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Abstract

Likelihood-based methods are widely considered the best approaches for recon-
structing ancestral states. Although much effort has been made to study properties
of these methods, previous works often assume that both the tree topology and edge
lengths are known. In some scenarios the tree topology might be reasonably well known
for the taxa under study. When sequence length is much smaller than the number of
species, however, edge lengths are not likely to be accurately estimated. We study
the consistency of the maximum likelihood and empirical Bayes estimators of ancestral
state of discrete traits in such settings under a star tree. We prove that the likelihood-
based reconstruction is consistent under symmetric models but can be inconsistent
under non-symmetric models. We show, however, that a simple consistent estimator

for the ancestral states is available under non-symmetric models. The results illustrate
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that likelihood methods can unexpectedly have undesirable properties as the number of

sequences considered get very large. Broader implications of the results are discussed.

1 Introduction

Ancestral state reconstruction is an important problem in evolutionary biology (Maddison,
1994; Felsenstein, 2004; Liberles, 2007). Reconstructing the ancestral states helps answer
many questions about macroevolution including the evolution of phenotypes (Finarelli and
Flynn, 2006; Odom et al., 2014) and the origin of epidemics (Lemey et al., 2009; Faria et al.,
2014; Gill et al., 2017). Ancestral reconstruction has also been used to determine which
types of substitutions frequently occur in pseudogenes (Gojobori et al., 1982) and to study
the optimal growth temperature of the Last Universal Common Ancestor (Gaucher et al.,
2003). More broadly, the degree to which ancestral sequences can be accurately reconstructed
is indirectly related to the efficiency of tree reconstruction methods, molecular dating and
inference about adaptive evolution in molecular settings. This is because such methods, in
effect, consider weighted averages of probabilities over ancestral sequences.

With a relatively large number of sites and a small to moderate number of sequences,
edge lengths and even tree topology can be estimated accurately from sequence data. For
this reason and for simplicity, previous studies on the theory of ancestral state reconstruction
methods often assume that the tree topology and edge lengths are known (Ané, 2008; Royer-
Carenzi et al., 2013; Fan and Roch, 2018; Ho et al., 2019). However, large numbers of
sequences are increasingly available for a wide variety of species, and phylogenies based on
hundreds or thousands of taxa are becoming commonplace. Increasing the number of taxa
gives more information but to avoid having large amounts of missing data, the number of
characters considered often needs to be kept small. Some theoretical results are available in
such settings and suggest challenges, particularly for edge-length estimation. For instance,

for n species, the required sequence length for accurately reconstruct the tree topology is a
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power of logn (Erdds et al., 1999; Erdos et al., 1999) while the required sequence length for
reconstructing both the tree topology and edge lengths is a power of n (Dinh et al., 2018). In
such settings, treating edge-lengths as known is problematic yet little effort has been made
to study the problem of ancestral state reconstruction without edge lengths, especially for
likelihood-based methods. In this paper, we will focus on this problem for discrete traits.

The simplest ancestral reconstruction method for discrete traits is Majority rule, which
estimates the state at the root by the most frequent state appearing at the leaves. Maxi-
mum parsimony, on the other hand, utilizes the information from the tree topology. This
method estimates the root value by minimizing the number of changes needed to explain
the evolution of the character along the tree. Maximum parsimony can have strong biases
in the presence of compositional bias, however (Collins et al., 1994; Eyre-Walker, 1998).
The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) and Bayesian inference maximize the likelihood
function and the posterior distribution respectively for reconstructing the ancestral state.
These likelihood-based methods employ the information from both the tree topology and
edge lengths. Intuitively, utilizing more information can be expected to result in a more
efficient estimation method. Moreover, in standard settings, likelihood methods are known
to have the opimality property of being asymptotically minimum variance among approxi-
mately unbiased estimators (Bickel and Doksum, 2007, §5.4.3). Therefore, it is not surprising
that they are often considered the best approaches for ancestral state reconstruction. The
setting considered here however is non-standard at least in that the number of parameters
increase as the number of taxa increase.

Consistency is often considered a base criterion for judging whether an estimation method
is good or not. An estimator is consistent if it converges to the true value as the number
of observations increases to infinity. In the present setting, consistency arises if we can
recover the true ancestral state when we have an infinite number of species. When the
tree topology and edge lengths are known, Fan and Roch (2018) provides a necessary and

sufficient condition, called “big bang”, for the existence of a consistent estimator of the
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ancestral state on bounded-height trees. It is worth noticing that a direct consequence of
Proposition 6 in Steel and Rodrigo (2008) is that the MLE is consistent if there exists a
consistent estimator for the ancestral state (assuming that the evolution model is known).
This result confirms that the MLE is a reasonable estimator of the ancestral state in this
scenario and that the “big bang” condition is a necessary and sufficient condition for the
consistency of the MLE.

A natural hypothesis is that likelihood-based methods are also the best ancestral state
reconstruction methods when edge lengths are unknown. To investigate this, we consider
a simple scenario where discrete traits evolve along a star tree according to a proportional
model. Although estimation of ancestral frequencies is usually of greatest interest under non-
stationary models (Susko and Roger, 2013), we assume a simple stationary setting. We show
that in this setting the MLE and Empirical Bayes estimator (sometimes also referred to as the
Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) estimator) converge upon the same solution. Consequently,
it suffices to consider the MLE. The MLE is shown to be consistent under symmetric models
but there exists a zone of inconsistency under non-symmetric models. As a consequence,
the “big bang” condition in Fan and Roch (2018) is no longer a sufficient condition for the
consistency of the MLE. We also uncover that when the edge lengths are unknown, the
MLE is not the best ancestral reconstruction method. Specifically, we present a simple new
estimator for the ancestral state that is consistent under some mild conditions. We show
that the MLE is not always consistent under the same conditions. Therefore, the proposed

estimator is better than the MLE in this scenario.

2 Settings

Throughout this paper, we will focus on star trees whose edge lengths are unknown. A star
tree is a tree such that all taxa are direct descendants of the root (Figure 1). Let n be

the number of leaves and t = (tx)}_; be the (unknown) edge lengths. In this setting, we



Ancestral Reconstruction without Edge Lengths 5)

Figure 1: A star tree.

observe a sequence of N sites at each leave. We assume that characters at these sites evolve
independently along the tree according to the proportional model. That is, the evolution of
characters follows a finite-state continuous-time Markov process with the following transition

probabilities

Pz(t) = Wj[l - eXp(_“t” + 1{i=j} eXp(_lut)ﬂ VZ,] € {17 2,... 70}'

Here, ¢ is the number of possible states and 7w = (7, 7, ..., 7.) is the stationary distribution

1 s used

of the process. In practice, to avoid problems of confounding, u = [3_, m;(1 — 7;)]
so that edge lengths are interpretable as expected numbers of substitutions. We consider the

re-parameterization s = exp[—put|. So, the transition probabilities become

Pij(s) = m;[1 — s] + 1i=jys.

We are interested in reconstructing the ancestral states p* at the root of the tree. Without

loss of generality, we can assume that
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When the edge lengths are unknown, (p*,7) are not identifiable under the proportional
model (Gascuel and Steel, 2020). Therefore, unless mentioned otherwise, we assume that
the stationary distribution 7w > 0 is known. The setting is a proxy for the situation where
frequencies can be estimated from a larger tree and the star portion is a local subtree of

focus for ancestral reconstruction. We also make the following assumption.

Assumption 1. Define

3
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We assume that liminf s > 0.

The reason for Assumption 1 is to guarantee that the majority of edge lengths are not so
large (s = 0 corresponds to t = 0o) that the tip data is almost independent of the root data.
A trivial scenario where Assumption 1 is satisfied is when ¢, =t for all K € N. We describe

a non-trivial example where these assumptions hold in the following Lemma.

Lemma 1. Let t1,ts,...,t, be independent and identically (iid) distributed random variables

on Rt with finite mean. Then, the star tree with edge lengths t = (tx)}7_, satisfies Assumption

1.

For two sequences p = (p1, p2,...,pn) and y = (y1, 92, ..., yn), we define

_ 1
Poy(s) = Hszyz(s)a and Py = " Poy(sk)-

=1 k=1

Note that st = [s* dF,(s) where F, is the distribution function placing weight 1/n on
S1,...,8,. A sequence of distribution functions always has a convergent subsequence. We
consider a convergent subsequence in what follows. For such a subsequence, because s €
[0, 1], lim,, s* exists. Since P,y is a linear transformation of the s*, with fixed coefficients
that do not change with n, its limit exists for this convergent subsequence. The linear
transformation Pp*y has positive coefficients. Thus this limit, which we denote p,+y, is also

positive.
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The restriction to a convergent subsequence is without loss of generality. In cases where
inconsistency is shown for a convergent subsequence it is implied for the original sequence.
In cases where consistency is shown, because it holds for an arbitrary subsequence, by the
Helly subsequence principle it holds for the original sequence. Therefore, without loss of

generality, we can assume that 5 converges to a positive number and P+, converges to pp-y.

3 Ancestral state reconstruction

The majority rule and maximum parsimony reconstruction methods have been studied ex-
tensively in the scenario where edge lengths are unknown because these methods do not take
into account this information (Maddison, 1995; Gascuel and Steel, 2010; Mossel and Steel,
2014; Herbst and Fischer, 2018; Herbst et al., 2019). On the other hand, little is known

about asymptotic properties of likelihood-based methods in this scenario.

3.1 Maximum likelihood estimator

Given its good performance in a wide variety of settings, it a reasonable hypothesis that the
MLE is a good method for reconstructing the ancestral state. Since the edge lengths are
unknown, we need to estimate both the ancestral states and edge lengths jointly. Let y; be

the sequence observed at the k-th leave. The MLE is defined by
p = argmax (maxz log Ppyk(sk)> )
P -

For an N-dimensional pattern y, let ny, be the number of times y is observed at the leaves.

That is,
Ny = Z Liy=y}-
k=1
We define

lp) = Zny log Ppy(é(p7 y))
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where the sum is over all possible patterns, and 5(p,y) = argmax, P,y (s). Then, we have

1
p = argmax —{(p).
p N

Then
E [—ap)] =3 Py 08 Py (800 3)) = 3 ey 1o Py (3(0, 7). 1)

n
y y

We define
pr y log (pa ))

The limit (1) prompts an immediate question: Is there connection between the MLE p
and the function e(p)? The answer is yes. When the number of leaves is large, the MLE is

a maximizer of e(p) with high probability. Specifically,

Lemma 2. Let H be the set of maximum points of e(p). Then, under Assumption 1,

lim Pr(pe H) =1.

n—oo

A direct consequence of Lemma 2 is that if p* ¢ #H, then the MLE is inconsistent. Another
one is that if e(p) have a unique maximizer py;, then the MLE of the ancestral sequence

converges to pys.

3.2 Empirical Bayes estimator

The empirical Bayes estimator is more widely used in practice than the MLE. For estimation
of edge-lengths, it uses the more conventional likelihood that averages over the unobserved

sequences at internal nodes:

n
S = argmax E Pr( H oy (Sk)
p

s k=1
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where Py is the probability according to the stationary distribution 7. The estimator of the
ancestral sequence is then obtained as the sequence having the largest conditional probability,

given the data and calculated using the estimated edge-lengths:

pp = argmax P(p | (yx)r_1,8) = argmaXP HPPYk
L k=1

Here, the empirical Bayes estimator estimates edge lengths first, then we estimate ancestral
states conditional on these estimated values. Will this make any difference? A short answer
is no. Just like the MLE, the empirical Bayes estimator will eventually be in the set H of

maximizers of e(p).

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1,

lim Pr(pp € H) = 1.
n—oo

As a consequence, both the empirical Bayes estimator and MLE will be consistent if H =
{p*} and will be inconsistent if p* ¢ H.

For a fixed ancestral sequence p and an observed sequence y, let n,y (7, j) be the number
of times the putative ancestral state was p; = ¢ with corresponding observed value equal to

y; = 7. We have

log Ppy(S) = Z Z npy(ia j)log Py;(s)

i=1 j=1
= any(z', i)loglm + (1 —m;)s| + Z Z Ny (2, 7) log[m; (1 — s)]
i=1 =1 j|j#i

— any(z', i)log|m; + (1 — m;)s| +

N — any(i, z)] log(1 — s)

i=1

+ZZ”P¥ i, 7)log(;) any i,1) log(m;).

i=1 j=1
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The third term depends on p and y through ). n,y (4, j), which is the number of y;, = j.

Since it depends on y alone, letting C(y) = > i_, > 5 npy (i, 7) log(m;), we have that

log P, anyzz log[m; + (1 — m;)s] +

— any(z’, z)] log(1 — s)

i=1

3 gy (i1) o) + ). (2)

i=1
Maximizing log P,y (s), we obtain:

Lemma 3. o If

then $(p,y) = 0.

o [f

then s(p,y) = 1.

e Otherwise,

Z Ny (%,1) _N
i=1 T + 1 - 771) (pv Y)
First, let us consider symmetric models, that is m; = m = ... = m. = 1/c¢. In this

scenario, the MLE for the ancestral states is consistent. It is worth noticing that under
symmetric models, the MLE and Maximum parsimony are the same when there is only 1

site (N = 1) (Tuffley and Steel, 1997).

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. For symmetric models, we have

lim Pr(p=p*) =1.

n—oQ
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Theorem 2 suggests that we may be able to reconstruct the ancestral states with high
accuracy even when the edge lengths are unknown. This result aligns with similar findings
in Gascuel and Steel (2010). Since the MLE is consistent under symmetric models, would it
also work well under non-symmetric models? Unfortunately, it is not the case. To see this,

let us consider a single site scenario (i.e. N =1). Suppose p* = r. For any p = a, we have

1 ify=a 0 ity=a
5(a,y) = and  log Ppy(5(a,y)) =
0 if y+#a, log(m,) if y # a,

e(a) = Zpry log(m,) = (Z Dry log(ﬂ'y)> — Pralog(7,)

y#a

By Lemma 2, the MLE is inconsistent if

e(r) < e(a) <= pralog(ma) < prrlog(m,)

<= lim[1 — 5|7, log(m,) < lim[m, + (1 — 7,.)5] log(m,)

7, log(m,) — g log(m,) (3)

lim s .
RS . log(m,.) — m, log(m,) — log(m,.)

It is worth noticing that (3) cannot hold under symmetric models (7, = 7,), which aligns
with Theorem 2. On the other hand, when m, log(w,) > 7, log(m,), (3) holds with lim,, 5 is
sufficiently small. Since the function 7 log(7) is maximized at 7 = ™!, there exists a zone of
inconsistency of the MLE unless 7, = e~!. We generalize this argument to obtain the zone

of inconsistency for the case when we have more than 1 site.

Theorem 3. Assume that p* = (r,...,r). Then, there exists lim, s > 0 and ™ such that the
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Figure 2: Areas in black indicate frequencies of pairs of true ancestral character states and
alternative character states for which there exists lim § > 0 such that the alternative state
is preferred to the true ancestral state.

MLE is inconsistent. A sufficient condition for inconsistency is that v(m,) > v(m,) where

A

S|P X 1-p .
v(p) = E H plog H +(1—p)log [1 } } I{p>p}} :
p -p
calculated with p = X/N and X ~ binomial(N, p).

Figure 2 visualizes the zone of inconsistency described in Theorem 3. Perhaps surprisingly,
with a small number of sites, a preferred alternative ancestral state can have a smaller
stationary frequency than the true ancestral state. As the sequence length gets larger,
however, The region approaches the region for Parsimony where the alternative stationary

frequency is larger than that of the true ancestral state.



Ancestral Reconstruction without Edge Lengths 13

3.3 A simple consistent estimator

Although Theorem 3 seems to eliminate our hope of reconstructing the ancestral states
accurately under non-symmetric models, we note that this negative result was only shown
to apply to the case when the ancestral state is the same for all sites. However, such a case
is rare in practice when the number of sites is large. Assuming that there are at least two
distinct ancestral states, we propose a simple estimator that can estimate the ancestral states
consistently. Let yy; be the character state at site [ of the k-th species. For j € {1,2,...,c},
denote

R ‘ . . v

i = E;I{ykl =it VD) =7 — Z#; ﬁ

- v

We estimate the ancestral state at site [ by

pi”) = argmax V(j,1).
J

The motivation for this estimate is that for the proportional model,

n

. 1 . _ -
Elmj] = - Z (mj —mise + I{p] = j}si) =m; —m;s+ I{p; = j}5. (4)
k=1

It follows that the observed frequency of p; at site [ is expected to be larger than the average
observed frequency of p; over other sites, unless they all have p; as their ancestral character

state.

Theorem 4. If Assumption 1 holds, N = O(y/n/logn), and there are at least two distinct

ancestral states (that is, p; # p} for some site ). Then,

Pr(p” = p*) = 1.

A natural question is whether this Theorem also holds for the MLE. Interestingly, this is
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not the case. In other words, there exists a zone of inconsistency for the MLE. Hence, the
MLE is not the best ancestral reconstruction method when edge lengths are unknown and
the number of sites is small relative to the number of sequences.

To see this, let us consider situation when the true ancestral states p* has the form
(pt, p3) such that pi # p5. Again, we want to investigate the set of maximum points of e(p).

For this simple scenario, we can derive an analytic formula for E[¢(py, p2)/n].

Lemma 4. Denote

f(m) = I{r < 1/2}log[4n (1 — m)].

We have

Up1,p . - _
B[ MEL] Gy B ) = Prn ) + Pt ) + ) = o ]}

where

is independent of (p1, p2).

For the proportional model, P,,(s) = (04, — my)s + my, SO

p(Pi{’Pé)(pth) = (5,0{/)1 - 7TP1)(5P§P2 - 7T,02)32 + [(5PTP1 - 7TP1)7TP2 + (5p§p2 - 7Tp2)77p1]§ + Tp1 s

where
1<
52 = E 52
k=1
By Lemma 4, we have
L p1, ) 3
E {%} = Co + A(p1, p2)s? + B(p1, p2)5 + C(p1, p2) (5)
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where
A(p1, p2) = (6p’{p1 - 7Tp1)(5p§p2 — T ) (7py) + f(7p,) — log[m,, mp,] } (6)
B(pbp?) = _<5PTP1 - Wpl)f(’]rpl) - ((5,03,02 - sz)f(ﬂm)
+ (5,0’{,01 - 71—91)7TP2{f(7TP1> + f(ﬁpz) - log[ﬂplﬂpz]}
+ (617;,02 - 7TP2)7TP1{f(7TP1> + f(ﬂ'pz) - log[ﬂ-mﬂ-m]} (7)
and

C<p17 p2> = —Tp, f(ﬂ-m) - szf(ﬂpz) + 7TP17T172{f(ﬂ-pl) + f(ﬂ-pz) - log[ﬂplﬂpz]} (8>

Thus the difference in expected log likelihoods Q,,,,(s) = E[l(p1, p2)/n] — E[l(p5, p3)/n]

satisfies that

Qoups(8) = Ap(p1, p2)5° + Bp(p1, p2)5 + Cplp1, p2),

where Ap(p1, p2) = A(p1, p2) — A(p1, p5), Bo(p1, p2) = Blpr, p2) — Bp(pi, p3), Cplp1, p2) =
Clp1, p2)—C(pt, p3). I Q, 0, (0) = Cp(p1, p2) > 0, then for s2 sufficiently small, the expected
log likelihood for (p1, p2) is larger than for (pi, p) and estimation is inconsistent. Note that
(5)% < 82

For simplicity, let us focus on the case that all edge-lengths are equal. That is, sp = s

for k =1,2,...,n. In this situation,

Q/lez(s) = AD(ﬂb 102)52 + BD(pla p2)3 + OD(pb 02)-

Note that P, (1) = 01y, So, Lemma 4 gives that Q,,,,(1) = log[my;my;] < 0 with pj # p

and p3 # pa. If pT # p1 but p; = py then @, (1) = —f(mp5) + log[mpymys]. If mpe > 1/2,
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f(mp:) =0 and Q,,,(1) = log[mp: 7] < 0. If my < 1/2, then

Qpipr(1) = —log[dm,s (1 — mp )] 4 log[myemps] < —log[4(1 — my)] < 0.

Thus Q,,,,(1) < 0 for pi # p1 but p5 = ps. By symmetry Q,,,,(1) < 0 for pj = p; but
p3 # p2. In summary, Q,,,,(1) < 0 for (p1, p2) # (07, p3)-

If @,,p,(0) > 0, then since @, ,(1) < 0 and Q,,,(s) is quadratic, @, ,,(s) will have
exactly one root in s* € [0,1]. Moreover, for s < s*, Q,,(s) > 0 and Q,,,,(s) < 0 for
s > s*. Thus, the MLE is inconsistent for s < s* whenever there exists (p1,p2) with
Qp1p,(0) > 0. In Table 1 we tabulate the values of 7 in the intersection of the unit simplex
and {0.1,...,0.9}* for which the MLE can be inconsistent. The (pi, p2) indicated are the
ones giving the largest @,,,,(0). In the case that all edge-lengths are equal, s = exp[—put],
so estimation is inconsistent ¢ > t* := —log(s*)/u.

The above discussion assumed constant s = s. In the cases that the s; vary,

Qpips(s) = Ap(pr, p2)[s? — (5%)] + Ap(p1. p2)(5)* + Bp(p1, p2)5 + Cpp1, p2),

If lim § corresponds to a value of s that gives rise to inconsistency in the single s; case, then
for sufficiently small variation of the s; (small s2 — 52) inconsistency will arise. However, in
the calculations leading to Table 1 we always found that Ap(pq, p2) < 0. Since inconsistency
only arises when @, ,,(s) > 0, the result suggests that trees with more variable edge-lengths

are less likely to lead to inconsistency, all other things being equal.
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Table 1: The values of 7 in the intersection of the unit simplex and {0.1,...,0.9}* for
which the MLE can be inconsistent. Here (p},p5) = (A,C) and (py,p2) give ancestral
character states having a larger likelihood than (pf, p5) when all edge lengths are equal and
the common edge length is larger than ¢*. More generally, estimation is inconsistent for

s < exp[—t*/ >, m(1l —m)].

TA TC TG TT p1 p2 t
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.6 G T 22
0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 G T 23
0.1 0.1 04 04 G T 24
0.1 0.2 0.1 0.6 C T 23
0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 C T 28
0.1 0.2 0.3 04 G T 26
0.1 0.3 0.1 0.5 CcC T 21
0.1 0.3 0.2 04 C T 24
0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 C G 26
0.2 0.2 0.1 0.5 A T 34
0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 G T 35
0.1 04 0.1 04 CcC T 21
0.1 04 0.2 0.3 C T 23
0.2 0.3 0.1 04 C T 3.0
0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 C T 35
0.1 0.5 0.1 0.3 CcC T 20
0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 C G 23
0.2 04 0.1 0.3 C T 29
0.2 04 0.2 0.2 A G 40
0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2 CcC T 20
0.1 0.7 0.1 0.1 A G 21
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4 Discussion and Conclusion

Likelihood-based methods, in particular the MLE, are often considered the best methods
for ancestral state reconstruction. In this paper, we studied the consistency of the MLE
for the problem of reconstructing the ancestral state of discrete traits on star trees whose
edge lengths are unknown. We proved that the MLE is consistent under symmetric models
but can be inconsistent under non-symmetric models. It is worth noticing that Theorem
1 implies that the empirical Bayes estimator will have the same difficulties as the MLE.
This is a little surprising given the findings of Shaw et al. (2019) who showed that when
the number of sites is large relative to the number of taxa, Maximum likelihood estimation
treating ancestral states as parameters can lead to inconsistent topological and edge-length
estimation. By contrast the approach that averages over ancestral states, which is more
analogous to empirical Bayes, does not suffer from such difficulties. We see here that with
large numbers of sequences and small numbers of sites, the Maximum likelihood and empirical
Bayes approaches are more comparable.

The results were for the setting of ancestral reconstruction for the root of a star tree.
This is for a simpler framework but results likely apply to multifurcations or “big bang”
settings. Indeed, although not shown here, the results for the simple difference of frequency
estimator can be extended directly to multifurcations. Outside of these settings, ancestral
reconstructions will be more variable and not converge. Nevertheless, the results suggest
that, more broadly, biases in ancestral reconstructions can become a significant difficulty
with large numbers of sequences.

The effects of adding taxa or sites to an existing alignment has long been of interest
(Graybeal, 1998; Yang, 1998; Pollock et al., 2002; Zwickl and Hillis, 2002). Studies tend to
conclude that phylogenetic accuracy is improved by additional taxon sampling. Most such
research considers relatively small numbers of taxa, however. The results here do not deal
directly with phylogenetic estimation which deserves additional study. They are suggestive of

potential difficulties with large numbers of taxa, however. To see this, consider comparison
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of two conflicting topologies differing in 5755|5354 versus S153]525, where Sy,..., S, are
subtrees each with large numbers of taxa that give rise to separate clades. The likelihood

for 5195|5394, for instance, would be calculated as

> Play,...zy] Hp[sj\xj]

where P[zy,...x4] is the probability of ancestral data x; for tree S;. What the inconsistency
results suggest here is that the probabilities of the tip data P[S}|x;] can be very large for
ancestral character states that are quite different from the actual ancestral data. These
would be the only character states giving rise to a relatively large likelihood contribution.
In effect, in the presence of inconsistent estimation, the likelihood would be P[zy,...z4], the
four taxon likelihood for the tree 12|34 but using wrong data 1, ... x4 for the tips.

Our results open an interesting direction for future research. An immediate avenue is
extending these results beyond star trees. Since likelihood-based methods are no-longer the
undisputed best options when edge lengths are unknown, one long-term goal is to develop
a better alternative approach. On the other hand, the inconsistency of likelihood-based
methods under non-symmetric models may come from the fact that the number of unknown
parameters grows with the number of species. A similar phenomenon has been shown in
other statistical settings and is sometimes referred to as the Neyman-Scott problem after
Neyman and Scott (1948) who showed that estimation of a measurement error variance o>
can be inconsistent when a small number m of repeated measures, X1, ..., Xin ~ N(u;, 0?)
are obtained for a large number ¢ = 1,...n of objects. We hypothesize that if edge lengths
are generated from a common distribution, then likelihood-based methods will be consistent.
Motivation for this approach comes in part from the fact that treating the p; as random in
the Neyman-Scott problem can lead to consistent estimation of o (Kiefer and Wolfowitz,
1956). The setting for ancestral reconstruction is complicated by a wide range of dependence

structures however and so this question remains open.
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A Technical details

In this section, we provide detailed proofs of our results. First, we prove the following useful

property of Bernoulli expectations.

Lemma 5 (A property of Bernoulli expectations). Suppose that Xy, ..., Xy are independent

and X; ~ Bernoulli(p;). For any j € {1,2,..., M}, we define
r_ = [331, c. ,l’j,1,0,$j+1, c ,.TM]

where v € {0, 1}, Let g(x) be any function such that g(z) — g(x_) > 0 with strict inequality

for at least one x that arises with positive probability. Then
Eplg(X)] = Ey[g(X)] >0, Vp>p'

where E,[g(X)] is the expected value when X = (X1, Xo,...,Xn) and p; = p

Proof.

Elg(X)) = Y g@)PX;=1) [ P(Xi=a:)+ > g(x)P(X; =0) [[ P(Xi = 2:)

zlz;=1 ili#] z|z;=0 ili£]
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Therefore,

Eylg(x)] = Eylg(x)] = ) [9(x) — gl ){Bp(X; = 1) = Py(X; = D} [[ P(Xs = 2;) 2 0

alz;>1 ilij
with strict inequality if g(z) — g(z-) > 0 and [[;,.; P(X; = x;) > 0 for at least one z.  [J
Now, we are ready to prove our Lemmas and Theorems in the paper.

Proof of Lemma 1. Since (si)p_; € (0,1), we have 0 < E(s1) < +00. By the Strong Law of

Large Numbers, s converges to E(s;) almost surely. Thus, Assumption 1 holds.

Proof of Lemma 2. Let g(y) = log P,y (5(p,y)). Then,

Var[((p)/n] =n"> Var(ny)g(y)> +n 2> Y Cov(ng,ny)g(y)g(y’).

Yy yly'#y

Multinomial calculations give that Var(ny) = >, Ppry(sk)[1 — Ppry(sx)] and Cov(ny,ny:) =
— > 1 Pory(Sk) Ppryr (). Thus

Var[l(p)/n] =n"2> Y " Ppy(s0)g(y)® = n 2> Y [Ppey(si)]’g(y)?

y k

=Y Y Y Py (86) Ppy (sk)g(y)9(y)

Yy yiy'#y k

=0 Pryg(y) =02 Y DD Poey(6) Pory (s1)g()9(y')

=n"" Z Pp*y[log Poy(3(p, Y)>]2 —n~? Z Z Pp*y(sk)g(y)]

y

<0t Ppeyllog Poy(3(p,y))]2 = 0.

y

Note that P,y (5(p,y)) > 0 because it is the maximized likelihood. Since Var[¢(p)/n] — 0,

then for each p, {(p)/n —, lim, E[{(p)/n] = e(p). Since there are a finite collection of



Ancestral Reconstruction without Edge Lengths 22

possible p, then for any ¢ > 0, with probability converging to 1, |¢(p)/n — e(p)| < € for
all p. Let py be a maximizer of e(p) and let 3¢ = min,gy{e(py) — e(p)} > 0. Then

[l(p)/n — e(p)| < € for all p implies

lpu)/n—1Up)/n>elpu) —€—(e(p) +€) =e(pu) —e(p) —2¢ >3 —2¢>0

for all p € H. In conclusion, p € H, with probability converging to 1.
O

Proof of Theorem 1. Let py = pa(y) be the element of H giving the largest ¢(p) for fixed

y. The empirical Bayes estimator ppg is also the maximizer of

Pr(p) et Poyi(56) _ Pr(p) ITies Loyi (5k) [/ Pr(oar) iy Porryi (5%) _
Pr(oae) i P () Prlpar) expllipar) / Ppw)espllpn)] T

Since this function equals 1 when p = p);, it suffices to show that it converges to 0 for

p ¢ H. Since 5(p,yy) is the maximizer of P,y, (s) and since lim, {¢(pr)/n — (p)/n} > 0,

7, < ) 1Ty pyk(ﬁ(p yi) _ Pw(p) explt(p)]
>~ P (pM eXp p ]

- P]:? {

On the other hand,

T, = Pr(par) [Tz, p]\l)’k § pr( Hk; 1 Poy,. (5k) _ Z [;;(p) [Tii oy, (51)

Pr(par) expll( - Prlpa) expltlpa)] 2= Pr(pa) expll(pm)]

Since § maximizes the first sum and since §(p,yy) is the maximizer of P,y (s),

T2 > Z Hk 1 Pyk( (pM7Yk;)) B Z Pw(p) szl Ppyk(§(p7]yk))

(par) expll(par)] fome Pr(pu) expll(pur)

ol o)

PF#PM
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Because pjs maximizes ¢(p) over p € H, then 1 — exp[l(p)]/exp[l(pr)] > 0 for p € H.

-y

T>1+)
pé

Since lim, {¢(prr)/n — {(p)/n} > 0, we obtain that liminf 75 > 1. Hence, 11/ — 0.

Thus

O
Proof of Lemma 3. Taking derivatives of both sides of (2), we obtain
0 1—m N =3 npy(i, )
8 ]'ngpy any,LZ Z+(1_7TZ)S_ 1_3 (9)

[+ (1 —m)s](1—s) 1—s

=(1—-s)"! {Z - Zp(yl(i_’i_;i)s — N} ) (10)

ULt e i Rl e B

Taking derivatives of (9),

0 (1 —m)? N =2 inpy(i, i)
@log any i,1) A= ms)e (1= s) < 0.

Thus, log P,y (s) is concave as a function of s.

When ). npy(i,) = N, up to an additive constant,

log Ppy(s) any i, i) loglm; + (1 —m;)s],

an increasing function of s. So log P,y (s) achieves its maximum at s = 1. Hence 3(p,y) = 1.

If . npy(i,1) < N, then N — 3. n,.(i,7) > 0 in the second term of (2), so s = 1 gives
log P,y (s) = —oo. Thus §(p,y) < 1 in this case. Since log P,y (s) is concave, 5(p,y) = 0 if
and only if

0
s log P,y (0) < 0.
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Substituting s = 0 in (10) gives §(p,y) = 0 if and only if

any(z}i) <N
i i -

If . npy(i,1)/m > N and >, nyy(,7) < N, then 5(p,y) is obtained by setting (10) to

0 which gives

nPY(ivi) _
ZL-: e Q-miley)

O

Proof of Theorem 2. Note that >, n,y(i,1) = Zf\il xy, here z; = 1 if y; = p; and 0 otherwise.

For the symmetric model, (2) gives that

log P,y (3) le log[l/c+ (1 —1/c)8] 4+ (N — le log(1 — 8) lelog(l/c)+0(y)
1 I

It follows that § = §(z) is a function of (p, y) through x alone. As a function of x, log P,y (8)—
C(y) is

g(x) = F(3(x), )

—lelog 1/e+(1—1/c)s( (N — le log[1 )]—lelog(l/c).
Thus
5 0(a) = 5P (s(a).) - S L),
05 0

= 9x, 0508 Pyy(8) +log[1/c + (1 —1/c)8] —log(1 — 5) — log[1/c].

If 0 < § <1, then & log P,,(5) = 0. so

() = log1 + (e~ 1)3] ~ log(1 — 3) > 0.
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If § = 0,
i (2) = Js 0
Oz N 8% s

log P,,(0).

From Lemma 3, § = 0 whenever ) . n,y(i,7)/(1/c) = ¢> ,;2; < N. Thus 5% = 0 for
s=0andc) ;o < N. If s=0and c) ;2 = >, npy(i,i)/(1/c) = N, then, by Equation
(10), we deduce that £ log P,,(0) = 0. Therefore, 8%jg(m) = 0 when § = 0. Thus, for
0<s<1, %g(z) > 0 with strict inequality for any x such that 0 < § < 1. If § = 1 then
> iMpy(t,i) = N or each of the y; = p;. In this case 2; = 1 and cannot be increased. In
conclusion, g(x) —g(z_) > 0, where x_ = [z1,...,2;-1,0, %41, ..., 2], with strict inequality

for all z with § > 0.

By Equation (2), an alternative expression for e(p) is given by

e(p) = Ell(p)/n] = ZElogPka( (P, Y5))] ZE )]+

k 1 k=1

where E[g(X®))] is the expected value with respect to the sequence observed at the kth leaf.
Here, X*) = (X}, Xy, ..., Xx) where, independently, X; ~ Bernoulli(F,s,, (s1))-

Consider a p with p; # pj. We denote h,(s;) = E[g(X™®)] and define p as p; = p; fori # j
and p; = pj. Since, for the symmetric model, Py (s5) > Ppep,;(sk), and g(z) — g(z—) = 0
with strict inequality for all x with § > 0, Lemma 5 (the property of Bernoulli expectations)
gives that hs(s,) > hp(sk).

For any U € (0,1], let sy = argming;qhs(s) — hy(s). Denoting the proportion of

sy = U as pu,

5< Z:%*l'z:USPU+U

n
k|sp>U k|s,<U

Since 0 < lim 3, choosing U = lim 5/2, gives that liminf py > lim 5/2 for large n. Thus, for
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sufficiently large n,

(p) — e(p) = T+ 3" (i)  ho(s)

o1
> lim - Z hs(sk) — hp(sk)
k|sp>U
[hs(su) — hp(sy)] lim § -0

> [hp(s0) = hy(so)] limint py > .

In other words, e(p) can always be increased by changing a p; that is not equal to the

true ancestral state, if such p; exists. Thus py = p*.

]

Proof of Theorem 3. 1t is sufficient for us to focus on p = (a,...,a). Let p, = nyy(a,a)/N

and § = 5(p,y). When 1 > p, > 7,, by Lemma 3, we have

npy(a,a) - .
= N = P =7+ (1 =7, 11
o+ (1 —7,)$8 Pa=ma+ (1 —7a)3 (11)

which has solution § = (p, — m,)/(1 — m,). Substituting in Equation (2) gives that when

1> p, > 7,
10g Ppy(é) ~ ﬁa — Ta ~ ﬁa — Ta
N Palog ¢ me + (1 — ) — + [1 = pa)log T
— Palog(m,) + C(y)/N
~ ﬁa ~ 1_15a
= patog{ 24 - pltos {122 b4 oo (12)

In the case that p, = 1, § = 1, which when substituted in Equation (2) gives Equation (12)
where we adopt the convention that 0 - log(0) = 0. In the case that p, < m,, log P,y (5) =
C(y). Thus, for the kth sequence,

~

=& [{suoe [2] + - potos [ 2]} 145> m}] + BiCIM

a - lla

log Py, (5k)
E PYk
e
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where I{-} is the indicator function. For the kth sequence, Np, ~ binomial(N, P,,(sy)). Let

~

o= ) o).

w(p,m) =E H plog {

where Np ~ binomial(/V, p). Since e(p) is the limiting average value of Ellog Py, (5x)],

M - h,ﬁn % ;{M(Pm(sk), o) = W(Per(s1), m0) }-

If s, = 0 all k, then w(Pro(sk), Ta) = v(m,) and w(P(sx), m.) = v(m,), S0

e(p) —e(p”)
N

= v(me) — v(my)
If this value is positive, then by continuity, e(p) — e(p*) will be positive for choices of s for

which lim s is sufficiently small. O

Proof of Theorem J. By Equation (4)

E[V(j,0] = slH{p; = j} = Y_ Hpy = j}/(k = 1)].

v#£l

Since there are at least two distinct ancestral character states,

N —92 - limn 5
EW(P?J)]ZS[l— }:NS i s

N_1 T o Nv-1 %

On the other hand, for j # p;, E[V (j,{)] < 0. We have

Plp™) # p*is] = P

N N
e # 0} s] <> Pl # pissl. (13)
=1 =1
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For any €,(s),

Plpf” = piis| =P | (AV(pi, 1) > V(j, D)}

| J7P]

> p ﬂﬂ%ﬁ<%@%¥ﬂﬁﬁ>%@h%

| J7P]

—1-p gﬁvmw>%@»Unwmw<%@m4
Zl—P[V(p:, ) <enls);s| = > PV(4,1) > en(s);s].
i#p;
So
Plpi” # piis] = 1= Plpi” = piss] < PV (p},1) < en(s) +§y) ) > en(s);s]. (14)
Now

, 1 < , 1 , I
V(JJ):E ]{ykzzj}—mzf{ymzj} IEZVIC
h=1

k=1 vl
where the V), € [—1, 1] are independent. Thus, using Hoeffding’s Inequality, for E[V (p;, )] —

€, > 0, we have

P[V(p?,l) < En(S);S] = P{ - V(PTJ) - E[—V(p?,l)] > E[V(Pfam - ETL(S);S}

< exp[-n{E[V(p],1)] - a(s)}’]. (15)
Consider €,(s) = §/[2(N — 1)] > 0. Since E[V (p},1)] > 5/(N — 1), then

BV (i D) —en(t) > —t =g,

= 2(N —1)
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Substituting in (15)

PV (pi,1) < €a(s);s] < exp{—n5"/[4(N — 1)°]}

For j # pi, E[V(j.)] <0, so

PV (j,1) > en(s);s]

IN

PV (5,1) = E[V(j,1)] > en(s);s]

< exp[—nen(s)’] = exp{—n5"/[4(N — 1)°]}

Combining (13), (14), (16) and (17) gives

P[p”) # p*;s] < eN exp{—ns"/[4(N —1)*]} < cN exp{—n5*/[AN?]}.

Substituting N = /sn/(2logn) in (18) gives

S

P[p'™) # p*;s] < cv/3n/(2logn) - exp|—log(n)/2] = ¢

2logn’

So consistency holds with N = O(y/n/logn).

29

(16)

(18)

O

Proof of Lemma 4. Consider the MLE of edge-lengths when likelihoods are calculated with

fixed ancestral states, (p1,p2), at the two sites. For a sequence with character states (x,y)

at the two sites, when (x,y) = (p1, p2), the MLE is § = 1, giving log likelihood contribution

log(1) = 0. When x # p; and y # p2, § = 0 and the log likelihood contribution is log(m,m,).

When x = p; but y # po, the log likelihood contribution for the sequence is

log[{mp, + (1 = mp,)3}{1 = 8}my] = log(my, + (1 = 7y,)3) + log(1 — 8) + log(m, )

(19)
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where § is the maximizer of F'(s) = log[(pi,, + (1 —7,,)s) + log[1 — s]. Here

Fls)y=— "o L
7TP1+(1_7TP1)3 I—s

Note that F’(s) = 0 has a unique solution in (—oo, 1]:

1—-2m,

S50 = =~
2<1 - 71—,01)

30

and F(s) >0& s < sg. If m,, > 1/2, then F'(s) < 0 for all s € [0,1]. So § =0 and the log

likelihood contribution (19) is log(m,, ) + log(m,). If m,, < 1/2, F(s) achieves maximum at

so. Thus, § = sg. Substituting in (19) gives log likelihood contribution

log[1/2] —log[2(1 — m,,)] + log[m,] = —log[4(1 — m,,)] + log[]

(20)

By symmetry, if x # p; but y = p, the log likelihood contributions are log(m,,) + log[m,]

when 7,, > 1/2 and —log[4(1 — 7,,)] + log[m,] when 7,, < 1/2.

Let ny,, be the number times we observe the sequence (yi,y2), we define

(1) — 2)
ny1 - Ny1yss 7and nyg - Ny, -
Y2 Y1

Substituting the log likelihood contributions gives

Up1,p2) = Z Z Nay log[m,m,] + Z Npyy log[m,] + Z Ny 108 ]

TFp1 YFp2 y7#p2 TF#p1

+ D np{ {7y = 1/2} loglm,, ] — I{m,, < 1/2}log[d(1 —m,, )]}

Y#p2

+ > o {I{my, > 1/2} ogm,,] — I{m,, < 1/2}log[4(1 — ,,)]}.

z#p1

(21)
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Combining terms involving 7, gives the sum

Z Z Ny log[ﬂ-x] + Z Nzps 1Og[7rw] = Z Z Ny log[ﬂ-z]

TFEPL YF£P2 T#p1 T#p1 Y

Similarly,

Z Z Ny log(my| + Z Npyy log[m,| = Z ng(f) log[m,] — ng) log[mp,]. (23)

xTFp1 YF£p2 y#p2 Y

Substituting (22) and (23) in (21) gives

0(p1, p2) Z n'V log[m,] + Z n'? log[r,] — ,()11) log[m,,| — ng) log[m,,]

+ng,) — nplpz]{f{ﬂpl > 1/2}log[my, | — I{m,, < 1/2}log[4(1 —7,,)]}

+n® =y {I{m,, > 1/2}l0g[m,,] — I{m,, < 1/2} log[4(1 — m,,)]}. (24)
Note that
{r > 1/2}log[n] — I{r < 1/2} log[4(1 — )] = log[x] — I{r < 1/2}log[4x (1 — 7)].
Substituting in (24) with f(r) = I{r < 1/2}log[4n(1 — )],

Upr.p2) = Zn log[ +Zn log[m,] — n{) log[r,,] — n?) log[r,,]

+ [n,gll) - np1p2]{10g[7rpl] - (Wpl)} + [ng) - nppoHIOg[ﬂ'pQ] - f(ﬂ-ﬂz)}

= Z a )log [72] + Zn log[m,] — n/(n)f(ﬂpl) - n f(ﬂm)

T Y

+ nPIPQ{f(ﬂ-pl) + f(”pz) - log[ﬂpﬂrm]}' (25)
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The expectations of n,(}l) /n, n,()22) /nand ny,,, /1 are Py, Py, and Plyr oe)(p,,p0) TesDectively.

So the expected maximized log likelihood is

E[l(pb ,02)/71] = p1p1 f(7rp1) Pp;pzf(ﬂm) + p(p’{,pg)(m,pz){f(wm) + f(ﬂ—pz) - IOghpﬂsz]}

where
Co = Z 2 log[m,] + Z v log[m,]

is independent of (p1, p2).
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