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Abstract 

Feedback control is a renowned mechanism for attenuating intrinsic fluctuation in 

regulatory networks. However, its impact on the response sensitivity to external signals and the 

response timescale, which are also critical for signal transmission, has yet to be understood. In this 

letter, we study a general feedback-controlled network in which the feedback is achieved by a 

complex interactive module. By comparing the solution of Langevin equations with and without 

feedback, we analytically derive a fundamental trade-off between fluctuation, sensitivity, and 

timescale altered by the feedback. We show that feedback control cannot infinitely suppress 

fluctuation without the cost of reducing sensitivity or response speed. Furthermore, the lower 

bound for this trade-off can be reduced up to half in non-gradient dynamical systems compared to 

gradient systems. We validate this trade-off as a tight bound for high-dimensional systems in 

nonlinear regime through numerical simulations. These results elucidate the fundamental 

limitation of feedback control in enhancing the information transmission capacity of regulatory 

networks. 
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Noise control is critical in signal transmission processes. While intrinsic fluctuation due to 

the small copy number of molecules and stochastic processes, e.g., birth and death of molecules, 

is inevitable in a variety of biochemical networks [1–3], feedback control has been proposed to be 

a prominent mechanism in suppressing this fluctuation [4–8].  

However, effective signal transmission necessitates not only small fluctuation, but also a 

high response sensitivity to external signals. The relation between intrinsic fluctuation and 

response sensitivity limits the information transmission capacity of dynamical systems [9–13]. The 

fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT) is a potential candidate for this relation, which is, however, 

derived from near-equilibrium systems and it is still challenging to be extended to far-from-

equilibrium systems [14–17]. The energy dissipation of nonequilibrium systems has been 

proposed to be crucial in attenuating noise while maintaining high sensitivity [18–21], thus 

breaking the FDT. For dynamical systems, non-gradient dynamics implies the existence of a 

rotational flux field [22,23], which usually breaks the detailed balance in the steady-state, leading 

to nonequilibrium. 

Furthermore, dynamic timescale also plays a crucial role in signal transmission, especially 

in finite time scenario. For example, the thermodynamic uncertainty relation (TUR) connects the 

current fluctuation to dissipation in far-from-equilibrium systems, infinite time is, however, 

required to achieve the predicted lower bound for fluctuation [24,25]. It has also been proposed 

that increasing the dynamic timescale can exploit the temporal average effect, breaking the noise-

sensitivity relation in considering external signal noise [26]. 

In this letter, we thoroughly re-evaluate the renowned feedback control mechanism in 

suppressing intrinsic fluctuation. We first demonstrate that fluctuation suppression is sometimes 

achieved by sacrificing the response sensitivity in feedback systems, using a one-dimensional (1D) 

textbook toy model as an example. For general feedback control, we further identify a fundamental 

triplet trade-off between intrinsic fluctuation, response sensitivity, and response timescale, 

indicating that fluctuation cannot be infinitely suppressed without sacrificing the other two factors 

by feedback. Moreover, we find that the optimal signal transmission set by this triplet trade-off 

varies with the degree of non-gradient and the effective dimension of the dynamics. 
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Negative feedback may suppress intrinsic fluctuation at the cost of reducing external signal 

sensitivity. We study the signal transmission of dynamical systems described by the N-dimensional 

Langevin equations: 

 
𝑑𝑥𝑖
𝑑𝑡

= 𝑓𝑖({𝑥𝑗}, 𝐼) − 𝛽𝑖𝑥𝑖 + 𝜂𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1,… ,𝑁, (1) 

where 𝐼  is the external input signal, 𝑓𝑖({𝑥𝑗}, 𝐼) is the regulatory function corresponding to the 

synthesis term of a regulatory network, 𝛽𝑖 is the decay rate, 𝜂𝑖 is the white noise term that arises 

from the intrinsic fluctuation with the amplitude: ⟨𝜂𝑖(𝑡)𝜂𝑗(𝑡
′)⟩ = 𝐷𝑖𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡

′)𝛿𝑖𝑗 , and 𝐷𝑖 =

(𝑓𝑖 + 𝛽𝑖𝑥𝑖)  [27–30], where ⟨… ⟩  denotes the temporal average, 𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡′)  is the Dirac delta 

function and 𝛿𝑖𝑗 is the Kronecker delta. Without losing generality, we consider the external signal 

to be transmitted through the first node (of which the state is 𝑥1), while the other nodes compose 

a complex feedback module (Fig. 1), thus 𝜕𝑓𝑖 𝜕𝐼⁄ ≡ 0, ∀𝑖 ≠ 1. The fluctuation is defined as the 

variance of the response at the steady-state, denoted as 𝜎2 = ⟨(𝑥1 − ⟨𝑥1⟩)
2⟩ (Fig. 1); the response 

sensitivity is defined as the steady-state response to a small perturbation of the input signal, 

denoted as 𝜅 = 𝑑⟨𝑥𝑖⟩ 𝑑𝐼⁄ , following the spirit of the FDT and the linear response theory (Fig. 1); 

the timescale is defined as the slowest relaxation timescale of the dynamics near a fixed point (Fig. 

1), which is the inverse of the minimal negative real part of eigenvalues of the Jacobian, denoted 

as 𝑇 = (min(−Re(𝜆𝑖)))
−1

, where 𝜆𝑖 is the eigenvalues of the Jacobian 𝑱 which is defined as 𝐽𝑖𝑗 =

(𝜕(𝑓𝑖 − 𝛽𝑖𝑥𝑖) 𝜕𝑥𝑗⁄ )
𝑥𝑖=𝑥𝑖,s.s.

. Since we assume the steady-state response is achieved by a stable 

fixed point, all eigenvalues of 𝑱 have negative real parts. 

With these definitions, the fluctuation, sensitivity, and timescale of a 1D textbook toy 

model (𝑁 = 1 for Eq. (1)) follows: 

 

{
  
 

  
 𝜎2 =

𝛽1
𝛽1 − 𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄

⟨𝑥1⟩

𝜅 =
1

𝛽1 − 𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄

𝜕𝑓1
𝜕𝐼

𝑇 =
1

𝛽1 − 𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄

, (2) 

using the linear approximation, where 𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄  denotes the strength of autoregulation. This result 

indicates that negative feedback (𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄ < 0) sacrifices the response sensitivity 𝜅 to reduce the 
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intrinsic fluctuation 𝜎2  to a level below the Poisson noise (i.e., 𝜎2 ≤ ⟨𝑥⟩), and speed up the 

response when assuming the response level ⟨𝑥1⟩, the decay rate 𝛽1, and the derivative 𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝐼⁄  are 

fixed. While the fluctuation suppression and response speed up are well-known properties of 

negative feedback [4,5], how feedback affects the response sensitivity is less understood, 

especially for high-dimensional systems. 

A triplet trade-off between fluctuation, sensitivity, and timescale in feedback-controlled 

network. Since the three factors 𝜎2, 𝜅, and 𝑇 have a high degree of freedom even in no-feedback 

systems, to better isolate and evaluate the contribution of feedback in high-dimensional systems, 

we normalize them by the corresponding values in the no-feedback condition denoted by a 

subscript “0” as 𝜎0
2, 𝜅0, and 𝑇0. In our framework, such a no-feedback condition is always a 1D 

system without autoregulation following 𝜎0
2 = ⟨𝑥1⟩ =

𝐷1

2𝛽1
, 𝜅0 =

1

𝛽1

𝜕𝑓1

𝜕𝑥1
, and 𝑇0 =

1

𝛽1
 by letting 

𝜕𝑓1 𝜕𝑥1⁄ = 0 in Eq. (2). A similar protocol has been proposed recently in studying the role of 

feedback in adaptation [31,32]. To further perform a fair comparison between the no-feedback and 

feedback network, no additional source of fluctuation is considered in the feedback module, i.e., 

𝐷𝑖 = 0, ∀𝑖 ≠ 1 in Eq. (1). Relaxing this assumption does not affect our main conclusion as a lower 

bound for fluctuation is still a lower bound when additional independent fluctuation is considered 

(see Discussion for more details). 

With this normalization scheme applied to Eq. (2), the contribution of feedback in 1D 

systems follows: 

 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 =

𝜅

𝜅0
=
𝑇

𝑇0
, (3) 

implying fluctuation suppression (
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 < 1) always requires the same fold of sensitivity reduction 

(
𝜅

𝜅0
=

𝜎2

𝜎0
2 < 1). This result resembles one prediction of the FDT: the steady-state response to a 

signal perturbation is proportional to its intrinsic fluctuation, i.e., 𝜅 ∝ 𝜎2. However, it remains 

unclear whether this relation is valid for high-dimensional, generally non-gradient, systems.  

For 2D systems, we find 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 |

𝜅

𝜅0
|⁄ ≥ 2

√𝑇 𝑇min⁄

1+𝑇 𝑇min⁄
 with a similar mathematical derivation (see 

Supplementary Note 1 for details). This inequality implies that no fundamental lower bound exists 
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for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 given |

𝜅

𝜅0
|, as long as the system exhibits a timescale separation 

𝑇

𝑇min
≫ 1, where 𝑇min is the 

fastest timescale of the dynamics (see Supplementary Fig. 1(a)), indicating fluctuation can be 

suppressed infinitely without affecting the sensitivity through feedback control. This conclusion is 

extensible to higher dimensional systems based on the validation via numerical simulations 

(Supplementary Fig. 1(b)). 

Although there is no trade-off between fluctuation and sensitivity for 2D systems, we find 

a closed-form triplet trade-off between fluctuation, sensitivity, and timescale following (see 

Supplementary Note 1 for details): 

 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄ >
1

2
. (4) 

This triplet trade-off indicates that the fluctuation can only be suppressed up to half without 

affecting either the sensitivity or the timescale by feedback control, i.e., 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 >

1

2
 when 

𝜅

𝜅0
= 1 and 

𝑇

𝑇0
= 1; further suppression of fluctuation (

𝜎2

𝜎0
2 <

1

2
) always sacrifices the response sensitivity (

𝜅

𝜅0
<

1) or response speed (
𝑇

𝑇0
> 1); infinite suppression of fluctuation (

𝜎2

𝜎0
2 → 0) without affecting the 

sensitivity (
𝜅

𝜅0
= 1) generally requires infinite slow dynamics (

𝑇

𝑇0
→ ∞). Although the lower bound 

appears to follow 𝜎2 ∝ 𝜅2, it cannot be explained by the error propagation since the source of 

fluctuation considered here is intrinsic to the system rather than inherited from the input signal. A 

numerical simulation of 2D systems based on the Monod-Wyman-Changeux (MWC) model [33–

36] with 100,000 randomly sampled parameter sets confirms that this is a tight bound (Fig. 2(a), 

see Supplementary Note 4 for model and parameter sampling details). For systems with higher 

dimensions, numerical results show that the triplet trade-off relation (Eq.(4)) is still valid and tight 

(Fig. 2(b)), suggesting that Eq. (4) is a fundamental trade-off for dynamics following the feedback-

controlled framework in Fig. 1. 

The optimal performance is bound by the degree of non-gradient. While the triplet trade-

off (Eq. (4)) is valid for high dimensional systems, defining a lower bound for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄  being 

1

2
, 1D systems exhibit a worse performance following 

𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄ = 1 (Eq. (3)). This may result 
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from the fact that 1D dynamics are always gradient. To verify this connection, we next focus on 

high-dimensional gradient systems. With similar derivation for arbitrary dimensions, we find that 

for gradient systems, the trade-off relation is altered (see Supplementary Note 2 for details): 

 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄ ≥ 1. (5) 

The lower bound is now increased to 1, indicating that the suppression of fluctuation (
𝜎2

𝜎0
2 < 1) 

always sacrifices response sensitivity (
𝜅

𝜅0
< 1) or response speed (

𝑇

𝑇0
> 1). This result implies that 

gradient systems perform worse than non-gradient systems regarding signal transmission. 

Numerical simulations of local gradient systems support that this closed-form is a tight bound in 

both 2D and 10D dynamics (Supplementary Fig. 2). 

So far, we have found that the lower bound for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄  in gradient and non-gradient 

systems is 1 and 
1

2
, respectively. Next, we investigate how this bound relies on the degree of non-

gradient of a dynamical system. However, as far as we know, no common method exists to quantify 

the degree of non-gradient, hence we propose one based on the symmetric-antisymmetric 

decomposition of the Jacobian. 

The Jacobian of a dynamical system (Eq. (1)) near a steady-state can always be 

decomposed into a symmetric and an antisymmetric part, i.e., 𝑱 = 𝑱𝐬 + 𝑱𝐚𝐬, where the symmetric 

part 𝑱𝐬 = (𝑱 + 𝑱𝑻) 2⁄  represents the gradient component, and the antisymmetric part 𝑱𝐚𝐬 =

(𝑱 − 𝑱𝑻) 2⁄  represents the rotational component. For a gradient field determined by 𝑱𝐬, the eigen 

dimension with the maximal eigenvalue 𝜆1(𝑱
𝐬) defines its stability and is decisive: if 𝜆1(𝑱

𝐬) < 0, 

𝑱𝐬 represents a stable dynamic, whose relaxation timescale is given by (−𝜆1(𝑱
𝐬))

−1
; if 𝜆1(𝑱

𝐬) ≥

0, 𝑱𝐬 represents an unstable dynamic, even though 𝑱 can represent stable dynamics, and 𝜆1(𝑱
𝐬) 

corresponds to the most unstable dimension and defines its reactivity [37]. For a rotational field 

determined by 𝑱𝐚𝐬, whose eigenvalues are all pure imaginary, the eigenvalue with the maximal 

imaginary part 𝜆1(𝑱
𝐚𝐬) determines the maximal flux speed as im(𝜆1(𝑱

𝐚𝐬) ) > 0. Accordingly, we 

quantify the degree of non-gradient by a non-negative scalar 𝜒 defined as: 
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 𝜒 =
im(𝜆1(𝑱

𝐚𝐬))

im(𝜆1(𝑱𝐚𝐬)) − 𝜆1(𝑱𝐬)
. (6) 

A large value of 𝜒 indicates a potentially high degree of non-gradient. For gradient systems, 

im(𝜆1(𝑱
𝐚𝐬)) = 0 and thus 𝜒 = 0; for systems with −𝜆1(𝑱

𝐬) ≫ im(𝜆1(𝑱
𝐚𝐬)) > 0, its gradient part 

is stable and dominant, thus the degree of non-gradient is small, i.e., 𝜒 ∼ 0; for systems with 

𝜆1(𝑱
𝐬) ≫ 0, its gradient part is highly unstable and the non-gradient part is necessary to stabilize 

the system, implying a high degree of non-gradient and 𝜒 > 1. With numerical simulations, we 

confirm that im(𝜆1(𝑱
𝐚𝐬)) > 𝜆1(𝑱

𝐬) always holds for stable systems, thus 𝜒 ≥ 0. It is worth noting 

that the decomposition of dynamical systems into a gradient and a non-gradient field is not unique, 

e.g., decomposition based on the steady-state distribution, the Helmholtz decomposition, 

etc. [22,38,39]. We use the symmetric-antisymmetric decomposition as it depends only on the 

Jacobian and thus facilitates further analytical derivation. Moreover, the rotational component of 

the symmetric-antisymmetric decomposition is always a curl field when projected onto any 2D 

subspace in which the curl operator is well defined.  

Based on this quantification, we find that for 2D systems, the lower bound for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄  

depends on 𝜒, following (see Supplementary Note 3 for details):  

 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄ ≥ ℬG(𝜒) =
1

2
[1 + (

1

1 + 𝜒
)
2

]. (7) 

For gradient systems, the lower bound is ℬG(0) = 1 and for systems with a high degree of non-

gradient, ℬG(+∞) → 1 2⁄ . It is worth noting that ℬG(𝜒) >
1

2
 is a monotonically decreasing 

function, implying that a high level of non-gradient always improves the optimal performance. 

Numerical simulations support that Eq. (7) sets a tight lower bound for 2D systems (Fig. 3(a)) and 

it is also valid for high-dimensional systems (Supplementary Fig. 3(a)). 

The lower bound for the triplet trade-off is affected by the effective dimension. While the 

dimension of the de facto dynamical trajectory is usually lower than that of the whole variable 

space, it is critical to characterize the effective dimension of the actual dynamics because a lower 

bound for the triplet trade-off less than 1 necessitates a dimension higher than 1. To have an 

effective dimension higher than 1 requires, at least, the two slowest relaxation modes to occur at 

a similar timescale. This condition can be quantified by a ratio 𝑇 𝑇2⁄ , where 𝑇 is the slowest 
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timescale as defined before, and 𝑇2 is the second slowest timescale. In 2D systems, we find a lower 

bound for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄  depending on 𝑇 𝑇2⁄  (see Supplementary Note 3 for details): 

 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄ > ℬD (
𝑇

𝑇2
) =

𝑇 𝑇2⁄

1 + 𝑇 𝑇2⁄
, (8) 

where 𝐵D(𝑇 𝑇2⁄ ) ≥ 1 2⁄  since 𝑇 ≥ 𝑇2. Eq. (8) implies that when 𝑇 𝑇2⁄ → +∞, the lower bound 

𝐵D(+∞) → 1, which is reasonable since this timescale separation implies the central manifold of 

the dynamic is effectively 1D. When 𝑇 𝑇2⁄ ∼ 1, the two underlying dimensions are on the same 

timescale, allowing the system to exploit a 2D phase space and achieve a lower bound 𝐵D(1) =

1 2⁄ . Numerical simulations support that Eq. (8) sets a tight lower bound for both 2D systems (Fig. 

3(b)) and high dimensional systems (Supplementary Fig 3(b)).  

Discussion. While noise attenuation is admittedly a crucial task in regulatory networks, the 

performance of signal transmission equally depends on response sensitivity, timescale, along with 

fluctuation, and probably more factors. In this letter, we identify a fundamental triplet trade-off in 

feedback-controlled dynamics (Eq. (4)), highlighting the limitation of feedback in enhancing 

information transmission capacity. Specifically, we discover that the lower bound for this trade-

off can be reduced from 1 to, at most, 1 2⁄  by increasing the degree of non-gradient (Eq. (7)) which 

is closely connected to the degree of nonequilibrium in dynamical systems. Notably, this trade-off 

cannot be lifted by any other means such as increasing energy dissipation, in contrast to the other 

trade-offs discovered in the biological information processing (e.g., [18–20,40–42]). 

In our derivation, we focus on quantities assessing the effect of feedback, i.e., 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2, 

𝜅

𝜅0
, and 

𝑇

𝑇0
. This normalization scheme can exclude other effects, e.g., changing the average level ⟨𝑥1⟩ is 

well known to affect the intrinsic fluctuation, changing the derivative 
𝜕𝑓1

𝜕𝐼
 and the decay rate 𝛽1 can 

evidently alter the response sensitivity and timescale, respectively. This change of fluctuation, 

sensitivity, and timescale is not unique to, even independent of, feedback control, and can be 

eliminated by the employed normalization scheme. 

Several assumptions have been used in the derivation for simplification. We validate that 

our conclusions still hold when these assumptions are relaxed. Firstly, if the feedback module per 

se also suffers from intrinsic fluctuation, the trade-off relation (Eq. (1)) is still valid as the inclusion 



9 

 

of any additional sources of fluctuation does not affect the lower bound. Numerical simulations 

support this deduction (Supplementary Fig. (4)). Secondly, our derivation is based on the small 

noise limit. We find that if we increase the fluctuation amplitude by 10-fold in simulations, the 

triplet trade-off is still valid (Supplementary Fig (5)).  

The relation between fluctuation and response sensitivity is still extensively studied in a 

variety of processes. We explicitly quantified the effect of timescale, which is a less understood 

factor, resonating with the spirit of finite-time thermodynamics, in which revealing “the cost of 

haste” [43,44] is the central task. Our results show that only infinitely slow processes, akin to the 

quasi-static processes in classic thermodynamics, can achieve arbitrary small fluctuation with 

given sensitivity in feedback-controlled signal transmission (Eq.(4)). 

 Our study, as an attempt to re-evaluate the feedback mechanism in suppressing fluctuation, 

focuses on a specific feedback-controlled framework shown in Fig. 1. While many properties of 

feedback control have been revealed over the past decades in networks with relatively simple 

feedback pathways [5–7,11,26,30,45], biological feedback is usually more complex than being 

simply described as positive-feedback or negative-feedback. In our studied framework, the 

feedback pathway can be composed of an arbitrarily complex network, and therefore we take a 

step further into the regime of general complex feedback. One can imagine that similar 

relationships between the key parameters controlling signal transmission could be revealed for 

other even more complex signaling frameworks in the future. These findings could help understand 

the real biological signaling processes, and serve as a guiding principle in designing regulatory 

networks for synthetic biology.  
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Figure Captions 

 

Fig. 1. The fluctuation, response sensitivity, and response timescale of feedback-controlled 

networks. The feedback module can be composed of multiple interactive nodes. The number and 

form of interactions between the feedback module and the response node (𝑥1) is not restricted. The 

response sensitivity (𝜅 ) is defined as the change in the steady-state average of 𝑥1  under a 

perturbation of the input signal 𝐼. The response fluctuation (𝜎2) is defined as the variance of 𝑥1 at 

the steady-state. The timescale (𝑇) represents the speed of relaxing to the steady-state after a 

perturbation, which equals the slowest mode of the dynamics. 
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Fig. 2. The fluctuation-sensitivity-timescale trade-off in 2D and 10D dynamical systems. (a, b) 

Numerical results of 2D (a) and 10D (b) dynamics, in which the feedback module is composed of 

1 and 9 nodes, respectively (see Supplementary Note 4 for details). The results show that the 

predicted lower bound (Eq. (4)) is a tight lower bound (dashed line). 
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Fig. 3. The lower bound for 
𝜎2

𝜎0
2

𝑇

𝑇0
(
𝜅

𝜅0
)
2

⁄  is determined by the degree of non-gradient 𝜒 (Eq. (6)) (a) 

and the ratio between the two slowest timescales 𝑇 𝑇2⁄  (b) in 2D systems. (a, b) Numerical results 

of 2D systems show that the predicted lower bound in Eqs. (7) and (8) (dashed curve in (a) and 

(b), respectively) are tight lower bounds. 

 


