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ARTICLE
Increased Power for Detection
of Parent-of-Origin Effects
via the Use of Haplotype Estimation
Richard Howey,1 Chrysovalanto Mamasoula,1,2 Ana Töpf,1 Ron Nudel,3 Judith A. Goodship,1
Bernard D. Keavney,1,4 and Heather J. Cordell1,*
Parent-of-origin (or imprinting) effects relate to the situation in which traits are influenced by the allele inherited from only one parent
and the allele from the other parent has little or no effect. Given SNP genotype data from case-parent trios, the parent of origin of each
allele in the offspring can often be deduced unambiguously; however, this is not true when all three individuals are heterozygous. Most
existing methods for investigating parent-of-origin effects operate on a SNP-by-SNP basis and either perform some sort of averaging over
the possible parental transmissions or else discard ambiguous trios. If the correct parent of origin at a SNP could be determined, this
would provide extra information and increase the power for detecting the effects of imprinting. We propose making use of the surrounding SNP information, via haplotype estimation, to improve estimation of parent of origin at a test SNP for case-parent trios, case-mother
duos, and case-father duos. This extra information is then used in a multinomial modeling approach for estimating parent-of-origin
effects at the test SNP. We show through computer simulations that our approach has increased power over previous approaches, particularly when the data consist only of duos. We apply our method to two real datasets and find a decrease in significance of p values in
genomic regions previously thought to possibly harbor imprinting effects, thus weakening the evidence that such effects actually exist in
these regions, although some regions retain evidence of significant effects.

Introduction
Parent-of-origin effects relate to the situation where traits
are influenced by the allele inherited from only one parent
(e.g., the mother), with the allele from the other parent
(e.g., the father) having little or no effect. More generally,
parent-of-origin effects can be defined as effects where
the alleles inherited from the different parents have
differing effects on some phenotype of interest. This phenomenon is not the same as a direct effect of maternal
genotype. A maternal-genotype effect occurs when an
offspring’s phenotype is altered (perhaps in utero) by the
maternal genotype, regardless of the allele actually transmitted to the child. One biological mechanism that can
lead to parent-of-origin effects is genomic imprinting,
the phenomenon whereby either the maternally or the
paternally inherited allele is expressed, while the other
allele is silenced. The mechanisms underlying imprinting
are not yet fully understood, but are believed to involve
epigenetic processes including histone acetylation and
DNA methylation.1
Parent-of-origin effects due to genomic imprinting
(or due to interactions with imprinted loci) have been
observed for multiple traits in outbred mice.2 In humans,
parent-of-origin effects have been observed at known imprinted regions for a variety of phenotypes,3 including
chromosome 14q32 in type 1 diabetes,4 chromosome
7q32 in type 2 diabetes,5 and chromosome 11p15 in breast

cancer.5 Parent-of-origin effects have also been observed
on chromosomes 5p13 and 14q12 in relation to specific
language impairment (SLI)6 and at the filaggrin gene
(FLG [MIM: 135940]) on chromosome 1q21 in relation
to childhood atopic dermatitis7 (although this FLG
effect was interpreted as being most likely due to a direct
effect of maternal genotype, rather than to differing
effects of the alleles inherited from the different parents).
Experimental studies investigating potential parent-oforigin effects detected at COL2A1 (MIM: 120140) and
ABCA4 (MIM: 601691) in children with congenital toxoplaxmosis8 showed isoform-specific epigenetic modifications consistent with imprinting in both COL2A1 and
ABCA4.
A variety of statistical methods have been used for the
detection and estimation of parent-of-origin effects in
humans. We focus here on methods designed for binary
(disease) traits, rather than on methods that have been
developed for the analysis of quantitative traits.9–12 A
review of the most popular currently used approaches is
given by Connolly and Heron.13 One intuitive approach,
available in the software package PLINK,14 is to use
an adaptation of the transmission disequilibrium test
(TDT),15 whereby transmissions and non-transmissions
of an allele of interest to an affected offspring are stratified
according to parental origin. However, such TDT-like
approaches generally have the disadvantage of discarding
observations in which both parents and offspring are
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heterozygous (given that parental origin cannot be assigned in this case), of erroneously assuming the transmissions from two heterozygous parents are independent
(which is not true in the presence of child-genotype effects16), and of being sensitive to (i.e., invalid in the presence of) maternal-genotype effects. In an Icelandic study,
Kong et al.5 used a case-control version of this TDT-like
approach and overcame these limitations by performing
long-range phasing of SNP data to infer haplotypes and
comparing the resulting haplotypes with those present in
the closest relatives on the paternal and maternal sides
(considered as ‘‘surrogate parents’’) in order to infer parent
of origin; they also excluded the possibility of maternal-genotype effects by evaluating the effects of the non-transmitted maternal alleles.
Provided one is willing to assume an absence of
maternal-genotype effects, valid parent-of-origin tests
include the transmission asymmetry test (TAT),17 the
(generally more powerful)13 parental asymmetry test
(PAT),16 and the parent-of-origin-effects test statistic
(POET).18 If one is not willing to make this somewhat
restrictive assumption, likelihood ratio tests based on
more complex log-linear,17 logistic,16 conditional logistic,19 or multinomial20 models are generally considered
preferable.13 (Such approaches can also be implemented
under the assumption of no maternal-genotype effects,
to increase power, if desired.) A variety of software implementations for fitting these more complex models exists;
Connolly and Heron13 recommend the use of our own
software suite, PREMIM and EMIM,20,21 over other alternatives, on account of its ease of use for genome-wide data
and generally high power for detection of parent-of-origin
effects (even in the presence of other effects, such as those
due to child or maternal genotype) while maintaining
appropriate type I error rates. An additional attraction of
PREMIM and EMIM is their ability to deal with data from
either case-mother or case-father duos or case-parent trios,
along with additional child and parent genotype data
(such as that from individual case and control subjects or
parents of case and control subjects) included when available. This allows the incorporation of families in which
one (or more) individuals within a trio are missing, making
maximum use of all available information.
Most existing methods for investigating parent-of-origin
effects operate on a SNP-by-SNP basis, and each SNP is
analyzed individually. When an ambiguous configuration
with respect to parental origin is encountered at a
SNP (such as observations in which both parents and
an offspring are heterozygous), then either some sort of
‘‘averaging’’ over the possible parental transmissions is
performed or else these ambiguous observations are discarded. In theory, greater information regarding parental
origin could be obtained by considering several nearby
SNPs simultaneously, as was done in the long-range
phasing approach employed in the Icelandic study.5
Extensions to the PAT that take into account haplotypes
of multiple tightly linked SNPs22,23 have demonstrated

that increased power can indeed be obtained through
this strategy, but these extensions suffer from the same
problem as the original PAT of being sensitive to the presence of maternal-genotype effects. Gjessing and Lie24 present an extension to the log-linear modeling approach17
that models the effects of haplotypes defined by alleles at
several nearby SNPs. Their extension is implemented in
the software package HAPLIN. As pointed out by Shi
et al.,25 estimation of risks for all haplotypes, as done by
HAPLIN, becomes rapidly intractable with more than a
few SNPs, on account of the fact that the number of
possible haplotypes (and thus parameters to estimate)
grows exponentially with the number of SNPs. Shi
et al.25 propose their own haplotype-based extension to
the log-linear modeling approach that uses the HAPLORE
program26 to perform the initial haplotype estimation
(phasing) step. Shi et al. achieve higher computational efficiency than Gjessing and Lie by focusing on candidate
haplotypes that are nominated a priori based on prior
knowledge. Although computationally convenient, this
thus represents a somewhat restricted application. Modification of haplotype effects according to parental origin
has also been incorporated in the UNPHASED software.27
However, UNPHASED, like HAPLIN, is limited (for computational reasons) to haplotypes comprised of no more
than about five or six SNPs, meaning that a genomewide analysis would need to be performed through
repeated phasing across small sliding windows of haplotypes, a procedure that is both operationally and computationally inconvenient.
The issue of haplotype estimation (phasing) is by now
quite well-studied in human genetics. Estimated haplotypes are routinely used for a variety of downstream
analyses, including estimation of recombination rates,28
measurement of linkage disequilibrium,29 and genotype
imputation.30 This desire to construct (potentially longrange) haplotypes, given unphased genotype data, has
resulted in the development of a variety of software packages that can efficiently perform haplotype estimation on
a chromosome-wide scale. Arguably one of the most
competitive among these is the package SHAPEIT2,31,32
which has been found to outperform most other methods
in terms of switch error rate and high computational efficiency.32 Although designed primarily for the analysis of
unrelated individuals, SHAPEIT2 also has the advantage
of being able to handle case-parent trios and duos. (These
situations impose constraints on the configurations of
possible haplotypes that are consistent within a duo or
trio.) Given the availability of such a convenient software
implementation for haploype phasing (in the form of
SHAPEIT2), we sought to update our software suite,
PREMIM and EMIM, to make use of haplotypes estimated
with SHAPEIT2, in order to provide improved power for
detection of parent-of-origin effects. Here, we present an
overview and evaluation of our improved method, which
has been incorporated into our freely available software
package PREMIM and EMIM.21
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Material and Methods
For an overview of the methodology implemented in PREMIM
and EMIM, see our previous work.20,21 Here, we shall describe
only the essential components relevant to the current manuscript.
EMIM uses genotype counts from pedigree data to estimate relative-risk parameters through the use of multinomial modeling.
The accompanying program PREMIM pre-processes the pedigree
data to supply EMIM with the required genotype count information. Parameters estimable by EMIM include child genotype
effects R1 and R2 (the relative risks conferred by the presence of
one or two copies of the risk allele in the child), maternal-genotype effects S1 and S2 (the relative risks conferred by the presence
of one or two copies of the risk allele in the mother), and maternal
and paternal parent-of-origin (or, imprinting) parameters Im and
Ip, respectively, which correspond to the factor by which a child’s
disease risk is multiplied if they inherit a risk allele from their
mother or father. EMIM calculates a log likelihood at each SNP
of interest, on the basis of the chosen parameters and assumptions, such as Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium or conditioning on
parental genotypes.21
Here, we aim to increase the power to detect parent-of-origin
effects by improving the information regarding the parental origin
of a child’s alleles. First, we consider case-parent trios and then
case-mother duos. By symmetry, all results for maternally inherited imprinting effects can be applied to paternally inherited
imprinting effects, and, similarly, results for case-mother duos
can be applied to case-father duos.
For case-parent trios, 15 possible genotype combinations
(gm,gf,gc) can occur in a mother, father, and child at any given
SNP (see Table 2 of Ainsworth et al.20). EMIM fits a multinomial
model to the observed counts in these 15 categories. The only
configuration in which it is not possible to determine the parental
origin is when all three individuals are heterozygous. That is, if we
denote the minor allele by ‘‘2’’ and the major allele by ‘‘1,’’ then if
both parents and the child have genotype ‘‘1/2,’’ it is not known
whether the ‘‘2’’ allele came from the father or the mother.
(Throughout this paper we use ‘‘2’’ to denote the minor allele,
which is also considered, for convenience, to be the risk allele,
although in practice either allele can be modeled as the risk allele).
In previous versions of EMIM (% 2.07), the multinomial likelihood contribution from such a trio was




P gm ¼ 12; gf ¼ 12; gc ¼ 12 or 21 j dis ¼ 1 ¼ m4 R1 S1 Ip þ Im g11
where dis ¼ 1 denotes the event that the child is diseased, gc
denotes the ordered (maternal and paternal) alleles in the child,
m4 denotes a nuisance (mating-type stratification) parameter,
and g11 denotes an optional mother-child genotype-interaction
parameter that can be estimated if desired. This likelihood contribution comes from combining into a single cell (cell 9) the contributions from cells 9a and 9b of Table 2 of Ainsworth et al.,20
in which cell 9a corresponds to the (unobservable) situation that
the ‘‘2’’ allele in the child came from the father and 9b to the
(unobservable) situation that the ‘‘2’’ allele in the child came
from the mother.
In our updated version of EMIM, we use the software package
SHAPEIT231,32 to estimate haplotypes in the trio and then use
this information to infer the parental origin of the ‘‘2’’ allele in
the child. We thus consider cells 9a and 9b separately, resulting
in a likelihood contribution of m4R1S1Ipg11 if a trio is deemed to
fall into category 9a or m4R1S1Img11 if a trio is deemed to fall into

category 9b. (Trios where there is still some ambiguity regarding
parental origin could, in theory, contribute fractional counts to
both cells; however, as noted later, we did not find any advantage
in allowing for this as compared to just using the most likely
parent-of-origin assignment).
Separation of cell 9 into two cells, 9a and 9b, leads to a situation
in which the multinomial likelihood uses counts from 16 (rather
than the originally considered 15) cells. However, we might
want to analyze datasets in which only a proportion of the caseparent trios have been phased. This could occur, for example, if
some of the case-parent trios have been genotyped only at a candidate SNP (so there are no surrounding SNPs to provide phase information), whereas other trios have been more densely genotyped.
Thus, we actually need to consider the counts from 17 cells,
with cells 9, 9a, and 9b all considered as separate categories.
In Appendix A, we derive the multinomial likelihood that includes
data for cells 9, 9a, and 9b in terms of the genotype relative-risk
parameters of interest.
A similar approach can be used for case-mother or case-father
duos. Table 3 of Ainsworth et al.20 shows the seven observable
genotype combinations in case-mother duos (a similar table can
be constructed for case-father duos). Here, cell 4 is the only configuration in which parental origin is not observed. Cell 4 can
be divided into two cells: cell 4a, where the risk allele, ‘‘2,’’ is
inherited from the father, and cell 4b, where it is inherited from
the mother. In previous versions of EMIM (% 2.07), the multinomial likelihood contribution from cell 4 was R1S1g11(Im(m4 þ m5) þ
Ip(m2 þ m4)), whereas now this is separated out into two contributions, R1S1g11(Ip(m2 þ m4)) for counts in cell 4a and
R1S1g11(Im(m4 þ m5)) for counts in cell 4b. To allow for datasets in
which only a proportion of the case-mother duos have been
phased, we fit a likelihood to the counts from nine cells, with cells
4, 4a, and 4b all considered as separate categories (see Appendix A).
A similar process can be carried out with the table for case-father
duos. The overall likelihood of the data corresponds to the product
of the likelihoods for the tables for different observed family units
(including case-parent trios, case-mother duos, case-father duos,
and various other case- and control-based tables, see Howey and
Cordell21 for details).

Workflow
The following steps are carried out when using PREMIM and
EMIM in conjunction with SHAPEIT2 to analyze data from multiple nearby SNPs (including, but not limited to, genome-wide association study [GWAS] data). Note that steps 1–7 are carried out
through a single command line call to PREMIM, which automatically invokes SHAPEIT2 as required.
1. PREMIM: Case-parent trios and duos are chosen from pedigrees. PREMIM processes the pedigree data and summarizes
for each SNP the possible genotype combinations in caseparent trios and duos. The previous version of PREMIM processed pedigrees on a SNP-by-SNP basis so that the chosen
case-parent trio (from a larger pedigree) for one SNP might
be different from that for another SNP. For haplotype
estimation, it is necessary that the same case-parent trio is
chosen for every pedigree and SNP, so PREMIM chooses
the case-parent trio with the least missing SNP data, but
only if the amount of missing data is above a user-specified
threshold (default, 50%). Following selection of case-parent
trios, case-mother duos are next selected by PREMIM in the
same manner except with the extra constraint that only
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

pedigrees that have not had a case-parent trio selected are
considered. The case-father duos are then selected with
the constraint that only pedigrees that have not had a
case-parent trio or case-mother duo selected are considered.
PREMIM: Binary pedigree files are created for case-parent
trios and duos. The case-parent trios and duos selected for
haplotype estimation are collected together into one
PLINK14-format binary pedigree (.bed) file with associated
family (.fam) and map (.bim) files.
SHAPEIT2: Haplotype graph is calculated. PREMIM invokes
SHAPEIT2 to calculate the haplotype graph with data created
in step 2. Several different options are available in SHAPEIT2
to try to improve the accuracy of the phasing at the cost of
increasing the processing time. In our experience, we found
that the default (slower) settings were best for duos, and thus
these are used by default, but for trios these could be changed
in order to speed up the processing time. It is also possible
to use an external reference panel with SHAPEIT2, and to
use a known recombination map, which might be beneficial
for some datasets. However, in our experience, case-parent
trios and duos generally provide sufficient information for
excellent resolution of parental origin even without making
use of a reference panel or a known recombination map.
SHAPEIT2 also imputes missing data and handles Mendelian
errors by setting genotypes to missing.
SHAPEIT2: Haplotypes are estimated. PREMIM then evokes
SHAPEIT2 to return the most probable haplotype estimates
from the haplotype graph calculated in step 3. It was found
(data not shown) that allowing for phase uncertainty
through sampling possible haplotypes from the haplotype
graph did not improve performance in terms of power or
type I error, although in theory this could be done (with
the results averaged to generate non-integer cell counts for
cells 9a and 9b or for cells 4a and 4b) if desired.
PREMIM: Phased case-parent trio and duo data processed.
PREMIM estimates the parent of origin of alleles for ambiguous scenarios by using the phased haplotypes from
SHAPEIT2. The total counts for trios and duos that are
phased and not phased are also recorded for each SNP and
are used to calculate the likelihood. The resolution of ambiguous trios and duos is recorded as cell counts 9a and 9b for
case-parent trios and cell counts 4a and 4b for duos.
PREMIM: Phased duo data are adjusted. The estimated
counts in cell 4a and 4b for duos have been found to sometimes lead to an inflated test statistic in EMIM. Therefore,
these counts are adjusted to reduce the inflation to an
acceptable level, see Appendix B for details.
PREMIM: Remaining pedigrees are processed. Any pedigrees
without a case-parent trio or duo selected for phasing are processed by PREMIM in the usual manner on a SNP-by-SNP basis, possibly creating other pedigree subunits, such as parents
of a case subject, lone case subjects, and control subjects.
Each pedigree subunit has a file created with the genotype
counts for each SNP. Any case-parent trio or duo data processed without phasing is combined with the phased data
to create EMIM input files with counts in all three relevant
categories (9, 9a, and 9b for trios or 4, 4a, and 4b for duos).
EMIM: Case-parent trio and duo data are analyzed together
with other pedigree data. The genotype count files created
by PREMIM are analyzed by EMIM (with a slightly updated-format parameter file that specifies the parameters
to estimate and the model assumptions).

Adjustment of Genotype Counts for Duos
Initial investigations indicated that for ambiguous duos (in which
the parent and child are both heterozygous), when the number of
minor alleles inherited from the father and mother were estimated with SHAPEIT2, the estimates could be biased, depending
on the minor allele frequency and which parent (mother or
father) was genotyped, leading to inflated test statistics in
EMIM. To correct this bias, we devised an adjustment procedure
that relies on the fact that we will have tested many SNPs, most
of which will not display parent-of-origin effects. (Our adjustment is thus suitable for GWAS data or data from a set of SNPs
that are not expected to show parent-of-origin effects; it would
not be suitable for analyzing a small number of candidate
SNPs.) See Appendix B and Figure S1 for details and an example
of the proposed adjustment procedure. Our adjustment procedure
involves fitting curves to the estimated counts that correspond to
adjusted versions of the curves expected under the null hypothesis. The fitted curves include an adjustment function, f(p), where
p is the minor allele frequency. The cell counts for minor alleles
inherited from the father (cell 4a) and mother (cell 4b) are then
adjusted by respectively subtracting and adding f(p). (This can
result in non-integer values for the adjusted counts, which is
not a problem given that the multinomial likelihood maximized
by EMIM does not specifically require the counts to be integers,
see Appendix A.) This procedure ensures that, for the adjusted
counts, there should, on average, be far less bias toward transmissions being estimated as coming from one particular parent.
A particular SNP that displays clear evidence of transmission
from one parent rather than from another, as expected if genuine
parent-of-origin effects exist, will, however, be only marginally
affected by this adjustment, given that the vast majority of
SNPs are assumed to be non-causal. It will be shown later (see
Results) that this reduces inflation of the test statistic and slightly
increases the power.

Simulations for Investigating Power and Type I Error
We carried out a simulation study to investigate the performance
of our proposed new approach. SimPed33 was used to simulate
1,000 (for investigation of power) or 5,000 (for investigation of
type I error) replicates of datasets, each with 1,500 family units
(case-parent trios, case-mother duos, or case-father duos) typed
at 200 SNPs across a ‘‘chromosome.’’ Haplotype blocks of eight
SNPs in length were simulated; this was repeated 25 times to
give the total of 200 SNPs. If a causal SNP was required (as
when estimating power), then the 100th SNP was used. The
power or type I error of PREMIM and EMIM under various models
was then calculated; detection at SNP numbers 97 to 104 was
used as evidence of a true or false finding. Several different
PREMIM and EMIM tests were considered: (1) using the parent
of origin of alleles as estimated from SHAPEIT2, with and without
genotype-count adjustment, (2) using the previous version
of PREMIM and EMIM, which categorizes ambiguous trios or
duos into a single cell (cell 9 for trios or cell 4 for duos) without
estimating parent of origin, and (3) using the known (simulated)
parent of origin of alleles. The p value thresholds used to
examine power were 1012, 1010, and 106. For type I error,
the p value thresholds used were 6.25 3 103, 1.25 3 103,
and 1.25 3 104, which correspond to family-wise error rates
(FWERs) of 0.05, 0.01, and 0.001, under the assumption that
the eight SNPs tested are independent. Unless otherwise stated,
the default options in SHAPEIT2 were used (‘‘burn 7 prune
8 main 20’’). For faster analysis (used in the simulation study
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Figure 1. Power of EMIM when Using
Simulated Case-Parent Trio Data
Powers of EMIM (for p value threshold
106) when using simulated case-parent
trio data and assuming known parent of
origin, parent of origin estimated with
haplotype estimates from SHAPEIT2, or
unknown (so, averaged over) parent of
origin for any ambiguous trios. Results
are shown for tests of both maternally inherited imprinting effects and maternally
inherited imprinting effects conditional
on child-genotype effects.
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for case-parent trios), SHAPEIT2 with fast MCMC options
(‘‘burn 1 prune 1 main 1’’) was used. Tests were performed
with PREMIM and EMIM to detect (1) maternally inherited
imprinting effects, (2) maternally inherited imprinting effects
while allowing for child effects, and, for case-parent trios and
type I errors only, (3) maternally inherited imprinting effects
while allowing for maternal effects and (4) maternally inherited
imprinting effects while allowing for maternal and child effects.

Application to SLI Data
SLI is a neurodevelopmental disorder that affects linguistic
abilities when development is otherwise normal. In a recent
GWAS of 297 affected children in 278 pedigrees, Nudel et al.6
found two chromosomal regions of interest: chromosome 14,
with a paternally inherited parent-of-origin effect (Ip, p value ¼
3.74 3 108) and chromosome 5, with a maternally inherited
parent-of-origin effect (Im, p value ¼ 1.16 3 107). We applied
the latest versions of PREMIM and EMIM (using SHAPEIT2 to
estimate the parent-of-origin of alleles) to a slightly updated
version of this SLI dataset, testing for paternally inherited
parent-of-origin effects on chromosome 14 and maternally inherited parent-of-origin effects on chromosome 5. The pedigrees
were subjected to quality control measures as described in
Anderson et al.34 and Nudel et al,6 but note that the threshold
used for exclusion on the basis of heterozygosity rates was 5 3
SD from the mean, and the Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium p value
exclusion threshold used in PLINK was 106 (and not 5 2 SD
and 0.001, respectively, as previously incorrectly specified in
Nudel et al.6).

Application to Tetralogy of Fallot Data
Tetralogy of Fallot (TOF) is the most common form of congenital
heart disease, a major source of morbidity and mortality in childhood. In a recent GWAS using a European discovery set of 835
case subjects, 717 additional family members (including both
parents for 293 of the case subjects), and 5,159 control subjects,
Cordell et al.35 found regions on chromosomes 12 and 13 to be
significantly and replicably associated with TOF. Although not
reported by Cordell et al.,35 further modeling of the replicating
regions via EMIM indicated that the top result on chromosome
12 (at rs11065987) could be equally well modeled by a paternally
inherited imprinting effect (Ip, p value ¼ 2.10 3 108) as by an
allelic effect of a child’s own genotype (p value ¼ 4.06 3 108).
Also, the top result on chromosome 13 (at rs7982677) could
potentially be equally well modeled by a maternally inherited
imprinting effect (Im, p value ¼ 9.54 3 107) as by an allelic
effect of a child’s own genotype (p value 6.41 3 107), although

there wasn’t sufficient power in either case to distinguish between imprinting and child-genotype effects. Evidence for a
maternally inherited imprinting effect on chromosome 12 or a
paternally inherited imprinting effect on chromosome 13 was
less well supported (Im, p value ¼ 9.04 3 105 at rs11065987;
Ip, p value 0.00022 at rs7982677). Here, we investigate these
findings further by using our updated version of PREMIM and
EMIM, which uses SHAPEIT2 to estimate the parent-of-origin
of alleles, to test for paternally inherited imprinting effects on
chromosome 12 and maternally inherited imprinting effects on
chromosome 13.

Results
Here, we present results using the latest versions of our
programs PREMIM and EMIM,21 which have been updated
to incorporate haplotype estimation when modeling
parent-of-origin effects. PREMIM calls (if requested) the
software package SHAPEIT2,31,32 and EMIM then incorporates the estimates of parent of origin of alleles provided by
SHAPEIT2 into its own multinomial modeling procedure
to increase power.
Power for Case-Parent Trios
The power to detect a maternally inherited imprinting
effect (i.e., in which the allele inherited from the mother
increases disease risk) with 1,500 simulated case-parent
trios is shown in Figure 1. Powers are presented for varying
values of the imprinting parameter Im (representing the
risk factor conferred by the maternal risk allele) with or
without additionally conditioning on (i.e., allowing for)
child-genotype effects. In each case, the top line shows
the power of EMIM when using known parent of origin
(calculable here because this is simulated data), the middle
line shows the power of EMIM when using haplotype estimation in SHAPEIT2, and the lower line shows the power
when using the previous version of EMIM. It can be seen
that haplotype estimation increases the power and provides a level of power that is not too far from the maximum
power achievable when using the known parent of origin
of alleles.
We investigated the use of different options within
SHAPEIT2 to try to improve the accuracy of estimation of
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against their theoretical values for simulated case-parent trio data when using
EMIM with SHAPEIT2 to test (1) maternally inherited imprinting effects, (2)
maternally inherited imprinting effects
conditional on child-genotype effects, (3)
maternally inherited imprinting effects
conditional on maternal-genotype effects,
and (4) maternally inherited imprinting
effects conditional on child and maternal
effects. b
l indicates the genomic control
inflation factor.
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Power for Case-Mother Duos
In many studies, genotype data for
case subjects and their mothers are
available, but no genotype informa0
5
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15
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25
0
5
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25
tion is available for the father. We
theoretical
theoretical
used the same approach as used above
for case-parent trios to investigate
haplotypes and thus of parent of origin. For trios, it was the powers to detect maternally inherited imprinting
found that no options provided higher power than using effects and maternally inherited imprinting effects
the most basic Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) op- conditional on child effects, given genotype data for
tions in SHAPEIT2 (‘‘burn 1 prune 1 main 1’’) and 1,500 case-mother duos. Results are shown in Figure 3.
the default options for the size of the SNP window (2Mb) In general, the powers are seen to be lower than when
and the states (‘‘window 2 states 100’’) (results not using case-parent trios because there is less information
shown), and these options provided adequate control of available to determine the parent of origin of the child’s
type I error (Figure 2, Figure S2). We also investigated sam- alleles.
The top lines of both plots in Figure 3 show the power
pling from the posterior distribution of haplotypes within
SHAPEIT2 in order to allow for haplotype uncertainty, but of EMIM when using known parent of origin (calculable
this did not improve either power or type I error in compar- here because this is simulated data). It is interesting
ison to just using the most likely haplotype configuration to note that the powers are slightly less than those
seen with case-parent trios, even though in both sce(results not shown).
The type I error obtained with the new versions of narios we have the same number of cases and perfect
PREMIM and EMIM was compared with that obtained information on the parent of origin of the alleles of
with previous versions of PREMIM/EMIM and with that interest. This loss of power is most likely due to
obtained when parent of origin is known. All three there being less information available to estimate the
approaches gave the same levels of type I error and no nuisance parameters (the minor allele frequency and
signs of inflation (Figure S2). Quantile-quantile (Q-Q) the parental mating parameters m1,.,m6, see Ainsworth
plots of the test statistics from the new versions of et al.20).
The middle lines of both plots in Figure 3 show the poPREMIM and EMIM (derived from 5,000 simulation replicates under the null hypothesis, each consisting of wer of EMIM when incorporating haplotype estimation,
1,500 case-parent trios and 200 SNPs) are shown in with the cell counts either unadjusted or adjusted by
Figure 2. The results shown are for tests of maternally PREMIM (see Material and Methods for description of
inherited imprinting effects, maternally inherited im- adjustment procedure). It can be seen that the use of
printing effects conditional on child-genotype effects, estimated parent of origin through haplotype estimation
maternally inherited imprinting effects conditional provides a substantial increase in power in comparison
on maternal-genotype effects, and maternally inherited to that of the previous version of EMIM (the bottom
^
λ = 1.000

0

0

^
λ = 0.994
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using the default (slower) parameter
options in SHAPEIT2 is not as pronounced: the inflation factor is
1.146 for the unadjusted analysis
and reduces to 1.061 when the counts
are adjusted (see Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Power of EMIM when Using
Simulated Case-Mother Duo Data
Powers of EMIM (for p value threshold
106) when using simulated case-mother
duo data and assuming known parent of
origin, parent of origin estimated with
haplotype estimates from SHAPEIT2, or
unknown (so, averaged over) parent of
origin for any ambiguous duos. Tests of
maternally inherited imprinting effects
are shown on the top plot and maternally
inherited imprinting effects conditional
on child effects are shown on the lower
plot.

1.4

1.6

Maternal imprinting relative risk (Im)

line of both plots), which effectively ‘‘averages’’ over
parent of origin. The greater improvement in power
from haplotype estimation seen for case-mother duos in
comparison to that for case-parent trios is due to the
larger proportion of families in which the parent of origin
of alleles is ambiguous (for case-mother duos, only the
mother and child must be heterozygous for parent of
origin to be unobserved, whereas for case-parent trios,
all three individuals must be heterozygous). The power
when using adjusted estimates (see Material and
Methods) shows a slight improvement over the power
when using unadjusted estimates, owing to the fact
that the estimation of counts of duos falling into the
different parent-of-origin categories is improved through
the adjustment procedure.
Figure S3 shows the type I error of the different EMIM
tests, and dashed lines show the expected FWERs if the
eight SNPs in the simulated haplotype are (conservatively)
considered to be independent. The type I error of the
previous version of EMIM (labeled ‘‘unknown’’), which
has been extensively evaluated by Ainsworth et al.,20
acts as a guide to the ‘‘correct’’ type I error rate, allowing
for dependency between the SNPs. The type I error when
using SHAPEIT2 with fast parameter options is very
inflated. This is illustrated further in the Q-Q plots
(Figure 4) in which the genomic control inflation factor
l ¼ 1.653. However, the inflation factor can be reduced
to 1.052 when using PREMIM’s adjustment procedure.
The improvement obtained from adjustment when

Utility of Paternal Data for
Detection of Maternally Inherited
Imprinting Effects
Although case-mother duos are a
1.8
2.0
more commonly used unit than
case-father duos, in real studies,
both types of duos might be
collected. In Figure S4, it can be seen that, somewhat
counter-intuitively, when performing a test of the parameter Im in the presence of genuine maternally inherited
imprinting effects, more power is gained from a sample
of case-father duos than from a sample of case-mother
duos. (Both types of duos provide less power than caseparent trios.) This is true whether or not haplotype estimation with SHAPEIT2 is performed. This observation
can be explained by the observation that, to detect
maternally inherited imprinting effects, we are only
interested in determining whether or not the child
inherited a risk allele from the mother. The expected
proportion of case-mother duos in which the parent of
origin can be determined unambiguously can be calculated from column five of Table 3 of Ainsworth et al.;20
a similar calculation can be performed for case-father
duos. Performing this calculation, we find that, provided
the allele frequency of the maternally transmitted allele
that increases disease risk is < 0.5 (i.e., the ‘‘risk’’ allele
is the minor allele), a higher proportion of case-father
duos than case-mother duos allows unambiguous determination of the parent of origin (data not shown). If
the major allele is the risk allele, this is reversed, and it
is the case-mother duos that provide the greater power.
Similarly, for a paternally inherited imprinting effect, provided the risk allele is the minor allele, it is the casemother duos that provide the higher power; if instead
the risk allele is the major allele, case-father duos provide
higher power.
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Figure 4. Q-Q Plots for Simulated CaseMother Duo Data
Q-Q plots showing observed test statistics
against their theoretical values for simulated case-mother duo data when using
EMIM to detect maternally inherited
imprinting effects in 1,500 case-mother
duos with (1) EMIM alone, (2) EMIM with
known parent-of-origin alleles, (3) EMIM
using SHAPEIT2 with fast MCMC parameters, (4) EMIM using SHAPEIT2 with fast
MCMC parameters and adjusted counts,
(5) EMIM using SHAPEIT2 with slow
MCMC parameters, and (6) EMIM using
SHAPEIT2 with slow MCMC parameters
and adjusted counts. b
l indicates the
genomic control inflation factor.
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parent of origin of alleles, are shown
in Figure 5 and show a considerable
decrease in significance of the most
significant p values. The p values in
the implicated region when using
estimated parent of origin now
provide only weak evidence of asso^ = 1.653
^ = 1.052
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ciation as a result of a maternally
inherited imprinting effect.
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
theoretical
theoretical
Re-analysis of the SLI data on chromosome 14 without use of haplotype
EMIM with SHAPEIT2 (slow)
EMIM with SHAPEIT2 (slow) − Adjusted
estimation in SHAPEIT2 gave a minimum p value of 2.29 3 108 at
rs4280164, very similar to that seen
in the original analysis by Nudel
et al. (p value ¼ 3.74 3 108). Using
PREMIM/EMIM with haplotype estimation in SHAPEIT2 gave a less significant p value of 1.32 3 107 at the
same SNP. Plots of the two analyses,
with and without estimated parent
^ = 1.146
^ = 1.061
λ
λ
of origin, are shown in Figure 6. These
0
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25
30
0
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30
plots show a general decrease in
theoretical
theoretical
significance of the most significant
p values when using haplotype estimation in SHAPEIT2, although the
results (see bottom plots of Figure 6) do still provide posiSLI Data
We re-analyzed an updated version of the dataset of tive evidence of association due to a paternally inherited
Nudel et al. (2014),6 who had presented evidence for a imprinting effect.
To investigate the cause of the decreases in significance
maternally inherited parent-of-origin effect on chromosome 5 and a paternally inherited parent-of-origin effect seen in the SLI study when incorporating haplotype estion chromosome 14. Re-analysis of the chromosome mation, we examined the counts of trios and duos falling
5 data in PREMIM and EMIM without using haplotype into the various categories used in EMIM’s multinomial
estimation in SHAPEIT2 gave a minimum p value of modeling procedure (see Table 1). Cells 9 (for trios) or 4
1.29 3 107 at rs10447141, very similar to that seen in (for duos) correspond to the ambiguous categories in
the original analysis by Nudel et al. (p value ¼ 1.16 3 which all individuals are heterozygous; when using
107). Using PREMIM and EMIM with haplotype estima- haplotype estimation in SHAPEIT2, these cells are decomtion in SHAPEIT2 gave a less significant p value of posed into cells 9a and 9b, or 4a and 4b, respectively, in
6.18 3 105 at the same SNP. Plots of the two analyses, which parent of origin has been (probabilistically) deterwith and without use of SHAPEIT2 to estimate the mined. For SNP rs10447141 on chromosome 5, there
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EMIM without SHAPEIT2 (Im)

Figure 5. Manhattan and Q-Q Plots for
Specific Language Impairment Data,
Chromosome 5
Manhattan plots of the log10 p values and
Q-Q plots of the test statistics on chromosome 5 for maternally inherited
imprinting effect analysis of specific
language impairment data when using
EMIM alone (top plots) and EMIM with
SHAPEIT2 (bottom plots). b
l indicates the
genomic control inflation factor.
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thus should be considered a more
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The reduction in significance for
the paternally inherited imprinting
effect on chromosome 14 can also
be explained by examining the
parent-of-origin resolved cell counts
(7.01 new receipts from the father
and 15.99 from the mother, see
Table 1). The fact that an additional
23 families are contributing to the
^= 0.982
λ
analysis means that this should
0
50
100
150
0
5
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25
30
again be considered a more reliable
result in comparison to the original
chromosome 5 position (Mb)
theoretical
analysis. However, in this case, the
evidence for the presence of a paterare 16 ambiguous case-parent trios, which result (when nally inherited imprinting effect remains relatively strong
using haplotype estimation) in estimates of six case sub- (p value ¼ 1.32 3 107).
jects receiving the risk allele from the father and ten
from the mother. There were also ten ambiguous case- TOF Data
mother duos, resulting in estimates of 1.99 case subjects We also re-analyzed the data of Cordell et al. (2013),35
receiving the risk allele from the father and 8.01 from testing for a paternally inherited imprinting effect on
the mother, and four ambiguous case-father duos, result- chromosome 12 and a maternally inherited imprinting
ing in estimates of 3.02 cases receiving the risk allele from effect on chromosome 13. Without using estimated
the father and 0.98 from the mother. Overall, this re- parent of origin, the analysis on chromosome 12 gave a
solves the parent of origin in an additional 30 families minimum p value of 2.10 3 108 at rs11065987; using
in comparison to the original analysis of Nudel et al.,6 estimated parent of origin gave a p value of 4.16 3 107
giving 11.01 new receipts from the father and 18.99 at the same SNP. On chromosome 13, the most significant
from the mother. This increased number of receipts SNP, rs7982677, gave p values of 9.54 3 107 and 6.97 3
from the mother might be expected to result in a stronger 106 when not estimating and estimating parent of
maternally inherited imprinting effect than seen origi- origin, respectively. Plots of these analyses, with and
nally; however, the ‘‘risk’’ allele in this case actually without using estimated parent of origin, are shown in
decreases risk, giving an odds ratio of Im ¼ 0.326 in Figures S5 and S6. Again we see a general decrease in
the original analysis and Im ¼ 0.494 when using esti- the significance of the most significant results when
mated parent of origin. Therefore, the overall effect is using haplotype estimation, weakening the evidence
now weakened by having more new receipts from that these genomic regions genuinely harbor imprinting
mothers than from fathers. Similar observations can be effects.
Table 2 shows counts of the number of trios or duos fallmade for the other SNPs in this region. It therefore seems
probable that the original result could represent a statisti- ing into the ambiguous categories and their resolution
cal false positive due to stochastic sampling variation, when using haplotype estimation with SHAPEIT2 for the
which has been better resolved with the addition of TOF data. For SNP rs11065987 on chromosome 12, it can
30 new observations. So, although the overall decrease be seen that, for case-parent trios and case-father duos,
in significance might seem disappointing, it corresponds the number of risk alleles inherited from the father and
to the use of more information (an additional 30 families mother are approximately equal; however, for case-mother
theoretical
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EMIM without SHAPEIT2 ( Ip)

Figure 6. Manhattan and Q-Q Plots for
Specific Language Impairment Data,
Chromosome 14
Manhattan plots of the log10 p values
and Q-Q plots of the test statistics on
chromosome 14 for paternally inherited
imprinting effects analysis of specific
language impairment data when using
EMIM alone (top plots) and EMIM with
SHAPEIT2 (bottom plots). b
l indicates the
genomic control inflation factor.
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Ip ¼ 1.662 reducing to 1.555, thus
decreasing the significance (and
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increasing the p value). Similarly, for
SNP rs7982677 on chromosome 13,
it can be seen that more alleles are inherited from the father than from the
mother for all trios and duos, resulting in an initial estimated maternally
inherited imprinting effect odds ratio
Im ¼ 1.577 reducing to 1.504. Again,
although the significance is decreased
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when using haplotype estimation, it
corresponds to the use of more infor20
40
60
80
100
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
mation (an additional 43 families on
chromosome 14 position (Mb)
theoretical
chromosome 12 and an additional
29 families on chromosome 14) and
duos, many more risk alleles are estimated to be inherited thus should be considered the more reliable result. We
from the mother: 10.007, as compared to 1.993 from the note that the decrease of significance seen in this dataset
father. This results in the initial estimated paternally in- with respect to testing imprinting effects (Ip or Im) has no
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Cell Counts for the Specific Language Impairment Data
Cell Counts in
Case-Parent
Trios

Chromosome SNP

Base-Pair
Position 9

9a

9b

Cell Counts in
Case-Mother
Duos

Cell Counts in
Case-Father
Duos

EMIM Odds Ratio
with Parent
of Origin

4

4

Unknown Estimated Unknown

4a

4b

4a

4b

EMIM p Value
with Parent
of Origin
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Shown are the results at the five SNPs on chromosomes 5 and 14 with the lowest p values, when using EMIM with and without haplotype estimation. Cell counts
are shown for the ambiguous scenarios in which all individuals are heterozygous: cell 9 for case-parent trios and cell 4 for case-mother duos and case-father duos.
The estimated number of trios and duos in which the risk allele is inherited from the father is given as cells 9a and 4a, respectively, and the estimated number in
which the risk allele is inherited from the mother is given as cells 9b and 4b, respectively. Cell counts estimated from duos need not be integers as they incorporate
the adjustment described in Appendix B. The odds ratios and p values given by EMIM with and without haplotype estimation are shown. Chromosomes 5 and 14
were tested for maternally and paternally inherited imprinting effects, respectively.
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Table 2.

Cell Counts for the Tetralogy of Fallot Data

Chromosome SNP

Base-Pair
Position

EMIM p Value
with Parent
of Origin

Cell Counts in
Case-Parent
Trios

Cell Counts in
Case-Mother
Duos

Cell Counts in
Case-Father
Duos

EMIM Odds Ratio
with Parent
of Origin
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4

4 4a

Unknown Estimated Unknown
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9b
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4b

4b
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4.16 3 107
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Shown are the results at the five SNPs on chromosomes 12 and 13 with the lowest p values, when using EMIM with and without haplotype estimation. Cell counts
are shown for the ambiguous scenarios in which all individuals are heterozygous: cell 9 for case-parent trios and cell 4 for case-mother duos and case-father duos.
The estimated number of trios and duos in which the risk allele is inherited from the father is given as cells 9a and 4a, respectively, and the estimated number in
which the risk allele is inherited from the mother is given as cells 9b and 4b, respectively. Cell counts estimated from duos need not be integers given that they
incorporate the adjustment described in Appendix B. The odds ratios and p values given by EMIM, with and without haplotype estimation, are shown. Chromosomes 12 and 13 were tested for paternally and maternally inherited imprinting effects, respectively.

impact on the significance of associations due to the case
subject’s own genotype, findings which have in any case
already been replicated in independent cohorts.35

Discussion
Here, we have demonstrated the improved functionality
implemented in the latest version of our software package,
PREMIM and EMIM, which has been updated to incorporate haplotype estimation in SHAPEIT2 when modeling
parent-of-origin effects. Naturally, computation time is
increased as a result of using SHAPEIT2, but the analysis still
remains quite feasible for any realistically sized study.
Although the focus of this current investigation is on detection of parent-of-origin effects, we note that PREMIM and
EMIM offer wider functionality, such as the ability to test
for maternal-genotype effects or mother-child genotype interactions, with or without the inclusion of parent-of-origin
effects. The software can also be used to increase the power
when analyzing an unrelated case-control dataset by incorporating case or control parental data when available.
The ability to detect imprinting effects is dependent on
determining the parent of origin of alleles in a set of case
subjects, which requires parental data as well as data
from the case subjects themselves. The most obvious data
to gather is a case-parent trio so that the parent of origin
of alleles can be determined, except in the one scenario
where all individuals are heterozygous. With the use of
SHAPEIT2, the parent of origin of alleles can be estimated
by using the surrounding SNP information to estimate
haplotypes and thus parent of origin. By using these esti-

mates in our multinomial modeling procedure, we found
that the power could be increased over the previous versions of PREMIM and EMIM, while still retaining acceptable type I error rates.
When data are restricted to case-mother or case-father
duos, the proportion of genotype data with ambiguous
parent of origin is greater than that for case-parent trios,
thus greatly increasing the benefit of using SHAPEIT2 to
estimate the parent of origin of alleles. However, use of
case-mother or case-father duos with estimated haplotypes
was found to lead to a potential bias in the parent-of-origin
assignment (the bias was dependent on which parent
was genotyped and the minor allele frequency of the SNP
being tested), resulting in an increase in type I error. Fortunately, this could be corrected by adjusting the estimated
parent-of-origin cell counts to more closely match the
expected distributions under the null hypothesis. This
adjustment was performed by fitting an adjustment curve
via maximum likelihood methods, which successfully
reduced the type I errors to acceptable levels as well as
increased the power.
Parent-of-origin effects, particularly if mediated through
imprinting, represent a more complex, potentially functionally relevant mechanism than the genetic effects that
are typically identified through large-scale case-control
GWASs. The requirement for parental data necessarily
limits the power of studies designed to detect such effects
(except, perhaps, in special populations such as the Icelandic population), owing to the decreased sample sizes
that are likely to be available; however, suitable cohorts
(particularly of mother-child duos) are often collected,
for example, when investigating traits related to pregnancy
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complications. An attraction of focusing on the detection
of parent-of-origin effects (rather than on effects mediated
primarily by the case subject’s own genotype) is the
greater potential for immediate functional investigation
and experimental validation. Our application of the new
versions of PREMIM and EMIM to four genomic regions
that have been postulated as harboring parent-of-origin
effects (in cohorts with two separate disorders) found
slightly decreased evidence in three of the four regions
and considerably decreased evidence in one region, as
a result of a larger number of parent-of-origin resolved
transmissions than had previously been available. None
of the SNPs investigated lie in regions already known to
contain imprinted genes,37,38 so further investigation will
be required to determine the underlying cause of the
parent-of-origin effects observed. The parent-of-origin
effect seen on 14q for SLI does, however, overlap with a region that has previously shown a hint toward genomic
imprinting.39 A comparison of individuals with a paternal
deletion of 14q11–13 and individuals with maternal uniparental disomy of that region showed that the two groups
had some overlapping phenotypes, suggesting that the
paternal allele is normally expressed.40 Together, these
studies suggest that the region may be maternally imprinted, and thus paternal parent-of-origin effects may be
operating there.
In conclusion, we recommend that investigators interested in analyzing GWAS data to search for maternally
or paternally inherited imprinting effects should use the
updated approach implemented in our software package
PREMIM and EMIM, which currently provides, to the
best of our knowledge, the most convenient and powerful
analysis tool for addressing this question.

Appendix A
Derivation of Likelihood
Here, we derive the likelihood for the multinomial model
when estimated haplotypes are used to estimate the parent
of origin of alleles. The data considered consists of caseparent trios and control-parent trios and the methodology
extends to other sub-pedigrees as previously described.20,21
We consider data observed at one SNP given that some,
possibly all, of the data have been phased and parent-oforigin deduced. This gives an expression for the likelihood
as follows:

Y 
Lðq; DÞ ¼
P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ;
i

where D is the data (consisting of genotype data gmi , gfi ,
and gci for the mother, father, and child, respectively,
in the ith trio and the event that the trio has been
phased, Ji ¼ 1, or not, Ji ¼ 0), conditional on the child’s
disease status disi. The full set of multinomial model
parameters is given by q ¼ (R1, R2, S1, S2, Im, Ip, g11, g12,

g21, g22, m1, m2, m3, m4, m5, m6) as defined by Ainsworth
et al.20 We have


Y
P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ¼ 1
Lðq; DÞ ¼
i˛diseased



Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ¼ 0 ;

i˛not diseased

where ‘‘diseased’’ or ‘‘not diseased’’ relate to the sets of
case subjects (disi ¼ 1) or control subjects (disi ¼ 0),
respectively.
The first term of this product where the child is diseased
gives


Q
P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ¼ 1 ¼
i˛diseased


Q
P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 1; Ji ¼ 1
i˛diseased; phased



3 P Ji ¼ 1 j q; disi ¼ 1


Y
P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 1; Ji ¼ 0

3

i˛diseased; not phased



3 P Ji ¼ 0 j q; disi ¼ 1 :

Now, define nj and n0j as the number of case-parent trios
with genotype data for cell j˛{1, ., 8, 9a, 9b, 10, ., 15}
for not phased and phased data, respectively, where
the 16 cells are defined as by Ainsworth et al.20 and
Nj ¼ nj þ n0j as the total case-parent trios with diseased children for cell j. For phased data, n09a and n09b are calculated
from the estimated haplotypes, and we can define cell 9
as the total of cells 9a and 9b so that n09 ¼ n09a þ n09b . For unphased data, cells 9a and 9b are not observed or estimated,
so we again define cell 9 as the total of cells 9a and 9b,
which is observed, so that n9 ¼ n9a þ n9b.
Define r as the probability of a case-parent trio being
phased, assuming independence with the genotypes.
This is given by the proportion of trios that have been
phased in the dataset. Referring to column 9 of Table 2 in
Ainsworth et al,20 we then get
Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 1; Ji ¼ 1 PðJi ¼ 1 j disi ¼ 1Þ ¼

i˛diseased;
phased

n0
n0

rR2 S2 Im Ip g22 m1 1 3 . 3 rR2 S1 Im Ip g12 m4 8
n0

0
0
0
3 rR1 S1 Ip g11 m4 9a 3 ½rR1 S1 Im g11 m4 n9b 3 ½rS1 m4 n10 3 ½rm6 n15 :



When the data are not phased, we have n9 ¼ n9a þ n9b.
This then gives
Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 1; Ji ¼ 0 PðJi ¼ 0 j disi ¼ 1Þ ¼

i˛diseased;
not phased

n
n


ð1  rÞR2 S2 Im Ip g22 m1 1 3 . 3 ð1  rÞR2 S1 Im Ip g12 m4 8



n
3 ð1 rÞR1 S1 Ip þ Im g11 m4 9 3½ð1 rÞS1 m4 n10 3½ð1 rÞm6 n15 :
Therefore,
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Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ¼ 1 ¼

Therefore, the likelihood of the data is

i˛diseased

0

n01

n08

n1

n8

r ð1 rÞ 3.3 r ð1 rÞ 3 r

n010

ð1 rÞ

n10

3.3 r

n015

ð1 rÞ

n15

N
N


3 R2 S2 Im Ip g22 m1 1 3 . 3 R2 S1 Im Ip g12 m4 8



n

3 ð1  rÞR1 S1 Ip þ Im g11 m4 9 3 ½S1 m4 N10 3 . 3 ½m6 N15 :
Similarly, when the child is not diseased we use

i˛not diseased



P gmi ; gfi ; gci ; Ji j q; disi ¼ 0 ¼

Q

i˛not diseased;



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 0; Ji ¼ 1

not phased



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 0; Ji ¼ 1 PðJi ¼ 1 j disi ¼ 0Þ

i˛not diseased;
m01

m08

3 . 3 ½r 0 m4 

3 ½r 0 m4 

m010

3 ½r 0 m4 

3 . 3 ½r 0 m6 

m015

m09a

3 ½r 0 m4 

m09b

:

As with case-parent trios, we define cell 9 as the total of
cells 9a and 9b, which is observed, so that m9 ¼ m9a þ
m9b. This then gives
Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 0; Ji ¼ 0 PðJi ¼ 0 j disi ¼ 0Þ

i˛not diseased;
not phased

¼ ½ð1  r 0 Þm1 

m1

m8

3 . 3 ½ð1  r 0 Þm4 

3 ½ð1  r 0 Þm4 

m10

3 ½ð1  r 0 Þm4 

3 . 3 ½ð1  r 0 Þm6 

m15

m9

:

Therefore,
Y



P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 0

i˛not diseased
m0

¼ ðr 0 Þ 1 ð1  r 0 Þ

m1

3 . 3 ðr 0 Þ

m015

ð1  r 0 Þ

3 ½m4 M9 3 ½m4 M10 3 ½m5 M11 3 ½m5 M12 3 ½m5 M13
3 ½m5 M14 3 ½m6 M15 :

lðq; DÞ ¼ logðLðq; DÞÞ
¼ n01 logðrÞ þ n1 logð1  rÞ þ . þ n08 logðrÞ
þ n8 logð1  rÞ þ n010 logðrÞ þ n10 logð1  rÞ þ .
þ n015 logðrÞ þ n15 logð1  rÞ þ m01 logðr 0 Þ
þ m1 logð1  r 0 Þ þ . þ m015 logðr 0 Þ þ m15 logð1  r 0 Þ




þ N1 log R2 S2 Im Ip g22 m1 þ N2 log R2 S2 Im Ip g22 m2


þ N3 logðR1 S2 Im g21 m2 Þ þ N4 log R2 S1 Im Ip g12 m2


þ N5 log R1 S1 Ip g11 m2 þ N6 logðR1 S2 Im g21 m3 Þ




þ N7 log R1 Ip m3 þ N8 log R2 S1 Im Ip g12 m4
þ n09a logðrÞ þ n09b logðrÞ þ n9 logð1  rÞ


þ n09a log R1 S1 Ip g11 m4 þ n09b logðR1 S1 Im g11 m4 Þ




þ n9 log R1 S1 Ip þ Im g11 m4 þ N10 logðS1 m4 Þ

phased

¼ ½r 0 m1 

m

3 ð1  r 0 Þ 1 3 . 3 ðr 0 Þ 15 ð1  r 0 Þ 15


N
N
3 R2 S2 Im Ip g22 m1 1 3 R2 S2 Im Ip g22 m2 2
N

3 ½R1 S2 Im g21 m2 N3 3 R2 S1 Im Ip g12 m2 4
N
N


3 R1 S1 Ip g11 m2 5 3 ½R1 S2 Im g21 m3 N6 3 R1 Ip m3 7
N
n0


3 R2 S1 Im Ip g12 m4 8 3 rR1 S1 Ip g11 m4 9a



n
0
3 ½rR1 S1 Im g11 m4 n9b 3 ð1  rÞR1 S1 Ip þ Im g11 m4 9

The log likelihood is therefore given by



3 P Ji ¼ 1 j q; disi ¼ 0 :

Define mj and m0j as the number of control-parent trios
with genotype data for each cell j for not phased and
phased data, respectively, and Mj ¼ mj þ m0j as the total of
control-parent trios with diseased children for cell j.
Furthermore, define r0 as the probability of a control-parent
trio being phased, assuming independence with the genotypes. As before, referring to Table 2 in Ainsworth et al,20
we obtain
Y

m0

m01

3 ½m2 M3 3 ½m2 M4 3 ½m2 M5 3 ½m3 M6 3 ½m3 M7 3 ½m4 M8



3 P Ji ¼ 1 j q; disi ¼ 0


Q
P gmi ; gfi ; gci j q; disi ¼ 0; Ji ¼ 0

i˛not diseased;

0

3 ½S1 m4 N10 3 ½R1 S1 Im g11 m5 N11 3 ½S1 m5 N12

N
3 R1 Ip m5 13 3 ½m5 N14 3 ½m6 N15 3 ½m1 M1 3 ½m2 M2

phased

3

0

3 r n10 ð1  rÞn10 3 . 3 r n15 ð1  rÞn15 3 ðr 0 Þ
m

n0

0
3 rR1 S1 Ip g11 m4 9a 3 ½rR1 S1 Im g11 m4 n9b

Q

0

Lðq; DÞ ¼ r n1 ð1  rÞn1 3 . 3 r n8 ð1  rÞn8

m15

3 ½m1 M1 3 . 3 ½m4 M8 3 ½m4 M9 3 ½m4 M10 3 . 3 ½m6 M15 :

þ N11 logðR1 S1 Im g11 m5 Þ þ N12 logðS1 m5 Þ


þ N13 log R1 Ip m5 þ N14 logðm5 Þ þ N15 logðm6 Þ
þM1 logðm1 ÞþM2 logðm2 ÞþM3 logðm2 Þ þ M4 logðm2 Þ
þ M5 logðm2 Þ þ M6 logðm3 Þ þ M7 logðm3 Þ
þ M8 logðm4 Þ þ M9 logðm4 Þ þ M10 logðm4 Þ
þ M11 logðm5 Þ þ M12 logðm5 Þ þ M13 logðm5 Þ
þ M14 logðm5 Þ þ M15 logðm6 Þ:
We note that, for fixed r and r0, the likehood does not
depend on the values of r and r0, so these terms can be
dropped. For convenience, in our software implementation, we retain r and r0 in the likelihood calculation,
but we find the results are invariant to the choice of r
and r0. This is equivalent to considering the overall
likelihood as the product of the conditional likelihoods P(gmi, gfi, gci j q, disi, Ji ¼ 0) and P(gmi, gfi, gci j
q, disi, Ji ¼ 1) for the unphased (15 cell) and phased
(16 cell) tables, respectively.
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For other types of sub-pedigrees, including case-mother
duos and case-father duos, the calculation proceeds
similarly.

lðX j bÞ ¼

Appendix B
Adjustment of Genotype Counts for Duos
Let N be the number of case-mother duos and M the
number of SNPs to be analyzed. (Genotype counts for
case-father duos are adjusted in the same manner, but
we only consider case-mother duos here for simplicity.)
Let X ¼ {x1,.,xM} be the sequence of observed SNP
case-mother duo data such that each xi is a vector of
cell counts {xij} for SNP i for case-mother duo cells j ¼ 1,
2, 3, 4a, 4b, 5, 6, and 7. Let pi be the minor allele
frequency of SNP i, then, assuming Hardy-Weinberg
equilibrium and random mating, xi is given by a multiP
nomial distribution with j xij ¼ N and eight probabilities
qij, with probabilities for cells 4a and 4b given by
qið4aÞ ¼ p2i ð1  pi Þ and qið4bÞ ¼ pi ð1  pi Þ2 , respectively. Let
Si be the covariance matrix where the variances for
cells 4a and 4b are given by Sið4a;4aÞ ¼ Nqið4aÞ ð1  qið4aÞ Þ
and Sið4b;4bÞ ¼ Nqið4bÞ ð1  qið4bÞ Þ, respectively, with covariance Sið4a;4bÞ ¼ Nqið4aÞ qið4bÞ .
Approximating the multinomial distribution with the
multivariate normal distribution gives the following likelihood function:

LðXÞ ¼

M
Y
i¼1

1
1
qﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ exp  ðxi  mi ÞT S1
i ðxi  mi Þ ;
2
ð2pÞ2 j Si j

where mi ¼ Nqi are the expected cell counts for SNP i. To
correct the bias, we add a correction vector, F(pi), to the
observed data, with F(pi) given by
 
 
T
  
F pi ¼ 0; 0; 0; Nf pi ; Nf pi ; 0; 0; 0 ;
where f(p) ¼ b0 þ b1p þ b2p2 þ b3p3, so that the cell counts
4a and 4b are adjusted while maintaining the sum
P
j xij ¼ N. We choose b ¼ {b0,b1,b2,b3} to maximize the
likelihood:
LðX j bÞ ¼

M
Y
i¼1

1
qﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
ð2pÞ2 j Si j

3 exp 

 
 
T


1
xi þ F pi mi S1
xi þ F pi  mi :
i
2

It was found that higher order polynomials than cubic
resulted in over fitting, whereas lower order polynomials
were insufficient to model the bias over the different minor
allele frequencies. Taking the negative logarithm and
removing all constants that do not depend on b results
in the following negative log likelihood:

M
X

1


2 Sið4a;4aÞ Sið4b;4bÞ  Sið4a;4bÞ
i¼1
2

 
3 xið4aÞ  Nf pi  mið4aÞ Sið4b;4bÞ


 
 2 xið4aÞ  Nf pi  mið4aÞ


 
3 xið4bÞ  Nf pi  mið4bÞ Sið4a;4bÞ
2

 
þ xið4bÞ þ Nf pi  mið4bÞ Sið4a;4aÞ ;

where xi(4a) and xi(4b) are the number of case-mother duos
(with expected values mið4aÞ ¼ Nqið4aÞ ¼ Np2i ð1  pi Þ and
mið4bÞ ¼ Nqið4bÞ ¼ Npi ð1  pi Þ2 ) for cells 4a and 4b, respectively. Newton’s Method is used to fit b in PREMIM by
minimizing the negative log-likelihood with (fixed) estimated minor allele frequencies, pi, for each SNP i. The
new adjusted cell counts for cells 4a and 4b are then given
by xi(4a)  Nf(pi) and xi(4b) þ Nf(pi), respectively.
Example Illustrating the Adjustment of Genotype
Counts for Duos
A demonstration of adjusting the duo counts is shown in
Figure S1. Data were simulated under the null hypothesis
for 1,500 case-mother duos with haplotypes of eight
SNPs in length repeated 25 times, which gave rise to
200 SNPs with expected minor allele frequencies of 0.34,
0.45, 0.35, 0.25, 0.20, 0.16, 0.12, and 0.08, shown by the
clustering of points in Figure S1 around these values. The
top left plot shows, for each SNP, the SHAPEIT2 estimated
number of minor alleles inherited from the father for the
ambiguous scenario (cell 4a) plotted against the estimated
minor allele frequency. The solid line shows the expected
number of minor alleles inherited from the father under
the null hypothesis, and it can be seen that the clusters
of points tend to be not centered on this line but are too
high for low minor allele frequencies and too low for
high minor allele frequencies. The corresponding plots
for the number of minor alleles inherited from the mother
(cell 4b) shows a similar, but reversed, pattern. This can be
seen more clearly with the estimated cell count minus the
expected cell count (bottom left plots) where the points are
not clustered around zero.
The dashed lines on the two top left plots in Figure S1
show the fitted curves used to adjust the genotype counts,
N(p2(1  p) þ f(p)) and N(p(1  p)2  f(p)) for p˛[0, 0.5], for
the number of minor alleles inherited from the father and
mother, respectively. These two curves are fitted simultaneously, and if the estimates given by SHAPEIT2 are accurate, then these should be close to the expected curves,
with the fitted parameters b being close to zero. In the
example in Figure S1 this is not true (although the tails
of the dashed lines can be ignored given that there is no
data in these regions). The dashed lines on the two lower
plots on the left show Nf(p) and Nf(p), respectively, and
show how the estimated cell counts will be adjusted.
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The two top right plots in Figure S1 show that the
adjusted cell counts are nearer the expected curves than
the unadjusted cell counts. This is more clearly shown
on the two lower right plots where the differences between
the estimated and the expected (under the null hypothesis) cell counts are shown.

6.

7.

Supplemental Data
Supplemental Data include six figures and can be found with this
article online at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2015.07.016.
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