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Abstract

In some patients of myeloproliferative neoplasm, two genetic mutations can be
found: JAK2 V617F and TET2. When one mutation is present or not, the other
mutation has different effects on regulating gene expressions. Besides, when both
mutations are present, the order of occurrence might make a difference. In this paper,
we build nonlinear ordinary differential equation models and Markov chain models to
explain such phenomena.
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1 Introduction

Different genetic mutations can be found in some patients of a bone marrow cancer,
myeloproliferative neoplasm, and these mutations have different effects on cell behavior
[30, 14, 26, 33]. In this paper, we study two mutations in myeloproliferative neoplasm,
JAK2 V617F (abbreviated as JAK2 in the following) and TET2.

JAK2 mutation and TET2 mutation introduce a growth advantage [4, 10], meaning
that once JAK2 or TET2 mutation appears in some cells, such cells will proliferate and
become common. However, the advantage might take years to become significant, and
it is common to find cells with different numbers of mutations (0, 1, or 2). This type
of gene-related growth patterns might lead to complicated phenomena [15, 21, 67]. For
patients having cells with both JAK2 and TET2 mutations, an important question is to
determine which mutation appears first. If we can find cells with just JAK2 mutation
and cells with both JAK2 and TET2 mutations, but not cells with just TET2 mutation,
we can determine that JAK2 mutation appears before TET2 mutation, and such patients
are called JAK2-first. If we can find TET2-only cells but not JAK2-only cells, then such
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patients are TET2-first. If we can find JAK2-only cells, TET2-only cells and JAK2-TET2
cells, then at least two non-mutant cells undergo mutant events independently, and it is
difficult to determine the order of mutations. Such patients are not considered. For more
mutations, there are different algorithms to determine possible orders of mutations from
sequencing data [13, 39, 42, 25, 17].

It has been noticed that the order of appearance for JAK2 and TET2 mutations can
make a difference [37]. For JAK2-first patients and TET2-first patients, they have different
clinical features, responses to therapy, biology of stem and progenitor cells, and even clonal
evolution [29].

Ortmann et al. [37] compare the expression levels of various genes before and after the
appearance of JAK2 and TET2 mutations. Consider the expression level x∗ of a certain
gene X with or without these two mutations: x∗O means no JAK2 or TET2 mutation; x∗J
means with JAK2 but not TET2 mutation; x∗T means with TET2 but not JAK2 mutation;
x∗JT means with JAK2 and TET2 mutations, and JAK2 appears first; x∗TJ means with JAK2
and TET2 mutations, and TET2 appears first. Here are some important phenomena:
(1) Some genes are up-regulated (or down-regulated) by JAK2 if TET2 is not present, but
not affected if TET2 is present, thus x∗T = x∗TJ, x∗O > x∗J or x∗O < x∗J.
(2) Some genes are up-regulated (or down-regulated) by JAK2 if TET2 is present, but not
affected if TET2 is not present, thus x∗O = x∗J, x∗J > x∗TJ or x∗J < x∗TJ.
(3) Ten genes (AURKB, FHOD1, HTRA2, IDH2, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, TK1, UQCRC1,
WDR34) are up-regulated by JAK2 if TET2 is not present, but down-regulated by JAK2
if TET2 is present, thus x∗O < x∗J, x∗T > x∗TJ.
(4) Different appearance orders of JAK2 and TET2 have different effects on some genes,
thus x∗JT 6= x∗TJ. This is phenomenon is inferred from other evidence (e.g., JAK2-first cells
are more sensitive to ruxolitinib than TET2-first cells), not from direct measurements.

Phenomena (1-3) can be regarded as non-additivity, since the effect of JAK2 mutation
differs with or without TET2 mutation, or in other words, x∗J−x∗O 6= x∗TJ−x∗T. Phenomenon
(4) can be regarded as non-commutativity [29], since exchanging the order of mutations
can lead to differences, or in other words,

x∗O + (x∗J − x∗O) + (x∗JT − x∗J) = x∗JT 6= x∗TJ = x∗O + (x∗T − x∗O) + (x∗TJ − x∗T).

In fact, if the gene expression is additive, namely x∗J−x∗O = x∗TJ−x∗T and x∗T−x∗O = x∗JT−x∗J,
then the gene expression is also commutative:

x∗JT = x∗J + x∗T − x∗O = x∗TJ.

Therefore, non-commutativity is a special case of non-additivity. JAK2 first or TET2 first
cells are genetically identical, but have very different behaviors [57, 58, 53, 40].

On cell level or even macroscopic level, Ortmann et al. [37] also report two phenomena
related to non-commutativity:
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(5) For TET2-first patients, the percentage of cells with just one mutation (TET2) is
significantly higher than the percentage of JAK2-only cells for JAK2-first patients.
(6) JAK2-first patients are significantly younger than TET2-first patients at diagnosis.

For myeloproliferative neoplasm, the order of JAK2 V617F and DNMT3A mutations
can also affect cell behavior [34]. Such order of mutation phenomena also appear in other
types of cancer. For instance, in adrenocortical carcinomas, if Ras mutation appears before
p53 mutation, the tumor will be malignant and metastatic; if p53 mutation appears before
Ras mutation, the tumor will be benign [18]. Similar phenomena can be found in other
references [29, 50, 8].

There have been some explanations for the difference from order of mutation [37, 46,
44, 24, 2, 11, 48, 47, 31, 49], and we summarize these works in Section 2. Then we build
nonlinear ordinary differential equation (ODE) models to explain phenomena (1-3) and
list experimental evidence that supports our model in Section 3. In Section 4, we build
nonlinear ODE models and Markov chain models to explain phenomenon (4). In Section 5,
we present a generalized Moran process model and three different mechanisms to explain
phenomena (5, 6). We finish with some discussion in Section 6.

2 Previous works related to order of mutation

In this section, we summarize previous works that can be used to explain phenomena (1-6)
and compare them with our results. Due to the complexity of gene expression [23, 54], how
mutations affect gene expression is not quite clear. Thus such explanations are relatively
theoretical.

Ortmann et al. [37] assume that TET2 mutation can significantly increase the prolif-
eration rate of cancer stem cells, while JAK2 mutation only has a weak growth advantage.
Therefore, for TET2-first patients, TET2-only cells first spread, and TET2-JAK2 cells
(which do not have a significant growth advantage over TET2-only cells) do not dominate.
For JAK2-first patients, JAK2-only cells do not spread that much, while JAK2-TET2 cells
(once appear) can dominate. Therefore, TET2-first patients have a much higher percentage
of cells with only one mutation. This explains phenomenon (5). See also the interpretation
by Swanton [46]. We find that this mechanism can also explain phenomenon (6).

Kent and Green [24] propose two explanations for phenomenon (4): (A) Both JAK2
and TET2 mutations can participate in epigenetic regulation [12, 19, 45], but the regula-
tion mechanism might be incompatible. The first mutation might lead to the occupation
of certain genomic regions, so that the second mutation cannot regulate. This explanation
implies that x∗JT = x∗J 6= x∗T = x∗TJ, not applicable to explaining other phenomena. (B)
For JAK2-first patients and TET2-first patients, before the appearance of the second mu-
tation, different first mutations might produce different cell types and microenvironments.
Therefore, the cell where the second mutation appears might be of different types and in
different microenvironments.
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Roquet et al. [44] consider the effect of recombinases (i.e., genetic recombination en-
zymes) on gene sequences. When applying different recombinases to gene sequences, dif-
ferent orders of recombinases can lead to different results. For example, consider a gene
sequence 12312 and two recombinases A, B. The effect of A is to delete genes between two
“1”, and the effect of B is to invert genes between two “2” (if there are not two “2”, B
does not work). If we add A before B, the gene sequence becomes

12312
A−→ 112

B−→ 112.

If we add A after B, the gene sequence becomes

12312
B−→ 12132

A−→ 1132.

Although this work is not about mutations, it provides a model for phenomenon (4).
Ascolani and Liò [2] build a complicated cellular automata model for cancer metastasis,

where the order of mutations can be taken into account. Certain combinations of mutations
can increase the proliferation rate or decrease the apoptosis rate, meaning that they are
more probable. This work can be used to explain phenomenon (5) similar to Ortmann et
al.

Clarke et al. [11] model the gene regulatory network as a generalized boolean network.
This network evolves under a given rule, and there are some fixed points and/or limit
cycles. Each mutation fully activates or inhibits one gene (the expression level is fixed,
like the do-operator in causal inference [5]). Certain orders of mutations lead to higher
proliferation rates or apoptosis rates, making such orders more likely or less likely. There
might be multiple fixed points and/or limit cycles, and different orders of mutations might
lead to different final states. This model can be used to explain phenomenon (4).

Talarmain et al. [48, 47] apply the model in Clarke et al.’s paper to the order of JAK2
and TET2 problem and explain phenomenon (4). They find a concrete generalized boolean
network. When there is no mutation or just one mutation, the system has one stable fixed
point. When both JAK2 and TET2 mutations are present, the system has two stable fixed
points, and different orders of mutations lead to different fixed points. Besides, they find
that HOXA9 gene should be the source of phenomenon (4): HOXA9 is directly affected by
different orders of JAK2 and TET2, and many genes are then affected by different levels
of HOXA9.

Mazaya et al. [31] use a boolean network to model the effect of mutations. The model
dynamics and the explanation of phenomenon (4) are similar to Clarke et al.’s model.
Mazaya et al. further analyze this model to study when the network is more sensitive to
different orders of mutations.

Teimouri and Kolomeisky [49] use a random walk model to study the acquisition of
two mutations. The first stage is a random walk on 0, 1, . . . , n, representing the number
of cells with the first mutation. The first stage starts at 0, and finishes when reaching n,
meaning that all cells have the first mutation. The process terminates if reaching 0 again
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before reaching n. The second stage is a random walk on n, n+ 1, . . . , 2n, representing the
number of cells with the second mutation plus n. The second stage starts at n, and finishes
when reaching 2n, meaning that all cells have both mutations. If the process reaches 2n,
we count the total time and take the expectation. They prove that if the first mutation has
a higher fitness than the second mutation, then the tumor formation probability is higher,
but the time for tumor formation is longer. This explains phenomenon (6).

Phenomena (1, 2) are a classical scheme in biology: some quantity can be changed if
and only if both conditions are met. This scheme is very common, and we do not list
related references. We build a simple nonlinear ODE model to explain phenomena (1, 2).
The essential idea is a threshold which can be passed if and only if both conditions are
met. This model is a building block of explaining phenomenon (3).

For phenomenon (3), we do not find any explanations. We explain this with a nonlinear
ODE model, and we find two candidates for the hidden factor in this model. Some regula-
tory relations in our model have been verified experimentally, and we propose experiments
to examine other regulatory relations.

Kent and Green [24] explain phenomenon (4) without mathematical details. Roquet et
al. [44] just propose a mathematical space where operators are not commutative, and it is
difficult to link this to describe genetic mutations. Clarke et al. [11], Talarmain et al. [48,
47], and Mazaya et al. [31] all use (generalized) boolean netowrks to explain phenomenon
(4). The state space is discrete, and the dynamics is deterministic. Besides, the dynamics
is artificially chosen without further justifications. On single-cell level, gene expression
level is discrete but stochastic. On bulk level, gene expression level is deterministic but
continuous. Therefore, we propose a nonlinear ODE model (deterministic, continuous-
state) and a Markov chain model (stochastic, discrete-state) to explain phenomenon (4).

For phenomenon (5), Ortmann et al. [37] and Ascolani and Liò [2] assume that dif-
ferent mutations provide different proliferation advantages. Ortmann et al. only describe
the mechanism without studying it mathematically. Ascolani and Liò do not explain phe-
nomenon (5) explicitly.

For phenomenon (6), the only explanation we can find is by Teimouri and Kolomeisky
[49]. In their model, the second mutation can appear if and only if the first mutation has
dominated the whole cell population. Also, the explanation of phenomenon (6) depends
on a setting: if in a simulation, the process reaches 0 again, this simulation is abandoned.
If we continue this simulation, it will reach 2n with a longer time. Therefore, this model
is not quite realistic.

To explain phenomena (5, 6), we construct a generalized Moran process model, which
is relatively more realistic for describing the population dynamics of hematopoietic stem
cells. We consider three different possible mechanisms. (I) The same as Ortmann et al.,
assume cells with different mutations have different growth rates. (II) Similar to Teimouri
and Kolomeisky, assume JAK2 and TET2 have different mutation rates. (III) Assume
that JAK2 mutation can induce TET2 mutation. In simulations, we verify that each of
these three mechanisms can produce phenomena (5, 6). Since it is natural to assume
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that different mutations have different mutation rates, mechanism (II) should be more
persuasive.

3 Models for non-additivity in gene expression

In this section, we build models to explain phenomena (1, 2, 3) that the effect of one
mutation is not additive for gene expression, based on experimental evidence.

3.1 Mathematical preparations

We consider ordinary differential equation (ODE) models for gene expression and regula-
tion.

For a gene X with expression level x, the simplest model only considers synthesis and
degradation with constant rates b, d:

dx/dt = b− dx.

Therefore, the stationary state for x is x∗ = b/d.
If other genes regulate the expression of X, we can add boolean terms (for the presence

of certain mutations) or linear terms (for the expression levels of certain genes) in this
ODE:

dx/dt = b+ bY1Y + bZz − dx.

Here 1Y = 1 if mutation Y is present, and 1Y = 0 otherwise; z is the expression level of
gene Z; bY, bZ are constant regulatory rates for Y, Z.

This linear ODE cannot explain the above phenomena (1-3), since the regulation effect
of each gene (mutation) is additive: regardless of the status of other genes and mutations,
the presence of one mutation always has the same effect. Therefore, we need to add
nonlinearity into the ODE.

One choice is to consider a “thin” sigmoid function F (b0), defined as

F (b0) =
1

1 + e−50b0
. (1)

See Fig. 1 for the plot of F (b0). This function has a threshold at 0: if b0 is smaller than 0,
F (b0) ≈ 1; if b0 is larger than 0, F (b0) ≈ 2.

Consider an ODE
dx/dt = F (b0)− x, (2)

where b0 = b+bY1Y +bZ1Z, and F (b0) is defined in Eq. 1. If b0 > 0, the stationary state is
x∗ ≈ 2; if b0 < 0, the stationary state is x∗ ≈ 1. Therefore, Y and Z affect the stationary
state only if their change make b0 cross the threshold at 0. Such dependence means that
the model is non-additive: the effect of one mutation cannot be directly added in, since it
depends on other factors.
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Figure 1: The plot of F (b0) as a function of b0. There is a threshold at b0 = 0. Below this
threshold, F (b0) ≈ 1; above this threshold, F (b0) ≈ 2.

3.2 Models for phenomena (1, 2)

We build models to explain why some genes have x∗O 6= x∗J, but x∗T = x∗TJ (and vice versa).
We consider different variants of Eq. 2. In the following representations, J means the
JAK2 mutation, and T means the TET2 mutation. X and Y are the target genes that are
regulated by J and T.

Consider Eq. 2, dx/dt = F (b0)− x with b0 = b+ bJ1J + bT1T.
Assume b = −1.5, and bJ = bT = 1. With no mutation, b0 < 0, and the system is at the

low state x∗O = 1. Consider the case that 1T = 0, 1J = 1, meaning that JAK2 mutation
is present, but not TET2 mutation (or vice versa). Then b0 < 0, and the system is at
the low state x∗J = 1 (also x∗T = 0). If both JAK2 and TET2 mutations are present, then
1T = 1J = 1, b0 > 0, and the system is at the high state x∗TJ = 2. We have x∗O = x∗J but
x∗T < x∗TJ. Therefore, in this case, J up-regulates X only if T is present. See Fig. 2 for an
illustration of this situation.

Assume b = 1.5, bJ = bT = −1. If 1T = 0 (no T), then b0 > 0, and J itself does not
affect X (x∗J = x∗O = 2). If 1T = 1, then changing 1J from 0 to 1 will make b0 < 0, and the
stationary state moves down from x∗T = 2 to x∗TJ = 1. We have ∗O =∗J but ∗T >∗TJ. Thus J
down-regulates X only if T is present. See Fig. 3 for an illustration of this situation.

Assume b∗− b = 0.5, bJ = 1, bT = −1. If T is not present, then J up-regulates X, since
x∗O = 1, x∗J = 2. With the presence of T, J does not affect X, since x∗T = 1, x∗TJ = 1. See
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Figure 2: The model diagram that explains x∗O = x∗J but x∗T < x∗TJ for the level of X. “→”
means up-regulation. We have x∗O = 1, x∗J = 1, x∗T = 1, x∗TJ = 2.
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T
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Figure 3: The model diagram that explains x∗O = x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ for the level of X. “a”
means down-regulation. We have x∗O = 2, x∗J = 2, x∗T = 2, x∗TJ = 1.

Fig. 4 for an illustration of this situation.
Assume b∗ − b = −0.5, bJ = −1, bT = 1. If T is not present, then J down-regulates X,

since x∗O = 2, x∗J = 1. With the presence of T, J does not affect X, since x∗T = 2, x∗TJ = 2.
See Fig. 5 for an illustration of this situation.

3.3 Model for phenomenon (3)

To explain phenomenon (3) that O→ J and T→ TJ have opposite effects, we need a more
complicated variant of Eq. 2.

Consider a gene Y with dy/dt = F (b0) − y, where b0 = −0.5 + 1J − 1T. We have
y∗O = y∗T = y∗TJ = 1, and y∗J = 2.

Consider a gene X with linear dynamics:

dx/dt = 2− 1J + 2(y − 1)− x.

X has a base synthesis rate 2, death rate 1. J can down-regulate X with strength 1. If Y
is in its high state y∗ = 2, Y has a positive effect to X with strength 2; otherwise, when
y∗ = 1, Y has no effect on X.

8



J

+1

%%

X (distance to
threshold: + 0.5)

T

−1 4

Figure 4: The model diagram that explains x∗O < x∗J but x∗T = x∗TJ for the level of X.
“→” means up-regulation; “a” means down-regulation. We have x∗O = 1, x∗J = 2, x∗T = 1,
x∗TJ = 1.
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Figure 5: The model diagram that explains x∗O > x∗J but x∗T = x∗TJ for the level of X.
“→” means up-regulation; “a” means down-regulation. We have x∗O = 2, x∗J = 1, x∗T = 2,
x∗TJ = 2.

See Fig. 6 for an illustration of this model. Without J and T, b0 = −0.5, under the
threshold 0. In this case, y∗O is in its low state 1, so that X is not affected by J or Y, and
the stationary state of X is x∗O = 2. With J but not T, b0 = 0.5, above the threshold 0. In
this case, Y is in its high state y∗J = 2. X is affected by both J and Y, and x∗J = 3. With
T but not J, b0 = −1.5, below the threshold 0. In this case, Y is in its low state y∗T = 1.
X is not affected by J or Y, and x∗ = 2. With J and T, b0 = −0.5, under the threshold 0.
In this case, Y is in its low state y∗TJ = 1. X is only affected by J, and x∗TJ = 1. Therefore,
without TET2 mutation, JAK2 mutation up-regulates X (from x∗O = 2 to x∗J = 3); with
TET2 mutation, JAK2 mutation down-regulates X (from x∗T = 2 to x∗TJ = 1).

With this simple model, we can explain some genes with x∗O < x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ, i.e.,
non-additivity. Here X can be AURKB, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, or TK1. The role of Y
can be played by E2F1 and/or PRMT5. See Fig. 7 for the gene regulatory network that
explains this mechanism.

(a): For myeloproliferative neoplasm cells with the JAK2 V617F mutation, the expres-
sion of PRMT5 is increased [38].
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Figure 6: The model diagram that explains x∗O < x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ. “→” means up-
regulation; “a” means down-regulation. For the stationary level of Y, we have y∗O = 1,
y∗J = 2, y∗T = 1, y∗TJ = 1. For the stationary level of X, we have x∗O = 2, x∗J = 3, x∗T = 2,
x∗TJ = 1.

JAK2 V617F
mutation

(d)

�

(a)

zz
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AURKB, MCM2,
MCM4, MCM5, TK1

TET2
mutation

(e)

�

(e)

_

Figure 7: The gene regulatory network that explains x∗O < x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ for certain
genes. “→” means up-regulation; “a” means down-regulation. Solid line means verified
regulation; dashed line means hypothesized regulation.

(b): PRMT5 inhibition reduced the expression of E2F1, and thus PRMT5 up-regulates
E2F1 [38].

(c): The expression of E2F1 induces all genes of the endogenous MCM family [36];
E2F1 is a transcriptional activator of AURKB [72]; E2F1 can up-regulate AURKB and
MCM5 [43]; overexpressing E2F1 alone results in the up-regulation of MCM5 and TK1
[28]. In sum, E2F1 up-regulates AURKB, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, and TK1.

(d): From (a)-(c), JAK2 mutation indirectly up-regulates AURKB, MCM2, MCM4,
MCM5, and TK1 through PRMT5 and E2F1. We guess that JAK2 mutation can weakly
down-regulate these genes directly. This can be verified by an experiment: after the knock-
down or knockout of PRMT5 or E2F1, introducing JAK2 mutation can decrease the ex-
pression of AURKB, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, and TK1.
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(e): We guess that TET2 mutation can down-regulate E2F1 directly or through PRMT5.
This down-regulation is effective only if JAK2 mutation is present. This means E2F1 (and
possibly PRMT5) has y∗J > y∗JT.

In sum, without TET2 mutation, JAK2 mutation can up-regulate PRMT5 and E2F1,
which up-regulate AURKB, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, and TK1; this covers the weak down-
regulation of JAK2 mutation on these genes, meaning that (a-c)>(d). Thus we have
x∗O < x∗J. With TET2 mutation, the up-regulation of JAK2 mutation on PRMT5 and
E2F1 is covered by the down-regulation of TET2 mutation. In this case, PRMT5 and
E2F1 are locked in low levels, so that the only effective regulation is (d). Therefore, we
have x∗T > x∗TJ.

Ortmann et al. [37] reported ten genes that x∗O < x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ: AURKB,
FHOD1, HTRA2, IDH2, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, TK1, UQCRC1, WDR34. This model
can explain five of them (AURKB, MCM2, MCM4, MCM5, TK1) with the same pathway
JAK2→PRMT5→E2F1→AURKB/MCM2/MCM4/MCM5/TK1.

This explanation also has some predictions: JAK2 mutation has weak direct down-
regulation on these genes with x∗O < x∗J but x∗T > x∗TJ; E2F1 and possibly PRMT5 have
y∗J > y∗JT.

Certainly, the pathway JAK2→PRMT5→E2F1→ · · · is just one possibility. Some
evidence indicates the role of p53 in phenomenon (3): JAK2 V617F negatively regulates
p53 stabilization [32]; p53 can regulate AURKB and MCM5 [43]; AURKB protein can
phosphorylate p53 and alter its transcriptional activity [27]. The complete gene regulatory
network should be determined by certain inference methods based on gene expression data
[62, 6, 56].

Genes in phenomenon (3) have other correlations, which might imply other related
pathways. After the knockdown of transcription factor ZNF143, AURKB, MCM2, MCM4,
MCM5 are down-regulated [20]. In hepatocyte-like cells and primary human hepatocytes,
AURKB and MCM4 are both up-regulated [70]. AURKB and MCM2 are both positively
correlated with TK1 [69]. MCM2 and FHOD1 are both hypermethylated in neuroblastoma
tumors [3]. MCM2 and TK1 are overexpressed in cervical carcinoma [7].

4 Models for non-commutativity in gene expression

In this section, we build models to explain phenomenon (4) that the effect of two mutations
are not commutative for gene expression.

4.1 Non-linear ODE model

The model in Eq. 2 can explain different effects of one mutation when another mutation
is present or not (non-additivity). However, the effect of different orders of mutations
(non-commutativity) cannot be explained, since in that model, we only consider whether
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one mutation is present or not, while order is not counted. We need another model. This
model should have bistability.

Consider an ODE
dx/dt = b0 − (x− 5)3 + 3(x− 5), (3)

where b0 = b + bY1Y + bZ1Z. See Fig. 8 for the values of fixed points x∗ under different
b0. When −2 < b0 < 2, there are two stable branches of fixed points (high and low)
and an unstable middle branch of fixed points. When b0 < −2, there is one stable fixed
point, continued from the stable low branch. When b0 > 2, there is one stable fixed point,
continued from the stable high branch.
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Figure 8: The fixed points of Eq. 3 for different values of b0. The solid blue line is the
stable fixed point, and the dashed blue line is the unstable fixed point. If the system starts
at b0 < −2, as the increase of b0, the system moves along the red arrow in the low branch,
until reaching the upper threshold at b0 = 2, at which the system jumps to the high branch.
If the system starts at b0 > 2, as the decrease of b0, the system moves along the black arrow
in the high branch, until reaching the lower threshold at b0 = −2, at which the system
jumps to the low branch.

When we start from b0 < −2, the system is on the only low branch. When we increase
b0 to −2 < b0 < 2, although there are two stable branches, the system stays at the low
branch. When we further increase b0 until b0 > 2, the stable low branch and the unstable
middle branch collide and disappear (saddle-node bifurcation), and the system jumps to
the stable high branch. If we start with b0 > 2, the system is at the high branch. When
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we decrease b0 to −2 < b0 < 2, the system stays at this stable high branch, until b0 < −2,
when the stable high branch and the unstable middle branch collide and disappear, and
the system jumps to the low branch. In this model, when we adjust the parameter b0 in
different orders, the stationary state might differ. For example, if the value of b0 is changed
as 0 → −3 → 0, the final state is x∗ ≈ 3.268; if the value of b0 is changed as 0 → 3 → 0,
the final state is x∗ ≈ 6.732.

To explain why TJ and JT have different effects, namely x∗TJ 6= x∗JT, consider an ODE
as Eq. 3: dx/dt = b0 − (x− 5)3 + 3(x− 5), where b0 = 3× 1J − 3× 1T.

With J but not T, b0 = 3, and X is in its only high stationary state x∗J ≈ 7.104; if T
appears after J, then b0 = 0, and X is in its high branch with stationary state x∗JT = 6.
With T but not J, b0 = −3, and X is in its only low stationary state x∗T ≈ 2.896; if J
appears after T, then b0 = 0, and X is in its low branch with stationary state x∗TJ = 4. See
Fig. 8 for detailed explanations. For patients, if the order is JT, final X is high (x∗JT = 6);
if the order is TJ, final X is low (x∗TJ = 4). See Fig. 9 for an illustration of this model.

J

+3

((

X(distance to lower threshold,−2;
distance to upper threshold,+2)

T

−3

,

Figure 9: The model diagram that explains x∗TJ < x∗JT. “→” means up-regulation; “a”
means down-regulation. If the input is larger than 2, the system is forced to be on the high
branch; if the input is smaller than 2, the system is forced to be on the low branch.

Consider dx/dt = b0− (x− 5)3 + 3(x− 5), where b0 = −3×1J + 3×1T. If the order is
JT, final X is low (x∗JT = 4); if the order is TJ, final X is high (x∗TJ = 6). See Fig. 10 for
an illustration of this model.

4.2 Markov chain model

In the above ODE model, for a cell with no mutation and a cell with both mutations, the
landscapes of gene expression are the same. Since the gene expression on the single-cell
level is essentially stochastic, we can build a Markov chain model [59], and the landscape
of gene expression changes with the appearance of each mutation.

Consider a gene X. For a single cell, the expression level (protein count) of X is a
random variable X defined on 0, 1, 2, . . .. Define

A1(x, c1, µ1, σ1) =
c1√
2πσ21

e
(x−µ1+1)2

2σ21 ,
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X(distance to lower threshold,−2;
distance to upper threshold,+2)

T

+3

66

Figure 10: The model diagram that explains x∗JT < x∗TJ. “→” means up-regulation; “a”
means down-regulation. If the input is larger than 2, the system is forced to be on the high
branch; if the input is smaller than −2, the system is forced to be on the low branch.

A2(x, c1, µ1, σ1) =
c1√
2πσ21

e
(x−µ1)

2

2σ21 ,

B1(x, c2, µ2, σ2) =
c2√
2πσ22

e
(x−µ2+1)2

2σ22 ,

B2(x, c2, µ2, σ2) =
c2√
2πσ22

e
(x−µ2)

2

2σ22 .

X follows a continuous-time Markov chain on 0, 1, 2, . . ., where the transition rate from x
to x+ 1 is

rx→x+1 = A1(x) +B1(x),

and the transition rate from x+ 1 to x is

rx+1→x = A2(x) +B2(x).

In all cases, we set µ1 = 1000, µ2 = 2000. If JAK2 mutation is not present, we set c1 = 1
and σ1 = 400 in A1(x, c1, µ1, σ1) and A2(x, c1, µ1, σ1); otherwise, when JAK2 mutation
is present, we set c1 = 5 and σ1 = 80. Similarly, if TET2 mutation is not present, we
set c2 = 1 and σ2 = 400 in B1(x, c2, µ2, σ2) and B2(x, c2, µ2, σ2); otherwise, when TET2
mutation is present, we set c2 = 5 and σ2 = 80.

Since this Markov chain has no cycle, the detailed balance condition is satisfied [60],
and we can directly calculate the stationary probability distribution P(X = x) through

P(X = x)rx→x+1 = P(X = x+ 1)rx+1→x.

(1) If no mutation is present, the stationary distribution (Fig. 11, middle left) is rather
flat, with two low peaks near X = 1000 and X = 2000. (2) If only JAK2 mutation is
present, the stationary distribution (Fig. 11, upper left) is mostly concentrated in a sharp
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peak near X = 1000, with a small flat probability near X = 2000. (3) If TET2 mutation
appears after JAK2 mutation, the small flat probability near X = 2000 first shrinks to a
sharp peak near X = 2000 (Fig. 11, upper right); after a sufficiently long time (e.g., several
thousands of years), the heights of two peaks near X = 1000 and X = 2000 become equal
(Fig. 11, middle right). (4) If only TET2 mutation is present, the stationary distribution
(Fig. 11, lower left) is mostly concentrated in a sharp peak near X = 2000, with a small
flat probability near X = 1000. (5) If JAK2 mutation appears after TET2 mutation, the
small flat probability near X = 1000 first shrinks to a sharp peak near X = 1000 (Fig. 11,
lower right); after a sufficiently long time (e.g., several thousands of years), the heights of
two peaks near X = 1000 and X = 2000 become equal (Fig. 11, middle right).

We can define the potential at X = x as the negative logarithm of the stationary
distribution:

P (x) = − logP(X = x).

See Fig. 12 for the potential function P (x) in different situations. (1) If no mutation
is present (Fig. 12 middle left), the potential has two shallow wells near X = 1000 and
X = 2000. The system can jump freely between these two wells. (2) If only JAK2 mutation
is present (Fig. 12 upper left), there is a deep well near X = 1000 and a shallow well near
X = 2000, so that the system is very likely to fall into the deep well near X = 1000. Here
it is easy to jump from the shallow well into the deep well, but not inversely. (3) If TET2
mutation appears after JAK2 mutation (Fig. 12 upper right), the potential has two deep
wells near X = 1000 and X = 2000. Since the probability is concentrated in the well
near X = 1000 before the appearance of TET2 mutation, initially, there is no significant
change. The only difference is that the flat small probability near X = 2000 is reshaped
due to the change of the potential function. The reason is that both wells are deep, so that
in a relatively short time scale, it is extremely difficult to jump from one well into another.
(4) After sufficiently long time (possibly longer than the life span of human being), two
wells become equally likely again. (5) If only TET2 mutation is present (Fig. 12 lower
left), the system is likely to stay in the deep well near X = 2000. (6) If JAK2 mutation
appears after TET2 mutation (Fig. 12 lower right), the system will firstly stay in the well
near X = 2000, but finally get equally distributed.

In this model, different orders of mutations (JT and TJ) finally lead to the same sta-
tionary distribution (Fig. 11 middle right). However, different history leads to different
wells (Fig. 11 upper right and lower right) in a relative short time scale. If this mesoscopic
time scale is comparable to the life span of human being, then the final stationary distri-
bution is de facto inaccessible, since it might take thousands of years. This explains the
difference between patients with different orders of mutations.
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5 Models for non-commutativity in cell population and age

In this section, we build models to explain phenomena (5, 6) that the effect of two mutations
are not commutative for cell population and the age at diagnosis.

5.1 Different mechanisms for explaining phenomena (5, 6)

Since myeloproliferative neoplasm is the result of certain mutations, to simplify the dis-
cussion, we assume that the age of diagnosis is highly correlated to the age when the first
cell with both JAK2 and TET2 mutations appears. Also, we assume that the percentage
of cells with only one mutation is similar for the time when the first cell with both JAK2
and TET2 mutations appears and the time when this percentage is measured. Therefore,
we actually discuss two other phenomena:
(5’) For TET2-first patients, at the time when the first TET2-JAK2 cell appears, the
percentage of TET2-only cells is significantly higher than the percentage of JAK2-only
cells at the time when the first JAK2-TET2 cell appears for JAK2-first patients.
(6’) For JAK-first patients, the time when the first JAK2-TET2 cell appears is significantly
earlier than the time when the first TET2-JAK2 cell appears for TET2-first patients.

There are three mechanisms that can be used to explain phenomena (5’, 6’).
(I) Ortmann et al. [37] propose that cells with JAK2 mutation have a mild proliferation
advantage, and cells with TET2 mutation (whether JAK2 is present or not) have a signif-
icant proliferation advantage. This is used to explain phenomenon (5’). If JAK2 mutation
first appears, such JAK2-only cells grow slower. Thus when TET2 mutation appears in a
JAK2-only cell, the number of JAK2-only cells is not large. (Notice that if TET2 muta-
tion appears in a non-mutant cell, we cannot determine the order of mutation, and this
patient is not considered.) If TET2 mutation first appears, such TET2-only cells grow
faster. Thus when JAK2 mutation appears in a TET2-only cell, the number of JAK2-only
cells is large. In the following simulations, we find that this mechanism can also be used
to explain phenomenon (6’).
(II) Teimouri and Kolomeisky [49] assume that two mutations have different mutation
rates, and prove phenomenon (6’) in a specific model. We find that in a more general
model, this assumption can still be used to explain phenomena (5’, 6’). If the mutation
rate of JAK2 is lower than that of TET2, then when JAK2 appears first, JAK2-only cells
have a shorter time to proliferate. This explains phenomenon (5’). The explanation for
phenomenon (6’) is in Subsection 5.4
(III) We propose another mechanism that for cells with JAK2 mutation, the mutation
rate for TET2 is higher. In other words, JAK2 mutation can induce TET2 mutation.
Therefore, if JAK2 mutation appears first, TET2 mutation can appear in a shorter time,
which explains phenomenon (6’). Besides, this means JAK2-only cells do not have much
time to proliferate before the appearance of TET2 mutation, which explains phenomenon
(5’).
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5.2 Generalized Moran process model

Cell population dynamics with state transition has been widely studied [73, 35, 9, 1]. To
mathematically study phenomena (5’, 6’), we consider a generalized Moran process model
[16, 41] for cell population dynamics with mutations. Unlike branching processes [22],
in this process, the total number of cells is fixed, which makes sense since the number
of hematopoietic stem cells is relatively stable. Cells can be in five states: non-mutant,
JAK2-only, TET2-only, JAK2-TET2, TET2-JAK2. Each type of cell has its own birth
coefficient and death coefficient. The process is in discrete time. At each time step, one
cell is randomly picked out (weighted by its death coefficient) to die. Then one cell is
randomly picked out to divide (weighted by its birth coefficient). After the division, one
child cell will keep the original state, and the other child cell has a chance to acquire a new
mutation (depending on the mutation probability).

In the following, the suffix O means non-mutant cells; the suffix J means JAK2-only
cells; the suffix T means TET2-only cells; the suffix JT means JAK2-TET2 cells; the suffix
TJ means TET2-JAK2 cells.

The number of non-mutant cells is nO. The birth coefficient of non-mutant cells is bO.
The death coefficient of non-mutant cells is dO. These three quantities are also defined for
suffixes J, T, JT, TJ.

We have four mutation probabilities mO→J, mO→T, mJ→JT, mT→TJ. For example,
mO→J means the probability of having JAK2 mutation for a non-mutant cell if it is chosen
to divide.

The state space of this process is (nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ). For each time point, during
the death phase, the transition probability for the death of a non-mutant cell is

P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO − 1, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)]

=
nOdO

nOdO + nJdJ + nTdT + nJTdJT + nTJdTJ
.

The transition probability of other death events can be defined similarly. During the birth
phase, the transition probability for the division of a non-mutant cell without introducing
new mutation is

P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO + 1, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)]

=
nObO

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
(1−mO→J −mO→T).

For the right hand side, the first term is the probability that a non-mutant cell is chosen to
divide, and the second term is the probability that no mutation is introduced. Similarly,
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P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO, nJ + 1, nT, nJT, nTJ)]

=
nObO

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
mO→J

+
nJbJ

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
(1−mJ→JT).

P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO, nJ, nT + 1, nJT, nTJ)]

=
nObO

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
mO→T

+
nTbT

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
(1−mT→TJ).

P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO, nJ, nT, nJT + 1, nTJ)]

=
nJbJ

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
mJ→JT

+
nJTbJT

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
.

P[(nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ)→ (nO, nJ, nT, nJT, nTJ + 1)]

=
nTbT

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
mT→TJ

+
nTJbTJ

nObO + nJbJ + nTbT + nJTbJT + nTJbTJ
.

After each time point, the total population nO + nJ + nT + nJT + nTJ is fixed, which
is denoted as n.

5.3 Simulation results

In the simulations, for all three mechanisms, we set n = 100, bO = 1, dO = 1, dJ = 1,
dT = 1, dJT = 1, dTJ = 1.

In mechanism (I), all mutations have the same probability, and cells with TET2 mu-
tation grows faster than JAK2-only cells. We set bJ = 2, bT = 4, bJT = 4, bTJ = 4,
mO→J = 0.1, mO→T = 0.1, mJ→JT = 0.1, mT→TJ = 0.1.

In mechanism (II), all cells with at least one mutation have the same birth coefficient,
and the mutation probability of TET2 is higher than that of JAK2 mutation. We set
bJ = 2, bT = 2, bJT = 2, bTJ = 2, mO→J = 0.1, mO→T = 0.2, mJ→JT = 0.2, mT→TJ = 0.1.
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In mechanism (III), all cells with at least one mutation have the same birth coefficient,
and JAK2 mutation can induce TET2 mutation, correspondint to a larger mJ→JT. We set
bJ = 2, bT = 2, bJT = 2, bTJ = 2, mO→J = 0.1, mO→T = 0.1, mJ→JT = 0.2, mT→TJ = 0.1.

Since we use this model to study phenomena (5’, 6’), the process is stopped once
nJT = 1 or nTJ = 1. If nJ > 0 and nT > 0, then we cannot determine the order of
mutations in practice, and this simulation result is abandoned. If nJT = 1 and nT = 0, we
record the corresponding nJ and the current time point T . This correspond to a JAK2-
first patient. If nTJ = 1 and nJ = 0, we record the corresponding nT and the current time
point T . This correspond to a TET2-first patient. To verify phenomenon (5’), we compare
E(nJ | nJT = 1, nT = 0) and E(nT | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0). To verify phenomenon (6’), we
compare E(T | nJT = 1, nT = 0) and E(T | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0). We also use t-test to examine
whether the difference in mean is significant. For each mechanism, we run the simulation
106 times.

For mechanism (I),

E(nJ | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 4.02 < 5.41 = E(nT | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is smaller than 10−200.

E(T | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 24.15 < 25.93 = E(T | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is 3.55 ∗ 10−40. We have a guess for why this mechanism
produces phenomenon (6’): Since bT > bJ, the probability that nJT = 1, nT = 0 is smaller
than nTJ = 1, nJ = 0. Those fewer simulations with nJT = 1, nT = 0 generally mean that
JAK2 mutation appears fast, and JAK2-only cells happen to divide more often.

For mechanism (II),

E(nJ | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 2.37 < 6.51 = E(nT | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is smaller than 10−200.

E(T | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 11.52 < 24.75 = E(T | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is smaller than 10−200.
For mechanism (III),

E(nJ | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 3.59 < 4.27 = E(nT | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is 1.50 ∗ 10−192.

E(T | nJT = 1, nT = 0) = 22.79 < 25.97 = E(T | nTJ = 1, nJ = 0),

and the p-value from t-test is 4.35 ∗ 10−133.
We can see that all three mechanisms can produce phenomena (5’, 6’) in this model,

and the differences are all statistically significant.
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5.4 Theoretical analysis of mechanism (II) for phenomenon (6’)

Our generalized Moran process model is difficult to study analytically. To explain why
mechanism (II) produces phenomenon (6’), we consider a simplified model, which is a
limiting case of the generalized Moran process model when bJ = bT = bJT = bTJ � bO.

Assume the appearance of JAK2 mutation needs a waiting time T1 that satisfies an
exponential distribution with parameter λ1, meaning that E(T1) = 1/λ1. TET2 mutation
needs an exponential waiting time T2 with parameter λ2. Here T1 and T2 are independent,
and λ1 < λ2, meaning that the mutation rate of TET2 is higher. Define T = max{T1, T2}
to be the time that both mutations appear. Since the growth of cells with at least one
mutation is much faster than non-mutant cells, this means that we can find a cell with
both mutations. We can calculate that

E(T | T1 > T2) =

∫ +∞
0

∫ t1
0 t1λ1e

−λ1t1λ2e
−λ2t2dt2dt1∫ +∞

0

∫ t1
0 λ1e−λ1t1λ2e−λ2t2dt2dt1

=
2λ1λ2 + λ22
λ1λ2(λ1 + λ2)

,

E(T | T1 ≤ T2) =

∫ +∞
0

∫ t2
0 t2λ1e

−λ1t1λ2e
−λ2t2dt1dt2∫ +∞

0

∫ t2
0 λ1e−λ1t1λ2e−λ2t2dt1dt2

=
λ21 + 2λ1λ2
λ1λ2(λ1 + λ2)

.

Since λ1 < λ2, we have E(T | T1 > T2) > E(T | T1 ≤ T2), meaning that for JAK2-first
patients (T1 ≤ T2), the waiting time is shorter than TET2-first patients (T1 > T2). One
illustrative explanation is that when T1 < T2, it is more likely that T1 is exceptionally
shorter, not that T2 is exceptionally longer.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we consider two genetic mutations in myeloproliferative neoplasm: JAK2
and TET2. The effect of one mutation depends on whether the other mutation is present.
Besides, when both mutations are present, the order of appearance also affects gene expres-
sion. We build several models to explain such phenomena. Specifically, in Subsection 3.3,
we find experimental evidence that partially verifies our model. There are also some conjec-
tures that can be examined by experiments, and we can use our results to guide experiment
design [63]. This paper could motivate more related experiments, and more experimental
data could lead to more theoretical works inspired by models in this paper. In this paper,
we only use ordinary differential equations models and Markov chain models. Other math-
ematical tools, such as dynamical system [71, 68] and partial differential equations [55],
can also be applied. Models in this paper can also be used to explain some phenomena
in other cancer types, not necessarily for myeloproliferative neoplasm [66]. Besides, our
results might provide insights for cancer treatment [51], which might needs complicated
policy optimization [64, 65]. Besides building models to illustrate what mechanisms are
possible, we can also think reversibly to find what mechanisms are impossible [61, 52].
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Figure 11: The probability distribution of gene expression for different situations of the
Markov chain model in Subsection 4.2. The x-axis is the gene expression level. Middle
left: the stationary distribution when no mutation is present. Upper left: the stationary
distribution when only JAK2 mutation is present. Lower left: the stationary distribution
when only TET2 mutation is present. Upper right: the temporary distribution when
TET2 mutation just appears with JAK2 mutation already being present. Lower right: the
temporary distribution when JAK2 mutation just appears with TET2 mutation already
being present. Middle right: the stationary distribution when both JAK2 and TET2
mutations are present (regardless of order).
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Figure 12: The potential function of gene expression for different situations of the Markov
chain model in Subsection 4.2. The x-axis is the gene expression level. Middle left: the
potential function when no mutation is present. The system can switch between the shallow
wells near X = 1000 and X = 2000. Upper left: the potential function when only JAK2
mutation is present. The system is confined in the deep well near X = 1000. Lower left:
the potential function when only TET2 mutation is present. The system is confined in
the deep well near X = 2000. Upper right: the potential function when TET2 mutation
appears after JAK2 mutation. Since the system was previously confined in the well near
X = 1000, it will still temporarily stay in this well. Lower right: the potential function
when JAK2 mutation appears after TET2 mutation. Since the system was previously
confined in the well near X = 2000, it will still temporarily stay in this well.
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