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ABSTRACT

Imaging genetic studies aim to find associations between genetic variants and imaging quantitative
traits. Traditional genome-wide association studies (GWAS) are based on univariate statistical tests,
but when multiple traits are analyzed together they suffer from a multiple-testing problem and from
not taking into account correlations among the traits. An alternative approach to multi-trait GWAS
is to reverse the functional relation between genotypes and traits, by fitting a multivariate regression
model to predict genotypes from multiple traits simultaneously. However, current reverse genotype
prediction approaches are mostly based on linear models. Here, we evaluated random forest re-
gression (RFR) as a method to predict SNPs from imaging QTs and identify biologically relevant
associations. We learned machine learning models to predict 518,484 SNPs using 56 brain imag-
ing QTs. We observed that genotype regression error is a better indicator of permutation p-value
significance than genotype classification accuracy. SNPs within the known Alzheimer disease (AD)
risk gene APOE had lowest RMSE for lasso and random forest, but not ridge regression. More-
over, random forests identified additional SNPs that were not prioritized by the linear models but
are known to be associated with brain-related disorders. Feature selection identified well-known
brain regions associated with AD, like the hippocampus and amygdala, as important predictors of
the most significant SNPs. In summary, our results indicate that non-linear methods like random
forests may offer additional insights into phenotype-genotype associations compared to traditional
linear multi-variate GWAS methods.

Keywords genome-wide association studies · neuroimaging genetics · alzheimer’s disease · multi-trait GWAS ·
genotype prediction

1 INTRODUCTION

Neuroimaging genetics, also known as imaging genomics or imaging genetics, is a useful tool to investigate the asso-
ciations between genetic variants and variation in brain structure among individuals [1]. The discovery of biomarkers
jointly from imaging and genetic data helps us to better understand the underlying pathological processes of neuropsy-
chiatric and neurodegenerative diseases [2, 3]. Moreover, neuroimaging may help us discover the genetic pathways
through which genes affect the above-mentioned diseases, by identifying associations between causal genes and vari-
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ations in brain regions [4,5]. And lastly, imaging genetics studies have been shown to have increased statistical power
when compared with conventional case-control studies and therefore have decreased sample size requirement [6].

Recently a large number of neuroimaging studies have been conducted to explore the association between neurodegen-
erative disease and brain structure [1,7–10]. Some of these studies have focused on understanding the genetic causes of
these diseases (for example Alzheimer’s disease), whereas the other genome-wide association studies (GWAS) focus
on identifying the genetic variations that influence brain structure and function. A common issue with most imaging
genetics studies is the reduction in either imaging or genetic data (or sometimes both). For example, whole-brain stud-
ies have mostly focused on a small number of genetic variants [11–14], whereas whole-genome studies have focused
on a limited number of imaging quantitative traits (QTs) [15,16]. This restriction in either genotype or phenotype data
can greatly hinder our ability to identify important associations.

A typical procedure to investigate genotype-phenotype associations is to conduct univariate linear regression or anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA) tests for each genetic variant against each trait separately. However, when multiple traits
are studied simultaneously this approach ignores correlations among traits and leads to a high multiple-testing bur-
den. Other approaches for multi-trait GWAS are based on multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) or canonical
correlation analysis (CCA) [17]. But these are applicable only to studies with a small number of traits. A promising
alternative approach to multi-trait GWAS has been to reverse the functional relation between genotypes and traits and
fit a multivariate regression model that predicts genotypes from multiple traits simultaneously, instead of the usual ap-
proach to regress traits on genotypes [18]. In fact, in [19], we showed that more traditional multi-trait GWAS methods
such as CCA can also be described as reverse genotype prediction methods.

Reverse genotype prediction has also been considered in the context of imaging genetics. For example, in [8] a task-
correlated longitudinal sparse regression approach was used to investigate associations between phenotype markers
and Alzheimer’s disease relevant SNPs belonging to top 40 AD relevant genes.

Thus far, efforts to extend reverse genotype prediction methods to the high-dimensional setting (in either SNP or
feature dimension) have mostly focused on gene expression traits. For instance, a recent study used L2-regularized
linear regression of SNPs on gene expression traits to identify trans-acting expression quantitative trait loci (trans-
eQTLs), and showed that this approach aggregates evidence from many small trans-effects while being unaffected by
strong expression correlations [20].

However, several limitations and open questions remain in multi-trait GWAS. For example, existing studies mostly rely
on linear models that search for linear combinations of traits associated to the SNP, but there is no a priori biological
evidence to support the use of only linear combinations. Moreover, even though L2-regularization allows to deal with
high-dimensional traits, it does not address the problem of feature selection. For instance, in [20] a secondary set of
univariate tests is carried out to select genes associated to trans-eQTLs identified by the initial multivariate regression.

In [19], using gene expression data from a cross between two yeast strains, we found that feature coefficients of
machine learning models (lasso, ridge, linear SVM, and random forest) correlated with the strength of association
between variants and individual traits, and were predictive of true trans-eQTL target genes. However, to the best
of our knowledge, a genome-wide analysis of machine learning methods for reverse genotype prediction in human
GWAS has not yet been conducted.

In this study, we explored the use of a non-linear machine learning method, specifically random forests, for predicting
genotypes from brain imaging phenotypes. Our overall hypothesis is that genetic variants whose genotypes can be
predicted with higher accuracy from imaging traits are more likely to affect some or all of the traits under consideration
than variants whose genotypes cannot be predicted well, and that feature weights in the fitted models measure the

Figure 1: Flowchart of the approach used in this study
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strength of biological association between a SNP and a QT. We compare the results of random forest with two well-
known linear methods, lasso and ridge regression.

2 MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1 Dataset

Data used in this study was obtained from the ADNI database (adni.loni.ucla.edu). The baseline T1-weighted
MRI images from the four phases of the ADNI study, the Illumina SNP genotyping data, demographic information,
APOE genotype, and baseline diagnosis was downloaded from the ADNI database. The demographic information of
the samples used in the study can be found in Table 1. Details about the standardized imaging protocols used in ADNI
can be found in https://adni.loni.usc.edu/methods/documents/mri-protocols/.

Table 1: Demographic information of the samples used in the study. CN: Controls, MCI: Mild Cognitive Impairment,
AD: Alzheimer’s Disease

CN MCI AD
No. of subjects 211 359 178
Gender(M/F) 112/99 234/125 94/84

Baseline age(years:mean ± SD) 75.7±4.9 74.7±7.3 75.4±7.3
Education(years:mean ± SD) 16.0±2.8 15.7±3.0 14.6±3.2

Race (Caucasian/Non-Caucasian) 191/20 325/34 161/17

2.2 MRI data and imaging phenotype extraction

We extracted subcortical segmentation and cortical parcellation from the T1-weighted images using FreeSurfer
v6.0 [21] to obtain imaging phenotypes. Following [1] we defined 56 volumetric and cortical thickness values men-
tioned in(Table 2).

2.3 SNP genotypes

The SNP data from ADNI database were genotyped using the Human 610-Quad BeadChip (Illumina, Inc., San Diego,
CA, USA). The genotype data consists of 620,901 SNPs. The SNP data was screened using the following quality
control (QC) steps: (1) call rate check per subject (≥ 90%) and per SNP marker (≥ 90%), (2) gender check (3) marker
removal according to the minor allele frequency (MAF) ≥ 5% and (4) Hardy-Weingberg equilibrium (HWE) test of
p ≤ 10−6. The remaining missing genotype values were imputed as the modal values. After the QC procedure, 749
subjects and 518,484 SNPs remained in the data. The APOE gene is one of the important causal genes for AD, but the
previously identified APOE SNPs (rs429358/rs7412) were not available on the Illumina array. Therefore, the APOE
genotype was coded from the ADNIMERGE.csv file prepared by the ADNI study by using the number of APOE-ε4 risk
alleles.

2.4 Genotype prediction model

For genotype prediction using machine learning models, the phenotype values were treated as explanatory variables
whereas the genotype values of SNPs were treated as the response variables, learning separate models for each SNP
(Fig. 1). We used both regression and classification to predict SNPs. The prediction performance in the regression
setting was measured by computing the root mean squared error (RMSE) between the predicted and the actual geno-
type value of a variant. The classification performance was measured as the ratio between the number of correctly
predicted samples and the total number of samples in the test set.

We compared the performance of random forest regression and classification (RFR), with linear machine learning
methods, in particular ridge regression (RR) and lasso regression (LR).

2.5 Phenotype contribution

We used the feature weights of the machine learning models for measuring the association between SNPs and specific
brain regions (in the case of RFR feature importances were used). The absolute values of the feature weights were
used and normalized such that they sum up to 1.
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Table 2: List of FreeSurfer phenotypes defined as volume or cortical thickness of various region of interests (ROI)a

Phenotype description (Phenotype ID)
Volume of amygdala (AmygVol) Volume of cerebral cortex (CerebCtx)
Volume of cerebral white matter (CerebWM) Volume of hippocampus (HippVol)
Volume of inferior lateral ventricle (InfLatVent) Volume of lateral ventricle (LatVent)
Thickness of entorhinal cotrex (EntCtx) Thickness of fusiform gyrus (Fusiform)
Thickness of inferior parietal gyrus (InfParietal) Thickness of inferior temporal gyrus (InfTemporal)
Thickness of middle temporal gyrus (MidTemporal) Thickness of parahippocampal gyrus (Parahipp)
Thickness of posterior cingulate (PostCing) Thickness of postcentral gyrus (Postcentral)
Thickness of precentral gyurs (Precentral) Thickness of precuneus (Precuneus)
Thickness of superior frontal gyrus (SupFrontal) Thickness of superior parietal gyurs (SupParietal)
Thickness of superior temporal gyrus (SupTemporal) Thickness of supramarginal gyrus (Supramarg)
Thickness of temporal pole (TemporalPole)
Mean thickness of caudal anterior cingulate, isthmus cingulate, posterior cingulate, and rostral anterior cingulate
(MeanCing)
Mean thickness of caudal midfrontal, rostral midfrontal, superior frontal, lateral orbitofrontal, and medial or-
bitofrontal gyri and frontal pole (MeanFront)
Mean thickness of inferior temporal, middle temporal, and superior temporal gyri (MeanLatTemp)
Mean thickness of fusiform, parahippocampal, and lingual gyri, temporal pole and transverse temporal pole (Mean-
MedTemp)
Mean thickness of inferior and superior parietal gyri, supramarginal gyrus, and precuneus (MeanPar)
Mean thickness of precentral and postcentral gyri (MeanSensMotor)
Mean thickness of inferior temporal, middle temporal, superior temporal, fusiform, parahippocampal , and lingual
gyri, temporal pole and transverse temporal pole (MeanTemp)
aEach of the 28 phenotypes mentioned corresponds to two phenotypes, one for the left side and the other for the
right side.

2.6 Permutation tests

We conducted permutation tests [22] using 100 permutations for a subset of 876 SNPs to determine the statistical
significance of RMSE and classification accuracies. P-values were calculated as the fraction of permutation values
that are at least as extreme as the original statistic (RMSE or classification accuracy) derived from non-permuted data,
that is

p =
i+ 1

N
(1)

where N denotes the number of permutations, and i denotes the number of times the performance measure of the
permuted SNP was found to be better than the unpermuted measure for that SNP.

2.7 Rank-based p-values

Because conducting permutation tests for all 518,484 SNPs was computationally prohibitive, we computed the p-
values for all the SNPs in the genome by ranking the SNPs based on the obtained RMSE values (for tied ranks the
average of the rank was assigned) and dividing the rank by the total number of SNPs (Eq. 2).

p =
k

N
(2)

where N denotes the total number of SNPs, and k denotes the rank of the particular SNP. These rank-based p-values
for visualizing relative prediction performance of SNPs in Manhattan plots.

2.8 Experimental settings

The machine learning models including lasso regression, ridge regression and random forest regression and classifi-
cation were implemented using the scikit-learn Python library. The dataset was divided into 80-20 training-test split.
Both the input and output data were normalized to have unit standard deviation and zero mean. The volumes of
the ROIs (phenotype data) were corrected for age, gender, education, and baseline Intracranial Volume (ICV bl) as
estimated by FreeSurfer v6.0.

4



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

3 Results

3.1 Genotype classification vs genotype regression

SNP genotypes take discrete values (0,1,2) counting the number of alternative alleles in an individual. Since it is
generally assumed that the effect of a SNP on a quantitative trait increases or decreases with the number of alternative
alleles, genotype prediction could either use classification models (emphasizing the discrete nature) or regression
models (emphasizing the ordinal nature). To compare and select between regression or classification for the genotype
prediction task, we performed permutation tests to convert prediction performance (root mean squared error in case
of regression and accuracy in case of classification) to p-values.

Since performing permutation tests across the whole genome was computationally unfeasible, we considered 876
SNPs belonging to the top 40 AD-related genes as mentioned on alzgene.org. For the permutation tests, the target
labels were randomly permuted 100 times and the results were compared with unpermuted data. Based on eq. 1 the
best possible p-value in this scenario is 0.01, i.e. none of the permuted sets performed better than the unpermuted set.

The correlation between p-values and the prediction task performance was found to be higher for regression
(Spearman correlation coefficient 0.79) than for classification (Spearman correlation coefficient -0.55) (Fig. 2).
Further investigation showed that the poor correspondence between classification accuracy and p-values was due to
strong class imbalance (Supp. Fig. S1): if alternative alleles of a SNP are relatively rare (few individuals in the 1
and/or 2 class), classification accuracy can be high by randomly assigning individuals to classes based on the class
frequencies such that classification accuracy from real features is no better than from random features. In contrast, as
indicated in Fig. 2, genotype regression was less affected by class imbalance differences among SNPs.

Since RMSE is a better indicator of non-random prediction performance, regardless of minor allele frequency differ-
ences between SNPs, than classification accuracy, we decided to proceed with regression analysis for the remainder of
our experiments.

3.2 Genotype prediction across the whole genome

To the best of our knowledge, none of the previous reverse genotype prediction studies were conducted across the
whole human genome. We performed reverse genotype regression for all 518,484 SNPs that passed QC using Lasso,
Ridge, and Random Forest regression on 56 volumetric and cortical thickness image features. For visualization pur-
poses, we converted the RMSE value to a rank-based p-value for each SNP (eq. 2).

A B

Figure 2: Permutation tests for Random Forest. (A) Regression (RMSE), (B) Classification (Accuracy). SCC: Spear-
man Correlation Coefficient
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Figure 3: Negative log transformed p-values plotted across the whole genome for Random Forest Regression (RFR),
Ridge Regression (RR), Lasso Regression (LR).

In support of our overall hypothesis, we observe that genotype prediction performance is variable across the genome
and that some SNPs can be predicted with lower RMSE than the random background (Fig. 3). Moreover, the top SNP
achieving the lowest RMSE value for random forests (RMSE=0.915) and lasso (RMSE=0.932) was rs429358/APOE,
the best known causal gene for Alzheimer’s disease. In contrast, ridge regression picked up rs1864685/SLC39A11 as
the best SNP (RMSE=0.926), with rs429358/APOE being ranked 27th (RMSE=0.950).

Despite this difference on the APOE prediction, overall the linear methods (lasso and ridge) produced nearly the same
ranking of SNPs (Spearman correlation coefficient 0.91), whereas random forests predictions were clearly distinct
from the linear ones (Spearman correlation coefficients 0.25 and 0.29 with ridge and lasso, respectively) (Supp. Fig.
S2). Different peaks across the methods further illustrate point to the fact that distinct SNPs are identified using
different methods, also near the top of the ranking (Supp. Fig. S3).

To test whether any of these results were affected by population structure in the data, we repeated the analysis using
only Caucasian subjects, and observed no significant difference in the RMSE distribution (Supp. Fig. S4).

Since lasso and ridge regression gave comparable results, and ridge regression has been well studied as a multivariate
GWAS method [20], we focused the remainder of our analysis on the random forest predictions.

3.3 Identification of genetically associated imaging markers

One of the aims of this study is to test if a subset of genetic variants and imaging phenotypes related to brain-related
disorders can be identified from the feature weights of the best performing SNPs. Figure 4 shows the clustermap of
feature weights of all the imaging features and the top 1000 SNPs identified by the random forest method. A clear
pattern can be noticed where groups of SNPs not colocated on the genome associate to similar groups of imaging
features. This is consistent with previous findings from univariate approaches where genetic variants affecting one
cortical region were found to often also affect other cortical regions [23]. In particular, brain regions previously
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known to be associated with brain-related disorders, such as the hippocampus, amygdala, temporal lobe, entorhinal
cortex and lateral ventricles, clustered together.

The hippocampus has been shown to be related to memory and cognition [24]. The amygdala is known to play
a primary role in decision making and memory [25], and its atrophy is associated with Alzheimer’s disease [26].
The temporal lobe is largely responsible for creating and preserving both conscious and long-term memory [27]. The
temporal pole, also known as Broadman area 38, is among the earliest affected by Alzheimer’s disease, frontotemporal
dementia and frontotemporal lobar degeneration [28]. The entorhinal cortex is one of the first regions to be affected
in Alzheimer’s disease [29] and moreover, the lateral ventricles are known to be enlarged in patients with Alzheimer’s
[30], schizophrenia [31], bipolar and major depressive disorders [32].

3.4 Characterization of top genetic variants

To further investigate the relevance of our findings, we analyzed the top 10 SNPs that were identified by the random
forest method in detail using literature search and data from the GWAS catalog [33] (Table 3.4). As previously
mentioned, the SNP rs429358 belonging to the APOE gene was identified as the top SNP. APOE genotype is the
most well-known genetic risk factor for AD [34]. The top 3 features identified for APOE are the volumes of the
hippocampus, amygdala and the thickness of the entorhinal cortex, all of these are known to be among the first regions
to be affected in Alzheimer’s disease [25, 29].

While, apart from APOE, the rest of the top SNPs do not belong to known genes associated with AD, all of them have
been associated previously with other brain related functions (Table 3.4). For example, F11-AS1, SYBU, GACAT3,
and LAMA2 are known to be associated with traits like cognitive decline, cortical thickness and surface area, and brain
volume measurements [35, 36]. Moreover, FLI1 and TMEM213 have been shown to be associated with paired helical
filaments (PHF)-tau measurements [37]. The tau protein is also a well-known Alzheimer’s disease biomarker [38].

4 Discussion

In this paper, we analyzed the use of machine learning methods for associating brain imaging phenotypes to geno-
types, in a reverse genotype prediction setting, using data from 56 imaging quantitative traits and more than half a
million SNPs. The basic hypotheses of reverse genotype prediction from multiple trait combinations are that variants
whose genotypes can be predicted with higher accuracy are more likely to have a true effect on one or more of the
measured traits, and that feature importances or coefficients in the trained models indicate the strength of association
between variants and individual traits. However, existing studies only considered linear models. Here we performed a
comparison of linear models including ridge regression and lasso regression with a non-linear random forest method,
to find associations between brain imaging phenotypes and genotypes.

Our results show that lasso and random forest regression, but not ridge regression, identified a SNP in the APOE gene
as the best performing variant. When compared across the whole genome, random forests produced a distinct list of

Figure 4: Heat maps of feature weights for top 1000 SNPs identified by random forest.
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Table 3: Top SNPs identified by random forest

SNP Gene Associated traits Features identified
rs429358 APOE HDL cholesterol, LDL cholesterol, Hippocampus, Amygdala,

Alzheimer’s disease, Fatty liver Entorhinal cortex
rs2084729 F11-AS1 cognitive decline, cortical thickness, Entorhinal cortex, Amygdala,

cortical surface area, brain volume measurements Posterior cingulate cortex
rs622735 FLI1 PHF-tau measurments Parahippocampal gyrus,

Superior Temporal gyrus
rs3749030 TTC21B intelligence, cognitive function, measurements MeanCing, Cerebellum White Matter,

Postcentral gyrus
rs11048593 ITPR2 HDL cholesterol, total cholestrol, Cerebellum White Matter,

LDL cholesterol levels, unipolar depression MeanCing, Amygdala
rs6473635 PXDNL cognitive impairment measurement, unipolar depression, MeanCing, Temporal pole gyrus,

bipolar disorder, schizophrenia Amygdala
rs896189 TMEM213 PHF-tau measurments inferior parietal gyrus, postcentral gyrus,

fusiform gyrus
rs12678956 SYBU Schizophrenia, cortical surface area Inferior lateral ventricle,

posterior cingulate cortex, fusiform gyrus
rs6714955 GACAT3 cortical surface area measurement, posterior cingulate cortex,

neuroimaging measurement, brain measurement Cerebellum Cortex, MeanCing
rs9482965 LAMA2 cognitive ability, cortical surface area, MeanTemp, posterior cingulate cortex,

cortical thickness Inferior lateral ventricle

selected SNPs, based on RMSE prediction performance, than the linear methods, which were highly similar to each
other. Literature search and existing GWAS data showed that the top SNPs identified by random forests showed are
all located in or near genes that have been previously associated with brain-related disorders, supporting the use of
non-linear multi-variate GWAS methods to identify distinct genetic variants than those selected by conventional linear
methods. Further in-depth study of the genes identified in this analysis may contribute to a better understanding of
their association with brain function.

Extending the analysis to the top 1,000 SNPs predicted by random forests, we observed a clustering of image features,
showing that groups of variants, not colocated on the genome, tend to associate with similar brain regions or features.

While reverse genotype prediction correctly picks up these correlations between the phenotypic traits, the correspond-
ing correlations and shared effects between SNPs are currently ignored, since reverse genotype prediction approaches
tend to learn prediction models for each SNP individually. Thus, a logical extension of our approach would be to
use multi-task regression, i.e. to predict multiple SNPs simultaneously. However, this raises important computational
challenges and it may be infeasible to predict SNPs simultaneously on a genome-wide scale.

A disadvantage of using machine learning methods, in particular non-linear ones, is that the null distribution of the
test statistic (RMSE) is unknown and the only way to quantify statistical significance is to compute permutation p-
values, which was computationally infeasible across the whole genome. However, a more limited analysis on 876
SNPs showed that permutation p-values and random forest regression RMSE values, but not classification accuracies,
showed a high degree of correlation. A possible solution could therefore be to learn a model to predict p-values from
RMSE values from a suitable set of training SNPs, to be used to obtain approximate permutation p-values genome-
wide.

Another limitation of the current study is that in the presence of highly correlated traits, the feature weights obtained by
different methods are not necessarily robust. It would be interesting to investigate other measures of feature importance
for random forest models, beyond the default ones based on gini importances, such as model-agnostic methods like
permutation importance [39].

Further future research could investigate additional non-linear machine learning methods such as neural networks,
including deep neural networks for predicting genotypes using MRI recordings of the brain directly instead of extracted
features [40]. Moreover, since dementia is a progressive disorder, another interesting avenue to pursue would be to
use longitudinal data.
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Supplementary Information

Supplementary Figures
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C

Figure S1: Class distribution for the top 10 SNPs identified by Random Forest, Lasso and Ridge regression.
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Figure S2: Spearman correlation coefficients for RMSE values across the methods
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Figure S3: Pairplot showing the RMSE distribution and scatter plots between the methods, Random Forest Regression
(RFR), Ridge Regression (RR), Lasso Regression (LR)
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Figure S4: Boxplots showing RMSE distribution across all SNPs for Random Forest Regression (RFR), Lasso Re-
gression and Ridge Regression, for all samples vs only Caucasian samples
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