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We present a novel classification-based algorithm calledeGtass for learning to predict gene
regulatory response. Our approach is motivated by the hgsa that in simple organisms such
as Saccharomyces cerevisiage can learn a decision rule for predicting whether a gengisor
down-regulated in a particular experiment based on (1) tesgmce of binding site subsequences
(“motifs”) in the gene’s regulatory region and (2) the exqmien levels of regulators such as tran-
scription factors in the experiment (“parents”). Thus aarhing task integrates two qualitatively
different data sources: genome-wide cDNA microarray datass multiple perturbation and mu-
tant experiments along with motif profile data from regutgiteequences. Rather than focusing on
the regression task of predicting real-valued gene exijpreaseasurements, GeneClass performs the
classification task of predicting +1 and -1 labels, corresfiag to up- and down-regulation beyond
the levels of biological and measurement noise in micrgamaasurements. GeneClass uses the
Adaboost learning algorithm with a margin-based geneatibn of decision trees called alternating
decision trees. In computational experiments based on dseltS. cerevisiaglataset, we show that
the GeneClass method predicts up- and down-regulationldrou experiments with high accuracy.
We explore a range of experimental setups related to envieotal stress response, and we retrieve
important regulators, binding site motifs, and relatiapstbetween regulators and binding sites that
are known to be associated to specific stress response pathiar method thus provides predictive
hypotheses, suggests biological experiments, and prouiderpretable insight into the structure of

genetic regulatory networks.

Supplementary websiteihttp://www.cs.columbia.edu/compbio/geneclass

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the underlying mechanisms of gene trarigsra regulation through analysis of high-
throughput genomic data has become an important curreeanas area in computational biology. For
simpler model organisms such 8s cerevisiagthere have been numerous computational approaches that
combine gene expression data from microarray experimewtsegulatory sequence data to solve different

problems in gene regulation: identification of regulatolgneents in non-coding DNA [1, 6], discovery of
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co-occurrence of regulatory motifs and combinatorial @fef regulatory molecules [13], and organization
of genes that appear to be subject to common regulatoryatdnto “regulatory modules”|7, 17]. Most
of the recent studies can be placed broadly in one of thregasdes:statistical approacheswhich aim to
identify statistically significant regulatory patternsardataset [1.,| 7, 13Jprobabilistic approacheswhich

try to discover structure in the dataset as formalized bygiodistic models (often graphical models or
Bayesian networks) [%, 11,112,117, 18]; almkear network modelswhich hope to learn explicit param-
eterized models for pieces of the regulatory network bynfittio datal[2| 20]. While these approaches
provide useful exploratory tools that allow the user to gateebiological hypotheses about transcriptional
regulation, in general, they are not yet adequate for makaogiratgoredictionsabout which genes will be
up- or down-regulated in new or held-out experiments. Sthese approaches do not emphasize predic-
tion accuracy, it is difficult to directly compare perforntanof the different algorithms or decide, based on
cross-validation experiments, which approach is moshlitegenerate plausible biological hypotheses for
testing in the lab.

In the current work, we present an algorithm called GeneCilaat learns @redictionfunction for the
regulatory response of genes under different experimentaditions. The inputs to our learning algorithm
are the gene-specific regulatory sequences — representttk Isgt of binding site patterns they contain
(“motifs”) — and the experiment-specific expression leva@lsegulators (“parents”). The output is a pre-
diction of the expression state of the regulated gene. R#iha trying to predict a real-valued expression
level, we formulate the task as a binary classification mahlthat is, we predict only whether the gene is
up- or down-regulated. This reduction allows us to exploitdern and effective classification algorithms.
GeneClass uses the Adaboost learning algorithm with a mé@ged generalization of decision trees called
alternating decision trees (ADTSs). Boosting, like supp@ttor machines, is a large-margin classification
algorithm that performs well for high-dimensional probkriVe evaluate the performance of our method by
measuring prediction accuracy on held-out microarray expnts, and we achieve very good classification
results in this setting. Moreover, we can analyze the lehpnediction trees to extract significant features or
relationships between features that are associated witirate generalization rather than just correlations
in the training data. In a range of computational experiméanit the investigation of environmental stress
response in yeast, GeneClass retrieves significant regsil&inding motifs, and motif-regulatory pairs that
are known to be associated with specific stress responsegath

Among recent statistical approaches, the most revelarttadatielated to GeneClass is the REDUCE
algorithm of Bussemakaat al. [1] for regulatory element discovery. Given gene exprassigasurements
from a single microarray experiment and the regulatory segesS, for each gengy represented on the

array, REDUCE proposes a linear model for the dependencegofiéne expressiof, on presence of



regulatory subsequences (or “motifsf, = C + Zuesg F,N,4, whereN,, is a count of occurrences of
regulatory subsequengen sequence,;, and thel, are experiment-specific fit parameters. GeneClass gen-
eralizes beyond the conditions of a single experiment bygupaired (motif,parent) features, where the
parent variable represents over- or under-expressionagdator (transcription factor, signaling molecule,
or protein kinase) in the experiment rather than using motif information alone. Note, howetkat
GeneClass uses classification rather than regression a&0bWRE.

Restriction to a candidate set of potential parents hasgsn used in the probabilistic model literature,
including in the regression-based work of Segfadl. for partitioning target genes integulatory modules
for S. cerevisiadili]. Here, each module is a probabilistic regression trdeere internal nodes of the
tree correspond to states of regulators and each leaf nederfioes a normal distribution describing the
expression of all the module’s genes given the regulatoditions. The authors provide some validation
on new experiments by establishing that the target gen@tsgecific modules do have statistically signif-
icant overlap with the set of differentially expressed gertmmwever, they do not focus on making accurate
predictions of differential expression as we do here. Ourg&dass method retains the distinction between
regulator (“parent”) genes and target (“child”) genes, &l ws a model that can capture combinatorial
relationships among regulators; however, the margineb&@semneClass trees are very different from proba-
bilistic trees. Unlike inl[1/7], we learn from both expressiand sequence data, so that the influence of a
regulator is mediated through the presence of a regulatmyesice element. We note that in separate work,
Segalet al. [[L8] present a probabilistic model for combining promoteg$ence data and a large amount
of expression data to learn transcriptional modules on amgenwide level irS. cerevisiagbut they do not
demonstrate how to use this learned model for predictiomegflatory response.

The current work follows up on our original paper introdugthe GeneClass algorithm for prediction of
regulatory response_[10]. Here, we report additional cdmipmnal experiments and more detailed biologi-
cal validation for specific environmental stress respo(SestiolIVQ). Due to space constraints, we omit
some algorithmic details and refer the reader to the eantissentation and to additional results available at

the supplementary websilettp://www.cs.columbia.edu/compbio/geneclass.

II. LEARNING ALGORITHM

A. Adaboost

The underlying classification algorithm that we use is Admbo introduced by Freund and

Schapirel[15], which works by repeatedly applying a simplrhing algorithm, called theeakor base


http://www.cs.columbia.edu/compbio/geneclass

learner, to different weightings of the same training seir Ifinary prediction problems, Adaboost learns
from a training set that consists of paits;, y1), (x2,¥2), - - -, (Tm, Ym), Wherex; corresponds to the fea-
tures of an example ang € {—1,+1} is the binary label to be predicted, and maintairngedghtingthat
assigns a non-negative real valugto each exampléz;,y;). On iterationt of the boosting process, the
weak learner is applied to the training set with weiglhts. . ., w!, and produces a prediction rute that
mapsz to {0,1}. The ruleh;(z) is required to have a small but significant correlation wita tabelsy
when measured using the current weighting. After the fonchi; is generated, the example weights are
changed so that the weak predictiolagz) and the labelg, are decorrelated. The weak learner is then
called with the new weights over the training examples aedotiocess repeats. Finally, one takes a linear
combination of all the weak prediction rules to obtain a-edliedstrongprediction function oprediction

scoreF'(x). The strong prediction rule is given by sign(x)):

Fy(z) =0
fort=1...T
w} = exp(—yiFy_1(x;))

Geth; from weak learner
Zi' v (x;)=1,y;,= ’Ll)f
Oét — ln < -}t( ’L) 1,y;=1 .

Ei:ht(zi):l,yizfl Wy

Fii = Fy 4 aghy.

One can prove that if the weak rules are all slightly coreslatith the label, then the strong rule learned
by Adaboost will have a very high correlation with the labeh-ether words, it will predict the label very
accurately. Moreover, one often observes that the test eftbe strong rule (percentage of mistakes made
on new examples) continues to decrease even after thenga@mror (fraction of mistakes made on the
training set) reaches zero. This behavior has been relatibye toncept of a “margin”, which is simply the
valueyF(x) [16]. While yF'(xz) > 0 corresponds to a correct predictioy¥’(z) > a > 0 corresponds to
a confidentcorrect prediction, and the confidence increases monatibniwith «. Our experiments in this

paper demonstrate the correlation between large margihsarect predictions on the test set (see Section

Iv).

B. ADTs for Predicting Regulatory Response

Adaboost is often used with a decision tree learning algoriais the base learning algorithm. For the
problem of predicting regulatory response, we use a form adbdost that produces a single tree-based
decision rule called aalternating decision tre¢ADT) [3]. More details on learning ADTSs for regulatory

response can be found in_[10].



Briefly, in our problem setting, we begin with a candidate &etnotifs i« representing known or pu-
tative regulatory element sequence patterns and a caedsdatof regulators oparentsw. For each
(gene,experiment) example in our gene expression datasehave two sources of feature information
relative to the candidate motifs and candidate parent setgctorN,, of motif counts of occurrences of
patternsy in the regulatory sequence of gepeand the vectorr, € {—1,0,1} of expression states for
parent genes in the experimeng. The data representation is depicted in Fidtire 1 (A).

Figure[l (B) shows a toy example of an ADT that could be produme Adaboost in our setting. An
ADT consists of alternating levels pfediction hodegovals) — which contain real-valued contributions to
the prediction scores — argplitter nodegrectangles) — which contain true/false conditions. Tawbthe
prediction scoreF'(z) for a particular example;, we sum the values in all prediction nodes that we can
reach alon@ll paths down from the root corresponding to yes/no decisionsisent withe.

Splitter nodes in our ADTs depend on decisions based onfantent) pairs. However, instead of split-
ting on real-valued thresholds of parent expression amdj@rtvalued motif count thresholds, we consider
only whether a motif. is present or not, and only whether a pareid over-expressed (or under-expressed)
in the example. Thus, splitter nodes make boolean decidiasesd on conditions such as “maqtifs present
and regulatorr is over-expressed (or under-expressed)”. Paths in theddakDT correspond to conjunc-
tions (AND operations) of these boolean (motif,parent)ditons. Full details on selection of the candidate

motifs and regulators and discretization into up and dowtestis given in Sectidnll.
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FIG. 1: Boosting ADTs for regulatory response prediction. In (A), we show the data presentation for our problem. Every
(target gene,experiment) is assigned a label of +1 (uptaesl in red) or -1 (down-regulated, in green) and represkhy the
gene’s vector of motif counts (only binary values shown herel the experiment’s vector of regulator expression stafetoy

example of an ADT is shown in (B)

In terms of Adaboost, each prediction node represents a wesdiction rule, and at every boosting

iteration, a new splitter node together with its two pradictnodes is introduced. The splitter node can be



attached to any previous prediction node, not only leaf aoda general, more important decision rules are
added at early iterations. We use this heuristic to analygédDTs and identify the most important factors

in gene regulatory response.

. METHODS

Dataset: We use the Gascht al. [4] environmental stress response dataset, consistingpfAcmi-
croarray experiments measuring genomic expressid@ terevisiaen response to diverse environmental
transitions. There are a total of 6110 genes and 173 expetsme the dataset, with all measurements
given adog, expression values (fold-change with respect to unstiradlegference expression). We do not
perform a zero mean and unit variance normalization oveemx@nts, since we must retain the meaning
of the true zero (no fold change).

Motif set: We obtain the 500 bp 5’ promoter sequences ofsalcerevisiaggenes from the Saccha-
romyces Genome Database (SGD). For each of these sequemesarch for transcription factor (TF)
binding sites using the PATCH software licensed by TRANSH&L). The PATCH tool uses a library of
known and putative TF binding sites, some of which are repries] by position specific scoring matrices
and some by consensus patterns, from the TRANSFAC Profedsiatabase. A total of 354 binding sites
are used after pruning to remove redundant and rare sites.

Parent set:We compile different sets of candidate regulators to sthdyperformance and dependence
of our method on the set of regulators. We restrict oursalvessuperset of 475 regulators (consisting of
transcription factors, signaling molecules and protemakes), 466 of which are used in Segihl. [17]
and 9 generic (global) regulators obtained from keal. [€].

Due to computational limitations on the number of (motifgrd) features we could use in training,
we select smaller subsets of regulators based on the folipselection criteria. We use 13 high-variance
regulators that had a standard deviation (in expression @Vexperiments) above a cutoff of 1.2. The
second subset consists of the 9 global regulators that asemirin the Leet al. studies but absent in the
candidate list of Segadt al. We also include 30 regulators that are found to be top rantegglators for
the 50 clusters identified in Segatlal. The union of these three lists gives 53 unique regulators.

Target set and label assignmeniVe discretize expression values of all genes into threddegpresent-
ing down-regulation (-1), no change (0) and up-regulatiet) Using cutoffs based on the empirical noise
distribution around the baseline (0) calculated from thredhreplicate unstimulated (time=0) heat-shock
experiments|[4]. We observe that 95% of the samples in tlsigilblition had expression values between

+1.3 and—1.3. Thus we use these cutoffs to decide what we define as signlfiagp-regulated (+1) and



down-regulated (-1) beyond the levels of biological andegxpental noise in the microarray measurements.

Note that, although wérain only on those (gene,experiment) pairs which discretizeptoan down-
regulated states, we ctast(make predictions) on every example in a held-out experirhgithresholding
on predicted margins. That is, we predict baseline if a jgtei has margin below threshold (see Section
).

We reduce our target gene list to a set of 1411 genes whichdael69 highly variant genes (standard
deviation> 1.2 in expression over all experiments) and 1250 genes agizat of the 17 clusters identified
by Gasch et all{4] using hierarchical clustering (elimingtoverlaps).

Software: We use the MLJAVA software developed by Freund and Schabipvhich implements the
ADT learning algorithm. We use the text-feature in MLJAVAtake advantage of the sparse motif matrix

and use memory more efficiently.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Cross-Validation Experiments

We first perform cross-validation experiments to evaluéssification performance on held-out exper-
iments. We divide the set of 173 microarray experiments f@idolds, grouping replicate experiments
together to avoid bias, and perform 10-fold cross-val@agxperiments using boosting with ADTs on all
1411 target genes.

We train the ADTSs for 400 boosting iterations, during mostubiich test-loss decreases continuously.
We obtain an accuracy of 88.5% on up- and down-regulated begnaveraged over 10 folds (test loss of
11.5%), showing that predicting regulatory response iséadpossible in our framework.

To assess the difficulty of the classification task, we alsopare to a baseline methddnearest neigh-
bor classification (kNN), where each test example is claskifiy a vote of its nearest neighbors in the
training set. For a distance function, we optimize the wieidlsum of Euclidean distances for motif and
parent vectors, trying values &f < 20 and both binary or integer representations of the motif ¢sta
[10]). We obtain minimum test-loss of 31.3% at k=19 and witteger motif counts, giving much poorer
performance than boosting with ADTs.

Since ADTs output a real-valued prediction scéter) whose absolute value measures the confidence
of the classification, we can predict a baseline label bystiwkeling on this score, that is, we predict exam-
ples to be up- or down-regulatedff(z) > a or F(z) < —a respectively, and to be baseling (z)| < a,

wherea > 0. Figurel2 (A) shows expression values versus predictionesdor all examples (up, down,
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FIG. 2: True expression values versus prediction scorels(z). The scatter plot (A) shows a high correlation between ptisfic
scores (x-axis) and true log expression values (y-axiséores on held-out experiments. The confusion matrix (B@givuth
and predictions for all genes in the held-out experimemtsiuding those expressed at baseline levels. Examplesiraredby

assigning a threshold = £0.5 to expression and prediction scores.

and baseline) from the held-out experiments using 10-faddwzvalidation. The plot shows a high correla-
tion between expression and prediction, reminiscent ohttieal regression task. Assigning thresholds to
expression and prediction values binning the examplesuiptalown and baseline we obtain the confusion

matrix in Figure 2 (B).

B. Extracting features for biological interpretation

We describe below several approaches for extracting irapbfeatures from the learned ADT model,
and we suggest ways to relate these features to the biolaggnef regulation.

Extracting significant features:We rank motifs, parents and motif-parent pairs by two maithods.
Theiteration score (ISpf a feature is the boosting iteration during which it firspagrs in the ADT. This
ranking scheme appears to be useful in identifying impomaotifs and motif-parent pairs (restricting to
iteration scores< 50), since features selected at early rounds tend to be masfisimnt. Theabundance
score (AS)pf a regulator in the number of nodes in the final tree thauihelthe regulator as the parent in
a motif-parent parent. A regulator with a large abundanoeeswill affect a large number of paths through
the ADT and hence affect a large number of target genes. I§tdie of a regulator is changed through
stress response or knockout, its predicted effect on tgeysts will depend on its abundance in the ADT.
Note that presence of a strong motif-parent feature doesatassarily imply a direct binding relationship
between parent and motif. Such a pair could represent areatdiegulatory relationship or some other kind

of predictive correlation, for example, co-occurrencehaf true binding site with the motif corresponding



to the feature.

“In silico” knock-outs: By removing a candidate from the regulator list and retrajnihe ADT, we
can evaluate whether test loss significantly decreasesowitksion of the parent and identify other weaker
regulators that are also correlated with the labels. Wesinyate in silico knock-outs in the biologically-

motivated experiments described in Secfion1Vv C

C. Biological Validation Experiments

We designed the following four training and test sets of el microarray experiments to study the
response to specific types of stress. By comparative asaf#ie trees learned from these sets, we find and
validate regulators that are associated to regulationranog activated by different stresses. More detailed
results can be found on the supplementary website.

Heat-shock and osmolarity stress responge:the first study, we train on heat-shock, osmolarity, heat-
shock knockouts, over-expression, amino acid starvatiggerments, and we test on stationary phase,
simultaneous heat-shock and hypo-osmolarity experiments

We observe a low test loss of 9.3%, supporting the hypothbaispathways involved in heat-shock
and osmolarity stress appear to be independent and ther@gspbnse to both stresses can be predicted
easily. This result agrees with the observation by Gadcll. [4] that these two environmental stresses
have nearly additive effects on gene expression of enviemah stress response (ESR) genes. The high
test accuracy also supports the observation by Gasteth [4] that the response as well as parts of the
underlying regulatory mechanisms for stationary phasedtion (test set) are similar to that of heat-shock
(training set).

The top five high scoring parents (based on AS) were USV1, XBHPT 1, GIS1 and TPK1. These
regulators are known or believed to play specific importatgsin each of the training and test set stresses.
Segalet al. [17] specifically identify USV1 as an important regulatostiationary phase (test set) and PPT1
to be important in the response to osmolarity stress (trgiaet).

The top ranking motif (based on IS) was the STRE element of RISI$N4, a known regulatory el-
ement for a significant number of general stress responsesdéifh The connection of the osmolarity
response to the HOG and other MAP kinase pathways is well knoso, the osmolarity response is
strongly related to glycerol metabolism and transport aglck closely associated with gluconeogenesis
and glucose metabolism pathways. We find the binding siteSAGf8 (gluconeogensis), GAL4 (galac-
tose metabolism), MIG1 (glucose metabolism and regulatasmosensitive glycerol uptake) [8], GCN4

(regulator of HOG pathway and amino acid metabolism), H3tehi{-shock factor), CHA4 (amino acid
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catabolism), MET31 (methionine biosynthesis) and RAP lawethigh iteration scores; these regulators are

all related to the stress conditions in the training set.
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FIG. 3: Comparison of expression profiles (173 experiments) of USYMSN2, HSF1 and PPT1. The mRNA expression
levels of USV1 and PPT1 are informative, with about 50% arfih 86 experiments (respectively) showing over 2 fold expimss
change over wildtype. The espression levels for MSN2 andIH8Fmostly in the baseline state, with only about 6% and 5% o
experiments (respectively) showing at least 2 fold expoesshange. While MSN2 and HSF1 are not identified as highisgor

parents in the learned trees, their binding sites occurgtsdtoring motifs.

It is interesting to note that while the presence of bindiitgssof some very important stress factors
like MSN2 and HSF1 (heat shock factor) are identified as Bamit features (high motif iteration score)
in the ADT, the mRNA expression levels of these regulatormmdbseem to be very predictive. HSF1
does not appear as a parent and MSN2 gets low abundance @atibiitescores as a parent, despite their
importance as heat-shock and general stress responsateegukspectively. Similar results are observed
in the modules ofi.[17], where HSF1 is not found in any of theutaion programs and MSNZ2 is found in
3 of the 50 regulation programs but with low significance. & eompare the expression profiles of HSF1,
MSN2, USV1 and PPT1, we find that the mRNA levels of MSN2 and HB&ve small fluctuations (rarely
greater than 2 fold change) and fall mostly within the basefitate, while the expression levels of USV1
or PPT1 show much larger variation over many experiments Fggure[B). It is known that the activity of
MSN2 is regulated by TPK1 (a kinase) via cellular localiaati TPK1 is identified as an important parent
in the ADT (AS) and is found associated with the MSN2 bindiitg as a motif-parent pair. Thus in this
case, where the activity of a regulator is itself regulatestjtranscriptionally, we see a clear advantage of
using motif data along with mRNA expression data.

USV1 “in silico” knockout for heat-shock and osmolarity siss: Using the same training and test

microarrays as in the heat-shock/osmolarity setup, weparh second study by removing one of the strong
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regulators, USV1, from the parent set and retraining the A& get a minor but significant increase in
test error from 9.3% to 11%.

TPK1 in the upregulated state along with the MSN2/MSN4 biigdiite is the top scoring feature (IS).
TPK1 is also the top scoring regulator based on abundance.

We also study target genes that change label from correnttwriect due to the removal of USV1. We
reason that since these genes require presence of USV1ADthéor correct prediction of their regulatory
response, they are highly dependent on USV1 activity andigeaood candidates for downstream targets
of regulatory pathways involving the knocked out parent. filvd that 305 target genes change prediction
labels. GO annotation enrichment analysis of these targetgreveal the terms cell wall organization
and biogenesis, heat-shock protein activity, galactosetypCoA and chitin metabolism and tRNA pro-
cessing and cell-growth. These match many of the terms (yamamscription factors, nuclear transport,
cell wall and transport sporulation and cAMP pathway, RNAgassing, cell cycle, energy, osmotic stress,
protein modification and trafficking, cell differentiatipenriched by analyzing GO annotations of genes
that changed significantly in a microarray experimentibyj Mith stationary phase induced in a USV1
knockout.

Peroxide, superoxide stress, and pleiotropic responseiaonitle: For the third study, we train on heat-
shock, heat-shock knockouts, over-expressiofQHwild-type and mutant, menadione, DTT experiments,
and we test on diamide experiments. Gasthl. [4] consider the diamide response to be a composite of
responses to the experiments in the training set. We obsemvederate test loss of 16%, suggesting that
this pleiotropic response is more complex than the simplditize responses to heat-shock and osmolarity.

Although USV1, XBP1 and TPK1 are the top three regulatorsseethe emergence of an important
parent, YAP1. This factor appears to be dominant in the ADfTenty those setups that include redox
related stresses, specifically peroxide and superoxidsssgs, in the training sets. It is well documented
that YAP1 plays a significant regulatory role in oxidationesses, and this role correlates well with our
findings. We hypothesize that USV1 is not very important &sponse to diamide based on analysis of the
fourth setup below, and we attribute its presence in the ADthé presence of heat-shock experiments in
the training set (based on the first setup). We thus simult®ekout by removing USV1 from the training
set and retraining on the training data. Test loss reducanatically from 16% to 9.2%, indicating that
USV1's presence in the ADT is detrimental to prediction cemdide response. The ADT for this setup also
shows YAP1 associated with its binding motif as an imporfaature (1S).

Redox and starvation responseén this study, we train on DTT and diamide stresses and resptm
nitrogen depletion and stationary phase induction. Wedestiauxic shift and amino acid starvation ex-

periments. We observe a poor test loss of 27.9%. This podigii@n accuracy could mean that regulatory
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systems active in experiments in the training set and testreesignificantly different. Gasch et &ll [4]
mention that the starvation responses are quite different £ach other and significantly more complex
than other stresses (DTT, diamide stress) due to cell-eyodsst and several secondary effects.

Analysis of the ADT reveals YGL099W (KRE35) as the most alamdegulator. KRE35 also scores
among the top 5 candidates in other setups involving redesss (such as the third setup above). It could
thus be an important regulator for redox related stresses.

We observe that the poor prediction accuracy correlatds thé absence of USV1 in the ADT, which
is otherwise abundant in the ADTs of all other setups. Sihefitst three setups show that USV1 is an
important regulator for heat-shock response, we add thedmeak experiments to the training set. As
expected, on retraining with this new training set, we geepy\significant improvement in prediction
accuracy on the same test set (from 27.9% to 16%). This coakhrthat pathways involved in the heat-

shock response are an important component of the more comgdponse to some starvation responses.

V. DISCUSSION

We have shown that the GeneClass learning algorithm makesade predictions of gene regulatory
response in yeast over a wide range of experimental condition particular, in experiments related to
environmental stress response, examination of the ledBeedClass tree models retrieved important reg-
ulators, motifs, and regulator-motif relationships assed with specific stress response pathways. We
believe that GeneClass provides a promising new methogdlmgintegrating expression and regulatory
sequence data to study transcriptional regulation.

One important next step is to use GeneClass to analyze kdaggeisets. Since the Gasch dataset that we
used here involves only environmental stress responseimgu@s, it is likely that many of the regulatory
pathways are not activated and therefore cannot be modgladdlysis of this dataset alone. We hope to
extend our studies by incorporating additional and morerdi¥ yeast data sets currently available through
resources like NCBI's Gene Expression Omnibus. At the samme twve plan to make improvements in the
computational efficiency of the GeneClass software to al@ignificant increase the number of parents so
that we can identify the possible roles of many additiongltators. In particular, we plan to use using data
structures more appropriate for our pairwise interactmatdres and weighted sampling to reduce the size
of the memory required for holding the training data.

A second potential advance would be a more careful treatfetiie raw data. While theatio data
(perturbation/wild type) gives a natural input variable éoir analysis, better signal to noise is likely to be

achieved by taking into account the expression levels agggr In further work, we plan to use two-color
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noise modeling to establish expression-level specificstiolels and thus allow inclusion of more genes
whose up- or down-regulated states currently fall withia taseline category. This improvement will

allow more training examples and should enable us to aaynatedict the response of more subtle target
genes.

A third direction for improvement would be to treat parentlarild expression levels as continuous
(rather than binary) quantities. Similarly, the number dftifis in the regulatory region, rather than merely
their presence/absence, could be taken into account. \Wiege refinements could potentially yield more
realistic models, itis important that they be representealway that is informative for the learning problem

and avoids overfitting.
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