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Abstract

In this article, a biallelic reversible mutation model with linear and quadratic
selection is analyzed. The approach reconnects to one proposed by Kimura [25],
who starts from a diffusion model and derives its equilibrium distribution up
to a constant. We use a boundary-mutation Moran model, which approxi-
mates a general mutation model for small effective mutation rates, and derive
its equilibrium distribution for polymorphic and monomorphic variants in small
to moderately sized populations. Using this model, we show that biased muta-
tion rates and linear selection alone can cause patterns of polymorphism within
and substitution rates between populations that are usually ascribed to bal-
ancing or overdominant selection. We illustrate this using a data set of short
introns and fourfold degenerate sites from Drosophila simulans and Drosophila
melanogaster.
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1. Introduction

Our article draws on a model introduced by Kimura [25]: He considered
a normally distributed phenotypic trait that has normal fitness effects and is
influenced by multiple biallelic loci. The forces acting on individual sites are
expanded up to second order to account for dominance and over- and underdom-
inance. The purpose of Kimura’s article is twofold: (i) to show that (nearly-)
neutral evolution is possible under stabilizing selection, and (ii) to explain codon
usage bias, i.e., the preferential use of certain codon triplets for identical amino
acids or termination signals. His treatment is, however, inconsistent because he
switches between models with reversible mutation for modeling polymorphism
and irreversible mutation for modeling substitution rates. It is also incomplete
because he ignores the influence of biased mutation rates. In this article, we
revive the linear and quadratic selection scenario of Kimura [25] and incorpo-
rate it into a biallelic boundary-mutation Moran model, which allows for biased,
reversible mutations from monomorphic states [50]. This model is consistent in
the sense that it can be used for modeling both polymorphism and substitu-
tion rates. With it, we demonstrate the importance of the interplay between
directional and quadratic selection and mutation bias.

According to the neutral theory [26], newly mutated alleles are either selec-
tively neutral and thus subject only to random drift, or strongly selected and
thus quickly weeded out or fixed. Therefore neutral alleles alone contribute
to polymorphism. Nevertheless, Kimura himself proposed and analyzed models
that include weak selection. Assuming a single segregating allele that originated
by mutation, the probability of fixation can be determined in the presence of
linear and quadratic selection [e.g., 23]. Later, Kimura [24] proposed the infinite
sites model, in which derived alleles originate by mutation from infinitely many
ancestral sites with a given mutation rate. Derived alleles may be favored or
disfavored by directional selection. Note that with this model mutations are
irreversible. Due to the infinite supply of ancestral alleles, a quasi-equilibrium
between mutation, drift and directional selection with constant polymorphism
may develop, whereas the fitness increases or decreases indefinitely depending
on the direction of selection. Under these assumptions, Kimura derived ex-
pressions for site heterozygosity. The Ewens-Watterson estimator of genetic
diversity can also be determined with this approach (see Sec. 4.2). Later still,
Ohta [41] argued for the pervasive occurrence of slightly deleterious mutations
to explain the constancy of substitution rates among organisms with different
generation times. Her work ultimately led to the nearly-neutral theory [42],
where the strength of selection and drift is approximately equal.

The (nearly-)neutral theory sets the stage for comparing polymorphism
and substitutions between different classes of mutations with the McDonald-
Kreitman test [33]: Mutation of a site within a coding sequence may lead to
replacement of an amino acid, and therefore this mutation is likely subject to
(weak or strong) selection. However, the mutation may also leave the amino
acid unaltered and therefore likely be neutral on this level of selection. Substi-
tution rates are given by the product of mutation rates and fixation probabilities,
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which depend on the scaled selection strength. Polymorphism is influenced by
the same forces, but is less affected by selection than substitutions. Ratios of
non-silent (replacement) vs. silent substitutions (the Dn/Ds ratio) and of non-
silent vs. silent polymorphism (the Pn/Ps ratio) are then reported as part of the
testing paradigm. Interestingly, McDonald and Kreitman [33] found an excess of
replacement substitutions within the alcohol dehydrogenase gene of Drosophila,
which seems to indicate positive selection. Later, the Dn/Ds ratio was used
to infer negative or positive selection of a specific gene or lineage vs. neutral
[54, 53, 56] or neutral and purifying [57] evolution. In this framework, a debate
about the relative proportions of neutral, positive, and negative mutations has
developed [e.g., 55, 45, 39].

Irreversible mutations, as in the infinite sites model, are consistent with the
usual model for substitutions [23]: The trajectory of a single mutation in a popu-
lation is followed to either fixation or loss with a diffusion approach. Irreversible
mutation models do not allow an equilibrium to develop in a population of finite
size. Reversible mutation-selection-drift models, however, reach an equilibrium.
With a diffusion approach and a general mutation model, the equilibrium distri-
bution for allele frequencies was given by Wright [52] and often used later [e.g.,
25, 30, 5]. In this case, the boundaries are inaccessible for nontrivial mutation
parameters, which is not consistent with the above substitution model. With
selection, Wright’s distribution is defined up to a constant of proportionality
that usually needs to be determined numerically.

Assuming small scaled mutation rates, only a single mutation will likely
segregate in a small to moderately sized population sample. In this limit, it
is possible to derive models that allow for explicit calculation of equilibrium
distributions, substitution rates, and other informative quantities by assuming
a boundary-mutation Moran model [50] (see Sec. 2 and Sec. 3). We note that
the mathematical tractability of the boundary models also enables their use
in phylogenetic settings [9, 10], where recurrent mutations need to be assumed.
Using expressions derived from such models, it can be shown that mutation bias
and linear (directional) selection of the same magnitude can affect polymorphism
and substitutions in surprising ways (see Sec. 4). This interesting interplay has
already been demonstrated by McVean and Charlesworth [34], who intuitively
combined reversible mutations (with positively and negatively selected alleles)
with the infinite sites model. In the appropriate limit, many of their results
are identical to those obtained with the boundary-mutation Moran model (as
we show throughout our article). Since mutation biases are rarely extreme, the
selection strength γ acting on them is often within the nearly-neutral range of
0.2 < |γ| < 3 [46], where γ = 4Ns with the diploid Wright-Fisher model and
γ = Ns with the haploid Moran model.

Silent mutations seem to be under selective constraint in a wide array of
organisms: codon usage bias has been shown to alter the silent substitution
rate in mammals and birds [44], the aspen tree Populus tremula [19], as well as
fruitfly species of the genus Drosophila [1]. Machado et al. [32] and Lawrie et al.
[29] have also shown that codon usage bias appears to account for a substan-
tial amount of the total selective pressure acting on fourfold degenerate sites in
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D. melanogaster: Indeed, synonymous sites seem to be under varying selection
strength including strong purifying selection. Generally, only directional selec-
tion is considered in the context of codon usage bias instead of balancing (or
other forms of quadratic) selection. This follows Li [30] and Bulmer [5], who
argued that mutation bias and opposing linear selection determine codon usage
bias, rather than balancing selection as Kimura [25] postulated. Nevertheless,
dominance and other non-additive effects could also contribute.

For D. melanogaster and D. simulans, the ratio of nucleotides [AT ] to nu-
cleotides [CG] is approximately 2 : 1 in short autosomal introns, which likely
reflects mutation bias [8]. In fourfold degenerate sites of D. simulans, however,
the ratio is approximately 1 : 2. This likely reflects the joint action of mutation
bias and directional selection [7]. One can then define a polymorphism ratio
that can be used as a proxy for directional selection as it correlates well with
divergence measures [32, 29]. In populations of D. simulans (which are gener-
ally not too far from mutation-selection-drift equilibrium), directional selection
has a strength of approximately γ = 1.39 favoring C and G nucleotides that
compensates for the mutation bias in fourfold degenerate sites [49, 21].

Usually, silent vs. replacement amino acid substitutions are compared with
the McDonald-Kreitman test. Scenarios like the above suggest extending the
approach to comparing short introns (as a neutral reference) with fourfold de-
generate sites (which are under weak directional selection). Selection on the
latter is so weak that reversible models must be considered. In this article, we
derive equilibrium substitution rates (Sec. 4.3) and heterozygosities (Sec. 4.2) for
a boundary-mutation-(directional) selection-drift model. This makes it possible
to go beyond testing for deviation from neutrality and also infer the strength of
selection causing this change.

The layout of the article is as follows: Sec. 2 provides a review of the
boundary-mutation Moran model. Sec. 3 introduces the extension to linear
and quadratic selection. We will see that considering a finite number of sites
subject to a biallelic, reversible mutation scheme (with only one mutation seg-
regating at a time) enables the derivation of an exact equilibrium distribution
in Sec. 3.2. We also provide a convenient approximation in Sec. 3.4. We further
calculate various statistics including a measure for expected heterozygosity that
relates to both Kimura [24] and McVean and Charlesworth [34], as well as the
Ewens-Watterson estimator [13, 14, 51] in Sec. 4.2, and simple formulae for sub-
stitution rates that relate to both the substitution rate and evolutionary rate
of Kimura in Sec. 4.3. We use these estimators to infer the selection strength
acting against mutation bias in fourfold degenerate sites of Drosophila simulans
within the McDonald-Kreitman framework in Sec. 5.

2. The boundary-mutation Moran model and diffusion approxima-
tions

2.1. Conceptual introduction to the boundary-mutation Moran model

The Moran model was introduced as a model for genetic drift [36, 35, 37].
It assumes a monoecious, haploid population of N individuals with alleles of a
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focal and non-focal type. At each step, a randomly chosen individual is replaced
by the offspring of another randomly chosen individual. This system induces a
tridiagonal transition matrix with absorbing states 0 and N . With mutation,
the process can always ’escape’ the boundary states as well as drift into them,
so the boundaries formally become partially reflecting [22, chapt. 2.2]. With
the decoupled Moran model [2], mutation, directional selection, and drift are
parameterized as separate processes. All the above Moran models are equivalent
to finite state birth-death processes with appropriate boundary conditions [22,
chapt. 4].

With pure drift and mutation, i.e., without selection, and with a constant
population size N the equilibrium distribution of a sample (without replace-
ment) of size M (with M ≤ N) is a beta-binomial distribution and the prob-
ability of obtaining a certain number of focal alleles z in a biallelic setting
becomes:

Pr(Z = z |M, θ, β) =

(
M

z

)
Γ(θ)

Γ(M + θ)

Γ(z + βθ)Γ(M − z + (1− β)θ)

Γ(βθ)Γ((1− β)θ)
, (1)

where the scaled rate βθ is the mutation rate towards the focal allele (with
θ denoting the mutation rate, β the bias) and (1− β)θ the mutation rate away
from it.

As with the Wright-Fisher model [15, chapter 4], Kolmogorov forward and
backward equations can be derived with the Moran model; with the decou-
pled mutation-drift Moran model using only the first and second symmetric
derivatives [3]. This is particularly relevant because standard population ge-
netic results were derived by Kimura using the Kolmogorov backward equation,
such as formulas for fixation probabilities [23] and heterozygosity [24]. Inference
based on the decoupled Moran model thus converges to these classic diffusion
results [12]. In particular, the beta-binomial is also the distribution of a sample
of size M from the population in the diffusion limit.

The boundary-mutation Moran model with mutation bias has thus far been
studied for the case of either neutral evolution or linear selection [50, 49, 3].
The neutral boundary-mutation Moran model [50] was originally introduced
as a simplified decoupled Moran model, with the additional assumption that
overall scaled mutation rates θ are sufficiently small such that mutations only
occur at the monomorphic boundaries. The interior transitions of polymorphic
sites are due to drift (or selection and drift). It is straightforward to derive the
equilibrium distribution of the neutral equilibrium boundary-mutation Moran
model [50, 49].

Expanding the beta-binomial distribution above with a first order Taylor se-
ries in θ results in a distribution identical to that of a sample from the boundary-
mutation Moran model [48]. Simulations show that this approximation holds
well if the expected equilibrium heterozygosity 2β(1−β)θ < 0.025 [50], where β
is the mutation bias towards the focal allele. In protein coding genes of eukary-
otes the expected heterozygosity, which is approximately the scaled mutation
rate, has been shown to be approximately 10−2 or less [31].
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2.2. Formal introduction to the boundary-mutation Moran model

Consider a phenotypic trait in a population of small to moderate size N that
is influenced by K sites, indexed by k with 1 ≤ k ≤ K. Each site is assumed
to be biallelic with one allele coded as 1 and the other as 0, so there are 2K

possible allelic combinations in total. Per generation (a generation corresponds
to N birth-death Moran events) and per site, a mutation from allele 0 to allele 1
occurs at a scaled rate βθ; a mutation in the reverse direction occurs at a scaled
rate (1 − β)θ. The effect of exchanging allele 0 with allele 1 is a proportional
increase in fitness of the phenotype. Thus there are K + 1 fitness states.

Assume that each site fixes independently. This assumption is approximately
valid (i) if the scaled recombination rate is much larger than the scaled mutation
rate, or (ii), in the case of very low effective recombination rates, if scaled
mutation rates are so small that only one site segregates in the population at a
time. Importantly, the assumption of independence usually holds for the small
scaled mutation rates relevant for the boundary-mutation Moran model [50].

Now we can formally define the neutral boundary-mutation Moran model:
Let x(t) denote the relative frequency (or proportion) of allele 1 at a focal locus
at time t. In the interior, i.e., for x(t) = i

N with 1 ≤ i ≤ N -1, the transition
probabilities from t to t+ 1 are:

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i−1
N |x(t) = i

N ) = i(N−i)
N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i
N |x(t) = i

N ) = 1− 2 i(N−i)N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i+1
N |x(t) = i

N ) = i(N−i)
N2 .

(2)

At the boundary with i = 0, we have:{
Pr(x(t+ 1) = 0 |x(t) = 0) = 1− β θ

N
1

1−βθHN−1

Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1
N |x(t) = 0) = β θ

N
1

1−βθHN−1
,

(3)

where Hn =
∑n
i

1
i is the harmonic number. The normalizing term 1

1−βθHN−1

ensures that, in equilibrium, mutations enter the polymorphic region at an iden-
tical average rate β θ

N per Moran drift event, irrespective of N . At the boundary
i = N , we have analogously:{

Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1 |x(t) = 1) = 1− (1− β) θN
1

1−(1−β)θHN−1

Pr(x(t+ 1) = N−1
N |x(t) = 1) = (1− β) θN

1
1−(1−β)θHN−1

.
(4)

Since a generation corresponds to N Moran events, the mutation rates must be
multiplied by N to obtain the mutation rate per generation.

Note that with the general mutation model, mutations mainly arise from
close to the boundaries when mutation rates are low. With the boundary muta-
tion model, mutations arise exclusively from the boundaries. The terms normal-
izing the mutation rates at the boundaries in Eq. (3) and Eq. (4) compensate
for this difference.
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The equilibrium distribution of the proportion of alleles X at each locus is
then [48]:

π = Pr(X =
i

N
| N, β, θ) =


(1− β)(1− βθHN−1) i = 0;

β(1− β)θ
N

i(N − i)
1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1;

β(1− (1− β)θHN−1) i = N.

(5)

From the equilibrium distribution it follows that the distribution of a sample of
size M taken without replacement is independent of N .

An irreducible, positive recurrent, aperiodic Markov chain with a tridiagonal
transition matrix is reversible. Thus the distribution Eq. (5) can be shown to
be the equilibrium distribution, as it fulfills detailed balance. Note that the
boundary-mutation Moran model is also a birth-death process with partially
reflecting boundaries, as is the general mutation Moran model. Thus the sta-
tionary distribution can also be derived using the theory of a finite birth-death
process [22, chapt. 4.6]:

πi = π0
βθ

1− βθHN−1

N

i(N − i)
for 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1,

πN = π0
β

1− β
1− (1− β)θHN−1

1− βθHN−1
,

(6)

with

π0 =
1

1 +
∑N
i=1 πi

. (7)

Equivalence to the stationary distribution (Eq. 5) follows immediately. The
symmetry between the boundary terms π0 and πN and the difference of both
from the polymorphic terms are, however, not as readily apparent as in Eq. (5).

2.3. Population size and polymorphism limits

Note that for large N either Pr(X = 0), Pr(X = 1), or both become neg-
ative. This naturally imposes a limit on the population size for the boundary-
mutation Moran model, making it valid only for small to moderate popula-
tion sizes depending on θ. More precisely: Assume without loss of generality
that β < 0.5 (which can be achieved by convenient labelling of alleles). Then
β − β(1 − β)θHN−1 > 0 must hold. For large N , HN−1 ≈ log(N − 1) and

therefore N < e
1

(1−β)θ must hold. Recall that the upper limit of validity of the
boundary-mutation model as an approximation to the general mutation model
is approximately 2β(1− β)θ = 0.025 [50], and that mutation bias is usually not
extreme. Therefore, we determine N < e10 as an approximate upper bound
for the population size. This is larger than most effective population sizes and
therefore hardly a practical limitation. Note that with N close to this limit,
probability mass is focused mainly in the polymorphic region just as with the
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general Moran model, because the proportionate increase in mutation probabil-
ities from the boundaries in Eq. (4) compensates for the absence of mutations
in the polymorphic region. We will return to these considerations in Sec. 3.3.

Let us now address the upper limit of polymorphism permitted in a boundary-
mutation Moran model that we referred to in the previous paragraph. Below,
we show the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between two distributions: i)
samples taken without replacement from the beta-binomial distribution that
corresponds with Wight’s equilibrium distribution [52] (these samples are also
beta-binomially distributed) and ii) the equilibrium distributions of the general
mutation Moran model and the boundary-mutation Moran model respectively,
both with N always of the same size as the sample drawn from the popula-
tion, for varying mutation rates (Fig. 1). Note that in the case of the general
mutation model, a sample from the stationary distribution also conforms to a
beta-binomial compound distribution, since the stationary distribution is the
beta distribution [52]. Hence the beta-binomial distributions from i) and ii)
are identical in this. Thus the KL divergences should be zero for the general
mutation Moran model and the observed deviations are caused by numerical
errors. The divergence estimates of the general mutation Moran model and the
boundary-mutation Moran model only start to differ noticeably for θ > 0.01 and
the difference remains small even for θ = 0.1. This speaks for the approximation
accuracy of the boundary-mutation Moran model. Again, we will return to this
topic in Sec. 3.3.
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Figure 1: Kullback-Leibler divergence: We start with 5 neutrally evolving populations of size
N = 1000 with mutation bias β = 1/3 and mutation rates θ = (0.00001, 0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1)
respectively. We model them as evolving according to a general mutation Moran model which
is here identical to Wright’s equilibrium. For each θ, we sample from these populations
with replacement to obtain population sample of sizes M = (3, 10, 30, 100). For each θ, we
then calculate the equilibrium distributions of a general and a boundary-mutation Moran
model with population sizes equal to the sample sizes and compare to the corresponding
downsampled equilibrium distribution via the Kullback-Leibler divergence. This is defined as
DKL = −

∑
i pi log( qi

pi
), where qi are the individual allele frequencies in the downsampled

equilibrium and pi are those of the respective model used for the sample. Above, we show this
divergence (y-axis) for varying θ (x-axis). The equilibrium distributions of samples modelled
by the general mutation Moran model vs. the downsampled population are represented by solid
lines, and the samples modelled by a boundary-mutation Moran model vs. the downsampled
population by dotted lines. The shading of both line types becomes lighter for increasing
sample size.

3. Moran model with biased mutation, linear, and quadratic selection

3.1. Selection coefficients

Note that with a strictly haploid model dominance and over- and under-
dominance are impossible. A diploid selection model allowing for these effects
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involves two alleles that are lost or gained when a diploid individual competes
against another diploid individual. With two alleles lost, the transition ma-
trix could no longer be tridiagonal. In order to model diploids in a haploid
framework with a tridiagonal matrix, we use a similar argument for obtaining
selection coefficients to Muirhead and Wakeley [38]. Consider a population in
Hardy-Weinberg equilibrium. The focal allele partners up with an allele ran-
domly drawn from the population to obtain its fitness; it competes with another
allele, which also obtains its fitness by partnering up with a further allele ran-
domly drawn from the population. We define B1 as determining the strength
of first order and B2 the strength of second order selection (so if B2 = 0, the
fitness effects are purely additive). Then the relative fitnesses for a diploid indi-
vidual with 0, 1, and 2 alleles of the focal type are given by 1, 1 + B1

2N + B2

2N , and

1 + 2B1

2N . The relative differences in fitness of two (ordered) genotypes are given
Table (1), where the competing alleles are in bold. The two columns on the
right correspond to the ordered genotypes containing the focal allele, the two
on the left to the ordered genotypes involving the competitor allele; and analo-
gously for the rows. The focal allele replaces its competitor according to their

Table 1: Fitnesses of two genotypes

00 01 10 11

00 0 B1

2N + B2

2N
B1

2N + B2

2N
2B1

2N

01 −B1

2N −
B2

2N 0 0 B1

2N −
B2

2N

10 −B1

2N −
B2

2N 0 0 B1

2N −
B2

2N

11 − 2B1

2N −B1

2N + B2

2N −B1

2N + B2

2N 0

marginal fitness difference, whereas the two partner alleles remain unaffected.
In other words, the probability of a selective change in the allele frequency from
i to i+ 1 per Moran event is:

(N − i)i
N2

si→i+1 =
(N − i)i

2N5

(
(N − i)2(B1 +B2) + i2(−B1 +B2)

+ 2i(N − i)B1 + 2i2(B1 −B2)

)
si→i+1 = B1

2N −
B2(2i−N)

2N2 ,

(8)

where si→i+1 is the selection coefficient. The selection coefficient in the reverse
direction is analogously:

si→i−1 = −B1

2N
+
B2(2i−N)

2N2
. (9)

While the Kolmogorov forward (i.e., diffusion) and backward equations gen-
erally can be derived from Wright-Fisher [15, chapt. 4] and Moran models,
such a derivation requires only the definition of the first and second symmetric
derivatives for the decoupled mutation-drift Moran model [3, Appendix 7.1].
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Following this procedure, one easily sees that the diffusion approximation of a
boundary-mutation Moran model including the selection coefficients above cor-
responds to Kimura’s diffusion approach [25] except for a reversal of signs for
the parameter B2. This is because Kimura starts from a normally distributed
phenotype, assumes a fitness function proportional to a normal distribution,
and then considers the response of a biallelic locus influencing the trait under
stabilizing phenotypic selection. Near the fitness optimum there are two possible
scenarios: i) The population itself is close to the fitness optimum, resulting in
linear selection towards the optimum; ii) the population is right at the optimum,
resulting in underdominance. Thus, while in our case a positive B2 corresponds
to overdominant selection, in Kimura’s case it corresponds to underdominant
selection.

3.2. Exact stationary distribution

Using the selection coefficients derived in the previous subsection, we get the
exact interior transition probabilities:

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i−1
N |x(t) = i

N ) =
(
1− B1

2N + B2(2i−N)
2N2

) i(N−i)
N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i
N |x(t) = i

N ) = 1− 2 i(N−i)N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i+1
N |x(t) = i

N ) =
(
1 + B1

2N −
B2(2i−N)

2N2

) i(N−i)
N2 .

(10)

Note that this transition matrix deviates from the one used earlier for only linear
selection [50, 49], but converges to the same diffusion limit. At the boundary
i = 0, we have the boundary transitions:{

Pr(x(t+ 1) = 0 |x(t) = 0) = 1− β θ
N

(
1 + B1

2N + B2

2N

)
C0

Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1
N |x(t) = 0) = β θ

N

(
1 + B1

2N + B2

2N

)
C0 ,

(11)

with

C0 =

(
1− βθ

N−1∑
i=1

1

i
Ri

)−1
. (12)

where

Ri =

(∏i−1
j=0(1 + B1

2N −
B2(2i−N)

2N2 )∏i
j=1(1− B1

2N + B2(2i−N)
2N2 )

)
. (13)

Set

RN =

∏N−1
i=0 (1 + B1

2N −
B2(2i−N)

2N2 )∏N−1
i=0 (1− B1

2N + B2(2i−N)
2N2 )

. (14)

At the boundary i = N , we then have:{
Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1 |x(t) = 1) = 1− (1− β) θN

(
1− B1

2N −
B2

2N

)
C1

Pr(x(t+ 1) = N−1
N |x(t) = 1) = (1− β) θN

(
1− B1

2N −
B2

2N

)
C1 ,

(15)
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with

C1 =

(
1− (1− β)θR−1N

N−1∑
i=1

1

N − i
Ri

)−1
. (16)

Set

ω =
β(1− β)θ

(1− β) + βRN
(17)

and

ϕ =
βRN

(1− β) + βRN
. (18)

It follows that the exact equilibrium distribution for a boundary-mutation Moran
model with both linear and quadratic selection as well as biased mutation can
be written as:

π = Pr(X = i
N |B1, B2, ϕ, ω) =



(1− ϕ)− ω
N−1∑
i=1

1

i
Ri i = 0;

ω
N

i(N − i)
Ri 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1;

ϕ− ω
N−1∑
i=1

1

N − i
Ri i = N .

(19)

We recall that because the transition matrix is tridiagonal, detailed balance
must hold for nearest neighbours in equilibrium. In the interior, so for 1 ≤
i+ 1 ≤ N − 1, the flow balances, as the flow from the state X = i+1

N to X = i
N

is:

Pr
(
x(t+ 1) = i−1

N |x(t) = i
N

)
Pr
(
X = i

N

)
=

(
1 + B1

2N −B2
2i−N

2N2

)
i(N − i)
N2

ω

∏i−1
j=0(1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2 )∏i

j=1(1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2 )

N

i(N − i)

=
ω

N

∏i
j=0(1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2 )∏i

j=1(1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2 )

,

(20)

and that in the reverse direction:

Pr
(
x(t+ 1) = i

N |x(t) = i+1
N

)
Pr
(
X = i+1

N

)
=

(
1− B1

2N +B2
2(i+ 1)−N

2N2

)
(i+ 1)(N − i− 1)

N2
ω

×
∏(i+1)−1
j=0 (1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2 )∏(i+1)

j=1 (1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2 )

N

(i+ 1)(N − i− 1)

=
ω

N

∏i
j=0(1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2 )∏i

j=1(1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2 )

.

(21)
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At the boundary i = 0, the flow also balances, as the flow from X = 0 to X = 1
N

is:

Pr
(
x(t+ 1) = 1

N |x(t) = 0
)

Pr
(
X = 0

)
= β

θ

N

(
1 + B1

2N +B2
N

2N2

)
C0

(
(1− ϕ)− ω

N−1∑
i=1

1

i

∏i−1
j=0(1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2 )∏i

j=1(1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2 )

)
= β

θ

N

(
1 + B1

2N +B2
N

2N2

)
C0(1− ϕ)

1

C0

=
ω

N

(
1 + B1

2N +B2
N

2N2

)
,

(22)

and that in the reverse direction:

Pr
(
x(t+ 1) = 0 |x(t) = 1

N

)
Pr
(
X = 1

N

)
=
(
1− B1

2N +B2
2−N
2N2

) (N − 1)

N2
ω

(
1 + B1

2N +B2
N

2N2

1− B1

2N +B2
2−N
2N2

)
N

(N − 1)

=
ω

N

(
1 + B1

2N +B2
N

2N2

)
.

(23)

The other boundary i = N follows analogously.
We have thus validated Eq. (19) as the unique stationary distribution, as

long as the boundary terms at i = 0 and i = N are positive. As any other
Markov process with a tridiagonal transition matrix, the boundary-mutation
Moran model with both linear and quadratic selection and biased mutation
corresponds to a finite birth-death process.

3.3. Population size and polymorphism limits

With selection, it is less straightforward to determine a closed form upper
bound for the population size of the boundary-mutation Moran model, which
we were able to do for the neutral case (Sec. 2.3). Assuming no mutation bias,
we evaluated the maximum mutation rate possible for a range of population
sizes without incurring negative boundary terms (Fig. 2). We see that direc-
tional selection substantially reduces the strength of mutation rates that can
be modelled in a population of a given size (Fig. 2A). However, even the com-
bination of large populations and strong nearly-neutral directional selection is
unlikely to invalidate the use the boundary-mutation Moran model in eukaryote
systems Lynch et al. [31]. Quadratic selection impacts the critical combination
of mutation rate and population size less severely (Fig. 2B).
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Figure 2: For varying population size N (x-axis), fixed mutation bias β = 1/2 (no bias),
and varying selection strengths (A) B1 = c(0, 1, 2, 3, 4), B2 = 0 and (B) B1 = 0, B2 =
c(−10,−5, 0, 5, 10) respectively, we determine the maximum value of θ (y-axis) permitted by
the boundary-mutation Moran model without the boundary terms becoming negative. The
shade of the lines decreases with increasing positive value of selection strength.
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We also evaluate the difference between modelling samples drawn from a
larger population with a general mutation scheme using either a general muta-
tion Moran model or a boundary-mutation Moran model by comparing Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergences as in Sec. 2.3. This time, however, we include varying
strengths of directional and quadratic selection: For a combination of direc-
tional selection and low mutation rates, the boundary-mutation Moran model
with small sample sizes seems to approximate the large population (which can be
thought of as close to the stationary distribution of the diffusion equation) bet-
ter than the general mutation model with the same sample sizes (Fig. 3). This
effect becomes more pronounced with greater selection strengths, and although
it tapers off for increasing population sizes and increasing mutation rates, it
does hold many reasonable parameter combinations. The qualitative difference
between the divergence estimates obtained by modelling the samples with ei-
ther a general or boundary-mutation Moran model in the presence of quadratic
selection seem similar to the results for directional selection except perhaps for
larger samples and lower negative values of quadratic selection (Fig. 4). Note,
however, that the order of divergence is in the range of numerical errors, such
that the equilibrium distributions of the models are nearly indistinguishable.
These results suggest that working with the boundary-mutation Moran model
is advantageous when forced to work with small sample sizes, either for numer-
ical or other practical reasons.
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Figure 3: Kullback Leibler divergence for directional selection: The stationary distribu-
tion of populations of size N = 1000 with mutation bias β = 1/3 and mutation rates
θ = (0.00001, 0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1) respectively, is calculated for a general mutation Moran
model with B1 = 1, B2 = 0 (A) and B1= 3, B2 = 0 (B). We show the KL divergence (y-axis)
for varying θ (x-axis) between the equilibrium distributions of the samples modelled by a
general mutation Moran model vs. the downsampled population (solid line), and the samples
modelled by a boundary-mutation Moran model vs. the downsampled population (dotted line)
for sample sizes M = (3, 10, 30, 100) (the shading of both types of lines becomes lighter with
increasing sample size). For details about the divergence measure see Fig. 1.
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Figure 4: Kullback-Leibler divergence for balancing selection: The stationary distribu-
tion of populations of size N = 1000 with mutation bias β = 1/3 and mutation rates
θ = (0.00001, 0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1) respectively, is calculated for a general mutation Moran
model with B1 = 0, B2 = 1 (A) and B1= 0, B2 = 3 (B) and B1 = 0, B2 = −1 (C) and B1= 0,
B2 = −3 (D). We show the Kullback Leibler divergence (y-axis) for varying θ (x-axis) between
the equilibrium distributions of the samples modelled by a general mutation Moran model vs.
the downsampled population (solid line), and the samples modelled by a boundary-mutation
Moran model vs. the downsampled population (dotted line) for sizes M = (3, 10, 30, 100)
(shades of both types of lines decrease with increasing sample size). For details about the
divergence measure see Fig. 1.
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Figure 5: The equilibrium probability (y-axis) of observing the focal allele within the poly-
morphic region at a certain frequency (x-axis) with Wright’s equilibrium distribution (solid
line) and the boundary-mutation Moran model (symbols: ‘o’, ‘+’, and ‘x’ for γ = (0, 1, 2),
respectively). Parameters are: β = 1/3, θ = 0.02, N = 50, B1 = (0, 1, 2), and B2 = 0.
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3.4. Approximate stationary distribution

In this subsection, we find an exponential approximation to the exact boundary-
mutation Moran model with biased mutation, and directional and quadratic
selection. We will see that it has a simpler form that may be advantageous for
implementation purposes and that it provides a more immediate comparison to
classic diffusion results in Sec. 4.

3.4.1. Asymptotics of the drift and selection terms

Let us examine the asymptotics of the terms for drift and selection: As-
suming that N is suitably large and B1 and B2 are at most of first order, the
numerator can be approximated by:

fi =

i−1∏
j=0

(
1 + B1

2N −B2
2j−N
2N2

)
= exp

(
1

2N

(
iB1 +B2

i(N−i+1)
N

))
+O(1/N2) .

(24)

Note that this is essentially a first order Taylor expansion of the exponential in
reverse. From es = (1 + s) + O(s2), we can see that the exponential reliably
approximates the exact process for the large population sizes usually encoun-
tered in population genetics (in particular, for approximately s ≤ 0.1). The
denominator can be analogously approximated:

gi =

i∏
j=1

(
1− B1

2N +B2
2j−N
2N2

)
= exp

(
− 1

2N

(
iB1 +B2

i(N−i−1)
N

))
+O(1/N2) .

(25)

Therefore the approximate drift and selection terms are given by:

fi
gi
≈

exp

(
1

2N

(
iB1 +B2

i(N−i+1)
N

))
exp

(
− 1

2N

(
iB1 +B2

i(N−i−1)
N

)) = exp

(
B1

i
N +B2

i(N−i)
N2

)
. (26)

3.4.2. Approximate exponential transition rates and stationary distribution

We can define an approximate interior transition rates for the boundary-
mutation Moran model with linear and quadratic selection, and biased mutation
as follows:

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i−1
N |x(t) = i

N ) = e−
B1

2N +B2
2i−N
2N2 i(N−i)

N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i
N |x(t) = i

N ) = 1− (e−
B1

2N +B2
2i−N
2N2 + e

B1

2N −B2
2i−N
2N2 ) i(N−i)N2

Pr(x(t+ 1) = i+1
N | y(t) = i

N ) = e
B1

2N −
B2(2i−N)

2N2 i(N−i)
N2 .

(27)
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The boundary at i = 0 becomes:Pr(x(t+ 1) = 0 |x(t) = 0) = 1− β θ
N e

B1+B2

2N D0

Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1
N |x(t) = 0) = β θ

N e
B1+B2

2N D0 ,
(28)

with

D0 =

(
1− βθ

N−1∑
i=1

1

i
Fi

)−1
, (29)

where

Fi = eB1
i
N +B2

i(N−i)
N2 . (30)

Analogously, at the boundary i = N the approximation yields:Pr(x(t+ 1) = 1 |x(t) = 1) = 1− (1− β) θN e
−B1+B2

2N D1

Pr(x(t+ 1) = N−1
N |x(t) = 1) = (1− β) θN e

−B1+B2

2N D1 ,
(31)

with

D1 =

(
1− (1− β)θe−B1

N−1∑
i=1

1

N − i
Fi

)−1
. (32)

Set $ = β(1−β)θ
(1−β)+βeB1

and % = βeB1

(1−β)+βeB1
. The approximate equilibrium

distribution becomes:

π = Pr(X =
i

N
|B1, B2, %,$) =



(1− %)−$
N−1∑
i=1

1

i
Fi i = 0;

$Fi
N

i(N − i)
1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1;

%−$
N−1∑
i=1

1

N − i
Fi i = N. .

(33)

Detailed balance can be shown analogously as in the exact version and the
proof is therefore omitted here.

For small θ, this approximate equilibrium of the boundary-mutation Moran
model is an excellent approximation of Wright’s equilibrium distribution with
general mutation rates [52] (Fig. 5).

3.5. Dynamics of the stationary distribution

Varying the values of B1 and B2, either individually or simultaneously, ac-
counts for a wide range of possible selection scenarios. The exponential distri-
butions are generally good approximations for the exact versions even for very
strong selection and small population sizes (Figs. 6 and 7).

Note that quadratic selection acts symmetrically around a maximum at fre-
quency 1

2 when B1 = 0. Adjusting the latter shifts the target frequency (Figs. 6B
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and 7). With stabilizing selection around a given optimum, selection may be
either mainly directional (far away from the optimum) or underdominant (right
at the optimum) [25]. In the case of overdominance, i.e., concave fitness on the
locus level, a fitness maximum inside the polymorphic region may lead to an
increase in polymorphism (Fig. 6B). But in this case the main assumption of
the boundary-mutation model, i.e., that mutations only occur in monomorphic
states, may be violated. Recall that the fitness advantage (or disadvantage)
through fixation of a mutant allele of the focal type is B1 (irrespective of B2).
With the focal allele completely dominant and favored by selection, we have
B2 = B1; without dominance B2 = 0. Hence, dominance makes no difference to
zeroth order in θ, i.e., when drift is strong relative to mutation. This changes
when first order terms are included as polymorphism may increase with over-
dominance and decrease with underdominance, even with relatively low selection
coefficients.
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Figure 6: (A.) The equilibrium probability (y-axis) of observing the focal allele within the
polymorphic region at a certain frequency (x-axis) under different strengths of linear selection.
The neutral scenario is given by the dashed line; the thinner black lines are the exact equilib-
rium probability for the selection scenarios, the exponential approximation is depicted by the
thicker grey lines. Parameters are: β = 1/3, θ = 0.02, N = 200, B1 = (3, 10), and B2 = 0.
(B.) The equilibrium probability (y-axis) of observing the focal allele within the polymorphic
region at a certain frequency (x-axis) under different strengths of quadratic selection. The
neutral scenario is given by the dashed line; the thinner black lines are the exact equilibrium
probability for the selection scenarios, the exponential approximation is depicted by the thicker
grey lines. Parameters are: β = 1/3, θ = 0.02, N = 200, B1 = 0, and B2 = (−4, 4, 10, 15).
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Figure 7: (A.) The equilibrium probability (y-axis) of observing the focal allele within the
polymorphic region at a certain frequency (x-axis) under different strengths of linear selec-
tion. The neutral scenario is given by the dashed line; the thinner black lines are the exact
equilibrium probability for the selection scenarios, the exponential approximation is depicted
by the thicker grey lines. Parameters are: β = 1/3, θ = 0.02, N = 200, B1 = (2, 4, 8, 12),
and B2 = 8. (B.) The equilibrium probability (y-axis) of observing the focal allele within
the polymorphic region at a certain frequency (x-axis) under different strengths of quadratic
selection. The neutral scenario is given by the dashed line; the thinner black lines are the
exact equilibrium probability for the selection scenarios, the exponential approximation is de-
picted by the thicker grey lines. Parameters are: β = 1/3, θ = 0.02, N = 200, B1 = 4, and
B2 = (2, 5, 10, 15).
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4. Divergence, substitution rates, and heterozygosity

In this section formulae for variation within and between populations are
derived. We will often use the exponential approximation to the equilibrium
distribution from Eq. (33) as a starting point to contrast with neutral versions
derived from Eq. (5). This is partly for convenience, but we also wish to compare
our results to classic diffusion derivations.

4.1. Equilibrium distribution among populations

Let $ → 0 in Eq. (33) and compare to the version without selection by
letting θ → 0 in Eq. (5). We see from the boundary terms at i = 0 and i = N
of Eq. (33) that the selective advantage of the preferred allele in the entire
population is γ = B1 to zeroth order in θ. Given K sites with equal effects on
the phenotype, a tridiagonal transition rate matrix results and hence we again
have detailed balance between nearest neighbours, this time not between alleles
within a site but between loci fixed for alternative alleles. Set the number of
sites fixed for the focal allele to y. In equilibrium the following detailed balance
equation must then hold:

Pr(y |K,β, γ)(K − y)β = Pr(y + 1 |K,β, γ)(y + 1)(1− β)e−γ . (34)

One then sees that the binomial distribution

Pr(y |K, ρ) =

(
K

y

)
ρy(1− ρ)K−y , (35)

with ρ = βeγ/((1− β) + βeγ) is the equilibrium distribution since(
K

y

)
ρy(1− ρ)K−y(K − y)β =

(
K

y + 1

)
ρy+1(1− ρ)K−y−1(y + 1)(1− β)e−γ

(1− β)K−yβy+1eyγ = (1− β)K−yβy+1e(y+1)γe−γ

(1− β)K−yβy+1eyγ = (1− β)K−yβy+1eyγ .

(36)

The mean of the binomial distribution is Kρ, the variance among populations
Kρ(1 − ρ). The variance within populations is zero since each population is
assumed fixed at all sites with the first order approximation we made at the
start of this subsection. When selection opposes mutation bias, it may increase
the variance compared to neutral equilibrium.

Note that ρ corresponds to the expected proportion of favored alleles fixed
among the K sites. The equilibrium rates of favored and disfavored new muta-
tions are:

rβ,θ,γ =

K∑
k=0

K!

k!(K − y)!
ρy(1− ρ)K−yβθ(K − y) = K(1− ρ)βθ

rβ,θ,−γ = Kρ(1− β)θ .

(37)
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The equilibrium ratio of favorable to unfavorable new mutations is independent
of the mutation parameters and depends only on selection, as previously noted
by McVean and Charlesworth [34]:

rβ,θ,γ
rβ,θ,−γ

=
K(1− ρ)βθ

Kρ(1− β)θ
=

β(1− β)θ

βeγ(1− β)θ
= e−γ . (38)

Note that the ratio of the probability of fixation of favorable and unfavorable
mutations in equilibrium is 1.

4.2. Expected Heterozygosity

Starting from the boundary-mutation Moran model, an expression for the
expected level of heterozygosity can easily be determined. We point out con-
nections between this result, Kimura’s formula for heterozygosity [24], and the
Ewens-Watterson estimator for molecular diversity [13, 14, 51].

4.2.1. Neutral expected heterozygosity

In the context of the boundary-mutation Moran model, we can simply sum
over the polymorphic region of the equilibrium distribution to obtain a formula
for the expected heterozygosity (in contrast to the general model). In the past
this has been done for the neutral case from Eq. (5) [50]:

Hβ,θ =

N−1∑
i=1

β(1− β)θ
N

i(N − i)
= 2β(1− β)θHN−1 , (39)

where HN−1 is again the harmonic number.
Note that this result multiplied by the number of loci is essentially a ver-

sion of the Ewens-Watterson estimator of molecular diversity [13, 14, 51] for
biased mutation. The standard derivations of the Ewens-Watterson estimator
use forward diffusion on infinite alleles/sites or coalescent arguments, but in Ap-
pendix (8.1.1) and Appendix (8.1.2) we show that the estimator can be easily
derived from Kimura’s earlier backward diffusion approach as well [24].

The boundary-mutation Moran model naturally separates monomorphic and
polymorphic dynamics. We can approximate the summation over polymorphic
sites with an integral by replacing the allele frequency with the allele proportion
y = i/N and taking the limit N →∞:

Hβ,θ = lim
N→∞

∫ 1−1/N

1/N

2x(1− x)β(1− β)θ
1

x(1− x)
dx = 2β(1− β)θ . (40)

This is then identical to the neutral measure of heterozygosity determined via
the Komolgorov backward diffusion [24].
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4.2.2. Expected heterozygosity under linear selection

The first derivation of expected heterozygosity under linear selection is due to
Kimura [24]. He assumed the infinite sites model and used boundary-mutation
reasoning: A single mutant allele initially segregates at a proportion of 1/N (or
1− 1/N). With the Komolgorov backward diffusion equation the course of the
allele proportion within the polymorphic region is modeled between 1/N and 1−
1/N (although Kimura integrated from 0 to 1 for simplicity), conditional on drift
and selection. The reason for neglecting the monomorphic region is that passing
a boundary model to the diffusion limit leads to inconsistencies: The diffusion
approximation requires the assumption of N →∞ for the polymorphic interior.
The same assumption causes negative, and thus impossible, probabilities of
occupancy at the boundaries as discussed in Sec. 2.2. This can easily be seen
from our formulae for equilibrium distributions, e.g. Eq. (5), Eq. (19), Eq. (33).

Let us now look at the boundary-mutation Moran model with linear se-
lection, i.e., γ = B1, as well as mutation. We will use the exponential ap-
proximation of the equilibrium distribution (Eq. (33)) to derive the expected
heterozygosity and immediately approximate the sum over the polymorphic re-
gion by an integral in order to more readily compare to the diffusion approach.
The expected heterozygosity for N →∞ is then [49]:

Hβ,θ,γ = lim
N→∞

∫ 1−1/N

1/N

2x(1− x)
β(1− β)θ

(1− β) + βeγ
eγx

1

x(1− x)
dx

= 2
β(1− β)θ

(1− β) + βeγ
eγ − 1

γ
= 2$

eγ − 1

γ
,

(41)

We show this is equivalent to Kimura’s result [24] in Appendix (8.1.1).
In order to detect the action of putative adaptive evolution, the ratio of the

expected heterozygosity under linear selection to the expected heterozygosity at
neutrality must be evaluated. Using the diffusion approximation, this is given
by:

Hβ,θ,γ

Hβ,θ
=

2 β(1−β)θ
(1−β)+βeγ

eγ−1
γ

2β(1− β)θ
=

1

(1− β) + βeγ
eγ − 1

γ
. (42)

While directional selection always decreases heterozygosity when mutation rates
are unbiased, directional selection opposing mutation bias may increase het-
erozygosity (Fig. 8A-C). This happens because directional selection increases
the overall mutation rate by favoring the allele with the higher mutation rate.
Note that Eq. (42) is identical to that given by McVean and Charlesworth [34]
(see also Appendix (8.1.4) for a comparison).

4.2.3. Expected heterozygosity under quadratic selection

In continuous models, derivations of heterozygosity that include over- and
underdominance involve solving the Gaussian error function. Within the frame-
work of the boundary-mutation Moran model, a sum is taken over the poly-
morphic region of the approximate equilibrium distribution for the boundary-
mutation Moran model with quadratic selection, instead of an integral (Eq. (33)):
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Set λ = B1 + B2

N and recall $ = β(1−β)θ

(1−β)+βeB1+
B2
N

. Then:

Hβ,θ,λ =

N−1∑
i=1

$eB1
i
N +B2

i(N−i)
N2

N

i(N − i)
= $AN−1 , (43)

where AN−1 =
∑N−1
i=1 eB1

i
N +B2

i(N−i)
N2 N

i(N−i) . The expected heterozygosity un-

der linear and quadratic selection relative to neutrality then becomes:

Hβ,θ,λ

Hβ,θ
=

1

2((1− β) + βeγ)

AN−1
HN−1

. (44)

In Fig. (9A-C), we see that for a fixed value of quadratic selection the dy-
namics between linear selection and mutation bias remain the same as without
quadratic selection. Relative to neutrality, there is a shift towards lower het-
erozygosity with negative B2 and towards higher heterozygosity with positive
B2 . Fig. (10B) makes it apparent that mutation bias only affects quadratic
selection if it acts jointly with linear selection. For a fixed value of linear selec-
tion, quadratic selection will increase heterozygosity convexly with increasing
strength (see Fig. 10A,C).
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Figure 8: Heterozygosity (A-C) and substitution rate (D-F) relative to neutrality (Eq. 42, and
Eq. 53 respectively), depending on directional selection γ for a mutation bias of: β = 1/2 for
A and D, β = 1/3 for B and E, β = 1/5 for C and F.
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Figure 9: Heterozygosity (A-C) and substitution rate (D-F) relative to neutrality (Eq. 44, and
Eq. 57 respectively) depending on directional selection B1 for B2 = −1 for A and D, B2 = 0
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Figure 10: Heterozygosity (A-C) and substitution rate (D-F) relative to neutrality (Eq. 44,
and Eq. 57 respectively) depending on directional selection B2 for B1 = −1 for A and D,
B1 = 0 for B and E, B1 = 1 for C and F. The black line corresponds to β = 1/2, the grey
line to β = 1/3, and the light grey line to β = 1/5.
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4.3. Substitution rates

In this subsection, we examine the dynamics of substitution rates, first for
varying strengths of mutation bias and opposing linear selection, and then for
quadratic selection.

4.3.1. Fixation probabilities in the boundary-mutation Moran model

The fixation probability of a new mutation that initially segregates at the
boundary and comes under both linear and quadratic selection is given by e.g.,
Eq. (15) of Kimura [25] as:

uβ,θ,λ

(
x =

1

N

)
=

1

N
∫ 1

0
e−B1x+B2x(1−x) dx

. (45)

This result is derived using the Kolmogorov backward diffusion.
We have previously relied on Markov process arguments for the majority

of our calculations: In [50], the fixation rates for a boundary-mutation Moran
model with linear selection are determined via balancing conditional flows. How-
ever, this is more cumbersome than solving the following discrete difference
equation for the fixation probabilities:

uβ,θ,λ(i) = uβ,θ,λ(i− 1) Pr

(
x(t+ 1) =

i− 1

N
|x(t) =

i

N

)
+uβ,θ,λ(i)

(
1− Pr

(
x(t+ 1) =

i− 1

N
|x(t) =

i

N

)
− Pr

(
x(t+ 1) =

i+ 1

N
|x(t) =

i

N

))
+uβ,θ,λ(i+ 1) Pr

(
x(t+ 1) =

i+ 1

N
|x(t) =

i

N

)
,

(46)

where the transition rates are from the exact equilibrium distribution Eq. (19).
This is of course the precise discrete equivalent in method to that of Kimura

(see also [23]). Given the boundary conditions uβ,θ,λ(0) = 0 and uβ,θ,λ(1) = 1,
the general result for i = 1, ..., N is:

uβ,θ,λ(j) =
1 +

∑i−1
j=1 e

−B1
j
N+B2

j(N−j)
N2 N

i(N−i)

1 +
∑N−1
j=1 e−B1

j
N+B2

j(N−j)
N2 N

i(N−i)

, (47)

and, most importantly, for the case of a single segregating mutation this yields:

uβ,θ,λ

(
x =

1

N

)
=

1

1 +
∑N−1
j=1 e−B1

j
N+B2

j(N−j)
N2 N

i(N−i)

. (48)
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4.3.2. Substitution rates under linear selection and the neutrality index

With only linear selection, i.e., γ = B1, the substitution rate per generation
in equilibrium is balanced between favorable and deleterious mutations. The

mutation rate from allele 0 to 1 is β(1−β)θ
βeγ+(1−β) . If we approximate the fixation

probability in Eq. (48) with the continuous version equivalent in Eq. (46), the
substitution rate per generation from allele 0 to allele 1 is:

β(1− β)θ

βeγ + (1− β)
uβ,θ,γ

(
x =

1

N

)
≈ β(1− β)θ

βeγ + (1− β)

1

N
∫ 1

0
e−γx dx

=
β(1− β)θ

βeγ + (1− β)

γ

N(1− e−γ)
.

(49)

In the reverse direction we have eγ more mutations, but the selection coefficient
is reversed:

β(1− β)θeγ

βeγ + (1− β)
uβ,θ,−γ

(
x =

1

N

)
≈ β(1− β)θeγ

βeγ + (1− β)

1

N
∫ 1

0
eγx dx

=
β(1− β)θ

βeγ + (1− β)

γeγ

N(eγ − 1)

=
β(1− β)θ

βeγ + (1− β)

γ

N(1− e−γ)
.

(50)

Recall that ρ = βeγ/((1 − β) + βeγ). The overall substitution rate then
becomes:

Sβ,θ,γ = 2

K∑
k=0

K!

k!(K − k)!
ρk(1− ρ)K−k k(1− β)θ

γ/N

eγ − 1

= 2K
θ

N

γ

eγ − 1
(1− β)ρ .

(51)

Without selection this rate reduces to

Sβ,θ = 2K
θ

N
β(1− β) . (52)

The ratio of the nearly-neutral and neutral rates is then:

Sβ,θ,γ
Sβ,θ

=
ρ

β

γ

eγ − 1
=

γ

(βeγ + (1− β))(1− e−γ)
. (53)

Note that while γ
eγ−1 is always smaller than 1 for γ > 0, ρ

β may be larger
because linear selection opposing the mutation bias increases overall mutation
rates. Altogether, linear selection may thus increase substitution rates over the
neutral rate with biased mutation (Fig. 8D-F).

Following Ohta [40], the common understanding of selection against delete-
rious mutations is that it slows down the substitution rate and thus the rate of
divergence in proportion to the effective population size. Usually substitution
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rates elevated above the neutral rate are interpreted as resulting from recent
positive selection and not from an equilibrium of linear selection and biased
mutation. Yet we are not the first to note that in equilibrium, a strong muta-
tion bias against the optimal codon may actually increase the substitution rate:
McVean and Charlesworth [34] revived the investigation into this phenomenon;
Lawrie et al. [28] also discuss how this interplay can confound maximum like-
lihood estimates of branch lengths and therefore inference of positive selection
on phylogenies.

In Appendix (8.2), we provide a comparison between our Eq. (53) and the
equivalent formula derived by Kimura [25].

We note that the neutrality index for linear selection vs. neutrality is inde-
pendent of the mutation parameters: It is 1 for γ = 0, and always greater than
1 for γ 6= 0. This can be shown as follows:

Hβ,θ,γ

Hβ,θ

Sβ,θ
Sβ,θ,γ

=
1

(1− β) + βeγ
eγ − 1

γ

(βeγ + (1− β))(1− e−γ)

γ

=
eγ − 1

γ

1− e−γ

γ

=

(
eγ/2 − e−γ/2

γ

)2

=

( ∞∑
i=0

(γ/2)2i

(2i+ 1)!

)2

.

(54)

The squared power series contains only even powers of γ, such that the
neutrality index must be greater than 1 (since the term for i = 0 is always
1). Indeed, the neutrality index is unchanged by reversing the sign of γ, which
actually corresponds to an exchange of the labels of the two alleles (Fig. 11).

4.3.3. Substitution rates under quadratic selection and the neutrality index

As with heterozygosity, obtaining an expression for the substitution rate
that includes quadratic as well as linear selection within the framework of the
boundary-mutation Moran model involves summation rather than solving the
Gaussian error function. We now have λ = B1+ B2

N . Set ρ2 = β/((1−β)+βeλ).
Then the substitution rate is given by:

Sβ,θ,λ = 2

K∑
k=0

K!

k!(K − k)!
ρk2(1− ρ2)K−kk(1− β)θuβ,θ,λ

(
x =

1

N

)
= 2K

θ

N
ρ2uβ,θ,λ

(
x =

1

N

)
.

(55)

Without selection this reduces to:

Sβ,θ = 2K
θ

N
β(1− β)

1

1 + 2HN−1
. (56)
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Therefore the substitution rate with quadratic and linear selection relative to
neutrality becomes:

Sβ,θ,λ
Sβ,θ

=
1

(βeλ + (1− β))(1 + 2HN−1)uβ,θ,λ

(
x = 1

N

) .
(57)

Inversely as with heterozygosity, quadratic selection causes a shift towards lower
substitution rates positive values and towards higher substitution rates for neg-
ative ones relative to neutrality (Fig. 9D-F). This shift appears linear and the
slope depends on the interaction between linear selection and mutation bias
(Fig. 10A-C).

Let us take another look at the so-called neutrality index:

Hβ,θ,λ

Hβ,θ

uβ,θ
uβ,θ,λ

=
1

2HN−1
AN−1uβ,θ,λ

(
p =

1

N

)
. (58)

It is independent of the mutation parameters and has a parabolic shape in depen-
dence on linear selection and a positive curvature in dependence on quadratic
selection (Fig. (9)). Underdominance results in values < 1 with weak to no
linear selection (exact dynamics depending on orientation), whereas overdomi-
nance always causes values > 1.
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Figure 11: Neutrality index in dependence of B1 (A) and B2 (B) relative to neutrality (Eq. 58).
In (A), the black line corresponds to B2 = 0, the grey line to B2 = −1, and the light grey
line to B2 = 1. In (B), the black line corresponds to B1 = 0, the grey line to B1 = −1, and
the light grey line to B1 = 1.

5. Analysis of Drosophila data

We now apply our formulae to Drosophila data. This consists of an alignment
of ten haploid genomes of Malagasy D. simulans (from inbred isofemale lines)
[43] and ten haploid genomes of mainland African D. melanogaster (from haploid
embryos) [27], from which we extract a joint site frequency spectrum of fourfold
degenerate (FF) and short intronic sites (SI; positions 8−30bp of introns < 66bp
long) from all autosomal loci. The bases A and T are encoded as allele 0 and
the bases C and G as allele 1. Then we downsample this spectrum to a sample
size of two for D. simulans (columns) and one for D. melanogaster (rows). The
joint allele spectrum of short introns is given in Table (2), where the sum of
the second column (i.e., the sum of the cells [0,1] and [1,1]) corresponds to the
heterozygosity and the sum of the cells [0,2] and [1,0] to the divergence. The
joint allele spectrum of the fourfold degenerate sites is given in Table (3).

Using only polymorphism and divergence data, a McDonald-Kreitman test
of the SI vs. FF sites shows a highly significant deviation from neutrality (χ̂2 =
44.4, p ≈ 0). The FF sites, presumably under selection, are more variable than
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Table 2: Short intron data

SI 0 1 2
0 56777 919 3145
1 2575 981 27656

Table 3: Fourfold degenerate site data

FF 0 1 2
0 291665 6616 35918
1 17960 14848 613465

the presumably neutral SI sites (χ̂2 = 10.732, p = 0.001), which is usually
interpreted as indicative of balancing selection. As we discussed, as long as
the selection direction opposes mutation bias (in this case β̂1 = 0.34), linear
(directional) selection may increase polymorphism.

In neutral equilibrium, the expected proportions are given in Table (4),
where ϑ = β(1 − β)θ, τ = β(1 − β)θ t. Here t is the time of separation of the
two species in multiples of N generations. We use the expected proportions

Table 4: Expectations under neutrality

neutral 0 1 2
0 (1− β − ϑ)(1− τ) ϑ (β − ϑ)τ
1 (1− β − ϑ)τ ϑ (β − ϑ)(1− τ)

in Table (4) together with the SI data (Table 2) to estimate the parameters:

ϑ̂ = 0.0101, β̂ = 0.345, and τ̂ = 0.0625. From this we conclude that these two
species separated t = τ/ϑ = 6.17 generations times the effective population size
N ago.

With selection, the expected proportions are given in Table (5), with

η =
γ

(1− e−γ)(1− β + βeγ)
, (59)

ζ0 =
1

1− β + βeγ

((
1

1− e−γ
− 1

γ

)
(1− ϑητ) +

(
eγ

γ
− 1

1− e−γ

)
ϑητ

)
, (60)

and

ζ1 =
1

1− β + βeγ

((
1

1− e−γ
− 1

γ

)
ϑητ +

(
eγ

γ
− 1

1− e−γ

)
(1− ϑητ)

)
. (61)
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We note that ζ0 and ζ1 are weighted averages of the unidirectional heterozygosity
given in Eq. (75). Substituting the estimates ϑ̂, β̂, and τ̂ into Table (5) and

Table 5: Expectations under selection

selected 0 1 2
0 (1− ρ− ϑζ)(1− ητ) ϑζ0 (ρ− ϑζ)ητ
1 (1− ρ− ϑζ)ητ ϑζ1 (ρ− ϑζ)(1− ητ)

using the fourfold degenerate site data (Table 3), we obtain an estimator for the
directional selection strength of γ̂ = 1.364 by direct search.

6. Conclusions

In this article, we introduce a biallelic Moran model with biased, reversible
mutation and linear and quadratic selection with mutations from the boundaries
only. It approximates the general mutation model when scaled mutation rates
are small. We parameterize selection similarly to Kimura [25], who analyzed
a model with many biallelic loci contributing to a normally distributed trait.
Our model additionally takes mutation bias into account. While McVean and
Charlesworth [34] also consider mutation bias, they do not include quadratic
selection. In contrast to both, we derive the exact stationary distribution rather
than only determining it up to a constant and additionally provide an accurate
approximation. This enables particularly direct derivation of expressions for
heterozygosity and substitution rates.

We apply our model to a Drosophila dataset where sites from short introns
are presumably unselected and sites from fourfold degenerate sites are presum-
ably under directional selection. With a McDonald-Kreitman test, heterozygosi-
ties and divergence between these two site-classes can be compared and tested
for deviation from normality. From the short intron data, we can estimate
mutation bias, molecular diversity, and divergence time. Conditional on these
estimates, directional selection on fourfold degenerate sites can be determined.
We thus go beyond merely demonstrating a deviation from neutrality. We note
that molecular diversity is higher for fourfold degenerate sites than for short
introns. As long as the direction of directional selection opposes the mutation
bias (in this case about β̂1 = 0.34), linear or directional selection may increase
polymorphism. With the inferred parameters, such an effect is expected. It is
thus not necessary to postulate balancing selection to explain this result.

Note that dominance, over- and underdominance, and balancing selection
(which are special cases of linear plus quadratic selection) have received a lot of
attention in recent years. Many studies have analyzed the signature quadratic
selection leaves on linked sites [e.g., 11, 4]. There are, however, also widely
known cases of quadratic selection where linkage does not play a role, such as
the human ABO blood polymorphism [47].
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The reversibility of mutations in our model also implies that the rate of
negatively and positively selected new mutations (the ratio of which is deter-
mined by mutation bias and selection) may reach a stationary distribution.
Thus the effects of deleterious mutations [background selection, 6] as well as
positively selected mutations [hitchhiking, 20] on the effective population size
may also equilibrate. Indeed, whether one parameterizes such models with pos-
itive or negative selection strength, the resultant equilibrium distribution will
be identical. This is a promising setting for future explorations of more complex
dynamics involving, e.g., background selection McVean and Charlesworth [see
also ideas raised by 34].

In the struggles over the neutral [26] and nearly-neutral [42] theories follow-
ing Gillespie’s review [16], subtleties in the models and common ideas in the
approaches of individual scientists took a backseat. Advances were driven by
data and computer-intensive approaches. Nowadays, two strands of research
appear to prevail within population genetics: one centered on data sets that
contrast amino acid changing and silent substitutions [33, 55, 45], where theory
is based on the infinite sites model with deleterious mutations [42]; the other
centered on data sets that contrast fourfold degenerate sites with short introns
[17, 18, 8, 7, 21], where theory is based on biallelic, reversible mutation models
and selection-mutation-drift equilibrium [30, 5, 34, 49]. Note that both ap-
proaches only allow for linear selection; quadratic selection [25] is ignored. We
posit that reversible mutation models such as ours can provide the framework
for rigorous analysis of the interplay between mutational bias and both linear
and quadratic selection. Broadening the field of application of such reversible
models to scenarios in which they are not traditionally used could bring together
modelling approaches that seem to have diverged unnecessarily.
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8. Appendix: Comparison to Earlier Results

8.1. Expected heterozygosity

8.1.1. Expected heterozygosity - Kimura

Kimura [24] was the first to derive the expected equilibrium heterozygosity
with directional selection in an infinite sites model. He did this by using the
Komolgorov backward diffusion equation. He assumed time t runs forward
through generations. Then, p is the allele proportion t generations earlier with
the mean change in proportion over a time interval denoted as Mδp and the
variance as Vδp. The backward equation is then:

∂φ(p, x; t)

∂t
=

1

2
Vδp

∂2φ(p, x; t)

∂p2
+Mδp

∂φ(p, x; t)

∂p
. (62)

Next, Kimura takes νm to be the number of sites per generation at which a new
mutation appears in the population in a Wright-Fisher model. We instead count
the per generation mutations from state 0 to state 1 within a Moran model -
these occur at rate %

2 . In our case, %
2φ(p, x; t)dx then represents the contribu-

tion of mutants appearing t generations earlier at initial frequency (or rather
proportion) p to the present mutant frequencies within the range x + dx (i.e.
from x to x + dx). Thus, considering all the contributions made by mutations
in the past, the expected number of sites at which the mutants presently fall in
the frequency range x+ dx is:

φ(p, x)dx =

(
%

2

∫ ∞
0

φ(p, x; t) dt

)
dx (63)

Given that the expected heterozygosity under panmixia is 2x(1 − x), the
number of heterozygotes in the population is then:

H(p) =

∫ 1

0

2x(1− x)φ(p, x) dx

=
%

2

∫ 1

0

(∫ −∞
0

φ(p, x; t) dt

)
dx .

(64)

(Note that the dx appears in the wrong place in the second line of Eq. (5) in
Kimura [24].) Then Kimura uses the open interval 0 < x < 1 for convenience,
but argues that 1/N and 1− 1/N would be more appropriate. He proceeds by
multiplying both sides of the backward diffusion in Eq. (62) with 2x(1−x) and
integrating first over x and subsequently over t to obtain

φ(p, x; 0) = δ(x− p) . (65)

Altogether, he arrives at

0 =
1

2
Vδp

d2φ(p, x)

dp2
+Mδp

dφ(p, x)

dp
+ %p(1− p) , (66)
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which he proceeds to solve for different assumptions on Mδp. Kimura starts
his discussion of specific scenarios from the general solution of this diffusion
equation with boundary conditions H(0) = H(1) = 0. This is given as:

H(p) = (1− u(p))

∫ p

0

ψH(ξ)u(ξ) dξ + u(p)

∫ 1

p

ψH(ξ)(1− u(ξ)) dξ , (67)

where

ψH(ξ) = 2%ξ(1− ξ)
∫ 1

0

G(x) dx
1

VδξG(ξ)
, (68)

and the ultimate probability of fixation is

u(p) =

∫ p
0
G(x) dx∫ 1

0
G(x) dx

, (69)

where

G(x) = e
−2

∫ x
0

Mδξ
Vδξ . (70)

In our Moran model, we have Mδp = (B1 −B2(2p− 1))p(1− p) = γp(1− p)
and Vδp = p(1− p). We then obtain:

ψH,γ,%(ξ) = 2
%

γ
eγξ(1− e−γ) , (71)

and

uγ(p) =
1− e−γp

1− e−γ
, (72)

where
Gγ(x) = e−γx . (73)

We now wish to show that our formula for the expected heterozygosity can
be obtained to order 1

N from the general solution of the backward Komolgorov
diffusion. We assume mutations occur only at the boundaries in accordance
with our mutation model and in this case also with Kimura. Let us consider
the initial allele frequency p = 1/N at t = 0. We will eventually take the limit
N → ∞. The result is the probability of observing a polymorphic sample of
size two (weighted by the mutation rate) in the current generation conditional
on a single polymorphism segregating at time t = 0.

We begin with Kimura’s general formula for heterozygosity (Eq. (67)) and
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substitute our Moran parameters from above:

Hγ,%(p) = (1− uγ)

∫ p

0

ψH,γ,%(ξ)u(ξ) dξ + uγ(p)

∫ 1

p

ψH,γ,%(ξ)(1− uγ(ξ)) dξ

=

(
1− 1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)∫ p

0

2
%

γ
eγξ(1− e−γ)

(
1− e−γξ

1− e−γ

)
dξ

+

(
1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)∫ 1

p

2
%

γ
eγξ(1− e−γ)

(
1− 1− e−γξ

1− e−γ

)
dξ

= 2
%

γ

(
1− 1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)∫ p

0

(eγξ − 1)dξ

+ 2
%

γ
(1− e−γξ)

∫ 1

p

eγξdξ + 2
%

γ

(
1− 1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)∫ 1

p

(eγξ − 1)dξ

= 2
%

γ

(
1− 1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)(
eγξ

γ
|p0 −ξ |

p
0

)
+ 2

%

γ
(1− e−γξ)e

γξ

γ
|1p +2

%

γ

(
1− 1− e−γp

1− e−γ

)(
eγξ

γ
|1p −ξ |1p

)
(74)

Now, let us set p = 1
N and take the limit limN→∞ but retain terms of order 1

N .
In doing so, we approximate all exponentials with a Taylor expansion around 0:

lim
N→∞

Hγ,%(p =
1

N
) = 2%

(
1− γ

N(1− e−γ)

)
· 0

+ 2
%

N

(
1− eγ − 1

γ

)
− 2

%

N(1− e−γ)

(
eγ − 1

γ
− 1

)
+O

(
1

N2

)
=2

%

N

eγ − 1

γ
−
(

2
%

γ

eγ

γ
− 2

%

N(1− e−γ)

)
+O

(
1

N2

)
=2

%

N

(
1

1− e−γ
− 1

γ

)
+O

(
1

N2

)
.

(75)

So far, the result corresponds to the proportion of the heterozygosity in equi-
librium that arose through mutations from allele 0 in the reversible boundary-
mutation model. To obtain the heterozygosity for a reversible model, we need to
add the proportion that arises through mutations from allele 1 in equilibrium:

Hγ,% = 2
%

N

(
1

1− e−γ
− 1

γ
+ eγ

(
1

1− eγ
+

1

γ

))
= 2

%

N

eγ − 1

γ
.

(76)

The final result is identical to our Eq. (41).
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8.1.2. Expected heterozygosity - Ewens

Ewens [15](Eq. (9.23)) gives the equilibrium distribution of allele proportions
in an infinite sites model with scaled mutation rate θ and selection coefficient α
as:

Pr(X = i | N,α, θ) = θ
eα(1−x) − 1

eα − 1

1

x(1− x)
. (77)

Multiplying this with 2x(1−x) and integrating yields the equilibrium heterozy-
gosity:

Hα,θ =

∫ 1

0

θ
eα(1−x) − 1

eα − 1

1

x(1− x)
2x(1− x) dx

=

∫ 1

0

θ
eα(1−x) − 1

eα − 1
dx

=
2θ

eα − 1

∫ 1

0

eα(1−x) − 1 dx

=
2θ

eα − 1

(
eα − 1

α
− 1

)
= 2θ

(
1

α
− 1

eα − 1

)
.

(78)

This is identical to Kimura’s formula if we set −α = γ and θ = %.

8.1.3. Ewens-Watterson Estimator

Given the equivalence between Kimura’s and Ewens’s results for the expected
heterozygosity in an infinite sites model, it is of interest to check whether the
Ewens-Watterson estimator [13, 14, 51] can be obtained with an approach analo-
gous to that of Kimura [24]. Starting from Eq. (66), we do not take the expected
heterozygosity as 2x(1− x) but more generally draw y alleles from a sample of
size M :

0 =
1

2
Vδp

d2φ(p, x)

dp2
+Mδp

dφ(p, x)

dp
+ ν

(
M

y

)
py(1− p)M−y . (79)

Assume neutrality and u( 1
N ) = 1

N . Then:

lim
N→∞

ψP,%(ξ)(p =
1

N
) = N%

(
M

y

)
ξy(1− ξ)M−y

∫ 1

0
e0 dx

ξ(1− ξ)

= N%

(
M

y

)
ξy−1(1− ξ)M−y−1 .

(80)

Substituting into the analog of Eq. (67), we obtain for 1 ≤ y ≤M :

Pr(Y = y |M,%) = %

(
M

y

)∫ 1

0

ξy−1(1− ξ)M−y−1 dx

= %

(
M

y

)
Γ(y)Γ(M − y)

Γ(M)
= %

M

y(M − y)
= %(My + M

M−y ) .

(81)
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Summing over y from 1 to M − 1, we obtain:

M−1∑
y=1

Pr(Y = y |M,%) =

M−1∑
y=1

%(My + M
M−y )

= 2%

M−1∑
y=1

1
y = 2%HM−1 ,

(82)

where HM−1 is the harmonic number. Multiplying by the number of sites L,
we obtain the expected number of polymorphic sites and the Ewens-Watterson
estimator of genetic diversity if θ = 2%.

8.1.4. Expected heterozygosity according to McVean and Charlesworth

McVean and Charlesworth [34] give the following approximate formula for
the expected heterozygosity in their reversible mutation model (in our notation)
as:

Hβ,θ,γ(MC) = 4βθ

(1−β)
β (eγ − 1)

γ
( (1−β)

β + eγ
) (83)

One can easily see that this is identical to our Eq. (76) up to a factor of two that
stems from the difference between the Wright-Fisher and the Moran model.

8.2. Evolutionary Rate

Kimura [25] gives the relative evolutionary rate (in terms of mutant substi-
tutions) under directional selection compared with the strictly neutral case in
his Eq. (25):

Sβ,θ,γ/Sβ,θ = 2f1f2 log(f2/f1)/(f2 − f1) . (84)

Here, f2 is the equilibrium proportion of the positively selected allele and f1
that of the other.

Assuming unbiased mutation, Kimura’s Eq. (22) for the ratio of allele pro-
portions gives f2/f1 = eγ .

Substituting this into the above Eq. (84), we get

Sβ,θ,γ/Sβ,θ = 2
eγ

(1 + eγ)2
log(eγ)

1 + eγ

eγ − 1

= 2
γeγ

(1 + eγ)(eγ − 1)

= 2
γ

(1 + eγ)(1− e−γ)
.

(85)

This is identical to our Eq. (53) without mutation bias, i.e., β = 1
2 . With

mutation bias, a different formula from ours would result. From the numerical
example, it can be concluded that Kimura assumed the absence of mutation
bias, to which he generally seems to have given little thought. In this case,
the substitution rate cannot increase under directional selection compared to
neutrality.
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