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Abstract

Imperfect molecular detection in single-cell experiments introduces technical noise that obscures the true
stochastic dynamics of gene regulatory networks. While binomial models of molecular capture provide a princi-
pled description of imperfect detection, they have so far been analyzed only for simple gene-expression models
that do not explicitly account for regulation. Here, we extend binomial models of capture to general gene
regulatory networks to understand how imperfect capture reshapes the observed time-dependent statistics of
molecular counts. Our results reveal when capture effects correspond to a renormalization of a subset of the
kinetic rates and when they cannot be absorbed into effective rates, providing a systematic basis for interpreting
noisy single-cell measurements. In particular, we show that rate renormalization emerges either under significant
transcription factor abundance or when promoter-state transitions occur on a distinct (much slower or faster)
timescale than other reactions. In these cases, technical noise causes the apparent mean burst size of synthesized
gene products to appear reduced while transcription factor binding reactions appear faster. These effects hold
for gene regulatory networks of arbitrary connectivity and remain valid under time-dependent kinetic rates.

1 Introduction
Understanding the dynamics of gene regulatory networks (GRNs) is a central goal of systems biology because they
play an important role in every process of life, including cell differentiation, metabolism, the cell cycle and signal
transduction [1, 2, 3]. Gene expression is inherently noisy [4], and hence, mathematical models are widely used
to characterize fluctuations in mRNA and protein numbers and to link these fluctuations to underlying regulatory
mechanisms [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. However, virtually all existing stochastic models make an implicit
strong assumption: that measurements of molecule numbers inside cells are perfect, meaning that every molecule
present is detected in the experimental readout and that technical noise is absent.

Using modern single-cell technologies, only a fraction of the molecules in each cell are actually captured and
observed. This disconnect between the underlying biochemical dynamics and the measurement process motivates
the need for explicit measurement models that augment stochastic models of the dynamics of GRNs.

Two classes of measurement models are commonly used. The first is zero-inflation, where the observed dis-
tribution is modeled as a mixture between a point mass at zero and the expression distribution generated by an
underlying gene-expression model. The aim is to capture the increase in the artificial number of zeros due to
imperfect molecular detection. Zero-inflated models have been widely used to analyze single-cell RNA sequencing
(scRNA-seq) data [15, 16, 17, 18], and attempts have been made to justify zero-inflation mechanistically [19]. How-
ever, zero-inflation is not ideal. Clearly, downsampling due to imperfect capture increases not only the number of
zeros but also changes the number of all non-zero counts.

A more principled and increasingly preferred alternative is the binomial capture model [20]. In this model,
each molecule is independently captured and detected with probability p (Fig. 1). Given n actual molecules,
the number of detected molecules is then a random variable distributed according to the binomial distribution
with number of trials n and probability p. This model has been shown to be consistent with the statistics of
raw experimental scRNA-seq data [21] and it is indeed a reasonable simple model for the detection of any type of
molecule. Empirical studies estimate typical capture probabilities for mRNA between 0.05 and 0.3, depending on
the single-cell sequencing platform [22, 23, 24, 25]. State-of-the-art single-cell proteomics can detect thousands of
proteins per cell [26, 27], but the effective per-protein capture efficiency is poorly quantified and current values are
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Figure 1: Illustration of the binomial model of molecular capture. In an experiment, only a fraction p of the original molecular counts
are detected. This leads to a distribution of observed counts that is a downsampled version of the actual distribution of counts.

only rough estimates, with abundant proteins detected in tens of percent of cells and low-copy proteins much less
frequently — in fact, over 75% missing values is the rule for single-cell proteomics data sets [28].

Thus far, binomial capture models have been studied mainly in the context of simple gene-expression models
[29, 30, 31, 32], which only predict mRNA distributions and do not include explicit regulatory reactions such as
transcription factor-promoter interactions. For the telegraph model [33] in steady-state conditions, the effect of
binomial capture leads to a simple rescaling of the mRNA synthesis rate by a factor p (the capture probability).
Consequently, it remains unclear whether, and in what form, binomial capture induces a renormalization of reaction
rates when incorporated as a measurement model for GRN dynamics, including the case of time-dependent kinetic
rates.

In this paper, we extend binomial capture models to general GRNs and investigate how technical noise affects the
observed stochastic dynamics of regulated gene expression. This framework allows us to determine how imperfect
capture distorts distributions of molecular counts and to identify when the effects of technical noise can be absorbed
into effective rate parameters of the underlying gene-regulatory model. The paper is divided into two main parts.
In Section 2, we investigate the impact of technical noise using a discrete chemical master approach and study in
detail the common motif of an auto-regulatory gene. In Section 3, we investigate the impact of technical noise
using a piecewise-deterministic approach and derive results for general gene regulatory networks composed of an
arbitrary number of interacting genes. We conclude by a discussion in Section 4.

2 Count distribution prediction under technical noise using a discrete
approach

2.1 The Binomial Capture Model
Let the probability of detecting a molecule of a particular type in a cell be p and the actual number of molecules
of this type to be y. As stated earlier, it follows that the number of measured molecules x is a random variable
sampled from the binomial distribution with number of trials y, number of successes x and probability of success
p. Assuming each cell has the same capture probability p, the distribution of the observed molecular counts P (x)
is given by

P (x) =

∞∑
y=0

P p
bin(x|y)Q(y), (1)

where Q(y) is the distribution of true counts and P p
bin(x|y) is the binomial distribution

P p
bin(x|y) =

(
y

x

)
px(1− p)y−x. (2)

It immediately follows that for any integer r, the r-th factorial moment of the distribution of the observed counts
can be written in terms of the r-th factorial moment of the distribution of the true counts:

⟨(x)r⟩ = ⟨x(x− 1)...(x− r + 1)⟩ =
∑
x

(x)rP (x) = pr⟨(y)r⟩, (3)

where ⟨(y)r⟩ =
∑

y y(y − 1)...(y − r + 1)Q(y). Note that here we used the identity:∑
x

(x)rP
p
bin(y, x) = pr(y)r. (4)
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From this formula, we can construct equations for various statistical quantities of interest such as the mean and
the variance of the observed counts in terms of those of the actual counts:

⟨x⟩ = p⟨y⟩, (5)

σ2
x = ⟨x⟩

[
1 + p

(
σ2
y

⟨y⟩
− 1

)]
. (6)

The multivariate extension of Eq. (1) is straightforward:

P (x1, .., xR) =

∞∑
y1=0,..,yR=0

P p1

bin(x1|y1)..P pR

bin(xR|yR)Q(y1, .., yR), (7)

where P (x1, .., xR) is the joint distribution of observed counts, Q(y1, .., yR) is the joint distribution of true counts
and pi is the capture probability for the i-th species.

2.1.1 Technical noise in generating function space

Using Eq. (7), the generating function of the distribution of observed counts is given by

G(z1, .., zR, t) =

∞∑
x1=0

..

∞∑
xR=0

zx1
1 ..zxR

R P (x1, .., xR, t) (8)

=

∞∑
y1=0

..

∞∑
yR=0

(1− p1(1− z1))
y1 ..(1− pR(1− zR))

yRQ(y1, .., yR, t).

By contrast, the generating function of the distribution of the true counts is given by

G(z1, .., zR, t)
∗ =

∞∑
y1=0

..

∞∑
yR=0

zy1

1 ..zyR

R Q(y1, .., yR, t). (9)

Comparing the two generating functions, we see that the generating function of the distribution of observed counts
can be directly obtained from the generating function of the distribution of the true counts by replacing zi in the
latter expression by 1− pi(1− zi).

2.2 The influence of technical noise on models without any explicit regulatory dy-
namics

In this section, we explore models of stochastic gene expression where regulatory effects are captured implicitly
through promoter state transitions, rather than through a detailed representation of transcription factor binding.

2.2.1 Telegraph model of gene expression with time-dependent rates

Don
k1(t)−−−→ Doff,

Doff
k2(t)−−−→ Don,

Don
k3(t)−−−→ Don +M,

M
k4(t)−−−→ ∅ (10)

This is the telegraph model of gene expression from a single gene copy where Don is the promoter in the active
state, Doff is the promoter in the inactive state and M is mRNA [33, 34]. The promoter can switch between
active and inactive states, mRNA is transcribed when the promoter is active, and subsequently it decays. The only
difference from the original telegraph model is that we consider all kinetic rates to be time-dependent.

We consider only the mRNA to be observable, the typical experimental scenario, when using single-molecule
fluorescent in situ hybridization (smFISH) or scRNA-seq. We first write the chemical master equations for the
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probability of observing mRNA conditioned on the promoter states:

∂Qon(m, t)

∂t
= k3(t)(Qon(m− 1, t)−Qon(m, t)) + k4(t)((m+ 1)Qon(m+ 1, t)−mQon(m, t))

− k1(t)Qon(m, t) + k2(t)Qoff(m, t), (11)
∂Qoff(m, t)

∂t
= k4(t)((m+ 1)Qoff(m+ 1, t)−mQoff(m, t)) + k1(t)Qon(m, t)− k2(t)Qoff(m, t), (12)

where Qon(m, t) is the probability of observing m mRNA molecules at time t when the promoter is on and Qoff(m, t)
is the probability of observing m mRNA molecules at time t when the promoter is off.

The generating function equations corresponding to these conditional master equations are

∂G∗
on(z, t)

∂t
=k3(t)(z − 1)G∗

on(z, t)− k4(t)(z − 1)
∂G∗

on(z, t)

∂z
− k1(t)G

∗
on(z, t) + k2(t)G

∗
off(z, t),

∂G∗
off(z, t)

∂t
=− k4(t)(z − 1)

∂G∗
off(z, t)

∂z
+ k1(t)G

∗
on(z, t)− k2(t)G

∗
off(z, t), (13)

with initial conditions G∗
off(z, 0) = f0(z) and G∗

on(z, 0) = f1(z).
According to the results of Section 2.1.1, the generating functions of the observed mRNA counts are found by

replacing z by 1− p(1− z) and replacing G∗ by G:

∂Gon(z, t)

∂t
=pk3(t)(z − 1)Gon(z, t)− k4(t)(z − 1)

∂Gon(z, t)

∂z
− k1(t)Gon(z, t) + k2(t)Goff(z, t),

∂Goff(z, t)

∂t
=− k4(t)(z − 1)

∂Goff(z, t)

∂z
+ k1(t)Gon(z, t)− k2(t)Goff(z, t), (14)

with initial conditions Goff(z, 0) = f0(1− p(1− z)) and Gon(z, 0) = f1(1− p(1− z)).
Note the generating function of the marginal mRNA distribution is G(z, t) = Gon(z, t) + Goff(z, t). From a

comparison of Eqs. (13) and (14) it follows that for all times the dynamics of the observed mRNA are exactly
equivalent to those of the true system with appropriately chosen initial conditions and a renormalized transcription
rate: k3(t) 7→ pk3(t).

Note that this result is already known for the special case where all rates are time-independent constants and
assuming steady-state conditions [29, 31]; in this case, it trivially follows from the fact that the mRNA counts of the
original telegraph model are distributed according to a Beta-Poisson distribution. Our simple derivation generalizes
this to the case of time-dependent rates and non-steady-state conditions, and the derivation avoids any explicit
solution of the chemical master equation.

2.2.2 Multi-state model of gene expression with time-dependent rates

Next, we consider a more general version of the telegraph model where a promoter can be in N states, transitions
between all states are allowed, and mRNA is produced from any promoter state, potentially also leading to a different
promoter state upon production, e.g. modeling the clearing of the promoter for the next round of initiation after
productive RNAP elongation starts [35, 36, 37, 38]. The reaction scheme for this system is given by

Di

kij(t)−−−⇀↽−−−
kji(t)

Dj , i, j = 1, .., N,

Di
riw(t)−−−−→ Dw +M, w = 1, .., N,

M
d(t)−−−→ ∅. (15)

Several commonly used multi-state models [39, 40, 41, 42, 43] including a detailed ten-state initiation process based
on a canonical model of eukaryotic transcription initiation [35] are special cases of this model.

Following the same approach as for the telegraph model in Section 2.2.1, we can write the generating functions
of the true mRNA conditioned on the promoter state. Upon the change of variable z to 1− p(1− z), we find that
for all times the generating function equations of the observed mRNA are the same as that of the true one with the
transcription rates renormalized from riw(t) to priw(t), provided i = w, i.e. if the promoter state does not change
when transcription occurs.
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However, if i ̸= w then this is not generally the case. For example, consider the three-state system studied in
[44, 37] which is described by the reaction scheme

D1

σu(t)−−−⇀↽−−−
σb(t)

D2
λ(t)−−−→ D3

σb(t)−−−−→ D1,

D3
ρ(t)−−−→ D2 +M,

M
d(t)−−−→ ∅, (16)

whereby a gene fluctuates between three states: two permissive states (D2 and D3) and a non-permissive state (D1).
The reactions effectively model the following processes. The transition from D1 to D2 (burst initiation) occurs
through reversible transcription factor binding. Polymerase then binds to D2, producing the paused state D3,
consistent with observations that polymerase pauses downstream of the initiation site before elongation (proximal-
promoter pausing, a common feature of promoters in mammals and Drosophila melanogaster [45]). Release of
polymerase from D3 triggers two events: production of nascent mRNA (M) and a return of the gene to D2,
reflecting that new polymerase cannot bind until the previous one unpauses [46]. In the paused state D3, both
polymerase and the transcription factor may dissociate, returning the gene to the non-permissive state D1 (burst
termination).

The generating function equations for this system are given by

∂G∗
1(z, t)

∂t
= −d(t)(z − 1)

∂G∗
1(z, t)

∂z
− σu(t)(t)G

∗
1(z, t) + σb(t)(G

∗
2(z, t) +G∗

3(z, t)),

∂G∗
2(z, t)

∂t
= −d(t)(z − 1)

∂G∗
2(z, t)

∂z
+ ρ(t)zG∗

3(z, t)− (σb(t) + λ(t))G∗
2(z, t) + σu(t)G

∗
1(z, t),

∂G∗
3(z, t)

∂t
= −d(t)(z − 1)

∂G∗
3(z, t)

∂z
− ρ(t)G∗

3(z, t)− σb(t)G
∗
3(z, t) + λG∗

2(z, t)). (17)

Upon the change of variable z to 1−p(1−z), we find that the generating function equations of the observed mRNA
are not the same as that of the true one with renormalized rates. The reason is that the term ρ(t)zG∗

3(z, t) in
the second equation does not transform to ρ(t)pzG∗

3(z, t) but to ρ(t)(1 − p(1 − z))G∗
3(z, t). The same can also be

deduced by examining the exact steady-state solution of Eq. (17) when the rates are time-independent constants
[37]:

G∗(z) = G∗
1(z) +G∗

2(z) +G∗
3(z) = 1F2

(
σu

d
;
σu + σb

d
,
σb + ρ+ λ

d
;
ρλ

d2
(z − 1)

)
, (18)

which implies that the generating function of observed mRNA is

G(z) = G1(z) +G2(z) +G3(z) = 1F2

(
σu

d
;
σu + σb

d
,
σb + ρ+ λ

d
;
ρλ

d2
p(z − 1)

)
, (19)

where 1F2(•; •, •; •) is a generalised hypergeometric function. Note that there exists no renormalization of rates in
Eq. (18) that leads to Eq. (19). This is possible only in an approximate sense in the limit of large ρ because as
shown in [37] in this case the dynamics of the three-state model (16) converge to those of the telegraph model (10)
— this limit physically corresponds to the rapid release of the polymerase from its paused state prior to the start
of transcriptional elongation.

Hence, we conclude that generally the solution of a multi-state gene model that accounts for technical noise can
be mapped, with an appropriate renormalization of kinetic rates, to the solution of a model with no technical noise,
provided there is no change of promoter state upon transcription.

2.2.3 Bursty models of gene product dynamics

An alternative type of commonly used model of gene expression is the bursty model whereby molecules are produced
not one at a time but in bursts. Consider the bursty production of molecules (mRNA or proteins) from a promoter
in state i and their subsequent degradation

Di
r(t)−−−→ Di + sM, M

d(t)−−−→ ∅ (20)

where s is a geometrically distributed random variable with mean b(t), r(t) is the time-dependent burst frequency
and d(t) is the time-dependent degradation rate. For mRNAs, this model (with constant kinetic rates) can be
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derived from the telegraph model in the limit that the inactivation rate is much larger than the activation rate [47];
this is a common assumption [48]. For proteins, this model (with constant kinetic rates) can be derived from more
complex multi-state models of gene expression in the limit that the mRNA lifetime is much less than the protein
lifetime [49]. Experimental validation of the geometric or exponential distribution (the continuous analog of the
discrete distribution) of the burst size can be found in [50, 51].

The master equation for this model (without technical noise) is given by

d

dt
Qi(m, t) = r(t)

∞∑
s=0

Pgeo(s, t)[Qi(m− s, t)−Qi(m, t)] + d(t)((m+ 1)Qi(m+ 1, t)−mQi(m, t)), (21)

where Pgeo(s, t) = (1 − α(t))sα(t) for s = 0, 1, 2, ... is the geometric distribution and α(t) = 1/(1 + b(t)). The
generating function equation in the absence of technical noise is

d

dt
G∗

i (z, t) = r(t)G∗
i (z, t)

(
1

1 + b(t)(1− z)
− 1

)
− d(t)(z − 1)

∂G∗
i (z, t)

∂z
. (22)

Upon the change of variable z to 1− p(1− z) and replacing G∗
i by Gi, we obtain the generating function equation

in the presence of technical noise:

d

dt
Gi(z, t) = r(t)Gi(z, t)

(
1

1 + b(t)p(1− z)
− 1

)
− d(t)(z − 1)

∂Gi(z, t)

∂z
. (23)

Comparing Eqs. (22) and (23) we see that the addition of technical noise leads to a rescaling of the mean burst
size from b(t) to b(t)p but it has no effect on the burst frequency. The special case of time-independent rates leads
to a steady-state negative binomial distribution of counts with rescaled burst size [21].

For a more complex system with N promoter states:

Di

kij(t)−−−⇀↽−−−
kji(t)

Dj , i, j = 1, .., N,

Di
ri(t)−−−→ Di + siM,

M
d(t)−−−→ ∅, (24)

where si is a geometrically distributed random number with mean bi(t), it is straightforward to verify that the effect
of technical noise is akin to the renormalization of all burst sizes: bi(t) 7→ bi(t)p.

2.3 The influence of technical noise on auto-regulated gene expression
Next, we consider models that explicitly describe transcription factor dynamics. Specifically we consider autoregu-
lation, whereby a gene’s protein product serves as its own transcription factor. Examples of such systems abound in
nature. For example, it has been estimated that 40% of all transcription factors in Escherichia coli self-regulate [52],
with the majority of them participating in autorepression [53]. For a review of stochastic models of auto-regulation,
the reader is referred to [54].

2.3.1 A simple model of auto-regulation

D0 + P
k1(t)−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0 + P,

D0
k3(t)−−−→ D0 + P,

D1
k4(t)−−−→ D1 + P,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅. (25)

We consider a simple auto-regulatory genetic feedback loop whereby a promoter can be in two states (D0 and
D1), protein production is possible from each state (albeit with a different rate), and the promoter state changes
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upon protein binding. This models a negative feedback loop if k3(t) > k4(t) (since protein binding causes a decrease
of the production rate) and a positive feedback loop if k3(t) < k4(t) (since protein binding causes an increase of the
production rate). We assume that the protein is observed with capture probability p. For simplicity, we have not
explicitly modeled the mRNA dynamics.

As before, from the chemical master equation we can write the generating functions for true protein fluctuations
conditioned on the state of the promoter [11]:

∂G∗
0(z, t)

∂t
=k3(t)(z − 1)G∗

0(z, t)− k5(t)(z − 1)
∂G∗

0(z, t)

∂z
+ k2(t)zG

∗
1(z, t)− k1(t)z

∂G∗
0(z, t)

∂z
, (26)

∂G∗
1(z, t)

∂t
=k4(t)(z − 1)G∗

1(z, t)− k5(t)(z − 1)
∂G∗

1(z, t)

∂z
− k2(t)G

∗
1(z, t) + k1(t)

∂G∗
0(z, t)

∂z
. (27)

Upon the change of variable z to 1−p(1−z), we find that the generating function equations of the observed protein
are given by

∂G0(z, t)

∂t
=k3(t)p(z − 1)G0(z, t)− k5(t)(z − 1)

∂G0(z, t)

∂z
+ k2(t)(1− p(1− z))G1(z, t)−

k1(t)

p
(1− p(1− z))

∂G0(z, t)

∂z
,

∂G1(z, t)

∂t
=k4(t)p(z − 1)G1(z, t)− k5(t)(z − 1)

∂G1(z, t)

∂z
− k2(t)G1(z, t) +

k1(t)

p

∂G0(z, t)

∂z
. (28)
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Figure 2: Effect of technical noise on the steady-state marginal distributions of protein numbers in a simple model of an auto-
regulatory circuit (25). We consider two sets of time-independent parameters: (a) k1 = 0.0025, k2 = 0.3, k3 = 64, k4 = 25, k5 = 1;
(b) k1 = 0.5, k2 = 3, k3 = 0.125, k4 = 15, k5 = 1. The exact steady-state generating function solution G∗(z) = G∗

0(z) + G∗
1(z)

for the true protein counts is derived in [11]; for the observed case, it follows by replacing z in these equations by 1 − p(1 − z). The
exact probability distribution corresponding to the generating function solution, P (x) = (1/x!)dxG∗(z)/dzx|z=0, are plotted for various
capture probabilities p = 0.1, 0.25, 0.5 and are shown by open circles; the actual distribution (p = 1) is shown by red dashed lines.
For comparison, we also show using solid lines, the mapped distributions, i.e., the steady-state distributions obtained for p = 1 with
renormalized parameters k1 7→ k1/p, k3 7→ k3p and k4 7→ k4p. Note that the mapped distributions are in excellent agreement with the
exact distributions in (a) (solid lines pass through the open circles) but not in (b). This is in agreement with our theory which predicts
that the mapping is approximately correct when the protein numbers are sufficiently high — the mean protein abundance is 51.02 in
(a) and 2.66 in (b).

Clearly, Eq. (28) does not correspond to Eqs. (26)-(27) with renormalized parameters and hence, generally, the
dynamics of the observed system cannot be mapped directly to the dynamics of the true system. However, as we
now show this mapping can be done in an approximate sense in the limit of large protein numbers.

Let the n-th derivative of the conditional generating functions be denoted as

µi
n(t) =

∂n

∂zn
Gi(z, t)|z=1 =

∑
x

x(x− 1)...(x− n+ 1)Pi(x, t), i = 0, 1. (29)

These are commonly known as the factorial moments of the system. Using the relation

∂n

∂zn
[(z − 1)Gi(z, t)] = (z − 1)

∂n

∂zn
Gi(z, t) + n

∂n−1

∂zn−1
Gi(z, t), (30)
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it is straightforward to show from Eq. (28) that

dµ0
n(t)

dt
= k3(t)pnµ

0
n−1(t)− k5(t)nµ

0
n(t) + k2(t)(µ

1
n(t) + pnµ1

n−1(t))− k1(t)(nµ
0
n(t) + p−1µ0

n+1(t)),

dµ1
n(t)

dt
= k4(t)pnµ

1
n−1(t)− k5(t)nµ

1
n(t)− k2(t)µ

1
n(t) + k1(t)p

−1µ0
n+1(t). (31)

Note that if the condition

µi
n(t)≫ pnµi

n−1(t), (32)

is satisfied then Eq. (31) reduces to

dµ0
n(t)

dt
≈ k3(t)pnµ

0
n−1(t)− k5(t)nµ

0
n(t) + k2(t)µ

1
n(t)− k1(t)p

−1µ0
n+1(t),

dµ1
n(t)

dt
≈ k4(t)pnµ

1
n−1(t)− k5(t)nµ

1
n(t)− k2(t)µ

1
n(t) + k1(t)p

−1µ0
n+1(t). (33)

These differential equations are a function of k1(t)/p, k2(t), k3(t)p, k4(t)p and k5(t), i.e. the factorial moments of the
observed marginal distribution of protein numbers are the same as those of the true system but with renormalized
protein production and protein binding rates. In Appendix A we show that, generally, µi

n(t) ≥ µi
n−1(t)(µ

i
1(t)−n+1)

from which it follows that a sufficient condition for Eq. (32) to hold is that µi
1(t) ≫ n. Since the mean protein

number conditioned on the DNA state i is µi
1(t)/µ

i
0(t), it follows that abundance of protein is a sufficient condition

for Eq. (32) to approximately hold. These results imply that when regulation is explicitly modeled, not just the
production rates are renormalized but the protein binding rate is as well.

These results are confirmed in Fig. 2 using two sets of time-independent parameters. The mapping provides an
excellent approximation when the mean protein numbers are high (Fig. 2a) and a poor approximation when it is
low (Fig. 2b).

2.3.2 An alternative derivation

An alternative much simpler, though less mathematically rigorous derivation of the same result is possible. We
start by making the observation that if proteins are very abundant than the reaction scheme of the auto-regulatory
feedback loop (25) can be approximated by the simpler system of reactions

D0
k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩−−−−−−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0,

D0
k3(t)−−−→ D0 + P,

D1
k4(t)−−−→ D1 + P,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅. (34)

Note that the first reaction has been changed from a bimolecular to a pseudo-first order reaction with a rate
equal to a product of k1(t) and ⟨y|0(t)⟩ the (actual) mean number of proteins conditioned on promoter state D0.
In the second reaction, we removed production of protein, since an increase of one molecule is negligible when
proteins are abundant. The idea is similar in spirit to the Linear-Mapping Approximation of gene regulatory
networks [8]. The new effective circuit is a special case of the generalised telegraph model (15) and thus we can
immediately deduce that under the influence of technical noise, k3 changes to k3p and k4 changes to k4p but all
other effective rates remain unchanged. Specifically, since the effective rate k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩ remains unchanged, it
follows that k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩ = (k1(t)/p)p⟨y|0(t)⟩ = (k1(t)/p)⟨x|0(t)⟩ where in the last step we used the fact that that
the observed mean number of proteins ⟨x|i(t)⟩ in promoter state Di is equal to p⟨y|i(t)⟩ (Eq. (5)). Hence, technical
noise leads to a renormalization of the binding rate k1(t) 7→ k1(t)/p. Thus the renormalized parameters obtained
by this method are in agreement with the results of Section 2.3.1.

The effective circuit describing the observed protein dynamics in the presence of technical noise and assuming
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protein abundance is given by

D0
(k1(t)/p)⟨x|0(t)⟩−−−−−−−−−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0,

D0
k3(t)p−−−−→ D0 + P,

D1
k4(t)p−−−−→ D1 + P,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅. (35)

2.3.3 The case of fast and slow promoter switching

Fast switching
Let the rates ki be time-independent constants. The steady-state solution of the model (25) has been previously

derived in [11] and the normalisation factor in [55]. Setting k1 to k1/δ and k2 to k2/δ, and taking the limit δ → 0,
we obtain the generating function solution of Eqs. (26)-(27) in the limit of fast promoter switching:

G∗(z) =
ek4(z−1)

(
k3 (k4 + L) 1F1

(
L− Lk3

k4
;L+ 1;−zk4

)
+ (k4 − k3)L 1F1

(
−k3L

k4
+ L+ 1;L+ 1;−zk4

))
k3 (k4 + L) 1F1

(
L− Lk3

k4
;L+ 1;−k4

)
+ (k4 − k3)L 1F1

(
−k3L

k4
+ L+ 1;L+ 1;−k4

) , (36)

where G∗(z) = G∗
0(z) +G∗

1(z), L = k2/k1 and 1F1(•; •; •) is the confluent hypergeometric function.
It is straightforward to see that G∗(1 − p(1 − z)) (the exact solution when technical noise is accounted for) is

not generally the same as G∗(z) with the renormalized parameters k3 → k3p, k4 → k4p and L → Lp. Note that
the latter scaling of L comes from the fact that previously our theory suggested k1 7→ k1/p when technical noise is
taken into account. The equivalence between the exact and mapped solutions only occurs when additionally one
enforces L → 0, i.e., when the binding rate is much larger than the unbinding rate. Note that since we are in the
fast switching limit this also means that both of these rates are much larger than the production rates.

Note that the constraint of small L does imply that the mean protein number is large (the sufficient condition
found in Section 2.3.1). For example, k1 = 104, k2 = 102, k3 = 0.1, k4 = 1, k5 = 1, p = 0.3 leads to an actual
steady-state protein mean of 0.29 but the squared relative error between the factorial moments of the actual protein
distribution and the mapped protein distribution, summed over the first 5 factorial moments, is merely 6.4× 10−4.

Slow switching
In the limit of slow switching rates, i.e., k1, k2 → 0, the generating function solution of Eqs. (26)-(27) reduces

to

G∗(z) =
Lek3(z−1) + k3e

k4(z−1)

k3 + L
. (37)

This corresponds to a mixture of two Poisson distributions, one corresponding to each promoter state [56, 57]. It
is straightforward to see that G∗(1− p(1− z)) (the exact solution when we account for technical noise) is generally
the same as G∗(z) with the renormalized parameters k3 → k3p, k4 → k4p and L → Lp. Note that slow switching
also does not place a constraint on the mean protein number and hence in this case the mapping is valid even if
protein is not abundant. For example, k1 = 10−3, k2 = 10−3, k3 = 5, k4 = 1, p = 0.3 leads to a steady-state protein
mean of 0.50 but the squared relative error between the factorial moments of the actual protein distribution and
the mapped protein distribution, summed over the first 5 factorial moments, is merely 2.7× 10−5.

2.3.4 Summary

Hence, we conclude that under the influence of technical noise and for sufficiently high protein abundance, the
stochastic protein dynamics of the auto-regulatory circuit (25) is well approximated by the the dynamics of the
same circuit without technical noise but with the parameter rescalings k1 7→ k1/p, k3 7→ k3p and k4 7→ k4p. This
results holds for the general case of time-dependent kinetic rates. For the special case where these rates are time-
independent constants, we have further shown that the rescaling above holds without necessarily invoking high
protein abundance provided timescale separation is enforced. Specifically, this occurs when either the binding and
unbinding rates of the protein to the promoter are very small compared to the rest of the rates (slow switching) or
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else when binding is much faster than unbinding and both processes are much faster than the remaining reactions
(a special case of fast-switching). An extension of these calculations to the case of cell-specific capture probabilities
is discussed in Appendix B.

2.4 The influence of technical noise on a more complex model of auto-regulation
Next, we consider a more biologically realistic model of auto-regulation, whereby n proteins are needed to bind to a
promoter to cause a change of promoter state and protein is produced not one at a time but in bursts. The reaction
scheme is given by

D0 + nP
k1(t)−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0 + nP,

D0
k3(t)−−−→ D0 +BdP, Bd ∼ Geom(⟨Bd⟩)

D1
k4(t)−−−→ D1 +BdP,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅, (38)

where the burst size Bd is drawn from the geometric distribution with a mean ⟨Bd⟩.
Using the logic of Section 2.3.2, we make the observation that if proteins are very abundant than the reaction

scheme effectively simplifies to

D0
k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩n−−−−−−−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0,

D0
k3(t)−−−→ D0 +BdP, Bd ∼ Geom(⟨Bd⟩)

D1
k4(t)−−−→ D1 +BdP,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅. (39)

The new effective circuit is a special case of the generalised bursty model (24) and thus we can immediately deduce
that under the influence of technical noise, the mean burst size ⟨Bd⟩ changes to p⟨Bd⟩ but all other effective rates
remain unchanged. In particular, since the effective rate k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩n is unchanged, it follows that k1(t)⟨y|0(t)⟩n =
(k1(t)/p

n)pn⟨y|0(t)⟩n = (k1(t)/p
n)⟨x|0(t)⟩n where in the last step we used the fact that that the observed mean

number of proteins ⟨x|i(t)⟩ in promoter state Di is equal to p⟨y|i(t)⟩ (Eq. (5)). This implies that technical noise
leads to renormalization of the binding rate: k1(t) 7→ k1(t)/p

n.
Hence, the effective circuit describing the observed protein dynamics in the presence of technical noise and

assuming protein abundance is given by

D0
(k1(t)/p

n)⟨x|0(t)⟩n−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ D1,

D1
k2(t)−−−→ D0,

D0
k3(t)−−−→ D0 +BdP, Bd ∼ Geom(p⟨Bd⟩)

D1
k4(t)−−−→ D1 +BdP,

P
k5(t)−−−→ ∅. (40)

In principle, more complex gene regulatory circuits can be analyzed in a similar way but we shall not follow this
approach further in this paper.

3 Protein distribution prediction under technical noise using a piecewise
deterministic approach

In this section we describe an alternative approach to understanding the influence of technical noise on the dynamics
of gene regulatory networks. This approach is based on the piecewise deterministic framework of Friedmann et al.
[58] which is an approximation of the discrete approach when molecule numbers are sufficiently large.
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3.1 General framework
We start by considering the case of no technical noise. We define the protein concentration y(t) by setting y(t) =
P (t)/V , where P (t) is the protein count and V is the average cell volume. We assume that the concentration of
each protein is a continuous random variable that changes discontinuously in time when a production burst occurs.
In between consecutive bursts, the protein concentration decays deterministically. Note that we will not explicitly
model the mRNA dynamics; rather we assume that since mRNA typically degrades much faster than proteins, the
mRNA fluctuations implicitly manifest in the protein burst size distribution [49]. Thus, we obtain a piecewise-
deterministic Markov process (PDMP) [59, 60], where synthesis events become instantaneous random jumps (which
we call concentration bursts) and protein decay is deterministic. The process is Markov because the time and size
of the next jump depend only on the current state of the system.

The probability density function of the random vector y⃗ ∈ RN is then governed by the Chapman–Kolmogorov
equation:

∂

∂t
Q(y⃗, t) = −

N∑
i=1

∂

∂yi
(Ai(y⃗, t)Q(y⃗, t)) +

∫
[⃗0,y⃗]

W (y⃗ | y⃗ ′, t)Q(y⃗ ′, t) dy⃗ ′ −
∫
[y⃗,∞)

W (y⃗ ′ | y⃗, t)Q(y⃗, t) dy⃗ ′ , (41)

where the jump kernel W (y⃗ | y⃗ ′, t) describes the jump-rate density from state y⃗ ′ to y⃗ at time t and the initial
distribution is given by Q(y⃗, 0) = Q0(y⃗). Here, the first term involving A(y⃗, t) describes the deterministic dynamics
(due to protein degradation) while the integral terms describe the random discontinuous jumps due to bursty
protein synthesis (first integral is a gain term and the second integral is a loss term). Note that the corresponding
deterministic dynamics between jumps are effectively governed by the differential equation ∂⟨yi⟩/∂t = Ai(⟨y⃗⟩),
where ⟨yi⟩ is the mean of the random variable yi.

3.2 Extending the framework to include technical noise
Next, we extend our piecewise deterministic approach to include a continuous analogue to the discrete binomial
capture model described in Section 2.1. For clarity, we first describe it for the case of a single species.

The binomial distribution of observing a protein number z given that the actual number is w is

P p
bin(z|w) =

(
w

z

)
pz(1− p)w−z. (42)

The mean and variance of this distribution are pw and p(1 − p)w, respectively. Assuming abundant molecule
numbers, this is well approximated by a Gaussian:

ϕ(z|w, p) = 1√
2πp(1− p)w

exp

{
− (z − pw)2

2p(1− p)w

}
. (43)

Switching to the (continuous) concentrations, x→ z/V and y → w/V , the distribution becomes

ϕ(x|y, p) =

√
V

2πp(1− p)y
exp

[
−V (x− py)2

2p(1− p)y

]
. (44)

Following Eq. (1), the distribution of the observed protein concentration is given by:

P (x, t) =

∫
R
ϕ(x|y, p)Q(y, t) dy . (45)

Next, we approximate this integral using Laplace’s method [61]. Consider an integral of the form

I(V ) =

∫ b

a

f(y) e−V g(y) dy, a < b, a, b ∈ R, (46)

and assume that g has a unique nondegenerate minimum at an interior point y0 with g′(y0) = 0 and g′′(y0) > 0.
According to Laplace’s method as V →∞, the integral is well approximated by

I(V ) ∼ f(y0) e
−V g(y0)

√
2π

V g′′(y0)
. (47)
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Comparing Eqs. (44)-(45) with Eq. (46), we see that in our case,

g(y) =
(x− py)2

2p(1− p)y
, f(y) :=

√
V

2πp(1− p)y
Q(y, t). (48)

The stationary point satisfies g′(y) = 0, giving

y0 =
x

p
> 0, g(y0) = 0, g′′(y0) =

p

(1− p)y0
.

Applying Laplace’s approximation, Eq. (47), we obtain

P (x, t) ∼ 1

p
Q

(
x

p
, t

)
, V →∞. (49)

Note that the assumption of large V is akin to taking the macroscopic limit of the system. Note also that this
implies that the mean and variance of the observed and actual distributions are related by

µx = pµy,

σ2
x = p2σ2

y.

Comparing with the relationships derived from the discrete model (Eq. (5)-(6)), we see that the Laplace approxi-
mation gives the correct mean but the variance is only approximately correct provided the Fano factor of the actual
distribution satisfies the inequality FFy = σ2

y/µy ≫ (1− p)/p. Fano factors of actual distributions are typically in
the range 1− 10 [62] and hence Eq. (49) is only a useful approximation provided p is not too small.

The framework above for a single protein species can be straightforwardly generalized to the case of N proteins.
The observation kernel (Eq. (44)) becomes a multivariate normal distribution with the mean µ⃗ = (p1y1, . . . , pNyN )
and the covariance matrix Σ. Since we assume that observations of protein i and j are independent, Σ becomes
diagonal with Σii = p(1 − p)yi; then ϕ(x⃗|y⃗, p⃗) = ΠN

i=1ϕ(xi|yi, pi). This allows us to repeat the calculations above
and obtain the approximation for the joint pdf of observed protein concentrations P (x⃗, t):

P (x1, . . . , xN ) ≈ 1

p1 . . . pN
Q

(
x1

p1
, . . . ,

xN

pN
, t

)
, (50)

where xi and pi are the observed concentration and the capture probability for the i-th protein species, respec-
tively. Hence, it follows that the derivatives of Q(y⃗, t) and P (x⃗, t) are related as follows: ∂Q/∂t = (Πipi) ∂P/∂t ,
∂/∂yi = pi ∂/∂xi . Using these relationships and Eq. (41), we can write the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation for
the distribution of the observed protein concentration P (x⃗, t):

∂P (x⃗, t)

∂t
=−

N∑
i=1

∂

∂xi

(
piAi(x⃗p, t)P (x⃗, t)

)
+

∫
[0,x⃗]

1∏N
k=1 pk

W (x⃗p | x⃗′
p, t)P (x⃗′, t)dx⃗′ −

∫
[x⃗,∞)

1∏N
k=1 pk

W (x⃗′
p | x⃗p, t)P (x⃗, t)dx⃗′

(51)

where x⃗p is a short notation for component-wise divided vector x⃗ by p⃗, i.e., x⃗p =
(

x1

p1
, . . . , xN

pN

)
.

3.3 Application I: Bursty Protein expression — no explicit regulatory dynamics

∅ α(t)−−→ Y ·B, B ∼ Exp(1/β),

Y
γ(t)−−→ ∅ (52)

Consider a simple model of gene expression where the protein concentration changes due to production and decay.
Protein production occurs randomly at a rate α(t) and causes instantaneous jumps (bursts) in the protein concen-
tration. In agreement with experiments [51], previous theoretical work [58], and the discrete bursty model approach
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of Section 2.2.3, it is assumed that each concentration burst is drawn from an exponential distribution with a mean
β. The corresponding jump kernel is:

W (y | y′, t) = 1

β
e−

y−y′
β α(t), y′ < y, (53)

From Eq. (41) it follows that the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation describing the time-evolution of the distribu-
tion of the actual protein concentration is

∂Q(y, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂y
(γ(t)yQ(y, t)) +

α(t)

β

∫ y

0

e−
y−y′

β Q(y′, t) dy′ − α(t)Q(y, t). (54)

Note that A(y) in Eq. (41) equals −γ(t)y(t) since the protein concentration y decays according to first-order kinetics
with a rate γ(t) in between concentration jumps due to protein synthesis.

Similarly, from Eq. (51) it follows that the corresponding Chapman-Kolmogorov equation for the distribution
of the observed protein concentration P (x, t) is

∂P (x, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂x
(γ(t)xP (x, t)) +

α(t)

pβ

∫ x

0

e−
x−x′
pβ P (x′, t) dx′ − α(t)P (x, t). (55)

Comparing Eqs. (54) and (55), we see that the two equations have the same structure, except that the jump size is
effectively renormalized by p: β 7→ pβ. This result parallels that proved using the discrete approach based on the
chemical master equation in Section 2.2.3.

3.4 Application II: Protein dynamics of an auto-regulated gene
In this section, we consider again the autoregulatory model studied earlier (scheme (38)). The reaction scheme for
a discrete model of this type is

D0 + nP
σb(t)−−−−→ D1,

D1
σu(t)−−−−→ D0 + nP,

D0
ρu(t)−−−−→ D0 +Bd · P,

D1
ρb(t)−−−→ D1 +Bd · P,

P
d(t)−−−→ ∅, (56)

where P is the protein, and D0 and D1 denote a promoter in unbounded and bounded states, respectively. As
before, we will assume one gene copy. The burst size Bd is drawn from the geometric distribution; the subscript d
stands for discrete.

In what follows, we first simplify the model under the assumption of fast switching promoter state dynamics. We
start by deducing the effective protein production and degradation rates. Writing the deterministic rate equations
for the (approximate) means of the unbound promoter and protein numbers, ⟨D0(t)⟩ and ⟨P (t)⟩, respectively, and
applying the fast-equilibrium approximation (i.e. d⟨D0⟩/dt ≈ 0), we obtain:

⟨D0(t)⟩ ≈
Kn

d (t)

Kn
d (t) + ⟨P (t)⟩n

, Kn
d (t) =

σu(t)

σb(t)
.

Note that σu(t)/σb(t) is the dissociation constant of the protein-promoter reaction. Note that here we assumed that
the time dependence of the binding and unbinding rates is weak such that a quasi-equilibrium between promoter
and protein can be reached. Hence, it follows that the (approximate) deterministic time evolution of the mean
protein number ⟨P (t)⟩ is given by

d⟨P (t)⟩
dt

≈ ⟨Bd⟩α(⟨P (t)⟩, t)− d(t)⟨P (t)⟩, α(⟨P (t)⟩, t) = ρu(t)K
n
d (t) + ρb(t)⟨P (t)⟩n

Kn
d (t) + ⟨P (t)⟩n

.

Similar equations can be written for the protein concentration y(t) = P (t)/V . This rate equation suggests an
effective PDMP with reaction scheme

∅ α(y,t)−−−−→ Y ·B, B ∼ Exp(1/β),

Y
γ(t)−−→ ∅, (57)

13



where
α(y, t) =

ρu(t)K
n(t) + ρb(t)y

n(t)

Kn(t) + yn(t)
, γ(t) = d(t), (58)

and K(t) = Kd(t)/V . Note that the concentration burst size B is drawn from the exponential distribution with
mean β = ⟨Bd⟩/V (the exponential distribution is the continuous analog of the geometric distribution used in the
discrete model with scheme (56)).

The jump kernel is W (y | y′, t) = 1
β e

− y−y′
β α(y′, t) for y′ < y. Hence, the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation

(Eq. (41)) for the dynamics of the distribution of the actual protein concentration is given by

∂Q(y, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂y
(γ(t)yQ(y, t)) +

1

β

∫ y

0

α(y, t)e−
y−y′

β Q(y′, t) dy′ − α(y, t)Q(y, t). (59)

Using Eq. (51) it follows that the corresponding Chapman-Kolmogorov equation for the dynamics of the distribution
of the observed protein concentration P (x, t) is

∂P (x, t)

∂t
=

∂

∂x
(γ(t)xP (x, t)) +

1

pβ

∫ x

0

α(x/p, t)e−
x−x′
pβ P (x′, t) dx′ − α(x/p, t)P (x, t). (60)

A comparison of the two equations above implies that technical noise causes a renormalization of the mean burst
size (β 7→ pβ); evaluation of the feedback rate α(y, t) (Eq. (58)) at y = x/p yields a renormalization of the constant
K (K 7→ pK). Hence, the effective PDMP model corresponding to the new Chapman-Kolmogorov equation (60) is
given by

∅ α̃(x,t)−−−−→ X ·B, B ∼ Exp(1/pβ),

X
γ(t)−−→ ∅, (61)

where
α̃(x, t) =

ρu(t)p
nKn(t) + ρb(t)x

n(t)

pnKn(t) + xn(t)
, γ(t) = d(t). (62)

Note that these results are compatible with those obtained earlier using the discrete approach of Section 2.4 since
K 7→ pK is the same as Kn 7→ pnKn which is compatible with a rescaling of the binding rate: σb 7→ σb/p

n.
In Fig. 3 we test the accuracy of our theory by means of stochastic simulations. For a parameter set, we use

hybrid Gillespie simulations to simulate the “true” observed process — the PDMP corresponding to the reaction
scheme (57) with its output passed through a probabilistic observation model defined by the measurement kernel
Eq. (44). For the same parameter set, we use hybrid Gillespie simulations to simulate the predicted observed
process — the PDMP corresponding to the reaction scheme (61). We find that the time-dependent distributions
from these two simulations are in excellent agreement over a wide range of capture probabilities p and for all times.
The algorithm and details of the hybrid Gillespie method are provided in Appendix C.
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Figure 3: Testing the validity of an approximate model for protein distribution dynamics in an autoregulatory loop (56) with technical
noise. The parameters are chosen so that the circuit displays positive feedback — the circuit is illustrated by a cartoon in the top left
corner. The probability of observing a protein is denoted by p. The light blue histograms show the “true” observed distributions — these
are generated by hybrid-Gillespie algorithm simulations corresponding to the reaction scheme (57) and whose output is passed through a
probabilistic observation model defined by the measurement kernel Eq. (44) to simulate technical noise. The solid purple lines show the
predictions of the hybrid Gillespie algorithm simulations corresponding to the effective reaction scheme (61) which accounts implicitly
for technical noise through a renormalization of parameters derived using our theory. The coincidence of the solid lines and histograms
verifies the accuracy of the theory for wide range of values of p and in time. Specifically, this shows that the protein dynamics in the
presence of technical noise are equivalent to the dynamics in the absence of technical noise but with renormalized parameters. The
parameter values used in the simulations are: β = 4, K = 103, ρu = 12, ρb = 52, n = 3, γ = 1. Initial conditions: (i) for the true
model, N(µ, σ2) with µ = 60, σ = 25; (ii) for the approximate model, N(pµ, p2σ2) as follows from Eq. (50). In all cases, distributions
were estimated from 105 simulation runs.

3.5 Application III: Protein dynamics of a general gene regulatory network
Finally, we consider a model of a general gene regulatory network consisting of N interacting genes. For flexibility,
we allow the protein from each gene to bind with some probability all genes. The set of reactions that the i-th
promoter and protein is involved in is given by

D0,i +

N∑
j=1

nijPj
σb,i(t)−−−−→ D1,i,

D1,i
σu,i(t)−−−−−→ D0,i +

N∑
j=1

nijPj ,

D0,i
ρu,i(t)−−−−→ D0,i +Bd,i · Pi,

D1,i
ρb,i(t)−−−−→ D1,i +Bd,i · Pi,

Pi
di(t)−−−→ ∅. (63)

Here D0,i and D1,i denote the unbound and bound states of the i-th promoter, respectively; nij is the number
of molecules of protein j required to bind the unbound promoter of protein i to cause a state change; Bd,i is the
random burst size for protein i; di(t) is the degradation rate. We assume a single gene copy of each protein so that
D0,i(t) +D1,i(t) = 1.
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Following the model reduction approach of Section 3.4, we find that the effective reaction scheme for the dynamics
of the i-th protein is given by

∅ αi(y⃗,t)−−−−→ Yi ·Bi, Bi ∼ Exp(1/βi)

Yi
γi(t)−−−−→ ∅,

(64)

with the effective burst frequency αi and the degradation rate γi given by

αi(y⃗, t) =
ρu,i(t)Ki(t) + ρb,i(t)Π

N
j=1y

nij

j (t)

Ki(t) + ΠN
j=1y

nij

j (t)
, γi(t) = di(t). (65)

where Ki = σu,i/σb,i. Note that the concentration burst size Bi is drawn from the exponential distribution with
mean βi = ⟨Bd,i⟩/V .

To obtain the jump kernel W (y⃗ | y⃗′), we first note that the jump kernel for a single species i is given by

Wi(y⃗ | y⃗′) =
1

βi
e
− yi−y′

i
βi αi(y⃗

′, t)
∏
j ̸=i

δ(yj − y′j), y′ < y,

which shows that during the synthesis reaction only molecules of the i-th protein species are produced and other
species are not affected. Since bursts occur independently, the jump kernel W (y⃗ | y⃗′) is given by

W (y⃗ | y⃗′) =
N∑
i=1

Wi(y⃗ | y⃗′). (66)

Hence, the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation describing the dynamics of the distribution of the actual concentration
vector, Q(y⃗, t), is given by

∂Q(y⃗, t)

∂t
=

N∑
i=1

∂

∂yi
(γi(t)yiQ(y⃗, t)) +

N∑
i=1

∫ yi

0

e−(yi−y′
i)/βi

βi
αi(y⃗

(i), t)Q(y⃗(i), t) dy′i −Q(y⃗, t)

N∑
i=1

αi(y⃗, t), (67)

where y⃗(i) = (y1, ..., yi−1, y
′
i, yi+1, ..., yN ) denotes the state of the system before the concentration burst of protein

i — thus the i-th integral accounts for the probability influx due to bursts of protein i.
Finally, using Eq. (51), we obtain the corresponding Chapman-Kolmogorov equation for the distribution of the

observed concentration vector, P (x⃗, t):

∂P (x⃗, t)

∂t
=

N∑
i=1

∂

∂xi
(γi(t)xiP (x⃗, t)) +

N∑
i=1

∫ xi

0

e−(xi−x′
i)/(piβi)

piβi
αi(x⃗

(i)
p , t)P (x⃗(i), t) dx′

i − P (x⃗, t)

N∑
i=1

αi(x⃗p, t), (68)

where x⃗(i) = (x1, ..., xi−1, x
′
i, xi+1, ..., xN ) and x⃗

(i)
p = (x1

p1
, ..., xi−1

pi−1
,
x′
i

pi
, xi+1

pi+1
, ..., xN

pN
). Hence, it follows that the pa-

rameter mapping follows βi 7→ piβi and Ki 7→ KiΠ
N
j=1p

nij

j , which is consistent with the single species result in Eq.
(60). The effective PDMP model corresponding to the new Chapman-Kolmogorov equation is given by

∅ α̃i(y⃗,t)−−−−→ Xi ·Bi, Bi ∼ Exp(1/piβi)

Xi
γi(t)−−−−→ ∅,

(69)

with the effective burst frequency αi and the degradation rate γi given by

α̃i(y⃗, t) =
ρu,i(t)Ki(t)Π

N
j=1p

nij

j + ρb,i(t)Π
N
j=1x

nij

j (t)

Ki(t)ΠN
j=1p

nij

j +ΠN
j=1x

nij

j (t)
, γi(t) = di(t). (70)

In Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 we test the accuracy of our theory by means of stochastic simulations of the two gene
toggle switch [63] and the three gene repressilator, respectively [64] — these are special cases of the general gene
regulatory network (63). We use hybrid Gillespie simulations to simulate the “true” observed process — the PDMP
corresponding to the reaction scheme (64) with its output passed through a probabilistic observation model defined
by the measurement kernel Eq. (44). We also use the hybrid Gillespie simulations to simulate the predicted observed
process — the PDMP corresponding to the reaction scheme 69. We find that for both gene regulatory networks,
the time-dependent distributions from these two simulations are in excellent agreement over a wide range of capture
probabilities p and for all times. Breakdown becomes apparent for small enough p as shown in Fig. 5C. For the
repressilator, since this circuit can produce sustained oscillations in the protein concentrations, we also investigate
the normalised power spectra and find that simulations of the true and predicted observed processes lead to similar
predictions except when p is very small (Fig. 5D-F).
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Figure 4: Testing the validity of an approximate model for protein distribution dynamics in a two gene toggle switch with technical
noise. The circuit is illustrated by a cartoon in the top left corner. This is a symmetric toggle switch in the sense that species y1
and y2 mutually repress each other with rates α1 and α2 that have identical parameter values; the capture probabilities are also
assumed to be equal p1 = p2 = p. By symmetry, the protein distributions are equal and hence, we show only the distribution
of one of the species. The light blue histograms show the “true” observed distributions — these are generated by hybrid-Gillespie
algorithm simulations corresponding to the reaction scheme (64) and whose output is passed through a probabilistic observation model
defined by the measurement kernel Eq. (44)) to simulate technical noise. The solid purple lines show the predictions of the hybrid
Gillespie algorithm simulations corresponding to the effective reaction scheme (69) which accounts implicitly for technical noise through
a renormalization of parameters derived using our theory. The coincidence of the solid lines and histograms verifies the accuracy of
the theory for wide range of values of p and in time. Specifically, this shows that the protein dynamics in the presence of technical
noise are equivalent to the dynamics in the absence of technical noise but with renormalized parameters. The parameter values used
in the simulations are: β1 = β2 = 3, K1 = K2 = 7200, ρu,1 = ρu,2 = 81.235, ρb,1 = ρb,2 = 1.11, n11 = n22 = 0, n12 = n21 = 2,
γ1 = γ2 = 1. Initial conditions: (i) for the true model, a bivariate normal distribution with µ⃗ = (120, 120) and Σ = diag(102, 102); (ii)
for the approximate model, the distribution follows from Eq. (50). In all cases, distributions were estimated from 105 simulation runs.

4 Conclusion
In this paper, we have modeled the impact of technical noise due to imperfect molecular capture on the stochastic
dynamics of GRNs. This was achieved using two complementary frameworks: (i) the chemical master equation,
which fully captures the discrete nature of molecular events; (ii) a PDMP approach, which retains only a partial
description of molecular discreteness and which assumes fast promoter switching.

For systems with non-explicit regulatory interactions, i.e., those which do not explicitly model transcription fac-
tor binding interactions, and which additionally do not effectively model promoter-proximal pausing, both methods
give the same results. If synthesis occurs a molecule at a time then the synthesis rate ρ is renormalized to ρp where p
is the capture probability. If synthesis occurs in bursts whose size is geometrically or exponentially distributed then
the mean burst size b is renormalized to bp. These results imply that technical noise leads to an apparent reduction
in either the synthesis rate or the mean burst size. These hold regardless of the number of promoter states or the
structure of the promoter-state graph, and remain valid even when the kinetic rates are time-dependent. In models
with no explicit modeling of regulatory interactions but where proximal-promoter pausing is effectively modeled,
technical noise does not generally correspond to a renormalization of rates, except in the special limit where the
pause is short-lived.

For systems with explicit regulatory interactions, i.e., those which explicitly model transcription factor binding
interactions leading to auto-regulation or cross-regulation, analytical progress is possible for general GRNs using
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Figure 5: Testing the validity of an approximate model for protein statistics in a three-gene repressilator with technical noise. The
circuit is shown in the top-right cartoon. All three genes share identical reaction rates αi(y⃗, t) and capture probabilities pi, so their
protein statistics are identical; only the statistics for one species is shown. (A–C) Light-blue histograms show the “true” observed
distributions obtained by hybrid-Gillespie simulations of reaction scheme (64), with technical noise added via the measurement kernel
in Eq. (44). Solid purple curves show predictions from hybrid-Gillespie simulations of the effective reaction scheme (69), which
incorporates technical noise through theoretically derived renormalized parameters. The agreement between curves and histograms
confirms the validity of the approximation for moderate p, with a clear breakdown at p = 0.1. (D–F) Average one-sided periodograms
of protein time series, normalized by the sample variance; orange, violet, and blue correspond to actual, predicted-observed, and true-
observed trajectories, respectively. For p ≥ 0.5, the normalized spectra are approximately invariant to technical noise. The dominant
frequency f∗ is accurately predicted for p ≥ 0.25 but underestimated for small p, where the predicted spectrum becomes broad and loses
apparent oscillations, unlike the true observed spectrum which remains sharply peaked. Parameters: βi = 2, Ki = 7× 104, ρu,i = 130,
ρb,i = 2.9, γi = 1, n13 = n21 = n32 = 3. Distributions estimated from 5× 104 simulations. Periodogram settings: T = 30, ∆t = 0.01,
∆f = 1/30, fNyquist = 50.

the PDMP approach; the special case of auto-regulation is also analytically tractable using the chemical master
equation approach. All approaches show that in the limit of protein abundance, besides the scaling of the synthesis
or burst sizes as discussed above, there is an additional scaling of the transcription factor binding rates. Specifically,
for a protein-promoter binding reaction of the type

D0 +

N∑
j=1

njPj
k(t)−−−→ D1, (71)

where N different proteins can bind to a free promoter causing a change of its state from D0 to D1, the rate
constant k(t) is renormalized to k(t)/ΠN

j=1p
nj

j , where pj is the capture probability of the j-th protein and nj is a
non-negative integer equal to the number of proteins of Pj that bind to the promoter. These results imply that
technical noise leads to an apparent amplification of the rate at which protein binding reactions occur. Discrete
modeling of auto-regulation using the chemical master equation also suggests that the rescaling still holds without
assuming high protein abundance, when protein–promoter binding and unbinding are much slower than all other
reactions (slow switching), or when binding is much faster than unbinding and both processes are much faster than
the remaining reactions (a special case of fast-switching).

We note that while our calculations assumed that each cell has the same capture probability p for a specific
molecular species, as shown in Appendix B, all our rate renormalization results still hold for the general case
of non-identical cells with an associated distribution of capture probabilities. The difference is simply that the
renormalization is now cell-specific, i.e., using the capture probabilities specific to a particular cell.

Concluding, our kinetic parameter renormalization results offer a principled foundation for interpreting noisy
single-cell data. We anticipate that this framework will open the door to new inference strategies for GRN param-
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eters that explicitly and accurately correct for technical noise, thereby enabling more reliable quantitative insight
into gene regulatory dynamics.
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Appendix A Proof of an important inequality
Here we prove that

⟨x(n)⟩ ≥ ⟨x(n−1)⟩(⟨x⟩ − n+ 1), (72)

where x(n) = x(x− 1)..(x− n+ 1) is the falling factorial.
Let a(x) := x(n−1) and b(x) := x − n + 1 where x ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . }. Note that both these functions are non-

decreasing on the integers.

⟨a(x)b(x)⟩ − ⟨a(x)⟩⟨b(x)⟩ =
∑
x

a(x)b(x)P (x)−
∑
x

a(x)P (x)
∑
y

b(y)P (y),

=
∑
x,y

a(x)b(x)P (x)P (y)−
∑
x

a(x)P (x)
∑
y

b(y)P (y),

=
∑
x,y

a(x)(b(x)− b(y))P (x)P (y). (73)

Symmetrizing the last expression, we obtain

2⟨a(x)b(x)⟩ − ⟨a(x)⟩⟨b(x)⟩ =
∑
x,y

a(x)(b(x)− b(y))P (x)P (y) +
∑
x,y

a(y)(b(y)− b(x))P (x)P (y),

=
∑
x,y

(a(x)− a(y))(b(x)− b(y))P (x)P (y). (74)

Note that since both a(x) and b(x) are non-decreasing on the integers, it follows that if x > y then a(x)− a(y) ≥ 0
and b(x)− b(y) ≥ 0, from which it follows that

⟨a(x)b(x)⟩ − ⟨a(x)⟩⟨b(x)⟩ ≥ 0. (75)

Since x(n) = a(x)b(x), the final result Eq. (72) is obtained.

Appendix B Generalization to cell-specific capture probabilities
Consider the general case of non-identical cells with an associated distribution of capture probabilities, H(p1, p2, .., pR),
for R different molecular species. It then follows that Eq. (7) generalizes to

P (x1, .., xR) =

∫
p⃗

∞∑
y1=0,..,yR=0

P p1

bin(x1|y1)..P pR

bin(xR|yR)Q(y1, .., yR)H(p1, .., pR)dp1..dpR, (76)

where Q(y1, .., yR) is the joint distribution of true counts and P pi

bin(xi|yi) is the binomial distribution as defined in
Eq. (2) with x replaced by xi, y replaced by yi and p by pi.

Using Eq. (76), it is found that the generating function of the distribution of observed counts is given by

G(z1, .., zR, t) =

∫
p⃗

∞∑
x1=0

..

∞∑
xR=0

zx1
1 ..zxR

R P (x1, .., xR, t)H(p1, .., pR)dp1..dpR (77)

=

∫
p⃗

∞∑
y1=0

..

∞∑
yR=0

(1− p1(1− z1))
y1 ..(1− pR(1− zR))

yRQ(y1, .., yR, t)H(p1, .., pR)dp1..dpR.
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By contrast, the generating function of the distribution of the true counts is given by

G(z1, .., zR, t)
∗ =

∞∑
y1=0

..

∞∑
yR=0

zy1

1 ..zyR

R Q(y1, .., yR, t). (78)

Comparing the two generating functions, we see that the generating function of the distribution of observed counts
can be obtained from the generating function of the distribution of the true counts by replacing zi in the latter
expression by 1− pi(1− zi) and then integrating over the distribution of the capture probabilities H(p1, .., pR).

All results in Section 2 depend on the idea that technical noise amounts to a replacement of zi in the latter
expression by 1 − pi(1 − zi), and hence the main conclusions about renormalization of kinetic rates, under the
influence of technical noise, remain the same, except that rate renormalization is now cell specific rather than the
same for all cells. The same generalization can be shown to hold for the case of continuous protein concentrations
observed using a Gaussian kernel.

Appendix C Hybrid Gillespie algorithm for PDMPs
In this appendix, we describe a hybrid Gillespie algorithm that extends the classical stochastic simulation algorithm
(SSA) [65] to PDMPs for protein concentration dynamics. In contrast to the original SSA, which is formulated for
reaction networks with discrete protein copy numbers, here the state variables are continuous protein concentrations.
While the sampling of reaction times and reaction channels remains the same as in SSA, between these events the
protein concentrations follow a deterministic ODE instead of a jump process of integer molecule counts. This hybrid
algorithm has been used in simulations of stochastic gene expression [66, 67, 68], and here we apply it to simulate
trajectories generated by the effective reaction set (64). In our framework, each protein species Yi is governed by a
PDMP: Yi increases instantaneously at synthesis events (concentration bursts) and decays deterministically between
them. We first provide the algorithm for the actual protein concentration and then describe the modifications
required to simulate observed and mapped trajectories.

Suppose bursts in the system occur at time tk, k ∈ N. Bursts of protein Yi occur according to an inhomogeneous
Poisson process with rate αi(y⃗(t), t). The burst size Bi is drawn from an exponential distribution with mean βi and
is generated as follows:

Bi = −βi ln(u), u ∼ U(0, 1), (79)

where u is a pseudorandom number drawn from the uniform distribution on the interval (0, 1). When a burst of
the ith species occurs, the state of Yi updates to yi(t

+
k ) := yi(tk) + Bi, while the concentrations of other species

remain the same.
Between bursts, each protein species Yi degrades deterministically according to the corresponding dynamical

system Ai(y⃗, t) (see Eq. (41) for details). In applications (Sections 3.3–3.5), we assume that Ai(y⃗, t) = −γi(t)yi(t)
with the following solution:

yi(t) = yi(t
+
k ) exp

{
−
∫ t

tk

γi(z) dz

}
, t ∈ (tk, tk+1). (80)

If the degradation rate is constant, γi(t) ≡ γi, then the protein concentration decays exponentially at rate γi.
The simulation process of the actual protein concentration is as follows. We initialize the process at time t0 = 0

with a state y⃗0 that can be either deterministic or sampled from the chosen initial distribution Q0(y⃗). At the current
event time tk and state y⃗(tk) we evaluate instanteneous reaction propensities αi = αi(y⃗(tk), tk). The candidate
waiting times for the next event are sampled by the first reaction method as

τi = −
lnui

αi
, ui ∼ U(0, 1).

The next reaction occurs at time t + τ∗, τ∗ = mini τi, with species j = argmini τi. On the interval (tk, tk + τ∗)
all species evolve deterministically as per Eq. (80). When the burst time is reached, apply the synthesis update
on the selected species by drawing a burst size Bj from the exponential distribution with mean βj , and update the
state of the system accordingly. Repeat this procedure with k ← k+1 until tk+1 ≥ T ; in this case, we calculate the
deterministic decay on the interval (tk, T ) and stop. The pseudocode for this process is provided in Algorithm 1.

To simulate “true” observed trajectories of the protein concentration, we first generate the actual protein tra-
jectory y⃗ using Algorithm 1. For each recorded data point (concentration yi(t)), we then model technical noise
by drawing an observed value xi(t) from the Gaussian observation kernel (44) with the mean piyi(t) and variance
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pi(1− pi)yi(t), where pi is the capture probability for species i. Each draw is independent across species and time
points. There are two special cases that should be handled separately. If pi = 0, then the protein cannot be observed
and we set xi(t) = 0. If pi = 1, then the capture process is perfect and the observed trajectory coincides with the
actual one; in this case, we set xi(t) = yi(t).

To simulate the mapped trajectories, we replace the actual parameter values with the rescaled ones. In the
applications described in Section 3.5, we find that the mean burst size βi is mapped to piβi, and the constants Ki

are mapped to Ki

∏N
j=1 p

nij

j , where nij are Hill coefficients. After the rescaling, we run exactly the same hybrid
Gillespie algorithm (Algorithm 1), but now we interpret the simulated data as mapped concentrations x⃗(t). The
special cases pi = 0 and pi = 1 are handled the same as in the workflow of observed trajectories. Thus, the mapped
trajectories correspond to an effective PDMP that approximates the observed process.

Algorithm 1 Hybrid Gillespie (PDMP) for the effective system (64)

Require: terminal time T , initial state y⃗0 or distribution Q0(y⃗), system size N

Require: parameters: K⃗, β⃗, ρ⃗u, ρ⃗b, γ⃗, matrix of Hill coefficients n; optional: K number of records in (tk, tk+1)
Require: functions:

• alphai(y⃗, t) – propensities ai = αi(y⃗, t) at time t; given by Eq. (65)

• decay(y⃗, t,∆t) – deterministic decay from state y⃗(t) to y⃗(t+∆t); given by (80)

• burst(i) drawing Bi from exponential distribution with mean βi; given by Eq. (79)

1: t← 0, y⃗ ← y⃗0 (or sample y⃗ ∼ Q0), k ← 0
2: while t < T do
3: a1:N ← alpha1:N (y⃗, t) ▷ propensities at the current state and time
4: for i = 1, . . . , N do
5: draw ui ∼ Unif(0, 1)

6: τi ←

{
− lnUi/ai, ai > 0

+∞, ai = 0

7: end for
8: τ∗ ← mini τi, j ← argmini τi ▷ first–reaction method
9: if K > 0 then

10: for m = 0, . . . ,K − 1 do:
11: dt = m · τ∗/(K − 1) ▷ K time points (t, t+ dt, . . . , tk + τ∗)
12: record (t+ dt,decay(y, t, dt))
13: end for
14: end if
15: if t+ τ∗ ≥ T then ▷ final step
16: y⃗ ← decay(y⃗, t,∆t = T − t)
17: t← T ; break
18: end if
19: y⃗ ← decay(y⃗, t, τ∗), t← t+ τ∗, yj ← yj + burst(j) ▷ update system state
20: end while
21: return trajectory (t, y⃗) (or recorded snapshots)
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