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Abstract

Summary statistics from genome-wide association studies enable many valuable downstream
analyses that are more efficient than individual-level data analysis while also reducing privacy
concerns. As growing sample sizes enable better-powered analysis of gene-environment
interactions (GEIs), there is a need for GEI-specific methods that manipulate and use summary
statistics. We introduce two tools to facilitate such analysis, with a focus on statistical models
containing multiple gene-exposure and/or gene-covariate interaction terms. REGEM (RE-
analysis of GEM summary statistics) uses summary statistics from a single, multi-exposure
genome-wide interaction study (GWIS) to derive analogous sets of summary statistics with
arbitrary sets of exposures and interaction covariate adjustments. METAGEM (META-analysis
of GEM summary statistics) extends current fixed-effects meta-analysis models to incorporate
multiple exposures from multiple studies. We demonstrate the value and efficiency of these
tools by exploring alternative methods of accounting for ancestry-related population stratification
in GWIS in the UK Biobank as well as by conducting a multi-exposure GWIS meta-analysis in
cohorts from the diabetes-focused ProDiGY consortium. These programs help to maximize the

value of summary statistics from diverse and complex GEI studies.
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Introduction

Gene-environment interaction (GEI) analysis is a key tool for understanding genetic impacts on
human traits, with the potential to account for additional heritability, explain differences in
genetic effects across populations, and support personalized lifestyle and therapeutic decisions.
Historically, GEI studies have taken a hypothesis-driven approach, but larger cohorts,* and new
software programs have provided the necessary statistical power and computational efficiency

234287 These genome-wide interaction studies (GWIS) generate

to study GEIs genome-wide.
summary statistics, or variant-level regression results, which have substantial value beyond
locus mapping. For example, summary statistics allow for heritability analysis,® enrichment

testing,* and genome-wide polygenic score generation.**®

GEI analysis and interpretation are complicated by the densely correlated set of possible
exposures that may interact with genotypes to influence human traits (the “exposome”, defined
here as including demographic and physiologic traits). Two modeling implications are
particularly pertinent. First, multi-exposure GEI analysis can increase statistical power by jointly
testing genetic interactions with multiple exposures.>*°*! This strategy can pool signals across
distinct exposures (e.g., smoking status and pollution exposure for lung function) or incorporate
multiple definitions of a single exposure category (e.g., current smoking status and pack-years
of smoking). Second, proper control of confounding for GEI interaction terms requires
adjustment for not just the main effects of covariates, but also their genetic interactions.™
Inclusion of these “interaction covariates” is thus necessary to produce interpretable summary

statistics.

Rigorous GEI analysis carries complexities stemming from its place at the center of traditional
and genetic epidemiology. Sensitivity analyses, while commonplace in traditional epidemiology,

are computationally burdensome when conducted across millions of variants genome-wide.
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85  Meanwhile, well-established meta-analysis procedures for genome-wide association study
86 (GWAS) summary statistics become more difficult in the context of multi-exposure GEI models.
87  Software programs do not yet exist to perform efficient meta-analysis in the context of these

88  complex analytical designs.

89  We introduce methods and associated software programs to advance the field of genome-wide

90 GEl analysis based on summary statistics. While the statistical results are general, the

91 associated software implementations build on the results from our previously described software

92  program for efficient GWIS, GEM.? Exploiting the redundancy of statistical estimates across

93 related GEI models, we introduce the REGEM (RE-analysis of GEM summary statistics)

94  program to derive genome-wide summary statistics corresponding to arbitrary multi-exposure

95 and interaction covariate adjustments based on results from a single, multi-exposure GWIS.

96 Expanding current fixed-effect meta-analysis models, we further introduce the METAGEM

97 (META-analysis of GEM summary statistics) program to conduct efficient meta-analysis of GEI

98 effects under complex GEI analysis models. We demonstrate the value and efficiency of these

99 tools by exploring alternative methods of accounting for population stratification in GWIS in the
100 UK Biobank as well as by conducting a multi-exposure GWIS meta-analysis in cohorts from the

101 ProDiGY consortium.

102 Material and methods

103 GEM method

104  We developed two C++ software programs that use summary statistics from GEI studies.

105 REGEM requires output from a single GEI study, while METAGEM requires output from multiple
106  GEl studies. Both programs are designed for easy integration with output from GEM. Here we
107  summarize the GEM methodology. For a single-variant test of N unrelated individuals, GEM

108  considers the generalized linear model:


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.08.23289686
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.08.23289686; this version posted August 10, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

gu;) = XiPx + Gifg + Cifc + SiBs #(1)

109 for individual i, where u; = E(Y;|X;, G;) is the conditional mean of the phenotype Y; given p

110  covariates X; (including the intercept), and the genotype G; for a single genetic variant. The

111  interaction terms C; and S; are the products of G; and ¢ covariates and g exposures (which are
112  disjoint subsets of X;), respectively.? LetY = (¥; ¥, - Yy)T be a length N vector of phenotypes,
113 X =X," X,7 - XyOT be an N x p matrix of p covariates, G = (G; G, - Gy)T be alength N
114  vector of genotypes for this single genetic variant, € = (C;” ¢,7 - €47)T be an N x ¢ matrix of ¢
115  gene-covariate interaction terms, S = (5,7 5,7 -+ Sy")T be an N x g matrix of g gene-

116  environment (exposure) interaction terms, we can fit a null model without any genetic effects
117 g(u;) = X;Bx and get a length N residual vector r. Let G = 6 — X(X"TWX)"'XTwWaG, € = ¢ —

118 X(XTwX)"*xTwc and § =S — X(XTWX)"1XTWS be covariate X adjusted G, C and S,

119  respectively, where W is a diagonal weight matrix with elements j; (1 — ;) for logistic

120  regressions ({; are fitted probabilities of ¥; = 1 from the null model) and an identity matrix for
121 linear regressions, GEM computes a length (1 + ¢ + q) score vector (c = 0) U = (G € §)Tr, and
122 (1+c+q)x (1 +c+q) matricesV =(GCSHTW(GECS),0=(GCST™D(GCS), where Disa

123 diagonal matrix of squared residuals.

124  For M variants in a genome-wide scan, we retrieve the dispersion parameter estimate, ¢ (which
125 s fixed at 1 for logistic regressions and the residual variance estimate from the null model for
126  linear regressions), the genetic main effect, gene-covariate interaction effects and gene-

127  environment (exposure) interaction effects, as well as both model-based and robust standard
128  errors and covariances for G, C and S. The effect estimates are computed as [?G,C,S = V1u.
129 Thefull (14 c+q) X (1 + ¢ + gq) model-based and robust variance-covariance matrices are
130  computed as Cov(fg cs) = V1 and Covg(Bscs) = V10V ™1, respectively. In the full output,

131  GEM (version 1.3 and later) reports the model-based and robust standard errors of effect
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132 estimates, which are the square root of the diagonal elements of Cov(BG,C,S) and Covy ([?G,C,S),
133  as well as the model-based and robust covariances for these effect estimates (the off-diagonal

134 elements of Cov(Bg ¢.s) and Covg (B c.s))-
135 REGEM Method

136  Given the full summary statistics output from GEM (version 1.3 and later), the score vector U
137 and matrices V and 2, can be reconstructed without access to individual-level data. Utilizing ¢
138 and the matrices Cov(B; ¢ s) and Covg(Bs ¢ s) described above, it follows that

139 V= gECov‘l(ﬁG,C’S) and 2 =VCovy (BG’C’S)V. The score vector can then be recomputed as

140 U = VB\G,C,S'

141  REGEM supports two scenarios for re-analysis of a single GEI study. The first scenario involves
142 the exclusion of one or more gene-covariate or gene-environment interaction terms from the
143 original model. This is achieved by filtering U to exclude the specified gene-covariate or gene-
144  environment interaction terms, resulting in the modified score vector U. Subsequently, the

145  matrices V and 2 are reduced to exclude the corresponding rows and columns of the specified
146  gene-covariate or gene-environment interaction terms, denoted V and £2. The GEM method can
147  then be applied to U, V, and £ to obtain new summary statistics. In the second scenario, re-
148  analysis can be performed by conditioning on one or more gene-environment interaction terms
149  in the original GEM analysis as gene-covariate interactions or testing one or more gene-

150 covariate interaction terms in the original GEM analysis as gene-environment interaction terms
151  of interests. In either case, the ordering of U is rearranged, denoted as U, to incorporate the
152  original gene-environment interaction terms into € or the original gene-covariate interaction

153 terms into S. The rows and columns of the matrices V and 2 are also reordered and denoted as
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154  V and 2. The GEM method follows for U, V, and (). Both scenarios can be applied

155  simultaneously.
156 METAGEM method

157 METAGEM combines summary statistics from K independent studies using the inverse-

158  variance weighted approach. For individual studies k = 1, 2,---, K, with effect estimates f, and
159  the variance-covariance matrix Cov, from the GEM output (model-based or robust), the

160  summary effect estimates are computed as f = (XX_, Cov, ™) "1(EX_, Cov,~1f), with the

161  model-based or robust variance-covariance matrix Cov = (YX_, Cov, )71

162 REGEM Comparison and Benchmark

163  To demonstrate the computational benefits of REGEM, we test and compare four variations of
164  the waist-hip ratio (WHR) model originally described by Westerman et al. The original model is

165 defined as follows (excluding the array covariate and PC6 - PC10):

WHR ~ G + sex + age + age* + BMI + PC1 + ... + PC5+ G X sex + G X BMI #(2)

166  where WHR is the phenotype, sex is the primary exposure of interest, BMI is the interaction

167  covariate, and age, age?, and PC1-PC5 are the covariates. Here, we retrieved PCs calculated
168  as part of the Pan-UKBB project.”® All terms in the model were centered. First, we performed a
169 genome-wide analysis of the original model using GEM (version 1.5) using 362,449 unrelated
170  European-ancestry participants, and filtered variants with minor allele frequency (MAF) < 0.001,
171  leaving 16,539,280 variants for re-analysis. Next, we derived associated genome-wide summary
172  statistics corresponding to variations of the original model using REGEM, comparing their

173 results and runtimes to simply re-running that same model genome-wide using GEM. Table S1

174  summarizes the variations of the original models, including the original model. These variations
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175  involve the joint testing of G x sex and G x BMI (M1), testing for G x BMI while adjusting for G x
176  sex (M2), testing for G x sex while removing the G x BMI term (M3), and testing for G x BMI
177  while removing the G x sex term (M4). All analyses were performed on the DNAnexus platform
178  using the meml1_ssdl v2 x16 instance type, and we reported the runtime and memory usage
179  of each run. The GEM and REGEM summary statistic comparisons were visualized using the

180  scattermore and ggplot2 R packages.
181 METAGEM Comparison and Benchmark

182  To evaluate the computational efficiency of METAGEM, we conducted a simulation study using
183  phenotype and genotype data from the Pan-UKBB.*®* We randomly split the phenotype data,
184  which comprised 362,449 samples, into 11 datasets: one with 100,000 samples, two with

185 50,000 samples, seven with 10,000 samples, and one with 92,449 samples. For each dataset,
186  we conducted a genome-wide gene-sex interaction test and filtered out variants with a MAF <
187 0.001, resulting in 15.46 to 16.85 million variants per dataset, and a total of 17,993,341 unique
188  variants across all datasets. We then performed a gene-sex interaction meta-analysis using
189 METAGEM and the METAL software (version 2010-02-08),** with the joint meta-analysis

190  patch,™ and compared the results. Additionally, we conducted a genome-wide joint gene-sex
191  and gene-BMI interaction test for each dataset and performed a meta-analysis using

192 METAGEM to evaluate its performance in the presence of multiple interaction terms. All

193  analyses were conducted on the DNAnexus platform using a single core and the

194 meml_ssdl_v2_x16 instance type. We reported the CPU time and memory usage for each
195  analysis. We used the scattermore and ggplot2 R packages to visualize the comparison of

196  summary statistics between METAGEM and METAL.

197  Multi-exposure interactions influencing waist-hip ratio in the UK Biobank
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198  Expanding the WHR analyses described above, we performed multiple GWIS, with downstream
199 analysis using REGEM and METAGEM, to investigate genetic interactions with sex and BMI
200  across multiple ancestries. The primary model, run using GEM, was conducted in unrelated

201  individuals from multiple ancestries (N = 379,092) and followed model (2) above with the

202  addition of gene-ancestry interaction covariates. Ancestry labels (AFR, AMR, CSA, EAS, EUR,
203  and MID) were retrieved from the Pan-UKBB effort and were coded using five indicator

204  variables, with EUR as the reference group. Using REGEM, we then derived summary statistics
205 corresponding to equivalent single-exposure GWIS in the pooled-ancestry sample (testing only
206  gene-sex or only gene-BMI interactions, while adjusting for only the main effect of the other).
207  Additionally, we ran ancestry-stratified, multi-exposure analyses (using the same model but

208 removing all covariate and interaction covariate terms containing ancestry labels). These

209  ancestry-stratified analyses were then combined using METAGEM to generate meta-analyzed,

210  multi-exposure interaction tests for comparison to the results from the ancestry-pooled analysis.

211  To compare locus discoveries across analysis strategies (e.g., ancestry-pooled vs. cross-

212 ancestry meta-analysis), we first independently clumped summary statistics from each analysis
213 using a distance-based method that grouped variants within 500kb of each lead variant. We
214  then concatenated the clumped results from the two analyses and performed a secondary

215  clumping using the same strategy, such that clumped loci in this second stage were considered

216  to represent the same locus.
217  Progress in Diabetes Genetics in Youth (ProDiGY) dataset

218  ProDiGY is a multi-ethnic resource including three studies: Treatment Options for Type 2
219  Diabetes in Adolescents and Youth (TODAY),'® SEARCH for Diabetes in Youth (SEARCH),"’
220 and T2D-GENES. In total, the dataset contains 2,820 youth and 4,858 adult cases with T2D,

221  and 656 diabetes-free youth and 4,934 adult controls after removing individuals with maturity-

10
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222  onset diabetes of the young (MODY) and type | diabetes. Samples were genotyped on the
223 Infinium GWAS array by the Genetic Analysis Platform at the Broad Institute of MIT and

224  Harvard. Details on quality control procedures for the genotype data have been previously
225  described.” Genotype data were imputed on the TOPMed Imputation Server using the

226  TOPMed v2 reference panel. Variants passing an imputation quality threshold (R?) of 0.5 were
227  retained for analysis. Genetic ancestry groups were assigned to ProDiGY samples based on

228  genetic principal components analysis after merging with the 1000 Genomes dataset.

229  Application multi-interaction to T2D in ProDiGY

230  To show the performance of METAGEM in the multi-gene-environment interactions with a real
231  and genome-wide study, we first used GEM to conduct a multi-exposure gene-sex and gene-
232 age interaction analysis for incident T2D, separately within each genetic ancestry group in two
233 different comparisons: youth cases vs. youth controls (youth group) and adult cases vs. adult
234 controls (adult group). Sex and age were both used as exposures and tested jointly for

235  interaction using robust standard errors. Covariates included age, sex and 10 genetic principal

236 components.
T2D ~ G + sex + age + PC1+ ... + PC10+ G X sex + G X age #(3)

237  Using the full output from GEM, we performed cross-ancestry meta-analysis using METAGEM
238  in both youth group and adult group analyses. We also conducted equivalent single-exposure
239  GWIS with sex and age separately for comparison with the multi-exposure scan. Meta-analysis
240  for these single-exposure tests was conducted using METAL, for both the joint (genetic plus
241  interaction effect) test (patched version 2010-02-08; the only version for which the patch is

242  available) and marginal test (version 2011-03-25) to conduct the marginal meta-analysis test
243 across genetic ancestry groups. A threshold of p<5 x10® was used to define genome-wide

244 significance.

11
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245  RESULTS

246 Figure 1 shows the suite of software tools described here in the context of an analysis workflow,

247  along with an example set of associated statistical models.

248
GEM
[Gene- ‘ Individual-level data
Environment
interaction
analysis for
Mmillionsof | Estimates: betas
samples] f and covariances
1
' l
1
|
i ‘ Summary statistics ‘
1
REGEM ! l
[RE-analysis '
1
i3 ' Estimates betas and
o] v covariances corresponding
statistics] i i to any model that could be
! ' implemented in GEM
| |
1 I
| 1
\ 1
1 I
1
METAGEM | |
[META- Y . A4 Estimates meta-analyzed betas and
analysis of Multiple sets of summary covariances corresponding to any
GEM statistics model that could be implemented
summary in GEM or derived from REGEM
statistics]
GEM E1, E2, E3 None None Model 1 Bag, = Bge, = BgE,
=0
REGEM E1, E2 E3 None Model 1 Bog, = Bgg, =0
REGEM El None E2,E3 Model 2 Bge, =0
Model 1:  E(Y|g,E, E3,E5, €) = By + Byg + g, E1 + Bg,Es + B, Es + Byp,9E1 + Bye,9E2 + Bge,9Es + BcC
Model 2: E(Y|g,Ey, E3 E3, €) = Bg + Bgg + Pe,Ey + B, Ez + B Es + Bgp, 9E, + BcC
Note: Main effect betas for covariates, intercept, and E main effects are the same in
249 Models 1 & 2 in GEM’s implementation (though not in the classical model).

12
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250  Figure 1: Large-scale GXE methods software suite and connections in the context of an

251  analysis workflow. GEM (previously published) conducts genome-wide interaction studies for
252  single datasets. Given multi-exposure summary statistics from GEM (version 1.3 and later),
253 REGEM can estimate genome-wide summary statistics from an associated model that re-
254  partitions any subset of exposures into interaction covariates and simple main effect

255  adjustments without interaction. Given multiple sets of summary statistics from GEM and/or
256 REGEM, METAGEM conducts meta-analysis for any number of jointly-tested exposures and

257 interaction covariates.

258

259 REGEM computational performance

260  We compared results obtained from genome-wide interactions tests using the REGEM and
261  GEM methods across four distinct GEI models. The benchmark results, presented in Table 1,
262  indicate that REGEM significantly reduces CPU time by eliminating the need for computation on
263  individual-level data. For each model, REGEM completed a genome-wide run in less than 6
264  minutes, while GEM required several CPU days to achieve the same outcome. Additionally, re-
265  analyses for multiple interactions (M1 and M2) using REGEM took only about a minute of

266  additional CPU time compared to single exposure re-analyses (M3 and M4). Overall, REGEM
267  saved considerable time, ranging from hours to days of computation time. Moreover, the

268  memory requirements for REGEM were minimal, primarily depending on the number of gene-
269  environment interaction terms, which are usually small. Finally, the effect and variance

270  estimates from REGEM were consistent with those obtained from GEM for each of the four

271  models (M1-M4) as shown in Figures S1-S4.

272
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GEM REGEM
Benchmark
M1 M2 M3 M4 M1 M2 M3 M4
CPU time (Mins) | 13,972.17 13,618.44 10,959.33 10,994.26 5.22 5.20 4.43 4.06
Memory (MB) | 2,325.37 2,342.48 2,188.14 2,188.14 13.66 13.64 1143 11.63
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Table 1. Genome-wide re-analysis benchmark comparison between GEM and REGEM.

METAGEM computational performance

Genome-wide meta-analysis runs of ~17.99 million variants, derived from 11 simulated UKB
datasets, were carried out using the METAGEM and METAL methods with a single core. Table
2 summarizes the CPU time and memory usage of the runs. For a single exposure meta-
analysis, METAGEM showed a modest improvement in performance compared to METAL,
completing the run approximately 2 minutes faster and using approximately 1 GB less memory.
We note that METAGEM meta-analyzed all 17,993,341 variants, while METAL skipped 25,670
multi-allelic variants that contained duplicate variant identifiers. However, the impact of the
skipped variants on the benchmark results was negligible. Model-based and robust meta-
analysis results from METAGEM and METAL are compared in Figure S5. As expected, the
summary statistics and joint P-values were consistent between the two methods. To test the
performance of METAGEM in conducting meta-analysis with multiple interactions, we performed
genome-wide joint meta-analysis with gene-sex and gene-BMI as the interactions using
METAGEM. As shown in Table 2, METAGEM efficiently completed the run in an additional ~6
minutes of CPU time and less than 1 GB of additional memory compared to the single exposure

meta-analysis.
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METAL METAGEM
Benchmark
1 - Exposure 1 - Exposure 2 - Exposures
CPU time (Mins) 16.38 14.38 19.55
Memory (GB) 7.10 6.11 6.96

292  Table 2. Genome-wide meta-analysis benchmark between METAL and METAGEM for

293 17,993,341 variants using a single core.
294
295  Accounting for ancestry in pooled analysis of waist-hip ratio

296  In order to test the functionality of REGEM and METAGEM on real datasets, we further explored
297  the expanded WHR GWIS model used for benchmarking. The primary analysis tested genetic
298 interactions with two exposures (sex and BMI) in a pooled dataset containing six ancestry

299  groups. Without additional adjustments, this pooled dataset produced highly inflated summary
300  statistics (genomic inflation lambda = 5.35), but after inclusion of interaction covariates (gene-
301 ancestry and exposure-ancestry interaction terms), this inflation was reduced to a level identical
302 to that of a European ancestry-only analysis (lambda = 1.18 for both; Figure 2a). This properly-
303 adjusted pooled analysis uncovered 55 independent loci using a standard genome-wide

304  significance threshold of 5x10°®. Using REGEM to produce equivalent single-exposure

305 interaction tests (sex or BMI), we saw that the sex-only GWIS revealed a highly overlapping set
306  of loci (57 loci in total, 47 of which overlapped loci from the multi-exposure test), while the BMI-
307 only GWIS revealed many fewer (6 loci in total, 5 of which overlapped loci from the multi-

308 exposure test; Figure 2b).

309 Using METAGEM, we then conducted a meta-analysis of six ancestry-specific GWIS, finding 54

310 total loci, all of which overlapped loci from the primary ancestry-pooled analysis (Figure 2c).
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311  This high concordance reinforces two conclusions. First, proper adjustment for interaction
312  covariates can allow rigorous pooled-ancestry GWIS and avoid the need for stratification.

313  Second, in situations where pooled analysis is not possible for logistical or analytical reasons,
314  the ability to adjust for interaction covariates and possibly include multiple exposures in

315 conducting GWIS meta-analysis can be critical for proper interpretation and control of inflation.
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318  Figure 2: Results from multi-exposure, multi-ancestry GWIS for waist-hip ratio. a) Quantile-
319  Quantile plots display observed vs. expected p-values for selected analyses. b) Results from
320 REGEM-derived, single-exposure GWIS results for sex (top panel) and BMI (bottom panel).
321  Scatter plots compare p-values between single- and multi-exposure interaction tests and Venn
322  diagrams display the overlap in independent loci discovered using single- and multi-exposure
323  interaction tests. c) As in (b), but replacing REGEM-derived, single-exposure results with

324 METAGEM-derived, multi-ancestry meta-analysis results.
325
326  Sex and age interaction effects on T2D in the ProDiGY dataset

327  We performed a genome-wide, multi-exposure test of sex and age interactions affecting T2D
328 analysis in the ProDiGY dataset, separately in the youth (youth cases vs youth controls) and
329  adult (adult cases vs. adult controls) subsets. After cross-ancestry meta-analysis, we did not
330 detect any significant signals using the interaction test, but using the joint test found 8

331 independent loci passed the genome-wide significance threshold in the youth group (Table S2)
332 and 3 loci in the adult group (Table S3). Of the 8 loci in the youth group, two were known

333 associations, at TCF7L2 (Pjoint = 1.30><10'9) and MC4R (pjoint = 9.22><1O'9). Only one, rs7903146
334 at TCF7L2, showed a significant effect in the marginal genetic effect test (excluding interaction
335 effects). Six of the 8 signals were not reported in previous T2D GWAS studies (as per the

336 Common Metabolic Disease Knowledge Portal). One variant, rs114578532, upstream of FGF6,
337 passed the genome-wide significance threshold in the marginal test (Pmarginal = 2.18><10'8), but
338 not joint test (piine = 7.25%10°). These signals, with the exception of TCF7L2, did not show

339  strong effects in the adult group analysis. In the adult cases vs. adult controls comparison, out
340 of three signals, two were known to be associated with T2D and also showed statistical

341  significance in the marginal test (rs35198068 at TCF7L2 and rs2237892 at KCNQ1). The third
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342 locus, with lead variant rs62287662 within an intron of KCNAB1, has not been previously
343  associated with T2D (Pjoint = 1.79%10°®; Pinteraction = 6.27x10°%). KCNAB1 encodes a protein
344  involved in diverse functions including heart rate and insulin secretion. This locus did not show

345  meaningful association in the youth group analysis.

346  To evaluate the added value of multi-exposure analysis, we ran analogous single-exposure

347 meta-analyses, separately for sex and age. Of 8 multi-exposure signals in the youth group joint
348 test, we found that 5 reached significance in the sex-only analysis (plus 2 additional signals) and
349  3inthe age-only analysis (plus 1 additional signal) (Figure 3). In the adult group, 2 of 3 loci

350 were found in all three models, with the third found in both the multi-exposure and age-only

351  tests but not the sex-only test (Figure S6).

352

Genotype x sex Genotype x age

Genotype x sex &
353 Genotype x age

354  Figure 3: Results from multi-exposure GWIS for incident T2D in the ProDiGY youth cohort.
355  Venn diagram displays overlap between loci discovered at genome-wide significance using the
356 joint test of genetic and interaction effects (pjoine = 5%10°®), from each of: sex-only, age-only, and

357  multi-exposure (sex and age) analyses. Variants are labeled according to the closest gene, and
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358 colors correspond to the test(s) in which significance was achieved: marginal genetic effect

359 (light blue), joint genetic effect (dark blue), or both joint and marginal genetic effects (red).

360

361 DISCUSSION

362  GEl studies are becoming increasingly challenging due to complex structured models involving
363  multiple interaction terms. Here we introduce two software programs, REGEM and METAGEM,
364  to enable further downstream analysis of such studies using only summary statistics. We show
365  that both programs are much more computationally efficient than the corresponding individual-
366 level data analyses and validate their results in comparison to existing software options.

367  Additionally, we demonstrate how REGEM and METAGEM can be applied to improve GEI

368  studies related to anthropometric traits in the UK Biobank and diabetes in the ProDiGY

369 resource.

370 REGEM is a powerful tool that exploits the GEM methodology to enable rapid estimation of
371  genome-wide summary statistics for any re-partition of a set of exposures and interaction

372 covariates. One potential application of REGEM is in sensitivity analyses, a common

373  epidemiological tool used to assess genetic confounding. In our analysis, we demonstrate that
374  proper adjustment for interaction covariates can significantly reduce highly inflated summary
375  statistics and increase the discovery of genetic loci. Such discoveries could have been missed
376  due to the computational expense of repeated genome-wide calculations on individual-level
377  data. While recent algorithms have enabled multi-threading capabilities,**° high-performance
378  computing, and cloud environments enable parallel genome-wide analysis, the pre-processing
379  time required to set up these environments may add additional computational time and financial
380  cost to individual-level genome-wide analysis. In our REGEM benchmark study, we show that

381 by avoiding repeated computation on individual-level data, a genome-wide re-analysis can be
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382  completed within minutes, requiring minimal computation resources while still producing valid
383 summary statistic results. REGEM is lightweight and can be run on local machines, greatly

384  reducing runtime and cost compared to an equivalent individual-level data analysis.

385  Additionally, REGEM can also serve as a valuable pre-processing tool to harmonize summary
386  statistics results from multiple GEI studies for downstream meta-analysis. This is particularly
387  valuable in situations where different studies may test different combinations of exposure and
388 interaction covariates. For instance, one study may jointly test G x sex and G x BMI, while

389  another may only test G x sex. By applying REGEM to the first study, summary statistics from a
390 model testing only G x sex can be obtained without having to re-analyze individual-level

391 genotypes in that study. The resulting summary statistics from both studies can then be

392 combined for meta-analysis without sharing individual-level data. Traditionally, harmonizing data
393  from multiple GEI studies has been challenging due to lack of data sharing, privacy protection
394  issues and logistics in data transportation and storage of individual-level data.”® Summary

395  statistics-based algorithms help bypass such restrictions to facilitate collaborative research, and

396 REGEM helps extend this family of tools to the GEI space.

397  Various GEI software programs can fit models with multiple interaction terms.?**?* However,
398 limited statistical power remains a challenge, requiring larger study cohorts, especially in

399  underrepresented populations.?? By enabling more flexible summary statistic-based meta-

400 analysis, METAGEM provides an alternative strategy towards increasing overall sample size
401  and statistical power for such analyses. For a single exposure meta-analysis without gene-by-
402  covariate interactions, existing software options, such as the popular METAL program, are

403  adequate. However, a huanced set of considerations are required to determine whether it is
404  appropriate to include additional terms in meta-analysis, whether related to additional exposure

405  terms,™ gene-by-covariate interactions,*? or genetic main effects.?” For multiple interaction
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406  meta-analysis, METAGEM demonstrated efficient CPU time, though large memory space is

407  required for larger numbers of interaction terms and unique variants across studies.

408 By facilitating more comprehensive, genome-wide analyses and meta-analyses involving

409  interactions using only summary statistics, REGEM and METAGEM enable researchers to

410  maximize the value of genome-wide interaction studies while minimizing computational time. A
411  few limitations should be noted. Firstly, the GEM model corrects for standard covariates by

412 removing them from the genotype and interaction matrices in a single projection step. While this
413  approach improves computational performance of the primary GWIS considerably, it also takes
414  away the possibility of modifying covariate main effect adjustments in subsequent re-analysis.
415  Any such modification (e.g., seeking an interaction effect while completely removing a covariate
416  main effect from the statistical model) would require a new analysis using individual-level data.
417  Additionally, while REGEM has been shown to produce results that are consistent with those of
418  GEM, improper GEI analysis using GEM, particularly in the case of rare variants, can lead to
419  spurious summary statistics results, and may invalidate re-analysis results. Therefore,

420  researchers must ensure valid summary statistics (for example, well-controlled genomic

421  inflation) are generated from GEI methods before performing a re-analysis. In this vein, it is also
422  important that study-specific interaction terms to be meta-analyzed have equivalent

423  interpretations; for example, METAGEM cannot conduct valid meta-analysis when there are
424  discrepant study-specific variable coding choices in terms of exposure (and covariate)

425  centering.

426  In summary, we have introduced REGEM and METAGEM for further complex downstream
427  analysis of GEI studies. REGEM and METAGEM, along with our GEM tool for genome-wide
428 interaction analysis and corresponding workflows for reproducible and scalable deployment in

429  cloud computing environments, are publicly available at (https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-

430  methods). The suite of tools, including GEM, REGEM and METAGEM, provides key software
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431  infrastructure for maximizing the utility of summary statistics from diverse and complex GEI

432 studies.
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METAGEM Workflow, https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-methods/metagem-workflow

REGEM, https://qgithub.com/large-scale-gxe-methods/REGEM

REGEM Workflow, https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-methods/regem-workflow

Data and code availability

METAGEM and REGEM are both open source projects freely available at

https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-methods/METAGEM and https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-

methods/REGEM. Workflows for both programs are also available at https://github.com/large-

scale-gxe-methods/metagem-workflow and https://github.com/large-scale-gxe-methods/regem-

workflow.
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