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Perfect adaptation is a phenomenon whereby the output variables of a system can reach and
maintain certain values despite external disturbances. Robust perfect adaptation (RPA) refers
to an adaptation property that does not require fine-tuning of system parameters. RPA plays a
vital role for the survival of living systems in unpredictable environments, and there are numerous
examples of biological implementations of this feature. However, complex interaction patterns among
components in biochemical systems pose a significant challenge in identifying RPA properties and
the associated regulatory mechanisms. The goal of this paper is to present a novel approach for
identifying all the RPA properties that are realized for a generic choice of kinetics for general
deterministic chemical reaction systems. This is accomplished by proving that an RPA property
with respect to a system parameter can be represented by a subnetwork with certain topological
features. This connection is then exploited to show that these special structures generate all kinetics-
independent RPA properties, allowing us to systematically identify all such RPA properties by
enumerating these subnetworks. An efficient method is developed to carry out this enumeration, and
we provide a computational package for this purpose. We pinpoint the integral feedback controllers
that work in concert to realize each RPA property, casting our results into the familiar control-
theoretic paradigm of the Internal Model Principle. Furthermore, we generalize the regulation
problem to the multi-output scenario where the target values belong to a robust manifold of nonzero
dimension, and provide a sufficient topological condition for this to happen. We call the emergence
of this phenomenon as manifold RPA. The present work significantly advances our understanding of
regulatory mechanisms that lead to RPA in endogenous biochemical systems, and it also provides
rational design principles for synthetic controllers. We demonstrate these results through illustrative
examples as well as biological ones. The present results indicate that an RPA property is essentially
equivalent to the existence of a “topological invariant”, which is an instance of what we coin as the
“Robust Adaptation is Topological” (RAT) principle.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Context and motivation

Maintaining stability in a variable environment is a crucial issue for biological systems [1–3]. One strategy adopted
by living cells to achieve this is perfect adaptation, which is a property of a system to maintain the level of certain
quantities by countering the effects of disturbances within biochemical reaction networks [4–6]. Perfect adaptation is
said to be robust when no fine-tuning of system parameters is needed to achieve the adaptation. Having this property
of robust perfect adaptation (RPA) contributes to the stability of a system, and indeed there are numerous biological
examples of RPA such as chemotaxis of prokaryotes [7] and eukaryotes [8], calcium homeostasis [9], glucose uptake of
cancer cells [10], yeast osmoregulation [11], cell signaling [12], scaling of morphogen gradient [13], and so on. Revealing
how cells implement RPA in molecular networks is important not only for understanding the origin of robustness in
living systems but also for designing synthetic biomolecular systems. Recent advances in synthetic biology techniques
have afforded scientists an unprecedented ability to engineer biomolecular controllers, utilizing genetic components,
and transport them into living cells, where they can accomplish novel functions, like RPA. This emerging field, known
as Cybergenetics [14], focuses on the analysis and design of genetic control systems and holds tremendous potential
for various domains, including industrial biotechnology and medical therapy.

Most existing work on RPA in biological reaction systems borrows ideas from control theory and views RPA as the
property of an input-output system to robustly reject constant-in-time disturbances to the input variable by ensuring
that the steady-state level of the output remains unaffected [15, 16]. Typically, the output is the concentration of
some chemical species (e.g. a protein of interest) with a pre-defined steady-state value (called the set-point), and the
input is the concentration of some other species (e.g. enzyme, chemical inducer etc.) or some exogenous variable.
For such single-input single-output (SISO) reaction systems, it is known that only two types of RPA topologies
emerge: the incoherent feedforward (IFF) loops and the negative feedback (NFB) networks. This was first discovered
computationally through an exhaustive search over three-node networks [17] (see also Ref. [18]), but it has recently
been proved mathematically that any arbitrarily-sized RPA network must essentially be composed of IFF and NFB
modules [19, 20]. The reason for such strict structural requirements for RPA networks is linked to the famous Internal
Model Principle (IMP) [21, 22] of control theory, which mandates that any RPA system must be internally organized
(after possibly a change of coordinates) into two distinct components – an internal model (IM) that computes the time-
integral of the deviation of the output and its set-point, and the rest of the network (RoN) which receives both input
disturbances as well as counteracting signals from the IM to reject these disturbances (see Fig. 3 in Section IVA).
This argument shows that an IM serves as an embedded controller that generates RPA by implementing the famous
integral feedback mechanism. This mechanism not only resides at the forefront of modern control engineering but
has also been identified in numerous endogenous biochemical RPA networks [7, 12, 16, 23–26]. A specific type of
SISO RPA is called Absolute Concentration Robustness (ACR) which refers to the robustness of the concentration of
output species when the initial state of the system is perturbed. Traditionally, the study of ACR networks has relied
on techniques from Chemical Reaction Network Theory (CRNT) [27], starting from the seminal paper by Shinar and
Feinberg in 2010 [28]. A recent development has established a connection between ACR and integral controllers [29],
resulting in a deeper understanding of the mechanisms underlying ACR.

Although robustness to a specific single input may be relevant in some scenarios, the notion of a single input
source for disturbances appears to be generally limiting within biological contexts, where disturbances manifest
as parameter perturbations that can arise due to multitude of reasons, such as temperature changes [30], onset
of stress conditions [31], resource competition and burden effects [32], etc. As many of these disturbances are often
simultaneously present, it is important to consider RPA networks with multiple inputs, and in such a setting, conditions
have been identified that completely characterize biochemical networks that exhibit a maximal form of RPA (called
maxRPA), whereby the set-point of one output species is robust to the most number of reaction rate parameters, i.e.
it depends on the least number of parameters [33]. The networks exhibiting maxRPA are examples of multiple-input
single-output (MISO) RPA systems. The characterization of more general multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO)
RPA systems has been largely unexplored so far (see however Ref. [34] for the two-output case). A major challenge
for finding MIMO RPA structures in biological systems arises from the absence of a presumptive separation between a
controlled system and a controller, which contrasts with control engineering, where these components are given from
the outset.

Inspired by the connection between RPA and integral actions, recently an algebraic approach has been devised, that
identifies all RPA properties, along with the hidden integral actions that generate this property [35]. This method
assumes mass-action kinetics (see Eq. (4)) to express the reaction rates as a function of reacting species’ concentrations.
This ensures that the steady-states of the system satisfy a system of polynomial equations, and by investigating the
ideal generated by these polynomials, through resource-intensive Gröbner basis computations, all RPA properties can
in principle be found. While the law of mass-action works remarkably well in in vitro (i.e. ‘test tube’ ) conditions, where
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the reacting species are sufficiently dilute and well-mixed [36], many experimental and computational studies have
demonstrated that this law breaks down within living cells (see Ref. [37] and the references therein). Several factors
contribute to this breakdown, including macromolecular crowding in the cytoplasmic soup where reactions occur [38]
and spatial compartmentalisation within the cells [39]. These factors significantly impede molecular diffusion compared
to in vitro conditions [40], resulting in the loss of well-mixed characteristics. Additionally, reaction networks serve
as simplifications of the intricate reality found within cells. Kinetics-altering factors like conformational changes
in protein structures [41], allosteric perturbations [42], resource competition [32], and context dependence [43] are
deliberately disregarded for the sake of model simplicity and manageability. In such cases, the assumption of mass-
action kinetics becomes tenuous. One could hypothesize that if RPA is crucial for a cell’s survival, it would make
evolutionary sense to select RPA-generating strategies that are independent of kinetics, meaning the RPA property
remains invariant regardless of the chosen kinetics. This notion holds significance not only in understanding living
systems but also in the field of synthetic biology where one may aim to develop molecular controllers that can achieve
RPA when interfaced with natural intracellular networks, irrespective of the specific kinetics employed [33]. It is
important to note that while the structure of a reaction network is determined by the chemical properties of the
reacting species, which can be reliably determined through in vitro experiments, knowledge of reaction kinetics does
not readily transfer from in vitro studies to the actual conditions within living cells [44].

Distinctly from control-theoretic ideas, there exist alternative methods to characterize the response of reaction
systems to parameter perturbations, based on the topological analysis of subnetworks containing the perturbed pa-
rameters [45–49]. In such methods, a crucial role is played by the integers assigned to a given subnetwork based on
its topological characteristics. It has been shown that if a subnetwork is output-complete (meaning that all reactions
that have a reactant species within the subnetwork are included in the subnetwork) and its influence index is zero,
the steady-state values of the species-concentrations and reaction fluxes outside this subnetwork are insensitive to
perturbations of parameters inside the subnetwork. Namely, these special subnetworks confine the effect of pertur-
bations inside them, and hence such subnetworks are called buffering structures. This result can be interpreted as
a sufficient condition for RPA: the concentrations and reaction rates outside the subnetwork exhibit RPA, if the
subnetwork is output-complete and has a zero influence index. More recently, a slightly different index called the flux
influence index was introduced to identify parameters under the perturbation of which all the reaction rates (fluxes)
exhibit RPA [49]. A basic idea behind these topological approaches is that we can estimate the impact of parameter
perturbations based on indices determined from network topology. Although these indices provide us with sufficient
conditions for RPA, whether all RPA properties can be explained in this way or not has been an open question. The
underlying regulatory mechanisms responsible for realizing these RPA properties and the relation of these results to
control-theoretical approaches also remain unresolved.

B. Main results and structure of the paper

Motivated by these developments, the objective of this paper is to develop a systematic approach to identify all
RPA properties that do not require a specific choice of kinetics for general deterministic chemical reaction systems (see
Fig. 1 for the sketch of our strategy). Existing works on RPA define this notion as robustness of one or more quantities
of interest (like steady-state species concentrations, reaction rates) with respect to certain system parameters (e.g.
rate constants, values of conserved quantities, etc.). To characterize regulatory patterns in biochemical system,
we shall regard a generic RPA property as a triplet (V, E ,p) of subsets of species, reactions and system parameters
respectively, which signifies that the steady-state concentrations of species in V and rates of reactions in E exhibit RPA
to perturbations of any parameter in p. It is easy to see that any generic RPA property can be viewed as a combination
of elementary RPA properties that are each defined as subsets of species and reactions that exhibit RPA with respect
to a single parameter p1. The main result of the paper proves a one-to-one correspondence between each elementary
RPA property in a deterministic reaction system and a buffering structure with additional information, which we
call a labeled buffering structure (Theorem 5). Therefore, to characterize and systematically identify all generic RPA
properties, it suffices to enumerate all the labeled buffering structures. We have devised an efficient algorithm to
accomplish this enumeration and implemented it in Mathematica as an open-source computational package named
RPAFinder [50]. This package can be used to identify the degrees of freedom with a desired RPA property, which
is important for designing RPA-achieving synthetic controllers [14] and for finding yield-optimizing perturbations in
metabolic pathways (see Sec. VD4). Furthermore, we uncover the hidden integral feedback control responsible for
achieving a generic RPA property by explicitly constructing the Internal Model along with the set of integrators it
generates. Therefore, we discover a novel Internal Model Principle for kinetics-independent RPA networks, which is of

1 See Sec. II B for definitions of the elementary and generic RPA properties
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FIG. 1: Outline of the main results of the present work. A generic RPA property in a deterministic chemical
reaction system can be decomposed into elementary RPA properties, each of which represents an RPA property with
respect to a system parameter. We show that every elementary RPA property can be represented by a subnetwork
with specific topological characteristics, that we call a labeled buffering structure. Then, we construct integral

feedback control corresponding to any buffering structure. Consequently, we identify integral feedback control for
every RPA property.

independent interest in the control-theory community and has deep connections with Cybergenetic applications [51].
In a number of examples, we find that the set of integrators forces the dynamics of multiple output species towards
a manifold with nonzero dimension. This phenomenon, which we call manifold RPA (see Fig. 2 for a schematic
illustration), implies that while the steady-state concentrations of the output species is sensitive to certain parameters,
the relationship among the species is robustly maintained. We show that any output-complete subnetwork gives rise
to manifold RPA (Theorem 6), and the dimension of the target manifold is given by the influence index. This can
be seen as a natural generalization the law of localization. This form of multi-output control generalizes conventional
approaches and has important implications for rational design in synthetic biology [34].

At this point, we would like to compare our results with the characterization results obtained in Ref. [35] for
RPA networks with the mass-action kinetics. Unlike the approach in Ref. [35], our analysis does not rely on any
computationally-expensive procedures. Instead, we employ elementary linear-algebraic computations to fully charac-
terize and identify all RPA properties. This approach is particularly well-suited for application to large-scale networks,
such as those encountered in metabolic engineering (refer to Section VD4). Furthermore, our analysis yields a con-
ventional IMP for RPA networks with a single IM that generates a global set of integral actions. This is in contrast
to the non-standard IMP formulation presented in Ref. [35], which considers each RPA network as a topologically
organized collection of subnetworks, with each subnetwork possessing its own independent IM and localized integral
action. Generally, these localized integral actions cannot be synthesized to form global integral actions, as required by
the standard IMP. Nonetheless, the findings in Ref. [35] offer intriguing insights into the various ways in which RPA
can arise due to intricate polynomial factorizations. Our results show that many of these ways ‘drop out’ if deviations
from mass-action kinetics are anticipated, revealing a linear structure that we meticulously unravel in this paper.

If we view the phenomenon of RPA in a broader context, the fact that a system with an RPA property is character-
ized by a “topological invariant” should not be restricted to deterministic chemical reaction systems and would also be
true for more generic systems. Since the “robustness” of adaptation does not allow the fine-tuning of reaction rates to
achieve adaptation, the RPA conditions we obtain should be insensitive to deformations of the system, such as changes
in parameters or modifications of rate functions. Indeed, the condition of a zero index (or output-completeness) is
topological, in the sense that it is insensitive to these deformations of reaction systems. Generically, one can expect
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FIG. 2: Schematic of manifold RPA. For a chosen output-complete subnetwork γ, the concentrations x2 of the
species outside the subnetwork γ are regulated to a submanifold Σ, whose dimension is given by the influence index
of the subnetwork, λ(γ). For example, suppose that x2 is initially at point P . If we perturb a parameter inside γ, the
state deviates from that point, but eventually end up in another point P ′ inside Σ. If we perturb another parameter

in γ, the state deviate from Σ temporarily, but it comes back to another point in Σ. See Sec. VIII for details.

that the class of systems with an RPA property, which does not necessarily have to be deterministic chemical reaction
systems, should be of this feature. Let us summarize this claim as the “Robust Adaptation is Topological” (RAT)
principle, by which we mean that the class of dynamical systems that exhibit robust adaptation is characterized by
a topological invariant. The RAT principle itself is not a concrete theorem, but rather a template of theorems, and
different technical assumptions should be made depending on the nature of the systems under consideration. Namely,
depending on technical details such as the class of “dynamical systems” to be considered or the choice of output
variables, the corresponding “topological invariant” should be defined appropriately. The law of localization [45, 46]
and flux RPA [49] are particular realizations of the RAT principle for deterministic chemical reaction systems. The
one-to-one correspondence of elementary RPA properties and labeled buffering structures indicates that topological
characteristics can, in fact, exhaust all the RPA properties in these systems. This leads us to hypothesize that
topological characterization is crucial for other classes of dynamical systems that exhibit RPA properties beyond
deterministic chemical reaction systems.

Let us describe the organization of the paper. In Sec. II, after introducing basic notions on the description of
deterministic chemical reaction systems, we specify the technical setting, including the definitions of generic and
elementary RPA properties. In Sec. III, we introduce a formalism to describe the response of steady states to
parameter perturbations, and review topological approaches toward RPA. In Sec. IV, we give a review of a control
theoretical approach toward RPA, and we review the theory of maxRPA. In Sec. V, we show that all the elementary
RPA properties in a network can be represented by labeled buffering structures, and generic RPA properties are
generated by them. We also give a numerical algorithm for the identification of all the labeled buffering structures
for a given chemical reaction network. We illustrate the method through several examples. In Sec. VI, we discuss
the topological characterization of kinetics-independent maxRPA, and interpret this result via the law of localization.
Hinted by this connection, in Sec. VII, we describe how to construct integral feedback control for a given buffering
structure. In Sec. VIII, we discuss the phenomenon of manifold RPA, and provide a sufficient topological condition
for this to be realized. In Sec. IX, we discuss the naturality of a topological characterization of systems with RPA
properties and propose the RAT principle. Section X is devoted to a conclusion and future outlook.

II. CHEMICAL REACTION SYSTEMS AND ROBUST PERFECT ADAPTATION

Various processes within biological cells can be viewed and modeled as chemical reaction networks. In this section,
we introduce the description of generic deterministic chemical reaction systems. Then, we introduce notions for
discussing the phenomenon of robust perfect adaptation along with basic technical assumptions.
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A. Chemical reaction systems

We consider a chemical reaction network Γ = (V,E), which consists of a set V of chemical species and a set E of
chemical reactions. A reaction eA ∈ E can be specified as

eA :
∑
i

siAvi →
∑
i

tiAvi, (1)

where vi ∈ V , and siA, tiA ∈ Z≥0 are stoichiometric constants of species vi for reaction eA. We denote the stoichio-
metric matrix by S, whose components are given by SiA := tiA − siA. The total numbers of chemical species and
reactions will be denoted by

M := |V |, N := |E|, (2)

where | . . . | of a set indicates its cardinality.
When we consider a dynamical system based on a given reaction network Γ, there are different levels of description.

If the number of molecules is large, we can model the system deterministically, and in that case, the system variables
are the concentrations xi of chemical species vi ∈ V . On the other hand, if the number of molecules is small,
stochastic nature of the system becomes important, and then the system has to be modeled as a stochastic reaction
system [52] governed by a chemical master equation. In the present paper, we focus on the former situation and
consider deterministic dynamics. The time evolution of the concentrations is governed by the rate equation2,

d

dt
x(t) = Sr, (3)

where rA is the reaction rate of reaction eA ∈ E. To solve the rate equations, we need to express the reaction rates,
rA, as functions of reactant concentrations, x, and parameters, kA, i.e., rA = rA(x; kA). Such a choice is called
kinetics. For example, in the case of mass-action kinetics, the rate function of a reaction eA is proportional to the
product of reactant concentrations,

rA(x; kA) = kA
∏
i

xsiAi . (4)

In the present work, we do not assume any specific kinetics unless otherwise stated. Rather, we seek properties that
do not depend on the choice of kinetics.

Since we are interested in RPA, we consider a situation where the system reaches an asymptotically-stable steady
state in the long-time limit as we discuss in more detail in Sec. II B. The steady-state solution can be obtained by
solving the following equations,3 ∑

A

SiAr̄A(x̄(k, ℓ); kA) = 0, (5)∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i x̄i(k, ℓ) = ℓᾱ, (6)

where x̄i and r̄A indicate the steady-state values of concentration xi and reaction rate rA, respectively. Note that
we here allow the stoichiometric matrix to have left null vectors, and the system can have conserved quantities. The
set of vectors {d(ᾱ)}ᾱ=1,...,|ᾱ| is a basis of cokerS, and we need to specify the values of conserved quantities as in
Eq. (6) to obtain the steady-state solution (if cokerS is nontrivial). The set (k, ℓ) ∈ K × L specifies the parameters
of this chemical reaction system, where k is the vector of all reaction parameters, ℓ is the vector of the values of
all the conserved quantities, and K and L are open sets of all admissible parameter vectors and values of conserved
quantities, respectively.

2 We use bold fonts to indicate vectors. Here, the components of a vector x are given by xi.
3 Here we use different characters for indices of chemical species (i, j, . . .), reactions (A,B, . . .), the basis of the kernel of S (α, β, . . .), and
that of cokernel of S (ᾱ, β̄, . . .). We use the notation where |i| indicates the number of values the index i takes. Thus, |i| indicates the
number of chemical species, |A| indicates the number of reactions, |α| denotes the dimension of kerS, and |ᾱ| denotes the dimension of
cokerS.
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B. Robust perfect adaptation

Let us now give the definition of robust perfect adaptation and present basic assumptions.
We say that a deterministic chemical reaction system exhibits perfect adaptation in species vi ∈ V with respect to

a certain parameter p ∈ (k, ℓ) when xi(t) asymptotically reaches a steady-state value that is independent of p, i.e.

lim
t→∞

xi(t) = x̄i, (7)

where x̄i is independent of p. Similarly, we say that the system exhibits perfect adaptation in reaction eA with respect
to p if the corresponding reaction rate rA reaches a value independent of p asymptotically. A perfect adaptation
property is said to be robust, if the adaptation occurs without fine-tuning of system parameters. In this paper, we
are concerned with such robust perfect adaptation (RPA) realized in deterministic chemical reaction systems. If the
system exhibits RPA in vi ∈ V with respect to p, we will also say that the system has an RPA property in vi with
respect to p. Observe that, if the system exhibits perfect adaptation in vi ∈ V , Eq. (7) implies that the steady-state
concentration is unaffected by constant-in-time disturbances of parameter p,

p 7→ p+ δp. (8)

Namely, the system has the ability to reject the effect of disturbances in p on xi.
4

As a most general case of RPA, a subset V ⊂ V of species and a subset E ⊂ E of reactions can exhibit RPA with
respect to a subset of system parameters p ⊂ (k, ℓ). Thus, a generic RPA property of a system is characterized by
these three ingredients, (V, E ,p).
How can we characterize all such generic RPA properties in a given chemical reaction system? In a deterministic

chemical reaction system, the property of a steady state is specified by the values of concentrations and reaction rates
at the steady state, x̄i and r̄A. In general, the steady-state concentration x̄i of species vi ∈ V is a function of a subset
of system parameters (k, ℓ). Namely, concentration xi exhibits RPA under the perturbation of the parameters on
which x̄i does not depend. For example, if the steady-state concentration of v1 depends only on k1 and k3, we can
write it as x̄1(k1, k3), and hence it will exhibit RPA under the perturbation of k2, k4, or other system parameters
except for k1 and k3. If we identify the dependencies of all the concentrations and reaction rates on all the parameters,
we will have a complete characterization of the RPA properties existing in the system.
Equivalently, we can perform the perturbation p 7→ p + δp of a chosen parameter p ∈ (k, ℓ), and identify the

concentrations and reaction rates whose steady-state values are affected and unaffected by this perturbation. The
unaffected ones exhibit RPA with respect to p. We call this separation of degrees of freedom whose steady-state
values are affected and unaffected by p as an elementary RPA property with respect to parameter p. Once we identify
elementary RPA properties with respect to all the system parameters, we have a complete characterization of the
RPA properties in the system, since a generic RPA property can be obtained by combinations of elementary ones.
In this work, we allow the reaction kinetics to be generic. While mass-action kinetics has often been assumed in

prior studies, there exist multiple factors that can undermine this assumption. Moreover, experimental verification of
its validity within cellular environments is highly challenging. Accordingly, the RPA properties that we discuss here
are of the following nature:

Definition 1 (Kinetics-independent RPA). An RPA property is said to be kinetics-independent if the adaptation occurs
regardless of the choice of kinetics as long as the stability of the system is maintained.

For example, even if we observe an RPA property with a system with mass-action kinetics, it may disappear once
we deform the kinetics away from mass-action kinetics. The RPA properties we discuss here are those that survive
such deformations of a system.
Let us comment on the nature of perturbations under consideration. In this paper, we consider the constant-in-time

disturbances of reaction parameters and the values of conserved quantities,

kA 7→ kA + δkA, ℓᾱ 7→ ℓᾱ + δℓᾱ. (9)

When a reaction rate has multiple parameters, the perturbation kA 7→ kA+δkA indicates that one of them is disturbed.
Since we allow the kinetics to be a generic one, the perturbation of a reaction parameter, kA 7→ kA + δkA, can be
regarded as an arbitrary one-parameter deformation of the reaction rate function. There can be situations where
parameters of several reactions are simultaneously perturbed, for example, through the change of temperatures. Once

4 We will discuss the control-theoretical aspects of this phenomenon from Sec. IV.
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we know the response to the change of each parameter, we can use this information to compute the response under,
for example, a temperature variation by considering the temperature dependence of each parameter, kA(T ).
Let us summarize the assumptions we make throughout the paper. As we are interested in the phenomenon of RPA,

we are here concerned with the situation where a steady state is realized eventually, after adding a constant-in-time
perturbation to the system. Accordingly, we make the following assumption:

Assumption 2 (Stability). The reaction system has an asymptotically stable steady state. In other words, the Jacobian
matrix5 at the steady state is non-singular and every eigenvalue has a strictly negative real part.

We also assume the following,

Assumption 3. The steady-state concentration is nonzero, x̄i(k, ℓ) > 0, for any vi ∈ V , and(
∂rA(x; kA)

∂xi

)
x=x̄(k,ℓ)

{
̸= 0 if vi ∈ V is a reactant of reaction eA
= 0 otherwise

. (10)

III. RPA FROM A TOPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

We here introduce a basic formalism for characterizing the responses of steady states to parameter perturbations.
Then we introduce the law of localization [45, 46], that gives us a sufficient condition for RPA based on the network
topology.

A. Notations

In this subsection, let us summarize the notations we will use in the following. Generically, we will use overlines to
indicate quantities at steady state, such as x̄(k, ℓ) and r̄(x̄(k, ℓ); kA). The arguments of a function may be omitted
for simplicity. The derivative of a steady-state concentration with respect to rate parameter kB and the value ℓᾱ of
a conserved quantity will be denoted as

∂Bx̄i = x̄i,B :=
∂

∂kB
x̄i(k, ℓ), ∂ᾱx̄i = x̄i,ᾱ :=

∂

∂ℓᾱ
x̄i(k, ℓ) (11)

As for reactions, note that each steady-state reaction rate, r̄A(x̄(k, ℓ); kA), has an implicit dependence on parameters
(k, ℓ) through x̄, as well as an explicit dependence on a particular parameter kA. In the following expressions, we
mean the derivative of steady-state reaction rates with respect to parameter kB including the both contributions of
implicit and explicit dependence,

∂B r̄A = r̄A,B :=
∂

∂kB
r̄A(x̄(k, ℓ); kA), (12)

and similarly for the derivative with respect to ℓᾱ. On the other hand, the following expression means the derivative
of the steady-state reaction rate with respect to kB only through the explicit dependence,

∂BrA = rA,B :=

(
∂

∂kB
rA(x; kA)

)
x=x̄(k,ℓ)

. (13)

Note that this quantity is nonzero only when A = B, i.e., rA,B ∝ δAB , where δAB denotes the Kronecker delta. The
following expressions indicate the derivative of the rate function with respect to a reactant concentration, that is
evaluated at steady state,

∂rA
∂xi

= ∂irA = rA,i :=

(
∂

∂xi
rA(x; kA)

)
x=x̄(k,ℓ)

. (14)

In the following, we will often choose a subnetwork γ = (Vγ , Eγ) ⊂ Γ = (V,E). The degrees of freedom inside γ
will be denoted with indices with stars, while those outside γ will be denoted with indices with primes. For example,
xi⋆ denotes the concentration of a species inside γ (i.e., vi⋆ ∈ Vγ), while xi′ denotes the concentration of a species
outside γ, vi′ ∈ V \ Vγ . Similarly, rA⋆ denotes the reaction flux of a reaction inside γ, eA⋆ ∈ Eγ , while rA′ denotes
the reaction flux of a reaction outside γ, eA′ ∈ E \ Eγ .

5 Here, we mean the Jacobian matrix of a reaction system where the values of conserved quantities are fixed. Thus, there is no zero
eigenvalue associated with conserved quantities.
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B. Response of steady states

Let us now discuss the response of steady states against parameter perturbations. Equation (5) indicates that the
steady-state reaction rates are in the kernel of the stoichiometric matrix S. Hence, the rates can be written as

r̄A(x̄(k, ℓ); kA) =
∑
α

µα(k, ℓ)c
(α)
A , (15)

where {c(α)}α=1,...,|α| is a basis of kerS. Taking the derivative of Eqs. (15) and (6) with respect to kB and ℓβ̄ , we
have ∑

i

∂rA
∂xi

∂x̄i
∂kB

+
∂rA
∂kB

=
∑
α

∂µα
∂kB

c
(α)
A , (16)

∑
i

∂rA
∂xi

∂x̄i

∂ℓβ̄
=
∑
α

∂µα

∂ℓβ̄
c
(α)
A , (17)

∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i

∂x̄i
∂kB

= 0, (18)

∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i

∂x̄i

∂ℓβ̄
= δᾱβ̄ . (19)

As noted earlier, steady-state reaction rates r̄A(x̄(k, ℓ); kA) have an explicit dependence on kA, as well as an implicit
dependence on k and ℓ through steady-state concentrations, x̄i(k, ℓ), and

∂rA
∂kB

indicates the derivative with respect

to the explicit dependence. Note also that ∂rA
∂xi

is evaluated at steady state. Equations (16) – (19) can be simplified

by introducing a matrix defined by6

A :=

[
∂irA −c(α)A

d
(ᾱ)
i 0|ᾱ|×|α|

]
, (20)

where ∂i := ∂/∂xi. The matrix A is (|A| + |ᾱ|) × (|i| + |α|) dimensional, and because of the Fredholm’s theorem,
|A|+ |ᾱ| = |i|+ |α|, it is square. Using this, Eqs. (16)–(19) are summarized compactly in the matrix form,

A ∂B

(
x̄
µ

)
= −

(
∂Br
0

)
, A ∂β̄

(
x̄
µ

)
=

(
0
∂ᾱℓ

)
, (21)

where, as mentioned earlier, ∂B := ∂/∂kB and ∂β̄ := ∂/∂ℓβ̄ .
We note that the matrix A is invertible when the stability condition 2 is satisfied. For the case cokerS = 0, the

invertibility of A results from the one-to-one correspondence of the eigenspectrum of the Jacobian matrix and the
generalized-eigenspectrum of A. In Appendix A, we extend this correspondence to the case cokerS ̸= 0, from which
the invertibility of A follows even in the presence of nontrivial cokerS, as long as the stability condition 2 is satisfied
(see Corollary 9). Thus, by multiplying A−1 on Eq. (21), we have

∂B

(
x̄
µ

)
= −A−1

(
∂Br
0

)
, ∂β̄

(
x̄
µ

)
= A−1

(
0
∂ᾱℓ

)
. (22)

Note that ∂BrA is a diagonal matrix, i.e., ∂BrA ∝ δBA. If we partition A−1 as

A−1 =

(
(A−1)iA (A−1)iᾱ
(A−1)αA (A−1)αᾱ

)
, (23)

the responses of steady-state concentrations and reaction rates to the perturbations of kB and ℓβ̄ are proportional to
the following components,

∂Bx̄i ∝ (A−1)iB , ∂β̄ x̄i ∝ (A−1)iβ̄ , ∂Bµα ∝ (A−1)αB , ∂β̄µα ∝ (A−1)αβ̄ . (24)

6 The A-matrix is first introduced in Ref. [53] for the case cokerS = 0 and it was extended to the case cokerS ̸= 0 in Ref [46].
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Let us introduce notations with which the sensitivity can be expressed in a concise manner. We organize the
chemical concentrations and µα as a single vector7,

ȳν :=

(
x̄i

µα

)
. (25)

We also denote the parameters kA and the values ℓᾱ of conserved quantities collectively,

qν :=

(
kA

ℓᾱ

)
. (26)

Note that the vectors ȳµ and qµ have the same dimensions, |ν| = |A|+ |ᾱ| = |i|+ |α|. Let us also introduce

Lν :=

(
rA

−ℓᾱ
)
. (27)

The vector Lν depends on both variables y and parameters q, Lν = Lν(y, q). Its derivative with respect to the
parameters is represented as a matrix of the the following form,

∂Lν

∂qρ
=

(
∂rA

∂kB
0

0 −δᾱβ̄

)
. (28)

With these notations, we can express Eq. (21) as a single equation,∑
ρ

Aνρ
∂ȳρ

∂qσ
= −∂L

ν

∂qσ
. (29)

C. Law of localization

In this subsection, we introduce the law of localization [45, 46], which gives us a sufficient topological condition so
that the effect of perturbations inside a subnetwork is localized inside it.

Let us choose a subnetwork γ, which is specified by subsets of chemical species and reactions, γ = (Vγ , Eγ).
A subnetwork γ is called output-complete if Eγ includes all the reactions whose reactants are in Vγ . For a given
output-complete subnetwork γ, its influence index is defined by

λ(γ) := −|Vγ |+ |Eγ | − |(kerS)supp γ |+ |P 0
γ (cokerS)|. (30)

The definitions of the spaces that appear in the influence index are given as follows:

(kerS)supp γ :=
{
c ∈ kerS

∣∣P 1
γ c = c

}
, (31)

P 0
γ (cokerS) :=

{
P 0
γd
∣∣d ∈ cokerS

}
, (32)

where S is the stoichiometric matrix, P 0
γ and P 1

γ are the projection matrices to γ in the space of chemical species

and reactions, respectively. Namely, (kerS)supp γ is the space of vectors of kerS supported inside γ, and P 0
γ (cokerS)

is the projection of cokerS to γ. We note that the influence index of an output-complete subnetwork is nonnegative
under the assumption of stability (2).

The statement of the law of localization is as follows:8

Theorem 1 (Law of localization). Let γ ⊂ Γ be an output-complete subnetwork of a deterministic chemical reac-
tion system satisfying the assumptions in Sec. II B. When γ satisfies λ(γ) = 0, the steady-state values of chemical
concentrations and reaction rates outside γ do not change under the perturbation of rate parameters or conserved
quantities with nonzero support9 inside γ. Namely, we have ∂B⋆ x̄i′ = 0, ∂B⋆ r̄A′ = 0, ∂ᾱ⋆ x̄i′ = 0, and ∂ᾱ⋆ r̄A′ = 0 for
any eB⋆ ∈ Eγ , vi′ ∈ V \ Vγ , eA′ ∈ E \ Eγ , and ∂ᾱ⋆ = ∂

∂ℓᾱ⋆ is the derivative with respect to the value of a conserved
quantity with nonzero support in γ.

7 We use ν, ρ, σ, . . . to denote the index of the vector ȳ.
8 In Ref. [45], cokerS = 0 is assumed. The analysis is generalized to the case with cokerS ̸= 0 in Ref. [46].
9 Let us clarify precise meaning of this expression. For a given subnetwork, we first take basis {d(ᾱ′)}ᾱ′=1,...,|ᾱ′| of those vectors in

cokerS that have support only in V \ Vγ . We then extend this to a basis for the whole cokerS by including vectors {d(ᾱ⋆)}ᾱ⋆=1,...,|ᾱ⋆|

that have nonzero support inside γ. Therefore if P 0
γ denotes the projection matrix to γ, we have P 0

γd
(ᾱ⋆) ̸= 0 while P 0

γd
(ᾱ′) = 0. Note

that the vectors {P 0
γd

ᾱ⋆}ᾱ⋆=1,...,|ᾱ⋆| will be linearly independent by construction. The perturbed parameter ℓᾱ
⋆
is associated with any

basis constructed this way.
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For the proof of the theorem, see Refs. [45, 46, 48].
This theorem tells us that the effect of perturbation is confined inside a subnetwork with λ(γ) = 0 for steady states,

and for this reason, a subnetwork with a zero influence index is called a buffering structure.
We note that the law of localization can in fact be interpreted as a form of RPA: the concentrations and reaction

rates outside a buffering structure γ exhibit RPA with respect to the perturbation of parameters inside γ. In other
words, the law of localization provides us with a sufficient condition for RPA.

In a similar spirit, the structural condition for the reaction fluxes to exhibit RPA has been identified. It was shown
that, by using a slightly different index, which is called the flux influence index, λf(γ), we can find reaction parameters
under the perturbation of which all the reaction fluxes exhibit RPA [49]. A subnetwork with λf(γ) = 0 is called a
strong buffering structure. The flux influence is related to the influence index by λf(γ) = λ(γ) + |(kerS)supp γ |. A
strong buffering structure is always a buffering structure, i.e. λf(γ) = 0 implies λ(γ) = 0, which is obvious from the
relation between them.

Buffering structures are closed under union and intersection: namely, if γ1 and γ2 are buffering structures, so are
γ1∩γ2 and γ1∪γ2. This can be proven easily using the submodularity of the influence index [48]. The strong buffering
structures also are closed under union and intersection [49].

IV. RPA FROM A CONTROL-THEORETIC PERSPECTIVE

In this section, we discuss RPA from a control-theoretic perspective. After introducing a general idea, we discuss
maxRPA networks in which one distinguished species exhibit RPA with respect to maximally many parameters in
a reaction system. Then, we discuss how a buffering structure naturally arises for kinetics-independent maxRPA
networks. In fact, the existence of such a buffering structure will be shown to be equivalent to the conditions for
kinetics-independent maxRPA. As we prove in Section V, this equivalence goes beyond maxRPA networks, and it
extends to all generic RPA properties.

A. RPA and integral feedback control

The biological notion of RPA is essentially equivalent to the notion of robust steady-state tracking, that is well
known in control theory. This allows us to borrow control-theoretic concepts to understand the structural conditions
for networks to exhibit RPA. One such concept is the famous Internal Model Principle (IMP) [21], that sheds light
into the organization of RPA networks. In particular, it says that an RPA network Γ must contain a subsystem called
the internal model (IM), that can generate the class of disturbances to which the RPA network adapts. Furthermore,
the IM generates the disturbance using only the regulated output variable (i.e. concentration of X) as input, and then
passes restorative signals to the rest of the network (RoN) in order to eliminate the effect of the disturbance. When
the output species X belongs to RoN, this creates a natural “feedback” between IM and RoN (see Fig. 3). Since we
only consider constant-in-time perturbations of system parameters as disturbances, the function realized by the IM
must be an “integrator” which computes the time-integral of the deviation of the output species concentration from
its set-point (see Ref. [51] for more details).

There can be several instantiations of the IMP depending on the type of disturbances allowed and the nature of the
robustness desired, and each version needs to be independently proven. So far the IMP has been shown in complete
generality for linear systems [54, 55] and for nonlinear systems that can be decomposed as affine functions of the
disturbances [22] (see Ref. [21] for more details). It is important to note that typically RPA systems are not naturally
structured into the IMP-mandated form (i.e. IM and RoN in feedback), but IMP asserts that they can be brought in
this form after a nonlinear coordinate transformation (see the incoherent feedforward (IFF) example in Ref. [51]).

B. Characterization of maxRPA networks

Here, we discuss maxRPA networks [33] in detail and present their precise mathematical characterization, which
generalizes the characterization result in Ref. [33].

Consider a reaction network Γ = (V,E) with V = {v1, . . . , vM} consisting of M species and E = {e1, . . . , eN}
consisting of N reactions. Suppose that this network regulates its last species vM = X, which we shall call the output
species. In particular, there is a set-point at which the concentration of X is maintained. We say that a network
satisfies the maxRPA property if the steady-state concentration of the output species vM = X only depends on the
parameters k1̄ and k2̄ of the last two reactions e1̄ := eN−1 and e2̄ := eN . This implies that there is a function ϕout
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X

FIG. 3: The RPA network can be decomposed based on the Internal Model Principle (IMP), employing a potential
change of coordinates. This decomposition results in two components: an Internal Model (IM) and the Rest of the

Network (RoN). By utilizing a feedback mechanism, robustness against disturbances is achieved, with the IM
playing a crucial role. The IM actively measures disturbances by evaluating the deviation of the regulated output X

from the desired set-point, and subsequently transmits corrective signals to the RoN, effectively countering the
disturbances.

such that

lim
t→∞

x(t) = ϕout (k1̄, k2̄) for any (k, ℓ) ∈ K × L, (33)

where x(t) denotes the concentration of X at time t. Here the function ϕout provides an encoding between parameters
k1̄ and k2̄, and the set-point for the maxRPA species. We assume that this function depends non-trivially on both k1̄
and k2̄, i.e. its partial derivative with respect to both parameters is nonzero.
When the last two reaction have mass-action kinetics (see Eq. (4)), it can be shown that ϕout can only depend on

the ratio of k1̄ and k2̄ (see Ref. [33]), but we do not assume mass-action kinetics here and so ϕout is arbitrary. Observe
that Eq. (33) implies that the steady-state output concentration is unaffected by constant-in-time disturbances that
perturb parameters in (k, ℓ), except k1̄ and k2̄.
The characterization result for maxRPA networks in Ref. [33] assumed that the cokernel of the stoichiometric

matrix S is trivial, i.e. cokerS = 0. The extension of this characterization result, which we now state, will relax this
assumption along with the assumption that reactions e1̄ and e2̄ have the mass-action kinetics.

Theorem 2 (maxRPA characterization result). Assuming that the chemical reaction system Γ = (V,E) is stable (see
Assumption 2), it exhibits maxRPA for the output species vM = X if and only if the following two conditions are
satisfied:

1. There exists a vector q ∈ RM and a positive κ such that

q⊤S =
[
0, · · · , 0, κ, −1

]
. (34)

If such a pair (q, κ) exists then the value of κ is unique and the value of vector q is unique up to addition of
vectors in cokerS.

2. The ratio of the rate functions r1̄(x; k1̄) and r2̄(x; k2̄) for the last two reactions, depends on only the output
species concentration xM along with parameters k1̄ and k2̄, i.e. there exists a function Φ(xM , k1̄, k2̄) such that

r2̄(x; k2̄)

r1̄(x; k1̄)
= Φ(xM , k1̄, k2̄). (35)

Moreover if these conditions hold then the set-point x̄M for the output species is uniquely determined by the implicit
relation

Φ(x̄M , k1̄, k2̄) = κ (36)



14

where κ is the same constant as in Eq. (34). In other words, there is a unique set-point encoding function ϕout such
that

Φ(ϕout (k1̄, k2̄) , k1̄, k2̄) = κ. (37)

We present a proof in Appendix C.
Note that the first condition (34) is exactly the same as in the case with cokerS = 0. When cokerS ̸= 0, the vector

q (if it exists) will not be unique, as for any conservation relation d ∈ cokerS, d⊤S = 0 and so (q + d)⊤S = q⊤S.
However, as will be shown in the proof of Theorem 2, the value of κ is always unique, and the value of q in unique in
the quotient subspace RM/ cokerS. Therefore, a vector q ∈ (cokerS)⊥ such that (q, κ) satisfies Eq. (34) is going to
be unique10, where (cokerS)⊥ denotes the orthogonal complement of cokerS.

Observe that if we assume the mass-action kinetics for the last two reactions, then they can be written as

r1̄(x; k1̄) = k1̄m1(xM̄ )x
ν1̄
M and r2̄(x; k2̄) = k2̄m2(xM̄ )x

ν2̄
M , (40)

where xM̄ is the concentration vector for all the species except X, m1(xM̄ ) and m2(xM̄ ) are monomials (see the
definition of mass-action kinetics (4)), and ν1̄ and ν2̄ are the numbers reactant molecules of X in reactions e1̄ and e2̄.
Therefore Eq. (35) implies that m1 = m2 and so reactions e1̄ and e2̄ have an equal number of all the species (except
the output species X) as reactants. Setting ν := ν2̄ − ν1̄, Eq. (36) becomes equivalent to

x̄M =

(
κ
k1̄
k2̄

) 1
ν

, (41)

which is the set-point encoding function in Ref. [33].
We end this section with a couple of important definitions.

Definition 4. A maxRPA network is called homothetic is its associated q vector has all its nonzero components of the
same sign. Otherwise, the maxRPA network is called antithetic.

Let us define a subnetwork γ̄ ⊂ Γ consisting of the output species vM = X and the last two reactions e1̄ and e2̄

γ̄ = ({X}, {e1̄, e2̄}). (42)

The complement of this subnetwork,

γ := Γ \ γ̄, (43)

consists of all the species except X and all the reactions except e1̄ and e2̄. Condition (35) shows that for maxRPA to
occur, the kinetics of the last two reactions must be fine-tuned to match the dependence on reactants other than the
output species X. The only way to have maxRPA without fine-tuning is that the last two reactions do not have any
species (other than X) as reactants, which is what we shall call kinetics-independent maxRPA.

Definition 5. A maxRPA network is said to be kinetics-independent if the reactions rates of the two set-point deter-
mining reactions (i.e. e1̄ and e2̄) do not depend on any species except the output species X. In other words, only X
can be a reactant for these two reactants.

Note that a maxRPA network becomes kinetics-independent, precisely in the scenario where the subnetwork γ
is output-complete, because all reactions involving species in γ are in γ. In fact, Theorem 3 will show that γ is a
buffering structure, i.e. its influence index is zero, λ(γ) = 0.

10 Let us comment on how such a vector q can be identified, along with κ. Let us pick a basis {d(ᾱ)}ᾱ=1,...,|ᾱ| for cokerS, and define the

M × |ᾱ| matrix D by horizontally stacking these basis vectors as columns. The condition q ∈ (cokerS)⊥ is equivalent to q⊤D = 0, and
hence (q, κ) satisfies the augmented linear system

q⊤ [
S D

]
=

[
0, · · · , 0, κ, −1, 0, · · · , 0

]
, (38)

where
[
S D

]
is the M × (N + |ᾱ|) augmented matrix formed by horizontally stacking S and D, and the vector on the right has (N − 2)

zeros at the start and |ᾱ| zeros at the end. Observe that the rows of this augmented matrix
[
S D

]
are independent because if d in any

vector in coker
[
S D

]
then we must have d⊤S = 0 and d⊤D = 0, which means that d is present in both cokerS and (cokerS)⊥, and

that is only possible when d = 0. Let uj be the N -dimensional vector whose j-th component is 1 and the rest are zeros. Then Eq. (38)
can be equivalently written as the linear system [

S⊤ −uN−1

D⊤ 0

] [
q
κ

]
= −

[
uN

0

]
. (39)

The pair (q, κ) can be obtained by solving this linear equation.
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C. An Internal Model Principle for maxRPA networks

We now discuss how an Internal Model Principle can be formulated for maxRPA networks based on the unique vector
q that characterizes them. Consider a maxRPA network with stoichiometric matrix S, and a pair (q, κ) satisfying
Eq. (34) with q ∈ (cokerS)⊥ and κ > 0. Recall that Φ(xM , k1̄, k2̄) is the ratio of rate functions r2̄(x; k2̄)/r1̄(x; k1̄)
which can only depend on the output species concentration xM as per Condition 2 of Theorem 2. Defining

z := q · x, (44)

we see that this is an integrator for the maxRPA networks as its time-derivative is proportional to the “error” in
Eq. (36),

ż = q⊤S r(x,k) =
[
0 · · · 0 κ −1

]
r(x,k) = κ r1̄(x; k1̄)− r2̄(x; k2̄) = r1̄(x; k1̄)(κ− Φ(xM , k1̄, k2̄)).

Since the network dynamics is stable, the presence of this integrator ensures that the dynamics is driven to a steady-
state where Eq. (36) holds, and hence the set-point x̄M for the output species is only a function of k1̄ and k2̄.
The Internal Model for the maxRPA network consists of species that form the support of the vector q =[
q1 · · · qM

]⊤
, namely,

VIM = {vi ∈ V | qi ̸= 0} . (45)

In order to satisfy Condition 2 of Theorem 2, at least one of the last two reactions e1̄ and e2̄ must have the output
species X as a reactant. Without loss of generality, we may assume that e2̄ has X as a reactant, and we call it the
output sensing reaction, while we refer to the other reaction e1̄ as the set-point encoding reaction. In a number of
situations, the output species vM = X does not belong to VIM

11(i.e. qM = 0) and so X belongs to the rest of the
network, giving rise to the IMP decomposition shown in Fig. 4. The actuation reactions from IM to RoN are necessary
to complete the feedback loop and ensure network stability, but the form of these reactions can be arbitrary.

The characterization result for maxRPA networks (Theorem 2) has two conditions, in which the first one is structural
(i.e. Eq. (34)) while the second condition (i.e. Eq. (35)) depends on the kinetics of the last two reactions. If we consider
kinetics-independent maxRPA networks (see Definition 5) then the second condition also becomes structural, and in
this situation the two conditions become equivalent to the subnetwork γ, defined by Eq. (43), being a buffering
structure. The next theorem states this equivalence and one can find its schematic illustration in Fig. 4.

Theorem 3. Consider a network Γ and define its subnetwork γ by Eq. (43). Then, Γ is a kinetics-independent maxRPA
network if and only if the subnetwork γ is a buffering structure, i.e. it is output-complete with a zero influence index
λ(γ) = 0.

The proof of this theorem will be given in Sec. VIC.
We now briefly discuss how this topological characterization of the kinetics-independent maxRPA property is

connected to the more general results in the next section. As per the terminology introduced in Sec. II B, we can view
maxRPA as a generic RPA property (V, E ,p) where V = {X}, E = {e1̄, e2̄} and p is the set of all system parameters
except k1̄ and k2̄ which appear in the kinetics of reactions in E . Note that γ = Γ \ (V, E) is the subnetwork consisting
of all the species except X, and all the reactions except e1̄ and e2̄. It will be shown later that kinetics-independence
and network stability, together imply that at the steady-state, the concentrations and rates of all the species and
reactions in γ are sensitive to at least one of the parameters in p. This ensures that if for each parameter pµ in
p, if γµ is the subnetwork of all the species and reactions that are sensitive to pµ, then γ is in fact the union of all
such γµ-s. This is made mathematically precise in the next section, where each γµ is identified as a labelled buffering
structure. As buffering structures are closed under the union operation, it follows that γ is itself a buffering structure,
as asserted by Theorem 3, and it shows that the maxRPA property is generated by all the labelled buffering structures
corresponding to parameters in p. The central goal of this paper, is to demonstrate that these arguments can be
extended to any generic kinetics-independent RPA property (not just maxRPA) and hence the identification of all
labelled buffering structures is sufficient to completely characterise and systematically identify all such generic RPA
properties.

11 For example, this would happen when there is a combination of first (N − 2) reactions and conservation relations in cokerS that only
modifies the output species vM , i.e. there exists a vector y such that

[
S̄ D

]
y = uM , where S̄ is the matrix formed by removing the last

two columns from S, D is the matrix with basis vectors of cokerS as columns and uM is a M -dimensional vector whose last component
is 1 and the rest are zeros. Note that since q satisfies Eq. (38) we would have qM = q⊤um = q⊤ [

S̄ D
]
y = 0.



16

X

Set-point encoding 
Sensing

…
…

Actuation

Internal model

Buffering structure

γ

λ(γ) = 0
There exists  such that⃗q

⃗q⊤S = [0 ⋯ 0 κ −1]

FIG. 4: Schematic figure representing the equivalence. The stoichiometric condition (34) for the system to exhibit
maxRPA is equivalent to the condition the part of the network encircled by a dashed line has a zero influence index,

λ(γ) = 0.

V. CHARACTERIZATION OF ALL RPA PROPERTIES

The law of localization discussed in Sec. III gives us a sufficient condition for a generic RPA, and the condition
is topological, meaning that it is determined by network topology. A natural question arises as to whether any
RPA property can be captured with topological criteria. In this section, we show that all the elementary RPA
properties that are kinetics-independent can be indeed characterized/found by labeled buffering structures, which are
buffering structures annotated with supplementary information. Since generic RPA properties can be constructed from
elementary ones, we thus have a complete characterization of all RPA properties. We first introduce the transitivity
of influence in Sec. VA, that will be used later when we show the one-to-one correspondence of the RPA properties
and labeled buffering structures in Sec. VB. We then present a computational method to identify labeled buffering
structures in Sec. VC and discuss examples in Sec. VD.

A. Transitivity of influence

Here we introduce the transitivity of influence. The transitivity of influence for reaction perturbations is established
first for the monomolecular case [56, 57] and then for the multimolecular case [58] (for the case cokerS = 0).

Let us prepare notations. For reactions eA, eB ∈ E, if ∂Ar̄B ̸= 0 holds, we say “eA influences eB” and represent
this in symbols as

eA ⇝ eB . (46)

On the other hand, if ∂Ar̄B = 0, we say that “eA does not influence eB” and we write this as eA ̸⇝ eB . Similarly, if
∂Ax̄i ̸= 0 for some vi ∈ V and eA ∈ E, we express this as

eA ⇝ vi. (47)

When vi ∈ V is a reactant of reaction eA (i.e. siA ̸= 0), we write

vi ⊢ eA. (48)

We may also express this with the corresponding indices as i ⊢ A. While the absence of conserved quantities is
assumed in Ref. [58], we here allow them and thus consider the perturbation of conserved quantities as well as
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reaction parameters. When the perturbation of ℓᾱ affects the flux of eA (i.e., ∂ᾱr̄A ̸= 0), we express this as

ℓᾱ ⇝ eA. (49)

The transitivity of influence is stated as follows [58]:

Theorem 4 (Transitivity of influence). If reaction eA influences eB and eB influences eC , then eA influences eC . In
symbols,

eA ⇝ eB ⇝ eC =⇒ eA ⇝ eC . (50)

Proof. The proof we describe here is slightly different from the one given in Ref. [58]. While cokerS = 0 is assumed
in Ref. [58], the following proof is valid for cokerS ̸= 0.
We note that, to prove Eq. (50), it suffices to show that, if reaction eA influences vi and vi is a reactant of eB and

eB influences eC , then eA influences eC . In symbols,

eA ⇝ vi ⊢ eB ⇝ eC =⇒ eA ⇝ eC . (51)

Let us first show that Eq. (51) implies Eq. (50). When eA = eB or eB = eC is true, Eq. (50) is always satisfied, so
it is sufficient to consider the case where eA = eC ̸= eB or eA, eB , eC are all different. Since eA ⇝ eB ,

0 ̸= r̄B,A =
∑
i⊢B

rB,i x̄i,A, (52)

where the summation is over the species that are reactants of eB . For this to be nonzero, there must be a species
vi ⊢ eB such that eA ⇝ vi. By Eq. (51), this implies eA ⇝ eC , and Eq. (50) holds.
Now let us prove Eq. (51). We here use the formula for the second-order response of steady-state fluxes12, which

can be derived straightforwardly from Eq. (22) (see Appendix B for derivation),

r̄C,AB = r̄C,AFA,B + r̄C,BFB,A +
∑
D

∑
j ⊢D

∑
k ⊢D

r̄C,D
rD,jk
rD,D

x̄j,A x̄k,B , (53)

where r̄C,AB := ∂2

∂kA∂kB
r̄C(x̄(k, ℓ); kC), rD,jk := ( ∂2

∂xj∂xk rD(x; kD))x=x̄(k,ℓ), rA,A := ( ∂
∂kA

rA(x; kA))x=x̄(k,ℓ), FA :=

ln rA,A and FA,B := ∂
∂kB

[
(ln rA,A)x=x̄(k,ℓ)

]
. From the second term, we have the following contribution,

r̄C,AB = r̄C,B
∑
i⊢B

(ln rB,B),i x̄i,A + · · · . (54)

Thus, when we shift the value of parameter as kB 7→ kB + δkB , r̄C,A as a function of kB , r̄C,A(kB), is modified as (we
here only denote kB dependence)

r̄C,A(kB + δkB) = r̄C,A(kB) + r̄C,B
∑
j ⊢B

(ln rB,B),j x̄j,AδkB + · · · . (55)

From the assumption, we have r̄C,B ̸= 0 and x̄i,A ̸= 0. Thus, an infinitesimal shift of kB induces nontrivial changes
in the value of r̄C,A. This indicates that, without fine-tuning, the value of r̄C,A is nonzero. This proves Eq. (51).

B. RPA and labeled buffering structures

Suppose we would like to find all RPA properties for a given reaction system. For each parameter of the system,
we can hypothetically perform its perturbation and observe the response. In general, some of the steady-state
concentrations and reaction rates show nonzero response while others do not respond, and the latter exhibit perfect
adaptation. To test the robustness of adaptation, we can change the system parameters (or the form of rate functions)
and repeat the hypothetical experiment. Doing this procedure for all the parameters, we can obtain all elementary
RPA properties of the system (see Fig. 5)13.
Here, we show that an elementary RPA property with respect to a parameter can be represented by a buffering

structure with supplementary information, by proving the following statement:

12 Note that this formula is correct when eA, eB , eC are all different or either of eA ̸= eB is equal to eC .
13 Such a perturbation-based approach for systematically studying the steady-state response is similar to the one proposed in Ref. [59] for

computing the influence matrix and also to the method described in Ref. [58] for deriving the influence graph. A crucial difference is
that we connect RPA properties to topological characteristics of subnetworks (via the one-to-one correspondence shown in this section),
that facilitates the identification of integral feedback control for each RPA property.
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FIG. 5: Schematic of the characterization of RPA properties in a chemical reaction system.

Theorem 5 (One-to-one correspondence of elementary RPA properties and labeled buffering structures). For a chosen
reaction eB ∈ E, we collect the species and reactions influenced by eB ,

eB ⇝ (VB , EB). (56)

The subnetwork γ0 := (VB , EB) can be made output-complete by adding reactions EB ⊂ E \ EB that have reactants
in VB . The resulting output-complete subnetwork γ := (VB , EB ∪ EB) is a buffering structure, i.e., λ(γ) = 0.

We note that a similar statement holds for the perturbation of conserved quantities. Namely, if we find species
and reactions that are affected by the perturbation of a conserved quantity as ℓᾱ ⇝ (Vᾱ, Eᾱ), then the corresponding
output-complete subnetwork γ := (Vᾱ, Eᾱ ∪ Eᾱ) is a buffering structure. In the following, we present the proof of
the theorem for the case of perturbations of reaction parameters. The proof for conserved-quantity perturbations is
completely analogous.

Proof. We first show that, although γ0 is identified as the subnetwork within which the perturbation of the parameter
of eB is confined, the effect of the perturbation of any reaction eC⋆ in EB is in fact confined inside γ0. Namely, for
any eC⋆ ∈ EB , we have

eC⋆ /⇝ {V \ VB , E \ EB}. (57)

Suppose that this is not the case, then there exists reaction eD′ ∈ E \EB which is influenced by a reaction inside EB .
Then, because of the transitivity, we should have eB ⇝ eD′ ̸∈ EB . This contradicts with the fact that EB includes
all the reactions influenced by eB .
Let us denote the set of reactions in E \ EB that have a species of VB as a reactant by EB . Namely,

EB = {eC ∈ E \ EB | ∃ vi⋆ ∈ VB such that vi⋆ ⊢ eC} . (58)

The subnetwork γ = (VB , EB ∪ EB) is obviously output-complete.
We show that the influence of the perturbations of the reaction in EB is also localized in γ. If eC ∈ EB is equal to

eB , this is trivially true, so we consider the case eC ̸= eB in the following. Since x̄i′,B with vi′ ∈ V \VB , should vanish
regardless of parameters, the derivative of x̄i′,B with respect to the parameter of eC ∈ EB should vanish as well,

0 = x̄i′,BC = x̄i′,CFC,B + x̄i′,BFB,C +
∑
D

∑
j ⊢D

∑
k ⊢D

rD,jk
rD,D

x̄i′,D x̄j,B x̄k,C . (59)

The second term on the RHS is zero because x̄i′,B = 0. As for the third term, we can divide the summation over all
the reactions to those inside/outside Eγ := EB ∪ EB as

∑
D · · · =

∑
D⋆ · · ·+

∑
D′ · · · , and noting that x̄i′,D⋆ = 0 and

x̄j′,B = 0, the third term is now written as

(third term) =
∑
D′

∑
j⋆ ⊢D′

∑
k ⊢D′

rD′,j⋆k

rD′,D′
x̄i′,D′ x̄j⋆,B x̄k,C . (60)
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FIG. 6: Structures of A-matrix and its inverse.

Since there is no reaction outside γ whose reactant is inside γ by construction, the summation over j⋆ is empty and
this term vanishes as well. Thus, we have

0 = x̄i′,C
∑
i⋆⊢C

(ln rC,C),i⋆ x̄i⋆,B . (61)

There is at least one species vi⋆ that is a reactant of eC , by construction, and (ln rC,C),i⋆ ̸= 0. Since x̄i⋆,B ̸= 0
by definition, if the RHS of Eq. (61) is to vanish without fine-tuning, we should have x̄i′,C = 0. Thus, there are
no concentrations outside γ that are influenced by eC ∈ EB . As a result, no reactions outside γ are influenced by
eC ∈ EB . Therefore, we have shown that the influence by any reaction eC⋆ inside γ is localized inside γ.
Let us here choose a basis of kerS in the following manner. Given a subnetwork γ, we pick a basis {c(α⋆)}α⋆=1,...,|α⋆|

of (kerS)supp γ , and we arrange the basis of kerS so that r̄A is written as

r̄A =
∑
α⋆

µα⋆c
(α⋆)
A +

∑
α′

µα′c
(α′)
A , (62)

where {c(α′)}α′=1,...,|α′| are basis vectors with nonzero support in E \ Eγ . Note that c
(α⋆)
A′ = 0, since it is supported

in γ. We employ the expansion the steady-state fluxes in the form (62). From the response localization, for eC⋆ ∈ Eγ
and eA′ ∈ E \ Eγ , we have

0 = r̄A′,C⋆ =
∑
α′

µα′,C⋆ c
(α′)
A′ , (63)

where we used c
(α⋆)
A′ = 0. Let us denote a basis vector as c(α) =

[
c
(α)
1

c
(α)
2

]
, where c

(α)
1 and c

(α)
2 are components inside and

outside of γ, respectively. With the current choice of basis, the vectors {c(α
′)

2 }α′=1,...,|α′| are linearly independent14,
and Eq. (63) implies that

µα′,C⋆ = 0. (65)

The response of the steady-state concentrations and reaction fluxes to the perturbation of parameter kC⋆ with eC⋆ ∈ Eγ
can be characterized by the following equation using the A-matrix, The response is determined by the following
equation, [

A11 A12

A21 A22

] [
y1,C⋆

y2,C⋆

]
= −

[
∂C⋆r1

0

]
, (66)

where we have defined

y1,C⋆ := ∂C⋆

[
x̄i⋆
µα⋆

]
, y2,C⋆ := ∂C⋆

[
x̄i′
µα′

]
. (67)

14 Suppose that the vectors {c(α
′)

2 }α′=1,...,|α′| are linearly dependent. Then, by taking a linear combination of {cα′}α′=1,...,|α′|, we can
make a vector supported inside γ,

c′ =

[
c′1
0

]
, (64)

which is an element of (kerS)supp γ . Since the vector {c(α)}α=1,...,|α| are linearly independent, c′1 should be linearly independent of

{c(α
⋆)

1 }α⋆=1,...,|α⋆|. This contradicts the fact that {c(α⋆)}α⋆=1,...,|α⋆| is a basis vector of (kerS)supp γ .
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We have y2,C⋆ = 0 for any eC⋆ ∈ Eγ from the response localization.
Suppose that A11 is an n×m matrix. Since A21 is a zero matrix, the invertibility of A requires that A11 should

be square or vertically long, and we have n ≥ m. On the other hand, from the localization of responses, its inverse
A−1 should have the structure shown in Fig. 6, with zero matrix in the lower-left sector, and the upper-left part is
an m× n matrix. So that A−1 be invertible, (A−1)11 should be square or vertically long, and we need m ≥ n. Thus,
the only possibility is n = m, and A11 is a square matrix.
Recall that the set of vectors {c(α⋆)}α⋆=1,...,|α⋆| is a basis of (kerS)supp γ . The fact that A11 is a square matrix

implies |Eγ |+ |P 0
γ (cokerS)| − |Vγ | − |(kerS)supp γ | = 0, meaning that λ(γ) = 0. Thus, we have the claim.

Motivated by Theorem 5, we introduce labeled buffering structures to characterize the elementary RPA properties
in a reaction network. Specifically, for each reaction eA, we identify the corresponding buffering structure as in
Theorem 5,

γA = (VA, EA ∪ EA). (68)

The concentrations of V \ VA and reaction fluxes of E \EA exhibit RPA with respect to the perturbation of eA. We
call Eq. (68) as a labeled buffering structure. The name comes from the fact that, if we regard a labeled buffering
structure (VA, EA ∪ EA) as a pair of sets and forget about the labels of parameters (and distinction of EA and EA), it
reduces to an ordinary buffering structure. Similarly, we also define a labeled buffering structure associated with the
perturbation of conserved quantity ℓᾱ

γᾱ = (Vᾱ, Eᾱ ∪ Eᾱ). (69)

By enumerating labeled buffering structures for all the parameters, we can identify all the RPA properties in a given
reaction network, via the one-to-one correspondence,

{ elementary RPA properties } ←→ { labeled buffering structures }. (70)

There is a possibility that the RPA properties with respect to two or more reactions are exactly the same. We use
multiple indices in this case, such as γA,B,C when the RPA properties with respect to reaction eA, eB , and eB are the
same.

As we stated in Sec. II B, we allow the kinetics to be generic, and RPA properties that can be detected by labeled
buffering structures are kinetics-independent ones. For a specific choice of kinetics, such as mass-action kinetics, there
can be further RPA properties that are robust only within the chosen kinetics. The RPA properties represented by
labeled buffering structures are also robust under the change of kinetics (as long as stability is not jeopardized).

We note that a generic RPA property can be generated by elementary RPA properties (see Fig. 7). Let us consider,
a subset of parameters p ⊂ (k, ℓ). Correspondingly to each element pµ ∈ p, we have a labeled buffering structure
γµ = (Vµ, Eµ ∪ Eµ). Let us define Vp :=

⋃
µ Vµ and Ep :=

⋃
µEµ. Then, the subnetwork γp defined by

γp := (Vp, Ep ∪ Ep) (71)

is a buffering structure, where Ep is the minimal set of reactions to make (Vp, Ep ∪ Ep) output-complete. Since γp is
the union of γµ with pµ ∈ p (as a pair of sets), the vanishing of the index λ(γp) follows from the closure property
of buffering structures under union [48]. This buffering structure γp is a minimal one with respect to p in the sense
that for any species in Vp and reactions in Ep there exists a parameter pµ ∈ p to which it is sensitive to. Then, if we
define

V := V \ Vp E := E \ Ep (72)

then the triple (V, E ,p) exhibits a generic RPA property, i.e. concentrations of the species in V and reaction rates
of the reactions in E exhibit RPA with respect to any parameter in p. The fact that all the generic RPA properties
can be captured by this construction follows via the same logic of the proof for elementary RPA properties. Let us
summarize the argument of this paragraph in the following proposition:

Proposition 6. For any generic RPA property (V, E ,p), there exists an associated buffering structure.

Once all the labeled buffering structures for a given reaction network are identified, we have the full characterization
of dependencies of all the steady-state concentrations and reaction fluxes on system parameters, which can be used for
various analyses.15 Thus, labeled buffering structures can be used to find species and reactions with more complicated

15 As we discuss in Sec. VC, the enumeration of all the labeled buffering structures can be done in polynomial time.
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ΓSubnetwork affected by p1 Subnetwork affected by p2
Subnetwork affected by p3

Subnetwork that exhibits RPA with respect to (p1, p2, p3)

FIG. 7: Schematic illustration of a generation of a generic RPA property from elementary RPA properties. Each
labeled buffering structure associated with p1, p2 and p3 identifies the corresponding subnetwork affected by each
parameter. With these data, we can identify the subnetwork (gray region) that exhibits RPA with respect to a set

(p1, p2, p3) of parameters.

patterns of dependencies. For example, if we are interested in concentrations and reaction rates that are affected by eA
and not affected by eB , such species and reactions are identified as (VA∩(V \VB), EA∩(E\EB)). As another example,
suppose that we have several target species of interest Vout ⊂ V . If we would like to identify the parameters which
affect the concentrations of the species in Vout, this can be achieved by finding the largest buffering structure that does
not include species in Vout. All the buffering structures in a reaction network can be generated from the identified
labeled buffering structures, and for buffering structures, we can perform bifurcation analysis [47, 60], or we can
reduce the network to a smaller one without affecting steady-state properties by eliminating buffering structures [48].
Although we do not consider addition of new reactions or new species as a part of perturbations, we can study its
effect on the dependencies of concentrations and reaction rates on system parameters, by comparing the sets of labeled
buffering structures before and after the addition of new reactions and species.

In this way, identified labeled buffering structures form a basis for various analyses. We shall refer to the iden-
tification of RPA properties through buffering structures as topological analysis, emphasizing the fact that these
subnetworks are identified through topological characteristics. This name is also motivated from a more abstract
viewpoint: robust adaptation is a topological phenomenon, as we discuss in Sec. IX.

C. Algorithm to enumerate labeled buffering structures

Let us present an algorithm to identify all the labeled buffering structures for a given deterministic reaction system.
As we discussed so far, the qualitative responses (i.e., whether the response is zero or nonzero) of a reaction system

against parameter perturbations are captured by the inverse of the A-matrix. The response of concentrations is given

by x̄i,A ∝ (A−1)iA. As for reaction rates, noting that r̄B =
∑
α µαc

(α)
B , the response of a reaction rate can be written

as

∂Ar̄B =
∑
α,C

c
(α)
B (A−1)αC∂ArC . (73)

Since ∂ArC ∝ δAC , we have

∂Ar̄B ∝
∑
α

c
(α)
B (A−1)αA. (74)
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We define the species-sensitivity matrix and reaction-sensitivity matrix as

XiA := (A−1)iA, RBA :=
∑
α

c
(α)
B (A−1)αA. (75)

The numerical procedure goes as follows. For a given chemical reaction network, we first construct the A-matrix.
In doing to, we assign random numbers for the entries with nonzero rA,i. Namely, we put a random number if vi ⊢ eA
and zero otherwise. Then, numerically compute its inverse, A−1, with which we can obtain the species-sensitivity
and reaction-sensitivity matrices (75). Based on these matrices, for each reaction eA (and conserved quantity ℓᾱ), we
identify chemical species and reactions that are affected by the perturbation of eA (ℓᾱ). Namely, we identify (VA, EA)
for each reaction eA that are defined by

VA := {vi ∈ V | XiA is nonzero} , EA := {eB ∈ E | RBA is nonzero} . (76)

The subnetwork (VA, EA) is not necessarily output-complete. It can be made output-complete by adding a set
of reactions EA defined in Eq. (58). Then, we obtain the labeled buffering structure associated with reaction eA,
γA = (VA, EA ∪ EA). By repeating this for all the reactions, we obtain all the labeled buffering structures within a
given reaction system.

The bottleneck of this enumeration process is the inversion of matrix A, whose computational complexity is O(N 3)
in the case of the Gaussian elimination, where N is the dimension of A, which is roughly the same as the number of
reactions.

According to the algorithm explained above, we have implement a method to enumerate all the labeled buffering
structures for a given reaction network in RPAFinder, which is available on Github [50].

D. Examples

Let us here discuss some examples of chemical reaction systems to illustrate the use of topological analysis based
on the identification of labeled buffering structures.

1. A simple example

We consider a reaction network Γ := ({v1, v2, v3}, {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5}) whose reactions are given by

e1 : ∅ → v1,

e2 : v1 → v2,

e3 : v2 → v3, (77)

e4 : v3 → v1,

e5 : v2 → ∅.

The network can be visualized as

v1 v2

v3

e1 e2

e3e4

e5 (78)

Corresponding to the perturbation of the parameter of each reaction, we can identify the following labeled buffering
structures,

γ1 = ({v1, v2, v3}, {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5} ∪ {}) = Γ,

γ∗2 = ({v1}, {} ∪ {e2}),
γ3 = ({v1, v3}, {e2, e3, e4} ∪ {}), (79)

γ∗4 = ({v3}, {} ∪ {e4}),
γ5 = ({v1, v2, v3}, {e2, e3, e4} ∪ {e5}),
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where those with ∗ are strong buffering structures [49]. Here, γ1 and γ3 are already output-complete without adding
any additional reactions (i.e. E1 and E3 are empty). For γ∗2 , γ

∗
4 , and γ5, we supplemented them with reactions so that

they are output-complete. The parameter of e1 affects all the species and reactions, and the corresponding labeled
buffering structure is the entire network. In the present example, all parameters give rise to different labeled buffering
structures.

From the identified labeled buffering structures, we can conclude the following:

• From γ3, we learn that x̄2, r̄1, and r̄5 exhibit RPA with respect to e3.

• The strong buffering structure γ∗2 ∪ γ∗4 tells us that all the reaction rates r̄ exhibit RPA with respect to e2 and
e4.

• x̄2, x̄3 exhibit RPA with respect to e2 (from γ∗2).

• x̄1, x̄2 exhibit RPA with respect to e4 (from γ∗4).

• No species or reactions exhibit RPA with respect to e1.

If we use mass-action kinetics, the steady-state concentrations and rates are given by (kA is the rate constant for
eA)

x̄1 =
k1
k3k5

(k3 + k5), x̄2 =
k1
k5
, x̄3 =

k1k3
k4k5

, r̄ = k1c
(1) +

k1k3
k5

c(2), (80)

where c(1) :=
[
1 1 0 0 1

]⊤
and c(2) :=

[
0 1 1 1 0

]⊤
. These steady-state solutions are indeed compatible with the

predictions based on the labeled buffering structures.

2. Bacterial chemotaxis

We discuss an example describing bacterial chemotaxis [7]. Bacterial chemotaxis is the ability of bacteria to move
towards or away from a chemical stimulus in their environment. E. coli are able to detect a variety of attractants
and use a biased random walk to navigate towards them [61]. Their motion is comprised of runs, during which the
bacterium moves in a straight line, and tumbles, during which it stops and changes direction. When a bacterium
senses the increase of attractants along its path, it reduces the frequency of tumbles, allowing it to move up gradients
of attractants. When an attractant is added uniformly in space, the frequency of tumbles initially decreases but
eventually returns to its original level. This adaptation is perfect, and the tumbling frequency at the steady state is
independent of the attractant concentration.

We here use a simplified model [62] that captures this adaptation behavior. Each receptor is bound to a protein
kinase CheA, and we will denote the complex by X. When a complex of a methylated receptor and a kinase is in an
active state, X⋆

m, it phosphorylates a response regulator, which binds to the flagellar motor and changes the rotational
direction, enhancing tumbling. Thus, X⋆

m determines the tumbling probability and it is the target output variable of
the analysis here. The set of reaction we consider is

e1 : X⋆
m → Xm

e2 : Xm → X⋆
m,

e3 : X → Xm, (81)

e4 : X → X⋆
m,

e5 : X⋆
m → X.

Here, e3 and e4 are methylation reactions catalyzed by CheR. The demethylation is mediated by CheB. When a ligand
is bound to a receptor, the probability of deactivation process e1 increases, which means that the parameter k1 is an
increasing function of the ligand concentration a, k1 = k1(a). Perfect adaptation is realized when the following two
conditions are met [7]:

• The demethylation by CheB only acts on active receptors, X∗
m.

• The rate of methylation by CheR does not depend on the substrate concentration, X.
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FIG. 8: Effective reaction network of the example of bacterial chemotaxis.

Under these assumptions, the set of reactions above is equivalently described by the following reaction network16,

e1 : X⋆
m → Xm

e2 : Xm → X⋆
m,

e′3 : ∅ → Xm, (82)

e′4 : ∅ → X⋆
m,

e′5 : X⋆
m → ∅.

The time evolution of the concentrations of Xm and X⋆
m is governed by17

Ẋm = −k2Xm + k1X
⋆
m + k3, (83)

Ẋ⋆
m = k2Xm − k1X⋆

m − k5X⋆
m + k4. (84)

Note that each rate constant is proportional to the corresponding enzyme concentration, k5 ∝ B, and k3, k4 ∝ R,
which are treated as constants here. At the steady state, the concentrations and reactions rates are given by

X̄⋆
m =

k3 + k4
k5

, X̄m =
1

k2

(
k3 +

k1(k3 + k4)

k5

)
, (85)

r̄ =
k1(k3 + k4)

k5
c(1) + k3 c

(2) + k4 c
(3), (86)

where we have taken the basis of kerS as c(1) :=
[
1 1 0 0 0

]⊤
, c(2) :=

[
0 1 1 0 1

]⊤
, and c(3) :=

[
0 0 0 1 1

]⊤
.

Notably, X̄⋆
m does not depend on k1(a), which means that it is insensitive to the ligand concentration a. This indicates

that X⋆
m exhibits RPA with respect to the ligand concentration. As pointed out in Ref. [63], RPA in this system is

realized through an integral feedback control. The corresponding integrator is identified as

d

dt
(X⋆

m +Xm) = −k5X⋆
m + k3 + k4 = −k5δX⋆

m, (87)

where δX⋆
m := X⋆

m − X̄⋆
m is the deviation of X⋆

m from its steady-state value. This equation drives the value of X⋆
m to

X̄⋆
m regardless of the value of k1 and k2.
Let us try to understand this phenomenon using the topological analysis. The labeled buffering structures in the

reaction network (82) are identified as

γ1 = ({Xm}, {e1, e2} ∪ {}),
γ∗2 = ({Xm}, {} ∪ {e2}),
γ3 = ({Xm, X

⋆
m}, {e1, e2, e3, e5} ∪ {}), (88)

γ4 = ({Xm, X
⋆
m}, {e1, e2, e4, e5} ∪ {}),

γ5 = ({Xm, X
⋆
m}, {e1, e2} ∪ {e5}).

We can conclude the following from the identified buffering structures:

16 Here, we use ∅ to indicate the null species, whose abundance is assumed to be constant and its dynamics is not considered.
17 Here, we use the same symbol to denote the species and its concentration to simplify notations.
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• The independence of X̄⋆
m on k1 and k2 is understood from the buffering structure γ1. Since X⋆

m is outside γ1,
the parameters k1, k2 do not affect the steady-state value of X⋆

m.

• The independence of all the reaction fluxes on k2 is understood from the strong buffering structure γ∗2 .

The following two points are also consistent with the identified buffering structure, although these are trivial (since
the rates of e3 and e4 are given externally):

• The rate r̄4 depends only on k4, which can be explained by γ3 (and partially by γ5).

• The rate r̄3 depends only on k3, which can be explained by γ4 (and partially by γ5).

3. Sniffer system

We note that, the RPA properties found through the identification of buffering structures are kinetics-independent
ones. For example, the perfect adaptation realized through the incoherent feedforward (IFF) structure [64] cannot be
detected through buffering structures, since the adaptation here depends on the choice of kinetics and will disappear
once the kinetics deviate from it. In this sense, the perfect adaptation by IFF is not so robust. As a example, let us
consider the sniffer system [65, 66],

e1 : v3 → v1 + v3,

e2 : v1 + v2 → v2,

e3 : v3 → v2 + v3, (89)

e4 : v2 → ∅,
e5 : ∅ → v3,

e6 : v3 → ∅.

The rate equations in mass action kinetics are given by

ẋ1 = k1x3 − k2x1x2, (90)

ẋ2 = k3x3 − k4x2, (91)

ẋ3 = k5 − k6x3. (92)

The effect of v3 on v1 enters in two ways: directly via e1 and indirectly via e3 and e2. Adaptation occurs due to the
cancellation of the two effects. The steady-state concentrations and reaction rates are

x̄1 =
k1k4
k2k3

, x̄2 =
k3k5
k4k6

, x̄3 =
k5
k6
, r̄ =

k1k5
k6

c(1) +
k3k5
k6

c(2) + k5 c
(3). (93)

where we took a basis of kerS as c(1) :=
[
1 1 0 0 0 0

]⊤
, c(2) :=

[
0 0 1 1 0 0

]⊤
, and c(3) :=

[
0 0 0 0 1 1

]⊤
.

The steady-state concentration x̄1 is independent of k5 and k6, which determine the value of x̄3. However, this
independence is due to the fact that x3 enters linearly in Eqs. (90) and (91). Once the kinetics of r1 or r2 deviates
from the linear form, x̄1 becomes dependent on k5 and k6. In this sense, this adaptation is a kinetics-dependent
feature and hence is not quite robust.
The labeled buffering structures are identified as

γ1 = ({v1}, {e1, e2} ∪ {}),
γ∗2 = ({v1}, {} ∪ {e2}),
γ3 = ({v1, v2}, {e3, e4} ∪ {e2}), (94)

γ∗4 = ({v1, v2}, {} ∪ {e2, e4}),
γ5 = ({v1, v2, v3}, {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5, e6} ∪ {}),
γ6 = ({v1, v2, v3}, {e1, e2, e3, e4} ∪ {e6}).

Indeed, all the buffering structures include v1, and hence x̄1 can depend on every parameter for a generic choice of
kinetics. We can infer the following RPA properties from the labeled buffering structures:

• x̄3 ⊥ k2, k3, k4 is explained by γ3, where ⊥ means “is independent of.”
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FIG. 9: Glycolytic pathways of S. cerevisiae. Boxes indicate enzymes catalyzing the corresponding reactions.
Abbreviations for metabolites: 2PG, 2-phosphoglycerate; 3PG, 3-phosphoglycerate; 6PG, 6-phosphogluconate;

Acetal, acetaldehyde; Ala, alanine; DHAP, dihydroxyacetone phosphate; E4P, erythrose 4-phosphate; F6P, fructose
6-phosphate; F16P, fructose 1,6-bisphosphate; G3P, glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate; G6P, glucose 6-phosphate; PEP,
phosphoenolpyruvate; PGP, 1,3-bisphospho glycerate; PYR, pyruvate; R5P, ribose 5-phosphate; Ru5P, ribulose

5-phosphate; S7P, sedoheptulose 7-phosphate; X5P, xylulose 5-phosphate. Abbreviations for enzymes: ADH, alcohol
dehydrogenase; HK, hex-kinase; PDC, pyruvate decarboxylase; PFK-1, phosphofructokinase-1; PGK,

phosphoglycerate kinase; PGM, phosphoglycerate mutase; PYK, pyruvate kinase.

• x̄2, x̄3 ⊥ k1, k2 is explained by γ1.

• r̄1, r̄5, r̄6 ⊥ k2, k3, k4 is explained by γ3.

• r̄5, r̄6 ⊥ k1, k2, k3, k4 is explained by γ1 ∪ γ3.

• r̄ ⊥ k2, k4, because of the strong buffering structure γ∗4 .

The RPA properties above deduced from the buffering structures are kinetics-independent, unlike the property x̄1 ⊥
k5, k6, which is only true for mass-action kinetics and thus is not captured by buffering structures.

4. Ethanol production by yeasts

As a realistic example, let us discuss overexpression experiments of metabolic enzymes of the yeast Saccharomyces
cerevisiae, which has been extensively used in metabolic engineering [67]. The quantity of interest here is the ethanol
production. Overexpression experiments of glycolytic enzymes were performed for the purpose of increasing the flux
to ethanol, but they did not lead to a significant improvement. We revisit the results of these experiments from a
topological perspective.

We employed the pathways shown in Fig. 9, which consists of glycolysis and the pentose phosphate pathway (PPP)
(see Sec. G 1 for the list of reactions). We identified all the labeled buffering structures in this network, which we
list in Appendix G2. Based on this, we selected the reactions that are included in buffering structures which do not
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Enzyme Overexpression fold Flux to ethanol (% WT) Refs.

HK 13.9 107 [68]

PGK 7.5 97 [68]

PGM 12.2 107 [68]

PYK 8.6 107 [68]

PFK-1 (anaerobic) 4.6 106 [69]

PFK-1 (aerobic) 4.6 130 [69]

PDC 3.7 85 [68]

ADH 4.8 89 [68]

TABLE I: Overexpression experiments of glycolytic enzymes of S. cerevisiae.

include the ethanol production reaction (27 in the list in Appendix G1). Namely, the perturbations of the parameters
of the blue reactions do not affect ethanol production. For example, the overexpression of hexokinase (HK) by 13.9
fold, which catalyzes the phosphorylation Glucose → G6P, has led to the improvement of only 7 % compared to the
wild type (see Table I). Similarly, the overexpressions of phosphoglycerate kinase (PGK), phosphoglycerate mutase
(PGM), or pyruvate kinase (PYK) did not result in a significant increase in ethanol production. Although the amount
of enzymes are increased severalfold, the ethanol production shows strong resistance to these changes. These results
are consistent with the expectation from buffering structures, since the reactions catalyzed by HK, PGK, PGM, PYK
are inside buffering structures which do not include the flux to ethanol. Namely, the strong resilience of S. cerevisiae
against these overexpressions can be understood as a result of integral feedback control associated with buffering
structures, meaning that it is a consequence of the network topology.

On the other hand, the black reactions can in general affect ethanol production. Thus, the overexpressions of
phosphofructokinase-1 (PFK-1), pyruvate decarboxylase (PDC), or alcohol dehydrogenase (ADH) can potentially
increase ethanol production (see the lower part of Table I for the corresponding experimental results). Although we
cannot make a definite judgement as to whether the experimental results support this, the identification of buffering
structures allows us to narrow down the candidates for overexpression of enzymes.

VI. TOPOLOGICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF KINETICS-INDEPENDENT MAXRPA NETWORKS

So far we have discussed two distinct approaches (topological and control-theoretical) toward the study of RPA
properties in chemical reaction networks. A natural question is how these approaches are related. In this section, we
provide this connection by proving the equivalence of the two approaches in the maxRPA setting, which is going to
give us an insight into the construction of integrators for a generic RPA property.

In the following, we first introduce the the decomposition of the influence index in Sec. VIA, which will be used in
the proof. In Sec. VIB, we describe examples to highlight the relation of the two approaches and gain an insight into
the strategy to prove the equivalence. The proof will be completed in Sec. VIC.

A. Decomposition of the influence index

To prove the equivalence, a crucial role is played by a decomposition of the influence index shown in Ref. [48], which
we introduce in this subsection. The decomposition plays important roles in later analyses as well when we discuss
integrators for generic RPA properties.

In the following, we often choose a subnetwork, and let us first introduce the notations associated with such a choice.
A subnetwork is specified by subsets of species and reactions, γ = (Vγ , Eγ), with Vγ ⊂ V and Eγ ⊂ E. We refer to
the chemical species and reactions inside γ as internal, and those in Γ \ γ as external. Accordingly, the stoichiometric
matrix S can be partitioned into four blocks,

S =

[
S11 S12

S21 S22

]
. (95)

where 1 and 2 correspond to internal and external degrees of freedom, respectively.
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Now let us introduce the decomposition of the influence index [48],

λ(γ) = c̃(γ) + dl(γ)− d̃(γ). (96)

The definition and meaning of each term is as follows:

• The first term is defined as c̃(γ) := |C̃(γ)|, which is the dimension of the following space,

C̃(γ) := kerS11 / (kerS)suppγ . (97)

The term c̃(γ) represents the number of emergent cycles in γ. Intuitively, c̃(γ) is the number of cycles in
subnetwork γ, that are not cycles in the whole network Γ.

• The second term is defined as dl(γ) := |Dl(γ)| with

Dl(γ) := (cokerS)/X(γ), (98)

X(γ) :=

{[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS

∣∣∣∣d1 ∈ cokerS11

}
. (99)

This counts the number of conserved quantities in Γ whose projections to γ are not conserved inside γ. We call
such conserved quantities as lost conserved quantities.

• The third term d̃(γ) := |D̃(γ)| is the dimension of the space D̃(γ), which is defined as

D̃(γ) := cokerS11/D11(γ), (100)

D11(γ) :=

{
d1 ∈ cokerS11

∣∣∣∣∃d2 such that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS

}
. (101)

This counts the number of conserved quantities in γ that cannot be extended to conserved quantities in Γ. We
call such them as emergent conserved quantities in γ.

Note that the integers c̃(γ), dl(γ), and d̃(γ) are all nonnegative by definition. We describe a linear-algebraic procedure

to obtain the bases of D̃(γ), C̃(γ) in Appendix F, that will be used later to construct integrator equations for a
generic RPA property and also used in the discussion of manifold RPA. RPAFinder [50] implements methods to
obtain bases of these spaces.

For later purposes, let us also introduce the decomposition of cokerS (see Ref. [48] for derivation),

cokerS ≃ D11(γ)⊕Dl(γ)⊕ D̄′(γ), (102)

where D̄′(γ) denotes the space of conserved quantities of Γ supported in Γ \ γ,

D̄′(γ) :=

{[
0
d2

]
∈ cokerS

}
. (103)

We find that these quantities are in fact relevant in the description of maxRPA. In the maxRPA setting, the sub-
network γ contains all the species and reactions other than X and {e1̄, e2̄}, and theM×N dimensional stoichiometric
matrix S is partitioned into four blocks where S11, S12, S21 and S22 are of dimensions (M −1)× (N −2), (M −1)×2,
1 × (N − 2) and 1 × 2 respectively. When qM = 0, we can write vector q as q =

[
q1 0

]
, and due to Eq. (38) the

(M − 1) dimensional vector q1 must satisfy

q⊤
1 S11 = 0, q⊤

1 S12 =
[
κ −1

]
and q⊤

1 D̄ = 0, (104)

where D̄ is the (M − 1)× |ᾱ| matrix formed by the first (M − 1) rows of D. This shows that q1 ∈ cokerS11 and q1
cannot be extended to a vector in cokerS by adding a component18. Hence, the vector q1 is an emergent conserved
quantity for the subnetwork γ. If the maxRPA network is kinetics-independent (see Definition 5), then reactions

18 This is because if there is a scalar q2 such that

[
q1
q2

]
∈ cokerS, then since the columns of D span cokerS, there exists a vector y such

that Dy =

[
q1
q2

]
. This shows that ∥q1∥2 =

[
q⊤
1 0

] [q1
q2

]
=

[
q⊤
1 0

]
Dy = q⊤

1 D̄y = 0 (due to the last relation in Eq. (104)) and hence

q1 = 0 which is a contradiction as the second relation in Eq. (104) must hold.
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e1̄ and e2̄ can only have the output species vM = X as a reactant which implies that all nonzero entries of S12

must be positive. However, the second relation in Eq. (104) can hold only when q has both positive and negative
components. Hence, a kinetics-independent maxRPA network can never be homothetic and it must be antithetic if
qM = 0. Interestingly, the same conclusion can be drawn for stochastic maxRPA networks (see Ref. [33]). Note that,
as the example in Sec. VIB 1 shows, kinetics-independent maxRPA networks can be homothetic when qM ̸= 0.

The following proposition summarises the discussion in the previous paragraph.

Proposition 7. Suppose Γ is a kinetics-independent maxRPA network characterized by a pair (q, κ) that satisfies
Eq. (38). Suppose that the last component of q is 0, and let q1 be the vector obtained by removing this last component
from q. Then this network must be antithetic and q1 is an emergent conserved quantity for the subnetwork γ given
by Eq. (43).

B. Examples

In this subsection, we compare the control-theoretical and topological approaches through simple examples that
exhibit maxRPA to highlight the roles of the concepts introduced in the previous subsection. The intuition from these
examples is going to be straightforwardly generalized to give the proof of the equivalence in Sec. VIC.

1. Example: Homothetic case

Let us discuss an example which corresponds a homothetic maxRPA network. The network consists of two species
{x, y} and three reactions,

e1 : ∅ → y,

e2 : y → x, (105)

e3 : x→ ∅.

The stoichiometric matrix reads

S =

[ ]
y −1 1 0
x 1 0 −1

e2 e1 e3

. (106)

If we use mass-action kinetics, the rate equations are

ẏ = k1 − k2y, (107)

ẋ = k2y − k3x. (108)

The steady-state concentrations are given by

x̄ =
k1
k3
, ȳ =

k1
k2
. (109)

This is a maxRPA network for species x: the q vector is identified as

q =
[
1 1

]⊤
. (110)

Indeed, it satisfies the condition (34),

q⊤S =
[
0 1 −1

]
. (111)

Since the components of q are all positive, this is a homothetic maxRPA network. The integrator is given by

d

dt
q · x =

d

dt
(x+ y) = k1 − k3x = −k3δx, (112)
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FIG. 10: Example of a homothetic maxRPA network.

where δx := x− x̄. This equation drives x toward its steady-state value. In this example, e3 is the sensing reaction,
and e1 is the set-point encoding reaction. The maxRPA property of this network corresponds to the fact that the
target value of x, x̄, is independent of k2.
Let us examine this example with the topological analysis. Labeled buffering structures in this system are

γ1 = ({x, y}, {e1, e2, e3} ∪ {})(= Γ),

γ∗2 = ({y}, {} ∪ {e2}), (113)

γ∗3 = ({x}, {} ∪ {e3}).

The subnetworks γ∗2 and γ∗3 are strong buffering structures. The fact that x̄ does not depend on k2 is explained by
γ∗2 , so this subnetwork is responsible for the maxRPA behavior. The decomposition of λ(γ∗2) reads

λ(γ∗2) = −1 + 1− 0 + 0 = 0
=c̃(γ∗

2 )
+ 0

=dl(γ∗
2 )
− 0

=d̃(γ∗
2 )

= 0. (114)

In the stoichiometric matrix, the subnetwork γ∗2 can be highlighted as

S =

[ ]
y −1 1 0
x 1 0 −1

e2 e1 e3

.

S11

(115)

As we discuss later generically, in this case, the q vector is identified as

q =
[
−S21S

+
11 1

]⊤
, (116)

where S+
11 denote the Moore-Penrose inverse of S11. In this example, S11 =

[
−1
]
and S21 =

[
1
]
, which are 1 × 1

matrices. Here, S11 is invertible, and S+
11 = S−1

11 =
[
−1
]
. Thus, we can see that Eq. (116) reproduces Eq. (110).

2. Example: Antithetic case

We consider a reaction network consisting of the following set of reactions:

e1 : z1 → x+ z1,

e2 : z1 + z2 → ∅,
e3 : ∅ → z1, (117)

e4 : x→ x+ z2,

e5 : x→ ∅.

The structure of the network is shown in Fig. 11. The corresponding rate equation is

ẋ = k1z1 − k5x, (118)

ż1 = −k2z1z2 + k3, (119)

ż2 = −k2z1z2 + k4x. (120)
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FIG. 11: Example of an antithetic maxRPA network.

In this network, e3 is a set-point encoding reaction, and e4 is a sensing reaction. Reaction e1 is an actuation from the
internal model to the the rest of the network for countering the disturbances. We here employed mass-action kinetics
for definiteness, but the conclusion does not depend on the choice of kinetics. The stoichiometric matrix is given by

S =

[ ]
z2 −1 0 0 1 0
z1 −1 0 0 0 1
x 0 1 −1 0 0

e2 e1 e5 e4 e3

, (121)

where rows and columns are arranged for later convenience. The steady-state concentrations are given by

x̄ =
k3
k4
, z̄1 =

k3k5
k1k4

, z̄2 =
k1k4
k2k5

, (122)

and the steady-state fluxes are

r̄ =
k3k5
k4

c(1) + k3 c
(2), (123)

where we have taken the basis vectors of kerS as

kerS = span {
[
0 1 1 0 0

]⊤
,
[
1 0 0 1 1

]⊤} =: span{c(1), c(2)} . (124)

Here, the components are arranged in the same order as the column of S in Eq. (121).
The value of x̄ is determined only by k3 and k4, and it does not depend on other parameters. Namely, this is an

example of a maxRPA network. The vector q in this example is given by

q =
[
1 −1 0

]⊤
. (125)

Indeed, q satisfies the condition for maxRPA,

q⊤S =
[
0 0 0 1 −1

]
. (126)

With this q vector, one can identify the integrator as

d

dt
(z1 − z2) = k3 − k4x = −k4δx, (127)

where δx := x− x̄.
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Let us analyze this example based on the topological analysis. We can identify the labeled buffering structures of
this system as

γ∗1 = ({z1, z2}, {} ∪ {e1, e2}),
γ∗2 = ({z2}, {} ∪ {e2}),
γ3 = ({x, z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5} ∪ {})(= Γ), (128)

γ4 = ({x, z1, z2}, {e1, e5} ∪ {e2, e4}),
γ5 = ({z1, z2}, {e1, e5} ∪ {e2}).

From these buffering structures, we can, for example, infer the following:

1. x̄ ⊥ k1, k2, k5 is understood from γ5.

2. z̄1 ⊥ k2 is explained by γ∗2 .

3. All the steady-state reaction fluxes satisfy r̄ ⊥ k1, k2, can be understood from the strong buffering structure γ∗1 .

Let us focus on γ5, which is responsible for the maxRPA property of x̄. The subnetwork γ5 corresponds to the
following part of S,

S =

[ ]
z1 0 −1 0 1 0
z2 0 −1 0 0 1
x 1 0 −1 0 0

e1 e2 e5 e3 e4

,

S11

(129)

where γ5 is indicated by a red rectangle. In this example, the internal part of q turns out to be an emergent conserved
quantity, as we show below. The spaces kerS11 and cokerS11 are given by

kerS11 = span{
[
1 0 1

]⊤
,
[
1 0 −1

]⊤}, (130)

cokerS11 = span{
[
1 −1

]⊤}, (131)

where colored vectors are emergent ones (note that
[
1 −1

]
∈ cokerS11, but it cannot be extended to an element in

cokerS, which is trivial in this example). We can see that the internal part of the q vector (125) is the same as the
emergent conserved quantity in Eq. (131). The network γ5 has one emergent conserved quantity and one emergent
cycle, and the influence index of γ5 is decomposed as

λ(γ5) = −2 + 3− 1 + 0 = 1
=c̃(γ5)

+ 0
=dl(γ5)

− 1
=d̃(γ5)

= 0. (132)

This example suggests that, when the subnetwork has an emergent conserved quantity, d̃(γ) > 0, we can use it to
construct the integrator. We will show that this observation is true for generic cases in the proof of Theorem 3.

C. Proof of Theorem 3

From the examples in the previous subsection, we have learned that the integrators (or equivalently the q vectors

satisfying Eq. (34)) are constructed in different ways, depending on whether d̃(γ) = 0 or not. As we see below, this
observation is true for a generic chemical reaction system, and we can now describe the proof of Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. As we discussed at the end of Section IVB, a network Γ is kinetics-independent maxRPA if the
last two reactions do not have a species other than the output species X as a reactant. This restriction of the kinetics
of reactions in subnetwork γ̄ is equivalent to the subnetwork γ being output-complete. Hence, to prove Theorem 3,
it suffices to prove that the zero influence index condition (i.e λ(γ) = 0) is equivalent to the existence of a pair (q, κ)
satisfying Eq. (34).

Let us first assume that γ is a buffering structure. We note that when λ(γ) = 0 is satisfied, dl(γ) = 0 is always

true from the assumption of the existence of a steady state, as we show later near Eq. (175). Thus, c̃(γ) = d̃(γ) holds
under the current assumption. We consider the following two cases, c̃(γ) = 0 and c̃(γ) ̸= 0, separately.
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• Suppose that c̃(γ) = 0 and γ does not have an emergent cycle. Since λ(γ) = 0 by assumption, we also have

d̃(γ) = 0. As we show in Appendix D, when c̃(γ) = d̃(γ) = 0, we have the following isomorphisms,

kerS/ kerS11 ≃ kerS′, (133)

cokerS/ cokerS11 ≃ cokerS′, (134)

where S′ := S22 − S21S
+
11S12 is the generalized Schur complement. Note that S′ is 1× 2 matrix in the current

setting. We can decompose cokerS as in Eq. (102), and since dl(γ) = |Dl(γ)| = 0, we have cokerS ≃ D11(γ)⊕
D̄′(γ). Since d̃(γ) = 0, we have cokerS11 ≃ D11(γ) and

cokerS/ cokerS11 ≃ D̄′(γ). (135)

Recall that D̄′(γ) is the space of conserved quantities of Γ whose support is in γ̄ = Γ \ γ, which contains only
X as species. Since X itself does not constitute a conserved quantity19, we should have cokerS′ = 0. Thus, S′

is of rank 1 and is not a zero matrix. In this situation, we can pick a vector q by

q = c
[
−S21S

+
11 1

]⊤
, (136)

where c is an overall constant. Indeed,

q⊤S = c
[
−S21S

+
11 1

] [S11 S12

S21 S22

]
= c

[
S21

(
1− S+

11S11

)
S′] . (137)

Note that 1 − S+
11S11 is the projection matrix to kerS11. Since here we have c̃(γ) = 0, which is equivalent to

kerS11 ⊂ kerS21, we can write q⊤S as

q⊤S = c
[
0⊤ S′] . (138)

By choosing the constant c appropriately, we can define q satisfying Eq. (34).

• Suppose that c̃(γ) ̸= 0. Since c̃(γ) = d̃(γ), there exists an emergent conserved quantity, q⊤ =
[
q⊤
1 0

]
, which

satisfies q⊤
1 S11 = 0⊤. By multiplying q on S from the left,

q⊤S =
[
0⊤ q⊤

1 S12

]
, (139)

where q⊤
1 S12 is not a zero matrix.

In both cases, we can construct a pair (q, κ) satisfying Eq. (34) (note that we assume the existence of a steady state
solution, and q⊤Sr = 0 should be able to determine x̄, which necessitates that the components of q⊤S should have
opposite signs and both should be nonzero, since reaction fluxes are positive). Thus, we have shown that if γ is a
buffering structure then kinetics-independent maxRPA also holds.

Conversely, let us assume that conditions for kinetics-independent maxRPA are satisfied and prove that γ is a
buffering structure. Since γ is output-complete (by definition of kinetics-independent maxRPA), we just need to show
that its influence index vanishes, λ(γ) = 0. We first consider the case dl(γ) ̸= 0. As γ̄ contains only one species,

dl(γ) = 1, and there exists a conserved quantity

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS with d2 ̸= 0. This implies that d⊤

1 S11 + d2S21 = 0.

So if we pick any c1 ∈ kerS11, then we have d2S21c1 = 0 and as d2 ̸= 0 we must have c1 ∈ kerS21. Since c1 is an

arbitrary element of kerS11, we have kerS11 ⊂ kerS21, which is equivalent to c̃(γ) = 0. This implies λ(γ) = 1− d̃(γ).
As λ(γ) must be nonnegative if the system is stable, in order to show that λ(γ) = 0 it suffices to prove that d̃(γ) ≥ 1.
We denote the vector q satisfying Eq. (34) as

q⊤ =
[
q⊤
1 q2

]
. (140)

19 If that is the case, its concentration is solely determined by the value of the conserved quantity, which contradicts the assumption that
the steady-state concentration of X depends nontrivially on k1̄ and k2̄ (see the text near Eq. (33)).
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Letting q′ = q − q2
d2

[
d1

d2

]
we see that q′ also satisfies Eq. (34) and its last component is 0. Then the first (M − 1)

components of q′ form an emergent conserved quantity. This is because

q′⊤S =
[
q′⊤
1 0

] [S11 S12

S21 S22

]
=
[
q′⊤
1 S11 q′⊤

1 S12

]
=
[
0⊤ κ −1

]
, (141)

which implies q′
1 ∈ cokerS11 while q′ /∈ cokerS. Thus, there must be at least one emergent conserved quantity

d̃(γ) ≥ 1, which proves λ(γ) = 0 in the case dl(γ) = 120.

Now we come to the case dl(γ) = 0 where the influence index can be written a λ(γ) = c̃(γ)− d̃(γ). We denote the
vector q satisfying Eq. (34) as in Eq. (140). From the assumption,

q⊤S =
[
q⊤
1 S11 + q2S21 q⊤

1 S12 + q2S22

]
=
[
0⊤ · · ·

]
. (142)

Thus, we have

q⊤
1 S11 + q2S21 = 0⊤. (143)

When kerS11 is trivial, we have c̃(γ) = 0 and this implies the vanishing of the influence index (note that λ(γ) and

d̃(γ) are nonnegative). When kerS11 is nontrivial, let us pick a nonzero element c1 ∈ kerS11. By multiplying c1 on
Eq. (143) from the right, we have

q2S21c1 = 0. (144)

Suppose that q2 ̸= 0. Since c1 is an arbitrary element of kerS11, we have kerS11 ⊂ kerS21, which is equivalent to
c̃(γ) = 0. This implies λ(γ) = 0. Thus, γ is a buffering structure.

Let us consider the case q2 = 0. Then, q1 is an emergent conserved quantity, and d̃(γ) = 1 (note that 0 ≤ d̃(γ) ≤
|V \ Vγ |). Since λ(γ) = c̃(γ) − d̃(γ) is nonnegative for an asymptotically stable system, c̃(γ) ≥ 1. Thus, there exists
at least one emergent cycle, meaning that we have c1 such that21

S

[
c1
0

]
=

[
0
v

]
, (145)

with v ̸= 0. In fact, there is only one emergent cycle, c̃(γ) = 0. To see this, suppose that there exists c2 with the
same property. It can be normalized to satisfy

S

[
c2
0

]
=

[
0
v

]
. (146)

By taking the difference of Eqs. (145) and (146),

S

[
c1 − c2

0

]
= 0. (147)

This means that c1 − c2 ∈ (kerS)supp γ . Indeed, the choice of c1 is unique up to an element in (kerS)supp γ , which

means that c̃(γ) = 1. Therefore, we have λ(γ) = c̃(γ)− d̃(γ) = 0. Thus, we have shown that, when the conditions for
maxRPA are true, γ is a buffering structure. This concludes the proof of Theorem 3.

Let us make a comment. In the proof, we have separated the cases depending on whether d̃(γ) = 0 or 1. In the case

λ(γ) = d̃(γ) = c̃(γ) = 0, the vector q is given by Eq. (136). This vector is nothing but the matrix representation of a
reduction morphism [48]: in Ref. [48], mappings between reaction networks are considered, a reduction morphism is a
map between reaction networks under which all the complexes in Vγ are mapped to a single complex in Γ \ γ. Indeed,
the expression (136) corresponds to a special case of Eq. (141) in Ref. [48] (in the current situation, Γ \ γ contains
only one species and two reactions).

20 In fact, as we discuss in Sec. VIIA, λ(γ) = 0 implies dl(γ) = 0. So the situation dl(γ) = 1 in fact does not happen when maxRPA is
realized, although this does not affect the current proof.

21 This equation means that susceptible reactions can independently affect the concentration x of the target species.
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VII. INTEGRAL FEEDBACK CONTROL FOR GENERIC RPA

In Sec. V, we have shown that any generic RPA property in a deterministic reaction system can be represented by
a buffering structure. In this section, we construct the integral feedback controller corresponding to a given buffering
structure. This allows us to identify the integral control mechanism for any generic RPA property in a deterministic
chemical reaction system.

A. Construction of integrators for a buffering structure

According to the IMP, we can expect that RPA with respect to constant-in-time disturbances is realized through
integral control, and this expectation turns out to be correct. To find the integrator equations, we reformulate the
reaction system to an equivalent form that is better suited for this purpose. For a given subnetwork, γ, which
we take to be a buffering structure, meaning that γ is output-complete and λ(γ) = 022, we separate the chemical
concentrations and reaction rates as

x =

[
x1

x2

]
, r =

[
r1
r2

]
. (148)

With the separation of internal and external degrees of freedom (to γ), the rate equations of the whole reaction system
is written as

d

dt

[
x1

x2

]
=

[
S11 S12

S21 S22

] [
r1
r2

]
=

[
S11r1 + S12r2
S21r1 + S22r2

]
. (149)

While the internal reaction rates r1 = r1(x1,x2) in general depend on both the internal and external chemical
concentrations, the external reaction rates are functions of only the concentrations of external species, r2 = r2(x2)
because γ is chosen to be output-complete. The first equation of Eq. (149) can be solved for r1 as

r1 = S+
11ẋ1 − S+

11S12r2 + c11, (150)

where S+
11 is the Moore-Penrose inverse of S11, and c11 is an arbitrary element in kerS11. Substituting this to the

second equation of Eq. (149),

d

dt

(
x2 − S21S

+
11x1

)
= S′r2(x2) + S21c11, (151)

where S′ is the generalized Schur complement,

S′ := S22 − S21S
+
11S12. (152)

The second term of the RHS of Eq. (151) vanishes if and only if the following condition is satisfied,

kerS11 ⊂ kerS21, (153)

which is equivalent the absence of emergent cycles, c̃(γ) = 023. In general, c̃(γ) can be nonzero, and the second term
on the RHS of Eq. (151) cannot be dropped. To account for this ambiguity, there appear c̃(γ) undetermined variables.
Let us pick a basis for the space of emergent cycles,

C̃(γ) = kerS11/(kerS)supp γ ≃ kerS11 ∩ (kerS21)
⊥ = span {c̃(c)}c=1,...,|c|. (156)

22 In fact, the present formulation is applicable to the case λ(γ) > 0. This leads to the phenomenon of manifold RPA, that we discuss in
detail in Sec. VIII.

23 When c̃(γ) = 0 is satisfied, the second term of Eq. (151) vanishes, and we have

d

dt

(
x2 − S21S

+
11x1

)
= S′r2(x2), (154)

This motivates us to consider the subnetwork (x2, r2) whose rate equation is given by

d

dt
x2 = S′r2(x2). (155)

Namely, as long as steady states are concerned, the subnetwork (x2, r2) satisfies the rate equation whose stoichiometric matrix is S′.
Based on this observation, Ref. [48] proposed to use the generalized Schur complement as the stoichiometric matrix of the reduced

system. In particular, if γ is a buffering structure and d̃(γ) = 0, the reduced system is guaranteed to have the same steady-state solution
for x2.
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We introduce new variables {w̃c}c=1,...,|c| for C̃(γ) and {wα⋆}α⋆=1,...,|α⋆| for (kerS)supp γ and parametrize c11 ∈ kerS11

by these variables as

c11 =
∑
α⋆

wα⋆c
(α⋆)
1 +

∑
c

w̃cc̃
(c). (157)

Although we have solved the first equation of Eq. (149) for r1. However, this does not work for certain combinations
of ẋ1 for which r1 does not appear on the RHS. As we see below, this part can be captured by emergent conserved

quantities. We denote the set of linearly independent emergent conserved quantities by {d̃(ā)
1 }ā=1...|ā|. We extend

each of them by

d̃(ā) :=

[
d̃
(ā)
1

0

]
. (158)

The vector d̃(ā) satisfies

d̃(ā)⊤S =

[
0

c
(ā)
2

]⊤
. (159)

We note that the vectors {c(ā)2 }ā=1,...,|ā| are linearly independent24. Taking the time derivative of the linear combi-

nations d̃(ā) · x = d̃
(ā)
1 · x1,

d

dt
d̃(ā) · x = c

(ā)
2 · r2(x2). (162)

Thus far, we have introduced a number equations as well as new variables (w, w̃). In fact, the set of these equations
with additional variables is a equivalent description of the original system. Namely, we have the following equivalence:

Proposition 8. The reaction system with variables (x1,x2) under Eq. (149) and the system with variables (x1,w,x2, w̃)
under Eqs. (150), (151), and (162) (with parametrization (157)) are equivalent as a dynamical system, meaning that
they have the same solution for (x1(t),x2(t)).

The equivalence can be checked by a straightforward computation.
Based on the reformulated description, we can identify the integrator equations realizing the RPA property rep-

resented by a buffering structure γ. Equation (162) gives us one set of integrator equations. The other set can be
obtained from Eq. (151) as follows. Equation (151) can be written as

ẋ2 − S21S
+
11ẋ1 = S′r2(x2) +

∑
c

w̃cu
(c), (163)

where u(c) := S21c̃
(c). Note that {u(c)}c=1,...,|c| are linearly independent, and we define U := span {u(c)}c=1,...,|c|.

Since the new variables {w̃c}c=1,...,|c| enter linearly, we can eliminate by projecting the dynamics on the space of

original variables. For this, we multiply Eq. (163) by the projection matrix P to the subspace U⊥ ⊂ R|V \Vγ |, to
obtain the second set of integrator equations as

P(ẋ2 − S21S
+
11ẋ1) = PS′r2(x2). (164)

The combination of Eqs. (162) and (164) and constitute the integrator equations associated with a buffering structure.
To see that these equations actually have the ability to realize the corresponding RPA property, let us show that

the steady-state values of x2 can be determined from these equations and the obtained solution of x2 is independent
of the parameters inside γ. To find the steady-state, we have to specify the values of conserved quantities. Recall
that cokerS is decomposed as

cokerS ≃ D11(γ)⊕Dl(γ)⊕ D̄′(γ), (165)

24 Suppose they are not independent. Then, there is a certain linear combination such that∑
ā

bā c
(ā)
2 = 0, (160)

with bā ∈ R and not all of bā are zero. This implies that∑
ā

bā d̃
(ā) ∈ cokerS. (161)

Namely, a certain linear combination of d̃(ā) is in fact in cokerS. This contradicts the assumption that d̃(ā) are independent emergent
conserved quantities.
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where D11(γ), Dl(γ), and D̄′(γ) are defined in Eq. (101), Eq. (98), and Eq. (103) respectively. The steady-state
solution should satisfy the following equations,

S′r2(x2) + S21c11 = 0, (166)

c
(ā)
2 · r2(x2) = 0, (167)

d
(ᾱ′)
2 · x2 = ℓᾱ

′
, (168)

d
(ᾱγ)
1 · x1 + d

(ᾱγ)
2 · x2 = ℓᾱγ , (169)

d
(ᾱ⋆)
1 · x1 = ℓᾱ

⋆

, (170)

where we further decomposed D11(γ) ≃ D̄(γ)⊕D11(γ)/D̄(γ) with D̄(γ) := (cokerS)supp γ and

{[
d
(ᾱγ)
1

d
(ᾱγ)
2

]}
ᾱγ=1,...,|ᾱγ |

are a basis of D11(γ)/D̄(γ) ⊕Dl(γ). Namely, the vectors indexed by ᾱγ are conserved quantities of Γ with nonzero
support both in γ and Γ \ γ. We took the basis of D̄′(γ) as

D̄′(γ) = span

{[
0

d
(ᾱ′)
2

]}
ᾱ′=1,...,|ᾱ′|

. (171)

Here, we count the number of constraints on the variables (x2, w̃). The number of these variables is given by

(# of variables (x2, w̃)) = |V \ Vγ |+ c̃(γ). (172)

In the presence of conserved quantities, not all the rows of Eq. (166) are independent. The number of independent
equations in Eq. (166) is counted as

|V \ Vγ | − d̄′(γ)− dl(γ), (173)

where we defined d̄′(γ) := |D̄′(γ)|. We give the derivation of Eq. (173) in Appendix E. Thus, the number of independent
equations among Eqs. (166) – (169) that involve (x2, w̃) is given by

(# of independent eqs. that involve (x2, w̃)) = |V \ Vγ | − d̄′(γ)− dl(γ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eq. (166)

+ d̄′(γ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eq. (168)

+ d̃(γ)︸︷︷︸
Eq. (167)

+ d(γ)− d⋆(γ) + dl(γ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eq. (169)

= |V \ Vγ |+ d̃(γ) + d(γ)− d⋆(γ),
(174)

where we defined d⋆(γ) := |D̄(γ)| and d(γ) := |D11(γ)|.
The difference between the number of variables (x2, w̃) and the number of independent equations that involve

(x2, w̃) is

(# of variables (x2, w̃))− (# of independent eqs. that involve (x2, w̃) = λ(γ)− dl(γ)− (d(γ)− d⋆(γ)), (175)

where we used the decomposition (96) of the influence index. Note that d(γ) − d⋆(γ) ≥ 0, since D̄(γ) ⊂ D11(γ).
Thus, the relation (175) implies that, when λ(γ) = 0, we should have dl(γ) = 0 and d(γ) = d⋆(γ). This means that
there is no equation of the form (169) when λ(γ) = 0. This conclusion is consistent with the intuition that, if such a
conserved quantity exists, the steady-state values of external concentrations seem affected by the change of internal
parameters through this conserved quantity. When γ is a buffering structure, such a possibility is excluded.

Therefore, Eqs. (166), (167), and (168) completely specify the steady-state values of x2 when λ(γ) = 0. Since these
equations do not involve any parameter in γ, x2 is independent of them. On the assumption of the existence and
stability of steady state, x2 is driven to values that are independent of the parameters in γ by the action of integrator
equations (162) and (164).

B. An Internal Model Principle for kinetics-independent RPA

We saw in Section IVC that for maxRPA networks, a linear integrator for the dynamics can be constructed, based
on the vector q satisfying Eq. (34), and this provides us with an Internal Model Principle (IMP) for such networks in
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the case where the output species is not in the support of q. As argued in the proof in Sec. VIC of the equivalence
of maxRPA and the law of localization, for such cases, the vector q can be viewed as an emergent conserved quantity
associated with a buffering structure (see Theorem 3). This argument extends to a general kinetics-independent RPA
property characterized by a buffering structure γ, and it gives us the first set of integrators constructed in Sec. VIIA

(see Eq. (162)). Observe that in this d̃(γ)-dimensional system of integrator equations, the LHS does not involve the
species external to γ (i.e. variables x2) as mandated by the IMP. Defining the Internal Model (IM) as the set of species
in γ that form the support of these emergent conserved quantities establishes the IMP decomposition shown in Fig 3.
Note that all the species external to γ are part of the Rest of the Network.

In many RPA examples (see Sections VIB 1 and VD2), there exist integrators that do not belong to the first set,
but rather they belong to the second set given by Eq. (164). While integrators belonging to this second set do not
conform to the standard IMP (as their LHS involves the variables x2), they do establish integral mechanisms that play
a role in leading the concentrations of species external to γ to some manifold that is insensitive to parameters inside
γ. Note that while the integrators in the second set do not conform to the standard IMP in the natural coordinates
of the system, it is possible that they become IMP-conformant under a suitably devised coordinate transformation.

C. Example

Let us look at the construction of integrators for a simple example with 0 < d̃(γ) < |V \Vγ |. We consider a reaction
network consisting four species {x, y, z1, z2} and the following set of reactions:

e1 : z1 → z1 + x,

e2 : z1 + z2 → ∅,
e3 : ∅ → z1,

e4 : 2x→ 2x+ z2, (176)

e5 : x→ ∅,
e6 : y → y + z1,

e7 : ∅ → y,

e8 : y → ∅.

The rate equations under mass-action kinetics are

ż1 = k3 + k6y − k2z1z2, (177)

ż2 = k4x
2 − k2z1z2, (178)

ẋ = k1z1 − k5x, (179)

ẏ = k7 − k8y. (180)

The steady-state concentrations are given by

x̄ =

√
1

k4

(
k3 +

k6k7
k8

)
, ȳ =

k7
k8
, z̄1 =

k5
k1

√
1

k4

(
k3 +

k6k7
k8

)
, z̄2 =

k1
k2k5

√
k4

(
k3 +

k6k7
k8

)
. (181)

The stoichiometric matrix is

S =


z2 −1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

z1 −1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
x 0 1 −1 0 0 0 0 0
y 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 1

e2 e1 e5 e4 e3 e6 e8 e7

. (182)
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The labeled buffering structures in this network are

γ∗1 = ({z1, z2}, {} ∪ {e1, e2}),
γ∗2 = ({z2}, {} ∪ {e2}),
γ3 = ({x, z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e3, e4, e5} ∪ {}),
γ4 = ({x, z1, z2}, {e1, e5} ∪ {e2, e4}), (183)

γ5 = ({z1, z2}, {e1, e5} ∪ {e2}),
γ6 = ({x, z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e4, e5, e6} ∪ {}),
γ7 = ({x, y, z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e4, e5, e6, e7, e8} ∪ {}),
γ8 = ({x, y, z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e4, e5, e6} ∪ {e8}).

We here consider RPA associated with with γ5. The spaces kerS11 and cokerS11 are spanned by

kerS11 = span{
[
0 1 1

]⊤
,
[
0 1 −1

]⊤}, cokerS11 = span{
[
1 −1

]⊤}, (184)

where colored vectors are emergent. The influence index of γ5 is decomposed as

λ(γ5) = −2 + 3− 1 + 0 = 1
=c̃(γ5)

+ 0
=dl(γ5)

− 1
=d̃(γ5)

= 0. (185)

Let us look at Eq. (151) of this example. The generalized Schur complement of S with respect to this subnetwork
is

S′ =

[ ]
x 0 0 0 0 0
y 0 0 0 −1 1

e4 e3 e6 e8 e7

. (186)

The combination of the LHS of Eq. (151) is

x2 − S21S
+
11x1 =

[
x
y

]
. (187)

We can pick an element of kerS11 proportional to the emergent one, c11 = w̃
[
0 1 −1

]⊤
, where w̃ = w̃(t) is an

arbitrary function of time. The RHS of Eq. (151) is given by

S′r2 + S21c11 =

[
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −1 1

]
k4x

2

k3
k6y
k8y
k7

+ w̃

[
2
0

]
=

[
2w̃

−k8y + k7

]
. (188)

Thus we have

d

dt

[
x
y

]
=

[
2w̃

−k8y + k7

]
. (189)

The second line of this equations gives us one integrator equation (the multiplication of the projection matrix in
Eq. (164) amounts to picking the second line of Eq. (189)). We obtain another integrator equation from the emergent

conserved quantity d̃1 =
[
1 −1

]⊤
in Eq. (184). By taking the time derivative of d̃1 · x1, we have

d

dt
d̃1 · x1 =

d

dt
(z2 − z1) = d̃⊤Sr = r4(x)− r3 − r6(y) = k4x

2 − k3 − k6y. (190)

Equation (190) and the second line of Eq. (189) constitute the integrators for the RPA associated with γ5. They drive
the values of x and y to their steady-state values that are independent of the reaction parameters (k2, k1, k5) inside
γ5.
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X2

Σ(γ) |X2

𝒮(γ) |X2

𝒮′￼(γ) |X2

Change of parameters in γ

FIG. 12: Schematic illustration of manifold RPA. The steady state of x2 is at the intersection of Σ(γ)|X2 and
another manifold S(γ)|X2 , to which states are attracted. When we change the values of parameters in γ, S(γ)|X2 is
deformed to S ′(γ)|X2 , while Σ(γ)|X2 does not change. As a result, the steady state still lies within Σ(γ)|X2 that is

invariant under these internal parameters.

VIII. REGULATION TO MANIFOLDS

In this section, we consider a generalization of a regulation problem to situations where the target values of the
output variables are in a manifold with nonzero dimension. We shall call the emergence of this property as manifold
RPA. This problem can be treated naturally using the formulation developed in Sec. VII: we have reformulated
the reaction system to an equivalent form to find the integrator equations for a given buffering structure, and this
procedure is applicable even when λ(γ) ̸= 0 as long as γ is output-complete. This observation leads us to a natural
generalization of the law of localization to manifold RPA, where the influence index turns out to give the dimension
of the target manifold to which x2 is regulated to.

A. Law of manifold localization

We have the following theorem:

Theorem 6 (The law of manifold localization). Let γ ⊂ Γ be an output-complete subnetwork of a deterministic
chemical reaction system satisfying the assumptions in Sec. II B. Suppose that γ = (Vγ , Eγ) is an output-complete
subnetwork of Γ whose influence index is given by λ(γ). Then, the steady-state values of the concentrations of the
species outside γ are located in a λ(γ)-dimensional manifold, which is invariant under the change of parameters in γ.

We shall call an output-complete subnetwork as a generalized buffering structure of degree λ(γ), which gives rise to
manifold RPA to λ(γ)-dimensional submanifold for the degrees of freedom outside γ.

Theorem 6 is a generalization of the law of localization. Namely, the conventional law of localization corresponds
to special cases of Theorem 6 where the steady-state manifold for the external degrees of freedom is zero-dimensional.

Manifold RPA is very relevant for synthetic biology applications, where it is often important to design biomolec-
ular controllers that robustly maintain some relationship between multiple output variables, without sacrificing the
tunability of individual output variables [34].

Basing on the formulation developed in the last section, a proof can be described succinctly.

Proof. For an output-complete subnetwork γ, we can perform the same procedure as in Sec. VIIA and obtain a set
of steady-state equations (166) – (169), which involve (x2, w̃). The number of the external variables (x2, w̃) is given
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by Eq. (172). Among Eqs. (166) – (169), if we count the number of independent equations that involve x2 or w̃ but
not x1 and w (note that Eq. (169) involve both x2 and x1),

(# of independent eqs. that involve (x2, w̃) but not (x1,w) = |V \ Vγ | − d̄′(γ)− dl(γ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eq. (166)

+ d̄′(γ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eq. (168)

+ d̃(γ)︸︷︷︸
Eq. (167)

= |V \ Vγ |+ d̃(γ)− dl(γ).

(191)

The difference between the number of variables (x2, w̃) and the number of independent equations that involve (x2, w̃)
but not (x1,w) is

(# of variables)− (# of independent eqs. that involve (x2, w̃) but not (x1,w) = λ(γ). (192)

Thus, in general, the solutions of Eqs. (166) – (168) has λ(γ) undetermined variables, and the external concentrations
at steady-state are inside a manifold parameterized by them. Since Eq. (166) – (168) do not involve parameters in γ,
this manifold is insensitive to them. This concludes the proof.

Let us explain how manifold RPA emerges geometrically (for a fuller explanation, see the next subsection). We
denote the state space of internal and external variables by X1 and X2, i.e. x1 ∈ X1 and x2 ∈ X2. As stated in

the proof, there are |V \ Vγ |+ c̃(γ) variables and |V \ Vγ |+ d̃(γ)− dl(γ) constraints for those variables, and we have
λ(γ)-dimensional steady-state manifold Σ(γ)|X2 of the external concentrations. Namely, Σ(γ)|X2 is a submanifold
Σ(γ)|X2 ⊂ X2 ⊂ R|V \Vγ | determined by Eqs. (166) – (168). The corresponding integral feedback control for manifold
RPA realized through a generalized buffering structure can be constructed in the same way as Sec. VII (namely,
Eqs. (162) and (164) are the integrator equations), and the dynamics of x2 is steered toward the submanifold Σ(γ)|X2

through their action. The system has a stable steady state by assumption, and this point in the external degrees
of freedom can be seen as the intersection of Σ(γ)|X2

and another manifold S(γ)|X2
⊂ R|V \Vγ | of (|V \ Vγ | − λ(γ))

dimension. While S(γ)|X2
is dependent on the parameters in γ, Σ(γ)|X2

is invariant under the change of parameters
in γ. Hence, by perturbing the parameters in γ, the location of the steady state may change but it will always lie
in Σ(γ)|X2

. We illustrate this phenomenon in Fig. 12. We discuss geometric interpretation of this phenomenon in
more detail in the next subsection, and the manifolds Σ(γ)|X2

and S(γ)|X2
turn out to be the shadows the RPA

manifold and the susceptible manifold in the extended total state space. For a concrete realization, see examples in
Sec. VIII C 3.

B. Geometric interpretation of manifold RPA

Here, let us give a geometric interpretation of the manifold RPA phenomenon realized through the law of manifold
localization. In this subsection, we omit the dependence on γ for notational simplicity of quantities such as the number

of emergent cycles. Namely, λ := λ(γ), c̃ := c̃(γ), d := d(γ), d̃ := d̃(γ), dl := dl(γ), d
⋆ := d⋆(γ), and d̄′ := d̄′(γ).

Additionally, we use the following abbreviations,

v := |Vγ |, v′ := |V \ Vγ | = |V | − v′, e := |Eγ |, c := |(kerS)supp γ |, (193)

With these notations, the definition of the influence index can be written as

λ = −v + e− c+ d+ dl, (194)

where we used the relation |P 0
γ (cokerS)| = d + dl (see Eqs. (167) and (173) of Ref. [48]). The decomposition of the

influence index reads

λ = c̃+ dl − d̃. (195)

By taking the difference of Eqs. (194) and (195), we have the following relation,

v + c+ c̃ = e+ d+ d̃, (196)

which will be used later.
In the previous section, we have solved for r1 using the Moore-Penrose inverse of S11, and this process introduces

variables to account for the elements in kerS11 (see Eq. (150)). We have parametrized c11 ∈ kerS11 as Eq. (157). By
introducing the new variables (w, w̃), we are extending the state space

(x1,x2) ∈ X1 ×X2 → ((x1,w), (x2, w̃)) ∈ X̂1 × X̂2. (197)



42

S′￼r2 + S21c11 = 0

c(𝔞)
2 ⋅ r2 = 0

r1 + S+
11S12r2 = c11S11r1 + S12r2 = 0

S21r1 + S22r2 = 0

|V | + c + c̃# of variables |V |

Variables (x1, x2) (x1, w, x2, w̃ )

d(ᾱ) ⋅ x = ℓᾱ d(ᾱ) ⋅ x = ℓᾱ

Steady-state  
equations

d̃

v′￼− d̄′￼− dl

e

d + d̄′￼+ dl

# of equations

Original system Extended description

FIG. 13: Rewriting of a reaction system using additional variables. The number of independent equations for each
set of equations is denoted for the extended description.

Here, we regard (x1,w) to be in the extended internal state space, (x1,w) ∈ X̂1, while (x2, w̃) is in the extended

external state space, (x2, w̃) ∈ X̂2. The number of total variables is expressed as

(# of variables) = |V |+ c+ c̃ = v + c+ v′ + c̃ =: n1 + n2, (198)

where we defined n1 := v+c and n2 := v′+c̃. Together with the introduction of new variables, we have added Eq. (162)
using emergent conserved quantities, which is necessary so that we have sufficient constraints to determine the steady
state in the extended description25. See Fig. 13 for the set of variables and steady-state equations. Indeed, one can
check that the number of variables is equal to number of independent equations. The total number of independent
equations is given by

(# of independent equations) = e+ v′ + d+ d̃. (199)

The number of variables minus the number of independent equations is

(# of variables)− (# of independent equations) = v + c+ v′ + c̃− e− v′ − d− d̃ = 0, (200)

where we have used Eq. (196).
Let us introduce key objects for describing manifold RPA. In Fig. 14, we summarize the set of equations in the

extended description together with the number of independent equations. We define the RPA manifold Σ26 associated
with an output-complete subnetwork γ to be the set of variables (x1,w,x2, w̃) that satisfy the conditions in the solid

(light-blue) boxes. We define the susceptible manifold S to be the set of variables (x1,w,x2, w̃) ∈ X̂1× X̂2 satisfying
the conditions in dashed (green) boxes. A key observation is that the conditions determining Σ is independent of

parameters in γ and they only involve external variables, (x2, w̃) ∈ X̂2. As a result, Σ has no dependence on
parameters in γ. On the other hand, the susceptible manifold S is subject to parameters inside and outside γ. The
situation is illustrated in Fig 15.

Let us denote the numbers of constraints determining Σ and S by cΣ and cS , respectively. The dimension of these
manifolds are given by the total dimension minus the number of constraints,

dimΣ = n1 + n2 − cΣ, dimS = n1 + n2 − cS . (201)

As we show in Fig. 14, by counting the number of constraints, we can express the dimensions of Σ and S in terms of
the influence index as

dimΣ = λ+ n1, dimS = n2 − λ. (202)

25 As we discussed in the previous section, the extended description is equivalent to the original system dynamically, although we here
look at steady-state properties.

26 Note that this object depends on the choice of a subnetwork. We do not explicitly indicate this dependence for notational simplicity.
The same comment is true for the susceptible manifold S.
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c𝒮 = e + dl + d

= n2 − λΣ: constraints to determine

: constraints to determine 𝒮 where we used

# of independent eqs.

FIG. 14: Illustration of the dimensions of the RPA manifold and the susceptible manifold. We separately wrote the
conserved-quantity equations as in Eqs. (168) – (170).

These manifolds intersect at a point, corresponding to the existence of a steady state. Indeed, the sum of the
dimensions equal the dimension of the total space,

dimΣ + dimS = n1 + n2. (203)

Now, let us consider the projection of Σ and S to the space of external variables, (x2, w̃) ∈ X̂2
27. We denote these

projections as Σ|X̂2
and S|X̂2

, respectively. While the dimension of S and S|X̂2
are the same (i.e. the dimension does

not change under the projection), the dimension of the RPA manifold is decreased by n1, since Σ has no dependence

on the variables in X̂1 (see Fig. 15). Namely,

dimΣ|X̂2
= λ, dimS|X̂2

= n2 − λ. (204)

The projected RPA and susceptible manifolds still intersect at a point in X̂2,

dimΣ|X̂2
+ dimS|X̂2

= n2. (205)

We can further project Σ|X̂2
to X2 by projecting out w̃, and obtain Σ|X2 . When the manifold Σ|X2 is in a general

position, its projection to X2 is also of dimension λ. Since Σ|X̂2
does not depend on the parameters inside γ, its

projection to X2 does not either. Thus, the steady state of x2 is localized within a λ-dimensional manifold in X2

under the change of parameters in γ.

C. Examples

Here, we demonstrate the manifold RPA phenomenon and the law of manifold localization using a few examples.

27 We will refer to the projected RPA and susceptible manifolds with the same names, indicating the total space they reside to avoid
possible confusions.
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Σ |X̂2

𝒮
𝒮 |X̂2

X̂2

X̂1

FIG. 15: Schematic of RPA manifold and susceptible manifold in X̂1 × X̂2 and their projections to X̂2.

1. Simple example

Let us first describe a simple example that consists of two species {x, y} and three reactions,

e1 : ∅ → y,

e2 : y → x, (206)

e3 : x→ ∅.

The stoichiometric matrix reads

S =

[ ]
y −1 1 0
x 1 0 −1

e2 e1 e3

, (207)

If we use mass-action kinetics, the rate equations are

ẏ = k1 − k2y, (208)

ẋ = k2y − k3x. (209)

At the steady state, the concentrations are given by x̄ = k1/k3 and ȳ = k1/k2.
Let us choose the following output-complete subnetwork,

γ = ({}, {e2}), (210)

which includes no species and one reaction. The influence index is nonzero, λ(γ) = 1, and the conventional law of
localization does not apply. Since the subnetwork is output-complete, the law of manifold localization is applicable.
The influence index of γ is decomposed as

λ(γ) = 1
=c̃(γ)

+ 0
=dl(γ)

− 0
=d̃(γ)

= 1. (211)

Thus, the subnetwork is a generalized buffering structure of degree 1. In the current case, the submatrix S11 is 0× 1
dimensional, and the matrices S′ and S21 are given by

S′ =

[ ]
y 1 0
x 0 −1

e1 e3

, S21 =

[
−1
1

]
. (212)
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The subnetwork γ has an emergent cycle, and kerS11 is nontrivial, kerS11 = span {
[
1
]
}. We can pick an element of

kerS11 as c11 = w̃(t)
[
1
]
, and we have [

ẏ
ẋ

]
=

[
1 0
0 −1

] [
k1
k3x

]
+ w̃

[
−1
1

]
. (213)

The second term on the RHS is orthogonal to
[
1 1

]
, and multiplying this vector, we get an integrator equation,

d

dt
(y + x) = k1 − k3x. (214)

This integrator steers the variables (x, y) to the following one-dimensional RPA manifold Σ(γ)|X2 ,[
x̄
ȳ

]
=

[
k1/k3
s

]
, (215)

where s ∈ R≥0 is a parameter. This manifold is independent of parameters in γ, which is k2 in the current case. On
the other hand, the susceptible manifold S(γ)|X2

is given by the relation

k1 − k2ȳ = 0, (216)

which also defines a line in (x̄, ȳ) plane. The susceptible manifold S(γ)|X2
depends nontrivially on k2.

2. Example with a lost conserved quantity

Here we discuss an example with a lost conserved quantity. Let us take a reaction network with four species
{v1, v2, v3, v4} and four reactions,

e1 : v1 → v2,

e2 : v2 → v3, (217)

e3 : v3 → v4,

e4 : v4 → v1.

Under mass-action kinetics, the steady-state concentrations are given by x̄i = ℓK/ki for i = 1, 2, 3, , 4 with 1/K :=
1/k1 +1/k2 +1/k3 +1/k4, where ℓ = x̄1 + x̄2 + x̄3 + x̄4 is a conserved quantity, and the steady-state rate is r̄A = ℓK
for A = 1, 2, 3, 4.

We here take the following output-complete subnetwork,

γ = ({v1, v2}, {e1, e2}). (218)

The subnetwork contains no emergent cycle and no emergent conserved quantity, and it has one lost conserved
quantity. The decomposition of the influence index reads

λ(γ) = −2 + 2− 0 + 1 = 0
=c̃(γ)

+ 1
=dl(γ)

− 0
=d̃(γ)

= 1. (219)

Indeed, the projection of the conserved quantity d =
[
1 1 1 1

]⊤ ∈ cokerS to subnetwork γ is not conserved within
γ. Since there is no emergent conserved quantity, the integrator equation is given by Eq. (164),

d

dt

[
x1 + x2 + x3

x4

]
=

[
−k3x3 + k4x4
k3x3 − k4x4

]
. (220)

The first and second lines of these equations are equivalent via the conservation law, x1 + x2 + x3 + x4 = ℓ = const..
This integrator drives the variables to satisfy

k4x̄4 − k3x̄3 = 0, (221)

This relation determines the RPA manifold Σ(γ)|X2
, which is one-dimensional in (x̄3, x̄4). Because of the existence

of a lost conserved quantity, (x̄3, x̄4) should satisfy an equation that involve x̄1 and x̄2 as well,

x̄3 + x̄4 = ℓ− x̄1 − x̄2. (222)

The condition (222) also defines a line and this corresponds to the susceptible manifold S(γ)|X2
. While S(γ)|X2

is
subject to the parameters in γ, i.e. k1 and k2, the manifold Σ(γ)|X2

is insensitive to these parameters, as expected.
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FIG. 16: Approach to the steady state of the concentrations x(t) and y(t). The black solid line denotes the
steady-state line determined by the second equation of Eq. (189). The integrator (190) drives the variables x(t) and
y(t) to the black dashed line Σ(γ)|X2

. The steady state is at the intersection of the black solid and dashed lines, to
which the states are absorbed. Parameters are taken as

k1 = 1.5, k2 = 0.1, k3 = 1, k4 = 1.2, k5 = 1, k6 = 2, k7 = 1, k8 = 2.

3. Example with an emergent conserved quantity

As a more nontrivial example, let us revisit the example discussed in Sec. VIIC. We choose the following subnetwork

γ = ({z1, z2}, {e1, e2, e5, e7, e8}). (223)

This subnetwork has nonzero influence index, λ(γ) = 1, and cannot be discussed with the conventional law of
localization. It is output-complete, so we can apply the law of manifold localization. The influence index is decomposed
as

λ(γ) = −2 + 5− 2 + 0 = 2
=c̃(γ)

+ 0
=dl(γ)

− 1
=d̃(γ)

= 1. (224)

The spaces kerS11 and cokerS11 are spanned by

kerS11 = span{
[
0 1 1 0 0

]⊤
,
[
0 0 0 1 1

]⊤
,
[
0 0 0 1 −1

]⊤
,
[
0 −1 1 0 0

]⊤}, (225)

cokerS11 = span{
[
1 −1

]⊤}, (226)

where the components are ordered as (e2, e1, e5, e8, e7) for kerS11 and (x, y) for cokerS11, and colored vectors are

emergent. If we set c̃
(1)
1 :=

[
0 0 0 1 −1

]⊤
and c̃

(2)
1 :=

[
0 −1 1 0 0

]⊤
, we can parametrize an element of kerS11 ∩

(kerS21)
⊥ as c11 := w̃1c̃

(1)
1 + w̃2c̃

(2)
2 , and we have

S′r2 + S21c11 =

[
−2w̃2

−2w̃1

]
. (227)

Hence, the rate equations do not give us an integrator and they just fixes the values of w̃1 and w̃2 to zero at steady
state. The emergent conserved quantity gives the same integrator equation as Eq. (190). At steady state, this
integrator enforces the relation,

k4x̄
2 = k3 + k6ȳ. (228)

Thus, the RPA manifold for the external concentrations is given by (x, y) ∈ (R>0)
2 subject to constraint (228). One

can parametrize the one-dimensional manifold as[
x̄
ȳ

]
=

[√
1
k4
(k3 + k6s)

s

]
, (229)
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Law of localization [45, 46] RPA of fluxes [49] Law of manifold localization

Perturbation Parameters inside γ Parameters inside γ Parameters inside γ

Output variables xi and rA outside γ rA for all reactions xi and rA outside γ

Dim. of target manifolds 0 0 λ(γ)

Topological conditions λ(γ) = 0 & OC λf(γ) = 0 & OC OC

TABLE II: Summary of allowed perturbations, output variables, dimension of target manifolds for regulation, and
topological conditions for three realizations of the RAT principle. OC in the table means output-completeness. In

all the cases, constant-in-time disturbances of parameters inside a subnetwork γ ⊂ Γ are considered.

where s ∈ R>0.
Figure 16 illustrates manifold RPA of this example. We plot the time evolution of states in (x, y) space. The dashed

line is the RPA manifold Σ(γ)|X2
associated with γ, that is specified by Eq. (228), and the solid line corresponds to

S(γ)|X2
. The states are absorbed to the intersection of Σ(γ)|X2

and S(γ)|X2
. While he location of S(γ)|X2

is subject
to changes in the parameters in γ: it depends on k7 and k8, the position of Σ(γ)|X2

is independent of all the parameters
(k1, k2, k5, k7, k8) inside γ. In other words, the relation (228) is independent of the parameters (k1, k2, k5, k7, k8).

IX. ROBUST ADAPTATION IS TOPOLOGICAL

We have seen that the RPA properties and the corresponding integral feedback control can be identified based
on indices determined by the topological characteristics of reaction networks. Here, we argue that this feature is
natural and generically true because of the robustness of adaptation in broader classes of physical systems beyond
deterministic chemical reaction systems.

Let us consider a class of dynamical systems (which do not necessarily have to be deterministic chemical reaction
systems) and think of the set of all such systems. Among these, we wish to find the systems that exhibit RPA. Suppose
also that we shall be able to detect such systems with a real-valued quantity χ(S) associated with a system S28, and
let us say that system S exhibits RPA if χ(S) = 0. When the perfect adaptation property is robust, the adaptation
does not require fine-tuning of system parameters. If we have another system S′, which only differs from S by the
values of parameters, then we should also have χ(S′) = χ(S) = 0 due to the robustness requirement. Namely, the
quantity χ(S) is invariant under the change of parameters of the system S. In this sense, the quantity χ should be a
topological invariant. Thus, we argue that the class of systems with an RPA property should be generically identified
by a topological invariant. We summarize this feature as “Robust Adaptation is Topological”(RAT), and will refer to
this motto as the RAT principle for short.

The RAT principle itself is not a single theorem, but rather is a template for theorems, similarly to the Internal
Model Principle of control theory. Namely, depending on the technical details such as the class of systems under
consideration, the choice of output variables, and the class of perturbations under consideration, the corresponding
topological invariant should be identified appropriately (if it exists). For example, the law of localization [45, 46]
and the RPA of fluxes [49] provide us with particular incarnations of the RAT principle (see Table II). The one-to-
one correspondence of RPA properties and labeled buffering structures indicates that all the RPA properties can be
identified topologically. The law of manifold localization discussed in Sec. VIII generalizes the regulation problem
to nonzero dimension of target manifolds, and the condition of output-completeness is still topological, in line with
the RAT principle. The RAT principle gives us guidance for finding systems with RPA properties: the question is
to identify the appropriate topological invariant for the particular situation under consideration. As we showed in
Sec. V, buffering structures turned out to be also necessary for RPA to be realized.

The realizations of the RAT principle mentioned here are for deterministic chemical reaction systems. It would be
highly intriguing to explore the possibility of formulating analogous theorems for various classes of dynamical systems,
such as stochastic reaction systems, electrical circuits, and others. It would also be interesting to examine the known
results in control theory about robust control from this perspective: the condition for robust control may allow for a
topological interpretation. As a further exploration, it would be interesting to identify the underlying mathematical
object behind the topological invariant, similarly to the case of the Euler characteristic, which can be written as the
alternating sum of the ranks of homology groups of different degrees [70].

28 In the case of deterministic chemical reaction systems, the specification of a system S should include the data of a CRN Γ, a subnetwork
γ of Γ, a set of parameters to be perturbed, and a choice of output variables. See Table II.
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X. CONCLUSIONS

The ability of cellular biomolecular networks to tightly regulate key quantities is of utmost importance, despite
their complexity and various sources of disturbances, since the failure to achieve this precise control can have dire
consequences for the cell population and, consequently, the entire organism. The capacity of a reaction network to
exhibit robustness against disturbances, known as Robust Perfect Adaptation (RPA), equips cells with the ability
to effectively cope with such disruptions. Hence, unraveling the underlying mechanisms for RPA has been a crucial
endeavor in understanding cellular resilience. The goal of this paper is to develop a systematic method for finding all
the kinetics-independent RPA properties and the embedded integral control mechanisms associated with them. We
have shown that every elementary RPA property in a deterministic chemical reaction system can be characterized by a
labeled buffering structure, which is a subnetwork with distinguished topological characteristics (output-completeness
and vanishing of the influence index) (Theorem 5). This finding gives us a systematic method for identifying all
the RPA properties in any chemical reaction network through the identification of labeled buffering structures, with
which any generic RPA property can be obtained. We provided an efficient algorithm for the enumeration of all the
labeled buffering structures for a given reaction network, and developed a computational package RPAFinder [50].
We also gave a method for finding integral feedback controllers for a generic RPA property, which is represented
by a buffering structure. By doing so, we have shown that integral feedback control is necessary (and sufficient)
for kinetics-independent RPA in deterministic chemical reaction systems, establishing the Internal Model Principle
in these systems for constant-in-time disturbances. Unlike most existing works on this topic, our results apply to
generic multi-output situations, where many different shades of the RPA property can naturally emerge. These
different shades correspond to the dimension of the RPA manifold to which the output-species dynamics is driven by
the integral feedback mechanisms. This phenomenon, which we call manifold RPA, can be studied naturally using
our approach. Remarkably, every output-complete subnetwork gives rise to manifold RPA and the concentrations
of the species external to the subnetwork is driven to a manifold whose dimension is given by the influence index
(Theorem 6). Importantly, this manifold remains unaffected by parameters that influence the species and reactions
within the subnetwork, even though these parameters might impact the steady-state concentrations of species outside
the subnetwork. This observation highlights that perturbations in the subnetwork parameters can influence the
external species, but they cannot disrupt the robust steady-state relationship among these species, which is determined
by the manifold. Exploring this type of RPA holds crucial significance in systems biology and bears relevance to
synthetic biology as well, particularly in the design of biomolecular controllers that can robustly maintain relationships
between multiple output variables while retaining the adjustability of individual output variables [34].

In biochemical systems, there is no pre-existing distinction between a “system” and a “controller” unlike the
situations in control engineering, and we have to reverse engineer [71] biological circuits to reveal embedded control
mechanisms. In the present method, a pair of a controlled subsystem and a controller emerges for each labeled
buffering structure. Typically, a reaction network is endowed with multiple labeled buffering structures and hence
it possesses multiple distinct RPA properties, which we can systematically uncover with our method. This is useful
for understanding network resilience in systems biology, and it provides helpful insights into the design principles for
synthetic biology [72]. We believe it will also be useful for metabolic engineering [73–76], since we shall be able to
narrow down the possible candidate reactions to modify for various objectives, like improving yields or reducing costs.

We have pointed out that the topological characterization of the condition for RPA is not limited to the studies of
deterministic chemical reaction systems and should also be applicable to more generic dynamical systems. This idea
can be expressed as “Robust Adaptation is Topological,” and we call this motto as the RAT principle. Results such as
the one-to-one correspondence of the RPA property and labeled buffering structures, the law of localization [45, 46],
and the RPA of reaction fluxes [48], can be seen as examples of theorems embodying the RAT principle. We believe
that the RAT principle provides us with a useful guideline as to how to formulate theorems identifying dynamical
systems with the RPA property, depending on the technical details such as the class of systems and the choice of
target variables. It will be interesting to reexamine existing results on robust control from a topological perspective.

Finally, let us comment on possible further directions. Labeled buffering structures provides us with a natural
biological unit, in the sense that they can be controlled independently. It would be interesting to investigate how and
when labeled buffering structures change when we embed a network in a larger network. Namely, the modularity [77]
of labeled buffering structures is to be tested. The present method of enumeration of buffering structures is specifically
for subnetworks with vanishing influence index. As shown in Theorem 6, any output-complete subnetwork can induce
regulation to a λ(γ)-dimensional manifold. Developing an efficient method to find subnetworks with nonzero indices
is important for uncovering manifold RPA in chemical reaction networks. In the current work, we have considered
deterministic reaction systems. Whether a similar result can be established for stochastic reaction systems is a non-
trivial and intriguing question. As a generalization to a different direction, the structural conditions governing the
regulation to time-dependent states, such as oscillatory ones [78], are to be explored. To have a more comprehen-
sive understanding of the behavior of chemical reaction systems, it would be interesting to study the connection of
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the present results with other approaches based on, for example, information geometry [79–82] or non-equilibrium
thermodynamics [83–87].
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Appendix A: Spectral correspondence

In the current paper, we assume that the dynamics is asymptotically stable, i.e., the Jacobian matrix at steady
state is non-singular and all its eigenvalues have strictly negative real parts, as discussed in Sec. II B. In the case
cokerS = 0, this implies that the A-matrix is invertible due to Theorem 1 in Ref. [60]. Let us here show that this
continues to hold even when cokerS ̸= 0.

Let us consider the time evolution of fluctuations around a steady state, which is governed by

d

dt
δxi =

∑
j

Jijδxj , (A1)

where Jij :=
∑
A SiArA,j is the Jacobian matrix. To be consistent with the conservation relations, the fluctuations

should satisfy the constraints ∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i δxi = 0. (A2)

The eigenvalue equations of the Jacobian matrix satisfying the constraint from conserved quantities read

Jδxλ = λδxλ, (A3)

Dδxλ = 0, (A4)

where we have used the matrix notation and the components of the matrix D is given by Dᾱi := d
(ᾱ)
i . An eigenvector

of the Jacobian in the presence of conserved quantities can be seen as an element of the kernel of the following matrix,

Jλ :=

[
J − λ
D

]
. (A5)

We will show that there is a one-to-one correspondence between kerJλ and the generalized eigenvectors/values of the
A-matrix. We here use a matrix notation and express the A-matrix (20) as

A =

[
R −C
D 0

]
. (A6)

We introduce the following matrix parametrized by λ ∈ C,

Aλ :=

[
R− λS+ −C

D 0

]
. (A7)

We will show the following:

Theorem 7. The following map F is a bijection,

F : kerJλ → kerAλ, (A8)

where F is defined by

kerJλ ∋ δxλ 7→ F (δxλ) :=

[
δxλ
µ

]
, (A9)

Here, µ is determined uniquely by

Cµ = (1− S+S)Rδxλ. (A10)
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Proof. Let us show that indeed F (δxλ) ∈ kerAλ. An element δxλ ∈ kerJλ satisfies

SRδxλ = λδxλ, (A11)

Dδxλ = 0. (A12)

Equation (A12) indicates that δxλ ∈ (cokerS)⊥. Since SS+ is a projection matrix to (cokerS)⊥, we can multiply
this to the RHS of Eq. (A11), and we have

S
(
R− λS+

)
δxλ = 0. (A13)

This means that we can write (
R− λS+

)
δxλ = Cµ, (A14)

Since S+δxλ ∈ (kerS)⊥, by multiplying the projection matrix to kerS, we obtain Eq. (A10). For a given set of basis
vectors C of kerS, µ is determined uniquely. Equations (A14) and (A12) can be rearranged as[

R −C
D 0

] [
δxλ
µ

]
= λ

[
S+ 0
0 0

] [
δxλ
µ

]
, (A15)

which means that

[
δxλ
µ

]
∈ kerAλ.

The map F is obviously injective. Conversely, for a given

[
δxλ
µ

]
∈ kerAλ, it can be easily checked that δxλ ∈ kerJλ,

which means that F is surjective. Thus, we have shown that F is a bijection. This concludes the proof.

Corollary 9. When a chemical reaction system has an asymptotically stable steady state, the corresponding A-matrix
is invertible.

Proof. Because of the asymptotic stability, kerJλ is trivial when λ = 0, and consequently kerAλ is trivial when λ = 0.
This implies that the square matrix A does not have a zero eigenvalue, which means that A is invertible.

Appendix B: Formula for second-order responses

Here we derive explicit formulas for second-order responses of steady-state concentrations and reaction fluxes with
respect to parameters. In the following, we derive the expression for x̄i,AB with A ̸= B, and also for ȳν,ρσ with ρ ̸= σ
in parallel.

We start with the formula for the first-order response,

x̄i,A = −(A−1)iA ∂ArA. ȳν,ρ = −(A−1)νρ ∂ρLρ. (B1)

By taking another derivative with respect to a parameter,

x̄i,AB = −(A−1)iA,B ∂ArA − (A−1)iA (∂ArA),B . (B2)

yν,ρσ = −(A−1)νρ,σ ∂ρLρ − (A−1)νρ (∂ρLρ),σ. (B3)

The second term is written as

−(A−1)iA (∂ArA),B = x̄i,A(ln ∂ArA),B − (A−1)νρ (∂ρLρ),σ = ȳν,ρ(ln ∂ρLρ),σ. (B4)

Noting that

(A−1)iA,B = −
∑
C,D

(A−1)iC∂BACD(A
−1)DA, (A−1)νρ,σ = −

∑
κ,τ

(A−1)νκ∂σAκτ (A
−1)τρ, (B5)

and

∂BACj = δBC(∂BrC),j +
∑
k

rC,jk x̄k,B , ∂σACj = δσC(∂σrC),j +
∑
k

rC,jk ȳk,σ, (B6)
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the first term is written as

−(A−1)iA,B ∂ArA =
∑
C,D

(A−1)iC∂BACD(A
−1)DA ∂ArA

=
∑
C,j

(A−1)iC

(
δBC(∂BrC),j +

∑
k

rC,jkx̄k,B

)
(A−1)jA ∂ArA

=
∑
j

(A−1)iB(∂BrB),j(A
−1)jA ∂ArA +

∑
C,j,k

(A−1)iC rC,jk x̄k,B(A
−1)jA ∂ArA

=
∑
j

x̄i,B(ln ∂BrB),j x̄j,A +
∑
C,j,k

rC,jk
∂CrC

x̄i,C x̄j,A x̄k,B

= x̄i,B(ln ∂BrB),A +
∑
C,j,k

rC,jk
∂CrC

x̄i,C x̄j,A x̄k,B .

(B7)

−(A−1)νρ,σ ∂ρLρ =
∑
κ,τ

(A−1)νκ∂σAκτ (A
−1)τρ ∂ρLρ

=
∑
C,j

(A−1)νC

(
δσC(∂σrC),j +

∑
k

rC,jk yk,σ

)
(A−1)jρ ∂ρLρ

=
∑
j

(A−1)νσ(∂σrσ),j(A
−1)jρ ∂ρLρ +

∑
C,j,k

(A−1)νC rC,jk yk,σ(A
−1)jρ ∂ρLρ

=
∑
j

ȳν,σ(ln ∂σrσ),j ȳj,ρ +
∑
C,j,k

rC,jk
∂CrC

ȳν,C ȳj,ρ ȳk,σ

= ȳν,σ(ln ∂σLσ),ρ +
∑
C,j,k

rC,jk
∂CrC

ȳν,C ȳj,ρ ȳk,σ.

(B8)

Thus, we obtain the following formula,

x̄i,AB = x̄i,AFA,B + x̄i,BFB,A +
∑
C

x̄i,C
∑
j,k ⊢C

rC,jk
rC,C

x̄j,A x̄k,B , (B9)

where FA := ln ∂ArA.

ȳν,ρσ = ȳν,ρFρ,σ + ȳν,σFσ,ρ +
∑
C

ȳν,C
∑
j,k ⊢C

rC,jk
rC,C

ȳj,ρ ȳk,σ, (B10)

where Fσ := ln ∂σLσ. Note that this expression is manifestly symmetric under the exchange A↔ B ρ↔ σ.
We can also derive a similar formula for reaction fluxes. Noting that ȳα = µα and r̄C can be written as

r̄C =
∑
α

c
(α)
C ȳα, (B11)

we find that second-order responses of reaction fluxes are expressed as

r̄C,AB = r̄C,AFA,B + r̄C,BFB,A +
∑
D

r̄C,D
∑
j,k ⊢D

rD,jk
rD,D

x̄j,A x̄k,B . (B12)

Note that eC can be taken to be the same as eA or eB , while we assume eA ̸= eB . Including the conserved-quantity
perturbations, we have

r̄C,ρσ = r̄C,ρFρ,σ + r̄C,σFσ,ρ +
∑
D

r̄C,D
∑
j,k ⊢D

rD,jk
rD,D

ȳj,ρ ȳk,σ. (B13)

The formulas (B9) and (B12) (or (B10) and (B13)) can be seen as a decomposition of higher-order influence in
terms of lower-order influence. We can diagrammatically represent Eq. (B9) as
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eA

eB

vi =
∑
j⊢A eB vj ⊢ eA vi +

∑
k⊢B eA vk ⊢ eB vi +

∑
C,j,k

eA

eB

vj

vk

eC vi

⊢

⊢

The LHS represents the influence of both eA and eB on vi, and there are different contributions. The first term on the
RHS represents a contribution that eB first influences a reactant of eA and then eA influences vi, and in the second
term the roles of eA and eB are exchanged. The third term on the RHS takes into the contribution where eA and eB
affects reactants of some reaction eC , and then eC influences vi.

Let us check the second-order formula with a simple example network,

e1 : ∅ → v1, (B14)

e2 : v1 → ∅, (B15)

e3 : v1 + v2 → v1, (B16)

e4 : ∅ → v2. (B17)

With mass-action kinetics, the rate functions are written as r1 = k1, r2 = k2x1, r3 = k3x1x2, r4 = k4. The steady-state
concentrations are given by

x̄1 =
k1
k2
, x̄2 =

k2k4
k1k3

. (B18)

For example, the second-order derivative x̄2,21 = ∂k2∂k1 x̄2 can be explicitly computed as

x̄2,21 = − k4
(k1)2k3

. (B19)

Let us evaluate the RHS of Eq. (B9). The first and second terms are

x̄2,2F2,1 =
k4
k1k3

· (∂k2r2),1
∂k2r2

=
k4

(k1)2k3
, x̄2,1F1,2 = x̄2,1

(∂k1r1),2
∂k1r1

= 0. (B20)

The third term is evaluated as∑
C

x̄2,C
rC,C

∑
j,k ⊢C

rC,jk x̄j,2 x̄k,1 =
x̄2,3
r3,3

(r3,12 x̄1,2 x̄2,1 + r3,21 x̄2,2 x̄1,1) = −2
k4

(k1)2k3
. (B21)

The summation of Eqs. (B20) and (B21) indeed reproduces Eq. (B19).

Appendix C: Extension of the maxRPA characterization result

Here, we prove Theorem 2, which is an extension of the characterization result for maxRPA networks [33]. In this
extension, we no longer require that cokerS = 0 and hence the full network Γ = (V,E) may have conserved quantities.
The last two reactions, denoted by e1̄ and e2̄ no longer need to have mass-action kinetics, and we will denote their
rate functions as r1̄(x; k1̄) and r2̄(x; k2̄) respectively, where k1̄ and k2̄ are parameters.

Proof. We start by proving the “if” part of the theorem, namely that if these two conditions are satisfied then the
network exhibits maxRPA for the output species X. This is straightforward because by picking any (q, κ) that satisfies
Eq. (34), we can construct a linear integrator z := q · x whose dynamics is given by

ż = κ r1̄(x; k1̄)− r2̄(x; k2̄) = r1̄(x; k1̄) (κ− Φ(xM , k1̄, k2̄)) (C1)

where the last relation follows from Eq. (35). Setting the RHS to zero, and using the positivity of the fixed point we
obtain that at steady-state the concentration of the output species X must satisfy Eq. (36) and hence it is independent
of all other parameters except k1̄ and k2̄. Note that if there exists another pair (q′, κ′) satisfying Eq. (34), then we
must necessarily have that κ = κ′, or otherwise the condition of uniqueness of the steady-state will be violated. As
both (q′, κ) and (q, κ) satisfy Eq. (34), subtracting them yields that the vector (q′−q) will be in cokerS. This proves
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that the vector q is unique up to addition of vectors in cokerS, or equivalently, we can say that q is unique in the
quotient space RM/ cokerS.
We now prove the “only if” part of the theorem. We start from the steady-state equations Eqs. (5) and (6), where

{d(ᾱ)}ᾱ=1,...,|ᾱ| is a basis of cokerS and for each ᾱ, ℓᾱ is the value of the conserved quantity corresponding to d(ᾱ).

Differentiating Eq. (5) with respect to parameter kB and quantity ℓβ̄ we arrive at:∑
A

SiA
∂rA
∂xi

∂x̄i
∂kB

= −
∑
A

SiA
∂rA
∂kB

and
∑
A

SiA
∂rA
∂xi

∂x̄i

∂ℓβ̄
= 0. (C2)

As we have seen before, differentiating Eq. (6) with respect to kB and ℓβ̄ gives us relations,∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i

∂xi
∂kB

= 0 and
∑
i

d
(ᾱ)
i

∂xi

∂ℓβ̄
= δᾱβ̄ . (C3)

We shall write these relations in matrix-form and for this we need to define certain quantities. Recall that r is the
N -dimensional vector of reaction rates and S is the M ×N stoichiometric matrix. Let ∇xr = [∂irA] be the N ×M
Jacobian matrix of r with respect to the explicit dependence on the state x, evaluated at the steady-state x = x̄(k, ℓ).
The M ×M Jacobian for the dynamics is given by

J = S∇xr. (C4)

Similarly, let ∇kr = [∂BrA] be the N × N Jacobian matrix of r with respect to the explicit dependence on the
parameters in k, and let ∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ) be the M × (N + |ᾱ|) Jacobian matrix of the steady-state x̄(k, ℓ) with respect

to both k and ℓ. Let D be the |ᾱ| ×M matrix whose rows are the basis vectors {d(ᾱ)}ᾱ=1,...,|ᾱ| for cokerS. Relations
(C2) and (C3) can be succinctly expressed as[

J
D

]
∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ) = −

[
S∇kr 0M×|ᾱ|
0|ᾱ|×M −1|ᾱ|×|ᾱ|

]
, (C5)

where 0 and 1 denote zero and identity matrices of the dimensions indicated in the subscript. Note that the matrix
(M + |ᾱ|)×M matrix

B :=

[
J
D

]
(C6)

has independent columns, because otherwise kerB would be nontrivial, and this would imply that the steady state is
not asymptotically stable. Since the columns of B are independent, its Moore-Penrose inverse is explicitly given by

B+ = (B⊤ B)−1B⊤, (C7)

and hence Eq. (C5) implies that

∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ) = −(B⊤ B)−1B⊤
[
S∇kr 0M×|ᾱ|
0|ᾱ|×M −1|ᾱ|×|ᾱ|

]
. (C8)

Define q̃ to be the (M + |ᾱ|)-dimensional vector given by

q̃⊤ = −u⊤
M (B⊤ B)−1B⊤, (C9)

where uM is a M -dimensional vector whose all components are zero, except the component at the M -th index (i.e.
location of the output species X) which is 1. We can decompose q̃⊤ as q̃⊤ = [q̃⊤

1 q̃⊤
2 ], where q̃⊤

1 and q̃⊤
2 are vectors

with dimensions 1×M and 1×|ᾱ| respectively. Multiplying Eq. (C8) by u⊤
M on the left we see that the 1× (M + |ᾱ|)

vector of sensitivities of the steady-state x̄M (k, ℓ) of the output with respect to k, ℓ is given by

∇k,ℓx̄M (k, ℓ) := u⊤
M∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ) =

[
q̃⊤
1 q̃⊤

2

] [ S∇kr 0M×|ᾱ|
0|ᾱ|×M −1|ᾱ|×|ᾱ|

]
=
[
q̃⊤
1 S∇kr −q̃⊤

2

]
. (C10)

For maxRPA we require that

x̄M (k, ℓ) = ϕout (k1̄, k2̄) , (C11)
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and hence the steady-state output has zero-sensitivity with respect to all components of ℓ and all components of k
except k1̄ and k2̄. Therefore Eq. (C10) implies that q̃⊤

2 = −∇ℓx̄M (k, ℓ) = 0 and

q̃⊤
1 S∇kr =

[
0 ∂k1̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄) ∂k2̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

]
. (C12)

Only the last two components of the vector on the RHS are non-zero, while the rest are zeros. Since for each reaction
eA, the reaction rate rA(x̄(k, ℓ); kA) has an explicit dependence on an independent kA, the N ×N matrix ∇kr is a
diagonal matrix. Therefore, Eq. (C12) informs us that for any reaction A, which is not one of the last two reactions
(i.e. A ̸= 1̄, 2̄) we must have ∑

i

q̃1iSiA = 0, (C13)

which says that vector q̃1 is orthogonal to the stoichiometric vector for reaction eA. Now for the last two reactions,
Eq. (C12) implies that

∑
i

q̃1iSi1̄ =
∂k1̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k1̄r1̄(x̄(k, ℓ); k1̄)
and

∑
i

q̃1iSi2̄ =
∂k2̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k2̄r2̄(x̄(k, ℓ); k2̄)
, (C14)

where for i = 1, 2, ∂kīrī(x̄(k, ℓ); kī) denotes the partial derivative with respect to only the explicit dependence on
parameter kī and not the implicit dependence through the steady-state x̄(k, ℓ). Combining these relations with
Eq. (C13), we see that the vector q̃1 satisfies

q̃⊤
1 S =

[
0,

∂k1̄
ϕout(k1̄,k2̄)

∂k1̄
r1̄(x̄(k,ℓ);k1̄)

,
∂k2̄

ϕout(k1̄,k2̄)

∂k2̄
r2̄(x̄(k,ℓ);k2̄)

]
. (C15)

Now let c =
[
c1 · · · cN

]⊤
be a vector in kerS whose last two components are not both zero. Choosing such a c is

possible because the network has positive steady-states. Since Sc = 0, we must have q̃⊤
1 Sc = 0 which implies that

cN−1
∂k1̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k1̄r1̄(x̄(k, ℓ); k1̄)
= −cN

∂k2̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k2̄r2̄(x̄(k, ℓ); k2̄)
. (C16)

Note that for any c fixed, this relation must hold for any (k, ℓ). We argued before that the matrix ∇kr has full
row-rank. This implies that coker(S∇kr) = cokerS and hence the row-rank of the product matrix S∇kr is just
M − |ᾱ|, where |ᾱ| = | cokerS|. This shows that the matrix[

S∇kr 0M×|ᾱ|
0|ᾱ|×M −1|ᾱ|×|ᾱ|

]
(C17)

has rank M . As matrix B⊤ has full row-rank (because columns of B are independent) and matrix (B⊤B)−1 has full
row-rank (because it is an invertible matrix), from Eq. (C8) we can conclude that the Jacobian matrix ∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ),
capturing the sensitivities of the steady-state x̄(k, ℓ) with respect to parameters (k, ℓ) has rank M which is equal to
the number of species. Hence, applying the constant rank theorem (see Theorem 11.1 in [88]) we can conclude that by
perturbing the parameters in (k, ℓ) we can independently perturb the components of the steady-state vector x̄(k, ℓ).
This will be useful later in the proof.

Let Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄) be the ratio of the rate functions for the last two reactions, i.e.

Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄) =
r2̄(x; k2̄)

r1̄(x; k1̄)
. (C18)

Then by differentiating with respect to both k1̄ and k2̄ we obtain

∂k1̄r1̄(x; k1̄) = −r1̄(x; k1̄)
∂k1̄Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄)

Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄)
and ∂k2̄r2̄(x; k2̄) = r1̄(x; k1̄)∂k2̄Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄). (C19)

Setting x to be the steady-state vector x = x̄(k, ℓ), and substituting in Eq. (C16) we obtain

Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄)
∂k1̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k1̄Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄)
= κ

∂k2̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)

∂k2̄Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄)
, (C20)
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where κ := cN
cN−1

. Let us now define the vector q as

q = −q̃1
r1̄(x̄(k, ℓ); k1̄)∂k2̄Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄)

∂k2̄ϕout (k1̄, k2̄)
, (C21)

then Eqs. (C15), (C19) and (C20) together imply that pair (q, κ) satisfies Eq. (34). This proves the first condition of
the theorem.

To prove the second condition, observe that if we pick a pair (q, κ) satisfying Eq. (34), then for the linear integrator
z := q · x, the dynamics is given by

ż = κ r1̄(x; k1̄)− r2̄(x; k2̄) = r1̄(x; k1̄) (κ− Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄)) (C22)

which proves that at the steady-state

Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄) = κ. (C23)

The only thing left to show is that the function Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄) does not depend on the concentrations x1, . . . , xM−1 of
the first (M−1) species, i.e. this function can only depend on xM . We shall prove this by showing that the gradient of
this function with respect to the state vector x can only have one non-zero component, which is at the M -th location
(corresponding to ∂xM

Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄)). It suffices to prove this only at the steady-state x = x̄(k, ℓ) because as we argued
before, the components of x̄(k, ℓ) can be independently perturbed by perturbing the parameters in (k, ℓ).
Recall that uM is the M -dimensional vector whose all components are zero, except the component at the M -th

index (i.e. location of the output species X) which is 1. In order to prove our claim we just need to show that uM
cannot be independent of the gradient vector

ϕ(k, ℓ) := ∇xΦ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄). (C24)

We set qΦ to be the (M + |ᾱ|)-dimensional vector

qΦ
⊤ = −ϕ(k, ℓ)⊤(B⊤ B)−1B⊤. (C25)

and decompose it as qΦ
⊤ = [q⊤

Φ,1 q⊤
Φ,2], where q

⊤
Φ,1 and q⊤

Φ,2 are vectors with dimensions 1×M and 1×|ᾱ| respectively.
Similar to Eq. (C10) we can derive

ϕ(k, ℓ)⊤∇k,ℓx̄(k, ℓ) =
[
q⊤
Φ,1S∇kr, −q⊤

Φ,2

]
. (C26)

Eq. (C23) implies that q⊤
Φ,2 = −∇ℓΦ(x(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄) = 0 and

q⊤
Φ,1S∇kr =

[
0, −∂k1̄Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄), k1̄, k2̄), −∂k2̄Φ(x̄(k, ℓ), k1̄, k2̄)

]
. (C27)

Due to Eq. (C20), the vector on the right is collinear with the vector on the right of Eq. (C12). Hence there exists
constants ζ1 and ζ2 such that, the vector zΦ = ζ1 q̃1 + ζ2 qΦ,1 satisfies

z⊤
ΦS∇kr = 0, (C28)

which shows that the vector vanishes,

z⊤
Φ = ζ1 q̃⊤ + ζ2 q⊤

Φ = −(ζ1 u⊤
M + ζ2 ϕ(k, ℓ)

⊤)(B⊤ B)−1B⊤ = 0. (C29)

However, since the rows of BT are independent we must have that the vector ζ1 u⊤
M + ζ2 ϕ(k, ℓ)

⊤ = 0, which happen
if and only if uM and ϕ(k, ℓ) are dependent vectors. Hence only the last component of ϕ(k, ℓ) can be nonzero and
this proves that Φ(x, k1̄, k2̄) can only be a function of the output species concentration xM . This completes the proof
of this theorem.

Let us illustrate this result with an example. Consider the minimal reaction network that displays the phenomenon
of Absolute Concentration Robustness (ACR), which refers to robustness with respect to a conserved quantity [29].
This network has just two species and reactions:

e1 : v1 → v2, (C30)

e2 : v1 + v2 → 2v1. (C31)
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The rate equations in the mass action kinetics are given by

ẋ1 = k2x1x2 − k1x1, (C32)

ẋ2 = −k2x1x2 + k1x1. (C33)

It is immediate that ẋ1 + ẋ2 = 0 and so the total concentration ℓ = x1(t) + x2(t) is constant over time. Fixing the
value of ℓ, the steady-state concentrations are given by

x̄1 = ℓ− k1
k2

and x̄2 =
k1
k2
. (C34)

Hence the output species X = v2 is robust to ℓ, and this network exhibits maxRPA as the steady-state concentration
of X is just a function of two mass-action reaction rate constants. The stoichiometric matrix for this network is

S =

[ ]
v1 −1 1
v2 1 −1

e1 e2

. (C35)

Hence cokerS is one-dimensional and spanned by the vector d =
[
1 1

]⊤
. Since cokerS is non-empty the maxRPA

characterisation result in Ref. [33] does not apply, but we can use the maxRPA result developed here to conclude

that this network indeed exhibits maxRPA. Setting q =
[
−1 0

]⊤
and κ = 1, we see that the linear system (34) holds

and so the first condition of Theorem 2 is satisfied. To check the second condition note that under the mass-action
kinetics the ratio of the rate functions r1(x1, x2) and r2(x1, x2) for reactions e1 and e2 satisfy

r2(x1, x2)

r1(x1, x2)
=
k2x1x2
k1x1

=
k2
k1
x2 =: Φ(x2, k1, k2). (C36)

Hence the ratio is only a function of the output species concentration x2 and the set-point is precisely determined by
the relation

Φ(x2, k1, k2) = κ = 1. (C37)

Observe that for any real number α, (q + αd, κ) would also satisfy (34) and these are in fact all the solutions to this
linear system.

In this example, if we consider the subnetwork γ that is formed by excluding the output species and the two
reactions from the full network, then γ has only one species v1 and no reactions. Hence γ is not output-complete
which happens because for this exampled maxRPA is not kinetics independent. Indeed, maxRPA does not hold for
arbitrary kinetics for the two reactions.

Appendix D: Derivation of isomorphisms (133) and (134)

Let us give a proof of the isomorphisms (133) and (134), which are true when c̃(γ) = 0 and d̃(γ) = 0 hold. A proof
of the isomorphisms is given in Ref. [48]. We describe it here to make the paper self-contained together with the
explicit construction of the isomorphisms.

We first define the following vector spaces,

C0(Γ) :=
{∑

i

divi | vi ∈ V, di ∈ R
}
, (D1)

C1(Γ) :=
{∑

A

cAeA | eA ∈ E, cA ∈ R
}
. (D2)

We also define similar spaces for a subnetwork γ = (Vγ , Eγ) ⊂ Γ, Cn(γ) for n = 0, 1, to be those generated by Vγ and
Eγ . Similarly, we define the spaces for Γ′ = Γ/γ, to be the spaces spanned by (V \ Vγ , E \ Eγ). We will denote the
elements of C1(γ), C1(Γ) and C1(Γ

′) using a vector, where each component represents the corresponding coefficient.
For example,

c1 ∈ C1(γ),

[
c1
c2

]
∈ C1(Γ), c2 ∈ C1(Γ

′). (D3)
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In the above, the element of C1(Γ) are partitioned into those inside/outside γ. Similar notation will be used for C0(γ)
and so on. To prove the isomorphisms, we consider the following short exact sequence,

0

��

0

��

0

��
0 // C1(γ)

ψ1 //

∂γ

��

C1(Γ)
φ1 //

∂

��

C1(Γ
′) //

∂′

��

0

0 // C0(γ)
ψ0 //

��

C0(Γ)
φ0 //

��

C0(Γ
′) //

��

0

0 0 0

(D4)

where the columns are the chain complexes of γ, Γ, and Γ′, respectively. The maps ∂γ , ∂, and ∂
′ are defined by

∂γ : c1 7→ S11c1, ∂ : c =

[
c1
c2

]
7→ Sc, ∂′ : c2 7→ S′c2. (D5)

The horizontal maps are given by

ψ1 : c1 7→
[
c1
0

]
, φ1 :

[
c1
c2

]
7→ c2, (D6)

ψ0 : d1 7→
[

d1

S21S
+
11d1

]
, φ0 :

[
d1

d2

]
7→ d2 − S21S

+
11d1. (D7)

One can check that the diagram (D4) commutes if and only if the following condition is satisfied:

S21(1− S+
11S11)c1 = 0, (D8)

where c1 ∈ C1(γ). The matrix (1− S+
11S11) is the projection matrix to kerS11, and Eq. (D8) is equivalent to

kerS11 ⊂ kerS21. (D9)

The condition (D9) is equivalent to c̃(γ) = | kerS11/(kerS)supp γ | = 0, namely the absence of emergent cycles, as
shown around Eq. (182) of Ref. [48]. Thus, the diagram (D4) commutes if and only if γ has no emergent cycle.

Applying the snake lemma to Eq. (D4), we obtain an exact sequence,

0 // kerS11
ψ1 // kerS

φ1 // kerS′ δ1 // cokerS11
ψ̄0 // cokerS

φ̄0 // cokerS′ // 0, (D10)

where ψ̄0 and φ̄0 are induced maps of ψ0 and φ0. The map δ1 : kerS′ → cokerS11 is called the connecting map. For
a given c2 ∈ kerS′, the connecting map is given by29

δ1 : c2 7→ [S12c2] ∈ cokerS11, (D11)

where [...] means to identify the differences in imS11.

When d̃(γ) = 0 is satisfied, the connecting map δ1 is a zero map, as we show below. Since d̃(γ) = 0, for each

d1 ∈ cokerS11 there exists a d2 such that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS. This implies that

d⊤
2 S21 = 0, (D12)

d⊤
1 S12 + d⊤

2 S22 = 0. (D13)

29 The map is identified as follows. Pick an element c2 ∈ kerS′, which can be included in C1(Γ′). Since φ1 is surjective, there exists

c =

[
c1
c2

]
such that φ1(c) = c2. From the commutativity of the diagram (D4), we have φ0(Sc) = S′c2 = 0. Since the rows of Eq. (D4)

are exact, there exists d1 ∈ C0(γ) such that ψ0(d1) = Sc. We obtain [d1] = [S11c1 + S12c2] = [S12c2] ∈ cokerS11 by identifying the
differences in imS11. The mapping c2 7→ [S12c2] is the connecting map.
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Multiplying the second equation on the right by c2 ∈ kerS′ and using Eq. (D13) and S′c2 = 0, we obtain

d⊤
1 S12c2 = −d⊤

2 S22c2 = −d⊤
2 S21S

+
11S12c2 = 0, (D14)

where the last equality is because d⊤
2 S21 = 0. This shows that d1 is orthogonal to S12c2 and since d1 is an arbitrary

element of cokerS11 we can conclude that S12c2 is in the image of S11. Therefore, δ1 is a zero map.
The exact sequence (D10) and the fact that δ1 = 0 implies that we have the following exact sequences,

0 // kerS11
// kerS // kerS′ // 0 , (D15)

0 // cokerS11
// cokerS // cokerS′ // 0 . (D16)

These imply the isomorphisms (133) and (134).
Let us explicitly construct the isomorphism (133). We first define a map F : kerS → kerS′ by

F : kerS ∋ c =

[
c1
c2

]
7→ c2 ∈ kerS′. (D17)

We can see that c2 is indeed an element of kerS′,

S′c2 = −S21(1− S+
11S11)c1 = 0, (D18)

where we have used Sc = 0 and kerS11 ⊂ kerS21 (since c̃(γ) = 0).
The map F is a surjection as shown in the following. Pick any c2 ∈ kerS′ and define c1 := −S+

11S12c2. Then

S11c1 + S12c2 = (1− S11S
+
11)S12c2, (D19)

S21c1 + S22c2 = (−S21S
+
11S12 + S22)c2 = −S′c2 = 0. (D20)

The matrix (1 − S11S
+
11) is the projection matrix to cokerS11. As we showed earlier, S12c2 belongs to the image of

S11, and the RHS of Eq. (D19) is zero, proving that

[
c1
c2

]
∈ kerS and so the map F is surjective. An element of the

kernel of the map F is of the form [
c1
0

]
∈ (kerS)supp γ ⊂ kerS. (D21)

Thus, the kernel of F is identified as kerF = (kerS)supp γ . Therefore, the induced map

F̄ : kerS/(kerS)supp γ → kerS, (D22)

is an isomorphism. Noting that (kerS)supp γ = kerS11 since c̃(γ) = 0, we have obtained the isomorphism (133).
We now prove the isomorphism (134). Recall the definitions of subspaces D11(γ), X(γ) and D̄′(γ) from Eqs. (101),

(99) and (103). Since there is no emergent conserved quantities d̃(γ) = 0, we must have cokerS11 = D11(γ). Consider
the projection of cokerS to X(γ). Clearly the kernel of this surjective map is cokerS ∩X(γ)⊥, where X(γ)⊥ denotes
the orthogonal complement of X(γ). Hence cokerS is isomorphic to the direct sum

cokerS ≃ X(γ)⊕ cokerS/X(γ). (D23)

Now if we consider the projection map from X(γ) to D11(γ) by[
d1

d2

]
7→ d1,

then the image of this map is exactly D11(γ) and the kernel of this map is exactly D̄′(γ). Hence X(γ) is isomorphic
to the direct sum

X(γ) ≃ D11(γ)⊕ D̄′(γ),

which together with Eq. (D23) shows that

cokerS ≃ D11(γ)⊕ D̄′(γ)⊕ cokerS/X(γ).
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Since cokerS11 = D11(γ) and the projection map φ̄0 (given by Eq. (E11)) is an isomorphism between D̄′(γ) and
cokerS′ ∩ cokerS21, in order to prove isomorphism (134) we just need to establish the following isomorphism

cokerS/X(γ) ≃ cokerS′ ∩ (cokerS21)
⊥. (D24)

We claim that the projection map φ̄0 also establishes this isomorphism. To see this consider any

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS/X(γ).

Without losing generality we can assume that d1 ∈ (cokerS11)
⊥ and

[
d1

d2

]
∈ X(γ)⊥. As d⊤

1 S11 + d⊤
2 S21 = 0 and

d1 ∈ (cokerS11)
⊥, we can express d⊤

1 uniquely as

d⊤
1 = −d⊤

2 S21S
+
11 (D25)

which upon substitution in relation d⊤
1 S12 + d⊤

2 S22 = 0 yields

d⊤
1 S12 + d⊤

2 S22 = d⊤
2 (S22 − S21S

+
11S12) = d⊤

2 S
′ = 0. (D26)

Hence d2 ∈ cokerS′. Let d′
2 be the projection of this vector on cokerS′ ∩ cokerS21. Then certainly

[
0
d′
2

]
∈ cokerS ∩

X(γ) which implies that the dot product of this vector with

[
d1

d2

]
∈ X(γ)⊥ is zero. Therefore d′

2 = 0 and so

d2 ∈ cokerS′∩(cokerS21)
⊥. This shows that the image of cokerS/X(γ) under the map φ̄0 is in cokerS′∩(cokerS21)

⊥.

Moreover this map is injective on cokerS/X(γ) as its kernel is trivial, because if

[
d1

0

]
∈ cokerS/X(γ) then d1 ∈

cokerS11 and so d1 ∈ (cokerS11)
⊥ can only happen when d1 = 0. Next we establish the surjectivity of the map

φ̄0 : cokerS/X(γ)→ cokerS′ ∩ (cokerS21)
⊥.

Pick any d2 ∈ cokerS′ ∩ (cokerS21)
⊥. Then setting d⊤

1 as in Eq. (D25) yields Eq. (D26). Moreover

d⊤
1 S11 + d⊤

2 S21 = d⊤
2 S21(1− S+

11S11) = 0 (D27)

because matrix (1 − S+
11S11) is the projection matrix to kerS11 and kerS11 ⊂ kerS21 as c̃(γ) = 0. Eqs. (D26) and

(D27) show that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS. Noting that kerS+

11 = kerS⊤
11 = cokerS11, we from Eq. (D25) that d1 ∈ (cokerS11)

⊥.

This also shows that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ X(γ)⊥ because for any

[
d̃1

d̃2

]
∈ X(γ) we have d̃1 ∈ cokerS11 (hence orthogonal to d1) and

since d̃⊤
1 S11+ d̃⊤

2 S21 = d̃⊤
2 S21 = 0, we must have d̃2 ∈ cokerS21 while d2 ∈ (cokerS21)

⊥. This proves the surjectivity
of the map φ̄0 from cokerS/X(γ) to cokerS′ ∩ (cokerS21)

⊥, which establishes the isomorphism (D24), and therefore
proves the isomorphism (134).

Appendix E: Derivation of Eq. (173)

In this Appendix, we show that the number of independent equations in Eq. (166) is given by

|V \ Vγ | − d̄′(γ)− dl(γ). (E1)

We here count the dependent relations in Eq. (173). This amounts to finding independent vectors d2 ∈ R|V \Vγ |

such that

d⊤
2 S

′r2 = 0, d⊤
2 S21c11 = 0, (E2)

for any c11 ∈ kerS11. Since r2 and c11 ∈ kerS11 is arbitrary, this condition is rephrased as finding d2 ∈ R|V \Vγ | such
that

d⊤
2 S

′ = 0, (E3)

d⊤
2 S21(1− S+

11S11) = 0. (E4)
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We show the following equivalence,

d2 satisfies Eqs. (E3) and (E4) ⇐⇒ d2 ∈ (cokerS′ ∩ cokerS21)⊕ φ̄0(Dl(γ)). (E5)

Let us first show the direction =⇒. If d2 ∈ cokerS21, then d2 ∈ cokerS′ ∩ cokerS21 and the relation holds. Suppose
d2 /∈ cokerS21. Then, if we define d⊤

1 := −d⊤
2 S21S

+
11, Eqs. (E3) and (E4) implies that

[
d⊤
1 d⊤

2

] [S11 S12

S21 S22

]
= 0. (E6)

Namely,

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS. If we multiply the projection matrix to cokerS11 on d1,

d⊤
1 (1− S11S

+
11) = −d⊤

2 S21S
+
11 + d⊤

2 S21S
+
11S11S

+
11 = 0, (E7)

which means that d1 ∈ (cokerS11)
⊥. This implies that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS/X(γ) = Dl(γ) and d2 ∈ φ̄0(Dl(γ)).

We now show the opposite direction ⇐=. When d2 ∈ cokerS′ ∩ cokerS21, d2 trivially satisfies Eqs. (E3) and (E4).

When d2 ∈ φ̄0(Dl(γ)), there exists

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS such that d1 ∈ (cokerS11)

⊥. Then, we have

d⊤
2 S21(1− S+

11S11) = −d⊤
1 S11(1− S+

11S11) = 0, (E8)

where we used

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS, and we also have

d⊤
2 S

′ = d⊤
2 (S22 − S21S

+
11S12) = −d⊤

1 S12 + d⊤
1 S11S

+
11S12) = −d⊤

1 (1− S11S
+
11)S12 = 0, (E9)

because (1− S11S
+
11) is a projection matrix to cokerS11. This concludes the proof of the equivalence (E5).

Observe also that

φ̄0(D̄
′(γ)) = (cokerS′) ∩ (cokerS21). (E10)

Recall that the injective map φ̄0 is defined on D̄′(γ) as

φ̄0 : D̄′(γ) ∋
[
0
d2

]
7→ d2 ∈ cokerS′. (E11)

Indeed, suppose that we are given d2 ∈ φ̄0(D̄
′(γ)). Since it satisfies

[
0 d⊤

2

] [S11 S12

S21 S22

]
=
[
d⊤
2 S21 d⊤

2 S22

]
= 0, (E12)

we have d⊤
2 S

′ = d⊤
2 (S22 − S21S

+
11S12) = 0 and d2 ∈ (cokerS′)∩ (cokerS21). Conversely, for a given d2 ∈ (cokerS′)∩

(cokerS21), we have

[
0 d⊤

2

] [S11 S12

S21 S22

]
=
[
d⊤
2 S21 d⊤

2 S22

]
=
[
d⊤
2 S21 d⊤

2 S21S
+
11S12

]
= 0, (E13)

where we have used d⊤
2 S

′ = 0, and thus d2 ∈ φ̄0(D̄
′(γ)). This proves Eq. (E10).

Combining Eq. (E10) and Eq. (E5), the number of independent vectors satisfying Eqs. (E3) and (E4) is given by
d̄′(γ) and dl(γ). Therefore, among |V \ Vγ | equations of Eq. (166), the number of independent equations is given by
Eq. (173).

Appendix F: Finding emergent cycles, emergent conserved quantities, and lost conserved quantities

We here describe how to find emergent cycles, emergent conserved quantities, and lost conserved quantities linear-
algebraically.
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As for emergent cycles, the space spanned by them can be written as

C̃(γ) := kerS11 / (kerS)suppγ

= kerS11 /

{
c1 ∈ kerS11

∣∣∣∣ [c10
]
∈ kerS

}
≃ kerS11 ∩ (kerS21)

⊥,

(F1)

and the last expression can be used to find the basis of C̃(γ). On the other hand, the space of emergent conserved
quantities is written as

D̃(γ) := cokerS11/D11(γ) ≃ cokerS11 ∩ (D11(γ))
⊥
. (F2)

The space D11(γ) can be written as

D11(γ) :=

{
d1 ∈ cokerS11

∣∣∣∣ ∃d2 such that

[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS

}
=
{
d1

∣∣∣ [d⊤
1 d⊤

2

]
S̃ = 0

}
,

(F3)

where we have defined an extended matrix

S̃ :=

[
S11 S12 S11

S21 S22 0

]
. (F4)

The last expression of Eq. (F3) can be used to find the basis of D11(γ) and hence that of (D11(γ))
⊥
, which can be

combined with Eq. (F2) to obtain emergent conserved quantities.
Similarly, we can also obtain the basis of lost conserved quantities by noting that its space is written as

Dl(γ) := cokerS/X(γ) ≃ cokerS ∩ (X(γ))⊥ (F5)

and

X(γ) :=

{[
d1

d2

]
∈ cokerS

∣∣∣∣d1 ∈ cokerS11

}
≃
{[

d1

d2

] ∣∣∣∣ [d⊤
1 d⊤

2

]
S̃ = 0

}
. (F6)

We have implemented methods to obtain bases of C̃(γ), D̃(γ), and Dl(γ) in RPAFinder [50].

Appendix G: Details of the example in Sec. VD4

1. List of reactions

1: Glucose → G6P,
2: G6P → F6P,
3: F6P → G6P,
4: F6P → F16P,
5: F16P → DHAP + G3P,
6: DHAP → G3P,
7: G3P → PGP,
8: PGP → 3PG,
9: 3PG → PGP,
10: 3PG → 2PG,
11: 2PG → 3PG,
12: 2PG → PEP,
13: PEP → 2PG,
14: PEP → PYR,
15: G6P → PG6,
16: PG6 → CO2 + Ru5P,
17: Ru5P → X5P,
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18: Ru5P → R5P,
19: R5P + X5P → G3P + S7P,
20: G3P + S7P → R5P + X5P,
21: G3P + S7P → E4P + F6P,
22: E4P + F6P → G3P + S7P,
23: E4P + X5P → F6P + G3P,
24: F6P + G3P → E4P + X5P,
25: PG6 → G3P + PYR,
26: PYR → Acetal + CO2,
27: Acetal → Ethanol,
28: Ethanol → Acetal,
29: R5P → ∅,
30: CO2 → ∅,
31: ∅ → Glucose,
32: Ethanol → ∅,
33: Acetal → ∅,
34: PYR → Ala,
35: Ala → PYR,
36: Ala → ∅.

2. List of labeled buffering structures

γ∗1 = ({Glucose}, {} ∪ {1}),
γ2,3,4,15,16,17,18,25 = ({Acetal,Ala,CO2,DHAP,E4P,Ethanol,F16P,F6P,G3P,G6P,PEP, 2PG, 3PG,PG6,PGP,PYR,
R5P,Ru5P,S7P,X5P}, {2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36} ∪ {}),
γ∗5 = ({F16P}, {} ∪ {5}),
γ∗6 = ({DHAP}, {} ∪ {6}),
γ7 = ({E4P,G3P,S7P,X5P}, {19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24} ∪ {7}),
γ∗8 = ({PGP}, {} ∪ {8}),
γ9 = ({PGP}, {8, 9} ∪ {}),
γ10 = ({3PG,PGP}, {8, 9} ∪ {10}),
γ11 = ({3PG,PGP}, {8, 9, 10, 11} ∪ {}),
γ12 = ({2PG, 3PG,PGP}, {8, 9, 10, 11} ∪ {12}),
γ13 = ({2PG, 3PG,PGP}, {8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13} ∪ {}),
γ14 = ({PEP, 2PG, 3PG,PGP}, {8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13} ∪ {14}),
γ19,20,21,22,23 = ({E4P,S7P,X5P}, {19, 20, 21, 22} ∪ {23}),
γ24 = ({E4P,S7P,X5P}, {19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24} ∪ {}),
γ26,34,35,36 = ({Acetal,Ala,CO2,Ethanol,PYR}, {26, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36} ∪ {}),
γ27,28,32,33 = ({Acetal,Ethanol}, {27, 28, 32, 33} ∪ {}),
γ29 = ({E4P,R5P,S7P,X5P}, {19, 20, 21, 22} ∪ {23, 29}),
γ∗30 = ({CO2}, {} ∪ {30}),
γ31 = ({Acetal,Ala,CO2,DHAP,E4P,Ethanol,F16P,F6P,G3P,G6P,Glucose,PEP, 2PG, 3PG,PG6,PGP,PYR,
R5P,Ru5P,S7P,X5P}, {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36} ∪ {})

Here, γ31 coincides with the whole network.
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