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Abstract

In the study of rooted phylogenetic networks, analyzing the set of rooted
phylogenetic trees that are embedded in such a network is a recurring task.
From an algorithmic viewpoint, this analysis almost always requires an ex-
haustive search of a particular multiset S of rooted phylogenetic trees that
are embedded in a rooted phylogenetic network A. Since the size of S is
exponential in the number of reticulations of NV, it is consequently of interest
to keep this number as small as possible but without loosing any element
of S. In this paper, we take a first step towards this goal by introducing
the notion of a non-essential arc of N/, which is an arc whose deletion from
N results in a rooted phylogenetic network N such that the sets of rooted
phylogenetic trees that are embedded in AV and N/ are the same. We investi-
gate the popular class of tree-child networks and characterize which arcs are
non-essential. This characterization is based on a family of directed graphs.
Using this novel characterization, we show that identifying and deleting all
non-essential arcs in a tree-child network takes time that is cubic in the num-
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of an arbitrary phylogenetic network is non-essential is I1}'-complete.
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1. Introduction

As a generalization of rooted phylogenetic trees to rooted directed acyclic
graphs with labeled leaves, rooted phylogenetic networks provide advanced
opportunities to accurately represent ancestral relationships between entities
such as species, viruses, and cancer cells [13] [I5]. This is particularly true if
the evolutionary history includes non-treelike processes such as hybridization,
lateral gene transfer, or recombination that cannot be represented by a single
phylogenetic tree. However, since the evolutionary history of a single gene or
short DNA fragment is, in most cases, correctly described by a tree, the set
of rooted phylogenetic trees that are embedded in a network are of recurring
interest in the reconstruction and analysis of rooted phylogenetic networks.

For example, one way of generalizing the popular tree reconstruction
methods parsimony and likelihood [9] to rooted phylogenetic networks is by
scoring each phylogenetic tree that is embedded in a given network instead
of scoring the network directly [14] [I8] 23]. Another question that considers
tree embeddings is the fundamental question of whether or not a given phy-
logenetic tree is embedded in a given phylogenetic network. This problem,
known as TREE CONTAINMENT, was first introduced by Kanj et al. [20] and
continues to be actively studied (e.g. [2, 3,11, [16]). Computing the parsimony
or likelihood score of a rooted phylogenetic network as well as solving TREE
CONTAINMENT are, without imposing additional structural properties on the
input, three NP-hard problems [10, 18, 19 20, 24]. Other computationally
hard problems that consider embeddings of rooted phylogenetic trees in a
network include counting the number of phylogenetic trees that are embed-
ded in a rooted phylogenetic network and deciding if a rooted phylogenetic
tree is a so-called base tree of a rooted phylogenetic network [Il, 21].

Due to the computational complexity of the aforementioned problems, it
is not surprising that algorithms to solve these problems often exhaustively
search through a multiset of all rooted phylogenetic trees that are embedded
in a rooted phylogenetic network A'. We next describe a standard procedure
to obtain this multiset of trees for when each non-root vertex in A has
in-degree one or two. A straightforward generalization of the process can
be applied to networks with vertices of higher in-degree. By deleting exactly
one incoming arc for each vertex in N that has in-degree two, and repeatedly
suppressing vertices of in-degree one and out-degree one, deleting unlabeled
vertices with in-degree one and out-degree zero, and deleting vertices with in-
degree zero and out-degree one, one obtains a rooted phylogenetic tree that
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Figure 1: A rooted phylogenetic network A that, regardless of the number of reticulations,
only embeds the two rooted phylogenetic trees 7 and 7’ shown on the right-hand side. If
N has k reticulations, then there are exactly 2¥ — 1 distinct combinations of arcs to delete
from N that each yield T.

is embedded in A. Indeed, each rooted phylogenetic tree that is embedded
in \V can be obtained in this way. Hence, if A has k vertices of in-degree two,
the systematic process of deleting subsets of arcs of size k& in N generates a
multiset S of rooted phylogenetic trees that are embedded in A. If a rooted
phylogenetic tree 7 of S has multiplicity ¢, then this implies that there
are ¢ combinations of arcs to delete in N that each yield 7. Although the
cardinality of S is 2%, it is known that the number of elements in S is often
smaller than 2% [5]. For instance, it is easy to construct a rooted phylogenetic
network that embeds exactly two (distinct) rooted phylogenetic trees for any
given k (see Figure [I). In Figure , as well as in all other figures of this
paper, arcs are directed down the page.

Given the potential difference between the cardinality of S and the num-
ber of elements in S, we ask the following question. Does there exist an arc
e in N such that, by deleting e from N, we obtain a rooted phylogenetic
network /" whose set of embedded trees is the same as the set of embedded
trees of N7 We make the process of obtaining A/’ from N by deleting e more
precise in Section [2 If there exists such an arc e, we call e a non-essential arc
of V. Furthermore, if e is directed into a vertex of in-degree two in N, then,
from an algorithmic viewpoint, the existence of e implies that |S| = 2|57|,
where S’ is the multiset of rooted phylogenetic trees that are embedded in
N’. Thus, the deletion of ¢ in N reduces the running time of an algorithm
that searches S by up to one half. It is consequently of interest to explore
ways that simplify A by means of arc deletions without losing any element
of S.

In this paper, we take a first step in this exploration and characterize non-



essential arcs in tree-child networks, which are rooted phylogenetic networks
that were initially introduced by Cardona et al. [4] and are formally defined
in the next section. Specifically, given a tree-child network N, we show that
each non-essential arc of N is a reticulation arc of a particular family of
subgraphs of A/. We call these subgraphs caterpillar ladders. Although a
caterpillar ladder can have arbitrary size, it always has exactly two non-
essential arcs, one of which can be deleted. Intuitively, once one of the two
non-essential arcs is deleted, the other arc becomes essential in the resulting
network. Moreover these arcs can be identified in A in polynomial time. This
implies that we can preprocess a tree-child network and eliminate its non-
essential arcs quickly before running any algorithm that searches through the
exponentially-sized multiset of rooted phylogenetic trees that are embedded
in V. Despite this encouraging result, we also show that, in general, deciding
if a given arc of an arbitrary phylogenetic network is non-essential is TI%-
complete. With NP-complete and coNP-complete problems being placed
on the first level of the polynomial-time hierarchy, ¥¥-complete and IIZ-
complete problems are placed on the second level of this hierarchy. Generally
speaking, problems that are complete for the second level of the polynomial-
time hierarchy are more difficult than problems that are complete for the
first level. For more information about the polynomial-time hierarchy and
its complexity classes, we refer the interested reader to [12] 26].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] provides
definitions and terminology for phylogenetic networks and makes the no-
tion of a non-essential arc precise. We also show that, in considering which
arcs of a phylogenetic network are non-essential, it suffices to consider only
reticulation arcs. Additionally, Section [2 establishes two preliminary lemmas
concerning the arcs in tree-child networks. In Section [, we formally intro-
duce caterpillar ladders and their embeddings in tree-child networks. These
ladders and two of their variants are the main tool in characterizing the non-
essential arcs in tree-child networks, the main theorem of the paper. This
theorem is stated in Section [3]and proved in Section[d In Section [5, we show
that the number of arcs that need to be deleted from a tree-child network
N so that the resulting network N’ has only essential arcs and embeds the
same set of trees as N is fixed, and thus does not depend on the ordering
in which non-essential arcs are deleted from N. Subsequently, in the same
section, we present an algorithm to identify a single non-essential arc in N
and show how this algorithm can be used to obtain A/ from A in time that
is cubic in the number of leaves of A/. Lastly, in Section [6] we establish the
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hardness result mentioned at the end of the last paragraph.

2. Preliminaries

This section introduces notation and terminology. Throughout the paper,
X denotes a non-empty finite set.

Phylogenetic networks. A rooted binary phylogenetic network N on X is
a rooted acyclic directed graph with no parallel arcs satisfying the following
three properties:

(i) the (unique) root has in-degree zero and out-degree two;
(ii) a vertex of out-degree zero has in-degree one, and the set of vertices
with out-degree zero is X; and
(iii) all other vertices either have in-degree one and out-degree two, or in-
degree two and out-degree one.

For technical reasons, if | X| = 1, then we additionally allow N to consist of
the single vertex in X. We use V(N) to denote the vertex set of A. The
vertices of N of out-degree zero are called leaves, and X is referred to as
the leaf set of N'. Furthermore, a vertex of in-degree one and out-degree
two is a tree verter, while a vertex of in-degree two and out-degree one is a
reticulation. An arc directed into a reticulation is called a reticulation arc.
All other arcs are called tree arcs. Moreover, a reticulation arc (u,v) of N is a
shortcut if N has a directed path from u to v avoiding (u,v). A rooted binary
phylogenetic X -tree is a rooted binary phylogenetic network on X with no
reticulations. To ease reading, we will refer to a rooted binary phylogenetic
network and a rooted binary phylogenetic tree as a phylogenetic network and
a phylogenetic tree, respectively, since all such networks and trees in this
paper are rooted and binary.

Now, let N be a phylogenetic network, and let P be a directed path in V.
If (v1,v9,...,v,) is the sequence of vertices that P traverses, then we denote
P by v,vs,...,v,. Furthermore, a directed path P = vy, vy,...,v, in N
with n > 1is a called a tree path of N if each vertex v; with j € {2,3,...,n}
is a tree vertex or a leaf.

The main focus of this paper is on a particular class of phylogenetic net-
works which we now define. A phylogenetic network N is called tree-child if
each non-leaf vertex has a child that is a tree vertex or a leaf. Equivalently,
N is tree-child if, for each vertex v in A there exists a tree path from v to a



Figure 2: Top: The caterpillar 7 = (1,2, 3,4). Bottom left: A phylogenetic network N
that is not tree-child and displays 7. The thick arcs indicate an embedding of 7 in A.
Bottom right: A tree-child network N”.

leaf. This equivalence is used frequently throughout this paper. To illustrate,
Figure 2| shows a non-tree-child network N and a tree-child network N’ at
the bottom left and bottom right, respectively. Note that A is not tree-child,
because both children of u are reticulations.

Subtrees and caterpillars. Let 7 be a phylogenetic X-tree, and let X’ be
a non-empty subset of X. Then 7]X’ is the phylogenetic X'-tree obtained
from the minimal subtree of 7 that connects all leaves in X’ by suppressing
all vertices with in-degree one and out-degree one. We refer to 7|X’ as the
restriction of T to X'. Furthermore, for two elements /1, ¢y € X, we say that
{01,045} is a cherry of T if ¢; and ¢, have the same parent.

Let X = {l1,0s,...,0,} with n > 2, and let T be a phylogenetic X-
tree. For each ¢; € X with j € {1,2,...,n}, let p; be the parent of ¢; in
T. We call T a caterpillar if there exists an ordering, say (1,05, ..., {,, on
the elements in X such that, p; = py and, for all j € {2,3,...,n — 1} we
have that (p;;+1,p;) is an arc in 7. Furthermore, we denote such a caterpillar
T by (¢1,02,05...,0,) or, equivalently, ({2, 01,03,...,¢,). An example of a
caterpillar with cherry {1,2} is shown in Figure 2]

Embeddings. Let A be a phylogenetic network on X, and let 7 be a phy-
logenetic X'-tree, where X’ is a non-empty subset of X. Furthermore, let £
be a subset of the arcs of N'. We say that N displays T if T can be obtained
from N by deleting arcs and vertices, and suppressing any resulting vertices
of in-degree one and out-degree one. Moreover, £ is an embedding of T in N
if the subgraph of A induced by the elements in £ is a subdivision of 7. If



£ is an embedding of 7 in A, then T is displayed by N'. Now, suppose that
€ is an embedding of 7 in N, and let {e1,ea,..., €.} be a subset of the arcs
in N. If {eg,e,...,en} C &, we say that £ uses {eq,ez,...,e,}. To ease
reading, if £ uses a singleton {e; }, we write that £ uses e;. The phylogenetic
tree 7 that is shown in Figure [2]is displayed by each of the two phylogenetic
networks N and N’ that are shown in the same figure. An embedding of 7
in \V is indicated by the thick arcs of N.

Essential arcs. Let A be a phylogenetic network on X, and let ¢ be an
arc of NV. If there exists a phylogenetic X-tree T displayed by A such that
every embedding of 7 in N uses e, we say that e is essential. Otherwise, if,
for each phylogenetic X-tree T displayed by A, there exists an embedding
of T that avoids e, we say that e is non-essential. To decide which arcs of N
are non-essential, it follows from the next lemma that it suffices to consider
only the reticulation arcs of N.

Lemma 2.1. Let N be a phylogenetic network on X, and let e be a tree
arc of N'. If e is non-essential, then there is a reticulation arc of N that is
non-essential.

PROOF. Let e = (t,u), and suppose that e is non-essential. Let P be a
maximal length tree path starting at u. If P ends at a leaf, then every
embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree displayed by A uses e, a contradiction.
Thus P ends at a tree vertex, v say, whose two children are both reticulations.
Let w be one of these reticulations. Now, let 7 be a phylogenetic X-tree that
is displayed by N. Since e is non-essential, it follows that there exists an
embedding of 7 in A that avoids e and, consequently, it also avoids (v, w).
Therefore, as e is non-essential, (v, w) is also non-essential. This completes
the proof of the lemma. 0

It follows from Lemma that if every reticulation arc of a phylogenetic
network N is essential, then every tree arc of N is essential. Thus, for the
remainder of the paper, when considering non-essential arcs of a phylogenetic
network, we restrict our attention to reticulation arcs.

We end this section with two lemmas and an observation that establish
basic properties of essential and non-essential arcs in tree-child networks. Let
e = (u,w) be a tree arc of a phylogenetic network A/. If N is tree-child, then
there exists a tree path starting at u, traversing e, and ending at a leaf in NV.



The next lemma now follows from [25, Theorem 1.1]. This lemma is used
freely throughout this paper.

Lemma 2.2. Let N be a tree-child network on X, and let £ be a subset of
the arcs of N'. Then £ is an embedding of a phylogenetic X -tree in N if and
only if € contains every tree arc of N and € contains, for each reticulation
v in N with parents u and u', exactly one of (u,v) and (u',v).

As an aside, it follows from Lemma that every tree arc of a tree-child
network is essential.

Let N be a tree-child network, and let e = (u,v) be a reticulation arc of
N. We denote by N\ {e} the network obtained from N by either deleting
e and suppressing v and v if u is not the root of A/, or deleting both arcs
incident with u and suppressing v if u is the root of N. It follows from [6],
Lemma 7(i)] that NV is tree-child. Moreover, with the definition of an essential
arc in mind, we have the following observation.

Observation 2.3. Let e be a reticulation arc of a tree-child network N on
X. Then the following two statements are equivalent:

(a) e is essential, and
(b) N displays a phylogenetic X -tree that is not displayed by N\ {e}.

Lemma 2.4. Let v be a reticulation of a tree-child network N on X. Let e
and €' be the reticulation arcs that are directed into v. If neither e nor €' is
a shortcut, then e and €' are both essential.

PROOF. Let e = (u,v) and let ¢’ = (v/,v). Since N is tree-child and neither
e nor € is a shortcut, there are three distinct elements ¢1, /5, and ¢35 in X such
that there exists a tree path from u to /1, a tree path from v’ to ¢, and a tree
path from v to £3. Moreover, by Lemma[2.2] A displays phylogenetic X-trees
T and T’ such that T|{€1, EQ, fg} = (61, 63, 62) and T/|{£1, 62, £3} = (627 £3, 51)
Furthermore, it is easily seen that 7 is not displayed by A\ {e} and T is
not displayed by N\ {€'}. It now follows by Observation that e and ¢’
are both essential. O



3. Caterpillar Ladders and Statement of the Main Result

Let N be a phylogenetic network on X = {lg, ¢4, (s, ..., {}, where k > 1,
and let (g, 01,0s,...,0; be an ordering of the elements in X. Under this
ordering, we say that N is the (unique) caterpillar ladder on X if, up to
isomorphism, it has vertex set

X U {Uj7pj7Qj}7

je{1,2,...k}
and the vertices and arcs satisfy the following two properties:

(i) If K = 1, then (qi,p1) is an arc, where ¢; is the root of N'. Other-
WiS€, ks Qk—1, Pks Qk—2, Pk—15 Qk—3, Pk—2, - - - » 43, P45 42, P3, 41, P2, P1, o 18 a
directed path, where ¢ is the root of N.

(ii) Foreach j € {1,2,...,k}, the vertex v; is a reticulation that is incident
with the three arcs (v}, ¢;), (pj,v;), and (g;,v;).

For convenience, if £ = 1, we set ¢y = p; and py = ¢;. We denote the above
caterpillar ladder by (¢g, ¢1, ¢, ..., k). Furthermore, for k > 1 (resp. k = 1),
we call the directed path

qks 9k—1, Pk, Qk—2, Pk—1, 9k—3, Pk—2, - - - , 43, P4, 42, P3, 41, P2, P1

(resp. the arc (qi,p1)) the spine of N. Note that a caterpillar ladder is tree-
child. To illustrate, the caterpillar ladder (€y, ¢y, ls, ..., ¢7) is shown on the
left-hand side of Figure [3|

Tight caterpillar ladders. Let N be a phylogenetic network on X, and let
C = (ly,l1,0s, ..., L) be a caterpillar ladder such that {lg, ¢, ls, ..., 0} C
X. We next define an embedding of C in N'. We say that C is a tight cater-
pillar ladder of N if there exists a one-to-one map ¢ : V(C) — V(N) with
o(l;) =L; for all j € {0,1,2,..., k} satistying the following three properties:

(P1) For (p1,4) and each arc (v;,¢;) in C with j € {1,2,...,k}, there
exists a tree path from @(p;) to ¢(¢) and from ¢(v;) to ¢(¢;) in N,
respectively.

(P2) For each reticulation arc (u,v;) in C with j € {1,2,...,k}, there
exists an arc (¢p(u), ¢(v;)) in N.

(P3) For each arc (u,w) on the spine of C, there exists an arc (¢(u), p(w))
in NV.



Figure 3: Left: The caterpillar ladder (€, £1,¥a,...,¢7) with spine

q7,496,P7,495,DP6,494,P5,493,P4,492,P3,41, P2, P1- For each .7 € {17 2? ) 7}7 note that Uy
is the parent of ¢;. Right: A tree-child network N with thick arcs highlighting that

(4,6,3) is a tight caterpillar ladder of A/. Note that (4,6,1) is also a tight caterpillar
ladder of \V.

To illustrate, the caterpillar ladder (4,6, 3) is a tight caterpillar ladder of
the phylogenetic network that is shown on the right-hand side of Figure [3
Now suppose that C = (€g, 01,05, ..., L) is a tight caterpillar ladder of N.
Then it follows by (P3) and the existence of the two arcs (¢(qx), #(qx—1)) and
(d(p2), @(p1)) in N that there exists no tight caterpillar ladder of N” whose
leaf set strictly contains {l, (1, s, ..., 0}, that is, C cannot be extended.
Furthermore, in A, we refer to the arc (¢(p1), ¢(v1)) as the first rung of C,
and to the arc (¢(qx), ¢(v)) as the last rung of C.

We are now in a position to state the main result of this paper.

Theorem 3.1. Let e be a reticulation arc of a tree-child network N on X .
Then e is non-essential if and only if e is the first or last rung of a tight
caterpillar ladder of N.

Before describing two embedding variants of caterpillar ladders in a phy-
logenetic network, we detail a connection between Theorem and a pre-
viously established result. Cordue et al. [5] have shown that a tree-child
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Figure 4: A tree-child network N with an avoidable cycle (indicated by thick arcs) that
displays the three phylogenetic trees 71, 72, and Ts.

network A/ on X displays a phylogenetic X-tree twice precisely if A/ con-
tains an avoidable cycle. Roughly speaking, an underlying cycle C' of N is
avoidable if there exists an embedding £ of a phylogenetic X-tree 7 in N
such that € uses no more than two arcs (u,v) of ' with the property that u
is a vertex of C' and v is not a vertex of C', in which case T is displayed twice
by N. Hence, if N/ has a non-essential reticulation arc e, then e is an arc
of an avoidable cycle. Indeed, every underlying cycle of a tight caterpillar
ladder in NV is avoidable. However, the converse does not hold. That is,
if N contains an avoidable cycle C, then C does not necessarily contain a
non-essential reticulation arc. Equivalently, if A" displays less than 2% phy-
logenetic X-trees, where k is the number of reticulations in A/, then N/ may
or may not contain a non-essential reticulation arc. An example is shown in
Figure [4, where the phylogenetic tree 77 is displayed twice by the tree-child
network A that is shown in the same figure. However, a straightforward
check shows that all four reticulation arcs of N are essential.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem [3.1], we also have the following
corollary. Let N be a phylogenetic network. Then N is called normal if it is
tree-child and has no shortcut. Moreover, N is called level-1 if every under-
lying cycle of A/ contains exactly one reticulation, that is, if the underlying
cycles of N are vertex disjoint. The classes of normal and level-1 networks
are proper subclasses of tree-child networks. Note that if A/ is normal, then it
has no tight caterpillar ladder. Furthermore, if C is a tight caterpillar ladder
of a level-1 network, then C has exactly one reticulation.

Corollary 3.2. Let N be a phylogenetic network. If N is normal, or if
N s level-1 and every underlying cycle has length at least four, then every
reticulation arc of N is essential.

For normal networks, Corollary was independently established in [17]
and [27] while, for level-1 networks, Corollary follows from [5] as all of
the underlying cycles of a level-1 network are unavoidable.
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The remainder of this section contains definitions of two variants of em-
beddings of caterpillar ladders in a phylogenetic network. These variants are
used to establish Theorem [3.1] in the next section.

Nearly-tight and loose caterpillar ladders. Let A be a phylogenetic
network on X, and let C = (g, {1, 0o, ..., lx) be a caterpillar ladder such that
{lo, 01,0a, ..., 0} C X. If k=1, recall that gy = p; and ps = ¢;. Further-
more, let ¢ : V(C) — V(N) be a one-to-one map such that ¢(¢;) = ¢; for all
j €{0,1,2,... k}. First, we say that C is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder
of N if ¢ satisfies (P1) and (P2), as well as exactly one of the following two
weaker versions of (P3):

(P3") For each arc (u,w) on the spine of C with (u,w) # (qx, gx—1), there
is an arc (¢(u), (w)) in N, and there exists a directed path from
¢(qr) to ¢(gr—1) in N.

(P37) For each arc (u,w) on the spine of C with (u,w) # (pa, p1), there
is an arc (¢(u), d(w)) in N, and there exists a directed path from

d(p2) to ¢(p1) in V.

If (P3") applies, we refer to C as C; and, if (P37) applies, we refer to C
as C . To clarify, if £ = 1 and C is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of N,
then there is a directed path from ¢; to p;. Second, we say that C is a loose
caterpillar ladder of N if ¢ satisfies (P1) and (P2), as well as exactly one of
the following two weaker versions of (P3):

(P3") For each arc (u,w) on the spine of C with (u,w) # (qx, gr_1), there
exists a tree path from ¢(u) to ¢(w) in N, and there exists a di-
rected path from ¢(qx) to ¢(qr_1) in N.

(P3%) For each arc (u,w) on the spine of C with (u, w) # (pa, p1), there ex-
ists a tree path from ¢(u) to ¢(w) in N, and there exists a directed
path from ¢(p2) to ¢(p;) in N.

If (P3") applies, we refer to C as C,I and, if (P3') applies, we refer to C as
C,f. If £ = 1, then the definitions of a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder and
a loose caterpillar ladder coincide. It is an immediate consequence of the
above definitions that each tight caterpillar ladder of A is also a nearly-tight
caterpillar ladder of A/, and each nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of A is also
a loose caterpillar ladder of .
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4. Proof of Theorem [3.1]

In this section, we establish Theorem [3.1] Lemma [4.1] establishes one
direction of the theorem, whereas the converse is an amalgamation of Lem-
mas [£.7] and [£.8l The converse is obtained by repeatedly applying one of the
latter two lemmas to extend a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder C = (o, ¢;)
(resp. C; = (ly, 1)) of a tree-child network N to a tight caterpillar lad-
der C = (€y,lq,0s,..., L) of N' by moving towards (resp. away from) the
root of N. Lemmas and Corollary [4.6] establish certain properties of
loose caterpillar ladders that are frequently used in the proofs of Lemmas [4.7]
and [4.8] Lastly, as a reminder to the reader, throughout this section we freely
use Lemma 2.2]

Let N be a phylogenetic network, and let C = ({g, 0,03, ..., ;) be a
caterpillar ladder that is a tight caterpillar ladder of N/, where k > 1. Then
there exists a map ¢ from the vertex set of C to the vertex set of A/ that sat-
isfies (P1)—(P3). To ease reading, we use the following notation throughout
this section, where j € {1,2,...,k}:

1. For each reticulation v; in C, the vertex ¢(v;) in NV is denoted by v;.

2. For each vertex u on the spine of C, the vertex ¢(u) in N is denoted by
u. Hence, each reticulation v; in N has parents p; and g;.

3. For each j, the arc (p;,v;) in AV is denoted by e;.

4. For each j, the arc (gj,v;) in NV is denoted by f;.

Note that each f; is a shortcut of /. The notation naturally carries over for
a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder and a loose caterpillar ladder of N.
The next lemma establishes one direction of Theorem [B.11

Lemma 4.1. Let C = (ly, (1, 0a, ..., k) be a tight caterpillar ladder of a tree-
child network N on X. Then each element in {ey, fx} is non-essential and
each element in { f1,e2, fa, €3, f3,. ., €r_1, fu_1,€r} 1S essential.

Proor. We first show that each of e; and fj is non-essential. Let & be
an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree 7 in A that uses e;, and let j be
the maximum element in {1,2,...,k} such that £ also uses {es,es,...,¢€;}.
Observe that T |{{y, (1,02, ..., ¢;} = (by,l1, Lo, ..., L;). Now, as the choice of
J implies that £ uses f;;; unless j = k, it is straightforward to check that

(5— {61,62,...,€j}) U{fl,fg,...,fj}
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is an embedding of 7 in V. If j = k, then this set of arcs is also an embedding
of 7 in N. Thus e; is non-essential. Similarly, let £ be an embedding of
a phylogenetic X-tree 7' in N that uses f;, and let j* be the minimum
element in {1,2,...,k} such that & also uses {f;, fy+1,..., fie1}. Then
T'N{lo, jr, ljrias . b} = (Lo, ljr,ljryn, ..., 0k). Again, as the choice of j’

implies that £ uses e;;_; unless j' = 1, it follows that

(5, — {fj/, fj’-‘rh ey fk:}) U {Gj/, 6j/+1, Ce ,ek}

is an embedding of 77 in N. If 5/ = 1, then this set of arcs is also an
embedding of 7 in . Thus f; is non-essential.
We complete the proof by showing that each element in

{f17€27 fa, €3, f37 cees €1, fkflaek}

is essential, where £ > 2. Let e; € {es, e3,..., €}, and let £ be an embedding
of a phylogenetic X-tree 7 in N that uses { f;_1, ¢;, }. Then T |{lo,{;j_1,(;} =
(o, ¢;,¢;—1). However, for every phylogenetic X-tree 7' displayed by M\{e,},
we have T'[{lo,l;j_1,¢;} = (o,¢;—1,¢;). Hence, by Observation e; is
essential. Now let f; € {fi, fa,..., fu—1}, and let € be an embedding of a
phylogenetic X-tree 7 in N that uses {f;, €41, }. Then T|{ly,l;,{;41} =
(o, €j41,¢;). But, for every phylogenetic X-tree 7" displayed by N\ {f;}.
we have T7|[{lo, (;,0j11} = (lo,¢;,¢;j+1). Hence, again by Observation , [

is essential. O

The next four lemmas and subsequent corollary establish properties of a
loose caterpillar ladder of a tree-child network. These properties are then
used in the proofs of Lemmas and that, taken together, establish the
converse of Theorem B.11

Lemma 4.2. Let C,I = (ly, l1,0a, ..., lg) be a loose caterpillar ladder of a
tree-child network N on X. If £ and &' are two embeddings of the same

phylogenetic X -tree T in N such that £ uses {e1,ea, ..., ex} and " uses fi,
then & also uses {fa, f3, .-, fr}-

Proor. If k£ = 1, then the lemma vacuously holds, so we may assume
that & > 2. By (P3"), there is a unique tree path from ¢z_; to p; in
N. Hence, since & uses {e,es,...,ex}, we have T|{lo, l1,0a,... 0y} =
(bo, £y, 0, ..., L;). Now, towards a contradiction, assume that £ uses e; for
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some j € {2,3,...,k}. Without loss of generality, we may assume that j
is maximized so that £ uses {fi, f2,..., fj—1}. Then, by considering &', we
have T|{£07 61, 62, . 7€j} = (60, 61, 62, . 763;2, gj, gjfl) which gives a contra-
diction since £ and &£’ are embeddings of the same phylogenetic X-tree, and
j>2. 0

Note that the analogue of the next lemma for when k = 2 is established

as Corollary [4.6]

Lemma 4.3. Let C,ﬁ = (ly,l1,0s, ..., lk) be a loose caterpillar ladder of a
tree-child network N on X, where k = 1 or k > 3. If & and & are
two embeddings of the same phylogenetic X -tree T in N such that £ wuses
{fi, fos -, fx} and &€ uses ey, then € also uses {e1,ea, ..., €11}

Proor. If k = 1, then the lemma vacuously holds. Thus assume that k£ > 3.
By (P3%), there is a unique tree path from g to p, in A/. Therefore, as &
uses {f1, fa, -, fx}, it follows that T|{l1,ls, ... , lx} = ({1,0s, ..., l;). Now,
towards a contradiction, assume that £ uses f; for some j € {1,2,..., k—1}.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that j is minimized so that £
uses {€j41,€j42,...,€,}. If j <k —2, then, by considering &, it follows that
T’{gj, gj—o—l; €j+2 ce ,Ek} = (£j+17 gj, €j+27 ce ,Zk), a contradiction as j < k—2.
Otherwise, if j = k — 1, then, regardless of whether &£ uses e;_5 or fr_o, we
have T |{lr_2, lk—1, 0k} = (Ck—2, Uk, lk_1), again a contradiction as k > 3. [

Lemma 4.4. Let C,I = (ly,l1,0s, ..., lk) be a loose caterpillar ladder of a
tree-child network N' on X . Suppose that e; is a non-essential arc in N'. Then

(i) there is a unique tree path from q to qx_1 in N, and
(i) every tree path in N that starts at q traverses py.

Proor. Throughout the proof, let £ be an embedding of a phylogenetic
X-tree T in N that uses {e,ez,...,ex}. We first show that there is a tree
path from ¢ to ¢;_1 from which the uniqueness result is immediate. Let P be
a directed path from g to qp_1. By (P3"), it follows that P exists. Assume
that P is not a tree path. Let w be the first reticulation on P, and let u be
the parent of w that lies on P. Since A is tree-child and ¢ is a parent of
a reticulation, it follows that u is a tree vertex and u # q. Moreover, there
exists a tree path from u to a leaf x with « ¢ {lo, ¢y, ..., 0}, and so

T|{$,€0,€1,...,€k}:(Eo,gl,...,gk,l‘). (1)
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Since e; is non-essential, there exists an embedding £ of T in N such that
&' uses f1. By Lemma, E" also uses { fa, f3,..., fr}. If & uses (u,w), then
THx, lo, ba,y ... b}y = (Lo, lry .o lk—1,2,0;). On the other hand, if £ does
not (u,w), it follows that T|{x, o, l1,...,lx} is (bo,l1,. .., lk_1,2,Lx) OT it
has {{y,z} as a cherry. All outcomes contradict the restriction of T in (|1).
Hence P is the unique tree path from gy to qx_1.

We complete the proof by showing that every tree path that starts at g
traverses p;. Assume that there is a tree path () that starts at ¢, and does
not traverse p;. Let P’ be the (unique) tree path in N that starts at g, ends
at fy, and traverses in order

qk—1, Pk, 9k—2, Pk—1, - - - , 42,03, 41, P2, D1-

Furthermore, let w be the first vertex on () that does not lie on P’. As
N is tree-child, there exists a tree path from w to a leaf x such that x ¢
{lo, 01, ..., 4}. Now consider the maximum length subpath of @) that coin-
cides with P, and let u be the last vertex of that subpath that is an ele-
ment in {q1, p2, G2, P3, 43, - - -, Prs G - Since @ does not traverse p;, we have
u # p1. We next distinguish two cases. First, assume that v = p; for some
j€12,3,...,k}. Then, k > 2 and, by considering &,

T|{$,€0,€1, Ce 7£k} = (60,61, RN 767'*171'76]'7 ce 7&6)

Since e; is non-essential, there exists an embedding £ of T in N such that
& uses fi and, by Lemma[d.2] it also uses {f2, f3, ..., fx}. Considering &', it
now follows that

T|{ZL’,€0,€1, Ce 76143} = (50,61, Ce ,[E,Ej_hgj, Ce 7€k>,

a contradiction. Thus u # p;. Second, assume that u = ¢; for some j €
{1,2,...,k}. Then, by considering &,

T|{$,€0,£1, Ce 7£k’} = (fo,gl, . ,fj,gj_;,_l,f, Ce ,fk)

if u # g or
T|{l‘,€0,€1, <o 7€k} - (607417 B 7€k7x)

if u = q,. Again, since e; is non-essential, there exists an embedding &£’ of
T in N such that & uses fi. By Lemma [1.2] £ also uses {f, f3,..., fi}.
Regardless of whether or not u = g, it now follows that

T|{LE,€0,€1, e 7£k} = (go,gl, Ce >€j—1ax7£j; Ce ,Agk),

another contradiction. This establishes the lemma. O
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For the next lemma, recall that if £ =1, we set p, = ¢;.

Lemma 4.5. Let Ct = (lo, ly,0,...,lg) be a loose caterpillar ladder of a
tree-child network N” on X . Suppose that f is a non-essential arc in N'. Then

(i) there is a unique tree path from py to py in N, and
(i) every tree path in N that starts at py traverses py.

PROOF. The proof is similar to that of Lemma[d.4] Throughout the proof, let
&' be an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree T in N that uses { f1, fo, ..., fx}-

To prove (i), let P be a directed path from p, to p;. By (P3%), such a
path exists. Assume that P is not a tree path. Let w be the first reticulation
on P, and let u be the parent of w that lies on P. Since N is tree-child
and py is a parent of a reticulation, it follows that u is a tree vertex and
u # py. Moreover, there exists a tree path from u to a leaf z with = ¢
{lo, 01,0 ..., 0}. By considering &', it is easily checked that T|{z, o, (1}
does not have {fy, 1} as a cherry. Since fj is non-essential, there exists an
embedding £ of T in N such that &€ uses ex. If kK = 1 or k > 3, then, by
Lemma, € also uses {ey, ea,...,ex_1}. Regardless of whether & uses (u, w)
or not, it follows that T |{z, {o, (1} has {{y, {1} as a cherry, a contradiction.
So assume that & = 2. Recall that £ uses fo and £ uses e,. If £ uses ey,
then T|{x, ¥y, ¢1,02} has {ly, {1} as a cherry, a contradiction. If £ uses fi,
then T|{x, (1,2} = (x, {2, 1) but, by considering &', we have T |{x, {1, (5} =
(x, 01, l5), another contradiction. Hence P is the unique tree path from p, to
p1, and so (i) holds.

To complete the proof, assume that there exists a tree path () that starts
at po and does not traverse p;. We use an argument that is similar to that
of the first part of the proof. Let w be the first vertex on () that does not lie
on the unique tree path from py to p; in N. Then there exists a tree path
from w to a leaf x such that = & {ly, (1,¢s,...,¢;}. Since (i) holds, it follows
by considering &£’ that

Tz, bo, b1} = (bo, z, 4y). (2)

Since f}, is non-essential, there exists an embedding £ of 7 in N such that &
uses e;. If k =1 or k > 3, then, by Lemma [£.3] it also uses {e1, e, ..., €51}
Thus

T|{Z)§', 60, El} = (50, 51, CL’),
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contradicting . If Kk = 2 and & uses e, then T |{x, by, 1,02} = (Lo, b1, x, {s),
a contradiction to the restriction of 7 in (2). Furthermore, if k¥ = 2 and &
uses f1, then T|{x, o, ¢1,02} = (o, x, (2, (1), but, by considering £, we have
Tz, lo, b1, 02} = (o, z,01,02). This last contradiction completes the proof
of the lemma. ([l

The next corollary settles Lemma for when k£ = 2 with an additional
assumption that f5 is non-essential.

Corollary 4.6. Let Ci = (lo, 1,03) be a loose caterpillar ladder of a tree-
child network N' on X. Suppose that fy is non-essential. If € and E' are two
embeddings of the same phylogenetic tree T in N such that & uses {f1, f2}
and £ uses ey, then &£ also uses e;.

Proor. It follows by Lemma that the directed path from py, to p;
in the definition of C% is a tree path. Hence, by considering £, we have
T1{lo, b1, 02} = (Lo, {1, 2). Thus if £ does not use ey, then, by considering &,
we have

Tl{g()a 617 62} — (€07 £27 €1)7

a contradiction. Hence &£ uses {ey, e2}. O

Lemma 4.7. Let C;" = (ly, {1, 0y, ..., L) be a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder
of a tree-child network N on X. If e; is non-essential in N, then exactly
one of the following two properties holds:

(i) C; is a tight caterpillar ladder of N, or
(ii) there exists an element lyyy € X — {lo, 1,0, ..., L} such that Cf,, =
(Co, by, b, ... Ly, Lri1) is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of N

PROOF. Assume that (i) does not hold, that is (g, qx—1) is not an arc in
N. We will show that (ii) holds. By Lemma [4.4] it follows that there is a
unique tree path P from g to ¢x_1. Now, let p,1 be the child of ¢; such that
Pr+1 7 V. Since P is a tree path, pryq is a tree vertex and pyyq has a child
vp+1 that does not lie on P. Applying Lemma [4.4] again, it follows that every
tree path that starts at g, traverses p;. Hence, as there is a unique tree path
from ¢ to py, it follows that v, is a reticulation. Let qz,q be the parent of
Vg1 such that qgiq1 # pre1. Furthermore, let /41 be a leaf at the end of a
tree path that starts at vg1. As N is tree-child, €y 1 & {lo, (1,..., (k)
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Following the notation of a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder, let e, ; =
(Pk+1, Vk+1), and let fri1 = (Qry1, Vg+1). Furthermore, let £ be an embed-
ding of a phylogenetic X-tree 7 in A that uses {e1, e, ..., ek, €rr1}. Since
T’{go,gl, ce ,Agk} = (go,gl, ces 7&4); it follows that

T|{€O7 617 s 7£k7 gk—i—l} - <€07 617 s 7€k7 gk—i—l)‘ (3>

As e; is non-essential, there exists an embedding & of T in N that uses f.
By Lemma [1.2] £ also uses {f2, fs,..., fx} and, by the restriction of 7 in

, E' uses fri1.
4.7.1. The arc fry1 is a shortcut.

PrOOF. First assume that neither e, 1 nor fr.; is a shortcut, in which case
qr+1 does not lie on P. Let = be a leaf at the end of a tree path that starts
at qry1. As N is tree-child, x # ;1. Furthermore, as e, ; and fj,1 are not
shortcuts, = ¢ {ly,1,...,0}. Therefore, by considering &, it follows that
Tz, lo, b1y oo by Ui } = (Lo, bay oo Ly Liy1, ). But, by considering £ and
recalling that £ uses fgi1, it is easily checked that T|{z, o, (1, ..., lr, Cpr1}
has {x, {11} as a cherry, a contradiction. Hence, x € {{y, (1,..., ¢}, and so
one of e,1 and fi,; is a shortcut. Assume that eg,; is a shortcut. Then,
by considering £, we again have the restriction of T in . On the other
hand, as C;" is nearly-tight, by considering £, one of the following statements
holds:

(I) If z = £y, then gy lies on the subpath of P from pg,; to g1 and
THlo, bry o by bogr b = (oslas oo b1y Liga s k), O iy lies on the
tree path from p; to ¢y and T |{lo, ¢1, ..., lk, lki1} has {lo, 0111} as a
cherry.

(II) If x € {¢1,05,...,0}, then gpiq lies on a tree path from v; to ¢; for
some j € {1,2,...,k} and T|{lo,t1,... 0k, ly+1} has {€;, 011} as a
cherry.

Both cases contradict ; thereby implying that fi., is a shortcut. ([l

By the existence of P and as C;" is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of A/,
we have that

4.7.2. C,IH = (b, U1, 0o, ... Ly, Lry1) is a loose caterpillar ladder of N.
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Now, applying Lemma to C]I .1 implies that there is a unique tree path P’
from g1 to qg.

4.7.3. Let u be the child of pyr1 on P. Then u = qj_1.

PROOF. Assume that u # q;_;. By Lemma [4.4] every tree path that starts
at g1 traverses p;. Hence, the child w of u that does not lie on P is a retic-
ulation. Let u’ be the parent of w that is not u, and let z be a leaf at the end
of a tree path that starts at w. Since N is tree-child, x ¢ {€y, (1, lo, ..., lri1}.
As before, we play several embeddings of phylogenetic trees off against each
other to show that u = ¢,_;. Specifically, let & be an embedding of a
phylogenetic X-tree 77 in N that uses {(u,w),e1,ez,..., €k, exr1}. Then

7-1’{]7,£0,£1, cee 7£k’£k+1} = (607617 cee 7£k7$a£k+l)' (4>

As ey is non-essential, there exists an embedding &; of 7 in A that uses f;.

Furthermore, by Lemma and (4.7.2), & also uses {f2, f3,. -, [, fer1}-
Lastly, by the restriction of 77 in (), & uses (v, w) and there is a directed

path @ from a vertex s on P’ to w that avoids px.; and traverses (u/,w).
Assume that s # u/. Let y be the leaf at the end of tree path that starts
at u'. As N is tree-child, y # x. Furthermore, since @) avoids p;,;, and
P is a tree path, it is easily seen that y & {ly,¢1,...,lk+1}. Turning back
to Ti, it follows that Ti|{z, vy, lo, l1,. .., Lk, (1} does not have {z,y} as a
cherry by considering £ and does have {z,y} as a cherry by considering &7,
a contradiction. Hence s = v’ and so (u/,w) is a shortcut.

Now let & be an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree 75 in A that uses
{(v/,w),e1,es,...,ex, exr1}. Then

75‘{1:7607617 CIE 7€k7€k+1} == <€07€1a o 7£k—1;€k7€k+17$)' (5)

Since e; is non-essential, there exists an embedding & of T3 in A/ that uses fi.

By Lemmal[d.2)and ([£.7.2), &, also uses {f2, f3,-- -, fi, fe+1}. We continue to

consider &). If £ uses (u, w), then

Tol{x, bo, bay oo Uy Upr } = (Lo, ly ooy 1, @y Uy L)
and, if &) uses (v, w), then

Tol{z, Co, lry oo iy bpn } = (oy lry e ooyl Ly 0y Uiy

Both cases contradict that & and &£} are embeddings of 75. Hence u = gj_1.
O
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It now follows by (4.7.2)) and (4.7.3)) that C:H = (o, l1,0a, ... U, Urrr)
is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of N. This completes the proof of the
lemma. 0]

Lemma 4.8. LetC,_, = (Lo, la, U3, ..., ly) be a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder
of a tree-child network N on X. If fi. is non-essential in N, then exactly
one of the following two properties holds:

(i) Ci_y is a tight caterpillar ladder of N, or
(ii) there exists an element ; € X — {ly,la,ls,... Ly} such that C,, =
(Lo, b1, 0o, U3, ..., L) s a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of N .

PROOF. Assume that (i) does not hold. We will show that (ii) holds. For
the purposes of the proof, if k = 2, we set p3 = ¢o. By Lemma[4.5 there is a
unique tree path P from ps to po. Let ¢; denote the child of p3 that lies on P.
Since P does not contain a reticulation, ¢; is a tree vertex and ¢, has a child
v; that does not lie on P. Furthermore, applying Lemma [£.5] again, it follows
that every tree path that starts at ps traverses p,. Hence vy is a reticulation.
Let ¢; be a leaf at the end of a tree path that starts at vy, let f; = (q1,v1),
and let e; = (p1,v;1) be the other reticulation arc that is directed into .
Now, let £ be an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree 7 in A that uses

{f1, fos-- -, fx}. Then
T1{lo, €1, o, - .., b} = (o, 01, oy . .., 0. (6)

As f;, is non-essential, there exists an embedding £ of 7 in N that uses ey,.
Furthermore, by Lemma and Corollary € also uses {eg, e3,..., €51}
Assume that € uses f1. Then T|{ly, l1,0a, ..., ¢} has {{y, {5} as a cherry, a
contradiction. We may therefore assume that £ uses e;.

4.8.1. The arc fi is a shortcut.

PROOF. Let x be a leaf at the end of a tree path that starts at p;. First as-
sume that @ ¢ {{, (2, (3, ..., {;}. By Lemmald.F] every tree path that starts
at ps traverses py. Considering &', it now follows that 7 |{x, lo, {1, 02, ..., Uk}
is either ({y, ¢, 0o, ..., 0, x) or it has a cherry in

Hz, b}, {x, b}, {x, l3}, ..., {x, l}}.

On the other hand, by considering &, it follows that T |{x, £y, ¢1, 02, ..., lx}
has {z, ¢,} as a cherry, a contradiction. Hence, z € {{y, (2,03, ... lx}. lf z €
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{ls, s, ..., 0}, then, by considering £, we deduce that T[{lo, {1, 0, ..., 0}
has a cherry in {{l,lo}, {01,053}, ..., {01, 0k} }, contradicting the restriction
of T in (@ Thus x = ¢y, and so one of e; and f; is a shortcut. Assume that
e1 is a shortcut. Then there is a directed path from p; to ¢;. In particular,
p1 is an ancestor of g,. Now, by considering £, we again have the restriction
of T in @, whereas, by considering £, we have

T|{€07€17€27 v 7€k} = <€07€27€37 <o 7€k7€1)7
a contradiction. Hence f; is a shortcut. ([

We next show that p; lies on the tree path from py to ¢y. Let x be a leaf at
the end of a tree path starting at p;. Clearly, z # ¢;. Furthermore, since there
is a directed path from ¢; to py, it follows that « & {l3,44,...,¢;}. Assume
that = ¢ {ly, ¢2}. Then, by considering £ and recalling that f; is a shortcut,
TI{x, o, 1,02} has a cherry in {{z,{y},{x,¢2}}, whereas, by considering &,
we have that T|{z, o, (1, (2} has {x,¢,} as a cherry, a contradiction. Hence
x € {ly, l2}. Continue to consider €. If x = l5, then p; lies on the tree path
from vy to £y and T |[{{y, (1,02} = ({1, s, {y), contradicting the restriction of
T in @ when considering £’. Thus = = (. If p; lies on the subpath of
P from ¢; to py, then, by considering &, T|{lo, (1,0} = ({o,¥2, /1), again
contradicting the restriction of 7 in () when considering £’. It now follows
that p; lies on the tree path from ps to £y. In particular, we have that

4.8.2. (ly, U1, 0o, ..., ) is a loose caterpillar ladder in N .
4.8.3. Let u be the child of ¢ on P. Then u = ps.

ProoF. Towards a contradiction, assume that u # p,. Then, as P is a tree
path, u has a child w that does not lie on P. Furthermore, w is a reticulation
because, otherwise, there is a tree path in N that starts at p; and does not
traverse py, contradicting Lemma [4.5] Let x be a leaf at the end of a tree
path starting at w. Since N is tree-child, z & {lo, (1, (s, ..., l;}. Let & be
an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree T that uses {(u, w), e1, fo, f3, ..., fx}-
Then

T|{€0,€1,€2} = <€07€1;€2) and (7)

T|{LE,£0,€1,£2} = (eo,gl,l’,£2>. (8)
Since fj is non-essential, there exists an embedding £ of 7 in A that uses

ex. Moreover, by Lemma and Corollary , € also uses {ey, €3,...,€5-1}.
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We continue to consider £. First, if £ uses f;, then
T|{€0a gla 62} - (E()a £27 El)a

a contradiction to the restriction of 7 in ([7)). Hence & uses e;. Second, if £
uses (u,w), then

T|{‘r7 607 617 62} = <£07 gl, 62, I’),

which gives a contradiction to the restriction of 7 in when considering
E'. Thus, if «' denotes the parent of w that is not u, then &£ uses (v, w).
We next consider two cases relative to €. First, if (u/,w) is a shortcut, or if
neither (u,w) nor (v, w) is a shortcut, then T|{x, by, (1,02} = (o, {1, la, T).
Second, if (u,w) is a shortcut and u' does not lie on the tree path from
pe to pi1, then T|{z, ly, l1,ls} is either (ly, 0,05, x) or it has a cherry in
{{z, b}, {x, 01}, {x,l2}}. Both cases contradict the restriction of T in (§))
when considering &’; thereby implying that (u,w) is a shortcut and u’ lies
on the tree path from ps to p;.

Now, let £ be an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree 7' that uses

{f17f27"'7fk:}~ Then
TI’{:’U7£07£17£2} - (60,1‘,61762) (9)

regardless of whether &£ uses (u,w) or (u/,w). Since fi is non-essential,
there exists an embedding & of 77 in AN that uses e. Moreover, by ,
Lemma , and Corollary , &1 also uses {ej,eq,..., e 1} If & uses
(u,w), then T'{x, 0o, 1,02} = (Lo, 1,02, x) and, if & uses (v',w), then
T'{x, lo, 1,02} = (o, l1,x,05). Both cases give a final contradiction to the
restriction of 77 in (9). Thus u = ps. O

It now follows that C,, = (o, (1, (s, ..., ¢;) is a nearly-tight caterpillar
ladder of /. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

At last, we establish Theorem [3.1]

Proof of Theorem [3.1. Suppose that there exists a tight caterpillar ladder
C = (lo,ly,0s,...,0) of N. Tt follows from Lemma that each of e; and
fx, the first and last rungs of C, is non-essential in N. For the converse,
suppose that e is non-essential. Let v be the reticulation of A that e is
directed into, and let u and u’ be the two parents of v. By the contrapositive
of Lemma [2.4) we may assume without loss of generality that (u/,v) is a
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shortcut. Since N is tree-child, there exist two distinct elements ¢y and ¢; in
X such that there is a tree path from u to ¢y, and a tree path from v to ¢;.
First, assume that e = (u,v). Then C" = ({y, {1) is a nearly-tight caterpillar
ladder of N' with e; = e. Moreover, by Lemma , C is either a tight
caterpillar ladder of A or there exists an element f5 in X — {¢y, {1} such that
CS = {(ly, l1,05) is a nearly-tight caterpillar ladder of N'. As X is finite, it
now follows that, for some k € {1,2,...,|X| — 1}, after kK — 1 applications of
Lemma , Cir = (lo, 01, 0s, ..., ly) is a tight caterpillar ladder of A/ in which
e is the first rung. Second, assume that e = (u/,v). Then, up to relabeling
the leaves, using Lemma [4.§/instead of Lemma[4.7]and applying an argument
that is analogous to that applied in the previous case gives the desired result.
This completes the proof of the theorem. O

5. Obtaining Tree-Child Networks with No Non-Essential Arcs

In this section, we show that it takes polynomial time to compute a
tree-child network whose reticulation arcs are all essential and that displays
the same set of phylogenetic trees as a given tree-child network. We start
with three lemmas that establish properties of collections of tight caterpillar
ladders. The first lemma establishes that if two tight caterpillar ladders have
a reticulation or spine vertex in common, then they are essentially the same
tight caterpillar ladder. Furthermore, the latter two lemmas show how the
two sets of caterpillar ladders of two tree-child networks N and N’ differ if
N" =N\ {e}, where e is the first or last rung of a caterpillar ladder of N.

Let AV be a tree-child network on X, and let C = ({y, 1, o, ..., ¢;) and
C' = (6, 01,0, ..., 0.) be tight caterpillar ladders of N'. Let ¢ and ¢’ be maps
from the vertex sets of C and C’, respectively, to N that satisfy (P1)-(P3).
Similar to the convention used throughout the proof of Theorem [3.1] we will
use the following notation throughout this subsection, where i € {1,2,...,k}
and j € {1,2,... K}

1. For each reticulation v; in C (resp. v} in C’), the vertex ¢(v;) (resp. ¢'(v7))
in AV is denoted by v; (resp. v}).

2. For each vertex v; (resp. v}) in NV, the parents of v; (resp. v}) are denoted

by p; and ¢; (resp. p} and g;), where there is a directed path from ¢; to p;

(resp. ¢} to p}) in NV.

Lemma 5.1. Let N be a tree-child network on X, and let C and C' be tight
caterpillar ladders of N'. Let u be a vertex of N'. If u is either a reticulation
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or a spine vertex of C and C', then all reticulation and spine vertices of C
and C' coincide.

PRrROOF. Throughout this proof, let C = (lo,01,0s,..., ), and let C' =
(04, 07,0, ..., 0,). Note that the spine vertices of a caterpillar ladder are
all tree vertices. If £ = 1 and u is a reticulation or a spine vertex of C and C’
in NV, then it is clear that the lemma holds. So we may assume that k& > 2
and, similarly, " > 2. Suppose that u is a reticulation or spine vertex of C
and C" in V. Then, for some i and j, one of v; = v}, p; = pj;, and ¢; = ¢
holds. But, regardless of which of these holds, it follows that the other two
equalities also hold. In turn, as C and C’ are both tight caterpillar ladders
of N/, this implies that, unless i € {1,k} or j € {1,k'}, we have v; | = v}_,,
Pi—1 = p;‘—la di-1 = q;_p and vi4q = U§'+1, Pi+1 = P;+1a Qit1 = Q}+1~ Further-
more, if ¢ = 1, then, as C is a tight caterpillar ladder of N and, therefore,
satisfies (P3), it is easily seen that j = 1 and so vy = v}, p2 = ph, and ¢z = ¢5.
Similarly, if ¢ = k, then v, = v}, pr = p}, and ¢ = ¢,. By repeating this
process, for v;_; and then v;,1, we eventually deduce that k = k" and, for all
i€{1,2,...,k}, we have v; = v}, p; = p}, and ¢; = ¢.. This completes the
proof of the lemma. O

Following Lemma/[5.1], two tight caterpillar ladders of a tree-child network
are called distinct if they have no reticulation or spine vertex in common.
Furthermore, two tight caterpillars are said to be equivalent if they have the
same set of reticulation and spine vertices.

Lemma 5.2. Let N be a tree-child network on X, and let C and C' be two
distinct tight caterpillar ladders of N'. If e is the first or last rung of C, then
C' is a tight caterpillar ladder of N\ {e}.

PROOF. Let e = (u,v) be the first or last rung of C. Since C and C’ are
distinct, e is not a reticulation arc of C’. Now let P be a tree path of N.
Then P is a tree path of N\ {e} unless P traverses u or starts at v. If P
traverses u, then deleting u from P gives a tree path of N\ {e} while, if P
starts at v, then deleting v from P gives a tree path of N\ {e} starting at
the child of v in NV. Since C' is a tight caterpillar ladder of N' whose spine
and reticulation vertices in N are distinct from those of C, it now follows
that C’ is a tight caterpillar ladder of A\ {e}. O
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Lemma 5.3. Let N be a tree-child network on X, and let C be a tight cater-
pillar ladder of N'. Let e be the first or last rung of C. If C' is a tight cater-
pillar ladder of N'\ {e}, then either C' or a tight caterpillar ladder equivalent
to C' is a tight caterpillar ladder of N

PROOF. Let C = ({y,{1,0s,...,l). Depending on whether e is the first or
last rung of C, after deleting e to obtain N \ {e} either (i) p; and v; are
suppressed if e = (py, v1) is the first rung of C or (ii) ¢ and vy are suppressed
if e = (qx,vx) is the last rung of C. Note that, if (ii) applies and ¢ is the
root of N, then after deleting e, the vertex ¢; and its incident arc are also
deleted, and vy is suppressed. We prove the lemma for when (i) holds. The
proof of the lemma for when (ii) holds is similar and omitted.

Assume that (i) holds. Let R and S denote the reticulation and spine
vertices of C in V. Since N is tree-child, the child of v; in NV is either a tree
vertex or a leaf, and so ¢; is not a spine vertex of a tight caterpillar ladder of
N\{e}. It now follows by Lemmalp.1|that no vertex in (R—{v })U(S—{p1})
is a reticulation or spine vertex of a tight caterpillar ladder of '\ {e}. Thus
C' is a tight caterpillar ladder of A unless the tree path either from p} to
lo, or from v to ¢ for some j € {1,2,...,k'} in N'\ {e} is no longer a
tree path in /. Note that the existence of e = (p1,v;) in N effects at most
one of these tree paths. Let P’ denote such a tree path in A"\ {e}. Then
P’ traverses ¢;. Let u denote the child of p; in A that is not vy, and let
w denote the the child of v; in . As N is tree-child, each of v and w is
either a tree vertex or a leaf. Therefore, as P’ traverses ¢, it also traverses
either u or w in N\ {e}. If P’ traverses u, then modify P’ by replacing the
subpath ¢;, ps, u with ¢, ps, pyu if & > 2 and replacing the subpath ¢; u
with ¢, p1, u if & = 1. The resulting path is a tree path in A/, and so C’ is
a tight caterpillar ladder of N. On the other hand, if P’ traverses w, then
replace the subpath of P’ from ¢ to a leaf ¢, where j' € {0,1,2,...,k'},
with the (unique) tree path from ¢; to £y. The resulting path is a tree path in
N, and so C" = (€4, 04, ..., 0.1, bo, jrsa, ..., i) is a tight caterpillar ladder

Y J’—
of N and C” is equivalent to C’. This completes the proof of the lemma. [

Theorem 5.4. Let N be a tree-child network on X, and let
N:M7N17N27"'7Nm :Nl

be a sequence of tree-child networks such that N1 is obtained from Nj by
deleting a non-essential reticulation arc for all i € {0,1,...,m —1}. If N
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has no non-essential reticulation arcs, then N has ezactly m tight caterpillar
ladders. Moreover, N' can be obtained from N by deleting either the first or
last rung of each tight caterpillar ladder of N .

PROOF. By Lemmas [5.2] and [5.3] NV;41 has exactly one less tight caterpillar
ladder that N;. The theorem now follows from Theorem [3.1} O

We next describe an algorithm that finds a tight caterpillar ladder of a
tree-child network N relative to a given reticulation of A/ if it exists.
FIND TiGHT CATERPILLAR LADDER
Input. A tree-child network N and a reticulation w of N.
Output. A tight caterpillar ladder (€, ¢1, 05, ..., ¢) of N with v; = w if it
exists and, otherwise, a statement saying that no such ladder exists.

Set i =1 and v; = w.
Let /1 be a leaf at the end of a tree path starting at v;.
Let v and u' be the parents of v;.
If there is a directed path from u to v’ in A/, then set p; = v’ and ¢; = u.
If there is a directed path from v’ to uw in A/, then set p; = v and ¢; = v’.
Else, go to Step [L0]
Let ¢y be a leaf at the end of a tree path starting at p;.
If « = 1, then do the following:
(a) If ¢, p1,v; is a tree path in A, then return (€g, ¢1).
(b) If there is a tree path qi,p2, p1, and there is a reticulation vy such
that (pa,v9) is a reticulation arc of N, then do the following;:

e IR oo

i. Increment 7 by one.
ii. Let /5 be a leaf at the end of a tree path starting at vs.
iii. Let go be the parent of vy that is not ps.

(c¢) Else, go to Step [L0]
9. If 2 > 1, then do the following;:
(a) If (gi, qi—1) is an arc of N, then stop and return (g, 01,0, ..., 0;).
(b) If there is a tree path ¢;, pi+1,¢—1, and there is a reticulation v;
such that (piy1, v41) is a reticulation arc of N, then do the following:
i. Increment ¢ by one.
ii. Let ¢; be a leaf at the end of a tree path starting at v;.
iii. Let ¢; be the parent of v; that is not p;.
iv. Go to Step [9
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(c) Else, go to Step
10. Return “There is no tight caterpillar ladder in N with v; = w.”

We finish this section by establishing that it takes polynomial time to
obtain a tree-child network whose reticulation arcs are all essential and that
displays the same set of phylogenetic trees as a given tree-child network.

Theorem 5.5. Let N be a tree-child network on X. It takes time O(|X|?)
to obtain a tree-child network on X from N that displays the same set of
phylogenetic X -trees as N and has no non-essential arcs.

PRrROOF. To establish the theorem, we first show that FIND TiGHT CATER-
PILLAR LADDER works correctly and has running time O(] X |?). We start by
bounding the size of the vertex set and arc set of A'. Let r be the number
of reticulations of N'. As N is tree-child, it follows from Lemma 2.2 in [22]
that r < |X|—1. Hence, by Corollary 2.3 and Lemma 2.1 of the same paper,
N has at most 4| X| vertices and at most

3r+2|X| -2 <3(X| - 1) +2[X|—2=5|X|-5

arcs, respectively.

Let w be a reticulation of A. By Lemmas [£.7 and [£.8, FIND TIGHT
CATERPILLAR LADDER correctly decides whether or not there exists a tight
caterpillar ladder of N with v; = w. Next, we turn to the running time
analysis of FIND TiGHT CATERPILLAR LADDER. We start by noting that
applying a breadth-first search to N takes time O(|X|) because the running
time of such a search is linear in the sum over the size of the vertex set and
the size of the arc set of a given input graph [7]. Consequently, each of Steps
and |p| takes time O(|X|) since the existence of a directed path from a vertex
s to another vertex s’ in A can be decided by applying a breadth-first search
to A that starts at s. Now let ¢ be a vertex of N'. As the size of the arc set
of Nis O(|X]|), it follows that finding a leaf at the end of a tree path that
starts at ¢ takes time O(]X|). Hence, each of Steps 2} [7 B(b)ii and P(b)ii
takes time O(]|X|). Moreover, each remaining step of the algorithm takes
constant time. Since FIND TIGHT CATERPILLAR LADDER iterates at most
r times through Step [9) where r < |X| — 1, it follows that FIND TIGHT
CATERPILLAR LADDER takes time O(]X|?).

Next, we apply a breadth-first search to A and, at each reticulation, call
FIND TiGHT CATERPILLAR LADDER. In this process, we delete either the
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first or last rung, but not both, of each tight-caterpillar ladder that is re-
turned by a call to FIND TIGHT CATERPILLAR LADDER and suppress the
resulting two degree-two vertices. Let N be the resulting tree-child network
on X. Since the number of vertices in N is O(]X]) and each call of FIND
T1GHT CATERPILLAR LADDER takes O(| X |?) time, the aforementioned pro-
cess takes O(]X|?) time in total. Furthermore, it follows from Theorem
that A/ displays the same set of phylogenetic X-trees as N and has no non-
essential arcs. This completes the proof of the theorem. O

6. Non-Essential Arcs in Arbitrary Phylogenetic Networks

In this section, we show that, in general, deciding if a reticulation arc of a
phylogenetic network is non-essential is computationally hard. More specif-
ically, we show that the following problem is II{-complete, that is complete
for the second level of the polynomial-time hierarchy [20].

NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC
Input. A phylogenetic network A/ on X and a reticulation arc e of N.
Question. Is e non-essential?

To establish that NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC is [1}'-complete, we use a reduction
from the next problem, which was recently shown to be I1}-complete [8, The-
orem 4.3].

DiSPLAY-SET-CONTAINMENT
Input. Two phylogenetic networks A; and N5 on X.
Question. Is each phylogenetic X-tree that is displayed by A also displayed

Before we are in a position to prove I1{'-completeness of NON-ESSENTIAL-
ARc, we need some additional terminology to generalize the notion of A"\ {e}
to an arbitrary phylogenetic network. Let G be a directed graph. Up to
isomorphism, the full simplification of G is the directed graph obtained from
G by applying the following two operations repeatedly until neither operation
is applicable:

1. Suppress each vertex with in-degree one and out-degree one.
2. For each pair u and v of vertices, delete all but one arc that joins v and
.
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Now, let N/ be a phylogenetic network on X with root p, and let e be
a reticulation arc of A'. In what follows, we apply a 3-step construction to
N to obtain, up to isomorphism, the phylogenetic network obtained from
N by deleting e. First, obtain G; from N by deleting e. Second, obtain
the directed acyclic graph G4 from G by deleting each vertex and arc of GGy
that does not lie on a directed path from p to a leaf in X. Observe that
(G5 does not have any unlabeled vertex with out-degree zero and that the
set of vertices of G5 with out-degree zero is X. Third, obtain G5 by taking
the full simplification of G. By construction, (G5 is a phylogenetic network
on X unless p has out-degree one, in which case, its unique child has out-
degree two. If the exception holds, let G5 be the phylogenetic network on X
obtained from the full simplification of G5 by deleting p and its incident arc.
We refer to G3 as N\ {e}.

Theorem 6.1. NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC is 1 -complete.

ProOOF. We first show that NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC is in II¥. Let A be a
phylogenetic network on X, and let e be a reticulation arc of A/. To decide if
e is a non-essential arc in AV, consider an embedding of a phylogenetic X-tree
T in V. Then use an NP-oracle to decide if T is displayed by N\ {e}. Since
N and e form a no-instance of NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC if 7 is not displayed
by N\ {e}, it follows that NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC is in I15.

To complete the proof, we establish a reduction from the II}-complete
problem DISPLAY-SET-CONTAINMENT to NON-ESSENTIAL-ARC. The re-
duction has a similar flavor to that used in [8, Theorem 4.5]. Throughout
the remainder of the proof, we sometimes label internal vertices of a phyloge-
netic network. The only purpose of these labels is to make references. Indeed,
they should not be regarded as genuine labels as those used for the leaves of
a phylogenetic network. Now, let AV and N, be two phylogenetic networks
on X that form the input to an instance of DISPLAY-SET-CONTAINMENT
that asks if each phylogenetic X-tree that is displayed by N is also displayed
by N,. Furthermore, let n = | X|. We next construct a phylogenetic network
on leaf set X U {z,y}, where z,y ¢ X, that, roughly speaking, contains one
copy of N7 and n + 1 copies of N,. More precisely, let G be the directed
acyclic digraph that is obtained from the caterpillar (wp, wy, ws, ..., Wyi1)
by applying the following 4-step process:

1. Replace wy with N by identifying wy with the root of N and, for each
i€{1,2,...,n+1}, replace w; with N5 by identifying w; with the root
of NQ.
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2. For each ¢; € X withi € {1,2,...,n}, identify all leaves labeled ¢; with
a new vertex u; and add a new arc (u;, ¢;).

3. Let p be the parent of wy and w;. Subdivide the arc (p,wy) with a
new vertex vg, subdivide the arc (p,w;) with a new vertex vy, add two
new vertices p, and xz, and add the three new arcs (vg, p.), (v1,p:), and
(Pa» ).

4. Subdivide the arc (p, v) with a new vertex p,, add a new vertex y, and
add the new arc (p,,v).

To complete the construction, let A be a phylogenetic network on X U{z, y}
such that G can be obtained from N by contracting (reticulation) arcs. That
is, NV is obtained from G by refining each of the vertices uy, us, . . ., u, so that
every non-root and non-leaf vertex has total degree three. In what follows,
we use v; to denote the parent of w; for each i € {2,3,...,n+ 1}. By
construction, note that the parent of wq is vy, the parent of w; is v1, and the
parent p, of x is a reticulation. To illustrate, a possibility for N is shown in
Figure 5] Since the size of A is polynomial in the number of arcs of N and
N>, it follows that the construction of A takes polynomial time.

6.1.1. FEach phylogenetic X -tree that is displayed by N is also displayed by
Ny if and only if e = (vg, p;) is non-essential in N .

ProOF. First, suppose that not every phylogenetic X-tree that is displayed
by N is also displayed by N5. Then, there exists a phylogenetic X-tree 7T;
that is displayed by N; and not displayed by A5. Let T be the phylogenetic
(X U{z, y})-tree such that 7|X = T; and, for each pair ¢, ¢’ of elements in X,

T ey} = (0,02, y). (10)

Then there exists an embedding £ of T in N that uses e and (vg, wp), and no
arc in {(vy,wq), (v, ws), ..., (Ups1,wnr1)}. To establish that e is essential,
we next show that there exists no embedding of 7 in N\ {e}. Note that
N\ {e} is the phylogenetic network obtained from A by deleting e and
suppressing vy and p,. Assume that there exists an embedding £ of 7 in
N\ {e}. Observe that £ uses (v1,p,) and (p,,y). Moreover, as Ny does
not display 77, if follows that £ uses at least two distinct arcs (v;, w;) and
(vj,wj) with 7,7 € {0,1,2,...,n 4+ 1}. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that ¢ < j. Let £; (resp. ¢;) be an element of X such that ¢; (resp. ¢;)
is a descendant of w; (resp. w;) in £'. By considering &', a straightforward
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Un+1

£y L2 £n

Figure 5: The construction of the phylogenetic network A" on X U {z,y} as described in
the proof of Theorem where X = {{1,4s,...,¢,}. The dangling arcs of each square
are paired up with the arcs at the bottom part of the figure as described in Step 2 and
the subsequent refining procedure of the construction.

check shows that T{¢;,¢;, z,y} is a phylogenetic tree that has a cherry that
contains = or y, a contradiction to the restriction of 7 in (10). Hence e is
essential.

Second, suppose that every phylogenetic X-tree that is displayed by N
is also displayed by N,. Let T be a phylogenetic (X U {x,y})-tree that
is displayed by N with the property that there exists an embedding £ of
T in N that uses e. To complete the proof, we show that there exists
an embedding & of T in N\ {e}. For each i € {0,1,2,...,n+ 1}, let
X; be the subset of X that contains precisely each element in X that is a
descendant of w; in €. By the Pigeonhole Principle, there exists at least one
i € {1,2,...,n+ 1} for which X; is empty. Furthermore X, may or may
not be empty. Let j be the minimum element in {1,2,...,n + 1} for which
X; = 0. For each i € {0,1,2,...,n} with X; # 0, we next consider the
pendant subtree T|(X; U {z,y}) of T. Recalling that £ uses e, observe that
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T|(X; U{x,y}) has cherry {z,y} for each i € {1,2,...,n+ 1}. Now, since
each phylogenetic X-tree that is displayed by N; is also displayed by N5,
it follows from the construction of A that, for each i € {0,1,2,...,n} with
X; # (), there is an embedding of the pendant subtree 7|(X; U {x,y}) in N/
that uses (v;11,w;y1) and (vy,p,). Collectively, this implies that, if X, # 0,
then there exists an embedding of the pendant subtree

T|(XOUX1 UXQU UXj,1 U{I,y})

in A that uses {(v1,w1), (v, w2),...,(vj,w;)} and (vi,p;). On the other
hand, if X, = (), then there exists an embedding of the pendant subtree

T|(X1 UXQU UXj_l U{Jf,y})

in AV that uses {(vq, wo), (v3,w3), ..., (vj,w;)} and (vy, p;). It is now straight-

forward to check that there exists an embedding & of 7 in NV '\ {e}. O
The result (6.1.1)) completes the proof of Theorem [6.1] O
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