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ABSTRACT

Analogous to genomic sequence alignment, biological nedatd-
gnment (NA) aims to find regions of similarities between rgele
ular networks (rather than sequences) of different speciea
can be either local (LNA) or global (GNA). LNA aims to identif
highly conserved common subnetworks, which are typicatiglg
while GNA aims to identify large common subnetworks, whicé a
typically suboptimally conserved. We recently showed tHsé\

and GNA yield complementary results: LNA has high functiona

but low topological alignment quality, while GNA has highpts
logical but low functional alignment quality. Thus, we pose

IGLOO, a new approach that integrates GNA and LNA in hope

to reconcile the two. We evaluate IGLOO against state-efatt
LNA (NetworkBLAST, NetAligner, AlignNemo, and AlignMCL)
and GNA (GHOST, NETAL, GEDEVO, MAGNA++, WAVE, and

L-GRAAL) methods. We show that IGLOO allows for a trade-off

between topological and functional alignment quality &ethan
the existing LNA and GNA methods considered in our study.

1. INTRODUCTION

Large amounts of protein-protein interaction (PPI) dateetze-
come available due to the advancement of high throughptediie
nologies for data collection [2} 3]. In PPI networks, nodeso-
teins and edges correspond to physical interactions batwee
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proteins. Network alignment (NA) of PPI data across speisies
gaining importance. This is because NA aims to find a good node
mapping between PPI networks of different species thatiiies
topologically and functionally similar (i.e., conservawtwork re-
gions [9], and as such, it can be used to transfer biologicaivk
edge from well- to poorly-studied species between suchezord
network regions. Consequently, NA is expected to lead todisw
coveries in evolutionary biology. We note that while we fean
NA in the domain of computational biology, NA has applicason
other domains, such as online social networks [18], patiecog-
nition [6,/29], and language processing [1]. Our work is aatile
to any of these domains.

NA is computationally intractable, since the underlyinggtaph
isomorphism problem, which determines if a network is ancexa
subgraph of another network, is NP-complete. Therefofwjeft
heuristic approaches are needed to solve the NA problenoxippr
mately.

There exists two types of NA methods: local network aligntnen
(LNA) and global network alignment (GNA). LNA aims to find a
many-to-many node mapping (i.e., a node can be mapped to one
or more nodes from the other network) between networks tdrdif
ent species that identifies small but highly conserved sumrks
(Figure[d (a)) [[4 11, 17,20, 24]. On the other hand, GNA aims
to find a one-to-one (injective) node mapping (i.e., evergenm
the smaller network is mapped to exactly one unique nodeen th
larger network) that maximizes overall similarity of thengpared
networks, which often results in suboptimal conservatiotocal
network regions (Figurel 1 (b))[5l[7.12214]19,21-23[2%-28

We recently showed that LNA and GNA produce complemen-
tary results, especially when gene or protein sequenceniaiion
is included on top of PPI network topological informatiorridg
the alignment construction process|[15]. This is becausé& ahd
GNA are designed to “optimize” different types of alignmentl-
ity: LNA typically aims to “optimize” functional alignmerguality,
while GNA aims to “optimize” topological alignment qualitit is
very challenging to design an NA (LNA or GNA) method that is
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(b)

Figure 1: lllustration of (a) LNA and (b) GNA, taken from [15]] .

of high topological as well as functional quality, since déshbeen
shown (by others and us) that the topological versus funatitit
between aligned networks conflict to a larger extent thavipusly
realized[[5. 15, 21].

Thus, we propose IGLOO, a new computational NA method that
integrates algorithmic components from both LNA and GNAhe t
hope of reconciling the two NA types. IGLOO aims to “inhetitle
advantages of both LNA and GNA, i.e., the high functionallgua
ity of LNA and the high topological quality of GNA. Specifitgl
given two networks and pairwise similarity scores betwdwgirt
nodes (where the scores are computed via some node cosofunct
(NCF)), IGLOO takes a local alignment of high functional tiya
generated by an existing LNA method (or a part of the locgrali
ment) as a seed alignment and then expands around the sgred ali
ment via an existing GNA method to increase topologicalralig
ment quality. The difference between IGLOO and LNA is that
IGLOO builds on top of the given local alignment to improve it
topological quality (ideally without decreasing its fuioetal qual-
ity). The difference between IGLOO and GNA is that IGLOO uses
as the seed a local alignment of high functional quality (paet
of it) instead of using as the seed just a single highly sinmpkir
of nodes from the compared networks (as GNA does), in order to
improve functional quality of GNA (ideally without decréag its
topological quality). As a result, IGLOQO’s alignment is &én the
sense that it allows for many-to-many mapping between notles
the two compared networks, just as LNA does. Yet, its aligmme
is global in the sense that it allows for mapping large coresbr
subgraphs across the compared networks, just as GNA does.

In this paper, we comprehensively evaluate IGLOO against ex
isting NA methods both topologically and functionally. Weidy
the following state-of-the-art LNA methods: NetworkBLA$4],
NetAligner [20], AlignNemo [[4], and AlignMCLI[[1FF]. We study
the following state-of-the-art GNA methods: GHOSTI[21], NE
TAL [19], GEDEVO [12], MAGNA++ [28], WAVE [26], and L-
GRAAL [14]. We evaluate IGLOO against these methods on four
sets of PPI networks of varying interaction types and confide
levels, and we do so with respect to proven measures of tgpolo
cal and functional alignment quality (node coverage comdbinith
edge conservation, and precision and recall of proteintfomgre-
diction combined into F-score, respectively) [[15]. We shinat
IGLOO produces a better trade-off between topological ama-f
tional alignment quality than the existing LNA and GNA matlko
By this, we mean that across all NA methods and network pairs,
IGLOO is comparable or superior to the existing methods both
functionally and topologically in the majority (62%) of @lases.

2. METHODS

2.1 IGLOO algorithm

IGLOO aims to “inherit” the advantages of both LNA and GNA,
i.e., the high functional quality of LNA and the high topoiocal
quality of GNA. Intuitively, IGLOO achieves this by usingeiout-

put of an LNA method (i.e., its local alignment that is of hifgimc-
tional quality, or a part of this alignment) as the seed withiGNA
method that will then expand the alignment around the seed (a
GNA typically does) to improve its topological quality. Tigal
GNA uses as the seed only a single highly similar pair of nodes
from the compared networks. Instead, we vary the size ofdhd s
from the entire local alignment (i.e., 100% of it) on one exrte
(we expect this version of IGLOO to resemble LNA the most) to
only a single node pair (i.e., 0% of the local alignment) asdther
extreme (we expect this version of IGLOO to resemble GNA the
most), with several in-between-the-extremes versionsgGafQO
that use as the seed a certain portion (between 100% and 0%) of
the local alignment (which we expect will balance betweeghhi
functional quality of LNA and high biological quality of GNA

More formally, the input to IGLOO is two network&1 = (Vi1,Ej)
andG; = (V,,E), whereV, is the set of vertices in graph and
E; the set of edges in gragh The output of IGLOO is a list of
aligned node pairs, where a node can theoretically appeauin
tiple aligned pairs. IGLOO transforms its input into outpid the
following algorithmic steps:

1. Use a state-of-the-art LNA approach to find a local align-
ment, i.e., a set of small conserved subnetworks of high-func
tional quality, which becomes the initial alignment. Inshi
step, all default parameters (including the NCF) of thetexis
ing LNA method are used.

. Compute a new NCF (as described below) that will be used
in the following steps to modify (decrease or increase) the
current alignment.

. Iteratively decrease the size of the current alignmegrbgd-
ily removing (as explained below) the aligned node pair with
the lowest similarity score one at a time, until the usercgpe
ed alignment size is reached. This step is used to balance the
contributions of the LNA and the GNA during the alignment
process. Namely, the fewer node pairs are removed in step
3 from the local alignment resulting from step 1 (i.e., the
larger the seed size, per our discussion above), the more sim
ilar IGLOO is to LNA (this corresponds to the first extreme
discussed above); the more node pairs are removed (i.e., the
smaller the seed size), the more similar IGLOO is to GNA
(this corresponds to the second extreme discussed above).
The resulting alignment becomes the new alignment.

. Greedily expand (as explained below) around the curtigmt-a
ment by iteratively adding node pairs with the highest simi-
larity that have remained unaligned up to this point, urgil n
more node pairs can be added to the alignment, meaning that
each node in at least one of the two compared networks has
been aligned to some node(s). This step is performed in or-
der to find large conserved subnetworks of high topological
quality, just as GNA does. The resulting alignment becomes
the final alignment and the aligned node pairs (i.e., a many-
to-many node mapping) are returned as IGLOO’s output.

Next, we detail each step.

Step 1. Searching for small conserved subnetworks of high
functional quality

Since IGLOO must first generate a local alignment that has hig
functional quality, IGLOO begins by using an LNA method. In
order to evaluate the robustness of IGLOO to the choice of LNA
methods, we evaluate our method on both AlignMCL and Align-
Nemo, two of the best LNA methods [15]. These methods rely
on parameten, which balances between the amount of topologi-
cal versus sequence information used in NCF during the rakign



construction process. For each method, we us@thalue that re-
sults in the highest functional quality of its local alignmbewhen
varying a from 0 (corresponding to using only sequence informa-
tion to compute NCF) to 1 (corresponding to using only togelo
ical information to compute NCF) in increments of 0.11[15prF
IGLOO under AlignMCL, this results im = 0.1 for any network
pair. For IGLOO under AlignNemo, this results in= 0 for any
network pair except yeast-worm (Y2MHand yeast-fly (Y2H), for
which the best value af is 0.1. Note that we describe the network
data that we use in Sectibn P.2.

Step 2: Computing NCF to modify (decrease or increase) the
current alignment in steps 3 and 4

We compute NCF for steps 3 and 4 in the same way as NE-
TAL [L9] does, by combining node topological similarity (dged
asT9, node sequence similarity (denoted%8, and interaction
score (denoted d$): S=p(a-TS+(1-a)-SS+(1-6)-IS.

The first measure (i.eT § quantifies topological similarities be-
tween nodes from different networks using graphlet degestov
similarity (GDV-similarity) [15/16]. The second measuie(,S9
quantifies sequence similarities between nodes from diftemet-
works using normalize&-value [15]. The third measure (i.8S)
quantifies the similarity between two nodes as the numbedgé«
that would be conserved if the two nodes were to be added oext t
the current alignment. The reason that we mimic NETAL's NCF
is that compared to the existing GNA methods, NETAL resuits i
the highest topological alignment quality, especially whesing
only topological information in NCF (correspondingac= 1) [15].
Note that NETAL's original implementation can use only ttap-

cal information in NCF. For the purpose of IGLOO’s developie
we re-implement NETAL's NCF to also allow for using sequence
similarity in NCF. Consequently, in terms of tloe parameter, we
tested bottor = 0 anda = 1, and the results are similar. Hence, we
simply choosex = 1 as was done in the original NETAL study. In
terms of the3 parameter above, we ue= 0.001 because IGLOO
relies on NETAL's NCF and this value was suggested in the NE-
TAL study [19].

Unlike SSandT S which do not get updated throughout steps 3
and 4,Sneeds to be updated in each iteration of each of these step
as IGLOO shrinks or expands the current alignment. When ex-
panding the current alignment, IGLOO mimics NETAL to update
IS. When shrinking the current alignment, IGLOO cannot mimic
NETAL, since NETAL only expands but never shrinks the curren
alignment. Thus, we first discuss NETAL's strategy of uptatis
and then comment on how IGLOO generalizes this strategy-to up
datelS when both expanding and shrinking the current alignment.

For a node paii € V1 and j € Vo, NETAL computes its inter-
action scorelS(i, j), as follows. Under the assumption that nodes

i and | are to be aligned next and thus added to the current align-

ment, NETAL computes: 13;j, the number of conserved edges
that are incident to the node pair, g), the expected value of the
number ofcandidate edge§.e., edges that are not aligned) that are
incident toi and that will be conserved, and ), the expected
value of the number of candidate edges that are incidetatad
that will be conserved. The three values are computed asafsll
Let N(x) be the neighbors of a node Initially, d;; is set to zero
since no conserved edges have formed yet, and all edgesréhat a
incident toi and j are candidate edges. Based on NETAL study,
NETAL assumes that all candidate edges that are incidentool@

x will be chosen to be conserved with equal probability, arel th
probability that each candidate edgex’) wherex' € N(x) will be
conserved ik is aligned to a random node is approximat%.

S‘increase pby

Leti’ andj’ be two nodes fronN(i) andN(j), respectively. Since
NETAL's assumption is thatand j are aligned, the probability that
edge(i,i’) will be conserved 'W Similarly, the probability

that edge(j, j’) will be conserved i Nll., . Therefore,p; can be

measured by summing up the probabilities of all edges tleahai-
dent toi and that will be conservedy = Jicnyj) . Similarly,

INGI
Pj = Yjen()) W After computingd;j, pi, and pj, IS(i, j) is
computed using Equatidd 1. Sinpeand p; are not greater than
IN(i)] and|N(j)|, respectivelylS(i, j) is normalized by the max-
imum node degree over all nodes from any of the two compared
networks (i.e., by maxv, v, {IN(K)|}),

; 1 1
_ m'n{Zi/eN(i) ‘N(i/)‘vzj’eN(j) \N(j’)\}

maXeev, v, {IN(K) [}

After IS(i, j) is computed for the first time, NETAL updates its
value during each iteration of the alignment process froeps8
and 4. Whenever two nodes V, andy € V, are aligned, NETAL
updatesiS(i, j) as follows: 1) ifx € N(i) andy € N(j), increase
dij by one; otherwise, do not updatiy; 2) if x is not aligned to
any node fromV, andx € N(i), decreasep; by Wlx)\; otherwise
do not updatep;; 3) if y is not aligned to any node frovh and

y € N(j), decreasepj by le)l; otherwise, do not updatg;; and

4) recomputd (1, j) using Equatio 2. For more details on how
NETAL computes and updatés, see([19].

N dij +min{pi, pj}
IS0, j) = ma%evluvz{‘N(li)H

Now, we go back to explaining how IGLOO computes and up-
dated S. When expanding the current alignment (steps 4) by adding
a node pair to it, IGLOO initially computd$ based on the current
alignment using Equatidnl 1 and updat&sjust as NETAL does.
When shrinking the current alignment (step 3) by removingden
pairx € V1 andy € V, from it, IGLOO performs the following mod-
ifications: 1) ifx € N(i) andy € N(j), decrease g by one; other-
wise, do not updatej; 2) if x is aligned toy only andx € N(i),

1 . otherwise do not updatg; 3) if y is aligned

INGII
to x only andy € N(j), increase p by le)l; otherwise do not

updatep;; and 4) recomputéS(i, j) using Equationl2.

1S(i, j)

@)

@)

Step 3: Decreasing the size of the current alignment to balare
between LNA and GNA

IGLOO shrinks the current alignment greedily. Specifigalty
each iteration, the node pair with the lowest similarityesmoved
from the current alignment, and th&is updated. The removal pro-
cess terminates when the number of remaining aligned nade pa
in the current alignment equals the user-specified alighsieat.

We test five different values dfto study its effect on alignment
quality: 100%, 75%, 50%, 25%, and 0%. These five values of
t will produce five alignments that IGLOO (i.e., its five vens&)
that will be expanded on in step 4. The five versions of IGLO® ar
IGLOO 4, IGLOO 3, IGLOO 2, IGLOO 1 and IGLOO 0, respec-
tively. IGLOO 4 takes the exact alignment produced from tivery
LNA method as the current alignment and expands around itewh
IGLOO 0 does not use any of the local alignment and aligns the
two networks from scratch, just as GNA does (Step 4). Theeefo
we expect IGLOO 4 to be the most similar to LNA and IGLOO 0
the be the most similar to GNA, while the remaining versiohs o
IGLOO will balance between high functional quality of LNAdn
high topological quality of GNA.



Step 4: Searching for large conserved subnetworks of high fm-
logical quality

IGLOO expands around the current alignment greedily to find
large conserved subnetworks of high topological qualityilar
how GNA works. In each iteration, IGLOO adds to the current
alignment the node pair from different networks that hasaieed
unaligned up to that point and that has the highest node aimil
ity score, and then IGLOO updates NCF scores accordinglgh Ea
of the nodes that are aligned cannot be used again in thisisxa
process. The expansion process stops when no more nodeguairs
be added to the alignment. IGLOO returns the latest curdégm-a
ment as its final alignment. Note that any expansion strafaigp
called alignment strategy|[8.110]) can be used in IGLOO’p &g
including our recent alignment strategy called WAVEI[26]e Wer-
ified that using WAVE yields qualitatively identical ressitis does
using the above described expansion strategy. Consegufontl
brevity and simplicity, we leave out discussion of WAVE'sudts
and instead focus on results of the above described strategy

2.2 Data

We evaluate each NA (LNA, GNA, and IGLOO) method on four
real-world PPI network sets from our recent studyl [15] cionta
ing interactions of different types and confidence levelsodly
yeast two-hybrid physical PPls, where each PPI is suppdiyed
at least one publication (Y24), 2) only yeast two-hybrid physi-
cal PPIs, where each PPI is supported by at least two puiblisat
(Y2H5), 3) all physical PPIs, where each PPI is supported by at
least one publication (PHY, and 4) all physical PPIs, where each
PPl is supported by at least two publications (PH\Each network
set contains four PPI networks of different speci&s:cerevisiae
(yeast),D. melanogaste(fly), C. elegangworm), andH. sapiens
(human). For each network, we use its largest connected @omp
nent, just as in [15]. We do not include those pairs involwfgH,
and PHY; networks of worm and yeast, since these four networks
are extremely small and sparse, with random-like topology.

AlignNemo is able to produce an alignment for six of the afore
mentioned network pairs (it cannot successfully run fordtteer
network pairs, for reasons discussed_inl [15]). Thus, sidedO
is partly based on AlignNemo, in order to fairly evaluate
against the existing NA methods, we focus on the six netwaitsp
that AlignNemo is able to run on. The network pairs are: yeast
fly (Y2H,), yeast-worm (Y2H), worm-fly (Y2H;), yeast-human
(Y2H,), yeast-worm (PHY), and fly-worm (PHY). The size of

each network is shown in Tadlé 1. For more details on each data

set, see/[15].

Table 1: The number of nodes and edges for each network used

in this study.
Network # of nodes| # of edges
yeast (Y2H;) 3,427 11,348
fly (Y2H 1) 7,094 23,356
worm (Y2H) | 2,871 5,194
yeast (Y2H) 744 966
human (Y2H,) | 1,191 1,567
yeast (PHY;) 6,168 82,368
fly (PHY 1) 7,885 36,271
worm (PHY 1) | 3,003 5,501

2.3 Alignment quality measures

We evaluate each NA (LNA, GNA, and IGLOO) method in terms
of both topological and functional alignment quality. Wetis on

node coverage (NCV) combined with the generalized symmetri
substructure score (GBmeasure of edge conservation as a mea-
sure of topological alignment quality, where the combirgubtog-
ical measure is denoted as NCV-&3\so, we focus on precision
(P-FP) and recall (R-PF) of protein function prediction d¢ined
into F-score as a measure of functional alignment qualityene
the combined functional measure is denoted as F-PF. We ese th
measures because they are already proven evaluationiacifiver
both LNA and GNA that can compare the two fairly [15].
Intuitively, NCV-GS® quantifies the size of the given alignment
in terms of the amount of both conserved nodes (NCV) and con-
served edges (3% Let f be an alignment between two graphs
G1(V1,E1) andGy(Vo, Ep), and letG)(Vy,E]) and G, (Vs,E5) be
subgraphs of5; and G, that are induced on node setév,) and
f(V1). NCV is the percentage of nodes frdB and G, that are

also inGj andG, (i.e., P\jﬂﬂxﬂ ). GS® is the percentage of con-
served edges out of the total of both conserved and non-c@tse
edges. NCV-G&is the geometric mean of NCV and &S

Before we define F-PF, we note that this measure is computed
with respect to Gene Ontology (GO) gene-function annatadita
[13]. We only use gene-GO term annotations that have been ob-
tained experimentally. That is, we discard those functiamao-
tations that have been obtained e.g., computationallyadgaence
alignment. We do this because the NA methods that we evadiliate
ready use sequence information within NCF when producieg th
alignments, and thus evaluating such alignments with rtsjoe
sequence-based functional annotations would lead to alairar-
gument, which is undesirable [13].

Now, we go back to defining F-PF. This measure quantifies how
similar the aligned nodes are in terms of their functidng.[TE®
compute F-PF, we first hide proteins’ true GO terms and then pr
dict the proteins’ GO terms based on GO terms of their aligned
counterpart(s) [15]. Next we compute the P-PF and R-PF of the
resulting predicted GO terms with respect to the true GO germ
Finally, F-PF is the harmonic mean of P-PF and R-PF.

For more details on the NCV-G%nd F-PF measures, séel[15].

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We evaluate IGLOO against the existing NA methods constere
in our study in terms of both alignment quality (Section] 3ahy
running time (Sectiop 312).

3.1 Alignment quality method comparison

Here, we show results for IGLOO when considering the total of
10 IGLOO versions: IGLOO 0-4 when each of AlignMCL and
AlignNemo are used in step 1 of the IGLOO algorithm. When we
compare the different methods (the existing LNA and GNA meth
ods, and the 10 IGLOO versions), for a given network pair and
a given existing NA method, we obtain results for four pokgsib
cases: 1) IGLOO is comparable or superior both topologicatd
functionally, meaning that at least one version of IGLOOase
parable or superior both topologically and functionallyjGLOO
is comparable or superior only functionally but not topadadjy,
meaning that no version of IGLOO is comparable or superith bo
topologically and functionally, and at least one versiotGifOO is
comparable or superior only functionally but not topolatfi; 3)
IGLOO is comparable or superior only topologically but nond-
tionally, meaning that none of the versions of IGLOO are carap
ble or superior both topologically and functionally, andegtst one
version of IGLOO is comparable or superior only topolodicalt
not functionally; and 4) IGLOO is inferior both topologitaland
functionally, meaning that all versions of IGLOO are infgriNote



that cases 2 and 3 could occur at the same time, since it ifofoss
that some version of IGLOO is comparable or superior onlypiop
logically but not functionally, while another version israparable
or superior only functionally but not topologically. Howezy none

of cases 1, 2, and 4, or cases 1, 3, and 4, can occur at the saene ti

Regarding the NCFs of the existing NA methods considered in
our study, differentr values (i.e., wher@ balances between the
amount of topological versus sequence information in NCighm
result in different alignment quality. Therefore, for eagtisting
NA method and each network pair, we choosedhealue that re-
sults in the best trade-off between topological and fumeigual-
ity when varyinga from 0 to 1 in increments of 0.1 [15]. We
measure the trade-off between the two quality types by céimgpu
their geometric mean. We report results only for thealue that
results in the maximum geometric mean.

Our findings are as follows. Overall, IGLOO is comparable or
superior to the existing NA methods considered in our stidg-(
ured2 (a) anf]3). Specifically, when considering all contivna
of the existing NA methods and networks pairs, in 62% of them,
IGLOO is comparable or superior both topologically and tiore
ally (case 1). In 38% of the combinations, IGLOO is compazabl
or superior only functionally but not topologically (case & 25%
of the combinations, IGLOO is comparable or superior onfyoto
logically but not functionally (case 3). IGLOO is never irifer
both topologically and functionally (case 4). Note that 26fthe
combinations are in the overlap of cases 1 and 2. When canside
ing two given methods to be comparable if their alignmentigua
scores are within 1% or 5% of each other, IGLOO is even more
comparable or superior both topologically and functiopadh up
to 78% of all cases (Figufé 2 (a)). That is, often, when thetg
methods are comparable or superior to IGLOO, their sugsyiisr
only within 1% or 5% of IGLOO alignment quality. Equivalent
results when considering only the five AlignMCL-based IGLOO
versions and only the five AlignNemo-based IGLOO versiorss (a
opposed to all 10 versions of IGLOO) are shown in Supplenmgnta
FiguredSIL and $2, respectively.

Importantly, for case 2, whenever IGLOO is comparable or su-
perior to the existing methods functionally but not topadadjy, or
in other words whenever the existing methods outperformOQGL
topologically but not functionally, the topological sufmity of the
existing methods (in terms of NCV-Gcomes only from G3but
not NCV (Figurd % (a)). Similarly, for case 3, whenever IGLOO
is comparable or superior to the existing methods topo#dlyidut
not functionally, or in other words whenever the existingtimoels
outperform IGLOO functionally but not topologically, therfc-
tional superiority of the existing methods (in terms of Freémes
only from recall (R-PF) but not precision (P-PF) in 20-33.4%
all cases (Figurgl4 (b)); for biological scientists, primisof pro-
tein function prediction (making as accurate predictioag@assi-
ble, even if few of them) is likely more important than R-PFafn
ing as many predictions as possible, even if less accurate).

Next, we zoom into these results to compare IGLOO to each of
LNA and GNA individually (Figuré® (b) and (c), respectivily

The comparison results against LNA are as follows. IGLOO is
comparable or superior to all of the existing LNA methodssidn
ered in our study both topologically and functionally fol aét-
work pairs. When measuring the within 1% or within 5% accyrac
(as described above), IGLOO remains comparable or sugsstor
topologically and functionally. That is, IGLOO is at leastSet-
ter than any of the existing LNA methods, both functionalhda
topologically. Thus, since IGLOO improves both topologjiand
functional alignment quality of the existing LNA methods,the
minimum, IGLOOQO'’s contribution is the new best LNA method.
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Figure 2: Overall comparison of IGLOO (the best of its ver-
sions) and (a) LNA and GNA combined, (b) LNA, and (c) GNA,
when considering 10 different IGLOO versions: IGLOO 0-4
for each of AlignMCL and AlignNemo used in step 1 of the al-
gorithm. The comparison is shown for three different method
“superiority levels” (denoted as p): 0%, 1%, and 5%. By a
“superiority level”, we mean the following. Given two methads
A and B with alignment quality scoresx and y, respectively, if

m';;{‘y) < p, we say thatA and B are comparable; otherwise, if

x is greater/less thany, we say thatA is superior/inferior to B.
For a given network pair and a given existing method, only the
best version of IGLOO is considered. The four cases are: 1)
IGLOO is comparable or superior both topologically and func-
tionally; 2) IGLOO is comparable or superior only function-
ally but not topologically; 3) IGLOO is comparable or superior
only topologically but not functionally; and 4) IGLOO is inf e-
rior both topologically and functionally. The y-axes indicate the
percentage of the combinations of the existing NA methods ah
networks pairs for which the given case occurs.




The comparison results against GNA are as follows. When con-
sidering all combinations of the existing GNA methods ant ne
works pairs, in 36% of them, IGLOO is comparable or superior
both topologically and functionally (case 1). In 64% of thae
binations, IGLOO is comparable or superior only functibnaiut
not topologically (case 2). In 42% of the combinations, IGDLO
is comparable or superior only topologically but not fuooglly
(case 3). IGLOO is never inferior both topologically anddtian-
ally (case 4). Note that 42% of the combinations are in thelape
of cases 1 and 2. When measuring the within 1% or within 5% ac-
curacy, similar trends hold, except that now IGLOO is corapber
or superior in up to 64% of all cases both topologically anacfu
tionally. Thatis, often, when the existing GNA methods ampa-
rable or superior to IGLOO, their superiority is only withl8s or
5% of IGLOO’s alignment quality. Further, over all combiizais
of the existing GNA methods and networks pairs in which IGLOO
improves functional quality of the GNA methods but lowersith
topological quality (case 2), the average improvementictional
quality is 331% (standard deviation of 276%), while the ager
decrease in topological alignment quality is only 40% (dead
deviation of 11%). Thus, IGLOO gains more than it loses. Giler
combinations of the existing GNA methods and networks gairs
which IGLOO improves topological quality of the GNA methods
but lowers their functional quality (case 3), the averagpriome-
ment in topological quality is 18% (standard deviation of4)2
while the average decrease in functional alignment quai®8%
(standard deviation of 31%). Therefore, IGLOO overall baae
existing GNA methods for case 2, while the existing GNA metho
beat IGLOO for case 3.

Equivalent results when considering only the five AlignMCL-
based IGLOO versions and only the five AlignNemo-based IGLOO
versions (as opposed to all 10 versions of IGLOO) are shown in
Supplementary Figurés 51 dnd S2, respectively.

We conclude our discussion on comparison of the differetbhme
ods in terms of their alignment accuracy by summarizing e p
formance of each method over all analyzed network pairsufgig
[B) and in particular by computing the statistical significaiof the
improvement of one method over another (where we use thedair
t-test to compare alignment scores of two methods of intenest
all network pairs). Based on these results, we comment onhwhi
version of IGLOO (out of IGLOO 0-4) is the best.

For LNA, there is a version of IGLOO, in particular IGLOO 4
under AlignNemo, which is superior in a statistically sigeantly
manner p-value< 0.05) to each considered LNA method in terms
of both topological and functional alignment quality (FigiB).

In addition, IGLOO 3-4 under AlignMCL and IGLOO 2-4 under
AlignNemo are statistically significantly superior to twithe four
considered LNA methods (NetAligner and NetworkBlast).

For GNA, no version of IGLOO is superior in a statisticallg-si
nificantly manner to any existing GNA method in terms of both
topological and functional alignment quality. However, wate
that: 1) IGLOO is still superior to the existing GNA methods i
many cases, as shown in Figlide 2, it is just that its supéyiai
not statistically significant, and 2) importantly, none o existing
GNA methods is statistically significantly superior to amysion of
IGLOO in terms of both topological and functional alignmeguogl-
ity. Clearly, each of IGLOO and an existing GNA method is attbe
statistically significantly superior either functionaldy topologi-
cally, but not both. So, for GNA, we split the discussion itum
cases: 1) when IGLOO is statistically significantly betteart the
given existing GNA method in terms of only functional aligam
quality, and 2) when IGLOO is statistically significantlyttex than
the given existing GNA method in terms of only topologicagat
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Figure 3: Topological (NCV-GS?; x-axis) and functional (F-PF;
y-axis) alignment quality for the existing LNA methods (trian-
gles), existing GNA methods (stars), and IGLOO versions (ci
cles), averaged over all aligned network pairs, when consal-
ing (&) AlignMCL and (b) AlignNemo in the first step of the
IGLOO algorithm. For detailed results for each network pair
individually, see Supplementary Figure$ S3 and 34.
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Figure 4: Reasons behind the superiority of the existing mét
ods over IGLOO in (a) case 2 and (b) case 3. For case 2 (when-
ever the existing methods outperform IGLOO topologically hut
not functionally), we show the percentage of all instancesi
which the topological superiority of the existing methodss with
respect to NCV only, GS only, or both. Similarly, for case 3
(whenever the existing methods outperform IGLOO function-
ally but not topologically), we show the percentage of all in
stances in which the functional superiority of the existingneth-
ods is with respect to P-PF only, R-PF only, or both.

ment quality.

For the first case above (IGLOO is statistically significarstli-
perior to GNA only functionally), IGLOO 3-4 under any of Alg
MCL or AlignNemo are statistically significantly superiar ¢ach
considered GNA method. In addition, IGLOO 1-2 under Align-
Nemo are statistically significantly superior to each cdesed GNA
method except L-GRAAL. The remaining versions out of IGLOO
1-4 under either AlignMCL or AlignNemo are statisticallysifi-



cantly superior to at least one of the considered GNA methOds
all IGLOO versions, only IGLOO 0 under any of AlignMCL and
AlignNemo is never statistically significantly superiorany of the
existing GNA methods in terms of functional alignment quyali

For the second case above (IGLOO is statistically signifigan
superior to GNA only topologically), no version of IGLOO liea
NETAL or MAGNA++. This is not surprising, because these are
among the best GNA methods in terms of topological alignment
quality [15]. For the remaining four GNA methods, IGLOO 0 un-
der AlignMCL is statistically significantly superior to daof the
four methods. Also, IGLOO 0 under AlignNemo is statistigall
significantly superior to each of the four methods except G#0.
Finally, IGLOO 1 under AlignNemo is statistically signifiaty su-
perior to L-GRAAL. No other version of IGLOO is statisticall
significantly superior to any GNA method topologically.

In summary, in terms of functional alignment quality, IGLG&O
is the strongest compared to both LNA and GNA, and it is foldw
by IGLOO 3 and IGLOO 2. In terms of topological alignment gual
ity, IGLOO 4 is the strongest compared to LNA, and it is folkmv
by IGLOO 3 and IGLOO 2, while IGLOO 0 is the strongest com-
pared to GNA, and it is followed by IGLOO 1.

3.2 Running time method comparison

Here, we compare IGLOO when using AlignMCL in the first
step of the algorithm against each of the existing LNA and GNA
methods in terms of computational complexity. We run all NA
methods on the same Linux machine with 64 CPU cores (AMD
Opteron (tm) Processor 6378) and 512 GB of RAM. All meth-
ods can run on a single core with the exception of GHOST, which
can run on at least two cores. Three of the existing GNA method
(GHOST, GEDEVO, and MAGNA++) can run on multiple cores.
The maximum number of cores that the parallelizable metbhads
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Figure 5: Representative running time comparison of the dif
ferent NA methods, for (a) the entire running times and (b) ory
the times for constructing alignments. For each method thats
parallelizable, its single-core version is marked with a ‘$sym-

use is bounded by the number of cores that our machine has. Weyo| and its 64-core version is marked with a ‘$$' symbol. All

analyze the methods’ entire running times, which encompeats
computing node similarities and constructing alignmeAtso, we
measure only running times needed to construct alignmigmst-
ing the time needed to precompute node similarities. We shew
results for worm and yeast PPI networks of Y2tfpe, since both
networks are relatively small, and even the slowest NA netho
could finish aligning the two networks on a single core within
reasonable time (within one day). For any other network, piair
could take much longer time for the slowest method to finish.

Regarding the entire running times, the findings are asvisllo
(Figure[® (a)). Since IGLOO uses AlignMCL and NETAL within
its algorithm, it is not surprising that IGLOO is (slightlgJower
than these two methods. Of the remaining methods, IGLOO is
faster than two methods (i.e., serial GEDEVO and serial MAGHN),
itis relatively comparable to three methods (i.e., AligniNg serial
GHOST, and WAVE), and it is slower than six methods (i.e.,-Net
workBLAST, NetAligner, parallelized GHOST, parallelizésE-
DEVO, parallelized MAGNA++, and L-GRAAL).

Regarding only the times for computing alignments, the figdi
are as follows (Figurgl5 (b)). Again, IGLOO is (slightly) sler
than AlignMCL and NETAL. Of the remaining methods, IGLOO
is faster than eight methods (NetworkBLAST, serial GHOSAF; p
allelized GHOST, serial GEDEVO, parallelized GEDEVO, akri
MAGNA++, parallelized MAGNA++, and L-GRAAL), it is rela-
tively comparable to two methods (NetAligner and WAVE), and
is slower than one method (AlignNemo). Importantly, all hoats
except perhaps serial and parallelized GEDEVO and seriadbMA
A++ have reasonably low running times.

other methods are run on a single core. Results are shown for
using AlignMCL in the first step of IGLOO algorithm.

4. CONCLUSION

We propose a new NA method, IGLOO, which aims to com-
bine the advantages of both LNA and GNA in order better baanc
between functional and topological alignment quality. Véendn-
strate that IGLOO outperforms all considered LNA methodghwi
respect to both alignment quality types, it also outperfothe con-
sidered GNA methods in many cases.

IGLOO is generalizable as it can include any existing LNA and
GNA methods into its algorithm. (The existing methods we tes
are simply a proof of concept of combining LNA with GNA.) As
the field of NA evolves, including newer and more sophistidat
methods could further improve the alignment quality of IGRO
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Figure S1: Overall comparison of IGLOO (the best of its versons) and (a) LNA and GNA combined, (b) LNA, and (c) GNA, when
considering five different versions of IGLOO (IGLOO 0-4) under AlignMCL in the first step of the algorithm. The comparison
is shown for three different method “superiority levels” (denoted asp): 0%, 1%, and 5%. By a “superiority level”, we mean the

following. Given two methodsA and B with alignment quality scoresx and y, respectively, if m‘;;}(’_ly) < p, we say thatA and B are
comparable; otherwise, ifxis greater/less thary, we say thatA is superior/inferior to B. For a given network pair and a given existing
method, only the best version of IGLOO is considered. The foucases are as follows: 1) IGLOO is comparable or superior bdt
topologically and functionally; 2) IGLOO is comparable or superior only functionally but not topologically; 3) IGLOO i scomparable
or superior only topologically but not functionally; and 4) IGLOO is inferior both topologically and functionally. The y-axes indicate

the percentage of the combinations of the existing NA methadand networks pairs for which the given case occurs.
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following. Given two methodsA and B with alignment quality scores x and y, respectively, if % < p, we say thatA and B are
comparable; otherwise, ifxis greater/less thary, we say thatA is superior/inferior to B. For a given network pair and a given existing
method, only the best version of IGLOO is considered. The foucases are as follows: 1) IGLOO is comparable or superior bdt
topologically and functionally; 2) IGLOO is comparable or superior only functionally but not topologically; 3) IGLOO i s comparable
or superior only topologically but not functionally; and 4) IGLOO is inferior both topologically and functionally. The y-axes indicate

the percentage of the combinations of the existing NA methadand networks pairs for which the given case occurs.
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Figure S3: Topological (NCV-GS; x-axis) and functional (F-PF;y-axis) alignment quality for the existing LNA methods (triangles),
existing GNA methods (stars) and IGLOO versions (circles)for each aligned network pair, when considering AlignMCL in the first
step of IGLOO algorithm.
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Figure S4: Topological (NCV-GS; x-axis) and functional (F-PF;y-axis) alignment quality for the existing LNA methods (triangles),
existing GNA methods (stars) and IGLOO versions (circles)for each aligned network pair, when considering AlignNemom the first
step of IGLOO algorithm.
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