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Abstract

We examine genetic statistics used in the study of strudtpogulations. In a 1999
paper, Wakeley observed that the coalescent process assbeiith the finite island
model can be decomposed into a scattering phase and a it@lptiase. In this paper,
we introduce a class of population structure models, whiehrefer to as G/KC mod-
els, that obey such a decomposition. In a large populatagelsample limit we derive
the distribution of the statistiEs; for all G/IKC models under the assumptions of strong
or weak mutation. We show that in the large population, lageple limit the island
and two dimensional stepping stone models are members @GAKE class of models,
thereby deriving the distributions &%; for these two well known models as a special case
of a general formula. We show that our analysis-gfcan be extended to an entire class
of genetic statistics, and we use our approach to examin@hygosity measures. Our
analysis uses coalescent based methods.

1 Introduction

Biological populations are often divided into subpopuat between which migration is
restricted. Such populations, referred to as structurguiations, have been an important
area of population genetics research since the 1930s [813pplication, various statistics
based on genetic data are used in hypothesis testing tostadéistructured populations. An
example of such a genetic statistidig. Fs;, which we define precisely below, is used to test
for the presence of population structure and to estimateatiam rates|[27; 28; 32].

The analysis ofs: has a long history that reflects the history of populationegien. Fst
was introduced by Wright in the context of single locus, leiad data [32]. Over timeFg
was generalized to multiple loci, multiple allele data (ef@7; 27]) and to sequence data
(e.g. [13]). Initially, Wright considereds; under the infinite island model for population
structure. Over timek; was analyzed under the finite island model (e.gl [19; 23p@ing
stone models (e.g./[3]), and some more general populatiootate models (e.g. [30]). The
method of analysis dfs moved from frequency based methods to coalescent methayls (e
[2;119;122)).

But today, the distribution oFg is still poorly understood. The distribution &%; is
known only for the island model in the case of single locusltialielic data [11]. How the
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distribution ofF; changes under different models of population structuregemetic data is
not known. F, in all its forms, is just one example of a general problem. Rivew very
little about the distribution of genetic statistics undepplation structure, and what we know
about these statistics is confined to very specific modelapplication, this lack of knowl-
edge has important consequences. First, since distritsuice not known, the construction
of confidence intervals can only be done through resampdidigrtiques [26]. Second, since
results are not generalizable beyond specific models, hggisttests assume a null hypothe-
sis that includes a specific form of population structure.if®juding such assumptions the
utility of hypothesis testing is severely limited [29].

In this paper we address some of these issues by anallfziagd other genetic statis-
tics over a class of population structure models which we@&{C models. G/KC models
are limiting versions of models that obey the scatteriniecting phase decomposition intro-
duced by Wakeley [25]. We consider a large population, laegaple limit, thereby removing
statistical variance and focusing on evolutionary varéfseel[26] for a discussion of this is-
sue). In this setting, we derive a formula for the distribotof F; for any G/KC model under
the assumption of weak or strong mutation. We show that iettgee population, large sam-
ple limit, the island and two-dimensional stepping stonalele correspond to certain G/KC
models, thereby deriving the distributionfef for both the island and stepping stone models
as a special case of the more general formula for G/KC modésfurther show that our
approach to the analysis & can be applied to a whole class of genetic statistics which
we refer to as diversity measures and of whighis an example. In proving our results we
assume a haploid population of constant size under a Moréingrecheme.

Our analysis uses coalescent based methods,|see [6] foddrgoaduction. With this in
mind, we describe the island, stepping stone, and G/KC msdnyedpecifying their coalescent
processes. We consider the island and two dimensionalistegfone models because of
their central role in population genetics. Other modelslmamnalyzed by our methods, see
[15] for a whole class of such models.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In sedfion 2niveduce basic definitions
that we need to present our results. In secfibn 3 we presentesults. In sectiofl4 we
apply our results in several different settings of pradtickerest. We discusBs; under a
single locus, infinite allele model, under a mutilocus, leied model, and under an infinite
sites model. We also use our results to compare homozygosagures under the island and
stepping stone models. SectiddE]5-7 contain the proofseofhtborems stated in sectibh 3.
Sectior b connects the G/KC coalescent to the island angistgptone model coalescents,
while section§16 and 7 prove results concerrigg

2 Diversity Measures and Coalescent M odels

In this section we introduce some basic definitions. In sciime[2.1 we give a general
definition for diversity measures and the diversity measyrén particular. In subsection
[2.2 we introduce the island and stepping stone model caaiégrocesses along with the
Kingman coalescent. Finally in subsection] 2.3 we introdheeG/KC coalescent.

2.1 Diversity Measures

We consider a population that is separated Ditsubpopulations. We refer to these subpop-
ulations as demes. Each deme is composéd iodividuals and the population size of each



deme is fixed aN over all times. At time 0, we sample individuals frahtlemes. From each
sampled deme we sampiendividuals. So we sampled individuals in all.

From each sampled individual we obtain a genetic state. £ e the set of all mappings
fromN — [0,1]. A genetic stat€ is an element of”. Set

gen

%

Thenx)" € . andx}](i) € {0,1}. We say thaG is a diversity measure if it is a bounded

functlon ofxgen overk=1,2,....dandj = 1,...,n that is symmetric inj for fixed k and
symmetric |nk for fixed j.

Let x () be the indicator function (i.ex (true) = 1, x (false) = 0). We introduce two spe-
cific diversity measures on which our technical analysisi§es: the homozygosity measures
@, andFs.. We use the definition and notation given by Neilin [17].

= genetic state ofth sampled individual ikkth sampled deme (2.2)

Homozygosity Measures:

1 2 gen gen
D=1z 3 X0 =) (2.2)
1 d
W=7 ) Pk (2.3)
a2,
1 3 1 2
=32 2 X(XE,Q,-”: XE/F:?/)- (2.4)
k=1 =
Fst:
Forg #1
-0
Fet = i (2.5)

2.2 Coalescent Models

We model the evolution of a structured population by spéngya coalescent process. Coa-
lescent processes are Markov jump processes. We start Iyndetine state space for these
coalescent processes. We use the notation foundlin [12].

Let¥ = {01,02,...,0p}. ¥ represents the demes composing the population.ZL et
ud lUJ 1{%}. Z is the set of all individuals sampled from the population. téNthat
X j is simply an element of# serving to represent thgh sampled individual from thkth
sampled deme as opposexﬁ‘f” which represents genetic data. L&k = UJ 1%} P
is the set of individuals sampled from tkth sample deme. Le#” be the set of partitions
of #. A partition of # corresponds to a collection of disjoint sé&ig Ey, ..., Emn such that
um, Ei = 7. We specifyre & by m= {E,Ey,...,En}, and refer to theEi as theblocks
of 1. Let 22'% pe the set of partitions of? in which each block is assigned a label fréfn
That is,

2 = [{(E1,01),(E2.92),-- -, (Em,0m)} : | JE = F,0 € 4} (2.6)
i=1



Intuitively, g; is the deme occupied by blo&k. Forre '3 we let|r1| represent the number
of blocks formingrt. We define a coalescent process as a Markov process in wHichaan
type of state jumps are possible.

1. Alabeled blockE,a) may change t¢E,a’). This is a migration event.

2. Two blocks(E;,a) and(Ez,a) may combine to form a single blodE; UE;,a). This
is a coalescent event.

We letlM(t) represent the state of a coalescent process atttiBe M(t) € 22'%. The
different coalescent processes are specified through difearent transition probabilities.
We first consider three standard coalescent processesingmBn coalescent, island model
coalescent, and stepping stone model coalescent.

Kingman Coalescent

We denote the Kingman coalescentlbyc(t). In the Kingman coalescent we habe= 1
and so we can ignore the labels of the blocks. The jump rat€&eft) are given by the
following rule:

Two blocks{E;} and{E;} coalesce intdE; UE;} at rate 1.
Island Model Coalescent

We denote the island model coalescenfhy (t). In this model we se¥ = {1,2,...,D}.
The jump rates ofly (t) are given by the following rule:

1. The labeled blockE;, a;} migrates to{E;, a{} at rated.

2. Two labeled block$E;,a} and{E;,a} coalesce intd E; UE;,a} at rate%.

m is the migration rate. The island model is a completely sytimenodel, a migrant is
equally likely to migrate to any deme.

Stepping Stone Coalescent

We denote the stepping stone model coalescemtdyt). In this model we let be the
lattice inZ? specified by[0,1,2,...,.W — 1] x [0,2,...,W — 1]. To make a connection to the
island model case we sBt=W?2. We think of¢ as a torus. The neighbor demes of deme
(i,j)are(i+1,j),(i—1,j),3,j+1),(i,j— 1) where the arithmetic is moduly. The jump
rates ofl1sg(t) are given by the following rules:

1. A blockE; migrates from its current deme to a neighboring deme atJate

2. If two blocks,E; andE;, occupy the same deme then they coalesce ar%rate

In all the models we consider, genetic diversity is createchbtations. To model muta-
tion, we assume that blocks experience mutations afiratt t = 0, we setq; (i) = 0 for
all k, j,i. We lete(t) be the mutation counter. That ig0) = 0 and every time a mutation
occurse(t) is incremented by 1. When a block, sy mutates we set/'(e(t)) = 1 for
everyx j € E. Often, in the case of the Kingman coalescent we will makerhéeation rate
explicit by writing Mkc(t, 1). For the island and stepping stone model coalescents weedefin
6 = uND.

While diversity measures are defined as functions ongfi& the value of eacty" is
determined by the underlying coalescent. For this reasonnite G(IN(t)) to meanG under
the coalescent proceBKt).



2.3 The G/KC coalescent

In [25], Wakeley pointed out that the dynamicdf, (t) can be decomposed into two phases:
a scattering phase and a collecting phase. The scatteragpmtescribes the initial phase of
Mm (t) in which blocks migrate away their start demes until evenckloccupies a separate
deme. Then, in the collecting phase, blocks that occupyraepdemes migrate to common
demes and coalesce until a single block remains. As Wakealatga out, the collecting
phase is well modeled by the Kingman coalescent.

We distill three key components of the scattering-collegtiiecomposition that can be
applied in a more general setting than the island model.

1. During the scattering phase, no two blocks that contalividuals from separate sam-
pled demes coalesce.

2. The scattering phase occurs on a much faster time scaléltéeollecting phase.

3. During the collecting phase, the coalescent is well diesdrby the Kingman coales-
cent

We introduce a coalescent process that is a limiting versidhese three requirements.
We refer to this coalescent as the G/KC coalescent and dérdggkc(t). Like Mkc(t), the
blocks oflg/kc(t) are not labeled. To defifégkc we specify a random partitioning of each

Zx. More precisely, we assume th#, is partitioned intdBy blocks,Ex 1,Ey,...,Exp,. We
sethy; = @ which impliesbyy +bgo +--- +bgg, = 1. Fork=12,...,d, the tuples
(Bx,by1,...,bxp,) are i.i.d. Since diversity measures are symmetric in thviddals form-
ing each%, we need only specifiEy j|.
The random partitioning is then used to define the initialditton of theG/KC coales-
cent.
Meikc(0) = Uckal U‘jail {Ek,j }. (2.7)

The dynamics of the G/KC coalescent are given by a Kingmalesoant with mutation rate
r. Thatis, for some >0
Maike(t) = MNke(t;r) (2.8)

Mg/ke is simply the Kingman coalescent run at mutation ratgth a random initial partition-
ing of the. 7. The G/KC coalescent is specifiedibgnd the distribution ofBy, by 1,.. ., bk g, ).

The G/KC coalescent is a limiting version of Wakeley’s seaitty-collecting decomposi-
tion. The scattering phase, which occurs on a fast time $oal@y (t), is instantaneous in
Mgikc(t) and is completely general in its distribution (hence the GIKC). The collecting
phase, which occurs on a slower time scale, is describedel(itgman coalescent (hence
the KC in G/KC).

To each G/KC coalescent we associate scattering proledilitetl, j1,...,j be posi-
tive integers and set= j1 + jo+---+ ji. Suppose we seledtindividuals from.%. Then
=(j1,]2,.--,01) is the probability that the individuals are partitioned intd sets of size
j1,J2,.-.,Ji by the blocksEy 1, Ex 2, Exg,. We refer to=(jy, j2,..., ji) as a scattering proba-
bility.



3 Reaults

We consider diversity measures in the large populatiogelaample (LPLS) limit which we
write as lim p. s and define as follows. In the LPLS limit we takkD,n,d — c. The limit
requires some further assumptions depending on the cealegmcess we are considering.
When we consider the island model, we §et Nm and assume thdt, 8 are held fixed

while % -0, % — 0. In the case of the stepping stone model we follaw [2] byirsgtt

2
o — %\jch We then fixa, @ while md)'gigw 1ogW _. . We also require that sample demes are
separated by a distance of at leAgmpie= —/l—\é\éw-

r, assume the tuple®y, by 1,...,bxp,) converge in distribution, and tak%g—ﬁ — 0. Since
(B, bk 1,...,bkp,) converges, the limit oE exists and we sef — =. Whenever we refer to
a limit, we are considering the LPLS limit unless we specifyeswise.

Our first two results demonstrates that the analysis of sityemeasures under the island
or stepping stone model coalescents can be reduced to tlysiamd diversity measures for
G/KC coalescents. Define

In considering G/KC coalescents, we fix

-1
Yi=Bi[11-8) (3.1)
M
and where th¢8; are i.i.d as Betd, 2I']. Then we have the following result.

Theorem 1 (Island Model Convergence) et G be a diversity measure. Then,
lim G(Mm (1)) = lim G(Makel(t)) (3.2)

where r= 632, B — o, and for fixed J,

(b1, b2, b3) = (Y1, Y2,..., Y3) (3.3)
Theorem 2 (Stepping Stone Model Convergence)

lim G(Msg1)) = lim G(Maxc(t)) (3.4)

where r= 6122 andlim p (B, by 1. .., bg, ) is distributed as the blocks Efffg (log(1£2)).

The next result characterizes the distributiorFgfunder a G/KC coalescent. We split
into two cases. First, we consider the case-ef o, which we refer to as the strong mutation
case.

Theorem 3 (Strong Mutation Case)

lim lim Fs(Make(t)) = =(2). 3.5
lim lim Fs(Mec(t)) = =(2) (3.5)
Takingr — O corresponds to the assumption of weak mutation. In comg#ti under
weak mutation we may assume that exactly one mutation odéeute G/KC coalescent.
We assume that the mutation occurs wihiEgkc(t)| = L. DefineA = |im|_p|_s% andk =
lim LpLSWLﬂd. The following theorem shows that whén= 0, the distribution of; in the

weak mutation case is the same as that in the strong mutatsen c



Theorem 4 (Weak Mutation Case)lf A = 0then,
IHDTSFSI(HG/KC(U) =Z(2). (3.6)

If A £ 0, then the following results show thi} has a non-degenerate distribution.

Theorem 5 (Weak Mutation Case)Assumel > 0andk = 0.

Q 2
lim Fa(Mac(t) = % (3.7)

where X are i.i.d. versions of the random variable X which is defingdtle following
moment relations _
E[X¥ ==(k) (3.8)

and Q is Poisson distributed with rage, where V is exponentially distributed with mehan
Theorem 6 (Weak Mutation Case)Assumel > 0and0 < k < 1. Let Gk) be a geometric
random variable with success probability If lim p sE[Bk] < o then

G(K)+1\p/2
_ _ 2er W
lim Fa(Mee(t) = “gigmm,

T Wk

where W are i.i.d. versions of the random variable W which is defingdhe following
moment relations

(3.9)

=(k)
EWK] = (7 3.10
W] lim p_sE[By] (3.10)
If |imLp|_gE[Bk] = oo then
lim Fs; =0. (3.11)
LPLS

Theorem§&1l and 2 are proved in secfidn 5. Thedrem 3 is proveectior 6. Theorems
are proved in sectidn 7.

4 Applications

We now apply the results stated in sectidn 3. In sedfioh 4.E&xeenine the distribution of
Fst under a single locus, infinite allele model. In secfiof 4.2ewamineFs; under a multiple
locus, biallelic model and under an infinite sites model.aljnin sectior 4.B, we consider
homozygosity measures.

41 Fg

Fst as defined in[(2]5) corresponds to a single locus, infiniedeatodel. In such a setting,
the distribution ofFs; has been a subject of research for some time. The relﬁgjeﬁﬂﬁ1
was originally proposed by Sewall Wright [32]. A quantityated toFs;, which we labeFg;,
is defined by
== 4.1
st E[l _ (01] ( )

7



In [22;[30] the authors derive the valuelgf under the island model, while in_[11;/20], the
authors derive the distribution &%; for the island model in the strong and weak mutation
cases. In[[2] the authors derive the valueRgf for the stepping stone model. We note
that while Fg is a quantity of theoretical interedts; is more relevant in applicatiors; is

a random variable, whil&g is deterministic. In this paper we consideg. The previous
results leave two fundamental questions unanswered.

1. How is the distribution oF; affected by changes in the structured population model?
2. What is the distribution dfs; for the stepping stone model?

The first question is answered by Theordnig 3-6 for populatibat converge to G/KC
coalescents. In the strong mutation cdsewill converge to a deterministic limit, while in
the weak mutation case the distributionref can be computed and will depend on where in
the coalescent the mutation occurs.

Now we turn to the second question and conslkglefor the stepping stone model. For
completeness, we will also state the corresponding refltse island model. To compute
LPLS limits of Fst we need to computg(k) for k > 2. For the island modes (k) is the
probability thatk individuals in a given deme all coalesce before a migraticeucs. Simple
Kingman coalescent arguments, see [6], give

k-1
= J
=(k) = — . 4.2
©-MNz (4.2)
Note that=(2) = L. For the stepping stone modal(k) = P(IN (log(19)) = 1). By
equation 5.2 in.[24],
= 1+a
=(9 = fillog(——), (4.3)
where ) .
h(h—1 _ h
fut) =1+ Z expg—( ( 5 ))t](—l)h Y2h—-1) (2) % (4.4)
=2 (“n )
Note that this give£(2) = 1%0 Using [4.2) and[(4]3) and Theoréi 3 we can compute the

LPLS limits of Fst. For strong mutation we have the following result.

Proposition 1. Let8 — . Then for the island model

1
Fst — 1ror (4.5)
while for the stepping stone model
1
Fst — ira (4.6)

The exact same result holds in the case of weak mutation wherD. ForA > 0, we
can numerically compute the distribution le§. For instance, consider the cake= 2. In
this casex = "mLpLsﬁ. For the island moddB, — o, sok = 0. For the stepping stone
model,E[By] is finite and can be numerically computed using known formi2al] (we find
K ~2.388). Using Theorem 5 for the island model and Thedrkem 6 fostbpping stone model
we can numerically compute the distributionraf. The result is given in figuld 1 in the case
" =1 for the island model and = 2 for the stepping stone model. In this case the mean of

Fst for the island and stepping stone models is approxima®eiynd.1 respectively.
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Figure 1: pdf of limp_sFs for island model (dashed line) with = 1 and stepping stone
model (unbroken line) witlr = 2. In both caseg = 2



4.2 Generalizations of Fg

Today, genetic data rarely fits the single locus, infinitele assumption of the previous
section. We examine two generalizationsgf In [27], Weir and Cockerham generalized
Fs; to biallelic, multiple loci data. To model such data we *g‘ﬁ represents the allelic
state of locus for the given individual. In|[10; 13; 18] the authors consiffg generalized
to sequence data. In this setting, we represent a string of Os and 1s.

We start by considering biallelic, multiple loci data. Wesasel loci and a single muta-
tion onMgkc(t) for each locus. Define far=1,.. .,

B =33 & X0 =), (@.7)
==
1 d
@)= 5 3 Bul) 4.8)
=1
A =L 5 LS 08 =) 4.9)
d? Ki=1 n? j,jzzl . R

(i), @ (i) are homozygosity measures for lo¢uand we can use these measures to form an
Ft value for each locus.
(i) — @)
Fetj = ——7—. 4.10

= (4.10)
A key question considered by Weir and Cockerham is how to doetheg (i), ¢ (i) values
in order to produce a statistic with small variance. In a Wjdgted paper,|[27], Weir and
Cockerham suggested usiRg’C, where fors{® o(1— @i (i)) # 0

we _ Ji—o®(i) — @)
S @1

Alternatively, one might form a statistic by simply avenagiheFs;. That s,

F3e= Z\FS“ (4.12)

Our analysis of; allows us to prove the following result.

Proposition 2. Fix I. _
F“(Neikc(t)) = =(2) (4.13)
Fave(ng/Kc(t)) — 5(2) (4.14)
To see Propositidn 2 first note that we may assumeaatc(t) has exactly mutations.
Let the levels of these mutations be,Ly,...,L; where each, is i.i.d. TheoreniB shows

that if "' — 0 for all i, then eaclFs; — =(2 ) and the result will follow. LefTy = inf{t:
|I'IG/KC( )| = k}. Since mutations are distributed as a Poisson process vee hav

L(T' Ti-1)

P(Li) =
E\HG/KC (T —Ti_1)

(4.15)
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Well known results for the Kingman coalescent, see for exaragction 1.3.1 of.[4], give
5 125e®j(Tj — Tj_1) = O(log(|Menc(0)])) while Li(T, — Ti-1) = O(#). Using these re-
sults and notingl < |Mgkc(0)| < nd gives for fixedd > 0

Li

P(5

|logd|

) < O( logd

). (4.16)

This shows that for fixet, we have% — 0. In fact as long ab< logd the result holds.

In [27], Weir and Cockerham showed through numerical expenits that for finite sam-
plesFYC has lower variance theR3¥®. To explain this, we note thdtst; will have high
variance if% is O(1). We will also eventually show, see Lemnag 7.6 7.9, tieatbans

of @(i), (i) areO(%) while variances aré)(L—lz). Now suppose thdﬁ = 1 while fori # 1,
Li = O(1). In this case, witlF3'¢in mind, we have the following facts.

o V[Fst1] =0(1).

e Fori# 1, Fgj ~ =(2) andV [Fsi] = o(1).

These two facts give [F§'¢ = O(Iiz). ForFJVC, the following facts are relevant.
* El@(1)] =0(3), El@(1)] = O(7)-
e Fori#1,V[@(i)] =0(1) andV[@(i)] = O(1).

o Fori# 1, 8120 , =(2) andv[BU_A0] — o(1),

These three facts give[FY'®] = O({). Ford > | we see thaF4'C has lower variance than
Fave.

Now we consideFg for sequence data. Various formulas exist for such a genatiain,
see[10] for a summary, but up to small variations all aregivg the formula foF ' given
in (4.113) withl = c. This means, if we assume a fixed number of mutations, thamalysis
from Propositiofi 2 holds and we hakg/® (Mg kc(t)) — =(2) for sequence data.

4.3 Homozygosity Measures

Homozygosity measures are commonly used to quantify gedetrsity. Previous work on
homozygosity measures for subdivided populations haston computing means fas
and @ i, e.g. [14;.16]. In this section we derive the distributionggf under the infinite
alleles model and the assumption of strong mutation. By #faition of the G/KC coa-
lescent, at = 0 then individuals from sampled demeare split intoBy blocks of relative
sizesby 1,by 2, ..., bk p,. If mutation is sufficiently strong;, > 1, each of these blocks will
experience a mutation prior to a coalescent event. In suase each of thBy blocks will
have a different allelic state. This allows us to computedis&ibution of g .

By
k=S bZ;. (4.17)
J; g
For the case of the island model, Theofédm 1 gives

Bk — iv‘j—’. (4.18)
=1
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For the case of the stepping stone modelyvlgtbe exponential random variables with mean

1 that are independent oviej fori =1,2,... andj =1,...,i. Then, one can show (see [6])
that v
B
b o] 4.19
kJ VBk1+VBk2+ +VBkBk ( )

Theorent ] then gives

1+a V21+ V|2|

— Y hi(lo ,
Wk i; i(log(— ))(Vi,1+V|,2+ V)2

(4.20)

whereh;, by equation 5.2 in [24], is defined as

o[ sed-(SENEED (D (A () ifiAL
h'“)‘{1+kz;°_2exq—<3<2”>t1<l“>< IUT T W TP

Under strong mutation, the LPLS limit distributions @fy for the island model and
stepping stone model are given in figlte 2. As in sedfioh 4€eltakel” = 1 for the island
model case, and = 2 in the stepping stone case. This gives, for both c&Sgs| = % We
note the similarity in the distribution a x under the two models. Currently, there are many
statistical tests for population subdivision, but we aré aware of any statistical test that
addresses the type of subdivision. The similarity in hongazyty measures for the island
model and stepping stone model suggests that any such oesd stot involve homozygosity
measures.

5 Convergencetothe G/KC coalescent

In this section we prove Theorems 1 4idd 2. To do this, we deftimeTsc5:and show that
the following conditions hold.

1. (Independence Condition) The probability that indiatifrom separate sampled demes
coalesce beforgcaigoes to zero.

2. (Short Scattering Phase Condition) The probability ofigation beforeTscq; goes to
zero.

3. (KC Condition) After timeTscy; the coalescent converges to a Kingman coalescent

After demonstrating these three condition, we determiaelistribution oBy, by 1, by 2, . . ., bk B,
formed by MNgxc(Tsca). Lastly, we show that for both Theorem 1 2 the condition

EI% _, 0 holds.

To demonstrate the KC condition, we introduce the followntgation. For a general
coalescent proces$(t), let Eq,Ey, ..., Ex be the blocks formindl(Ty). Recall Ty = inf{t :
IN(t)| = k}. DefineNj(k — k—1) as the number of mutations that bloEk experiences
during time[Ty, T_1). LetU1(k), U2(k) be the indices of the two blocks that coalesce at time
Tk_1. If we specify some unique way of ordering the blogks(say by orderinds; based
on some lexographic ordering of thg;) then any diversity measuf@ will be a function of
U1(k),Uz2(K),Nj(k — k— 1), and(0).

We will use the following Lemma to prove the KC condition.
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Figure 2: pdf ofg for island model (dashed line) with = 1 and stepping stone model
(unbroken line) withor = 2
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Lemmab5.1. Letl(t) be a coalescent process wifi(0)| = M and letlMkc(t,r) be a King-
man coalescent withlkc(0) equal tol(0) with the labels of the blocks removed. Let G be a
diversity measure. If

Mk r
E[Ni(k— k—1)] — —— 0 5.1
k;;l [Nj(k = k—1)] (5)|—> (5.1)
and "
k; 1-k(k—1) j,j’:li,r_],fk;j#j/P(Ul(k) =j,Uxk)=j)|—0 (5.2)
then
lim G(M(t)) = lim G(Mke(t,1)). (5.3)

Proof. Since mutation events are Poisson procedsg& — k— 1) has a Poisson distribu-
tion. LetN;j(k — k— 1) be theN; associated witlilkc (t,r). ThenN;(k — k—1) has Poisson
distribution with mean({—). We couple mutation events oht) andMkc(rt) for their respec-

2
tive intervals[T, Ty_1) as follows. Match the blockk blocks inl(t) with the k blocks in
Mkc(t) in some arbitrary way. Apply mutations to each block acamydb a Poisson distri-
bution with mean(—rkj. Now add more mutations to each blocKiiit) according to a Poisson

2
distribution with meark [N; (k — k—1)] — ({(—) (if the quantity is negative, remove mutations).

If we add (or remove) mutations in this szecond step we sayathlacoupling event has taken
place. By[(5.1l) the probability of a decoupling event ovérkajoes to zero. So we have a
coupling between the mutations Btt) andMkc (t).

Now we establish a coupling fd#1,U,. Let Uy, U, be theU; corresponding tdlkc(t).
ThenP(Uy (k) = j,Ua(k) = j') = k(k—:51) Seta = inf;.; P(U1(k) = j,Uz2(k) = }'). We now
partition[0,1] into k(k— 1) + 1 intervals.k(k — 1) of these intervals are of sizeand each of
these intervals corresponds to a spegifit combination. We couple; andU; as follows.
We select a number uniformly df, 1]. If the number lands in one of tHék — 1) intervals
corresponding to somg j’ pair then we coalesce the same blocksTift) as coalesce in
Mkc(rt). Otherwise, if the number falls in the interval that doesemtespond to 4, j’ pair,
we say a decoupling has occurred and we coalesce each psepesately.[(5]2) shows that
over allk the probability of a decoupling goes to zero. So we have alsmpetween the
blocks that coalesce ifi(t) and those that coalescelitkc(rt).

The result now follows from the observation ti@ais bounded and depends only on the
number of mutations in each block and the order in which tbeks coalesce.

o

Before proceeding we set some notation. For any coaleBigntthat isMkc, Mim, MNss,
M) we letMg(t) fork=1,...,d represenfl(t) with the blocks intersected again&.
That is, if

n(t) = {(Ey, &), (E2,a2),...,(Em,am)}, (5.4)
then
M) {(ErNF,a1), (EoNFy,a2),. .., (EmN F,am)} (5.5)

ForMm (t) andMsg(t), unless specified otherwise, we tdk&d) = U(kj:]_U?:l{(Xk’j ,2(Kk))},
whereZ(K) is the deme labdl € ¢ corresponding to thith sampled deme. Since the deme
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labels inMkc(t) may be ignoredlkc(0) is specified byMkc(0)]. We write I'Iffg(t) for

Mkc(t) with ||_|KC(O) = k|

We useO, andl to represent various probability events and integralsaetsgely. Within
a given proof©® andl are consistently used, but their definition varies betweenfs. We
useC as an arbitrary constant that may change from line to line.

5.1 Idand Modd and G/KC
In this section we prove Theordm 1. Setar= Nv/D.

Lemma 5.2 (Independence Condition).et® be the event in which two blocks from separate
sampled demes coalesce before timgiTThen,

) (5.6)

Proof. A block migrates to a deme that is occupied by another bloekrate bounded b§.
So the probability of a block entering a deme occupied bytsrdblock before tim8scatis
bounded by

Tscat m.m Tscaim 1
dtexg——=t]= =1—exg— =—. 5.7
[ dtexsi- S8 =1 exii- =5 = 5.7)
Summing this probability over all possible pairs gives thgulit.
o
Lemma 5.3 (Short Scattering Phase Condition)
E[number of mutation beforad{ = O( nd ) (5.8)
=05 .
Proof. There are at mostd blocks in the time intervdD, Tsca{. Then,
E[number of mutations befofRca] < p(nd)Tscat= O(%) — 0. (5.9
O

Before proving the KC condition, we show that each blocKigf (Tscay 0ccupies a sep-
arate deme. We refer toe 22'2 as a scattered state if each block occupies a separate deme.
We refer torr as a semi-scattered state if two blocks share the same deiteealtother
blocks are in separate demes.

Lemma5.4.
P(Mm (Tscay) is a scattered staje— 1. (5.10)

Proof. We demonstrate that the following two facts hold in the LPin$tl
e every block experiences at least one migration

e during[0, Tscad, blocks migrate to demes that are unoccupied by other blocks

15



To see the first fact recall that blocks migrate at rateSo the probability of a block
not migrating away from its sample deme by tifigstis O(exg—+/D]). To see the second
fact we recall that blocks migrate to a deme occupied by amditock at a ratg. So the
probability of migrating to an occupied deme(m%). Summing these probabilities over
all possible blocks shows that at tirfig.aievery block is in a separate deme with probability

O(%). Taking the LPLS limit finishes the proof.

O
Lemma 5.5 (KC condition)
[Mim (Tscad|
E[Nj(k— k—l)]—%lz—rzr — (5.11)
= (2)
Forj,j'=1,2,...,k with j# j’
[Mim (Tscat)|
> [1-kk-1) inf  PUi(k)=j,Ua(k) =) =0 (5.12)
K L= kA

Proof. Assume thafl(Ty) is in a scattered state. The process goes to a semi-scaitatedt
rate@q = %. Once the blocks are in a semi-scattered state, three esamtsccur.

We specify the rates of these three events.

¢ the two blocks can coalesce (ra%).

o the blocks can return to a scattered state. (rate(12- ¥52) = 2 (1 k52)).

e the blocks can enter a state that is neither a scatteredrstate semi-scattered state.
./ K2
(rate:O(yp))-

If the blocks return to a scattered state, the whole sitnattarts over. Let the event of
entering a state that is not a scattered state nor a senmgrsthitate b@®. A simple ratio
shows

k2
P©)=0(3) (5.13)
Now consideiE[Nj(k — k—1)]. We have,
E[Nj(k = k—1)] = HE[Tk-1— Ty (5.14)

The blocks occupy a scattered state for time with mg% . Once in a semi-scattered
state, outside of the eve®t the blocks either coalesce or return to a scattered stétaérof
orderO(N), the probability of coalescing lierlT + O(%). Putting this all together and using
(B.13) gives,

ND1+2r k2
@T(H 0(5)). (5.15)

Plugging the above expression info (3.14), summing dyeand taking the LPLS limit
gives [5.11). By the symmetry of the island model[TifTy) is in a scattered state then

P(Ui(k) = j,Ux(k) = j) = k(k—En By (5.13) and Lemmla’ 4, the probability[df Ty) being

in a scattered state over &lls bounded below by + O(zﬂzzdk—é). This gives[(5.1R).
o

EMc1—Td =

16



Lemmad 5.2-515 proveE (3.2) in TheorEin 1. We are left to §pdlee distribution of
Mim k(Tscay). As observedin [8; 21, by ; are specified by the Ewens Sampling Formula [7].
More precisely, the following theorem follows from a resoftHoppe [9] and our Lemmas

B2 and5H.

Theorem 7 (Hoppe’s Urn Theorem)Let & be a Bernoulli random variable with success
probability % Assume thad,, &3, ..., &, are independent. Then,

B=1+&+ &+ - +&n. (5.16)
and each Bis i.i.d.
Using a theorem of Donnelly and Tavare [5] we have the follaiesult.
Theorem 8. For fixed J,

Am(bk,labk,Za b)) = (Y1, Y2,..0,Y)) (5.17)
whereY'is defined as in Theoreln 1.

2
Finally we note that using Lemni& 7, a simple computation ShEdgL] = O(%). By

2
our assumptions on the LPLS limit of a stepping stone modakszent we havg[(?—l] —0.

5.2 Stepping Stone Model and G/KC

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theotém 2L In|[1;3}; the authors made significant
breakthroughs in the analysis of the stepping stone modaéscent. In this section, we
draw heavily from the theory developed in those articlepeemlly from the work of Zahle
et al. [38]. Our results use the basic techniques introdbgetiese authors, although there
are several important differences. Zahle et al. assumes#impled individuals are initially
spaced far apart, while we start withindividuals in each deme. Further, Zahle et al. assume
fixedn,d asN,D — o while we taken,d,N,D — . Perhaps more importantly, while Zahle
et al. use an integral approach to prove their results, waukierential approach.

We feel that the results inl[1L; 2; 33] have not received thenithn they deserve within the
population genetics literature due to their theoreticahptexity. We hope that by providing
a different approach to the theory of [1; [2; 33], we will encage researchers with more
applied interests to use the theory. Below, wherever plessile use the notation of Zahle et
al.

Let T2 be a two dimensional torus of widthl corresponding to the stepping stone model.
In the stepping stone model we may think of the blockd$ligs(t) as coalescing random
walkers onT? moving with ratem. Given two random walkers dfi“ let Ty be the first time
the two walkers occupy the same deme. tydte the time at which the two walkers coalesce.
From a technical perspective it is simpler to consider alsirendom walker moving at rate
2m than two random walkers moving at rate When we consider a single random walker
we letTp be the time at which the random walker hits the ori@0). To considety we let a
coalescent event occur at reﬂfeNhen the walker is at the origin, théis the time at which a

coalescent event occurs. We IFéW)(O) be the probability of an eve® for a random walker
starting in demex and moving at ratev. We let péw)(x,y) be the probability that a random
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walker starting ak and moving at ratev will be in demey at times. Finally R(©) = P)El)(e)

1
andps(x,y) = p§” (x,y).
Before proceeding, we state some technical results coimgerandom walks oril.
These results can be found in [1; 2], we refer the reader teethmorks for the proofs.

Lemmab5.6. Fort < eW?logW,

. 2
tlm Po1)(To>t) = @(1+O(e)). (5.18)
If |x| = o(W) then
lim ps(x,0) < Cx—lz. (5.19)
If |X| — oo, |X| = o(W) and s< x? then
_x
pe(0) < ] (5.20)
If tw — o then
1
WPy w2 (%.Y)) = 75| = 0. (5.21)
If s— o0 and s< CW then
lim ps(x,0) < % (5.22)

SetTscat= ‘élni Recall thatAsample= % is the minimum distance between sampled
demes.

Lemma 5.7 (Independence Condition)et © be the event in which two individuals from
separate sampled demes coalesce before tige Then,

(nd)?
ViogW

Proof. We can consider a single random walk moving at rawdt®at starts at positioxwith

IX| > Asample Letd = Olgw. We computeREzm) (To < Tscat) by considering the last time the

walker is at the origin and rescaling time byn2

P(©) = O(

) (5.23)

W2
B (Ty < Teca) = i dsp(x,0)Poy)(To > W2 —s) (5.24)

W2 W2
< /o dsp(x,0)Po,1)(To > (1 - 5)W?) 4 /5\/\/2 dsp(x,0)Po,1)(To > W2 —s).
=11+ 15
Consideil;. Using [5.18) and(5.19) in the expression fpgives,

dW?
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Now considetl,. Using [5.18) and(5.22) gives

| <i/wzdsP(T SW2og < L (5.26)
2= B3W2 Jowe 0 ~ dlog(W) '
Combining [5.2b) and (5.26) gives
1
R (Ty< Ty) = O . 5.27
M (To < T) = O ) (5.27)
Considering all possible pairs finishes the proof.
O
Lemma 5.8 (Short Scattering Phase Condition)
P(mutation before &a) = O( nd ) (5.28)
& Nogw” '

Proof. There are at mostd blocks in the time intervgD, Tsca{. Then,

nd o nd

E[number of mutations ifD, Tscaf] < p(nd)Tscar= O(Wn) = (w).

(5.29)

O

Before demonstrating the KC Condition we prove some prelani lemmas. First, we
show that at tim8gcathe blocks are far apart from one another. Define

w

F(k) = {me 22 |n =Kk, if (E1,01), (E2,02) € mthen|gy — ga| > -} (5.30)
(logw)z
Lemma5.9. Let M= |Msq Tscar)|- Then,
2
P(Msd Teca) ¢ (M) = (0 (5.31)

logwW

Proof. Given two random walkerg,, Yy, starting at some arbitrary displacemeanby (5.22)
we have

P(ya(Teca) — Ya(Tecal| > < 3 m(xyﬁqﬁm (5.32)

lyl<
(logW) 2

(IogW)%

Considering all possible pairs gives the result.
O

For Lemma§5.70-5.12 we st = £(»1-)W2logW andAt = 2mAt wheree = (\/lolg_W)'
For the sake of clarity we keep certain expressions in tefras®he results stated in Lemmas

and5.711 can be found (n [33].
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W
(logw)

then

Lemma5.10. If |x| > T
2

R (To < At) = £(1+ O(ey)), (5.33)

where loa oW
oglo
o, — 10glogW

ogW
Proof. In [1], Cox showed that once two blocks are sufficiently faapthe time it takes the

2
pair to enter the same deme is exponentially distributed miean?29W) - oyr approach

2mm
will be to divide time into intervals of sizAt = e%. We will show that during a time

interval At, the probability of two blocks entering the same deme is exipratelye.
By the same argument as in Lemmal5.7 we have

(5.34)

At ~
R (Ty < At) = [ dsR(x.0)Poy(To > At ) (5.35)
-eW2loglogW . W2, /logW .
_ / dsp(x,0)Po1)(To > At —9) + dsp(x,0)Po1)(To > At —9)
£W2loglogwW
At o
+/ dsp(X,0)Pg.1)(To > At —s
A (X, 0)P0,1)(To )

=l1+1l2+1s.

We first show that; has small contribution. Using (5118, (5120), ahd (b.22)anéve at,

1 £W?loglogW 1 loglogW loglogW
= Ol '/XZ dsg) = O osn) = €OC oy (5:39)
Now considetl,. Using [5.18) and(5.22) gives
__ (loglogw

|2_5<W). (5.37)

Now considetls. By using [5.18) and (5.21) some manipulation of the intkgjkees

B loglogwW

l3=¢ (1+ O( logW )) (5.38)

Putting [5.36),[(5.37), an@ (5.88) together gives the testlé pause to note that if we con-
siderat — EW2I09l00W 0 \woyid have arrived at the same asymptotic result. That s,

m
B(To < At — W) = &(1+O(er)). (5.39)
o
Lemma5.11.
P(((ig‘f (to <At) = 1%: +0(&2), (5.40)
where 0glogWW
€= Tlogw (5.41)
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Proof. Recall, to comput<§’((§‘rg>> (to < At) we consider a random walker moving at rate, 2

with the stipulation that when the random walker i$&0) there is a coalescent event at rate
%. So we may characterize the behavior of the random walkeugir the random variables
H.tg,to,...,tg,Ug,Uyg,...,Us11 WhereH is the number of excursions taken by the random
walker away from zero before a coalescent event octyrs. ,ty are the time spans of these
excursions andl,...,Ug 1 are the time spans spent at the origin between excursidns.
is geometric with success probabiliﬂzlwq. Eachug,uy, ..., Ug is an exponential random
variables with mean of ordé\.

We first consider the distributions of theclearly thetj are i.i.d. We distinguish between
three types of excursions. Set=logW and define

Type | :tj € [0, &)

Type Il 1t € (R, At

Type Il : tj > At.
By (5.18) we have
1
P(Type ) =1-O(—= 5.42
(Type ) (IogAt—Iog(KNm)) ( )
logKNm
P(T I)=0(——=—=
(Type 1) = 0o
2m
P(T i 1-—.
(Type IIl) — log (A0

In the following we ignore the time contributions of the Including theu; does not change
the argument much, the order of the error terms stay the samleso we drop thg; for the

sake of clarity. We first show that the probability of expadig a Type Il excursion before
the coalescent event is small. The probability of a coalgsgering any given visit to the

origin is o = O(ﬁ). The probability of a Type Il excursion is25i-P(Type Il) =
0('(‘;3;33;’3). Then taking the appropriate ratio gives,
P(type Il excursion before coal= O(M) (5.43)

logW

We now show that if no type Il or Ill excursions occur then walesce with very high
probability. Indeed, if no Type Il or lll excursions occurseh we will coalesce before time
At if we coalesce before there akdm Type | excursions. The probability of not coalescing
for KNmType | excursions is

2Nm KNm 1 1 O(logW(Nm)) 1
(1+ 2Nm P I)) - ((1‘m><l—°<|ogw’) =0y 644)

So up to errors of ordei"lgo'gL\?vW we can reduce the computation B o) (to < At) to the

probability that a coalescent event occurs before a Typxtursion. Computing the relevant

ratio then gives,
1 loglogW
P(coal. before Type Il = +0O( logW

Tra ). (5.45)
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Putting all this together gives the result. Finally we ndtattthis result would hold if we
2
replacedit by 2V 1090 Thatjs,

_ eW?loglogw 1

(2m) _
Pioo) (to ) =140 (5.46)
O
Lemma 5.12 (KC Condition)
[MsdTscat)| k
> 3 [ENiG k-1)]- 2 1*al (5.47)
& A 2 @
Forj,j' =1,2,....kwith j# |’
INsyTscat)|
> 11-kk-1) inf  P(Uy(k)=]j,Ux(k) =) =0 (5.48)
& L= ki#)
Proof. We would like to combine Lemm&s 5110 dnd 5.11 to show thapdar —Y—,
(logw)2
(2m) €
R o <At) = —— 4+ €0(ey). 5.49
X7 (lo < At) = g +£0(e) (5.49)
By using Lemmak 5.10 and 5]11 we have
Rulto < At) < R(To < At)Pg g)(to < At) = 1+La +£0(ey) (5.50)
A lower bound is provided by using (5139) ahd (3.46):
Rd(to < At) > B(To < At — eW?loglogW)Pq o) (to < eW?loglogW) (5.51)
€
=" +£0(ey).
11q TEO@)

This proves([(5.49). Up to this point we have limited oursslieinteractions of two blocks.
Now, however, we considé€tsg(0) € I (k). First we comput®(Mss(At) ¢ I'(k—1) UT'(K)).
There are two ways for this two occur. Either two blocks outhafk are withinI V\Yv — but

0 2
have not coalesced at tindg or two coalescent events have occurred. We cogn(si>der the first
case. Let; andy, be random walkers moving at ratethat startx units apart. Assume that
if y; andy, enter the same deme then they immediately coalescey; et be independent

random walkers that do not coalesce. Bebe the event in whicly; andy, do not coalesce

but are within—Y— units of each other at timit. We have the following bound,

log(W)?2

wW

P(©1) <P([y1(At) - y2(At)] < o)} )

(5.52)

To prove this inequality we use a coupling argument. Coypte y; andy, to y,. By this we
mean that the pairs move together. Howevey; iindy, coalesce then we decouple the two
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pairs andy; andy, begin to move independently gf andy,. No path in® will experience
a decoupling, so the inequality follows. We now bound thétrgide of [5.5R).

w (2m)
r) < P (%2) (5.53)
log(W)2 \z\g&f “

log(w) 2
w ,C 1
< — —O(———).
- |og(W)%) W2 (IogW)

where we have usef{5121) to achieve the inequality direttbve.
Now we consider the possibility of two coalescent eventsndutime At. By the same
methods as just described, we can show that if a single azalesvent occurs at some point

in time At, then with high probability all blocks will still be more thk/a%W units apart.

Then we repeat the argument and are able to show that thehplibbaf two coalescent
events is of orde®(£?). So finally we have after allowing for all possible pair cométions,

P(ly1(At) —y2(At)| <

2
P(M(At) ¢ r(k—1)ur(k))_O(W+k4£2) _so(\/]%_w). (5.54)

From (5.49) the probability of a coalescent event betwegntew blocks is £5 +
£O(ey), giving

k\ ¢ 2
P(N(At) elM(k—1)) = (2>1+—a—|—80(k e), (5.55)
kK\ ¢
P(N(At) eT(k)) =1— (2) ot £0(K%),
where o locW
__loglog
=~ logW (5.56)
If we consider coalescent events after tifygwe have,
1
E[Ti_1— Ti] = (At) +0O(At) (5.57)
) 145 + O(ek%e)
This then gives,
E[N;(k — k—1)] = (%(%Ta)(uoa@e)). (5.58)
2
Summing overj =1,2,... kand then summing ovér= 2,3, ..., MNss(Tscay) gives
[Mss(Tscad| k 0 1+a
EINj(k— k—1)] — —(——)| < O(|Mss(Tscat|*e) < O((nd)?e) — 0.
& & () @
(5.59)
Using [5.54) and (5.55) and the same argument as in Ldmmhaves [@.48).
O

Lemmag 5.J1-5.12 prové(3.4) in Theoréin 2. Finally we charaza the distribution of
Mssk(Tscay. The result stated in Lemnia 5113 is very similar to Theorem [B8], and our
proof follows the methods introduced in Lemma5.12, so wepsiraketch the proof.
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Lemma5.13. 14
a
—)). (5.60)

Mssk(Tscat) — n|(<ooc)(|09(
Proof. We partition the intervalD, Tsca{ by the pointgy such that, = W2 where 0< p < 1.
We eventually selecp to optimize our error terms. We will asymptotically compite
probability of a pair coalescing in the interval, t, 1]. Further, we will show that at the end
of this time interval, the blocks are always separated bgaifstant distance. The first time
interval,[0,t;], is special as we start withblocks all in the same deme.
To make all this precise, we introduce the following notatidf me 22 then e

H,(,k)(j) if |71 = j and every pair of blocks imr is separated by a distance of a Ie@‘%%.

Now suppose that for sonkesuch that &< k < 1 we havel(ty) € H,(,k)(j). Then by the same
techniques used in Lemmas5.10 and b.11 we can show thatabalplity of two blocks
entering the same deme is approximal%.l;and once two blocks are in the same deme, the
probability of coalescing is approximatgl¥ + %)*1.

Since|M(t)| = j, we have the following results

PN € B (1) = 1= () Q) (561
0
PNen) € WY -0) = () Qi)

For the interval0,t;] things are a bit different as we start wittblocks that all occupy the
same deme. But in this case we can show the following

P(N(ty) € HY(n) — 1. (5.62)

From the above computations, we note that up to vanishiray ¢erms, each pair of
blocks inM(tk) is equally likely to coalesce ifty, tx, 1]. Now we can compute the probability
of no coalescent event occurring up to tifga:

1

P(no coal. byt) ﬁ <1_ <2> (%)(#)) (5.63)
0

k=1

— exp— (;) ,/o.ldtu—ia] =expg— (2) Iog(HSTa)].

This computation can be easily generalized to the prolglofia coalescent event between
any two time points in0, Tsca. The probabilities are recognized as precisely those of the
coalescent probabilities of the Kingman coalescent rurinie ﬂoglfT". The result then
follows.

O

Finally we note that using Lemnia 5]13 and standard Kingmaiesoent results |[6] we
2
can show tha@ — 0.
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6 Fstunder Strong Mutation

In this section we prove Theordrh 3. Redall = ‘T%(pl“’l . The theorem will follow from
n#1
two observations. Firgpy — 0 and second/ [@] — 0. More precisely the next two lemmas

describe the behavior @i andg.
Lemma6.1.
lim lim E[¢1 | ¢ # 1] =0 (6.1)

Proof. We start by considering simp[¢] rather tharE[@; | g # 1].
Pl= L S S EN ) 62)
E(p_]_ = -5 EJl Xk,':Xk’," 6.2
n°d? k,gzlj,Jzzl J J

— E1 (X1 = 1)) +O( ).

wherek; # kp. By the definition of a G/KC coalescent and the properties &iregman
coalesceng,, ; andxy, 1 coalesce at rate 1 while a mutation occurs at rafnis gives,

E[l (X1 = X,1)] = 1%4 = O(%)- (6.3)

This givesE[g] — O(#). Since

Elo =Elp [ # UP(n # 1)+ P = 1), (6.4)
we will haveE[g | @1 # 1] — O(%) if we can showP(¢y = 1) — O(%). But note
P(en=1) <E[@]. (6.5)
Taking limy_,. finishes the proof.
o
Now we show thatg approaches a deterministic value.
Lemma6.2.
lim lim qb‘ ==Z(2) (6.6)
rooLlPLS™ | ) g
Proof. We first show thaV @] — O.
q 2
Viw] = E[<Z((R),k—E[(R),k])> ] (6.7)
K=1
LS coumwme ol
== ko Qo r
d2 k/’k//:l’k/#k// d
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Fork' £ k” we have the following relation
Cov(@k, Pox) =E[I (X1 = X 2)l (Xer 1 = X 2)] (6.8)
1
— B[l (.1 =% 2) B[N (%1 = Xr 2)] + O(5).-

Now we use a coupling argument introduced.in [20]. We sketehcbupling argument and
direct the reader ta [20] for further details. Li@{t) be a G/KC coalescent started with the
following four individuals in separate blocksj 1,X¢ 2, X" 1,% 2. Now define two G/KC

coalescentsl*’(t) andM*" (t) started with the following individuals}, ;X , andxg, ;, X ,

respectively in separate blocks. We coupilg), M* (t), M*(t) as follows. At the outset,
the block contain eackis coupled to the correspondingly indexed By this we mean that
the two blocks experience the same coalescent, migratt@mhpautation events. If a block
in M(t) containing &k’ indexedx coalesces with a block containing<4 indexedx then we
say that a decoupling has occurred. Once a decoupling Qdbershree coalesents evolve
independently. Set

= (1081 =%.2) ~ 1 0% =%e2)) (10001 =X 2) =1 (K1 =Xer2))  (6.9)

Observe,

Observe further, if a mutation or coalescent event occuferéehe decoupling coalescent
event therl =0. We have,

P(decouping event before mutation evert4E[l (¢ 1 = X 1)] (6.11)
These two observations give
1
Cov(@k, Qo) < E[l 01 =X 1)] = O( ), (6.12)

where we have usef {6.3) to obtain the result directly ab@keyging [6.1PR) into[(6]7) gives
V(@] — O(}). Now note

E(@] = El@a) = Ell 0.1 = x12)] + O(). (6.13)

If x1,1,X12 occupy the same block ifigkc(0) then we will havex; 1 = X1 ». Otherwise, by
arguments given in Lemnia .1 we will have, with limiting padiflity 1, X; 1 # X1 2. It then
follows by the definition of that

Ell(xe1 =x12)] = =(2). (6.14)

Finally, recalling thaP(¢ = 1) — O(%) from the proof of LemmBa®6l1, leads¥@ | ¢ #
1 — O(%) andE[@ | @1 # 1] — =(2). Taking lim_,., finishes the proof.
o

SinceFs € [0,1], TheoreniB is proved in a straightforward manner using Lesifna
and6.2.

26



7 Fstunder Weak Mutation

The goal of this section is to prove Theoreniis 4-6. Recallithéiie weak mutation setting
we assume that there is a single mutatiod ke (t). We assume that the mutation occurs
when|Mgikc(t)] = L. More precisely, we select a blog,: uniformly from Ngkc(TL) and
mutate all individuals ifEmyt. Label the blocks oflgkc k(0) asEx 1,Ex 2, ..., Exp,. We refer
to anyxy j € Emut @s @ mutant.

Set

By

Re= > X(EmuNEx;j #0), (7.1)

=1
d
R=3 R
k=1

R¢ andR are the number of blocks iflgikck(0) andMgikc(0) respectively that contain
mutants. Note that if a block at= 0 contains a single mutant, then every individual in the
block must be a mutant.

At t = 0, each% is the disjoint union oBy blocks. Of thesdy blocks,R¢ will contain
mutants. We refer to thedg blocks as mutant blocks. By the symmetry of the G/KC
coalescent, which it inherits from the Kingman coalesc#rg, mutant blocks are equally
likely to be any subset of thBy blocks. Leto(k,-) be a random injective map froff, . .. , Ry]
to [1,...,By]. o(k,-) is chosen from the uniform distribution of all such mappingéow
define

A= bioj)- (7.2)

K=1
Simple algebra gives
p2—pi
= . 7.3
st p1— p% ( )

We will often speak of the descendants of some blBekMg/c(t). By this we mean all

of all injective maps from1,2,....a 0 [1,2,...,b].
7.1 Some Preliminary Results

We first characterize the distributions % The LPLS limiting distribution 01’%L depends
on lim_p sL andk. We have three cases. Define

V = exponential random variable with mean 1.
W(2) = r.v. with density(1— %)(1— X)72forz>2and 0< x< z
G(z) = geometric random variable with success probabiity
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Then we have the following result.

Lemma7.1.
RL \Y if K :0,|im|_p|_sL—>°0,
lim E = { W(L) if K= 0,|imLp|_gL < oo, (7.4)
LS bBile L kek)+1) if kK # 0.

Proof. Before proving the three cases we show tg@l]—d — 1. Indeed, by our assumption

EB2) ; Fi
of 5= — 0in the LPLS limit we have

E[B?
V2 gy = 2vipy < E21 0 (7.5)
d d d
We can then conclude
. . L B . L
K= O EBId  (MSBdEB,  (MsB’ (7.6)
Letj1,j2,..., jL be the number of descendants from each blodkdgkc(T.). A standard
result, see for instance [6], is
o . 1
P(le]Za"'vJL | B):W (77)
iy

By symmetry we may sR = j;. Then elementary combinatorics gives

ey

1)

Now we consider the three cases stated in the lemma. Forisitppf notation let

P(R|B) = (7.8)

z="1 _ Firsttakek = 0,L — o. In this case since = 0 we have — 0.
B

Gy
i <Z<b)=li - .
|_“PTSP(a— Z<b) L|=3TS ZaB (5*1) (7:9)
R=38 (L1
L L-1 R
i =Tt ™ L2
_L'LTSR;BB—l(l -1 CcLRB.
where s i
S IR
E(L,RB) = HJ*L{Z—B*JFH (7.10)
Mi—il-sx
A standard argument then shows, sir§:e> 0 andL — oo that,
| o) [ d
imPa<z< —X|. 7.11
lm Pa<z <)~ [ dxexri—x (7.12)
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In the casex =0, lim_psL < o, we can usd(719) to show that+ W(L). Now consider the
casek > 0. Takinge > 0,

(BfRfl)
L2
B—1
()
Now expanding the binomials directly above and taking the$ Bmit gives thatR— 1 goes
to a geometric random variable with success probabilitfhe lemma follows.

JLTSP(KJ e<Z<Kj+¢) L“PTSP(R k) (7.12)

O

Lemma[Z.1 shows tha@- has three different limits depending on the scalind dghat
we choose. In each case we want to compute the LPLS limit afiéen and variance @f
and p, conditioned on%L. This however is technically cumbersome because priorkioga
the LPLS limit, %L is discrete. Furthermore, ¥ > 0, the LPLS limit of%L is discrete. To
deal with all three limits 01% simultaneously, and to avoid unneeded technical diffiesilti
we condition not on, but on the event € .#¢ for certain sets#¢. More precisely, let
€ >0, then set

[he,(h+1)e) forh=0,1,2,... if Kk =0,lim_p gL — co.
B { [he, (h+1)e) forh=0,1, 2,% if K =0,lim_psL < . (7.13)
(hk —g,hk +¢€) forh=0,1,2,... if K #£0.
Lemma 7.2. Letibe a positive integer with< Bx. Then,
R Bk R, B2
ime(¥) IR @Y < (F)Graro, (7.14)
R« Bk\ R Bi R
Im () IR D= (F) @)+ o+ ). (7.15)
For k # k' and i,i’ positive fixed integers,
- i Y i _ i _ B + B¢ R1%+R1%
lim ERR | R {B:}) = lim E[R | R {B}EIR, | R {B}](1+0(Z5—2 + =X

(7.16)

Proof. We demonstraté (7.14) arld (7].15), the proofof (I7.16) islaimiVe choos& mutant
blocks out of a total oB possible blocks. Each collection Bfchoices is equally likely, so

we have
(R) (R-rY)
P(Rc|R {Bi}) = % (7.17)
From the relation directly above one can show
B (R\ /. R\* B2
PRIRED< () (§) (1-5)  aro@n. @

and

P(Rk|R,{Bi})=(z> (g>&<1—g>BkRk(1+0(F§ = R+%)). (7.19)

These two relations give (Z.114) and (7.15) respectively.
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The following lemma will be used to control the error expresgproduced in Lemma

2.

Lemma7.3. If k = 0andlim_p sL < o assume B L EvE -1

: LRR
im.E [B RT R Bejh] 0 (7.20)

Proof. LetH = 2 1+ % we h
roof. LetH = ﬁ"‘ R: e nave,

B 1 RE
H ) (1 %(%)> R (7.21)
From [Z.1#) we have
R B R, B? B2
B[ |RB] < X(5)%(1+0(X) = 0(Z). (7.22)

By our assumptions onwe have lim su%% < 1. So we arrive at,

EH | o € ] < ([B e, (7.23)

We now write out the conditional expectation explicitly. téut loss of generality we take
k=1.

B2 RL . 8 P(BB{Ye, 8,P(B2....Ba)Trc,cP(F|B)g
E[§|§€fh]=

(7.24)

But now we note that by LemniaT. EI?( e #%) is asymptotically independent & So
using [7.2#) we have

iim E[H | R ¢ 7] = tim E52] = fim —0 (7.25)
s = pts "B’ - '

O

We will need to compute the moments of productdef. The following lemma shows
that such moments can be expressed in terms of the scatpeobapbilities. In general we will
be computing products di ; for uniformly selected over 1,...,Bx. To make this precise
let | be a positive integer and lgt be a random element o/ (I,By) under the uniform
distribution. We have the following lemma.

Lemma7.4. Letl, j1,]jo,...,]| be fixed positive integers with eachupique. Set & j1 +
jo+---+ji. Thenforg > 1,3 <n,

: Bk J . = . .
m I rl i _ = _
JIPLSII < | ) (jl,jz,---7j|>E[i_ bk’y(|) | Bk] —(J17]27"'5J|) Bk' (7 26)
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Proof. If we sampleJ individuals from.%, then=(j1, j2,..., i) is the probability that the
blocksEy 1,Ex2, . ..,Exp, partition theJ individuals intol sets of siz€jy, j2,..., ji. Taking
ordering into account, there aﬂé(’J‘) ways to samplel individuals from.%,. There are

(n(&t:]‘fz:)! ways to assigrj; individuals to blockEyn. With this in mind, if we consider all

possible combinations, we arrive at

1 < J ) L (nby)!
= T ) [ (7.27)
bibezbig, ' (3) ye%%,Bk) j1,d2:005 01 ﬂ(”bx,vm—li)!

E(jlijv"'ah)

Since we fixJ, taking the LPLS limit gives the following asymptotics

J |
— lim < , > b (7.28)
by 1.by 2. b, LPLSVEM/%,B‘() j1, 02,500 l_l "

E(jlija"'ah)

Noting thaty . ., = ﬁ leads to

. By J !
= lim |!< ) P(y)(. . ) bl . (7.29)
bkl by 2,....bx. By LPLS l VG*‘?‘/%-,BIJ J1, )25 4, J| rl 24

If we now condition® overBy rather tharby 1, by 2, . . ., bk g, we have,

E_(jlaj27"'7j|)

—. . . . Bk)< )
(i1 iz, = lim I! bl | By 7.30
Uz 0] = [ ( 12,01 rl )| Bd- o (7:30)
O

Finally, we show that the distribution é‘depends very weakly oBy.
Lemma 7.5. With the notation and conditions of Lemmal7.4,
=. . RL =,. .
E[=(j1,---» 1) |§€fha]::(“"“’“)' (7.31)
By

Proof. The proof of this lemma is very similar to that of Lemmal 7.3eExistence of a limit
for P(.#¢) allows us to remove the conditional dependenceAin

O
72 p1
Now we considep; conditioned on#¢.
Lemma7.6. If k =0andlim_p sL < o assume bt £, £ —1
lim E[Lp1 | — e S e A (7.32)

LPLS
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Proof. Using the fact thaR, by 4« j) are independent when conditioned®y we have
E[p1 [ R{Bi}] = E[A«| R {Bi}] Zbkakj ) | RA{Bi}] (7.33)

Ry
= E[ZlE[bk,a(k,j) | Be] | R{Bi}] = E[REby (k1) | Bk] | R {Bi}]
£

Applying LemmdZ} withl = | = 1, noting=(1) = 1, and then applying LemnfiaT.2 leads
to
_RL RL_ B R

Now if we condition both sides of the above equation with ez$po.#¢ and apply Lemma
we arrive at the statement of the proof.
O

Having computed the conditional meanlgd; on ., we now consider the conditional
variance.

Lemma?7.7. If Kk =0andlim_p sl < c assume bé =, =—1.Then,
lim VL |—Lef] <o) (7.35)
LPLS P h ’ )

Proof. We start by considering[L2p? | R, {Bi}].
2.2 L?
E[L"p1 | R {Bi}] Y Z E[AA | R{Bi}. (7.36)
k=

So we need to compute[A? | R {Bi}] and E[AA, | R {Bi}] for k # K. Starting with
E[A? | R {Bi}] and expanding ou gives

E[A? | R{Bi}] =E[R«(Rc— DE[by ok 1Pk o(k2) | Bl | R {Bi}] (7.37)
+E[REDL g1 | Bl | R {Bi}]

Using Lemma 714 gives,

B(Bx — 1)E[by ok 1Pk ok2 | B — =(1,2) (7.38)

By

BKE[bi,o(k,l) | By = =(2)

By
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Plugging [Z.3B) into[(7.37) and using Lemmal7.2 gives

lim E[AZ | R, {Bi}] (7.39)
= InE00| g ERR DIR(B) 1 Z0)| GERIR(E)
=) Bk<§>2+§<2> R Bog + X
~(Gr+Ee| - g+ (FoG g B

where we have used the relatigR) : =1-3(1,1) : to arrive at the final equality.
k k

Now we turn toE [AcAw | R, {B;}] for k # K'. An argument similar to the one just finished
for E[AZ | R, {Bi}] gives
Ro, Roo B | B
Plugging [Z.3P) and (7.40) intb (7136) gives

RL R, RL B2 B
L8t (g0 gt R (4D

E[AA | RA{Bi} = (7.40)

RL, L=
E[L20F | R{Bi}] = ()7 + 52(2)

Using [Z.34) we can express the variance as follows,

VILp: R {B)] - S22

RL, R RLo B B

(-t R) (14

We then condition on/}¢ and use Lemmads 7.3 ahd[7.5 to arrive at

RL L=
I Vibe | 5 € /il = mg=?

E[(5)(1- (5)7) | 5 € A <O(). (7.49

O

73 p2

As we did in the previous section fqn, in this section we compute the mean and variance
of po.

Lemma7.8. |fK—Oand|lm|_p|_sL<00aSSUI'nehéE,g—l Letxe .#¢. Then,
lim E[L | L =X 20 5o (7.44)
LbLs——P2 =L L ’ '

Proof. We havep, = %ZﬂzlAﬁ- The result then follows froni (7.89).
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Lemma 7.9. If k = 0andlim_p sL < o assume B & g,g -1

mViLpe | S € 78] = OA) (7.45)

Proof. We sketch the proof as it is very similar in technique to Lersii@ and 7J7. Using
(Z.18) it is not hard to show that fér=£ K/,

LA | R (B)] — EIAE| R (BEAD | R {8+ o BB BBy 74

Since asymptotically théy are uncorrelated, the variancelgf, reduces to the variance of
LAE. Ignoring error terms this gives,

o.|'_

d
VILp2 | R {Bi}] Z (E[A¢ | R{Bi}] —E[AZ | R {Bi}]?). (7.47)

From [7.39) we have (again ignoring error terms)

2
EIA7 R (B = <<§>2+§<2> <1—§>> . (7.48)

Using Lemmak 712 ad 7.4 as we did in Lenima 7.7 gives

E[AC| R {Bi}] = O(5)- (7.49)
Plugging [Z.4B) and (7.49) intb (7]47) gives
VILpz | R {B)] = O(()5) = O(A). (750)

7.4 Limit of Fg

We can now put together the results of sectlonk 7.2and 7 Stwdstrate Theorerhl4-6. We
start by proving Theorefd 4.

Theoreni ¥.We will considerFs; conditioned on%L € 4¢ ase — 0. All the lemmas devel-
oped in sections 7.2 ahd 7.3 include the assumption tkatif and lim p sL < o then also
h#L L —1. Butass —0,P(8 € %) — 0 for these values df. With this in mind, for the
rest of this proof we assume tHatloes not take on these excluded values.

Rewriting [Z.3) gives
(7.51)

Now note that by Lemmds 7[6-7.9, sinke= IimLpLsa = O, the means df p; andLp, go to
non-zero limits while the variance collapses. If we plughia tnean values fdrp; andLp;
we arrive at

=Z(2)+0(e). (7.52)
IE

||m Fst
LPLS
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Since the limit is independent bfand sincé=; is bounded a dominated convergence theorem
argument showBs; — =(2).
O

The proofs of Theorenis 5 ahtl 6 are harder and require somaratiem. The following
lemma simplifies the expression fiag;.

Lemma7.10. For A >0,

. o P2
JIFTSFSI B JIPTS p1 (7.53)
Proof. We have
P2 p% . P2 P1

(7.54)

st

= = + .
pi—p; pPi(l-p1) 1-p1
Now note that by Lemmds 7.1 anhdI7E§] p;] — ¢ > 0. SinceL = Ad — o, we havep; — 0.

Using this observation if_(7.54) finishes the proof.
o

Before stating the next lemma we define the random variaﬂ(lssandsf §is given by
the following distribution. For=1,2,3,...,

. iP(BL=1)

Ei5, (7.55)

Now we defineb. Let ) be a uniform random variable di,2,...,z}. Thenfora,b € [0,1]
P(b(2) € [a,b]) = P(b1 € [a,b]|B1 = 2). (7.56)

Sob(z) is the relative size of a block uniformly chosen frarblocks that partitionZ;. The

following lemma expressds; in terms ofB(s)

Lemma 7.11. Assume\ > 0. Define

_ { [YEBi 1 ifk=0

| G(k)+1 ifk#£0. (7.57)

Let 61, 62, ... be independent versions ﬁnhnd§1, %, ... be independent versions &f Then,

Y
lim pr = ngpsglbj () (7.58)
. . Y "2
limypa= i, 3 Bi(8) (759
Y B8
lim Fet = lim %171(‘) (7.60)
LPLS LPLSijlbj (Sj)
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Proof. We start by considering; and p, conditioned orB. To simplify our index notation
letby, by, ..., bg be some ordering of the collectidmp j fork=1,....,dandj =1,...,By. Let
{(k) be the sample deme associated viith That is, ifby, is the remdexed version di ;
then (h) =

If we condition onB, p; andp, are specified by choosirigblocks out of theB possible
blocks, where each subseti®is equally likely. Then we can specify through (recall the
definition of.«# immediately afte(7]3))

1 R
PL=4 Z B (n) (7.61)

where fis a random element of (R, B) under the uniform distribution. Now we lgt, ..., gr
be uniform r.v. on(1,2,...,B]. Then we claim limp s py = limipLsd TR_; bg,. We do this
through a coupling argument. We selegtgy,...,0r. If each one is different, then we
definef(h) = g,. If someg; = gy, then we select according to its (uniform) probability
distribution. We would like to show that the probability ofiebupling goes to zero in the
LPLS limit.

R\ 1 RL 1
P ling R,B) < — < (—=—)=. 7.62
(uncoupling R ) < () g < (55 (762
LemmdZ.1 shows that IimLs%'- exists and is independentBfand sincd. — « we have
B
P(uncoupling| B) — 0. (7.63)
which implies
Jimgpu = fim, Zl by, (7.64)

lim po = lim b
LPLSp2 LPLS £ 9"

Now we show that we may replace tRédy Y. We restrict our attention to the case=0
and considemp; only. The case # 0 is much simpler sinc® converges to a geometric
distribution, and the analysis @b is similar to that ofp;. We first show that we can replace

RbyY' = [(F) 5521,

R Y’
El] S by~ 3 by < E[Y'~ RIJElRg < ELTIY'~ R = ELTC0)(§ — =0
1= ]=
(7.65)
= E[[(5) 5 (C ~EBT —0.

Finally we would like to show that we can repla¢eby Y. To do this we recall that we have
split [0,») into intervals.#¢. By Lemmd Z.LP(BF € #f) — P(V € %¢). So we have

EE[sl] E[B ]
zng Zbgj\ v, R efh ] <E| Z by ] < Al Elbg]. (7.66)

36



Now note thaE[bg | B] = E[3 ¥ ; bj | B] = §. Plugging this observation into the inequality
directly above gives

|Zng Zng\IV eﬂh <E[;E[BB]d]—>e. (7.67)

Now takinge to zero shows that we can replaceby Y.
Now we would like to show

v
JLTSJ;bg' - |_“PL z (7.68)

=<

To do this we compute the LPLS limit of the characteristiodiion of;}legj , P(v). Recall
that{(g) is the sample deme to whiddy is associated.

Y
Y(v) = Eexdivbg]]” <Z P(Bz(g) = J)Elexplivbg][Bz q) j]) : (7.69)

If we condition onBy, By, ...,Bg then

P(Brg =i | {Bi}) = SO EB=10)i F3a&Br=1)]

B = %B (7.70)
Now note thatf (Bx = j) are i.i.d so by law of large numbeészk_lf Bx=j)j > P(B1=
i), while |Im|_p|_sdE[ B~ = 1. So defining; through the following relation
Sl (Be=1)i _ P(Bi=])j .

andd(j) — 0. Plugging[(Z.71) intd(7.70) and then plugging the rest {7.69) gives
- Y
(Z 1+ 8(J)))E[explivbg][Bz ) = j]) (7.72)

1 Y
~ (gpElBa1+ 8B expivey] | (9) = 1))

E[B1]
We now expand eXpvbg] in Taylor series. From Lemnia 7.4, we have the following retat
for the moments oy, for k > 1.

Elb | 7(g) = 1.By) = E[Bilak) By, (7.73)

Plugging [Z.7B) into[{7.42) gives

o ik
E[El] kzl%'f[(ﬂ 3(B1))=(K)))Y (7.74)

W) = (1+
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Now recallY = \@ and notice thaE[B;] — o sincek — 0. These facts lead to

lim @(v) = I|m exp[ z k' = i(k— 1)]) (7.75)

LPLS

But sinced(j) — O for all j we have,

lipe) = fipenty 5 52 779

An almost identical argument shows that the charactefistiction ofz}le bj(§j) converges
to the same limit. We have demonstrated (I7.58). {7.59) isothstnated in an identical way.
To demonstraté (7.60) we simply compute the charactefistiction of the pair p;, p2). The
arguments are almost identical to those we made in deril/ifi@) so we do not include them
here.

O

We are finally ready to state and prove TheorEins and 6. Theifpare very similar
so we prove only Theoreim 5.

Theoreni b.Set
Q
61=) X, (7.77)
~ Q 2
2= » X¢.
K=1
Letv = (vi1,Vv,). We need to show
lim Elexpliv - (pa, p2)]] = Elexgiiv - (1. p2)]- (7.78)

We have actually already done most of the work in the proofehind 7.111. The arguments
in the proof of Lemm&~7.11 show

_ . L LS Jy, k=] .
lim Elexgiv- (pr.p2)]| = expiy kz“;(j)”lkfz Sek-j)  (1.79)

A standard computation shows that this is exactly the valuglexgiv - (P1, P2)]].

Acknowledgements | thank M. Hamilton for innumerable conversations aboutdheent
state and future direction of statistical testing in pofialagenetics.
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