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1 Introduction

In phylogenetics, evolutionary relationships between genes and species are often rep-
resented via phylogenetic trees. Species trees are phylogenetic trees displaying the evo-
lutionary relationships among a set of species, while gene trees are phylogenetic trees
displaying the evolutionary relationships among genes. Vertical descent with modifica-
tion (speciation) constitutes only part of the events shaping a gene history; other such
events include, for example, duplications, losses and transfers of genes.
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When gene trees are used to estimate the evolutionary relationships of the species
containing those genes, only homologous genes - genes sharing a common ancestor -
should be compared. Homology can be refined into the concepts of orthology and paral-
ogy: two genes from two different species are said to be orthologous if they are derived
from a single gene present in the last common ancestor of the two species via a specia-
tion event, and paralogous if they were derived via a duplication event (Fitch,|[1970).

Orthology inference is the starting point of several comparative genomics studies, and
is also a key instrument for functional annotation of new genomes (Gabaldén and Koonin,
2013). Several methods have been designed to distinguish orthologs from paralogs.
These can be roughly divided in two groups (Altenhoff and Dessimoz, 2012). The first
group of methods, based on phylogenetic inference, reconstruct a gene tree and deduce
orthology relationships from this tree by comparing it with the species tree via recon-
ciliation algorithms (see Boussau and Scornavacca, 2020|for a review). Another class of
methods estimates orthology using sequence similarity (see e.g. Emms and Kelly,[2015] Li
et al., 2003, among others and Kristensen et al.,[2011|for a survey), hypothesising that or-
thologs are more similar than paralogs. Both methods can yield a relation graph, in which
vertices are genes, edges represent putative orthologous gene pairs and non-edges rep-
resent putative paralogs. Phylogeny-based methods require a prior knowledge of the
species tree, and are very dependent on the accuracy of the gene trees. Unfortunately,
the species phylogeny is not always known and gene trees can be highly inaccurate as a
result of several kinds of reconstruction artefact, e.g. long-branch attraction (LBA) (Berg-
sten,|2005). Similarity-based methods do not suffer from these drawbacks but still have
an important weakness: the inferred relation graph R may fail to be consistent, mean-
ing that there is no gene tree, labeled by speciation and duplication events, that can
both explain the relations depicted by R and “agree” with a known species tree S. More-
over, approaches based on sequences tend to miss orthologs whose evolutionary path
involves a duplication followed by high divergence, which occurs for instance in neofunc-
tionalisation (Lafond, Meghdari Miardan, et al.,|2018).

In recent years, the decision problems of consistency of orthology/paralogy relations
have been extensively studied (Dondi et al.,[2017; Hellmuth, Hernandez-Rosales, et al.,
2013} Hellmuth, Wieseke, et al.,|[2015; Hernandez-Rosales et al., 2012} Jones et al., 2016}
Lafond, Dondi, et al., 2016} Lafond and El-Mabrouk, 2014). Two possible explanations
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for the inconsistency of a relation graph R are that either the set of relations contains
errors, or the evolutionary model used to assess consistency is not appropriate for the
gene family at hand. Most of the previous work in this field has been devoted to detection
and correction of errors in relation graphs. The second possibility has recently been con-
sidered in Hellmuth, Huber, et al.,[2019| The authors ask, given a event-labeled gene tree
G that displays a given set of relations, whether there is a species network N that can
be reconciled with G. In a similar vein, in this paper we ask: can inconsistent relations be
explained by extending the usual speciation/duplication model to lateral gene transfers?
Two genes are said to be xenologous if at least one of the two genes has been acquired
by gene transfer. As discussed in Koonin, |2005| genes related by transfer may appear
either as orthologs or paralogs, even though they are not related by speciation or dupli-
cation at their lowest common ancestor. The terms pseudoorthologs and pseudoparalogs
were used to designate homologous genes mimicking orthology and paralogy, respec-
tively, after one or more lateral gene transfers. Here, we provide a variety of algorithmic
results regarding the question of explaining inconsistent relations using these new types
of relations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we introduce the notion of orthol-
ogy/paralogy consistency with a given species network N, and show how it relates to
DS-trees, which are gene trees labeled by speciation and duplication only. Then, in Sec-
tion 3| we study the question of deciding whether a relation graph R is consistent with
N, meaning that R can be represented by a gene history, possibly undergoing lateral
transfers, that agrees with N. We show that, unfortunately, this is an NP-hard prob-
lem. Furthermore, the problem is unlikely to be fixed-parameter tractable with respect
to the number of transfers, as this parameterized version of the problem is W[1]-hard.
On the positive side, we show in Section [4] that these problems can be solved in time
O(2FK'Ek|V (R)||V (N)|*), where here k is the maximum degree of the smallest D S-tree
exhibiting the relations of R. In Section[5} we turn to the variant where we have a species
tree S rather than a network, and ask if transfer arcs can be inserted into S so that R
becomes consistent. Some proofs are quite technical and can be found in the Appendix.
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Figure 1. Aniillustration of an LGT network with secondary arc (n4, ns), a genetreeand a
relation graph. The genes a;, b;, ¢; and d;, with i € {1, 2}, belong respectively to species
A, B, C and D. Internal nodes are labeled only for the purpose of giving an example
of a reconciliation between NV and G, see main text. R is not Ty (V)-consistent but it is
N-consistent using 1 transfer.

2 Preliminaries

We use the notation [n] = {1,2,...,n}. Across the paper, let I a set of genes, ¥ a set of
species, and o : I' — X the mapping between genes and species.

All trees in this paper are assumed to be rooted and directed, each edge being ori-
ented away from the root. A species network N on X is a directed acyclic graph with a
single indegree-0 node (the root) and |X| outdegree-0 nodes (the /eaves), such that each
leaf is labeled by a different element of X. Here we will consider only binary species net-
works, in which internal nodes have either indegree 1 and outdegree 2 (principal nodes)
or indegree 2 and outdegree 1 (secondary nodes or reticulations). A Lateral Gene Transfer
(LGT) network N is a species network along with a partition of E(N) = E, U E; into a set
of principal arcs £, and a set of secondary arcs E; (Cardona et al.,[2015). The £, edges cor-
respond to vertical descent, whereas the E; edge correspond to pairs of species that may
transfer genetic content. The subnetwork N’ = (V(N), E,)) obtained after removing the
E; edges must be a tree in which the root has outdegree 2. We denote by Ty (V) the tree
obtained from N’ after suppressing indegree-1 outdegree-1 nodes. Roughly speaking,
an LGT network can also be seen as a network obtained by starting with a species tree
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S = Tp(N), and then adding secondary arcs with endpoints located on the edges of S.
Note that LGT networks are tree-based networks, where Ty(IN) is a distinguished base tree
(Francis and Steel, 2015). As defined in Goérecki, 2004; Ngjgaard et al.,|2018| we say that
an LGT network N is time-consistent if there exists a function ¢ : V(N) — N such that:

1. t(u) = t(v), if (u,v) € E,, and
2. t(u) < t(v), if (u,v) € Ep.

Note that although time-consistency forbids directed cycles, not all directed acyclic
graphs are time-consistent. For instance, one can easily construct an acyclic LGT network
that contains two principal arcs (a,b) and (¢, d), and secondary arcs (a,d) and (b, c);
no time-consistent labeling is possible for a, b, ¢, d. It is also worth mentioning that LGT
networks that admit a time-consistent map were characterized in Gorecki, 2004, where
a linear-time algorithm is given to find such a map.

Here a gene tree G on I is a binary tree with |I'| leaves such that each leaf is labeled by
a different element of I

For a binary network IV, the root node is denoted by r(N), the set of leaves is denoted
by L(N) and the set of internal nodes is denoted by I(N). An internal node z of N has
either two children, which we will usually denote x; and z,, or one child, which we will
denote x;. The parent of a node z of in-degree 1 is denoted p(z). If z has out-degree 2, the
subnetwork rooted at z, denoted NV,, is the network consisting of the root x and all the
nodes reachable from x (hence if N is a tree, then N, is a subtree). If N is a rooted tree,
Ica(z, y) denotes the lowest common ancestor of = and y. Note that all these notations
apply to LGT networks and to gene trees (which are special cases of networks). If N is
a species network, since L(N) and X are in bijection, we will not make the distinction
between a leaf of N and a member of .. The same applies to gene tree leaves and I'.

2.1 Reconciliations between gene trees and species networks

ADTTL reconciliation aims at explaining how an evolutionary history for a family of genes
(given by a gene tree) may fit within a given species network N, using speciation, dupli-
cation, transfer and gene loss events. The internal nodes of gene trees, representing
ancestral genes, are mapped to ancestral species. Furthermore, the branches of a gene
tree may hide multiple events that have not been observed, mainly due to losses. Hence,
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a reconciliation a maps a node = of G to the sequence of species for the genes that
should appear on its parent branch. Possible mappings are restricted by few conditions
aimed at describing only biologically-meaningful evolutionary histories.

A reconciliation model for gene trees and time-consistent LGT networks (called H-
trees) was proposed in Goérecki,[2010; Gérecki and Tiuryn, 2012} along with algorithms to
minimize the duplication, loss and transfer cost. We use Scornavacca et al.,[2017, Defini-
tion 3, which uses the following formalization:

Definition 1 (Scornavacca et al., [2017). Given an LGT network N and a gene tree G, let
« be a function that maps each node u of G onto a directed path of N, denoted o(u) =
(a1(u),...,ap(u)). Then v is a DTL reconciliation between G and N if and only if exactly
one of the following events occurs for each node u of G and each «;(u). For each «;(u) we
also specify a label e, (u, i) corresponding to the case that holds between u and c;(u), given
in square brackets below (for simplicity, let x := «;(u) below):

a) if z is the last node of o(u), one of the cases below is true:

1. ue L(G), z € L(N) and o(u) = z; [extant leaf]
2. {on(w), a1 (up)} = {1, z, }, where (x, x;), (z, z,) € Ep; [S]
3. a(w) =z and aq(u,) = ; D]
4. {on(w), a1(ur)} = {z,y}, where (z,y) € Eg; [T]

b) otherwise, one of the cases below is true:

5. «;t+1(u) =y, where (x,y) is one of the two outgoing arcs of x in E,; [SL]
6. air1(u) =y, where (x,y) isin Eg; [TL]
7. a;11(u) = yand (x,y) is the only outgoing arc of z in E,, [0]

When o is a DTL reconciliation between G and N, we call the pair (G, cv) a reconciled gene
tree.

By a slight abuse of notation, we may write |a(u)| to denote the number of vertices on
the path a(u). If ais clear from the context, we may write e(u, i) in place of e, (u, 7). With
a slight abuse of terminology, we will write e(c;(u)) to denote e(u, 7). We will also write
ast(u) to denote ay(u) and e(u, last) or e(ayast(u)) to denote e(u, £) where ¢ = |a(u)|.

Peer Community In Mathematical and Computational Biology 7 of



PCI

Math &
Comp Biol

A speciation (S) sends its child genes to the child species through principal arcs. A
duplication (D) makes two copies of the gene in the current species. A transfer (T) corre-
sponds to transferring the lineage of a child of a gene to another branch of the species
tree, while the sibling lineage still evolves within the lineage of the parent. A speciation-
loss (SIL) is a speciation where one of the descending genes is absent. A transfer-loss (TIL)
is a transfer of one of the two descendants of a gene combined with the loss of its sibling
lineage. A no event () indicates that the gene is not transferred and follows the primary
species history. Note that, if N is time-consistent, all T and TL events can be guaranteed
to happen between co-existing species. Moreover, it is not hard to see that for a given
root-to-leaf path g1, ..., gx of G, the concatenation of the a(g;) paths correspond to a
directed path in N (with some nodes that may occur multiple times in a row because of
D nodes). Hence, if N is time-consistent, « ensures that genes evolve without going back
in time. Also note that some models only specify the last element of each a/(u) (e.g. the
w map in Lafond and Hellmuth, [2020; Ngjgaard et al.,[2018).

An example of a DTL reconciliation between the LGT network in Figure [Taland the
gene tree in Figure[tblis as follows: a(g1) = (n1), a(g2) = (n1), a(gs) = (n1), aga) =
(n2), algs) = (n2,n4), algs) = (n2), algr) = (n3), a(ar) = (A), a(b1) = (ns, B),

a(cr) = (n4,0), a(dy) = (D), alaz) = (n3,A), abz) = (ns,B), alc2) = (O),

a(dy) = (n2,D). See Figure [2| For this DTL reconciliation, we have e(a1(g1)) =

e(o1(gs)) = D, e(cu(g2)) = e(au(gs)) = e(au(gs)) = e(aalgr)) =S, e(az(gs)) = T,
e(ar(br)) = e(a1(b2)) = 0, e(ai(cr)) = TL, e(an(az)) = e(a1(dz)) = e(ai(gs)) = SL,
and e(ayast(u)) = extant leaf for all u € L(G).

Given z,y € T', let u = lcag(x,y). Then we say that x and y are orthologs w.r.t a
reconciled gene tree G if e(aast(u)) = S, paralogs if e(auast(v)) = D, and xenologs if
e(auast(u)) = T. Note that one of these cases must hold for all distinct z,y € T.

2.2 Orthology/paralogy relation graphs

An undirected graph R is called a relation graph if V(R) = T (see Figure[1d). Since R is
undirected, we may denote an edge {z, y} of R as xy. Relation graphs are often used to
depict orthology and paralogy relationships (Hellmuth, Hernandez-Rosales, et al.,|2013):
for any pair x, y of distinct vertices in R, zy is an edge in R if x and y are orthologs, oth-
erwise x and y are paralogs. Several orthology-detection methods such as OrthoMCL (Li
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Figure 2. lllustration of a DTL reconciliation o between the LGT network N in Figure
andthegenetree Gin Figure In cases where «(x) is a path with more than one vertex,
only the last vertex of this path is labeled with . Labels in grey denote the vertices of N.

et al.,[2003), ProteinOrtho (Lechner et al.,[2011) and OrthoFinder (Emms and Kelly,[2015)
use sequence similarity as a proxy for orthology. Roughly speaking, similar sequences
are presumed more likely to be orthologs. When transfers are present, sequence similar-
ity predictions get trickier: xenologs can be “interpreted” as either orthologs, in case the
two copies retained the same function (and thus their sequences are likely to be similar),
or paralogs, if they did not (and thus their sequences are likely to be different). In the fol-
lowing, we adapt the framework described in Hellmuth, Hernandez-Rosales, et al., 2013
to the presence of xenologs. Note that in Geil3, Anders, et al.,|2018} Geil3, Hellmuth, et al.,
2017; Hellmuth, Stadler, et al., 2017} Lafond and Hellmuth, 2020 the authors approach
this problem from a different angle, supposing the xenology relationships are given in
the relation graph.

We say that a reconciled gene tree (G, «) displays a relation graph R, if there is a way of
reinterpreting transfers as either speciation or duplication events, such that for any pair
x,y of vertices in R, zy is an edge in R if and only if x and y are orthologs according to
(G, a). More precisely, we introduce two new types of events T, T, which correspond
to transfers that behave as a speciation and a duplication, respectively. We then have
the following definition:

Peer Community In Mathematical and Computational Biology 9 of



PCI

Math &
Comp Biol

Definition 2. Let N be an LGT network, R = (T', E) a relation graph, and (G, «) a reconciled
gene tree with respect to N. We say that (G, «) displays R if there exists a labeling e* of «
satisfying:

.« e*(u,i) € {T5, TP} ife(u,i) = T;

« e*(u,i) = e(u,i) ife(u,i) #T;

« for any distinct z,y € T, ifxy € E then e*(Icag(z, ), last) € {S, TS}, and otherwise
e*(Icag(z, y), last) € {D, TP},

Note that, if (G,«) and R are known, there is only one relabeling e* that ensures
that (G, «) displays R. Indeed, if e(u,i) # T then e*(u,i) = e(u, i) and thus fixed by
(G, a); otherwise, a;(u) is the last element of a(u) and a;(u) ¢ L(N), and thus the
value of e*(u, i) (either TS or TP) depends on whether 2y € E, for any , y € I such that
a;(u) = lcag(x,y). The question of interest in this paper is, if only R is known, whether
there exists a gene tree that displays R and that can be reconciled with a given network
N.

Definition 3. Let N be a species network and R = (', E) a relation graph. We say that R is
consistent with N (or N-consistent) if there exists a reconciled gene tree (G, «) with respect
to N that displays R. In addition we say that R is N-consistent using k transfers if (G, «)
contains at most k transfers, that is, e(u, ) = T or TLL for at most k choices of (u, ).

For an example, see Figure R is consistent using one transfer with N because (G, «)
displays R (setting e*(gs, last) = T°) and can be reconciled using one transfer (see the
reconciliation given above). It is straightforward to see that R is not consistent using
no transfers, thus R is not consistent according to the definition of consistency with-
out xenology (Hellmuth, Hernandez-Rosales, et al., 2013} Hellmuth, Wieseke, et al.,[2015;
Hernandez-Rosales et al., [2012; Jones et al., |2016; Lafond and El-Mabrouk, [2014). It is
worth mentioning the question studied in Hellmuth, Huber, et al., 2019| can be inter-
preted as asking whether R is consistent with some network N. It turns out that the
answer is always yes, albeit a slightly different model is used.

The main question of interest is to decide whether a set of orthology/paralogy relations
can be explained by a gene tree that be reconciled with a given species network.
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Network Consistency (NC):
Input: A relation graph R and a time-consistent species network N.
Question: Is R N-consistent?

We can also consider the minimization version. It is the same as NC, but we are also
given a parameter k and ask whether R is N-consistent using k transfers.

Transfer Minimization Network Consistency (TMNC):
Input: A relation graph R, a time-consistent species network N, and an integer k.
Question: Is R N-consistent using at most k transfers?

2.3 Relation graphs and least-resolved DS-trees

It will be useful to view the problem in terms of a gene tree instead of dealing with re-
lations directly. Before proceeding with our algorithmic results, we establish the equiva-
lence between relation graphs and /east-resolved DS trees. This relationship was initially
established in Bocker and Dress, 1998, In essence, a DS-tree is simply a gene tree D in
which each internal node is labeled S or D. This labeling does not have to be valid with
respect to any species tree or network.

More formally, a DS-tree for I' is a pair (D, 1), where D is a rooted tree with L(D) =T,
and ! : I(D) — {D,S} is a function labeling each internal node of G as a duplication
or speciation. Note that D is not necessarily binary. The graph R(D,l) = (I', E) is the
relation graph such that for any pair {z, y} of genesinT, if[(Icap(z,y)) = Sthenzy € E,
and if [(Icap(x,y)) = D then zy ¢ E. We say that (D, ) displays a relation graph R if
R(D,l) = R.

An [-contraction in a DS-tree (D,1) consists of contracting an arc (u,v) of D with
u,v € I(D) andl(u) = I(v), and assigning the same label to the node resulting from the
contraction. We say that (D, [) is least-resolved if no [-contraction is possible. Note that if
(D, 1) is least-resolved, then it has alternating duplication and speciation nodes. That is,
each child of a speciation node is a duplication or a leaf, and each child of a duplication
node is a speciation or a leaf.

A DS-tree (D, 1) is a refinement of another DS-tree (D’,l’) if (D’,1") can be obtained
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from (D, 1) by a sequence of I-contractions. If D is binary, then (D, 1) is a binary refine-
ment of (D', 1"). Observe that [-contractions do not change [(Icap (z,y)) for any pair of
genes (x,y). Thus if (D, 1) is a refinement of (D', 1"), then R(D,1) = R(D',l).

It is known that all DS-trees that display R, if any exist, are refinements of the same
least-resolved DS-tree.

Lemma 1 (Hellmuth, Hernandez-Rosales, et al.,|2013; Lafond and El-Mabrouk, [2014). As-
sume that some D S-tree displays a relation graph R. Then the least-resolved D S-tree (D, 1)
that displays R is unique. Moreover, (D, 1) can be found in linear time.

We now want to relate D S-trees with DTL reconciliations by reinterpreting some in-
ternal nodes as transfers.

Definition 4. Let N be an LGT network and (D, ) a D S-tree with D binary. We say (D, 1) is
N-reconcilable if there exists a DTL reconciliation o between D and N such that for every
internal node u € 1(D), the following holds:

« ifl(u) =S, then e(ayast(u)) € {S, T},
« ifl(u) =D, then e(aast(u)) € {D, T}.

Moreover, (D, 1) is N-reconcilable using k transfers if o uses k transfers.

If D is non-binary, we say that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable (using k transfers) if there exists a
binary refinement (D', 1") of (D, 1) such that D' is N-reconcilable (using k transfers).

Since relation graphs correspond to a unique least-resolved DS-tree, asking about
the consistency of a relation graph R is equivalent to asking a similar question about a
least-resolved DS-tree (D, ) that displays R, if it exists (see Appendix for a proof).

Lemma2. Let N bean LGT networkand R = (I, E') a relation graph. Then R is N-consistent
(using k transfers) if and only if there exists a DS-tree (D, 1) for T such that R(D,l) = R and
such that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable (using k transfers).

Note that in particular, Lemma 2| implies that for R to be N-consistent for an LGT
network N, there must exist a DS-tree (D’,1") such that R(D’,l") = R. Moreover, we
may assume that (D’,l’) is a binary refinement of the unique least-resolved DS-tree
(D, 1) that displays R. By Lemma (1} we can check in linear time whether (D, ) exists,
and if so construct it. Therefore, we will often describe an instance of our problem by
giving the least-resolved DS-tree (D, [) satisfying R(D, 1) = R.

Peer Community In Mathematical and Computational Biology 12 of
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We close this subsection by mentioning that the notion of consistency of a gene tree
(or DS-tree) has been studied the other way around. That is, in Gérecki, Markin, et al.,
2019; Markin et al., |2018| we are instead given a species tree and a gene family, and
must find a feasible gene scenario under certain constraints.

2.4 Basics of parameterized complexity

We finish this section with some basics of parameterized complexity. A parameterized
problem is a language L C ¥* x N, where X is a fixed alphabet and ¥* are the strings
over this alphabet. A pair (z, k) € ¥* x Nis a Yes-instance of a parameterized problem
L if (x,k) € L. We call the second element k the parameter of the instance. A parame-
terized problem is fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) if there exists an algorithm that decides
whether a given instance (z, k) is a Yes-instance in time f(k) - |z|°(), where f is a com-
putable function depending only on k; such an algorithm is called an FPT algorithm. The
class W(1] is a class of parameterized problems which are strongly believed to not be
FPT. A parameterized problem L is W[1]-hard if there exists L' € W1] such that an FPT
algorithm for L would imply an FPT algorithm for L’. For more information we refer the
reader to Downey and Fellows, 2013,

3 Hardness of minimizing transfers on LGT networks

In this section, we consider the NC and TMNC problems. We will show that NC is NP-
hard. Moreover, we will show that the minimization version TMNC is not only NP-hard,
but also W[1]-hard parameterized by k, the number of transfers. We give a reduction
from the following problem, which is known to be NP-hard and W[1]-hard with respect
to k (Fellows et al., 2009):

k-Multicolored Clique:

Input: A graph H = (V, E), a partition of V' into color classes Vi, ..., Vj.

Parameter: k.

Question: Is there a clique C in H containing exactly one vertex from each color class
Vi?

The full version of the reduction can be found in the Appendix, but we can sketch the
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essential ideas here. We describe the NP-hardness proof - the W[1]-hardness is similar
but ensures that the reduction is parameterized by k. We first reduce k-Multicolored
Clique to a novel intermediate problem, Antichain on Trees (ACT), then reduce ACT to NC.
ACT is formally defined below, but the intuition is as follows: we are givenatree T, aset X
of elements to place on the nodes of T, and a weight function w : X x V(T') — NoU{oo}
indicating the cost of placing z € X onv € V(T'). We interpret w(z,v) < oo as “x can
go on v" and w(x,v) = oo as “x cannot go on v". Our goal is to place each z € X on an
allowable node such that the elements of X are pairwise incomparable (i.e. none is an
ancestor of the other).

Antichain on Trees (ACT):

Input: An rooted tree T', a set X, a cost function w : X x V(T') — Ny U {o0}.
Question: Does there exist an assignment f : X — V(T') such that f(z) and f(y) are
incomparable in T (that is, neither is an ancestor of the other) for each z # y € X, and
w(zx, f(x)) < oo foreach z € X?

We call an assignment f an incomparable assignment if it satisfies the conditions of
an ACT instance. In the minimization version of ACT, which we call Minimum Weight An-
tichain on Trees (MWACT), we are given a parameter k and ask if there is an incomparable
assignment of weight at most k.

Minimum Weight Antichain on Trees (MWACT):

Input: A rooted tree T, a set X, a cost function w : X x V(T) — Ny U {co}, and an
integer k.

Question: Does there exist an assignment f : X — V(T') such that f(z) and f(y) are
incomparable in T (that is, neither is an ancestor of the other) for each x # y € X, and
suchthat ) v w(z, f(z)) < k?

To see the relationship between ACT and NC, consider an ACT instance (7', X, w). In
the NC setting, N is obtained from 1" after incorporating some specific secondary arcs,
and the given relations R have, as their unique least-resolved DS-tree (D, [), a speciation
root with | X'| children, each child being a duplication corresponding to an element of X.
Then being able to place z € X onwv € V(T') represents “ajast(z) = v is possible”, i.e. the
x node of D is mappable onto v. That is, the node v has a directed path to every species
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present at a leaf below z, and the weight w(x, v) is the number of transfers required
to do so. To enforce the «yast(2) to be pairwise incomparable, we ensure that transfers
can only be undertaken by descendants of the X nodes of D. Thus the speciation root
of D cannot be explained by any transfer whatsoever, ensuring that its children must
be incomparable. We now proceed with the formalization of these ideas, and direct the
reader to the Appendix for the details of the constructions.

We first show that ACT is NP-hard and MWACT is W [1]-hard even under certain restric-
tions; these will allow us to reduce ACT to NC and MWACT to TMNC. The main idea is that
the incomparability requirement can be used to create gadgets as subtrees of an ACT or
MWACT instance - if some parent node is assigned to a variable in X, then none of its
children can be assigned to any variable in X. In addition, the weight function allows to
limit the number of places that can be assigned to a given variable. Using these ideas,
we can create an instance of ACT, such that an incomparable assignment of finite weight
exists if and only if a given instance of k-Multicolored Clique is a Yes-instance.
Lemma3. let H = (V =V, UV, U--- UV, E) be an instance of k-Multicolored Clique.
Then in polynomial time, we can construct an instance (T, X, w) of ACT such that (T, X, w)
has an incomparable assignment of weight < oo if and only if H has a k-multicolored clique.
Furthermore, if an incomparable assignment of weight w < oo exists, then there exists an
incomparable assignment with weight < k' = k% + 2k, and (T, X, w) satisfies the following
properties:

« w(z,v) € {0,1,00} forallz € X,v € V(T),
« w(x,v) = 0 for exactly one v for each x € X;
« ifw(x,v) = 0then w(y,v) = oo forall y # x;

 forany x € X, u,v € V(T) such that w(z,u), w(z,v) < oo, uw and v are incompara-
ble.

As (T, X,w) is a Yes-instance of ACT if and only if the corresponding instance of k-
multicolored clique is a Yes-instance, we have that ACT is NP-hard. Moreover, let
(T, X, w, k') be the instance of MWACT with ' = k?4+k and T, X, w as in Lemma Then
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Lemma also impliesthat (T, X, w, k) is a Yes-instance of MWACT if and only if the corre-
sponding instance of k-multicolored clique is a Yes-instance. As k' is expressible as a func-
tion of k, any FPT algorithm for Lemma|3|implies a FPT algorithm for k-multicolored clique.
Therefore, as k-multicolored clique is W[1]-hard, so is MWACT. Moreover as (7, X, w)
satisfies the properties of Lemma|[3} we have the following:

Lemma 4. ACT is NP-hard and MWACT is W [1]-hard, even under the following condlitions:

« w(z,v) € {0,1,00} forallx € X,v e V(T),
« w(z,v) = 0 for exactly one v for each x € X;
« ifw(xz,v) = 0then w(y,v) = oo forall y # x;

« foranyx € X, u,v € V(T') such that w(z,u), w(z,v) < oo, uand v are incompara-
ble.

We next reduce ACT to NC. The main idea behind this reduction is that every element of
X can be represented by a child of the same speciation node in a least-resolved DS-tree.
The tree T can be represented by the distinguished base tree in the species network, and
secondary arcs can be added in such a way that, for any DTL reconciliation, the node
corresponding to z € X can only be mapped to nodes v for which w(z,v) < cc.

Lemma 5. Let (T, X, w) be an instance of ACT, such that w(z,v) € {0,1,00} forall x €
X,ve V(T), w(x,v) = 0forexactlyonev foreachx € X, ifw(x,v) = 0thenw(y,v) = oo
forally # x, and for any x € X, u,v € V(T') such that w(z,u), w(z,v) < oo, wand v are
incomparable.

Then in polynomial time, we can construct both a least-resolved DS-tree (D, 1) and a time-
consistent LGT network N such that for any integer k, (T, X, w) has an incomparable assign-
ment of cost at most k if and only if there exists a binary refinement (D', 1") of (D, 1) such
that (D', 1") is N-reconcilable using at most 2k transfers.

By setting R = R(D, 1), Lemmal[5|implies that R is N-consistent if and only if (T', W, z)
has an incomparable assignment of cost < oo, i.e. (T, W, z) is a Yes-instance of ACT. As
ACT is NP-hard (under the restrictions in Lemma|5), so is NC. Moreover, for any integer
k, Lemma implies that R is N-consistent using at most &’ = 2k transfers if and only if
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(T, W, x, k) is a Yes-instance of MWACT. As MWACT is W[1]-hard (under the restrictions
in Lemmal5), so is TMNC.

Theorem 1. NCis NP-hard and TMNC is W[1]-hard.

4 Dynamic programming for bounded degree DS-trees

In this section, we show that given a relation graph R and its least-resolved DS-tree (D, 1),
if every node of D has degree at most &, then one can decide if (D, [) is N-reconcilable in
time O(2%k!k|V (D)||V (N)|*). Moreover, if (D, ) is N-reconcilable, our algorithm finds
the minimum number of transfers required by any possible reconciliation. In particular,
if D is binary, then TMNC can be solved in polynomial time. Note that in Hellmuth, Huber,
et al., 2019} it is shown that a DS-tree can always be reconciled with some network in a
similar reconciliation model, and the authors characterized precisely when a DS-tree can
be reconciled with a given network (although transfers are not studied and, hence, not
minimized as we do here). Let us also mention that in a series of papers (Hellmuth,[2017;
Algorithm 1: minTransferCost(D, N)

Data: A DS-tree D, an LGT network N

Result: oo if D is not N-reconcilable, or otherwise the minimum number of

transfers
Initialize f(g,s) = oo forallg € V(D),s € V(5)
for g € V(D) in post-order traversal do

-

N

3 for s € V(N) in post-order traversal do
4 if g is a leaf then
5 ‘ f(g,s) =0if o(g) = s, otherwise f(g,s) = oo
6 else
7 best = oo
8 for (D',1') € B(g) do
9 b = reconcileLBR((D',l'), N, s, f)
10 if b < best then best = b;
1 f(g,s) = best

12 return mingey () f(r(D), s)
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Hellmuth, Huber, et al.,[2019; N@jgaard et al.,[2018), it is shown how, given a DS-tree with
known transfer events but no species phylogeny, one can find a species tree/network
that it can be reconciled with.

The idea of the algorithm is similar to those of Kordi and Bansal, [2017; Mykowiecka
et al., [2017; Scornavacca et al.,[2017. We use dynamic programming over V (D), from
the leaves to the root, and when we encounter a non-binary node, we try every way of
refining it. Thisis arelatively standard procedure, although ensuring a valid reconciliation
while minimizing transfers requires care.

Foreach g € V(D) and each s € V(N), we denote by f(g, s) the minimum number of
transfers needed by a reconciliation (D, o) with respect to IV if we require aast(9) = s
(recall that Dy is the subtree of D rooted at g). If g is a binary node, we try mapping g;
and g, to every pair of species s; and sq that allow e(g, last) € {l(g), T}, and f(g, s) is the
minimum over all possibilities. For fixed s, s; (resp. s3), the number of transfers required
on the branch (g, g;) (resp. (g, g»)) is the minimum number of secondary arcs on a path
from s to s (resp. s2). This path would constitute the sequence «a(g;) (resp. a(g,)). Then
f(g,s) can be computed from these values, plus those of f(g;,s1) and f(gr, s2). If g is
a non-binary node with children gy, ..., gr, we simply try to refine g in every possible
way, then do as in the binary case. In such a binary refinement B of g, we may treat the
g1, - - -, g Nodes of B as leaves and use the previously computed f(g;, s") values for each
(gi, 8") pair. Let us turn to the algorithmic details.

Let g € I(D) with children gy, ..., gx. A binary DS-tree (D’,1") with root g and leaf-
set g1, ..., gk such that I'(¢') = I(g) for every ¢’ € I(D’) will be called a local binary
refinement of g (we write LBR for short). We denote by B(g) the set of possible LBRs of
g. For s € V(N), denote by P(s) the set of vertices of IV that can be reached by some
directed path starting from s, and let ¢(s, s’) denote the minimum number of secondary
arcs necessary to go from s to s’ (note that ¢(s, s’) is easy to compute using weighted
shortest path algorithms). We let ¢(s, ') = oo if there is no path from s to s'.

The algorithm minTrans ferCost traverses D in a post-order traversal and, for each
node g and each LBR D' in B(g), calls reconcile LBR to reconcile D’. Note that in the
case that g is binary, only one LBR is tested, namely the tree with two leaves g; and g,.

The proof of correctness can be done by induction over the height of D, and can be
found inthe Appendix. For the complexity, we first compute the all-pairs shortest pathsin
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Algorithm 2: reconcileLBR(D', N, s, f)
Data: A binary DS-tree (D', ") which is an LBR of some subtree of D, an LGT
network N, the desired species s for r(D’), a cost function f on the leaves
of D’
Result: The minimum cost to reconcile D’ with N such that ajast(r(D')) = s

1 Set f' = f (we maintain temporary costs f’ for D’)
2 for g € I(D’) in post-order traversal do

3 for s’ € V(N) in post-order traversal do
4 if '(g) = S then
5 if s has two children and (s, s}), (5, s;.) € E, then
6 costl2 =
min (s, o)ep(s))xP(s;) (f (91 51) +t(s], 81) + f/(9r, 52) +2(s], 52))
7 cost2l =
min(s, s,)ep(s))xP(s;) (f (9r: 1) +1(s), 51) + (g1, 2) + (s}, 52))
8 f'(g,s") = min(cost12, cost21)
9 else if ' is the tail of a secondary arc (s',s") (s" € {s},s..}) then
10 costl2 =
L+ming, o, ep(syxp(st)(f (g1, 51) (8", s1)+ f'(gr, 52) +1(5", 52))
1 cost2l =
L+mings, s,)ep(syxp(s) (f (gr, 51) (s, 51)+ f' (g1, 52) +1(8", 52))
12 f'(g,8") = min(cost12, cost21)
13 else if '(g) = D then
4 f'(g,8) =
mings, s,)ep(syx p(s) (f (91, 51) + (8", 81) + f'(gr, 52) + (5, 52))

15 return f/(r(D'), s)

N intime O(]V(N)[?) (this is only done once and will not contribute to the final complex-
ity). Itis known that the number of binary trees on k leaves is (2k—3)!! = O(2¥k!) (Felsen-
stein,[2004) which bounds the size of each set of LBRs. The main algorithm computes 5(g)
up to |V (D)||V (V)] times. Each member of each B(g) results in a call to reconcile LBR,
which is done with a tree D’ on at most k leaves. Then in this subroutine for each
(g,5) pair with g € V(D) and s € V(N), O(|[V(N)|?) pairs of the form (s1, s2) are
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tested - this takes time O(k|V(N)|3). The total time is thus O(2¥Kk!k|V (D)||V (N)[*).
The space taken by the algorithm is O(|V (D)||V (N)| + |V (IN)]?). To see this, observe
that O(|V(IV)|?) space is needed to store the aforementioned all-pairs shortest path
values and O(|V (D)||V(N)|) space is needed for the f(g, s) values. Each enumerated
(D',1') € B(g) takes space O(k) = O(|V (D)
ity if only the current such (D', ") is kept in memory at all time. Also, one can check that

), which does not add to the space complex-

reconcileLBR can be done without additional space (the P(s) sets can be computed on
the fly each time when needed).

Theorem 2. Algorithm minTransferCost is correct. ~ Moreover, it runs in time
O(2Fk!k|V (D)||V (N)[*) and space O(|V (N)||V(D)| + [V(N)|?).

Note that while we focused on minimizing the contribution of the k£ parameter in the
above algorithm, it is plausible that techniques developed for similar dynamic program-
ming algorithms in Kordi and Bansal, [2017; Mykowiecka et al., [2017| could help reduce
the [V (D)||V (N)|* portion of the complexity. In essence, a factor of |V (N)|? is saved
in Kordi and Bansal, [2017; Mykowiecka et al., 2017 by defining f(g, s) as the best cost
of a reconciliation in which ayast(g) is mapped to any node reachable from s (instead of
requiring s itself), which avoids having to minimize over all reachable pairs (s, s2) for
every node of D as in our algorithm.

5 With unknown transfer highways

The set of secondary arcs on a species network cannot always be known with confidence.
In fact, reconciliation is sometimes used to infer such arcs on a given species tree (Tofigh
etal.,[2011).

In this section, we remove the assumption that transfer arcs are known. We are given
a species tree S with |L(S)| > 1, and the secondary arcs E; are to be determined in
a time-consistent manner. The question is whether, for a relation graph R, there is a
species network IV with base tree Ty(IN) = S such that R is N-consistent.

Definition 5. Let S be a species tree. We say that a relation graph R is S-base-consistent
(using k transfers) if there exists a time-consistent LGT network N such that Ty(N) = S and
R is N-consistent (using k transfers).

We will show that a relation graph R is always S-base-consistent, provided there is a
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DS-tree (D, 1) that displays R. In fact, we prove that any binary DS-tree can be made
to “agree” with any species tree, no matter how inconsistent they appear to be (provided
that each D S-tree leaf can be mapped to a corresponding species tree leaf).

Beforehand, we can easily establish the equivalence between relation graphs and DS-
trees as we did for N-consistency. We say that a DS-tree (D, 1) is S-base-reconcilable
(using k transfers) if there exists a time-consistent species network N such that To(N) =
S and (D,1) is N-reconcilable (using k transfers).

Lemma 6. Let R be a relation graph and S be a species tree. Then R is S-base-consistent
(using k transfers) if and only if there exists a least-resolved D S-tree (D, 1) that displays R
and a binary refinement (D',1") of (D, 1) such that (D’,1") is S-base-reconcilable (using k
transfers).

To show thatany DS-tree (D, 1) is S-base-reconcilable, we add to S a set of secondary
arcs E; of size O(h(D)|V(S)|?), where h(D) is the height of D (see below). We then
obtain a reconciliation « in which e(aast(u)) = T for every internal node u of D, which
might be necessary in some cases. Foranodev € V (D), we denote by d(v) the depth of v,
which is the number of edges on the path between v and (D). The height of D, denoted
h(D), is the maximum depth of a node of D. Let m = |L(S)|, and let (s1, ..., sm) be an
arbitrary ordering of L(S). Recall that for i € [m], s; is a leaf of S, and that p(s;)s; refers
to the edge from the parent of s; to s;. We construct the network N (D) from S using
the following algorithm:

Algorithm 3: constructNetwork(D, S)

1 ford=0toh(D)+ 1do

2 fori =1tomdo

3 forj=1tom, j #ido

a4 Subdivide the arc p(s;)s;, creating a donor node donfﬁj ;

5 Subdivide the arc p(s;)s;, creating a receiver node rec?H ;
6 Add the secondary arc (donf , ;,rect, ;) to Ej ;

Thus we add every transfer from the s; branch to the s; branch with i # 1, then every
transfer from the s9 branch to the other s; branches, and so on, and repeat this process
h(D) + 2 times. Note that p(s;) changes with each subdivision. It is not hard to see that
N (D) is time-consistent, since each time we insert a new arc (z, y), its two endpoints x
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Figure 3. On the left, a species tree with two leaves, with the horizontal arcs inserted
by the algorithm On the right, a DS-tree in which every internal node is labeled S initially
(not shown) which each become a transfer node which we can then label T (the leaves
of D depict the species of the gene, we omit giving each gene a name).

and y are below every other previously inserted node.
Lemma 7. Let (D,l) be any binary DS-tree and let N := N (D) be the species network
obtained from S after applying Algorithm Then (D, 1) is N-reconcilable.

The detailed proof can be found in the Appendix. The idea is that each v € I(D) at

depth d(v) has the secondary edge (don®™"), rec’®)

i—7) J1
for any v € I(D) and any distinct s;, s; € L(N), D, can be reconciled with N such that
a(v) = (dond(v)). The idea is illustrated in Figure The highest node of D is mapped

i—7]
to a highest donor node of NV, and the descendants transfer back and forth, each time

) atits disposal. It can be shown that

being mapped to a deeper donor node of N.

Theorem 3. A relation graph R is S-base-consistent if and only if there exists a DS-tree
(D, 1) that displays R.

Therefore, deciding if a relation graph R is S-base-consistent can be done in polynomial
time.

Thus, unlike N-consistency, deciding S-base-consistency of R can be done quickly by
verifying if R admits a DS-tree. However, the explanation of R resulting from the above
algorithm will produce scenarios with many transfers, all of which are located between
a leaf and its parent. Thus it makes sense to ask if there is a scenario with at most k
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transfers. This problem is closely related to reconciling a gene tree with a species tree
while minimizing the number of transfers. In Tofigh et al.,[2011] this problem is shown
to be NP-hard.

In fact, we present a reduction for minimizing transfers that is very similar in spirit
to the one given in Tofigh et al., 2011l There are, however, many differences between
their problem and ours that prevent us from using the previous reduction as a black
box for our purposes. First, our definition of reconciliation is different, and in particular,
in Tofigh et al., 2011} transfer-loss events are not allowed. Also, in the DS-tree formu-
lation derived from Lemma|2} we are given which nodes of D must be speciations, and
which must be duplications. Finally, the authors require that the output network con-
tains no directed cycle, whereas we require time-consistency, which is more restrictive.
We invite the interested reader to consult the last section of the Appendix for details.

Theorem 4. The problem of deciding if a relation graph R is S-base-consistent using k trans-
fers is NP-hard, even if the least-resolved D S-tree (D, 1) for R is binary.

6 Discussion

In this work, we have shown that consistency of relations in the presence of transfers is
computationally hard to deal with, making its application difficult in practice. One pos-
sible avenue would be to attempt to apply our FPT algorithm to real datasets. A similar
algorithm was reported in Kordi and Bansal, [2017|to be able to handle nodes with up
to 8 children, so a next step would be to check the size of non-binary nodes of DS-trees.
It would also be interesting to study the problem of error correction of relations in the
presence of transfers - although this is almost certainly NP-hard, approximation or FPT
algorithms may be applicable.
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Appendix
Here we include the details of the proofs that were left out of the main text.

Lemma@ Let N be an LGT network and R = (I", E') a relation graph. Then R is N-consistent
(using k transfers) if and only if there exists a DS-tree (D, 1) for I" such that R(D,l) = R and
such that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable (using k transfers).

Proof. (=) Let (G, «) be a gene tree reconciled with IV such that (G, «) displays R using
k transfers, and let * be a labeling such that e*(u, i) € {TS, TP} if e(u,i) = T, e*(u, i) =
e(u,i) if e(u,i) # T, and if zy € E then e*(Icag(z,y),last) € {S, TS}, and otherwise
e*(Icag(w, y), last) € {D, T}.
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Now define a binary DS-tree (D,[) as follows. Let D = G, and let [(u) = S if
e*(auast(u)) € {S,T®}, and I(u) = D otherwise (in which case *(ajast(u)) € {D, TP}).
Observe that by definition of e*, if [(Icap(z,y)) = Sthenzy € E,andifl(lcap(z,y)) =D
then zy ¢ E. Thus we have that R = R(D,!). Also, note that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable
using k transfers, since « satisfies the conditions of Definition [4]

(«<): let (D,l) be a DS-tree such that R(D,l) = R. Note that D is not necessarily
binary. Let (D’,1’) be a binary refinement of (D, ) such that (D’,l’) is N-reconcilable
(such a refinement is assumed to exist by the lemma statement and by the definition of
N-reconcilable for non-binary gene trees). Since (D’,1") is N-reconcilable, there exists
o/ such that (D', a/) is a reconciled gene tree with respect to N such that for every u €
I(D"), U'(u) = Simplies e(ajast(u)) € {S, T} and I'(u) = D implies e(aast(u)) € {D, T}.
Define e* as follows: if e(u,i) # T, then e*(u,i) = e(u,1); otherwise if e(u,i) = T, if
I'(u) = Sthen e*(u,i) = TS and if I'(u) = D then e*(u, ) = TP. Note that no additional
transfer is created in this manner, and hence e* still uses k transfers. Also, for any pair
of distinct genes z,y € T with u = Icap/(z,y), I'(u) = S implies e*(ajst(u)) € {S, TS}
and I'(u) = D implies e*(aast(u)) € {D, TP}. It follows that (D', ') display R. O

Lemma@ Let H=(V=V1UVaU---UVg, E) be an instance of k-Multicolored Clique.
Then in polynomial time, we can construct an instance (T, X, w) of ACT such that (T, X, w)
has an incomparable assignment of weight < oo if and only if H has a k-multicolored clique.
Furthermore, if an incomparable assignment of weight w < oo exists, then there exists an
incomparable assignment with weight < k' = k? + 2k, and (T, X, w) satisfies the following
properties:

« w(z,v) € {0,1,00} forallz € X,v € V(T);
« w(x,v) = 0 for exactly one v for each x € X;
« Ifw(z,v) = 0then w(y,v) = oo forall y # x;

 forany x € X, u,v € V(T) such that w(z,u), w(z,v) < oo, uw and v are incompara-
ble.

Proof. Construction of ACT instance:
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Let H=V = (V1UVaU---UV, E) be an instance of k-Multicolored Clique. We now
construct a tree T together with a set X and cost function w : X x V(T') — Ny U {o0}.
For each element x € X, there will be a single “in"-element z_in of V(T'), for which
w(z,z_in) = 0. There will also be some number of “out”-elements v for which w(z, v) =
1.

We begin by describing T'. T" is made up of a series of subtrees, each of which will act
as a gadget in our reduction from k-Multicolored Clique. Every subtree consists of a root
with several leaves as children.

The subtrees of T" are as follows:

+ Atree Start, with root s_in and children class_i_in for each i € [k];

* Foreachi € [k],v € V}, atree Choose_v, with root v_in, and children class_i_out_v,
together with u_to_i_out_v for each u € V' \ V; such that uv € E;

« For eachi € [k], v € V}, a tree Cover_v, with root v_out, and children count_v_in ,
together with v_to_j_in for each j # i € [k].

* For each i € [k], a singleton tree consisting of the node count_i_out.

See Figure[4] Finally we add a root node whose children are the roots of all the subtrees
given above. This concludes our construction of T'.

The set X contains all vertices from V. In addition it contains a ‘start’ element s, an
element class_i for each ¢ € [k], an element count_v for each v € V, and an element
v_to_j foreachv € V;and j # i € [k].

The cost function w : X x V(T') — Ny U {oo} is defined as follows: For each i €
[k],v € Viand j # i € [k], set w(s,s_in) = w(class_i,class_i_in) = w(v,v_in) =
w(count_v, count_v_in) = w(v_to_j,v_to_j_in) = 0. For eachi € [k] and v € V}, set
w(class_i, class_i_out_v) = 1, set w(v,v_out) = 1, and set w(count_v, count_i_out) =
1. (Note that there are therefore multiple elements x € X for which w(x, count_i_out) =
1.) Finally, for each i € [k] and v € V}, and each edge uwv € E withu € Vj,j # i € [k],
set w(v_to_j,v_to_j_out_u) = 1. For all other x € X and v € V(T), set w(z,v) = oo.

This concludes our construction of our ACT instance (X, T, w). The construction can
be done in polynomial time.We observe that by construction, w(z,v) € {0,1, oo} for all
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-
count_i_out

v_toZj_in

Start Choose_v Cover_v
Figure 4. Figures used in the reduction from k-Multicolored Clique to ACT. Dashed lines

represent some of the relations between nodes: If an assignment f does not assign
f(class_i) = class_i_in, then it must assign f(class_i) = class_i_out_v (for some v €
Vi). Similarly if f does notassign f(v) = v_in, then it must assign f(v) = v_out. If f does
not assign f(count_v) = count_v_in, then it must assign f(count_v) = count_i_out.
Note also that if f does not assign f(v_to_j) = v_to_j_in, thenitmust assign f(v_to_j) =
v_to_j_out_u for some u € V; adjacent to v, though that relation is not depicted here.

x € X,v € V(T), w(z,v) = 0 for exactly one v for each z € X, and if w(z,v) = 0 then
w(y,v) = oo forall y # x. To see that uw and v are incomparable for z € X, u,v € V(7))
such that w(z, u), w(x,v) < oo, observe that each subtree in the construction contains
at most one node z with w(z, z) < oo for each z € X.

It remains to show that (7', X, w) has an incomparable assignment of weight < oo
if and only if H has a k-multicolored clique and that if an incomparable assignment of
weight w < oo exists, then there exists an incomparable assignment with weight < £’
To do this, we will first show that the existence of a k-multicolored clique implies the
existence of an incomparable assignment with weight < £/, and then show that the ex-
istence of an incomparable assignment of weight w < oo implies the existence of a
k-multicolored clique.

k-multicolored clique implies assignment of weight < £’:

First suppose that a k-multicolored clique C' exists, and let v; denote the single vertex
inC' NV, foreachi € [k]. Let f : X — V/(T) be defined as follows: Set f(s) = s_in.
For each i € [k|, set f(class_i) = class_i_out_v;. For each i € [k], set f(v;) = v;_out,
and for all other v € V set f(v) = v_in. For each ¢ € [k], set f(count_v;) = count_i_out,
and for all other v € V set f(v) = count_v_in. For eachi € [k], 7 # i € [k], set
f(vi_to_j) = v;_to_j_out_v; (note that v;_to_j_out_v; exists because v; € V; and v;, v;
are adjacent). For all other v € V;, set f(v_to_j) = v_to_j_in.
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Observethat Y, . v w(z, f(z)) =k +k+k+ k(k — 1) = k* + 2k = k. It remains to
show that f(x) and f(y) are incomparable for each = # y € X. As each of the subtrees
described above are incomparable, it is enough to show that for each subtree, there are
no comparable y, z with y, z assigned to different elements of X.

In Start, the root s_in is assigned but none of the children class_i_in are assigned, so
we have no comparable assigned nodes.

In Choose_v, if v = v; for some ¢ € [k], then the root v;_in is not assigned, and as
all other nodes are children of v;_in, there are no comparable assigned nodes. For all
other v in class V;, the root v;_in is assigned. However, the child class_i_out_v is not
assigned (as class_t is assigned to class_i_out_v;), and the other children u_to_i_out_v
are not assigned (u_to_i_out_v is only assigned if v = v;,u = v; forsome i # j € [k]).

In Cover_v, if v = v; for some i € [k], then the root v;_out is assigned, but none of its
children v;_to_j_in or count_v;_in are assigned, as v;_to_j is assigned to v;_to_j_out_v;
and count_v; is assigned to count_i_out. For other v € V, the root v_out is not assigned,
and as all other nodes are children of v_out, there are no comparable assigned nodes.

The nodes count_i_out are the only nodes in T' that may be assigned to more than
one element of X. However, by definition of f we have that for each i € [k], count_v; is
the only element assigned to count_i_out.

As Y cxw(z, f(z)) < K and f(z), f(y) are incomparable for all z # y € X, we
have that (X, T, w, k") is a Yes-instance, as required.

Assignment of finite weight implies k-multicolored clique:

Suppose f : X — V(T') is an incomparable assignment with ) w(z, f(z)) < oo.

Note that f(s) = s_in, as there is no other node z for which w(s, z) < co. It follows
that f(class_i) # class_i_in for each i € [k]. Therefore f(class_i) = class_i_out_v for
some v € V;. Denote this v by v;. As class_i_out_v; is a child of v;_in in Choose_v;, we
must have that f(v;) # v;_in, and so instead f(v;) = v;_out. As v;_out is the root of
Cover_v;, it follows that for each j # ¢ € [k], we cannot have f(v;_to_j) = v;_to_j_in.
Therefore f(v;_to_j) = v;_to_j_out_u for some u € V; adjacent to v;. Denote this u by
uij.

It remains to show that u;; = v; for each ¢ # j € [k], as this implies that vy, ..., vy,
form a clique. As f(vi_to_j) = wv;_to_j_out_u;j is a child of u;;_in in Choose_u;;, we
must have that f(u;j) # u;j_in, and so instead f(u;;) = u;j_out. As count_u;j_in is
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a child of w;;_out in Cover_u;;, we must have that f(count_u;;) # count_u;;_in and
so instead f(count_u;;) = count_j_out (recall that u;; € Vj}). By a similar argument,
since f(v;) = v;_out we also have f(count_vj) = count_j_out. But then f is not an
incomparable assignment unless u;; = v; (since f(count_u;;) and f(count_v;) are the
same node, and therefore comparable). Therefore we must have that u;; = v; for all
i # j € [k], as required. O

Lemma5| Let (T, X,w) be an instance of ACT, such that w(z,v) € {0,1,00} for all
x € X,v € V(T), w(z,v) = 0 for exactly one v for each x € X, if w(z,v) = 0 then
w(y,v) = ooforally # x, and forany x € X, u,v € V(T') suchthatw(x,u), w(z,v) < oo,
u and v are incomparable.

Then in polynomial time, we can construct a least-resolved DS-tree (D, 1) and time-consistent
LGT network N such that for any integer k, (T, X, w) has an incomparable assignment of
cost at most k if and only if there exists a binary refinement (D', 1") of (D, 1) such that (D', 1)
is N-reconcilable using at most 2k transfers.

Proof. Let (T, X, w) be an instance of AC'T satisfying the specified properties. We begin
by adjusting T" to ensure that it is binary. If an internal node u has a single child, we add
an additional child of w as a leaf of the tree. If u has more than two children, we refine
u into a binary tree with the same leaf set (treating w as the root of this binary tree). For
any new node v introduced in this way, we set w(z,v) = oo for all x € X. Observe that
for the resulting tree T”, two nodes u, v € V(T') are incomparable in T if and only if they
are incomparable in T". Thus, changing 7' in this way gives us an equivalent instance.

So we may now assume that T is binary. We next describe how to construct a least-
resolved DS-tree (D, 1) .

Let I" be a set of genes as follows. For each x € X, I' contains two new genes x_left
and z_right. Let 3 contain species spec_x_left and spec_x_right for each z € X, with
o(x_left) = spec_x_left, o(x_right) = spec_z_right.

Let the DS-tree (D, 1) contain a speciation node r as the root, and let {gene_z : X} be
the set of children of r. For each ¢ € X, let gene_x be a duplication node with children
x_left and x_right. Note that (D, ) is a least-resolved DS-tree.

We next describe how to construct the LGT network N, beginning with the distin-
guished base tree Ty (V). Initially, let To(N) = T, the input tree of our ACT instance (in
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its binary version). To avoid confusion with the MWACT instance later, we rename each
node v € V(T') to spec_v. In addition, for each x € X let u, be the unique node in T for
which w(z, u,) = 0, with spec_u, the corresponding node in N.

Now for each v € V/(T'), we will add spec_v_left and spec_v_right as descendants
(not necessarily children) of spec_v, as follows. If spec_v is a leaf in Ty(NN), then add
spec_v_left and spec_v_right as children of spec_v. Otherwise, add spec_v_left and
spec_v_right as descendants of different children of spec_v. (This can be be done by
subdividing any arc incident to leaf descended from a given child of spec_v, and adding
spec_v_left or spec_v_right as a child of the newly added node). Observe that after
spec_v_left and spec_v_right have been added, spec_v is the least common ancestor
of spec_v_left and spec_v_right. Furthermore this process does not change the least
common ancestor of any pair of leaves. Therefore, after doing this process for each
v € V(T), we will have that for every v € V(T), spec_v is the least common ances-
tor of spec_v_left and spec_v_right. When v = u, for some z € X, we also denote
spec_v_left and spec_v_right by spec_x_le ft and spec_x_right respectively.

This completes the construction of the distinguished base tree; now we describe how
to add secondary arcs. For each x € X and each v € V(T') with w(z,v) = 1, we do
the following. Add a new tail node between spec_v_left and its parent, add a new head
node between spec_x_left and its parent, and add an arc from the tail to the head as
a secondary arc. Similarly, add a new tail node between spec_v_right and its parent,
and add a new head node between spec_x_right and its parent, and add an arc from
the tail to the head as a secondary arc. Observe that after this, spec_v has paths to
spec_x_left and spec_x_right in N, and these paths each use one secondary arc. See
Figure [5| Furthermore (by virtue of the fact that w(y,u,) # 1 for any z,y € X, and
therefore a tail node is never added above spec_u,_left or spec_u,_right), every pathin
N has at most one secondary arc.

This completes the construction of the species network N, and our problem instance.
Observe that NV is time-consistent, since each time we insert a new secondary arc, its two
endpoints are below every other previously inserted node. We now show that (T, X, w)
has an incomparable assignment of cost at most k if and only if (D, [) is N-consistent
using at most 2k transfers.

First suppose that (D, () is N-consistent using at most 2k transfers. We will first show
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Spec_ty

spec_x_left fpec_x _right

specv_left  spec_v_right
Figure 5. Part of the species network N constructed in the reduction from ACT to NC. For
each v € T, spec_v is the least common ancestor in N of spec_v_le ft and spec_v_right.
If w(z,v) = 1and w(z,uy) = 0, then secondary arcs (the thick lines) are added from
an ancestor of spec_v_left to an ancestor of spec_x_left = spec_u,_left, and from an
ancestor of spec_v_right to an ancestor of spec_z_right = spec_u,_right. Thus, there
are paths from spec_u, to each of spec_x_le ft and spec_z_right using 0 transfers in total,

and paths from spec_v to each of spec_z_le ft and spec_z_right using 2 transfers in total.

the following claim. In this claim and its proof, we use the terms ‘ancestor’ and 'descen-
dant’ to exclusively refer to ancestors or descendants with respect to the distinguished
base tree To(N):

Claim 1. Forz € X, suppose u € V(N) is such that there exist paths from u to spec_x_le ft
and from u to spec_z_right, using at most k.. secondary arcs in total. If k;, = 0 then wis an
ancestor of spec_u, and otherwise w is an ancestor of some spec_v such that w(z,v) < 1.
Moreover, if u is not an ancestor of spec_u, then k, = 2.

Proof. First, recall that spec_u, is the least common ancestor of spec_x_left and
spec_x_right in To(N). Since k, = 0 implies that u is an ancestor of both spec_z_le ft
and spec_x_right, we have that if k, = 0 then w is an ancestor of spec_u,.

Since there is a path from u to spec_z_left, u must be an ancestor of spec_v_left
for some v such that w(v,x) < 1 (such nodes are the only ones that have a path to
spec_x_left, either using exclusively principal arcs or a using a single secondary arc).
Similarly, u must be an ancestor of spec_v'_right for some v such that w(v',z) < 1.
If v = o’ then u is an ancestor of both spec_v_left and spec_v_right and is therefore
an ancestor of spec_v, as required. So assume that v # v, If u is an ancestor of spec_v
or spec_v' then we are done, and otherwise u must be a descendant of both spec_v and

Peer Community In Mathematical and Computational Biology 34 of



PCI

Math &
Comp Biol

spec_v’ (since it is an ancestor of descendants of both of these). But this implies that v
and v’ are comparable, a contradiction as w(z,v), w(z,v") < co.

Finally, we observe that k,, < 1onlyifwuisanancestor of atleast one of spec_x_le ft and
spec_x_right. Therefore if k,, < 2 and u is not an ancestor of spec_uy, it is a descendant
of spec_u,. But this again implies a contradiction as u is an ancestor of some spec_v with
w(z,v) = 1, which would then be a descendant of spec_u,. O

Now consider the binary refinement (D', 1') of (D, 1) thatis N-consistent using at most
2k transfers. Thus there exists «a such that (D', «) is a reconciled gene tree with respect
to N. Note that by construction of (D, 1), there is a rooted subtree in D’ whose leaves
are the set of duplication nodes {gene_z : x € X} and whose internal nodes are all
speciation nodes according to I’. For each z € X, there are paths in D’ from gene_x to
x_left and to x_right, and so there are paths in N from «y,st(gene_z) to o(z_left) =
spec_z_leftand to o (z_right) = spec_z_right. It follows from Claim[1|that cuast(gene_z)
is an ancestor of v for some v € V(T') such that w(x, v) < 1. By construction of N, there
are no paths to such a v using a secondary arc, and therefore as all ancestors of x in D’
are speciation nodes, {ajast(gene_z) : x € X } must form the leaves of a subtree in T'. It
follows that ayast(gene_z) and ayast(gene_y) are incomparable for any x # y € X.

Now we can define f : X — V/(T) as follows. For each z € X, let f(z) = uy if
ajast(gene_x) is an ancestor of spec_u,, and otherwise let f(z) be av € V(T') such that
w(z,v) < 1and ayast(gene_x) is an ancestor of spec_u,. As their ancestors ayast(gene_x)
and «ayast(gene_y) are incomparable, it follows that f(x) and f(y) are also incomparable,
forany x # y € X. Furthermore, by Claim we have that either ayast(gene_x) is an
ancestor of spec_u,, or the paths from ayast(gene_x) to o(z_left) and to o (x_right) use 2
secondary arcs. Therefore the number of transfer arcs used by avis 2 for every z € X with
w(z, f(x)) =1.Thus 2k > 23"y w(z, f(x)), and so fis anincomparable assignment
with >~ oy w(z, f(z)) <k, as required.

Now suppose that (T, X, w) has an incomparable assignment f : X — V(T) such
that ) v w(z, f(z)) < k. We will show that (D, I) has a binary refinement (D', I’) that
is N-reconcilable using at most 2k transfers. In particular, we will show that there is a
reconciliation a such that st (gene_x) = spec_f(x) for allz € X.

Observe first that as f is an incomparable assignment, there exists a subtree T” of T’
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whose leaves are {f(z) : x € X }. By refining the root r of D into a subtree isomorphic
to 7", we get a refinement (D', ') such that D’ with the leaves {z_left,x_right : © € X}
removed has a reconciliation with N using 0 transfers. Furthermore this reconciliation o
is such that ayast(gene_x) = spec_f(x) for all z € X. It remains to show how to extend
ato the leaves {z_left,x_right : x € X} of D'.

For each z € X, let P, j.f; be a path in N from spec_f(x) to spec_x_left using a
minimum number of secondary arcs. By construction, this path uses 0 secondary arcs
if w(z, f(x)) = 0, and at most 1 secondary arc if w(z, f(x)) = 1. Similarly, let P, ;g
be a path in N from spec_f(x) to spec_x_right using a minimum number of secondary
arcs. Then for each x € X, we let a(z_left) = Py i+ and a(gene_x_right) = Py right
It can be seen that (D', «) is a valid reconciliation with respect to N that agrees with
(D',1"). Furthermore, « uses 2 transfers for each z € X such that w(z, f(z)) = 1, and
no others. Therefore D’ is reconcilable using at most 3~ v 2w(x, f(z)) < 2k transfers,
as required. O

Theorem 2|  Algorithm minTransferCost is correct. ~Moreover, it runs in time
O(2Fkk|V (D)||V(N)[*) and space O(|V (N)||V(D)| + [V(N)[?).

Proof. We prove the following statement by induction: foreach g € V(D) and s € V(N),
the algorithm finds the minimum number of required transfers for a reconciliation be-
tween the subtree D, and IV such that g is mapped to s. If g is a leaf of D, the statement
is easy to see, so suppose g € I(D). Let (f?g, «) be an optimal solution for Dy, s and
N, ie. ﬁg is a binary refinement of D, « is a reconciliation between ﬁg and N such
that aast(g) = s, and the pair (Dg, o) minimizes the number ¢ of required transfers. If
g is binary, then g; and g, are children of g in both D, and ﬁg. Let 51 = auast(gr) and
S2 = aast(gr). Itis clear that « restricted to ﬁgl yields a reconciliation of f)gl using
f (g1, s1) transfers, since if there was a better refinement of D, admitting a better rec-
onciliation with g; mapped to s1, then we could include this subsolution in (f), a) and
obtain a lower transfer cost. The same argument holds for g, and f(g,, s2). We thus
need to show that the algorithm will, at some point, consider the scenario of mapping
g1 with s1 and g, with s,. If [(g) = S, two cases may occur, according to Definition D)

"By the restriction ' of a to D,,, we mean o’ (v) = a(v) for all strict descendants v of g;, and o/ (g;) =

(alast(gl))
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e(auast(g)) = S, inwhich case a1 (g;) = s;and a1 (gr) = s, (or vice-versa, w.l.o.g.). Thisim-
plies s1 € P(s;) and sy € P(s,), and this scenario is tested on line[8|of reconcile LBR;
(2) e(aast(g)) = T, in which case (s, s’) is a transfer-arc, say ' = s, without loss of
generality. Then a1 (g;) € {s, s} and a1(g,) = s, (or vice-versa, w.l.o.g.), which imply
s1 € P(s) and sy € P(sy). This is tested by line[12] of reconcileLBR. If I[(g) = D,
we have a1(g;) = a1(gr) = s and thus it is only required that auast(g;) € P(s) and
ast(gr) € P(s), which is tested on Iine Therefore, the desired scenario of mapping
g1 to s1 and g, to sg is considered.

One can also observe that no invalid mappings of g; and g, are considered by the
algorithm (if I(g) = S, we test only the s; and s2 that allow e(aast(g)) € {S, T}, and
similarly for I[(g) = D). The fact that the computed value f’(g, s) (and hence f(g, s)) is
minimum follows from the induction hypothesis on g; and g,.

Suppose instead that g has children g1, . . ., gk, k > 3. Forafixed (D',l") € B(g), by the
induction hypothesis we have that f(g;, s’) is correct for every i € [k] and s’ € V(N). Us-
ing the argumentation for the binary case, it follows that after calling reconcile LB R, we
have correctly computed the minimum number of transfers for the tree obtained from
D, after replacing g by its local binary refinement D’. The connected subtree B, of D in-
duced by g, g1, ...,k isin B(g), and hence minTrans ferCost will find f(g, s) correctly
when trying D" = B,,. This concludes the proof, since the time and space complexity of

the algorithm was argued in the main text. O

Lemmal6] Let R be a relation graph and S be a species tree. Then R is S-base-consistent
(using k transfers) if and only if there exists a least-resolved DS-tree (D, 1) that displays R
and a binary refinement (D',1") of (D,1) such that (D’,1") is S-base-reconcilable (using k

transfers).

Proof. (=) Assume that R is S-base-consistent using k transfers. Then there exists an
LGT network N such that T,(N) = S and R is N-consistent using k transfers. Then by
Lemma 2] there is a DS-tree (D, 1) and a binary refinement (D’,1’) such that (D’,l') is
N-reconcilable using k transfers. Thus by definition, (D’,1") is S-base-reconcilable using
k transfers.

(<) Assume that there is a DS-tree (D, ) that displays R and a binary refinement
(D',1") of (D,1) such that (D', 1’) is S-base-reconcilable using k transfers. Then there is
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an LGT network N such that To(N) = S and (D’,1") is N-reconcilable using k transfers.
Again, by Lemma|2} R is N-consistent using k transfers. So R is also S-base-consistent
using k transfers. O

Lemma |7, Let (D,l) be a binary DS-tree and let N := N (D) be the species network
obtained from S after applying Algorithm 3| Then (D, 1) is N-reconcilable.

Proof. We show that for any v € I(D), the subtree (D,,[) is N-reconcilable (where here,
we slightly abuse notation by using [ to label D,). Moreover, we show that if v is not a
leafand s;, s; € L(S) are distinct, then there is a reconciliation (D, &) with respectto N
such that a(v) = (donl(ﬂ)) and e(ayast(v)) = T (here, and for the rest of the proof, d(v)
refers to the depth of v in D, and not its depth in D,). We use induction on the height
h(D,). First note that if h(D,) = 0, then the statement is trivially true.

As an additional base case, suppose that h(D,) = 1 and fix some donl(ﬂ), with 4 #£ j.
Then both children v; and v, of v are leaves. Let s, = o(v;) and s, = o(v,) for some
P, q € [m]. Note that p = ¢ is possible.

We find two paths P, and P, that correspond to a(v;) and «(v,). We first claim that

in N, there exists a directed path P, = (donf(vj) = I1,%2,...,%k, = Sp) such that
d(v) d(v)
rec

Ty = rect (| e. P starts with the (donHJ, i

]H ) arc). Observe that there exists
a directed path P| from rec; d(v)

i to s,. Indeed, if s; = s, then rec;if_z = reczs_)l
ancestor of s, and P] obviously exists. Otherwise, P; starts from rec?f_vz, goes to its
descendant don](_>; , takes the (donfgfl, recz((f)jﬂ) arc and then goes to s, (observe
that don;lngl does exist, since the first loop of the algorithm creating IV takes ¢ from 1
to (D) + 1, and d(v) < h(D)). Since P! exists and (don™"), rec?™)

1—)7? J—1
P path exists.

is an

) is an arc of N, the

By the same arguments, there is a path P, = (donfgjj)- =Y1,Y2, - Yky = Sq)-
Now, the existence of P; and P, imply that we can make v a transfer node. More
precisely, we let

a(v) = (don(-i(v)-)

i—]
Oé(’Ul) = (.%'2,2?3, sy Ty = SP)
d
OZ('Ur) = (donlgj)a Y2,Y3,- -, Yko = 5(1)
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Set e(aast(v)) = T and e(v;, k) € {SL, TL, 0} for k € [|a(v;)| — 1] depending on what

type of arc xyxy1 is, then do the same for each e(v,, k) and k € [|a(v,)| — 1]. We have
d(v) d(v) d(v)  d(v)

d(v)
i i jand ai(vy) = dOTLZ_U z—>g’T€Cj<—i) €

E4(N), condition a.4 of Definition [1] is satisfied, and so « is a reconciliation in which

ast(v) = don, .4, ap(vy) = rec; and since (don

e(auast(v)) = T. This proves the base case.

Letv € V(D) such that h(D,) > 1, and assume now by induction that the claim holds
for any internal node v’ such that D, has height smaller than h(D,). Let v, v, be the
children of v. At least one of v;, v, must be an internal node, say v, without loss of gener-
ality. Suppose first that v; is a leaf. As before, in N there is a path P, = (z1, 22, ..., 2k, )
starting with the (z1, z2) = (donl(ﬂ), rec ]LZ) arc and that goes to zy, = o(v;). As for v,

by induction D, is N-reconcilable by some reconciliation (D, , a’) such that &/(v,) =
(U)‘Fl)

Z—)]

(don, dv)+ ) Now, in N there is a path P, = (donfgjj)» = Y1,Y2,- -, Y, = don;

i—]
from don,_, d(v ) to don, d(v JH in which each arcis in £,(IN). We can obtain the desired rec-

onC|I|at|on a from o/ in the following manner. First let a(v) = (don, (v )) and a(v) =

i—]
(22,3, ...,k ). For every strict descendant v, of v,, let a(v).) = &/(v,), and finally let
a(v,) = (dorffijrl =YL, Y2, Y35 Yk = donfgj)ﬂ) As in the base case, we can set

e(ajast(v)) = T and satisfy condition a.4 of Definition[1l We set e(v,, k) € {SL, TL, 0}
accordingly for every k € [|a(v,)| — 1] (depending on what type of arc zxxk+1 is) and
set e(aast(vr)) = e(aj,i(vr)). Finally we set e(ag(v;.)) = e(a)(v})) for every strict de-
scendant v]. of v, and every k € [|a(v])|]. We have that a(v), a(v;) and «a(v,) satisfy
Definition[1] e(auast(vr)) = e(af,s(vr)) and every other gene-species mapping and event
is unchanged from . It follows that « is a reconciliation. Since e(aast(v)) = T, the claim
is proved for this case.

If instead both v;,v, € I(D), then by induction, D,, is N-reconcilable with recon-

ciliation o such that ol(v;) = (don®@)*!

i ) (notice the use of j — ¢ and noti — j).

Moreover, D,, is N-reconcilable with reconciliation a” such that a" (v,) = (don ZLJ)H).

In N, thereis a path P, = (x1, 2, ..., Tk, ) starting with the (z1, z2) = (donfﬁj]), ecjg)
d(v)+1
j4)7,
d(v)+

]

arc that goes to xx, = don;
d(v)

—]

. There is also a path P, = (y1,¥2,...,Yk,) from

y1 = don; ,: to yx, = don ! that uses only arcs from E,(N). Thus as before, we

can make v a transfer node. That is we set a(v) = (donfﬁ’;) and e(aast(v)) = T, a(y) =

(z2,... 2k, = don; (v )+1) and a(v,) = (donfgg =YL, Y2, s Yky = donfggﬂ). We set
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e(v, k), e(vy, k') € {SLL, TL, @} accordingly for every k € [|a(v;)| — 1], k" € [|a(v,)| — 1],
set e(ast(v1)) = e(aly (1)), e(uast(vr)) = e(al(vr)), and keep every other gene-
species mapping and event from o and o unchanged. In this manner a(v) satisfies

Definition[1] and «vis a reconciliation. Again since e(cast(v)) = T, the claimis proved. [

Theorem E} Arelation graph R is S-base-consistent if and only if there exists a D S-tree (D, )
such that R(D, 1) = R.

Proof. If there is no DS-tree (D, 1) such that R(D,l) = R, then by Lemma[2|there ex-
ists no species network N with which R is consistent, and thus R cannot be S-base-
consistent. Conversely, let (D’l’) be a DS-tree such that R(D’,l') = R, and let (D, ) be
abinary refinement of (D', ) (recalling that R(D, ) = R(D’,l') = R). Then by Lemma[7]
(D, 1) is N(D)-reconcilable, where the network N (D) is the one constructed from S by
the algorithm described above. By Lemma 2| R is N(D)-consistent and thus R is also
S-base-consistent. O

Proof of Theorem [4 NP-hardness of minimizing transfers with unknown
transfer highways

The formal problem that we show NP-hard here in the following.

Transfer Minimization Species Tree Consistency (TMSTC):
Input: A relation graph R, a species tree .S, an integer k.
Question: Is R S-base-consistent using at most k transfers?

We reduce the feedback arc set problem to TMSTC.

Feedback Arc Set (FAS):

Input: A directed graph H = (V, A) and an integer k.

Question: Does there exist a feedback arc set of size at most k, i.e. asetofarcs A’ C A
of size at most k such that H' = (V, A\ A’) contains no directed cycle?

Given a FAS instance H = (V, A), we construct a DS-tree (D, ) and a species tree S
such that H admits a feedback arc set of size at most k if and only if R(D, ) is S-base-
consistent using at most K = 2| A| + k transfers.
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A caterpillar is a rooted binary tree in which every internal node has exactly one child
that is a leaf, except for one node that has two leaf children. We denote a caterpillar
on leafset z1, z2, ..., xy, by (x1|x2] ... |zy,), where the z; nodes are ordered by depth in
non-decreasing order (thus x; is the leaf child of the root). A subtree caterpillar is a rooted
binary tree obtained by replacing some leaves of a caterpillar by rooted subtrees. If each
x; is replaced by a subtree X;, we denote this by (X1|X3]...|X,,). If some X; is a leaf z;
(i.e. X; a tree with one vertex x;), we may write (X1 ... | X;—1|zi| ... | X5).

Given the FAS instance H = (V, A), first order V' and A arbitrarily, and denote V' =
(v1,v2,...,v,) and A = (a1,a2,...,ay). The species tree S has a corresponding sub-
tree for each vertex of V and each arc of A. For each vertexv; € V, let S, be a caterpillar
(vi1
ZioKk—1 = %2k ). Then, for each arca € A, let S, be the binary tree on two leaves p,, ¢4.
Then S'is the subtree-caterpillar (Sq, [Sas| - - - [Sapm [Svi|Svs| - - - |Su,, ). See Figurel[e]

The DS-tree (D, 1) has one subtree for each arc of A. For each a = (v;,v;) € A, let
D, = D; ; be a caterpillar with 4K + 2 leaves such that

vi2| ... |vi2k) with 2K leaves. For each j € [2K], denote z; ; = p(v; ;) (noting that

ml

D = (%’{1‘”21‘%{2 ”1'2,2’ e ‘U},QK’U22K|W§,1|7~U§,2)

(we will interchangeably use the D, and D; ; notations whenever convenient). Here
the indices of the leaf labels indicates the species containing them, i.e. for each h €
2K],0(vj),) = 0(v7),) = vin and o(w} ;) = vj1,0(w’,) = vj2. Thus all the leaves of
L(D; ;) are from the S, subtree, with the exception of w} ; and wj, , at the bottom. For

S R D

Dzy = D{L

L7 Pay da,
Pas qas

V1,1
T U1,2

V12K-1 V12K

Figure 6. The S and D trees constructed for our reduction. Duplication nodes appear as

squares, and the absence of a square indicates speciation.
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each h € [2K], the parent of vilh is labeled by D whereas the parent of vzh is labeled
by S. The parent of w;'-’l and w}yQ is labeled by D. We define another tree D, = D; ; =
(pt|p2lat|g?| D; ;). The parents of pl and ¢_ are labeled D, whereas the parents of p2 and
q? are labeled S (here o(pl) = o(p?) = p, and o (q}) = 0(¢?) = qu).

Finally, we let

D: (D(/Z1|p22|D(/12’p23|D(/13"pgm,2|D/ |p§m,1|D, |Dt/lm)

m—2 am—1

where each pg is a new leaf with a(pgi) = pg,;. The purpose of the pgi is to enforce a
binary DS-tree. The root is a speciation, and the main path of D alternates labelings, i.e.
for each 1 < i < [m], the parent of p} is labeled D and the parent of r(D}, ) is labeled S.
The parent of (D], ) is labeled S.

It is not hard to see that this construction can be carried out in polynomial time. Note
that D is binary and is also a least-resolved DS-tree. Thus by Lemmae| R(D, 1) is S-
base-consistent using K transfers if and only if (D,[) is S-base-reconcilable using K
transfers.

Lemma 8. If H admits a feedback arcset A* C A of size k, then (D, 1) is S-base-reconcilable
using at most K = 2m + k transfers.

Proof. The intuition behind the proofis as follows. Each D; ; subtree and its D, S labeling
could be part of a valid reconciliation with respect to S, if it were not for the wgl and w§’2
leaves at the bottom, which prevent their ancestors to be speciations. These need to be
handled by either making the two edges incident to w;ﬁ and wé,z a transfer to v;; and
v; 2 respectively, or better, by making the edge above their common parent a transfer to
some common ancestor of v; 1 and v; 2. The latter option is preferred as it requires one
less transfer, but it cannot be taken for every D; ; subtree because we will likely create
time-inconsistencies. As it turns out, given a feedback arc set A’ of size k, we have a way
of taking these ‘double-transfers’ only k times. As mentioned before, this is similar to the
proofin Tofigh et al.,[2011] The difficulty here however, is to ensure that time-consistency
is preserved and that the D, S labeling can be preserved.

We first show how to add secondary arcs to S'in a time-consistent manner in order to
obtain N, by making the time function ¢ explicit. We will add more arcs than necessary,
but this simplifies the exposition. Let s1, . .., Sp1+m—1 be the vertices on the r(S) —r(Sy, )
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path in S (excluding r(S,, )), ordered by depth in increasing order. Assign time slot
t(s¢) = {for each £ € [n + m — 1]. We then describe the transformation from S to
N in three steps.

Step 1: transfer arcs from ¢,, to S,,,. We process each arca, € Afor/{ =1,2,...,min
increasing order as such: first let (v;, vj) = ay (i.e. v;, v; are the vertices of the a, arcin
H). Assign time slot £+ 1 to the parent of nodes p,, and ¢,,. Then, subdivide (¢q,, P(¢a,)).
creating a new node that we call send_gq,_to_i. Next, subdivide (p(r(Sy,)),7(Sy,)), cre-
ating a new node that we call recv_i_from_qq,. After that, we add the secondary arc
(send_qq,_to_i,recv_i_from_q,,). See Figure 1 ) for an illustration. Assign the time slot
m + n + £ to the two newly created nodes.

Note that this process is repeated for each arc a, in order. Therefore, p(r(S,,)) may
change during the process as new secondary arcs are inserted. In the end, there is exactly
one outbound transfer node inserted above each g,,, and |[N*(v;)| inbound transfer
nodes inserted above each 7(S,,), where N (v;) is the set of out-neighbors of v; in H.
One can check that no time inconsistency is created so far, since every time a node is
inserted, it is added below every other internal node having a defined time slot so far,
and it is assigned a higher time slot (since m + n + £ is always the highest time slot so
far, for each ¢ € [m]). Also note for later reference that, assuming n < m, t(p(r(Sy,))) <
m +n + £ for some ¢ < m, and therefore ¢(p(r(Sy,))) < 3m after these operations.

For what follows, let H' = (V, A\ A’). Since H' is a directed acyclic graph, it admits
a topological sort, i.e. an ordering (v;,, v, - - ., vy, ) of V' such thatif i < 7, then (v;,, vy,)
is not an arc of H' (in other words, there are no backwards arcs). We now add two new
sets of arcs that are entirely based on the ordering (v, , ..., vy, ).

Step 2: transfer arcs from v;, 5 ¢ to its successor subtrees. What we want to achieve in
this step is that for each v;,, we can transfer from the parent of v;, 2 to any subtree szh
suchthath > i. An example is provided in Figure[7[2). Process eachvertexv;, € V fori =
1,2,...,ninincreasing order as follows. First we create the transfer nodes above r(Smi)
that are destined to receive from the predecessors of v;,. Foreach 7 = 1,2,...,i -1
in order, add a node recv_l;_from_l; on the edge between T(szi) and its parent, and
assign the time slot

t(recv_li_from_lj) = (4+i)Km+j

Then, we create the nodes above v, o that are destined to send to the successor sub-
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In H: v2—»U3—pU1
11:2,12:3,l:;:1

U3,2K VU3,2K

(1) 2) (3)
Figure 7. An illustration of the modifications from S to N. (1) We first add the trans-
fers between the S,, subtrees to the S,, subtrees. For the purpose of the example, we
have only illustrated the arcs a1 = (v;,v)),a2 = (vi,vj),am = (v;,v;7) (the 4,5, 5")
indices are irrelevant for this step). Here the node added above ¢,, would be named
send_qq, _to_i and its endpoint is recv_i_from_qq, . (2) We then add “forward-transfers”,
which are secondary arcs from the bottom of S, to the top of Svl]_, where j > i. Here
we illustrate this step on a small example of H’, with the topological sorting (ve, v3,v1).
The white nodes indicate that other transfer nodes could be on the subpath due to the
previous step. (3) We finally allow transferring “backwards” from v; o ¢ to vj1, 7 < %, then

from v;1 to vj 2.

trees of v;,. Foreach j =i+ 1,7+ 2,...,ninincreasing order, add a node send_l;_to_l;
on the (p(vy, 2k ), v, 2K ) arc. For each such j, assign time slot

t(send_li_to_l;) = (44 j)Km +i

Then, for each i,j € [n] with i < j, add a transfer arc from send_l;_to_l; to
recv_l;_from_l;. Note that this transfer arc satisfies our time consistency requirement
since t(send_l;_to_l;) = (4 + j)Km + i = t(recv_l;_from_l;). Also note that for
each arc (Uliavlj) in A\ A’, there is a corresponding secondary arc from send_l;_to_l; to
recv_l;_from_l;.

We argue that S is still time-consistent. We know already that secondary arcs so far
have the same timing, so we must show that (1) no node has a child with a greater time
slot, and (2) there is away to assign a time slot to the nodes z; 1, . . ., z; 251 Withinthe Sy,
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trees. For (1), all the receiving and sending nodes inserted at the last step have a time slot
greater than 3m and are inserted below the nodes that had a time slot assigned at the pre-
vious step (which were assigned a time slot at most 3m). Moreover, the recv_l;_from_l;
nodes are inserted on the p(r(Sy, ))r(Sy, ) arcin increasing order of time, as well as
the send_l;_to_l; nodes on the (p(vy, 2k), 1, 2K ) arc. Hence no inconsistency is created
withinthe S, trees. For (2), note thatfor eachi € [m], thenodes z; 1, . . ., zi 2k —1 0f Sy, ly-
ing on the path between recv_l;_from_l;_; (above r(S,,)) and send_l;_to_l;+1 (atthe bot-
tom of S,,) all have an available time slot between (4+i) Km+i—1and (4+i+1) Km+i,
since there are 2K — 1 such nodes and there are K'm + 1 available time slots. Therefore,
we can assign a time to each z; ;, so that time consistency holds. Note that all internal
nodes of S have been assigned a time slot so far.

Step 3: escape route from v;, o to VL 1 then to vy; 2. Again, process each vertex vy,
fort = 1,2,...,ninincreasing order. We make, for j < ¢, a “last-resort escape route”
from vy, 2 to vy, 1, followed by a transfer arc going from v;; 1 to vy, 2. Taking these arcs
in a reconciliation corresponds to taking “backwards arcs”, i.e. that belong to A’. For that
purpose, we add, on the arc between v;, o and its parent, 7 — 1 transfer nodes to send
backwards. Then on the arc between v;, 1 and its parent, we add n — ¢ transfer nodes to
receive from the front. This step is illustrated on Figure[7|3).

More precisely, for each j = 1,2,...,% — 1, add a node backsend_l;_to_l; on the
edge between v, o and its parent. Assign a high time slot to this node, say for example
t(backsend_l;_to_l;) = (Km)'® +i+j. Thenforeachj =i+ 1,i+2,...,n,add a
node backrecv_l;_from_l; on the edge between v;, 1 and its parent. Assign the time slot
t(backrecv_l;_from_l;) = (Km)'% + i + j. Note that time consistency is still preserved
by these node insertions. Then for each 4, j € [n] with i > j, add a secondary arc from
backsend_l;_to_l; to backrecv_l;_from_l;. Again, these arcs are time-consistent since
t(backsend_l;_to_l;) = (Km)!0 +i+j = t(backrecv_l;_from_l;).

To finish the network, for each i € [n], add a secondary arc (send12_i, recv12_i) be-
tween the (p(v;,1),v;,1) arc and the (p(v;2),v;2) arc. To preserve time-consistency, as-
sign a large enough time slot, say m!%° to both newly created nodes. This finally con-
cludes the construction. Let us call the resulting network V.

For the remainder, let u,v € V(IN) and suppose that there is a path from u to v in N
that does not use a secondary arc. We denote this path by [u .. v]. We will also denote
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by Ju .. v] the path [u .. v], but excluding u from this path.

Reconciling (D, [) with N. We are finally ready to show that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable us-
ing at most K transfers. We begin by showing how to reconcile D; ; for a = (v;,v;) € A.
For reasons that will become apparent later, the edge above r(D; ;) will always be con-
tain a transfer. To be more precise, set ay (p(v; ;) = recv_i_from_g, withe(p(v} 1), 1) =
() (setting it up to receive a transfer). Then set abst(p(vil’l)) = 2;1 With e(p(vil), last) = D.
Since there is a directed path from recv_i_from_g, to z; 1 that uses no secondary arc of
N, a(p(v;,)) can be completed with the appropriate SL events. Set a(p(v7;)) = (zi1)
and foreach 2 < h < 2K — 1, set a(p(v;},)) = a(p(v?;)) = (2) (we will handle the
case h = 2K later). Then set e(aast(p(v;,,))) = D and e(a1(p(v}),))) = S. Note that
the assigned events are the same as in the DS labeling [ of D, and that so far « satisfies
Definition|1} It is straightforward to set O‘(Uil,h) and O‘(Uzz,h) appropriately.

D; ;= D, When send_i_to_j exists When send-i_to_j does not exist

L. Zi2K-1

recv_i_from_qq..zi1 L. Ri2K-1 ‘ .
Jzi,2k—1..backsend_i_to_j|

|zi2k—1..send_i_to_j]

1 . . 1 T co B .
W s Viok_1 send_i_to_j Viok—1 backsend_i_to_j ) , ,
’ recv_j_from_i Vi oK backrecv_j_from_i..send12_j
vl
i,2 2
v P2 / ) Vi2 / :
7,2 3 7 i i 7
Wiy Wja Wi1 Wi
Su 5 vj S S,
e recv_j_from_i vi Y ; ;
-J-. - backrecv_j_from_i
send_, backsend_i_to_j

viak-1 vk ol vigk-1 visk Pl

Figure 8. Top left: how the D; ; subtree is reconciled from its root down to the parent
of Uz‘l,2K—1- Top center and top right : the two possible reconciliations of D; ;. In the first
case, we can handle the wj nodes using a single transfer above Sy;- In the second case,
we must transfer on the arc leading to v; 1, then use another to get to v; 2. Bottom: the

transfer highways of N used by both scenarios.

We now handle the nodes p(vil’QK) and p(v7yx ) (see Figurefor an illustration). First
denote by w the parent of both w;'»’l and w§’2 in D; j. Suppose that a = (v;,v;) is notin
A’. Recall the ordering v;,, . .., v;, from above. Then there are i’ and j’ such thati = I/
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and j = Iy, with ¢/ < j'. Therefore N has a secondary arc
(send_ly_to_lj, recv_ly_from_ly) = (send_i_to_j,recv_j_from_i)

starting above v; 2c and ending above S,;. We make the parent edge of w borrow this
transfer arc. For that purpose, set

a(p(vil’zK)) =lzi2K—1 .. send_i_to_j] and a(p(szK)) = (send_i_to_j),

setting e(p(v} o), last) = Dand e(p(v7 ), last) = T. For the child leaves, set a(v; o) =
0‘(”1‘2,21() = [send_i_to_j .. vi2x]. Then we set a(w) = [recv_j_from_i .. zj1] with
e(w, last) = D. Itis straightforward to check that al(w’ ;) and a(w?, ,) can be set without
requiring any additional transfer, since z; 1 is an ancestor of both v; 1 and v; ».

Now, suppose instead that @ = (v;,v;) € A’. Then the transfer arc used in the previ-
ous case does not exist, since it is backwards with respect to our ordering. In this case,
we must use the last-resort route, namely the secondary arc
(backsend_i_to_j, backrecv_j_from_i), then the (sendl12_j,recvl2_j) arc. More pre-
cisely, set

oz(p(vzl’QK)) =]zi2K—-1 .. backsend_i_to_j]

and
a(p(vgﬂ()) = (backsend_i_to_j)

with e(p(v; o), last) = D and e(p(vyx ), last) = T. Then set a(v] ) = a(vlyy) =
[backsend_i_to_j .. vi2k]. Then let a(w) = [backrecv_j_from_i .. sendl2_j] with
e(w, last) = T. Set a(w;l) = [send12_j .. v;j;] and a(w;iz) = [recvl2_j .. v;2]. One
can check that « satisfies Definitionand in this case, D; ; requires two transfers.

It remains to reconcile the rest of D. We exhibit a for the nodes of D; ; that are not in
D; . Denote a = (v;,v;). In S, denote 7, = p(pa) = p(qa)- Set a(p(pl)) = a(p(p?)) =
(12), and e(p(pl)) = D, e(p(p?)) = S (we will adjust a(p(pl)) later). Then set a(p(ql)) =
[Ta .. send_gq_to_i] with e(p(ql),last) = D, and a(p(q?)) = (send_gq_to_i). Recall
that p(vilyl) is a child of p(¢2) and that ozl(p(vilyl)) = recv_i_from_g,. Thus by setting
e(p(ql)) = T we satisfy Definition|1] It is clear that the « values for the leaves p., p?, ¢!
and g2 can be set without requiring any additional transfer. We have now reconciled D;j
such that oqast(r(D;,j)) = r4, adding one transfer in the process.

What remains now are the nodes g1, g2, ..., gs, Ordered by increasing depth, that lie
onthe path between (D) and r(D;, ) (excluding the latter). We claim that none of these
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nodes requires any transfer. The node g, is a speciation and has two children r(ng_l)
and r(D;, ): one mapped by « to species 7q,,_, and the other to 7,,,. Then we can set
a(ge) = (lcas(ra,,_y»Tan,)) and e(ge, last) = S, and adjust a(r(D;, ) and a(r(Dy, ))
accordingly. Now, gs—1 = p(ge) is a duplication whose other child is p;’nfl, and thus
it is safe to set a(gs—1) = (lcas(ra,, 1,7a,,)) as well and set e(gs—1,last) = D. Since
the D, subtrees are ordered in the same manner in D as the S, subtrees in S, it is not
hard to see inductively that for i < ¢ — 1, if i(g;) = S, then g; has r(Dy, ) as a child
for some h < m — 1, which is mapped to r,,, and the other child is g;11, mapped to
r = lcas(Tay,.,sTay,,). Hence we can set a(g;) = (z,7q,) and adjust the « values of
the two children of g; accordingly. If [(g;) = D, we simply set a(g;) = a(gi+1). We are
done with the reconciliation o between D and N.

To sum up, if a ¢ A, then D/, requires 2 transfers, and if a € A’, then D/, requires 3

transfers, and |A’| = k. Thus K = 2m + k transfers are added in total. O

We now undertake the converse direction of the proof. We will make use of the follow-
ing well-known fact on reconciliations.

Lemma 9. Let .S be a species tree and let N be an LGT network obtained by adding secondary
arcsto S. Let (D, «v) be a reconciliation with respectto N. Letu € 1(D) suchthate(u, last) =
S and let v, w be two leaves descending from w such that, for every node z on the path between
w and v or on the path between u and w, a(z) contains no T or TL event. Then cyast(u) =

leag(o(v), o(w)).

Proof. First note that by the definition of a reconciliation, cyast(u) = S implies that ayast (u)
must exist in S, since only those nodes can be the tail of two principal arcs in N (recall
that this is required by speciation).

Assume without loss of generality that v descends from u; and w from u,.. Let P, =
(u = v1,...,v4 = v) be the path from v to v and P, = (u = wy,...,wp, = w) the
path from u to w. By the definition of speciation, a1 (u;) and oy (u,) are the two children
of ayast(u). Moreover, by appending the paths a(vs), . .., a(v,) and eliminating possible
repetitions due to duplications, we obtain a path P, of N that uses only principal arcs,
starts at a1 (v;) and ends at v. Similarly, appending the paths a(ws), ..., a(ws), we ob-
tain a path P,, of N that uses only principal arcs, starts at a; (u,) and ends at w. Because
ai(u;) and aq(u,) are the children of ayast(u) and P} and P, use only E,, arcs, P, and
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P!, are vertex-disjoint. Thus ayast(u) is @ node of N whose two children can start disjoint
paths that lead to v and w, respectively. The only node of N from which this is possible
islcag(o(v),o(w)). O

Lemma 10. /f (D, 1) is S-base-reconcilable using at most K = 2m + k transfers, then H
admits a feedback arc set A" C A of size at most k.

Proof. Suppose that (D, 1) is S-base-reconcilable using at most K transfers, let N be
the species network such that 7p(N) = S and let (D, «) a reconciliation with respect to
N using K transfers showing that (D, 1) is N-reconcilable. We divide this proof into a
series of claims. Without loss of generality, we assume that the secondary arcs on N are
minimal, in the sense that every secondary arc of N is used by a.

Claim 2. Forevery arca = (v;,v;) € A, inthe D ; subtree, there is a node x and an integer
h such that e(x, h) € {T, TL} and x does not belong to D; ;.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that the claim is false. Denote y,, := p(pg) and y, =
p(g?2). Because there is no transfer, we have e(y,, last) = e(y,, last) = S, by the orthology
requirements of (D, ). By Lemmal9} avase(yp) = lcas(a(p?),0(q?)) = p(pa) = p(ga)-
Now consider aast(y4). By definition of speciation and by the absence of transfers in
a(p(pl)) and a(y,), aiast(y,) must be a strict descendant of cast(yp) = p(ga). On the
other hand, aast(yq) is a strict ancestor of g, since e(yy, last) = S. Moreover, ajast(yq) is
a node of S (this is because e(yy, last) = S, and thus by definition, aast(4) must be a
node whose two children are principal arcs). We have reached a contradiction, since .S
contains no node that is a strict descendant of p(q,) and a strict ancestor of ¢,. O

Claim 3. Let (v;,vj) € A. Then there is an internal node x of D; ; such that cyast(x) is a
node of Sy,.

Proof. Suppose that for every internal node x of D; j, auast(x) is not a node of .S,,,. Let
h € [2K] such that h is odd. We show that there must be a transfer in some node of
the path between vzh and ”zh+1 in D; ;. Let us assume that this is not the case. We can
thus assume that e(P(U@'Q,h)> last) = S and that a(vih) does not contain a TL event. It
follows that a|ast(p(vzh)) is an ancestor of v; j, which, by assumption, does not belong
to S,,. Since we further assume that there is no transfer in a(p(vi{hﬂ)), a(p(vf’hﬂ)) or
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a(v7y41), by Lemma@ we must have cast(p(v7,) = lcas(o(vip), o (vini1)). This node
isin S,,, and we have reached a contradiction. Therefore, some transfer must be present
in some node of the v, — v7, .| path.

This holds for every odd h, so D; ; has a least K transfers. But by the previous claim,
D; ; has at least one transfer that is not in D; ;, so in total D has strictly more than K
transfers, a contradiction. O

Claim 4. Let (v;,v;) € A. Thenin N, there is a node s of S,,, such that there exists a directed
path P; from s to v; 1 containing a secondary arc (t1,t}), and a directed path P, from s to
vj 2 containing a secondary arc (ta, t5), and such that D; ; uses these secondary arcs (i.e. for
each h € {1,2}, either (c;(x), ait1(x)) = (tp,t)) for some x € V(D ;) and integer i, or
(cast(x), a1(y)) = (tn, t},) forsome z,y € V(D; ;)). Note that (t1,t}) = (ta, t5) is possible.

Proof. Let x be a node of D; ; satisfying Claimabove. Since s := ayast() is in the Sy,
subtree, and that x has descendants w§71 and wjﬂ mapped to v; 1 and v; o, there must
be a path from s to v; 1 and from s to v o. Since s and v; 1 (or vj2) are incomparable in S,
these paths must contain a secondary arc. Moreover, there must be such paths P, and
P, and some node of D; ; on the z — v; path (resp. the z — (v]-’z) path) that uses the
(t1,t)) arc (resp. the (t2,t)) arc). O

As specified in the previous claim, (¢1,t}) = (t2,t5) is possible. In essence, this hap-
pens when S, is able to get to S,,. In the following, let A C A be the set of arcs such
that (vs, v;) € Aif and only if there is a directed path in N from 7(S,, ) to 7(Sy;). The set
A’ = A\ A will form our feedback arc set, i.e. the arcs to remove to eliminate all cycles.

Claim 5. H' = (V, A) contains no directed cycle.
Proof. Suppose instead that in H’, there is a cycle C' = 125 ... x4x1. By the definition

of A, in N there is a directed path from r(S,,) to r(Sg,.,) foreveryi € [¢ — 1], and from
7(Sz,) to r(Sz, ). Thus N contains a cycle, contradicting time-consistency. O

Claim 6. \fl| >m — k.

Proof. Recall that by Claim [2} D has a transfer in D; ; that is not in D; ;, and these to-
gether take up m transfers. Moreover by Claim |4, each D; ; subtree uses at least one
transfer. Since D uses at at most K = 2m + k transfers, there can be at most k of the
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D; ; subtrees that use more than one transfer, and hence at least m — £ that only use
one.

By Claim[4] for each (v;,v;) € A, there is a directed path Py in N from 7(S,,) to vj,1
and a directed path P, from r(.S,,) to v; 9, such that D; ; uses the transfer arc (¢,t))
from Py and (t2,t5) from Ps. If D; ; uses one transfer, we must have (¢1,t]) = (t2,t5).
This is only possible if ] = t; is an ancestor of Icag(vj,1,v;.2) = 7(Sy;). This shows that
there are at least m — k subtrees D; j, and hence arcs (v;, v;) such that N has a path

from r(Sy,) to r(Sy,). O

i

We are done with the proof, since A’ = A\ A is a feedback arc set of H by Claim
and |A'| = |[A| — |A| <m — (m—k) = k. O

We have shown that that H has a feedback arc set of size k if and only D is S-base-
reconcilable using K = 2m+ k transfers. By Lemmal6] H has a feedback arc set of size k
if and only if the relation graph R(D) is S-base-consistent using K transfers. Therefore
we get the following.

Theorem[d] The TMSTC problem is NP-hard, even if the input relation graph R has a corre-
sponding least-resolved D S-tree that is binary.
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