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Abstract

In the critical beta-splitting model of a random n-leaf rooted tree, clades are
recursively split into sub-clades, and a clade of m leaves is split into sub-clades
containing i and m − i leaves with probabilities ∝ 1/(i(m − i)). This article
provides an extensive overview of structure theory and explicit quantitative
aspects. There is a canonical embedding into a continuous-time model, that is a
random tree CTCS(n) on n leaves with real-valued edge lengths, and this model
turns out more convenient to study. We show that the family (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2)
is consistent under a “delete random leaf and prune” operation. That leads to
an explicit inductive construction of (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2) as n increases. An
accompanying technical article [5] studies in detail (with perhaps surprising
precision) many distributions relating to the heights of leaves, via analytic
methods. We give alternative probabilistic proofs for some such results, which
provides an opportunity for a “compare and contrast” discussion of the two
methodologies. We prove existence of the limit fringe distribution relative to
a random leaf, whose graphical representation is essentially the format of the
cladogram representation of biological phylogenies. We describe informally the
scaling limit process, as a process of splitting the continuous interval (0, 1).
These topics are somewhat analogous to those topics which have been well
studied in the context of the Brownian continuum random tree. Many open
problems remain.

1 Introduction

This project revisits an old model, the beta-splitting model introduced in [4], and
specifically the critical case, mentioned there but not subsequently studied. The
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general setting is a certain class of probability models for n-leaf rooted binary trees.
For each m ≥ 2, specify a probability distribution (q(m, i), 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1) with the
symmetry condition q(m, i) ≡ q(m,m− i). Given n, construct the random tree by
specifying that there is a left edge and a right edge at the root, leading to a left
subtree which will have Ln leaves and a right subtree which will have Rn = n− Ln
leaves, where Ln (and also Rn, by symmetry) has distribution q(n, ·). Continue
recursively; a subtree which will have m ≥ 2 leaves is split into two subtrees of
random size from the distribution q(m, ·); continue until reaching subtrees of size 1,
which are leaves.
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Figure 1: Equivalent representations of a realization of DTCS(20).

The construction is illustrated in Figure 1. On the left side the construction
is represented as a process of recursively splitting the discrete interval [1, 2, . . . , n],
stopping when reaching a singleton. In the center and the right side the construc-
tion is represented as a tree. The interval-splitting representation is mathematically
convenient, as a minimal precise formalization of the verbal description above. The
tree representation is by itself rather ambiguous regarding what precise mathemat-
ical structure is intended, but for large n is more human-comprehensible – we do
not know how to draw the n = 400 case (see Figure 2 later) as interval-splitting in a
comprehensible way. However there is an extensive literature (see e.g. [9, 25, 27, 28])
on many different aspects of many different models of random trees, so regarding
our structure as a tree suggests aspects of our model to be studied and compared
with other models. In the continuous model later, we will find it most intuitive to
visualize trees as on the right side of Figure 1.

The main context in which trees with a specified number of leaves have arisen
is as phylogenetic trees in evolutionary biology: that is “deep background” to
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this article but is not addressed here except in occasional comments. We do find
it convenient to adopt the biological term clade for the set of leaves in a sub-
tree, that is the elements in a subinterval somewhere in the interval-splitting pro-
cess. So the 6th level upwards in the left side of Figure 1 shows the 4 clades
{5, 6}, {7}, {9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17}, {18, 19} containing 14 leaves; these cor-
respond on the right side to the 4 “lines of descent” at that level, and correspond
to the numbers of leaves in each associated subtree.

The particular case we will study is the case where q(n, i) ∝ 1
i(n−i) . Writing

1
i(n−i) = (1

i + 1
n−i)/n allows us to identify the normalization constant, leading to:

q(n, i) =
n

2hn−1

1

i(n− i)
, 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1 (1)

where hn−1 is the harmonic sum
∑n−1

i=1 1/i. Let us call this the discrete-time critical
splitting (DTCS(n)) model on n leaves. In an abuse of notation, we write DTCS(n)
(and analogous models later) for both the random process and for its distribution,
as should be clear from context.

1.1 Outline of results

• In section 2 we argue that there is a canonical way to embed the discrete-time
DTCS(n) model into a continuous-time model (which we call CTCS(n)) by
specifying that a clade of size m ≥ 2 is split at rate hm−1. This has a key
property (Proposition 1), that the height of the branchpoint between the paths
to two distinct random leaves has exactly Exponential(1) distribution.

• The family of random trees (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2) have the consistency property
(Theorem 2) that if we delete one random leaf from CTCS(n+1) and re-prune
then we get CTCS(n). This provides a natural joint distribution, which gives
a canonical way to construct CTCS(n+1) from CTCS(n) via a simple algo-
rithm. Section 3 gives the explicit description of this inductive construction
of (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2).

• Consider the height Dn of a uniform random leaf in the CTCS(n) model. It is
easy to see that Dn is the absorption time at state 1, starting at state n, for the

continuous-time Markov process (X
(n)
t ) on states {1, 2, 3, . . .} with transition

rates
λm,i = 1

m−i , 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1, m ≥ 2. (2)

This structure enables many results related to Dn to be obtained in an accom-
panying article [5] via analytic (analysis of recursions) methods, extending the
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fundamental asymptotic result EDn ∼ 6
π2 log n in many directions with great

precision. Those results are summarized in section 4.1.

• In section 5 we give an alternative probabilistic argument that readers may
find more intuitive. One readily sees the approximation

logX
(n)
t ≈ log n− Yt

where (Yt) is a certain subordinator with E[Y1] = π2/6. Bounding the ap-
proximation error leads to the fundamental result above and, via a martingale
CLT, one obtains a CLT for Dn. In parallel we repeat some of the simpler
“analysis of recurrences” arguments from [5], hoping this article may be useful
as a pedagogical example to compare and contrast those methods. We also
discuss bounds and heuristics for the maximum leaf height, which remains an
open problem.

• In section 6 we prove existence of the limits of the occupation probabilities

a(i) := lim
n→∞

P(X
(n)
t = i for some t).

These numbers determine the distribution of the limit fringe process of CTCS(n),
that is the local weak limit relative to a random leaf. Coincidently this is the
way that real-world phylogenies are drawn as cladograms, and we illustrate
a real example alongside a realization of our model. Alas our coupling proof
does not give an explicit formula for the a(i).

• In section 7 we discuss the total length of CTCS(n), which remains an open
problem.

• In section 8 we informally describe the scaling limit of (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2), which
is a process of splitting of the continuous interval (0, 1) with a corresponding
continuum tree. We discuss analogies with the Brownian continuum random
tree.

• Development of this project has substantially benefitted from extensive inter-
action with Boris Pittel.

1.2 Remarks on the model

The theme of [4] was to introduce the beta-splitting model

q(n, i) =
1

an(β)

Γ(β + i+ 1)Γ(β + n− i+ 1)

Γ(i+ 1)Γ(n− i+ 1)
, 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1 (3)
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with a parameter −2 ≤ β ≤ ∞ and normalizing constant an(β). The qualitative
behavior of the model is different for β > −1 than for β < −1; in the former case
the height (number of edges to the root) of a typical leaf grows as order log n, and
in the latter case as order n−β−1. In this article we are studying the critical case
β = −1, with two motivations.

(a) A stochastic model, at a critical1 parameter value separating qualitatively
different behaviors (loosely called a “phase transition” by analogy with statistical
physics), often has mathematically interesting special properties: is this true in our
setting?

(b) Second, our small-scale study of real phylogenetic trees in [6] suggested that,
amongst all splits of clades of size m, the median size of the smaller subclade scales
roughly as m1/2. The β = −1 case of our model has this property (from (1) above).
And our model does seem to match qualitative features of real large phylogenetic
trees – see Figure 9. The general beta-splitting model is often2 mentioned in the
mathematical biology literature on phylogenetics as one of several simple stochastic
models. See [26, 32] for recent overviews of that literature. Obviously it is biolog-
ically unsatisfactory by not being a forward-in-time model of extinctions and spe-
ciations, and indeed the latter type of model with age-dependent speciation rates
is more plausible and can match the shapes of real trees quite well [21], though
whether one can identify rates uniquely remains a contentious issue [30]. Is the
qualitative similarity of these different models just a coincidence, or is there some
mathematical connection between the models?

2 The canonical continuous-time embedding

One can embed the DTCS(n) model into the continuous-time Markov branching
process in which, for each m ≤ n, a size-m clade splits (independently of other
splits and according to the distribution q(m, ·) at (1)) at some rate r(m,n) to be
specified. Let us argue that the canonical choice is r(m,n) = hm−1.

In this continuous process write (Xn(i, t), i ≥ 1) for the clade sizes at time t and
consider

Qn(t) =
∑
i

X2
n(i, t).

Note that, when a size-m clade is split, the effect on sum-of-squares of clade sizes

1But note that critical in our context is quite different from the usual critical in the context of
branching processes or percolation.

2[4] has 287 citations on Google Scholar.
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has expectation

m−1∑
i=1

(m2 − i2 − (m− i)2) q(m, i) =
m

2hm−1

m−1∑
i=1

2 =
m(m− 1)

hm−1
. (4)

So

E[Qn(t)−Qn(t+ dt)|Ft] =
∑
i

r(Xn(i, t), n)
Xn(i, t)(Xn(i, t)− 1)

hXn(i,t)−1
dt.

So by choosing r(m,n) = hm−1 we obtain

E[Qn(t)−Qn(t+ dt)|Ft] = (Qn(t)− n) dt.

Because Qn(0) = n2 we obtain the exact formula

E[Qn(t)] = n+ (n2 − n)e−t, 0 ≤ t <∞. (5)

So let us adopt r(m,n) = hm−1 as our choice of rates, and shift our focus to this
continuous-time critical splitting CTCS(n) model on n leaves. Figure 2 shows a
simulation with n = 400. The simple form of (5) is a first reason for designating the
choice r(m,n) = hm−1 as canonical, and the reformulation in Proposition 1 below
reinforces this choice.

Regarding terminology, remember that “time” and “height” are the same: within
the construction of CTCS(n) for fixed n, the height3 of a leaf is the time at which
its clade becomes a singleton, and the height of a split between clades is the time at
which the split occurs. Within the mathematical analysis of random processes we
generally follow the usual “time” convention, while in stating results we generally
use the tree-related terminology of “height”.

Proposition 1 Let Bn denote the height of the branchpoint between the paths to
two uniform random distinct leaves of CTCS(n). Then, for each n ≥ 2, Bn has
exactly Exponential(1) distribution.

Proof. In the notation above, the conditional probability that both sampled leaves
are in clade i at time t equals 1

n(n−1)Xn(i, t)(Xn(i, t)− 1). So

P(Bn > t) = 1
n(n−1)E[

∑
i

Xn(i, t)(Xn(i, t)− 1)]

= 1
n(n−1)E[Qn(t)− n]

= e−t by (5).

3Or depth, if one draws trees upside-down.
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Figure 2: A realization of the tree-representation of the CTCS(n) model with n =
400. Drawn as in Figure 1 (center), so the width of subtrees above a given time
level are the sizes of clades at that time.
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Figure 3: Schematic for a spanning tree on k = 10 leaves within CTCS(n) for some
n� k (left) and the corresponding pruned tree PRU(n,k) (right).

2.1 Spanning trees and pruned trees

Thinking of the CTCS(n) process as partitioning the n-element set {1, 2, . . . , n},
considering the induced partitioning process on a given k-element subset. Visu-
alizing the process as a tree, the induced process is a spanning tree on k given
leaves, which will qualitatively resemble the left tree in Figure 3. In terms of the
interval-splitting process, the left tree indicates at each time the partition of those
k leaves into “same interval”, continued in time (for each of those k leaves) until
it is a singleton within the CTCS(n) process. On the right side of Figure 3 is the
corresponding “pruned” spanning tree where (for each of those k leaves) we stop
when it is the only one of the k leaves in its interval. Graphically, this means we cut
back each terminal branch to where it branched off the rest of the tree, and indicate
that position as a bud. Applying this operation with k uniform distinct random
leaves gives a random “pruned” tree we will call PRU(n,k).

Terminology note. Visualizing the tree as in Figure 3 (right), and because the
inductive construction in section 3 “grows” a tree, it is more evocative to use the
word bud instead of leaf in the pruning and growing context. But these mean the
same.

Now the structure of a pruned tree is represented in Figure 3 (right) as an
instance of PRU(n,10) with 4 side-buds and 3 pairs of terminal buds. This mathe-
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matical structure is of the same form as the trees in Figure 1 (right) and Figure 2,
merely drawn slightly differently – the horizontal lines in those figures are replaced
by the buds. And the pruning operation with n = k has no effect: PRU(k,k) is just
the CTCS(k) tree itself.

Our main “structural” result is

Theorem 2 PRU(k+1,k) = CTCS(k) (in distribution), for each k ≥ 2.

That is, our family (CTCS(k), k ≥ 2) is consistent under the “delete random leaf
and prune” operation, so PRU(n,k) = CTCS(k) for all n > k. To see intuitively
why this should be true, two random distinct leaves of PRU(n,k) are two random
distinct leaves of CTCS(n), and so by Proposition 1 the height of their branchpoint
has Exponential(1) distribution. Any limit PRU(∞, k) = limn PRU(n, k) must share
that property, and – because it would be remarkable if there were some random tree
distribution other than CTCS(k) with that property – one expects that limit to be
CTCS(k). But the family (PRU(∞, k), k ≥ 2) automatically has the consistency
property, by construction.

We believe there should be some “soft” proof of Theorem 2 based on the fact [4]
that the distribution q(n, ·) arises via the first split of n i.i.d. Uniform(0,1) points
when the interval is split according to the (improper) density 1/(x(1 − x)). But
we have been unable to produce a satisfactory argument along those lines. A more
abstract and general approach to sampling consistency was introduced in [20] (see
[23] for recent developments) and Theorem 2 seems implicit in that work. Instead,
in this article we will prove Theorem 2 in the next section by explicit calculation of
the distributions, which will allow us to give an explicit inductive construction of
(CTCS(n), n ≥ 2).

Remark. If we did not prune, that is if we studied spanning trees as in Figure
3 (left), then the k terminal branches would become infinite in the n → ∞ limit
(as will be quantified in section 4). This is why we work with the side-buds and
terminal-buds representation of a tree.
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3 The inductive construction

Given the consistency property in Theorem 2, the joint distribution (CTCS(n +
1),PRU(n + 1, n) = CTCS(n)) will determine the associated conditional distribu-
tion of CTCS(n + 1) given CTCS(n) which turns out to be described by a simple
algorithm. We will prove Theorem 2 via explicit formulas for the distributions,
which will immediately provide the conditional distributions.

We work with the pruned representation of a tree, so we should be careful about
what it means for two trees to be the same or different.. First, the left/right distinc-
tion matters; switching gives a different tree (because edge-lengths in our model are
independent Exponentials, different edges cannot have the same length), and switch-
ing a side-bud to the other side gives a different tree. But buds are unlabelled, so
switching the two buds in a bud-pair gives the same tree.

Consider a pair of trees (tn, tn+1) which are a feasible realization of (CTCS(n),
CTCS(n+1)) in which tn has arisen from tn+1 via the “delete a bud and prune”
operation. So tn+1 arises by adding a new bud to tn, which can happen in one of
three qualitative ways, illustrated in Figure 4. The new leaf is either a side-bud
(case a in Figure 4) attached at the interior of some existing edge, or involves what
we will call a branch extension (case b), in which one bud of a terminal pair grows
into a new branch to a terminal pair of buds, or is a side-leaf extension (case c) in
which a side-bud grows into a new branch with two terminal buds.

b

b
b b

b

b
b b b b

b

b
b b

b

b
b b b b

r
b

b
b b

b

b
b b b

r b

b

b
b b

rbb
b b bb

a b c

=⇒ OR OR

Figure 4: Possible transitions from CTCS(10) to CTCS(11): the added bud is •.

We will do explicit calculations for (CTCS(3), CTCS(4)) in the following section.
This enables one to guess the inductive algorithm, which we state and verify for
general n in section 3.2.

10



3.1 A starting step

The distribution of CTCS(n) is specified by the shape of the tree and the probability
density of the edge-lengths. For n = 3 there are only two possible shapes, as t in
Figure 5 and as its “reflection” with the side-bud on the left instead of the right.
There are two edge-lengths (a, b). Clearly the density of CTCS(3) is

f(t; a, b) = 1
2h2e

−h2a · e−b; 0 < a, b <∞ (6)

and the probability of t is 1/2. There are 7 shapes of CTCS(4) that are consistent
with this t, shown as t1, t2, t3, t4 in Figure 5, together with the “reflected” forms of t1

and t3 and t4 (the added side-bud involves the other side; drawn as t̂1, t̂3, t̂4) which
will be accounted for as q(·, ·)+ q(·, ·) terms in the calculation below.4 The densities
of these shapes involve 3 edge-lengths (a, b, c), calculated below as f+

i (a, b, c). We
also calculate the marginals fi(a, b) =

∫
f+
i (a, b, c) dc.

The consistency assertion that we wish to verify is the assertion, for f = f(t; ·, ·) as
at (6),

f =? 1
4f1 + 2

4f2 + 1
4f3 + 2

4f4 (7)

where the fractions denote the probability that deleting a random bud gives t with
the given edge-lengths (a, b). From the definition of CTCS(4) we can calculate

f+
1 (a, b, c) = (q(4, 1) + q(4, 3)) · h3e

−h3c · q(3, 2) · h2e
−h2(a−c) · e−b

f1(a, b) = (q(4, 1) + q(4, 3)) · h3 · 3(1− e−a/3) · q(3, 2) · h2e
−h2a · e−b

= 3(e−h2a − e−h3a) · e−b

f+
2 (a, b, c) = q(4, 2) · h3e

−h3a · e−be−c

f2(a, b) = q(4, 2) · h3e
−h3a · e−b

= 1
2e
−h3a · e−b

f+
3 (a, b, c) = q(4, 3) · h3e

−h3a · (q(3, 2) + q(3, 1)) · h2e
−h2c · e−(b−c)

f3(a, b) = q(4, 3) · h3e
−h3a · (q(3, 2) + q(3, 1)) · h2 · 2(1− e−b/2) · e−b

= 2e−h3a(1− e−b/2) · e−b

f+
4 (a, b, c) = q(4, 3) · h3e

−h3a · (q(3, 2) + q(3, 1)) · h2e
−h2b · e−c

f4(a, b) = q(4, 3) · h3e
−h3a · (q(3, 2) + q(3, 1)) · h2e

−h2b

= e−h3a · e−h2b.

From this we can verify (7).

4That is, f+
1 is the density of t1 plus the density of t̂1.
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This argument is not so illuminating, but we can immediately derive the condi-
tional distribution of CTCS(4) given that CTCS(3) is (t, a, b). Writing gi(c|a, b)
for the conditional density of shape ti or t̂i and additional edge length c, and
p(ti|a, b) =

∫
gi(c|a, b) dc for the conditional probability of shape ti or t̂i, we have

g1(c|a, b) =
1
4f1(a, b, c)

f(a, b)
= 1

3e
−c/3; p(t1|a, b) = 1− e−a/3

g2(c|a, b) =
1
2f2(a, b, c)

f(a, b)
= 1

3e
−a/3 · e−c; p(t2|a, b) = 1

3e
−a/3

g3(c|a, b) =
1
4f3(a, b, c)

f(a, b)
= 1

3e
−a/3 · e−c/2; p(t3|a, b) = 2

3e
−a/3(1− e−b/2)

g4(c|a, b) =
1
2f4(a, b, c)

f(a, b)
= 2

3e
−a/3e−b/2 · e−c; p(t4|a, b) = 2

3e
−a/3 · e−b/2.

One can now see that these are the conditional probabilities that arise from the
algorithm below, with k = 3.

The inductive algorithm. Given a realization of CTCS(k) for some k ≥ 2:

• Pick a uniform random bud; move up the path from the root toward that bud.
A “stop” event occurs at rate = 1/(size of sub-clade from current position).

• If “stop” before reaching the target bud, make a side-bud at that point, random
on left or right. (As in t1 or t3 above).

• Otherwise, extend the target bud into a branch of Exponential(1) length to
make a bud-pair. (As in t4 above).

Figure 5 indicated three of these possibilities (t1, t3, t4) when the chosen target bud
was at the top right. The “rate” is 1/3 until the side-bud, and then 1/2. Note that
case t2 arises as an “ extend the target bud” for a different target bud.

3.2 The general step

To set up a calculation, we consider the side-bud case first, illustrated by the example
in Figure 6, where the left diagram shows the relevant part of tn and the right
diagram shows the side-bud addition making tn+1. The `i are edge-lengths and the
(ni) are clade sizes. The side-bud is attached to some edge, in the Figure an edge
at edge-height 4 with length `4 and defining a clade of size n4 ≥ 2. The new bud
splits that edge into edges of length α and `4 − α. The probability density function

13



on a given tree is a product of terms for each edge. Table 1 shows the terms for the
edges where the terms differ between the two trees – these are only the edges on the
path from the root to the added bud. The first three lines in Table 1 refer to the
edges below the old edge into which the new bud is inserted, and the bottom line
refers to that old edge.

(n = n1)
`1

(n2)
`2

(n3)
`3

(n4 ≥ 2)

`4

(n1 + 1)
`1

(n2 + 1)
`2

(n3 + 1)
`3

(n4 + 1)

(n4)

α

`4 − α

etn tn+1=⇒

Figure 6: Growing via a side-bud addition

left tree right tree
hn1−1 exp(−hn1−1`1)d`1 · q(n1, n2) hn1 exp(−hn1`1)d`1 · q(n1 + 1, n2 + 1)
hn2−1 exp(−hn2−1`2)d`2 · q(n2, n3) hn2 exp(−hn2`2)d`2 · q(n2 + 1, n3 + 1)
hn3−1 exp(−hn3−1`3)d`3 · q(n3, n4) hn3 exp(−hn3`3)d`3 · q(n3 + 1, n4 + 1)

hn4−1 exp(−hn4−1`4)d`4 hn4 exp(−hn4α)dα · q(n4 + 1, 1)
·hn4−1 exp(−hn4−1(`4 − α))d`4

Table 1: Differing terms in density product (side-bud case)

hn4−1 exp(−hn4−1`4)d`4 hn4 exp(−hn4`4)d`4 · q(n4 + 1, 1)
·h1 exp(−h1β)dβ

Table 2: Differing terms in density product (branch extension case)
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Because hn−1q(n, k) = n
2k(n−k) the ratios right/left of each of the first 3 lines in

Table 1 equal
ni + 1

ni
· ni+1

ni+1 + 1
· exp(−`i/ni), i = 1, 2, 3.

The corresponding ratio for the final term equals

n4 + 1

2n4
· exp(−α/n4) dα.

Combining terms, the ratio of densities equals

n+ 1

2n
· exp(−`1/n1 − `2/n2 − `3/n3 − α/n4) dα.

In obtaining tn from tn+1 we chose one of n + 1 buds to delete, so finally the
conditional density of CTCS(n+1) given CTCS(n) at (tn+1|tn) equals

1

2n
· exp(−`1/n1 − `2/n2 − `3/n3 − α/n4) dα. (8)

We need to check that this agrees with the inductive algorithm. According to the
algorithm, the conditional density is a product of terms

• n4/n: the chance that the target bud is in the relevant clade;

• exp(−`1/n1 − `2/n2 − `3/n3): the chance of not stopping before reaching the
edge of length `4;

• 1
n4

exp(−α/n4)dα: the chance of stopping in dα;

• 1/2: chance of placing side-bud on right side.

And this agrees with (8).
That was the side-bud case. Now consider the “branch extension” case, illus-

trated in Figure 7. In this case, tn has an edge terminating in two buds. Then tn+1

is obtained by extending the branch by an extra edge of some length β to an two
terminal buds, leaving one bud as a side-bud. Comparing the densities of tn and
tn+1 in this case, the first 3 lines are the same as in Table 1, and the 4th is shown
in Table 2. Following the previous argument we derive the conditional density in a
format similar to (8):

1

2n
· exp(−`1/n1 − `2/n2 − `3/n3 − `4/n4 − β) dβ. (9)

Again this is agrees with the inductive algorithm. The third case, the side-leaf
extension, is similar.

15



(n = n1)
`1

(n2)
`2

(n3)
`3

(n4 = 2)
`4

ff

(n1 + 1)
`1

(n2 + 1)
`2

(n3 + 1)
`3

(n4 + 1 = 3)

(n4 = 2)

`4

β

f
ff

tn tn+1=⇒

Figure 7: Growing via a branch extension

3.3 Exploiting the inductive construction?

One might expect to be able to exploit the inductive construction to prove asymp-
totic results, but we have been unable to do so, yet. One possibility is outlined in
section 7.1. Another possibility: the construction is reminiscent of other structures
where martingales play a useful role, for instance urn models [29] and branching
process and branching random walk [31], so

Open Problem 1 Is there a useful martingale associated with the inductive con-
struction?
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4 Heights in the CTCS model

To start our study of quantitative aspects of CTCS(n), let us consider heights of
leaves. What can we say about the height Dn of a uniform random leaf `? Figure
2 suggests that Dn increases slowly with n.

We can characterize Dn in an alternate way, as follows. The sequence of clade
sizes along the path from the root to ` is the discrete-time Markov chain, starting in
state n, whose transition (m→ i) probabilities q∗(m, i) are obtained by size-biasing
the q(m, ·) distribution; so

q∗(m, i) := 2i
mq(m, i) = 1

hm−1

1
m−i , 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1, m ≥ 2 (10)

from (1). Because the continuous-time CTCS process exits m at rate hm−1, the
continuous-time process of clade sizes along the path is the continuous-time Markov
process on states {1, 2, 3, . . .} with transition rates

λm,i = 1
m−i , 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1, m ≥ 2 (11)

with state 1 absorbing. So Dn is the absorption time for this chain, started at state
n. Let us call this the size-bias chain.

4.1 Results from analysis of recursions

From (11) one can write down a recurrence for tn := EDn:

tn = 1
hn−1

+
n−1∑
i=1

q∗(n, i)ti = 1
hn−1

(1 +
n−1∑
i=1

ti
n−i) (12)

with t1 = 0. And there are similar recurrences for variance and Laplace transform
of Dn. In the accompanying article [5], purely analytic (that is, no use of random
variables) methods are used to obtain surprisingly precise asymptotics, based on
the recurrences. But at the cost of considerable technical intricacy. We quote some
main results.

Write ζ(·) for the Riemann zeta-function, and recall that ζ(2) = π2/6. Write γ
for the Euler constant:

∑n
j=1

1
j = log n+ γ +O(n−1). Asymptotics are as n→∞.

Theorem 3 ([5])

E[Dn] = 1
ζ(2) log n+O(1) (13)

var(Dn) = (1 + o(1))2ζ(3)
ζ3(2)

log n (14)
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and
Dn − ζ−1(2) log n√

2ζ(3)
ζ3(2)

log n
=⇒ Normal(0, 1). (15)

together with convergence of all moments. Moreover, contingent on a numerically
supported “h-ansatz”

E[Dn] = 1
ζ(2) log n+ c0 − 1

2ζ(2)n
−1 +O(n−2) (16)

for a constant c0 = 0.7951556604... estimated numerically, and

var(Dn) = 2ζ(3)
ζ3(2)

log n+O(1).

The “h-ansatz” [5] essentially says that there is some expansion of form (16); then
(remarkably) one can find the order n−1 coefficient explicitly, without knowing c0

explicitly.
Figure 8 shows the Normal distribution emerging.

Figure 8: Histogram of leaf heights, relative to mean and s.d.; multiple simulations
with n = 3,200.

Remark. Our Dn refers to the height of a leaf in CTCS(n), that is the sum of
edge-lengths on the path leading to the leaf. One can instead consider the number
of edges, that is the hop-length Dhop

n or equivalently the height in the discrete-
time model DTCS(n). Results parallel to Theorem 3 for Dhop

n are given in [5]. In
particular

E[Dhop
n ] ∼ 1

2ζ(2) log2 n. (17)
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Informally, this is consistent with the result E[Dn] ∼ 1
2ζ(2) log n for CTCS(n), as

follows. One log n term is the initial speed-up. The factor of 2 arises because, on
the scale of time (= log(clade size) - see section 5) the relative speed in continuous
time decreases linearly from 1 to 0. See also (52) later.

4.2 Decomposition of variance

Here we discuss another result proved in [5] but not discussed there. In the tree
model, Dn arises from two levels of randomness, as the distance d(Un,Tn) within
a random tree Tn from the root to a uniform random leaf Un of that tree. Write
a(Tn) for the average height of the n leaves of Tn. The law of total variance says

var[Dn] = E[var(d(Un,Tn)|Tn)] + var[a(Tn)]. (18)

The first term of the right indicates the “within tree” variability of leaf height, and
the second term indicates the “between trees” variability. As a standard technique,
one can calculate as follows. Consider two independent uniform random leaves

(U
(1)
n , U

(2)
n ) of the same realization Tn. Then

E[d(U (1)
n ,Tn) d(U (2)

n ,Tn) |Tn] = a2(Tn) by independence

var[a(Tn)] = E[a2(Tn)]− (E[Dn])2.

Putting these identities together, if we define

rn :=
var[a(Tn)]

var[Dn]

meaning the proportion of total variance that arises from “between tree” variability,
then we can calculate rn via

rn :=
E[d(U

(1)
n ,Tn) · d(U

(2)
n ,Tn)]− (E[Dn])2

var[Dn]

which is simply the correlation between the heights of two independent random
leaves in the same tree.5

Theorem 4 ([5]) Assuming the h-ansatz

r∞ := lim
n→∞

rn = γ ζ(2)
2ζ(3) = 0.39494 . . . ,

Open Problem 2 Prove the CLT for a(Tn).

5In [5] this is stated for two distinct leaves, but the asymptotics are the same.
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Open Problem 3 Prove that there is a bivariate Gaussian limit for (d(U
(1)
n ,Tn), d(U

(2)
n ,Tn))

with correlation r∞.

These could presumably be proved by the methods of [5], but there might be more
intuitive proofs using the “probabilistic” methods of section 5.

4.3 An illustration of analysis of recursions

Here we digress to illustrate the methodology behind Theorem 3. We will copy the
first steps of the proof of (13) in [5], to get the weaker result below. The proof uses
only the recurrence for tn := EDn mentioned earlier:

tn = 1
hn−1

(1 +

n−1∑
i=1

ti
n−i) (19)

with t1 = 0. One can see the first order result E[Dn] ∼ 6
π2 log n heuristically by

plugging c log n into the recursion and taking the natural first-order approximation
to the right side; the constant c would emerge as the inverse of the constant∫ 1

0

log(1/x)
1−x dx = ζ(2) = π2

6 (20)

and indeed this is how it emerges in the proof below.

Proposition 5

E[Dn] = 6
π2 log n+O(log log n) as n→∞.

Proof. The proof involves three steps.
Step 1. We shall prove

E[Dn] ≥ 6
π2 log n, n ≥ 1. (21)

Setting τn = A log n for A = 6/π2, it suffices to show

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
k=1

τk
n−k

)
≥ τn, n ≥ 2, (22)

because then, by (19) and induction on n, E[Dn] ≥ τn for all n ≥ 1, establishing
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(21). We compute

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
k=1

τk
n−k

)
=

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
k=1

A log k
n−k

)

=
1

hn−1

(
1 +A(log n)hn−1 +A

n−1∑
k=1

log(k/n)
n(1−k/n)

)

= τn + 1
hn−1

(
1 +A

n−1∑
k=1

log(k/n)
n(1−k/n)

)
≥ τn + 1

hn−1

(
1−A

∫ 1

0

log(1/x)
1−x dx

)
.

The inequality holds because the integrand is positive and decreasing. So by (20),
the choice A = 6/π2 establishes (22).

Step 2. Let us prove

E[Dn] ≤ f(n) := max{0, 1 + log(n− 1)}. (23)

This is true for n = 1 since E[Dn] = 0. So, similarly to (22), it is enough to show
that f(n) satisfies

f(n) ≥ 1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
i=1

f(i)
n−i

)
, n ≥ 2. (24)

Since f(x) is concave for x > 1 + e−1, we have

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
i=1

f(i)
n−i

)
≤ 1

hn−1
+ f

(n−1∑
i=1

i
n−i

)
= 1

hn−1
+ f

(
n− n−1

hn−1

)
≤ 1

hn−1
+ f(n)− f ′(n)

(
n−1
hn−1

)
,

which is exactly f(n), since f ′(x) = 1
x−1 for x > 1. The second inequality holds by

concavity for n ≥ 3 and by direct calculation for n = 2.

Step 3. Let n0 ≥ 2, and

A = A(n0) :=

(∫ 1

1/n0

log(1/x)
1−x dx

)−1

, B = B(n0) := n
2

A log 2−1

0 .

We shall prove
E[Dn] ≤ A log(nB), n ≥ 2. (25)
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This inequality certainly holds for n ≤ n0, because, by (23), for those n

E[Dn] ≤ 2
log 2 log n = A log n · 2

A log 2 = A log
(
n

2
A log 2

)
≤ A log(nB).

Therefore it suffices to show that τn := A log(nB) satisfies

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
i=1

τi
n−i

)
≤ τn, n > n0.

Plugging τi = τn − A log(n/i) into the left side of the inequality above, we rewrite
it as follows:

1

hn−1

(
1 +

n−1∑
i=1

τi
n−i

)
=

1

hn−1

(
1 +A log(nB) · hn−1 −A

n−1∑
i=1

log(n/i)
n(1−i/n)

)
≤ A log(nB) + 1

hn−1

(
1−A

∫ 1

1/n

log(1/x)
1−x dx

)
≤ A log(nB) + 1

hn−1

(
1−A

∫ 1

1/n0

log(1/x)
1−x dx

)
= A log(nB) = τn.

This establishes (25).

Step 4. Note that A(n0) ≤ 6
π2 + O( logn0

n0
) and logB(n0) = O(log n0). So choosing

n0 = dlog ne we have

A(n0) log(nB(n0)) ≤
(

6
π2 +O( log logn

logn )
)

(log n+O(log log n)) .

So (25) establishes the upper bound in Theorem 5, and (21) establishes the lower
bound.

Discussion The seemingly naive idea is to replace a recurrence equality by a re-
currence inequality for which an exact solution can be found and then to use it to
upper bound the otherwise-unattainable solution of the recurrence equality . Need-
less to say, it is critically important to have a good guess as to how that “hidden”
solution behaves asymptotically. The “probabilistic” heuristics below provide one
way of making such guesses.
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5 Probabilistic proofs of asymptotics of Dn

The informal approximation (27) below provides a simple intuitive explanation of
why the CLT for Dn has this form. After justifying the approximation, we get
less precise results than are obtained analytically in [5], but without requiring such
intricate analysis.

5.1 Outline

Write X = (Xt, t ≥ 0) for the continuous-time size-bias chain with rates (11), or

X(n) = (X
(n)
t , t ≥ 0) for this chain starting with X

(n)
0 = n. For the proof below we

need only a weaker result than Proposition 5:

E[Dn] ∼ 6
π2 log n as n→∞. (26)

The key idea is to study the process logX = (logXt, t ≥ 0). By considering its
transitions one quickly sees that, for large n, there should be a good approximation

logX
(n)
t ≈ log n− Yt while Yt < log n (27)

where (Yt, 0 ≤ t <∞) is the subordinator with Lévy measure ψ̂∞ and corresponding
σ-finite density f̂∞ on (0,∞) defined as

ψ̂∞[a,∞) = − log(1− e−a); f̂∞(a) = e−a

1−e−a , 0 < a <∞. (28)

Recall that a subordinator [7] is the continuous-time analog of the discrete-time
process of partial sums of i.i.d. positive summands: informally

P(Yt+dt − Yt ∈ da) = f̂∞(a) da dt.

Such a subordinator satisfies the law of large numbers

t−1Yt → ρ a.s. as t→∞ (29)

where the limit is the mean

ρ =

∫ ∞
0

ψ̂∞[a,∞) da =

∫ ∞
0
− log(1− e−a) da = π2/6 (30)

by essentially the same integral as at (20). Moreover the subordinator satisfies a cen-
tral limit theorem, because the central limit theorem for renewal processes6 extends
immediately to subordinators by considering integer times. So the approximation
(27) suggests not only the “first-order” result (26) but also the desired second-order
Gaussian limit. We restate (15) as follows.

6Commonly seen as a textbook exercise, e.g. [18] 10.6.3 or [12] 3.4.7
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Theorem 6
Dn − µ log n√

log n
→d Normal(0, µ3σ2) as n→∞

where
µ := 1/ζ(2) = 6/π2 = 0.6079...; σ2 := 2ζ(3) = 2.4040.....

Our “probabilistic” proof of Theorem 6 will justify the approximation (27).
The details are surprisingly lengthy, and likely the argument could be substantially
streamlined. With a view towards proving further results such as Open Problems
(2) and (3), we state

Open Problem 4 Simplify the proofs in sections 5.2 and 5.3.

The fact that the chain is decreasing causes some awkwardness in exposition, in that
we use a “reflected” version of the subordinator.

5.2 The weak law of large numbers

Assume we know the result E[Dn] ∼ 6
π2 log n, proved by a simple recurrence argu-

ment. Next we need the “weak law”

Lemma 7 Dn
logn →p 6/π2 as n→∞.

This follows from the variance estimate (14), which has a more intricate recurrence
proof in [5]. Here is our “probability” proof.
Proof. The process logX is itself Markov with transition rates described below. A
jump7 of X from j to j− i has height −i, which corresponds to a jump of logX from
log j having height log(j−i)−log j = log(1−i/j). Define the measure ψj on (−∞, 0)
as the measure assigning weight 1/i to point log(1 − i/j), for each 1 ≤ i ≤ j − 1.
So this measure ψj specifies the heights and rates of the downward jumps of logX
from log j. Writing

ψj(−∞, a] =

j−1∑
i=j(1−e−a)

1/i

shows that there is a j →∞ limit measure in the sense

ψj(−∞, a]→ ψ∞(−∞, a] as j →∞, −∞ < a < 0 (31)

where the limit σ-finite measure ψ∞ on (−∞, 0) is the “reflected” version of the
measure ψ̂∞ on (0,∞) at (28):

ψ∞(−∞, a] := − log(1− ea), f∞(a) = ea

1−ea , −∞ < a < 0. (32)

7Note these are downward jumps, so take negative values.
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In fact we use only a one-sided bound in (31), which we will get by coupling, in two
stages. We first define, for j ≥ 2, a measure νj on (−∞, 0), whose total mass hj−1 is
the same as the total mass of ψj , and where the reflected measures on (0,∞) satisfy

the usual stochastic ordering ψ̂j � ν̂j on the line, that is to say

ψ̂j [0, b] ≥ ν̂j [0, b], 0 < b <∞, j ≥ 2.

To define νj we simply take the mass 1/i of ψj at point log(1 − i/j), for each
1 ≤ i ≤ j− 1, and spread the mass over the interval [log(1− (i+ 1)/j), log(1− i/j)]
with density proportional to f∞. This procedure gives a measure νj with density

gj(u) = bif∞(u), u ∈ [log(1− (i+ 1)/j), log(1− i/j)], 1 ≤ i ≤ j − 1

on −∞ < u < log(1− 1/j), where

bi :=
1

i(log(i+ 1)− log i)
, i ≥ 1.

Clearly we have the stochastic ordering ψ̂j � ν̂j of the reflected measures. Define a
kernel density, for a > 0 and u > 0,

κ(a, u) := gj(u) on log(j − 1) < a < log j.

Now write (Z
(n)
t , t ≥ 0) for the decreasing Markov process on (0,∞), starting at

Z
(n)
0 = log n, for which the heights u and rates κ of the downward jumps from a

are given by κ(a, u). The stochastic ordering relation ψ̂j � ν̂j between the driving
measures of the processes logX(n) and Z(n), together with the fact that each process
is stochastically monotone, imply that we can couple the two processes so that

logX
(n)
t ≥ Z(n)

t while Z
(n)
t > 0. (33)

Now fix small ε > 0 and define a density f ε∞ on (−∞, 0) by

f ε∞(u) = 2f∞(u), −ε < u < 0 (34)

= (1 + ε)f∞(u), −∞ < u ≤ −ε. (35)

Because 2 > bi ↓ 1 as i→∞, there exists j(ε) such that

gj ≤ f ε∞ for all j > j(ε)

and therefore
κ(a, u) ≤ f ε∞(u), a ≥ log j(ε). (36)
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Now consider the subordinator Yε with Lévy density f ε∞. The inequality (36) implies
that we can couple Z(n) and Yε as

Z
(n)
t ≥ log n− Y ε

t while log n− Y ε
t ≥ j(ε). (37)

Now the strong law of large numbers for Yε is

t−1Y ε
t → ρε :=

∫ ∞
0

uf ε∞(u)du.

Combining this with (33, 37) and noting that ρε ↓ ρ = π2/6 by (30), it is straight-
forward to deduce

lim inf
n

Dn/ log n ≥ 6/π2 a.s.

Together with the upper bound on E[Dn] from Theorem 5, this implies Dn/ log n→p

6/π2.

5.3 The Gaussian limit

Recalling (27) and (29), the first-order approximation for our size-bias chain (X
(n)
t )

is
logX

(n)
t ≈ log n− ρt, 0 ≤ t ≤ ρ−1 log n

where ρ = µ−1 = π2/6. To study the second-order structure, we standardize as
follows. Subtract the first order approximation, divide by

√
log n (the desired order

of the s.d.) and speed up by log n (the order of E[Dn]). So the standardized process
is

S̃(n)
s :=

logX
(n)
s logn − log n+ ρs log n

√
log n

, 0 ≤ s ≤ ρ−1 (38)

and essentially we want to show this converges in distribution to Brownian motion.
The first step is that the rates (11) determine the infinitesimal draft rate a(j)

and the variance rate b(j) of logXt when Xt = j, as follows.

a(j) :=
∑

1≤i≤j−1

log i− log j

j − i
; b(j) :=

∑
1≤i≤j−1

(log i− log j)2

j − i
(39)

Approximating the sums by integrals,

a(j)→ −ρ and b(j)→
∫ 1

0

log2 y

1− y
dy := σ2 = 2ζ(3) as j →∞. (40)
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We will need a bound on the former rate of convergence, but we do not need a bound
for b(j). Applying Euler’s summation formula8 (Graham, Knuth, and Patashnik
[17], (9.78)) for a smooth function f ,∑

a≤i<b
f(i)=

∫ b

a
f(x) dx− 1

2f(x)
∣∣∣b
a

+ 1
12f
′(x)

∣∣∣b
a

+O

(∫ b

a
|f ′′(x)| dx

)
,

to fj(x) = log x−log j
j−x , one can show

|a(j) + ρ| = O(j−1 log j). (41)

To start a proof of convergence, we need to stop the process before Xt = O(1),
so take the stopping time

Tn := min{t : logX
(n)
t ≤ log1/3 n}

and replace (38) by the stopped process

S(n)
s :=

logX
(n)
min(s logn,Tn) − log n+ ρmin(s log n, Tn)

√
log n

, 0 ≤ s <∞.

The central issue is to prove the following. Write (Bs, 0 ≤ s < ∞) for standard
Brownian motion. Recall µ = ρ−1 = 6/π2.

Proposition 8 (S
(n)
s , 0 ≤ s < ∞) →d (σBmin(s,µ), 0 ≤ s < ∞) in the usual Sko-

rokhod topology.

Granted Proposition 8, we proceed as follows. Clearly Tn ≤ Dn and from E[Dm] ∼
µ logm we have

E[Dn − Tn] = O(log1/3 n). (42)

Combining this with Lemma 7, that Dn/ log n→p µ, we have

Tn/ log n→p µ.

From Proposition 8 at s = Tn/ log n we have

S
(n)
Tn/ logn →d σBµ =d Normal(0, µσ2)

and then from the definition of S
(n)
s

Tn − µ log n

µ
√

log n
→d Normal(0, µσ2).

8Variants of this formula play a central role in the precise estimates in [5].
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Using (42) again, we can replace Tn by Dn, and then rewrite as

Dn − µ log n√
log n

→d Normal(0, µ3σ2)

as in the Theorem.

Proof of Proposition 8. Recall the infinitesimal rates a(j) and (b(j) at (40).
Consider the Doob-Meyer decomposition S(n) = A(n) + M (n) in which A(n) is a

continuous process and M (n) is a martingale. In this decomposition S
(n)
0 = A

(n)
0 =

M
(n)
0 = 0 and A

(n)
t =

∫ t
0 dA

(n)
s and one readily sees that

dA(n)
s = (log1/2 n) (a(X

(n)
s logn) + µ−1) ds.

Here and in what follows we need only consider s < Tn/ log n.
The increasing process < M (n) >t associated with M (n), that is the continuous

component of the Doob-Meyer decomposition of (M (n))2, is

d < M (n) >s= b(X
(n)
s logn) ds. (43)

To prove Proposition 8, it will suffice to prove
(i) A(n) converges to the zero process
(ii)M (n) converges to the stopped Brownian motion process (σBmin(s,µ), 0 ≤ s <∞).

For (i) it is enough to show

(log1/2 n)

∫ Tn/ logn

0
|a(X

(n)
s logn) + µ−1| ds→p 0 as n→∞ (44)

and (because X
(n)
s logn ≥ exp(log1/3 n) on the interval of integration) the bound |a(j)+

µ−1| = O(j−1 log j) from (41) is more than sufficient to prove (44).
By one version of the classical martingale CLT (Helland [22] Theorem 5.1(a)),

to prove (ii) it suffices to show that for each t < µ

< M (n) >t→p σ
2t (45)

ρε[M (n)]t :=
∑
u≤t
|∆M (n)(u)|21{|∆M(n)(u)|>ε} →p 0 (46)

where the sum is over jumps ∆M (n)(u) := M (n)(u)−M (n)(u−).
Now (45) is immediate from (40) and (43). To prove (46), we require only very

crude bounds. The jumps of M (n) are the jumps of S(n) which are the jumps of
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(log−1/2 n) logX(n). So 0 > ∆M (n)(u) ≥ − log1/2 n, and it suffices to show that for
fixed ε > 0, the number of large jumps satisfies

(log n) E[|{u : ∆M (n)(u) ≤ −ε}|]→ 0.

In other words, it suffices to show

(log n) E[|{u : logX
(n)
u− − logX(n)

u ≥ ε log1/2 n}|]→ 0. (47)

Now from the transition rates (11) for Xt, we have

for 1 ≤ i ≤ j/2, the rate of jumps from j to some k ≤ i
equals

∑i
k=1 1/(j − k) ≤ 2i/j.

The jumps in (47) are from some state j to a state below i where i/j = exp(−ε log1/2 n),
and so (for large n) occur at rate at most αn := 2 exp(−ε log1/2 n). So the expec-
tation in (47) is at most (µ log n)αn. Now (µ log2 n)αn → 0 as required to establish
(47).

5.4 Bounds for the tree height

To study the maximum leaf height, we will need a tail bound on Dn.

Lemma 9 P(Dn > t) ≤ (n− 1)e−t, 0 ≤ t <∞.

Proof. Write (Xt ≡ X
(n)
t , 0 ≤ t < ∞) for the chain started at X0 = n, so

Dn = inf{t : Xt = 1}. From the transition rates,

E(dXt|Xt = j) = −
j−1∑
i=1

(j − i)/(j − i) dt = −(j − 1)dt on {Xt ≥ 2}.

So setting Yt := Xt − 1 we have Y0 = n− 1 and

E[dYt|Ft] = −Yt, 0 ≤ t <∞.

So
E[Yt] = (n− 1)e−t

and then
P(Dn > t) = P(Y ≥ 1) ≤ (n− 1)e−t.

Now write D∗n for the height of the random tree CTCS(n) itself, that is the
maximum leaf height. From Boole’s inequality and Lemma 9

P(D∗n > t) ≤ nP(Dn > t) ≤ n(n− 1)e−t

and so
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Corollary 10
P(D∗n > (2 + ε) log n)→ 0 for all ε > 0

E[D∗n] ≤
∫ ∞

0
min(1, n(n− 1)e−t) dt ≤ 1 + 2 log n.

It is shown in [5] that one can extend the first bound to show that there exists α > 0
such that for all 0 < ε < 1 we have

P(D∗n ≥ 2(1 + ε) log n) = O(n−αε).

However, this “2” is undoubtedly not the correct constant, as argued below.

5.5 A conjecture for maximum leaf height

One aspect where there is a substantially difference between the discrete and con-
tinuous time models concerns the tree height. We will discuss the DTCS(n) case in
section 9.3. The situation for CTCS(n) is quite different.

Open Problem 5 Show that D∗n ∼ c log n in probability, and identify the constant
c.

Conjecture 11 This holds for c := 1 + µ+ µ3σ2/2 = 1.878....

To discuss this conjecture, recall the CLT:

Dn − µ log n√
log n

→d Normal(0, µ3σ2) as n→∞

where µ := 1/ζ(2) = 6/π2 = 0.6079...; σ2 := 2ζ(3) = 2.4040...... The naive argu-
ment is that D∗n behaves as the maximum of n i.i.d. samples from the approximating
Normal distribution, which would give

D∗n ≈ µ log n+
√

2 log n×
√
µ3σ2 log n = 21/2σµ3/2 log n = 1.65... log n. (48)

But (48) is in fact not the right way to study D∗n, because of the “fringe” behavior,
discussed in section 6 later. Figure 2 gives a hint about the issue, which is that
there are some unusually long terminal edges to a pair of leaves. The CTCS(n) tree
has order n terminal edges to a pair of leaves; in the heuristics below we take as this
as n for simplicity (this should only affect the estimate of D∗n by ±O(1)). These n
edges have i.i.d. Exponential(1) distribution, and the (asymptotic) structure of the
largest of these n lengths is well-known: the lengths in decreasing order are

(log n+ ξ1, log n+ ξ2, log n+ ξ3, . . .)
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where ∞ > ξ1 > ξ2 > ξ3 > . . . > −∞ are the largest points of the Poisson point
process on R with rate e−x, so that ξ1 has the standard Gumbel distribution

P(ξ1 ≤ x) = exp(−e−x), −∞ < x <∞.

By imagining that the longest such edge is attached to the tree at the typical leaf
depth Dn, and using the Normal limit for the random leaf heights Dn, we assert a
lower bound

P(D∗n ≤ (µ+ 1) log n− ωn
√

log n)→ 0 for any ωn →∞.

which one could certainly make rigorous. However, we conjecture that we get the
right behavior for D∗n by maximizing over all the o(n) longest fringe edges. Imagine
that each of these longest fringe edges is attached to the tree at independent depths
Dn. So

D∗n ≈ (µ+ 1) log n+Hn

Hn := max
i

(ξi + νi)

for (ξi) as above and (νi) i.i.d. Normal (0, α2
n), with α2

n = µ3σ2 log n in the notation
of the Normal limit for Dn.

Write Φ̄n(·) for the tail distribution function of Normal (0, α2
n). Because the

pairs (ξi, νi) form a Poisson process we have

− logP(Hn ≤ y) =

∫ ∞
−∞

e−x Φ̄n(y − x) dx

= e−y
∫ ∞
−∞

ey−x Φ̄(y−xαn
) dx

= e−yαn

∫ ∞
−∞

eαnu Φ̄(u) du

where Φ̄ refers to the standard Normal distribution, and φ(·) below is its density.
The integrand above is maximized for u around αn, so setting v = u−αn and using
Φ̄(z) ∼ φ(z)/z as z →∞,

≈ e−yαn
1√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

exp(αn(v + αn)) exp(−(v + αn)2/2) 1
v+αn

dv

≈ e−y 1√
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

exp(−v2/2 + α2
n/2) dv

= e−yeα
2
n/2.
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Putting all this together

− logP(Hn ≤ y + α2
n/2) ≈ e−y

and the final conclusion is

D∗n ≈ c log n+ ξ; c := 1 + µ+ µ3σ2/2 = 1.878...

where ξ has standard Gumbel distribution.
Now we don’t believe that the +O(1) term is correct, but this value of c seems

plausible. Here is one “reality check” for the argument/calculation above. Look
back at the first integral; for given y, the relevant values of x are around y − α2

n.
The relevant values of y are around α2

n/2, so overall the relevant values of x are
around −α2

n/2. This corresponds to the νi around position −α2
n/2, and the number

of such edges is around exp(α2
n/2) ≈ n0.27. So one implicit assumption was

If we pick n0.27 random leaves from CTCS(n), then the distribution of
their maximum height is essentially the same as n0.27 picks from the
Normal distribution.

This is all rather weird, because we started by saying (the naive argument) that this
is not true for n picks. It is somewhat related to the idea of correlation between
leaf heights, but only caring abut the tail behavior. This is one context where one
would pay attention to the labels {1, 2, . . . , n} in the interval-splitting representation;
roughly, we would need to bound the correlation between the heights of leaf i and
leaf i+ n0.73.

6 The occupation measure and the fringe process

For our size-biased chain with rates

λ(j, i) = 1/(j − i); 1 ≤ i < j, j ≥ 2

consider the quantity

a(n, i) := probability that the chain started at state n is ever in state i (49)

which is the same for the discrete or continuous models.

Proposition 12 The limit ai := limn→∞ a(n, i) exists, i = 1, 2, . . ..
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The coupling proof (in section 6.1 below) does not give any useful quantitative
information about the limit (ai, i = 1, 2, . . .). However, by considering the relative
probabilities ρm of jumping to state 2 or state 1 from state m ≥ 3:

ρm =

1
2(m−2)

1
m−1

=
m− 1

2(m− 2)

and observing that 1/2 ≤ ρm ≤ 1, we see that 1/2 ≤ a2 ≤ 1, and a similar argument
shows

ai > 0 for all i. (50)

The limit (ai, i ≥ 1) must satisfy the natural system of equations, for q(j, i) at (1),

ai =
∑
j>i

aj(q(j, i) + q(j, j − i))i/j, i ≥ 1 (51)

with a1 = 1.

Open Problem 6 Find an explicit expression for (ai, i ≥ 1) and show it is the
unique solution of (51).

Some values of ai by numerical calculations of a(50, 000, i) are shown in Table 3.

i 2 3 4 5 10 20 30
q↑(1, i) 0.6079 0.1520 0.0675 0.0381 0.0075 0.0017 0.0007
ai 0.6079 0.4559 0.3715 0.3176 0.1911 0.1135 0.0831

Table 3: Occupation measure and the penultimate clade.

In section 6.1 below we will prove

Corollary 13
∑m

j=2
aj

log j ∼ (6/π2) logm.

and so it is very natural to make

Open Problem 7 Prove aj ∼ 6
π2

log j
j .

This is strongly supported by numerical calculations. In fact, inspired by (16), one
might conjecture a stronger relation

aj ∼
6

π2

log j + c1

j

meaning that bj := π2

6 jaj− log j → c1, and numerical calculations provide moderate
support for this with c1 = 0.58± 0.03.
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Note also that these asymptotics are consistent with (17), in the sense

E[Dhop
n ] =

n∑
i=2

a(n, i) ≈
n∑
i=2

ai ∼ 3
π2 log2 n. (52)

The motivation for Proposition 12 involves the distribution of the asymptotic
fringe process [1, 24] for the tree model, that is the description of the tree relative
to a typical leaf, which in the n → ∞ limit can be described in terms of the ai as
follows. The sequence of clade sizes as one moves away from the leaf is the discrete
time Markov chain started at state 1, whose “upward” transition probabilities are
derived from (51):

q↑(i, j) =
iaj
jai

(q(j, i) + q(j, j − i)), j > i. (53)

At each such step i → j there is the sibling clade of size j − i, and this clade is
simply distributed as DTCS(j-i). In particular, the first step (to the penultimate
clade) is given by

q↑(1, j) =
aj
j (q(j, 1) + q(j, j − 1)), j > 1

shown in Table 3. Conjecture 7 would then lead to

q↑(1, j) ∼ 12
π2

1
j2

(54)

which of course has infinite mean. See section 8.1 for discussion of implications.
Figure 9 compares a real-world cladogram on 77 species with a simulation of our

model. There is no biological significance to the choice of which is drawn as left and
right branches; Figure 9 (bottom) follows a customary layout style, which we copied
for our graphic.

6.1 Proof of Proposition 12.

We work in the continuous time model with rates

λ(y, i) = 1
y−i , 1 ≤ i < y.

For our purpose, a shift-coupling9 ((Xt, Yt), 0 ≤ t < ∞) started at (x0, y0) is a
process such that, conditional on Xt = xt, Yt = yt and the past, either
(i) Over (t, t + dt) each component moves according to λ(·, ·), maybe dependently;
or
(ii) One component moves as above while the other remains unchanged.

9Used more widely for other purposes [33].
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Figure 9: Bottom: cladogram showing phylogenetics of 77 parrot species, from [13].
Top: simulation of CTCS(77), drawn as fringe distribution in the style of biological
cladograms.
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Such a process must reach state (1, 1) and stop, at some time T absorb <∞. So the
coupling time is such that

T couple := min{t : Xt = Yt} ≤ T absorb

and we can arrange that Xt = Yt for t ≥ T couplex0,y0 .
Write Scouple := XT couple for the coupling state. We will construct a shift-

coupling in which, for each i ≥ 1,

Px0,y0(Scouple < i)→ 0 as x0, y0 →∞. (55)

This is clearly sufficient to prove Proposition 12, because |a(x0, i) − a(y0, i)| ≤
Px0,y0(Scouple < i).

In outline the construction is very simple. If the initial states x0 and y0 are not of
comparable size, then we run the chain only from the larger start (as in (ii) above)
until they are of comparable size; then at each time there is some non-vanishing
probability that we can couple at the next transition (as in (i) above).

The details are given via two lemmas below. First we consider the “comparable
size starts” case. As in section 5 we analyze the processes on the log scale.

The maximal coupling regime. In the maximal coupling regime, we construct
the joint process ((Xt, Yt), 0 ≤ t < ∞) as follows. From (Xt, Yt) = (x, y) with
x < y, each component moves according to λ(·, )̇ but with the joint distribution that
maximizes the probability they move to the same state. That joint distribution is
such that

P(Xdt = Ydt = i) = P(Ydt = i) =
dt

y − i
, 1 ≤ i < x.

So

P(Xdt = Ydt) =

x−1∑
i=1

dt

y − i
=

y−1∑
j=y−x+1

dt

j
.

Taking limits as y →∞, x/y → c ∈ (0, 1)

P(Xdt = Ydt) ∼ (− log(1− c))dt. (56)

Write T Yk := min{t : Yt ≤ k}.

Lemma 14 For the maximal coupling process, if x0/y0 → a ∈ (0, 1] then for each
k we have Px0,y0(Scouple ≤ T Yk )→ 1.
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Proof. Fix 0 < c < a < 1 (the case a = 1 is similar). Consider the process (Xt, Yt)
using the maximal coupling with (X0, Y0) = (x0, y0), where x0 < y0. The coupling
is stochastically monotone, so Xt ≤ Yt and the absorption times into state 1 satisfy
DX ≤ DY . We consider limits as y0 →∞, x0/y0 → a. By Theorem 3 we have

Ex0,y0 [DY −DX ] = 6
π2 log 1/a +O(1) (57)

where the O(1) bound does not depend on a.
Consider the stopping time

S := min{t : Xt/Yt ≤ c}.

Fix a large integer k, and take y0 > k. Recall that, if an event happens at probability
rate ≥ r per unit time, then the probability that it does not happen before a stopping
time T is at most E[exp(−rT )]. On the event {S > T Yk } the coupling event happens
at rate ≥ log(1/(1− c))− o(1) by (56), so

Px0,y0(Scouple > T Yk ) ≤ Px0,y0(S ≤ T Yk )+Ex0,y0 [exp((log(1/(1−c))−o(1))T Yk )]. (58)

On the event {S ≤ T Yk } the conditional expectation of (DY − DX) is at least
6
π2 log 1/c−O(1) by (57). So by Markov’s inequality and (57) again,

Px0,y0(S ≤ T Yk ) ≤ log 1/a+O(1)
log 1/c−O(1) .

As y0 →∞ the expectation in (58) is o(1), so

Px0,y0(Scouple > T Yk ) ≤ log 1/a+O(1)
log 1/c−O(1) + o(1).

This holds for any c > 0, and the O(1) terms do not depend on a, c, so letting c ↓ 0
establishes the Lemma.

Given Lemma 14, to establish (55) it remains only to consider the case x0/y0 →
0. Here we run the chain (Yt) starting from y0 � x0 while holding Xt = x0 fixed.
The next lemma shows that the (Yt) process does not overshoot x0 by far, on the
log scale.

The overshoot bound. Fix x and write

Tx = min{t : Yt ≤ x}

Vx := log x− log YTx .
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Lemma 15 There exists an absolute constant K such that

Ey[Vx] ≤ K, 1 ≤ x < y <∞.

Proof. The quantity Ey[Vx] depends only on the jump chain. The measure ψ̂∞ at
(32) has the property ∫∞

a (u− a)ψ̂∞(du)

ψ̂∞[a,∞)
↑ 1 as a ↑ ∞.

that the conditional mean excess over a is bounded above. By the subordinator
approximation at (31) there exists K < ∞ such that the corresponding property
holds for one transition y → Y1 of the jump chain on the log scale:

Ey[(log y − log Y1 − a)+] ≤ KPy(log y − log Y1 > a). (59)

Now fix x. For y > x write

m(x, y) := max
x≤z≤y

Ez[Vx].

By considering the first step y → Y1, which goes either into the interval [1, x]
(probability qx,y say) or into the interval [x+ 1, y − 1].

Ey[Vx] ≤ Ey[(log x− log Y1)+] + Py(log x− log Y1 < 0)m(x, y − 1).

By (59) with a = log y − log x

Ey[(log x− log Y1)+] ≤ KPy(log x− log Y1 > 0).

Combining those inequalities:

Ey[Vx] ≤ K(1− qx,y) + qx,ym(x, y − 1) = K + (m(x, y − 1)−K)qx,y

and so the bound m(x, y) ≤ K holds by induction on y = x, x+ 1, x+ 2, . . ..

Completing the proof of Proposition 12. Given Lemma 14, it remains only
to consider the case x0/y0 → 0. Use the shift regime dynamics (x0, Yt) from Y0 = y0

until time
Tx0 := min{t : Yt ≤ x0}.

Lemma 15 shows that the overshoot

Vx0 := log x0 − log Y (Tx0)

has Ey0 [Vx0 ] ≤ K. This allows us to apply Lemma 14 with starting state (x0, Y (Tx0)).
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6.2 Proof of Corollary 13.

Write K1 for the “O(1)” bound in t(n) := E[Dn] = 6π−2 log n+O(1). In the notation
of the overshoot bound, Lemma 15, the mean time spent in [2, 3, . . . , x] by the chain
started at y > x can be expressed in two ways, giving the identity

x∑
i=2

a(y, i)/hi−1 = Ey[t(YTx)].

Now

0 ≤ Ey[t(x)− t(YTx)]

≤ Ey[6π−2(log x− log YTx)] + 2K1

≤ 6π−2K + 2K1

where K is the constant in Lemma 15. Letting y →∞,

|
x∑
i=2

a(i)/hi−1 − t(x)| ≤ 6π−2K + 2K1 for all x

and the result follows.

7 Length

The number of edges of CTCS(n) equals n − 1 (see Figure 3 (right)), with the
convention that a side-leaf splits an edge. In the usual formalization of an n-leaf
binary tree there are 2n − 1 edges, but we are ignoring the n edges adjacent to
leaves. Defining the length Ln of of CTCS(n) as the sum of edge-lengths. Each edge
representing a split into a size-m clade has Exponential(hm−1) distribution, and so
one readily sees that, for (ai) in Proposition 12

n−1E[Ln]→ ` :=
∑
m≥2

am
mhm−1

= 0.608.... (60)

where the sum was evaluated numerically from the estimates of (ai, i ≥ 2) underlying
Table 3.

Open Problem 8 If unable to determine (ai) explicitly, can we nevertheless de-
termine ` explicitly?
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There are several other ways to think about `. As in section 2, write X(t) =
(Xn(i, t), i ≥ 1) for the clade sizes of CTCS(n) at time t, and write Cn(t) for the
number of clades. Here we are including clades of size 1 corresponding to leaves.
The size-bias chain Zn(t) in section 4 is such that

P(Zn(t) = Xn(i, t)|X(t)) = n−1Xn(i, t)

and so
E[1/Zn(t)] = n−1E[Cn(t)].

Now consider
Wn(t) = number of edges of CTCS(n) at height t
Fn(t) = number of leaves of CTCS(n) at height ≤ t
then Wn(t) = Cn(t)− Fn(t). Observing that E[Fn(t)] = nP(Dn ≤ t) we obtain

n−1E[Wn(t)] = E[1/Zn(t)]− P(Dn ≤ t).

Because Ln =
∫∞

0 Wn(t) dt, we conclude that the limit constant ` at (60) can be
expressed as

` = lim
n→∞

∫ ∞
0

(E[1/Zn(t)]− P(Dn ≤ t)) dt. (61)

In principle one might obtain the value of ` by a sufficiently accurate analysis of the
size-bias chain, but the Gaussian approximation from the CLTs is not sufficient. As
(60) shows, the value of ` is determined by the details of the fringe distribution. So
(61) is likely to be useless.

7.1 Coincidence or a hidden symmetry?

Our numerical estimates of the values of a2 in Table 3 and of ` at (60) are very
close, at 0.608...., so

Open Problem 9 Does a2 = `?

There are two different implications of “a2 = `”. First, it says that (asymptotically)
exactly half of the total length is in the “terminal” edges to a bud-pair. Second, in
the inductive construction in section 3, we expect that as n → ∞ there are limit
probabilities for the three types of placement of the new bud:

• p↑ is the probability of a branch extension

• p→ is the probability of a side-bud addition

• p↗ is the probability of a side-bud extension.
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Now observe
p↑ + p↗ = `

because these are the cases where the tree length increases by a mean length 1. And

2p↗ = a2

because this is the only case where the number of buds in pairs increases, by 2.
So the assertion ` = a2 is equivalent to the assertion p↑ = p↗. The latter is of

course more interpretable as some kind of symmetry for the shape of the tree, but
we do not understand what that might be.

8 The continuum fragmentation process and the corre-
sponding continuum tree

Viewing the CTCS(n) model as splitting the discrete interval [1, n], it is natural
to rescale space to the unit interval [0, 1] and view the clades as contiguous sets of
intervals of length 1/n. So now the clade lengths are n−1Xn(i, t). Letting n → ∞,
but not rescaling time, we expect a n→∞ limit “continuum interval fragmentation”
process featuring continuous splitting of the unit interval into smaller and smaller
sub-intervals (“clades”). Such processes have been studied before. In fact Haas et
al [20] and subsequent work such as [19] have given a detailed general treatment
of such self-similar fragmentations, though the focus there is on characterizations
and on models like the −2 > β > −1 case of the beta-splitting model (3): in such
models there are limits qualitatively analogous to the Brownian continuum random
tree, which is the case β = −2. Existence of, and convergence of the rescaled
CTCS(n) model to, the limit “continuum fragmentation” process we will consider is
at least implicit in this body of work. But how this general abstract theory applies
to quantitative aspects of our specific β = −1 tree model seems a little hard to
extract. In this section we will just give an informal account of our process and
state

Open Problem 10 Formalize the discussion below and relate to the previous lit-
erature.

We assert that the “scaling limit” of CTCS(n) is the interval-splitting process with
dynamics

(*) an interval of length x is split into subintervals of lengths y (left) and
x− y (right) at rate x

2y(x−y) dy.
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One can check that this is the correct scaling by repeating the stochastic calculus
analysis for sum-of-squares in section 2. That is, when an interval of length x is split
into intervals of lengths y and x−y, the sum-of-squares-of-edge-lengths Q decreases
by 2y(x−y), and so the expected rate of decrease attributed to the length-x interval
equals

∫ x
0

x
2y(x−y) 2y(x− y) dy = x2. Combining all intervals,

E(Q(t)−Q(t+ dt)|Ft) = Q(t)dt

and so
EQ(t) = e−t, 0 ≤ t <∞. (62)

Note this is the “scaling limit” version of (5).
We want to consider this interval-splitting process as a tree process, which we

can do via spanning trees. That is, in the fragmentation process, any k points of the
unit interval determine a spanning tree. Doing this with k i.i.d. uniform random
points gives us

(**) a random tree whose “pruned” version is CTCS(k), for each k

from the consistency property of (CTCS(n), n ≥ 2) in Theorem 2.
Recall that the “unpruned” version must have infinitely-long terminal branches,

because (as quantified in section 4) the height of a random leaf in the CTCS(n)
model increases to infinity as n→∞.

8.1 Analogies with and differences from the Brownian CRT

We can regard (**) as allowing a construction of a random tree T corresponding to
the interval-splitting dynamics (*). Such a construction is consistent as k increases,
and exchangeable over the random leaves, and indeed this constitutes one general
approach to the construction of continuum random trees (CRTs) [3, 14]. Our in-
ductive construction in section 3 is analogous to the line-breaking construction of
the Brownian CRT [2] and stable trees [16].

However some qualitative properties of T are rather different from those of the
Brownian CRT, as originally outlined in [2]. The tree T is a scaling limit of CTCS(n)
as seen from the root, analogous to the Brownian CRT as a scaling limit of con-
ditioned Galton-Watson trees. Now the Brownian CRT has a certain “local and
global limits are consistent” property, as follows. That CRT is the scaling limit of
certain discrete random tree models, and is encoded by Brownian excursion, and
the local weak limit of those discrete models is a discrete infinite tree encoded by
random walk-like processes. However these two limit processes are consistent in the
following sense: the local behavior of the CRT around a typical point is another
continuum tree encoded by two-sided Brownian motion on R, and this process is
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also the scaling limit of the discrete infinite tree arising as the local weak limit. In
out context, it is not at all clear whether our two limit processes – the continuum
fragmentation process and the discrete fringe process – can be viewed as consistent
in an analogous way. Because there is a substantial literature on coding trees as
walks, a starting point is to ask

Open Problem 11 Can one code the fringe process as a discrete stationary process
(Vn, n ∈ Z) whose scaling limit is an identifiable process (V̄t, t ∈ R)?

In view of (54), the scaling limit should be something like a reflecting Cauchy
process.

One can also ask how our T relates to the stable trees whose construction is
studied in [11, 16].

Finally, it is implausible that T is as “universal” as the Brownian CRT has
proved to be, but nevertheless one can ask

Open Problem 12 Are there superficially different discrete models whose limit is
the same T?

9 Other aspects of the random tree

There are many other quantitative aspects of trees that could be studied in our
model. Here are two possibilities.

9.1 Powers of subtree sizes

For instance [15] studies the sum of p-powers of subtree sizes, for the model of
conditioned Galton–Watson trees conditioned on total size n. Our work provides

some results and conjectures for that quantity SS
(p)
n in our model. that is

SS(p)
n :=

n∑
j=2

Nn(j)jp

where Nn(j) is the number of size-j clades that ever arise in our model. By Propo-
sition 12 we have

E[Nn(j)] ∼ naj/j.

So for −∞ < p < 1 we have

n−1E[SS(p)
n ]→

∑
j≥2

ajj
p−1 (63)
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which is finite by Corollary 13. For p = 1 we have the identity

SS(1)
n = n · E[Dhop

n |Tn]

and so by (17)
E[SS(1)

n ] ∼ 1
2ζ(2) log2 n. (64)

For p = 2 we are dealing with the discrete time analog (Qhopn (t), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .) of
the sum of squares of clade sizes in section 2. Instead of the exact formulas there,
we have an approximation

E[Qn(t)−Qn(t+ 1)|Ft] ≈ Qn(t)/ log n, t = O(log n)

leading to
E[Qn(t)] ≈ n2 exp(−t/ log n), t = O(log n).

So heuristically

E[SS(2)
n ] ≈

∑
t

(E[Qn(t)]− n) ≈ n2 log n. (65)

In fact [15] studies also complex powers α , so

Open Problem 13 Give a detailed analysis of SS
(α)
n in our model.

9.2 Comparing with cladogram data

As mentioned in section 1.2, the model was motivated by our small-scale study of
real-world phylogenetic trees in [6] suggesting that, amongst all splits of clades of
size m, the median size of the smaller subclade scales roughly as m1/2. Though we
do not expect the model to provide quantitatively accurate matches to real data,
one might conduct a larger-scale study comparing model predictions with data for
different tree statistics. The point is that more elaborate biologically-motivated
models of the kind described in [26, 32] typically have real-valued parameters fitted
to the individual tree data; how much do they improve on our zero-parameter model?
In this context our asymptotics are irrelevant – one can just simulate DTCS(n)

numerically. Interesting statistics include Dhop
n and a(n, i).

9.3 The height of DTCS(n)

In this article we have focussed on the continuous model CTCS(n) rather than the
discrete model DTCS(n), motivated by the consistency property in section 2. As
mentioned in section 4.1, for the precise asymptotics of CTCS(n) in Theorem 3
there are parallel results in [5] for DTCS(n). But one key aspect in which the
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models differ is the tree height, which (as noted in section 5.5) in CTCS(n) is
affected by the extremes of the terminal edge lengths, which cannot happen for
DTCS(n). For DTCS(n) let us rename Dhop

n and D∗hopn as Ln and L∗n. In [5] the
(perhaps surprising) result is proved that both E[Ln] and E[L∗n] are asymptotic to
3π−2 log2 n. So E[L∗n − Ln] = o(log2 n) which raises

Open Problem 14 What is the order of magnitude of E[L∗n − Ln]?

One could also10 consider the length L+
n of the path from the root that is chosen

via the natural greedy algorithm, taking the larger sub-clade at each split. So
Ln ≤ L+

n ≤ L∗n: what are the orders of magnitude of the two differences?
Numerics suggest that E[L+

n −Ln] grows slightly faster than (log n) · (log log n).
We do not have a conjecture regarding Open Problem 14, though the next section
contains an alternative way of viewing tree height.

9.4 Inspiration from the drawn cladogram representation

A perhaps novel aspect of random trees arises from considering how cladograms are
actually drawn on paper. As illustrated in Figure 9, a typical convention is that
the larger subclade is (mostly) drawn on the right side of the split. In the familiar
models of random trees starting with the Galton-Watson tree, it is natural to study
the width profile process, the number of vertices at each height from the root [10]. In
contrast a cladogram is drawn with all the leaves at the same “level zero”. So one
could measure “height” with reference to that level, but this depends on precisely
how one draws the cladogram.

There is in fact another convention implicit in Figure 9. Each clade-split γ →
(γ1, γ2), is represented by a horizontal line at some draw-height dh(γ). The draw-
height depends on the shape of the subtree at γ, not merely on its size |γ|. Setting
dh(γ) = 0 for a leaf (where |γ| = 1), we define dh as follows11:

|γ| = 2 : dh(γ) = 1)

|γ| = 3 : dh(γ) = 2)

and then inductively for |γ| > 3:

γ → (γ1, γ2) : dh(γ) = 1 + max(dh(γ1),dh(γ2)).

So a clade of size 4 may have draw-height = 2 or 3, and a clade of size 8 may have
draw-height = 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 or 7.

10This idea is mentioned in [4] but there is a foolish calculus error leading to an incorrect con-
clusion.

11The “maximum” in this rule is somewhat reminiscent of the classical Horton–Strahler statistic
[8] in river networks, though we do not see any precise relation.

45



Now consider the draw-height dh(t) of a finite clade tree t, that is the draw-
height of the root split, It is easy to see that this equals the height of t in its
DTCS(n) representation, that is the largest number of edges in the path from the
root to a leaf. For a leaf at this maximal height, the draw-heights upwards from
the leaf take successive integer values 0, 1, 2, . . . ,dh(t). For a leaf at lesser height,
the difference of its height from the maximal height equals the number of missing
integers in the draw-heights along the path from that leaf.

This leads to a novel set of questions about the “drawn cladogram” in our model
DTCS(n). What can we say about the width profile process, that is the number
W (h) of vertical lines that cross an interval (h, h+ 1), that is the number of clades
with draw-height ≤ h that arise as a split of a clade with draw-height ≥ h + 1?
What is the total “drawn length”

∑
hW (h)?
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