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T he asym ptotic behavior of estim ates and inform ation criteria in
linear m odels are studied in the context of hierarchically correlated
sam pling units. The work is m otivated by biological data collected
on species where autocorrelation is based on the species’ genealog—
ical tree. H ferarchical autocorrelation is also found in m any other
kinds of data, such as from m icroarray experin ents or hum an lan-
guages. Sin ilar correlation also arises n ANO VA m odels w ith nested
e ects. I show that the best linear unbiased estin ators are aln ost
surely convergent but m ay not be consistent for som e param eters
such as the intercept and lineage e ects, In the context of B row nian
m otion evolution on the genealogical tree. For the purpose of m odel
selection I show that the usualB IC does not provide an appropriate
approxim ation to the posterior probability ofa m odel. To correct for
this, an e ective sam ple size is Introduced for param eters that are in—
consistently estin ated. For biological studies, this work im plies that
treeaw are sam pling design is desirable; adding m ore sam pling units
m ay not help ancestral reconstruction and only strong lineage e ects
m ay be detected w ith high power.

1. Introduction. In m any ecological or evolutionary studies, scientists
oollect \ocom parative" data across biological species. It has long been rec-
ognized Felsenstein (1985)] that sam pling units cannot be considered inde—
pendent in this setting. The reason is that closely related soecies are ex—
pected to have sin ilar characteristics, whilke a greater variability is expected
am ong distantly related species. \C om parative m ethods" accounting for an—
cestry relationshipswere rst developed and published In evolutionary biol-
ogy pumals Harvey and Pagel (1991)], and are now being used In various
other elds. Indeed, hierarchical dependence structures of inherited traits
arise in m any areas, such as when sam pling units are genes In a gene fam ily

R eceived D ecem ber 2007; revised A pril 2008.
Key words and phrases. A sym ptotic convergence, consistency, linear m odel, depen-
dence, com parative m ethod, phylogenetic tree, B row nian m otion evolution.

T his is an electronic reprint of the original article published by the

Institute of M athem atical Statistics in The Annals of A pplied Statistics,
2008,Vol 2,No. 3,1078{1102. T his reprint di ers from the originhal in pagination
and typographic detail.



http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.3166v2
http://www.imstat.org/aoas/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/08-AOAS173
http://www.imstat.org
http://www.imstat.org
http://www.imstat.org/aoas/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/08-AOAS173

oo

0
0

,_
=

=
—

Fig.1l. Examplk ofa genealogicaltree from 4 units (kff) and covariance m atrix of vector
Y under the Brownian m otion m odel (right).

Gu (004)], HIV virus sampls Bhattacharya et al. (2007)], hum an cul-
tures M ace and Holden (2005)] or languages P agel, Atkinson and M eade
(2007)]. Such treestructured units show strong correlation, In som e way
sin ilar to the correlation encountered In spatial statistics. Under the spa—
tial \In 11" asym ptotic where a region of space is lled In with densely
sam pled points, it is known that som e param eters are not consistently es—
tin ated Zhang and Zinm em an (2005)]. It is shown here that nconsis-
tency is also the fate of som e param eters under hierarchical dependency.
W hile spatial statistics is now a well recognized eld, the statistical anal-
ysis of treestructured data has been m ostly developed by biologists so
far. This paper deals w ith a classical regression fram ew ork used to analyze
data from hierarchically related sam plingunits M artins and Hansen (1997),
Housworth, M artins and Lynch (2004),G arland, Bennett and R ezende (2005),
Rohlf (2006)].

H ierarchical autocorrelation. A lthough species or genes in a gene fam —
ik do not form an independent sam ple, their dependence structure derives
from their shared ancestry. T he genealogical relationships am ong the units
of interest are given by a tree (g. Figure 1) whosebranch lengths represent
som e m easure of evolutionary tim e, m ost often chronological tim e. T he root
of the tree represents a com m on ancestor to allunits considered in the sam —
pl. M ethods for inferring this tree typically use abundant m olecular data
and are now extensively developed [Felsenstein (2004), Sem pl and Steel
(2003)]. In this paper the genealogical tree relating the sam pled units is
assum ed to be known w ithout error.

The Brownian m odel BM ) of evolution states that characters evolve on
the tree w ith a Brownian m otion F igure 2). A fter tim e t of evolution, the
character is nom ally distribbuted, centered at the ancestralvalue at tine 0
and w ith variance proportionalto t. Each intemalnode in the tree depicts
a gpeciation event: an ancestral lineage splitting into two new lineages. T he
descendant lineages Inherit the ancestral state jist prior to speciation.E ach
lineage then evolves w ith an independent B row nian m otion . T he covariance
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tree and its branch lengths:
Y N (V)i

where isthe character value at the root of the tree. C om ponents 0fV iy
are the tin es of shared ancestry between tips, that is, Vi is the length
shared by the paths from the root to the tipsiand j Figure 1).The sam e
structural covariance m atrix could actually be obtained under otherm odels
of evolution, such as Brownian m otion w ih drift, evolution by G aussian
Jum ps at random tim es or stabilizing selection in a random environm ent
Hansen and M artins (1996)]. The iid. m odel is cbtained with a \star"
tree, where all tips are directly connected to the root by edges of dentical
lengths. A nother m odel of evolution assum es an O mstein {Uhlenbeck (OQU)

process and acoounts for stabilizing selection Hansen (1997)]. T he present
paper covers the assum ption of a BM structure of dependence, although
several results also apply to O U and otherm odels. A s the B row nian m otion
is reversible, the tree can be rexrooted. W hen the root ism oved to a new

node In the tree, the ancestral state  represents the state of the character
at that new node, so rerooting the tree corresponds to a re-param etrization .

The linearmodel. A frequent goal is to detect relationshipsbetween two
or m ore characters or to estin ate ancestral traits [Schluter et al. (1997),
Pagel (1999), G arland and Ives (2000), Huelsenbeck and Bolback (2001),
B lom berg, G arland and Ives (2003), Pagel, M eade and Barker (2004)]. In
this paper I consider the lnearmodelY = X + "wih " N 0; 2V tree)
asderived from a BM evolution on the tree.W hen the m atrix of predictors
X isof fullrank k, it iswell known that the best linear unbiased estin ator
for is
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Fig.2. Sinulation ofBM evolution alongthe tree in Figure 1.Ancestralstate was = 10.
O bserved values of Y are m arked by points.
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R andom covariates are typically assum ed to evolve with a BM on the sam e
tree as Y . Fixed covariates are also frequently considered, such as deter-
m ined by a subgroup of tips.

A though this m odel has already been used extensively, the present pa—
per is the 1rst one to address is asym ptotic properties. For a m eaningfil
asym ptotic fram ew ork, it is assum ed that the root of the tree is xed whike
units are added to the sam ple. The reason is that the intercept relates to
the ancestral state at the root of the tree. If the root ispushed back in tin e
as tips are added to the tree, then the m eaning of the Intercept changes
and there is no hope of consistency for the interospt. T he assum ption of a

xed root is jist a rooting requirem ent. It does not prevent any unit to be
sam pled.

A sym ptotic results assum e the sam ple size goes to In niy. I argue here
that this is relevant in realbiological studies. For Instance, studies on phylo—
genetically related viral sam ples have inclided hundreds of samples
Bhattacharya et al. (2007)]. Pagel, Atkinson and M eade (2007) have built
and used a tree relating as many as 87 Indo-European languages. M any
groups count an incredibly large num ber of species. For instance, there are
about 20,000 orchid species to choose from D ressler (1993)], over 10,000
species of birds [J nsson and F £ds  (2006)], or about 200 wild potato
species [Spooner and H ijn ans (2001)]. In addition, studies can consider sub—
populations and even individuals w thin species, so long as they are related
by a divergent tree.

O manization. Them ain results are ilustrated on real exam ples n Sec—
tion 2. It is shown that ~ is convergent aln ost surely and i L? nom in
Section 3.In Section 4 then, I show that som e com ponents of ” are not con—
sistent, converging to som e random value. T his is typically the case of the
Intercept and of lineage e ect estin ators, whilke estim ates of random covari-
ate e ects are consistent. I investigate a sam pling st_tategy| unrealistic for
m ost biological settings| w here consistency can be achieved for the inter-
cept In Section 4.W ith this sam pling strategy, I show a phase transition for
the rate of convergence: if branches are not sam pled close to the root of the
tree fast enough, the rate of convergence is slower than the usual™ n rate.
In Section 5 I derive an appropriate form ula for the Bayesian Inform ation
C riterion and Introduce the concept ofe ective sam ple size. A pplications to
biological problem s are discussed In Section 6, as well as applications to a
broader context of hierarchicalm odels such asANOVA .

2. Iustration of the m ain results. D avis et al. 2007) analyzed ower
size diam eter from n = 25 species. Based on the plants’ tree F igure 3 kft)
assum ng a sin ple BM m otion w ith no shift, calculations yield an e ective
sam ple size ne = 5:54 for the purpose of estin ating ower diam eter of the
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ancestral species at the root. T his isabout a 4-f©1d decrease com pared to the
num ber of 25 species, resulting In a con dence Interval over 2 tin es w ider
than otherw ise expected from n = 25 iid. sam pling unis. T he analysis ofa
larger tree w ith 49 species [G arland et al. (1993)] show s an 8-fold decrease
wih ne= 6:11.Section 4 show sthis is a general phenom enon : increasing the
sam ple size n cannot push the e ective sam ple size n. associated w ith the
estim ation of ancestral states beyond som e upper bound.M ore speci cally,
Section 4 shows that n kT=t, where k is the num ber of edges stem m ing
from the root, t is the length of the shortest of these edges and T is the
distance from the root to the tips (or its average value). To account for
autocorrelation, Paradis and C lJaude (2002) introduced a degree of freedom

dfs = L=T, where L. is the sum of all branch lengths. Interestingly, n. is
necessarily sm aller than dfs when all tips of the tree are at equal distance
T from the root (see Appendix A).

U nexpectedly large con dence intervals are already part of biologists’ ex—
perience Schluter et al. (1997)].A sCunningham , Om land and O akley (1998)
put it, ikelhood m ethods have \revealed a surprising am ount ofuncertainty
n ancestral reconstructions" to the point that authorsm ay be tem pted to
preferm ethodsthat do not report con dence intervals M cA rdle and R odrigo
(1994)] or to ignore autocorrelation due to shared ancestry M artins (2000)].
Still, reconstructing ancestral states or detecting unusualshiftsbetween two
ancestors are very frequent goals. For exam ple, Hansen (1997) hypothesized
a shift in tooth size to have occurred along the ancient lineage separat—
Ing brow sing horses and grazing horses. R ecent m icro-array data from gene
fam ilies have Inferred ancestral expression pattems, as well as shifts that
possbly occurred after genes were duplicated Gu (2004)].Guo et al. (2007)
have estin ated shifts In brain grow th along the hum an lineage and along
the lineage ancestralto hum an/chin p. Sections 3 and 4 show that underthe
BM m odel ancestral reconstructions and shift estin ates are not consistent,
but are Instead convergent toward a random Il it. This is illustrated by
an all e ective sam ple sizes associated w ith shift estim ators. Am ong the 25
plant species sam pled by D avis et al. (2007), 3 parasiticRa esiaceae species
have gigantic owers (In bold in Figure 3).Undera BM m odelw ith a shift
on the Ra esiaceae lineage, the e ective sam ple sizes for the root’s state
(he = 3:98) and for the shift he = 2:72) are cbtained from the Ra esiacsae
subtree and the rem aining subtree. These Iow e ective sam ple sizes suggest
that only large shifts can be detected w ith high power.

T he potential lJack of power calls for optin al sam pling designs. T rees are
typically built from abundant and relatively cheap m olecular sequence data.
M ore and m ore often, a tree com prising m any tips is available, whik trais
of interest cannot be collected from all tips on the tree. A choice has to
be m ade on which tips should be kept for further data collection. Until
recently, investigators did not have the tree at hand to m ake this choice,
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Fig.3. Phylogenetic trees from D avis et al. (2007) with 25 plant species, n. = 554 (kefh)
and from Garlnd et al. (1993) with 49 m amm alspecies, ne = 6:11 (right).Bottom : e ec—
tive sam ple size n. for sub-sam ples of a given size. Vertical bars indicate 95% con dence
interval and m edian n. values when tips are selected at random from the plant tree (left)
and mamm altree (right).D ots indicate optim aln. values.

but now m ost investigators do. T herefore, optim al sam pling design should
use Inform ation from the tree. Figure 3 show s the e ective sam ple size ne
associated w ith the root’s state in the sin ple BM m odel. F irst, sub-sam ples
were form ed by random Iy selecting tips and ne was calculated for each sub—
sam ple. Since there can be a huge number of com binations of tips, 1000
random sub-sam ples of size k were generated for each k.M edian and 95%

con dence Intervals for n, values are indicated by vertical bars in Figure
3. Second, the sub-sam ples of a size k that m axin ize the e ective sam ple
size ne were obtained using step-w ise backw ard and forw ard searches. Both
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search strategies agreed on the sam em axin aln, values, which are Indicated
wih dots n Figure 3. From both trees, only 15 tips su ce to obtain a
near m axinum e ective sam pl size, provided that the selected tips are
well chosen, not random ly. The proposed selection of tips m axin izes ng
and is based on the phylogeny only, prior to data collection. In view of the
bound for ne m entioned above, the selected tips w ill tend to retain the k
edges stem m ing from the root and to m inin ize the length of these edges by
retaining asm any of the early branching lineages as possble.

For the purpose of m odel selection, BIC is widely used Schwarz (1978),
Kass and Raftery (1995), Butler and K ing (2004)] and isusually de ned as

2L (A;A) + ploglnh), where L (A;A) is the m axin ized likelhood of the
m odel, p the num ber of param eters and n the num ber of cbservations. E ach
param eter In the m odel is thus penalized by a log (n) tem . Section 6 show s
that this form ula does not provide an approxin ation to the m odel posterior
probability. Instead, the penalty associated w ith the intercept and with a
shift should bebounded, and log (1+ n.) isan appropriate penaly tobeused
for each Inconsistent param eter. O n the plant tree, the intercept (@ncestral
value) should thereforebe penalized by log (1+ 5:54) in the sin pleBM m odel.
In the BM m odelthat includes a shift along the parasitic plant lineage, the
Interoept should be penalized by In (1 + 3:98) and the shift by h (1 + 2:72).
T hese penalties are A IC -like (pbounded) for high-variance param eters.

3. Convergence of estin ators. This section proves the convergence of
"= ") a5 the sam ple size n Increases. The assum ption of a xed root
In plies that the covariance m atrix V e = V 5 (Indexed by the sam ple size)
is a subm atrix ofV ,41.

Theorem 1. Consider the linearmodelY;= X ; + "; with
"= i)t N O 2V a)

and where predictors X m ay ke either xed or random . A ssum e the design
matrix X @) wih X ; or ith row) is of full rank provided n is Jarge enouch.

- A Mm%y 1y )y 'y % 1y @)
Then the estimator , = K V, X ) X Vo Y is convergent

aln ost surely and in L?. Component An;j converges to the true value 4
if and only if its asym ptotic variance is zero. O therwise, it converges to a
random variabke Aj , which depends on the tree and the actualdata.

N ote that no assum ption ism ade on the covariance structure V ,,, except
that it isa subm atrix ofV 41 .T herefore, T heoram 1 holds regardless ofhow
the sequence V ,, is selected. For instance, i holds for the O U m odel, whose
covariance m atrix has com ponents Vi = e 44 or Vis= 1 e 2 tiye du
(depending whether the ancestral state is conditioned upon or integrated
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out), where dij is the tree distance between tipsiand j,and isthe known
selection strength.

Theoram 1 can beviewed asa strong law of lJarge num bers: in the absence
of covariates and in the iid. case An is just the sampl mean. Here, In
the absence of covariates An is a weighted average of the observed values,
estin ating the ancestral state at the root of the tree. Sam pling units close to
the root could be provided by fossil species or by early viral sam ples w hen
sam pling spans several years. Such units, close to the root, weigh m ore in
An than units further away from the root. Theorem 1 gives a law of large
num ber for this weighted average. H owever, we w ill see In Section 4 that the
Iim it is random : An is lnconsistent.

Proof of Theorem 1. Theprocess "= (";;";:::) iswellde ned on

a probability space because the covariance m atrix V ,, is a subm atrix of
V n+1.Derivations below are m ade conditional on the predictors X . In a
B ayesian-like approach, the probability space is expanded to €= R ¥ by
considering 2 R¥ as a random variable, independent of errors ". A ssum e
a prorithat is nom ally distrbbuted w ith m ean 0 and covariance m atrix

I, Ix being the identity m atrix of size k. Let F, be the Iration gener—
ated by Yq1;:::;Y,.SInce ;Yq;Y2;::: s a G aussian process, the conditional

E( Fao)=an+M Y @

T he alm ost sure converge of An w il ollow from the alm ost sure convergence
ofthem artihgak E ( F,) and from dentifyingM ,Y ®) with a lnear trans-
form ation of An .Thevectora, andm atrix M , are such thatE ( ¥,) isthe
progction of on F, in L2 (®), that is, these coe cients are such that

trace® (  an MY ®)(  a, M,Y @)

isminimum .SinceY;= X; + ", iscentered and independent of ", we get
that a, = 0 and the quantity to bem inin ized is

t
(@ M X @var( ) (@ M X O))+ e var( O D)

Thematrix M , appears in the rstterm through M ,X ©), sowe can m ini
mize 2trM oV ,M ©)underthe constraintthatB = M ,X ®) is xed.Usihg
Lagrange multipliers, weget M ,V,= X )t subfcttoM X @ =B .As

sum ing X @ X @) is hvertblk, & Hllows =B ® ®W 'x @)1 and

M,Y @ =B"® Themninum attained isthen ?tr® ® ™t 'x ®)1B%),

T his isnecessarily sm allerthan ?trM V,M ®) whenM isomedbyM , 1

and an additionalcolum n of zeros. So orany B , the trace of B (X @)% an )y lgt
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is a decreasing sequence. Since it is also nonnegative, it is convergent and
t,
sois ® @V x @)1 Now the quadratic expression

(@ B)@ B)Y+ tr® ® M lx ©) 'pY

ism inin ized ifB satis esB (I + K ®tv tx ®)) Y= I, .N ote the sym m et—
ric de nite positive m atrix I + X ™% 1 x ®)) 1 was shown above to be
decreasing with n.In summary, E ( F,)= T+ K ®tv 1x @) 1)1 "0,
This m artingale is bounded in L? (®) so it converges aln ost surely and in

L2(®) toE( F1).Fhaly, "™ = G+ & ™ 1x ©) E( F,)

is also convergent alm ost surely and i L2 (8). But An is a function of
! in the orighal probability space , independent of . Therefore, for any

, ™) converges aln ost surely and in L2 ( ). Since " is a G aussian process,
the lin it of ~®) is nomn ally distrbuted w ith covariance m atrix the Iim it of

Am)

1
® @t tx ©) " x olowsthat |, , which is unbiased, converges to the

1
true i ifand only ifthe kth diagonalelm ent of X ™t tx ®)) © goesto
0.

4. Consistency ofestin ators. In this section I prove boundson the vari-
ance of various e ects Ai. From Theorem 1 we know that Ai is strongly
consistent if and only if its variance goes to zero.

41. Intercept. A ssum e here that the rst column of X isthe column 1
ofones, and the st com ponent of , the intercept, isdenoted g.

Proposition 2. Let k be the number of daughters of the root node,
and Xt t be the ength of the shortest branch stemm ing from the root. T hen
var(Ao) 2t=k. In particular, when the tree is binary we have var(Ao)

2
=2:

T he llow Ing inconsistency resul follow s directly.

Corollary 3. Ifthere isa ower bound t> 0 on the ngth of branches
stemm ing from the root, and an upper bound on the numler of branches
stem m ing from the root, then AO isnota consistent estim ator ofthe intercept,
even though it is unbiased and convergent.

T he conditions above are very natural in m ost biological settings, since
m ost ancient lineages have gone extinct. T he lower bound m ay be pushed
down if abundant fossil data is available or if there has been adaptive radi-
ation w ith a burst of speciation events at the root of the tree.
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Proof of Proposition 2. A ssum ing the linear m odel is correct, the
variance of is given by var(A)= St tx)yt? , where the rst column
of X isthe vector 1 of ones, so that the variance of the Intercept estin ator
is just the st diagonalekment of X% 'X)?! .But X !X )j_.ll
X itV Ix i) 1 forany index i Rao (1973), 5a 3, page 327], so the proofcan
be reduced to the sin plest case w ith no covariates: Yi= o+ ";. The basic
idea isthat the nform ation provided by allthe tipson the anoestralstate 0
is no m ore than the inform ation provided just by the k direct descendants
of the root. Let us consider Z1;:::;Z, to be the character states at the k
branches stem m ing from the root after a tin e t of evolution F igure 4, kft).

T hese states are not ocbserved, but the observed va]ues Yq; ""Y have
the Y values is no an aller than the variance of (Z) obtained from the Z
values. Since the Z values are iid. G aussian WJth mean ¢ and variance

2t, AO(Z) has variance 2t=k. To prove the clain, oonsjder o N ©; ?)

independent of . Then E (o¥17:::5;Yn;217::25%x) = E( oF%17:::;2%) 50
that var@® ( o¥1;::5Yn)) Vvar® ( oF%1;:::52%)) - The proof of T heorem
1showsthatE ( o¥1;:::¥0) = o=(Q+ t,) wheret, = 1%V 11) ' so,sin—
flarly, B ( o %17:::2%) = =1+ t,) where t, = t=k. Since 0and o
arejndependent,t'hevar:lanoeofE oXq17:::5Y0) 2+ty l+ty2—
=1+ t).Thevariance ofE ( ¢ ¥%1;:::;Z k)JsobtaJnedSJmﬂar]yandweget
=1+1t) 1=@+t), thatist, t,andvar(o)= 2@V 11yt 2=k .

42. Lineage e ect. This section considers a predictor X; that de nes
a subtree, that is, X ;3= 1 if tip i1 belongs to the subtree and 0 otherw ise.
This is sin ilar to a 2-sam ple com parison problem . T he typical \treatm ent"
e ect corresponds here to a \lineage" e ect, the lineage being the branch
subtending the subtree of interest. If a shift occurred along that lineage,

Fig. 4. :;Zy are the unobserved states
along the k edges branching from the J’.OOt, after tine t of evolution. Y provides less
inform ation on ¢ than Z . Right: Z0jZ17:::;2%,.,, are unobserved states providing m ore
inform ation on the lineage e ect ; than the observed Y values.
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Fig.5. ModelM ( (kft) and M ; (right) with a lineage e ect. X 1 is the indicator of a
subtree. M odelM ; conditions on the state at the subtree’s root, m odifying the dependence
structure.

tips In the subtree w ill tend to have, say, high trait values relative to the
other tips. However, the BM m odel does predict a change, on any branch
In the tree. So the question is whether the actual shift on the lineage of
Interest is com patble wih a BM change, or whether i is too large to be
sokly explained by B row nian m otion . A rematively, onem ight jist estin ate
the actual change.

T his consideration leads to two m odels. In the st model, a shift 1 =

t((s)p) is added to the Brownian m otion change along the branch of interest,

so that tfp) represents the character digplacem ent not due to BM noise.

In the second model, 1 = t(s;) is the actual change, which is the sum

of the Brownian m otion noise and any extra shift. O bservations are then
conditioned on the actual ancestral states at the root and the subtree’s root
Figure 5). By the M arkov property, observations from the two subtrees
are condiionally independent of each other. In the second m odel then, the
covariance m atrix ism odi ed.Them odels are w ritten

Y =1 0+X1 1+ -}kX(-}'"

with 1= o) and " N (0; ?Vie) in the rstmodel, whie 1= .of

and" N (0; 2diag(V top iV bot)) In the second m odel, whereV i, and V por
are the covariance m atrices associated w ith the top and bottom subtrees
obtained by rem oving the branch subtending the group of interest F igure
5).

Proposition 4. Letky, ke the number ofbranches stemm ing from the
subtree of interest, tp the length of the shortest branch stemm ing from the
root of this subtree, and t; the length of the branch subtending the subtree.
T hen

var(At,_(CS)p)) “ i + teop=Ktop) and va]:(At(in3 ) 2tmp=]<:mp:
Therefore, if tp=kiop rem ains kounded from kelow when the samplk size
A(S) A(SB)

increases, both estim ators top (pure shift) and top (actual change) are
inconsistent.
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From a practicalpoint ofview , unless fossildata is availabl or there was
a radiation (ourst of speciation events) at both ends of the lneage, shift
estin ators are not consistent. Increasing the sam pl size m ight not help
detect a shift asmuch as one would typically expect.

N ote that the pure shift t((s)p) is confounded w ith the B rownian noise, so
it is no wonder that this quantity is not identi abl as soon ast; > 0.The
advantage ofthe rstm odelisthat the BM w ith no additionalshift isnested

w ithin it.

Proof of Proposition 4. Inbothm ode]svar(Al) is the second diago—
nalelmentof 2(X v 1x) ' which isboundedbelow by 2,V X i),
so that we need just prove the result in the smplest modelY = X1+ ".

kiop direct descendants of the subtree’s root after a tim e t, of evolution.
A lso, ket Z ¢ be the state of node just parent to the subtree’s root (see F ig—
ure 4, right). Like In P roposition 2, it is easy to see that the variance of

In the second model, ;= t(s; ) is the actual state at the subtree’s root,

SO Z1jiitjZy,,, are 1id. Gaussian centered at t(ss) w ith variance 2ttop
and the result Pllow s easily. In the rst m odel, the state at the subtree’s
root is the sum of Zg, t(ip) and the BM noise along the lineage, so At(jp) =

(Z1+ *.%)Keop  Zo.Thisestin ate is the sum of t(ip),theBM noise

and the sam pling error about the subtree’s root. T he result follow s because
the BM noise and sam pling error are independent w ith variance 4t; and
2tt0p=ktop respectively.

4 3. Variance com ponent. In contrast to the intercept and lineage e ects,
inference on the rate ? of varance accum ulation is straightforward. An
unbiased estin ate of 2 is

A2_RssS=n k)= ® Y)V.L® Y)=@ k);

where® = x are predicted valuesand n isthenum beroftips. T he classical
Independence of ~2 and " still hods for any tree, and @ k)%= 2 pllows
a fl x distrbution, k being the rank of X . In particular, A2 i unbiased
and converges to 2 aln ost surely as the sam ple size ncreases, as shown
In Appendix B. A lthough not surprising, this behavior contrasts w ith the
Inconsistency ofthe interospt and lneage e ect estin ators.W e kesp Inm ind,
how ever, that the convergence of ~? m ay not be robust to a violation of the
nom ality assum ption or to a m isgpeci cation of the dependence structure,
either from a nhadequate m odel BM versus OU) or from an error in the
tree.
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44. Random oovariate e ects. In this section X denotes the m atrix of
random covariates, excliding the vector of ones or any subtree indicator. In
m ost cases it is reasonable to assum e that random covariates also follow a
Brownian m otion on the tree. C ovariates m ay be correlated, accum ulating
covariance t  on any single edge of length t. T hen covariates j and k have
covariance 4V tree. W ith a slight abuse of notation (considering X as a
single large vector), varX ) = V tree -

Proposition 5. ConsiderY =1 o+ X 1+ "with " N 0; %V tree)-
Assume X folbws a Brownian evolution on the tree with nondegenerate
covariance X N (x7; V tree) - Then var(Al) 2 1 asym ptot—
ically. In particular, Al estim ates 1 consistently by Theorem 1. Random
covariate e ects are consistently and e ciently estim ated, even though the
intercept is not.

Proof. Wemay writeV ! = R®™R ushg the Cholesky decom position
forexample.SInhceR 16 0, wemay nd an orthogonalm atrix O such that
OR1l= (a;O;:::;O)t for som e a, so w thout loss ofgenerality, wem ay assum e
that R1 = (a;O;:::;O)t.Themodelnow becomes RY = R1 o+ RX 1+
R ", where errors R " are now iid. Let £, be the rst row of RX and
¥t £, be the m atrix m ade of all but the rst row of R X . Sin ilarly, ket
0 ;€H*=RY and (%;¥)*=R".Themodelbecomes $;= %1 1+ %,
Yo=a ot ﬁo 1+ % with least square solution Al= @E?l) l?%?]_:
1+ BY%q) l)‘@‘i“l and o= (g £, 1)=a.Thevariance of ; conditional
on X isthen 2(}@5)‘@1) 1 .U sing the condition on R 1, the rows of £ are
iid.centered G aussian w ith variancecovariance and (€ {%;) ! hasan in-
verse W ishart distrbbution with n 1 degrees of freedom [PJohnson and K otz
(1972)]. The unconditional variance of var(Al) is then °E (}?E)? )t =

2 l=m k 2), where k is the number of random covariates, which
com pletes the proof.

Remark. The result still holds if one or m ore lineage e ects are in—
cluded and if them odel conditions upon the character state at each subtree
(second m odelin Section 4 2).T he reason isthat data from each subtree are
Independent, and in each subtree them odelhas jist an intercept in addition
to the random covariates.

T he behavior of random e ect estim ators contrasts w ith the behavior of
the Interoept or lineage e ect estim ators. An intuitive explanation m ight be
the Pollow Ing. Each cherry in the tree (pair of adpcoent tips) is a pair of
sblings. Each pair provides Independent evidence on the change of Y and
of X between the 2 sblings, even though parental nform ation is unavail-
able.Even though meansof X and Y are poorly known, there is abundant
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evidence on how they change w ith each other. Sin ilarly, the m ethod of inde-
pendent contrasts Felsenstein (1985)] ddenti esn 1 iid.pairdike changes.

5. Phase transition for sym m etric trees. T hem otivation for this section
is to determ ne the behavior of the Intercept estin ator when branches can
be sam pled closer and closer to the root. I show that the intercept can be
consistently estin ated, although the rate of convergence can bem uch slower
than root n.The focus ison a special case w ith sym m etric sam pling F igure
6). The tree has m Jlevels of intemal nodes w ith the root at level 1. A1l
nodes at Jevel i share the sam e distance from the root t; + iH tand the
sam e num ber of descendants d;. In a binary tree all intemal nodes have 2
descendants and the sam pl size isn = 2™ . The total tree height is set to 1,
thatjs,tl-l- m+=tl.

W ih these symm etries, the eigenvalies of the covariance m atrix V ,
can be com pltely determ ined (see Appendix C), sm aller eigenvalues be—
Ing associated w ith shallower intemal nodes (close to the tips) and larger
eigenvalies being associated w ith m ore basal nodes (close to the root).
Tn particular, the constant vector 1 is an eigenvector and (1% ,1) ' =
H=d; + ar=tdy 1::0y ).

In order to sam ple branches close to the root, consider replicating the
m a pr branches stem m Ing from the root. Speci cally, a proportion g ofeach
ofthese d; branches is kept as isby the root, and the other proportion 1 g
is replicated along w ith its subtending tree F igure 6), that is, tl(m ) = !

groups are replicated d 2 tin es at each step, that is, d; = = 4dad.

Fig. 6. Symm etric sam pling (left) and replication of m ajpr branches close to the root
(right) .
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The result below shows a law of large numbers and provides the rate of
convergence.

Proposition 6. Consider the m odelwith an interoept and random co—
variates Y = 1 g+ X 1+ "with " N (; ?V,) on the symm etric tree
described alove. T hen AO is consistent. T he rate of convergence experiences
a phase transition depending on how clse to the root new branches are
added: var(") is asym ptotically proportionalto n 1 ifg< 1=d, h@)n * if
g= 1l=dorn ifg> l=dwhere = In(@)=hd).Therfore, the rootn rmte of
convergence is obtained as in the iid. case if g< 1=d. Convergence ism uch
sower if g> 1=d.

Proof. By Theoram 1, the consistency of Ao follow s from its variance
going to 0. F irst consider the m odelw ith no covariates. Up to 2, the vari
ance of Yy is AW 1) T = g=d; + #=td; :::dy ), which isq® 1=d+
@ 9@ @™ ')=d@ @ od) ifgd6 land @+ 1 g m 1))=d"
ifgd= 1. The result Pllows easily smcen=d",m / h@) and d* = n
In the presence of random covariates, it is easy to see that the variance of
AO is increased by var(“x (Al 1)), where *y = £ 1=a is the row vector of
the covariates’ estin ated ancestral states (using notations from the proofof
P roposition 5).By P roposition 5 this ncrease is O @ * ), which com pletes
the proof.

6. Bayesian inform ation criterion. The basis for usihg BIC in m odel
selection is that it provides a good approxin ation to the m arginal m odel
probability given the data and given a prior distribution on the param eters
when the sam ple size is large. T he proof of this property uses the iid.
assum ption quite heavily, and is based on the likelihhood being m ore and
m ore peaked around itsm axinum value. H ere, how ever, the lkelhood does
not concentrate around itsm axin um valie since even an In nite sam ple size
may contain little inform ation about som e param eters In the m odel. The
follow ing proposition show s that the penalty associated w ith the intercept
or w ith a lineage e ect ought to be bounded, thus sn aller than log ).

Proposition 7. Consider k random covariates X with Brownian evo-
lution on the tree and nonsingular covariance , and the linear m odels

Y

ol+X 1+ " with ™ N ©0; V 1) ™ o)

Y = 01+ X 1+ wplopt " wWith" N 0; 2V twe); M 1)

where the lineage factor 1y, is the indicator of a (top) subtiree. Assume a
an ooth prior distribution  over the parameters = ( ; ) and a sam pling
such that 1% nl 1 is bounded, that is, branches are not sam plkd too cbse
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from the root. W ith m odelM ; assum e further that branches are not sam pkd
too close from the lineage of interest, that is, lEDpV nl Lo J'%bounded. T hen
for both m odels, the m arginal prokability ofthedata P (Y )= P (¥ Jj ) ( )d
satis es

2logP (Y )= 2]1’1L(A)+ k+1)Inn)+ O @)

as the sam pk size increases. T herefore, the penaly for the intercept and for
a lineage e ect is bounded as the sam pk size increases.

T he poorly estin ated param eters are not penalized as severely as the
consistently estin ated param eters, since they lead to only sm allorm oderate
Increases In likelhood.A 1so, the prior inform ation continues to In uence the
posterior ofthe data even w ith a very large sam ple size.N ote that the lineage
e ect p may either be the pure shift or the actual change. M odelM ¢ is
nested within M ; in the rst case only.

In the proof of P roposition 7 (see Appendix D) the O (1) temm is shown
to be dom inated by

C=lgdet” &+ 1)bg@ *?)+ g2+ D ;

whereD dependson themodel In M
Z

@) D= 2bg exp( (o 0°=Qu") (0 1;")d o;
0
wherety=1m 1% 1) ! . mM;
Z
@) D= 2kg exp( "W ' 7=2") (0; topi 177)d 0d topi
07 top

where = (o "0; wp top) andthe2 2 symmetricmatrixW ' has
diagonalelem ents Im 1%V 1 1= ', Iim 15,V ' Leop < 1 and o -diagonal
elem ent lin 1%V ! 1, which does exist.

In the rest of the section I assum e that all tips are at the sam e distance
T from the root. T his condition is realized when branch lengths are chrono—

have comm on variance “T . The ancestral state at the root is estin ated
w ith asym ptotic variance “=1lin, 1%V nl 1, while the sam e precision would
be obtained w ith a sam ple of n, Independent variables w here

ne= T Ilim ltanl:
n

T herefore, T call this quantity the e ective sam pk size associated w ith the
Interoept.

T he next proposition providesm ore accuracy for the penalty term in case
the priorhasa speci ¢, reasonable form . In som e settings, it hasbeen shown
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that the error term In the BIC approxin ation is actually better than O (1).
Kassand W asserm an  (1995) show this error term is only O (n 122y if the
prior carries the sam e am ount of Inform ation as a single cbservation would,
aswellas in the context of com paring nested m odels w ith an altemative hy—
pothesis close to the null. T follow K ass and W asserm an (1996) and consider
a \reference prior" that contains little inform ation, like a single observation
would [see also Raftery (1995, 1996), W asserm an (2000)]. In an em pirical
Bayes way, assum e the prior is G aussian centered at "L Let ( 1; ) have
prior variance Jnl = diag (*? 7 1,;2222) and be independent of the other
param eter(s) o and o .Als0, et ( have variance ~2T inmodelM .

In modelM ;, assum e fuirther that the tree is rooted at the base of the
lineage of interest, so that the intercept is the ancestral state at the base
of that lineage. T his reparam etrization has the advantage that Ao and AO +
Atop are uncorrelated asym ptotically. A single observation from outside the
subtree of interest (ie. from the bottom subtree) would be centered at
with variance 2T, whik a sihgle observation from the top subtree would
be centered at ¢+ o With variance 2Ttop .In case op isthepure shift,
then Tiop = T.If top is the actual change along the lineage, then Ty, is
the height of the subtree excluding its subtending branch. T herefore, it is
reasonable to assign ( ¢; top) & prior variance of W  wih

T T

W =
T T+ Tep

Theonly tips inform ing ¢+ tp are those in the top subtree and the only
unis nform ng ( are those n the bottom subtree. T herefore, the e ective
sam ple sizes associated w ith the intercept and lineage e ects are de ned as

. 1 . 1
Nepor= TN 1V 0 17 Nepop = Teop 1 17V 15

where V¢ and V o, are the variance m atrices from the bottom and top
subtrees.

Proposition 8. Consider models M o and M 1 and the prior speci ed
aove.Then P ¥ Mp)= 2l (Aj\/lo)+ k+1)In@n)+ hd+ n.)+ o) and
PYMi)= 2hL (AM1)+ k+ 1))+ I @+ nepor)+ I (1+ nejeop) + 0(1) .
T herefore, a reasonabk penalty for the nonconsistently estim ated param eters
is the Iog of their e ective sam pk sizes plus one.

Proof. W ih modelM o,weget from (1)
A d
21y (M) 2bg  exp (o 0) (o 0) 0

B
e

2to/\2 2T A2 2 TA

]
I

2g (1;M)+ g+ T=h):
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Now 2log (Al;A)= k+ 1)log@ ) logdetd, cancelsw ith the st con—
stant tetm s to give C = log(1 + T=ty)= log(l + ne). W ith modelM ;, we
get
A det@ t+w 1)
D= 2bg ( ;") 2lg 12 ;
detW

sothatagain C = logdet@ ' + W !)detW ).Tt remainsto dentify this
quantity with In (1 + negoer) + (L + Nepop) - It iseasy to see that detW =
T Top and

b1 T 1 +1Tto; Teop

Ttop Ttop

SinceV isblock diagonaldiag (V top iV pot) ,wehave that 1%V ' Loy = Nesop=Ttop
and 1% 1= 1% 1+ 1% 1= nexop=Teop + Nepot=T : T herefore, W
has diagonal tem s Ne;top=Ttop + Nepor=T and Negor=Trop and o -diagonal
tem Nepor=Tiop -W egetdet@ * + W 1)= (eport 1)=Trop Mepor+ 1)=T,
w hich com plktes the proof.

A kaike’s informm ation criterion @A IC). This criterion R kaike (1974)] is
also w idely used form odelselection.W ih iid.sam ples, A IC isan estin ate
ofthe K ulback {Lebler divergence betw een the true distrbbution ofthe data
and the estin ated distrdbution, up to a constant Bumham and A nderson
(2002)]. Because of the BM assum ption, the Kulback{Lebler divergence
can be calculated explicitly. U sing the G aussian distribbution ofthe data, the
m utual independence of *? and " and the chisquare distrbution of #?, the
usual derivation of A IC applies. Contrary to BIC, the A IC approxin ation
still holds w ith tree-structure dependence.

7. Applications and discussion. Thispaperprovidesa law of lJarge num —
bers for non iid. sequences, whose dependence is govemed by a tree struc—
ture. A In ost sure convergence is obtained, but the lim it may or m ay not
be the expected value. W ith spatial or tem poral data, the correlation de—
creases rapidly wih spatial distance or w ith tim e typically (eg. AR pro—
cesses) under expanding asym ptotics.W ih a tree structure, the dependence
of any 2 new oObservations from 2 given subtrees w ill have the sam e corre—
lation wih each other as wih \older" observations. In spatial statistics,
In 11 asym ptotics also harbor a strong, nonvanishing correlation. T his de—
pendence in plies a bounded e ective sam ple size ne In m ost realistic bio—
logical settings. However, I showed that this e ective sam ple size pertains
to locations param eters only (Intercept, lineage e ects). Inconsistency has
also been described in population genetics. In particular, Tajm a’s estin a—
tor of the level of sequence diversity from a sam pl of n individuals is not
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consistent [Tajma (1983)], whil asym ptotically optin al estim ators only
converge at rate log (n) ratherthan n Fu and Li (1993)]. T he reason is that
the genealogical correlation am ong individuals in the population decreases
the available Inform ation.

Sam pling design. Very large genealogies are now availble, wih hun-
dreds or thousands of tips [Cardillo et al. (2005), Beck et al. (2006)]. It is
not uncom m on that physiological, m orphological or other phenotypic data
cannot be m easured for all units in the group of interest. For the purpose
of estim ating an ancestral state, the sam pling strategy suggested here m ax—
in izes the scaled e ective sam ple size 1%V nl 1 over all subsam ples of size n,
where n is an a ordable num ber of unis to subsam ple. T his criterion is a
function ofthe rooted tree topology and itsbranch lengths. It is very easy to
calculate w ith one tree traversal using Felsenstein’s algorithm [Felsenstein
(1985) ], w thout Inverting V ,, . It m ight be com putationally too costly to as—
sess all subsam ples of size n, but one m ight heuristically search only am ong
them ost starlke subtrees. B ackw ard and forw ard stepw ise search strategies
were In plam ented, either rem oving or adding tips one at a tim e.

D esperate situation? This paper provides a theoretical explanation for
theknown di culy ofestin ating ancestral states. In term s ofdetecting non—
Brownian shifts, our results in ply that the m aximum power cannot reach
100% , even w ith in nite sam pling. Bl_stead, what m ostly drives the power of
shift detection isthee ect size: ;= t where ; isthe shift size and tisthe
length of the lineage experiencing the shift. T he situation is desperate only
In cases when the e ect size is am all. Increased sam pling m ay not provide
m ore power.

Beyond the Brownian motion m odel. The convergence resul applies to
any dependence m atrix. Bounds on the variance of estin ates do not apply
to the O mstein {Uhlenbeck m odel, so it would be interesting to study the
consistency of estin ates in thism odel. Indeed, when selection is strong the
O U process is attracted to the optim al value and \forgets" the initial value
exponentially fast. Several studies have clearly indicated that som e ancestral
states and lineage-speci c optim alvaluesare not estim able Butler and K ing
(2004), Verdu and G kiser (2006)], thus bearing on the question ofhow e —
ciently these param eters can be estin ated. W hile the OU m odel is already
being used, theoretical questions rem ain open.

B roader hierarchical autocorrelation context. So far lnear m odels were
considered in the context of biological data w ith shared ancestry. H ow ever,
In plications of this work are far reaching and m ay a ect com m on practices
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Fig.7. Treesassociated with ANOVA m odels: 3 groups with xed e ects (left) or random

e ects (right). Variance within and am ong groups are 5 and § respectively.

In many elds, because tree structured autocorrelation underlies m any ex—
perin ental designs. For instance, the typical ANOVA can be represented
by a forest (wih BM evolution), one star tree for each group F igure 7). If
groups have random e ects, then a single tree captures thism odel F igure
7). It show s visually how the variation decom poses Into w ithin and am ong
group variation. ANOVA w ih several nested e ects would be represented
by a tree w ith m ore hierarchical levels, each node in the tree representing
a group. In such random (or m ixed) e ect m odels, asym ptotic resuls are
know n when the num ber of groupsbecom es large, w hilke the num ber ofunits
per group is not necessarily required to grow [Akritas and A mold (2000),
W ang and A kritas (2004),Guven (2006)].T he resultspresented here pertain
to any kind of tree grow th, even when group sizes are bounded.

M odel sekction. M any aspects of the m odel can be selected for, such
as the m ost in portant predictors or the appropriate dependence structure.
M oreover, there often is som e uncertainty In the tree structure or in the
m odelofevolution. Several treesm ight be obtained from m olecular data on
several genes, for nstance. T hese trees m ight have di erent topologies or
Just di erent sets of branch lengths. BIC values from several trees can be
com bined form odelaveraging. I showed in thispaperthat the standard form
of BIC is napproprate. Instead, I propose to adjust the penalty associated
to an estim ate wih its e ective sam ple size. AIC was shown to be still
appropriate for approxin ating the K ulback {Ledbler criterion.

Open questions. It was shown that the scaled e ective sam ple size is
bounded as long asthe num berk ofedges stem m ing from the root isbounded
and their lengths are above som e t> 0. T he converse is not true In general.
Take a star tree w ith ef]i__’ges of length n?. Then Yo N (; 2n?) are inde-
pendent, and 1% nl 1= n 2 isbounded.H ow ever, if one requires that the
tree height isbounded (ie., tips are distant from the root by no m ore than
amaxinum am ount), then is i necessary to have k< 1 and t> 0 for the
e ective sam ple size to be bounded? Ifnot, it would be interesting to know

a necessary condition.
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APPENDIX A: UPPER BOUND FOR THE EFFECTIVE SAMPLE
STZE

I prove here the clain m ade in Section 2 that the e ective sam ple size
for the tercept ne= T1%W '1 isbounded by dfp = L=T, where L. is the
tree length (the sum of all branch lengths), in case all tips are at equal
distance T from the root. It is easy to see that V is block diagonal, each
block corresponding to one subtree branching from the root. T herefore, V 1
isalso block diagonaland, by induction, we only need to show thatn, L=T
w hen the root is adpcent to a single edge. Let t be the length of this edge.
W hen thisedge ispruned from the tree, one cbtainsa subtreeoflength L. t
and whose tipsareatdistance T t from theroot.LetV  bethe covariance
m atrix associated w ith this subtree. By induction, one m ay assum e that
1%W 1 @ =T t?.Now V isoftheform tJ+ V ,whereJ= 11°
is a square m atrix of ones. It is easy to check that V 11 =V %l=(l+
1% 1) sothat 1 1= (AW 1) '+ ! (T ©?*=@ bp+vl.
By concavity ofthe inverse filnction, ((1 y=a+ =H)! < (1 ya+ b for
all in (0;1) and alla> b> 0.Combining the two previous Inequalities w ith

=tT,a= L t= t)andb=1yidsl*" !1< L=T? and provesthe
clin .Theequality n = dfps only occursw hen the tree is reduced to a single
tip, in which casene= 1= dfs .

APPENDIX B: ALMOST SURE CONVERGENCE OF ~ AND

Convergence of * in probability is obtained because Aﬁ= 2 has a chi-
square distrbution wih degree of freedom =n r, r behg the total

num ber of covariates. The exact know ledge of this distrdbution provides
bounds on tail prEQbabﬂities. Strong convergence follow s from the conver-
genceoftheseries P (2 29> ")< 1 frall"> 0,which in tum Pllow s
from the application of C hemov’s bound and derivation of large deviations
Dembo and Zeitouni (1998)1:P (** 2> ") exp( I(M)andP (¥ ?<

") exp( I( "))wherethertefunctionI ()= (" lg(l+ "))=2 forall
"> 1 is cbtained from the m om ent generating function of the chisquare
distrdbbution.

The covariancem atrix ofrandom e ectsisestinated with = iR, =
X “x )tvnl X ¢ ), with £, as in the proof of P roposition 5, which
has a W ishart distrbution w ith degree of freedom = n 1 and variance
param eter . For each vector ¢ then, c* Anc has a chisquare distribbution
w ith variance param eter ct ¢, so that ct”, ¢ converges aln ost surely to
c® ¢ by the above argum ent. U sing the indicator of the jth coordinate
c= 1y,then c= 1;+ 14, we obtain the strong convergence of " to
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APPENDIX C: SYMMETRIC TREES

W ih the symm etric sam pling from Section 5, eigenvalues of V , are of
the form

i=n - + o

dp s::ds dp :::dn
wih muliplicity d; :::di 1 (dy 1), the number ofnodes at level 1 if 1 2.
At the root (level 1) the muliplicity is d; . Indeed, it is easy to exhibit the
eigenvectors ofeach ;.Consider ; for instance.The d; descendants of the
rootde ned; groupsoftips. Ifv isa vector such that vy = v fortips jand k
isthe sam e group, then it iseasy to seethatV ,v= ,v.Ik showsthat ; is
an elgenvalue w ith m ultiplicity d; (at least) . Now consider an Intemalnode

Let v be a vector such that vy= 0 if tip j is not a descendant of the node
and vy = a4 if j is a descendant from group g.Then, ifa; + g=20, 1
iseasy to seethat V v jv.Since them ultiplicities sum to n, alleigenvalues
and eigenvectors have been identi ed.

APPENDIX D: BIC APPROXIMATION

Proof of Proposition 7. The prior isassumed to be su ciently
an ooth (fourtim es continuously di erentiable) and bounded.T he sam e con—
ditions are also required or ,, denedby n =sup | (1; Jo) nmodel
Mpand p = sup , top (15 Joi top) MmodelM ;.The extra assum ption
on  ispretty m id; it holdswhen param eters are independent a priori, for
Instance.

Form odelM j the likellhhood can be w ritten

A2 A2
2IgL ()= 2bgL()+n — 1 lg—

A t A A
+ (1 X Ix o, 1w i, T)?
+2(0 o1V X (1 =2

Rearranging tem's, we get  2logL ( )= 2lgL ()+ 2nh, ( )+ a ( o
"0?=*2, wherea, = 1% 11 1W 'x ®® 'x)'xtv 11,
A2 A2 tXtanX

2hn()= — 1 bg— + (1 wm)

2 1 uy)

n 2
an Ao 1 1
T2

and u;= "1 (o Ao)(XtanX)lXtanl.Foramy xed value of o,
consider h, as a function of ; and .Itsm ininum is attained at u; and
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"2= 24 a4, (o “g)*=n.Atthispointthem ininum value is 2h, (u;;%) =

ogl+an (o 0)?=0"%) an(o 0)?=@n"?)and the second derivative of
h, i8J, = diagX WV ! X =@n"?);2="%) .Note that *x = 1*'Vv ‘'x =% 1)

is the row vector of estin ated ancestral states of X , so by Theorem 1, it is
convergent. Note also that X 'V 'X = m  1)" + AW '1) 4y © x . Shce
1% 1 isassum ed bounded, X 'V ' X = n" + 0 (1) alm ost surely, and the
error temm dependson X only, not on the param eters or .Consequently,
apn=1" 1+ 0 @ ') isalmost surely bounded and *?= 2+ 0@ ). &
follow sthat forany xed (,J, convergesaln ost surely todiag( = 2;2= 2y,
T herefore, its eigenvalies are aln ost surely bounded and bounded away
from zero, and h, isLaplaceregularasde ned in K ass, T Iemey and K adane

(1990).Theoram 1 In Kass, T iemey and K adane (1990) show s that
Z

2lbg e™» 4 ,d
= 2nh, @;;%)+ k+ 1)ogn+ ogdet ",
k+ 1IgR )+ g2 2bg( (1;*Fe)+0@?t))

w ih A1= XtVn1X=n= “+o0m 1). Integrating further over ,, we get
2lgP (Y )= 2lgL (")+ k+ 1)logn+ logdet™; &+ 1)log@ ~?)+

log2+ D ,, where
Z

n k 1 a %9)2
Dp= 2bg exp fbg l+%
( (Mg +om?t)) (0)d o:

H euristically, we see that a, converges to tol = lin 1%V nl 1 and for xed o
the Integrand is equivalent to exp ( (Ro A0)2=(2to ~2)), so we would con—

clidethatD , convergestoD = 2bg exp( (o 0)°=Q%"?) (o0; 1:M)d o
asgiven In (1) and, thus,

2lgP (¥ )= 2lgL ")+ k+ 1)bogn+ ogdet” (+ 1)log@ *?)
+ log2+ D + o(1):
Fom ally, we need to check that the O (n 1) tem in D, hasan o(l) contri-
bution after integration, and that the Im it of the Integral is the integral of

the point-w ise 1m it. T he integrand In D ,, is the product of
Z

£ (0)=n®P? epogL () gL () (1; Fo)d . d

and of a quantity that converges aln ost surely: (2det T2 A2y kD=2
M axin izing the lkellhood and prior n o, we get that £, is uniform Iy
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bounded in ¢ by

B Z n A2 A2 A ta N
n®V? ep - — 1 g+ (1 ) T2(1 =7
2
n (17 )dad;

where ", = ®V,'x 1% 117f ~;)=n converges almost surely to
Sihce , is assum ed sn ooth and bounded, we can apply Theorem 1 from
Kass, T Eemey and K adane (1990) again, and £, ( ¢) is bounded by
@det ") 172 @ ~2)&rD=2 (" ;~) which isa convergent quantity. T here—
ﬁ)re, f, is uniform Iy bounded and by dom inated convergence, the lim i of

f, d o equals the integral of the pointw ise Im it so that D, =D + o(1)
aschimed n (1).

Form odelM 1 theproofissin ilar.T hevalieu; isnow Al & W nl X)) ! (( o
"X T 14 (p o)X VP lep):Theterm a, (o 0)? is replaced by
A, €, where = (o "0 wp top)andA, isthe2 2 symmetricma-
trix w ith diagonalelem ents a, and 15,V ! liop 15V Iy xtv 1x)'xtv ! Liops
ando -diagonalelment1®™V 1., 1W 'x X 'Xx) Tty t leop -Note
that, as before, elem ents In A , are dom lnated by their st term , sihoe
X%W 'X =n + 0 (1) aln ost surely.

Ishow below that A, convergesto W 1 asde ned in (2), whose elem ents
are the Iin ts of 1%V ' 1, 15V ' 1eop and 1% ' 1o . The  rst quantity is
tol , nite by assum ption. T he second quantity equals 15¢ ! 1, where ¥ is
obtained by pruning the tree from all tips not in the top subtree, so it con—
verges and is necessarily an aller than tol . The third quantity exists because
A% 11) " A% ! 1ep) i “top, the estin ated state at the root from char-
acter 1y, . Theoram 1 cannot be applied to show its convergence, because
lip is a nonrandom character, but convergence follow s from the follow ing
facts: @) “top Is the estin ated state at the root from a tree where the top
subtree is reduced to a single \top" leaf whose subtending branch length
decreases when m ore tips are added to the top subtree, to a nonnegative
Iim it. () On the reduced tree, "typ is the weight with which the top leaf
contributes to ancestral state estin ation. () T his weight decreases asm ore
tips are added outside the top subtree.

A cknow ledgm ents. T he author is very gratefilto Thom as K urtz for in—
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