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Properties of the RIPE Algorithm

Lemma 1. Suppose that the binary influence matrix P obtained from perturbation screens correctly
reflects the influence of genes in a regulatory network on each other; i.e. all the genes that are
influenced by single knocked-out/down genes are correctly included in P. Then,

(i) P does not contain sufficient information for estimation of the structure of the underlying
regulatory network.

(ii) P contains sufficient information for estimation of the causal orderings of the nodes of the
underlying regulatory network.

Proof. We establish (i) through a counterexample. Consider two simple regulatory networks de-
picted in Figure S1. It can be seen that these two networks yield the same perturbation data; thus,
such data can not provide sufficient information for reconstruction purposes.

To show (ii), first assume G is a DAG. In this case, there exists (at least) one causal ordering
of its nodes. (Note: all possible orderings in a DAG are valid causal orderings.) However, by the
accuracy of the perturbation data assumed, P also forms a DAG. In addition, due to the transitivity
of the influence matrix, the ordering of the nodes in the influence matrix is the same as that in G.
Therefore, a search algorithm for orderings can find a valid causal ordering.

Now, suppose G is not a DAG. The assumed accuracy of the perturbation data implies that the
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Figure S1: Simple graphs with 3 nodes.

influence graph represents all the influences of nodes on each other, which in the presence of feedback
mechanisms, results in cycles in the influence graph. Denote by D the DAG of the strong connected
components obtained from P. First, note that by construction, and transitivity of the influence
graph, the causal ordering of the nodes in D is a valid partial order of the nodes in P. On the other
hand, the orderings among nodes in each strong component (each node in D), are equivalent, and an
exhaustive search algorithm (like the backtracking algorithm implemented in RIPE) finds all these
equivalent orderings. This implies that the set of orderings obtained by assembling (equivalent)
orderings of nodes in all components, together with the partial ordering of nodes in D gives the list
of all orderings consistent with the influence graph. This completes the proof.

Remark: From the counterexample depicted in Figure S11, it can be seen that including information
on the “signs” of the perturbation effects does not help distinguishing the two networks. Further,
because of the transitivity of the influences, the result of the lemma continues to hold in the case
where all direct influences amongst the nodes are accurately included in P (i.e. without any false
positives) and no indirect influences are included. Considering the fact that direct interactions often
show most significant knockouts effects, this renders support for more conservative choices of the
p-value cutoff.

The following notation is used in the next lemma: f(n) = O(g(n)) implies that that there is
a positive constant M such that for all sufficiently large values of n, |f(n)| ≤ M g(n), whereas
f(n) = o(g(n)) implies that as n→∞, |f(n)/g(n)| < ε for any ε > 0.

Lemma 2 (Consistency of Estimates). Assume the data obtained from perturbation screens satisfies
the assumptions of Lemma 1 and let s be the total number of true edges in the graph. Suppose that for
some a > 0, p = p(n) = O(na) and |pai| = O(nb), where sn2b−1 log n = o(1) as n→∞. Moreover,
suppose that there exists ν > 0 such that for all n ∈ N and all i ∈ V , Var (Xi|X1:i−1) ≥ ν and there
exists δ > 0 and some ξ > b such that for every i ∈ V and for every j ∈ pai, |πij | ≥ δn−(1−ξ)/2,
where πij is the partial correlation between Xi and Xj after removing the effect of the remaining
variables.

Consider the RIPE estimate obtained with an adaptive lasso penalty in the second stage of the
algorithm, where the initial weights come from another lasso penalized RIPE step with a tuning
parameter satisfying λ0 = O(

√
log p/n). Then, if λ is chosen so that λ � dn−(1−ζ)/2 for some

b < ζ < ξ a nd d > 0, we have that with probability converging to 1, the RIPE estimate satisfies the
following:

(i) the edges of the regulatory network are correctly estimated.
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(ii) the signs of the regulatory effects (repression/inhibition) are correctly estimated.

Proof. Lemma 1 shows that under the assumptions of this lemma, causal orderings are correctly
determined. Then, if the true regulatory network is a DAG, the result follows directly from Theorem
3 of [1]. On the other hand, when the true network consists of cycles, each ordering from the first
step of RIPE is a valid ordering. Therefore, for each of the estimated DAGs, claims (i) and (ii)
hold by Theorem 3 of [1]. Now, taking q = 1 and τ = ε for some ε > 0 and small, implies that the
all the estimated edges are included in the graph estimated after model averaging, which in turn
implies that (i) and (ii) are satisfied for this network.

In words, Lemma 2 states that if the perturbation data are accurate, and if adequate samples of
steady state data are available (compared to the number of genes in the network, and the number of
regulators of each gene), then the RIPE algorithm with the appropriate choices of tuning parameters
can correctly estimate both the edges of the network, as well as the sign of the effects (i.e. inductive
versus inhibitory effects). Although this result is asymptotic nature, it nevertheless provides insight
into the required number of samples, as long as the available sample size for the steady state data
satisfies the requirements of the Lemma related to the total number of edges p, number of regulators
of each gene |pai| and the total number of edges in the network s.
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Figure S2: Small cyclic subnetwork example. The true network (left) includes a number of
cycles, and the estimate from the RIPE algorithm correctly identifies some of these cycles (right).

The proof mostly builds on proofs establishing consistency of adaptive lasso estimates for estimation
problems of directed acyclic graphs with known ordering of nodes [1]. The main difference in case
of general regulatory networks is the presence of cycles in the network, where the graph averaging
step of the algorithm, coupled with the assumption that the data from perturbation screens is
noiseless, gives the desired result. To see this argument from a different point of view, note that, as
n increases, DAGs from different orderings corresponding to cycles in the true network have very
similar likelihood scores, which results in inclusion of these cycles in the set of final estimates. For
instance, consider a bi-directed edge X1 ↔ X2. Then DAGs from both orderings have the same
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likelihoods, and hence the model resulting from averaging the two estimated DAGs will include
both edges if an appropriate threshold is used. This is illustrated in Figure S2, where subnetworks
corresponding to a small cyclic subgraph from DREAM4-net1 are shown. It is worth noting that
the above lemma can be further extended to allow for presence of noise in the perturbation screens;
however, this is a rather involved extension and thus beyond the scope of this paper.

Additional Numerical Experiments
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Figure S3: Numerical study on choices of τ and q. Values of the Precision (P ) for different
combinations of τ (threshold for including an edge in the consensus graph) and q (proportion of
highest values of the log-likelihood function used in constructing the consensus graph).
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Figure S4: Numerical study on choices of τ and q. Values of the Recall (R) for different
combinations of τ (threshold for including an edge in the consensus graph) and q (proportion of
highest values of the log-likelihood function used in constructing the consensus graph).
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Figure S5: Numerical study on choices of τ and q. Values of the F1 measure for different
combinations of τ (threshold for including an edge in the consensus graph) and q (proportion of
highest values of the log-likelihood function used in constructing the consensus graph).
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Figure S6: Influence graph characteristics versus p-value for knockdown experiments in
DREAM4. Number of edges (open triangles) in the influence graph and the size of the largest
connected component (dots) versus cut-off p-value for differential expression. The data is based
on five replications of the knockdown and wildtype experiments for (A) 100-node network 1, (B)
100-node network 3, and (C) 100-node network 5 in the DREAM4 challenge. P-values chosen for
analysis were 0.03 for (A) and (C), and 0.027 for (B).
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Figure S7: Synthetic regulatory network.
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Figure S8: Illustration of influence matrices for synthetic networks. P0: ground truth, P1:
5% of directions reversed, P2: 10% new effects added, P3: 5% directions reversed and 10% new
effects added. A black dot in position (i, j) (i.e. in row i and column j) represents that gene i
influences gene j.
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Figure S9: Effect of increasing number of ordering used in RIPE. The values of F1, P and
R are displayed for increasing number of orders in the synthetic DAG with p = 100 nodes under
1.5% false positive edges.
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Figure S10: Influence graph characteristics versus p-value for the yeast regulatory net-
work. Number of edges (open triangles) in the influence graph and the size of the largest connected
component (dots) versus cut-off p-value for differential expression in the transcription factor knock-
out experiments in yeast. The graph is based on expression data from 588 two-color microarrays
for 269 transcription factors.The p-value cut-off was chosen to 0.002.
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RIPE Performance in yeast regulatory network (6051 genes)
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Figure S11: Performance of RIPE in estimating the layered yeast regulatory network.
The distribution of number of true positives, in comparison to the number of true positives for
the RIPE estimator, for 1000 random graphs with the same number of edges and similar 2-layer
structure (p = 6051 genes and k = 269 transcription factors). No random network with equal or
larger true positives was observed (p-value < 0.001).

11


