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Abstract

This work considers the problem of learning the structure of multivariate linear tree models, which
include a variety of directed tree graphical models with continuous, discrete, and mixed latent variables
such as linear-Gaussian models, hidden Markov models, Gaussian mixture models, and Markov evolu-
tionary trees. The setting is one where we only have samples from certain observed variables in the tree,
and our goal is to estimate the tree structure (i.e., the graph of how the underlying hidden variables are
connected to each other and to the observed variables). We propose the Spectral Recursive Grouping al-
gorithm, an efficient and simple bottom-up procedure for recovering the tree structure from independent
samples of the observed variables. Our finite sample size bounds for exact recovery of the tree structure
reveal certain natural dependencies on underlying statistical and structural properties of the underlying
joint distribution. Furthermore, our sample complexity guarantees have no explicit dependence on the
dimensionality of the observed variables, making the algorithm applicable to many high-dimensional set-
tings. At the heart of our algorithm is a spectral quartet test for determining the relative topology of a
quartet of variables from second-order statistics.

1 Introduction

Graphical models are a central tool in modern machine learning applications, as they provide a natural
methodology for succinctly representing high-dimensional distributions. As such, they have enjoyed much
success in various Al and machine learning applications such as natural language processing, speech recog-
nition, robotics, computer vision, and bioinformatics.

The main statistical challenges associated with graphical models include estimation and inference. While
the body of techniques for probabilistic inference in graphical models is rather rich [29], current methods
for tackling the more challenging problems of parameter and structure estimation are less developed and
understood, especially in the presence of latent (hidden) variables. The problem of parameter estimation
involves determining the model parameters from samples of certain observed variables. Here, the predominant
approach is the expectation maximization (EM) algorithm, and only rather recently is the understanding
of this algorithm improving [10, 5]. The problem of structure learning is to estimate the underlying graph
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Figure 1: The four possible (undirected) tree topologies over leaves {z1, 22, 23, 24 }.

of the graphical model. In general, structure learning is NP-hard and becomes even more challenging when
some variables are unobserved [6]. The main approaches for structure estimation are either greedy or local
search approaches [9, 15] or, more recently, based on convex relaxation [25].

This work focuses on learning the structure of multivariate latent tree graphical models. Here, the
underlying graph is a directed tree (e.g., hidden Markov model, binary evolutionary tree), and only samples
from a set of (multivariate) observed variables (the leaves of the tree) are available for learning the structure.
Latent tree graphical models are relevant in many applications, ranging from computer vision, where one
may learn object/scene structure from the co-occurrences of objects to aid image understanding [7]; to
phylogenetics, where the central task is to reconstruct the tree of life from the genetic material of surviving
species [12].

Generally speaking, methods for learning latent tree structure exploit structural properties afforded by
the tree that are revealed through certain statistical tests over every choice of four variables in the tree. These
quartet tests, which have origins in structural equation modeling [30, 3|, are hypothesis tests of the relative
configuration of four (possibly non-adjacent) nodes/variables in the tree (see Figure 1); they are also related to
the four point condition associated with a corresponding additive tree metric induced by the distribution [4].
Some early methods for learning tree structure are based on the use of ezact correlation statistics or distance
measurements (e.g., [24, 26]). Unfortunately, these methods ignore the crucial aspect of estimation error,
which ultimately governs their sample complexity. Indeed, this (lack of) robustness to estimation error has
been quantified for various algorithms (notably, for the popular Neighbor Joining algorithm [14, 19]), and
therefore serves as a basis for comparing different methods. Subsequent work in the area of mathematical
phylogenetics has focused on the sample complexity of evolutionary tree reconstruction [13, 14, 20, 11]. The
basic model there corresponds to a directed tree over discrete random variables, and much of the recent effort
deals exclusively in the regime for a certain model parameter (the Kesten-Stigum regime [18]) that allows for a
sample complexity that is polylogarithmic in the number of leaves, as opposed to polynomial [20, 11]. Finally,
recent work in machine learning has developed structure learning methods for latent tree graphical models
that extend beyond the discrete distributions of evolutionary trees [8], thereby widening their applicability
to other problem domains.

This work extends beyond previous studies, which have focused on latent tree models with either discrete
or scalar Gaussian variables, by directly addressing the multivariate setting where hidden and observed nodes
may be random vectors rather than scalars. The generality of our techniques allows us to handle a much
wider class of distributions than before, both in terms of the conditional independence properties imposed by
the models (i.e., the random vector associated with a node need not follow a distribution that corresponds
to a tree model), as well as other characteristics of the node distributions (e.g., some nodes in the tree could
have discrete state spaces and others continuous, as in a Gaussian mixture model).

We propose the Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm for learning multivariate latent tree structure.
The algorithm has at its core a multivariate spectral quartet test, which extends the classical quartet tests for
scalar variables by applying spectral techniques from multivariate statistics (specifically canonical correlation
analysis [2, 22]). Spectral methods have enjoyed recent success in the context of parameter estimation [21,
16, 27, 28]; our work shows that they are also useful for structure learning. We use the spectral quartet test
in a simple modification of the recursive grouping algorithm of [8] to perform the tree reconstruction. The
algorithm is essentially a robust method for reasoning about the results of quartet tests (viewed simply as
hypothesis tests); the tests either confirm or reject hypotheses about the relative topology over quartets of



variables. By carefully choosing which tests to consider and properly interpreting their results, the algorithm
is able to recover the correct latent tree structure (with high probability) in a provably efficient manner,
in terms of both computational and sample complexity. The recursive grouping procedure is similar to the
short quartet method from phylogenetics [14], which also guarantees efficient reconstruction in the context of
evolutionary trees. However, our method and analysis applies to considerably more general high-dimensional
settings; for instance, our sample complexity bound is given in terms of natural correlation conditions that
generalize the more restrictive effective depth conditions of previous works [14, 8]. Finally, we note that while
we do not directly address the question of parameter estimation, provable parameter estimation methods
may derived using the spectral techniques from [21, 16].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Latent variable tree models

Let T be a connected, directed tree graphical model with leaves Vops := {z1, 2, ...,z } and internal nodes
Vhia := {h1, ha, ..., hy} such that every node has at most one parent. The leaves are termed the observed
variables and the internal nodes hidden variables. Note that all nodes in this work generally correspond to
multivariate random vectors; we will abuse terminology and still refer to these random vectors as random
variables. For any h € V4, let Childreny(h) C Vr denote the children of h in T.

Each observed variable z € Vs is modeled as random vector in R?, and each hidden variable h € Vg
as a random vector in R¥. The joint distribution over all the variables Vr := Vip,s U Vyiq is assumed satisfy
conditional independence properties specified by the tree structure over the variables. Specifically, for any
disjoint subsets V1, Vo, V3 C Vr such that V3 separates Vi from V5 in T, the variables in V; are conditionally
independent of those in V5 given V3.

2.2 Structural and distributional assumptions

The class of models considered are specified by the following structural and distributional assumptions.

Condition 1 (Linear conditional means). Fix any hidden variable h € Vyq. For each hidden child g €
Childrent(h) N Vwia, there exists a matrix A(gp) € R¥** such that

E[g|h] = Aginyh;
and for each observed child & € Childreny(h) N Vobs, there exists a matrix C(yp) € R*** such that
]E[.%“h] = C(m‘h)h.

We refer to the class of tree graphical models satisfying Condition 1 as linear tree models. Such models
include a variety of continuous and discrete tree distributions (as well as hybrid combinations of the two,
such as Gaussian mixture models) which are widely used in practice. Continuous linear tree models include
linear-Gaussian models and Kalman filters. In the discrete case, suppose that the observed variables take
on d values, and hidden variables take k values. Then, each variable is represented by a binary vector in
{0,1}®, where s = d for the observed variables and s = k for the hidden variables (in particular, if the
variable takes value ¢, then the corresponding vector is the i-th coordinate vector), and any conditional
distribution between the variables is represented by a linear relationship. Thus, discrete linear tree models
include discrete hidden Markov models [16] and Markovian evolutionary trees [21].

In addition to the linearity, the following conditions are assumed in order to recover the hidden tree
structure. For any matrix M, let o¢(M) denote its ¢-th largest singular value.

Condition 2 (Rank condition). The variables in Vr = Vijq U Vobs 0obey the following rank conditions.

1. For all h € Vuiq, E[hh ] has rank k (i.e., ox(E[hhT]) > 0).



Figure 2: Set of trees Fp,, = {71, 72, T3} obtained if hy4 is removed.

2. For all h € Vyiq and hidden child g € Childrent(h) N Vpia, A(g|n) has rank k.
3. For all h € Vyiq and observed child 2 € Childrent(h) N Vops, C(q|n) has rank k.

The rank condition is a generalization of parameter identifiability conditions in latent variable models [1,
21, 16] which rules out various (provably) hard instances in discrete variable settings [21].

Condition 3 (Non-redundancy condition). Each hidden variable has at least three neighbors. Furthermore,
there exists p2 . > 0 such that for each pair of distinct hidden variables h, g € Vhia,
det(E[hg ')
det(E[hhT]) det(E[gg T

< Pinax < 1.
)

The requirement for each hidden node to have three neighbors is natural; otherwise, the hidden node
can be eliminated. The quantity pmax is a natural multivariate generalization of correlation. First, note
that ppax < 1, and that if pp.c = 1 is achieved with some h and g, then h and g are completely correlated,
implying the existence of a deterministic map between hidden nodes h and g¢; hence simply merging the two
nodes into a single node h (or g) resolves this issue. Therefore the non-redundancy condition simply means
that any two hidden nodes h and g cannot be further reduced to a single node. Clearly, this condition is
necessary for the goal of identifying the correct tree structure, and it is satisfied as soon as h and g have
limited correlation in just a single direction. Previous works [24, 23] show that an analogous condition
ensures identifiability for general latent tree models (and in fact, the conditions are identical in the Gaussian
case). Condition 3 is therefore a generalization of this condition suitable for the multivariate setting.

Our learning guarantees also require a correlation condition that generalize the explicit depth conditions
considered in the phylogenetics literature [14, 21]. To state this condition, first define F;, to be the set of
subtrees of that remain after a hidden variable h € Vy;q is removed from T (see Figure 2). Also, for any
subtree T’ of T, let Vons[T’] € Vobs be the observed variables in 7.

Condition 4 (Correlation condition). There exists Ymin > 0 such that for all hidden variables A € V34 and
all triples of subtrees {71, 73, T3} C Fp in the forest obtained if h is removed from T,

max ~ min O'k(E[CEl’JC;rD > Ymin-
x1€Vobs[T1],22 € Vobs[T2],23€Vobs[ T3] {4,51C{1,2,3}

The quantity ymin is related to the effective depth of T, which is the maximum graph distance between
a hidden variable and its closest observed variable [14, 8]. The effective depth is at most logarithmic in the
number of variables (as achieved by a complete binary tree), though it can also be a constant if every hidden
variable is close to an observed variable (e.g., in a hidden Markov model, the effective depth is 1, even though
the true depth, or diameter, is m + 1). If the matrices giving the (conditionally) linear relationship between
neighboring variables in T are all well-conditioned, then 7, is at worst exponentially small in the effective
depth, and therefore at worst polynomially small in the number of variables.



Algorithm 1 SpectralQuartetTest on observed variables {z1, 22, 23, 24 }.

Input: For each pair {i,5} C {1,2,3,4}, an empirical estimate ZA'” of the second-moment matrix E[zlz;r]
and a corresponding confidence parameter A; ; > 0.
Output: Either a pairing {{z;,2;},{zi,2;:}} or L.
1. if there exists a partition of {21, 22, 23, 24} = {2, z;} U {2y, ;s } such that

k k
[Hloa(Zi5) = Aijliloa(Zi i) = il > [[(00(Zi ) + Aiv j)(06( 5 50) + Di o)

s=1 s=1

then return the pairing {{z;, z;}, {zir, 2; } }.
2: else return L.

Finally, also define
= max o1(Elzyzg
Tmax {Il,ﬂlz}gvobs{ 1( [ 2 ])}

to be the largest spectral norm of any second-moment matrix between observed variables. Note Ypax < 1
in the discrete case, and, in the continuous case, Ymax < 1 if each observed random vector is in isotropic
position.

In this work, the Euclidean norm of a vector z is denoted by ||z||, and the (induced) spectral norm of a
matrix A is denoted by ||A||, i.e., ||A]| := 01(A) = sup{||Az]|: ||z]| = 1}.

3 Spectral quartet tests

This section describes the core of our learning algorithm, a spectral quartet test that determines topology
of the subtree induced by four observed variables {21, 22, 23, 24 }. There are four possibilities for the induced
subtree, as shown in Figure 1. Our quartet test either returns the correct induced subtree among possibilities
in Figure 1(a)—(c); or it outputs L to indicate abstinence. If the test returns L, then no guarantees are
provided on the induced subtree topology. If it does return a subtree, then the output is guaranteed to be
the correct induced subtree (with high probability).

The quartet test proposed is described in Algorithm 1 (SpectralQuartetTest). The notation [a]; denotes
max{0,a} and [t] (for an integer t) denotes the set {1,2,...,t}.

The quartet test is defined with respect to four observed variables Z := {z1, 22, 23, 24}. For each pair of
variables z; and z;, it takes as input an empirical estimate ZA‘W- of the second-moment matrix E[zlz;r ], and
confidence bound parameters A; ; which are functions of N, the number of samples used to compute the
ZA’M’& a confidence parameter 9, and of properties of the distributions of z; and z;. In practice, one uses
a single threshold A for all pairs, which is tuned by the algorithm. Our theoretical analysis also applies to
this case. The output of the test is either L or a pairing of the variables {{z;, z;},{zi,2; }}. For example,
if the output is the pairing is {{z1, 22}, {23, z4}}, then Figure 1(a) is the output topology.

Even though the configuration in Figure 1(d) is a possibility, the spectral quartet test never returns
{{z1, 22, 23,24} }, as there is no correct pairing of Z. The topology {{z1, 22, 23,24}} can be viewed as a
degenerate case of {{z1, 22}, {23, 24} } (say) where the hidden variables h and g are deterministically identical,

and Condition 3 fails to hold with respect to h and g.

3.1 Properties of the spectral quartet test

With exact second moments: The spectral quartet test is motivated by the following lemma, which
shows the relationship between the singular values of second-moment matrices of the z;’s and the induced
topology among them in the latent tree. Let dety(M) := Hle os(M) denote the product of the k largest
singular values of a matrix M.



Lemma 1 (Perfect quartet test). Suppose that the observed variables Z = {z1, 22, 23,24} have the true
induced tree topology shown in Figure 1(a), and the tree model satisfies Condition 1 and Condition 2. Then

dety,(E[z124 |)dety (E[z22] ]) _ dety,(E[z12] ])det (E[2224 ]) _ det(E[hg '])? <1 (1)
dety(E[z129 |)detg(E[z32/])  dety(E[z125 |)dety(E[z32]])  det(E[RRT])det(E[ggT]) ~

and dety(E[z124 |)dety (B[22, ]) = dety(E[z1 2, |)dety (E[2224 ]).

This lemma shows that given the true second-moment matrices and assuming Condition 3, the in-
equality in (1) becomes strict and thus can be used to deduce the correct topology: the correct pairing
is {{zi, zj},{#, 2j:} } if and only if

detk(]E[ziz;—])detk(E[zﬂz /]) > dety(Elzir2; ])detk(E[ziz;]).

Reliability: The next lemma shows that even if the singular values of E[zlzﬂ are not known exactly, then
with valid confidence intervals (that contain these singular values) a robust test can be constructed which
is reliable in the following sense: if it does not output L, then the output topology is indeed the correct
topology.

Lemma 2 (Reliability). Consider the setup of Lemma 1, and suppose that Figure 1(a) is the correct topology.
If for all pairs {2z, 2;} C Z and all s € [k], os(2; ,j) — Ay < 04(Eziz)]) < 0s(5ij) + Aij, and if
SpectralQuartetTest returns a pairing {{z;, z;},{zi, zj: }}, then {{zi, z;},{zir, 2j }} = {{#1, 22}, {23, 24} }.

In other words, the spectral quartet test never returns an incorrect pairing as long as the singular values
of E[z;z; T] lie in an interval of length 2A; ; around the singular values of 3 ;. The lemma below shows how
to set the A; js as a function of IV, 6 and properties of the distributions of z; and z; so that this required
event holds with probability at least 1 — §. We remark that any valid confidence intervals may be used;
the one described below is particularly suitable when the observed variables are high-dimensional random
vectors.

Lemma 3 (Confidence intervals). Let Z = {21, 22, 23,24} be four random vectors. Let ||z < M; almost
surely, and let § € (0,1/6). If each empirical second-moment matriz X; ; is computed using N iid copies of
z; and z;, and if

7 E[l|z]|[l211%] — tr(Elziz] [E[ziz]]T)

= i J t;; = 1.551n(24d; ;/6),
7 max{|[Efl|z (12202 11, [l 2il12252] 111} ! ’

\/2max{||E|zj||2zz I Bl 22 s, MMt
N 3N

Ay >

1,] —

then with probability 1 — 6, for all pairs {z;,z;} C Z and all s € [k],

0s(Eij) — Nij < 0s(Elziz] ]) < 05(Zi) + Ay (2)
Conditions for returning a correct pairing: The conditions under which SpectralQuartetTest returns
an induced topology (as opposed to L) are now provided.
An important quantity in this analysis is the level of non-redundancy between the hidden variables h and
g. Let
2 . det(E[hgTDQ (3)
7 det(ElRAT]) det(Elgg )’

If Figure 1(a) is the correct induced topology among {z1, 22, 23, 24 }, then the smaller p is, the greater the gap
between dety, (E[2125 |)dety (E[2324 ]) and either of dety,(E[2125 |)dety (E[2224 ]) and detk(E[zlz4 dety(E[2224 ]).
Therefore, p also governs how small the A; ; need to be for the quartet test to return a correct pairing; this
is quantified in Lemma 4. Note that Condition 3 implies p < ppax < 1.




Lemma 4 (Correct pairing). Suppose that (i) the observed variables Z = {z1, 29, 23, 24} have the true induced
tree topology shown in Figure 1(a); (ii) the tree model satisfies Condition 1, Condition 2, and p < 1 (where
p is defined in (3)), and (iii) the confidence bounds in (2) hold for all {i,j} and all s € [k]. If

1 1
A;j < — -mindl, — —1}-mi Elz2]
i < 3% mm{ ' } glﬁ{ak( [2iz; )}

for each pair {i,j}, then SpectralQuartetTest returns the correct pairing {{z1, 22}, {23, 24} }.

4 The Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm

The Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm, presented as Algorithm 2, uses the spectral quartet test dis-
cussed in the previous section to estimate the structure of a multivariate latent tree distribution from iid
samples of the observed leaf variables.! The algorithm is a modification of the recursive grouping (RG)
procedure proposed in [8]. RG builds the tree in a bottom-up fashion, where the initial working set of
variables are the observed variables. The variables in the working set always correspond to roots of disjoint
subtrees of T discovered by the algorithm. (Note that because these subtrees are rooted, they naturally
induce parent/child relationships, but these may differ from those implied by the edge directions in T.) In
each iteration, the algorithm determines which variables in the working set to combine. If the variables are
combined as siblings, then a new hidden variable is introduced as their parent and is added to the working
set, and its children are removed. If the variables are combined as neighbors (parent/child), then the child
is removed from the working set. The process repeats until the entire tree is constructed.

Our modification of RG uses the spectral quartet tests from Section 3 to decide which subtree roots in the
current working set to combine. Note that because the test may return L (a null result), our algorithm uses
the tests to rule out possible siblings or neighbors among variables in the working set—this is encapsulated
in the subroutine Mergeable (Algorithm 3), which tests quartets of observed variables (leaves) in the subtrees
rooted at working set variables. For any pair {u,v} C R submitted to the subroutine (along with the current
working set R and leaf sets L[-]):

e Mergeable returns false if there is evidence (provided by a quartet test) that u and v should first be
joined with different variables (u’ and v’, respectively) before joining with each other; and

e Mergeable returns true if no quartet test provides such evidence.

The subroutine is also used by the subroutine Relationship (Algorithm 4) which determines whether a can-
didate pair of variables should be merged as neighbors (parent/child) or as siblings: essentially, to check if
u is a parent of v, it checks if v is a sibling of each child of u. The use of unreliable estimates of long-range
correlations is avoided by only considering highly-correlated variables as candidate pairs to merge (where
correlation is measured using observed variables in their corresponding subtrees as proxies). This leads to a
sample-efficient algorithm for recovering the hidden tree structure.

The Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm enjoys the following guarantee.

Theorem 1. Let n € (0,1). Assume the directed tree graphical model T over variables (random vectors)
Vr = Vobs U V9aia satisfies Conditions 1, 2, 3, and 4. Suppose the Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm
(Algorithm 2) is provided N independent samples from the distribution over Vops, and uses parameters given

by

QBx,i,xjtxi,xj + Ma;iijtxi,xj

Baie; = N 3N )

! To simplify notation, we assume that the estimated second-moment matrices S%y and threshold parameters Ay , > 0 for
all pairs {x,y} C Vobs are globally defined. In particular, we assume the spectral quartet tests use these quantities.



Algorithm 2 Spectral Recursive Grouping.

Input: Empirical second-moment matrices fwy for all pairs {z,y} C Vobs computed from N iid samples
from the distribution over Vops; threshold parameters A, , for all pairs {z,y} C Vos.
Output: Tree structure T or “failure”.
1: let R := Vops, and for all z € R, T[x] := rooted single-node tree z and L[z] := {z}.
2: while |[R| > 1 do
3:  let pair {u,v} € {{&,0} C R : Mergeable(R, L[], @, ?) = true} be such that max{ak(fl}’y) D (z,y) €
L[u] x L[v]} is maximized. If no such pair exists, then halt and return “failure”.
let result := Relationship(R, L[], T[], u, v).
if result = “siblings” then
Create a new variable h, create subtree T[h] rooted at h by joining 7 [u] and T[v] to h with edges
{h,u} and {h,v}, and set L[h] := L]u] U L[v].

7 Add h to R, and remove u and v from R.

8: else if result = “u is parent of v” then

9: Modify subtree T [u] by joining 7 [v] to u with an edge {u,v}, and modify L[u] := L[u] U L]v].
10: Remove v from R.

11:  else if result = “v is parent of v’ then

12: {Analogous to above case.}

13:  end if

14: end while
15: Return T := T[h] where R = {h}.

Algorithm 3 Subroutine Mergeable(R, L[], u, v).

Input: Set of nodes R; leaf sets L[v] for all v € R; distinct u,v € R.
Output: true or false.
1: if there exists distinct «/,v" € R\ {w,v} and (x,y,2’,y') € Llu] x Lv] x L[u'] x L[] s.t.
SpectralQuartetTest({z, y, 2, y'}) returns {{z, 2'}, {y,y'}} or {{z,y'},{z',y}} then return false.
2: else return true.

where
By o, = maX{HE[HxiHZa:jx]T]H, HE[HZ‘]HQ@@T]H}, M, > |||  almost surely,
; Ell|lzi ]| lw;]%] — tr(Elziz] [Elz;z]]) ;
wiay T , Ly z; = 4In(ddy, o;n/n).
e Bl 172 1T, DT, 1) i)

Let B := Ma&Xg;,x;E€Vobs {Bﬂli,Ij}7 M = maXéviEVobs{Mﬂli}f t:= MaXz;,z;€Vobs {ta?iﬂ:j}‘ If

200-k%-B-t T-k-M?-t
2 2 2 ?
Vmi Ymin
—mn (1 — max - (1 - pmax)
<7max ( P )> “Ymax

then with probability at least 1 —n, the Spectral Recursive Grouping algorithm returns a tree T with the same
undirected graph structure as T.

Consistency is implied by the above theorem with an appropriate scaling of n with N. The theorem
reveals that the sample complexity of the algorithm depends solely on intrinsic spectral properties of the
distribution. Note that there is no explicit dependence on the dimensions of the observable variables, which
makes the result applicable to high-dimensional settings.



Algorithm 4 Subroutine Relationship(R, L[-], T[], u, v).

Input: Set of nodes R; leaf sets L[v] for all v € R; rooted subtrees T [v] for all v € R; distinct u,v € R.
Output: “siblings”, “u is parent of v” (“u — v”), or “v is parent of u” (“v — u”).

. if u is a leaf then assert u /4 v.

if v is a leaf then assert v /4 u.

let Rlw] := (R\ {w}) U{w’ : w' is a child of w in T[w]} for each w € {u,v}.

if there exists child w1 of u in Tu] s.t. Mergeable(R[u], L[], u1,v) =false then assert “u /4 v”.

if there exists child vy of v in T [v] s.t. Mergeable(R[v], L[], u, v1) =false then assert “v A u”.

if both “u 4 v” and “v 4 u” were asserted then return “siblings”.

else if “u /4 v” was asserted then return “v is parent of u” (“v — u”).

else return “u is parent of v” (“u — v”).
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A Sample-based confidence intervals for singular values

We show how to derive confidence bounds for the singular values of X; ; := ]E[zlz]—'—] for {i,j} C {1,2,3,4}
from N iid copies of the random vectors {z1, 22, 23, 24 }. That is, we show how to set A, ; so that, with high
probability, . R
os(Xij) = Aij < 05(Xij) < os(Xij) + A

for all {7,7} and all s € [k].

We state exponential tail inequalities for the spectral norm of the estimation error ZA'Z j — 2% ;. The first
exponential tail inequality is stated for general random vectors under Bernstein-type conditions, and the
second is specific to random vectors in the discrete setting.

Lemma 5. Let z; and z; be random vectors such that ||z;|| < M, and ||z;|| < M; almost surely, and let

1y PWEISI 0BG 20) i), dimz)
o max{|[Elllz 1Pz 1] [Bl2:017252 1}~ T

Let X ; = ]E[zzzj—r] and let ZA‘” be the empirical average of N independent copies of zlzj—r Pick any t > 0.
With probability at least 1 — 4d; jt(et —t —1)71,

fmax{HEanin B2z 13| Myt

PN y Ay
RO N N
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Remark 1. For any § € (0,1/6), we have 4d; jt(e! —t —1)~! < § provided that t > 1.551n(4d; ;/6).

o1
Z = T ZZZ‘j .
ZjZ

Proof. Define the random matrix

i

Let Zy,...,Zn be independent copies of Z. Then

N
) 1
Pr| £y D > 4] =P U‘N ;Zg —E[Z]H > t] .

Note that I ||2 .

21 _ Zill" %%

ElZ]=E { lzili22] ]
so by convexity,
[E[Z%] - E[2)?|| < ||[E[22]]]
< max{||E[ll 212z 1|, ||Blll 2”22, 1|}
and
tr(E[2%] — E[Z]?) = tr(E[||z;[1?2:2] 1) + tr(Bl| 212252 ]) — te(Zi; 2) — tr(Z; 20 5)
= 2(B[l:l2l11%] - tr(Ziy 21) ).

Moreover,

1Z1 < Nlzillllzll < M M;.
By the matrix Bernstein inequality [17], for any ¢ > 0,

‘> 2 (max{||E[ll2 |22z 1, [1Elll2l12252]1}) ¢ L MMt
N 3N

i — i

d

2(E[l2l12lz112 - (1,57,

" max{[[E[lz Pz 1] B0z 12221}

The claim follows. O

tlet —t—1)"' =dd; jt(e —t — 1)1

In the case of discrete random variables (modeled as random vectors as described in Section 2), the
following lemma from [16] can give a tighter exponential tail inequality.

Lemma 6 ([16]). Let z; and z; be random vectors, each with support on the vertices of a probability simplez.
Let X ; = E[zlz;] and let X; ; be the empirical average of N independent copies of zzij Pick any t > 0.
With probability at least 1 — e~ ¢,

(where || A||F denotes the Frobenius norm of a matriz A).

142
Sii— iy LVt

‘F_ VN

‘ < Hzm' =i

For simplicity, we only work with Lemma 5, although it is easy to translate all of our results by changing
the tail inequality. The proof of Lemma 3 is immediate from combining Lemma 5 and Weyl’s Theorem.
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Lemma 3 provides some guidelines on how to set the A; ; as functions of IV, J, and properties of z; and

zj. The dependence on the properties of z; and z; comes through the quantities M;, M;, d; ;, and

Bij = Hggx{|}E[llszQZiZﬂ|}7 Elllz %252 113

In practice, one may use plug-in estimates for these quantities, or use loose upper bounds based on weaker

knowledge of the distribution. For instance, d; ; is at most max{dim(z;),dim(z;)}, the larger of the explicit
vector dimensions of z; and z;. Also, if the maximum directional standard deviation o, of any z; is known,
then B; ; < max{M?, M ]2}02. We note that as these are additive confidence intervals, some dependence on
the properties of z; and z; is inevitable.

B Analysis of the spectral quartet test

For any hidden variable h € Vyq, let Descendantsy(h) C Vr be the descendants of h in T. For any
g € Descendantsy(h) N Vyiq such that the (directed) path from h to gis h — g1 — g2 — - -+ — g4 = g, define
Aggln) € REXE to be the product

Atglhy = Algylga—) * Atgalg) Aga 1n)-

Similarly, for any « € Descendantst(h) N Vops such that the (directed) path from h to x is h — g1 — g2 —
<+ = gq = x, define C’(z|h) € R4 to be the product

Claln) = Clalg)) Agqlaa—1) " Algalgn) Alar|n)-

B.1 logdet; metric

Define the function p: Vr x Vr — R by

log dety, (E[uu "]~ 2Eluv T|E[vv T]=Y2)  if u,v € Viiq
T

(Eluu ]
(u ’U) L IOg detk(E[UUT]E[UU ]_1/2) if u € Vobs, v € Vhid
P tog dety (Bluu )~ /2Efu ) if u € Vaid, v € Vobs
(Eluwv']

log dety, (E[uv ")) if w,v € Vons

Proposition 1 (log dety, metric). Assume Conditions 1 and 2 hold, and pick any u,v € Vr. Ifw € Vr\{u,v}
is on the (undirected) path u ~ v, then p(u,v) = p(u, w) + p(w, v).

Proof. Suppose the induced topology over w,v,w in T is the following.
Assume for now that u,v € Vyiq. Then, using Condition 1,
Eluv'] = E[uwT]A(TU‘w) = (E[uw " |E[ww "] 7Y?)(Elww |~ 2ElwvT])

so, because rank(E[uu']™?Efluw ! |Elww]~/?) = rank(E[ww ']~ /?Elwv " |E[vvT]~'/?) = k by Condi-
tion 2,
(u,v) = log dety (E[uu "™V 2Eluw T |E[ww ]~ V2Elww |~ 2Elwe T |ElovT]71/?)
= log dety (Efuw "] V?Eluw T |E[ww ] ~2) + log dety (E[ww | V2E[wv " |E[vo "] 71/2)
= plu, w) + p(w, v).

12



If u € Vhig but v € Vope, then let U, € R¥** be a matrix of orthonormal left singular vectors of Clvjw)- Then
Eluv"] = (Euw T |E[wwT]2)(Elww ]~ Y2ElwvT]) as before, and

dety(E[uu"]"Y2E[uv"]) = | det(E[uu "]~V ?Eluv "|U,)|
= | det(E[uu']72)] - | det(Eluv "]U, )]
= dety (E[un ]~V 2Efuw TE[ww "]~Y2) - dety (E[ww "]~V 2Elwo " |U,)
= dety (E[uv" ]V ?Eluw " |Elww ] Y?) - dety (Elww |72 E[lwo ")),

S0
(u, v) = log dety (E[uu "™V 2Efuw T |E[ww "] ~2) 4 log dety (E[ww | "Y2Elwo ")) = p(u, w) + p(w, v).

Suppose now that the induced toplogy over u,v,w in T is the following.

W—w—©

Again, first assume that u,v € Vy;q. Then, by Condition 1,
Bfuv"] = Agupu Elww 14, ) = (Efuw [EfwwT]7/2) Bfww ] EfuweT]),

so p(u,v) = p(u, w) + p(v,w) as before. The cases where one or both of u and v is in Vs follow by similar
arguments as above. O

B.2 Proof of Lemma 1
By Proposition 1,

Moreover,

dety (E[z124 ]) - detg (E[222] ]) _ exp(p(z1, 23) + (22, 24))

dety(E[z129 ]) - detr(E[z32]])  exp(p(z1,22) + p(zs,24))

exp(p(z1,h) + ph, g) + (g, 23) + p(22, h) + p(h, g) + p(g, 24))
oxp(p(21, h) + p(h, 22) + (23, 9) + 19, 2a))

exp(2u(h, 9))

= det(E[hh "]~ /*E[hg " ]E[gg"]/?)?

_ det(B[hgT)?

~ det(E[hhT]) - det(E[ggT])’

Finally, note that v E[hhT]~Y/2E[hg " |E[gg"]~'/?v < ||ul|||v|| for all vectors u and v by Cauchy-Schwarz, so

det(E[hg])?
det(E[hhT]) - det(E[ggT])

— det(E[hh "] /2E[hg T E[gg ]2 < 1

as required. O
Note that if Condition 3 also holds, then Lemma 1 implies the strict inequalities

max {dety,(E[z124 ]) - dety(E[z024 |), dety(E[z124]) - dety(E[2224 )} < dety(E[z125 ]) - dety (E[232{ ]).
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B.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Given that (2) holds for all pairs {3, j} and all s € {1,2,...,k}, if the spectral quartet test returns a pairing
{{#,2;},{#, 25 }}, it must be that

k k
[1 - Elziz) Dos(Elziz)]) > [[los(Zi) = Aijlelos(Eir ) — Av il s
s=1 s=1
k k
> [T(os(Zig) + Ai ) (os(Eig) + Aiyr) = [T 06 (Eleiz] Dos(Elzi])).
s=1 s=1
Therefore
dety,(E[z:2] ]) - dety, (E[z 2] H 0s(Blzi2; |)os(El2i02)])
> H os(E zlfz (]E[zlz],]) = det(E [zlzz ]) - deti(E [zlz;])
But by Lemma 1, the above inequality can only hold if {{z;, z;}, {zi, zj } } = {{21, 22}, {23, 24} }. O

B.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Let ¥ j := E[zz] ]. The assumptions in the statement of the lemma imply

maX{Al 2,A3 4} < — 3 mm{ak(Zl 2) Uk(23 4)}

k:
where € := min{% -1, 1}. Therefore

k k
H[JS(A 2) — A1) [0s(Z34) — Az gy > HUs (Z1,2) — 241 2]+ [0s(X3,.4) — 2A3 4]+

s=1 s=1

k o\ 2k
> <H 212 0'5 E34)> (1—&)
k
<H 21 2 US 23 4)) (]. — 6()/2). (5)

If E[hg "] has rank k, then so do %; ; for i € {1, 2} and j € {3,4}. Therefore, for {i',j'} ={1,2,3,4}\ {i,7},
max{Aq;, Avjr} < o mm{cfk( in.3')s ok (T 1) }-

This implies

k
[T(0a(Zi) + Aij) (0L jo) + Ai o) < H (Zig) + 20 ) (05(Zir jo) + 280 1)

ez genzen)) (14 51)”

os(X ij Jos (X, ’)) (1+€0). (6)

N

IA
T~
=

w
Il

w
Il
—

1



Therefore, combining (5), (6), and Lemma 1,

k
H — Aoy [US(§3,4) - A374}+
1—ep/2 det(E[hhT])det(E[gg']) .
’ A, X g AN,
Z Tte det(E[hgT )2 1;[1 )+ A ) (os(Xir ) + A j)
1 det(E[hhT]) det(E[gg b )
. Al S Ez 3/ Ai/ S 1
~ (1+e)? det(E[hgT])2 1;[1 )+ D) (os(Li i) + Aiv o)
k ke A
> T1(0a(Z15) + Ai ) (0a( B i) + Av o),
s=1
so the spectral quartet test will return the correct pairing {{z1, 22}, {23, 24} }, proving the lemma. O

B.5 Conditions for returning a correct pairing when rank(E[hg']) < k

The spectral quartet test is also useful in the case where E[hg '] has rank r < k. In this case, the widths of
the confidence intervals are allowed to be wider than in the case where rank(E[hg']) = k. Define

Omin = min ({ox(21,2), ok(Zs,0)} U {on(Zig): i € {1,2},5 € {3,4}}).

2(k—r r
2 UIrl(in ) ~max; i g | [oog 0s(2i5)0s(Xir )
1 - .
H§:1 0s(X1,2)05(X3.4)
Instead of depending on min; j{ox(X; ;)} and p as in the case where rank(E[hg']) = k, we only depend on
Omin and pj.

p

Lemma 7 (Correct pairing, rank r < k). Suppose that (i) the observed variables Z = {z1, z2, 23, 24} have
the true induced (undirected) topology shown in Figure 1(a), (ii) the tree model satisfies Condition 1 and
Condition 2, (iii) Elhg"] has rank v < k, and (iv) the confidence bounds in (2) hold for all {i,j} and all

€ [k]. If
1 1\ *r
A j — - mi 1 * Umin
i < 2 mln{ 8k <2p1> } o

for each {i,j}, then Algorithm 1 returns the correct pairing {{z1, 22}, {zs,24}}.
Note that the allowed width increases (to a point) as the rank r decreases.

Proof. The assumptions in the statement of the lemma imply

.. €10min
max{A;; : {3,j} C[4]} < 18k

|\
€1 := min 8k<) , 1o
2p1

k k
[Tloe(£12) = Avo]s[os(Es0) = Azl > <H 05(21,2)%(23,4)) (1—e/2)

s=1 s=1

where

We have
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as in the proof of Lemma 4. Moreover,

k
[1(ea(Zi)) + Aij)(0s(Zi i) + A )
s=1
. 6lo-mm 2(k=r)
< < US( .5 O'S Z’]’ ) Sk )
s=1
k €10min 2(k—7)
= EJS(El ’ O—S 23 4 O'mn] Q(k r) (1 + 61) ' ( 8k )
k 2(k—r)
= (H 05(21,2)05( X34 ) P (1+er) (8;@)
s=1
k
. . 1+¢€ €1\ 2(k=r)
J— —_— . 2 - — . E—
< (g[os<&,g> Aol [os(Zs.a) A3,4]+> Ao (&)
k . . ) (€12
< S:Hl[os@l,z) — Al [(Zsa) = Agals | ot (14 e)? - (o)

— Ay o] [os(Z34) — Asaly

HE?’:‘

Therefore the spectral quartet test will return the correct pairing {{z1, 22}, {23, z4} }; the lemma follows. O

C Analysis of Spectral Recursive Grouping

C.1 Overview
Here is an outline of the argument for Theorem 1.

1. First, we condition on a 1 — 7 probability event over the iid samples from the distribution over Vg5 in
which the empirical second-moment matrices are sufficiently close to the true second-moment matrices
in by spectral norm (Equation 8). This is required to reason deterministically about the behavior of
the algorithm.

2. Next, we characterize the pairs {u,v} C R (where R are the roots of subtrees maintained by the
algorithm) that cause the Mergeable subroutine to return true. (Lemma 11), as well as those that
cause it to return false (Lemma 12).

3. We use the above characterizations to show that the main while-loop of the algorithm maintains loop
invariants such that when the loop finally terminates, the entire tree structure will have been completely
discovered (Lemma 13). This is achieved by showing each iteration of the while-loop

(a) selects a “Mergeable” pair {u,v} C R that satisfies certain properties (Claim 2 and Claim 3) such
that, if they are properly combined (as siblings or parent/child), the required loop invariants will
be perserved; and

(b) uses the Relationship subroutine to correctly determine whether the chosen pair {u, v} should be
combined as siblings or parent/child (Claim 4).

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Recall the definitions of Ay ;) € R¥*k and Clan) € Rk for descendants ¢ € Descendantst(h) N Vyig and
x € Descendantst(h) N Ciypy in T, as given in Appendix B.
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Let us define

€mi 'Zmin{ L 1} o Dmin/Ymax
o Pmax ’ , 8k + ’Ymin/’)’max ’
Ymin “Ymin
0= ) ¢i= M0 (1 —¢) 4.
1+¢ P ( )

The sample size requirement ensures that

€min * S

Ao, <
CRE-Y?

< 6.

This implies conditions on the thresholds A, ., in Lemma 4 for the spectral quartet test on {x1, 2, 73,24}
to return a correct pairing, provided that

min{oy(Yz, 2;) : {4,7} € {1,2,3,4}} > <. (7)

The probabilistic event we need is that in which the confidence bounds from Lemma 5 hold for each pair
of observed variables. The event

v{xi“TJ} C Vobs » ||§mi7xj - EIi,Ij ” < AI«;,IJ‘7 (8)

occurs with probability at least 1 —7 by Lemma 5 and a union bound. We henceforth condition on the above
event.
The following is an immediate consequence of Weyl’s Theorem and conditioning on the above event.

~

Lemma 8. Fiz any pair {z,y} C Vobs. If 0k (X y) > (1 +€)0, then op(X;,) > 0. If O'k(fm’y) > 0, then
0,( Xy y) > (1 —€)6.

Before continuing, we need some definitions and notation. First, we refer to the variables in Vr inter-
changeably as both nodes and variables. Next, we generally ignore the direction of edges in T, except when
it becomes crucial (namely, in Lemma 10). For a node r in T, we say that a subtree 7 [r] of T (ignoring edge
directions) is rooted at r if T[r] contains r, and for every node w in 7[r] and any node v not in 7T[r], the
(undirected) path from u to v in T passes through r. Note that a rooted subtree naturally imply parent/child
relationships between its constituent nodes, and it is in this sense we use the terms “parent”, “child”, “sib-
ling”, etc. throughout the analysis, rather than in the sense given by the edge directions in T (the exception
is in Lemma 10). A collection C of disjoint rooted subtrees of T naturally gives rise to a super-tree ST[C]
by starting with T and then collapsing each 7T[r] € C into a single node. Note that each node in STIC] is
either associated with a subtree in C, or is a node in T that doesn’t appear in any subtree in C. We say
a subtree T € C is a leaf component relative to C if it is a leaf in this super-tree ST[C]. Finally, define
Vhid[C] := {h € Vhia : h does not appear in any subtree in C}.

The following lemma is a simple fact about the super-tree given properties on the subtrees (which will
be maintained by the algorithm).

Lemma 9 (Super-tree property). Let R C Vr. Let C := {T[u] : w € R} be a collection of disjoint rooted
subtrees, with u being the root of T[u], such that their leaf sets {L[u] : w € R} partition Vobs. Then the nodes
of the super-tree ST|C] are C U Wyia[C], and the leaves of ST[C| are all in C.

Proof. This follows because each leaf in T appears in the leaf set of some T [u]. O

The next lemma relates the correlation between two observed variables in a quartet (on opposite sides of
the bottleneck) to the correlations of the other pairs crossing the bottleneck.

Lemma 10 (Correlation transfer). Consider the following induced (undirected) topology over {z1, za, 23,24} C
Vobs -
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Then
Uk(E[le;LrD > Uk(E[le;])Uk(E[zzzI])

- 1(E[2223 1)

Proof. In this proof, the edge directions and the notion of ancestor are determined according to the edge
directions in T. Let r be the least common ancestor of {z1, 22, 23,24} in T. There are effectively three
possible cases to consider, depending on the location of r relative to the z;, h, and g; we may exploit the
fact that o1 (E[z12) ]) = o1 (E[242{ ]) to cover the remaining cases.

1. Suppose r appears between h and z;.

By Condition 2, we can choose matrices Uy, Us, Us, Uy € R4*F such that the columns of U; are an
orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|,)), the columns of U are an orthonormal basis of range(C.,n)), the
columns of Uz are an orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|4)), and the columns of U, are an orthonormal
basis of range(C.,4)). We have

U Elz12, |Us

= U[ Clay 1y Elrr 1Ay C Ly Us

= (U1TC(z1\T)E[T?"T])qur)(C(TZS|h)U:fz)(O(Tz?,m)U?,r1
(U3 ClapmyE[pR )1 (U ClaymyEIRR ) (CL, 13y Ua)

= (U{ Claey i Elrr TNAf 1y C Ly iy Us) (U3 Cag iy BIRATIC L, 1y Us) ™"
(U ClagyEIRRTIC L, 1y Us)

= (U{ Elz123 |U3)(Uy E[2223 JUs) ™ (U3 Elza24 |Ua).

2. Suppose r appears between h and zs.

By Condition 2, we can choose matrices Uy, Us, Us, Uy € R4 such that the columns of U; are an
orthonormal basis of range(C';,|z)), the columns of Uy are an orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|,)), the
columns of Uz are an orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|4)), and the columns of U, are an orthonormal
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basis of range(C.,4)). We have

U Elz12 |Us

= U\ Oy mER A, CL, 1 Ua

= (U Cey i E[BR 1) (C Ly Us) (O Ly 1y Us) ™ Ay
(U3 ClagimElrr )TN (UL ClagmElrr T)(CL, 1y Us)

= (U;C(zl\h)E[hhT}C(Tsz)US)(U;C(ZQIT)E[WT]A&\T)C(TZS\h)US)_l

(UQTC'(ZQ|T)E[TTT]C(TZ4‘T)U4)

= (U, E[2123 JU3)(U3 E[z223 JU3) ™ (Uy El2224 |Us).

3. Suppose either r = h, or r is between h and g.

In either case, by Condition 2, we can choose matrices Uy, Us, Us, Uy € R¥* such that the columns
of Uy are an orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|n)), the columns of Uy are an orthonormal basis of
range(C,|n)), the columns of Us are an orthonormal basis of range(C'.,|)), and the columns of Uy
are an orthonormal basis of range(C.,|s)). We have

Uy Elz124 Uy

= U\ Cley | El[rr 10, Ua

= (U] Clay 1 Elrr TN (C Ly Us)(CL, 1y Us) ™
(U3 ClagmElrr ") (U Clag i Elrr TN(CL, 1y Un)

= (U] Clay 1 Elrr 10, 1y Us) (Ug Cag)Elrr 10, 0 Us) ™!
(U3 ClagmElrr T 1C L, 1y Us)

= (U{ Elz123 |Us)(Uy E2023 |Us) " (Uy E[222{ |Ua).

Therefore, in all cases,
ok (E[z124]) - or(Elz22] ])

1 (Elz27]) -

o (E[z12{]) >

The next two lemmas (Lemmas 11 and 12) show a dichotomy in the cases that cause the subroutine
Mergeable return either true or false.

Lemma 11 (Mergeable pairs). Let R C Vr. Let C := {T[r] : r € R} be a collection of disjoint rooted
subtrees, with r being the root of T[r], such that their leaf sets {L[r] : r € R} partition Vops. Further,
suppose the pair {u,v} C R are such that one of the following conditions hold.

1. {u,v} share a common neighbor in T, and both of Tu] and T[v] are leaf components relative to C.

2. {u,v} are neighbors in T, and at least one of T[u] and T[v] is a leaf component relative to C.
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Then for all pairs {u1,v1} C R\ {u,v} and all (z,y,21,01) € Llu] x L] x Lluz] x Llv1],
SpectralQuartetTest({z, y, x1,y1}) returns {{z,y},{x1,y1}} or L. This implies that Mergeable(R, L[], u,v)
returns true.

Remark 2. Note that if |R| < 4, then Mergeable(R, L[], u,v) returns true for all pairs {u,v} C R.

Proof. Suppose the first condition holds, and let h be the common neighbor. Since 7 [u] is a leaf component
relative to C, the (undirected) path from any node ' in 7T[u] to another node w not in 7 [u] must pass
through h. Similarly, the (undirected) path from any node v’ in 7 [v] to another node w not in 7[v] must
pass through h. Therefore, each choice of {u1,v1} C R\ {w,v} and (z,y,z1,y1) € Lu] x L[v] x Lu1] x L]v1]
induces one of the following topologies

upon which, by Lemma 2, the quartet test returns either {{z,y},{z1,y1}} or L.

Now instead suppose the second condition holds. Without loss of generality, assume 7 [u] is a leaf
component relative to C, which then implies that the (undirected) path from any node v’ in 7 [u] to another
node w not in 7 [u] must pass through v. Moreover, since T [v] is rooted at v, the (undirected) path from
any node v’ in T [v] to another node w not in 7 [v] must pass through v. If T[v] is also a leaf component,
then it must be that R = {u,v}, in which case R\ {u,v} = 0. If T[v] is not a leaf component, then each
choice of {uy,v1} € R\ {u,v} and (z,y,z1,y1) € L[u] x L[v] x L[uz] X L]v1] induces one of the following

topologies,
©. @) (@ @)
(- (v)
@) b @ D
upon which, by Lemma 2, the quartet test returns either {{z,y}, {z1,y1}} or L. O

Lemma 12 (Un-mergeable pairs). Let R C Vr. Let C := {T[r] : r € R} be a collection of disjoint rooted
subtrees, with r being the root of T[r], such that their leaf sets {L[r] : r € R} partition Vobs. Further, suppose
the pair {u,v} C R are such that all of the following conditions hold.

1. There exists (z,y) € L[u] x L[v] such that o)(Ey.,) > 0.

2. {u,v} do not share a common neighbor in T, or at least one of T[u] and T[v] is not a leaf component
relative to C.

3. {u,v} are not neighbors in T, or neither T [u] nor T[v] is a leaf component relative to C.

Then there exists a pair {uj,v1} C R\ {w,v} and (zr1,y1) € Llur] x L[v1] such that
SpectralQuartetTest({z,y, z1,y1}) returns {{z,x1},{y,y1}}. This implies that Mergeable(R, L[], u,v) re-
turns false.

Proof. First, take (z,y) € L[u] x L[v] such that O'k(fm,y) > 6. By Lemma 8, 04(X; ) > (1 —¢)f. Lemma 9
implies that the nodes of ST[C] are CUVy,iq[C], and that each leaf in ST[C] is a subtree T [u] € C. The second
and third conditions of the lemma on {u,v} imply that at least one of the following cases holds.

(i) Neither T [u] nor T[v] is a leaf component relative to C.
(ii) w and v are not neighbors and do not share a common neighbor.

(iii) w and v are not neighbors, and one of 7 [u] and 7 [v] is not a leaf component relative to C.
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Suppose (i) holds. Then each of T[u] and 7 [v] have degree > 2 in ST[C]. Note that neither u nor v are
leaves in T. Moreover, there exists {u1,v1} € (R \ {u,v}) U Vhia[C] such that u; is adjacent to u in T, vy is
adjacent to v in T, and the (undirected) path from wu; to vy in T intersects the (undirected) path from v to

Since u is not a leaf, it has at least three neighbors by assumption, and thus there exist three subtrees
{Tu1,Tu2:Tus}t C Fu such that uy is the root of Ty 1, © € Vobs[Tu2] and y € Vops[Tu,3]. Moreover, by
Condition 4, there exist 21 € Vobs[Tu1], 2 € Vobs[Tu2], and 23 € Vops[Tu 3] such that ox(E[ziz]]) > Ymin
for all {1, 5} C {1,2,3}. Note that it is possible to have £ = x and 3 = y. Let us denote the node in 7, 2
at which the (undirected) paths  ~» u and x9 ~~ w intersect (if 22 = =, then let uy be the root of T, 2);
similarly, let us denote the node in T, 2 at which the (undirected) paths y ~» u and 3 ~» w intersect (if
x3 =y, then let uz be the root of 7, 3). The induced (undirected) topology over these nodes is shown below.

()
() (12 D
@ @ 0 ® O

A completely analogous argument can be applied relative to v instead of u, giving the following.

Claim 1. The following lower bounds hold.
Ymin * (1 — 5)9

Wm ax

Y

min{gk(2x17x)a Gk(2x17y)v O'k(Eyl,y)a Uk(2y1796)} =S (9)

Proof. We just show the inequalities for oy (E[z12"]) and ok (E[z1y"]); the other two are analogous. If
ry = z, then oy (E[z127]) = 0k(E[z129]) > Ymin > 5. If 22 # z, then we have the following induced

(undirected) topology.
@) @)
(w)(u2)
© @)

o (EfzraT]) > gk(]E[zi%]]E)[?Zi%E[szD . ’Ymin"y(l —e)f _ ;

Therefore, by Lemma 10,

This gives the first claimed inequality; now we show the second. If z3 = y, then o1, (E[x1y"]) = o1 (E[x124]) >
Ymin > §. If z3 # y, then we have the following induced (undirected) topology.
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Again, by Lemma 10,

or(E[z124]) - ox (Elzy ")) S Jmin - (1 —€)0

-
Uk(E[xly ]) > Ul(E[x-T;D - Ymax

=q. O

Claim 1, Lemma 4, and the sample size requirement of Theorem 1 (as per (7)) imply that the spectral
quartet test on {z,z1,y,y1} returns the correct pairing. Since the induced (undirected) topology is

the correct pairing is {{z,z1},{y,y1}}. Because the leaf sets {L[r] : » € R} partition V,ps, and because
z1 € L[u] and y; € L[v], there exists {v/,v'} C R\ {u,v} such that z; € L[v/] and y; € L[v']. This proves
the lemma in this case.

Now instead suppose (ii) holds. Since T is connected, and 7 [u] and T [v] are respectively rooted at v and
v, there must exist a pair {u1,v1} C (R \ {u,v}) U Vhia[C] such that neither u; nor vy are leaves in T, u; is
adjacent to v in T, vy is adjacent to v in T, and the (undirected) path from u to v in T passes through the

path from u; to vy.

An argument analogous to that in case (i) applies to prove the lemma in this case; we provide a brief sketch
below. Because u; is not a leaf, there exists three subtrees {7y, .1, Tuy,2, Tuy 3} © Fu, such that w is the root
of Ty 2 (80 & € Vous[Tuy 2]) and y € Vobs[Tu, 3]. Moreover, there exist ©1 € Vobs[Tuy 1] 2 € Vobs[Tu, 2], and
23 € Vobs[Tu, 3] such that ak(]E[:cia:jT]) > Ymin for all {i,5} C {1,2,3} (it is possible to have xo = x and
x3 = y). Let u} denote the root of 7,, 1, u5 denote the node in 7y, 2 at which the (undirected) paths x ~» u;
and o ~ wuy intersect (if xo = x, then let uf = u, which is the root of 7y, 2), and us denote the node in
Tu, 2 at which the (undirected) paths y ~» uy and x5 ~» u; intersect (if 3 = y, then let us be the root of
Tuy,3)- An analogous argument applies relative to v; instead of uy; the induced (undirected) topologies are

given below.
D D
() (1) () @) (v3) (v3)
@ @ 6 w ®w ® ©

Using the arguments in Claim 1, it can be shown that the inequalities in (9) hold in this case, so by Lemma 4,
the quartet test on {z,z1,y,y1} returns {{z,z1},{y,y1}}. Because the leaf sets {L[r] : r € R} partition
Vobs, and because z1 & L{u] = Vobs[Tuy 2] and y1 & L[v] = Vobs[Te, 2], there exists {v/,v'} C R\ {u,v} such
that 1 € L[v/] and y; € L[v']. This proves the lemma in this case.

Finally, suppose (iii) holds. Without loss of generality, assume 7 [u] is not a leaf component relative
to C. Since T is connected, and 7 [u] and T [v] are respectively rooted at u and v, there must exist v; €
(R\ {uw, v}) UVpnia|C] such that vy is not a leaf in T, vy is adjacent to v in T, and the (undirected) path from
u to v in T passes through v;. Moreover, since T [u] is not a leaf component relative to C, it has degree > 2
in STIC]. Note that u is not a leaf in T, and moreover, there exists u; € (R \ {u,v}) U Vpia[C] such that uy
is adjacent to u in T, and u; is not on the (undirected) path from wu to v.

Again, an argument analogous to that in case (i) applies now to prove the lemma in this case. O
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Finally, we give a lemma which analyzes the while-loop of Algorithm 2 and consequently implies Theo-
rem 1.

Lemma 13 (Loop invariants). The following invariants concerning the state of the objects (R, T[], L]])
hold before the while-loop in Algorithm 2, and after each iteration of the while-loop.

1. R CVr, and for each u € R, T[u] is a subtree of T rooted at u. Moreover, the rooted subtree T[v] is
already defined by Algorithm 2 for every node v appearing in T[u] for some u € R. Finally, for each
u € R, the subtree T [u] is formed by joining the subtrees T [v] corresponding to children v of u in T [u]
via edges {u,v}.

2. The subtrees in C := {T[u] : u € R} are disjoint, and the leaf sets {L[u] : u € R} partition Vops.
Moreover, no iteration of the while-loop terminates in failure.

Before proving Lemma 13, we show how it implies Theorem 1. Initially, |R| = n, and each iteration of
the while-loop decreases the cardinality of R by one, so there are a total of n —1 iterations of the while-loop.
By Lemma 13, the final iteration results in a set R = {h} such that T = T[h] is a subtree of T rooted at h,
and L[h] = Vops. This implies that T has the same (undirected) structure as T, as required. This completes
the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Lemma 13. The loop invariants clearly hold before the while-loop with the initial settings of R =
Vobs, T [x] = rooted single-node tree z, and L[z] = {z} for all x € R. So assume as the inductive hypothesis
that the loop invariants hold at the start of a particular iteration (in which |R| > 1). It remains to prove
that the iteration does not terminate in failure, and that the loop invariants hold at the end of the iteration.
Let R, T[], and L[] be in their state at the beginning of the iteration.

Because the second loop invariant holds, Lemma 9 implies that the nodes of ST[C] are C U Vy,;q[C], and
that each leaf in ST[C] is a subtree T[u] € C (so we may refer to the leaves of ST[C] as leaf components).

Claim 2. If |R| > 1, then there exists a pair {u,v} C R such that the following hold.

1. Either u and v are neighbors in T, and at least one of T[u] or T[v] is a leaf component relative to C;
or u and v share a common neighbor in Vyia[C|, and both Tlu] and Tv] are leaf components relative

to C.
2. Mergeable(R, L[], u,v) = true.
3. max{ow(Ss,) : (z,y) € Llu] x L[v]} > 0.

Proof. Suppose there are no pairs {u,v} C C such that u and v are neighbors in T and at least one of 7T [u]
and T [v] is a leaf component relative to C. Then each leaf component must be adjacent to some h € Vyiq[C]
in STIC]. Consider the tree ST’ obtained from ST[C] by removing all the leaf components in ST[C]. The
leaves of ST’ must be among the h € V},;q[C] that were adjacent to the leaf components in ST[C]. Fix such
a leaf h in ST’, and observe that it has degree one in S7T’. By assumption, no node in T has degree two,
so h must have been connected to at least two leaf components in ST|C], say T |u] and 7T [v]. The node h is
therefore a common neighbor of w and v. This proves the existence of a pair {u,v} C R satisfying the first
required property.

Fix the pair {u, v} specified above. By Lemma 11, Mergeable(R, L[], u, v) returns true, so {u, v} satisfies
the second required property.

To show the final required property, we consider two cases. Suppose first that v and v are neighbors,
and that 7[u] is a leaf component relative to C. Note that u and v cannot both be leaves in T. If v is
not a leaf, then there exists subtrees 7,1 and 7,2 in F, such that 7,1 = T[u] (because T[u] is a leaf
component) and 7,2 = T[v'] for some child v’ of v in T[v] (by the first loop invariant). By Condition 4,
there exists € Vobs[Tp,1] = L[u] and y € Vous[To,2] € L[v] such that ox(Xyy) > Ymin = (1 + €)0; by
Lemma 8, Uk(f'x,y) > 6. If v is a leaf but u is not, then there exists subtrees 7,1 and 7,2 in F, such that
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Tua =vand Ty 2 = T[u'] for some child v’ of u in T[u] (by the first loop invariant). So by Condition 4, there

Y € Vobs|[Tu,2] € L[u] such that o, (Xy 4) > Ymin = (1+¢€)6; by Lemma 8, ak(f‘uy) > 6. Now instead suppose
that v and v share a common neighbor A, and that both 7[u] and T [v] are leaf components relative to C.
This latter fact implies that {7 [u], T[v]} C Fp, so Condition 4 implies that there exists € Vons[T [u]] = L]u]

and y € Vous[T [v]] = L[v] such that 0, (X, ) > Ymin = (1 +€)0. By Lemma 8, o4,(X,,,) > 6. O

Claim 3. Consider any pair {u,v} C R such that max{ak(iLy) :(x,y) € Llu] x L[v]} > 0. If the first
property from Claim 2 fails to hold for {u,v}, then Mergeable(R, L[], u,v) = false.

Proof. This follows immediately from Lemma 12. O

Taken together, Claims 2 and 3 imply that the pair {u, v} C R selected by the first step in the while-loop
indeed exists (so the iteration does not terminate in failure) and satisfies the properties in Claim 2.
Now we consider the second step of the while-loop, which is the call to the subroutine Relationship.

Claim 4. Suppose a pair {u,v} satisfies the properties in Claim 2. Then Relationship(R, L[], T[], u,v)
returns the correct relationship for w and v. Specifically:

1. If uw and v share a common neighbor in T (and both are leaf components relative to C), then “siblings”
is returned.

2. If u and v are neighbors in T and T[v] is a leaf component relative to C but T[u] is not, then “u is
parent of v” is returned.

3. If uw and v are neighbors in T and T[u] is a leaf component relative to C but T[v] is not, then “v is
parent of u” is returned.

4. If u and v are neighbors in T and both T [u] and T [v] are leaf components relative to C, and u is a leaf
i T but v is not, then “v is parent of u” is returned.

5. If u and v are neighbors in T and both T|u] and T[v] are leaf components relative to C, and v is a leaf
i T but u is not, then “u is parent of v” is returned.

6. If u and v are neighbors in T and both T[u] and T[v] are leaf components relative to C, and neither u
nor v are leaves in T, then “u is parent of v” is returned.

Proof. Fix the pair (z,y) € L[u] x L[v] guaranteed by the third property of Claim 2 such that ak(fw,y) > 6.
Now we consider the possible relationships between u and v.

Suppose u and v share a common neighbor h € W,34[C] in T, and that both 7[u] and T[v] are leaf
components relative to C. We need to show that the subroutine Relationship asserts both “u 4 v” and
“v 4 u”. To show that “u 4 v” is asserted, we assume u is not a leaf (otherwise “u 4 v” is immediately

asserted and we’re done), let {u1, ..., u,} be the children of u in 7 [u], and take R[u] as defined in Relationship.
By the first loop invariant, the subtrees in Clu] are disjoint, and the leaf sets {L[r] : r € R[u]} partition
Vobs. In particular, z € L[u;] for some ¢ € {1,...,q}. Since u; and v are not neighbors, and do not share

a common neighbor. Therefore, by Lemma 12, Mergeable(R[u], L[], u;,v) = false, so “u 4 v” is asserted.
A similar argument implies that “v 4 u” is asserted. Since both “u /4 v” and “v 4 u” are asserted, the
subroutine returns “siblings”.

Now instead suppose u and v are neighbors. First, suppose T[u] is a leaf component relative to C. We
claim that if v is not a leaf, then “v /4 w” is not asserted. Let {v1,...,v4} be the children of v in T [v], and take
Rv] = {u,v1,...,v4} as defined in Relationship. By the first loop invariant, the subtrees in C[v] are disjoint,
and the leaf sets {L[r] : 7 € R[v]} partition Vops. By Lemma 14, T{u] and 7T [v;] are leaf components relative
to C[v] for each i € {1,...,q}. For each i € {1,...,q}, {u,v;} share v as a common neighbor, and 7[u] and
T v;] are both leaf components relative to C[v]. Therefore by Lemma 11, Mergeable(R[v], L[], u, v;) = true
for all i € {1,...,q}, so “v 4 u” is not asserted.
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Suppose T [u] is a leaf component relative to C but T [v] is not. By Lemma 9, v is not a leaf in T, so as
argued above, “v /4 u” is not asserted. It remains to show that “u /4 v” is asserted. Assume wu is not a leaf
(or else u # v is immediately asserted and we’re done), let {us,...,u,} be the children of w in T[u], and
take R[u| as defined in Relationship. By the first loop invariant, the subtrees in C[u] are disjoint, and the leaf
sets {L[r] : 7 € R[u]} partition Vops. In particular, z € Llu;] for some i € {1,...,q}. By Lemma 14, T[v]
is not a leaf component relative to C[u]. Moreover, u; and v are not neighbors. Therefore by Lemma 12,
Mergeable(R[u], L[], u;,v) = false, so “u 4 v” is asserted. Since “v -4 u” is not asserted but “u 4 v” is
asserted, the subroutine returns “v — «”. An analogous argument shows that if 7[v] is a leaf component
relative to C but 7 [u] is not, then the subroutine returns “u — v”.

Now suppose both T [u] and T[v] are leaf components relative to C. By assumption, leaves in T are only
adjacent to non-leaves, so it cannot be that both u and v are leaves. Therefore at least one of u and v is
not a leaf in T. Without loss of generality, say v is not a leaf in T. Then as argued above, “v 4 u” is not
asserted. If w is a leaf, then “u /4 v” is asserted, so the subroutine returns “v — «”. If u is not a leaf, then
by symmetry, “u 4 v” is not asserted. Therefore the subroutine returns “u — v”. O

Claim 4 implies that the remaining steps in the while-loop after the call to Relationship preserve the two
loop invariants, simply by construction. O

There is one last lemma used in the proof of Lemma 13.

Lemma 14 (Leaf components). Suppose the invariants in Lemma 13 are satisfied. Then for each u € R
such that u is not a leaf in T, the leaf components relative to the collection

Clu] := (C\{T]}) U {Tv]:v is a child of w in Tlu]}
{TTlr]:r#u N TIr] is a leaf component relative to C} U {T[r] :r is a child of u in T[u]}.

Proof. Pick any u € R such that u is not a leaf in T. Let {vy,...,v,} be the children of u in T[u]. By the
first loop invariant, each v; is the root of a subtree 7 [v;]. This implies that the subtrees {7 [v1],..., T [vg]}
are disjoint and {L[v1],..., L[v,]} partition Lu]. Therefore ST|[C[u]] is the same as ST[C] except with the
following changes.

1. Tlu] is replaced with w.
2. For each 4, T[v;] is added with the edge {u,v;}.

This means that each T [v;] has degree one in ST[C[u]] and therefore is a leaf component relative to Clu]. O
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