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Abstract

In this paper, we conduct theoretical analyses on inferring the structure of gene
regulatory networks. Depending on the experimental method and data type, the infer-
ence problem is classified into 20 different scenarios. For each scenario, we discuss the
problem that with enough data, under what assumptions, what can be inferred about
the structure. For scenarios that have been covered in the literature, we provide a brief
review. For scenarios that have not been covered in literature, if the structure can be
inferred, we propose new methods. Otherwise, we prove that the structure cannot be
inferred.
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Frequently used abbreviations:
GRN: gene regulatory network.
DAG: directed acyclic graph.
ODE: ordinary differential equation

1 Introduction

In living cells, most genes are transcribed to mRNAs and then translated to proteins.
Some proteins serve as transcription factors that regulate the transcription of other gene(s).
Broadly speaking, a gene regulatory network (GRN) consists of various molecular regulators
that govern gene expression, namely, levels of mRNAs and corresponding proteins [39, 7].
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For example, in fruit flies, CLOCK (CLK) and CYCLE (CYC) are transcription factors
that promote transcription of period (per) and timeless (tim), the protein products of
which in return inhibit CLK/CYC. Such transcription-translation negative feedback loop
plays a central role in circadian rhythm [22]. Additionally, the expression of one gene could
promote its own expression, which is called autocatalysis [5]. In this paper, the major focus
is the regulatory relationship between genes.

The central question of this paper is to infer the GRN structure using experimental
data (also called “reverse-engineering”): For any two genes Vi, Vj , does the expression of
Vi regulate (activate or repress) the expression of Vj? For any gene Vi, does the expression
of Vi regulate itself (autocatalysis)?

Most subjects of a GRN are large molecules confined within living cells. Therefore,
it is difficult or even impossible to directly verify a regulatory network among a group
of genes with biochemical methods. On the other hand, a large amount of data that are
related to GRNs have been collected and documented, such as single-cell observational
gene expression data [4] and bulk level interventional phenotype data [12]. For different
data types, we need different mathematical tools to infer the GRN structure.

We classify the inference problem into different scenarios by data types. For each sce-
nario, we discuss what can be inferred about the GRN structure, and what assumptions are
needed. Since certain scenarios have been extensively studied regarding the GRN struc-
ture inference, we only introduce a few representatives to show what we can infer in these
scenarios. Other scenarios will be thoroughly discussed: whether and how the GRN can
be inferred. We will also develop novel mathematical methods if necessary. Through this
analysis, the existing mathematical methods, our novel methods, and potential methods
that will be invented in the future can be treated in the same unified paradigm. This
paradigm can be generalized to fit new data types.

This paper is not a review of all important existing mathematical methods. For exam-
ple, machine learning methods and Bayesian type methods are not covered. Besides, this
paper focuses on theoretical results, not practical algorithms.

Section 2 briefly introduces possible biological data types regarding GRNs. Section 3
discusses mathematical setup and related assumptions. Section 4 presents the main results
of this paper: with what data, under what assumptions, what we can infer about the
GRN structures. Section 5 discusses biological background and concerns about GRN and
related measurements, as a continuation of Section 2. Section 6 contains some classical
mathematical results related to GRN structure inference. In Section 7, we develop some
novel results that are used in the inference of GRN structures. Section 8 provides a detailed
explanation for the results in Section 4. We finish with some discussions in Section 9.

This paper is written to draw attention from readers with various backgrounds: applied
mathematicians, mathematical biologists, experimental biologists, etc. We encourage read-
ers to skip certain sections if they are not interested in corresponding topics or do not have
certain backgrounds. Readers who only want to understand the main results could stop
at Section 4. Readers who are not interested in mathematical details could skip Sections
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Figure 1: Dependence relations of all sections in this paper.

6-9. Readers who are not interested in biological discussions could skip Section 5. Fig. 1
describes the dependence relations of all sections.

2 Biological Setup

Various types of experimental data can be used to infer GRN structures. They can be
classified in four major dimensions: (1) Modality. We can directly measure gene expression
levels or phenotypes that depend on gene expression. (2) Granularity. We can measure
certain quantities for a single cell and repeat many times, so as to obtain a probability
distribution of such quantities. We can also measure these quantities for a large population
of cells (bulk level). (3) Intervention. We can measure certain quantities after interfering
with the expression of some genes, so that these genes and downstream genes are affected
(not fully muted in general). We can just observe without any intervention. (4) Temporal
resolution. We can measure at a single time point or multiple time points (time series).
When we measure at single-cell level at multiple time points, there is an extra dimension:
Can we measure the same cell multiple times, so that we can obtain the joint distribution
for multiple time points, or we need to measure different cells at different time points, so
that we just have multiple marginal distributions for each time point?

For these four major dimensions, we have 24 = 16 different scenarios. Each scenario is
named with a combination of four labels: (1) Gene expression or Phenotype; (2) Single-cell
or Bulk; (3) Non-interventional or Interventional; (4) One-time or Time series. In four
scenarios (Single-cell + Time series), there is an extra dimension of Joint distribution or
Marginal distribution, meaning a total of 20 scenarios.

For each dimension, there is one type that is more informative: Gene expression >
Phenotype, Single-cell > Bulk, Interventional > Non-interventional, Time series > One-
time, Joint distribution>Marginal distribution. In fact, given data of the more informative
type, we can calculate the data of the other type. Nevertheless, for more informative data
types, generally the experiments are more difficult, more expensive, and less accurate.
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3 Mathematical Background and Setup

In this section, we introduce some necessary mathematics for understanding the problem
of inferring GRN structures. We also introduce seven assumptions, where four are used in
certain scenarios, and the other three are always applied. Under these assumptions, the
underlying GRN is simple enough, or the experimental data are regular enough, so that they
follow certain mathematical models. We shall discuss under different assumptions, what
GRN structures can be inferred from experimental data. Nevertheless, all assumptions are
more or less unrealistic in biology. We will discuss concerns about these assumptions in
Subsection 5.2.

Four assumption are used in certain scenarios: (1) Path Blocking (PB): the inter-
vention on one gene has no effect on another gene (or a phenotype), if and only if other
intervened genes block all paths; (2) Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG): the GRN can
be described by a directed graph without cycles; (3) Markov and Faithful (MF): the
distribution of gene expression properly reflects the underlying DAG through conditional
independence relations; (4) Linear System (LS): the gene expression (and possibly phe-
notype) time series data satisfy a linear ODE system. Three assumptions are always
applied: (a) every related factor is concerned; (b) the concerned set of factors is not too
large; (c) the condition for each regulation is satisfied, so that each regulation can be ob-
served. Most contents of this section, except the path blocking property, are from standard
textbooks [8, 24, 20].

3.1 Graph Theory and Path Blocking Property

In graph theory, a directed graph consists of several vertices {V1, . . . , Vn} and some
directed edges between two vertices, such as Vi → Vj .

A GRN can be represented as a directed graph. Each vertex Vi represents a gene, and
each directed edge Vi → Vj means that the expression of gene Vi can regulate the expression
of gene Vj. We require that the graph is connected.

If there are edges Vi → Vj , Vj → Vk, . . . , Vl → Vm, then Vi → Vj → Vk · · · → Vl → Vm

is called a path from Vi to Vl. Although the GRN might have cycles, we do not allow a
path to pass a vertex more than once. The number of edges in a path is called the length
of this path. If there exist paths from Vi to Vj , the minimal length of such paths is called
the distance from Vi to Vj.

If there is an edge Vi → Vj , then Vi is a parent of Vj, and Vj is a child of Vi. If there
is a path from Vi to Vj, then Vi is an ancestor of Vj, and Vj is a descendant of Vi.

If we can only measure a phenotype V0, then the concerned GRN consists of V0 and
genes V1, . . . , Vn that have paths leading to V0. We assume there is no edge starting from
V0.

Consider any two vertices Vi, Vj and a set S ⊂ {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi, Vj}. If all paths from
Vi to Vj need to pass through S, we say that S blocks Vi to Vj. Specifically, if there is no
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path from Vi to Vj, then any set, including the empty set ∅, blocks Vi to Vj .
Assume we can interfere with any genes and measure the expression levels of all genes.

This means we can interfere with different sets of genes, and compare if they have the
same effect on certain genes. The path blocking property means that for any Vi, Vj and
any set S ⊂ {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi, Vj}, after interfering with all genes in S, intervention on Vi

cannot provide extra influence on the expression of Vj , if and only if S blocks Vi to Vj .
An equivalent expression is that the intervention on S and the intervention on S ∪ {Vi}
have the same effect on Vj . The path blocking property in this case means a set of genes
that blocks Vi to Vj in the directed graph (GRN) also blocks the influence of Vi to Vj in
gene expression, and vice versa. Therefore, by comparing the gene expression levels under
different interventions, we can obtain partial information about the graph structure. For
example, assume the GRN is V1 → V2 → V3, and the path blocking property holds. After
interfering with V2, adding intervention on V1 cannot further affect V3, meaning that {V2}
blocks V1 to V3. After interfering with V1, adding intervention on V2 can further affect V3,
meaning that {V1} does not block V2 to V3.

Assume we can interfere with any genes and measure one phenotype V0. This means
we can interfere with different sets of genes, and compare if they have the same effect on
the measured phenotype. The path blocking property means that for any Vi and any
set S ⊂ {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi}, after interfering with all genes in S, intervention on Vi cannot
provide extra influence on the expression of V0, if and only if S blocks Vi to V0. Similarly, by
comparing the phenotype under different interventions, we can obtain partial information
about the graph structure.

3.2 Directed Acyclic Graph, Markov Property, and Faithful Property

A directed acyclic graph (DAG) is a directed graph that has no directed cycles. For
example, if we have edges V1 → V2 and V2 → V3, then we cannot have edge V3 → V1,
but edge V1 → V3 is allowed. Specifically, an edge from a vertex Vi to itself (Vi → Vi) is
regarded as a cycle.

In a causal DAG (also called Bayesian network) G with n vertices, each vertex Vi has
an associated random variable Xi, which represents the stochastic expression level of gene
Vi in a single cell. The joint distribution of these variables is denoted as P.

P is said to be Markov to G, if P(X1, . . . ,Xn) =
∏n

i=1 P(Xi | πXi
), where πXi

means
the expression levels of Vi’s parents. If all the conditional independence relations in P also
appear in any other P′ that is Markov to G, then we say that P is faithful to G. If a
distribution P is Markov and faithful to G, then the structure of G properly reflects the
causal relations in P.

Consider a DAG G. A common model that fits this DAG is Xi = fi(πXi
) + ǫi. This

means the value of Vi depends on the values of its parents, plus an independent noise. In
general, the joint distribution generated by this model is Markov and faithful to G.
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3.3 Linear System

If we measure the bulk level gene expression time series, the expression level of a gene Vi

can be regarded as a variable xi that changes continuously. If we measure the single-cell
level gene expression Xi, then its expectation is xi. The expression levels {xi} of all genes
along time satisfy a linear system, or have the linearity property, if the following linear
ordinary differential equations (ODEs) hold.

dx1/dt = a11x1 + a12x2 + · · · + a1nxn + b1,

· · ·

dxn/dt = an1x1 + an2x2 + · · · + annxn + bn.

(1)

This system can be rewritten as d~x/dt = A~x + ~b, where ~x = (x1, . . . , xn)
′, A = [aij],

~b = (b1, . . . , bn)
′. Here bi describes the base synthesis rate of gene Vi, aii describes the

degradation (and possibly autocatalysis) of Vi, and aij describes the effect of Vj on the
expression of Vi. If aij > 0, Vj activates Vi; if aij < 0, Vj inhibits Vi; if aij = 0, Vj does not
affect Vi.

4 Inferring GRN Structure with Different Data Types

We have discussed different data types in Section 2, and different mathematical assumptions
in Section 3. In this section, we present the main results of this paper: with what data
type, under what assumptions, what can we infer about the GRN structure. See Table
1 for a summary of all the results. For example, in Scenario 6 (Gene, Bulk, One-time,
Interventional), we can fully infer the GRN structure under the path blocking assumption,
and we can partially infer the GRN structure under the directed acyclic graph assumption,
while autocatalysis cannot be determined. These results are explained in Section 8, based
on the mathematical methods in Section 6 and Section 7.

The identification of autocatalysis is possible only with single-cell gene expression data.
Although autocatalysis is generally masked by degradation, we can find evidence in prob-
ability distributions.

The basic method of establishing causal relation is to vary one variable and examine
if the other variable changes. When we cannot interfere with gene expression, the only
chance is to profile gene expression on single-cell level. Within a single cell, the stochastic
fluctuation of gene expression plays a similar role as intervention. Nevertheless, by com-
paring Scenario 1 vs. Scenario 2 and comparing Scenario 3 vs. Scenario 4, we can see that
the stochastic fluctuation is less informative than intervention.

With interventional phenotype data (Scenarios 10, 12, 14, 16), the GRN is analogous
to a black box. Although the gene expression levels are unknown, we can interfere by
manipulating certain genes and use the resulting phenotype as output. Under different
assumptions, we can partially reconstruct the GRN structure.
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One-Time Time Series
Non-
Intervention

Intervention
Non-
Intervention

Intervention

Gene
Expression

Single-
Cell

Scenario 1

MF+DAG:
partial

Partial AC

Scenario 2

PB: full
MF+DAG:
full

Partial AC

Scenario 3

Joint:
UC: full

Marginal:
MF+DAG:
partial

Partial AC

Scenario 4

Joint:
UC: full

Marginal:
MF+DAG:
full
LS: full
PB: full
DAG: partial

Full AC

Bulk
Scenario 5

No

Scenario 6

PB: full
DAG: partial

Scenario 7

No

Scenario 8

LS: full
DAG: partial
PB: full

Phenotype

Single-
Cell

Scenario 9

No

Scenario 10

PB: partial

Scenario 11

No

Scenario 12

LS+DAG:
partial
PB: partial

Bulk
Scenario 13

No

Scenario 14

PB: partial

Scenario 15

No

Scenario 16

LS+DAG:
partial
PB: partial

Table 1: GRN structure inference with different data types: under what assumptions, what
structures can be inferred. There are 16 scenarios classified by the following dimensions
of data types: Gene Expression vs. Phenotype; Single-Cell vs. Bulk; One-Time vs. Time
Series; Non-Interventional vs. Interventional. In Scenario 3 and Scenario 4, there is an ex-
tra dimension of Joint vs. Marginal. There are different assumptions: PB: path blocking;
DAG: directed acyclic graph; MF: Markov and faithful; LS: linear system; UC: uncondi-
tional. Full/partial/no means all/some/no GRN structures can be inferred (autocatalysis
not included). For example, “LS+DAG: partial” means under LS assumption and DAG
assumption, GRN structure can be partially inferred. Full/partial AC means autocatalysis
can be identified for all/some genes. If not mentioned, autocatalysis cannot be identified.
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We can evaluate the performance of each scenario based on the level of GRN structures
that can be inferred. Fully recovered GRN means 2 points, and partially recovered GRN
means 1 point. Besides, fully/partially recovered autocatalysis is worth 1/0.5 point, re-
spectively. For example, Scenario 1 (partial GRN and partial autocatalysis) has 1.5 points.
The summation over eight scenarios (1-8) with gene expression data is 13.5 points, and
the summation over eight scenarios with phenotype data (9-16) is 4 points. We compare
the overall score for each data dimension. Gene expression vs. Phenotype: 13.5 vs. 4;
Single-cell vs. Bulk: 11.5 vs. 6; Time series vs. One-time: 9.5 vs. 8; Interventional vs.
Non-interventional: 13.5 vs. 4. We can see that the gene expression data and interventional
data are much more informative.

Scenario 4 (Gene, Single-cell, Time series, Interventional) is the most informative case.
We can see that in Scenario 4, the GRN structure can be fully inferred under various
assumptions, and the existence of autocatalysis can be identified for each gene.

5 Biological Details and Concerns

In this section, we present biological details about GRN and corresponding measurements
in Section 2, and discuss biological concerns about the assumptions in Section 3.

5.1 Measurements Related to GRN

In this subsection, we briefly introduce biological experiments related to inferring GRN
structures and their restrictions. We do not aim at covering all important related papers.
Readers may refer to some review papers for detailed summaries on related biological
techniques [9, 36, 26].

The expression of a protein-coding gene consists of transcription (DNA to mRNA)
and translation (mRNA to protein). Therefore, to measure the expression level of a given
gene, we can either measure the amount of the corresponding mRNA or measure the
amount of the corresponding protein. There are many methods with various reliabilities
and accuracies to measure the amount of mRNA and/or protein on the bulk level and the
single-cell level [1, 43, 32]. By now (2021), these methods are not 100% accurate, especially
on single-cell level [34]. A more important problem is that most mRNAs and proteins are
confined within living cells (except for secreted proteins). This means cells have to be killed
before these molecules can be harvested, and then some analytical methods can be applied
to quantify the abundance of these molecules. Therefore, with these methods, a cell or a
cell population can be measured only once [1].

Many mRNAs have less than 20 copies in one cell [33]. Thus the gene expression of a
single cell is too stochastic to be described by a deterministic model. We can repeat the
gene expression measurement experiment over multiple single cells and obtain a probability
distribution of single-cell gene expression [17]. When the observation is based on a large
number of cells (bulk level), stochasticity is averaged out, so that the dynamics should be
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deterministic. Theoretically, repeating the gene expression measurement experiment over
a large number of cells should produce the same result. In reality, various technical issues
weaken the repeatability of measuring gene expression [30]. For example, external factors
affecting gene expression are hardly the same for two cell populations. Therefore, when we
sample two populations from the same cell line (especially if we sample at different time
points), their gene expression profiles might not be exactly the same.

Traditional approaches in the studies of gene expression are observational, meaning that
we directly measure cell(s) at stationary without interfering with gene expression. Recent
techniques like gene knockdown or gene knockout allow us to temporarily or permanently
alter the expression of genes of interest [21, 27, 13]. Most interventions decrease the ex-
pression of corresponding genes, but increasing is also possible [37]. After the intervention,
we can measure the gene expression data at a certain time point. By now (2021), on bulk
level, commonly used knockdown interventions cannot robustly decrease the expression of
targeted genes to zero [19]. For example, Hurley et al. applied siRNA to disrupt certain
genes. For only around 70% genes, the bulk-level expression decreases to less than 40% of
the original level. For around 10% genes, siRNA even increases their bulk expression levels
[15]. On the single-cell level, we can select cells that are successfully intervened. However,
the measurement is not 100% accurate, so that the selection is not always correct. Besides,
selection might be biased towards cells with low baseline expression levels of targeted genes.
Interventions cannot be used to maintain gene expression to fixed non-zero levels.

After the intervention, we hope to measure how the gene expression evolves over time.
Under current technologies, we can only measure a cell or a cell population once. There-
fore, at the bulk level, we can measure different populations at different time points after
the same intervention. The gene expression level at the bulk level is a single number.
Thus theoretically, measuring different populations at different time points is equivalent
to measuring the same population at different time points. At the single-cell level, we can
repeat the measurement for different cells at the same time point to obtain the marginal
distribution of gene expression at each time point. However, since we can only measure
a cell once, we cannot obtain the joint distribution of gene expression at different time
points. The joint distribution can provide extra information (correlation coefficient, etc.)
than marginal distributions. Regardless of technology restrictions, we discuss both cases,
depending on whether the joint distribution can be measured.

Some phenotypes, such as growth rate, number of molecules released, and drug re-
sistance, could be used to reflect gene expression levels [12]. These phenotypes can be
measured on bulk level or single-cell level. Besides, some phenotypes can be measured
without perturbing or even killing the cells. This means such phenotypes can be measured
at different time points for the same cell(s). Nevertheless, phenotypic transitions involve
complicated phenomena and mechanisms [16]. Therefore, we need to be cautious when
utilizing phenotypes in determining GRN structures.
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5.2 Concerns about GRN Assumptions

To correctly infer the GRN structure, we need to assume that all related factors are con-
cerned (not necessarily measured). For example, if the true GRN is V1 → V2 → V3, but V2

is not concerned (thus not measured), then we can observe that variating V1 in any case
would lead to the change of V3. Therefore, we would obtain a false edge V1 → V3. When
some factors are concerned but not measured, we might (partially) infer the GRN structure
by interfering with them. In reality, it is extremely difficult to measure all possible factors
with high accuracy.

Besides the assumption that all related factors are concerned, we also need to assume
that the set of concerned factors is not too large. The amount of data needed and com-
putational time cost for GRN structure inference methods grow fast with the number of
factors considered. If we cannot exclude most factors that are irrelevant to the target
gene beforehand, then either the inference methods behave poorly, or the cost (time and
money) is unbearable. In order to exclude irrelevant factors, we could refer to prior studies
or conduct certain experiments that could determine which factors might be relevant.

The regulation of one factor on another factor might occur only under specific condi-
tions. For example, when E. coli is not exposed to lactose, variating the glucose concentra-
tion does not affect the expression of lac operon; when there is enough lactose, decreasing
the glucose concentration would increase the expression of lac operon [18]. We need to
assume that such conditions are satisfied, so that all regulations can be observed.

The Path Blocking (PB) assumption states that the intervention on one gene has no
effect on another gene (or a phenotype), if and only if other intervened genes block all
paths. Consider a GRN V1 → V2 → V3. Some interventions (e.g., siRNA) are not strong
enough, so that after interfering with V2, V1 can still affect V2, then V3. On the other hand,
if we assume that V1 is necessary for the expression of V2, then as we knock out V1, V2

cannot express. In this case, interventions on V2 have no extra effect on V3, although the
path V2 → V3 is not blocked. Even though the path blocking assumption is powerful in
the GRN structure inference, it is not very realistic.

The directed acyclic graph (DAG) assumption states that the GRN has no cycle, which
is crucial in many scenarios. Nevertheless, in reality, it is common for a GRN to have
directed cycles. In fact, there are some pairs of genes that could mutually regulate each
other [2].

The Markov and faithful (MF) assumption states that the conditional independence
relations in the distribution of gene expression are consistent with the causal DAG. Under
this assumption, conditional independence should be correctly identified. However, due to
the heterogeneity of cells [38], there might be multiple cell types, each of which has its own
gene expression distribution, and the measured gene expression distribution might be the
combination of multiple distributions. Such mixing might make independent genes show
pseudo dependence. Mathematically, assume X1,X2 (expression of two genes for cell type
1) are independent, and X ′

1,X
′

2 (expression of two genes for cell type 2) are independent.
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Define X̄1 = X1 with probability 0.5, and X̄1 = X ′

1 with probability 0.5, and X̄2 is defined
similarly (overall expression of two genes for mixed cell population). Then X̄1 and X̄2

might not be independent.
The linear system (LS) assumption states that the net change rate of one gene (corre-

sponding mRNA or protein) linearly depends on the quantity of another gene, regardless
of other factors. In reality, the regulation of gene expression might be highly nonlinear.
Specifically, if gene V1 represses gene V2, then when the level of V2 is 0, the net change rate
of V2 might still be negative, a contradiction.

6 Existing Related Mathematical Results

In this section, we introduce some known mathematical results that will be used to infer
GRN structures.

6.1 Use Conditional Independence to Infer DAG Structure

This subsection is a standard topic in causal inference. Readers may refer to related
monographs for background and details [24].

For a distribution P that is Markov and faithful to a causal DAG, there is an edge
between Vi and Vj if and only if Vi and Vj are independent conditioned on some other
variables. However, we still need to determine the direction of this edge.

For two causal DAGs G1, G2 with a bijection between vertices, if any distribution P
that is Markov and faithful to G1 is also Markov and faithful to G2, and vice versa, then
we say that G1 and G2 are Markov equivalent. With this relation, all causal DAGs
can be classified into different Markov equivalent classes. For example, the following three
DAGs form an equivalent class: V1 → V2 → V3, V1 ← V2 ← V3, V1 ← V2 → V3. If P
is Markov and faithful to an unknown causal DAG G, then we can only find the Markov
equivalent class that contains G. DAGs in this equivalent class are indistinguishable under
P. Markov equivalent causal DAGs have the same edges, except that some edges have
opposite directions. Therefore, with the information of P, we can determine all edges of
the unknown G, but some edge directions are unknown.

When we have confirmed the existence of directed edge Vi → Vj , one question is to
determine whether this regulation is activation or inhibition. Consider a GRN that Vi

strongly activates Vk, Vk strongly activates Vj, and Vi weakly inhibits Vj . If Vi increases,
the weak inhibition of Vi → Vj is covered by the strong activation of Vi → Vk → Vj, meaning
that Vj also increases. If we naively calculate the correlation coefficient of Vi and Vj, we
would obtain the false conclusion that Vi activates Vj. Since there are multiple paths from
Vi to Vj, we need to control other variables to determine the direct regulation from Vi to Vj .
Therefore, we propose to calculate the conditional covariance (or conditional correlation,
partial correlation, etc.) between Vi and Vj , conditioned on other possible parents of
Vj . Positive conditional covariance means activation, and negative conditional covariance
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means inhibition. If there is only one path from Vi to Vj, namely the edge Vi → Vj, then
we can directly check the effect of Vi on Vj , such as calculating the correlation coefficient.

6.2 Inferring GRN Structure with ODE Model

For the linear ODE system Eq. 1, if we know the value of xi(t) at different time points, we
can calculate dxi/dt, and then calculate the coefficients {aij} and {bi} by solving a linear
algebraic equation system [28]. If the genes in a GRN satisfy such a linear system, then
aij 6= 0 if and only if there is an edge Vj → Vi.

6.3 Stochastic Process Model

On single-cell level, gene expression is stochastic. If we can only measure each cell once,
and repeat for many different cells, we obtain some random variables, where each vari-
able corresponds to the expression level of a gene. If we can measure the same cell at
different time points, then we obtain the joint distribution of a stochastic process. We con-
sider a discrete-time stochastic process that describes the evolution of multiple variables.
For example, we consider three variables at different time points, [X1(0),X2(0),X3(0)],
[X1(1),X2(1),X3(1)], [X1(2),X2(2),X3(2)] . . .. Here X1(t),X2(t),X3(t) are the expression
levels of genes V1, V2, V3 at time t. We assume there is no latent variable. One interpretation
is to define [X1(t+1),X2(t+1),X3(t+1)] as a stochastic function of [X1(t),X2(t),X3(t)]:

X1(t+ 1) = f [X1(t),X2(t),X3(t)] + ǫ1,t,

X2(t+ 1) = g[X1(t),X2(t),X3(t)] + ǫ2,t,

X3(t+ 1) = h[X1(t),X2(t),X3(t)] + ǫ3,t.

(2)

Here different ǫi,t are independent noise terms. This interpretation implies that the pro-
cess is Markov, meaning that that if we condition on the variables at one time point
([X1(2),X2(2),X3(2)]), then the past ([X1(1),X2(1),X3(1)]) and the future ([X1(3),X2(3),X3(3)])
are independent. For a continuous-time Markov process, if we can only observe at discrete
time points, then the observed variables form a discrete-time Markov process. Thus we
can focus on discrete-time processes.

Assume the underlying GRN is V1 → V2 → V3, then this means current X1 can directly
affect future X1, current X1,X2 can directly affect future X2, and current X2,X3 can
directly affect future X3. The equations of [X1(t+ 1),X2(t+ 1),X3(t+ 1)] becomes

X1(t+ 1) = f [X1(t)] + ǫ1,t,

X2(t+ 1) = g[X1(t),X2(t)] + ǫ2,t,

X3(t+ 1) = h[X2(t),X3(t)] + ǫ3,t.

The causal relations between different variables in this process are shown in Fig. 2. An
arrow can only point from a variable at time t to a variable at time t+ 1. Therefore, this
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Figure 2: Stochastic process model. X1(0) can affect X1(1) and X2(1); X2(0) can affect
X2(1) and X3(1); X3(0) can affect X3(1). The right most V1 → V2 → V3 is the correspond-
ing GRN.
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Figure 3: Stochastic process model. X1(0) can affect X1(1) and X2(1); X2(0) can affect
X2(1) and X3(1); X3(0) can affect X3(1) and X1(1). The right most V1 → V2 → V3 with
an arrow V3 → V1 is the corresponding GRN.

illustration is a DAG. We can project this process DAG along the time axis to obtain the
underlying GRN. In Fig. 3, the underlying GRN has a cycle. We can still use the process
DAG to illustrate the causal relations.

6.4 Determining GRN in Stochastic Process Model

If we have the joint distribution of two neighboring time points, then we can use conditional
independence to infer the structure of the process DAG, and thus the underlying GRN. Here
we need to introduce the notion of Markov boundary. For a set of random variables S
and another random variable X, a Markov boundary S1 of X in S is a subset of S, such that
(1) X |= S | S1; (2) for any S2 $ S1, X 6⊥⊥ S | S2. Here X1 |= X2 | X3 or X1 6⊥⊥ X2 | X3 means
X1 and X2 are (not) independent conditioned on X3. A Markov boundary is a minimal
subset that fully preserves the information of V in S. It is possible to have multiple Markov
boundaries in reality [10], and such multiplicity causes severe problems in identifying causal
relations [41]. For simplicity, we shall assume the Markov boundary is unique. In Fig. 2,
if we set S = {X1(0),X2(0),X3(0)}, then the Markov boundary of X = X3(1) in S is
{X2(0),X3(0)}. This means that we should have arrows from the Markov boundary to X,
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namely, X2(0) → X3(1) and X3(0) → X3(1). Similarly, the Markov boundary of X2(1)
is {X1(0),X2(0)}, meaning arrows X1(0) → X2(1) and X2(0) → X2(1). The Markov
boundary of X1(1) is {X1(0)}, meaning an arrow X1(0) → X1(1). When we project this
process DAG along the time axis, we obtain the underlying GRN V1 → V2 → V3. Similar
to the discussion in Subsection 6.1, we can use conditional covariance to determine whether
an arrow represents activation or inhibition. Since Xi(t+1) naturally depends on Xi(t), we
do not project this edge as Vi → Vi, unless we can confirm the existence of autocatalysis.

We have shown that for a causal DAG, we can use conditional independence to discover
all the edges, except that the directions of some edges are unknown. For the stochastic
process model, each arrow in the process DAG has a predetermined direction (from an
earlier time to a later time). Therefore, with the help of the time arrow, we can fully
determine the structure of the process DAG, and thus the underlying GRN.

In order to correctly recover the GRN, we need to require that the observation time step
is small enough, so that the conditional independence correctly reflects the process (DAG).
For example, in Fig. 2, if the observation time step is 2, so that X1(1),X2(1),X3(1),
X1(3),X2(3),X3(3), . . . are invisible, then the structure of the process DAG is shown in
Fig. 4. Here an indirect relation fromX1 toX3, X1(0)→ X2(1)→ X3(2), is misinterpreted
as a direct relation X1(0)→ X3(2), so that the projected GRN has an extra arrow V1 → V3.
Similarly, if the process in Fig. 3 has observation time step 2, then as shown in Fig. 5, the
inferred GRN has several extra arrows. In this case, we can determine whether one gene
affects another gene, but we cannot determine whether this influence is direct or indirect.

We denote EX1(t),EX2(t),EX3(t) by x1(t), x2(t), x3(t). In Eq. 2, if the functions f, g, h
are all linear, and Eǫi,t = 0, then we have

x1(t+ 1) = f [x1(t), x2(t), x3(t)],

x2(t+ 1) = g[x1(t), x2(t), x3(t)],

x3(t+ 1) = h[x1(t), x2(t), x3(t)].

This is a discretized version of Eq. 1. Therefore, when the dynamics is linear, we can
regard the ODE model as the expectation of the stochastic process model. When the
dynamics is nonlinear, we might not have Ef(X1) = f(EX1), and the evolution of x1(t+1)
is essentially more complicated, such that it does not only depend on x1(t), x2(t), x3(t),
and the ODE model fails.

For GRN V1 → V2 → V3, from Fig. 2, we can see that conditioned on [X2(0),X2(1), . . .],
[X1(0),X1(1), . . .] and [X3(0),X3(1), . . .] are independent. However, for any t, even if the
process has reached stationary, we might not have X1(t) |= X3(t) | X2(t). Therefore, in
the stochastic process model, if we only have the stationary distribution, we cannot use
conditional independence to infer the GRN structure. The causal DAG model discussed in
Subsection 6.1 might not be regarded as the stationary situation of the stochastic process
model.
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Figure 4: Stochastic process model. It is the same as Fig. 2, except that the observation
time step is 2, so that X1(1),X2(1),X3(1),X1(3),X2(3),X3(3), . . . are invisible. Therefore,
there is a direct arrow X1(0) → X3(2). The right most V1 → V2 → V3 with an arrow
V1 → V3 is the corresponding (fake) GRN.
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Figure 5: Stochastic process model. It is the same as Fig. 3, except that the observation
time step is 2, so that X1(1),X2(1),X3(1),X1(3),X2(3),X3(3), . . . are invisible. Therefore,
there are direct arrows X1(0) → X3(2), X2(0) → X1(2), and X3(0) → X2(2). The right
most V1 ↔ V2 ↔ V3 with an arrow V1 ↔ V3 is the corresponding (fake) GRN.
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Figure 6: Two equivalent GRNs in the sense of path blocking.

7 Novel Related Mathematical Results

In this section, we introduce some novel mathematical results that will be used to infer
GRN structures.

7.1 Use Path Blocking Relation to Infer GRN Structure

For a GRN, assume for each Vi, Vj and each subset S of {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi, Vj}, we know
whether S blocks Vi to Vj, meaning that any directed path from Vi to Vj passes at least
one vertex in S. In this case, we can infer the whole GRN: there is an edge Vi → Vj if and
only if other vertices cannot block Vi to Vj. When other paths from Vi to Vj are blocked
by intervened genes, then Vi activates Vj if the decrease of Vi leads to the decrease of Vj ,
and Vi inhibits Vj if the decrease of Vi leads to the increase of Vj .

In the following, consider a GRN with vertices V0, V1, . . . , Vn, and there is a directed
path from each Vi to V0. There is no edge starting from V0. Assume for each Vi and each
subset S of {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi}, we know whether S blocks Vi to V0. In this case, the GRN
structure can be partially inferred (at least n edges).

If a subset S of {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi} blocks Vi to V0, but any proper subset of S cannot
block Vi to V0, then S is called a minimal blocking set. If a blocking set S is not minimal,
then S contains a blocking subset that is minimal. Define β(Vi) to be all minimal subsets
that block Vi to V0. If two GRNs have the same path blocking relations, then they have
the same β(Vi) for each Vi, and vice versa.

For the two GRNs in Fig. 6, β(V1) = {{V3}}, β(V2) = {{V3}}, β(V1) = ∅. Thus they are
equivalent in the sense of path blocking. If a directed edge appears in all equivalent GRNs,
we can determine that this edge exists; if a directed edge appears in none of equivalent
GRNs, we can determine that this edge does not exist; if a directed edge appears in some
but not all equivalent GRNs, we cannot determine whether this edge exists.

Proposition 1. The following procedure describes how to determine certain edges. (1)
There is an edge Vi → V0 if and only if β(Vi) = ∅. (2) If there exists S ∈ β(Vi), so that
Vj /∈ S, and S cannot block Vj to V0, then there is no edge Vi → Vj. (3) If (2) is not
satisfied, but there exists S ∈ β(Vi), so that Vj ∈ S, then there is an edge Vi → Vj. (4)
If for any S ∈ β(Vi), we have Vj /∈ S, and S blocks Vj to V0, then we cannot determine
whether Vi → Vj exists.
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Proof. (1) If there is an edge Vi → V0, then other vertices cannot block this path. If there
is no edge Vi → V0, then {V1, . . . , Vn}\{Vi} can block Vi to V0, and it contains a minimal
blocking subset.

(2) Choose a path Vj → · · · → V0 that cannot be blocked by S. If there exists an edge
Vi → Vj, then the path Vi → Vj → · · · → V0 cannot be blocked by S, a contradiction.

(3) Define S ′ = S\{Vj}. Assume there is no edge Vi → Vj . Since S ′ cannot block Vi

to V0, there is a path Vi → · · · → Vk → Vj that is not blocked by S ′, and there is a path
Vj → · · · → V0 that is not blocked by S ′.

Vk cannot appear in the path Vj → · · · → V0. Otherwise, we can combine these two
paths and shrink out Vj, to obtain a path Vi → · · · → Vk → · · ·V0. This path from Vi to
V0 does not pass through Vj , and it cannot be blocked by S ′, which means it cannot be
blocked by S, a contradiction.

Find all possible Vl with the property that there exists a path Vi → · · · → Vl → Vj that
is not blocked by S ′, then Vl also cannot appear in the path Vj → · · · → V0. Define the set
of all such Vl (including Vk) to be T . T ∪ S ′ blocks any path from Vi to V0, and it cannot
block the path Vj → · · · → V0. We can find a minimal blocking subset in T ∪ S ′, which
belongs to β(Vi), and it cannot block Vj to V0. Thus the condition of (2) is satisfied, a
contradiction.

(4) If the condition of (4) is satisfied, we show that when the edge Vi → Vj does not
exist, adding this edge into the GRN does not change path blocking relations, and when
the edge Vi → Vj exists, deleting this edge from the GRN does not change path blocking
relations. Therefore, we cannot determine whether the edge Vi → Vj exists.

Assume the edge Vi → Vj is not in the GRN. Consider S that blocks Vi to V0, and R
that cannot block Vi to V0. Since S contains a minimal subset, and this subset blocks Vj

to V0, after adding the edge Vi → Vj, it can still block Vi to V0. After adding the edge
Vi → Vj in the GRN, R still cannot block Vi to V0. For Vk that has a path to Vi, we can
use the same argument to show that blocking subsets of Vk to V0 are not changed.

Assume the edge Vi → Vj is in the GRN. We prove that after deleting this edge, the
condition of (4) still holds. Then using the above argument, we can see that after deleting
this edge, adding it back does not change the path blocking relations. After deleting this
edge, if there is a minimal subset T that contains Vj and blocks Vi to V0, then before
deleting the edge Vi → Vj , T is still a minimal subset that blocks Vi to V0, contradicting
to the condition of (4). After deleting this edge, assume there is a minimal subset R that
blocks Vi to V0 but does not contain Vj and does not block Vj to V0. Then before deleting
the edge Vi → Vj, R∪ {Vj} blocks Vi to V0, and it contains a minimal blocking subset R′

that contains Vj . The reason for Vj ∈ R
′ is that R cannot block Vj to V0 after deleting

the edge Vi → Vj. Such R′ violates the condition of (4). In sum, after deleting the edge
Vi → Vj, β(Vi) is not changed. Similarly, for another Vk, β(Vk) is not changed.

Consider the shortest path from Vi to V0, Vi → Vk → · · · → V0. Define S to be the set of
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Figure 7: Two equivalent GRNs in the sense of ancestor-descendant relations.

all children vertices of Vi, then S blocks Vi to V0. Since vertices in S\{Vk} cannot be closer
to V0 than Vk, S\{Vk} cannot block the path Vi → Vk → · · · → V0. Therefore, a minimal
subset of S that blocks Vi to V0 must contain Vk. This means that the edge Vi → Vk can
be identified. Therefore, we can identify at least one edge starting from each Vi. For an
unknown GRN, we can identify at least n edges. Consider the GRN Vn → · · · → V1 → V0.
We can identify exactly n edges in this GRN. Thus n is the minimal number of edges that
could be identified.

Consider a GRN that there is an edge from each vertex in S2 = {Vn/2+1, . . . , Vn} to
each vertex in S1 = {V1, . . . , Vn/2}, and there is an edge from each vertex in S1 to V0. All
n2/4 + n/2 edges in this GRN can be identified. We guess n2/4 + n/2 is the maximal
number of edges that could be identified.

7.2 Use Ancestor-Descendant Relation to Infer GRN Structure

Consider an unknown GRN with vertices V1, . . . , Vn. We only know whether a vertex Vi is
a descendant of another vertex Vj, namely, whether there is a directed path from Vi to Vj .
The question is to infer the GRN structure with such ancestor-descendant relations. The
answer is that we can partially reconstruct the GRN: at least n−1 edges can be identified.

For the two GRNs in Fig. 7, V1 has descendants V2, V3, V4; V2 has descendants V3, V4;
V3 has descendant V4; V4 has no descendant. Thus they are equivalent in the sense of
ancestor-descendant relations. If a directed edge appears in all equivalent GRNs, we can
determine that this edge exists; if a directed edge appears in none of equivalent GRNs, we
can determine that this edge does not exist; if a directed edge appears in some but not all
equivalent GRNs, we cannot determine whether this edge exists.

Proposition 2. The following procedure describes how to determine certain edges. (1) If
Vj is not a descendant of Vi, then we can determine that the edge Vi → Vj does not exist.
(2) If Vj is a descendant of Vi, and Vi has another descendant Vk, which is an ancestor of
Vj , then we cannot determine the existence of the edge Vi → Vj. (3) If Vj is a descendant
of Vi, and Vi does not have another descendant Vk, which is an ancestor of Vj, then we can
determine that the edge Vi → Vj exists.

Proof. (1) If there is an edge Vi → Vj , then Vj is a descendant of Vi.
(2) Since Vi is an ancestor of Vk, we can add an edge Vi → Vk if it does not exist, and

the ancestor-descendant relations are not affected. Since Vk is an ancestor of Vj, we can
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add an edge Vk → Vj if it does not exist, and the ancestor-descendant relations are not
affected. Since we have a path Vi → Vk → Vj , if there is an edge Vi → Vj , we can delete
it without affecting the ancestor-descendant relations. Since Vi is an ancestor of Vk, if the
edge Vi → Vk does not exist, we can add it, and the ancestor-descendant relations are not
affected.

(3) If there is no edge Vi → Vj , then there is a path Vi → Vk → · · · → Vj . Thus Vk is a
descendant of Vi, and Vj is a descendant of Vk, a contradiction.

When we can confirm the existence of edge Vi → Vj , there is no other path from Vi to
Vj . Therefore, when we interfere with Vi, the change of Vj is directly from Vi. Assume we
can measure gene expression profiles. After the intervention on Vi, if the change of Vi and
the change of Vj have the same sign, Vi activates Vj ; otherwise, Vi inhibits Vj.

Consider S1 = {V1, . . . , Vn/2}, S2 = {Vn/2+1, . . . , Vn}. There is an edge from each vertex
in S1 to each vertex in S2, and no other edge exists. Then all these n2/4 edges can be
identified. We guess this is the maximal number of edges that could be identified. When
the GRN is a DAG, we can see that identified edges cannot form a triangle: if Vi → Vj and
Vj → Vk can be identified, then Vi → Vk cannot be identified. Due to Turán’s Theorem
[8], a triangle-free graph with n vertices can have at most n2/4 edges. Therefore, in the
DAG case, n2/4 is the maximal number of edges that could be identified.

If the GRN has cycles, we might recover no edge. For example, consider a GRN
V1 → V2 → V3 → V4 → V5 with an edge V5 → V1, and a GRN V1 → V3 → V5 → V2 → V4

with an edge V4 → V1. In both GRNs, any vertex is a descendant of any vertex. Therefore,
these two GRNs have the same ancestor-descendant relations, but share no edge.

Proposition 3. If the GRN is a DAG with n vertices, then we can use ancestor-descendant
relations to identify at least n− 1 edges.

Proof. The DAG is associated with a natural partial order: if there is an edge Vi → Vj ,
then Vi < Vj. This partial order can be extended to a total order. If Vi < Vj in the total
order, then Vi cannot be a descendant of Vj .

When n = 2, this proposition is trivial. Assume this proposition is true for any n < K.
When n = K, find a vertex Vi which has no child. Assume that after deleting Vi and edges
linked to Vi, the DAG is divided into m connected components S1, . . . ,Sm. For the parents
of Vi in each Sj, choose the largest one V ′

j under the total order. There is no other path
from V ′

j to Vi. Thus the edge V ′

j → Vi can be identified. With m connected components,
we can identify m edges that lead to Vi. An edge that can be identified in each connected
component should be able to be identified in the original DAG. Thus deleting Vi does
not affect identifying edges in each connected component. Apply this proposition to each
connected component with size nj, then we can identify at least nj − 1 edges. In sum, we
can identify at least

∑
j nj −m+m = K − 1 edges.
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7.3 Use Conditional Independence and Ancestor-Descendant Relation

to Infer DAG Structure

Assume the joint distribution is Markov and faithful to a DAG. With the conditional
independence relations, we can find all edges of this DAG, but some edge directions cannot
be determined. With the ancestor-descendant relations, we can determine the direction of
each edge. Therefore, combining these two data types, we can reconstruct the full DAG.

7.4 Partially Measured ODE Under Intervention

Consider a DAG with phenotype V0 and genes V1, . . . , Vk. Each Vi is an ancestor of V0.
Assume the levels of V0, V1, . . . , Vk, x0(t), x1(t), . . . , xk(t), satisfy a linear ODE system.
There is a partial order on V0, V1, . . . , Vk, associated with edges in this DAG. We can
extend it into a total order and reorder the genes, so that in the linear ODE system
d~x/dt = A~x+~b, A is upper-triangular. This means there is no edge from Vi to Vj if i < j.
The diagonal elements of A are the degradation rates, which are negative. Therefore, the
linear system has a unique fixed point −A−1~b, which is stable.

Assume the system starts from the fixed point, and each time, we intervene with the
value of one gene Vi. This means that ~x(0) = −A−1~b+ ~δi, where ~δi is a zero vector except
its ith component. After the intervention, we can observe how x0(t) changes. We consider
a question: based on only x0(t) under different interventions, can we partially infer the
DAG? Surprisingly, the answer is yes. We can determine whether a gene Vi is an ancestor
of another gene Vj .

Assume the diagonal elements of A are different. Then the solution of x0 is

x0(t) = c0e
a00t + c1e

a11t + · · · + cke
akkt + d,

where the coefficients ci and d depend on A,~b, ~x(0). Assume in V0, V1, . . . , Vk, the descen-
dants of Vi are V0, V1, . . . , Vi−1. Since we start from the fixed point, except that Vi is
perturbed, those Vj with j > i shall be fixed, and the solution of x0 is

x0(t) = c0e
a00t + c1e

a11t + · · · + cie
aiit + d.

The coefficients c0, c1, . . . , ci are all non-zero, unless A satisfies an algebraic equation. How-
ever, such A is a zero-measured set in Rn×n [47]. Therefore, when we perturb xi(0), we can
observe x0(t) as a linear combination of i + 1 exponential functions. We can numerically
determine the values of a00, a11, . . . , aii. This means that when we perturb xi, we can find
a00, a11, . . . , aii, which should correspond to Vi and its descendants. The question is to find
the correspondence between aii and Vi. If a component akk only appears after perturbing
xk, then we can make sure that akk corresponds to Vk. Then if ajj only appears after per-
turbing xk and xj , then we know that ajj corresponds to Vj . Since there is a total order on
V0, V1, . . . , Vk, determined by the underlying DAG, we can determine the correspondence
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one by one. With the established correspondence, for each Vi, we can determine which
genes are the descendants of Vi, by observing which components appear in x0(t).

For example, consider one phenotype V0 and three genes V1, V2, V3, and we can measure
x0(t) after perturbing any one gene. If we perturb x1, x0(t) has two exponential components
λ0, λ1. If we perturb x2, x0(t) has two exponential components λ0, λ2. If we perturb x3,
x0(t) has four exponential components λ0, λ1, λ2, λ3. Since component λ3 only appears after
perturbing x3, λ3 corresponds to V3. Since component λ2 only appears after perturbing
x2 or x3, and V3 already corresponds to λ3, we know that λ2 corresponds to V2. Since
component λ1 only appears after perturbing x1 or x3, and V3 already corresponds to λ3,
we know that λ1 corresponds to V1. Finally, λ0 corresponds to V0. Therefore, we know
that V1 has descendant V0; V2 has descendant V0; V3 has descendants V0, V1, V2. We can
determine that the DAG has edges V3 → V2, V3 → V1, V2 → V0, V1 → V0, with a possible
edge V3 → V0.

In sum, assume that we can observe the phenotype variable x0(t) under the intervention
on each ancestor gene Vi of V0. Then we can determine whether one gene Vi is an ancestor
of another gene Vj. As discussed in Subsection 7.2, this ancestor-descendant relation
can partially determine the DAG. Certainly, the calculation of a00, a11, . . . , aii from x0(t)
is numerically infeasible, and requires unreasonable accuracy for x0(t). Therefore, this
method is not applicable, unless the DAG is very small.

7.5 How to Examine the Existence of Autocatalysis

In determining the structure of a GRN, an important problem is whether there exists
autocatalysis, namely whether the synthesis rate of one mRNA increases with the current
expression level. In a graph model, this means an edge from a gene to itself. To simplify
this problem, we assume that the synthesis rate has a base value k, and increases linearly
with the expression level x. This means that the synthesis rate is k + bx, where b is the
coefficient of autocatalysis. We also assume that the degradation rate is linear with the
expression level x. This means that the degradation rate is cx, where c is the coefficient of
degradation. We assume that all other genes have fixed expression levels, so that we can
focus on one gene. We can assume b < c. Otherwise, the amount of this mRNA would
grow endlessly.

In ODEmodels, the existence of autocatalysis is masked by the existence of degradation,
whose rate also increases with the expression level. When the expression level is x, the
change rate of x is dx/dt = k − (c − b)x. Since dx/dt and x are known, we can calculate
k and (c − b). However, we cannot determine whether b = 0 or b > 0, since c = 10, b = 7
and c = 3, b = 0 are equivalent in this model.

In stochastic process models, we can examine the existence of autocatalysis just with
the stationary distribution. The idea is that if we increase both b and c, the variance would
increase [38]. With the assumptions above, when the expression level X = n, the synthesis
rate, namely the transition rate from X = n to X = n+1, is bn+ k; the degradation rate,
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namely the transition rate from X = n to X = n− 1, is cn. At stationary, define Pn to be
the probability that the expression level X = n. Since {Pn} is stationary, we have

[b(n− 1) + k]Pn−1 = cnPn. (3)

In Eq. (3), take the summation from n = 1 to ∞ to obtain bE(X) + k = cE(X). Thus
E(X) = k/(c−b). Now multiply Eq. (3) by n−1, and take the summation from n = 1 to∞.
Then we have bE(X2) + kE(X) = cE(X2)− cE(X). Thus E(X2) = (k2 + ck)/(c− b)2, and
σ2(X) = ck/(c − b)2. We can see that the mean and variance of X satisfy σ2(X)/E(X) =
c/(c − b). If σ2(X) = E(X), then b = 0; if σ2(X) > E(X), then b > 0. We have reached
a criterion for autocatalysis: at stationary, if the variance of X is larger than the
mean of X, then X has autocatalysis. To apply this method, we need the single-cell
level distribution of gene expression profiles.

This criterion is valid only if other genes are fixed, or do not interfere with the con-
cerned gene. In reality, all genes in the same GRN reach stationary as a network. Thus
the marginal distribution of a gene at stationary might be different from the distribution
discussed above. In this case (Scenarios 1-3), we might not be able to apply such a simple
criterion, except for genes that have no parents.

If we have single-cell level interventional gene expression time series data (Scenario 4),
we can assume linearity, and calculate the values of ci−bi and ki for each gene, as discussed
in Subsection 6.2. Then we can use the variance and covariance of gene expression to solve
the value of each bi and ci, similar to the one-dimensional case. Since the system is much
more complicated, the condition of bi = 0 might explicitly depend on the values of ci − bi
and ki. Therefore, we have to concretely calculate all bi to see if they equal 0, not just
comparing mean and variance.

8 Different Scenarios of Inferring GRN Structure

In this section, we discuss the question that with each possible data type, whether the GRN
structure can be inferred. As introduced in Section 2, each scenario (data type) is described
in the following four dimensions: (1) Do we measure Gene expression or Phenotype? (2)
Do we measure on Single-cell level or Bulk level? (3) Do we measure at a single time
point (One-time) or at multiple time points (Time series)? (4) Is the measurement
Interventional or Non-interventional? When the measurement is interventional and
on the single-cell level, we need to discuss whether we can measure the joint distribution
for multiple time points.

In order to place each discussion to the most proper scenario, this section might not
be read fully in order. For example, Scenario 4 partially depends on the discussions in
Scenario 6 and Scenario 8.

We shall mainly focus on methods that could use accurate data to produce a determined
GRN, not various Bayesian type methods that produce a posterior distribution on possible
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GRNs. Nevertheless, Bayesian type methods have the advantage that they could easily
utilize prior information [25].

For each scenario, there are different approaches to infer the GRN structure, corre-
sponding to different models and different assumptions. We do not aim at exhausting all
existing and potential approaches.

8.1 Scenario 1: Gene, Single-cell, One-time, Non-interventional

In this scenario, we have the joint distribution of steady-state expression levels for all genes.
As discussed in Subsection 6.1, if the GRN is a DAG, and the joint distribution is Markov
and faithful to this DAG, then we can partially determine the GRN structure: all edges
can be identified, except that the directions of some edges are unknown.

This method has been applied in determining GRN structures [11]. Various algorithms
utilize experimental data to determine conditional independence relations [14, 46], and
then infer DAG structures [23].

There are also other approaches to model this scenario. In a network, we can use
neighboring relations to predict the characters associated with each node [42]. Reversely,
we can use the node characters (gene expression profiles) to infer the network structures.
This approach can only provide a rough guess among different possibilities. Structural
equation model is also used to infer GRN structures in this scenario [44]. This method
does not determine the true GRN, but evaluates all possible GRNs. Linearity is required
for this method.

If the underground dynamics satisfies the stochastic process model in Subsection 6.3,
then at stationary, the joint distribution might not satisfy the Markov and faithful con-
dition. For example, if the true GRN is V1 → V2 → V3, then we only have X1(t −
1) |= X3(t + 1) | [X2(0), . . . ,X2(t)], or at most X1(t − 1) |= X3(t + 1) | X2(t), but not
X1(t) |= X3(t) | X2(t). In this case, we will obtain fewer conditional independence rela-
tions.

If we can confirm that a gene is not affected by other genes (which is not true in general),
then we can use the criterion in Subsection 7.5 to determine whether autocatalysis exists.

8.2 Scenario 2: Gene, Single-cell, One-time, Interventional

Scenario 2 is a combination of Scenario 1 and Scenario 6. Assume the GRN is a DAG, and
the stationary joint distribution is Markov and faithful to this DAG. From the stationary
distribution, we can obtain the conditional independence relations. From the interventions,
we can obtain the ancestor-descendant relations. As discussed in Subsection 7.3, we can
combine these two kinds of relations to fully reconstruct the DAG.

If the path blocking property holds under the interventions, similar to Scenario 6, we
can fully determine the GRN.
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If we can confirm that a gene is not affected by other genes (which is not true in general),
then we can use the criterion in Subsection 7.5 to determine whether autocatalysis exists.

8.3 Scenario 3: Gene, Single-cell, Time series, Non-interventional

In this scenario, we measure the single-cell gene expression profiles at multiple time points
without intervention.

If we can only measure the marginal distribution for each time point, then this is
essentially the same as Scenario 1. If the GRN is a DAG, and the joint distribution is
Markov and faithful to this DAG, then we can partially determine the GRN structure.

If we can measure the joint distribution for different time points, then as discussed
in Subsection 6.4, we can fully reconstruct the GRN, even if there are cycles. If the
measurement time step is too large, we can only obtain the ancestor-descendant relations,
and we can only partially recover the GRN if it is a DAG.

This method has been applied in determining GRN structures [45]. There are some
other approaches, such as Granger causality [3] and Boolean networks [31]. Readers may
refer to a review paper [25] for different methods applicable for this scenario.

If we can confirm that a gene is not affected by other genes (which is not true in general),
then we can use the criterion in Subsection 7.5 to determine whether autocatalysis exists.

8.4 Scenario 4: Gene, Single-cell, Time series, Interventional

If we can measure the joint distribution for different time points, then similar to Scenario
3, we can fully reconstruct the GRN.

If we can only measure the marginal distribution for each time point, there are different
approaches. If we take expectations for expression profiles, this scenario moves to Scenario
8, and we can use the ODE model to fully recover the GRN under the linearity assumption.
If the path blocking property holds under the interventions, similar to Scenario 6, we can use
the blocking relations to fully recover the GRN. If the GRN is a DAG, and the stationary
joint distribution is Markov and faithful to this DAG, similar to Scenario 2, we can use the
conditional independence relations and the ancestor-descendant relations to fully recover
the GRN. If the GRN is a DAG, similar to Scenario 6, we can use the ancestor-descendant
relations to partially recover the GRN.

Under the linearity assumption, we can use the ODE model to calculate related pa-
rameters, then use variance and covariance to determine the existence of autocatalysis for
any gene, as discussed in Subsection 7.5. Under other assumptions, if we can confirm that
a gene is not affected by other genes (which is not true in general), then we can use the
criterion in Subsection 7.5 to determine whether autocatalysis exists.

24



8.5 Scenario 5: Gene, Bulk, One-time, Non-interventional

In this scenario, we can only observe the bulk level expression profile. Since there is no
intervention, and the expression level of each gene is just a single number, we cannot infer
the structure of GRN. One might propose an approach that we can repeat the experiments
on different cell populations, whose results might differ due to random noise. Then we can
obtain a joint distribution of expression. This approach looks like Scenario 1, but it does
not work. In Scenario 1, if there is an edge V1 → V2, the expression levels X1 and X2

might be X1 = C + ǫ1, X2 = f(X1) + ǫ2 = f(C + ǫ1) + ǫ2. Since the noise ǫ1 can transmit
through the edge V1 → V2, we have X1 6⊥⊥ X2. In this scenario, the expression levels of V1

and V2 might be X1 = C + ǫ1, X2 = f(C) + ǫ2. The noise ǫ1 is external, so that it cannot
transmit through the edge V1 → V2, and we have X1 |= X2.

8.6 Scenario 6: Gene, Bulk, One-time, Interventional

In this scenario, we can interfere with any genes, then measure the bulk level expression
profile. We can compare whether two different interventions produce the same result.

If the path blocking property holds under the interventions, then there is an edge
Vi → Vj if and only if they cannot be blocked by all other vertices. This means that we
can fully determine the GRN even if it has cycles.

If the path blocking property does not hold, then through intervention, we can only
obtain the ancestor-descendant relation: the intervention on Vi leads to the change of Vj ,
if and only if Vi is an ancestor of Vj. From Subsection 7.2, we can partially infer the GRN
structure (at least n − 1 edges for a GRN with n vertices), if the GRN is a DAG. If the
GRN has cycles, we might not infer any edge.

8.7 Scenario 7: Gene, Bulk, Time series, Non-interventional

Without intervention, the cell population is in equilibrium. Thus multiple observations at
different time points should provide the same information. Scenario 7 is essentially the
same as Scenario 5. We cannot infer the GRN structure.

8.8 Scenario 8: Gene, Bulk, Time series, Interventional

In this scenario, we can measure how the bulk expression level of each gene changes over
time. Assume the dynamics is linear, meaning that the expression levels satisfy a linear
ODE system. As discussed in Subsection 6.2, we can use the observed data to calculate
the parameters, then determine the GRN structure [2, 37].

We can add some nonlinear terms in the ODE system to allow for more complicated
dynamics. Certainly, this increases the quantity of data needed. When there are not
enough data, we might need to assume that the coefficient matrix is sparse.
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If we do not assume the dynamics is linear (or satisfying any other specified forms),
then we meet the same situation as Scenario 6. If the path blocking property holds, we can
fully determine the GRN. If the DAG assumption holds, we can partially infer the GRN
structure through ancestor-descendant relations.

8.9 Scenario 9: Phenotype, Single-cell, One-time, Non-interventional

In this scenario, we can neither perturb a gene nor measure the expression level of a gene.
Since there is no information about genes in the data, we cannot infer the structure of
GRN.

8.10 Scenario 10: Phenotype, Single-cell, One-time, Interventional

We assume the path blocking property holds from any gene to the phenotype: the interven-
tion on one gene Vi does not change the phenotype V0, if and only if all paths from Vi to V0

are blocked by the intervened genes. For example, consider the GRN V1 → V2 → V3 → V0.
If V3 is already intervened, then the intervention on V2 does not affect V0. If just V1 is
intervened, then the intervention on V2 could affect V0.

For the concerned genes, we intervene with one gene each time, so as to find out which
genes are the ancestors of the phenotype. For these ancestor genes, we need to intervene
with any subset of them, so that we can determine whether a gene is blocked by this subset.
As discussed in Subsection 7.1, we can use the path blocking relation to partially determine
the GRN. We can determine at least n edges if the GRN has n genes.

8.11 Scenario 11: Phenotype, Single-cell, Time series, Non-interventional

Similar to Scenario 9, there is no information about genes in the data, and we cannot infer
the structure of GRN. In this scenario, whether we can measure the joint distribution for
multiple time points does not change the conclusion.

8.12 Scenario 12: Phenotype, Single-cell, Time series, Interventional

This scenario is almost the same as Scenario 16. The only difference is that we measure
single-cell level phenotype data, which have higher accuracy in detecting differences. For a
GRN with n genes, we can identify at least n edges if either (1) the path blocking property
holds; or (2) the dynamics is linear, and the GRN is a DAG. In this scenario, whether we
can measure the joint distribution for multiple time points does not change the conclusion.

8.13 Scenario 13: Phenotype, Bulk, One-time, Non-interventional

Similar to Scenario 9, there is no information about genes in the data, and we cannot infer
the structure of GRN.
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Figure 8: Two equivalent GRNs in the sense of ancestor-descendant relations and path
blocking relations.

8.14 Scenario 14: Phenotype, Bulk, One-time, Interventional

This scenario is almost the same as Scenario 10. The only difference is that we measure
bulk level phenotype data, which have lower accuracy in detecting differences. We can
partially determine the GRN (at least n edges if the GRN has n genes).

8.15 Scenario 15: Phenotype, Bulk, Time series, Non-interventional

Similar to Scenario 9, there is no information about genes in the data, and we cannot infer
the structure of GRN.

8.16 Scenario 16: Phenotype, Bulk, Time series, Interventional

If the path blocking property holds, then as discussed in Subsection 7.1, we can partially
determine the GRN structure (at least n edges for a GRN with n genes).

If the dynamics is linear, and the GRN is a DAG, then as discussed in Subsection 7.4,
we can determine the ancestor-descendant relations. Subsection 7.2 shows that we can
partially determine the GRN structure (at least n edges for a GRN with n genes).

If the path blocking property holds, the dynamics is linear, and the GRN is a DAG,
then we might infer more but not all edges. For example, the two GRNs in Fig. 8 cannot
be distinguished by path blocking relations and ancestor-descendant relations.

9 Discussion

In this paper, we introduce the problem of GRN structure inference and provide complete
answers to all situations. To handle some less discussed scenarios, we develop some novel
mathematical methods.

This paper does not cover all mathematical approaches of GRN structure inference, and
there will be new mathematical methods for scenarios discussed in this paper. With the
development of biological technologies, there will be new data types that are not included
in our 16 scenarios. This work just provides a general paradigm of inferring GRN (or
general networks) structures: given what type of data, under what assumptions, what we
can infer about the GRN structure.
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We only focus on theoretical inference methods, but not practical algorithms that work
on real data. The designing of such algorithms is related to some mathematical fields not
covered in this paper: statistical inference [6], numerical computing [29], etc.

For well-studied Scenarios 1, 3, 8, we mention multiple algorithms that work on finite
experimental data. Although the principles of different algorithms are more or less the
same, the efficiencies are different. The reason is that we only have measured data, not
accurate values/distributions, so that different approaches might introduce different levels
of errors and have different computation time costs [41]. (A classical result in numerical
linear algebra: In theory, Gaussian elimination and Cramer’s rule can both solve a linear
equation system. In practice, Gaussian elimination is significantly faster and more accurate
[35].) Besides, some algorithms have certain assumptions, under which the computation
is much faster, and the data required is much less. For example, if we need to determine
the independence of two random variables, and it is assumed that they are joint Gaussian,
then we only need to check whether their correlation coefficient is 0.

ODE-based models (including dynamical system methods) have an advantage: once
the parameters are determined, we can directly predict the behavior under new perturba-
tions. To derive ODE models, we assume there are infinitely many identical cells living
in a stationary environment, and the underlying dynamics is time-homogeneous. These
assumptions are not always true: we only have finitely many cells; cells have heterogeneity;
the environment keeps changing; cells are mutating over time. Besides, this derivation
might fail in nonlinear cases. For a nonlinear function f and a variable X, the expectation
cannot cross f : E[f(X)] 6= f(EX). Therefore, the ODE-based models cannot match the
reality with extremely high accuracy, which conflicts with the fact that some ODE-based
models (such as the method in Subsection 7.4) are numerically sensitive to perturbations.

When there are not enough data, one solution is to produce more data through inter-
polation [2]. With this method, the dynamics is already stipulated by the data interpola-
tion method. The new data can only be used to confirm that their dynamics follow the
interpolation method. Therefore, this approach is essentially equivalent to adding more as-
sumptions (e.g., linearity) in the model. We need to be cautious not to regard assumptions
as conclusions.

In Scenario 6 and Scenario 8, we have the bulk level gene expression profiles after
different interventions. One approach of determining possible regulations is to directly
calculate the correlation coefficient or mutual information of two genes [15]. Here data after
different interventions are regarded as samples from the same distribution. We provide
a simple example to show that this approach might build a fake relation between two
independent genes. Assume there are three independent genes V1, V2, V3. After intervention
on V1, the expression levels of V1, V2 are 0.5 and 1; after intervention on V2, the expression
levels of V1, V2 are 1 and 0.5; after intervention on V3, the expression levels of V1, V2 are 1
and 1. Then the correlation coefficient of V1, V2 is −0.5, although V1, V2 are independent.

When we measure bulk level gene expression and repeat several times, due to various
external noise, the measured quantities might not be exactly equal. When we measure at
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multiple time points (time series), and each cell population can be measured only once, we
cannot match the quantity at one time point to the quantity at another time point. For
example, assume for the same population, one quantity fluctuates periodically like a sine
wave. Different populations have the same frequency but different phases. Since we can-
not measure the same population more than once, we can only observe that the marginal
distribution at each time point is the same, and the fluctuation cannot be identified. This
problem is even related to the thermodynamic side of gene expression dynamics: if we do
not know the joint distribution of multiple time points, then we cannot distinguish equilib-
rium steady state and non-equilibrium steady state (which differ by entropy productions)
[40]. This problem also appears for the single-cell level time series data.

For the methods in Subsection 6.1 (causal DAG), Subsection 6.4 (stochastic process),
when the number of genes in the GRN increases, the conditional independence tests need to
concern more variables, and the quantity of data needed grows exponentially. Besides, the
computational time cost also grows exponentially. For the method in Subsection 7.1 (path
blocking), the number of experiments and computational time cost also grow exponentially
with the number of genes. To avoid such problems, we need to assume the GRN is sparse,
or just consider a few genes. Nevertheless, such solutions might lead to unreliable results,
since GRNs in reality might be large and dense [2].
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