
Inverse population genetic problems with noise:
inferring extent and structure of haplotype blocks from point allele frequencies

Oliver Keatinge Claya

aTranslational Microbiology and Emerging Diseases (ITM/MICROS),
School of Medicine and Health Sciences, Universidad del Rosario, Bogota, 111221, Colombia

Abstract

A haplotype block, or simply a block, is a chromosomal segment, DNA base sequence or string that occurs in only a few variants or
types in the genomes of a population of interest, and that has an encapsulated or ‘private’ frequency distribution of the string types
that is not shared by neighbouring blocks or regions on the same chromosome. We consider two inverse problems of genetic interest:
from just the frequencies of the symbol types (4 base types, possible single-base alleles) at each position (point, base/nucleotide)
along the string, infer the location of the left and right boundaries of the block (block extent), and the number and relative frequencies
of the string types occurring in the block (block structure). The large majority of variable positions in human and also other (e.g.,
fungal) genomes appear to be biallelic, i.e., the position allows only a choice between two possible symbols. The symbols can
then be encoded as 0 (major) and 1 (minor), or as ↑ and ↓ as in Ising models, so the scenario reduces to problems on Boolean
strings/bitstrings and Boolean matrices. The specifying of major allele frequencies (MAF) as used in genetics fits naturally into
this framework. A simple example from human chromosome 9 is presented.

Keywords: genotype-phenotype associations, haplotypes, standing variation, single-nucleotide polymorphisms, minor allele
frequencies
Abbreviations: SNP: single-nucleotide polymorphism, MAF: minor allele frequency, kb: kilobase pair, GA: genetic algorithm

1. Introduction

In this contribution, we present a simplified scenario or model
developed while and after analyzing a number of block struc-
tures in DNA sequence segments of human chromosomes across
two or more populations [1, 2, 3]. In these blocks, we found that
reported or de novo observed genetic associations with pheno-
typic (physiological or clinical) traits were quite obviously de-
localized, extending along the entire block. By contrast,
genotype-phenotype analyses are typically still being done in
a base-by-base fashion, focusing on associations with single
nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs, i.e., variable base positions)
and viewing covariation among such SNPs as held together by
pairwise linkage disequilibrium between the SNPs. The prob-
lem with such an approach is that block structure then emerges
only as a secondary property, and is recognized only indirectly
via pairwise relations. A hallmark of this problem is that many
studies still seek in vain to find a single ‘lead’ SNP of a block
that, in a given population, would have a maximally significant
association with the trait of interest, in the hope of marking a
position in the chromosomal sequence that has higher causal
potential than all other SNPs in the same block. It is then some-
times concluded that fine mapping attempts ‘failed’. Instead, in
the model we present here, we conclude that one must logically
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give identical credence to several SNPs because they are com-
pletely equivalent (unless one can, later, differentiate them on
the basis of detailed, ‘external’ experimental knowledge of the
molecular biology of the specific DNA sequence of the block,
which is very often not available).

Our stance puts structure first, and then quantitatively pre-
dicts from the block structure how the frequencies of the states
(alleles) at the different point positions (SNPs) must be related
to each other. Here, we take a phenomenological viewpoint,
and do not focus on details of how structures arose, e.g., from
the merging of historic populations that had long evolved in-
dependently, with little if any surviving evidence for viable re-
combination (crossover, chiasma) events having occurred in a
block’s interior [4, 5]. The resulting structure is sometimes con-
sidered as an ancestral population structure or admixture struc-
ture, and the main genetic variation it represents could be con-
sidered to be standing variation. A current trend has been to
identify and effectively remove population structure or stratifi-
cation before looking for genotype-phenotype associations, for
example by principal component analysis and the discarding or
ignoring of the first 3-20 components, as if they were a nuisance
factor [6]. Although this aim may be useful where a sample
from a population was only recently stratified, the presence of
natural and ancestrally derived standing variation (which could
allow selection to act more rapidly) would seem valuable to re-
tain for revealing associations that efficiently inform on molec-
ular mechanisms contributing to phenotypic traits.

The next section presents an introductory toy example, the
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following section shows a real-world scenario, and a final sec-
tion focuses on questions that can be partly abstracted from the
biological contexts.

2. A simple simulation

We first present and discuss a simple toy simulation exercise,
essentially from the 1980’s, i.e., well before publication of the
first haplotype blocks that were found in complete human chro-
mosome sequences at the turn of the century.1

We imagine a population of 100 haploid digital organisms,
each with a genome consisting of a single chromosome of length
five bases. At each of the five base positions or sites, we allow a
biallelic polymorphism (i.e., a single nucleotide polymorphism,
or SNP, with two possible alleles or states). At each of those 5
sites we code the two possible alleles as 0 and 1. We observe
the population of the 100 organisms (i.e., chromosomes) dur-
ing a time interval within which the relative fitnesses of the 25

imaginable chromosome variants (types) do not change. We
use a simple model, fitness rule and evolutionary simulation al-
gorithm from one of the first books from the pioneer epoch of
genetic algorithms (GA) [8], and its implementation in C (SGA-
C2). The model is for discrete generations that do not overlap.
The 32 possible 5-nt genomes (chromosomes, bitstrings) can be
interpreted, reading from right to left (i.e., ‘backwards’ com-
pared to the usual direction), as the binary representations of
the first 32 integers n starting at 0, i.e.: 0,1,. . . 31= nmax. In the
model, the relative fitness [8], or viability [9], of each genome
is (n/nmax)

10; the book gives some justification for this choice.
Thus, the highest fitness is assigned to the haplotype 11111 and
the lowest fitness to the haplotype 00000. Furthermore, the fit-
ness model sets up a strong selection-pressure gradient, increas-
ing from left (least significant bit) to right (most significant bit):
substitutions of nucleotides (bits) at the right end will have dra-
matic effects on fitness, while the effects of substitutions at the
left end will be far smaller.3 The algorithm takes care of up-
dating or ‘renormalizing’ at each (non-overlapping) generation
in such a way that the total population size of the following
generation is again 100 ([8]; see also [9]).

Our initial population is now generated in a completely ran-
dom fashion (we choose the seed 0.4141); thereafter, the hap-
lotype frequency ratios are updated in such a way that a fitter
variant in the haplotype pool is typically ‘rewarded’ in the next
generation by a higher viable replication rate, i.e., an increased
relative representation in the population [8, 9]. For example, if
the strings for the three fittest integers 31, 30 and 29 (haplotypes

1Haplotype blocks, observed along human chromosomes, are conceptually
similar to blocks that were observed much earlier in simulations [7, 8] and
named building blocks.

2https://www.cs.cmu.edu/afs/cs/project/ai-repository/ai/areas/genetic/ga/
systems/sga/sga_c/0.html

3Indeed, imagine a single chromosome of the population which mutates
from 11111 via a single point substitution. This substitution or mutation could
occur at any of the five positions i, which we number 0,1 2,3,4 from left to right.
The loss in fitness incurred by such a mutation is then 1−((31−2i)/31)10, i.e.,
at each of the 5 positions the mutation would incur a fitness loss of 0.280, 0.487,
0.748, 0.949 and 0.999 respectively, out of a maximal fitness loss of 1.

11
11

1

0.9
0.8

0.7
0.6

0.5
0.4

0.3
0.2

0.1

10111
0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

0.
5

0.
6

0.
7

0.
8

0.
9

01111

o
o

o
o

o
oooooo

+++++++++++++

Figure 1: Relative frequencies of the three dominating haplotypes during the
population’s trajectory or journey toward fixation (bottom left vertex of tran-
gle). Circles and crosses represent values from the simulation (t ≥ 0) and the
map (t ≥ 4), respectively. This ternary plot was produced using the R package
plotrix.

11111, 01111, 10111; fitnesses 1, 0.720436, 0.513290) all hap-
pen to be present in the initial, randomly generated primordial
pool, then their frequencies are likely to rise in subsequent gen-
erations.

Ultimately, our static-fitnesses model will push the fittest to
take over completely and become the only haplotype at the end
(monomorphism, fixation). Here, we are interested in the time
window during which the co-existence/polymorphism of just a
few haplotype variants is maintained, i.e., before fixation hap-
pens. The theory that describes events and evolution during this
time window we will call few-haplotype theory.

We again point out that throughout the simulations, the rel-
ative fitnesses of the variants are assumed not to change with
time. In real situations, occurring in real and possibly fluctuat-
ing environmental conditions, fitnesses sometimes change (and
fitness rankings invert) before fixation can be reached. In such
shifting conditions, the population may not reach a final show-
down among two or few survivor haplotypes that one might
otherwise anticipate. Indeed, where fitnesses keep changing,
fixation may not occur until much later, if at all.

We now turn off the simulator’s mutation and crossover
generators, and start the run.

The following display shows the results of the simulation.
The first column shows the distribution of chromosome types
(haplotypes) in the initial, randomly generated population at
time t = 0. The remaining columns show the haplotype dis-
tributions in the 10 following generations, which in this case
suffice for the fittest haplotype to go to fixation. At each gen-
eration, the haplotypes are shown together with the counts (or,
in this simple example, frequencies, expressed as percentages)
of the different 5-nt haplotypes (types), sorted by descending
count. The three haplotypes we can track from the beginning
until and including t = 8 are shown in bold. These three fittest
haplotypes have the highest of all frequencies already after the
first generation; after an additional generation they already ac-

2



count for 94% of the chromosomes.

t = 0: t = 1: t = 2: t = 3: t = 7:

00010 6 11111 32 11111 50 11111 61 11111 94
10110 6 01111 21 01111 30 01111 27 01111 5
00000 5 10111 17 10111 14 10111 11 10111 1
00011 5 11011 12 00111 3 00111 1
11000 5 00111 11 11011 2 t = 8:
01000 4 01011 4 01011 1 t = 4:
01010 4 00011 2 11111 96
01011 4 10110 1 11111 76 01111 3
01100 4 01111 18 10111 1
11010 4 10111 5
11011 4 00111 1 t = 9:
11110 4
11111 4 t = 5: 11111 97
00110 3 01111 3
00111 3 11111 89
01101 3 01111 10 t = 10:
01110 3 10111 1
01111 3 11111 100
10001 3 t = 6:
10010 3
10100 3 11111 94
10111 3 01111 5
00100 2 10111 1
00101 2
01001 2
10000 2
10011 2
11001 2
00001 1
10101 1

The frequencies expected at each generation can also be cal-
culated analytically, instead of simulating them; if we consider
just the three bold haplotypes and label them 0, 1 and 2 respec-
tively, the well-known maps for this haploid case are [9]

fi 7→ fi
′ = wi fi/w (i ∈ {0,1,2}) ,

where the wi are the relative fitnesses or viabilities of the three
haplotypes and w is a normalizing constant called the (weighted)
average fitness or mean viability [9], which ensures that the fre-
quencies will add up to 1 in each generation; in our case it is
also the proportion of haplotypes that survives from birth to age
of replication [9, p. 5]. Here, and in the sequel, fi denotes the
frequency of the i-th haplotype, with numbering beginning at 0
(for a reason that will be explained later).

We now compare how the map will project the expected fre-
quencies from the 4th generation (t = 4) into the future. Given
our previous fitness allocation, (n/nmax)

10, the haplotypes num-
bered n = 31, 30, 29 had fitnesses w1 = 1, w2 = 0.720436,
w2 = 0.51329. At t = 4 we had frequency ratios of 76 : 18 :
5, so for the next generation the map would predict about 83 :
14 : 3. The agreement with the simulation’s result (see table)
of 89 : 10 : 1 is satisfactory, given the inherent stochasticity
of a small population of size 100. The ternary plot in Figure
1 shows the full trajectory (from t = 0) of the GA simulation
as circles and, superposed, the map’s projection of the expected
values as crosses (from t = 4 onwards).

Clearly, from t = 3 onwards we would no longer need to
keep track of the four rightmost bits, because they are always 1:
the sites they represent are no longer polymorphic but monomor-
phic, i.e., they do not change. Also in the sequel, we will not
consider the monomorphic sites of a haplotype.

Finally, we recode with the minor coding at each position:
we code the minor allele at each position, i.e., the ‘mutant’ or
exception, as 1 and the other, more frequent allele or ‘wildtype’,
as 0. In our toy exercise, it so happens that all 1’s will now need
to be recoded as 0’s and vice versa.

Economizing and then recoding in this way, we can display
the frequencies of the three main haplotypes and their frequen-
cies as follows:

0 0 f0

1 0 f1
0 1 f2
g1 g2

Here, we again denote the frequencies of the haplotypes by fi
(i ∈ {0,1,2}), but the frequencies of the SNP minor alleles by
g j ( j ∈ {1,2}), i.e., numbering from 1 instead of 0.

There is thus a duality between the frequencies/counts of
the haplotypes (e.g., those shown in Table 1 for a given genera-
tion t) and the frequencies of the two possible nucleotide (base)
types at the individual positions along those haplotypes, i.e.,
the ‘vertical’ counts of 1’s and 0’s in individual positions of the
haplotypes.

An inverse problem is to use the frequencies of the single
positions’ (sites’, bases’, nucleotides’) variants, i.,e., the indi-
vidual positions’ allele frequencies, to infer the haplotypes re-
sponsible for them, and the frequencies of those haplotypes.
There is practical relevance and utility of such inverse reason-
ing, especially when one seeks to know where a phenotypic trait
of interest is associated with genetic variants.

The 0th haplotype is just the null row, so we can visually
set it apart (or ignore it) and focus on the more informative 2 ×
2 ‘core’ matrix below it, which in this toy example is the iden-
tity matrix, its own inverse, so the inverse problem is trivially
solved.

Generally (i.e., not just for this toy example), if we use the
minor coding and denote the elements of the full matrix by ui j,
then we have the (forward) conversion relation

g j =
2

∑
i=0

ui j fi =
2

∑
i=1

ui j fi ,

where the second identity holds if the coding has been arranged
so that the 0th (most frequent) haplotype is the null row.

Here a clarification is needed. If a block has more than two
haplotypes, then the allele at a given position in the major (most
frequent) haplotype need not always be the major allele coded
at that position only, which might prevent the major haplotype
from being the null row or null string. Assuming as usual that
all sites are biallelic, we propose the following
Definition. A consistent minor coding of a block is a minor
coding in which the major allele at each position in the block is
also the position’s allele in the major haplotype, allowing con-
sistent coding of that allele as 0.

That not every block allows a consistent minor coding is
shown by a simple
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Counterexample. Consider a block having only three haplo-
types, with frequencies 0.4, 0.3 and 0.3, in which the haplo-
types have at a given position (site) the alleles A, C and C, re-
spectively. If one considers the position in isolation, one would
need to code C as 0 because its allele frequency at that site is
0.6, so the major haplotype would have a 1 at that position, i.e.,
the major haplotype would not be the null row.

However, in blocks containing only two kinds of haplotype
(so-called ‘yin-yang’ blocks [10]) every minor coding is con-
sistent, because allele frequencies in such blocks do not lose
information or ‘resolution’ by aggregating haplotype frequen-
cies.

3. A real-world example from chromosome 9

We are now ready to consider a ‘noisy’ real-world example,
from cytogenetic band 9p21.3 on chromosome 9, which also
will motivate the final sections. Unlike the haploid organisms
of the toy example, human genomes are diploid, i.e., they have
two slightly different copies of each chromosome. However,
aligning the sequences, two per person, allows the total num-
ber of each of the two alleles at each site (the SNP alleles) to
be counted exactly.4 We will not consider here the very few
non-biallelic SNPs of the human genome; indeed, in all human
populations and their individuals sampled in the 1000 Genomes
project, over 99.6% of the SNPs were biallelic [12, Supplemen-
tary Table 2].5

We will also restrict attention to common SNPs, defined
here as those having a minor allele frequency (MAF) greater
than 0.03, i.e., a presence of the minor allele in at least 3% of
the 5008 haplotypes of the 1000 Genomes study.

The following diagram, of a fictitious, very short block (mod-
ified from [14]), sampled here for 5 persons, recapitulates some
of the names and conventions introduced so far. For the cod-
ing, we use the minor coding for haplotypes to guarantee the
null string for the most frequent haplotype in this block, which
allows a consistent minor coding. The final table keeps one
instance of each of the two column types, or SNP classes:

4At this time, it is not yet easy or inexpensive to obtain or reconstruct precise
end-to-end chromosome sequences of each of the two slightly different copies
of a given chromosome of a person, i.e., to get the precise sequences of the
person’s two separate haplotypes [11]. This might be a practical or economic
motivation for the inverse problems mentioned, although haplotype reconstruc-
tions by 1000 Genomes [12] using trios and the Beagle program[13] have been
quite good.

5At first sight, such statistics might suggest that many-allele theory (see,
e.g., [9, Chapters 4-5]) would have limited utility. However, precisely the view
sketched here suggests utility at a much larger scale than that of SNPs, namely
that of entire haplotype blocks. Indeed, founder concepts of genetics were es-
tablished well before the structure of DNA or the genetic code were known,
and early concepts such as allele and locus were inherently and necessarily
scale-free. For example, three-allele theory can be profitably applied to a block
having three haplotype variants or classes, i.e., three haplotype alleles or allele
classes (see Figure 1); for diploidy, the SNP genotypes correspond at the larger
scale to diplotypes [2, Supplementary Material].

1a CGGAACGA 00000000
1b GACTGTCG 00000000
2a CGCAACGA 00000000
2b CGGAACGA 00000000 0 0 0.6
3a CGGAACGA 7→ 00000000 7→ 1 1 0.3
3b CGGAACGA sort, 00000000 table 1 0 0.1
4a GACTGTCG code 11111111
4b CGGAACGA 11111111
5a CGGAACGA 11111111
5b GACTGTCG 00100000

−→ −→

SNP, nucleotide, SNP alleles
site, base, point, coded 0,1
position, with

SNP alleles A,G

One can quite easily generate, from the 1000 Genomes phase
3 database, a MAF plot of the common biallelic SNPs in a
region, such as the 200 kb region of chromosome 9 (9p21.3)
shown in the following 5-tier MAF plot, for the five (super-)
populations of the 1000 Genomes study:
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Here, we again ignore monomorphic sites and rare SNPs. Each
point represents a single biallelic common SNP that is poly-
morphic for the (super)population shown, at the chromosomal
position shown (human genome release hg18). The horizontal
‘stripes’ or rows consist of repeated occurrences of essentially
the same few MAFs persisting across a wide block, reflecting
the underlying haplotype frequency distribution of the block.
One can see here graphically that it would be attractive to solve
the obvious inverse problems, in the chromosomal regions and
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populations where a block structure is visible: from the per-
sistent MAFs in a candidate block, determine the number and
frequencies of the (main) haplotype types or haplotype classes6,
and estimate the locations of the block’s boundaries. The region
has long been of interest ever since the first major WTCCC
genome-wide association study in 2007, because of its multi-
ply confirmed associations with cardiovascular disease and risk
factors [15, 2]. A detailed analysis of the haplotype block at the
center of the region (between the two dotted vertical lines), in
AMR (populations from the Americas having a Native Amer-
ican ancestry component, n =694 individual haplotypes) and
EUR (European ancestry, n =1086 haplotypes), is given in [2]
and involves, as in many real problems, the replacing of haplo-
type types by (often easily identified) haplotype classes. A car-
icature of the structure of the central block of this pleiotropic
locus in the AMR population is given by the following simple
frequency table:

0 0 0 .70
1 1 0 .24
1 0 1 .06

.30 .24 .06

Wherever different chromosomal positions (SNPs) within
a block have identical MAFs, it is typically because there is
(near) identity of their full Boolean SNP-allele state vectors
(columns) showing the allele of each individual in a sample or
cohort. Since SNP-wise p-values for associations with traits
are calculated using precisely that information, p values at the
positions will also be equal or similar, unless data are differ-
entially missing or imputed. As a result, there will be not just
one robust ‘lead’ SNP of the block, but a set of equivalent lead
SNPs. The problems go deeper, however, if the association is
not with individual SNPs but with the entire block. Several arte-
facts are conceivable in such a situation. (1) If one insists on
attributing associations only to individual SNPs, and the block
is composed of three or more types (or classes) of haplotype,
one can fail to recognize a risk or protector haplotype, and in-
stead get only aggregate-based results at individual SNPs that
do not faithfully reveal the true effects (size and/or direction),
i.e., the underlying trait contrasts among haplotypes. (2) SNPs
near the fringe of a block could be fortuitously given an ad-
vantage (lower p value for an association test) and named lead
SNP of the block merely because of haplotype length hetero-
geneity (‘ragged boundaries’)7; the previously identified lead

6What one actually observes in many if not most real data sets is that haplo-
types of a block will cluster naturally into very few haplotype classes. Within
each of those few classes there is usually one most frequent sequence, or mas-
ter sequence or master haplotype, that dominates in frequency. Within each
haplotype class there is often remarkably little MAF variation, compared to the
sometimes dramatic MAF contrasts observed among the haplotype classes of
the block.

7A simplistic example, for a dichotomous (case/control) trait: At a
single-base position in the ragged boundary zone at the fringe of a
block of a population’s sample, one of 350 control haplotypes from
those individuals has a 1 although elsewhere in the block it has a
0, such that the fringe SNP’s 2 × 2 table χ2-test p-value is (in R)

SNPs rs1333049 and rs1333050 for the 9p21.3 risk locus [15],
located at the top and halfway down the rightmost cascade of
points in the MAF plots above, may or may not be a case in
point. (3) Two populations having the same three haplotypes
but with very different frequencies may, because of the aggre-
gating of counts in SNP-based testing, show an effect in one
population but not in the other because a pair of haplotypes
there had mutually canceling deviations of trait values.

We end this section with an initial summary of such situa-
tions, from the paper that first reported the widespread presence
of haplotype blocks in the human genome shortly after its first
sequencing in 2001 [14]8:

“... the haplotype structure provides a crisp ap-
proach for testing the association of genomic seg-
ments with disease. By contrast, disease associa-
tion studies traditionally involve testing individual
SNPs in and around a gene. This approach is statis-
tically weak and has no clear endpoint: true asso-
ciations may be missed because of the incomplete
information provided by individual SNPs; negative
results do not rule out association involving other
nearby SNPs.”

4. Haplotype frequencies and SNP state vectors

In some blocks, the haplotype structure in extant human popu-
lations might simply not offer enough of the right kind of nat-
ural variation, in the sense of generating enough different SNP
classes, for the inverse problems to be solvable. In other words,
the rank of the core matrix (which was 2, i.e., maximal, in the
unit matrix of the first toy example we considered above) may
be too low.

The major/minor allocation (e.g., using the minor coding) is
a relatively robust way of bypassing allele labeling problems9,
but its elegance is compromised when MAFs fluctuate around
50%. A MAF plot folds, by definition, the interval [0,1] back
onto itself, i.e., maps it onto [0,0.5]; this requires caution when
completing frequency tables, since a horizontal stripe in the
MAF plots above that is located at height 0.3 could represent
either a SNP frequency g j = 0.3 in that table, or its complement

chisq.test(matrix(c(350,349,100,201),nr=2))$p.value = 1.28 ×
106, lower (i.e., more significant) than the p-value 1.71 × 106 for
c(350,350,350,100,200) inside the block.

8One may wonder why this advice has hardly been taken into consideration
during the constructing of association genetics pipelines and protocols since it
was written (see however [5]). One reason may be that the initial discovery
of haplotype blocks soon led to unrealistic hopes that an exhaustive, gapless
segmentation of ‘the’ human genome into haplotype blocks would be possi-
ble, valid across many world populations, and when this aim was shown to
be unfeasible the disappointment dissuaded further research along such lines.
Nevertheless, trait-associated loci frequently do have a marked block structure
that is visible in several world populations.

9Integrating allele specifications from different sources can be fragile: a
base pair viewed on one strand (reading direction) is reported as A, but another
researcher choosing as reference the opposite strand may instead report its com-
plement (T), without mentioning which sense was chosen, so results for an A/T
SNP may be difficult to interpret or compare. This problem is sometimes seen
when integrating results from the NHGRI-EBI GWAS database.
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1 − g j = 0.7. Such ambiguities can often be resolved because
the haplotype frequencies fi must add up to 1.

If one uses the minor coding of haplotypes, in which the
most frequent haplotype is always represented by the null string
00....0, it is easy to generate and list the different SNP classes,
i.e., types of SNP state vectors (columns). For 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and
7 haplotype classes there can be 1, 3, 7, 15, 31, and 63 possible
minor allele frequencies (MAFs), respectively. A biallelic SNP
class with its allele frequencies corresponds to a partition of a
set of haplotypes into two disjoint subsets. Each such partition
corresponds to a possible column (state vector) of the basic 0/1
incidence matrix, and to a possible minor SNP-allele frequency
(MAF). The number of partitions of any set rises rapidly with
the number of elements of the set. The number of ways in which
one can partition a set of n elements into two non-empty sub-
sets is given by the corresponding Stirling number of the sec-
ond kind, or Stirling partition number, S(n,2), which is equal to
2n−1 − 1. However, in the usual presence of some minor fluc-
tuations (noise), the distinguishing of the different haplotype
types/classes becomes practically intractable if there are more
than 5 types or classes, and often well before that count of 5, if
two or more classes have very similar frequencies.

The different MAFs or SNP classes will correspond to the
(typically different) SNP-by-SNP p-values found if one screens
for associations with a trait in that haplotype block. Conse-
quently, where there is a block structure, the so-called Man-
hattan plots, of − log p versus chromosomal position, that of-
ten accompany association discovery reports will tend to have
a horizontally striped pattern that corresponds largely to that of
the MAF plot of the same region in the same population.

The tables showing possible SNP classes and their frequen-
cies for 3, 4 and 5 haplotype types, or master haplotypes repre-
senting haplotype classes, are as follows:

0 0 0 f0
1 1 0 f1
1 0 1 f2

1− f0 f1 f2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 f0
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 f1
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 f2
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 f3

1
−

f 0

f 1 f 2 f 3 f 1
+

f 2

f 1
+

f 3

f 2
+

f 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 f0
1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 f1
1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 f2
1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 f3
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 f4

1
−

f 0
f 1 f 2 f 3 f 4 f 1
+

f 2
f 1
+

f 3
f 1
+

f 4
f 2
+

f 3
f 2
+

f 4
f 3
+

f 4
f 1
+

f 2
+

f 3
f 1
+

f 2
+

f 4
f 1
+

f 3
+

f 4
f 2
+

f 3
+

f 4

We end this section with a simple (contrived) example that
uses the first of these three tables (for n = 3 haplotypes) to

illustrate the kind of ramifications one may expect if one ig-
nores haplotype structure when screening for associations, and
instead performs only traditional SNP-by-SNP testing.
Example. Consider a block having 3 haplotypes, with frequen-
cies 0.70, 0.15 and 0.15. We assume, as is sometimes done
in bulk genome-wide testing [16, Table 1], that a continuous
trait of interest is allele-additive (i.e., not dominant, recessive or
overdominant); we can then attribute a formal (mean) trait value
not only to genotypes (or diplotypes) but also to individual alle-
les (or haplotypes). We assume that the association is inherently
with a whole block and not just its individual SNPs, and seek to
illustrate how far the set of 3 ‘effect’ sizes, for the contrasts in
the block’s 3 SNP classes obtained individually, could deviate
from the set of 3 pairwise effect sizes that actually characterize
the 3 haplotypes. If the trait values for the 3 haplotypes are 0,
1 and −1, then the apparent (aggregate) contrast sizes of the
SNPs, routinely calculated for the 3 columns of the n =3 table
above, are 0 for SNPs of one SNP class and 20/17=2/1.7 for
SNPs of the other two classes10, whereas the pairwise contrast
sizes among the haplotypes are 1, 1 and 2. The biggest (true) ef-
fect size for the entire haplotype block is therefore 70% higher
than the biggest (apparent) effect size that any of its individual
SNPs report.

5. Conclusion

“Thus, if only sequences of a certain distinguish-
able group are used to send signals, then, despite
the noise, the signals sent can be guessed with over-
whelming probability.”

A. I. Khinchin, Mathematical Foundations
of Information Theory, Dover, 1957, p. 93.

This contribution presents, in a simplified form, a view of ge-
netic variation and covariation with traits that is likely to be
relevant in some regions of human and other genomes, in par-
ticular in some that are associated or potentially associated with
phenotypic traits of physiological or medical importance [1,
2, 3, 17]. In the author’s opinion the relatively simple, non-
standard quantitative approach sketched in this research ele-
ment has potential if pursued or developed further.

In such contexts, the signals we must guess (in the quoted
sentence of Khinchin) are transmitted via repetitive or ‘redun-
dant’ use of SNP classes and frequencies, and could include dis-
covery elements revealing details of molecular mechanisms or
disease etiologies.11 Such repetitive use across an entire block,

10If the (mean) trait values of the haplotypes with frequencies f0, f1 and
f2 are m0, m1 and m2, then the three aggregate contrasts are |mi − (m j f j +
mk fk)/( f j + fk)| for i, j,k in (012).

11As the quote from Khinchin suggests, a metaphor related to the view pre-
sented here might be that of a genetic channel [18], via which information (e.g.,
for conveying molecular or regulatory strategies) is transmitted to the future via
genetic change, and also to us for understanding and then modulating or cor-
recting. A block could then be seen as a part of this effort, setting a course by
using its possible SNP classes, involving dynamic or rapid selection effecting
change in response to temporally and geographically local conditions and cues.
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often visible in MAF plots, gives us confidence that there is lo-
cal coherence of the message, and that as observers we are on
the right track.
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