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Abstract

A great part of the effort in the study of coarse grained models of transcription networks is directed to the

analysis of their dynamical features. In this letter, we consider theequilibrium properties of such systems,

showing that the logic backbone underlying all dynamic descriptions has the structure of a computational

optimization problem. It involves variables, which correspond to gene expression levels, and constraints,

which describe the effect ofcis-regulatory signal integration functions. In the simple paradigmatic case

of Boolean variables and signal integration functions, we derive and discuss phase diagrams. Notably, the

model exhibits a connectivity transition between a regime of simple, but uncertain, gene control, to a regime

of complex combinatorial control.
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a. Introduction. Identity, response and architecture of a living system are central topics of

molecular biology. Presently, they are largely seen as a result of the interplay between a gene

repertoire and the regulatory machinery [1, 2]. Gene transcription in mRNA form is an important

step in this process. At this level, the fundamental regulatory machinery is embodied by the tran-

scription factors, proteins that bind to thecis regulatory sites along DNA and control the activity

of RNA polymerase [3, 4] (Fig. 1). This process is referred toas signal integration. Together, the

cis-regulatory regions establish a set of interdependencies between transcription factors and genes,

including other transcription factors: a “transcription network” [1]. Some of the transcription net-

works of living organism are now being explored experimentally [2]. Studies on the structure have

shown a modularity that has important biological implications [5].

Characterizing and predicting the gene expression patterns determined by these networks re-

mains an enormous challenge. The problem is that transcription networks are fairly large. While

detailed models or simulations work well on small (sub-)systems [6, 7], typically a coarse grained

approach is needed. Microscopically, it is well accepted that the Gillespie algorithm [8], while dis-

regarding spatial correlations, correctly describes the stochastic asynchronous events of chemical

kinetics involved. On the other hand, with a mesoscopic average in time, it is not clear what the

emergent time scales might be. In particular, the pioneering approach of Kauffman [9] suggesting

a synchronous deterministic dynamics for a Boolean (i.e. on/off) representation of the network is

still being debated [10].

We approach this problem with a model that focuses, rather than on pure dynamics, on the

compatibility between gene expression patterns and signalintegration functions. Simply put, a cell

with N genes can express them in exponentially many ways,2N in the Boolean representation.

However, the cell never explores all the patterns of expression. It only knows clusters of correlated

configurations. An elementary example is the cI-cro switch of λ-phage [3]. Looking at the system

one could observe the states 10, 01 or perhaps 00, but not 11. In a cell, one can think that many of

the states are not observable for the same compatibility reasons.

This formulates the problem as an optimization problem, which we call GR, from Gene Regula-

tion. The simplest case (GR1) assumes Boolean variables andfunctions. It maps to a Satisfiability

problem [11] (Sat), an optimization problem whereN Boolean variables are constrained byM

conjunctive normal form (CNF) constraints (i.e. by a Boolean polynomial constructed as a prod-

uct (∧) of M disjunctive monomials (∨)). We investigate theoretically the behavior of GR1 for

largeN , and for random realizations of the constraints [12].
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FIG. 1: Schematics of our representation of a transcriptionnetwork. Each signal integration function at

thecis-regulatory region of a gene is transformed in a constraint onthe gene expression variables. Bottom:

example of factor graph of GR1 forK = 2. Each diamond node represents a signal integration function,

while each black circle is a variable. The directionality ofthe constraint is represented graphically by

connecting the input variables to two edges of the diamonds and the output variables to a vertex.

The phase diagrams in Fig. 2 to 4 resume our main findings. An important premise is the fact,

which is evident looking at the available data [5], that somegenes are essentially “free” from the

point of view of transcription. These are mainly controllers and are connected to external stimuli.

We introduce the “complex combinatorial core” (CCC) of the network, the subset of genes that

determine a choice of an expression program. We define order parameters related to the number

of free genes in the CCC and the connectivity of the constraints. There are three distinct regimes

of gene control. In the first (UNSAT), there are no free genes in the core, and the system cannot

control the simultaneous expression of all its genes. In thesecond regime (“complex control” or

HARD-SAT), the core contains free genes that control, both directly and indirectly, many others.

The general dynamics is residual (many variables are fixed, the others can change). In the third

regime, the core is empty. Each free gene (which is external to the core) controls the state of

a small number of genes (“simple control”, or SAT phase). By varying the connectivity and the

number of constraints, a hypothetical CCC can “tune” its transition from the simple to the complex

control phase.
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b. Model. Mapping on a Satisfiability Problem.The two main ingredients of our represen-

tation of a transcription network are: (i) A set of N discretevariables{xi}i=1..N associated to

genes or operons (identified with their transcripts and protein products). These variables repre-

sent the expression levels and take values in{0, .., q}. (ii) A set of interactions, or constraints,

{Ib(xb0 , xb1 , .., xbKb
)}b=1..M between the genes, representing the signal integration. Itis useful to

represent variables and interactions in a so-called factorgraph, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Note that

the constraintsIb contain implicitly the topology of the graph. Considering ensembles of random

graphs, their probability distribution needs to be specified through these constraints. We refer to

this as q-level GR, or GRq.

Thexi represent coarse-grained expression levels. It is possible to use the Shea and Ackers

model of gene activation by recruitment [4, 15] to constructa local free energy associated to each

signal integration node, that generates the constraints [16]. Here we consider the simplest possible

scenario, GR1, treating the expression levels as Boolean variables, settingq = 1, and the signal

integration functions as Boolean functions{fb(xi(b,1), .., xi(b,Kb))}b=1..M . Herekb = 1+Kb can be

seen as the local connectivity of a function node. Note that the factor graph is also defined by a

variable connectivityci, the number of functions connected toxi.

The expression

xi(b,0) = fb(xi(b,1), .., xi(b,Kb)), (1)

imposes that the variablexi(b,0) is the output of the functionfb. It translates into the XOR Boolean

constraint¬(xi(b,0)∨̇fb). This can be easily recast in CNF, as2Kb clauses involvingkb variables,

each clause corresponding with a trivial map to a line in the truth table offb.

The formula

I =
∧

b=1..M

Ib =
∧

b=1..M

¬(xi(b,0)∨̇fb) (2)

defines a Satisfiability problem on the variablesx1, .., xN . From the biological viewpoint, this is a

logic representation of the computational tasks encoded inthe transcription network by evolution,

i.e. which sets of genes have to be switched on at any given condition. If we restrict to the case

of fixed in-ward connectivity,Kb = K, ∀b, these conditions, definingK-GR1, are also found in

Kauffman networks [9, 10] and define ak-Sat problem whose connectivity isk = K + 1.

Having established a link between GR1 and a particular optimization problem we set out to

look at random instances for the signal integration functions. For fixed connectivity one can ex-

pect a similar behavior forK-GR1 as randomk-Sat, ork-XORSAT (a Sat problem with clauses
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containing only XOR clauses), with the presence of a phase transition in the number of satisfy-

ing states. The suitable order parameter for such a transition is γ = M/N . Notably, the space

of functions of the three models have different dimensions.Furthermore, differently from Sat or

XORSAT, in GR1 each gene expression variable is regulated atmost by one signal integration

function, so thatγ ≤ 1.

c. Phase Diagram To compute the number of satisfying solutionsN , for random instances

of the constraints, each Boolean variablexi ∈ {0, 1} is transformed into a spinσi ∈ {−1, 1}.

Under the restrictions defining GR1, the total energy of the system is simply the number of vio-

lated constraints. A zero-energy configuration satisfies all the constraints, and is therefore able to

comply to all the logic functions encoded by the network.

The conventional average ofN on the realizations might be biased by the weight of excep-

tions [17]. The correct quantity to compute is the “quenchedaverage” of the system’s free energy,

logN , which is usually accessed with the replica, or similar methods [13]. However, in the case

under examination we will use a simpler method, based on the “leaf removal” [14] algorithm,

which allows to compute only theannealedaveragelogN . For the case of random XORSAT,

Mezard and collaborators [14] have shown that the annealed average on the core variables coin-

cides with the quenched one. In generallogN ≤ logN . For GR1, we performed estimates that

indicate the presence of the same self-averaging property,which, if confirmed, would render our

calculations exact.

For a given realization of the constraints{~I, ~f}, the number of satisfying statesN can be

written as

N (~I, ~f) =
∑

~σ

M
∏

b=1

δ(1; fb(σi(b,1), .., σi(b,Kb))σi(b,0)).

Here, the randomness is contained: (i) in the specification of the network structure,~I =

(I1, ..., IM), i.e. in the coordinatesi(b, l), which point at the variable occupying placel in the

bth constraint; (ii) in the specification of the functions~f = (f1, ..., fM) with a certain probability

distribution in the classF . An overbar (̄ ) indicates an average on both distributions,p(~I) and

p(~f).

Let us first concentrate on the case with fixed in-ward connectivity K. We consider a set

functions in a familyFK which satisfy the condition1

22K
∑

f∈FK
p(~f)f(~x) = ρ , as will always be

the case if the outputs of the functions are uncorrelated, even in the presence of bias. It is then
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easy to verify that

N =
∑

~σ,~I

p(~I)
M
∏

b=1

(

ρδ(1; σi(b,0)) + (1− ρ)δ(−1; σi(b,0))
)

;

so that, as for the XORSAT model,

N = 2N−M . (3)

Interestingly, the same procedure is valid for GRq, whereN = qN−M .
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FIG. 2: Phase diagram of4-GR1. Forγ > γc no solutions exist in the typical realization (UNSAT phase).

For γ < γd the system is paramagnetic typically a satisfying state exists (SAT phase, or simple gene

control). Forγd < γ < γc there is complex gene control.

The leaf removal [14] algorithm makes use of the fact that notall theM equations andN vari-

ables are meaningful to calculateN . Indeed, for every variable that appears in only one constraint,

both the constraint and the variable can be eliminated without affecting the number of solutions.

This is a nonlinear procedure, as more variables can disappear together with a single constraint,

and leads to the definition of a “core”, the CCC, of significantvariables and constraints, in num-

bers ofNC andMC respectively. In the CCC,MC genes are controlled, and∆C = NC − MC

are the “free” genes with an essential role in controlling the expression states, as a function of an

input signal. We can use∆C

NC
as an order parameter, to distinguish three types of phenomenology,

or three “phases”. (i) For∆C

NC
≤ 0, there are no free genes in the core, and the system cannot

comply to all the expression programs encoded into its DNA. This is a UNSAT phase from the

computational point of view. (ii) For0 ≤ ∆C

NC
< 1, the∆C genes of the CCC controlO(N) genes

each, and therefore are able to determine an expression state. This is a “complex gene control”
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phase, or HARD-SAT (iii) For∆C

NC

= 1, which in the thermodynamic limitN → ∞, γ const.,

implies∆C = 0, the free genes controlO(1) genes to generate a satisfying state (“simple control”,

or SAT phase).

These three phases depend on the value ofγ. In general the phase diagram can be explored

studying the rank and the kernel of the connectivity matrix.Following the analysis of Mezard

and collaborators [14], in the case of Poisson variable connectivity p(c) = (kγ)c

c!
e−kγ, the phase

diagram as a function ofγ is identical to the random XORSAT problem. It is illustratedin Fig. 2.

For γ > γc no solutions exist in the typical realization (UNSAT phase). For γ < γd the system

is paramagnetic (SAT phase). Forγd < γ < γc exponentially many satisfying states exist. Here,

the space of solutions breaks down into clusters separated by free energy barriers. The typical

dynamics in a cluster will be residual, in the sense that a block of genes are fixed (on or off) and

the rest may move. The number of clusters is controlled by the(computational) complexityΣ of

the system. The number of observed configurations isN ∗ ∼ exp[N∆C ]. Thus, by definitionΣ is

directly related to the order parameter∆C/NC, i.e. to the partitioning of the core genes. How the

system explores (or not) the clusters depends on details of its dynamics.

A biologically more interesting case is when both the inwardconnectivityK and the outward

connectivityc vary along the network. Consideringp(k|c) = (kγ)c

c!
e−(kγ), the conditioned prob-

ability that a variable is inc clauses of thek kind, we havep(c) =
∑

k
(kγ)c

c!
e−(kγ) · p(k). The

leaf removal algorithm can be applied separately to sets of clauses with a given connectivity,

definingNC ≡< NC >k andMC ≡< MC >k, where< X >k=
∑

p p(k) · X(k). Choosing

p(k) = Z−1(ν)e−νk does not affect the exponential asymptotic decay ofp(c) for large c. We

can call this case multi-Poisson, as the graph is a superimposition of graphs with fixed clause

connectivity and Poisson variable connectivity, which in turn follows a Poisson distribution.

The behavior of GR1 on such a topology is nontrivially different from the fixed connectivity

case. The main reason for this is that, while∆C(γ) is still locally decreasing, many new disconti-

nuities emerge, due to the influence of clauses with different connectivities. This gives rise to two

phenomena. Firstly,∆C can increase globally with increasingγ. Indeed, it does increase afterγd,

to decrease again beforeγc (Fig. 3). After the onset of the complex control phase, the complexity

initially increases (step-wise), reaches a maximum, and then decreases monotonically. This has an

influence on the number of observed states as a function ofγ. Secondly,∆C can become negative

and then jump back to a positive state, creating a reentrant UNSAT phase (Fig. 4).
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FIG. 3: ∆C as a function ofγ for different values ofν in the multi-Poisson case. The discrete jumps are

due to the onset of HARD phases for the different values ofk. ∆C can become negative many times, giving

rise to reentrant UNSAT phases. The figure refers to a connectivity distribution with a cutoff atk = 12

d. Discussion and ConclusionsTo conclude, we established a simple framework for the

equilibrium modeling of large scale transcription networks. It is a compatibility analysis on the

constraints established by the signal integration functions. Its advantage is that, while giving

non-trivial results, it avoids to deal direclty with issuesrelated to the dynamics. In absence of

an explicit knowledge of the emergent time scales involved in the dynamics, we feel this is an

appropriate approach. Particularly in the Boolean approximation, which we treat here.

From a general, qualitative standpoint, our model shows that the “biological” complexity is

not simply measured by the number of genes. A more proper indicator is∆C which depends on

the order parameterγ, or - roughly - on the number of transcription factors per gene. At fixed

number of genes, it is known that this quantity increases in bacteria that need to react to more

environments [18]. Imagining that prokaryotes, being unicellular, “live” in a simple control phase,

our phase diagram predicts an intrinsic limit to this process, represented by the phase boundary

with the HARD-SAT, and the connected slowing down of the dynamics. Considering varying
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FIG. 4: Phase diagramγ − ν for the multi-Poisson case. The dashed line represents the mean value of the

numerically evaluated critical parameterγd(ν) for the SAT-HARD transition of network realizations with

N = 3× 104.

N , one may wonder why, in real organisms, a smallγ is correlated with a smallN [19]. A

possible answer to this question is the following. With largeN and smallγ, the system is shifted

to the SAT phase, and therefore needs to explore a very big configuration space without sufficient

“guidelines”. In other words, the available configurationsare too many to be reached in reasonable

time by the dynamics.

Looking at the phase diagram in Fig. 2, the complex control phase, having general residual dy-

namics, matches a qualitative feature of many cells, where some genes are constantly expressed,

and the rest vary. On the other hand, the dynamical slowing down characteristic of any glassy

phase raises an issue that must be solved by the chemical dynamics of the cell. In analogy with

Kauffman’s ideas, the breakdown in many different attraction basins might be interpreted as epi-

genesis. That is, in the HARD-SAT phase there will be typically many cell types. How many, is

determined by the complexityΣ, which is directly related to our∆C . While for fixedK this quan-

tity simply decreases with increasingγ, its behavior is more interesting in the multi-Poisson case.
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However, this remains an open issue which has to be regarded with more detail. The experimental

scaling of the number of cell types is sub-linear in the number of genesN [9, 20]. In the fixedK

case, GR1 gives exponential scaling withN at fixedγ in the complex control phase. On the other

hand, the results of random-GR1 are perhaps more easily related to the number of species times

the number of cell types at equal number of genes.

The approach presented here is new, and remains largely unexplored. It is naturally fit to study

networks with non-Boolean variables and non-fixed in-ward connectivities. It can be easily ex-

tended to nonzero temperature (probabilistic constraints). It can be of use for models that include

other regulation mechanisms than just transcription. Morefar-reached extensions include evolu-

tionary models, with a fitness landscape on the space of constraints. It is not clear to us exactly

how useful it can become for the study of concrete biologicalnetworks. A biologically significant

model has to be able to deal with the details of an individual realization the system. This is, we

think, the main challenge to our approach. For example, it will be interesting to identify whether

the CCC is meaningful in known transcription networks. Furthermore, there exist techniques able

to analyze single realizations of optimization problems which might be applicable to sufficiently

characterized genetic networks. We are aware of work in thisdirection, which is now in course

of publication [21]. For example, a typical experiment in molecular biology involves a local in-

teraction with a regulation network with overexpression ordeletion of a gene. Such methods of

analysis could be used to generate predictions of the effects that keep into account the network

connections. Perhaps a deeper understanding of these interdependent pathways might help to

interact more effectively with them. Hopefully with a constructive purpose.
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