We did this to reduce the complexity of the equations, however, the results presented here could

be extended to cases where Py, # Py, .

A final consideration is whether the work presented here could be extended to other types
of model, such as an off-lattice IBM whereby agents can occupy any position in space (while
taking volume exclusion into account, if necessary). Research has been directed towards in-
cluding spatial structure in continuum approximations of off-lattice IBMs [38-40]. The effect
of the domain growth mechanisms on the evolution of the agent density in an off-lattice IBM,
as with the work presented here, will depend on how effectively the growth mechanisms break

up spatial correlations established by agent proliferation.
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Supplementary information

S1: Inclusion of agent proliferation, motility and death in the

density functions

We first display how to include agent proliferation, motility and death in the individual density

functions. To do so we require to introduce further notation. We indicate a site unoccupied by

an agent in the following manner, p,

zXNy(

;t), that is, the joint probability of lattice site m

not being occupied on a domain of size N, x N, at time ¢t. We also introduce the summation,

m

N XNy
E:pAA

n

e XNy (/.
- IOAA>< ((Zv

3G+ 1,0)5t) + pa’s

((%])7 (Z - 1aj);t)

+ o G 9), (i g+ 5) + pa (), Gy = 1)s ),

(36)

which indexes over the von Neumann neighbourhood of the site indicated as the upper index.

The sum of the individual density functions on a domain of size N, x Ny at [t 4 0t) for motile

and proliferating agents is

Nz Ny

SN o myt 4 ot) =

i=1 j=1

Nz Ny
(1= 6tPy, Ny — 6tPg, Ny) >3 ph =™ (m; )
i=1 j=1
Ny—1 Ny
+0tPy, > ST (N, — 1) N (mst)
i=1 j=1
N, Ny—1
Ny x(Ny—1
+0tPg, S ST (N = Do M (s t)
i=1 j=1
pA e By [ NaxN, Ny xN.
m X z X
+5tTZZ Z[ (m,n;t) — py’y
i=1j=1L n
PA Ny Ny [ m NoxN
P X .
REDH I vl m,mt)}]
i=1j5=1 L

— 5tP N (my t) + O(5t2).
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As we assume translational invariance Eq. (37) can be simplified to obtain

Ny Ny Ny Ny
SO TP st + 6t) = (1 - 6tPy, Ny — 6tPy, N,) Y > oM (my )
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
Nz—1 Ny
+0tPy, > Y Ny — 1) N (my )
i=1 j=1
N, Ny—1
+0tP, S ST (N, “ = ()

fﬁl

— 5tP N (ms t) + O(5t2).

m
N><N
% U(m,n;t)

(38)

If we recognise that pN““XNy (m,n;t) = prXNy(m;t) - pg"AXNy(l, 0;t) — pg‘”AXNy(l,O; t) we can

rewrite Eq. (38) as

NI Ny Nz Ny
SN NN st + 6t) = (1- 66PNy — 66PN, Y Y o N (mit)
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
Ngy—1 Ny
+6tPy, > Y (Np — 1) N (m )
i=1 j=1
N, Ny—1
Ny x(Ny—1
+0tPy, Y ST (N — DN )
i=1 j=1
N’I‘ NU
+5tPAZZ[ AN myt) — pl (1, 08) — oyt (1, 05)
i=1 j=1
(39)

— 5tPPpN N (my ) + O(6t2).

From Eq. (39) we can obtain
dea(t) a4 Nox Ny, Nszy A
= P (calt) —paiy "(1,051) — (1,0:)) — Py'ca(t) — (P, + Py, )ca(t),  (40)

dt

which is Eq. (27) in the text.

The derivation of the pairwise density functions for multispecies without domain growth can

be found in [14]. However, we outline the derivation for the auto-correlations below. The ad-
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dition of agent motility and proliferation is the same for GM1 and GM2. For agents colinear
in the horizontal direction, that is, r, is zero, and 7, > 1, the evolution of the pairwise density

functions for motile and proliferative agents with GM1 is

ZZ N (g, 01+ 68) =

=1 j=1
N. Ny
(1= 6tPy, Ny — 6tPy, Ny ) S 3 phos M (10, 0)
=1 j=1
Nz—1 Ny
+0tPy, SN (e — Dol — 1,0;0)
i=1 j=1
Nz—1 Ny
+ 0tPy, Z Z pi‘:l )XNy(Tx,O;t)
i=1 j=1
N, Ny—1
+0tP, Y ST (N, Nl (05t
i=1 j=1
A N, Ny n
+ ot—— i ZZ [Z [ ]Xxoﬁvy (m,n, k;t) — pﬁ”AXéV”(m n, k; t)}
i=1 j=1 k

m
Nz XN, Ny XN,
+Z[PoAXAy(mvnak§t) pAzoy(m,n,k;t)
k

[ S
| S

REDHAI[ 0] + 3 [ m,n,k;tﬂ
k

=1 j=1
— 5t2P; oy N (ry, 05) + O(312). (41)
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Ifr, =1

N, Ny
SN (05t 4 6t) =
i=1 j=1
N, Ny
(1= 6tPy, Ny — 6tPy, N S 3 phos M (0, 00)
i=1 j=1
Nz—1 Ny
+ 0tP,, Z Z(Tx _ 1)p541Y£—1)XNy(TI —1,0;t)
i=1 j=1
Nz—1 Ny
+OtPy, > Y (Np—1—1y) PEJ; DNy 0: 1)
i=1 j=1
N, Ny—1
+ 0tP,, Z Z (INy — l)Pﬁf:(Ny_l)(m, 0;t)
i=1 j=1
pA Nz Ny n
R0 9 9 Dol TN SIEY o SO
i=1 j=1 Lk#m

m

Nz XNy NgxN,
+ [Po G (mn, k) — py %" (mym, k;t)]]
k#n

pA Ne Ny [ m n .
X x
Z ZZ[Z[OA,Ay(m,H,k;t)]—i—pOA Y(m, n;t)
1 j=1 Lk#n
+ Z [P]Xoﬁv m, n, k; t)} +pXOXN (m, n; t)]
k#m
— 0t2P fPXIAXNy (Tma Oﬂf) + O((Stz) (42)

From which we can obtain the necessary equations [14].
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S2: Analysis of closure approximation

The approximation we employ in Eq. (6) in the main text has been previously published
[16, 17, 26], and in Ross et al. [16] its accuracy for a one-dimensional lattice-based model has

been demonstrated. In terms of one-point density functions this approximation
(Nx _ 1)C(N‘”_1)XNy (t) _ NxCNmXNy (t),

is a conservation statement that is exact in systems without proliferation. However, in the
case of the pairwise density functions it is an approximation employed to make the equations
tractable to solve numerically. Without this closure for the pairwise density functions the num-
ber of equations it is necessary to solve increases by a factor of (n+ 1)n/2, where n is the total

number of combinations of domain lengths that are simulated (computed).

For completeness we have attached further analysis of this closure approximation in the case of
the individual density functions (i.e. ¢¥=*Nv(t)). We measure the relative error of the closure
for the individual density functions

NN (t) — (No — 1) /Ny )eNe =N (2)
NexXNy (1) )

RELATIVE ERROR =

7 associated with each domain length for this closure in Fig.

and plot the average relative error
S1. It can be seen that the average relative error associated with the closure decreases as the
domain grows larger, meaning the approximation improves as the domain grows. Other plots

examining the error associated with the moment closures presented in this manuscript can be

found in Ross et al. [16].

"To compute the average relative error we proceed as follows: we initialise a domain of length N, = 100,
N, =100, with P,, = 0.1 and P,, =0 (i.e. no growth in the y direction), 500 initial agents (assigned uniformly
at random to lattice sites) and P, = 1 and P, = 1. We calculate the relative error associated with the closure
for all domain sizes, for example ¢'%9%1%0(¢) = (110/109)c*0*190(4), for the duration of the simulation sampling
at equally spaced time intervals. We then sum the absolute values of the relative error for each domain length
closure for each time point, and divide by the number of samples (time points) to generate the average relative
error associated with this closure over the time course of the simulation.
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Figure S1: The average relative error associated with the domain length closure for individual
density functions.
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We rewrite Eq. (44) using ng, m, and mgn,, which are constants defined as

N, Ny+1

- 1
Ny = MW; ]; ng, (45)
and
1 N, Ny+1
S N 2 ™ (0)
and
1 Ny Ny+1
Mgy (Nz)(Ny +1) ; jz; min; =
1 Ny+1 [Ny—rs N,
NN, 1 1) Z; _ ; (mi)(mi+m)+zN;ﬁl(ml)(ml— (Nm—rm))]
1 Ny+1 [Ny N,
(Nm)(Ny + 1) = _;(mz)(ml + T‘x) - ZN;JJ—H Nxmz]
1 Ny+1 [ Ny Nz—ry Ny
RAFAESY Z<mi><mi+’"m>+Nw< 2 w—Zw)] (47)
A j=1 Li=1 i—1 i—1

Egs. (45)-(47) can be evaluated directly. If we do so we obtain:

= et L), (48)
2
(N2 +1)
T — ; 4
; (19)
and
- N, 1 Ty 1

It is important to note that if in Eq. (50) we set r; = 0, for instance for colinear lattice sites,
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we obtain

- N, 1 1

However, initially we substitute Eqgs. (45)-(47) into Eq. (44) to obtain
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If we now apply the approximation,

N, N, N, N, N,
pfé\,A—H)X( y+1)(rx,7‘y;t) ~ < ; >pf4,A+1)>< y(rx,ry;t), (53)

to Eq. (52) we obtain

(N,

DX (V1)
AA

N, +1

Tz, Ty;t + 0t) =

(1 —0tP,, (Ny + 1) — 6tPy, (N, + 1))p54]\7]z+1)><(Ny+1)(74m’ ryit)

- . 2myn ,
+ 5tng <Ny — Ty — My + Yy y) p;Nl+1)x(Ny+1)(rmry;t)

N, ’
. myn m . ,
+0tPy, | iy —1— ]il/‘ o Ny> P(AA,[AH)X(NyH)(Tza ry — 151)
Y Y

MyN n
M 2 ) O 1)

! < Ny Ny
P
+ 6tP,, <Nm — Ty — Ty mwn’”) P D i)
x
+ 0tPy, (ﬁl‘ —1- m]ffnx + ﬂ]\lfm> pfﬁlj\,[le)X(NyH)(rw — 1,7y t)
xX xX
+ 0tPy, (mﬂﬂ —1- m]g\cfnx + ;?) pfél]Y.ZH)X(NyH)(% +1,7y5).
X xr
(54)

If we rearrange Eq. (54) and take the limit as 6t — 0 we obtain

dPE4N2+1) X (Ny+1) (

)

Tx, Ty; t)

dt

= (P, (Np + 1) + Py, (N + 1) 5 D )

_ - 2mgyn Na N,
+ ng <Ny Ny — My + ]\?; y) pE47A+1)X( y+1)<rmyry;t)
y
- myn m
+ Py, <ny —-1- 7;} ¥4 Ny> ,OXYIZH)X(NQ‘H)(m, ry — 15t)
y y
- mMyn n
+ Py, <my—1— ]?\Jf ot Ny>pf4]\,]2+1)X(Ny+l)(rw?7“y+1?t)
y y
- - 2mgen
+ Py, (Nx Ng — Mg + ]\; m) pXﬁH)X(NyH)(m,ry;t)
X
N MMy | Mg\ (Np+1)x(Ny+1)
+Pz<n —-1- +> VI (rg — 1,myst
g T N:E N:E pA,A ( T Y )
+P, (mx 1 mj@”x Zx > PtV N (1 1y t), (55)
X xX
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which we can simplify further to obtain

(Nz+1)x(Ny+1) ~
d Y Toy Tyt 2mpng
Pas e i) _ (—1 + < Malt ) — iy —m) L AR (Y

dt N,
2
+ Py, | -1+ < myny> — Ny — > Nﬁl)(rz,ry;t)
Ny
_ MyNy | My (Np+1)x(Ny+1) .
v, (7, -1 H+Nz> P XN

(Ny+1

- Ny+1
A,A P )(rw_lvrw )

e + 1,7y ). (56)

+P, (my T ) P ey 1)

MgNg ﬁgc) (N, +1)x(Ny+1)(

If we now evaluate Eqs. (45)-(47) with Eqs. (48)-(50) we obtain

dpis N sy t) (57)
at
()
+ ng <_1 % + Ty <],:;; N ) + 3]1Vy> pf4]?/}4:+1)><(Ny+1) (Tx’Ty; t)
* P < % * % a % <]:zc N 1) * 3]1\71> pg\,[le)X(NyH)(Tx — Lry;t)
+ Py, (—; + % - (JTVZ = 1) + 3]1%) Pt (4 1y t). (58)

Equation (58) is Eq. (23) in the main text.
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Colinear component

T+ "
=0 1=
(0T~ )+ PV K e+
I+iN °N
N N =L 1=2
(#:(1="0) + EAE?ZX:RZJQ AQ fufw V7 .:tv MW e +
i T+IN
N N =L 1=2
(#:(1= ") + ﬁEvgzx:erZﬂQ Ag fufw VT .ﬁ:v N e +
fin T+HN
fing =L 1=
(o050 + w2 () O g
AN TN
N =L 1=
¢ ¢ ¢ V'V A,
(1:(0"0) + o), VYD A.ﬁzb&v < P19 +
AN THEN

=L 1=
(20 o) +owwn) e V0T T (TN e — (T4 N) 19 — 1)
1+AN T+HEN

(0 = fu -0’1 “re0uI[0D A[[RIUOZLIOY ST€ S9YIS 9D1}Ie JeT[) SUIINSSe) dARY oM JUSUOdUIOd IRIUI[0D dT} I0]

= (40 +2:(0"%) + wx'ur)

Vv
T+HAN) X (T42N)

43

1+AN T+5N



.QMOAH&V TJ&QA&& _ &Zv: + mZVAaZvaDS%IT

(T+"N) X N
(120°T = %) (a1 = ") (1 + W) ("N) 0 +
fi fi
i vy ('™N N .
1= 0o A iy gy T ng ("N)(1 + "N) 19 +
fi fi
o vy (N, N .
(1= a4 o) TE i LT Sv ("N)(T + "N) 19 +
fi
(n T ‘ N z
(0 %) e (2 ? A@%E + s —fy — gzv ("N)(T + "N) 19 +
(0 vvg (N (s orr) 6
(420 ) g (o) | Ty ) "N+ N T he +
(120°8) (g e s oy (T "N (T + W) (T + "N) 19 = (T + "N) e 10 — 1)

44

= (02200 (a1 @ (T + W) (T + A7)

ure)qo 03 (Ly)-(qy) -sbi 8uisn (6G) b 0ILImor op\



We now make the approximation Eq. (53) to obtain

D (08 4 6t) = (1= 0Py, (N + 1) = 0Py, (Ny + 1))pl0 3 ™M Dy 0:1)
+5tP, (mn> P g, 051)
Ny :
+5tP,, (Ny — iy — iy + mﬁ?) PN o)
~ My (Na+1) X (Ny+1) :
+(Stpgy (ny 1-— ]i//vyy +]Vy> pAA Y (Tx,—l,t)
- MyNy Ty \  (Nat+1)x(Ny+1) :
+ 6tP,, (my—1— K[yy NZ) Wi VT (rg, —15t)
4 8tPy, (ry — 1SN 1 051)
+ 6tP,, (N, — rx)pfj,“)x(%“) (r4, 051), (61)
which we can simplify to obtain
(Nz+1)x(Ny+1)
dpAA v (rzzmo; t) Ny+1
" =—P, (ra +1)p 54 1Ny )(’I”I,O;t)
 Po(re = pipa M —1,0:0)
o~
+ P, <—(Ny +1) 4 (TnNyW) + Ny — iy — my> PN e 0; 1)
Y
_ mqyn m (Np41)x (Ny+1)
+ P, (n —-1- 2 y)p VI (g, —15t)
9y Y Ny Ny AA
Py (1= T Q) AR 1), (62)
Yy )
If we evaluate Eqgs. (45)-(47) with (48)-(50) we obtain
(Nz+1)x(Ny+1)
dAA Y (ra, 058) Ny+1
dt = Py, (e + D)l 0 )
+ Py (re = Dl ™ (i, — 1,051
N, 1 1) X (Ny+1
e (1 AT o
)
N, 2 - Ny+1
L R ) LY M G

Equation (63) is Eq. (22) in the main text.
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S4: Parameter sweeps for GM1 and GM2

In Fig. S2 we present a parameter sweep for a domain of initial dimensions N, = 100 by
N, = 100, P;‘ = 0.9, Pf = 1, and sampled at simulation time t = 25 for GM1 and GM2.
The coordinates of this parameter sweep are P/ and P2, and ¢ (t)/cB(t) is plotted. Figure S2
shows that, depending on the growth mechanism implemented, species A or species B dominates
the domain for certain parameter values at time ¢ = 25. It is important to remember that for
GM2 the dominant species at a given time point not only depends on both the motility and
proliferation parameters associated with species A and B, but also the initial length of the
domain (species densities under GM1 do not depend on the initial size of the domain, which
Fig. 7 in the main text demonstrates). Therefore, Fig. S2 (b) would be different if the initial
dimensions of the domain were altered. Both (a) and (b) in Fig. S2 would also be different if

we sampled at an alternative simulation time.

20 20
. 0.9

151 151
. 0.6

510! 510!
0.9 0.3

5 5
0 0.0 0 0.0
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
B

p° P>
(a) (b)

Figure S2: Parameter sweep for (a) GM1 and (b) GM2. Py, = 0.1 and P;, = 0.1 and domain
growth is exponential. Pz;4 =0.9 and PP =1, and cA(t)/cB(t) is plotted. The red contour line
in (a) indicates c¢A(t)/cB(t) = 1.
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S5: Non-uniform domain growth: apical

In Fig. S3 (a) and (b) density profiles for exponential apical growth are shown. In Fig. S3 (a)
GM1 is implemented and this enables species A to dominate across the domain. However in
Fig. S3 (b) GM2 is implemented and this enables species A and B to have similar densities

in the middle region of the domain. Similarly, in Fig. S3 (¢) and (d), density profiles for

1.0 ‘ ‘ 1.0
= Species A
= Species B

0.8} ] 08|
>06 /’—\ | 2o |
= =
5 ] 8
0 04- 1 Q04

0.0 ‘ ‘ 0.0 ‘ ‘

500 1000 1500 0 500 1000 1500
Domain length Domain length
(a) (b)

1.0 ‘ 1.0 ;

0.8 f 0.8
206 ] 206 ]
(] (]
g g )<
Q04; ] o 0.4

0.2 \* ——J 0.2

0.0 : : 0.0 : :

500 1000 1500 0 500 1000 1500
Domain length Domain length
() (d)

Figure S3: (Colour online): Apical domain growth. (a) GMI exponential domain growth,
(b) GM2 exponential domain growth, (c) GM1 linear domain growth, (d) GM2 linear domain
growth. The parameters for all panels are P;;‘ = 20, PI;A =09, PB =1, Pf =1, P, =0.1 and
P, =0.1.

linear apical growth are shown. In Fig. S3 (¢) GM1 is implemented and, much like exponential
growth, this results in species A to dominate across the domain. In contrast, in Fig. S3 (d)
GM2 is implemented and this results in species A and B to have similar densities in the middle
region of the growing domain. This result suggests that the form of growth in apical growth can

determine the dominant species at the interface of two differently growing regions, and could
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have interesting implications in biological systems with apical growth [36, 37].
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