arXiv:1511.03150v2 [g-bio.SC] 11 Nov 2015

Ultrasensitivity and sharp threshold theorems for multisite
systems

Michaél Dougoud, Christian Mazza and Laura Vinckenbosch®

YUniversity of Fribourg, Department of Mathematics, Chemin du Musée 23, CH-1700
Fribourg, Switzerland

May 24, 2022

Abstract

We study the ultrasensitivity of multisite binding processes where ligand molecules can
bind to several binding sites, considering more particularly recent models involving complex
chemical reactions in phosphorylation systems such as allosteric phosphorylation processes,
or substrate-catalyst chain reactions and nucleosome mediated cooperativity. New statis-
tics based formulas for the Hill coefficient and the effective Hill coefficient are provided and
necessary conditions for a system to be ultrasensitive are exhibited. We first show that
the ultrasensitivity of binding processes can be approached using sharp-threshold theorems
which have been developed in applied probability theory and statistical mechanics for study-
ing sharp threshold phenomena in reliability theory, random graph theory and percolation
theory. We hence introduce influence functions and show that general results can be ob-
tained for monotone measures. We then assume that the binding process is described by
a density dependent birth and death process. We provide precise large deviation results
for the steady state distribution of the process, and show that switch-like ultrasensitive
responses are strongly related to the multi-stability of the associated dynamical system.
Ultrasensitivity occurs if and only if the entropy of the dynamical system has more than
one global minimum for some critical ligand concentration. In this case, the Hill coefficient
is proportional to the number of binding sites, and the systems is highly ultrasensitive. We
also discuss the interpretation of an extension I, of the effective Hill coefficient Iy g for which
we recommend the computation of a broad range of values of ¢ instead of just the standard
one corresponding to the 10% to 90% variation in the dose-response. It is shown that this
single choice can sometimes mislead the conclusion by not detecting ultrasensitivity. This
new approach allows a better understanding of multisite ultrasensitive systems and provides
new tools for the design of such systems.

1 Introduction

Ultrasensitive responses, that is, switch-like input-output relationships are common-place in
signal transduction systems involving signaling cascades or bistable switches, see, e.g., the re-
view articles [I1}, 12, [13]. We focus on switching mechanisms based on multisite phosphorylation
processes, or, more generally, on multisite binding processes, where ligand molecules can bind
cooperatively to IV binding sites. Such processes create thresholds such that the proportion of
highly phosphorylated substrate is close to 0 when the ratio of kinase to phosphatase activity



is below a critical level. The system is ultrasensitive if the response switches abruptly from a
low to a high phosphorylation level when the ratio of kinase to phosphatase crosses the critical
threshold. Usually this occurs when N is large, but the fact of having many phosphorylation
sites is not sufficient to ensure ultrasensitivity, see [17] or [29]. Various processes like protein
or enzyme sequestration [4, 23] or allosteric mechanisms, see e.g., [30, [9) 23] 10l 8] are known
to induce ultrasensitivity. Our approach considers stochastic kinetics based on birth and death
processes modeling phosphorylation processes. We focus on recent dynamics which involve
allosteric mechanisms, and show, e.g., how one can relate the multi-stability of an underly-
ing ordinary differential equation to ultrasensitivity of the stochastic system. The examples
cover allosteric phosphorylation processes, substrate-catalyst chain reactions and nucleosome
mediated cooperativity.

We present basic models for processes involving the binding of ligand molecules on macro-
molecules, or for phosphorylation processes where molecules can be phosphorylated at multiple

sites. Let M be a macromolecule containing N sites S = {1,---, N} where ligand molecules
can bind. We will use the binary variables n; = 0, 1, ¢ = 1,--- ;N to describe the occu-
pancy of the various sites: n; = 1 means that site ¢ is occupied or phosphorylated, while

n; = 0 indicates that no molecule is bound at site . The configuration space is denoted by
A = {n = (ni)1<i<n; n; = 0, 1}, which has size |A| = 2V. We suppose that the ligand concen-
tration is given by a positive variable v > 0, and that the probability m(n) to see a configuration
n is of the generic form .
n
Sl (1)
v)

where the p(n) are non-negative weights, |n| denotes the number of bound sites, that is,

N
In| = Z n;
i=1

and Z(v) is the normalization constant Z(v) = >, _x p(n)vl™. Let a be a non-negative function
defined on the unit interval [0, 1]. The activity of the macromolecule is defined as the statistical
average

m(n) =

F) = (a(f))x =" a(f)m(n), (2)
neA
see e.g. [27], which is a non-decreasing function of v > 0.
As a matter of clarity, notice that the statistical averaged in is taken over all possible
values of n, but can be defined with respect to 7, the law of |n|, which is a probability measure
defined on the set A = {0,1,--- , N}, with

>on: In|=k m(n) _ ,CZH; In|=k p(n) ‘
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(3)

In this case, the activity of the macromolecule becomes f(v) = ijzo a('ﬂj\,')ﬁ(k). When the
weights p(n) only depend on n through the number of bound sites |n|, that is, when p(n) =
V(|n|) for some function V, then
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For example, if the random variables n; are independent and identically distributed, with
p = m(n; = 1), then 7 is a Binomial distribution B(N,p) with 7(k) = (],X)pk(l — p)*v* and
V(k) = (p/(1 — p))*. This corresponds to the so-called Adair model for which the Hill

coefficient and the effective Hill coefficient are presented in the next section.
The Hill coefficient of cooperativity

_d fw) )

) =g (5 ) )
provides a measure of the effect of binding of one ligand molecule at some site on the binding
at other sites, see e.g. [24] and the references therein for more details. Let v be a concentration
such that f(v) is halfway between the minimum and the maximum of f. One speaks of positive
cooperativity when 7 (v) is larger than one, and of ultrasensitivity when 7y (v) is very
large. We will study the large N behaviour of ng(v) as a function of the ligand concentration v,
and look for critical concentrations v, ensuring that ng(v) diverges towards infinity as N — oc.
This defines our generic notion of ultrasensitivity. But of course, this particular choice of
concentration v is more pragmatic than based on scientific grounds. In the current work, we
will look for concentrations v, for which ng(v.) is high and study the dependence between
this coefficient and the number of binding sites. The biochemical literature also considers a
second measure of cooperativity, which is sometimes called the Goldbeter-Koshland index or
the effective Hill coefficient, see e.g. [20} 21]. In the next section, we provide an extended
definition of this index and establish its link with the Hill coefficient 1y (v.).

2 New formulas for Hill coefficients

2.1 Statistical interpretation of Hill coefficients

The Hill coefficient has a nice statistical representation. For m be a probability measure of
the form given in , we prove in the Appendix the following result.

Theorem 1. Let w be a probability measure of the form given in . Then

~ Cov(a(lfh), lihya (k)

M) = ) e - £v)

where k* denotes the largest k for which there is a configuration n such that |n| = k and
pu(n) >0, in such a way that a(%) = f(00). Moreover, lim,_,oo ni(v) = limy,—0 ng(v) = 1.

N. (6)

In the special case, a(x) = = and k* = N, one gets the formula

B Varﬂ(%)

nu(v) = m )

where p =), w(n; =1)/N.

2.2 Effective Hill coefficients

The ratio 0 < f(v)/f(o0) < 1 can be seen as a probability distribution function. Let g € [1/2,1],
and consider the quantiles v, and vi_4 defined as ¢ = f(vq)/f(0c0) and 1 — ¢ = f(vi—q)/f(c0).



The Goldbeter-Koshland index, or the effective Hill coefficient, is defined by
B 2111(%(])
q= vg N\
ln(vlﬁq)

The standard definition corresponds to the special choice ¢ = 0.9, and the related index Ipg
provides a measure of the dose difference one must consider to move f(v)/f(co) from a low
10% saturation level to a high 90% saturation level. Steep curves have high I, or v,/v1—4 close
to 1. The Hill coefficient and the effective Hill coefficient are related as follow. Let 7z be such
that ny(v) = ng(In(v)). Then

(8)

i ! / " ) (9)
= ng\y)ay,
/ ln(vq) - 111(1)1_q) In(vi—gq) H

see e.g. [24] for more details.

Example 2. As a typical use of these formula, let us consider again the Adair model which is
a common illustration from biochemistry. We can show that for a(z) smooth enough,

a(1)d'(p)p(1 - p)
N—oo a(p)(a(l) —a(p))

nu (v)

This system does therefore not exhibit ultrasensitivity. This was already clear in the particular
case where a(x) = z, see e.g. [24], since it this case ngy(v) = 1. The system shows however
positive cooperativity when a is such that ng(v) > 1 for some v, see [27].

If one considers functions a that are less regular, it is possible to observe ultrasensitivity.
For example, the authors of [31] introduced the model

0 ifz<ec,
a(x):I”Dc:{l ifx>c

for some threshold 0 < ¢ < 1, see the discussion in [12]. It was shown that the related
cooperativity index Iy g is such that

Ing ~In(81)y/c(1 — c)VN/(2gp),

where g, is the quantile defined by p = fqzo e~ /2 dy /v 2m. A large deviation approach was then
proposed in [24], where the critical concentration at which the transition occurs is v. = ¢/(1—c¢)
with p. = v./(1 + v;) = ¢. This permits to show that

c(1—c)VN

, N — o0.
/8

N (ve) ~

The system is thus ultrasensitive with a critical Hill coefficient of order v N. The details are
provided in the Appendix.



3 Influence functions and sharp-thresholds

As seen above, Hill coefficients 1y (v) and their effective versions I, are used to measure the
steepness of binding curves in biological problems. Efficient genetic switches occur when the
binding curve switches abruptly from a low saturation level to a high saturation level within
a small concentration interval at the log scale. Similar switches occur in many frameworks of
applied probability and statistical mechanics, like reliability theory, random graph theory and
percolation theory, where sharp-threshold phenomena are common place. A well developed
theory to study such phenomena exists, see, e.g., [1l, B 2 16l [14]; we will make explicit links be-
tween these fields in what follows. These results give general conditions ensuring the emergence
of ultrasensitivity in systems biology.

3.1 Site-specific Hill coefficients and conditional influences

Site-specific Hill coefficients 1y ;(v) are defined to measure the effect of the binding of a molecule
at site 7 on the binding of molecules at sites different from i, see [7] and [24]. More formally,

Nm,i(v) =1+ Ex(ngn; = 1) — Ex(7sln; = 0), (10)

where E(-|n; = ¢€) is the conditional expectation under the probability measure 7 conditional
to the event {n; = ¢}, € = 0,1, and where n; = 3, ,; n; is the ligation number at sites different
from i. ng;(v) gives thus the gain in bound molecules at site different from ¢ when adding a
molecule at site ¢, and is larger than 1 for cooperative biochemical systems.

Assume that a(z) = z and that p(n) > 0, Vn. Then, see [24],

_ Varg(|n]) _ 22 pi(1 = pi)nm.i(v)

Np(1 —p) Np(l—p)
where p; = Ex(n;) = 7(n; =1) and p =), p;/N. We follow [16]; let 11 be a positive probability
measure on A, and define, for 0 < p < 1, the new probability measure

nw(v)

1

,up(n) = Zlu(n) H <pm-(1 _p)l—m')’ (11)

%

where Z,, is the normalization constant or partition function. Then pu, coincides with = when
the concentration v and p are such that v = p/(1 — p). Let A C A be a subset of A. The
conditional influence I4(i) is defined as

La(i) = up(Alng = 1) = pry(Aln; = 0), (12)

that is,
IA(Z) - EHP(IAVLZ' = 1) B EHP(IA|ni = 0)7
where 14 is the indicator function of the subset A. One sees that
nai(v) =14 I(0),
JFi

when v = p/(1 —p). An event A C A is called increasing if n € A whenever there exists n’ € A
such that n > n/. When g, is a product measure with p; = p, and A is an increasing event,



there exists an absolute positive constant ¢ such that, VN, p € (0, 1), there exists i € [IN] such
that
In(V)

I4(2) 2 emin{pp(A), 1 = pp(A)}——,

(13)
see [19, 3| 5] 28].

3.2 Conditional influence functions and sharp-thresholds

The aim of the sharp-threshold theory is to give conditions ensuring that the function s, (A)
exhibits a sharp-threshold as p varies within a small interval of values of p of size 1/In(N).
Such conditions are obtained using a Russo-type formula (see [2, [16]) of the form

dup(A) 1

= Cov,,, (I4,|n 14

dp p(l _p) Mp( A ‘ |)7 ( )

which is similar to our equation @ A direct computation shows that is a special instance

of (6)) for the special activity function a(z) = I4(x). When the positive probability measure

14 is monotonic, and when there exists a subgroup of the permutation group of N elements

which acts transitively on [N], and which leaves both p and A invariant, there exists a positive
constant ¢ such that, for increasing subsets A,

dup(A) s _“Y
dp ~ p(1-p)

where oy, = f15(1;)(1 — pp(ni)), see Theorem 3.2 of [16]. This implies that, for 0 < ¢ < 1/2, the
function f(p) = pp(A) increases from e to 1 —e over an interval of values of p with length smaller
in order than 1/In(N), which is precisely a sharp-threshold, which implies that the quantiles
vg and vi_q with ¢ = 1 — ¢ are such that vy — vi—4 < 1/In(N) leading to an ultrasensitive
behaviour.

min{jip(A), 1 - jip(A)} In(N), (15)

Example 3. A basic model which describes interactions between binding sites is the Boltzmann
machine model or the Ising model. Consider the free energy function

H(’I’L) = — Z Jijnmj - Z hmi, (16)
i#j i

where the coefficients J;; = Jj; model pairwise interactions, and where the parameters h; are

local field. One then defines the related Gibbs distribution

m3(n) = 5737 exp(—BH(m).

where 5 > 0 is the inverse temperature. Such models appear in systems biology when modelling
transcription rates, see, e.g., [5, 24] and the references therein. Usually, it is defined using a
graph of node set S = {1,---, N}, and of edge set £ = {e = (4,5); Jij # 0}. The model is
said to be ferro-magnetic when J;; > 0. In this situation, assuming that h; = 0 and v > 1,
the most probable configuration is the fully occupied one with n; = 1. The Gibbs distribution
corresponds to p, when exp(8h;) = v =p/(1 —p) and p(n) = exp(B >, ., Jijnin;). Any event
of the form A = {n € A; |n| > 0} is increasing. These events are often used to define promoter
activities, and thus can be used to model transcriptional activity. The previous results show the
existence of a sharp-threshold phenomenon for the probability wg(|n| > ), see, e.g., Exampl



4 Density dependent birth and death processes

We will concentrate on probability distribution 7 on {0, 1,---, N} which are steady state dis-
tributions of density dependent birth and death processes. The classical biochemical literature
uses a slightly different language. We present first the basic framework in this setting following
[9], and use next a more probabilistic approach. Let ¢ (t) denote the concentration of molecules
with exactly k& modified sites for phosphorylation processes, or, with exactly & bound ligand
molecules for binding processes. The time evolution of these concentrations is often assumed

to be of the form
dck

dt
where by, depends linearly on the inducer concentration v. In the above equation it is assumed
that cg turns into cpy1 at the linear rate byci and that cx41 turns back into ¢y, at rate dgi1cgy1-
This equation can be seen as the Kolmogorov forward equation associated with a birth and
death process Yn(t) of birth rate gy (k,k + 1) = by and death rate gn(k,k — 1) = dj (see
e.g. [24]),. This means that, for h small,

= bp_1ck—1 — dici, — bicy + di41Cr1, (17)

P(Yn(t+h)=k+1]|Yn(t) =k) ~ bh,
P(Yn(t+h)=k—1]|YyN(t) =k) ~ dih.
Such processes are said to be density dependent when furthermore
gy (kb +1) = NoM (L) and  gy(k,k —1) = Nd™M (L),

for some functions b@) and d®). Here we concentrate on functions bY) and dN), the birth
and death rate respectively, given by two Lipschitz-continuous functions on [0, 1], such that
bN) > 0 and d™) > 0 on ]0,1[, and b™) (1) = dN)(0) = 0. The steady state distribution 7y
is then given by

ﬁN(£>:ﬁN )k_l bi\jf\[)(j]_]?_fl) ) k:17~--7N7 (18)
N R IEy
with
7N (0) :ZHM (19)
k=0 j=0 N

We assume furthermore that b(") depends linearly on the inducer concentration v, so that the

steady state distribution 7 has the form defined in . Assume for simplicity that

(N)
MM g™ L F and | — In(r),
N—oo b(N) N—oo

for some well-behaved functions F' and r. One can check that the renormalized process Xy (t) =
Yn(t)/N converges as N — oo towards the orbits of the ordinary differential equation (o.d.e.
dz(t)
dt

= F(z(t)), =(0)= zp. (20)



when Xn(0) — zg, as N — oo. The free energy function J and the entropy function I are
defined by

J(x) = /O “n(r@)du  and (@) = J(x) — Jo, (21)

where Jy = ming,¢jo 1) J (). We will prove that, under some assumptions, one can find positive
constants 0 < y— < 4 such that

Lexp(—NI(

vN
showing that the steady state distribution of the process concentrates asymptotically in the
neighbourhood of the global minima of the entropy function I (see Lemma in the Appendix).
When a(z) = z, the Hill coefficient associated with the steady state distribution 7x of the
process is given by

J

D)) < an(d) < 2 ep(-N1(L)),

N

_ Val"ﬁ-N (XN)
) = T~ EnTen) (22)

The systems will be hence highly ultrasensitive with a Hill coefficient of order N when the
steady state variance Var(Xy) converges towards a positive constant. Similarly, for general
activity functions a(x), the Hill coefficient is given by the covariance

)

=%

i (v) = Covazy (XN, a(Xn))a(
o F) (k) = f(v)

N. (23)

4.1 Multi-stability and ultrasensitivity

When the (o.d.e) possesses a single stable equilibrium z; € (0,1), the law of the stationary
process Xy is concentrated around x; when N is large, and the variance converges toward 0.
This is the monostable case, which does not lead to ultrasensitivity with a Hill coefficient of
order N since, from (22)), ng(v)/N — 0. When the system is multi-stable, that is, when the
(o.d.e.) has at least two different stable equilibria, the steady state distribution 7 concentrates
on any neighborhood of a stable equilibrium z; when the entropy function I attains a global
minimum at z;, with I(z;) = 0. When this occurs for at least two different stable equilibria
x1 < T2, the variance Varz, (Xx) is positive in the large N limit, so that, from ,

lim inf ni (ve)
N—oo

> 0,

see Fig. [I] and Fig. 2] The above picture is a consequence of Theorem [5] which is obtained
under some assumptions on the birth and death process.

Assumption 4. 1. The (o.d.e.) possesses a finite set of m > 1 equilibria {z1,..., 2},
such that I(z;) =0, I'(x;) = 0 and I” > 0 in a neighborhood of each z; for all i.

2. There exists a function r on [0, 1] such that

1
/0 |In(r(u))|du < oo. (24)



3. The limiting rates b(x) and d(x) satisfy

. b(x) . d(z)
:cl—1>1(r)l+ 1—=z o Eb,O, xl—l>r(r)l+ T o gd’()’
TG — 0y, O
z—1—-1—2x ’ r—1l— X ’

where 0,0, y.1, 04,0, a1 are four positive constants.

4. The function 7 is left-continuous in ]0, 1| and piecewise C2. Namely, there exists a finite
number of discontinuities {dy,...,dx} of r,7" and " in ]0, 1[.

5. There exists a finite number M such that

ﬁ
Zln(b(N g) Zln % ‘ (25)

Theorem 5. Suppose that Assumptions[]) are satisfied and assume that the activity function a
is continuous, bounded and strictly increasing on [0,1]. Assume furthermore that Ty is of the

form given in .

1. Case m = 1. If the entropy function I attains a minimum at a unique point 0 < x1 <
lim %, then

M = limsup max
N—oo 1SjSN

1 (v)
— —— 0.
N N—oo
2. Case m > 1. If there is a critical concentration v, such that I attains its minimum at, at
least, two different points x1 # xo of the unit interval, then

P ne ('Uc)
1 f———=>0
1m 1n N >0,

N—o0

and the system exhibits ultrasensitivity of order N.

The general idea of the proof, whose details are postpone to the Appendix, is to compute
precise large deviations of the steady state measure 7y in order to establish that it charges all
global minima of the entropy function I(z) (see Lemma , so that it converges weakly to a
combination of Dirac measures (see Corollary .

We illustrate in the next sections using well chosen examples that ultrasensitivity usually
occurs for a critical concentration v.: when v # v., the multi-stable system has only one
equilibrium minimizing I, so that the steady state distribution is asymptotically unimodal with
a low Hill coefficient, while when v = v,, the steady state distribution has asymptotically two
modes which correspond to the two equilibria of the (o.d.e.), with a large Hill coefficient.

5 Allosteric phosphorylation processes

Let us consider the model proposed in [10] where the protein is either active (A) or inactive (I),
and has N sites that can be phosphorylated. The transition rates are given in Fig. [3| see also
[30] where the reason for taking € in the switching rates is motivated using free energies. This
is an adaptation of the classical Monod-Wyman-Changeux (MWC) model [26] which is one of
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Figure 1: Bistable systems lead to bimodal steady state distributions and ultrasensitivity when
I possesses two global minima. (a) The stable equilibria x; and x3 of a bistable system are the
local minima of the entropy function I. (b) When v < v, the unique equilibrium minimizing I
is the mode of the related unimodal steady state distribution. (c) When v = v,, both equilibria
minimize I. (d) The steady state distribution is bimodal of modes z; and z3. In this last case,
the systems exhibits ultrasensitivity, with a Hill coefficient ng(v.) linear in the number N of
binding sites. (€) When v > v, the unique equilibrium minimizing I is zo > x1. (f) The steady
state distribution is unimodal.
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Figure 2: Hill coefficient is maximal for v = v, and the system is ultrasensitiv. (a) Hill
coefficient versus N for e = 0.1 and a(z) = 7. The continuous blue curve denotes the true

value of the Hill coefficient. The dotted line plots the Hill coefficient obtained by simulating a
mixture of Dirac random variables yi = 305, +16,,. (b) The Hill coefficient 7, (v) is represented
for different values of v. It attains a maximum for v = v.. (c) The variance Varz, (Xy) is
represented for different values of N. It is maximal for v = v, and concentrates on this value
as N grows.

the first model where ultrasensitivity was considered. We follow [9, 27, [10] using a probabilistic
framework.

Let W (t) be the Markov chain associated with the protein activity (W (t) € {I, A}). The
number of phosphorylated sites at time ¢ is described by a process N (t), so that the full process
is given by a bivariate time-continuous Markov chain (N(t), W (t)). The authors of [9} 27, [10]
opt for Markov chains of transition rates

gy ((k,A), (k+1,A)) = (N —k)v and gn((k,A),(k—1,A)) =k,
in the active state, and similarly in the inactive state
gy ((k,I),(k+1,I)) =e(N —k)v and qn((k,I),(k—1,1)) =k,

where the small parameter € < 1 models the low affinity associated with the inactive state. The
transition between the active and the inactive state are given by

an (U6, 1), (k, A) =Ly and  qn((k, A), (k, T)) = Ly<".

In some cases, the steady state distribution of N () is explicit, as illustrated in following Propo-
sition, which is proven in the Appendix.

Proposition 6. Assume Ly = 1. The marginal distribution of N(t) is then given by

(W EDY QO ED) )M

1+ (FEE)NL 1+ (H)NLet

(k) = (26)

which is a mizture of the Binomial distributions B(N, t3) and B(N, 15%;)-

5.1 Ultrasensitivity in the Hill sense

We suppose here that Ly = L1 (N) = e /2 and Ly = 1, as in [27, [10]. Assume that the function
a is continuous, bounded and strictly increasing on the unit interval. We prove in the Appendix
that when v # v. = 1/y/¢ and as N — oo, the Hill coefficient is asymptotically constant.

11



Proposition 7. Assume that the activity function a is continuous, bounded and strictly in-
creasing on the unit interval. When v # v, = 1/4/e,

a(1)oa'(+25) .
>
Fora( L)@ -a(r5)) V>
() oevw(1525) &)

(1+ev)?a( 155 ) (a()—a(555))
When v = v, = 1/+/e, the asymptotic behavior of the Hill coefficient is given by
ner(ve) ~ Cy, N, (28)

otherwise.

so that the system is ultrasensitive and where C,, is a constant depending on v..

5.2 Birth and death process approximation

Consider the processes obtained by assuming fast switching rates between the active and inac-
tive states, see e.g. [24, p.46]. Given that N(t) = k, the fast process W(t) evolves according to
the quasi-equilibrium

5—%(1\{—%)

P(W(OO)ZIIN(OO)Zk)ZUk(I)Zm

P(W(oc) = A| N(o3) = ) = ould) = ——

The pair process (N(t), W(t)) is then replaced by a birth and death process Y (t) of birth and
death rates

an (k k+1) = NbW(£) = (N — k)voy(A) + (N — k)veoy(I)

1+ ee—3(N=2k)

14¢2(V-2h)

=o(N —k)

)

and
an(k,k —1) = Nd™M (&) = f,

see Fig. 3| (c), which has a steady state distribution 7y given by the binomial mixture .
The associated limiting (o.d.e.) is

(29)

dz {(l—x)sv—a:, if0<z<1/2,
dt

T\ —aw—z,  ifl/2<z<,

which possesses two stable equilibria 1 = ev/(1 4 ev) and z2 = v/(1 + v), see Fig.

5.3 Entropy function and ultrasensitivity

In this example, one can check that
In %)—l—ln(eiv), if x <
In(r(z)) =4 In @) , ife=
In ﬁ)—l—ln(%), if x >

NI NI— N
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Figure 3: Allosteric phosphorylation. (a) The process is a Markov Chain evolving along a

strip. (b) Quasi-equilibrium approximation. (c¢) Density dependent birth and death process
approximation when N — oo.
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Figure 4: Graph of In(r(z)) for different values of the parameters (¢,v). (a) When ¢ < v < 1
the function possesses one root in the interval [0,1/2[. (b) When 1 < v < % the function
possesses one root in the interval [0,1/2[ and one root in the interval ]1/2,1]. (c) When 1 < v
the function possesses one root in the interval |1/2,1].

The function z + In(r(z)) may have one or two zeros (see Fig. ). The action functional

J(x) = /0 “In(r(y)) dy

_ 1
— zln(z) + (1 — 2)In(1 — ) — zIn(v) — In(e) (m{xs} +1 1{x>%}) (30)
may thus possess one or two critical points in the interval [0, 1], which are located at 1 = 5 i”gv
and (or) z2 = 7%5. The shape of the entropy function I(x) = J(x) — Jy strongly depends on
the value of the parameters (see Fig. |5)).
The limiting behavior of the steady state distribution 7y is

511” (x), if v < e,
1 T = l v l v 1 =
A}gnoo an(r) = Q3 51+5v () + 5 5m (z), ifv=nu,, (31)
0w (z), if v > v.
14v

5.4 Hill coefficients

As seen in (26]), the steady state 7y is a mixture of the binomial distributions m = B(N, 15%;)
and mo = B(N ), that is,

v
> 14w
N =any()m + (1 —an(v))m

for the coeflicient

() 1
an(v) = 5 -
Ve(l+o
L+ < i-i—av ))
When a(z) = z, one obtains that
ev v
= 1— .
F0) = alo) o+ (1= a()

Consider the quantile v,gN) given by the equation ¢ = f (véN)). We show in the Appendix

that the following result for I, holds.
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Figure 5: The steady state distribution is unimodal when v # v, and bimodal when v = v.. (a)
The entropy function I(z) = J(x) — Jy for different values of v and for ¢ = 0.1. The minima are
highlighted with dots. When v = v, = 1/4/¢, the entropy function possesses two global minima.
(b) The measure concentrates at the global minima (plain dots) of the entropy function. This
is illustrated for N = 1000.

Lemma 8. Assume that a(z) = x and let q be such that 1/2 < q < 1/(1+ /). Then

i = Jim iy =ve 2
and therefore
lim I, = +oo0.
N—o0
Fig. |§| (b) and (c) shows that I, is asymptotically linear in N. On the other hand, for
q close to 1, then I, is asymptotically constant, so that the related index does not detect
ultrasensitivity of order N, see Fig. [l This shows that experimentalists should use a broad
range of coefficient I, instead of focusing only on Ipg.
The Hill coefficient 7 (v) possesses nice thermodynamical interpretations, see, e.g., formulas
@ and @, and is such that ng(v) ~ C, for constants C,, when v # v., while ng(v.) ~ C, N,
when v = v.. On the other hand, the effective Hill coefficient I,, which is nothing but an average
of Hill coefficients (see (9)) diverges as N — oo for a broad range of values of q. Detection of
ultrasensitivity should be therefore easier with I, than with ng(v).

6 Substrate-Catalyst interactions

Consider a substrate molecule containing N sites where ligand molecules can bind at rate v.
The transition rates are provided in Fig. |7 This model has been used for example in [18] for
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Figure 6: Numerical approximation of the effective Hill coefficient. The activity function is
a(z) = z and the parameter ¢ = 0.1. In this case, v. = & ' ~ 3.2 and 2z ~ 0.76. (a)
The activity of the macromolecule f(v) for different values of N. When ¢ = 0.9, vg.9 and vg 1
converge to different limits in the large N limit. The Koshland index is of order N when g is
smaller than the threshold ¢. = z2(v.), and vy — v1—4 converges towards zero so that I, goes to
infinity. (b) The effective Hill coefficient I, as a function of ¢ for several values of N. (c) The
index I, as a function of N, for three values of q. We see that the index I, in broad outline,
takes two values. The first one goes to infinity with N and the second one goes to 1, for larger

q.

a Skt (N-k-1 Sk (N-k Sk
) { )V > 0 (NFv > @ ON sate
kLo | k+1
® () [ J OFF state
CSi CS, CSiu1
b
k-1 k k+1
0 - . < 1 . L ) . - N
k 3 k
L,+1 (N-k) L,+1

Figure 7: Substrate-Catalyst reaction. (a) Transition scheme associated with substrate-catalyst
reactions. (b) Associated birth and death process.
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Figure 8: Plot of the function In(r(z)). This function can possess three roots 1, zo and x3
and In(r(z + x2)) is odd. The roots x1 and z3 (dots) are the stable equilibria of I(x).

proposing a mechanism depicting kinetic memory. The substrate-catalyst reactions

Lk k
Sk 4 C = SkC—=S1,
L2

and the reactions associated with ligand binding

v(N—Fk
Sk ((—> )Sk+1,

define a Markov chain evolving on a strip, see Fig. [7| (a). The catalytic reactions are simplified
by assuming fast formation of the complex CSy, by supposing that L¥, L5 > 1 for every
0 < k < N. This last hypothesis leads to an approximating birth and death process, see below
and Fig. [7] (b). We follow [18] by setting

_ Ly L) s

= - = —~N = [,
ngf Lgry 07

zl=

k

for some positive constant v, see Fig. [7] These two sets of reactions define a birth and death
process Yn(t) of transition rates

Ly 1
Lp+1 and g (k, k= 1) kLk +1

gy (k, k+1) =v(N — k)

and of steady state

k
_ N\ =1k LoyN +1 _
(k) = (ko) () )" 7 o) (33)

(k=Lk [
where mx(0) =1/ Zévzo (vLo)" (]IZ)V Ei L(?O]ifl is the inverse of the normalizing constant.
The limiting (o.d.e.) is given by

dz vl —z)Loy" — =z
dt Loy® +1

(34)

which can possess multiple stable equilibria.
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6.1 Entropy function and concentration of measure

In this setting,

In (r(z)) = In <1 r w) +ln <1)1L0) — (47,

see Fig. [8] The main difference with the previous examples comes from this third term. Notice
that when v = 1, we recover the binomial distribution of the introducing example. We assume
that v > 1 in what follows and give conditions describing the possible critical points of the
related action functional J. This result is proven in the Appendix and the overall picture is
summarized in Fig. [0l Define,

Lotfy—4_ 1,1 /la()-4
1 1 1 I
(03) 77§<1+ 171n(’y)>c,y > ULO > "}/7§<17 171“(7)) i (37)
Cy
1
(04) v = UC - (38)

where

(Vi) =1+ Vi)
T V() - Yi(y) -4

Lemma 9. Under conditions (C1)-(C3), the entropy function I(z) possesses two local minima.
Furthermore, these two minima are global when (C4) holds.

The effective Hill coefficient is represented in Fig. [9] where the same conclusions as in the
previous example hold.

7 Nucleosome mediated cooperativity

This section presents the model of [25] which shows how indirect cooperativity can result from
the competition between nucleosome positioning on the DNA and hampering transcription fac-
tors (TF) trying to occupy free sites on the DNA, see Fig. This fact has been demonstrated
in [25] and [24]. We will show here how one can understand this phenomenon using our general
framework.

Let us define W (t) such that W (t) = A if the nucleosome is not bound to the DNA at time
t (active state) and W (t) = I otherwise (inactive state). The DNA possesses N binding sites
and the nucleosome can access or leave the DNA only when all binding sites are free of (TF).
The transitions between active and inactive state occur at rate g (inactive to active) and s
(active to inactive), such that L = g/k = KV, see Fig.

Let N(t) denotes the number of occupied sites at time ¢. The birth rate is given by p4v in the
active state and by pujv < pav in the inactive state. Here v denotes the protein concentration.
Fig.|11]sums up the whole process, which is equivalent to the Monod-Wyman-Changeux model
of allosteric regulation [26], see, e.g., [§].
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Figure 9: System’s bistability and ultrasensitivity. a(z) = x. In the first line v = v, and
~ varies. In the second line v = 300 is fixed, but v # v.. (a) The function I(z) possesses
two global minima x; and z3. x9 is the unstable equilibrium of the (o.d.e.) (34). (b) The
steady state converges towards a mixture of Dirac masses at x1 and x3. Here, N = 1000.
(c) The Hill coefficient is of order N (continuous lines) and follows the same trend as the
Hill coefficient associated with the limiting stationary distribution (dotted lines). (d) When
v # v, I(x) possesses potentially two minima, but only one of them (plain disks) is global.
(e) The stationary distribution is unimodal (N = 1000). (f) The system does not exhibit
ultrasensitivity.
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Figure 10: Numerical approximation of the effective Hill coefficient. The activity function is
a(z) = x and the parameter v = 300, Ly = 1. In this case v, =~ 0.057 and x5 ~ 0.92. (a)
The activity of the macromolecule f(v) for different values of N. Ultrasensitivity is detected
for the standard ¢ = 0.9 since 0.9 < z2(v.) = ¢ and I, goes to infinity. (b) The effective Hill
coefficient I, as a function of ¢ for several values of N. (c) The index I, as a function of N, for
three values of q.
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Figure 11: Nucleosome mediated cooperativity. (a) Transcription factors (TF) try to access
free binding sites on the DNA. The nucleosome can bind/unbind only when all binding sites
are free from (TF). (b) In the active (on) state, the nucleosome is unbound and (TF) can easily
access the DNA. (c) In the inactive (off) state, the nucleosome is bound and hampers the access
of (TF). (d) The process can switch from the active (on) to the inactive (off) state only when
N(t) = 0. In each state, the process is a birth and death process.

Following [25] and [24] the full Markov-chain process (N (t),W(t)) at equilibrium is such
that

(%) ()"

vi+ Lvy’
L(}) (pav)®
P(N =k, W —A) = kAT
(V(o0) = b, W(oo) = 4) = =AY
where vy and v4 are
vi =14+ p)Y  and va =1+ pav).

This measure is the invariant measure of a birth and death process evolving in a segment
composed of three pieces (see [24] and Fig. [11)). A computation shows that

L (o)
L (urv)* + (av)®’

P(W(o0) = I'| N(0) = k) =

P(W(0) =A|N(c0)=k) = (pav)*

L (urv)* + (av)®
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This leads to a birth and death process Yy (¢) counting the number of bound sites in either the
active or the inactive state, of birth and death rates

M];+1 + LMZJrl

gy (k,k+1)=(N—k)v
ui+ Ly

and gy (k,k—1)=k.

The stationary law of this chain is
() (r) + L (uu)”)
vr + Lvy '
When N — oo, recalling that L = KV and defining = k/N, the above chain rescaled on [0, 1]

is such that
z\ N
(e ()
b(x) = lim (1 —x)usv M -

N—o0 L z\ N
1+ (7 (52))

wn(k) =

(1 —x)uav it v > =z,
= (1—a)taliy ifg =g,
(1 —z)uv if x < x,

In(1/K)

and d(z) = x. Notice that the critical value z, = T0i 7]

only if

belongs to the interval [0, 1] if and

1> K> ML (39)

HA
This leads to the limiting (o.d.e.)(20))

ccllzf_{(l—:v)uAv—a:, for x > ., (40)

(1 —x)uv—=z, forz <z,

VHI
1+vpr

which possesses two stable equilibria x1 =

and z9 = —£4— in [0, 1] when condition
is satisfied.

14+opa

7.1 Entropy and concentration of measure

In the present framework,

In (ﬁ) + In (wix) , if r > =z,
_ 2 —In(%) L
In(r(z)) In ((mﬂm)v) +1In (111(11{)—111("/4)) , ifz ==,
I
In (ﬁ) +In (ﬁ) , if x < x,

which admits two zeros x; and z2 in [0, 1], which are the two stable equilibria of the limiting
(o.d.e.) and also the critical points of the action functional

J(z) = /0 "I (r(y)) dy

=zln(z)+ (1 —2)In(1 —z) —z (In (Kvpa) Lpsey +In(vpr) 1pes,y) - (41)
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Figure 12: System’s bistability and ultrasensitivity. Condition is satisfied with pu; = 0.1,
pa = 0.86 and K = 0.3. (a) The entropy function I(z) possesses two roots when v = v.. (b)
The stationary distribution is bimodal when v = v, (illustrated here for N = 1000). (c¢) When
v = v¢, the limiting stationary distribution possesses thus two modes situated at the rescaled
points 1 and xg corresponding to the zeros of I(z). The Hill coefficient is hence proportional
to N and the system is ultrasensitive.
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Figure 13: Numerical approximation of the effective Hill coefficient. (a) The activity of the
macromolecule f(v) for different values of N and a(x) = x. The parameters are given by
pr = 0.1, ua = 0.86 and K = 0.3. When ¢ < min{zs(v.), 1 —z1(v.)}, the effective Hill
coefficient I, goes to infinity when N — oco. Otherwise I, converges towards a constant. (b)
The effective Hill coefficient index as a function of ¢ for several values of N. (c) The index I,
as a function of IV for three values of ¢.

Direct computations show that when (39)) holds and for
1-K

V=0, = —

¢ Kpa—pr

the limiting stationary distribution of the birth and death process converges to a probability
measure 7 which is a mixture of Dirac measures concentrated at the equilibria x1 and zs.
Fig. [I2] provides two illustrations when v # v, and v = v, the latter situation leading to a
bimodal steady state with 7y (v.) linear in the number of binding sites N. In Fig. one
sees that for an appropriate choice of ¢, the effective Hill coefficient I, detects the switch-like
response, as it is proportional to the number of binding sites.

A Proof of Theorem |1 and Example 1

In this section, the proofs of new formulas for Hill coefficients are detailed. These formulas
follow in fact from a more general result allowing to compute the Hill coefficient for steady-
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state distribution that are mixture of measures of the form .

A.1 Proof of Theorem [

Lemma 10. Let m1 and m be two probability measures of the form given in . For any
differentiable function 0 < a(v) < 1, consider the probability mizture o given by mo = am +
(1 — )2, and consider the dose response curve f(v) = <a(%|)>7ra. Then, the Hill coefficient is

given by

i ) = (Beion, (90 2) .0 0o, o)
vda(v) (12! _ (g(Inl f(o0)
o=y (alin — @) o0 < Fn

where f(o0) = a(%).
Proof. Recall that by ,

pa(n)ol
Zy(v)

pa (n)ol™!

Z](U) + (1 —Oé('l)))

To(n) = a(v

where u; and Z; are the non-negative weights, respectively the normalization constants of the
measures m; with ¢ € {1,2}. We compute thus

RN f(v) ):U. f'(v) f(o0)
fv) (f(o0) = f(v))’

dv (f(OO)—f(v)

where the derivative of f(v) can be written as

Py = Y el Saam)

=
-z ab’@ww% St W
ot
> a<%>a'<vw§;’2§)nl > a1 - <v>>ln|u2Z(;():)|n| 1
= a5 + N - (Fa(@h)r, — 0@V (a(E)r (F)r,
: 1

which leads to the result. O
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Proof of Theorem [l The first part of the theorem follows directly from Lemma by con-
sidering a mixture coefficient a(v) = 1. For the asymptotic behavior of ng(v), notice that

limy— o0 {a( I};}' ) = a(%:). We compute

k k
[nly Inl S ka(R)V(k)oF 3 kV (k)oR 3o, a(57)V (k)oF
lim cove (Q(W)’W> _ 1 40 S ¢ ().
gy — (), N o) W%

We will compute each division and keep track of the leading coefficients in the resulting poly-
nomials,

Lika(@VIRWE ey VO =D (5 = DalP5) — Faly )) oL
Z(v) I V()R + V(k* — 1ok 1+ . ’
ERV(RE D aG@V Rt _ L ey
(Z(v))? N
L VIOV = 1) (a5 —a(i) 0+ k) v 1 4

(V(E))202F 12V (k)V (k* — o2 —1 1 !
k

> alw)V (k)" Al 4 (a(E=2) — a(B)) V(K — 1ok 1 + .
Z(v) N V(k*)vk" + ...
All together, this gives
' Cov,r< (W) ) 1
lim = o =N
v a(F) = (a(F))n
so that limy_,oo g (v) = 1. The limit when v — 0 is computed in the same way. O

A.2 The Adair Model (Example 1)

This model corresponds to the case where the random variables n; are independent and iden-
tically distributed Bernoulli random variables so that |n| = sz\i 1 i is distributed according
to m = B(N,p) with p = iru- Notice that k¥ = N and that from the law of large numbers,
In|/N — p almost surely. Let a € C%([0,1]) be a strictly increasing function. In this case, the

Hill coefficient is given by
a(1)a’(p)p(1 — p) (42)

N=oo a(p)(a(l) —a(p))

This systems does thus not exhibit ultrasensitivity. In the case a(x) = z, ng(v) = 1 (which
was already clear see e.g. [24]). The system shows however positive cooperativity whenever a
is such that ng(v) > 1 for some v, see [27]. Following the proof of this formula, we will treat
an example where a is not C? and show how this can lead to ultrasensitivity.

nu (v)

Using a second order expansion of a at p, one can write

() = alp) +a/ ) — )+ Ty (43)

where ¢ is a random point located between p and |n|/N that converges almost surely toward
p as N — oo. Notice that by assumption, there exists a constant C satisfying

<M<z—p>2>‘gcp(1]v‘m and <W<”—p>3>‘gcp(l‘p])v(21‘2p) (44)

2 2 N
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and both terms converge to zero, when N goes to infinity. Averaging with respect to 7, it
follows that
"
In|\\ _ / ) a (1/1) In] N2
(@)s = atp) + ) -0+ (T (=) ot
The denominator of (6] can be thus replaced by its limit a(p)(a(1) — a(p)). For the covariance
term, we have

=d() (F =) + (2 -»") —(“PE-p?) (FH-»)
_ d(p) p(lN— p) <a”£¢)(% p)3>7—r _ (@)l _p)2>7_r p(1]; p)

Applying , we find the limit

NCovsx ( (%) %) —— d'(p)p(1 —p),

N—o0

and this establishes formula .

Consider now a discontinuous activity given by a step function

0 ifz<eg,
a@) = Loy = {1 o> e

for some threshold 0 < ¢ < 1. This model was considered in [31], see the discussion in [12],
where it was shown that the related cooperativity index Iy g is such that

To.g ~In(81)/c(1 — c)VN/(24p),

where g, is the quantile defined by p = ch;o e~ /2 dy /v/2m. A large deviation approach was then

proposed in [24], where the critical concentration at which the transition occurs is v. = ¢/(1—c¢)
with p. = v./(1 +v.) = ¢. We compute here the related Hill coefficient using the formula
provided in Theorem [1 It yields

N <1{|n|>Nc} <N >>

Mw>mﬂ P > p,))

nu(ve) =

Pe(l — pe) I Inl M
M%>MM—W%>M)*WWw”°pﬂ—m)
The Central Limit Theorem implies that the random variable
VN(E -~ )

pc(l - pc)
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is asymptotically distributed as a standard normal random variable, and therefore

c(1—c)VN
/8

)

nu (ve) ~

for large N. The system is thus ultrasensitive with a critical Hill coefficient of order v/ N. When

v # V., we can write
(Tgnna (5 -7))
P > p)(1 =g > pe))
i (b —p) (Dph -
P > pe)(1 = P > po))
([peN| + 1)(1 — p)N =[NPl plNpe]+1(
PE > po)(1 =P > po))

where |- | denotes the floor function. We can thus write |p.N | +1 = p.N +(y with 0 < {ny < 1.
Using the Stirling formula, the binomial coefficient becomes

nu(v) =

LPCJZ\YJ+1)

)

N 1
li = 1li
N <LpCNJ + 1> N oo pPeNTN (1 — p)N=peN—Cy

CN,
where
. v N 1
N = .
2 cN+ N — CN— peN (I=pc)N
V27 (p (NN —p ) (1 i ;Sv) ( _ (1—<;]zVC)N)

The Hill coefficient is thus given by

N
w1 e s o D0 ((122) ()
im v) = lim ¢ e — .
N—)oonH N—>ooNp N pe(1—p) 1—pc Pe

(s58)”

1- c c
The function (p,p.) — (11—_151 ) 8 (p%)p has maximal value 1 if and only if p = p.. This

proves that ng(v) — 0 when N — oo and thus indicates that the system does not exhibit
ultrasensitivity when v # v..

B Proof of Theorem [5
Proof of Theorem[5. By Theorem [I} we have

na(v) _ . Covay (X, a(Xn))a()

=

lim = lm *
Nooo N Noooo f(o)(a(h) — f(v))

Assume first m = 1, that is the entropy I(z) has a unique equilibrium 0 < z; < 1. In
this case, it was already established in [6] that 7y converges weakly to a Dirac mass dy,.
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Therefore, f (v) = (a(XN))7n oo a(x1). Since by assumption a is strictly increasing and

O0<z < hm , the denommator of the above expression is well defined. Using in addition the
assumption of contlnulty and boundedness of a, we obtain

COVT?N (a’(XN)v XN) N COV&C (a(Xoo)a Xoo) =0,
N—oc0 1

where X, denotes the limiting process of Xy whose degenerate steady state is d,,. This es-
tablishes the first part of the statement.

Assume now the existence of m > 1 different equilibria with z1 < 292 < ... < z,, and
suppose for convenience that k* = N. By Corollary we know that 7 converges weakly
to Y%, ¢idy, for some positive constants ci,. .., ¢y, satisfying Y ;" ¢; = 1. Continuity and
boundedness of the function a lead to

lim Covzy (a(Xn),Xn) = Covym

N—oo

(a(Xoo), Xoo)

=1 CZ
m m m

Z cixia(z;) — Z CiT; Z cja(xj)
i=1 i=1 j=1

and the right hand term is positive. Indeed,

m m m
Z cixia(:ci) = Z Cj Z cia:ia(xi)
i=1

j*l i=1
= Zc €;a xz —1—220]0@331 arz —1—2ch0le a:,
Jj=11i>j j=11i<y
= Z crialz;) + Z cxer (zra(xy) + rpa(zy))
i=1 k>l

and zja(r)) +xpa(zy) > zpa(x)) +xa(xy) for k > 1, since x; < x and a(x;) < a(xy). Therefore,

Z cixia(x;) = Z criaz;) + Z cxey (za(zy) + zra(zy))
i=1

i=1 k>l

> Z ria(r) + Z kel (zralz) + za(zk))

i=1 k>l
m m

= g cz-xig cja(x;),
i=1 j=1

which concludes the proof. O

B.1 Technical lemmas

In this part, we compute precise large deviations of the steady state measure 7y in order to
establish that it charges all global minima of the entropy function I(z) (see Lemma so that
it converges weakly to a combination of Dirac measures (see Corollary . Lemmas and
are intermediate results needed for the proof.
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Lemma 11. Suppose that and Assumptz'ons are satisfied. Then, the probability measure

7N charges all equilibria x;, i =1,...,m. That is, for alli=1,...,m,
liminf 7 ((z; —e,2; +¢€)) >0, for any e > 0. (45)
N—o0

v | — L e L i
Proof. Let us denote by Bﬁ = |:£L'Z N T + \/ﬁ} ,t=1,...,m, some neighborhoods of the

equilibria. A second order expansion of the entropy function around its minima x; yields

. . I// X . I” X .
1) = 1) + I — 20+ 22 (G - = T (G - iy,
€ B', and with 1; such that |z; — ;| < ]% — ;. Notice that for all % € B},
) VN
(% — 7;)? < % This consideration, as well as Lemma (14] show that

_ i _ j 771-]\7(0) b(O) 1 ~NI(4
TN (B )Z Z ™ <%) = Z lmeNJo b(4) — =M
ji%€B ji4€B N (%)
VN VN
ﬁ'N(O) 1 1
>9b(0) —j = D, ————c
VN S bdd)
VN

2~

71”(¢j)

All terms I”(1);) can be upper bounded by a constant, as 1); belongs to BL. Furthermore,
VN

there are approximatively 24/ /N terms in the sum Zj: iepi| Thus, applying Lemma we
A
find that
7 (0 1
TN (B%) >~ b(0) W%(J) inf
~ - en0 jidepi b(L)d(4)
VN N/TAN
7N (0) N

1

Vv b(x)d(x)

in the neighborhood of all z;, ¢ = 1, ..., m. This shows that the steady measure 7 concentrates
around the equilibria. O

for two positive constants 1 and ~», where we used that can be lower bounded from 0

Corollary 12. Assume the same hypotheses as in Lemma[I1], then

m
™ = E ci(sz.,
=1

where m is the number of roots x; of I(x), ¢; > 0 are constants for all i = 1,...,m and where
= denotes the weak convergence of measures.
Proof. Let B an open set in [0,1]. Following Lemma [11]it exists ¢; sufficiently small such that
m
1}@&fﬁN(B) > 1}\1}E£lofﬁN (LJl [z; — € x; + €] N B) ,
1=
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and where the union is upon disjoint subsets of [0, 1]. It follows that

m
liminf 7y (B) > liminf 7 — € X5 1N B
iminf 7y(B) > ; im in: N ([xi — € @i + €] )

N—o0

= > #n([zi—€wi+e)NB|z € B)P(x; € B)+
=1
ﬁN([a:i—eixH—ei]ﬂB]xigﬁB)]P’(miqéB)

m
> ZﬁN([xi—6i$i+6i]ﬂB|iL’i EB)P(.%i EB)
=1

We can choose ¢; sufficiently small such that, by Lemma
ﬁN([l‘Z’ — € XT; —l-éi] ﬂB|a:i S B) > ﬁN([azi —Eixi—f—Ei]) > ¢.

Thus,

N—o0

M
lim inf 7 (B) > ) _ ¢i05,(B),
=1

which implies the weak convergence of the probability measures (see e.g. [22, Thm. 13.6]). O

Lemma 13. Suppose Assumptions[{] are satisfied and let
j i
Ly = Ky
E(4) = n(r (%)) N/l In(r(u)) du
k=1 ~
denote a error term. There exist constants v1,72,73, Va4 such that for N large enough, the
following inequalities

1

1 + In (%) <N " In(r(u)) du <72 +1n (%)

0+
1_

~v1 +In (%) SN/ . In(r(u)) du <72 +1n (%)
-5

and
1 1 ; ; 1 1 .
13+ 5 In (%) + 5 In(r(§)) <E(R{) <+ i (%) + 5 In(r(4))
are satisfied for all 1 < j < 1.

Proof. The first two pairs of inequalities follows from the definition of r and from (25)), since,
for N large, we have
1 1
N N
N In(r(u)) du~ N In (u) du =In (

0y 0y

)—1

and similarly for the integral from 1 — % to 1_. In order to prove the last pair of inequalities,
we use the trapezoidal rule in numerical analysis which states that, for any C? function ¢ in an
interval [a, b], there exists £ € [a, b] such that

=

b —a)?
%g(a)Jr%g(b)—bia / gl du = L= )



This implies that for any N > 1 and any 1 < j < N, there exist (&)x=1,... j—1 With § € [%, %}
such that

1
Sk / )= oz 2960 + 3 Lok + 5 o)

By assumption, In(r) is only piecewise C? on [% , 1= N]‘ Without generality, we may assume
that for all 7, d; € Q so that for NV large enough, d;N € N. The case d; € R is obtained
similarly, using a density argument. Let K(j) be the number of d; smaller than l Then, for
all 1 <j <N,

k=1

k=
L = " 1
~1oN? k:1(1n(7“)) (&) + s In(r()) + 5 In(r(4))
K(j)
+ Z (;ln(r(di—)) - ;ln(r(di+))> 7
i=1

with &, € [£, 28], where we used that 7 is left-continuous in |0, 1[, piecewise C? and that for
N large enough, r is continuous at % The last sum of the above expression is bounded. Let
us now consider the first term. Near 0, (1n(7“2))” (%) is approximatively equal to —]]X—; (similarly
near 1, it is approximatively equal to h) Recalling that >, k% converges and that
away from 0 and 1, (In(r))”(£) is bounded, we deduce that there exist constants which lower

(resp. upper) bound ﬁ Zi;ll (In(r))”(&x). This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 14. Suppose condition and Assumptions 4| are satisfied. Then, there exist two
positive constants v,7, such that

7N (0) b(O) 1 ~NI(E) < 7o (4 _ an(0)  5(0) 1 ~NI(4)
f\/ieNJO b( ) (%) < N(N)SPY\/NeNJO b(%) T(%)

foralll <j <N -—1.

Proof. For all j > 1, by , by the convergence of b¥) and d™V), and by , there exists a
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constant v such that for N large enough, we have that

B90) fr 8V)
N <> = 7_I'N(O) .
N bV () kl;[1 dN) (&)
() (0) { J dM) (k)
= 7n(0) expq— » In N
) " )
J
> 7(0) 20 xp{—zlnm’@)}e—”
b(x) i=1
By definition of J(z) and of I(z) in (21]), we find, applying Lemma [13] that
1
an(d) > expd ~NJ(E) + N [ In(r(u) du—E(F) pe
b % 04
7n(0) b(0) 1 1 ; _
> e]J\:fJo b(]JV exp{ NI( % 'yl—l-ln(ﬁ) 74—5111(%) —2ln(r(1{,))}e v
7n(0) b(0) J —Y—11—4 1
- WO exp { —NI({) S——
o i) N} VN\/r(%)

Setting v = e~ 7771774 we get the desired lower bound. We proceed analogously for the upper
bound by setting ¥ = 7772775, O

From [6], we already know that limy_,c 4 In(7x (0)) = Jo. Here, we need a slightly stronger
result.

Lemma 15. Suppose condition (24) and Assumptions are satisfied. Then,

. N\U)

NI TN = S e
Proof. By and by Lemma we have that
N—1

2\

(o)t =1+ 20 3 2

7n(0) — 7N (0
N—1
)

ﬁ'N 1 1 0 CNJ(R)
<1+ = + 5 e N
7TN(O) z:l v IN b(%) T(%)
1
:1—1— ~(0) / w)du +7E%
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Firstly, proceeding similarly as in the proof of Lemma we have

] N1 N1
- Tl - o U < { B
< e B e {—Nl(l S s m(d) - G- }V»}
< ye~NJo ZE?; p {—Nl(l — %)+ % In(%) -z In(N-1)

< qem M bg; %

since I(z) > 0 and by assumptions on the behavior of (z) for x near 1. Secondly, consider the
integral
1
\/N/ h(u) du —NJO\F/ e NI qy,
0 Vb
1
By Assumptlons for z ~ 0, we have that \/W m Jlootan

x =~ 1). Since r(z) = % is supposed to be piecewise C? on ]0, 1], we deduce that

(and similarly for

bb(0)
0 /b(u)d(u)

du < +o0.

2m

Set Blf = U [z — \/N’ x; + f] The volume of this subset of [0, 1] equals v and by
Assumptions [4] there exists 6 > 0 such that

I(x) >6, foralaxe|0,1]\B 1

VN

Therefore,

1
\/ﬁ/ b(0) e NI(W) gy, — —NI(U)l L (u) du
0

bwd(u) \F/ \/ %

efNI(u)
" \/N/ \/b(u)d(u)

JyNm o b0
SVVUR WS wde)
VN

loipng , (u)du
VN

—N§
+VNe /0 D) d(a) du,

which goes towards a constant ¢ < 400 when N — oo. Lastly, the error term 512\, can be
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handled with the trapezoidal rule as follows (see proof of Lemma

:Vlﬁ(:zjh(;;)—m/;”bhmdﬁ f/ d“—N/_
N—

K
= Nisi <;h(N) + h( — )+ % Z (In(h(d;—)) — In(h(d;+))) 12N Z )

1=1 k=1

—\F/ du_f/

with % <& < k“ . By assumption, on one hand we have that

1

bk = g (1 — &) ~ 4 = 5

and the sum over d;, the discontinuities of 7(z), is bounded by a constant ca. On the other hand,
the terms h” (&) can be bounded in any closed subinterval of |0, 1[. Thus, the second derivative
has to be Controlled only near 0 and 1. Slnce at these boundames h(z) o< (z(1 — a;))_%e*NJ(x),
since J(x fo In(u) du for  ~ 0 and J(x fo In(r(u))du — flf In(r(l —u))du for z ~ 1,
we can show by computmg the first and second derlvatlves of these approximations that

B'(%) = NE (In(N))? + o(N*) = h"(1 = ).
Therefore,
" ]- / . 2 5
\F 12]\/2 Z o S Tond 18, h"(&) = N* (In(N))* + o(N2).
Finally,
_\ﬁ/ u)du <0 and—\ﬁ/ u)du < 0. (46)

Bringing every estimates together, we obtain a (loose) upper—bound for (7n(0))71,

(73 (0) " =

N

_( _ b(0) 1 e e 1
<1 NJo Z\-) — “N+-N+ — N2 (In(N))? N
< +'y<e d(l)N+cl+2 + 5N+ o2 + N (In(N)” + o

)
with 4 > 0. Thus,

1
_ ~ NJ 5 N Ji
Tn(0) = e OW Je"o(1)

and we can proceed analogously to find an upper bound of the same order. The only difference
arises for the integrals in which can be lower bounded by a term of order at most —N?2.
This concludes the proof. ]
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C Proof of the results from Section [5

C.1 Proof of Proposition [6]

In proposition @, 7(k) is written as a mixture of two binomial distribution,

(]Ig)(liv)k(l}rv)Nik (]Il/)(lijev)k(ljsv)]vik

1+ (FE)N L 1+ (HE2)VL!

7(k) =

Proof of Proposition[6. The stationary probability measure py of the Markov chain (N (t), W (t))
can be defined through positive weights wy (k, A) and wy(k, I) by setting

wy(k, A) wn(k, 1)

k,A) =

and NN(kv-[) =

where Zp is the normalization constant

Zn = > (wn(k,A)+wy(kI)).
0<k<N

The transitions of the upper layer of the strip correspond to a classical Ehrenfest urn process,

and it is then natural to set N
wN(kaA) = <k>vka

with a similar expression for the chain restricted to the lower layer,

wy (k,I) = Ly @j) (ve)*.
For the active state, notice that the balance equation is satisfied

and similarly for the inactive state, showing that uy is the steady state distribution of the
Markov chain for any L; > 0. In conclusion,

(3)v" Ly(}) (ve)®
A+ N+ Li(1+ev)N  (14+0)N+Li(1+ev)V’

m(k) = un(k, A) + pn(k,I) =

C.2 Proof of Proposition

Proposition [6] shows that the steady state distribution is a mixture of two binomial distributions
m = B(N, 17%;) and m1 = B(N, 7). Suppose for the sequel that L1 = L1(N) = e~ N/2 asin
[27, [10], so that the coefficient of the mixture becomes

B 1
)= 1+ (x/E(lJrv))N '

(47)
1+ev

Using Lemma we can find the asymptotic related Hill coefficient and show that, for the
critical concentration v., the system is ultrasensitive.
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Proof of Proposition[]. Let v # v, and, as in Example [2] use the formula in Lemma [I0] with
a second order expansion of a(x) in oder to asymptotically estimate the covariances. The
expansion is taken at p = ev/(1 + ev) when considering distribution 7 and respectively at
p =v/(1+ v) when considering my. This gives

=

2|

) / R
NCovm (G(W)’ ) Nooo (1‘?;”) l+evl+ev

) = () e
N—o0 H4v)q +vl+4w
Furthermore in our settings, f(co) = a(1) and
1) = (ali)

The derivative of « is given by

2=

NCovg, (a('—}f]'),

>a(v)7r1+(1fa(v))7r2

N-1
(1-e)e¥ N (12)

_(1 +v)? (5];[ + (ﬁfg’)Nf.

Putting all together in the formula in Lemma [10| and taking the limit gives

)N>2 A(N,e,v) + B(N,e,v) + C(N,¢e,v)
D(N,e,v) ’

(48)

lim ny(v) = lim a(1) <£J¥ + (11155

N—oo N—oo

where we define for convenience

(-0 N (22) (a(22) —a(r2))

A(N,g,v) = 2
(1+v)(1 + ev) <5;V - () >
B(N,e,v) = vd ()

C’(N,g—j,’u) _ 14+v 14+ev
N
(14 ev)? <1 +e 2 (ﬂfj) >
N N ERY:
D(N,ev) = a(DeVa(yy) +a(1) (2) a(i)e — ¥ (a(:2y))

The main idea of the calculation will be to determine the asymptotic contribution of every term
to the limit . To perform this, an important step consists in proving that

x (1+ev\ "
lim ™2 ( ) D(N,e,v) = cc. (49)
N—oo 1+
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Indeed, after having multiplied every term of D with the preceding factor, we obtain

lim o3 (L) py — gim oY (==2) Vo) (e -
Nl—l}tl)og 14+v ( 7€aU) - Ngrclxy5 14w a(1+v) a( )_a(m)
i -8 (1tev N cv 1 £V
+N1—I>Ic1>06 14+v a’(lJrsv) a( )_ a(1+50

)
+a(laliyy) — 2a(rm)a(ig) +e(Dalis).

—N N
Assuming \/e(14v) > 1+ev and € < 1 implies e (11155’) o and thus s~ 2 (ﬁ*—i}’) m

0. The assumption /(1 + v) < 1 + v reverses the previous conclusion, so that in every case
and using the assumption of a positive and strictly increasing on [0, 1] the limit holds.

Now the computation of turns to three steps. Firstly, because occurs at exponential
speed, we compute

2
]\}i—l}looa(l) (52 + (11155) > gE 75’ v))

. 1 _E N a( +sv 1+v)>
= lim —w =0

N0 (I1+v)(1+ev)e -3 (Ha”) D(N,e,v)

N N\ 2
7 11+EU> ) , We can write
+v

Secondly, noting that <5 2 + (iﬁ)) >

Jim ) (3 4 () ") By

ﬁ EV N U
i a(1)eNva' (1) | a(l)ez (11111 ) va'(13)
TN T+ 02DV, 5, 0) NS (1 +0)2D(N,z,0)

2
/N
—
+
(T)

where the second term is zero by and the part containing N in the first term can be
computed as

. _ . _N N
Jm D = tm e (1) (st + olet) (o) atri)
+ lim eV (M>2NCL< = )<a(1)—a( = ))
N—oo 1+v 1+ev 1+ev

+ alrt) (a1) - alyi))

N
The asymptotic behavior of e (%) depends on the values of € et v such that

N a(l)va’(%) .
jim D) ) iy VAL > e
N—oo (1+ 1)) D(N, 671}) 0, otherwise.
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Finally,

lim a(1) (5%5 . <1+6v)N>2 C(N,e,v)

N-—00 I4v D(N,e,v)

e N 1(_€v 1+ev N 1(_€v
_ 1 a(1)8U5 2 ( T+v ) a (1+8U) + l a(l)gv ( 1+v > a (1—|—8’U)
~ N (1+ev)2D(N,¢,v) N (1+ev)2D(N,e,v)

where by the first term goes to zero when N is large and the second one can be handled
analogously as above, noting that

lim (ﬁfﬁ)izND(N,s,v) = lim < (iig)dv a(1iy) (a(l) B “(ﬁiv))

Neoo N—o0
. s B
T () INIEDI CORKES)

(
+aim 2N ()7 a2 (a) — a(r2))

N—oo

ta(525) (a(1) - alr5))

so that

14+ev 2N =’ :
a(Dev () (%) [0 " if V(1 +v) > 1+ ev,
a(l)eva’ (2%
1+¢ev)2D(N,e,v e/
(L+e0) D, €, 0) oo e (125 ) (o) a(225))

for N — co. Putting all together leads to (27). Setting v = v, = 1/y/¢ implies a(v;) = 3 and
o (ve) = N(E=2) o5 that the part of ng(v) involving the covariances does not contribute to the

4(v/e+1)
limit. This leads then directly to formula with

otherwise,

(-9 a(1)(a(z) - al5))
YA+ VE+ ) (a(2£2) + al2)(2a(1) — a(252) — a(5h2))

C.3 Proof of Lemma

In this section we underline the link between Hill coefficient and the effective Hill coefficient for
the special case of an allosteric phosphorylation process. As seen in , the steady state mn
is a mixture of the binomial distributions m = B(N, 1£%;) and 2 = B(N, 17 ), of coefficient

a(v) = !

()

Consider the quantile v(gN) given by the equation ¢ = f (véN)).

Proof of Lemma[8 When a(z) = z, one obtains that

€V v
+(1 —a(v))1+v.




We first show that véN) — v, as N — oco. Suppose that liminfy_ oo USN) < ve — 0, for some

6 > 0. The equation defining the quantile leads to

1+ 51)((1N) N U(SN) 1+ 5véN) N 5v(§N)
alt+ ( ) )= ) ™)
Vel +vg ) L+ vg Vel +ug )7 14eyg

From assumption, YN > 1, 3m > N such that v(gm) < ve— 0 < v, so that (1 + 8vqm))/(ﬁ(1 +
vém)) > 1. The above equations leads then to

1 —|—5vqm) 1 (1 _Q)‘

But 1/2 < ¢ < 1/(1+ +/e), so that ¢/(¢(1 — q)) > v, which contradicts the inequality vc(,m) <
(N)

Ve — 0 < v.. Hence liminfn_, UéN) > V.. Similar arguments show that lim supy_, UqN < v,

proving that limy_o vC(IN) = v, as required. Similar arguments show that limy_ vgi)l =
V.

D Proof of Lemma

Proof. When v > 1, limg,oIn(r(z)) = —oo and lim,_,;In(r(z)) = oo. The continuity of

In(r(x)) implies the existence of a root in the interval |0, 1[. A necessary condition for the
existence of at least three roots is that the function is not monotone increasing. This happens

if the derivative d 1+ ( 1)z ln ()
d _ 1+ @-Drin(y
Az In (r(z)) = (x — 1)z

is negative for some x € [0, 1]. This holds true if and only if conditions (C1) and (C2) are
satisfied. Let in and X,q, be local minima and maxima of In (r(z)); this function possesses
at least two different roots when In (r(2min)) < 0 and In (7(2mez)) > 0 which occurs when (C'3)
is satisfied.

Let x1, xo and z3 be the zeros of In(r(z)) and assume (C4). Then zy = 0.5 and,
In (r(z +0.5)) is odd. Hence,

J(g) = /0 In (r(z)) dz = /O In (r(x))dw/m In (r(2)) dz = J(21),

1

=0

so that I possesses two roots. [
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