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Abstract

RNA velocity is an important model that combines cellular spliced and unspliced RNA counts
to infer dynamical properties of various regulatory functions. Despite its wide applicability and
many variants used in practice, the model has not been adequately designed to directly account for
both intracellular gene regulatory network interactions and spatial intercellular communications.
Here, we propose a new RNA velocity approach that jointly and directly captures two new network
structures: an intracellular gene regulatory network (GRN) and an intercellular interaction network
that captures interactions between (neighboring) cells, with relevance to spatial transcriptomics. We
theoretically analyze this two-level network system through the lens of control and consensus theory.
In particular, we investigate network equilibria, stability, cellular network consensus, and optimal
control approaches for targeted drug intervention.

1 Introduction and Problem Formulation

RNA velocity is a modeling concept used to infer cellular differentiation trajectories from bulk and
single-cell RNA sequencing data [16]. The key idea behind the model is to couple the counts of
unspliced and spliced mRNA molecules into a dynamical system, and define velocity as an indicator
of the future state of spliced mRNA given its unspliced molecular counts. Specifically, given a single
cell and a single gene, the evolution of unspliced RNA u(#) and spliced RNA s(t) is captured by two
ordinary differential equations (ODEs) of the form

YO — ) -puy. B = putr) ~ys00), (n
where a(¢) stands for the time-dependent transcription rate (i.e., the “expression” rate at which DNA
is read to produce mRNA), S represents the splicing rate (i.e., the rate at which mRNA is modified
via alternative splicing), and y equals the degradation rate (i.e., the rate at which mature RNA is used
up for translation into proteins). RNA velocity itself is defined as v(¢) = dsd—(tt) [16] so that a positive
velocity implies that the expression of the underlying gene is increasing, while a negative RNA velocity
indicates an opposite trend. In addition, v(z) = O implies that the replication/splicing system is in an

equilibriurrﬂ

ds(1)

! Although many cellular mechanisms inherently exist and operate in nonequilibrium states, there are equally many examples of systems that operate in
equilibria, including bacteriophage lambda lysogenic maintenance circuits, drosophila segment polarity network, etc. [10].
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Two of the most frequently used RNA velocity models are Velocyto [[16] and its extended version,
termed ScVelo [5]. Velocyto relies on the assumption that genes in a cell have reached a steady-state
expression level. At the equilibrium, the ratio of the unspliced RNA to spliced RNA of a gene is
determined by the ratio of the degradation and splicing rates. Velocyto quantifies RNA velocity as the
deviation from the steady-state ratio. ScVelo [3], on the other hand, extends the process of estimating
RNA velocity to transient systems by using a dynamical model. Although it relaxes steady-state
assumptions, the model only describes the transcription dynamics of genes in a single cell. The recently
proposed GraphVelo model [8] refines the RNA velocity estimates by projecting them onto the tangent
space of a low-dimensional manifold of the single-cell data, and extends RNA velocity estimates to
multi-modal single-cell data. Perhaps the most related model to ours is TFVelo [18]. It extends the gene
expression model to incorporate the influence of transcription factors. More precisely, TFVelo uses a
sine function to describe the regulatory behavior, but fails short of explicitly modeling the influence of
regulatory genes on the transcription rates. In summary, models of the form described in Equations ()
only capture the transcriptional dynamics of a single gene within a single cell, and abstract various
network controls through the rate parameters, which are usually inferred from data. This indirect
inference/modeling approach may hence be compromised by limited and noisy data evidence.

This paper generalizes all the above lines of work by explicitly including information about gene
regulatory networks and extending the model to address cellular populations within spatial networks
that work towards a functional consensus.

To enable modeling the influence of interventions, one needs to explicitly account for the
regulatory relationships between genes that control the transcription process. Furthermore, to describe
communications between cells, it is desirable to introduce consensus constraints that, in practice, can
be explained via spatial transcriptomics data. Towards this end, we assume that each gene expression is
controlled by a gene regulatory network (GRN) comprising n, regulatory geneﬂ Since gene expression
can be either positively (activation) or negatively (repression) regulated [[15], we use two nonnegative
matrices W* and W~ to represent the weighted directed regulatory networks in which W* captures
positive and W~ negative regulations. We also enforce qu - Wg, = 0 for each pair g, g. In simple
terms, qu # 0 captures the fact that gene g positively influences the expression of gene g, so that
it is automatically implied that W,, = 0 since gene g cannot repress gene g in this case. A similar
explanation holds for W, # 0. Note that these weights can be estimated using not only expression
data but any multiomics source of “interaction” evidence. The sample complexity required for the
identification process is discussed in [235]].

Under the above assumptions, the evolution of unspliced RNA u#(¢) and spliced RNA s8(¢) can be
described as

n +
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where k > 0 is a constant. Here, the rate parameters represent the basal expression, splicing, and
degradation rates of individual genes, but how much of that basal rate is utilized is controlled by the
network of transcription factors indexed by g. This allows for direct accounting of the influence of
individual transcription factors, as well as intervention efficiency. For g = 1, - - - , ng, we use a nonlinear

ZFor simplicity, the proposed model is mostly tailored towards transcription factor networks.



(rational) gene control function of the form
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which aggregates all positive and negative regulatory effects within the numerator and denominator,
respectively. Our modeling choice is governed by two considerations: the connection of the model
to Hill functions [2], which are rational functions, albeit with more general polynomial terms, and
analytical tractability. For completeness, we provide a review of the Hill function model in Section [A]
of the Supplementary Information (SI).

The model in Equation [2] only considers a single cell, while communication and synchronization
of activities across cells, as encountered in population dynamics models [6], are overlooked. Cells
typically communicate via diffusion of signaling molecules, such as hormones, lipids, and ions, etc., as
well as proteins, which may be viewed as spliced RNA products. Importantly, communication-enabling
extracellular vesicles contain RNA that can be transcribed in target cells, and other evidence suggests
that RNAs can act as hormones [22, 4} 14, 28]]. Hence, to mitigate the issue of incorporating cellular
consensus, one can instead revise the model by considering a network of 7. cells, each controlled by n,
genes. The spatially-coupled RNA network velocity model we propose to study takes the form:
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Here, the superscript g indexes genes, while subscripts such as i and j index cells. As before, « is a
constant, and so is ¢ as well. The term ¢ Z’}; | Aij (sf(t) - sf(t)) models the consensus network, in
which A;; describe the intrercell (communication) adjacency matrix, with A;; # 0 if cells 7 and j are
exchanging signaling molecules. Note that in order to make the model tractable for analysis, we used
spliced RNA concentrations as proxies for the corresponding protein concentrations, with the scaling
factor ¢ succinctly capturing the molecular “conversion” loss.

The goal of our work is to analyze the GRN and the joint GRN-consensus RNA velocity models from
the perspective of control theory. In particular, we examine the conditions under which the dynamical
systems allow for an equilibrium, and when the equilibria are stable. Furthermore, we investigate
intervention (perturbation) strategies for GRNs with the purpose of examining the potential effect of
gene knockouts or drugs on the behavior of the coupled dynamical models. We view the problem
of designing such intervention strategies under various constraints as minimum-time optimal control
problems. To the best of our knowledge, this control-theoretic formulation has not been proposed before.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2, we derive conditions for the existence of an
equilibrium and its stability for the single-cell GRN-driven RNA velocity model. In Section [3| we
extend this line of analysis by accounting for the consensus term in the model. Direct and indirect
intervention models are analyzed through the lens of optimal control theory in Section [4] resulting
in explicit results for GRN-driven and numerical findings for spatially-coupled consensus models.
Technical background on nonnegative dynamical systems can be found in Section [B| of the SI. The
proofs of all lemmas and theorems are also given in the SI.



2 Equilibria and Stability of GRN-Driven RNA Velocity Models

We start by showing that the ODE model of network RNA velocity in Equation (2)) is consistent with the
GRN structure. For brevity, denote the right-hand sides of Equation (2) by f;' and f;, so that dd—”tg =fg

and dd%g = f,. For each gene g, we let

ng ng
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When either W, or W, is nonzero, gene g directly regulates gene g, and the regulatory effect is encoded
in
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When Wy, > 0, we have - > 0, implying gene g is an activator of gene g; and when W, > 0, we have

as4
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a{f, < 0, indicating gene g is a repressor of gene g. Hence, our ODE (2)) is consistent with the GRN.

While consistency with the GRN is sufficient for the analysis in this paper, indirect influences
between genes that arise through multi-step pathways can, in principle, be analyzed using the constant
sign property (CSP) framework introduced in [13]. For a given pair of genes (g, g), the idea behind
the CSP is to examine whether the influence of g on g through the ODE dynamics is well-defined and
monotonic. In this case, one first identifies the shortest path(s) in the GRN that connect u? to ué ﬂ
For each such path 7, one computes the product of the first-order partial derivatives of the underlying
molecular functions along that path. Notice that in our ODE model (2)), u? directly affects s7 as capture:td
by % = BEuf(t)—y®s8(t). Hence, the product over the shortest path r takes the form []; e, % X 2];’; :
When there are multiple shortest paths, one proceeds as follows. Denote the collection of shortest paths
by P(q, g). Then, take the sum of all products along the shortest paths to obtain the sum-product defined
in [13) Definition 7]. More specifically, define the sum-product quantity Q as
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The sum-product monotonicity is defined as the sign of Q as B(q, g,u, s) = sign (Q(q, g,u, s)). If the
shortest path is unique, or all shortest paths have the same sigrﬂ B(q, g, u, s) is constant over the entire
state space, indicating the indirect influence on gene g on gene g is monotonic, and hence the system is
globally CSP, per [[13, Definition 7]. In this case, the indirect influence can be represented by a single

3 According to [T3} Definition 4], one first defines a molecular graph whose vertices are internal molecular classes, and then merges the molecular states
which belong to the same gene to recover the GRN via [13| Proposition 1]. Since our ODE model only involves u8 and s8 and since, for each gene g, u8
directly affects s, we adapt the analysis in [13] to directly examine the level of influence of genes

4 Also, note that due to the stochastic nature of transcription, one often only uses information about the “sign” of interaction: activating or repressing.



directed edge, and as the rational function Rg(s) in (3) is real and analytic, and therefore smooth, one
can invoke [13, Proposition 1] to conclude that the underlying ODE model is consistent with a single
signed (directed) graph.

Next, given that the network dynamics (2) is nonlinear, and regulatory effects cannot be directly
interpreted based on the sign of the weighted adjacency matrix (e.g., weights). The constant sign
property (6) provides one way to explain the notion of positive and negative feedback, since when there
is only one shortest path between gene ¢ and gene g, say ¢ — g, B(q, g, u, s) reflects the regulatory
effect encoded in Wy, as

ou?  0s4
ot (Wi, Dy = WeyNe)
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(7)

B {+1, if Wi, >0,
-1, ifW,, > 0.

In what follows, we present a direct characterization of regulatory effects through the incremental
gain of the nonlinear function R, (s) in Equation (8), which also reveals its dependence on W* and W~
[24]. Consider two spliced RNA configurations s, § that agree in all coordinates except for ¢, and let
Né, =K+ Z’Zﬁ:l Wg+q/ 5 D’g =K+ ZZ?g:l Wg‘q,ﬁ‘f'. Write 659 := s7 — §7. Then, the incremental gain of
R, due to a change in s, equals

Rg(s) — Rg(3)  NgDy— DgNy N (Dg B Wg_qésq) ~Ds (Ng B quésq) _ DWe, = NeWe,
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Hence, the incremental gain is positive if W; ¢ > 0 (in which case W, = 0), and negative if W,, > 0 (in
which case W; 4 = 0). Asaresult, the incremental gain directly describes how changes in 57 affect R (),
and subsequently, influence the dynamics of u8. Positive (resp., negative) incremental gain indicates
the presence of positive (resp., negative) feedback [24]].

With this in mind, we turn our attention to an analysis of equilibria and stability of the single-cell
network RNA velocity model.

2.1 Equilibria and Stability. Let u := [u',--- ,u"]7, 5 := [s!,- -, s%]7, @ = diag (¢!, -+, a"),
B := diag (B',---,B"),and y := diag (y',--- ,¥"¢), . Furthermore, let R(s) := [Ry(s),- - , Ry, (5)]".
Equation (2) can then be compactly rewritten as

du ds
ol aR(s) — Bu, i Bu —ys. 9)

Recall that for a nonlinear system of the form ‘é—’t‘ = f(x), a point x, is an equilibrium of the system if
f(x.) = 0. Our main analytical results for the networked dynamics (9)) are listed below.

The first theorem provides a sufficient condition for the existence of an equilibrium point with all
coordinates nonnegative. Recall that for a matrix X € R with eigenvalues Ay, -- - , A, the spectral
radius p(X) of X is p(X) = max<<, |4;|. We write X > 0 to indicate that X is positive definite.



THEOREM 2.1. Suppose that 8 > 0 and y > 0, and define A\ := %y‘laWﬂ where W* .= [W£ 1" _ and

891g,q=1
W™ = [Wg_q]Zi]:y The networked dynamics admits an equilibrium point (u*,s*) € Rzg X Rzg if the

spectral radius of A\ satisfies p (A) < 1.

For k = 1, one can see from Theorem [2.1] that a sufficient condition for the existence of equilibria is
that p (y_laW+) < 1. Roughly speaking, this indicates that the positive regulation in the GRN cannot
overwhelm the degradation.

We next study the stability of the networked dynamics. We first consider the special case when W~
is a zero matrix, i.e., no gene acts as a repressor of any other gene. In this case, we have a linear system

%:ag K+§W+ s |- B8usd E:ﬁgug_ygsg (10)
dr - 84 Toodr ’

which may be unstable depending on the system parameters.

LemMmA 2.1. Suppose that a > 0, B > 0, and the matrix y — aW™ is positive definite. Suppose further
that there are no repressors, i.e., W,, = 0,Vg,q = 1,--- ,ng. Then the networked dynamics is stable if,
forallg, v8 > B8 >ady, W;h.

The above lemma indicates that, when there are no repressors, the activator-only model becomes a
positive-feedback-regulated system. Compared with Theorem 2.1, an extra condition on the splicing
rate S is needed to ensure the stability of equilibria.

When W™ is not the all-zero matrix, the system is nonlinear and may or may not be stable depending
on how strong the negative feedback is (i.e., how large the incremental gains are). Our next result
provides a sufficient condition for system stability via the Lyapunov direct method (see Section |B|of SI
for key notions of stability for nonnegative dynamical systems).

THEOREM 2.2. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem[2.1|hold, and consider a positive definite function

1 & 1 *
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Let ||s]|; = Zq:l 54|, and suppose that there exists a 6 > 0 such that, for each s > 0, ming[W™s], >
0 ||s|ly. Furthermore, write

c ':max(W+ W_) w = n,max | 2 c—i
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Ifforallg =1,--- ,ng, B8 > %andyg S w||2a|| +4(/3g/jg%)’ then, V(u, s) < 0 forall (u,s) # (u*,s*).

That is, V(u, s) is a valid Lyapunov function, and (u*, s*) € Rig X Rig is a unique equilibrium of (9)
which is globally asymptotically stable.

In the above theorem, the condition min,[W™s], > J||s||; guarantees that each gene is repressed
according to the total spliced RNA level in the network. Since the repressors correspond to negative



feedback, this adds robustness through negative feedback regulation. The set of sufficient conditions
describes the interactions between the splicing rate S, transcription rate @, degradation rate y, and the
constant w that depends on the network.

Finally, we remark that in the special case of a single gene, the dynamics is described by the set of

linear ODEs as
dlul |-B 0]|u a
ald) =7 S ) an

B _Oy] are 11 = —f and A, = —y. Hence, as long as 8 > 0 and y > 0, we have

A1 < 0and A, < 0. This implies the unique equilibrium (u*, s*) = (%, %) is always stable.

The eigenvalues of [

3 Spatially-Coupled GRN-Driven RNA Velocity Models

We now turn our attention to the GRN-based velocity model coupled with a spatial network model,
per Equation [T2] repeated below for convenience. Recall that n. denotes the number of cells, each of

which has an internal regulatory network of n, genes, and that for all genes g € {1,...,n.} and cells
ied{l,...,n.},
% — a,g K+ Zgil W;'qs?(l‘) —,Bgug(t)
di e B Wegst () T ’ "
4t n. (12)
- = Bl () =) + > Ay (sﬁf(t) - sf(t)) .
j=1

The unspliced and spliced RNA concentrations, ulig and sf , must remain nonnegative for all time
t. This is obvious for the single-cell model (2). We now show that this property still holds
for the spatially-coupled RNA network velocity model (I2) when we include the consensus term

c Z'}i | Aij (s§ (1) — sf (t)) that captures the intercellular coupling. The next lemma guarantees that the

model (12) is essentially nonnegative, thus biologically meaning as uf and slig forallgenesg € {1,...,n,}
and cellsi € {1,...,n.} can never take negative values.

LemMma 3.1. Consider the spatially-coupled GRN-driven RNA velocity model (12). Assume that all the
parameters af,ﬁf, yl.g, K, C, ngq’ A;j are nonnegative for each celli = 1,...,n. and gene g = 1, ..., n,.
Then (12)) is essentially nonnegative, i.e., if the initial condition satisfies u‘l.g (0) >0, sf (0) = 0 for all

i, g, then the solution satisfies u‘l.g(t) > 0, s‘l.g(t) >0forallt > 0.

3.1 Equilibria and Stability Analysis. Similar to what was presented in the previous section, the
following results characterize the existence of equilibria and the stability of the spatially-coupled GRN-
driven RNA velocity model.

. n . n
For each cell i € {1,...,n.}, define s; = [s/,---5,°]T € R", o; = diag (al.l,--- ,a[“”) € R%Xng,

Bi = diag( RS ’ﬁ:lg) € R, y; = diag ()’,-l,"' ,Y?g) € R"*% and s =[5, s, |7 € R™e,



THeOREM 3.1. Suppose that B; > 0 and y; > O for all cells i = 1,...,n.. Define the matrix
A c Rng-ncxng'nc as

1

. I _ _ . _ _
A := diag ;71 laywt, .-+, ;Vnc a/nCWJ’) +c (A ® Ing) diag (71 Lo, )/,,Cl) . (13)

The spatially coupled dynamics (12) admits an equilibrium (u*, s*) in the nonnegative orthant if the
spectral radius of A\ satisfies p(A) < 1.

Just like in the preceding section, we can give sufficient conditions for stability in the absence of
repressors:

Lemma 3.2. Suppose the condition of Theorem@holds. When there are no repressors, i.e., W, =0,
Vg,q = 1,---,ng, the equilibrium of the network dynamics is stable if for all cells i € {1,...,n.} and

a®
genes g € {1,...,ng}, v¥ > ¥ > = X Wy

We next consider the case where gene expression is also allowed to be negatively regulated, i.e., W~
is not the zero matrix.

TueoREM 3.2. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem[3.1|hold. Consider the positive definite function

V(u,s) = %ZZ ((uf Y (s —Slg*)z). (14)

Suppose that, for each cell i, there exists a real number 6; > 0 such that ming [W~s], > 6; ||s;l|, for
3
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all s; with nonnegative coordinates. Let ¢\ := maxg 4 (qu, qu), and w; := \/ng max ( s —46ik(61—5,~))'

Let y; = maxgyig. If for all cellsi € {1,...,n.} and genes g € {1,--- ,n,}, ,Bf > %, and
812 .

willaille g(ﬁi"}'w“F , then, V(u,s) < O for all (u,s) # (u*,s*). That is, V(u,s) is a valid
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Lyapunov function, and (u*, s*) is a unique globally asymptotically stable equilibrium.

8
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3.2 Cellular-Network Consensus. We now turn to the analysis of cellular-network consensus due to
spatial coupling in the spliced dynamics. Recall that the spliced dynamics in the spatially-coupled RNA
velocity model are given by

ds? Y
% :ﬁfuf(t)_y;'gsf(t)-'-CZ;Aij (S?(t)_s;'g(t))’ (15)
j=

for all cells i € {I,...,n:} and genes g € {I,...,ng}. Let s¢ := [s],--- 55 ]7 € R,

uf = [uf,---,uh ]7 € R, B® := diag(B{,---,B5,), I'® = diag(y{, - ,vs.), D := diag(Al),

and let L := D — A denote the (unnormalized) graph Laplacian of the cellular network [21]]. Then, we
have
dsé

e BSus (1) —T8s8(t) — cLs®(t). (16)



Define the linear projection operator P, := 1 117. We can decompose s8(t) into two parts: the
mean field (average) 58(t) := P.s8(t) € R", and the deviation §8 () := s%(¢) — 5%(t) € R". For the
mean-field dynamics, we have

ds¢
é —P. (B%u® (1) — T4s8(1)) — P.Ls%(1). (17)
Since 17 L = 0, the mean-field dynamics reduces to
ds®
E = PC (Bglxlg(t) - ngg(t)) . (18)

In order to establish if convergence to a cellular consensus is possible, we establish the following
theorem, which characterizes the evolution of the deviation §8.

TueoREM 3.3. Assume that uf(t),s8(t) are bounded for all genes g = 1,--- ,ng:
sup [luf (2)[l, < o0, sup|[s¥(1)]l; < eo. (19)
>0 >0

Then, asymptotically, the deviation can be upper-bounded according to

1
li B3 < 78, 20
ntililjplls (O1l3 LD (20)

where A>(L) is the second smallest eigenvalue of the graph Laplacian and 0 < Z5, < oo is a constant
equal to Z, = max,sq || BSu®(t) — T¢s8(1)||,.

Theorem [3.3] only assumes uniform boundedness of u8 and s8. When the stability conditions of
Theorem@] are met, we automatically have uniform boundedness as well:

CoroLLARY 3.1. Under conditions in Theorem the fluctuation component is bounded as

. g 112 1 g
hfiiilp 13413 < (D) Zpy. (21)
Theorem [3.3] indicates that the deviation becomes smaller when the cellular network is strongly
connected, which corresponds to the case when A,(L) is large. Traditional models of cell-to-cell
communication networks encode local spatial contacts or signaling relationships [3, 7] using lattice-like
graphs which may exhibit poor global connectivity, long diffusion times, and may be susceptible to
localized perturbations. From a systems biology point of view, it is reasonable to consider expander-like
graph connectivity patterns, as they can capture key qualitative features of biological signaling networks
such as fast propagation, robustness to cell loss, and resilience to communication bottlenecks [12]].
Furthermore, expander graphs are sparse yet highly connected structures that exhibit large spectral gaps
and rapid information mixing [[12]], so that signals originating from a small subset of cells can quickly and
robustly influence the global cellular population, even in the presence of noise and stochastic failures.
For d-regular expander graphs, the Alon—-Boppana bound and the existence of Ramanujan graphs [/ 1} [19]
establish that

(L) >d-2Vd - 1.

Using d = 12, which would model cells as perfect spheres and enforce the optimal kissing-number
constraint [9]] for 3-dimensional spaces, we have 1,(L) > 12 —2V11 ~ 5.36, reflecting a strong form of
algebraic connectivity that remains constant regardless of the size of the cell population.



4 Intervention as Minimum-Time Optimal Control Problem

4.1 Controlled GRN-Driven RNA Velocity. We next study how a targeted (drug) intervention alters
the dynamics of the system. In particular, we investigate direct and indirect target interventions. To this
end, we formulate the drug intervention problem as a time-optimal control problem.

We consider the setup where we can control individual genes by directly modulating their expression
levels and thus affecting their ability to influence other genes. We further assume that only the positive-
feedback genes are subject to control. Let z9(z) be the control applied to gene ¢ that takes values in
a given interval U := [, /] where 0 < ¢ < . We then have the following controlled-network RNA
velocity dynamics described by equations

dul K+ Y08 WEsP(1) + 21(H) W, s9(t) ds®
u _ p#q " gp n g4 — BSut (1), 57 _ BEus (1) — y8s8(1), (22)
dr K+ Zpgzl WepsP (t) dr

where Wy, > 0. Let D,y (s) = k + [W™s]; and define

K+ Z;l)iq We,sP (1) + 29 (1) Wy, s7(1)

Ri(:h.9) = — ,
8

g=1,---,n,. (23)

Also, let R°(z%,5) := [R](z%,5)," -+, Rflg(zq, 5)] T, and use I to denote the set of target genes among
1,---,ng. The goal is to design the controller z7(¢) such that s” for € I are driven to the desired value
Starger TOT all 7 € I as fast as possible. Hence, we need to solve the following minimum-time optimal

control problem:
T
min / 1dr
z4 0

bjectto % = aR°(2%,5) ~ fu, = = p

subjectto — =« s)—Bu, — =pBu-—"vys,

jectto g & dr 7 (24)
u(0) = up,  5(0) = so,

Sr(T) = S{arget’ rel,
z9(t) e U, Vte[0,T].
This problem is a special case of the fixed-endpoint control problem. It can be addressed using the
Pontryagin maximum principle (PMP) [27] that characterizes the optimal controller zZ. Let A5, A5 be the

costates and A,,, A denote the concatenated costate vector, for which the Hamiltonian H (u, s, A, A, 27)
equals

ng ng
H (5, i den ) = 14+ ) 25 (a/gR;(zq, 5) - ﬁgug) £ 3128 (Buf — 5% 25)
8 8

The costate dynamics are specified by

das OH
L= —— =828 — 88,
da$ OH OR; (2%, s) AR (4,
N S S

r#£g



for all g = 1,---,ne. In the above equation in order to compute gRg , denote the numerator and

denominatorin Ry by N” := K+Zp¢q sp (t)+z4(t)W sq (t),and D" := /<+Z -pS”, respectively.
We have
AWE D' -N"W;, .
OR; Zq(D—r)zq, ifg=gq,
958 | WD N, , 27)
T, lfg * q.

Since (24)) imposes the constraint that s” reaches a specific state at the final time 7', the boundary
conditions for the costates are

/li(T)ZO’ gzl""’ng
B(T)=0, g¢l (28)
A(T) free, rel

In addition, because the terminal time 7' is free, the transversality condition from the optimal control
theory implies that, for all ¢,

H (ux (1), 55(1), Au s (1), A4 (1), 25(1)) = 0. (29)

Observe that in the Hamiltonian (23)), the term that depends on z¢ equals

e K+ (WS sd(t) & W,
At 84 /lgag + 2(1)s9(t) Y Abadt—— (30)
; ! Dg(s) Z Z g(s)
Since s9(¢) is nonnegative, let ¥(z,4,) = /1g al DW 6 which is a weighted sum of the costates 1%
forg =1,--- ,ng. Then, a necessary conditlon for the optimal controller z7(¢) is that it is a bang-bang

controller of the form:

z2(t) =argmin H (u, s, A, A5, 29)
z4

argmin z7(1)¥(¢, A,)
z4

— 31
I if ¥(r,1,) <0, and s9(t) #0, 1)

{ if ¥(¢,4,) >0, and s9(z) #0,
Undecided ifW¥(¢,4,) =0, or s(¢t) =

Since PMP provides only a necessary condition for optimality, it does not by itself determine whether
the target state s is reachable from an initial state so. To address reachability, we compute the Lie
bracket (which indicates what types of dynamic changes are possible) [27] for the controlled system (22)),
and show it can be connected to the previously discussed molecular distance defined in [[13].

For clarity, we focus on the case where the target is a single gene . Let x = [u",s"]T € R?", and
note that the relevant nonlinear dynamics can be written in a control-affine form,

= = @)+ G ) (32)



where f(x) = []]ZM 83] is the drift vector field with

Tg +
+ Zpzg Weps” (1)

— RB8y8
Sy A,

8(v) — ¢ X
Ju(x) =«

and
[Ex) = Boub (1) — y8s8(1),

Gu(x)
G (x)

here W7, # 0, and the actual val 1[G = Wiyt )
where Wy, # 0, and the actual values equal [G,(x)], = D)

To examine how an intervention on gene g propagates from u to s and over the GRN as a whole,
we leverage the molecular graph introduced in [13), Definition 4] whose nodes are either 8 or s¢ for all
g = 1,---n,. Computing successive Lie brackets reveals how the control input propagates through the
GRN. Since G = 0, the first-order bracket is given by

foreach g = 1,---,n,. The control vector field G(x) = [ ] has a nonzero entry for each index g

. Furthermore, G = 0.

3Gu _afu .
[£,G] = DG(x) f(x) - DF (V)G (x) = [ S| g G (33)
~u Gu(x)
where D denotes the Jacobian. Here, for the u-component in [ f, G] atindex hg = 1,-- -, ng, we have
GGy, afho
LF: Gl =0, =5 i )—; o [Gu@)]y
ng G ho
Z Fr) + Z B8 [Gu(X)] (34)
F(0) + B [Gu(0)];,
k
The s-component of [ f,G] atindex ho = 1,--- , ng is given by
_0fs af" 0
£, Gl = =22+ Gulx) = - o [Gu@]i = =" [Gu(0)liy (35)

k

Hence, the first Lie bracket [ f, G| introduces nonzero s-entry at each gene h( with W;Oq # 0, capturing

the immediate effect of the control z7 applied to ¢ on downstream spliced states s"0.

Next, let vi := [f, G], and compute the second-order Lie bracket v, := [f,vi] = Dvi(x) f(x) —
D f(x)vi(x). Since we are interested in how an intervention z7(z) at gene g propagates, and we have
already computed the one-step propagation from 1" to s with hq such that W;;Oq # 0, we only need to

hi

focus on the effect of s on u' within the two-step neighborhood of u¢. In other words, we focus on



the u-component of [ f,v{]. For hy = 1,--- ,ng, we have

ng ng

3], Ovilyn 4 < IS > O
[val,m =Z Tfsk + Zk: Tfsk - Z Sk Vil - Z P [vi]g

n

_Z 0uk s 26[0 ]k’n fsk M k+ZBhlk( [G.(x)], ) (36)
k

where By = f « encodes the effect of s¥ on f". The above equation implies that for any /; such

that By, # 0 and wi g7 0 and for which u” is two molecular-graph-steps away from u?, the effect

of z7 on u”" manifests itself via the last term Zzg Bk (,Bk [G.(x)];). The s-component of [f,v] can

be computed in a similar way. Since, by the structure of the dynamics, along a directed path in the
molecular graph u? — s9 — u"0 — sh — yM — ... the coupling between u and s alternates at each
bracket order. To avoid redundancy, we therefore skip the explicit computation of the s-components for
even orders and of the u-components for odd orders.

The s-component of the third-order Lie bracket v3 := [f,v2] = Dva(x)f(x) — Df(x)va(x) is
computed as

CHETN £ 0[vas]"™ & ark & afl
h o k S k s k s k
[vsls? = Z qu + Z Tfs - Z s [vou] - Z s [vas]”s (37)
k k k k
where the effect of G, enters through the third term as
g
0 fy
Z Vzu Zﬁ 2myk | V2u
k
g
= Zﬁh25h2k 0%, + > Biif [Gu(x)]; (38)
k J

=0k, + 8" > BB [Gu()]; .
J

Thus, we have [v3]" = lefs _ﬁhZZ?gBkjﬁj [G.(x)];, where le?s = [m] Avasl ® ek

dlvas df, hy k
s [V@ik] Fro s afT [v2]" - B20K .
We can repeat the calculations for the fourth-order Lie bracket, v4 := [f,v3] = Dvs(x)f(x) —



D f(x)v3(x), and determine its u-component according to

B ke RS S K S B St S
n h n h
- i Bk (Q]:’:,s - ph nzg Bkjﬁj [G. (x)]j)
e (39)
= ; 6[237’1]];" + ; ﬂfj—;ﬂﬁ + 8" [vau] - ; B4,
=03,

+ Z BB (Z By p’ [Gu(x)]j) :
k J

Here, the last term Zzg By, «B* (Z;g By jﬁj [G.(x)] j) captures the effect of the control on nodes that

are four molecular distance away.

This iterative structure shows that the earliest Lie bracket in which the control appears corresponds
to the molecular distance between gene g and r. Consequently, the existence of a directed path in the
molecular graph is necessary for the reachability of sy, in the controlled GRN.

4.2 Controlled Spatially-Coupled GRN-Driven RNA Velocity We conclude our analysis by
considering drug intervention for spatially coupled intercellular GRN networks. The controlled
dynamics are

AE_ o T Wipsl O 410210 + =00 Wasl )
dr ! K+Z Wg_psf?(t) i
n (40)
dsf g 8 g.8 - g g
- = Bl () — isi(0) + cZ;Aij (s = st ),
J:
forall cellsi € {1,...,n.} and genes g € {1,...,n,}, where each z7(t) denotes the control input that
targets gene ¢g. The binary random variables 6; € {0,1} fori = 1,--- ,n. specify whether cell i is

affected by the drug: when ¢6; = 1, cell i is affected by z9(¢), and when §; = 0, cell i is not affected by
the drug and evloves according to its nominal dynamics. In other words, the drug does not necessarily
influence every cell in the population, and 6; encodes such spatial heterogeneity.
Define
e 20 Wis] (1) + (6290 + (L= )1 Wysf () )

s
K"'Z Weps?




Similar to the previous section, we can formulate the minimum-time optimal control problem to
solve for zZ(z) as follows:

T
min / 1ds
z4 0

; d”{ig sRS 8,8
subject to 4 C Y R; — B u; (1),

ds;.g e

- = Bt =yt + C;AU (st - st o). 42)
wi(0) =ufy, s(0) =55, Vi=1,-,n, Vg=1,-,ng

s "(T) = sj arger T € I jel,

zq(t) eU, Vrel0,T],

where s} sarge is the targeted final value for gene r e I and celli € J, and U = [£ L.

Let 2,% *s A48 s; be the costates. The Hamiltonian equals

ne Ng
H=1+) Z A (RS - Bt (1))

) (43)
2 Za BEu (1) =y sf (1) + — ZA,, (s - st ).
with H(T) = 0. Applying the maximum principle, we have
das, oH
Uu; — gﬂ gﬁsg
dt 8 =h B
(44)
daé OH _
- - e & Z Aij |- Y At —aji.
dr 6S i r¥g l _] J# ]
Let ¥(1,4,) := e Zg A af %. Then, the optimal controller zZ satisfies the following
gpP-i
bang-bang conditions:
z4(r) = argmin H = argmin z7(1)¥(z, 1,)
z4 78
1 if (1, 1,) <0, (45)

=40 if W(z,1,) >0,
Undecided if ¥(z,14,) =0

S Numerical Experiments

5.1 Baseline Intervention We begin by presenting simulation results for two examples of small
GRNs. In both cases, the topology is fixed, and the transcription rate of a particular gene is set to



0 at a specific time. The first network comprises three genes, as illustrated in Figure At time
t = 2, the transcription rate a? of gene g = 2 is set to 0, while the rates a® for g = 1,3 remain the
same. Figure [[] compares the network behavior without intervention (top panels) with that involving
intervention (bottom panels), for both % and s8. As shown in Figures [[(b)] in the untreated case,
the network converges to a baseline steady state defined by its intrinsic regulatory feedbacks. Under the
intervention that forces a? to 0, fewer (un)spliced RNAs ul, s are produced, and we observe an increase
in !, and s' due to the silencing of gene 2 and its repressive effects. By contrast, as a consequence
of the lack of promotive effect of gene 2 on gene 3, > and s decrease. The trajectories also shift
toward a new equilibrium. This highlights how intervention changes not only the equilibrium but also

the transient behavior of the system.

03
3 3
w2 02
01 02 5 5
01 0.1 81 5 ——
0 0
0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15
Time Time
(a) Network topology (b) Plot of u8(¢) without intervention (c) Plot of s8(¢) without intervention
3 3
u?2 92
81 // g1
0 0 —//'_
0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15
Time Time
(d) Plot of u8(¢) with intervention (e) Plot of s8(¢) with intervention

Figure 1: (a) Network topology of an example GRN. The red lines represent the effect of activators,
while the blue lines represent the effect of repressors. (b)-(e) Plots of ué and s with and without
intervention for gene 1 (=), gene 2 (=), gene 3 (=).

In the second example, we consider a GRN that consists of 5 genes as shown in Figure Similar
to the previous case, at time ¢ = 2, the transcription rate ' of gene g = 1 is set to 0, while the rates
a¥ for g = 2,3,4,5 remain the same. With the removal of the positive regulatory effect of gene 1 on
gene 5, we observe a decrease in w3, s°. On the other hand, since gene 1 acts as an inhibitor of gene
3, after the intervention, u> and s> increase. We also remark that this scenario reflects mixed network
dynamics, in which only a subset of the genes attains the equilibrium.

5.2 Controlled GRN-Driven RNA Velocity. Next, following Section[4. 1] we introduce control inputs
that act on genes to simulate intervention. Let z9(z) € [0,1]. To solve the time-optimal control
problem (24)), we solve the associated two-point boundary value problem (TPBVP) numerically using
the Forward-Backward-Sweep method (FBSM) [[1/]]. Since our problem has free terminal time and
partially fixed endpoints, we revise the standard FBSM that solves the basic variable-endpoint fixed
time control problem as follows. Starting with an initial guess for the optimal time 7', we solve the
problem as a fixed-time problem. Specifically, we discretize the time interval [0, 7] into equal-length
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Figure 2: (a) Network topology of an example GRN. The red lines represent the effect of the activators
while the blue lines represent the effect of repressors. (b)-(e) Plots of ué and sé with and without
intervention for gene 1 (=), gene 2 (=), gene 3 (=), gene 4 (=), gene 5 (—).

bins 0 = tg, 11, - ,IN = T. Then, we choose an initial guess for the optimal controller zg over the whole
time interval. For the dynamics of states u, s, we start with the equilibrium of the uncontrolled system,
i.e., we start from u(0) = u*, s(0) = s, and solve this initial value problem forward in time according
to (22). Using the boundary condition (28)), and values of zg, u, s, we solve the costates dynamics
backward in time according to Equation (26). To handle the costates A for r € I whose terminal
conditions are not specified, we either use an initial guess for these terminal conditions, or relax the
original partially fixed-endpoint control Problem to a variable-endpoint problem by introducing a
terminal cost as a penalty function. We adopt the latter approach. Specially, we replace the constraints

2
,asa terminal cost in Equation (24)).

S"(T) = Styree; fOr r € I with a penalty function % Hsr(T) ~ Starget
In this relaxed version, the PMP conditions remain the same except for the terminal conditions for the
costate, which become

(1) = @ (57(T) = Sger)- (46)

Using zg, u, s, ,, ds, we update the controller ch via (31)). This process is repeated until a convergence
condition is satisfied.

We next simulate the intervention problem over two GRNs and solve the time-optimal control
problems. Similar to Section we perform two experiments on two GRNs that consist of 3 and 5
genes, respectively. In both examples, we modify the GNR graphs by including a self-loop as illustrated
in Figure[3(a)| and Figure For the 3-gene network, we control gene 2 with the targeted gene being
gene 3 with s?arget = 0.4. For the 5-gene newtork, we control gene 1 and aim to target gene 5 with

sfarget = 0.4. All experiments are initialized at their respective equilibria of the uncontrolled dynamics.

The solution of the time-optimal control problem indicates that we should set z7(¢) = 0 in both cases.
The optimal time to reach the targeted values is 2.32s for the 3-gene network and 9.38s for the 5-gene



newtork.
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Figure 3: (a) Network topology of the GRN. (b) Plots of s¢ for gene 1 (=), gene 2 (=), gene 3 (=),
targeted value of gene 3 (+--), and the optimal time 7" (===)
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Figure 4: (a) Network topology of the GRN. (b) Plots of s¢ for gene 1 (=), gene 2 (—), gene 3 (=),
gene 4 (=), gene 5 (=), targeted value of gene 5 (-=+), and the optimal time 7" (=--)

5.3 Controlled Spatially-Coupled GRN-Driven RNA Velocity Finally, we consider a network of 5
cells where each cell has the same GRN of 3 genes as considered in Section[5.2] Those 5 cells form a
complete graph, but which cell is affected by the intervention is random. In the first case, we assume
all cells are affected by drug, i.e., ; = 1 foralli = 1,---,5. In the second case, we consider only cells
L, 3,5 are affected by the drug, i.e., 6; = 1 fori = 1,3,5and 6; = O for j = 2,4. All experiments are
initialized at the equilibrium of the uncontrolled dynamics. Let z9(z) € [0, 1], the time-optimal control
solution shows that the optimal control is identically zero, i.e., zq () = 0, in both cases. In the first case,
the optimal time 7 for all cells to reach the targeted level of smget = 0.4 is T* = 2.32s, which matches
that of the smgle cell case as studied in Section[5.2] In the second case, only the cell 1,3 reaches the
targeted level s target = 0.4 with the 7* = 2.80s. For the uncontrolled cells, we witness a decrease in the
level of s® due to the interconnection between cells.
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Figure 5: (a) A two-level network with 5 cells. (b) (c): Plots of s¢ for gene 1 (=), gene 2 (=), gene 3
(=), and targeted value of gene 3 (---).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we developed an RNA velocity framework that jointly models intracellular gene regulation
and intercellular interactions. We analyzed the existence and stability of steady states in this two-level
network, and established conditions for consensus across the cellular network. Building on this model,
we formulated targeted drug intervention as a minimum-time optimal control problem, thus enabling
principled and efficient transitions between cellular states of therapeutic interest. In future work, we
will investigate learning the underlying parameters of the proposed ODE model from data by integrating
multiomics datasets.
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Supplementary Information

A Hill functions

One of the most frequent models of gene regulation relies on Hill functions [23]]. In the model, x is
used to denote the concentration of a transcription factor, using predefined units of concentration. The
activation and repression Hill functions, which are dimensionless, take values in [0, 1], and are rational
functions of the form

x" 1 K" 1

q)act(x) = Pr = 1+ (f)n’ CI)rep(x) = = (A.1)

respectively. Here, k > 0 denotes what is known as the half-effective concentration which depends on
the biological context but may be assumed to be constant for prespecified settings. The parameter n > 0
is known as the Hill coefficient, and it controls the functional form of the Hill functions. For n = 1,
we have the so called hyperbolic (Michaelis—Menten) model, while for n > 1 we have what is known
as the positive cooperativity/ultrasensitive model. The case 0 < n < 1 corresponds to the negative
cooperativity/subsensitivity model. The Michaelis-Menten model is relevant in biological processes
that are subject to saturation effects or systems in which a regulator can bind only to a small number
of sites [26]. Our regulatory model also uses a Hill coefficient equal to n = 1, but decouples positive
and negative influence factors by coupling them into the numerator and denominator, respectively, and
enforcing them to be nonnegative.

In gene-expression models, one typically uses @ to describe the output rate of the transcriptional
process via an affine transform

u(x) = Umin + (Umax — Umin) cI)act/rep(x)’

where upiy, and upax control the dynamic range of molecular expression. Deterministic models for
regulated gene products u integrate Hill functions into differential equations as follows:

du =a O(x) — Bu, (A.2)

dt
where « stands for the maximal transcription rate, 8 for the conversion/loss rate, and ®(x) € [0, 1] is
a Hill function or composition thereof. To facilitate a rigorous analysis of our model, we modify ®(x)
to involve only linear combinations of all regulatory units, and set n = 1 (e.g., the Michaelis—Menten
model). Although for gene regulation networks that have switch-like properties n > 1 is preferred,
the hyperbolic setting is more appropriate for capturing smooth agent responses. Furthermore, our
production rates do no longer correspond to maxima/minima but rather basal values which allows all
influence weights to be nonnegative (an assumption that facilitates analysis).

B Nonnegative dynamical systems

In dynamical system models of biological systems, the unobserved and the observed state variables
represent quantities like concentrations, abundances, etc. that take on nonnegative values. Hence, a
key property of such systems is that, given a vector of nonnegative initial conditions at t = 0, all
subsequent values of the state variables remain nonnegative for all # > 0. Such systems are referred to as
nonnegative dynamical systems. Here, we provide the necessary background on nonnegative dynamical



systems, including structural characterization using the concept of essential nonnegativity, as well as
the definitions and criteria pertaining to equilibria and stability. A good reference is the book of Haddad
et al. [L1].

Consider a nonlinear system of the form

x(1) = f(x(2), (B.3)

where the state vector x(¢) takes values in R”. Let R’} denote the nonnegative orthant in R”, i.e., the set
of all x = [x1,...,x,]" € R” such that x; > 0 for all i. We say that the system is a nonnegative
dynamical system if R} is forward invariant under the system dynamics, i.e., if

x(0) eR" = x(t) €R", Vt>0. (B.4)

DeriniTION B.1. Consider the system (B.3)). The vector field f is said to be essentially nonnegative if,
for any x € R} and any index i such that x; = 0, it holds that f;(x) > 0.

The system (B.3) is a nonnegative dynamical system if and only if the vector field f is essentially
nonnegative [[11, Proposition 2.1].

Next, we discuss the notions of equilibria and stability for nonnegative dynamical systems. Suppose
xe € R is an equilibrium of (B.3)), i.e., f(x.) = 0. We say that x, is stable in the sense of Lyapunov
with respect to R’} if, for all € > 0, there exists ad = d(€) > 0 such that ||x(0) — x.||, < 6 and x(0) € R}
implies ||x(¢) — x.||, < € and x(¢) € R} for all # > 0. Furthermore, x, is asymptotically stable with
respect to R’} if it is stable in the sense of Lyapunov and if there exists a ¢ > 0 such that ||x(0) — x.||, < 6
and x(0) € R” implies x(¢#) — x, as t — oo. Finally, x, is globally asymptotically stable with respect
to R} if it is stable in the sense of Lyapunov and if x(#) — x, as t — oo for any x(0) € R. In this latter
case, X, is the unique equilibrium. The Lyapunov direct method [11, Theorem 2.1] allows us to study
the stability of the system without explicitly solving for the trajectories: Suppose there is a continuous
differentiable function V defined on an open set O containing R}, such that:

V(x.) =0,
, V(x) >0, xXe€D, x+*x, (B.5)
. 14
V(x) := (x)f(x) <0, xeD, x#x,.
Ox
Then the equilibrium point x, is Lyapunov stable w.r.t. R”,. Suppose, further, that
V(x) <0, X€ED, X#X,. (B.6)

Then x, is asymptotically stable w.r.t. R’}. Finally, if (B.6) holds and, in addition, V(x) — co whenever
||x|l, — oo, then x, is globally asymptotically stable w.r.t. R’}.

C Omitted proofs
C.1 Proof of Theorem [2.1] At a steady state, we must have

aR(s*) —pu* =0, Bu"—vys"=0. (C.7)



Hence, because y > 0, s* satisfies
s* =y laR(s"). (C.8)

That is, s* is a fixed point of F(-) := y~'aR(-). We next use Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem to establish
conditions for the existence of at least one fixed point s* € R/

By the definition of R, the function F' is continuous. Next, consider a closed box in Rﬁg defined as
B:={seR%:0<s< M} forsome M € R"s where the inequality is coordinatewise and 0 < M < oo
forall k = 1,---,ng. Note that 8 is a compact and convex subset of R"¢. By Brouwer’s fixed-point
theorem, if F($) C B, then F has at least one fixed point s* € 8. We therefore have to find conditions
under which F(8) C 8. To this end, notice that since W* and W™~ are nonnegative matrices, R, (s) can
be bounded as follows:

+ [Whsl,  k+[Whs],
+ [Ws], K

IA

K

0 < Ry(s) = (C.9)
K

Thus, we can bound the vectors R(s) via R(s) < 1 + %W*s, and F(s) as F(s) <y 'a (]l + %W*s),

where 1 := [1,...,1]" and the inequalities are coordinatewise. Denote A = %y‘laWJ“. Since y, a, W*
have nonnegative entries, the linear map s — As + ¥~ a1 is monotone. When p (A) < 1, (I = A)™!
exists, and we can define M := (I — A)~'y~la1. Then, for 0 < s < M, we have

(@ »)
F(s) <As+y'al € AM +y ol < AM +(I—A)M = M, (C.10)

where (a) follows from the monotonicity of the linear map A, and (b) holds since by definition of M,
we have y 'l = (1 - A)M.

We thus conclude that, when p (A) < 1, F has at least one fixed point s*. In this case, we also have
u* = ﬁ_lys*.
C.2 Proof of Lemma When W~ is a zero matrix, we have a linear system

d d
d—btt =« (k1 + W*s) — Bu, —s:ﬁu—ys, (C.11)

where 1, as before, stands for the all-ones vector. Setting the right-hand side to 0, we arrive at
s =k (y- cxWJr)_1 al, u*=plys". (C.12)
To examine the stability of (u#*, s*), notice that (C.11)) can be written as

d [u] 3 [—,B aW™ [u] N [Ka/]l
dt|s| |B -y ||s 0| (C.13)
—————
=P

For the linear system to be stable, P must be a Hurwitz matrix. By the Gershgorin disk theorem [20],
a sufficient condition to guarantee that all eigenvalues of P have negative real parts (or, equivalently, all
eigenvalues of —P have positive real parts) requires that

o> [[aw* ][, and > Y B
h h

, Vg=1,---,n,. (C.14)



Since W* is nonnegative, and a, 3, y are diagonal matrices with positive entries, we have

B> af Y Wh, and ¥ > 5 V=1, ,ng. (C.15)
h

This completes the proof.
C.3 Proof of Theorem [2.2] We first present a lemma that will be useful in subsequent proofs.

LemMmAa C.1. Ifthere exists a 6 > 0 such that W™ satisfies ming [W™s], > ¢ [|s||, for all s > O, then R(s)
is globally Lipschitz on the nonnegative orthant, i.e., there exists 0 < w < oo such that, for all s, s’ > 0,

IR(s) = R(s)la < wlls = s"ll; . (C.16)
Proof. We first compute the Jacobian Jg of R w.r.t s. Forg,h =1,--- ,ng,
OR,(s)
[Rlen = — 5
nNg — — ne
) w2, (K + 2,50 qus‘/) - W, (K + 2,5 W;qsq)
- 2
(1 + 20, Weys9) (C.17)
— n — —
K (W;h - Wgh) 3 (quwéjh - Wghwgq) 54
= = )
(K + Zq:l qusq)

Let ¢; := maxgp |W;h - Wg‘hl, cy = MaXgpg |Wg—qwgh - Wg‘hWé',*q . Since W;h and Wg‘h
are nonnegative and cannot be simultaneously positive, we have c¢; := maxg,h(W;h,Wg‘h), and
¢y i=maxgpg(We,Wg,. W, Wg,) < c?. We then have

ng
ORy () KC1+C2( q:lsq) 3 KCq +C% IKIIR ©.18)
Jsh '

< | < !
(cr 5, Wegse) (k0TI

. 2
Note that, for » > 0, the maximum of the function f(r) := '((Z:;;; is attained at r* = K(Cé‘—c_lz‘s) if c; > 26
3
and r* = 0if c; <26, with f(r*) = ‘71 ifc; <28 and f(r*) = %K(cc%(s) otherwise. Hence, the Lipschitz

constant is upper-bounded by

ng 2 3
5 10R, () c1 c
Ikll2 < [[JrllF = E gh < ng max (—, — | = w, (C.19)
” ds Kk 46k(cy —0)

where the second inequality holds since the spectral norm of the Jacobian is upper-bounded by its
Frobenius norm. g



We are now ready to present the proof of Theorem[2.2] By definition, V is positive definite and radially
unbounded, i.e., V(u, s) — +oo as ||u||, — +oco and ||s||, — +co. We next compute V (u, s) as follows.
From (2)), we have

Vu,s) =(u—-u*)"u+(s—s)" s

#T T (C.20)
=(u—u’) (aR(s)—pu)+(s—s7) (Bu—-vys).
Recall that the steady-state (u*, s*) satisfies
aR(s*)—pu* =0, Bu"—ys*=0. (C.21)

Plugging these expressions into Equation (C.20), we get

V(u,s)=u—u")" (@R(s) — Bu— aR(s*) + Bu*) + (s — s*) " (Bu —ys — Bu* +ys*)

=(u—-u")" [@(R(s) = R(s) = B(u—-u")]+ (s =5 [Bu—u’)—y(s—s")]

=(u—-u")" @ (R(s) = R(s") = (u—u")" Blu—u)+ (s =) Bu—u")=(s=5)"y(s—s)
u— u*]T [—ﬁ %,B] u— u*]
s — s—s"|

= -u*)" a(R(s) — R(s%)) + * %,3 —y

S

(C.22)

We first focus on the first term (1 — u*)" a (R(s) — R(s*)) € R. Since R(-) is uniformly Lipschitz
on Rig Jforallu,s € Rﬁg we have

(u—u")" a (R(s) = R(s")) <|(u~u")" @ (R(s) = R(s))|

(a) . 1 .
<ellu—ulz + o llo (R(s) = RGO

(b) i 1 . (C.23)
<ellu—u'll3 + 2 llelley IR(s) = R(s")5

() #112 wz 2 *112

<ellu—ulz+ o llellGy lls = 571l

In (a), we made use of Young’s inequality for real numbers with €y > 0, which asserts that for a, b € R,
2
ab < 2 4 %. Setting € = 2—20, a=|lu—-u*|l,and b = || (R(s) — R(s"))||, gives (a). Line (b) follows

— 2¢
from the submultiplicative property, and line (c) holds due to (C.16)). Plugging this into (C.22) we get
u—u|"|-B+el ig u—u
V(u,s) < . | S [ ] , (C.24)
§—45 EIB _7+E”a’”0pl §—95

where [ is the identity matrix of dimension ng X ne. Now, define Q € R21sX2ng 4

_ 1
0= [ﬂ el 2 } . (C.25)

1 2 2
_QIB 7—%”0’”01)1



w7 *
. u-—u u-—u . . . . .
ForV < - 0 *] < 0 to hold, we need Q to be positive definite. Since Q is symmetric,

s—s* s—s
Q is positive definite if and only if 8 — €l, the top left sumbatrix in Q, and its Schur complement in the
block-matrix Q defined below are positive definite, i.e.,

- ol 1 Lp (s en g 0 C.26
y =2 llaly 1= 2B (B=en™ B> 0. (C.26)

As vy, a, B are diagonal matrices, the above condition can be written as

2 2
w B8
g 8§ s 2 2 =1....
Be o> lelly g Ve =l (C.27)
_ w””’”op _ w? 2
Choose € = so that € = ¢ [|||g,- Then we have

wllell wllell g2

B > T"p > — o ﬂw“a” , Vg=1,---,n,. (C.28)
a(ps - Ul

By the Lyapunov theorem for nonnegative dynamical systems (see Appendix, Section[B)), the equilibrium
point (u*, s*) is globally asymptotically stable (and hence unique).

C.4 Proof of Lemma [3.1 Suppose u8, s8¢ have nonnegative coordinates. First, consider the case

8
uf = 0. In that case, the right-hand side of du; 4

T . Since the entries of W* are
nonnegative, we have

only depends on s

du? K+, Wkl
I M U (C.29)
dt K+ 2 Wegs;

Next, let sf = 0, and assume uf > 0 and sf > 0 for all g and j # i. Then we have

ds$
—L = Biuf e D Ajst 2 0. (C.30)
j

Therefore, each component of the vector field is nonnegative when the corresponding state component
is zero, and all others are nonnegative.

C.5 Proof of Theorem 3.1] At equilibrium, we have

as - — = B u;
"k + quzl qusl.q t
(C.31)

ne

g 8 _ 8.8 g _ &

Biu; =y:s; (1) —c E Aij(sj—sl.).
j=1

ng + 9
K+ Wrs
EHE




Hence, sfg satisfy the following equations foralli = 1,--- ,n.and g = 1,--- , ng,

K+ Z L Weys a U
gq’
af — ; :yfst.g—cZAij (si—sf). (C.32)
k+ Z 1 Wegs; =
We reuse the notation Rf () = K:;W so that the above condition can then be rewritten as
y—Rg(s,)+—ZA,Js] = g8 e ZA,, 5§ (C.33)
1 l j

Define the mapping F(s) = [Fi(s)", -+ ,F,.(s)T]" € R"™" where each block component
Fi(s) = [Fl.l, e ,Fl.ng]T € R"¢ is defined elementwise as

af RY(s)) +cXe, Ayjst
FE (s) = ’ T (C.34)
g ne
Yi t (c Zj:l Aij)

forg =1,---,ng,i=1,---,n.. Then, s should be a fixed point of F. In addition, by the definition
of R in (3), F is continuous. Now consider a box in Rzg "¢ defined as B := {s e R : 0 < s < M}
for some M € R}*™, where the inequality holds for each component/dimension and 0 < M), < co for
all k = 1,--- ,ng - n.. Such a closed box B is a compact and convex subset of R"s™¢ . By Brouwer’s
fixed-point theorem, if F(B) C B, then a fixed point s* = F(s*) exists. To this end, notice that, since
W* and W~ are nonnegative matrices, Rf (s) can be bounded as

K+ [Wrsil,  k+[W'si],

0<R¥(s) = < C.35
(s) = W osil, p (C.35)
Since the adjacency matrix A of the cellular network is nonnegative, we have
Cl’g Rg(Sl) +c ch Ai Sg(t) a/g 1 a/g

P A A AT Aijs(0). (C.36)

’ ¥§ A Z v

— \‘_____\/_______/
=:T1

=ZT2

8

Let b = vec (j—;) € R"™, For a fixed cell i, T; captures the GRN inside the cell, while 73

captures the spatial lcoupling among cells. Note that 77 and 73 in the above equations are linear in s,
and we can define a block matrix A € R"s"<*"sc a5 follows. The diagonal elements of A are set as
A= %yi_'a[WJr € R%*% fori = 1,--- ,n.. The off-diagonal elements of A are setto A;; = cAl-J-yi_llng
fori,j=1,---,n., i # j. Thus, the block matrix A equals

1 1
A = diag (;71_10/1W+, e ;y;}a”CW‘L) +e (A ® I,,g) diag (71_1, s ,y,;j) . (C.37)



We can therefore bound F(s) according to F(s) < b + As. Since A is nonnegative, the linear map is
monotone. When p(A) < 1, (I — A)~! exists and we can define M := (I — A)~! b. Then, for0 < s < M,
we have

F(s)<b+As<b+AM=(I-ANM+AM=M. (C.38)

Hence, a fixed point in the nonnegative orthant exists by Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem.

C.6 Proof of Lemma [3.2) When W~ is the zero-matrix, we have a linear system

du;g 1 8 & + 9 8.8
—F=a K+ngql(z) — BSub (1),

. (C.39)

ds’
=L = B () = s (1) + ¢ 2,4 (50 -sf@).
£

Let us = [uf , u§, e uﬁC]T. To study the stability of the linear system, notice that for each g, (C.39)

can be written as

dus
;[ =af + a/g E W,,s” — BSus,
(C.40)
dsé
% = B5us — y8s% — cLs".

Let u = [ulT, ~-u"sT]T € R [ = diag(A X 1,,) — A be the graph Laplacian, and let .3,y be
block diagonal matrices, i.e., @ = diag (a!, -+ ,a"¢), B = diag (B',--- , "), y = diag (y', -+, y").
Then, we have

u
+

du] |8 ze(W'el,)
[s]_[ﬂ —y—c(Ing®L)

afﬂ]
0] (C.41)

=:P
For the linear system to be stable, P must be Hurwitz. By the Gershgorin disk theorem [20], a
sufficient condition to guarantee that all eigenvalues of P have negative real parts (or, equivalently, all
eigenvalues of —P have positive real parts) is

n n
1 & -
B>~ Z W3l |y +cLa| > g5 + cZ L. (C.42)
h J#

Since W™ is nonnegative, and «, 3, v are block diagonal matrices with positive entries, we have

e
> — Z agW;h, ’y;g + CLl'l' > ,B;g +C Z |L1J| (C43)
J#I
Since L;; = Y.« i |L;;| by definition, we also have

B> —L Z e v B (C.44)



C.7 Proof of Theorem [3.2) We first present a lemma on the continuity of the nonlinear function
R? (s1).

Lemma C.2. Let ||si||; = Zgg:l sf. If for each cell i € {1,--- ,n.} there exists a 6; > 0 such that
W~ satisfies ming [W™s]e > 6; ||s;||, for all s; with nonnegative coordinates, then Rf (s;) is globally
Lipschitz on the nonnegative orthant, i.e., there exists an w; > 0 such that, for all s;, sl’. with nonnegative

coordinates,
RS sy = RE Gl < s = s, (C45)
Proof. We first compute the Jacobian J.g of R;g wrt. s;. Forg,h=1,--- ,ng,
ORS (s
[751) —(h 2
8sl.
(K"'Z ng) Wg_h(K+Z Wg+qzq)
- 2
C.46
(K + 2g5 Weas; ) (€40
_ - q
K (W;h Wgh) T (quwgh Wghwgq) s
- 2
(K + 25 Wegs; )
Let ¢y := max, p, (Wgh, W ) ‘We then have
ﬁRg Ky kcy + 02 S
(hl) 1 | ||1 (C47)
ds; (k+ 6 llsill)*
Hence, the Lipschitz constant is upper-bounded by
£, < Z 10| max A (C.48)
; — | = w;. .
2=\ L st = Vi K 45K(Cl 6i) l

This completes the proof. a

By construction, V is positive definite and radially unbounded. We next show that V(u,s) < 0.
From (12)), we have

Nne n&
V(u,s) = ZZ u; —ug u +(s —s )l)
i=1 g=1
e g K+Z  Wis!
g g* ga%i g 8
2,2, (uf — ") ,K+ an W ! ﬁlul()) (C.49)



Recall that the steady state (uf 5 sf ") satisfies

K+Z W st ne
g g 8% _ g 8% _ 8 8% 87 _ 8
@; N Z — -Biu; =0, Biu; —vy's; +c E A;j (sj s ) . (C.50)
K 1 Wegsi =

Plugging the previous equalities into (C.49)), we get

ne g K+an W;—q ;] K+an W+ q*
V(u,s - . - Bjuf = | - Gl g
s Z‘gz o 1K+Z”g Wesd T\ + 2 Wegs? ek
ne g ne
+ZZ s —s ,Bg 8 71 s —CZAU (s —s) ,Bg 8 7fsf*+cZAij(s§*—sf*)
i=1 g=1 =1 j=1
ne g
= (f = i) [of (RY (si) = RY (1)) = B (uf —u")]
i=1 g=1
ne g
+ Z(sf—slig*) ,Bf(uf—uf*)—y s —s +CZA,J ((s —s )—(s}g—sf*))
i=1 g=1
ne g

(R s = REGD) (0 =) = 5 (=)

M _

i=1 g=1
ne g
F 33| =) (F = ) = o (s - )|
i=1 g=1
ne g e

(C.51)

We first examine the last term that arises due to the “diffusive-like consensus” among cells. Let

* * .
Auf = uf —uf” and As? = s¥ — %" Since A;; = Aj;, we have

3550 (a- )

i=1 g=1 | j=1
Shehull g g g, 1 g 8 g
= CZ] Z:‘ Z; [EAU (Asj — As; ) As; + EAji (Asi - Asj) Asi] (C.52)
g=li=1 j=
g ne nNe 1 2
_ A g _ A8
_CZ;ZZ[ 2Al](Asj Asl.)]
g=li=1 j=

<0.



For cell i, let Au; = [Au}, -+, Au;*]T, and As; = [As), -+, As;*]T.

e ot s - s < |+ 37 [stautt ot (a1
i= lg et
- . (C.53)
ZZQ (Ri(si) = R(s)) At +Z[A”,’] s Ivs

We next focus on the first term >}’ Zzgzl P (RE(si) — RY(s7)) Auf € R. Since R¥(-) is uniformly
Lipschitz on the nonnegative orthant with coeflicients w;, we have

ne g ne HNg
ZZQ Rg(s,)—Rg(s Au <ZZ|Q’ Rg(s,) Rg(s Aug|
i=1 g=1 i= lg
<ZZ g|Rg(sl) Rg(s g|
i= lg
ZzywmeMI
i=1 g=1
(b)ZZ( X Asi|? + & |Aug|) (C.54)
i=1 g=1

:i% Zag2 1As;]2 +ZelZ|Aug|
i=1 g=1

1
r,wmmmm+Zemm2

=

Aul-
AS,‘ ’

As; L a2 I,

45
2

AM,:| |:€l Mg 2 0

where (a) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (b) follows from Young’s inequality with
2 - ||cy,-||% Plugging the last expression into (C.53)), we get

arbitrary € > 0, and (c) holds since Zg‘i L@

n 1
. c A ; ﬁl + €l —ﬁ' A ;
V(u,s) < [AZ‘.] e g [A”‘.] . (C.55)
P i 1B ~Yi + z& llaillp In, | A5
For each cell 7, let Q; € R?%*%"z be defined as
Bi— &l ~1s
Q=" " 2o (C.56)
:81 Yi — t ”a'i”F Ing
' Au,- < 0 whenever Au,-] # 0. Since

Ql [A AS,’

If Q; is positive definite for all cells i, then V < — Z?‘ As;
1
€l,, > 0, and its Schur complement in Q;

Q; is symmetric, it is positive definite if and only if g8; —



satisfies

2 -
wj 2 1 !
yi= 7 illt by = 581 (Bi = elu,) B 0. (C.57)
Choose € = w’””’”F . Since v;, B; are diagonal matrices, the condition becomes
w; il w; llail B’
ﬁf:>___§__£’ v 2 - 4 — ey’ (€.58)
This completes the proof.
C.8 Proof of Theorem [3.3] From the definition of §%, we have
dss  ds® ds®
dt — dt dt .5
= BOuS(1) — T9s%(1) — cLs(1) — Po (Bu® (1) — T4s8(1)) (C.59)
= (In, — Pc) (BSu®(t) —8s8(1)) — cLs8(1).
Note that since L1 = 0, we have
1
Ls$ =L (s$-5%) =L (sg - —IL]lng) = Ls8. (C.60)
ne
Hence, the dynamics of the deviation is of the form
ds8
; 22(1) + cL3(1), (C.61)

where z8(t) := (I, — P;) (BSué(t) —I'¥s8(t)). By definition of P., we have P? = P, and hence
(I -P.)?=1-P,. Thus,

12 (D113 =|(In, = Pe) (BEus (1) = T8 (1)

(C.62)
<||B8us(t) - ngg(t)||2 )

Since u8(t),s8(¢) are uniformly bounded for all ¢ > O for each gene g, the norm of z8(¢) is bounded by
zZs.
Now, consider the time derivative of ¥(¢) = % |58 (1) ||%:

¥
T = ()T () - eL§* (1)
L 1250l — (3% 7L (1)

15, 14 (), — Ao (L) 115112 (C.63)
= Q¥())'? 1250l — 2¢A2(L)¥(2)

(2 2e¥(¢) + é 125 (1)]l, — 2cA2(L) ¥ (7).



where (a) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (b) holds since §% is orthogonal to the one-
dimensional subspace spanned by 1 and hence A,(L) ||§g(t)||% < (§8)TL53(r), and (c) follows from

cAa(L)
2

Young’s inequality. Setting € = , we have

75 —2cAr(L)¥(1)

d¥
ar <cr(L)Y(r) + 2 (L)

= —c(L)¥(1) + zs.

cAa(L)
Hence,

t
lP(t) < ‘P(O)e_C/IZ(L)t + —1 Z’i/ e—C/lz(L)(t—T)dT

1
< W¥(0 —cAa (L)t + Zg (1 _ —C/IQ(L)Z)
(O)e 2e4,(L) "\ ¢

1
< ¥(0 —cAy(L)t + —Zg )
(O)e 2ed (L)

Letting t — oo, and plugging ¥(7) = % |58 (¢) ||§ back into the formula, we get

1
lim sup ||38]2 < 78
ma Il < 2

This completes the proof.

(C.64)

(C.65)

(C.66)
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