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Shape, size and robustness:
feasible regions in the parameter space of biochemical networks

Madalena Chaves; Eduardo D. Sontagfand Anirvan M. Sengupta?

Abstract

The concept of robustness of regulatory networks has been closely related to the nature of the in-
teractions among genes, and the capability of pattern maintenance or reproducibility. Defining this ro-
bustness property is a challenging task, but mathematical models have often associated it to the volume
of the space of admissible parameters. Not only the volume of the space but also its topology and ge-
ometry contain information on essential aspects of the network, including feasible pathways, switching
between two parallel pathways or distinct/disconnected active regions of parameters. A general method
is presented here to characterize the space of admissible parameters, by writing it as a semi-algebraic set,
and then theoretically analyzing its topology and geometry, as well as volume. This method provides a
more objective and complete measure of the robustness of a developmental module. As an illustration,
the segment polarity gene network is analyzed.

1 Introduction

For biological networks, the concept of robustness often expresses the idea that the system’s regulatory
functions should operate correctly under a variety of situations. The network should respond appropriately
to various stimulii and recognize meaningful ones (either harmful or favorable), but it should also ignore
small (not meaningful) variations in the environment as well as inescapable fluctuations in the abundances of
biomolecules involved in the network [ 2, [3]]. One might even speculate that if the networks malfunctions
easily as a result of mutations then it has low chance of being selected by evolution. In that case one might
expect a certain degree of mutational robustness [3! 4]].

While it is difficult to define this robustness property in a precise form, it has been associated to the space
of admissible kinetic parameters, its volume [3]], and the effect of paramater perturbations on the qualitative
behavior of the system [} [2]. Some methods for parameter sensitivity have been developed [5} 6], based
essentially on derivatives of variables or fluxes with respect to the system’s parameters. The volume of
the parameter space can be used as an indication of “how many” parameter combinations are possible, and
these are related to the ability of the network to work under a variety of situations. For instance, parameters
may range through different orders of magnitude, representing very different environments. However, size
is often not a reliable measure for robustness; other quantities, such as shape, play a much more important
role, as illustrated in Fig. [I] Analysis of the shape or geometry of the admissible parameter set gives an
indication not only of its size, but also how far perturbations around each parameter disrupt the network.
A robust biological network will admit small fluctuations in its parameters without changing its qualitative
behavior. So, a robust network will be associated to a system whose parameter set has few “narrow pieces”
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Figure 1: The role of geometry and topology in robustness. Regions (a) and (b) have the same volume,
but (b) is less robust: the same perturbation leads out of the space. Regions (c) and (d) also have the same
volume, but (d) is not a simply connected set, hence less robust.

and “sharp corners”. In such sets, reasonable parameter fluctuations may occur without leaving the set,
hence maintaining the network’s qualitative behavior (compare Fig. [I| (a) and (b)). We can formalize a
measure of robustness that is related to having low rate of exit from the region under random walk [4]. The
rate of first exit is intrinsically connected to the geometry of the region and is particularly sensitive to narrow
directions and not just the overall volume.

To illustrate the importance of parameter space geometry, and the insight it brings to understanding the
network, the model of the segment polarity network developed by von Dassow and collaborators [3] will be
analyzed. The segment polarity network is part of a cascade of gene families responsible for generating the
segmentation of the fruit fly embryo [[7]. Genes in earlier stages are transiently expressed, but the segment
polarity genes maintain a stable pattern for about three hours. It has been suggested that the segment polarity
genes constitute a robust developmental module, capable of autonomously reproducing the same behavior or
generating the same gene expression pattern, in response to transient inputs [3, 8, [9]. This robustness would
be due to the nature of interactions among genes, rather than the kinetic parameters of the reactions. The
model [3] describes the interactions among the principal segment polarity genes, is continuous, and involves
cell-to-cell communications and around 50 parameters which are essentially unknown. The authors of [3]
explored the model by randomly choosing 240,000 parameter sets out of which about 1,192 (or 0.5%) sets
were consistent with the generation (at steady state) of the wild type pattern. To explore the robustness of the
network as a property of its interactions, Albert and Othmer [9]] developed a Boolean model of the segment
polarity network, a discrete logical model where each species has only two states (0 or 1; “OFF” or “ON”),
but no kinetic parameters need to be defined. This Boolean model is amenable to various methods for
systematic robustness analysis [[10, [11} [12]]. Ingolia [8]] focused on the properties of the (slightly changed)
model [3] in individual cells, such as bistability, and extrapolated necessary conditions on parameters to the
full intercellular model.

We propose a different approach, that retains the information contained on the kinetic parameters but
reduces the model to a logical form with various possible ON levels and species-dependent activation param-
eters. The admissible set of parameters of the model [3] is analyzed by constructing a cylindrical algebraic
decomposition. Among other conclusions, our analysis completely explains the two “missing links” in von
Dassow et. al. original model, namely: why the segment polarity pattern can not be recovered without the
negative regulation of engrailed by Cubitus repressor protein, and why the autocatalytic wingless activation
pathway vastly increases the network robustness. The present approach shows that, in contrast to volume
only estimates, the topology and geometry of this set provide reliable quantitative measures of robustness of
a system.



2 Steady states define the feasible parameter space

Previous studies [3 18] have tested the parameter space by randomly choosing sets of parameters and simu-
lating the continuous model. If the corresponding trajectory reaches a steady state, and if this steady state is
compatible with the experimentally observed wild type gene pattern, then the given set of parameters is said
to be a “solution” to the modeling problem.

A more efficient and complete study of the parameter space can be devised, by first solving the algebraic
equations of the model at steady state, and writing the steady state solutions as a function of the parameters.
On the other hand, the steady state solutions are known — the set of elements representing the wild type
pattern is denoted by WV — so, one can then look for parameters that yield this pattern. Since many sets of
parameters may be expected to yield the wild type pattern, this procedure provides a family of conditions
defining regions of “good”or feasible parameters “p” for wild-type steady states x € W.

The von Dassow et. al. model Before proceeding, recall that the model (Appendix describes the
concentrations of various mRNAs and proteins in a four cell parasegment of the fly embryo, subject to
periodic boundary conditions (see also Fig. 2). Here, each cell is assumed to have a square shape, with
four faces (see Appendix [E). We next very briefly recall the species involved. There are nine species with
homogeneous concentration throughout each cell: engrailed mRNA and protein (en and EN), wingless
mRNA and (internal) protein (wg and IWG), patched mRNA (pfc), cubitus mRNA, active and repressor
proteins (ci, CI, and CN), and hedgehog mRNA (h#). Each of these species has a distinct concentration in
each cell (X;, ¢ = 1,...,4). In addition, there are three other species whose concentration varies in each
of the four cell faces: external wingless protein (EWG), patched protein (PTC) and hedgehog protein (HH).
For each of these species, the concentration in cell ¢ at face j is denoted X; ;,7 = 1,...,4,j = 1,...,4.
Thus, overall there are: n = 9 x 4+ 3 x 4 x 4 = 84 variables. Throughout the paper, the following notation
will be used (prime denotes transpose):

X = (X1, Xo, X3, X4)', for X € {en,EN,wg,IWG, ptc, ci,CI,CN, hh}.
and
X =(X11,X12,X13, X14,X21,...,X44), for X € {EWG, PTC,HH}.
The total vector of concentrations is:

x = (en',EN' wg',IWG',EWG’, ptc’, PTC', ¢i’, CI', CN’, hi' ,HH').

Set of feasible parameters In general, the problem can be formulated mathematically by writing a set
of equations dependent on the vector of species concentrations (x € R%) and the parameter vector (p €
RZ ), together with a set of outputs (y € R, the available gene expression levels). Introduce functions
fiRZ,xRL, — R%and h : RZ, — Y C R?, where R>g = {x € R : 2; > 0, for all i}, and consider

the system with outputs

dx
Py f(z,p) (D

y = h(z) 2
where the function h(z) could be, for instance, a vector listing the concentration of wingless, engrailed,
hedgehog and cubitus, four of the segment polarity mRNAs which have been experimentally measured. Or,

in other words, y is “the phenotype corresponding to the genotype x”. The wild-type gene expression output
set can be defined as:

YW={yel: y=h(x), zeW}



The problem of characterizing the sets of feasible parameters is then reduced to finding all possible param-
eter vectors p which lead the system to have an output in ™7, at steady state. This will be the set of “good”
parameters:

G={peRyy: Jzst f(x,p)=0and h(zx) € V" }. 3)

Large Hill coefficients A straightforward approach would be to solve the original system at steady state,
obtain expressions for € W in terms of p, and compare these expressions to the outputs in Y*":

flx,p)=0 < z=F(p) and F(p) e W& peQG.

A possible drawback of this method is that explicit solutions z = F'(p) for the original system and then
explicit formulas for G may not be easy to compute. On the other hand, many of the equations in the

model [3] involve terms of the form (see also Appendix [B):
XV

X = —

¢( ) K? V) ,{V + XV )

meaning that the function ¢ is active (ON), if species X is above a certain threshold . The exponent v,
also known as the Hill coefficient, characterizes the steepness of an OFF/ON transition. For large enough
exponents, this saturation function becomes very steep, and ¢ becomes practically insensitive to the actual
value of v. As found in [13], coefficients ~ must indeed be quite large for the network to achieve robustness:
namely in the interval [5.0,10.0]. This is also the basis of the typical on/off logical interpretation of gene
expression. Any such term ¢(X, r, v), for large v, may thus be replaced by a step function with two levels
(Oorl1):

0, X<k
Q(X_ﬁ):{ 1, X >«k.

Thus, when v is large:

lim ¢(X,k,v)=0(X —k), lim Y(X,kv)=1-0(X—k)=0(k—X). 4)

V—00 V—00

A composite function of ¢ and v also frequently appears in the continuous equations (Appendix [B)):

O(Xa¥(Xokp, Vb), Kas Va)-
This function can be simplified in terms of step functions to:
0(Xa0(kp — Xp) — ka) = 0(Xoq — Kq)0(Kp — Xp)
since

Xp > Kkp = Q(Iib — Xb) =0= H(Xae(lib — Xb) — /ia) = 6(—/@1) =0,
Xp < kp = H(Iib — Xb) =1= H(Xae(lib — Xb) — /ia) = H(Xa — Iia>.

As an example, consider the equation governing engrailed from the original model which can be found
in [3, [13] (or in Appendix [B). In this model the concentration of engrailed in cell i (en;), is positively
regulated by external Wingless protein (EWG;) and negatively regulated by Cubitus repressor protein (CN;)
concentrations (further notation is found in Appendix [A]):

den; 1
d H,

(¢(EWG1w(CN’L7 ’%CNen? VCNen)? ’%WGen? VWGm) - eni) .



For large exponents v, this simplifies to the equation:

den; 1
el o (0(BEWG; — Kwgen)0(Kenen — CN;) — en;) .

To analyticaly study the space of feasible parameters for the segment polarity network model [3], we will
thus consider that all exponents v are large, and apply method () to simplify the original system of equa-
tions. The von Dassow et. al. model is then characterized by equations (3I)-#2)) (Appendix [C). The pa-
rameters are as in [3]], except 7; and U;, which represent the maximal values of ptc and ci (respectively),
in each cell. These take values in the interval [0, 1] and generalize the possible ON values of ptc and ci (to
be discussed later). In addition, as discussed, the system is assumed to be at steady state, in which case the
gene expression pattern must satisfy:

en; — G(EWGQ - K/Wng)e(K/CNen - CNZ)

Applying () and then solving the system at steady state yields the set of algebraic equations (#3))-(54), which
characterize the gene expression pattern of the segment polarity network according to the von Dassow et.
al. model.

Maximal (ON) expression levels While some of the species have a normalized maximal expression level
(to 1), such as en or hh, other species may be more generally allowed to have any positive value (namely,
ptc and ci). These maximal expression levels are also treated as parameters. When using to simplify
the patched equation (24) to (36), we have generalized the equation and added distinct maximal levels
of expression in each cell, given by 7; (+ = 1,...,4). This allows a more accurate representation of
experimental data, which shows that patched is strongly expressed in every second and fourth cells, weakly
expressed in every first cell, and not expressed in every third cell (see [13] for more discussion). Thus we will
consider T7 < Ty = Ty:

prcYh 54 = (T, 12,0, T3)'. 5)

A similar generalization was made to deal with the activation of cubitus interruptus. In von Dassow et.
al. model, this is due to some external parameters B; (not governed by a dynamical equation), with a
corresponding activity threshold xp,;. However, for more generality, and to allow distinct maximal levels
of expression in each cell, we have replaced each of the terms 6(B; — Kg,) in by a parameter U,
i =1,...,4 (50). Furthermore, in characterizing the set of feasible parameters, it will become clear that
allowing distinct U; enlarges the space of possible parameters, by introducing the four regions G¢; to Gc,y.
Thus the steady state values for the cubitus mRNA are:

Ci\ﬁg’?,,z; - (Ula U27 07 U4),' (6)

Asymmetry in cubitus expression (i.e., distinct values U;) could be due, for instance, to some of the pair
rule genes. Sloppy paired, or a combination of Runt and Factor X, regulate the transition from pair rule to
segment polarity genes expression, and induce asymmetric anterior/posterior parasegment expression [14]].

Finally, note that the maximal expression levels of wg are expressed in terms of the parameters oy, and
Qtwawg- From equation (#5), there are three possible combinations of the step functions, each leading to a
different value for wg,. These three possibilities are:

_ Oonyg w Oy + Qweng Wer — QG
- ) CILWG — ) WG — I
1 + OéClwg 1 + aCIwg + aWng 1 + OéWng

Wey

and each reflects a different pathway for wingless activation. Indeed, wingless can be activated by Cubitus
only (in which case the maximal amplitude is given by wc), by both Cubitus and Wingless (wei wg), or by
Wingless only (wwe)-



Outputs The next question concerns the choice of an appropriate output function. The gene expression
patterns for engrailed, wingless, hedgehog, cubitus, and patched are among the most well documented, so
we will consider the output function A : RZ, — R2}:

y=hiz) = | hp(a) | . )

At steady state, both en and hh are expressed in every third cell [15], which translates into
he(z) = (0,0,1,0), hyu(z) = (0,0,1,0), forx e W. ®)

Further experimental observations show that cubitus is expressed in all but the third cell [16], and patched
is strongly expressed in every second and fourth [15]], but more weakly expressed in every first cell. So:

ha(x) = (U, Uz,0,Us)’,  hye(x) = (Th,T2,0,T3)', forz e W. 9)
Finally, wingless (wg) is only expressed in every second cell [[15], to the left of en, that is:
h,(z) = (0,w,0,0)', forz e W. (10)
To summarize, in this example, the set of output values at steady state is:

{ 0 07 1>0 0 ’LU,0,0), (T17T2707T2)7 (U17U2>O> U4)1 (0507 170))/ :
w,Tl,TQ,Ul,UQ,U4 >0,T1 < TQ}. (11D

The first result to be noted is that there is a unique steady state x = z(p) € W for each set of parameters p:

Theorem 1. Let f be the function R%, x RL, — R™ given by (31] (.) (H) and h be the function R%, — Y
given by @) Define G as in (l) Then, there exists a function F' : G — R% such that, for each p € R%,
and each x € Rzo’

f(z,p) =0 and h(xz) € YV imply x = F(p).

Proof. Pick any p € G, and an z € RY satisfying f(z,p) = 0 and h(z) € Y"". The equations f(x,p) =0
can be simplified to yield @3)-(54). We must check that these equations are all consistent and admit only
one solution. Since all mRNASs en, wg, ptc, ci, and hh are provided by h(x), we must solve for the proteins,
and then substitute these back into the equations for the mRNAs, to check consistency.

The Engrailed protein is straigthforward: EN = en. We start by solving for EWG, with wg =
(0,w,0,0)" as given. First note that the matrix M is diagonally dominant, by adding up the entries in
any column:

— (Hyt + Teso + 701 +2r0ar) + 2r0as + 7ar + 4h = —Hyl — Tenso Hflllwc"” (12)
which is always a negative quantity. By GerSgorin’s Theorem, all eigenvalues of M are contained in the
disk centered at —d + h with radius 2rp5; + 73 + 3h, therefore all eigenvalues have negative real parts.
Thus, the matrix M is symmetric and negative definite, and since the right-hand-side vector in is also
non-positive, there is a unique solution

Texo

1
EWG=-—-—=°  A\1yp
4 1 + HIWGTexo Wg

6



which is real and positive, for each set of parameters p. Once we have EWG, we can immediately solve for
IWG from (6).

The solution for PTC and HH can also be exactly and uniquely computed from (#9) and (54), for any
output ptc = (T1,T»,0,T5)’ (this calculation is shown Appendix [F).

Finally, one can now straightforwardly and uniquely compute the values of CI and CN, from (51
and (52)), and the values of ¢i and PTC.

The last step is the substitution of EN, EWG, IWG, PTC, HH, CI and CN back into the equations for
the mRNAs @3), @3), (8), (50), and (53). But, since p € G, by definition we are guaranteed that these
equalities are indeed satisfied. |

Missing link: engrailed regulation by Cubitus repressor A second result from our model formulation
is the explanation of a “missing link” in a first version of the model proposed by von Dassow et. al. [3].
In this first version, engrailed was regulated only by EWG, and no feasible parameter sets were found.
Indeed, below (Theorem [2}) we prove that, for any set of parameters, the mechanism for wingless regulation
generates a strong symmetry in the steady state expression of external Wingless. This symmetry effectively
prevents any asymmetry arising in en due to EWG only.

Theorem 2. Let w > 0 and assume wg"" = (0,w,0,0)". Then, at steady state:
EWGZT < EWGVlVT = EWGgT < EWG”z"T. (13)
|

The proof is based on a sequence of algebraic calculations, and is shown in Appendix [El Now, consider
the steady state equation for engrailed, when no dependence on CN is assumed:

)

en;" = 0(EWG;" — Kwcen)
Compare to the output (8):
h.(z) = (0,0,1,0)".
Then, from the definition of 6, for consistency in our model it is necessary that:

EWG,\LVT < K;WGena fOI‘Z == 1, 27 4
EWG3" > Kween-

However, by (13), the inequalities for ¢ = 1,2 and ¢ = 3 are incompatible. This means that, due to the
symmetry in Wingless distribution, such a simple regulation of en can never lead to the segment polarity
pattern. Thus engrailed requires regulation by some other factor, in this case repression by the Cubitus
protein (CN), as in (43)). In order to obtain repression of en in the first and second cells, one can now ask:

CN‘:{VT > K/CNenv CN‘QVT > K/CNerz
EWGY" > d CNY”

3 RwWGen all N3 < KNen
EWGY" < Fwgen 0f CNY' > K

that is, CN is responsible for repression in both the first and second cells. This means that, at steady state,
CN must be expressed in both the first and second cells. This in turn requires the presence of Patched protein
in both the first and second cells. On the other hand, from Appendix [F| we know that a steady state = € WV
with h(z) € YV, implies ptc}" = PTC}", and also PTCY" = PTC}". This can be stated as:

Lemma 2.1. Consider system (1) and assume that, at steady state, the output set is Y*". Then ptc)" =
PTCY™ +# 0. If ptc®™ = (T}, Ty, 0, Tb)’ with Ty < T, then PTCY™ = T} and PTCY™ = PTC}" > 0. n



While patched expression is typically weaker in the first than in second and fourth cells (see [3]), this
shows that it is nevertheless necessary, that is, the segment polarity gene pattern obtains only when 77 > 0.
The discussion on CN leads to the following conclusion:

Lemma 2.2. Consider system and assume that, at steady state, the output set is YV'. Let prc™" =
(Tl, 15,0, TQ)/ with T7 < T5. Then PTC\{JE > Kprea and

1 H CI C’CI

' =U;————, CNV"=p, —99
! ‘ ]- + HCICCI ! ‘ ]- + HCICCI

=1,2,4, (14)

and CI}" = CN3™ = ci}" = 0.

Proof. Theoremand the subsequent discussion shows that CN{“TQ # 0 is needed. From , this can only
be achieved by asking PTC}, > Kprer. By Lemma 2.1} it also holds that PTCY" = PTC}" > Kpreq- This
means that both and can be simplified to t steady state. On the third cell, CI;" = CNy" =0
because the output is zero. |

3 A cylindrical algebraic decomposition of the parameter space

The algebraic equations f(z,p) = 0 together with h(x) € Y“" are a representation of the set of good
parameters (&, though not providing as yet explicit conditions on p. An explicit characterization of the
parameters p may be obtained by calculating a cylindrical algebraic decomposition (CAD) of G: this is a
special type of representation of GG as a finite union of disjoint connected components. A CAD will provide a
hierarchy of inequalities on p1, po,. . ., p,-, from which the volume of G, as well as its geometry and topology,
may be deduced.

Computing the cylindrical algebraic decomposition of a semi-algebraic set is a complex problem, but
various standard algorithms are available [[1'7, [18]]. Several software packages have been developed, for in-
stance QEPAD [19]], (based in [20]) and in Mathematica [21]]. See also [22]] for an overview of available
software, current applications, and many other related references. Common applications of CADs include
computation of the controllable or reachabable sets in hybrid systems [23]]. Constructing a CAD involves
the use of symbolic computation and, while various improvements have been achieved, it still is a time con-
suming problem. For instance, the estimated maximum time for the algorithm [[17] is dominated by “22“[”,
where NNV is the length of the input formula and 0 < k& < 8. Fortunately, in view of these computational
complexity difficulties, in the present example it is relatively easy to directly compute a CAD without using
general methods, and we will do so.

For equations ([43)-(54), subject to (8)-(10), a cylindrical algebraic decomposition can be constructed
in which several parameters (Table [6)) are free to take any values (within physiological restrictions only).
At the next level, parameters in Table [/| have constraints which depend only on those parameters given in
Table[6] The last level is formed by the parameters in Table[8] whose constraints depend on parameters from
both previous levels (Tables [6|and [7), thus defining a polyhedron.

Following the model of von Dassow et. al., there are two possible parallel pathways for wingless acti-
vation: either by the Cubitus interruptus protein (CI), or through auto-activation; both pathways could be
simultaneously activating wingless production. Since the activation constants cy,, and uwe,,, are free pa-
rameters, in each of the three cases wgy " will have a different ON level (respectively, we, Wwe, OF Werwe)-
Computation of EWG and IWG depends on wgy”, so each of these three cases must be separately analyzed
for feasibility. For both pathways, exact analytic computation of PTC; ; and HH; ; (4,7 = 1,...,4) is also
carried out (see Appendix [F). Several disconnected regions of parameters will be defined by the levels of
cubitus, U1 2 4.



Five disconnected regions When only CI and CN regulate wingless expression, it is easy to see from (43),
and that:

H,Cqy
U——— < K — > " d ITWG; < " 15
< 1+ HoyCq o O0 My g oy~ o) a0 P 5 Fowong (15
for: =1,3,4, and
Uy————— > Ko d Up—— < v and IWGy < e - 16
21 HaCu Kciwe  an 21t HaCa Konwg AN 2 < Kwowg (16)

From observation of (I3), (I6) it is clear that the situations Uy = U; or Uy = Uy are not well defined, since
contradictory constraints are imposed on Kcy,, and Keyy,. S0, the regions of parameters satisfying Us = Uy
or Uy = Uy are not feasible. This divides the set GG into at least four disconnected components, divided by
the hyperplanes Uy = Uj or Us = Uy (Gey, Gens Gen, and Gy in Fig. . A similar argument holds for
the case when both pathways contribute to activation of wingless on the second cell. The four disconnected
regions of parameters are identified in Table

Finally, the third case (auto-activation pathway only), introduces a fifth component of G (G A,,), Which
must be disconnected from either of the previous four components. This is clear, by contrasting the necessary
conditions in the second cell for either case (compare to (I6)):

1 HCICCI
Uy———r—— < ke Up——mM—— > " d IWGy > e 17
( 21 HaCu Kawe O Uzg HACo Kenwg | AN 2 > Kwewg (17)

The five disconnected components are thus first defined by Uy, U, and Uy, and then by k¢, and Kcy,,,. The
projection on the (KcpgsKenwg»Fwawe)-dimensions compares two of these components (G and G,,), both
polyhedrons (Fig. H)).

The cylindrical algebraic decomposition is shown in detail in Appendix and summarized in Ta-
bles Each of the five components, G, € {Gc1, Gen, Gems Geavy Gawo} s thus described by a hierarchy
of sets of the form:

Siy = (ay,by) CR
Siy = {(z,z) € R': ze Sic1~, Qiy(x) <z < Biy(z)} C R’ (18)

fori =2,..., N, where a; -, 3;» : Si—1, — Rs¢ and Sy = G,. It can be shown that each G, is in fact
topologically equivalent to the unitary open hypercube, and hence topologically trivial.

Theorem 3. For each G, the set Sy = Sy, as obtained from , is homeomorphic to (0, 1)N .

Proof. Pick any G, and drop the subscript v, for simplicity of notation. To argue by induction, note that
the set Sy is clearly homeomorphic to (0,1). For i > 2, assume that S;_; is homeomorphic to (0,1)"1.
Next, define the following continuous function:

@i Si-1 % (0,1) = St xR, i, t) = (, fi(z) +t (gi(x) — fi(x))).

For each fixed z, oj(z) < () +t (Bi(z) — as(x)) < Bi(x) forall t € (0, 1). Therefore, ¢; maps into S;.
On the other hand, y; has an inverse function defined on .S; and continuous, given by:

So S; is homeomorphic to S; 1 x (0, 1), and therefore, by inductive hypothesis, to (0, 1), as we wanted to
show. |

90;1 : Sl - Sifl X (07 1)5 @;1(:6’3/) = <'Clj



Relative volume and the second missing link Once the parameter set GG is characterized by writing
intervals for the various parameters in the form (I8), it is very easy to compute the (relative) volumes of the
disconnected components. Note that in each component only the intervals for Uy, Us, Uy, and Kexens Kwens
Kciwgs Kenwgs Kwawg Vary; constraints on the remaining parameters are common to all components. Following
a Monte Carlo approach, the parameters in Tables are chosen first, and then Kcp,, Kenwgs Kwowe fTOM
the unitary cube (all parameters are randomly chosen from uniform distributions in the given intervals).
It is next checked whether the parameter set falls in any of the components G¢;, Gen, Gems Gervs Gavos
or outside G. This method provides an estimate of the volumes of each disconnected component, when
projected into the (KeensKweensKemgs KenwgsKwawg) dimensions, as the fraction of parameter sets that fall into
each component. The volume of this 5-dimensional cube occupied by feasible parameter sets is only about
0.7%. As is illustrated by the polyhedrons in Fig. ] component G,,, is much larger than the others —
approximately 40 to 270 times larger.

Table 1: Relative volumes of the five disconnected components. In component G, only auto-activation
leads to wingless expression. In components G¢;, Gey, Gem, and Gey, Cl always activates wingless ex-
pression. Total number of parameter sets generated: 1 x 107. Number of feasible parameter sets: 70026.

Component Volume
Ge, 1.6 x 1077
Gen 0.25 x 10~*
Gc,m 0.86 x 1074
Gew 0.46 x 1074
G auo 67 x 1074

The large difference observed between G -Gy and G, explains the second “missing link™ in the first
version of von Dassow et. al. model, namely the wingless autocatalytic activation. Note that the presence of
this link greatly increases the total volume of the feasible parameter space: in fact the region G, is 95% of
the total volume.

Parameter tendencies As described above, the parameter space for the segment polarity network can be
described by a CAD, a hierarchy of inequalities on the parameters where an interval is explicitly given for
each parameter. At the base of this hierarchy, there is a first group of parameters whose intervals correspond
simply to physiological values, as in Table[6] The intervals for the remaining parameters have bounds which
depend on the parameters in the first group (Tables[7]and [§). In any case, one may ask how the parameters
are distributed in their intervals, whether each parameter p; is more likely to attain high or low values more
frequently, or whether a “tendency” for each parameter p; be identified. An answer to this question is
obtained by randomly generating parameters in the full parameter space G, and computing the distribution
of each parameter. Taking all the parameter sets generated to compute the relative volumes of the five
disconnected components of GG, and computing a histogram for each parameter, the result shown on Fig. 5]
is obtained. As expected, many parameters have a uniform distribution, as their values do not influence
the final outcome of the network in any particular way (for instance, most half-lives). Other parameters
exhibit a marked tendency for higher (e.g., Kcnpe ), medium (€.8., Kwa.,) OF lower (e.g., Key) Values. All the
parameters that exhibit a marked tendency are listed in Table [2] and classified according to their function in
the network: for instance, xcn,. represents the repression of ptc by CN, and therefore, high values of K¢y,
correspond to a weak repression.

A very similar analysis was performed by von Dassow and Odell [[13[], who also plotted the distribution
of their family of feasible parameters to determine possible constraints for each parameter. Overall, our
results agree very well with those of von Dassow and Odell: most tendencies found by these authors (see
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Fig. 6 and Table 1 of [[13]]) are confirmed by our parameter space analysis. There are only five exceptions,
where our analysis showed no tendency (compare columns 3 and 4 of Table [2)), suggesting that these five
parameters can, in fact, take values in a larger set, implying that the parameter space is larger than estimated
in [[13]. From these exceptions, Kenei» Kenms Kenms ald Tegowe all belong to the group of parameters which
can be freely chosen. The other parameter is Kcy,,, Which depends on the disconnected regions, and again
our analysis shows that this pair has no preferred tendency.

A more detailed examination of the conditions on K¢y, and ke, turns out to be very illuminating.
First, note that K¢y, and kKcy,, define the five components, in the sense that distinct intervals for these two
parameters are given in each component. Thus, it may be expected that the distribution of these parameters
varies in each region (Table E[) Indeed, by plotting the histograms for xc,, and ke, for each region
alone, we note that these show a marked tendency in components G'c; — Gy, for low K¢, and high Key,,.
In contrast, the distributions of K¢y, and Ky, for region G, alone show an opposite tendency. This is
consistent with the fact that the volume of GG, is about 95% of G and, therefore, it dominates the overall
tendency. Note also that, in the four components G¢; — Geyy, it always holds that Ky, < Keny, clearly
in agreement with the tendency observed for our parameter sets. In component G ,,, the parameters xcy,,
and Kcy,, must satisfy constraints that contradict those of G'c; — Gy, but not necessarily exactly opposite
constraints (see Table @ Thus more freedom results for the choice of k¢, and Ky, in Gayo. The tendency
of Kepy, and Keny, in Gy — Gy 1S, however, the opposite of that observed by von Dassow and Odell, a
fact that can be explained once again by the “second missing link”. Indeed, since all feasible parameter
sets in [3} [13]] were found only after adding the autocatalytic wingless activation link, it can be inferred that
those parameters belong to region G,.,. We conclude that the parameter space is larger than estimated by
von Dassow and Odell.

Table 2: Comparison between the constraints identified by von Dassow and Odell [13]], and the exact con-
straints given by the five regions defined above. Total number of parameters generated in G: 70026.

Parameter Description Tendency Tendency
([13]], Table 1) (within G)

KwWGen WG activation of en Moderate Moderate

KCNen CN repression of en Strong Strong

KwGwg WG autoactivation Moderate Moderate

KChwg CI activation of wg Weak —

Kcnwg CN repression of wg Strong Strong

Kcipre CI activation of ptc Strong Strong

KeNpre CN repression of ptc Weak Weak

KENei EN repression of ci Moderate —

Kpreer PTC stimulation of CI cleavage Strong Strong

KeNnn EN activation of hh Weak —

KeNmn CN repression of hh Strong —

Car Maximal cleavage rate of CI Rapid Rapid

Hiws Half-life of intracellular WG Short Short

TendoWG Rate of WG endocytosis Slow —

T oo WG Rate of WG exocytosis Moderately slow Moderately fast

T MxferWG Rate of WG cell-to-cell exchange Slow Slow

OwGg Maximal WG autocatalytic rate — Moderately rapid
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Table 3: Influence of the autocatalytic WG activation link in the parameter distribution.

Parameter Tendency Tendency Tendency
([13]], Table 1) Gauo GCJ7 Gc,m Gen, GCJV
(WG — wg) (WG - wg)
Kclwg Weak Weak Strong
K CNwg Strong (Moderately) Strong Weak

4 Geometry and robustness

The volume estimates for the parameter space regions give an idea of “how many” parameter combinations
are possible. But volume alone is often not a reliable measure for robustness, as illustrated in Fig. [T} The
shape or geometry of the parameter space regions also shows how far perturbations around each parameter
will disrupt the network. Thus, parameter regions exhibiting “narrow” pieces or “sharp” corners indicate
a lower level of robustness in the network. One way to explore the shape of a given multi-dimensional set
is to consider a random point (p°) and follow a random walk in space (p¥ = p*~! + dp*, k = 1,2,...)),
where each step has the same absolute length (|dpk\ = ayp), but a random direction. Then record the number
of steps needed for the point to exit the given set. Repeating this procedure for many points in the set, the
probability that a point leaves the set after ¢ steps can be computed.

The random walk could be interpreted as parameter changes due to evolution, and the probability of
exiting after ¢ steps represents the probability that the network is no longer capable of correctly performing
its function (for instance, when a lethal mutation occurs). Studying the first exit problem is the natural thing
to do in certain evolutionary models. Suppose we consider a fitness landscape on the parameter space where
the functioning regions have a fixed high fitness and every other region has zero fitness. If we consider a
space of alleles to be nearly continuous and model the effect of mutation as diffusion in this space, as is
often done in the adaptive dynamics literature [24], we find that we need to compute the mutation load,
namely the rate of death from exiting the high fitness region. This idea was previously used in the context
of transcriptional networks [4].

To explore the shape of the regions G to G ., Algorithm I uses a random walk in the parameter space,
and checks “exit times” as well as the “failed parameters”.

Algorithm I
Pick a positive number ag to be the constant magnitude of the random walk step.
Repeat points 1-4 (run q), () times.
1. Step 0: generate a point p° = (p{,...,p" )" at random in the parameter region G.;
2. Step k — 1/2, k > 1: generate a random perturbation dp® € [—ag, ag]™, such that |dp*| = ao;ﬂ
3. Step k, k > 1: check if p* = p*~1 + dp” is still in G.;

4. Check. The random walk exits the parameter region at time ¢ if p* € G, for k < t but p* ¢ G.,.

Let pﬁ-l, ey ng be parameters that fail to satisfy the hierarchy of conditions which defines G .
Update the exit times vector: exit (q) =t.
Update the failed parameters vector: failpar (q) =[ji,...,]J]-

IThis step corresponds to generating a random point from a uniform distribution over the hypersphere in n dimensions, which
can be achieved by the Box and Muller transformation [25]. Briefly, for7 = 1,..., n pick z; randomly from a gaussian distribution
of mean zero and variance one. Then normalize to obtain z = (21, ..., 2,)//22 + -+ - + 22.

12



To interpret the numerical results obtained with Algorithm I, define the probability that a mutation takes
place in the first ¢ steps by:

P..(t) = 22 card(l;), I; ={q € N:exit (q) <t},

where card(-) denotes the cardinality of a set. Algorithm I was applied to each component of the feasible
parameter space of the segment polarity network, with ag = 1 x 1072 and Q = 4000. Two striking facts are
revealed. First, with a significant probability, fluctuations in the parameters will drive the system from the
operating regions Gci, Gen, Gem, or Geyy, to the region G, and, conversely, switching was also observed
from G, to the other four (see the switching column in Table ). Recalling the difference between G,
and the other four components, this means that, in a significant number cases, the network responds to
perturbations by switching to an alternative biological pathway, rather than break down. A second fact is
that only a very small number of parameters (six out of 39, namely Kcxens Kwaens Kcipies Kptects Kctwes Kenwe) aIe
responsible for above 90% of network failures or mutations. The percentage of cases where each of these
parameters failed is shown in Table 4]

Table 4: Fragile parameters.

G, % switching % failed % failed % failed % failed % failed % failed
KCNen RWGen Rcpre Rprecr Rclwg KcNwg

Ge; 1.21% (to G auwo) 5.4% 6.3% 20.0% 4.4 50.8% 5.6%

Geu 0.88% (t0 G'auwo) 4.7% 5.6% 17.2% 4.3 40.0% 18.7%

Gem  1.50% (t0 Gauo) 6.2%  52%  30.8% 4.1 35.0%  11.5%
Gewy  1.16% (to Gawo) 49%  53%  16.8% 5.0 401%  18.9%
Gaw  0.02% (to Ge-Gen)  85%  5.7%  21.2% 4.8 31.4%  18.8%

Calculating the distribution function F,, shows that the probability of mutation increases very rapidly
for small times, in all five components (see Fig. [6) — this indicates a low robustness of the network, because
it is very likely that a very small number of fluctuations leads out of the feasible parameter space. To
compare the results for the five components, we computed some quantities of interest. A possible indicator
of robustness is 77 /5, defined as the time for which there is a 50% chance that the system has already suffered
a mutation. Low 775 indicates a system which has a low robustness to perturbations. Another indicator
is P,,(10), which gives the probability that the system has been disrupted after only 10 perturbation steps.
Similarly, the values P,,(100), P,,(1000), and P, (10000) are also shown for comparison. The computed
values are summarized in Table Comparison of the values for 7' /5 and P (10%) (d = 1,...,4) in the five

Table 5: Indicators of robustness.

G, Typ P..(10) PB,(100) P,,(1000) P,,(10000)

Ge, 18 0.40 0.74 0.94 0.99
Gen 23 0.37 0.72 0.94 0.99
Gem 19 0.40 0.72 0.93 0.99
Genw 23 0.37 0.73 0.94 0.99
Gawo 309 0.30 0.41 0.61 0.88

regions, shows clearly that the components G, to Gy result in a less robust network, while G ., exhibits a
much higher level of robustness. Furthermore, there is a non-negligible probability (=~ 1%) that the network
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switches from the other components to G, instead of breaking down, thus contributing to the robustness
level of this component. Distinguishing the levels of robustness among the four regions G¢; to G,y is not
straightforward, since the indicators P, (10%) and T} /2 are very similar.

As noted above, only six out of 39 parameters are responsible for over 90% of failures. Curiously, two
of these parameters satisfies constraints which are in fact independent of the regions (K¢, and Kprecr, see
Table [7). So, the numerical results clearly show that the parameter space is very narrow in the directions
defined by K¢y and Kpreer. The other critical directions are defined by Ky, and Kenyg, and Kene, and Kwgens
which satisfy different conditions in each of the five parameter regions (Table [8)). Together with common
parameter Ky, the parameters that regulate activation and inhibition of wingless by Cubitus proteins (Kcjy,
and Kcy,,) are the most critical.

The main conclusion from Algorithm I clearly follows the preliminary estimates of the relative volumes
(compare Tables m and E}, both concluding that G,,, is more robust than the other four components). But
the geometry analysis reveals three new fundamental results: (i) the system increases its robustness to envi-
ronment perturbations by switching to an alternative biological pathway. The switching event may be from
a “small” to a “large” region but also, more remarkably, from a “large” to a “small”; (ii) the lack of robust-
ness is due not only to small sized regions, but in part to critical parameters (K, and Kpreer), Which define
directions along which the parameter space is globally very narrow; (iii) the volume alone is not a reliable
measure of robustness, since volume (Table|l)) and the indicator 77 /5 provide different robustness classifica-
tions for components G, to G¢y. For instance, the volume of G, is apparently the smallest (an indicator
of low robustness), but T /5 is the largest (an indicator of high robustness), suggesting that the shape of the
region does plays an important role. In contrast, the numbers P, (10%) are very similar, suggesting that
robustness levels of G¢; to G,y are in fact very similar. However, it should be noted that neither volume nor
T /2 provide conclusive information on the relative levels of robustness of G¢; to G¢,y. In particular, note
that 7' /o depends on the magnitude of the random walk step - other numerical experiments were performed
with different ag values (not shown), and the comparison results are unchanged.

5 Discussion and conclusions

Analysis of the feasible parameter set, by estimating its volume, identifying connected components, and its
geometric properties are valuable tools for establishing and quantifying robustness in regulatory networks.
The concept of robustness, in the sense that the system’s regulatory functions should operate correctly under
a variety of situations, is closely related to the parameter space and the effect of parameter perturbations. In
this context, our analysis suggests that the segment polarity network is vulnerable to perturbations in its pa-
rameters. Indeed, the first striking result from our analysis is that the feasible parameter space is composed
of five disconnected components. An implication of this topological characterization is a diminished ca-
pacity of the network to respond well to environmental perturbations. Random fluctuations will often drive
the system to a set of parameters outside any feasible region, and thus lead to a break down of the network
or a different phenotype. Indeed, as the results of Algorithm I show, sucessive random perturbations to the
parameters will drive the system out of the feasible parameter set, with a large probability. For instance, if
parameters are randomly perturbed for up to 10 times, each of magnitude 1 x 10~ in any direction, there
is a 30% probability that the system will fail to operate correctly (see Table [5) column P,,(10)). On the
other hand, it is possible that a series of fluctuations in the environment may drive the system to adopt an
alternative biochemical pathway, and thus “jump” from one feasible component to another (with probability
1%, see Table {4).

As the group of most fragile parameters suggest, the Cubitus-wingless interactions are at the basis of
the appearance of disconnected regions of parameters. Dis-connectivity in the space of parameters can be
traced in large part to an incompatibility of Cubitus repression functions in the second cell: CNy should
be present to repress engrailed expression, but should be absent to enhance Cly activation of wingless. To
increase the network’s robustness to environmental fluctuations, the segment polarity model should account
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for engrailed regulation by other factor than Cubitus. One possibility is to include regulation by pair-rule
gene products, such as Sloppy paired, as explored both in [9] and [8]. An external factor, again possibly
from the pair-rule genes, will also play a major role in establishing asymmetry in the cubitus levels (Uj;).
These contribute to a larger admissible parameter space, and together with an improved engrailed regulation,
will greatly enhance robustness of the segment polarity network in maintaining its pattern. An extension of
the current analysis including the regulation by Sloppy paired is currently in preparation by A. Dayarian at
one of our labs [26]].

Both the volume estimates and the probability of failure or mutation (P,,,) in each component indicate
that G, 1s the most robust parameter region, while G¢,;, Gcy, Gem and G,y are less robust regions, all
at the same level. However, volume is not a reliable indicator of robustness by itself, and fails to predict
alternative robustness mechanisms. Additional knowledge on the network mechanisms has been gained
with the geometry analysis. A noteworthy fact is the non-negligible probability (1%) that fluctuations in
the parameters in regions G, to Gy result in a switch to the region G ., and remarkably (but with lower
probability 0.02%) also from G, to the others. Of the five disconnected components, G, Gy, G, and
Gy correspond to the pathway where wingless is regulated by Cubitus interruptus proteins, while Gy
corresponds to the pathway where wingless is regulated by its own protein levels. Thus it is more likely
that wild type expression in the segment polarity network is achieved through the Wingless auto-activation
pathway. In the absence of the auto-activation link, von Dassow et. al. failed to observe any feasible
parameter set in their numerical experiments. However, as soon as the auto-activation pathway was added
(the second “missing link™ in the model [3]), immediately a significant percentage of feasible parameter sets
were observed. This is not surprising, as elucidated by our analysis: while wingless auto-activation is not
strictly necessary to establishing the segment polarity genes pattern, it does greatly increase the probably
that the pattern is achieved (G A, has a much larger volume, by a factor at least 40, and also exhibits higher
robustness indices).

Another fundamental conclusion from the geometry analysis is the existence of six (out of 39) critical
parameters which are responsible for 90% of the network failures due to parameter fluctuations. Moreover,
the intervals for two of these parameters («cyy. and Kprccrs Table are independent of parameter space com-
ponents. The feasible parameter set is thus globally restricted by these parameters, which define “narrow”
directions (see Fig.[T](b) ).

Robustness of a regulatory module should not be measured simply as a function of the volume of its
admissible parameter space. The geometry (for instance, convexity or existence of sharp points) and topol-
ogy (connectedness) of the parameter space play fundamental roles in measuring robustness. The analysis
developed in this paper can be applied to other systems and regulatory networks, to systematically charac-
terize and explore the admissible space of parameters, its topology and geometry. These provide reliable
information on how the network’s interactions contribute to its robustness or fragility, and serve as measures
to classify robust regulatory modules.
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A Notation

The original model can be found in [3, [13]. In order to make our work more clear, we include the notation
as well as the original equations below. Without loss of generality (the geometry remains unchanged),
each cell is assumed to have four faces (Fig. , rather than six as in the original model [3]. The model
reproduces a parasegment of four cells and uses repetition of this group of four cells to reproduce the
embryo’s anterior/posterior axis (A/P axis in Fig.[2)), and the circular ventral/dorsal axis (V/D axis in Fig. [2).
Because intercellular diffusion is only considered along the A/P axis (left/right), and because cells repeat in
the orthogonal V/D direction (up/down), it is indeed equivalent to consider symmetric four-sided or six-sided
hexagonal cells.

i Four—cell parasegment !

I I »
L]
wg | | en wg en
ViD
I I
wg || en hwz ) | oen 3
3 3
I I
AlR wg | | en hwgd b oen?
3 3
e 23 A4 123 4 e

Figure 2: Four cells in a parasegment, with periodic boundary conditions in both dimensions. Each cell has
four membranes. The relative values of Wingless in each cell (EWG;) are shown.

A saturation function, and its horizontal reflexion, are introduced:
Xl/

R

V(X k,v) = 1—¢(X,k,v).

The subscripted variables are as follows:

X; = concentration of species X on cell 7 (when homogeneous throughout the cell ),
X;; = -concentration of species X on cell 7, at face j,
kxy = threshold for activation of species Y, induced by species X,
n(i,7) = index of neighbor to cell 4, at face j,
Xn(ij).j+3 = concentration of species X on cell face apposite to i, j,
6
Xir = Z X j = total concentration of species X on cell 4,
j=1
6
X; = Z Xn(i,j),j+3 = total concentration of species X presented to cell i by its neighbors.
j=1
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B Original equations

From [3|[13], the model equations are:

denl-
dt

dEN;
dt

dwg;
dt

dIWG;
dt

dEWG; ;
dt

dptc;
dt

dPTC;
dt

dci;
dt

dCl;
dt

dCN;
dt

dhh;
dt

dHH; ;
dt

1
H ((;S(EWG!L/}(CN’H K/CNen) VCNen)a ’QWGen) VWGen) - eni) (19)
L (en, — EN)) 20)
en; — i
HEN 3 K3
1 ( ac1wg¢<CIi¢(CNia ReNwg s VCng)7 Rclwg s Vclwg) + aWng¢(IWGi7 RwGwg s VWng) _ ng>
ng 1 + aCI»t'g¢(CIi¢(CNi7 KJCNW,g? VCNWg)) K:CIwga VCIwg) + O[Wngd)(IWGi? KZWGWg) l/Wng) !
(21)
1
Hi (Wgz - IWG’L + 7,endn-FIIWGE‘\NVGZ',T - HWGTeonWGi) (22)
WG
1
greonWGi — TendoEWGi,j +rm (EWGn(i,j)7’j+3 — EWGZ'J)
EWG; ;
+r.m (EWG; j—1 + EWG; j11 — 2EWG; ;) — 7 o (23)
WG
1
H (¢<CI’L¢(CN27 KZCNptc? VCNp[c)? HC[])M‘? Z/C[])IL‘) - ptcl) (24)
ptc
1 1
PTC
+7 L (PTC; j—1 + PTC; j41 — 2PTC; ;) (25)
1 .
H , ((ﬁ(BZ'l/}(EN“ KENcis VEN(?[)? RBeis VBC[) - CIi) (26)
r .
F (Cli —CI; - HCICCICIi¢(PTCZ',T7 Rprccr, Z/PTCCI)) (27)
I
1
Hi (HCICCICIi¢(PTCi,T> Kprecrs VPTCCI) - CNz‘) (28)
cI
H (¢(EN’5¢(CNZ" RcNmhy VCNhh)a RENh VENhh) - hhi) (29)
hh
1 1
H ghhz — HHZ'J‘ — HPTCHHHHH[PTC}OPTCn(i7j),j+3HHi,j
HH
+roavmn(HH; j—1 +HH; j41 — 2HH; ;) (30)
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C Simplified model, for large v

1

feni - H (G(EWGZ’%WGM)H(HCNM - CNZ) - eni) (31)
1
fENi = H (eni - ENi) (32)
EN
for = = ( e #(Cli — Fi )0 (Fenes = ONi) + e #(IWG — Fva) wg-) (33)
e ng 1 + aCIwg9<CIi - KfCIwg)e(K:Cng - CNZ) + aWGW)ZH(IWGi - HWng) '
1
fi WG; — i (ng —IWG; + TendoHIWGEWGi,T - HWGTeonWGi) (34)
WG
1
fewer; = 1ol WGi — T EWGij + 7y (EWGy(; 5),j+3 — EWGi;)
EWG; ;
+7“LM(EWGZ'7j_1 +EWG; ;11 — 2EWGZ'J') — Tw (35)
WG
1
‘fpt"i = H (T’ZG(CL - ,iCIptc)e(K/CNptc - CNZ) —pl‘Cl) (36)
ptc
1 1
fPTcm- = Vs Zptci - PTCi,j — Kercan Hpre [HH]OHHn(i,j),j—i-SPTCi,j
PTC
+rLmprce(PTC; j—1 + PTC; j11 — 2PTC; ;) (37)
1 .
fui = i (0(Bi — Kpei)0(Kene — EN;) — ciy) (38)
1 .
fClZ' = F (cli — CI@ — HCICCICIiQ(PTCi’T — H}’TCCI)) (39)
c
1
fCNi = F (HCICCICIie(PTCi,T - KPTCCI) - CNi) (40)
a1
1
Jui = H, (Q(ENi - KJENhh)w(K’CNhh - CNi) - hhi) 4D
hh
1 1
fHHiyj = H ihhi - HHi7j - RPTCHHHHH[PTC]OPTCn(i,j),j+3HHi,j
HH
+7'LMHH(HHz‘,j—1 + HHZ‘,]‘_H — QHHZ"]‘) (42)
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D Steady state pattern

Solving equations (31))-([@2) at steady state (f = 0), and simplifying where possible, yields the algebraic

expressions:

en;

EN;

wg;

IWG;

M EWG

prc;

PTC;

Cii

CI;

CN;

hh;

HH; ;

O(EWG; — Kwcen) 0 (Kenen — CN;)

en;

O[CIwge(CI’L' - H’Clwg)g(’iCng - CN’L) + aWnga(IWGi - K/Wng)

]- + OéCIwge((in - K/Clwg)e(’iCng - CN’L) + aWGw’ge(IWGi - K/Wng)

Hiw6Tendo 1

———EWG,; 7+ —— wg.
14+ HiwgTexo T 14+ HiwgTexo 8i

1 Texo N
—_—— W
4 1 + HIWGrexo g

j—li H(CII - KCI]JY(‘) Q(HCNI)M‘ - CNZ)

1
ZPtCi — Kprcan Hpre [HH]OHHn(z’,j),j+3PTCi,j

Ui H(K/ENci - ENi)
U 0 (KENci - ENi)
‘ 1+ HCICCI H(PTCi,T - HPTCCI)

 HuoCa
"1+ HoCq

H(HENci - ENi) Q(PTCi,T - HPTCCI)
G(ENZ' - K’ENhh) G(K/CNhh - CN@')

1
Zhhi — HWCHHHHH [PTC]OPTCn(i,j),jJr?,HHi,j
+r v Huw(HH; j—1 + HH; j41 — 2HH, ;)

EWG is a vector in R'® with components:

EWG = (

EWG, 1, EWG 5, EWG) 3,EWG, 4,EWGy 1, EWGy5, EWGy 3, EWGy 4,
EWGs,1, EWG3.2, EWG3 3, EWGs 4, EWGy 1, EWGy 5, EWGy 3, EWGy 4)’

wg is also a vector in R'6, given by the following Kronecker tensor product

Wg = (ng,WgQ,ng,Wg4)/ Xkron (17171)1)/

(ng, W81, W81, W81, W89, W82, W89, W80, W83, W83, W83, W83, W84, W84, W84, Wg4)
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(44)

(45)

(46)

47

(48)

(49)

(50

D

(52)

(53)

(34



Putting together the 16 equations (35), and substituting IWG; by its steady state expression (34), it is not
difficult to see that the matrix M € R'6 x R16 is composed of various 4 x 4 blocks, as follows:

E  Fyy 0 Fyo
Fyo E Py 0

0 Fp E Fy
oy 0 Fyp E

(55)

where
—d roypg M TLM 1 1 11
v —d rpm O 11 1 1
E= rv Tom —d TLM th 1111
rovy 00 roy —d 1111
with
d:HI;Jé+rendo+TM+2TLM7
1 Hwg Texo
=7
4 1 + HIWGTexo e
000 O 0O 0 00O
00 0 ry , 0O 0 00O
“7looo0o o] T2 10o 0 00
0 00 0 rpy, 0O

Note that the steady state equations for EN, IWG, EWG and PTC are algebraic, and in fact exact solutions
can be computed from the steady state values of wg and ptc. These are discussed in more detail in the

Appendices [Eland [{

Remark: The parameters are as in [3], except T; and U;, which represent the maximal values of ptc and
ci (respectively), in each cell. These take values in the interval [0, 1] and generalize the possible ON values
of ptc and ci.

Note that, in the simplification from (24)) to (36), we have generalized the equation and added distinct
maximal levels of expression in each cell, given by T; (: = 1,...,4). This allows a more accurate represen-
tation of the experimental, which shows that patched is strongly expressed in every second and fourth cells,
weakly expressed in every first cell, and not expressed in every third cell (see [3]] for more discussion). Thus
we will consider the case: T7 < Ty = Ty.

A similar generalization was made to deal with the activation of cubitus interruptus. In von Dassow
et. al. model, this is due to some external parameters B; (not governed by a dynamical equation), with a
corresponding activity threshold xg,;. However, for more generality, and to allow distinct maximal levels
of expression in each cell, we have replaced each of the terms 6(B; — kg,;) in by a parameter U;,
i =1,...,4 (50). Furthermore, in characterizing the set of feasible parameters, it will become clear that
allowing distinct U; enlarges the space of possible parameters, by introducing the four regions G to G,y.

E Analytically solving Wingless levels
The steady states of Wingless proteins and ({06) are given directly by algebraic equations, depending

only on wingless mRNA (wg,) and diffusion parameters for intracellular (membrane-to-membrane) and
intercellular communication. Consider equation (#7): it is easy to see that M is in fact always invertible (if
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all parameters are positive). First note that the matrix is diagonally dominant, by adding up the entries in
any column:

1

C(H=L 4 2 2 Ah = —Hyg = Tow T 57—
( we T Tendo + T + 7"LM)“" rLv M+ wg — Tend 1+ HiweTexo

which is always a negative quantity. By GerSgorin’s Theorem, all eigenvalues of M are contained in the disk
centered at —d + h with radius 27z s + 73 + 3h, therefore all have negative real parts. Thus, the matrix M
is symmetric and negative definite, and since the right-hand-side vector is also non-positive, all solutions are
real and positive, whatever the choice of parameters. As a fact, note that the vector I = (1,1,...,1) € RS
. . . . _ 71

is an eigenvector of M, corresponding to the eigenvalue \y = —H 6 — Tendo o Tros

Proof of Theorem Assume that wg = (0, w, 0,0), for any positive constant w. From the symmetry of
the matrix equation (47)), several facts can be deduced, which lead to the main result (13).

Fact E.1. For all : = 1,2, 3,4 it holds that
EWG; 1 = EWG; 3.

Proof. This is easy to see from the respective equations:

(—d+ h)EWG; 1 + (ry + h)EWG; 2 + (rar + h)EWG; 3 + (ray + h)EWG; 4 = 7JHIWngZ-

(rar + WYEWGi1 + (ras + h)EWGs + (—d + h)EWGis + (rar + h)EWGy 4 — —ngi
which can be rearranged to

— (d+731)EWGiy + (ras + h)(EWG; 5 + EWGi 1) + (ras + h)(EWGi 5 + EWG, 1) = —@wgi
—(d 4+ rm)EWG; 3 + (rar + h)(EWG; 2 + EWG; 4) + (rar + h)(EWG; 3 + EWG; 1) = —@wgi .(56)
Subtracting these two equations yields the desired result. |
Fact E.2. It holds that
EWGg 2 = EWGa 4, EWGy2 = EWGy4, EWG 2 = EWG34, EWG; 4 = EWG3 5.
Proof. Exchanging the indexes:
2,224 4,244 1,2 3,4 1,4+ 3,2

it is easy to see that the system remains unchanged (see also Fig. [2). |

The equality part in (T3] is now clear:
Fact E.3. EWGl = EWG&.

Proof. We first show that EWG1,; = EWGg 3. Writing equation (56)) fori = 1 and i = 3:

*(d + ’I“M)EWGLl + (T‘M + h)(EWGLQ + EWG174) + (T‘M + h)(EWGl,S + EWGl,l) =0
—(d + T‘M)EWGg,g + (TM + h) (EWG3,2 + EWG374) + (TM + h) (EWG3,3 + EWG371) =0
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Using Fact[E.T|one has EWG1; = EWGy 3 and EWG3 ;1 = EWGs 3, and then using Fact[E.2]obtains:

—(d +ry — 2ry — Qh)EWGlJ + (TM + h)(EWGgA + EWG3’2)

0

—(d+ry —2ry — 2h)EWG373 + (TM + h)(EWG&Q + EWG374) = 0.

Subtracting these two equations shows that EWG 1 = EWG3 3. Now recalling the notation for X; from

Appendix

EWG; = EWG: +EWGy 4 +EWG) 3 + EWG, o

EWG; = EWGs; +EWGy 4 + EWGs3 + EWGa.

Using EWG; ; = EWG3 3, Fact[E.T|and Fact[E.2| obtains:

EWG; = EWG31 + EWGa s + EWG3 3 + EWG, 4 = EWGs3.

as we wanted to prove.

To show the other inequalities, note first that the 16 variables EWG; ; are thus reduced to only seven:

E,; =EWG;, =EWG, 3 = EWGs, = EWGs3
Ei2 =EWG,=EWGsy
Ei4s =EWG, = EWGs,
Ey;  =EWGy, = EWGy3
Ess  =EWGyy = EWGyy
E;;  =EWGy; =EWGys
E;2 =EWGys =EWGyy

)

and satisfy the equations:

—(d—=ry —2R)Ey 1+ (rpvy +h)Erg+ (roy + h)Erg =
2(rom +h)E1y — (d—h)Evg+hE1 s+ rvErn =
2rpm +h)E11+hE1g— (d—h)Eia+ryEre =

—(d—ry —2h)Exq +2(rpp + h)E22 = —

2(rpom +h)Eay — (d—2h)Eso+ryErp = —
—(d —TM — 2h)E471 + Q(TLM + h)E472 =
2(rm +h)Esq — (d—2R)Eyo +ryEvg =

To simplify notation, set:

A=d—ry—2h, B=2(rppr+h), w= wgo,

Tendo H WG

and note that A > B > 0.
Fact E.4. The following hold:

(@) By < By < B14 < B2 < B339

(b) Ey1 < E11 < Erg;
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Tendo H WG

h

rendo H WG

w9

wg&o

(57
(58)
(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)
(63)



() B1o+ E14 < Ezo+ Eyp
Proof. To prove part (a), from egs. (62), it holds that

ryA >
A2 B2y A

B
Ey1 = ZE4,2; Ey9 =

Because A > B > 0, itis clear that ;1 < Ey2 < E1 4. From egs. (60), (61) it holds that

B 1 ry A A+ B

E :—E —wW: E = E U
2L R g e = e T AT T gy A

Then eqgs. (58), (59) can be written in the form

A+ B

A _
A2 B2y ryA"

<d_TMA2—BQ+rMA

) Eis = BEi1+h(Ei2+Eir4)+ry

J_ ryA
"MAZ B2 1A

) Eiys = BEj1+h(Ei2+ E14)

which implies that F 4 < E1 o (it is easy to see that the factor multiplying both 7 2 and Ej 4 is positive,
since d > rp).
We still need to prove the last inequality in (a), but we can now prove (b). From eq.

1B
Eii1=-—(F E E
L1=5 A( 1,2+ 1,4) < L2
using (a) and because B < A. This proves the second inequality in (b). To prove (c), substitute this F 1
expression into the sum of eqs. (58)), (59):

A2 —BQ—l-TMA

Eyo+ Ey9 = A

(Er2+ Ev4) > E12+ E14.
The last part of (a) now follows from (c) together with 4 2 < E'1,4, which implies F1 2 < E9 ».
Finally, the first part of (b) is easy to see from:

1B B 1B
Fi1—FE41=-——(F E - —F ——(F Fi4.—F .
1,1 11 =5 A( 12+ E14) G2 > 5 A( 12+ E14 14) >0

To prove the first inequality of Theorem [2]is now straighforward.
Fact E.S. EWGé < EWGL

Proof. Recall the notation for EWG; and use Fact|E.4

EWGL — EWGé = 2E1,1 + EQ,Q —+ E472 — 2E471 — 2E174
2(E11 — Eg1) + (E2p + Eso — Bro — Eva) + (Br2 — Erg) > 0.

The next result finishes the proof of Theorem 2]
Fact E.6. EWG3 < EWG,
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Proof. Consider:

EWGy —EWG) = 2F>1+2FE12—2E11 — Eao— Ey9
= 22— E11) + (Eo1 — Ez2) + (B2 — Eyp),

which is positive if Fo 1 > FEo 2. We will show that this is indeed the case. It will be useful to see that

A+ B 1 A2 — B2 4 ry A —A2 4+ B2+ (d—ry)A

Ei= D+ -
12T IMGOE B A) 2, A T 2 M (A B2 g A) —12,A (A — B)(AZ — B2 1 2/ A)

Now consider

A—B A h._A-B A+ B or Lo
A AZ B2 frp AR A A2—B24ryA A

Es1—FEo9 = —

The last two terms can be combined into

M _
w
A2 — 32 + ’I“MA ’

and the two terms due to E 5 can be simplified to:

1 (A— B)(A+ B) .
2-B2+ryA %(A2 — B2+ ryA) —ryA

and

w1 B dnA
2 A2 - B2+ 2ryA %(A2—B2—|—7‘MA)—7°MA

Factoring out er/(%(AQ — B2+ ryA) — rpA), one obtains

1 d
T‘MQI)E(AZ — B2 + TMA) — T'MA)(EQJ — E272) =
1 d 1-A2+ B2+ (d—ry)A
— (A% - B? A) —ryA— (A% — B? - =
A2 - B2 4y A <rM( Frard) = A = ) s R ey T

which can be further simplified to

(L-)u-y | g (d—rm)Ad 1 (d—ru)A

1 ! 0
A2 Bl iryA A By orgA A2 —BltryA 2AT—BIioryA

because the first two terms are clearly positive, and the last two terms add up to a positive number. This
shows that Ea 1 > E» 9, as we wanted to prove. L

F Analytically solving PTC and HH levels

In this section, we prove uniqueness of solutions for PTC and HH in the conditions of Theorem [Tl The
steady state levels of Patched and Hedgehog proteins are given by a system of nonlinear equations
and (54). These equations can be solved explicitly and uniquely in the case ptc, = ptc, = T5, which is true
is the steady state output is in Y*". To simplify notation, we use

TP =TLMercs TH = TLMu, KH = KerewnHH]o, £p = Kprewn[PTClo,
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and define

1
dp = +2Tp, dH: +2TH
HPTC HHH
‘We introduce further notation:
2r&dp 1 1 2rp(rp+dp) 1 dp(2rp+dp)

Bp

= —+ =
T UHpe " AHpe db—2%  AHpe db— 2%

- d% — 27"%37
Lemma F.1. Let © € W be such that h(z) € YV". Then, the solution for HH is:

HH;, = HHjs = HH;3 =HH,y, = 0, i=1,24,

HH372 = HH374 = Root,,
1 1hh

HH3; =HH33 = —(- S 4 rgHH3 2 + rgHH3 4),
dy 4 Hyy

where Root 4 is the positive root of the quadratic equation:

hhs
— X
i + deP’YPPf%)
hhs

AHu

kp(d3 — 4r2) X2 + ((dp — Bp)(d% — 4r%) — ky(dy + 2ry)

—(dp — Bp)(du + 2rm) 0.

And the solution for PTC is:

PTCs, = PTC35 = PTC33 = PTCs34 = 0,

vp1s
PTCs 5 = PTC =
22 o dp — fp + kyHH3 4’
1
PTC271 = PTC273 = PTC471 = PTC473 = 5 o3 (rPdPPTC272 + (dP + TP)TQ) ,

dp —2rp 4 Hprc
1 1 T

PTC, 1 =PTCi2 = - (5 Hpic +2rpPTCy ).

Proof. Let x € W and h(x) be a vector in YV, defined by . Because hedgehog is not expressed in
cells 1, 2 and 4, note that forz = 1,2,4

4 4
HH; ; = Z HH;; = hh;—kp(---)+7rH Z (HH; j—1 + HH; ;1 — 2HH; ;)
j=1 j=1
= _KJP<. .. )

since hh = (0,0, 1,0), and the sum that multiplies 7z cancels out. The terms in xp(- - - ) are all nonnegative,
and therefore they can only be zero. We conclude that:

HH;; =HH;» =HH;3 =HH; 4, =0, i=1,24.
A similar argument shows that ptc; = 0 implies:

PTC31 = PTC39 = PTC3 3 = PTC34 = 0.
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Therefore, the only nonlinear terms appear in the equations for PTCy 2 and PTCy 4:

1
dpPTCZQ - rPPTCQJ - T’pPTC273 + K/HPTCQVQHH?)A = ——plCcy
4 Hpre
1
dpPTC474 - T’pPTC471 - TpPTC473 + KHPTC474HH372 = —plcy .
4 Hpre

Moreover, symmetry of the system shows that PTCy 1 = PTCz 3 and PTC,4; = PTCy 3, because each pair
satisfies exactly the same equation:

1
dPPTCQJ — TPPTCQ’Q — TPPTCQA = ptC2 (64)
4HPTC
1
dpPTC473 — TPPTC4,4 — TPPTC472 = ptC4. (65)
4HPTC
We then have:
PTCyy = 1(1 tcy + 2rpPTCq 1)
24 — dP 4HPTCp Cy rp 2,1
1 1
PTC = 1 2rpPTC
4,2 dp (4HPTCP ¢y + 2rpPTCy1).

Solving for PTC5 ; as a function of PTCs 2, and for PTC,4 ; as a function of PTCy 4:

1
PTCQJ = 5 <7“pdpPTC2,2 +
d3, —2r%, 4Hypre

(dp + "”P)Pf%)

1
PTCy1 = <7“pdpPTC4,4—|—

) (dp + rp)ptc4> .

4Hprc

Thus we get equations depending only on PTCs > and HH3 4, and on PTCy4 4 and HH3 :

27’p
dpPTCo o9 — ———— dpPTC d t PTC,HH3 4 = It 66
PG = o 2 <7“P pPTCy 0 + 4HPTC( p+rp)p Cz) + kg PTCo 2HH3 4 4Hmp ¢y (606)
P P
dpPTC 2rp ( dpPTCy4 + ———(dp + rp)pt > + kg PTC4 4,HH ! It (67)
P 44 — 55 o 5 (TpPap 4,4 p +Tp)pic RH 4,4 32 = C
T 4Hpe prea AT T g
On the other hand, since PTC3 ; = 0 for all j, it follows that:
1
HH3, = HH33 = 7( hhs + rgHH3 5 + ryHH;3 4),
) ) dH 4HHH ) k]
and substituting into the HH3 4 and HH3 > equations:
T‘H 1
dyHH hh HH HH — kpPTCy9sHH3 4 = ——hh 68
wHH3 4 — dH(4HHH 3+ ryHH3 2 + rgHH3 4) — kpPTC oHH3 4 = 1 (68)
1
dgHHs 9 — 2 hh HH HHs34) — kpPTC4 4HH ——hhs . 69
mHH3 2 dH(4HHH 3+ rgHH3z 2 + rgHH34) — kpPTCy 4HH3 5 = 1 (69)
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The last four equations may be solved for the four variables PTC; 2, PTC4 4 HH3 > and HH3 4, and the
remaining PTC, HH will then follow. Recalling the notation introduced above, one can write

YPpIcy YPpicy
PTCq o = , PTCyqy = . 70
227 dp— Bp + krHH3 4 YT dp — B+ kpHH3 2 70
This leads to
rH 1 HHs3 4 1
dgHH3 4 — 2— hh HH HH3 4) — t : = hh
g =2 (4HHH 3+ ryHH3 2 + rrHH34) — Kpyppic p —Bp + knfilys  1Hg
dHHg5 — 27— hy 4 7y HHy » + 13y HH ) ¢ fHs.» L
gHRg2 — 22— 3 +rghif3e +ryHHs4) — kKpyppic = 3 -
dy " 4Hyy P Ydp — Bp + kyHHz o 4Hyy
From the symmetry of these equations, it is easy to see that
picyg = picy, = HH3,4 = HH372.
and thus have the following equation for HH3 4, = HH3 » = X (after some simple algebra steps):
2 2\ y2 2 2 hhs
kH(dH — 47“H)X + (dp — 5p)(dH — 47“H) — k’H(dH + QTH)H + de‘p’yppl‘CQ X
HH
hh
~(dp — Bp)(dy + 2rg)——— = 0. (71)

AH,

We next show that only one of the two roots of this second order polynomial is positive and hence the unique
solution to HH3 2, HH3 4. Let the polynomial be of the form cp X 2+ ¢1X + ¢o = 0. The term inside the
square root will be c% — 4¢gcy where:

hhs
4 Hyy .

—dcgey = Ak (d% — 4r%)(dp — Bp)(dy + 2ry)

The factor d3, — 4r%, is positive, by definition of d. The factor

27“%3(1]3

2 o2 = dP(d%D - 47"%3)
P P

dp —fp=dp —

is also positive, again by definition of dp. This means that c% — 4eogeg > c%, so whatever the sign of ¢y,

—c1 — \/c% — 4cpeo < 0, which leaves us with:
— /c2 — 4
HH3,2 _ HH374 _ 1+ coC2

202

(the coefficients are as in (71])). |

F.1 Asymmetry in patched ON levels

The assumption 75 = T} is now relaxed, and the more general case is analyzed. The main question is how
Patched asymmetry influences the space of parameters, (G, and whether the five components can become
connected. In other words, does the more general case assumption 75 # Ty leads to a increasing network
robustness. It will be seen that this is actually not true. The presence of CN in the first cell is still necessary
(because Wingless protein expression is not affected by prc levels), but expression of CN in the second and
fourth cells may now be different. While it is now difficult to explicitly solve the nonlinear equations for
PTC; and HH;, it can still be shown that pfcy < ptc, implies PTCy < PTC4.
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Fact F.1. (ptc, — ptc,)(PTCy — PTCy) > 0.

Proof. To see this assume that ptc, > ptc, (the opposite case follows a similar argument). From the
discussion above, the Hedgehog values must satisfy

HH3 4 HH3 o

——— =dyHH3 5 — a1ptc,———>— 72
as + a3HH3,4 = 32 1P 4a2 + a3HH3,2 72)

dHHH3’4 — aiptcy

with some positive constants aq 2 3. Because this is an increasing function of HH. ., and decreasing with
ptc., it follows that HH3 4 > HH3 2. Rewriting (72))
1

HH3 4(dg — axptey as + asHHs o

——— ) =HH;3-(dy — aiptc
a2+a3HH374) 32(ds 1PiCa

and comparing with the Patched values from (66),
HH3’4 dH — aoPTC4’4
HH372 dH — aoPTCZQ

for an appropriate positive constant ag. This last inequality shows that PTCy o > PTCy 4. Finally, retracing
back to (64)), it is not difficult to see that

>1

ptcy > ptcy, = PTCor > PTCy .

Distinct ptc,, ptc, does not increase robustness On the whole, there are four possibilities to consider: (i)
PTC274 > Kpreers (1) PTCo > Kprear > PTCy; (iii) PTCy > Kprear > PTCo; and (iv) Kprear > PTC274. As
already mentioned, PTC; > Kpre( in all four situations.

Situation (i) is similar to the case 75 = T already studied, where CI and CN have the form @]) In case
(ii), the Cubitus proteins have the form:

HciC
U121 catcr

_ 1
CILQ - Ul,? 1+HciCer? CN172 +HciCcr

Cly = Uy, CN, = 0.

The conditions for wg activation by CI in the second cell require Uy > Uy, so the parameters Ky, Kenwg
may take values only from components G¢; or G¢y, or G- In case (iii) the Cubitus repressor protein is
not present in the second cell:

HciC
U141 atar

_ 1
C1174 - U174 1+HciCey? CN174 +HciCcr

Since CNy = 0, repression of engrailed on the second cell must now be due to insufficient Wingless activa-
tion, implying:

EWG; < K/WGen < EWG§

which is impossible, since it was shown that EWGy > EWGs3 for any choice of parameters (see Ap-
pendix [E). Finally, in case (iv), Cubitus repressor protein is not present in either the second or fourth cells:

_ 1 _HaCo
Ch=U 1+HciCer’ CN1 =01 1+HciCcr

C1274 = U274, CN274 =0.
Again it is not difficult to see that K¢y, Kcn,, may take values only from components Gc; or Gey, Or Gy,
(it is always necessary that Us > Uy).

Component G ,,, Will never become connected to any of the other four, due to opposite requirements on
the second cell (compare equations (16)) and (I7)). But the comparison above for CI; and CN; show that the
more general case 75 # T only contributes to connect components G, and G, all the others remaining
disconnected.

30



G Computing the cylindrical algebraic decomposition

A CAD for the parameter space G can be computed from equations (53)-(54), by imposing the conditions
h(z) € Y™, as given by (11). By Theorem|[l] given h(x) we can solve for EN, EWG, IWG, PTC, and HH
uniquely as a function of en, wg, ptc, hh and the parameters p.

First, note that a CAD is not unique, and here we will start by arbitrarily chosing the maximal levels for
wg, ci, and ptc, that is:

aCIwgu OéIWng) U17 U27 U47 T27 Tl (Wlth Tl < T2)7 (73)

with physiological constraints as listed in Table[6] A hierarchy of conditions can then be computed for the
remaining parameters.

Second, note that the parameters appearing on the equations for IWG and EWG, as well as those for
PTC and HH, do not appear on any other equation and, moreover, the unique solution for these four species
has the same form for any set of parameters (Theorem|[I)). Similarly, all half lives and the Cubitus cleavage
rate can also be arbitrarily chosen. So, we have a second group of parameters which can be arbitrarily
chosen, with no conditions to satisfy except for physiological constraints. These parameters are (also listed
in Table[6):

HWGa TMa rLM? rendov Texo)
HPTC7 HHHa [PTC](), [HH]Oa TLMprcy TLMuH, KprcHH, (74)
He, Cq.

Let p,,.. denote the subfamily of parameters and (74).

Third, using the computed unique steady state expressions for EN, IWG, EWG PTC, HH, CI, and CN
write down the conditions for consistency for the expressions of en, wg, ptc, ci, and hh. We have seen that
EN, CI, and CN have simple expressions:

ENYT = en™ = (0,0,1,0) (75)
and, from Lemma[2.2]
1
CY = — (U, Us,0,Uy),
1+HCICCI( bz 4>
H.C
CNYT —— = (Uy,Us,0,Uy).
1 + HCICCI( ! 2 4)

The steady state expressions for IWG, EWG, PTC, and HH are more complicated so, for simplicity, we will
denote them:

EWG = Fiwe = Fiwo(Priee )
WG = Fwe = Fwa(Pri.);
PTC = Fic = Forc(Pree.)s

HH = Fuy= Ful(pr..)-

We start by showing that there are other parameters which can be arbitrarily chosen, and thus complete the
proof of Table[d]

Lemma G.1. The parameters Kgxe, Kenm> and Koy, May take arbitrary values in the interval (0, 1).
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Proof. The requirements for consistency of the ¢i"" expression are:
ENJ" < kene and ENST < kpy, and ENS' > Ky, and ENY' < Ky,

which are clearly satisfied, in view of , for any kgy,; € (0,1). The requirements for consistency of the
hh™" expression are:

H,C
ENY" < & o | Uj———— >k
1 ENhh 1 1+ HCI CCI CN#hh

HeCo
ENYT < K 3 or | Uy———— >k
2 EN/h 21 + HCICCI CNhh

ENS" > kv and 0 < Kewp
HCq

ENZVT < KENhh -OI‘ Uy—————— > Kenm
1+ HoCq
Again in view of (75)), these conditions are all automatically satisfied for any Kexu, Ko € (0, 1). [ |
Next, the constraints for the parameters in Table [/|are shown.

Lemma G.2. For system (I)) with steady state output set (II), the following hold:
(@) Kprca € (Opmin{Tl,PTCZT});
(b) HCIptc S (07 m min{Ula U27 U4})’

HcC .
(C) KeNpre S (HIC‘IIiCIgCI maX{Ul, UQ, U4}, 1),

(d) Either fexe, € (0, TP499— min{Uy, Uy, Us}) and kieer € (0, EWG3),
or Kexen € (0, TG min{U, Up}) and kiee, € (EWGy, EWGy).

Proof. Part (a) follows immediately from Lemma since PTC}" = T} and both PTC}’} have to be larger

than Kprccr-
To prove parts (b) and (c), consider the requirements for consistency of the ptc™" expression:

1 H,Cq
Ul———— > kepe and Uj———— < "
5 HaCq ~ o TF HoCo ~ "

1 H,Cq
Uy———m— > Kelpie and Up—————— < KceNpre
14+ HoCo ~ " 14+ HoCoq Y

0 < HCIp[C 0 > K;CNpIL‘
1 HCq
Ui—— > kepe and Uy——————— < Kenpe-
N+ HoCo ~ T+ HoCo Y

The third line is trivially satisfied, while the other lines involve logical ANDs. These immediately yield
conditions (b) and (c).
To prove part (d), consider the requirements for consistency of the en™" expression:

HCICCI
F <K en or U —— > K en
EWG1 WG - 11 n HCI CCI CN
HCICCI

F, < Bwgen | OF | Uy———— > Kcnen
e < o e e
FEWG; > K/WGen and 0 < ﬁCNcn

HeCo
F < Bwgen | OF | Uj——— > Kcnen-
vy < v >
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Theorem@ says that Frwe, < Fiwe, = Fiwos < Fiwo,» 80 these conditions can be reduced to:

HoCq .
Bwcen < Fj and Keney < ————— min{Uy, Uy, Uy}, 76
WG EWG3 CN 1 + HC] CC[ { 1 2 4} ( )
or
Ho,Cq .
F < o < B and < Ui,Us}. 77
EWGy < Rwa EWG3 Ken 1 T H.Co mln{ 1 2} o))
It is obvious that the subsets defined by 6) and (7 D intersect: just choose elements Kwq,, € (FEWGé , Fi EWG3 )
and Kene, < % min{U;, Us, U4}. [ |

Lastly, we come to the parameters in Table [§] and which complete the characterization of the feasible
parameter space.

Theorem 4. The set G consists of five disconnected regions of parameters:
G = GC,I U GC,II U GC,III U GC,IV U GAuta

each of the regions characterized by Tables[6} [} 8

Proof. The only parameters whose possible intervals have not yet been found are Kwgue, Kcigs and Kepg-
Consider now the requirements for consistency of the wg“" expression. There are three distinct cases,
depending on wether activation of wg is autocatalytic, or through the CI pathway, or through both.

QClwg +OCWng

. 1 1 3 WT __ —
Case 1: both CI and IWG contribute to activation of wg. Here wgy" = FEEe———— set Flwg =
FCI,WG
WG
1 HCICCI CI,WG
Ul———— < Kawe | OF | Ul —————— > Ko and  Fuh < Kwow
( T+ HoCy M "TH HaCo ~ 7 e o
1 HCI C'Cl CI,WG
Uy——— > ke and Us————— < Ko and  Fyh, > Kwow
< 2 1 + HCICC[ Clwg 2 1 + HCICCI CNwg IWG2 WGwg
(O < K'CIWB O > KCNW&’) and F‘IS’;’G“;G < K/Wng
1 HCICCI CI,WG
Upy———— < Kaye | OF | Ug————— > Kcn and  Fuyh, < Kwowe-
( 1 HoCo 7™ N+ HoCq ~ O e o
Case 2: only CI contributes to activation of wg Here wg)" = % so set Fiyg = Fiyg-

<U1 1+ HCICCI < fictng Ul 1+ Il{CIICa > HCNW) and FI?’JG1 < Kwaug

1 H.C,
<U2 > KCIwg aIld UZi < K/Cng and FCI < ,{’Wng

1 + HCICCI 1 + HCICCI IWGo
(0 < K’Clwg 0 > HCNW{; F}\C;Gg < K/Wng

1 HCIOCI
Up——————— < Kcwy | OF | UL . FO o~ »
< T+ HCo fres 1+ HoCo HoCq > Hicnug WGy S Fwewg
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(0% s
Wors 5o set Flyg = FVC

Case 3: only IWG contributes to activation of wg. Here wgh™ = 1 Fowons” S

1 H.C
(Ull—i-HCICCI < Kciwg UI#CICICC, > Hcmg) and legl < KwGwg

1 HC CC
<U21+Haca < aws [O1] Uoy e o > “> and - Fiyg, > ey

(0 < K 0> Kene)  and  Fiye. < Kwow

1 H,Cq
<U41+I{CICCI < KChwg U41+TCICCI > Kenwg and E\\?Iva < KwGwg-

Note that a set of parameters that satisfies case 3 cannot satisfy any of the other two. This is because of the
conditions on Us. For cases 1 and 2:

1 H CI CCI

Uy——— > ke, and Ug—————
21 HoyCq ~ M 1+ HoCq

< ’KJCng )

while in case 3, the condition to be satisfied is exactly the negation of this. In other words, the region of
parameter space defined by case 3 cannot be connected to regions defined by cases 1 and 2.

In addition, note that in cases 1 and 2, Us = Uy leads to empty intervals for K¢y, Kenwe)- And a similarly
conclusion holds when Us = U;. This leads to four disconnected regions defined by: U; > Uy > Uy,
Us > Up,Uy, Us < Up,Uy and Uy < Uy < Uy. It is now easy to check that, in each of these five regions,
the intervals for the three parameters Kwagug, Keig. aNd Ken,, are as given in Table [ |

Table 6: Free parameters (physiological constraints, as in [3]]).

Parameter Interval
Ui24, 1> (0,1]
Tl (07 T2)
OéCIwg’ aWng (07 1)
Half-lives [5,100]
(Hx)

Transfer, cleavage (0,1)

(CCI’ Texos Tendos "M > TLM »
T'LMprcs T Muns [HH]Oa [PTC]O, Kprcun)

KENcis KENhs KeNnn (Oa 1)
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4 cl’ GAuto u

Figure 3: Projection of set G into the (Uy, U, Uy) space. The regions are defined by the planes Uy = Uy
and Uy = U;. In region G,,,, U; can take values in the whole unitary cube, while G, through G, do not
include any of the points in the two planes. In this figure G, appears to “intersect” all others, since they
share values of U;. However, this is only the projection effect, since not all parameters can be shown.

1

1

1

: G

i Auto
:

1

1

kC Nwg

kWng

Figure 4: An example of regions G (solid line rectangle) and G,,, (dashed line polyhedron). This is the
projection on the space (Kcpe, (Kenwes (Fwag)> Of the fibre over the point represented by “«” in Fig. 3| This
points corresponds to choosing values for (Uy, Uy, Uy) in region G ;.
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kWGen kENhh H IWG aClwyg
‘\M
kCNen kCNhh H ptc aWGwg
SRS ARDRSSOE e,
KiiEng L ET ] e BB
kClwg PTCO H ci rexoWG
il S - L e B v IO SNE W I w
% HHO E,S’L«me MWG
T \M
kClptc CCl H hh rILMWG
/_/_,A_w«w»« e e ]
kCNptc J/ Hen H HH rLMPTC
kENci WW M tLMHH
kPTCCI M

Figure 5: Parameter histograms out of 70026 parameter sets (refer to model equations for explanation of
parameters). The notation and scales follow those of Fig. 6 in [13]. The half-lifes (denoted Hx) range
between 5 and 100 mins in a linear scale. The coefficients aClwg and aWGwg range between 1.0 and 10.0
also in a linear scale. All other parameters range between 10~3 and 1, in log; scale.
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mut(

Percent failed

Figure 6: The distribution functions for the probability of leaving the region (or “mutation”), in each of the
four regions. P, (t) is shown in the top row, where the x axis is in logarithmic scale, and ¢ ranges from 0
to 40000 (40000 is the maximal number of steps allowed in the random walks). The bottom row shows the
failed parameters and the percentage of cases where each parameter failed (exit through a certain “face” of

1 G 1r G 1r 1+t G 1t
1 Cl I C, I ALTO

0.8 08| 08| 08! 08|
0.6 06| 06| 06| 06|
04| ? 04| 04l 04t 04|
0.2t 0.2f 0.2t 021" 0.2}

0 0 0 0 0

0 5 0 0

Lo
910
s 1l tes il 1f
C,l Cl o] C,IV AUTO

0.8 08| 08| 08! 08|

0

5

10

15

Parameters

the polygonal regions).
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Table 7: Parameters with constraints common to all regions.

Parameter Interval

Rprcar (07 min{Th FPTCQ,T})

Repre (07 m mil’l{Ul, U27 U4})
H/CNptc (Lf_ljcfli(gvga ma‘X{U17 U27 U4}7 ]‘)

KeNen € (07 14{[137(%2[ min{Ula U, U4}) and Kwe,, € (07 FEWG;)
RcNens KwGen or
K/CNen € (07 1_{:]]@_[1758(:1 min{Ula UQ}) and ﬂWGen S (FEWGé7 FEWG;)

Table 8: The five disconnected components.

Parameter Interval Region
1 1
Kcuwg (maX{Ul’ U4} 1+HciCer? Uz 1+HCICCI) G
cl
Hei Cor
/{Cng (U m 1) U2 > (]47 Ul
1 1
Retwg (Ua 1+HaCar’ Uz 1+HaCa )
Gen
Hc Coy Hc Cor
Focnivg (U2 2T+ HoCar? U1 1+HCICCI) U1 > >0y
0, Va1 peee)
K:Clwg s U2 1+HCICCI
Gem
HeiCer HciCor
K/Cng (U m mln{U]_,U4}1+HCICCI) U]_,U4 > U2
1 1
Fetwg (U 1+HcCar? Uz 1+HciCcr ) G
cIv
HciCar HcCqy
Foenwg (U2 1+HCICCI’U 1+HCICCI) Us>Uz2>Uh
) 1 Hc Cor
K;CIwg S (UZHTCICVCI’ 1) or K;Cng (0 UZ 1+HCICCI)
mCIWg? %Cng GAum

foralli =1,2,4

(ma‘X{F‘I%Gl ,2,3, 4} 1)

or (; (;’
W £ 3- > >
RwGwg GCI’GC e YUciv

(max{Fyeys . b Fwés )

/iWGWK (maX{F}&gl )3, 4} ‘F}:}VV(G}Q) GA“"’
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