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VARIANCE BOUNDS FOR A CLASS OF BIOCHEMICAL
BIRTH/DEATH LIKE PROCESSES VIA A DISCRETE EXPANSION
AND SPECTRAL PROPERTIES OF THE MASTER EQUATION *

GIOVANNI PUGLIESE CARRATELLIT AND IOANNIS LESTASY

Abstract. We consider a class of birth/death like process corresponding to coupled biochemical
reactions and consider the problem of quantifying the variance of the molecular species in terms
of the rates of the reactions. In particular, we address this problem in a configuration where a
species is formed with a rate that depends nonlinearly on another spontaneously formed species. By
making use of an appropriately formulated expansion based on the Newton series, in conjunction
with spectral properties of the master equation, we derive an analytical expression that provides a
hard bound for the variance. We show that this bound is exact when the propensities are linear,
with numerical simulations demonstrating that this bound is also very close to the actual variance.
An analytical expression for the covariance of the species is also derived.
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1. Introduction. Biochemical reactions are often modeled as birth/death like
processes with rates that depend on other molecular species. This leads to contin-
uous time jump Markov process, that can be analysed by means of their forward
Kolmogorov equation, known as the Chemical Master Equation (CME), or via sto-
chastic simulations [7]. Quantifying the moments of molecular species is important as
this affects the functionality of various biochemical pathways within cells. Assessing
variance in enzymatic networks [10] can for instance help understand how enzyme
kinetics pathways are an effective signalling configuration and clarify how cells mod-
ulate protein activity in response to external stimuli. When the rates of the reactions
depend nonlinearly on other molecular species however, analytical expressions for the
moments are in general not feasible. There are many computational tools that have
been developed in the literature for approximating the moments, based on either time
simulations or numerical approximations to solutions of the master equation and its
corresponding moments. The latter include the derivation of expressions that provide
characterisations of the stationary distributions [3], computational methods for level-
dependent quasi-birth-and-death processes with finite [5] and infinite number of states
[14], and the Finite State Projection algorithm [22]. Optimization based formulations
by means of semidefinite programming have been addressed in [17], [19], [6, 4, 30],
and approximate moment dynamics with closure properties have been studied in [11],
[32] and [33].

Nevertheless, obtaining analytical expressions for the variance in terms of biologi-
cal observables, such as expectations of the rates and molecule numbers, is important
as this can facilitate the physical understanding of such processes and also motivate
design in synthetic biology. Linear Noise Approximation [36] is a tool frequently used
in this context, whereby the nonlinear reaction rates are linearised about the equilib-
rium values for the mean, i.e. the first two terms of their Taylor series expansion are
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retained. Such approximations are valid when the reaction rates are approximately
nonlinear or when there are large molecule numbers. They are, however, usually not
very accurate in intermediate and low molecule numbers as is often the case in biology.

In this paper we present an alternative approach whereby an appropriately formu-
lated expansion based on the Newton series [24], [23], a discrete analog of the Taylor
series, is used to derive a hard lower bound for the variance for a class of biochemical
reactions. In particular, the bound is derived for a species that is formed with bursts
with a nonlinear rate that is a function of another spontaneously formed species.

A key idea in our analysis is to exploit the eigenfunctions of the considered master
equation and show that these can form a basis for the Newton series expansion. The
latter is then used to obtain an analytical expression that provides a bound for the
variance in the molecule numbers. We also show that the bound is exact when the
reaction rates are linear.

Furthermore, a side result associated with the covariance of the molecule number
of the species under consideration is derived, whereby the Newton series expansion is
exploited to provide an exact analytical expression for the covariance.

In the paper we also use numerical computations of the variance to investigate
how close the bound derived is to the actual variance, and we find that, unlike with
the Linear Noise Approximation, this is very close to the true variance even in regimes
where the reaction rate is highly nonlinear.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we provide the problem formula-
tion. The main results are given in Section 3. The proofs of the results are provided in
the Section 4. A numerical evaluation of the results is provided in Section 5. Finally,
conclusions are drawn in Section 6.

Notation. The following list introduces various symbols used within the manu-
script
R> Set of positive real numbers {x € R: z > 0}
Z> Set of non-negative integers {0,1,2,3...}
R> Set of non-negative real numbers {z € R: 2 > 0}
Z~ Set of positive integers {1,2,3...}
Po(g) Probability integer-valued random variable @ takes value ¢
A ~ P(z) Random variable A has Poisson probability distribution with mean x
R[A] Set of polynomials in A with real coefficients
E[X] Expectation of random variable X
Ep[] Expectation with respect to probability distribution P.
var(X) Variance of random variable X
cov(X,Y) Covariance of random variables X and Y’

pap Pearson correlation coefficient between random variables A and B, i.e.
cov(A,B)

PAB = v/ var(A)y/var(B)

dom(f) Domain of function f

Ag[] k step finite difference of a function f : Z — Z, defined as Ag[f](4) := f(A+
k) = f(4)

AV[-] pk step finite difference operator defined for p > 1,p € Z, via the recursion
AL[APT] with AQ[] the identity operator, and AL[] := Ag[].

(A)y Falling factorial of A € Z> with k € Z>: if k # 0 then (A); = Hi;é A —n, if
k = 0 then (A>0 =1

I Identity operator: I[X] = X

T Matrix transpose operator
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da,p Oap =1, 1f @ = b, 0 otherwise

U{a,b} Discrete uniform probability distribution with support {a,...,b} with a,b €
L>

G(p) Geometric probability distribution, with parameter p € (0, 1]

B(n,p) Binomial probability distribution, with parameters p € [0,1] and n € Z-

2. Problem formulation. We consider the following system of coupled bio-
chemical reactions
- A% av1 BEY Big
A% 41 B2E B

where A and B are two biochemical species, with species A affecting the rate of
formation of species B via a nonlinear function R(A). This will be modelled as
a continuous time jump Markov Process, where its forward Kolmogorov equation,
known as the Chemical Master Equation (CME), is provided in (2.2) below.

More precisely, random variable A(t) denotes the number of molecules of species
A at time ¢ and similarly random variable B(t) denotes the number of molecules of
species B at time ¢. The random variable ) denotes the increase in the number of
molecules of species B when a birth takes place. The parameter F' € Ry is a constant
that denotes the rate at which the species A is produced, R : Z> — R> is a function
that determines the rate of production of the species B and constants 74 € Ry and
vp € Ry represent the death rate of each molecule of species A and B respectively.

For any a,b € Z>, we denote by P(a,b,t) the probability A(t) = a, B(t) = b.
Random variable @) takes values in Z-, and we denote by Pg(g) the probability @ = g.
In our results random variable () can have any discrete probability distribution defined
on the support Z- satisfying Assumption 2.3 stated below. The CME, a version of

the Chapman Kolmogorov equation for Markov processes, for system (2.1) is
OP(a,b,t
PG f(a-+ 1B+ 1,b,0) — aBla,b, )] + FB(a —1,b,1) — Bla, b,1)]

(2.2) + 780+ 1)P(a, b+ 1,t) — bP(a, b, 1)]

b
+ R(a) Z Po(¢)P(a,b—q,t) —P(a,b,t)

Mathematical models as in (2.1) are relevant in order to quantify noise levels
where a spontaneously formed species A affects the rate of formation of species B.
Such models are of particular interest for studies of various biological processes within
cells. These appear, for example, in cellular signalling [10] where external receptors
stimulate enzymatic reactions that modulate protein activity in response to external
stimuli. Quantifying variance and correlation in this signaling cascade contributes
significantly in improving our understanding of the efficiency of these signaling path-
ways and the extent of noise amplification in these processes [15]. The variable @
also captures an effect known as bursts that has been observed experimentally in gene
transcription [8] and in the expression of proteins [27]. Such a model has been shown
in the literature to follow when there is a timescale separation between various pro-
cesses, such as when the degradation rate of the mRNAs is much larger than that of
proteins, which is often the case in practice [31].

The problem we address is to find an expression of the mean and variance of B
at steady state, expressed in terms of the expected value of the rates of the reactions.
This is a non-trivial problem due to the nonlinear rate R(A).
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In this manuscript we derive an analytical expression that provides a bound on
the variance of B, by making use of a discrete expansion of R(A) based on the Newton
series [21, 13] and the eigenfunctions of the CME. The bound becomes exact when
R(A) is linear. Furthermore, we show via numerical computations of the variance
that the bound is very close to the true variance even in regimes where R(A) is highly
nonlinear, in contrast to the Linear Noise Approximation (LNA) for the variance.

It should be noted that the methodology used to derive the bound, differently

from the LNA, exploits the discrete states of the system via the Newton series.
The Newton series has also been recently studied in the field of quantum mechanics
[18] while filtering problems associated with (2.1) have also been studied in the lit-
erature. The optimal causal filter for estimating A when B is observed was derived
in [34], the average squared estimation error was quantified in [12], and a close to
optimal version was deployed in vitro in [37].

The results that will be presented are associated with the equilibrium distribution
of species A and B and we therefore make the following assumption [9].

Assumption 2.1. System (2.2) reaches a stationary distribution denoted by P(a, b)
(2.3) tligloo P(a,b,t) = P(a,b)

Note that from the CME (2.2) P(a, ) satisfies the following equation

(24) ~alla+1)P(a+1,b) — aP(a,b)] + F[P(a — 1,b) — P(a, b))
b
+98[(b+ 1)P(a,b+ 1) — bP(a,b)] + R(a) | Y Pq(q)P(a,b— q) — P(a,b)| =0
q=1

For convenience in the notation we denote by A the random variable representing
the number of molecules of species A at equilibrium, and its probability distribution
is denoted by P4. Similarly, we denote by B the random variable representing the
number of molecules of species B at equilibrium. It should also be noted that

(2.5) A~ P(F/v4)

i.e. random variable A has a Poisson distribution with expected value F'/y4 which is
a known result that follows from the fact that F' and 4 are constant, see [36].

Remark 2.2. We would like to note that when random variable @ has a finite sup-
port and E[R(A)] is finite, the validity of Assumption 2.1 follows from the ergodicity
results in [3]. In particular, system (2.2) belongs in this case in the class of reactions
for which the [3, Theorem 6.1] holds, and Assumption 2.1 follows from this ergodicity
result.

We also assume that random variables B and () have finite first and second
moments as stated below.

Assumption 2.3. The first and second moments of random variables B and () are
finite, i.e. E[B?] < oo, E[Q?] < oo which implies also E[B] < oo, E[Q] < co. We also
assume lim, o a_po b*P(a,b) < co which is implied by E[AB?] < cc.

3. Results. Before we present our results, we define the following quantities:

DEFINITION 3.1. Let A be a random variable with Poisson distribution as specified
in (2.5). The quantities o9 and o1 are defined as follows

Ep[AR(A)]

(3.1) o0 = Ep[R(A)], o1 = —00 + =
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The quantities defined above will be needed in the variance bound presented in
Proposition 3.2 and the analytical expression for the covariance in Proposition 3.4.
Their significance is also discussed in Remark 3.3 after Proposition 3.2 is stated.

It should be noted that the parameters oy, o1 are finite under the assumption
that the variance of B is bounded, as follows from the variance bound (3.2) in Propo-
sition 3.2. Also in Definition 3.1 Ep[-] is the expectation with respect to a Poisson
distribution with a known mean and can be computed to an arbitrarily high precision.

We would also like to note that no assumptions are imposed on function R(A)
apart from the fact that this takes values in R> and leads to a random variable B in
(2.1), (2.4) with finite first two moments.

We now give our main result which is an expression that provides a lower bound
on the variance of B.

PROPOSITION 3.2. Consider the system in (2.4) with Assumption 2.8 satisfied.
Then the following inequality holds

o0(va + v8)(E[Q?] + E[Q]) + 072(E[Q])*Ep[A]
2vg(vB + 74)

(3.2) var(B) >

where oy and o1 are given in Definition 3.1.
Proof. See Section 4.1. a

Remark 3.3. It is shown in the derivation of Proposition 3.2 that o9 and o7 in
(3.2) are the first two coefficients of an appropriate formulation of the Newton series
expansion of R(A). In particular, R(A) = > 7, 0,¢n(A) where the functions v, (A),
defined in Proposition 4.1, are a variant of the Poisson-Charlier polynomials [26].

Remark 3.4. As follows from Proposition 3.2, o¢ and o1, i.e. the first two coeffi-
cients in the Newton series expansion of R(A) lead to a lower bound for the variance
of B, as this is quantified in the Proposition. This is in contrast to LNA approaches
whereby R(A) is approximated with the first two terms of its Taylor series expansion.
The latter leads only to an approximate expression for the variance that is not a
bound. Furthermore, numerical computations illustrate that the bound in Proposi-
tion 3.2 is also very close to the actual variance even when R(A) is highly nonlinear, a
regime where LNA approaches can be very inaccurate. Such examples will be provided
in Section 5.

Remark 3.5. If R(A) is a linear function then equation (3.2) holds with equality.
This is stated in Proposition 3.6 below.

PROPOSITION 3.6. Consider the system in (2.4) with Assumption 2.8 satisfied.
If R(A) = R.A, were R, € Ry is a constant, then the bound for the variance in
Proposition 3.2 holds with equality and is given by

_ REp[A](va +75)(E[Q?] + E[Q]) + RZEp[A]2(E[Q])*

(33)  war(B) 2v(v4 +7B)

Proof. See Section 4.3. a

Remark 3.7. The fact that the bound in (3.2) is equal in this case to the expression
in (3.3) can be shown by explicitly computing oy and o1 in Definition 3.1 and using
them in (3.2) with R(A) = R.A. The equality of this expression with the variance
of B is obtained by deriving an exact expression for the variance analytically using
LNA approaches, see e.g. [36] and [20].
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Finally, we give a result on the covariance of A and B.

PROPOSITION 3.8. Consider the system in (2.4) with Assumption 2.8 satisfied.
Then cov(A, B) = cov(B, A) satisfies

Ep[A

(3.4) cov(A, B) = E[Q]LP[]
YA + B
where o1 is given in (3.1).

Proof. See Section 4.4. a

Remark 3.9. Note that Proposition 3.8 holds with equality also when R(A) is
nonlinear.

Remark 3.10. An immediate consequence of Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 3.2
is a bound for the correlation coefficient pap € [—1,1] of A and B as stated below

B cov(A, B)
pap var(A)y/var(B)
(3.5) . E[QIEp[A]o:
- o E[Q?]+E o22(E[Q])2E»[A
('7A+'YB) EP[A]\/ 2(ratye) [%,Y];_(,Y[f_],_);)l ClaD"Er ]

The results stated above have a number of useful properties relative to other
more conventional approaches for quantifying the variance by means of analytical
expressions involving the reaction rates. As mentioned in Section 1, Proposition 3.2
provides a bound for the variance when the transition rate R(a) is nonlinear whereas
existing methods like LNA approaches give only approximate values. As will be shown
in Section 5 the variance calculation through the LNA is not as close to the variance
of B as is the bound provided in Proposition 3.2. This is especially important in
the case of highly nonlinear propensity functions where LNAs become less accurate.
Furthermore, the numerical investigation in Section 5 demonstrates that the bound
maintains its accuracy despite the presence of bursts.

The methodology used to derive these results is also of independent interest, based
on the use of the Newton series expansion and an appropriate exploitation of spectral
properties of the master equation.

4. Proofs. In this section we provide the proofs of the results presented in the
previous section. To facilitate readability, we give an overview first of the correspond-
ing derivations. The detailed derivations are given in the subsections that follow.

Overview of proof of Proposition 3.2. The proof is provided in Section 4.1 and
makes use of an intermediate result derived in Section 4.2 and auxiliary algebraic
results derived in Section 4.5.

In particular, the proof starts by defining the Probability Generating Functions
To(z) and M(z) in (4.1) associated with P(a,b) and Pg(q), respectively; we then
express the first two moments of B as a function of those and their derivatives T (1)
and M'(1).

We then derive an expression for T.(1) in terms of the eigenfunctions v, and
the corresponding eigenvalues of the considered CME. We show that T (1) can be
expressed by means of a reformulation of the Newton series expansion of R(A) on a
basis provided by the eigenfunctions v,,. This therefore yields a connection between
the variance of B and the Newton series expansion of R(A).
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We then proceed to show that the resulting expression for the variance of B in
terms of T, (1) is the sum of non-negative terms involving the coefficients o, appearing
in the Newton series expansion of R(A). By retaining the first two terms we deduce
a bound for var(B) in terms of oy and o7, as stated in Proposition 3.2.

Overview of proof of Proposition 3.6. The proof is provided in Section 4.3. We
derive first an expression for the bound in (3.2) when the R(A) is a linear function
by substituting in (3.2) the form of R(A) under consideration. We then make use
of known results for the moments of the CME when the rates are linear to derive
an expression for the actual variance of B. The latter coincides with the expression
for the variance bound previously derived, thus showing that the variance bound in
Proposition 3.2 is exact in this case.

Overview of proof of Proposition 3.8. The proof is provided in Section 4.4. We
show that cov(A4, B) can also be represented as a function of the quantity 77 (1) that
was used in the proof of Proposition 3.2. By making use of results derived in the
proof of Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3 we express the considered quantity as a
function of the coefficient oy.

In Section 4.5 we state and prove two auxiliary results that are used in the
derivations and lead also to the quantities introduced in Definition 3.1. We first pres-
ent Proposition 4.2 an intermediate result on the moments of ¥, (a). In Proposition
4.3, we use Proposition 4.2 to show that the coefficients o,, can be expressed as an
expectation with respect to a Poisson distribution.

4.1. Proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 8.2. Consider the probability generating functions defined
below, associated with B and @, respectively

oo o0

(4.1) To(2)=Y_ 2"P(a,b), M(z):=Y  2'Pq(q)
b=

(=)

q=0

with dom(7,) = dom(M)C{z € R> | |z] < 1}. We consider (2.4) and under the
transformations in (4.1) we deduce the following equation

valla + D)Ta1(2) = aTo(2)] + FTa-1(2) — Ta(2)]

(4.2) +75(1 — 2)T(2) + R(a)(M(z) — 1)Ta(z) = 0

Note that by setting z = 1 we have T,(1) = P4(a), where A in the considered case
has a Poisson distribution (see [36]) as discussed in the main text. Secondly, we can
deduce moments of B given that A = a by differentiating (4.2) with respect to z and
setting z = 1. In particular, we have

(4.3) T/(1) = i bP(a,b), T'(1 i b(b — 1)P(a, b)
b=0 b=0

Hence by differentiating (4.2) with respect to z and then setting z = 1 we obtain the
following equation involving the first moment

valla+ 1T, (1) = aTy ()] + FT; (1) = T,(1)]

(4.4) —BT4(1) + R(a)(M'(1)T,(1)) = 0
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where M'(1) = E[Q].
For the second moment we have
valla+ DT (1) = aTy (D] + FIT;_ (1) = T, (1)]
— 2T/ (1) + R(a)(M"(1)T,(1) + 2M'(1)T5(1)) =0
where M" (1) = E[Q?] — E[Q].

By summing (4.4) over all a and using the property lim, o0 a >y bP(a, b) < 0o
which follows from Assumption 2.3, we get

(4.6) Y L) =
a=0

Note that the left hand side of (4.6) is the expectation of B and the right hand side
is a scaled version (by a factor of M’(1)/vp) of the expectation of R(A) with respect
to the known distribution of A since T, (1) = P4(a). Hence (4.6) can be written as

E[Q]
B

(4.5)

oo

(4.7) E[B] = —Ep[R(A)]

For the second moment of B we proceed analogously with the first moment by sum-
ming (4.5) over all a and using the property lim,— a po, b?P(a,b) < oo, which
follows from Assumption 2.3, and obtain

(4.8) ZT” =a (M” ZR 1) +2M'( )ZR(a)T;a))
a=0
From (4.3) and (4.8) we obtain

(4.9) E[B?] - E[B] = 5— (M"(1)Ep[R(A)] + 2M'(1)E[BR(A)])

27
where for the last term on the right hand side of (4.8) we have applied the definition
of T!(1) in (4.3).

We now seek in the remainder of the proof to derive an expression for the last
term in (4.9).
Consider the following representation of 7/ (1)

(4.10) T!(1) =

We seek to determine a representation of the function G(a) (4.10) in terms of the
known probability distribution of A and the moments of Q. We substitute (4.10) into
(4.4) and obtain

(4.11) jj; [(a + D)Tur1(1)Gla + 1) — aT,(1)G(a)]

+ L ()G - 1) - Tu(1)G(a)]
B

— G(a)Ta(1) + M'(1)R(a)Ta(1) = 0
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Note that from the definition of the Poisson distribution we have

F avya

mTa(l)v Ta—l(l) = —Ta(l)

(4.12) Tay1(1) = i

By rearranging (4.11) and using (4.12) leads to
(4.13) T.(DH[(S —1)G(a) + M'(1)R(a)] =0
where S, defined in (4.14), is an operator acting upon G(a) and is given by

(4.14) S = v5 (yaaA_1 + FAy) = %(m,l +Ep|A]A;)

By making use of (4.13) we find that G(a) satisfies
(4.15) (I—-S)G(a) = M'(1)R(a)

where I is the identity operator.

We now seek to exploit spectral properties of S in order to derive an expression
for G(a) and hence of T).(1). In particular we will derive an expression for G(a) in
terms of the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of operator S. We derive those below,
following the approach in [29].

Let us note that Aj[(a)r] = k(a)g—1 and aA_1[(a)r] = —k(a)r and hence we can
write S[(a)g] as

(4.16) Sl(a)x] = —m[(a)k — Ep[A](a)x—1]

To facilitate the analysis of (4.16) we introduce an operator F that is acting
on polynomials in variable a, with real coeflicients, with a taking values in Z>. In
particular, operator F is defined as follows. For a monomial a*, a,k € Z> we have
Fla*] = (a)s. Furthermore, F is defined to be linear, i.e. Fla¥ 4+a%?] = (a1), 4 (a2)k,,
F[Aak] = Aa)g, X € R.

We can hence rewrite (4.16) as

(4.17) S[Fla*]) = — 222 F(*1 (0 — Ep[4))
B
which can also be written as
_ AR |k -
(1.18) SIFle¥]) = ~ 24 | 7 o¥lfa — Bpl))

We now apply the composition of operator S with operator F to (a — Ep[A])* which
yields

(419)  SFla - EplA)¥]) = - 227 | (o - Bpla)¥l(a - Epla))

By observing that di[(a —Ep[A)])*] = k(a — Ep[A])*~! we have
a

(4.20) S[F((@ — Ep[A)"]) = k- F [(@ — Ep[4))']
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We now use the binomial expansion to rewrite the eigenfunctions and corresponding
eigenvalues, which take the form

4.21 Ap = —Nn—
( ) B

(1.22) bul) =3 (1) CELAD @

Using the expressions derived for the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of S we now
proceed to derive an expression for G(a). In particular, by noting the decomposition of
R(a) in terms of the eigenfunctions ¥, given in Proposition 4.1 (stated in Section 4.2)
we make the following ansatz on G(a)

(4.23) Ga) = M'(1) Y oul(n)thn(a)
n=0

where ((n) is a function to be determined and o,, are as defined in Proposition 4.1.
By substituting (4.23) in (4.15) we obtain

(4.24) M)y o, <1 + nz—A> C(n)n(a) = M'(1)R(a)
B
n=0
Noting the series expansion of R(a) in Proposition 4.1 with » = Ep[A] we deduce that
B
4.25 n)=———
(4.25) Gl = 12—

Therefore from (4.10), (4.23), (4.25) we deduce the following expression for T (1)

(4.26) T)(1) = Wy s, Pn(a)

0 n'VA‘f"YB

We now make use of the series expansion of 77 (1) in (4.26) to compute the mo-
ments of B.
We evaluate first the unknown term in the right hand side of (4.9). In particular, by
noting that E[BR(A)] = >>° ; R(a)T,(1) and from the expression of T, (1) in (4.26)

we have

E[BR(A

Z Tn U (a)Ty(1)

= o 7WA+WB

0 m=0 n'VA'f"YB

(4.27)
E[Q)

B

where M’(1) = E[Q] and in the second step we have used the results of Proposition 4.1.
We now evaluate the expectation in (4.27) as follows

ZZ OO +nﬂ’

=0n=0

Z 2 ven! (Ep[A])™

4.28 E
( ) P nya + B




VARIANCE BOUNDS FOR BIOCHEMICAL PROCESSES 11

where the equality holds given the results of Proposition 4.2 (stated in Section 4.5).
Hence we can now write the following expression for E[BR(A)]

pn!(Ep[A])"
nyA + B

(4.29) E[BR(A i 27

We finally express var(B) as in (4.30) by making use of (4.7), (4.9), and (4.29)

(430) var(B) = 5 [(B[Q"] ~ EIQDERIR(4)] + Z )]

+

EP[R(A)]E[Q] ~ (EP[R(A)]E[Q]>2
B B

It should be noted that from Proposition 4.2 we have Ep[t,(A)] = 0,0 and hence by
computing the expectation with respect to the Poisson distribution on both sides of
(4.34) we have that Ep[R(A)] = 0. By substituting o¢ in (4.30) and through some
manipulation we obtain

(4.31) var(B) = %LB (E[Q?] — E[Q])o0 + Z VBUWZ; EZ;DH} + E’y[g] o0

n=1

Since all terms in the summation in (4.31) are positive, using only the first term we
obtain

(74 +78)00(E[Q?] + E[Q]) + 2(E[Q])* 0 Ep[A]

(4.32) var(B) > 2v(vB +74)

4.2. Expansion of R(A).

PROPOSITION 4.1. Consider a function R(A), R :Z> — Rx> and the function

n

(4.89 5a) =3 ()

k=0

where r € Rs.. Then the following equality holds

n=0
where
On = - k Allc[R](A) ,r,k—n
(4.35) "= ;; (n> S

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We consider the Newton series expansion of the function

R(A)

(4.36) R(A) = iﬂk(A)kv P AF[R](A)

A=0
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It should be noted that the Newton series in (4.36) exists for all integer numbers
A € Z> for any function R : Z> — R, see [13, Ch. VII, p.358/360], [18], [35].

We now make use of the fact that the falling factorial can be expressed in terms of
the functions ,,(A4). In particular, the following relation holds which can be verified
by substituting 1, (A) in the right hand side of (4.37).

k
(4.37) (A=Y (S) TR, (A)
n=0

Substituting (4.37) into (4.36) yields

R(A) = onthn(A)
(4.38) =0 O

o3 () Al

k=n

4.3. Proof of Proposition 3.6.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. When R(A) = R.A the series (4.34), has ¢, = 0,Vn >
2. From (4.35) and (4.33), by setting r = Ep[A], we compute ¢, o1 and 9o(A), 11 (A4)
as follows

gy = RCEP [A]
g1 = Rc
) do(4) =1
1(A) = A~ Ep[4]

By substituting the expressions above in the right-hand side (RHS) of (3.2) we obtain
the RHS of (3.3).

The covariance matrix of the vector of random variables [A, B]T for a linear
R(A) = R A satisfies at steady state a Lyapunov equation [36] of the form (4.40)

(4.40) PY+¥YPT + D=0

The precise definition of matrices P, D can be found in! [36] and [20]. In particular,
for the case under consideration the matrices P and D are defined as follows

EQ|R. —vB|’ 0 E[Q* R:Ep[A] + vpE|[B]
and it follows that the solution to (4.40) is
Ep[A E[Q] ZLErlA]
(4.42) y= Z[E] [A]  ReEplA]R 2<E[c£16>22]f<*‘+13)><m[ ) +E[Q))]
[Q] Ep Ep c YA+YB Q Q
(va+vB) 2vB(va+7B)

The element 22)2 _ REp [A][Rc2(]E[éQ’11):(':i’Yf’;;V)B)(E[Q2]+E[Q])]

proves the statement in Proposition 4.3. ad

is the variance of B which

INote that while bursts are not explicitly taken into account in these works they may be easily
incorporated.
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4.4. Proof of Proposition 3.8.

Proof of Proposition 3.8. We use first an first an expression for E[AB] involving
T/ (1) derived in Section 4.1 and write this by means of Ep[-], where P is the Poisson
distribution in (2.5). In particular, note that E[AB] =3 _°° ;aT.(1). Hence from the
expression of T/ (1) in (4.26) we have

(4.43) E[AB] = A Z On————1hy (A)

=0 n'VA'f"YB

By noting that A = Ep[A]o(A) + ¢1(A4) we have

e AZ n'VA‘i"YB vald)| =
4.44 N VB
0 =3 o [ERAER(An (4] + 2 Bl (4 (4]

B
=ooEp[A] + 01 ————FEp[A
0o P[ ] 0'1%4_‘_73 P[ ]

where the last step follows from Proposition 4.2 (stated in Section 4.5). From the
definition of covariance we have

cov(A, B) = E[AB] — E[A]|E[B]

E[Q] B
= ——|ooEp[A] + 01— Ep[A] — Ep[A|Ep[R(A
(4.45) B ooEp[A] 017A+73 P[A] P[AJEp[R(A)]
S
B+ 74
where the last equality follows from the relation oy = Ep[R(A)]. O

4.5. Properties of ¢, and o0,,. The proof of the following proposition is based
on ideas in [25].

PROPOSITION 4.2. Consider function 1, (A) as in Proposition 4.1 with
r = Ep[A], where A is a random variable with Poisson distribution P. Then the
following equalities hold

(4.46) Epln(A)] = 60, Ep[tn(A)n (4)] = nl(Ep[A]) "8

Proof of Proposition 4.2. The first equality can be derived from the definition of
¥n(A) in Proposition 4.1 with r = Ep[A], and the fact that for a random variable
that has a Poisson distribution it holds that Ep[(A)x] = (Ep[A])*. By taking the
expectation on both sides of (4.33) with respect to the Poisson distribution one obtains

(4.47) Ep[vn(A)] = 0n0

In order to prove the second equality we make use of the Chu-Vandermonde identity
[29]

(1.48) A=Y ()@
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For any m’ € Z> with x = A —m/ and y = m’ equation (4.48) yields
(4.49) =0

where the second equation is obtained from the fact that (m), = n! (7:) Multiplying
by (A),, we obtain

(A (A = Sl () () At = )
(4.50) =0

S0 i

where we have made use that for falling factorials (A);4+,; = (A);(A — ), [16]. Taking
expectations on both sides of (4.50) leads to the following equality

£ () (i

Another expression for the left-hand side of (4.51) can be obtained by plugging the
expression of the falling factorial from (4.37) in both (A),, and (A),/, with r = Ep[A4].
This leads to the following equality

(4.51) Ep[(4)

(452) Ep[(A) =S Z( ) () @t - Bl (A ()

n=0n'=

By equating (4.52) and (4.51) and by expanding the summations we obtain

(4.53) Ep [ (A) (A)] = nl(Ep[A])" 6,0 0

We now give the following result that provides an interpretation of the coefficients
o, in (4.35) as expectations with respect to a Poisson distribution. The expressions
for 0g, 01 in Definition 3.1 are an immediate consequence of the following Proposition.

PROPOSITION 4.3. Consider function R(.), coefficients o, and functions 1, (.)
as in Proposition 4.1 with r = Ep[A], where A is a random variable with Poisson
distribution P. Then the following relation holds

Ep[¢n(A)R(A)]

(459 = (B A]

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Consider the expansion in (4.34), and let us multiply
both sides by v, (A) yielding

(4.55) Yn(A)R(A) = Y o, (A)ibn(A)
n’=0
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We now take expectations with respect to the Poisson distribution on both sides

(456) Ep[n(A z oL Ep [, () (4)]

Using Proposition 4.5 it follows that
(4.57) Ep[tn(A)R(A)] = oun!(Ep [A])"
and from the previous relation we obtain

Ep[¢n(A)R(A)]

(4.58) = (B A]

|

5. Numerical examples. We evaluate the conservativeness of the bound for
the variance given in (3.2) by numerically computing how close this is to the actual
variance. We make use of the Stochastic Simulation Algorithm software GillesPy2
available in [1].

We select as function R(A) a Hill function that is commonly found in several
biological processes

(a/Ag)""
1+ (G/Ao)nh ’

In Fig. 1 we compute var(B), the bound in (3.2), and the LNA for (2.4) for the
considered R(a) with np, =9 and Ap = 100 and F' = 1. We consider four different
distributions for @) corresponding to the binomial and uniform distributions and trun-
cated and shifted versions of Poisson and geometric burst distributions [2] as defined
below. In particular, we consider @ to take values in the set M = {1,...,my} C Zs
and the following probability mass function is used as an approximate Poisson distri-
bution for ) with parameter A € Ry

(51) R(CL) = np € R>,A0 S R>

NIl
A=
(5.2) Pqlq) = %NQ eM
k=1 (k—1)!
We also consider the following truncated version of the geometric distribution G(p)
with parameter p

p(1—p)!
S =P

It should be noted that the Hill function (5.1) is bounded yielding that E[R(A)]
is finite, and also the considered burst distributions have finite support. Hence Re-
mark 2.2 applies and Assumption 2.1 holds.

The diagrams show that (3.2) is not conservative regardless of @ and it is very
close to var(B) for a large range of values of var(A) = Ep[A]. The figures display also
a comparison of the bound with the variance of B computed through the LNA of (2.4).
Note that the LNA and the bound in (3.2) are accurate when A is predominantly in
the linear regime of R(a), i.e. for high and low values of A.

The LNA performs however particularly poorly for Ep[A] = var(A) = Ag, i.e. A
is with high probability in the nonlinear regime of R(A). The differences are due to

(5.3) Pq(q) = Vge M
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a Q ~U{1,16} b Q ~ G(0.5)
-10%
2 — —

1,000

q

5

g 500
0

| |
50 100 150 200 50 100 150 200

Ep[A] = var(A) Ep[A] = var(A)

Fig. 1: Numerical simulation showing the bound obtained from (3.2) and the com-
puted variance of B for varying Ep[A] = F/y4 with F = 1,5 = 1072 and for differ-
ent distributions of @ (P(X), G(p) refer to the distributions in (5.2), (5.3) respectively
with my > 20). R(a) is a Hill function with parameters n, = 9 and 49 = 100. (—)
displays the bound computed from (3.2) and (---) displays the variance obtained
from numerical simulations of (2.4). The variance computed through a LNA of sys-
tem (2.4) is displayed as (-----)

the effect of the coefficients oy and o7 of the reformulated Newton Expansion which
account more precisely for the highly nonlinear regimes of R(A). The left hand side
of Fig. 2 shows the relative error, expressed as a percentage, between the variance
of B and the bound corresponding to different values of Ep[A] (obtained by varying
v4) and yp when @ has the distribution in (5.3) with p = 0.5. The right hand
side of Fig.2 displays the relative error between the variance of B and the variance
obtained through LNA. We find that the bound is still not conservative and performs
consistently better than variance obtained through LNA for different values of v4
and vp.
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Fig. 2: The left hand side of the figure shows the relative error between the variance
of B, obtained through a numerical simulation, and the bound in Proposition 3.2.
The right hand side displays the relative error between the variance of B, and the
LNA. R(a) is set to be a Hill function with parameters n, = 9 and Ay = 100, and
F = 1. The considered burst distribution is (5.3) with p = 0.5.

6. Conclusions. We have derived an analytical expression that provides a hard
bound for the variance in the molecule numbers of a species formed with bursts, with
a nonlinear rate that depends on another spontaneously formed species. The bound
follows from a discrete expansion based on the Newton series, and exploits spectral
properties of the master equation. We have also shown that the bound holds with
equality if the propensity functions are linear. The accuracy of the bound has been
investigated with numerical simulations which demonstrate that this is very close to
the actual variance also when the rate of formation of the species is highly nonlin-
ear, and despite the presence of bursts. We have also shown that the Newton series
expansion allows to obtain an exact analytical expression for the covariance of the
species under consideration. Directions for future work include an investigation of
whether the results in the paper can be extended to more broad classes of reactions,
where the Newton series expansion is used as an alternative to Linear noise approxi-
mations (which are based on Taylor series expansions), for generating more accurate
approximate expressions for the variance.
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