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Are we far from correctly inferring gene interaction

networks with Lasso?
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ABSTRACT

Detecting the interactions of genetic compounds like genes, SNPs,
proteins, metabolites, etc. can potentially unravel the mechanisms
behind complex traits and common genetic disorders. Several
methods have been taken into consideration for the analysis of
different types of genetic data, regression being one of the most
widely adopted. Without any doubt, a common data type is
represented by gene expression profiles, from which gene regulatory
networks have been inferred with different approaches. In this work
we review nine penalised regression methods applied to microarray
data to infer the topology of the network of interactions. We evaluate
each method with respect to the complexity of biological data. We
analyse the limitations of each of them in order to suggest a number
of precautions that should be considered to make their predictions
more significant and reliable.
Contact: francesco.gadaleta@gmail.com

1 INTRODUCTION

Complexity of biological systems is dictated by their irteions.
In the field of gene regulatory networks, detecting significa
interactions means understanding the biological mechenibhat
regulate complex genetic disorders. Graphical models emenanon
mathematical abstraction that allow researchers to vsighose
interactions, detect groups of similar predictor variabldiscover
pathways or assess the conditional dependency betweeriatesa
All this information is at the researcher’s disposal by nean
graphs, formed by nodes, edges and the connections bethemn t
via the adjacency matrix. The values of each effiry) in such a
matrix indicate the magnitude of the interaction betweeshesoand
j. There have been several attempts to analyse biologicaivad#t
graph theory. The current trends consist in regressingtibagtype
of a number of individuals against their genetic profile @ressing
clinical data to perform survival analysis. The types ofadatight
be heterogeneous and can include expression profiles, Rj\tfada,
SNPs, proteins or metabolites. In this work we refer to thelyst
of genetic interaction networks and review some methodshttee
been specifically designed to infer the topology of such pdtsa
We refer to inferring network topologies with methods based
penalised regression from gene expression data.

In Section 1 we introducd.1—norm penalised regression. In

to potential improvements in terms of accuracy and comjuutak
burden whenever dealing with real-life data.

2 METHODS

Penalised regression has been considered within seversiade
of computational biology. Some of these contributionsudel the
analysis of kidney cancer microarray data, regressed stgmairvival
times of each individua|I$6]. In such a context, a Lasso moetinas
been applied to preconditioned response variablés [22]alRed
regression has been applied also in genome-wide associitidies
under the name of Lasso logistic regressiod [32], in whictinma
effects are analysed together with interaction effectSfdPs data,
and hyper-lasst]. A contribution within the field of nesicience
applies Lasso regression to evaluate genetic effects wdpect to
brain images, using MRI-derived temporal lobe volume mesass
response variablatw]. Several attempts to improve thfepeance
of the Lasso procedure led to a very efficient algorithm deved
by Friedman et aI.|:[7], called graphical lasso that maxisitge
penalised log-likelihood function through coordinatescient. An
attempt to detect gene-gene interactions with a combimatio
Lasso and Principal Component Analysis is provided in [d]this
specific work we focus on the application of penalised resioes
methods applied to variable selection and structure infarewith
the purpose of discovering the network topology that regsléhe
interaction of genetic compounds. Within this context, sein
work of Meinshausen et allj[llg] paved the way to a simple yet
effective approach that performs Lasso iteratively on easponse
variable. According to their methodology, given the expies
profiles of individuals known to be affected by complex gentait,
each gene is first considered as response and regressest aigain
remaining ones. The problem of iterative regression isstedad
into the more intuitive one of neighbourhood selection:yotfle
genes that are directly associated to the response areeskbatd
their coefficients estimated. These associations can baliged as
a graph in which nodes and edges represent genes and itesact
respectively. Nevertheless, a number of limitations affaech a
procedure, especially when it is applied to real life data Wl
address a number of such limitations in Secfiah 2.2.

Section[2 we provide a description of methods derived fram it 2.1 L1-norm: the common form of penalised regression

In Section[B we discuss the performance of the aforemerdione one common form of penalised regression in computatiomébgy
methodologies and highlight the ones that perform the best ois the Lasso procedure introduced by Tibshirarli [26]. Thispdure
synthetic datasets. Sectigh 5 draws our conclusion, pali@giay  has an attractive feature referred toregularisation byZ1-norm
Given an x p n-dimensional matrixX and an-dimensional
response vectdr’, the Lasso estimate is given by
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the same variable. An important finding reported@ [28] dstss
6> — argmin (lllYi _ X@||§ +20]h) 1) in the fa_ct that a unique solution exi;ts with probab_il_it)e_qm!y if
5.1.0:0,=0 N the predictors are drawn from a continuous probabilityritigtion.
Moreover, the uniqueness of solution occurs regardledseofizes
where||©][1 = > 0; is the L1-norm of the coefficient vector. ~ of n andp and the maximum number of selected predictors (the
The minimisation problem of Equatidd 1 finds the b&3teta nonzero components) isin(n,p). It comes without saying that
that minimises the least squares with a penalty factor. Agnty of ~ such a condition is rarely fulfilled in genetics, where datighh
the L1-norm of the minimisation problem above is that it tends to contain discrete variables or it might have been post-msemt
shrink the coefficients of a number of variables to zero. Bypgso, before regression.
it discards them from the set of selected variables assattatthe
response, making the model simpler. As a matter of fact, @leim
model is affected by smaller variance of the regressed cazffs, at
the cost of an increased bias of the predicted response.\ldovile a
variable selection procedure, a lower number of variatdesually
preferred to a less biased prediction. In the context of oaicay
analysis, the terms{ andY of Equation[l correspond to the
gene expression profiles afindividuals and the expressions of the
response gene of each individual, respectively. Correstiynating
the shrinkage factox is critical and challenging. In fact, the value of
A directly determines the rate of false positives and falgatiees of
the predictive model. A small penalty factor will allow mamore
genes to be added to the model. In contrast, a lakg&ill shrink

SignificanceAll procedures of the Lasso family lack of the usual
constructs to assess significance of estimated predictush

as p-values or confidence intervals. One common approach to
evaluate the significance of predictors relies on resamalimd data
splitting. The major limitation addressed by such methadshe
high computational burden, which becomes prohibitive fombers

of predictors that exceeth*. The lack of a statistical significance
procedure for Lasso has been partially solved by a number of
methods such as the one described in [31] that estimatelsipsvia

high dimensional models based on data splitting; two morthous

that derive confidence intervals for the regression coefiisi are
described in|E3] anclIﬁS]; a method callsthability selectiorthat
controls false positives by resampling in the space of pteds

a higher number of); to zero, resulting in the selection of fewer
'9 " itz wiing t I W has been proposed E[lS]; another method that construcaues

genes as influential. f predict tarting f id timat d th terdwe
One of the main reasons for which Lasso is widely accepted i’ Prediciors starfing from a ridge estimate an ool

the field of computational biology is because the shrinkagéof A prediction b'as_W'th L_asso has_bt_aen proposed @y .[2]; ann_j two
has an intuitive counterpart in biological terms. The dkage factor methods that give a 5|mpl_e _statlstlc of Lasso_ coefficienthaut

fits relatively well with the widely accepted biological asgption relying on sampling nor splitting data, as described A m]'
that a small number of main effects are associated to themssp Multicollinearity occurs whenever gene expression profiles are
[20,[33]. Moreover, fewer genes make the model easier tefirée  affected by the presence of highly correlated predictos [

with respect to a model with a high number of degrees of freedo  Multicollinearity can degrade the performance and theititalof
Unfortunately, as we will explain later in this section, Eagloes not  regression estimates, giving rise to non-sensical resultscorrect
provide consistent predictions within a large number ohac®s.  magnitude and sign of regression coefficients. When the eumb
To begin with, regardless the convexity of the set of sohgio of predictors increases, such critical scenarios gaintgrefances
provided by Lasso, those are not necessarily unique. As We wito occur. It is widely accepted that strong genetic corifet are
see, this is an issue more and more often neglected whersaiialy  frequent in genetics (specifically in microarray datasét®reover,

real biological data with Lasso. complete independence between gene expression meastsemen
is rare I[__b]. The assumption of functionally related genemdpe
2.2 Limitationsof Lasso correlated to each other is realistic. Therefore, it is eigu that

In this section we explore some of the limitations of perelis such genes might be co-expressed in the datasets at hand. We

regression applied to high dimensional data and more sgaityfi have seen that Lasso procedures that are based ohltm®rm

to genetic data, such as gene expression profiles, gene latéthy tend to shrink the number of significant predictors of the alod
data, SNPs, CNVs, etc. Unfortunately, such procedures also tend to select only avne

few in a group of highly correlated predictors. Approaches tely

Uniqueness of the solutio@ne problem that arises when the on the L2-norm do not entirely solve the issue, since they select
number of predictors exceeds the number of observationmllys  all or none of them, increasing false positive or false riegat
referred to ap >> n problems, is that the Lasso criterion is not respectively. In[[10] it is shown that correlation withiretdata can
strictly convex [28]. This fact leads to a fundamental copsmce consistently influence the Lasso prediction. An importandifig
that is not always taken into account during the analysi® th regards the relation between correlation and the shrinkager
optimisation problem might not have a unique minimum. A of Equation[1: high correlations tend to lead to smaller rigni

Specifically, theL1-norm Lasso solution is unique only when parameters. The ability to optimally estimatédy cross-validation
rank(X) = p. If the rank(X) < p there can be more than one does not hold anymore with the presence of highly correlated
minimiser of the optimisation problem of Equatibh 1. Thisos  variables.
whenever there is sort of a structure within the data ¢ardn) or
whenever the number of observations is higher than the nuofbe
predictors p > n). Multiple solutions®© that give the same fitted
valuey = X © make it impossible to interpret the results of a Lasso
regression. For the sake of completeness, what two différesso
solutions cannot do is to attach opposite signs to the caifi of

Deviation from normalityThe use of penalised regression to infer
graphical models of associations between predictor i@sathas
become increasingly popular after the work publishedifLf[6].
The core idea of such methods is to provide a solution to thiahle
selection problem by inferring a graph of conditionally eegent
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predictors. When the complexity of data is also determingd b
a phenomenon that statisticians calviation from normality
inference and predictions can be significantly impacted ty i
Specifically to the problem of inferring a graph of interacs,
contamination of a number of variables can lead to a drdltica

wrong graphﬁb].

Degrees of freedoms previously mentioned in Sectibh 2, the main
purpose of penalised regression methods is to reduce trenear
of the estimated predictors while controlling the bias byimising
the training error. The best performance is usually reagitezh an
optimal compromise between error and degrees of freed ool
One should expect an increase of the error while decreakimg t
number of predictors. However, there are counter examphhiich
more regularisation can, in fact, increase the degreegetflm. In
such cases the regularisation can raise both the error amttgrees
of [frlﬂ?edom. Examples for Lasso and ridge regression aradedv
in [15].

2.3 RidgeRegression
Changing theL1-norm to the L2-norm in the penalty term of

Equation1 is referred to as ridge regression or basis pgurkhe
convex optimisation problem to be solved is

(_:)a,)\

)

. 1
argmin (=||Y; — XO||3 + \[|©]2)
5.1.0:0,=0 T

[21]. The authors modified the hierarchy rule to add new oteds

to the model, allowing an interaction term even in the casehith
one of the two genes is present with a strong individual &ffec
Of course, more complicated rules can be applied, such & tho
described later in the section that presents hierarctasabl. Within
the same work, a comparison with other tools specificallygesl
with dimensionality reduction in mind is provided, showittgat
L2-norm penalties usually have reasonable predictive acgura

2.4 Elastic Net

A method that takes the benefits of both Lasso and Ridge penalt
is referred to aglastic Net The optimisation problem to be solved
in this case is

(_)a,)\

. 1
argmin (—[|Y; — XO|3 + A1[|©]]2 + X2[©]*) (3)
5.1.0:0,=0 T

Elastic net is a method that enforces sparsity, due td.thaorm
while favouring the grouping effect of highly correlatecedictors,
due to thel.2-norm factor. The double shrinkage is more demanding
in computational terms and more challenging to perform with
respect to a pure Lasso or Ridge regression procedure.

25 Fused Lasso
A generalisation of Lasso that has been designed spegffitll

The L2-norm has the property of shrinking the regression predictor variables that can be ordered is referred tduased

coefficients without performing selection. Therefore, thember
of predictors initially included in the model will stay caast after
regression. Ridge regression regularisation is perfortoemntrol
the variance of predictors, preventing their coefficiertsgtow
indefinitely. The original motivation for the ridge penaityto make
the problem of regression computable. As a matter of faet \th
shrinkage factor can make the matiX” X not invertible, making
the calculation of3y = (X7 X + AJ,,) ' X7y not possible[[11].

The ridge procedure is slightly easier to implement ancefatst
compute than Lasso. Generally speaking, ridge regressitmbe
preferred whenever a high number of minor effects is a rialis
hypothesis (even more so, if supported by expert knowledge)
contrast, datasets with a small nhumber of significant ptedic
(main effects) should be regressed with Lasso-lorm penalty).
Whenever this information is available, the choice of thetbe
prediction method is, therefore, straightforward.

Lasso[lﬂ]. The core idea ofused Lass@onsists in penalising the
coefficients of the single predictors, as in a regular Laseogulure,
while favouring the sparsity of their differences.

The optimisation problem to be solved is

Aa, N . 1 2 2 z
0% = argmin (Z[[Vi-X6[3+x ; 101l +X2 > 110;—6; 1))
4

Fused Lassds particularly useful for cases in which the number

of predictors is much larger than the number of observatfpns>

n problems). By penalising the differences of adjacent pteds

it is assumed that a limited number of covariates needs to be

considered. One limitation of this approach is that the omfe

the predictors should be set prior to the regression. Often t

information is not available. However, an estimate can eprdged

j=2

As explained in Sectiof 2.2 a phenomenon that is commonlydirectly from the data, i.e. by ordering genes via a coriatat

observed in computational biology iswulticollinearity [29, [5],
which leads to high variance of the estimator. Ridge regvasteals
well with highly correlated predictors due to the fact thiatwill

metric and applying hierarchical clustering to mark préafie of
the same group as adjacent nodes of a graph. This stratedyecan
also applied to the Group Lasso procedure described in the ne

select all of them or none. As a consequence, the mean squarseéction. The presence of the double penalty factorsand .
error (MSE) is usually lower than the one of a Lasso procedurerequires a more demanding cross-validation procedurerderdo

This comes at the cost of including more predictor varialaed
consequently making the model more complex. Ridge regnessi
best indicated for those applications in which smalleramce is
preferred, paying the cost of a more biased prediction. hirest,
in all those procedures that rely on permutation tests tgorgthe
stability of the selected predictors, the ridge penaltyasthe best
choice, as we will explain in Sectign 2.8.

optimally estimate both the parameters. Researchers lppliec
fused Lassto synthetic and real data sets with number of predictors
in the range betweetD? to 4 x 10*. A direct comparison witH1-
norm Lasso shows thditised Lassalightly contains the test error
while improving overall sensitivity (true positive rat@]. In the
same simulation study of controlled predictofesed Lassaloes
not seem to improve the specificity (true negative rate), gamed

Some of the advantages of ridge regression used to discovéo the original Lasso procedure. Results from a real dataket

genetic interactions on simulated and real datasets astrdlted in

Leukemia microarray of129 genes show how fused Lasso reduces
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the degrees of freedom of the model 30 significant genes and
performs with the smallest test error, compared to othehoust
However, an observation is needed to better frame the d¢ensis
improvements of thdéused Lassolution. The initial7125 genes
have been filtered down by a variance-based measurg)ao.
Hierarchical clustering applied to the filtered set of gehas been
used to estimate the initial order. As a matter of fact, theepu
fusion estimate, without any filtering, performs at the wiowss
authors show in the same work. Another limitatiorfuged Lass@s
computational speed, which becomes less practicable fander
of predictors higher tha2000.

2.6 Group Lasso

Group Lasso, proposed E[34] considers thedimensional vector
of responsed” andp predictors which are divided intd groups.
This version of Lasso solves the convex optimisation proble

A 1
6** = argmin (=|V; —
5.1.8:0,=0 2

L L
SOXOE+ A Valedz) (5)
=1 =1

wheren; is the number of predictors per group and tje,
takes into account the group size. Group Lasso performstimie
at the group level, namely an entire group of genes will bectetl
or discarded. It comes without saying that a critical aspédhe

Group Lasso consists in selecting the groups beforehanés Th

complicates the tuning even further compared to a regulasd.a

in which only parameteA needs to be estimated. Moreover, there

is no cross-validation procedure to learn an optimal setrofigs,
making Group Lasso more challenging when this informatsomait
available. Another feature worth mention is that the Groagsd
procedure does not provide sparsity within the group duehéo t

L2—norm in the penalty. However, sparsity can be re- _estaltlishe ©

by another version of the penalty such as

0" = argmin | —HY ZXL@L 3+ Z\/_z |©1]|2)+A2[|O]1
$.1.0:0,= =1 =1
(6)

in which the L1—norm will shrink to zero predictors of the
same group. The choice of the sparsity factor requires tionafity
estimate an additional parameter, usually performed with cross-
validation.

éa,)\

argmin( |Y; — ZXL@LHQJF/MZHGWGNH)

S.1.©:0,=0 j<i
)

with the diagonal element®;; = 0. The overall performance
of paired grouped lasso is reported as the best with respebet
original version of grouped lasso as well as the symmetrision.

2.7 Hierarchical Lasso

The problem of detecting pairwise interactions betweerlipters
has received a lot of attention in recent years. When the sumb
of predictors is large, the number of potential interactigmows
exponentially with the order of the interaction itself. Asegall, the
number ofk-order interactions fromp predictors |s(§:)

A strategy used by researchers in order to mitigate the curse
of dimensionality, consists in testing the interactions tiibse
predictors that show significant individual effects, drsitag those
that do not. It turns out that choosing the correct thresfmidnain
effects is a not-well-defined problem.

Jacob Bien et alﬂl] provide a convex formulation that medel
main effects and interactions together in hierarchicahitas
The method is an extension of Lasso that incorporates psrwi
interactions in order to explain the cases in which 1) two oren
genes are expressed together and 2) their contributionplaiaing
the response in not simply additive. Starting from a nomdrizhical
approach, that they cakll-pairs lassq and that we report in
Equatior 8

= _argmin —HZY -Xx7 B~ XT@X |12 +A1||/3H1+—H®H)

©:0,=0
8
they extend it by splitting the main effecfi asﬁjr — B and by
an additional constraifto; || < 8 + 35 .

The former transformation replaces a non-convex versidh ai
convex relaxation. The latter constraint emphasises tbmitghy
of the interactions: the regression coefficient of jhih interaction
is a lower bound of the main effects on predicforlt is shown
that hierarchy favours models that tend to reuse measur&bies.
In a direct comparison betwedrtierarchical lassoand all-pairs
lassq it is shown thaparameter sparsitydefined as the number of

A relevant application of the Group Lasso approach has beemonzero parameters in the model, does not change betweemahe
performed by Friedman et al. iﬂ14]. Starting from the work approaches. On the other hargtactical sparsity defined as the

described in|_[_;|9], they proposesgmmetrisedrersion of it, which
they call symmetric lasso In addition, they adapt the original
version of the grouped lasso described.id [34], in order timede
sparse graphical models. The penalty proposed by Friedinan e
groups all of the edges connected to a given node, obtairgngp
that is sparse in its nodes, not in its edges. The convex gatiion
problem that they try to solve is like the one in Equafidn Shwit
groups of equal sizes. The minimisation of the loss and penal
function is performed by means of block-wise coordinatedat

Another method based on Equatigh 5 is calfedred grouped
lassq given by the minimisation of

smallest number of variables needed to make predictiordyesys
lower in hierarchical lasso. An illustrative example issihdn [ﬁl].

As a conclusion, the degrees of freedom of the hierarchicalah
is always lower than the ones introduced by Lasso. Regardles
the useful simplification of the model, hierarchical lasszdmes
prohibitive with a relatively high number of predictors.riiastance,
a network ofLl 000 genes, SNPs or proteins will give rise4@95004
potential interactions. Considering that a network witf nodes is
considered only relatively large in biology, it comes witlhgaying
that exploring all possible interactions is not feasibl¢hvguch an
approach.
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2.8 Stability of generegulatory networks regression coefficient for each predictor variable. Thgpse of the

Inferring genetic interactions within a high dimensionaintext ~ authors O_fEB] consists in obtaining an estimate of the Sigance

is a challenging task that often has to deal with the problem®f €ach ridge regression coefficient. Specifically they tigvend

of sensitivity. As the number of predictors is increased tie ~ €valuate a test of significance for ridge regression coefitsi

positive rate of all Lasso-based methods explained so fardses ~ USiNg simulation studies, they demonstrate that the pexioce

until it approaches a predictive performance comparabtaridom ~ ©Of the test is comparable to that of a permutation test, whith t

guessing. Several methods have been designed to deal witsstie advantage of reduced computational cost. The p-value tigce

of high dimensionality. plot for several values of the shrinkage parameter, progidin
The work described inl__[_is] performs a permutation-basedimmediate_eValuation of both the estimatednd the significance

procedure to test marginal interactions with Lasso reipessf a  Of the predictors.

binary response. The significance of each interaction ispeoed

against a null distribution built witkl permutations of the response

variabley and re-calculating a new set &“’2;1) statistics. The

expected number of false rejections is computed by takikg th3 A COMPARISON OF PENALISED REGRESSION

average number of these statistics that lie above a cutdileva METHODS ON KNOWN GENE-INTERACTION
The authors call this proceduf@éMlcor, which stands for Testing NETWORKS

Marginal Interactions correlation. When applied to reatadef )

Colitis gene expression profiles, the initz#283 genes are filtered 1N order to evaluate benefits and drawbacks of the methodsteep
and only the genes on chromosomes 5 and 10 are considered, %4!S far, we sampled synthetic microarrays of 15, 50, 10024
they are known to be related to Crohn’s disease. In totay; 66i genes each from subnetworks created from a template of E.Col
genes and219453 pairwise interactions are considered. Despite Pacterium. Therefore, we applied the nine penalised regres
the consistent reduction of the overall dimensionalitg #uthors ~Methods described in Sectibh 2 to the same datasets ancethfer

claim thatTMIcor better controls False Discovery Rate, comparedthe networks of genetic interactions. In order to infer smetworks
to logistic regression. we fqllovygd the strategy used iE[lg], being so far one gf the
Another method that leverages the strengths of penalise0Stintuitive approaches. We subsequently compared eterindd
regression for sparse network structures is described @). [3 networks to the true network at our disposal. Gene Net Weadér
Inspired by the node wise lasso approacﬂf [19], they useoeiHar ha§ been used to gengrate bqth the gold standard and daBsets
Least Absolute Deviation (LAD) loss function together withL1- ~ d0ing so, the comparison of inferred and true networks besom
norm penalty to encourage sparsity. A number of approaches,  Straightforward. ) _ _
as tLasso, Glasso, Adalasso, AdaLAD, AdaHuber and Copula, All the methods descrlbeq thus far ha\{e been applied dyrectl
are compared in a simulation study with a number of predictor (© the datasets at hand, with the exception of Group Lasso and
up top = 100. However, a performance evaluation on real dataFused Lasso. As previously mentioned these two methodsreequ
is facilitated by the fact that the authors restrict thetewtion to  the predictor variables to be ordered according to someriurin in
8 genes already known to be associated to the regulation undéder to apply the convex optimisation described by Equéiiand
study. Another result is collected by performing the listasso- ~ EduatiorC#. In both cases, we group all predictors by a catiel
based methods on a dataset with different degrees of camagion. ~ Metric. .Specificglly, for each regression iteration, welduhe
Specifically, the data are generated byvé0, ©) distribution and ~ correlation matrixC' of the p — 1 predictors. We then perform
the contamination occurs by using M(u,0.2) distribution for ~ hierarchical clustering o, and generateé: clusters by using
different numbers of predictors. Interestingly, the Capmiethod ~ the Euclidean distance measure. The optimal number ofeckist
shows stable performance across various degrees of coratgon. ~ "as been empirically estimated to = 3 for Group Lasso and
The authors of LABNetI]S] present a Lasso-based approach = 10 for Fused Lasso. Building the vector of grouped predictors
to detect main genetic interactions from gene expressiofilgs. Qirectly from the output of the hierarchical clustering gedure
They leverage penalised regression together with a petiomta 1S gtra|ghtforward. Finally, we use a 10-fold cross-vdiicia to
based procedure that determines whether the predicteddtins ~ stimate the penalty factox. We are aware of the fact that a
are stable across experiments. It is shown that the highmbeu ~ Detter grouping metric might exist. However, without anyopr
of permutations not only improves the sensitivity of the lnoet ~ knowledge, thls_, metricis challenging to obtain ormferrfBenance
by reducing the number of false negatives, but it also asféloe benchmarks with timing measures are reported in Table leT&b
overall number of predicted edges. Unfortunately, a higmper ~ and Tabl&B. . _
of permutations has high computational burden, making teeaod The number of predicted edges has been normalised across
prohibitive for genome wide studies. all methods with a quantile-based selection that filters ssoall
A more robust graphical model of gene networks is achievedegression coeffi.cients. This normalisation proceduranallall the
by using classical and alternatii—distributions in [5]. In their ~ Methods to predict a comparable number of edges. _
work, the authors demonstrate that penalised likelihoderémce The method that performs the best in the 15-gene network is
combined with an application of the EM algorithm provides aLABf‘et[E]: a mixture of L1—norm Lasso and permutation test
computationally efficient approach to model selection ie th that increases the stability of the inferred topology. Thenber
distribution case. of predicted edges dfABnetis also one of the lowest, improving
Regardless of the impossibility for ridge regression pdoces to its overall performance, measured by the Matthew Corgati

perform variable selection, they have been considerediinate a ~ Coefficient. As expected and already mentioned by its asthor
the permutation test ofABnetis heavily detrimental with ridge
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Table 1. Performance of all penalised-regression based methoegiig a network of 15 genes. True indicates the number cé®dythe gold standard
network; Pred are the edges of the predicted network; TH,IRRnd FN stand for true positives, false positive, true tiegs and false negatives, respectively;
MCC is the Matthew Correlation Coefficient; TPR, FPR and ACEthe true positive rate, false positive rate and accurBigye is the amount of seconds to
perform the computation.

True | Pred [ TP | FP | TN | FN | MCC | TPR | FPR | ACC | Time[sec]
fused 13 24 0 24 1188|113 |0 0 0.11 | 0.83 | 1.17
hier 13 24 3 |21|191]|10 |[0.099|0.23 | 0.09 | 0.86 | 7.55
group 13 24 1 23 1189|112 |0 0.08 10.10|0.84 | 151
LABnNet 13 24 4 20 [ 192]9 0.16 | 0.31)|0.09 |0.87 | 12.6
ridge perm 13 0 0 |0 |212|13 | NA 0 0 0.94 | 12.20
enet perm 13 24 2 22 |1 190| 11 | 0.037 | 0.15 [ 0.10 | 0.85 | 12.87
lasso 13 24 0 24 1188|113 |0 0 0.11 | 0.83 | 0.17
ridge 13 24 0 |24]188|13 |0 0 0.11 | 0.83 | 0.16
enet 13 24 0 24 1188|113 |0 0 0.11 | 0.83 | 0.14

Table 2. Performance of all penalised-regression based methogsiig a network of 50 genes. Same acronyms as in Table 1

True | Pred | TP | FP | TN FN | MCC | TPR FPR | ACC | Time[sec]

fused 48 252 |5 247 | 2205| 43 | 0.001 | 0.10 0.100| 0.884 | 177.66
hier 48 224 (21 | 203 | 2249| 27 | 0.170 | 0.4375( 0.08 | 0.908 | 544.71
group 48 414 | 21 | 393 | 2059| 27 | 0.102| 0.4375| 0.16 | 0.832 | 17.84
LABnNet 48 98 16 | 82 | 2370| 32 | 0.212 0.33 0.03 | 0.9544| 206.2
ridgeperm | 48 0 0 |0 2452 48 | NA 0 0 0.9808| 202.60

enet perm | 48 86 10 [ 76 | 2376| 38 | 0.133| 0.20 0.030| 0.9544| 201.93

lasso 48 254 |8 246 | 2206| 40 | 0.030| 0.16 0.10 | 0.8856| 1.345
ridge 48 254 |8 246 | 2206| 40 | 0.030 | 0.16 0.10 | 0.8856| 1.28
oneenet 48 254 |8 246 | 2206| 40 | 0.030 | 0.16 0.10 | 0.8856| 1.52

regression and slightly less with elastic net due to the faat been applied to genetic datasets with a limited number criates.
L2-norm penalties do not shrink to zero the regression coeffisi Our primary goal is to provide an unbiased comparison amding a
LABnetperforms with the highest MCC in the 50-gene datasetthe methods under investigation. We are aware that présgjec
too. Hierarchical Lasso performs equally like with a congpianal ~ variables might improve the stability and the overall parfance
overhead 2x as larger. This is due to the fact that hieraathic in terms of prediction and reduce computation time. Pretele
Lasso performs regression @i predictor variables (it considers however, is an open problem in genetics and it can lead to ketenp
all pairwise interactions). removal of detectable signals or biased results, depenafinthe
LABnetis also the best method in the 200-gene network withstrength of the preselection filter. Even in the case of metder
MCC = 0.349. Hierarchical Lasso has comparable performancecorrelation, quite rare in biology, applying penalisedresgion
with execution time 20x as higher tharABnet As expected the within a high dimensional context might become prohibitive
computational burden of hierarchical Lasso is exponeritighe All permutation-based procedures impose a computatiomalen
number of predictors. Regardless the undeniable compotdti that makes them impossible to be considered for real world
burden required by hierarchical Lasso to regress a quadrathber ~ datasets (number of predictors approachifig). The limitations of
of covariates,hierNet - the R package that implements it - has penalised regression methods suggest that constrairérdhlem
not been designed with parallelisation in mind. On the otide,  of variable selection with diverse datasets or with prioowtedge
LABnettakes advantage of multi core processor to parallelise thean reduce the variance of the predictions and, in turneass their
permutation-based procedure. significance.

4 DISCUSSION 5 CONCLUSION

Despite active research in the field of genetic interactietworks  We provided a review of nine penalised regression methoplseaip
by penalised regression methods, many limitations stéidn® be  to gene expression data to infer the topology of the netwdrk o
addressed. More sophisticated solutions need to be pwvitien  gene-gene interactions. The different types of penaltiemdicated
dealing with high dimensional data and highly correlatedaldes.  within diverse contexts, according to initial hypothesésstoong
Multicollinearity is a recurrent problem in genetics andcarding  presence of main effects rather than weak interactions.oied a
to the relatively poor performance of the methods reportegst limitation that is common to all approaches and that regaigh
far, simply applying penalised regression does not seemadge  dimensionality and multicollinearity within the datasets hand.
acceptable solutions. All the methods reported in thisesediave  None of the methods described seem to deal with both at the sam




Lasso for gene interaction networks

Table 3. Performance of all penalised-regression based methceisiirg a network of 200 genes. Same acronyms as in Table 1

True | Pred | TP | FP | TN FN | MCC | TPR | FPR | ACC | Time[sec]

fused 212 | 398 |76 | 322| 39466 136 | 0.256 | 0.358| 0.008| 0.98 | 10761
hier 212 | 428 | 95 | 333| 39455( 117 | 0.310 | 0.448| 0.008| 0.988| 72000
group 212 | 432 |3 4291|9670 | 78 | 0.046| 0.103| 0.024| 0.96 | 734
LABnet | 212 | 398 | 103 | 295 39493| 109 | 0.349 | 0.485| 0.007| 0.98 | 3650
lasso 212 | 400 |38 | 362| 39426( 174| 0.124 | 0.179| 0.009| 0.986| 43.5
ridge 212 | 400 |38 | 362| 39426( 174| 0.124 | 0.179| 0.009| 0.986| 48.2

enet 212 | 400 |38 | 362 39426| 174 | 0.124| 0.179| 0.009( 0.986 | 50.4

time. Due to the nature of genetic data - high number of highly

correlated variables - we suggest to consider penaliseeéssign

only in more constrained problems, where prior knowledgd an

data integration play a fundamental role. As a consequenoee
sophisticated regression-based approaches need to lgmelt:<d
make the prediction of gene regulatory networks more rigiab
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