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A necessary condition for non-monotonic dose response, with an
application to a Kkinetic proofreading model — Extended version

Polly Y. Yu! and Eduardo Sontag?

Abstract

Steady state non-monotonic (“biphasic”’) dose responses are often observed in experimental biology, which
raises the control-theoretic question of identifying which possible mechanisms might underlie such behaviors.
It is well known that the presence of an incoherent feedforward loop (IFFL) in a network may give rise to a
non-monotonic response. It has been conjectured that this condition is also necessary, i.e. that a non-monotonic
response implies the existence of an IFFL. In this paper, we show that this conjecture is false, and in the process
prove a weaker version: that either an IFFL must exist or both a positive loop and a negative feedback loop must
exist. Towards this aim, we give necessary and sufficient conditions for when minors of a symbolic matrix have
mixed signs. Finally, we study in full generality when a model of immune T-cell activation could exhibit a steady
state non-monotonic dose response.

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A dose response curve plots the steady state value of an output (the “response”) for a given input (the “dose”).
A non-montonic, or biphasic, dose response curve is either a bell-shaped or U-shaped, characterized by low
(respectively high) responses at both low dosage and high dosage. Such curves are commonly observed in
biology, including the activation of immune T-cells [1]. In this work, we study what mechanisms underlie steady
state biphasic responses.

It is well-known that the presence of an incoherent feedforward loop (IFFL) can result in a steady state
response that is non-monotonic; see e.g. [2] or the references in [3]. Negative feedback loops (NFBLs) or IFFLs
are necessary, as otherwise the theory of monotone systems implies that the steady state response (“input to
state characteristic”’) will be monotonic on input values [4], [S]. (In fact, for monotone systems, even transient
responses at any given time also behave monotonically on input magnitude.)

It has been argued that IFFLs are also necessary. For example, in [1, main text & SI section “Negative feedback
cannot produce a bell-shaped dose-response”], the authors stated that “models without an incoherent feed-forward
loop but with negative feedback. .. cannot produce a bell-shaped dose-response.” That is, the authors conjectured
that a biphasic response implies the existence of an IFFL. They justified this claim by performing a numerical
search over network architectures, concluding in the statement that “examining these 274 networks showed that
the basic mechanism underlying all compatible networks was KPL-IFF” (which is an IFFL from an input to
an output). We show that this conjecture is false by providing a counterexample. Furthermore we prove that a
weaker version is true: either an IFFL must exist or both a positive and a negative feedback loop must exist.

Towards this aim, we define the notions of quasi-adaptation (when the steady state response curve has a
vanishing derivative), biphasic response (when the derivative changes sign), and finally stable biphasic response
(where the relevant steady state curve is a stable branch). Biphasic response is an algebraic property, in contrast to
stable biphasic response, which is dynamical in nature. We also give necessary and sufficient conditions for when
minors of a symbolic matrix have mixed signs, thereby giving necessary conditions for quasi-adaptation. Necessary
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conditions for stable biphasic response follow from monotone systems theory. The following implication diagrams
summarize our results, where all the relevant terms will be defined rigorously.

Quasi-adaptive = IFFL! or PFBL2

1)
Biphasic IFFL' or NFBL?
) i)

Stable biphasic == Not monotone

A. Notations

The following are some notations used throughout this paper.

o RZ and RY are sets of vectors with non-negative and positive components respectively.

. éiiis the ith orthonormal vector of Euclidean space.

o €;; is the matrix with a 1 in the (7, j) position, and zero everywhere else.

e J(v,0) is the submatrix with rows indexed by ~ and columns by 0; 7 refers to all indices except 7. If v = 4,
we write J(7y).

o J[v,0] = detJ(v,0). We write J[v] for J[~,~].

In [Section II, we work exclusively with a signed symbolic matrix J, which is a matrix whose (i, j) entry is
either a;;, —a;;, or 0, where a;; is a variable. A polynomial, e.g., det J, is said to have mixed signs if, after all
possible cancellations, it has both a positive and a negative term.

II. GRAPH-THEORETIC CONDITIONS FOR MIXED SIGNS IN MINORS OF A SIGNED SYMBOLIC MATRIX

In this section, we give necessary and sufficient conditions for when a (principal or non-principal) minor of a
signed symbolic matrix with negative diagonals

has mixed signs. Typically, J comes from the Jacobian matrix J(x) of an ODE system & = f(x); in such
cases, we assume [J(x)];; = 0; f;(x) is constant in sign for all x.

A. Graph of a signed symbolic matrix

Let J be a n x n signed symbolic matrix with negative diagonals. We associate it to its J-graph G, a directed
graph with n nodes and signed edges in the typical sense: for any nodes ¢, 7, there is a positive (respectively
negative) edge from ¢ to j if [J];; > 0 (respectively [J];; < 0); otherwise there is no edge from i to j. We
denote such an edge as (4, j). By assumption on J, every node has a negative self-loop.

We recall some terms commonly used when working with a signed directed graph. A walk is a non-empty
sequence of directed edges which join a sequence of vertices. A path is a simple walk, i.e., no repeating vertices
possibly with the exception of the first and last node, in which case, it is a cycle. The sign of a subset of edges

'An IFFL from input to output, defined only when input and output are distinct.

“When the input is output, a positive feedback loop (PFBL) that is disjoint from the input node. When the input and output are distinct,
a PFBL that is vertex-disjoint from an input-output path.

3A NFBL that is reachable from the input and to the output.



FE is the product of signs of all edges in £. A subset X of nodes or edges is said to be reachable from node
i (respectively to node j) if there exists a walk from 7 to each element of X (respectively from every element
of X to j). A subset of edges F is a disjoint cycle cover of G if each connected component is a cycle, and F
covers all the nodes of G. Note that cycles in a disjoint cycle cover are vertex-disjoint, and some cycles may be
self-loops.

A feedback loop is a cycle of length at least two. It is a positive (respectively negative) feedback loop if its
sign is positive (respectively negative). A feedforward loop (from i to j) is a pair of paths P; # P» that originate
from node ¢, and terminate at node j # 4. It is a coherent (respectively incoherent) feedforward loop if the signs
of P, P, are the same (respectively opposite). For simplicity, we refer to the above as PFBL, NFBL, CFFL, and
IFFL. Designating ¢ as input, and j # ¢ as output, we call any path from ¢ to j an input-output path (1/O path).

Finally, by a subgraph of G, we mean a subset of edges and all the vertices incident on them. Denote by
G(%,f') the subgraph obtained by deleting all incoming edges to ¢ and all outgoing edges from j. Where v is a
subset of nodes, by G(v) we mean the subgraph obtained by keeping only the nodes in « and edges incident on
those nodes. For example G(i) is the subgraph obtained by deleting the node 1 along with any edges coming
into or going out of 1.

B. Mixed signs in minors of a signed symbolic matrix

Consider a principal minor J[v]. If v = {1,2,...,n}, J[y] = det J. Previous works on multiple steady
states gave conditions for when J[y]| has mixed signs [6], [7].

Lemma IL.1. Let J be a n X n signed symbolic matrix with negative diagonals, and let G be its J-graph. Let
v C{1,2,...,n}. The polynomial J || has mixed signs if and only if G(vy) has a positive feedback loop.

Proof. Suppose v = {1,2,...,n}. By Leibniz formula

det J = Z SgIl(O’) H[j]a(z),z = Z 15,

0€ESn i=1 0€ESn
where the term 7, is a monomial, and it is nonzero if and only if [J ]U(i),i = ( for all 7. In other words, any
nonzero term 7 is in a one-to-one correspondence with a disjoint cycle cover E, of G. Moreover, the monomials
for different o are algebraically independent, so J has mixed signs if and only if there are o, € S, such that
sgn(T,)sgn(T,) = —1.

For any T, # 0, let 0 = 71 - - - 7, be its non-trivial cycle decomposition. Let 61,. .., 0, be its fixed points, and
© :={i:0(i) = i}. Recall that sgn(o) = [, sgn(7;) and sgn(7;) = (—=1)I1+1, Since [T o(),s # 0 if and only
if (i,0(7)) is an edge in G, each 7; corresponds to a FBL Cj in E,, and each 6#; corresponds to a self-loop. The
sign of T}, is given by

sgn(Ty) =

Hsgnw]i,z-)] [T~ sen(cy)
j=1

€0
P
= (-=1)"(=1)" [ ] sen(C)),
j=1
where the product is determined by the number of NFBL among the p feedback loops in E,. Thus

sgn(T,) = (_1)n<_1)#PFBLin E,

The fact that every node has a self-loop implies that there is a term 7Tjq with sign (—1)". Clearly the lack of
PFBL would imply that all terms have sign (—1)", and so det J has no mixed signs. Conversely, if there is at



least one PFBL C, the collection of C' and self-loops on nodes not traversed by C' form a disjoint cycle cover,
whose corresponding term has sign (—1)"*1.
The proof for when |y| < n is identical when considering the subgraph G (7). O

Lemma IL2. Let J be a n X n signed symbolic matrix with negative diagonals, and let G be its J-graph.
Designate i as input and j as output with j # 1.
1) The non-principal minor J [i,}] is identically zero if and only if G has no input-output path.
2) Suppose G has an input-output path. Then J [i, 5] has mixed signs if and only if either G has an incoherent
feedforward loop from i to j, or G has a positive feedback loop and an input-output path that are vertex-
disjoint.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let ¢ = 1 and j = n. Then

Denote the above matrix as .A. Its J-graph G can be obtained from G (i, n) adding a positive edge from 7 to 1.
Again by Leibniz formula, J[1,7] =3 __ s, (=1)"* sgn(o)[A],(;),;» where we denote each term as T,. Clearly
Ty # 0 implies that o(n) = 1, in which case let ¢ = 7y -- -7, be its non-trivial cycle decomposition, where
71(n) = 1. Since any I/O path P in G is associated to the cycle P U (n,1) in G, the presence of an 1/O path
implies J[1,7] # 0. Conversely, J[1,7] # 0 implies 7, corresponds to a cycle C; in G containing the edge
(n,1), but then C; \ (n,1) is an I/O path in G. This proves 1.

Now suppose G has an I/O path, and consider any T, % 0, which corresponds to a disjoint cycle cover E, of
G. Let E, = (E,\ C1)UP; this is a vertex-disjoint collection of cycles and an I/O path in G(1,7). Each T, # 0
is uniquely associated to such a subgraph E,. Clearly there is a one-to-one correspondence between self-loops in
E, and those in E,; between the cycles Cy, ..., Cp; between Cy and P. So sgn(T,,) = sgn(P)(—1)#PFBLin Eo
because

sgn(Ty) = (—1)"+1 (=1)"(—=1)?sgn(P Hsgn

To prove one direction of 2, suppose two I/O paths P, () form an IFFL. Choosing P and self-loops on all nodes
not visited by P returns a vertex-disjoint collection E, of G that covers all nodes. Similarly, let F, be such a
collection containing (). As neither collection has any FBL at all, sgn(75)sgn(7;,) = sgn(P)sgn(Q) = —1. If
instead, suppose there is a PFBL C' that is vertex-disjoint from the I/O path P. The subgraph E¢ consisting of
P, C and self-loops for all remaining nodes is associated to a nonzero term T¢. Moreover, sgn(75) sgn(T¢) = —

To prove the other direction of 2, suppose that J [i,ﬁ] has mixed signs, say 1,1; < 0. Let E,, I, be the
corresponding subgraphs, where E, contains the I/O path P, and E,, contains (). If P and () form an IFFL, we
are done. Suppose instead that sgn(P) = sgn(Q). Then

—1= Sgn(Tg) sgn(Tn) — (_1)#PFBLin EU(_I)#PFBLin E,,,.

Consequently, there is at least one PFBL in either E, or E,, which is disjoint from P or () respectively. O



III. QUASI-ADAPTATION AND BIPHASIC RESPONSE FOR INPUT-OUTPUT SYSTEMS

In this section, we consider the steady state response curves of input-output systems with single input, using
one of three types of controls. By single input, we mean that the control affects only one variable, which without
loss of generality, we assume to be x;. We give necessary conditions for when the steady state response curve
has a vanishing derivative, when the derivative changes sign, and when an asymptotically stable branch changes
direction.

Throughout this work, we consider the following system with output y = x; for some j:

= F(x,u) = f(x)+ é1g(u,z1), (1)

where f : X C R® — R" is C!, u € J for some interval J C R. We assume that for all € X, the entries in
the Jacobian matrix g—i have constant signs, and that the diagonal entries are negative. We denote a solution to
with initial state x(0) by ¢(¢, (0), u).
In addition, we assume
OF
Yug € J Jxp € X such that F(xg,up) = 0, and a—m(mo,uo) has full rank. (A0)
Sometimes we make the stronger assumption:
Yuy € J Jxy € X such that F(xg,up) = 0, gi(zco,uo) is Hurwitz, and (AD)
Je > 0: Yu € B(up) Vx(0) € X Jx*(u) € X: F(x*(u),u) = 0 and ¢(t, z(0),u) — x*(u).
Assumption (A0Q) insures the existence of smooth curves of equilibria: by the Implicit Function Theorem (IFT), we
know that for every ug and every x( such that F'(x,up) = 0, there is an € > 0 and a continuously differentiable
steady state curve x*(u) for u € B(ug) with &*(ug) = xo.
The set of assumptions in (AQ) and (A1) are somewhat redundant. Clearly assumption (A1) implies (A0), since
a Hurwitz matrix has full rank. In addition, since eigenvalues depend continuously on matrix entries, the Hurwitz
property implies that the curve of equilibria x*(u), insured to exist by the IFT, has the property that =*(u) is an
asymptotically stable equilibrium for each v in a possibly smaller neighborhood of B (ug). Moreover, one could
use a converse Lyapunov theorem to guarantee an invariant region for small variations in the nominal wyg.
The three types of controls we are considering are:

1) Flow: g(u,x1) = u,
2) Activation: g(u,x1) = (u+ kon) (2 — 1) — kofz1,
3) Inhibition: g(u, z1) = kon(zr — 1) — (u + kofr) 1,

where a7, kon, kofe > 0 are constants. The cases of activation and inhibition were motivated by biochemical
systems; we elaborate on this in In this context, u is proportional to the concentration of some
external species C, which we assume to be non-negative. Implicitly, there is an inactive form of the species X;
with concentration I = z7 — x1. The state space is naturally restricted to 0 < x7 < x7.

As is often done, we can depict the input and output of (1) on the J-graph of g—i. At the output node, we add
an outgoing edge. When the input is a flow, we add an incoming edge (Fig. I(a)). When the input is activation

(respectively inhibition) by C, we use a decorated edge, like the one in [Fig. 1(b)| (respectively [Fig. 1(c)). We call
the resulting graph the J-graph of the input-output system (1))

*
J
adaptation as when the derivative vanishes, a phenomenon also known as infinitesimal homeostasis [8].

Intuitively, a non-monotonic steady state response for x; requires 0,z to change sign. We define quasi-
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Fig. 1: Representations of control via (a) flow, (b) activation, and (c) inhibition.

Definition IIL.1. The input-output system (1) under assumption (AO) with output x; is said to be quasi-adaptive
if there exists ug € J such that 8um§ (up) = 0. The system is said to exhibit biphasic response if there exist
uy,uz € J such that [0z (u1)][0yz] (u2)] < 0.

Quasi-adaptation and biphasic response are properties of a branch of steady states. There is no a priori
assumption of uniqueness or stability. We present in a system with two branches of steady
states, where the unstable branch is biphasic (Fig. 4(b)). For the purpose of applications, one is often interested
in a stable biphasic branch.

Definition IIL2. The input-output system under assumption (A1) with output x; is said to exhibit stable
biphasic response if x (u) is biphasic and asymptotically stable.

A. Activation or inhibition by an external species

Two of the controls we are considering, activation and inhibition, are nonlinear controls. Their forms of
g(u,x) are inspired by processes in biochemical systems under mass-action kinetics. This section establishes
the connection between g(u, 1) and the chemical motivation. For a concrete example illustrating the lemmas in
this section, see

We assume that the species X; can be in an active form or inactive form, whose concentration is [ := zp — 21,
and the species is activated (or inhibited) by some external species C in a catalytic manner.

Definition ITI.3. We say C activates X to refer to the reactions X; = X and C + X; — C + X, along with the
conservation law [ + z = xp, where X; is the inactive form of X. Similarly, we say C inhibits X to refer to the
reactions X; = X and C + X — C + X, along with the conservation law I + x = xp.

We show that the form of g(u, x1) results from eliminating the variable for the inactive form (under mass-action
kinetics). This justify calling the input-output system (1)) one in which X; is activated/inhibited by an external
species.

Lemma IIL.4. For constants k,xp > 0, consider the system
I = kogy — kon — N(C, 1, 1)
1= fi(x1,...,2n) — ko1 + kond + XN(C, 21, 1) 2)
& = fi(x1,. .., xn) Vi=23,...,n,

where x1 + I = xp, C = h(C) with C > 0, and for some constant k > 0, \(C,x1,I) = kIC in the case of
activation (or \(C,z1,1) = —kx1C in the case of inhibition). Eliminating the variable I, we obtain the system
with uw = kC. Moreover, the interval [0, x| is forward-invariant for x1, and x1 # 0, x at steady state.

Proof. From (2)), we substitute xp — x for I, and note that g(u,x1) = —kogz1 + kon(xr — 21) + A(C, 21, 1),
where u = kC.

Next, we show that [0, 27| is forward-invariant for ;. As the proofs for the two cases are very similar, we
focus on the case of activation. Consider I in (). If I =0, then 21 = xp and I= kosex > 0. On the other hand,



I = zp implies 2 = 0 and [ = —(kon + w)zr < 0. Thus [0, z7] is forward-invariant for I, so 0 < z; < z7.
When z; = 0 or z7, the above calculations imply I # 0, so i1 % 0. O

Next, we show that the J-graph G for contains as a subgraph the J-graph of 7.

Lemma IILS5. Assume the setup in Let G be the J-graph of input-output system with a decorated
edge for activation/inhibition, and let J be the Jacobian matrix of (1)), i.e., after eliminating I. Then the J-graph
of J is precisely G ignoring the decoration on the activation (respectively inhibition) edge. Moreover, the J-graph
of g—£ is obtained from G by deleting the output edge, the node for C, and its incident edge (C,x1).

Proof. Consider the case for activation. The full system is given by (2), along with C = h(C). Then J =
8T — &11(kon + kot + kC). Since 9+ < 0, 35 = 0for all j # 1, and & [f1(z) + g(kC,21)] = k(zp — 1) > 0,
the J-graphs of (I) and J are the same, if we ignore the decoration on the edge (C,x1). Deleting the input and

output edges on (G, we obtain the J-graph for %'
For inhibition, the proof is analogous, the only difference being %[ filx) + g(kC,z1) = —kz1 <0. O]

So far we have focused on activation/inhibition of the input variable. However, the results in all of [Section III
applies even when some of the edges between x; are decorated as “activation” or “inhibition”. As the general
statement is messier than the idea, we present an extended example in [Appendix B

B. Conditions for quasi-adaptation and biphasic response

Theorems I11.8| and |[I11.9 below contain necessary conditions for quasi-adaptation, and also biphasic response
by the smoothness of x*(u) granted by assumption (A0). The two theorems consider separately when the input

and output are the same vs. distinct.

Lemma IIL6. Consider the input-output system (1)) under assumption (AO). Let x*(u) be a steady state curve
defined for all w € J, and J* = g—i(cc*(u)) Let x; be the output for a fixed j = 1,...,n. In the case of

1) Flow:

ou  detJ*
2) Activation:
0z; _ (=1Y(er —a)3"[1,]]
ou det(J* —e11 [U + kon + kuﬁ‘])’

3) Inhibition:
dry (-,
ou det(J* — éll [’LL + kon + k(,ﬁ]) '

Proof. Consider the case of flow. Along the steady state curve *(u), 0 = f(x*)+€;u. Implicitly differentiating,
0 = J*0,x* + é;, which when solved using Cramer’s rule gives the result.

The calculation for inhibition is nearly identical to activation, so we focus on the latter. Along x*(u), 0 =
F(x*) + &1 [(u + kon) (v — 27) — kogrw}]. Implicitly differentiating, 0 = A - 9, " + &1 (z1 — z7), where A =
J* — é11(u + kon + kofr). Cramer’s rule tells us that Oyz; = (=1 (zr — a:ik)?e[:i] Since the only difference
between A and J* occurs in the first row, A[i,}'] = J*[i,j]. O

Let J be the signed symbolic matrix consistent with J(x) = %, ie., [JJi; > 0 if and only if % > 0 and
similarly for zero and negative entries. If J[1, ] = 0, then J[1, j](z) = 0 for all & € X; for J(x) coming from
(1), this implies that x;(u) is independent of u, i.e., # exhibits “perfect adaptation™ (in control-theoretic terms,



zero DC gain, or disturbance rejection of constant disturbances). also give necessary conditions for
quasi-adaptation and biphasic response.

Lemma II1.7. Consider the input-output system under assumption (AO). Let J be the signed symbolic matrix
consistent with g—g; Let x; be the output for any fixed j. If the polynomial J [1,5] is not identically zero and it
has no mixed signs, then the system cannot be quasi-adaptive, nor can it exhibit biphasic response.

Proof. Let J* = g—i(w*(u)) Under (A0), the steady state curve =*(u) is C!, so dyxj cannot be singular, and
the denominators in the expressions in cannot be zero or change sign. Thus, quasi-adaptation occurs
if and only if the numerator vanishes in the relevant expression for &J:L‘j. Similarly, biphasic response occurs if
and only if the numerator changes sign, which by continuity of aua:;, necessarily means vanishing. We focus on
when c’*)ux;f vanishes.

In the case of flow, the numerator in question is, up to sign, J*[1, 7]. For activation, it is (z7 — z7)J*[1, j],
and for inhibition 23J*[1, j]. Because J[1,] is not identically zero and has no mixed signs, J*[1, ;] # 0, as it
is obtained by substituting 0; f;(x*) into the relevant entries of J. In the cases of activation and inhibition, by

Lemma II1.4] 2} (u) # z7 and z7(u) # 0 for any w. O

We proved more than what we claimed in [Lemma IIL7; if J[1,] is not zero and has no mixed signs, then

as a function of x, %[1, J] can never vanish.

Theorem IIL.8. Consider the input-output system under assumption (AOQ) with output x1, and let G be its
J-graph. If G has no positive feedback loop disjoint from the node x1, the system cannot be quasi-adaptive, nor
can it exhibit biphasic response.

Prvof.A Let J be the signed symbolic mat{ix consistent with g—i. By [Lemma IIL.7} it suffices to show that
JI[1,1] # 0 and it has no mixed~ siAgns. Let G be the J-graph of g—i, and thus the J-graph of J. By [Lemma II.1}
J has no mixed if and only if G(1) has no PFBL. This is equivalent to G having no PFBL that is disjoint from

the input/output node x, since G is G without the input/output edges by |[Lemma III.5 U

Theorem IILY9. Consider the input-output system (1) under assumption (AO) with output x; where j # 1, and
let G be its J-graph.

J
2) Suppose G has an input-output path. If G has neither an incoherent feedforward loop from input to output,

1) If G has no input-output path, then the steady state response x(u) is independent of .
nor a positive feedback loop that is vertex-disjoint from some input-output path, then the system cannot be
quasi-adaptive, nor can it exhibit biphasic response.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let x,, be the output. Let J be the signed symbolic matrix consistent with
J* = %(m*(u)), and let G be the J-graph of J, obtained from G by deleting the input and output edges. There
is an 1/O path, i.e., from z1 to z;, in G if and only if there is one in G. So if G has no I/O path, J[i,fz] =0,
hence J*[1,7] = 0 for all u. Claim 1 follows from

Suppose G has an I/0 path, so J[1,7] # 0. By it suffices to show that J[1,7] has no mixed
signs. The subgraphs listed in 2 are in G if and only if they are in G, so by we conclude that J [i, 7]
has no mixed signs. O

Remark II1.10. The classical adapting integral feedback and IFFL linear systems (see for example [9, Section
6.1]) do not fall under our results. For the integral feedback system, whose J-graph is shown in [Fig. 2(a)| there
is no self-loop on x. The IFFL linear system, whose J-graph is in [Fig. 2(b), is not a single-input system.
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Fig. 2: Our theorems are silent on the (a) adapting integral feedback and (b) IFFL linear systems.

Example III.11. We present counterexamples to the claim in [1] that an IFFL is necessary for stable biphasic
response; this example first appeared in [10]. Consider the input-output system on Rﬁé with control u € [0.4,0.6]
and output x3 (and another system with output x4):

iy = —x1 + f(22)

To = h(x1) — x2 + x3

i3 = h(x2) — 223 +u

3)

T4 = T3 — T4,

where f(s) = e!=7(), h(s) = 1e2(1-9()) and

[

0.8 0<s5<08
o(s) = s 08<s<1.2
1.2 12<s

Both x3 and x4 exhibit stable biphasic response curves where z%(u) = x(u), as shown in [Fig. 3(b)l Moreover,
the J-graph, shown in|Fig. 3(a)l has no IFFL. Whether the output is z3 or z4, the PFBL between x; and x2 and the
NFBL between x2 and x3 are necessary for stable biphasic response. (Full detail can be found in [Appendix C|)

T A 500
! 498

=13

(ED) (b))
Fig. 3: (a) The J-graph of the input-output systems from [Example III.11} with x5 being the output in

one, and x4 in the other. (b) The system exhibits stable biphasic response in x3 and x4. The positive
feedback loop between x; and 2 and negative feedback loop between x5 and x3 are necessary for

the non-monotonic steady state response curve.

40 45 50 55 60
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Example III.12. This example illustrates that [Theorems III.8| and [I11.9] do not assume stability of the response




curve. Consider the following system on R%:

i:lzu—2x1
2

. x
iy =1 + 13 — 223 + =3
4
.’B3:—T+I’2
Ty = —1—3&—90
4= 1 4,

where u € [0, 12.5] is the control parameter, and x4 the output. [Fig. 4(a)| shows the J-graph of the system, which
does not have an IFFL. The system has two branches of steady states (Fig. 4(b)), one of which is stable, and the
other unstable. The unstable branch is non-monotonic. Without the PFBL between z2 and x3, this system cannot

exhibit biphasic response. (Full detail can be found in |Appendix D})

v o1 b
O->@
T :
@D2@® ;

() ((b))

Fig. 4: (a) The J-graph of the system from [Example III.12] (b) The system has two branches

of steady states: a stable monotontic branch and an unstable non-monotonic branch. The positive

== unstable
— Stable

0 2 4 6 8101214
input u

feedback loop between x5 and z3 is necessary for biphasic response.

C. Necessary conditions for stable biphasic response

The theory of monotone systems predicts that stable branches of steady states will be nondecreasing or
nonincreasing depending on the net sign of the “input-output characteristic” of the system, while unstable branches
may be decreasing or increasing, irrespective of the sign of the characteristic. These facts are well illustrated by
the example of a genetic autoregulatory transcription network analyzed in [11]. In Fig. 3a of that paper, one can
see four stable branches (drawn in solid blue lines) as well as four unstable branches of equilibria (drawn in
dotted red lines); of the four unstable branches, three are decreasing functions of w.

To obtain necessary conditions for stable biphasic responses, we use Theorem 1 from [12], which concerns a
system & = F'(x,u(t)), initially at steady state, with piecewise continuous input (¢) that is monotonic in time.
It states that if all walks (without self-loops) from the input nodeﬂ u to the output node x; have the same sign,
then z(t) is monotonic in time. Moreover, suppose u(t) is nondecreasing in time, then z;(¢) is nondecreasing
(respectively nonincreasing) if any walk from input to output is positive (respectively negative).

Theorem III.13. Consider the input-output system (1) under assumption (Al), and let G be its J-graph. Let
x*(u) be a stable branch of steady states.

1) Suppose x1 is the output. If there is no negative feedback loop in G that is reachable to and from the node
x1, then xi(u) is monotonic.

*In [12], the control  is given its own node. In our context, for flow, this is equivalent to adding a node for u in the J-graph of {1,
for activation/inhibition, C is the node for the control.
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2) Suppose x; is the output where j # 1. If G neither has an incoherent feedforward loop from input to output,

nor a negative feedback loop that is reachable from the input and to the output, then x;

(u) is monotonic.

Under the assumption stated above, the output cannot exhibit stable biphasic response.

Proof. We first show that the conditions listed imply that any walk from input to output has the same sign, and
thus by [12, Theorem 1], the solution x;(¢) monotonic in time.

(1) Let G be the graph obtained by adding to G the node u and edge (u, x;) with the appropriate sign (positive
for flow and activation; negative for inhibition). There are two oppositely signed walks from u to z; in G if
and only if there is a closed walk W in G in the strongly connected component of x; such that W traverses a
NFBL, the two walks being (u, x1) and (u,z1)UW. Thus, the hypothesis in 1 implies that x; (¢) is nondecreasing
(nonincreasing) if the sign of (u,z1) is positive (negative) by [12, Theorem 1].

(2) If G does not have an I/O path, then the response z is independent of u by [Theorem IIL9] hence it
cannot be biphasic. So suppose that G has an I/O path. Clearly an IFFL from x; to z;, when joined with (u, z1)
constitute two walks with opposite signs. Similarly, a walk (with no self-loops) from ;1 to x; that traverses a
NFBL generate a different walk with the NFBL omitted; these are two walks with opposite signs. Conversely, any
walk (with no self-loops) from u to x; contains an I/O path, possibly with appendages. If any of the appendages
are NFBLs, we are done. Otherwise, trimming away all such appendages leaves two paths from u to x; of the
same parity, i.e., any FFL must be coherent. Under the hypotheses in 2, by [12, Theorem 1] () is nondecreasing
(nonincreasing) if any walk from u to x; is positive (negative).

Next, we show that z;(t) being monotonic in time implies the steady state response xj(u) is monotonic. In
what follows, we assume that any walk from u to x; in G is positive; the case where any walk is negative requires
appropriate changes in signs and inequalities. The system (1)) is @ = f(x) + é19(u(t), z1), where u(t) = ug + €
for all ¢ > 0 and any fixed € > 0 such that ug + ¢ € J. Note that % > 0 in the cases of flow and activation, and
% < 0 in the case of inhibition. Suppose the system is initially at =*(ug). Let x(¢) be the solution, defined for all
t > 0. Since x;(t) is monotonically nondecreasing, 7 (uo +€) = lim¢ o0 () > @7 (uo), where the convergence
to (ug + €) is guaranteed by (A1). So the C' steady state curve must have nondecreasing derivative at wg.
Since wup was arbitrary, we conclude that 0,z (u) > 0 for all u € J. O

The implication diagram in the introduction is a corollary of [Theorems III.8] [[T1.9] and [TTT.13]

Corollary II1.14. Consider the input-output system under assumption (Al). Necessary conditions for stable
biphasic response are,
o when x1 is output, the existence of a positive feedback loop disjoint from the node x1 and a negative feedback
loop that is reachable to and from the node i,
o when x; is output where j # 1, either (i) the existence of an incoherent feedforward loop from x1 to xj,
or (ii) the existence of a positive feedback loop vertex-disjoint from some input-output path and a negative

feedback loop that is reachable from 1 and to x;.

IV. APPLICATION TO IMMUNE T-CELL ACTIVATION

In this section, we study in full generality a model of immune T-cell activation. Following [1], our model
consists of two parts. The first part is a network for kinetic proofreading (Fig. 5), whereby an antigen L binds
to a T-cell receptor (TCR) R, and the resulting TCR complexes C; can be at various stages of phosphorylation.
The second half of the model is a downstream input-output system, where one or more of C;’s act as input to
the species X;. We give necessary conditions on the downstream network for when the output of this network
could exhibit stable biphasic response.

11



In what follows, we let L(t), R(t) denote the concentrations of L and R. Similarly, let C;(¢) be the concentration
of C;, and Cp(t) = Ejvz o Ci(t). Where there is no ambiguity, we drop the explicit dependence on ¢. The system
has two conservation laws: Ly = L 4+ Cp and Ry = R + Cp, with Ly, Rp > 0.

k ko k1 ki1 ki kn—1
L+R=2Cy—>C > -+ =»>C,—> -+ > Cyn

0 Y
1 b y

Fig. 5: Kinetic proofreading upstream of immune T-cell activation.

Let the kinetic proofreading network in evolve according to 2 = F(z; Ly) under mass-action kinetics,

where z = (L, R,Cy,...,Cn)". The form of F(z;Lr) is shown in (E9) of |[Appendix E, This system has a
globally attracting steady state within its stoichiometric compatibility class for any Ly, Ry > 0 [13]. The steady

state response C; (L) is monotonically increasing. In fact C; = A;C7}, where we derive in [Appendix E.1| an
analytical expression for Cr.:

&)

A A\ 2
Lr+Rr+ % Lr+Rr+ %
— 5 — 5 — Lr Ry,

with constants A;, A > 0. |Appendix E.2| contains a proof that % > 0 for all Ly > 0.

A. Necessary conditions for stable biphasic response in immune T-cell activation
Inspired by [1], we consider a system where one or more of the TCR complexes C; either all activate or all
inhibit X;. The full system has the form
z= F(z; LT)
, L (6)
&= f(z)+eg(z,21),

where §(z,x1) is either
kon(xT — 1) — Kottt + Z kiCi(xr — x1)
iEA
in the case of activation, or in the case of inhibition
kon(w7 — 1) = komy — Y kiCizy,
ieA

for some ) # A C {0,1,...,N}. Let f = (f1,..., fn)". We make the same assumptions as in [Section III} the

entries of g—i are constant in sign, the diagonals are negative, and (6) satisfies (A1).

Theorem IV.1. Consider (6) with activation (respectively inhibition). Let (z*(Lr),x*(Lr)) be a stable branch
of steady states for Lt in some interval J C Rs. Let G be the J-graph of % Suppose x;f(LT) is stable biphasic.
1) If j =1, then G has a positive feedback loop and a negative feedback loop.
2) If j # 1, then G either has an incoherent feedforward loop, or it has a positive feedback loop and a
negative feedback loop.

Proof. Since z*(Lr) is globally stable for each Ly > 0, we are interested only in the downstream system.
Consider an alternative system & = f(x)+¢€19(C}., 1) where g(C7., 1) — [kon (@7 — 1) — kogr1] 18 KCJ (27 —
r1) in the case of activation, and —K C7.x1 in the case of inhibition, where K = >, k;A; > 0. The original

12



ODEs for @ and this alternative system share *(Ly) as a stable branch of steady states. The alternative system
is precisely of the form (IJ), but where the activating/inhibiting “species” C7 is already at steady state. Applying
the contrapositive of [Theorem III.13|to this alternative system gives us the result we desire. O

V. DISCUSSION

We were initially motivated to provide a rigorous proof for the claim in [1]: that IFFL is necessary for what
we now call stable biphasic response. Against this claim, we gave counterexamples (e.g., [Example TILTT)), which
were not among the 58’905 networks computationally explored in [1]. Instead we proved a weaker version: that
either an IFFL must exist, or both a PFBL and a NFBL must exist.

Our results are phrased for systems with one control and one input variable, but as shows, there
are easy extensions, such as when the different controls are all scalar multiples of a function. Furthermore, if a
control u affects two or more variables, we can redefine u as a variable, and formally introduce a new control
v, i.e., Ty = u, L9 = —xo + v wWhere x0(0) = v. Then our results hold for the extended system (z, ). Clearly
in this case, the J-graph should include x( as a variable node. See for details.
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APPENDIX

A. Example illustrating the lemmas in [Section I1I-A

We demonstrate by this example how the decorated edge from activation (respectively inhibition) is a bona
fide positive (respectively negative) edge of the J-graph of a reduced Jacobian matrix. This is the content of
Here we focus on the case of activation.

Consider the reaction network 0 — Y = X, where X is also activated by some external species C. Let
denote the concentration of the inactive form of X. Under mass-action kinetics, the dynamics of this system on
RY is governed by

C = h(C)

I = kot — konl — kaCT

T = k‘gy — ]{731' — k’offl’ + k‘onI + k‘4CI
y = —k2y+k3$+k1

(AL)

with the conservation law = + I = zp, where x7, kon, kogr, K1, k2, k3, k4 > 0 are constants. The J-graph of this
input system is shown in The reduced system after eliminating I is

C = h(C)

T = koy — ksx — kogrz + (kon + k4C) (xT — $)

y = —kgy + k’gx + kh
whose Jacobian matrix is

[ ne) | 0 0 )
J= kk4($T — ) | —(k3 + kot + kon + k4C) ko ) .

0 ks —ko

Since k4(xzp —x) > 0 unless x = xp, the J-graph of J, i.e., after eliminating I, is the one in which is
essentially the one in by ignoring the colour and the text “activation”. Note also if one is uninterested
in C, then the J-graph of the lower-right 2 x 2 corner of J is a subgraph of the one in [Fig. AI(b)l namely just
the PFBL between x and y.

©ucli\zuiun @ € @ @ @ (_@

((@) ((®)

Fig. Al: (a) The J-graph of the input-output system (AT, where X is activated by some external
species C. (b) The J-graph of the reduced system after eliminating the variable I, which is essentially
the one in (a) ignoring the decoration on the activation edge.

B. An example where multiple edges represent activation or inhibition

We claimed in [Section III-A| that we need not restrict ourselves to activation/inhibition by some external
species. Although phrasing this in general is messy, we show by way of an example how this works in practice.
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® ®
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Fig. B2: J-graph of a system with multiple activation/inhibition processes. All decorated edges can
be viewed as bona fide edges of the J-graph of the reduced system.

For this example, assume we have the reactions listed in (B2

X&lk ( (B2)
0

in addition to the activation and inhibition processes specified in [Fig. B2(a)} i.e., X activates Z, Y inhibits X, and
C activates X. Altogether, the reactions under consideration are those in (B2) (where only the active forms are
involved) as well as

k()y(n )\1
Xinact (:)X X C + Xinact —_— C + X
koff
o
Y + X . Y + Xinact (B3)
kgn )\2
Zinact (Z_ Z. X + Zinact X + z
koff

Under mass-action kinetics, the governing system is
ir = —kXxr + ko — M Cap + pay
Zr = —kfnz[ + kfﬁz — Aoxzr
T =—kix —kyx +ky+ k())(nx[ — k())(ff;r + M Cxy — pxy
Y = kaz — key
b= k1w — koz — ksz + kZyzr — Kz + Aoz,

with the conservation laws = + x; = X7 and z 4+ zy = Z7. Eliminating x1, 27, we arrive at the reduced system

x —kix — ksx + kq kX (X7 — 2) — KXo + M C (X — 2) — pay
y = kQZ — k6y + 0
z kix — koz — ksz k2 (Zr — 2) — K42 + Xox(Zr — 2)
A simple calculation shows us that the Jacobian matrix of this new system is
—(ky + k3) — (EX + KX+ py + M0)  —px 0
0 —kg ko
k1 + )\Q(ZT — Z) 0 —(kg + k5) — (kfn + kgff + )\21’)

Its J-graph can be seen as in |Fig. B2(b), which is the same as the graph in [Fig. B2(a)| by ignoring the colors and

text decorating the activation and inhibition edges (and ignoring the external species C).
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C. Details of [Example TTL.11

This example first appeared in [10], which also contains its derivation.

A small technical issue is that the saturation o in the system (3]), while a (globally) Lipschitz function (insuring
unique and everywhere defined solutions of the ODE) is not differentiable at those states for which either x; or
9 equals exactly 0.8 or 1.2, which happens only a set of measure zero. Thus the Jacobian is not well-defined
at every state in the classical sense. However, it is well-defined in the sense of non-smooth analysis, and in
any event the signs of interactions reflect the increasing or decreasing influence of each variable on each other
variable, and this can be defined with no need to take derivatives. The saturation function o could be replaced
by an approximating differentiable function, but use of o makes calculations somewhat simpler.

shows the steady state response curves for all variables, as well as the eigenvalues along the steady
state curve, indicating asymptotic stability. of course, shows stable biphasic response of x3 and x4.
Global stability was indicated by simulations with random initial conditions.

11X 00 ° _
\

1.0 \ 498 -0.5
09 .

08 < 49 5—1.0
07 X 494 15
06 N _ _
= ———conjugate pair
05 3 4 492 ! e —
40 45 50 .55 .60 40 45 50 .55 60 40 45 50 .55 60
Input u lnput u |nput u

(@) (b)) ()

Fig. C3: (a) Steady state curves of [Example III.11} (b) x5 = 2 exhibit biphasic responses. (c) Real

parts of eigenvalues, demonstrating that the response is stable biphasic.

1) Existence and uniqueness of steady state: We show that for each u € [0.4,0.6], there exists a unique
positive steady state. For example, one can easily check that for ug = 0.5, the point (1,1,0.5,0.5) is a steady
state for More generally, from 4 = 0, we know that x4 = z3 at steady state. From &7 = 0, we
have

7 = el 7o(2) (4

Solving &3 = 0 for x3, and using (C4) so that (e(l_"(mz)))2 = 73, we obtain
P

m=a= 142 (C5)
Finally, we set 22 = 0, substituting the above x3, to obtain an equation relating x1, x2, and w:
2(1—o(x, 2
This equation is equivalent to
2
u=U(xy,x9) = —?1 + 23y — e21-0(@) (C6)

16



Now we will show that, for each u € [0.4,0.6], there is a unique solution (z1,z2) for U(x1,z2) = u, and,
moreover, z1 € [0.8,1.2] and x5 € [0.8,1.2], i.e., in the non-saturation regime, case (1A) below. We do this by
analyzing various cases.

Case 1: 0.8 < 29 < 1.2. In this case, (C4) gives z2 =1 —Inxq, so

2
U(xy,z2) = —% +2—2Inz — 270, (C
For 0.8 < x; < 1.2, the above expression is U(z1,1 —Inz;) = —%? 4+2—2lnz — e2(1=21) g plot of which

is shown in middle, blue segment. This is a decreasing function on the interval z; € [0.8,1.2]. For
each u € [0.4,0.6], there exists a unique z; € [0.8,1.2] solving (C6); see the shaded blue band in
This also returns 9 = 1 — Inxy, and z3, 24 via (C)).

If instead, x1 < 0.8, then U(z1,1—1Inz;) = —%? +2—2Inx1 — €%, which is decreasing on 1 € [0,0.8] with
minimum value of U ~ 0.63 left, orange segment). Finally, if 1 > 1.2, then U(z1,1 — Inxz;) =
—%% +2—2Inz; —e %4, which is decreasing on x; € [1.2, 00), with maximum value of U ~ 0.245
right, green segment). So has no corresponding solution for which z; < 0.8 or z1 > 1.2.

1.5 1-5
1.0 1.0 /
o = 0.5
z 05 \ o
= 5 00
0.0 -0.5
_os5L, . . -0 0
T 06 08 10 12 14 0.4 0.8 12 16
Xq X2

(@) (b))

Fig. C4: Graph of in different cases. (a) U(z1,22) when 0.8 < x5 < 1.2 (case 1), as given
by (C7). (b) U(x1,x2) when x5 < 0.8 (case 2), and when x5 > 1.2 (case 3). Shaded region is the
range [0.4,0.6] in which w lies. Solution exists only when 0.8 < x1,z2 < 1.2.

Case 2: x5 < 0.8. In this case, (C4) gives 21 = %2 ~ 1.22, and o(x1) = 1.2. Then (C6) with

0.4
U(zy,x2) = 5 + 229 — e~

has no solution for x3 < 0.8, since U(z1,22) < 0.19 (Fig. C4(b), left, orange segment).
Case 3: 1.2 < x5. In this case, (C4) gives 21 = e *2 =~ 0.81, and o(z1) = x1. Then (C6) with

0.4

670'4 2(1 —0.2
U(xy,z2) = — A=)

+ 2x9 —

has no solution for x5 > 1.2, since U(z1,x2) > 0.62 (Fig. C4(b), right, green segment).
We conclude that steady states are unique, and occur only when 0.8 < x7, 29 < 1.2, when neither variable is

saturated. In this case, we solve numerically to get 1 = z}(u) for each constant input v in the interval
[0.4,0.6] and back substitute to obtain the remaining variables, obtaining the steady state curve *(u) in|Fig. C3(a)
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2) Stability of steady state response curve: It is not difficult to see that, along the steady state curve, the
Jacobian matrix of (3) is

-1 -C 0 0
P —e20=0) 1 1 0

B 0 -0 —2 1|’
0 0 0 -1

where C' := e!=%2 > (. Its J-graph is the one in The real part of the eigenvalues of J (Fig. C3(c))

is always negative, showing asymptotic stability. Simulations from random initial states indicate that the state
x*(u) for u € [0.4,0.6] is globally asymptotically stable.

D. Details of [Example II1.12]
Example III.12]is generated by the reactions

X
&

A
o

A

2X2

1/4
2X3 —> 2X3 + Xo

which under mass-action kinetics, is governed by (4). Its Jacobian matrix is

-2 0 0 0
J— 1 -4z 1+ $3/2 0
10 2z, =7/4 0
1 0 3/4 -1
We can solve for the non-negative steady states, or check that
*y) = &
xl(u) - 92 3

x5(u) = 77 5+ V25 — 2u,

x5(u) =5+ V25 — 2u,
1

5 3
xy(u) :%—l—Z:I:Z\/ZS—Qu

(D8)

are two branches of steady states.
Using Mathematica or other tools, we can compute the eigenvalues along the steady state curves. [Fig. D3| are
the plots of the eigenvalues.
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Fig. D5: Eigenvalues along the steady state curves (D8)). (a) Corresponding to the unstable branch

in and (b) the stable branch.

1) Derivation of steady state: For completeness, we derive the expression for the steady state curve
for the system (4). Substituting x; = u/2 from %; = 0 and m% = Txs/4 from &3 = 0 into £9 = 0, we see that

U 7 x%
§+$3—§$3+Z—0,

which we rescale and then solve using the quadratic formula

10 + /100 — 8
= 5 Y 5425w

T3

Then

+ 25 — 2u.

T2

_ VT
2
Finally from 24 = 0, we have

15 3
x4=%+zi1\/25—2u.

2) Expressions for the eigenvalues along steady state curve: Plotted in [Fig. D5(a)| are the eigenvalues of
the (unstable) branch z(u) = 3 (2% 4+ 5+ /25 — 2u):

1
=g (—\/49 — 48VT\/5 + v/25 — 2u + 448(5 4+ /25 — 2u) + 32V7(5 + /25 — 2u)3/2

— 87 5+\/25—2u—7>

1
M=o (\/49 — 48V'T\/5 + /25 — 2u + 448(5 4+ /25 — 2u) + 32V7(5 4+ /25 — 2u)3/2

— 87 5+\/25—2u—7>.
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Plotted in [Fig. D5(b)| are the eigenvalues of the (stable) branch z(u) = 3 (3% + 5 — /25 — 2u):

| =

Ag =

(—\/49 —48VT\/5 — /25 — 2u + 448(5 — /25 — 2u) + 32V7(5 — /25 — 2u)3/2

— 87 5\/252u7>
1
Mi=g (\/49 — 48V/T\/5 — /25 — 2u + 448(5 — /25 — 2u) + 32V7(5 — V25 — 2u)3/2

—8V7 5—\/25—2u—7>.

These expressions were obtained using Mathematica.

E. Dynamics of the core kinetic proofreading network
Under mass-action kinetics, the system governing the dynamics of the core network (Fig. ) is

dL
—kLR+ ¢0Co+ 01C1+ -+ 4nCh

dt
dR
% = kLR — (ko + KO)C()
(E9)

dc;
¢ =ki_1C;_1 — (kl—i-&)cz fori=1,2,...,N—1

dt

c
TtN =kn-1CNn-1 — {NCh,
where Cr := YN Cy, Ly = L+ Cr, and Ry = R+ Cr.

1) Analytical expression for the steady states of TCR complexes: We claimed in that C} = A;C7,

and
2
Lr+Rr+4 Lr+Rr+ %
C}:%— <T2Tk> — LRy,

where the constants Lp, Rr, A, k are positive. We derive the above expression by following the idea in [1].
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Suppose the system is at steady state. We drop the asterisk to simplify notation. We have

Y4
Cy_1=—2Ch,

kn—1
Ci,lzwci fOI‘iZ2,...,N—1,
ki1
ki +¢
Cy = 1+ 101’
ko

N
kLR = (fo + ko)C{) = Z@CJ
=0

Note that the equations involving C; can be calculated recursively:

k k
Co = 1%—51017 o = 2+5202’
ko k1
— = k1 + 01 ko +£2C’2,
ko k1
resulting in the relations
l
CN*I = A N CNa
N-1
InTD (k45
C; = NHJ—;?}E d J)CN, fori=1,2,...,N —2
Hj:i k;
N-1
O En T2 (ks + Ej)C (ko A+ L) (k3 +Ll3) - (kn—1 + €N—1)€NC
1 — N*l N - N
[[5 & Kiko -+ kn_1
Co = (k1 + L) (ko +£2) - (kn—1+{N_1)lN Cx
kokiko - --kn_1 ‘

For simplicity, we will denote the above as C; = a;C, where a; > 0 is the appropriate product.
Now consider the definition of C'7, and substitute for C; = a;Cn:

Cr=C+Ci+---+Cny=(ao+a1+---+an_1+an)Cn,

where an = 1. This means that ,

1
Cn = ——Cr = AnCr,
ijo a;
C; = ]37"011 = A,Cp, Vi=0,1,2,....N — 1.
ijo a;

Next, we have the conservation laws L+ = L + Cr, and R = R+ Cr, so
LR = (Ly — Cr)(Ry — Cp) = C2 — Cy(Lt + Ry) + LRy

On one hand, substituting the expression for C;, we see that

N N
kLR = Z&CZ = Z %CT = ACT
i=0 i=0 24j=0%j

On the other hand, this is equal to k(C’% — Cr(Lr + Rr) + Ly Ry). Thus,
C% — Cr(Lt + Ry + AJk) + LRy = 0.
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By the quadratic formula,

Ly + Ry + Alk Lr+ Ry + A/k\?
Op = 22 2T+ / _\/< Tt ;* /> — LrRy, (E10)

where the positive root is rejected because Cp < min{Lp, Rr}.

2) Monotonic dependence on total antigen at steady state: To show that % > ( for all Ly > 0, it suffices
to show that the function g(z) = %‘”b - %\/ (x + a+ b)?2 — 4ax has positive derivative for all = > 0. This is

_ 2(ztatb)—4a / . .
i oratt) s LDUS: g (z) > 0 if and only if

a simple calculation, as ¢'(z) = % —

VE@+a+b)?2—daxr > (r+a+b)—2a
= (r+a+0b)?%—4ax > (v—a+b)?
= (x+0)?+a®+2a(z+b) —dar > (x+b)%+a®—2a(x+0)
<= —2ax +2ab > —2ax — 2ab,

which is clearly true. Thus % > 0 holds.

F. System with multiple inputs

Here we give in detail how to extend our results to a system with multiple inputs. We take an abstract system
with 3 variables, in which 2 of them are influenced by u. Consider the system

i‘l = fl(w) +u
To = fQ(.’E) +u (F11)
-ft3 = f3(x)7

where we assume % < 0 for each i. We define an extended system by treating w as a variable x, resulting in
the system with control v:

To = —x0 + v, x0(0) = v

&1 = fi(x) + 2o

Eo = fa(@) + o

i3 = f3(z).

Then along a steady state curve (xo(v), z*(v)), which we assume it exists, we can implicitly differentiate with

(F12)

respect to v and obtain

-1 -1 0 0 0 Op ;)
0| |1 oifi 0ft O3h1 Oy]
0 |1 0ifs Oofe Osfa| | Qv
0 0 Oifs Oofs Osfs) \Ovr}

Let J be the matrix above. Then Cramer’s rule tells us that for j = 1,2, 3,
ora’ — (—1)J+;J[i,j +1]
etdJ
Note that J is not g—i, but contains it as a submatrix.
From (F12), clearly z((t) = v for all ¢ > 0. So for j = 1,2, 3, the derivative of m}k with respect to v in (F12)
is equal to the derivative of z7 with respect to u in (FTI), where the values of u and v are chosen to be the same

constant.
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1) An example with multiple inputs: As a concrete example, consider the system with output z

T=—-T+u
y=-y+u (F13)
t=—z+x— yzz.
The J-graph of this system is shown in since its Jacobian matrix is
-1 0 0
0 -1 0

1 —2yz —1—9?

This system is stable biphasic in z; see At first sight, it seems as though our results are silent on this
system; however, we can extend our results by treating » as a variable.
Consider the following system with control v instead:

Tog = —x9 + v, x0(0) = v

T=—-T+

. (F14)
y=-y+txo

t=—z+z -y

The J-graph of this extended input-output system is [Fig. F6(c)l [Corollary III.14] applies; z*(v), where u = v, is

stable biphasic implies the existence of an IFFL, or both types of FBLs. Note the presence of an IFFL from x
(formally the control u) to the output z. Thus, to apply our results, we need to include in the J-graph a node for
any control that influences more than one variable.

—® : ®
fi ~al Ce-
—)@ 1 @

0 2 46 8101214
input u

((2) () ()

Fig. F6: (a) J-graph of the input-output system (FI3)) with multiple inputs. (b) Its steady state
response z*(u) is non-monotonic. (c) The J-graph of the extended input-output system (F14), where
zo = u. It contains an IFFL, which is necessary for the biphasic response.
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