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ABSTRACT

Motivation: Over the last decade, a large variety of clustering algo-
rithms have been developed to detect coregulatory relationships
among genes from microarray gene expression data. Model based
clustering approaches have emerged as statistically well grounded
methods, but the properties of these algorithms when applied to
large-scale data sets are not always well understood. An in-depth
analysis can reveal important insights about the performance of the
algorithm, the expected quality of the output clusters, and the possi-
bilities for extracting more relevant information out of a particular data
set.

Results: We have extended an existing algorithm for model based
clustering of genes to simultaneously cluster genes and conditi-
ons, and used three large compendia of gene expression data for
S. cerevisiae to analyze its properties. The algorithm uses a Baye-
sian approach and a Gibbs sampling procedure to iteratively update
the cluster assignment of each gene and condition. For large-scale
data sets, the posterior distribution is strongly peaked on a limited
number of equiprobable clusterings. A GO annotation analysis shows
that these local maxima are all biologically equally significant, and
that simultaneously clustering genes and conditions performs better
than only clustering genes and assuming independent conditions. A
collection of distinct equivalent clusterings can be summarized as a
weighted graph on the set of genes, from which we extract fuzzy, over-
lapping clusters using a graph spectral method. The cores of these
fuzzy clusters contain tight sets of strongly coexpressed genes, while
the overlaps exhibit relations between genes showing only partial
coexpression.

Availability: GaneSh, a Java package for coclustering, is available
under the terms of the GNU General Public License from our website
at http://bioinformatics.psb.ugent.be/software ..

Contact: yves.vandepeer@psb.ugent.be

Supplementary information: available on our website at
http://bioinformatics.psb.ugent.be/supplementary_data/anjos/gibbs

1 INTRODUCTION
Since the seminal paper HLEIT:&[[ @), now almost a

decade ago, clustering forms the basis for extracting cehgmsi-
ble information out of large-scale gene expression data €atisters
of coexpressed genes tend to be enriched for specific funradtio
categories, ), sharecis-regulatory sequences in
their promotersi (Tavazoiet al, [1999), or form the building blocks

for reconstructing transcription regulatory networm,

2003).

*Corresponding author, E-mail:yves.vandepeer@psb.lment

A variety of heuristic clustering methods have been used,
such as hierarchical clusterin ), k-means
dla\ia;o@_t_a_l [1999), or self-organizing map )
[1999). Although these methods have had an enormous impact,
their statistical properties are generally not well untzd
and important parameters such as the number of clusters are
not determined automatically. Therefore, there has been a
shift in attention towards model based clustering apprescch

in_recent_years L(Yeunet al all, 12001; | Fraley and Rafteryl, 2002;

an, 2002; Medvedetial, 20041 Qih,
m;muﬂ&. A model based approach assumes that the da
is generated by a mixture of probability distributions, doeeach
cluster, and takes explicitly into account the noisynesgefe
expression data. It allows for a statistical assessmeheafsulting
clusters and gives a formal estimate for the expected nuoftudu-
sters. To infer model parameters and cluster assignmeatsjasd
statistical techniques such as Expectation MaximizatioGitbs
sampling are used (L1, 2002).

In this paper we use a novel model based clustering method
which builds upon the method recently introducedﬂ (Maoo
We address two key questions that have remained largelysunan
wered for model based clustering methods in general, namely
convergence of the Gibbs sampler for very large data set$, an
non-heuristic reconstruction of gene clusters from thetqyas
probability distribution of the statistical model.

In the model used bEil@OG), it is assumed that the expres-
sion levels of genes in one cluster are random samples dramm f
a Gaussian distribution and expression levels of diffeexuteri-
mental conditions are independent. We have extended thiglnho
allow dependencies between different conditions in thessauster.
[Medvedovicet all (2004) used a multivariate normal distribution to
take into account correlation among experimental conati®Our
approach consists of clustering the conditions within egate clu-
ster, assuming that the expression levels of the genes igene
cluster for the conditions in one condition cluster are drdwm
one Gaussian distribution. Hence our model is a modetdatu-
stering or two-way clusteringof genes and conditions. The same
statistical model was also used in our recent approach tmstaict
transcription regulatory networks (Michoed all,[2007). The coclu-
stering is carried out by a Gibbs sampler which iterativgddates
the assignment of each gene, and within each gene clustassie
gnment of each experimental condition, using the full cbodal
distributions of the model.

It is known that a Gibbs sampler may have poor mixing pro-
perties if the distribution being approximated is multi-ghab and
it will then have a slow convergence ra@L@OOZ). Presio
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studies of Gibbs samplers for model based clustering havwepor-

ted convergence difficulties_(Medvedovic and Sivaganega02;

the genes assigned to the last cluster. By only keeping gehiet
belong to one fuzzy cluster with very high probability we aht

[Medvedovicet all, [2004;/ Dahl, 2006). In those studies, only data tight clusters which show higher functional coherence camag to

sets with a relatively small number of genes (upto a fE0)
(Medvedovic and Sivaganesan, 2002; Medvedetial, [2004), or
a small number of experimental conditions (less than m
) were considered, and special sampling techniqués asic
reverse annealing (Medvedowtall, |2004) or merge-split propo-
sals MI@G) were sufficient to generate a well mixingbiSi
sampler. We observe that for data sets of increasing sizedhe
relation between two Gibbs sampler runs as well as the nuwfber
cluster solutions visited in one run after burn-in steadibgreases.
This means that for large-scale data sets, the posteriwibdison is
very strongly peaked on multiple local modes. Since the peak
S0 strong, we approximate the posterior distribution byrayieg
over multiple runs performed in parallel, each convergingkjy
to a single mode. By computing the correlation between wffe

standard clusters. Keeping also genes which belong witkrdt
still significant probability to multiple fuzzy clusters,eacan ten-
tatively identify multifunctional genes or relations beten genes
showing only partial coexpression. We show that our resuksin
good agreement with previous fuzzy clustering approachgghe
expression data (Gasch and Eisen, 2002). We believe thénzay
clustering method to summarize the posterior distributidhbe of
general interest for all model based clustering approaahdssol-
ves the problems associated to heuristic clusterings gbairavise
probability matrix.

All our analyses are performed on three large-scale publi-c
pendia of gene expression data for cerevisiae{ml,

11998; Gasclet al,, 2000; Hughest al,[2000).

averages of the same number of runs we are able to show that ttke METHODS

number of distinct modes is relatively small and accuratg@p-
mations to the posterior distribution can be obtained wéttfesv as
10 modes for aroun@000 genes.

To identify the final optimal clustering, the traditionalpapach
is to select out of all the clusterings visited by the Gibbsga
ler the one which maximizes the posterior distribution (imaxm
a posteriori (MAP) clustering). However, we show that forgk
data sets the differences in likelihood between the diffetecal
maxima are extremely small and statistically insignificanth that
the MAP clustering is as good as taking any local maximumrat ra
dom. A GO (Ashburneet al, [2000) analysis of the different modes
shows that also from the biological point of view any difiece
between the local modes is insignificant. Taking into actdbe
full posterior distribution is more difficult since diffeneclusterings
may have a different number of clusters and the labelinguiters

Mathematical model

For an expression matrix witN' genes and/ conditions, we define a coclu-
stering as a partition of the genes inkd gene clustergjy, together with
for each gene cluster, a partition of the set of conditions i, condition
clusters&;, ;. We assume that all data points in a coclusfér, m): i €
Gr,m € &, } are random samples from the same normal distribution.
This model generalizes the model usem MOOG), wherpdrtition of
conditions is always fixed at the trivial partition into sietpn sets.

Given a set of means and precisiqps,;, 7x; ), @ coclustering defines a
probability density on data matricd® = (z;.,) by

K Ly

p(PIC () = [TTT IT T p@im | pwts i)

k=11=1i€G), me&y ,

We use a uniform prior on the set of coclusterings with norgaahma con-
jugate priors for the parametess,; and ;. Using Bayes’ rule we find the

is not unique (the label switching problelke probability of a coclustering? with parametersz.;, 7;) given the data
[1984)). The common solution to this problem is to considerD. Then we take the marginal probability over the parametgss, 7x:)

pairwise probabilities for two genes being clustered togetor
not (Medvedovic and Sivaganesan, 2002; Medvedev., [2004;
ﬁﬂﬁb). A major question that has not yet recieved a &inat
wer is how to reconstruct gene clusters from these pairwigkap
bilities.[Medvedovic and Sivaganesan (2002)land Medvedeivall

) use a heuristic hierarchical clustering on the pagvpro-
bability matrix to form a final clustering estimatﬁam)
introduces a least-squares method, which selects out aflwall
sterings visited by the Gibbs sampler the one which minimize
distance function to the pairwise probability matrix. Irttbapproa-
ches, the probability matrix is reduced to a single hardtehirsg.
This necessarily removes non-transitive relations betwgenes
(such as a low probability for a pair of genes to be clustevgdther
even though they both have relatively high probability tocheste-
red with the same third gene) which may nevertheless benretive
and biologically meaningful.

We propose that the pairwise probability matrix reflectofior
fuzzy clusteringf the data,j.e., genes can belong to multiple clu-
sters with a certain probability. To extract these fuzzystdus from
the pairwise probabilities we use a method from patterngeition
theory (Inoue and Urahama, 1999). This method iteratively-c
putes the largest eigenvalue and corresponding eigemvettbe
probability matrix, constructs a fuzzy cluster with theaigector,
and updates the probability matrix by removing from it theéghé of

to obtain the final probability of a coclusteri@ggiven the dataD, upto a
normalization constant:
K Ly

pC|D)x [ H//p(m DI TI p@im | p7) dpdr, (1)
k=11=1 i€G) mEEL,
wherep(u, 7) = p(s | 7)p(r) with
AOT\1/2 207 (4 pig)? 0" _ao—1,—Bor
= (—— 2 _ Y 0 [0}
bl 7) = (G2T)1 /2 plr) = et

o, fo, Ao > 0 and—oo < pg < oo being the parameters of the normal-
gamma prior distribution. We use the values = 59 = Ao = 0.1
and pp = 0.0, resulting in a non-informative prior. We have compared
the normal-gamma prior with other non-informative, comjtegpriors, but
found no difference in results (see Supplementary Infaonat The double
integral in eq. [(l) can be solved exactly in terms of the seffic stati-
sticsTéf) = Ziegk,meskl xl (n = 0,1,2) for each cocluster. The
log-likelihood or Bayesian score decomposes as a sum afisteclscores:

K Ly
5(C) =logp(C D) =S Su, )
k=11=1
with
_ _17(0) 1 Ao
Sk = =3T3 log(27) + 4 log( o) ~ logT(a0)
Ao + Ty

+log T'(avo + %T;ﬁ?)) + aplog fo — (ao + %T;ﬁ?)) log 1




and
Mo(Tyy) = moTyy)?
20\ + T\TY

(1)y2
_ 1@ _ (T")
51—50+2[TM TIE?) ]

Gibbs sampler algorithm

We use a Gibbs sampler to sample coclusterings from theqrstéstribu-
tion (). The algorithm iteratively updates the assignnafrgenes to gene
clusters, and for each gene cluster, the assignment oftcamito condition
clusters as follows:

1. Initialization: randomly assigiV genes to a randonko number of
gene clusters, and for each cluster, randomly as&igoonditions to a
randomL;, o number of condition clusters.

2. ForN cycles, remove a random gefifgtom its current cluster. For each
gene clusterk, calculate the Bayesian scof4C;_, ), whereC;
denotes the coclustering obtained frérby assigning gengéto cluster
k, keeping all other assignments of genes and conditiond,epiavell
as the probabilityS(C;—, o) for the gene to be alone in its own cluster.
Assign gene: to one of the possiblél 4+ 1 gene clusters, wher&
is the current number of gene clusters, according to thegibties
Qy o e3(Ci~k) normalized such thdC,, Qy, = 1.

3. For each gene clustér, for M cycles, remove a random condition
m from its current cluster. For each condition clustecalculate the
Bayesian scoré (Cy,,— ). Assign conditionm to one of the possible
Ly, + 1 clusters, wherd., is the current number of condition clusters
for gene clustek, according to the probabilitie®; o« °(Ck,m—1),
normalized such that_, Q; = 1.

4. lterate step 2 and 3 until convergence. One iterationfinetkas execu-
ting step 2 and 3 consecutively once, and hence consisfsiof< x M

an entropy measure

1
Hfuzzy = m Z h(Fij)7 (6)
)

whereN is the dimension of the square mat#ikxand
h(q) = —qIn(q) = (1 —¢)In(1 —¢)for0 < ¢ < 1.

For a hard clusteringK;; = 0 or 1 for all 4, j), Hyz,y = 0, and for a
maximally fuzzy clustering £;; = 0.5 for all 4, j), Hruzzy = 1. In reality,
the matrixF' is very sparse (most gene pairs will never be clusteredheggt
S0 Hiyzzy remains small even for real fuzzy clusterings.

We assume that a fuzzy gene-gene matffiis produced by a fuzzy clu-
stering of the genes.e., we assume that each genbas a probabilityp; .
to belong to each clustér, such thafy ", p;, = 1. To extract these proba-
bilities from F' we use a graph spectral method ahlamal, 1999),
originally developed for pattern recognition and imagelygsig, modified
here to enforce the normalization conditionspp. A fuzzy cluster is repre-
sented by a column vectap = (w1, ..., wx)T, with w; the weight of
genei in this cluster, normalized such thit||? = ww = Y, w? = 1.
The cohesiveness of the cluster with respect to the gene-gextrix £ is
defined asv” Fw = 3, ; w; F;jw;. By the Rayleigh-Ritz theorem,

T
where)\; is the largest eigenvalue @f andv; the corresponding (normali-
zed) eigenvector. Hence the maximally cohesive clustét is given by the
eigenvector of the largest eigenvalue. By the Perron-Friokeheorem, this
eigenvector is unique and all its entries are nonnegativecai then define
the membership probabilities to clusteby p;; = ﬁ Hence the

gene with the highest weight in is considered the prototypical gene for this

sampling steps (wittk the number of gene clusters after Step 1 of that cluster, and it will not belong to any other cluster. The fatoibity p;; mea-

iteration).

This coclustering algorithm simulates a Markov chain whgdtisfies
detailed balance with respect to the posterior distritoufl),i.e., after a suf-
ficient number of iterations, the probability to visit a peutar coclustering
Cis given exactly by(C | D). The expectation value of any real functign
with respect to the posterior distribution can be approxeaddy averaging
over the iterations of a sufficiently long Gibbs sampler run:

To+T

=Y e

t=Ty+1

E(f) =) f(©p(C | D)~ (3)
[
whereC; is the coclustering visited at iteratiarand Ty is a possible burn-
in period. We say that the Gibbs sampler has converged if tws starting
from different random initializations return the same ag@s|[(B) for a sui-
table set of test functiong. More precisely, if f,, } is a set of test functions,
definea, = FE1(fn) the average of, in the first Gibbs sampler run, and
bn = E2(fn) the average of;, in the second Gibbs sampler run. We define
a correlation measure(0 < p < 1) between two runs as

RN >
VEL AT, )

Full convergence is reachedgf= 1.

4)

Fuzzy clustering

To keep track of the gene clusters, independent of the gvgryiumber of
clusters or their labeling, we consider functions

1 if genei andj belong to the same gene clusteCin ®)
0 otherwise

fi;(C) ={

In general, the posterior distributidd (1) is not concetetiaon a single coclu-
stering and the matri¥’ = (E(f;;)) of expectation values (see efl] (3))
consists of probabilities betwe@rand1. To quantify this fuzzyness, we use

sures to what extent other genes are coexpressed with tietypical gene.
To find the next most cohesive cluster, we remove fibrthe information
already contained in the first cluster by setting

Fff) =/1—pi1Fij\/1—pj1,
and compute the largest eigenvalue and corresponding &liaed) eigen-
vectorvy for this matrix. The prototypical gene for this cluster méngady
have some probability assigned to the previous cluster, salefine the
membership probabilities to the second cluster by

(1 — Pimant )5 1 *pﬂ)-

. ( v2,i
pi2 =min{ —————
max; (v2,5)
Hereimax = arg max; (v2,;) is the prototypical gene for the second cluster,
and we take therhin’ to ensure thad ), p;;, will never exceed.
This procedure of reducing’ and computing the largest eigenvalue and
corresponding eigenvector to define the next cluster meshigeprobabili-
ties is iterated until one of the following stopping criteis met:

1. All entries in the reduced matrig(*) reach0, i.e., for all genes,
>k <rPiky = 1, and we have completely determined all fuzzy
clusters and their membership probabilities.

2. The largest eigenvalue of the reduced maffis) has rank> 1. In
this case the eigenvector is no longer unique and need neifdraye
nonnegative entries, so we cannot make new cluster menipgnsi
babilities out of it. This may happen if the (weighted) gragefined
by connecting gene pairs with non-zero entriesFiff) is no longer
strongly connected (Perron-Frobenius theorem).

To compute one or more of the largest eigenvalues and eigemsefor
large sparse matrices such Bsand its reductions#(¥) we use efficient
sparse matrix routines, such as for instance implementateirMatlal?
functioneigs.

Data sets

We use three large compendia of gene expression data fomgugehst:
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1. [Gascret all (2000) data set: expressioniifi3 stress related conditions.
2. (2000) data set: compendium of expression profiles

corresponding t800 diverse mutations and chemical treatments.

3. m @) data set77 conditions for alpha factor arrest,

elutriation, and arrest of a cdc15 temperature-sensitivieant.

We select the genes present in all three data 66ts2(genes) and, to be as
unbiased as possible, no further postprocessing is donais@¢/SynTReN

,M) to generate simulated data sets with varying
number of conditions for a synthetic transcription regufatnetwork with
1000 genes (see also Supplementary Information).

Correlation measure

Functional coherence

To estimate the overall biological relevance of the clisstee use a method
which calculates the mutual information between clustacs@O attributes 0 L L L L L . . . .
(Gibbons and Roti, 2002). For each GOslim attribute, weteraaluster- 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
attribute contingency table where rows are clusters anchwas are attribute Number of Iterations

status {Yes’ if the gene possesses the attributdp’ if it is not known
whether the gene possesses the attribute). The total mofoahation is
defined as the sum of mutual informations between clustedsratividual
GO attributes:

Fig. 1. Trace plot of the correlation measysdetween two different Gibbs
sampler runs as a function of the number of iterations, fanallsdata set
(100 genes,10 conditions, top curve) and a large data 96100 genes,173
MI = Z H(C) + H(A) — H(C, A) %) conditions, bottom curve). Both data sets are subsets [G#sehet all data
A set.

whereC is a clustering of the gened, is a GO attribute and/ is Shannon’s
entropy, H = — 3, p; log(p;), and thep; are probabilities obtained from

the contingency tables. detail at a single Gibbs sampler run. It turns out that theetation

measure between two successive iterations reathvesy rapidly
3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION and remains unchanged afterwards (See SupplementaryeRigur
. . Since each iteration involves a large number of samplingsstee.,
Convergence of the Gibbs sampler algorithm a large number of possible configuration changes), thisigaphat
We study convergence using the test functignswhich indicate if  the Gibbs sampler very rapidly finds a local maximum of thetigos
genei and; are clustered together or not (see Ef. (5) in the Methodsjior distribution from which it can no longer escape. We dade
and compute the correlation measyréetween different runs for that the posterior distribution is supported on multipledlomaxima
this set of functions (see edl (4) in the Methods). In additmthe  which overlap only partially, and with valleys in betweetlcan-
correlation measure, we also compute the entropy medsire, not be crossed by the Gibbs sampler. These local maxima\al ha
(see eq[{p) in the Methods). This parameter summarizeshiape’  approximately the same log-likelihood (see for instanee gmall
of the posterior distribution: a value 6fcorresponds to hard cluste- variance in FigurEl4 below) and are therefore all equallymiregul.
ring which implies that the distribution is completely sopied ona  The probability ratio between peaks and valleys is so laeged-
single solution, the more positiiéy..y is, the more the distribution  nential in the size of the data set) that an accurate appetiam
is supported on multiple solutions. to the posterior distribution is given by averaging over tbeal
In the analysis below we use subsets fronlthe Gesealf dataset maxima only. Those can be uncovered by performing multiple
with a varying number of genes and conditions and perforntiptel ~ pendent runs, each converging very quickly on one of the maxi
Gibbs sampler runs with a large number of iterations. Orratiten and there is no need for special techniques to also sampletin b
involves a reassignment of all genes and all conditiond cl@dters,  ween local maxima. The number of local maxima (Gibbs sampler
and hence involved’+ M x K sampling steps in the Gibbs sampler, runs) necessary for a good approximation can be estimatéal-as
whereN is the number of geneg/ the number of conditions, and lows. We performl 50 independent Gibbs sampler runs and compute
K the number of clusters at that iteration (typically~ v/N). for each the pairwise gene-gene clustering probabilityimt (see
First we consider a very small data s&0@{ genes,10 conditi- Methods). For eaclk = 1,...,50, we take two non-overlapping
ons). We start two Gibbs sampler runs in parallel and comihwete sets ofk solutions and compute the average of their pairwise pro-
correlation measurp at each iteration, see Figuré 1. In this case, bability matricesF’. Then, we compute the correlation measpre
p approaches its maximum valye= 1 in less tharb000 iterati- between those two averages. This is repeated several timesn-
ons and the Gibbs sampler generates a well mixing chain vdaich  ding on the number of non-overlapping sets that can be cHosen
easily explore the whole space. Non-zero values of thepytreea-  the pool of150 solutions. If for a giverk the correlation is always
sure Hruzzy (0.105 + 0.003) indicate that the posterior distribution 1, then there are at mostlocal maxima. Figurgl2 shows that as
is supported on multiple clusterings of the genes. increases, the correlation quickly reaches close to thiegevalue
Next we run the Gibbs sampler algorithm on a data set With) 1. This implies that the number of local maxima is not too laage
genes and all 173 conditions. Unlike in the previous situatve  a good approximation to the posterior distribution can biioled
observe that the correlation between two Gibbs samplersaisa-  in this case already with0 to 20 solutions. Supplementary Figure
tes well belowl (see Figur&ll). Hence the Gibbs sampler does noshows an example of hard clusters formed as a result of aesing|
converge to the posterior distribution in one run. We cam dai- and fuzzy clusters formed by merging the resuli 6findependent
ther understanding for the lack of convergence by lookinmare runs.




1 ‘ ‘ ‘ " rapid convergence of the log-likelihood shows that the Gi&dimp-

x * " ler reaches the local maxima very quickly and the low vaganc
09 %% 4 shows that the different local maxima are all equally likeyhe
average oveit0 runs of the GO mutual information score (see eq.
2 gl i | (@) in the Methods) shows the same rapid convergence and smal
g I variance (see Supplementary Fig@je implying that the different
E 07 b | maxima are biologically equally meaningful according tis ttore.
£ The correlation between different average$®Gibbs sampler runs
I reache9).85, a value we consider high enough for a good approxi-
8 96, 1 mation of the posterior distribution. The other two datas sstow
precisely the same behavior (see Supplementary Figuses5).
05 | |
0.4 . . . . . . ‘ ‘ ‘ -40000
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Number of cluster solutions merged -50000 -
-60000 -
Fig. 2. Correlation measurg between different averages of the same num-
ber of local maxima for a data set of 1000 genes and 173 condi{isubset S -70000 -
of thel Gasctet all data set). § -80000 | E
o
% 90000 |- g
In Figure[3, we keep the sami®00 genes and select an incre- 38‘ -100000 ¥ i
asing number of conditions. As the data set increases, tinepgn
measureHy,,,y decreases, meaning the clusters become increasin- -110000 F 1
gly hard. Simultaneously, the correlation measpitecreases from -120000 [ .
about0.85 to 0.55 (see Supplementary Figusg. We conclude that ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
. . -130000
the depth of the valleys between different local maxima efibste- 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
rior distribution increases with the size of the data setitlbelcomes Number of Iterations
increasingly more difficult for the Gibbs sampler to escagemf
these maxima and visit the whole space in one run. Fig. 4. Trace plot of the average log-likelihood score and standaviftion
for 10 Gibbs sampler runs for ttml data set.
0.045
0041 & T Two-way clustering versus one-way clustering
0.035 |- 1 Our coclustering algorithm extends the CRC algorithm|3_f_| Qin
o 003 | @) by also clustering the conditions for each clustegerfes
2 % (‘two-way clustering), instead of assuming they are always inde-
g 0025F ] pendent ‘one-way clustering. We compare the clustering of genes
2 oo02t 4 for the three yeast data sets using both methods, by congpiliin
o . . .
= i average number of clusters inferrdd), the average log-likelihood
w0015k % i 1 score and the average GO mutual information scorelfoinde-
0.01 | ¥ I g pendent runs of each algorithm. The results are tgbulaté’dbte
0.005 | ¥ % 5 . 1 | [@ and2. For aI_I three (jata sets, both_ the log-likelihood es@ord
¥ LI the GO mutual information score are higher (better) for oattrad.
0 . . . ‘ ‘ : ‘ The increase in GO mutual information score is especiainifii

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Number of Conditions

cant in case of the Hughes all data set. This data set has very few
overexpressed or repressed values and if each conditiamsde-
red independent, there are very few distinct profiles whasults
in the formation of very few clusters+( 15 for 6052 genes). Also
clustering the conditions gives more meaningful resutisesidiffe-
rentially expressed conditions form separate clustera fioe large

. background cluster of non-differentially expressed ctiods.
Analysis of whole genome data sets For simulated data sets, clusters are defined as sets of gjemes
If we run the Gibbs sampler algorithm on the three whole gemom ring the same regulators in the synthetic regulatory ne¢wand
yeast data sets, we are in the situation where the algoritmy v the true number of clusters is known. Here we consider a getie n
rapidly gets stuck in a local maximum. In Figlile 4 we plot the-a  work whose topology is subsampled from Encoli transcriptional
rage Bayesian log-likelihood score (see &d. (2) in the Mighéor  network (Van den Bulcket all, [2006) with 1000 genes, of which
10 different Gibbs sampler runs for tm data set. The 105 transcription factors, an2lR6 clusters. For two-way clustering,

Fig. 3. Entropy measuréTy,,,y for data sets with 1000 genes and varying
number of conditions (subsets of the Gasthl data set).




A. Joshi et al

Table 1. One-way clustering, averages fti different Gibbs sampler runs.

Data set AvgK  Avg. log-likelihood score Avg. Ml

Gaschet al. 52.9(2.6)  —6.101(0.014) x 10>  1.771(0.031)
Hughesetal.  14.9(0.5) 2.530(0.002) x 106 0.588(0.044)
Spellmanetal. 49.7(2.2)  —7.183(0.037) x 10*  1.491(0.032)

Table 2. Two-way clustering, averages fo6 different Gibbs sampler runs.

Data set AvgK  Avg. log-likelihood score Avg. Ml

Gaschet al. 84.5(2.5)  —5.586(0.012) x 10°  1.912(0.033)
Hughesetal.  85.5(2.7) 2.798(0.004) x 108 1.511(0.045)
Spelmanetal. 65.4(4.2)  —5.112(0.011) x 10*  1.612(0.032)

as we increase the number of conditions in the simulated s#dta
more clusters are formed and the number of clusters sasurknse
to the true number (see Figlk 5). For one-way clusterindgjfiad
of conditions does not affect the inferred number of clisstehich
is an order of magnitude smaller than the true number (seaéig
[B). For two-way clustering, due to the clustering of comutisi, the
number of model parameters is reduced, and greater statisticu-
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Fig. 5. Number of gene clusters for a simulated data set With0 genes
and a varying number of conditions, for two-way clusteritap(data points
(x)) and one-way clustering (bottom data points)

averaging ovet 0 different Gibbs sampler runs. For the Gastla
and data sets, full fuzzy clustering is achleved with
500 fuzzy clusters (alb052 genes have total assignment probabi-
lity >, pir > 0.98). For the data set the second
stopping criterium is met after produciig1 fuzzy clusters.

In general, we observe that the algorithm first produces eng v

racy can be achieved, even when the number of genes in arclustirge fuzzy cluster corresponding to an average expregsidfile

becomes small.

The correlation measurebetween true clusters and inferred clu-

sters also shows a higher value for two-way clustering onerway
(Supplementary Figure 8).
Unlike for simulated data sets, the inferred number of elsst

that almost all genes can relate to. This cluster is of naésteor
further analysis. Then it produces a number of fuzzy clgstdr
varying size which show interesting coexpression profiled are
useful for further analysis. For the three data sets coresidkere,
this number is around00, consistent with the average number of

does not depend much upon the number of conditions for reatlusters in different Gibbs sampler runs (see Table 2). Eneai-

biological data sets (Supplementary Figuie i.e., even if more
conditions are added, the algorithm does not generate m@ters.
This is because in simulated data, every addition of a clamdgtdds
new information, but for real data sets that might not be #secin
order to get the true clusters from the expression data, wetanly
need more conditions but also that each new condition ¢nrigs
information different from the information already avéila from
the previous conditions. This might be a reason why the #lgor
clusters5052 genes in only~ 80 clusters (see Tabld 2).

Fuzzy clusters

Our algorithm returns a summary of the posterior distritruin the
form of a gene-gene matrix whose entries are the probasifitiat a
pair of genes is clustered together. To convert these Eerprioba-
bilities back to clusters we use a graph spectral methodaierd

in the Methods. The method produces fuzzy overlapping etast
where each gengbelongs to each fuzzy clustérwith a probabi-
lity pir, such thaty, p; = 1. The size of a fuzzy clustek is
defined as)_, pix. The algorithm iteratively produces new fuzzy
clusters until all the information in the pairwise matrixdsnver-
ted into clusters1® stopping criterium, see Methods), or until the
mathematical conditions underlying the algorithm ceastd (2”d
stopping criterium, see Methods). We applied the algoritbipair-
wise probability matrices for each of the three data setsioéd by

ning fuzzy clusters are typically very small and consist thyosf
noise. Like the very first cluster, they are of no interestftother
analysis.

Since every gene belongs to every cluster, we use a pratyabili
cutoff to remove from each cluster the genes which belong to i
with a very small probability. The smaller the cutoff, thenmgenes
belong to a cluster, which results into more fuzzy cluste\ace
versa Table[3 shows the total number of genes assigned to at least
one fuzzy cluster with different cutoff values and in braskte
number of genes assigned to at least two fuzzy clusters.

The goal of merging different Gibbs sampler solutions ard fo
ming fuzzy clusters is to extract additional informatiort otia data
set that is not captured by a single hard clustering solufibis can
be achieved in two ways. First, by obtaining tight clustdrew but
highly coexpressed genes with a high probability cutoffccdel,
by characterizing genes which belong to multiple clusteith &
significant probability.

For all three data sets, at a probability cutof0d¥, we get a sub-
set of genes which belong to only one cluster with high pratgb
Table[3 shows that each data set retains at 2@t of its genes.
These are sets of strongly coexpressed genes which clogether
in almost every hard cluster solution. Ribosomal genes st
a strong coexpression pattern in all the three data setsewhest
genes belong to this cluster with a probability closé {see Figure




Table 3. Number of genes clustered and number of genes
belonging to multiple clusters with different membership
probability cutoff values.

Data set 0.1 0.3 0.5

Gaschet al. 6045 (4356) 4062 (344) 1781 (0)
Hugheset al. 6052 (4554) 3959 (34) 2254 (0)
Spellmaretal. 6052 (5187) 3158 (139) 1255 (0)

[6). At least75% of all the genes in clust@m data), clu-
ster3 data) and cluste? data) are

located in ribosome.

Fig. 6. Ribosomal genes form a tight cluster in the Hugheal data set.
(Due to space constraints only the first few genes are sh@wnthé complete
figure, see the Supplementary Information.)

Local but very strong coexpression patterns can also beteete

by our method. Clusteir5 of the Gasclet all dataset consists of only
4 genes clustered together with probabilitysee Figur&l7). These
four genes, GAL1, GAL2, GAL7, and GAL10, are enzymes in the

galactose catabolic pathway and respond to different cesbarces
during steady state. They are strongly upregulated wheactysle

ERP2, RET2, RET3, SEC13, SEC21, SEC24 and others. Cluster 34

contains genes repressed under nitrogen stress and atgtiiate.

20 percent of the genes in cluster 27 also belong to clustevitB4

a significant membership. These include genes encoding Ror E
vesicle coat proteins like RET2, RET3, SEC13 and others hwhic
are induced under DTT stress as well as repressed undeganitro
stress and stationary state. Also RIO1, an essential skinase,
belongs to two clusters with a significant probability. listers with
genes involved in ribosomal biogenesis and asse

data cluster) as well as with genes functioning as generators of
precursor metabolites and ener data clusterr). We
find similar observations for t and

datasets. Genes CLN1, CLN2 and other DNA synthesis genes lik
CLB6 which are known to be regulated by SBF during S1 phase
(Koch et all,[1996) belong to clusteir9 data). They
also belong with significant probability to cluste
data). More than one third of the genes in clugtare predicted to
be cell cycle regulated genes.

CONCLUSION

We have developed an algorithm to simultaneously clusteegand
conditions and sample such coclusterings from a Bayesizvapi-
listic model. For large data sets, the model is supported wltipte
equivalent local maxima. The average of these local maxiam c
be represented by a matrix of pairwise gene-gene clusterivioga-
bilities and we have introduced a new method for extractirezy,
overlapping clusters from this matrix. This method is ablextract
information out of the data set that is not available fromragks,
hard clustering.
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