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Abstract. Deciding whether there is a single tree —a supertree— that summa-
rizes the evolutionary information in a collection of unrooted trees is a fundamen-
tal problem in phylogenetics. We consider two versions of this question: agree-
ment and compatibility. In the first, the supertree is required to reflect precisely
the relationships among the species exhibited by the input trees. In the second,
the supertree can be more refined than the input trees.
Tree compatibility can be characterized in terms of the existence of a specific
kind of triangulation in a structure known as the display graph. Alternatively, it
can be characterized as a chordal graph sandwich problem in astructure known
as the edge label intersection graph. Here, we show that the latter characterization
yields a natural characterization of compatibility in terms of minimal cuts in the
display graph, which is closely related to compatibility ofsplits. We then derive
a characterization for agreement.

1 Introduction

A phylogenetic treeT is an unrooted tree whose leaves are bijectively mapped to a label
setL(T ). Labels represent species andT represents the evolutionary history of these
species. LetP be a collection of phylogenetic trees. We callP aprofile, refer to the trees
in P asinput trees, and denote the combined label set of the input trees,

⋃
T∈P L(T ),

by L(P). A supertreeof P is a phylogenetic tree whose label set isL(P). The goal of
constructing a supertree for a profile is to synthesize the information in the input trees
in a larger, more comprehensive, phylogeny [7]. Ideally, a supertree should faithfully
reflect the relationships among the species implied by the input trees. In reality, it is
rarely possible to achieve this, because of conflicts among the input trees due to errors
in constructing them or to biological processes such as lateral gene transfer and gene
duplication.

We consider two classic versions of the supertree problem, based on the closely
related notions of compatibility and agreement. LetS andT be two phylogenetic trees
whereL(T ) ⊆ L(S) —for our purposes,T would be an input tree andS a supertree.
Let S′ be the tree obtained by suppressing any degree two vertices in the minimal
subtree ofS connecting the labels inL(T ). We say thatS displaysT , or thatT andS
arecompatible, if T can be derived fromS′ by contracting edges. We say that treeT is
an induced subtreeof S, or thatT andS agree, if S′ is isomorphic toT .

⋆ This work was supported in part by the National Science Foundation under grants CCF-
1017189 and DEB-0829674.
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Let P be a profile. Thetree compatibility problemasks if there exists a supertree
for P that displays all the trees inP . If such a supertreeS exists, we say thatP is
compatibleandS is a compatible supertreefor P . Theagreement supertree problem
asks if there exists a supertree forP that agrees with all the trees inP . If such a supertree
S exists, we say thatS is anagreement supertree(AST) forP .

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

If all the input trees share a common label (which can be viewed as a root node),
both tree compatibility and agreement are solvable in polynomial time [1,11]. In gen-
eral, however, the two problems are NP-complete, and remainso even when the trees
are quartets; i.e., binary trees with exactly four leaves [14]. Nevertheless, Bryant and
Lagergren showed that the tree compatibility problem is fixed parameter tractable when
parametrized by number of trees [4]. It in unknown whether ornot the agreement su-
pertree problem has the same property.

To prove the fixed-parameter tractability of tree compatibility, Bryant and Lagergren
first showed that a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for a profile to be compat-
ible is that the tree-width of a certain graph —thedisplay graphof the profile (see
Section 3)— be bounded by the number of trees. They then showed how to express
compatibility as a bounded-size monadic second-order formula on the display graph.
By Courcelle’s Theorem [6,2], these two facts imply that compatibility can be decided
in time linear in the size of the display graph. Unfortunately, Bryant and Lagergren’s
argument amounts essentially to only an existential proof,as it is not clear how to obtain
an explicit algorithm for unrooted compatibility from it

A necessary step towards finding a practical algorithm for compatibility —and in-
deed for agreement— is to develop an explicit characterization of the problem. In earlier
work [15], we made some progress in this direction, characterizing tree compatibility
in terms of the existence of a legal triangulation of the display graph of the profile.
Gysel et al. [9] provided an alternative characterization,based on a structure they call
the edge label intersection graph (ELIG) (see Section 3). Their formulation is in some
ways simpler than that of [15], allowing Gysel et al. to express tree compatibility as a
chordal sandwich problem. Neither [15] nor [9] deal with agreement.

Here, we show that the connection between separators in the ELIG and cuts in the
display graph (explored in Section 3) leads to a new, and natural, characterization of
compatibility in terms of minimal cuts in the display graph (Section 4). We then show
how such cuts are closely related to the splits of the compatible supertree (Section 5).
Lastly, we give a characterization of the agreement in termsof minimal cuts of the
display graph (Section 6). To our knowledge, there was no previous characterization of
the agreement supertree problem for unrooted trees.



2 Preliminaries

Splits, Compatibility, and AgreementA split of a label setL is a bipartition ofL con-
sisting of non-empty sets. We denote a split{X,Y } by X |Y . Let T be a phylogenetic
tree. Consider an internal edgee of T . Deletion ofe disconnectsT into two subtreesT1

andT2. If L1 andL2 denote the set of all labels inT1 andT2, respectively, thenL1|L2

is a split ofL(T ). We denote byσe(T ) the split corresponding to edgee of T and by
Σ(T ) the set of all splits corresponding to all internal edges ofT .

We say that a treeT displaysa splitX |Y if there exists an internal edgee of T
whereσe(T ) = X |Y . A set of splits iscompatibleif there exists a tree that displays all
the splits in the set. It is well-known that two splitsA1|A2 andB1|B2 are compatible if
and only if at least one ofA1 ∩B1, A1 ∩B2, A2 ∩B1 andA2 ∩B2 is empty [13].

Theorem 1 (Splits-Equivalence Theorem [5,13]).LetΣ be a collection of non-trivial
splits of a label setX . Then,Σ = Σ(T ) for some phylogenetic treeT with label setX if
and only if the splits inΣ are pairwise compatible. TreeT is unique up to isomorphism.

Let S be a phylogenetic tree and letY be a subset ofL(S). Then,S|Y denotes
the tree obtained by suppressing any degree-two vertices inthe minimal subtree ofS
connecting the labels inY . Now, letT be a phylogenetic tree such thatL(T ) ⊆ L(S).
Then,S displaysT if and only if Σ(T ) ⊆ Σ(S|L(T )); T andS agreeif and only if
Σ(T ) = Σ(S|L(T )).

Cliques, Separators, Cuts, and Triangulations.Let G be a graph. We represent the
vertices and edges ofG by V (G) andE(G) respectively. Acliqueof G is a complete
subgraph ofG. A cliqueH of G is maximalif there is no other cliqueH ′ of G where
V (H) ⊂ V (H ′). For anyU ⊆ V (G), G−U is the graph derived by removing vertices
of U and their incident edges fromG. For anyF ⊆ E(G), G − F is the graph with
vertex setV (G) and edge setE(G) \ F .

For any two nonadjacent verticesa andb of G, ana-b separator of G is a setU of
vertices whereU ⊂ V (G) anda andb are in different connected components ofG−U .
An a-b separatorU is minimal if for everyU ′ ⊂ U , U ′ is not ana-b separator. A set
U ⊆ V (G) is aminimal separatorif U is a minimala-b separator for some nonadjacent
verticesa andb of G. We represent the set of all minimal separators of graphG by△G.
Two minimal separatorsU andU ′ areparallel if G−U contains at most one component
H whereV (H) ∩ U ′ 6= ∅.

A connected componentH 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 ⊂ V (G), U is a minimal separator ofG if
and only ifG− U has at least two full components.

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



A clique treeof a chordal graphH is a pair(T,B) where (i)T is a tree, (ii)B is a
bijective function from vertices ofT to maximal cliques ofH , and (iii) for every vertex
v ∈ H , the set of all verticesx of T wherev ∈ B(x) induces a subtree inT . Property
(iii) is calledcoherence.

Let F be a collection of subsets ofV (G). We represent byGF the graph derived
from G by making the set of vertices ofX a clique inG for everyX ∈ F . The next
result summarizes basic facts about separators and triangulations (see [3,10,12]).

Theorem 2. LetF be a maximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separators ofG and
H be a minimal triangulation ofG. Then, the following statements hold.

(i) GF is a minimal triangulation ofG.
(ii) Let (T,B) be a clique tree ofGF . There exists a minimal separatorF ∈ F if and

only if there exist two adjacent verticesx andy in T whereB(x) ∩B(y) = F .
(iii) △H is a maximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separators ofG andG△H

= H .

A cut in a connected graphG is a subsetF of edges ofG such thatG−F is discon-
nected. A cutF is minimalif there does not existF ′ ⊂ F whereG−F ′ is disconnected.
Note that ifF is minimal,G−F has exactly be two connected components. Two mini-
mal cutsF andF ′ areparallel if G−F has at most one connected componentH where
E(H) ∩ F ′ 6= ∅.

3 Display Graphs and Edge Label Intersection Graphs

We now introduce the two main notions that we use to characterize compatibility and
agreement: the display graph and edge label intersection graph. We then present some
known results about these graphs, along with new results on the relationships between
them. Here and in the rest of the paper,[m] denotes the set{1, . . . ,m}, wherem is a
non-negative integer. Since for any phylogenetic treeT there is a bijection between the
leaves ofT andL(T ), we refer to the leaves ofT by their labels.

Let P = {T1, T2, · · · , Tk} be a profile. We assume that for anyi, j ∈ [k] such that
i 6= j, the sets of internal vertices of input treesTi andTj are disjoint. Thedisplay
graphof P , denoted byG(P), is a graph whose vertex set is

⋃
i∈[k] V (Ti) and edge set

is
⋃

j∈[k] E(Tj) (see Fig. 1). A vertexv of G(P) is a leaf if v ∈ L(P). Every other
vertex ofG(P) is an internal. An edge ofG(P) is internal if its endpoints are both
internal. IfH is a subgraph ofG(P), thenL(H) represents the set of all leaves ofH .

A triangulationG′ of G(P) is legal if it satisfies the following conditions.

(LT1) For every cliqueC of G′, if C contains an internal edge, then it cannot contain
any other edge ofG(P).

(LT2) There is no fill-in edge inG′ with a leaf as an endpoint.

Theorem 3 (Vakati, Fernández-Baca [15]).A profileP of unrooted phylogenetic trees
is compatible if and only ifG(P) has a legal triangulation.
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Fig. 1:(i) First input tree.(ii) A second input tree, compatible with the first.(iii) Display
graph of the input trees.(iv) Edge label intersection graph of the input trees; for every
vertex,uv represents edge{u, v}.

In what follows, we assume thatG(P) is connected. If it is not, the connected com-
ponents ofG(P) induce a partition ofP into sub-profiles such that for each sub-profile
P ′, G(P ′) is a connected component ofG(P). It is easy to see thatP is compatible if
and only if each sub-profile is compatible.

Theedge label intersection graph ofP , denotedLG(P), is the line graph ofG(P) [9].1

That is, the vertex set ofLG(G) is E(G(P)) and two vertices ofLG(P) are adjacent
if the corresponding edges inG(P) share an endpoint. For an unrooted treeT , LG(T )
denotesLG({T }).

Observation 1 LetF be a set of edges ofG(P) and let{v1, v2, . . . , vm} ⊆ V (G(P))
wherem ≥ 2. Then,v1, v2, . . . , vm is a path inG(P) − F if and only if{v1, v2}, . . . ,
{vm−1, vm} is a path in inLG(P)− F .

Thus, ifG(P) is connected, so isLG(P). Hence, in what follows, we assume that
LG(P) is connected.

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

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

A minimal separatorF of LG(P) is legal if for every T ∈ P , all the edges ofT
in F share a common endpoint; i.e.,F ∩ E(T ) is a clique inLG(T ). The following
theorem was mentioned in [9].

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



Theorem 5. A profileP is compatible if and only if there exists a maximal setF of
pairwise parallel minimal separators inLG(P) where every separator inF is legal.

Proof. Our approach is similar to the one used by Gusfield in [8]. Assume thatP is
compatible. From Theorem 4, there exists a restricted triangulationH of LG(P). We
can assume thatH is minimal (if it is not, simply delete fill-in edges repeatedly from
H until it is minimal). LetF = △H . From Theorem 2,F is a maximal set of pairwise
parallel minimal separators ofLG(P) andLG(P)F = H . SupposeF contains a sepa-
ratorF that is not legal. Let{e, e′} ⊆ F where{e, e′} ⊆ E(T ) for some input treeT
ande∩e′ = ∅. The vertices ofF form a clique inH . Thus,H contains the edge{e, e′}.
Since{e, e′} is not a valid edge,H is not a restricted triangulation, a contradiction.
Hence, every separator inF is legal.

Let F be a maximal set of pairwise parallel minimal separators ofLG(P) where
every separator inF is legal. From Theorem 2,LG(P)F is a minimal triangulation of
LG(F). If {e, e′} ∈ E(LG(P)F ) is a fill-in edge, thene ∩ e′ = ∅ and there exists a
minimal separatorF ∈ F where{e, e′} ⊆ F . SinceF is legal, if{e, e′} ⊆ E(T ) for
some input treeT thene ∩ e′ 6= ∅. Thus,e ande′ are not both fromLG(T ) for any
input treeT . Hence, every fill-in edge inLG(P)F is valid, andLG(P)F is a restricted
triangulation. ⊓⊔

Letu of be a vertex of some input tree, Then,Inc(u) is the set of all edges ofG(P)
incident onu. Equivalently,Inc(u) is the set of all verticese of LG(P) such thatu ∈ e.

Let F be a cut of the display graphG(P). F is legal if for every treeT ∈ P , the
edges ofT in F are incident on a common vertex; i.e., ifF ∩E(T ) ⊆ Inc(u) for some
u ∈ V (T ). F is nice if F is legal and each connected component ofG(P) − F has at
least one edge.

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

To prove the Lemma 2, we need two auxiliary lemmas and a corollary.

Lemma 3. LetF be any minimal separator ofLG(P) andu be any vertex of any input
tree. Then,Inc(u) 6⊆ F .

Proof. SupposeF is a minimala-b separator ofLG(P) andu is a vertex of some input
tree such thatInc(u) ⊆ F . Consider any vertexe ∈ Inc(u). Then, there exists a pathπ
froma to b in LG(P) wheree is the only vertex ofF in π. If such a pathπ did not exist,
thenF − e would still be aa-b separator, andF would not be minimal, a contradiction.
Let e1 ande2 be the neighbors ofe in π and lete = {u, v}. SinceInc(u) ⊆ F , π does
not contain any other vertexe′ whereu ∈ e′. Thus,e ∩ e1 = {v} ande ∩ e2 = {v}.
Let π = a, . . . , e1, e, e2, . . . , b. Thenπ′ = a, . . . , e1, e2, . . . , b is also a path froma
to b. But π′ does not contain any vertex ofF , contradicting the assumption thatF is
a separator ofLG(P). Hence, neither such a minimal separatorF nor such a vertexu
exist. ⊓⊔

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



Proof. Assume thatLG(P)−F has more than two connected components. By Lemma 1,
LG(P)−F has at least two full components. LetH1 andH2 be two full components of
LG(P)− F . LetH3 be a connected component ofLG(P)− F different fromH1 and
H2. By assumptionLG(P) is connected. Thus, there exists an edge{e, e3} in LG(P)
wheree ∈ F ande3 ∈ H3. SinceH1 andH2 are full components, there exist edges
{e, e1} and{e, e2} in LG(P) wheree1 ∈ V (H1) ande2 ∈ V (H2).

Let e = {u, v}, and assume without loss of generality thatu ∈ e ∩ e3. Then, there
is no vertexf ∈ V (H1) whereu ∈ e∩f . Thus,v ∈ e∩ e1. Similarly, there is no vertex
f ∈ V (H2) such thatu ∈ f ∩ e or v ∈ f ∩ e. But thenH2 does not contain a vertex
adjacent toe, soH2 is not a full component, a contradiction. ⊓⊔

Corollary 1. If F is a minimal separator ofLG(P), thenLG(P)−F ′ is connected for
anyF ′ ⊂ F .

Proof of Lemma 2.We prove that ifF is a legal minimal separator ofLG(P) thenF is
a nice minimal cut ofG(P). The proof for the other direction is similar and is omitted.

First, we show thatF is a cut ofG(P). Assume the contrary. Let{u, v} and{p, q}
be vertices in different components ofLG(P)−F . SinceG(P)−F is connected, there
exists a path between verticesu andq. Also, {u, v} /∈ F and{p, q} /∈ F . Thus, by
Observation 1 there also exists a path between vertices{u, v} and{p, q} of LG(P)−F .
This implies that{u, v}, {p, q} are in the same connected component ofLG(P)−F , a
contradiction. ThusF is a cut.

Next we show thatF 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 ofT in F are incident on a
common vertex, soF is a legal cut. To complete the proof, assume thatG(P) − F has
a connected component with no edge and letu be the vertex in one such component.
Then,Inc(u) ⊆ F . ButF is a minimal separator ofLG(P), and by Lemma 3,Inc(u) 6⊆
F , a contradiction. Thus,F is a nice cut.

Lastly, we show thatF is a minimal cut ofG(P). Assume, on the contrary, that
there existsF ′ ⊂ F whereG(P) − F ′ is disconnected. SinceF ′ ⊂ F and every
connected component ofG(P)− F has at least one edge, every connected component
of G(P)− F ′ also has at least one edge. Let{u, v} and{p, q} be the edges in different
components ofG(P)−F ′. By Corollary 1,LG(P)−F ′ is connected and thus, there is
a path between{u, v} and{p, q} in LG(P)−F ′. By Observation 1 there must also be a
path between verticesu andp in G(P)− F ′. Hence, edges{u, v} and{p, q} are in the
same connected component ofG− F ′, a contradiction. Thus,F is a minimal cut. ⊓⊔

Lemma 5. Two legal minimal separatorsF andF ′ of LG(P) are parallel if and only
if the nice minimal cutsF andF ′ are parallel inG(P).

Proof. Assume that legal minimal separatorsF andF ′ of LG(P) are parallel, but nice
minimal cutsF andF ′ of G(P) are not. Then, there exists{{u, v}, {p, q}} ⊆ F ′ where
{u, v} and{p, q} are in different components ofG(P)−F . SinceF andF ′ are parallel
separators inLG(P), andF does not contain{u, v} and{p, q}, there exists a path
between vertices{u, v} and{p, q} in LG(P) − F . Then, by Observation 1 there also
exists a path between verticesu andq in G(P)− F . Thus, edges{u, v} and{p, q} are
in the same connected component ofG(P)− F , a contradiction.



The other direction can be proved similarly, using Observation 1. ⊓⊔

The next lemma, from [9], follows from the definition of restricted triangulation.

Lemma 6. Let H be a restricted triangulation ofLG(P) and let(T,B) be a clique
tree ofH . Let e = {u, v} be any vertex inLG(P). Then, there does not exist a node
x ∈ V (T ) whereB(x) contains vertices from bothInc(u) \ e andInc(v) \ e.

Lemma 7. LetT be a tree inP and supposeF is a minimal cut ofG(P) that contains
precisely one edgee of T . Then, the edges of the two subtrees ofT − e are in different
connected components ofG(P)− F .

Proof. SinceF is a minimal cut ofG(P), the endpoints ofe are in different connected
components ofG(P)−F . Lete = {u, v}. For everyx ∈ e, letTx represent the subtree
containing vertexx in T − e. Edgee is the only edge ofT in F . Thus, for everyx ∈ e
all the edges ofTx are in the same connected component ofG(P) − F as vertexx.
Since the endpoints ofe are in different connected components ofG(P)−F , the edges
of Tu andTv are also in different connected components ofG(P)− F . ⊓⊔

4 Characterizing Compatibility via Cuts

A setF of cuts ofG(P) is completeif, for every input treeT ∈ P and every internal
edgee of T , there exists a cutF ∈ F wheree is the only edge ofT in F .

Lemma 8. G(P) has a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts if and only
if it has a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts.

Proof. The “only if part” follows from the definition of a nice cut. Let F be a complete
set of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts. Consider any minimal subsetF ′ of F that
is also complete. LetF be a legal minimal cut ofF ′. SinceF ′ is minimal, there exists
an edgee ∈ F of some input treeT such thate is the only edge ofT in F . Also, since
e is an internal edge, both the subtrees ofT − e have at least one edge each. Thus by
Lemma 7, both the connected components ofG(P) − F have at least one edge each.
Hence,F is a nice minimal cut ofG(P). It thus follows thatF ′ is a complete set of
pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts ofG(P). ⊓⊔

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

Theorem 6. A profileP of unrooted phylogenetic trees is compatible if and only if there
exists a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts forG(P).

Example 1.For the display graph of Fig. 1, letF = {F1, F2, F3, F4}, whereF1 =
{{1, 2}, {5, 6}},F2 = {{2, 3}, {6, 7}, {5, 6}},F3 = {{4, 5}, {1, 2}, {1, c}} andF4 =
{{6, 7}, {2, f}}. Then,F is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts.

Theorem 6 and Lemmas 2, 5, and 8 imply an analogous result forLG(P). A set
F of legal minimal separators ofLG(P) is complete, if for every internal edgee of an
input treeT , there exists a separatorF ∈ F wheree is the only vertex ofLG(T ) in F .



Theorem 7. A profileP of unrooted phylogenetic trees is compatible if and only if there
exists a complete set of pairwise parallel legal minimal separators forLG(P).

Theorem 6 follows from Theorem 5, Lemma 8, and the next result.

Lemma 9. The following two statements are equivalent.

(i) There exists a maximal setF of pairwise parallel minimal separators ofLG(P)
where every separator inF is legal.

(ii) There exists a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts forG(P).

Proof. (i) ⇒ (ii): We show that for every internal edgee = {u, v} of an input treeT
there exists a minimal separator inF that contains only vertexe from LG(T ). Then it
follows from Lemmas 2 and 5 thatF is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal
cuts for display graphG(P).

As shown in the proof of Theorem 5,LG(P)F is a restricted minimal triangulation
of LG(P). Let (S,B) be a clique tree ofLG(P)F . By definition, the vertices in each
of the setsInc(u) and Inc(v) form a clique inLG(P). Consider any vertexp of S
whereInc(u) ⊆ B(p) and any vertexq of S whereInc(v) ⊆ B(q). (Since(S,B) is a
clique tree ofLG(P)F , such verticesp andq must exist.) Also, by Lemma 6,p 6= q,
B(p) ∩ (Inc(v) \ {e}) = ∅ andB(q) ∩ (Inc(u) \ {e}) = ∅.

Let π = p, x1, x2, . . . , xm, q be the path fromp to q in S wherem ≥ 0. Let
x0 = p andxm+1 = q. Let xi be the vertex nearest top in pathπ wherei ∈ [m + 1]
andB(xi) ∩ (Inc(u) \ {e}) = ∅. Let F = B(xi−1) ∩ B(xi). Then by Theorem 2,
F ∈ F . SinceInc(u) ∩ Inc(v) = {e}, by the coherence property,e ∈ B(xj) for
everyj ∈ [m]. Thus,e ∈ F . By Lemma 6,B(xi−1) ∩ (Inc(v) \ {e}) = ∅. Since
B(xi)∩ (Inc(u) \ {e}) = ∅, F ∩ Inc(u) = {e} andF ∩ Inc(v) = {e}. Thus, for every
vertexe′ ∈ LG(T ) wheree 6= e′ ande ∩ e′ 6= ∅, e′ /∈ F . Also, since every separator in
F is legal, we havef /∈ F for every vertexf ∈ LG(T ) wheref ∩ e = ∅. Thus,e is the
only vertex ofLG(T ) in F .

(i) ⇐ (ii): Consider any complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimalcutsF ′ of G(P).
By Lemmas 2 and 5,F ′ is a set of pairwise parallel legal minimal separators ofLG(P).
There exists a maximal setF of pairwise parallel minimal separators whereF ′ ⊆ F .

Assume thatF \ F ′ contains a minimal separatorF that is not legal. Then, there
must exist a treeT ∈ P where at least two nonincident edgese1 = {x, y} ande2 =
{x′, y′} of T are inF . Consider any internal edgee3 in T wheree1 and e2 are in
different components ofT − e3. Such an edge exists becausee1 ande2 are nonincident.
SinceF ′ is complete, there exists a cutF ′ ∈ F ′ wheree3 is the only edge ofT in F ′.
SinceF andF ′ are inF , they are parallel to each other and verticese1 ande2 are in
the same connected component ofLG(P)− F ′. Thus, by Observation 1, there exists a
path between verticesx andx′ in G(P)− F ′ and edgese1 ande2 are also in the same
connected component ofG(P)− F ′. But by Lemma 7 that is impossible.

Thus, every separator ofF \F ′ is legal andF is a maximal set of pairwise minimal
separators ofLG(P) where every separator inF is legal. ⊓⊔



5 Splits and Cuts

We first argue that for every nice minimal cut ofG(P) we can derive a split ofL(P).

Lemma 10. LetF be a nice minimal cut ofG(P) and letG1 andG2 be the two con-
nected components ofG(P)− F . Then,L(G1)|L(G2) is a split ofL(P).

Proof. ConsiderGi for eachi ∈ {1, 2}. We show thatL(Gi) is non-empty. SinceF is
nice,Gi contains at least one edgee of G(P). If e is a non-internal edge, thenL(Gi) is
non-empty. Assume thate = {u, v} is an internal edge of some input treeT . If F does
not contain an edge ofT , thenL(T ) ⊆ L(Gi) and thusL(Gi) is non-empty. Assume
thatF contains one or more edges ofT . LetTu, Tv be the two subtrees ofT − e. Since
F is a nice minimal cut,F contains edges from eitherTu or Tv but not both. Without
loss of generality assume thatF does not contain edges fromTu. Then, every edge of
Tu is in the same component ase. SinceTu contains at least one leaf,L(Gi) is non-
empty. Thus,L(G1)|L(G2) is a split ofL(P). ⊓⊔

Let σ(F ) denote the split ofL(P) induced by a nice minimal cutF . If F is a
set of nice minimal cuts ofG(P), Σ(F) denotes the set of all the non-trivial splits in⋃

F∈F σ(F ). The following result expresses the relationship between complete sets of
nice minimal cuts and the compatibility of splits.

Theorem 8. If G(P) has a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cutsF , then
Σ(F) is compatible and any compatible tree forΣ(F) is also a compatible tree forP .

Example 2.For the cuts of the display graph in Fig. 1 given in Example 1, we have
σ(F1) = abc|defg, σ(F2) = abcfg|de, σ(F3) = ab|cdefg, andσ(F4) = abcde|fg.
Note that these splits are pairwise compatible.

The proof of Theorem 8 uses the following lemma.

Lemma 11. Let F1 andF2 be two parallel nice minimal cuts ofG(P). Then,σ(F1)
andσ(F2) are compatible.

Proof. Let σ(F1) = U1|U2 andσ(F2) = V1|V2. Assume thatσ(F1) andσ(F2) are
incompatible. Thus,Ui ∩ Vj 6= ∅ for everyi, j ∈ {1, 2}. Leta ∈ U1 ∩ V1, b ∈ U1 ∩ V2,
c ∈ U2 ∩ V1 andd ∈ U2 ∩ V2. Since{a, b} ⊆ U1, there exists a pathπ1 between leaves
a andb in G(P) − F1. But a andb are in different components ofG(P) − F2. Thus,
an edgee1 of pathπ1 is in the cutF2. Similarly, {c, d} ⊆ U2 and there exists a path
π2 between labelsc andd in G(P) − F1. Sincec andd are in different components
of G(P) − F2, cutF2 contains an edgee2 of pathπ2. But π1 andπ2 are in different
components ofG(P)−F1, so edgese1 ande2 are in different components ofG(P)−F1.
Since{e1, e2} ⊆ F2, the cutsF1 andF2 are not parallel, a contradiction. ⊓⊔
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Fig. 2:(i) First input tree.(ii) Second input tree, which agrees with the first.(iii) Display
graph of the input trees.(iv) Edge label intersection graph of the input trees, where label
uv represents edge{u, v} of the display graph.

Proof of Theorem 8.The compatibility ofΣ(F) follows from Lemma 11 and Theo-
rem 1. LetS be a compatible tree forΣ(F ), letT be an input tree ofP , letS′ = S|L(T ),
and lete be any internal edge ofT . We now show thatS′ displaysσ(e).

Let σ(e) = A|B. There exists a cutF ∈ F wheree is the only edge ofT in F . By
Lemma 7, sinceF is minimal, the leaves of setsA andB are in different components
of G(P) − F . Thus, ifσ(F ) = A′|B′ then up to renaming of sets we haveA ⊆ A′

andB ⊆ B′. BecauseS displaysσ(F ), S′ also displaysσ(e). SinceS′ displays all the
splits ofT , T can be obtained fromS′ by contracting zero or more edges [13]. Thus,S
displaysT . SinceS displays every tree inP , S is a compatible tree forP . ⊓⊔

6 Characterizing Agreement via Cuts

The following characterization of agreement is similar to the one for tree compatibility
given by Theorem 6, except for an additional restriction on the minimal cuts.

Theorem 9. A profileP has an agreement supertree if and only ifG(P) has a complete
setF of pairwise parallel legal minimal cuts where, for every cutF ∈ F and for every
T ∈ P , there is at most one edge ofT in F .

Example 3.One can verify that the display graph of Fig. 1 does not meet the conditions
of Theorem 9 and, thus, the associated profile does not have anAST. On the other hand,
for the display graph of Fig. 2, letF = {F1, F2, F3}, whereF1 = {{1, 2}, {4, 5}},
F2 = {{1, 2}, {5, 6}} andF3 = {{2, 3}, {6, d}}. For any given input treeT , every cut
in F has at most one edge ofT . Also, F is a complete set of pairwise parallel legal
minimal cuts. Thus, by Theorem 9, the input trees of Fig. 2 have an AST.

The analogue of Theorem 9 forLG(P) stated next follows from Theorem 9 and
Lemmas 2, 5, and 8 .



Theorem 10. A profileP has an agreement supertree if and only ifLG(P) has a com-
plete setF of pairwise parallel legal minimal separators where, for everyF ∈ F and
everyT ∈ P , there is at most one vertex ofLG(T ) in F .

Theorem 9 follows from Lemma 8 and the next result.

Lemma 12. A profileP has an agreement supertree if and only ifG(P) has a complete
setF of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts where, for every cutF ∈ F and every
T ∈ P , there is at most one edge ofT in F .

The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 12.
Let S be an AST ofP and lete = {u, v} be an edge ofS. Let Su andSv be the

subtrees ofS − e containingu andv, respectively. LetLu = L(Su) andLv = L(Sv).
Thus,σe(S) = Lu|Lv. Assume that there exists an input treeT whereL(T ) ∩ Lx 6= ∅
for eachx ∈ {u, v}. Then there exists an edgef ∈ E(T ) where, ifσf (T ) = A1|A2,
thenA1 ⊆ Lu andA2 ⊆ Lv. (If there were no such edge,S|L(T ) would contain a split
that is not inT and would thus not be isomorphic toT .) We calle anagreement edge
of S corresponding to edgef of T . Note that there does not exist any other edgef ′ of
T wheree is also an agreement edge ofS with respect to edgef ′ of T .

Given an ASTS of P , we define a functionΨ from E(S) to subsets of edges of
G(P) as follows. For everye ∈ E(S), an edgef of an input treeT is in Ψ(e) if and
only if e is an agreement edge ofS corresponding to edgef of T . Observe thatΨ is
uniquely defined. We callΨ thecut functionof S. Given an edgee ∈ E(S), we define
a setVx for everyx ∈ e as follows. For everyT ∈ P , Vx contains all the vertices of the
minimal subtree ofT connecting the labels inL(T ) ∩ Lx. Note that ife = {u, v} then
{Vu, Vv} is a partition ofV (G(P)).

Lemma 13. LetS be an AST ofP and letΨ be the cut function ofS. Then,

(i) for every edgee ∈ E(S), Ψ(e) is a cut ofG(P) and
(ii) for any edgee ∈ E(S), Ψ(e) is a minimal cut ofG(P) if and only ifG(P)−Ψ(e)

has exactly two connected components.

Proof. (i) Let e = {u, v}. We show thatG(P)− Ψ(e) does not contain an edge whose
endpoints are in distinct sets of{Vu, Vv}. Assume the contrary. Letf = {x, y} be an
edge ofG(P) − Ψ(e) wherex ∈ Vu andy ∈ Vv. Sincef ∈ G(P) − Ψ(e), f /∈ Ψ(e).
Supposef is an edge of input treeT . There are two cases.

1. Ψ(e) does not contain an edge ofT . Then, there exists an endpointp of e where
L(T ) ⊆ Lp. Without loss of generality, letu = p. Then,V (T ) ⊆ Vu and thus
y ∈ Vu, a contradiction.

2. Ψ(e) contains an edgef ′ 6= f ofT . Let f ′ = {r, s} and letLr ⊆ Lu andLs ⊆ Lv.
Let x,r be the vertices off andf ′ whereLx ⊂ Lr. SinceT is a phylogenetic tree,
such verticesx andr exist. SinceLr ⊆ Lu, both the endpoints off are inVu, a
contradiction.

Thus,G(P) − Ψ(e) does not contain an edge whose endpoints are in different sets of
{Vu, Vv}. SinceVu andVv are non-empty, it follows thatΨ(e) is a cut ofG(P).



(ii) The “only if” part follows from the definition of a minimal cut. We now prove
the “if” part. Let e = {u, v}. Assume thatG(P) − Ψ(e) has exactly two connected
components. From the proof of(i), Vu andVv are the vertex sets of those two connected
components. Consider any edgef ∈ Ψ(e). The endpoints off are in different sets of
{Vu, Vv} and thus are in different connected components ofG(P)−Ψ(e). This implies
thatG(P)−(Ψ(e)\{f}) is connected. Thus, ifG(P)−Ψ(e) has exactly two connected
components,Ψ(e) is a minimal cut ofG(P). ⊓⊔

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

Supposee = (u, v) is a an edge ofS whereΨ(e) is not minimal. Let{L1, . . . , Lm}
be the partition ofLv where for everyi ∈ [m], Li = L(C) ∩ Lv for some connected
componentC in G(P) − Ψ(e). We assume without loss of generality thatm > 1 (if
not, we can just exchange the roles ofu andv). LetRv be the rooted tree derived from
Sv by distinguishing vertexv as the root. LetRv,i be the (rooted) tree obtained from the
minimal subtree ofRv connecting the labels inLi by distinguishing the vertex closest
to v as the root and suppressing every other vertex that has degree two. Tosplit edgee
at u is to construct a new treeS′ fromS in two steps: (i) delete the vertices ofRv from
S and (ii) for everyi ∈ [m], add an edge fromu to the root ofRv,i.

We can show the following by repeatedly splitting edges thatdo not correspond to
minimal cuts. For brevity, we omit the proof.

Lemma 14. If P has an AST, then it has an ASTS of P whose cut functionΨ satisfies
the following: For every edgee ∈ S, Ψ(e) is a minimal cut ofG(P).

Proof of Lemma 12.(⇐) Assume thatP has an AST. Then, by Lemma 14,P has an
AST S whose cut functionΨ has the property that, for every edgee ∈ E(S), Ψ(e) is a
minimal cut ofG(P). LetF be the set of allΨ(e) such thate is an internal edge ofS.
Then,F is a set of minimal cuts ofG(P). Further, by definition ofΨ , for everyF ∈ F
and for everyT ∈ P , F contains at most one edge ofT . Thus every cut inF is legal.
We now prove thatF is a complete set of pairwise parallel nice minimal cuts ofG(P).

We first prove that every cut inF is nice. Consider anyF ∈ F . Let e = {u, v}
be the internal edge ofS whereΨ(e) = F . Let T be an input tree that has an internal
edgef in Ψ(e). Sincee is an internal edge at least one such input tree exists; otherwise
Ψ(e) is not a minimal cut. Now, by definition,f is the only edge ofT in Ψ(e), so,
by Lemma 7, each of the two connected components ofG(P) − Ψ(e) has at least one
non-internal edge ofT . Hence,F is a nice minimal cut ofG(P).

To prove that the cuts inF are pairwise parallel, we argue that for any two distinct
internal edgese1 ande2 of S, Ψ(e1) andΨ(e2) are parallel. There exist verticesx ∈ e1
andy ∈ e2 whereLx ⊆ Ly. For every edgef ∈ Ψ(e1), we show thatf ∈ Ψ(e2) or
f ⊆ Vy . It then follows thatΨ(e1) andΨ(e2) are parallel. Letf be an edge of input tree
T . Then there existsz ∈ f whereLz ⊆ Lx. Thus,Lz ⊆ Ly andz ∈ Vy. By Lemma 13,
all the vertices ofVy are in the same connected component ofG(P) − Ψ(e2). Thus,
f ∈ Ψ(e2) or f ⊆ Vy .



Lastly, we show thatF is complete. Consider any internal edgef = {p, q} of
some input treeT . SinceS is an AST ofP , there exists an edgee = {u, v} where,
up to relabeling of sets,Lp ⊆ Lu andLq ⊆ Lv. Thus,e is an agreement edge ofS
corresponding tof , sof ∈ Ψ(e). Sincef is an internal edge,e is also an internal edge
of S and thusΨ(e) ∈ F . Hence, for every internal edgef of an input tree there is a cut
F ∈ F wheref ∈ F . Thus,S is complete.

(⇒) Assume that there exists a complete setF of pairwise parallel nice minimal
cuts ofG(P) where, for everyF ∈ F and everyT ∈ P , F contains at most one
edge ofT . By Theorem 8,Σ(F) is compatible and, by Theorem 1, there exists an
unrooted treeS whereΣ(F) = Σ(S). We prove thatS is an AST ofP by showing
thatΣ(S|L(T )) = Σ(T ) for every input treeT ∈ P .

Consider an input treeT ofP . LetX1|X2 be the non-trivial split ofT corresponding
to edgef ∈ E(T ). SinceF is complete, there exists a cutF ∈ F wheref ∈ F . If
σ(F ) = Y1|Y2, by Lemma 7, up to relabeling of sets,Xi ⊆ Yi for everyi ∈ {1, 2}.
Sinceσ(F ) is a split ofS, this implies thatΣ(T ) ⊆ Σ(S|L(T )).

Consider any non-trivial splitP1|P2 of Σ(S) wherePi ∩ L(T ) 6= ∅ for eachi ∈
{1, 2}. LetQi = Pi∩L(T ) for eachi ∈ {1, 2}. SinceΣ(S) = Σ(F), there exists a cut
F ∈ F whereσ(F ) = P1|P2. SinceP1 andP2 are in different connected components
of G(P) − F , Q1 andQ2 are also in different connected components ofG(P) − F .
Thus, there exists an edgef ′ of T in F . SinceF does not contain any other edge ofT ,
σ(f ′) = Q1|Q2. Thus,Σ(S|L(T )) ⊆ Σ(T ). ⊓⊔

7 Conclusion

We have shown that the characterization of tree compatibility in terms of restricted trian-
gulations of the edge label intersection graph transforms into a characterization in terms
of minimal cuts in the display graph. These two characterizations are closely related to
the legal triangulation characterization of [15]. We also derived characterizations of the
agreement supertree problem in terms of minimal cuts and minimal separators of the
display and edge label intersection graphs respectively.

It is not known if the agreement supertree problem is fixed parameter tractable when
parametrized by the number of input trees. It remains to be seen whether any of these
characterizations can lead to explicit fixed parameter algorithms for the tree compati-
bility and agreement supertree problems when parametrizedby the number of trees.
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