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A bstract

In addition to their self-renewalcapabilities,hem atopoietic stem cells guarantee

the continuous supply of fully di� erentiated,functionalcells of various types in

the peripheralblood.The process which controls di� erentiation into the di� erent

lineages ofthe hem atopoietic system (erythroid,m yeloid,lym phoid)isreferred to

aslineagespeci� cation.Itrequiresa potentially m ulti-step decision sequencewhich

determ ines the fate ofthe cells and their successors.It is generally accepted that

lineage speci� cation is regulated by a com plex system ofinteracting transcription

factors.However,theunderlying principlescontrolling thisregulation arecurrently

unknown.

Here,we propose a sim ple quantitative m odeldescribing the interaction oftwo

transcription factors. This m odel is m otivated by experim ental observations on

the transcription factors G ATA-1 and PU.1,both known to act as key regulators

and potentialantagonists in the erythroid vs.m yeloid di� erentiation processes of

hem atopoieticprogenitorcells.W edem onstratetheability ofthem odelto account

fortheobserved switching behaviorofa transition from a stateoflow expression of

both factors(undi� erentiated state)to the dom inance ofone factor(di� erentiated

state).Depending on the param eter choice,the m odelpredicts two di� erent pos-

sibilities to explain the experim entally suggested,stem cellcharacterizing prim ing

state oflow levelco-expression.W hereas increasing transcription rates are su� -

cient to induce di� erentiation in one scenario,an additionalsystem perturbation

(by stochastic 
 uctuations or directed im pulses) of transcription factor levels is

required in theothercase.

Key words: lineage speci� cation,hem atopoietic stem cell,transcription factor

network,PU.1,G ATA-1
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1 Introduction

The hem atopoietic system consists ofa variety offunctionally di�erent cell

types,including m aturecellssuch aserythrocytes,granulocytes,platelets,or

lym phocytes,as wellas severaldi�erent precursor cells (i.e.,prem ature cell

stages)and hem atopoietic stem cells(HSC)(Lord,1997;Orkin,2000).M ost

m ature celltypeshave lim ited lifespansranging from a few hoursto several

m onths,which im pliestheexistence ofa sourcecapableofreplenishing these

di�erentiated cells throughout the life span ofan individual.This supply is

realized by thepopulation ofHSC,which ism aintained and even regenerated

afterinjury ordepletion throughoutthewholelifeoftheorganism .Thisself-

renewalproperty isam ajorcharacteristicde�ning HSC (Loe�erand Roeder,

2002;Lord,1997;Potten and Loe�er,1990).A second m ajorcharacteristicof

HSC istheirabilitytocontributetotheproduction ofcellsofallhem atopoietic

lineages,thusensuring the supply offunctionally di�erentiated cellsm eeting

theneedsoftheorganism .Theprocesscontrolling thedevelopm entofundif-

ferentiated stem orprogenitorcellsinto onespeci�cfunctionaldirection (i.e.,

one speci�c hem atopoietic lineage)iscalled lineage speci�cation.Itisgener-

ally accepted thattheprocessoflineagespeci�cation isgoverned by theinter-

play ofm any di�erenttranscription factors(Akashi,2005;Cantorand Orkin,

2002;Crossetal.,1994;Orkin,1995,2000;Tenen,2003).Experim entalre-

sults suggest that a num ber ofrelevant transcription factors are expressed

sim ultaneously in HSC,although atalow level(Akashietal.,2003;Hu etal.,

1997).Som e authorsreferto thisstate ofa low levelco-expression asprim -

ingbehavior(Akashi,2005;Crossand Enver,1997;Enverand Greaves,1998).

During di�erentiation the balanced co-expression ofthese potentially antag-

onistic transcription factorsisassum ed to be broken atsom e point(oreven

m ultiple points).Thereafter,the system is supposed to be characterized by

an up-regulated levelofsom e transcription factors,speci�c for a particular

lineage,while othertranscription factorsare down-regulated.These observa-

tionssuggest a transcription factornetwork,capable ofswitch-like behavior

by changingfrom unspeci�cco-expression todi�erentstatesofspeci�cexpres-

sion.However,thegeneralunderlying principlesoftheregulatory m echanism s

are currently unknown.Particularly,itisunclearwhetherthe assum ption of

a dynam ically balanced low levelco-expression state is justi�ed or whether

prim ing should rather be interpreted as the result ofan inactive transcrip-

tion factornetwork overlaid by stochastic 
uctuationsoftranscription factor

expression.

In this paper we propose a sim ple m athem aticalm odeldescribing di�erent
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interaction scenarios of two transcription factors. Biologically, this sim ple

two com ponent network m odel is m otivated by experim ental observations

on the transcription factors GATA-1 and PU.1, known to be involved in

the process oflineage speci�cation ofHSC (Du etal.,2002;Oikawa etal.,

1999;Rekhtm an etal.,1999;Rosm arin etal.,2005;Tenen,2003;Voso etal.,

1994).The zinc �ngerfactorGATA-1 isreported to be required forthe dif-

ferentiation and m aturation oferythroid/m egakaryocyticcells,whiletheEts-

fam ily transcription factor PU.1 supports the developm ent ofm yeloid and

lym phoid cells(reviewed by Cantorand Orkin,2002;Tenen,2003).Forboth,

GATA-1 and PU.1,it has been dem onstrated that they are able to stim u-

late their own transcription through an auto-catalytic process (Chen etal.,

1995;Nishim ura etal.,2000;Okuno etal.,2005;Tsaietal.,1991).Addition-

ally,therearephysicalinteractionsbetween GATA-1and PU.1which inducea

m utualinhibition and,therefore,favoronelineagechoiceattheexpenseofthe

other (erythroid/m egakaryocyte vs.m yeloid) (Du etal.,2002;Nerlov etal.,

2000; Rekhtm an etal., 1999, 2003; Voso etal., 1994; Yam ada etal., 1998;

Zhang etal.,1999,2000).In particular,two di�erentm echanism sforthem u-

tualinhibition ofthese two transcription factorshave been suggested by ex-

perim entalobservations:On onehand,GATA-1 bindsto the�3=�4 region of

PU.1 (com plex 1) and displaces the PU.1 co-activator c-Jun from its bind-

ing site,thereby,inhibiting thetranscription initiation ofPU.1 (Zhang etal.,

1999).On the other hand,the inhibition ofGATA-1 transcription is m edi-

ated by the binding ofthe N-term inalregion ofPU.1 to the C-�ngerregion

ofGATA-1 (com plex 2),thus blocking the binding ofGATA-1 to its pro-

m oter(Zhang etal.,2000).Thatm eans,although both inhibition m echanism s

areinterfered through theform ation ofPU.1/GATA-1 heterodim ers,thetwo

com plexes are structurally di�erent.W hereas com plex 1 (inhibition ofPU.1

transcription by GATA-1)isknown to bind to DNA,thusoccupying a PU.1

prom otersite,DNA-bindingofcom plex 2(inhibition ofGATA-1transcription

by PU.1)hasnotbeen reported so far.

Them echanism sofantagonisticinterdependencetogetherwith positiveauto-

catalytic regulation provide a fram ework for the theoreticalinvestigation of

di�erent scenarios oftranscription factor interaction and their im plications

forthe explanation oflineagespeci�cation control.Applying a m athem atical

m odel,which form alizesthedescribed interactions,itisnow possibleto ana-

lyzedi�erentcom binationsoftranscription factoractivation and inhibition on

a qualitative and quantitative level.The proposed m odelrelieson principles

suggested forthe description ofgeneralgenetic switches (e.g.Becskeietal.,

2001;Cinquin and Dem ongeot,2002,2005;Gardneretal.,2000).

In thispaperitisourobjectiveto exam inethefollowing questionswithin the

fram ework ofthism odelstructure:

� Arethe experim entally described interactionsofthe two transcription fac-
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torssu�cienttogenerateaswitchingbehaviorbetweenastableco-expression

oftwo factorsand thedom inanceofoneofthesefactors?

� W hatare the conditionsinducing such a qualitative change in the system

behavior?

� Is there evidence for a functionalrole ofthe (experim entally suggested)

prim ing status?

To answerthesequestion thefollowing strategy isapplied.Firstly,them odel

equationsare derived on the basisofthe described biologicalm echanism sof

transcription factorinteraction forGATA-1 and PU.1 (Section 2).Secondly,

thism odelisanalyzed with respectto the existence ofsteady state solutions

and theirdependence on the m odelparam eters.According to ourobjective,

to understand the m echanism s leading to switches between di�erent stable

system states,we focusouranalysisparticularly on the determ ination ofbi-

furcation conditions,considering di�erentscenariosoftranscription factorin-

teraction (Section 3).Finally,theobtained resultsarediscussed in relation to

the ongoing debate about lineage speci�cation controlin the hem atopoietic

system ,speci�cally with respectto potentialexplanationsofthe experim en-

tally suggested low levelco-expression oftranscription factors (prim ing) in

undi�erentiated progenitorsand stem cells(Section 4).

2 M odeldescription

Although our analysis is m otivated by experim entalobservations ofspeci�c

transcription factorinteractions(GATA-1 and PU.1),them odelm ay also be

applied in thegeneralcontextoftwo interacting transcription factors.In the

following,thetwo transcription factorsaredenoted by X and Y .

2.1 Generalassum ptions

The generaldesign ofthe m odelstructure isbased on the following assum p-

tionswhich arem otivatedbytheexperim entalobservationsoutlined inSection

1:

� Both transcription factors,X and Y ,areableto actasactivatorm olecules:

- Ifbound to their own prom oter region,X and Y introduce a positive

feedback on theirown transcription.Thisprocessisreferred to asspeci�c

transcription (Fig.1(a)).

- X and Y are both able to induce an overalltranscription which also

e�ects potentially antagonistic transcription factors.Although such an

interaction is m ost likely indirect,for the m odelwe consider a m utual
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activation ofX and Y by the opposing transcription factor,which we

referto asunspeci�c transcription (Fig.1(b)).

W eassum ethattranscription initiation isonlyachieved bythesim ultaneous

binding oftwo X and Y m olecules,respectively (i.e.,binding cooperativity

c= 2).Thisassum ption ism otivated by theresultthata binding coopera-

tivity c> 1 isa necessary condition forthe existence ofsystem bistability

(seee.g.Becskeietal.,2001;Cinquin and Dem ongeot,2005;Gardneretal.,

2000).

� Thereisa m utualinhibition ofX and Y .W ithin thiscontext,two possible

m echanism s,based on theform ation oftwostructurally di�erentcom plexes

ofX and Y ,areconsidered:

- Jointbinding ofX and Y m oleculesto prom otersites(Fig.1(c)).Here,

theDNA-bound X Y -com plex(Z1)actsasatranscription repressor,which

blocks the binding sites.This represents a m ode ofcom petition forfree

binding sites.

- Form ation ofanotherX Y -com plex,called Z2,which neitherbindsto X

norY DNA binding site (Fig.1(d)).In contrastto Z1,thisrepresentsa

com petition forfreetranscription factorm olecules.

Both inhibition m echanism s (including com binations ofthem )are consid-

ered forX aswellasforY .

To facilitate the analysis ofthe m athem aticalm odelwe m ake the following

sim pli�cations:

� Post-transcriptionalregulation isneglected,i.e.,thetranscription ofa gene

is considered to ultim ately result in the production ofthe corresponding

protein (here,a transcription factor).

� Tim edelaysdueto transcription and translation processesareneglected.

� Sim ultaneous binding ofX /Y m onom erstogetherwith a Z1-heterodim er,

oftwo Z1-heterodim ers,aswellasofa X and a Y m onom eratthe sam e

prom oterareexcluded from theanalysis.

� Interactions ofX ,Y as wellas the prom oter regions ofthe coding genes

with furthertranscription factorsareneglected.

Throughoutthepaperthefollowingnotationsareused:x;ydenotethem olecule

concentrations ofX and Y ,respectively.Z1 denotes the DNA bound X Y -

com plex and Z2 thestructurally di�erentX Y -com plex,which isnotableto

bind to prom oterDNA.D x=y denotesfreeDNA binding siteswithin thepro-

m oterregion ofX and Y ,respectively.In contrast,binding sitesoccupied by

X orY m oleculesorby theX Y -com plex Z1 aredenoted asD
xx=yy=xy

x=y
.
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DNA coding for Xpromotor promotor

X

X

DNA coding for Y

Y YX
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(a)

DNA coding for Xpromotor promotor

X

DNA coding for Y

X XY

Y

Y

(b)

DNA coding for Xpromotor promotor

X

Z1 Z1

DNA coding for Y

Y

(c)

DNA coding for Xpromotor promotor

X Y

DNA coding for Y

Z2

(d)

DNA coding for Xpromotor promotor

X

DNA coding for Y

Y

Z2

Z1

(e)

Figure 1.Principles of transcription initiation and inhibition for X and Y . (a)

Speci� c transcription,i.e.auto-catalysis by the transcription factor itself;(b)Un-

speci� c transcription,i.e.transcription initiated by another transcription factor;

(c-e) Suggested m echanism softranscription inhibition forX and Y by form ation

ofX Y -com plexes:(c) A X Y -com plex,called Z1,bound to the prom oter regions

actsasa repressor;(d)Theform ation ofa structurally di� erentX Y -com plex (Z2)

com petitively inhibitstheDNA binding ofX and Y m olecules;(e)Com bination of

(c)and (d)assuggested forG ATA-1 and PU.1 (Zhang etal.,1999,2000)

2.2 M odelequations

W ith these assum ptionsone can write down a setofchem icalreaction equa-

tionswhich underly thesystem dynam ics.

The processes of speci�c and unspeci�c transcription activation (see Fig.
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1(a),(b))aredescribed by equations(1)-(4).

X + X + D x

K 1


 D
xx
x ; D

xx
x

sx
! D

xx
x + X (1)

Y + Y + D x

K 2


 D
yy
x ; D

yy
x

ux
! D

yy
x + X (2)

Y + Y + D y

K 3


 D
yy
y ; D

yy
y

sy
! D

yy
y + Y (3)

X + X + D y

K 4


 D
xx
y ; D

xx
y

uy
! D

xx
y + Y (4)

Herein we m adethesim plifying assum ption thatthe DNA binding ofX and

Y alwaysoccursasthebinding ofhom odim ers.Thatm eans,thatthesequen-

tialbinding oftwo m onom ers,as the second possibility ofDNA binding,is

not consider.The process ofdim erization,as wellas the DNA binding and

dissociation,areregarded to bein quasisteady state.

Hereand throughoutthepaper,theK i = ki=
�ki(i= 1;:::;7)denotetheequi-

librium (dissociation)constantsofthe reactions,with ki and �ki representing

the forward and backward reaction rate constants,respectively.Finally,itis

assum ed thatboth transcription factorm onom ers,X and Y ,decay with �rst

orderkineticsatrateskx0 and k
y

0,whereasdim er-com plexesareassum ed to be

stable.

The di�erent m utualtranscription inhibition m echanism s are illustrated in

Figs.1(c)-(e).First,we considertheform ation the X Y -com plex Z2 (see Fig.

1(d))

X + Y
K 5


 Z2: (5)

Underthequasisteady stateassum ption Z2 doesnotcontributeto them ath-

em aticaldescription ofthesystem dynam ics.

As shown in Fig.1(c),there is also the possibility that X and Y form a

structurally di�erentheterodim erZ 1,which isable to bind to the prom oter

regions,acting asa repressorforX and Y transcription,respectively:

X + Y + D x

K 6


 D
xy
x ; (6)

X + Y + D y

K 7


 D
xy
y : (7)

Aswith the prom oterbinding ofX and Y ,we collapse dim erization,which

is assum ed to be in quasisteady state,and DNA binding into one process,

neglecting thesequentialbinding ofm onom ers.

Under the posted quasisteady state assum ptions,equations (1)-(7) lead to
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thefollowing setofordinary di�erentialequations:

dx

dt
= �k0xx+

sxK 1x
2 + uxK 2y

2

1+ K 1x
2 + K 2y

2 + K 6xy
(8)

dy

dt
= �k0yy+

syK 3y
2 + uyK 4x

2

1+ K 3y
2 + K 4x

2 + K 7xy
(9)

Detailsofthederivation aregiven in Appendix A.

3 R esults

3.1 Sym m etric system

To analytically derivesteady stateaswellaspotentialbifurcation conditions,

werestrictourselfin thissection tothespecialcaseofacom pletely sym m etric

system ,i.e.:k0x = k0y = k0,sx = sy = ~s,ux = uy = ~u,K 1 = K 3,K 2 = K 4,

and K 6 = K 7.Using these relations,togetherwith x =
p
K 1x,y =

p
K 1y,

ku = K 2=K 1,kr = K 6=K 1,s =
p
K 1~s=k0,u =

p
K 1~u=k0,and � = k0t,the

system (8),(9)can bewritten in a dim ensionlessform as

dx

d�
= �x +

sx2 + ukuy
2

1+ x2 + kuy
2 + krxy

; (10)

dy

d�
= �y +

sy2 + ukux
2

1+ kux
2 + y2 + krxy

; (11)

Equations(10)and (11)areapairofcoupled �rstorderdi�erentialequations.

Thesteady state(_x = _y = 0)isde�ned im plicitly by

x =
sx2 + ukuy

2

1+ x2 + kuy
2 + krxy

; (12)

y =
sy2 + ukux

2

1+ kux
2 + y2 + krxy

: (13)

The dom ain of these nullclines for x and y is restricted by the choice of

param eters as outlined in Appendix B.The intersections of the nullclines

correspond to the �xed points(x�;y�)ofthe di�erentialequations(10)and

(11).Fixed points on the diagonal(x�;x�)are traced under the sim plifying

condition x = y.In thiscase,equations(12)and (13)can besum m arized by

x
� =

x�2(s+ uku)

1+ x�2(1+ ku + kr)
; (14)
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The �rst (trivial)�xed point ofequation (14)is x�

1
= 0.Having elim inated

thissolution,therem aining quadraticequation yieldstwo furthernon-trivial

�xed pointsat

x
�

2=3 =
(s+ uku)�

q

(s+ uku)
2 � 4(1+ ku + kr)

2(1+ ku + kr)
: (15)

(x�
2
;x�

2
)and (x�

3
;x�

3
)arereal�xed pointson thediagonalfor

s� �uku + 2

q

1+ ku + kr: (16)

Bifurcation pointscan be characterized by nullclines intersecting with equal

slopes.Thederivativesofequations(10)and (11)areevaluated to determ ine

explicitconditionsforbifurcation occurrenceon thediagonal,considering sas

thebifurcation param eter1.Forsim plicity thedenom inatorsin equations(12)

and (13)arede�ned asPx = 1+ x2+ kuy
2+ krxy and Py = 1+ kux

2+ y2+ krxy.

Thepartialderivativeofequation (12)with respectto y leadsto

x
0=

(2sxx0+ 2ukuy)Px � (sx2 + ukuy
2)P 0

x

P 2
x

(17)

with x0= @x=@y and P 0

x = @Px=@y = x0(2x + kry)+ 2kuy + krx.Solving for

x0yields

x
0=

2ukuyPx � (sx2 + ukuy
2)(2kuy + krx)

P 2
x � 2sxPx + (sx2 + ukuy

2)(2x + kry)
: (18)

Forbifurcation pointson the diagonal(x = y),where the denom inatorsPx
and Py sim plify to P

� = 1+ x�
2(1+ ku + kr),equation (18)can berewritten

as

x
0(P �2

� 2sxP �+ x3(s+ uku)(2+ kr))= 2ukuxP
�
� x

3(s+ uku)(2ku+ kr):(19)

Inserting P � in the form P � = x(s+ uku) derived from equation (14) and

neglecting thetrivialsolution theequality now reads

x
0(uku � s+ x(2+ kr))= 2uku � x(2ku + kr): (20)

To �nd the bifurcation points on the diagonalone needs to study the two

distinctcasesforx0= 1 and x0= �1 (seeAppendix C).

C ase I (x0= 1):

1 Param eter s is chosen to account for changes in the transcriptionalactivity by

enhancer actions or m odi� cations in chrom atin structure.Furtherm ore,s is the

criticalparam eterthatgivesriseto thedi� erentdistinctdom ainsforthenullclines

asoutlined in Appendix B.
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Equation (20)satis�esthecondition x0= 1 at

x
x
0= 1 =

s+ uku

2(1+ ku + kr)
(21)

Thisonly coincideswith the �xed pointsx�
2=3

derived in equation (15)ifthe

expression underthe radicalin equation (15)vanishes,i.e.,x�
2
= x�

3
.Thisis

truefor

s
�

1
= �uku + 2

q

1+ ku + kr; (22)

which corresponds to the condition de�ned in (16).This im plies that the

\birth" ofthe �xed points (x�
2
;x�

2
) and (x�

3
;x�

3
) coincides with the bifurca-

tion condition x0 = 1.The sequence ofnullclines in Fig.2(a)-(c)illustrates

this behavior for an unspeci�c transcription rate u = 1.The nullclines in

Fig.2(a)do notintersect fors < s�
1
,i.e.,there is no non-trivial�xed point

along the diagonal.Fors= s�1 one com m on �xed pointatx�2(s
�

1)= x�3(s
�

1)=

(s�
1
+ uku)=2(1+ ku + kr)exists,which m arksthe bifurcation pointdepicted

in Fig.2(b).Fors> s�
1
two distinct�xed points(x�

2
;x�

2
)and (x�

3
;x�

3
)existon

thediagonal,shown in Fig.2(c).W hereastheupperpointat(x�2;x
�

2)isstable,

theloweroneat(x�
3
;x�

3
)isunstable.Thenullclineschangequalitatively fora

furtherincreasein thebifurcation param eters asshown in thesequence Fig.

2(d),(e).

In thecase ofa sm allerunspeci�c transcription rateu = 0:4 thecorrespond-

ing bifurcation is illustrated in Fig.3(d).The two �xed points (x�
2
;x�

2
) and

(x�3;x
�

3)generatedatthediagonalarebothunstableasdepicted inFig.3(e),(f).

The qualitative di�erences between the scenarios forsm alland large unspe-

ci�ctranscription u arem orethoroughly investigated in thesubsequentpara-

graphs.

C ase 2 (x0= �1):

W hen x0= �1 equation (20)sim pli�esto

x
x
0= �1 =

3uku � s

2ku � 2
(23)

Equating x
x
0= �1 = x�

2=3
from equation (15) leads to a dependency on the

param eterss,u,ku and kr.Two furtherbifurcation pointsareobtained at:

s
�

2
=
uku(1+ 3kr + 5ku)+ 2(ku � 1)

q

1� kr � 3ku + 4k2uu
2

(�1+ kr + 3ku)
(24)

s
�

3
=
uku(1+ 3kr + 5ku)� 2(ku � 1)

q

1� kr � 3ku + 4k2uu
2

(�1+ kr + 3ku)
(25)

To guarantee the existence ofthese bifurcationsatthe diagonal,s�
2=3

� s�
1
is

required.Thecases�
2=3

< s�
1
indicatesthatbifurcationsoccuro�thediagonal.
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Figure 2.Deform ation ofthe nullclinesforincreasing valuesofthe bifurcation pa-

ram eters.Theoccurrenceofthe� rstbifurcation ats�1 isdepicted in (b),thesecond

bifurcation at s�1 = s�2 in (g).Param eters are ku = 1,kr = 0 and u = 1.The bi-

furcation param eter issetto s = 1:7 (a),s = s�1 = � 1+ 2
p
2 � 1:83 (b),s = 1:9

(c),s = 1:99 (d),s = 2:01 (e),s = 2:6 (f),s = s�2 = s�3 = 3u = 3 (g),s = 3:8 (h).

Fixed points are m arked as follows:trivial� xed point (0;0) -� ,stable/unstable

� xed point(x�2;x
�

2)-N/4 ,unstable � xed point(x�3;x
�

3)-O,stable/unstable � xed

pointso� the diagonal-� /� ,bifurcation point-� .
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Figure 3.Deform ation ofthe nullclinesforincreasing valuesofthe bifurcation pa-

ram eter s for unspeci� c transcription rate u = 0:4.Param eters are ku = 1 and

kr = 0.The bifurcation param eter issetto s = 1:9 (a),s = 2:04 (b),s = 2:1 (c),

s = s�
1
� 2:43 (d),s = 2:8 (e),s = 3:2 (f).Fixed points are m arked according to

the caption in Fig.2.

Forthespecialcaseku = 1 theconditionsfortheoccurrenceofthesebifurca-

tionssim plify tos�
2
= s�

3
= 3u (given s�

2
= s�

3
> s�

1
which istrueforu > 1=

p
2).

Since thiscondition isvalid forboth �xed points,(x�
2
;x�

2
)and (x�

3
;x�

3
),itin-

dicatesthatthebifurcationsoccuratthesam ebifurcation param eters= 3u.

Fig.2(f)-(h)depictsthe bifurcationsforboth �xed pointsin the case u = 1,

ku = 1.Aftera deform ation ofthenullclinestheintersectionsin Fig.2(f)still

representthe�xed points(x�
2
;x�

2
)and (x�

3
;x�

3
)fors< s�

2
= s�

3
.In Fig.2(g)the

nullclinesfors= s�
2
= s�

3
intersectwith thesam elocalslopeatx�

2
aswellasat

x�3.Thism arksthe bifurcation pointforboth �xed points,thatcoincidesfor

ku = 1.Fig.2(h)illustratesthe new �xed pointso� the diagonal,which are

stable bifurcating from (x�
2
;x�

2
) and unstable bifurcating from (x�

3
;x�

3
).The

�xed point(x�2;x
�

2)itselfchangesthestability and becom esunstable,(x
�

3;x
�

3)

rem ainsunstableasbefore.

Forsm allu the condition forthe occurrence offurtherbifurcationss�
2=3

� s�
1

isviolated.Num ericalresultsindicatethattwo saddle-nodebifurcationsform
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Figure4.Bifurcation diagram sx vs.s with ku = 0:8,kr = 0,u = 1 (a)and 0 = 0:4

(b).Thestability ofthesteady statesiscoded asfollows:solid line-stable,dashed

line -unstable.

�xed pointso�thediagonalats< s�1 asdepicted in thesequenceofnullclines

in Figs.3(b),(c).The saddle-node bifurcation on the diagonalisobserved at

s�
1
.Forlargesthesescenariosshow a com parablepattern oftwo up-regulated

steady stateswith one high and one low expressed com ponentand a further

stable�xed pointat(0;0)(com pareFigs.2(h)and 3(f)).

The bifurcation diagram sin Fig.4 com prise the above �ndingsforku = 0:8.

The x-coordinate forthe �xed pointsisshown depending on the bifurcation

param eter s.For u = 1 (Fig.4(a)) the birth oftwo �xed points through a

saddle-node bifurcation can be seen ats�
1
,given by equation (22).Condition

(24)de�nesthe occurrence ofthe pitchfork bifurcation on the upperbranch

(x�2;x
�

2)ats
�

2,whereas condition (25)isthe equivalent forthe lower branch

(x�
3
;x�

3
) at s�

3
.Note that the additionalcondition s�

2=3
� s�

1
is ful�lled.The

upperbranch givesrise to three �xed points,one unstable (arising from the

existing stable �xed point) at the diagonalat x�
2
and two new stable �xed

points branching o� this axis.For the lower case allthree �xed points are

unstable fors> s�3.The insetin Fig.4(a)enlargesthisbifurcation occurring

ats�
3
.Fig.4(b)illustratestheequivalentscenarioforu = 0:4.Thesaddle-node

bifurcation ats�
1
representstheform ation oftheunstable�xed points(x�

2
;x�

2
)

and (x�3;x
�

3).In addition,two furthersaddlenodebifurcationsexistthatalso

form stable �xed points.Since s�
2=3

< s�
1
these bifurcations do notoccur on

thediagonal.Allbranchesin Fig.4 thatdo notrepresent�xed pointson the

diagonalweredeterm ined num erically.

Fig.5 providesan overview ofregionsofm ulti-stability in the phase space u

vs.s.Distinctregionswith di�erentnum bersofstablesteady statesareiden-

ti�ed depending on thecom bination ofthedim ensionlessparam eters.Linesof

separation are determ ined by equations(22),(24)and,forthe lowerbranch,
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Figure5.Phasespacediagram u vs.swith ku = 1,kr = 0.Thelinesseparating the

distinctregionsofm ulti-stability aredeterm ined by equations(22),(24)and,forthe

lowerbranch,num ericalresults.In the lowerleftregion only onestable � xed point

at(0;0)exists.In the region m arked with \two stable � xed points" one additional

up-regulated stable� xed pointexistsbesidestheoneat(0;0).In \threestable� xed

points" region two additionalup-regulated stable � xed points exist.The dashed

horizontallinescorrespond to thesequencesofnullclinesin Figs.2 and 3.

num ericalresults.The sequence ofnullclinesgiven in Fig.2 isillustrated by

thedashed lineatu = 1,with thedotsreferring to thesub�guresforvarying

s.The dashed line atu = 0:4 gives a sim ilarrepresentation,with its corre-

spondencein Fig.3.

Figs.2 and 3 both indicatethatthebasin ofattraction forthe�xed pointat

theorigin (0;0)isseparated from thebasinsofattraction oftheup-regulated

stable statesby a setofunstable �xed points.The sequences ofgraphsalso

illustratethattheseunstable�xed pointsm ovetowardsthe�xed pointat(0;0)

forincreasing s,thuscontinously reducing the size ofitsbasin ofattraction.

However,thissize characterizes the stability ofthe �xed pointatthe origin

(0;0) in response to externalperturbations.Unlike the interm ediate stable

steady state,arising from the bifurcation ats�
1
depicted in Fig.4(a),where

a dynam ically increasing s inevitably leads to one ofthe two up-regulated

�xed points,theescapefrom the�xed point(0;0)needsto betriggered by a

perturbation thatexceedsthesizeofitsbasin ofattraction.Given theposition

oftheunstable�xedpointatthediagonal(x�
3
;x�

3
)asafunctionofsinequation

(15),an appropriatem easureforthesizeofthebasin ofattraction isprovided.
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3.2 Asym m etric system

Asindicated by Zhang etal.(1999,2000)the inhibition ofPU.1 by GATA-

1 and the converse are based on di�erentm echanism s.The form ation ofthe

PU.1-GATA-1com plex,which werefertoasaZ2-com plex,preventsfreetran-

scription factors from binding to their speci�c DNA binding sites.A com -

petitive inhibition in this form a�ects both transcription factors,although

Zhang etal.(2000)donotexplicitly outlinetheconsequencesofbindingofthe

PU.1-GATA-1 com plex to thePU.1 binding site.On theotherhand,GATA-

1 prevents the binding ofc-Jun to the DNA bound PU.1 protein and thus

disables the transcription initiation ofPU.1.This process explicitly targets

the PU.1 binding sites and introduces a functionalasym m etry ofinhibition

m echanism s.

The m athem aticalcounterpart ofthis asym m etry is a speci�c binding rate

K 6 > 0 while keeping K 7 = 0 (see equations (8),(9)).In term s ofthe di-

m ensionless form ulation in equations (10) and (11) this translates into two

di�erent rate constants krx > 0 and kry = 0.The additionalbinding m ode

(krx > 0)can be interpreted asa reduction in the transcriptionalactivity of

theX geneconferring a disadvantagerelativeto Y .

For any krx > 0 there is a sym m etry breaking which shifts the previously

observed bifurcationso� the diagonaland destroysthe pitchfork bifurcation

observed in thesym m etriccaseforlargeu.Thetwo up-regulated stable�xed

points are not created instantaneously by the transform ation ofa previous

stable state atthe diagonal,but the initialstable point rem ains unchanged

whileafurther(saddlenode)bifurcation form sthesecond up-regulated stable

pointalongside with one unstable �xed point.Thisscenario isshown in the

sequenceofnullclinesinFig.6(a)-(c).Theparam eterkrx regulatesthedistance

between the up-regulated stable points and the extension oftheir basins of

attraction.Thisisvisualized in the bifurcation diagram sin Fig.6(d)-(f)for

di�erentvaluesofkrx.

Forsm allunspeci�ctranscription ratesu,wherein thesym m etriccasethead-

ditionalup-regulated stablestatesarecreated o� thediagonal,no qualitative

changesareintroduced by thefunctionalasym m etry.

Theintroduction ofasym m etryisnotnecessarilybased ondi�erentinteraction

m echanism s.Itisplausible thatauto-regulativetranscription activation does

notrequireidenticaltranscription ratesforthegenesofinterest.Thiscan be

described by relaxing thesym m etry assum ption ofSection 2.1,which leadsto

genespeci�ctranscription ratessx and sy.Thisasym m etry in transcriptional

activity results in a qualitatively sim ilar sym m etry breaking as in the case

ofthe m echanistic asym m etry:the pitchfork bifurcation occurring for large
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Figure 6.The deform ation ofthe nullclines for the case krx = 0:1 is depicted in

� gures (a) to (c).Param eters are kry = 0,u = 0:8,ku = 1,and s = 1:99 (a),

s = 3:0 (b),s = 6:8 (c).The trivial� xed point at (0;0) is m arked by � ,the

stable/unstable � xed pointso� the diagonalby � /� .The qualitative change in the

bifurcation behavior is shown in � gures (d) to (f).The bifurcation diagram s are

shown forincreasesin theasym m etry param eterkrx.Param etersarekry = 0,u = 1,

ku = 0:8 and krx = 0:0 (d),krx = 0:01 (e),and krx = 0:1 (f).Solid lines indicate

stable,dashed linesunstable� xed points.

u isreplaced by a rem aining stable state alongside a saddle-node bifurcation

form ingthesecond up-regulated stablestate(datanotshown).Them agnitude

ofthe di�erence in the speci�c transcriptions rates sx and sy regulates the

distancebetween theup-regulated stablestatesin thephaseplane.

In a scenario where asym m etry ofinteraction m echanism s occurs alongside

an asym m etry in the speci�c transcription rates,the e�ects on the system

behaviorcom bine,eitheram plifying orcom pensating each other.

3.3 Over-expression scenarios

Induced over-expression ofa certain criticalcom ponentisa com m on experi-

m entalm ethod to study interaction dynam icsbetween di�erenttranscription
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factorsand hasalsobeen applied totheGATA-1/PU.1system (Nerlov etal.,

2000;Rekhtm an etal.,1999;Zhang etal.,2000).These experim entsprovide

insightin the stability ofthe system ,interaction tim e scales,and the role of

co-factors and interaction m echanism s.W e have applied an over-expression

im pulseofam plitudeaoe and duration doe to them odelsystem given in equa-

tions(10),(11).Characteristicsofthedynam icresponseareonly valid under

the outlined steady state assum ptions.A qualitative overview ofthe sim u-

lation resultsispresented in Fig.7.Starting from a fully sym m etric system

asstudied in Section 3.1 where,forlarge s,the system is in one ofthe two

up-regulated states (characterized by one high and one low expressed tran-

scription factor) two m odes ofover-expression are applied:a short im pulse

over-expression ofthelowerexpressed com ponentand alongand steady over-

expression ofthe sam e com ponent.Notsurprisingly,the m odelreactsto the

over-expression with two distinctscenarios,depending on theintensity ofthe

im pulse.Fora subcriticalover-expression the system returnsto the previous

expression level(indicated in Figs.7(a) and (d)),whereas for a supercriti-

calsituation the form erexpression state is reversed (indicated in Figs7(b),

(c),(e) and (f)).Translating this picture into the x vs.y phase plane,the

supercriticalover-expression corresponds to a change from one basin ofat-

traction to another,induced by a crossing ofthe separatrix.M ost available

experim entaltechniquesto arti�cially induce gene expression lead to a m as-

sive over-expression thatsigni�cantly exceedsphysiologicallevels,a scenario

stillunderestim ated by Figs.7(c)and (f).A sensitively tuned expression ex-

perim ent is m ore prom ising to elucidate criticalintensities and tim e scales

necessary to induce a perm anentshiftin thegenetic expression patternsand

thusto characterizethestability oftheinitialstates.

4 D iscussion

Thepresented m odeloftranscription factorinteraction isbased on principles

ofcoupled feedback regulations,which havepreviously been proposed forthe

descriptionofgeneralgeneticswitches(Becskeietal.,2001;Cinquin and Dem ongeot,

2005;Francoisand Hakim ,2004;Gardneretal.,2000;Glassand Kau�m an,

1973)and them odeling ofprokaryoticgeneregulation (M cAdam sand Arkin,

1998;Santill�an and M ackey,1998,2001,2004).Here,speci�c experim ental

knowledge ofactivation and inhibition m echanism s oftwo transcription fac-

tors(GATA-1 and PU.1),which play a key rolein them yeloid/erythroid dif-

ferentiation processofhem atopoietic progenitorcells,isincorporated in this

generalfram ework.

Our m odelanalysis particularly focuses on the investigation ofthe steady

statesoftranscription factorexpression and there dependence on param eter

changes.In thiscontext,weareableto analyzetheexperim entally suggested
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Figure7.Scenariosforsub-and supercriticalover-expression.In thesubcriticalsce-

narios(a)and (d)thetranscription factorconcentrationsrem ain atthesam e� xed

point,whereasin the supercriticalscenarios(b),(c),(e)and (f)the over-expression

leadsto a change ofthe basin ofattraction,resulting in an di� erent� nalvalue of

the transcription factorconcentrations.O ver-expression isapplied asa shortterm

in
 uence attim e t= 30 ((a),(b)and (c))and long term in
 uence starting attim e

t= 20 ((d),(e) and (f)).Param eters are s = 5,u = 1,ku = 1,and kr = 0.The

over-expression isapplied with am plitudeaoe and duration doe:aoe = 3 and doe = 1

(a),aoe = 4 and doe = 1 (b),aoe = 8 and doe = 1 (c),aoe = 0:3 and doe = 50 (d),

aoe = 0:32 and doe = 50 (e),aoe = 2:5 and doe = 50 (f).

feedback structures and their e�ects on the system behavior under various

conditions.

Tofacilitatethem athem aticalanalysis,anum berofsim pli�cationshavebeen

m ade.W e interpretthe transcription factorsdescribed in the m odel(X and

Y )asrepresentativesofa m ore com plex factorform ation ratherthan an ex-

plicitm odelofPU.1 and GATA-1 alone.Also,weareawarethatm ostofthe

statem entsresultingfrom them odelanalysisareonly sem i-quantitativein the

sense thatforallm odelparam eters,asthere are DNA binding-,decay-,and

transcription-rates,no experim entally determ ined estim atesare available for

theinvestigated system .In thesam elineofargum entation,detailsofthetran-

scription/translation process,liketheDNA binding sequence oftranscription

factorm oleculesand the delay induced by the processesoftranscription and

translation,havebeen excluded from theanalysis.Although such phenom ena
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can in
uencethedynam icsofthesystem (Bundschuh etal.,2003;Vilaretal.,

2002),these e�ectsare speculative since detailed inform ation aboutrelevant

rates and tim e scales are not available.The sim pli�cations arising from the

quasisteady stateassum ption outlined in Section 2fordim erization and DNA

binding im pose further lim itations on our m odelwith respect to the exact

description ofthe system dynam ics (c.f.Pironeand Elston,2004).However,

thesesim pli�cationsdo note�ectthesteady statebehavior,and,thus,do not

altertheresultsderived in Section 3.

The functionalrole ofthe so called prim ing behavior is a question ofpar-

ticular biologicalrelevance which is addressed by this m odel.It has been

suggested thatlow levelco-expression ofm ultiple transcription factors,spe-

ci�c fordi�erentlineages,m ightbea characteristic of(hem atopoietic)tissue

stem cells (Akashi,2005;Crossand Enver,1997;Orkin,2000).However,it

is currently unclear whether prim ing corresponds to a stable state of low

levelco-expression orto a truly zero-expression overlaid by som erandom ex-

pression noise.Furtherm ore,there is a hypothesis that lineage speci�cation

induction m ightbe a two stageprocesswith a prim ary initialization oftran-

scription factor network interaction (i.e.,a transition from no expression to

low levelco-expression)and a secondary network-induced di�erentiation pro-

cess (Enverand Greaves,1998).This perspective im m ediately leads to the

questionsunderwhich conditionssuch a two stageprocesscan beestablished

and whether such a sequence ofdi�erent activation states ofthe transcrip-

tion factornetwork requires(m ultiple)externalinduction signalsorwhether

itrepresentsa system inherentdevelopm ent.

The suggested m odelgenerates two characteristic m odes ofsystem stability

depending on the m agnitude ofthe speci�c transcription rate s:Forsm alls

only thetrivial�xed point(0;0)exists;forlargestwoadditionalup-regulated

stable states are observed that are m arked by the dom inance ofone factor

over the other (dom inated co-expression).These m odes are m aintained in-

dependently ofa m echanistic or param etric asym m etry.Assum ing a di�er-

entiation initiation by increasing the transcription rate s (e.g.by changesin

chrom atin structure (Bergerand Felsenfeld,2001;Rosm arin etal.,2005) or

by alterations in activation/inhibition com plexes (Hum e,2000)),the transi-

tion between thedi�erentstablestatesisthecentralm echanism characterizing

lineagespeci�cation.

W ithin the proposed biologicalfram ework the trivial�xed point at (0;0),

which exists for allvalues ofs,can be identi�ed with the undi�erentiated

stateofa cellwhereneitheractivation nordecision processesareobserved.It

should be m entioned thatstability ofthis�xed pointisspeci�c forthe out-

lined m odeland hasnotbeen observed forthegeneralcaseofa toggleswitch

(c.f.Gardneretal.,2000).In logicalextension,the two up-regulated stable

�xed points,observed forlarge s,would be interpreted as expression states
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prom oting one or the other lineage.These distinct states are characterized

by a high auto-regulative expression ofone dom inating factorand a reduced

expression oftheantagonisticfactor.

In Sections3.1and 3.2ithasbeen dem onstrated that,forincreased unspeci�c

transcription ratesu (butonly in thiscase!),afurtherstable�xed pointexists

forinterm ediate s priorto the form ation ofthe two distinctstatesofdom i-

nated co-expression.Thisparticular�xed pointischaracterized by abalanced

low levelco-expression ofthetwo antagonisticfactorswhereno �nalcom m it-

m entdecision hasbeen m ade.Theresultingtransition sequencebetween three

distinctregionsofm ulti-stability can beinterpreted asa possibleexplanation

fora two stagedi�erentiation processm entioned above.

The induction ofa system change from the stable trivial�xed point to the

dom inated or,ifexistent,balanced low levelco-expression state,needsto be

triggered eitherby astochasticbackground expression orby an activeim pulse

on the system .The unstable �xed point separating the trivialfrom the up-

regulated stable statesisan indicatorofthe size ofthe basinsofattraction.

The observation thatthe unstable �xed pointapproachesthe trivialone for

increasing s indicatesthatthe m agnitude ofthe perturbation to introduce a

transition from thezero-statetotheco-expression statesdecreasesin thesam e

fashion:fora su�ciently large s even a sm allperturbation isable to initiate

di�erentiation.

Concluding from these results,there are two di�erent scenarios to explain

the experim entally suggested prim ing behavior within the proposed m odel

fram ework:(1)Prim ing m ightbeconsidered astheexistenceofperturbations

in theexpression oftranscription factors,im posed on a zero-expression state

represented by thetrivial�xed pointat(0;0),eitherin theform ofstochastic

background 
uctuations(functionalnoise)orby active im pulses.In thissce-

nario,the perturbations are necessary com ponents ofthe regulatory system

to inducea di�erentiation process.Itpointsto thepotentialroleofstochastic

e�ects in the context ofdecision m aking in stem celldi�erentiation as fre-

quently suggested (see Kaern etal.(2005) for a review).(2) In contrast to

this scenario,prim ing can also be explained by the balanced low levelco-

expression state,which becom esunstableforincreasing speci�c transcription

rates.Due to thisparam eterdependentlossofstability,thisscenario would

lead todi�erentiation withouttheneed forexternalperturbations2.However,

thebalanced low levelco-expression stateisonly existentifthereisa certain

degreeofunspeci�ctranscription.

Currently,ourresultsdo notallow to decide between the two scenarios.The

2 To be precise:An in� nitesim alperturbation is required to escape from the un-

stable � xed point.Fluctuations ofthism agnitude are presentin any \realworld"

system .
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introduction ofarti�cialdi�erentiation im pulsesofdi�erentintensitieson un-

com m itted cells m ight be an appropriate way to tackle this question exper-

im entally.W hereas,a low levelco-expression prim ing (like in scenario (2))

would be una�ected by these perturbations,the system could be enforced to

escape the prim ing status in scenario (1).M oreover the existence and the

stability ofthedi�erentstablesystem statesdepend sensitively on them odel

param eters.Due to the lack ofavailable data on transcription and binding

rates,wearecurrently notabletospecify thebiologicalrelevantregim esm ore

rigorously.Anyexperim entalapproxim ation ofbindingand transcription rates

fortheinvolved com ponentssupportstheidenti�cation ofthenatureofprim -

ing.

The over-expression scenariospresented in Section 3.3 failto explain experi-

m ental�ndingsdescribed byseveralauthors(Nerlov etal.,2000;Rekhtm an etal.,

2003;Zhang etal.,2000).In spite ofthe induced up-regulation ofone tran-

scription factoritwasobserved thatthe transcription levelofthe antagonis-

tic transcription factor rem ained m ore or less constant.These observations

are in contrast to the m odelresults presented here,in which the induced

over-expression ofthe initially low expressed factorshiftsthe equilibrium to

the opposing co-expression state.Retaining our m odelassum ptions,a po-

tentialinterpretation can be given asfollows:One ofthe m ajorfunctionsof

transcriptionalregulatorslike GATA-1 and PU.1 isthe activation ofa setof

lineage-speci�c geneswhich include furthertranscription and growth factors

as wellas functionalcom ponents ofthe com m itted lineages (Tenen,2003).

In Sieweke and Graf(1998) and Tsaietal.(1991),the authors point to a

continuously m odulated setofcooperative lineage-inherenttranscription fac-

torschanging with the state ofdi�erentiation.Such secondary com plexes of

transcription factorscould in turn actasactivatorsoftheinitialtranscription

factor,substitutingforasim pleauto-regulation and thusstabilizingtheinitial

up-regulation pattern (Hum e,2000).In such a scenario ourm odelwould only

accountforthe initialswitching process.The experim entally observed stable

transcription levelofthe antagonistic factor in over-expression experim ents

could be interpreted as a substitution ofthe auto-regulation by secondary

transcription factorcom plexes.

Sum m arizing,the presented m odelisableto provide a quantitative explana-

tion for possible m echanism s underlying lineage speci�cation controlin eu-

karyotic system s.Itisable to generate param eterdependentchanges in the

system behavior,with alterationofthenum berofpossiblestablesteadystates.

Speci�cally,the m odelexplains states ofstable co-expression as wellas the

situation characterized by an over-expression ofonefactorovertheother.The

conditions inducing shifts from one to another stable state (e.g.param eter

choice,degreeofsystem disturbances),however,depend in asensitivem anner

ontheassum ed activationand inhibition m echanism s.Usingthem athem atical

m odel,wewereableto testseveralcom binationsofexperim entally described
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feedback m echanism s with respect to their in
uence on the resulting stable

statesand providepossibleexplanationsfortheexperim entally suggested dif-

ferentiation prim ing ofstem cells.
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A D erivation oftranscription factor dynam ics

Itisassum ed thatthetranscription oftranscription factorsX and Y requires

the existence ofactivator com plexes,i.e.,the binding ofX or Y dim ers to

the prom oter regions ofX (D x) and Y (D y),respectively.As described in

Section 2.2,we distinguish between a speci�c (see equations(1),(3))and an

unspeci�c (equations (2),(4))transcription activation.Furtherm ore,there is

thepossibility thatX and Y can actjointlyasarepressordim erZ1,inhibiting

theDNA binding oftheX and Y activatordim ers(seeequations(6),(7)).

Thetotalam ountofprom otersitesforX and Y can bespeci�ed asthesum of

unbound (free)and occupied (by repressororactivatorm olecules) prom oter

regions,i.e.,

D
tot
x=y = D x=y + D

xy

x=y
+ D

xx
x=y + D

yy

x=y
: (A.1)

Using theequilibrium (dissociation)constants

K 1 =
D xx

x

D xx
2
; K 2 =

D yy
x

D xy
2
; K 3 =

D yy
y

D yy
2
; K 4 =

D xx
y

D yx
2
;

K 6 =
D xy

x

D xxy
;and K 7 =

D xy
y

D yxy
; (A.2)

obtainedfrom assum ingequations(1)-(4),(6),(7)tobeinaquasisteadystate,

thefraction ofprom otersitescontributing to activeX and Y transcription is
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given by

D xx
x + D yy

x

D tot
x

=
K 1x

2D x + K 2y
2D x

D x + K 1x
2D x + K 2y

2D x + K 6xyD x

=
K 1x

2 + K 2y
2

1+ K 1x
2 + K 2y

2 + K 6xy

(A.3)

and

D yy
y + D xx

y

D tot
y

=
K 3y

2D y + K 4x
2D y

D y + K 3y
2D y + K 4x

2D y + K 7xyD y

=
K 3y

2 + K 4x
2

1+ K 3y
2 + K 4x

2 + K 7xy

(A.4)

respectively.

Takingthe(�rstorder)decay ratesofX and Y intoaccount,oneim m ediately

obtainsequations(8),(9)by writing down the balance equationsforX and

Y .

B D om ain ofthe nullclines

Undertheequilibrium assum ption equation (12)can besolved for:

y1=2(x)=
krx

2 �
q

k2rx
4 � 4kux(u � x)(sx � 1� x2)

2ku(u� x)
(B.1)

which describesa setofnullclines.Thereisan obvioussingularity atx = u.

Thesolutionsy1=2(x)arerealfor0< h(x)= k2rx
4� 4kux(u� x)(sx� 1� x2)

with h(x) de�ned as the expression under the square root in the previous

equation.Forkr = 0 therootsofh(x)arelocated at

x
h
1
= 0 (B.2)

x
h
2
=
s

2
�

s

s2

4
� 1 (B.3)

x
h
3 = u (B.4)

x
h
4 =

s

2
+

s

s2

4
� 1 (B.5)

Realrootsatxh
2=4

existonly fors � 2.Fig.B.1 showsthe function h(x)for

s = 1:9 and s = 2:1.In the case s < 2 the param eter u = xh
3
restricts the

de�nition spaceofthenullclinestox 2 [0;xh3].Fors> 2 threescenariosexist,
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FigureB.1.Thefunction h(x)= k2rx
4� 4kux(u� x)(sx� 1� x

2)isshown forkr = 0,

u = 1,ku = 1 and s= 1:9 (a)and s= 2:1 (b).

where the singularity atx = u = xh
3
m arksa boundary fordistinctintervals

in the dom ain:xh
3
< xh

2
(with x 2 [0;xh

3
][ [xh

2
;xh

4
]),xh

2
< xh

3
< xh

4
(with x 2

[0;xh2][[x
h
3;x

h
4])shown in Fig.B.1(b),and x

h
4 < xh3 (with x 2 [0;xh2][[x

h
4;x

h
3]).

C D erivation ofbifurcation condition

Thenullclinesofthesym m etricsystem derived in (12)and (13)areinterpreted

asfunctionsofx and y:

x = f(x;y)=
sx2 + ukuy

2

1+ x2 + kuy
2 + krxy

; (C.1)

y = g(x;y)=
sy2 + ukux

2

1+ kux
2 + y2 + krxy

: (C.2)

To derive bifurcation conditionsone hasto determ ine the pointoftangency

ofthenullclinesf(x;y),g(x;y)ata steady state(x�;y�),i.e.

df(x;y)

dy

�
�
�
�
�
(x�;y�)

=
dg(x;y)

dx

�
�
�
�
�
(x�;y�)

: (C.3)

Generally, it holds for inverse functions h and k = h�1 that k0(h(x)) =

(h0(x))
�1
.Considering only points at the diagonalx = h(x) = y,it follows

thath0(x)= (k0(x))
�1
.Assum ing identity ofthe�rstorderderivativesh0and

k0atsom epointx� on thediagonalyields,therefore,(h0(x�))
2
= (k0(x�))

2
= 1.

From thesestatem ents,itfollowsthatwehavetoconsiderthefollowingequal-
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ities to �nd the bifurcation conditionsforthe sym m etric system ,restricting

to sym m etric steady statesoftheform (x�;x�):

df(x;y)

dx

�
�
�
�
�
(x�;x�)

=
dg(x;y)

dx

�
�
�
�
�
(x�;x�)

= j1j: (C.4)
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