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Disease gene prioritization assigns scores to genes or proteins according to their likely relevance for
a given disease based on a provided set of seed genes. Here, we describe a new algorithm for disease
gene prioritization based on continuous-time quantum walks using the adjacency matrix of a protein-
protein interaction (PPI) network. Our algorithm can be seen as a quantum version of a previous
method known as the diffusion kernel, but, importantly, has higher performance in predicting disease
genes, and also permits the encoding of seed node self-loops into the underlying Hamiltonian, which
offers yet another boost in performance. We demonstrate the success of our proposed method by
comparing it to several well-known gene prioritization methods on three disease sets, across seven
different PPI networks. In order to compare these methods, we use cross-validation and examine
the mean reciprocal ranks and recall values. We further validate our method by performing an
enrichment analysis of the predicted genes for coronary artery disease. We also investigate the
impact of adding self-loops to the seeds, and argue that they allow the quantum walker to remain
more local to low-degree seed nodes.

I. INTRODUCTION

The utilization of network modelling has proven to be
an effective technique for studying the structure and dy-
namics of biological systems [51, 62]. Consequently, there
has been an increasing effort through biophysical and
high-throughput methods to form protein-protein inter-
action (PPI) networks that consist of the physical and/or
functional interactions between human proteins. This
type of complex network, called the human interactome,
sets the basis for the field of network medicine [5, 25, 29].

One of the main propositions of network medicine is
that a disease phenotype is rarely a consequence of ab-
normal effects in a product of a single gene, but, rather,
the effects are scattered across multiple gene products
interacting in the human interactome [21, 35]. These in-
teracting proteins associated with a given disease thus
form a subnetwork and are then expected to gather in
a local neighbourhood in the human interactome [5].
As the proteins in these disease subnetworks are collec-
tively involved in the development or progression of a dis-
ease, they offer key insights into the underlying molecular
mechanisms and biological processes driving the disease.
However, understanding these molecular disease mecha-
nisms can be time-consuming and require significant re-
sources when using high-quality and/or small-scale ex-
periments. Thus, locating these disease neighbourhoods,
called disease modules [29], has been a major challenge

∗ These two authors contributed equally.

in the field with a clear need for improved computational
methods.

In the context of disease module identification, the typ-
ical scenario involves a predefined set of proteins known
as seed proteins, which have been carefully curated and
experimentally validated for their association with a spe-
cific disease. However, these seed proteins often form
an incomplete subnetwork that does not fully represent
the expected disease module. The primary objective is
to predict the entire disease module by leveraging the
structure of the PPI network and the seed proteins. This
problem is commonly referred to as disease gene priori-
tization, as the aim is to systematically incorporate ad-
ditional proteins into the module based on their likeli-
hood of being disease-associated. Once the seed genes
are identified and mapped to the PPI, network-based
connector proteins provide the missing links needed to
define the disease module. Thus, by employing compu-
tational methods and network analysis techniques, re-
searchers can enhance the comprehensiveness of the dis-
ease module and identify potential candidate genes for
further experimental investigation.

Because the network approach to diseases has al-
ready demonstrated its effectiveness for multiple diseases
[20, 24, 42, 44, 50, 59], it is of utmost importance to
develop and elaborate on methods that identify disease
modules. Unfortunately, there are a few well known chal-
lenges in identifying the disease modules. On the one
hand, the PPI networks tend to be very incomplete, with
various estimates suggesting that they account for ap-
proximately 20-30% of the total connections within the
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interactome [15, 31, 34, 55]. Hence, the structure of the
human interactome is partly unknown and the disease
modules tend to be more scattered around the interac-
tome than is expected. On the other hand, as noted in
[11], the state of the art community detection algorithms,
which are shown to work well in other network cluster-
ing tasks, tend to perform very poorly in locating these
disease modules. Hence, there has been increasing effort
applied to the development of methods that are specifi-
cally designed to infer the disease modules in these very
incomplete networks.

We introduce a novel method centred around quan-
tum walks on the interactome. Continuous-time quan-
tum walks, initially proposed in [9], are the quantum ana-
logues of continuous-time classical random walks, which
describe the propagation of a particle over a graph. To-
gether with their discrete-time counterpart [2], they have
received much attention for their applications in quan-
tum information processing [19, 54], quantum computa-
tion [7], and quantum transport [38]. While the methods
that we describe here are quantum-inspired, since they
are implemented classically, we can foresee that these al-
gorithms will be even more efficient if run on quantum
devices. Continuous-time quantum walks have already
been implemented on various physical platforms [33], in-
cluding optical setups [43, 46, 52, 56, 64] and supercon-
ducting devices [13, 63], and they can also be simulated
on gate-based quantum computers [28, 48].

In general, random walk methods are known to per-
form well in a variety of tasks [60], and have also been
used for disease module detection [10, 18, 22, 27, 44, 61].
However, most of these methods are based on discrete-
time random walks on the network or its modifications,
while their continuous-time counterparts have not been
studied as extensively, even though they seem to have
rather competitive performance [22]. Quantum walks
have not been previously used in disease module identi-
fication. Based on these observations, we propose a new
disease gene prioritization method based on continuous-
time quantum walks using the PPI adjacency matrix
(QA). The choice of continuous-time quantum walks
is two-fold. Firstly, quantum walks have been shown
to perform competitively in other network applications
such as link prediction [12, 37, 47] and spatial search
[32]. Secondly, quantum walks can work analogously to
continuous-time classical random walk methods (such as
the diffusion kernel [22], described later) but offer more
flexibility in terms of the dynamics that they can pro-
duce, which allows them to be modified suitably for the
disease module identification task.

In the disease module identification problem, evaluat-
ing the performance of different methods is not straight-
forward since the ground truth of the predicted modules
is unknown. In this study, we compare the performance
of our proposed method against a disease module detec-
tion algorithm (DIAMOnD) [11], neighbourhood scoring
(NBR) [39], random walk with restart (RWR) [22], and
diffusion kernel (DK) [22] methods, using cross-validation

similar to standard practices in machine learning and the
link prediction literature (see, e.g., [16, 30] and refer-
ences therein). We evaluate the methods on seven PPI
networks from various sources and three different data
sets from different databases for disease seeds. However,
to compare the methods in this manner, they must be
able to yield disease modules of any size. Many algo-
rithms such as SCA [57], TOPAS [6], and DOMINO [26]
use Steiner trees or other ways of connecting the seed
proteins so that the size of the predicted module varies
greatly from disease to disease. Importantly, it is not
a hyperparameter that the user can control. Thus, our
cross-validation-based comparison is not feasible for these
methods. In addition, all of those methods aim to form
a single necessarily connected module for all diseases,
which might ignore crucial disease components [1].

II. MATERIAL AND METHODS

A. The setup

Consider a protein-protein interaction network mod-
elled by an undirected graph G = (V,E), where V is the
set of proteins (nodes) of size n and E is the set of inter-
actions (edges). The adjacency matrix of G is the n× n
matrix defined by

A = (Aij) =

{
1, if (i, j) ∈ E,

0, if (i, j) ̸∈ E.

The network Laplacian is defined as L = D − A,
where D is the diagonal degree matrix given by D =

diag
(∑

j A1j , . . . ,
∑

j Anj

)
.

A disease module DM in the network G is a (con-
nected) subnetwork of G that contains proteins S =
(s1, . . . , sd) called seed proteins. The seed proteins should
be understood as a set of proteins that by definition are
part of the disease module while the rest of the module
DM \ S is unknown. Thus, the problem of locating the
disease module DM of unknown size is to find the pro-
teins in G associated with a disease given a set of seed
proteins S.

B. Continuous-time quantum walks

In the classical continuous-time random walk on a net-
work every edge of the network is associated with an
independent Poisson process with unit intensity. When
the walker is at some node, it will remain there until one
of the Poisson processes at a neighbouring edge jumps,
at which point the walker follows that edge to the corre-
sponding neighbour, and then the process repeats. Work-
ing out the mathematical details leads to a rather simple
closed-form formula for the evolution of the walker.
In contrast to a classical random walk, a quantum walk

on a network evolves according to the laws of quantum
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physics and its evolution is governed by the Schrödinger
equation. Consequently, the paths of the walker across
the network can interfere constructively or destructively.
This interference can cause the evolution of the quantum
walker to be significantly different from the classical one
[2, 8].

A continuous-time quantum walk [9] on a graph G is
defined by considering the Hilbert space H spanned by
the orthonormal vectors {|i⟩}ni=1, corresponding to the
nodes of the network, and the unitary transformation
e−itH , where H is the Hamiltonian that is based on the
structure of the network under consideration. Using this
unitary transformation, the initial state vector |ψ(0)⟩ in
H evolves via

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−itH |ψ(0)⟩ . (1)

In general, the Hamiltonian H can be any Hermitian ma-
trix related to G as long as it describes the structure of
the network [54], but usually the Laplacian L or the net-
work adjacency matrix A is used [53]. This is in con-
trast to the classical case, where the Laplacian must be
used, giving the quantum walk more flexibility in terms
of the dynamics. In this paper we exploit this property
by modifying the adjacency matrix by adding a constant
real number α to the diagonals corresponding to the given
seed proteins. We note that this is equivalent to adding α
self-edges at the seed proteins in the network and, conse-
quently, it increases the likelihood of the walker remain-
ing in the vicinity of the seed nodes for a longer period
of time (see the ablation study in the Discussion section
for details). This effect is very similar to lazy classical
random walks. Thus, as the Hamiltonian we use

AS = A+ α diag(vS), (2)

where vS is a binary vector defined by vi = 1{i∈S}, where
S is the set of seed proteins and 1 is the indicator func-
tion.

In order to obtain a probability transition matrix from
the Hamiltonian, we evolve the system for a time t and
perform a measurement, which can be done by taking the
square of the modulus of the entries of the unitary opera-
tor e−itAS , where i =

√
−1. The entries of the probability

transition matrix are

Puv(t) = |⟨v|e−itAS |u⟩|2. (3)

Note that, contrary to the classical case, where random-
ness comes from stochastic transitions between states,
state transitions are deterministic in the quantum walk,
with randomness resulting from the measurement and
collapse of the wave function.

Once these transition probabilities are calculated, we
proceed similarly to the diffusion kernel method initially
proposed in [22], which postulates that a protein is more
likely to be associated with a disease if the walker is likely
to transition from that protein to any of the seed proteins.
Thus the likelihood score Lt(v) for protein v is computed
by summing the probabilities for the walker to move from

v to any node in the seed set S, computed at time t. More
specifically,

Lt(v) =
∑
s∈S

Pvs(t).

In this case, t is a hyperparameter that can be chosen for
the data set in question.
When considering a specific disease in the disease mod-

ule identification task, we do not need the whole matrix
exponential, but, rather, its action on the seed vector vS .
Consequently, calculating the scores for all the considered
networks can be an efficient process [3, 17].

C. Data

1. Human Interactome Networks

We tested our methods on variety of different human
PPI networks, which have previously been used for dis-
ease module detection. The GMB PPI was constructed
from seven different sources, described in [35]; the WL
PPI integrated data from protein-protein interactions,
protein complexes, kinase-substrate interactions, and sig-
nalling pathways [58]; and the 5 PPI networks BioGRID,
STRING, APID, HPRD, and IID were retrieved from
well-known PPI databases and made available in [23].
Some statistics of these networks are listed below in

Table I, and their degree distributions are shown in Fig-
ure 1. We observe from these statistics that the networks
have high clustering and that they are very sparse. Fur-
thermore, the networks are approximately scale-free [4],
which is typical of biological networks. One distinguish-
ing feature of PPI networks compared to most other com-
plex networks is that they may sometimes contain self-
edges, which represent the ability of a protein to interact
with itself.

Network |V | |E| ⟨k⟩ ρ C A SIPs
HPRD 8498 33935 7.987 0.001 0.109 -0.034 0
GMB 13329 141150 21.179 0.002 0.174 0.115 2794
APID 14257 292964 41.098 0.003 0.122 -0.046 7

BioGRID 15400 237045 30.785 0.002 0.104 -0.063 2
STRING 15821 387175 48.944 0.003 0.407 0.182 7

IID 16280 314956 38.692 0.002 0.116 -0.065 4063
WL 17491 354640 40.551 0.002 0.082 -0.034 0

TABLE I. Some properties of the networks that were tested.
|V | : number of nodes, |E| : number of edges, ⟨k⟩ : average
degree, ρ : network density, C : average clustering coefficient,
A : assortativity, SIPs: number of self-interacting proteins
(self-edges).

2. Disease Genes

We gathered disease data from three main sources:
Open Targets (OT) [41], DisGeNET (DGN) [45], and the
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FIG. 1. Complementary cumulative degree distributions. For
each degree value k (x-axis), the number of nodes with de-
gree greater than or equal to k (y-axis) is shown, each on a
logarithmic scale.

disease data provided in [11] (GMB). Open Targets and
DisGeNET are large-scale databases that integrate data
from a combination of different sources such as GWAS
databases, genetics, drugs, animal models, and the sci-
entific literature. The GMB data set from [11] was cu-
rated by experts from OMIM [14, 36] and the PheGenI
database [49].

The Open Targets and DisGeNET sources each include
thousands of diseases, while the GMB data set from [11]
only contains 70 expert selected diseases. In order to use
more manageable disease sets from Open Targets and
DisGeNET, we filtered the disease sets using a ranking
(score) of the disease gene associations provided by these
data sets. For Open Targets, we only used disease-gene
associations with a score of at least 0.6; for DisGeNET
we only used disease-gene associations with a score of
at least 0.3 (so that there is likely at least one ‘curated‘
source), and ensured that seed genes have a disease speci-
ficity index of at least 0.5. Finally, for each PPI, we only
used the diseases whose PPI coverage contains at least
15 genes after the above filtering. Table II shows the
number of diseases used from each data set, on each PPI
considered.

D. Related works

In order to assess the performance of our method, we
selected four other disease gene prioritization methods
previously considered in the literature for comparison:
diffusion kernel (DK) [22], random walk with restart

Network APID BioGRID GMB HPRD IID STRING WL
Disease set

DGN 358 354 333 263 380 379 379
GMB 64 63 65 58 64 63 64
OT 49 49 48 31 50 50 49

TABLE II. Number of diseases for each disease set and net-
work.

(RWR) [22], DIAMOnD (Dia) [11], and neighbourhood
scoring (NEI) [39]. These methods are briefly described
here.

Diffusion kernel (DK). [22] A continuous-time classi-
cal random walk on a network is a Markov process with
state space V characterized by a rate matrix L and ini-
tial distribution p(0) over a set of nodes. Hence, the
dynamics are governed by the diffusion kernel

p(t) = p(0)e−tL. (4)

These transition probabilities are then used to compute
scores for proteins that are not in the seed set by calcu-
lating

S(i) =
∑
s∈S

Pis.

This model has a single hyperparameter, t. For our
experiments, we used t = 0.3 since this value provided
the strongest results on the GMB network and data set.
No discussion of the setting of this hyperparameter was
provided in [22].

Random walk with restart (RWR). [22] The ran-
dom walk with restart is a discrete time random walk,
where at every step there is a probability of returning to
the initial state. The initial state is chosen to be a uni-
form distribution at the seed proteins, and the scores for
proteins are their probability values at the steady-state
distribution. In this model, the restart probability can be
considered as a hyperparameter, however, we found that
our results were not sensitive to it. We used a restart
probability of 0.4 for all experiments, as was done in [11].

DIAMOnD (DIA). [11] DIAMOnD iteratively adds
proteins to the disease module based on their connectiv-
ity significance to the seed proteins. Because DIAMOnD
expands the module one protein at the time, it can
rank proteins away from the immediate neighbourhood
of the disease proteins. For our experiments, we used
the extended version of the algorithm described in [11],
weighting the seed proteins with a value of α = 9 (setting
α ≈ 10 was recommended in the original paper).

Neighbourhood scoring (NEI). [39] In the neigh-
bourhood method, each protein is assigned a score
that is proportional to the percentage of its neighbours
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associated with the disease. Thus, this method is limited
to scoring only the immediate neighbourhood of the seed
proteins as all other proteins are given a score of zero.

E. Metrics

Since the ground truth of the disease modules is un-
known, we proceeded to test the algorithms using cross-
validation. For each disease, we randomly removed 50%
of the seed genes, and reserved these genes as positive test
cases. The rest of the genes were used as negative test-
ing data. In other words, after removing the 50% of the
seed genes, the non-seeds were ranked by sorting them in
descending order according to their scores given by each
method, and the genes with higher scores were deemed
most likely to exist. This ranking was then compared to
the evaluation set to see how well the positive test cases
were ranked. This process was repeated 10 times for each
disease, and the results were averaged (see below).

In order to compare the protein rankings of the meth-
ods under consideration, we used recall defined as

true positive rate = recall =
TP

TP + FN
,

where TP = true positive and FN = false negative. To
calculate recall from the rankings, a threshold that serves
as a cut-off rule has to be selected (the predictions above
the thresholds are classified as positive and below it
as negative). We consider thresholds up to 300, which
means that the top 300 predictions are evaluated. The
whole pipeline can be seen below in Figure 2.

There is, however, considerable variance in the recall
values across different diseases, making the averaging of
these values a less robust metric for measuring the per-
formance of the methods across diseases. Therefore, to
ensure a more comprehensive comparison of the methods
across diseases, we calculated the mean reciprocal ranks,
as was done in [1]. This approach provides a more reliable
way to evaluate the method’s performance in a diverse
range of scenarios.

For a method k evaluated on a particular set of diseases
D, the mean reciprocal rank is defined by

MMR(k) =
1

|D|

|D|∑
d=1

1

Rk
d

,

where |D| is the number of diseases in the set and Rk
d

is the rank of the kth method for disease d, relative to
the average recalls (over 10 trials) of the other methods
being considered. In this way, the number of diseases for
which the highest recalls are achieved can be compared,
rather than the raw recall values.

It is also worth noting that we do not use the area
under the receiving-operator characteristics curve or area
under the precision-recall curve as our main metrics for

comparing different algorithms as is customary in most
binary classification tasks. The reason for this constraint
is that it is too costly for the DIAMOnD algorithm to
assign scores to every protein in the network.

III. RESULTS

Tables III and IV present the average MRR values
achieved over ten runs for each method across all consid-
ered disease sets and networks, specifically ranking the
top 25 and top 300 nodes, respectively. Likewise, Tables
V and VI list the average Recall values for the respective
numbers of ranked nodes of 25 and 300.

The QA model consistently outperforms other models
across most disease sets and networks at both 25 and
300 ranked nodes, as indicated by the highest MRR val-
ues in most cases. The DIA model also demonstrates
competitive performance in a few cases when 25 proteins
are ranked. The RWR model’s performance is generally
lower than the QA model, but it excels in certain net-
work and disease set combinations. On average, it also
outperforms the DIA model. The performance of DK
and NBR models is mixed, and they do not consistently
outperform other models for any disease set and network
combination.

In the recall results in Tables V and VI, the QA model
consistently achieves the highest average recall values
across most disease sets and networks when ranking 300
nodes. When ranking only 25 nodes, QA still outper-
forms other models in most cases, but struggles in the
DGN disease set. Notably, DIA’s performance remains
most competitive in this scenario. While the DK and
RWR models demonstrate good performance in a few
cases, they lack consistent results overall. By contrast,
the NBR model’s performance remains consistently poor
in all cases.

Figures 3 and 4 show a more global view of these re-
sults, plotting MRR and Recall as a function of the num-
ber of ranked nodes ranging from 1 to 300. Figure 3
illustrates the average MRR values obtained from the
ten runs for all diseases in the three disease sets across
the seven networks. Similarly, Figure 4 displays the cor-
responding recall plots in the same experimental setup.
The conclusion remains the same: The QA model very
consistently outperforms other models when about 100
or more nodes are ranked and remains on par with other
models when using less than 100 nodes.

In summary, the QA model outperforms other models
in terms of both average Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR)
and average Recall across different disease sets and net-
works. The DIA, RWR, and DK also demonstrate good
performance in some cases, but do not consistently out-
perform the QA model, especially when more than 100
nodes are ranked. Overall, the QA model appears to be
the most robust and effective model for the given tasks.
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FIG. 2. Description of the algorithm and evaluation procedure: 1) The seed genes are mapped to a given PPI network.
2) Half of the seed nodes are randomly selected and labelled as non-seeds. 3) Transition probabilities of the quantum walk are
calculated for every pair of nodes in the network. 4) Genes are scored according to their seed node transition probabilities. 5)
The genes are ranked from highest to lowest scores, with their ground truth labels preserved. 6) The recall value for a given
threshold is calculated as the fraction of true seeds in the top N scores (we use N = 25 and N = 300 in our results).
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FIG. 3. Mean reciprocal ranks averaged over 10 runs and all diseases for the three disease sets (rows) and seven networks
(columns).

A. Coronary Artery Disease

To further validate our methods, we used coronary
artery disease (CAD) as a case study to demonstrate that
the disease genes prioritized by the QA model are bio-

logically relevant. We compiled a set of 81 seed genes for
CAD derived from a meta-analysis of large-scale genome-
wide association studies (GWAS) [40], mapped them to
the WL human interactome (the largest of PPIs consid-
ered here), and used the QA model to prioritize disease
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FIG. 4. Recalls averaged over 10 runs and all diseases for the three disease sets (rows) and seven networks (columns).

Model QA DIA DK NBR RWR
Disease Set Network

DGN APID 0.695 0.700 0.666 0.488 0.677
BioGRID 0.721 0.714 0.648 0.533 0.664
HPRD 0.771 0.633 0.744 0.578 0.716
GMB 0.756 0.650 0.696 0.500 0.641
IID 0.705 0.693 0.655 0.489 0.666
STRING 0.618 0.660 0.426 0.394 0.574
WL 0.693 0.673 0.666 0.524 0.671

GMB APID 0.743 0.644 0.560 0.399 0.715
BioGRID 0.682 0.653 0.545 0.468 0.599
HPRD 0.709 0.555 0.667 0.450 0.635
GMB 0.719 0.506 0.623 0.356 0.640
IID 0.751 0.567 0.558 0.359 0.614
STRING 0.662 0.573 0.333 0.332 0.585
WL 0.612 0.604 0.492 0.341 0.637

OT APID 0.640 0.534 0.427 0.268 0.530
BioGRID 0.582 0.612 0.541 0.328 0.571
HPRD 0.774 0.491 0.583 0.332 0.446
GMB 0.706 0.538 0.519 0.339 0.489
IID 0.677 0.557 0.393 0.271 0.524
STRING 0.581 0.646 0.322 0.257 0.527
WL 0.623 0.529 0.468 0.329 0.526
Average 0.689 0.618 0.536 0.391 0.606

TABLE III. Mean reciprocal ranks for each model on each
disease set and network, after 25 nodes are scored.

genes for CAD. Of the 81 seed genes, 73 were be found
in the WL human interactome. For this seed set, we
optimized the parameters for the QA model using grid
search and found that t = 0.11 and α = 5 yield the
best recall in cross-validation. Using these parameters
we then considered the top 200 prioritized genes by QA.
We also prioritized genes from the same starting seed set
with the other models in this paper and found that of the
top 200 genes prioritized by QA, 79 are not prioritized
by any of the other methods.

Model QA DIA DK NBR RWR
Disease Set Network

DGN APID 0.623 0.535 0.501 0.340 0.462
BioGRID 0.606 0.533 0.506 0.371 0.510
HPRD 0.595 0.415 0.640 0.322 0.526
GMB 0.638 0.426 0.592 0.373 0.504
IID 0.643 0.510 0.509 0.356 0.506
STRING 0.712 0.390 0.389 0.397 0.558
WL 0.573 0.491 0.547 0.360 0.475

GMB APID 0.626 0.510 0.432 0.338 0.499
BioGRID 0.561 0.526 0.475 0.331 0.527
HPRD 0.531 0.368 0.624 0.299 0.614
GMB 0.631 0.381 0.500 0.378 0.591
IID 0.617 0.435 0.481 0.329 0.522
STRING 0.788 0.289 0.297 0.366 0.634
WL 0.672 0.468 0.397 0.323 0.555

OT APID 0.611 0.491 0.474 0.290 0.510
BioGRID 0.515 0.503 0.546 0.288 0.509
HPRD 0.672 0.317 0.542 0.218 0.597
GMB 0.622 0.420 0.547 0.312 0.514
IID 0.643 0.418 0.539 0.277 0.470
STRING 0.777 0.353 0.350 0.346 0.653
WL 0.626 0.430 0.514 0.307 0.417
Average 0.625 0.456 0.491 0.330 0.529

TABLE IV. Mean reciprocal ranks for each model on each
disease set and network, after 300 nodes are scored.

We then examined the overlap of the top 200
genes and 79 prioritized genes that were unique to
QA with the CAD module compiled from Open-
Targets, DisGeNet, and the genes from Cardiovas-
cular Gene Ontology (CVGO) Annotation Initiative
(https://www.ebi.ac.uk/GOA/CVI). The top 200 prior-
itized genes and 79 uniquely predicted genes by the QA
module have 22 and 9 overlapping genes with the CAD
module, respectively (hypergeometric test, p < 0.001
and p < 0.027). These predictions are significantly
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Model QA DIA DK NBR RWR
Disease Set Network

DGN APID 0.046 0.057 0.041 0.030 0.056
BioGRID 0.038 0.046 0.031 0.027 0.044
HPRD 0.044 0.034 0.044 0.030 0.041
GMB 0.045 0.050 0.049 0.035 0.051
IID 0.046 0.055 0.042 0.028 0.054
STRING 0.094 0.113 0.063 0.075 0.106
WL 0.038 0.044 0.033 0.024 0.043

GMB APID 0.074 0.079 0.057 0.038 0.080
BioGRID 0.066 0.061 0.049 0.032 0.061
HPRD 0.111 0.101 0.110 0.083 0.110
GMB 0.107 0.089 0.098 0.064 0.103
IID 0.080 0.070 0.058 0.038 0.076
STRING 0.136 0.157 0.078 0.087 0.148
WL 0.072 0.063 0.051 0.036 0.071

OT APID 0.135 0.144 0.102 0.085 0.143
BioGRID 0.106 0.119 0.086 0.061 0.111
HPRD 0.137 0.113 0.103 0.061 0.100
GMB 0.145 0.142 0.132 0.098 0.137
IID 0.124 0.124 0.081 0.063 0.121
STRING 0.220 0.265 0.134 0.138 0.261
WL 0.139 0.129 0.097 0.072 0.123
Average 0.069 0.076 0.065 0.049 0.072

TABLE V. Average recall values when 25 nodes are scored.

Model QA DIA DK NBR RWR
Disease Set Network

DGN APID 0.164 0.147 0.135 0.118 0.148
BioGRID 0.133 0.120 0.105 0.101 0.125
HPRD 0.155 0.121 0.160 0.095 0.154
GMB 0.163 0.125 0.158 0.114 0.157
IID 0.156 0.134 0.127 0.113 0.142
STRING 0.299 0.235 0.224 0.252 0.278
WL 0.137 0.116 0.119 0.101 0.125

GMB APID 0.226 0.209 0.178 0.173 0.214
BioGRID 0.194 0.187 0.160 0.154 0.186
HPRD 0.268 0.223 0.260 0.195 0.273
GMB 0.259 0.219 0.234 0.215 0.261
IID 0.227 0.193 0.182 0.171 0.212
STRING 0.426 0.309 0.273 0.346 0.408
WL 0.194 0.164 0.154 0.156 0.185

OT APID 0.400 0.355 0.303 0.236 0.360
BioGRID 0.319 0.282 0.265 0.180 0.314
HPRD 0.445 0.349 0.387 0.216 0.424
GMB 0.416 0.342 0.353 0.241 0.388
IID 0.373 0.319 0.291 0.216 0.333
STRING 0.655 0.532 0.458 0.501 0.625
WL 0.374 0.311 0.297 0.230 0.336
Average 0.285 0.239 0.216 0.181 0.257

TABLE VI. Average recall values when 300 nodes are scored.

enriched with genes from CVGO (hypergeometric test,
p < 8.1 · 10−5 and p < 2.4 · 10−4 respectively for the top
200 predictions and 79 unique predictions) (Figure 5).
This demonstrates the biological relevance of the priori-
tized genes for CAD.

FIG. 5. Overlap of the top 200 genes and 79 prioritized genes
that were unique to QA with the CAD module compiled from
OpenTargets, DisGeNet, and the genes from Cardiovascular
Gene Ontology (CVGO) Annotation Initiative.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Ablation study on seed diagonals

In Equation (2) we described our use of the hyperpa-
rameter α, which has the effect of adding α self-edges to
seed nodes before the quantum walks are performed. In
this section, we explore the effect this hyperparameter
has on the walk dynamics.
First, we demonstrate that our choice of α = 5 does,

indeed, enhance the performance of our method by com-
paring the case used in our results (α = 5) against the
version of our model where seed diagonals are not treated
in any particular way, i.e. α = 0. We compare these vari-
ations on the GMB disease set and network. The mean
reciprocal ranks are shown in Figure 6, and their average
recalls are compared in Figure 7.
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FIG. 6. Mean reciprocal ranks averaged over 10 runs and all
diseases in the GMB data set, using the GMB network.



9

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Iteration

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25
Av

er
ag

e 
Re

ca
ll

Average Recalls for QA models
Model

QA
QA0

FIG. 7. Recalls averaged over 10 runs and all diseases in the
GMB data set, using the GMB network.

While Figures 6 and 7 show that setting values to
the seed diagonals does, indeed, improve overall perfor-
mance, they do not offer any explanation as to why this
should be the case. To this end, we offer the following
hypothesis: a positive value of α allows the walker to
remain more local for low-degree nodes. To justify this
claim, we examine the mean distance travelled from seed
node s after time t, defined as

µs(t) =
∑
v

dsvPsv(t), (5)

where dsv is the shortest path length from node s to node
v, and Psv(t) is the transition probability from s to v after
time t, defined above in Equation (3).

In Figure 8, we show the results of the following exper-
iment, conducted on the GMB PPI network: we choose
a random low/medium/high degree node s (defined as
nodes with degrees in the range [1, 10], [50, 60], [200, 300],
respectively) to use as a single starting seed node, then we
compute the mean distance travelled from s for multiple
values of t in the range [0, 1], and for four different set-
tings of the hyperparameter α. This process is repeated
50 times for each of the 3 degree ranges, and the results
are averaged over the 50 runs, resulting in 4 curves for
each of the α settings.

Two main conclusions can be drawn from Figure 8.
Firstly, settings α = 0 and α = 5 have similar mean dis-
tance travelled curves for medium and high degree nodes,
but not for low degree nodes, agreeing with our above hy-
pothesis. Secondly, the highest value of α considered re-
duces the mean distance travelled in all cases. Thus, the
setting of this hyperparameter should be chosen carefully,
otherwise the walker may not have a chance to explore
regions of the network not immediately adjacent to any
seeds.

The previous experiment considered the quantum walk
dynamics for a single starting node. Next, we examined

the more relevant case of having multiple seed nodes.
More specifically, we choose four arbitrary diseases from
the GMB disease set, and we compute the mean distance
travelled for each disease by averaging the resulting mean
distance travelled curves over the seeds for each disease.
In other words, for a disease with seed set S, we compute

1

|S|
∑
s∈S

µs(t)

for several values of t. The results are shown in Figure
9. Indeed, we can see that, on average, quantum walkers
will travel farther for α = 0 when compared to our setting
of α = 5.

V. CONCLUSION

Our study introduces a novel algorithm for disease gene
prioritization based on continuous-time quantum walks
on PPI networks. The proposed algorithm demonstrates
great performance compared to several well-known gene
prioritization methods across multiple disease sets and
various PPI networks. By encoding self-loops for the
seed nodes into the underlying Hamiltonian, the quantum
walker was shown to remain more local to the seed nodes,
leading to improved performance.

The results indicate that the quantum walk-based al-
gorithm can effectively prioritize disease genes by lever-
aging the structure of the PPI network and the known
seed genes. The continuous-time quantum walk approach
provides a flexible and efficient alternative to classical
random walk methods more commonly used in various
network biology tasks. However, further research and
validation are necessary to fully understand the poten-
tial of quantum walks and their applicability to other
biological network-related tasks.

Overall, the study contributes to the growing field of
network medicine and computational methods for disease
gene prioritization, highlighting the value of incorporat-
ing quantum-inspired algorithms in biological network
analysis. With advances in quantum computing, future
applications of quantum walks in this domain may hold
even greater promise.
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Pitarch, J., Ronzano, F., Centeno, E., Sanz, F.,
and Furlong, L. I. The DisGeNET knowledge plat-
form for disease genomics: 2019 update. Nucleic Acids
Research 48, D1 (11 2019), D845–D855.

[46] Preiss, P., Ma, R., Tai, E., Lukin, A., Rispoli, M.,
Zupancic, P., Lahini, Y., Islam, R., and Greiner,
M. Strongly correlated quantum walks in optical lattices.
Science 347 (2015), 1229–1233.

[47] Qian, J., Yang, L., Yu, Z., and Liu, S. Link prediction
using discrete-time quantum walk. Tehnicki Vjesnik 24
(10 2017), 1329–1334.

[48] Qiang, X., Loke, T., Montanaro, A., Aungskun-
siri, K., Zhou, X., O’Brien, J. L., Wang, J. B., and
Matthews, J. C. F. Efficient quantum walk on a quan-
tum processor. Nature Communications 7 (2016), 11511.

[49] Ramos, E. M., Hoffman, D., Junkins, H. A., Ma-
glott, D., Phan, L., Sherry, S. T., Feolo, M.,
and Hindorff, L. A. Phenotype–genotype integrator
(phegeni): synthesizing genome-wide association study
(gwas) data with existing genomic resources. European
Journal of Human Genetics 22 (2014), 144–147.

[50] Sharma, A., Menche, J., Huang, C. C., Ort, T.,
Zhou, X., Kitsak, M., Sahni, N., Thibault, D.,
Voung, L., Guo, F., Ghiassian, S. D., Gulbahce, N.,
Baribaud, F., Tocker, J., Dobrin, R., Barnathan,
E., Liu, H., Panettieri, Reynold A., J., Tantisira,
K. G., Qiu, W., Raby, B. A., Silverman, E. K., Vi-
dal, M., Weiss, S. T., and Barabási, A.-L. A disease
module in the interactome explains disease heterogeneity,
drug response and captures novel pathways and genes in
asthma. Human Molecular Genetics 24, 11 (2015), 3005–
3020.

[51] Stelzl, U., and Wanker, E. E. The value of high qual-
ity protein–protein interaction networks for systems biol-
ogy. Current Opinion in Chemical Biology 10, 6 (2006),
551–558.

[52] Tang, H., Lin, X.-F., Feng, Z., Chen, J.-Y., Gao, J.,
Sun, K., Wang, C.-Y., Lai, P.-C., Xu, X.-Y., Wang,
Y., Qiao, L.-F., Yang, A.-L., and Jin, X.-M. Ex-
perimental two-dimensional quantum walk on a photonic
chip. Science Advances 4, 5 (2018), eaat3174.

[53] Thomas G. Wong, L. T., and Nahimov, N. Laplacian

versus adjacency matrix in quantum walk search. Quan-
tum Information Processing 15, 10 (2016), 4029–4048.

[54] Venegas-Andraca, S. E. Quantum walks: a compre-
hensive review. Quantum Information Processing 11, 5
(2012), 1015–1106.

[55] Venkatesan, K., Rual, J.-F., Vazquez, A., Stelzl,
U., Lemmens, I., Hirozane-Kishikawa, T., Hao, T.,
Zenkner, M., Xin, X., Goh, K.-I., Yildirim, M. A.,
Simonis, N., Heinzmann, K., Gebreab, F., Sahalie,
J. M., Cevik, S., Simon, C., de Smet, A.-S., Dann,
E., Smolyar, A., Vinayagam, A., Yu, H., Szeto,
D., Borick, H., Dricot, A., Klitgord, N., Mur-
ray, R. R., Lin, C., Lalowski, M., Timm, J., Rau,
K., Boone, C., Braun, P., Cusick, M. E., Roth,
F. P., Hill, D. E., Tavernier, J., Wanker, E. E.,
Barabási, A.-L., and Vidal, M. An empirical frame-
work for binary interactome mapping. Nature Methods 6
(2009), 83–90.

[56] Wang, K., Shi, Y., Xiao, L., Wang, J., Joglekar,
Y. N., and Xue, P. Experimental realization of
continuous-time quantum walks on directed graphs and
their application in pagerank. Optica 7, 11 (2020), 1524–
1530.

[57] Wang, R.-S., and Loscalzo, J. Network-based disease
module discovery by a novel seed connector algorithm
with pathobiological implications. Journal of Molecular
Biology 430, 18, Part A (2018), 2939–2950.

[58] Wang, R.-S., and Loscalzo, J. Network module-based
drug repositioning for pulmonary arterial hypertension.
CPT: pharmacometrics & systems pharmacology 10, 9
(2021), 994–1005.

[59] Wang, X., Lu, K., Zhang, Y., and Liu, K. Qsim: A
novel approach to node proximity estimation based on
discrete-time quantum walk. Applied Intelligence 51 (04
2021), 1–15.

[60] Xia, F., Liu, J., Nie, H., Fu, Y., Wan, L., and Kong,
X. Random walks: A review of algorithms and applica-
tions. IEEE Transactions on Emerging Topics in Com-
putational Intelligence 4, 2 (2020), 95–107.

[61] Xie, M., Hwang, T., and Kuang, R. Prioritizing dis-
ease genes by bi-random walk. In Advances in Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining (Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012),
P.-N. Tan, S. Chawla, C. K. Ho, and J. Bailey, Eds.,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 292–303.

[62] Yan, J., Risacher, S. L., Shen, L., and Saykin, A. J.
Network approaches to systems biology analysis of com-
plex disease: integrative methods for multi-omics data.
Briefings in Bioinformatics 19, 6 (2017), 1370–1381.

[63] Yan, Z., Zhang, Y.-R., Gong, M., Wu, Y., Zheng,
Y., Li, S., Wang, C., Liang, F., Lin, J., Xu, Y.,
Guo, C., Sun, L., Peng, C.-Z., Xia, K., Deng, H.,
Rong, H., You, J. Q., Nori, F., Fan, H., Zhu, X.,
and Pan, J.-W. Strongly correlated quantum walks with
a 12-qubit superconducting processor. Science 364, 6442
(2019), 753–756.

[64] Young, A. W., Eckner, W. J., Schine, N., Childs,
A. M., and Kaufman, A. M. Tweezer-programmable
2d quantum walks in a hubbard-regime lattice. Science
377, 6608 (2022), 885–889.


	Disease Gene Prioritization With Quantum Walks
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	The setup
	Continuous-time quantum walks
	Data
	Human Interactome Networks
	Disease Genes

	Related works
	Metrics

	Results
	Coronary Artery Disease

	Discussion
	Ablation study on seed diagonals

	Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	References


