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W e develop a generalm ethod to explore how the function perform ed by a biologicalnetwork can

constrain both itsstructuraland dynam icalnetwork properties.Thisapproach isorthogonaltoprior

studieswhich exam inethefunctionalconsequencesofa given structuralfeature,forexam plea scale

freearchitecture.A key step isto constructan algorithm thatallowsusto e� ciently sam plefrom a

m axim um entropy distribution on thespace ofboolean dynam icalnetworksconstrained to perform

a speci� c function,orcascade ofgene expression. Such a distribution can actasa \functionalnull

m odel" to test the signi� cance ofany given network feature,and can aid in revealing underlying

evolutionary selection pressureson variousnetwork properties.Although ourm ethodsare general,

we illustrate them in an analysis of the yeast cellcycle cascade. This analysis uncovers strong

constraints on the architecture ofthe cellcycle regulatory network as wellas signi� cant selection

pressureson thisnetwork to m aintain ordered and convergentdynam ics,possibly attheexpense of

sacri� cing robustnessto structuralperturbations.

PACS num bers:87.10.+ e,87.17.A a

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

A centralproblem in biology involves understanding

the relationship between structure and function. This

problem becom es especially intricate in the era ofsys-

tem s biology in which the objects ofstudy are biolog-

icalnetworks com posed oflarge num bers ofinteracting

m olecules.Towhatextentdoesthestructureofabiolog-

icalnetwork constrain therangeoffunctions,ortypesof

dynam icalbehaviors,thatthenetwork iscapableofpro-

ducing? Conversely,towhatextentdoestherequirem ent

ofcarryingoutaspeci� cfunction constrainthestructural

and m oregeneraldynam icalpropertiesofa network?

There already existsa large body oftheoreticalwork

addressing the form erquestion. Forexam ple K au� m an

[1]and others perform ed an extensive study ofensem -

blesofsim pli� ed boolean networkswith � xed structural

properties,such as the num ber ofnodes and the m ean

degree ofconnectivity. A principal� nding was a phase

transition in the resulting dynam icalbehavior,from or-

dered to chaotic,asthe connectivity increased [2].M ore

recently,the observation that m any biologicalnetworks

are scale free spurred a  urry ofresearch into the dy-

nam icalconsequencesofthe scalefree structuralfeature

[3{6]. A principal� nding was that the scale-free archi-

tecture is m ore robustto random failures and dynam ic

 uctuations.

Alternatively,the latter question involving the struc-

�To whom correspondence should be addressed. E-m ail:

Chao.Tang@ ucsf.edu.

turaland dynam icalconsequences ofperform ing a spe-

ci� cfunction rem ainsrelativelyunexplored [7,8].Itisan

im portantquestionbecausem anybiologicalfunctionsare

perform ed by relatively sm allnetwork m odulesforwhich

grossstatisticalpropertiessuch asm ean connectivity,or

any kind ofdegreedistribution,scalefree ornot,do not

havea clearsigni� cance.A key exam ple ofsuch a m od-

uleistheyeastcellcyclecontrolnetwork,whoseessential

function wasreduced to theboolean dynam icsofa setof

11nodesbyLi,et.al.[9].Despitethesm allnetworksize,

a dynam icalanalysisofthissim ple m odeldem onstrated

a greatdealofrobustnessofthe cellcycle trajectory to

both  uctuationsin protein statesand perturbationsof

network structure. Is this robustness carefully selected

forthrough evolution and encoded som ehow in thetopo-

logicalstructureofthecellcyclenetwork,ordoesitarise

for free,sim ply as a consequence ofthe functionalcon-

straint of having to produce the long cascade of gene

expression thatcontrolsthe cellcycle?

In this paper we develop techniques to address this

question,and m oregenerallytoaddresstheconsequences

ofspeci� c functional,ratherthan structuralconstraints.

A key step in the above work exploring the dynam ical

consequencesof� xed structuralconstraintswastheabil-

ity to e� ciently sam ple from the m axim um entropy dis-

tribution on the space ofnetworks constrained to have

a � xed structuralfeature,such asa given degree distri-

bution.W e callsuch an ensem ble a structuralensem ble.

Sim ilarly,in ordertoaddressthestructuralconsequences

of� xed functionalconstraints,wedevelop an e� ciental-

gorithm to sam ple from a m axim alentropy distribution

on the space ofbiologicalnetworks constrained to per-

form a speci� c function. W e callthe resulting ensem ble

http://arxiv.org/abs/q-bio/0610025v1
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ofnetworksa functionalensem ble.

Sinceweuseam axim alentropydistribution,which in-

troducesnofurtherassum ptionsaboutthenetworkother

than the factthat it perform s a given function,we can

use such functionalensem bles to test whether any dy-

nam icalorstructuralproperty ofa given biologicalnet-

work issim ply a consequenceofthefunction itperform s,

orrathera consequence offurtherselection. Underthis

functionalnullm odel,statistically signi� cantproperties

ofa realbiologicalnetwork can give us insightinto ad-

ditionalselective pressures that have operated on that

network above and beyond the baseline functionalre-

quirem ents. As an illustration ofthis generalm ethod,

we focuson the speci� c case ofthe cellcycle network of

[9],uncovering deeperinsightinto theevolutionary pres-

sureson itsstructuraland dynam icalproperties.

II. M ET H O D S

A . T he D ynam icalM odel

W e considera sim pli� ed,boolean m odelofbiological

network dynam ics,in which each degree offreedom ,or

node si,i= 1:::N takesone oftwo valuesatany given

tim e:either0 (inactive)or1 (active). Forexam ple,the

two values could signify whether a protein is expressed

ornot,orwhethera kinaseisactivated ornot.Thusthe

fullstate attim e tiscaptured by a colum n vector

S(t)= (s1(t);s2(t);:::;sN (t))
T (1)

thatcan take one of2N values. Tim e progressesin dis-

crete steps,and the nodescan eitheractivate orinhibit

each otheratthe nextstep. These interactionsare cap-

tured by the network connectivity m atrix C with ele-

m entscij representing an interaction arrow from node j

to node i.Theallowed valuesofcij aregiven by

cij 2

�

[� 1;0;1] ifi6= j;

[� 1;0] ifi= j:
(2)

Fortwo di� erentnodes,ifcij isnonzero,itcan beeither

activating (+ 1)orinhibiting (-1). Ifa diagonalelem ent

cii = � 1 we say node iisself-degrading.Thisterm inol-

ogy isjust� ed by the dynam icalrule

si(t+ 1)= fi(C ;S(t)); (3)

where

fi(C ;S(t))=

8

>><

>>:

1;
P

j6= i
cijsj(t)> 0

0;
P

j6= i
cijsj(t)< 0

si(t);
P

j6= i
cijsj(t)= 0;cii = 0

0;
P

j6= i
cijsj(t)= 0;cii = � 1:

(4)

Essentially,ifthetotalinputto a nodeispositive(nega-

tive),itwillbeon (o� )atthenexttim estep.In thecase

ofzero input,the node eitherturnso� ,orm aintainsits

state,depending on whetherornotitisself-degrading.

B . G enerating FunctionalEnsem bles

A biologicalnetwork achievesitsfunction by success-

fully taking thevaluesofitsnodesthrough a sequenceof

states. Thuswe willequate the notion offunction with

a speci� ed statetrajectory

S(0)! S(1)! � � � ! S(T): (5)

In our exam ple ofthe cellcycle network,the state se-

quence is sim ply the naturalcellcycle trajectory. W e

wish to either enum erate or uniform ly sam ple from the

space ofnetworks,orequivalently connectivity m atrices

C ,that can successfully perform the above sequence of

T statetransitions.W ecan think ofeach oftheT transi-

tionsasprovidingoneconstrainton theconnectivity m a-

trix C via thedynam icalrulegiven by equations(3)and

(4).Assum ing thenodesaredistinguishable,thenum ber

ofnetworks,given by thenum berofallowed connectivity

m atrices is M � (2� 3(N �1))N . Even for sm all,m eso-

scopicscalenetworkssuch asthecellcyclewith 11nodes,

M � 6:23� 1055 and so itiscom putationally infeasible

toiteratethrough allofthesenetworksand � nd thosefor

which the T constraintscorressponding to the T transi-

tionsin (5)aresatis� ed.Even ifoneweretosam plefrom

these M networks,one would rarely � nd a network that

could perform the function in (5).

However,it is im portant to note that the constraint

on thenetwork connectivity C im posed by a given tran-

sition actually decouples acrossthe rowsofthe connec-

tivity m atrix.Thatisforeach nodei,thedynam icalrule

in Eq.(4)dependsonly on thei’th row cij;j= 1:::N of

C ,orequivalently on theN incom ing interaction arrows

whose target is node i. Thus we can check that the T

constraintsinduced by the targetsequence (5)aresatis-

� ed for each row,independently ofthe other rows. For

any given i,thenum berofpossiblerowsisZ � 2� 3N �1 ,

which is118,098fortheyeastcellcyclenetwork.Thusit

becom escom putationally feasibleto exhaustively iterate

through allpossiblerow values,orincom ingarrow com bi-

nations,foreach node,and check thatthe T constraints

aresatis� ed foreach such com bination.

After following this procedure, let 1 � �i � Z in-

dex the set ofallowed incom ing arrow com binations to

node i that satisify allT constraints. Iffor each node

i,weuniform ly choosea particular�i,and assem blethe

corresponding N allowed rowsinto a m atrix C ,we will

have constructed a network that can successfully carry

out the state trajectory in (5). This is essentially our

sam pling procedure. Itproducesa functionalensem ble;

am axim um entropydistribution on thespaceofnetworks

constrained to producethe function represented by (5).

C . C om bined structuraland functionalensem bles.

In ordertoperform am ore� nescalestudy oftheprop-

erties ofthe yeast cellcycle network,we wish to con-

strain m ore than just a prede� ned function. W e would
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alsoliketo understand how variouspropertiesdepend on

thenum berofnonzerointeraction arrowsin thenetwork.

Thuswe need to develop a m ethod to uniform ly sam ple

from the space of networks that both perform a � xed

function and havea � xed num berofarrows.W edo so as

follows.

In thecourseofsam plingfrom thefunctionalensem ble

above,in each step where we selecta particularcom bi-

nation ofincom ing connectionsfora node,we com pute

the probability ofchoosing such a com bination from the

corresponding set by calculating the convolution of(i)

the probability forthe nodeto havea certain num berof

inward arrowsand (ii)theprobability ofchoosinga com -

bination with that num ber ofarrows. M athem atically,

letH bethenum berofarrowsin thenetwork.Itcan be

distributed am ong the nodesin di� erentways.LetWhi

be the num beroftim esh inward arrowsbeing assigned

to node iam ong allpossible waysofdividing the H ar-

rows. Ifthere are Q hi inward connection com binations

selected fornode ithathave h inward arrows,then the

probability forassigning h inward arrowsto node iis

p =
W hiQ hi

P N

l= 1
W liQ li

: (6)

O nce the num ber ofarrowsis assigned,an inward con-

nection com bination can then beselected random ly from

the Q hi com binations.Thisprocessisrepeated foreach

node,each tim e using the rem aining num ber ofarrows

(i.e.H � h)to calculateW hi and Q hi.Foreach network,

werandom izethe orderofnodesforwhich weselectthe

connection com bination.

W e used this algorithm to generate the ensem ble of

\cellcycle" networksdescribed below. In orderto com -

parethisensem bletoasetofm orerandom networksthat

serveno particularfunction,we generated this\random

network"ensem blebyrandom lyrewiringtheconnections

in each \cell-cycle"network undertheconstraintthatall

nodes m ust be connected to the sam e network,i.e. no

isolated nodesorsub-networks.

III. T H E Y EA ST C ELL-C Y C LE N ET W O R K

The sim pli� ed yeast cell-cycle Boolean network [see

Fig. 1] given in Li et al. [9] contains 11 proteins, or

nodes,and 1checkpoint.Thereare34arrowsconnecting

the nodes: 15 activating, 14 deactivating and 5 \self-

degrading." Using the abovedynam icalm odel,thisnet-

work can producethecell-cycleprocess,asshown in Ta-

ble I. Starting from the \excited" G 1 state,the process

goes through the S phase,the G 2 phase,the M phase,

and � nally returnsto the biologicalG1 stationary state.

Thenetwork alsohas7� x-points,with theG1 stationary

state being the biggest,having a basin size of1764 (�

86% ofallprotein states).

FIG .1: Sim pli� ed yeastcell-cycle network from Lietal.[9].

Solid, dashed, and dotted arrows are activating, deactivat-

ing,and \self-degrading"interactions,respectively.Theblack

solid and black dashed arrows are absolutely required for a

network to produce the cell-cycle process[see Table I].

IV . R ESU LT S

W e used the sam e 11 nodesand the typesofconnec-

tions in the sim pli� ed yeast cell-cycle Boolean network

to constructourensem blesofnetworks.Using ourtech-

nique to generate purely functionalensem bles,we were

able to select11 setsofinward connection com binations

(one for each node) that produce the cell-cycle process

[see Table I]. Figure 2 shows the com positions ofdif-

ferent types ofconnections in the sets. The num ber of

selected connection com binationsforeach node(shown in

parenthesisin Fig.2)variesfortwo ordersofm agnitude.

The num ber ofnetworks that can realize the cell-cycle

process is 6:55 � 1032 and the distribution against the

num berofarrowsisshown in Fig.3.

A . C onstraints on Structure from Function.

From Fig.2 wecan deducethatthereare10 corecon-

nections(shown asblack solid and black dashed arrows

in Fig.1) that are absolutely required in order to pro-

duce the cell-cycle process. These required connections

becom e obvious once we look closer into the cell-cycle

process.Forexam ple,com paringtheG 1 stationary state

and the \excited" G 1 state,Cln3 is the only node that

isturned on;thisim pliesthatM BF and SBF,which are

turned on in the next tim e step,can only be activated

by Cln3.The rem aining required connectionscan allbe

deduced usingthesam elogic.Thecom positionsofdi� er-
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TABLE I:The cell-cycle processgenerated by the sim pli� ed yeastcell-cycle network in Fig.1.

Tim e Cln3 M BF SBF Cln1,2 Clb5,6 Clb1,2 M cm 1 Cdc20 Swi5 Sic1 Cdh1 Phase

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 \Excited" G 1

2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 G 1

3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 G 1

4 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 1

5 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 S

6 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 G 2

7 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 M

8 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 M

9 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 M

10 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 M

11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 M

12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 G 1

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 Stationary G 1

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Cln3 (14119)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

MBF (363)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

SBF (363)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Cln1,2 (2323)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Clb5,6 (1665)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Clb1,2 (516)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Mcm1 (369)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
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1
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Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Cdc20 (1579)

Cln3
M
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SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6
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M
cm

1
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0.0
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0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Swi5 (1278)

Cln3
M
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SBF
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M
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1
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Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Sic1 (822)

Cln3
M

BF
SBF

Cln1,2

Clb5,6

Clb1,2

M
cm

1

Cdc20

Swi5
Sic1

Cdh1

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

activating
no connection
deactivating
self-degrading

Cdh1 (288)

FIG .2: Fractionsofdi� erenttypesofinward connectionsto

each nodefrom allothernodes(including itself)thatproduce

the cell-cycle process [see Table I]. Num bers in parenthesis

are the num ber ofconnection com binations selected by our

algorithm [see M ethods].

entconnection typesfollow a com m on trend wherethere

is a higher chance fora node to be positively regulated

by nodesthatare active earlierin the cell-cycle process

(positivefeed-forward)and negativelyregulatedbynodes

thatare active laterin the process(negative feedback).

This trend seem s to be generalfor networks that pro-

duce cascades ofactivation. To check this, we looked

attheconnection com positionsfortwo sim pleactivation

cascades,where 11 nodes are activated in turn for 4 or

5 tim e steps,and they indeed show the sam e trend [See

TableIIand Fig.4 for5 tim e stepsactivation cascade].

24 48 72 96 117

number of arrows

10
8

10
12

10
16

10
20

10
24

10
28

10
32

nu
m

be
r 

of
 n

et
w

or
ks

FIG .3: D istribution of num ber of networks that can real-

ize the cell-cycle process over the num ber of arrows in the

networks.

Next, we generated two network ensem bles for each

num berofarrowsallowed in the space ofcellcycle net-

works. This num ber of arrows varied from 24 to 117

as seen in Fig. 3. The � rst ensem ble is a com bined

structural/functionalensem ble [see M ethods]consisting

of1,000networksthatboth realizethecellcycleand have

a � xed num ber ofarrows. These networks willbe re-

ferred to asthe \cell-cycle networks" (CN).The second

ensem ble was generated by random ly reconnecting the

arrowsforeach network in the � rstensem ble [see M eth-

ods]. This ensem ble willbe referred to as the \random

networks" (RN).
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TABLE II:A sim ple activation cascade with 11 nodes acti-

vated in turn for5 tim e steps

Tim e A B C E F G H I J K L

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

9 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

10 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0

11 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A B C D E F G H I J K
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

A

A B C D E F G H I J K
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

B

A B C D E F G H I J K
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
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A B C D E F G H I J K
0.0
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0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
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no connection
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K

FIG .4: Fractionsofdi� erenttypesofinward connectionsto

each nodefrom allothernodes(including itself)thatproduce

the activation cascade in Table II.

B . A nalysis ofA ttractors: Large B asins for Free

W e studied the tim e evolution ofprotein statesofthe

two ensem bles by using the dynam icalm odeldescribed

in the M ethods and initiating the networks from each

ofthe 211 = 2;048 states. W e found that the CN net-

works have fewer attractors and larger attractor basin

sizes com pared to the RN networks [see Fig.5]. The

num berofattractorsdecreasesand the size ofattractor

basins increase as the num ber ofarrows increases [see
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FIG .5:Num berofattractorsand basin sizesofattractorsfor

thetwo ensem blesofnetworks.(a)D istribution ofnum berof

attractors. (b)Num berofattractorsaveraged overnetworks

with the sam e num ber ofarrows. (c) D istribution ofsize of

basins ofattractions. (d) Basin size averaged over networks

with the sam e num berofarrows.
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FIG .6:(a)D istribution ofconvergencevaluew n fornetwork

states in each ensem ble. (b) O verallconvergence averaged

over networks with the sam e num ber ofarrows. Error bar

representone standard error.

Fig.5 (b),(d)]. In the CN ensem ble,the probabilities

fora network with 34 arrowsto have� 7 attractorsand

to have the biggest attractor basin size � 1764 (as in

thecaseofyeastcell-cyclenetwork)are7.0% and 14.4%

respectively.In theRN ensem blethecorresspondingper-

centagesare only 2.7% and 1.6% respectively. Thus we

seethattheconstraintofhavingtoperform theyeastcell

cyclecascadealonecan,to a certain extent,help explain

the origins ofthese two m easures ofdynam icalrobust-

ness;a large basin essentially arisesfor free asa conse-

quence ofthe cellcycle function. Indeed, the average

basin size ofthe biggestattractorsforthe CN ensem ble

is1705.53 com pared to 1452.21 forthe RN ensem ble.In

addition,97.5% ofthenetworksin theCN ensem blehave

the G 1 stationary state asthe biggestattractorand the

averagebasin sizeoftheseattractorsis1674.07.
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FIG .7:D istribution oftransienttim es.

C . C onvergence ofTrajectories.

Following [9], we de� ne a m easure wn that quanti-

� es the \degree ofconvergence" ofthe dynam icalnet-

work trajectoriesonto each network state n where n =

1;:::;2048. Let Tj;k denote the num ber oftrajectories

starting from all2048 initialnetwork states that travel

from statejtostatekin onetim estep.LetLn denotethe

num berofstepsittakesto getfrom staten to itsattrac-

tor,sothatwecanindexthestatesalongtheoutwardtra-

jectory by k = 1;:::;Ln. Then wn =
P L n

k= 1
Tk�1;k =Ln.

The overallconvergence,oroverlap W oftrajectoriesis

given by the averageofwn overallstatesn.

The distribution ofthe wn values is shown in Fig.6

(a). The resultshowsthatthere are m ore statesin the

CN ensem blehaving largerwn valuesindicating a higher

degree ofconvergencein the network dynam ics.The lo-

calm axim a at wn = 620 for this ensem ble should be a

resultoftherequirem entthatnetworksin thisensem ble

m ust produce the cell-cycle process. The overallover-

lap W [see Fig.6 (b)],which is the average ofwn over

allnetwork states,fortheyeastcell-cyclenetwork is743

and the probability fora network with 34 arrowsin the

CN ensem ble to have W � 743 is 4.4% . Such a result

is highly unlikely in the RN ensem ble. In fact no net-

worksin the RN ensem ble with 34 arrowshad an over-

lap W � 743. Thusa higherdegree ofconvergence isa

dynam icalconsequenceofperform ing thecellcyclefunc-

tion,but nevertheless,the actualcellcycle network in

Fig.1 stilldisplays a relatively high degree ofconver-

genceeven within the CN ensem ble.

D . D ynam icalO rder: Transients and Sensitivity.

To com parethe degreeoforderbetween the networks

in the two ensem bles,we calculated the transient tim e

for allnetwork states for allnetworks[see Fig.7]. The

transienttim eisde� ned astheam ountoftim efora net-
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FIG .8:Network sensitivity averaged overnetworkswith the

sam e num berofarrows.Asterisk (�)showsthe network sen-
sitivity ofthe yeast cell-cycle network. Error bar represent

two tim esstandard error.

workstatetoevolvetoitsattractor,which isequaltothe

length ofits trajectory [10]. The result shows that CN

networkshave longertransienttim esand thusare m ore

chaoticthan RN networks(unlesstheRN networkshave

long attracting lim itcycles).Theaveragetransienttim e

fortheyeastcell-cyclenetwork is7.47,and theprobabil-

ity fora cell-cyclenetwork with 34arrowsto have� 7:47

averagetransienttim e is7.2% .

W ethen calculated thenetworksensitivity s[11]forall

networks[see Fig.8]. Network sensitivity isthe average

expected num ber of node state changes in the output

given a one node state change in the input. In other

words,s calculatesthe averageham m ing distanceofthe

output states ofthe network for allham m ing neighbor

inputstates(i.e. ham m ing distance = 1). Ifs < 1,the

network isordered,where uctuationsin nodestatesdie

outquickly and rem ain localized.Ifs> 1,thenetwork is

chaotic,where  uctuationsspread acrossthe entire net-

work. W hen s = 1,the network is critical. The result

indicates that networksin both ensem bles were chaotic

on averagewith any num berofarrowswithin the range

we studied. s increasesm onotonically with the num ber

ofarrowsin a network.ThevaluesofsforRN ensem ble

rem ain sm allerthan those forthe CN ensem ble dem on-

strating thatCN networksareindeed m orechaoticthan

RN networks.Theyeastcell-cyclenetworkhasanetwork

sensitivity of1.27,which ism ore ordered than the aver-

age,and theprobability fora network with 34 arrowsin

the CN ensem ble to have s � 1:27 is only 3.0% . Thus

the actualcellcycle is rem arkably ordered despite the

factthatthefunctionalconstraintofperform ing thecell

cycledrivesnetworksto be m orechaotic.
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FIG .9: Response to perturbations to network structure. (a) Fractions ofperturbed networks,for each num ber ofarrows,

thatretain the originalbiggestattractor.Asterisk (�)showsthe fraction fortheperturbed yeastcell-cycle network.Errorbar

representonestandard error.(b)D istribution ofrelativechangesofthesizeofthebasin ofattraction forthebiggestattractor.

E. D ynam icalresponse to structuralperturbations.

To check and com pare how the networks respond to

structuralperturbations,weperform ed thesam ekindsof

alterationsdescribed in Lietal.[9]on allnetworksin the

two ensem bles.The alterationsincluded deleting arrows

from ,adding arrowsto and switching thesignsofarrows

in thenetworks.W eassessed theresponseby calculating

the percentage ofperturbed networks that retain their

originalbiggest attractor [see Fig.9 (a)]and also the

relative change in the size B ofthe basin ofattraction

for the originalbiggest attractors [see Fig.9 (b)]. The

percentagesofperturbed networksin the two ensem bles

thatretain theiroriginalbiggestattractorboth increase

initially when the num ber ofarrows in the network is

sm all.Thepercentagesaresim ilarwhen thereareabout

34 to 54 arrows in the networks but as the num ber of

arrowsexceeds 60,the percentage for the RN ensem ble

drops quickly and the percentage for the CN ensem ble

rem ainshigh.Thepercentageforyeastcell-cyclenetwork

(68% )issm allerthan the averageforCN networkswith

the sam e num ber ofarrows. The probability to obtain

an equalor higher percentage is 82.3% ,indicating that

the yeast cell-cycle network has a worse than average

robustnesswith respectto such structuralperturbations.

W enoticed from thedistributionsof� B =B thatthere

isa higherchanceforperturbationsto havea deleterious

e� ectto networksin the CN ensem ble wherethe change

in the sizes ofbasins ofattraction is usually negative.

However,there isa m uch higherchance fornetworksin

the RN ensem ble to com pletely lose the originalbiggest

attractor(� B =B = 1),which iseven m ore unfavorable.

The above e� ects should be attributed to the sm aller

basins ofattraction for networks in the RN ensem ble.

Theaverage� B =B foryeastcell-cyclenetwork is-0.326

and the probability for a CN network with 34 arrows

X
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FIG .10: Fractions oftrajectories ofthe perturbed networks

starting from the \excited" G 1 state that stillevolve to the

biologicalG 1 stationary state and fraction ofcell-cycle pro-

cessesoftheperturbed networksrem ain unchanged.Asterisk

(�) and cross (x) show the fraction oftrajectories reaching

G 1 stationary state and fraction of cell-cycle processes un-

changed,respectively,forperturbed yeastcell-cyclenetworks.

Errorbarreprensentone standard error.

to have average � B =B value � � 0:326 is 90.9% . This

again signi� es a worse than average robustness for the

yeastcell-cyclenetwork.

F. Stability ofthe cellcycle process.

Finally, we checked how m any perturbed networks

from the CN ensem blecould stillm aintain the cell-cycle

process [see Fig.10]. Starting from the \excited" G 1
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state, the fraction oftrajectories reaching the G 1 sta-

tionary state and the fraction ofcell-cycle processesun-

changed increaseasthenum berofarrowsin thenetwork

increases. The fraction oftrajectories reaching the G 1

stationary state and the fraction ofcell-cycle processes

unchanged forthe yeastcell-cycle network are 0.54 and

0.23respectively.Theprobability fora CN network with

34 arrowsto m aintain � 54% oftrajectoriesreachingthe

G 1 stationary state and � 23% of cell-cycle processes

unchanged are80.6% and 62.1% respectively.

V . D ISC U SSIO N

W e presented a m axim um entropy analysis m ethod

thatcan revealthe underlying structuralconstraints,as

wellas the statisticalsigni� cance ofvarious dynam ical

properties,ofnetworksthatperform a certain function.

W e applied this m ethod to the yeastcell-cycle network

and the accom panying cell-cycleprocess[9].

W edem onstrated thatrequiring a network to produce

an activation cascade,e.g.thecell-cycleprocess,requires

the network to have positive feed-forward and negative

feedback interactionsbetween theirnodes.Itisnotjust

the case that this is a good design principle to realize

a long transient cascade;it is essentially the only way

to achieve it generically,and yields an exam ple ofhow

network function constrainsnetwork structure.

W e also showed thatcertain dynam icalfeatures arise

purely asaconsequenceofperform ingthecell-cyclefunc-

tion.Com pared to therandom (RN)ensem ble,networks

in the cell-cycle (CN) ensem ble had m uch largerbasins

ofattraction,a higherdegreeofconvergenceoftrajecto-

ries,longertransienttim es,and m ore chaotic behavior,

as m easured by the network sensitivity s. These prop-

erties m ay be essentialfor networks to produce a long

sequence ofstate transitions.The long trajectory ofthe

cell-cycleprocessprovidesm anypossiblem ergepointsfor

othertrajectories,which certainly contributeto thehigh

degree ofconvergence in the network dynam icsand the

large basin ofattraction for G 1 stationary state. Thus

theexistenceofthisglobally attracting trajectory ofthe

dynam ics alone can explain to a certain extent the ob-

served robustnessagainstdynam icalperturbations.

O n the otherhand,with respectto structuralpertur-

bations,theactualyeastcellcycleisrelativelylessrobust

com pared to other networks in the CN ensem ble. This

is in stark contrastto the high degree ofdynam icalor-

der displayed by the cellcycle network,which suggests

thattherem ay bea tradeo� between ordered dynam ics

and structuralrobustness. The network sensitivity [11],

which m easuresthe degree oforder,calculateshow sen-

sitive a network is to  uctuations in the states ofthe

nodes,which isa m ajorsourceofvariation in a cellpop-

ulation [12{15].Evolution m ay havefavored a design for

theyeastcell-cyclenetwork thatisordered and lesssen-

sitive to  uctuations in the states ofthe nodes (e.g. it

has been reported that there is on average only 1 copy

ofSW I5 m RNA percellin yeast[16]),by sacri� cing ro-

bustnessagainstperturbationsto thenetwork structure.

However,we expect that the com plete yeast cell-cycle

network ism ore robustagainstsuch perturbationssince

ithas\redundant"com ponentsand connectionsthatper-

form sim ilarjobs.

In any case,theobservation thatonly 3% ofrandom ly

chosen cellcycle networks with 34 arrows are m ore or-

dered (as m easured by the sensitivity s) than the real

cellcyclenetwork revealsan unsuspected butsigni� cant

selection pressure for ordered dynam ics that cannot be

explained by the functionalrequirem entofm aintaining

the cellcycleprocess;indeed the functionalrequirem ent

ofm aintaining the cellcycle proccessforcesthe dynam -

ics in the opposite direction, i.e. to be m ore chaotic.

Sim ilarly,we have seen thatsim ply requiring a long cell

cycleto occurautom atically raisestheaveragedegreeof

convergenceoftrajectories.However,even afteraccount-

ing forthisincreasewithin thefunctionalensem ble,only

4.4% of allcellcycle networks with 34 arrows have a

greaterdegreeofconvergence,re ecting an evolutionary

pressureforconvergentdynam icsaboveand beyond that

necessitated by the requirem entsofthe cellcyclealone.

Although wehavefocused on a singlebiologicalexam -

ple,the cellcycle,ouranalysism ethod isquite general.

Itwould beinteresting to perform iton otherm esoscopic

scale networksthat have a com parable num ber ofcom -

ponentsto uncovertheir structuraland dynam icalcon-

straints. M ore generally,we believe these techniques of

sim ultaneously analyzing both structuraland functional

ensem blesofnetworkswillproveusefulin thelargerquest

to deducegeneralprinciplesgoverning relationsbetween

structure,dynam ics,function,robustnessand evolution.
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