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Abstract
As antibiotic resistance grows more frequent for common bacterial infections, alternative treatment strategies such as phage therapy have become more widely studied in the medical field. While many studies have
explored the efficacy of antibiotics, phage therapy, or synergistic combinations of phages and antibiotics, the
impact of virus competition on the efficacy of antibiotic treatment has not yet been considered. Here, we
model the synergy between antibiotics and two viral types, temperate and chronic, in controlling bacterial
infections. We demonstrate that while combinations of antibiotic and temperate viruses exhibit synergy,
competition between temperate and chronic viruses inhibits bacterial control with antibiotics. In fact, our
model reveals that antibiotic treatment may counterintuitively increase the bacterial load when a large
fraction of the bacteria develop antibiotic-resistance.
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INTRODUCTION

The rising number of antibiotic resistant bacteria is causing an increase in the cost of treatment,
higher mortality rates, and a longer period of sickness [1]. For instance, infections by the multi-drug
resistant pathogen Pseudomonas aeruginosa, which is categorized as a serious threat by the CDC
[2], are frequently diagnosed among those with compromised immune systems to such an extent
that it is the most common cause of death among patients with cystic fibrosis [3].
As antibiotic resistant bacteria are becoming more prevalent, new strategies are needed to
combat these bacterial infections. Recent experiments show that antibiotics and phages may synergistically target bacterial populations when used in tandem [4, 5]. While some studies have
revealed that two phage types can synergistically fight bacterial infections [4], we demonstrate that
certain virus types that are naturally present in human hosts may inhibit bacterial infection control
with antibiotics. Because the viruses compete for access to host cells and once the cells are infected
the viruses exclude one another, thus restricting the sensitive population for the other virus.
The two viral lifestyles studied in this paper are temperate and chronic. When chronic viruses
infect a bacterium, the host cell produces and releases new viruses without lysing itself [6]. Chronic
viruses also have a latent (lysogenic) cycle in which viral genetic material is incorporated into the
bacterium’s genome. This genetic code is then transmitted to daughter cells when the bacterium
replicates [7] . Unlike chronic viruses, temperate viruses have a lytic and a latent cycle. During
the latent cycle, the virus remains dormant in the bacterium until induced to replicate. During the
lytic cycle, the bacterium produces viruses that burst out of the cell, causing the host to die [6].
This phenomenon of lysis can be triggered by an SOS response induced in the bacterium cell [6].
The SOS response is an inducible repair system found in bacteria such as P. aeruginosa. Stress
from a bacterium’s environment such as UV light, sublethal doses of antibiotics, and radiation can
precipitate this evolved response [8, 9]. When certain classes of antibiotics, such as quinolones, are
introduced into the bacteria’s environment, they have the potential to damage the bacterial DNA
which can then induce the SOS response [10]. Once the SOS response has been activated, bacteria
may start to replicate previously latent viruses, potentially leading to cell death [11].
This paper uses a mathematical model to investigate the effects of the two competing virus
types, temperate and chronic, on the effectiveness of various antibiotic dosing frequencies. In
most cases, we find that as the frequency of antibiotic dosages increases, the bacterial population
decreases even if the bacteria are known to be antibiotic resistant. However, our model reveals
that antibiotic treatment counterintuitively increases the bacterial load when a large fraction of the
bacteria develop antibiotic-resistance and temperate and chronic phages are present in the system.

MODEL

We begin with a model of temperate and chronic virus competition [12], which assumes that
two virus types, temperate viruses (VT ) with lytic and latent lytic stages and chronic viruses (VC )
with productive and latent chronic stages, may infect a single strain of bacteria that is initially
susceptible (S) to both viral types. See Figure 1 for a model overview.
The total bacterial population is composed of susceptible, lytic, latent temperate, productive,
and latent chronic bacteria. We assume that the total bacterial population grows logistically
to a carrying capacity K [13]. In the model system, we rescale all population densities to be
2

Lysis

us Burs
Lytic Vir

t

Key:
Antibiotic
death

Lytic
tion
Infec

Degradation

Bacteria
Induction

Temperate Virus
Ad

sor

ptio

n

Growth

very

Reco

Latent
Temperate

Infection

Recovery

Susceptible

y

Infe
ctio
n

Growth

Latent Chronic

Antibiotic
death

ve

co

Re

Antibiotic
death

Antibiotic
death

Growth

Re
co

ver

ion

orpt

Ads
Degradation

Viruses

ry

Chronic Virus

n
tio

c
fe
In

Chron
ic Viru
s
Produ
ction

Growth

Induction

Productive

Antibiotic
death

FIG. 1. Compartmental model of bacteria-phage system with temperate and chronic phages. Solid arrows
represent bacteria transitions between infection states, and dotted arrow represent virus production or loss.
The green boxes illustrate actions which may occur only when environmental stress, such as sublethal
antibiotics, are introduced to the system.

proportional to the carrying capacity, and we rescale the timescale such that all rates are relative
to the susceptible bacteria’s growth rate.
The susceptible bacteria grow at an intrinsic rate rS and can become infected by chronic or
temperate viruses. The susceptible bacteria are infected by the temperate viruses at a rate ηT .
When infected, there is a fT probability that the bacterium enters a latent lytic state in which
viruses are not being produced but the viral DNA is integrated into the bacterium’s genome and
passed on to later generations [14]. The latent lytic bacteria reproduce at a rate rT and recover
from infection at a rate γT .
Alternatively, there is a (1−fT ) probability that the bacteria will instead enter the lytic lifestyle
following infection. The bacteria hosting phages in a lytic lifestyle die due to lysis (bursting of
cell) at a rate δ. When the bacteria lyse, they produces βT temperate viruses per burst bacterium.
It is important to note that in both cases of recovery, the bacteria become susceptible to phage
infection once again. The bacteria can recover from infection at a rate γI .
Similar to temperate infections, the susceptible bacteria are infected by the chronic viruses at
a rate ηC . When infected, there is a fC probability that the bacteria will enter the latent chronic
state in which the bacteria can reproduce at a rate rC and recover from infection at a rate γC .
Alternatively, there is a (1 − fC ) probability that the bacteria will instead become productive
upon infection and grow at a rate rP while producing viruses at a rate βC . In contrast to lytic
infections, productive infections do not cause cell death. Productive bacteria recover from infection
at a rate γP .
Outside the bacterial cells, free temperate viruses and free chronic viruses are adsorbed by
susceptible bacteria at a rate ηT and ηC , respectively, and degrade naturally at a rate µT and µC ,
respectively [15]. Free temperate viruses are produced when the lytic bacteria burst at a rate βT δ,
and free chronic viruses are generated by productive bacteria at a rate βC .
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Once a bacterium is infected, we assume it will exclude both superinfection by the same viral
type and cross infection by viruses of the other type [16]. Although we assume infection rates
for temperate and chronic viruses are constant, the infection rates may depend on the bacterial
population; many relevant bacteria form biofilms at high density that protect the population from
infection [14]. For simplicity, we have also assumed that lysogen frequencies are constant, but
some studies have demonstrated that bacterial density may impact lysogeny rates [17, 18]. These
simplifications are necessary for analytic tractability.

Antibiotics

We introduce antibiotics into the system at times ti ; specifically these are the times at which the
antibiotics become bioavailable, which depends on the mode of delivery. We assume that system
stress spikes at times ti and decays exponentially, consistent with typical antibiotic metabolism in
the human system [19–21]. The antibiotic concentration within the system is then:
a(t) = A

N
X

H(t − ti ) e−k(t−ti ) ,

(1)

i=1

where t is the current time, ti are the antibiotic dose times, A is the maximum concentration of
one antibiotic dose, N is the total number of antibiotic doses, H is the Heaviside function, and k
is the decay rate of antibiotics in the system.
When the system is stressed by antibiotics, there are three major responses. First, antibiotics
can induce the production of latent temperate or chronic viruses at a rate  a(t) [8, 22, 23]. This response occurs with bacteria that are antibiotic resistant or antibiotic susceptible [24–30]. However,
not all classes of antibiotics induce virus production, so this model is only applicable to antibiotics (such as quinolones) known to do so [31, 32]. To simplify the model, we ignore spontaneous
induction because it is a rare phenomenon [23, 33, 34].
Second, antibiotic resistant bacteria are not killed directly by the antibiotics [24–26], but antibiotic susceptible bacteria are killed at a rate proportional to the antibiotic concentration: κ a(t)
[35].
Finally, studies show that productive bacteria stressed by sublethal antibiotics increase viral
production while decreasing cell reproduction [36, 37]. We incorporate the increased viral production with a Hollings-like functional response; when there is no antibiotic stress in the system
(a = 0), viruses are produced at a rate βC , and as the concentration of antibiotics increases, the
viral production rate saturates at βmax (see Figure 2a). The functional form of the stress-dependent
production rate is
βC (a) = βC +

a
(βmax − βC ),
hβ + a

(2)

where a is the time-dependent antibiotic concentration, hb is the concentration at which the production rate is halfway between the minimum and maximum, and βmax is the maximum production
rate when stress is maximum.
We also incorporate the decreased cell reproduction when the concentration of antibiotics increases using a Hollings-like functional response. When there is no stress to the system, the cellular
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FIG. 2. Functional forms of chronic virus production rates (left) and productive bacteria growth rates
(right). With no system stress (no antibiotics), the chronic phage production rate is βC and the bacterial
growth rate is rP . As stress increases, the phage production rate saturates to βmax and the bacterial growth
rate approaches 0.

reproduction rate is rp . As the amount of stress (antibiotics) increases, the reproduction rate approaches 0 (See Figure 2b). The functional form of the stress-dependent cellular reproduction rate
is


a
,
(3)
rP (a) = rP 1 −
hr + a
where a is the time-dependent antibiotic concentration, and hr is the concentration at which the
reproduction rate is halfway between the minimum and maximum.
The dynamical system capturing the described model behavior is
Ṡ = S (1 − N ) − ηT SVT − ηC SVC + γT LT + γI IT + γP PC + γC LC − κa(t)S
{z
} |
{z
} | {z }
| {z } |

(4)

I˙T = ηT (1 − fT )SVT − δIT − γI IT + a(t)LT − κa(t)IT
| {z }
|
{z
} |{z}
| {z } | {z }

(5)

L̇T = rT LT (1 − N ) + ηT fT SVT − γT LT − a(t)LT − κa(t)LT
{z
} | {z } | {z } | {z } | {z }
|

(6)

ṖC = rP (a)PC (1 − N ) + (1 − fC )ηC SVC − γP PC + a(t)LC − κa(t)PC
|
{z
} |
{z
} | {z } | {z } | {z }

(7)

L̇C = rC LC (1 − N ) + fC ηC SVC − γC LC − a(t)LC − κa(t)LC
|
{z
} | {z } | {z } | {z } | {z }

(8)

V̇T = βT δIT − ηT SVT − µT VT
| {z } | {z }
| {z }

(9)
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All model variables are listed in Table I and all model parameters are listed in Table II.
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TABLE I. Description of model variables in bacteria-virus system (4-10). In the system, all population
densities are rescaled to be proportional to the carrying capacity and the timescale is rescaled such that all
rates are relative to the susceptible bacteria’s growth rate. See supplemental materials for rescaling process.
Variable Meaning

Units

S

susceptible bacteria as a proportion of carrying capacity

unitless

IT

lytic bacteria as a proportion of carrying capacity

unitless

LT

latent lytic bacteria as a proportion of carrying capacity

unitless

PC

productive bacteria as a proportion of carrying capacity

unitless

LC

latent chronic bacteria as a proportion of carrying capacity

unitless

N

all bacteria (S + IT + LT + PC + LC )

VT

ratio of free temperate viruses to bacteria carrying capacity

VC

ratio of free chronic viruses to bacteria carrying capacity

unitless
PFU
CFU
PFU
CFU
unitless

t

time rescaled by intrinsic growth rate

RESULTS

Because patients infected with dangerous bacterial infections, particularly P. aeruginosa, are
typically treated with antibiotics at the time of bacterial detection [59, 60], we investigate the
effects of antibiotic administration on the bacteria-phage ecosystem. We assume that the antibiotics
trigger an SOS response in the bacterium which induces the production of latent temperate and
chronic viruses [8, 22, 23]. Not all antibiotics induce phage via the SOS response [8], so we focus only
on the types of antibiotics known to do so (e.g., quinolones like levofloxacin and ciprofloxacin) [31,
32]. We assume that even antibiotic-resistant bacteria induce viruses in the presence of antibiotics,
which has been demonstrated for several classes of antibiotics [8, 27–30].
We also assume that as the concentration of antibiotics increases, the production rate of the
chronic viruses increases and the reproduction rate of productive bacteria decreases [36, 37]. This
assumption is critical to the main results presented here, so we thoroughly explore the effect of
chronic virus production as a function of antibiotic administration frequency in the Sensitivity
Analysis section.
Figure 3 shows the time-averaged bacterial population level as a function of the frequency of
antibiotic administration. Antibiotic susceptible bacterial populations are represented with solid
lines, and antibiotic resistant bacterial populations are represented with dashed lines.

Antibiotic Susceptible

Figure 3 illustrates that no matter the antibiotic frequency, the bacterial population is largest
when not infected with viruses. When the SOS response is triggered in bacteria without bacteriophages, no lysis from rapid bacteriophage reproduction occurs. Instead, the bacteria can only die
from antibiotics. Alternatively, when bacteriophages are present, the bacterial population decreases
at a faster rate. When the frequency of antibiotics is below 0.12, the presence of temperate and
chronic viruses has a larger negative impact on the bacterial population than when only chronic
viruses are present. However, once the antibiotic frequency is larger than 0.12, the bacterial pop6

TABLE II. Description of model parameters in bacteria-virus system (4-10). See supplemental materials for
parameter selection process and model rescaling process.
Parameter Meaning
rT , r C
growth rates of (respectively) latent lytic and latent chronic
bacteria, relative to the susceptible bacteria growth rateb
rP (a)
growth rate of productive bacteria, a decreasing function of
the antibiotic concentration a
ηT , ηC
infection rate of (respectively) temperate and chronic viruses
γT , γP , γC recovery rates of (respectively) latent lytic, productive, and
latent chronic bacteria
γI
recovery rates of lytic bacteria
δ
rate at which lytic infection leads to bursting
fT
lysogen frequency for temperate viruses
fC
lysogen frequency for chronic viruses
βT
burst size for bacteria infected with VT
βC (a)
viral production rate for bacteria infected with VC , an increasing function of antibiotic concentration a
µT , µ C
degradation rate of (respectively) free temperate viruses and
free chronic viruses
κ
death rate per concentration of antibiotics

lysis rate per concentration of antibiotics
A
maximum concentration of one standard antibiotic dose
(µg/mL)
k
metabolic decay rate of antibiotic within the system
hβ , h r
stress level at which growth rate is half the maximum

Rangea
[0.5, 3]c

Baseline Sources
1
[38]

[0.5, 3]c

1

[0.38, 14.7]e 1
[0,1000]f
0.67g

[38]
[39]
[40, 41]

[0,1000]
[1.5, 7.8]i
[0, 0.9]
[0, 0.9]
[10, 1000]
[5, 200]

0h
4
0.01
0g
100
20

[40, 41]
[42, 43]
[44–46]
[44–46]
[42, 43, 47–51]
[52]

[0.9, 3.6]j

1

[15]

[0, 3.5]
[0, 2]
[0, 10]k

1
1
1

[53, 54]
[53, 54]
[55, 56]

[1e-3,0.6]l

0.3
1

[53, 57, 58]

a

all parameter ranges are taken for the human pathogens P. aeruginosa or E. coli and their viruses, unless
otherwise noted. b growth rate is approximately 5.1e-3 min−1 for P. aeruginosa grown in vitro, but is highly
variable in human hosts. c estimates based on E. coli and M13 phage. d stable bacterial density in human hosts is
highly variable; a study of viable P. aeruginosa densities in sputum of 12 patients with cystic fibrosis not
undergoing treatment ranged from 5.3e3 CFU/mL to 1.8e11 CFU/mL. e estimates based on E. coli and λ phage. f a
wide range of recovery rates has been found; some proviruses are viable over evolutionary timescales and some
proviruses are inactivated nearly instantly by CRISPR systems. g estimated from viral steady state density (see
Results section). h selected to be 0 to simplify model analysis; allowing γI = γT produces qualitatively similar
results, so the increased model complexity is not justified. i low estimate is for PAXYB1 phage and PAO1 host,
high estimate is for ϕPSZ1 phage and PAO1 host. j low estimate is for viruses extracted from Raunefjorden, high
estimate is for viruses extracted from Bergen Harbor (strains unknown). k blood serum concentration of
ciprofloxacin and levofloxacin. l antibiotic is levofloxacin.

ulations become equivalent when temperate and chronic and only chronic are present. When no
antibiotics are present, the chronic bacterial population reaches carrying capacity because the bacteria are not lysing or being killed by antibiotics. However, when chronic and temperate viruses
are present with no antibiotics, the temperate viruses can still lyse the bacteria. This accounts for
the difference in bacterial population when frequency of antibiotic administration is zero. The two
populations converge when the antibiotic frequency is greater than 0.12 because chronic viruses
out-compete temperate viruses due to the stress-induced chronic virus production rate increase.
Antibiotics have the largest effect on the bacterial population infected with only temperate
viruses. When infected with temperate viruses, the bacterial population severely decreases as
frequency of antibiotics increases because latent bacteria are being induced by antibiotics into the
lytic lifestyle. The apparent noise in population levels when the frequency is greater than 0.08 is
likely due to chaos in the system. Studies show that chaos is commonly seen in periodically forced
predator-prey models [61, 62]. Further exploration of this phenomenon is beyond the scope of this
paper.
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FIG. 3. Simulation of the effect of antibiotic administration frequency on the time-averaged bacterial
population when infected with various bacteriophages in the human host. Time is scaled by the growth
rate of P. aeruginosa (5.1e−3 min−1 ), so 0.136 in unitless frequency units is approximately one dose per
24 hours. In the system, all population densities are rescaled to be proportional to the carrying capacity.
Thus, the “placebo” condition (no antibiotic treatment) results in the bacterial population reaching carrying
capacity (1 in unitless density).

Antibiotic Resistant

When no bacteriophages are present in the system or when only chronic viruses are present in the
system, the antibiotic-resistant bacterial populations remain at carrying capacity as the frequency
of antibiotics increases. The bacterial population reaches carrying capacity when no viruses are
present because there exists no mechanism (antibiotic or virus) to kill the bacteria. The bacterial
population also reaches carrying capacity when only chronic viruses are present because chronic
viruses do not kill their host in order to reproduce.
The behaviors of the antibiotic-resistant bacterial population change when both viruses are in
the system and when only temperate viruses are in the system. The bacterial population infected
by only temperate viruses decreases as the frequency of antibiotics is increased. Decreasing at
an increasing rate, we see that the bacterial population levels off at 0.11. This is because as the
frequency of antibiotics increases, more latent temperate viruses are induced into the lytic cycle.
The dynamics of the antibiotic resistant bacteria infected with temperate bacteriophages are similar
to when the bacteria are antibiotic susceptible, however when the bacteria are antibiotic resistant,
8

it requires a higher frequency of antibiotics to significantly decrease the bacterial population.
Contrary to expectations, as antibiotic frequency increases, the antibiotic-resistant bacterial
population infected with temperate and chronic viruses increases. At a frequency of roughly 0.13,
the bacterial population infected with temperate and chronic viruses reaches carrying capacity.
While antibiotics are not killing the antibiotic resistant bacteria through the intended mechanisms,
they cause the induction of the SOS response in bacteria. This induction causes the production
of chronic viruses and lysis of temperate infected bacteria. At higher antibiotic frequencies, all
of the temperate infected bacteria lyse. The only bacteria that are left are the bacteria that
have been infected by chronic viruses. Chronic viruses, having out-competed temperate viruses (a
natural predator of bacteria), leave bacteria invulnerable to control. This phenomenon has clinical
implications in that, contrary to the intended outcome, antibiotics can counterintuitively increase
the bacterial population.

Sensitivity Analysis

While we have used P. aeruginosa infections as a case study, this model is theoretically applicable to any ecosystem with bacteria, temperate viruses, and chronic viruses. Therefore, we
conduct a sensitivity and uncertainty analysis to understand the impact of each model parameter
on the clinical outcome of interest: bacteria population size. Because the relationships between the
parameters and the bacterial population size are generally nonlinear but monotonic, we use Latin
Hypercube Sampling (LHS) of parameter space and partial rank correlation coefficients (PRCC).
Following Marino et al. [63], the sensitivity analysis indicates that the parameters κ, T , βmax ,
and η have a significant (p < 0.05) impact on the bacterial population (Figure 4). The antibiotic
death rate (κ), has the largest magnitude of PRCC, indicating that a small increase in κ will result
in the largest decrease of the bacterial population. The period of antibiotic administration (T ),
the infection rate η, and the maximum chronic virus production rate βmax also have a negative
correlation with the bacterial population size.
For any particular bacteria-phage-antibiotic system, the parameters κ, T , and η should be wellcharacterised. It is less likely that βmax will be well-characterized because chronic viruses have
not been studied as extensively as lytic and temperate viruses. We wish to understand the impact
of βmax on the bacterial population when the population is antibiotic resistant and infected with
both temperate and chronic viruses; this scenario is the most common for a patient infected with
P. aeruginosa [64–66]. Figure 5 shows that as βmax decreases, the slope of bacterial population as
a function frequency of antibiotic decreases until it ultimately becomes negative around βmax = 70.
This shows that virus competition is only detrimental to infection control if chronic virus production
is sufficiently increased by antibiotic stress.

DISCUSSION

The implications of our model can theoretically be applied to any bacterial infection with
naturally present temperate and chronic viruses, but the results presented in this paper focus on
treatment of P. aeruginosa infections in patients with cystic fibrosis. Clinical trials of antibiotics
confirm that both temperate and chronic viral lifestyles are present in the lungs of most patients
with cystic fibrosis [64, 65], and around 60% of P. aeruginosa in sputum samples are antibiotic
9
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FIG. 4. Sensitivity of parameters on average bacteria population. The sensitivity analyses uses Latin
hypercube sampling (LHS) of parameter space and partial rank correlation coefficients (PRCC) [63]. All
parameter values are taken near the baselines in Table II. Initially, S(0) = 1e − 3, VT (0) = VC (0) = 1e − 7.
500 simulations were completed. Note that asterisks indicate significance. See the supplemental material
for technical details.

resistant [66]. Despite the rise of antibiotic-resistant bacterial infections, antibiotics remain a
common treatment for patients with cystic fibrosis [67]. Unfortunately, our model suggests that
antibiotic treatment may be counterproductive under the most likely treatment conditions. These
results highlight the need for personalized medicine approaches for treating antibiotic-resistant
bacterial infection which respect, or even exploit, the underlying ecology within the patient.
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FIG. 5. Impact of βmax on resistant bacterial population when temperate and chronic bacteriophages are
present. As βmax decreases, the effect of antibiotic frequency on bacterial population flips from a positive
slope to a negative slope.

Limitations and Future Steps

Our results are limited by assumptions made in order to create a simple, analytically tractable
model. First, the model assumes that the antibiotics present induce viral production through the
SOS response. Not all antibiotics cause an SOS response in bacteria. Thus, the model is applicable
to antibiotics known to trigger an SOS response (e.g., quinolone antibiotics like levofloxacin and
ciprofloxacin) [8]. This is not a major limitation as treatment of P. aeruginosa infections often
include quinolone antibiotics [66, 68].
The model also assumes mass action infection of bacteria by phage. Due to the biological nature
of bacteria, this assumption breaks down at large bacterial densities. Bacteria like P. aeruginosa
are known to form biofilms at high densities, which effectively saturates the infection rate [14].
Previous studies have used a Hollings Type II functional response to model the infection rate, and
the results are not qualitatively different [52]. However, a more sophisticated model would include
biofilm formation in the infection assumptions.
The phenomenon of multiple infections, where more than one phage infects a single bacterium at
one time is excluded from our model. This is not a significant limitation because when infected with
bacteriophages, P. aeruginosa produces superinfection exclusion proteins which prevent multiple
infections by the same phage type [27, 69]. Another limitation of our model is that we do not
consider the severity of an infection. The concept of multiplicity, where more viruses infecting the
host may increase the severity of the illness, is not considered because the severity of infection is
not included in our model.
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From the sensitivity analysis, we know that parameters κ, T , βmax , and η have the largest impact
on the accuracy of our model. While T is determined by the clinician and κ and η are generally
well-characterized for a broad range of phages and antibiotics, βmax has not been definitively
determined experimentally. Figure 5 illustrates the impact of βmax on antibiotic resistant bacteria
infected with temperate and chronic viruses. Figure 5 illustrates the importance of having a precise
measurement of βmax . Further experiments are needed to determine a precise value of βmax , which
would allow the model to be more readily applicable in a clinical setting.
Finally, because our model does not incorporate evolutionary dynamics, such as the development
of antibiotic or phage resistance, our results are only applicable on short time scales. Our model
could serve as the base of a more sophisticated model that includes both ecological and evolutionary
dynamics.

CONCLUSION

This model demonstrates the potential for an antagonistic effect of virus competition on antibiotic treatment of resistant bacterial infections. Both temperate and chronic virus lifestyles are
naturally present in human hosts, and antibiotic resistance is a growing concern. Because certain
combinations of phages and antibiotics can exhibit a synergistic effect when treating bacterial infections, this work suggests that a more personalized medicine approach may provide better clinical
outcomes. Treatment plans tailored to the underlying bacteria-phage ecology naturally present
within human hosts are critical to controlling bacterial infections, especially when the bacteria are
resistant to antibiotics.
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APPENDIX
Model rescaling

The dimensional model system (4-10) below can be rescaled so that time and bacterial density
are unitless quantities. Although the viral density can also be nondimensionalized to be unitless,
we have elected (for the sake of interpretability) to rescale viral density to have units of PFU/CFU.
!
Ñ
(11)
S̃˙ = r̃S S̃ 1 −
− η̃T S̃ ṼT − η̃C S̃ ṼC + γ̃T L̃T + γ̃I I˜T + γ̃P P̃C + γ̃C L̃C − κ̃ã(t̃)S̃
|
{z
} |
{z
} | {z }
K̃
recovery
infection
antibiotic
|
{z
}
death

growth

I˜˙T = η̃T (1 − f˜T )S̃ ṼT − δ̃ I˜T − γ̃I I˜T + ˜ã(t̃)L˜T − κ̃ã(t̃)I˜T
| {z }
|
{z
} |{z}
| {z } | {z }
lysis

infection

L̃˙ T = r̃T L̃T
|

1−
{z

antibiotic
death

+ η̃T f˜T S̃ ṼT − γ̃T L̃T − ˜ã(t̃)L˜T − κ̃ã(t̃)L˜T
| {z } | {z } | {z } | {z }
infection

recovery

induction

(13)

antibiotic
death

!
Ñ
1−
+ (1 − f˜C )η̃C S̃ ṼC − γ̃P P̃C + ˜ã(t̃)L˜C − κ̃ã(t̃)P˜C
{z
} | {z } | {z } | {z }
|
K̃
recovery
infection
induction
antibiotic
{z
}
1−
{z

(14)

death

growth

L̃˙ C = r̃C L̃C
|

induction

!

}

growth

P̃˙C = r̃P P̃C
|

Ñ
K̃

recovery

(12)

growth

Ñ
K̃

!
+ f˜C η̃C S̃ ṼC − γ̃C L̃C − ˜ã(t̃)L˜C − κ̃ã(t̃)L˜C
| {z } | {z } | {z } | {z }
infection

}

recovery

induction

(15)

antibiotic
death

Ṽ˙ T = β̃T δ̃ I˜T − η̃T S̃ ṼT − µ̃T ṼT
| {z }
| {z } | {z }

(16)

Ṽ˙ C = β̃C P̃C − η̃C S̃ ṼC − µ̃C ṼC
| {z }
| {z }
| {z }

(17)

burst

production

adsorption

degradation

adsorption

degradation

Suppose equations (11-17) have bacterial density units of CFU/mL, viral density units of
PFU/mL, and time units of minutes; then equations (11-15) have units of CFU/mL/min, and
equations (16-17) have units of PFU/mL/min. We will make the following substitutions into the
system:
S̃ = K̃S

I˜T = K̃IT

L̃T = K̃LT

P̃C = K̃PC

L̃C = K̃LC

Ñ = K̃N

ṼT = K̃VT
t
t̃ =
r̃s

ṼC = K̃VC

where S, . . . , N are unitless bacterial densities, VT , VC have units of PFU/CFU (a virus to bacteria
ratio), and t is a unitless time. An alternate substitution of ṼT = β̃T K̃VT and ṼC = β̃T K̃VC would
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have led to a nondimensionalization of the system, but the nondimensionalized viral densities would
have been more challenging to interpret; therefore we eschew this option.
We will illustrate the rescaling process for bacterial dynamics with equation (11), and equations
(12-15) are similar:
!
dS̃
Ñ
− η̃T S̃ ṼT − η̃C S̃ ṼC + γ̃T L̃T + γ̃I I˜T + γ̃P P̃C + γ̃C L̃C − κ̃ã(t̃)S̃
= r̃S S̃ 1 −
|
{z
} |
{z
}
| {z }
dt̃
K̃
recovery
infection
antibiotic death
|
{z
}
growth

After making the substitutions into equation (11), we get
!
d(K̃S)
K̃N
= r̃S K̃S 1 −
− η̃T K̃S K̃VT − η̃C K̃S K̃VC
|
{z
}
d(t/r̃S )
K̃
infection
|
{z
}
growth

+ γ̃T K̃LT + γ̃I K̃IT + γ̃P K̃PC + γ̃C K̃LC − κ̃ã(t̃)K̃S
|
{z
}
| {z }
recovery

antibiotic death

We now divide the equation by K̃ r̃S :
η̃T K̃
η̃C K̃
γ̃T
γ̃I
γ̃P
γ̃C
dS
= S (1 − N ) −
SVT −
SVC +
LT + IT +
PC +
LC −
| {z }
dt
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
|
{z
}
|
{z
}
growth
recovery

infection

κ̃ã(t̃)
S
r˜s
| {z
}

antibiotic death

The transformed parameters for growth, infection, and recovery are now evident:
η̃T K̃
r̃S
γ̃T
γT =
r̃S
γ̃P
γP =
r̃S

η̃C K̃
r̃S
γ̃I
γI =
r̃S
γ̃C
γC =
r̃S

ηT =

ηC =

The transformed parameters for antibiotic death require more manipulation. Because
ã(t̃) = Ã

N
X

H(t̃ − t̃i ) e−k̃(t̃−t̃i ) ,

i=1

we have the unitless parameter grouping1
N
κ̃ X
κ̃ã(t̃)
− k̃ (r̃ t̃−r̃ t̃ )
= Ã
H(r̃S t̃ − r̃S t̃i ) e r̃S S S i
r˜s
r˜s
i=1

= κA

N
X

H(t − ti ) e−k(t−ti )

i=1

= κ a(t),
1

The argument of the Heaviside function can be multiplied by any positive number without changing the output.
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where the transformed parameters are
κ=

κ̃
r˜s

A = Ã

k=

k̃
r˜s

With the previous substitutions, equation (11) reduces to
dS
= S (1 − N ) − ηT SVT − ηC SVC + γT LT + γI IT + γP PC + γC LC − κa(t)S
{z
} |
{z
} | {z }
| {z } |
dt
recovery

infection

growth

antibiotic
death

Equations (12-15) are rescaled in a similar manner. Substituting the transformations into equations
(16-17) yields
d(K̃VT )
= β̃T δ̃ K̃IT − η̃T K̃S K̃VT − µ̃T K̃VT
| {z } |
{z
} | {z }
d(t/r̃S )
burst

adsorption

degradation

d(K̃VC )
= β̃C K̃PC − η̃C K̃S K̃VC − µ̃C K̃VC
| {z } |
{z
} | {z }
d(t/r̃S )
production

adsorption

degradation

Again dividing by K̃ r̃S , we get:
dVT
δ̃
η̃T K̃
µ̃T
= β̃T IT −
SVT −
VT
dt
r̃
r̃
r̃
| {zS } | S {z }
| S{z }
burst

adsorption

degradation

dVC
β̃C
η̃C K̃
µ̃C
=
PC −
SVC −
VC
dt
r̃
r̃
r̃
| S{z }
| S {z }
| S{z }
production

adsorption

degradation

Adding to our list of transformed parameters
β̃C
r̃S
µ̃C
µC =
r̃S

βT = β̃T

βC =

µ̃T
r̃S
δ̃
δ=
r̃S

µT =

the viral density equations reduce to
dVT
= βT δIT − ηT SVT − µT VT
| {z } | {z }
| {z }
dt
burst

adsorption

degradation

dVC
= βC PC − ηC SVC − µC VC
| {z }
| {z }
| {z }
dt
production

adsorption

degradation

The full set of transformed parameters is listed in Table III.
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TABLE III. Summary of model parameter groupings after rescaling of system (11-17).
Parameter

Units

Associated parameter grouping

r̃S

min−1

rS =

r̃T , r̃P , r̃C

min−1

Units

γ̃T , γ̃I , γ̃P , γ̃C

min−1

δ̃

min−1

f˜T

unitless

r̃S
=1
r̃S
r̃T
r̃P
r̃C
rT =
, rP =
, rC =
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
K̃
K=
=1
K̃
η̃C K̃
η̃T K̃
, ηC =
ηT =
r̃S
r̃S
γ̃I
γ̃P
γ̃C
γ̃T
, γI =
, γP =
, γC =
γT =
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
r̃S
δ̃
δ=
r̃S
fT = f˜T

f˜C

unitless

fC = f˜C

unitless

Ã

µg/mL
mL
µg min
mL
µg min

A = Ã
κ̃
κ=
r̃S
˜
=
r̃S

µg/mL

min−1
PFU
CFU
PFU
CFU min

k=

K̃
η̃T , η̃C

κ̃
˜
k̃
β̃T
β̃C
µ̃T , µ̃C

CFU
mL
mL
PFU min

min−1

unitless
unitless
unitless
CFU
PFU
unitless
unitless
unitless

mL/µg
mL/µg

k̃
r̃S

βT = β̃T
β̃C
r̃S
µ̃T
µ̃C
µT =
, µC =
r̃S
r̃S
βC =

unitless
PFU
CFU
PFU
CFU
unitless

Parameter selection

The growth rate r̃S for P. aeruginosa in vitro is approximately 5.1e-3 min−1 [53], although
P. aeruginosa growth is highly variable in humans [70]. Therefore all rate parameters provided in
min−1 are divided by this rate in order to rescale (see Table III).
The growth rates for latently infected bacteria, r̃T and r̃C , are assumed to be similar to uninfected bacteria. Our estimate for the growth rate r̃P of productive bacteria is based on E. coli
infected with the filamentous phage M13 [38]; depending on the experimentally imposed fitness
pressure, chronic viruses appear capable of either increasing or decreasing host growth rates. In
the interest of simplicity, we assumed that chronic bacteria grow at a rate similar to uninfected
bacteria.
The carrying capacity K̃ of bacteria in a medium depends on the environment. Even within
the sputum of patients with cystic fibrosis, the carrying capacity is difficult to estimate due to
variability among patients. One study of patients with cystic fibrosis found that the densities
of viable P. aeruginosa in sputum of 12 patients not undergoing treatment ranged from 5.3e3
CFU/mL to 1.8e11 CFU/mL [71]. Because of the wide range of carrying capacities, we use the
geometric mean of this range, 3e7 CFU/mL, for illustrative purposes only. Because K̃ is challenging
to estimate, we use strategies that do not explicitly require K̃ to estimate the infection rate.
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The infection rate for E. coli and T4 phage in mucus (assuming mass action infection) is
known to be approximately 47e-10 mL/min per PFU [72, 73]. Infection in marine ecosystems (also
assuming mass action infection) is similar at around 24e-10 mL/min per PFU [72, 74]. Given our
uncertainty in the bacterial carrying capacity, we elect to use an infection rate within the range
given by Sinha et al. [39]; the authors fit their mass action infection model to time series population
data that reached carrying capacity. The authors present K̃ η̃ ∈ [0.45, 100] hr−1 and r̃S ∈ [0.5, 10]
hr−1 . Rescaling leads to a range of η between 0.045 and 200, and our selected value of η = 1 is
near the geometric mean of that range.
The phage production delay rate δ̃ is estimated based on the eclipse and rise phase of
PAXYB1 and ϕPSZ1 phage [42, 43]. The eclipse (latent) and rise phase is 130 minutes total for
PAXYB1 [42] and 27 minutes total for ϕPSZ1 [43]. The smallest (rescaled) delay rate is then
1/130/5.1e-3= 1.5, and the largest is 1/27/5.1e-3= 7.3. We selected the approximate average of
this range, 4, to be the delay rate δ.
The temperate lysogen frequency fT is estimated based on E. coli and λ phage [45]: “It
is known that a cell infected by one phage predominantly follows the lytic default pathway (about
99% of the time).”
The phage degradation rates µ̃T and µ̃C were estimated based on the decay rates of phage
in aquatic environments [15]. The decay rates ranged from 0.26 to 1.1 per hour. We rescale by
multiplying by 60 minutes per hour and the bacterial growth rate, 5.1e-3 per minute. The rescaled
range of decay rates is then 0.9 to 3.6. We selected a value of µT = µC = 1 arbitrarily from this
range.
The amplitude of stress A is based on antibiotic concentrations (µg/mL) in blood serum
[55, 56]. The antibiotics of interest in these studies were ciprofloxacin and levofloxacin.
The metabolic decay rate of antibiotics k is calculated based on the half-life of levofloxacin
[57]. The half-life of a standard dose of levofloxacin within a human is approximately T1/2 = 6.9
hours = 414 minutes; the metabolic decay rate is then k̃ = ln (2)/T1/2 ≈ 1.7e-3 min−1 ; rescaling
by the growth rate r̃S = 5.1e-3, we get k ≈ 0.3.
The values of hβ and hγ were selected to be 1 for simplicity. This means the antibiotic concentration for which the production rate is halfway between the minimum and maximum is 1 µg/mL.
Similarly, the antibiotic concentration for which the growth rate is half the maximum is 1 µg/mL.
All other parameter baselines and ranges are educated guesses.

Sensitivity analysis: technical details

In all analyses, we have used the initial conditions S(0) = 1e−3, VT (0) = VC (0) = 1e−7,
following Sinha et al. [39].
The global uncertainty and sensitivity analysis was performed using the methodology outlined
in Marino et al. [63]. The base code for the analysis is freely available at the author Denise
Kirschner’s website [75].
In brief, the analysis uses Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS) of parameter space to simulate
uncertainty in model parameters. LHS sampling requires fewer model simulations than simple
random sampling without introducing bias [76]. We used uniform sampling of each parameter
about the base values given in Table II. The ranges of the uniform samples are available in our
code.
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We use Partial Rank Correlation Coefficients (PRCC) to test the sensitivity of model outputs
to parameter uncertainty because model outputs generally depend monotonically on model inputs,
but those relationships are not linear trends. As noted by Marino et al. [63], for linear trends
we could have used Pearson correlation coefficient (CC), partial correlation coefficients (PCCs),
or standardized regression coefficients (SRC). Had our trends been non-monotonic, we would have
used the Sobol method or one of its many extensions [77].
The displayed sensitivities in Fig 7 are the PRCCs for the model output y (either minimum T or
minimum κ) and the model inputs xj . As described by Marino et al. [63], partial rank correlation
characterizes the monotonic relationship between input xj and output y after the effects on y of
the other inputs are removed. The values of PRCCs fall between −1 and 1, with 1 indicating
the strongest positive rank correlation and −1 indicating the strongest negative rank correlation.
The significance indicates the probability that the rank correlation is zero (i.e., large significance
suggests that there is no relationship between xj and y).
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