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ABSTRACT

There are 512 twolocus, two-alkle, twophenotype, fully-penetrant dissase m odels.
U sing the pem utation between two allekes, between two loci, and between being a ected
and una ected, one m odel can be considered to be equivalent to another m odel under
the corresoonding pemm utation. These pem utations greatly reduce the number of two—
locus m odels In the analysis of com plex dissases. This paper determ ines the num ber of
non-redundant two-locus m odels (which can be 102, 100, 96, 51, 50, or 48, depending on
w hich pem utations are used, and depending on w hether zero-Jocus and single-Jocusm od—
els are excluded) . W henever possible, these non-redundant tw o-locusm odels are classi ed
by their property. Besides the fam iliar features of m ultijplicative m odels (logical AND ),
heterogeneity m odels (logicalOR ), and threshold m odels, new classi cations are added or
expanded: m odifying-e ect m odels, logical XOR m odels, interference and negative Inter—
ference m odels (heither dom inant nor recessive), conditionally dom inant/recessive m odels,
m issing lethal genotype m odels, and highly symm etric m odels. The follow ing asoects of
tw o—Jocus m odels are studied: the m arginal penetrance tables at both loci, the expected
pint identity-by-descent probabilities, and the correlation between m arginal identity-oy—
descent probabilities at the two loci. These studies are usefiil for linkage analyses using
single-Jocus m odels whike the underlying disease m odel is two—docus, and for correlation
analyses using the linkage signals at di erent locations cbtained by a single-Jocus m odel.
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1 Introduction

D isease m odels nvolving two genes, usually called \two-locus m odels" (eg. {1, 64)),
have been w idely used in the study of com plex dissases, ncluding likelhood-based linkage
analysis 34, 61,48, 77, allele-sharing-based linkage analysis 39,117,773, 46,9, 23], m arker-
association-segregation m ethod 4,14, weighted-paimw ise correlation m ethod [P4], variance
com ponent analysis {84, 85, 8§], recurrence risk of relatives [B8, 774, 67], and segregation
analysis 1,32, 35,18§,19, 16]. Besides hum an genetics, two~locus m odels have also been
used in the study of evolution, as well as genetic studies of inbreeding anin als and plants.

U sing two—Jdocus m odels is a natural choice if the underlying dissase m echanisn indeed
Involves two or m ore genes, though there have been extensive discussions on the power
of using singleJocus m odels for linkage analysis in that situation 36, 33, 29,89, 30, 94,
779,178,169, 15, 40, 81]. A lso, two-locus m odels have frequently been used In generating
sim ulated datasets for testing various linkage m ethods and strategies 7,11, 23, 87,12,

[7q, 93, 22, 176, 43], linkage analysis based on two-Jocus m odels is relatively rare, due to
the Jarge num ber of com binations of two m arkers out of asm any as 300 m arkers In the
whole genom g, due to the cost of a tin e-consum ing calculation of the pedigree likelihood,
and due to a large num ber of possible possibble Interactions between two genes.

Onewould naturally ask: how m any possibl types oftw o-Jdocusm odelsexist? Com plete
enum erations and classi cations of system s have been used In many other elds as a
starting point of a study; for exam ple, two-person two-m ove gam es In the study of gam e
theory [73], twostate three-input cellular autom ata in the study of dynam ical system s
BH], and two-symbol 3by-3 lattice m odels in the study of protein ©Xing B3]. These
types of studies lay out the space of all possbilities, w ith nothing m issing. T his paper
follow s a sin ilar path In com plktely enum erating all two-Jdocus two-alkle two-phenotype
disease m odels.

Strickberger [B3] listed a fow a types of tw oJdocus m odels encountered in experin ental
system s, though the num ber of phenotypes is multiple (such as being a sn ooth, partly
rough and fully rough M endelian pea), instead ofbinary (such asa ected and una ected).
D efriseG ussenhoven [§] listed ve types of two-locus m odels, which were followed up by
a study by G reenberger [31]. Neum an and R ice listed six two-Jocusmodels [61]. Never-
theless, nobody provided a com plete list of all possible two—-locus m odels.

T his com plete enum eration of all two-locusm odels can be ussfilwhen a linkage signal
is observed In two ssparated regions, or if two candidate genes w ith known locations are
studied. In these situations, it is of nterest to determ ine the nature of the interaction be-
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tween the two disease genes (eg. [14]). W ithout know ing allpossble form s of interaction,
such determm ination is not com plte.

A list of all two—docus m odels is perhaps usefil for likelhood-based linkage analysis,
but m ay not be essential. In such a linkage analysis, param eters in the two-locus m odel
can be determ ined by a m axinum lkelhood m ethod, and the tted values are generally
continuous rather than discrete. The enum eration of two—Jocus m odels in this paper,
how ever, uses discrete param eter values. N evertheless, during the stage of Interpretation
of the result, the classi cation of two-Jdocusm odels discussed in section 3 can be usefiill

Since m ost likelihood-based linkage analyses still use single-locus disease m odels, it is
of interest to know how closely a shglke-Jlocusm odel approxin ates a two-Jlocusm odel. For
this purmpose, we exam ine the m arginal penetrance (on both loci) of all two—-Jocus m odels,
which should be the optin alparam eter value ifa single-Jdocusm odel is used for the linkage
analysis [79]. T he question ofwhich two—locusm odels can be reasonably approxin ated by
single-Jocusm odels, or which two—locus interaction can be detected by single—locus linkage
analysis, can be easily answered by thism arginal penetrance Inform ation. T his topic will
be discussed in section 4.

A Telesharingbased linkage analysis requires a calculation ofthe expected alkle sharing
between a relative pair under a certain disease model [[1, 73, 4§, 9, 24]. W e provide a
new formm ulation for this calculation which is an extension ofthe classicalLiSacksm ethod
B2, 511, which in tum is based on the Bayes' theoram . This topic will be discussed in
section 5.

Tt hasbeen suggested that Interaction or epistasis between two regions can be detected
by calculating the correlation between two linkage signals, each determ ined by a single-
locus linkage analysis [0, 1(]. A positive correlation m ay suggest interaction (gpistasis),
and a negative correlation m ay suggest heterogeneity [60,10]. W e exam ine such a correla—
tion for alltwo-Jdocusm odels, which not only con m s this sin ple ruleofthumb, but also
generalizes to other two-Jocusm odels. T his topic willbe discussed in section 6.

2 Enum eration of tw o—-locus m odels

A two-docus m odel is typically represented by a 3-by-3 penetrance tablk. The row label
gives the three possibl genotypes of the rst dissase locus (ie. aa,aA AA ,where A m ight
be considered as the dissase alklk at locus 1), and the colum n label gives the genotypes
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for the second Jocus (ie. bb,bB BB, where B is the dissase alkek at locus 2):

b B BB
aa £ f £
FEg= 11 fio i3 1)
aA 1 £y 3

AA f3 f3 £33

The table elam ent f;; (\penetrance") is the probability ofbeing a ected w ith the disease
when the genotype at the st locus is i, and that of the second locus is j. In the m ost
general case, fi3's range from 0 to 1. M odels de ned on continuously varying param eters
are hard to be classi ed to a few discrete categordes. O n the other hand, ifthe the allowed
values of fi;’s are 0 and 1 only (\fully penetrant"), we can categorize the nineparam eter
space to 2° = 512 distinct points. W e use the Hllow ing notation to labeleach of these 512
fully-penetrant two—-Jocus m odels:

\m odelnumber" o = (f11f12f13501 £ fo3F31 55 £33); 2)

where the subscript of 2 or 10 indicates whether the number is represented as binary
or decinal. For example, if a model has f;3 = 1 and other fi3's are zero, the binary
representation ofthe penetrance table is (001000000),, which is 64 In decin alnotation, or
m odelM 64.M odel numbers range from 0 to 511.

T he num ber of non-redundant two-locus m odels is lss than 512 due to the follow ing
considerations: (i) if all fi5's are 0 (or 1), the model is a zero-docus m odel; (if) if the
elem ents of the penetrance tablk do not change w ith row (orw ith colum n), it is a single-
locusm odel; the nature ofthem odelshould not change (iii) ifthe rstand second locusare
exchanged; () ifthe two alleles in the st (or seocond) locus are exchanged; or (v) ifthe
a ection status is exchanged. W e will show below that when the symm etries in plied by
pem utation (iii) and () are In posaed, the num ber ofnon-redundant tw o-Jlocusm odel N ;)
is 102; when (iif), (iv), v) are considered, the number N ,) is 51. Subtracting zero—-locus
and/or single-locusm odels, we get N; 2=100,N; 6=96,N, 1=50,and N, 3=48.

T his result of the num ber of non-redundant two—-Jocusm odels is based on the counting
theorem by Polya and de Bruin [71,13]. C otterm an pioneered com binatorial genetics, but
he only enum erated single-locusm uliplealklem odels {]. A though H artleand M aruyam a
had already applied the counting theorem to enum erate geneticm odels B8], we would ke
to repeat and sim plify the derivation to focus on our particular case, ie., the two-locus
two-allele m odels.

To do 50, it is necessary to review the concept of \cyclk index" below . Ifa perm utation
is applied to a sest of m elem ents, som e elem ents are Invariant under this pemm utation (o
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ofthem ), some form cycls of length 2 (o, of them ), some form cycles of length 3 (; of
them ), etc. For each pem utation, construct a polynom ialw ith m variables:

by b2 |, 3 b

Xy Xy X3 m X

G oing through allpem utation p’s that are part of the pem utation group P (suppose the
num ber of pem utations is P j, the cyck index is de ned as the polynom ial:

1 X
C X1;%2; m X X?X?X? o x

Jp2p "

Fortwo-locusm odels, there are 9 genotypes, and eight perm utations can be considered
on this set of genotypes: (i) the dentity operation; (i) exchange alkles a and A ; (i)
exchange alkelesb and B ; (v) exchange the rst and the second locus; v) is (i) plus (iid);
(vi) is (i) plus (); (vil) is (i) plus (iv); (iil) is ) plus (iv). The cyclke index for this
group of eight pemm utations on the 9 genotypes is:

x]+ A3 + X%, + 2% X5
5 :
By Polya’s counting theorem (theorem 51 in {13]) the num ber of non—redundant two-
locus m odels, w ithout considering pem utations in phenotype, is equal to the cyclke index

Cgeno ®17X25 9) X%

of the pem utation group on the genotype evaluated by replacing all variables by the
num ber of phenotypes (which is 2), ie.:

22+ 284+ 204 2°
N, = 8 = 102:

W hen all 0’s In the penetrance tabl are switched to 1 and 1’'s switched to 0, one

tw o—-Jocus m odel becom es another two—-Jdocus m odel. If we consider these two m odels as

equivalent, the num ber of non—redundant m odels is

N
N2: — = 51:
2

A ctually, the sam e conclusion can be obtained by considering not only the cyclke index
of the pemm utation group on the genotype, but also that of a pem utation group on the
phenotype, then using de Bruin’s generalization of Polya’s theoram (see Appendix 1).
T he advantage of this approach is that ifa m ore com plicated pem utation group applied
to phenotype is considered, the m ethod to get N, by a sin plk division of N; would not
work.
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3 C lassifying tw o-locus m odels

T his section discusses som e possible classi cation schem es of two-Jocus m odels. No at-
tem pt ism ade to exhaustively classify allm odels, considering the fact that som e \exotic"
m odels can never be classi ed using fam iliar tem s. W hat we have here is a collection of
classi cation schem es, each selecting a subset ofm odelsby a special property they possess.
A s a com parison, out of the 50 m odels listed in this paper, D efrise-G ussenhoven studied
M1,M3,M11,M 15,M 27 []; G reenberg studied M 1,M 3,M 27 31]; and Neum an and R ice
studied M1, M 3, M 11, M 15, M 27M 78 [61]. AILN, 1 =50 models are listed in Table
1. TheN; N, 1=50modelsgenerated by switching a ecteds and una ecteds (olus
possbly other permm utations between lociand alklk) are listed in Tablk 2 for convenience.
We rstreview the 6 models studied in [67]:

1. Jointly—recessive-recessive m odel (RR)
M 1 requires two copies of the dissase alklks from both locito be a ected. This
m odel was studied as early as 1952 B1, 50, 62], and can also be called \recessive
com plem entary".

2. Jointly-dom inant-dom inant m odel (DD )
M 27 requires at least one copy ofthe disease allele from both locitobea ected. This
m odel can also be called \dom inant com plem entary".

3. Jointly-recessive-dom inant m odel (RD )

M 3 requires two copies of dissase alkeles from the st locus and at least one dissase
allele from the second locus to be a ected.

Note that the H eterogeneity m odels (logical OR models) discussed In [p7}] are
equivalent to the above three RR, DD, RD models by the 0 $ 1 pemutation in
the penetrance table plus possbly som e perm utations between two lociand/or two
alleles. RR modelbecomesD+D model, DD m odelbecomesR+ R, and RD becom es
D+R d].

4.A m odifyinge ect m odel M od)

M 15 can bem odi ed to a single-locus recessive m odel if the penetrance at the geno—
type aA BB is changed from 1 to 0. This m odel is one of the \m odifying-e ect
m odels" and \aln ost single-Jlocus m odels" discussed below .

5. Threshold m odel (T)
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M1RR) M2 M 3RD) M5 M 7(1LR) M 10 M 11 (T)
0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0O 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 O 0 1 1
M 12 M 13 M 14 M 15M od) M 16 M 17 M 18
0 O 0 0 O 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
0 O 1 1 0 1 1 0 O 0 1 0 1 0
M 19 M 21 M 23 M 26 M 27 OD) M 28 M 29
0 O 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 O 0O 0 O 0 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1
11 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 O 1 0 1
M 30 M 40 M 41 M 42 M 43 M 45 M 56 (1L :I)
0 O 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 O 0O 0 O 0 0 0
1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
1 1 © 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
M 57 M 58 M 59 M 61 M 68 M 69 M 70
0 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 O 0O 0 O 0 0 1 0 0 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 1 O 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0
M 78(XOR) M 84 M 85 M 86 M 94 M 97 M 98
0 0 1 0O 0 1 0 0 1 0O 0 1 0O 0 1 0O 0 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 1 O 0 1 O 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 © 1 0 O 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0
M 99 M 101 M 106 M 108 M 113 M 114 M 170
0 0 1 0O 0 1 0 0 1 0O 0 1 0O 0 1 0O 0 1 0 1 0
0 O 1 0 O 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 O 1 0 O 0 0 1 0 1 O 0 1 0
M 186
0 1 O
1
0 1 O
Tabl 1: The penetrance tables of allN, =50 two-locus m odels. Each m odel represents a group

of equivalent m odels under permm utations. T he representative m odel is the one w ith the sn allest m odel
number. The six m odels studied in Neum an and Rice (\RR,RD ,DD,T M od,XOR") [61], as wellas two
singleJdocusm odels (\1L") { the recessive R) and the interference (I) m odel, are m arked.
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M 31! 15 M od) M 47! 23 M 63! 7(1L D) M 71! 59 M 79! 27(R+R) M 87! 46 M 95! 11(T)
0 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 O0 0 0 1 0 1 o0 0o 1 1
1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 101 1 1 1 1 11 1

M 102! 94 M 103! 30 M 105! 61 M 107! 29 M 109! 57 M 110! 86 M 111! 19
0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0o o0 1 0o 1 0 o0 0 0 1
1 0 0 1 0 O 1 0 1 1 0 1 0o 1 1 0 1 0 1
1 1 o0 11 1 0 0 1 0o 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
M 115! 99 M 117! 106 M 118! 78 M 119! 14 M 121! 45 M 122! 101 M 123! 13
0 0 1 0 0 1 0o o0 1 0o o0 1 0o 1 0 o0 0 0 1
1 1 o0 1 1 o0 1 1 o0 1 1 o0 1 1 101 11 1
0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 o0 11 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1
M 124! 108 M 125! 41 M 126! 70 M 127! 3(D +R) M 171! 85 M 173! 113 M 175! 21
0 0 1 0 0 1 0o o0 1 0o o0 1 1 0 0o 1 0 1 o0
1 1 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 o0 1 1 1 101 1 0 1 1 1
M 187! 69 M 189! 97 M 191! 5 M 229! 114 M 231! 28 M 238! 84 M 239! 17
0 1 o0 0 1 o 0 1 o 0o 1 1 1 1 0o 1 0 1 1
1 1 1 11 1 11 1 1 0 0 0 o0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 101 101 1 1 1
M 245! 98 M 247! 12 M 254! 68 M 255! 1(D+D) M 325! 186 M 327! 58 M 335! 26
0 1 1 0 1 1 0o 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
1 1 0 1 1 o0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 o0 0 0 1
1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 o0 1 1 0o 1 101 1 1 1
M 341! 170 M 343! 42 M 351! 10 M 365! 56 (1L :I) M 367! 18 M 381! 40 M 383! 2
1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 1 o0 0o 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 0 1 11 1 11 1 1 1 101 1 1 0 1 11 1

M 495! 16
1 1 1
1 0 1
1 1 1

Tabl 2: The penetrance tables ofN; N, 1 =50 twodocusm odels. These m odels are equivalent to

them odels in Table 1 by the 0 $ 1 pemn utation plus possbly other pem utations between two lociand
between two alleles. Them ost fam iliarm odels, including the two single-locusm odels { the dom inant O )
and the negative interference (I) m odel, are m arked.
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M 11 requires at least three dissase alklks, regardless ofwhich locusthe dissase allkeles
are from , to be a ected. M 95, which is equivalent to M 11, requires at least two
dissase alleles to be a ected.

6.An exclisive OR model XOR)

M 78 isalm ost the R+ R m odelexospt forthe two-docus genotype AA BB . Thism odel
wasused tom odelthe genetics ofhandedness 49]. In fact, M 78 isone ofthe \exclusive
OR" m odels to be discussed below .

T here are also the ollow ing classi cation schem es
Single-locus m odels (1L):

M 7 is a singleJocus recessive m odel (it is also equivalent to a single-Jlocus dom inant
modelM 63,by 0 $ 1 pem utation In the penetrance table, follow ed by a perm utation
between alkles a and A). M 56 is a shglkeJocus \nnterference" (the term used by
Johnson is \m etabolic interference" [@2]), or \m axinum heterozygosity m odel". A s
discussed in details by Johnson {42], in this hypothetical m odel, neither allele a nor
A is really abnom al; only when the gene products interact, can there be ham ful
e ects. M 365 is equivalent to M 56 by the 0 $ 1 pem utation (lus a pem utation

between two loci), which can be called a \negative interferencem odel" ora \m axin um

hom ozygosity m odel" . M odels sim ilarto M 56 and M 365, which are neither dom nant
nor recessive, w illbe discussed m orebelow .M 7M 63 M 56 M 365 are labeled asR ,D ,I,
I.

W e can classify twoJdocus m odels which are onem utation away from singleJlocus
m odelsasalm ost single-locusm odels. Them odifying-e ectm odelM 15 isactually
an aln ost single-Jocus m odel. O thers nclude M 23, M 57, M 58 (0 ! 1 mutation in
the penetrance tablk), M 3, M 5, M 59, and M 61 (1 ! O mutation in the penetrance
tabk).

LogicalAND (m uliplicative) m odels:

The logical AND operation on two binary variables is de ned as: 0 AND 0= 0,0
AND 1=0,1AND 0= 0,1AND 1=1.Imagine that the penetrance tabl receives a
contribution from both loci, fglig and fg2;9 (i; j= 1;2;3), and the penetrance value
can be represented as a product of the two contributions 66]:

fi;= gli AND g25;

This class ofm odel inclidesM 1 RR),M 2R D),M 3®RD),M 5RI),M 16(ID),M 180 ),
M270D),M 40(IT),M 450 I), and M 325 (II), where R ;D ;I;I are dom fnant, reces—
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sive, Interference, and negative interference single-Jocus m odels. M 325 is equivalent
to M 186 by the permm utation in the a ection status. A lthough M 7 and M 56 are also
logical AND m odels, they are actually trivial singleJocus m odels. O ne can see that
for M 45, for exam ple, when the second and third colum ns In the penetrance table
are sw itched, allnon-zero elam ents form a rectangularblock. Tt is true for any mul-
tiplicative m odel that such a rectangular blodk can be form ed by sw itching colum ns

and/or row s.

T he special nterest of m ultiplicative m odels lies In the fact that the probability of
the value of dentity-by-descent at one locus is independent of the other Iocus [39].
In other words, if one uses the pint identity-by-descent between a ected sbpairs to
study a possibl interaction between two locations, such an interaction cannot be
detected. M ore on the calculation of the probability of identity-by-descent values w ill
be discussed below .

LogicalOR (heterogeneity) m odels:

The logical OR operation on two binary varables isde ned as: 0OR 0= 0,0 OR
1=1,10R0=1,10R 1= 1.The0 $ 1 pemutation In the penetrance table
w il transform a logical AND model to a logical O R m odel, or a heterogeneity
m odel. Note that for ullypenetrant m odels, we cannot have an exact, but only
approxin ate, additive m odels In the origihal sense, since 1+ 1=2 is Jarger than

what is allowed by a penetrance.

Logical XOR m odels:

The logical XOR (exclusive OR) operation on two binary variables is de ned as: 0
XOR 0=0,0X0OR 1=1,1X0OR 0=1,1X0OR 1=0. The Jast equation m akesXOR an
extrem ely non-linear operation. B ecause of this property, XOR is a favorite function
to illustrate the advantage of arti cialneuralnetw orks over linear discrim ination and
linear regression (eg. B)). Logical XOR two-locusm odels include M 78 (as discussed
earlier), M 113, and M 170.

C onditional dom inant (recessive) m odels:

These are m odels where the rst (or the second) locus behaves like a dom lnant (or
recessive) m odel if the seocond (or the rst) locus takes a certain genotype. For
exam ple, the st Jocus in M 11 behaves as a recessive m odel when the genotype at
the second locus is B, but as a dom nant m odel when the genotype at the sscond
locus is BB . M odels sin ilar to M 11 include: M1 RR), M2, M3DR), M5, M 13,
M15M od),M 18,M 19, M 23, and M 45.
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Interference m odels: neither dom inant nor recessive:

W e can extend the singlJdocus \neither dom inant nor recessive" m odels M 56 and
M 365 to two-docus m odels. In positive interferences, two otherw ise nomm al proteins
producad at two lociinteract to kead to the dissase. In negative Interferences, two com —
plm entary proteins kad to a functional product and an una ected person, whereas
the lack ofeither com plem entary com ponent leadsto a ection. T hese follow Ing m od—
els illistrate the situation: M 68, M 186, and M 170.

In M 68, the only two-locus genotypes that lead to the dissase are aa-BB and bbAA .
Suppose an abnom ale ect is caused by an interaction between the protein product
generated from alkeke a and that from B, orbetween the protein products from b and
A . Then only the above two two—docus genotypes kad to the m axinum abnom al
e ect. Thism odelwas studied in [65].

ForM 325, which isequivalent to M 186 by the 0 $ 1 pem utation in the penetrance
table, four two-locus genotypes lead to the dissase: aabb, aaBB, AA b, AA-BB.
This isa situation wherem axin um doses of the protein produced at both locilead to
the disease. From this pergpective, M 325 isa \m axin um hom ozygosity" m odel (@nd
M 186 a \m axin um heterozygosity" m odel) .

ForM 170, four two-docus genotypes kad to the dissase: aa-bB, aA bbb, aA BB, AA -
bB .The di erence between M 170 and M 186 is that the double-heterozygosity geno—
type aA bB does not kad to the dissass, whereas all other heterozygous genotypes
Jead to the disease. O nem ight consider that there is another between-locus interfer-
ence besides the w ithin—Jocus Interference, and the two Interferences cancel out.

In D rosophila genetics, the phenom enon of m etabolic nterference is called \negative
com plem entation" PZ,91]. For exam plk, the N otch gene has two types, \enhancers"
and \suppressors". T he hom ozygotes forboth types are viable, w hereas the heterozy—
gotes are kthal

T he phenom enon of \m atemalfetal incom patiility™ [6§] is rem iniscent of, but not
denticalto, the interference we discuss here. T his Incom patibility isbetween the red
blood cells n the m other and in the fetus, due to the inheritance of two di erent
allkeles from the m other and the father. This occurs only if the fetus’ genotype is
heterozygous.

M ore m odifying-e ect m odels:

JustasM 15 isam odi ed version ofthe single-locus recessive m odel, any m odelw hose
penetrance tabl is one m utation away from a classi ed m odelhas a m odifying-e ect
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on the latter. For exam ple, changing the penetrance value from 1 to 0 In M 41 at the
tw o—Jocus genotype aA -bb m akes it a sihgle-locus dom inant m odel. O therm odifying—
e ect m odels are listed In Tabl 3.

M issing lethal genotype m odels:

W e consider the follow ing situation : a genetic dissase requires a m inim um num ber of
dissase allkeles from either/both locus/Joci (ie. alkelesA and B), which lead to m odels
sin ilarto the threshold m odel M 11 or itsequivalent m odelM 95). N evertheless, ifthe
disease is kthal, all ndividuals carrying a large num ber of dissase alkles disappear
from the population. Consequently, it is in possible to have the two-locus genotype
w ith them axin um numberofdissassalkls €g9. AABB,AAbB,aA-BB).A lthough
allpossible tw o-Jocus genotypes are speci ed in the penetrance table, som e genotypes
never appear in the population. E ectively, wem ay replace the penetrances at these
genotypes by \not availablk" + ’s or 0’s.

Forexam ple, In the penetrance table below , the AA BB genotype ism issing from the
population, thus its penetrance is replaced by a \+ ":

b B BB
aa 0 O 0
aAh 0 O 1
AA O 1 +

©)

Sihce we w ill never have a chance to use the penetrance represented by +, i m ight
be replaced by a 0, and becom em odelM 10. T he follow ing m odels also belong to this
class:M 2,M 12,M 14,M 18,M 26,M 28,M 30,M 78,M 84,M 86,M 94,M 124 (equivalent
toM 108), M 126 (equivalent to M 70), M 254 (equivalent to M 68) (the + 's appear In
the low erright comer),M 3,M 19 (the + ’'sappear In the upper+right comer) . A m odel
sin ilar to M 84 was discussed in 2§].

T he discussion presented here illustrates a general principle: even if two two-locus
modelsm ay di er in their penetrance table, they can be e ectively identical if the
di ering elem ent appears w ith a very an all probability.

H ighly sym m etric m odels:

D uring the discussion of P olya’s theoram , eight pem utations were listed including
the identity operation and seven other pem utations. W hether a m odel is invariant
or not under the seven pem utations provides a m easure of the degree of sym m etry

ofthem odel. For exam pl, M 40 is invariant under three pem utations: exchange of
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alleles a and A, exchange of alklesb and B , exchange ofboth a, A, and b, B . O ther
m odels which are invariant under a large num ber of pem utations (indicated by the
num ber In the parentheses) include: M 16 (7),M 40 3),M 68 (3),M 84 (3),M 170 (7),
M 186 (7). M 56 is excluded because it is a shglk-Jlocusm odel.

M odels that are symm etric w ith respect to pem utation of two loci need only one
single-locusm odel to approxin ate both loci. M odels that are sym m etric w ith respect
to pem utation oftwo alkles m ight be m ore relevant to com m on diseases.

A dm ittedly, there are \exotic" m odels which have yet to be classi ed. A lthough one
can relax the de nitions ofm odifyinge ect and Interference m odels to ncorporate them ,
they are lss lkely to be usefill In m odeling the gene-gene interaction in real situations.
Tabl 3 summ arizes what we have discussed in this section.

4 M arginalpenetrance tables

O ne In portant question we ask ishow a two-Jocusm odeldi ers from a single-Jocusm odel.
This question has practical in plications in linkage analyses because aln ost all current
analyses are carried out by focusing on one susceptibility gene. W e can use the m arginal
penetrance table on each one ofthe two locito represent the e ective sihglke—-ocusm odelas
the e ects of other Interacting genes are averaged out. The m arginal penetrance table on

P
the rstbcusis: £ = | P ?fi; where fP ?g are the genotype frequencies at the second

Jocus, and that on the second locus is fjeff2 = F ;P fij, where fP g are the genotype
frequencies at the rst locus.

Take the m odifyinge ect model M 15, for exampl. Ifp; and p, are dissase alkke
frequenciesat thetwo Ioci r = 1 pi;e =1 p2, and HardyW einberg equilbbrium is

assum ed), the corresponding genotype frequencies are:

b(E) B Cp,g) BB (©F)

aa () 0 0 0 @
aA ) O 0 1
AA ) 1 1 1

The three m arginal penetrances at the rst locus are (0;p5;1). A's expected, it is very
sim ilar to the recessive m odelexoept ora m odifying e ect on the heterozygote. Sim ilarly,
the threem arginalpenetrances at the second locusare ©F;p7;p° + 2p1q ), which arean ost
zero when p; is an all. If linkage analysis for m arkers near both dissase genes is carried

out, the m arker near the rst gene w ill provide a linkage signalunder the recessive m odel
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model | classi cations model | classi cations

M1 RR CAND,S;,B,68] M255! D+D ,0R) M 43 1]

M2 | LCAND,Ss, B] M45 | CAND ,Sa

M3 |LRD,C,AND, [1,711] M 127! D+R,0R) | M 56 | 1L:I,Span M 365! 1L:I)
M5 | C,AND,Sa, [L,7] M57 | [B6]

M 7 1LR,Sa,Bl]M63! 1L D) M 58 Sa, B6,186]

M 10 L,Sy, 1] M 59 R71MMm71 Y 7))

M 11 T,C,Sy, B,27] M 61 Sa ™M 105! [7])

M 12 L,[] M 68 L Suaa, 1 ®M254 ! L)
M 13 C, Bl M 69 Sy, 68] ™M 187 ! [186])
M 14 L, B] M 70 B,68] M126! L)

M 15 | C,[711] M 31! R7) M 78 | L,XOR,S; M 118! R7))
M 16 | ,AND,SLama M84 | L,Spana, B8]

M 17 Sy, ,[1,16] M 85 S, ™M 171! [L70)])

M18 | L,C,Sa,AND, [16,56] M86 | L

M19 | L,C,B,27] M9 | L,S., M102! [1))

M 21 Sa M 97 Sa

M 23 C,Sa,[7] M 98 Sy,

M 26 Sy, ,R7] M 99

M 27 |DD,C,AND,S;,111M79! R+R,0R) M 101

M 28 L M 106

M 29 M 108 | Saa ™M 124! L)

M30 | L M 113 | XOR, Sa

M40 | AND,Spaa, B6] M114 | Sy

M4l | B] M 170 | LXOR,Sp . ma ,[186]

M 42 Sa, [L70] M 186 | IOR,St;a;an 1701 M 325! AND)

Tabl 3: 1L: sihgledocus models O : dom inant, R : recessive, I and I: iterference); RR : Pintly—
recessive-recessivem odel; D D : pintly-dom nant-dom nantm odel; R D : pintly-recessive-dom nantm odel;
T :threshold m odel; I: interference m odels. L :m issing lethalgenotype m odels; C : conditionally dom inant
and/or conditionally recessive; AND : logical AND m odels (m ultiplicative); OR : logical OR m odels (het—
erogeneity m odels); XOR : logicalXOR m odels; S: symm etricm odels (St, : w th respect to perm utation of
two loci; Sp : with respect to pem utation of two alkeles at one locus; Saa : with respect to pem utation
oftwo alkeles at both loci); []: m odifying-e ect m odels. For exam ple, [L1] indicates a m odelthatm odi es
M 11 by one bit in the penetrance table.
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with am odi ed (reduced) penetrance; the m arker near the second gene w illbarely provide
any linkage signal.

Assuming p; = p, = 0, Tablk 4 lists the m arginal penetrance at both loci for all
N, 1 =50 twodocusmodels. Tablk 5 lists those for the remainingN; N, 1 =50
m odels. Each m arginal penetrance on a single locus is roughly classi ed as one of the
four types: dom inant @O ), recessive R ), Interference (I), and negative interference IT).
N ote that this classi cation only provides crude guidance form arginal sihglke-Jlocus e ect.
Forexam pl, In Tablk 4 the m arghhalpenetrance tabl (0,02,0.8) is classi ed as recessive,
though it isonly approxin ately recessive w ith som e phenocopy probability. A 1lso note that
for m odels that are equivalent to the representative m odels listed In Tables 3 and 4, the
m arginal penetrances need to be recalculated using the correct allele frequencies.

M arginal penetrance tables can provide insight into linkage analyses using a single-
locus m odel when the underlying disease m odel nvolves two genes. For exam ple, for
M1 RR), both genes behave lke a recessive locus but w ith a highly reduced penetrance
(001 if the dissase alkke frequency is 01). A shgleJdocusbased linkage analysis m ight
detect both locibut w ith di culty because of the Iow penetrance. M 78 (an XOR m odel)
provides another exam ple. It isaln ost identicaltoM 79 R+ R) in that both genesbehave
as a recessive locus, but the m arginal penetrance is reduced from 1 to 0.99. The aln ost
negligbl e ect w ith the exclusive O R operation at the AA BB genotype isdue to the fact
that the population frequency ofthe AA BB genotype is very an all. In practice, it m ight
be very di cult to distinguish M 78 from M 79 in a shglJlocusbased linkage analysis.

It is in portant to know that Tables 4 and 5 are derived w ith a particular dissase allele
frequency (o1 = P, =01). W hen the dissase allele frequency is the sam e as the nom al
alkele frequency (1 = p, =0.5), the nature of the m arginal singleJocus m odel could be
com pktely di erent. For exam ple, the m arghhal e ect of both Ioci in M 84 is between
recessive and dom inant when p; = p, =01. W hen p; = p, =05, the m arghal penetrance
becom es (025, 0.5, 025) at both loci, sim ilar to an interference m odel. If the penetrance
£, is 05 instead of 1, the m arginal penetrance is (025,025,025) R§]; in other words,
there is no m arginal linkage signal at all.

In a practical pedigree analysis, the genotype frequencies m ay not be taken from the
population frequencies, but taken from the pedigrees one has 89,90, 79]. It isthuspossble
that the penetrance tablk is speci ¢ to each ndividual In the pedigree. It is another way
of saying that the risk of developing the dissase for each fam ily m em ber is conditional on
the a ection status of other fam ily m em bers, and such conditional probability m ay di er

from person to person.
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m odel rst locus second locus m odel rst locus second locus
# aa aA AA type| bb DbB BB type # aa aA AA type| bb bB BB type
M1 0 0 01 - 0 01 - M 43 0 82 19 I 18 01 19 I
M 2 0 0 18 R 01 0 - M 45 0 82 82 D 19 0 19 I
M3 0 0 19 R 01 01 - M 56 0 1 0 I 18 18 18 -
M5 0 0 82 R 01 0 01 - M 57 0 1 01 I 18 18 19 -
M7 0 0 1 R 01 01 01 - M 58 0 1 18 I 18 19 a8 -
M 10 0O .01 18 R 01 18 R M 59 0 1 19 I 18 19 18 -
M 11 0 01 19 R 01 19 R M 61 0 1 82 D 19 18 19 -
M 12 0 01 381 R 01 18 R M 68 01 0 81 R 01 81 R
M 13 0 01 82 R 01 19 R M 69 01 0 82 R 01 82 R
M 14 0 01 299 R 01 01 a8 R M 70 01 0 99 R 01 01 81 R
M 15 0 01 R 01 01 19 R M 78 01 01 99 R 01 01 99 R
M 16 0 18 I 18 0 I M 84 01 18 81 R 01 18 81 R
M 17 0 18 01 I 18 01 I M 85 01 18 B2 R 01 18 82 R
M 18 0o 18 18 D 19 0 I M 86 01 18 99 R 01 19 81 R
M 19 0 18 19 D 19 01 I M 94 01 19 99 R 01 19 99 R
M 21 0 18 82 R 01 18 01 I M 97 01 81 01 I 18 0 82 R
M 23 0 18 1 R 01 19 01 I M 98 01 81 18 I 18 01 81 R
M 26 0o 19 18 D 19 18 D M 99 01 81 19 I 18 01 82 R
M 27 0o 19 19 D 19 19 D M101 | 01 81 82 D 19 0 82 R
M 28 0 19 81 R 01 18 a8 D M 106 | 01 82 18 I 18 01 .99 R
M 29 0 19 B2 R 01 18 19 D M108 | 01 82 81 D 19 0 99 R
M 30 0o 19 299 R 01 19 a8 D M113 | 01 99 01 I 18 18 82 R
M 40 0 82 0 I 18 18 I M114 | 01 99 18 I 18 19 81 R
M 41 0 82 01 I 18 19 I M170 | 18 82 18 I 18 82 18 I
M 42 0 B2 18 I 18 01 a8 I M186 | 18 1 18 I 18 1 18 I
Tabl 4: M argihalpenetrance tables at both IociforallN, 1 =50 two-docusm odels assum ing disease

allele frequenciesp; = p = 0d1. DR II represents (@approxin ately) dom inant, recessive, interference,

and negative interference. T he sym bol \-" represents the case where the penetrance is not very sensitive

to changes in the genotype.
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m odel rst locus second locus m odel rst locus second locus
# aa aA AA tpe| bb DbB BB tpe # aa aA AA tpe|bb DbB BB tpe

M 31 19 1 R 01 19 19 D M171 | 18 82 19 I |18 82 19 I
M 47 82 1 D 19 01 19 I | M173| 18 82 82 D 19 81 19 I
M 63 1 D 19 19 19 - | mM175| 18 82 1 D 19 82 19 I
M71 | 01 O 1 R 01 01 82 R | M187 |18 1 19 I |18 1 19 I
M79 | 01 01 1 R 01 01 1 R | M189| 18 1 82 D 19 99 19 I
M87 | 01 18 1 R 01 19 82 R | M191 | 18 1 D 19 1 19 I
M9 | 01 19 1 R 01 19 1 R | M229| 19 81 82 D 19 81 82 D
M102 | 01 81 99 D 19 01 81 R | M231|19 81 1 D 19 82 82 D
M103 | 01 81 1 D 19 01 82 R | M238 |19 8 99 D 19 82 99 D
M105 | 01 82 01 I |18 0 R | M239| 19 82 1 D 19 82 1 D
M107 | 01 82 19 I | 18 01 R | M245| 19 99 82 D 19 99 82 D
M109 | 01 82 82 D 19 0 1 R | M247 | 19 99 1 D 19 1 82 D
M110 | 01 82 99 D 19 01 99 R | M254|19 1 99 D 19 1 99 D
M111 | 01 82 1 D 19 01 1 R | M255 | 19 1 D 19 1 D
M115 | 01 99 19 I |18 19 82 R | M325| 82 82 I |8 0 82 I
M117 | 01 99 82 D 19 18 82 R | M327| 82 O 1 I 82 01 82 I
M118 | 01 99 99 D 19 19 81 R | M33 |8 01 1 I |82 01 1 I
M119 | 01 99 1 D 19 19 82 R | M341 |82 18 82 I | 82 18 82 I
M121 | 01 1 01 I |18 18 1 R | M343 | 82 18 1 I |82 19 82 I
M122 | 01 1 18 I |18 19 99 R | M351| 82 19 1 I 82 19 1 I
M123 | 01 1 19 I | 18 19 1 R | M365| 82 82 82 - 1 0 1 I
M124 | 01 1 81 D 19 18 99 R | M367 |82 82 1 - 1 01 1 I
M125| 01 1 82 D 19 18 1 R | M381 | 82 82 - 1 18 1 I
M126 | 01 1 99 D 19 19 99 R | M383| 82 1 1 - 1 19 1 I
M127 | 01 1 1 D 19 19 1 R | M49 | 1 82 1 - 1 82 1 -

Tablk 5: Sinilarto Tablk 4, but orN;

N, 1=50two-locusm odels that are equivalent to the m odels
In Tablk 4 by sw itching the a ection status and possbly other perm utations between lociand allekes.
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5 1IBD probabilities in tw o—locus m odels

There is a grow ing interest In using dentity-by-descent (IBD ) sharing between a ected
sibpairs or a ected reltive pairs to test whether a m arker is linked to a susosptibility
gene. The pram ise behind the IBD test is that a ected sb pairs or a ected r=lative
pairs should share m ore IBD near the region of the dissase gene than expected from a
random segregation. IBD sharing at one location is usually determ ined regardless of IBD
sharing at other chrom osom al locations, in order words, a single-locus m odel is in plicitly
assum ed. To test orpossble nteractionsbetween two regions, pint IBD sharing isneeded
07,175, 48, 9, 241.

The observed pint IBD sharing can be com pared w ith expected IBD sharing under
a certaln model. There are at least three approaches in determ ining the expected pint
IBD sharing probability at two locibetween two a ected sibs or a ected relatives given
a dissase model. The rst is to list all m ating types, and count the number of each
sharing situation am ong all possibilities. The seocond is to calculate the covariance of a
quantitative trait between two relatives [§, 44, 45]. This covariance is decom posed into
the sum of the products of \coe cient of parentage" (or kinship coe cient) [68]jand the
variance com ponents. T he Jatter nclides additive and dom inant variance com ponentsby a
linear regression of the quantitative trait to the num ber ofalleles P3]. T he conversion from
the covariance of a quantitative trai to the IBD sharing between a ected reltives can be
acocom plished by Bayes’ theoram . T he third, and perhaps the m ore elegant approad, is to
use Bayes’ theoram to convert the probability of IBD sharing, given that the two relatives
are a ected, to the probability oftwo relhtivesbeing a ected, given the IBD sharing. This
approach was rst developed by Liand Sacks in 1954 B2, 511.

In LiSacks’ orighalapproach, a sst of conditionalprobabilities, the probability that the
seoond relative has a certain genotype given the rst relative having a certain genotype, is
conveniently w ritten in three 3-by-3 m atrices (\LiSacksm atrices") or four 4-by—4 m atrices
[1]. These approaches were m odi ed In b7] by using two 2-by-2 m atrices, which are the
conditional probabilities that the ssoond relative has a certain alklke derived from one
parent, given that the rst relative has a certain alkele derived from the sam e parent. In
this form ulation, the probability that the two a ected sibs share k1, m atemalalkles IBD
and k1, patemal alleles IBD at the rst locus, and k2, matemal alleles IBD and k2,
patemalalkeles IBD at the second locus is

num erator N

P k1, ;k1,;k2, ;k2,oth sbsa ected) =
kly ;klpik2y ;k2, D ) denom nator D
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w ih
X
N = i 310 92m 320w 310 &I Vg 51, Klp)to, 52, k20 )t 52, K2p)
iln ijlp #i2n ;j-zp i3lm ;jlp;jzm ;jzp
£, 11,12, 2,P11, P11, Pi2, P, P& )P klp)p K2y )p k2y)
D = (sum ofN overkl, ;kl,;k2, ;k2;) o)
w here

il, is the ndex for the m atemally derived allele (the patemally derived alkele uses
the labelp), In the st sb (second sb uses the label j), at the st locus (second
Jocus uses the label 2)

f1, i1pi2n i2, ANA £51. 91,92, 52, are the penetrance tables of the two-Jlocus m odel. A -
though it has 4 Indices, it can be easily obtained from the 3-by-3 penetrance tablk as
n Eqd.

BL, iPu, P, iPp, are the allkle frequencies, which take the value of either p; or
a=1 p.

pkl );pkl);p k2, );p(k2,) are the prior probabilities of sharing allele IBD at four
places (m atemally and patemally derived, st and second locus), which are 1/2's
for sbpairs.

By 91 Ko )it g1, Klp)ito, 52, K20 )it 52, K2p) arethe revised 2-by2 LiSacksm a—
trices given by: 0 1 0 1
foyg= € B e 0= ¢ © Ta ©)
01 p g
D espite the com plicated indexing, the revised LiSacks approadh is easier to in plem ent
In a com puter code, and easier to generalize to other situations, such as unilneal relative
pairs, multiple alleles, una ected-una ected and una ected-a ected pairs, the probability
of identity-by-state, two m arkers instead of two disease genes, etc. H]. M ore details w ill
be discussed elsswhere [L3, in preparation].
T here are tw o types of pint IBD m easurem ents currently In use: the st isthe addition
ofm atemal and patemal IBD s, which take the values 0£0,1,2:

X
Pgeno k1;k2) = P Kkl, ;k1l,;k2, 1k2;,): (7)

kl=kln +klpk2=k2n + k2p
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The genotypic IBD ’s, fPgeno k1;k2)g, orm a 3-by-3 matrix. The second m easurem ent
focuses on m atemal (or equivalently, patemal) IBD only:
X
Pane Kln 7K2q ) = P kly iklpik2y 1K2p): ®)
k1p k2p

T he sym m etry between the m atemally-derived and patemally-derived alleles in plies that
P klg;k2,) = P kl, ;k2y ). The allelic BD ’s, P,y kly jk2, )g, orm a 2-by-2 m atrix,
which willbe the pint IBD m easurem ent we use. Forexam pl, orM 15 atp; = p, = 04,
the pint allkelic IBD is:

k2, =0 k2, =1 marghalkl,
k1, =0 0:050549 0:072689 0:123238
ki, =1 0:413962 0:462800 0:876762
margihalk?2, 0464511 0:535489 1

©)

The m arginal probabilities of IBD sharing n EqQ9 con m s our intuition that there is a
strong preference for the IBD sharing on the rst locus to be 1 (prcbability of sharing
0.876762 versus non-sharing 0.123238), w hereas the deviation from 0.5 at the second locus
isvery snall (0535489 versus 0.464511).

6 Correlation between IBD sharings at two loci

For probabilities of jpint IBD sharings at two loci as exempli ed by Eqf, we ask the
follow ing question : C an the pint probability be derived from thetwom argnallBD sharing
probabilities at the two ssparated loci? This question is m otivated by the suggestion
in [6Q, 10] that one m ight rst detect m arginal e ects by single-locus linkage analysis,
then detect interaction later using the correlation analysis. Such a correlation between
two m arginals exists only if the pint probability is not equal to the product of the two
m arginals. Statistical correlations can be m easured In di erent ways, one of them being
the m utual inform ation, de ned as@7, 541:
X P k1, ;k2,)

Kln 20 P kln; )P ( ;k2

whereP (kl,; )andP ( ;k3 arethetwomargihal IBD sharing probabilities at two loci.
M utual nfom ation has certain m eaning in Inform ation theory, and is intrinsically related
to the concspt ofentropy. Two is chosen asthebase ofthe logarithm so that it ism easured
by the unit of \bit", though base e and base 10 can alwo be usd.
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W e calculate the mutual Infom ation for the 2-by=2 pint probabilities of alkelic IBD
sharing at two loci for all 50 two-locus m odels, at 3 di erent alleke frequency values:
P = p,=0.001,0.01,and 0.1. A lso shown is an asymm etric situation when p; = 01 and
P2 = 001. The result is summ arized in Tabl 6 (@nd Tabl 7 for the other 50 m odels).
Only one signi cance digit is kept In Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6 con m s the conclusion in B9] that orm ultiplicative m odels, the IBD sharing
probability at one locus can be caloulated as if there is no Interaction w ith another locus:
the correlation asm easured by m utual infom ation is 0 for all these m odels.

Tt should be of interest to exam ine which two—-Jdocusm odels exhibit the an allest correla—
tion, and which the Jargest. B esides the zero correlation form ultiplicative and singleJlocus
m odels, allm odifyinge ectm odels as alered from a sihgleJdocusm odelor am uliplicative
m odel should exhibit am allcorrelations. Indeed, In Tabk 6, we seethatatp; = p, = 0001,
M19,M 26,M 41,M 57,M 58, M 59, M 61 allexhibit closeto—zero correlations.

From Tables 6 and 7, it seem s that m issing lethal genotype m odels tend to have larger
correlation values, although these values are derived from a lim ited choice of param eter

settings. To som e extent, this cbservation is not surprising. M issing lkthal genotype
m odels are typically \non-lnear" in the sense that as the sum of the total number of
dissase alkles is ncreased, the change In phenotype is not m onotonic (it can st change
from una ected to a ected, then from a ected to una ected). Forthese m odels, using the
pint IBD sharing probability to detect linkage should have the greatest increase ofpower
over m ethods using m arginal probability of IBD sharing.

O ccasionally, not only would we lke to know the \strength" or \m agnitude" of the
correlation between the m arginal IBD sharing probabilities at two loci, but also the sign
of the correlation. For exampl, In [0, 1], whether the statistical correlation between
two linkage signals cbtained at two loci is positive or negative provides an indication
as to whether the two loci are \Interacting" or sin ply heterogeneous. W e provide this
piece of nform ation for all two-docus m odels in Tabls 6 and 7. A \ P )" indicates that
P kl, = 1;k2, = 1) is Jarger than the expected value from no correlation P (kl, =
1) P kg = 1); smilarly, an \ N )" indicates that the pint probability is am aller than the
product oftwo m arginals. A s expected, all heterogeneity m odels M 79M 127 M 255) have
negative correlations.

N ote that we m easure the correlation by a probability-based quantity rather than a
statisticsbased one. This is because we start with a theoretical m odel, ie. a two-locus
m odel, and Investigate the consequence ofthem odel. O n the otherhand, ifwe startwith a

p
sam ple of size N and the count of pint IBD statusijisNy ( 5Ny = N ), wecan use any
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m odel disease allele freq m odel disease alkele freq

num ber 0.001 0.01 01 01,001 | number 0.001 0.01 01 01,001
M1 0 0 0 0 M 43 9%¢e14P) 9e10@) 8eb6P) 8e8@)
M2 0 0 0 0 M 45 0 0 0 0
M3 0 0 0 0 M 56 0 0 0 0
M5 0 0 0 0 M 57 00@) 00@) e9P) e13@)
M7 0 0 0 0 M 58 00@) 4e-11@) 2e7®) 4e9@)
M 10 0.02M) 0.01@) 2e4 W) 2e4 W) M 59 00@) 4e-11P) 2e7®@) 4e9@)
M 11 0.02M) 0.01@) 9e4 (N) 3e4 W) M 61 00@) 3e11P) 2e7@) 3e9@)
M 12 4eb W) 3e4WN) e3WN) 2e-1 () M 68 01@) 01@) 002(N) 5e5N)
M 13 4e5N) 3e4N) 2e3[N) 3e7N) M 69 01@) 01@) 002(N) 5e5N)
M 14 4e-5N) 3e4N) 8e4 M) 2e-T W) M 70 01(m) 01m) 002MN) 4ebN)
M 15 4e5 W) 3e4 W) e3WN) 3e7W) M 78 01m) 01M) 003MN) 9ebWN)
M 16 0 0 0 0 M 84 9%e3 W) 6e3MN) 9%e6WN) e3WN)
M 17 214 P) 2e10@) 2e6@) 2e8@) M 85 9e3 W) 6e3 W) eb5WN) e3WN)
M 18 0 0 0 0 M 86 9e3(N) 7Te3N) 2e4@N) 2e3WN)
M 19 00@) Te11P) 2e7@) 3e9@) M 94 9e3(N) 7Te3N) 4e4@N) 2e3WN)
M 21 2e3W) e3WN) 2e5@) e3WN) M 97 e8 W) e6WN) e5N) T7e1l0WM)
M 23 2e3W) 2e3[N) Te5N) 2e3N) M 98 e8WN) e6WN) 5e8N) 6e8@)
M 26 oow) 2¢12(N) 5e9FP) 3el13@) M 99 e8WN) e6WM) 6e8N) 6e8F@)
M 27 0 0 0 0 M 101 e8WN) e6WM) 5e6(N) 3e10@)
M 28 2e3W) e3WN) 3e5@) e3WN) M 106 e8 W) e6WN) e5WN) 5e8@)
M 29 2e3(N) e3N) 2e5@) e3WN) M 108 e8WN) e6W) 3e5MN) 2e9W)
M 30 2e3(N) 2e3 W) 4e5 W) 2e3 W) M 113 e8W) e6WM) 5e6N) 6e10@)
M 40 0 0 0 0 M 114 e8 W) e6WN) 2e6([N) e9@)
M 41 0.0@) 0.0@) 8e10P) e13@) M 170 3e3N) 2¢3N) T7e5@) ebWN)
M 42 9e14P) 9el10P) 8eb6@) 8e8 @) M 186 3e3W) 2e3 W) e4WN) Te5 W)

Tabl 6: Valiesofm utualinform ation (W ith one signi cance digit) betw een the twom argihalprobabilities

of BD sharing for allN,

1 =50 two-locus m odels. The allele frequencies are chosen at four di erent

values: p; = p, =0.001, 001, 01;p = 0:1 and p, = 0:01. Values Iower than 10 * are converted to 0.
\4eb" means to 4

10 5, etc. M ultiplicative m odels are m arked by
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m odel disease alkle freq m odel disease alkle freq

num ber 0.001 0.01 01 01,001 | number 0.001 0.01 01 01,0.01
M 31 2e3WN) 2e3N) 4eb5N) 2e3N) M 171 3e3WM) 2e3N) Te5@) ebWN)
M 47 3e14P) 3el10P) e6@) e8@) M 173 3e3(N) 263N) 8ebHP) 6e6WM)
M 63 0 0 0 0 M 175 3e3MN) 2e3N) 7T7e5P) 6e6WN)
M 71 01E) 01E) 003N) 4ebN) M 187 3e3MN) 2e3N) e4 W) Te5N)
M 79 01E) 01E) 003N) S9e5bN) M 189 3e3(N) 2e3N) TebN) 4ebWN)
M 87 9e3 W) 7Te3N) 2e4N) 2e3WN) M 191 3e3(N) 263N) B8ebN) 4ebWN)
M 95 9e3N) 7Te3N) 4ed4@N) 2e3WN) M 229 3e3MN) 2¢e3N) 9e5P) 6e6WN)
M 102 e8WN) e6WN) e6WN) e8@) M 231 3e3MN) 2¢3N) 8eb5P) 6e6WN)
M 103 e8WN) e6WM) e6WN) e8@P) M 238 3e3(N) 2e3N) TebP) 6e6WN)
M 105 e8WN) e6WN) 5e5N) 3e9N) M 239 3e3MN) 2¢3N) 7T7eb5P) 6e6W)
M 107 e8WN) e6WN) ebWN) 5e8@) M 245 3e3MN) 2¢e3N) 4ebN) 4ebWN)
M 109 e8N) eb6N) 3e5MN) 2e9WN) M 247 3e3WM) 263N) 5eb5N) 4ebWN)
M 110 e8WN) e6N) 2e5N) 6e9@) M 254 3e3(N) 2e3N) ©6ebN) 4ebWN)
M 111 e8WN) e6WN) 2e5N) 5e9@) M 255 3e3MN) 2¢e3N) TebN) 4ebWN)
M 115 e8WN) e6WN) 2e5WN) e9@) M 325 0 0 0 0
M 117 e8WN) e6WMN) le6MN) 2e9@) M 327 oe) el4®P) 8e9F) e10@)
M 118 e8N) e6WN) 2e6(N) 3e10M) | M 335 o®) 4e14P) 3e8®@) e10@)
M 119 e8WN) e6WN) 2e6(N) 3e10@M) | M 341 4e-13P) 4e9P) 4debP) 4eT@)
M 121 e8WN) e6WN) 2e5MN) 3e9WN) M 343 4e-13P) 4e9P) 4ebP) 4eT@)
M 122 e8WN) e6WN) 2e5N) 3ellE) M 351 4e-13P) 4e9P) 4debP) 4eT@)
M 123 e8WN) e6WN) 2e5N) 2e11(@) | M 365 0 0 0 0
M 124 e8WN) e6WN) ebWN) 2e10@) M 367 oP@) el4®P) 8e9F) e10@)
M 125 e8WN) e6WN) ebWN) 2e10@) M 381 4e14P) 4el0P) 2e6@) 2e8@)
M 126 e8WN) e6WN) ebN) 2e9W) M 383 4e14P) 4el10P) 2e6F) 3e8@)
M 127 e8WN) e6WN) TebN) 2e9N) M 495 4e-14P) 4el10P) eb6@) 2e8@)

Tabl 7: Similarto Tabl 6 but orthe N; N, 1 =50 m odels that are equivalent to the m odels in

Tabl 6 by switching a ection status.
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one of statistics to test the signi cance of the correlation; for exam ple, the lkelihood-ratio
statistic,

G?= 2N N SR
- g 1)

and the Pearson chisquare statistic,

X 5 NN =N )?
xz2= NN (12)
NN =N

1]
where N ;. F ;N and N F ;N i are the two marginal counts. It can be shown
(see Appendix 2) that G2 and X ? are approxin ately equal. Under the no-correlation null
hypothesis, both G? and X ? approxin ately ©llow the 2 distrbution with 1 degree of
freedom . The larger the G2 and X 2, the m ore likely that the null hypothesis is w rong.

It is in portant to note that if the null hypothesis is indeed incorrect, both G2 and X 2
increase w ith the sam ple size N . C onsequently, G2 and X ? do not m easure the strength

of the correlation, but the evidence that g{lo—oone]a‘dog hypothesis isw rong. O n the other
hand, the nom alized quantities such as G?=N and X ?=N (\phiooe cient", page 741
of BQ]. or Cram er's V, page 631 of [/2]) do m easure the correlation strength. Com pared
w ith the m utual nfom ation de ned n EqilQ, we seethat G?N  2log@)M .

7 D iscussions

W e present a ocom plete enum eration and an attem pt at classi cation of 512 two—docus
two—alkele fully-penetrant dissase m odels. Excliding zero-locus and single-Jocus m odels,
them Ininum set of non—redundant two—-Jdocus m odels is 48, and w ith the two sihgle-locus
m odels included, 50. Even though the pem utation ofa ection statuis does not change the
\nature" ofthe Interaction between two genes, form any practical applications, it ishelpfiil
to keep 50 otherm odels which are equivalent to the rst 50 m odels by this pem utation
in the penetrance tablk (plus possbly other pem utations between alklkes and loci). For
exam ple, a logical OR m odel (heterogeneiy m odel) is equivalent to a logical AND m odel
(m ultiplicative m odel) . N evertheless, the special property for a m ultiplicative m odel, that
the pint IBD sharing probability isequalto the product oftwom arginalIBD probabilities,
does not hold for a heterogeneiy m odel. Even w ith our total 100 non-redundant m odels,
the pem utationsbetween alleles or locirequire a corresponding change ofallele frequencies
n som e calculations.

O ne ofthem ain purposes of this paper is to point out that besides 6 two—Jocus disease
m odels typically used in linkage analysis assum ing two Interacting genes, there are m any
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other types of gene-gene interactions. O n one hand, we adm it that m any of the two—-Jocus
m odelsm ay not describe a real Interaction between tw o gene products In a genetic disease;
on the other hand, it is fairly straightforward to construct a biocheam ical system based on
a twoJlocus model. A prototypical biochem ical system consists of proteins form ed by
one peptide, din er proteins fom ed by two com plem entary peptides, and din er proteins
form ed by tw o identicalpeptides. By soecifying the functionaland non-functionalproteins
aswell as the kevel of protein concentration required by a nom alphenotype, it ispossble
to m aterialize any two—-Jdocus m odels.

Them arginalpenetrance tablk we calculated in thispaper is relevant to linkage analysis
using only sihgle-locusm odels. T here have been discussions ofw hether single-Jocusm odels
are su cient to detect a linkage signal even if the underlying dissase m odelm ay involve
gene-gene intezaction (56, 33, 2%, 83, 50, 80, 174, 78, 64, 13, 40, B7). Part of the answer can
be predicted by the m arginal penetrance table: if the m arginal penetrance table is clearly
dom inant or recessive, it is possibl that a singlkeJdocus m odel is abl to detect linkage;
othemw ise, twoJdocusm odels should o erm ore power. A though i wasm entioned that the
gain ofthe logarithm of likellhood ratio (sam e as logofodd, or LOD scores) by using two—
Jocus m odels over those by singledocusm odelsm ay be at most 17% [19], after ram oving
the logarithm , the ncrease of the lkelhood ratio can bemuch larger. For exam ple, if the
LOD soore equals to 2, or the likelhood ratio is equalto 100, an ncrease In LOD of17%
is equivalent to an ncrease in likelhood ratio of 118% ! W hat is considered as \m ore"
pow erful versus \slightly m ore" powerfi1l is not speci ed.

A sa com prom ise between detecting linkage signals using single—locusm odels and using
tw o—-Jocus m odels, it is suggested that a paimw ise correlation between linkage signals ob—
tained by sihgleJdocus m odels can be used to detect Iinkage for interacting genes [60, 10].
A sin ilar idea for detecting higherorder correlations am ong linkage signals from di erent
Jocations using arti cial neural networks is discussed In [68]. O ur resul on the sign and
strength of correlation between two m arginal IBD sharing probabilities (Tables 6 and 7)
is directly relevant to this approach. W e cbserved that m odels m odi ed from the multi-
plicative and single-Jdocus m odels exhibit a very weak correlation, whereas m issing kthal
genotype m odels or \non-lnear" m odels exhibit the strongest correlation. Since m any
tw o—-Jocus m odels share sin ilar correlation values, of sign and m agniude, we m ay not be
able to distinguish them using this approach.

T here are m any topics on two—Jdocus disease m odels that are not discussed here. Som e
classi cation schem es discussed in 6] are not included (e.g. m odels that are conditionally
dom nant or recessive w ith respect to two loci), as well as the idea of genotype-induced
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representation of pint IBD distrdbutions Reich, unpublished results), and the idea of
\phase transition" in the two-Jdocusm odel space (Li, unpublished resuls). T he extension
from fully-penetrant m odels to reduced-penetrant m odels as well as m odels for quanti-
tative traits is very in portant since m any com plex dissases are not dichotom ous. M any
calculations presented in this paper are in plem ented In a com puter program : u2 for \util-

ity program for two-locus m odels". M ore Infom ation on this program can be found at

A ppendices

1. A fom alderivation of the value ofN, by de B ruin’s theorem

Let's consider two pem utations applied on the phenotypes: the identity operation and
the exchange pem utation. The cycle index of this permm utation group on the phenotype
is:
x% T Xz

2
By de Bruip'’s generalization of Polya’s theoram (theorem 54 in {13]), when the per-

Cpheno x1;x2) =

m utation group on phenotypes is considered, the num ber of equivalence tw o—-Jocus m odels
can be obtained by the follow ing procedure: replacing X; in Cgyeno by the partial deriva-
tive @=@x;, x, by @=@x,, etc., and applying the partial derivative to Cpheno Whilk re-
placing x; wih e®**2* ) x, with e?®2*** ) eatc, then evaluating the expression at

X1 = X, = =0:

" #
1 @Q° @ @’ @ et @ @
27 g gt 3093 T 7t
8 @x7 @x3 @x;  @x; @x5 @x; @xy4
h .
} eZ(x1+x2+X3+ Xg) + eZ(X2+X4)
2 X1= =0
= b51:

Since the pem utation group on the phenotype considered here is particularly sinple,


http://linkage.rockefeller.edu/soft/u2
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2. A pproxin ate equivalence between G2 and X ?

Ifwewrte Jj5 = Ny5=N , S;53 = NN 4=N 2, and assum e the di erence between the two is
snall: 5 Jiy Siy, the follow Ing approxin ation by a Taylor expansion,

2

X Ji X 3 X S 3
2 Jijbgs 2 St ) ogl+ ) 2 S+ 1) E)
i i i i i3 i i
2X s+ . _ij % _ij = % I3 Sij)z . (13)
i3 = L i
i3 i 51 i Si i3 Sij

show s that G2 and X ? are approxin ately equal {L].
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