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Regulatory networks describe the interactions between molecular or cellular regulators, like tran-
scription factors and genes in gene regulatory networks, kinases and their receptors in signalling
networks, or neurons in neural networks. A long-standing aim of quantitative biology is to recon-
struct such networks on the basis of large-scale data. Our aim is to leverage fluctuations around the
non-equilibrium steady state for network inference. To this end, we use a stochastic model of gene
regulation or neural dynamics and solve it approximately within a Gaussian mean-field theory. We
develop a likelihood estimate based on this stochastic theory to infer regulatory interactions from
perturbation data on the network nodes. We apply this approach to artificial perturbation data as
well as to phospho-proteomic data from cell-line experiments and compare our results to inference
schemes restricted to mean activities in the steady state.

I. INTRODUCTION

All forms of life have developed remarkable mecha-
nisms to process information. For instance, neural net-
works process sensory information and achieve motor
control, among many other feats. Gene regulatory net-
works integrate both external and internal signals into
patterns of gene expression, computing for instance re-
sponses to external stresses. They consist of molecular
regulators such as transcription factors (proteins that can
bind to specific sites on DNA and affect the expression
of genes, including those that encode transcription fac-
tors themselves). Gene regulatory networks also orches-
trate the spatio-temporal patterning that is central to
embryo development. Signalling networks consist of pro-
tein kinases that phosphorylate and regulate the activity
of other enzymes, channels, and molecular transporters.
Signalling networks typically form small pathways of tens
of kinases and perform information processing for de-
velopment, tissue repair, and cell death. Gene regula-
tion and signalling are often tightly integrated through
the phosphorylation, and thus activation, of transcription
factors.

These different types of regulatory networks — neural
networks, gene regulatory networks and signalling net-
works — share three essential characteristics: they are
based on (i) complex topological structures described my
a matrix of interactions, their components are (ii) intrin-
sically stochastic, and they (iii) operate out of equilib-
rium.

(i) In neural networks the nodes correspond to neurons,
in the case of gene regulatory networks they correspond
to genes, and in signalling networks to proteins. Each
node is characterized by an activity, which would be the
firing state in the case of a neuron, or the concentration
of different gene products and different phosphorylation
states for gene regulatory networks and signalling net-
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works. These activities change over time, depending on
the activities of other nodes and on external signals. The
effect of the activity of one node i on another j is quan-
tified by a regulatory interaction between nodes.

(ii) Neural activity is stochastic because the transmis-
sion of a signal across a synapse is effected by the stochas-
tic release of a neurotransmitter. Analogously, both the
dynamics of gene expression and signalling are stochastic
due to the small number of molecules involved in ligand
binding [1].

(iii) Biological information processing operates out of
equilibrium because the regulatory networks describing
the connections between neurons, genes, or kinases are
generally asymmetric: Neuron i giving input to neuron j
does not imply neuron j gives input to neuron i and vice
versa for gene regulation and signalling. As a result, the
steady state of the network is a non-equilibrium steady
state; there exists no energy or free energy function which
is minimized by the dynamics of the regulatory network.
The steady state of the activities does not obey detailed
balance and is not described by a Boltzmann distribution.

In this paper we ask how well regulatory networks can
be inferred on the basis of data on the activity of nodes.
The motivation for network inference is twofold: Deter-
mining regulatory interactions experimentally remains an
arduous task; except for well-studied pathways and in-
dividual transcription factors, regulatory networks are
poorly characterized. On the other hand, it is compar-
atively easy to collect large amounts of data on the ac-
tivity of nodes (through high-throughput methods such
as microarray techniques [2] or RNA-seq [3–5] for gene
expression and multi-electrode techniques [6] or electrode
arrays [7] for neurons). The inference of regulatory net-
works given the activity of nodes is an inverse statistical
problem [8] with a large body of work in different disci-
plines [9–17].

A key feature of regulatory networks making their in-
ference a challenging problem is the network asymme-
try. This can be illustrated with a simple argument:
The number of potential interactions between N nodes
is N(N − 1) for a general asymmetric interaction matrix
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without self-interactions. However, the matrix of covari-
ances is symmetric, and is described by only N(N +1)/2
parameters. To infer the interactions between nodes from
covariances alone is thus not possible. This is a partic-
ularly egregious example of the curse of dimensionality
well known in inference problems, in the sense that even
if observables like the covariances can be determined ac-
curately from the data this is insufficient for network in-
ference. In principle, one can use cumulants of higher
order (for instance triplets of nodes), but it turns out
that, since higher cumulants are often numerically small,
they require very large datasets to be determined with
sufficient accuracy [18].

To address this problem, we build on the work by
Nelander et al. [19], Molinelli et al. [20], and Korkut
et al. [21] and consider the response of a network to sys-
tematic perturbations to the steady state. How the nodes
of a regulatory network respond to a perturbation de-
pends on the interactions between nodes. The response
to such a perturbation thus encodes information on the
underlying regulatory network, and this information can
in principle be used to infer the network.

A perturbation is caused by altering the activity of a
node in a controlled way. In a gene regulatory network,
one can disable the production of a particular gene prod-
uct (a so-called knock-out) or reduce the concentration of
a gene product (a knock-down) [22–24]. This affects the
concentrations of other gene products, namely those that
are (directly or indirectly) regulated by the perturbed
gene. In signalling networks, one can use pharmacologi-
cal interventions to inhibit specific kinases using so-called
kinase inhibitors [20, 25]. In neural networks, electrical
and optoelectrical techniques have been developed to de-
liver perturbations [26, 27], as well as more drastic and
irreversible procedures such as punctate chemical lesions.

Our approach expands previous work to establish
a systems biology of perturbations by (i) integrating
stochastic fluctuations into the statistical observables
used for inference and (ii) constructing an approximate
likelihood-based scheme based on these fluctuations. The
motivation for incorporating fluctuations into the net-
work inference framework partly comes from the emer-
gence of single-cell experiments, which will provide a rich
source of data containing many sources of fluctuations
both extrinsic and intrinsic.

This paper is structured as follows: In section II we set
up a stochastic regulatory model based on a multivariate
Langevin equation and use Itô’s lemma to characterize its
steady state. In section III, we use the Gaussian mean-
field theory [28] developed by Mézard and Sakellariou
to find self-consistent equations for means and correla-
tions of the activities. These equations solve the forward
problem, that is, they determine steady-state observables
given the regulatory interactions and other model param-
eters. In section IV, we then address the inverse problem
using both moment matching and a maximum likelihood
approach. Finally, in section IV C 2 we apply our method
to both synthetic data and protein levels measured in a

melanoma cell line under different drug treatments [20].

II. STOCHASTIC MODEL OF GENE
REGULATION

Our model of a regulatory network is defined by the
coupled stochastic differential equations

dxi
dt

= aiφ (hi)− bixi + ciξi, (1)

with

hi(t) =
∑
j

ωijxj(t)− θi . (2)

xi(t) denotes the activity of node i at time t. In the
case of gene regulation, the activity describes the (log-)
concentration of a gene product, in the case of a neural
network it can describe the firing rate of a neuron. hi(t)
is called a local field, in the context of neural networks it
is called the synaptic field.

The first term in (1), φ(h), is called the transfer func-
tion and specifies how the activity of a node is affected
by the activities of other nodes. We will discuss spe-
cific choices for the transfer function below. The transfer
function increases monotonously with the local effective
field hi defined by equation (2). The local effective field
acting on node i is a weighted sum of the activities of
other nodes j. Each weight ωij encodes a regulatory in-
teraction between node j and node i. A positive weight
encodes an activating interaction: a high activity of node
j leads to a positive rate of change of the activity of node
i. A negative weight encodes an inhibitory interaction.
Crucially, no symmetry is imposed on these weights. As
a result, the steady state of the stochastic dynamics (1)
is in general a non-equilibrium steady state.

The local effective field hi also depends on a threshold
θi. In the context of neural networks it is called the
synaptic threshold. Later, we will consider perturbations
of the steady state caused by altering these thresholds to
infer the regulatory interactions.

The second term in (1) describes an exponential decay
of the activity of each node with a decay constant bi.
The third term describes stochastic white noise with the
standard properties.

Equations (1) and (2) encompass several models in the
literature. For a linear choice of the transfer function
φ(h), they define a multivariate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck pro-
cess [29]. This linear model has been used to quantify
the interactions between network nodes on the basis of
steady state correlations [30] and to reconstruct regula-
tory networks [31, 32]. With a sigmoid transfer func-
tion, they describe a stochastic version of a deterministic
model which has been used extensively for gene expres-
sion clustering and for the inference of gene regulatory
interactions from gene expression data [19, 32–34]. With
a sigmoid transfer function, they also describe a stochas-
tic variant of the neural Wilson–Cowan model [35] with
individually resolved neurons.
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III. THE FORWARD PROBLEM

The forward problem is to characterize statistical ob-
servables, like mean activities mi and their covariances
χij in the steady state, given the model parameters. We
discuss two distinct approaches to the forward problem
defined by the stochastic model (1) – (2). In the first ap-
proach, we analyse the stochastic differential equations,
in the second approach we apply a Gaussian mean-field
theory.

A. Steady-state moments

The expectation values of the activities and their co-
variances are denoted

mi = 〈xi〉 ≡
∫

dxP(x)xi (3)

χij = 〈xixj〉 − 〈xi〉 〈xj〉 ≡
∫

dxP(x)xixj −mimj , (4)

where P(x) is the (generally unknown) multivariate prob-
ability distribution over the activities in the steady state.
To calculate these observables in the steady state, we
rewrite the stochastic differential equation (1) as

d

dt
xi = Fi(x) + ciξi , (5)

where the first term on the right-hand side describes the
deterministic contribution to the dynamics

Fi(x) = aiφ

(∑
k

ωikxk − θi

)
− bixi . (6)

To calculate the steady-state average 〈xi〉, we average
the dynamics (5) over the steady-state measure P(x).
Setting 〈Fk(x)〉 = 0 in the steady state yields

〈xi〉 =
ai
bi
〈φ (hi)〉 . (7)

For the second moments 〈xixj〉, we start with the total
time derivative of the function fij(x) = xixj . We use the
multivariate version of Itô´s lemma [29] on that function
to obtain

d

dt
(xkxl) = Fk(x)xl + Fl(x)xk

+ δklc
2
l + ckxlξk + clxkξl .

(8)

Again, we perform the average with respect to the steady-
state measure on the left- and right-hand sides and set
the time derivative to zero yielding

0 = 〈Fk(x)xl + Fl(x)xk〉+ δklc
2
k

〈xixj〉 =
ai

bi + bj
〈φ (hi)xj〉+

1

2

c2i
bi + bj

δij + (i↔ j) ,

(9)

where we used 〈xlξk〉 = 0 for a non-anticipating variable
xl. The term (i↔ j) indicates a summand with inter-
changed indices.

For completeness, we also derive the third moment
〈xixjxk〉, but will not use it in the following. The calcula-
tion proceeds analogously to the first two moments, with
Itô’s lemma applied to the function fijk(x) = xixjxk.
Collecting the results, the first three moments of the
steady state distribution are given by

mi = 〈xi〉 =
ai
bi
〈φ (hi)〉 (10)

Cij = 〈xixj〉 =
ai

bi + bj
〈φ (hi)xj〉+

1

2

c2i
bi + bj

δij + (i↔ j)

(11)

Lijk = 〈xixjxk〉 =
ai

bi + bj + bk
〈φ (hi)xjxk〉

+
c2i

bi + bj + bk
δij 〈xk〉+ (i↔ j ↔ k) . (12)

Conceptually, equations (10) and (11) are non-
equilibrium analogs of Callen’s identities [36] for the equi-
librium state of spin models (see [8] for a straightforward
derivation). The covariance χij ≡ 〈xixj〉 − 〈xi〉 〈xj〉 is
accordingly given by

χij =
ai

bi + bj
〈φ (hi)xj〉+

1

2

c2i
bi + bj

δij

− 1

2

ai
bi
〈φ (hi)〉

aj
bj
〈φ (hj)〉+ (i↔ j) . (13)

B. Gaussian mean-field theory

We derive a set of self-consistent equations for the
steady-state observables mi and χij . To this end, we use
the Gaussian mean-field theory developed by Mézard and
Sakellariou in the context of the kinetic Ising model [28].
The key assumption of this theory is that the local ef-
fective field defined by equation (2) is a Gaussian dis-
tributed random variable, with a node-dependent mean
and a variance.

The basis for this assumption is the law of large num-
bers. The local effective fields are asymptotically Gaus-
sian distributed provided the terms in the sum over j in
(2) are statistically independent. This means that the ef-
fective fields are approximately Gaussian distributed pro-
vided that (i) each node i is coupled to many other nodes
via finite values of the couplings ωij of comparable mag-
nitude, and (ii) the regulatory network encoded by the
matrix ωij contains no short loops (which would lead to
correlations).

To self-consistently determine the mean and variance
of the local effective field, we follow Mézard and Sakel-
lariou and split each field hi into a deterministic contri-
bution and a random contribution

hi(m) = gi(m) + ηi , (14)
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with the deterministic contribution gi(m) =∑
k ωikmk − θi. The random contribution ηi follows a

multivariate normal distribution P({ηi}) characterized
by zero means and a symmetric covariance matrix ∆ij

to be determined.

To obtain self-consistent equations for the mean activ-
ity mi of a given node i, we start with the steady-state
relation for the mean activity (10). Performing the aver-
age over ηi, we obtain the integral equation

mi =
1√
2π

ai
bi

∫
dηi exp

(
ηi

2

2∆ii

)
φ (gi(m) + ηi) . (15)

Solving this integral equation requires the variances ∆ii

of the random contribution to the local field hi. Based
on the definition of the local field (14), the relation be-
tween covariance of local fields ∆ij and covariance of the
expression levels χij is given by

∆ij = cov(ηi, ηj) = cov(hi, hj)

(14)
=

〈∑
k

ωik (xk −mk)
∑
l

ωjl (xl −ml)

〉
=
∑
kl

ωikωjlχkl = [ωχωᵀ]ij . (16)

To derive a set of self-consistent equations also for the
covariances χij , we consider the steady state averages
〈φ (hi)xj〉. We invert the interaction matrix

xi =
∑
k

ω−1ik (hk + θk) (17)

and rewrite the steady-state average

〈φ (hi)xj〉
(17)
=
∑
k

ω−1jk 〈(hk + θk)φ (hi)〉 (18)

as a sum over averages over local fields, which follow
a Gaussian distribution. To calculate the steady-state
averages in (18), we define the correlation coefficient for
the local fields (Pearson’s correlation coefficient)

ρjk =
cov(hj , hk)√

∆jj∆kk

. (19)

Following [28] we expand the multivariate normal distri-
bution of the local fields to linear order in the correlation
coefficient ρjk. This assumes that the correlation coef-
ficients are small; for fully connected networks they are
of order 1/

√
N [28]. Within the framework of the Gaus-

sian theory this is a self-consistent assumption as many
connections per node also result in a Gaussian local field

P(ηj , ηk) = P(ηj)P(ηk)

(
1 +

ηj√
∆jj

ηk√
∆kk

ρjk

)
+O(ρ2jk) .

(20)

This gives an approximate expression for the distribution
of the local fields, from which we obtain for the averages
over effective fields in (18)

〈hkφ (hj)〉
(20)
= gkmj + λj cov(hkhj). (21)

The factor λj is a measure for sensitivity of the first mo-
ments to fluctuations in the activities and is given by the
integral equation

λj =
1√
2π

∫
dη exp

(
η2

2∆ii

)
φ′ (gj + η) . (22)

Using the steady-state averages (18) and (21) we ob-
tain for the covariances χij of the activities defined in
(4)

χij
(4)
=

ai
bi + bj

〈φ (hi)xj〉+ (i↔ j) +
c2i
2bi

δij − 〈xi〉 〈xj〉

(18)(21)
=

ai
bi + bj

∑
k

ω−1ik (gkmj + λj cov(hkhj) + θkmj)

+ (i↔ j) +
c2i
2bi

δij −mimj . (23)

With the definition of gi(m) in equation (14) and the
covariance of the local field in equation (16) we finally
obtain a set of self-consistent equations for the covariance
matrix of the activities

χij =
aj

bi + bj

(
χωT

)
ij
λj + (i↔ j) +

c2i
2bi

δij . (24)

To obtain a solution of the forward problem within
Gaussian mean-field theory, we iteratively solve the self-
consistent equations for the mean activities (15) and their
covariances (24) given the model parameters. In each it-
eration step, we solve the integrals in (15) and (22) nu-
merically using adaptive Gauss-Kronrod quadrature [37].
We find that this simple iterative procedure with initial
values minit = 0 and χinit = I converges for all model
parameters we tried.

IV. THE INVERSE PROBLEM

We now turn to the inverse problem on the basis of
the response of the activities to specific perturbations
and ask which set of model parameters reproduces the
observed data for all those perturbations. We first con-
sider the standard method of moment matching by least
squares[19–21] and then develop an alternative approach
based on maximum likelihood. In both approaches, we
use the results derived for the forward problem above
to derive the mean activities and their correlations as a
function of the perturbations and the model parameters.

Each perturbation is modelled as a change in the
thresholds in the local effective fields (2)

θµi = θ̄i − uµi , (25)
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where θ̄i is constant and uµi is different for each per-
turbation. The different perturbations are labelled µ =
1, 2, . . . ,M and one or several measurements of the ac-
tivities {xi} are taken per perturbation. A large positive
value of uµi means that gene i is artificially upregulated
in a given perturbation µ, a large negative value means
that that gene is downregulated.

The model parameters consist of the regulatory inter-
actions ωij , the thresholds θ̄i, as well as the prefactors
of the transfer function {ai}, the decay constants {bi},
and the amplitudes of the stochastic noise {ci} (see (1)).
However, rescaling all parameters ai and bi by the same
factor, and the amplitudes of the noise ci by the square
root of that factor leaves the observables (means and co-
variances) unchanged. Hence, the model parameters can
only be inferred up to a global constant, which acts like
a gauge parameter for the inference. Changing this pa-
rameter corresponds to rescaling the unit of time in the
multivariate Langevin equation (1).Since the steady state
observables are time-independent, this scale factor can-
not be recovered from the steady state.

A. Moment matching by least squares

We start with a least-squares fit based on the average
activities in the steady state given by (10). A quadratic
cost function penalizing the difference between the ob-
served average activities and those given by is (10)

λms1o(ω,θ,a,b) =
∑
µi

[
〈xµi 〉 −

ai
bi
〈φ (hµi (xµ,ω, θµi ))〉

]2
.

(26)

xµi denotes the activity of node i under perturbation µ,
and we assume for now that there are multiple experi-
mental measurements per perturbation (replicates), over
which expectation values can be computed. The corre-
sponding estimate of the model parameters is obtained
by minimizing the quadratic cost function with respect
to the parameters [19–21].

In the next step, we incorporate also the information
contained in the covariances of the activities into the fit.
To this end, we penalize differences between the observed
mean activities as well as their covariances with the cor-
responding quantities in the steady state, leading to a
quadratic cost function given by (10) and (11)

λms2o(ω,θ,a,b, c) =
∑
µi

[
〈xµi 〉 −

ai
bi
〈φ (hµi (xµ,ω, θµi ))〉

]2
+

1

N

∑
µij

[〈
xµi x

µ
j

〉
− 〈xµi 〉

〈
xµj
〉
− χij (xµ,ω,θµ,a,b, c)

]2
.

(27)

In the second line, we used the steady-state result (13)
for the covariance χ. Due to the scaling of the number of
mean activities and the number of covariances with the

number of nodes N of the regulatory network (linear and
quadratic, respectively), we used a relative factor of 1/N
weighting these two terms in (27).

We can also use the Gaussian mean-field theory de-
veloped in section III for the mean activities mi(ω) and
their covariances χij for moment matching. The result-
ing quadratic cost function for matching the first two
moments is

λmsGt(ω,θ,a,b, c) =
∑
µi

[〈xµi 〉 −m
µ
i (ω,θ,a,b, c)]

2

(28)

+
1

N

∑
µij

[〈
xµi x

µ
j

〉
− 〈xµi 〉

〈
xµj
〉
− χij(ω,θµ,a,b, c)

]2
.

B. Maximum likelihood

An alternative to moment matching is parameter in-
ference by maximum likelihood. This has a number of
attractive properties compared to moment matching. In
the limit of many sets of input data, the maximum like-
lihood estimator converges in probability to the under-
lying model parameter (the consistency property). Fur-
thermore, for large sample sizes, there is no consistent
estimator which results in a smaller mean-squared error.
Most importantly, maximum likelihood does not rely on
moments as input, so it can be used even when there are
only single measurements taken per perturbation.

However, the exact likelihood function is not known in
our case, since we do not know the distribution P(x)
of activities in the non-equilibrium steady state. In-
stead, we use the simplest approximation possible for the
steady state; a multivariate Gaussian distribution whose
means and variances are specified by the results of the
forward problem solved in section III. This approximate
likelihood of the model parameters given the activities
xµ is denoted by Pg(xµ,ω, θ,a,b, c). The resulting log-
likelihood function

lnPg(xµ,ω,θ,a,b, c)

= −1

2

∑
µ

(xµ −m)
T
χ−1 (xµ −m)− 1

2
ln detχ ,

(29)

depends on the solution of the self-consistent equa-
tions (15) for m = m(ω,θµ,a,b, c) and (24) for χ =
χ (ω,θµ,a,b, c). The index µ in this context refers to
the different experimental samples.

Like the quadratic cost function (26), the approximate
likelihood function (29) also quadratically penalizes the
difference between the mean activities in the data and
those expected under a forward model. However, in the
maximum likelihood function (29), this penalty depends
on the variance of the activities, and is lower for nodes
with high variance, whose activities are in a sense less
informative as a result. Since the approximate likeli-
hood function (29) requires the means and covariances
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as a function of the model parameters, it is necessary
to use the Gaussian mean-field theory (or an equivalent
approach) here, rather than equations (10) and (11).

C. Comparison of least-squares fitting and
maximum likelihood

1. Inference from artificial perturbation data

We first use simulated data to compare the results of
the least-squares methods and the maximum-likelihood
approach. To produce simulated data we chose the trans-
fer function φ(h) = tanh(h) used in Nelander et al. [19]
as a model for the (log-)expression levels in a gene regu-
latory network. To generate a gene interaction matrix
ω, we set ωij = βζij∀i 6= j, where ζij is a random
variable drawn independently from a normal distribution
with mean equal to zero and variance equal to the in-
verse of total numbers of genes, 1/N . Self-regulation is
not considered, ωii = 0∀i 6= j. The inter-gene coupling
strength β (set to 1 here) is a measure of the regulation
strength between genes. We use perturbations of single
nodes where for every perturbation one gene is perturbed
with uµi = −2. The other model parameter were set to
θ̄i = 0, ai = 1, bi = 1, and ci = 1.

To quantify the quality of the network inference we
measure the reconstruction error

r =

√√√√∑ij

(
ωgen
ij − ωrec

ij

)2∑
ij

(
ωgen
ij

)2 , (30)

which gives the relative mean-square difference between
the inferred interactions and the interactions which were
used to generate the data.

Figure 1 shows that, as expected, the inference of reg-
ulatory interactions is improved over matching the first
moments using (26) by matching the second moments us-
ing (27) as well. Using the Gaussian mean-field theory
to compute the moments rather than using the expres-
sions (10) and (11) makes no significant difference to the
inference. However, the approximate maximum likeli-
hood (29) clearly outperforms the least-squares method.

However, the maximum likelihood turns out to be more
costly computationally. Both approaches are based on
iteratively solving self-consistent equations, so there is
no easy way to estimate differences in running times of
the two approaches. For a small network consisting of
10 nodes reconstruction by maximizing the likelihood
takes about 60 seconds on a standard processor, com-
pared to about 5 seconds for moment matching. We used
the local optimization routine LN BOBYQA from the
NLopt package with starting points ωij = 0. We found
that global optimization routines, like GN DIRECT L,
GN CRS2 LM, GN ESCH from the NLopt package, did
not yield better results. We expect that advanced algo-
rithms, like message passing [20, 21] can speed up the
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FIG. 1. (A) The reconstruction error (30) of the regulatory
interactions is plotted against the number samples per per-
turbation for a fixed number of 10 single-drug perturbations.
(B) The reconstruction error is plotted against the number of
single-drug perturbations and the inference is based on 100
samples per perturbation. The system size is N = 10 in both
cases, and the model parameters are as described in the main
text. The least-squares fit of the first moments (26) (blue), the
second moments (27) (green), and second moment fit based
on the Gaussian mean-field theory (28) (yellow) are shown
we well as the approach based on maximum likelihood (red),
which outperforms the other approaches.

reconstruction process, but are outside the scope of this
paper.

Also, we did not repeat the optimization process many
times over to determine interactions which appear in
many near-optimal choices of the model parameters [20],
as our focus is on the construction and comparison of
different cost functions. The restriction to a few high-
confidence interactions can also be achieved by a suitable
regularizing function, which is also outside the scope of
this paper.
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2. Inference from cell line perturbation data

SK-MEL-133 is a human cancer cell line taken from
a melanoma patient and grown in culture. Molinelli et
al. [20] report perturbation experiments on this cell line,
which we use for network inference. The perturbation
experiments focus on the PI3K/AKT and MAPK path-
ways, which play a key role in several different types of
cancers. For 16 proteins of the PI3K/AKT and MAPK
pathways, protein levels (total or phospho-levels) are
quantified using reverse phase protein arrays; these 16
proteins form the nodes of the network to be inferred.
Each level is specified as a log-2 ratio of the perturbed
and the unperturbed protein level, see [20] for details.
We note that the reverse phase protein arrays take infor-
mation from a bulk of cells, and correspondingly fluctua-
tions and co-variance observed in that data do not come
from the stochastic expression of genes in single cells (see
discussion).

The perturbations are implemented using 8 differ-
ent compounds (inhibitors), which inhibit the signalling
activity of particular kinases that are part of the
PI3K/AKT and MAPK pathways. 8 inhibitors are used
singly and in pairwise combinations to perturb the path-
ways. Altogether, 44 different perturbations are used.
Each inhibitor is given at the concentration where it re-
duced the growth of the cell line by 40%, the so called
IC40 value. For several of the inhibitors used, the tar-
gets lie upstream of one of the 16 proteins, so the protein
is not targeted directly, but the downstream effector of
each compound is known. We set those known interac-
tions between the 8 inhibitors and the 16 proteins equal
to one (figure 5A in [20]), and set all other interactions
between inhibitors and proteins equal to zero.

We used the 44 perturbations to generate 8 training
sets and 8 matching testing sets. Each training set con-
tains all the single-compound and multi-compound com-
binations which do not contain one specific compound
d. The matching testing set contains only the single-
compound perturbation using compound d. This is done
to ensure that no information on compound d is included
during training, beyond what can be inferred about the
network of interactions between nodes. Thus, a predic-
tion about the activities of the nodes under compound d
must come from the inferred information about the net-
work [20, 21].

Based on each training set, we inferred the regulatory
interactions ω, as well as the parameters a, b, and c.
A single parameter, a1 with node 1 corresponding to
EIF4EBP1, was set to 1 throughout in order to fix the
single global gauge parameter described in IV. Starting
point was ωij = 0, ai = 1, bi = 1, and ci = 0.1. We
used the local optimization routine LN BOBYQA from
the NLopt with starting point ωij = 0, ai = 1, bi = 1,
and ci = 0.1. Again we found that global optimization
routines, like GN DIRECT L, GN CRS2 LM, GN ESCH
from the NLopt package, did not yield better results.

For each training set, we then predict the node activi-

ties under perturbations in the matching testing set. For
the prediction of the activities, we numerically simulated
the dynamic model (1) for its steady state at the inferred
model parameters. This was done to avoid using an ap-
proximation (like the Gaussian approximation) as part
of the testing.

Figure 2 shows how well the parameters inferred from
the training sets model the protein levels under pertur-
bations from the matching testing sets. These scatter
plots show the measured protein levels (on the x-axes)
and the predicted expression levels (see above) on the
y-axes, across different nodes and training/testing sets.
The four plots show the predictions based on networks re-
constructed using (A) the least-square first order fit, (B)
the least-square second order fit, (C) the Gaussian the-
ory, and (D) the maximum-likelihood approach. We find
a Pearson correlation of dms1o = 0.55 for the least-square
first order, dms2o = 0.60 for the least-square second order,
dmsGo = 0.69 for the Gaussian theory, and dml = 0.69 for
the maximum-likelihood method. Including the informa-
tion on the covariance of activities hence improves the
reconstruction, as does the use of the Gaussian theory
and the approximate likelihood.

V. CONCLUSION

We have used a stochastic model of regulatory net-
works for the inference of the regulatory interactions from
steady-state perturbation data. To this end, we have ex-
tended the moment-matching approach of Nelander et
al. and others [19] to fluctuations in the steady state.
Based on the stochastic model, we constructed a simple
likelihood function for network inference. We found that
including information on covariances improved the recon-
struction quality both when tested both on artificial and
experimental data. The likelihood-based approach also
allows using perturbation data when not enough repli-
cates have been measured experimentally to accurately
compute expectation values for each perturbation.

However, the likelihood-based approach comes at a sig-
nificant computational cost. In our current implemen-
tation, the likelihood is maximized via gradient descent,
where each step requires solving self-consistent equations
for the means and variances of the network’s activities.
Alternative implementations, for instance message pass-
ing, can potentially increase the speed of execution sig-
nificantly [20].

Like previous studies, we have used the network’s re-
sponse to perturbations for network inference. The mo-
tivation for using perturbations is that pairwise correla-
tions (a symmetric matrix) on their own are insufficient
for the inference of the network interactions (an asym-
metric matrix), and perturbations are one way to enlarge
the scope of information extracted from the steady state.
However, it is not the only approach: For instance, cor-
relations at different time intervals 〈xi(t)xj(t + τ)〉 can
be calculated and compared with experimental data at
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FIG. 2. Scatter plots comparing the experimentally measured and predicted activities within the SK-MEL-133 cell line exper-
iment (see main text) across different genes and pairs of training and testing set. (A) Prediction based on the least-squares fit
in first order (26). (B) Prediction based on the least-squares fit in second order (27). (C) Prediction based on the least-squares
fit within the Gaussian theory (28). (D) Prediction based on the maximum-likelihood approach (29). The Pearson correlations
between measured and predicted activities for A-D are 0.55, 0.60, 0.69, and 0.69, respectively.

different time points without the need for perturbations.
In that context, the random fluctuations due to low copy
numbers of the molecular machinery of transcription act
as a series of perturbations to which the system responds.
Recently, Gupta et al. [38] have studied time-shifted cor-
relations of gene expression levels in single-cell data for
network reconstruction. Gupta et al. conclude that, with
current technology, the inference of entire regulatory net-
works on the basis of fluctuations at the single cell-level
is not yet feasible. This may soon change, and we expect

that replacing aggregate quantities like correlations with
a likelihood-based approach will improve the resulting
network inference.
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