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1. Non-paternity against a distinguished child.

Problems discussed in the preceding chapter have exclusively
concerned two children belonging to the same family, that is, posses-
sing a father also in common. There arise analogous problems
concerning two children possessing a mother alone in common, which
will be discussed in the present chapter. While the former problems
have depended on mother-children combinations, the latter ones
depend on mother-child-child combinations.

Now, consider a triple consisting of a mother A,,, her first
child A4,, and her second child A4,,, both children being assumed not
to possess a common father. The probability of an event that such
a triple appears and then a man chosen at random can assert hig
non-paternity against second child at any rate is, corresponding to
a former expression (2.83) of IX, represented by

(1.1) P(ig; bk, fo)=mni(ig; hk, f9) V(ij; f9);

the 7,’s denoting the probabilities of mother-child-child combination
defined in (5.9) of IV and V’s the quantities introduced in (2.1) of

VII. This is a basic quantity and can, in view of (5.7) of IV and
(2.2) of VII, i.e.,

mlifs hk, £9)=n(ij; kk)z(if; f0)| Ay 7(i; £9) V(igs F9) =P (ij; £9),
be expressed also in the form

(1.2) Py(ig; hk, f9)=P(ij; f9)-n(ij; hk) | A,
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the coefficient of P(ij;fg) in the right-hand side being nothing but
the quantity noticed in (1.27) of IV, the fact which also implies
immediately the relation (1.2) itself.

The coefficient in consideration being independent of the type
of second child, the partial sum

(1.8) Iy(ig; hk)= K};, Py(ig; hk, f9),
which denotes the quantity corresponding to (2.5) of VII in the

preceding case, can easily be determined. In fact, making use of
the notation introduced in (2.8) of VII, we get an expression

(1.4) 1,(ij; hk)=P(ij)=(ij; hk)| AL,
If we sum up the last relations over all the possible pairs of suffices
% and k, we then obtain

(1.5) %clo(ij s hk)=P(i5);
here use being made of an evideut relation (1.20) of IV, i.e.,
S m(iji hk)=A4;;. If we further sum up the relations (1.5) over

< and j, the whole probability (2.20) of VII will be reproduced (cf.
also (2.19) of VIII and L in (4.83) below), namely,

1.6) I, Eis;-,‘:gcl"(ij ; hk)=1—28,+ S, —2S2+28S,+88,S; —8S;=P.

Generalization of the above discussion to the mixed case is also

immediate. We shall assume here that a putative father belongs
to the same population as a true father. In general, given a
quantity X dependent on {p,}, let the quantity obtained from X by
replacing all the p,(¢=1, ..., m) by the corresponding p,” be denoted
by [X]”. Then, the quantity

(1.7) V"(ig; f9)=[V(ij; f9)1”
represents the probability of an event that, given a second child
A;, produced by a mother A, belonging to a poplulation with
distribution {p,} and by a father belonging to a population with
distribution {p;’}, & man belonging to the same population as a
true father can assert his non-paternity. Thus we now get, instead
of (1.1), a basic quantity

(1.8) P*(ij; hk, fg)=n*(ij; hk, f9) V" (i3; f9),
the #*’s being introduced in (5.6) of IV; here a father of first child
is assumed to belong to a population with distribution {p;}. Hence,
we get, corresponding to (1.2),

(1.9) P*(ij; hk, fg)=P"(ij; fg)n' (i; hk)| Ay=n'(i5; k) [P(ij; f9)| A1
Thus, the relations corresponding to (1.8), (1.4); (1.5), (1.6) will become

(1.10)  I*(i5; hk) :-—_,Z, P(ig; hk, fg)=P" (i)' (i; hk)[A,;;

=g
(1.11) h%c I*(ig; hk)=P" (i) = ,«%‘L P"(i5; f9)=p:ip,[P(i5)[Di05]",
1.12) I*=p”,
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respectively, P” denoting the expression obtained from (4.12) of VII
by replacing the p”’s by the corresponding p”’s.

2. Non-paternity against both children.

In discussion of the preceding section, it has been quite indif-
ferent whether a man putative against second child is or is not a
true father of the first child. We now consider a problem of
determining the probability of proving non-paternity against both
children of a mother-child-child combination. Given such a combi-
nation (A4,;; Au, 4y), the probability of an event that a man chosen
at random can assert his non-paternity against both -children is
represented by

(.1) Qu(ig; bk, fg) = ny(ig; bk, f9) V(ig; hk, fg);
the #,’s and the V’s being of the same meaning as in (5.9) of IV
and (4.1) of IX, respectively. The partial sum

(2.2) Jo(ig; hk)= % Qu(i; hk, f9),

corresponding to (1.3), can be represented, in view of (5.7) of IV,
also in the form

2.3) i 1) =", 5 (i o) Vi ik, £,
15 S
The values of (2.2) can, in separate cases, explicitly determined
as follows:
Jo(@t; 42)=Qu(i%; i1, 11) + %@Qo(ifi; 9, k)
=pi(1—28;+ S;—2(1—S,)p; + 3pi—3p}),
Jo(@2; th)=Q(i%; th, 1t) + Qu(22; 2k, th) + k:§h Qu(%3; ih, ik)
=pipn(1—28,+ S5 —2(1—S;)p, + 3p; —3p3) (h==);
Jo(ig, 18)=Qu(%; i, 13) + Qu(4g; 1%, 55) + Qu(; 7, 19)
+ R#Z“(Qo(??j s 4, 1k) + Qu(ig; i, gk))
=p'2ipj(1 —28,+S;—2(1—S,)p, +3pi— PiD;
—3pi+ D+ 1p5)) (=),
Juo(ig; 9)=Qu(i; i, 1¢) + Qu(ig; 17, 37) + Qu(3g; 9, 19)
+k§j(Qo(73j s 19, k) + Qu(ig; i3, gk))
=p:0,(ps + 0;)1—28; + S5—2(1—S,) (0 + ;) + 3(pi + D)
+2p,p;—3(p} + p7) — 2pp,(D;+ Dy)) (=),
Jo(ig; th) =Qu(tg; ik, i0) + Qu(ig; th, J5) + Qu(is; ik, 1) + Qu(ig; ih; th)
+Qu(ig; ik, gh)+ > (Qu(ig; ik, ik) + Qu(dd, ik, jk))
(2.8) ke, 5 1
=001 —28,+ Ss—2p,p;+ $0:04{0: + ;)
—2(1—8,— pp)pnt 80i—3p3) (kg5 k==, 9)-

(2.4)

2.5)

(2.6)

2.7
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These relations (2.4) to (2.8) correspond to (4.13) to (4.17) of

IX, respectively. Corresponding to (4.18) to (4.22) of IX, we get
the following results:

2.9) iz'"l Jo(#; 1) =S5 —28,— 28,8, + 88, + S2+ 28,8, —8S,,

@.10) 2 5 It ih) =S — 8~ 481+ 28,68,
—88,+28:—52—58,S, +8S,;
@11) & i i)+ Ju(if; ) =8,—3S,— 283+ 58,
' +48,8;—5S8,—152—S,S, + 3S;,
' +283—832—98,S,+10S,,
@13 > S (Jo(3f; )+ Jo(if; 5R)) =1—T8S, + 108, + 882 —118,
. 4, J h¥t,J
—18,S:+5S8,—S2—28,S, + 48,.
The sum of (2.9) and (2.10) yields the partial sum of probabili-

ties of proving non-paternity against both children of a mother-
child-child combination over homozygotic mothers:

(2.14) S.(1—48;+48S;+28;—385.),

while the sum of (2.11) to (2.13) yields that over heterozygotic
mothers:

(2.15) 1—58S,+4S;+282+8,+78,8;— 118, +283— $53—128,8, + %8,.
The sum of the last two expressions (2.14) and (2.15) represents the
whole probability of proving non-paternity against both children of a
mother-child-child combination, stating
+4S55—2S2—158,S,+%S..
In case of MN blood type which may be regarded as a special
case of general development, the whole probability becomes briefly

@2.17) Joyw =8"H(2— Bst).

The case where recessive genes are existent and phenotypes
alone are available for judgement can also, in principle, quite
similarly be treated. For instance, we obtain the following ex-
pressions for whole probabilities in various blood types:

(2.18) Joaso=0"(1—p)* +¢*(1 —q)* + 3pgr*(1 +7r%),
(2.19) Jog=tt,

(2.20) Joggs =U* + (2u + v, )v,05 .
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The results obtained hitherto in the present section can be
generalized to mixed case. But, the detail will be left to the reader.

By comparing the probabilities J,’s in (2.18), (2.19), (2.20) with
the corresponding probabilities J’s in (4.26), (4.27), (4.28) of IX
respectively, we know that the inequalities

(2.21) JOABO = JABO ’ JOQ g JQ ’ JOqu: g Jth
hold good, with inequality sign except trivial distributions. In fact,
we can verify (2.21) as follows:
Juso—Joano=3%p(1—p)*+ $q(1 —qf’ + tpgr* 2+ r—Tr")
=3p(q+ 7Y+ 5¢(p+ 1) +ipgri(@+r—Tr")
=30-5grt+ Lq-5prt+ 1 pri 2+ r—Tr?)
=4}pqri(2+r+13r?) >0,
Jo—Joe=3%uv’>0, Jogr —Jogg: =3 (u(vV° —v,03) + v,05) =>0.
Comparison of (2.17) with (8.1) of IX shows
(2.22) Jouw < Juws

equality sign being exclusive unless st=0. In fact, remembering
0L st<1/4, we have
Junr—Jowy=2st(1 —2st)(2—3st) = 0.
An analogous inequality between (2.16) and (4.25) of IX, i.e.,
(2.23) Jo<J

does hold also good. We can conclude moreover that the correspond-
ing inequalities between (2.14) and (4.23) of IX and between (2.15)
and (4.24) of IX are also valid. For instance, the difference of
(2.14) and (4.28) of IX becomes, in fact,

S;(1—388,;+ §S;+S;—§8.) —S,(1—48,+48S;+2S3-38S,)

=5,(S:—§$i—St+$8) =5, 3} 5 pipl—kpi—pr) 2 0.
The difference of (2.15) and (4.24) of IX can, though somewhat
troublesome in calculation, be estimated in a similar way.

In conclusion, we remark that the whole probability of proving
non-paternity against a distinguished child alone is given by
I,—Jy=28,—3S;+S,—88,S;+8S;

—485+ 3S3+158,S,—%S,,
and that that against at least one child by
Ji=2I—Jy=1—28;,—282+88S,—5S,S; +5S;
—483+ 383+ 158,8,—%S,;
cf. (6.3) and (7.1) of IX.

(2.24)

(2.25)

—To be continued—



