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ABSTRACT

Gene essentiality, the necessity of a specific gene for the survival of an organism, is crucial to our
understanding of cellular processes and identifying drug targets. Experimental determination of gene
essentiality requires large growth screens that are time-consuming and expensive, motivating the
development of in-silico approaches. Existing methods predominantly utilise flux balance analysis
(FBA), a constraint-based optimisation algorithm; however, they are fundamentally limited by the
necessity of a predefined cellular objective function. This requirement introduces an element of
observer bias, as the objective function often reflects the researcher’s assumptions rather than the
cell’s biological goals. Here, we present FluxGAT, a graph neural network (GNN) model capable
of predicting gene essentiality directly from graphical representations of flux sampling data. Flux
sampling removes the need for objective functions, thereby eliminating observer bias. FluxGAT
leverages the unique strengths of GNNs in learning representations of complex relationships within
metabolic reaction networks. The success of our approach in predicting experimentally determined
gene essentiality, with almost double the sensitivity of FBA, explores the possibility of predicting
cellular phenotypes in cases when objectives are less understood. Thus, we demonstrate a method
for more general gene essentiality predictions across a broader spectrum of biological systems and
environments.

1 Introduction

Gene essentiality is a fundamental concept in genomics, defined by the necessity of specific genes for the reproductive
success of a cell or an organism [1]. Identification of essential genes is imperative because it provides an understanding
of the basic requirements of a cell [2], accelerates the discovery of drug targets [3], and guides the engineering of
organisms for chemical production [4].

Recent advancements in genome sequencing and CRISPR-based genome editing technologies have substantially
advanced our ability to identify essential genes; however, laboratory methods are still time-consuming, costly, and
only sometimes feasible across all organisms. The field has seen a significant shift towards in-silico approaches for
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Figure 1: Architectural diagram of FluxGAT - where (a) flux sampling is used to construct a weighted graph of
a metabolic reaction network. (b) The adjacency matrix, along with node features containing chemical properties
of reactions, are then passed through an optimised graph attention network (GAT) which iteratively generates new
representations for each reaction using neural message-passing layers. (c) Lastly, a dense neural layer and sigmoid
activation function are used to perform binary classification from each node’s final embedding, learning to predict if a
reaction is essential (red) or non-essential (green) for cell growth.

predicting gene essentiality, which analyse intrinsic genomic features, topological features of biological networks [5],
and combinations of features using machine learning (ML) [6].

ML approaches have gained recent traction due to their ability to complement experimental methods and generalise
across organisms. These approaches involve training classifiers using known essential and non-essential genes from
model organisms, integrating diverse categories of features such as gene and protein sequences, network topology, gene
ontology and homology [6, 5, 7]. While most of these approaches utilise traditional ML methods, such as decision
trees (DTs) and support vector machines (SVMs), a smaller number employ deep learning-based neural networks. This
choice is usually due to the trade-off between enhanced representation power versus the challenges with interpretability
of “black-box” deep models.

Sequence-based ML methods, which utilise gene and protein sequences to determine gene essentiality, are commonly
used but can be limited by the availability and quality of sequence data, especially for non-model organisms. Feature
generation is often used to transform sequences into numerical representations; however, the lack of standard tools
for certain features can introduce semantic errors in the analysis. Network-based methods, on the other hand, focus
on interactions within biological networks and can predict essentiality from the inherent structural properties of cells
without the need for sequencing data. These methods analyse the topological characteristics of nodes in biological
networks, such as protein-protein interaction networks (PINs), to infer gene essentiality. The essentiality of a protein,
for example, is closely associated with its topological characteristics within PINs [8].

Graph neural networks (GNNs) represent a novel deep learning technique, particularly tailored for dealing with
graph-structured data [9]. This property makes them well-suited for tasks where understanding the relationships and
interactions within a network is crucial. Unlike the ML methods previously mentioned, which rely on the assumption
of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data, GNNs can effectively capture and leverage the structure of
nodes within a graph, breaking the i.i.d assumption, which enables them to generalise better in complex, interconnected
systems [10, p. 13]. GNNs, therefore, are likely to become central to single-cell analysis within biomedicine in the
coming years [11]. In gene essentiality prediction, topology features are acknowledged for their strong discriminatory
capabilities and less direct correlation with the biological functions of genes [5], enhancing generalisability across
organisms.

In metabolic engineering, an expanding field of synthetic biology, flux balance analysis (FBA) is arguably the most
popular mathematical approach for studying cellular phenotypes and is commonly used to predict gene essentiality.
FBA utilises constraint-based modelling (CBM) and linear programming to predict the distribution of metabolites
across a metabolic network under steady-state conditions [12]. This method enables the analysis of the potential impact
of gene deletions on the metabolic network, aiding in the identification of essential genes for organism survival under
specific conditions. By using genome-scale metabolic models (GSMMs) of cells, FBA can predict the growth rate of an
organism or the production rate of a metabolite, assuming a predefined cellular fitness objective.

FBA has certain limitations, notably in the requirement to define a cellular objective function. This necessity arises
from FBA’s approach to modelling very large metabolic networks, which results in an underdetermined system with
a near-infinite number of feasible solutions that satisfy the biological constraints [13]. The definition of an objective
function, such as maximisation of biomass production or product yield, is essential for FBA to yield a specific solution.
This reliance on a predefined objective introduces an element of observer bias, as the chosen objective may not fully
encapsulate the actual biological goals of an organism [14, 15], which are inherently dynamic and adapted based on the
environment or genetic composition.
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Flux sampling has been developed to address this limitation of FBA, negating the need for a predefined objective
function by exploring a wide range of possible flux states that a metabolic network can adopt, given its constraints
[16]. To achieve this, a sampling algorithm generates a sequence of feasible solutions until the entire solution space is
analysed. Upon convergence, a probability distribution of steady-state reaction fluxes is generated that can be used
for downstream analysis, such as studying metabolism under changing environmental conditions [16]. Flux sampling
has demonstrated superior performance over FBA in predicting flux distributions [17, 18], particularly in complex
mammalian cell lines where a single objective function is unlikely to be representative of nature. This highlights the
need to develop objective-free methods for predicting gene essentiality in cells where objectives are less understood and
more dynamic, ensuring a more general representation of their metabolic behaviours and responses.

In this work, we introduce FluxGAT, Figure 1, a novel approach for metabolic gene essentiality prediction, focusing on
its capability to learn meaningful representations from flux sampling data derived from the most complete GSMM of
Chinese hamster ovary (CHO) cells [19], the most commonly used mammalian hosts in the biopharmaceutical industry
[20]. Average flux values are derived from probability distributions and used to construct a graphical representation
of chemical mass flow whereby nodes represent enzymatic reactions. The utilisation of GNNs and flux sampling
data is particularly novel as it mitigates the inherent observer bias typically encountered in traditional methods that
require the definition of a cellular objective. This innovation is crucial for mammalian and non-model organism where
existing models often fall short. The following sections will outline the construction of a graphical representation of flux
sampling data, the architectural design of FluxGAT, and will demonstrate its predictive accuracy through comprehensive
evaluations, comparing it against traditional methods.

2 Related Work

ML and Genome-Scale Metabolic Models ML-based methods have demonstrated comparable performance to
FBA for predicting metabolic gene essentiality, using only wild-type flux distributions where cellular objectives are
more likely to hold [7]. By only applying FBA to the wild-type cell, they eliminate the need to assume that deletion
strains optimise the same fitness objective as the wild type. This work utilised four traditional ML classifiers to
leverage manually extracted features from a graph-structured representation of metabolic fluxes, where nodes represent
enzymatic reactions, and edges quantify the mass flow of metabolites between these reactions. Although the model
could capture most of the essential genes determined experimentally, there was a high rate of false positive predictions.

GNNs and Genome-Scale Metabolic Models The same research group recently introduced an enhancement to
their prior work by employing a GNN framework for increased predictive power over conventional ML methods for
classifying essentiality using the same graphical representation. Comparative analysis of their model’s predictions
with FBA reveals a performance comparable to FBA in identifying essential genes. However, it is noteworthy that
FBA exhibits significantly superior performance in identifying non-essential genes. The significance of their results
lies in the generalisation ability of the model to accurately predict gene essentiality across various growth conditions.
A critical limitation; however, is the reliance on the assumption of a wild-type fitness objective, which restricts the
model’s applicability to model organisms where such behaviour is well-documented. This work motivates the analysis
of enzymatic reaction networks in predicting gene essentiality.

GNNs and Protein-Protein Interaction Networks A GNN model was employed to predict gene essentiality using
PPI network data [21], significantly outperforming traditional ML and network-based methods. However, challenges
arise due to the inherent noise and the prevalence of false positive connections in PPI networks. Additionally, the
existence of multiple protein interaction databases, each presenting considerably varied network structures, can lead
to inconsistent and unstable outcomes. This highlights the importance of GSMMs as highly utilised tools in systems
biology, offering more robust frameworks for studying cellular phenotypes.

Flux Sampling and Gene Essentiality To our knowledge, there is currently no existing work, utilising ML or other
methodologies, that focuses on analysing GSMM flux sampling data for the specific aim of predicting gene essentiality.
Consequently, this limits the direct comparability of our approach to existing methods, making FBA the primary
benchmark for evaluating performance.
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Figure 2: Flux balance analysis (FBA) generates a single non-unique solution, and flux sampling generates a probability
distribution of feasible solutions of the constrained solution space (blue region) of reaction fluxes v1, v2, v3.

3 Methodology

3.1 Task Definition

In this study, we employ a GNN model to address the challenge of binary node label classification to determine the
biological essentiality of reactions and their associated genes. Our approach is inherently a semi-supervised task as the
GNN leverages the connectivity of the entire network, including test nodes whose features and labels are masked during
training. The data utilised is a single graph, G = (V,E), which is a reconstruction of the CHO cell metabolic reaction
network using flux sampling data, where V is the set of nodes (reactions) and E is the set of edges (interactions).
The features used by our model, denoted as X , represent the network topology with weighted edges alongside node
features that encapsulate the chemical properties of the reactions. The binary node labels, Y , being predicted, signify
experimentally determined essentiality values. The graph’s data structure, comprising a weighted and directed graph,
reflects the intricacies of metabolic pathways, correlating the network topology and node features directly to the
essentiality of reactions. This setup allows for a comprehensive understanding and prediction of gene essentiality.

3.2 Flux Sampling

When modelling reaction networks within an organism at the genome scale, which often involves thousands of reactions
and metabolites, the classical approach in systems biology of dynamical modelling becomes infeasible due to the time
and resources required to obtain kinetic parameters experimentally.

Constraint-based modelling is an approach to analysing such networks without detailed kinetic data. For a given
reaction network, the relation between the m-metabolites and n-reactions is described in the mxn stoichiometric matrix
S. A positive stoichiometric coefficient Si,j means that metabolite i is produced by reaction j, and a negative entry
indicates that the metabolite is consumed in that reaction. The primary constraints limit the rate and directionality of
each reaction in the network. Then, a steady-state assumption ensures that all metabolite concentrations stay constant
over time (mass balance). The dynamics of the network at steady-state are defined as,

dx

dt
= Sv = 0, vlb ≤ v ≤ vub. (1)

Where x is a vector of metabolite concentrations and v is a vector of flux rates, constrained by lower and upper
bounds for each reaction. FBA introduces an objective function and uses linear programming to find a non-unique
flux distribution v∗, which satisfies the constraints. Flux sampling, on the other hand, aims to uniformly sample the
feasible solution space, given the constraints, avoiding the need to specify an objective function. Figure 2 visualises this
distinction.

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods are a class of algorithms used for sampling complex, high-dimensional
probability distributions, making them well-suited for analysing the solution space of reaction networks. The Hit-and-
Run (HR) algorithm is a deterministic MCMC technique that has emerged as the primary means for sampling large,
genome-scale networks due to its efficiency and convergence time [22]. In this work, an implementation of the artificial
centring hit-and-run (ACHR) algorithm, known as optGpSampler [23], was used due to its established application to
GSMMs.
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In the first iteration (a = 0) of the ACHR algorithm, an arbitrary starting point v(0) ∈ P , is selected within an N
dimensional convex set P , giving an initial centre of ĉ = v(0). The algorithm then generates a chain of samples by
iteratively performing the following three steps. First, computing a direction to travel in θ,

θ(a) =
v(i) − ĉ∥∥v(a) − ĉ

∥∥ , where i ∼ U{0, 1, . . . , a}. (2)

Then, after randomly generating a step size λ(a), a new sample is calculated v(a+1) = v(a) + λ(a)θ(a). Lastly, updating
the artificial centre by setting,

ĉ =
aĉ + v(a)

a+ 1
. (3)

This process is repeated until convergence, as confirmed by diagnostic tests, resulting in probability distributions
of possible flux values for each reaction. Then, a single flux distribution is calculated by averaging the probability
distribution for each reaction to generate a one-dimensional flux vector v̄, facilitating downstream analysis, as was done
in [17].

3.3 Graph Construction

There are numerous ways to construct a graphical representation of a given metabolic reaction network using its
stoichiometry; however, many fail to capture the directionality of reactions and are dominated by pool metabolites that
appear in many reactions, such as water. The mass flow graph (MFG) was designed to address these common limitations
by utilising flux distributions to encode the directionality of metabolic flows whilst mitigating the over-representation
of pool metabolites [24], producing a directed graph. The MFG also exhibits systemic changes to its topological and
community structure under environmental and genetic perturbations, revealing redundancies and core structures within
a reaction network. It is, therefore, well-suited for highlighting essential components.

An MFG can be constructed from a stoichiometry matrix S whereby nodes represent reactions and a directed edge
connects two nodes if the source reaction produces a metabolite consumed by the target reaction. As detailed in [24],
starting with flux vector, obtained either through FBA v∗, or in our case, averaged across flux sampling iterations v̄, we
first unfold the vector into the forward and reverse components of each reaction,

v̄2m =

[
v̄+

v̄−

]
=

1

2

[
abs (v̄) + v̄
abs (v̄)− v̄

]
. (4)

Then, we can define the modified stoichiometry matrix as,

S2m = [ S −S ]

[
Im 0
0 diag (r)

]
, (5)

where r is an m-dimensional Boolean reversibility vector such that rj = 1 if reaction j is reversible and 0 otherwise.
Lastly, the adjacency matrix of the MFG is given by,

M (v̄) =
(
S+
2mV̄

)T
J†
v

(
S−
2mV̄

)
, (6)

where V̄ and Jv are defined as diag (v̄2m) and diag
(
S+
2mv̄2m

)
respectively, and † denotes the matrix pseudoinverse,

with,

Production : S+
2m = 1

2 (abs (S2m) + S2m),
Consumption : S−

2m = 1
2 (abs (S2m)− S2m) .

(7)

3.4 Node Label Generation

Considering that the MFG comprises a set of reactions as nodes rather than a set of genes, we must initially map the
gene essentialities onto the corresponding set of reaction essentialities to train and test a classifier. To perform this
mapping, the method outlined in [25] is utilised, where the authors address the inconsistent treatment of gene protein
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reaction (GPR) rules by defining a standard approach to handling them. GPR rules describe how genes relate to protein
complexes and the reactions they catalyse. They contain Boolean logic operators that allow us to classify reactions as
active/inactive using gene expression.

These GPR rules can also be processed to translate gene essentiality into node essentiality labels according to the
following function f , applied to each reaction,

f(⊕, g1, . . . , gn) =


max(g1, . . . , gn) if only ANDs
min(g1, . . . , gn) if only ORs
Resolve ANDs
then ORs

if mixed
(8)

where,

• ⊕: Represents the logical operator or the combination of operators within the GPR rule for a given reaction.

• g1, . . . , gn: The sequence of gene essentiality values (1 for essential and 0 for non-essential).

• Resolve ANDs then ORs: For mixed operators, standard logical precedence rules apply (AND operations are
typically evaluated before OR operations unless parentheses indicate otherwise).

For example, in the case of a reaction with the GPR rule and gene essentiality labels “1 & (0 | 1) & 0”, the operation
within parentheses (OR operation) would typically be evaluated after resolving all AND operations. However, given the
explicit grouping by parentheses, the OR operation is resolved first in this segment, followed by the AND operation.
Here, the reaction would be considered essential (1) due to the first gene being essential.

3.5 Node Feature Generation

GNNs exhibit state-of-the-art performance across various network-based tasks, primarily due to their ability to combine
representations of network topology with side information such as node features. This section outlines the node
(reaction) feature generation process to create embeddings that complement the adjacency matrix, M .

Our generated node features contain biologically meaningful information for the downstream classification task
of essentiality prediction. This approach involved compiling a list of the reactants and products of each reaction,
representing additional chemical properties not captured within the MFG. These lists encode each reaction’s starting
material and end result in a structured format, emphasising relationships between nodes.

A one-hot encoding was employed to transform node features into a numerical format suitable for a GNN. To achieve
this, we let R be the set of all reactants and products across reactions, with |R| being its cardinality. For each reaction i,
a one-hot encoded vector vi is constructed, where vi ∈ {0, 1}|R|. For each reactant or product j in R, the corresponding
element in vi, denoted as vij , is defined as:

vij =

{
1 if reactant/product j is involved in reaction i,

0 otherwise.

3.6 Graph Representation Learning

A GNN model is used to perform representation learning of the MFG due to their unique ability to learn representations
that combine features of individual reactions with the patterns of interactions and relationships that define the reaction
network topology. Specifically, we use a graph attention network (GAT) [26] due to its integration of self-attention
mechanisms, which allow for a learnt weighting of neighbouring nodes based on their relevance to a given reaction
in the context of the representation learning task. Such mechanisms also enhance the interpretability of the model,
providing insights into the prioritisation of specific nodes (reactions).

More formally, GNNs contain neural message passing layers in which vector messages are exchanged between
nodes and updated using neural networks. For each message-passing layer within a GNN, a hidden embedding h

(i)
u

corresponding to each node u ∈ V is updated by aggregated information from u’s graph neighbourhood N (u). Each
message-passing update iteration can be defined as follows,

6
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h(i+1)
u = UPDATE(i)

(
h(i)
u ,

AGGREGATE(i)({h(i)
v ∀v ∈ N (u)})

)
(9a)

= UPDATE(i)
(

h(i)
u ,m(i)

N (u)

)
, (9b)

where UPDATE and AGGREGATE are arbitrary differentiable functions and mN (u) is the “message” that is aggregated
from u’s one-hop graph neighbourhood N (u) at iteration i. Here, we use a modified version of the original GAT,
assigning a learnable attention weight to each neighbour based on node and edge features. This attention weight
determines the importance of nodes during the aggregation step, with each message defined as,

mN (u) =
∑

v∈N (u)

αu,vhv, (10)

where αu,v denotes the attention given to neighbour v ∈ N (u) during aggregation at node u. The attention weights are
calculated based on the importance of the features of the source node, the target node, and the edge, as follows,

αu,v =
exp

(
a⊤ [Whu ⊕ Whv ⊕ Weu,v]

)∑
v′∈N(u)

exp (a⊤ [Whu ⊕ Whv′ ⊕ Weu,v′ ])
, (11)

where a is a trainable attention vector, W are trainable matrices unique to each feature, and ⊕ denotes the concatenation
operation. Multi-dimensional edge features between nodes u and v are represented by eu,v′ , which, in our case, are
equal to scalar edge weights of the MFG representing chemical mass flow between reactions.

The initial node embeddings at i = 0, h(0)
u , are set to the one-hot encodings detailed in Section 3.5. After running N

iterations of the GNN message passing, we can use the output of the final layer to define the embeddings for each node,
i.e.,

zu = h(N)
u ,∀u ∈ V. (12)

Then, to perform node classification, zu is passed through a dense neural layer to generate a single logit zu, which is
passed through a sigmoid activation function to determine the binary class (essentiality) for node (reaction) u.

4 Experiment

4.1 Dataset

The artificial centring hit-and-run (ACHR) algorithm, detailed in Section 3.2, was applied 2 to the wild-type iCHO2291
GSMM of CHO cells [19], which contains m = 3, 972 metabolites and n = 6, 236 reactions. Sampling was performed
for 50,000 iterations with a thinning value of 1000 to reduce the memory footprint of the sampling results whilst still
ensuring meaningful convergence [27]. Averaging the probability distributions for each reaction resulted in a single
flux vector v̄ with 5,316 non-zero reaction fluxes. According to the methods in Section 3.3, an MFG was constructed
containing 4,733 nodes. The MFG also contains 335,024 weighted edges, representing the directionality and strength of
metabolite flow between reactions. Function f (Equation 8) was applied to generate binary essentiality labels for nodes
in the MFG using experimental gene essentiality values taken from a genome-wide CRISPR knockout screen of CHO
cells [28]. This study identified 1,980 genes out of the 15,028 targeted which negatively affect cell proliferation and are
therefore deemed essential. The iCHO2291 model contains 2,291 functionally modelled genes representing CHO cell
metabolism, 392 of which are essential according to [28]. Applying f to all reactions within the model containing GPR
rules (4,182), classified 3,296 reactions as non-essential and 886 as essential. These reaction essentiality values allowed
us to generate node labels for 3,310 nodes within the MFG, with 2,498 being non-essential (0) and 812 essential (1).

4.2 Model Architecture and Training

FluxGAT utilises a supervised learning approach to discern and comprehend complex patterns within node features and
relationships within the MFG, as can be seen in Figure 6. This training method enabled the model to learn biologically

2The source code for this project is available on GitHub: https://github.com/kierensharma/FluxGAT.
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Figure 3: (a) Precision-recall (PR) curves for FluxGAT, node2vecGAT, GCN and three standard binary classifiers,
averaged across 25 evaluations (5 repetitions of 5-fold cross-validation). The dashed line represents the precision
(0.249) of the no-skill classifier given the class imbalance. (b) Confusion matrix showing the average classification
performance of FluxGAT on the 3,310 experimentally determined reaction essentiality labels.

Method Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Score
FluxGAT 0.871 ± 0.012 0.769± 0.030 0.718 ± 0.037 0.743 ± 0.023
node2vecGAT 0.864± 0.014 0.741± 0.040 0.693± 0.038 0.714± 0.023
GCN 0.870± 0.013 0.754± 0.030 0.699± 0.032 0.725± 0.030
RF 0.848± 0.010 0.786± 0.040 0.520± 0.041 0.625± 0.039
MLP 0.854± 0.011 0.813± 0.040 0.528± 0.028 0.639± 0.027
SVC 0.827± 0.010 0.843 ± 0.050 0.366± 0.027 0.509± 0.025

Table 1: Comparative Performance of FluxGAT and Benchmark Models. A detailed overview of the mean and
standard deviation for test accuracy, precision, recall, and F1 score, aggregated over 25 evaluations (comprising five
repetitions of 5-fold cross-validation) for each binary classifier.

meaningful representations to predict essentiality labels. During evaluation, the graph was partitioned into training
(80%) and testing (20%) sets, ensuring node features designated for testing were masked during the training phase.

We employed k-fold cross-validation to partition the graph systematically into five distinct folds for training (2,648
nodes) and testing (662 nodes), ensuring each fold served as a testing set once. This procedure allowed every reaction
in the graph to be part of both the training and testing sets across different iterations, mitigating potential biases and
testing the generalisability of the model. FluxGAT contains an initial embedding layer to transform the sparse one-hot
gene vectors into a lower-dimensional, continuous space, facilitating more efficient and meaningful feature processing
in the subsequent GAT message-passing layers.

To fine-tune the performance of FluxGAT, a grid-search method was employed for hyperparameter optimisation of
the underlying GAT architecture. The optimal architecture (Table 2) is initialised with 150-dimensional embeddings
to transform 3,972-dimensional one-hot encodings into dense vectors. Two GAT message-passing layers, containing
multi-head attention (2 heads) and 150 hidden channels, transform the dense node embeddings into a final representation,
which is fed to a fully connected layer to consolidate the features into a single logit per node, setting the stage for
binary classification using a sigmoid activation function with an optimised threshold of 0.65. A weighted loss function
helps to address the class imbalance in essentiality labels within the MFG to ensure a more balanced treatment of each
class. The weight was determined based on the ratio of non-essential to essential reactions, precisely the number of
zeros (2,498) to the number of ones (812). For training FluxGAT, the AdamW optimiser was employed to improve
generalisation performance [29], complemented by regularisation strategies to prevent overfitting, which included
weight decay, dropout and an early-stopping procedure.

4.3 FluxGAT Performance

We begin by comparing FluxGAT against three standard binary classifiers: support vector classifier (SVC), multilayer
perceptron (MLP), and random forest (RF). The performance of each model, including accuracy, precision, recall, and

8
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Figure 4: Comparison of gene essentiality predictions with experimental CRISPR screen, for genes involved in MFG
reactions with a unique inverse mapping. (a) Essential gene predictions by FBA and FluxGAT. (b) Non-essential gene
predictions by the same methods.

F1 score, was averaged across five repetitions of 5-fold cross-validation to ensure robustness and consistency in our
evaluation.

A manual feature extraction process was employed to generate node features from the MFG to implement the standard
binary classifiers. This process involved creating vectors for each node, composed of the incoming and outgoing
edge weights associated with each node, effectively capturing the flow of metabolites into and out of each metabolic
reaction’s one-hop neighbourhoods.

Figure 3a presents the precision-recall (PR) curves for FluxGAT and the baseline classifiers, averaged across the 25
evaluations. This choice of PR curves was due to the class imbalance in the MFG, as they provide a more informative
performance measure under such conditions compared to traditional receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves.
FluxGAT achieves the highest precision-recall area under the curve (PR-AUC) at 0.765, a significant improvement over
the no-skill classifier, which has a precision of 0.249, indicative of the class imbalance.

In addition to comparing FluxGAT with standard binary classifiers, we further evaluated its performance against the
same GAT architecture but implemented with node2vec embeddings [30]. This comparison allows us to determine the
impact of the custom embeddings on FluxGAT’s performance. The node2vecGAT model serves as a GNN benchmark,
as it represents a well-established method for generating node embeddings based on graph structure but without the
domain-specific feature engineering employed in FluxGAT. Lastly, we evaluated the performance of our framework
by substituting a graph convolutional network (GCN) for the GAT architecture. Both GNN benchmarks surpassed
the standard binary classifiers, underscoring the efficacy of the message-passing framework detailed in Section 3.6 in
surpassing manual feature extraction for creating topological representations of nodes. Notably, FluxGAT, with its
incorporation of attention mechanisms and custom node features, achieved a significant enhancement in Precision-Recall
Area Under the Curve (PR-AUC). Table 1 compares FluxGAT’s performance to baseline models.

4.4 Comparison with Flux Balance Analysis

This section details converting FluxGAT’s binary reaction predictions into gene essentiality labels. To perform this
conversion, we applied the inverse function of f (referenced in Equation 8) to the reactions where GPR rules allow a
unique inverse mapping. Specifically, this includes reactions with one-to-one mappings to genes, essential reactions
governed only by OR operators, and non-essential reactions exclusively involving AND operators in their GPR rules.
Out of the 2,085 genes present in the MFG, 752 are involved in uniquely invertible mappings.

Applying this inverse mapping to reactions correctly labelled by FluxGAT across five repetitions, we can compare the
essentiality classification of genes to those made by FBA (also across five repetitions). Figure 4 shows the agreement
between FluxGAT and FBA gene essentiality labels with those determined experimentally by a genome-wide CRISPR
screen [28]. FluxGAT can identify 32 of the 41 essential genes correctly labelled by FBA and an additional 44 genes
missed by FBA. However, this comes at the cost of a further 14 false-positive predictions. FluxGAT can also identify
nearly all non-essential genes correctly labelled by FBA but with only 56 false negatives instead of 94.

As observed by Strain et al. [17], the iCHO2291 GSMM displays very high specificity, rarely classifying a non-essential
gene as essential, but shows lower sensitivity, failing to capture all essential genes when using FBA. We also observed
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this in our analysis when classifying the 752 genes in the MFG, whereby FBA displays a specificity of 0.985 but a
sensitivity of 0.304. FluxGAT shows similar specificity, with 0.977, but an increased sensitivity of 0.576, capturing
nearly double the number of essential genes as FBA.

5 Discussion

In this research, we have introduced FluxGAT, a proof-of-concept GNN-based approach for predicting metabolic gene
essentiality without the inherent observer bias of FBA, the most commonly used method within systems biology. The
application of FluxGAT to Chinese hamster ovary cells demonstrates a significant advancement in accurately predicting
gene essentiality by learning from flux sampling distributions and metabolic reaction network topology.

The core innovation of FluxGAT lies in its unique methodology, which combines data derived from flux sampling
with a graph attention network framework. This approach enables the prediction of gene essentiality based on intrinsic
characteristics of the cell’s structure, eliminating the need for predefined cellular objectives. This feature is particularly
advantageous for studying mammalian and non-model organisms, where objectives aren’t well-defined, offering an
unbiased approach to predicting cellular phenotypes.

Our findings demonstrate that FluxGAT surpasses FBA in terms of sensitivity when applied to the most widely used
mammalian cell line, a critical enhancement for various applications ranging from identifying drug targets to improving
outcomes in metabolic engineering. However, this approach has limitations, as the model’s complexity and the need for
extensive computational resources may pose challenges for broader applications. Furthermore, the flux sampling method
used can yield samples with thermodynamically infeasible loops, which, while part of the feasible solution space, do
not align with biological reality. This aspect potentially affects FluxGAT’s performance by including biologically
irrelevant solutions. Sampling non-convex, loopless regions to avoid such loops presents a significant challenge due to
the absence of standardised tools for this purpose. However, this limitation offers a direction for future work, suggesting
the exploration of alternative sampling algorithms once they become available.

A crucial direction for our ongoing research is to assess FluxGAT’s performance across various cell types and
environmental conditions, to verify its generalisation abilities. This presents challenges due to the scarcity of genome-
wide growth screens and the significant computational resources needed to analyse extensive reaction networks. We
are actively exploring solutions to these obstacles to broaden the applicability and robustness of FluxGAT. Another
promising research direction is the examination of the attention weights FluxGAT learns when predicting the essentiality
of nodes. By interpreting these weights, we aim to uncover the biological significance of each node within the context
of the entire reaction network.

In conclusion, FluxGAT’s ability to predict gene essentiality directly from genotype, free from observer bias, demon-
strates a method for more general gene essentiality prediction across diverse biological systems. This advancement
highlights the significant potential of deep learning techniques in enhancing commonly used tools within systems biol-
ogy. FluxGAT, therefore, represents a substantial stride towards advancing in-silico methods used within personalised
medicine and targeted drug development.
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A Mass Flow Graph

Figure 5: Mass flow graph (MFG) representation of the CHO cell metabolic reaction network, constructed using flux
sampling data, containing 4,733 nodes (reactions) and 335,024 edges (interactions).

B Hyperparameter Optimisation

Optimal hyperparameter selection for FluxGAT was crucial to enhance its learning efficiency and predictive accuracy.
Our objective was to improve the model’s generalisation capability and to ensure a balance between computational
efficiency and performance. We employed a grid search strategy to identify the optimal hyperparameters for FluxGAT
that maximised the effectiveness of the GAT architecture on the task of biological essentiality prediction. The numerical
ranges were carefully chosen based on a combination of empirical testing and domain knowledge.

Hyperparameter Search Space Final Value

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e Number of message passing layers [1-5] 2
Number of attention heads [1-3] 2

Dimension of embedding layer [25-300] 300
Dimension of hidden layers [10-150] 150

Activation function threshold [0.5-0.7] 0.65

Tr
ai

ni
ng

Base learning rate - 0.001
Learning rate decay - 0.01

Optimisation algorithm - AdamW
Max epochs - 200

Regression loss - Binary Cross Entropy

Table 2: Overview of FluxGAT Hyperparameters and Training. Summary of the search space and finalised values
for the hyperparameters of the FluxGAT architecture, along with key training parameters.

C Node Embedding Space

For an exploration of the feature transformations enabled by FluxGAT, Figure 6 illustrates the evolution from initial
input features to refined embeddings, highlighting the model’s effectiveness in distinguishing between essential and
non-essential nodes. Future work will focus on understanding the underlying mechanisms and features that drive this
transformation, aiming to identify the specific attributes and interactions FluxGAT leverages to classify essentiality.
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Figure 6: t-SNE visualisations contrasting the structure of input features and learned node embeddings. (a) t-SNE
reduction of the initial input features for each reaction, colour-coded as essential and non-essential, with marginal
histograms depicting the distribution of t-SNE components for each class. (b) t-SNE reduced high-dimensional
embeddings generated by FluxGAT, highlighting the model’s ability to refine and separate nodes based on their
essentiality through learned representations. Both plots used a perplexity of 30.

D Computational Resources

Simulations were conducted using a high-performance computing (HPC) cluster, which is equipped with the following
node types:

• Lenovo nx360 m5 compute nodes, each featuring two Intel E5-2680 v4 (Broadwell) CPUs with 14 cores at 2.4
GHz, and 128 GiB of RAM.

• High-memory nodes, each with 512 GiB of RAM.
• GPU-equipped nodes, each housing two graphics processing units.

For the experiments conducted, every node type was strategically utilised, based on the specific requirements of the
job and the experiment phase in question. High-memory nodes were specifically employed for flux sampling of the
iCHO2291 GSMM, whereas GPU nodes facilitated both the construction of MFGs and the training/evaluation of
FluxGAT along with other GNN models. All remaining tasks were efficiently executed on the standard compute nodes.

E Code Availability

To further support the reproducibility and transparency of our work, the complete source code for FluxGAT, including
Python code and detailed instructions necessary for replication, is available on GitHub: https://github.com/
kierensharma/FluxGAT. This version of the code has been modified to allow execution on personal computers,
although users should note that this may significantly increase processing time compared to running the code on an
HPC cluster.
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