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Abstract

Sequencing technologies have revolutionised the field of molecular biology. We now have
the ability to routinely capture the complete RNA profile in tissue samples. This wealth
of data allows for comparative analyses of RNA levels at different times, shedding light
on the dynamics of developmental processes, and under different environmental
responses, providing insights into gene expression regulation and stress responses.
However, given the inherent variability of the data stemming from biological and
technological sources, quantifying changes in gene expression proves to be a statistical
challenge. Here, we present a closed-form Bayesian solution to this problem. Our
approach is tailored to the differential gene expression analysis of processed RNA-Seq
data. The framework unifies and streamlines an otherwise complex analysis, typically
involving parameter estimations and multiple statistical tests, into a concise
mathematical equation for the calculation of Bayes factors. Using conjugate priors we
can solve the equations analytically. For each gene, we calculate a Bayes factor, which
can be used for ranking genes according to the statistical evidence for the gene’s
expression change given RNA-Seq data. The presented closed-form solution is derived
under minimal assumptions and may be applied to a variety of other 2-sample problems.

1 Introduction

Every living cell of any organism on this planet follows the so-called central dogma of
Molecular Biology – a genetic information processing pipeline and molecular production
pathway, Figure 1. The processes by which genetic information, stored in DNA, is
transcribed into RNA and translated into protein are highly dynamic. Transcription
and translation are intricately regulated; quantifying these dynamic processes can shed
light on the underlying regulation. Significant effort is therefore being invested in
measuring changes in RNA and protein levels throughout development and under
different experimental perturbations.

The main high-throughput method for measuring transcript levels in cells is
RNA-Sequencing [31, 3, 11]. In this technique, a biological sample is taken (e.g. a leaf
of a plant), and by chemical and physical treatments, all RNA of all cells in the sample
is extracted, while all other structures and molecules are washed away. The extracted
RNA is sequenced, which results in short strings of RNA (sequencing reads). These
reads can be compared (aligned) to the genome sequence of the organism to find which
gene was transcribed. For each gene in the genome, we can count the number of reads
mapping to it. This number is assumed to be proportional to the amount of RNA
originating from this gene in the tissue. Hence, by sequencing all RNAs found in a
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Figure 1. Transcription and translation are highly dynamic, tightly regulated processes.
Quantifying changes of molecular populations over time can provide important insights
into regulatory processes in the cell.

biological sample, we can determine the amount of RNA in a tissue. If we carry out two
(or more) RNA-Sequencing experiments under different conditions, we can compare the
amounts of RNA in a sample and may learn about environmental conditions affecting
the process of transcription in a tissue. In differential gene expression analysis, the goal
is to identify genes with a ‘significant’ change in their expression between the two
measured conditions (‘differentially expressed genes’ or DEG). In Figure 2 we present
an overview of this experimental and computational procedure.

Currently popular statistical tools [29, 2, 33, 7, 30, 8, 17, 9, 10, 23, 28, 26, 6, 24, 20]
rely on two criteria for determining a DEG: (1) p-values below a set threshold (for
normalised read counts between the two conditions) and (2) absolute log2 fold change
above a certain threshold. Typical cutoffs for DEGs are p-value < 0.05, and | log2 (fold
change) | > 1. While setting a fold change cutoff decreases the number of false positive
hits, potentially interesting genes with noticeable changes that have not at least halved
or doubled their expression, are ignored. However, there is no reason why the impact of
a gene that has doubled its RNA in a cell is necessarily higher than another gene that
has incurred a smaller change. As an alternative to deciding arbitrary fold change
cut-offs, we propose a Bayesian framework tailored to the differential gene expression
analysis of processed RNA-Seq data. In contrast to current software that often involves
various pre-processing stages, and applies complex statistical analyses, involving
parameter estimations and multiple statistical tests, we put forward a concise
mathematical equation (i.e. we provide a closed-form or analytical solution) to calculate
a Bayes factor for each gene, enabling genes to be ranked according to the statistical
evidence for change.

2 Results and Discussion

2.1 Differential gene expression analysis can be cast into the
framework of Bayesian inference and model comparison

We assign to every gene i an expression probability qi. This probability summarises all
events from the transcription of gene i to the mapping of a corresponding read in data
processing,

gene
qi−→ read count. (1)

Importantly, this expression probability qi can change over time and in response to
external stimuli. For a known qi, we can describe the probability of ni number of reads
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Figure 2. An overview of RNA-Sequencing experiments to identify differentially
expressed genes. Tissue samples are collected from two conditions of interest. The
RNA in these samples is extracted separately, and sequenced. The raw sequencing data
output is processed by bioinformatics pipelines. One important step is the alignment
of sequencing reads to the genome assembly. The processed RNA-Seq data consists of
sequencing read counts for each gene. The statistical analysis follows, which in this case
is to find out which genes have changed their expression between the conditions. Our
solution for the 2-sample problem is to calculate a Bayes factor for differential gene
expression for each gene to rank genes according to the evidence in the data for changes
in the amounts of RNA present in the samples.

mapping to a gene i, out of total reads in a sample N with a binomial distribution (a
read maps to gene i, with probability qi, and it does not, with probability 1− qi),

P (ni|N, qi) =

(
N

ni

)
qni (1− qi)

N−ni . (2)

This implies that if we know the gene expression probability qi of a gene and the
total number of all reads N in an RNA-Seq experiment, we can compute the probability
of any number of RNA-Seq reads ni mapping to gene i. Note that N =

∑
ni.

In a differential gene expression experiment (or any other two-sample test) we want
to answer the question of whether two data sets D1 (consisting of N1 and ni1) and D2

(consisting of N2 and ni2), for an observation (gene) i,

qi1 ⇝ D1 and qi2 ⇝ D2 (3)

arose from the same probability distribution qi. Therefore, our problem is to decide
whether

qi1
?
= qi2, (4)

which is equivalent to asking whether the expression probability qi of a gene changed
between two data sets, or not.
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We can calculate a Bayes factor for each gene, describing how much the RNA-Seq
data supports one of two hypotheses. This will be our metric for ranking genes
according to the statistical evidence for a change in gene expression.

We introduce two hypotheses. Hypothesis H1 assumes that the data from both
experiments can be explained by one statistical model,

qi ⇝ D1 and qi ⇝ D2. (5)

Having a common qi value means that the RNA-Seq data from the first and second
experiment, i.e. mRNA levels of gene i, are consistent.

In Hypothesis H2 the data are best explained by a different model for each
experiment,

qi1 ⇝ D1 and qi2 ⇝ D2. (6)

If there is more statistical evidence for hypothesis 2 than hypothesis 1, the data
support a difference in gene expression between the samples.

2.2 Bayes factors for differential gene expression can be
computed analytically

The qi values are not known, however, we can infer them from RNA-Seq data using
Bayes’ theorem. We use θi to denote the continuum of possible values of qi and use a
probability distribution over θi, P (θi), to capture our knowledge of qi, with our best
estimate of qi being the expectation value ⟨θi⟩.

To compute the posterior distribution,

P (θi|D) =
P (D|θi)× P (θi)

P (D)
, (7)

we need to determine the three terms.
To find a likelihood function P (D|θi) for all possible θi, we can use the equation 2 to

model P (D|θi) as a simple binomial process,

P (D|θi) ∝
(
N

ni

)
θni
i (1− θi)

N−ni . (8)

We choose a conjugate prior (the Beta distribution), allowing us to proceed
analytically. The prior distribution can thus be written as

P (θi|u1, u2) =
1

B(u1, u2)
θu1−1
i (1− θi)

u2−1 = Beta(u1, u2), (9)

with hyper-parameters u1, u2 ∈ R>0. Here, we choose a bias-free, flat prior
(u1, u2 = 1).

Finally, the evidence P (D) which can be expressed as

P (D) =

∫ 1

0

P (D|θi)× P (θi) dθi. (10)

For two datasets, D1 and D2, we can find a posterior distribution P (θi|D) for
Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 separately. For Hypothesis 1, the assumption is θi ⇝ D1

and θi ⇝ D2, resulting in

P (θi|D1, D2, H1) =
P (D1, D2|θi, H1)× P (θi|H1)

P (D1, D2|H1)
. (11)
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For Hypothesis 2, where θi1 ⇝ D1 and θi2 ⇝ D2

P (θi1, θi2|D1, D2, H2) =
P (D1, D2|θi1, θi2, H2)× P (θi1, θi2|H2)

P (D1, D2|H2)
. (12)

We define a prior for the model with a single parameter (Hypothesis 1),

P (θi|H1) = Beta(u1, u2) =
1

B(u1, u2)
θu1−1
i (1− θi)

u2−1 (13)

and the prior for two parameter model (Hypothesis 2),

P (θi1, θi2|H2) = P (θi1|H2)× P (θi2|H2) = Beta(u1, u2)× Beta(u1, u2). (14)

Note that we have assumed the same priors over θi1 and θi2. The likelihood for the
data (D1, D2) given Hypothesis 1 can be written as

P (D1, D2|θi, H1) =

(
N1

ni1

)
θni1
i (1− θi)

N1−ni1 ×
(
N2

ni2

)
θni2
i (1− θi)

N2−ni2 . (15)

For Hypothesis 2, the likelihood of the data given H2, depends on the two
parameters, θi1, θi2, respectively,

P (D1, D2|θi1, θi2, H2) =

(
N1

ni1

)
θni1
i1 (1− θi1)

N1−ni1 ×
(
N2

ni2

)
θni2
i2 (1− θi2)

N2−ni2 .

(16)

Thus, the posterior of Hypothesis 1 simplifies, thanks to conjugate priors, to the
following equation,

P (θi|D1, D2, H1) =
P (D1, D2|θi, H1)× P (θi|H1)

P (D1, D2|H1)
=

= Beta(u1 + ni1 + ni2, u2 +N1 +N2 − ni1 − ni2).

(17)

Note how the evidence (denominator) simplifies to a Beta function and how the
posterior can be expressed as a Beta distribution, compare Equation 9.

Analogously, for Hypothesis 2 we can formulate and simplify the expression for the
posterior probability distribution to

P (θi1, θi2|D1, D2, H2) =
P (D1, D2|θi1, θi2, H2)× P (θi1, θi2|H2)

P (D1, D2|H2)
=

= Beta(u1 + ni1, u2 +N1 − ni1) ×

Beta(u1 + ni2, u2 +N2 − ni2).

(18)

We can compare hypotheses using the posterior odds ratio, P (H2|D)/P (H1|D) [14,
27]. When both hypotheses, H1 and H2, are equally likely a priori, P (H1) = P (H2),
the posterior odds ratio becomes equal to the marginal likelihood or evidence ratio.
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This evidence ratio is the Bayes factor. We already derived expressions for the evidences
(the Beta functions in denominator of the posterior), allowing us to express the Bayes
factor as

BF =
P (D1, D2|H2)

P (D1, D2|H1)
=

=
B(u1 + ni1, u2 +N1 − ni1) × B(u1 + ni2, u2 +N2 − ni2)

B(u1, u2) × B(u1 + ni1 + ni2, u2 +N1 +N2 − ni1 − ni2),

(19)

where all except one pre-factor, B(u1, u2), cancel. For a flat prior, B(u1, u2) = 1.
As is common practice in differential gene expression analysis, we proceed to

calculate an inferred log2 fold change (iFC).

iFC = log2

{ ( u1 + n2

u2 +N2 − n2

)
/
( u1 + n1

u2 +N1 − n1

) }
(20)

Under the assumption that replicates rj for each condition j are consistent with each
other (which can be evaluated using the same framework), the Nrj of all replicates can
be summed to Nj for each condition j and all ni,rj to ni,j to calculate BF and iFC for
each gene i.

2.3 Genes can be ranked according to the statistical evidence
for expression change

Bayes factors are a measure of how much the data support one hypothesis over another:
the data are consistent with one gene expression probability vs. the data support there
being two underlying expression probabilities, i.e. a change in gene expression has
occurred. We log10 transform the Bayes factors. A logBF = 0 means there is an equal
probability for both hypotheses, whereas a logBF > 0 favours Hypothesis 2 (change in
gene expression) and logBF < 0 favours Hypothesis 1 (no change in gene expression).
Assigning each gene a log10 Bayes factor, enables each gene to be ranked according to
the evidence supporting gene expression change given the RNA-Seq data. This opens
the possibility to move away from arbitrary fold change cutoffs, that have little
biological significance.

2.4 The more data, the stronger the statistical support can
become

In Figure 3 we investigate the general behavior of Bayes factors and inferred log2 fold
change and their relationships for different total read depths and number of reads
mapping to single genes. As expected, the more data, the stronger the statistical
support can become, and the more pronounced the Bayes factors.

3 Materials and Methods

All presented equations in this paper can be implemented in just a few lines of code and
can be used to calculate Bayes factors for differential gene expression and inferred log2
fold change values for all genes from processed RNA-Seq data (read counts). We
provide a Python implementation on our Github, alongside with the code to reproduce
the Figures of this paper.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 3. Bayes factors increase with the number of reads in RNA-Seq experiments.
Bayes factors and inferred log2 fold change were calculated following the equations in
the Results. In (a) and (c) the total number of reads in both in silico experiments is
set to 8 ∗ 106 ∗ 12. This number follows the average read depth in the RNA-Seq study
of Schurch et al. [26] and their recommended number of 12 biological replicates. In
(a) and (c) the dependencies of Bayes factors and log2 fold change on the difference
between the number of reads mapping to a gene in two different conditions, n1 and n2

(∆ n = n2 − n1), are shown in different colors for different examples of n1 and n2. In
(b) and (d) we can see the behavior of Bayes factors and inferred log2 fold change as
a function of ∆ q = ((n1 + 1)/(N1 + 2))− ((n2 + 1)/(N2 + 2)) for different total read
depths.

4 Conclusion

Advances in sequencing technologies now allow us to monitor molecular changes within
tissues and cells, offering tremendous opportunities to unravelling how gene regulation
orchestrates development and responses to the environment [31, 3, 11]. The impact of
RNA-Sequencing is, however, highly linked to our ability to handle the data.
Reoccurring questions in this field relate to identifying and quantifying changes in RNA
levels [29, 2, 33, 7, 30, 8, 17, 9, 10, 23, 28, 26, 6, 24, 20]. With our closed-form solution
for the 2-sample problem in differential gene expression analysis, we provide an elegant
statistical tool for ranking genes according to changes in RNA levels in RNA-Seq data.
Despite discussions for, against or how to exactly use Bayes factors [25, 21, 15] and
hypothesis testing [32, 22, 18, 1] we found Bayes factors help to avoid arbitrary cutoffs
[12] in the quantification of differential gene expression. Although other packages
tackling this problem have explored the use of Bayesian statistics [13, 19, 16, 5], the
exact framework and model for two-sample tests we present, is new in this analysis. We
note that our results are a special case of the generalised two-sample test, previously
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described by Borgwardt and Ghahramani [4]. The closed-form solution speeds up the
analysis and decreases computational expenses drastically. In future work, the
framework will be tested on real RNA-Seq data and compared to existing statistical
packages. Comparisons are a challenging task, as there is no ground truth given, and
biological and technical fluctuations add noise to the system [26, 6, 24, 20]. This is,
however, where ranking genes by Bayes factors demonstrates strength, because the
amount of data that is available for each gene (read counts) is taken into account.
Precisely how Bayes and Laplace viewed probability [27]: What is the best inference we
can make given the (few) data we have? Additionally, the framework may be extended
for the newest technologies like single-cell RNA-Sequencing technologies and
multiple-treatment comparisons. And of course, applications of this work are not
limited to molecular biology, but to any two-sample test problems that can be cast into
the binomial framework.
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