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Abstract

Introduction: Predicting quantitative traits is a fundamental aspect of plant and animal breeding. Genomic
selection is a precise and efficient approach that estimates genetic merit using high-density single nucleotide
polymorphisms (SNPs). However, most genomic selection procedures primarily focus on additive effects to
calculate the genomic estimated breeding value (GEBV) for selection candidates. Nonetheless, incorporating non-
additive effects offers several advantages: (i) it enhances the accuracy of GEBV predictions and subsequent
selection responses, (ii) it facilitates optimized mate allocation among selection candidates, and (iii) it enables
improved utilization of non-additive genetic variation through tailored crossbreeding or purebred breeding
strategies. One of the most challenging factors affecting the accuracy of genomic evaluation is the selection of an
appropriate statistical method to estimate marker effects with high accuracy. The most common parametric
methods for genomic evaluation are the genomic best linear unbiased predictor (GBLUP) and Bayesian methods,
which use the co-variance structure between individuals and regression of phenotype on markers to predict the
genetic values of individuals, respectively. However, in recent years, non-parametric methods of machine learning
have been widely used for genomic evaluation in animal and plant breeding programs. This study aimed to
evaluate and compare the accuracy of genomic predictions using GBLUP and support vector machine (SVM)
methods. The SVM models employed various kernel functions, including linear (SVM-lin), Gaussian radial
(SVM-rad), polynomial (SVM-pol), and cyclic (SVM-sig). Both purely additive and additive + dominance
deviation gene action models were considered under varying levels of dominance variance.

Materials and methods: A simulated genome comprising six chromosomes with a total length of 600 cM was
used for this study. Each chromosome contained 1,000 evenly spaced SNPs and 100 randomly distributed
quantitative trait loci (QTLs). Phenotypic variance (o ) and narrow-sense heritability (h*) were set to 1 and 0.4,
respectively. Dominance variance (o) levels were evaluated at 0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.25, 0.30, and 0.35. Prediction
accuracy was calculated as the Pearson correlation coefficient between the true genetic value (TGV) or true
breeding value (TBV) and their respective genomic estimates (GEGV or GEBV). The correlations were
represented as r(TGV, GEGV) and r(TBV, GEBV), respectively. In addition, the practical significance of
differences in prediction accuracy among the studied statistical methods was assessed using Cohen’s d effect size
during 100 replicates.

Results and discussion: The conventional GBLUP method consistently exhibited higher prediction accuracy for
both GEBV and GEGV across all scenarios. Among the SVM approaches, the SVM-rad and SVM-sig kernels
showed superior performance in predicting GEGV under both purely additive and additive + dominance deviation
models. However, for GEBV prediction, their performance declined with increasing dominance variance. When
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dominance variance exceeded 0.30, SVM-lin and SVM-sig demonstrated prediction accuracy comparable to or
slightly better than SVM-rad. The differences in prediction accuracy between GBLUP and SVM-rad were
minimal (d=0.218) in the purely additive model but reached their peak (d=0.492 and d=0.404) in the additive +
dominance deviation model at the highest dominance variance (c3=0.35). This disparity occurred because, as
dominance variance increased, the GBLUP method exhibited slightly greater changes in accuracy compared to
the SVM-rad method. Furthermore, with higher dominance variance, the difference in prediction accuracy for
GEBYV between the SVM methods and both GBLUP and SVM-rad substantially decreased. For example, in the
purely additive model (c3=0), Cohen’s d was 2.608 and 2.336, respectively, while in the additive + dominance
deviation model (63=0.35), d dropped to 0.309 and 0.189, respectively. Using the additive + dominance deviation
model significantly improved GEBV prediction accuracy, particularly when dominance variance contributed
substantially to phenotypic variance. This improvement is due to dominance deviation, which arises from
interactions between alleles at a locus. While additive effects are represented as breeding values, which partially
incorporate dominance effects, genomic evaluations that explicitly consider dominance effects can further
enhance GEBV accuracy.

Conclusions: The choice of kernel function in SVM models plays a pivotal role in the accuracy of GEBV and
GEGYV predictions. Overall, when applying the nonparametric SVM method to fit markers to phenotypes, the
Gaussian radial kernel function is recommended for optimal performance. However, as the dominance variance
increased, the performance of SVM-lin and SVM-sig methods improved significantly and the performance gap
with GBLUP and SVM-rad decreased. This indicated the potential capacity of SVM in investigating non-additive
effects, especially in situations where the contribution of dominance in explaining phenotypic variance increases.
Keywords: Genomic breeding value, Kernel function, Genomic analysis, Prediction accuracy, Support vector
machine

Ethics statement: This article does not contain any studies with human participants or animals performed by any
of the authors.

Data availability statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Contflicts of interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Funding: The authors received no specific funding for this project.




Go‘é Olad gy Wl

=]
@K AZ%

2 IR
W AT el ol o lodipns Loz Sl A D o
&/ PY-2gl}

'Animal Production Research

-

(S‘M 3)4 Jlio
30 (05 Ay o G 5,5 L lasly 510 g (pbilo 8 ,Ses b 3
Cadle il ,lg alizo gl

oSl s Fooly LB o (ple colo s
ol omsl i 5 (6555 psle oSl (It 5 als ple 0aSiils ¢ s pole 05,5

OF 8/ A sdas Ll G )= VE PN YA 30 b= VEAYN YA 56,5550 i — VE ¥/ /o5 sl o 2 )b)

ouusy

B &ly bl VM) plaiiy Jlop omdle (B9, (0095 (i Sove daslie 5 oy p ol agh l Sue
,» GBLUP g, 5 (SVM-sig) ssil> 3 (SVM-pol) slalozai> (SVM-rad) clel (SVM-lin) oz Joli alizes
gkt g Sdle il g cilisee ol (285 L5 5 L candle Bl 33 5 (el B 35 S sla e
S5 Iz LS Ve pgiges,S 8 6, b ikt (B pgagile P sbay 5 poiees,S L sl (08
5 9 ol s b 48,5 a5y ol sy (QTL) (25 o el 1o+ Ly Jolsd b (SNP) (0555055
g e e IYD Y O IV bl e Gl sl ot 48,5 s s SF o) by ool Sa sy il
ol 55,1k (TGV) (o23ly (S35 (055 G O (Komed 22 (loieds (Gnion Como ol a8 5715 ) + /Y0
ples ;> GBLUP o po (b9, il o a5 (GEBV) (so95) (>l (55,1 b (GEGV) (o935 (Se35 (2] 5 (TBV) 285
SVM dalise slos Sog, o 5o 0l (Las 1) 6 3L GEGV 3 GEBV i i como e il g cilises (slogy Lins
SVM-sig 3 SVM-rad slas o9, GEGV o i Como bl 5 codle Glymil - ciulidl g oaalidl Byo oo o
Sadds § 5 ol wadle Luilly Guli8l b GEBV oo i Coro wlal aisls lid 1) o Sles o YL ol iy
SRR Sove b 54 SVMsig g SVM-lin: (slas Sog, oVl it codle Gl ly o o5 (5 pgboas wily oS
SVM (552l o, b o SIS (55, s il 5o oS psbas isls ol SVMrad b s 5 59 (S| GEBV

Dgb oo iy Jow jo elad S &l sl eslatal

Ol 10 p uble ( Ston Como (sagis 4328 ()8 b (a9 (el )l iguadS (sl

m.gholizadeh@sanru.ac.ir :Jgiue sdius o *

doi: 10.22124/ar.2025.29391.1872



b 55 0g) 435 o dalisie (o BSTL laiiy oy eile 0 Sles o)) o Ses 5 ple colo dpas f

SRl o ol (Slo sty rmans 9 G y5 T 02010
Maki-Tanila, 2007; Toro ) oS oo Jugens |, layasls’
o) e pmizon (and Varona, 2010; Aliloo et al., 2017
hal3Bled (S5 e 5 srSore sl Wl U]
Y (W g g Fasal oy 5l ol Mol gladsly o
Maki-Tanila, 2007; Zeng et al., ) %5l oolainl (all>
ST s (S5 b)) sleae 5o Ygess (2013
Ssg pas aleax 3l alise LYo 4 aulle
yodazry Slowlxe 4 5Ls 9 880 ¢ JolS (slodalio el
(Varona et al.,, 2018) &5 o )13 a>g5 5,50 oS
S5 sln ) Foliie glad o, s sla g

Toro ) wlesges olpiion 0935 sloJoe o codle BT
and Varona, 2010; Su et al., 2012; Vitezica et al.,
2013

b (o095 i Soo p Gl Jalge S aslllas
Thomasen et al., ) sjlu co ySon ) (ol Jlaws aiy 32
o3l 590 lo Sl ZMlal )3 0525 5bay a5 (2013

Saheb Alam et al., 2018; Atefietal, ) cosl a3 5 1,3
2021; Tamaddoni-Arani et al., 2021; Ansari et al.,

oo p e Jelse (0SG5S (2024
13550 sl cmmslin Lol 35, il o055 (23
aloz 5l o) 5l ke el Vb oo Ly (5,500
sl b bl bl 5 el slaghs,
Wload sleidey 093 ) Sln Smoin See
Meuwissen et al., 2001; Ogutu et al, 2011;)
Howard et al, 2014; Akbarpour et al., 2021;
Sl sl sy onigm!, (Sahebalam et al, 2024
AL (it O SBUbs, weess 2bi)l 0
S 45 i S5t 5 (GBLUP) (po5y s o
OS5 9 S8 G oellesS-olly Sl
EETF QRN RS SESTRUIS
de los Campos et al., ) wuS oo oolaiwl of 81 S5
sy, 3l w3 slJle o (J ol L2009
@)l Sl @loo s jsbay (eile (6550 (65l ,LL
oolaiw! Hlals 5 bl ol5 Mol slaasliy o (o09i5
Ghafouri-Kesbi et al., 2017; Sahebalam ) cosl ool
sl i, o ol oy esle (et al, 2019
»odle a5 Boser et al., 1992) cosl il 5,50k

GSed 2 (aniS 3 w098y (Sl S wllae 3 Shes

doddo

(Voo ans bl G YAV ans ) c0s3) jas 3l i
OYolas dawgs g ol ol 5l pls oI5 Zdlal gl Lo 5
b co)lb eaiS (it e lp Bl Js
¥gbings Lily) g le woSae cSle (BLUP)
5,31y g (Quaas, 1976; Henderson, 1976) o,
drwy e oladl Sl Sy gledsaul 3
Sl ly o p 3l Glhans o J5SUse oSl
o515 s S0z sl S o8linal 5 o
Crossa et ) sl 00,5 pal,d lalS 5 Ollg> ol ;o
(SNPs) sugslSy SO sl ASbais (al, 2017
W lbos lg b sy s albols 53,18
cho sblSe olulil ;o 00,uS jebay & wiins
2P engy obsl jo ailoass ssliiwl (QTL) o5
L5 gty Sk (S5 ol fy Lo 5 el 5
SNP S Jlax L QTL ;o o5 (5 sbas w39 o0 4298
aor BT copl poodle sl Siwgn Jobs pas o
osis Pl igdce 3yl plosen jsbay laySiLis
& Sorer S 0 ) (et g (JsSlse slaosls
ool Casods glp 1y Kl BT L auS o oS S
A8l 5 udely (sl 4 Bus Cuses ol 3l WGEBV
Meuwissen et al, ) oS  cpoen diwd Coigid
yebas ol Bl Laulidl Sy Swals o5 Leil 51 .2001
il BT sl go Jaie gum b & s
428 )5 00,00 pgun o S5 4 ¢ S sla gl 5o o )T
Eo Glgiedy codle (Varona et al, 2018) &gl oo
S 5o T o (iSem (o388 (S milels
xSy LA elin sl sagiaes,S oIS
ST 51 oolistal wasly (K255 €95 5 ot e 2
Sl (Son ¢ leiS 4 (BV) (Mol (251 b (ool
Gl YL &5 05l placse Sl 4 e
085 95915 b Wl se (oags ledbl il |, (S
St P Slb et 4 e 5 03 Sy K
e Sy BT 0yl Sl wgh san] (slacasgid
Toro and Varona, ) auiS o2l,8 1) b Sl oiol58l
S )L‘;‘T a)ﬂ,g .2010; Vitezica et al., 2013
S35l (i Cone (I3l 5 Wl oo (38l
Aliloo et ) sl asls s Gl 4 mwly 9 >N
al., 2016; Duenk et al, 2017; Toro and Varona,



QW) VEF e ol o ledlps oz Jlof sols Slasy il

ool Bos (Kasnavi er al, 2018) 8,5 |13 v,y
PS5 ot 0Sdee amlie sl
5l eslizal b glaidy oy owile g GBLUP sl s,
5 Slabezaiz (oS (bt ((h3) Glise JiS ol
—silBl g Bl S5 S sladae o (sl
olly @bt olaw 18,5 A o b cdle Sl

Dg Cadlé

L gy g dlge

oy eolawl 8,50 cases oool (gjlwdcd
Esfandiari ) xbreed 5,38l p ;5 aiy 3l oolaswl b iog5
&lwams R 1331 05 laes ;o (and Sorensen, 2017
slwl 5 (LD) (Siwsm Jolu pas obm! jshaieay ol
5 U o 99 b (Pl Sumex (- i Jols
Jos Voo ol (S )b Cumen ol (gileand il
YO+ 9 5 V0) 0,8 Yo e Jao ojlasl b Bolas uu)...ai
ook 9 550 cwlS Solar oS 5 5l s .og (eols
3 oole g p (glume dlasi b Camoz ojlail aiulds sl
Comor 3l Jud (31 aile ol S gla s Jsbo
6,5 5 55 3] Comar IS s Slyiees
g 5V )08V olass Sl Camaz b Jd jo 0l
i) )b Joi 5] 5l Bolas jsboay (oole V-
(8l dalol s 4w B Cumoz pl asal Ol (Ve e
el QBesl L8 Jas 5l s 2 (pally o5 (g 5ba
B0 0,8 iy ole jo lil a4 2L sl cCuxex ()
Bee a ol Bl slass sl Casoz Jol Jud o 0l a8 F
Jobas (0olo Yo g 5 ¥Ver) 0,8 Fee il yldl 0,8
Sl pge Jud cpally plgrear Jsl Ju 5l Bolas
g Camaz pgd i jo 01,81 slass 4T (g jeboay caiads
L Aelol o pgus s (5l Hg) Gl iy 9,8V e e 4y
£90 Jod o 03 Voo ey oo Jud ol o ol A1
0 e a8 S A 03 a e Sl plsisay 3T oo
R e NN TR P K NINE R gt
iS85 1y 0l Camaz g o ol 8 iy 5,503
bl o131 ol gl ieiy Dledll add aS” aisls
Noew e j0 0l S oLl ul 6l GEBV 4 0l
-0 61y LD gl 5l (5 )kre olgieas 72 0 )Lol jlaie
Hill and ) wi 3,510 25 Jsesd b psis 5o sobme o

:(Rabertson, 1968

Jolge (plolids casomo(y5 (iStod (59 pm e 90
Slort b Btye sl cpmlginal 5 5 (erkit
@loled 5 b, Solis oS 5 plee L3, caz sileoe
s (Yang et al,, 2010) sgi o oolitnl cBon slays
o, Slos ((gilwdds ooy lul n alie o gl
Syl by, yle b Gl S0 edile (m i
Ogutuetal, ) cusl 43,5 1,3 avglio 5,50 5 5ul,LL 5
Sy il Jaw jo (Sahebalam et al., 2019; 2011
5 5ok a9 el Jao ol platay
et CadilB (6 Fol 5B sleal o ol o Lol
byl e liel slaosls sl eslanl b 6,50k Jow
g9 & ol ooty ofl laitay Jlop edle 058 o0
Ao pl ails oS WS ol ) et Jow 5l ools
SSlas 4 b, oo iSlas 4 1) (hyper-plane margin)
ol 4 (jgel LG 0 35005 4 5 g on Y on
ol gl s ogd o DUl lociy glalo @il
Sguds oo 00wl ayY po 510 cpead gl b L o ls
S 5l b JSaay Wosls 31 .(Shin e al., 2005)
$lnly b lapmile (laciin o puiile igd los
Sl g las e 1) bools a5 aigy s G 0y
Gl lop) (6,80l bl b 2Sio5 5 doio o dlold
O ygods osls S1.0as co ybgel (S oo lox ((laitin
Gl ol oy eile wiils S LB as
ErS el ol jl iz glail b olacnile sl
WS oo oolawl IS bl deosls glad jo las e
ol (feature space) Sy slad ;o Jlop g0 Sl
Cro bl asl o)l fre Cotte b SG b B S &6
35S ol 35 Jolas o Shg sl 5 oy 50 3o
"D Y 9 (02 sl oy Sl X Jold (63959 90
Oyeiile Aile seiy o3 4y g AiS o oolaiwl (o gid slo
Doy Sl a ) Ll b ams e ol luci Jlop
maiz o as Jels S ailes (Hastie ef al., 2009) oS
b (ool )0 s $eil> 5 (w8 olad (slalex
L 58,8 as 0 b g oads (gilwacs sloosls 3l oolaiul
Oile gy (st 0, Ses QTL (gly ciol3dl BT
laozaiz (b GlafiS (e Oty oy
3590 sloaibinl Slio (cagi (23l sl sl 5 olass



wrolaw ;3 093 320 )0 Gl la lST L lasiy oy pedle o Slae Sb5l i) Kas 5 ple colo da 4

A sl b o5 a5 o Jols M1 g5 Lawgie sl i)
el Cawddy ) O ygods g 39d 0 00l iuled

a=a —a=qla+dlg-p)] - (-pla+
dlg=p)]) =[a+dlg-p)(g+p) =a+
d(q —p)

o ol jelateds el q=1—p g A JT Slgl 3
Cdlé Gl (il BT b ol s alél 6o
Cewds QTL 2 (0350l Lawgie JIB 2gd (gjluannd
=35 o palols sgeze 1 oiali8l (i e il ol
-0 Cods QTL (350l bawgio BT 0 osey slo
A o8 L 0 195 o ey 33l ]
Egozods 6=N~(0, c2) Jley me bl owladl

:.\JGA Cawddy ) O ygods ((Seids sla o, LQTL
nQTL

yi= Z Xy + €
[

3 opae S (=10 g =1,00n) X o) 0 a8
er 5 (@) QTL o35l Lawgie |61 &l T oSl
sl 0ilogdly il ly 02 a5 el oilaydly solas il
Sogods oialiBl U1 aslail sls a6l eodss
ArAs sl +-Yp 9 A1A2 5l V-Yp ALAY 4l Y-Yp
AlA] g5 Glp (el la sl e (6,la8as
5 (@ —Pla &ypon AlAr o555 sl 290 © )50

el =2pa O s0as AdAd oS85 sl
W83 0 £y Slo Collé el il + 35 ke
53] 45 il sy 5 olfale Sy o T Slas
o550 5900 955 (05l (eSlee 51 D550 59 08 93
(2 QTL G gl condle Bl ymil .ol ansls Gl sl
Olee 5 ALAL Gl Jawgie (53] ey Dgll & jg00
ol Sl 58 o0 Gl A2Az 5 ALAL SlacoSs)
5 J5 595 Rl o Dl 5l G5 Rl S sl
slp =20%d Lyl 5 wlise Cwssay (Mol )
$lr =2p%d 5 AiAr oS5 sl 2pqd AIAL oS5
!y (Falconer and Mackay, 1996) cuol AsAr s
ass 5l hi cwdle s ol wepdle BT (gileans
Esfandiari and ) o (5545505 hi~N(0.5,1) Jloys
di = &y90a codlé BT ¢ uww (Sorensen, 2017
Pl glae (o)l lag| &5 ol a8 S Ll o hy.|agl
Sl Blol b cho glacuiss ool il

DZ
2 _
r= freq(A;) X freq(A;) X freq(B;) X freq(B,)
D = freq(A;B;) X freq(A,B,) — freq(A;B,)
X freq(A;B;)

Aol 58 (Siurod oy j9doe 12 )] j0 a8
s freq(By) Jreq(4;) freq(d;) <l B
2B 9B Ay Ay gla Il Slyl % s 5e freq(By)
Jreq(A,B;) freq(A1By) (ized ol Comex
- bable Jlol 3 s gy freq(4,B,) o freq(A;By)
Glyzil 55D siws AyB, 5 A;B; AiB, A1B; sle

ol oo el oS Sg sl ey Gleaass
b Ve Jsb b pgiges,S (il Jold (so53s sy
P sndy Sl g (0F) s bl b e
2 85y b Sileand IF 5V Ll ool s (0F)
" QTL Ve g (LS Jolgd LSNP Ve v+ pgi909 S
&5 5l LQTL a3l ST s A olai jgb
L ol ool il 5 o/ b iy S0 Sl b LS
(Meuwissen et al, 2001) o (5 Sae0s NFF
5710 oSl b Jloy @ 5l Cedl az ) (riaren
Esfandiari and Sorensen, ) o (g,5diges V' Luillg
Slog bw o (0F) el Glil by (2017
XD g /Y YD Y VD Ve Ll Gl
5 R Gl sl e 5 b 45 L s
Pos39,S Lind ol .ab 48,5 Jlai 0 2.5x107 QTL
S leand gl cedle uib)ly @it ol g
Slae glp 8ly Jo (me 0 9 @elr (S8 sslee
@l (5,lel sla g,y ;3B B ols o ly Sl ol a5 0
il b5 S S s o8 G S 2 )
5 s eloil gl |y (giluans a5 o oyl Bus @S
DS eds BB (ol ojlg5le (5, S 05 e Dlao
S g oole Jow o plgrea pgjge,S Gid (giluand
w1l L pls iz sladisS wilgs o a5 ol Sl
Slagiagh 5o 0,80, ol wes L (Sess oldlas
Ghafouri-Kesbi ) ol 423,85 )18 oolatwl 5,50 55 550
9o b lewsgd (et al, 2016; Sahebalam et al., 2022
Bro Juo wias sjloand e 55 25 Jus
gla+d(q —p)] & p0n A1 P bugio Sl i/
—pla+d(@—p)] <ypon A JI bwge 5l
Sl 5105 eiRly bugte Jlogh oo aralne



QW) VEF e ol o ledlps oz Jlof sols Slasy il

)80 325 &gty (D) Codlé OBl ol ogis gslives
:(Vitezica et al., 2013) ol
ww'

2
D)y (ZPj(l _pj))

Sly i =20] 5 2p;45 207 b pln O yobe
ol AJAL 9 AjAy AA sl
Codlle Bl iy gsee T (22 (1))
Lol Lol ol s

v, (Support Vectoe Machine) Loy s, neilo
Cottex and ) (SVM) lois jloy uile (5,50l,LU
&S Cowl i o (g S0k g, S «(Vapnik, 1995
255 Wy drwgl 0l ganaib S plsiea bl o
Gomdil S ol slp cjeel sols dcgeze S
Solds o ion a5 Al oo p 0 Al gSlas casS
50 &S o0 obm] Slaslice 51 M g0 o 1) Sew
Wil () € RP Sloalice 1 o (53 SUSE 990
4o (hyper-plane) asmio- pl o oS SLSE ol5S]
Jolis Lolol Sgmns 5 Jae 33l a5 LT 5l el RP1
Slayl b dsrro— ol G jo Slaalive 5l gy punss 380
O3Sy &6 85512 (sl ol a5 g (oo el S
S s 3l (o 0S5 eolatul Cudgame L aslisl
LS g pls 2ol slas )l 53 SVM (90w 55 9>
) boaisd 5 S0l slacuisl o Ly, a5 <ol ()
L k> (mapping function) ais &6 S L oled oo
St sLad il ) adiges S )5 5lu e b o
Gz Sy slad S 4 (predictor space) oaisS
S={(xi, ¥,): X1 ERY, (Lbjgal Wises Sy (22 L 00
=085 Jels a5 gaarp o S x; oS . €R, i=1...n}
Gl Vi el gl 358 gl Slasp sln s sl
5 s o by o e ol ol 05 (sl S
25 Cogon S5 e WS (oo oy |) 38 S G
Vgl g

f(x)=b+wx

b aSlidl slagyjs slop W g <ol axinlp Su b oS
Conl gl iSlas Slob ol .casl bauw 5, il o
LFG) ol amsso &5 W (35 sl plEin o a5

1l Cawdds ke faile, JBlas 4

9 2ly (ol 3] ggammets 8 lailinl Jlo i suilesdly
ol bl 0,8 (e coldle Byl

nQTL

i = Z (Xikay + Dydy) + ¢
X

o ile 3l jaie G (k=1,...,nQTL 4i=1,...,n) Dy, a5
Sygots a5 canl (dy) codle Gl BT gl b
AAL Glocss glp e —2p° 5 2pq —2q°
Sebse 50505 ArAs 5 AjA;
ol e «GBLUP) L= o oS Loyt ity
s ooliul Jgare BLUP Llises Jow o¥sles jl e s,
o le usSae losliiul slras a5 wglas ol b Laid
03wl (G™) sagi Laulgy ma Lo osSins 5 (AT 0 2
4o (Habier et al., 2007; Hayes et al., 2009) 4.5 oo
SrSages Jloy mie ol oSl BT g, ol
g o0
b 55 5 Joe sl oad sl bs
ol 125 508 Sl
y=Xb+Tu+e

ol BT jlo b oudieid Slaslin oy dakaly cpl o
@39 5 a5 galil (Seiy BT Sl u g (S eSile)
Lls, suile G WS @5 NGOy Jly
sl BT lly 07 5 o093y (ohalEl gaisling>
ol b Gl e ga mob sl LT s X .cwl
-l Bl 55 G Jaw glp eas colaiwl as Jow
D1 ) Oyt Cedle Sl

y=Xb+Tu+Td+e
&5 Sl a8 codle (S BT o dakay ol yo
o5l D S o cons dN(0,D6]) & )90t Jbos
ol Celle Sy i)y 0F 5 o9y Sedle Ly,
Sygots (G) Ll sosis gaiglings Lals) G ylo
(VanRaden, 2008) ol 3,5l 5 15

B 7z’

- 22;‘11?’1’(1 - Pj)

ool MPalssay 008635 50 uaile Z cabal]y 0l 3o

G

Glae Y o) oo &jp0a a5 Conl (255 Sl M oS
owple P ogl oo 6,10505 Sl sl P slass b
518 ool Py el 2D & 500 a5 ol T )3
olbsls gseme 237 pi(1-p) 5 cesile T
by, juwile cwl &5 ol il ool



s )0 see) aied 40 Gl o S L by oy ile o Sles obj)l o)) Sen g oo colo v A

S| L;i})'}‘o—‘ Sladlive oo n oS cewl i=1...n a5 €
A b geslcwli=ln o &y = f(x) -y — €
wile) Bl @]y Bae &b oy (28 99 (rl 085

- 1
1) (5 6) + 5 Il
i=1

P8 A odd dgdome il Plas & ISew ol ool
:(Nocedal and Wright, 1999) <l 53

n

fx) = Z ax;ix+b

i=1
Cr Gk 3l (chigel slaesls 4 anely Jsed xl
b 2l SO oS el (x4,%) (inner product) sls
sl (S5 slalad 5l solazul ol .l Slaslie )l
Sre b e wlg b ol ) esls plgs e VL
&b SO L kosls A s oles so o Jlie gl 08
o oasfile 5
K (%) =(0(x), ¢(x;))

Sogped Ol L BS S GB5 sba
slas o oy 90z 9x a5 0,5 Lo k(x,2)=0(x)T¢(2)
e Sy slas s ol P(2) 5P (x) 5 Lol
Oedle Jue o b BS &b 2l 0)se slasts,
(SVM-linear) <l 5 Sjgods bty oy
Ol Joe 50 g8 elad 4l LS &b (x,2)=xz
(SVM-radial) <ol 55 Sjgods bty oy
b by 4=l 0 a5 K(x,z)=exp(-ollx-z||*)
&S Sl dlin B Azl 3 G Ol (Foggan)
ot Sy BB e o S ol K b ans e il
Joe 5o slabezaiz )5 &b gl by S ol
SVMo) cawl nj Sjper bttty Jbp oedbe
eV k) ol o K(x,2)=(oxz+9)? :(polynomial
P @il S b cul glalezaiz az 0 d g sl |
SVM-) cul 5 &jgots plaiidy lop oedle Jow
&b bl a4 ax g5 L K(x,2)=tanh(oxz+9) :(sigmoid
ol (b e platiy Jlop Geaw S, Joe o BS
il ) Oypots J)S @l 5l e (oS 5

’f(X): Z ﬁik(xi, Xj)"‘B
i=1
o 5l o0lial L GBLUP s i, lo/ (slo by, sl

¢ (Perez and de los Campos, 2014) BGLR (5,133l ¢ 3
b sl S el oleiy oy dle i,

Az - £G) 43 Il

0)51)4 g./.».O.»S 45 el (loss function) ;b5 &l L() a5
oSS o A PRVEL PN =S R ETOW] JE ICSUE SRS NV )
Uil 0S8 e ol djlee ¢ Jaw Sz g (sparsity)
S ey 058 g0 s (55, yudes dnsyz 4 ymie A
Sl L oyls Joe Sz b osSne alal, W ls
) Joe Sz olgise dIWl Goiles; JBlo @ gl w
SVM (505 Sl ol 05 &y b rals
&y ok Jelo 0l @l cul 5l (el oad oslinl
ok 9 (absolute loss) sllas L «(squared loss)
& 0L &b aws (e-insensitive loss) €- ol ;.8
& ol el Ly = F@) = (v = F0)” 08 o
o e e o5l b pgs 4z 0 &0 | b5 (e
Srosls a5 was o lid b5 &b cpl 5l eslawl S
e &5 gdon (B3G9 p9d 42)3 Djpedy 8 Sy
blio &y (slaoslo b fgaw 55 452 51 J5 05 o
Ly—f@) = pp Gl sl obj b S
a1y 0k ol lbe 0l @b el |(y = F(0)]
ISie oS a5 o obiie s gfie b (a5 &5
I 0l Sy slaosls a5 laosls dsgazme 5l eslica|
PR OR

el e 8 hls e u2-€ (L &6

L(y - f)

Z{O ifly—fll<e
ly — f(x)| — € otherwise

&b 5o ead eslaal losay el slass € oS
Aol a5 sl 2 Glop lais by SO (1995
A oo lis € lidl aS ool | yi(wx; +b) =1
g oo ooliul (3l 50 (6 S pliiy sl s a5
o)‘.).)‘ as ‘.)9“")?) )é |) lalas ‘ua.:Lpr.c—E Qb) @L}
5y s a8 Sloj .0 5 e 000l cal € 5l yieS Lyl
Sel oo [y — OOl — & &jsons by b sl € 3
Sl iled o sl el i€ by ol
-0 yskine (pdy Sl osls jo s Jlade auls ol
Ll i Oleebl poe o L it anpe SO 0l
é;l; 4 0dd dgdowe E WLJ Giof Lgl.b).uu.a ‘59):14»
Eizy—f(x)— (Long, 2011) »,5 aslsl 4L}



QW) VEF e ol o ledlps oz Jlof sols Slasy il

Solas b alal, SO slimeds S&55 il ojlail ol Sy
SG eaupalis S5 il oslail a5 Jl jo sl (il
el os Coenl 5l S a8 canl (698 Lglas b ala

ool olwl o {D) Kiwgw fole pus g Cod S fS
bl anl 5 2z e Comex ol wal (gileans
Fooe 3l d0g VerexFeee ol b ouigi) Lyl
SleS P SNl 2 elol p CudsS 508 5l am Siles
SV e 0 Sl yebas Silas YAST (MAF<0.05)
9y Blize )l sloJae )0 0allS by Slsiea,
@ e pile ool olal e 0wl sl il Slaslie
Solbro lgieas a5 72 o)kl el rals Ve oxVASE
39095 50 yole lacuadse sl LD ghaw &l gy
Voo )0 eSSl sk IVY dgam gl o0 aid S s

s 05l ol S5
S oo GEGV 3 GEBV o i Cxo
S5y oedle § GBLUP (sla_jss, GEGV 3 GEBV
«(SVM-lin) o il glo J5,S olul » olociy
ssil> 3 SVM-pol) ¢l dlozaiz (SVM-rad) el
2 GlSe e dle uibls 285 Sl 0 L (SVM-sig)
(oo Sl 0l SLIY ) G JSKE 5 ) Jeus
Como G alol o)y ly o285 d seil (29>
-3,90 @iz oo Siy, GEGV L, GEBV iy i
“a e s hlie syl eboly anllas
s olal 5 el ool GIIY o ¥ Jolos jo i i
S oo ol GBLUP 8,50, ol Cawddy
Glises sla gyl oelul 5 1) 6,50 GEGV  GEBV
ol G L 85 e cams G315 Cale il
o ,Sag, b sy onl oles (e SN (il g
03 =) oml3dl Byo Jow o .l zals SVM dalise
s GEBV o iy Como (5L SVMerad s S5, (0
SVM sleo Sy, plo a4 Caed O L |, GEGV
SVM-lin ,o o Sles o iomb oo ol olis
Codle uilyly Plas 8.5 lai o Lol caslie
sleig, 4o GEBV Lo Coxo ‘(0320.1)
e ol eomimen il ials SVM-rad 5 GBLUP
Coo Gl pSeda Gl 4 e wele Gl )
Coro wlul .0l SVM-pol § SVM-lin ;o i ja

Slidozai> (SVM-rad) owslS clels (SVM-lin)
Py A 3 00liiwll (SVM-sig) (s4il> 4 (SVM-pol)
&8 oy lase o (Meyer et al, 2019) 1071 (g ,l38l
solar Jaw jleolaul Jdo 4y as 1,214.3.2 axs R
IS e sl syl o doo sl iy s)lab
ool b owdesy slrosls coaS J,uS ol &l
Slp 90 opl jo o plxsl (MAF) Gles” T Slgl 3
Syalp 5l B /0 5l JuS MAF L ola Silis o), 50
Db Bl gy o Sle 5 ki BT

L (TGV) 88ls (e85 Gl O Ot (Koo
ot S5 vl 9 (TBV) (8ls caal8l (55
bl (gt RPN 2l b (GEGY) (oogiy ou
S g b Gues (GEBY) el
&S ok;  K(TBV,GEBV) s 1(TGV,GEGV)
g sl (s BT b Jue gla i
lp & Jb 0wl colawl GEBV  (slayess
3 alBlas jebay codle Bl + Jaoldl sle Jow
- iy Como drulxe 51y GEGV 5 GEBV (slas 5
&5 S Jae g0 0 TGV 4 LTBV .o ool oo
Gl wudle Gl + aslidl 5zl Byw
gy atie SLals EE SR

L call) abold plie (owyp @l icos ) stee
GEGV 5 GEBV _wiim cbooe (G5
B Ve sk o adllae 950 (55l (slao Sy,
ad oolaiul oS d Slojlal wlul 5 Jes (g4l gine
A_)ﬁLﬂJ Ms} Lgl].v AJ‘}:‘SQ (Cohen, 1988) u.bssd O)La]
Sldllas o BT awslio b 51 <G oo o lasbinl 1Sl
G Soslail alisre slo g, 4 g 098 solaiul calize
.))‘.ML.M;‘ &_)jLAJ aSd o)LoT .Q)L)J ‘;MMJ M‘B )o..x..uc
- Cann] 4..\9,4).) 6‘)‘ JM Sloslice 05; 9 Oy 03

T09h os drloe py )90
%, — %,
Sp
99 0xSleo (D9l il S 90 aball) (nl o oS
] 00 foncs )L.Ju d‘;?u‘ sui CJ?(A 9 Sloalice 09;
d=0.5 «d=0.2 .cel piio «olpg o G+ 5l o] goae oL

9 ‘la...o}a..o ss_i>95 )J‘ o)b.:| OMOUL\M: W)Jd.) d=0.8 9

d=



wzshw ;0 (o093 died j0 Gl o BSTL ey oy dle o Sdee 20U 0] Kes g oo colo dues \-

alold o eS SVM oolgls o g, oy jo 0,5
SVM- (slos 25, (et o s GEBV iy oo
SVM-rad 4 SVM-lin ;s 4 (d=0.020) SVM-sig 4 lin
s N0 L ply cudle ibly jo cui e (d=0.030)
- S S dlold cp iaS ool pegdle Ll el Y.
(d=0.010) SVM-pol s SVM-lin ;. oo GEGV o
(e Al 515 N0 L ply codle by o
SVM-rad ¢ SVM-lin sloo g, o alold oy iy
SVM-pol ¢ SVM-rad (yo (yizxed g (d=2.337)
b oanlie c2ul33l B0 Joe o (d=1.939)

g (V US) GEBV spin Coro (o logal
3hoolatul b calisee slo yigy sl 1, (VY JS&) GEGV
duslie g Sglate glawn ales b oloczy oy odle
obly alise zglaw ;0 GBLUP l; (g, b lag]
i SVM (sl o S oty ams oo oL |, ol
oo g Wog 6 iomb oo slils GBLUP o
i3l L b s, aes GEGV s GEBV iy iu
Bl 5 b Lo Sy e cdle il
SVM- b ) UKo (glauns loges ulul 5 assls las
Oty 10 GEBV oo bl w1y 0 Slae o g0 lin
&y cuwipa o5 Jbye il codle il ly mda
LI, sl S SVM-pol § SVM-sig SVM-rad
N IS Glaas jloged elwl il las b, ol
o=y 2929 pae 3 1) 0 e (e SVMerad (s
SVM- SVM-sig sla yig, cud g g b lis codlé
ally hey ol b1y izl - xS SVM-lin 4 pol
g ool FuuSTy oamoylis jlages jo ool 7,0 blis
Oy a2 o0 lis a5 wiws Oy glrosls vg>
S5 el ol 3 352 e S 5 50k
sloile ;o ol Glae Al Gl a5 sas o
5 GEBV oy Como o9 lp oleiity oy
Cowl oo s GEGV

- .

cpd jgdome (1) (Shwgn Jolss pac bwgie 53]
S 0023 LiS 5 Sl jglome 5 90 (o (Ko
Se oo Az gl b Slis alewgdy a5 ol QTL il lg
b a5 Cewl 00l 4ogs (Goddard and Hayes, 2007)

el o5 S Glp 5l 09 (SKwgm Jols poe

3,90 sl g, pled ;o (6 Koz 8l GEGV o jion
YL s saslive 2ol B Jos 4 S asdllas
SVM-rad Joo 0 GEGV § GEBV oo s Coxe
3 GEBV Cowo (p50mb uizren 0l oconlin
SVM-lin § SVM-pol ss,Sg, ;0 <ol ja GEGV
e (S S 50 Sl e B L S 318
Bl il siol3l Jaw ;0 GEBV o i Coro o
s a5 ey il Ll las o, alad o wcalé
55 Wl geigd lbls o 1 Sop OB cdle
GEBV Como 2,9, ples (03035 4 65=0.30)
o sl ol il Bro Jae a4 ces 1) 65V
, Sy Como Lo a5 SVMrad o S5, sl
a3l Byo Jas ,5 a5 SVMHlin 5,55, o5 ood
o=l sladaw nl jo g ools Hlid |y Coro o il
oo ,Sosy e oy 0,Shes YL el e e
lizeo o o3, opl poogdle ams Lis SVM calize
o g, s o Sl el cudlgn codle (il g
S o LS (5,9bbds 048 GEGV wlul p casdllas 5,50
oFomb s oYl e Gubly St (288
bgsye i iy SVM oolgils los Sog) s j0 0 Slas
alold le .09 SVM-pol 3 SVM-rad sles,Ssq, a
csial33l B o Jow ;5 SVM-rad  GBLUP (slas 5o,
b el Glmsb iyl538l Jos o 5 (d=0.218) il
i Fa) Sl (03=0.35) codlé by pShas
Sy I L el Sl ol Jae e
3 i S GBLUP gy 50 Coro juid woJlé
Joe j0 Cuiilys SVM-lin 5,554, .09 SVM-rad i,
B [ SO RURPVRCIUNCIRCIN | | O BN e
s, 4 Coid |y 095 GEBV  Jon iy Cono alold
L aS 5 abas was als Galbay SVM-rad  GBLUP
e 5 il (ol el il ST 585 L
(S psba a5 3LF d=0.189 5 d=0.309 L i,
Syse So,Ss) G St Cove alol n i
5 SVM-rad 3 GBLUP slas,So5, (o 20) adlllas
Byo Joo 0 (SVM-pol 5 SVM-lin (s oopimon
Bl il siol3l Jaw ;0 a5 (6 sy s snalive il
o 55 ol ol wlle il el Ll



N QW) VEF e ol o ledlps oz Jlof sols Slasy il

5 Sldezaiz b bS5l gy o Sles WdgeSw (Meuwissen et al., 2001) osb 7Y+ 350> 3350 (055
Al o a5 W8S Aoy (uised il oS 5 SVM-rad (sles ,Sog, odel Cavsdy gl Lulwl
5 s> sl b vty oo JBlas b ol con o Las wosls lad |y s yion Coro o 3YL SVM-sig
£555 00 S Sumsiem lp LS ol 5l glalesais (Kasnavi et al., 2018) cuils calle L3 ingh

Sguid eolatuw! dwns Olaw ol sl (gilwdnd dins Cho olwl 5 yubixe

5 b p e SVM glaossS co i &S ol
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Table 1. GEBV and GEGV prediction accuracy of GBLUP method and different support vector machine
approaches based on linear (SVM-lin), radial (SVM-rad), polynomial (SVM-pol), and cyclic (SVM-sig) kernel
functions at different levels of dominance variance (63)

HIZEZTICS“OH Accuracy 02=000 03=010 02=015 03=020 02=025 0%=030 03=0.35
0554 0537 0539 0544 0552 0559 0569

GBLUP (TBV.GEBV) 0044y (0.047)  (0.062) (0.048) (0.050) (0.048)  (0.053)
TGV.GEGY) 0554 0460 0440 0420 0439 0436 0444

’ (0.044)  (0.059) (0.076) (0.064)  (0.056)  (0.054)  (0.063)

0431 0499 0507 0515 0530 0541 0554

SUMLLin (TBV.GEBV) © 0051)  (0.051)  (0.070)  (0.053) (0.051)  (0.049)  (0.047)
W(TGV.GEGY) 0431 0365 0362 0360 0376 0380 0387

’ (0.052)  (0.054) (0.071)  (0.058)  (0.048) (0.049)  (0.057)

0546 0526 0527 0532 0540 0542 0545

SVMorad f(MBV.GEBY)  048)  (0.047)  (0.062) (0.051) (0.050) (0.047)  (0.048)
(TGV.GEGY) 0596 0441 0423 0414 0420 0417 0419

’ (0.048)  (0.056) (0.067) (0.061) (0.052) (0.052)  (0.058)

0451 0460 0463 0471 0473 0485 0490

SVMnol (TBV.GEBV) © )048)  (0.050)  (0.069) (0.054) (0.054) (0.045)  (0.053)
POl IGVGEGy) 045l 0375 0362 0347 0346 0359 0355

: (0.048)  (0.056) (0.075) (0.067) (0.069)  (0.058)  (0.070)

0503 0504 0508 0521 0527 0533 054

SVM-sie fTBV.GEBY)  6050)  (0.052)  (0.065)  (0.051)  (0.051)  (0.048)  (0.048)
(TGV.GEG) 0503 0304 0384 0382 0391 0392 039%

(0.050)  (0.058)  (0.071)  (0.060)  (0.051)  (0.051)  (0.058)

GBLUP alizes sl o9, GEBV sin i Coro o alold cuwyp jslaindy 295d JSlojlasl 29,5 -V Jgu
S5 Y e e sl ;0 SVM-sig g SVM-pol SVM-rad SVM-lin

Table 2. Output of the Cohen’s d effect size to examine the distance between the prediction accuracy of GEBV
of GBLUP, SVM-lin, SVM-rad, SVM-pol, and SVM-sig across 100 iterations
Dominance variance

Distance 02=000  02=0.10 02=015  02=020  02=025  02=030 _ ¢2=035
GBLUP: SVM-lin 2.608 0.774 0475 0.558 0.471 0.366 0.309
GBLUP: SVM-rad 0218 0235 0.185 0.229 0.284 0.344 0.492
GBLUP: SVM-pol 2201 1.581 1.153 1.422 1.567 1575 1.548
GBLUP: SVM-sig 1.118 0.675 0.471 0.454 0.543 0.532 0.553
SVM-lin: SVM-rad 2337 0.551 0.302 0.325 0.192 0.030 0.189
SVM-lin: SVM-pol 0.400 0.771 0.638 0.840 1.093 1.190 1.278
SVM-lin: SVM-sig 1.431 0.083 0.020 0.107 0.690 0.161 0251
SVM-rad: SVM-pol 1.939 1.358 0.980 1.173 1.297 1.245 1.090
SVM-rad: SVM-sig 0.882 0.455 0.292 0.220 0.263 0.193 0.061

SVM-pol: SVM-sig 1.036 0.842 0.679 0.955 1.030 1.036 1.033
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Table 3. Output of the Cohen’s d effect size to examine the distance between the prediction accuracy of GEGV
of GBLUP, SVM-lin, SVM-rad, SVM-pol, and SVM-sig across 100 iterations
Dominance variance

Distance 22000 03=010 03=0.15  02=020  02=025  02=030  02=035
GBLUP: SVM-lin 2.608 1.664 1.053 1.128 1.217 1.094 0.948
GBLUP: SVM-rad 0.218 0.328 0.239 0.234 0.346 0.358 0.404
GBLUP: SVM-pol 2.201 1.464 1.040 1.254 1.486 1.380 1.335
GBLUP: SVM-sig 1.118 1.126 0.765 0.753 0.915 0.832 0.788
SVM-lin: SVM-rad 2.337 1.370 0.873 0.910 0.886 0.733 0.564
SVM-lin: SVM-pol 0.400 0.183 0.010 0.200 0.513 0.391 0.497
SVM-lin: SVM-sig 1.431 0.505 0.300 0.380 0.286 0.252 0.161
SVM-rad: SVM-pol 1.939 1.168 0.862 1.043 1.218 1.051 1.000
SVM-rad: SVM-sig 0.882 0.826 0.566 0.528 0.584 0.475 0.400
SVM-pol: SVM-sig 1.036 0.321 0.303 0.551 0.733 0.614 0.638

0.6

le IBL!I lgj

Accuracy GEBV

04

Dominance variance

Fig. 1. Prediction accuracy of GEBV of GBLUP and support vector machine using different linear (SVM-lin),
radial (SVM-rad), polynomial (SVM-pol), and cyclic (SVM-sig) kernel functions at different levels of
dominance variance

SVM-) _las calises _p; 6,19;‘ Soolitally sl s, cesle s GBLUP (sl s, GEBV oo iy oo =) S
Cedle il g aliee Zolaw jo (SVM-sig) (sgél> 5 (SVM-pol) sl alozaiz (SVM-rad) elads (lin

Accuracy GEGV
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0.3

02
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Fig. 2. Prediction accuracy of GEGV of GBLUP and support vector machine using different linear (SVM-lin),
radial (SVM-rad), polynomial (SVM-pol), and cyclic (SVM-sig) kernel functions at different levels of
dominance variance
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