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Abstract

Prokaryotic gene expression is dynamic and noisy, and can lead to phenotypic vari-
ations. Previous work has shown that the selection of such variation can be modeled
through basic reaction networks described by O.D.E. displaying a bistable behavior.
While previous mathematical studies have shown that mono- or bistable behavior de-
pends on the rate of the reactions in the system, no analytical solution of the curves
delineating the actual parameter conditions that result in mono or bistability has so
far been provided. In this work we provide the first explicit analytical solution for
the boundary curve that separates the parameter space defining domains where double
positive and double negative feedback loops become bistable.

1 Introduction
Prokaryotic gene expression is dynamic and, as a result of noisy components and interactions,
will lead to variation both in time and among individual cells [11, 3, 22, 28]. Gene expression
variation will thus lead to phenotypic variation; the level of variation being different for
individual networks or promoters [18], with variability being a selectable trait.

In some cases gene expression networks not only lead to variation around a single mean
phenotype, but can lead to two (or more) stable phenotypes - mostly resulting in individual
cells displaying either the one or the other phenotype [12, 10]. Importantly, such bistable
states are an epigenetic result of the network functioning and do not involve modifications
or mutations on the DNA [3, 18]. Bistable phenotypes may endure for a particular time in
individual cells and their off-spring, or erode over time as a result of cell division or other
mechanism, after which the ground state of the network reappears. Experimental bistable
states have been modeled and produced by engineering of so-called toggle switches; two
repressors under mutual control [13]. More general and conceptual frameworks of bistable
networks were formulated in various papers such as by Ferrell [12] and Balaszi [3], whereas
the mathematics for bistable switches was described in detail by Tiwari [29], Jaruszewiz and
others [17]. Both, double positive feedforward (’inducible’) and double negative (’repress-
able’) networks lead to bistable dynamic behaviour, as illustrated in Figure 1. Both types
of networks occur in natural as well as engineered prokaryotic settings, such as competence
formation in Bacillus subtilis [10], the integrative and conjugative element ICEclc transfer
competence in Pseudomonas putida [7], or the phage lambda lysogeny/lytic phase decision
[23], and have been specifically modeled mathematically [27, 4, 2, 20]. Understanding the
network configurations leading to bistable phenotypes had led to a number of mathemati-
cal approaches, which mostly start from chemical reaction networks, assuming mass-action
kinetics [8, 19, 25, 24], and then derive ODE models [24] or species-reaction graphs [9] to
describe the network interactions and reaction direction or dynamics. Although this can
lead to definition of the inherent capacity of a network to produce bistability [9], delineating
the actual parameter conditions that result in bistable behaviour is a more difficult math-
ematical problem [8]. As examples, Conradi and coworkers [8] used polynomial analysis
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to define multistationarity in networks and bifurcation criteria to reject non-bistable situ-
ations or solutions, whereas or Siegal-Gaskins et al. [25, 24] discriminated bistable circuit
behaviour on the basis of Sturm’s theorem deriving exact analytical expressions. Both note
that polynomial analysis cannot deduce the stability of the multistationary equilibria, or
that not a single polynomial may describe the equilibrium state. Although such generic
reaction networks are the building blocks of many cellular reaction networks, to the best of
our knowledge, no analytical solutions exist for the boundary solution between mono- and
bistable regions in the parameter space of bistable networks for O.D.E. based mathematical
models. Our main result is an explicit analytical solution that is relevant for experimental
and modelling research in systems biology.

2 Chemical reaction network
We start by defining a multimerization process which represents the fact that n factors of
a chemical species A combine to form a complex nA. This process is described by the
following chemical reaction:

A+ ...+A︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

nA

Frequently, biological interaction with operators (such as e.g., DNA binding proteins on
DNA) may need prior multimerization of n factors A or m factors B. However, as described
by Mazza and Benaï [20], the multimerization reaction is fast compared to the other reactions
in the networks we consider below. For simplicity, therefore, we neglect the multimerization
reaction, and only consider the production and degradation reactions of both factors as
critical for the binding process.

2.1 Double positive and double negative feedback loop
Consider a double positive feedback loop between the regulatory factors A and B i.e. A
promoting the formation of B and B promoting the formation of A, (Figure 1 A) as the
following chemical reaction network:

mB + OA
kAf

kAb
OAmB

OAmB
µA

A+OAmB

A
νA ∅

nA + OB
kBf

kBb
OBnA

OBnA
µB

B +OBnA

B
νB ∅ .

(2.1)

We use κAf and κAb to denote the binding and unbinding rates, respectively, of factor B to
the operator DNA controlling the production of A from its respective gene. OA represents
the empty A-operator in absence of binding of B. This corresponds to the situation where
the gene for the factor A is not expressed. OAmB represents the situation where m factors
B are bound to the A-operator. In this situation gene A is turned on, yielding A with a
production rate equal to µA. We consider that produced factor A is degraded with a rate of
νA. The same notations are valid for the production of factor B from its B-gene as a result
of interaction of n A-factors with the B-operator, and its subsequent degradation.

Similarly, we describe a double negative feedback loop between regulatory factors A and
B, for which B inhibits the formation of A, and A inhibits formation of B (Figure 1 B). In
this case, the chemical reaction network is described as:

mB + OA
kAf

kAb
OAmB

OA
µA

A+OA

A
νA ∅

nA + OB
kBf

kBb
OBnA

OB
µB

B +OB

B
νB ∅

(2.2)
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with the same notations as those for the case of the double positive feedback loop of Equation
(2.1). In case of the double negative feedback, binding of m factors B to the operator OA
blocks the production of factor A. When the operator OA is free of factor B, it produces
factor A at rate µA. Similarly, production of factor B is inhibited when the operator OB is
bound by n factors A, and B is produced at a rate equal to µB when the operator OB is
unbound (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Schematic representation of a biological double positive and negative feedback loop,
formed by transcription factor dimer interactions on reciprocal promoter elements. Transcription
activator A is expressed from gene A, and its dimer binds to the operator for the gene coding for
transcription activator B. We assume that binding turns ON the promoter of gene B, leading to the
production of factor B. B dimerizes and binds to the operator of the gene for factor A, controlling
reciprocal production of factor A. In case of a double negative feedback loop, both promoters are
ON when they are unbound, leading to production of the reciprocal transcriptional repressors A
and B. Factor A dimers bind the operator of B and turn its promoter OFF, which blocks the
production of B. Similarly, dimers of factor B bind the A-operator and turn production of A OFF.

3 Main results
The main question of this work is to determine for which conditions the systems can be
bistable.

First, we use mass action kinetics defined to rewrite the systems of chemical equations
2.1 and 2.2 as systems of differential equations. At equilibrium, the double positive feedback
corresponds to the system 

c1Y
m

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2X
n

1 +Xn
− Y = 0

(3.1)

and the double negative feedback to the system
c1

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2
1 +Xn

− Y = 0.

(3.2)

For these two systems, the parameters c1 and c2 are constants, while the variables X and
Y depend on the concentrations of A and B respectively. A precise derivation of this result
is given in Appendix A.

3



Proposition 3.1. The systems 3.1 and 3.2 are bistable if and only if they have three steady
states.

Proof. A proof of this proposition is given in Section 4

The next step is to mathematically describe the phase diagram of a double positive
and double negative feedback loop system with respect to the parameters c1 and c2, the
two possible phases of such system being monostable or bistable. Proposition 3.1 states
that a monostable phase corresponds to a system having one or two steady states, whereas
a bistable phase arises in a system with exactly three steady states. To decide on the
phase type of a system we need to find the mathematical conditions describing its number
of steady states (corresponding to the phase transitions), and use this to characterize the
critical region separating mono- and bistable phases. This critical region appears to be a
curve and, we therefore refer to it as the critical curve. The critical curves for the double
positive and the double negative feedback loop are given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2.

• The critical curve for the double positive feedback loop (system 3.1) is given by the
following system of parametric equations

c1(X) =
mnX

mn− 1−Xn

c2(X) =

(
1 +

1

Xn

)(
mn

1 +Xn
− 1

) 1
m

.

(3.3)

• The critical curve for the double negative feedback loop (system 3.2) is given by the
following system of parametric equations

c1(X) =
mnXn+1

(mn− 1)Xn − 1

c2(X) = (1 +Xn)

(
1 +Xn

(mn− 1)Xn − 1

) 1
m

.

(3.4)

Proof. A proof of this theorem is given in Section 4

Corollary 3.3. The critical curves given by Theorem 3.2 separate their respective phase
diagram into exactly two regions.

Proof. A proof of this corollary is given in Section 4

Now that we have found and characterized the critical curve separating the mono- of the
bistable phases in a double positive and double negative feedback loop, we need to determine
the number of steady states in each phase.

Corollary 3.4. The region containing the configuration c1 = c2 = 0 is monostable, while
the other region is bistable. Moreover, the critical curve belongs to the monostable region.

Proof. For the case when c1 = c2 = 0, the two stationary curves (Equations (3.1) and (3.2))
are straight lines and therefore only one steady state is present. This indicates that the
phase containing the (0, 0) point is monostable (Figure 2). In the other phase, on the other
side of the critical region, we found parameter combinations permitting three steady states
(Figure 6 B). This other phase is therefore bistable. Finally, the parameter combinations
on the critical curve admit either one or two solutions, thus the critical curve is part of the
monostable phase according to the Proposition 3.1.

Corollary 3.4 fully determines the bistability phase diagram for all the double positive
and double negative feedback loop systems in terms of the parameters c1 and c2. Those
results are illustrated in Figure 2. Numerical verifications developed in Section B confirm
those results.
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Figure 2: Diagram of the mono and bistable phases for the double positive (left) and double neg-
ative (right) feedback loop systems, for m = n = 2. The critical curves are computed analytically
from Theorem 3.2. The dots are point for which the bistability of the system has been rigorously
verified numerically using interval arithmetic, as described in Appendix B.

4 Proofs

4.1 Proof of proposition 3.1
The proof of Proposition 3.1 consists of three steps:

1. The steady states of systems 3.1 and 3.2 are characterized in terms of the eigenvalues of
their respective Jacobian matrix. We then show that the determinant of the Jacobian
matrix is sufficient to give a complete characterization of the steady states.

2. A geometrical interpretation of these steady states is given using phase plane analysis.

3. The proposition is proved using the determinant and the considerations on the plane
phase analysis.

4.1.1 Stability of steady states

Equations (3.1) and (3.2) are valid under steady state conditions, which are characterized
by the fact that the concentrations of the components in the system do not change, since
the time derivative of both variables is zero. However, steady states relevant for biological
systems can be divided in those which are stable and those which are unstable. Remember
that a steady state is stable when it always recovers after a small perturbation and returns to
its previous state. To determine the stability of a steady state of a system of two equations
with two variables {

f(X,Y ) = 0

g(X,Y ) = 0,
(4.1)

it is standard to look at the eigenvalues of its Jacobian matrix J . They are given by

λ1 =
1

2

(
T +

√
T 2 − 4δ

)
λ2 =

1

2

(
T −

√
T 2 − 4δ

)
(4.2)

where T is the trace of the matrix J and δ is its determinant. If both eigenvalues λ1, λ2 are
negative, the steady state solution is stable. If the eigenvalues are either both positive or
of different sign, the steady state is unstable. If at least one of the eigenvalues is zero, the
nature of the steady state solution (stable or unstable) cannot be determined from λ1 and
λ2 [15, 16, 26].
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We can now write explicitly the Jacobian matrix of the systems (3.1) and (3.2). However,
we first introduce the concept of Hill function to simplify the notations.

Hill functions

Hill functions, firstly introduced by Hill [14], and defined in more detail in e.g. [1, 20] are
typically used to model a system when a production µ of a component B depends on the
concentration ν of a component A. A positive Hill function which is defined by

hpos(ν) = β
νn

Kn + νn

models an activator, an increase of the concentration ν increase the production of B. On
the contrary, a negative Hill function defined by

hneg(ν) = β
Kn

Kn + νn

models a repressor, an increase of the ν concentration decreases the production of B. Hill
functions depend on three parameters K, β and n. The activation coefficient K is a positive
constant representing the half-saturation concentration; i.e., when hpos(K) · 0.5 · β for a
positive Hill function and hneg(K) · 0.5 · β for a negative Hill function. The variable β
corresponds to the maximal production rate and finally the Hill coefficient n gives the
steepness of the curve. The larger n is, the steeper the curve will be, looking more and
more like a step function. Examples of positive and negative Hill functions are illustrated
in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Examples of positive (left) and negative (right) Hill functions. Parameters are K = 1,
β = 1 and the Hill coefficient n varies according to the legends.

We can rewrite the double positive feedback loop system of Equation (3.1) as{
Fpos(Y )−X = 0

Gpos(X)− Y = 0,
(4.3)

where 
Fpos(Y ) =

c1Y
m

1 + Y m

Gpos(X) =
c2X

n

1 +Xn

(4.4)

are positive Hill functions.
The Jacobian of the system (4.3) transforms to

Jpos =

 −1 dFpos(B)

dB
dGpos(A)

dA
−1

 =

 −1 c1mY
m−1

(1 + Y m)
2

c2nX
n−1

(1 +Xn)
2 −1

 (4.5)
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with trace
T = −2 (4.6)

and determinant
δ = 1− dFpos(Y )

dY

dGpos(X)

dX
. (4.7)

In the case of a double negative feedback loop, we can rewrite the system of Equation (3.2)
as {

Fneg(Y )−X = c1 − Fpos(Y )−X = 0

Gneg(X)− Y = c2 −Gpos(X)− Y = 0,
(4.8)

where 
Fneg(Y ) =

c1
1 + Y m

Gneg(X) =
c2

1 +Xn

(4.9)

are negative Hill functions (see [1, 20]). To obtain Equation (4.8) we have used the fact that{
Fpos(Y ) + Fneg(Y ) = c1

Gpos(X) +Gneg(X) = c2.
(4.10)

The Jacobian matrix associated to the double negative feedback loop case is then

Jneg =

 −1 −dFpos(Y )

dY

−dGpos(X)

dX
−1

 , (4.11)

and therefore the trace T and determinant δ of Jneg have the same form as for the Jacobian
matrix Jpos in the double positive feedback case. As a consequence, its eigenvalues are also
given by Equations (4.6) and (4.7). Note that the definitions of X, Y , c1 and c2 are different
for the double positive and double negative feedback cases (Equations (A.5), (A.6), (A.11),
and (A.12)).

Since the trace T of the Jacobian matrix is a constant, the stability of a steady state
depends only on its determinant δ. From Equation (4.2) it follows that λ2 is negative for
all values of δ, and that λ1 is positive only if δ is negative. Therefore, the steady state is
stable if δ > 0 and unstable if δ < 0. If δ = 0, the stability of the steady state cannot be
concluded. A geometrical interpretation of these observations is given in the next section.

4.1.2 Phase plane analysis

A phase plane is a graphical representation of a system of differential equations. The goal
of such representation is to indicate how the system evolves as a function of its parameters.
Because the reduced systems of Equations (3.1) and (3.2) are deterministic, their evolution
is uniquely determined by the initial state, and their different possible trajectories (often
referred to as streamlines in the context of phase plane analysis) can be represented in the
XY phase plane as directed curves. These trajectories only intersect at steady states (Figure
4). When all streamlines are leading toward the same point, the corresponding steady state
is stable, and a small perturbation would follow the streamlines back to the original steady
state. In contrast, if some streamlines lead away from the steady state, a perturbation
may push the system away from the steady state, making it an unstable steady state, as
illustrated in Figure 4. The points of the XY plane for which the derivative of X is zero
define a phase line, the equation of which can be deduced from Equations (4.3) or (4.8).
The same is true for the region of the XY plane where Y is constant, defining two distinct
phase lines whose intersections correspond to steady state as the derivatives of both X and
Y are zero (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Example of appearance of stable and unstable steady state nodes as in the indicated
functions. A stable node is characterized by a convergence of all streamlines (lines with arrows)
toward it. An unstable steady state node is characterized by some streamlines passing through, but
most others leading away. Orange and blue lines indicate the cases, where one of the two variables
(X or Y , as defined in the main text) is zero.

Since the reasoning and description are similar for both the double positive feedback
loop and the double negative feedback loop, we only present here the details for the double
positive feedback. For the double positive feedback system of Equation (4.3), the two phase
lines are described by {

X = Fpos(Y )

Y = Gpos(X),
(4.12)

where the first equation can be interpreted as representing the variable X as a function
of Y and the second as representing Y as a function of X. Because Fpos is continuously
differentiable, and its derivative is invertible for Y > 0, we can use the inverse function
theorem to locally invert it. We can express the inverse function as

Y = F̃pos(X). (4.13)

The derivative of this new function F̃pos(X) is then related to the derivative of Fpos(X) by

dF̃pos(X)

dX
=

(
dFpos(Y )

dY

)−1
, (4.14)

This allows to rewrite the determinant δ of the Jacobian matrix in Equation (4.7) as

δ = 1−
G′pos(X)

F̃ ′pos(X)
(4.15)

where the prime denotes the derivative relative to X. In the case of a double positive
feedback loop the two phase lines always have positive derivatives for X ≥ 0; the region at
X < 0 would imply negative concentrations.

The condition for a stable node δ > 0 at an intersection is, therefore, equivalent to
G′pos(X) < F̃ ′pos(X), which can be interpreted as the curve Gpos(X) going from over to
under the curve F̃pos(X). Similarly, an unstable steady state, characterized by δ < 0,
corresponds to the phase line Gpos(X) passing from below to over the curve F̃pos(X). Both
cases are illustrated in Figure 5. Finally, in the edge case δ = 0, G′pos(X) = F̃ ′pos(X), and
the two curves are tangent.
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Figure 5: Illustration of intersections between two curves. Slopes at the intersection points are
outlined by bold arrows. Arrows point in the direction of increasing X (left to right) to clarify what
it is understood by the terms going over or going under.

4.1.3 Bistability

In the following, we show that the information given by the determinant δ of the Jacobian
matrix is sufficient to determine the number of steady states in a system, and that this
information is sufficient to conclude whether bistability (i.e., having two stable steady states)
is possible in the chosen network configuration.

First, in case that the curve F̃pos(X) is crossing the curve Gpos(X) only once, there is
only one steady state (Figure 6 A). One steady state is insufficient to create true bistability.
For bistability, Gpos starts by going over F̃pos; the next intersection is necessarily in the
opposite direction, Gpos going under F̃pos, and the final intersection will be of the same type
as the first one. As a consequence, both the first and the last point have a δ < 0 and are
thus stable, while the middle one is unstable with δ > 0. Therefore, the system has three
steady states (the maximum possible due to the geometry of the phase lines), (Figure 6 A)
among which two stable states (Figure 6 B). The system is therefore called bistable.

Finally, in the case where the curves have two intersection points, one of them is tangent
(Figure 6 A), and the following proposition prove that the system is not bistable.

Proposition 4.1. Consider the two phase line deduced from equation (4.3). If the two
curves have exactly two intersection points then the associated system can not be bistable.

Proof. We prove that if the system admits only two steady states, that are both stable, we
have a contradiction. Consider the double positive feedback case and the curve Gpos(X).
On this curve we have, by definition dY

dt = 0. Moreover, near X1, we must have dX
dt > 0 for

X > X1, since streamlines must go toward this steady state as it is stable. Similarly, near
X2, we must have dX

dt < 0 for X < X2. Applying the intermediate value theorem to dX
dt on

the steady curve Gpos, we find that there is X∗ ∈ (X1, X2) such that dX
dt = 0 at the point

(X∗, Gpos(X
∗)). Since this point is on the steady curve, we have both dX

dt = 0 and dY
dt = 0.

Therefore, the point (X∗, Gpos(X∗)) is a steady state as illustrated in Figure 6 C.
This implies that the system has at least three steady states, which contradicts our

hypothesis. We therefore conclude that if two steady states exist, they cannot both be
stable.

We can therefore conclude that a system is bistable if and only if three steady states are
present. Similar reasoning also applies for the double negative feedback loop (Figure 6 B).
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Figure 6: A. Change of the stationary curves for a double positive feedback loop with m = n = 2
when the parameters go from c1 = c2 = 1.8 (left, one intersection), to c1 = c2 = 2 (center,
tangency point) and c1 = c2 = 2.2 (right, three intersections, occurrence of bistability). B. Phase
plane analysis of a double positive and double negative feedback system, with parameters c1 = 2.8
and c2 = 2.1, and c1 = 6.9 and c2 = 5.8, respectively. Blue and orange lines indicate situations
where one of the variables is zero. In both cases, there are two stable nodes (green circles) and one
unstable node (magenta circle), c1 and c2 as defined in main text, and differently for double positive
(Equation (A.6)) or double negative system (Equation (A.12)). C. Schematic representation of(
dX
dt
, dY

dt

)
as vectors along the steady curve Gpos between two stable steady states. As explained in

the text, this implies the presence of a third steady state (X∗, Gpos(X
∗)).
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4.2 Proof of theorem 3.2
4.2.1 Double positive feedback loop

To determine the critical curve, we use the fact that a change in c1 or c2 is equivalent to
smoothly deforming the stationary curves described by Equation (4.12). As is illustrated
in Figure 6 A, changing c1 or c2 leads to situations with different steady states, with a
boundary state where the two stationary curves are tangent (Figure 6 A, middle panel).
The condition when tangent stationary curves occur thus defines the transition from mono-
to bistability. The necessary condition for stationary curves to be tangent is if and only if
δ = 0 which corresponds to the equation

1− c1c2nmX
n−1Y m−1

(1 +Xn)
2
(1 + Y m)

2 = 0. (4.16)

This, together with Equation (4.12), rewritten in terms of c1 and c2 as
c1 =

X (1 + Y m)

Y m

c2 =
Y (1 +Xn)

Xn

(4.17)

defines a critical curve. Substituting c1 and c2 in Equation 4.16 gives

1− nm

(1 +Xn) (1 + Y m)
= 0 (4.18)

which leads to
Y m =

nm− 1−Xn

1 +Xn
. (4.19)

Finally, by substituting Equation (4.19) into (4.17), we obtain a system that can be param-
eterized in terms of X as

c1(X) =
mnX

mn− 1−Xn

c2(X) =

(
1 +

1

Xn

)(
mn

1 +Xn
− 1

) 1
m

.

4.2.2 Double negative feedback loop

Using a similar procedure as for the double positive feedback loop, we obtain the critical
curve for the double negative feedback loop given by (3.4).

Remark 4.2. The critical curves 3.3 and 3.4 can be similarly parameterized with respect
to Y .

4.3 Proof of corollary 3.3
4.3.1 Double positive feedback loop

The critical curve 3.3 is well-defined and continuous for

0 < X < Xsup,

where Xsup = (mn − 1)
1
n is the maximal value that X can take, as X must be positive,

and values greater than Xsup imply negative c1 contradicting its definition. The continuity
together with asymptotic behavior of the critical curve

lim
X→0

(c1(X), c2(X)) = (∞, 0) (4.20)

lim
X→Xsup

(c1(X), c2(X)) = (0,∞) (4.21)
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indicates that it separates the phase diagram in exactly two regions. Indeed, to have more
than two regions, the boundary curve should intersect with itself at some point, which is
not possible since both of its components are strictly monotonous functions of X.

4.3.2 Double negative feedback loop

The critical curve 3.4 is well-defined and continuous for

Xinf < X < +∞, (4.22)

with Xinf = (mn− 1)−
1
n . As in the case for the double positive feedback loop, the critical

curve for the double negative feedback loop separates its phase diagram in exactly two
regions. The only way to have more region is if the curve intersects with itself, but this is
impossible, as shown by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.3. The critical curve of the double positive feedback (3.4) does not intersect
with itself.

Proof. A sufficient condition for the absence of self intersection is the strict increase of the
slope of the boundary curve dc2(X)/dc1(X) with increasing X. Due to the smoothness of
both c1(X) and c2(X), we can write

dc2(X)

dc1(X)
=
dc2(X)

dX

(
dc1(X)

dX

)−1
= m

(Xn + 1)
1
m

X
[(mn− 1)Xn − 1]

1− 1
m . (4.23)

We now take the derivative with respect to A to find

sign

(
d

dX

dc2(X)

dc1(X)

)
= sign

(
(n− 1)(mn− 1)X2n + (n− 1)(mn− n− 2)Xn + 1

)
. (4.24)

This expression can be interpreted as a parabola in terms ofXn. Since the leading coefficient
is positive, the quadratic expression yields positive values except in between its two roots
Xn
− and Xn

+. For their values we find

Xn
± =

n

2

m− 1

mn− 1

[
±

√
1− 4

(m− 1)(n− 1)
−
(
1− 2

n(m− 1)

)]
. (4.25)

From this result, we can verify that Xm
± are either negative or complex. As a direct con-

sequence, since X is always positive, the sign of the derivative of the slope (4.24) is always
positive as well and thus the slope of the boundary curve is strictly increasing with respect
to X.
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Appendices
A From chemical reaction network to system of ODEs
This section provides a precise method for the transition from a chemical reaction network
(Equations (2.1) and (2.2)) to a system at equilibrium (Equations (3.1) and (3.2)). This
method, presented here for the double positive and double negative feedback loops, can be
generalized to other chemical reaction networks.

A.1 Double positive feedback loop
The changes over time in the concentrations of the factors A and B in the positive feedback
loop network (2.1) (Figure 1), and in the subsequent multimerization complexes nA andmB,
can be described by the mass action law, leading to the following differential equations:

d

dt
cOB = −κBf (cnA)cOB + κBb cOB

nA

d

dt
cOB

nA
= − d

dt
cOB

d

dt
cA = µAcOA

mB
− νAcA + n

d

dt
cOB

d

dt
cOA = −κAf (cmB )cOA + κAb cOA

mB

d

dt
cOA

mB
= − d

dt
cOA

d

dt
cB = µBcOB

nA
− νBcB +m

d

dt
cOA ,

(A.1)

where c indicates the concentration of the respective factor or operator. Under chemical
equilibrium (no net change in the concentration of any species), the system reduces to:

for factor A
cnAcOB −KBcOB

nA
= 0

µAcOA
mB
− νAcA = 0

for factor B
cmB cOA −KAcOA

mB
= 0

µBcOB
nA
− νBcB = 0

(A.2)

with KA =
κA
b

κA
f

and KB =
κB
b

κB
f

. One can further notice from Equation (A.1) that the sum of
bound and unbound operators is constant, and we can thus define cOA

tot
and cOB

tot
as

cOA
tot

= cOA + cOA
mB

cOB
tot

= cOB + cOB
nA
.

(A.3)

Putting Equation (A.3) into Equation (A.2), gives the fraction of occupied operators

cOA
mB

cOA
tot

=
cmB

KA + cmB
cOB

nA

cOB
tot

=
cnA

KB + cnA
.

(A.4)

This allows to eliminate the concentrations of bound and unbound operators from the system
in Equation (A.2) and to rewrite the relations as

for factor A

µAcOA
tot
cmB

KA + cmB
− νAcA = 0

for factor B

µBcOB
tot
cnA

KB + cnA
− νBcB = 0.
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Then, by defining the normalized concentrations X and Y as

X =
cA

n
√
KB

, Y =
cB

m
√
KA

(A.5)

and including the constants c1 and c2

c1 =
µA

νA
cOA

tot

n
√
KB

, c2 =
µB

νB
cOB

tot

m
√
KA

(A.6)

the steady states of the double positive feedback can be written in a simpler form as
c1Y

m

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2X
n

1 +Xn
− Y = 0.

(A.7)

A.2 Double negative feedback loop
The changes over time in the concentrations of the factors A and B in the negative feedback
loop of network (2.2) (Figure 1), and in the subsequent multimerization complexes nA and
mB can be described by the following differential equations:

d

dt
cOB = −κBf (cnA)cOB + κBb cOB

nA

d

dt
cOB

nA
= − d

dt
cOB

d

dt
cA = µAcOA − νAcA + n

d

dt
cOB

d

dt
cOA = −κAf (cmB )cOA + κAb cOA

mB

d

dt
cOA

mB
= − d

dt
cOA

d

dt
cB = µBcOB − νBcB +m

d

dt
cOA .

(A.8)

Under chemical equilibrium, the system reduces to:

for factor A
cnAcOB −KBcOB

nA
= 0

µAcOA − νAcA = 0

for factor B
cmB cOA −KAcOA

mB
= 0

µBcOB − νBcB = 0

(A.9)

with KA =
κA
b

κA
f

and KB =
κB
b

κB
f

.

We see that cOA
tot

and cOB
tot

remain constant as in Equation (A.3), substituting into
Equation (A.9) yields the fraction of free operators

cOA

cOA
tot

=
KA

KA + cmB
cOB

cOB
tot

=
KB

KB + cnA
.

(A.10)

Substituting this in Equation (A.9), we obtain

for factor A

µAcOA
tot
KA

KA + cmB
− νAcA = 0

for factor B

µBcOB
tot
KB

KB + cnA
− νBcB = 0.
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Defining the normalized concentrations X and Y as

X =
cA

m
√
KB

, Y =
cB

n
√
KA

(A.11)

and the constants c1 and c2 as:

c1 =
µAcOA

tot
KA

νA
, c2 =

µBcOB
tot
KB

νB
(A.12)

we obtain a simpler description of the steady states of the double negative feedback as:
c1

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2
1 +Xn

− Y = 0.

(A.13)

B Rigorous numerical verification
In order to further verify this result numerically, we used interval analysis theory described
below. Its power resides in the fact it can guarantee that a given system has two stable
solutions [21, 30], by first finding a solution and then verifying that the criterion δ < 0
holds. We preferred using interval arithmetic here instead of standard numerical methods,
since the latter can in general not guarantee the existence of a solution, nor determine the
sign of δ due to numerical inaccuracies.

B.1 Interval arithmetic
Consider a closed interval X = [a, b] defined by

[a, b] = {x ∈ R : a ≤ x ≤ b}.

Let X = [a1, b1] and Y = [a2, b2] be two intervals and ∗ an operation such as addition or
multiplication for example. The operation X ∗ Y between the two intervals X and Y is
defined as

X ∗ Y = {x ∗ y : x ∈ X, y ∈ Y }.

Operations between intervals can be calculated with the Julia package IntervalArithmetic.jl
[5].

Example B.1. The four basic operations: addition, subtraction, multiplication and division
applied to intervals give the following results

[−3, 2] + [1, 5] = [−2, 7]
[−3, 2]− [1, 5] = [−8, 1]
[−3, 2] ∗ [1, 5] = [−15, 10]
[−3, 2] : [1, 5] = [−3, 2].

More complicated concepts like functions or matrices can also be applied to intervals,
for more information, the reader can refer to [21].

B.2 The Krawczyk operator
In order to solve a system of m nonlinear equations in Rn:

f1(x1, ..., xn) = 0
...

fm(x1, ..., xn) = 0,

(B.1)
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this system can be written as
f(x) = 0 (B.2)

with f(x) = (f1(x), ..., fm(x)) and x = (x1, ..., xn).

We next introduce the Krawczyk operator.

Definition B.2 (The Krawczyk operator). The Krawczyk operator is defined as follows

K(X) = y − Y f(y) + (I − Y F ′(X))(X − y)

where X is an interval that contains the starting point y ∈ Rn, Y = (f ′(y))−1, I the identity
matrix and F ′(X) an interval extension of the Jacobian matrix.

The Krawczyk operator is computed by the Julia package IntervalRootFinding.jl [6]. This
package uses the following theorem to find the solutions of a system of nonlinear equations.

Theorem B.3 ([21]). Let D = [a1, b1]× ...× [an, bn] be an interval box.

1. If
K(D) ⊂ D, (B.3)

then the system (B.2) has a unique root in D,

2. If
K(D) ∩D = ∅, (B.4)

then the system (B.2) has no root in D.

B.3 Algorithm 1
The following algorithm is used by IntervalRootFinding.jl to compute all the zeros of a
system f(x) = 0 in an interval D0 = [a1, b1] × ... × [an, bn]. The different steps of the
algorithm are the followings:

Step 0. Set a tolerance level t.

Step 1. Add D0 to the list of unprocessed intervals.

Step 2. Retrieve one of the unprocessed intervals and name it D. If there is no
interval left to process terminate.

Step 3. Check the condition (B.3) for D. If it is fulfilled store K(D) as an interval
containing a unique solution and go back to Step 2.

Step 4. Check the condition (B.4) for D. If it is fulfilled, discard D and go back to
Step 2.

Step 5. If rad(D) < t go back to Step 2. Otherwise, bisect D in two intervals D1

and D2. Add D1 and D2 to the list of unprocessed intervals and go back
to Step 2.

B.3.1 Choice of the interval D0

To apply Theorem B.3 to Equations (3.1) and (3.2) it is necessary to define a starting
interval D0 = [x1, x2] × [y1, y2] which must be as small as possible for the algorithm to be
efficient but which must also be large enough to contain all solutions of the system. It is
natural to choose x1 = y1 = 0 as a lower bound for the two intervals [x1, x2] and [y1, y2]
because the variables X and Y represent concentrations and are therefore positive. For the

18



upper bounds, we fix the two parameters c1 and c2 and transform Equations (3.1) and (3.2)
as follows: 

c1Y
m

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2X
n

1 +Xn
− Y = 0

⇔


c1

1
Y n + 1

= X

c2
1
Xn + 1

= Y

(B.5)

and 
c1

1 + Y m
−X = 0

c2
1 +Xn

− Y = 0

⇔


c1

1 + Y m
= X

c2
1 +Xn

= Y,

(B.6)

which implies X ≤ c1 and Y ≤ c2.

To see the sharpness of the upper bounds c1 and c2, we let n −→∞ and m −→∞, and
we obtain from Equations B.5 and B.6:

X
Y >1−−−−−→
n−→∞

c1

Y
c1>1−→ c2

and


X

Y <1−→ 0

Y −→ 0

and 
X

Y <1−→ c1

Y
c1>1−→ 0

and


X

Y >1−→ 0

Y −→ c2.

The upper bound c1 for the interval X and the upper bound c2 for the interval Y are
therefore a judicious choice for x2 and y2 respectively. We thus obtain

D0 = [0, c1]× [0, c2]

as the interval for initializing the simulations.

B.4 Algorithm 2
The following algorithm, developed around Theorem B.3, has been used to numerically
verify the bistability of the systems (4.3) and (4.8) as a function of the parameters c1 and
c2. Here are the different steps of this algorithm:

Step 0. Set initial values c1max
and c2max

for the maximal values for c1 and c2
respectively. Set a step s, a tolerance level t and an empty set S.

Step 1. Define two sets

Lc1 =
{
ks : k ∈ N, ks < c1max

}
Lc2 =

{
ks : k ∈ N, ks < c2max

} (B.7)

Step 2. For c1 ∈ Lc1 and c2 ∈ Lc2 , define the interval

D = [0, c1]× [0, c2] (B.8)

Step 3. Use Algorithm 1 on the interval D. If the algorithm finds three distinct
solutions, stores the configuration {c1, c2} in the set S. Repeat from Step
2 for all c1 ∈ Lc1 and c2 ∈ Lc2 .

Since having three steady states implies to have two stable steady states, at the end of
the algorithm the set S will contain all the configuration {c1, c2} for which the system is
bistable. Figure 2 shows the results of the numerical verification.
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