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Abstract

The quasi-steady state approximation and time-scale separation are commonly applied
methods to simplify models of biochemical reaction networks based on ordinary differential
equations (ODEs). The concentrations of the “fast” species are assumed effectively to be
at steady state with respect to the “slow” species. Under this assumption the steady state
equations can be used to eliminate the “fast” variables and a new ODE system with only
the slow species can be obtained.

We interpret a reduced system obtained by time-scale separation as the ODE system
arising from a unique reaction network, by identification of a set of reactions and the corre-
sponding rate functions. The procedure is graphically based and can easily be worked out
by hand for small networks. For larger networks, we provide a pseudo-algorithm. We study
properties of the reduced network, its kinetics and conservation laws, and show that the
kinetics of the reduced network fulfil realistic assumptions, provided the original network
does. We illustrate our results using biological examples such as substrate mechanisms,
post-translational modification systems and networks with intermediates (transient) steps.
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1 Introduction

Biochemical reaction networks often involve many biochemical species that interact through
many reactions. The mathematical models that are used to describe such networks can be
quite complex and analytically intractable, both in terms of variables (species concentrations)
as well as (unknown) parameters such as reaction rate constants. It is therefore commonplace
to reduce the dimensions of the models by various means.

One way to simplify a model is by time-scale separation [I3 9]. To apply time-scale
separation, the species in the system are divided into fast and slow species. Fast species are
assumed to be at equilibrium (a so-called quasi-equilibrium) even though the system as a whole
has not reached a state of equilibrium. For example, if degradation of a species proceeds at
high rate, then it is short lived and becomes a ‘fast’ species. It is thus reasonable to assume
that the species is in a state of (quasi-)equilibrium. Being at equilibrium, the fast species
might be eliminated from the system, resulting in a simpler, reduced system with only the
slow species. Tikhonov’s theorem [8, 21] might be used to conclude that the original and the
reduced system have similar dynamics (over a compact time interval).
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Our aim is to interpret the reduced system as an ODE system arising from a reaction
network with only the slow species. We follow some ideas in [3| [4]. The starting point is a
system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) arising from a reaction network with a given
kinetics. We assume that a set of species (‘the fast species’) is given and that these species
effectively are at steady state. If the species do not interact with each other (i.e. they are not
on the same side of a reaction), then a relationship between the concentrations of the fast and
the slow species can be derived under certain conditions [3]. Using this relationship, a reduced
ODE system for the slow species in which the fast species have been eliminated is obtained.

The next step is to interpret the ODE system for the slow species as the ODE system
associated with a reduced reaction network. This step could be carried out in various ways.
We identify sequences of reactions in the original network, by means of a specific graph (see
example below), such that the net production of the fast species is zero. By contracting the
sequence into a single reaction and removing the fast species, a reduced reaction is obtained. A
non-trivial issue is to determine the reaction rate of the reduced reaction. For small networks,
the procedure can easily be carried out by hand.

Subsequently, we establish that the reduced reaction network has some desirable basic
properties. For example, if the reactions of the original reaction network cannot take place in
the absence of their reactant species, then this also holds for the reduced reaction network.

Graphical means to re-interpret a reaction network under quasi-stationarity are not new.
The King-Altman procedure is a systematic way to eliminate enzymes and intermediate
species, in an enzyme catalysed system with mass-action kinetics [12]. Later, Wong and
Hanes [23] gave a systematic method to find the production rates of the slow species, avoiding
much of the algebraic manipulations in [12]; see also [9]. These approaches can be seen as
instances of a general linear (graphical) elimination procedure [3], 4].

None of the mentioned approaches specifically identifies a reduced reaction network, except
for [4], where a reduced reaction network is obtained after elimination of intermediate species.
A related approach by Horiuti, Temkin and co-workers, is based on a graphical procedure to
identify, not one but many, reduced reaction networks [14, [I7]. The procedure is similar in
spirit to our method and we will contrast the two approaches in Subsection [l In [7] an
algorithmic method to obtain possible reaction networks corresponding to a rational ODE
system is described. In [I5] a graphical method for the elimination of complexes (not species)
is presented.

To illustrate the results and methods of the paper, consider a ping-pong bi-bi mechanism
[6], described by the reaction network

E+S1£‘Y1L43E*+P1 E*—FSQg‘YzLLE%-P%
kg k4 k6 kS
where E, E* are two forms of an enzyme, S1, Sy are substrates, Y7, Y5 intermediates and Py,
P, products. The molar concentrations of the species are denoted as: x1 = [E|, 9 = [E*],
x3 = [S1], x4 = [S2], x5 = [P1], ¢ = [Po], ©7 = [Y1] and zg = [Y3]. With this notation and
assuming mass-action kinetics, the evolution of the species concentrations is described by the
ODE system (cf. Equation (@)):

&1 = kowy + krwg — (k123 + kgxe)r1 By = k3w + kerg — (kaxs + ksz4)T2
T3 = koxy — k1x123 Ty = kexg — ksromy
T5 = ksxr — kgxoxs Te = krxg — kgx1T6
Ty = k12123 + kyxoxs — (ko + k3)zr iy = ksxoxy + kgz1w6 — (K6 + K7)Ts.



The main interest is on the conversion of substrates into products [2]. It is thus sensible
to eliminate the set of species U = {E, E*,Y1,Y2} to obtain a reduced reaction network on
the species S1, 52, P1, P> alone. Assuming that E, E* Y7, Y5 are at steady state and using the
conservation law for the total amount of enzyme, T' = x1 + 22 + x7 + xg, we obtain

r1 = q(z)((ke + k7)kakazs + (k2 + k3)kskrxs)

x2 = q(x)((ke + k7)k1ksxs + (ko + k3)keksxe) (1)
w7 = q(x)(k1kskrxszs + (ke + kr)k1kaxsas + kakeksrswe)

rg = q(x) (k1 kskswaxs + koksksrsze + (ko + k3)ksksraxe),

where
= T/ <k‘1k35(k33 + k7)xsxy + (ke + kr)(kikaxsxs + kiksas + kakaws)
+ k4/€8(/€2 + kﬁ)xg,xﬁ + (kg + kg)(k?5/€8$4x6 + kskrxy + kﬁkgxﬁ)).

Conditions that guarantee existence and positivity of functions expressing the concentrations
of the species in a set I in terms of the remaining species, were given in [3]. These are reviewed
in Section Bl The form of the expressions is the content of Theorem [I71

After substitution of (I]) into the ODE system, we obtain the production rates of P, P,
and the consumption rates of Sq, S9:

1"5 = i’@ = —.%"3 = —1"4 = q(x)(—k2k4k6k8m5x6 + k1k3k5k7x4m3). (2)

This ODE system might be interpreted as arising from a reaction network with one reversible
reaction with the following rate functions:

S1+ SQ P1 + P, k1= q(x)k1k3k5k7x3x4, Ko = q(x)k2k4k6k8x5x6. (3)
K2
In this particular case, it seems straightforward to identify reasonable reactions that explain
[@). However, in general this might not be so. A procedure to systematically find a reduced
reaction network is presented in Section[dl At the core of the procedure is a graph that relates
the species in U (Definition [7]). The graph of the example is

kirs k3
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Each edge in the graph corresponds to a reaction in the original network. For example, the

edge —k—giﬁ—> Y5 corresponds to the reaction £ + Ps k—8> Y.

Our main result is Theorem [I6] that establishes the reduced reaction network. Essentially,
it has two types of reactions: The reactions of the original network that do not involve species
in U, and reactions found by considering certain cycles of the graph. The reactant (resp.
product) of such a reduced reaction is the sum of the reactants (resp. products) of the original
reactions defining the cycle, after removing the species in . For example, the above graph has
two cycles that give rise to two reduced reactions. The clockwise cycle involves the reactions
corresponding to the labels kixs, k3, ksz4 and k7:

E+S ™y, v E+p B+, wMSE+PR,



Adding the reactants and products together and removing E, E*, Y7, and Y5, we obtain the
reaction S + So — P; + P». Similarly, the anti-clockwise cycle gives the reaction P, + Py —
S1+ S2 (consistent with (B])). The rate function of each reaction is determined from the edge
labels of the graph. We describe an algorithm to find the reduced reaction network and the
rate functions after Theorem

Note that the reduced rate functions in ([B]) have ‘mass-action form’ in the sense that the
reactions can only occur in the presence of the reactant species. This holds generally for the
reduced reaction network (cf. Section []).

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2] we introduce background material.
In Section Bl we recall some results concerning elimination of variables in [3]. The reduced
reaction network is derived in Section[dl Properties of the reduced reaction network in relation
to the kinetics (including mass-action) and conservation laws are presented in Section Bl This
concludes the core of the paper. Sections [6] [7] and [§] discuss respectively iterative elimination,
comparison with previous results (the approach in [I7] and networks with intermediates) and
post-translational modification networks. Finally, Section [0 contains proofs.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce necessary concepts from graph theory and reaction network theory.

We let R>¢ and R denote the sets of nonnegative and positive real numbers respectively,
and define R?; and RY, accordingly. For z,y € R", z-y denotes the scalar product associated
with the Euclidean norm. Further, (v1,...,v,) denotes the vector subspace generated by
Vl,...,Up € R™.

Graphs, multidigraphs and spanning trees. Let G = (N, &) be a directed graph
(digraph) with node set A and edge set £. By abuse of notation, we write e € G whenever
e € £. A spanning tree 7 is a directed subgraph of G with node set A" and such that the
underlying undirected graph is connected and acyclic. A spanning tree is rooted at the node
N if N is the only node with no outgoing edges.

The graph G is strongly connected if there is a directed path from N7 to No for any
pair of nodes Ny, Ny. Any directed path from Ny to Ny in a strongly connected graph can
be extended to a spanning tree rooted at No. A cycle is a closed directed path N;, — N;, —

- — N;, — N;, with no repeated nodes apart from the initial and terminal nodes. By
definition all cycles are directed.

If 7: £ — R is a labeling of G with values in some ring R, then any subgraph H of G
inherits a labeling from G. We extend the function m to the set of subgraphs of G by defining

m(H) = H m(e).

eeH

A multidigraph G is a pair of finite sets (N, &) equipped with two functions:
s:E=N t: &= N. (4)

The elements of N are called nodes, the elements of £ are called edges, and the functions
s,t are the source and target function, respectively. The function s assigns to each edge the
source node of the edge and the function ¢ assigns to each edge the target node of the edge.
In a multidigraph both self-edges (edges e with ¢(e) = s(e)) and parallel edges (edges e1,es
with t(e1) = t(e2) and s(e1) = s(ez)) are possible.



Spanning trees, cycles and labels for a multidigraph are defined analogous to those of a
digraph. Note that the unique spanning tree of a multidigraph with one node and one self-edge
is the node itself.

We associate a digraph G with a multidigraph G by removing self-edges and collapsing
parallel edges into one edge. That is, only one of the parallel edges between two nodes is kept.
If G is labeled, then so is Q and the label of an edge in Q is the sum of the labels of the parallel
edges in G with the same source and target. If a node in G is only connected to itself then it
is not included in C7 . A formal definition of QA is given in Subsection

Reaction networks. A reaction network on a finite set S is a multidigraph (C,R)
where

(i) S ={S1,...,5n} is called the species set. It is equipped with an order that provides a
canonical isomorphism RS = R™.

(ii) C C R% is called the set of complexes.
(iii) R ={r1,...,re} is called the set of reactions.

The source function in () is denoted as y: R — C and assigns to each reaction r; its reactant
yr;- The target function in (@) is denoted as y': R — C and assigns to each reaction r; its
product y;. .

Elements of RS are identified with linear combinations of species. Hence, under the iso-
morphism RS 22 R™ in (i), we write a complex as a linear combination of the species. For
instance, the complex (1,0,1) € C, which corresponds to the element in R® assigning 1 to S;
and S3 and 0 to Sy, is written as S7 + S3.

It is assumed that y, # y, for all reactions r € R, and that every complex n € C is either
the reactant or the product of some reaction r € R. That is, the multidigraph (C,R) contains
no self-edges and no isolated nodes.

Given a complex n € C C RY we call 7; the stoichiometric coefficient of S; in 7. We
say that n involves S; if n; # 0, and that a reaction r involves S; if S; is involved in the
reactant or product of 7. We say that a pair of species S;,5; € S, i # j, interact if they are
both involved in the same reactant or product of a reaction. Equivalently, if n;,n; # 0, for
some complex 7.

It is not common to allow for multiple reactions between the same reactant and product.
It is however mathematically convenient for our purposes, as will be clear in Section 4l Note
that, if G is a reaction network in our sense, then QA is a reaction network in the standard
sense.

We often give a reaction network by listing its reactions. The set of complexes C and the
set of species § is easily found from the reactions.

Example 1. The following
S1+8,=—8 — Sy +85, — S3+5,

is a reaction network on the set of species & = {S1,S2,S53,54,S55} with set of complexes
C= {Sl + S4, 55,59 + Sy, S3 + 54}.



Dynamical systems. A kinetics for a reaction network (C,R) is a function
K: Q—>RZZO z = (ke (2), ... Ky (),

where RZ; C  C RY, such that x(RZ,) C R% ). The component k., (x) of k(z) is called the
rate function of the reaction r; € R.
Mass-action kinetics is defined by the following rate functions:

k() = kpz¥ = ki, ngyr)i, reR,
i=1

where k, > 0 is called the reaction rate constant of the reaction r. By convention, 0° = 1.

The kinetics k provides a labeling of the reaction network. Since the set of reactions is
ordered, we often denote the rate functions as x;(x) instead of x,,(x). In the examples, we
label reactions with their rate functions. In the particular case of mass-action kinetics, we
simply use the reaction rate constants k; as labels.

We denote by x; the concentration of species S; and let x = (x1,...,z,) be the vector of
concentrations. In specific examples, the species are denoted by letters such as E, P and the
concentrations are denoted by x g,z p, respectively.

For a reaction network (C,R) on S and a kinetics k(z), we let

gi(x) = Zﬁr(x)(y;—yr)i, 1=1,...,n, xef (5)
reR

The evolution of the species concentration in time is modelled by the following system of
ODEs:
& =g(x), x € €, (6)

where & = (&1,...,2n), g(x) = (g1(z),...,gn(x)), and where the derivative is with respect to
time. Explicit reference to time is omitted.
The steady states of the system () are the solutions to the system

g(x) =0, x €€

Remark 2. Consider a reaction network G with a kinetics k and the associated reaction
network G with the induced kinetics % (the induced labeling of G). Then the ODE system
associated with (G, k) agrees with the ODE system associated with (G, ).

Remark 3. In typical models of biochemical reaction systems, the rate function of a reaction
vanishes whenever the concentration of one of the reactant species is zero. In particular, this
guarantees invariance of the non-negative orthant under (6). However, we do not need this
assumption for our results to hold. In Section [B.1] we discuss some results that follow from
making this assumption.

Conservation laws. The stoichiometric subspace of a network (C,R) is the vector
subspace of R" given by
S=(y, —y | T€R) CR™

If w= (wi,...,w,) € S*, then it follows from (5) and (@) that w -4 = 0. Thus, for any
trajectory there is a constant 7" € R such that

n
T'=w-x= g Wi T;.
i=1

6



This equation is called the conservation law with total amount T" € R, corresponding to
w € S+. We also say that w - z is conserved. A set of conservation laws

(M1=w!z, ..., TT=uw- 2}

is minimal if w!,... w! form a basis of S+. Then, the trajectory with initial concentration
xq is confined to the linear space with equations

T,=w -z, with Tj=w' 29, fori=1,...,L

Example 4. Consider Example [[l and let s be a kinetics:
K1(x) k3(x) Ka(x)
51+S4ﬁ55 —5 Sy +54 —= S5+ 54.
ro(x

The corresponding ODE system is:

1 = — Kk1(x) + Kra(z), T9 =k3(x) — Kyg(x), T3 =ky(x),

4 = — K1(2) + ka(z) + R3(), &5 =k1(x) — Ka(x) — K3(x),
and a minimal set of conservation laws consists of
T+ 9 + 23 + a5 = 17, T4+ x5 = Th. (7)

Since concentrations are nonnegative, 17,75 > 0.

3 Elimination of variables

In this section we introduce some results from [3] about linear elimination of variables. The
goal in [3] is to express the concentrations of some of the species at steady state in terms of
the concentrations of the other species. This is done for sets of species, say U, that form a
noninteracting set (Definition [B]), assuming the kinetics is linear with respect to the concentra-
tions of the species in U (Definition [6]). The elimination makes use of a special multidigraph,
called Gy, which is defined in Definition [7 (see also Theorem [II]). This multidigraph is also
used to define the reduced reaction network in Section [l
Let a reaction network (C,R) on a set S be given.

Definition 5. A subset i C S is noninteracting if it contains no pair of interacting species,
and the stoichiometric coefficients of the species in I in all complexes are either 0 or 1.

Let U C S be a noninteracting subset of species. For simplicity we let U = {Uy,..., Uy}
and U¢ = S\ U = {51,...,5,} (with p = n —m), such that S = U°UU. We order S as

S ={5,...,5,U1,...,Uy}. From now on, we let z; be the concentration of S; € U° and
x = (1,...,2p). Similarly, we let u; be the concentration of U; € U and u = (u1,...,up).
Hence, the rate functions are functions of (x,u): k.(x,u).
We let
¢:R" - RP, p: R" - R™ (8)

be the projections onto the first p coordinates and last m coordinates of R™, respectively.
Further, we let Rys be the set of reactions that involve species in ¢ in the reactant and/or in
the product:

Ru={reR | ply-) # 0 or p(y,) # 0}.



Any reaction in Ry, involves at most one species in U in the reactant and at most one in the
product. Hence, the vectors p(y,) and p(y.) have at most one nonzero component (equal to
one) for any r € Ry.

We next impose some regularity conditions on the rate functions, namely, that the rate
functions are linear in the concentrations of the species in U in a specific way. We assume {2
takes the form Q x R7), where R ; C Q C RY ) (making an abuse of notation).

Definition 6. Let x: ) x Rgo — ]RKZO be a kinetics with RZ;O CcQcC ]RI;O. The kinetics & is
U-linear if, for each r € Ry, there exists a function v,: Q — R>q such that v,.(x) > 0 for all
r € ) and
o (2, 10) = vy () ?f r € Ry and p(y,); =1
vy () if r € Ry and p(y,) = 0.

A U-linear kinetics can be interpreted as being mass-action with respect to the species in

Uu.

Definition 7. Let &/ C S be a set of noninteracting species and x a U-linear kinetics. We
define the labeled multidigraph Gy, = (Ny, &) by

ju if p(y,) # 0 and p(y.) # 0 for all r € Ry,
“luu {*} otherwise

and

Eu=1{U: 2 U, | e Ry with p(y,); # 0 and p(yl); # 0} U

or (

{Us 5 x| 7 € Ry with ply,); # 0 and p(y,) = 0} U

{x 25 U, | e Ry with p(yl); # 0 and p(y,) = 0},
where the last two subsets in the definition of &, are empty when Ny = U.

Observe that Gy might contain parallel edges between any pair of nodes and self-edges for
nodes other than *. Each edge e in the multidigraph G;; corresponds to a reaction in Ry,
r(e). Moreover, since U is noninteracting, the multidigraph G has exactly one edge e(r) for
each reaction r in Ry,. This gives rise to two bijective functions

éu == Ru, (9)

such that r o e = idg, and e or = idg,. In the examples, the functions r, e are implicitly
given by the subindices of the functions v,(z): the edge label v;(z) indicates that the edge
corresponds to the reaction r;.

The graph @u (not taking into account the labelling) agrees with the embedded network
of (C,R) given by U, as defined in [I1] considering * as the zero complex.

Example 8. Consider the network

Sl K1 (z,u) 52 K2 (z,u) U1 k3(x,u) U2 S3+U1 Ka(z,u) U3—|—51
Sy + Uy 09 50 4 Uy e, g

The set U = {Uy, Uz, Us} is noninteracting. A U-linear kinetics k(x, u) takes the form

r(z,u) = (k1(z,u),v2(2), urvs(x), vrva(z), ugvs(z), uzve())

and the corresponding multidigraph G is



va(z)

v3(x) vs(z)

Us Us.

Wﬂ

*

Ui

Example 9. Consider a phosphorylation mechanism for a substrate S such that phosphory-
lation may be catalyzed by two different enzymes, Fy and FEs, with mass-action kinetics:

k k
S+E =% 9, +8 S+ B ==Y, 2 8, 1 B,
k‘g k‘5

We consider the noninteracting set U = {Ey, E2,Y1,Ys}. Since we assumed mass-action ki-
netics, the kinetics is U-linear. The multidigraph G, is

kix kqx
El/;S\}YI E2/<;_S\}Y2
\k_g/ \%%
Define the support of a vector w = (wy,...,w,) € R" as

supp(w) = {S; | wi #0} C S.

A subset H C U of a noninteracting set is itself a noninteracting set and a U/-linear kinetics
is H-linear. Hence the multidigraph Gy is defined.

Any connected component of G, agrees with Gy for some H C U. If * € N, then the
reactant and the product of any reaction in Ry involve each exactly one species in H. In this
case there is a vector w™ € S+ such that

O
Cwty =0 and p(wH)i:{? 1fgzzz i=1,...,m, (10)

that is, the coordinates of w’ corresponding to the species in H are all one and only these are
non-zero.

According to [3], any vector in S with support in ¢/ is a linear combination of the vectors
w for all connected components Gy, such that * &€ ANay. Since these connected components
are disjoint, the vectors w’ are linearly independent. These vectors give rise to conservation

laws:

In Example [ there are two connected components without the node *. They give rise to
two conservation laws, namely, xg, + zy; = 11 and zg, + 2y, = T». Any other conservation
law involving only the concentrations of E7, Es,Y7,Ys is a linear combination of these two
conservation laws. The only connected component of Gy in Example Bl contains *. Hence
there is no conservation law involving only concentrations of species in U.

Let N be a node of Gy and Gy be the connected component that contains it, that is
N € Ny. Let ©(N) be the set of spanning trees of Gy rooted at N.

Definition 10. Let (C,R) be a reaction network on a set S and « a kinetics. A set U C S is
said to be linearly eliminable if



(i) U is noninteracting.

(ii) For every connected component Gy of Gy it holds: ©(x) # () if x € Ny and UyeyO(N) #
0 if * ¢ NH

(iii) k is U-linear.

Condition (ii) states that Gy admits a spanning tree rooted at x, if * € N3, and rooted at
an arbitrary node, if * € Ny. Any strongly connected component of G4 fulfills this condition.

Let U C S be a linearly eliminable set. For each connected component Gy, of Gy, let gy ()
be the function

Ty

qu(x) = 5 ) if « & Ny, where Ty € R>o, (12)
NeH,7€O(N)
1
= if . 1
Q'H(x) Z 7_[_(7_)7 I * € N’H ( 3)
TEO(%)

The function ¢y (z) is a function of x since 7(7) depends on z. We omit the explicit reference
to Ty in gy () and to x in 7(7) for convenience. When the multidigraph G is connected, we
omit the subscript H = U.

Definition [I0[ii) guarantees that the denominators are never empty sums. By positivity
of v,(z), the function gy (z) is positive for all z € RZ,. However, the denominator of gy (z)
might vanish at points at the boundary of 2. Henceforth, we let Q be the domain where a1 (x)
is well defined for all connected components Gz. We have R’;O - Q C Q.

We will make use of [3, Propositions 8.4, 8.6], but reformulate them in the terminology of
this paper (see also Section [0.2]).

Theorem 11 (Elimination [3]). Let (C,R) be a reaction network on a set S, k a kinetics and
assume U C S is a linearly eliminable set. Consider the system of equations

=0, and Ty= > w, Tu>0, (14)
1| U;eH
for all . C U such that Gy is a connected component of Gy with * ¢ Nay. Equation (I4)) holds
for (z,u) € Q x RY, if and only if

Ui = G3(4) (x) Z m(T), foralli=1...m,
T€O(U;)

where qy;)(z) is given by ([[2) or [A3), and H(i) C U is such that U; € H(i) for Gyuy a
connected component of Gy.

The theorem states that if the species in U are at steady state with respect to the species
in U€, then the concentrations u; can be given as rational functions in the labels of G4, for
fixed total amounts T%. The labels are independent of the concentrations of the species in U.
In virtue of the non-negativity of the labels of Gy, the concentrations of the species in U are
also non-negative for x € Q. N

For future reference, we define the function ¢: @ — RZ:

p(@) = (p1(2),. - om(@),  @ile) = augp (@)Y w(7). (15)

T€0(U;)

10



If a connected component Gy of Gy is strongly connected, then there is at least one
spanning tree rooted at each node, and hence ¢(x) is not identically zero in any coordinate
corresponding to a species in H. If Gy is not strongly connected, then at least one node is not
the root of a spanning tree, and hence at least one component of ¢(z) is identically zero. In
the latter case, all steady states lay at the boundary of the positive orthant.

Example 12. Consider the network in Example [l and the noninteracting set & = {Sy4, S5}.
To adapt the notation to the present setting, we let Uy = Sy and Uy = Ss. We assume the
network is endowed with a U-linear kinetics

sz, u) = (urv1(2), ugve (), ugvg(a), urvy(z)).

The multidigraph Gy, is

v ()

1 w@
1—  —=U».
‘%((x))/
vs(z

The multidigraph G, is strongly connected and thus the set I/ is linearly eliminable. We apply
Theorem [Tl to conclude that %; = 0, s = 0 and uq + uo = T hold if and only if:

15
v1(x) + v2(x) + v3(2)

ur = q(@) (v3(x) + v2(x)), w2 = q(x)v1(2), q(@) =

Example 13. The set U = {Uy,Us,Us} in Example [ endowed with U-linear kinetics is
linearly eliminable since Gy is strongly connected. By Theorem [I1], at steady state it holds
that:

uy = q(x)va(z)vs(x)ve (), uz = q(z)va(z)vs(w)ve (),

uz = q(e)va(z)(v3(2) +va(x))vs(2),  q(z) =

4 Reduced reaction network

Assume that a reaction network (C,R) on a set S, a kinetics x and a linearly eliminable
set U C S are given. If u = ¢(x), as given in (IH]), is substituted into the ODE system
(&,7%) = g(z,u), given in (@), then @ = 0 by construction and an ODE system in the variables
Z1,...,Tp is obtained:

i=g(x), xeQCRL, (16)

where

That is, fori =1,...,p,

Gi(x) =g | z1,...,xp, ) (T) Z W(T),...,qH(m)(m) Z 7(T)

T€O(U1) T€EO(Unm)

In this section we prove that the ODE system (I6) is the ODE system associated with
a reaction network on the species set {Si,...,Sp}. The reactions and the kinetics of this
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reaction network are graphically obtained from the multidigraph G, following the procedure
given below Theorem

The intuition is as explained in the introduction. Cycles in the multidigraph correspond
to sequences of reactions such that the net production of the species in U is zero. However,
not all cycles give rise to a reduced reaction. In order to give the precise formulation of the
reduced reaction network (Definition [[5] Theorem [I6]), we will need the following. For a cycle
o in Gy, let Gy ) be the connected component that contains the cycle. In particular, the
nodes of o form a subset of H (o). Let I'(o) be the set of subgraphs G of Gy such that 0 C G
and such that removing any edge e € o from G creates a spanning tree of Gy(,), rooted at the
source s(e) of e. Specifically, given an edge e € o, define

I'(o)={rUe | o\eCT, 7€O(s(e))}. (17)

The set I'(0) does not depend on the chosen edge e (Proposition dIlin Section [0.3)). We further

define the function

He)= 3w =r(0) 3 nly\ o), (18)

v€l(o) v€l(o)

which is the sum of the labels of the graphs in I'(0).
Remark 14. To find I'(0), it is sufficient to consider any edge e € o and find all spanning
trees rooted at s(e), containing o \ e. Therefore, I'(c) # () if and only if the path o \ e can
be extended to a spanning tree of Gy () rooted at s(e). In particular, if G(0) 1s strongly
connected, then I'(o) # 0.

If o is a cycle that contains all nodes of Gy(,), then I'(0) = {0} and thus Il(o) = (o).
Indeed, in this case o \ e is the unique spanning tree of G1(s) containing o \e.

Let A be the set of cycles o in Gy such that
> CWre) = Yr(e)) 0 and T(o) #0.
eco

The first condition states that the net-production of some species in U€ is non-zero over the
reactions associated with the edges of the cycle.

Definition 15. Let (C,R) be a reaction network on a set S, x a kinetics and ¥4 C S a
linearly eliminable set. The reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U

is the reaction network (5 ) 7€) on the species set U¢ with kinetics % defined on €, such that
R = R1 URy, where

= {7: Cyr) = C(yp) | r € R\ Ry},

= {?U: Zg(yr(e)) — ZC(?/;(@)) | (S A}a

eco eco

C is the set of source and target nodes of 75,,

Rr(z) = kr (2, p()) if 7= Clyr) = C(y,.) € ﬁl, for r € R\ Ry,
T gre) (@)I(0) i F =7, € Ro.

and Q C  is the maximal set for which gu(z) is well defined for all connected components
Gy of Gy.

12



In short, R, consists of the reactions that do not involve species in U and Ry consists of
new reactions defined by the cycles in A. The procedure outlined below Theorem [If] clarifies
how the reactions in 75,2 are obtained.

We are now ready to present our main result: the interpretation of the ODE system (I6) as
the ODE system of the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of ¢ defined above.
The proof is given in Subsection

Theorem 16 (Reduced reaction network). Let (C,R) be a reaction network on a set S,
K a kinetics and U C S a linearly eliminable set. Then the ODE system in (LG,

h=gi(ep@), weQCRY, i=1,...p,
is the ODE system associated with the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U.

The fact that we can find a reaction network for the reduced ODE system implies that the
system does not have negative cross effects in the sense of [16].

Procedure. We provide the following procedure to determine the reduced reaction network
obtained by elimination of a set of species U, in virtue of Definition [[5] and Theorem

(1) Check whether U is linearly eliminable:

(i) Check that the set U is noninteracting and that x is U-linear.

(ii) Compute the multidigraph Gy (as in Definition [7]) and check that each connected
component Gy of Gy admits a spanning tree rooted at an arbitrary node, if * is not
a node of Gy and rooted at * otherwise.

If either (i) or (ii) fails, stop.

(2) *Compute gy (z) for each connected component Gy of Gy and (z), using (I2)), (I3]) and

(@3).
(3) Compute the reactions in Ry: for each reaction that is not in Ry do

(i) Add the projection of the reaction by ¢ to Ri.

(ii) *Compute its rate function by replacing u by ¢(x) in the original rate function.
(4) Compute the reactions in Ry: for each cycle o in Gy do

(i) List the reactions corresponding to the edges in the cycle and add the species in U¢ in
the reactants and products to obtain the reactant and product of the new candidate
reaction 7.

(ii) If yz, # yffg proceed. Otherwise go to the next cycle.

(iii) Compute I'(¢). If D(c) # 0, add 7, to Ry and proceed. Otherwise go to the next
cycle.

(iv) *The rate function of the new reaction is gy ()I(0), cf. ([IS).

If we are only interested in the reactions of the reduced reaction network and not the
kinetics, then the steps marked with * can be ignored. Further, in this case, if Gy(,) is
strongly connected, then I'(o) # () and we do not need to find I'(o) explicitly.

13



Remark 17. Let r;,,...,r;, € R be reactions in a reaction network (C,R) that form a cycle
in the network. Then,

l
/ _
Z (yrz’j o yri]’) =0.
j=1
Hence, step (@) is not fulfilled and the cycle does not belong to A. This applies in particular
to any cycle arising from a reversible reaction 7y = 7s.

Example 18. For illustration, we apply the method to the reaction network in Example [I]
with U = {S4, S5} = {U1,Us} and a U-linear kinetics.

(1) U is linearly eliminable: see Example
(2) ¢q(z) and ¢(x) are given in Example
(3) Ry = R. Therefore Ry = 0.
(4) We compute the reactions in Ry. Gy has three cycles:

(1) T1: Sl—{—% — %
ry: % — Sg—i-%

. ,,,:J: 51 — 52
g1: 1 ()
Uo— U (i) yz, =51 # S2 =y .
~N_ a
vs(®) (iii) T(o1) = {01} # 0 (see also Remark [[4)). The reaction
S1 —> S5 belongs to Ro.
(iv) Rate function: g(x)v(x)vs(zx)
(1) T1: Sl —|—IJ{ — %
09: (@) T9: % — Sl +/IJ{
U11©U2 To: S1 — S1
vo (x
(i) yr, = S1 = S1 = y;_(see also Remark [7). 7, is not
added to Rs.
(i) T4 SQ+/U{ — Sg—i—%
770: SQ — 53
(i) yr, = S2 # S3 =y .
. va(@) va(z) v4(z)
g3: Q Q Q
U1 (iii) I'(o3) ={ Ut Us, Uy Us {# 0 The reac-
va(x) ~__

vs(z)

tion Sy — S3 belongs to 75,2.

(iv) Rate function: q(z)(va(z) + v3(x))vy ()

14



Hence, the reduced reaction network consists of two reactions:

S, q(z)v1 (z)vs(2) S5 q(z)(v2 () +v3(x))va (z) Ss.

Remark 19. If I/ is noninteracting, each reaction involves at most one species in U in the
reactant and product. Each node U; of a cycle o in Gy is the source (respectively, target)
of exactly one edge of 0. Therefore, in step (4], each species in U that is a node of a cycle
appears exactly once as reactant and once as product.

Remark 20. We have defined a reaction network as a multidigraph to simplify the presenta-
tion, in particular in connection with Theorem [I6, and hence also allowed multiple reactions
between the same complexes. The reduced reaction network might, however, be further sim-
plified by collapsing multiple reactions into one reaction without changing the ODE system,
that is, using G as explained in Remark The rate function of a collapsed reaction is the
sum of the rate functions being joined. See Example 211

Example 21. We continue with Example[@ The two components of the graph G;; are strongly
connected, thus U is linearly eliminable. The set A consists of two cycles: o1, with the edges
with labels k1xg and k3, and o9, with the edges with labels kyxg and kg. Both cycles give rise
to the reaction S — S, and the rate functions are respectively

R1(z) = qi(x)k1kszs and  Ro(x) = qo(z)kskexs,
for ¢1(z) = Tl/(klxs + ko + k3) and g2(x) = Tg/(k4x5 + k5 + k¢). By Remark 20l we might

further simplify the network to .S M S,.

Example 22. Consider the following reaction network:

k1(z,u) Ko(z,u) k3(z,u)

S1+U ——= S+ Uz S3+Us ————= 54 +Up S4+ Uy ———— S5+ Us.

For the noninteracting set U = {U;, Uz, Us} and a U-linear kinetics, the multidigraph Gy

U, \i)/ Uy v3(z) Us

v2(x)

has a spanning tree rooted at Us. Thus U is linearly eliminable. Consider the unique cycle
o of Gy. The graph o \ e with e: Uy — U, cannot be extended to a spanning tree rooted at
s(e) = Uy. Therefore, I'(0) = () and the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of
U has no reactions. Since the graph G;; does not have a spanning tree rooted at a node other
than Us, we have that ¢(x) = (0,0,7), for the conservation law u; + ug + u3 = T'. Since the
kinetics is U-linear and Us is not involved in any reactant, it follows that «(x, p(z)) = (0,0,0).
Thus the ODE system of the reduced reaction network (I8 is ¢ = 0.

5 Basic properties of the reduced reaction network

In this section we study some basic properties of the reduced reaction network in Definition
In particular, Section [5.1]is concerned with the kinetics of the reduced reaction network.
Section [5.2] is concerned with conservation laws.

In what follows, a reaction network (C,R) on S, a kinetics  and a linearly eliminable set
U C S are given. We let (C R) be the reduced reaction network on /¢ obtained by elimination
of U.
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5.1 Rate functions and kinetics

In this section we prove that if the original rate functions vanish whenever one of the concen-
trations of a reactant is zero, then so do the rate functions of the reduced reaction network
(Proposition 23]). A refined result is obtained when the kinetics of the original reaction net-
work is mass-action (Proposition 25]). The proofs of Propositions 23] 24] and 25] are given in
Subsection
As noted in Remark [3] a biochemically meaningful rate function fulfils ,(x) = 0 whenever
the concentration of one of the reactant species is zero, that is, supp(y,) € supp(x) implies
kr(z) = 0. Based on this, we say that a function f defined on a subset V' C R" is standard
for r € R if
forall zeV: supp(y,) €supp(z) = f(z)=0. (19)

We say that the function is fully standard if the reverse implication in (I9]) holds as well .
The rate function &, is (fully) standard if it is a (fully) standard function for r. Similarly, the
kinetics & is (fully) standard if the rate function of all » € R is (fully) standard.

The next proposition states that if x(x,u) is standard, then so is k(z).

Proposition 23 (Standard kinetics). (i) Let 0 € A and consider the reaction 7y € Ry. If
the kinetics r(x,u) is standard (resp. fully standard) on Q2 x RZ, then w(o) is standard

(resp. fully standard) on Q for 7.
(ii) If the kinetics k(x,u) is standard, then so is K(x).

The kinetics of the reduced reaction network might not be fully standard, even if the
kinetics of the original network is fully standard. For a reaction r € R, defined by r € R\ Ru,
the rate function kz(x) is fully standard provided k,(z,u) is. However, other things might
occur for reactions 7, € Ro, where the rate function might vanish if

Z 7(y\ o) =0 for some x €,
v€l'(o)

cf. equation (I8). We characterise when this happens in Proposition 24] below. Let 7, be
a reaction and z € R’;O be positive in the coordinates corresponding to the reactants in
7». We show below that the rate function of 7, vanishes at x, if and only if, the steady state
concentrations of the species in the cycle o are zero whenever the concentrations of the species
in U¢ are given by z.

Proposition 24 (Fully standard kinetics). Assume that k(z,u) is fully standard on  x RZ,.
Let 0 € A and x € Q be such that supp(ys,) C supp(z). Then the following two statements

are equivalent:
(i) (o) vanishes at x.
(11) @;j(x) =0, for all j € {1,...,m} such that U; € U is a node in o.

It follows from the proposition that the rate function of 7, vanishes if and only if #,.)(z, (7)) =
0 for all e € o with s(e) = U; € U. Indeed, the kinetics is U-linear and hence u; is a factor of
the rate function of the reaction r(e).

If the vectors z € Q for which Proposition applies are precisely those that satisfy
x; = 0 for a certain ¢ € {1,...,p}, then the reaction 7, can be modified by adding S; to its
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reactant and product, such that k5 becomes fully standard for the modified reaction. This
modification does not alter the ODE system. We do not apply this modification here.

If the original reaction network is endowed with mass-action kinetics, then we have a
sharper result than Proposition In particular, the function (o) has the form of a mass-
action rate function for r,. Whether or not the rate function Ky (x) of the reaction is of
mass-action type depends on the specific form of gy, (z) and  »_ 7(v\ o).

Y€T(0)
Proposition 25 (Mass-action kinetics). Assume that the reaction network (C,R) is endowed
with mass-action kinetics. For o € A,

7(0) = koa¥o, x€Q,

for some constant k, > 0. Moreover, if the reactant of 7, involves the species S;, then the
concentration z; is a factor of II(c) with exponent at least (ys, );.

The proposition says that the exponents of the concentrations in II(c) might be larger than
their stoichiometric coefficients, for the species involved in the reactant of 7,. There might
also be factors that depend on concentrations of species that are not involved in the reactant,
as illustrated in the next example. The example illustrates also the following phenomenon:
when two identical reactions arising from different cycles in Gy are joined and their respective
rate functions are added (cf. Remark 20]), then the rate function of the reaction might become
fully standard.

Example 26. Consider the reaction network with mass-action kinetics:

Sl—FUlk—l)SQ—i—UQ UQk—2>U1 53+U3k—3>51+U2 UQk—4>U3 (20)

and the noninteracting set U = {Uy,Us, Us}. The multidigraph Gy is
kixqy ka

U1/}€(\EUQCU3~
2 3T3

The reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U is

5 2 g, gy 2O g (21)
where K(x) = (K1(x), Ra(z)) is
T
K = kiksl k k = .
'V”'(x) q(x) 1 3( 2213, 4221,1?3), Q(‘T) k2k3$3+k1k3$1$3+k1k4$1

Concentrations that appear with an exponent larger than the stoichiometric coefficient of the
corresponding species are marked in bold.

We have Q = R3,\{z | #1 = z3 = 0}. The rate function of the first reaction in (2
vanishes for 3 = 0, even though S5 is not in the reactant. This reaction corresponds to the
left-cycle of Gy, which involves Uy, Us. By Proposition 24] the functions ¢;(z), p2(z) must

vanish when z3 = 0. Indeed:

p(x) =q(x) (koksms, kikszi3).

Consider now the reaction network (20]) with an additional reaction:

51+U3k—5>52+U3.
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The set U = {U;,Us,Us} is also noninteracting. The new reaction defines a self-edge at Us
in Gy with label ksx1, and hence the reactions in (2I]) are also reactions of the new reduced
reaction network with the same kinetics. The cycle given by the self-edge belongs to A and
gives rise to an additional reaction S; — S with rate function g(x)k; k4/<:5a:%. This reaction is
considered now twice with different rate functions. After joining the two reactions S; — So,
the reduced reaction network is (2I]) with the rate function 1 (z) replaced by:

k1(z) = q(x)k1kakszi123 + q(x)k1k4k5a:f = q(x)k1 (k2ksxs + kaksxi)xy.

With this transformation, the kinetics of (2I)) is fully standard in €.

5.2 Conservation laws of the two networks

Let S C R? be the stoichiometric subspace of the reduced reaction network. In this section we
compare the orthogonal complement of the stoichiometric subspaces, S+ and S L which define
the conservation laws of the reaction networks. We show in Theorem 27 that the projection
of S1 on U® is contained in :91, and that the two spaces agree if the connected components
of Gy are strongly connected. For example if 21 4+ 29 + x3 = T is a conservation law of the
original reaction network and Sj3 is eliminated, then x1 + xo = T is a conservation law of the
reduced reaction network.

Let W be the vector subspace of St generated by the vectors w? defined in (I0) for each
connected component Gy of Gy such that * ¢ AV3. Any vector in S+ with support in U belongs
to W. That is, W is the kernel of the map ¢: S+ — RP (the restriction of the projection ¢ in
[®) to S+). The proof of the next theorem is given in Subsection

Theorem 27 (Conservation laws). (i) ¢(S+) C S+.

(ii) If every connected component of Gy is strongly connected, then ((S*) = St

Theorem 27 gives that ¢ induces an injective map from the quotient vector space S+ /W
to §l, which is an isomorphism when all connected components of G;; are strongly connected.
In this case, a minimal set of conservation laws of the reduced reaction network is simply
obtained from a minimal set of conservation laws of the original reaction network by “deleting”
u;, 1 =1,...,m, from each conservation law, and any conservation law only in u.

Example 28. By deleting u; = x4 and uo = x5 from the first equation in the minimal set
of conservation laws (7]) in Example [, we obtain the minimal set of conservation laws of the
reduced reaction network in Example [I8 that consists of

T1+x0+a3="1T.

Example 29. We consider a mechanism that consists of two substrates A, B that are con-
verted into two products P, @ through a series of reactions catalysed by an enzyme E [2]
Chapter 5]. It is an example of a bi-bi model in the notation of Cleland [6]:

E+AZLEA EBA+BEpEABLEEPQEEQ+P EQZE+0Q.
ko k4 ke ks k1o
We let Uy = E, Uy = FA, U3 = EAB, Uy = EP(Q and E5 = E(Q). We assume mass-action
kinetics. A minimal set of conservation laws is
Tp = u1 +ug + ug + ug + us Targ =24+ xQ + U2 + U3z + Ug + us
Tpig =B+ xQ +u3 +us + us Tpip=2xp+xp+us+ us.
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We consider the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of the set i = {Uy, U, Us, Uy, Us }.
The multidigraph G is strongly connected

k1£CA k3£CB k5 k?

U, Us Uy

Ui

Us.

ko ka ke ksxp

]{Zlon

ko

By Theorem 27, a minimal set of conservation laws for the reduced reaction network is
za+ 29 =Tarq, zp+ 29 = Try0, zp+xp="Tpip.

Let us find the reduced reaction network. A contains two cycles: the cycle with the edges
with labels kx4, ksxrp, ks, k7 and kg9 that meets all nodes clockwise, and the cycle with
the edges with the rest of the labels that meets all nodes anti-clockwise. For both cycles,
I'(c) = {0} (Remark [I4]) and the reduced reaction network is:

A+B 2 pg

Ra(z)

where ®1(x) = q(x)ki1kskskrkoxaxp, Ra(x) = q(x)kokskekskiozprg and g(x) equals Tx di-
vided by

(kake + kakr + kskr)(kakg + ki1kox o + koki0xQ) + kakekszp(kiza + ko)
+ kskskrxp(ko + klon) + (k7(ks + ko) + (ks + ke) (kg + ksxp))ki1kszazp
+ (k‘4(k‘2 + k‘6) + (k‘5 + k‘6)(k32 + kng))kgkloxpr.

In this case = Réo- The reduced reaction networks for this example and for the ping-pong
bi-bi mechanism considered in the introduction have the same reactions. The two networks
differ only in the factor ¢(z).

If some connected components of Gy, are not strongly connected, then the cases St = ¢(Sh)

and St #£ ((S1) are both possible.

Example 30. Consider the reaction network in Example A minimal set of conservation
laws consists of

u turtuz="T1, wt+z2=1T>, x3txa=7T3 x1—23—uw+ug=7T4
By Theorem [27, the following are conservation laws of the reduced reaction network:
1 +$2=TV2, $3+$4=TV3, $1—$3=TV4-

However, the reduced reaction network has no reactions and therefore St = R4 Here, the
multidigraph Gy, is not strongly connected and ¢(S+) C S+.
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Example 31. Consider the reaction network

Ko (x,u)

S 4+U Y e Ly, S, S

and the set Y = {U;,Us}. A minimal set of conservation laws of the reaction network consists
of uy +ue =17 and z1 + 9 = Ts. The multidigraph Gy, is

Uy %Ug

which is acyclic. The reduced reaction network has one reaction Ss — S, and a minimal set
of conservation laws consists of x1 + o = T5. The multidigraph G, is not strongly connected

and St = ¢(S74).

6 Iterative elimination

In this section we discuss stepwise elimination and show that in certain cases one might obtain
different reduced reaction networks, depending on the order by which species are eliminated.
This naturally has practical implications. Biologically, it relates to the situation in which
species at different time-scales are eliminated from the network. The fastest species are re-
moved first, then the second fastest and so on. As the resulting network might differ from
the network obtained by removing the species all at once, a proper partitioning of species into
time-scales might be warranted.
The setting is the following: Let

@ZU()CUl ClUrC---CcUy=U

be an increasing sequence of linearly eliminable sets. We compare the situation where U is

eliminated at once (direct elimination) to the situation where the sets U; \ U;—1, i =1,...,1,
are eliminated iteratively (iterative elimination).
If each set U; \ Uj—1, i = 1,...,1, is the node set of a connected component of Gy (or a

union of such sets), then direct and iterative elimination yield the same result by construction:
both elimination of variables and the reduced reaction network consider the multidigraph G
componentwise.

Another scenario in which iterative and direct elimination coincide is as follows. Consider
the connected component Gy; of Gy that contains * (if any) and let G, be the multidigraph
obtained by removal of the node * and all the edges that have % as source or target. This
multidigraph might now have several connected components. The next proposition (proven
in Subsection [@.5]) states that elimination of the species in H or iterative elimination of the
species in the connected components of G3, yield the same reduced reaction network.

Proposition 32 (Splitting the connected component with node ). Assume that Gy is con-
nected and contains *. Let U = Hqi U Hsy be a decomposition of U into two disjoint subsets
such that G, = g;;l L g;l2. Then the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U
agrees with the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of Hy followed by elimination

Of 7‘[2 .
See Example [36] in Subsection for an illustration.

In general, iterative elimination might not yield the same reaction network as direct elim-
ination. We present some examples below.
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Example 33. Consider the reaction network with mass-action kinetics

Slk—l>U1+52k—2>U2k—3>U1—|—Sgk—4>S4,

and the linearly eliminable sets Uy = {U1} C Uy = {U1, Uz} with multidigraphs

LPED)
Gu, : Uy Gu, Uy=—=Us
T [l
kizy EOEJ kqx3 klzl( kqzs
* %

The four cycles of Gy, give that the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U/ is

(‘Tvu?)

Sl—FSQm—)

(‘Tvu?)

Sy + Uy 220120,

Sy + U, 22m2), S5+ Sy (22)

3 (‘Tvu?)

Sy + G5 2604 S,

with kinetics

R(z,uz) = (

kilk‘QCClCCQ kigk3£l?2U2 kigk‘4$3’d2 k1k4$1£€3 >
koxo + kaxs’ kowo + kyxs’ kowo + kyxs’ kowo + kaws )

Here ) = R;O \ {2 = x5 = 0}. The set Uz \ Uy = {Us} is linearly eliminable for the reaction
network (22]). Its elimination yields the reduced reaction network:

7 () 7 () 74 ()

S1+ 82+ 53 —= Sa+ 53+ 54 Sa S3 S1+ 853 —— Sa+ 54
with rate functions
7 (z) = k1kokskazi o/ (kewo + kazs)? __kiksziw
1 k3k4x3/(k2x2 + k4x3) koxo + k4x3’
,I%, (1‘) _ /{?2]{3.%'2/(]{21'2 + k4.%'3) _ /{?21'2
2 kskyws/(koxo + kaxs)  ksxs
~ k1k4$1£€3 ~ ~
/ == - G_—
K}3($ - ]CQ,IQ _|_ k4ﬂf3 K/4(ﬂf, QDUQ (ﬂj))

In this case @ = {z € Réo | 3 # 0}. Since koxy 4 kyzs # 0 for all 2 € Q' we might simplify
koxo + kyxs from &) (z) and &) (z), as shown above.
The reduced reaction network obtained by direct elimination of Us is:

®2(z)

S3 S1+ 853 —= Sy + 5y

®1(z)

Sa

with rate functions

. /{?2/{?31'2 . /{?21'2 . /{?1]{41'11'3 . klxl

Fi(e) = ksksrs  kyws’

which is clearly different from the reduced reaction network obtained by first eliminating U/
and then Us \ U;.
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When G, is connected and contains *, elimination of u only involves the equation u = 0
and no conservation laws. Therefore, iterative elimination is equivalent to solving a system
of linear equations iteratively. It follows that the function ¢ in (I3 does not depend on the
chosen procedure and thus neither does the ODE system (I6). However, as shown in the
above example, the reduced reaction network may depend on the procedure, even though
their associated ODE systems agree.

The next example provides an example where direct and iterative elimination result in the
same reduced reaction network, and an example where the reactions but not the kinetics of
the two reduced reaction networks agree.

Example 34. Consider the reaction network with mass-action kinetics:
k1 ko k3
S1+U; — Uy —= Uz —= Sy + U,
and the sets of noninteracting species:
U, = {Ul} C Uy = {Ul, U2} C U3 = {Ul, Us, U3}.

The multidigraphs G, are

GZ/{1 H U1 GZ,{Q : U aatal UQ GL{3 : U1 aatal U2

1
klzlokgug, kg& 2 &/é
* *

Us
The reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U is
Sl + Ug 4)51(%@#3) SQ + Uy U, 4)&2(90,112,1;3) U3 (23)
with rate functions
~ klkgmlu;», ~
K1(T, ug, uz) = T ksus, Ro(@, u2,u3) = kaua.
1271

Since 2 = {z € Réo | 1 # 0}, x1 can be canceled in ki (x, ua, us).
The set Uy \ Uy = {Us} is linearly eliminable for the reaction network (23). The multidi-
graph Gyy,\y, is
k

2
Uy —=x
kaus

Elimination of Uy \ U yields the reduced reaction network

R (@u3)

ST+ U3 ———= Sy + Us, Ell(.%',u;;) = = ksus. (24)

This is also the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of Uy directly, as it can
easily be seen by considering Gy,. Therefore, in this case both eliminations yield the same
result.

We compare now direct elimination of U3 with elimination of Us \ Uy = {Us} from (24]).
Both approaches provide the reduced reaction network

s A9, o
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However, the kinetics differ: & (z) = k3T, for iterative elimination, using the conservation law
uz =T, and

k‘l k‘QkﬁgTJEl

~1 _
Fe) = kikoxq + koxs + kikszy’

using  wu; +ug +ug="1T,

for direct elimination. Therefore, the kinetics of the reduced reaction network depends on
whether the elimination is performed iteratively or not.

In general, when conservation laws are involved in the elimination procedure, then the
kinetics obtained after direct and iterative elimination differ, even though the reactions of
the two reduced reaction networks might be the same. The reason is that the reduced ODE
systems & = ((z, p(z)) in ([I6]) obtained by iterative or direct elimination are different.

To understand why, let 4 = {Uy,...,Uy} be a linearly eliminable set such that Gy is
strongly connected and does not contain the node *. Then u; + --- + u,, is conserved. The
set Uy = {Uy,...,Up—1} is linearly eliminable and G, contains the node *. Theorem [IT]
thus guarantees that the system of equations u; = -+ = %, = 0 in uj,...,uy,—1 has a
unique solution ¢! (x,u,,). The reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of U; has,
by Theorem 27 the conservation law

U =T

This implies that in the ODE system & = ((x, p(z)) obtained by iterative elimination of the
set U followed by {Uy,}, @m(z) is constant equal to T, and the first m — 1 components of ¢
agree with ! (z,T).

If U is directly eliminated, then ¢(x) is found by solving the system of equations

m
Uy = =Gy =0, > ui=T.
i=1
The first m — 1 equations give u; = ‘P@l (x,up,) for i = 1,...,m — 1, and the last equation

determines u,, as the solution to

m—1

Z O, U) + Uy = T
1=1

m—1

Unless > ol (z,uy,) is constant, u,, = ¢, () is not constant. Hence the function () used
i=1

in & = ((z,p(x)) depends in general on the chosen approach, and as a consequence so does

the kinetics of the reduced reaction network.

7 Relation to previous work

Ideas similar ideas to ours have been proposed in the literature. In the first part of this section
we focus on the techniques proposed in [10, [I7]; see also [18] 19]. We will discuss similarities
and differences to our approach following the exposition in [I8]. In the second part of the
section, we justify that our construction generalises the reduction of intermediates in [4].
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7.1 Horiuti-Temkin approach

In [18] the authors outline some applications of graph theory to the theory of reaction networks
and introduce reduction of reaction networks by graphical means. In that work, the reversible
reactions are treated as one reaction, while we treat them as two separate reactions in the
present paper.

The authors introduce a graph called the kinetic graph (see [17]) whose nodes are the
so called intermediates. The kinetic graph coincides with the multidigraph Gy introduced in
Definition [Tl (up to the treatment of reversible reactions) and the so called intermediates form a
noninteracting set in our terminology. Their goal is to eliminate intermediates from a reaction
network and find a minimal mechanism that allows the computation of the production rates
of the remaining species. The differences between their approach and our work arise from the
details in the treatment of the reactions and the rates.

First, in [I8] not only one reduced reaction network is obtained, as in our case, but an
infinite number of them. Any linear combination of the original reactions that cancel the
intermediates is a possible reaction in a reduced reaction network. The set of such reactions
defines a vector subspace of S, of which a basis is chosen. Therefore, the reduced reactions
are independent vectors in the stoichiometric subspace, and their number is minimal.

Second, the conditions imposed for the computation of the rate functions are different. In
[18], the rate functions are found by imposing the Horiuti-Temkin equation (see (25])), which
involves the rate functions of the original and reduced reaction networks but does not relate
to the stoichiometry of the reactions. As a consequence of the Houriti-Temkin equation, the
ODE system ((I6)) is also satisfied for the reactions and rate functions given in [18]. We discuss
next in further detail the differences on this particular point. Assume for the discussion below
that R = Ry.

For o € A, let v, be the vector with (v,); = 1 if e; is an edge of the cycle and (v,); =
0 otherwise. Choose an order for the set of edges in Gy and for the set of cycles A =
{01, .. ’UIA\}7 and let H be the |A| x ¢ matrix whose ith row is v,,. With this notation,
the Horiuti-Temkin equation for the reduced reaction network in Definition [I5] considering
reversible reactions as two irreversible reactions, reads

r(w, p(x)) = H'F(2). (25)

Componentwise, this condition is in our notation

rilw,p(@) = Y Filw)=q@) Y (o) i=1,...,L

(vo;)i7#0 o€Ae(ri)Ea

This condition might not be satisfied by the rate functions in Definition We show this in
the case where U is linearly eliminable and G;; is connected and does not contain x. We let

q(z) = qu(z).
Let i € {1,...,¢} and U; € U be involved in the reactant of r; € R (it exists because Gy
is connected and does not contain *). Then

ri(z,p(2)) = pj(@)vi(z) = q(x) D w(r)vi(z) = (%)

TE@(Uj)

Each term 7(7)v;(z) in the sum is the label of an element in I'(c) for some cycle o that
contains the edge e(r;). Let A’ be the set of all cycles of Gyy. Using the definition of I'(o) we
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have
(%) = q(x) S o) > g > (o).
ceA' I'(o)#£0,e(r;)Ec o€l e(r;)€o

The inequality arises because . ((¥/ Yre)) # 0 for 0 € A and thus the sum on the
eco

r(e)
left-hand side might involve more terms than the sum on the right-hand side. Hence, the
Horiuti-Temkin equation is not necessarily satisfied.
Our rate functions fulfil an equation similar to the Horiuti-Temkin equation, once stoi-
chiometry is introduced. To understand this, write the ODE system (@) as

9(x) = Anz), €9, (26)
where A = (a;;) € R™** is the stoichiometric matrix with a;; = (y;J —¥r;)i- The stoichiometric

matrix of the reduced reaction network is by Definition A°H ! where A¢ is the matrix given
by the first p rows of A. By equation (26) and Theorem [0 the kinetics in Definition
satisfies N
((Ak(z,p(x))) = A°H'R(z).
Finally, the kinetics obtained in [I8] is not necessarily standard if the kinetics of the original
reaction network is, contrary to our kinetics (cf. Section [B.I]). This is illustrated using the
main example in [I§].

Example 35. Consider the reaction network with mass-action kinetics

k k k
Sl+52+56$53+57 57%54‘}'56 54—1—57%51—1—55—}—56
2 4 6

The correspondence with [18] is as follows: S; = C, Sy = Hy0, S3 = Ha, Sy = CO, S5 = COq,
S¢ = Z1 and S7 = COZ;. We consider the linearly eliminable set U = {Sg, S7} with the
conservation law xg + x7 = T'. The reduced reaction network obtained by our procedure is

St % 2 GG S 4 S+ Sy G 4 S+ S 2 2 g 4 s

Fa(x) Fa(x) 7o (x)

with kinetics

K(z) =q() </€1k33€13€2, kokywszy, kiksrizony, kokea173s, kaksr?, /<73/<76901965> ;

where q(z) = T(klxlxg + kex125 + koxs + (ks + ks)xa + kzg) ~! The kinetics is standard for the
reduced reaction network, because each rate function vanishes when one of the concentrations
of the species in the reactant is zero.

One of the reduced reaction networks obtained in [18] is

") (x) Rh(x)
51+52~j:()53+s4 52+S4~,;T53+55. (27)
Rol® Ky (z

In [I8] the rates of the reactions are considered by pairs of reversible reactions and we obtain
by their algorithm that

7y (2) — By (x) =q(x) (ki ksxixo — kokyxsxy + kakerizs — kaksa?)
Ry(z) — ®y(z) =q(2) (kiksz12024 — kokezi2325 — k3kezi2s + kaksz?)
with ¢(z) as above. By collecting the terms according to their signs, we find
k1 (z) =q(x)(k1ksz120 + k3kez12s), Ry(x) =q(z)(kokyzszy + ksksz?).

This kinetics is not standard for the reaction network (27)).
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7.2 Intermediates

Our construction generalises the reduction of intermediates in [4]. In [4], an intermediate
is defined as a species Y in a reaction network that is produced in at least one reaction,
consumed in at least one reaction and is not involved in any complex other than Y. A set
of intermediates ) is a subset of the species set and at the same time a subset of the set of
complexes (under the identification of complexes with linear combinations of species).

Any set of intermediates is noninteracting. The multidigraph Gy contains the node * and
is strongly connected. Thus, assuming mass-action kinetics, ) is a linearly eliminable set.
The reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of ) has the following properties.

Any cycle o € A must contain the node *, because at least one reaction r(e) with e in o
must involve a species in Y. Then the reactant (resp. product) of 7, is the reactant Yr(e)
(resp. product y/. (e)) of the reaction corresponding to the edge e with source s(e) = * (resp.
target t(e) = ).

The label of an edge in Gy whose source is not * is constant. Thus if 7 is a spanning tree
rooted at *, then m(7) is a product of reaction rate constants k;. If 7 is a spanning tree rooted
at Y € Y, then 7(7) is a product of reaction rate constants and the label z¥7(e) of the edge e
with s(e) = * in the tree. Thus

q(z) = G(k)™, and (o) = ¥ F(k),

where G(k), F'(k) are polynomials in the reaction rate constants, such that ¢(x) is constant in
x. Therefore, the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of ) is a reaction network
with mass-action kinetics. There is a reaction between two complexes in C \ Y in the reduced
reaction network if and only if the reaction is already in the original network or there is a
directed path between the two complexes through intermediates.

Example 36. Consider the reaction network with mass-action kinetics:

k k

S1+SQ#1Y1R—3>Y2#451+53 YEJ,ﬁ)YLr,m)Sz;—FSG
k‘g k‘5

SQ+S4k—6>Y23k—7>Y4k—8>S4—|—S5 S3—|—S7—kll—>52—|-s7.

A set of intermediates of this network is ) = {Y¥7,...,Y5}. The corresponding multidigraph
gy 18

By Proposition B2}, the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of ) can be found
by iteratively eliminating the sets of nodes }; = {Y1,Y2} and Vs = {Y3, Y4, Y5}. The multidi-
graphs Gy, , Gy, correspond to the left-subgraph and right-subgraph of Gy, respectively. We
obtain the following reduced reaction network with the specified rate functions:

51+52%1—(:B)>S1+53 52—|-S4E2—(m)>54+55
52+S4%3—(:B)>S4+56 53—|-S7E4—(m)>52+57
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where

() = kikskaziz0 _ kiksxi2o Fo(x) = kekokioxsx7 _ kekoxsxy
ka(ka + ks3) (k2+l€3)’ kskio (k7 + ko) kg(k7+k9)’

~ _ kekrksxsry  kekrasay B B

Fa(w) = - Ka(z) = kiizger.

kskio(k7 + ko) kio(kr + ko)

There is indeed a reaction between every pair of complexes in C \ ) that are connected by a
directed path through intermediates. Further, the reduced reaction network has mass-action
kinetics as well.

8 Post-translational modification networks (PTMs)

We conclude by discussing reduction of PTMs. In this section we abuse notation and use x
for the vector of concentrations of the original species set as well as for the concentrations in
the reduced reaction network.

A common feature of signalling systems is the incorporation of PTMs, the attachment of
some chemical group to a protein, after it has been translated. The most common example
is phosphorylation. A mathematical formalism to study PTM networks, that is, a network
combining several PTMs, was introduced in [20].

In [20 5] PTMs are considered from the point of view of variable elimination, where so-
called substrates and intermediates are eliminated. This provides a system of equations that
depends on the enzyme concentrations only. Here we study the reduced reaction network on
the set of substrates obtained by elimination of the sets of enzymes and intermediates.

We start by giving the definition of a PTM network, which is slightly more general than
the one in [20, [5]. The species set of a PTM network is the disjoint union of three non-empty
species sets:

e a set of substrates S = {S1,..., 5},

e a set of enzymes €& = {F1,...,E,, } and

e a set of intermediates Y = {Y7,..., Y., }, in the sense of Subsection
Allowed reactions, taken with mass-action kinetics, are of these five types:

Si+E; — Y, Y, — 5 + £}, Y, — Y],
Si; — Sj, Si+E; — S|+ Ej.
The bottom types are not considered in [20] 5]. We assume that any path
Sy +Ej, — Y, — -+ — Y, — S, + Ej (28)

through intermediates satisfies j; = jo. This provides a decomposition of ) into at most mq
disjoint subsets according to the enzyme that ultimately produces them, or to which they
dissociate.

With & = £ U Y, the multidigraph G;; has a connected component for each enzyme, which
is strongly connected by the hypothesis and does not contain *. Thus ¥/ is linearly eliminable.

The next proposition (proven in Subsection [0.6]) describes the reactions of the reduced
reaction network (C R) obtained by elimination of /. Recall the decomposition R = R1 U Rg
given in Definition [[5l A reaction S; — S; in the reduced reaction network belongs to Ry if

it already belongs to R. Therefore, we only consider R, in the proposition below.
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Proposition 37 (PTM networks). Let (C,R) be a PTM network and (C,R) be the reduced
reaction network obtained by elimination of U = EU Y. Let S;,,S;, € S be two substrates.
The reaction S;; — S;, belongs to Ro if and only if there is a path as [28) from S;, + E to
Si, + E in (C,R) for some E € E.

We conclude that if two substrates do not interact with a common enzyme F, there is no
reaction between them in Rs.

Example 38. Consider the network in Example B6, which is a PTM network with ) as in
the example, & = {51, 54,57} a set of enzymes and S = {53, 53,55, S} a set of substrates.
By Proposition B7, the reactions of the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of
EUY are

Sy — S3 Sy — Sy Sy — Sg.

Example 39 (n-site phosphorylation system). We consider an n-site sequential distributive
phosphorylation mechanism, which consists of a substrate S that contains n ordered phospho-
rylation sites. We let Sy denote the unphosphorylated form and .S; denote the phosphorylated
form in which sites 1 to ¢ are phosphorylated. We assume there is a kinase E that catalyses
all phosphorylation steps and, similarly, a phosphatase F' that catalyses dephosphorylation
steps. The reaction network associated with this system is

1 1 1 1
Sot By, B0 gy p S0y Ly,

S, +E
k() K (@)
2 2 2 2
P A N (KN Al N RN S 1GNP

K3(z) K(x)

LetU ={E,F,Y1,...,Yn,Z1,...,Z,} and assume the kinetics is U-linear. By Proposition 37|
the reduced reaction network obtained by elimination of i/ is:

"l (x Ko (x ®l(x
So 1()S1 3(2) (@)

R R R

In order to find the kinetics, we consider the multidigraph G;;, which has two connected
components:

The rate functions v; depend on x. The connected components give rise to conservation laws
with total amount T and T2, respectively. The elements of A are:

. v3; o 9 v3i_o
ol —— o F Z;
s 3
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l

fori=1,...,n. Forl =1,2and ¢ =1,...,n the reaction with rate function &;

to the cycle 05 and is as follows:

(x) corresponds

n
~1 . I !
Ri(7) = q2)vg;v3_9 H (v3j-1 + v35)
j=liji
n n
I I I I I
(vgj_1 +v3;) + Z Ui H (vgj_1 + Usj))

1 =1 j=1,j#1i

-1

qz)=T" (

n
Jj=

9 Proofs

In this section we present the technical details and proofs of the results stated in the previous
sections. This section is organised such that it follows the structure of the rest of the paper.

9.1 Preliminaries

We give the precise definition of the digraph G introduced in Section [l and some associated
functions that will be used later on.

Definition 40. Let G = (N, ) be a labeled multidigraph and let &' = {e € £ | s(e) # t(e)}
be the set of edges that are not self-edges. The labeled digraph G = (N, £) associated with G
is the graph with

N ={NecN | Jeec& with t(e) = N or s(¢) = N}
E={N,— Ny | Je €& with s(e) = Ny and t(e) = Ny}

Note that by definition N C N and that the inclusion might be strict if there is a node in
G that is only connected to itself. We define a surjective map from &’ to £ as follows:

B: & — g

e — s(e) —=t(e). (29)

Using this map, the labeling 7 for G is defined as

@)= > wle)

e€p~1(e)

9.2 Elimination of variables

Theorem [I] is stated and proven in [3] using the digraph éu instead of the multidigraph G,
as we do here. This affects the definition of gy(x) as well as the sets of spanning trees. Either
way the functions ¢ agree because the computations performed using ,C’ju or Gy agree. It is
shown in the next lemma.

Lemma 1. Let G = (N, &) be a labeled multidigraph and let G = (N,&) be the associated
digraph given in Definition [{0. Let N € N and let ©(N), O(N) be the set of spanning trees
rooted at N of G and G, respectively. Then

Yo 7@ =) wn).

7€O(N) TEO(N)
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Proof. Since a spanning tree cannot contain a self-edge, the map S in (29) extends to a
surjective map from ©(N) to ©(N). In particular,

1 '@ (30)
7€O(N)
Let T be a spanning tree rooted at N in G. Then,

) =1ln@=11 > == > Ilnle)= 3. ()

ecT €ET ecf~1(e) TEBL(T) e€T TELTL(T)
Therefore, using (B0) we obtain

>, m= ) Z = > 7@

TEO(N) 7e®(N) TELT? 7€O(N)

9.3 Reduced Network
In this section we first prove that the definition of I'(o) in (I7),

I(o)={rUe | oc\eCT, T€0O(s(e))},

is independent of the chosen edge e, cf. Proposition dIl Subsequently, we prove Theorem
We define the following set of sub-multidigraphs of G:

Ii={y=71Ue| 7€0(s(e)), e€qu}. (31)

Each element of I is the union of an edge e of Gy and a spanning tree (of the connected com-
ponent in Gy that contains e) that is rooted at the source of the edge, s(e). Any multidigraph
v € T contains a unique cycle. Indeed, for v = 7Ue as in (31]), the cycle is obtained by joining
e and the path in 7 from ¢(e) to s(e), which exists because 7 is rooted at s(e). In particular,
the cycle contains the edge e.

Proposition 41. Let o be a cycle of Gy. For any edge e € o,
{rUe|o\eCT, TeO(s(e)}={yel'|oCn}

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that G, is connected. If v € I' and o C ~, then
v =71Ue with 7 € O(s(e)) and e € 0. Clearly 7 is a spanning tree that contains o \ e.
Conversely, if 7 € O(s(e)) is a spanning tree containing o \ e, then TUe € ' and 0 C TUe. O

Therefore, I'(0) is the subset of I' whose elements contain o. This shows that the definition
of I'(0) in (I7) is independent of the choice of edge e. Note that I' is the disjoint union of
I'(o) for all cycles o.

The next proof shows that the reduced ODE system (I6]) is the ODE system associated
with the reduced reaction network in Definition
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Proof of Theorem [16: Reduced reaction network. Let
Fl@) =" Frl@) e —ve) + Y Frl@) vk — ur).
FER1 FER2
We want to prove that f(z) = g(z) = ((g(x, p(z))). Observe that
g@) =Y mel@e@)Cr —y) + Y sl@ o) — ur)-

T‘¢Ru T’ERM
By definition of R, and kKz(z) for 7 € R1, the first summand of f(z) and that of §(x) agree.
Using the definition of Rg, all we need to prove is that
> Gy @T0) D CWhiey = Yr(e) = D, Fr(@,0())C () — yr)- (32)
oeA eco reRy

The sums on the right- and left-hand sides can be decomposed into sums over the connected
components of Gy that contain o or e(r), respectively. Therefore, it is enough to show that
([32) holds when Gy is connected. We let q(z) = ¢y(0) () = qu().

Given r € Ry, either s(e(r)) = U; for some i if p(y,) # 0, or s(e(r)) = = if p(y,) = 0. In
the former case U; is the only species in U involved in the reaction . Since the kinetics & is
U-linear, we have for r € Ry

for (2 80(33))2{%(36)@7"(%) it s(e(r)) = U

vy () it s(e(r)) = *.
By the definition of ¢(x) in (I3) and of ¢;(x) in (IT), we have

kr(z,p(x)) = q(z) Z (1) | v (), for all r € Ry.
T7€O(s(e(r)))
Comparing this equality with ([B2]), the statement follows if the following holds:

Z Z W(T)Ur(x)g(y:" - y?’) = Z ZH yr(e yr(e))' (33)

r€Ry 7€O(s(e(r))) gEA e€o
We show the equality from right to left. Let A’ be the set of cycles in the multidigraph G.
Since either Y- C(y/. ) — Yr(e)) = 0 or II(0) = 0 for 0 € A"\ A, we obtain that
eco
> ZH CWrie) = Yr@) = D DO Wye) = Yr(o)
o€A eco cEA! e€o

Z Z Z (yr(e) Yr(e)) = (%)

oeA’ e€o vel' (o

Each digraph « \ e in the sum is a spanning tree rooted at s(e). There is a bijection between
the set of triplets (o, e,y) such that o € A’ e € 0,7 € I'(0) and the set of pairs (e, 7) such that
e is an edge of Gy and 7 is a spanning tree rooted at s(e). Using further that 7(e) = v,(¢)(z)
and the correspondence (Hl) we obtain:

=> > CWr(e) = Yr(e)

ecGy 7€0O(s(e))

=YY - w).

r€Ry 7€O(s(e(r)))
This shows that (B3] holds, which concludes the proof. O

31



9.4 Basic properties of the reduced network

In this section we prove the results about the kinetics and the conservation laws of the reduced
reaction network in relation to the original reaction network.

Kinetics.

Proof of Proposition [23: Standard kinetics. (i) By definition

W(U) = H Ur(e) ('I)’ Yr, = Z C(yr(e))'

eco eco

Hence, (o) = 0 if and only if v, () (x) = 0 for some e € o. Further, we have that supp(yz,) =
U supp(C(Yp(e)))- Assume that the kinetics  is standard on Q x RZ. For = € Q, we have

eco

supp(yr,) € supp(z) < 3 e € o1 supp(C(Yr(e))) € supp(x)
=Jde€o:v(r) =0 & 7(o)=0.

This shows that 7 (o) is standard on € for 7. If the kinetics is fully standard, then the reverse
of the second implication holds, showing that 7(co) is also fully standard for 7.

(i) For 7, € Ry defined by o € A we have %5, (z) = ¢(2)II(0). By equation (IR), m(0) is
a factor of II(o) and hence K, is standard on Q.

For 7 = ((yr) — C(y.) € Ry with r € R\ Ry, we have #x(z) = (2, ¢(x)) by Definition I
Since 7 ¢ Ry, then supp(y,) = supp({(y»)) = supp(yr). Since k, is standard on Q x RZ,
then r,(x,u) vanishes if z € Q fulfils supp(y;7) € supp(x). Since the denominators of g ()
do not vanish for z € Q, we have ki#(z) = 0 whenever supp(yy) € supp(z) and z € Q, showing
that 77(x) is standard on €. O

Proof of Proposition [2]): Fully standard kinetics. Throughout the proof all functions are
assumed to be evaluated at z. Assume that statement (ii) holds. Let e € o be an edge such
that s(e) = U; € U. Then

o) =n(e) 3 nly\e)<nle) S n(r) = m(e) 2L

~Er (o) reo;) P (i) ()

Since p;(x) = 0, II(0) = 0 and statement (i) holds.

Assume now that statement (i) holds. Let U; € U be a node in o, 7 a spanning tree
rooted at U; and e € o the edge with source U;. We construct a new tree 7 as follows: for
every U; # U; in o, replace the only edge with source U; in the tree 7 by the edge in o with
source node U;. The obtained subgraph 7 is also a spanning tree rooted at U; that satisfies
TUeeI(o).

By assumption (i) and the definition of II(o), 7(7Ue) = 0. Since k(z,u) is fully standard,
m(e’) # 0 for all ¢ € o by Proposition 23l Therefore there must be an edge € of 7 that does
not belong to o and such that m(e) = 0. By construction, this edge is also an edge of 7 and
hence 7 (1) = 0.

This proves that n(7) = 0 for all 7 € ©(U;), which implies that ¢;(z) = 0 (cf. (IH).
Hence statement (ii) holds. O
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Proof of Proposition [2J: Mass-action kinetics. The label of an edge of o is kr(e)xC(yT(€>),
where k() > 0 is the reaction rate constant of reaction 7(e). Using the definition of yz, in
Definition [I5], we obtain

> C(Ur(e))
77(0') — Hkr(e)xc(yv‘(e)) — (H kr(e)) re€o Yr(©) — (H kr(e)) xy'Fo'.

eco eco eco

Hence (o) has the claimed form with k, = [] k(). The last statement is a consequence of
eco

@). O

Conservation laws.  We prove here Theorem Before that, we introduce some graphical
constructions and a technical lemma necessary for the proof.

Let G = (N,€) be a multidigraph and assume that the sets N' = {Ny,...,N,} and
E =A{ey,...,es} are ordered. We define the following objects:

1. The incidence matrix Cg of G is the n x £ real matrix such that

1 i N =t(e;) # s(ej)

(Colij =4 —1 if N;=s(ej) # tle)
0 otherwise.

2. The cycle space of G is the kernel of the incidence matrix.

Let A’ be the set of cycles of G. For o € A/, the vector v, with (v,); = 1 if ¢; is an edge of
the cycle and (v ); = 0 otherwise, belongs to the cycle space of G. Moreover, the elements v,
correspond to the irreducible elements in the cycle space with all non-zero components equal
to one. That is, v, cannot be expressed as the positive sum of two vectors in the cycle space
with non-negative integer coordinates. The elements in A’ are also called elementary cycles
in the literature [22]. We choose an order for the set of cycles A" = {o1,...,0/a/(}, and let H
be the |A’| x ¢ matrix whose ith row is v,,.

Lemma 2. Let G be a strongly connected multidigraph. Then ker H = im Cé.

Proof. By duality it is enough to show that im H® = ker Cg. Since for all o € A/, v, belongs
to the cycle space, we have CgH' = 0, that is, im H' C ker Cg. Since G is strongly connected,
then there exists a basis of ker Cg whose elements are of the form v, for o € A’ (see [1]).
Hence im H' D ker Cg as desired. O

We have now all necessary tools to prove the relation between S+ and St

Proof of Theorem [Z7: Conservation laws. (i) Let w € S+ and 7 € R be a reaction cor-

responding to r € R\ Ry. Since w - (y. — y,) = 0 and p(y,. — y,) = 0, we deduce that
((w) - (yr — yr) = 0.

Let 7y € Roforo € Aandn= > (y;(e) —Yr(e))- By Remark[I9, p(n) = 0 and by definition

eco

¢(n) = v, — y7,. Thus we have

C(w) - (yr, —yr,) = C(w) - ¢(n) + p(w) - p(n) =w -1 =0.

This proves ().
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(i) Assume that each connected component of Gy is strongly connected. Given w € §L,
we want to prove that there exist aq, ..., a,, such that

W= (W1,...,0p AL,...,0n) € St

That is, such that wA = 0, where A is the stoichiometric matrix of (C,R) (see Subsection [T.T]).
Let £ = [Ry|. We order the set R in such a way that R \ Ry = {rz,,...,7¢}. Then, A can
be written in block form as

( Ay As

A ) with A; € Rpxz, Ay € Rmxz and As € Rpx(ﬁ—?)‘
2 Opvemp

The columns of Ag correspond to the reactions in R4 and are thus vectors of S by Definition

A
Hence, w ( 3 > = 0 for any choice of aq,...,ay,. It follows that
0 (67

WA:0<:>((,T}l,...,(?}p)Al—|—(Oé1,...,0ém)A2 =0

aj @ C(Yr, = Yr)
sALl | =- : =:0. (34)
Qi @ - C(Yr, = Ury)
We can further reorder the species in U and the reactions in R, such that Ay is a block
diagonal matrix, where each block corresponds to one connected component of G;;. Due to this
block structure, system (B4]) decomposes into subsystems given by the connected components
of Gyy. Therefore, it is enough to prove the existence of « for a strongly connected graph G,.
Hence we assume Gy is strongly connected.

Let Cg be the incidence matrix of Qg and H as defined above Lemma 2l We prove that
Hv =0. For 0 € A, we have that 7, € R and hence

0=05-(r, —¥r,) = D0 C(Uhe) = Yre)-
eco
For o € A"\ A, strong connectedness and Remark [I4] imply that I'() # (). Thus, by definition
of A,
0= ZC yr (e) — Yr(e) ) and hence 0= Za} : C(y:"(e) - yr(e))'
eco eco

This shows that v € ker H and hence by Lemma 2 we have v € im Ct

If Giy does not contain *, then Ay = Cg. Since v € im Ct we deduce that system (34]) has
a solution (ayq,...,qm). If Gy contains *, then Ay = Cg, with Cg being the matrix obtained
from Cg by removmg the last row, corresponding to the node *. We can then rewrite the
system of equations (B34) as

a1
aq )
v=A| | =¢Ct| " |- (35)
Om
Qm 0
Since v € im C’é, there exists a vector b = (by,...,bni1)! in R™*1 such that C’éb = v. Since

the column sums of Cg are all zero by definition, (1,...,1)" € ker Cé. Thus
v=C§(b—bps1(1,...,1)").

Therefore, o; = b; — byy41, for i = 1...,m is a solution to (B5l). O
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9.5 Iterative elimination
In this section we prove Proposition We start with an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 3. Let U be a linearly eliminable set such that Gy is connected and contains *. Let
U = Hi U Hs be a decomposition of U such that Gj; = g;zll L g;*h. Let ©1(N) be the set of
spanning trees rooted at N € HiU{x} in the sub-multidigraph Gy, of Gy. For any set of edges
W in Gy, , it holds

) Y wn)=qgu) > w(n).

TEO(N),WCr €01 (N),WCr

Proof. Let O2(x) be the set of spanning trees of Gy, rooted at x. Let 7 € ©(V) be a spanning
tree of Gy rooted at N. The path from any node N’ € Hs to N contains * by hypothesis.
Therefore, 7 is the union of a spanning tree 71 of Gy, rooted at N and a spanning tree 75 of
Gy, rooted at *. Reciprocally, the union of any pair of spanning trees 71 € ©1(N), 12 € Oy(x)
is a spanning tree of Gy rooted at N. As subgraphs of Gy, 7 and 7o intersect at *. Hence
(1) = 7(11)7(72) and we obtain

Y )= >, w(n) Y w(m) ],

TEO(N),WCr T1€O1(N),WCr ToEO2 (%)

where we use that W is contained in Gy,. Using this computation with W = ) and N = x,
we also have that

w@) =1 > wn) Yo o) | =an@ [ Y] w(n)

T1€O1 (%) ToEO2 (%) ToEO2 (%)

Using these expressions the statement of the lemma follows. U

Note that we can write
(o) =m(e) Y w(y\e)
v€l(0)
for any edge e in 0. The sum is over all spanning trees rooted at s(e) that contain the edges
of o\ e. Lemma [3 guarantees that the computation of p(z) and the rate functions gy (2)II(o)
of the reduced reaction network is independent of whether we consider Gy, or Gy, and Gy,
separately. Proposition 32l now follows because the sets of cycles of Gy, and Gy, are disjoint.

9.6 Post-translational modification networks

Proof of Proposition [37: PTM networks. The only edges in Gy whose associated reaction
involves a substrate (that is, a species in U¢) are those with F as source or target.

<) Let S;, +E —Y;, — ... —Y;, — E+5S,,,s >0, beapathin (C,R). This path
defines a cycle o in Gy with nodes F, Yj,,..., Y, (it is a self-edge if s = 0). This cycle is
such that I'(0) # ) (o belongs to a strongly connected component) and gives rise to a reaction
Sil — Sig in 75,2.

=) IfS;, — S, € R, then there is a cycle o € A defining it. The cycle o must contain
a unique enzyme FE € £. It follows that one of the edges in o corresponds to a reaction
with reactant S;; + E, and one of edges corresponds to a reaction with product S;, + E. All
other edges correspond to reactions between intermediates. The reactions corresponding to
the edges in the cycle give the claimed path from S;, + E to S;, + E. U
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