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1 Abstract

Cell fate determination, the process through which cells commit to differentiated states, has been

shown to be mediated by gene regulatory motifs with mutually exclusive expression states. The

classical picture for deterministic cell decision making includes bistability and hysteresis. Despite

numerous experimental works supporting evidence of hysteresis in gene regulatory networks, such

phenomenon may not be compatible with the stochasticity underlying gene regulation dynamics.

Here we show how under sufficiently slow dynamics, the dependency of the transient solutions

on the initial state of the cells can be mistakenly interpreted as hysteresis and, to quantify

this phenomenon, we provide an estimate of the convergence rate to the equilibrium. We also

introduce the equation of a natural landscape capturing the evolution of the system that, unlike

traditional cell fate potential landscapes, is compatible with the notion of coexistence at the

microscopic level.

2 Introduction

In a deterministic description, binary decision making is attributed to the irreversible state

transition between two mutually exclusive stable steady states in response to a signal. This

state transition is usually governed by regulatory motifs with the capacity for bistability and
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hysteresis [1], ensuring that the system does not switch back immediately when the signal is

removed [2].

The stochastic dynamic behaviour of a gene regulatory network is described by a Chemical

Master Equation (CME), which gives the time evolution of the probability distribution of the

system state. The stationary solution of the CME is unique, not depending on the initial state

of the system [3] and therefore intrinsic molecular noise inherent to gene regulatory processes

is incompatible with memory effects or hysteresis. However, in numerous studies hysteresis has

been found in gene regulatory networks with significant levels of stochasticity [4, 5, 6, 7].

In the context of phenotypic switching and cell fate determination, three different scenarios

have been distinguished and experimentally observed for binary decision making: deterministic

irreversible [8, 9, 10], stochastic reversible [11] and stochastic yet irreversible state transitioning

[12]. Reversibility is understood here as the capacity of individual cells to switch back in absence

of external signals. According to a pseudo-potential interpretation, dynamics are directed by

a pseudo-potential landscape divided by a separatrix into two basins of attraction such that

each local minimum correspond to a specific cellular state. Stochastic irreversible transitions

are found to appear when cells are initialized on or near the separatrix [12].

In this letter, we show that for stochastic gene regulatory networks hysteresis and apparent

irreversibility at the single cell level are transient effects, and disappear at the stationary state.

Since the stationary solution of the CME is unique [3], if the solution corresponds to a bi-

modal distribution, state transitions at the single cells level occur necessarily in a random and

spontaneous manner, switching back and forth between attractors.

In [13] an energy potential landscape as the negative logarithm of the probability distribution is

determined experimentally, as well as the transition rates, based on previous theoretical studies

(e. g. [14]). Here we provide a theoretical basis that explains coexistence of different expression

states, and predict the potential landscape via Master Equation [15, 16] together with time con-

stants of the system. Here, the Chemical Master Equation is accurately approximated under the

assumption of protein bursting [15]. A clear link between the characteristic kinetic parameters

of regulation dynamics and the resulting dynamic behaviour is established.

3 Results

We consider the simplest gene regulatory motif exhibiting hysteresis, a single gene with positive

self-regulation. In a deterministic description, the evolution of the amounts of mRNA and
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protein X (m and x, respectively) for the system in Fig. 1 is given by a set of ODEs:

dm

dt
= kmc(x)− γmm

dx

dt
= kxm− γxx (1)

where kmc(x) is the transcription rate, essentially proportional to the input function c(x) which

collects the expression from the activated and inactivated promoter states. This function incor-

porates the effect of protein self-regulation and takes the form [17, 18]:

c(x) = (1− ρ(x)) + ρ(x)ε, (2)

with ρ(x) being a Hill function [19] that describes the ratio of promoter in the inactive form as

a function of bound protein:

ρ(x) =
xH

xH +KH
, (3)

this can be interpreted as the probability of the promoter being in its inactive state, where

K = koff
kon

is the equilibrium binding constant and H ∈ Z\{0} is an integer (Hill coefficient)

which indicates whether protein X inhibits (H > 0) or activates (H < 0) expression. Finally,

expression (2) includes basal transcription or leakage with a constant rate ε := kε
km

(see Fig.1)

typically much smaller than 1.

Assuming that mRNA degrades faster than protein X we have that m∗ = kmc(x)/γm and model

(1) reduces to:
dx

dτ
= −x+ abc(x), (4)

where τ = tγx, a = km/γx and b = kx/γm.

Fig. 2 shows the equilibrium of the system as the critical parameter b is varied. For b values

below a given threshold, there is a unique stable steady state of low protein x towards which

the system evolves independently of the initial conditions. For input signals above a second

threshold, the system evolves towards a unique stable steady state of high x. For signal values

within both thresholds, the system is bistable, and evolves towards one stable state or another

depending on the initial conditions. This system has memory, since steady state values provide

information about the system’s past. In systems with hysteresis (dependency of the state of the

system on its past), forward and reverse induction experiments follow different paths resulting

in a hysteresis loop (the system switches back and forth for different values of the control

parameter), as shown in the figure.

Gene expression is inherently stochastic. Next, we approximate the solution of the CME de-

scribing the stochastic dynamics of the system under study. Assuming that mRNA degrades

faster than protein X, as it is the case in most prokaryotic and eukaryote organisms [20], pro-

tein can be assumed to be produced in bursts [21, 22, 17, 18] at a frequency a = km
γx

, where
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km is the transcription rate and γx is the rate of protein degradation. From this assumption,

it follows [22, 18] that the temporal evolution of the associated probability density function

p : R+ × R+ → R+ can be described by a Partial Integro-Differential Equation (PIDE) of the

form:
∂p(τ, x)

∂τ
−

∂[xp(τ, x)]

∂x
= a

∫ x

0
ω(x− y)c(y)p(τ, y) dy − ac(x)p(τ, x), (5)

where x and τ correspond with the amount of proteins and dimensionless time, respectively. The

later variable is associated to the time scale of the protein degradation and can be expressed as

τ = γxt. In addition, ω(x − y) is the conditional probability for protein level to jump from a

state y to a state x after a burst, which is proportional to:

ω(x− y) =
1

b
exp

[

−(x− y)

b

]

, (6)

with b = kx
γm

representing the burst size. The stationary form of the one dimensional equation

(5) has the following analytical solution [17, 18]:

p∗(x) = C [ρ(x)]
a(1−ε)

H x−(1−aε)e
−x
b , (7)

where ρ(x) is defined in (3) and C is a normalizing constant such that
∞
∫

0

p∗(x) = 1. It is known

that the equilibrium solution associated to a CME is unique and therefore stable [3]. This is

also the case for the Friedman equation (5) whose stability has been recently proved by entropy

methods [23, 24], which eventually makes it to qualify as a master equation itself. Here we use

a one dimensional case for simplicity, it is important to remark that stability properties remain

valid for higher dimensions (multiple gene and proteins).

In Fig. 3 we depict the mean x-value of transient and stationary solutions as a function of the b

parameter for two different initial conditions. It can be observed that, while the mean x-values

of the stationary solution do not depend on the initial conditions, the means obtained at the

transients depend on the initial number of proteins.

Note that under sufficiently slow dynamics, transient values may look stationary, thus leading to

plots (red and blue lines) that resemble hysteresis, as different mean values coexist within a given

interval of the b parameter. Interestingly, this interval coincides with bimodal distributions in

which the two most probable states are separated by a region, in the protein space, with very low

probability. This explains recent experimental observations [7] in which the range of apparent

hysteresis was found to shrink with time.

Fig. 4 compares transient and stationary distributions for different values of the b parameter

and different initial conditions. In fact, the low probability region acts as a barrier that hinders

transitions between low and high protein expression and in this way contributes to slow down

the dynamics towards the corresponding stationary distribution.
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In order to compute an estimate of the convergence rate to equilibrium we make use of entropy

methods [24, 23] defining the entropy norm:

G =

∫

∞

0
H(u(τ, x))p∗(x)dx (8)

whereH(u(τ, x)) is a convex function in u, that in this study has been chosen to beH(u) = u2−1,

with u = p(τ, x)/p∗(x). According to [23, 24], G obeys the following differential inequality:

dG

dt
≤ −ηG, (9)

with η being a positive constant somehow related to regulation (parameters H and K), as

well as the transcription-translation kinetics (a, b). The smaller η, the slower its convergence

towards the corresponding equilibrium solution. Computing η requires a full simulation of (5)

with SELANSI [16] up to reach the equilibrium distribution for each parameter on a given range,

what is computationally involved. In Fig. 6 we compare the convergence rates η for two different

initial conditions and different values of b, showing that the smaller η values correspond to the

solution near equilibrium which lies within the hysteresis region in the b parameter space.

To avoid simulation burden, we propose a truncation method to compute the rates of convergence

using the discrete jump process representation, precursor of Friedman PIDE model, by making

the protein amount a continuous variable [15]. The discrete process is depicted in Fig. 5 and

truncated to an N total number of proteins.

Let P : R+ × N → [0, 1], be the probability of having n proteins at time t. The time evolution

of P(t, n) is given by the following CME with jumps, that reads:

dP(t, n)

dt
=

n−1
∑

i=0

gni P(t, i) −
∞
∑

i=n+1

ginP(t, n) + γx(n + 1)P(t, n + 1)− γx(n)P(t, n), (10)

where the transition probability gji is proportional to the production rate of messenger RNA, so

that:

gji :=
a

b
c(i)e

i−j

b , ∀j > i. (11)

In order to obtain an approximation of the convergence rate of the PIDE model (5) towards

the stationary state, we use the truncated form of the discrete equation (10). Let be N the

maximum possible number of proteins. Then, equation (10) can be written in matrix form as:

dP(t, n)

dt
= MP(t, n), (12)
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where the matrix M reads:

M =

























−d0 1γx 0 · · · 0 0 0
g10 −d1 2γx · · · 0 0 0

g20 g21 −d2
. . . 0 0 0

...
...

. . .
. . .

...

gN−2
0 gN−2

1 gN−2
2 · · · −dN−2 (N − 1)γx 0

gN−1
0 gN−1

1 gN−1
2 · · · gN−1

N−2 −dN−1 Nγx
gN0 gN1 gN2 · · · gNN−2 gNN−1 −dN

























. (13)

with the elements of the diagonal di being of the form:

di =











iγx +
N
∑

n=i+1

gni if i = 0, . . . , N − 1,

Nγx if i = N ,

(14)

equivalently:

di = iγx +
ac(i)

b
(

e
1
b − 1

)

(

1− e
i−N
b

)

for i = 0, . . . , N . (15)

The steady state is given by the null space of matrix M, i.e. the normalized eigenvector associ-

ated to the zero eigenvalue. Since the graph associated to matrix M (Fig. 5) has one trap, all

the eigenvalues are negative except one (which is zero) [25].

Fig. 7 compares the highest negative eigenvalue of matrix M (13) with the convergence rate η

obtained by simulation, for different values of the parameter b. In the parameter range where

bimodal distributions coexist, the highest negative eigenvalue λ1 is a good approximation of the

convergence rate of the PIDE model.

Remarkably, low convergence rates coincide with the parameter region in which bimodal be-

haviour occurs. This supports the fact that experimental distributions may be likely to be

mistaken as stationary, what in turns can be wrongly interpreted as a hysteresis phenomenon.

This proof of concept has served to illustrate how hysteresis, as it is known in deterministic

nonlinear systems, has not an equivalence in a microscopic world governed by a CME. In fact,

diagrams suggesting hysteresis-like behaviour were obtained under transients that resemble sta-

tionary solutions due to the extremely slow dynamics at which bimodal distributions evolve.

Nonetheless, some correspondence can be drawn between the most frequently visited states on

a microscopic system and the stable states on the deterministic counterpart. As it has been

discussed in [18], the extremes states of a stationary binary distribution, namely those that

include the highest and lowest probable states reached, are those satisfying:

− ρ(x) +
−x

ab(1− ε)
+

a− 1

a(1− ε)
= 0, (16)

where ρ(x) is defined in (3). On the other hand, making zero the right hand side of equation
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(4) and re-ordering terms, the set of all possible equilibria satisfies:

− ρ(x) +
−x

ab(1− ε)
+

1

(1− ε)
= 0, (17)

Both expressions (16) and (17) are quite similar differing only in their respective last term of

the left hand side, which get closer as a → ∞, what implies large transcription rate as compared

with protein degradation. This means that the most probable states of the microscopic system

are near the stable equilibrium points described by the deterministic counterpart. Moreover,

they become closer as parameter a increases.

In Fig. 8 the smallest eigenvalue is depicted in absolute value. In the second row of this

figure we represent ln(−λ1) to appreciate clearly how the eigenvalue evolves with parameters

a, b. The logarithm of the eigenvalue decreases as the parameters a and b become higher and

smaller, respectively. Variations of the logarithm of the eigenvalue are more pronounced inside

the bimodal and bistable regions. Moreover, as discussed in [26] as the parameter a increases

the system approaches the deterministic limit. This explains why hysteresis can be mistaken

due to the very slow dynamics of the stochastic system for gene networks with high a and small

b parameters.

Fig. 9 compares the set of stable and unstable equilibrium states obtained from a deterministic

representation (blue lines) with the most and least probable microscopic states (black lines)

respectively. Note that this equivalence does not support the existence of hysteresis at the

microscopic level. Essentially, what the picture shows is that, rather than a parameter-dependent

preferential state among two stable ones, there are two highly probable states that coexist for a

given parameter region on a cell population.

Invoking pseudo-potential concepts to interpret dynamics in GRN under fluctuations (e.g. [12]),

although attractive from an intuitive point of view, may be misleading since it cannot capture

the notion of coexistence. The pseudo-potential land is not easy to compute either, specially

when increasing the dimension of the space of proteins. On the other hand the negative of the

solution of (5), namely −p(τ, x), seems the natural landscape capturing the evolution of the

underlying microscopic system. It has a quite amenable form for computation not just in simple

one dimensional cases as the one studied but also in larger dimensional protein spaces.
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4 List of Figures

DNAoff

kǫ
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⇋

koff

DNAon
km // mRNA

γm
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kx // X

γx

��
X

OO✤
✤

✤

∅ ∅

Figure 1: Self-regulatory transcription-translation mechanism. The promoter is assumed to
switch between active (DNAon) and inactive (DNAoff) states, with rate constants kon and koff
per unit time, respectively. The transition is assumed to be controlled by a feedback mechanism
induced by the binding/unbinding of a given number of X-protein molecules. Transcription of
messenger RNA (mRNA) from the active DNA form, and translation into protein X are assumed
to occur at rates (per unit time) km and kx, respectively. kε is the rate constant associated with
transcriptional leakage. The mRNA and protein degradations are assumed to occur by first
order processes with rate constants γm and γx, respectively.

0 5 10 15 20

0

200

400

600

800

1000
bistability region

hysteresis loop

Figure 2: Steady-state solutions of the deterministic system (4) as a function of parameter b
(a = 54). The parameters of the Hill function employed along the paper are H = −7 and
K = 100. The plot shows two saddle-node bifurcations [27] with a parameter region leading to
three equilibrium states. For each parameter value, there is one unstable state (in dotted line),
bounded by two stable ones (in continuous lines).
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: Mean x-values plotted as a function of parameter b (a = 54). The black line cor-
responds to the stationary solution of the PIDE model (5). Red and blue lines are transient
solutions from initial conditions p(0, x) = N (1, 0.1) and p(0, x) = N (300, 1), respectively at
τ = 75 (a) and τ = 100 (b). N (µ, σ) is the Gaussian distribution with mean µ and standard de-
viation σ. Slow transients lead to multiple mean states that can be confounded with hysteresis.
This is in conflict with the corresponding stationary solution associated to the master equation
which is unique and therefore can only lead to one mean x-value per b value.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: Stationary and transient distributions obtained for different values of the b parameter
(a = 54). Transient distributions are represented by dashed (τ = 75) and dotted (τ = 100) lines.
The black line is the stationary distribution. The initial conditions are (a) p(0, x) = N (1, 0.1)
and (b) p(0, x) = N (300, 1).
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· · · n− 1 n n+ 1 · · ·

g
n
i

g
n
n−

1 g n+1n

g i
n

γx(n+ 1)γx(n)

Figure 5: Jump process representation of one protein produced in bursts, where one state n
can be reached from lower states 0 ≤ i < n with different transition probability functions gni .
Equivalently, from the state n the protein number can jump to higher states i with transition
probability function gin. The degradation follows a one step process (i. e. from state n to state
n− 1).
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Figure 6: For the set of transient and equilibrium mean x-values plotted as a function of pa-
rameter b (upper plot), the lower plot shows the corresponding convergence rates of the solution
towards the equilibrium distribution in logarithmic scale for two different initial conditions. The
parameter region leading to bimodal distributions corresponds with the slowest convergence
rates. Such slow dynamics might be experimentally mistaken with stationary solutions what
would be misinterpreted as showing hysteresis behaviour. If the system is allowed to achieve the
equilibrium, hysteresis disappears.
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Figure 7: Comparison of the logarithms of the ratios of convergence η and the highest eigenvalues
of the matrixM of the discrete version of the PIDE model, at τ = 100, from two initial conditions
in the form of Dirac deltas.
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Figure 8: First row shows the eigenvalue λ1 while second row represents a logarithmic scale of
λ1, ln(−λ1), in the parameter space a and b. Second column depicts a contour of the plots at the
first column over the regions where distributions have two peaks in the stochastic representation
(binary and bimodal) and the region where the deterministic system is bistable, which have been
computed by the algorithm in [18].
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Figure 9: Equilibrium states obtained from a deterministic representation (blue lines) as com-
pared with the extremes (maxima and minimum) of the distributions that result from a stochas-
tic description (black lines). Blue dotted lines correspond with unstable steady states whereas
black dotted lines identify the minimum of the bimodal distribution.
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