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Abstract

Phylogenetic trees describe the relationships between species in the evolutionary process,
and provide information about the rates of diversification. To understand the mechanisms
behind macroevolution, we consider a class of multitype branching processes called Markovian
binary trees (MBTs). MBTs allow for trait-based variation in diversification rates, and provide
a flexible and realistic probabilistic model for phylogenetic trees.

We develop an approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) scheme to infer the rates of MBT
parameters by exploiting the information in the shapes of phylogenetic trees. We evaluate
the accuracy of this inference method using simulation studies, and find that our method is
able to detect variation in the diversification rates, with accuracy comparable to, and generally
better than, likelihood-based methods. In an application to a real-life phylogeny of squamata,
we reinforce conclusions drawn from earlier studies, in particular supporting the existence of
ovi-/viviparity transitions in both directions.

Our method demonstrates the potential for more complex models of evolution to be employed
in phylogenetic inference, in conjunction with likelihood-free schemes.

Keywords— Branching process, Markovian binary tree, approximate Bayesian computation, phyloge-
netic tree

1 Introduction

The rates of species generation and extinction, called diversification rates, are reflected in the evolutionary
history of the species family, which can be represented in the form of a phylogenetic tree. A large number
of statistical models have been developed to model such trees [Morlon, 2014]. These typically take the form
of birth-death models, which are fitted to trees reconstructed from DNA or protein sequence data. By then
inferring the parameters of the model, we can gain information about the diversification rates of the species.

The traditional model used in phylogenetics is the linear (or constant-rate) birth-death process, where
all species are considered identical and independent, and speciate and go extinct at rates that are constant
through time. Although computationally tractable, this is an oversimplification of reality: both speciation
and extinction rates can be influenced by many different factors, such as geographical location [Hillebrand,

2004], body size [Gittleman and Purvis, 1998], mating systems [Barraclough et al., 1998], and dietary re-
quirements [Vellend et al.; 2011]. Identifying and quantifying the variation in these rates between species
can provide crucial insights into macroevolutionary dynamics [Stadler, 2013].

To model variation in diversification rates more realistically, it is necessary to replace the linear birth-
death process by a more complex model that can account for these variations. One way to do this is to
consider discrete traits of the species, known as states, which may influence the diversification rates. States



may represent a number of different phenotypes, as discussed above, or may simply provide more flexibility
in modelling without necessarily corresponding to particular physical traits.

The binary state speciation and extinction (BiSSE) model [ , ] allows each species
to have two such states, which we assume to be observed in extant species. For each state, the rates of
speciation and extinction are constant, as are rates of transition from one state to the other. In general,
the children of a speciation are assumed to be in the same state as the parent. [ ] used
systems of differential equations to calculate the likelihood of a given phylogenetic tree under this model;
this allows an estimation of diversification rates using maximum likelihood methods. This approach has
also been applied to a variety of related models, including models that allow for multiple states (MuSSE,
[ , 1), two hidden states (HiSSE, | , ]), and so-called “several
examined and concealed” states (SecSSE, | , ). More recently,

[2020] introduced a fast method of calculating likelihoods under the BiSSE model, allowing much larger trees
to be analysed.

The BiSSE model is a special case of a tractable class of Markovian continuous-time branching processes
called the Markovian binary tree (MBT, | , , , ,

, ]). In this model, species can be in one of any number of phases (equivalent to states),
and each phase has specific (but constant throughout time) rates of birth (into children of given phases,
not necessarily identical to the parent or to each other), transition (into a different phase), and death. This
model provides the necessary flexibility to account for variation in diversification rates. However, as the
number of phases increases, the model becomes more complex, and computing the likelihood of phylogenies
using a system of differential equations becomes increasingly computationally expensive. Another drawback
of likelihood methods is their strong dependence on the inferred phylogeny, including branch lengths, which
cannot always be reliably estimated from sequence data.

We approach the problem of estimating diversification rates under the MBT model by using the fact
that these models are easy to simulate. This enables us to use approzimate Bayesian computation (ABC,
[ , 1), a likelihood-free method. In this method, we simulate a number of observations
from a generative prior model (in this case the MBT with parameters drawn from a prior distribution),
and compare these observations to the real data by means of various summary statistics. The simulated
observations that are ‘close enough’ to the real data (based on a tolerance level) form empirical distributions
for the parameters which are approximations to their posteriors. Because ABC relies only on the summary
statistics calculated from the observed trees, it is less reliant on local features (such as individual branch
lengths) than a full likelihood method.

ABC is a well-established statistical method, and numerous methodological developments have been
made in recent years. One such advancement is ABC Population Monte Carlo (ABC-PMC, |

, 1), which uses an iterated approach where the approximate posterior distributions form the basis
of the prior distributions for the next iteration. When combined with decreasing tolerance levels, this allows
for gradual convergence to more accurate posteriors.

ABC methods have been used previously to infer diversification rates for linear birth-death models
[ , , , , , ]. In particular, [ | examined
the performance of summary statistics for use in ABC methods, finding that traditional statistics such as
phylogenetic diversity or tree size often perform poorly. They introduced the normalised lineage-through-
time (nLTT) curve as a statistic to improve the performance of ABC methods. However, as far as we know,
no one has yet attempted to perform ABC with a more general and realistic model.

In this paper, we apply ABC-PMC to infer diversification rates from phylogenetic trees under the MBT
model. We focus on cases where the MBT has two phases, and where it is either possible to transition
only from one phase to the other (reducible case), or in either direction (irreducible case). We develop and
test various summary statistics tailored to these scenarios, enabling us to accurately infer the diversification
rates, particularly in the reducible case. In simulations, our method shows higher accuracy compared to
the maximum-likelihood method of | , ]. We further demonstrate the applicability of



our method by applying it to a real dataset of squamata (reptiles), where the phases represent the method
of bearing offspring (egg-laying or live-bearing); our analysis yields inferred parameters similar to earlier
studies based on the BiSSE model. This highlights the potential of ABC and MBTs as a versatile approach
for inferring diversification rates in phylogenetics.

2 Methods

2.1 Inference of Markovian binary tree parameters using approximate Bayesian
computation

Markovian binary trees (MBTs) are a flexible class of continuous-time branching processes, where each
individual in a population (here, each species in a family) exists in one of n phases. In this paper, we
consider only the simplest case n = 2. An individual in phase i can:

o transition to phase j # 4 at constant rate g;;;
e give birth to a child in the same phase i at constant rate A; (remaining in the same phase); and
e die at constant rate p;.

The asymptotic behaviour of the population size is exponentially controlled by the growth rate w, which
can be calculated from these parameters; see Supplementary Section S1.1 for more details, and for a more
general formulation of the MBT process.

To infer the diversification rates of an MBT model from a set of m observed phylogenetic trees, we
apply the ABC-PMC method | , ]. This method proceeds over a series of iterations; at
each iteration a standard ABC method is applied where parameters are proposed from a prior distribution,
a dataset is simulated using the proposed parameters, and the parameters are accepted if the simulated
dataset is ‘similar’ to the observed dataset when comparing various summary statistics. In the ABC-PMC
method, the accepted parameters in one iteration form the basis for the prior in the next iteration, allowing
the posteriors to converge towards the true values. We refer to Supplementary Section S1.2 for more details.

2.2 Summary statistics

The effectiveness of the ABC-PMC method crucially relies on the careful selection of an appropriate suite of
summary statistics to compare the observed and simulated trees. These statistics must collectively be able
to capture variation in each of the parameters of the model. The statistics we use are as follows.

1. Average branch length.

2. Tree height (time to most recent common ancestor). Note that our simulated trees have a fixed
number of extant species, but variable height. In situations where the tree height is fixed, the number
of extant species may be used instead.

3. Normalised lineage-through-time (nLTT) curve | , ]. This curve shows the
growth of the number of species against time, normalised by both the total time and the total number
of extant species. To compute the distance between two nLTT curves, we calculate the absolute area
between them:

1
AnLTT = / InLTT, (t) — nLTTo(t)| dt.
0

We set the initial tolerance value for this statistic to be 0.05. Due to the computational time required
to generate a sample that can provide a close enough nLLTT curve, we only use this statistic after the
20th iteration.



4. Colless balance index | , ]. For a tree T, this is defined as the sum over all internal nodes
v € Ving(T) of the absolute difference between the number of left and right descendant leaves. In other
words, if v has children {v;,v,}, and k,, is the number of descendant leaves from node u, then the

Colless index of T is
C(T) = Z Ko, = Ko, |-
vEVint (T)

5. Balance index for each phase. To capture imbalance in the shape of the tree in each phase, we
propose a novel extension of the Colless balance index to each phase; if nff ) is the number of descendant
leaves in phase i from node u, we define the balance index for phase ¢ as

Ci(T)y= > |sf) =]

VEVint (T)

R1. Tree height for trees that contain phase-1 leaves (reducible case only). In the reducible case,
species in phase 2 cannot transition to phase 1. Thus a tree with some leaves in phase 1 indicates
either a large birth rate for phase 1, or a small transition rate from phase 1 to phase 2. These two
situations are distinguished by the overall tree height; thus, we use the tree height for the subset of
trees that contain at least one leaf in phase 1.

R2. Average branch length above phase-1 leaves (reducible case only). In the reducible case, all
branches above leaves in phase 1 must themselves be in phase 1. Thus we use the average length of
these branches as a summary statistic, which captures the birth and death rates for phase 1.

I1. Proportion of phase-1 leaves (irreducible case only). The proportion of leaves in phase 1 captures
the variation between the growth rates of phase-1 lineages versus phase-2 lineages.

I2. Transition statistic for each phase (irreducible case only). We propose the transition statistic of

a tree T for phase 7 as
In P!
Si(T)= Y ———% =12
veV! (T) dy + 7

int
where Vi/ (T is the set of internal nodes with descendant leaves in both phases, P! is the proportion
of phase-i leaves in the descendant leaves of v, d, is the time of node v, and + is a small constant (here

set to 0.02).

This statistic can be intuitively justified by considering that its dominant terms correspond to subtrees
with small height (small d,). We can approximate such a subtree by considering the paths from the
root to each leaf as independent; if we assume that the root of the subtree is not in phase i, then the
proportion of leaves in phase 7 is approximately the probability of a transition to phase ¢ on a branch
of length d,, i.e., e"%:%  Inverting this formula for the transition rate to phase i gives the transition
statistic for phase i. (We add a small constant v to the denominator to avoid extremely small d,
values from dominating the statistic.)

3 Results

We first study the accuracy of our method through simulations.

3.1 Reducible case

We first consider the case where the MBT is reducible and the death rates are equal, i.e., gog1 = 0, :=
1 = po. This results in four free parameters for the MBT model. We only consider supercritical processes



(i.e., with growth rate w > 0), so that the expected number of lineages grows without bound. Our observed
dataset Y,ps consists of 100 trees, each with 50 leaves. These trees are generated from the MBT model with
the extinct subtrees removed.

In the ABC-PMC algorithm, we set the number of simulated trees for iteration t as follows:

1, t=1,
ne=1{ 10, t=2...,10,
100, t=10,...,30.

For earlier iterations, this enables us to quickly explore the parameter space and accept the required number
of samples, which we set to N = 200. For later iterations, we simulate (as required) datasets that are the
same size as the observed dataset.

We first consider a ‘default’ set of parameters (A1, A2, i, q12) = (1.5,0.51,0.15,0.5), which corresponds
to a growth rate of w = 0.85. These values are chosen to ensure that there is a noticeable difference between
the birth rates of the two phases; we expect some parts of the trees will be in the fast-growing phase 1, while
others will be in the slower-growing phase 2, creating a detectable imbalance.

In Supplementary Figure S11a, we show the posterior means at each iteration for one run of the algorithm.
We see that the posterior means converge towards the true values as the number of iterations increases. The
final posterior distributions are shown in Supplementary Figure S12; here we see that the distributions are
closely concentrated around the true values. For all four parameters, the final posterior means are all within
4% of the true values. This suggests that the algorithm has achieved good convergence and can accurately
recover the true parameter values.

Of particular significance is the capability to infer the true growth rate w of the MBT process. In
Supplementary Figure S11b, we illustrate (for a single run) the convergence of our estimates towards the
true value as the number of iterations increases. Although the estimate is quite accurate, a minor positive
bias is noticeable, consistently observed across different runs of the algorithm. This might be attributed to
the fact that observed trees are conditioned on having 50 leaves (and hence are not extinct), resulting in a
slightly higher effective growth rate.

We tested the accuracy of the method by varying the true parameters one at a time over a range of
values, and repeated the inference (inferring all parameters) for 5 runs at each value. The results in Figure 1
show accurate inference of the true parameter values in all cases.

For most parameters, the accuracy of inference decreases as the parameter value increases (e.g., the 50%
credible intervals become larger). The exception is the death rate u, where the accuracy appears relatively
unaffected by the parameter value.

Next, we consider the general reducible case, where the death rates may differ between the two phases,
resulting in five free parameters. The extra degree of freedom makes inference slightly more difficult. We
consider the default parameters (A1, A2, i1, 12, g12) = (1.5,0.51,0.7,0.15,0.5), where the parts of the tree in
phase 1 both speciate and go extinct relatively quickly, while parts of the tree in phase 2 speciate and go
extinct relatively slowly, and have an overall lower growth rate.

In Supplementary Figures S13 and S14, we show the trace plots and final posterior distributions for a
single run. Similar to the equal death rate case, the posterior distributions show good convergence by the 30th
iteration. Our inference is highly accurate for most parameters, with slight reductions in accuracy observed
for 1 and g12. This decrease in accuracy could be attributed to the reducible nature of the process; as most
phase-1 lineages eventually transition to phase 2, there is less information available in the data regarding
the phase-1 death and transition rates. When assuming equal death rates, it is possible to infer the phase-1
death rate from phase-2 data, but this is no longer possible here. Nonetheless, our inference of the overall
growth rate (w = 0.36) remains accurate (Supplementary Figure S13d).

As above, we varied the true parameters one at a time over a range of values and repeated the inference
5 times for each parameter setting. The results, shown in Figure 2, indicate accurate inference, although
there are some instances with noticeable errors.
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Figure 1: Inferred vs true parameter values for the reducible case with equal death rates. Each
parameter value is varied while keeping the other parameters fixed at their default values. Error
bars represent the 50% credible intervals for the final posteriors.
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Figure 2: Inferred vs true parameter values for the reducible case with arbitrary death rates. One
parameter value is changed at a time, while the other parameter values stay fixed at their default
values. Error bars represent the 50% credible intervals for the final posteriors.



As with the equal death rate case, the estimation of the phase-2 birth rate Ay and transition rate g2
become less accurate as the parameter value increases, while the accuracy of the phase-2 death rate us is
largely unaffected by the parameter value. However, here there is a small positive bias for the phase-2 birth
rate which increases with the parameter. In contrast, the estimation of the phase-1 birth rate A\; becomes
more accurate as the parameter value increases, while the phase-1 death rate u; becomes less accurate. This
can again be explained by the reducible nature of the process; the larger the ratio of phase-1 birth rate to
death rate, the longer the tree spends in phase 1 before most lineages transition eventually to phase 2. This
gives more information for phase 1, leading to better estimation of those rates.

3.2 Irreducible case

We now consider the irreducible case, where transitions in both directions are allowed. We also allow death
rates to differ between phases, resulting in six free parameters. For this case, we use the I1 and 12 summary
statistics in place of the R1 and R2 statistics from Section 2.2. The remainder of the method is unchanged.

In order to verify that the summary statistics used are sensitive to the parameters of the MBT process,
we visualise (in Supplementary Section S2) the variation of the summary statistics as the MBT parameters
are varied. The statistics appear to have the necessary sensitivity for inference in the irreducible case.

In Supplementary Figure S15, we show the trace plots for a single run for the default parameters
(A1, Aa, 1, p2, q12,g21) = (3,2,1,0.5,0.5,0.25). Again, it is clear that the process has converged by the
end of the 30th iteration. In Supplementary Figure S16, we show the final posterior distribution. As in the
general reducible case, the resulting posterior distributions are more dispersed for the death rates than the
birth rates. Overall, our inference has high accuracy for all parameters, indicating the summary statistics
used can detect the influence of different phases.

Figure 3 shows our results when each parameter is varied one at a time, with 5 replicates for each
value. As with the general reducible case, the estimation of the phase-1 birth rate becomes more accurate
as the rate becomes larger, while the opposite is true for the phase-2 birth rate. Again, there is a small
positive bias for the phase-2 birth rate. The inference of both phase-1 and phase-2 death rates becomes
less accurate as the rates increase; in addition, the phase-2 death rate is overestimated for small values and
underestimated for larger values. Finally, as the transition rates increase, their accuracy decreases, and there
is an underestimation of the phase 2 to phase 1 transition rate as it becomes large. Like most parameters,
the accuracy of the growth rate decreases as the value increases, but there is no noticeable bias.

The general patterns observed here are mostly consistent with the reducible cases. While we can still
estimate the rates satisfactorily, we note that the performance in this irreducible case is slightly less optimal
compared to the simpler reducible cases, which is expected. Nonetheless, our method shows great potential
in dealing with more complex scenarios.

We also studied the sensitivity of the inference for different tree sizes (number of leaves). In Supple-
mentary Figure S17, we show the parameter inference for different tree sizes (with 25 trees in total) in the
observed dataset. As expected, as the size of the trees increases (thus increasing the amount of information
in the dataset), the inference becomes more accurate and less biased. This effect is less apparent, but still
present, for the phase-1 rates.

In Supplementary Figure S18, we vary tree size while keeping the total number of leaves in all observed
trees fixed at 5000 (thus nominally keeping the amount of information the same in the datasets). There
is relatively little change compared to the previous case, although there appears to be marginally better
estimation for datasets with more trees and a smaller number of leaves.

3.3 Comparison with maximum likelihood methods

We compare the performance of our ABC method with the maximum likelihood estimates (MLEs) from
the BiSSE model for the six-parameter irreducible case, as implemented in the castor package
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Figure 3: Inferred vs true parameter values for the irreducible case. One parameter is changed at
a time, while the other parameters stay fixed at their default values. Error bars represent the 50%
credible intervals for the final posteriors.
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Figure 4: Parameter inference error for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, for the
default parameters for 50 replicates.

[2020].

We first consider the default parameters (A1, Aa, 1, pi2, q12,g21) = (3,1,2,0.5,0.5,0.25) as in Section 3.2.
As before, our observed dataset consists of 100 trees, each with 50 leaves. Because the observed dataset has
multiple trees, but castor calculates the MLEs for a single tree, we average the MLEs for each parameter
over the 100 trees to generate the final estimate. The results are shown in Figure 4 for 50 replicates. In all
cases, it is clear that the ABC estimates are less biased than the MLEs. In Table 1, we show the relative root
mean squared error (RRMSE) of the estimates. For all parameters except p;, the ABC method outperforms
the maximum likelihood method; the performance for 1; appears to be the result of a larger variance in the
ABC estimates overcoming a smaller bias.

’RRMSE‘ A ‘ A1 ‘ 1 ‘ o ‘ q12 ‘ 421 ‘
ABC 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.16 | 0.26 | 0.10 | 0.20
ML 0.10 | 0.17 | 0.12 | 0.79 | 0.30 | 0.69

Table 1: RRMSE for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, for the default parameters for
50 replicates.

To compare the performance of the methods over a wider range of parameters, we also varied the
true parameters so that they were simultaneously drawn from the prior distributions Unif(0,5), under the
constraint that the MBT be supercritical. We then performed inference as before, for datasets of 100 trees
with 50 leaves each.

The results for 100 replicates are shown in Figure 5. As before, we can observe a distinct bias for the
MLEs; the birth rates A1 and Ay are inferred with positive bias, as are the transition rates ¢i2 and ¢s;.
Additionally, the variance of the inferred transition rates increases as the parameter values increase. The
numerical approximation of MLEs can give poor estimates and lead to unreasonably high transition rates
(some transition rates were estimated to be greater than 100; these outliers are not shown in the figure).
In contrast, the ABC estimates are significantly more precise and show no discernible bias. For the death
rates pp and po, there appears to be a positive bias at low parameter values and a negative bias at high
parameter values for both methods, as was observed for the ABC method in Section 3.2. However, this effect
is again much less noticeable in the ABC estimates. In Table 2, we show the RRMSE for these estimates.
In all cases, it appears that the ABC method substantially outperforms the ML method, particularly for the
transition rates.
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Figure 5: Inferred vs true parameter values for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, with
varying parameters for 100 replicates. Seven samples with at least one inferred ML transition rate
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RRMSE [ A [ M [ [ 2 [ a2 [ a4 |
ABC 0.10 | 0.09 | 0.41 | 0.38 | 0.16 | 0.21
ML 0.21 [ 0.22 | 0.79 | 0.79 | 0.90 | 0.91

Table 2: RRMSE for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, with varying parameters for
100 replicates. Three samples with unreasonable ML transition rates (> 100) have been excluded.

To verify that similar results apply to problem sizes closer to those in the real data analysis in the
following section, we repeated this analysis using observed (and simulated) datasets consisting of a single
tree with 5000 leaves. The results are shown in Supplementary Figures S19-S20, and the RRMSE is shown
in Supplementary Tables S1-S2. The results are consistent with our previous experiments, showing ABC
estimates that have higher accuracy than ML estimates.

4 Real data analysis

We apply our method to a published time-calibrated 3951-tip phylogenetic tree of squamata (reptiles) from

[ ], shown in Figures 2-28 of that paper. The species are classified according to their method
of bearing offspring, with 3108 oviparous (egg-laying) and 843 viviparous (live-bearing) species. We assign
oviparity to phase 1 and viviparity to phase 2. This classification is of particular interest as (a) it allows us
to unambiguously assign biologically meaningful phases, and (b) there is a clear direction of evolution, with
oviparity known to be the ancestral state and viviparity evolving from oviparity. However, it is not obvious
if it is possible to revert back from viviparity to oviparity; this suggests that either a reducible or irreducible
model may be used here.

The squamata dataset was analysed in [ ] using the BiSSE model. The authors
estimated the diversification and transition rates using the maximum likelihood method, and found evidence
for an early transition to viviparity at a basal lineage, together with multiple reversions from viviparity to
oviparity. They compared multiple models, including a reducible model disallowing a viviparity-to-oviparity
transition, and concluded that an irreducible model allowing transitions in both directions fitted the data
best.

We investigate the diversification and transition rates under an irreducible model with our ABC-PMC
method. In this case, the observed data consist of a single large tree instead of multiple smaller trees with
the same tree size; as a result, a few adjustments have been made to the algorithm (details are provided in

Supplementary Section S3). Based on the MLEs in [ ], we used Unif(0,0.2) as the
prior for all parameters. Since it has been shown that the most recent common ancestor of the species is
viviparous (phase 2) with strong support | , ], we use this as the starting phase.

In Supplementary Figure S21, we present the trace plots of the posterior means for the parameters and
the growth rate. These plots indicate convergence to a stable posterior by the 30th iteration. In Figure 6, we
show the final posterior distributions for the parameters, together with the MLEs as calculated by castor.
Note that these differ from those calculated in [ ] as we use a sampling fraction of 1
(i.e., all extant species have been sampled) to be consistent with our ABC method. The diversification rates
in phase 2 are estimated less accurately than those in phase 1, as we have fewer phase-2 leaves. We find that
viviparous species have higher estimated speciation and extinction rates than oviparous species, consistent
with the findings of [ ]. This suggests that our method is able to capture the signals
of rate variation in the data. We further show that most of the observed summary statistics stay well within
the range of the posterior predictive distributions, indicating a reasonable fit; see Supplementary Section S4.

We also apply ABC Sequential Monte Carlo (ABC SMC) model selection [ , ] to compare
the irreducible model to a reducible model where the viviparity-to-oviparity transition is prohibited. For this
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purpose, we increase the number of accepted samples to N = 300 at each iteration to ensure a large enough
number of samples. In Figure 7, we see that the irreducible model is chosen over the reducible model with
a final posterior probability of 0.73. This again supports the conclusion of [ ], who
found evidence for transitions in both directions.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we used an ABC scheme to infer the diversification rates in Markovian binary tree models
from phylogenetic trees. We developed appropriate summary statistics that enable us to capture variation in
the birth and death rates in each phase, and in the transition rates between phases. In the cases we studied,
limited to two phases, we found that we can generally infer the true parameters with high accuracy, particu-
larly in the simpler reducible case. This suggests that MBTs can be practically used as a probabilistic model
for phylogenetic trees, and that ABC methods have great potential for the inference of MBT parameters in
applied contexts.

We also compared the performance of our ABC method to the existing maximum likelihood (ML) method
for the equivalent BiSSE model. In general, our ABC method outperforms the ML method in terms of relative
root mean squared error. This could be attributed to the fact that ML methods provide only a single point
estimate without accounting for the broader likelihood ‘landscape’. In contrast, a Bayesian approach, even
when estimating a posterior distribution approximately, considers the full range of parameter uncertainty,
leading to a more accurate overall estimate. Additionally, the use of heuristic methods to maximise the
likelihood can also impact the performance of the MLE. In terms of computational cost, ABC has higher
computational time than the ML approach, as it relies on simulations. However, the simulation process can
fully parallelised, reducing the computational cost significantly.

Several issues remain to be explored. For both the ‘real’ observations and the simulated samples, simu-
lated trees are discarded if they go extinct; this may introduce bias in both the ‘true’ parameter values and
their inference, although our results suggest that this effect is small. Likewise, any simulated parameter val-
ues are discarded if the corresponding overall growth rate w is less than 0 (resulting in a subcritical process).
Again, this may cause some bias in the true prior, which needs further investigation.

The scope of the MBT models used in this paper is somewhat limited in nature, as they are restricted
to just two phases and do not allow all possible transitions; an unrestricted 2-phase model requires 12 free
parameters. We have limited ourselves to smaller models to first establish that accurate inference is possible
in these cases, and our results indicate that this is indeed the case. The restricted version of the MBT model
used here is equivalent to the 2-state BiSSE model, but the full model is far more flexible.

There is no theoretical barrier to extending the ABC method to an MBT model with a larger number of
phases, or an unrestricted 2-phase model. However, our results suggest that inference in these larger cases
may become challenging (not unlike the BiSSE series of models). A potential limiting factor is that the ABC
method requires the number of summary statistics to be at least as large as the number of parameters being
inferred. For these cases, developing additional appropriate summary statistics may be necessary to achieve
accurate inferences.

Lastly, our method can be further applied to other real datasets. The squamata phylogeny itself was
re-analysed in [ ], with phases representing both ovi-/viviparity and social grouping. In
theory, our model could be extended here to include 4 phases (all possible combinations), although the
corresponding impact on accuracy is unclear. For other datasets, phases may not need to correspond to
any particular phenotype, but could simply provide extra degrees of flexibility in the modelling. This also
suggests that we may need to extend our method to account for cases where phases are not observed in
extant species.
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Figure 6: Final posterior distributions for the parameters and growth rate of the squamata phy-
logeny, with mean (green), mode (red), and the inferred values using the Maximum Likelihood
(ML) method (black), assuming the process starts in phase 2 and all extant species have been
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reducible model at each iteration.
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Supplementary material for “Approximate Bayesian computation
for Markovian binary trees in phylogenetics”

S1 Supplementary Methods

S1.1 Markovian binary trees

Markovian binary trees (MBTSs) form a flexible class of continuous-time Markovian multitype branching
processes | , ] in which the lifetime and reproduction process of each individual in the
population is controlled by an underlying transient Markov chain with n transient states, called phases, and
one absorbing state 0. While in phase i € {1,...,n}, an individual can:

o transition to phase j # i at constant rate (Do);j;;
e give birth to a child in phase k£ and simultaneously transition to phase j at constant rate B; ;;

e die, that is, enter the absorbing state 0, at constant rate d;.

2

Thus an MBT is parameterised by an n X n matrix Dy, an n X n“ matrix B, and an n x 1 vector d. The

diagonal elements of Dy are negative and are such that
Dyl+B1+d=0,

where 1 and 0 are vectors of 1’s and 0’s, respectively, of the appropriate size.

MBTs are ‘matrix’ generalisations of birth-and-death processes: in an MBT, the lifetime of individuals is
distributed according to a phase-type distribution, which is a generalisation of the exponential distribution,
and the reproduction process of the individuals follows a (transient) Markovian arrival process, which is
a generalisation of the Poisson process (see , ). Note that while the MBT
literature usually considers each lineage as an individual organism, in this paper they represent species,
where birth events represent speciations and death events represent extinctions.

It can be shown | , | that the mean number of individuals in phase j in the
population at time ¢, given that the population started with a single individual in phase ¢ at time 0, is given
by the (4, j)th entry of the mean population size matrix

M(t) = exp(At),
where
A=Dy+B1eI+1I®1),

and ® denotes the Kronecker product. The asymptotic behaviour of the MBT therefore depends on the
dominant eigenvalue of A, which we denote by w and call the growth rate. There are three cases:

e when w < 0, the mean population size goes to 0 as t — oo, and the population eventually becomes
extinet with probability 1 (subcritical);

e when w = 0, the asymptotic mean population size is constant (critical), and the population eventually
becomes extinct with probability 1;

e when w > 0, the mean population size grows without bounds, and the population has a positive
probability of ultimate survival (supercritical).

We are primarily interested in the supercritical case, which is suitable to represent the exponential increase
in the variety of species observed in real life.
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In this paper, we concentrate on the special case where n = 2, that is, there are only two possible phases.
We further assume that individuals stay in the same phase when giving birth, and give birth to children in
that same phase. Thus the matrices Dy, B, and d are given by

* Q12 A0 0 0 I
D: B: =
S Rl G R v

where \; and Ay are the birth rates for each phase, u; and uo are the death rates for each phase, and ¢;2 and
go1 are the transition rates between phases. We denote this set of parameters by 6 = (A1, A2, 1, pi2, 12, ¢21)-
We assume ¢12 > 0. If individuals in phase 2 cannot transition to phase 1 (i.e., g2; = 0), we call the process
reductble; otherwise, we call it irreducible.

S1.2 ABC-PMC

The ABC-PMC method | ) ] is an extension of the basic ABC rejection method |

, ]. We use as input to the method a set of m ‘real’ observed phylogenetic trees Yyps, with branch
lengths given in units of substitutions per site (typically these would be inferred, potentially with some error,
from sequence data). We assume that these trees are ultrametric and that the phases of the leaves are known
(but the phases are unobserved in other parts of the tree).

The algorithm proceeds over a series of T iterations. In the first iteration ¢ = 0, a set of parameters 6*
are proposed from a prior distribution 7r(#). In further iterations (¢ > 1), we adapt the posterior samples
from the previous iteration to construct a new prior distribution as detailed in Algorithm 1, and then propose
a set of parameters 0* from this prior.

At iteration ¢, we simulate n; phylogenetic trees using an MBT process with parameters 6*, and calculate
a set of summary statistics (detailed in Section 2.2 of the manuscript) for these trees. Given a set of tolerance
values €; = {Gtk}kK:p where €, is the tolerance for the kth summary statistic, and K is the total number
of summary statistics, we accept the proposed parameters if the absolute difference between each summary
statistic for the simulated and observed trees is less than the corresponding tolerance value; otherwise, we
reject them. We continue until we have accepted N samples; this results in a ‘population’ of accepted
parameters {9751)}11\/:1, which provides an approximation to the posterior distribution of the parameters.

To propose parameters for iteration ¢ > 1, we draw one of the N accepted parameter sets from the
previous iteration, with weights {wt(l_)l}i=17___7 ~- These weights are calculated at the end of iteration ¢t — 1
(details on how to calculate them at the end of the current iteration ¢ are provided below). We then
perturb the sample by adding a normal perturbation N(0,%;_1), where 3, 1 is defined below, to produce
the proposed parameters.

At the end of the iteration, we calculate the weights for the next iteration as follows. If t = 0, we take
w(()’) = ﬁ for all i € {1,2,..., N}, so that all samples are weighted equally. If ¢ > 1, we let

w(0)")

N j i i )
Zj:l wt(i)l (0§ )5 91@1, 1)

W o

ie{1,2,...,N},

where f(-;u,X) is the multivariate Gaussian density function, and X;_; is twice the weighted covariance
matrix of the posterior samples from iteration ¢ — 1:

i1 =2var {Qt(i_)l, wt(i_)l}

N _ N _ N o T
~23 a0, ot~ (Sl ) | o2 - (St )|
i=1 i=1 i=1

The weights {wt(i)}izl,_“,]v are then normalised so that their sum is 1.
The full formal details of the algorithm are given in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 ABC-PMC sampling
S1  Initialize €1 > €9 > -+ > e, Ve € {1, -+, K}.
Set the iteration indicator t = 0.
82.0 Set the sample indicator ¢ = 1.
S2.1 Ift =0, draw a sample 8** from the prior m(6)

If t # 0, draw a sample 6* from the previous population {Hﬁ)l}i]\il with weights w;_1 and

perturb this sample using a normal distribution, 6** ~ N (6*,%;_1).
S2.2 If w(6*) = 0, where 7(-) is the density function of the prior distribution, return to step
S52.1.
$2.3 Generate a dataset Y® from the model with parameters 6**.
$2.4 If [s1(Yops) — sk(YD)|> €y for some k, where sy (-) represents the kth summary statistic,
return to step S2.1.
S2.5 Set 0§i) = 0™, and compute the weight w,gi) for the parameter Hgi

Ift=0, wgi) ox 1.

I£ ¢ 0, w ocm(0f)) /0wy 10,7017, 5 1).
S2.6 Ifi < N, seti=1+ 1. Return to step S2.1.
83.0 Normalise the weights.
S3.1 Set ¥; = 2var{0§i),w§i) N

S3.2 Ift <T,sett=t+ 1. Return to step S2.0.

)Z

S1.3 Method details for simulation study

When we apply the ABC-PMC method to simulated data, we use the following values:
e T = 30 total iterations;
e prior distribution Unif(0,5) for all parameters.

The initial tolerance values € are estimated from the real trees Y,,s. For each summary statistic, the
corresponding tolerance value is calculated separately; here, we set them to be twice the standard deviation
of the summary statistic across the trees in the observed dataset. To maintain a reasonable acceptance
rate, subsequent tolerance values are a constant multiple (here we take e~%2) of the preceding values if the
acceptance rate is above a specified threshold (we take 0.03); otherwise, they are left unchanged.

For irreducible processes, considering the increase in the number of parameters, we use a wider acceptance
region in the first iteration, which allows us to obtain the required number of accepted samples in a reasonable
time. In the first iteration, if the summary statistics of the proposed sample stays within the region spanned
by the minimal and maximal values of statistics from the observed trees, it will be accepted.

When proposing parameters, it is possible that the proposed parameters generate a critical or subcritical
process, i.e., the growth rate w < 0. If this happens, we automatically reject the proposed parameters.

Likewise, it is possible that the proposed parameters generate a supercritical process, but one that is
only ‘slightly’ so, i.e., has a high probability of going extinct. If we generate a tree that becomes entirely
extinct before it reaches the desired number of leaves (50 in the default case), we discard it and generate
another tree. If this occurs for the first 25 times in a row for a set of proposed parameters, we reject those
parameters.
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S2 Sensitivity analysis

Here we investigate the sensitivity of the selected summary statistics to changes in the parameter values. We
use the default parameter values as the baseline, (A1, Aa, p1, 2, ¢12,¢21) = (3,1,2,0.5,0.5,0.25), and change
one parameter at a time. The range of the parameter values are taken from the prior, under the condition
that the MBT process is supercritical. For each parameter set, we generate 100 datasets (each containing
100 trees with 50 leaves each) and estimate the quantiles of the distribution for each summary statistic. The
results are shown in Figures S1-S8. Here, we see that each of the selected summary statistics are sensitive
to at least one of the parameters, with most being sensitive to all of them.

S3 Inference from one observed tree

For the analysis of the squamate phylogeny (Section 4 of the manuscript), we make some changes to the
method to account for the fact that there is only one observed tree.

Tolerance values With a single observed tree, the initial tolerance values can no longer be determined
by the variance of summary statistics in the observed dataset.

e For the first iteration, the tolerance level is constructed based on the observed data. We break the
large observed tree (with ~ 4000 tips) into several small subtrees with 20-50 leaves each, as illustrated
in Figure S9, and compute the corresponding summary statistics for each subtree. To explore the
parameter space efficiently, we use a simplified simulation process to approximate the underlying
model in order to reduce the computational cost of generating datasets for each proposed sample.
We select an arbitrary subtree among the observed subtrees. For each set of proposed parameters,
0 we grow a tree that has the same size as the selected subtree. If the summary statistics of the
simulated tree stays within the range spanned by the minimal and maximal values of the statistics in
the observed subtrees, the sample will be accepted.

e From the second iteration, we set the initial tolerance vector, €g, to be two times the standard deviation
of the corresponding summary statistics in the observed subtrees. This allows us to accept the required
number of samples in a reasonable timeframe.

e Starting from the fourth iteration, the tolerance values are calculated based on the previously accepted
samples. We use the weighted means in the accepted samples from the previous iteration as estimates
of the parameters. We then run 10 simulations with these values, and set the values in the tolerance
vector, €;, to be 40 times the standard deviation of the summary statistics from these simulated trees,
multiplied by a scaling factor that decreases by a constant multiple if the acceptance rate is above a
specified threshold, and is unchanged otherwise; we use e~%2 for the multiplying factor, and 0.03 for
the threshold value, as above. If the acceptance rate is above 0.03, we also re-simulate the trees.

nLTT statistic A single observed tree can give a highly variable nLTT curve. As a result, the nLTT
statistic, which is the area between the nLTT curves of the simulated and observed trees, has a high variance,
which makes it difficult to predetermine a reasonable tolerance value for the nLTT statistic. Therefore, at
the iterations where we consider the nLTT statistic (¢ > 20), we first reject or accept 2N samples based on
the other summary statistics, then select the IV samples out of the accepted 2N with the smallest nLTT
statistic.
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Figure S9: An example of breaking one large tree into several small trees. Numbers indicate the

number of leaves for each subtree. Subtrees with fewer than 20 leaves are discarded.

S4 Goodness-of-fit analysis for the squamate phylogeny

To assess if our inferred posterior parameters fit the observed squamate phylogeny, we sampled from the
estimated posterior and constructed posterior predictive distributions of the summary statistics. Since the
estimated posterior is not analytically tractable, we generated 100,000 samples from the kernel density
estimate of the final posteriors (after the 30th iteration) using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo run. We
discarded the first 1000 samples as burn-in, and further thinned the data by 10-fold. We then plotted the
posterior predictive distributions of the summary statistics from our samples. The results are shown in
Figure S10. We see that for most statistics, the observed values are not extreme for the posterior predictive
distribution, indicating a good fit. However, for the balance index and balance index in phase 1, the observed
values are significantly larger. This suggests that the MBT model does not completely accommodate the
imbalance in the observed tree.

S5 ABC SMC model selection

We perform model selection between a reducible and an irreducible model for the observed squamate phy-
logeny to investigate the existence of a viviparity-to-oviparity transition (i.e. the transition rate from phase
2 to phase 1). We use an ABC sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) model selection method | , ]
For comparison purposes, we assume both models start in phase 1.

For inference with a single observed tree, the tolerance values cannot be computed directly from the
observed dataset. Instead, the tolerance values for each summary statistic (from the fourth iteration) are
computed from simulations. Therefore, we use a slightly modified version of the ABC SMC model. To
determine the tolerance vector, we compute the tolerance vector under each model, €M, eM2. At iteration ¢,
we set the tolerance vector to be €, = aymax(e*, €M?), where ay is the scaling factor calculated based on the
acceptance rate. The rest of the algorithm follows the ABC SMC algorithm. In the algorithm, we propose
parameters from two models (here, the reducible and irreducible models), weighted by a prior distribution
that we set to be % for each model. For iterations beyond the first, the prior distribution for each model
is constructed as before, but only from the accepted samples from that model from the previous iteration.
The proportions of accepted samples that belong to either model then give us posterior probabilities for the
models.
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Figure S10: Posterior predictive distributions for each of the summary statistics. The blue dashed
line indicates the values of the observed statistics.
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S6 Supplementary Figures and Tables

Supplementary Figure S11. Trace plots of posterior means and credible intervals at each
iteration for the reducible case with equal death rates. The approximate posterior means for the
(a) phase-1 birth rate A; (blue), phase-2 birth rate As (orange), death rate p (green), and transition rate
from phase 1 to phase 2, ¢i2 (red); (b) growth rate w. Error bars represent the 50% credible intervals of
the approximate posterior distribution. Horizontal dashed lines indicate the true parameter values. Vertical
dotted lines indicate the iterations where the tolerance values were decreased.
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Supplementary Figure S12. The final posterior distributions for the reducible case with equal
death rates for one run of the ABC-PMC algorithm.
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Supplementary Figure S13. Trace plots of posterior means and credible intervals at each
iteration for the reducible case with arbitrary death rates. The approximate posterior means for
the (a) phase-1 birth rate A; (blue), phase-1 death rate p; (orange); (b) phase-2 birth rate Ay (blue),
phase-2 death rate ug (orange); (c) transition rate from phase 1 to phase 2, g12; (d) growth rate w. Error
bars represent the 50% credible intervals of the approximate posterior distribution. Horizontal dashed lines
indicate the true parameter values. Vertical dotted lines indicate the iterations where the tolerance values
were decreased.
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Supplementary Figure S14. The final posterior distributions for the reducible case with arbi-

trary death rates for one run of the ABC-PMC algorithm.
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Supplementary Figure S15. Trace plots of posterior means and credible intervals at each
iteration for the irreducible case. The approximate posterior means for the (a) phase-1 birth rate A,
(blue), phase-1 death rate u; (orange); (b) phase-2 birth rate Ay (blue), phase-2 death rate o (orange); (c)
transition rate from phase 1 to phase 2, gi2 (blue), transition rate from phase 2 to phase 1, g1 (orange);
(d) growth rate w. Error bars represent the 50% credible intervals of the approximate posterior distribution.
Horizontal dashed lines indicate the true parameter values. Vertical dotted lines indicate the iterations where
the tolerance values were decreased.
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Supplementary Figure S16. The final posterior distributions for the irreducible case for one
run of the ABC-PMC algorithm.
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Supplementary Figure S17. Parameter estimation for different tree sizes with 25 observed

trees.
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Supplementary Figure S18. Parameter estimation for different tree sizes with the total number
of leaves fixed at 5000.
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Supplementary Figure S19. Parameter inference error for ABC and ML methods for the
irreducible case, for the default parameters for 50 replicates. Each dataset has one tree with

5000 leaves.
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Supplementary Figure S20.Inferred vs true parameter values for ABC and ML methods for
the irreducible case, with varying parameters for 100 replicates. Each dataset has one tree

with 5000 leaves.
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Supplementary Figure S21. Trace plots of posterior means and credible intervals at each
iteration for the squamata data under the irreducible model where processes start in phase 2
The approximate posterior means for the (a) phase-1 birth rate A; (blue), phase-1 death rate p; (orange);
(b) phase-2 birth rate Ay (blue), phase-2 death rate po (orange); (c) transition rate from phase 1 to phase
2, q12 (blue), transition rate from phase 2 to phase 1, g2 (orange); (d) growth rate w.
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Supplementary Table S1. RRMSE for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, for the
default parameters for 50 replicates. Each dataset consists a single tree with 5000 leaves.

RRMSE [ A\ [ % [ yu [ 2 [ a2 [ a4 |
ABC 0.08 | 0.17 ] 0.16 | 0.59 | 0.15 | 0.16
ML 0.17 | 0.17 | 0.30 | 0.40 | 0.12 | 0.23

Supplementary Table S2. RRMSE for ABC and ML methods for the irreducible case, with
varying parameters for 100 replicates. Each dataset consists a single tree with 5000 leaves.

RRMSE [ M [ X2 [ ju [ po [ a2 [ 4 |
ABC 012 [ 0.11 | 0.44 | 0.41 | 0.15 | 0.21
ML 0.33 | 0.36 | 0.86 | 0.75 | 0.46 | 0.43
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