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ABSTRACT

This paper explores some basic concepts of Biochemical Systems Theory (BST) and Metabolic
Control Analysis (MCA), two frameworks developed to understand the behavior of biochemical
networks. Initially introduced by Savageau, BST focuses on system stability and employs power laws
in modeling biochemical systems. On the other hand, MCA, pioneered by authors such as Kacser and
Burns and Heinrich and Rapoport, emphasizes linearization of the governing equations and describes
relationships (known as theorems) between different measures. Despite apparent differences, both
frameworks are shown to be equivalent in many respects. Through a simple example of a linear
chain, the paper demonstrates how BST and MCA yield identical results when analyzing steady-state
behavior and logarithmic gains within biochemical pathways. This comparative analysis highlights
the interchangeability of concepts such as kinetic orders, elasticities and other logarithmic gains.
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1 Introduction

In the late 60s and early 1970s Michael Savageau (Savageau, 1972, 1976) developed an approach called biochemical
systems theory (BST). This was a set of mathematical tools to help understand the behavior of biochemical networks.
This work arose alongside another similar and independently developed approach in Europe called metabolic control
analysis (MCA) by authors Kacser and Burns (Kacser, 1973) and Heinrich and Rapoport (Heinrich and Rapoport, 1974).
Both approaches appear at first glance to be different but are actually identical in many respects. Some of the differences
arise from different notation but there are also differences in emphasis. BST focuses more on system stability and the
use of power laws, while MCA barely mentions stability and is based instead on a direct linearization of the governing
equations. Both approaches examine how behavior at the systems level is governed by properties at the local level.
MCA also emphasizes theorems that describe relationships between the different measures. Despite their differences,
both approaches have provided a wealth of insight into how biochemical networks operate with BST providing a fairly
thorough analysis of systems with negative feedback. In this short article, I will show, using some simple examples, the
equivalence between the two approaches. No significant new results are presented and the article serves more as an
introduction to these two important frameworks. We will start by considering BST.

A key innovation with BST was the use of power laws as reasonable approximations to use when building models of
biochemical networks. For example, given the following single irreversible reaction with substrate X7 :

v
X —
the reaction rate, v;, can be written in a power law form:

v; = Oti)({h1


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3659-6817

BST and MCA A PREPRINT

where «; is called the apparent rate constant and the exponent g;; is called the apparent kinetic order. If the kinetic
order is one, the equation reduces to the simple first-order mass-action rate law. The power law formulation arises from
a Taylor expansion in log space (Savageau, 1969) at a specific operating in the kinetic response. The kinetic orders are
local sensitivities in log space, that is:

Oy X 0log(v;)

91 = 8X] (Y o alog(Xj)
These are exactly equivalent to the elasticities used in MCA.

BST also uses the symbol / for kinetic orders specifically for degradation steps however this distinction is less important
as we’ll see when building complete models. Given this formalism is it straightforward to write a set of differential
equations for a given model where we assign each reaction a specific power law. For example, consider a four-step
linear chain: )

X, X, 2 X, 2 X,
We will assume that the species X, is fixed so that the pathway can sustain a steady-state. The differential equations for
this system can be easily written in terms of the production and consumption rates as:

dX,
o T
dX
dt2 BRI W
dXs
ap T
For each v; we can substitute the appropriate power law to give:
dX
o= X0 — fX
dX
dt2 _ BIX{LH _ /82X£L22 2)
dX
7dt3 = B X1 — B3 X}

The sign of the kinetic order depends on whether the effector increases (positive) or decreases (negative) a reaction rate.
This means that the kinetic orders for inhibitors will be negative in value. In this example they are all positive because
increases in substrate concentration will increase the reaction rate.

Note the use of h as the kinetic order for the degradation rate for vo. That is, the symbol & isn’t always used to describe
degradation steps but, as in this case, it is also used in a consumption step when describing the rate of change of Xo.
The second equation, d X /dt, has the same h kinetic order because the same reaction is now a production rate for Xo.
In fact, in all these equations, the g kinetic orders, other than g;( are replaced by h type kinetic orders irrespective of
whether we are dealing with a production or consumption step. In general, the distinction between production and
consumption kinetic orders does not appear to be so important, especially for reaction networks where each reaction
step is explicitly written in the differential equation. Additionally, the notation changes depending on what formalism is
being used since BST has a variety of representations it can employ. The two main approaches that are used are the
Generalized Mass-Action (GMA) and the S-Systems (Savageau, 1988) formalism. When dealing with linear chains,
as we will do here, the two approaches are identical. They diverge when a model has branches or cycles. In these
situations, GMA has explicit terms for each reaction rate. For example, for a simple branch, Figure 1, the rate of change
of the branch species will comprise three power laws, one for the production rate and two for the consumption rates
emerging from the branch. Equation (3) shows a GMA representation of the rate of change of the branch species X .
For GMA models, the kinetics orders are generally represented using the f symbol. A more complex example that uses
the GMA approach, can be found at Alves et al. (2008).

dX,

dt

For an S-System, which is where most of the utility of BST originates, all power laws associated with the production of
a particular species are aggregated. Likewise, all consumption rates are aggregated. This is where g is more likely to
be used for the aggregated production rate and h for the aggregated consumption steps to keep track of what is what.
Aggregation, however, can be challenging for complex systems that involve branches and cycles. This may involve, for
example, computing the weighted kinetic orders (Voit, 2013). For linear chains, the S-system formalism is easy to apply
since no aggregation is necessary. This is why GMA and S-Systems are equivalent for linear chains.

= X = BiIXI - B X 3)
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Figure 1: Simple branch pathway with two rates v, and v3 consuming X .

2 Examples

To illustrate the utility of BST and how it matches MCA, three examples will be considered. The first example is the
four-step linear chain of reactions we considered previously. To keep things simple, we will assume that each reaction is
irreversible. That is, the product has no influence over its own production. This will mean that each power law only has
a single species in the equation which corresponds to the substrate of the reaction. This makes the analysis a little easier.
To make a reaction sensitive to product we only need to augment the power law with a product term. For example, to
make the first reaction sensitive to product X7, we can add a X; term with its own kinetic order, g;1:

v = Cleglonn

We will look at this situation in the next section. Making reactions fully reversible, in the sense that the reaction rate
can go negative, is more complex and requires choices to be made when aggregating (Sorribas and Savageau, 1989;
Voit, 2013) which we will not consider here.

If we assume the pathway is at steady-state we can set the left-hand side of (2) to zero:
0=a; X" — B X
0= B XM — gyxhes o)
0= X3 — B3 X,

Rearrangement and taking logarithms on both sides (Savageau, 1969, 1971) results in a set of linear equations that can
be solved for log X;. If we designate log X; with the symbol y;, these solutions can be written as follows:

y1 = (g10y0 — b1)/h11
Y2 = (g10Yo — b1 — b2)/hao )
Y3 = (g10yo — b1 — by — b3)/hao

The b; terms are the log of the ratio of 3; to «; and y; as indicated before are the log of the X; variables. We note again
that in this example it is assumed that each reaction is not influenced by its product. The log transformation of the
power law representation is a key innovation in BST and allows one to derive analytically the steady-state solution from
the original differential equations. This formulation is unique to BST.

The fact that the y; terms are the log of the X;, makes it very easy to compute the logarithmic gains by simple
differentiation of these expressions. Both BST and MCA focus much of their attention on deriving logarithmic gains
and it is worth briefly saying something about such quantities. Interestingly the term ‘logarithmic gain’ is not widely
used in the literature even though it expresses accurately the concept. The earliest reference I could find to this term is
from one of Savageau’s earliest papers (Savageau, 1971). Similar concepts to the logarithmic gain appear in economics
in the form of supply and demand elasticities which is also the origin of the term ‘elasticity’ in MCA. A logarithmic
gain is in simple terms a ratio of relative changes. In differential calculus, we are familiar with the ratio of absolute
changes, which in the limit become differentials. In a similar fashion logarithmic gains are defined as the limit of
infinitesimal relative changes. Experimentally, logarithmic gains are much more useful because they are unit-less and
experiments in cell and molecular biology are often expressed as ratios of unit-less fold changes. Given a variable Y’
and input variable X. the logarithmic gain of how X can influence Y is described as a logarithmic gain in a variety of

forms:
logarithmic eain dYy X dlogY Y%
ithmic gain = —— = ~
g & XY dlogX = X%
In BST, the logarithmic gain is also symbolized using Ly x and in MCA as LY where L is a different letter depending
on the gain under consideration. Numbers may also be used instead of letters for both BST and MCA. BST also uses an
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additional gain called the sensitivity. This measures how a given system property such as a concentration is affected
by a change in a system parameter such as a kinetic order. This is symbolized using Sy,;. There is not standardized
notation but generally, the aforementioned notation is commonly found in the literature.

In log form, it is easy to derive logarithmic gain if the equation under study is already in log form. This is the case with
the transformation done by BST.

For example, if we wish to investigate how X, influences the steady-state levels of X;, we only have to differentiate
each y; with respect to y,, because by design y, = log X, and y; = log X;. That is:

% ~ Olog Xy ©)
Oyo  Olog X,

If we differentiate y; = (g10y0 — b1)/h11 with respect to yo, we obtain (noting that the b terms are constant):
dlog X4 _ 90 @
dlog X, hi1

As mentioned before logarithmic gains are useful because they can be interpreted as ratios of percentage changes which
makes them experimentally measurable. The other two logarithmic gains can be derived in the same way to give the
complete set of relations between X, and the three intermediates:

810gX1 _ gﬂ
alogXo hll
610gX0 h22
Olog X3 _ 90
810gX0 h33

From these equations, we see a clear pattern that makes them easy to extend to any length pathway. These results
are well known (Savageau, 1972) and illustrate one of the key features of BST which is the ability to find analytical
solutions for the steady-state using simple linear algebra from which the logarithmic gains are easily derived. This
approach works extremely well for linear chains and linear chains with any manner of feedback loops.

Because the kinetic orders are positive values, each of the logarithmic gains is also positive. This simply means that
increasing X will increase the steady-state concentrations of X, X», and X5 which makes logical sense.

Comparison with MCA

We now compare the BST derivation with that from MCA. The first difference is that in MCA (Kacser et al., 1995;
Heinrich and Rapoport, 1974; Sauro, 2018) the kinetic orders are called the elasticity coefficients and like BST,
logarithmic gains can be derived in terms of the elasticities.

Over the years a variety of ways have been developed to derive the logarithmic gains (Sauro, 2018). One of these
approaches is given in the appendix which uses implicit differentiation of the differential equations when written in
functional form. The solutions using this method are given below:

b'e 5(1) X 5(1) X 55

1 _Y 2 __ _Y 3 _— _Y

G =%, RE-=-3 RE-2 ©)
1 2 3

We can compare these equations with the ones derived by BST (8). It is clear there is a direct equivalence. The kinetic
order g is equivalent to the elasticity 6(1) and the kinetic orders h1, hos, and h33 are equivalent to the elasticities 6%, 5%,
and €3 respectively.

MCA categories the logarithmic gains depending on their role and also introduces additional logarithmic gains not
present in BST although in principle could be computed by BST. BST does have the additional sensitivity measure that
was mentioned above. Two of these logarithmic gains are relevant here, they are the concentration control coefficients
and concentration response coefficients. The response coefficient describes how an external factor such as X influences
the steady-state. The response coefficient is equivalent to the logarithmic gain derived above using BST. In MCA
terminology the response coefficient of X; with respect to X is given by R))g;:

R“(l — g 1

=_—°" " T =1L, 10
Blog Xy X1,Xo0 k (10)
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As noted before, un BST the logarithmic gains are also given the symbol L;; which describes how variable X; is
influenced by external factor k.

In terms of the response coefficient A theorem in MCA states that a given response coefficient is related to the product
of an elasticity and a control coefficient as follows:

Ry, = Cpey, (11)

where Cgf i is the control coefficient of X; with respect to reaction v;. A concentration control coefficient describes
how a perturbation in a reaction (for example via a change in enzyme activity) can lead to a change in a steady-state

concentration. Thus C7,” describes how reaction v; influences species X ;.

In MCA the control coefficient for the first step, v;, with respect to X; can be shown to equal:

1
M == (12)
€
This allows us to write the response coefficient as:
X _ £X,
Ry, = 22 (13)
1

which is again equivalent to the same equation from BST. The equivalence between all the equations is summarized
below:

Y 15X,
Lx, x, = hi) = R§o = ;é (14)
1
g10 Xo 5%(0
Lx, x, = Rigo = RXo = &3 (15)
2
1
9
LXB;XO = }974132 = Rﬁ; = ;in (16)
3

Including Product Inhibition

The previous example assumed that each reaction was unaffected by its product. In reality, this is not necessarily the
case (Shen et al., 2020). In this example, we will include product inhibition. To keep things simple, let’s look at a
two-step pathway but it can be extended to any length pathway:

Xo 25 Xy 2
If X can product inhibit vy, the power law for v; must be modified to:
v = Cthng{ml

The differential equation for X; then becomes;

dX
dtl _ OéngloXilm - ﬂlX{Lu
Setting this equation to zero, taking logarithms on both sides and rearranging to solve for y; as before yields:
Yy = g10Yo — b1
=200
hi1 — ho

Compared to equation (5) we see there is an extra term in the denominator. As before we can derive the logarithmic
gain by differentiation to obtain:
dlog X, 910

dlog X, i — ho1
If we use MCA, we obtain the same relationship:

1
X, o
Ryl =

el — el

with the kinetic orders replaced by elasticities. Both BST and MCA produce the same results.
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Figure 2: Four-step pathway with negative feedback.

Including Negative Feedback

One final example worth looking at is when there is a negative feedback loop. Here we will look at the results common
to both as the BST community has done a more extensive analysis of negative feedback. For comparison purposes, we
will use the same feedback model found in (Savageau, 1972). This model is a four-step linear chain with a feedback
loop from X3 to the first step (Figure 2).

Following (Savageau, 1972) the power law for the inhibited step is given by:
v = Oénglng13

This is very similar to the way product inhibition was dealt with in the previous section. Using the same approach as
before, we write out the differential equations, setting them to zero, and taking the log on both sides yields:

b1 = gio¥o — h11y1 + 913Y3 an
by = h11y1 — haaya (18)
b3 = haay2 — h33ys (19)

Solving for the y terms gives:

_ b1 h3z + b2 g13 + b3 g13 — g10 h33 Yo

20
u hi11(g13 — h33) (20)
hss (b1 + b2 — g0 Yo) + b3 g13
- @1)
b2 has (913 — hss3)
b b by — o
Yz = 1+024+03—g10Y (22)

913 — has

In case you’re wondering, there is no y, solution because vy, is the input species which is fixed. To get the logarithmic
gains we differentiate these with respect to y, to yield (Savageau, 1972):

%: 610gX1 _ h33 gﬂ (23)
dyo  Olog X,  (haz — g13) h11
% _ 0log X5 _ h3s3 910 (24)
dyo  Olog X,  (h3z — g13) ha2
Jys _ Olog X3 _ hss 910 (25)
dyo  Olog X,  (haz —g13) ha3
The same analysis (see appendix) can be done using MCA to give:
es &
RX1 _ 3 0
%= G- g
g5 &
RX2 — 3 0 (26)
% T G-
g5 &
RXs _ 3 0
ANEEEE

As we can see these equations are exactly the same as those derived via BST.
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3 Discussion

This article discusses the development and comparison of two frameworks for understanding biochemical networks:
Biochemical Systems Theory (BST) and Metabolic Control Analysis (MCA). BST, introduced by Savageau, focuses
on developing mathematical tools to analyze biochemical network behavior, particularly emphasizing system stability
and the use of power laws. MCA, pioneered by Kacser and Burns, and Heinrich and Rapoport, approaches the same
problem but with a different emphasis, based on linearization of governing equations and examining relationships
between the various logarithmic gains.

There is a strong equivalence between BST and MCA despite their apparent differences. This is shown through three
simple examples of a linear chain of biochemical reactions. Both frameworks offer similar is not identical insights into
how biochemical networks operate.

The key innovation of BST lies in its use of power laws to model biochemical reactions, allowing for the straightforward
formulation into systems of differential equations. These equations facilitate the analysis of steady-state concentrations
and logarithmic gains, which represent how changes in a given parameter affect variables such as concentrations in the
system.

Comparing the derivations of logarithmic gains in BST and MCA, it becomes evident that they yield equivalent results,
albeit expressed differently. Both frameworks provide a way to quantify the influence of external factors on steady-state
concentrations and highlight how local properties contribute to system-wide behavior. Due to the way BST uses
aggregation for more complex networks, I feel working with more complex networks is better handled by MCA because
the entire procedure can be automated by computer (Christensen, Hofmeyr and Rohwer, 2018) directly from an SBML
model (Hucka et al., 2003).
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Appendix

One way to derive the control coefficients in MCA is to use implicit differentiation of the steady-state equations. We
start by writing the differential equations in functional form:

dX,

= 1Xo) —v2(X1(Xo)) 27)
B s (X2 (X0) — v3(Xa(X0) e8)
B — (X5 (X0) — wa(Xa(X0) 9)

For example, v (X1 (X)) means that the rate of reaction v is a function of substrate X;. However, X; in turn is a
function of the fixed input substrate (Xj).

We set the equations to zero to indicate we are interested in the steady-state:

0 = 'Ul(X()) — ’UQ(Xl(X())) (30)
0 = Ug(Xl(Xo)) — 1}3(X2(X0)) (31)
0 = 'Ug(XQ(Xo)) — 'U4(X3(X0)) (32)

Since we are concerned with how X influences the steady-state concentrations, every steady-state species must be a
function of X. To obtain the logarithmic gains we differentiate each equation with respect to Xg:

81}1 61}2 Xm

0= 9%, ~ ox, dx, 33
81)2 Xm 81)3 dX2

- - 4

0 0X,dX, 0X3dX, 4

= 8113 dXQ 8’04 dX3 (35)

T 0X,dX, 0XsdXo

These equations form a set of simultaneous equations that can be solved for the three derivatives dX; /d Xy, d X5 /d X,
and dX3/dX,. For example, the first equation can be solved for dX; /dX:

dX1 o 81}1 6’02
dXo 0X,/ 90X,

The logarithmic gain can be obtained by scaling both sides, noting that at steady-state v; = vs:

dX, & _ Ou & I & (36)
dXO X1 o (’)XO (% 8X1 (%)
The terms on the right-hand side are the elasticities, £} and &2 respectively so that the equation can be written as:
dX; X 5
4140 ig (37)
dXO X1 €1
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In MCA the left-hand term is called the response coefficient and designated Rﬁ; The remaining unknowns can be
solved in the same way leading to the equation shown in the main text (9).

Negative Feedback

Adding negative feedback adds a term to v; due to the negative feedback via X3. Compared to a system without
negative feedback, only the first differential equation is modified as shown below:

% = v1(Xo, X5(Xo)) — v2(X1(Xo)) (38)
T2 = n(Xa(X0) — vs(Xa(X0) 39
L = u(Xs(X0)) — va(Xa(X0) 0)

As before we set the equations to zero to find the steady-state:

0= ’Ul(X(),Xg(X())) — UQ(Xl(XO)) (41)
O = Ug(Xl(Xo)) — U3(X2(XO)) (42)
0= ’Ug,(Xg(Xo)) — ’U4(X4(X0)) (43)

We implicitly differentiate with respect to X to obtain:

- 81}1 81}1 dX3 81}2 Xm

- - 44
0= 9%, T ox, dx, ~ 9x, dx, “4)
67}2 Xm (%3 dX2
0= — 45
0X1dXy 0X5dXp (43)
- 81}3 dX2 _ 6’04 ng (46)
00X, dXy  0X3dX,
This forms a set of linear equations that can be solved for dX;/d Xy, dX5/d Xy, and dX3/d X to give:
81}1 81]4
Xm (9X0 an
= 47
dXO 81)4 _ 8111 3’02 ( )
0X3 0X3) 00X,
(91}1 8U4
dXs 0Xo 0X3
= 4
dX() 8’04 B a’Ul 8’1)3 ( 8)
0X3 0X3) 0X,
dX3 1
dXO o 81}4 . 6’01 (49)
0X3 0X;3

These are unscaled expressions but it is straightforward to convert these to logarithmic gains by multiplying both sides
by Xo and dividing both sides by either X, X5 or X3 depending on the equation. Because the pathway is linear, at
steady-state all rates are equal, thus v; = v9 = v3 = vy allowing us to scale the elasticities by v. The result is the
following scaled expressions as given in the main text (26):

X1 _ -0
RXO - 4 1 2
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Xo
RX(]_(4 1)73

X3 _
RXS - (54 1)%

10
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