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ABSTRACT

Motivation: If biology is modular then clusters, or communities, of
proteins derived using only protein-protein interaction network struc-
ture might define protein modules with similar biological roles. We
investigate the connection between biological modules and network
communities in yeast and ask how the functional similarity of the com-
munities that we find depends on the scales at which we probe the
network.

Results: We find many proteins lie in functionally homogeneous com-
munities (a maximum of 2777 out of 4028 proteins) which suggests
that network structure does indeed help identify sets of proteins with
similar functions. The homogeneity of the communities depends on
the scale selected. We use a novel test and two independent charac-
terizations of protein function to determine the functional homogeneity
of communities. We exploit the connection between network structure
and biological function to select groups of proteins which are likely to
participate in similar biological functions. We show that high mean
clustering coefficient and low mean node betweenness centrality can
be used to predict functionally homogeneous communities.
Availability: All the data sets and the community detection algorithm
are available online.

Contact: deane@stats.ox.ac.uk

1 INTRODUCTION

There is a large and expanding amount of protein-proteigraat
tion data available, especially in ye
(2007); | Tarassoet all (2008); |Yuetall (2008)). Considered

together, such data give access to the protein interacgéomank

(PIN) of a cell. By probing such networks, we can hope to learnLuo et all (2007); | Meteet all (2008); [Lietall

about the underlying relationships between their strecand the
way in which they bring about biological function.

There have been numerous attempts to connect PIN strucitiire w vocabulary —usually the Gene Ontology (GO

biological function. Prominent examples include the catioa bet-
ween the evolutionary rate of a protein and its number ofauténg

(2001)), and the relationship between gene expres-
sion and the position of the encoded protein in the
m». The outcomes of such studies are far from cleah wata
quality and other confounding factors bringing some ihit@nclu-
sions under questioh_(Bader and Hdgue (2002); Bloom and Adam
(2003); Badekt all (2004); Saeed and Deane (2006); Bateida)
(2007); Hakest all (2008)] Cusiclet al. (2008)).

In addition to structural properties that can be calculébe@ach
node of a network, or for the whole network, there has beerhmuc
recent interest in the middle scale structure of networks-pairti-
cular the location of dense regions within the network. Segfions,
which consist of groups of nodes that are much more conneated
themselves than they are to the rest of the network, are oétked
communities (Porteret al! (2009);/ Fortunato (2009)). In this paper
we will attempt to answer the following question: What is fhec-
tional significance of such middle-scale PIN structurabmigation
within the cell?

Much recent attention has been given to the modularity of the
cell's functional organisation (Hartwedt all (1999);| Ravaset al|
(2002); Haret al! (2004)). A module is loosely defined as a group
of components that carry out a functional task fairly indegently
from the rest of the system. It is thought that such module&yi
robust and adaptable syster@l@OO?)). Communitigy@f
teins, which are determined solely from network structunéght
be good candidates for functional modules. If this is theecas
we would expect proteins within a community to be functidnal
homogeneous.

Previous studies have reported the results of running one of
the myriad algorithms for detecting community structureRINs

MM)MMM)WM)

(2008)). Having

located communities, such studies then attempt to assess th
functional homogeneity by searching for terms in a strwedur

M)) or Munlch Information Centre for Protein Sequenm
gories (MIPS| Mewest all (2002))—that are significantly over-

partners|(Fraset all (2002)), the effect of a gene when knocked out represented within communltles If such terms exist, tremiidied

versus the number of interacting partners of the proteimé¢bdes

*to whom correspondence should be addressed

communities are said to be ‘enriched’ for biological funati
There has been a recent appreciation within the network com-
munity structure literature that there is no single middéals

© Oxford University Press 2009.


http://arxiv.org/abs/0904.0989v2
file:deane@stats.ox.ac.uk

Lewis A.C.F. et al

of interest in networks. One might instead observe smatban -C
munities embedded inside progressively larger ohe ;

M)) Many of these algorithms are known to impose a tesol

tion limit on the identified communities (Fortunato and Batemy
(2007)). There are now algorithms available that includeeadlu-
tion parameter’, which allows one to uncover structure atyrdif-
ferent resolutions (Reichardt and Bornhbldt (2006); Kutamtial
(2007); [Heimeet all (2008); [Arenastall (2008);[Blondekt all
)). To our knowledge, such an algorithm has yet to béiegbp
to protein interaction networks.

Potts community detection
The community detection method we apply to the PIN is knowrthas

Potts method[(Reichardt and Bornhblft (2006)). It parisiche proteins
into communities at many different values of a resolutiorapzeter, thus fin-
ding communities at different scales within the networkeThethod finds
the partition of nodes into communities that minimises aliguéunction

(‘energy’):
= - E Jij6(0i,05),
ij

()

whereo; is the community of node, § is the Kronecker delta, and the

In this study, we probe the functional relevance of communi-interaction matrix/;; gives an indication of how much more connected two
ties at multiple resolutions (scales). To do so, we emplog tw hodes are than one would expect at random (i.e. in compaigssome null

different protein functional characterizations: One ufies GO

hypothesis). The energ¥ is thus given by a sum of elements.bfor which

dAEh!: neret 2 d_O_Oﬁ))) and the other uses the correlations 0fthe two nodes are in the same community. Optimisihdgs known to be an

growth rates of gene knock-outs under different conditi@rsng

data from| Hillenmeyeet al| (2008)). We develop a new test of

functional significance using both of these measures. @rlibse
commonly used, our test controls for the number of intenagpiro-
teins within a community, which is crucial to have a fair tethe
biological relevance of community structure.

As the functional knowledge of proteins is far from comp|ete

even for well-characterised organisms such as yeast, westrgch
for structural properties of communities that are coreslatith
functional homogeneity. Any such properties can then bel tige
predict communities that are functionally homogeneous.

We find many functionally homogeneous communities at mleltip

network resolutions. However, we find few such communitigbe
resolution typically investigated in the literature. Aethesolution
that places the most proteins in functionally homogeneouasncu-

nities, 2777 out of 4028 proteins are in functionally homogeneous
communities according to our GO similarity measure. Comimun
ties at this resolution have mean siz2, compared to mean size
237 at the standard resolution. The communities judged to be- fun

tionally homogeneous using the correlated growth ratesoreare
largely a subset of these GO communities, giving us confielémc
our GO-derived measure of functional similarity.

We further characterized the communities usigtopological
properties and identify that the mean clustering coefftodércom-
munities is a good predictor of functional homogeneity,hvéttrue
positive rate of73% achievable with a false positive rate 25%.
This indicates a connection between network structure aiddi-
cal function, and that this connection can be useful in tleeligtion
of protein functionality.

2 METHODS

Datasets

The protein interaction network is constructed from thexdkgposited in the
BioGRID databas M), July 2009 download), which con-
tains interactions determined from many separate expatan&he majority
of the interactions arise from yeast-two-hybrid (Y2H) aaddem affinity
purification followed by mass-spectrometry (TAP) experia¢ methodo-
logies (see Table 1 in the Supplementary Information). &reee 34633
interactions betwee028 proteins.

The GO annotations to yeast proteins are taken from the GGiteeb
which is maintained by the SGD consortiul_(Chesral] (1998)). The
chemoinformatics screen of growth rates ungies different conditions fol-
lowing gene knock-out are reported in Hillenmeegeel] (2008). We use the

results from the homozygous strains.

NP-complete problent (Hastinds (2006 (2008)), so one must

use a computatlonal heuristic. Here we use the greedy tigodiscussed in

Blondelet all (2008), which performs well against various benchmarkstest

dLanchmngm_and_EQaundtmog))

The interaction matrix/ has elements

Jij = Aij — APy , )

where the matrixA with elementsA;; is the adjacency matrix. In this case
A;; = 1if proteinsi andj interact according to the BioGRID database, and
A;; = 0 otherwise. The matriP with elementsP;; defines a null model,
against which we are comparing the network of interest. herechoose
the standardNewman-Girvan null model (Newman[(2006)), which has the
property that it preserves the node degree sequence. That is
kik;
2w’ ®)
wherek; = >, A;; is the degree of nodg andW = =, A;;/2 is the
number of edges in the network. The paramatirthe resolutlon parameter.
We investigate partitions of the network in the rarigé < A < 1000,
which we sample at intervals 6f01 on a logarithmic scale. The ‘standard’
resolution isA = 1. At A = 0, all nodes that are connected to each other
will be assigned to the same community. As we increaseommunities
split and become smaller. If we allowto increase until all of the entries in
J;; are negative, then each node will be assigned to its own camtynu

i =

Quantification of functional similarity

It is impossible to uniquely quantify similarity in biolagal function. Here
we rely on the GO, which provides the most comprehensivdailai data-
base of functional annotations, and use terms annotateldetdiological
process subontology. Terms are related to each other thraudjrected
acyclic graph (DAG) (see the Supplementary Informationjotéins are
annotated with the most specific terms that are known abeut tht is then
possible to add to this set their parent terms by following $tructure of
the DAG, up to the root node. Well-characterised proteiestlanse annota-
ted with terms far from the root node. Of tH628 proteins in our protein
interaction network999 of them are only annotated to the root node.

Following[Pandet al] (2008), we quantify the functional similarity bet-
ween two proteing andj by finding the set of GO terms annotated to both
proteins and counting the total number of proteing;, that share that set of
terms. We then define a similarity measure between proteins; as

Gij =1 —log(n;;)/ log(N), 4

whereN is the total number of proteins. If both proteins are anectatith
a set of terms that few proteins share, then they will be jddagefunctio-
nally similar under this measure. Unlike many other measutg; does
not penalise proteins for lack of annotation when judgingirtisimilarity.
This is desirable, as we know that the GO annotations (evethéowell-
characterisedS cerevisiae) are far from completeG;; is not a perfect
measure of similarity, as large sets of proteins that alehagarly identi-
cal annotations will have a low similarity score to each gtipeoteins that
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are so annotated will not be recognised as being functipsathilar. This
is problematic for proteins in large complexes, where theogations to all
of the subunits are nearly identical. In this dataset we lawed this to be
the case for the ribosome, where the similarity betweersdbwl proteins

3 RESULTS
Communities found
Figure[d shows the communities that we find in yeast as théureso

that interact i€0.34 compared to a network average for interacting proteins tion parametei is varied. At small values ok we find large com-

of 0.35. The measure is therefore underestimating our intuitiveonoof
similarity in this case.

The GO is subjective by its nature, both in the definition & tnto-
logy itself and in the process of annotation of terms to pnstelt should
be noted that the GO annotations are not entirely indepérafethe pro-
cess by which the PIN is discovered. Proteins of interesg, tdutheir role
in particular processes, might well be annotated more.fiillis also more
likely that experiments that determine protein interawiare performed on
these proteins. We thus additionally use another quaritdicaf the func-
tional similarity between two proteins. This one is basedhengrowth rates
of knock-out strains under a range of different conditiodsing the data
in ), we define”;;, the correlation in growth rates
of the strain with geneé knocked out to the strain with genpeknocked out
under418 different conditions:

Cij = corr(L;, Lj), (5)

where the elements of the vectby are

Lt =log(u§/pt), (6)

the parameter$ is the mean growth rate of strairunder different control
conditions, ang! is the growth rate under one of tHe8 treatment con-
ditions. There ara010 proteins for which we have protein interaction data
but which are lethal when the gene that encodes them is kdanke Where
eitheri or j is a lethal gene(’;; is undefined.

Assessment of a community’s functional homogeneity

As mentioned in the introduction, the predominant test ef finctional
homogeneity of a community in the literature is to ask if anpatated terms
are enriched for that set of proteins. In general, this isanfatir test when
the group of proteins consists of a community, which by desidl contain
a large number of interacting pairs, and we expect the fanatisimilarity
of two proteins: and to be higher if they interact. (This does indeed hold
for both the GO similarity measure and the correlated gramtiasure; see
Results.) We thus construct our test to compare the furaitieimilarity of
the interacting pairs within an identified community to thedtional simi-
larity of a randomly selected set of interacting pairs. As ofiour aims is to
be able to compare the functional homogeneity of communétemultiple
resolutions, it is important to select a test that has a mahoependence on
the size of the selected community. We thus use a bootstsapated judge
a community to be functionally homogeneous if the mean ofthetional
similarity of its interacting proteins is higher than theanef the correspon-
ding value for one hundred randomly chosen sets of interqgtioteins (this
corresponds to a-value 0f0.01).

Topological properties that correlate with functional
homogeneity

We investigate27 topological properties of the identified communities (see
Supplementary Information) and assess whether any of tesde used
to identify functionally homogeneous communities. Repréative examp-
les include mean clustering coefficient, betweenness messand network
diameter. Any topological properties that correlate weithwfunctional
homogeneity can then be used to predict functionally homeges com-
munities. We use each topological property as a classifierprbdicting
communities as functionally homogeneous when the valudaifgroperty
is above a threshold, which we vary to construct a Receivar@jng Cha-
racteristic (ROC) curve. An ROC curve plots the number of camities
correctly predicted as functionally homogeneous versasitimber falsely

predicted|(Fawcétt (2006)).

munities, which fragment as we increaseAt A = 1, which corre-
sponds to standard Newman-Girvan modula 006
most communities contain a few hundred proteins \AE 1000
(the largest value we investigate) almost all nodes are imneoni-
ties of size three or less. As shown in Figlite 1, some setsadgsno
stick together through large changes in the resolutionmperar and
hence represent particularly well-connected parts of dte/ark.

To give an example of the communities that we find at changing
resolution parameter, consider the community at 1 that is mar-
ked as the blue block in Figufé 1 (over node labels approxiyat
100 to 500). This contains391 proteins and consists largely of pro-
teins with some relationship to the ribosome (based on ginotein
descriptions found on the SGD website). Figure 2 shows thris-c
munity, where nodes are coloured using the community partét
A = 3. The colours — red, yellow, and blue — are the same as in
Figure[d, where most of the community presenhat 1 has split
into three communities at = 3. The blue community consists of
106 proteins, which are largely precursors to and processottseof
large ribosomal unit. The red community consistst@fproteins,
which have a similar function but for the small ribosomal ibh
The yellow community ha®7 proteins, 84 of which are consti-
tuents of the ribosome and the remainder of which are either o
unknown function or associate to the ribosome. We give gtest
criptions of the proteins in these communities in the Suppletary
Information.

Functional similarity of communities

We find using our GO similarity measure that interacting @irst
have a higher mean similarity than a randomly selected fairam
teins (.35 versus0.17). This is also the case for the similarity
measure based on correlated growth rafless(versus0.04). If the
aim is to assess the additional information given by the canity
structure of the network gives, then it is clearly importentontrol
for the number of interacting proteins in a community wheseas
sing their functional homogeneity. Our test compares thetfanal
homogeneity of the interacting pairs in a community to thiah o
random set of interacting pairs.

Figure[3 illustrates the number of proteins in communitiesize
four or more (overall and under different tests of functidmamo-
geneity). Using our GO similarity measure, we find that thegda
communities present at small values of the resolution peram
A are not judged to be functionally homogeneous. s increa-
sed, larger numbers of proteins occur in functionally hoemagpus
communities, peaking at around= 3. At A = 3, the mean com-
munity size is72 proteins, and the majority of protein@7r7 of
4028 in the PIN) are in functionally homogeneous communities as
judged by our GO similarity measure. The shape of the graph fo
the correlated growth similarity measure is similar, desflie fact
that there are ovet000 proteins that are lethal on deletion (and
hence cannot be included in the assessment of functionabdgem
neity). In addition, this measure does not cover as comps#he a
set of functions as the GO annotations, as its only inputésvtir
rates under different conditions of gene knock-outs. Ffflialso
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Fig. 1. Communities identified in the yeast protein interactionnoek. When the resolution parametgris very small, all nodes are assigned to the same
community (which is analogous to viewing the network at aagdistance). As\ is increased (viewing the network at progressively closstadces), more
structure is revealed. The figures on the left hand side sligwalsations of the network’s partition into communitegsfour different values oh. The size
of each circle is proportional to the number of proteins irommunity, and the mean of the position of the nodes is deterdhwia a standard force directed

network layout algorith

89)). Thedghaf the connecting lines is proportional to the numbermi{dibetween two communities.

The main figure shows the communities that we find as we varyethaution. We identify communities as the same througimgimg resolution parameter,
and hence colour them the same, according to a conventianiloes in the Supplementary Information (only communitésize 50 or more are shown).

shows the number of proteins that we found in functionallyi-en
ched communities, where functional enrichment is judgetha
standard way! (Boylet all (2004)): A community is judged to be
functionally homogeneous if any term is enriched in the camity,
where enrichment is determined in a comparison betweentises
of proteins in a community compared to all proteins in theadat
set using a cumulative hyper-geometric distributi
(2004)). After controlling for multiple testing using theoBferroni
correction, we apply a-value of0.01 (the same as for our tests). As
can be seen from Figulé 3, at low values\efwhen most proteins
are in one or very few communities, this measure of functisimai-
larity always judges the community to be functionally horaogous
(for example the largest community identified, which com$&i941
proteins, is found to be enriched). The opposite propersgén for
small communities, where this measure does not judge arngipso
to be in homogeneous communities. There is little relatignso
the communities judged significant under our significansestand
the standard enrichment tests at any valug.of

Figure[4 shows the partition of the network into communitagés
A = 3, illustrating the communities judged to be functionallyim
geneous under (A) our GO similarity measure and (B) the tiee
growth rates similarity measure. For all values)ofalmost all of
the communities judged to be functionally homogeneousguiia
correlated growth similarity measure are also judged to dradi
geneous using the GO measure. Indeed) at 3, the only two

exceptions are the ribosome and the mitochondrial ribosarhieh
are not judged to be homogeneous under our GO similarity meas
(see the discussion in the Methods). This overlap betweermue
nities judged to be homogeneous using both measures ssihert
biological significance of the extracted groups, partidylas there
is no correlation between the two similarity measures ap#iavise
level (Spearman correlation 6f022 for all pairs).

A recent proposal posits that the distribution of esseptialeins
is such that some identified modules have a predominancesé th
proteins [(Zotenket al! (2008)). In our case, although the distribu-
tion of essential proteins is not random, the modular stinecthat
we identify does not seem to capture that much of the didtdbu
of essential proteins (see Supplementary Information).

Use of topological properties to select functionally
homogeneous communities

Of the 27 topological property measures that we tested (see Sup-

plementary Information), we found high clustering coeéfiti and
low node betweenness centrality to be the most useful in the p
diction of functional homogeneity. The clustering coeéfiti of a
network is a measure of the mean local clustering aroundsiode
A node has a high clustering coefficient if its neighbours als®

neighbours of each other (Watts and Strdgatz (1998), sepl&up

mentary Information for formula). A node has high betweesne
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Fig. 2. A representation of a community at = 1, with nodes (proteins)
coloured according to the partition of this community\at 3. The colours
are the same as for Figurk 1, where this group of proteinsaass| roughly

in the rangel 00 — 400. Almost all of the nodes have some relationship to the

ribosome. The proteins in the yellow community are mostpsomal subu-
nits, those in the red community are mostly pre-cursors tbpgocessors of
the small ribosomal subunit, and those in the blue commuratye similar
roles to those in the red community, but for the large subdrtiere is no
significance to the shade of the connecting links in thisalisation. Purple
nodes are not located in one of the three largest communiisesissed in
the text.

4000

3000

2000]

1000

1000

Fig. 3. The number of proteingin communities of size four or more in total
(black solid curve) and in communities judged to be funalynhomoge-
neous according to the GO similarity measuye (green dashed curve) and
the correlated growth similarity measurg, red open squares). For com-
parison, we also show the same quantity as judged underahédast tests
in the Iiteraturem @)) @r, blue open circles). There is a peak
in g at about\ = 3. The shape of¢ is similar to that forg, whereas the
shape ofyg is distinct.

centrality if it occurs on many shortest paths between otieeti-
ces 9); see Supplementary Information fonudta).
Previous work has suggested that proteins of high betwessrpre-
bably play a role connecting groups of proteins, lying atdtige of

Fig. 4. The communities identified & = 3, visualised as in Figufg 1. In
(A), communities are coloured dark red if judged to be homeges under
the GO similarity measure and light blue if not. (B) is the sdbut for the

correlated growth similarity measure.

functional modules| (Jogt al! (2005)). This is consistent with our

result that functionally homogeneous communities tenchi@ew
such proteins. The density of a community (defined in the &upp
mentary Information), which one might have expected toelate
well with functional homogeneity as we expect dense regiorize
involved in similar processes, is not a good predictor (Sgarg3).
See the Supplementary Information for examples of comriasnit
identified atA = 10 that are not judged to be functionally homo-
geneous using our GO measure but which have either high mean
clustering coefficient or low mean betweenness centrélgycan be
seen from the short descriptions of the proteins given bySG®
website (1998)) listed, these are plausible candidates
for functional modules.

Different evidence types

The protein interactions in the dataset that we use arelfafigen
TAP and Y2H, two interaction types that are known to have very

different properties (Shoemaker and Panchenko (2007)gs Dioe

predominance of either sort of interaction correlate witly ather
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Fig. 5. The Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve forgisiean
clustering coefficientc (dashed curve), density of interactiops(dotted

curve), and mean node betweenness centralitiash-dotted curve), as pre-

dictors of functional homogeneity using our GO measure.false positive
rate (FPR) is plotted against the true positive rate (TPR)igh mean clu-
stering coefficient and a low mean betweenness centrality a@fmmunity
are good predictors of the functional homogeneity of thahicmnity. In
contrast, the density of a community is not a good predictor.

properties of communities? TAP proteins (i.e. those witierac-

is beyond the literature standard bf= 1, not many communities
are judged to be functionally homogeneous. However\ at 3,
the majority of proteins2777 of 4028 in the dataset we use) are in
functionally homogeneous communities.

Having a good measure of functional homogeneity is central f
this analysis. We approach this by using both the GO and also a
independent and objective characterization of biologfaattion:
the growth rates of gene knock-out strains under differaatracal
conditions [(Hi (2008)). The prevalent method in the
literature for assessing functional homogeneity of a grofuprote-
ins is inappropriate for communities, as the number of adéng
pairs in a group must be taken into consideration. Our tefitraf-
tional homogeneity based on GO selects very different conities
to the standard tests, notably finding many functionally bgei
neous communities of small size. Using objective high-ilgtgput
data [(Hillenmeyeet al] (2008)) with similar tests, we again find
that many communities are judged to be functionally homeges.
Importantly, these communities are largely a subset ofetfiedged
to be homogeneous using our GO measure. The only exceptions
arise for communities dominated by ribosomal proteins,civldre
not judged significant under our GO measure because of the way
large complexes are annotated.

Since we have found a connection between network commsinitie
and biological function, we can use observed communityctire
to predict aspects of biological function. We find that conmimu
ties with a higher mean clustering coefficient and lower mmaate
betweenness centrality than average are far more likely tiiic-
tionally homogeneous. These measures can therefore betased

tions determined via TAP) have a much higher degree than Y2Hpredict that a group of proteins is functionally homogerseaven

proteins (with a mean of4.1 compared td5.3) and a much hig-
her clustering coefficient (with a mean @224 compared t@.11).
However, according to our two measures, there is no differ dret-
ween the biological similarity of a pair known to interaceViAP

if our current knowledge does not allow us to infer this onltiasis
of functional annotations alone.

In conclusion, we have linked the middle-scale, or commu-
nity structure, of a protein interaction network with bigical

and via Y2H. TAP-dominated communities tend to have a higheffunction by probing different scales of network structdFee iden-

functional homogeneity, but this is not the case when thigindr
clustering is taken into account. To check that the conaerdtiet-
ween functional homogeneity and high clustering is not domply
to high TAP content, we computed the partial correlation faxehd
the strength of the connection to be little changed, indigathat it
is the high clustering rather than the evidence type thatlexcting
the most functionally homogeneous communities.

4 DISCUSSION
If protein interaction networks are to aid understandinghofv

tified communities are candidates for biological modulethinithe
cell. We have also illustrated how this connection can bel tse
select groups of proteins that likely participate in simib#&logical
functions.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Structure of the Gene Ontology

See Figure 6 for an illustration of the structure of the GOosiib-
logies.
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directed acyclic graph.

Yeast BioGRID data
Interactions Proteins

All 34633 4028
TAP 23524 3308
Y2H 7704 2821
TAP and Y2H 1035 1053
Other 4440 2123

The yeast BioGRID database by evidence soum
M)). Tandem Affinity Purification followed by mass spest
copy (TAP) and yeast-two-hybrid screens (Y2H) are the predo
nant experimental sources. There is little overlap betwtbese
two.

Topological measures tested
These were derived from code developed by Gabriel Villar.

. Mean degree

. Maximum degree

Degree assortativity coefficient (Newrhan (2002))
. Clustering coefficient (Cosw all (2007))

. Global mean Soffer clustering coefficient (Soffer andsae?
(200%))

6. Local mean Soffer clustering coefficien

(2005))

g A~ W N P

16. Off-diagonal complexity (Kim and Wilhelr (2008))
17. Cyclomatic number (Kim and Wilhelm (2008))

18. Connectivityl(Kim and Wilhelm (2008))

19. Number of spanning trees (Kim and Wilhelm (2008))
20. Medium articulation (Kim and Wilhelm (2008))

21. Efficiency complexityl (Kim and Wilhelm (2008))

22. Graph index complexity (Kim and Wilhelm (2008))
23. Density

24. Efficiency [(Latora and Marchioti (2001))

25. Fraction of articulation vertice's (Tsukivareizal | (1980))

26. Largest eigenvalue

27. Rich club coefficient (Colizzet all (2006))

Definitions of topological properties used
The clustering coefficient of a network, is defined as

c= 3Ntriangle (7)
Ntriple

whereN;iangle iS the number of triangles in the network aiNg.;p1e

is the number of connected triples in the network (a conmkcigle

is a single node with edges running to an unordered pair @roth

nodes). A clustering coefficient can also be defined for eaden
The node betweenness centraliyis defined using the number

of geodesic paths between pairs of nodes in a network. Fa@ mod

b(v) is defined by:

®)

sFEVFEL
s#t

whereo: is the total number of shortest paths from nede node
t, andos:(v) is the number of shortest paths fronto ¢ that pass
throughv.

The density of a network is the number of edges present in the
network divided by the fraction of all possible edges:

o Zz Zj Aij 9
p= vz 9)

whereA is the adjacency matrix of the network awds the number
of nodes in the network.

Convention for identifying communities at different
partitions

To relate the partition at one value afto that at another (which

7. Mean geodesic node betweenness centrality (Wassermareastis useful for visualisation), we require a convention fdodling

(1994))

8. Mean closeness centrality (Wasserman and [Raust| (1994))

9. Mean eigenvector centrality (Wasserman and Faust/(}1994)
10. Mean information centrality (Wasserman and Fdust ()994
11. Mean geodesic distan¢e (Costal] (2007))
12. Diameter (Wasserman and Faust (1994))
13. Mean harmonic geodesic distarice (Cas®l (2007))
14. Energyl(Costat al| (2007))
15. Entropy/(Costat al! (2007))

communities. Here we use a method based on the overlap @&dshar
nodes|(Pall&t all (2007)). A convention based on links rather than
nodes gives nearly identical results.

Let the communities in the first partition (which here is that
the highest resolution) be labelldd;, .., K, and those in the next
partition be labelled., ..., L;. Then for each pair of communities,
{K;, L;}, we have

BV L
E |K7, N LJ'| ’
where|B| denotes the cardinality (number of elements) of the set
B. Starting with the largest value d¥/;;, we relabel community

(10
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1 as communityj. Relabelling proceeds with the next largédt;,
as long as communityis not yet relabelled, until all communities
have been relabelled. #f > ¢ we introduce a new label.

Example of distribution of essential proteins in
communities

A proposal was put forward in Zotenkb al! (2008) to explain the
so called centrality-lethality rulé (Jeoegall (2001)), whereby pro-
teins that are essential have a higher mean degree tharthiabsee
not. (Where a protein is termed essential if the knock-auatirsfor
the gene which encodes it is non-viable, the list of essleyeiaes is
given in Giaeveet al| (2002).) This rule holds true in the PIN data-
set we use. The proposed explanation for this ru

(2008) was that some modules are largely dominated by éasent
proteins. The methods of identification of modules in thaigras

not just based on network structure, but also functiongb@ries of
the proteins. As can be seen from Figure 7, although thelulisiton

is not random, the community structure does not seem to @ptu
much of the distribution of essential proteins. The sameuis for
other values of\.

Fig. 7. The partition at\ = 3, visualised in the same way as in Figlile 4.
The proportion of a circle that is dark green is equal to trepprtion of the
proteins that are essential.

Examples of communities

Tables listing protein SGD numbers and short descriptions

for 1) the communities in Figuré]2 and 2) for the com-
munities at A 10 with high mean clustering and/or

low mean node betweenness centrality can be found ab

http://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/research/bioinfo/resosrce
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