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Abstract

Current methods to evaluate gene-by-environment (GxE) interactions on biobank-scale datasets
are limited. MonsterLM enables multiple linear regression on genome-wide datasets, does not
rely on parameters specification and provides unbiased estimates of variance explained by GxE
interaction effects. We applied MonsterLM to the UK Biobank for eight blood biomarkers
(N=325,991), identifying significant genome-wide interaction variance with waist-to-hip ratio
for five biomarkers, with variance explained by interactions ranging from 0.11 to 0.58. 48% to
94% of GXE interaction variance can be attributed to variants without significant marginal
association with the phenotype of interest. Conversely, for most traits, >40% of interaction
variance was explained by less than 5% of genetic variants. We observed significant
improvements in polygenic score prediction with incorporation of GXE interactions in four
biomarkers. Our results imply an important contribution of GXE interaction effects, driven

largely by a restricted set of variants distinct from loci with strong marginal effects.
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Introduction

Identifying gene-by-environment (GxE) interactions is difficult because individual interaction
effects are expected to be small', the multiple hypothesis burden is considerable®3, and the
sample sizes needed are correspondingly large®. Most previous analyses have focused on
identifying interactions with variants marginally associated with a phenotype of interest>®.
Hitherto, methods developed to estimate the overall effect of these interactions rely on variance
component methods, due to the predictor (m) > observation (n) problem, where single nucleotide
polymorphisms (SNPs) (m) vastly outnumber the participants (n)"®. These methods are
advantageous for smaller datasets; however, they can be limited when applied to larger datasets
due to computational burden’. Furthermore, variance component methods depend on strong
assumptions about the underlying genetic model and often require a priori specification of
parameters and/or hyper-parameters, such as polygenicity, minor allele frequency (MAF), and

linkage disequilibrium (LD) dependence®™

. While never formally tested in the context of GXE
interactions, it has previously been shown these assumptions can lead to important biases in
heritability estimates ******8_ Novel methods are thus needed to enable fast and unbiased
calculations of the variance explained (R?) by GXE interactions in large samples, on multiple

traits and without the need for genetic model assumptions.

Our method is similar to the generalized random effects (GRE) model®, building on the
observation that the multiple regression coefficient of determination can be used to accurately
estimate heritability®. Extending this observation to include an environmental exposure variable
and computing the interactions between genotypes and the environmental exposure allows us to

examine the variance explained by genetic interactions with an environmental exposure. Using
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linear regression across the genome presents a key problem: there are far more SNPs (m) than
participants (n) in genome-wide studies, and thus it becomes difficult to estimate heritability and
interaction variance?®%*. By partitioning the genome into non-overlapping regions, it becomes
possible to estimate genome-wide interactions with environmental exposures by reducing m
within each region to a size where m< n. However, partitioning the genome into large blocks
still presents challenges. First, LD spillage at the junction of blocks can theoretically inflate
heritability estimates if many such junctions exist®. Second, any residual population stratification
effects would be amplified if heritability at each region is overestimated and this effect is
expected to be proportional to the number of blocks®. Third, computing prediction R? on large
blocks with high dimensionality can be slow. By using the conjugate gradient method® with
graphics processing unit (GPU) acceleration®*, it is possible to perform multiple linear regression
modelling efficiently on large (25,000 SNPs) blocks (Supplementary Table 1). The potential for
residual population stratification effects and LD spills are minimized as only approximately 60
blocks are typically needed for genome-wide analyses and variants are LD-pruned. A block size

of 25,000 SNPs also ensures that n > 10m for accurate estimations.

We propose a novel method, MonsterLLM, to estimate the proportion of variance explained by
GXE interactions for continuous traits, in a fast, accurate, efficient and unbiased manner on
biobank-scale datasets (N>300,000). We hypothesized that GXE interactions contribute
significantly to complex trait variance. Our objective was to quantify and characterize these
contributions for continuous traits. We illustrate an overview of our computational analyses in

Figure 1.
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Methods

UK Biobank

The UK Biobank is a large population-based study which includes over 500,000 participants
living in the United Kingdom *>*2, Men and women aged 40-69 years were recruited between
2006 and 2010, and extensive phenotypic and genotypic data was collected. We selected 325,991
unrelated British individuals from the UK Biobank with both genotype and biomarker data for
inclusion in the analysis. This study used genetic variants from the “V3’ release of the UK
Biobank data including those present in the Haplotype Reference Consortium and 1000 Genomes
panels with imputation quality greater than 0.7, no deviation from Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium
(P>1x107"%) and minor allele frequency greater than 1% *°. Genotype data were filtered by
removing highly correlated SNPs with a LD r? value of more than 0.9 and removing SNPs with a
MAF of less than 0.01, as the focus of this report is on common variants. After quality control
filtering, there remained 1,031,135 SNPs and 325,991 individuals. Raw genotypes were
normalized to have a mean of zero and variance of one. For the current analysis we examined
eight biomarkers including Apolipoprotein B, Bilirubin, Total Cholesterol, C-reactive protein
(CRP), HbAlc, HDL-Cholesterol, LDL-Cholesterol, Triglycerides and the environmental

exposure, waist-to-hip ratio (WHR).

For secondary analyses, we randomly partitioned the UK Biobank participants into two sets: a
discovery set containing 80% of the participants used for model building and a validation set
containing the remaining 20% of the participants. This was done to remove the potential for
overfitting that can occur when using derived models on the same datasets for prediction

purposes>,
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MonsterLM Estimations of Variance Explained by GxE Effects
The standard linear model for a phenotypic trait (Y') when an interaction term is included can be
expressed as:

Y =BG + BgE + BgeGE + € @)
Where G is the genotype matrix, E is the environmental exposure, GE is the Hadamard product
between each genotype and environmental exposure, resulting in a matrix with the same
dimensionality as G. The betas () represent the true marginal effects associated with their
respective term. To account for covariate effects such as age, sex, E, and population stratification
we first regress Y onto the covariates and the first twenty genetic principal components and
extract the residuals of the model (V,-csiquais)- The residuals (V,esiquars) DECOMe our phenotype
used for analyses in MonsterLM:

Yresiauais = BcG + BeeGE + € @
Both phenotype and environmental exposures are quantile normalized after residualization, such
that mean is zero and variance one. Through residualization of the environmental exposure, we
can leave E out of the model. For simplicity, we denote the augmented matrix of ¢ and GE as U
with dimension nx2m, where n is number of participants included and mis number of SNPs:

U=G|GE )

ANd YV, esiduars DECOMES:

Yresiduals = BUU +e€ 4)

The MonsterLM method enables multiple linear regression on biobank-scale datasets by
parallelizing the calculation of least squares regression, including the interaction terms, between

7
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the genotypes and environmental factors. The calculation is done such that the only practical
limitation is the inversion of the U matrix, but without any restriction on n. This limitation is
circumvented using the conjugate gradient method and GPU acceleration®®. Importantly,
MonsterLM requires neither parametrization nor assumptions regarding the genetic architecture
of traits analyzed (such as polygenicity of effects, MAF and LD dependence). Genotypic data
was partitioned into blocks with a maximal size of 25,000 SNPs (m) to minimize LD spillage

between blocks and to optimize speed of the matrix calculation.

Given a quantitative trait ¥, the least squares estimate for £, the estimated effects vector,

corresponding to the genotype and GxE interaction is:

BU — (UTU)_1UTY (5)

After computing S, using conjugate gradient, the predicted values of Y denoted as §, can be
computed as:

y= )QUU ©)
This same method can be applied if we use the genotype matrix only (G) instead of U to compute
B and 9. Once ¥ is calculated for each block (with and without interactions), we calculate the

variance explained for the full model (U) and the model without interactions. Since R? is a biased
estimator, the adjusted R (R_Z) is used as our estimate for variance explained. Then, to calculate

the interaction variance explained (ﬁGEi) we compute the difference in ﬁGEi as:

R2 D2 (7)

— R2  _
GEi_RUi RGi
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Since we remove SNPs in very high LD (r* > 0.9), the remaining variant set will not be highly

correlated. We can then estimate the total contribution of variance by genome-wide environment

interaction (ﬁGWE) by taking the sum over all blocks:

J
nz - E n2z
R%cwg = R%¢E,
i=1

Where j is the number of partitioned blocks used for analysis (i.e. 60 blocks for current analyses)

®)

and i is the index of the current block.

The 95% confidence (Cl) of the R? cE; term can be estimated for each block using asymptotic

f34

properties described by Graf and Alf **. The asymptotic variance for the difference between

the R, of two models is given by:

m(RZGEi) = m(RZUi) + m(RzGi) o ZC‘EU\OO(Rg’i.Gi) ©

Where:

Var,(R?y,) = 4R%y (1 - R%y)’ /n (0

Var,(R%;,) = 4R%; (1— R%;)*/n 0

Zm(Rlzfi,Gi) = 81,76 (0'5(2rUirGi - rUirGi)(l - Tgi.Gi o rGZi o Tgi) + Tgi.Gi)/n )

And:
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TG (13)

Ty,

Tui6; =

The 95% CI for a single block can then be derived using the Wald estimate:

A (14)
95% CI = R?;p, + 1.96 /Varoo(RZGEi)

To estimate the 95% CI for our ﬁGWE estimate, we calculate the total asymptotic variance as the
sum of the individual variances (ﬁGEi) for each block, but since our estimates use ﬁGE to

estimate GXE interactions, we also adjust the variance of RZGEi similarly to obtain the adjusted

asymptotic variance of ﬁGE, which is then used to calculate the 95% Cls.

j (15)

Var, R GWE Z(n m—l) Va?’oo(RZGEi)

i=1

Where n is the number of samples and mis the number of SNPs tested per block i. With the total

asymptotic variance estimated, we calculate the 95% CI for the R2 .y, as:

—_ _ (16)
95% CI = RZGWE i 1.96\/Va7'00 (RZGWE)

Simulations to Validate the MonsterLM Method

We tested MonsterLM with simulations using UK Biobank genotypes filtered as described
above. We used chromosome 18 to generate a single block of 8,913 SNPs (smallest block
allowing for efficient simulations). We then simulated the true, unobserved effects (B¢, Bz, Bcr)
from a normal distribution, assuming 20% of SNPs have a marginal effect associated with the
simulated trait of interest, Ysm(i.e. B; # 0). We further assumed that 10% of the causal SNPs
(i.e. 2% of total SNPs) have an interaction effect (i.e. ;¢ # 0). The values were chosen based on

similar estimates with heritability of WHR through MonsterLM. The error was sampled from an

10
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independent and identically distributed normal distribution. The simulated trait (Y;,,) was then
computed as:

Yoim = BcG + BgE + BepGE + € (7
We divided the above case into three scenarios. The first scenario considered that E was not
dependent on G and the genetic and interaction effects for all SNPs were randomly generated
from a standard normal distribution. The next two scenarios considered that E was dependent on
G. In these scenarios, E was simulated to have 20% of its variance explained by G (i.e.
heritability), as WHR was observed to have similar heritability empirically. Scenario 2 further
assumed that the genetic effects could be zero when the interaction effect was non-zero for a
specific SNP i (B ; =0, Bgg,; # 0) and the SNPs explaining E were the same as the SNPs with an
interaction effect. Scenario 3 assumed that both the genetic and interaction effects were non-zero
for a specific SNP i (B; ; # 0, Bgg,; # 0) and that the SNPs explaining E were not the same as the
SNPs with an interaction effect. To ensure realistic scenarios were simulated, we varied the

variance of the normal distributions to achieve pre-specified genetic, environment and interaction
effects. The heritability (ﬁc) was set to 0.025, variance explained by the environmental

exposure (ﬁE) was set to 0.2 and variance explained by the interactions (ﬁGE) was set to 0.005.

We also considered 3 multi-block scenarios identical to the above scenarios; whereby
chromosome 11 was split into 3 blocks of roughly 15,000 SNPs each. Each block had ﬁG set to
0.025, ﬁE to 0.2, and ﬁGE set to 0.005, such that the variance explained by interactions across

the whole chromosome (R2 ) Was 0.015.

11
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Directionality of Effects Analysis

After computing R2 ¢, for our eight biomarkers, we tested whether direction of effect was
concordant between marginal and interaction regression coefficients for each SNP. Concordant
direction of effects is defined as when S, has the same sign (+/+, -/-) as B for a single SNP and
its associated interaction. Discordant direction of effects is defined as when the 3, and B, have
a different sign (+/-, -/+) for a single SNP and its associated interaction. We used a subset of
B.and S coefficients that were in low LD (r® < 0.1) and computed the direction of effect
concordance for this subset. We then plotted the sign concordance twice: first as a function of j;
P — values (P;) , then as a function of 8, P — values (P;z) , which were computed from
association of single SNPs and their respective interaction on the biomarker traits. Two-
proportion Z-tests were used to compare the proportion of directionally concordant marginal and
interaction effects for each biomarker in each threshold compared to a null count at a proportion
of 0.50.

Stratification of Estimates by MAF and LD

SNPs were stratified by MAF and LD score into a total of 20 bins: 5 MAF bins (0.01<0.1,
0.1<MAF<0.2 , 0.2<MAF<0.3, 0.3<MAF<0.4, and 0.4<MAF<0.5) and 4 LD score quantiles
(0<LD<0.25, 0.25<L.D<0.50, 0.50<LD<0.75, and 0.75<LD<0.9). MAF and LD score were

calculated using a subset of 5000 participants from the UKBiobank. We then computed the

variance explained (ﬁGbins ,ﬁGWE,bmS) and divided each estimate by the total number of SNPs

in each bin to get an R2 per SNP value that was compared between bins and to the total genetic

; ; ; ; R2 2
and interaction variance estimates (R;,. ,R?cwr1,,..)-

12
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Polygenic Scores Analysis

To calculate polygenic scores (PS) without interactions (PS;), we first selected SNPs based on
univariate P, derived from regression of each variant with biomarker concentration from the
discovery set. We then combined the selected SNPs into a single block from the discovery set,
and applied MonsterLM regression to obtain the multiple linear regression coefficients (8c,).

Using these coefficients, we calculated the PS;; in the validation set as:

0 (18)
PSG,i = 2 Gi,j ,BG,j
j
Where PS;; ; is the individual polygenic score of participant i, j is the SNP number and O

represents the total number of SNPs included in this analysis. We then evaluated the

predictiveness of each PS; using RZ in the validation set. We repeated the same process for four

univariate P, thresholds (107, 10, 10, 10) for each biomarker.

We define PS; as the PS with GXE interactions included. To include GXE interactions, we
selected significant interactions based on P, obtained from regressing each variant and its
associated GxE interaction with biomarker concentration in the discovery set. These interactions
are selected from the subset of SNPs included in polygenic scores without interactions. The
interactions passing the univariate P, thresholds (107%, 107, 10, 10”°) were then included with
the SNPs to create a single block. We applied MonsterLM regression to obtain the multiple

linear regression coefficients (8, ). Using these coefficients, we calculate the PS,; as:

(19)

0 P
PScp; = Z Gi j BG,j + Z(G XE)ik ,éGE,k
7 %

13



255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262

263

264

265

266

267

268

269

270

271

272

273

274

275

276

Where PS; ; is the polygenic score with interactions incorporated for participant i, summed over
each SNP (j) and, if included, its associated interaction (k). O represents the SNPs included in the

PS;k, while P represents the interactions included, a subset of O. As with the PS,;, we evaluated

the predictiveness of each polygenic score using RZ in the validation set. We repeated for all
pairwise combinations of the four P, thresholds and the four P, thresholds, resulting in 16 PS;

for each biomarker.

Results

Simulation results

We conducted 100 simulations for each of the three scenarios (Figure 2A). On average, the
ﬁGE was observed to be close to 0.005, the true underlying ﬁGE that was predefined for

interactions. We compared the estimated ﬁc £ to the true ﬁc £ and found that the difference in

R? . was not significant (P>0.05). After verifying MonsterLM for a single block, we conducted

100 simulations using three contiguous blocks from chromosome 11 under the same three

scenarios. The ﬁGWE was observed to be close to 0.015, the true ﬁGWE set for interactions

(Figure 2B). Our calculated 95% Cls were also well-calibrated for our simulated data.

Estimation of Genome-Wide Environmental Interaction Effects

Next, we applied MonsterLM to estimate the variance explained by interactions between waist-
hip-ratio (WHR) and genetic variants for eight blood biomarkers (Apolipoprotein B, Bilirubin,
Total Cholesterol, CRP, HbAlc, HDL-Cholesterol, LDL-Cholesterol, Triglycerides) linked to
cardio-metabolic diseases. WHR was selected as the environmental exposure because it is a
measure of central obesity linked to a wide range of adverse metabolic consequences, including

14
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diabetes and cardiovascular disease (CVD) %. As such, it represents an excellent marker of the

effect of the modern obesogenic environment on metabolism. We observed significant variance

explained by interaction effects for five of the eight biomarkers, with interaction R2 ranging from
0.11 to 0.58 (Figure 3A). As expected, all heritability estimates were significant and consistent
with previous work *°. Furthermore, we observed the presence of significant directionality for
interaction effects at both P, and P, <107 significance threshold (Figure 3B; Supplementary
Figure 1). When stratifying variants according to MAF and LDscore, there was a general
tendency for SNPs with low MAF (i.e. 0.01 < MAF < 0.1) and higher LDscore to

disproportionally contribute to interaction variance explained per SNP (Supplementary Figure 2)

The presence of significant gene-by-WHR (GXWHR) interactions prompted additional questions.
First, do GXE interactions arise from SNPs strongly associated with the trait of interest, as has
been commonly assumed, or are the variants contributing to GXE interactions independent from
those with marginal effects? To address this question, we randomly split participants into a
discovery set comprising 80% of participants (260,792 individuals) with the remaining 20%
comprising the validation set. Using the five biomarkers with significant GXE interaction
variance, we conducted linear regression on the discovery set using biomarker concentration as
the outcome variable and a single SNP as the predictor variable, repeating this process for all
SNPs and extracting P;. We then selected SNPs according to six association P, thresholds: <1
(i.e. all SNPs), < 10, <107, <107, <10 <107°. Each SNP set was then tested for association

with the corresponding biomarker in the validation set, using the least number of blocks possible.

We evaluated the total R, and R?; for each of the five SNP sets. The R2, and R?; was then

compared to the variance explained when including all SNPs (i.e. P;< 1) for the validation set

15
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(R?_par and R2 oy var). We estimated the proportion of R2,, recovered when including an

increasing proportion of SNPs in the analysis (Figure 4; Supplementary Figure 3). We observed

that between 51-86% of the original ﬁa_m, calculated in the validation set could be recovered
only using SNPs with P, <107 from the discovery set (Supplementary Table 2). We then
similarly estimated the proportion of variance explained by GxE interactions recovered when

including an increasing proportion of SNPs, based on P,. At a P, threshold of <107, only 1-8%
of total EGWE_M was recovered in the validation set (Figure 4), suggesting that a majority of

R2ywe—par iNVOlves SNPs with P; >10°. At the P, <10 threshold, the interaction variance
recovered ranged from 2-13% whereas the corresponding range was 0-58% at the P, <10

threshold.

As our results showed that GXE interactions are largely derived from SNPs without strong
marginal associations, we next sought to address whether a few strong GxXE interactions are
responsible for the large variance explained by interactions, or whether it is the result of many
small interactions. We conducted regression on each SNP and its associated interaction from the
discovery set. We selected interactions based on five discovery P, thresholds: <1 (i.e. all
SNPs), <10, <102, <10, <10, <10™. In other words, an interaction term was included in the
validation sample analysis if it passed the P, threshold in the discovery set. Importantly, all

SNPs were included in the analysis, irrespective of whether their corresponding interaction terms
were included or not. The interaction EGWE were computed in the validation set and compared
to the R2 cyyp_pq €Stimates (Figure 5; Supplementary Figure 4). We observed that up to 45% of

the total ﬁGWE_,,al was recovered at a discovery P, threshold <107, corresponding to 0.2-3.3%

of the SNPs tested in our initial analyses (Supplementary Figure 4). Indeed, high recovery of
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variance explained by interaction was also observed at the P, <107 (range: 14-78%) and
P, <10 (range: 48-94%) thresholds. To confirm the specificity of interaction effects, we
conducted a sensitivity analysis using Apolipoprotein B (Supplementary Table 3). We randomly

selected a set of interaction terms equal to the number of interactions included at the P, <107

threshold (62,904 SNPs out of 1.2 million SNPs tested). We then calculated the ﬁGWE_,,a,

using this set of randomly chosen interaction effects. The randomly selected SNPs had an

ﬁGWE_,,al of 0.02, compared to an ﬁGWE_,,al of 0.25 for the interaction terms with P, <107 in

the validation set.

Polygenic Scores Analysis

Finally, we examined if the predictiveness of polygenic score (PS) could be improved by
incorporating interactions. To select SNPs and interaction effects to be included in each PS, we
used both P, and P, thresholds of 102, 107, 10, and 107 in the discovery set when testing
either each SNP individually or both a single SNP and corresponding interaction, respectively.

Each PS was then tested in the validation sample for association with its corresponding

biomarker. PS prediction R? was modestly improved for the four biomarkers with the highest

interaction variance by incorporating interaction effects (Figure 6), with the relative increase in

prediction R? ranging from 0% to 8% across the biomarkers analyzed. Significant improvements
in prediction of Apolipoprotein B, Bilirubin and HDL-Cholesterol levels were observed at the
95% confidence level (for interaction significance thresholds of 10°, 10 10™; Supplementary
Table 4). Notably, there was no improvement in the Total Cholesterol PS with

interactions (PS;;) compared to their respective PS without interactions (PS;) values (Figure

6), consistent with the P results for Total Cholesterol (Figure 5).
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Discussion

In this report, we developed a novel method, MonsterLM, to estimate variance explained by
genome-wide interactions with environmental exposures. Using simulations, we verified that
MonsterLM estimates the variance explained by interaction effects accurately and precisely.
Analysis of UK Biobank biomarker data demonstrated the presence of significant GXE
interactions effects with WHR, a marker of metabolically deleterious adiposity. The interaction
estimates for five of the eight biomarkers analysed were significant with estimates ranging
between 0.11 to 0.58 of overall variance, prompting further analyses into these results.
MonsterLLM provides distinct advantages over current methods for GXE analysis (Table 1) 2%,
In most settings, inference methods for genome-wide SNP-heritability and GxE interactions
make assumptions on genetic architecture. These assumptions are parametrized by polygenicity
(the number of variants with effects) and MAF/LD-dependence (the coupling of effects with
MAF, LD or other functional annotations). Since the true genetic architecture of any given trait
is unknown, existing methods are susceptible to bias and often yield vastly different estimates

112 This is also the case for the estimation of Genome-Wide

even when applied to the same data
Environment interactions, where different assumptions about the structure of interactions result
in a variety of different estimates?®>°. Although multi-component methods that stratify SNPs by
LD/MAF can address these robustness issues, fitting multiple variance components to biobank
scale data is highly resource intensive'®, and this problem is compounded when considering
interactions where the number of variables analyzed increases by two-fold. Alternate methods

that explicitly model these dependencies are also sensitive to model misspecification **2,

MonsterLM makes no assumption with respect to the genetic model and does not rely on

18



369  parametrization for underlying assumptions. Our partitioning approach combined with methods
370  to accelerate computations allows for fast, unbiased genome-wide computations of heritability
371  and GxE interactions for both small datasets and biobank-scale data. Our method also enables
372  testing for interactions with specific environmental exposures instead of overall effects from
373  multiple environmental outcomes. By reducing the assumptions required for computing

374 heritability and GXE interactions, MonsterLM has the potential to uncover greater insights into
375  the genetic architecture of GXE interactions.

376

377  Our analyses revealed the presence of significant GXE interactions for five of eight blood

378  biomarkers with WHR. Interaction effects ranged from null to very strong, and in the cases of
379  Apolipoprotein B, Bilirubin, and HDL-Cholesterol, explained a higher proportion of overall

380 variance than heritability. These results have important implications for future research. First,
381  our observations suggest that there are real interactions between genetics and exposures that
382  contribute greatly to complex trait variance. Second, genetic associations are likely to be

383  heterogenous when comparing populations with dramatically different obesogenic environmental
384  exposures. The observation that GxE effects do not come from SNPs with strong marginal

385  effects suggests this may not impact top GWAS hits excessively. We also observed the presence
386  of significant directionality effects for strongly significant SNPs and their associated interaction
387  effects, which suggest an overall greater impact of genetic variation under certain environmental
388  conditions. There are also clinical implications for these observations. For instance,

389  Apolipoprotein B is a bona fide risk factor for coronary artery disease (CAD) *. A strong

390 interaction effect with WHR is observed, suggesting WHR is also an important modulator of

391  genetic risk of CAD mediated through Apolipoprotein B.
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Our results also provide some insights into why identification of GXE interactions has been
challenging®. Many prior studies have reasonably focused the search for significant GXE
interactions on variants with genome-wide significant marginal effects. However, our results
show that only a small proportion of GXE interaction effects can be explained by such variants.
Rather, the majority of GXE interaction effects are due to variants with unremarkable marginal
effects. On the other hand, we also show that a relatively small minority of variants is
responsible for a disproportionate contribution to GXE interactions. Altogether, these findings
offer hope that the identification of specific interactions is possible. Indeed, we also show in a
proof-of-concept experiment that incorporation of GXE interactions can significantly improve PS

prediction, albeit modestly.

Some limitations are worth mentioning. First, we quantile normalized all traits before analysis,
and while this protects against potential scaling effects, it could also bias results towards the null.
Second, MonsterLM is not meant to identify specific GXE interactions but rather to quantify the
overall, genome-wide contributions of GXE interactions to continuous traits. Another limitation
includes the potential loss of information from LD pruning to account for high correlation in the

genotype data and from filtering rare variants (MAF<1%).

In this report, we have established the presence of GXE interactions in cardiometabolic
biomarkers. We observed that SNPs with strong marginal effects contribute weakly to the
variance of GxE interaction effects, and that there is a disproportionate contribution from a

relatively small minority of variants. Our results also highlight the potential for pathway
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415 analysis, examining specific genes involved in GXE interactions. MonsterLM provides flexibility
416  for any form of genetic architecture, environmental exposures and interaction models, and serves
417  as the basis for more advanced future analyses into the specifics of genome-wide environmental
418 interactions and importantly, the contribution of GXE interactions to dichotomous traits such as
419  disease status.

420
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Figure Legends

Figure 1| Summary of Gene-by-Environment (GXE) analysis conducted with MonsterLM.
Initial simulation studies were conducted to verify the properties of MonsterLM; simulated
phenotypes with known values for variance explained were regressed under varying SNP
partitioning and interaction structure conditions to ensure robust estimations (blue panel). Real
trait analyses were conducted with UK Biobank data (grey panels). Genome-wide SNP
heritability estimates with and without waist-hip-ratio (WHR) interactions revealed significant
interaction effects for five of eight biomarkers and were further assessed with a directionality of
effects and stratification analysis (bottom left panel). The model was further explored by
recovering genotype and interaction variance explained through partitioning SNPs based on
genotype and interaction univariate regressions thus providing insights into the model’s

27



architecture (bottom middle pand). Lastly, sequential incorporation of subsets of SNPs with
significant P, derived from univariate interaction regressions of the genotype SNPs on their
respective traits revealed modest improvements of polygenic scores (PS;, PS;) in four of the

five biomarkers tested (bottom right panel).

Figure 2 | Estimation of variance explained by GxE interactionsfor 100 simulated
phenotypes. Estimation of variance explained by GXE interactions under three simulation
scenarios. (+) indicates that the presence of a specific condition, while (-) indicates the absence
of a condition. The “E dependent on G” condition denotes the case where environment effect
SNPs are a subset of the same genetic effect SNPs. The “SNP (B; ; # 0, Bsg; # 0)” condition
denotes the case where a single SNP has both non-zero genetic and interaction effects. Dashed
blue lines denote the true variance set by simulations. a, Estimation of variance explained by
GXE interactions using a single block in chromosome 18 in three scenarios. b, Estimation of
variance explained by GXE interactions under the three multi-block simulation scenarios for
chromosome 11 (3 blocks). 95% Cls were calculated for simulations as described in the methods.

P-values were derived via Z-test.

Figure 3 | Estimates of genetic, interaction, and environment (WHR) RZ for eight

biomar ker s and associated directionality of effects. Studied biomarkers were residualized for
age, sex, WHR and the first 20 genetic principal components. Phenotypes were quantile
normalized and mean imputed as per methods. 95% Cls were calculated for each estimate as

described in the online methods. a, Genetic, interaction, and environment (WHR) variance

estimated R2 for each biomarker using the MonsterLM protocol. b, The directionality of effects
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for derived interaction estimates. SNPs were filtered based on univariate P, P, and LD (r* <
0.1) for each biomarker. Directionality is concordant when S and . zhave the same sign (+/+, -
/-) and discordant when they have opposite signs (+/-, -/+). Two-proportion Z-tests were used to

compare each directionality result with a null value of 0.5.

Figure4 | Proportion of Fa_va, and EGWE_W, asafunction of P¢. a, The proportion of
total ﬁ(;_val recovered in the validation set at each discovery sample P, for the five biomarkers

with significant interaction variance. b, The proportion of total interaction ﬁGWE_ml recovered
in the validation set at each discovery sample P, threshold for the same biomarkers. 95% CI

were derived based on the upper and lower bounds of each estimate in proportion to either total

D2 D2
R G-val orR GWE-val-

Figure5 | Proportion of FGWE_W, estimates as a function of P thresholds. Proportion of

total EGWE_M recovered in the validation set at each univariate P, threshold for the five

biomarkers with significant interaction variance. 95% CI were derived based on the upper and

lower bounds of each estimate in proportion to total ﬁGWE_m,.

Figure 6 | Polygenic score prediction RZ with and without incor por ation of

inter action effects. For each biomarker, there are 20 different conditions based on

discovery sample P; and P, thresholds. The polygenic score R? was estimated in the

validation sample based on discovery sample f;, B;5 Vvalues.
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Tables

Table 1 - Comparison of current methods estimating GXE contributions to MonsterLM

Evaluates interaction variance
for multiple environmental factors

Uses a mix of parametrized models
and restricted likelihood methods
to estimate variance explained by

Linear mixed model method
to detect GxE interactions
across the genome and a single

Method to detect total
GxE interactions with a Gene-Risk

Method Description
StructLMM’®

with a single SNP.
CGI-GREML
27

GxE.
GXEMM*®

exposure.
GRSXE®

Score.
LEMMA®

Linear mixed model method

to detect GxE interactions
across the genome and

an estimated linear combination
of exposures.

Advantages
Fast, robust model for a variety

of different environmental exposures.

Well-structured for identifying
GxE interactions with
categorial exposures.

Multiple parametrizations available
to efficiently model GxE
interaction effects.

Estimates the GxE contribution for all
possible environmental factors with
SNPs.

Considers the impact of over-
lapping environmental exposures
when computing total GxE
contributions across the genome.

30

Disadvantages

Limited to interaction

effects of only a single SNP or
genotype.

>250 Likelihood Ratio Tests;
Slow; Cannot use continuous
traits.

Small sample size only;
Minimal number of SNPs.

Assumes each SNP
interacts equally with E.

Requires parametrization and
is dependent on

model specification; Uses an
estimated linear
combination of

exposures, assuming all

E’s interact with the same
SNPs.

MonsterLM

Analyzes variance explained
by interactions genome-
wide (after LD-pruning).

Can analyze continuous

traits without categorizing
them; Quick, efficient Wald-
test/Cl for R2 of

interaction effects.

Can analyze a large sample
size with many SNPs through
partition of genotype matrix
& Conjugate Gradient method

Accounts for the unique
interaction effect of each SNP
with E.

Tests for specific interaction
with E rather than a
linear combination of E.
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