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Abstract

This manuscript delves into the intersection of genomics and phenotypic predic-
tion, focusing on the statistical innovation required to navigate the complexities in-
troduced by noisy covariates and confounders. The primary emphasis is on the de-
velopment of advanced robust statistical models tailored for genomic prediction from
single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) data collected from genome-wide association
studies (GWAS) in plant and animal breeding and multi-field trials. The manuscript
explores the limitations of traditional marker-assisted recurrent selection, highlighting
the significance of incorporating all estimated effects of marker loci into the statistical
framework and aiming to reduce the high dimensionality of GWAS data while preserv-
ing critical information. This paper introduces a new robust statistical framework for
genomic prediction, employing one-stage and two-stage linear mixed model analyses
along with utilizing the popular robust minimum density power divergence estimator
(MDPDE) to estimate genetic effects on phenotypic traits. The study illustrates the
superior performance of the proposed MDPDE-based genomic prediction and asso-
ciated heritability estimation procedures over existing competitors through extensive
empirical experiments on artificial datasets and application to a real-life maize breeding
dataset. The results showcase the robustness and accuracy of the proposed MDPDE-
based approaches, especially in the presence of data contamination, emphasizing their
potential applications in improving breeding programs and advancing genomic predic-
tion of phenotyping traits.

Keywords: Genome-wide Association Study (GWAS), Genomic Prediction, Field Trials,
Robust Estimation, Minimum Density Power Divergence Estimator, Linear Mixed Models.
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1 Introduction

In the expansive landscape of statistical innovation, the intersection of genomics and phe-

notypic prediction constitutes a pivotal frontier. The ascent of high-throughput genotyp-

ing technologies, epitomized by the widespread adoption of single nucleotide polymorphism

(SNP) data, has propelled a statistical revolution geared toward unraveling the genetic ba-

sis of complex traits. This manuscript unfolds as an answer to the escalating demand for

advanced statistical models, meticulously tailored to exploit the richness of genomic data

while navigating the intricacies introduced by covariates and confounders. In the realm of

statistical genomics, genome-wide association studies (GWAS) serve as the vanguard and are

a vital scientific method for identifying genetic variations associated with specific traits, dis-

eases, or conditions in both animal and plant breeding (Uffelmann et al., 2021 [28]; Lourenço

et al., 2020 [19]). This process is meticulously governed by an arsenal of statistical models

and methods, each calibrated to distill meaningful insights from the vast genomic dataset.

Unlike traditional marker-assisted recurrent selection, GWAS transcends the constraints of

significance, incorporating all estimated effects of marker loci as well as genomic breeding

values of individuals into its statistical framework to predict marker effects, irrespective of

their individual association with the phenotype.

The integration of genomics into phenotypic prediction assumes a pivotal role in deci-

phering the intricate statistical code governing trait variations. In the dynamic interplay

of genomics and statistics, the significance of statistical models that transcend traditional

limitations becomes paramount. Advanced statistical techniques enhance the power and

precision of genetic association analyses, identifying subtle genetic effects often missed by

traditional methods when dealing with numerous genetic markers. Many of these techniques

aim to reduce high-dimensionality of GWAS data while preserving critical information, aid-

ing in the identification of key genetic variants associated with traits (Giraud, 2021 [13];
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Wainwright, 2019 [29]; Buhlmann et al., 2014 [5]). Some models, however, do take into ac-

count the high-dimensional nature of the marker matrix and attempt to fit the entire genome

using methods such as penalized-likelihood or Bayesian shrinkage estimation. However, sev-

eral issues have been identified when employing these models for effect estimation including

computational intensity and modeling complexity. Shen et al. (2013) [26] proposed that uti-

lizing heteroscedastic marker variances in ridge regression offers an alternative to Bayesian

genome-wide prediction models. To illustrate the superior effectiveness of the heteroscedas-

tic effect model, Hofheinz and Frisch (2014) [15] employed two methods within a one-stage

model analysis where a single model incorporates all random effects (genetic effects, block

effects, replicate effects, etc.) following classical literature. Alternatively, to avoid the com-

putational complexity of this one-stage method, many authors proposed a second two-stage

mixed model framework, where the random components are partitioned into two distinct

stages; firstly genetic effects are considered as fixed effects while block and replicate effects

are considered as random effects, and subsequently, in the second stage, genetic effects are

regarded as random variables (Piepho et al., 2012 [21]; Estaghvirou et al., 2013 [6]). These

types of data analyses have been commonly applied in plant and animal breeding techniques

and multi-factor field trials in previous literature (Westhues et al., 2021 [30]; Tanaka, 2020

[27]; Resende, 2016 [24]; Bernal-Vasquez et al., 2016 [4]; Estaghvirou et al., 2015 [7]; Falke

et al., 2014 [8]; Shen et al., 2013 [26]; Piepho, 2009 [22]; Möhring and Piepho, 2009 [20];

Barbosa et al., 2005[1]).

This manuscript embarks on a statistical journey, navigating the challenges posed by

noisy covariates and confounders to refine genomic prediction even under possible data con-

tamination, aligning with the evolving demands of precision statistical analyses. We present

a statistically robust framework for genomic prediction, building upon the foundation laid by

GWAS. The overarching objectives revolve around the development and validation of a so-
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phisticated robust statistical model adept at seamlessly integrating SNP data with a myriad

of covariates. Through a statistically rigorous journey, we aim to showcase the model’s supe-

riority in capturing the nuanced interplay between genetic markers, environmental factors,

and covariate effects. The primary goal is to provide a powerful tool that not only enhances

the precision and reliability of genomic predictions but also stands as a testament to the

evolving landscape of statistical methodologies in genomics. Two distinct model based ap-

proaches are employed for this purpose, namely one-stage and two-stage linear mixed model

analysis; in both the approaches we additionally propose to suitably utilize the popular

robust minimum density power divergence estimator (MDPDE) to estimate genetic effects

on various phenotypic traits. The MDPDE is a robust statistical procedure employed to

address the complexities of the linear mixed model setup, emphasizing robustness and ac-

curacy in obtaining reliable estimates of genetic effects (Lee and Jo, 2023 [18]; Saraceno

et al., 2020 [25]; Goegebeur et al., 2014 [14]). Density power divergence (DPD) is pivotal

to our analysis, quantifying the dissimilarity between probability density functions. It is a

fundamental component of the robust estimation process, particularly suited for addressing

contaminated data and model misspecification (Ghosh and Basu, 2013 [10]; Piepho et al.,

2012b [21]). Notably, the MDPDE has gained widespread popularity due to its high ro-

bustness, computational simplicity, and its capacity to offer a direct interpretation akin to

the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE). In our study, the robust statistical methods are

deliberately designed to withstand influential factors, including the presence of outliers in

various directions, deviations from normality, and issues stemming from model misspecifi-

cation. To underscore the robustness of these techniques, we subject them to examination

using Monte-Carlo simulations involving both uncontaminated and contaminated data. Fur-

thermore, our investigation extends to practical application as we evaluate these methods

by simulating data in two distinct setups and assessing their performance on a real dataset
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related to maize (Zea mays) genetics taken from Hofheinz and Frisch (2014) [15].

Additionally, in the present study, we propose a robust procedure for estimating her-

itability, as a by-product of genomic estimation, that leads to more accurate result than

traditional heritability estimators especially when the data is contaminated with outliers.

Heritability is unequivocally entangled to bioethics. To extent that twin heritability esti-

mates played a central role in debates of science from the 70s through the 90s, the advent

of SNP-heritability warrants a renewed assessment. It quantifies the proportion of pheno-

typic variation in a population that can be attributed to genetic factors (Zhu and Zhou,

2020 [32]), yielding an estimate of the extent to which genetic differences contribute to the

observed variability in a particular trait within a population. We assess the effectiveness of

the proposed robust estimator of heritability through Monte Carlo simulation studies and

by applying them to an actual maize dataset mentioned above.

2 Methodology

2.1 Mathematical Model for Genomic Prediction

Suppose that our data consist of N individual phenotype observations in r replicate and

p biallelic single-nucleotide polymorphism (SNP) markers where genotype effects are dis-

tributed in B blocks and L confounder or controllers. Let yk denotes the vector of nk

phenotype data for the k-th replicate for each k = 1, . . . , r, Xg denotes the matrix of p SNP

markers along the genome for N individuals (Xg has p columns for the SNP observations,

usually coded as 0, 1, −1 for homo zygote aa, the hetero-zygote Aa and the other homo-

zygote AA, respectively) Xb denotes the design matrix for random block effect and Z denotes

the N × L matrix of confounders. We denote the k-th partition of rows of Z, Xg and Xb

associated with each yk by Zk, Xgk and Xbk, respectively, for all k = 1, . . . , r. Following
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preceding works, e.g., Tanaka, 2020 [27]; Lourenço et al., 2020 [19]; Estaghvirou et al., 2014

[6]; Piepho et al., 2012 [23], let us assume the a linear mixed model (LMM) for SNP data in

the k-th replicate as given by

yk = Zkγ +Xgkug +Xbkub + ϵk, k = 1, . . . , r, (1)

where the p-vector of random SNP effect ug ∼ N(0,Σg), the random block effects ub ∼

N(0, σ2
b , IB), γ denotes the l-vector of the confounder effects and the random error ϵk ∼

N(0, σ2
eInk

) for k = 1, . . . , r. Note that N =
∑r

k=1 nk which is the total number of

observation and individual replication is assumed to be independent of each other. Put

y = (y
′
1,y

′
2, ....,y

′
r)

′
to denote the vector of all phenotype data. Then, we can rewrite the

LMM in (1) as

y = Zγ +

[
Xg Xb

]ug

ub

+ ϵ = Zγ +Xu+ ϵ, (2)

where ϵ = (ϵ
′
1, . . . , ϵ

′
r)

′
, X =

[
Xg Xb

]
and u =

ug

ub

. Based on the observed data, our

aim is to first estimate the fixed effect γ and the random effect u and then use them for

genomic prediction and heritability estimation.

2.2 Estimating Marker Effects and Breeding Values

For ordinary Ridge regression the fixed effect γ and the random effect u can be estimated

jointly via Henderson’s mixed model equation (Henderson 1953) given by

ZTZ ZTX

XTZ XTX+Λ


γ
u

 =

ZTy

XTy

 , (3)
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where Λ = Diag(λ1, λ2, ....., λp), with λj being the shrinkage parameter of j-th SNP for

j = 1, . . . , p, which is indeed taken as a function of σ2
e and Σg.

For estimating the marker-effects, the traditional approach is to minimize the likelihood

based loss function associated with the model (2) which can be simplified to have the form

L(u,γ) = (y −Xu− Zγ)T (y −Xu− Zγ) + uTΛu.

This loss function can be minimized analytically to get an estimator of the random-effect u

(including both SNP-marker effects and block effects) as given by

û = (XTMZX+Λ)−1XTMZy, (4)

where MZ = I− Z(ZT )−1ZT is the projection matrix removing the effect of confounding or

controller variables, Λ is a diagonal matrix of shrinkage parameters λj, j = 1, . . . , p. These

shrinkage parameters λj, being a function of the variance parameters, can be estimated from

different types of variance estimators and subsequently we can get the estimated û from (4)

using estimated values of λjs in Λ. Then, for genomic prediction, the estimate of breeding

value will be given by [26]

ĝ = Xg · ûg, (5)

and the estimated phenotype effects can be obtained as

ŷ = Z · γ̂ +X · û. (6)

We would like to emphasis that there exist several approaches for obtaining the estimates

of random effects and error variances leading to different estimates of the shrinkage param-

eters in the literature of genomic prediction. For ordinary ridge regression, we assume the
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simplest form Σg = σ2
gIp and then term Λ can be replaced by λI with the constant shrinkage

parameter being computed as λ̂ = σ̂2
e

σ̂2
g
. However, while using the likelihood based estimation

approaches, it has been shown that the heteroscedastic values of λj works significantly bet-

ter where we assume Σg = Diag
(
σ2
g1, . . . , σ

2
gp

)
and estimate different shrinkage parameters,

corresponding to different SNPs, as λ̂j =
σ̂2
e

σ̂2
gj

for every j = 1, . . . , p. The most common one is

to use the restricted maximum likelihood estimator under the assumed LMM which is often

referred to as the ridge regression (RR) estimator. Hofheinz and Frisch (2014) [15] proposed

two methods, to be referred to as RMLV and RMLA, that are shown to have significantly

improved performances over the classical RR estimator for genomic prediction; they both

estimate the random effect û using (4) with λj replaced by its estimators λ̂j for all j under

the model assumption Σg = Diag
(
σ2
g1, . . . , σ

2
gp

)
, but these λ̂j are obtained in two ways as

described below:

• RMLA: First, a moment estimator of marker-specific variance component is obtained

from random single-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) for j-th marker as given by

σ̂2∗
gj =

MQMj −MQEj

1
2
· (N −

∑
i
n2
i

N
)
, (7)

where MQMj denotes the mean square due to j-th SNP marker, MQEj denotes the

error for the j-th SNP marker, and ni is the numbers of individuals in the i-th SNP-

marker factors for i = 1, 2, 3 corresponding to three SNP-marker factors 0, 1, −1,

respectively. Then, the shrinkage parameters are estimated from the resulting variance

estimates as given by

λ̂j =
σ2
e

σ2
u

·
∑

j σ̂
2∗
gj

σ̂2∗
gj

, j = 1, . . . , p. (8)

Here, σ2
u total genetic variance estimated from the model (2)
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• RMLV: This method is a modification of the restricted maximum likelihood procedure,

producing heteroscedastic SNP-variance through appropriate expectation-maximization

algorithm. In this approach, we first obtain the estimates of the error variance and the

marker variance for the j-th SNP marker (for each j = 1, . . . , p) as

σ̂2
e = (y

′
y− γ̂ ′Z

′
y − û′X

′
y)/(N − 1), and σ̂2

gj = (ûj

′
ûj − σ2

e · tr(Cjj))/j,

where tr(Cjj) is the trace of inverse of the left most (coefficient) matrix in (3). Then

the shrinkage parameters are estimated as λ̂j =
σ̂e

2

σ̂2
gj

for each j = 1, . . . , p.

These two approaches, RMLV and RMLA, are considered as robust by the authors in [15]

since the RMLV is robustified by taking different marker-variance and the RMLA is robus-

tified with both different marker-variance and shrinkage parameters for each marker effects.

However, these estimators are seen to be highly unstable against data contamination or noises

in the observed datasets, which is the primary focus of the present work. Our proposed esti-

mation approaches based on the minimum DPD estimation, that yield robust results in the

presence of data contamination, are described in the following subsection.

2.3 The proposed Robust Estimation Approaches

2.3.1 The Minimum DPD Estimation for General set-up

The minimum DPD estimator (MDPDE) was initially developed by Basu et al. (1998)[2] for

independent and identically distributed data, say y1,y2, . . . ,yn from a true distribution G, to

be modelled by a parametric family of distributions indexed by θ ∈ Θ. This approach relies

on the minimization of a divergence measure, namely the DPD, between the true density g

and the model density fθ to obtain a robust and highly efficient estimate of the unknown

parameter vector θ. This particular divergence is defined in terms of a tuning parameter
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α ≥ 0 as follows

dα(g, fθ) =


´
fα+1
θ − (1 + (1/α))

´
fα
θ g +

1
α

´
g1+α, α > 0

´
g ln

(
g
fθ

)
, α = 0.

In practice, based on the observed data, we replace the unknown density g suitably by the

help of the empirical distribution function estimate which leads to the following simplified

objective function for obtaining the MDPDE as (see, e.g., Basu et al., 1998 [2])

ˆ
f
(1+α)
θ − (1 +

1

α
)
1

n

n∑
i=1

fα
θ (yi).

This leads to robust parameter estimates for α > 0 with the tuning parameter α controlling

the trade-off between the (asymptotic) efficiency under pure data and the robustness under

contaminated data. It can be seen that the MDPDE at α = 0 coincides (in a limiting

sense) to the most efficient by highly non-robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) as

the DPD measure at α = 0 is indeed the Kullback-Leibler divergence. As α > 0 increases,

the corresponding MDPDE achieves greater robustness with a little loss in its pure data

(asymptotic) efficiency; see Basu et al. (2011) [3] for more details about the MDPDE along

with its applications under standard model set-ups.

The theory of the MDPDE has been extended for the independent but non-homogeneous

data by Ghosh and Basu (2013) [10] and subsequently found many applications including

regression and mixed models. Whenever our observed data y1,y2, . . . ,yn are independent

but non-homogeneous with each yi ∼ gi for all i = 1, . . . , n and gi is being modeled by

the parametric density fi(·,θ), the MDPDE of the common unknown parameter θ can be

obtained by minimizing the average divergence between the data points and the respective

model densities; this becomes equivalent to the minimization of a simpler objective function
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given by (Ghosh and Basu, 2013 [10])

Hn(θ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[ˆ
fi(y,θ)

(1+α)dy − (1 +
1

α
)fi(yi,θ)

α

]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

Hi(yi,θ) (9)

Once again the case α = 0 coincides with the MLE and we get improved robust estimators

at larger values of α > 0 with only a little loss in efficiency; see, e.g., Ghosh and Basu

(2013, 2015, 2016) [10, 11, 12] and Ghosh (2019) [9] among many others, for further details

and applications. In particular, Saraceno et al. (2020) [25] used this general theory of the

MDPDE to develop robust estimators under the general set-up of linear mixed-models which

we would be using in our context to get robust estimators of marker effects and breeding

values and eventually a robust genomic prediction procedure.

2.3.2 The MDPDE based One-stage Approach for Genomic Prediction

For robust genomic prediction in the one-stage approach, we consider the mathematical

model described in (1) with Σg = σ2
gIp and propose to estimate the associated parameters

robustly using the MDPDE instead of the likelihood based approach described in Section

2.2. From (1), we get that yk ∼ N(Zkγ,Vk) independently for each k = 1, . . . , r, where

V k = σ2
eInk

+ (XgX
T
g σ

2
g +XbX

T
b σ

2
b ).

This set-up clearly belongs to the independent non-homogeneous set-up described in the pre-

ceding subsection and hence the robust MDPDE of the model parameters θ = (γ ′, σ2
g , σ

2
b , σ

2
e)

′

can be obtained by minimizing the objective function given in (9) which, for the present case,

further simplifies to

Hn(θ) =
1

r

r∑
k=1

1

(2π)α|Vk|α/2

[
1

(α + 1)
−
(
1 +

1

α

)
e

α
2
(yk−Zkγ)

TV−1
k (yk−Zkγ)

]
. (10)
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In our implementation, we have minimized the above objective function numerically in

R to obtain the MDPDE of model parameter in our numerical exploration presented in this

paper. One can alternatively compute these MDPDEs by solving the associated estimating

equations obtained as ∂Hn(θ)
∂γ

= 0 and ∂Hn(θ)
∂δ

= 0 with δ = (σ2
g , σ

2
b , σ

2
e). We refer to Saraceno

et al. (2020) [25] for more details including the asymptotic and robustness properties of the

resulting parameter estimates.

Once we have obtained the robust MDPDE of the variance parameters as σ̂2
g and σ̂2

e , we

can use them to get an estimate of Λ as in the case of ordinary ridge regression, by assuming

Λ = λI and estimating λ by λ̂ = σ̂2
e

σ̂2
g
. Then the random effects can be robustly estimated

from (4) with Λ = λ̂I and subsequently be used for robust estimation of the breeding values

and prediction of phenotype effects following (5) and (6), respectively.

2.3.3 The MDPDE based Two-stage Approach for Genomic Prediction

For robust genomic prediction in the two-stage approach, we start with the mathematical

model described in (2) with Σg = σ2
gIp and split it in two sequential models following

Estaghvirou et al. (2013) [7] and Piepho et al. (2012) [23]. In the first stage, we consider a

simpler model for the observed phenotype response as given by

y = ηµ+Xbub + ϵ. (11)

As described in Piepho et al. (2012) [23], η can be taken in such way that η ·Z1 = Z and

η ·X1 = Xg so that it may be thought of as the design matrix in this simpler model for the

genotypic means µ = Z1γ+X1ug. In this stage, the marker effects as well as the genotypic

mean are considered as fixed parameters and only the block effects are treated as random

effects in the model (11). The adjusted mean (µ) can then be estimated easily from the

first stage model (11) by classical likelihood based or suitable robust estimators. Following
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Lourenco et al. (2020) [19], we would use the robust M-estimators with Huber’s weight

function, as proposed and studied in Koller (2013) , in this first stage modeling to estimate

µ and associated variance components σ2
b and σ2

e , which are computed using the function

rlmer from the R-package robustlmm (Koller, 2016 [17]) in our numerical experiments.

Once we get the estimated adjusted mean as µ̂, it is then used as response in the second

stage model given by

µ̂ = Z1γ +X1ug + ϵ̃. (12)

Assuming normality of these new error terms, we can now estimate γ, σ2
g and the new error

variance (say σ̃2
e) by a suitable method. We propose to use the robust MDPDE for this

purpose which can be obtained by solving the associated objective function as described

previously. Once we get the robust estimates of all the parameters, we can obtain the robust

estimates of the breeding values and prediction of phenotype effects as before following Eqns.

(5) and (6), respectively.

2.4 Measuring Heritability

Mathematically, one can explain heritability to describe the difference of variation in a given

trait that can be attributed to genetic variation. To measure how well the differences in

genes account for differences in several kind of phenotypic traits, SNP-based heritability can

be measured by the ratio of genetic variance (σ2
g) to the total phenotypic variance as well as

effect of environment (e.g., block effect); it lies between 0 to 1 (Wray et al., 2008 [31]). An

estimate of the heritability of a trait is specific for populations as well as environment and

changes with circumstances. Once we get the robust MDPDE of the variance parameters as

σ̂2
g , σ̂

2
b and σ̂2

e , we can estimate the heritability following Wray et al. (2008 [31]) as

Ĥp =
σ̂2
g

σ̂2
g + σ̂2

b + σ̂2
e

. (13)
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Note that, a high value 0.5 of Ĥp implies that on average half of the differences among

phenotypes depend on genetic effect whereas a value close to 0 indicates that almost all of

the variability in a trait among population are not under the genetic control and due to some

other factors such as environment. We will empirically illustrate that use of the proposed

MDPDE based variance estimators leads to a much stable and accurate heritability estimator

than the existing measures.

3 Experiments

We will illustrate the superior performance of the proposed MDPDE based one and two-stage

genomic prediction and heritability estimation over its recent competitors through extensive

empirical experiments involving artificial datasets from different known model setups as

well as a real-life breeding dataset. These simulation models and datasets are described in

the following subsections, along with the performance metrics and the competing methods

considered in all our experiments.

3.1 Experimental Setup: Artificial Datasets

We consider the simulation model setups resembling real-life situations similar to the one

used in Lourenco et al. (2020) [19]. The underlying true data-generating model is taken as

yijk = ϕ+ gi + bjk + eijk, (14)

where yijk is the phenotypic trait value for i-th genotype in the j-th block within k-th

replecate, ϕ is the overall mean, gi =
∑p

l=1 zilugl be the i-th genotypic value with zil being the

SNP-marker values and ugl being the random effects generated from N(0, σ2
g) independently

for all j = 1, . . . , p, bjk is random block effect of j-th block of k-th replicate, computed based
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on random effects associated withB blocks generated independently fromN(0, σ2
b ) along with

the block design matrix, and eijk is random error generated from N(0, σ2
e) independently for

all i, j, k. Each artificial dataset is generated with k = 2 replicates, B = 39 blocks and

p = 11646 SNP markers, where 4 blocks contain 17 observations each and remaining 35

blocks contain 18 observations each leading to a total of N = 715 observations. We also take

ϕ = 0.05 and σ2
r = 0 but the other parameter values are taken differently for two setups as

described below.

• First setup for one-stage approach: Following Lourenco et al. (2020) [19], we take

σ2
b = 6.27, σ2

e = 53.8715 and σ2
g = 0.005892. Also the SNP marker values are generated

as zil ∼ Bin(1, 0.5) independently for all i, l.

• Second setup for two-stage approach: We take σ2
b = 6.3148, σ2

e = 20.5, σ2
s = 0.5892,

and zil ∼ Bin(2, 0.5) − 1 independently for all i, l. Note that the minus 1 transform

the binomial random variables so that each SNP marker takes value within {-1,0,1}.

Additionally, to illustrate the claimed robustness properties, we also generate artificial

contaminated datasets from each simulated pure datasets (as described above) based on the

following two contamination schemes:

• Random contamination: For each dataset, 5% phenotype observations are randomly

chosen and replaced by its original value plus 5 times of the standard deviation of the

residual error.

• Block contamination: For each dataset, 5 blocks are chosen randomly and the pheno-

type observations under those blocks (for all replications) are replaced by its original

value plus 8 times of the standard deviation of the residual error.
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3.2 Competitive Methods

For one-stage approach, we consider the methods described as RMLA and RMLV in Section

2.2 since they are shown to outperform other ridge regression based method by Hofheinz

and Frisch (2014) [15]. However, since our primary focus is on robust inference against

data contamination, we also compare our MDPDE based one-stage proposal with robust

variants of RMLA and RMLV methods, which we would refer to as Rob-RMLA and Rob-

RMLV; they are computed as in RMLA and RMLV, respectivley, but using the Huber’s

M-estimation approach (Koller, 2013 [16]) to estimate the parameters of the underlying

linear mixed models instead of the likelihood based approach. These robust M-estimators

are considered as classical benchmark against our proposed MDPDE based approach and

are computed using the function rlmer from the R-package robustlmm (Koller, 2016 [17]).

For two-stage approach, we consider two existing robust competitors based on the work of

Lourenço et al. (2020) [19] which we refer to as Rob1 and Rob2. Both these methods robustify

only the first stage estimation by using the M-estimation approach as described in Section

2.3.3; but Rob1 uses the classical likelihood based estimation in the second stage modeling

while Rob2 uses the robust M-estimation approach also in the second stage modelling. Recall

that our proposal involves using the novel MDPDE based approach in the second stage

modeling, while keeping the the first stage the same as Rob1 and Rob2.

3.3 Performance Metrics

In order to compare our proposed robust procedures with other existing benchmark method-

ologies of genomic predictions, we illustrate how close the estimated SNP marker effects (ûg)

are in comparison to their original values (ug). So, for each artificial datasets, we compute

the following two measures to illustrate the accuracy of genomic predictions:

• Pearsonian correlation coefficient ρ̂ = Cov(ug ,ûg)√
V ar(ug)V ar(ûg)

. Note that, the higher the value
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of ρ̂ higher is the predictive accuracy. This measure has been traditionally used in the

related literature on genomic prediction (e.g., Lourenco et al., 2020 [19]).

• Median absolute deviation (MAD): a robust accuracy measure obtained as the median

of the absolute difference between the predicted and the original marker effects. A low

value of MAD close to zero indicates good performance. We use this measure to get a

robust indication of deviations in the predicted trait values.

Note that the values of original ug are known for each artificial dataset through our simula-

tions. We compute one value of ρ̂ and MAD for each such dataset and report their average

over 100 simulation replications in Tables 1–2.

Further, for each artificial dataset we get one final estimated value of the heritability

measures Ĥp. So, its performances under different existing and proposed approaches are

examined by computing its Mean-square deviations (MSD) against its true value (known for

each simulation setups) over 100 simulation replications (Table 3).

3.4 Real Data Analysis

We consider a real life breeding dataset generated by the International Maize and Wheat

Improvement Center (CIMMYT) that contains 300 tropical maize lines in 10 blocks. Geno-

typing was conducted using 1135 SNP markers and the target phenotypic trait was grain

yield assessed under severe drought stress and well-watered conditions. These two conditions

are treated as two replicates in our analyses.

Within the 300 tropical maize lines, 16 lines have missing values in some SNP markers.

To avoid computational challenges due to missing values, these datapoints are excluded

from our analysis presented in this paper. Thus all methods of genomic prediction, both

existing and proposed, and associated heritability estimation are applied to the remaining
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284 datapoints to predict their grain yields from 1135 SNP markers suitably adjusted from

the block and the replicate effects.

Since the underlying true values of the marker effects are unknown for a real dataset, in

order to examine the performance of genomic predictions, we have computed the correlation

coefficient ρ̂ and the MAD between the original and the predicted values of the target

phenotypic trait, which is grain yield in our datset. The resulting values of ρ̂ and MAD,

along with the estimated heritability measure Ĥp, are reported in Table 4 for different existing

and proposed approaches.

4 Results and Discussions

4.1 Performance of the Proposed One-stage Method

Prediction accuracy measures, namely ρ̂ and MAD, obtained for different one-stage pro-

cedures are presented in Table 1 for artificial datsets generated under the first simulation

setup; the results for pure data as well as two contaminated scenarios are presented. Ex-

amining these results, we observe that the predictive accuracy of the proposed MDPDE

based approach improves (ρ̂ increases and MAD decrease) as α increases for both pure and

contaminated situations; we get the best performances at α = 1 in all three cases.

In the context of pure data, the proposed MDPDE based prediction method clearly

outperforms other existing methods, namely both RMLA and RMLV and their robust coun-

terparts. Although the performances of RMLV and Rob-RMLV are similar and better than

RMLA and Rob-RMLA, they are yet significantly worse compared to our proposed MDPDE

based approach which can achieve a high correlation of 0.8258 and a small MAD of 4.0430

at α = 1.

Under contamination, the performances of classical method of RMLA and RMLV dete-
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Table 1: Prediction accuracy measures obtained from different methods under the one-stage
approach with artificial datasets (first setup).

Methods
Pure Data Random Contamination Block Contamination
ρ̂ MAD ρ̂ MAD ρ̂ MAD

RMLA 0.5216 26.0458 0.3754 46.452 0.2635 59.9679
RMLV 0.7182 5.0496 0.6008 3.962 0.3678 54.744
Rob-RMLA 0.5183 8.4920 0.4139 4.904 0.2898 83.6232
Rob-RMLV 0.7308 5.0485 0.6008 3.862 0.3678 53.0470
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0.1 0.8253 4.1311 0.7291 4.633 0.7180 13.2800
α = 0.3 0.8255 4.1310 0.7292 4.632 0.7292 7.5980
α = 0.5 0.8255 4.1301 0.7327 4.645 0.7341 6.9385
α = 0.7 0.8257 4.0880 0.7395 4.604 0.7346 6.7637
α = 1 0.8258 4.0430 0.7399 4.570 0.7352 6.4935

riorate drastically while those of their robust counterparts (Rob-RMLA and Rob-RMLV)

remain somewhat stable in case of random contamination. In fact, Rob-MLVA achieves the

smallest MAD value of 3.8624 among all methods under random contamination, making it

a superior choice in terms of predictive accuracy measured by MAD. Nevertheless, the pro-

posed MDPDE with α = 1 produces a competitive MAD value of 4.570 and a significantly

higher correlation value (0.7399 compared to 0.6 of Rob-RMLV) and hence remains the best

method in terms of correlation measure of accuracy.

For block contaminated data, however, Rob-RMLV produces quite low correlation and

high MAD values and the proposed MDPDE based procedure clearly emerges as the superior

choice among all methods in terms of both predictive accuracy measures with improved

performances as α increases. Comparing all set-ups and accuracy measures, the MDPDE

based procedure remains most stable illustrating their significantly improved robustness

properties over the existing procedures.
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4.2 Performance of the Proposed Two-stage Method

The two-stage model analyses are conducted for the second experimental setup, and Table 2

presents the results of the predictive accuracy measures ρ̂ and the MAD for both pure and

contaminated data. Based on the tabulated values, it is evident that the MDPDE method

provides the best estimates among all the second stage methods and the effect of α is almost

negligible on their performances although α = 1 gives marginally best results. Further,

the results obtained by two-stage procedures are also significantly better than the one-

stage results as intuitively expected; our proposed MDPDE based two-stage procedure can

achieve an impressively high correlation of 0.9998, indicating strong correlation between the

predicted and the original marker effects. Our method also leads to marker effect estimates

having smaller deviations (MAD) from original values as compared with the existing Rob1

and Rob2 procedures. Further, the results from Table 2 also indicate that, when MDPDE is

used in the second stage of the two-stage modeling, there is a significant reduction in MAD

values and an increase in estimated correlation coefficients as compared with the existing

for both block and response contaminated datasets. These observations suggest that the

proposed MDPDE-based method exhibits even greater robustness compared to the only

existing robust procedures.

Table 2: Prediction accuracy measures obtained from different methods under the two-stage
approach with artificial datasets (second setup).

Methods
Pure Data Random Contamination Block Contamination
ρ̂ MAD ρ̂ MAD ρ̂ MAD

Rob1 0.9623 3.76 0.8304 5.792 0.9231 3.8604
Rob2 0.9622 3.76 0.8405 5.789 0.9601 3.8130
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0.1 0.9983 2.41 0.9914 2.679 0.9983 2.4074
α = 0.3 0.9983 2.26 0.9915 2.678 0.9983 2.4069
α = 0.5 0.9983 2.25 0.9923 2.678 0.9984 2.4066
α = 0.7 0.9984 2.24 0.9924 2.675 0.9984 2.4064
α = 1 0.9998 2.23 0.9925 2.679 0.9989 2.3062

20



4.3 One-stage vs. Two-stage Modeling

In this paper, we have examined two distinct types of model analysis, namely one-stage

and two-stage modeling approaches. Based on the empirical analyses, it becomes evident

that the two-stage approach yields superior predictive outcomes compared to the one-stage

approach as the incorporation of different random effects in two different stages enhances

the robustness of marker-effect estimates.

However, it is to be noted that we have employed two different simulation setups for

illustrating the accuracy of one-stage and two-stage modeling approaches. This is because,

as we learned from extensive empirical explorations, performances of the proposed MDPDE

based robust two-stage approach relies heavily on both error variance (σ2
e) and (random)

SNP-marker-effect variance (σ2
e). To illustrate this dependence, in Figure 1, we have plot-

ted the correlation measure (ρ̂) between the estimated and the original SNP marker-effects

under the second experimental setup with different values of σ2
e and σ2

e for both pure and

contaminated cases. It can be clearly seen from these figures (and many similar numerical

explorations not presented here for brevity) that the accuracy of the proposed method in-

(a) σ2
e = 20.5 (b) σ2

e = 50.5

Figure 1: Plots of the accuracy measure ρ̂ obtained by the MDPDE-based two-stage ge-
nomic prediction (with α = 1) over different SNP marker-effect variance (σ2

g) in the second
experimental setup for two different σ2

e .
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creases as σ2
g increases and σ2

e increases for both pure and contaminated datasets, which is

equivalent to say that the genotypic signal-to-noise ratio of the underlying model increases.

Therefore, for datasets with a high genotypic effect variance compared to the noise variance,

genomic prediction using the proposed MDPDE based two-stage modeling approach will be

more accurate and robust. In other cases with lower SNP effect variance or higher noise

variances, the use of robust one-stage procedure is expected to produce better results.

4.4 Accuracy and Robustness of the Heritability Estimator

In Table 3, we present the mean square deviation (MSD) of the heritability estimate (Ĥp),

obtained by different existing and proposed methods in one-stage and two-stage approaches

based on artificial pure and contaminated datasets in respective simulation set-ups. For one-

stage analysis with the first experimental setup, the MSD of Ĥp is minimized by the MDPDE

method with α = 0.3 which is deemed to be the best choice for pure dataset as well as for

noisy dataset with random contamination. But for the artificial dataset with incorporated

block contamination, the desired minimum heritability achieved by the MDPDE method

with α = 1 (which is 5.3731 × 10−10) in one-stage analysis. The proposed MDPDE-based

two-stage analysis, however, produces significantly lower MSDs, indicating more accurate

heritability estimation, for all α ≥ 1 in cases of both pure and contaminated datasets.

4.5 Comparative Performances for the Maize Dataset

We have presented the correlation measure ρ̂ between the predicted and the true responses

and their MAD obtained by different one-stage and two-stage methods in Table 4 along with

the estimated values of the heritability measure (Ĥp). In case of this real data, we can see

that the proposed MDPDE based one-stage modeling approach yields the best fit in terms

of both correlation and MAD; the prediction performance further improves as α increases
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Table 3: The MSD (in 10−10) of heritability estimators obtained from different one-stage
and two-stage procedures applied on pure and contaminated (cont.) experimental datasets.

Methods Pure Data Random Cont. Block Cont.

One-stage Procedures
RMLA 3.5235 5.378 8.3625
RMLV 98.1462 69.482 78.3400
ROB-RMLA 20.4525 9.7652 90.3215
ROB-RMLV 84.0401 59.3341 58.330
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0.1 1.7173 8.0626 7.3721
α = 0.3 1.9353 2.5649 6.5677
α = 0.5 2.9861 2.5407 8.4062
α = 0.7 3.5678 5.1520 9.4702
α = 1 4.3594 5.7077 5.3731

Two-stage Procedures
Rob1 19.7689 24.9496 25.8832
Rob2 60.2620 24.9373 25.0535
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0 2.9425 2.6456 2.9885
α = 0.1 0.6341 0.2944 0.6324
α = 0.3 0.4843 0.2982 0.7317
α = 0.5 0.6657 0.3182 0.8079
α = 0.7 0.9088 0.3677 0.8006
α = 1 0.5741 0.4768 1.0044

with α = 1 giving the highest correlation of 0.828 and the lowest MAD value 0.47, indicating

minimal deviation between observed and predicted values.

It’s worth noting that the two-stage approach have not produced better predictions for

this dataset; this is because of the low marker effect variance compared to error variance

as evident from extremely low estimated values of heritability given in Table 4. As per our

observations presented in Section 4.3, one-stage modeling performs well when dealing with

data exhibiting low variance in random SNP effects, which is the case in this real dataset.

Consequently, one-stage model analysis with MDPDE proved to deliver desirable prediction

accuracy measures.
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Table 4: Prediction accuracy and heritability measures obtained by different one-stage and
two-stage procedures applied on Maize dataset.

One-stage Procedures

Method ρ̂ MAD Ĥp

RMLA 0.561 0.595 0.003770
RMLV 0.047 4.985 0.015600
ROB-RMLA 0.573 0.594 0.003760
ROB-RMLV 0.578 0.453 0.016400
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0.1 0.682 1.117 0.000666
α = 0.3 0.684 1.116 0.001420
α = 0.5 0.705 1.132 0.001550
α = 0.7 0.710 1.132 0.001505
α = 1 0.828 0.407 0.000706

Two-stage Procedures

Method ρ̂ MAD Ĥp

Rob1 0.726 2.43 0.002310
Rob2 0.726 2.42 0.002050
Proposed MDPDE based approach
α = 0.1 0.294 0.75 0.000196
α = 0.3 0.282 1.88 0.000234
α = 0.5 0.307 2.30 0.000266
α = 0.7 0.311 2.26 0.000360
α = 1 0.314 2.14 0.000384

Further, as the heritability estimate in both one-stage and two-stage model analyses tends

toward zero, it also suggests that the variability of this phenotypic trait within the tested

maize population is mostly due to environmental factors and not under genetic control.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we have devised robust estimation techniques for genomic prediction based on

an underlying linear mixed model. In pursuit of more robust estimation, our proposal also

employs the popular MDPDE of the parameter of mixed models in two distinct modeling

structure with one and two-stage approaches. We have compared our proposed methods

to existing approaches using estimated marker effects in simulation experiments and pre-

dicted trait values in a real dataset. Remarkably, for both pure and contaminated data,

the two-stage modeling structure consistently outperformed other approaches in terms of

prediction accuracy whenever the random SNP-marker effects have greater variance com-

pared to the random noise in the model. Our simulation study across various experimental

setups demonstrates the sensitivity of results to the parameter α in the MDPDE based pro-
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posal with increasing value of α enhancing the accuracy and robustness of parameter and

marker-effect estimation, ultimately yielding the more desirable predictive accuracy mea-

sure. Therefore, our comprehensive analysis establishes that, with a high correlation value

and minimal deviation, the proposed MDPDE-based approaches with α = 1 proves to be

the optimal choice for both one-stage and two-stage model structures offering more accurate

and reliable gnomic prediction and heritability estimation compared to existing approaches.

The promising results and insights derived from this research pave the way for exciting

future prospects in the field of linear mixed models and genotypic-phenotypic effect esti-

mation. Future studies can delve deeper into refining and improving the robustness of the

proposed estimation methods. This could involve exploring and devising new techniques

that adapt dynamically to data quality and contamination levels which would help to frame

valuable contributions to genomics, genetics, and associated fields, ultimately advancing our

comprehension of the intricate relationship between genetic factors and traits.

We also hope to prepare an R-package for the proposed MDPDE-based procedures for

genomic prediction and heritability estimation for dissemination among scientists and practi-

tioners. They would then be able to apply our proposals easily in new experimental datasets

to get more accurate and stable results, even in the presence of any possible noises and/or

contamination, eventually leading to new insights and innovations.
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