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Abstract

Investigating the genetic architecture of complex diseases is challenging due to the highly polygenic and
interactive landscape of genetic and environmental factors. Although genome-wide association studies
(GWAS) have identified thousands of variants for multiple complex phenotypes, conventional statistical
approaches can be limited by simplified assumptions such as linearity and lack of epistasis models. In
this work, we trained artificial neural networks for predicting complex traits using both simulated and
real genotype/phenotype datasets. We extracted feature importance scores via different post hoc
interpretability methods to identify potentially associated loci (PAL) for the target phenotype.
Simulations we performed with various parameters demonstrated that associated loci can be detected
with good precision using strict selection criteria, but downstream analyses are required for fine-mapping
the exact variants due to linkage disequilibrium, similarly to conventional GWAS. By applying our
approach to the schizophrenia cohort in the Estonian Biobank, we were able to detect multiple PAL
related to this highly polygenic and heritable disorder. We also performed enrichment analyses with PAL
in genic regions, which predominantly identified terms associated with brain morphology. With further
improvements in model optimization and confidence measures, artificial neural networks can enhance the
identification of genomic loci associated with complex diseases, providing a more comprehensive
approach for GWAS and serving as initial screening tools for subsequent functional studies.
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Introduction

Understanding the genetic component of complex diseases is challenging due to high polygenicity and
confounding factors defining these traits. Genome-wide association studies (GWAS) have been crucial for
the discovery of thousands of disease-related genomic loci in the past two decades [1], and they continue
to be relevant thanks to ever-expanding biobanks with deep phenotype/genotype datasets, allowing the
detection of the most minuscule but statistically significant signals. Despite the immense success and
broad applications over all types of traits, conventional GWAS methodology still relies on linear models
(i.e., logistic and linear regression) for detecting such signals. More recently, linear mixed models have
been utilised to incorporate random and fixed effects, especially to account for relatedness and
population structure without data pruning [2, 3]. Although such improvements seem to improve GWAS
outcomes generally, they do not diverge from the fundamental assumptions of linear and additive genetic
models for complex traits. A natural alternative for the nonlinear modelling of such traits would be
machine learning, and especially deep learning, since sufficiently large neural networks can approximate
any bounded continuous function as defined in the universal approximation theorem [4]. Hence, not
surprisingly, various models have been developed for the prediction of disease status from genetic data
following the success of deep learning applications in many domains [5, 6]. Despite the state-of-the-art
performance of these models in prediction, a main drawback of utilising such complex architectures is the
inherent difficulty of interpretability due to the high number of parameters at various abstraction levels.
In this context, the development and integration of interpretability methodology are not only important
for understanding model biases and improving architectures but also for detecting novel features (e.g.,
genomic loci, haplotypes, or variants) associated with the target phenotype. Various approaches have
been proposed to tackle interpretability for the potential discovery of causal genomic loci, ranging from
intrinsically interpretable architectures based on domain knowledge, such as functional gene annotations
[7, 8, 9], to post hoc analysis of trained models [10, 11, 12, 13]. Despite these important advancements,
multiple challenges remain for the widespread use of interpretable deep learning in genomics. For
instance, many of the proposed methods rely on either specific architectures, specific interpretability
methods, or a priori biological knowledge. In this work, (i) we propose a general framework for obtaining
potentially associated loci (PAL) from neural network models trained for phenotype prediction, (ii)
compare the performance of different post hoc and model-agnostic interpretability methods and logistic
regression using simulations and (iii) apply our approach to the Estonian Biobank (EstBB) [14]
schizophrenia (SCZ) cohort demonstrating its utility for GWAS and reporting potentially novel loci not
reported in literature.

Materials and Methods

Data

We assembled the SCZ cohort from the EstBB dataset so that all patients (ICD codes F20-F29) would
have at least one antipsychotic prescription and have their first diagnosis after 2006 with the diagnosis
age between 14 and 60. For SCZ cases, we first assembled a set of individuals without any mental,
behavioural and neurodevelopmental disorders (no ICD F* diagnosis) and without any antipsychotic
prescription. From this filtered set, controls were selected to match the age, sex and BMI distribution of
the case cohort with four controls per case using MatchIt [15]. We used exact matching (method =
“exact”) for sex and nearest neighbour matching (method = “nearest”) for BMI and age, resulting in
1814 cases (642 male, 1172 female) and 7325 controls (2586 male, 4739 female). In addition, the whole
dataset was pruned to eliminate relatedness based on identity by descent (pi hat < 0.2). We curated the
genotype data of the EstBB SCZ case/control cohort derived from the GSA array (Illumina’s
GSA-MD-24v1, GSA-MD-24v2, ESTchip1 GSA-MD-24v2, ESTchip2 GSA-MD-24v3, 2022-09-14
snapshot) with a final set of 290,522 SNPs over 22 autosomal chromosomes after removing SNPs unique
to at least one version of the array, indels and filtering for bi-allelic regions.

2/14



Simulations

We obtained the simulated phenotypes from the same combined SCZ case/control genotype dataset.
Instead of simulating genotypes, we simulated phenotypes to keep genome distribution as realistic as
possible. More in detail, let X represent the genotype matrix where Xij is the genotype at position j for
individual i with possible values -1 (AA), 0 (AB), 1 (BB); β the vector of genetic weights sampled from
standard normal distribution N(0,1); ϵi the noise term sampled from N(0, kσ2) where k is a scaling
factor and σ2 is the variance of the total genetic effects. Then the continuous phenotype Y for individual
i is defined as:

Yi =
∑

j∈D

fD
j (Xij) +

∑

j∈R

fR
j (Xij) +

∑

(j,k)∈I

fjk(Xij , Xik) +
∑

(j,k,l)∈I

fjkl(Xij , Xik, Xil) + ϵi

where the initial four terms define the genetic effects based on dominant, recessive, two-way (between 2
SNPs) and three-way (between 3 SNPs) interactions; D, R and I are disjoint sets of genomic positions
for dominant, recessive and interaction effects. For dominant and recessive effect positions, contribution
to the phenotype is defined by functions fD

j and fR
j :

fD
j (Xij) =

{
βj ·Xij if Xij ̸= -1

0 otherwise

fR
j (Xij) =

{
βj ·Xij if Xij = 1

0 otherwise

Two-way and three-way interaction effects are defined by:

fjk(Xij , Xik) = βjk ·Xij ·Xik

fjkl(Xij , Xik, Xil) = βjkl ·Xij ·Xik ·Xil

Given a defined threshold τ , the continuous phenotype is then binarized by:

Bi =

{
1 if Yi > τ

0 otherwise

In practice, we chose τ to have approximately the same number of cases (∼1814) as the real SCZ
cohort. We simulated a total of 6 scenarios with different noise scaling factors (k = 1, k = 2, k = 3) and
two different causal SNP sizes (n = 100 and n = 1000) where all four genetic effect types (dominant,
recessive, two-way and three-way interactive) had positions with ratios 5:5:8:2, respectively (i.e., for n =
100: 40, 10, 25, 25 and for n = 1000: 400, 100, 250, 250). Genotypes were represented by -1, 0, 1 instead
of 0, 1, 2 to provide equal importance to either allele in a given position (considering the neural network
weights are initialised with Kaiming uniform distribution, including negative and positive values
uniformly). Nevertheless, our preliminary trials with 0, 1, 2 representation provided similar results in
terms of model training.

Neural network model

Models trained for binary trait classification were all feed forward fully connected neural networks with
an input layer, two hidden layers and an output layer. The specific architecture consists of an initial
dropout layer to randomly mask a proportion of features (p = 0.99) at each batch training, a linear layer
with input size = 290,522 and output size = 290, a dropout layer (p = 0.6) followed by ReLU activation,
a linear layer with input size = 290 and output size = 29, a dropout layer (p = 0.6) followed by GELU
activation, a linear layer with input size = 29 and output size = 1 followed by sigmoid activation
function. Training was performed using cross-entropy loss function and Adam optimizer with learning
rate = 1e-5 and weight decay = 1e-3 for regularisation. Initially, we tried a weighted loss function to
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compensate for the class imbalance in the real dataset but this did not work (i.e., no training run where
the validation loss decreases), so we instead duplicated the case samples and reduced the sample size of
the controls by half with random subsampling to match the case/control numbers [16]. We additionally
added random noise N(0,0.1) both to class labels (case label = 1, control label = 0) and input genotypes
to increase generalizability. All models were trained for 1000 epochs with batch size = 256. All models
were coded with python-3.9 and pythorch-1.11 [17].

Interpretability methods

There is a plethora of different interpretability methods for deep learning models, but we focused on
three post hoc and model agnostic approaches. Two of them, gradients w.r.t input (saliency maps, SM)
[18] and integrated gradients (IG) [19], are based on gradients and applicable to any differentiable model.
SM creation is a commonly used and straightforward approach where gradients w.r.t input are obtained
to assess which features in a given input are important for the output probability. For a binary
classification neural network model f and input vector x, the saliency (with absolute values) for the jth

feature is defined as:

SMj(x) =

∣∣∣∣
∂f(x)

∂xj

∣∣∣∣

IG is an improvement over the simpler gradient approach where gradients of the model’s output with
respect to the input are integrated along a path from a baseline input to the actual input. For a neural
network model f , input vector x, baseline x′ and scalar α ∈ [0, 1], integrated gradient for the jth feature
is defined as:

IGj(x) = (xj − x′
j)

∫ 1

0

∂f(x′ + α(x− x′))
∂xj

dα

As the authors of the method emphasise, the choice of baseline vector is important so that a meaningful
interpolation can be achieved in the given domain. In our application, we tested various baselines and
decided on using a vector of zeros (where the input is a case genotype) which in preliminary analyses,
provided better outcomes compared to (i) [input = case and control genotypes] - [baseline = vector of
average allele dosages for the whole dataset] and (ii) [input = case genotypes] - [baseline = control
genotypes] settings. In this regard, our choice of genotype representations with -1, 0, 1 might also have
been helpful since a vector of zeros would correspond to a completely heterozygous genome, without
preference over any allele in a given position. We used Captum-0.6.0 python library [20] for calculating
SM and IG.

Permutation-based feature importance (PM) is another model-agnostic technique (in this case, the
model does not even need to be differentiable) that measures the impact of feature perturbations on
model output [21]. For a neural network model f , input vector x and perturbed input vector x(j) (where
the jth feature is replaced by a random feature), the permutation feature importance for the jth feature
is defined as:

PMj(x) =
∣∣∣f(x)− f(x(j))

∣∣∣

Here, we opted to measure the rate of change in predictions for the feature importance instead of a
performance metric such as accuracy to increase sensitivity.

Using these three methods, we obtained absolute feature importance scores for a set of case samples
(both in real and simulated scenarios) for all trained models, averaged the scores over samples and
applied min-max normalisation to map the values to [0,1] range. We call this averaged value mean
attribution score (MAS). Moreover, the obtained case set consisted of genotypes with neural network
predicted probabilities above the 70th percentile. This thresholding was performed mainly for
computational ease but also for utilising case samples with prediction values closer to 1. Different
percentile thresholds and using all true case genotypes provided similar results in preliminary analyses.
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Feature importance to potentially associated loci

To account for the stochasticity of neural networks and reduce false positive rate, we devised a
streamlined method for obtaining potentially associated loci (PAL) from the MAS computed from
multiple models trained with different seeds. More specifically, let A be the MAS matrix sized m× L
where m is the number of models (i.e., models trained with different seeds) and L is the length of the
genotype. We obtain the average MAS vector µ:

µ = (µ1, µ2, . . . , µL)

where

µj =
1

m

m∑

a=1

Aaj for j = 1, 2, . . . , L

Then we set a significance threshold θ and obtain weights w based on the number of occurrences above
the θ threshold among m models trained with different seeds:

wj =
1

m

m∑

a=1

1(Aaj > θ), where 1 is the indicator function

To obtain PAL, first we define the adjusted mean attribution score (AMAS) as:

AMASj = wj · µj , for all j such that µj > θ

Then the PAL set contains all positions above the theta threshold based on their AMAS:

PALAMAS = {j | AMASj > θ}

We can also define PAL as positions above the theta threshold in all m models:

PALCommon = {j | ∀a,Aaj > θ}

In practice, we chose m = 10 for models trained with different seeds to be able to perform a large
number of trials with realistic computational resources. Since there were multiple PAL in high LD
detected by models trained with different seeds, we also considered these positions (r2 > 0.5) between
different models as common signals between models to increase detection power both for PALCommon

and PALAMAS . Furthermore, we set θ to 99.99 percentile (strict) and 99.95 percentile (relaxed)
thresholds. Although the choice of θ is essentially arbitrary, the strict threshold produces 30 PAL and
the relaxed threshold 145 PAL, which are plausible numbers for keeping the false positive rate low
considering the expected high polygenicity of schizophrenia [22]. An overview of our proposed approach
is provided in Fig 1.
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Figure 1. Overview of the approach for obtaining potentially associated loci (PAL) from feature
attribution scores obtained via SM, IG and PM methods.

Logistic regression

To compare our method to conventional GWAS, we performed logistic regression (LR) using all case (n
= 1814) and control (n = 7325) samples (both in real and simulated scenarios) using the top 3 principal
components (PCs) from principal component analysis (PCA) as covariates. We obtained the significance
threshold by dividing p-value = 0.05 by the number of tests (i.e., number of SNPs: 290,522). We used
python-3.9 and statsmodels 0.14.1 [23] for the code. Furthermore, we performed an association analysis
using REGENIE v2.2.4 [3] on real data with the same case/control genotypes via the methodology
described by Pujol Gualdo et al. [24], except for the filtering steps to retain exactly the same individuals
and positions as LR.

Relevant code for the neural network model, interpretability methods and logistic regression with
mock simulated data can be found at https://github.com/genodeco/Interpreting-ANNs-for-GWAS.

Results

Simulations

For 6 different phenotype simulations with different noise scaling factors (k = 1, k = 2, k = 3) and
different numbers of causal SNPs (100 and 1000 causal SNPs), we tested the performance of logistic
regression (LR), saliency map (SM), integrated gradient (IG) and permutation-based (PM) feature
importance approaches based on precision and ability to detect different types of causal positions
(interaction and dominant/recessive). An important note here is that we defined true positive (TP) as a
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detected position (i.e., PAL) which is in high correlation (r2 > 0.5 in 100 SNP upstream and 100 SNP
downstream region, total ∼2Mb) with any true causal position (since high LD, which is prevalent in
proximal loci, makes it difficult to detect the exact causal SNP). The results show that LR with
Bonferroni correction seems to produce the least number of false positives over all different simulations
but PALAMAS and PALCommon obtained from the IG approach with strict thresholding (99.99
percentile) was a close contender (S1 Fig). Interestingly but perhaps expectedly, the LR approach
predominantly detected the causal positions with interactive genetic effects, whereas the highest
percentage of dominant/recessive positions were detected by gradient-based approaches (Table 1). We
furthermore visualised the performance of IG on Manhattan plots obtained from LR (S2 Fig). Even
under high noise schemes, some high-effect positions were detected both by LR and our method.

Table 1. Percentage of dominant/recessive positions (as opposed to interactive positions) in correctly
detected causal loci averaged over all 6 simulation scenarios with varying parameters. Significance-
based detection refers to Bonferroni correction for LR (logistic regression) and strict threshold (99.99
percentile) for IG (integrated gradients), SM (saliency map) and PM (permutation-based) approaches.
Since significance thresholds are not directly comparable between LR and other methods, percentages
were also provided for the top 5 and top 10 correctly detected causal loci. The expected frequency
for dominant/recessive positions based on the phenotype simulations is 0.5. Values in parentheses
demonstrate counts as [dominant/recessive]/([dominant/recessive] + [interactive]).

Category Top 5 Top 10 Significance-based

LR 0.0000 (0/24) 0.0213 (1/47) 0.0902 (12/133)

IG 0.1304 (3/23) 0.2143 (9/42) 0.1268 (9/71)

SM 0.0000 (0/23) 0.1500 (6/40) 0.1549 (11/71)

PM 0.0500 (1/20) 0.1579 (6/38) 0.1618 (11/68)

Application to the EstBB SCZ cohort

After testing our approaches on simulations, we applied the IG method on the EstBB SCZ cohort to
detect PAL. Although it is difficult to compare the methods reliably (see Discussion), we decided not to
use SM and PM on real data due to higher false positives under certain simulation scenarios (S1 Fig). We
detected a single locus with the strict threshold and multiple loci with the relaxed threshold in genomic
regions with multiple protein-coding genes (Fig 2). The highest confidence signal on chromosome 4 (PAL
d) included variants within TET2 and PPA2 genes and rs10010325 SNP, which has been reported to
have pleiotropic effects for attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, autism spectrum disorder and
intelligence [25]. Furthermore, in this LD region resides rs7674220 (albeit not being present in our
non-imputed array framework), which is associated with SCZ and mapped to TET2 [26]. Interestingly,
rs2647259 present in this region in our data seems to be associated with PPA2 expression levels in brain
tissues (based on variant-gene association analysis, explained in the next paragraph). Other
high-confidence regions we detected in chromosomes 3 (PAL c) and 11 (PAL f) are gene-dense regions
with multiple low p-value SNPs in Trubetskoy et al. metadata (i.e., largest SCZ GWAS meta-analysis to
date) [27]. The high signal LD region we detect in chromosome 11 includes rs1892928 (not present in our
non-imputed array data), which was reported to be associated with SCZ and mapped to SYT12. In this
region, we also detected rs7122539 (present in our array framework), which was shown to be associated
with bipolar disorder and mapped to PC gene [28, 29]. The region in chromosome 3 includes rs4955417
(associated with depressive symptoms and neuroticism, mapped to IHO1 and C3orf62 [30, 31]) and
rs7617480 (associated with major depressive disorder and unipolar depression [32, 33, 34]). Furthermore,
QRICH1 gene reported in the Schizophrenia Exome Sequencing Meta-Analysis (SCHEMA) with
p-value<0.01 and reported to be associated with developmental disorders and autism spectrum disorder
resides in this region [35, 36, 27, 37]. Other lower confidence but potentially interesting regions include
C1orf87 (PAL a) (with gene ontology annotation calcium ion binding), and AOX1 (PAL b) (with gene
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ontology annotations oxidoreductase and electron transfer activity) genes. SNPs in detected PAL are
presented in S1 Table, genes in detected PAL are presented in S2 Table, and SNPs with low p-values
(<0.001) from Trubetskoy et al. 2022 metadata in detected high LD regions are presented in S3 Table.

Figure 2. PAL detected by integrated gradients (IG) approach. Red dashed lines indicate significance
thresholds (relaxed and strict) and blue markers indicate PAL above threshold over all trained 10 models
(i.e., PALCommon). For all PAL (a-g), protein coding genes in those regions were provided except for
multi-gene regions (>2 genes) for which the most likely mapped gene based on literature was provided
inside the parentheses.

We further assessed whether variants in the PAL we detected were enriched in genes with brain
associations. For this purpose, we used the open access Adult Genotype Tissue Expression (GTEx)
Project [38] variant-gene association dataset (GTEx Analysis v8 eQTL). Since we did not fine map the
causal variants, we assessed the significant expression levels (significance defined as pval nominal <
pval nominal threshold in significant variant-gene pairs dataset from GTEx
*.signif variant gene pairs.txt.gz files) in all brain tissues for all detected loci and close proximity loci
(100 SNP upstream and 100 SNP downstream region of the PAL, total ∼2Mb) with high LD (>0.5). We
initially obtained the empirical cumulative distribution function (ECDF) for significant gene-tissue (only
brain tissues) expression change in all 290,522 positions. Mean value for all positions was 0.858 (i.e., on
average, a SNP had 0.858 gene-tissue combinations with significantly altered expression in brain) with
most positions (250,692 SNPs) having no variants significantly affecting gene expression in brain tissues.
Percentile ranks for all methods detecting PAL was higher than 90, indicating potential enrichment in
brain expressed genes in these detected regions (S3 Fig). As an additional step, we used the
GENE2FUNC tool in FUMA [39] to assess functionality for the set of genes present in the detected PAL.
In terms of expression, there was significant downregulation in brain tissues and in terms of GWAS
enrichment, lowest enrichment p-values were related to brain morphology and volume with multiple
involved genes (S4 Fig). It is important to note here that we directly tested all the genes in PAL without
any gene mapping attempt, with most genes coming from gene-rich loci from chromosomes 3 and 11
(PAL c and f), which might potentially be introducing bias to these results. Another potential biasing
caveat for both ECDF and functional analysis is that detected PAL generally consist of multiple SNPs in
high LD, and it is likely that only a small portion of SNPs in these LD blocks indicate a true signal.

We furthermore compared these approaches with conventional GWAS using LR and REGENIE
association analysis on the real dataset. Although there was a high correlation between MAS and -log(p)
values (S5 Fig), there was no significant signal detected using GWAS, and only a single PAL overlap was
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present in the top 10 signals (S6 Fig).

Discussion

In this work, we assessed post hoc neural network interpretability methods for detecting
disease-associated genomic loci and proposed a general framework for using these methods within a
genotype-phenotype context. Simulations demonstrated that these approaches can provide low false
positive rates with strict thresholding even under relatively low genetic signal scenarios. An important
note here is that the noise factor of 3 in simulations approximately corresponds to the SNP-based
heritability estimate for SCZ, which is around 0.25 [27]. However, this estimate is based on linear
additive models, whereas our simulated traits were based on interactive and dominant/recessive effect
positions, possibly making detection of associated loci substantially more difficult. This brings us to a
fundamental challenge in method development for causal detection, which is the lack of ground truth
disease models. Without knowing the exact disease models, it is not trivial to assess these methods due
to the likely discrepancy between simulated and real domains. In this regard, a potential solution,
knockoff variables, has been adopted for neural networks in previous works [40, 13, 10]. Briefly, these are
implanted “fake” positions following the distribution of the real input features to assess the false positive
rates when detecting relevant features. However, sampling knockoff variables is not straightforward
because deviations from the distribution of real input features would bias the false positive estimates.
Furthermore, implementing a sufficient number of knockoff variables would potentially deteriorate the
realness of data and significantly increase the computational burden due to the fully connected
architecture of our models. Future parameter-light architectures (such as convolutions) could be more
suitable to explore this approach. Another challenge for method assessment arises due to LD. Even
through simulations with ground truth information, evaluation metrics such as TP/FP counts can be
substantially biased since methods (including LR) tend to present highly correlated signals. With our
definition of TP (i.e., a detected position in high correlation with any true causal position), a method
might present higher TP (or FP) counts simply due to multiple signals in a high LD block as opposed to
another method with signals consisting of isolated SNPs. Another LD-related challenge (but specific to
our application) is due to models trained with different seeds detecting different signals in high LD. To
increase our power, we counted these high LD PAL as common signals between models, which boosted
TP signals in simulation analyses (S1 Fig). Although a substantial portion of this boost was probably
due to overlapping signals, the same TP/FP analysis where we only considered exact detected SNPs as
common between models demonstrated that our initial approach (common signals based on LD) allows
catching more TP signals and FP signals do not change substantially between two approaches for the IG
method (S7 Fig). Considering all these issues, future research might benefit from evaluation metrics
better tailored for genomic data.

Another important subject related to neural networks is stochasticity. In our approach, we employed
both heavy dropout regularisation (including unusual dropout masking before the input layer) and
ensemble-like multiple seed training to take advantage of stochasticity and limit false positives.
Interestingly, even with this heavy regularisation, we were able to train models successfully (i.e., positive
correlation between training and validation loss), even though the predictive power of these models was
limited. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves for phenotype prediction in the real dataset were
comparable between neural network and logistic regression models, with logistic regression being
marginally better (S8 Fig). Initially, this might suggest that the real dataset primarily exhibits linear
effects. Yet, as a counter-evidence to the “mainly linear effects” scheme, logistic regression could not
detect any significant positions when applied to the real cohort, and there was no correspondence
between the top detected positions of logistic regression and neural network approaches (S6 Fig), which
might suggest the existence of nonlinearities in the real dataset. These aspects of effect types and how
heavy regularisation alters the capacity of neural networks for detecting nonlinearities are interesting
subjects for future research. Considering the relatively small dataset for a case/cohort type analysis in
this work, increasing the training data and experimenting with more simulation scenarios (such as
including more nonlinearities, gene-environment interactions or covariate effects) could be helpful to
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distinguish the differences between linear and nonlinear approaches.
An intriguing finding was that all approaches mainly detected positions with interactive effects while

neural network methods detected more positions with dominant/recessive effects compared to LR. This
is potentially due to dominant/recessive positions being more difficult to detect since the SNP effect
completely disappears for a proportion of genotypes (see Materials and Methods). Another related point
is that the outcome space of functions defining the disease genomics is considerably smaller due to the
ternary nature of the genotype variables. Research on the topology of this space could provide valuable
insights on limitations of methods developed for in silico detection of causal loci and provide better
roadmaps during development.

Despite the state-of-the-art deep learning algorithms and the ever-increasing amount of data in
biobanks, there are still multiple challenges to the wide-spread adoption of neural networks for GWAS,
such as stochasticity stemming from initial random states, lack of established uncertainty quantification
and lack of ground truth disease models. These challenges are also fundamentally connected to very
interesting questions, such as the contribution of nonlinear effects (gene-gene or gene-environment
interactions or other polynomial disease models) or omnigenic vs polygenic models for complex disease
development [41]. In the near future, assumption-free interpretable neural networks can become
important tools to explore these questions and potentially replace linear models as the conventional
method of conducting GWAS and obtaining interpretable polygenic risk scores.
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Supplementary Figures

S1 Fig. Comparison of true positive (TP) and false positive (FP) counts for different methods based
on various simulation scenarios and thresholding (n: noise factor, c: number of causal positions, t:
significance threshold). TP was defined as a detected position which is in high correlation (r2 >0.5 in
100 SNP upstream and 100 SNP downstream region, total ∼2Mb) with any true causal position. Positive
values (above 0 on the y-axis) indicate TP counts whereas negative values (below 0 on the y-axis) indicate
FP counts. Methods defined in x-axis are logistic regression (LR), integrated gradients (IG), saliency
map (SM) and permutation-based (PM) approaches. For IG, SM and PM, the first bar (dark grey) shows
TP/FP counts for PALAMAS whereas the second bar (light grey) shows TP/FP counts for PALCommon.
For LR, TP/FP counts were obtained based on significant signals obtained with Bonferroni correction
(i.e., p-value = 0.05 divided by the number of tests).
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S2 Fig. Manhattan plots from LR with annotated PALAMAS detected via IG approach. x-axis denotes
SNP positions over the whole genome, and y-axis denotes -log(P) values. Each figure is a different
simulation scenario with varying amounts of noise and causal SNPs, as described in the subcaptions.
Dashed red lines denote the significance threshold for LR (with Bonferroni corrected p-value = 0.05
divided by the number of tests). Red squares denote causal SNPs with interactive effects (Causal - I), and
orange squares denote causal SNPs with dominant/recessive effects (Causal - D/R). Blue and black dots
represent PALAMAS detected with strict (99.99 percentile) and relaxed (99.95 percentile) thresholds,
respectively.

S3 Fig. Empirical cumulative distribution function (ECDF) plot of brain tissue expression for all 290,522
SNPs. Values (x-axis) correspond to the number of gene-tissue (consisting of all types of brain tissues)
combinations with significant expression change. Numbers correspond to the average values for SNPs
in PAL detected with different methods and parameters. Percentile ranks from 1 to 4 are 0.910, 0.910,
0.994 and 0.996, respectively.
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S4 Fig. FUMA functional analysis of detected genes. a) Differentially expressed gene (DEG) sets with
significant enrichments based on Bonferroni correction coloured in red. b) Enrichment in GWAS-catalogue
gene sets.
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S5 Fig. Correlation between mean attribution score (averaged over 10 different models) obtained via
integrated gradient (MAS IG) approach and -log(P) values obtained via a) logistic regression and b)
REGENIE association analysis using SCZ dataset. Provided r values are Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

S6 Fig. Manhattan plots from a) LR and b) REGENIE association analysis with annotated PALAMAS

detected via IG approach for SCZ dataset. Blue and black dots represent PALAMAS detected with
strict (99.99 percentile) and relaxed (99.95 percentile) thresholds, respectively. Red dashed lines show
significance thresholds for LR and REGENIE analyses.
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S7 Fig. Comparison of true positive (TP) and false positive (FP) counts for different methods based
on various simulation scenarios and thresholding (n: noise factor, c: number of causal positions, t:
significance threshold). For neural network-based methods, only exact detected SNPs were considered
as common between models (see Discussion). TP was defined as a detected position which is in high
correlation (r2 >0.5 in 100 SNP upstream and 100 SNP downstream region, total ∼2Mb) with any true
causal position. Positive values (above 0 on the y-axis) indicate TP counts, whereas negative values
(below 0 on the y-axis) indicate FP counts. Methods defined in the x-axis are logistic regression (LR),
integrated gradients (IG), saliency map (SM) and permutation-based (PM) approaches. For IG, SM and
PM, the first bar (dark grey) shows TP/FP counts for PALAMAS whereas the second bar (light grey)
shows TP/FP counts for PALCommon. For LR, TP/FP counts were obtained based on significant signals
obtained with Bonferroni correction (i.e., p-value = 0.05 divided by the number of tests).
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S8 Fig. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves and area under the ROC curve (AUC) for
a) neural network models trained for 1000 epochs (predictions averaged over 10 models trained with
different seeds) and b) logistic regression phenotype predictions. Predictions were performed on the same
test genotypes (150 cases, 150 controls) not utilised in fitting or training.
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