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ABSTRACT

We seek to identify genes involved in Parkinson’s Disease (PD) by combining information across
different experiment types. Each experiment, taken individually, may contain too little information to
distinguish some important genes from incidental ones. However, when experiments are combined
using the proposed statistical framework, additional power emerges. The fundamental building
block of the family of statistical models that we propose is a hierarchical three-group mixture
of distributions. Each gene is modeled probabilistically as belonging to either a null group that
is unassociated with PD, a deleterious group, or a beneficial group. This three-group formalism
has two key features. By apportioning prior probability of group assignments with a Dirichlet
distribution, the resultant posterior group probabilities automatically account for the multiplicity
inherent in analyzing many genes simultaneously. By building models for experimental outcomes
conditionally on the group labels, any number of data modalities may be combined in a single

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

05
26

2v
1 

 [
st

at
.A

P]
  7

 J
un

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0009-0007-8238-3154
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8663-536X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1316-5555
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5313-9485
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8937-8397
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7442-0882
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3480-394X


A Three-groups model for gene identification A PREPRINT

coherent probability model, allowing information sharing across experiment types. These two
features result in parsimonious inference with few false positives, while simultaneously enhancing
power to detect signals. Simulations show that our three-groups approach performs at least as well as
commonly-used tools for GWAS and RNA-seq, and in some cases it performs better. We apply our
proposed approach to publicly-available GWAS and RNA-seq datasets, discovering novel genes that
are potential therapeutic targets.

Keywords First keyword · Second keyword · More

1 Introduction

A substantial portion of the risk of developing even so-called “sporadic disease” is attributable to genetic variants
harbored by an individual. For this reason, huge genetic studies have investigated many major human diseases to
uncover genetic variants that either directly cause or modify disease, first with the analysis of single nucleotide variants
(SNVs), then whole exomes, and now, increasingly, whole genomes. Conventionally, the analysis of genomic data
focused on genome-wide association studies (GWAS), which have been used to identify associations in a gene variant
and disease incidence or progression to determine if a genetic variant is correlated with a disease phenotype (Uffelmann
et al., 2021). This is typically accomplished by performing a simple statistical test for association between a particular
genetic variant and a disease, adjusting for multiple comparisons made across the genome. However, the variants
identified in this way from GWAS studies of complex traits, such as human disease, usually explain only a small fraction
of the known heritability, and the effect sizes of the variants themselves are typically small. Some of the missing
heritability appears to arise from common variants whose effect sizes are too small to detect using GWAS, even when
the sample size is large (Boyle et al., 2017).

Transforming genetic discoveries into advances in our understanding of pathogenesis and new treatments is a major
unmet need. Whereas rare Mendelian diseases typically arise from mutations in specific genes, the risk of developing
common diseases is believed to be a complex trait conferred by the cumulative effect of multiple genetic variants.
Critically, the experiments required to functionally validate the role of a specific variant are resource intensive, and the
number of potentially important variants that emerge from genetic studies vastly exceeds the capacity and resources
available to evaluate them.

This paper details an approach to begin to meet this need by integrating data sources across multiple experimental
types to reliably detect weak genetic signals related to PD. The approach outlined here detects genes associated with
PD by probabilistically classifying genes as belonging to a null group, a deleterious group, or a beneficial group
using joint models of the relationship of disparate data types to disease status. In this framework genes in the null
group are unassociated with the disease, genes in the beneficial group are associated with either a better outcome or
decreased incidence of a negative outcome, and genes in the deleterious group are associated with a worse outcome
or increased incidence of a negative outcome. The data types we will consider are GWAS data and RNA-seq data,
although, importantly, the modeling framework is completely modular, so that additional data types can easily be added
when they become available. It also does not require the data types to be observed on a common set of individuals. Each
data type has its own sub-model, specified conditional on the set of gene labels (i.e. null, beneficial, or deleterious).
In the GWAS branch, the response is disease status (i.e. binary presence or absence), and in the RNA-seq branch the
response is expression level (i.e. counts).

The statistical framework we propose enhances the power to detect weak signals by borrowing strength across different
sources of information. This approach differs in important ways from established methods in the literature. The
combination of multiple datasets or studies has historically used meta-analysis, which collects the results of several
analyses that have been performed separately and combines them post hoc. A critical weakness of meta-analysis is that
the analysis of each individual dataset is siloed and, therefore, information cannot be shared among datasets. Subsequent
combination of individual results tries to take advantage of the accumulation of evidence but cannot not take advantage
of the statistical benefits of borrowing strength.

Traditional meta-analysis approaches for integrating data sources perform separate analyses for each data type and
then combine the resulting p-values. Many techniques for p-value combination exist, including Fisher’s or Stouffer’s
techniques (Fisher, 1929; Stouffer et al., 1949) as well as more modern approaches (Genovese and Wasserman, 2004;
Benjamini and Heller, 2008). In contrast, our proposed approach shares information across all data types simultaneously
to inform the analysis, increasing power to detect weak signals and providing the ability to handle information that may
be missing or unreliable in any single data type.

Several previous studies have also emphasized the benefits of analyzing different datasets jointly, a strategy sometimes
referred to as meta-dimensional methods (Ritchie et al., 2015) or multi-modal analysis (see Richardson et al., 2016; Li
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et al., 2018, for reviews). However, previous approaches to integrating multiple genomic data types are not directly
applicable to our PD analysis, as they require either the same subjects in each experiment type, the same experiment
types, or a priori grouping of genes into sets (see, e.g. Ding et al., 2022; Holzinger et al., 2013; Tyekucheva et al., 2011,
and references therein).

Our proposed model-based three-groups framework has two key features. First, by apportioning prior probability of
group assignments with Dirichlet distributions, the resultant posterior group probabilities automatically account for the
multiplicity inherent in analyzing many genes simultaneously (Scott and Berger, 2010). Second, by building models
for experimental outcomes conditionally on the group labels, any number of data modalities may be combined in a
single coherent probability model, allowing information sharing across experiment types. These two features result in
parsimonious inference with few false positives, while simultaneously enhancing power to detect signals.

Importantly, the hierarchical three-groups structure is completely modular; as long as a collection of experimental
outcomes can be formalized conditionally upon latent group labels, any collection of them can be easily combined. This
flexibility is achieved by modeling the response for each experimental data type as being conditionally independent
given the collection group labels for each gene. Letting Y1, . . . ,YM be response vectors for M experimental data
types, θ = (θT

1 , . . . , θ
T
M )T the model parameters corresponding to sub-models for the M experimental types, and G the

group labels (which are shared across all response types), conditional independence allows the full data likelihood to be
factorized as

L(Y1, . . . ,YM |G, θ) =

M∏
m=1

Lm(Ym |G, θm).

In the present study, we consider a pair of experiments: an RNA-seq study in which biological samples of PD and
control patients are assayed for differential expression, and a GWAS study where PD and control populations with
no familial relationships are genotyped (Nalls et al., 2014). The model for the outcome of these two experiments is
specified separately, with the exception of the group labels of each gene, which are shared across both experiments. In
each model, the effect of each gene is expressed conditionally on its unknown group assignment.

An additional benefit of this hierarchical three-groups structure is that, like many hierarchical Bayesian formulations, it
straightforwardly accommodates the common situation where some genes are not measured in all data types. Genes
that are included in some, but not all, experiment types are simply treated as missing data by iterative sampling from
their posterior predictive distributions in the experiments from which they are absent.This flexibility is not available, for
example, to p-value combination approaches which require genes to be measured in all data types.

Ultimately, scientific interest lies mostly in the posterior probabilities of the group assignments. Genes with high
posterior probability of being either beneficial or deleterious will be considered targets for our follow-up experiments,
potentially as therapeutic targets.

2 Model Details

The proposed three-groups suite of statistical models requires the separate development of a model for each experimental
data type, conditional on the collection of genes belonging to null, deleterious, or beneficial groups. Each sub-model is
tailored to its particular response type, but each is built upon the common three-groups structure, allowing pooling of
information through the shared group labels.

2.1 A Three-component Mixture and Automatic Multiplicity Adjustment

Models for GWAS data with binary responses and for RNA-seq data with count responses, as well as any future data
types, are constructed around a core three-component mixture distribution. The unknown group label Gj for gene
j has a categorical distribution with probability vector denoted as λ = (λ1, λ2, λ3)

T, exchangeably across all genes
1, . . . , J . The common structure across the sub-models induces sharing of information among the disparate data types.
In addition, placing a prior distribution on λ results in a penalty for large numbers of non-null genes that acts as an
automatic adjustment for multiple comparisons, and hence results in few false positives. This automatic adjustment is
an alternative to the common practice of performing many independent tests and adjusting p-values post hoc (Benjamini
and Hochberg, 1995, e.g.).

The apportionment of prior mass on λ depends on the number of comparisons J and induces automatic multiplicity
adjustment (Scott and Berger, 2010). Let MG be the model with group assignments G, and assign the hyper-prior
distribution λ ∼ Dirichlet(κa). Define (k1, k2, k3)

T as the number of genes in groups 1, 2, and 3 as determined
by G (so that k1 + k2 + k3 = J). Then the prior probability mass function (pmf) for each model MG given λ is
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P (MG |λ) =
(

J
k1,k2,k3

)
λJ−k2−k3
1 λk2

2 λk3
3 and the marginal prior pmf for each model MG is

p(MG) =

∫
λ

P (MG |λ)π(λ)dλ =
Γ
(∑3

i=1 κai

)∏3
i=1 Γ(κai + ki)∏3

i=1 Γ(κai)Γ
(∑3

i=1 κai + ki

) .

For simplicity of visualization, assume that k2 = k3, so that k2+k3 is the number of non-null genes, and k1 = J−k2−k3.
Also assume for simplicity that κ = 1 and a = (1, 1, 1)T. If J = 1, 000, then the log marginal prior pmf for each model
MG, as a function of the number k of non-null genes is displayed in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The log prior probability mass function for models MG corresponding to group assignments G, as a function
of the number of non-null elements in G. The penalty for including more non-null genes in the model is strong,
resulting in an aggressive multiple comparisons adjustment.

Figure 1 shows a strong prior preference for models with few genes classified as non-null. In this example with
J = 1, 000 candidate genes, models with 50 non-null genes are many thousands of times less likely a priori than
models with no non-null genes. This strong prior preference depends on J and results in posterior inference with few
false positive genes.

2.2 Three-Groups Model for RNA-seq Data

RNA-seq expression levels are measured as counts, necessitating statistical approaches that either model the data using
discrete distributions such as Poisson or Negative Binomial (e.g., edgeR (Robinson et al., 2010) and DESeq2 (Love
et al., 2014)) or normalize the data before applying statistical models that were designed for continuous responses (e.g.,
limma+voom (Law et al., 2014)). In either case, the goal of analysis is to discover genes that are differentially expressed
between the treatment (disease) and control (healthy) groups.

Let Y RNA-seq
ijk be the count for the ith replicate of the jth gene for treatment group k ∈ {0, 1}. Similarly to edgeR we

model Y RNA-seq
ijk using the Negative Binomial distribution, using a mean and dispersion parametrization: Y RNA-seq

ijk ∼
NegBin(µijk, ϕj), where µijk is the mean count from individual i of gene j from treatment group k, and ϕj is the
dispersion parameter for gene j. The variance of Yijk is then µijk(1 + µijkϕj). We model the mean counts as

log(µijk) = αj + log(fc)j ∗ k + Li +Mj + (XRNA-seq
i )TβRNA-seq.

Here αj is the gene-wise intercept, (fc)j is the fold change between expected counts in the treatment group compared to
the control group, Li and Mj are known offsets that are equal to the natural logarithm of the library size for sample i and
the gene length for gene j respectively, and (XRNA-seq

i )T is a row-vector of covariates associated with individual i from
the RNA-seq study. Expected counts are proportional to both library size and gene length and thus they are included
directly within the Negative Binomial model as offsets, as an alternative to normalizing the data as a pre-processing
step, which is common in standard analysis tools (Robinson et al., 2010; Love et al., 2014; Law et al., 2014).
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The fold change (fc)j of the counts associated with each gene is the focus of the inference, and hence is endowed with
the three-groups structure:

log(fc)j ∼


0 if Gj = 1 (Null)
fRNA-seq+ if Gj = 2 (Deleterious)
fRNA-seq− if Gj = 3 (Beneficial)

(1)

where fRNA-seq+ is a distribution over the positive half-line and fRNA-seq− is a distribution over the negative half-line
(see Section 2.4).

We induce shrinkage on the gene-wise dispersion using a shared random effect scheme:

log(ϕj) ∼ N(µ0, precision = τ0)

µ0 ∼ N(0, precision = 10−2)

τ0 ∼ t+(ν = 4),

To complete the model, we assign the vague priors αj ∼ N(0, precision = 10−3) and βRNA-seq
l ∼ N(0, precision =

10−3), independently for j = 1, . . . , J and l = 1, . . . , LRNA-seq, where LRNA-seq is the number of covariates considered.

2.3 Three-Groups Model for GWAS Data with Binary Outcomes

GWAS entails collecting genotypic (i.e. SNVs) and phenotypic data from unrelated individuals with the goal of
associating specific SNVs with disease outcomes. A complication arises in that our model formulation for the RNA-seq
data type, the unit of measurement is the gene; however, GWAS data are collected on the SNV level. Thus, integrating
GWAS with the other models requires that SNVs be either summarized into their associated genes or identified as
non-coding variants with no obvious parallel in our RNA-seq dataset. The need to aggregate SNV information to the
gene level is not unique to our formulation and is also necessary, for example, for burden tests for association (Asimit
et al., 2012; Morgenthaler and Thilly, 2007; Li and Leal, 2008; Madsen and Browning, 2009). How best to formalize
the association between SNVs and genes is an open question (see, e.g., Gazal et al., 2022 and references therein). The
simplest approach, which we take here, is to collapse SNVs into genes in a binary fashion: if a gene contains a SNV in
or near its coding region, it is assigned a value of 1, if it does not contain a SNV, it is assigned a value of 0. In this
binary collapse we assume a dominant model of disease (i.e., having one or more copies of the associated minor allele
alters the risk). A simple alternative strategy is to sum the number of minor alleles in or near each gene’s coding region.
Extensions include using weighted sums, and schemes allowing for different SNVs in a single region to act in opposite
ways on the outcome.

Our three-groups model for GWAS is logistic regression, as the response is binary (1 if individual i in the GWAS study
has PD and 0 otherwise). The response Y GWAS

i is modeled as a Bernoulli random variable with probability pi of being
in the PD group, with

logit(pi) = zT
i γ + (XGWAS

i )TβGWAS,

where zT
i γ are gene effects and (XGWAS

i )TβGWAS are individual-level covariate effects. The gene effects are the focus
of the inference, and thus the γjs are endowed with a three-groups prior structure analogous to (1) from Section 2.2.
The vague prior βGWAS

l ∼ N(0, precision = 10−3) for the individual level covariates l = 1, . . . , LGWAS completes the
model.

2.4 Gene Effect Priors

Secondary scientific interest, after group assignment probabilities, lies in the magnitude of gene effects. Group
assignments are informed by these gene effects, and the effect sizes contain some information regarding the potential
benefit of clinical interventions. The three-groups framework allows for flexible modeling of these effect sizes through
selection priors which may be asymmetric. That is, a point mass at zero represents the null effect size, and we allow the
the distribution of beneficial effect sizes (f (m)− ) to differ from the distribution of deleterious effect sizes (f (m)+ ). This
added flexibility above standard, symmetric, selection priors reflects the biological reality that genes with protective
effects may behave very differently than genes with damaging effects.

Discontinuous “spike and slab”-type priors can be broadly categorized as local and non-local (Johnson and Rossell,
2010). A prior is said to be local if the density for its “slab” component is non-zero in the neighborhood of its null
value (i.e., the gene is a null gene). Conversely, a prior is said to be non-local if the density for its “slab” component is
exactly zero in the neighborhood of its null value. Intuitively, the benefit of non-local priors is that effects that might
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otherwise be estimated to be trivially small get pushed into the null group because very small effects have zero prior
probability. In this study, we consider a non-local prior and and compare the results to local three-groups model which
has half-normal priors for the non-null gene effects (and thus the slab component is symmetric).

The non-local prior that we consider here is a modification of the product inverse moment (piMOM) prior from Johnson
and Rossell (2010), defined by the density f(β|τ, r) = [τ r/2/Γ(r/2)]J

∏J
j=1 |βj |−(r+1) exp (−τ/β2

j ). This is a
two-parameter family, with r controlling the tail decay (smaller r gives heavier tails) and τ controlling the scale. To
allow for asymmetry in the non-null gene effects, we truncate the density and use the positive component that has
support on R+ for deleterious effects and, and separately use a negative component that has support on R− for the
beneficial gene effects. Separate half-piMOM hyper-priors are placed on each of the τ parameters of these truncated
densities, which allows us to consider the separate posterior distributions of beneficial and deleterious gene effects.
Together with a spike component at zero, we thus arrive at a three-component mixture for the null, beneficial, and
deleterious gene effects. Previous work on variable selection tasks using non-local priors (Johnson and Rossell, 2010,
2012; Nikooienejad et al., 2016; Li and Chekouo, 2022, e.g) found improved performance when using non-local priors
relative to standard local selection priors. Johnson and Rossell (2012) demonstrated that Bayesian model selection
procedures based on the piMOM prior density with r ≥ 2 results in consistent estimation of the true model. Here, we
follow their recommendation and fix the tail decay rate at r = 2.

3 Computation

For computational efficiency, we use a stick-breaking representation for the Dirichlet-multinomial portion of the
model. That is, for λ ∼ Dirichlet(κa) the marginal distribution of each component follows a Beta distribution (e.g.
λ1 ∼ Beta(κa1, κa2 + κa3)) which allows us to model the prior probabilities according to two Beta distributions:
one controlling the prior probability of being a null gene and the other controlling the conditional probability of
being beneficial given the gene is not in the null group (Gelman, 2014, pg. 585). Correspondingly, the marginal and
conditional distributions of categorical random variables are Bernoulli.

The analysis was performed using reversible jump Markov chain Monte Carlo (RJMCMC) (Green, 1995) which speeds
up computation and accounts for the inherent change of dimensionality when group assignment changes. The sampler
was implemented within the NIMBLE R package (de Valpine et al., 2017, 2023).

4 Simulations

In this section, we explore the behavior of our three-groups framework with non-local gene effects relative to a local
three-groups model which has symmetric gene effects and relative to standard analysis pipelines and combinations
thereof. Although we tried to replicate key features of real genomic data in our simulated datasets, in the end the
simulated data are illustrative only; thus, the total number of simulated genes is small (J = 250) to allow for uncluttered
visualizations. In each scenario, we assigned five genes to have beneficial effects and five genes to have deleterious
effects, with the remainder being null. Each simulated dataset includes a GWAS dataset and an RNA-seq dataset, which
are independent conditional on a shared collection of gene labels. To approximately reflect the sample sizes in our
actual datasets, we simulated 1,000 individuals for GWAS and 100 individuals for RNA-seq. For a full description of
the simulated data please see the Appendix.

We used each of the 250 simulated sets of joint GWAS and RNA-seq data to compare thirteen different models. These
models included conventional, non-local three-groups, and local symmetric three-groups models for GWAS alone
(Figure 2), RNA-seq alone (Figure 2(a)), and joint models (Figure 2(b)). In the joint three-groups models, the GWAS
and RNA-seq models are combined into a single hierarchical model as described in Section 1. The conventional
methods are combined using Fisher’s p-value combination method (Fisher, 1929). We chose competitor models for
comparison based on what we take to be the most common analysis pipelines in the literature. Specifically, we used
individual logistic regression (i.e. one logistic regression per gene, independently across genes) for GWAS; DESeq2,
edgeR, and limma+voom for RNA-seq; and Fisher’s p-value combination of the aforementioned models for joint
models. Competitors methods were run with their default settings (including normalization) from the standard packages
on Bioconductor.

For the reference methods, we control for multiple comparisons using the local false discovery rate (lFDR) adjustment
(Efron et al., 2001). We chose local false discovery rate over similar adjustment methods because its interpretation makes
it nearly directly comparable with posterior probabilities that result from Bayesian selection procedures. Specifically,
the lFDR can be interpreted as the probability of a gene belonging to the null group conditional on the value of its test
statistic (Efron et al., 2001).
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Figure 2: Posterior probability of inclusion in the null group for GWAS only methods, from a single simulated dataset.
The top plot shows the individual logistic regression results, the middle plot shows our three-groups GWAS model with
local priors on gene effects, and the bottom plot shows our three-groups GWAS model with piMOM priors on gene
effects. Genes in blue were simulated to be deleterious, genes in purple were beneficial, and genes in black were null.

As an illustration, Figures 2 and 3 show the posterior probability of inclusion in the null group for each gene, from a
single simulated dataset. Each dot represents a gene, and its height represents the posterior probability of being in the
null group. The black dots are true null genes, and the colored dots are true non-null genes. The three-groups model
further generates posterior probabilities of being in the beneficial and deleterious groups (not shown). Figures 2 and 3
give some idea of how well each of the methods separates null from non-null genes. We investigate this more formally
by considering performance across the 250 simulated joint datasets.

We assess the simulations using a variety of performance metrics. Each metric is computed on each model for each
simulated dataset, and then the models are compared using boxplots of the aforementioned metrics. This allows us to
consider the performance of each model across the many simulated datasets, which aids in understanding variability.
First, we consider the log score and Brier score (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007), oriented so that smaller values correspond
to better performance (Figure 4). These are both proper scoring rules which have attractive theoretical properties
(Gneiting and Raftery, 2007). Both scores reward correct classifications more when they are made with higher
confidence, and conversely penalize incorrect classifications more when they are made with higher confidence.

The results in Figure 4 suggest that the three-groups versions of GWAS and RNA-seq, taken separately, are uniformly
at least as good as standard analysis tools, and in some cases much better. Particularly striking is how much better the
three-groups RNA-seq model performs in terms of log score, relative to DESeq2, edgeR, and limma+voom. This, again,
is obtained without any normalizing schemes or elaborate tuning in the three-groups model. The Brier scores show less
dramatic differences.

Consideration of Figures 2 and 3 suggests that the choice of cutoff for the classification boundary between null and
non-null should vary by model. To assess performance of models at differing cutoffs, we compare the area under the
receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve (Figure 4(c)), a popular metric in the classification literature. In addition,
we show as the true positive rate (i.e. power) computed at a cutoff for each model set such that each resulted in a fixed
average false positive rate (Figure 4(d)). The joint models are superior to individual models in each metric and our
three-groups family of models correctly identifies at least as many non-null genes as competitors while including very
few false positives.

These simulations (and others shown in the Appendix) demonstrate the value in the joint structure of our model (even
when most of the signal comes from one data type). Finally, a recurring theme in our investigation was the sparsity
imposed by the three-groups family of models; Figures 2 and 3 demonstrate that the three-groups models have a strong
preference for fewer non-null genes, as explained in 2.1, even with a uniform (i.e. non-informative) prior on the unit
simplex for the group inclusion probabilities.
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(b) Combined models
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Figure 3: Panel (a) shows posterior probabilities of inclusion in the null group for RNA-seq only methods, from a single
simulated dataset. Panel (b) shows the same, but for joint GWAS and RNA-seq methods. The top three plots in each
panel are results from standard analysis tools, and the bottom two plots in each panel are results from our local and
non-local three-groups models. The color scheme is the same as in Figure 2.
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(a) Logarithmic Score (lower is better).
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(b) Brier Score (lower is better).
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(c) Area Under ROC Curve (higher is better).
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(d) True positive rate at cutoffs (higher is better).
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Figure 4: Boxplots of logarithmic scores (a), Brier scores (b), area under receiver operating characteristic curve (c)
computed from posterior probability of inclusion in the null group, and the true positive rates (i.e. power) computed
at classification cutoffs that result in mean false positive rates of 0.01 (top panel) and 0.05 (bottom panel) in (d) for
each of 13 different models, based on 250 simulated datasets. Yellow indicates GWAS only models, blue indicates
RNA-seq only models, and green indicates joint models. Boxplots for our three-groups models have black lines, while
competitors have grey lines. Panels (a), (b), and (c) show Winsorized boxplots to focus on the bulk of the distribution of
points.
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5 Parkinson’s Disease Analysis

5.1 Description of the Data

The data that we used used for the GWAS branch of this study came from the International Parkinson’s Disease
Genomics Consortium (IPDGC) NeuroX Dataset (Nalls et al., 2014). Due to the intense computational burden of
running the full MCMC, we analyzed a subset the full genome. We chose the 2,000 genes that exhibited the largest
differential expression between the cortex and the substantia nigra (the region most affected in PD) in Agarwal et al.
(2020), as well as 19 additional genes which seemed promising in exploratory analyses. We associated each allele with
a particular gene if it was annotated within that gene in the GWAS data (including intronic and 5’ or 3’ UTR plus 3kbp).
This resulted in a list of 53,559 variants associated with the 2,019 genes. The NeuroX dataset included 1,734 of the
2,019 genes on our list, sequenced from 11,402 individuals. We then summarized the SNV data to the gene level using
an indicator function for whether a given gene was mapped to at least one SNV. In our analysis, we also included the
subject-specific covariates age and sex from the NeuroX dataset, and used PD status as the response for all individuals.

The RNA-seq data that we used came from the Parkinson’s Progression Markers Initiative (PPMI), obtained from PPMI
upon request. We selected data from the individuals who were identified as healthy controls or untreated PD cases,
resulting in data for 370 individuals. We again extracted data from genes that appeared in the same list of 2,019 genes,
resulting in data on 1,697 genes (37 genes only had data in the NeuroX dataset). In addition to RNA fragment counts
for each individual, we included age, years of education, race, sex, and the phase of the PPMI study as covariates.

5.2 Description of the Analysis

We performed six separate analyses on the aforementioned data. The six models consisted of symmetric local and
asymmetric non-local versions of each of: the full joint three-groups GWAS and RNA-seq model, the GWAS branch
of the three-groups model by itself, and the RNA-seq branch of the three-groups model by itself. These six models
allow for comparisons between our joint and individual models, as well as comparisons between the local and non-local
versions of the models. In each case, we ran the MCMC for 20,000 iterations and threw out the first 10,000 as burn-in,
as indicated by trace plots. Based on the simulations, we expect genes with strong signal in one sub-model or weak
signal in both sub-models to retain signal in the joint model. Conversely, we expect genes with weak signal in only one
sub-model to have very weak signal in the joint model, when the weak signal in one branch is not strong enough to
overcome the multiplicity penalty induced by the prior.

5.3 Results

One of the benefits of the three-groups family of models is the sparsity it induces due to the built-in multiplicity
adjustment, in addition to the borrowing of strength across both genes and sub-models. This induced sparsity is evident
in this analysis: more than 1,650 of the 1,734 genes in the full analysis have posterior probability of being null which
is greater than 0.99. We expect that, operationally, the x genes with the smallest posterior probability of being null
will be investigated further in mouse models or human iPSC cell models by knocking down the genes using siRNA
or CRIPSRi/a etc., where x is determined by available resources such as budget and personnel time. We report genes
as deleterious or beneficial according to the so-called median probability model (inclusion cutoff of 0.5, hereafter
MM, (Barbieri and Berger, 2004)), according to their posterior group labels. For comparisons to standard GWAS
and RNA-seq analysis tools, the MM cutoff applied to lFDR-adjusted p-values does not produce useful results; the
MM for GWAS combined with edgeR, limma+voom, and DESeq2 results in the inclusion of 418, 220, and 533 genes
respectively. For these methods, we instead use a more conventional cutoff of 0.05, which results in a comparable
number of “interesting” genes as the three-groups family of models under the MM criterion (14, 8, and 27, respectively,
compared to 7 and 21 under the local and non-local versions of the three-groups joint model).

The MM for the GWAS only and RNA-seq only local sub-models included 440 and 10 genes, respectively. The joint
local MM, by contrast, included just 7 non-null genes. The borrowing of strength appears to have played a larger role in
the non-local case; the GWAS only and RNA-seq only non-local sub-models under the MM criterion included 22 and 3
genes, respectively, whereas the joint non-local MM included 21 genes. Two of the genes identified in the GWAS only
non-local MM and one of the genes identified in the RNA-seq only non-local MM are included in the joint non-local
MM.

The joint three-groups model with local priors identifies three beneficial and four deleterious genes. The three beneficial
genes are CDIP1, CHCHD6, and CNTNAP2. These genes are known to be involved in dysregulated pathways in
PD; mitochondrial function (Bose and Beal, 2019; Zaltieri et al., 2015) , synaptic function (Clayton and George,
1998; Morais et al., 2009), and apoptosis (Tatton et al., 2003; Mochizuki et al., 1996). The four deleterious genes
are DUSP1, FAM49B, IFRD1, and SYTL3 also all have functions in previously implicated PD pathways such as
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Table 1: Genes identified as non-null in at least one of the three-groups models. A gene is classified as non-null in all
models with an “×”. Pnull, Pben., and Pdel. are the proportion of the 10,000 mcmc iterations that the gene was in the null,
beneficial, and deleterious group respectively. Effect sizes are computed conditionally (i.e., the mean of the effect size
when the gene was non-null). GWAS effect sizes are odds ratios; a value less than 1 represents a protective effect and a
value greater than 1 represents a damaging effect. RNAseq effect sizes are fold changes and are interpreted similarly.
Gene effects with “*” indicate that the gene was null > 99% of the MCMC iterations in that model.
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1 CDIP1 x x x x x 0.26 0.65 0.09 0.49 0.38 0.13 0.36 0.93 0.14 0.41 0.87 0.14
2 CHCHD6 x x x x x 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.81 0.9 0.16 0.8 0.86 0.16
3 DUSP1 x x x x x 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.12 1.19 0.09 1.24 1.19 0.09
4 CNTNAP2 x x x 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.67 0.48 1.17 0.71 0.51 1.16
5 SYTL3 x x x 0.16 0.08 0.76 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.14 1.11 0.08 * * 0.08
6 FAM49B x x 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 2.19 1.06 0.02 8.67 1.09 0.02
7 IFRD1 x x 0.27 0.11 0.62 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.03 1.13 0.07 * * 0.07
8 FCGR2A x x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 * * 0.07 1.28 1.13 0.07
9 ATP8B4 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.44 0.13 * * 0.07 0.74 0.91 0.07

10 C10orf90 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.12 0.44 0.96 0.63 3.63 1.28 1.22 3.59
11 CD82 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 * * 0.04 0.75 0.91 0.04
12 CNTNAP4 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 * * 4.26 0.67 0.77 4.21
13 CXCR4 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 1.05 0.05 1.55 1.1 0.05
14 DLGAP1 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 * * 1.53 1.49 1.19 1.53
15 DPP10 x 0.58 0.13 0.29 0.00 0.00 1.00 2.2 1.15 3.08 2.56 1.23 3.06
16 EFCAB6 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.94 0.86 1.30 0.76 0.79 1.29
17 FIGN x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 * * 1.84 1.51 1.18 1.83
18 FRAS1 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.99 0.8 2.89 1.59 1.21 2.89
19 JARID2 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 * * 0.06 1.42 1.1 0.06
20 LRFN5 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 * * 4.52 0.67 0.77 4.46
21 PTPRN2 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 * * 0.20 1.67 1.16 0.19
22 RIN3 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 * * 0.26 0.71 0.86 0.26
23 VRK2 x 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 * * 0.09 0.75 0.9 0.09

mitochondrial function (Bose and Beal, 2019; Zaltieri et al., 2015), stress responses (Zhao et al., 2010; Chang et al.,
2020), autophagy (Liu et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2016), vesicular trafficking and endocytosis (Perrett et al., 2015;
Esposito et al., 2012). Three of these genes (CDIP1, CNTNAP2, DUSP1) have connections with PD in the literature (Li
et al., 2022; Brehm et al., 2015; Usenko et al., 2021). The other genes collectively play roles in pathways previously
associated with Parkinson’s disease, rendering them plausible candidates for further investigation. The estimated effect
sizes (conditional on inclusion in the respective non-null groups) are reported in Table 1 which contains the union of
genes identified as non-null by the three-groups joint models.

The joint three-groups with non-local priors identifies 21 interesting genes in the joint MM. Eighteen of these 21 genes
were in either the beneficial (8 genes) or deleterious (10 genes) groups for all 10,000 post burn-in MCMC iterations. The
other three genes were in each of the three groups for at least 10% of the MCMC iterations. Five of the 21 interesting
genes are also identified in the local model (CDIP1, CHCHD6, CNTNAP2, DUSP1, and FAM49B). CNTNAP4, CXCR4,
FCGR2A, and PTPRN2 are linked to PD in the literature (Hu et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2023; Schilder and Raj, 2022;
Kochmanski et al., 2022, and references therein). EFCAB6 has been studied in connection with a mutation known
to be associated with early-onset PD in Strobbe et al. (2018). Several others can be linked to pathways which have
been studied in relationship with PD though we are are unaware of work which directly links these other genes to PD.
These pathway links include ATP8B4’s association with the innate immune system, FRAS1’s link to ERK signaling,
and JARID2’s interaction with the Polycomb repressive complex 2, all of which have been implicated or have relation
to PD in Liu et al. (2021); Tan et al. (2020); Albert-Gascó et al. (2020); Toskas et al. (2022) respectively.

As expected, there are differences between the genes identified as non-null between the local and non-local versions
of our model. Estimated gene effects for gene IFRD1 and SYTL3 (Table 1) suggest that some of this discrepancy is
due to the difference in behavior between the two priors near zero, as the data in these two cases suggest small but
non-null effect sizes; this difference is baked into the design of the non-local priors. There are other genes which do
not appear to fit this pattern, and we conjecture that the differences may be attributable to interactions among genes
estimated as non-null, which alter the likelihood values. These differences are not surprising when considering that the
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standard methods also report gene lists that are not consistent. Additional results and volcano plots are available in the
supplementary material.

6 Discussion

Structuring models for data conditional on the three-groups framework has advantages of flexibility, modular incorpora-
tion of multiple experimental data types, and the automatic multiplicity adjustment. By combining information across
genomic, transcriptomic, and potentially other data types, it provides an increase in power for improved prioritization of
genes that show evidence of involvement in disease. Furthermore, using the three-groups model as a platform, in the
future we can combine functional data from future cell-based studies and screens that directly assess the impact of a
function of a gene on a cell’s biological outcome, such as health, morphology, stress response, and proteostasis. In
this way, we can harness the power of cell biology together with human genetics and gene expression. Additionally,
the Bayesian formulation and use of MCMC allow for inclusion of genes that have observations in some but not all
experimental data types.

One challenge that we faced was the computational burden running MCMC on this model; each run on the PD
dataset used around 30Gb of RAM and took several days to finish. In the context of a years-long collaboration
like ours, this is not a huge problem, but it is inconvenient at the very least. Using NIMBLE’s RJMCMC features
reduced the computational time significantly, but not enough to make the sampler practical in casual settings. Previous
implementations of non-local selection priors saved time by approximately marginalizing out the effect sizes with
Laplace approximation schemes (Johnson and Rossell, 2012; Nikooienejad et al., 2016; Shin et al., 2018). This was
unappealing in our context because the effect sizes are important in our experimental context.

One issue that requires further attention is the effectiveness of our scheme for mapping between SNVs and genes
in either GWAS or whole genome sequencing (WGS) datasets, particularly for SNVs in non-coding regions. The
technique that we used (Section 2.3) for mapping SNVs into genes is simplistic and could result in missed signals if
SNVs within a single gene work in opposite directions. Other mapping techniques may enrich the procedure.

The strategy of combining genomic, transcriptomic, phenotypic, and potentially other sources of information using the
three-groups framework can be applied to any heritable disease with multiple data types available. The PD datasets that
we analyzed here are publicly available, but others like family pedigree WGS have been collected by our lab, and still
others, including small interfering RNA screen, will result from follow-up experiments.
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Appendix: Data Generation for Simulations

We simulated GWAS datasets from a standard logistic regression model. This scenario is idealistic in that we fit the
exact data-generating response model; however the standard GWAS pipeline also fits this data-generating response
model, so comparisons between our three-groups approach and standard GWAS are on an even footing. To generate the
binary predictor variables, which indicate the presence (or absence) of any minor alleles, we simulated a gene-wise
minor allele frequency from a Beta(20, 35) distribution, which has most of its mass between 0.2 and 0.5 (i.e., for
X ∼ Beta(20, 35), P{X ∈ (0.2, 0.5)} = 0.977). Then, conditional on the minor allele frequency, we simulated the
binary predictor for each individual for that gene from a Bernoulli distribution with success probability equal to the
minor allele frequency. Next, the probability of being in the treatment group is simulated from a Bernoulli distribution
with success probability equal to the inverse logit of a linear combination of a normally distributed intercept and the
predictors, multiplied by the fixed gene effects. The sign of the gene effects indicates group membership, with positive
effects being deleterious and negative effects being beneficial.

To make things as realistic as possible, we generated the RNA-seq data from subsets of a real RNA-seq dataset. This
involved selecting 250 genes from an RNA-seq dataset and adding signal to the genes which should be included in
the beneficial and deleterious groups. We started with the combined data from Pickrell et al. (2010) and Montgomery
et al. (2010) (https://bowtie-bio.sourceforge.net/recount/), as this dataset has a large number of biological
replicates (129) and many genes (11,107). We added signal using a binomial thinning scheme, as in Gerard (2020),
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Table 2: Additional three-groups models

Label Effect size Hyper-parameters Is local? Is symmetric?
distributions

nonL piMOM half-piMOM τ ∼ half-piMOM non-local asymmetric
nonL invG half-piMOM τ ∼ inverse Gamma non-local asymmetric
nonL fixed half-piMOM fixed non-local symmetric
local piMOM half-Normal µ ∼ inverse Gamma local asymmetric

σ ∼ half-piMOM
local fixed half-Normal fixed local symmetric

using the referenced R package seqgendiff. This method allows the simulated data to retain the characteristics of real
RNA-seq data and does not bias results towards one method or another.

Appendix: Additional Simulations

We ran several additional versions of the three-groups model and report results here. The main text includes an
asymmetric non-local three-groups model which has half-piMOM effect size distributions (f (m)− and f (m)+) with
separate half-piMOM hyper-priors placed on the scaling parameter τ . This model is compared to a symmetric local
three-groups model which has half-normal effect size distributions that are fixed. In this appendix we compare these
models to another asymmetric non-local model that instead has inverse gamma hyper-priors on the τ parameters, a
symmetric non-local model that has fixed τ values, and an asymmetric local model that has separate inverse gamma
hyper-priors on the means and separate half-piMOM hyper-priors on the standard deviations of the half-normal effect
size priors. Table 2 demonstrates the distinctions between these models. We do not include results from an asymmetric
local model which had separate inverse gamma hyper-priors on the means and standard deviations as they were
uniformly worse and made the plots unreadable.

These simulations are compared using the same metrics that were discussed in section 4 of the main text; the logarithmic
score, brier score, area under the receiver operating characteristic curve, and the true positive rate at two different fixed
mean false positive rates (Figure 5). These plots demonstrate a range of choices (for modelling the effect sizes) which
provide comparable results. This range illustrates that most of the benefit of our method comes from the borrowing of
strength across data types using three-groups structure.

While there are many similarities between these plots we think that it is worth highlighting a few differences. The
non-local model with inverse gamma hyper-priors required tuning of the hyper-parameter values; we had to move
the mass away from zero to ensure the posterior distributions for τ were not nearly zero. This suggests to us that the
sparsity invoked by the automatic multiplicity correction of the Dirichlet-categorical inclusion scheme can become
swamped by many very small empirical effect sizes. In other words, some engineering is required to ensure that the
effect size distributions do not become additional "spikes" at trivially small values.

Appendix: RJMCMC comments

Our numerical implementation used NIMBLE’s RJMCMC which required some additional customization. Gene’s in the
null group have effect sizes of zero. Our numerical implementation requires beneficial and deleterious effect sizes at
every MCMC iteration. These effect sizes are zeroed out for gene’s which are in the null group in an intermediary step
in each iteration. We used NIMBLE’s RJMCMC in order to cut out this unnecessary computation. Unfortunately the
RJMCMC does not actually shrink the parameter space but instead fixes the excluded parameters at some pre-specified
value (zero by default). In our case this fixes the beneficial and deleterious effect sizes at zero. Updating the hyper-
parameter values (e.g., τ ) requires a likelihood calculation which includes all of these fixed values. This results in
errors for the default settings due to the non-local effect-size distributions. We wrote custom distributions which set the
log-likelihood at zero for all effects which are set by the RJMCMC toggler to fix this issue. This results in equivalent
likelihood calculations to those from the true shrunk parameter space.

Appendix: Volcano Plots

It is common to use volcano plots to identify the most promising genes in RNA-seq analyses. These plots conventionally
have the log fold change on the horizontal axis and the negative log p-value on the vertical axis which allows investigators
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(a) Logarithmic Score (lower is better).
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(b) Brier Score (lower is better).
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(c) Area Under ROC Curve (higher is better).
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(d) True positive rate at cutoffs
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Figure 5: Boxplots of logarithmic scores (a), Brier scores (b), area under receiver operating characteristic curve (c)
computed from posterior probability of inclusion in the null group, and the true positive rates (i.e. power) computed
at classification cutoffs that result in mean false positive rates of 0.01 (top panel) and 0.05 (bottom panel) in (d) as in
Figure 4 in the main text.
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Figure 6: Volcano plots for the local model (top row) and piMOM model (bottom row). Effect sizes are the marginal
log odds ratio (GWAS) and log fold change (RNA). The red dashed line indicates the MM cutoff.

to quickly subset genes which are both statistically significant and have large effect sizes. Our method does not benefit
from these plots in the same manner due to the inherent sparsity. Nevertheless, we have created a version of these plots
in Figure 6 with the marginal log effect size on the horizontal axis and posterior mean of inclusion on the vertical axis.
The vast majority of genes are not visible because they are piled up exactly at the origin. These plots highlight the
non-local nature of the piMOM model; no included genes have small effect sizes.

Appendix: Non-null genes from all models
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1 ACTR10 *
2 ADAMTS19 *
3 AFF3 *
4 ALOX5AP * *
5 ANK3 *
6 ANKFN1 *
7 AOAH *
8 APOD * * *
9 ARF1 *

10 ARHGEF26 *
11 ATP2B1 *
12 ATP2C1 *
13 ATP5A1 *
14 ATP6V0B * *
15 ATP8B4 *
16 AZI2 *
17 BDH1 *
18 C10orf90 *
19 C2CD5 *
20 C6orf136 *
21 CAMLG *
22 CAMTA1 *

Continued on next page
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23 CANX *
24 CCDC136 *
25 CCPG1 * *
26 CD180 *
27 CD200 * * *
28 CD82 *
29 CD83 * * *
30 CDH7 *
31 CDIP1 * * * * * * *
32 CDK14 *
33 CHCHD3 *
34 CHCHD6 * * * * * * * *
35 CHD6 *
36 CLEC7A * * * *
37 CNTNAP2 * * * * * *
38 CNTNAP4 *
39 CNTNAP5 * *
40 CREM *
41 CSMD1 *
42 CTSB *
43 CXCR4 *
44 CYB5R1 *
45 DACH1 *
46 DDIT3 *
47 DLGAP1 *
48 DOCK4 * *
49 DPP10 *
50 DPYSL5 *
51 DUSP1 * * * * * * * * * *
52 EDIL3 *
53 EFCAB6 *
54 EFEMP1 *
55 ENPP2 *
56 EVL *
57 FAM49B * * *
58 FAM98A *
59 FBXL17 *
60 FCGR2A * * *
61 FGD4 * * * * * * *
62 FIGN *
63 FILIP1L *
64 FMNL3 * *
65 FNDC3A *
66 FOCAD *
67 FOS * * * * * *
68 FRAS1 * *
69 FSD1 *
70 FSTL5 *
71 GABARAPL1 * * * * * *
72 GABRG3 *
73 GALNT13 *
74 GLIS3 *
75 GNB4 *
76 GPR183 *
77 GRIA2 *
78 HAGH *
79 HAP1 *

Continued on next page
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80 HDAC9 *
81 HERPUD1 *
82 HIF1A *
83 HLA-DPA1 *
84 HSPA2 *
85 HSPA6 * * * * *
86 HSPD1 *
87 IDH3A *
88 IFIT3 * * *
89 IFRD1 * * * * * *
90 IQCA1 *
91 ITM2B *
92 JARID2 *
93 JPH4 *
94 KATNB1 *
95 KBTBD8 *
96 KCNJ6 *
97 KHDC1 *
98 KHDRBS3 *
99 KIAA1958 * *

100 KLF6 *
101 KLK6 *
102 LAPTM5 *
103 LIN7A * *
104 LINC01197 *
105 LPAR6 *
106 LPCAT2 *
107 LRFN5 *
108 LRRK2 *
109 LRRN1 *
110 LYRM1 * *
111 MAP2K4 *
112 MAP4K5 *
113 MARCKSL1 *
114 MAST2 *
115 MCTP1 * * *
116 MFSD4A *
117 MOCS2 *
118 MRPL55 *
119 MXD1 *
120 NCALD *
121 NKAIN2 *
122 NPTN * *
123 NSF *
124 NUTF2 *
125 OR2W3 *
126 ORMDL1 *
127 PACSIN1 *
128 PARP8 * *
129 PCSK5 *
130 PDK2 *
131 PDK4 *
132 PELI1 * * * * *
133 PGAM1 *
134 PLEKHB1 *
135 PLEKHB2 *
136 PLXDC2 *
Continued on next page
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137 PTPRD *
138 PTPRG *
139 PTPRN2 *
140 PTPRR *
141 RAMP1 *
142 RANBP2 *
143 RAP1GAP * * * * * *
144 RGS2 *
145 RHOQ *
146 RIN3 *
147 RNF13 *
148 RSRP1 * *
149 S100B *
150 SCN1A *
151 SCRN2 *
152 SEMA3B *
153 SERINC3 *
154 SKAP2 *
155 SLC16A4 *
156 SLC24A2 *
157 SLC25A29 *
158 SLC31A2 *
159 STRBP * *
160 SYT13 *
161 SYT5 *
162 SYTL3 * * * * *
163 TIMM22 *
164 TLR6 * * *
165 TM2D3 *
166 TMCC3 * *
167 TMEM125 *
168 TMEM181 *
169 TMEM246 *
170 TMTC1 *
171 TMX4 *
172 TPI1 *
173 TPST1 * * * *
174 TRANK1 *
175 TRPS1 *
176 TUFM *
177 TYROBP *
178 UQCR10 *
179 UQCRC1 *
180 VRK2 *
181 WDR12 * *
182 XYLT1 *
183 ZDHHC20 *

Table 3: Genes identified as non-null in at least one of model. A gene is classified
as non-null in all models with an “*”. The three groups (TG) models use the
median model (cutoff at Pnull < 0.5) except for the local GWAS model which
included too many genes. We used a cutoff of 0.0001 for this GWAS model which
still included 94 genes. All conventional models used a cutoff of 0.05.
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