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Towards a data-integrated cell
Noël Malod-Dognin1,2, Julia Petschnigg1, Sam F.L. Windels1, Janez Povh3, Harry Hemingway4,5,6,

Robin Ketteler 7 & Nataša Pržulj1,2,8

We are increasingly accumulating molecular data about a cell. The challenge is how to

integrate them within a unified conceptual and computational framework enabling new dis-

coveries. Hence, we propose a novel, data-driven concept of an integrated cell, iCell. Also, we

introduce a computational prototype of an iCell, which integrates three omics, tissue-specific

molecular interaction network types. We construct iCells of four cancers and the corre-

sponding tissue controls and identify the most rewired genes in cancer. Many of them are of

unknown function and cannot be identified as different in cancer in any specific molecular

network. We biologically validate that they have a role in cancer by knockdown experiments

followed by cell viability assays. We find additional support through Kaplan-Meier survival

curves of thousands of patients. Finally, we extend this analysis to uncover pan-cancer genes.

Our methodology is universal and enables integrative comparisons of diverse omics data over

cells and tissues.
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Our current knowledge about functioning of the cell is
partial. Even if key cancer genes can be identified by
differential-expression analyses1 or Genome Wide Asso-

ciation Studies2, the effects of the altered molecular mechanisms
on the cell’s functioning are not well understood. Due to the
advances in capturing technologies, large-scale complex mole-
cular data have been collected, including genomic, epigenomic,
transcriptomic, proteomic, and metabolomic data3. These data
are often modeled as networks in which nodes represent biolo-
gical entities and edges represent interactions between the entities
(e.g., in protein–protein interaction networks, nodes represent
proteins and edges connect nodes representing proteins that can
physically bind). These networked data are a new and rich source
of biological information, but they need to be untangled by new
algorithms to expose the hidden information.

Individual analyses of molecular networks revealed that genes
with similar biological functions tend to group together and to
have similar wiring patterns in molecular networks4. This
observation has been used to improve our understanding of gene
functions5 and of the functional organization of the cell6. How-
ever, each type of molecular network data provides only limited
information due to limitations and biases of the underlying bio-
technologies. For instance, cancer is not the consequence of a
single mutated gene, or of a single-broken interaction, but a result
of multiple perturbations within and across cells. Thus, a key
challenge is mining heterogeneous omics data types collectively
for new biological and medical insight that cannot be obtained
from any single-data type in isolation from others7.

To improve our understanding of the functioning of cancer
cells, we propose a novel concept of a bottom-up, data-driven
integrated model of the cell, which we call an iCell (stands for an
integrated Cell). Because the state of the art network data-
integration methods are limited when applied to integrating large
omics network datasets (see Methods, section Integration with the
state-of-the-art methods), we present a prototype of an iCell
based on nonnegative matrix tri-factorization (NMTF)8, a
machine learning technique originally proposed for co-clustering
and dimensionality reduction that was recently used for data
integration9,10. Machine learning approaches can perform early
(full), late (decision), or intermediate (partial) data integration.
Early integration approaches first combine all datasets into a
single dataset from which the model is built. Combining the
datasets often requires representing all data in a common feature
space, which may lead to information loss11,12. On the other
hand, late integration approaches first build models for each
dataset in isolation from others, and then combine these models
into an integrated model. As building models for each dataset in
isolation from others disregards their complementary informa-
tion, late data integration may result in reduced performance of
the integrated model11,12. NMTF is an intermediate integration
method that directly integrates all datasets through the inference
of a single-joint model, which overcomes the above mentioned
issues of early and late integration methods, resulting in higher
prediction accuracy12,13.

Our prototype of an iCell, which is illustrated in Fig. 1 and
detailed in Methods section iCell’s methodology, fuses three
tissue-specific molecular interaction networks, protein–protein
interaction (PPI), gene co-expression (COEX), and genetic
interaction (GI) networks, into a single, unified representation of
tissue-specific cells. We show that an iCell better captures the
functional organization of the cell than any of its constituent
molecular networks alone (see section What is an iCell). We
apply it to construct cancer-specific iCells of the four most pre-
valent cancers in human, breast, prostate, lung, and colorectal14,
along with iCells of the corresponding control tissues. Compar-
ison between the iCells of cancer and control tissues reveals genes

that are expressed in both cancer and control, but whose wirings
(patterns of interactions with other genes) in cancer iCells are
altered, while they are not necessarily altered in any of the con-
stituent individual omics data sets. These rewired genes are sta-
tistically significantly enriched in cancer drivers. Hence, we use
the wiring alterations in cancer iCells to prioritize and predict 63
new cancer-related genes.

Our iCell-based methodology differs from traditional differential-
expression (DE) based approaches, such as DEGAS15 and Key-
PathwayMiner16, which rely on a single, generic molecular
interaction network (e.g., a PPI network containing all genes,
independent of them being expressed or not), in which they search
for sets of connected genes that are differentially expressed in cancer
(which they call differentially expressed pathways). In our iCell
approach, for each tissue, we consider tissue-specific PPI, co-
expression, and genetic interaction networks (containing only the
genes that are expressed in the corresponding tissue), from which
we generate an integrated, tissue-specific network (that we call an
iCell). Then, we compare the iCell of a cancer tissue with the iCell
of the corresponding control tissue to uncover genes that are
expressed in both cancer and control, but whose wiring patterns are
changed in cancer (which we call cancer-rewired genes).

We found literature evidence that 47.6% of our predictions are
cancer related. Interestingly, they also contain uncharacterized
genes. Importantly, we validated 57.1% of our predictions by gene
silencing coupled with cell viability experiments. Furthermore,
50.8% of our newly identified genes have a potential clinical
relevance as biomarkers of cancer, which is supported by sig-
nificant associations with patient survival. These results demon-
strate that our iCells can be used to uncover new cancer related
genes. In addition to the four cancer types mentioned above, we
perform a pan-cancer comparison of iCells corresponding to
twenty different cancer types and identify a new pan-cancer gene.

Results
What is an iCell?. We collected the protein–protein interaction
network17, gene co-expression network18, and genetic interaction
network19,20 of human, which we made tissue- and cancer-
specific by using the tissue expression data from the Human
Protein Atlas21 (see Methods, section Creating tissue-specific
molecular interaction networks). We used these tissues-specific
networks to construct tissue-specific iCells for breast, prostate,
lung, and colorectal cancer tissues, as well as for the corre-
sponding control (healthy) tissues of origins.

To characterize the wiring patterns of iCells, we compare the
iCells of breast, prostate, lung, and colorectal cancers and of the
four corresponding control tissues to synthetic networks
generated according to seven models from the literature22–28, as
described in Methods, section Analyzing the wiring patterns of
iCells. The comparison is done using the graphlet correlation
distance (GCD), because it is the most sensitive network distance
measure29. As presented in Fig. 2c, d, the wiring patterns of iCells
are not random, as they do not correspond to the wiring patterns
of Erdös Rènyi random networks22, and are not captured well by
any of the tested models. In the same way, we observe that the
wiring patterns of iCells are different from those of the
constituting PPI, COEX, and GI networks. These new patterns
of iCells emerged from data integration (Supplementary Fig. 1).

Then, we examine the iCells to assess how well they capture the
functional organization of cells, as described by reactome
pathway (RP) annotations30. We do this by clustering genes in
different networks and by computing the enrichment of the
clusters in biological annotations (see details in Methods, section
Enrichment-based measures). As presented in Fig. 2a, the clusters
of genes revealed by iCells are statistically significantly enriched
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in biological pathways, having on average 31.8% of enriched
genes in the clusters. Also, they are more enriched than the
clusters of genes obtained from any individual molecular network
alone. The same is observed when we consider two other sets of
annotations describing the functioning of a cell, namely KP
annotations31 and GO biological process (GO-BP) annotations32

(see Fig. 2b and Supplementary Figs. 2 and 3). Hence, iCells
capture additional functional information, which emerges from
the NMTF-based fusion of the molecular networks, despite the
three molecular networks having almost no overlap (Supplemen-
tary Fig. 4). We also use the same clustering and enrichment
analysis methodology to assess the utility of integrating all of the
data networks, PPI, COEX, and GI. As presented in Supplemen-
tary Fig. 5, using all datasets together results in the clustering of
genes having the highest enrichment in both RP annotations and
GO-BP annotations, compared with any other combination of
input networks. Altogether, our results demonstrate the utility of
our new data-fusion approach and of the iCell paradigm.

iCells reveal new cancer-specific genes. In the Human Protein
Atlas, a gene is either expressed or not in a tissue according to
antibody staining experiments. We use these simple binary gene-
expression data to define, between a given cancer tissue and
control tissue, four gene sets of interest: always-silenced
genes, which are not expressed in either control or cancer;

always-expressed genes, which are expressed in both (although
they may be expressed at different levels); cancer-silenced genes,
which are expressed in the control, but not in the cancer; and
cancer-activated genes, which are not expressed in the control,
but are expressed in the cancer. We use the cancer driver genes
from intOgen33 and compute the enrichments in drivers within
each of the four gene sets and for each of the four cancers
(detailed in Methods, section Enrichment-based measures). We
observe the following patterns (illustrated in Supplementary
Fig. 6a). Always-silenced gene sets are all statistically significantly
depleted in drivers, which is expected. Interestingly, cancer-
silenced and cancer-activated gene sets are mainly depleted in
drivers. The only gene set that is consistently and statistically
significantly enriched in drivers is the one consisting of always-
activated genes, suggesting that it is not only the differentially
expressed genes that are key to cancer progression, as was
believed thus far, but also the genes that are expressed in both
cancer and control tissues. This yields a crucial novel hypothesis:
certain genes are silenced or activated by cancer (compared to
control) to alter the functioning of other genes, those that are
expressed in both control and cancer (i.e., always-expressed
genes); it is these always-expressed genes that are key to cancer
progression rather than the cancer-silenced or activated ones.

To investigate if the amount of rewiring around an always-
expressed gene relates to its oncogenicity, we quantify the

iCell prototype

Tissue-specific networks: PPI (A1), COEX (A2) & GI (A3)

Non-negative matrix tri-factorization based data fusion

* *

iCell : integrated network with functionally coherent domains

RP KP

G ⋅GT
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∑ || Ai – G ⋅Si ⋅GT||2F
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Fig. 1 Illustration of iCell. Each iCell is based on three tissue-specific molecular networks: protein–protein interaction network (PPI, in red), gene co-
expression network (COEX, in blue), and genetic interaction network (GI, in green). These networks, represented by their adjacency matrices, Ai, are
simultaneously decomposed as the product of three factors, G, Si, and GT, as detailed in Methods (illustrated in the middle panel). From these matrix
factors, we extract an integrated network, which we call an iCell. For illustration purposes, we used spatial analysis of functional enrichment (SAFE)53 on
the iCell of breast control tissue to highlight regions of iCells that are enriched in reactome pathway (RP), KEGG pathway (KP), or gene ontology biological
process (GO-BP) annotations (bottom). In these plots, genes from the same functional domain have the same color (see Methods)
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molecular rewiring in cancer around an always-expressed gene by
using the dissimilarity between its graphlet degree vectors
(GDVs)34 in cancer and control iCells (see Methods, section
Analyzing the wiring patterns of iCells) and by measuring the
enrichment in cancer drivers among the most rewired always-
expressed genes (as detailed in Methods, section Enrichment-
based measures). Also, we perform the same measurement in
each of the PPI, COEX, and GI networks. We observe that only
the rewiring around genes in iCells is indicative of their
oncogenicity: in iCells, the top-500 most rewired always-
expressed genes are significantly enriched in cancer drivers for
all of the four cancers, while the top-500 most rewired always-
expressed genes in the individual molecular networks are not
(Supplementary Fig. 6b). Furthermore, the top-500 most rewired
always-expressed genes in iCells are also significantly enriched in
cancer-related pathways (the enriched pathways according to
Reactome30 and KEGG31 pathway annotations are listed in
Supplementary Tables 1 and 2). For instance, the top-500 most
rewired always-expressed genes in the breast cancer iCell are
significantly enriched in estrogen signaling pathway annotation

(with enrichment p value= 5.08 × 10−3), which is consistent with
the important role that estrogen signaling plays in cancer subtype
classification and treatment of breast cancer35. Given that almost
80% of breast cancers are estrogen receptor-positive, this further
highlights the importance of estrogen signaling in breast cancer
and potential novel roles for the newly identified rewired genes in
novel drug target definitions.

We prioritize genes according to the above-described cancer-
specific rewiring in iCells. That is, for a given cancer, our
prioritized genes are the always-expressed genes that are the most
rewired in the cancer iCell compared to the control iCell
(most rewired first). Table 1 shows the top-20 prioritized genes in
each of the four cancers. They correspond to 63 unique genes, as
some genes are prioritized in different cancers (e.g., ECT2L and
HLA-DQA2 are prioritized in all four cancers), highlighting that
different cancers share some rewired genes. We find evidence in
the literature that at least 30 of these genes (47.6%) are indeed
involved in cancer (Table 1). Importantly, some of the most
rewired genes in iCells have never been associated with cancer
before, e.g., CD300LD (an immune receptor protein) for breast
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Fig. 2 Functional relevance of iCells. a For each of the four cancers and four control tissues, we created clusters of genes either by integrating all
datasets (iCell, in pink), or by considering each dataset in isolation (PPI in red, COEX in blue, and GI in green), as detailed in Methods. For each
clustering, the bars show the percentage of the reactome pathway (RP) annotated genes having at least one annotation that is enriched in the clusters.
b The same as a, but averaged over all tissues and according to each of reactome pathway (RP), KEGG pathway (KP), and gene ontology biological
process (GO-BP) annotations. Error bars show the standard deviations across different tissues. c Each line shows the fitting of a network model (color
coded, Erdös–Rènyi (ER), generalized random (ER-DD), geometric (GEO), geometric with gene duplication (GEO-GD), scale-free (SF), scale-free with
gene duplication and divergence (SF-GD), and stickiness-index based model (STICKY)) for the different types of real-world networks (x-axis), the
error-bars show the averages and standard deviations of the pairwise GCD distances between real and 840 randomly generated networks of the size
as the real networks. All data, apart from GI networks (which are the most sparse) are structured, in the sense that their GCD distances from ER
networks are larger than from other network models. d The distribution of distances between iCell and ER networks (in pink) and the distribution of
distances between ER networks (in blue) are significantly non-overlapping (MWU p value ≤ 5%), indicating that the ER model does not fit the iCell,
i.e., that the structure (topology) of iCell is not random
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cancer, NPIPA8 (a nuclear pore complex interacting protein) for
prostate cancer, H6PD (a glucose-6-phosphate dehydrogenase)
for lung cancer and PNMA6A (an antigen protein) for colorectal
cancer. Furthermore, 39 of our prioritized genes (61.9%) are of
unknown biological functions, having no experimentally vali-
dated GO-BP annotation32.

We experimentally validate that 36 of our 63 prioritized genes
(57.1%) significantly alter the growth of cancer cell lines, which we
measure using esiRNA-mediated knockdown36 of our prioritized
genes in cancer cell lines followed by Presto Blue cell viability assays
(detailed in Methods, section Experimental validation of iCell
rewired genes). The resulting cell growth changes are detailed in
Fig. 3 and summarized in Table 1. We find that sixteen of our
twenty prioritized genes in breast cancer (80%) induced significant

cell growth change after esiRNA knockdown in MCF7 breast cancer
cells; 11 of our 20 prioritized genes in prostate cancer (55%)
induced significant cell growth change in PC3 prostate cancer cells;
10 of our 20 prioritized genes in lung cancer (50%) induced
significant cell growth change in A549 lung cancer cells and finally,
8 of our 20 prioritized genes in colorectal cancer (40%) induced
significant cell growth change in HCT-116 colorectal cancer cells.
The high-validation rates that we obtained further demonstrate that
our iCells can be used to uncover new cancer-related genes.

Next, tabfigwe find that 32 of our 63 prioritized genes (50.8%)
have potential clinical relevance as biomarkers of cancer, by
assessing if the expression value of a prioritized gene (from
TCGA projects; The Cancer Genome Atlas, http://cancergenome.
nih.gov/abouttcga) can be used to stratify cancer patients into two

Table 1 Validation of the iCell rewired genes

Gene, breast
cancer

Literature
support

Patient survival
curve diff. (p-val)

Cell viability
change (p-val)

Gene,
prostate
cancer

Literature
support

Patient survival
curve diff. (p-val)

Cell viability
change (p-val)

XKR3 PMID: 19592507 4.57E-01 4.04E-02 NPIPA8 1.91E-01
TOPAZ1 PMID: 23478628 4.04E-02 CBWD5 6.43E-03 3.31E-01
HLA-DQA2 PMID: 27539887 4.06E-03 XKR3 PMID: 19592507 4.04E-02
ECT2L intOgen 2.88E-02 5.00E-01 TOPAZ1 PMID: 23478628 4.04E-02
CD300LD 4.04E-02 HLA-DQA2 PMID: 27539887 7.67E-02
GDF6 PMID: 17616940 1.13E-01 4.04E-02 ECT2L intOgen 2.32E-01 5.00E-01
PNMA6A 2.14E-02 4.04E-02 RNF222 PMID: 24974835 1.70E-01 1.91E-01
MAGEB16 PMID: 11454705 4.04E-02 SIGLEC14 1.02E-01 1.91E-01
ERICH6B PMID: 26828653 6.77E-03 4.04E-02 PNMA6A 5.75E-03 4.04E-02
NAE1 PMID: 22874562 3.22E-02 4.04E-02 MAGEB16 PMID: 11454705 4.04E-02
NTRK1 intOgen 5.89E-03 4.04E-02 PLEKHN1 PMID: 24004954 2.08E-02 4.04E-02
CCNB1 PMID: 27903976 4.12E-02 4.04E-02 CACTIN PMID: 20829348 7.22E-03 4.04E-02
MRPL3 1.75E-02 4.04E-02 KANK2 PMID: 26739330 1.17E-01 4.04E-02
PSMC3 2.01E-02 4.04E-02 HPS6 4.23E-01 5.00E-01
MRPL50 6.17E-02 4.04E-02 ANAPC16 2.11E-01 1.91E-01
CD300LG 2.38E-02 4.04E-02 TNXB PMID: 26090390 2.17E-01 4.04E-02
C9orf163 4.04E-02 ARHGAP23 PMID: 23535730 3.67E-02 4.04E-02
MRPL4 3.33E-01 4.04E-02 DGCR14 1.05E-01 4.04E-02
COPS5 intOgen 1.90E-03 5.00E-01 UBE2H 1.13E-01 1.91E-01
MRPL42 9.32E-02 1.91E-01 MAZ PMID: 25449683 6.39E-03 4.04E-02

Gene, lung
cancer

Literature
support

Patient survival
curve diff. (p-val)

Cell viability
change (p-val)

Gene,
colorectal
cancer

Literature
support

Patient survival
curve diff. (p-val)

Cell viability
change (p-val)

TOPAZ1 PMID:23478628 4.04E-02 HLA-DQA2 PMID: 27539887 1.21E-01
HLA-DQA2 PMID:27539887 2.57E-02 ECT2L intOgen 2.52E-02 9.52E-02
ECT2L intOgen 2.44E-02 1.91E-01 PNMA6A 2.32E-02 4.04E-02
VCP PMID: 18798739 1.13E-02 4.04E-02 MAGEB16 PMID: 11454705 4.04E-02
ARID3A PMID: 22469780 1.38E-01 4.04E-02 ERICH6B PMID: 26828653 3.80E-02 3.31E-01
H6PD 5.18E-02 4.04E-02 ARHGEF33 1.95E-01 3.31E-01
RIC8A 2.13E-03 9.52E-02 SARDH PMID:23824605 2.31E-02 4.04E-02
ALG13 6.55E-03 3.31E-01 PLEKHN1 PMID:24004954 9.03E-02 4.04E-02
FEM1B PMID: 19908242 3.27E-01 5.00E-01 ZNF777 PMID:25560148 1.17E-02 3.31E-01
RPL6 PMID: 22043320 3.74E-01 4.04E-02 C9orf163 4.04E-02
ACBD3 PMID: 20043945 1.25E-01 9.52E-02 UBE2H 5.67E-03 1.91E-01
PELI3 1.94E-01 4.04E-02 KLC3 3.07E-04 9.52E-02
ATP6V1H PMID: 25659576 2.01E-01 3.31E-01 CLDN4 2.25E-01 4.04E-02
RIF1 PMID: 19483192 1.86E-01 3.31E-01 CDH22 PMID: 19546606 3.10E-01 4.04E-02
RBM25 4.22E-02 4.04E-02 CAB39 2.17E-02 9.52E-02
ANKZF1 3.87E-02 4.04E-02 CNR1 4.61E-02 9.52E-02
ATRX intOgen 1.15E-02 5.00E-01 HTR4 7.74E-02 9.52E-02
ABCA2 1.13E-02 4.04E-02 EXOC5 1.82E-02 5.00E-01
PTK2 PMID: 27175819 1.27E-01 4.04E-02 TMPRSS4 1.19E-02 4.04E-02
MMAA 3.98E-01 3.31E-01 ADARB1 8.16E-05 1.91E-01

For each of breast, prostate, lung, and colorectal cancer, the table ranks the always-expressed genes according to their rewiring between cancer and control iCells (most rewired first). Genes in bold
either have literature support of their role in cancer (publication IDs are given in column Literature support), show statistically significantly different patient survival curves (log-rank p values≤ 5% in
column Patient survival curve diff.), or their knockdown in cancer cell lines induces statistically significant change in cell viability (MWU p values≤ 5% in column Cell viability change)
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subgroups having different survivals (Kaplan–Meier survival
curve analysis, detailed in Methods, section Gene expression
based analysis). As presented in Table 1 and illustrated in Fig. 4,
eleven of the twenty prioritized genes for breast cancer relate to
breast cancer survival, six of the twenty prioritized genes for
prostate cancer relate to prostate cancer survival, nine of the
twenty prioritized genes of lung cancer relate to lung cancer
survival, and twelve of the twenty prioritized genes for colorectal
cancer relate to colorectal cancer survival. For instance, breast
cancer patients with high expression of MRPL3, a mitochondrial
ribosomal protein that is not related to cancer in the literature,
have reduced survival (log-rank p value ≈ 1.75 × 10−2). These
results demonstrate that our iCells may be used to uncover new
biomarker genes which may be relevant in the stratification and
prediction of survival in cancer patients.

Finally, we observe that only 17 (27%) of the 63 prioritized
genes are significantly differentially expressed in cancer tissues
with respect to the paired normal tissues (using expression data
from TCGA projects (The Cancer Genome Atlas, http://
cancergenome.nih.gov/abouttcga), as detailed in Methods, section
Gene expression based analysis and Supplementary Table 3). This
confirms that the iCell can uncover novel cancer genes that could
not be identified by traditional differential-expression analysis.

iCells reveal pan-cancer genes. Above, we have shown that genes
that have different wiring patterns in cancer and control iCells
tend to be cancer related. In this section, we ask if genes that are
similarly wired in different cancer iCells also tend to be cancer

related. In addition to the four cancer iCells that we used in the
previous section, we create iCells for 16 other cancer tissues:
carcinoid, cervical, endometrial, glioma, head and neck, liver,
lymphoma, melanoma, ovarian, pancreatic, renal, skin, stomach,
testis, thyroid, and urothelial cancer. We find that 3077 genes are
expressed in all 20 cancer types, which we term pan-cancer
expressed genes (Supplementary Fig. 7). With respect to the
background of genes that are expressed in at least one cancer
type, the pan-cancer expressed genes are significantly enriched in
cancer drivers (with enrichment p value ≈ 4.10 × 10−8).

For pan-cancer expressed genes, we quantify their rewirings
across cancers by the average of their GDV similarities over all
pairs of cancer iCells. With respect to the background of pan-
cancer expressed genes, the top-500 least rewired of the pan-
cancer expressed genes (i.e., that are the most similarly wired
across different cancers) are significantly enriched in cancer-
drivers (with enrichment p value ≈ 1.60 × 10−5). Following this
observation, we prioritize pan-cancer expressed genes according
to the similarity of their wiring across cancer iCells. Out of the
top-20 of these genes, 19 are known to have a role in cancer
(Table 2), which validates our hypothesis. Furthermore, this
makes the remaining one of the prioritized genes, NUDT8
(a mitochondrial Nudix Hydrolase), a good candidate for further
investigation. According to the gene expression data of cancer
patients from TCGA, expression value of NUDT8 allows for
stratifying cancer patients into subgroups having statistically
significantly different survival curves (i.e., having different clinical
outcomes) for eight cancer types: lung (log-rank p value= 4.12 ×
10−2), liver (log-rank p value= 2.69 × 10−2), pancreatic (log-rank
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Fig. 3 Cell viability changes in cancer cell lines after knockdown of iCell rewired genes. For each of MCF7 breast cancer (a), PC-3 prostate cancer (b), A549
lung cancer (c), and HCT116 colon cancer (d) cell lines, cells were seeded in triplicates into 96-well plates and were transfected with indicated esiRNAs
24 h after seeding. The esiRNAs correspond to the 20 top iCell hits minus HLA-DQA2 (because it was not in our library), to which we added esiLuciferase
as control. Seventy-two hours after transfection, Presto Blue cell viability assays were performed. Cell viability is calculated relative to the corresponding
esiLuciferase controls (set to 100%). For each cell type and for each gene, bars represent the average of the relative changes of cell viability over
the triplicate experiments, and the error-bars show the corresponding standard deviations. Bars in blue indicate reduced cell viability in cancer that is
statistically different from the control (MWU p value≤ 5%), bars in red indicate increased cell viability in cancer that is statistically different from the
control, and bars in white indicate cell viability changes in cancer cell lines that were not statistically significant
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p value= 3.11 × 10−2), head and neck (log-rank p value= 2.36 ×
10−3), stomach (log-rank p value= 4.70 × 10−2), renal (log-rank
p value= 3.70 × 10−4), cervical (log-rank p value= 7.26 × 10−3),
and ovarian (log-rank p value= 2.69 × 10−2) cancers. Thus, we
show that NUDT8 is likely to have a role in cancer, whose
experimental validation will be the subject of a future study.

Discussion
We introduce the concept of an iCell, which integrates tissue-
specific heterogeneous molecular datasets into a unified, inte-
grated representation of the tissue-specific cells. We propose a
computational model of an iCell that integrates three types of
tissue-specific, systems-level molecular interaction networks
within our new data integration and analytics framework. Using

cancer and control tissue data, we perform cancer-specific and
pan-cancer studies that uncover genes whose relationship with
cancer was previously unknown. The next research steps include
other groups reproducing these findings and extending them
towards further validations that are necessary to confirm their
specific roles in cancer.

In this study, our iCells are based on the widely available tissue
expression data. The advantage of our methodology is that it is
universal and can accommodate single-cell gene expression and
other single-cell omics data37. These single-cell iCells would
enable finer comparison between cancer and control cells and
tissues and also comparison between cancer cells from the same
patient, which would shed light into the structure, heterogeneity
and dynamics of tumor functioning and progression. Also, our
methodology can easily be adapted to include additional omics
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data types of interest, e.g., the epigenomic, or proteomic data3,38.
The utility of integrating additional datasets could be measured
by how much it improves the functional relevance of iCell’s
clusters of genes (as done in section What is an iCell?).

Finally, while we focus on cancer, our methodology paves a
way toward comparative integrated omics data analyses of all
cells. The applications include studies of other diseases, the study
of a cell’s specialization and differentiation, ageing, and all pro-
cesses that require integrated comparisons of heterogeneous
omics data types capturing different aspects of the functioning of
cells and tissues.

Methods
Creating tissue-specific molecular interaction networks. We collected three
human molecular interaction data-sets: PPIs from IID database v.2016-0317,
COEXs from COXPRESdb v.6.018 and GIs from BioGRID v.3.4.13719 and
from SynLethDB20. We also collected tissue-specific gene expression data
from the Human Protein Atlas (HPA) database v.1521. In the study, we only
consider genes whose expression value is available in HPA and that have at
least one reported PPI in IID (as PPIs are the most direct evidence that genes
interact).

For each tissue and for each molecular interaction dataset, we generated a
tissue-specific molecular interaction network in which nodes represent genes (or
their protein products) that are expressed in the tissue, and in which nodes are
connected by edges if the corresponding genes interact in the molecular interaction
dataset. In this way, we obtained three (PPI, GI, and COEX) tissue-specific
molecular interaction networks for each tissue.

In our cancer-specific study, we use the procedure presented above to create
tissue-specific networks for four cancer tissues (breast, prostate, lung, and
colorectal cancers) and for the four corresponding control tissues (breast glandular
cells, prostate glandular cells, lung pneumocytes, and colon glandular cells). For the
pan-cancer study, we apply the same procedure to generate the tissues-specific
networks of 16 additional cancer tissues: carcinoid, cervical cancer, endometrial
cancer, glioma, head and neck cancer, liver cancer, lymphoma, melanoma, ovarian
cancer, pancreatic cancer, renal cancer, skin cancer, stomach cancer, testis cancer,
thyroid cancer, and urothelial cancer. The sizes of the generated networks are
detailed in Supplementary Table 4.

Biological annotations. In the main document, and as detailed in Methods section
Enrichment-based measures, we use biological annotations to assess if our iCells can
be used to identify functionally coherent sets of genes. To capture the functioning of
a cell, we use the following sets of biological annotations: the pathway annotations

from KEGG (collected on the 14 June 2016)31, the pathway annotations from
REACTOME (collected on the 14 June 2016)30, and the experimentally validated
GO-BP annotations32 from NCBI’s web server (collected on the 14 June 2016).

Integration with the state-of-the-art methods. In a preliminary step, we used the
state of the art data-integration and clustering methods to integrate our human
molecular data:

Similarity network fusion (SNF)39 fuses together networks by using a diffusion
process that enhances the patterns shared by different datasets. However, on our
data, SNF returns empty integrated networks.

Natural Gradient Weighted Simultaneous Symmetric NMTF (NG-
WSSNMTF)40 is similar to our matrix tri-factorization integration framework,
but with the following added properties: (1) it only factorizes the observed
(nonzero) entries in the adjacency matrices Ai, (2) it constrains G to be
orthonormal to ease the identification of gene clusters, and (3) it constrains Si
matrices to be sparse to limit the numbers of cluster-to-cluster relationships. On
our dataset, NG-WSSNMTF’s iterative solver starts diverging after few (≈100)
iterations. This suggests that under NG-WSSNMTF’s constraints there is no
solution to the decomposition problem. If we stop the algorithm before it starts
diverging, then the obtained clusters are not functionally consistent (the clusters
are not enriched in biological annotations).

GraphFuse41 is a tensor factorization approach. It suffers from memory issues
and could not process our data.

Spectral clustering on multi-layer graphs (SC-ML)42 is a spectral method based
on subspace representation of multi-layer networks. Similar to NG-WSSNMTF,
SC-ML cannot achieve convergence on our data-sets and does not produce clusters.

Markov CLustering (MCL)43 is a graph clustering method based on the idea
that random walks on a graph will infrequently go from one cluster to another. To
use MCL, we first merged all the networks by taking their union (a standard simple
way to integrate network data), and then used MCL to cluster the resulting union
graph. On our data, MCL creates very large numbers of very small clusters and
leaves many nodes (genes) isolated.

While memory issues were expected because of the large sizes of our
networks, the inability of data-integration methods to converge toward a
nonempty solution was not expected. For a given species, different omics dataset
should complement each other, as they capture different views of the same
molecular system. We found that these datasets largely disagree with each other,
as the genes that are found to be interacting in one dataset are rarely found to be
interacting in another one (see Supplementary Fig. 4). These low agreements
make the integration process harder, since there are no shared patterns of
interactions across the networks.

iCell’s methodology. In our iCell’s data-fusion framework, all networks, i,
are represented by their adjacency matrices, Ai (a symmetric matrix in
which entry Ai[u][v] equals one if genes u and v interact in network i, and
equals zero otherwise). All adjacency matrices, Ai, are simultaneously decom-
posed as products of three matrix factors G, Si and GT as: Ai � G � Si � GT,
where G is interpreted as cluster indicator matrix of genes (grouping n genes
into k clusters) that is shared across all decompositions and hence allows
learning from all data, and Si is interpreted as the compressed representation
of network i (that indicates how the k clusters of genes relate to each other in
network i).

This decomposition is done by solving the following multiple symmetric NMTF
(MSNMTF):

ðMSNMTFÞminðS;G�0Þ
X

i
Ai � G � Si � GT

�� ��2
F
; ð1Þ

where F denotes the Frobenius norm.
We heuristically minimize (MSNMTF) with a fixed point method that, starting

from an initial solution, iteratively uses multiplicative update rules44 to converge
towards a locally optimal solution (see Methods, section Fixed point method with
multiplicative update rules).

After minimization, we use the obtained matrix factors to create an integrated
network that encompasses all input networks. This integrated network is obtained
by thresholding the matrix G � GT by using row- and column-centric rules to
preserve only the top 1% of the strongest relationships in each row and column
(experimentally derived threshold leading to the most functionally enriched
clusters of genes, as detailed below).

In the co-clustering interpretation of NMTF, each row of G corresponds to a
gene, each column of G corresponds to a cluster, and the value G[u][i] (in row u,
column i) is the closeness of gene u to cluster i. We extract clusters of genes from G
by using the hard clustering procedure45, in which gene u is assigned to cluster C
(u) to which it the closest in G, i.e., C uð Þ ¼ argmaxki¼1G u½ � i½ �.

Fixed point method with multiplicative update rules. First, we derive the
Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions for MSMNTF (necessary conditions for a

Table 2 Top 20 pan-cancer least rewired genes

Rank Gene Evidence

1 NUDT8
2 HLA-DQA2 PMID: 27539887
3 ECT2L intOgen
4 CUL5 PMID: 24760825
5 ENO1 PMID: 26734996
6 CCDC8 PMID: 26052355
7 CUL2 PMID: 20078552
8 VCP PMID: 18798739
9 TARDBP PMID: 22146597
10 NPM1 PMID: 26894557
11 SHMT2 PMID: 27666119
12 HNRNPU PMID: 20010808
13 FUS PMID: 21169411
14 SRRM2 PMID: 26135620
15 COPS5 (CSN5) intOgen
16 DHX9 PMID: 26973242
17 GRB2 PMID: 25031732
18 ILF3 PMID: 22842455
19 OTUB1 PMID: 25431208
20 EEF1A1 (CCS-3) PMID: 16828757

The table ranks genes expressed across all twenty cancers we considered according to their
rewiring across the twenty integrated cancer iCells (least rewired first). Genes in bold have
literature support of their role in cancer, or are known cancer drivers according to intOgenes
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solution in nonlinear programming to be optimal):X
i

�2 AT
i GSi þ AiGS

T
i

� �þ 2 GSiG
TGSTi þ GSTi G

TGSi
� �� �� β ¼ 0; ð2Þ

GTAiG� GTGAiG
TG ¼ 0; ð3Þ

β;G � 0; ð4Þ

hβ;Gi ¼ 0; ð5Þ

where matrix β is the dual variable for the primal constraint G ≥ 0. Because
adjacency matrices Ai are symmetric, therefore matrices Si are symmetric, too.

For Si, we have a closed formula:

Si ¼ GTG
� ��1

GTAiG
� �

GTG
� ��1 ð6Þ

Similar to Wang et al. (2008)40, we derive the following multiplicative update
rule to solve the KTT conditions ((2)–(5)).

Gij  Gij

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiP
i AiGSið Þ�ij þ G SiGTGSið Þþ� �

ij

� �
P

i AiGSið Þþij þ G SiGTGSið Þ�ð Þij
� �

vuuut : ð7Þ

Our fixed point method starts from an initial solution, Ginit, and iteratively uses
Equations (6) and (7) to compute new matrix factors Si and G until convergence.
To avoid numerical instabilities, we add to GTG small diagonal matrix whose
diagonal element epsilon is in order of 10−10 before computing (GTG)−1.

Our multiplicative update rules have the time complexity of O(tmkn2), where t
is the number of iterations of the multiplicative update rules, m is the number of
adjacency matrices that are simultaneously decomposed, k is the number of
clusters, and n is the number of rows or columns in any of the adjacency matrices.
In practice, we computed each of the iCells presented here in about 1 h on a
desktop computer with Intel Xeon E5520 CPU @ 2.27 GHz.

Generating initial solutions. We used two initial solution generators. In the first
step, we started with random solutions, in which values in Ginit are filled by a
random number generator following uniform distribution. This makes the solver
non-deterministic: on the same input data, different runs result in similar, but
nonidentical solutions. We use this property to assess the robustness of the
decompositions and to fix the number of gene clusters, k (see Methods, section
Fixing the number of clusters).

In the main paper, we use initial solutions based on singular value

decomposition of the average adjacency matrix �A ¼ 1
a

Pa
i¼1

Ai , where a is the number

of to be decomposed adjacency matrices, following the idea of Qiao46. In this

approach, Ginit ¼
Pk
i¼1

giσ i, where σi is the square root of the ith largest singular

value of �A, while gi is obtained from the corresponding left-singular vector vi as
follows:

gi ¼
max vi; 0f g if k max vi; 0f g k > k min vi; 0f g k;
�min vi; 0f g otherwise:

�
ð8Þ

This approach makes the solver deterministic, avoiding the need of making
multiple runs to account for randomness, and also reduces the number of iterations
that are needed to achieve convergence (see Supplementary Fig. 8).

Stopping criteria. We measure the quality of factorization by relative square error
(RSE) between the decomposed adjacency matrices and the corresponding
decompositions:

RSE ¼
P

i k Ai � GSiG
T k2FP

i A
2
iF

: ð9Þ

In our implementation, the iterative solver stops after 1000 iterations, the value
for which the RSE of the decomposition is not decreasing anymore (see
Supplementary Fig. 8).

Fixing the number of clusters. The number of clusters, k, is a key parameter. On
one hand, small values of k allow for integrating the input networks via NMTF’s
dimensionality reduction. On the other hand, large values of k allow for more
accurate decomposition (with lower RSE), with the extreme case being placing each
gene in a different cluster leading to the exact decomposition. Finding a suitable

value of k that properly balances these two is a problem for which there is no gold
standard procedure.

To avoid the circular argument of choosing the value of k that produces the
most enriched clusters of genes and then validating the clusters based on their
enrichments, we follow a completely different approach based on clustering
stability analysis, inspired by Brunet et al.45. For a fixed value of k, when using
random initial solutions, the decomposition process is non-deterministic and
different runs result in similar, but different solutions. For a given run, by applying
the hard clustering procedure to the corresponding matrix factor G, we obtain a
clustering that we encode in an association matrix C, which is a 0–1 matrix in
which C(i, j)= 1 if genes i and j belong to the same cluster, and 0 otherwise. Then,
we compute �C, the average of the association matrices over ten different runs, and
measure the stability of these clusterings according to the following dispersion
coefficients:

ηk ¼
var offdiag �Cð Þð Þ
n=k�1
n�1 � n=k�1

n�1
� �2 ; ð10Þ

νk ¼
P

i≠j
�C i; jð Þ � 1=kð Þ2

n n� 1ð Þ 1=k� 1=k2ð Þ ;
ð11Þ

where n is the number of genes and offdiag (�C) is the vector containing off-
diagonal entries of �C. When clusterings are identical, off-diagonal entries of �C are
either 0 or 1 and both ηk and νk equal 1 (provided that the k clusters have the same
size and that n/k is integer). On the other hand, if the clusterings are random and
independent from each other, off-diagonal entries of �C are expected to be all close
to 1/k and the two scores are expected to be close to 0.

The idea is to choose the value of k such that the obtained clusters are the most
stable (for which ηk and νk are maximum). As presented in Supplementary Fig. 9,
the most stable clusterings are achieved for k= 50, which is the value that we used
in the main document.

Enrichment-based measures. In the main paper, we assess if iCells and their
constituent PPI, GI, and COEX networks capture well the functional organization
of the cell by clustering genes in these networks and then by measuring the
enrichment of those clusters in biological annotations.

For iCells, we directly obtain our clusters of genes by applying the hard
clustering procedure on the corresponding matrix factor G (see Methods, section
iCell’s methodology). We obtain clusters of genes for the constituent (PPI, GI, and
COEX) networks in the same way by applying our iCell framework on each
constituent network separately. When utilized in this way, our iCell framework is
equivalent to a k-means clustering. Matrix SGT can be interpreted as cluster
centroids and matrix factor G can be interpreted as the proximity of the genes to
the centroids. Thus, applying the hard clustering procedure on G is equivalent, as
in k-means, to assigning each gene to the cluster whose centroid is the closest to the
gene.

We measure the agreement between iCells’ clusters of genes and biological
annotations of genes as follows. First, we identify the annotations that are
significantly enriched in each cluster. The probability that an annotation is
enriched in a cluster is computed using sampling without replacement strategy
(also called the hypergeometric test)47:

p ¼ 1�
XX�1
i¼0

K

i

	 

M � K

N � i

	 

=

M

N

	 

; ð12Þ

where N is the size of the cluster (only annotated genes from the cluster are taken
into account), X is the number of genes in the cluster that are annotated with the
annotation in question, M is the number of annotated genes in the network and K
is the number of genes in the network that are annotated with the annotation in
question. An annotation is considered to be statistically significantly enriched if its
enrichment p value, after correction for multiple hypothesis testing48, is lower than
or equal to 5%. Then, we measure the quality of the clustering by the percentage of
genes having at least one of their annotations enriched in their clusters, over all the
annotated genes.

In the main document, we detail the percentages of genes with enriched RP
annotations in the iCells of breast, prostate, lung, and colorectal cancer, as well as
in the iCells of the four corresponding control tissues of origin. For KP and GO-BP
annotations, we only present averages over all eight tissues in the main paper and
give details in Supplementary Figs. 2 and 3.

In the main document, we use enrichment analysis to assess if a specific set of
genes (e.g., always-expressed, always-silenced, cancer-silenced, and cancer-
activated) has significantly more or significantly less cancer driver genes than the
background set of genes. To this aim, we use the list of known cancer driver genes
from intOgen database33.

First we measure fold enrichment to assess if the frequency of driver genes is
higher in the considered subset than in the background: for a subset of N genes out
of which X are cancer drivers, and with respect to the background set of M genes
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out of which K are cancer drivers, the fold enrichment is defined as:

fold ¼ X=N
K=M

: ð13Þ

If the fold enrichment is greater than one, then the subset is enriched in cancer
driver genes (i.e., it has a higher percentage of driver genes than the background),
and the corresponding enrichment p value is computed with Equation (12).
Otherwise, the subset is depleted in cancer driver genes (i.e., it has a lower
percentage of driver genes than the background), and the corresponding depletion
p value is:

p ¼
XX
i¼0

K

i

	 

M � K

N � i

	 

=

M

N

	 

: ð14Þ

In the main paper, we consider that an enrichment or a depletion in cancer
driver genes is statistically significant if the corresponding p value is lower than or
equal to 5%.

We apply the same methodology to measure the cancer driver enrichment in
the top-500 most rewired always-expressed genes, and in the pan-cancer study on
the pan-cancer expressed genes.

To uncover the biological pathways that are the most affected by the top-500
most rewired genes in cancer, we computed the enrichments of those genes in
Reactome and KEGG pathway annotations as follows. For each pathway
annotation, its enrichment p value is computed using Equation (12), in which N=
500 is the number of cancer-rewired genes, out of which X are annotated with the
pathway in question. M is the number of background genes, out of which K are
annotated with the pathway in question. The biological pathways that are enriched
in the top-500 most rewired always-expressed genes in breast, prostate, lung, and
colorectal cancer are listed in Supplementary Tables 1 and 2.

Analyzing the wiring patterns of iCells. We capture the local wiring patterns
around nodes in networks by using graphlets, because they are the most sensitive
measure of network topology to date29,34,49,50. Graphlets are defined as small,
connected, nonisomorphic induced subgraphs of a large network that appear at any
frequency49; an induced subgraph means that once you pick the nodes in the large
network, you must pick all the edges between them to form the subgraph. Within
graphlets, symmetry groups of nodes called automorphism orbits are used to
characterize different topological positions that a node participates in. Orbits are
used to generalize the notion of node degree: the graphlet degrees of a node are the
numbers of times a node is found at each orbit position49. Graphlets and their
orbits have been used for measuring the topological similarities among nodes in
networks34, for designing superior distance measures between networks29, for
guiding network alignment processes in the GRAAL family of network aligners
(e.g., L-GRAAL)51 and for comparing protein structures52. Following the metho-
dology of Yaveroglu et al.29, we use the 11 nonredundant orbits of 2- to 4-node
graphlets (see Supplementary Fig. 10). The nonredundant 2- to 4-node orbits have
been shown to perform better than if we included higher order graphlets29. Thus,
each node in a network is characterized by an 11-dimensional vector called GDV,
which captures the 11 nonredundant 2- to 4-node graphlet degrees of the node.

In the main paper, we quantify how much the wiring patterns of a gene (node)
change between healthy and cancer conditions by the dissimilarity between the
nonredundant 2- to 4-node GDVs of the node in the healthy and cancer networks.
We measure this GDV dissimilarity using GDV distance (GDVD)34, which we
compute as follows. Given two GDV vectors, h (in the healthy network) and c (in
the cancer network), the distance between their ith coordinates is defined as:

Di h; cð Þ ¼ wi ´
log hi þ 1ð Þ � log ci þ 1ð Þj j
log max hi; cif g þ 2ð Þ ; ð15Þ

where wi is the weight of orbit i that accounts for dependencies between orbits
(see Milenkovic and Przulj34 for details). Then, GDVD is defined as:

GDVD h; cð Þ ¼
P11

i¼1 Diðh; cÞP11
i¼1 wi

: ð16Þ

GDVD is a distance in [0, 1), such that a distance equal to 0 means that the two
GDVs are identical.

We measure the overall dissimilarity between two networks by using graphlet
corelation distance (GCD), because it is the most sensitive network distance
measure29. First, we characterize the global wiring patterns of a network with its
graphlet correlation matrix (GCM)20, which is an 11 × 11 symmetric matrix
encoding the Spearman’s correlations between nonredundant orbits counts over all
nodes of the network. Then, we measure the distance between two networks with
their GCD-1129, which is the Euclidean distance of the upper triangle values of
their GCMs.

To investigate the organizational principles of our networks, we perform model
fitting experiments in which the wiring patterns of real-world networks are compared,
using the above described GCD-11 distance measure, to the wiring patterns of
randomly generated networks. For our four cancers of interest and the four
corresponding control tissues of origin, we considered all of iCell networks, PPI
networks, COEX networks, and GI networks. We additionally consider the unions of
PPI, COEX, and GI networks to assess if iCells are not simply the union of these
molecular interactions. All these data networks are compared to randomly generated
networks coming from the following seven models that are commonly used in biology:

The Erdös–Rènyi random graph model (ER) represents uniformly distributed
random interactions between a set of nodes22. We generate ER networks by fixing
the number of nodes, n, and by randomly adding edges between uniformly chosen
pairs of nodes (out of the n(n−1)/2 possible pairs of nodes) until a given density is
reached. The number of nodes and edge density are chosen to match those of the
data networks.

The Generalized random graph model (ER-DD) is an extension of ER model,
where the distribution of the degrees of nodes in the generated model network
matches that of an input (data) network23. We generate ER-DD networks by
assigning connection capacities (stubs, corresponding to the degree of a node) to
the nodes of the network, and then adding edges between nodes that have available
stubs uniformly at random while reducing the available stubs of the newly
connected nodes after each edge addition. The number of nodes and the degree
distributions in these model networks match those of the data networks.

The geometric random graph model (GEO) represents proximity relationships
between uniformly distributed points in an k-dimensional space24. We generate GEO
networks by uniformly distributing n points (nodes) in three-dimensional space and
by connecting nodes by edges if the Euclidean distances between the corresponding
points is lower than or equal to threshold r, which is set so that we obtain a given edge
density. The number of nodes and edge density match those of the data networks.

The GEO with gene duplication model (GEO-GD) is a geometric model in
which the dispersion of nodes is no longer uniformly random, but according to
duplication and divergence rules, mimicking the gene duplication and mutation
process in biology25. We generate a GEO-GD network starting from a seed
network (i.e., a single edge) to which the duplication and mutation process is
applied: a randomly chosen parent node is duplicated, and the child node is
randomly placed at a distance smaller than or equal to 2r (where r is the same
distance threshold as in GEO model). This process iterates until the required
number of nodes that matches that of the data network is generated, after which
edges are created following the GEO model rules so that we achieve the requested
edge density that matches the one of the data network.

The Barabàsi–Albert scale-free model (SF). This network model, which is based
on preferential attachment principle, is characterized by a scale-free degree
distribution, i.e., the SF networks have the degree distribution that follows a power
law26. We generate SF networks starting from small seed networks (one edge), to
which nodes are added based on the “rich-get-richer” principle: new nodes are
attached to the existing nodes of the network with the probability proportional to
their degrees.

The scale-free with gene duplication and divergence model (SF-GD). This is a
scale-free model that mimicks the gene duplication and divergence processes in
biology27. We generate an SF-GD network starting from a small seed network (one
edge), which we grow through iterative duplication and divergence events. In each
iteration, a randomly selected existing node v is duplicated into a new node u. This
new node is connected to all of the neighbors of v and may be connected to v with
probability p. Divergence is achieved by considering all of the shared neighbors of u
and v and removing a connection with a probability q (chosen to mimic the edge
density of an input network).

The stickiness-index based model (STICKY). This model assumes that the
higher the degree of two proteins (nodes), the higher is the probability that they
interact28. To generate a STICKY network, we start from n disconnected nodes, to
which we randomly assign stickiness index values (proportional to the node
degrees of an input network). Then, the probability of connecting two nodes is
equal to the product of their stickiness indexes.

To measure the fit between a real network (e.g., iCell) and a given random
model (e.g., ER), we generated for each real network 30 random networks from the
given model that have node sizes and edge densities of the real network.

We assess the quality of the fit between the data and the network model by the
overlap between two distributions: the distribution of GCD-11 distances between
the data and the model networks and the distribution of GCD-11 distances
between model networks. A data network is not fitted by a network model if the
Wilcoxon–Mann–Whitney U-test (MWU) between the two distributions of
distances (real-to-model and model-to-model) is lower than or equal to 5%
(threshold for which the two distributions are statistically significantly different).

Note that none of our data networks are well fitted by any of the tested random
models (all MWU p-values were lower than 5%, as the two distributions do not
overlap, e.g., Fig. 2d in the main document). Thus, we only present the GCD-11
distances between real and model networks (with lower GCD-11 distances relating
to better fits).

Additionally, we used GCD-11 to compare the real-world networks to each
other. The comparison, presented in Supplementary Fig. 1, shows that iCells have
different organizational principles than their constituent molecular networks and
also different from the simple union of PPI, COEX, and GI networks.
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Functional organization of iCells. We uncover functional regions in iCells using
spatial analysis of functional enrichment (SAFE) framework53, a systematic and
quantitative method for annotation of network regions of genes with enriched
functionality. In brief, SAFE embeds a network of interacting genes in two-
dimensional space using spring embedding, so that genes (nodes) that are adjacent
(connected by an edge) in the network are closer in space than genes that are not.
Then, for each node (gene), each biological annotation is assigned a neighborhood
enrichment score, which is based on the annotation’s prevalence in the node and in
its local neighborhood. Annotations that are statistically significantly enriched in
the overlapping network regions are combined into “functional domains”. Applied
to the yeast genetic interaction network, it was shown that SAFE could capture and
predict biological mechanisms53,54. Because of the large sizes of our networks, we
replace SAFE’s spring embedding algorithm with the computationally more effi-
cient scalable force directed placement algorithm55. Apart from this modification,
SAFE is applied as originally demonstrated and adopting the default settings from
Baryshnikova et al.53.

To assess the statistical significance of the numbers of functional domains that
SAFE uncovers in a given iCell, we compare the number of functional domains that
is found in an iCell to the one that is found in a random network. Since no network
model is known as well-fitting for an iCell, we proceed as follows.

For each iCell and each set of gene annotations, we generate 100 randomized
iCells in which the genes’ IDs are uniformly randomly shuffled (hence breaking the
links between the network topology and the annotations of the genes). Then, we
run SAFE ten times (to account for the heuristic nature of its embedding step) on
each of the real and randomized iCells. Thus, for each iCell and annotation set, we
have n= 10 × 100= 1000 randomized replicates. The empirical probability of
observing k or more functional domains in an iCell by chance is defined as56:

p ¼ r þ 1
nþ 1

; ð17Þ

where r is the number of randomized replicates which resulted in k or more
functional domains. Because we make ten runs of SAFE on the real (data) iCells,
too, each pair of iCell and annotation sets is characterized by ten numbers of
functional domains and their corresponding p values. As summarized in
Supplementary Table 5, all iCells have statistically significantly larger numbers of
functional domains than expected at random. These procedures are commonly
known as “permutation tests”.

Experimental validation of iCell rewired genes. To experimentally assess if the
genes rewired in our iCells affect cancer, we performed the following siRNA
knockdown and cell viability experiments.

A custom-made esiRNA library was purchased from Sigma/Eupheria Biotech
(MISSION® esiRNA; Supplementary Table 6). Cells were seeded into 96-well plates
(flat-bottom, Costar) at a density of 7000 cells/well. Twenty-four hour after
seeding, esiRNA was transfected in triplicates at a concentration of 25 nM per well.
Twenty-four hour after transfection, 90 µl of fresh media was added and 72 h after
transfection, Presto Blue cell viability assay was performed. Control esiRNAs
included esiKif11 to induce loss of cell viability and esiLuciferase was included as
nontargeting control (Supplementary Fig. 11).

All cell lines were maintained under standard conditions, 37 °C, 5% CO2 and
appropriate media. Briefly, PC-3 prostate cancer cells, HCT116 colon cancer cells,
and A549 lung cancer cells were cultured in Dulbecco’s modified Eagle’s medium
(DMEM) with 10% fetal bovine serum and 1% antibiotics (penicillin/
streptomycin). MCF7 breast cancer cells were cultured in DMEM media plus 5%
FBS and 10 µg/ml insulin.

The cell lines we used are obtained from ATCC (CRL-1831) or the existing lab
stocks, which originally were purchased from ATCC and further cultivated (not
more than 20 passages). The following cell lines were used in this study:

MCF7 (ATCC® HTB-22) breast cancer cell line (tissue: breast mammary gland,
cell type: epithelial, disease: adenocarcinoma)

HCT116 (ATCC® CCL-247) colon cancer line (tissue: colon, cell type: epithelial,
disease: colorectal carcinoma)

A549 (ATCC® CRM-CCL-185) lung cancer line (tissue: lung, cell type:
epithelial, disease: carcinoma)

PC-3 (PC-3 ATCC ®CRL-1435™) prostate cancer line (tissue: prostate, cell type:
epithelial, disease type: grade IV, adenocarcinoma).

These cell lines are commonly used to study breast, prostate, colorectal, and
lung cancers, and are not part of the commonly misidentified cell lines. Also, as
these cell lines were purchased directly from ATCC, they do not need to be
authenticated and are provided with the assurance that they are negative for
mycoplasma. Furthermore, we regularly check for mycoplasma all cell lines that are
cultured for a long-term period in the lab.

Transfection experiments were performed using JetPrime (supplier: Polyplus
transfection), according to the manufacturer’s protocol. Briefly, for a 96-well plate,
12.5 µl JetPrime buffer and 25 nM esiRNA were mixed and 1.2 µl JetPrime
transfection reagent was added to the tube, vortexed briefly and incubated at room
temperature for 20 min. The siRNA mixture was added dropwise to the cells.
Twenty-four hour later, the transfection mix was replaced with fresh media.

Cell viability assays using the Presto Blue reagent were performed according to
the manual (ThermoFisher, Presto Blue Cell Viability Reagent). Twenty-four hour

after transfection, the media was replaced with 90 µl of fresh media, and 72 h after
initial transfection, 10 µl of Presto Blue reagent was added to each well and
incubated at 37 °C for 3 h and fluorescence was measured on a fluorescence plate
reader with the excitation/emission wavelengths set at 544/590 nm.

For a given cell line, both siRNA knockdown of a gene and esiLuciferase control
are represented by distribution of three cell viability values (triplicate experiments).
Each distribution is first normalized according to the average cell viability of the
esiLuciferase control (which corresponds to 100%). The two normalized
distributions are statistically significantly different if their Mann–Whitney U-test p
value is less than or equal to 5%.

Gene expression-based analysis. In the main document, for each of breast,
prostate, lung, and colorectal cancer, we use the following procedure to assess if the
newly prioritized genes resulting from our study could be biomarkers of cancer
survival. For a given gene and for a given expression threshold, we stratify cancer
patients into two subgroups: the group of patients whose expressions of the con-
sidered gene in the cancer tissues are lower than or equal to the threshold, and the
group of patients whose expressions of the considered gene in the cancer tissues are
higher than the threshold. The clinical outcome of each group is characterized by
its Kaplan–Meier survival curve (that indicates the percentage of patients from the
group that are still alive over time). The two subgroups show statistically sig-
nificantly different clinical outcomes if the log-rank p value of their survival curves
is lower than or equal to 5%. For a given gene and for a given cancer, we report the
most significantly different survival curves that are obtained over all possible values
of the expression threshold. To compute our survival curves and the significance of
their differences, we used the Human Protein Atlas web-server21. Our survival
curve analyses are based on 1075 expression data from TCGA breast cancer project
BRCA, on 494 expression data from TCGA prostate cancer project PRAD, on 994
expression data from TCGA lung cancer projects LUAD and LUSC, and on 597
patient data from TCGA colorectal cancer projects COAD and READ.

To uncover genes that are significantly differentially expressed in a given cancer,
we used the following procedure. In a given tissue, the raw expression of a gene (in
Transcripts Per Kilobase Million, TPM) is first log-transformed using log2(TPM+ 1).
The differential expression of a gene between the cancer and the paired control
tissues, log2FC, is defined as the difference between the median of the log-transformed
expressions in the cancer tissues and the median of the log-transformed expressions
in the paired control tissues. We computed the statistical significance of our
differential expressions by four-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) using sex, age,
ethnicity, and disease state (tumor or control). Over the cancer and control tissues,
ANOVA measures the strength of the relationship between the log-transformed
expression of a gene and all of sex, age, ethnicity, and disease states. A gene is
significantly differentially expressed in cancer if its ANOVA p value, after
Benjamini–Hochberg correction for multiple hypothesis testing48, is lower than or
equal to 5%. To compute our differential-expressions, we used GEPIA web-server57.
Our differential-expression analysis of breast cancer is based on 1085 cancer and 112
paired control tissue expression data from TCGA project BRCA. The analysis of
prostate cancer is based on 492 cancer and 52 paired control tissue expression data
from TCGA project PRAD. The analysis of lung cancer is based on 483 cancer and 59
paired control tissue expression data from TCGA project LUAD. Finally, the analysis
of colorectal cancer is based on 275 cancer and 41 paired control tissue expression
data from TCGA project COAD. In Supplementary Table 3, we report our newly
prioritized genes as a result of this study that are significantly differentially expressed
in cancer.

Code availability. Software used in the paper are publicly available at http://www0.
cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/iCell. The data-integration scripts are coded in Matlab.
The scripts used to generate the networks, to perform the experiments, and to
analyze the data are coded in Python (v2.7) and require NumPy, SciPy, SKLearn,
NetworkX, and MatplotLib libraries.

Reporting Summary. Further information on experimental design is available in
the Nature Research Reporting Summary linked to this Article.

Data availability
Data reported in the paper are publicly available at http://www0.cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/
iCell.

Received: 5 September 2018 Accepted: 25 January 2019
Published online: 18 February 2019

References

1. Cancer Genome Atlas Network. Comprehensive molecular characterization of
human colon and rectal cancer. Nature 487, 330–337 (2012).

NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8 ARTICLE

NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | (2019) 10:805 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8 |www.nature.com/naturecommunications 11

http://www0.cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/iCell
http://www0.cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/iCell
http://www0.cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/iCell
http://www0.cs.ucl.ac.uk/staff/natasa/iCell
www.nature.com/naturecommunications
www.nature.com/naturecommunications


2. Vogelstein, B. et al. Cancer genome landscapes. Science 339, 1546–1558
(2013).

3. Yao, Z., Petschnigg, J., Ketteler, R. & Stagljar, I. Application guide for omics
approaches to cell signaling. Nat. Chem. Biol. 11, 387 (2015).

4. Davis, D. et al. Topology-function conservation in protein–protein interaction
networks. Bioinformatics 31, 1632–1639 (2015).

5. Sharan, R., Ulitsky, I. & Shamir, R. Network‐based prediction of protein
function. Mol. Syst. Biol. 3, 88 (2007).

6. Mitra, K., Carvunis, A. R., Ramesh, S. K. & Ideker, T. Integrative approaches
for finding modular structure in biological networks. Nat. Rev. Genet. 14,
719–732 (2013).

7. Pržulj, N. & Malod-Dognin, N. Network analytics in the age of big data.
Science 353, 123–124 (2016).

8. Ding, C. et al. Orthogonal nonnegative matrix tri-factorizations for clustering,
in KDD’06. In Proc. of the 12th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining 126–136 (ACM, 2006).

9. Žitnik, M. et al. Discovering disease-disease associations by fusing systems-
level molecular data. Sci. Rep. 3, 3202 (2013).

10. Gligorijević, V., Malod-Dognin, N. & Pržulj, N. Patient-specific data fusion for
cancer stratification and personalized treatment. In Proc. of the 21st Pacific
Symposium on Biocomputing 321–332 (World Scientific Publishing Company,
2016).

11. Lanckriet, G. R., De Bie, T., Cristianini, N., Jordan, M. I. & Noble, W. S. A
statistical framework for genomic data fusion. Bioinformatics 20, 2626–2635
(2004).

12. Žitnik, M. & Zupan, B. Data fusion by matrix factorization. IEEE Trans.
Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell. 37, 41–53 (2015).

13. Vitali, F. et al. Patient similarity by joint matrix trifactorization to identify
subgroups in acute myeloid leukemia. JAMIA Open 1, 75–86 (2018).

14. Cancer Research UK. Cancer incidence for common cancers. Cancer Research
UK, http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/
incidence/common-cancers-compared#heading-Zero (2016).

15. Ulitsky, I., Krishnamurthy, A., Karp, R. M. & Shamir, R. DEGAS: de novo
discovery of dysregulated pathways in human diseases. PLoS One 5, e13367
(2010).

16. List, M. et al. KeyPathwayMinerWeb: online multi-omics network
enrichment. Nucleic Acids Res. 44, W98–W104 (2016).

17. Kotlyar, M. et al. Integrated Interactions Database: tissue-specific view of the
human and model organism interactomes. Nucleic Acids Res. 44, D536–D541
(2016).

18. Okamura, Y. et al. COXPRESdb in 2015: coexpression database for animal
species by DNA-microarray and RNAseq-based expression data with multiple
quality assessment systems. Nucleic Acids Res. 43, D82–D86 (2015).

19. Chatr-Aryamontri, A. et al. The BioGRID interaction database: 2017 update.
Nucleic Acids Res. 45, D369–D379 (2017).

20. Guo, J., Liu, H. & Zheng, J. SynLethDB: synthetic lethality database toward
discovery of selective and sensitive anticancer drug targets. Nucleic Acids Res.
44, D1011–D1017 (2015).

21. Uhlén, M. et al. Tissue-based map of the human proteome. Science 347,
1260419 (2015).

22. Erdős, P. & Rényi, A. On Random Graphs. I. Publ. Math. 6, 290–297 (1959).
23. Newman, M. Networks: An Introduction (Oxford University Press, Oxford,

UK, 2009).
24. Penrose, M. Random Geometric Graphs (Oxford University Press, Oxford,

UK, 2003).
25. Pržulj, N., Kuchaiev, O., Stevanovic, A. & Hayes, W. Geometric evolutionary

dynamics of protein interaction networks. In Proc. of the Pacific Symposium
on Biocomputing 2010 178–189 (2010).

26. Barabási, A. L. & Albert, R. Emergence of scaling in random networks. Science
286, 509–512 (1999).

27. Vázquez, A., Flammini, A., Maritan, A. & Vespignani, A. Modeling of protein
interaction networks. Complexus 1, 38–44 (2002).

28. Pržulj, N. & Higham, D. J. Modelling protein–protein interaction networks via
a stickiness index. J. R. Soc. Interface 3, 711–716 (2006).

29. Yaveroğlu, Ö. N. et al. Revealing the hidden language of complex networks.
Sci. Rep. 4, 4547 (2014).

30. Fabregat, A. et al. The reactome pathway knowledgebase. Nucleic Acids Res.
46, D649 (2018).

31. Kanehisa, M. et al. KEGG: new perspectives on genomes, pathways, diseases
and drugs. Nucleic Acids Res. 45, D353–D361 (2017).

32. Ashburner, M. et al. Gene Ontology: tool for the unification of biology. Nat.
Genet. 25, 25–29 (2000).

33. Gonzalez-Perez, A. et al. IntOGen-mutations identifies cancer. Nat. Methods
10, 1081–1082 (2013).

34. Milenković, T. & Pržulj, N. Uncovering biological network function via
graphlet degree signatures. Cancer Inform. 6, 257–273 (2008).

35. Utsumi, T., Kobayashi, N. & Hanada, H. Recent perspectives of endocrine
therapy for breast cancer. Breast Cancer 14, 194–199 (2007).

36. Pratt, A. J. & MacRae, I. J. The RNA-induced silencing complex: a versatile
gene-silencing machine. J. Biol. Chem. 284, 17897–17901 (2009).

37. Macaulay, I. C., Ponting, C. P. & Voet, T. Single-cell multiomics: multiple
measurements from single cells. Trends Genet. 33, 155–168 (2017).

38. Jones, P. A., Issa, J. P. J. & Baylin, S. Targeting the cancer epigenome for
therapy. Nat. Rev. Genet. 17, 630–641 (2016).

39. Wang, B. et al. Similarity network fusion for aggregating data types on a
genomic scale. Nat. Methods 11, 333 (2014).

40. Gligorijević, V., Panagakis, Y. & Zafeiriou, S. Fusion and community detection
in multi-layer graphs. In 2016 23rd International Conference on Pattern
Recognition (ICPR) 1327–1332 (IEEE, 2016).

41. Papalexakis, E. E., Akoglu, L. & Ience, D. Do more views of a graph help?
Community detection and clustering in multi-graphs. In Proc. of the
International Conference on Information Fusion (FUSION) 899–905 (IEEE,
2013).

42. Dong, X., Frossard, P., Vandergheynst, P. & Nefedov, N. Clustering on multi-
layer graphs via subspace analysis on Grassmann manifolds. IEEE Trans.
Signal Process. 62, 905–918 (2014).

43. Enright, A. J., Van Dongen, S. & Ouzounis, C. A. An efficient algorithm for
large-scale detection of protein families. Nucleic Acids Res. 30, 1575–1584
(2002).

44. Wang, F., Li, T. & Zhang, C. Semi-supervised clustering via matrix
factorization. In Proc. of the 2008 SIAM International Conference on Data
Mining (eds Apte, C. et al.) 1–12 (SIAM, 2008).

45. Brunet, J. P., Tamayo, P., Golub, T. R. & Mesirov, J. P. Metagenes and
molecular pattern discovery using matrix factorization. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci.
101, 4164–4169 (2004).

46. Qiao, H. New SVD based initialization strategy for non-negative matrix
factorization. Pattern Recognit. Lett. 63, 71–77 (2015).

47. Kuchaiev, O., Milenković, T., Memišević, V., Hayes, W. & Pržulj, N.
Topological network alignment uncovers biological function and phylogeny. J.
R. Soc. Interface 7, 1341–1354 (2010).

48. Benjamini, Y. & Hochberg, Y. Controlling the false discovery rate: a practical
and powerful approach to multiple testing. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B. 57, 289–300
(1995).

49. Pržulj, N., Corneil, D. G. & Jurisica, I. Modeling interactome: scale-free or
geometric? Bioinformatics 20, 3508–3515 (2004).

50. Pržulj, N. Biological network comparison using graphlet degree distribution.
Bioinformatics 23, e177–e183 (2007).

51. Malod-Dognin, N. & Pržulj, N. L-GRAAL: Lagrangian graphlet-based
network aligner. Bioinformatics 31, 2182–2189 (2015).

52. Malod-Dognin, N. & Pržulj, N. GR-Align: fast and flexible alignment of
protein 3D structures using graphlet degree similarity. Bioinformatics 30,
1259–1265 (2014).

53. Baryshnikova, A. Systematic functional annotation and visualization of
biological networks. Cell Syst. 2, 412–421 (2016).

54. Costanzo, M. et al. A global genetic interaction network maps a wiring
diagram of cellular function. Science 353, aaf1420 (2016).

55. Hu, Y. Efficient, high-quality force-directed graph drawing. Math. J. 10, 37–71
(2005).

56. North, B. V., Curtis, D. & Sham, P. C. A note on the calculation of empirical P
values from Monte Carlo procedures. Am. J. Human. Genet. 71, 439–441
(2002).

57. Tang, Z. et al. GEPIA: a web server for cancer and normal gene expression
profiling and interactive analyses. Nucleic Acids Res. 45, W98–W102 (2017).

Acknowledgments
This work was supported by the European Research Council (ERC) Starting Independent
Researcher Grant 278212, the European Research Council (ERC) Consolidator Grant
770827, the Serbian Ministry of Education and Science Project III44006, the Slovenian
Research Agency project J1-8155, the UK Medical Research Council (MC_U12266B),
The Prostate Project, and the awards to establish the Farr Institute of Health Informatics
Research, London, from the Medical Research Council, Arthritis Research UK, British
Heart Foundation, Cancer Research UK, Chief Scientist Office, Economic and Social
Research Council, Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council, National Insti-
tute for Health Research, National Institute for Social Care and Health Research and
Wellcome Trust (grant MR/K006584/1).

Author contributions
N.M.-D. conducted most of the experiments and wrote the manuscript. J. Petschnigg,
under the direction of R.K. conducted the wet-lab validations of the prioritized cancer
related genes. S.F.L.W. conducted part of the experiments. J. Povh developed the NMTF
solver. N.P. conceived and directed the study and contributed to writing of the manu-
script. H. Hemmingway and all the authors analyzed the results and reviewed the
manuscript.

ARTICLE NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8

12 NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | (2019) 10:805 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8 | www.nature.com/naturecommunications

http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/incidence/common-cancers-compared#heading-Zero
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/cancer-statistics/incidence/common-cancers-compared#heading-Zero
www.nature.com/naturecommunications


Additional information
Supplementary Information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-
019-08797-8.

Competing interests: The authors declare no competing interests.

Reprints and permission information is available online at http://npg.nature.com/
reprintsandpermissions/

Journal peer review information Nature Communications thanks the anonymous
reviewers for their contribution to the peer review of this work. Peer reviewer reports are
available.

Publisher’s note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2019

NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8 ARTICLE

NATURE COMMUNICATIONS | (2019) 10:805 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8 |www.nature.com/naturecommunications 13

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08797-8
http://npg.nature.com/reprintsandpermissions/
http://npg.nature.com/reprintsandpermissions/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
www.nature.com/naturecommunications
www.nature.com/naturecommunications

	Towards a data-integrated cell
	Results
	What is an iCell?
	iCells reveal new cancer-specific genes
	iCells reveal pan-cancer genes

	Discussion
	Methods
	Creating tissue-specific molecular interaction networks
	Biological annotations
	Integration with the state-of-the-art methods
	iCell’s methodology
	Fixed point method with multiplicative update rules
	Generating initial solutions
	Stopping criteria
	Fixing the number of clusters
	Enrichment-based measures
	Analyzing the wiring patterns of iCells
	Functional organization of iCells
	Experimental validation of iCell rewired genes
	Gene expression-based analysis
	Code availability
	Reporting Summary

	References
	References
	Acknowledgments
	Author contributions
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	Competing interests
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS




