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Abstract 
 
The century-long Michaelis–Menten rate law and its modifications in the modeling of 

biochemical rate processes stand on the assumption that the concentration of the complex 

of interacting molecules, at each moment, rapidly approaches an equilibrium (quasi-steady 

state) compared to the pace of molecular concentration changes. Yet, in the case of actively 

time-varying molecular concentrations with transient or oscillatory dynamics, the deviation 

of the complex profile from the quasi-steady state becomes relevant. A recent theoretical 

approach, known as the effective time-delay scheme (ETS), suggests that the delay by the 

relaxation time of molecular complex formation contributes to the substantial breakdown of 

the quasi-steady state assumption. Here, we systematically expand this ETS and inquire into 

the comprehensive roles of relaxation dynamics in complex formation. Through the 

modeling of rhythmic protein–protein and protein–DNA interactions and the mammalian 

circadian clock, our analysis reveals the effect of the relaxation dynamics beyond the time 

delay, which extends to the dampening of changes in the complex concentration with a 

reduction in the oscillation amplitude against the quasi-steady state. Interestingly, the 

combined effect of the time delay and amplitude reduction shapes both qualitative and 

quantitative oscillatory patterns such as the emergence and variability of the mammalian 

circadian rhythms. These findings highlight the drawback of the routine assumption of quasi-

steady states and enhance the mechanistic understanding of rich time-varying biomolecular 

activities. 
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I. Introduction 
 
Time-scale separation has been a long practice in the modeling of many physical, chemical, 

and biological systems where the “fast” components undergo instantaneous equilibrium and 

only the “slow” components govern the relevant dynamics [1–4]. In the case of biochemical 

processes, it is often assumed that the concentration of the complex of interacting 

molecules, at each moment, approaches an equilibrium (quasi-steady state) much faster 

than the molecular concentrations change [5–7]. The Michaelis–Menten (MM) rate law 

under this quasi-steady state assumption, proposed over a century ago, has been the 

dominant paradigm of modeling the rates of enzyme-catalyzed reactions [8,9]. The MM rate 

law has also been widely applied for other molecular interactions in biochemistry and 

pharmacology, such as reversible protein–protein, transcription factor–gene, and receptor–

ligand bindings [10–16]. 

   However, derived by the method called the standard quasi-steady state approximation 

(sQSSA) [5,6,17–19], the MM rate law presumes that the enzyme concentration is low 

enough and thus the concentration of enzyme–substrate complex is negligible compared to 

substrate concentration. This condition is often satisfied in the case of metabolic reactions, 

with substrate concentrations typically far higher than the enzyme concentrations. 

Nevertheless, in the case of protein–protein interactions, the interacting proteins as 

“enzymes” and “substrates” are often comparable with each other in their concentrations 

[20–22]. Therefore, the application of the MM rate law for protein–protein interactions has 

been challenged, with its remedied form from the total quasi-steady state approximation 

(tQSSA) [7,17,19,23–28]. The tQSSA gives a more accurate description of molecular 

interactions for a broad range of paired concentrations than the sQSSA, and thus works for 

protein–protein interactions as well [7,17,23–28]. Later, we will overview the tQSSA and its 

relationship with the MM rate law from the sQSSA. 

   Despite the remedy of the MM rate law by the tQSSA, both the tQSSA and sQSSA still rely 

on the quasi-steady state assumption [6,7,17]. The validity of this assumption across various 

biochemical systems remains uncertain. Many cellular activities, including circadian or 

diurnal rhythms, cell cycles, and signal responses [11,12,28–31], exhibit actively time-varying 

molecular concentrations and therefore may not strictly follow the quasi-steady state 

assumption. 

   Recently, we have introduced the mathematical approach that better describes the 

interaction of time-varying molecular components than the tQSSA and sQSSA [32]. This new 

approach, termed the effective time-delay scheme (ETS), incorporates into the tQSSA a time-
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delay effect from the relaxation dynamics of molecular complex formation. With valuable 

analytical insights, the ETS accounts for simulated and empirical patterns of transient or 

oscillatory biochemical processes that the quasi-steady state assumption fails to capture 

[32]. Yet, beyond the time-delay effect, we are prompted to ask whether other aspects of 

relaxation dynamics also crucially affect the trajectory of the complex concentration. The 

quest for the role of relaxation dynamics in molecular complex formation will enlighten the 

blind spot of the quasi-steady state assumption and enhance the mechanistic understanding 

of rich time-varying biomolecular activities. 

   To systematically address this issue, we here develop a theoretical framework for the core 

effects of relaxation dynamics on the complex formation and demonstrate its utility through 

the analysis of rhythmic protein–protein and protein–DNA interactions and the mammalian 

circadian system. Our work reveals that the relaxation dynamics does not only delay but also 

dampens the changes in complex concentration over time by reducing its oscillation 

amplitude compared to the quasi-steady state. This joint effect of the time delay and 

amplitude reduction act critical to both the qualitative and quantitative aspects of the 

molecular oscillatory patterns such as the emergence and variability of the mammalian 

circadian rhythms. 

 

II. Theory Overview and Development 
 
A. General formulation 
 
At the beginning, we overview the tQSSA and its relationship with the sQSSA. Consider the 

scenario where two different molecules A and B bind to each other and form complex AB. 

For example, the molecules A and B can be two different proteins in heterodimer formation, 

substrate and enzyme in a metabolic reaction, or solute and transporter in membrane 

transport. 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ, 𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ, and 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ denote the total concentrations of A and B and the 

concentration of the complex AB at time 𝑡, respectively. 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ are not necessarily 

constant but very generic in their time-dependency. 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ is determined by the following 

equation based on the mass-action law: 

 

ୢ஼ሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ 𝑘ୟሾ𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻሿሾ𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻሿ െ 𝑘ஔ𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ,     (1) 

 

where 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ indicate the concentrations of free A and B, 

respectively, 𝑘ୟ is the association rate of free A and B, and 𝑘ஔ is the effective “decay” rate of 

AB. For the sake of generality, 𝑘ஔ is not limited to dissociation but covers all rate processes 

to lower the level of AB, with 𝑘ஔ ≡ 𝑘ୢ ൅ 𝑟ୡ ൅ 𝑘୪୭ୡ ൅ 𝑘ୢ୪୲ where 𝑘ୢ, 𝑘୪୭ୡ, and 𝑘ୢ୪୲ stand for 
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the dissociation, translocation, and dilution rates of AB, respectively, and 𝑟ୡ for the chemical 

conversion or translocation rate of A or B upon the formation of AB. 

   With notations 𝜏 ≡ 𝑘ஔ𝑡, 𝐾 ≡ 𝑘ஔ/𝑘ୟ, 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ/𝐾, 𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ/𝐾, and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ/𝐾, 

one can rewrite Eq. (1) as 

 

 
ୢ஼̅ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ൌ ሾ𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻሿሾ𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻሿ െ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ.      (2) 

 

By definition, 𝐶ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ, and therefore 

 

                𝐶ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ minൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                                  (3) 

 

On the other hand, Eq. (2) is equivalent to 

 

 
ୢ஼̅ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ൌ ൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧൛𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ ൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ൟ,     (4) 

 

where 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ are given by 

 

                                        𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡  
ଵ

ଶ
ൣ1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ െ  ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧,                    (5) 

 

                                       ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ ටሾ1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻሿଶ െ 4𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ 

         ൌ ට1 ൅ 2ൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൅ ൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ൧
ଶ

.     (6) 

 

Given 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ, the tQSSA assumes that 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ approaches the quasi-steady state fast 

enough each time [7,17]. This idea can be understood by noticing that 𝐶̅ᇱሺ𝜏ሻ → 0 in Eq. (4) 

when 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ → 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ. In addition, 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ minൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ and thus Eq. (3) is naturally 

satisfied when 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ. The other nominal solution of 𝐶̅ᇱሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 0 in Eq. (4) is physically 

senseless because it does not satisfy Eq. (3). 

   In the tQSSA, one takes 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ as the estimate of 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ. The tQSSA works generally more 

accurately than the conventional MM rate law [7,17,23–28]. To obtain the MM rate law, 

consider the following situation: 

 

𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ ≪ 1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ or 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ≪ 1 ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ.       (7) 

 

In this situation, the Padé approximant for 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ takes the following form: 

 

      𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ
஺ሺఛሻ஻ሺఛሻ

ଵା஺ሺఛሻା஻ሺఛሻ
.       (8) 
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Eq. (8) renders Eq. (7) similar to condition 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ/𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ≪ 1 or 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ/𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ ≪ 1. In other 

words, Eq. (8) would be valid when AB complex concentration is negligible compared to 

either A or B concentration. Essentially, this condition is identical to the assumption in the 

sQSSA that gives the MM rate law [6]. A typical metabolic reaction with 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ ≪ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ for 

substrate A and enzyme B automatically satisfies Eq. (7) and then Eq. (8) reduces to 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ

𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ/ൣ1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ൧, equivalent to the familiar MM rate law 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ/ሾ𝐾 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻሿ for AB 

concentration [5,6,8,9,17,32]. Clearly, 𝐾 here is the Michaelis constant, commonly known as 

𝐾୑. To be precise, the sQSSA uses the concentration of free A instead of that of the total A, 

but we refer to the latter case as the sQSSA because of the negligible complex level in the 

assumption. 

   Unlike the MM rate law limited to the condition in Eq. (7), the tQSSA is free from that 

condition and thus more widely applicable [7,17,23–28]. Still, both the tQSSA and sQSSA rely 

on the assumption that 𝐶ሺ𝜏ሻ fast approaches the quasi-steady state each time before the 

marked change of 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ or 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ. Next, we relax this quasi-steady state assumption and 

extend the analysis to the case of time-varying 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ [32]. 

   Suppose that 𝐶ሺ𝜏ሻ does not necessarily approach the quasi-steady state, but stays within 

some distance from it as 

 

   ห𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻห ≪ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ.                   (9) 

 

We previously showed that this relation is readily satisfied in physiologically-relevant 

conditions [32]. It allows us to discard ൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧
ଶ

 compared with ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ

𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ and then reduce Eq. (4) to 

 

ୢ஼̅ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ൎ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ൧.     (10) 

 

Multiplying both the left- and right-hand sides by exp ቂ׬ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ
ఛ
ఛబ

d𝜏ᇱቃ with 𝜏଴ as the initial 

point of 𝜏 leads to 

 

ୢ

ୢఛ
൤𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ𝑒׬ ∆౪్൫ఛᇲ൯

ഓ
ഓబ

ୢఛᇲ൨ ൎ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ𝑒
׬ ∆౪్൫ఛᇲ൯
ഓ
ഓబ

ୢఛᇲ
.   (11) 

 

The integral of Eq. (11) from 𝜏 ൌ 𝜏଴ leads to 

 

𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ׬ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ𝑒
׬ି ∆౪్൫ఛᇲᇲ൯ୢ

ഓ
ഓᇲ ఛᇲᇲd𝜏ᇱ

ఛ
ఛబ

൅ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏଴ሻ𝑒
׬ି ∆౪్൫ఛᇲ൯

ഓ
ഓబ

ୢఛᇲ
.      (12) 

 

We assume that ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ changes rather slowly over 𝜏ᇱ to satisfy 
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 ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝜏ᇱ in the range 𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ ≲ 𝜏ᇱ ൑ 𝜏.                (13) 

 

In physiologically-relevant conditions, Eq. (13) is readily satisfied as we previously showed 

[32]. From Eq. (13), ׬ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱᇱሻd
ఛ
ఛᇲ 𝜏ᇱᇱ ൎ ሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱሻ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and ׬ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ

ఛ
ఛబ

d𝜏ᇱ ൎ ሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏଴ሻ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏଴ሻ 

for 𝜏ᇱ ≳ 𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝜏 ≲ 𝜏଴ ൅ ∆୲୕

ିଵሺ𝜏଴ሻ, respectively. Hence, Eq. (12) for 𝜏 ≫ 𝜏଴ ൅

∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏଴ሻ reaches the following form: 

 

 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ׬ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ𝑒ି൫ఛିఛ
ᇲ൯∆౪్ሺఛሻd𝜏ᇱ

ఛ
ିஶ .                 (14) 

 

The right-hand side is not sensitive to the lower bound of 𝜏ᇱ for the integral as long as this 

lower bound is ≪ 𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ. 

   In Eq. (14), the effect of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ exponentially decays over time by expൣെሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱሻ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ 

and its decay time-scale ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ approximates molecular relaxation time during which the 

effect of instantaneous A and B levels through 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ is notably sustained in AB complex 

formation. Intuitively from Eq. (14), the quasi-steady state assumption 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ is valid 

when 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ [i.e., ห𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻห ≪ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ] for 𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱ ≲ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ. In other 

words, 

 

                 1 ≫
∆౪్
షభሺఛሻ

஼౪్̅ሺఛሻ
ቚ
ୢ஼౪్̅ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ቚ ൌ

∆౪్
షమሺఛሻ

஼౪్̅ሺఛሻ
ቚൣ𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧

ୢ஺̅ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
൅ ൣ𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧

ୢ஻തሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ቚ,      (15) 

 

where the equality comes from Eq. (5). This condition means that the relaxation time should 

be much shorter than the time-scale with which the complex concentration changes. The 

more precise quasi-steady condition considering up to 𝐶୲̅୕
ᇱᇱ ሺ𝜏ሻ was derived in our previous 

study [32]. 

   To cover more general cases than the quasi-steady condition, we return to Eq. (14) and 

estimate 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ as 

 

                          𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ׬ ൛𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ׬ 𝑒ିకd𝜉
௫
଴ ൅ 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕

ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ׬ 𝑒ିకd𝜉
ஶ
௫ ൟ𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥

ଵ
଴  

                                   ൌ ׬ ൛ሺ1 െ 𝑒ି௫ሻ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝑒ି௫𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ൟ𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥

ଵ
଴ .                          (16) 

 

Here, 𝜉 ≡ ሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱሻ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝑥 is chosen from 0 ൑ 𝑥 ൏ 1 to roughly satisfy 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ

𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝜏ᇱ in the range 𝜏 െ 𝑥∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ 𝜏ᇱ ൑ 𝜏 and 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕

ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ for 𝜏ᇱ in the 

range 𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ ≲ 𝜏ᇱ ൏ 𝜏 െ 𝑥∆୲୕

ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ. 𝑥 depends on the specific form of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ, and thus 

𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ is introduced above as the likelihood of particular 𝑥 across all probable forms of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ 

with condition ׬ 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥
ଵ
଴ ൌ 1. Given an uncertain distribution of the form of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ, it 
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would be safe to assume near-uniformity of 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ with 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ ≃ 1 for 0 ൑ 𝑥 ൏ 1. Therefore, 

𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (16) is further estimated as 

 

                                          𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ 𝑒ିଵ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                               (17) 

 

Obviously here, the molecular relaxation time ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ contributes a time delay to complex 

formation. At a completely steady state, 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ and thus 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ becomes 

the same as 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ, i.e., the tQSSA. 

   Because 1 െ 𝑒ିଵ is about twice the value of 𝑒ିଵ, one may further simplify Eq. (17) to 

𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ by leaving the last term alone with its weight increased from 1 െ

𝑒ିଵ to 1 for the compensation. One caveat with this approximation is that 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ 

may not necessarily satisfy the relation 𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ minൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ favored by Eq. 

(3). As a practical safeguard to avoid this problem, we have recently proposed the following 

approximant for 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ consistent with Eq. (3) [32]: 

 

 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ min൛𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧, 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻൟ.                 (18) 

 

Although the above 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ looks rather complex, this form is essentially a simple conversion 

𝜏 → 𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ in the tQSSA and minሼ∙∙∙ሽ is just taken for minor correction. Of note, our 

previous derivation [32] is based on the Taylor expansion of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ in Eq. (14) by 𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱ, not 

the above procedure itself. 

   Alternatively, we propose the following new approximant for 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ from the entire Eq. (17): 

 

                           𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ min൛𝑒ିଵ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧, 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻൟ.           (19) 

 

Both 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ in Eqs. (18) and (19) include an effective time delay ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ in 

complex formation. We refer to this type of the formulations as the effective time-delay 

scheme (ETS) as in our previous study [32]. The ETS is the generalization of the MM rate law 

for time-varying molecular concentrations that may not strictly adhere to the quasi-steady 

state assumption. More specifically, we will refer to the use of Eq. (18) as the ETS1 and that 

of Eq. (19) as the ETS2. Of note, the ETS2 is newly introduced here. If the relaxation time in 

the complex formation is so short that the effective time delay in Eqs. (18) and (19) can be 

ignored, both the ETS1 and ETS2 return to the tQSSA in their forms. 

   About the physical interpretation of the effective time delay, we previously proved that it is 

inversely related to free molecule availability [32], as ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ ൛1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ െ

2𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻൟ
ିଵ

 from Eq. (5). Here, 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 2𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ ൣ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൅
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ൣ𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧, which is proportional to the total free molecule concentration at the quasi-

steady state. In other words, the less the free molecules, the more the time delay. One can 

understand this observation as follows: over the course of complex formation, free A and B 

are getting depleted and therefore the rate of complex formation ሾ𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻሿሾ𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ െ

𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻሿ in Eq. (2) continues to decline towards quicker relaxation of the complex 

concentration. This free-molecule depletion effect to shorten the relaxation time is 

proportional to the free molecule concentration itself because Eq. (10) is rewritten as 

ൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧
ᇱ
ൎ െ𝐶୲̅୕

ᇱ ሺ𝜏ሻ െ ൣ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 1൧ൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ െ ൣ𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ and the 

second term on the right-hand side here is proportional to ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 1. Therefore, the 

relaxation time takes a decreasing function of the free molecule concentration, consistent 

with the above observation. Clearly, the free molecule concentration would be low for 

relatively few A and B molecules with comparable concentrations—i.e., small 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ 

and ሾ𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻሿଶ in Eq. (6). In this case, the relaxation time would be relatively long and 

the tQSSA or sQSSA cannot correctly describe that situation. For example, protein–protein 

interactions would often be the cases that require the consideration of the effective time 

delay, compared to metabolic reactions with much excess substrates not binding to 

enzymes. 

   In the case of oscillating molecular concentrations, it is straightforward to expect that the 

ETS1 and tQSSA would exhibit temporal profiles with almost the same amplitudes but a 

certain phase difference between them. The ETS2, which is likely more correct than the ETS1 

in its derivation, would also give the phase difference but relatively small, due to the 

superposition of both the time-delayed and -undelayed forms of the tQSSA. Furthermore, in 

contrast to the ETS1, the amplitude from the ETS2 is reduced by the effective time delay and 

thus this amplitude is smaller than the tQSSA’s, as proven in Appendix A. These results 

suggest that the relaxation dynamics does not only delay but also dampens the changes in 

complex concentration over time, compared to its quasi-steady state. 

   In the case of periodic molecular oscillations, it is possible to gain a more systematic insight 

into the above amplitude reduction. Applying the inverse Fourier transform 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ

׬ 𝐶୲̅୕
୤ ሺ𝜉ሻ𝑒ଶగ௜ఛకd𝜉

ஶ
ିஶ  to Eq. (14) results in 

 

                                      𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ∆୲୕ሺ𝜏ሻ𝑒ି∆౪్
ሺఛሻఛ ׬ ׬ 𝐶୲̅୕

୤ ሺ𝜉ሻ𝑒ൣଶగ௜కା∆౪్ሺఛሻ൧ఛ
ᇲ
d𝜏ᇱd𝜉

ఛ
ିஶ

ஶ
ିஶ  

                                               ൌ ׬
஼౪్̅
౜ ሺకሻ

ටଵାସగమ∆౪్
షమሺఛሻకమ

𝑒௜൛ଶగఛకିୟ୰ୡ୲ୟ୬ൣଶగక∆౪్
షభሺఛሻ൧ൟd𝜉

ஶ
ିஶ  

                 ൎ ׬
஼౪్̅
౜ ሺకሻ

ටଵାସగమ∆౪్
షమሺఛሻకమ

𝑒ଶగ௜కൣఛି∆౪్
షభሺఛሻ൧d𝜉

ஶ
ିஶ ,                                           (20) 



9 
 

 

where the last step is based on arctanሺ𝑥ሻ ൎ 𝑥  for |𝑥| ≪ 1. Because 𝐶୲̅୕
୤ ሺ𝜉ሻ is the Fourier 

transform of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ, the above formula resembles the ETS1 with the same effective time delay, 

but the amplitude is reduced by a factor of ට1 ൅ 4𝜋ଶ∆୲୕
ିଶሺ𝜏ሻ𝜉ଶ. This observation suggests the 

following approximant for 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ when the molecular concentrations oscillate with a constant 

period 𝑇: 

 

   𝐶ఊ̅యሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ min

⎩
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎧
஼౪్̅ൣఛି∆౪్

షభሺఛሻ൧ି〈஼౪్̅ሺఛሻ〉

ඨଵାସగమቈ
∆౪్
షభሺഓሻ

ೖಌ೅
቉

మ
൅ 〈𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ〉, 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ

⎭
⎪
⎬

⎪
⎫

,                  (21) 

 

where 〈𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ〉 is the time average of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ over the oscillation period. We will refer to the 

use of Eq. (21) as the ETS3. Unlike the ETS1 and ETS2, the ETS3 is only applicable to a periodic 

oscillation of complex concentration, but clearly reveals the determination of the amplitude 

reduction by the effective time delay relative to the oscillation period, i.e., ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ ሺ𝑘ஔ𝑇ሻ⁄ . 

   As we will see later, the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 can be used together to dissect different roles 

of relaxation dynamics in complex formation, which are not captured by the quasi-steady 

state assumption. For example, the comparison of the ETS1 to the tQSSA can reveal the 

effect of the time delay from the relaxation dynamics, while the result of the ETS2 further 

reflects the effect of the amplitude reduction. The precise mathematical condition for the 

validity of the ETS1 is already available [32], and the ETS2 and ETS3 tend to be more correct 

than the ETS1 according to our analysis later. 

 
B. Transcription factor–DNA binding case 
 
Thus far, we have implicitly assumed the continuity of molecular concentrations as in Eq. (1). 

However, there exist biomolecular events much away from this assumption. For example, a 

transcription factor (TF) binds to a DNA molecule in the nucleus to regulate mRNA 

production and the number of this TF–DNA assembly would be either 0 or 1 for a DNA site 

that can at most afford one copy of the TF. The inherently discrete and stochastic nature of 

the TF–DNA binding looks contrasted with the continuous and deterministic nature of Eq. 

(1). To rigorously handle this TF–DNA binding case, we will now use the chemical master 

equation [33]. 

   𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻ denotes the probability that 𝑛 copies of the TF occupy the DNA site at time 𝑡. If this 

DNA site can at most afford 𝑁 copies of the TF at once, 𝑛 ൌ 0, 1,⋯ ,𝑁 and ∑ 𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻே
௡ୀ଴ ൌ 1. 

If we further define 𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻ ≡ 0 for 𝑛 ് 0, 1,⋯ ,𝑁 and assume that the DNA-binding TFs are 



10 
 

hardly accessible by proteolytic machineries for their degradation, the dynamics of 𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻ 

with 𝑛 ൌ 0, 1,⋯ ,𝑁 is governed by the following master equation: 

 

  
డ௉ሺ௡,௧ሻ

డ௧
ൌ 𝑘୘୊ୟ𝑉 ቂ𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ െ

௡ିଵ

௏
ቃ ቀ𝐵ୈ୒୅ െ

௡ିଵ

௏
ቁ 𝑃ሺ𝑛 െ 1, 𝑡ሻ െ 

                 ቄ𝑘୘୊ୟ𝑉 ቂ𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ െ
௡

௏
ቃ ቀ𝐵ୈ୒୅ െ

௡

௏
ቁ ൅ 𝑛𝑘୘୊ஔቅ 𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻ ൅ ሺ𝑛 ൅ 1ሻ𝑘୘୊ஔ𝑃ሺ𝑛 ൅ 1, 𝑡ሻ,  (22) 

 

where 𝑘୘୊ୟ and 𝑘୘୊ஔ denote the TF–DNA binding and unbinding rates, respectively, 𝑉 is the 

nuclear volume, 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ is the total TF concentration in the nucleus, and 𝐵ୈ୒୅ is the 

“concentration” of the target DNA site, i.e., 𝐵ୈ୒୅ ൌ 𝑁𝑉ିଵ. Here, we assume that 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ is 

uniquely determined at each time 𝑡 with little stochasticity in 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ itself and the nuclear 

volume 𝑉 is constant. 

   The ensemble average 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ ≡ 〈𝑛𝑉ିଵ〉 ൌ 𝑉ିଵ ∑ 𝑛𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻே
௡ୀ଴  is expressed by Eq. (22) as 

 

         
ୢ஼౐ూሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ 𝑘୘୊ୟ ∑ ቂ𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ െ

௡

௏
ቃ ቀ𝐵ୈ୒୅ െ

௡

௏
ቁ𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻே

௡ୀ଴ െ 𝑘୘୊ஔ𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ 

                     ൌ 𝑘୘୊ୟ ൜ሾ𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻሿሾ𝐵ୈ୒୅ െ 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻሿ ൅ 〈ቀ
௡

௏
ቁ
ଶ
〉 െ 〈௡

௏
〉ଶൠ െ 𝑘୘୊ஔ𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ,  (23) 

 

where 〈ሺ𝑛𝑉ିଵሻଶ〉 ൌ 𝑉ିଶ ∑ 𝑛ଶ𝑃ሺ𝑛, 𝑡ሻே
௡ୀ଴ . Eq. (23) resembles Eq. (1), in the absence of the 

stochastic fluctuation in the TF binding [〈ሺ𝑛𝑉ିଵሻଶ〉 െ 〈𝑛𝑉ିଵ〉ଶ]. However, the stochastic 

fluctuation cannot be discarded for small 𝑁. For simplicity, we focus on 𝑁 ൌ 1 and thus 

𝐵ୈ୒୅ ൌ 𝑉ିଵ. Eq. (23) is then rewritten as 

 

 
ୢ஼౐̅ూሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ൌ

஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ

௄౐ూ௏
െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿ𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ െ 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ൧,          (24) 

 

where 𝜏 ≡ 𝑘୘୊ஔ𝑡, 𝐾୘୊ ≡ 𝑘୘୊ஔ/𝑘୘୊ୟ, 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ/𝐾୘୊, 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ/𝐾୘୊, and 

 

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ≡  
஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ

௄౐ూ௏ሾଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻሿ
.                  (25) 

 

Because 𝐶୘̅୊
ᇱ ሺ𝜏ሻ → 0 in Eq. (24) when 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ → 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ given 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, we estimate 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ 

as 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ under the quasi-steady state assumption. In fact, 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ matches a special case 

of the preexisting, stochastic quasi-steady state approximation (stochastic QSSA) [34,35]. 

Interestingly, 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ resembles the MM rate law with the “concentration” of the DNA site 

𝑉ିଵ. 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ, nevertheless, is not a mere continuum of Eq. (8), because the denominator in 

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ has 1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ but not 1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ𝐾୘୊𝑉ሻିଵ. This discrepancy between 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ 

and Eq. (8) roots in the stochasticity of the TF–DNA binding and relates to the previously-

reported denominator 1 ൅ 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ െ ሺ𝐾𝑉ሻିଵ for the stochastic version of the MM rate 

law [36]. Together, 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ is fundamentally more correct for the DNA-binding TF 
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concentration than both the tQSSA and sQSSA in Eqs. (5) and (8), and we will just refer to 

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ as the QSSA for TF–DNA interactions [32]. 

   Still, the use of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ relies on the quasi-steady state assumption. We then relax this 

assumption and extend our analysis to the case of time-varying TF concentration. We start 

with the exact solution of Eq. (24): 

 

𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ ׬ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ᇱሻሿ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ𝑒
׬ି ൣଵା஺̅౐ూ൫ఛᇲᇲ൯൧ୢ

ഓ
ഓᇲ ఛᇲᇲd𝜏ᇱ

ఛ
ఛబ

൅ 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏଴ሻ𝑒
׬ି ൣଵା஺̅౐ూ൫ఛᇲ൯൧ୢ

ഓ
ഓబ

ఛᇲ
, (26) 

 

where 𝜏଴ is the initial point of 𝜏. Assume that 1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ changes rather slowly over 𝜏ᇱ to 

satisfy the following relation: 

 

      1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ 1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝜏ᇱ in the range 𝜏 െ
ଵ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
≲ 𝜏ᇱ ൑ 𝜏.                (27) 

 

In physiologically-relevant conditions, this relation is readily satisfied as we previously 

showed [32]. With Eq. (27), Eq. (26) for 𝜏 ≫ 𝜏଴ ൅ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏଴ሻሿିଵ leads to 

 

 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿ ׬ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ𝑒ି
ሾଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻሿ൫ఛିఛᇲ൯d𝜏ᇱ

ఛ
ିஶ .                (28) 

 

The right-hand side is not sensitive to the lower bound of 𝜏ᇱ for the integral as long as this 

lower bound is ≪ 𝜏 െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ. 

   In Eq. (28), the effect of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ exponentially decays over time by expሼെሾ1 ൅

𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱሻሽ and its decay time-scale ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ approximates molecular relaxation 

time during which the effect of an instantaneous TF level through 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ is notably 

sustained in the TF–DNA assembly. Intuitively from Eq. (28), the quasi-steady state 

assumption 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ is valid when 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ [i.e., ห𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ െ

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻห ≪ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ] for 𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱ ≲ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ. In other words, 

 

                                   1 ≫
ሾଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻሿషభ

஼౐̅ూ్ሺఛሻ
ቚ
ୢ஼౐̅ూ్ሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ቚ ൌ

ଵ

ሾଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻሿమ஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቚ
ୢ஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ

ୢఛ
ቚ,                           (29) 

 

where the equality comes from Eq. (25). This condition means that the relaxation time 

should be much shorter than the time-scale with which the TF–DNA assembly level changes. 

The more precise quasi-steady condition considering up to 𝐶୘̅୊୕
ᇱᇱ ሺ𝜏ሻ was derived in our 

previous study [32]. 

   To cover more general cases than the quasi-steady condition, we return to Eq. (28) and 

estimate 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ as 

                     𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ ׬ ቄ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ׬ 𝑒ିకd𝜉
௫
଴ ൅ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ ቂ𝜏 െ

ଵ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቃ ׬ 𝑒ିకd𝜉

ஶ
௫ ቅ 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥

ଵ
଴  

                                   ൌ ׬ ቄሺ1 െ 𝑒ି௫ሻ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ 𝑒ି௫𝐶̅୘୊୕ ቂ𝜏 െ
ଵ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቃቅ 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥

ଵ
଴ .                (30) 
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Here, 𝜉 ≡ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿሺ𝜏 െ 𝜏ᇱሻ and 𝑥 is chosen from 0 ൑ 𝑥 ൏ 1 to roughly satisfy 

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝜏ᇱ in the range 𝜏 െ 𝑥ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ ൑ 𝜏ᇱ ൑ 𝜏 and 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ ൎ

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሼ𝜏 െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵሽ for 𝜏ᇱ in the range 𝜏 െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ ≲ 𝜏ᇱ ൏ 𝜏 െ

𝑥ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ. 𝑥 depends on the specific form of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ, and thus 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ is introduced 

above as the likelihood of particular 𝑥 across all probable forms of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ with condition 

׬ 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻd𝑥
ଵ
଴ ൌ 1. Given an uncertain distribution of the form of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ᇱሻ, it would be safe to 

assume near-uniformity of 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ with 𝑝ሺ𝑥ሻ ≃ 1 for 0 ൑ 𝑥 ൏ 1. In a similar fashion to Sec. II.A, 

we therefore obtain the following two approximants for 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ: 
 

         𝐶୘̅୊ఊభሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ ቂ𝜏 െ
ଵ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቃ,                  (31) 

 

                                        𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝑒ିଵ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ𝐶୘̅୊୕ ቂ𝜏 െ
ଵ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቃ.                  (32) 

 

𝐶୘̅୊ఊభሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ represent the TF–DNA versions of the ETS1 and ETS2, respectively. 

Their time-delay term has a similar physical interpretation to that in Sec. II.A. Additionally, 

this term equals the probability of the DNA unoccupancy at the quasi-steady state, based on 

Eq. (25). Of note, the ETS1 with 𝐶୘̅୊ఊభሺ𝜏ሻ was derived in our previous study [32] whereas the 

ETS2 with 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ is newly proposed here. The ETS2 is likely more correct than the ETS1, as 

explained in Sec. II.A. 

   In the case of oscillating TF concentration, the ETS1 and QSSA would have the TF–DNA 

assembly profiles with the same amplitude but a certain phase difference between them. 

The ETS2 would also give the phase difference but relatively small, due to the superposition 

of both the time-delayed and -undelayed forms of the QSSA. Furthermore, unlike the case of 

the ETS1, the amplitude from the ETS2 is smaller than the QSSA’s, as proven in Appendix A. 

These results suggest that the relaxation dynamics does not only delay but also dampens the 

changes in the TF–DNA assembly level over time, compared to its quasi-steady state. 

   In the case of periodic oscillations, one can obtain a more systematic insight into the above 

amplitude reduction. Like Sec. II.A, the inverse Fourier transform of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (28) leads 

to the following approximant for 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ when the TF concentration oscillates with a constant 

period 𝑇: 

 

     𝐶୘̅୊ఊయሺ𝜏ሻ ≡
஼౐̅ూ్൛ఛିሾଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻሿషభൟି〈஼౐̅ూ్ሺఛሻ〉

ඨଵାସగమቊ
ൣభశಲഥ౐ూሺഓሻ൧

షభ

ೖ౐ూಌ೅
ቋ

మ
൅ 〈𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ〉,                             (33) 
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where 〈𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ〉 is the time average of 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ over the oscillation period. 𝐶୘̅୊ఊయሺ𝜏ሻ 

represents the TF–DNA version of the ETS3 introduced in Sec. II.A. Unlike the ETS1 and ETS2, 

the ETS3 is only applicable to a periodic TF oscillation, but clearly reveals the determination 

of the amplitude reduction by the effective time delay relative to the oscillation period, i.e., 

ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ ሺ𝑘୘୊ஔ𝑇ሻ⁄ . 

   As we will address below, the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 can be used together to dissect different 

roles of relaxation dynamics in TF–DNA assembly. For example, the comparison of the ETS1 

with the QSSA can reveal the effect of the time delay from the relaxation dynamics, while 

the result of the ETS2 further reflects the effect of the amplitude reduction. 

 

III. Biochemical Applications 
 
In Sec. II, we provided the revised versions of the MM rate law with the role of relaxation 

dynamics in complex formation, particularly relevant to time-varying molecular 

concentrations. We will apply these versions to the analysis of specific biomolecular systems. 

 
A. Protein–protein interaction 
 
The tQSSA, rather than the sQSSA, has previously been recommended for the modeling of 

protein–protein interactions because the interacting proteins often show the concentrations 

comparable with each other [17,28]. Here, we will focus on the interactions between 

proteins whose concentrations oscillate over time with circadian rhythmicity, i.e., ~24-h 

periodicity. These time-varying concentrations can challenge the relevance of the tQSSA and 

require the examination by the ETS. 

   Consider the scenario that proteins A and B have oscillating concentrations in sinusoidal 

forms: 

 

𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 𝐴୫ୟ୶ ቄ1 െ
ఈఽ
ଶ
ቂ1 ൅ cos ቀ

ଶగ

௞ಌ்
𝜏ቁቃቅ and 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 𝐵୫ୟ୶ ቄ1 െ

ఈా
ଶ
ቂ1 ൅ cos ቀ

ଶగ

௞ಌ்
𝜏 െ 𝜑୆ቁቃቅ, 

(34) 

 

where 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ are the dimensionless A and B concentrations in Eq. (2), 𝐴୫ୟ୶ (𝐵୫ୟ୶), 

𝛼୅ሺ୆ሻ, 𝑇, and 𝜑୆ denote the peak level of 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ [𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ], the peak-to-trough difference of 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ 

[𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ] divided by the peak level, the oscillation period of a circadian or diurnal rhythm, and 

the phase difference between 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ, respectively. Here, 𝛼୅ and 𝛼୆ range from 0 to 

1: the closer they are to 1, the stronger the oscillations. 𝜑୆ ranges from 0 to π without loss 

of generality. We here choose 𝑇 ൌ 24 h. Based on 𝐴ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵ሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (34), we numerically 

solve Eq. (2) and thereby obtain 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ. We evaluate how well this 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ is approximated by 
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the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 in Eqs. (18), (19), and (21), the tQSSA in Eq. (5), and the sQSSA in Eq. 

(8). 

   As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), we observe that the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 tend to better match the 

temporal trajectory of 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ than the tQSSA and sQSSA, but with some variations between 

them. To clarify this point, we define 𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ , 𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ , 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ , 𝜙୲୕

௧ , and 𝜙ୱ୕
௧  as the phase 

differences in hours between the ETS1 and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, between the ETS2 and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, between the 

ETS3 and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, between the tQSSA and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, and between the sQSSA and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, respectively 

(Appendix B). The sign of a given phase difference is assigned positive (negative) if the 

corresponding trajectory has a more advanced (delayed) phase than 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ. For example, the 

signs of 𝜙୲୕
௧  and 𝜙ୱ୕

௧  are mainly positive according to our observation. In the particular case 

in Fig. 1(a), 𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ൌ െ1.1 h, 𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ൌ 0.4 h, 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ൌ െ1.1 h, 𝜙୲୕

௧ ൌ 3.1 h, and 𝜙ୱ୕
௧ ൌ 3.1 h. 

Hence, ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห, ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห, and ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห are smaller than ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห and ห𝜙ୱ୕
௧ ห. We did find that 

ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห, ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห, and ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห tend to be smaller than ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห and ห𝜙ୱ୕
௧ ห across physiologically-

relevant conditions [Fig. 1(b), Table S1, and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. As anticipated from Eqs. (18) and 

(21), 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧  is almost identical to 𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧  (Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.97 and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ) and thus we 

will skip the use of 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ . Likewise, we will skip the use of 𝜙ୱ୕

௧  due to its high similarity with 

𝜙୲୕
௧  (Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.92 and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ). Remarkably, when ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห or ห𝜙୲୕
௧ ห is ≥1 h, most 

parameter conditions (99.0%) have ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห less than ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห [Fig. 1(c) and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. Still, 

there exist some parameter conditions with ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ≥2 h and even ≥4 h, but such conditions 

are >13 times rarer for ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห [Fig. 1(d) and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. In other words, both the ETS1 and 

ETS2 with the effect of the relaxation time provide a better estimate of the phase of 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ 

than the quasi-steady state assumption, but the ETS2 exhibits fewer noticeable errors than 

the ETS1. The latter comes from the fact that the actual phase difference between 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and 

its quasi-steady state hardly reaches the time average of ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ 𝑘ஔ⁄ —thus the ETS1 rather 

overestimates that phase difference while the ETS2 reduces this error as obvious from Eqs. 

(18) and (19). 

   These findings demonstrate the importance of relaxation time in complex formation that 

should be accurately considered to deepen the understanding of the deviation of the 

complex profile from its quasi-steady state.  
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Fig. 1. Protein–protein interaction. (a) Example time-series of substrate protein levels 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻ 

in Eq. (34) at the top, the full model-based complex level 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and the tQSSA and sQSSA at the center, 

and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 at the bottom. 𝑡 ൌ 𝑘ஔ
ିଵ𝜏 as defined before Eq. (2). (b) 

Probability distributions of ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห (“ETS1”), ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห (“ETS2”), ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห (“ETS3”), ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห (“tQSSA”), and 

ห𝜙ୱ୕
௧ ห (“sQSSA”) over randomly-sampled parameter sets in Table S1. (c,d) Scatter plot of ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห and 

ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห (c), or that of ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห and ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห (d) with randomly-sampled parameter sets in Table S1. A 

solid diagonal line corresponds to ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൌ ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห (c) or ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห ൌ ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห (d). (e) Probability 

distributions of 𝑆୉୘ୗభ (“ETS1”), 𝑆୉୘ୗమ  (“ETS2”), 𝑆୉୘ୗయ (“ETS3”), 𝑆୲୕ (“tQSSA”), and 𝑆ୱ୕ (“sQSSA”) over 

randomly-sampled parameter sets in Table S1. (f,g) Scatter plot of 𝑆ୱ୕ and 𝑆୲୕ (f), or that of 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 

𝑆୉୘ୗమ (g) with randomly-sampled parameter sets in Table S1. A solid diagonal line corresponds to 

𝑆୲୕ ൌ 𝑆ୱ୕ (f) or 𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൌ 𝑆୉୘ୗభ (g). For more details, refer to Table S3.  
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Other than phases, wave profiles themselves determined by the waveforms and peak levels 

are the important features of oscillations. Therefore, we calculate similarity 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  between 

the wave profiles of the ETS1 and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ by aligning their phases to the same. 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  is devised 

to approach 1 away from 0, as the two wave profiles quantitatively better match each other 

(Appendix B). We also calculate the similarities 𝑆୉୘ୗమ, 𝑆୉୘ୗయ , 𝑆୲୕, and 𝑆ୱ୕ for the ETS2 and 

𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, for the ETS3 and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, for the tQSSA and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, and for the sQSSA and 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ, 

respectively. Across physiologically-relevant conditions, we found that 𝑆୉୘ୗమ  and 𝑆୉୘ୗయ  tend 

to be larger than 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 𝑆୲୕, but the latter ones still tend to be larger than 𝑆ୱ୕ [Fig. 1(e), 

Table S1, and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. As expected from Eq. (18), 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 𝑆୲୕ are almost identical to 

each other (Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.89 and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ), and tend to exceed 𝑆ୱ୕ [Fig. 1(f) and 𝑃 ൏

10ିସ] in a manner consistent with the previous suggestions that the tQSSA is more accurate 

than the sQSSA [17,28,32]. On the other hand, as discussed in Sec. II.A, the amplitudes of the 

complex profiles from the ETS2 and ETS3 undergo the reduction by relaxation processes and 

are thus likely more accurate than those from the ETS1 and tQSSA. Indeed, 𝑆୉୘ୗమ  and 𝑆୉୘ୗయ  

for each simulated condition tend to exceed its 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 𝑆୲୕ [Fig. 1(g) and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. 

Therefore, the amplitude reduction by the relaxation dynamics is a key feature of the wave 

profile of molecular complex with time-varying components. 

 
B. TF–DNA interaction 
 
We here consider TF–DNA interactions with circadian rhythmicity. Consider the scenario that 

the TF concentration oscillates over time with a sinusoidal form: 

 

 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ ൌ 𝐴୫ୟ୶ ቄ1 െ
ఈఽ
ଶ
ቂ1 ൅ cos ቀ

ଶగ

௞౐ూಌ்
𝜏ቁቃቅ,                 (35) 

 

where 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, 𝐴୫ୟ୶, 𝛼୅, and 𝑇 are the dimensionless TF concentration in Eq. (24), the peak 

level of 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, the peak-to-trough difference of 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ divided by the peak level, and the 

oscillation period of a circadian or diurnal rhythm, respectively. Here, 𝛼୅ ranges from 0 to 1 

(the closer it is to 1, the stronger the oscillation) and we choose 𝑇 ൌ 24 h. Based on 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ 

in Eq. (35), we numerically solve Eq. (24) and thereby obtain 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ. We evaluate how well 

this 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ is approximated by the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 in Eqs. (31)–(33) or by the QSSA in 

Eq. (25). 

   As illustrated in Fig. 2(a), we observe that the ETS1, ETS2, and ETS3 tend to better match the 

time trajectory of 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ than the QSSA. For systematic evaluation, we define 𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ , 𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ , 

𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ , and 𝜙୕

௧  as the phase differences in hours between the ETS1 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, between the 
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ETS2 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, between the ETS3 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, and between the QSSA and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, 

respectively (Appendix B). The sign of a given phase difference is assigned positive (negative) 

if the corresponding trajectory has a more advanced (delayed) phase than 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ. It is 

observed that 𝜙୕
௧ ൒ 0 across the simulated conditions (Table S1). In the example of Fig. 2(a), 

𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ൌ െ0.6 h, 𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ൌ 0.4 h, 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ൌ െ0.6 h, and 𝜙୕

௧ ൌ 2.3 h. Hence, ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห, ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห, 

and ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห are smaller than ห𝜙୕

௧ ห. Indeed, our analysis suggests that ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห, ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห, and 

ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห tend to be smaller than ห𝜙୕

௧ ห over physiologically-relevant conditions [Fig. 2(b) and 

𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. As expected from Eqs. (31) and (33), 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧  is almost identical to 𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧  

(Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.996 and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ) and thus we will skip the use of 𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ . When ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห 

or ห𝜙୕
௧ ห is ≥1 h, most parameter conditions (97.7%) have ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห less than ห𝜙୕
௧ ห [Fig. 2(c) and 

𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. Remarkably, we found that ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห is very rarely ൒ 1 h, 4.5 times even rarer 

than ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൒ 1 h [Fig. 2(d) and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ]. In other words, both the ETS1 and ETS2 with the 

effect of relaxation time well account for the phase of 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ compared to the quasi-steady 

state assumption, but the ETS2 better does than the ETS1: the actual phase difference 

between 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ and its quasi-steady state hardly reaches the time average of 

ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ 𝑘୘୊ஔ⁄ , and thus the ETS1 rather overestimates that phase difference while 

the ETS2 reduces this error as obvious from Eqs. (31) and (32). This result suggests that the 

accurate consideration of the relaxation time in TF–DNA binding deepens the understanding 

of the deviation of 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ from the quasi-steady state. 

   Apart from phases, we can examine the wave profiles predicted by the ETS1 by calculating 

similarity 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  between the profiles of the ETS1 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ by aligning their phases to the 

same. 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  is devised to approach 1 away from 0, as the two wave profiles quantitatively 

better match each other (Appendix B). We also calculate the similarities 𝑆୉୘ୗమ, 𝑆୉୘ୗయ, and 𝑆୕ 

for the ETS2 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, for the ETS3 and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, and for the QSSA and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ, respectively. 

As anticipated from Eq. (31), 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 𝑆୕ take almost the same values as each other 

(Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.94 and 𝑃 ൏ 10ିସ). On the other hand, as discussed in Sec. II.B, the ETS2 

and ETS3 reflect the amplitude reduction by relaxation processes and thus can give more 

accurate wave profiles than the ETS1 and QSSA. Indeed, we found that both 𝑆୉୘ୗమ  and 𝑆୉୘ୗయ  

exceed 0.9 for all our simulated conditions, whereas 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  and 𝑆୕ do not [Fig. 2(e) and 𝑃 ൏

10ିସ]. Therefore, the amplitude reduction by the relaxation dynamics is a key feature of the 

TF–DNA assembly profile with time-varying TF concentration.  
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Fig. 2. TF–DNA interaction. (a) Example time series of TF level 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (35) at the top, the full 

model-based TF–DNA assembly level 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ and the QSSA at the center, and 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻ and the ETS1, 

ETS2, and ETS3 at the bottom. 𝑡 ൌ 𝑘ஔ
ିଵ𝜏 as defined under Eq. (24). (b) Probability distributions of 

ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห (“ETS1”), ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห (“ETS2”), ห𝜙୉୘ୗయ
௧ ห (“ETS3”), and ห𝜙୕

௧ ห (“QSSA”) over randomly-sampled 

parameter sets in Table S1. (c,d,e) Scatter plot of ห𝜙୕
௧ ห and ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห (c), ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห and ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห (d), or 

𝑆୉୘ୗభ and 𝑆୉୘ୗమ (e) with randomly-sampled parameter sets in Table S1. A solid diagonal line 

corresponds to ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൌ ห𝜙୕

௧ ห (c), ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห ൌ ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห (d), or 𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൌ 𝑆୉୘ୗభ (e). For more details, refer 

to Table S4. 

 

C. Mammalian circadian clock 
 
The quantitatively more accurate results from the ETS than from the quasi-steady state 

assumption prompt us to ask whether the features in the ETS can also account for dynamical 

patterns that are qualitatively distinct from their quasi-steady states. We will answer this 

question through the analysis of the mammalian circadian system. 

   The core part of the mammalian circadian clock harbors a transcriptional/post-translational 

negative feedback loop that generates autonomous protein oscillations with circadian 

rhythmicity [29,37]. Heterodimers of CLOCK and BMAL1 proteins activate the transcription of 

Period (Per) and Cryptochrome (Cry) genes, and the encoded PER and CRY proteins form PER–
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CRY complexes that are translocated to the nucleus. In the nucleus, they interact with CLOCK–

BMAL1 complexes to inhibit the CLOCK–BMAL1 transcriptional activities. These positive 

(CLOCK and BMAL1) and negative (PER and CRY) arms constitute the negative feedback loop 

for circadian oscillations in protein levels and activities. 

   A previous study suggests that the tQSSA for the interaction between activator (CLOCK–

BMAL1) and repressor (PER–CRY) leads to more natural rhythm generation than the sQSSA, 

because the tQSSA captures the ultrasensitive response of the repressor’s transcription to the 

activator or repressor’s concentration—that is, a large change in the transcription rate against 

a small change in the activator or repressor level [28]. This ultrasensitive response, which is 

manifested by small 𝐾 and balance of activator and repressor levels, amplifies the rhythms 

and prevents their dampening [27,28]. Here, we will show that the ETS1 and ETS2 further 

capture the intrinsic time delay and amplitude reduction in the protein–protein and protein–

DNA assembly formation and thereby reveal rhythmic patterns unexpected by the tQSSA. In 

this analysis, we will not use the ETS3 because of its limitation, requiring prior knowledge of 

the oscillation period itself. 

   For the modeling of the mammalian clock, we interpret 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ, 𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ, and 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ in Eq. (1) as the 

concentrations of activator, repressor, and their complex in the nucleus, respectively. For 

simplicity, we assume the constancy of 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ, i.e., 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ ൌ 𝐴 as the activator’s oscillation is 

relatively weak and dispensable for the circadian rhythmicity [37–40]. The resulting model 

comprises Eq. (1) with 𝐴ሺ𝑡ሻ ൌ 𝐴 and the following equations modified from a previous model 

[28]: 

 

     
ୢெሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ 𝑎଴𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝑏଴𝑀ሺ𝑡ሻ,                                                            (36) 

 

     
ୢ஻ౙ౯ሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ 𝑎ଵ𝑀ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝑏ଵ𝐵ୡ୷ሺ𝑡ሻ,                                                          (37) 

 

     
ୢ஻ሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ 𝑎ଶ𝐵ୡ୷ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝑟୤ሾ𝐵ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻሿ െ 𝑟ୡ𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ,                             (38) 

 

     
ୢ஼౐ూሺ௧ሻ

ୢ௧
ൌ

௞౐ూ౗
௏
ሾ𝐴 െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻሿ െ ሼ𝑘୘୊ஔ ൅ 𝑘୘୊ୟሾ𝐴 െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻሿሽ𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ.   (39) 

 

Here, 𝑀ሺ𝑡ሻ , 𝐵ୡ୷ሺ𝑡ሻ , and 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ  are the concentrations of repressor mRNA, cytoplasmic 

repressor protein, and activator on repressor’s promoter, respectively. Eq. (39) is equivalent 

to Eq. (24) in its content. 𝑎଴ , 𝑎ଵ , and 𝑎ଶ  denote the transcription, translation, and 

translocation rates of the repressor, respectively. 𝑏ଵ represents the sum of the translocation 

and degradation rates of the repressor in the cytoplasm, and thus satisfies 𝑏ଵ𝑁ୡ ൐ 𝑎ଶ where 

𝑁ୡ  is the cytoplasm-to-nucleus volume ratio. 𝑏଴ , 𝑟୤ , and 𝑟ୡ  are the degradation rates of 
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repressor mRNA, free repressor protein, and activator-binding repressor protein, respectively. 

By definition, 𝑟ୡ  satisfies 𝑟ୡ ൏ 𝑘ஔ  for 𝑘ஔ  in Eq. (1). 𝑘୘୊ୟ , 𝑘୘୊ஔ , and 𝑉 are those in Eqs. (22)–

(24). To be precise, 𝐴 െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ in Eq. (1) should be replaced by 𝐴 െ 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ െ 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ; however, 

this replacement does not much affect our simulation results, and thus we keep the original 

form of Eq. (1) for the straightforward use of the approximants for 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ as will be shown later. 

   Our model simulation with Eqs. (1) and (36)–(39) leads to the oscillation of the variables in a 

subset of the parameter conditions in Table S2 (Appendix B). For comparison, we test other 

versions of the model with the ETS1 and ETS2. The model with the ETS1 (ETS2) only consists of 

Eqs. (36)–(38) where 𝐶ሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝐶୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ  are respectively replaced by 𝐾𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝑡ሻ  [𝐾𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝑡ሻ] and 

𝐾୘୊𝐶୘̅୊ఊభሺ𝑡ሻ [𝐾୘୊𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝑡ሻ] from Eqs. (18) and (31) [Eqs. (19) and (32)], and 𝐴 െ 𝐾𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝑡ሻ [𝐴 െ

𝐾𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝑡ሻ] corresponds to 𝐴୘୊ሺ𝑡ሻ in Eqs. (25) and (31). Likewise, the tQSSA- and sQSSA-based 

models are respectively constructed by using the approximants in Eqs. (5) and (8) instead of 

𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝑡ሻ or 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝑡ሻ, and using 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝑡ሻ in Eq. (25) instead of 𝐶୘̅୊ఊభሺ𝑡ሻ or 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝑡ሻ. 

   Consistent with the previous work and the characteristics of the well-studied Goodwin 

model [28,41], the sQSSA-based model fails to produce oscillations for any simulated 

conditions (Table S2 and Appendix B). On the other hand, the tQSSA-based model generates 

oscillations as previously demonstrated [28], but with substantial deviations from the exact 

model simulation with Eqs. (1) and (36)–(39) (Fig. 3 and Appendix B). For example, a decrease 

in 𝑘୘୊ஔ in the exact model simulation tends to facilitate the development of oscillations to 

some extent by widening the oscillatory range of 𝐾୘୊ , and concurrently lengthens the 

oscillation period [Figs. 3(a) and 3(c)]; the tQSSA-based model does not reproduce these 

patterns [Figs. 3(a) and 3(c)]. Besides, the exact simulation results exhibit the oscillations over 

the range of 𝐾  beyond small 𝐾  values from the tQSSA-based results [Figs. 3(b) and 3(d)]. 

Moreover, the tQSSA-based oscillation periods are limited to short periods compared with the 

exact simulation results (Fig. 3). 

   In contrast, the simulation with the ETS1 shows reasonable agreement with the exact model 

simulation for the overall patterns of oscillation onset and periods (Fig. 3 and Appendix B). For 

example, the ETS1 predicts the periods of 23.9 to 52.3 h with varying 𝑘୘୊ஔ at 𝐾୘୊ ൌ 3.7 nM in 

Fig. 3(a), while the exact periods span 22.8 to 48.6 h in the same conditions. Meanwhile, the 

tQSSA-based period there is limited to 19.5 h [Fig. 3(a)]. Regarding the ETS1, the wide range of 

the oscillatory parameters and the period variations comparable with the exact simulation 

results comes from the time delay in protein–protein and protein–DNA assembly formation. 

This intrinsic time-delay effect, which is absent in the tQSSA, enhances the rhythmicity and 

lengthens the oscillation period. In this respect, the ETS2-based model produces similar 

patterns to the ETS1’s as well (Fig. 3). 
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Fig. 3. Mammalian circadian clock. In (a)–(d), the parameter ranges with observed oscillations from 

each simulation scheme are colored by their oscillation periods, according to the color scale on the 

rightmost side. (a) and (b) have the same parameters except 𝐾୘୊, 𝑘୘୊ஔ, 𝐾, and 𝑘ஔ. Likewise, (c) and (d) 

have the same parameters except 𝐾୘୊, 𝑘୘୊ஔ, 𝐾, and 𝑘ஔ. The simulation results from the full model with 

Eqs. (1) and (36)–(39) (left), from the tQSSA (center left), from the ETS1 (center right), and from the ETS2 

(right) are presented over the ranges of 𝐾୘୊ and 𝑘୘୊ஔ in (a) and (c), or the ranges of 𝐾 and 𝑘ஔ in (b) and 

(d), while the other parameters are fixed. For more details, refer to Table S5. 

 

A caveat of the ETS1 is that it tends to overestimate the oscillatory parameter range compared 

to the exact model simulation [Figs. 3(a) and 3(c)]. This error is notably corrected by the 

simulation of the ETS2-based model, whose amplitude reduction effect tends to dampen the 

oscillation and thereby narrow the oscillatory parameter range closer to the exact range. In 

the example of Fig. 3(c), the ETS1 predicts an 18.1%-wider range of oscillatory parameters than 

the exact range, whereas the ETS2 exhibits only a 3.3% difference from that exact range. About 

the ETS2, this smaller oscillatory regime is also partially attributed to its shorter, overall time 

delay than the ETS1’s, as apparent from Eqs. (18), (19), (31), and (32); however, this short time 

delay alone does not always fully reduce the oscillatory regime to the level of the ETS2 with 

the amplitude reduction effect (Fig. 4 and Appendix C). Yet, the ETS2 is not void of a drawback: 
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it sometimes generates little yet spurious humps in a molecular time-series apart from its 

genuine peaks (Fig. 5), because of the superposition of two oscillatory curves in Eqs. (19) and 

(32). 

 

 

Fig. 4. Shortening the time delay without the amplitude reduction effect for the mammalian circadian 

clock. (a) and (b) involve the same parameters as Figs. 3(a) and 3(c), respectively. Presented are the 

results from the ETS1 (left) and ETS2 (right), in addition to those from 𝐶̅ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶̅୘୊ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ in Eqs. (C1) 

and (C2) (center, “ETS1’  ”) designed for the time delay similar to the ETS2 but without the amplitude 

reduction. For more details, refer to Appendix C. 

 

 

Fig. 5. The ETS2-based time-series of the mammalian clock component, nuclear and cytoplasmic PER–

CRY complex concentration. Typically, the ETS2-result shows a single peak in each period (a), but 

sometimes an additional hump (b) that is absent in the full-model simulation with Eqs. (1) and (36)–

(39). In (a) and (b), 𝐾୘୊ ൌ 38.88 nM, 𝑘୘୊ஔ ൌ 0.16 h–1 (a) or 0.10 h–1 (b), and the other parameters are 

the same as Fig. 3(a). 

 

Taken together, the joint effect of the time delay and amplitude reduction from the relaxation 

dynamics determines the emergence of oscillations as shown by the ETS2, and this time delay 

further sets the period variations of the oscillations as shown by the ETS1 and ETS2. Therefore, 
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both the time delay and amplitude reduction act crucial to the qualitative and quantitative 

aspects of the circadian model dynamics, unexpected by the quasi-steady state assumption. 

 

IV. Discussion 
 
The deviation of time-varying molecular activities from their quasi-steady states is possibly 

prevalent but vastly overlooked with the routine use of the MM rate law or its modified 

forms [7–19,34,35]. We previously investigated this issue and suggested that the relaxation 

time of molecular complex formation, quantitated by the effective time delay, contributes to 

the failure of the quasi-steady state assumption [32]. This time delay aside, our study now 

reveals that the amplitude reduction from the relaxation dynamics is another important 

factor for the deviation of a molecular trajectory from the quasi-steady state. The time delay 

and amplitude reduction do not only affect the phase and wave profile of the complex but 

also impact the qualitative behavior of the whole system, such as the onset of the 

mammalian circadian oscillation and its period variations. Hence, unless the quasi-steady 

state assumption is reasonably valid like the case in Eq. (15) or (29), the relaxation dynamics 

should be considered for both the qualitative and quantitative descriptions of molecular 

interaction systems with time-varying components. The relaxation dynamics can be 

considered by the simulation of complex-complete mass-action models (the full kinetic 

models themselves without any approximants for complex concentrations, as used in this 

study), or by the ETS if one seeks the analytical insights as previously demonstrated [32]. 

   Thorough incorporation of the effect of stochastic fluctuations in molecular binding events 

[4,33–36,42,43] to the future analysis, beyond the TF–DNA interactions examined in this 

study, would greatly enhance the understanding of molecular interaction dynamics with 

time-varying components. This part may be achieved by extending the currently-available 

stochastic QSSA [34,35]. Further simulation and experimental profiling of molecular 

complexes in various regulatory or signaling pathways [20,21,32,44] would be valuable to 

establish the role of the relaxation dynamics raised in this study. The experimental data with 

high temporal resolution would be particularly useful for the comparison with the ETS-based 

complex profiles. In such endeavors, protein complexes can be quantified by densitometric 

analysis with western blotting, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay, mass spectrometry-

based proteomics with co-immunoprecipitation, and other related techniques.  
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Appendix A: Amplitude reduction by the ETS2 
 
About the ETS2 with Eq. (19) [Eq. (32)], we will prove its amplitude reduction compared to 

the tQSSA (QSSA). For the ETS2 with Eq. (19), we start with the following relations: 

 

                minఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൌ 𝑒ିଵminఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻminఛ൛𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ൟ 

                                         ൑ 𝑒ିଵ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧,                                         (A1) 

 

                                         minఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ minሾ𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻሿ.                                        (A2) 

 

The relation 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ minሾ𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻሿ in Eq. (A2) was found in Sec. II.A. From Eqs. (19), (A1), 

and (A2), we obtain minఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ and then 

 

                                                      minఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ minఛൣ𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                                                  (A3) 

 

From 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ 𝑒ିଵ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൅ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧, 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧, and 

𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧, we obtain 

 

                                                      maxఛൣ𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                                                 (A4) 

 

As evident from Eqs. (A3) and (A4), the amplitude of 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ can never exceed that of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ. 

   Next, in the case of the ETS2 with Eq. (32), minఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and minఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሼ𝜏 െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵሽ lead to 

 

                                                    minఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ minఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                                             (A5) 

 

Similarly, 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ and 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሼ𝜏 െ ሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵሽ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧ lead 

to 

 

                                                    maxఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ൧ ൑ maxఛൣ𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ൧.                                            (A6) 

 

As evident from Eqs. (A5) and (A6), the amplitude of 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ can never exceed that of 

𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ. 

 

Appendix B: Numerical Methods 
 
Numerical simulations and analyses were performed by Python 3.7.0 or 3.7.4. Ordinary 

differential equations (ODEs) were solved by LSODA (scipy.integrate.solve_ivp) in SciPy 

v1.1.0 or v1.3.1 with the maximum time step of 0.05 h. Delay differential equations were 

solved by a modified version of the ddeint module with LSODA [45]. 
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   For the parameter selection in numerical simulations or for the null model generation in 

statistical significance tests, random numbers were sampled by the Mersenne Twister in 

random.py. 

   Spearman's 𝜌 was measured with scipy.stats.spearmanr in SciPy v1.1.0 or v1.3.1. To test 

the significance of 𝜌 between two groups of variables, we randomized the pairing of the 

variables between the groups (while maintaining the original group membership) and 

measured the 𝑃 value (one-tailed) from 104 null configurations. 

   In Secs. III.A and III.B, 105 parameter sets were randomly selected for Eqs. (2) and (34) or 

for Eqs. (24) and (35), according to Table S1. We found that the simulated 𝐶̅ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶୘̅୊ሺ𝜏ሻ 

were insensitive to their initial conditions. A phase difference between two periodic time-

series was calculated by maximizing their cross-correlation with a varying displacement of 

one series relative to the other [46]. For the cross-correlation calculation, the time average 

of each series was shifted to zero and ten duplicates of a single time period (10 ൈ 𝑇) was 

used [32]. The cross-correlation was obtained with scipy.signal.correlate in SciPy v1.1.0 or 

v1.3.1 (mode = ‘same’ and method = ‘fft’). To test the significance of the observation in Sec. 

III.A that ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห tends to be smaller than ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห, we obtained Λ ൌ med൫ห𝜙୲୕
௧ ห൯ െ

med൫ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห൯ [where medሺ∙∙∙ሻ is the median over the parameter sets with ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห ൒ 1 h or 

ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൒ 1 h] and randomized the labeling of 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ for each parameter set. We 

then measured Λ୰ ൌ med൫ห𝜙୲୕
௧ ห൯ െ med൫ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห൯ with the new sets of ห𝜙୲୕
௧ ห and ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ

௧ ห in 

this null configuration. The 𝑃 value was given by the probability of Λ୰ ൒ Λ across the 104 null 

configurations. The analogous methods were applied to the other similar comparisons in 

Secs. III.A and III.B. In Sec. III.A, we tested the significance of the fraction (𝑞) of parameter 

sets with ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൏ ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห as follows, when ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห or ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห is ≥1 h: for each parameter set, 

we randomized the labeling of 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ, and measured the fraction (𝑞୰) of the 

parameter sets of ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห ൏ ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห with the new ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห and ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห when ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห or ห𝜙୲୕

௧ ห is 

≥1 h. The 𝑃 value was given by the probability of 𝑞୰ ൒ 𝑞 across the 104 null configurations. 

The analogous method was applied to the other similar case in Sec. III.B. Likewise, in Sec. 

III.A, we tested the significance of the fraction (𝑞′) of parameter sets with ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห ൒ 𝑣 (𝑣 ൌ 

2h or 4h) compared to the case of ห𝜙୉୘ୗభ
௧ ห, as follows: for each parameter set, we 

randomized the labeling of 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ, and measured the fraction (𝑞୰ᇱ) of the 

parameter sets of ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ
௧ ห ൒ 𝑣 with the new ห𝜙୉୘ୗమ

௧ ห. The 𝑃 value was given by the 

probability of 𝑞′ ൒ 𝑞୰ᇱ  across the 104 null configurations. The analogous method was applied 

to the other similar case in Sec. III.B. 
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   We measured the similarity between two time-series 𝑓ଵሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝑓ଶሺ𝑡ሻ as 

ቄ׬ minሾ𝑓ଵሺ𝑡′ሻ, 𝑓ଶሺ𝑡′ሻሿd𝑡′
௧ା்
௧ ቅ ׬/ maxሾ𝑓ଵሺ𝑡′ሻ, 𝑓ଶሺ𝑡′ሻሿd𝑡′

௧ା்
௧ , where 𝑇 is an oscillation period of 

𝑓ଵሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝑓ଶሺ𝑡ሻ [30]. This quantity takes a range of 0 to 1, and becomes large for 

quantitatively similar profiles of 𝑓ଵሺ𝑡ሻ and 𝑓ଶሺ𝑡ሻ. In the case of wave profile similarities in 

Secs. III.A and III.B, the phase difference between the two time-series in the comparison was 

set to zero by the phase shift of the one series to the other, before measuring their wave 

profile similarity. To test the significance of the observation in Sec. III.A that 𝑆୉୘ୗమ  tends to 

be larger than 𝑆୉୘ୗభ, we followed a similar procedure to the above phase-difference 

comparison, but used the parameter sets with 𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൑ 0.9 or 𝑆୉୘ୗభ ൑ 0.9. This method was 

also applied to the other related comparisons in Sec. III.A. We further tested the significance 

of the fraction of parameter sets with 𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൐ 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  in a similar way to the above phase-

difference analysis, but only based on the parameter sets with 𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൑ 0.9 or 𝑆୉୘ୗభ ൑ 0.9. 

This method was also applied to the other related analyses in Sec. III.A. In Sec. III.B, we 

tested the significance of the fraction of parameter sets with  𝑆୉୘ୗమ ൐ 0.9 compared to the 

case of 𝑆୉୘ୗభ  in a similar way to the above phase-difference analysis, and this method was 

also applied to the other related analyses. 

   In Sec. III.C, 105 parameter sets from Table S2 were randomly selected for simulation. The 

simulation results were insensitive to the initial conditions of variables. The oscillation of the 

system in its asymptotic behavior was heuristically defined to meet all the following 

conditions at the end of the simulation: (i) α ≥ 0.2 where α is the peak-to-trough difference 

divided by the peak level (the peak and trough levels here are the averages of three 

consecutive peak and trough levels, respectively), (ii) differences in three consecutive peak 

levels are smaller than 5% of the highest peak level, and (iii) differences in three consecutive 

periods are smaller than 5% of the longest period. Here, the period is measured by the 

average of three consecutive peak-time differences. Peaks and sub-peaks (humps) were 

identified with scipy.signal.find_peaks in SciPy v1.3.1. Although the above conditions (i)–(iii) 

cannot capture non-periodic oscillations, essentially all the observed oscillations in Sec. III.C 

were periodic. Each oscillation was monitored by the concentration profile of PER–CRY 

complex in the nucleus and cytoplasm. 

 

Appendix C: Shortening the effective time delay 
 
To examine the pure effect of a shorter time delay with the ETS2 than with the ETS1, one 

should first generate a similar time delay to 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (19) but without the amplitude 

reduction effect. In this respect, we try the following approximant 𝐶̅ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ: 
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    𝐶ఊ̅భᇲሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ min൛𝐶୲̅୕ൣ𝜏 െ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ൧, 𝐴̅ሺ𝜏ሻ,𝐵തሺ𝜏ሻൟ.   (C1) 

 

𝐶̅ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ is almost free of the amplitude reduction and reminiscent of 𝐶ఊ̅భሺ𝜏ሻ [Eq. (18)] in its 

form. The reason for the use of 𝐶ఊ̅భᇲሺ𝜏ሻ is that 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ െ ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ𝐶̅ᇱሺ𝜏ሻ ൎ

𝐶ఊ̅భᇲሺ𝜏ሻ for small ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ, from the Taylor expansion of 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏 െ 𝑥ሻ by 𝑥 ൌ ∆୲୕

ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ or 

ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ. The phase difference in hours between 𝐶୲̅୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶ఊ̅మሺ𝜏ሻ does well match 

the time average of ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻ∆୲୕
ିଵሺ𝜏ሻ 𝑘ஔ⁄  from 𝐶ఊ̅భᇲሺ𝜏ሻ (Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.995 and 𝑃 ൏

10ିସ), according to the model simulation in Sec. III.A. 

   In the case of the time delay close to 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ in Eq. (32), a similar mathematical reason to 

the above is also applied to the following approximant 𝐶୘̅୊ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ for 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ: 

 

                                                      𝐶̅୘୊ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ ≡ 𝐶୘̅୊୕ ቂ𝜏 െ
ଵି௘షభ

ଵା஺̅౐ూሺఛሻ
ቃ.                               (C2) 

 

The phase difference in hours between 𝐶୘̅୊୕ሺ𝜏ሻ and 𝐶୘̅୊ఊమሺ𝜏ሻ does well match the time 

average of ሺ1 െ 𝑒ିଵሻሾ1 ൅ 𝐴̅୘୊ሺ𝜏ሻሿିଵ 𝑘୘୊ஔ⁄  from 𝐶̅୘୊ఊభᇲሺ𝜏ሻ (Spearman's 𝜌 ൌ 0.99 and 𝑃 ൏

10ିସ), according to the model simulation in Sec. III.B. 
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