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Is the Random Tree Puzzle process the same as the Yule—Hardiprocess?

Sha Zhu, and Mike Steél
*Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University aft€ebury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, 8140, New Zahlan

It has been suggested that a Random Tree Puzzle (RTP) pleeéssto a Yule—Harding (YH) distribution, when the
number of taxa becomes large. In this study, we formalize ¢bihjecture, and we prove that the two tree distributions
converge for two particular properties, which suggests tti@ conjecture may be true. However, we present evidence
that, while the two distributions are close, the RTP app&acenverge on a different distribution than does the YH.

1. Introduction 2002) is a parallel version of QP, which performs indepen-

. - . dent puzzling steps simultaneously.
The Maximum likelihood (ML) approach (Felsenstein The trees generated by either the QP or TP process

1981; Guindon and Gascuel 2003; Guindon et al. 201Q), ;04" the biological sequences we have for the taxa.
IS generallly considered to be a reliable way of estimatl investigate how the TP process behaves on randomized
phylogemes_ from DNA sequences. However, ML is nq rtets, Vinh et al. (2011) performed a simulation study
always feasible for large numbers of species, because Of ;5o _calledandom tree puzzIgRTP) process. This as-
the intensive computation required. Methods that use ‘fo mes that no prior molecular information is given. There-

point subsets’ (Dress et al. 1986) reduce the complexity re, for the same quartet set, all three tree topologies are
the problem, and have assisted numerous studies. (Dau ﬁ{l

o ually likely. The authors compare the empirical proba-
and Ochman 2004; Nieselt-Struwe and von Haeseler 20 ities of tree topologies against the theoretical pralvab

Strimmer et al. 1997; Strimmer and von Haeseler 1996)'ties from theproportional to distinguishable arrangement

The four points subtree is known as the quartet tre ;
. . DA) model and therule-Harding(YH) model. Table 1
Quartet puzzlingdQP) (Strimmer and von Haeseler 19964, i/inh et al. (2011) reveals t%(at tzle RTP’s empirical
Itstatn alg%rlthméofmferDal\}'rA\ee amtaxa by I‘f];.'”%the quar'té)robabilities are very close to the YH theoretical probabil
ﬁ Iﬁ(e?h er::\i/ef rl?rﬂ sequencehs. Irs yhcompu fles (indeed, there are two cases where these probabilitie
t‘§| 'te' c|)0 ' 0 fa (a) qlfJartetts. Astr: ere af[ettt ree prc])_s- re identical). As it seems that the differences between the
sible topologies for any four taxa, the quartet tree whic pirical and theoretical probabilities decrease as the nu

returns the greatest ML value is used (any ties are brfi’ér of taxa increases, Vinh et al. (2011) suggest that the

ken uniformly at random). At the puzzling step, the ord TP process converges to the YH process é@he num-

of inserting new leaf nodes is randomized. A seed tree | : :
built from the first four elements of the ordered leaf nodB%r of taxa) grows. The authors provided further evidence

sequence. From this point on. leaves are attached se r their conjecture by comparing some properties of RPT
equence. nis pol , 1eav A4#0Es with YH trees. Recall thatcherryin a tree is a pair
tially by the following procedure: when a new leafs to

be attached to the existing trde quartet trees are built of leaves that are adjacent to the same vertex. Then Vinh

from quartets formed from and all subsets of size threeet al. (2011) found that the mean and variance of the num-
qu u 12 ber of cherries were similar under the RTP simulation and

are chosen from the existing leaf set. If the ML quartet tr : :
of {i.j,k x} is ij Jkx then weight 1 is added to the edgeet%ﬁt(;érllgggeg;cal value under the YH process (McKenzie and
on the path inf (;ogr;ectlrl}g th% two Ife:\;esandj_. thls Although Vinh et al. (2011) provided evidence to sug-
gtr% %ehses dlfortehpeez de o \(l)vLﬁ:hS#;S tﬂg%i?win:g?\?v’)e?sh i ir; eg_est the two distributions appear to become very similar as
le is ai . Fg el ght. grows, they did not provide a formal statement or proof
ample s given in Figurel L. of their claim that the two distributions converge. In this
project, we investigate the RTP process further using math-
ematical and statistical methods. Our results demonstrate

A B A F that certain properties of the trees that are near the ‘perip
BN 6 3 W1 > < ery’ of the tree (i.e. near the leaves) converge under the
6 5 2 two distributions; however the ‘deep’ structure of the tree

B C D B c D E (how the tree is broken up around its centroid) appears to

retain a trace that distinguishes the two models as the trees
FiGc. 1.—Suppose ledt is about to be attached to the five-taxon treggacome |arge_
on the left, and the ML trees df, j,k,F } are AB|CF, AC|EF, BC|DF,
AC|DF, AB|DF, AD|EF, AB|EF, BCIEF, BD|EF, andCE|DF. The ex-
ternal edge leading t& returns the minimal weight, sb is attached to
this edge, leading to the six-taxon tree shown shown on ¢ ri

2. Formalized Conjecture

Given two discrete probability distributionsandq
onY, thetotal variational distancéetweenp andq is de-

Since the order of adding leaves is randomized, thfi'é1eOI as.
can lead to variation in the resulting tree topologies, and dwar(p,Q) = T&X’pp(A) —Pg(A)],

SO a consensus tree of numerous replicates is used as the
output tree. The prograffree-puzzIgTP) (Schmidt et al. wherePp(A) = %p(y) andPq(A) = EAq(y) are the prob-
ye €

o YE
Key words: phylogenetic tree, Tree-puzzle, Polya urnjrcih ver- E_‘b"'t'es of even®A unde_r the distributiong f'mdq respec-
tex. tively. Thusdyar (p,q) is the largest possible probability
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A well-known and elementary result is théiar (p,q) = number of cherries of a RTP tree follows the same limiting
distribution as the number of cherries of a YH tree, which

1 o
iye [P(Y) ~q(y)|, and thus the two distribution are the|s normally distributed. We summarize these two claims as

same ifdyar (p,q) = 0. follows: ,

A tree with the leaf seX, = {1,2,...,n} is called an Conjecture (weak version)
Xp-tree In the rest of thi§ artiple, aKq-treesreferredtoare 1 [ gt &n be the event thaall leaf attachments under
binary trees, where the interior nodes have degrees ofthree  he RTP beyond the firsn leaves, are to uniformly
We use€Ty to denote a labeleX-tree topology, ant to de- selected pendant edges. THe(@,) — 1, asmtends
note an unlabeleX,-tree shape. Vinh et al. (2011) suggest ¢, infinity.
that when the number of taxa)(becomes large, RTP con-
verges to the YH distribution. In this study, we consider 2. The distribution of cherries converges to the same
the total variational distance between the tree topologies (asymptotic) normal distribution as the YH model.
distributions between the RTP and the YH process, and | . paper, we prove the two parts of the weak con-
formalize the conjecture from Vinh et al. (2011). This for; cture, and presént statistical evidence that the strong c
malization states that the variational distance between t]ﬁ ture’is not true
two tree distributions converges to zero as the number 6 '
taxa added grows. We first note that it makes no differenge RTP is similar to YH when nis large

to the truth of this conjecture whether the trees are labeled ] ]
or unlabeled. To verify Parfl of the weak conjecture, we need to es-

tablish that the probability that a new leaf attaches to a pen
Lemma 1. Let .7 (n) and.”(n) be the set of labeled and dant edge convergesto 1 sufficiently quickly as the number
unlabeled X-trees respectively. ForpTe .7 (n), and t, € of leaves increases. This requires that the pendant edges

Z(n), let &, = Z |Pyn(Th) —Prre(Tn)| @and &, :=  carry less weight than the interior edges. In addition, when
TheZ (n) the new leaf is added, all pendant edges must be equally
Z IPyH (th) — Prre(tn)|- Then A, = &y, and in partic-  likely to be chosen. Thus we must check the edge weight
the.7(n) distribution during the puzzling step of the RTP process.

ular lim A, =0<«= lim &, =0, as n— .
- - 3.1 Distribution of edge weights

Proof. Letv(t,) be the number ok,-treesT, that have the Let Eﬁ denote the set of pendant edges of curdnt

shapety. Then, forx € {YH,RTP}, P.(Tn) = P*(tn), we treeT, and letE) be the set of interior edges. For any
have: v(tn) edgee of Ty, we letW(e) denote the random variable edge
' weight during the quartet puzzling step. Suppose eglge
Ay = z [Pyn (Tn) — Prre(Th)| hask leaves ofT, on one side and — k leaves ofT, on the
TheZ(n) other side. The following result is established in the Ap-
= > > [Pyu(Tn) — Prre(Th)| pendix.
tnef(n)T ggézggm Lemma 2. W(e) is a binomial random variable with the
" Py (Ta)  Prrp(To) parame_t.eréw as the num_ber of trials an§ as the
= 3 vt YHt n _ RTFt’ n probability of success on each trial.
e (m) V(tn) V(tn) The parametek takes the value 1 ar— 1 for a pen-
= z [PyH (th) — Prre(tn)] dant edge; for an interior edgkies between 2 an— 2.
the.7(n) Next, we show that for any fixed pendant and interior edge,
— 5. the probability that the interior edge has lower weight con-
verges to zero exponentially fast with increasmgVore
O precisely, for ang’ € EF and anye’ € E},, we establish the
) ) ) following result in the Appendix.
Thus, we formalize the conjecture from Vinh et al. 1
(2011) as follows: P (Wh(€") = Wh(€)) < 2exp(—ﬁ5n). (1)

This result is for a fixed pair of pendant and interior edges,
but it easily implies that the probability that the smallest
weight in the tree is on a pendant rather than an interior
edge converges quickly to 1 with increasimgrhis is for-
Note that, in the YH process, new leaves are only evaralized in the following inequality, also proved in the Ap-

attached to pendant edges, and each pendant edge ispsedix:

lected with equal probability. We say that such leaves are/ . ) 1
attached taniformly selected pendant edg@y contrast, © (erQ'ErF‘,{Wn(eﬂ)} < erl‘r;IEr} {Wn(é)}) > 1_2n2exp(—ﬁn).
the RTP process can attach new leaves to any edge, al- " " )

though RTP has an increasingly strong preference to attaghy,s a new leaf is almost certain to be added to pendant

leaves to pendant edges as the tree grows (Vinh et al. 20Jhges; moreover, as noted above, each pendant edge has
These authors also suggested that as the tree grows, djgal probability of being attached to.

Conjecture (strong version)
With A, = &, defined as abowﬁ,ﬁlin‘.\n =0.



3.2 New leaves attach rarely to interior edges 1985), where% denotes convergence in distribution. Cru-

Theorem 1. Suppose € 7 (m), let &n be the event that Cially: the initial values ofb andr do not play any sig-
all leaf attachments under RTP beyonglare to uniformly nificant roles in this limiting normal distribution (or ofsit
selected pendant edges. Then, for constariis-a0: mean and variance).

P(&n) > 1—ae ™ 3.3.2 EPU and attaching new edges only to pendant
edges We relate the Yule process to the EPU model as
Proof. Let Bk be the event thatk + 1)—st leaf is not follows: consider the set of cherry edges as a collection of
attached to any leaf edge df. Then we have 1- Dblue balls, and the non-cherry edges as a collection of red
P(ém) = P(Ug-mBk)- By Boole’s inequality, we have balls. When a new edge is attached to a pendant edge, if
P (UkemBxk) < Sk-mP (Bk). By Inequality [2),P(Bx) < itis attached to a cherry edge, the number of cherry edges
2k?exp(—z55k). We now use the following general in-remain the same, but the number of non-cherry edges in-
equality, the proof of which is given in the Appendix. Ifcaeaseﬁ by r(])ne- If ahneW eggeti)s added to F’:\n nO”d'Che”yd
d edge, then the non-cherry edge becomes a cherry edge, an
Qm= kzmkzexp(—ck), wherec > 2% andk > 1, thenfor "y edge is also a cherry edge. Thus, the generating

m> my: matrix is:
0 1
exp(—cny/2) A— { ]
< — 2 IR E
Qm < 1—exp—c/2) 3 . 2 1
Thus Notice thatA has row sum equal to 1 amdlhas one real
' " L positive eigenvalu@, as required.
Let C, be the number of cherries in a YH tree. Then
— < 2 exp(— — n D% 1S
1=P(ém) < kZmZk X 576k) asn tends to infinity,
1-exp(—575 % 3) 576 2 converges in distribution to a standard normal distributio

Rearranging this inequality establishes the inequalitién (i.e.Z, 2, N(0,1)), by Corollary 3 of (McKenzie and Steel
theorem. The uniformity follows by Lemnha 2. O 2000). We now show that the same holds for the distribu-
tion of cherries in an RTP tree.

3.3 The mean and variance of the number of cherries ihfnéorem 2. Let G be the number of cherries i; an
the RTP tree RTP tree, and let Z= (C}; —n/3)/y/2n/45 Then , —

Table 3 of Vinh et al. (2011) reveals that the mean an'g(o’ b

variance of the number of cherries on trees generated unBesof. We need to show that for ang > 0, and for all
the RTP process and under YH process are similar. In ordefficiently large value ofi and all positive reat,
to provide a formal proof that they converge to the same «
Iim?ting distribution, F\)Ne need to i)rqtroducegti@(tended [P(Zn <x)-PZ<x)|<&. (4)
Polya urn mode(EPU). whereZ is a standard normal random variable.

) As before, leté,, be the event that aften leaves have
3.3.1 Extended Poly urn model Consider the follow- peen attached to the starting tree by RTP, all further addi-
ing extended Polya urn (EPU) model: at titne 0, there tions are to pendant edges, and4gtbe the complement

areb blue balls and red balls in an urn, where > 0 and  of &,,. Forn > m, by the law of total probability, we have:
r > 0. At each discrete time step, one ball is picked at ran-

dom from the urn. I the ballis blue,additional blue balls ~ *(%n <X) =F(Zn <X|ém)F(¢m) + P(Zy <Xém)P(ém).
andd red balls will be placed; if the picked ball is red, . .

additional blue balls anél red balls will be placed. The val- f We now subtrac(Z; < x|ém) from both side of Equa-
uesc,d,e, f can also take negative values, in which castion (), we obtain:

instead of placing new balls in the urn, the number of balls P(Z; < X) —P(Z;; < X|ém)

of the appropriate colour will be withdrawn. We usgto = P(Z; <X|ém)(P(&m) — 1) +P(Z; < X|ESP(ES).
denote the number of blue balls after tita draw, ands, (6)
is the total number of balls. The following matrix describeBy the triangle inequality|&@+ b| < |a| + |b|) we have:

this process: IP(Z;; < X|ém) (P(6m) — 1) + P(Z;; < X|ESP(ES)]

A= [ g ij ] . < P(Z5 <Xém)(P(ém) — )| +[P(Z; < X|5$)P(5rﬁ)|7-
We require thaf has positive and equal row sums, as weffombining Equation[{6) and Inequalityl (7) gives the fol-

” I , V1 lowing:
as one real positive principal eigenvallieLet be . .
. . . V2 |P(Zn < X) - P(Zn < X|éam)|
the normalized eigenvector associated withThen, un- < |p(z < x| &) (P(&m) — 1)| + [P(Z;; < X|ESP(ES)),
der these conditions, a classic result states that,-as», < |P(Z; < X|Em)||(P(Em) — 1)| + |P(ZE < XIES)|P(ES)].

bnZn % _¥(0,02) (Mahmoud 2008; Bagchi and Pal



TheorenilL tells us thaP(&y,) > 1 — ae ™, which Suppose that one ball is picked randomly at each step,
tends to 1 asn grows. Now, sincé(£5) — 0 asmtends and replaced along with another ball of the same colour
to infinity, we can select a sufficiently large valuenothat into the urn. LetF, be the relative frequency of thi¢h
P(&S) < €/4 andP(&m) = 1—€/4. Thus,P(6m) —1 > colour ball whem balls are present, arfgh = (F, F2, ).
—&/4, and|P(ém) — 1] < €/4. Since 0< P(Z;, < X|ém), ThenF, converges (as — ) to a Dirichlet distribution
P(Z; < x|6%) < 1, Inequality [(8) gives: (Kotz et al. 2000) with the parameter vectgy,, whereng

# # is the total initial number of balls. Different initial vads
IP(Zy <X) —P(Zy <Xém)| < €/4+€/4=¢/2, (9) in the urn produce different distributions wharballs are
for all sufficiently largem, and alln > mandx > 0. present in the urn, and this difference in distributionssdoe

Now we consider the sequenceZjf conditional on not converge to zero asgrows. This result suggests that
&m. By conditioning on this event all the new leaves are tthe YH process on different initiaX-trees may well lead
uniformly selected pendant edges. Because the EPU artpudifferent distributions of the resulting trees. However
ment that established the convergence of the sequ&ncehe final tree shape is the only information we are given,
(the normalization of the number of cherries in a YH tredhen it will be impossible to identify the position of the
does not depend on the initial number of cherries for amyiginal vertexv in the final tree with certainty. Thus the
€ > 0, and everyn, there exists an integep so that for all frequencied-, cannot be clearly measured from the final
n > np, andx > 0: tree alone. However, we can partly ameliorate this prob-

N lem by considering a particular vertex that we can easily
[P(Zn <X|ém) = P(Zn <X)| < £/2 (10) identify in the final tree, namely its centroid (Jordan 1869;
Then, by the triangle inequalityg+ b| < |a| + |b]), if we Mitchell 1978).
add Inequalitied(9) an@{1L0), we have

IP(Z; < xX) —P(Zn < X)| < €,

and since&Z,, converges in distribution to a standard normal, |Ls| |Ls|
this establishe§{4).
O

Theoreni® shows that the number of cherries on the
RTP trees has a limiting normal distribution with the same
asymptotic mean and variance as for the YH distribution.

We have also shown that, from some point forward,
new leaves will always be added to pendant edges, which
verifies the weak conjecture. While these two results may
be regarded as providing some weak evidence in favour L, |
of the strong conjecture, they do not constitute any formal
justification of it. In the next section, we will provide an
analysis that suggests that the variational distance legtwe
the two distributions remains bounded away from zero as
n grows, and this makes these two process distinct in the

FiG. 2.—Centroid of a tree

limit. Definition. A vertexv of a treeT = (V,E) is a centroid
if each component of the disconnected grapiv has, at
4. Is RTP the same as YH? most(1/2)|V| vertices.

h YC|:_|onS|der the following scenario W_hr?re we Eerfot:m A well known property of centroids states that a tree
the YH process on some starting tree with more than thrgg ejther a single centroid or two adjacent centroids, in

leaves, where is one of the interior nodes. At nodethe | 1.1 ~asav/| is even (Kan
i : g and Ault 1975). To keep the
graph is divided into three subtrees (see Fig. 2). Weilet [Jroblem sidm|f|JIe, we only consider trees with a single cen-

(i=1,2,3) denote the leaf sets of these subtrees, and |ef; However, becausE is a binary tree|V/| is always

li = [Li, (i = 1,2,3) denote the number of leaves in theyen and so this does not guarantee a unique centroid. For-
sets. We normalize thk values by the total number oftu

| Clearlyv. th ? | h nately, the following lemma shows that a binary tree with
eavesn. Clearly, the sequence 6f/n values change, as ,qq number of leaves always has a unique centroid.
new leaves are gradually added to the whole tree.

Lemma 3. Let T be an unrooted binaryXree. Then:
4.1 Polya urns and the centroid of a tree
) 1. Avertex v of T is a centroid of T if and only if v satis-
Adding new leaves on to the tree under the YH pro-  fies |, |, 13 < 0, where | are the number of leaves of
cess ensures that each new leaf is always added into one the three subtzrees of\T.

of the leaf setd;, (i = 1,2,3). The probability that; in-

creases by one is the relative proportion of the number of. |f nis odd, then T has a unique centroid.

leaves of the subtree in relation to the number of leaves in

the full tree. This is similar to the Polya urn problem (KarProof. (1) Suppose thatis an interior vertex of. Con-
1993) involving balls of three different colours. sider the vertex sefg;, Vo, andV; of the connected



components oT \v. Let|; be the number of leaves inNC or C, we found that the probability that} is greater
Vi. Considering the rooted binary tree @nwe have: thany = 0.19 does not appear to be converging for the
Vi ol -1 11 two choices of X NC or C) (see Fig[}). Fig.]4 indicates
Vi] =2l - 1. (11) the 95% confidence interval of proportions of the event for
Also, sinceT is an unrooted binary tree, we have: ~ Which 7¢ > 0.19, which suggests the following strict in-
equality:
V|=2n-2. 12
VI (12) nNe > ne. (13)
Thus, [Vi| < 3|V| if and only if 2 —1< $(2n—2)
and this holds precisely if < n/2. Thus, the condi-
tion for v to be a centroid (namely thaf| < |V/| for

i =1,2,3) is precisely the same as that stated in th ™ <= Non-Caterpillar
lemma. 0.9 —— Caterpillar
0.8
(2) Supposer is a centroid ofT. At v, we letl;, (i = oal
1,2,3) denote the leaf set of the subtréksand let '
li denote the size of these leaf sets, ordered so th & %67 s — S 3
I <lz< &L, (j=1,2). Sincenis odd, we havés < 3. % o5 — = & —
Suppose another centraixists. We usé] to denote & o4
the complement of;. Then there is a subtrag of 03-
T rooted atd, with leaf setLy, whereLy 2 G/, and ool /
G' e {L},L5,L5}. Sincelj <l3 < 3§, wherej € {1,2},
we then havély| > |G| > 3. Therefored cannot be o1/
a CentrOId' 00 5(;0 1060 15;00 2000
O Number of taxa (n)

FIG. 4.—Empirical probabilities and the 95% confidence interva
proportion of the event thatg’ > 0.19. The dashed line is for the ini-
tial tree of the non-caterpillar seven-taxa tree; and sktie is for the
caterpillar seven-taxa tree.

4.2 A modified RTP process

To provide evidence that the RTP and the YH pro-
Nou-Caterpillar (NC) Caterpitlar (C) cesses are not exactly the same, we define a new process
RTP’, which is equivalent to the RTP process upte 7.
FiG. 3.—The two tree shapes for binary trees on seven leaves From this point forward it proceeds according to the YH
process. Therefore, the initial probabilities of consting

We now relate the centroid back to the Polya urn prozg'trees fromNC andC under the RTPprocess are dif-
|-

: : : t from the YH process. We use the probabilities of
lem. First notice that tree shapes only start to differen rent Irc
ate when there are more than five leaves. Therefore, in th& starting treeNC andC under the RTP process as the
following scenario, we perform the YH process from iniProbabilities under the RTPVinh et al. (2011) estimated

tial trees with seven leaves. Suppose that aXréeeither by simulations that the probabilities for the seven-taxano

_ : : . caterpillar tree is 0.4607 under the RTP process and 0.4667
the non-caterpillar (NC) or caterpillar (C) tree shown "Ender the YH process, which gives us the following in-

Fig.[3. We will useX as the initial tree to construct some lity:
treet,. At the centroid ot, whenn = 7 the sequences of equallty:

li/nare(2/7,2/7,3/7)and(1/7,3/7,3/7) fort; = NCand Pyn(t7 =NC) — Prrp(tz = NC) > 0. (14)
t; = C respectively. Now, let us only consider the numbe

of leaved; in the smallest subtree &f for all odd values Fheorem 3. _If (I3) holds then

of n > 7 (henceforth all values of in this section are odd lim dvar (Prrp (tn), Pyh (tn)) # O.

to guarantee a unique centroids, and limitsnasnds to )
infinity are also over just the odd valuesmf We define Proof. Letﬁ’j(n) be the set of unlabelexh-tree and let:
the ratio ofl; and of number of leaves as 7 = L. For 6= % [Pyn(tn) —Prre(th)l. (15)
y € (0,1), let NX be the limiting probability of the event the.7(n)

¢ > y. In other words1* = lim P(r{ > y). To test the Consider the everx, thatrgf > y. Then:

null hypothesis thafIN® = ¢, we investigate the ratio  Pyn(Zn)= 5  Pyu(Zaltr = X)Pyn(t7 = X) (16)
¢ under the YH process. An additional 2000 leaves are Xe{NCC}

attached to the starting treBiC andC under the YH pro- pp.(5,) = Prre (Znltz = X)Prrp (t7 = X) (17)
cess with 1000 replicates each case. Using the initial tree XE%C,C}



If we now subtract Eqns[(17) fronl_(116), and substitutmdependent. Rather than persue this question here, we will
P.(tz=C) in consider the behavour of TP under a model in which quar-
1-P.(t; = NC), we have: tet trees are i.i.d. and uniform, as in Vinh et al. (2011).
Pyt (Zn) — Prrp (En) While the RTP process appears to converge close to
YH SN/ ™ S RTPASN NC MG the YH distribution, it is instructive to note that anothee
= (Pyn(tz =NC) —Prrp(tz = NC)) (N™ —1%). reconstruction methodnaximum parsimongMP), when
. . . . applied on random data, converges to a quite different dis-
Thus, if we apply inequalities (14) and {13) in E(18)l’ribution on trees. Under model (R3) with two states MP
we obtainPyi(Zn) — Prrp(Zn) > 0. Consequentlyd’ > converges to the PDA (‘proportional to distinguishable ar-
0 n (). and so_limar (Prre (tn), Pyn (tn)) # 0, as rangements’) model, which selects each unrooted binary
claimed. O tree with equal probability. LeB(n) be the set of unrooted
binary trees onthe leaf s¢t, 2, ... n}. For model (R3) with

It is important to be clear about what we have estal)- 0 states antdindependent characters, we u&gp (D) to
lished: we have not formally shown that RTP does not COlanote the MP tree on (if the MP tree fC;ID is not unique
verge to YH, nor even that RTFails to converge to YH. then select one MP tree uniformly at random).

Rather, we have p_rovidec_i e_vide_nce that a certain property

of RTP holds, and if so, this implies (Theorén 3) that RTPTheorem 4. Under random modgR3) with two states:

does not converge to YH. Then, since RT$a hybrid of S

YH and RPT, this suggests that RPT does not either. 1. TFG) random treeZyp(D) has a PDA distribution on
B(n);i.e.

5. Further discussion and concluding comments 1

In phylogenetic studies, trees are inferred from DNA P(Fup(D) =T) = IB(n)|

sequences using various methods. Itis also pertinent to ask ] ) ) )
what sort of trees these methods would produce, given en2- For each fixed n, there is a unique MP tree for D with
tirely random data. This is one of the motivations of the ~ Probability converging to 1 as k grows.

study by Vinh et al. (2011). In the following discussion
we use am by k matrix D to denote a sequence bfin-
dependent characters aotaxa. Note that all the characters
have the same state sp&&eThe term ‘random data’ can

refer to any one of the following three schemes:

Proof. 1. Letw(D,T), T € B(n), denote the parsimony
score ofT onrandom dat®. By Theorem 7.1 of Steel
(1993), the number of ways to colour the leaves of a
binary treeT with n leaves with using two colours,
and so that the resulting colouration has parsimony

(R1). Statex is assigned to taxonin characterj by an in- score ofk for T depends only on and not otherwise
dependent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) process with ~ On the tre€T. Hence, for allT € B(n), the probability
a probabilityp;(x), forx € S. P(W(D,T) =1) = f(I), is the same for all binary trees
with a given number of leaves. Therefore, each tree
When the probabilities of stateare the same for all char- has the same probability of being an MP treelor
acters (i.e. ifp; (x). = p(x) for all j), we obtain a stronger Let Ex(T,T') be the event thaf andT’ have exactly
hotion as follows: the same parsimony score. By the Central Limit The-
(R2). For every entry of the matri®, Dj; is assigned to orem, the probability t/hat the difference in scores is
statex with probability p(x). exactly O (i.eP(Ex(T,T'))) tends to zero ak grows.
. . Let E be the event that the maximum parsimony tree
If all states are equally likely (i.e. ip(x) = 1/|S)), we ar- for D is unique, and IeEC be the complement, namely
rive at an even stronger notion as follows: that there are at least two trees which have the same

parisimony score fob. Note thatE® is a subset of the
union of the event&, (T, T’) over all T, T’ (distinct).

Vinh et al. (2011) suggest that random data imply that ~ Therefore, we have:

quartet trees are equally likely and independent to each , < N /
other, stating: 1-P(E) <P(UE(T.T)) < Y P(E(T,T) =0,

(R3). For all entries oD, all states have equal probabilities.

T.T TT
In our setting, we assume no phylogenetic infor- ask grows. ThusP(E) — 1, ask — o, as required.
mation in the data. This is equivalent to the as- 0
sumption that each of the three topologies for a
quartet is equally likely and that the tree topol- Hence the MP tree on random data with two states
ogy for each quartet is independent of the other  converges to the PDA model.
quartets. ... Hences(®) possible combinations In the PDA model, new leaf nodes are uniformly
of quartet trees will serve as input to TP. added onto any edges of the existing tree, whereas the Yule

tree selects a pendant edge randomly, and adds a new node
For any of the models (R1)—(R3), it certainly is true thabnto this pendant edge. During the construction process,
random sequence data provide equal support for all threBA, RTP and RTPcan attach some new leaves onto in-
possible topologies of any four taxa. However, this does ni@rior edges. For the PDA process, this has probability of
necessarily imply that the inferred quartet trees are &xacalmost /2, and it is much less for RTP, as the number of



leaves increases. In the case of Rfeyond seven leaves,Steel, M. A. (1993). Distributions on bicoloured binaryesearis-
all further leaves are inserted to a pendant edge, just as ir"d from the principle of parsimonyiscrete Applied Mathe-
the YH model. matics 43 245-261.

. - rimmer, K., N. Goldman, and A. von Haeseler (1997). Bayesi
In conclusion, we have verified that the RTP processst probabilities and quartet puzzlingvolecular Biology and

will eventually not add new leaves onto interior edges after ¢, tion 714), 210211

some point, which makes the RTP process become M@f@mnmer, K. and A. von Haeseler (1996). Quartet puzzling: a

like the YH process. However, the distance between two guartet maximum-likelihood method for reconstructingetre

distributions appears to remain bounded away from zerotopologies Molecular Biology and Evolution

even whem tends to infinity, which suggests that they ar&inh, L. S., A. Fuehrer, and A. von Haeseler (2011). Random

still two distinct tree construction methods. Tree-Puzzle leads to the Yule-Harding Distributidolecular
Biology and Evolution 2@), 873-877.
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Proof of inequality (1) Proof of Inequality (2)

Let EP denote the set of pendent edges of curdépt Proof. We will use Theorenf]5 to establish Inequality
treeT,, andE' be the set of interior edges. (2). For¢’ < Ef, and€ € E/, let D be the event that

Lemma 4. For any € € EF and any é< E}, the expected g/c |n {W”( )} < mln{Wn( )b

pendant edge total weight\(¢”) and the expected interior Con5|der the complement of the evént
edge total weight W€), satisfy the inequality: c
C __ H / H
E[Wh(€)] ~E [Mh(¢")] > 5 [ ~5n+6]>0. (19) D™= (erQ'Ern»l{W”(é )< d”;'E”.n{W”(é”) !

Proof. Wi(€’) andW(€) are binomial random variablesthat is there is an mt/enored@é such tt)at R
with the same probability of succegsbut different num- Wh(€) < m|n | {Wh(€")}, Wh(€) <Wh(€"), Ve’ € Ey. Let

ber of trials(",") andw,whereke {2,....n=2}. Ay be the "event thaiVh(¢/) > Wh(€), then we have,

Thus cc
E[Wn(e”)] = g (n_ 1) E[Wn(e/)] ZM ve (e//’e/L)JGle Ao andso
3\ 2 ) 3 2
For afixedn, E W, (€)] —E W, (€")] is a function ok. c
Therefore, to find the minimum of the difference between P(D%) U Aere |-
these two expected values, we need to find the value(s) of (e/,¢)ePxl

k for whichE [Wh(€/)] — E[Wn(e(/)] is minimal. According to Boole’s inequality,

Lety = (n—2)(n—k)k— (n? 3n+2) then§ =

(n—2)(n—20. Whenk =3, =0, <O.Thus.there () A, )< T Plave)  (20)
(¢,¢)ePxI (¢",€)ePxl '

is @ maximum ak = 2 and minimum occurs &= 2 or
k=n-2. Therefore, whek =2 ork=n-2,
Now, the number of pendent edgerisi.e. |P| = n, and

S [P~ 5n+ 6] <E ()] ~E [Wa(e)]

the number of interior edge 15— 3, i.e.|l| =n—3. Thus,
Moreover, it is easily shown that forn > 3, |PxI|=n(n-3), and so, by Theorem] P (Ay ¢) =
1 [n?—5n+6] > 0. Therefore, P (Wh(€") > Wh(€)) < 2exp—5gn). Thus,
1
E [Wh(€)] - E [Wa(€")] > 3 [n* —5n+6] > 0. Sy P(Awg)<n(n-— 3)2ext{—in) <2n exp(—in
O (ederxl 576 576
(21)
Theorem 5. For any & < EF and any éc E Therefore,
P (Wh(€') > Wh(€)) < 2exp(——n) ]P’(mm (Wh(€")} < min {Wh(€ )}) > 1— 2r2exp(— —=n).
e’cER €cE), 576
Proof. LetW/ :Wn(e”) —EWh(e")], O
W, =Wh(€) —EWh(€)], andB = E[Wh(€)] — E [Wh(€")].
By Lemmad, forn > 4, B > 2dr?, whered = .
Now, Proof of Inequalltzy )
P (Wh(€") = Wh(€)) =P (WY — W, > B), Proof. Since K%K — K2exp—ck/2),  and
2 _ 4logk .
<P <Wr4' > g or —W > g) 7 k“exp(—ck/2) < 1forc> =9 andk > 1, we have:
B B k% exp(—ck) < exp(—Ek), wherec > 4100K -ndk > 1.
<P<wn” )+]P’< wr;>_), K
2 2 Thus s k?exp— ok) < T mexp( k), wherec >
gP( r/|/>dn2)+P( Wr/|>dnz)' 4logk

i andk > 1. where z exp(—zk) is the sum of a geo-

We now apply Hoeffding’s Inequality to the two termgMetric series,

on the right. Suppose thdv,i = 1,2, 3,...,N} are inde- * c exp(—cmy/2)

pendent Bernoulli random vanables and Yet sN.Y. Z exp(—ék) = 1_exp—c/2)"

By Hoeffding’s Inequality (Hoeffding 1963), we have: k=m

P(Y—E(Y)>1) < exp(—ZtZ/N) : Form> my, exp(—cm/2) < exp(—cmy/2). Therefore,
k?exp(—ck) < M wherec > 219 ang
P(—(Y —E(Y)) > t) < exp(—2t?/N). Z 1—exp(—c/2)’ -k
TakingY =W (andW’),t = dr? , andN = w in ko1, O
the previous string of inequalities, gives:
P (Wh(€") = Wh(€)) < 2exp(— 1 5"),

5765(1-5)(1-2)

n

< ZeXd—im.
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