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The ability ofoligonucleotide m icroarrays to m easure gene expression has been hindered by an

im perfectunderstanding oftherelationship between inputRNA concentrationsand outputsignals.

W eargue thatthisrelationship can be understood based on theunderlying statisticalm echanicsof

these devices. W e present a m odelthat includes the relevant interactions between the m olecules.

O ur m odelfor the �rst tim e accounts for partially zippered probe-target hybrids in a physically

realistic m anner,and also includestarget-target binding in solution. Large segm entsofthe target

m olecules are not bound to the probes,often in an asym m etric pattern,em phasizing the im por-

tance ofm odeling zippering properly.The resultant�tbetween the m odeland training data using

optim ized param etersisexcellent,and italso doeswellatpredicting testdata.

PACS num bers:81.16.Fg,82.35.Pq,87.14G g,87.15A a,87.15Cc,87.80.Tq

O ligonucleotide m icroarrayshave had a profound im -

pacton m edicaldiagnosisand m olecularbiology.These

deviceshave thousandsofcells,each containing num er-

ouscopiesofa speci� c DNA probe attached to the sub-

strate. After am pli� cation, cRNA (or DNA) derived

from a biologicalsam pleis
 uorescently labeled and then

fragm ented into targetsthat are allowed to bind to the

probes.Thetargetshybridizewith theircom plem entary

DNA probes with high speci� city. The 
 uorescence al-

lowsan opticalreadoutoftheconcentration ofthousands

ofRNA transcriptssim ultaneously.

There are often ordersofm agnitude di� erence in the

concentrationsofthe variouskindsoftargetsand m any

im portantgenesareexpressed only in very sm allconcen-

trations. These can be hard to m easure by thism ethod

forreasonswenow discuss.

In A� ym etrix G eneChips,16 kinds ofprobe,allwith

the sam e concentration and probing di� erent segm ents

of a single m RNA, are em ployed for every transcript.

Therecan beorderofm agnitude variationsin thesignal

intensities between these 16 probes. The speci� c signal

intensities are reproducible and so cannot be explained

as statisticalerror. Instead,they occur because the in-

teractionsbetween the probesand the targetm olecules

arecom plex.In addition to thebinding between a probe

and its com plem entary target (speci� c binding), there

arebindingoftargetstononcom plem entaryprobes(non-

speci� c binding)and target-targetbinding.In addition,

even when a targetbindsto itscom plem entary probe,it

is possible that it is only partially hybridized,with the

ends unzipped. This is likely to be an im portant e� ect

in m icroarrays,sincetheiroperatingtem peratureisclose

to the m elting tem perature ofthe hybrids,so thatsub-

stantial
 uctuationsin binding can be expected.

Various statistical techniques have been used to re-

duce the errors caused by these e� ects. For exam ple

A� ym etrix,in addition to using16probesforevery tran-

script,hasadded anothersetof\m ism atch" probesthat

di� er from the original\perfect m atch" probes by the

alteration ofthe m iddle nucleotide.Thesearecom pared

to reduce the errorfrom nonspeci� c binding. Although

thesetechniquesreducetheuncertaintiesin predicted in-

put concentrations,by analyzing 32 num bers,they still

havedi� culty in detecting sm allconcentrationsofRNA

at biologically signi� cant levels. Alternative statistical

approacheshavebeen proposed [1].

Asrecognized by severalpreviousauthors[2,3,4],the

statisticaltechniques used by A� ym etrix and othersdo

notutilize the probe sequence inform ation.The hope is

thatincludingtheseshould greatlyincreasethereliability

ofpredictions.

Held et al [2] m odeled the binding of each target

m olecule to its com plem entary probe using a Langm uir

adsorption m odel[5],Ifcistheconcentration in solution

ofthe target,the fraction ofprobe m olecules that are

hybridized is

fh =
1

1+ exp[�(� G � �)]
(1)

where exp(��) / c. The binding energy � G [6]was

obtained from previously m easured stacking free ener-

gies[7,8]. Alltarget-probe pairswere treated indepen-

dently,with nonspeci� cbinding included phenom enolog-

ically by adding a � G dependent constant to the m ea-

sured signal. to be of the form a + bexp[c� G ]: Par-

tially hybridized probes were not considered,although

the authors com m ent that they m ight be of im por-

tance. Perhapsbecause ofthis,in theirBoltzm ann fac-

tors� exp(�� G );the best� te� ective tem perature was

approxim ately seven tim esthe actualtem perature.

Hekstra et al [3] also used a Langm uir adsorption

m odel with an additive background from nonspeci� c

binding. However, the resultant three param eters for

each probe-target pair were not evaluated using previ-

ously determ ined stacking energies, but were � tted to

linearcom binationsofthe num berofeach nucleotide.

Zhang etal[4]attem pted to includethee� ectsofpar-

tialbinding oftarget m olecules to probes. The m odel
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they cam e up with wasthe \positionaldependentnear-

estneighborm odel" (PDNN) where the binding energy

for a probe-target pair was taken to be of the form

� G =
P

k
!k�(bk;bk+ 1);where � is the stacking energy

for the adjacentbasesbk and bk+ 1;and f!kg was a set

ofweightsdepending only on the position on the probe

k,and not on the speci� c probe m olecule. The probe

intensities were assum ed to be linear in the targetcon-

centrations,i.e.saturation e� ectswerenotincluded.

The above m ethods incorporating sequence inform a-

tion havedi� erentapproachesto data � tting,with vari-

ous physicale� ects included. In this paper we present

a com prehensive approach that includes what we be-

lieve to be allthe m ost im portant e� ects,to construct

a physicalm odelform icroarrays.In particularwe have

included \zippering e� ects",i.e. target m olecules par-

tially hybridized to probes,by using a fullstatisticalm e-

chanicalapproachratherthan ad-hocposition-dependent

weights. Thisreducesthe num berof� tting param eters

enorm ously,because partialbinding can be understood

com pletely asaconsequenceofthestackingenergies.W e

alsoincludethee� ectoftarget-targetbindingin solution.

Aspointed outby Held etal[2],the saturation intensi-

ties ofdi� erent probes that correspond to target frag-

m ents from the sam e m RNA m olecule can be di� erent

by an orderofm agnitude.Itislikely thatthisisbecause

ofthese targettargetinteractions,reducing thee� ective

concentration in solution of di� erent targets by di� er-

entam ounts.Since RNA-RNA interactionsarestronger

than RNA-DNA [9],this e� ect can be substantial. W e

alsoincludenon-speci� cbindingforeach probesim ilarly.

W e present our m odelin three parts: speci� c bind-

ing,including zippering,non-speci� cbinding,and � nally

target-targetinteractionsin solution.

Consider a target m olecule consisting of a sequence

ofbases fb1 :::bN g (where N = 25 for the A� ym etrix

G eneChip).Accordingtothestackingenergydescription

ofhybridization,ifthistargetm oleculeisfully bound to

its com plem entary probe, the resultant change in free

energy isofthe form

� G (1;N )=

N � 1
X

k= 1

�(bk;bk+ 1)+ �i; (2)

where�i istheinitiation energy ofattachm ent.However,

itisalso possible forthe targetto be partially bound to

theprobe,with only thebasesn to m being bound.This

con� gurationwould havea� G (n;m )given byEq.(2)but

with thesum from k = n to k = m � 1:Becausethelocal

sti� nessislarge,and thetarget-probehybrid isin a heli-

calstructure,weonly need to considercon� gurationsfor

which the unbound partsstartatthe ends,ratherthan

form ing isolated islands in the m iddle. Thus a target-

probepaircan be viewed asa double-ended zipper.

The resultant partition function for the bound state

thatincludesallpartially bound con� gurationsis

Z =
X

n< m

exp(� �� G (n;m ))� exp(� �� G ) (3)

where � G is the total binding free energy. Naively,

this takes O (N 3) operations to com pute,which is pro-

hibitively expensive, because � G is com puted repeat-

edly when optim izing the m odel. However, Z can be

com puted in O (N )operationsusing recursion relations.

De� ne Z(i)asthe analog ofZ in Eq.(3),butwith only

the bases from 1 to iincluded. Z(i) is the sum oftwo

term s:Zu(i);which considerscon� gurationsthatareun-

bound atthesitei(buthaveabound segm entsom ewhere

before i),and Zb(i);which considerscon� gurationsthat

arebound atthe sitei:Therecursion relationsforthese

are

Zu(i+ 1) = Zu(i)+ Zb(i)

Zb(i+ 1) = Zb(i)exp(� ��(bi;bi+ 1))+ exp(� ��i):(4)

In the � rstofthese equations,con� gurationsthatare

attached atican detach ati+ 1:However,in thesecond

equation,because we allow only one bound segm ent in

our zipper m odel,and con� gurations in Zu(i) have al-

ready had a bound segm entbeforethebasei;thereisno

contribution from Zu:These recursion relations are are

a sim pli� cation ofthose in Ref.[10,11]. The � G from

Eq.(3)can now be used in Eq.(1).

The nexte� ectwe considerisnonspeci� c binding. In

principle,this could be accom plished with an approach

very sim ilarto the one we have constructed for speci� c

binding. This would require a com plete knowledge of

allm olecularfragm entspresentin thesolution;thesein-

clude a background ofhum an RNA,and the additional

\spiked-in" target m olecules that the experim ent tries

to m easure. It would also be necessary to determ ine

the stacking energiesforall44 possible m ism atched (or

m atched) sequences oftwo base pairs. Since neither of

these is fully known, we use a statisticalapproach to

m odelnon-speci� c binding. W e assum e that the RNA

giving rise to non-speci� c binding is su� ciently diverse

thatit can be treated asa ‘bath’ofrandom sequences.

W e also m ake the approxim ation thatstacking energies

can be de� ned in term softhe nearestneighborson the

probe.Iffbkg isthe probe sequenceand fckg isa (non-

com plem entary)targetsequence,thisapproxim ation is

X

fck g

Y

k

e
� ��(bk;bk+ 1;ck ;ck+ 1) =

Y

k

e
� ��

0
(bk ;bk+ 1) (5)

where �0 is an e� ective stacking energy. In the absence

ofexperim entalknowledge ofthe 256 stacking energies,

not using this approxim ation would result in so m any

adjustable param eters in our m odelso as to m ake any

resultsm eaningless.

Finally,we include target-target binding in solution.

As m entioned earlier,there are substantialvariation in

the saturated probe intensities for di� erent target frag-

m ents from a single m RNA m olecule. Further,the in-

tensitiessaturateata m uch higherconcentration oftar-

get m olecules than one would expect from the num ber
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ofprobe m olecules in a single cell[12]. This strongly

suggeststhatthe targetconcentration in solution issig-

ni� cantly depleted,by an am ountthat di� ers from one

targetspeciesto another. W e m odelthe fraction ofany

targetspeciesthatislostto target-targetbinding by us-

ing the analogs ofEq.(1). For reasons sim ilar to those

fornon-speci� cbinding [14],wem odelthisstatistically.

W e perform ed num ericalsim ulationsusing the m odel

described above using A� ym etrix’s Series 1532 Latin

Square[15]data.In theseexperim ents,a cocktailofhu-

m an cRNA was \spiked in" to a background ofhum an

RNA ofunknown com position. In any experim ent,the

transcripts had concentrations 0;0:25;0:5:::1024 pM .

The transcripts whose concentration was large varied

from one experim ent to another cyclically,in a pattern

that form ed a Latin Square m atrix. Each cRNA tran-

scriptcould hybridize with 16 di� erentprobe sequences

atdi� erentpositionsalong the originaltranscript.

In the sim ulations, we varied the param eters of the

m odel in order to m inim ize the � tness, the log m ean

squaredi� erencebetween them easured signalintensities

and the m odelpredictions:

F =
X

[lnIm eas � lnIpred]
2
=M (6)

wherethesum runsoverprobesand experim ents,and M

isthetotalnum berofdata pointsused.W efollowed the

com m on practiceofusingthelogarithm in thisde� nition,

because the intensities vary over orders of m agnitude,

and doing otherwise would discount low concentration

transcripts,which are im portantbiologically. The data

from probes 407 at and 36889 at was not used,follow-

ing A� ym etrix’s recom m endation. The m inim ization of

F as a function ofm odelparam etersis a com putation-

ally intensiveoptim ization problem .In orderto increase

convergenceto the solution,we used severaltechniques,

ofwhich paralleltem pering [16]wasfound to work best.

The param eters in the m odelwere 16 stacking ener-

gies and one initiation energy for speci� c, non-speci� c

and target-targetbinding(51param eters),thenum berof

probe m oleculesforeach species,a scale factorconvert-

ing from hybridization to signalintensity,and a (sm all)

uniform background to the signal. The totalnum berof

param eterswas54.Although DNA-RNA stacking ener-

gies for m atched bases are known [9],we allowed these

to vary asfree param eters. This wasbecause the addi-

tion of
 uorescenttagsto the RNA m olecules hasbeen

shown [17]to changethestacking energies.The� nalop-

tim ized stacking energieswereofthesam eorderofm ag-

nitudeasexperim entalresultsforuntagged m olecules[9].

Although 54 � tting param eters m ight seem to be a

largenum ber,them odelwasused to� t2464datapoints,

and ournum berofparam eterscom paresfavorably with

priorwork [4]. Im portantly,when we random ly shu� ed

the sequences associated with the di� erent probes and

redid theoptim ization,thefunction F in Eq.(6)increased

by a factorofm orethan two,indicating thatourresults

werenotan artifactofhaving too m any param eters.
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FIG .1:Plotofthe signalintensitiesasm easured (solid line)

and from the m odel(dashed line) for allthe probes (except

forthose corresponding to threetranscripts)fora typicalex-

perim ent. The inputconcentration ofeach transcriptis also

shown (noton thesam e scale);sincethereare sixteen probes

foreach transcript,thisisa piecewise constantcurve.
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FIG . 2: M easured (solid line) and predicted (dashed line)

intensities for probes for transcript 37777 at from the

A�ym etrix Latin Square data. This transcriptwas notused

for m odeloptim ization. Results ofa sim ilar procedure with

the \PD NN" m odel[4]are also shown (dotted line).

Apartfrom being ableto � tthegiven data accurately,

thepurposeofam odelistobeabletoanalyzenew exper-

im entswith unknown concentrationsoftranscripts,and

accurately predicttheseconcentrations.Accordingly,we

leftoutsom esom e(oneorthree)ofthetranscriptsduring

param eter estim ation (in addition to transcripts 407 at

and 36889 at m entioned earlier). After this data had

been used to train the m odel, we tried to predict the

concentrationsofthe transcriptsthathad been leftout.

Figure 1 showsthe m easured signalintensities forall

theprobesin atypicalexperim ent,exceptforthosecorre-

sponding to threetranscripts:oneto beused in thesub-

sequentprediction stage,and thetwothatwereknown to

beunreliable.The� gurealsoshowsthesignalintensities

from the m odel,with optim ized param eters,and the in-

putconcentrations.Them odelreproducesthem easured

intensitiesquite well. The m odelparam eterswere opti-

m ized once forallthe experim entssim ultaneously. The

residualerrorF;de� ned in Eq.(6),was0.19.

W ith the optim al param eters obtained above, the

m odelwas used to predict the signalintensities for the

probescorresponding to the transcriptthatwasleftout

in the training stage,as shown in Figure 2. The sam e

� gureshowsresults(with thesam eprocedure)using the

PDNN m odelofRef.[4]. Asseen in the � gure,the pre-

dictionswith ourm odelarem uch better.

W e also show the prediction capabilitiesofthe m odel

with a di� erent procedure,which is sim ilar to the one

used by Ref. [3]. Three transcripts were left out (in

addition to the two faulty ones) in the training stage.
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FIG .3: Predicted input concentrations as a function ofthe

actualinputconcentrationsforthree transcripts.These were

notincluded in the param eteroptim ization ofthe m odel.

In the prediction stage,foreach experim ent,the sixteen

m easured probeintensitieswereused collectively to pre-

dicttheinputconcentration ofeach ofthethreeexcluded

transcripts[18].Theresultsareshown in Figure3.

W hen target-targetinteractionswereom itted from our

m odel,the residualerrorF increased to 0.27. However,

the signi� cance of this is hard to interpret, since the

num berofparam etersisthereby reduced from 54 to 37.

Therefore,weassessed thisreduced m odelforprediction.

W efound anoticeabledegradation in predictivepowerat

low inputconcentrationscom pared to Figure3.
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FIG .4: Fraction of tim e a base is unbound as a function

of position (from the solution end) along the probe, for 3

di�erentprobes.

Lastly,in Figure4wepresentsom edataon partialzip-

pering.The� guredisplaysthefraction ofthetim eabase

pairis unbound as a function ofposition on the probe.

Asisevident,theseprobesareonly partially bound.The

placestheybind arenotsym m etricaboutthem iddle,and

depend strongly on theprobesequence.Thiskind ofbe-

haviordi� ersfrom thatofpreviousm odels.Evidencefor

thiskind ofasym m etricpartialbinding can beseen from

carefulexperim entson Agilentm icroarrays[19].

In thispaper,wehaveconstructed aphysicalm odelfor

hybridization ofRNA transcripttargetsto probesin m i-

croarrays,in orderto predictexperim entalsignalinten-

sities.O urm odelincludesforthe � rsttim e the e� ectof

partialhybridization ofprobes(zippering)derived from

fundam entalstatisticalm echanics,and also the e� ectof

target-targetinteractions.The prediction capabilitiesof

ourm odelappearto surpassthoseofotherapproaches.
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