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1 INTRODUCTION 2

Abstract We study how correlations in the random fitness assignmemtafiiact the structure of
fitness landscapes. We consider three classes of fitnesdanaddee first is a continuous phenotype
space in which individuals are characterized by a large murb continuously varying traits such as
size, weight, color, or concentrations of gene productschvhiirectly affect fitness. The second is a
simple model that explicitly describes genotype-to-plgoe and phenotype-to-fitness maps allowing
for neutrality at both phenotype and fitness levels and tieguin a fithess landscape with tunable cor-
relation length. The third is a class of models in which gaittir combinations of alleles or values of
phenotypic characters are “incompatible” in the sensetti@tesulting genotypes or phenotypes have
reduced (or zero) fitness. This class of models can be viesiaganeralization of the canonical Bateson-
Dobzhansky-Muller model of speciation. We also demonstifat the discret& K model shares some
signature properties of models with high correlations. olighout the paper, our focus is on the perco-
lation threshold, on the number, size and structure of otiedeclusters, and on the number of viable
genotypes.
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1 Introduction

The notion of fithess landscapes, introduced by a theolatigdutionary biologist Sewall Wright in
1932 (see also Kauffman 1993; Gavrilets 2004), has proveerarly useful both in biology and well
outside of it. In the standard interpretation, a fithessdaage is a relationship between a set of genes (or
a set of quantitative characters) and a measure of fithegs\@bility, fertility, or mating success). In
Wright’s original formulation the set of genes (or quariiita characters) is the property of an individual.
However, the notion of fithess landscapes can be generdliztte level of a mating pair, or even a
population of individuals, (Gavrilets, 2004).

To date, most empirical information on fitness landscapdsdlogical applications has come from
studies of RNA (e.g., Schuster 1995; Huynen et al. 1996; d&w@nand Schuster 1998), proteins (e.g.,
Lipman and Wilbur 1991 ; Martinez etal. 1996; Rost 1997)us@s (e.gl, Burch and Chao 1999, 2004),
bacteria (e.g., Elena and Lenski 2003; Woods Et al. 12006), aatificial life (e.g.,. Lenski et al. 1999;
Wilke et alll2001). The three paradigmatic landscapes —eadggingle-peak, and flat — emphasizing
particular features of fithess landscapes have been the tdanost of the earlier theoretical work (re-
viewed in Kauffman 1993; Gavrilets 2004). These landscdyae® found numerous applications with
regards to the dynamics of adaptation (e.q.. Kauffman anthlE987; Kauffman 1993; Cir 2006b,a)
and neutral molecular evolution (e.g., Derrida and FHe@ifi1l).

More recently, it was realized that the dimensionality ofsinloiologically interesting fitness land-
scapes is enormous and that this huge dimensionality bsogse new properties which one does not
observe in low-dimensional landscapes (e.g. in two- oretitienensional geographic landscapes). In
particular, multidimensional landscapes are genericeligracterized by the existence of neutral and
nearly neutral networks (also referred to as holey fithesddeapes) that extend throughout the land-
scapes and that can dramatically affect the evolutionanauhjcs of the populations (Gavrilets, 1997;
Gavrilets and Gravner, 1997; Reidys etlal., 1997; Gavri#84] Reidys et al., 2001; Reidys and Stadler,
2001, 2002).
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An important property of fithess landscapes is their cotiglepattern. A common measure for the
strength of dependence is therrelation functionp measuring the correlation of fitnesses of pairs of
individual at a distance (e.g., Hammingfrom each other in the genotype (or phenotype) space:

p(d) = coviw(.),w(.)]q )

var(w)

(Eigen et al.| 1989). Here, the term in the numerator is th@rance of fithesses of two individuals
conditioned on them being at distanéeandvar(w) is the variance in fithess over the whole fithess
landscape. For uncorrelated landscapgd) = 0 for d > 0. In contrast, for highly correlated land-
scapesp(d) decreases with very slowly.

The aim of this paper is to extend our previous work (Gawitid Gravner, 1997) in a number of
directions paying special attention to the question of howetations in the random fitness assignment
may affect the structure of genotype and phenotype spaceshéresulting random fitness landscapes,
we shed some light on issues such as the number of viableygarsothumber of connected clusters of
viable genotypes and their size distribution, existencestiolds, and number of possible fithesses.

To this end, we introduce a variety of models, which could éldd into two essentially different
classes: those with local correlations, and those withajlobrrelations. As we will see, techniques used
to analyze these models, and answers we obtain, differfisignily. We use a mixture of analytical and
computational techniques; it is perhaps necessary to paotrthat these models are very far from trivial,
and one is quickly led to outstanding open problems in priiibatheory and computer science.

We start (in Section 2) by briefly reviewing some results fi@awvrilets and Gravner (1997). In Sec-
tion 3 we generalize these results for the case of a contswpbenotype space when individuals are
characterized by a large number of continuously varyinistisuch as size, weight, color, or the con-
centrations of some gene products. The latter interpogtatf the phenotype space may be particularly
relevant given the rise of proteomics and the growing isteregene regulatory networks.

The main idea behind our local correlations model studieSdation 4 is fithess assignmerdn-
formity. Namely, one randomly divides the genotype space into coems which are forced to have
the same phenotype; then, each different phenotype is émdiemtly assigned a random fitness. This
leads to a simple two-parameter model, in which one parandetermines the density of viable geno-
types, and the other the correlations between them. We #ngtighe probability of existence of a giant
cluster (which swallows a positive proportion of all vialglenotypes) is a non-monotone function of the
correlation parameter and identify the critical surfacevhich this probability jumps almost from 0 to
1. In Section 4 we also investigate the effects of interacbetween conformity structure and fitness
assignment.

Section 5 introduces our basic global correlation modes, ianwhich genotypes are eliminated due
to random pairwiséncompatibilitiesbetween alleles. This is equivalent to a random versios 20f
problem, which is the canonical constraint satisfactiosbfgm in computer science. In generakaT
problem involves a set of Boolean variables and their negatthat are strung together wittk sym-
bols into clauses The clausesare joined byaAND symbols into aformula A SAT problem asks one
to decide, whether the variables can be assigned valuewilhatake the formula true. An important
special casel-SAT, has the length of each clause fixedsatArguably, SAT is the most important class
of problems in complexity theory. In fact, the genesalT was the first known NP-complete problem
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and was established as such by S. Cook in 1971 (Cook 1971 doresiderable simplifications, such
as the3—-sAT (see Section 5.4), remain NP-complete, althoRgBAT (see Section 5.1) can be solved
efficiently by a simple algorithm. See e.g. Korte and Vyge@®O£? for a comprehensive presentation
of the theory. Difficulties in analyzing randosRT problems, in which formulas are chosen at random,
in many ways mirror their complexity classes, but even ram@de SAT presents significant challenges
(de la Vega, 2001; Bollobas et al., 1994). In our preseetpretation, the main reason for these difficul-
ties is that correlations are so high that the expected nuofbgable genotypes may be exponentially
large, while at the same time the probability that even oableigenotype exists is very low. In Section
5, we further illuminate this issue by showing that connéactible clusters must contain fairly large
sub-cubes, and that the number of such clusters is, in a phoeepretation, finite. The relevance to
both types of models for discrete and continuous phenotyaees is also discussed, with particular em-
phasis on the existence of viable phenotypes in the presé#meeompatibilities. Section 5 also contains
a brief review of the existing theory on higher order incofitphties.

In Section 6 we demonstrate how the disci¥t&8 model shares some signature properties of models
with high correlations. In Section 7 we summarize our rasatd discuss their biological relevance. The
proofs of our major results are relegated to Appendices A-E.

2 The basic case: binary hypercube and independent binary fitess

We begin with a brief review of the basic setup, from Gawsilebtd Gravner (1997) and Gavrilets (2004).
The binary hypercubeconsists of alln—long arrays of bits, oalleles that isG = {0,1}". This is our
genotype spacedsenotypes are linked by edges induced by bit-flips, ineitationsat a single locus, for
example, fom = 4, a sequence of mutations might look like

0000 <+ 1000 <+ 1001 <+ 1101 < 1100.

The (Hamming)istanced(z, y) between: € G andy € G is the number of coordinates in whiehand
y differ or, equivalently, the least number of mutations iheonnect: andy.

The fitnessof each genotype is denoted byw(x). We will describe several ways to prescribe the
fitnessw at random, according to some probability meas@imen the22" possible assignments. Then we
say that an event,, happenssymptotically almost surelia. a. s.) ifP(4,,) — 1 asn — co. Typically,

A, will capture some important property of (random) clustdrgenotypes.

We commonly assume that(z) € {0, 1} so thatz is either viable {(z) = 1) or inviable ((z) =
0). As a natural starting point, Gavrilets and Gravner (19€d0)sidered uncorrelated landscapes, in
which w(z) is chosen to be 1 with probability,, for eachz independently of others. We assume this
setup for the rest of this section and note that this is a staliied problem in mathematical literature,
although it presents considerable technical difficultied some issues are still not completely resolved.

Given a particular fitness assignment, viable genotypas ®isubset ofj, which is divided into
connecteccomponent®sr clusters For example, wittn = 4, if 0000 is viable, but its 4 neighbors)00,
0100, 0010, and0001 are not, then it is isolated in its own cluster.

Perhaps the most basic result determinestmnectivity thresholdToman, 1979): whep, > 1/2,
the set of all viable genotypes is connected a. a. s. By csintvehenp, < 1/2, the set of viable
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genotypes isiot connected a. a. s. This is easily understood, as the coninest is closely linked to
isolated genotypes, whose expected numbgtjig (1 — p,)". This expectation makes a transition from
exponentially large to exponentially small@t = 1/2. The eventz is isolated, = € G, are only
weakly correlated, which implies that whep < 1/2 there are exponentially many isolated genotypes
with high probability, while wherp,, > 1/2, a separate argument shows that the event that the set of
viable genotypes contains no isolated vertex but is not ecieal becomes very unlikely for large

This is perhaps the clearest instance of bl method a local property (no isolated genotypes) is
a. a. s. equivalent to a global one (connectivity).

Connectivity is clearly too much to ask for, as abovel/2 is not biologically realistic. Instead,
one should look for a weaker property which has a chance afrdog at smallp,,. Such a property is
percolation a. k. a. existence of thgiant componentFor this, we scale, = \,/n, for a constant\,,.
When )\, > 1, the set of viable genotypes percolates, that is, it a. argams a component of at least
c - n~12" genotypes, with all other components of at most polynoniiahj size. When\, < 1, the
largest component is a. a. s. of size. Here and below; andC are some constants. These are results
from|Bollobas et al.[(1994).

The local method that correctly identifies the percolattmeshold is a little more sophisticated than
the one for the connectivity threshold, and uses branchmogesses with Poisson offspring distribu-
tion — hence we introduce notation Poissgnfor a Poisson distribution with meax Viewed from,
say, genotypd ... 0, the binary hypercube locally approximates a tree witharmf degreen. Thus
viable genotypes approximate a branching process in whietyaode has the number of successors
distributed binomially with parameters— 1 andp, hence this random number has mean abguand
is approximately Poissoi(). When\, > 1, such a branching process survives forever with probgbilit
1 -9 >0, whered = §(\,), andd(N) is given by the implicit equation

§ =01, 2)

(e.g.,Athreya and Ney 1971). Large trees of viable genatypeated by the branching processes which
emanate from viable genotypes merge into a very large (tiannnected set. On the other hand, when
Ay < 1 the branching process dies out with probability 1.

The condition), > 1 for the existence of the giant component can be loosely tnras

1
Dy > —. (3)
n

This shows that the larger the dimensionatityf the genotype space, the smaller values of the proba-
bility of being viablep, will result in the existence of the giant component. See {Bdgrand Gravner
(1997); . Gavrilets| (1997, 2004); Skipper (2004); Pigliu¢2006) for discussions of biological signifi-
cance and implications of this important result.

3 Percolation in a continuous phenotype space

In this section we will assume that individuals are charéze byn continuous traits (such as size,
weight, color, or concentrations of particular gene prasjucTo be precise, we 162 = [0, 1] be the
phenotype space
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We begin with the extension of the notion of independentiiitgh The most straightforward ana-
logue of the discrete genotype space considered in thequ®gection involves Poisson point location
in P, obtained by generating a Poissdpn{andom variabléV, and then choosing poinis, ..., xy € P
uniformly at random. These will be interpretedpesaksof equal height in the fitness landscape. Another
parameter is a smatl > 0, which can be interpreted as measuring how harsh the eméonis: any
phenotype within- of one of the peaks is declared viable and any phenotype tbinwi of one of the
peaks is declared inviable. For simplicity, we will assumthin r” to mean that “every coordinate
differs by at most,” i.e., distance is measured in the-§imensional)/> norm|| - ||... Note that this
makes the set of viable genotypes correlated, albeit thgeeraficorrelations is limited tor-.

Our most basic question is whether a positive proportionafle phenotypes is connected together
into a giant cluster. Note that the probability that a random point irP is viable is equal to the
probability that there is a “peak” within from this point. Therefore,

Py =1 —exp [—\(2r)"] = \(2r)".

This is also the expected combined volume of viable phemstyp

We will consider peaks:; andz; to beneighborsif they share a viable phenotype, that is, if their
r-neighborhoods overlap, or equivalently,|fif; — x| < 2r. Two viable phenotypeg; andy, are
connectedf they are, respectively, withim of peaksz; andx,, andx; andx, are connected to each
other via a chain of neighboring peaks.

By the standard branching process comparison, the negassadition for the existence of a giant
cluster is that a “peak’t is connected to more than one other “peak” on the averagepeaks withirer
of the focal peak are connected to the latter. Therefore jsfthe expected number of peaks connected
to z, then
p=A-(4r)",

andu > 1 is necessary for percolation. As demonstrated by Penr@86)Xfor a different choice of
the norm, but the proof is the same), this condition becoméicient whenn is large. Note that the
expected numbex of peaks can be written as- (4r)~".

If » > 1 and fixed, then a. a. s. a positive proportion of all peakst {)aN peaks, where =
c(pn) > 0) are connected in one “giant” component, while the remgiriannected components are all
of sizeO(log N). On the other hand, jf < 1, all components are a. a. s. of si2élog V).

The conditiony, > 1 for the existence of the giant component of viable phenatyan be loosely

rewritten as .

Py > o (4)
This shows that viable phenotypes are likely to form a largenected cluster even when onevery
unlikely to hit one of them at random, if is even moderately large. The same conclusion and the same

threshold are valid if instead af-cubes we use-spheres of a constant radius.

The percolation threshold in the continuous phenotypeesgaen by inequality((4) is much smaller
than that in the discrete genotype space which is given yuméy (3). An intuitive reason for this is
that continuous space offers a viable point a much greagortymity to be connected to a large cluster.
Indeed, in the discrete genotype space therenaneighbors per each genotype. In contrast, in the
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continuous phenotype space, the ratio of the volume of taeesprhere neigboring peaks can be located
(which has radiugr) to the volume of the focab-cube (which has radius) is 2".

4 Percolation in a correlated landscape with phenotypic netality

The standard paradigm in biology is that the relationshifwben genotype and fitness is mediated
by phenotype (i.e., observable characteristics of indiig). Both the genotype-to-phenotype and
phenotype-to-fitness maps are typically not one-to-onere Hge formulate a simple model capturing
these properties which also results in a correlated fitraagistape. Below we will call mutations that do
not change phenotypsonformist These mutations represent a subsetaiftral mutations that do not
change fitness.

We propose the following two-step model. To begin tingt step we make eacpair of genotypes
x andy in a binary hypercub& independentlyconformistwith probability py(, ., whered(z,y) is
the Hamming distance betweenandy. We then declare: andy to belong to the sameonformist
clusterif they are linked by a chain of conformist pairs. This versif long-range percolation model
(cf., Berger 2004, Biskup 2004) divides the set of genotypésto conformist clusters. We postulate
that all genotypes in the same conformist cluster have the gghenotype. Therefore, genetic changes
represented by a change from one member of a conformistecltstanother (i.e., single or multiple
mutations) are phenotypically neutral.

In the second stepwe make each conformist cluster independently viable wittbability p, =
Ay/n. This generates a random set of viable genotypes, and weoaimadstigate when this set has a
large connected component.

For example, the “genotype” can be a linear RNA sequences Sdguence folds into a 2-dimensional
molecule which has a particular structure (or “shape”), emtesponds to our “phenotype.” Finally, the
molecule itself has a particular function, e.g., to bind &pacific part of the cell or to another molecule.
A measure of how well this can be accomplished is represdaytedir “fitness.”

The distribution of conformist clusters depends on the @bilties p;, p2, ps, ... which determine
how the conformity probability varies with distance. Here will study the case whep;, = p. >
0,p2 = p3 = ... = 0 (Haggstrom, 2001). It is then very convenient for the reatatical analysis that
a pairz andy can be conformist only when they are linked by an edge — thesefie can talk about
conformist edge®sr equivalentlyconformist mutations (Note however that it is possible that nearest
neighborsr andy are in the same conformist cluster even if the edge betwesn ik non-conformist.)

Figure 1 illustrates our 2-step procedure on a four-dinmraiexample.

We expect that a more general model withdeclining fast enough withis just a smeared version of
this basic one, and its properties are not likely to diffenirthose of the simpler model. We conjecture
that for our purposes, “fast enough” decrease should benexpial with a rate logarithmically increasing
in the dimensiom, e.g. for largek,

pr < exp(—a(logn)k),

for somea > 1. (This is expected to be so because in this case the expaateolen of neighbors of the
focal genotype is finite.)
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Figure 1: A four-dimensional example: start with the cybe(top left), create conformist clusters by
randomly eliminating each edge with probability- p. (top right), remove each conformist cluster with
probability 1 — p,, (bottom left, removed vertices are black) and finally coesicbnnected components
of the remaining vertices (bottom right, there is just onmponent in this case).

We observe that the first step of our procedure is an edgeomensithe percolation model discussed
in the second section, with a similar giant component ttemsi(Bollobas et al., 1992). Namely, let
P1 = pe = Ae/n. Then, ifA. > 1, there is a. a. s. one giant conformist cluster of &iz&", with all
others of size at most'n. In contrast, if\. < 1 all conformist clusters are of size at ma@st. Note that
the number of conformist clusters is always on the oPdeln fact, even the number of “non-conformist”
(i.e., isolated) clusters is a. a. s. asymptotie t0<2", asP(z is isolated = (1 — \./n)"™.

Denote byz «~ y (resp.z «~ y) the event that: andy are (resp. are not) in the same conformist
cluster. First, we note that the probabili}(z «~ y) that two genotypes belong to the same conformist
cluster depends on the Hamming distad¢e, y) between them, and gn. = A./n. In particular, we
show in Appendix A that, if\. < 1 andd(z,y) = k is fixed, then

klpf(1—O(n™?)) < P(x « y) < klpf(1+ O(n"'logn)). 5)

The dominant contributiok!p” is simply the expected number of conformist pathways betweandy
that are of shortest possible length.

It is also important to note that, for everye G, the probability P(x is viable) = p,, therefore it
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does not depend agn.. Moreover, forz,y € G,

P(x andy viable) — p?

= P(z andy viable, z «~ y) + P(x andy viable = «s ) — p?
= pP(z e~ y) +p; - P(x o y) — 1

= po(1 = py) Pz e~ y) 2 0.

Therefore, the correlation function (1) is

p(x,y) = P(z e~ y), (6)

which clearly increases with. and, thus, with\.. Therefore, this model has tunable positive correlations
controlled by the parametex,, whose value does not affect the expected number of vialletgees.
The correlation functiorp(z,y) decreases exponentially with distander,y) when A, < 1, and is
bounded below when, > 1. Nevertheless, as we will see below, we can effectively asal Imethods
for all values of)..

4.1 Threshold surface for percolation

Proceeding by the local branching process heuristics, asorethat a surviving node on the branching
tree can have two types of descendants: those that are ¢edrscconformist mutations and those that
are in different conformist clusters and thus indepengeritlble. Therefore the number of descendants
is approximately Poissoi{ + \,). This can only work wher\, < 1, as otherwise the correlations are

global.

If A\c > 1, we need to eliminate the entire conformist giant companehich is a. a. s. inviable.
Locally, we condition on the (supercritical) branching ges of the supposed descendant to die out.
Such conditioned process is a subcritical branching psyegth Poissori)\.¢) distribution of successors
(Athreya and Ney, 1971) wher@ = 4().) is given by the equatiori2). This gives the conformist
contribution, to which we add the independent Poi$agé) contribution.

To have a convenient summary of the conclusions above, &sthat. is fixed and le(\.) be the
smallest)\, which a. a. s. ensures the giant component, i.e.,

¢(X\e) = inf{), : a cluster of at leastn 12" viable genotypes exists a. a. s. for soeme 0}.

One would expect that fok, < (().) all components are a. a. s. of size at mOst. The asymptotic
critical curve is given by, = ((\¢), where

1 if A e [0,1],
(W= {%—)\ if A € [1,00). ")

Having only a heuristic proof of this, we resort to computienidations for confirmation. For this,
we indicate global connectivity with the evesatthat a genotype within distance 2®f. . 0 is connected
(through viable genotypes) to a genotype within distancé 2.o. 1. We make this choice because the



4 PERCOLATION IN A CORRELATED LANDSCAPE WITH PHENOTYPIC
NEUTRALITY 10

Figure 2: Simulated\™ (long dashes) and} (short dashes), and (solid) plotted against., for
n = 10,...,20, and models from Section 4.1 (left frame) and Section 4¢h{rirame). Lower bounds
increase withm, and upper bounds decrease, for this range. of

distance 2 is the smallest that works with asymptotic cefyaindeed, the genotypdés..0 and1...1
are likely to be inviable. Even the number of viable geno$ypéthin distance one of each of these is
only of constant order, so even in the percolation regimgthbability of connectivity between a viable
genotype within distance one 0f . . 0 and a viable one within distance onelaf. . 1 does not converge
to 1 but is of a nontrivial constant order. By contrast, thare about? vertices within distance 2 of
0...0 among which of orden are viable.

When\, > (()\.) the probability of the eventl should therefore be (exponentially) close to 1. On
the other hand, whei, < ¢(\.) the probability that a connected component within distéhoéeither
0...0o0r1...1extends for distance of the ordelis exponentially small. We further define the critical
curves

At = the smallest\, for which P(A) > 0.1,

MM — the largest\,, for which P(A) < 0.9.

We approximated\™ and A\ for n = 10,...,20 and ). = 0(0.1)2, with 1000 independent real-
izations of each choice of, )., and),. We used the linear cluster algorithm described in Seddewic
(1997). The results are depicted in Figure 1. Unfortunatiyulations above =~ 20 are not feasible.
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From Figure 2 we observe that:

e Even for lown, both critical curves approximate well the overall shapehef theoretical limit
curve(.

e A and \M get closer faster than they converge(toConsequently, one can expect titA)
makes a very sharp jump from near O to near 1 even for moderate

e For)\, < 1, \7" tends to be above the limit curve. This is not really surpgsas the local argument
always gives an upper bound on the probabiftyA) of eventA. Further, the approximation of
Al deteriorates neaX. = 2, which stems from the possibility of survival of the gianhgoonent
in this regime.

What is clear from the heuristics and simulations is thaf@mnist mutations, and thus correlations,
significantly affect the probability of long range conneityi in the genotype space. The effect is not
monotone: the most advantageous choice is when the carreladre at the point of phase transition
between between local and global.

To intuitively understand why percolation occurs the estsigith A\, ~ 1, it helps to think of the
model as a branching process on clusters rather than onypesotFor a genotype on a viable cluster,
there is a number of neighboring clusters and each of thegiabte with probabilityp,. If A\, < 1,
then the probability that any two of the neighboring genesypre in the same clusterdél), so there
are asymptotically exacthy clusters neighboring the present cluster. Consequeh#yp¥erall number
of descendants will be greater if the size of these clustegsaater on average; which is exactly what
happens a3 increases towards 1. X. > 1, then there is a positive proportion of the neighboring
genotypes that are in the giant cluster. This giant clustikely to be inviable, so the parameter must
be greater to compensate for its loss.

4.2 Correlations between conformity and viability

In the previous model, the viability probability, was independent of the conformity structure. Mainly
to investigate the robustness of our conclusions, we censigimple generalization in which there are
either positive or negative correlations between conftyriamd fithess. While more sophisticated models
are possible, the one below is chosen for its amenabilitgltgively simple analysis.

Assume now that conformist clusters are formed as befag (iith edges being conformist with
probability p. = A./n), are still independently viable, but now the probabilitiytieeir viability de-
pends on their size. We will consider the simple case whersalated genotype (one might call it
non-conformistis viable with probabilitypy = Ag/n, while a conformist cluster of size larger than 1 is
viable with probabilityp; = Ay /n.

In this case

. 1
P(x is viable) = (1 = pe)"po + (1 = (1 = pe)")p1 ~ — (e‘*ff)\o +(1 - e‘&))\l) .
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Moreover, by a similar calculation as before,
P(x andy viable) — P(z viable)?
= p1(1 — p1)P(z & y) + P(x non-conformisfpe(po — p1)* - Lid(w.y)=13-

Here, the last factor is the indicator of the §ét,y), d(x,y) = 1}, which equaldl if d(x,y) = 1 and0
otherwise. Therefore, fat(x,y) > 2, the correlation functiori (1) is

A1
e e Xg+ (1 —e e

p(,y) ~ )AIP(w s ),

which is smaller than before if; < \g. However, it has the same asymptotic properties uniess 0.

Assume firstthah, < 1. The local analysis now leads toraulti-typebranching process (Athreya and Ney,
1971) with three types: NC (non-conformist node), Cl (nsolated node independently viable, so no
conformist edge is accounted for), and CC (non-isolatee mible by conformity, so a conformist edge
is accounted for).

Note first that a genotype is non-conformist with probapiiboute=*<. Hence a node of any of
the three types creates a Poisson( \;) number of type NC descendants, and a Poigdone <) \;)
number of type Cl descendants. In addition, the type CI eseatPoisson;), conditioned on being
nonzero, number of descendants of type CC and type CC cra&tessonf.) number of descendants
of type CC. Thus the matrix of expectations, in which il entry is the expectation of the number of
type j descendants from typeis

G_Ae)\o (1 — e_>‘€) Al 0
M= ey (I—e ) A AJ(1—e ™)
G_Ae)\o (1 — e_>‘€) A1 Ae

When), > 1, A\, needs to be replaced by¢, and\; by A1, whered = §()\.) is given by [(2).

It follows from the theory of multi-type branching procesgéthreya and Ney, 1971) that the critical
surface for survival of a multi-type branching process i@gibydet(M — 1) = 0.

The simplest case is when only non-conformist genotypes lpeayiable, i.e.,A\; = 0. In this
case the critical surface is given Bye ¢ = 1 (Pitman, unpub.). Not surprisingly, the critica} to
achieve global connectivity strictly increases with which is the result of negative correlations between
conformity and viability.

The other extreme is when non-conformist genotypes arabiwji.e. A\ = 0. As an easy compu-
tation demonstrates, the critical curve is now givemby= ((\.), where

71;% if A 6 07 1 9
(= {as Trelol ®)
PVES W ) if Ae [1, OO)

Note that{(\) — oo asA — 0. We carried out exactly the same simulations as before. eThes
also featured in Figure 2 (right frame), and again confirmlocal heuristics. We conclude that positive
correlations between viability and conformity tend to léa@ V-shaped critical curve, whose sharpness
at critical conformity A, = 1 increases with the size of correlations. In short, thenretations help
more if viability probability increases with size of confoist clusters.
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5 Percolation in incompatibility models

In the model considered in the previous section correlatrapidly decreased with distance. This prop-
erty made local analysis possible. The models we introdoeeare fundamentally different in the sense
that correlations are so high that the local method givesomgvanswer.

In the previous sections, in constructing fitness landscape were assigning fitness to individ-
ual genotypes or phenotypes. Here, we make certain assuma@bout “fitness” of particular com-
binations of alleles or the values of phenotypic charact&gecifically, we will assume that some of
these combinations are “incompatible” in the sense thatdkelting genotypes or phenotypes have re-
duced (or zero) fitness (Oir, 1995; Orr and Qrr, 1996; Gawril2004). The resulting models can be
viewed as a generalization of the Bateson-Dobzhanskyaviutiodel (Otr; 1995; Orr and Orr, 1996;
Orr,11997; Orr and Turelll, 2001; Gavrilets and HastingQ&;9Gavrilets, 1997; Gavrilets and Gravner,
1997; Gavrilets, 2003, 2004; Coyne and Orr, 2004) whichesgmts a canonical model of speciation.

5.1 Diallelic loci

We begin by assuming that viability of a genotype is deteediby a sef” of pairwise incompatibilities.
Fis thus a subset of - () pairs(u;,v;), wherel < i < j < nandu,v € {0,1}. In this nonstandard
notation,(01,02) € F, for example, means that allélet locusl and alleled at locus2 are incompatible.
In general, if(u;,v;) € F, all genotypes with: in position: andv in position; are inviable. A genotype
x is then inviable if and only if there exigtand j, with i < j, so thatu andv are, respectively, the
alleles ofz at locii andj, and(u;,v;) € F. For example, iff; = {(01,02), (12,03), (11,12)}, viable
genotypes may hav@l 1, 100, and101 as their first three alleles. Fé% = F; U {(01, 13),(11,02)}, no
viable genotype remains.

Incompatibility (01, 02) is equivalent to two implications); — 15 and0; — 1; or to the single
OR statement; OR 15. In this interpretation, the problem of whether, for a gilishof incompatibilities
F, there is a viable genotype is known as thesAT problem (Korte and Vygen, 2005). The associated
digraph D is a graph or2n verticesz;, i = 1,...n, z = 0,1, with oriented edges determined by the
implications. A well-known theorem (Korte and Vygen, 2088tes that a viable genotype existsiff
contains no oriented cycle frof to 1, and back td); for anyi = 1,...n in Dr. For example, for the
incompatibilitiesF;, as above, one such cyclelis — 15 — 13 — 17 — 15 — 04.

Now assume that each possible incompatibility is adjoiefl &t random, independently with prob-
ability
. C
p= mn
(We use the generic notatignfor a probability parameter in all our models, even thoughrihture of
probabilistic assignments differs from model to model.)

Existence of viable genotypes. Let N be the number of viable genotypes. Then

e if c>1,thena.a.sN = 0.

e if c< 1,thena.a.sN > 0.
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This result first appeared in the computer science litegatuthe 90’s (see de la Vega 2001 for a review),
and it is an extension of the celebrated Erdds-Rényi nangi@ph results (Bollobas, 2001; Janson et al.,
2000) to the oriented case.

Note that the expectatioR(N) = 2™(1 — p)(g) ~ 2"e~"/* which grows exponentially whenever
c < 4log 2 =~ 2.77. Neglecting correlations would therefore suggest a wrbngshold forv > 0. The
local method (e.g., used lin_ Gavrilets 2004, Chapter 6) is éaher off, as it suggests an a. a. s. giant
component whep < (1 — ¢)log n/n for anye > 0.

The number of viable genotypes. Assume that < 1. Sophisticated, but not mathematically
rigorous methods based oeplica symmetryMonasson and Zecchina, 1997; Biroli et al., 2000) from
statistical physics suggest that,7as—+ oo, limn~!log N varies almost linearly betwedng 2 ~ 0.69
(for smalle, when, as we prove below, this limitisg 2 + O(c)) and about).38 (for ¢ close tol). One
can however prove that~! log IV is for largen sharply concentrated around its mean (de la Mega, 2001).

Upper and lower bounds aN can also be obtained rigorously. For exampleXifs a number of in-
compatibilities which involvelisjoint pairs of loci (i.e., those for which every locus is represdrdat most
once among the incompatibilities), th&h < exp(n log 2+ X log(3/4)), as each of th& incompatibil-
ities reduces the number of viable genotypes by the fagtér If we imagine adding incompatibilities
one by one at random until there are abaubf them, then after we haveincompatibilities on disjoint
pairs of loci the waiting time (measured by the number of mpatibilities added) for a new disjoint

one is geometric with expectatidj) /(">*). Therefore,X is a. a. s. at leaskn, whereK solves the

approximate equation
Kn
n 1
D |~ ens
<2> <k:o( ) ))

Kn
1
/ =k~ S
o (n—2k)?2 n

which reduces td{ = ¢/(1 + 2¢). This implies that the upper bound @hcan be defined as

or

c
1+ 2¢c

log 2 + log 3. (9)

1 1
lim sup - log N < T2
A lower bound is even easier to obtain. Namely, the prolghitiat a fixed location (i.e., locus)
does not appear ifi is (1—p)*(™~1) — ¢=2¢ and then itis easy to see that the number of loci represented
in I is asymptotically(1 — e~2)n. As the other loci are neutral (in the sense that changirig dlieles
does not affect fitness), ! log IV is asymptotically at least—2¢ log 2. Clearly, this gives a lower bound
on the exponential size of any cluster of viable genotypes.

If this was an accurate bound, it would imply that the spacgeufotypes is rather simple, in that
almost all its entropy would come from neutral loci. The Apgix B presents two arguments which will
demonstrate that this is not the case. The derivations #rersomewhat technical, but do provide more
insight into random pair incompatibilities.

The structure of clusters. The derivations in Appendix B show that every viable genetyp
connected through mutation to a fairly substantial viabile-sube. In this sub-cube, alleles on at most
a proportionr,(c) < 1 of loci are fixed (to 0 or 1) while the remaining proportion- r,(c) could be
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Figure 3: Simulated number of clusters, vsfor n = 20. The proportion (out of 1000) of trials with
exactly one, exactly two, and at least three clusters idqulatespectively witht's, x’s andx’s. The
solid curve is\/(1 — c¢)e“.

varied without effect on fitness. Note from Figure 4 in the Apgix B thatl — r,(c) > 0.3 for all ¢,
and that such a phenomenon is extremely unlikely on unate@llandscapes. Note also that,det 1,
N > 2(=ru(e)n g 3. s. and so the lower bound dhcan be written as

1
lim inf - log N > (1 —1ry(c)) log 2. (10)

The number of clusters. The natural next question concerns the number of clugtevbenc < 1.
This again has quite a surprising answer, unparallelednidsieapes with rapidly decaying correlations.
Namely, R is stochastically boundedhat is, for every > 0 there exists am = z(¢) such thatP(R < z
for all n) > 1 — e. As there is some confusion in the literature as to whethisreven possible to get
more than one cluster (Biroli etlal., 2000), Appendix C présea sketch of the results which will appear
in Pitman (unpub.). There we also show that the limiting piwlity of a unique cluster ig/(1 — c)ec.

Asymptotically, a unique cluster has a better than evenagahoccurring for below about.9, and
is verylikely to occur for smalk, though of course not a. a. s. so. To confirm, we have done aiiong
for n = 20 andec = 0.01(0.01)1 (again 1000 trials in each case) and got distribution oftehssdepicted
in Figure 3. The results suggest that the convergence ttrgndistribution is rather slow for close to
1, and that the likelihood of a unique cluster increasesdwarl.

To summarize, in the presence of random pairwise incomptgig, the set of viable genotypes is,
when nonempty, divided into a stochastically bounded nurobeonnected clusters, where a unique
cluster is usually the most likely possibility. These clustare all of exponentially large size (with
bounds given by equatiohs 9 gnd 10), in fact they all contalinaibes of dimension at legst—r,,(c))n.
However, the proportion of viable genotypes among@aljenotypes is exponentially small, by equation

@.
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5.2 Multiallelic loci

Here we assume that at each locus there caa pe 2) alleles (cf., Reidys 2006). In this case, the
genotype space is the generalized hypereupe {0, ...,a—1}". Fora = 3 this could be interpreted as
the genotype space of diploid organisms withoisttranseffects (Gavrilets and Gravner, 199¢)= 4
corresponds to DNA sequences, and= 20 corresponds to proteins. Much larger valuesaatan
correspond to a number of alleles at a protein coding locdsawill see later that there is not much
difference between this model and a natural continuousespeaciel.

We will assume that each pair of alleles, out of total numkﬁeﬁ(ﬁg) is independently incompatible
with probability
C
=5
The main question we are interested in here is for which gadfie viable genotypes exist a. a. s.

Clearly, if V is the number of viable phenotypes, then the expectation
E(N)=a"(1- p)(g) ~ exp(nloga — ten),

and so there are a. a. s. no viable phenotypes when4log a. On the other hand, clearly there are
viable genotypes (with all positions filled by 0’'s and 1's)ev < 1. It turns out that the first of these
trivial bounds is much closer to the critical value wheis large. Before we proceed, however, we state
a sharp threshold result fram Molloy (2003): there existarecfiony = v(n, a) so that for every > 0,

e if c >~y +e thena.a. sN =0.

o if c<y—e¢ thena.a. sN > 0.

In words, for a fixeds, the probability of the event that > 1 transitions sharply from large to small as
np varies. As it is not proved thdim,, ., v(n, a) exists, it is in principle possible that the place of this
sharp transition fluctuates asncreases (although it must of course remain withint log al).

Our main result in this section is
v =4loga—o(1), asa — oo. (11)

This somewhat surprising result in proven in Appendix D by second moment method, as developed
inl/Achlioptas and Moore (2004) and Achlioptas and Reres4200

5.3 Continuous phenotype spaces

Here we extend the model of pair incompatibilities for theecaf continuous phenotypic spaeeAgain,

we have a smalt > 0 as a parameter. For each(éfj), i < j, we consider independent Poisson point
locationIT;; in the unit squarg0, 1] x [0, 1], of rate A = ¢/(2n). (Equivalently, choose Poissor)(
number of points uniformly at random {f, 1] x [0, 1].) Then we declare € P inviable if there exist

i < j so that(a;,a;) is within r of II;;. Again, we use the two-dimension&t® norm for distance.
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Our procedure can be visualized as throwing a random nunfhier 6 2)-dimensional square tubes of
inviable phenotypes into the phenotype space.

Our main result here is that the existence threshold is oortterc ~ — log r /r2. Namely, we prove
in the Appendix E that there exists a constaht- 0 so that for small enough,

o if ¢ >471%" thena.a.sN = 0.

o if c < 71%87=C thena.a.sN > 0.

r2

5.4 Complex incompatibilities

Here we assume that incompatibilities invol¥e (> 2) diallelic loci (Orr and Orr, 1996, Gavrilets,
2004). The guestion whether a viable combination of genést exthen equivalent to thé&(—sSAT
problem ((Korte and Vygen, 2005). Even far = 3, this is an NP-complete problem (Korte and Vygen,
2005), so there is no known polynomial algorithm to answer question. The random case, which we
now describe, is also much harder to analyze thar2#8nT one. LetF’ be a random set to which any
of the2% () incompatibilities belong independently with probability

K c
P=35r k-1

Herec = ¢(K) is a constant, and the above form has been chosen to makertieenof incompati-
bilities in F' asymptoticallycn. (Note also the agreement with the definitionpoin Section 5.1 when
K = 2)) For a fixedK, it has been proved (Friedgut, 1999) that the probabiligt thable genotype
exists jumps sharply from 0 to 1 asvaries. However, the location of the jump has not been préved
converge as — oo. Instead, a lot of effort has been invested in obtaining domehds. For example
(Achlioptas and Peres, 2004), féf = 3, ¢ < 3.42 implies a. a. s. existence of viable genotype, while
¢ > 4.51 implies a. a. s. nonexistence (while the sharp constantiim&ted to be about.48, see e.g.
Biroli et all|2000). ForK = 4 the best current bounds aré1 and10.23. For largeK, the transition
occurs at = 25 1og2 — O(K) (Achlioptas and Peres, 2004).

Techniques from statistical physics (Biroli et al., 2000psgly suggest that, fak” > 3, there is an-
other phase transition, which féf = 3 occurs at about = 3.96. For smaller, the viable genotypes are
conjectured to be contained irsanglecluster. For largee, the space of viable genotypes (if nonempty)
is divided into exponentially many connected clusters.

Perhaps more relevant to genetic incompatibilities is tlewing mixedmodel (commonly known
as(2 + p)-SAT), Monasson and Zecchina 1997). Assume that every 2-inctiloiljtg is present with
probability co /(2n), while every 3-incompatibility is present with probalyiliscz /(4n?). The normal-
izations are chosen so that the numbers of the two types offripatibilities are asymptotically,n and
c3n, respectively.

If co (resp. c3) is very small, then the respective incompatibility seeefé a very small propor-
tion of loci, thereforecs (resp. c¢3) determines whether a viable genotype is likely to existtudn
itively, one also expects that 2-incompatibilities shob more important than 3-incompatibilities as
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one of the former type excludes more genotypes than one dattez type. A careful analysis con-
firms this. First observe that > 1 implies a. a. s. non-existence of a viable genotype. Theriserp
(Monasson and Zecchina, 1997; Achlioptas et al., 2001)dsiftcs is small enoughges < 1 implies

a. a. s. existence of viable genotypes, so the 3-incomfiti¢ibido not change the threshold. This is estab-
lished in.Monasson and Zecchina (1997) by a physics argufoent < 0.703, while|Achlioptas et &l.
(2001) gives a rigorous argument fay < 2/3. Therefore, even if their numbers are on the same scale,
if the more complex incompatibilities are rare enough comgdo the pairwise ones, their contribution
to the structure of the space of viable genotypes is not gaken

6 Notes on neutral clusters in the discretdNK model

The model considered here is a special case of the disadtikemodel (Kauffman, 1993), introduced
in[Newman and Engelhardt (1998). This model featurelallelic loci each of which interacts witk’
other loci. To have a concrete example, assume that thereeareanged on a circle, so that- 1 = 1,

n + 1 = 2, etc., and let the interactiameighborhoodof the i'th locus consist of itself ands loci to its
righti+1,...,i+ K. For agiven genotype € G = {0, 1}", the neighborhood configuration of thith
locus is then given byV;(z) = (i, zit1,- .-, zivx) € {0,115+ To each locus and to each possible
configuration in its neighborhood we independently assidnnary fitness contibution. To be more
precise, we choose th&+1n numbersy;(y),i = 1,...,n andy € {0,1}**1, to be independently 0 or
1 with equal probability, and interpret(y) as the fitness contribution of locasvhen its neighborhood
configuration igy. The fitness of a genotypeis then the sum of contributions from each locus:

n

w(z) = 3 vi(Ni(@)).

i=1

InKauffman (1993), the valuag were taken from a continuous distribution. In Newman andeftmeyrdt
(1998), these values were integers in the rajigé’ — 1] so that our model is a special caBe= 2.
Neutral clustersare connected components of same fitness.

The K = 0 case is easy but nevertheless illustrative. Namely, a foantat locus: will not change
fitness iffv;(0) = v;(1); let D be the number of such loci. Thén ~ n/2 a. a. s., the number of different
fitnesses is — D, each neutral cluster is a sub-cube of dimendigrand there are exactB~ neutral
clusters.

The next simplest situation is whedti = 1. Let D; be the number of loci for which v; is constant.
ThenD; ~ n/8 a. a. s., and each neutral cluster contains a sub-cube ohgiom®);. Moreover, letD,
be the number of logifor whichv; (00) = v;(01) # v;(10) = v;(11). Note that any genotypes that differ
at such locus must belong to a different neutral cluster, and so the nurabdifferent neutral clusters
is at leas2”2. Thus there are exponentially many of them, as again- n/8 a. a. s. This division of
genotype space into exponentially many clusters of exg@iesize persists for ever, although the
distribution of numbers and sizes of these clusters is ndtumelerstood (see Newman and Engelhardt
1998 for simulations fon = 20).

Finally, we mention that the question of whether a genotyjitl the maximal possible fithess
exists for a giverk is in many way related to issues in incompatibilities mod€lkoi et al.| 2005).
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7 Discussion

In this section we summarize our major findings and proviedr thiological interpretation.

The previous work on neutral and nearly neutral networks uftidimensional fithess landscapes
has concentrated exclusively on genotype spaces in whighiedividual (or a group of individuals) is
characterized by a discrete set of genes. However manyésatfibiological organisms that are actually
observable and/or measurable are described by continuearsing variables such as size, weight, color,
or concentration. A question of particular biological n&st is whether (nearly) neutral networks are as
prominent in a continuous phenotype space as they are indtrete genotype space. Our results provide
an affirmative answer to this question. Specifically, we hstvewn that in a simple model of random
fitness assignment, viable phenotypes are likely to fornrgelaonnected cluster even if their overall
frequency is very low provided the dimensionality of the pbitype spacey, is sufficiently large. In fact,
the percolation threshold for the probability of being Vébcales withn as1/2™ and, thus, decreases
much faster than /n which is characteristic of the analogous discrete genospaee model.

Earlier work on nearly neutral networks has been limitedotosideration of the relationship between
genotype and fitness. Any phenotypic properties that ysuaidiate this relationship in real biological
organisms have been neglected. In Section 4, we proposedeamodel in which phenotype is intro-
duced explicitly. In our model, the relationships both betw genotype and phenotype and between
phenotype and fithess are of many-to-one type, so that tiguisapresent at both the phenotype and
fitness levels. Moreover, this model results in a correldi@éss landscape in which the correlation
function can be found explicitly. We studied the effects loépotypic neutrality and correlation between
fithesses on the percolation threshold and showed that tlseconducive conditions for the formation
of the giant component is when the correlations are at thet miphase transition between local and
global. To explore the robustness of our conclusions, we tbek at a simplistic but mathematically
illuminating model in which there is a correlation betweemformity (i.e., phenotypic neutrality) and
fitness. The model has supported our conclusions.

Section 5, we studied a number of models that have been hegeaoposed and explored within the
context of studying speciation. In these models, fithesssgyaed to particular gene/trait combinations
and the fitness of the whole organisms depends on the preseabsence of incompatible combinations
of genes or traits. In these models, the correlations ofd#eg are so high that local methods lead to
wrong conclusions. First, we established the connectidwden these models arfd-SAT problems,
prominent in computer science. Then we analyzed the conditior the existence of viable genotypes,
their number, as well as the structure and the number ofeskustf viable genotypes. These questions
have not been studied previously. Among other things we sHdiat the number of clusters is stochasti-
cally bounded and each cluster contains a very large sub-duie majority of our results are for the case
of pairwise incompatibilities between diallelic loci, bae also looked at multiple alleles and complex
incompatibilities. Moreover, we generalized some of ogutes to continuous phenotype spaces.

At the end, we provided some additional results on the sizmfaer and structure of neutral clusters
in the discreteV K model.

Some more general lessons of our work are that

e Correlations may help or hinder connectivity in fithess kEgapes. Even when correlations are
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positive and tunable by a single parameter, it may be adgeats (for higher connectivity) to
increase them only to a limited extent.

e Averages (i.e., expected values) can easily lead to wronggsions, especially when correlations
are strong. Nevertheless, they may still be useful with f#iyccnoice of relevant statistics.

e \ery high correlations may fundamentally change the stineodf connected clusters. For example,
clusters may look locally more like cubes than trees and thenber may be reduced dramatically.

e Necessary analytical techniques may be unexpected aredsguhisticated; for example, they may
require detailed understanding of random graphs, spissgieachinery, or decision algorithms.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Proof of equation (3).

To prove equation (5), we assume that< 1 and show that for a fixed& (which does not grow with
n), the event that andy at distance: are in the same conformist cluster is most likely to occuibee

r andy are connected via the shortest possible path. Indeed, théndot termk!p” is the expected
number of conformist pathways betweenand y that are of shortest possible length This easily
follows from the observation that on a shortest path ther@ispportunity to backtrack; each mutation
must be toward the other genotype. We can assumertisathe all O’'s genotype ang is the genotype
with 1's in the firstk positions and O's elsewhere. There at@rders in which the 1's can be added.

To obtain the lower bound we use inclusion-exclusion on tlaability thatz «~ y through a
shortest path. Lef; = Z;(x, y) be the set of all paths of lengttbetween: andy. Then

P(zewy) > Y P(A)— > P(AaNAp)

a€Ty aF#BELy

where A, is the event that a particular pathconsists entirely of conformist edges. Notice that two
distinct paths of the same length differ by at least two edgjass, we get the following upper bound

D P(Aq N Ag) < (kK)2pEF?,
aiﬁ

and the lower bound in (5) follows.

The upper bound is a little more difficult to obtain (it is ortigre that we use. < 1) and we
need some notation. Each genotype can be identified withethef 4’s that it contains, so for any two
genotypes: andv we letu A v denote the set of loci on which they differ. Notice thatif\ v is even
(resp. odd) then every path betweeandwv is of even (resp. odd) length because each mutation which
alters the allele at a locus notin/A v must later be compensated for.

To estimate the expected number of conformist pathways, Waeed to bound the number of paths
of lengthl betweenz andy. This is given by
k!( : >m!nm where m= %
m 2
We show this via the methods|of Bollobas etlal. (1992). THatgio an estimate for the number of cycles
of a given length through a fixed vertex of the cube.

Given a path, say = vy, v1, ..., v, = y, betweenr andy, let us associate the sequerieg, . . . , i;)
where
) +1 if v, =v;_1 Ui,
A v = . and J— o J J
v & i1 = i} K { -1 ity =vi\ {i}
j = 1,...,1. Since distinct paths will have distinct sequences we camthdhe number of paths by
finding an upper bound for the number of sequences.

Note that there must be + k positive entries, which occur 41", ) = (/') possible locations. The
absolute values of: of these entries are chosen freely fréi ..., n}, while the remaining: must be
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the integerd., ..., k. There aren™k! ways to do this. We are free to order thenegative entries and
the bound follows.

We now assume thal(z, y) is even and relabel(x,y) = 2k. We omit the similar calculation for
odd distances. Define= —3k/(2log A\.) andt = |blogn]. Then the expected number of conformist
paths between andy can be expressed as

PRI LD IS Y DI

I>k+1 Iy k+1<I<t Iy 1>t T
2 =k 21, 21
— )
< () e
k+1<i<t >t
D )R- CRIC I P
k+1<I<t =
< (2k)!pzk Z (2b/\ep310gn)l_k_|_O(/\gb10gn)
I>k+1

= k(Zk)!pgkO(pe logn) + O(nzmog)‘e)
= k(2k)p**O (n_l logn) .

Appendix B. Cluster structure under random pair incompatibilities.

Here we show that, under random pairwise incompatibilitreslel introduced in Section 5.1, connected
clusters include large subcubes. The basic idea comes forfkBad and Dubais (1999). A configura-
tiona € {0,1,%}" is a way to specify a sub-cube 6f if «'s are thought of as places which could be
filled by either a 0 or a 1. The number of neis-is thelengthof . Call a animplicantif the entire
sub-cube specified hyis viable.

We present two arguments, beginning with the one which woektker for smalk. Let the auxiliary
random variableX be the number of pairs of lo¢i, j), i < j, for which:

(E1) There is exactly one incompatibility involving allsleni andj.

(E2) There is no incompatibility involving an allele on edthi or j, and an allele o ¢ {i,;}.

Assume, without loss of generality, that the incompatipivhich satisfies (E1) i$l;,1;). Then fitness
of all genotypes which have any of the allele assignmeytts 0;1; and1,0;, and agree on other loci, is
the same. Note also that all pairs of loci which satisfy (BiJ é£2) must be disjoint. Therefore,afis
any viable genotype, its cluster contains an implicant withnumber of’s at leastX plus the number
of free loci. To determine the size &f, note that the expectation

B(X) = (Z) 4p(1 —p)*(1 = p)*"=2) ~ ce™n
and furthermore, by an equally easy computation,

E(X?) ~ BE(X)* = O(n),
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sothatX ~ ce%“n a. a. s. It follows that every cluster contains a. a. s. at teag (e 2¢+ce~4¢) log 2 —
€)n), viable genotypes, for any> 0.

The second argument is a refinement of the one_in Boufkhad abdiB (1999) and only works
better for larger. Call an implicant a prime implicant (PI)if at any locusi, replacement of eithel; or
1; by x; results in a non-implicant. Moreover, we calthe least prime implicant (LPI)f it is a PI, and
the following two conditions are satisfied. First, if all tk's are changed to 0’s, then no change from
to 0; results in a viable genotype. Second, no changeto 1;x;, wherei < j, results in an indicator.

Now, every viable genotype must have an LPI in its cluster.sde this, assume we have a Pl for
which the first condition is not satisfied. Make the indicatednge, then replace some 0's and 1's<gy
until you get a prime indicator. If the second condition islated, make the resulting switch, then again
make some replacement kg until you arrive at a Pl. Either of these two operations swwithin the
same cluster, and keeps the number of 1’s nonincreasinghairgpbsitions more to the left. Therefore,
the procedure must at some point end, resulting in an LPldrséime cluster.

For a sub-cube to be an LPI, the following conditions need to be satisfied:

(11) Every nonx has to be compatible with every other nerand with both 0 and 1 on each of tkis.
(12) Any of the four 0,1 combinations on any pair-66§ must be compatible.

(LPI1) Pick ani with allele 1, that is, d;. Then0; must be incompatible with at least one naner at
least one 0 on &. Furthermore, if); has an incompatibility with a 0 onsato its left, it has to have
another incompatibility, either with a non-or witha 0 or a 1 on a.

(LPI2) Pick a0,. Thenl; must be incompatible with a non-ora0oralon a.

The first two conditions make an implicant, and the last two an LPI. Note also that thesditions are
independent.

Let now X be the number of LPI of lengthn. We will identify a functionLs = L4(r, ¢) such that
1
—log E(X) < Ly.
n

Let
Ly = L1(B,p,2) = 2(Blogp + (1 — B)log(1 — p) — Blog B — (1 — ) log(1 — B)).

This is the exponential rate for the probability thatinBernoulli trials with success probabilitythere
are exactlysn successes, i.e., this probabilityasexp(Lin). Further, ifx,e,6 € (0,1) are fixed, then
among sub-cubes witln non«'s andan 1's (« < ), the proportion which haven 1's in [xn,n]| and
dn #’sin [1, kn| has exponential rate

Ly =Ls(r,c, K, €,0)
=L1((a —€)/r,a,k) + Li(e/(1 — Kk),a,1 — K)
+L1(6/(k—a+e),l—rrk—at+e)+ L1 (1—r—0)/1—-—rk—¢€),1l—r1—kK—¢).

(Here all four first arguments ih, are in[0, 1], or else the rate is-cc.)
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Figure 4: The upper bound,(c) for the number of nors in the implicant of smallest length included
in every cluster of viable genotypes, plotted against

The expected number of LPI, with s, €, § given as above, has exponential rate at most (and this is
only an upper bound)

L3 =L3(r,c,k,a,¢€,0)
=—(1-r)log(l—7)—aloga — (r —a)log(r — a)
—c(1—1r/2)?
T (r — ) log(1 — exp(—(1 - 1/2)))
+ (a — €) log(1 — exp(—c/2)) + elog(1 — exp(—c/2) — 26cexp(—c(1 — r/2)))
+ Lo(r, ¢, K, a,€,0).

The next to last line is obtained from (LPI1), @s1's must havein *'s on their left.
It follows that L, can be obtained by

L4(r,c) = inf sup L3(r, ¢, K, a, €, 0).
K aed

If L4(r,c) < 0, all LPI (for thisc) a. a. s. have length at mastNumerical computations show that this
gives a better bound than— e=2¢ — ce~4¢ for ¢ > 0.38. Let us denote the best upper bound from the
two estimates by, (c). This function is computed numerically and plotted in FigGr

Appendix C. Number of clusters under random pair incompatibilities

In this section we briefly explain why the number of clustersler random pair incompatibilities is
asymptotically a function of a Poisson random variable. réhg a clear way to separate the genotype
space into disconnected clusters. For exampléj it= {(01,02), (12,03), (11, 12)}, we see that every
viable genotype has one of these two allele configuratiorthefirst two loci:C' = 0,15 or C' = 1,0,.
Since there are no genotypes witf0; or 1,15, there is no way to mutate from the viable genotypes
with 011+ to the viable genotypes with; 0, without passing through an inviable genotype. However, if
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we add one incompatibility té; to makeF, = F; U {(01, 12)}, then there are no longer any genotypes
with the allele); 1, and we return to a single cluster of viable genotypes.

Notice that the digrapl®, contains the directed cycle — 0, — 1; and equivalently the directed
cyclely — 0; — 1. D, also contains these cycles but there are paths between thesilla0; — 0;
andl; — 1.

Formally, a pair of complementary allele configuratiqis C') on a set oft > 2 loci is defined to
be asplitting pair if the digraph D contains a directed cycle (in any order) on the allele€’ifand
equivalently on those i, which consist of reversed alleles ) and does not contain a path between
the alleles inC' and the alleles irC. It should be clear from the examplg above that the existence
of a splitting pair will create a barrier in the genotype sp#trough which it is not possible to pass by
mutations on viable genotypes. In fact, it is proved in Pitrianpub.) that any two viable genotypes
andv will be disconnected in the fithess landscape if and onlyefltdti on which they differ contain a
splitting pair.

Thus, the existence of viable genotypes on either side ofitirgp pair (with each configuration
of complementary alleles) ensures disconnected cludtiettsere arek splitting pairs in the formulad”
and there are viable genotypes with each of the allele camfligims in each of the splitting pairs then
there are2* clusters of viable genotypes. The restriction that thereifible genotypes on either side
is asymptotically unlikely to make a difference as we can fie of the2* configurations of alleles and
a. a. s. find a viable genotype on the remaining loci. Theedfog number of clusters of viable genotypes
is a. a. s. equal t2*, whereX is the number of splitting pairs, provided thtis stochastically bounded,
but we will see shortly that the expectati@i{ X ) is bounded. In fact, the next paragraph suggests that
X converges to a Poisson limiting distribution. (A detailescdssion of this issue will appear in Pitman
(unpub.).)

It follows from|Palasti|(1971) or Bollobas (2001) that themmber of directed cycles of lengthin
Dr is Poissofi\, ) with A\, = (2k)~!c*. In particular, the expected number of splitting pairs evges
tois\ = —%(ln(l — ¢) + ¢). Moreover, the probability that there is no splitting padneerges to the
product of the probabilities that the cycle of each lengthbisent/(Palasti, 1971), which is

ﬁ exp (-%) — exp (%) (1= )e]5.

In particular, this gives the limiting probability of a unig cluster.

=

(12)

Appendix D. Proof of equation (11).

In this section we assume that genotypes have multialletic Which are subject to random pair incom-
patibilities. The model introduced in Section 5.2 is the tmagural, but is not best suited for our second
moment approach. Instead, we will work with the equivaledified model withm pair incompati-
bilities, each chosen independently at random, and theafithe second member of each pair chosen
independently from then available alleles. We will assume that= 1ca’n, labelc’ = 1c, and denote,

as usual, the resulting set of incompatibilities By

To see that these two models are equivalent for our purpdsstsnote that the number of incom-
patibilities which arenot legitimate in the sense that the two alleles are chosen from the sams, lisc
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stochastically bounded in. (In fact, it converges in distribution to a Poissdaf) random variable.)
Moreover, by the Poisson approximation to the birthday femob(Barbour et all, 1992), the number of
pairs of choices which result in the same incompatibilityhits model is asymptotically Poissafhd?/2).

In short, then, the procedure results in the numher O(1) of different legitimate incompatibilities. If
m in the modified model is increased to, say, = m + n2/3, then the two models could be coupled
so that the incompatibilities in the original model are ut®d in those in the modified model. As the
existence of a viable phenotype becomes less likely whénincreased, this demonstrates that (11) will
follow once we show the following for the modified model: fareey e > 0 there exists a large enough
a so thatd’ < log a — e implies thatV > 1 a. a. s.

To show this, we introduce the auxiliary random variable

X = Z H (woly{rnei=0} + wil{jrne|=1}) ;
€@y IEF

wherel 4 is the indicator of the sefl. The size of the intersectiohn ¢ is computed by transforming
both the incompatibility/ and the genotype to sets of (indexed) alleles, and the weighis and w;
will be chosen later. To intuitively understand the stitigf, note that whenvy = w; = 1, the product
is exactly the indicator of the event thais viable andX is then the number of viable genotypa’s In
general X gives different scores to different viable genotypes — hawghe crucial fact to note is that
thatX > 0iff vV > 0. Therefore

P(N >0)=P(X >0) > (E(X))?/E(X?),

which is how the second moment method is used (Achlioptasvioute [ 2004).

As
a—1 2
P(]aﬂ[]:O)z( > )
a
2(a—1)
P(onI=1)==—5—,
we have , -
-1 2(a—1
E(X)=a" (wo <a > + wy (a2 )>
a a
Moreover

E(X?) =) a" (Z) (a — 1)*(wEP(00) + 2wow; P(01) + w? P(11)),
k=0

whereP(01) is the probability thaf has intersection of sizéwith o = 01 ... 0041 ... 0, and of size
1with7=1;...140k41 ...0,, andP(00) and P(11) are defined analogously. Thuskit= an,

P(00) = <1— HO‘)Z,

a

P(01):2—O‘<1—1+0‘>,

a a

P(11):w<1— IZO‘>+2(%)2.
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Let A = Ag w.uy (@) be then'th root of thek = (an)'th term in the sum for (X ?), divided by E(X)?.
Hence

B (a—1)~

Ca-a9(l —a)la

(1 (1~ 22)2 + dwgun 2 (1~ 222) 20 (0522 (1 - 22 4 (2)?))

a a

<wo (a_1)2 +w &_rl))%w

o a
Leta* = (a — 1)/a. A short computation shows that= 1 whena = a*.

If A > 1 for someaq, then E(X?)/(E(X))? increases exponentially and the method fails (as we
will see below, this always happens whep = w; = 1, i.e., whenX = N). On the other hand, if
A < 1fora # oF, and%(a*) < 0, then Lemma 3 from_Achlioptas and Moore (2004) implies that
E(X?%)/(E(X))? < C for some constant’, which in turn implies that’(N > 0) > 1/C. The sharp
threshold result then finishes off the proof[of](11).

Our aim then is to show that, andw, can be chosen so that, fdr= log a — ¢, A has the properties
described in the above paragraph. We have thus reducedabieghi{11) to a calculus problem.

Certainly the necessary condition is tr%t(a*) =0, and

%(a*) = —z(wo(a —1) —wi(a—2))*

3
a
so we choosevy = a — 2 andw; = a — 1. (Only the quotient betweem, andw; matters, so a single
equation is enough.) This simplifiésto
/2

-ty (lo ) )
aa®(1 — a)l—« : ((a—1)2)20/“2 .

A=A (a) =

a

Let p = log A. We need to demonstrate that< 0 for o € [0,a*) U (o*, 1] and thaty” (a*) < 0. A
further simplification can be obtained by using- C2? < log(1 + z) < x (valid for all nonnegativer),
which enables us to transforg (without changing the notation) to

4

a a—1\?
@(a):c/(a_1)4 (oz— , > —aloga — (1 —a)log(l — a) + alog(a — 1) — loga.

Now

at 1
(a—1)* al—-a)
So automatically, for’ large but’ = o(a), ¢ (a*) < 0 for largea. Moreover,p cannot have another
local maximum wherp” > 0. If p(«) > 0 for somea # «*, then this must happen for anin one of
the two intervalg0, 1/(2¢') +O((¢)~2)] or [1 —1/(2¢) — O((¢')72), 1]. Now, ¢ has a unique maximum
ata* in the second interval. In the first interval, a short compaotashows that

logloga
loga )’

¢"(a) =2

ola) = —e—aloga—l—(’)(
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Table 1: The lower bounds onobtained by the method described in text, compared to thegazer
boundst log a.

| a]l.b.ony | 4loga |
3 1.679]7 4.395
4 2.841| 5.546
5 3.848| 6.438
6 4714 7.168
7 5.467| 7.784
8 6.128| 8.318
9 6.715| 8.789
10 7.242| 9.211
20 10.672| 11.983
30 12.608| 13.605

40 13.944| 14.756

50 14.960| 15.649
100 18.017| 18.421
200 20.982| 21.194
300 22.663| 22.816
400 23.846| 23.966
500 24.759| 24.859

which is negative for large. This ends the proof.
This method yields nontrivial lower bounds feifor all « > 3, cf. Table 1.

Appendix E. Existence of viable phenotypes.

In this section we describe a comparison between models &eations 5.2 and 5.3 that will yield the
result in Section 5.3. We begin by assuming that 1/r is an integer, which we can do without loss
of generality. Divide the’th coordinate interval0, 1] into a disjoint intervalsl;y, . .., I; 1 of lengthr-.
For a phenotype € P let A(x) € G, be determined so tha(x); = j iff x; € I;;.

Note that, as soon ds, ;, x I;,;, contains a point ifP;, ;,, nNox with A(z);, = j; andA(x);, = jois
viable. This happens independently for each such Cartesatuct, with probabilityl — exp(—Ar?) >
cr?/(2n). Therefore, using the result from Section 5.2, wheh> 4loga = —4logr, thereisa. a. s. no
viable genotype.

On the other hand, let be the closed-neighborhood of the interval in [0, 1] (the set of points

within ¢ of I), and consider the events th@’“g/f1 X IZQ/JZQ contains a point inl;,;,. These events are
independent if we restrict;, j» to even integers. Moreover, each has probability exp(—4Mr?) ~
4cr? /(2n), for largen. It again follows from Section 6.2 that a viable genotypwith A(z); even for

all i, a. a. s. exists as soon4s? < 4(log(a/2) — o(1)) = (—4logr — log2 — o(1)).
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