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Abstract

In this paper we study a simple stochastic version of the Hopfield-Ninio kinetic proofreading
model. The model is characterized by means of two parameters, the unbinding time, which depends
on the binding energy between a ligand and a receptor, and the number of times M ≥ 1 that a ligand
attaches to a receptor. We prove that, under suitable assumptions on M , our model has an extreme
specificity, i.e. it is capable to discriminate between different ligands, and a high sensitivity, i.e. the
response of the system does not change in a significant manner for ranges of ligands varying within
several orders of magnitude. Additional quantities like the amount of energy used by the network
or the time required to yield a response will be also computed. We also show that our results are
robust, i.e. they do not depend on the specific choice of parameters that we make in this paper.

Keywords: chemical networks; kinetic proofreading; specificity; sensitivity; asymptotic analysis.

1 Introduction

1.1 Kinetic proofreading models

The goal of this paper is to study the properties of a simple stochastic version of the Hopfield/Ninio
kinetic proofreading (KPR) model. The classical kinetic proofreading chemical networks have been
proposed by Hopfield and Ninio in the 1970’s, (see [16, 23]) in order to find a possible explanation of the
very low error rate (10−4) in protein synthesis and in DNA replication (error rate 10−9). We refer to [1]
for a review on the topic.

The main feature of the Hopfield/Ninio chemical networks is that they allow to discriminate between
ligands, that have different affinities with a receptor, in a much more efficient manner than the one that
could be expected in a system in equilibrium at constant temperature. This much larger discrimination
efficiency can be achieved because the networks operate out of equilibrium, and there is a continuous influx
of ATP in the system, as well as a continuous outflux of ADP, that feeds a sequence of phosphorylation
reactions.

The kinetic proofreading mechanisms introduced by Hopfield and Ninio were adapted by McKeithan
(see [21]) in order to explain the ability of T -cell receptors to discriminate between different antigens.
Indeed, the acquired (or adaptive) immunity relies on the capability of immune cells to distinguish between
the body’s own antigens and foreign antigens. When a ligand attaches to a T -receptor it may or may not
trigger a response of the immune system. We assume that a self-antigen, which is an antigen (usually
a protein) that is produced by the organism to which the T -cell belongs, typically does not trigger an
immune response. While foreign antigens, that are produced outside the organism, usually trigger the
immune response.

The kinetic proofreading mechanism is characterized by a reversible reaction yielding the attachment
between the ligand and the receptor, followed by a sequence of phosphorylation events that take place
in a non-reversible manner, spending an ATP molecule in each phosphorylation step. In the context of
immune recognition the receptor is typically a receptor of a T-cell located on the surface of the T -cell,
while the ligand is a pMHC, i.e. a complex made of a major histocompatibility complex (MHC) and a
peptide. We refer to [18] for a detailed description of the functioning of MHCs. The T-cells scan the set
of peptides presented by the MHCs and must trigger the reaction of the immune system only if one of the
peptides is recognised as specific of a foreign antigen. The kinetic proofreading mechanisms is therefore
needed to avoid errors in the recognition process.

The Hopfield/Ninio kinetic proofreading network is usually modelled using systems of ODEs. It is
then possible to compute a stationary solution under the assumption that the concentration of ligands is
constant. These stationary solutions can be interpreted as the solutions yielding the flux of the complexes
receptor-ligand to the maximally phosphorylation state. The kinetic proofreading network can be thought
as a switch that, upon the attachment of a ligand to the receptor, yields a response after a waiting time.
These stationary solutions allow to compute also the probabilities at which the responses take place for
a given ligand.

These probabilities of response are functions of the binding energies (or characteristic unbinding
times) between the ligand and the receptor. Suppose that two ligands have binding energies E1 and
E2 respectively. Let us denote with p1 the probability of response of the first ligand and with p2 the
probability of response of the second ligand. It turns out, see for instance [16], that, if the system works
in equilibrium, then

p1
p2

= e(E1−E2)/kBT (1.1)
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where kB is the Boltzmann constant and T is the temperature in the system. In all this paper we will
always use units of energy so that kBT = 1. Notice that the ratio p1

p2
is sometimes called the potency of

the system, see [2].
It was already noticed (see [16] and references therein) that this would not be enough to explain the

low error rate in processes like protein synthesis and in DNA replication. Similarly, it is shown in [21]
that this differences of energies E1, E2 are not large enough to allow the immune system to discriminate
between foreign antigens and self-antigens. If we consider, instead, a kinetic proofreading with N steps
(phosphorylation events) we improve the discrimination capability, obtaining that

p1
p2

=
(
eE1−E2

)N
, (1.2)

instead of (1.1) (we recall that we are using units of energy of kBT ). The improvement in (1.2) was
noticed in [21] and, for N = 2, already in [16, 23].

Many deterministic generalizations of the Hopfield/Ninio kinetic proofreading chemical network have
been studied, including models with feedback and with an inhibition effect (as [5, 15, 25]), with rebinding
(see [8, 9]) and time dependent versions of the Hopfield model (see for instance [13, 26]). All these
deterministic approaches, based on systems of ODEs, are valid in order to describe systems of many
receptors interacting with many ligands. The solutions of the ODEs then yield the dynamics of the
concentrations of the complex ligand-receptor in different phosphorylation states.

However, there is experimental evidence that T-cells have a very high degree of sensitivity and low
ligands (pMHCs) densities corresponding to foreign antigens can trigger the response, see for instance
[2, 17]. Therefore, in order to describe the individual response of one receptor to a ligand, a stochastic
approach is more natural. This is the reason why we study a probabilistic model of kinetic proofreading.
We refer to [5, 7, 19] for some other probabilistic models of kinetic proofreading. In particular, the model
studied in this paper has analogies with the models studied in [4, 7, 22]. However, here we focus in the
study of the discrimination properties of the model in suitable asymptotic regimes. We stress that other
stochastic models have been extensively used in order to model other biological systems, for instance to
model enzyme dynamics for single molecule reactions, models of single ion-channels and also in models
of cell polarization (see [3, 10, 24, 28]).

T-receptor

pMHC
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P
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Figure 1: KPR model studied in this paper

1.2 A probabilistic kinetic proofreading model

Several changes to the classical KPR network formulated by McKeithan have been suggested in order
to improve its capability to discriminate between different ligands (see for instance [14, 19, 20, 27]). For
example, a model of KPR including an inhibitory loop in the last KPR step has been proposed in [14],
while a model with rebinding has been formulated in [2]. In this paper, we analyse a simple probabilistic
model of kinetic proofreading, in which a ligand is allowed to bind to the receptor M times. As we will
see, this simple model has (under specific assumptions on the number M ≥ 1 of times that a ligand can
reattach to the receptor) the key properties that are expected from a model of T -cell activation.

We study a stochastic kinetic proofreading model using the theory of Markov processes. This allows us
to describe the evolution of individual complexes ligand-receptors that can be at different phosphorylation
states. We will introduce a Markov process yielding the probability of having a complex receptor-ligand
at a certain phosphorylation state at time t > 0, given that the ligand attached to the receptor at time
t = 0.
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We will denote the transition rate from one phosphorylation state to another one as φ. We will
assume that φ does not depend on the phosphorylation state of the complex receptor-ligand. Moreover,
we assume that the phosphorylation rate φ does not depend on the type of ligand. On the other hand,
the probability of unbinding (or detachment rate) of the ligand from the receptor is 1/τ .

One of the properties characterizing the Markov process will be then the value of τ = φτ , the
unbinding time in units of the phosphorylation time 1/φ. However, in order to understand the robustness
of the model under perturbations of the parameters, we analyse, in Section 9, a model in which the
phosphorylation rates and the unbinding times are dependent on the phosphorylation state of the complex
ligand-receptor.

The reaction describing the attachment of the ligand to the receptor can be formulated as

L+R
ka

⇄
kd

LR (1.3)

where L is the ligand (i.e. the complex pMHC) and R the T -cell receptor. We denote with LR the
complex ligand-receptor, that will be denoted later as the state (1). We denote the rate of attachment
and detachment as ka and kd respectively. We remark that, using suitable time units, we can assume
that ka = 1. On the other hand, the detailed balance condition allows to write

ka = kde
E

where E is the binding energy between the ligand and the receptor (measured in units of kBT ). This
binding energy is different for different ligands and it is the main property characterizing the affinity of
the ligand with the receptor. An equivalent way of characterizing the tendency of the ligand to attach to
the T -cell receptor is the average unbinding time, that we will denote as τ . Then, since we are assuming
that ka = 1 we have that

τ = eE (1.4)

Notice that larger τ correspond to larger binding energies E.
In this paper we will not include explicitly in the model the attachment reaction L+R → LR (with

rate ka). Instead, we will assume, as indicated above, that for a given ligand, the complex LR is formed
M times (perhaps with different receptors) and we will examine how the dynamics of the system depends
on the number M of times that a ligand attaches to the receptor. On the other hand, we assume that the
detachment rate for the phosphorylated states is basically the same for all the phosphorylation states.
This is justified by the separation, through the membrane, of the receptor and the phosphorylation sites.
Since the detachment of the ligand from the receptor is independent on the phosphorylation state, then
the detailed balance condition of the reactions detachment/attachment implies that the probability of
attachment of a ligand to a phosphorylated receptor is very small and it will be neglected in this paper.

A second parameter characterizing our model is M , the number of times that a ligand, i.e. a pMHC,
attaches to a dephosphorylated receptor in order to attempt to produce a response. This number might
depend on many factors, for instance on the lifetime of the pMHC and the motion of the T-cells, among
others. Unfortunately, we are not aware of experimental measurements of M . In this paper we assume
that the number of trials M depends on N , the number of steps (phosphorylation events) that take place
during the kinetic proofreading process.

We will assume that M is deterministic, however M is, in general, a random variable. It would be
possible to study a model in which M is a random variable described by a probabilistic law. In this case
the different quantities computed in the paper, as for instance the critical unbinding time and the number
of ATP molecules consumed by the KPR, would be random variables. It would be possible to compute
statistical properties of these quantities averaging with respect to the probability measure characterizing
M . We can then compute different quantities taking averages with respect to the probability measure
characterizing M.

We are interested, in particular, on the behaviour of the system as N → ∞. It turns out that
interesting asymptotic behaviours arise assuming that M is a function of N . We will analyse different
possible properties of the network for different choices of the function M =M(N).

We stress that there could be alternative ways of introducing the reattachment of the ligands to the
receptor in the model. For instance formulating a closed model with reattachment of the ligand to the
receptor, i.e. including in the model the attachment reaction in (1.3). However, in this paper, we will
focus on analysing how the properties of the kinetic proofreading change depending on M .
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1.3 Overview of the main results obtained in this paper

We derive precise estimates for the probability of response of the stochastic kinetic proofreading model
in terms of the unbinding time τ , the number of trials M and the number of ligands L, when the number
of kinetic proofreading steps N is large. This will allow us to analyse some features of our model. Since
there is experimental evidence that T-cells respond quickly to a signal with very high specificity and very
high sensitivity, a mathematical model of T-cells activation must necessarily satisfy these three properties
(specificity, speed, sensitivity), that are referred often as golden triangle according to the terminology
introduced by [11] and used also by [14]. We will examine in detail whether our model has these features
if the number N of KPR steps is large. Moreover, we also compute the amount of energy consumed by
the KPR process as well as the fluctuations of the flux of product of the network, when the number of
trials M is large.

Finally we will also compare our KPR model with other models, in particular with a simple model in
which the KPR chain of phosphorylation events is substituted by a simple delay reaction. We will show
that the model with delay is not capable of discriminate between different ligands efficiently. We will also
study briefly a generalization of our KPR in which the detachment time and the phosphorylation rates
depend on the phosphorylation state of the complex ligand receptor.

In this paper we will use the following notation. We use the notation f ∼ g as N → ∞ to indicate
that f and g are asymptotically equivalent, i.e. limN→∞

f
g = 1. We use the notation f ≈ g to say that

there exists a constant C > 0 such that 1
C ≤ f

g ≤ C. Similarly, we use the notation f ≳ g to indicate that

there exists a constant C > 0 such that Cf ≥ g. Finally we say that f ≪ g as N → ∞ if limN→∞
f
g = 0.

Specificity of the model: sharp transition from non-response to response

We say that a model satisfies the specificity property if there exists a critical unbinding time τc,
depending on M and on N , such that, as N → ∞, the probability that the attachment of a ligand to a
receptor triggers a response changes abruptly from zero (non-response) to one (response) when τ is close
to τc. Therefore a system satisfies the specificity property if it is able to distinguish, with an extremely
low error rate, between a self-antigen and a foreign antigen.

In this paper, we will study the specificity of our model in Section 3. We analyse the probability that
a ligand yields a response in terms of the unbinding time τ and of the number of trials M , when the
number of kinetic proofreading steps N is large and when the number of ligands is equal to 1. We prove
that, for every possible behaviour of M as a function of N , there exists a critical unbinding time τc,
separating the region of unbinding times leading to response (τ > τc) from the region of unbinding times
that do not lead to response (τc > τ). The critical unbinding time τc is such that τc → ∞ as N → ∞
when log(M) ≪ N as N → ∞, while it is of order 1 when log(M) ≈ N as N → ∞ and τc → 0 as N → ∞
when log(M) ≫ N as N → ∞.

Moreover, we prove that when M → ∞ as N → ∞ we have that, up to a suitable scaling of the time
variable (i.e. for τ − τc = xεN,M where εN,M could be a constant or could converge to zero as N → ∞
depending on the asymptotics of the critical unbinding time τc), the probability of response is given by
1 − e−ex for x ∈ R as N → ∞. Hence we have a sharp transition from response to non-response when
M → ∞ as N → ∞. See also Figure 3. Instead when M ≈ 1 we obtain that, up to a suitable scaling, the

probability of response is 1 −
(
1− e−

x
log(M)

)M
as N → ∞. Also in this case we have a transition from

non-response to response, but the transition is less sharp than when M → ∞ as N → ∞, in the sense
that the range of values of τ in which the transition from non-response to response takes place is wider.

For all the possible behaviours of M the transition from non-response to response takes place in a
region of thickness equal to 1+τc

N , i.e. the model satisfies the specificity property when the unbinding time
τ is such that ∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳ 1 + τc
N

(1.5)

as N → ∞. When (1.5) is not satisfied the kinetic proofreading model that we consider does not have
the capability to discriminate between ligands leading to a response and ligands that do not lead to a
response. Notice that (1.5) can also be written in terms of energies: the difference between the binding
energy of the ligand with the receptor, E, and the critical binding energy Ec (corresponding to the critical
unbinding time τc = eEc as in (1.4)) allows for discrimination if

|E − Ec| ≳
1 + τc
N

. (1.6)
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Hence 1+τc
N can be interpreted as the minimal discrimination energy that allows the network to satisfy

the specificity property. This minimal energy depends on the asymptotic behavior of τc as N → ∞, hence
of M .

We stress that the thickness of the transition region from non-response to response, depends on the
value of M and in particular on its dependence of N . When M is of order one as N → ∞ the thickness
of the region of transition is of order one because τc ∼ N as N → ∞. Instead, when M ≫ 1 and
log(M) ≪ N , the thickness of the region of transition is of the order of 1

log(M) because in this case

τc ∼ N
log(M) as N → ∞. When log(M) ≈ N as N → ∞ then, since τc ≈ 1, the thickness of the region

where we have lack of specificity is 1/N , hence tends to zero as N → ∞. Finally, when log(M) ≫ N as
N → ∞ then, since τc → 0 as N → ∞, the thickness of the region where the transition from non-response
to response takes place is 1/N , hence tends to zero as N → ∞. The specificity of the model improves as
the number of trials increases, as it could be expected.

We also compare our kinetic proofreading model with a simple model with a delay. when the number
of ligands is equal to 1. In this model with a delay the chain of the N phosphorylation reactions is
substituted with one single reaction taking place at rate 1/N , i.e. yielding to a delay of time equal to N .
We deduce that the KPR model exhibits a strong exponential dependence, for some values of τ , that does
not appear for models with delay. This exponential dependence is the root of the specificity property of
the KPR models (see Section 4).

Finally, we consider a generalization of our KPR model in which the phosphorylation rate and the
unbinding rate depend on the state of the complex ligand-receptor. We prove that this system also
satisfies the specificity property, hence this property is robust and does not depend on the specific choice
of the rates that we make.

Sensitivity of the model: independence of the critical unbinding time on the number of
ligands

In this paper we say that a kinetic proofreading model satisfies the sensitivity property if the critical
unbinding time τc is independent on the number of ligands. This means that the probability that a
set of ligands triggers a response does not depend in a significant manner on the number of ligands.
The detailed asymptotic analysis of the probability of response, in Section 3, is done analysing first the
response of the model to one ligand, i.e. we assume that the number of ligands L is equal to 1. We then
consider the case of L > 1 and analyse the changes in the critical unbinding time and in the asymptotics
of the probability of response. We prove that, if the number of ligands is such that log(L) ≪ N and
log(M) ≈ N as N → ∞, then the critical unbinding time is basically independent on the number of
ligands. Hence in this case the kinetic proofreading model satisfies the sensitivity property. We analyse
also the case in which log(M) ≪ N as N → ∞ and log(M) ≫ N as N → ∞. In particular, when
log(M) ≪ N and log(L) ≪ N as N → ∞, then we obtain that τc → ∞ as N → ∞. This happens also
when the number of ligands L is equal to 1. Similarly, when log(M) ≫ N and log(L) ≪ N as N → ∞
then τc → 0 as N → ∞, as we obtained for L = 1 (see Section 5 for precise results).

Speed of KPR

Finally, the speed of the kinetic proofreading process is the time, Tresponse, that a ligand takes to
produce a signal. Notice that Tresponse is given by

Tresponse = Treceptor +MTreattachent

where Treattachent is the time that a ligand takes to attach to a receptor after having detached. Therefore,
Treceptor = Tresponse −MTreattachent is the time that a ligand spends in the network, i.e. the time that
a ligand spends attached to the receptor, in order to produce a signal leading either to response or to
non-response. Notice that Treceptor is a random variable. In Section 7, we compute the probability
distribution, conditional to having a response, of Treceptor as N → ∞ and when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞. It

turns out that, if
(
1− τ

τc

)
≫ 1

N as N → ∞ (i.e. when we do not expect a response), then

Treceptor ∼ U(0, τM) as N → ∞ (1.7)

where with U we denote the uniform probability distribution on the interval [0, τM ]. If instead, τ
τc
−1 = ξ

N
for ξ > 0 (i.e. when we expect a response), then

Treceptor ∼ Exp

(
eξ

τM

)
as N → ∞, (1.8)
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where Exp(λ) denotes the probability distribution of an exponentially distributed random variable with
density t 7→ λe−λt for t > 0.

Therefore for large values of N (and for M ≈ ebN ) we have that

E[Treceptor] = τMe−ξ

where ξ = N
(

τ
τc

− 1
)
. Instead when ( τ

τc
− 1) ≫ 1

N as N → ∞, we have that

E[Treceptor] =
τM

2
.

Therefore, on average, ligands with larger unbinding times with the receptor are faster in yielding a
response of the immune system.

Energy consumption

A relevant quantity that we compute (see Section 6) is the total energy consumed by the kinetic
proofreading mechanisms. In particular we compute the number of molecules of ATP that are consumed
during M trials of a KPR network of N steps. The number of molecules of ATP that are consumed is a
random variable TN which is described by different probability distributions for different behaviours of
M as N → ∞. In particular, when M = 1 it turns out that the probability of spending k ATP molecules
is described by a mixed random variable, i.e. a random variable with a probability distribution that has
a continuous and a discrete part. We refer to (6.3) for the expression of the probability distribution.
We find a similar situation when M ≈ 1 as N → ∞ and M > 1 (see (6.7)). Instead, when M → ∞ as
N → ∞ we obtain (see (6.9)) that

EN ∼ N
(
τM,

√
τ(1 + τ)M

)
as N → ∞ (1.9)

where we denote with N (m,σ) the probability distribution function of a normally distributed random
variable with mean m and variance σ2.

Our analysis of the asymptotic behaviour of the probability of producing k molecules of ATP, allows
to compute the average number of molecules of ATP that are consumed during a kinetic proofreading
process for different values of the number of trials M . Since the energy consumption is a quantity
that can be measured experimentally, comparing the average quantity of energy consumed, computed
experimentally, with the different possible average values that we obtain from our analysis can give an
estimate of the value of M .

Fluctuations of the fluxes

Since we are assuming that a ligand can bind to the receptor M ≥ 1 times, it is also possible to
compute the probability qk of having 1 ≤ k ≤ M responses after M trials of N steps. Since we are
interested in computing the number of responses that a ligand can produce in M trials it is relevant to
study the asymptotics for the probability densities qk as M → ∞. This allows us to compute the total
flux of product J(τ) = k/M that a reservoir of ligands yield. Notice that, since the number of responses
k is a random variable, also the flux J(τ) is a random variable.

It has been argued in [19] that the fluctuations of these fluxes do not allow to discriminate between
different values of τ . On the contrary, it is claimed in [27] that, when we assume that the time needed for
the KPR network to produce a response is large enough, the fluctuations of the fluxes become negligible.
In this paper, we formulate precise conditions on the unbinding time τ and on the number of trials M
that allow to discriminate between ligands with different unbinding times using the information about
the fluxes of product induced by the ligands.

Moreover, we infer that, when p(τ1)M → ∞ and p(τ2)M → ∞ as M → ∞, and when the unbinding
times τ2 > τ1 are such that τ1, τ2 ≈ 1 and satisfy

τ2 − τ1
τ2

≳
1 + τ1
N

1√
Mp(τ2)

(1.10)

as M → ∞ and N → ∞, then the KPR system satisfies the specificity property, i.e., if τ1 − τ2 satisfies
(1.10), then it is possible to determine τ1 and τ2 from the values of the fluxes J(τ1) and J(τ2). Therefore,
(1.10) can be seen as the analogous of (1.6) for the fluxes of products.
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2 Probabilistic kinetic proofreading model

In this section, we describe the stochastic model of kinetic proofreading that we study in this paper.
The main feature of this model is that we assume that, if a ligand detaches from the complex ligand-
receptor, then it can attach another time to the receptor. We assume that this reattachment can take
place M ≥ 1 for each ligand.

The main quantity that we want to study is the probability that a set of L ≥ 1 ligands yield a response.
We assume that the iterations of the kinetic proofreading chain are mutually independent. Therefore if
p(τ) is the probability that one ligand yields a response after one kinetic proofreading trial, then the
probability that one ligand triggers the response of the immune system after M trials is just

pM (τ) = 1− (1− p(τ))M . (2.1)

Similarly, since we assume that the kinetic proofreading trials of the ligands are mutually independent
random variables, if we have a set of L ≥ 1 ligands, where each of the ligands can reattach M ≥ 1 times
to the receptor, then the probability of this set of ligands to trigger a response is given by

pML(τ) = 1− (1− p(τ))ML.

Therefore in order to analyse our model, we need to compute p(τ), the probability that a ligand yields a
response in one kinetic proofreading trial. Elementary probabilistic arguments imply that

p(τ) =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

. (2.2)

To obtain (2.2) we explain in detail the reactions taking place during a kinetic proofreading trial.

2.1 Probability of response after one kinetic proofreading trial of N steps

We assume first that the number of ligands is equal to one (L = 1) and we describe the chain of
reactions that take place during one kinetic proofreading trial. When a ligand binds to the receptor, the
complex ligand-receptor undergoes a sequence of kinetic proofreading steps. We assume that the set of
the possible states at which this complex can be is {1, . . . , N}. In other words the number of kinetic
proofreading steps is N .

We assume that during the kinetic proofreading process only two types of reactions take place. One
of the reactions is phosphorylation, i.e. the reaction

(k) → (k + 1)

for k = 1, . . . , N − 1. We assume that phosphorylation takes place at a rate φ, that does not depend on
the state k.

The other reaction that can take place is the detachment of the ligand from the complex ligand-
receptor at each phosphorylation state k for k = 1, . . . , N , i.e.

(k) → ∅.

This reaction takes place at rate 1/τ . In particular, τ is independent on the number of phosphates linked
to the complex, i.e. on the phosphorylation state k of the complex ligand-receptor. The unbinding time
τ is different for different types of ligands. As indicated in the introduction, we assume that the reverse
reaction, i.e. the attachment of a ligand to a phosphorylated state with k ≥ 2 cannot take place.

Finally we assume that the ligand that is released during the reaction (k) → ∅ can reattach to
a receptor and, hence, can start another kinetic proofreading process. Each ligand can attach to the
receptor M times, where the number of trials M is assumed to depend on the number of phosphorylation
events that take place during kinetic proofreading. Finally, we assume that, when the system reaches the
state N it produces the product/response R at rate φ.

unbound receptor

C1 C2 . . . CN−1 CN response

1/τ

φ

1/τ

φ φ

1/τ

φ

1/τ

φ
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Let nk(t) be the probability that a ligand reaches the phosphorylation state k in the time interval
(0, t) and R(t) be the probability of a response in the time interval (0, t). Then,

dn1
dt

=−
(
φ+

1

τ

)
n1,

dnk

dt
=φnk−1 −

(
φ+

1

τ

)
nk, k = 2 . . . N (2.3)

dR

dt
=φnN

with initial condition n(0) = e1 ∈ RN , where e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0) and R(0) = 0.
In other words, a complex at state k can either disappear from the system due to the detachment of

the ligand from the receptor, or it disappears due to a phosphorylation event. Hence we have a ”death”
rate equal to φ + 1

τ for each complex with state k ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Finally, when a complex at state k
undergoes a phosphorylation reaction a complex with state k+1 is formed. Hence we have a ”birth” rate
equal to φ of complexes at state k ∈ {2, . . . , N}. Finally, the complex at state N produces a response at
rate φ. The choice of the initial condition n(0) = e1 accounts for the fact that we are assuming that the
ligands attach only to a dephosphorylated receptor.

Changing the units of time from t to t = φt, i.e. taking the phosphorylation time as unit of time, and
rescaling also the detachment time τ = τφ we obtain that

dn1

dt
=− 1 + τ

τ
n1,

dnk
dt

=nk−1 −
1 + τ

τ
nk, k = 2, . . . , N (2.4)

dR

dt
=nN

with initial condition n(0) = e1 ∈ RN and R(0) = 0.
Since the kinetic proofreading mechanism that we introduced above can have only two possible out-

comes (response/non-response), we introduce a random variable X, with a Bernoulli distribution, taking
only two possible values, 1 and 0, hence

P(X = 1) = p(τ) = 1− P(X = 0).

In particular P(X = 1) is the probability of having a response after one kinetic proofreading trial and
1− P(X = 1) is the probability of non-response. Therefore

p(τ) =

∫ ∞

0

nN (t)dt. (2.5)

To compute the probability of response p(τ), we compute the solution of the system of ODEs (2.4).

Lemma 2.1. Let τ > 0 and N ≥ 1 and assume that n(0) = e1 ∈ RN and R(0) = 0. The solution of
(2.4) is (n(t), R(t)) = ((n1(t), . . . nN (t)), R(t)) where

n1(t) = e−t( 1+τ
τ ), t > 0

while

nk(t) =
tk−1

(k − 1)!
e−t( 1+τ

τ ), k = 2, . . . N, t > 0 (2.6)

and

R(t) =

∫ t

0

nN (s)ds t > 0. (2.7)

Proof. Since dn1

dt = −
(
1+τ
τ

)
n1 and n(0) = e1 we immediately deduce that n1(t) = e−t( 1+τ

τ ). We conclude
the proof by induction. Indeed

n2(t) =

∫ t

0

n1(s)e
(s−t)( 1+τ

τ )ds = te−t( 1+τ
τ ).
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Hence (2.6) holds for k = 2. Assume now that for some k ∈ {2, . . . , N} it holds that nk is given by (2.6).
Then nk+1(t) is given also by (2.6). Indeed

nk+1(t) =

∫ t

0

nk(s)e
(s−t)( 1+τ

τ )ds =
1

(k − 1)!
e−t( 1+τ

τ )
∫ t

0

sk−1ds =
1

k!
tke−t( 1+τ

τ ). (2.8)

As a consequence (2.6) holds for every k ∈ {2, . . . , N}. Finally (2.7) follows just by the fact that
d
dtR = nN .

As a consequence of Lemma 2.1 we can compute the probability p(τ) of having a response after one
kinetic proofreading trial.

Proposition 2.2. Assume τ > 0 and N ≥ 1. Let (n1(t), n2(t), . . . , nN (t), R(t)) be the solution of (2.4).
Then the function p defined as (2.5) is given by (2.2).

Proof. Notice that

nN (t) =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

E

(
t;N,

1 + τ

τ

)
. (2.9)

where E
(
t;N, 1+τ

τ

)
is the Erlang distribution (see [6]) of parameters N and 1+τ

τ , where

E(t;n, θ) =
θntn−1e−θn

(n− 1)!
x, θ ≥ 0. (2.10)

Therefore

p(τ) =

∫ ∞

0

nN (t)dt =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

.

3 Specificity

In the previous section we computed the probability p(τ) that a ligand, with unbinding time τ ,
produces a response after one kinetic proofreading trial, M = 1. This probability depends on the length
of the kinetic proofreading chain, i.e. on the number N of kinetic proofreading steps, and is given by
(2.2). We refer to Section 4 for the analysis of the asymptotics of p(τ) as N → ∞ and for a comparison
with a model with a delay.

In this section, we study the probability that a ligand (L = 1) produces a response R, in M > 1
kinetic proofreading trials. As anticipated in Section 2, since each trial is assumed to be independent on
the other, the probability that one ligand does not trigger response after M kinetic proofreading trials
is (1− p(τ))M and therefore, since only two possible outcomes (response/non-response) are possible, the
probability of response is given by (2.1)

We study the asymptotic behaviour of pM (τ) as N tends to infinity. Notice that in this section we
are assuming that the number of ligands is equal to 1. In Section 5 we study how the results derived in
this section change if the number of ligands change, hence we will study the sensitivity of the model.

We prove that, when the number of kinetic proofreading steps N is large and the number of trials
M is also sufficiently large, there exists a threshold value, τc, depending on M and on N , such that we
obtain a sharp transition from non-response to response for unbinding times in a neighborhood of τc.
The critical unbinding time, for a fixed N and M , is defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. Let M > 1, N > 1 and let p(τ) be given by (2.2). We define the critical time τc = τc(M)
as the solution of

Mp(τc) = 1.

We remark here that the number of responses that a ligand yields in M kinetic proofreading trials is
distributed according to a Binomial distribution with meanMp(τ). Therefore, since the critical unbinding
time τc is defined as the solution ofMp(τc) = 1, then τc is the unbinding time characterizing a ligand that
produces, in average, one response in M trials. Notice that, as it could be expected, as M increases the
critical value τc decreases. Finally notice that the case M = 1 is not included in Definition 3.1. However
when M = 1 is natural to consider τc ∼ N as N → ∞ (see Section 4.1 for the details).
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As a consequence of (2.2) we deduce that τc = τc(M) is given by

τc =
1

M
1
N − 1

=
1

exp
(

log(M)
N

)
− 1

. (3.1)

We will prove that the probability that a ligand, with unbinding time τ , triggers a response changes
abruptly from zero (non-response) to one (response) when τ is close to τc, more precisely∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≈ 1 + τc
N

. (3.2)

We refer to Theorem 3.5 and Corollary 3.6 for a more precise statement.
It is relevant to write (3.2) in terms of the binding energies. Indeed let τ = eE and τc = eEc , then the

transition between response and non-response takes place in the region

1 + τc
N

≈
∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣eE−Ec − 1
∣∣ ≈ |E − Ec| .

In other words, the network is able to discriminate between a ligand that leads to response from a ligand
that does not lead to response only if the difference between the binding energy of the ligand with the
receptor, E, and the critical binding energy Ec (corresponding to the critical unbinding time τc) is such
that (1.6) holds.

Probability of response for the KPR model when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞

We explain here the mean features of the asymptotic behaviour of the probability of response pM
when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞, without entering into the details of the proofs, that will be written in detail
later in Section 3.2. Indeed, our aim here is only to illustrate in a heuristic manner that the detailed
asymptotic behavior of pM (τ) when limN→∞ log(M) = b > 0, yields results on the specificity of the
model. Most importantly we show that the assumption M ≈ ebN as N → ∞ yield a very high specificity.
It is worth to give some numerical values to illustrate that the order of magnitude of the numbers involved
is not unreasonable, in spite of the exponential dependence of M on N . If N ≈ 10 and b = 1/2, then
M ≈ e5 ≈ 102, hence a ligand should attach approximately 100 times to the receptor in order to produce
a response. If, instead, b = 1 then M ≈ e10 ≈ 105.

First of all, when limN→∞
log(M)

N = b, then the critical time τc is of order one, as we will prove in
Proposition 5.4. In particular

τc ∼
1

eb − 1
as N → ∞.

We can therefore find easily the asymptotic behaviour of pM (τ) when τ ≈ 1 as N → ∞. Indeed, in

this case we have that since τ ≈ 1, then limN→∞ p(τ) = limN→∞

(
τ

1+τ

)N
= 0. Hence using the Taylor

expansion of the logarithm as well as the definition of τc, see (3.1), we deduce that

pM (τ) = 1− (1− p(τ))M = 1− eM log(1−p(τ)) ∼ 1− e−Mp(τ) = 1− e−(
1+τc
τc

τ
1+τ )

N

as N → ∞. (3.3)

Notice that taking τ = τc(1 +
x
N ) for x ∈ R we deduce that(

1 + τc
τc

τ

1 + τ

)N

∼
(
1 +

x

N(1 + τc)

)N

∼ e
x

1+τc as N → ∞. (3.4)

Using the change of variables ξ = x
1+τc

, we deduce by (3.3) and (3.4) that

(3.5)

for ξ ∈ R. We refer to Theorem 3.5 for the detailed analysis of the behaviour of pM for different limits
of M , that leads to (3.5) when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞.

As a consequence, due to the fact that when

τ

τc
− 1 =

ξ(1 + τc)

N
, ξ ∈ R
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the probability of response behaves like 1 − exp(−eξ), we deduce that, the system has a very high
specificity. Indeed, since τc ≈ 1 the transition between response and non-response takes place in the
region ∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≈ 1 + τc
N

≈ 1

N
. (3.6)

Notice that the thickness of this region is small, i.e. equal to 1/N , and decreases as N → ∞. In other
words, if a ligand is characterized by the unbinding time τ with the receptor, then the system is able to
discriminate between response and non-response if∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳ 1

N
.

In the following sections we will study the specificity of the model under different assumptions on
the behaviour of M as N → ∞. In particular we prove that, as expected, the specificity of the system
increases as M increases. We start our analysis with the case M ≈ 1 in Section 3.1 and then we study
the different possible behaviour for the case M → ∞ as N → ∞ in Section 3.2.

3.1 Probability of response for the KPR model when M ≈ 1 as N → ∞
In this section, we study the behaviour of pM (τ), the probability that a ligand yields a response after

M trials as N → ∞, under the assumption that M > 1 and that M does not dependent on N , hence
is constant. To this end we firstly analyse the asymptotic behavior of the critical unbinding time τc as
N → ∞. In particular we show that τc ∼ N as N → ∞. The case of M = 1 is studied in Section 4.1.

Proposition 3.2 (M ≈ 1). Assume that M is a constant function of N and that M > 1, then

lim
N→∞

τc log(M)

N
= 1.

Proof. Since M is a constant, then (3.1) implies the result.

We now study the behaviour of pM (τ), the probability that a ligand triggers the immune response
after M trials as N → ∞, when M is a constant larger than 1. As anticipated in (1.6), in this case, the
minimal difference of energies that allows the network to discriminate between two types of ligands is of
order 1.

Proposition 3.3 (M ≈ 1). Assume that M > 1 is a constant function of N . Then

lim
N→∞

pM (ξτc) = 1−
(
1− e−

log(M)
ξ

)M
, (3.7)

where τc is given by (3.1) and ξ > 0.

Proof. In this case we have that

q(τ) := 1− pM (ξτc) = (1− p(ξτc))
M =

(
1−

(
ξτc

1 + ξτc

)N
)M

. (3.8)

We deduce that(
τcξ

1 + τcξ

)N

=

(
1

1 + 1
τcξ

)N

= exp

(
N log

(
1

1 + 1
τcξ

))
∼ exp

(
− N

1 + τcξ

)
as N → ∞.

Notice that in the above computation we used the fact that τc → ∞ as N → ∞. Equality (3.8) implies

1− pM (ξτc) = q(ξτc) ∼
(
1− exp

(
− N

1 + τcξ

))M

as N → ∞. (3.9)

Using the fact that τc ∼ N
log(M) as N → ∞ we obtain (3.7).
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We notice that (3.7) implies that the transition from non-response to response takes place in a wider
region compared to the case M ≈ ebN as N → ∞. Moreover in this case the rescaling that we perform
is of the form τ = τcξ with ξ > 0. Therefore, since τc ∼ N as N → ∞, in this case the transition from
non-response to response takes places in a region of order 1, namely when τ is such that∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≈ 1.

In other words the system has the specificity property when the binding energy E of the ligand is such
that

|E − Ec| ≳ 1.

3.2 Probability of response for the KPR model when M ≫ 1 as N → ∞
In this section we analyse the specificity of the model when the number of trialsM tends to infinity as

the number of kinetic proofreading steps N tends to infinity. To this end we firstly analyse the asymptotic
behavior of the critical unbinding time τc as N → ∞. In particular, we show that we have three possible
different behaviours of τc as N → ∞ depending on whether log(M) ≪ N , log(M) ≈ N , log(M) ≫ N as
N → ∞.

Proposition 3.4 (M ≫ 1). Assume that limN→∞M = ∞.

(1) If limN→∞
log(M)

N = 0, then limN→∞
τc log(M)

N = 1.

(2) If limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0, then limN→∞ τc =
1

eb−1
.

(3) If limN→∞
log(M)

N = ∞, then limN→∞ τcM
1/N = 1.

Proof. The result follows by (3.1).

We now study the probability of response as the number of trials tends to infinity. As anticipated
in (1.6), in this case, the minimal difference of energies that allows the network to discriminate between
two types of ligands depends on the asymptotics of τc. More precisely, it is of order 1/ log(M) when
log(M) ≪ N as N → ∞. Instead, it is of order 1/N when log(M) ≫ N and log(M) ≈ N as N → ∞.

Theorem 3.5 (M ≫ 1). Assume that limN→∞M = ∞. Then the function pM defined in (2.1) satisfies

lim
N→∞

pM

(
τc +

τcξ(1 + τc)

N

)
= 1− exp

(
−eξ

)
, (3.10)

for ξ ∈ R.

Proof. First we notice that if τ = (τc(1 +
ξ
N (1 + τc)), then

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

=

 τc

(
1 + (1+τc)ξ

N

)
1 + τc

(
1 + (1+τc)ξ

N

)
N

=

(
τc

1 + τc

)N
 (1 + τc)

(
1 + (1+τc)ξ

N

)
1 + τc

(
1 + (1+τc)ξ

N

)
N

=

(
τc

1 + τc

)N
1 +

(1+τc)ξ
N

1 + τc

(
1 + (1+τc)ξ

N

)
N

.

Therefore, since Proposition 3.4 guarantees that when limN→∞M = ∞ we have that limN→∞
τc
N = 0 we

deduce that

lim
N→∞

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

= lim
N→∞

(
τc

1 + τc

)N

lim
N→∞

(
1 +

ξ

N

)N

Since

lim
N→∞

(
1 +

ξ

N

)N

= eξ.

we deduce that

lim
N→∞

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

= eξ lim
N→∞

(
τc

1 + τc

)N

. (3.11)
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Since limN→∞

(
τc

1+τc

)N
= limN→∞

1
M = 0 we have that limN→∞

(
τ

1+τ

)N
= 0.

As a consequence we arrive at the following asymptotics for q(τ) = 1− pM (τ)

q(τ) = (1− p(τ))M = exp

(
M log

(
1−

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
))

(3.12)

= exp

((
1 + τc
τc

)N

log

(
1−

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
))

∼ exp

(
−
(
1 + τc
τc

)N (
τ

1 + τ

)N
)
, as N → ∞.

Proposition 3.4, together with the assumptions on τ , imply

1
1+τc
τc

τ
1+τ

= 1 +
1

(1 + τc)

(τc
τ

− 1
)
→ 1 as N → ∞.

Therefore we deduce from (3.12) that

q(τ) ∼ exp

(
−
(
1 + τc
τc

)N (
τ

1 + τ

)N
)

= exp

(
− exp

(
N log

(
1

1 + 1
(1+τc)

(
τc
τ − 1

))))

∼ exp

(
− exp

(
N

τc

τc − τ

(1 + τ)

))
∼ exp

(
− exp

(
N

τc

τc − τ

(1 + τc)

))
∼ exp

(
−eξ

)
as N → ∞.

Then (3.10) follows.

We now write a corollary that follows directly by Theorem 3.5 and that allows us to summarize the
behaviour of pM under different assumptions on the growth of M . As we will see, the only difference
between these cases is in the rescaling of τ that we consider. Indeed the rescaling depends on the critical
unbinding time τc which has different asymptotics, as N → ∞, depending on the growth of M as a
function of N . Since the case of M ≈ ebN was already discussed at the beginning of Section 3 we focus
here only on log(M) ≪ N and log(M) ≫ N .

Corollary 3.6. Assume that M is such that limN→∞M = ∞. Let pM be defined as in (2.1).

1. If limN→∞
log(M)

N = 0, then

lim
N→∞

pM

(
τc +

τcξ

log(M)

)
= 1− exp

(
−eξ

)
for ξ ∈ R.

2. If limN→∞
log(M)

N = ∞, then

lim
N→∞

pM

(
τc +

τcξ

N

)
= 1− exp

(
−eξ

)
for ξ ∈ R.

Proof. This corollary follows by Proposition 3.4 and by Theorem 3.5.

Notice that in both cases, i.e. both when limN→∞
log(M)

N = 0 and when limN→∞
log(M)

N = ∞, we
have that the system has the specificity property. Moreover, the probability distribution describing the
transition between non-response and response is universal and the only difference between the two scaling
limits is the thickness of the region of transition. Indeed, under both assumption we obtain that there

exists a suitable rescaling of the unbinding time such that pM ∼ 1− e−eξ as N → ∞. However, we have
different rescalings that correspond to different thicknesses of the transition region.

Indeed, when limN→∞
log(M)

N = 0 then the transition between response and non-response takes place

when
∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣ ≈ 1
log(M) as N → ∞. The thickness of the region of transition from non-response to

response depends only on M and does not depend directly on N . Hence the discrimination is possible
only if the unbinding τ is such that∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳ 1

log(M)
≫ 1

N
as N → ∞.
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If, instead, limN→∞
log(M)

N = ∞, then Corollary 3.6 implies that the transition between response and

non-response takes place when
∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣ ≈ 1
N . Therefore also in this case the discrimination takes place

when ∣∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳ 1

N
as N → ∞.

The specificity of the model is the same that we had in the case M ≈ ebN as N → ∞. However in this
case a larger number of trials is required, indeed log(M) ≫ N . Another difference between this case and
the former case (M ≈ ebN ) is that in this case we have that limN→∞ τc = 0.

4 Origin of the high specificity of the KPR network

It has been argued sometimes that the reason behind the capability of KPR to discriminate between
different ligands is due to the fact that it induces a delay in the response. As a matter of fact, we will
see here that there is a large difference of behaviours between KPR and a model of delay. Indeed, in this
section, we compare the probabilistic model of kinetic proofreading that we propose in this paper with a
model in which the chain of phosphorylation events is substituted by a simple reaction, leading to a delay
of order N in the response. Notice that, since the characteristic time of each of the N phosphorylation
steps is of order 1, this is the expected time delay for the KPR model.

We start by considering the case in which a ligand can reattach only once to the receptor, hence we
consider M = 1. It turns out that, for unbinding times τ = Nx for x > 0, the probability of response of
the kinetic proofreading model p(τ) and the probability of response p(τ) of the model with a delay differ
only for the behaviour as x → 0+. Indeed the probability of response of the kinetic proofreading model
is p(τ) ∼ e−1/x and tends to zero much faster than the probability of response of the model with delay,
p(τ) ∼ x

1+x , as x→ 0+ (see Figure 2).
We then consider the probability of response for the two models for large values of M . We consider

a particular scaling of M and N that allows to consider before the limit as N → ∞ of the probability
of response in a single trial and then the limit as M → ∞. This limit shows how the approximation
1 − exp(−ex) for the probability of response after M trials arises, demonstrating that the specificity of

the KPR originates from the approximation p(τ) ∼ e−
N
τ as N → ∞ of the probability that a ligand

triggers a response after one trial. We will then illustrate that, instead, for the model with the delay the
specificity does not improve when the number of trials M increase. We compare the model with delay
with the KPR model in Figure 3.

Before presenting the model with the delay we provide the asymptotic behaviour of the probability
of response when M = 1 as N → ∞. This will be similar to the case analysed in Section 3.1.

4.1 Probability of response for the KPR model when M = 1 and N → ∞
In this section we prove that for ligands with unbinding times τ = Nx, the probability p(τ) of response

(that is given by (2.2)) upon attachment of the ligand to the receptor is approximated by e−
1
x as N → ∞.

Proposition 4.1 (M = 1). Assume that M = 1. Then

lim
N→∞

p(xN) = e−
1
x , (4.1)

for x > 0.

Proof. Using (2.2) we deduce that

p(xN) =

(
Nx

1 +Nx

)N

= exp

(
N log

(
1

1 + 1
Nx

))
∼ exp

(
− N

1 +Nx

)
∼ e−

1
x as N → ∞.

Hence (4.1) follows.

The most remarkable feature of this model is the exponential behaviour of the probability of response
p(xN) as x→ 0. As we will see later this exponential behaviour will be responsible of the high sensitivity
of the KPR model (at least when log(M) ≪ N).
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4.2 Comparison with a model with delay

We compare the model of kinetic proofreading for M = 1 with a simple chemical model yielding a
delay. More precisely we assume that the complex receptor-ligand can be only at two states 1 and 2.
When the complex is at state 1, the ligand can detach from the complex, with rate 1/τ . Moreover we
assume that the reaction

(1) → (2)

is irreversible and takes place at rate 1/N . When the complex reaches the state 2, then it produces the
response with probability one.

We can write the ODEs for the probabilities n1(t), n2(t) of reaching the state 1, or, respectively the
state 2, before time t > 0. Then

d

dt
n1(t) = −

(
N + τ

τN

)
n1(t),

d

dt
n2(t) =

1

N
n1(t)

with n(0) = e1 ∈ R2.
The probability that the attachment of the ligand to the receptor leads to a response is then given by

p(τ) =

∫ ∞

0

n2(t)dt =
τ

τ +N
. (4.2)

Proposition 4.2 (M = 1). The function p defined as (4.5) satisfies

lim
N→∞

p(ξN) =
ξ

1 + ξ
, (4.3)

for ξ > 0.

Proof. Using (4.2) we deduce that p(ξN) = Nξ
N+Nξ ∼ ξ

1+ξ as N → ∞.

Notice that Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 imply that p(xN) ∼ p(xN) as x → ∞. Instead, the
behaviours of p(xN) and p(xN) are very different as x→ 0+. In particular p(xN) converges much faster
than p(xN) to zero as x→ 0+. See Figure 2.

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
-0.2

0

0.2

0.4
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0.8
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x

exp(-1/x)

x/(1+x)

Figure 2: Plot of the probability of response, up to the scaling τ = xN , of the kinetic proofreading model
and of the model with a simple delay. Notice the different behaviour of the two functions at zero.

We now consider the probability, for the model with delay, that a ligand triggers a response after
having attached M ≥ 1 to the receptor. Notice that the critical time τ c in this case is the solution of

Mp(τ c) =
Mτ c
τ c +N

= 1.

Hence if M > 1 we have that

τ c =
N

M − 1
. (4.4)
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Proposition 4.3 (M large). If limN→∞
M
N = 1, then limN→∞

M
N τ c = 1. If, instead limN→∞

log(M)
N =

b > 0, then limN→∞
(ebN−1)τc

N = 1. Moreover, in both the two cases, the function pM defined as

pM (τ) := 1− (1− p(τ))
M

is such that
lim

N→∞
pM (xτ c) = 1− e−x (4.5)

for x > 0.

Proof. The asymptotics of τc as N → ∞ follows by (4.4). Moreover, in both cases we obtain that

pM (τ) = 1−
(
1− τ

τ +N

)M

= 1−
(

N

τ +N

)M

= 1−
(

1

1 + τ
N

)M

∼ 1− e−
M
N τ ,

where τ = xτ c. In both cases we obtain (4.5).

We now examine a particular scaling of M and of N , with M → ∞ in order to see the different
discrimination properties of the stochastic KPRmodel and the delay model described above. In particular,
we compare the behavior of pM with the behaviour of pM as M ≈ N as N → ∞. If M does not contain
an exponential dependence on N (for instance if M ≈ N), it is possible to compute first the probability
of response pM for N → ∞ in a single trial and later to consider the limit as the number of trials M
tends to infinity. In this way we deduce, using (4.1), that pM (τ) ∼ 1 − (1 − e−

N
τ )M as N → ∞. Then

taking the limit as M → ∞, where we assume that log(M) ≪ N , we deduce that

pM (τ) ∼ 1− (1− e−
N
τ )M ∼ 1− exp(−Me−

N
τ ) = 1− exp(−elog(M)−N

τ ).

Since, as obtained also in Section 3.2, the critical unbinding time is such that τc ∼ N
log(M) as N → ∞, we

obtain that

pM (τ) ∼ 1− exp(−eN
τ−τc
ττc ) = 1− exp(−e

log(M)(τ−τc)
τ ) as N → ∞ and M → ∞.

Taking 1 − τc
τ = x

log(M) for x ∈ R we obtain the asymptotics pM (τ) ∼ 1 − exp(−ex) as N → ∞ and

M → ∞.

0 1 2 3 4 5

0

0.5

1

1.5

Figure 3: In red we plot the approximation of x 7→ pM (xτ c) for N = 10 and M = 10. In blue we plot
the approximation of x 7→ pM (xτc) for the same parameters.

5 Sensitivity

In this section we study the sensitivity of the kinetic proofreading model. In the previous sections we
assumed the number of ligands to be equal to one. In this section we assume that the number of ligands L
is a function of the number of KPR steps, as we did forM . As a consequence, the critical unbinding time
τc(L) could depend not only on M , but also on the number of ligands L. We prove that the asymptotic
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behaviour of the critical time τc(L) for L > 1 does not differ significantly from the asymptotic of the
critical time τc = τc(1) that we had for the model with L = 1, as long as log(L) ≪ N and M ≈ ebN for
b > 0.

In particular, when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞ it turns out that, when log(L) ≪ N , the critical time does
not depend on the number of ligands and it depends only on the value of b. Indeed, in this case, the
critical time is such that

τc(L) ∼
1

eb − 1
as N → ∞

as long as log(L) ≪ N . Therefore, the asymptotic behaviour of the critical unbinding time does not
depend on the number of ligands when M ≈ ebN and log(L) ≪ N as N → ∞. Therefore, under these
assumptions the model satisfies both the sensitivity and the specificity properties. In the other cases, i.e.
M ≈ 1, 1 ≪ log(M) ≪ N and log(M) ≫ N and log(L) ≪ N the critical time τc(L) depends, in some
cases, on L.

5.1 Critical unbinding time for L > 1

We study now the asymptotic behaviour of τc under different assumptions on M and on L. To this
end we first of all define the critical unbinding time, in a similar way as we do in Section 5.

Definition 5.1. Let M > 1, N ≥ 1 and L > 1. We define the critical unbinding time τc(L) as the
solution of

LMp(τc(L)) = 1.

As a consequence,

τc(L) =
1

(LM)
1
N − 1

=
1

exp
(

log(M)+log(L)
N

)
− 1

. (5.1)

First of all we study the asymptotic behaviour of τc(L) as N → ∞ assuming that log(L) ≪ N as
N → ∞. We prove that if M ≈ 1 and L ≈ 1 we have that τc(L) ∼ N

log(M)+log(L) as N → ∞. Hence,

under these assumptions on M and on L, the behaviour of τc = τc(1) and of τc(L), with L > 1, differ by
a constant as N → ∞. However, in both cases we have that the critical unbinding time tends to infinity.

Proposition 5.2 (M ≈ 1and L ≈ 1 ). Assume that L > 1 and M > 1 are both constant. Then

lim
N→∞

τc(L) (log(M) + log(L))

N
= 1

Proof. The statement follows by (5.1).

Similarly, if M ≈ 1 and log(L) ≪ N we have that τc(L) ∼ N
log(L) as N → ∞. Both τc(L) for L > 1

and τc = τc(1) tend to infinity as N → ∞, but the asymptotic behaviors are different.

Proposition 5.3 (M ≈ 1 and 1 ≪ log(L) ≪ N ). Assume that limN→∞ L = ∞ and limN→∞
log(L)

N = 0
and M > 1 and constant. Then

lim
N→∞

τc(L) (log(L))

N
= 1

As a consequence, when M ≈ 1, to have a substantial change in the behaviour of the critical τc(L)
for L > 1, i.e. to have either that τc(L) is of order one or that τc(L) tends to zero as N → ∞, we need
to have a very large number of ligands, namely log(L) ≈ N or log(L) ≫ N .

In the following lemma we analyse the asymptotics of the critical time τc(L) for large values of N when
1 ≪ M and log(M) ≪ N . We obtain different asymptotics depending on whether log(M) ≪ log(L),
or log(M) ≈ log(L) or log(M) ≫ log(L) for large values of N and of M . In particular in all the cases
we have that τc(L) tends to infinity, as if was for τc. Moreover, if log(M) ≫ log(L) we have that τc(L)
behaves exactly as τc for large values of N and for log(M) ≪ N .

Proposition 5.4 (1 ≪ log(M) ≪ N and log(L) ≪ N). Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and limN→∞
log(L)

N =

limN→∞
log(M)

N = 0.

(1) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = 0, then limN→∞

τc(L) log(L)
N = 1.

(2) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = c > 0, then limN→∞

(c+1) log(L)τc(L)
N = 1.
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(3) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = ∞, then limN→∞

log(M)τc(L)
N = 1.

Proof. The statement follows by (5.1).

Finally, if log(M) ≈ N and log(L) ≪ N we obtain that τc = τc(1) ∼ τc(L) as N → ∞, which means
that the asymptotic behaviour as N → ∞ of τc and τc(L) for L > 1 are the same. To have that the
critical time changes behaviour (i.e. τc(L) → 0 or τc(L) < τc as N → ∞) we need to consider a number
of ligands such that log(L) ≫ N . Notice that if N ≈ 10, and if M ≈ e10b for some constant b > 0, then
the sensitivity property holds as long as log(L) ≪ 10, i.e. as long as L≪ 1000.

Proposition 5.5. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0 and that limN→∞
log(L)

N =
0. Then limN→∞ τc(L) =

1
eb−1

.

We obtain a similar behavior when log(M) ≫ N . In this case we consider all the possible behaviours
of L and in all the cases we obtain that limN→∞ τc(L) = 0

Proposition 5.6. Assume that limN→∞
log(M)

N = ∞.

(1) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = 0, then limN→∞ τc(L)L

1/N = 1 .

(2) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = d > 0, then limN→∞(d+ 1)L1/Nτc(L) = 1.

(3) If limN→∞
log(M)
log(L) = ∞, then limN→∞M1/Nτc(L) = 1.

Proof. Since limN→∞
log(LM)

N = ∞, then (5.1) implies

τc ∼
1

exp
(

log(M)+log(L)
N

) as N → ∞.

The desired conclusion follows by considering the dominant term in the three cases.

6 Energy consumption

In this section we compute the amount of molecules of ATP consumed by M kinetic proofreading
trials when L = 1. As in the previous sections, we consider separately the case of M = 1, M ≈ 1 but
M > 1, and of M ≫ 1 as N → ∞. The number of molecules of ATP that are consumed will be described
by a random variable. We compute the asymptotics of its probability distribution as N → ∞ and we
obtain a mixed distribution when M ≈ 1 and when M = 1. In particular, when M ≈ 1 and M > 1 this
distribution consists of a sum of a Dirac in M with a sum of continuous distributions on a subinterval of
(0,M), see Figure 4 for a plot of this distribution. Instead, when M → ∞ the probability distribution
of the random variable, describing the amount of ATP molecules consumed, will be approximated by a
Gaussian distribution with mean τM and variance

√
τ(1 + τ)M .
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Figure 4: Here is the plot of (6.7) when M = 2 and x = 1. In the figure we use the notation ↑ to indicate
the Dirac in ℓ = 2 weighted by e−2.

6.1 Energy consumption during one kinetic proofreading trial

In order to keep track of the number of molecules of ATP that are consumed in one kinetic proofreading
trial, we introduce the variables {mk(t)}Nk=0, describing the probability that a ligand detaches from the
receptor after k phosphorylation events in the time interval (0, t), hence k ATP molecules are consumed
by the ligand.

By their interpretations the functions {mk}Nk=0 satisfy the following system of ODEs

dmk

dt
(t) =

1

τ
nk+1(t), for every k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}, t > 0 (6.1)

and mN (t) = R(t), with initial conditions mk(0) = 0 for every k ∈ {0, . . . , N} and where nk are the
solutions of (2.4) with initial condition n0 = e1.

Lemma 6.1. Let τ > 0, N ≥ 1. Let {mk(t)}Nk=1 be the solution of (6.1). Then

mk(∞) := lim
t→∞

mk(t) =
1

1 + τ

(
τ

1 + τ

)k

, for every k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}. (6.2)

Moreover

mN (∞) := lim
t→∞

R(t) =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

.

Proof. For every k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} we have that

m̂k(z) =
1

τ
n̂k+1(z) =

1

τz

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)k+1

for z ∈ C,

where m̂k is the Laplace transform (see [12] for the definition of Laplace transform) of mk and n̂k is the
Laplace transform of nk.

Using the final value theorem for Laplace transforms ([12]) we deduce that for every k ∈ {0, . . . , N−1}

mk(∞) = lim
t→∞

mk(t) = lim
z→0

zm̂k(z) =
1

1 + τ

(
τ

1 + τ

)k

.

Moreover,

R(∞) = lim
t→∞

R(t) =

∫ ∞

0

nN (t)dt =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

.
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Notice that {mk(∞)}Nk=0 are the probabilities of consuming k molecules of ATP during one ki-
netic proofreading trial with N steps. We want now to compute the asymptotics of the probabilities
{mk(∞)}Nk=0 as N → ∞.

Theorem 6.2. Let {mk(∞)}Nk=0 be given by (6.2) as a function of τ = Nx for x > 0. Then

µN ⇀ µ as N → ∞

where µN and µ are the probability measures on [0, 1]

µN (dℓ) :=

N∑
k=0

mk(∞)δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
for every N ≥ 1 and

µ(dℓ) :=
e−

ℓ
x

x
χ[0,1)(ℓ)dℓ+ e−

ℓ
x δ(ℓ− 1) (6.3)

For the proof of this theorem we refer to Appendix A.1. Notice that Theorem 6.2 has a simple
interpretation. If the attachment of a ligand to the receptor triggers a response, then the number of
molecules of ATP spent by the KPR network is equal to N . On the other hand, if the attachment of
the ligand to the receptor does not yield a response, then the distribution of k/N converges to a Poisson
distribution restricted to k/N < 1.

6.2 Energy consumption when M is of order one and N → ∞
We now aim at computing the probabilities {Qk}NM

k=0 of producing k molecules of ATP in M > 1
kinetic proofreading trials, for large N . In this section, we study the case in which M ≈ 1 as N → ∞.

Let EN be the random variable defined as

EN =

M∑
ℓ=1

kℓ, (6.4)

where {kℓ}Mℓ=1 is a set of independent random variables. In particular, the random variables kℓ have
probability distribution {mj(∞)}Nj=1. The random variable EN , then describes the total amount of ATPs
used during M trials. The probability distribution of EN is

Qk = (m1(∞) ∗m2(∞) ∗ · · · ∗mM (∞)) [k] (6.5)

where

(m1(∞) ∗m2(∞))[k] :=

k∑
j=0

mj(∞)mk−i(∞).

Theorem 6.3. Let {mk(∞)}Nk=0 be given by (6.2) as a function of τ = Nx for x > 0. Assume that
M > 1 is constant. Then

νN ⇀ ν as N → ∞

where νN is given by

νN (dℓ) :=

N∑
k=0

Qkδ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
. (6.6)

where {Qk}MN
k=1 are given by (6.5) as a function of {mk(∞)}Nk=0 and

ν(dℓ) := e−
M
x δ(ℓ−M) +

e−
ℓ
x

x

M∑
k=1

(
M

k

) k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
(−1)k−j+1 1

(k − 1)!

(
ℓ−M + j

x

)k−1

χ[0,M−j](ℓ)dℓ.

(6.7)

Notice that, for M = 1 we have that (6.7) is equal to (6.3). For the proof of this theorem we refer to
Appendix A.2.
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6.3 Energy consumption when M → ∞ as N → ∞
We aim now at computing the probabilities {Qk}Nk=0 of producing k molecules of ATP in M > 1

kinetic proofreading trials, for large N . In this section, we study the case in which M → ∞ as N → ∞
and we study the case in which the unbinding time is of the form τ = τc

(
1 + x

N (1 + τc)
)
for some constant

x. In particular we will prove the following theorem.

Theorem 6.4. Let {mk(∞)}Nk=0 be given by (6.2) as a function of

τ = τc

(
1 +

x

N
(1 + τc)

)
, (6.8)

where x ∈ R and τc is given by (3.1). Assume that limN→∞M = ∞. Then the random variable EN
defined in (6.4) is such that

EN − τM√
τ(1 + τ)M

d→ N (0, 1) as N → ∞, (6.9)

where N (0, 1) is the normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1.

Notice that we are using the notation
d→ to refer to the convergence in distribution. For the proof of

this theorem we refer to Appendix A.3.

7 Speed

In this section we study the speed of the kinetic proofreading model introduced in Section 2. In
particular we study Treceptor, that is the total quantity of time that a ligand spends attached to the
receptor in order to produce a response. In this computation we neglect the time that the ligand takes
to attach to the receptor. We start by analysing the case of M = 1 in Section 7.1 and later we restrict
to the case of M ≈ ebN as N → ∞, see Section 7.2.

7.1 Speed of one kinetic proofreading trial (M = 1)

We recall that R(t) is the probability of having a response in the time interval (0, t), see Section 2.
Therefore the probability of having a response at time t > 0 is given by d

dtR(t) = nN (t), because R(t) is
given by (2.7). We compute the conditional probability density ΨR of having a response at time t > 0,
conditioned to the fact that the ligand triggers a reaction, which is given by equality (2.2). Then the
definition of conditional probability implies that

ΨR(t) =
d
dtR(t)

p(τ)
= nN (t)

(
1 + τ

τ

)N

. (7.1)

In the following Lemma we prove that, if N is fixed, then ΨR is an Erlang distribution of parameters N
and 1+τ

τ .

Lemma 7.1. Let N > 1 and τ > 0. The conditional probability density ΨR(t) defined as (7.1) is an
Erlang distribution of parameters N and 1+τ

τ . Namely ΨR(t) = E(t;N, 1+τ
τ ) where E is the Erlang

probability distribution defined in (2.10) and∫ ∞

0

tΨR(t)dt =
Nτ

1 + τ
, and

∫ ∞

0

ΨR(t)dt = 1 (7.2)

Proof. Since the solution (n1(t), . . . nN (t), R(t)) of (2.4) is such that nN is given by (2.9). As a conse-
quence then we have that ∫ ∞

0

nN (t)dt =

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

.

As a consequence

ΨR(t) = E

(
t;N,

1 + τ

τ

)
.

Equality (7.2) follows by the fact that the Erlang distribution of parameters k and λ has mean k/λ.

22



7.2 Speed of M ≈ ebN kinetic proofreading trials

Let {nk}Nk=1 be as in Lemma 2.1. Then let

s(t) :=
1

τ

N∑
k=1

nk(t); r(t) := nN (t) (7.3)

Since for each 1 ≤ k ≤ N we have that nk(t) is the probability that a complex reached the state k in the
time interval (0, t) then s(t) is the probability that the ligand detaches before producing R. Instead r(t)
is the probability of a response before time t > 0.

Then the probability density of having a response in the time interval [t, t+ dt] conditioned to having
a response is given by ΨM (t)dt where

ΨM (t) :=

∑M
j=1

j−1 times︷ ︸︸ ︷
s(t) ∗ · · · ∗ s(t) ∗ s(t) ∗r(t)

pM (τ)
(7.4)

where pM is given by (2.1).
We now state the following lemma describing the asymptotic behaviour of the Laplace transform of

(7.4).

Proposition 7.2. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and that limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0. Assume that

τ = τc

(
1 +

ξ(1 + τc)

N

)
for ξ ∈ R. Then

lim
N→∞

Ψ̂M

(
ζ

τM

)
=

1− e−ζe−eξ

1− e−eξ
· eξ

ζ + eξ
, ζ ∈ C. (7.5)

The conditional probability distribution ΨM , whose Laplace transform satisfies (7.5) has very different
behaviours as ξ → ∞ and as ξ → −∞. More precisely we have the following theorem

Theorem 7.3. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and that limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0. Assume that

τ = τc

(
1 +

ξ(1 + τc)

N

)
for a fixed ξ ∈ R. Let t 7→ F (t) := τMΨM (τMt). Then

lim
ξ→−∞

lim
N→∞

F (t) = χ[0,1](t), a.e. t ≥ 0

and t 7→ G(t) := τM
eξ

ΨM ( τMt
eξ

)

lim
ξ→∞

lim
N→∞

G(t) = e−t a.e. t ≥ 0. (7.6)

The details of the proofs of Theorem 7.3 and of Proposition 7.2 can be found in the Appendix B.
Notice that the above theorem states that, when the unbinding time τ is larger than the critical

unbinding time τc (more precisely when τ
τc

− 1 = ξ
N ) the conditional probability of having a response in

the time interval [t, t + dt], conditioned to the fact that the ligand triggers a response, is exponentially

distributed, with parameter eξ

τM for large values of N andM . As a consequence, for large values of N (and
for M ≈ ebN ) the average time spent by a ligand with unbinding time τ > τc in the network is τMe−ξ

where ξ = N
(

τ
τc

− 1
)
. Notice that the average time spent in the network decreases as ξ increases. This

is consistent with the fact that ligands with higher affinity with the receptor are expected to be faster in
producing a positive response of the immune system than ligands with lower affinity with the receptor.

When ( τ
τc
−1) ≫ 1

N as N → ∞, the conditional probability of having a response in the time [t, dt+ t],
conditioned to the fact that the ligand triggers a response, is uniformly distributed in the interval [0, τM ].
Therefore the average amount of time that these type of ligands spend attached to the receptor is τM

2 .
We stress that this average time is much bigger than the average time spent in the network by a ligand
with unbinding time satisfying τ

τc
− 1 = ξ

N when ξ > 0 is large, i.e. τMe−ξ.
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8 Fluctuations of the fluxes

One of the quantities that is usually studied for the classical formulation as a system of ODEs of the
Hopfield-Ninio chemical network, in order to compare the affinities of two ligands with a receptor, is the
ratio of the fluxes of product induced by the two ligands, see for instance (1.2) and also the analysis in
[19]. In this section we explain how to compute these fluxes in our model.

A natural way to interpret the fluxes in the setting of the stochastic KPR model considered in this
paper, is the ratio k/M , where M is the number of trials of the KPR and k is the number of responses
triggered by a ligand. Notice that J(τ) = k/M is a random variable, whose statistical properties can be
studied. Moreover, since k is a function of the unbinding time τ , also the flux J(τ) = k/M depends on
τ . To this end we study the probability that a ligand yields k ≤ M responses in M trials. It has been
argued in [19] that the fluctuations in the fluxes would not make it possible to derive information about
the binding time from the flux J(τ). We will see in this section that, if M is chosen sufficiently large, the
measurements of the fluxes J(τ) allow to obtain τ with great accuracy. The maximal accuracy that can
be obtained for a given value of M will be computed in detail, see (1.10).

Notice that it is not clear that any biological system uses the fluxes of response triggered by a ligand to
determine τ . It is most likely that the way of working of the KPR network, in particular to discriminate
between different unbinding times, is merely related to the absence of the presence of the response. In
other worlds it is more likely that the KPR model behaves like a digital system, yielding only two possible
outcomes, i.e. response or non-response, as explained in Section 3.

We introduce the random variable XM with probability density given by {qk(τ)}Mk=1. For a finite
number of kinetic proofreading steps N we have that qk(τ) is a Binomial distribution, in particular

qk(τ) =

(
M

k

)
(1− p(τ))M−kp(τ)k, (8.1)

where we recall that p(τ) is given by (2.2). We compute the asymptotics of qk as M → ∞ when
N → ∞. We obtain two different behaviours depending on whether Mp(τ) → ∞ as N → ∞ or
limN→∞Mp(τ) = c > 0. In the first case we obtain that XM is approximated by a Gaussian, in the
second case by a Poisson distribution.

Theorem 8.1. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and assume that τ is such that limN→∞Mp(τ) = ∞,
where p(τ) is given by (2.2). Then

XM −Mp(τ)√
Mp(τ) [1− p(τ)]

d→ N (0, 1) as N → ∞. (8.2)

Proof. Notice that the random variable XM follows a Binomial distribution of mean E[XM ] = Mp(τ)
and variance Var[XM ] = Mp(τ) [1− p(τ)]. By assumption we have that Mp(τ) → ∞ as N → ∞ (and
hence as M → ∞). Then the result follows by an application of the central limit theorem ([12]).

Corollary 8.2. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and limN→∞
log(M)

N = b where b > 0. Moreover assume
that τ is such that

lim
N→∞

N
τ − τc
τc(1 + τ)

= ∞,

and
τ(1− τc) ≤ 2τc when τc ̸= 1 and τ ≤ 1 when τc = 1, for every N ≥ 1

where τc is given by (3.1). Then

XM −Mp(τ)√
Mp(τ)

d→ N (0, 1) as N → ∞. (8.3)

Proof. First of all notice that the assumptions on τ imply that Mp(τ) → ∞ as N → ∞. Indeed

Mp(τ) =

(
eb
(

τ

1 + τ

))N

= exp

[
N log

(
1 + τc
τc

· τ

1 + τ

)]
Using the fact that (1− τc)τ < 2τc when τc ̸= 1 and that τ ≤ 1 when τc = 1, we deduce that

Mp(τ) ∼ exp

[
N

τ − τc
τc(1 + τ)

]
as N → ∞.
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Hence limN→∞Mp(τ) = ∞. Therefore Theorem 8.1 implies that (8.2) holds. Moreover notice that under
the assumptions that we have on τ we always have that p(τ) → 0 as N → ∞. As a consequence (8.2)
reduces to (8.3).

Theorem 8.3. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and that limN→∞
log(M)

N = b where b > 0.
Assume that τ = τc

(
1 + x

N (1 + τc)
)
where x ∈ R and where τc is given by (3.1). Then

XM
d→ Pois(x) as N → ∞. (8.4)

Proof. First of all notice that

Mp(τ) =

[
1 + τc
τc

· τ

1 + τ

]N
∼
(
1 +

x

N

)N
as N → ∞.

Hence

lim
N→∞

Mp(τ) = lim
N→∞

(
1 +

x

N

)N
= ex.

Then we can approximate the binomial distribution with a Poisson distribution of parameter limN→∞Mp(τ) =
x, see [12]. Hence in this case we obtain (8.4).

In order to compute the flux of product induced by M ≥ 1 attachments of a ligand to a receptor we
define the random variable

J(τ) :=
XM

M
.

Notice that, under the assumptions of Theorem 8.1, i.e. when Mp(τ) → ∞ and M → ∞, we have
that

J(τ)− p(τ)√
p(τ)
M

∼ N (0, 1) .

Assume now that N is fixed and that M → ∞ and that τ is of order 1, hence Mp(τ) → ∞. We can
compare two fluxes J(τ1), J(τ2) corresponding to two different detachment times τ1 ≈ 1 and τ2 ≈ 1. In
particular, when τ1 and τ2 are such that

|p(τ1)− p(τ2)| ≳
√

1

M
max{

√
p(τ1),

√
p(τ2)} (8.5)

for large M , then the system satisfies the specificity property. Indeed the two corresponding normally
distributed random variables J(τ1) and J(τ2) are centered respectively in p(τ1) and p(τ2) and have

variance respectively equal to
√

p(τ1)
M and to

√
p(τ2)
M . As a consequence, the overlapping between the

probability distributions of ξM (τ1) and ξM (τ2) is small when (1.10) holds. Hence, computing the fluxes
of products p(τ2) and p(τ1) allows to discriminate two ligands when (8.5) is satisfied. See also Figure 5.
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Figure 5: In red with a dashed line N
(
p(τ1),

√
p(τ1)
M

)
, where p(τ1) = 1/4 and M = 50. In green

N
(
p(τ2),

√
p(τ2)
M

)
, where p(τ2) = 3/4 and M is as before. Notice the small region of overlap due to the

fact that (8.5) holds.

Assume that τ2 > τ1. Recall that p(τ) is given by (2.2). Hence, we can rewrite (8.5) as∣∣∣∣exp( Nτ1
1 + τ1

)
− exp

(
Nτ2
1 + τ2

)∣∣∣∣ ≳
√

1

M
exp

(
Nτ2

2(1 + τ2)

)
.

This inequality can be rewritten on the following form∣∣∣∣exp(N log

(
τ1
τ2

)
+ log

(
1 + τ2
1 + τ1

))
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳
√

1

Mp(τ2)

Since τ1 ≈ 1 and τ2 ≈ 1 we have that log
(

τ1
τ2

)
∼ τ1−τ2

τ2
as N → ∞ and log

(
1+τ2
1+τ1

)
∼ τ2−τ1

1+τ1
as N → ∞,

we deduce that ∣∣∣∣exp(N ( τ2 − τ1
τ2(1 + τ1)

))
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≳
√

1

Mp(τ2)
as N → ∞.

Hence if we assume that τ2−τ1
τ2(1+τ2)

≲ 1
N , then we deduce that

τ2 − τ1
τ2

≳
1 + τ1
N

√
1

Mp(τ2)
as N → ∞.

9 Model with different phosphorylation rates and unbinding
times

In order to show that the properties of the KPR model observed in this paper do not depend on the
particular choice of the unbinding times and phosphorylation rates that we select in (2.3), we discuss
here a more general model in which the phosphorylation rate and the unbinding times depend on the
phosphorylation state of the complex ligand-receptor. We will demonstrate that, when M ≈ ebN as
N → ∞ the model does not differ in a significant way from the model with constant rates.

Let nk(t) be the probability that a ligand reaches the phosphorylation state k in the time interval
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(0, t) and R(t) be the probability of a response in the time interval (0, t). Then, in this case we have that

dn1
dt

=−
(
φ1 +

1

τ1

)
n1,

dnk

dt
=φk−1nk−1 −

(
φk +

1

τk

)
nk, k = 2 . . . N (9.1)

dR

dt
=φNnN

with initial condition n(0) = e1 ∈ RN , where e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0) and R(0) = 0. With standard arguments
we can compute P , the probability of haing a response.

Lemma 9.1. Let N ≥ 1 and let Let {τk}Nk=1 and {φk}Nk=1 be such that τk > 0 and φk > 0 . Assume
that n(0) = e1 ∈ RN and R(0) = 0. Then the solution ((n1, . . . , nN ), R) of equation (9.1) is such that

P :=

∫ ∞

0

R(t)dt =

N∏
k=1

(
φk

φk + 1
τk

)
.

Fix an unbinding time τ > 0. Then there exists a sequence {bk}Nk=1 such that φkτk = bkτ for every
k ∈ {1, . . . , N}. We define the function GN : (0,∞) 7→ (0, 1] as

GN (τ) :=

N∏
k=1

(
bkτ

1 + bkτ

)
.

Notice that GN (τ) = P . Moreover, by the interpretation of R we have that P is the probability of having
a response. We can define as in Section 2 the probability PM of having a response after M trials, as

PM (τ) := 1− (1− P )
M

= 1−

(
1−

N∏
k=1

(
φkτk

1 + φkτk

))M

= 1− (1−GN (τ))
M
.

Lemma 9.2. Let N ≥ 1, {bk}Nk=1 such that bk > 0 for every k ∈ {1, . . . , N}. The function GN is
monotone and such that

GN (0) = 0 and lim
τ→∞

GN (τ) = 1.

In this case we define the critical time is τ̃c is the solution of

MP =MGN (τ̃c) = 1. (9.2)

where M > 1. As in the model with phosphorylation and unbinding rates that do not depend on the
phosphorylation state of the complex, we obtain that when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞ then the critical time is
finite.

Lemma 9.3. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0. Assume that {bk}Nk=1 is such
that there exists a µ ∈ M+ such that

1

N

N∑
k=1

δ(x− bk)⇀ µ(dx) as N → ∞.

Then limN→∞ τ̃c = T ∈ (0,∞) and is the solution of∫ ∞

0

log

(
xT

1 + xT

)
µ(dx) = −b.

Proof. First of all notice that a solution to (9.2) exists for every N ≥ 1 due to the monotonicity of
τ 7→ GN (τ) and the fact that GN (0) = 0 and GN (∞) = 1. We now want to prove that limN→∞ τ̃c is
finite.

Notice that (9.2) can be written as

exp

(
1

N

N∑
k=1

log

(
1− 1

1 + bk τ̃c

))
= (GN (τ̃c))

1
N =

(
1

M

) 1
N

= exp

(
− log(M)

N

)
.
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Since we assume that limN→∞
log(M)

N = b we deduce that

−b = lim
N→∞

(
1

N

N∑
k=1

log

(
1− 1

1 + bk τ̃c

))
= lim

N→∞

1

N

N∑
k=1

∫ ∞

0

log

(
1− 1

1 + xτ̃c

)
δ(x− bk)dx

= lim
N→∞

∫ ∞

0

log

(
1− 1

1 + xτ̃c

)
1

N

N∑
k=1

δ(x− bk)dx = lim
N→∞

∫ ∞

0

log

(
1− 1

1 + x limN→∞ τ̃c

)
µ(dx).

Now notice that since the function

τ 7→
∫ ∞

0

log

(
1− 1

1 + xτ

)
µ(dx).

is monotonically increasing there exists a unique solution to

−b =
∫ ∞

0

log

(
1− 1

1 + xτ

)
µ(dx)

which is 0 < τ = limN→∞ τ̃c <∞.

Proposition 9.4. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞ and limN→∞
log(M)

N = b > 0. Assume that {bk}Nk=1 is
as in Lemma 9.3. Then

lim
N→∞

PM

(
τ̃c

(
1 +

ξ

ND

))
= 1− exp(− exp(ξ)) as N → ∞,

where ξ ∈ R and where D := limN→∞
1
N

∑N
k=1

1
1+τ̃cbk

= µ([0,∞)).

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Theorem 3.5. Indeed, let τ = τ̃c
(
1 + x

N

)
, then

PM (τ) ∼ 1− (1−GN (τ))
M ∼ 1− exp (M log (1−GN (τ))) ∼ 1− exp(−MGN (τ)) as N → ∞.

Now notice that

MGN (τ) =

N∏
k=1

(
1 + τ̃cbk
τ̃cbk

) N∏
k=1

(
τbk

1 + τbk

)
=

N∏
k=1

(
1 + τ̃cbk
τ̃cbk

) N∏
j=1

τ̃cbj
(
1 + x

N

)(
1 + τ̃cbj

(
1 + x

N

))
=
(
1 +

x

N

)N N∏
k=1

(1 + τ̃cbk)(
1 + τ̃cbk + x

N τ̃cbk
)

∼ ex exp

(
log

(
N∏

k=1

(1 + τ̃cbk)(
1 + τ̃cbk + x

N τ̃cbk
))) = ex exp

(
N∑

k=1

log

(
1 + τ̃cbk

1 + τ̃cbk + x
N τ̃cbk

))

= ex exp

(
N∑

k=1

log

(
1

1 + x
N

τ̃cbk
1+τ̃cbk

))
∼ exp

(
x

(
1− 1

N

N∑
k=1

τ̃cbk
1 + τ̃cbk

))
as N → ∞.

Hence the desired conclusion follows taking x = ξ

1− 1
N

∑N
k=1

τ̃cbk
1+τ̃cbk

.

10 Conclusions

In this paper, we study a simple probabilistic model of kinetic proofreading. In this model a ligand can
bind to the receptor M ≥ 1 times. We analyse the asymptotic behaviour of the probability of having a
response in M trials for large values of N , the number of proofreading steps, under different assumptions
on the dependence of M on N . From our analysis we deduce that, when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞, then
the system satisfies both the specificity and the sensitivity property. See Table 1 for a summary of our
results for that case.

More precisely when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞, we prove that, under a suitable scaling of the unbinding

time, the probability of transition from non-response to response is of the form 1 − e−eξ , see Figure 3.
The thickness of the region in which the transition from non-response to response takes place is of the
order of 1/N , see (3.6). Moreover, we also prove that, when M ≈ ebN as N → ∞, the critical unbinding
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time τc, at the boundary between non-response, and to response does not depend in a significant manner
on the number of ligands in the system if log(L) ≪ N . In other words the critical time does not change
for L changing in several orders of magnitude of L. In this sense, we prove that the system satisfies the
sensitivity property.

Finally we compute the time that a ligand spends in the network to produce a signal (that can lead to
response or to non-response). In the case in which the ligand is characterized by an unbinding time that
is smaller than the critical unbinding time (hence we do not expect response), then we obtain that, for
large N , the average time that a ligand spends in the network is τM

2 . Instead, when the critical unbinding
time characterizing a ligand is larger than the critical unbinding time (hence we expect response), then we

obtain that, for large N , the time that a ligand spends in the network is τMe−ξ where ξ = N
(

τ
τc

− 1
)
.

Notice that, as could be expected, ligands with larger unbinding times spend less time in the network in
order to trigger a reaction of the immune system. We refer to Section 7 for precise statements.

We also demonstrate, in Section 9, that our results for M ≈ ebN as N → ∞ are robust, i.e. they do
not depend on the fact that we choose the phosphorylation and the unbinding rates to be independent
on the phosphorylation state of the complex ligand-receptor.

Finally, we stress that, also when for biologically reasonable values of M and N that satisfy 1 ≪
log(M) ≪ N and log(M) ≫ N the KPR network satisfies the specificity and the sensitivity property.

Table 1: Results for M ≈ ebN as N → ∞

M ≈ ebN as N → ∞

Critical unbinding time τc ∼ 1
eb−1

as N → ∞

Probability of response pM

(
τc

(
1 + ξ(1+τc)

N

))
∼ 1− e−eξ as N → ∞

Thickness of transition (non-response/response)
∣∣∣ ττc − 1

∣∣∣ ≈ 1
N

Probability distribution of time spent in the network Treceptor ∼

Exp
(

eξ

τM

)
if
(

τ
τc

− 1
)
≈ ξ

N

U(0, τM) if
(
1− τ

τc

)
≫ 1

N

Probability distribution of ATPs consumed EN ∼ N (τM,
√
τ(1 + τ)M) as N → ∞

Appendices

A Energy consumption

In this section of the appendix we prove the main theorems stated in Section 6.2 .

A.1 M = 1

Proof of Theorem 6.2. Notice that

µN (dℓ) =

N∑
k=0

mk(∞)δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
=

N−1∑
k=0

mk(∞)δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
+mN (∞)δ (ℓ− 1)

=
1

τ

N−1∑
k=0

(
τ

1 + τ

)k+1

δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
+

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

δ (ℓ− 1) .

where τ = xN . Moreover, since(
τ

1 + τ

)N

=

(
xN

1 + xN

)N

∼ e−
1
x as N → ∞,
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we deduce that (
τ

1 + τ

)N

δ (ℓ− 1)⇀ e−
1
x δ(ℓ− 1) as N → ∞.

Moreover,

1

τ

N−1∑
k=0

(
τ

1 + τ

)k+1

δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
=

1

xN

N−1∑
k=0

(
xN

1 + xN

)k+1

δ

(
ℓ− k

N

)
⇀

e−
ℓ
x

x
χ[0,1)(dℓ) as N → ∞.

Indeed for every f ∈ Cb([0,∞)]) we have that

1

N

N−1∑
k=0

(
xN

1 + xN

)k+1

f

(
k

N

)
→
∫ 1

0

e−
ℓ
x f(ℓ)dℓ

as N → ∞. The desired conclusion then follows.

A.2 M > 1

Proof of Theorem 6.3. Since Qk is defined by (6.5) we deduce that νN =

M times︷ ︸︸ ︷
µN ∗ µN ∗ · · · ∗ µN . As a

consequence we have that
ν̂N (z) = (µ̂N (z))

M
. (A.1)

Since µN ⇀ µ as N → ∞, by the duality between convergence of Laplace transforms on compact sets and
weak convergence of measures (see [12]), we have that µ̂N → µ̂ as N → ∞ on compact sets. Therefore

using (A.1) we deduce that ν̂N = (µ̂N )
M → (µ̂)

M
on compact sets as N → ∞. This implies that νN ⇀ ν,

as N → ∞, where

ν̂(z) = (µ̂(z))
M

=

(
1

1 + xz

)M (
1 + xze−

1
x (1+zx)

)M
, z ∈ C, z ̸= − 1

x
.

Indeed,

µ̂(z) =

∫ ∞

0

e−zℓµ(dℓ) =

∫ 1

0

e−ℓ(z+ 1
x )

x
dℓ+ e−(z+

1
x ) =

1

1 + xz
+

(
xz

1 + xz

)
e−

1
x (1+xz), z ∈ C, z ̸= − 1

x
.

Therefore, in order to obtain the probability measure ν we need to compute the inverse Laplace of
ν̂ = (µ̂)

M
. First of all we rewrite ν̂ as follows

ν̂(z) =

(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
e−

M
x e−Mz

=

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
e−

M
x e−Mz + e−

M
x e−zM .

Now notice that

e−
M
x e−Mz =

∫ ∞

0

e−
M
x δ(ℓ−M)e−zℓdℓ = e−

M
x ̂δ(· −M)(z).

Therefore since the function z 7→
[(

1
1+xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
e−

M
x e−Mz is analytic we have that

ν(dℓ) =
1

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
e−

M
x ez(ℓ−M)dz + e−

M
x δ(ℓ−M),

where we consider a < − 1
x .

Now notice that if ℓ > M , then deforming the contour as Re (z) → −∞, we obtain

e−
M
x

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M)

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
dz = 0.
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Indeed as Re (z) → −∞ we have that

ez(ℓ−M)

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
≤ ez(ℓ−M) → 0 as Re (z) → −∞.

Therefore, this together, with the binomial expansion of (ez+
1
x − 1+ 1− xz)M and of (ez+

1
x − 1)k we

deduce that

e−
M
x

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M)

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x + xz

)M
− 1

]
dz

= χ[0,M)(ℓ)
e−

M
x

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M)

[(
1

1 + xz

)M (
ez+

1
x − 1 + 1 + xz

)M
− 1

]
dz

= χ(0,M)(ℓ)
e−

M
x

2πi
lim

T→∞

M∑
k=1

(
M

k

)∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M)

(
ez+

1
x − 1

1 + xz

)k

dz

= χ(0,M)(ℓ)
e−

M
x

2πi
lim

T→∞

M∑
k=1

(
M

k

) k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
(−1)k−j

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M)ej(z+
1
x )
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz

= e−
M
x

M∑
k=1

(
M

k

) k∑
j=0

Ik,j(x, z; ℓ)

where

Ik,j(x, z; ℓ) := χ(0,M)(ℓ)
1

2πi

(
k

j

)
(−1)k−je

j
x lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ez(ℓ−M+j)

(
1

1 + xz

)k

dz.

Now notice that if ℓ−M + j =: r < 0, then

1

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz =
1

2πi
e−

r
x lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

er(z+
1
x )
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz

=
1

(k − 1)!
e−

r
x

( r
x

)k−1 1

x
(A.2)

The last equality follows by contour integration as Re (z) → ∞ around the pole z = − 1
x of the function

z 7→ er(z+
1
x )
(

1

1 + xz

)k

and by Cauchy’s Residue Theorem. Indeed∫ a+iT

a−iT

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz =

∮
C

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz −
∫
Γ1

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz −
∫
Γ2

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz

−
∫
Γ3

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz

where Γ1 is the line in the complex plan connecting a + iT to v + iT (where v > −1/x), Γ2 is the line
connecting v+ iT to v− iT while Γ3 is the line connecting v− iT to a− iT , finally C us the cycle obtain
by concatenating the line from a− iT to a+ iT with Γ1, Γ2 and Γ3. Now notice that

lim
v→∞

lim
T→∞

∫
Γ2

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz = 0 and lim
T→∞

∫
Γi

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz = 0 for i = 1, 3.

Finally notice that by Cauchy Residue Theorem we have that

1

2πi

∮
C

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz = −Resz=−1/x

(
ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k
)

= − 1

(k − 1)!
e−

r
x

( r
x

)k−1 1

x

Therefore (A.2) follows.
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On the other hand, with the same type of arguments used to derive (A.2) we have that if r =
ℓ−M + j = 0, then

1

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

(
1

1 + xz

)k

dz =

{
0 if k > 1,

− 1
x if k = 1

Finally when r > 0 we have that contour deformations as Re (z) → −∞ imply that

1

2πi
lim

T→∞

∫ a+iT

a−iT

ezr
(

1

1 + xz

)k

dz = 0.

As a consequence we deduce that for 1 ≤ k ≤M , 0 ≤ j ≤ k

Ik,j(z, x; ℓ) =

(
k

j

)
(−1)k−j+1 1

(k − 1)!
e−

ℓ−M
x

(
ℓ−M + j

x

)k−1
1

x
χ[0,M−j](ℓ)dℓ.

As a consequence

ν(dℓ) = e−
M
x δ(ℓ−M) + e−

M
x

M∑
k=1

(
M

k

) k∑
j=0

Ik,j(x, z; ℓ)

and the statement follows.

A.3 M ≫ 1 as N → ∞
In this section we prove Theorem 6.4. To this end, it is convenient to introduce the generating function

associated to the probability densities of {mk(∞)}Nk=0, i.e.

G(z) :=

N∑
k=0

zkmk(∞), z ∈ C.

Lemma A.1. Let τ > 0. The generating function G of {mk(∞)}Nk=0 is given by

G(z) =
z0 − 1

z0 − z

(
1 +

(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

)
, z ∈ C (A.3)

where

z0 := 1 +
1

τ
. (A.4)

Proof. The definition of G, implies that

G(z) =

(
zτ

1 + τ

)N

+

N−1∑
k=0

(
1

1 + τ

)(
τz

1 + τ

)k

= aN +
S

1 + τ
, (A.5)

where
a :=

zτ

1 + τ
(A.6)

and S :=
∑N−1

k=0 a
k. Since S = 1−aN

1−a . we have that (A.5) can be rewritten as

G(z) = aN +
1

1 + τ

(
1− aN

1− a

)
=

1

(1 + τ)(1− a)

(
1 + aN (τ − τa− a)

)
.

Using the fact that a is given by (A.6) we deduce that

G(z) =
1 + aNτ(1− z)

1 + τ(1− z)
. (A.7)

Equality (A.3) follows by substituting (A.4) and (A.6) in (A.7).
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Lemma A.2. Assume that limN→∞M = ∞, that τ is given by (6.8) and that |z − 1| ≤ log(M)

N
√
M

. Then

lim
N→∞

(
1 +

(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

)M

= 1.

where z0 is given by (A.4).

Proof. First of all we prove that

lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣∣M
(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

Notice that by the definition of z0, (A.4), we have that 1
z0

= τ
1+τ . Therefore, as in (3.11) in the proof of

Theorem 3.5, using that τ satisfies (6.8), we deduce that(
τ

1 + τ

)N

≤ ex
1

M
.

As a consequence∣∣∣∣∣M
(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣MzN

(
τ

1 + τ

)N

τ(1− z)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ex
∣∣zNτ(1− z)

∣∣ ≤ exτe
log(M)√

M
log(M)

N
√
M

.

Since τ is given by (6.8), the asymptotic behaviour of τc in Proposition 3.4 implies that

lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣∣M
(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

As a consequence

lim
N→∞

(
1 +

(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

)M

= lim
N→∞

exp

[
M log

(
1 +

(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

)]

= lim
N→∞

exp

[
M

(
z

z0

)N

τ(1− z)

]
= 1.

Proof of Theorem 6.4. Since G(z)M is the generating function of Qk to prove the theorem we want to
compute

Qk =
1

2πi

∮
∂Bδ(0)

G(z)M

zk+1
dz as N → ∞ for k =

τM√
(1 + τ)τM

,

where δ < z0. First of all we notice that the main contribution to this integral is due to the region of

values of z around the value ẑ at which
∣∣∣G(z)M

zk

∣∣∣ reaches the maximum. Notice that when k ∼ τM as

N → ∞ we have that ẑ → 1, hence
∣∣∣G(z)M

z1+k

∣∣∣ ≤ 1
z for every z ∈ C. Therefore deforming the contour as

Re (z) → −∞ and Lemma A.2 we deduce that, if δ ≤ 1 + log(M)

N
√
M

, then

Qk =
1

2πi

∮
∂Bδ(0)

G(z)M

zk+1
dz ∼ 1

2πi

∮
∂Bδ(0)

(G∞(z))
M

zk+1
dz as N → ∞,

where G∞(z) = z0−1
z0−z . By Cauchy Residue Theorem we deduce that

1

2πi

∮
∂Bδ(0)

(G∞(z))
M

zk+1
dz = Res

(
(G∞(z))

M

zk+1
, 0

)
=

1

k!

dk

dzk
(G∞(z))M

|z=0

=
M(M + 1) . . . (M + k − 1)

k!
(z0 − 1)M

(
1

z0

)M+k

=

(
M + k − 1

k

)(
1− 1

z0

)M (
1

z0

)k

.
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Since limN→∞M = ∞ as well as limN→∞ k = ∞ we apply Stirling formula to deduce that(
M + k − 1

k

)(
1− 1

z0

)M (
1

z0

)k

=
M

M + k

(
M + k

k

)(
1− 1

z0

)M (
1

z0

)k

∼ M

M + k

√
M + k

2πkM

(
k +M

kz0

)k (
k +M

M

(
1− 1

z0

))M

as N → ∞.

We now perform the change of variables ℓ = k−τM√
Mτ(1+τ)

and use the fact that z0 is given by (A.4) to

deduce that(
k +M

M

(
1− 1

z0

))M

= exp

(
M ln

(
1 + ℓ

√
τ

M(1 + τ)

))
∼ exp

(
ℓ

√
Mτ

1 + τ

)
, as N → ∞.

On the other hand, (
k +M

k

1

z0

)k

= exp

(
−(Mτ + ℓ

√
Mτ(1 + τ)) ln

(
kz0

M + k

))
∼ exp

(
−(Mτ + ℓ

√
Mτ(1 + τ)) ln

(
kz0

M + k

))
∼ exp

(
−(Mτ + ℓ

√
Mτ(1 + τ))

ℓ
√
M(1 + τ)τ

Mτ(1 + τ)

)

∼ exp

(
−

(
ℓ2 + ℓ

√
Mτ

1 + τ

))
as N → ∞.

Combining the two asymptotics we deduce that for ℓ = k−τM√
Mτ(1+τ)

we have that

(
M + k − 1

k

)(
1− 1

z0

)M (
1

z0

)k

∼
√

1

2π
e−ℓ2 as N → ∞.

Therefore the desire result follows.

B Speed (M ≈ ebN as N → ∞)

The aim of this Section is to prove Theorem 7.3. To this end we start by computing the Laplace
transform of the function ΨM given by (7.4).

Lemma B.1. Let N ≥ 1, M ≥ 1 and τ > 0. Let ΨM be given by (7.4). Then the Laplace transform of
ψM is given by

Ψ̂M (z) =
1

1− ŝ(z)

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)N
1− (ŝ(z))M

1− (ŝ(0))M
, z ∈ C (B.1)

where ŝ is the Laplace transform of (7.3) and is given by

ŝ(z) =
1

1 + τz

(
1−

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)N
)
, z ∈ C.

Proof. First of all notice that (7.4) implies that

Ψ̂M (z) =
1

pM (τ)
r̂(z)

M∑
j=1

ŝj−1(z)

where pM (τ) = 1−
(
1−

(
τ

1+τ

)N)M

= 1− (ŝ(0))M and

ŝ(z) =
1

τ

N∑
k=1

n̂k(z) =
1

τ

N∑
k=1

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)k

=
1

τ

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)N−1∑
k=0

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)k

=

(
1 + z + 1

τ

)N − 1

(1 + τz)
(
1 + z + 1

τ

)N
(B.2)
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and

r̂(z) = n̂N (z) =

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)N

= 1− (1 + τz)ŝ(z)

Therefore

Ψ̂M (z) =
1

1− (ŝ(0))M
(1− (1 + τz)ŝ(z))

M∑
j=1

ŝj−1(z) =
1− (ŝ(z))M − τz

∑M
j=1 ŝ

j(z)

1− (ŝ(0))M

=
1

1− (ŝ(0))M

(
1− (ŝ(z))M − τzŝ(z)

1− (ŝ(z))M

1− ŝ(z)

)
=

1− (ŝ(z))M

1− (ŝ(0))M

(
1− τzŝ(z)

1− ŝ(z)

)
=

1− (ŝ(z))M

1− (ŝ(0))M
1− (1 + τz)ŝ(z)

1− ŝ(z)
=

1

1− ŝ(z)

(
1

1 + z + 1
τ

)N
1− (ŝ(z))M

1− (ŝ(0))M

where in the last equality we have used (B.2).

We now write the proof of Proposition 7.2. This lemma will be later used in the proof of Theorem
7.3.

Proof of Proposition 7.2. First of all we prove that

lim
N→∞

eζ

 ŝ
(

ζ
τM

)
ŝ(0)

M

= 1 (B.3)

Indeed ŝ
(

ζ
τM

)
ŝ(0)

M

=

(
1

1 + ζ
M

)M
1−

(
1

1+ ζ
τM + 1

τ

)N
1−

(
1

1+ 1
τ

)N


M

∼ e−ζ

1−
(

1
1+ 1

τ

)N (
1+ 1

τ

1+ ζ
τM + 1

τ

)N
1−

(
1

1+ 1
τ

)N


M

∼ e−ζ

1−
(

1
1+ 1

τ

)N
exp

(
− Nζ

M(1+τ)

)
1−

(
1

1+ 1
τ

)N


M

∼ e−ζ

1−
(

1
1+ 1

τ

)N (
1− Nζ

M(1+τ)

)
1−

(
1

1+ 1
τ

)N


M

∼ e−ζ

(
1−

(
1

1 + 1
τ

)N

+

(
1

1 + 1
τ

)N
Nζ

M(1 + τ)

)M

∼ e−ζ

(
1 +

(
1

1 + 1
τ

)N
Nζ

M(1 + τ)

)M

∼ e−ζ exp

[(
τ

1 + τ

)N
Nζ

(1 + τ)

]
as N → ∞.

Now notice that, as in the proof of Theorem 3.5 we have that

0 ≤
(

τ

1 + τ

)N
Nζ

(1 + τ)
≤ 1

M

(
1 +

ξ

N

)N
Nζ

1 + τ
≤ eξ

Nζ

M(1 + τ)
→ 0 as N → ∞

Hence

(
ŝ( ζ

τM )
ŝ(0)

)M

∼ e−ζ as N → ∞. Therefore (B.3) follows.

Now recall that (
τ

1 + τ

)N

∼ 1

M
eξ as N → ∞.

Hence

1− ŝ

(
ζ

τM

)
=

1

M

(
ζ

1 + ζ
M

+
M

1 + ζ
M

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
)

∼ 1

M

(
ζ + eξ

)
as N → ∞
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Therefore using (B.1) we deduce that

Ψ̂M

(
ζ

τM

)
∼ M

ζ + eξ

(
1

1 + ζ
τM + 1

τ

)N
1− (ŝ(0))Me−ζ

1− (ŝ(0))M

∼ 1

ζ + eξ
M

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
1− (ŝ(0))Me−ζ

1− (ŝ(0))M
∼ eξ

ζ + eξ
1− (ŝ(0))Me−ζ

1− (ŝ(0))M

∼ eξ

ζ + eξ
1− e−eξe−ζ

1− e−eξ
as N → ∞

where in the last step we used the fact that

ŝ(0)M =

(
1−

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
)M

∼ exp

(
−M

(
τ

1 + τ

)N
)

∼ exp (− exp(ξ)) as N → ∞.

Proof of Theorem 7.3. By Proposition 7.2 we know that taking the limits as |ξ| → ∞ in (7.5) we obtain
that

lim
ξ→−∞

lim
N→∞

Ψ̂M

(
ζ

τM

)
= lim

ξ→−∞

1− e−ζe−eξ

1− e−eξ
· eξ

ζ + eξ
=

1− e−ζ

ζ

and

lim
ξ→∞

lim
N→∞

Ψ̂M

(
ζeξ

τM

)
= lim

ξ→∞

1− e−ζeξe−eξ

1− e−eξ
· eξ

ζeξ + eξ
=

1

1 + ζ
.

Now notice that ê−t(ζ) = 1
1+ζ and χ̂[0,1](ζ) =

1−e−ζ

ζ . Since the convergence of the Laplace transforms of

measures on compact sets implies the weak convergence of the measures (see [12]) the desired conclusion
follows.

Acknowledgements The authors gratefully acknowledge the support by the Deutsche Forschungsge-
meinschaft (DFG) through the collaborative research centre ”The mathematics of emerging effects” (CRC
1060, Project-ID 211504053) and Germany’s Excellence StrategyEXC2047/1-390685813. The funders had
no role in study design, analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

E. Franco: Institute for Applied Mathematics, University of Bonn,
Endenicher Allee 60, D-53115 Bonn, Germany
E-mail: franco@iam.uni-bonn.de
ORCID 0000-0002-5311-2124

J. J. L. Velázquez: Institute for Applied Mathematics, University of Bonn,
Endenicher Allee 60, D-53115 Bonn, Germany
E-mail: velazquez@iam.uni-bonn.de

References

[1] U. Alon, An Introduction to Systems Biology: Design Principles of Biological Circuits, CRC press,
2019.

[2] G. Altan-Bonnet and R. N. Germain, Modeling T cell antigen discrimination based on feedback
control of digital ERK responses, PLoS biology, 3 (2005), p. e356.

[3] S. J. Altschuler, S. B. Angenent, Y. Wang, and L. F. Wu, On the spontaneous emergence of cell
polarity, Nature, 454 (2008), pp. 886–889.

[4] G. Bel, B. Munsky, and I. Nemenman, The simplicity of completion time distributions for common
complex biochemical processes, Physical Biology, 7 (2009), p. 016003.

36



[5] C. Chan, J. Stark, and A. J. George, Feedback control of T-cell receptor activation, Proceedings of
the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 271 (2004), pp. 931–939.

[6] D. R. Cox, Renewal Theory, Methuen Ltd. London, 1962.

[7] J. Currie, M. Castro, G. Lythe, E. Palmer, and C. Molina-Paŕıs, A stochastic T cell response crite-
rion, Journal of The Royal Society Interface, 9 (2012), pp. 2856–2870.

[8] O. Dushek, R. Das, and D. Coombs, A role for rebinding in rapid and reliable T cell responses to
antigen, PLoS computational biology, 5 (2009), p. e1000578.

[9] O. Dushek and P. A. Van der Merwe, An induced rebinding model of antigen discrimination, Trends
in immunology, 35 (2014), pp. 153–158.

[10] B. P. English, W. Min, A. M. Van Oijen, K. T. Lee, G. Luo, H. Sun, B. J. Cherayil, S. Kou, and
X. S. Xie, Ever-fluctuating single enzyme molecules: Michaelis-Menten equation revisited, Nature
chemical biology, 2 (2006), pp. 87–94.

[11] O. Feinerman, R. N. Germain, and G. Altan-Bonnet, Quantitative challenges in understanding ligand
discrimination by αβ T cells, Molecular immunology, 45 (2008), pp. 619–631.

[12] W. Feller, An introduction to probability theory and its applications II, John Wiley & Sons, 1966.

[13] E. Franco, B. Kepka, and J. J. Velázquez, Description of chemical systems by means of response
functions, arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.02021, (2023).

[14] P. François and G. Altan-Bonnet, The case for absolute ligand discrimination: Modeling information
processing and decision by immune T cells, Journal of Statistical Physics, 162 (2016), pp. 1130–1152.

[15] P. François, G. Voisinne, E. D. Siggia, G. Altan-Bonnet, and M. Vergassola, Phenotypic model for
early T-cell activation displaying sensitivity, specificity, and antagonism, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 110 (2013), pp. E888–E897.

[16] J. J. Hopfield, Kinetic proofreading: A new mechanism for reducing errors in biosynthetic processes
requiring high specificity, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 71 (1974), pp. 4135–4139.

[17] J. Huang, M. Brameshuber, X. Zeng, J. Xie, Q.-j. Li, Y.-h. Chien, S. Valitutti, and M. M. Davis, A
single peptide-major histocompatibility complex ligand triggers digital cytokine secretion in CD4(+)
T cells, Immunity, 39 (2013), pp. 846–857.

[18] C. Janeway, P. Travers, M. Walport, M. Shlomchik, et al., Immunobiology: the immune system in
health and disease, vol. 2, Garland Pub. New York, 2001.

[19] D. Kirby and A. Zilman, Proofreading does not result in more reliable ligand discrimination in
receptor signaling due to its inherent stochasticity, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
120 (2023), p. e2212795120.

[20] M. Lever, P. K. Maini, P. A. Van Der Merwe, and O. Dushek, Phenotypic models of T cell activation,
Nature Reviews Immunology, 14 (2014), pp. 619–629.

[21] T. W. McKeithan, Kinetic proofreading in T-cell receptor signal transduction, Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 92 (1995), pp. 5042–5046.

[22] B. Munsky, I. Nemenman, and G. Bel, Specificity and completion time distributions of biochemical
processes, The Journal of Chemical Physics, 131 (2009).

[23] J. Ninio, Kinetic amplification of enzyme discrimination, Biochimie, 57 (1975), pp. 587–595.

[24] H. Qian and E. L. Elson, Single-molecule enzymology: stochastic Michaelis-Menten kinetics, Bio-
physical chemistry, 101 (2002), pp. 565–576.

[25] A. D. Rendall and E. D. Sontag, Multiple steady states and the form of response functions to antigen
in a model for the initiation of T-cell activation, Royal Society Open Science, 4 (2017), p. 170821.

[26] E. D. Sontag, Structure and stability of certain chemical networks and applications to the kinetic
proofreading model of T-cell receptor signal transduction, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control,
46 (2001), pp. 1028–1047.

37



[27] F. Xiao and V. Galstyan, With the leisure of time, kinetic proofreading does reliable ligand discrim-
ination after all, bioRxiv, (2024), pp. 2024–01.

[28] S. Xie, Single-molecule approach to enzymology, Single Molecules, 2 (2001), pp. 229–236.

38


	Introduction
	Kinetic proofreading models
	A probabilistic kinetic proofreading model
	Overview of the main results obtained in this paper

	Probabilistic kinetic proofreading model
	Probability of response after one kinetic proofreading trial of N  steps

	Specificity
	Probability of response for the KPR model when  M 1  as N 
	Probability of response for the KPR model when M 1  as N 

	Origin of the high specificity of the KPR network
	Probability of response for the KPR model when  M =1  and N 
	Comparison with a model with delay

	Sensitivity
	Critical unbinding time for L>1

	Energy consumption
	Energy consumption during one kinetic proofreading trial
	Energy consumption when M is of order one and N 
	Energy consumption when M as N 

	Speed
	Speed of one kinetic proofreading trial (M=1)
	Speed of Meb N   kinetic proofreading trials

	Fluctuations of the fluxes
	Model with different phosphorylation rates and unbinding times
	Conclusions
	Energy consumption
	M=1
	 M >1 
	M 1 as N 

	Speed (M eb N  as N )
	References

