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Abstract

Consider a branching Markov process with values in some general type space. Conditional
on survival up to generation IV, the genealogy of the extant population defines a random marked
metric measure space, where individuals are marked by their type and pairwise distances are
measured by the time to the most recent common ancestor. In the present manuscript, we
devise a general method of moments to prove convergence of such genealogies in the Gromov-
weak topology when N — oo.

Informally, the moment of order k of the population is obtained by observing the genealogy
of k individuals chosen uniformly at random after size-biasing the population at time N by its
k-th factorial moment. We show that the sampled genealogy can be expressed in terms of a
k-spine decomposition of the original branching process, and that convergence reduces to the
convergence of the underlying k-spines.

As an illustration of our framework, we analyse the large-time behavior of a branching ap-
proximation of the biparental Wright—Fisher model with recombination. The model exhibits
some interesting mathematical features. It starts in a supercritical state but is naturally driven
to criticality. We show that the limiting behavior exhibits both critical and supercritical char-
acteristics.

1 Introduction

A branching process with a self-organized criticality behavior. The original motivation
of the present article is the branching approximation of a classical model in population genetics. It
can be formulated as a branching process in discrete time where each individual carries a subinterval
of (0, R), for some fixed parameter R > 0. At generation ¢ = 0, the population is made of a single
individual carrying the full interval (0, R). At each subsequent generation, individuals reproduce
independently and an individual carrying an interval I with length |I| gives birth to K (I) children,
where

K(I) ~ Poisson(1 + %),
and N > R is another fixed parameter. Each of these K(I) children inherits independently an
interval which is either the full parental interval I, or a fragmented version of it. More precisely,
with probability
1]

rn(I) = ﬁ(l +on(1))

we say that a recombination occurs: a random point is sampled uniformly on I which breaks I into
two subintervals. The child inherits either the left or the right subinterval with equal probability.
With probability 1 —ry no recombination occurs and the child inherits the full parental interval I.
We refer to this process as the branching process with recombination.
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One of the most interesting aspect of the present model is a self-organized criticality property.
While the process is “locally” supercritical, since E[K (I)] > 1, intervals are broken via recombina-
tion and the process is naturally driven to criticality. Under the regime N > R > 1, we will prove
that some features are reminiscent of a critical branching process (for instance, it satisfies a type
of Yaglom’s law) but also bears similarities to supercritical branching processes. In particular, one
striking feature is related to the genealogy of the process conditioned on survival at a large time
horizon. In the natural time scale, the genealogy of the extant population is indistinguishable from
the supercritical case, that is, it converges to a star tree. However, if we zoom in on the root by
rescaling time in a logarithmic way, the genealogy converges to the celebrated Brownian Coalescent
Point Process and becomes indistinguishable from a critical branching process.

From a biological standpoint, our process was first introduced in [3] and corresponds to a
branching approximation of a more complicated model of population genetics, named the biparental
Wright-Fisher model with recombination. The connection between the two models and their bio-
logical significance are discussed in greater details in Section 2.

Convergence of types and genealogy. In order to analyse the previous model, we introduce a
general framework and provide simple criteria for the convergence of random genealogies. Although
the branching process that we consider is interesting in its own right, our study aims at giving a
concrete illustration of a general approach that could presumably be relevant in many other settings.

It is quite common that individuals in a branching process are endowed with a “type”, which
is heritable and can in turn influence the reproductive success of individuals. Let us denote by
E the set of types. For instance, in our work E is the set of subintervals of (0, R), for branching
random walks E = R? [44], or for multi-type Galton—Watson processes E is often chosen as finite
[1, Chapter 5]. In the absence of types or when the reproduction law does not depend on types
(as for standard branching random walks in R?), the scaling limits of the tree structure and of the
distribution of types have received quite a lot of attention [12, 39, 30]. In this particular setting,
one can make use of an encoding of the tree as the excursion of a stochastic process, the so-called
contour process, or height process. Convergence is then obtained by showing that the corresponding
excursion converges.

When the reproduction law may depend on the types, some attempts to extend the excursion
approach exist in the literature [40] but as far we know a systematic and amenable approach is
still missing. In this work we follow a different approach, and extend the seminal work of [18]
to prove convergence in the Gromov-weak topology. Proving convergence in distribution for this
setting is very similar in spirit to the method of moments for real random variables, where one
proves convergence in distribution by showing that all moments of the tree structure converge. In
the context of trees and metric spaces, the moments of order k are obtained by summing over all
k-tuples of individuals at some generation, and considering a functional of the subtree spanned by
these k individuals. Informally, this amounts to picking k individuals at random in a size biased
population, and then proving convergence of the genealogy of the sample. One contribution of our
work is that, analogously to the method of moments in the real setting, we only need to prove
convergence of the moments with no need to identify the limit. This relies on a de Finetti-like
representation of exchangeable coalescents that was developed in [17]. See Theorem 4 for our main
convergence result.

Spinal decomposition of Markov branching processes. To compute the moments of branch-
ing process, we make use of a second set of tools called spinal decompositions [31, 44, 22]. One of
the main insight of the present manuscript lies in the observation that an ingenious random change
of measure allows us to reduce the computation of a polynomial of order k to a computation on
a single tree with k leaves, called the k-spine tree. Since this type of manipulation allows one to
reduce a computation involving the whole tree to a computation involving only & individuals, this
type of results have been called many-to-few formula. While many-to-one formula have been exten-
sively explored in the literature since the seminal work of Lyons, Pemantle, and Peres [31], spinal
decompositions of higher order are more sparse. One formulation has been exposed in [22] (see
also [24, 21, 4, 41]) where the k-spine is constructed from a system of branching particles evolving
according to a prescribed Markov dynamics. While the main result in [22] could be in principle



applied to our setting, the computation rapidly proved to be intractable. Another contribution
of our work, that we want to emphasize, is a derivation of new general many-to-few formula that
was better suited to our case. Let us describe it briefly here, and refer to Section 3 for a complete
account.

The k-spine tree in our work is constructed iteratively as a coalescent point process (CPP in
short). Starting from a single branch of length N, at each step a new branch is added to the right
of the tree. Branch lengths are assumed to be i.i.d., and the procedure is stopped when the tree
has k leaves, see Figure 4. Given this tree, types need to be assigned to vertices of the k-spine tree.
For k = 1, the tree is made of a single branch, and the sequence of types observed from the root
to the unique leaf is a Markov chain. This Markov chain is the usual sequence of types along the
spine that arises in many versions of the many-to-one formula [7, 44]. Tt is obtained as the Doob
harmonic transform of the offspring type, see Section 3.1. For a general k, the previous chain is
duplicated independently at each branch point. The distribution of the resulting tree is connected
to the original distribution of the branching process through a random change of measure Ay given
in (3). The latter factor accounts for the fact that individuals located at the branch points are more
likely to have a large offspring and a favorable type.

While our spinal decomposition result bears similarities with that in [22], our formulation allows
for a more general distribution of the k-spine tree, which can be any discrete CPP. This additional
degree of freedom proved very valuable in our application, where the introduction of a well-chosen
ansatz for the genealogy of the process, see (17), simplified considerably earlier versions of our
proofs. More generally, we believe that our approach is particularly amenable to the study of near-
critical branching processes, since the scaling limit of their genealogy can also be described as a
continuous CPP. Nevertheless, see [24, 21] for successful applications of the techniques in [22] to
study the genealogy of a sample from a Galton—Watson tree.

Outline. Overall, the contribution of our work is three-fold. We have 1) derived a new type of
many-to-few formula based on a CPP tree, 2) combined it with the framework of the Gromov-
weak topology to produce an effective way of studying the scaling limit of types and genealogies
in branching processes, and 3) applied it to study a complex model from population genetics, the
branching process with recombination.

The rest of our work is laid out as follows. Section 2 provides more details on the biological
motivation of the branching process with recombination and a statement of our main results con-
cerning this model. Those results will be proved using a general framework that will be developed
in the subsequent sections.

In Section 3 we construct the k-spine tree and prove our spinal decomposition result. In Sec-
tion 4, we show that the convergence of the genealogy of branching processes can be reduced to
the convergence of the associated k-spines. This approach relies on a previous work [17] where
we provide a de Finetti-like representation of ultrametric spaces that allows us to extend previous
convergence criteria for the Gromov-weak topology.

In the last two sections, we apply the previous framework to the model at hand. In Section 5,
we characterize the 1-spine associated to the branching process with recombination, and prove our
convergence results in Section 6.

2 Branching process with recombination

2.1 Biological motivation

In the context of this work, genetic recombination is the biological mechanism by which an individual
can inherit a chromosome which is not a copy of one of its two parental chromosomes, but a mix
of them. An idealized version of this mechanism is illustrated in Figure 1. Due to recombination,
the alleles carried by an individual at different loci, that is, locations on the chromosome, are not
necessarily transmitted together. At the level of the population, this creates a complex correlation
between the gene frequencies at different loci which is hard to study mathematically.

When focusing on a finite number of loci it is possible to express the dynamics of these frequencies
as a set of non-linear differential equations or stochastic differential equations [2, 36]. However, one
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Figure 1: When a recombination occurs, a point is chosen along the sequence, called the
crossover point and represented by a dashed line. Two new chromosomes are formed by
swapping the parts of the parental chromosomes on one side of the crossover point. The
offspring inherits one of these two chromosomes.

needs to keep track of the frequencies of all possible combinations of alleles. As the number of such
combinations grows exponentially fast with the number of loci, it leads to expressions that rapidly
become cumbersome, providing little biological insight. Another very fruitful approach is to trace
backward-in-time the set of potential ancestors of the population. This gives rise to a mathematical
object named the ancestral recombination graph (ARG) [19], or see [13, Chapter 3]. However, the
ARG is quite complicated both from a mathematical and a numerical point of view. Nevertheless,
see [28] for some recent mathematical results, and [33, 32] for approximations of the ARG that have
proved very successful in application.

In this work we consider a third approach to this question, which is to envision the chromosome
as a continuous segment. At each reproduction event recombination can break this segment into
several subintervals, a subset of which is transmitted to the offspring, as in Figure 1. The genetic
contribution of an individual is now described by a collection of intervals, which are delimited by
points called junctions. This point of view has long-standing history dating back to the work of
Fisher [16], see for instance [23] and references therein. Let us discuss the specific model that we
consider, and how the branching process with recombination approximates it.

2.2 Connection to the Wright—Fisher model

Consider a population of fixed size N where individuals are endowed with a continuous chromosome
represented by the interval (0, R). At each generation, individuals pick independently two parents
uniformly from the previous generation. Assume that these parents can be distinguished, so that
there is a left and a right parent. Then, independently for each individual:

e with probability 1 — R/N, it inherits the chromosome of one of its two parents, say the left
one;

e with probability R/N, a recombination occurs. A crossover point U is sampled uniformly on
(0, R), and the offspring inherits the part of the chromosome to the left of U from its left
parent, and that to the right of U from its right parent.

Suppose that at some focal generation, labeled generation ¢ = 0, each chromosome in the population
is assigned a different color. Due to recombination, new chromosomes are formed that are mosaics
of the initial colors. We are ultimately interested in describing the long-term distribution of these
mosaics in the population. This is illustrated in Figure 2.

In this work, we consider a simpler but related problem. Fix a focal ancestor, and say that its
chromosome is red. We trace the individuals in the population that have inherited some genetic
material from this focal ancestor, that is, the set of individuals that have some red on their chro-
mosome as well as the location of the red color. To recover the branching approximation that we
study, consider an individual in the population at some generation ¢ carrying a red interval I. Its
offspring size distribution is

. . 2 .
Bmomlal(N, N(l + oN(l))) m) Poisson(2).

Each of these children has another parent in the population. As long as the number of individuals
with a red piece of chromosome is small compared to IV, this other parent does not have any red
part on its chromosome.



Figure 2: Illustration of the Wright-Fisher model with recombination. A line is drawn
between each individual and its parents. It is dotted if no genetic material is inherited from
this parent. The right panel focuses on the genetic material left by the red individual. Note
that each individual only carries an interval before the first reproduction event involving two
descendants of the focal ancestor.

Therefore, there are only four possible outcomes for each child:
e With probability 1 — R/N no recombination occurs and

— with probability 1/2 it inherits I;
— with probability 1/2 the interval I is lost.

e With probability R/N a recombination occurs and

— if U & I the interval I is transmitted or lost with probability 1/2;

— if U € I, the child inherits the subinterval of I to the left or to the right of U with
probability 1/2.

By combining the previous cases, we recover that the number of descendants that carry some red
of an individual with red interval I is approximately distributed as a Poisson(l + I—]{,‘) r.v., and that
the probability of inheriting a fragmented interval is

_ 2|/N
r~) =N

This is the description of the branching process with recombination.

2.3 Limiting behavior

Let Pr denote the distribution of the branching process with recombination started from a single
individual with interval (0, R). The following asymptotic expression for the survival probability of
this process was already derived in [3].

Proposition 1 ([3]). Let Zn denote the population size at generation N in the branching process
with recombination. The limit

lim PR(ZN > 0)

N—o0 N



exists. Moreover it fulfills
) . RPgr(Zy >0)
lim lim ——————= =
R—o00 N—oo ]Vlogl%

Let Ty denote the set of individuals at generation N in the branching process with recombi-
nation. For an individual u € Tx, we denote by I, the interval that it carries. For u,v € Ty, let
dp(u,v) denote the genealogical distance between u and v, that is, the number of generations that
need to be traced backward in time before u and v find a common ancestor.

Our first result provides the joint limit of the interval lengths and of the genealogy of the
population. To derive this limit, we will envision the population as a marked metric measure space
and work with the marked Gromov-weak topology [10]. The definition of this topology is recalled
in Section 4.1.

Let us consider the measure py on Ty X Ry defined as

IN =D S L)

ueTN

The triple [T, dr, pn] is the marked metric measure space corresponding to the branching process
with recombination. Let us finally define the rescaling

e, mr) = S e - S W

and define the rescaled distance as
Vu,v eTy, (iﬁ =1 —-qu(l-— éz%%ﬁﬁ)
which is the distance obtained by rescaling time according to Fg.

Theorem 1. Fizt > 0. Conditional on survival at time | Nt| the following limit holds in distribu-
tion for the marked Gromov-weak topology,

PNt } = [(0,Y),dp,Leb ®Exp(t)]

lim lm [T\_NtnyNtJ’m

R—o00 N—o00

where [(0,Y),dp] is a Brownian coalescent point process, and Exp(t) is the exponential distribution
with mean 1/t.

A stronger version of this result is proved in Section 6.3. Let us now briefly discuss several
consequences of the previous result.

Convergence of the empirical measure. As mentioned in the introduction, the branching
process at hand is naturally driven to criticality through recombination. Recall that if the offspring
distribution of a (standard) critical branching processes has finite second moment, the celebrated
Yaglom law states that conditional on survival up to time N, the rescaled population size Z| n¢) /N
converges to an exponential random variable. In contrast, the convergence of ; ]’étf;’; 5 entails that
the rescaled population size at time Nt converges to an exponential random variable, but the
population size is of order N log R instead of N. In words, the local supercritical character of the
process translates into an extra log R factor for the population size.

Secondly, the convergence of the random measure ; ZLIIZQR also implies that the length of the

interval carried by a typical individual in the population is exponentially distributed with mean 1/t.
Since the limiting random measure is deterministic, the intervals carried by k typical individuals
in the populations are independent (propagation of chaos). Note that, although the length of the
initial interval R goes to infinity, the intervals at any finite time ¢ remain of finite length. This
phenomenon is usually referred to as coming down from infinity. In our work, it originates from
the existence of an entrance law at infinity for the spine, which turns out to be connected to the
existence of such entrance laws for positive self-similar Markov processes with negative index of
self-similarity [5, 6].




Convergence of the genealogy. Let us first comment on the rescaling Fr. Although the
expression of Fr appears a bit daunting at first, it essentially boils down to first rescaling time by
N (as expected), and then measuring time from the origin in the log-scale. The first consequence
is that the genealogy of the population in the natural scale (that is, if we only rescale time by
N) converges to a star tree so that the genealogy becomes indistinguishable from the one of a
supercritical branching process at the limit.

A second consequence of this result is that, after rescaling time according to F'r, the genealogy of
the branching process with recombination converges to a limiting metric space named the Brownian
coalescent point process (CPP). It is constructed out of a Poisson point process P on (0, c0) x (0, 1)
with intensity dt ® w—lf_,dx. Let

Ve <y, dp(e,y)=sup{z:(t,2) € Pa <t <y}

The Brownian CPP is the random metric space [(0,Y),dp], where Y is an exponential r.v. with
mean 1, independent of P, see Figure 3 for a graphical construction. It corresponds to the limit of
the genealogy of a critical Galton—Watson process with finite variance [39].

Chromosomic distance. The previous result provides a complete description of the interval
lengths in the population, but does not provide any insight into their distribution over (0, R). We
will encode the latter information by picking a reference point belonging to each interval in the
population and considering the usual distance on the real line between these points. More precisely,
for each u € T, pick a reference point M, uniformly on I,,. We define a new metric

Yu,v € T, DN(U,U):|MM—MU‘.

We will refer to the Dy as the chromosomic distance.

The quadruple [T, dn, Dy, piy] can be seen as a random “bi-metric” measure space with marks.
We can define a straightforward extension of the marked Gromov-weak topology for such objects,
see the end of Section 4.1. The correct rescaling for Dy is to set

. log Dy V2
Yu,v € Ty, Dﬁ:%

In Section 6.3, we prove the following refinement of Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. Fizt > 0. Conditional on survival of the process at [tN |, the following limit holds
in distribution for the marked Gromov-weak topology,
H|tN)

. . TR ~R _
Jimlim TLNtJ,dLNH,DLNH,7tNIOgR} = [(0,Y),dp, dp, Leb @Exp(t)]

where [(0,Y),dp] is a Brownian coalescent point process, and Exp(t) is the exponential distribution
with mean 1/t.

It is important to note that, in the limit, the two metrics coincide. This result is quite interesting
from a biological point of view. It shows that there is a correspondence between the genealogical
distance between two individuals, and the chromosomic distance between the genetic material that
they carry. Indeed, the latter two quantities are correlated: two individuals inherit intervals that
are subsets of the interval carried by their most-recent common ancestor. If this ancestor is recent,
its interval is smaller, and so is their chromosomic distance. Our result shows that, in the limit,
the two distances become identical when considered on the right scale. This result is illustrated in
Figure 3.

Remark 1. Define the point process

9= Leb({y € (0,Y):dp(0,y) = })d,

x>0



[ N R A I

Figure 3: Top: simulation of a Brownian CPP. The black vertical lines represent to the
atoms of P, and the corresponding tree is pictured in grey. Bottom: geometry of the blocks
of ancestral material corresponding to the top CPP. Each block is represented by a black
stripe. The correspondence between the blocks and the tree are shown for some blocks by
grey segments joining the two. The distance between two consecutive stripes is the logarithm
of their distance on the chromosome. Note that this induces a strong deformation of the
intuitive linear scale.

which corresponds to the CPP tree “viewed from the individual with the left-most interval”. Using
elementary properties of Poisson point processes shows that 9 can also be written as

(zi,y:)EP

where P is a Poisson point process on (0,00) x (0,00) with intensity e~*/¥dzdy.

The same expression was obtained in [28, Theorem 1.5] to describe the set of loci that share
the same ancestor as the left-most locus in the fixed haplotype of a Wright—Fisher model with
recombination, under a limiting regime similar to ours. This connection is quite surprising. We
are considering a branching approximation where all intervals belong to distinct individuals and its
chromosome carries at most one block of ancestral genome, whereas in [28] all intervals belong to
a single chromosome, which has reached fixation in the population.

3 The k-spine tree

3.1 The many-to-few formula

The objective of this first section is to introduce the k-spine tree and state our many-to-few formula,
that relates the expression of the polynomials of a branching process to the k-spine tree. All the
random variables introduced here are more formally defined in the forthcoming sections, where the
proof of the many-to-few formula is carried out. A formal statement of our result requires some
preliminary notation.

Assumption and notation. Consider a Polish space (E,dg), and a collection (Z(z); € E) of
random point measures on E. This collection can be used to construct a branching process with



type space F, such that the atoms of a realization of Z(z) provide the types of the children of an
individual with type x. The distribution of the resulting branching process is denoted by P,.
Let K(z) denote the number of atoms of Z(z), and set

m(z, k) = P(K(z) = k)
for the distribution of K (z). The n-th factorial moment of K(z) is denoted by m,(x), that is,
mi(r) = E|K ()",
m(z) = mi(2) = E[K (2)],
where we have used the notation k(™ for the n-th descending factorial of k,
K™ =k(k—1)...(k—n+1).

Our results are more easily formulated under the assumption that, conditional on K(x), the loca-
tions of the atoms are i.i.d. with distribution p(z,-). That is, we assume that

=1

where (&;(z); ¢ > 1) is an i.i.d. sequence distributed as p(x,-) and is independent of K(z). We
make the further simplifying assumption that all distributions p(zx,-) have a density w.r.t. some
common measure A on E. With a slight abuse of notation, the density of p(z,-) is denoted by

(p(z,y); y € E).

Harmonic function. We say that a map h: E — [0,00) is (positive) harmonic if
Ve e E, h(z) =E[E(x),h)],

where we used the notation (u, f) = [ fdu, see for instance [7]. A harmonic function can be used
to define a new probability kernel on F, defined as

ml@)h(y)p,y) (2)

The fact that this is a probability measure follows from the harmonicity of h.

The k-spine tree. We are now ready to define the k-spine tree. Let v = (v,; n € {0,..., N —1})
be a probability distribution and let (W7,..., Wx_1) be i.i.d. random variables with distribution v.
Define
VZS]? dT(iaj):dT(jvi):ma’X{wai?"'aN*ijl}'

There is a unique tree with k leaves labeled by {1,...,k} such that the tree distance between the
leaves is dp. We denote it by S and call it the v-CPP tree. This tree is constructed inductively by
grafting a branch of length N — W, on the tree constructed at step 4, as illustrated in Figure 4.

We now assign marks on the tree such that along each branch of the tree, marks evolve according
to a Markov chain with transition kernel (¢(x,y); z,y € E) defined in (2). More formally construct
a collection of processes (X1, ..., Xx) such that

e the process (X;(n); n > 0) is a Markov chain with transition (¢(x,y); 2,y € E) started from
€,

e conditional on (Xy,...,X;),

Xl(n) if n < W;

Vn >0, Xiti(n)= {X’(n - W;) ifn > W;

for some independent Markov chain X’ with transition (¢(z,y); =,y € E) started from X;(W;).
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Figure 4: Illustration of the construction of a CPP tree. The vector (W7, ..., Wy_1) branch-
ing times between successive leaves. In this example, this vector is (6,4,1,5,5). The tree is
recovered from these times by grafting for each i a branch of length N — W; to the right-most
vertex of the tree at generation W;.

By thinking of (X;(n); n > 0) as giving the sequence of marks along the branch of S starting from
the root and going to the i-th leaf, we can assign to each vertex u € S a mark Y.

Definition 1. The k-spine tree is the random marked tree [S, (Y,; u € S)] encoded by the variables
(Wi,...,Wg_1) and (X1,..., Xx). The distribution of the latter variables is denoted by Q*.

We are now ready to state our many-to-few formula. It can be described informally as follows.
Suppose that the branching process with law P, is biased by the k-th factorial moment of its size at
generation N and that k& individuals are chosen uniformly for that generation. Then the law of the
subtree spanned by these individuals is Q’;’N biased by a random factor Ay that can be expressed

h(Y,)\du—1
oo I () et

dy>1

where d,, denotes the degree of a vertex u € S and Y, its mark. Note that the left product in (3)
has at most £ — 1 terms, which correspond to the branch points in S.

Lemma 1. Assume that for every x € E, the offspring number K(x) is Poisson (for some given
parameter A\(z) > 0 that may depend on x). Then

B A(Yy) L 1 k
&<

Proof. This simply follows from the well known fact that the k-th factorial moment of a Poisson
random variable with parameter A > 0 is A*. O

Finally, let Ty denote the labels of the N-th generation of a branching process with distribution
P, for u € Ty let X,, denote its type, and let dp denote the tree distance on Ty .

Proposition 2 (Many-to-few). For any test function ¢,

10



Pw|: E : (p(dT(’Uivvj)aXvi; 7/;.] < k>i|
(v1,..0k)ETN
V1F . FVE

— h(@)N" R QEN Ay - ¢ (dr(01,05), Xou(N); 1,5 < B) |

where o is an independent uniform permutation of {1,...,k}.

Remark 2. (i) In our construction of the k-spine, the distribution of the tree is independent of
the marking. The term Ay captures the interplay between the genealogy and the types as a
function of the marking at “topological” points.

(ii) Compare Proposition 2 to the many-to-few formula in [22]. Both expressions relate the dis-
tribution of a k-sample from the branching process (L.h.s. of the equality) to that of a simpler
k-spine tree (r.h.s. of the equality) at the expense of a bias term, here denoted by Ay.

iii) In , the k-spine tree only depends on the moments of the reproduction law. Our formulation

iii) In [22], the k-spine t ly d d th ts of th duction 1 Our f lati
has one extra degree of freedom, since the k-spine tree is constructed out of an a priori
genealogy, the v-CPP tree.

(iv) In many situations, including the model at hand, the bias term in [22] becomes degenerate
in the limit so that the distribution of the limiting genealogy is singular with respect to that
of the original k-spine tree. For instance, for near-critical processes conditioned on survival
at generation N, the first split time of the k-spine tree in [22, Section 8] remains of order 1,
whereas the most-recent common ancestor of the whole population is known to live at a time
of order N. In contrast, one advantage of our approach is that v can be well-chosen so that
the bias Ay converges to a non-degenerate limit. This amounts to finding a good ansatz for
the limiting genealogy. In our example this ansatz is given in (17), and the limit of the bias
Ay is independent of the genealogy. This indicates that the limit of the genealogy does not
depend on the types in the population.

The rest of the section is dedicated to the proof of the many-to-few formula. Our strategy to
prove this result is to define a new tree with distribution Q¥ by grafting on the k-spine tree
independent subtrees distributed as the original branching process. The many-to-few formula will
then follow from the more precise spinal decomposition theorem, which states that Q%" and P, are
connected through the random change of measure Ay. It is proved in Section 3.4. The remaining
sections provide a rigorous construction of the measures P, and Q%" and the proof of the spinal
decomposition theorem.

3.2 Tree construction of the branching process
Let us recall some common notation on trees.
Trees. Following the usual Ulam-Harris labeling convention, all trees will be encoded as subsets
of
% ={z}u N

n>1

Let us consider an element u = (u(1),...,u(n)) € Z. We denote by |u| = n its length, interpreted
as the generation of u. Moreover, its i-th child is denoted by

wi = (u, 1) = (u(1), ..., u(n), ),
and its ancestor in the previous generation as
o= (u(1),. .., u(n —1)).

The set % is naturally endowed with a partial order <, where u < v if u is an ancestor of v, that
is,
u=v <= Vi< |ul, u(i) =v(3).
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The most-recent common ancestor of v and v can then be defined as
uAv:=max{w: w X uand w X v}.
In the tree interpretation of %, we can define a metric dr corresponding to the graph distance as
Yu,v € %, dr(u,v) = Card{w:uAv<w<u}+ Card{w: uAv 2w < v}

Finally, as a consequence of the Ulam—Harris encoding, trees are planar in the sense that the children
of each vertex are endowed with a total order. Accordingly let us denote by < the lexicographical
order on %, which we will call the planar order. Note that < extends <.
A subset 7 C % is called a tree if

(i) @ €T

(ii) if, for some j, uj € 7, then u € 7;

(iii) for any u € 7, there exists k, € N such that

ui €T <= i < ky,

where k, is the number of children of u, also called the (out-)degree of w.

The set of all trees is denoted by ). For a tree 7 € 2, define its restriction to the n-th generation
as
o ={u €7 :|ul =n}

and that to the first n generations as

n
T ={u €7 |ul<n}= UTi.
i=1

Furthermore, let us denote by €2,, the set of trees of height at most n, where the height of a tree is
defined as the generation of the oldest individual in the tree.

Marked trees and definition of P,. A marked tree is a tree 7 € Q with a collection (x,; u € 7)
of marks with values in E. Let us define a random marked tree [T, (X,; v € T)] inductively as
follows, that corresponds to the branching process with offspring reproduction point processes
(E(z); x € E).

Start from a single individual @ with mark Xz = 2. Conditional on the first n generations T},
and their marks (X,; u € T},)), consider a collection of independent point processes (Z,; u € Ty,),
where

Eu ~ Z(Xa).

Let us write
Ky
EU = Z 6§ui
i=1
for the atoms of Z,. Then define the next generation as
T[n+1] = T[n] U{ui:u €Ty, i< K,},

with marks given by
Vui € Tny1, Xui = Eui-

Let T' = U,>1T,, be the whole tree, and define define P, as the law of the random marked tree
[T, (Xu; u € T)] obtained through the previous procedure, and P the law of its restriction to the
first N generations.

12



3.3 Ultrametric trees

From now on, we consider a fixed, focal generation N. In this section we construct the measure
QFN obtained by grafting some independent subtrees on the k-spine tree. This construction relies
on the notion of (discrete) ultrametric trees.

Ultrametric trees. A tree 7 € Qn with height N is called ultrametric if all of its leaves lie at
height N, that is
Yuer, k,=0 = |ul=N.

The set of all ultrametric trees of height N with k leaves is denoted by U*N. For 7 € US| let us
denote by (¢1,...,£) the leaves of 7 in lexicographical order, that is, such that

b <<l

The previous description of an ultrametric tree as an element of {2 is not suitable to describe
the large N limit of the k-spine tree. To derive such a limit, we need to encode elements of U*V
as a sequence (g1,...,gk—1) giving the branch times between successive leaves in the tree. This
construction is sometimes referred to as a coalescent point process (CPP) [39, 29].

More precisely, define the map

JURN 5 {o0,...,N —1}+1
T = (wl /\€2|,...,|€k_1 /\£k|).

The following straightforward result shows that the tree T can be recovered from the vector of
coalescence times ®(7).

Lemma 2. The map ® is a bijection from the set of ultrametric trees USN to the set of vectors
{0,...,N — 1}k,

The k-spine tree. Let (Wy,...,W;_1) and (X1,..., Xx) have distribution Q%Y. We formally
define the v-CPP tree illustrated in Figure 4 as the random tree S := ®~1(W7y,..., Wj_1). Note that
the CPP tree associated to the uniform distribution is uniform on U¥". The processes (X1, ..., X)
can now be used to construct a collection of marks (Y,; u € S) as follows. Each u € S is of the
form

w=(Li(1),...,0(n)

for some leaf ¢; and n < N. Define the mark of such a u as
Y. = X;(n).

(It is not hard to see that Y, is well-defined in that it does not depend on the choice of ¢; if u
is ancestral to several leaves.) The marked tree [S, (Y,)] is the k-spine tree encoded by the r.v.
(Wl, ey kal) and (Xl, e ,Xk).

Construction of Q%Y. TLet [S,(Y,)] be the k-spine tree constructed above. We attach to S
some subtrees distributed as P, to define a larger marked tree [T, (X, )]. This yields a random tree
with k spines originated from the k leaves of S at generation N. The distribution of these random
variables will be denoted by QF.

To construct T from the spine, we first specify the number of subtrees that need to be attached
to each vertex u of the spine. We will distinguish the degree of a vertex in S and that in the
larger tree T. We denote by d,, the number of children in S of u. (The degree of u in T will be
denoted by k, as previously.) We work conditional on [S, (Y;,)] and assume them to be fixed. Let
(Kyu; u € S, Jul < N) be independent variables such that K, has the distribution of K(Y,,), biased
by its d,-th factorial moment. That is,

k(du)

P(Ky = k) = - r(Va,b) (4)
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Among the K, children of u in T', d,, are distinguished as they correspond to the children of w in S.
Let Cy1 < -+ < Cyq, be the labels of these distinguished children, and let us assume that they are
uniformly chosen among the (5”) possibilities. We can now define the subtree corresponding to S
in the larger tree 7' by an inductive relabelling of the nodes. For u € S, define ¥(u) inductively as
follows

V(@) =0, V(ui)=Y(u)Cyu,

with corresponding marks
X\P(u) =Y,

Finally, let us attach the subtrees to [S, (Y,)]. For u € S, consider a sequence [Ty;, (Xuiv; v); & >
1] of i.i.d. marked trees with the original distribution Px,, ., but with random initial mark X; &
distributed as p(Yy, ). The final tree T is defined as

=) U YWilu,

ueS i€[K,]
[ul <N 4ig ¥ (S)

and for v € Ty,;, the mark of ¥(u)iv is
KXo wyiv = Xuiv-

Informally, for each of the K,, —d,, children of u that are not in .S, we realize one step of the Markov
chain with kernel (p(x,y); x,y € E) and then attach a whole subtree T,; to that child.
The resulting tree T has k distinguished leaves, ¥(¢y),...,¥({x), corresponding to the k leaves
of S. Let us finally define
Vi<k, Vi=¥({,,)

for an independent uniform permutation o of {1, ..., k}. The distribution of the triple [Tin1, (Xu), (V;)]
is denoted by QFV where TN is the restriction of T' to the first N generations.

3.4 The spinal decomposition theorem

Our final objective in this section is to connect P, and Q¥ to derive our many-to-few formula.
We assume v, > 0 for all n € {0,..., N — 1}. Recall the expression of Ay from (3). Our spinal
decomposition theorem states that, if P, is biased by the k-th factorial moment of its size at gen-
eration N and k uniformly chosen individuals (Vi,..., V) are distinguished from that generation,
the corresponding marked tree [T, (X.), (V;)] is distributed as Q%" biased by Ay.

Theorem 3 (Spinal decomposition). Consider a tree T with height N and k distinct vertices
(v1,...,v;) € Tv. Let h be a harmonic function for the branching process with law (Py; x € E).
Then, for any test function ¢, we have

,,,,,

Proof. It is enough to prove the result for the uniform CPP by noting that [], ¢ ﬁ is the Radon—
Nykodim derivative of the uniform CPP with respect to the v-CPP.
The natural state space for P2 is the space of all marked trees with height at most N, that is,

U {r} x E".

TEQN

Using that the offspring distribution on E has a density w.r.t. some measure A, it is clear that P
has a density w.r.t. a dominating measure defined as

AN( U () x HBu): 3 TIAB

TEQN ueET TEQN UET
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which is given by

ky
ngv(Tv (zu)) = H (T, u) Hp(zua Tui) (5)

lul<n
where k, stands for the number of children of w.
Let s denote the subtree spanned by (v1,...,vg), that is

k

S:U{w:wjvi}.

=1

We can decompose (5) into a product on s and on the subtrees attached to s. The branching
property shows that

PN(r,(zu) = [[ w(@uku) { 11 P 2ui) Pess (7uis (uin)o) x ] 2 xmxm]

i< g g
= |: H W(xuaku) H p(xu;xui)qui(Tuia(xuiv)v)] H p(ft,%t)
SN g et

For u € s, let d,, denote the number of children of u that belong to s, that is,
d,, = Card{i : ui € s}.
Let us make the following change in the previous equality

1 kqu’“)ﬂ(xu, k)
ki) ma, ()

(s k) = -, (Tu)-

Let us also write the second term in the product as

H (T4, Tu)

II Ma)m(zg)p(ra, 2a)  Weg)

ues\{2} ues\{2} h(xs) m(xs)h(xy)
_ hz)™ &1

= H q(z4, Ty) - H m(mu)du Hh(xv) h(zg).
ues\{o} qu\isN i=1 i

Putting both expressions together, we obtain that

k
1 1M, ( )
P.(7, (x, h(z,,) d ! X q(z45, Ty
d >1
! kgdu)ﬂ(mua ku)
X };[S l: ) ma, (xu) : H p(xuaxui)PQL’ui (Tui7 (-Tuz"u)v):l .
lal <N ui¢s

The result now follows upon identifying each term in this product. The first term is Ag. The second
term is the density of the marks (z,; u € s) along the k-spine. The last product is made of three
terms. The first is the probability that the d, children of u that belong to s have a given birth
rank. The second is the probability that the final degree of u is k, given that it has d, children
in s (see (4)). The last is the density of the marked trees attached to u. The N*~1k! term in the
statement of theorem is simply the probability of observing a given ultrametric tree and labeling
of the leaves. O
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Proof of Proposition 2. Let T be some fixed tree and vy, ..., v, be distinct vertices at height N of
7. Using Theorem 3 yields

Piv [1T:‘r§0(dT(Uian),Xvi; iaj < k)}
= h(x)Nk_lkl Q%N [Ak . 1T:T1V1:vl,...,Vk:vMp(dT(‘/iv V])a YVN Za] S k):| .

Summing over all (vy,...,vy) first, then over all 7, and recalling that V; = ¢,, for an independent
uniform permutation o of {1,...,k} proves the result. O

4 Convergence of marked branching processes

4.1 The marked Gromov-weak topology

Deriving the scaling limit of the genealogy and types in a branching process requires one to envision
it as a random marked metric measure space. In this work we equip the set of all such spaces with
the marked Gromov-weak topology [10]. This section is a brief remainder of the basic properties of
this topology, a more thorough account can be found in [10, 18]. We do not restrict our attention
to trees and try to follow as much as possible the notation in [10], so that some notation in this
section might be inconsistent with the rest of the paper.

Let (E,dg) be a fixed complete separable metric space, referred to as the mark space. In our
application, E = [0,00) is endowed with the usual distance on the real line. A marked metric
measure space (mmm-space for short) is a triple [X,d, u|, where (X,d) is a complete separable
metric space, and p is a finite measure on X x E.

To define a topology on the set of mmm-spaces, for each k > 1 consider the map

. (X x E)f — RE x EF
; (w5, u3); i < k) = (d(ws, 25), w55 4, § < k)

that maps k points in X x E to the matrix of pairwise distances and vector of marks. We denote by
Vg x = ,u®k0R,;1, the k-th marked distance matriz distribution of [X, d, u], which is the pushforward
of u®* by the map Ry,. (Note that u is not necessarily a probability distribution.) For some k > 1
and some continuous bounded test function

o:RY x E¥ 5 R

let us define a functional
(I)(Xv da N’) = <Vk,X7§0>' (6)

Functionals of the previous form are called polynomials (k is the degree or order of the polynomial),
and the set of all polynomials, obtained by varying k£ and ¢, is denoted by II.

Definition 2. The marked Gromov-weak topology is the topology on mmm-spaces induced by
I1. A random mmm-space is a r.v. with values in the set of (equivalence classes of) mmm-spaces,
endowed with the Gromov-weak topology and the associated Borel o-field.

Remark 3. Formally, the marked Gromov-weak topology should be defined on equivalence classes
of mmm-spaces, where two spaces belong to the same class iff there is a measure preserving isometry
between the supports of their measures that also preserves marks, see [10, Definition 2.1]. This
distinction has little consequences in practice so that we often omit it.

There is a unique equivalence class of all mmm-spaces with a null sampling measure, which acts
as the null mmm-space and that we denote by 0. It follows from the definition of the Gromov-weak
topology that a sequence of mmm-spaces ([X,,, dn, tin]; n > 1) converges to 0 iff u, (X, x E) — 0.
If [X,d, u] is a random mmm-space, the expectation of a polynomial evaluated at [ X, d, u], namely
E[®(X,d, )], is called a moment of [X,d, u].
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Remark 4 (Polar decomposition). An mmm-space [X,d, u] # 0 can be seen as a pair (fi, [X,d, fi])
where i = u(X x E) is the total mass of p and i = p/f is the renormalized probability measure.
This is the so-called polar decomposition of [X,d, u] [9]. The space of all polar decompositions is
naturally endowed with the product topology, where the space of all probability mmm-spaces is en-
dowed with the more standard marked Gromov-weak topology restricted to probability mmm-spaces
[10]. It is not hard to see that the map taking non-null mmm-spaces to their polar decompositions
is an homeomorphism.

An important consequence of this remark is that the convergence in distribution of a sequence
of mmm-spaces [X,,, d,, it,] implies that of [X,,, d,, fi,], provided that the limit mmm-space is a.s.
non-null. In particular, for ultrametric spaces, it implies the convergence in distribution of the
genealogy of k individuals sampled from [X,,, d,,, pi,] according to fiy,.

Many properties of the marked Gromov-weak topology are derived in [10] under the further
assumption that p is a probability measure. Relaxing this assumption to account for finite measures
is quite straightforward but requires some caution, as the total mass of p can now drift to zero or
infinity. In particular, the following result shows that II forms a convergence determining class only
when the limit satisfies a moment condition, which is a well-known criterion for a real variable to
be identified by its moments, see for instance [14, Theorem 3.3.25]. This result was already stated
for metric measure spaces without marks in [9, Lemma 2.7].

Proposition 3. Suppose that [X,d, p] is a random mmm-space verifying

Elu(X x E)P]Y/P
lim sup (X > E)"] < 00. (7)
p—00 p

Then, for a sequence [ Xy, dy, ptn] of random mmm-spaces to converge in distribution for the marked
Gromov-weak topology to [X,d, u] it is sufficient that

lim E[®(X,,,dn, in)] = E[®(X,d, )]

n—00
for all ® € 1I.

Proof. Let us prove this result carefully. Fix a polynomial ® of degree k associated to a non-negative
continuous bounded functional ¢. Recall the notation fi,, for the total mass of [X,,, d,, p,], which
is a r.v. with values in [0, 00), and fi,, = 1, /[in. Introduce a new measure M,? on [0, 00) such that
for any continuous bounded function f: [0,00) — R

(M7, f) = Elf (in) (X, dn, p1n)]-

The key observation is now that, applying Fubini’s theorem, [X,d, u] — pP®(X,d, ) is again a
polynomial of the form (6) (of degree p+ k). Therefore, our assumption entails that, for any integer
p=0,

| M ) = B (X d )] o Bl (Xd )] = [ a7 (do)

where we have defined M? is a similar way to M using the limiting random variable [X, d, u].
Now, the usual method of moments on [0, 00), see for instance [14, Theorem 3.3.26], entails that
for any continuous bounded function f

oo

Bl ()X dsgin)] = [ F@)ME) > [ @M (o) = ELf @K d ). (9
0 0
We have used that M?® fulfills the moment growth condition of [14, Theorem 3.3.26] since
/ 2P M®(dz) < [lollaBlu(X x E)"+]
0

and (7) holds. By taking linear combinations, (8) holds for any polynomials, not only non-negative
ones.
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Let f:[0,00) — R be continuous bounded and have its support bounded away from 0. Since
x +— f(z)/2* is continuous bounded, applying (8) to this map and using that ®(X,,,d,, p,) =
BE (X, dp, fin,) shows

E[f () (X, . )] —— ELf (1) ®(X. d. ).
Standard arguments show that the above convergence also holds for f(z) = g(z)1{;>.} for any
continuous bounded g and € > 0 such that P(& = €) = 0. Since [10, Theorem 5] ensures that
polynomials are convergence determining on mmme-spaces with a probability sampling measure, we
can use [15, Proposition 4.6, Chapter 3] to obtain that for any continuous bounded functional F
on the space of mmm-spaces,

]E[F(Xnadmﬂn)l{ﬁnZE}] m E[F(X, da N)l{ﬂZE}]' (9)

(Here we have applied the result to the polar decomposition of the mmm-space, and used that the
polar decomposition defines an homeomorphism.)
To end the proof, we note that by Portmanteau’s theorem

P(i <) <liminf P(fi, <) <limsupP(fi, <) <P(i <e). (10)

n— oo

Finally, we write
E[F(Xp, dn, pin)] = E[F(Xn, dy, ﬂn)l{ﬂnza}] + E[F(Xy, dn, ﬂ71)1{m,<5}]

take a limit n — oo first, then € — 0, and use (9) to estimate the first term and (10) to control the

second one to obtain

which is the desired result. O

Bi-metric measure spaces. The branching process with recombination is naturally endowed
with two metrics: the genealogical distance and the chromosomic distance. Therefore, for the
purpose of this application only, let us say that [X,d, D, u] is a marked bi-metric measure space if
both d and D are metric that make (X, d) and (X, D) Polish spaces, and if x is a finite measure on
X x FE, where X is endowed with the o-field induced by reunion of the open balls of d and D.

A polynomial of a marked bi-metric measure space is a functional of the form

[X B @(d(l‘lﬁxj)a D(xivxj)7ui; Z:.] < k)/.t®k(d($17ul)7 s 7d(xka uk)) (11)
< Bk

for some k and some ¢. Accordingly we define the Gromov-weak topology for these spaces as the
topology induced by the polynomials. It is straightforward to check that all the results stated for
mmm-spaces carry on to marked bi-metric measure spaces, up to replacing the polynomials in (6)
by that in (11).

4.2 Convergence of ultrametric spaces

Using Proposition 3 requires one to have prior knowledge of the limit [X, d, u]. A stronger version of
this result would be that the convergence of each (E[®(X,,,d,, tt,)]; n > 1) implies the existence of
a random mmm-space to which (X,,,d,, i) converges in distribution (under a moment condition
similar to (7)). Such a result cannot hold in the current formulation of the marked Gromov-weak
topology. This is a consequence of the fact that some limits of distance matrix distributions cannot
be expressed as the distance matrix distribution of a separable metric space, see for instance [18,
Example 2.12 (ii)]. To overcome this issue, it is necessary to relax the separability assumption in
the definition of an mmm-space.

Deriving a meaningful extension of the Gromov-weak topology to non-separable metric spaces
is not a straightforward task, since it raises many measure theoretic difficulties. However, when

18



restricting our attention to genealogies, as is the purpose of this work, the specific tree structure of
these objects can be used to define such an extension. We follow the framework introduced in [17,
Section 4], but see also [20]. The results contained in this section are not necessary for the analysis
of the branching process with recombination and can be possibly skipped.

Definition 3 (Marked UMS, [17]). A marked ultrametric measure space (marked UMS) is a col-
lection [U,d, % , ] where 7% is a o-field and

(i) The metric d is % ® % -measurable and is an ultrametric:
Vo,y,z € X, d(z,y) < max{d(z, 2),d(z,y)}-

(ii) The o-field % verifies:
o(B(z,t);z €U t>0) C% C BU)
where B(z,t) is the open ball of radius ¢ and center z, and #(U) is the Borel o-field associated
to (U, d);

(iii) The measure p is a finite measure on U x E, defined on the product o-field % ® ZA(E).

Remark 5. While this definition might be surprising at first sight, note that if (U, d) is separable
and ultrametric, points (i) and (ii) of the definition are fulfilled when %/ is chosen to be the usual
Borel o-field. Therefore, a separable marked UMS in the sense of Definition 3 is an ultrametric
mmm-space in the sense of Section 4.1. When no o-field is prescribed, % is assumed to be the
Borel o-field. Using a naive definition of a marked UMS as a complete metric space with a finite
measure on the corresponding Borel o-field raises some deep measure theoretic issues related to the
Banach—Ulam problem, that are avoided by Definition 3, see [17, Section 4] for a discussion.

Point (i) of the above definition ensures that each map Ry, is measurable, so that we can define
the marked distance matrix distribution vy and the polynomials ®(U, d, %, ) of a marked UMS
(U,d, % , ) as in the previous section. Analogously to mmm-spaces, we define the marked Gromov-
weak topology on the set of marked UMS as the topology induced by the set of polynomials.

Remark 6. Again, for the topology to be separated we need to work with equivalence classes of
marked UMS. For non-separable spaces, the correct notion of equivalence is that of weak isometry
provided in [17, Definition 4.11]. We do not make the distinction between marked UMS and their
equivalence class in practice.

We can now state a stronger version of Proposition 3 for ultrametric spaces. In the statement
of the theorem we will need a mild tightness conditions. For a marked UMS [U, d, %, y1], define the
maps r and Tg as

V(z1,u1), (T2, u2) €U X B, r((x1,u1), (x2,u2)) = d(x1,22), wr((z1,u1)) =us
and the corresponding pushforward measures
wU=u®20r71, myzuOﬂgl.
If [U,d,%,u] is random, these are random measures, and we denote their intensity measures by
E|wy] and E[my], which are deterministic measures on Ry and FE respectively.

Theorem 4. Let (U, dy, %y, pin) be a sequence of random marked UMS such that for any polyno-
mial ® € 11,
lim E [‘b (Una Ay, Uy /Ln)]

n— oo

exists, and fulfill (compare with (7))

E[u, (U, x E)P 1/p
limsup lim e (Un < )] < 00. (12)

p—soo N0 D

Suppose also that the sequences (Elwy, |; n > 1) and (E[my,]; n > 1) are relatively compact, as mea-
sures on Ry and E. Then there exist a random marked UMS, [U,d, % , ] such that (U, dn, X, pin)
converges to that limit in the marked Gromov-weak topology. Moreover the limit is characterized by

E[‘I)(U, d, %,,LL)] = nlggo]E[(p(Una dp, %nnun)]-
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Remark 7. The previous result suggests the following simple method to prove convergence in dis-
tribution in the (usual) sense of separable ultrametric mmm-spaces. First prove that the conditions
of Theorem 4 are fulfilled, then check that the limiting marked UMS is a.s. separable. The two
compactness conditions on (E[wy, ]) and (E[my,]) ensure, in combination with the convergence of
the moments, that the sequence of mmm-spaces is tight. Compare this to checking, on top of the
previous assumptions, the tightness criterion in [18, Theorem 2 (ii)] that ensures that no mass of
the sampling measure is accumulating on isolated points. This condition is not needed here because
we have enlarged the state space of mmm-spaces to include non-separable metric spaces.

The proof of the above result is based on a characterization of all exchangeable ultrametric
matrices. We call a random pair (d;;; ¢,7 > 1) and (Y;; i > 1) a marked exzchangeable ultrametric
matrix if

e cach Y; has values in F;
o (dij; 1,7 > 1) is a.s. an ultrametric on N;
e its distribution is invariant by the action of any permutation ¢ of N with finite support:

((dO'iO'j; 17] > 1)7 (Ygi; P> 1)) (: ((dlja Za] > 1)3 (Y;, P> 1))

=

A typical way to obtain such an ultrametric matrix is to consider an i.i.d. sample (X;,Y;; 7 > 1)
from a marked UMS (U, d, %, 1) with u(U) =1 a.s., and define

Vi,j > 1, di; = d(X;, Xj). (13)

The next result shows that all exchangeable marked matrices are obtained in this way. It can be seen
as a version of Kingman’s representation theorem of exchangeable partitions [26] for ultrametric
matrices.

Theorem 5 ([17]). Let (di;; ¢,7 > 1) and (Y;; ¢ > 1) be an exchangeable marked ultrametric matric.
There exists a random marked probability UMS [U,d, % ,p] (that is, w(U) = 1 a.s.) such that the
exchangeable marked ultrametric matriz obtained by sampling from it as in (13) is distributed as
(dij; 4,5 > 1) and (Y;; @ > 1). Moreover this marked UMS is unique in distribution.

Proof. This result is a straightforward extension of [17, Theorem 1.8] that deals with the case
without marks. To guide the reader, let us mention the crucial modification that need to be made.
The proof relies on encoding some marginals of (d;;; 4,7 > 1) as an exchangeable sequence of r.v.

(550)7 .. ,«f(p); i > 1) in [0,1]? and using a de Finetti-type argument, see [17, Appendix B]. The

%

same argument should be applied to the exchangeable sequence of r.v. (fi(o), e ,fi(p), Yi;i>1,). O

Proof of Theorem 4. We prove the result by a tightness and uniqueness argument. To prove tight-
ness, we embed the space of marked UMS into a space of measures, using the marked distance
matrices, and use known tightness arguments for random measures. More precisely, the map
v [U,d, %, 1] — (vk,u; k > 1) is an injection. This is a consequence of the uniqueness part of
Theorem 5. For each k > 1, vy ¢ lives in the space of finite measures on Rf x E* which can
be endowed with the weak topology. If the space of sequences (vg,y; k > 1) is endowed with the
product topology, it follows readily from the definition of the Gromov-weak topology that ¢ is a
homeomorphism from the space of marked UMS to its image. We claim that the image of ¢ is closed
in this product topology. If this is the case, the space of marked UMS is homeomorphic to a closed
subset of the space of sequences of measures, and clearly,

(Uny dny Uy phn; n > 1) is tight <= Vk > 1, (vg,p,; n > 1) is tight,

where in the right-hand side each vy v, is a random measure, and tightness is with respect to the
weak topology. For the collection of random measures (v, ; n > 1) to be tight it is sufficient that
the collection of intensity measures (E[vy p,]; n > 1) is relatively compact [8, Lemma 3.2.8]. For

y = ((dij),u;; 3,5 < k) € RF” x E%, let p;;j(y) = dij and pl(y) = u; be the projection maps. It is
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sufficient to show that the pushforward of E[vy ] through each projection is relatively compact.
By definition, for a Borel set A C Ry and i # j, by exchangeability,

(Efv,v] 093y ) (4) = E[/

| N T (€2 Ui)i)} = B[} *wy, (4)].
(UpXE)E
The relative compactness of (E[vy p, ] o pi_jl; n > 1) now follows from that of (E[wy,]; » > 1) and
from the uniform integrability of z%~2. In a similar way, for a Borel set B € E,

(Elviu,)op) ) (B) = E[/(U . M A (s, wi)i) | = B[~ mu, (4)].

The desired compactness follows form that of (E[my,]; » > 1) and from the uniform integrability
of k=1

We now go back to our claim that the image of ¢ is closed. For each k,n > 1, let vy, be the
k-th marked distance matrix distribution of some marked UMS [U,, d;,, %y, fin], and assume that it
converges as n — 0o to some vi. We need to show that the limiting sequence of distance matrices
can be obtained by sampling from a marked UMS. We can assume without loss of generality that
v # 0. Let 7y, be the probability measure obtained by renormalizing vy, and define similarly oy, ,,.
Since the projection of Vx4, on R’f x E* is equal to U,n, the same property holds for 734, and
V. Using Kolmogorov’s extension theorem, we can extend consistently the measures (9; k > 1)
to a measure 7y, on RWFXN x EN whose projections on finite-dimensional spaces are given by the
measures (g; k > 1). Quite clearly, Dy is the law of a marked exchangeable ultrametric matrix.
(Exchangeability and almost sure ultrametricity hold for a fixed n, and pass to the limit.) Theorem 5
shows that we can find a marked UMS [U,d, %, j1] whose k-th marked distance matrix distribution
is 7. Denote by [ the limit of the total mass of v 5, and by p = 2. The k-th marked distance
matrix distribution of the marked UMS [U,d, % , ] is fi*0y = vy,. This proves the claim.

Finally, we prove uniqueness. Let [U,d, %, p] and [U’,d',%’, 1'] be two random marked UMS,
that are limits in distribution of a subsequence of ([U,,dn, %, pin]; n > 1). We want to show
that they have the same distribution. For any polynomial ® € II, since ® is continuous and
(®(Un, dn, %y, ptn); m > 1) is uniformly integrable (it has uniformly bounded moments of all orders),
the moments of the two limiting marked UMS coincide and verify (12), namely,

] — _ ! ! ! !
lim E[®(Uy dy, %y, )] = E[@(U.d, % 1) = E[o(U".d, %' ).
Introducing the same measure M? as in the proof of Proposition 3, the method of moments on R,
shows that, for any continuous bounded f: Ry — R and any polynomial @,

E[f(1)®(U.d.%.1)] =E[f(@)2(U".d". 2" )]
so that if f(0) = 0, we have
E[f(n)®(Ud, %, p)] =E[f(@)U' d, %' i)]. (14)

On the event {f > 0}, let (d;;,Ys; i, j > 1) be the marked exchangeable ultrametric matrix obtained
from an i.i.d. sample from [U,d, %, ji], and define (d};,Y/; i,j > 1) similarly from [U’,d', %', ji'].
The identity (14) can be written as

E[f(n)e(dij,Yis .5 < k)] =E[f(0)e(d;, Y] 6.5 < k)].

This equation shows that g and g’ have the same distribution, and for fg-a.e. z, the law of
(dij, Yi; i,j < k) conditional on fi = x is the same as that of (dj;,Y/; i,j < k) conditional on
i’ = x. The uniqueness part of Theorem 5 shows that the law of [U,d, %, ji] conditional on i = x
is the same as that of [U’,d', %", j'] conditional on i’. Combining this with the fact that g and g’
have the same distribution and that the polar decomposition is a homeomorphism proves that the

two marked UMS have the same distribution. O
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4.3 Moments of some continuous trees

In this section we compute the moments of some usual random tree models, namely CPP trees
and A-coalescents, to illustrate the type of expression that can arise for the limiting mmm-space of
Proposition 3.

Continuous coalescent point processes. Coalescent point process trees are a class of con-
tinuous random trees that correspond to the scaling limit of the genealogy of various branching
processes [11, 27, 39]. Of particular interest is the Brownian CPP described in Section 2.3 that
corresponds to the scaling limit of critical Galton—Watson processes, and also corresponds to the
limit of the rescaled genealogy of the branching process with recombination.

Consider a Poisson point process P on [0,00) x (0, 00), with intensity dt ® v(dz). We make the
further assumptions that

Ve >0, vz, 0)) < oo, v((0,00)) = oo.
For some xg > 0, let Y denote the first atom of P whose second coordinate exceeds xg, that is,
Y=inf{t>0:(t,z) € P, z > xo}.

The CPP tree at height zy associated to v is the random metric measure space [(0,Y),dp, Leb]
with
Ve <y, dp(x,y)=sup{z:(t,2) € P, x <z <y}

Proposition 4. Let [(0,Y),dp,Leb] be the CPP tree at height xo associated to the measure v.
Then for any continuous bounded function ¢ with associated polynomial ®, we have

k! o
kE[(p(HUz‘7Uj; 1,] < k)]

E[®((0,Y),dp,Leb)] = (w0, 00))F

where for i < j,
Hi,j = Hj,i = maX{Hi, ey Hj_l},

the r.v. (Hy,...,Hp_1) are i.i.d. with c.d.f.

v((zo,0))
Ve € |0,29], P(H; <z)=——"7"5-,
A (Tr)
and o is an independent uniform permutation of {1,... ,k}.

Proof. According to (6), we need to study the distance of k variables sampled uniformly from [0, Y],
after having biased ([0,Y], dp,Leb) by the k-th moment of its mass.

Since Y is independent of the restriction of P to [0, 00) X [0, ], the distribution of ([0, Y], dp, Leb)
biased by the k-th moment of Y is simply that of ([0, Z],dp,Leb), where Z is distributed as Y,
biased by its k-th moment. Let us use the notation 8 := v((xg, 00)). It is well known that Z follows
a Gamma(60, k + 1) distribution, that is, Z has density

k
T
0k+1ﬁe emdx.

Conditional Z, let (Ui,...,Uy) be ii.d. uniform variables on [0, Z], and denote by (Uf,...,U)
their order statistics. Let us also denote Uy = 0 and Uj,, = Z. It is standard that

(Ul* - UE)kaU2* - Ufa . -aUI:-&-l - U/:)
are independent exponential variables with mean 1/6. Define
Vi<k, H;=dp(U,Uj\,).

As the restriction of P to [0, 00) x [0, zo] is independent of the vector (Ug,...,U; ), (Ho,..., Hy)
are i.i.d. and distributed as
max{z: (t,z) € Pt <Y}.
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The following direct computation shows that this has the required distribution,

P(H, < z) = P(P([0,Y] x (2, 20]) = 0) = /OOO fe~0 exp ( — tw((a, zo]))dt
0 v((xo, 00))

- 0+ v((x,2z0])  v((x,00))"

It is clear from the definition of dp that for ¢ < j,
dP(Ui*7 U;) = IIlELX{Z;L;7 PN ,Hj_l}.

Therefore, if o denotes the unique permutation of [k] such that U; = U,

E[/{ | e(dp(wi,a); i,j < k)day ... deg| = E[Y*E[o(dp(Us, Uy); i, < F)]
0,Y]k

k!
k!

E[(dp(Us, Uj): i, < k)]
E[p(Ho, ;51,5 < K)]. O

In this work, the scaling limit of the genealogy is given by the Brownian CPP, which is the CPP
with height 1 associated to the measure

1

v(de) = ﬁdx.

Corollary 1. The moments of the Brownian CPP are given by
E[®((0,Y),dp,Leb)| = K E[p(Ho, 0,3 1,5 < k)]

where for i < 7,
Hi,j = Hj,i = maX{HZ-, ey ijl},

the r.v. (Hy,...,Hg_1) are i.i.d. uniform on (0,1), and o is an independent uniform permutation

of {1,...,k}.

Proof. A direct computation shows that
v((1,00)) =1, ———= =z
so that the variables H; in Proposition 4 are uniform on [0, 1]. O

Metric measure spaces with independent types. In our model and in many other settings,
the types in the population become independent of the genealogy in the limit of large population
size. Typically, this situation arises when the time between the ancestors of two typical individuals
in the population is large, so that the dynamics of the types along the lineages has time to reach
some form of equilibrium and to forget about its starting point (the type of the ancestor).

For a mmm-space [X,d, u], the independence between the types and the genealogy corresponds
to having a product sampling measure of the form y = px ® pg, where px is a measure on X,
and ug a probability measure on the type space E. The moments of such product mmm-spaces are
easily expressed in terms of the (unmarked) metric measure space [X, d, px].

Proposition 5. Let [X,d, u] be a random mmm-space with a sampling measure of the form p =
ux @ ug, where pg is a deterministic probability measure on E. Then, for any polynomial ® € II,
we have

X

where (Y1,...,Y) are i.i.d., distributed as pg, and independent of [X,d, px].
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Proof. By definition of a polynomial and applying Fubini’s theorem for a.s. all realizations of the
random measure,

E[®(X,d,pn)] = E:/(XxE)k o(d(zs,25),uis 1,5 < k) (ux © pe) (21, u1), .. .,d(;vmuk))}

B[ [ [ eldwna).uig <o, dougt ... du)]
E Xk

=E /A o(d(zi, x;),Yi; i, § < k)/i?}k(dxl, o ,dxk)].
L X",

O

A-coalescents. A A-coalescent is a process with values in the partitions of N such that for any n,
its restriction to {1,...,n} is a Markov process with the following transitions. When the process
has b blocks, any k blocks merge at rate Ay ;, where

1
Aok = / 2721 — 2)" P A(dx)
0

for some finite measure A. These processes were introduced in [38, 42], and provide the limit of the
genealogy of several celebrated population models with fixed population size [34, 43].

A A-coalescent can be seen as a random ultrametric space on N. It is possible to take an
appropriate completion of this space to define an ultrametric dy on (0,1) that encodes the metric
structure of the coalescent, see [18, Section 4] for the separable case, and [17, Section 3] for the
general case. More precisely, there exists a random ultrametric dy such that if (V;; 4 > 1) is an
independent sequence of i.i.d. uniform r.v. on (0,1), and II; is the partition defined through the
equivalence relation

i~ == da(Vi, V) <1,

then (II;; t > 0) is distributed as a A-coalescent. In particular, this leads to the following expression
for the moments of the metric measure space [(0,1),dx, Leb].

Proposition 6. Let [(0,1),da,Leb] be a A-coalescent tree. Then
E[®((0,1),da,Leb)]| = E[p(dij; i,j < k)]

where
Vi, g <k, diy= inf{t >0:4~p, j}

for a realization (Ily; t > 0) of a A-coalescent.

4.4 Relating spine convergence to Gromov-weak convergence

Let [T,(X,)] be the random marked tree with distribution P, constructed in Section 3.2, and
let Zn = |Tn| denote the population size at generation N. Recall that T' can be endowed with
the graph distance dr, and that T denotes the N-th generation of the process. The metric dr
restricted to Ty encodes the genealogy of the population, and has the simple expression

Yu,v € Ty, dp(u,v) =N — |uAvl.

Define the mark measure on Ty X E as

UN = Z O, X,)-

u€TN

The triple [Tn,dr,pn] is the mmm-space associated to the branching process [T, (X,)]. The
polynomial of degree k corresponding to a functional ¢ can be written as

(D(TNadTa,uN) - Z @(dT(Uian)’Xvi; Z).] S k))

(v1,...,vx)ETN
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The aim of this section is to provide a general convergence criterion for a rescaling of the sequence
of mmm-spaces [Tn,dr, uy; N > 1] that only involves computation on the k-spine tree. For each
N > 1, consider a rescaling parameter o for the population size, Sy : E — E for the mark space,
and vy : Ry — Ry for the genealogical distances. We assume that y is increasing so that vy o dp
is also an ultrametric, and that ay — oo.

Theorem 6. Suppose that for any k > 1 and any continuous bounded function ¢, the sequence
LQk,N {Ak - o(yn 0 dr(i, 5), Bn 0 Xi(N)); 1,5 < k)} (15)
a?"VPiV(ZN > O) xT ) ) K3 ) b) —

converges and that the limit fulfills (12). Then there exists a random marked UMS [U,d, % , u] such
that conditional on Zn > 0,

o 3-1
hm |:TN7P)/N(dT)7 K BN :| = [U7 da%7u}
N—oco an

holds in distribution for the marked Gromov-weak topology.

Proof. According to Theorem 4 it is sufficient to prove that the following moments converge,

PY(Zy >0)71! .
My = %Pi\r[ Z SO(’YN o dT(ui7uj)7/8N(XUi); 1, < k):|
N (ug,esup)€ETN

Let us denote by

~ PY(Zy >0)7! .
My = %Pi\r[ E SD('YNOdT(Uivuj)vﬁN(XUi); W) Sk):|
N (w1, uk)€ETN
U1 AUk

By the many-to-few formula, Proposition 2,

~ k! NF—1

— k,N . . . g <
My PN (Zy > 0) O)Qm [Ak ¢(yn odr(oi,05), B8 0 Xo,(N); i,j < k)}

for an independent uniform permutation o of [k]. Taking ¢ = 1, the assumption of the result readily
implies that
PY[Z) | Zn > 0] = On (o).

Therefore, since

N Zk‘—l
My — My| = Oy (PY[ 22 ‘ZN >0]) ——0,
aN N—o00
the convergence of each My follows from that of M, ~ and the result is proved. O

4.5 Convergence of the k-spine

Theorem 6 shows that convergence of the branching process in the Gromov-weak topology can be
deduced from the convergence of some functionals of the k-spine tree. We now provide a general
convergence result for the k-spine tree that will be used to compute the limit of (15) for the
branching process with recombination.

We work under the measure Q%" and define

wh = vt >0, XN(t)=X;([Nt]).

Since our work involves working under various measures, for a sequence (P,; n > 1) of probability
measures and a sequence (Yy,; n > 1) of r.v., we will use the notation

Pr
Y, ——Y
n—o0

to mean that the distribution of Y,,, under the measure P,, converges to the distribution of Y.
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Assumption 1 (Al). (i) There exists a limiting r.v. W such that

N QLN
Wy = W
N—o0

(i) There exists a limiting Feller process X such that, if X{¥(0) — X(0),

N QLN
XN = X
N—o00

in the Skorohod topology.

There exist equivalent formulations of the second point involving generators or semigroups, see
for instance [25, Theorem 19.28]. In the next result, we use the notation

o f(s) ifs<t
[f’t’g]'tH{g(st) ifs>t

for the concatenation of f and g at time ¢.

Proposition 7. Suppose that (A1) holds. Then

k,N
(WY, W (XN, X))

n—oo

(W, oo, Wier), (X, X))
where,
o the rv. (Wh,...,Wi_1) are i.i.d. copies of the limiting r.v. W;
o X is distributed as X started from x and is independent of (Wy,...,Wi_1);
e for each i, conditional on (W1, ..., Wr_1) and (X1,...,X;),
Xiv1 = [ Xy Wis X]
where (X'(t); t > 0) is distributed as X started from X;(W;).

Proof. Let us work inductively, and assume that the convergence holds for some k > 1. Let X ,ﬁ_l
be distributed as X, started from X (W}).

Obviously, W} converges to Wy, a copy of W independent of (W1, ..., Wj_1) and of (X1, ..., Xj).
Then it follows from the fact that X has no fixed time discontinuity that X}¥(W}N) converges to
X, (Wy). Using the assumption (A1), this entails that X’,i\g_l converges to a limiting process )?k+1,
which is distributed as X started from X (W).

Recalling that, by definition of the discrete spine under Q%"

Xﬁ-l = [XéV;W,iV;Xﬁl],

the claim is a consequence of the a.s. continuity of the concatenation map, which is proved in
Lemma 6. O

5 The recombination spine

We now focus on the branching process with recombination. In this first section we derive the
properties of its 1-spine.

Using the formalism of the previous section, the branching process with recombination can be
constructed as a random marked tree, where the mark space is the set of intervals of R. According
to the description of the branching process with recombination, an individual with mark I = [a, ]
gives birth to K (I) children, with

K(I) ~ Poisson(1 + %l)
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Then, each newborn experiences a recombination event with probability

_ _2I|/N
TN(I) = m

In the case of a recombination, the offspring inherits the interval [a, U] or [U, b] with equal proba-
bility, where U is uniformly distributed over I. As in the previous section, we denote by Z(I) the
offspring point process of a mother with interval 7. The objective of this section is to compute and
characterize the distribution Q}’N of the intervals along the 1-spine and its large N limit Q.

The h-transformed mark process. Defining Q}’N first requires one to find an adequate har-
monic function for the branching process. In the branching process with recombination, a simple
calculation shows that the length of the intervals is harmonic.

Lemma 3. The function h: I — |I| is harmonic for the family of point processes (E(I)).

Let us now compute the distribution Q}’N of the h-transformed process. According to (2), under

Q}’N, the probability of experiencing no recombination in one time-step when carrying interval [
is
1] 1]
1+ ) (1= rv(D) = 1- .
( + N ( TN( )) N
When experiencing a recombination event, according to (2) the resulting interval is biased by h, that
is, biased by its length. This leads to the following description of the distribution of the intervals
along the spine.

Definition 4. The distribution Q}’N of the intervals along the 1-spine in the branching process
with recombination is that of the discrete-time Markov chain (I(n); n > 0) verifying 7(0) = I, and
conditional on I(n) = [a, b],

[a, b] with probability 1 — b-a
I(n+1) = q[a,a+U*] with probability 62—7Na
b—a
e “h Gty 20
[b—U*b] with probability SN

where U* has the size-biased uniform distribution on [0,b — a]. For convenience, Q}%’N refers to
1N
Qo

Large N convergence of the spine. As in the previous section, let IV denote the rescaled
process

vt >0, IN(t)=I(|Nt]).
We show that its large N limit is given by the following process.

Definition 5. Let Q! denote the distribution of the continuous-time Markov process (I(t); t > 0)
started from I and such that jumps:

e from [a,b] to [a,a 4+ U*] at rate (b —a)/2;

e from [a,b] to [b — U*,b] at rate (b —a)/2.
Again, Q}; corresponds to Q[lo’R].
Proposition 8. The process (I (t); t > 0) under Q}’N converges in distribution for the Skorohod
topology to (I(t); t > 0) under Q}.

Proof. The two processes (INV(t);t > 0) and (I(t); ¢t > 0) visit the same sequence of states, in
distribution. Therefore, convergence in the Skorohod topology amounts to convergence of the jump
times. Started from [a, b], the time before the first jump of (IV(¢); t > 0) is distributed as TV /N,
where TV is geometrically distributed with success probability (b — a)/N. It is clear that TV /N
converges in distribution to an exponentially distributed variable with mean 1/(b — a). Applying
this convergence to the successive jump times of (I™V(t); t > 0) readily proves the result. O
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Figure 5: Illustration of the Poisson construction of Q}. Atoms of P are represented with
dark circles. At each time ¢, the vertical slice of the shaded region gives Ig(t).

5.1 Poisson construction of Q},

We are interested in the large R properties of the spine. In this section, we prove that the spine
has a unique entrance law at infinity, which can be constructed from a homogeneous Poisson point
process. This construction will also provide a coupling for the distribution of (I(¢); ¢ > 0) started
from any initial condition.

First, for an interval I = [a, b], it will be convenient to use the notation

A+ pl = A+ pa, A+ pb)

for any reals A, p.
Consider a homogeneous Poisson point process P on [0,00) x R. For any ¢ > 0, consider the
point process P; on R of atoms of P with time coordinate in [0,¢] defined as

VA, Pi(A) = P([0,4] x A).

The atoms of P,(A) split the real line into infinitely many subintervals. We are interested in the
subinterval covering the origin. More precisely, let (x;; ¢ € Z) be the atoms of P, labeled in such a
way that

o< r i <zp<0<a1<...

and define Ip(t) = [xg, 1].
The following proposition shows that (Ip(t); ¢ > 0) corresponds to the distribution of (I(t); t >
0), started from infinity.

Proposition 9. Let M be uniformly distributed on [0,1] and independent of P. Then, for any
R >0, the process (Ir(t); t > 0) defined as

Vt >0, Ig(t)=MR+Ip(t)N[-MR,(1— M)R]
has distribution Q. Moreover, for any t, M is uniformly distributed on Ig(t).
The proposition will follow from the next simple result.

Lemma 4. Let U and V be independent uniform r.v. on [0,1]. Define the interval

;- JoUl ¥V<U,
U fvs>U
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Then |I| is independent of the event {V < U}, |I| is a size-biased uniform r.v. on [0,1], and V is
uniformly distributed on I.

Proof. Let A = {V < U} and A = {V > U}. For any test function ¢ and 1, we can directly
compute

1 u 1 u
Pl = [ [ ewans = pa) [ 2t [ oo

and

Plp(V)(lI])1) = / / p(W)b(1 — w)dodu

= ]P’(A)/O 2(1 —w)p(1 — u)l i " / p(v)dodu.
O

Proof of Proposition 9. It is clear that Ir(0) = [0, R]. Let us consider the sequence of jumps times
(T;; i > 0) of Ip. By definition of the process, T;;1 is the smallest time after T; such that there
exists XiJr] with (Ti+1, Xi+1) € P and Xi+1 S IR(Tl> Then, if IR(TZ) = [a, b],

Ir(Tiv1) = [a, Xiv1]Vvr<x,p1y + [Xit1, 0] 1ix,. <UR)

By the properties of homogeneous Poisson processes, T;11 — T; is exponentially distributed with
parameter |Ir(T;)|, and X;1 is uniformly distributed over Ir(T;).

Using that UR is uniformly distributed over [0, R], a straightforward induction using Lemma 4
proves that for any 4, UR is uniformly distributed on Ir(7;), and that |Ir(T;+1)| is a size-biased r.v.
uniform on Ir(T;). This corresponds to the description of the transition mechanism of (I(t); ¢ > 0)
under Qk and proves the result. O

Define
V=0, X() =0, Xe(t)=|Ip(t).
The coupling provided by the previous representation can be used to study the behavior of (X (¢); ¢ >
0) as R — oo.

Corollary 2. As R — oo, the process (X(t);t > 0) under Q}, converges in distribution to
(Xp(t); t > 0) for the topology of uniform convergence on every set [e,00), € > 0. For anyt > 0,
Xp(t) follows a Gammal(2,t) distribution, that is

Xp(t) ~ t2ze”dx.
Proof. By the Poisson construction, if Xg(t) = |Ig(t)], then (Xg(t); t > 0) is distributed as

(X (t); t > 0) under QL. It is straightforward to see that for any ¢ > 0, for large enough R we have
Xg(t) = Xp(t) for any t > €, proving the convergence part of the result.

By well-known properties of Poisson point processes, P; is a homogeneous Poisson point process
with rate t. Moreover both the first positive and negative atom of P; follow an exponential distri-
bution with parameter ¢, and are independent. This proves that Xp(t) is gamma distributed with

the right parameters. O

5.2 Self-similarity

From the transition mechanism of (I(t); ¢ > 0), we see that (X (¢); ¢ > 0) is also a Markov process.
Under Q} it starts from R and, conditional on X (), it jumps at rate X (t) to X (¢t)U*, where U* is
a size-biased uniform r.v. on [0,1]. As the jump rate of (X (¢); ¢ > 0) at time ¢ is X (¢), the process
(X (t); t > 0) is self-similar with index —1, in the sense that for any constant ¢ > 0, the following
identity in law holds

(cX(ct); t > 0) under QF @ (X (t); t > 0) under Qlp.

Positive Markov processes fulfilling the previous property are called positive self-similar Markov
processes (pssMp), see [37] for an introductory exposition.
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Remark 8. In this work we will not make use of this connection with pssMp since all computations
can be carried out directly from the Poisson construction. However this link could be used to
generalize our results to a larger class of branching processes on the intervals, with more general
fragmentation rules for the offspring distribution.

5.3 Convergence of the rescaled spine

Recall the definition of Fg and Fg' from (1). The following result provides the limit of the spine
after rescaling time according to F; L

Proposition 10. Let 0 < uy < --- <wu, < 1. Then

1

_ _ _ — Q
(FRl(ul)XoFRl(ul)a' "7FR1(U7L)XOFR1(U'TL)) R—>—R;o> (lea"' 7777,)

where the ;s are independent Gamma r.v.’s with parameter (2,1).

Proof. We show the result by induction on n. Recall that X (F'(u)) has the same distribution as
Y1 ARU + Y2 A R(1 — U) where Y7, Ys are independent and exponentially distributed with mean
1/Fg*(u) and U is uniform on [0,1]. For every u € (0,1], 1/Fz'(u) ~ R'™™ = o(R) so that
Y1 ARU + Y2 AR(1 —U) =Y; + Y, with a probability going to 1. This establishes the result at
stage 1.

Let us now assume that the property is satisfied at stage n. Conditional on the process X
up to time Fp Y(u,), the Markov property implies that the spine at F " Yupyq) is distributed as
YiAR,U+Y>AR,(1-U) where R,, = X (Fj Y(u,)), and Y1, Y are independent and exponentially

distributed with mean (F'(unt1) — Fr' (uy)) ~! Since we have

1 1 ( 1
~ = 0
Fgl(un-&-l)_Fél(un) Fjgl(un-i-l) Fgl(un)

) = O(Rn)7

as in the case n = 1, this implies that F' Y(X (un41)) is converging to an independent v, 41 random
variable. ]

6 The recombination k-spine tree

In the previous section we have characterized the large N, large R behavior of the process giving
the marks along a single spine. We now provide a similar characterization for the k-spine tree. We
start with the following definition.

Definition 6. Let us denote by Q¥ the law of some r.v. (I1,...,I;) and (W1,..., Wj_1) such that:
o (Wy,...,Wg_1) are iid. r.v.’s on [0, 1] with c.d.f. Fg;
e [; has distribution Q} and is independent of (W1, ..., Wi_1);

o [;11 = [I;;W;; I'], where conditional on (W1y,...,W;) and (I1,...,I;), I’ has distribution
Q)

We also use the shorter notation Q% for QFO,R]'
6.1 Convergence of the tree

According to Proposition 10, it is natural to rescale time using Fi as follows.

Definition 7. We consider the rescaled k-spine measure as
QF = Qo Fy',

in the sense that under Q%
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e The branch times are distributed as (Fr(W7),..., Fr(Wi_1));
e The spatial processes are distributed (I3 o Flgl, oIy o Fgl);

where (W1q,...,Wi_1) and (I1,...,I) are distributed respectively as the branch times and the
spatial processes under Q’}i.

The following result is a straightforward extension of Proposition 10.
Proposition 11. Under the rescaled k-spine measure Q’;{:
(i) The branch times (W1, ..., Wi_1) are distributed as i.i.d. uniform random variables on [0, 1].

(i) Conditional on the W;’s

((Fgl(W1)X1(W1), . ,Fél(Wk—l)Xk_1(Wk_1)), ()(1(1)7 . ,Xk(l)))

ok _ _
R . ((717”-a’}/k—l)a(’yla"'vrwv))
— 00
where the v;’s and 7;’s are independent Gamma r.v.’s with parameter (1,2).

Proof. The proof goes along the same line the one of Proposition 10 and is left to the interested
reader. O

6.2 Convergence of the chromosomic distance

In this section, we prove that the genealogical distance and the rescaled chromosomic distance
coincide in the large R limit under Q’ﬁ%. For ¢ < j, set

Wi,j == Wjﬂ' == min{Wi, ey Wj_l}
to be the time at which branches ¢ and j split. Define
Vi, j <k, d(i,j)=1-W;,

which is the genealogical distance between the leaves of the k-spine tree.
Conditional on (Iy,...,I;) and (W1,...,Wi_1), let M; be uniformly distributed on I;(1). We
define
Vi»jgka D(l,]):|M1_MJ‘

which is the chromosomic distance between the leaves. For later purpose, we also introduce the
corresponding rescaled distance,

N _ logD(i,j) V2
Vi,j <k, dr(i,j)=1-Fr(Wi;), DR(Z’j)gl(Eg;%)'

(16)

The next result provides an interesting relation between the genealogy of the branching process
and the “geography” along the chromosome. Namely, on a logarithmic scale, the distance between
two segments on the chromosome is directly related to the genealogy of the two segments.

Lemma 5. We have o
log D(i,j) <k

Vi, <k
b= d(i,j)log R R—oo

Proof. Let us work under Q’f% and let ¢ < j. By construction of the k-spine, conditional on I;(W; ;),
(L;(t+W;;); t > 0) and (I;(t+W; ;); t > 0) are independent and distributed as Q}i(Wi .y We know
from the Poisson construction that, conditional on I;(W; ;), M; and M; are independent uniform

variables on that interval. Therefore,
|M; — M;|
Xi(Wi;)
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is a Beta(1,2) r.v. Write

M; — M,
log D; j = log|M; — M| = log M +log W; ; X;(W; ;) —log W ;.

Xi(Wi ;)
From the previous point and Proposition 10,
1 o |M; — M| | logWi; Xi(Wij) Q&
log R X:(Wi ;) log R R—oo
Moreover log W,
og Wi j
———= = (F ;i) — 1)(1 1
= (Fa(Wiy) = 1)(1+ 0g(1)
so that

log D; ; Qh
(1 — FR(Wi,j)) IOgR R—o0

The result follows by noting that the r.v. on the left-hand side has the same distribution under Q%

as
10g Di,j

di)j lOg R
under Q’j{. O

6.3 Proof of the main result
We can now proceed to the proof of our main result.

Proof of Theorem 2. In order to ease the exposition, we only prove the result for ¢ = 1, but the
proof is easily adapted for general ¢t > 0.

Recall that Q};N denotes the distribution of the 1-spine provided in Definition 5. Let Q’EN
the corresponding k-spine distribution, with i.i.d. branch times (W7,..., Wx_1) such that

(d) I

W, = |[WN|, Yu <1, P(W <u)=Fg(u). (17)

for the function Fr defined in (1).

Set
log|M; — M;| V2

log R ’

where the M; are uniformly distributed on the I;(N). In order to use Theorem 6, we need to
compute the limit of

Vi,j <k, dy(i,j)=1-Fr(WY), DN(ij) =

QY Ak (@ (3,9), DY (i), XN (1) . < k)|
where for the branching process with recombination,

H 155 XN ﬁ 1
d! 1 Sy Fr(WN) L XN (D)

with
VxZO, (SNFR(I‘):N(FR(J?—F%)—FR(JT)).

According to Proposition 8, under Q}%’N the process IV converges to the limiting process with
distribution Q% introduced in Definition 5. Therefore, Proposition 7 proves that

QY
((I{Vv'"’Iljcv)a(wlNa'“aniv—l)) v

N—oc0

(T, Te), (W, Wi )
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where the limiting variables have distribution Q. Since the variables (Wi,...,Wj_1) are a.s.
distinct under ’f%, it entails that
Q’;N 1
H d ! N~>oo 2k—1

u€esS

Corollary 3 provides enough uniform integrability to conclude that

k
k,N 1 IN(: - BN/: - N .
]\;E)HOCQR |:H d ] H (SNFR WN 1_[1 XZN(].) '@(dR(Zv.])7DR(’L7])7Xi (1)7 Zv] S k):|

k—1 k
= 50 TT oy L sy #(000:9) Dt X0 15 < 1)
k—1 k

where the last line follows by rescaling time according to (1) and the distances are defined in (16).
The first observation is that, a.s.,

L (Fpywy) _ R™
logR Fp'(W;) RWi —1 '

The second observation is that conditional on (W7y,..., Wj_1), according to Proposition 11,
_ . . ok _ _
(FRtWo)Xi(Wi); i <k —1),(Xi(1); i < k) — = (1), ()

where the limiting r.v. are Gamma(2, 1) distributed and independent. Let 8 € (1,2) and define

1 1
Yu € [0,1], (I)(u)zlogRFI’%(u) :u+R_1

By reverting the previous change of variable

W 1T (FR) (Wi L TTT -
QR[H ( logR ) H X } = QR{H (Xa(Wy)@ (W) E X

i=1 i=1

ol

By Corollary 3, the r.h.s. is uniformly bounded in R. This provides enough uniform integrability
to get

. k—1 k
i (57) IQ;%[ZHlXi( EXZ (1,), D, 3), X:(1); i, < )|

k
:E{Hi"?(l — Wi 1 =Wij, %5 6,7 < k)}

E[¢(1—Wi73, Wi, z,zjgk)}

where v; are i.i.d. Gamma(2,1) r.v., Y; are i.i.d. standard exponential random variable, and we
have used Lemma 5 for the convergence of the distances.
We can now apply Theorem 6 with

1

NlogR’ Bn(z) =z, In(t)=1—Fr(l1—%).

ay =

Recall that Z denotes the population size and that from Proposition 1

lim NPr(Zy > 0)
N—o0
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exists and that

. . NlogR
lim lim

R—00 N—oo

Pr(Zy >0)=1.

Therefore,

& k!NPk_lZ kw{ - o(dy (4, 5), D (i, 5), XN (1); 4,5 < k)}
N-oo (Nlog R)F R(N>0)QR Ay r\%,7), VR (2, 7), A )1,
exists and we have

EINF-1R

1i li k,N A, - IN (: - DN T XN 1): 4.7 <
R1—I>Ic1>oN1—I>réo (NlOgR)kPR(|TN| > 0) R |: k Qp(dR(Z7])7 R(Z>])7 7 ( )7 )] > k):|
. . k! kN N N AN/ N v N o
— e > . ] . <
Jim - lim (1ogR)k—1QR [Ak ¢ (dg (4,5), D (i,5), X" (1); 1, j _k)}

= KE[p(1 = Wi, 1 = Wi, Yis i, < B)]

Applying Theorem 6 for the large N limit, then Proposition 3 for the large R limit, and finally
Proposition 5 and Proposition 4 for the polynomials of the Brownian CPP with independent marks
proves the result. Note that since the total mass of the Brownian CPP is exponentially distributed,
it fulfills the moment condition (7). For the large N limit, the size of the branching process with
recombination is stochastically dominated by a Galton—Watson process with Poisson(1 + R/N)
offspring distribution. The size of this process, conditional on survival at time N and rescaled by
N, is well-known to converge to an exponential distribution, see for instance [35, Theorem 2.1].
This readily shows that (12) is also fulfilled by the large N limit, for each fixed R. O

Remark 9. In the above proof we have made use of Theorem 4 to identify the large /N limit of the
genealogy. It is possible to prove the result without relying on our extension of the Gromov-weak
topology by constructing the branching process with recombination by superimposing on a Galton—
Watson tree with Poisson(1 + R/N) offspring distribution a process along the branches describing
the recombination events as in [3]. The large N limit could then be expressed by means of the
superprocess limit associated to that branching model.

Acknowledgements. We greatly thank Amaury Lambert for initiating this project, for very
helpful discussions, and for his interest in this work.
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A Appendix

A.1 Continuity of the concatenation map

For two cadlag functions z and y and a positive real r, recall that

x(t) ift<r
yit—r) ift>r

[x;r;y]:tH{

denotes the concatenation of z and y at time 7.
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Lemma 6. Suppose that we have two sequences of cadlag functions (x,) and (yy) that converge to
x and y respectively in the Skorohod topology. Moreover, suppose that (ry,) converges to r > 0, and
that x is continuous at r. Then

[0 705 Yn] — (w3759

Proof. Recall that a sequence (z,) converges to some z in the Skorohod topology iff for each T' > 0,
we can find a sequence of continuous increasing maps A, such that

lim sup|A,(t) —¢t|=0 (18)
n—o0 t<T
and
lim sup|z, o A\, (¥) — 2(¢)| =0, (19)
n—oo t<T

see for instance [15, Proposition 5.3].
Fix T > r, and let (\,) and (u,) fulfill (18) and (19) with (z,) replaced by (z,) and (y,)
respectively. For ¢ > 0, let § be such that
[t—rl <6 = |z(t) —z(r)] <e.
Using that
An(r=08)=r—=906, A\(r+d)—r+6, r,—or
we know that for n large enough A, (r — J) < r, < Ay (r + 9). Define

An(t) ift<r—2o
/\n(r—é)—&-(t—(r—é))w ifr—o<t<r
vVt >0, M(t)= Al + 6) —
)\n(r—&-cS)—&-(t—(r—i—é))% ifr<t<r+494¢
An(t) ift>r+0

which is continuous, increasing, and is designed so that A, (r) = r,, and coincides with A, outside
of (r —d,r +0). Now,

sup [zp o A () —z()] < sup |wn o N (1) —x(r)| +  sup fa(r) — (1)l

(r—6,r+9) (r—6,r+9) (r—268,r+0)
< sup |zpoA(t) —x(r)|+e
(r—68,r+9)
< sup w0 A (t) — z(t)| + 2e.
(r—é8,r+9)

Therefore, up to modifying A, in this way and extracting a subsequence, we can always assume
that, in addition to (18) and (19), we have A\, (1) = 7.
Let us now denote
Zn = [TniTniyn], 2= (23759
and define
An (%) ift<r
pn(t—r)+mr, ift>r

V>0, vp(t)= {

to be the concatenation of the two increasing maps. Clearly (v,,) fulfills (18), and using that
Un(t) < 1y iff t < r, we obtain

if
Znol/n(t): {.’I}no)\n(t) ri<r

Yn O pn(t —7r) ift>r
from which it follows that

sup|zy, 0 vy (t) — 2(t)| < sup|ay 0 Ay (t) — z(t)[ + suply, o pn(t) — y(t)|
t<T t<T t<T

proving the result. O
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A.2 Uniform integrability results
The aim of this technical section is to prove the uniform integrability of the inverse of the k-spine.

Lemma 7. For any a <1 and t > 0, there exists a constant C' such that

VR >0,s<t, QR[ (1)1+a} SO(#—FI).

There also exists a constant C' such that for N sufficiently large

VR >0, s <1, Q}i;N[W} < C’(R11+a +1).

Proof. As XV and X are non-increasing, we have

U] = )

and 1 1
G | g = U )

It is a direct consequence of the Poisson construction that X () under Q} is stochastically dominated
by X (t) under Qk, if R < R'. Therefore

VRZL QR{ <;1+a} Ql[ (;14-@}

Moreover, by self-similarity,

vE<1, Q}%{X(;Ha} ~ Rite Ql[X(Rjt)“ra} = Riva Qi{x@%lw]

Together, these two identities yields that

VE >0, QR{ X §1+a} < Qi [X(;Ha] <R11+a + 1)'

The first part of the result is proved provided that

Ql[ (§1+a] < 00.

Recalling that X (¢) has the same distribution as Y3 AU + Y5 A (1 — U) where Y7 and Y3 are
exponentially distributed with mean 1/¢ and U uniformly distributed on [0, 1], a direct computation

shows that ) e ) e
% [xmea) <El(vrw) ] EGrg) T

The second part of the result follows from the fact that, for any ¢ > 1, for large enough NV,

(@)
YR>0, XN(t)under QY >  X(ct) under Qk.

To see this note that X~ and X visit the same sequence of states in distribution. Thus stochastic
domination follows if (X (ct); t > 0) jumps faster than (X? (¢); t > 0). Started from p, the process
XN jumps after a time TV /N whereas X jumps after a time 7" with

™ ~ Geometric(%), T, ~ Exponential(p).

A direct computation shows that, provided 1—exp(—cp/N) < p/N, T'/c is stochastically dominated
by 7% /N. The latter condition clearly holds for all p < R for large enough N. O
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We now apply the previous estimate inductively to the k-spine, first to be able to take the large
N limit, then to take the large R limit. Recall the notation X7V for the rescaled marks along branch
i and the notation W} for the rescaled i-th branch time, and the notation

1
VUG[O,”, @()_U+ﬁ
Corollary 3. For any R> 1,k > 1, and 8 € (1,2),
k—1 k 1 \8
. k (WX (W:))P .
sup %[E( WX [] (xm) ] <=
Further,
@ [T (i) T et <
su 0.
Qe LG, WN) LLXN)P

Proof. We only prove the result in the continuum setting. The discrete case can be proved along
the same lines. Applying the Markov property to Xy11 at time W and using Lemma 7 yields

E

k+1

k+1 U—[l W) X, (W ,3 H ( )B}
k k
- Lnl (@(W)X,(W7)° 11 ngl)ﬁ Q[ i fWk)BH
<Qﬁﬂ{ﬁ@(W”Xi(wi))ﬂﬁxxlnﬁc( v+ )]

-
.
Il

Il
> =
I
-

oy
I,
—1=
>
—~
|~
=
™
=

T~
|
—_

< 200Qk, [ ((W:) X (W3))

@
Il
-

k
+ CQh | (@) X)) TT (@ W) X)) ]

©
Il
=
.
Il
-
&

where in the last inequality, we used the fact that ®(u) < 2 for every u € [0,1]. Let p,q > 0 such
that % + % = 1 and take ¢ close enough to 1 such that ¢8 € (1,2). By Holder’s inequality, the
second term on the r.h.s. is bounded from above by

&
(Q%[H ((I)(Wi)Xi(Wi))qﬁl:[l X 11 2B

1/p

)" (@ufomxon)™)

Further,

A
R pB
7o)

QIIC?{(CI)(Wl)Xl(Wl))pB] < 2p6—1Q%[(W1X1(W1))pB] n 21)5—1QII€{{(
<277Q5 [(Wle(Wl))pB} + 2”5*1(

Finally, W1 X; (W) is a Gamma(2,1) r.v. under Q¥,. The result follows by a straightforward
induction since the case k = 1 was proved in Lemma 7. O
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