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T he ability of oligonucleotide m icroarrays to m easure gene expression has been hindered by an
In perfect understanding of the relationship between lnput RNA concentrations and output signals.
W e argue that this relationship can be understood based on the underlying statisticalm echanics of
these devices. W e present a m odel that inclides the relevant interactions between the m olecules.

Our m odel for the

rst tin e accounts for partially zippered probe-target hybrids in a physically

realistic m anner, and also Inclides target-target binding in solution. Large segm ents of the target
m olecules are not bound to the probes, often in an asym m etric pattem, em phasizing the Im por-
tance of m odeling zippering properly. The resultant tbetween the m odel and training data using
optin ized param eters is excellent, and it also does well at predicting test data.

PACS numbers: 81.16 Fg, 8235Pq, 87.14Gg, 87.15Aa, 87.15Cc, 87.80.T q

O ligonuclkotide m icroarrays have had a profound in —
pact on m edical diagnosis and m olecular biology. T hese
devices have thousands of cells, each containing num er-
ous copies of a speci ¢ DNA probe attached to the sub—
strate. A fter ampli cation, cRNA (or DNA) derived
from a biologicalsam ple is uorescently labeled and then
fragm ented into targets that are allowed to bind to the
probes. T he targets hybridize w ith their com plem entary
DNA probes wih high speci city. The uorescence al-
Jow s an optical readout ofthe concentration ofthousands
of RNA transcripts sin ultaneously.

T here are often orders ofm agnitude di erence in the
concentrations of the various kinds of targets and m any
In portant genes are expressed only in very sn all concen—
trations. T hese can be hard to m easure by this m ethod
for reasons we now discuss.

In A ymetrix GeneChips, 16 kinds of probe, all w ith
the sam e concentration and probing di erent segm ents
of a single mRNA, are em ployed for every transcript.
T here can be order of m agnitide variations in the signal
Intensities between these 16 probes. The speci c¢ signal
Intensities are reproducible and so cannot be explained
as statistical error. Instead, they occur because the in-—
teractions between the probes and the target m olecules
are com plex. In addition to the binding between a probe
and is com plem entary target (soeci ¢ binding), there
are binding oftargets to noncom plem entary probes on-—
soeci ¢ binding) and targettarget binding. In addition,
even when a target binds to its com plem entary probe, it
is possble that it is only partially hybridized, wih the
ends unzipped. This is Ikely to be an In portant e ect
In m icroarrays, since their operating tem perature is close
to the m elting tem perature of the hybrids, so that sub—
stantial uctuations in binding can be expected.

Various statistical techniques have been used to re-
duce the errors caused by these e ects. For example
A ym etrix, in addition to using 16 probes for every tran-—
script, has added another set of \m isn atch" probes that
di er from the original \perfect m atch" probes by the

alteration of the m iddle nuclkotide. T hese are com pared
to reduce the error from nonspeci c binding. A Ifhough
these techniques reduce the uncertainties in predicted in—
put concentrations, by analyzing 32 num bers, they still
have di culy in detecting sm all concentrations of RN A
at biologically signi cant levels. A temative statistical
approaches have been proposed 'E:].

A s recognized by severalprevious authors '_Q, -'_3, 'ff], the
statistical techniques used by A ym etrix and others do
not utilize the probe sequence inform ation. T he hope is
that lncluding these should greatly increase the reliability
of predictions.

Held et al ﬁ_?:] m odeled the binding of each target
m olecule to its com plem entary probe using a Langm uir
adsorption m odel ES], If ¢ is the concentration in solution
of the target, the fraction of probe m olecules that are
hybridized is

1

£y, = 1
" lvexpl (G )] @

where exp( ) / c. The binding energy G [_é] was
obtained from previously m easured stacking free ener-
gies i_?:, :g]. A 11 target-probe pairs were treated indepen—
dently, w ith nonspeci cbinding lnclided phenom enolog—
ically by adding a G dependent constant to the m ea—
sured signal. to be of the form a + bexplc G]: Par-
tially hybridized probes were not considered, although
the authors comm ent that they m ight be of impor-
tance. Perhaps because of this, in their Boltzm ann fac—
tors exp( G);thebest te ective tam perature was
approxin ately seven tin es the actual tem perature.
Hekstra et al g] also used a Langm uir adsorption
model wih an additive background from nonspeci c
binding. However, the resultant three param eters for
each probe-target pair were not evaluated using previ-
ously detem ined stacking energies, but were tted to
linear com binations of the num ber of each nuclkotide.
Zhangetal E] attem pted to include the e ects ofpar-
tial binding of target m olecules to probes. The m odel
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they cam e up w ith was the \positional dependent near—
est neighborm odel™ PDNN) where the binding energy
for a pr;obe—target pair was taken to be of the fom

G = « 'k @i+ 1);where is the stacking energy
for the adpoent bases b, and b+ 1; and flygwasa set
of weights depending only on the position on the probe
k, and not on the speci c probe molcule. The probe
Intensities were assum ed to be linear in the target con-
centrations, ie. saturation e ects were not included.

T he above m ethods incorporating sequence inform a—
tion have di erent approaches to data tting, with vari-
ous physical e ects Included. In this paper we present
a com prehensive approach that inclides what we be-
lieve to be all the m ost In portant e ects, to construct
a physicalm odel for m icroarrays. In particular we have
ncluded \zippering e ects", ie. target m olecules par—
tially hybridized to probes, by using a fi1ll statisticalm e~
chanicalapproach ratherthan ad-hocposition-dependent
weights. This reduces the number of tting param eters
enom ously, because partial binding can be understood
com pltely as a consequence ofthe stacking energies. W e
also nclidethee ectoftarget-targetbinding in solution.
A spointed out by Held et al @], the saturation Intensi-
ties of di erent probes that correspond to target frag—
ments from the same mRNA molcule can be di erent
by an order ofm agnitude. It is likely that this isbecause
of these target target interactions, reducing the e ective
concentration In solution of di erent targets by di er—
ent am ounts. Since RNA-RNA interactions are stronger
than RNA-DNA i_Si], this e ect can be substantial. W e
also lnclide non-speci cbinding for each probe sin ilarly.

W e present our m odel in three parts: speci c bind-
ing, Including zippering, non-speci cbinding,and nally
target—target interactions in solution.

Consider a target m olecule consisting of a sequence
ofbases fb :::ly g Where N = 25 for the A ym etrix
G eneChip). A coording to the stacking energy description
of hybridization, if this target m olecule is fiillly bound to
its com plem entary probe, the resultant change in free
energy is of the form

N1
G (@I;N)= ®iber1) + i @)

k=1

where ; isthe initiation energy ofattachm ent. H ow ever,
1 is also possble for the target to be partially bound to
the probe, w ith only thebasesn tom being bound. This
con gurationwouldhavea G (n;m ) givenbyE qjgé) but
wih thesum from k= ntok=m 1:Becausethe local
sti ness is large, and the target-probe hybrid is in a heli-
calstructure, we only need to consider con gurations for
w hich the unbound parts start at the ends, rather than
form ing isolated islands in the m iddle. Thus a target-
probe pair can be viewed as a doublended zipper.

T he resultant partition function for the bound state

that Includes all partially bound con gurations is
X

Z = exp ( G m;m)) exp( G) ®3)

where G is the total binding free energy. Naively,

this takes O NN 3) operations to com pute, which is pro-
hbiively expensive, because G is com puted repeat—
edly when optim izing the m odel. However, Z can be

com puted n O (N ) operations using recursion relations.

De neZ (i) asthe analog ofZ in Eq.'__(B), but with only
the bases from 1 to i ncluded. Z (i) is the sum oftwo

term s: Z, (1); which considerscon gurationsthat are un—
bound at the site i (out have a bound segm ent som ew here

before i), and Zy, (1); which considers con gurations that
are bound at the site i: T he recursion relations for these

are

Zy(i+t 1) = 2y @D+ Zp@
Zp(i+ 1) = Zp@)exp( libir 1)) + exp( 1):@4)
In the st ofthese equations, con gurations that are

attached at i can detach at i+ 1:H owever, in the second
equation, because we allow only one bound segm ent in
our zpper m odel, and con gurations in 7, (i) have at-
ready had a bound segm ent before the base i; there isno
contrbution from Z, : These recursion relations are are
a sinpli cation of those in Ref. |10, 11]. The G from
Eq.@) can now be used In Eq.@').

The next e ect we consider is nonspeci c binding. In
principle, this could be accom plished w ith an approach
very sin ilar to the one we have constructed for speci ¢
binding. This would require a com plte know ledge of
allm olecular fragm ents present in the solution; these n—
clude a background of hum an RNA , and the additional
\spiked—in" target m olecules that the experin ent tries
to measure. It would also be necessary to determm ine
the stacking energies ©r all 4* possble m isn atched (or
m atched) sequences of two base pairs. Since neither of
these is fully known, we use a statistical approach to
m odel non-speci ¢ binding. W e assum e that the RNA
giving rise to non-speci c binding is su ciently diverse
that it can be treated as a bath’ of random sequences.
W e also m ake the approxin ation that stacking energies
can be de ned in temm s of the nearest neighbors on the
probe. If fb, g is the probe sequence and fo,g isa (hon-—
com plem entary) target sequence, this approxin ation is

X Y
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where %isan e ective stacking energy. In the absence
of experim ental know ledge of the 256 stacking energies,
not using this approxin ation would result In so m any
adjistable param eters In our m odel so as to m ake any
resuls m eaningless.

Finally, we include target-target binding in solution.
A s m entioned earlier, there are substantial variation in
the saturated probe Intensities for di erent target frag—
ments from a sihgle mRNA molcul. Further, the In—
tensities saturate at a m uch higher concentration of tar-
get m olecules than one would expect from the num ber



of probe m olecules In a single cell f_l-%‘] This strongly
suggests that the target concentration in solution is sig—
ni cantly depleted, by an am ount that di ers from one
target soecies to another. W e m odel the fraction of any
target species that is ]ost to target-target binding by us-
ing the analogs of Eqg. (ﬂ:) For reasons sin ilar to those
for non-speci cbinding ,_ﬂ_é], we m odel this statistically.

W e perform ed num erical sin ulations using the m odel
described above using A ym etrix’s Serdies 1532 Latin
Square f_l-§'] data. In these experin ents, a cocktailof hu—
man cRNA was \spiked in" to a background of hum an
RNA ofunknown com position. In any experin ent, the
transcripts had concentrations 0;025;0:5:::1024 pM .
The transcripts whose concentration was large varied
from one experim ent to another cyclically, In a pattem
that form ed a Latin Square m atrix. Each cRNA tran—
script could hybridize wih 16 di erent probe sequences
at di erent positions along the original transcript.

In the sinulations, we varied the param eters of the
model in order to m inim ize the tness, the log mean
square di erence between the m easured signal ntensities
and the m odel predictions:

X

F = M T eas ]nIpred]ZzM (6)
w here the sum runs over probes and experin ents, and M
is the totalnum ber of data points used. W e ollowed the
com m on practice ofusing the logarithm in thisde nition,
because the intensities vary over orders of m agnitude,
and doing otherw ise would discount low concentration
transcripts, which are in portant biologically. T he data
from probes 407_at and 36889_at was not used, follow -
Ing A ymetrix’s recomm endation. The m Inin ization of
F as a function of m odel param eters is a com putation—
ally intensive optin ization problem . In order to increase
convergence to the solution, we used several techniques,
of which parallel tem pering [_1-§] was found to work best.

T he param eters in the m odel were 16 stacking ener—
gies and one initiation energy for speci ¢, non-speci c
and target-targetbinding (51 param eters), the num berof
probe m olecules for each species, a scale factor convert—
ing from hybridization to signal intensity, and a (an all)
uniform background to the signal. T he total num ber of
param eterswas 54. A though DNA RNA stacking ener-
gies for m atched bases are known [_Ei], we allowed these
to vary as free param eters. This was because the addi
tion of uorescent tags to the RNA m olecules has been
shown fl% to change the stacking energies. The nalop-
tin ized stacking energies were of the sam e order ofm ag—
nitude asexperin entalresuls for untagged m olecules i_‘fh].

A though 54 tting param eters m ight seem to be a
largenum ber, them odelwasused to t 2464 data points,
and our num ber of param eters com pares favorably w ith
prior work EI]. Im portantly, when we random Iy shu ed
the sequences associated with the di erent probes and
redid the optin ization, the function F in E q.@) ncreased
by a factor ofm ore than two, Indicating that our results
were not an artifact ofhaving too m any param eters.
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FIG . 1l: P ot of the signal intensities asm easured (solid line)
and from the m odel (dashed line) for all the probes (except
for those corresponding to three transcripts) for a typical ex—
perin ent. T he input concentration of each transcript is also
shown (not on the sam e scale); since there are sixteen probes
for each transcript, this is a piecew ise constant curve.
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FIG. 2: Measured (solid line) and predicted (dashed line)
intensities for probes for transcript 37777_at from the
A ymetrix Latin Square data. T his transcript was not used
for m odel optin ization. Results of a sin ilar procedure w ith
the \PDNN " m odel Eﬁ] are also shown (dotted line).

Apart from being abketo tthe given data accurately,
thepurposeofam odelistobe able to analyze new exper—
In ents w ith unknown concentrations of transcripts, and
accurately predict these concentrations. A ccordingly, we
Jeft out som e som e (one orthree) ofthe transcripts during
param eter estim ation (n addition to transcripts 407_at
and 36889_at m entioned earlier). A fter this data had
been used to train the model, we tried to predict the
concentrations of the transcripts that had been left out.

Figure :!,' show s the m easured signal Intensities for all
the probes in a typicalexperim ent, except for those corre—
soonding to three transcripts: one to be used In the sub-
sequent prediction stage, and the two that were known to
beunreliable. The gure also show sthe signal ntensities
from the m odel, w ith optin ized param eters, and the in—
put concentrations. T he m odel reproduces the m easured
Intensities quite well. T he m odel param eters were opti-
m Ized once for all the experin ents sim ultaneously. The
residualerrorF; de ned In Eq.:_(B), was 0.19.

W ih the optin al param eters obtained above, the
m odel was used to predict the signal ntensities for the
probes corresponding to the transcript that was left out
In the tralning stage, as shown In Fjgure:j. The sam e

gure show s results (w ith the sam e procedure) using the
PDNN modelofRef. '[fj]. Asseen In the gure, the pre-
dictions w th ourm odel are m uch better.

W e also show the prediction capabilities of the m odel
wih a di erent procedure, which is sim flar to the one
used by Ref. f{]. Three transcripts were keft out (in
addiion to the two faulty ones) In the training stage.
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FIG . 3: Predicted input concentrations as a function of the
actual nput concentrations for three transcripts. T hese were
not included in the param eter optin ization of the m odel

In the prediction stage, for each experin ent, the sixteen
m easured probe Intensities were used collectively to pre—
dict the Input concentration ofeach ofthe three exclided
transcripts f_l@l] The results are shown in F igure :_:J.

W hen target-target Interactionswere om itted from our
m odel, the residual error F increased to 027. H owever,
the signi cance of this is hard to interpret, since the
num ber of param eters is thereby reduced from 54 to 37.
T herefore, we assessed this reduced m odel for prediction.
W e und a noticeable degradation in predjctjy'el powerat
low input concentrations com pared to Figure G.
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FIG . 4: Fraction of tine a base is unbound as a function
of position (from the solution end) along the probe, for 3
di erent probes.

Lastly, n F jgure-'_él w e present som e data on partial zip—
pering. The guredisplaysthe fraction ofthe tin e abase
pair is unbound as a function of position on the probe.
A s isevident, these probes are only partially bound. T he
placesthey bind arenot sym m etric about them iddl, and
depend strongly on the probe sequence. This kind ofbe-
haviordi ers from that ofpreviousm odels. Evidence for
this kind of asym m etric partialbinding can be seen from
carefil experin ents on A gilent m icroarrays {_l-S_}]

In thispaper, we have constructed a physicalm odel for
hybridization of RNA transcript targets to probes in m i~
croarrays, in order to predict experin ental signal inten—
sities. O urm odel includes for the 1rst tine thee ect of
partial hybridization of probes (zippering) derived from
flindam ental statistical m echanics, and also the e ect of
target-target interactions. T he prediction capabilities of
our m odel appear to surpass those of other approaches.
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