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Abstract. Deciding whether there is a single tree —a supertree— thratra+
rizes the evolutionary information in a collection of untedtrees is a fundamen-
tal problem in phylogenetics. We consider two versions &f tluestion: agree-
ment and compatibility. In the first, the supertree is reeglito reflect precisely
the relationships among the species exhibited by the inpest In the second,
the supertree can be more refined than the input trees.

Tree compatibility can be characterized in terms of theterise of a specific
kind of triangulation in a structure known as the displaypgraAlternatively, it
can be characterized as a chordal graph sandwich problerstin@ure known
as the edge label intersection graph. Here, we show thattee tharacterization
yields a natural characterization of compatibility in terof minimal cuts in the
display graph, which is closely related to compatibilitysplits. We then derive
a characterization for agreement.

1 Introduction

A phylogenetic tre€” is an unrooted tree whose leaves are bijectively mappechios |
setL(T). Labels represent species &fidepresents the evolutionary history of these
species. LeP be a collection of phylogenetic trees. We dala profile, refer to the trees
in P asinput trees and denote the combined label set of the input tregs, , £(T'),
by L(P). A supertreeof P is a phylogenetic tree whose label sef’ig?). The goal of
constructing a supertree for a profile is to synthesize tfenmation in the input trees
in a larger, more comprehensive, phylogeny [7]. Ideallyupestree should faithfully
reflect the relationships among the species implied by tpatitrees. In reality, it is
rarely possible to achieve this, because of conflicts amleadniput trees due to errors
in constructing them or to biological processes such asdatgne transfer and gene
duplication.

We consider two classic versions of the supertree proble®ed on the closely
related notions of compatibility and agreement. EeandT be two phylogenetic trees
whereL(T') C L£(S) —for our purposes] would be an input tree anfl a supertree.
Let S’ be the tree obtained by suppressing any degree two vertictseiminimal
subtree ofS connecting the labels id(T"). We say thafS displaysT’, or thatT and.S
arecompatibleif 7' can be derived fron$’ by contracting edges. We say that tiés
aninduced subtreef S, or thatT and.S agree if S’ is isomorphic tdr".
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Let P be a profile. Thearee compatibility problenasks if there exists a supertree
for P that displays all the trees iR. If such a supertre® exists, we say thaP is
compatibleand S is a compatible supertreéor P. Theagreement supertree problem
asks if there exists a supertree fothat agrees with all the trees If such a supertree
S exists, we say that is anagreement supertrg@ST) for P.

Compatibility and agreement embody different philosophigout conflict. An agree-
ment supertree must reflect precisely the evolutionantioglships exhibited by the
input trees. In contrast, a compatible supertree is allowezkhibit more fine-grained
relationships among certain labels than those exhibiteghtigput tree. Note that com-
patibility and agreement are equivalent when the inpusteze binary.

If all the input trees share a common label (which can be viemga root node),
both tree compatibility and agreement are solvable in patyial time [1,11]. In gen-
eral, however, the two problems are NP-complete, and resméven when the trees
are quartets; i.e., binary trees with exactly four leave.[Mevertheless, Bryant and
Lagergren showed that the tree compatibility problem isfixarameter tractable when
parametrized by number of treés [4]. It in unknown whethenatrthe agreement su-
pertree problem has the same property.

To prove the fixed-parameter tractability of tree compétibBryant and Lagergren
first showed that a necessary (but not sufficient) condittwrafprofile to be compat-
ible is that the tree-width of a certain graph —ttlisplay graphof the profile (see
Section 8)— be bounded by the number of trees. They then shbee to express
compatibility as a bounded-size monadic second-orderdtaran the display graph.
By Courcelle’s Theorem [6]2], these two facts imply that patibility can be decided
in time linear in the size of the display graph. Unfortungt&ryant and Lagergren’s
argument amounts essentially to only an existential paif,is not clear how to obtain
an explicit algorithm for unrooted compatibility from it

A necessary step towards finding a practical algorithm fongatibility —and in-
deed for agreement—is to develop an explicit charactéoizaff the problem. In earlier
work [15], we made some progress in this direction, chareitg tree compatibility
in terms of the existence of a legal triangulation of the igmraph of the profile.
Gysel et al.[[9] provided an alternative characterizattmsed on a structure they call
the edge label intersection graph (ELIG) (see Sedfion 3irffarmulation is in some
ways simpler than that of [15], allowing Gysel et al. to exgzréree compatibility as a
chordal sandwich problem. Neithér [15] not [9] deal withegment.

Here, we show that the connection between separators inLtti& &d cuts in the
display graph (explored in Sectigh 3) leads to a new, andralttharacterization of
compatibility in terms of minimal cuts in the display grafBe¢tior{#). We then show
how such cuts are closely related to the splits of the corjgasiupertree (Sectidn 5).
Lastly, we give a characterization of the agreement in teofmsinimal cuts of the
display graph (Sectidd 6). To our knowledge, there was neigus characterization of
the agreement supertree problem for unrooted trees.



2 Preliminaries

Splits, Compatibility, and Agreemerndt split of a label setl is a bipartition ofL. con-
sisting of non-empty sets. We denote a spii, Y} by X|Y. LetT be a phylogenetic
tree. Consider an internal edgef 7'. Deletion ofe disconnectq” into two subtreed?
andTx. If L, and L, denote the set of all labels ify, andT5, respectively, ther| Lo
is a split of £(T"). We denote by (T') the split corresponding to edgeof 7" and by
X(T) the set of all splits corresponding to all internal edge® of

We say that a tre& displaysa split X|Y" if there exists an internal edgeof T’
whereo. (T') = X|Y. A set of splits iscompatiblaf there exists a tree that displays all
the splits in the set. It is well-known that two splits | A, andB; | B; are compatible if
and only if at least one ofl; N By, A; N Bs, As N By andA; N By is empty [13].

Theorem 1 (Splits-Equivalence Theoren [5,13])et X be a collection of non-trivial
splits of a label sek . Then, X~ = X (T') for some phylogenetic tré@with label setX if
and only if the splits in” are pairwise compatible. TreéE is unique up to isomorphism.

Let S be a phylogenetic tree and I&t be a subset of(S). Then, S|, denotes
the tree obtained by suppressing any degree-two verticé®iminimal subtree of
connecting the labels ili. Now, letT be a phylogenetic tree such thafT") C £(.5).
Then, S displaysT' if and only if X(T') € X(S|z(r)); T and S agreeif and only if
2(T) = X(Sie(m))-

Cliques, Separators, Cuts, and Triangulationset G be a graph. We represent the
vertices and edges @f by V(G) and E(G) respectively. Acliqueof G is a complete
subgraph of5. A clique H of G is maximalif there is no other cliquéi’ of G where
V(H) Cc V(H'). ForanyU C V(G), G — U is the graph derived by removing vertices
of U and their incident edges frofd. For anyF C E(G), G — F is the graph with
vertex sef’(G) and edge seE(G) \ F.

For any two nonadjacent verticesandb of G, ana-b separator of G is a set/ of
vertices wheré/ C V(G) anda andb are in different connected componentgbf U.
An a-b separatol/ is minimalif for every U’ C U, U’ is not ana-b separator. A set
U C V(G) is aminimal separatoif U is a minimala-b separator for some nonadjacent
verticesa andb of G. We represent the set of all minimal separators of giGly A¢.
Two minimal separator§ andU’ areparallel if G — U contains at most one component
H whereV (H)NU" # 0.

A connected componet{ of G — U is full if for everyu € U there exists some
vertexv € H where{u,v} € E(G).

Lemma 1 ([12]).For a graphG and anyU C V(G), U is a minimal separator of; if
and only ifG — U has at least two full components.

A chord is an edge between two nonadjacent vertices of a cycle. Ahgaps
chordalif and only if every cycle of length four or greater i has a chord. A chordal
graphH is atriangulationof graphG if V(G) = V(H) andE(G) C E(H). The edges
in E(H) \ E(G) are calledill-in edges ofG. A triangulation isminimalif removing
any fill-in edge yields a non-chordal graph.



A clique treeof a chordal graptil is a pair(T, B) where (i)T is a tree, (ii)B is a
bijective function from vertices df' to maximal cliques of{, and (iii) for every vertex
v € H, the set of all vertices of T" wherev € B(z) induces a subtree ifi. Property
(iii) is called coherence

Let F be a collection of subsets &f(G). We represent by » the graph derived
from G by making the set of vertices of a clique inG for every X € F. The next
result summarizes basic facts about separators and tiaiomns (seel[8,10,12]).

Theorem 2. Let F be a maximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separator&:odind
H be a minimal triangulation ofs. Then, the following statements hold.

(i) Grisaminimal triangulation of5.
(i) Let (T, B) be a clique tree of7 =. There exists a minimal separatér € F if and
only if there exist two adjacent verticesandy in T"whereB(z) N B(y) = F.
(iii) A isamaximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separator&dndGa ,, = H.

A cutin a connected grapfi is a subsef’ of edges of7 such thatz — F' is discon-
nected. A cuf’ is minimalif there does not exidi’ C F whereG — F” is disconnected.
Note that if 7" is minimal,G — F' has exactly be two connected components. Two mini-
mal cutsF’ andF’ areparallelif G — F has at most one connected componénthere
E(H)NF" # 0.

3 Display Graphs and Edge Label Intersection Graphs

We now introduce the two main notions that we use to charaeteompatibility and
agreement: the display graph and edge label intersectaphgkVe then present some
known results about these graphs, along with new resulte@refationships between
them. Here and in the rest of the paget] denotes the sdll, ..., m}, wherem is a
non-negative integer. Since for any phylogenetic ffeere is a bijection between the
leaves ofl" andL(T'), we refer to the leaves @f by their labels.

LetP = {T,T»,---, Ty} be a profile. We assume that for any € [k] such that
i # j, the sets of internal vertices of input treEsand T are disjoint. Thedisplay
graphof P, denoted byZ(P), is a graph whose vertex setLij@e[k] V(T;) and edge set
is Ujep £(T5) (see Figl). A vertex of G(P) is aleaf if v € L(P). Every other
vertex of G(P) is aninternal An edge ofG(P) is internal if its endpoints are both
internal. If H is a subgraph of#(P), thenL(H ) represents the set of all leavesif

A triangulationG’ of G(P) is legalif it satisfies the following conditions.

(LT1) For every cliqueC of &, if C contains an internal edge, then it cannot contain
any other edge off(P).
(LT2) Thereis nofill-in edge iz’ with a leaf as an endpoint.

Theorem 3 (Vakati, Fernandez-Bacal[15]) A profileP of unrooted phylogenetic trees
is compatible if and only i&z(P) has a legal triangulation.
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Fig. 1: (i) Firstinput tree(ii) A second input tree, compatible with the firgii) Display
graph of the input treegiv) Edge label intersection graph of the input trees; for every
vertex,uv represents edggu, v}.

In what follows, we assume thét(P) is connected. If it is not, the connected com-
ponents of7(P) induce a partition o into sub-profiles such that for each sub-profile
P’, G(P’) is a connected component&{P). It is easy to see th& is compatible if
and only if each sub-profile is compatible.

Theedge label intersection graph &, denoted.G(P), is the line graph of+(P) o1
That is, the vertex set diG(G) is E(G(P)) and two vertices oL.G(P) are adjacent
if the corresponding edges & (P) share an endpoint. For an unrooted tfed.G(T')
denoted.G({T}).

Observation 1 Let F' be a set of edges 6¢f(P) and let{vy, va,...,vm} C V(G(P))
wherem > 2. Thenwy,vs, ..., vy, is a path inG(P) — F if and only if {vy,v2}, ...,
{Vm—1,vm } isapathininLG(P) — F.

Thus, if G(P) is connected, so IEG(P). Hence, in what follows, we assume that
LG(P) is connected.

Afill-in edge for LG(P) is valid if for everyT € P, at least one of the endpoints
of the edge is not iILG(T'). A triangulationH of LG(P) is restrictedif every fill-in
edge ofH is valid.

Theorem 4 (Gysel, Stevens, and Gusfieldl[9]A profile P of unrooted phylogenetic
trees is compatible if and only G (P) has a restricted triangulation.

A minimal separato’ of LG(P) is legal if for every T € P, all the edges of”
in F' share a common endpoint; i.é,N E(T) is a clique inLG(T"). The following
theorem was mentioned inl[9].

! Note that Gysel et al. refer oG (P) as the modified edge label intersection graph [9].



Theorem 5. A profile P is compatible if and only if there exists a maximal gebf
pairwise parallel minimal separators ihG(P) where every separator it is legal.

Proof. Our approach is similar to the one used by Gusfield In [8]. AssthatP is
compatible. From Theorefd 4, there exists a restricteddtitation H of LG(P). We
can assume thdt is minimal (if it is not, simply delete fill-in edges repeatgffom
H until it is minimal). LetF = A g. From Theorerhl2F is a maximal set of pairwise
parallel minimal separators &G (P) andLG(P)r = H. SupposeF contains a sepa-
rator F that is not legal. Le{e, e’} C F where{e,e’} C E(T) for some input tred”
andene’ = (). The vertices of” form a clique inH. Thus,H contains the edgge, ¢'}.
Since{e, ¢’} is not a valid edgeH is not a restricted triangulation, a contradiction.
Hence, every separator jfi is legal.

Let F be a maximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separatork@{P) where
every separator itF is legal. From Theorefd 2,G(P) = is a minimal triangulation of
LG(F). If {e,e'} € E(LG(P)F) is afill-in edge, there N e’ = () and there exists a
minimal separatoF’ € F where{e, e’} C F. SinceF is legal, if{e,e'} C E(T) for
some input tred” thene N e’ # 0. Thus,e ande’ are not both fronL.G(T') for any
input treeT". Hence, every fill-in edge ihG(P) ~ is valid, andLG(P)  is a restricted
triangulation. a

Letu of be a vertex of some input tree, Théng(u) is the set of all edges @¥(P)
incident onu. Equivalently]Inc(u) is the set of all vertices of LG(P) such that: € e.

Let F' be a cut of the display grapR(P). F is legalif for every treeT € P, the
edges off" in F are incident on a common vertex; i.e. AfN E(T") C Inc(u) for some
u € V(T). F is niceif F is legal and each connected component¢P) — F' has at
least one edge.

Lemma 2. Let F' be a subset off(G(P)). Then,F is a legal minimal separator of
LG(P) if and only if F' is a nice minimal cut of7(P).

To prove the Lemmil 2, we need two auxiliary lemmas and a @oyoll

Lemma 3. Let F' be any minimal separator afG(P) andu be any vertex of any input
tree. ThenInc(u) € F.

Proof. Supposé’ is a minimala-b separator of.G(P) andu is a vertex of some input
tree such thalnc(u) C F. Consider any vertex € Inc(u). Then, there exists a path
froma tobin LG(P) wheree is the only vertex of in . If such a pathr did not exist,
thenF — e would still be aa-b separator, ané’ would not be minimal, a contradiction.
Lete; andes be the neighbors of in = and lete = {u, v}. Sincelnc(u) C F, = does
not contain any other verteX whereu € e’. Thus,e Ne; = {v} ande Nes = {v}.
Letm = a,...,e1,e,e9,...,b. Thenn’ = a,...,e1,es,...,bis also a path fronu
to b. But «’ does not contain any vertex &f, contradicting the assumption thA&tis

a separator oL G(P). Hence, neither such a minimal separafonor such a vertex
exist. O

Lemma 4. If F is a minimal separator oLG(P), thenLG(P) — F has exactly two
connected components.



Proof. Assume thal.G(P)—F has more than two connected components. By Lefiima 1,
LG(P)— F has at least two full components. LE} andH, be two full components of
LG(P) — F. Let H; be a connected componentlof(P) — F different fromH; and
H,. By assumptio.G(P) is connected. Thus, there exists an eflge3} in LG(P)
wheree € F andes € Hs. SinceH; and H, are full components, there exist edges
{e,e1} and{e, e2} in LG(P) wheree; € V(H;) andey € V(Hy).

Lete = {u, v}, and assume without loss of generality that e N e5. Then, there
is no vertexf € V(H;) whereu € en f. Thus,u € eNe;. Similarly, there is no vertex
f € V(Hz) suchthatu € fneorv € fNe.ButthenH, does not contain a vertex
adjacent ta, so H, is not a full component, a contradiction. a

Corollary 1. If F'is a minimal separator of.G(P), thenLG(P) — F’ is connected for
anyF’ C F.

Proof of Lemm&]2We prove that iff" is a legal minimal separator &iG(P) thenF is
a nice minimal cut of7(P). The proof for the other direction is similar and is omitted.

First, we show thaf' is a cut of G(P). Assume the contrary. Lét:, v} and{p, ¢}
be vertices in different componentslo&(P) — F. SinceG(P) — F is connected, there
exists a path between verticesandq. Also, {u,v} ¢ F and{p,q} ¢ F. Thus, by
Observatiofl there also exists a path between vericgs} and{p, ¢} of LG(P)—F.
This implies that{u, v}, {p, ¢} are in the same connected componeit@{P) — F, a
contradiction. Thug” is a cut.

Next we show that" is a nice cut ofG(P). For everyT' € P all the vertices of
LG(T) in F form a clique inLG(T"). Thus, all the edges dF in F' are incident on a
common vertex, s@’ is a legal cut. To complete the proof, assume @gP) — F has
a connected component with no edge andulée the vertex in one such component.
Then,Inc(u) C F.ButF is a minimal separator afG(P), and by LemmBl3nc(u) &

I, a contradiction. Thud is a nice cut.

Lastly, we show tha# is a minimal cut ofG(P). Assume, on the contrary, that
there existsF” C F whereG(P) — F’ is disconnected. Sincé” C F and every
connected component 6f(P) — F has at least one edge, every connected component
of G(P) — F’ also has at least one edge. et v} and{p, ¢} be the edges in different
components of7(P) — F’. By Corollary(1,LG(P) — F" is connected and thus, there is
a path betweefu, v} and{p, ¢} in LG(P) — F’. By Observatiofill there must also be a
path between verticeasandp in G(P) — F’. Hence, edge&u, v} and{p, ¢} arein the
same connected component®f- F’, a contradiction. Thug; is a minimal cut. O

Lemma 5. Two legal minimal separatorg and F’ of LG(P) are parallel if and only
if the nice minimal cutg” and F” are parallel inG(P).

Proof. Assume that legal minimal separatdfsand F’ of LG(P) are parallel, but nice
minimal cutsf’ andF” of G(P) are not. Then, there exisf$u, v}, {p, ¢} } C F’ where
{u,v} and{p, ¢} are in different components 6f(P) — F'. SinceF andF" are parallel
separators i.G(P), and F does not contai{u,v} and{p, ¢}, there exists a path
between vertice$u, v} and{p, ¢} in LG(P) — F. Then, by Observatidd 1 there also
exists a path between verticesndg in G(P) — F. Thus, edge$u, v} and{p, ¢} are

in the same connected componentfP) — F, a contradiction.



The other direction can be proved similarly, using Obséowéd. O
The next lemma, from [9], follows from the definition of rasted triangulation.

Lemma 6. Let H be a restricted triangulation oL G(P) and let (7, B) be a clique
tree of H. Lete = {u, v} be any vertex irLG(P). Then, there does not exist a node
x € V(T) whereB(z) contains vertices from boflmc(u) \ e andInc(v) \ e.

Lemma 7. LetT be a tree inP and supposé’ is a minimal cut of7(P) that contains
precisely one edgeof T'. Then, the edges of the two subtree$'of e are in different
connected components@{P) — F.

Proof. SinceF is a minimal cut ofG(P), the endpoints of are in different connected
components of7(P) — F. Lete = {u, v}. For everyx € e, letT, represent the subtree
containing vertex: in T' — e. Edgee is the only edge of" in F'. Thus, for every: € e
all the edges off, are in the same connected componen&z¢P) — F' as vertexz.
Since the endpoints efare in different connected componentg4fP) — F, the edges
of T,, andT, are also in different connected component&¢P) — F'. O

4 Characterizing Compatibility via Cuts

A setF of cuts of G(P) is completsf, for every input tree€l’ € P and every internal
edgee of T, there exists a cUf' € F wheree is the only edge of " in F'.

Lemma 8. G(P) has a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cutsidl anly
if it has a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimatsu

Proof. The “only if part” follows from the definition of a nice cut. L&~ be a complete
set of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts. Consider anpimal subsefF’ of F that

is also complete. Lef’ be a legal minimal cut of’. SinceZ’ is minimal, there exists
an edge: € I’ of some input tre€” such thak is the only edge of" in F'. Also, since

e is an internal edge, both the subtreedof e have at least one edge each. Thus by
Lemmé&Y, both the connected component&/¢P) — F' have at least one edge each.
Hence,F is a nice minimal cut of7(P). It thus follows thatF’ is a complete set of
pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts 6#(P). O

We now characterize the compatibility of a profile in termsyhimal cuts in the
display graph of the profile.

Theorem 6. A profile’? of unrooted phylogenetic trees is compatible if and onlyafée
exists a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimakdor G(P).

Example 1.For the display graph of Fi§l 1, |68 = {F, F5, F5, F4}, whereF; =
{{17 2}a {57 6}}1 F, = {{27 3}a {67 7}a {57 6}}1 F3 = {{4a 5}7 {15 2}7 {15 C}} andFry =

{{6,7},{2, f}}. Then,F is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts.

Theorenb and Lemmas [, 5, anld 8 imply an analogous resultGgP). A set
F of legal minimal separators &fG(P) is completeif for every internal edge of an
input treeT’, there exists a separatBre JF wheree is the only vertex oLG(T') in F.



Theorem 7. A profile’P of unrooted phylogenetic trees is compatible if and onlyafée
exists a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimalesefors forLG(P).

Theoreni b follows from Theoreld 5, Leminla 8, and the next result

Lemma 9. The following two statements are equivalent.

(i) There exists a maximal sgt of pairwise parallel minimal separators &G (P)
where every separator iF is legal.
(i) There exists a complete set of pairwise parallel nicaimal cuts forG(P).

Proof. (i) = (ii): We show that for every internal edge= {u, v} of an input treel’
there exists a minimal separatorinthat contains only vertex from LG(T'). Then it
follows from LemmagR arld 5 tha is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal
cuts for display graple(P).

As shown in the proof of Theoreimh BG(P) = is a restricted minimal triangulation
of LG(P). Let (S, B) be a clique tree oL.G(P) . By definition, the vertices in each
of the setsnc(u) andInc(v) form a cliqgue inLG(P). Consider any vertex of S
wherelnc(u) C B(p) and any vertex of S whereInc(v) C B(q). (Since(S, B) is a
clique tree ofLG(P)#, such verticep andq must exist.) Also, by Lemmd ¢, # ¢,
B(p) N (Inc(v) \ {e}) = P andB(q) N (Inc(u) \ {e}) = 0.

Letw = p,x1,29,...,2Zm,q be the path fronp to ¢ in S wherem > 0. Let
xo = p andx,,,+1 = ¢. Letz; be the vertex nearest ioin pathm wherei € [m + 1]
and B(z;) N (Inc(u) \ {e}) = 0. Let FF = B(x;—1) N B(x;). Then by Theorernl2,
F € F. Sincelnc(u) N Inc(v) = {e}, by the coherence property, ¢ B(x;) for
everyj € [m]. Thus,e € F. By Lemmal6,B(z;—1) N (Inc(v) \ {e}) = 0. Since
B(z;) N (Inc(u) \ {e}) = 0, FNInc(u) = {e} andF NInc(v) = {e}. Thus, for every
vertexe’ € LG(T') wheree # ¢’ andene’ # 0, ¢’ ¢ F. Also, since every separator in
Fislegal, we have ¢ F for every vertexf € LG(T") wheref Ne = ). Thus,e is the
only vertex ofLG(T') in F.

(i) < (ii): Consider any complete set of pairwise parallel nice minico&.F’ of G(P).
By Lemmag$® andl5F is a set of pairwise parallel legal minimal separator@{P).
There exists a maximal st of pairwise parallel minimal separators whefeC F.

Assume thatF \ F’ contains a minimal separatét that is not legal. Then, there
must exist a tred" € P where at least two nonincident edggs= {z,y} andes =
{z',y’'} of T are in F. Consider any internal edgg in T wheree; ande, are in
different components df — e3. Such an edge exists becaus@ndes are nonincident.
SinceF’ is complete, there exists a cht € F’ wherees is the only edge of" in F”.
SinceF andF’ are inF, they are parallel to each other and vertiegsnde; are in
the same connected componeni6f(P) — F’. Thus, by Observatidd 1, there exists a
path between verticesandz’ in G(P) — F’ and edges; ande, are also in the same
connected component 6f(P) — F”. But by LemmaY that is impossible.

Thus, every separator & \ 7' is legal andF is a maximal set of pairwise minimal
separators of.G(P) where every separator ifi is legal. a



5 Splits and Cuts

We first argue that for every nice minimal cut@{P) we can derive a split of (P).

Lemma 10. Let F' be a nice minimal cut off(P) and letG; and G5 be the two con-
nected components 6f(P) — F'. Then,L(G1)|L£(G2) is a split of L(P).

Proof. ConsiderG; for eachi € {1,2}. We show that’(G;) is non-empty. Sincé” is
nice,G; contains at least one edg®f G(P). If e is a non-internal edge, thef(G;) is
non-empty. Assume that= {u, v} is an internal edge of some input tr€elf F' does
not contain an edge df, then£(T') C £(G;) and thusL(G;) is non-empty. Assume
that ' contains one or more edges®fLet T, T, be the two subtrees @f — e. Since
F'is a nice minimal cut}" contains edges from eith&k, or T, but not both. Without
loss of generality assume thBtdoes not contain edges frofy. Then, every edge of
T, is in the same component asSinceT,, contains at least one leaf,(G;) is non-
empty. Thus£(G1)|£(G2) is a split of L(P). O

Let o(F) denote the split of£(P) induced by a nice minimal cuf'. If F is a
set of nice minimal cuts off(P), X'(F) denotes the set of all the non-trivial splits in
Urero(F). The following result expresses the relationship betweenpdete sets of
nice minimal cuts and the compatibility of splits.

Theorem 8. If G(P) has a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cttghen
X (F) is compatible and any compatible tree fb.F) is also a compatible tree faP.

Example 2.For the cuts of the display graph in FId. 1 given in Example &,have
o(F1) = abcldefg, o(Fa) = abcfg|de, o(F3) = abledefg, ando(Fy) = abedelfg.
Note that these splits are pairwise compatible.

The proof of Theoreml8 uses the following lemma.

Lemma 11. Let F; and F» be two parallel nice minimal cuts @¥(P). Then,o(F})
ando(Fy) are compatible.

Proof. Let o(Fy) = U1|Uz ando(Fy) = Vi|Vs. Assume that(Fy) ando(Fs) are
incompatible. Thusl/; NV} # 0 for everyi, j € {1,2}. Leta € U1 NVy, b e Uy N Vs,

c € U3NV;i andd € U, N Va. Since{a, b} C Uy, there exists a path; between leaves
a andb in G(P) — Fy. Buta andb are in different components @f(P) — F,. Thus,
an edgee; of path is in the cutFs. Similarly, {¢,d} C U, and there exists a path
7o between labels andd in G(P) — F;. Sincec andd are in different components
of G(P) — F>, cut F; contains an edge, of pathm,. But m; and s are in different
components off(P)—F}, so edges; ande, are in differentcomponents 6f(P)— F;.
Since{eq, ez} C F», the cutsF; andF; are not parallel, a contradiction. O



b C € b / d
(4) (i)
12 23 3¢
1 2 3 A
la 1b P 2c 9 3d
a dme 5f 6¢
4a 4b 6d
4 5 6 ’
45 56

(i) (iv)

Fig. 2: (i) Firstinput tree(ii) Second input tree, which agrees with the fié). Display
graph of the input treegiv) Edge label intersection graph of the input trees, wherd labe
uv represents edglu, v} of the display graph.

Proof of Theoren]8.The compatibility of '(F) follows from LemmdIll and Theo-
rem]. LetS be a compatible tree for'(F'), letT' be aninputtree oP, letS” = S|z (1),
and lete be any internal edge af. We now show that’ displayso (e).

Leto(e) = A|B. There exists a cuf' € F wheree is the only edge of in F. By
LemmdY, sincé’ is minimal, the leaves of set$ and B are in different components
of G(P) — F. Thus, ifo(F) = A’|B’ then up to renaming of sets we hadeC A’
andB C B'. Becauses displayss(F'), S’ also displaysr(e). SinceS’ displays all the
splits of T, T' can be obtained frorfi’ by contracting zero or more edgés|[13]. ThSis,
displaysT'. SinceS displays every tree i, S is a compatible tree fgP. a

6 Characterizing Agreement via Cuts

The following characterization of agreement is similartte bne for tree compatibility
given by Theoreril6, except for an additional restrictiontmrninimal cuts.

Theorem 9. A profileP has an agreement supertree if and onl#{fP) has a complete
setF of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts where, for every ¢ut F and for every
T € P, there is at most one edgeBfin F'.

Example 3.0ne can verify that the display graph of Hifj. 1 does not meettimditions
of Theoreni® and, thus, the associated profile does not ha&8&rOn the other hand,
for the display graph of Fid.12, IeF = {Fy, F», F5}, whereFy, = {{1,2},{4,5}},
F, = {{1,2},{5,6}} andF5 = {{2,3}, {6,d}}. For any given input tre&, every cut

in F has at most one edge @f Also, F is a complete set of pairwise parallel legal
minimal cuts. Thus, by Theorelm 9, the input trees of Hig. 2havAST.

The analogue of Theoref 9 f&/G(P) stated next follows from Theorefn 9 and
Lemmas 2/ b, and 8 .



Theorem 10. A profile? has an agreement supertree if and onli.@(P) has a com-
plete setF of pairwise parallel legal minimal separators where, foeey F' € F and
everyT' € P, there is at most one vertexbG(T) in F.

Theoreni ® follows from Lemmnia 8 and the next result.

Lemma 12. A profile? has an agreement supertree if and onl§ifP) has a complete
set F of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts where, for every ¢ute F and every
T € P, there is at most one edgeBfin F'.

The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Lerhma 12.

Let S be an AST ofP and lete = {u,v} be an edge of. Let S, and S, be the
subtrees of5 — e containingu andv, respectively. Lef.,, = £(S,) andL,, = L(S,).
Thus,o.(S) = L,|L,. Assume that there exists an input teevhereL(T) N L, # 0
for eachz € {u,v}. Then there exists an edgec E(T') where, ifo(T) = A1]As,
thenA; C L, andA; C L,. (If there were no such edgs,. () would contain a split
that is not in7" and would thus not be isomorphic 1a) We calle anagreement edge
of S corresponding to edgg of 7. Note that there does not exist any other edgef
T wheree is also an agreement edge$fvith respect to edg¢’ of T..

Given an ASTS of P, we define a functio® from E(S) to subsets of edges of
G(P) as follows. For every € E(S), an edgef of an input treel" is in ¥(e) if and
only if e is an agreement edge 6fcorresponding to edgg of 7'. Observe tha¥ is
uniquely defined. We caib the cut functionof S. Given an edge € E(S), we define
a setl/, for everyz € e as follows. For ever{” € P, V,. contains all the vertices of the
minimal subtree of”" connecting the labels i(T") N L. Note that ife = {u, v} then
{Vu, Vo } is a partition ofV (G(P)).

Lemma 13. Let.S be an AST oP and let? be the cut function of. Then,

(i) for every edge € E(S), ¥(e) is a cut ofG(P) and
(i) forany edges € E(S), ¥(e) is a minimal cut of7(P) if and only ifG(P) — ¥ (e)
has exactly two connected components.

Proof. (i) Lete = {u,v}. We show thatG(P) — ¥(e) does not contain an edge whose
endpoints are in distinct sets ¢V, V, }. Assume the contrary. Let = {z,y} be an
edge ofG(P) — ¥(e) wherexz € V,, andy € V,,. Sincef € G(P) —¥(e), f ¢ ¥(e).
Supposef is an edge of input tre€. There are two cases.

1. ¥(e) does not contain an edge &t. Then, there exists an endpopmbf e where
L(T) C L,. Without loss of generality, let = p. Then,V(T") C V,, and thus
y € V,, a contradiction.

2. ¥(e) contains an edg¢’ # f of T.Let f' = {r,s}andletL, C L, andL, C L,.
Let z,r be the vertices of andf’ whereL, C L.. SinceT is a phylogenetic tree,
such vertices: andr exist. Sincel,. C L., both the endpoints of are inV,,, a
contradiction.

Thus,G(P) — ¥(e) does not contain an edge whose endpoints are in differenb$et
{Vu, Vu }. SinceV,, andV,, are non-empty, it follows thak (e) is a cut of G(P).



(#¢) The “only if” part follows from the definition of a minimal cutVe now prove
the “if” part. Lete = {u,v}. Assume thatG(P) — ¥(e) has exactly two connected
components. From the proof 0f), V,, andV,, are the vertex sets of those two connected
components. Consider any edfjec ¥(e). The endpoints of are in different sets of
{Vu, Vu } and thus are in different connected components@) — ¥ (e). This implies
thatG(P)— (¥(e)\{f})is connected. Thus, &(P)— ¥ (e) has exactly two connected
componentsf (e) is a minimal cut ofG(P). O

Let S be an AST ofP and lete be an edge of. Although the preceding result
shows that? (e) is a cut ofG(P), ¥(e) may not be minimal. We now argue that we can
always construct an agreement supertree whose cut furgitiea minimal cuts.

Suppose = (u,v) is a an edge of where¥(e) is not minimal. Let{ Ly, ..., L}
be the partition of.,, where for evenyi € [m], L, = £(C) N L, for some connected
component in G(P) — ¥(e). We assume without loss of generality that> 1 (if
not, we can just exchange the rolesucdindv). Let R, be the rooted tree derived from
S, by distinguishing vertex as the root. LeR, ; be the (rooted) tree obtained from the
minimal subtree of?, connecting the labels ifi; by distinguishing the vertex closest
to v as the root and suppressing every other vertex that hasaltgoe Tosplit edgee
atwu is to construct a new tre€’ from S in two steps: (i) delete the vertices 8f, from
S and (ii) for every: € [m], add an edge from to the root ofR,, ;.

We can show the following by repeatedly splitting edges tltahot correspond to
minimal cuts. For brevity, we omit the proof.

Lemma 14. If P has an AST, then it has an ASTof P whose cut functio@ satisfies
the following: For every edge € S, ¥(e) is a minimal cut ol5(P).

Proof of Lemma12.(«<) Assume thaf has an AST. Then, by Lemnial1®, has an
AST S whose cut functio? has the property that, for every edge E(S), Z(e) is a
minimal cut of G(P). Let F be the set of al¥? (e) such thak is an internal edge of.
Then,F is a set of minimal cuts of/(P). Further, by definition o, for everyF' € F
and for everyl' € P, F' contains at most one edge Bf Thus every cut inF is legal.
We now prove thafF is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cut&¢P).

We first prove that every cut iff is nice. Consider any” € F. Lete = {u,v}
be the internal edge &f where¥(e) = F'. Let T be an input tree that has an internal
edgef in ¥(e). Sincee is an internal edge at least one such input tree exists;wtber
¥ (e) is not a minimal cut. Now, by definitionj is the only edge ofl" in ¥(e), so,
by LemmdY, each of the two connected components (@) — ¥(e) has at least one
non-internal edge df'. Hence F' is a nice minimal cut ofz(P).

To prove that the cuts iff are pairwise parallel, we argue that for any two distinct
internal edges; ande; of S, ¥(e;) and¥(e;) are parallel. There exist verticese ey
andy € e; whereL, C L,. For every edgg € W¥(e;), we show thatf € ¥(es) or
f CV,.Itthen follows that? (e; ) and¥ (e;) are parallel. Leff be an edge of input tree
T.Thenthere exists € f whereL, C L,. Thus,L. C L, andz € V.. By Lemmd13,
all the vertices ofl/, are in the same connected componentoP) — ¥ (ez). Thus,
fe¥(e)orfCV,.



Lastly, we show thatF is complete. Consider any internal edfie= {p, q} of
some input tred". SinceS is an AST ofP, there exists an edge= {u,v} where,
up to relabeling of setd,, € L, andL, C L,. Thus,e is an agreement edge 6f
corresponding t¢f, so f € ¥(e). Sincef is an internal edge;, is also an internal edge
of S and thugl (e) € F. Hence, for every internal edgeof an input tree there is a cut
F € Fwheref € F. Thus,S is complete.

(=) Assume that there exists a complete Bebf pairwise parallel nice minimal
cuts of G(P) where, for everyF' € F and everyl’ € P, F contains at most one
edge ofT. By Theoren[B,>)(F) is compatible and, by Theore 1, there exists an
unrooted treeS where X(F) = X'(S). We prove thatS is an AST of P by showing
that ¥ (S| z(r)) = X(T') for every input tred” € P.

Consider an input tré® of P. Let X; | X» be the non-trivial split of" corresponding
to edgef € E(T). SinceF is complete, there exists a cht € F wheref € F. If
o(F) = Y1|Y2, by LemmdY, up to relabeling of set&; C Y; for everyi € {1,2}.
Sinces (F') is a split of S, this implies that™(T') € X (S|z(1))-

Consider any non-trivial spliP; | P, of X(S) whereP;, N L(T") # 0 for eachi €
{1,2}. LetQ, = P,NL(T) for eachi € {1,2}. SinceX(S) = X(F), there exists a cut
F € F whereo(F) = P1|P». SinceP; and P, are in different connected components
of G(P) — F, Q1 and@)- are also in different connected component&:¢P) — F.
Thus, there exists an edgéof T in F. SinceF does not contain any other edgelof
o(f') = Q1|Q2. Thus, X (S(r)) € 2(T). O

7 Conclusion

We have shown that the characterization of tree compayilnilterms of restricted trian-

gulations of the edge label intersection graph transfontesa characterization in terms
of minimal cuts in the display graph. These two charactédmna are closely related to
the legal triangulation characterization lof [15]. We alsoiged characterizations of the
agreement supertree problem in terms of minimal cuts anéhmalrseparators of the

display and edge label intersection graphs respectively.

Itis not known if the agreement supertree problem is fixedpater tractable when
parametrized by the number of input trees. It remains to ba gdether any of these
characterizations can lead to explicit fixed parameterrétyos for the tree compati-
bility and agreement supertree problems when parametoigélte number of trees.
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