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Abstract. Phylogenetic networks are a special type of graph that generalize

phylogenetic trees and that are used to model non-treelike evolutionary pro-

cesses such as recombination and hybridization. In this paper, we consider
unrooted phylogenetic networks, i.e. simple, connected graphs N = (V,E)

with leaf set X, for X some set of species, in which every internal vertex in

N has degree three. One approach used to construct such phylogenetic net-
works is to take as input a collection P of phylogenetic trees and to look for

a network N that contains each tree in P and that minimizes the quantity

r(N ) = |E| − (|V | − 1) over all such networks. Such a network always exists,
and the quantity r(N ) for an optimal network N is called the hybrid number

of P. In this paper, we give a new characterization for the hybrid number in
case P consists of two trees. This characterization is given in terms of a cherry

picking sequence for the two trees, although to prove that our characterization

holds we need to define the sequence more generally for two forests. Cherry
picking sequences have been intensively studied for collections of rooted phylo-

genetic trees, but our new sequences are the first variant of this concept that

can be applied in the unrooted setting. Since the hybrid number of two trees is
equal to the well-known tree bisection and reconnect distance between the two

trees, our new characterization also provides an alternative way to understand

this important tree distance.

1. Introduction

Phylogenetic networks are a special type of graph that generalize phylogenetic
trees and that are used to model non-treelike evolutionary processes such as recom-
bination and hybridization [10]. There are several classes of phylogenetic networks
(see e.g. [19] for a recent review), but in this paper, we shall restrict our attention
to unrooted phylogenetic networks (see e.g. [11]). Such a network is a simple, con-
nected graph N = (V,E) with leaf set X, where X is some set of species, such that
every internal vertex in N has degree three. The reticulation number r(N ) of N is
defined as |E| − (|V | − 1). If r(N ) = 0, then N has no cycles, in which case it is
called an (unrooted binary) phylogenetic tree on X. An example of a phylogenetic
network N with leaf set X = {1, . . . , 6} and r(N ) = 1 is given in the left of Figure 1
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Figure 1. Left: A phylogenetic network N with leaf set X =
{1, . . . , 6}. Middle: A forest F that contains a single phylogenetic
tree. Right: A forest F ′ comprising two components. Both F and
F ′ are displayed by N ; the way in which F ′ is displayed by N is
indicated in bold.

(the tree in the centre of this figure is a phylogenetic tree); formal definitions are
given in the next section.

One approach commonly used to construct an unrooted phylogenetic network is
to take as input a set P of phylogenetic trees and to infer a network that embeds
or ‘displays’ [12, 15] each tree in P (see Figure 1 for an example of a phylogenetic
tree displayed in a network). Such a network always exists since, for example
one can be constructed using the so-called display graph [4] for all trees in P
and subsequently resolving the vertices of that graph whose degree is greater than
three. From an optimization viewpoint, it is of interest to not reconstruct some
unrooted phylogenetic network that displays each element in P, but one whose
reticulation number is minimized over all such networks. This is known as the
Unrooted Hybridization Number problem [12]. If N is an unrooted phylogenetic
network that displays each tree in P and whose reticulation number is minimized
over all such networks, then r(N ) is denoted by h(P) and is called the hybrid
number of P.

Intriguingly, in [12, Theorem 3] it is shown that, if P contains only two phylo-
genetic trees T and T ′ on the same leaf set, then h(P) is in fact equal to the tree
bisection and reconnect (TBR) distance between T and T ′ (see e.g. [1] and also
[22]). Informally, this distance is defined as the minimum number of so-called tree
bisection and reconnect moves required to convert T into T ′, where such a move
on a phylogenetic tree is essentially the process of cutting an edge in that tree and
then reconnecting the resulting two trees by introducing a new edge between two
edges, one from each of the two trees. The TBR distance has been studied for sev-
eral years, and is still a topic of current research [5, 16, 18, 21, 23]. Furthermore,
computing this distance is an NP-hard optimization problem [1]. Hence, gaining a
better understanding of the hybrid number of two phylogenetic trees is not only of
interest for constructing phylogenetic networks but also for shedding new light on
computing the TBR distance between them.

In this paper, we establish a new characterization for the hybrid number of two
phylogenetic trees (Theorem 4.1) and, therefore the TBR distance (Theorem 4.2).
Our approach is motivated by the concept of a cherry picking sequence that was
introduced in [9] in the context of two rooted (binary) phylogenetic trees. A cherry
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in such a tree is a pair of leaves that are adjacent to the same vertex. Roughly
speaking, for a pair of rooted phylogenetic trees R and R′ on the same leaf set
X, a cherry picking sequence for R and R′ is an ordering or sequence of the ele-
ments in X, say (x1, x2, . . . , xn), n = |X|, such that each xi, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, is a
leaf in a cherry in the phylogenetic trees obtained from R and R′ by pruning off
x1, x2, . . . , xi−1. In [9] it is shown that a cherry picking sequence for two rooted
phylogenetic trees R and R′ exists precisely if R and R′ can be embedded in a
rooted, binary phylogenetic network N on X that satisfies certain structural prop-
erties (namely it is ‘time consistent’ and ‘tree-child’). The number of elements xi in
σ with i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} for which the two trees obtained from R and R′ by pruning
off x1, x2, . . . , xi−1 have cherries {xi, yi} and {xi, y

′
i} such that yi ̸= y′i is called the

weight of σ. In addition, it is shown in the same paper that the minimum weight
over all cherry picking sequences for R and R′ equates to the minimum number
of reticulations (vertices with in-degree two and out-degree one) that are required
to display R and R′ by a rooted phylogenetic network that is time consistent and
tree-child. Since the publication of [9], cherry picking sequences have been exten-
sively studied and generalized, and analogous results have been proven for other
classes of rooted phylogenetic networks and arbitrarily large collections of rooted
phylogenetic trees (see e.g. [3, 14, 20]).

In this paper, we shall introduce an analogue of a cherry picking sequences for two
unrooted phylogenetic trees T and T ′ on the same leaf set. In particular, the main
result of this paper (Theorem 4.1) proves that the hybrid number and, consequently,
the TBR distance of T and T ′ can be given in terms of the minimum weight of
a cherry picking sequence using an alternative weight to the rooted setting, and
the minimum is again taken over all such sequences for T and T ′. Interestingly, to
obtain this result we found that it was necessary to define a cherry picking sequence
for two forests on the same leaf set (a forest is a collection of phylogenetic trees – see
e.g. Figure 1 on the right), and then apply such a sequence to the special case where
the two forests are both phylogenetic trees. Intuitively, this is the case because,
instead of only pruning leaves of cherries as in the rooted case that is described in
the previous paragraph, a cherry picking sequence whose weight characterizes the
hybrid number of T and T ′ allows for operations that split a phylogenetic tree into
two smaller phylogenetic trees by deleting edges that are not necessarily pendant. It
is also interesting to note that our definition of a cherry picking sequence has some
similarity with certain data reduction rules which have been recently introduced
for establishing parameterized algorithms to compute the TBR distance [18].

We now summarize the contents of the rest of this paper. In Section 2, we present
some preliminaries. Subsequently, in Section 3, we introduce the main concept of
a cherry picking sequence for two forests, and show that such a sequence always
exists for any pair of forests. In Section 4, we show that if σ is a cherry picking
sequence for two forests F and F ′ on X, then there is an unrooted phylogenetic
network N on X that displays F and F ′ such that r(N ) is at most the weight of
σ (Theorem 4.3). In Section 5, we prove two technical lemmas that are concerned
with how forests are displayed in networks. These lemmas allow us to complete the
proof of our main result (Theorema 4.1) in Section 6, where we prove that if N is a
phylogenetic network that displays two forests F and F ′ onX, then there is a cherry
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picking sequence for F and F ′ whose weight is at most r(N ) (Theorem 6.1). We
conclude in Section 7 with a brief discussion of some future directions of research.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we present some basic notation and definitions.

Graphs. A graph G = (V,E) is an ordered pair consisting of a set of vertices
V = V (G) and a (multi-)set of edges E = E(G). All graphs G considered in this
paper are undirected multi-graphs, that is, they do not have loops but might contain
vertices u and v such that there is more than one edge in G joining u and v. We
call such edges of G multi-edges. In case there is a single edge in G joining two
vertices u and v we denote it by {u, v}; if there is at most one edge between any
pair of vertices, then E(G) is a set. An edge e of a graph G is called a cut-edge of G
if the deletion of e disconnects G. If e is a cut-edge that contains a vertex of G of
degree one then we call e a trivial cut-edge. A subdivision of G is a graph obtained
from G by replacing edges in G by paths containing at least one edge. If G has two
edges {u, v}, {v, w}, u, v, w ∈ V (G) and v has degree two, the process of replacing
these two edges by a single edge {u,w} and removing v is called suppressing the
vertex v. If G has a multi-edge between two vertices u and v in V (G), the process
of replacing the edges by a single edge {u, v} is called suppressing the multi-edge.
A leaf of G is a vertex in V (G) with degree one or the vertex v in case V (G) = {v};
the set of leaves of G is denoted by L(G).

Phylogenetic trees and networks. Assume for the remainder of the paper that
X is a finite set, with n = |X| ≥ 1, where we think of X as a set of species.

A phylogenetic network N on X is a simple, connected graph (V,E), with leaf
set X ⊆ V and such that all non-leaf vertices have degree 3 [12]. Note that this
type of graph is sometimes called a binary phylogenetic network. Also note that if
X = {x}, then we shall regard the graph consisting of the single vertex x as being a
phylogenetic network, and will denote it by x. If N is a tree, that is, it contains no
cycles, then we call N a phylogenetic tree (on X). Suppose T is a phylogenetic tree
on X and Y ⊆ X is a non-empty subset. We denote by T (Y ) the minimal subtree
of T that connects the elements in Y . Note that T (Y ) need not be a phylogenetic
tree on Y because it might contain vertices that have degree two. We therefore
denote the phylogenetic tree obtained by suppressing all vertices in T (Y ) of degree
two by T |Y and refer to this as being the restriction of T to Y .

Suppose that T is a phylogenetic tree and that N is a phylogenetic network.
We call T a pendant subtree of N if either N equals T or there is a cut-edge e in
N so that T results from suppressing the degree two vertices (if any) from one of
the connected components obtained by removing e from N . In the latter case, we
shall also refer to T as being a proper pendant subtree of N , and we denote the
cut-edge e that gives rise to T by eT ,N or just eT if N is clear from the context. If
T ′ is a phylogenetic tree, and T is a proper pendant subtree of T ′, we let T ′ − T
denote the phylogenetic tree on X − L(T ) obtained by deleting T and eT from T ′

and suppressing the resulting degree 2 vertices (in case there are any).
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An edge of N that contains a leaf x of N is called a pendant edge in N (so
that, in particular, x is a proper pendant subtree of N and ex is the pendant edge
of x). In case N has at least two leaves, a cherry of N consists of two leaves x
and y of N such that either N is the edge {x, y} of N or x and y are adjacent to
a common vertex (so that, in particular, in the latter case the phylogenetic tree
{x, y} is a proper pendant subtree of N ). We shall denote a cherry consisting
of leaves x and y by (x, y), where the order of x, y is unimportant. We call N
pendantless if it contains no proper pendant subtree with at least two leaves (e.g.
for the phylogenetic network N in Figure 1, since the subtree T with leaf set {5, 6}
is a cherry of N , it follows that N is not pendantless). We also need notation for
two further special cases. Suppose T is a pendant subtree of N . If T has leaf set
{x, y, z} ⊆ X and T is a proper pendant subtree of N such that (x, y) is a cherry
of N , then we denote T by ((x, y), z) (for brevity, if T = N , then we shall also
denote it by ((x, y), z) although the choice of the cherry (x, y) is unimportant). In
addition, if T has leaf set {x, y, z, w} ⊆ X and (x, y), (z, w) are both cherries in N ,
then we denote T by ((x, y), (z, w)).

Forests. A forest F on X is a set of phylogenetic trees whose collective leaf set
equals X. Abusing notation, we will consider a phylogenetic tree as also being a
forest (i.e. the singleton set that consists of the tree). A pair (x, y) with x, y ∈ X
distinct is called a cherry of a forest F if it is a cherry in on of the trees in F . In
addition, if Y ⊆ X is a non-empty subset ofX and F ′ ⊆ F is such that L(T )∩Y ̸= ∅
for all T ∈ F ′, then we refer to the set {T |(L(T ) ∩ Y ) : T ∈ F ′} as the restriction
of F to Y and denote it by F|Y .

For an edge e in a phylogenetic tree T on X we denote by T − e the forest
obtained from T by deleting e and suppressing degree two vertices (if any) in the
resulting trees. If F is a forest on X, |X| ≥ 2, and x ∈ X, then we let Tx denote the
tree in F which contains x in its leaf set. We denote by F − x the forest obtained
from F by removing Tx from F in case |L(Tx)| = 1 and replacing Tx by Tx − x
otherwise. Also, for e an edge in F we let Te denote the tree in F with e in its edge
set, and denote by F−e the forest obtained by replacing Te by Te−e. For example,
referring to Figure 1 for x = 4, the tree Tx in F ′ is ((2, 4), (5, 6)) and F ′ − 4 is the
forest comprising the cherry {1, 3} and ((5, 6), 2). For e the pendant edge for 4, the
tree Te in F ′ is again ((2, 4), (5, 6)) and F − e is the forest comprising the cherry
{1, 3}, the isolated vertex 4, and ((5, 6), 2).

Displaying phylogenetic trees and forests. Suppose N is a phylogenetic net-
work on X, and that T is a phylogenetic tree on some subset Y ⊆ X. Then we
say that T is displayed by N if T can be obtained from a subtree N [T ] of N by
suppressing all vertices in N [T ] with degree 2. We shall refer to N [T ] as the image
of T in N . For example in Figure 1, for T = ((2, 4), (5, 6)), the subgraph N [T ]
of N with leaf set {2, 4, 5, 6} is indicated in bold. Note that an image of T in N
is isomorphic to a subdivision of T and that T could have several images in N .
Usually the image of T in N that we are considering is clear from the context, but
in case we want to make this clearer we shall refer to it explicitly. Note that if T
is a subtree of T , then we define the image N [T ] of T in N to be the subgraph of
N [T ] that corresponds to T in the natural way.
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Suppose that F is a forest on X. Then we say that N displays F if every tree in
F is displayed by N , and we can choose an image N [T ] for each tree T in F such
that for any distinct trees T , T ′ ∈ F the images N [T ] and N [T ′] do not share a
vertex. In that case, we refer to the set N [F ] = {N [T ] : T ∈ F} as an image of F
inN . For example, considering again the two forests F and F ′ and the phylogenetic
network N pictured in Figure 1, the subgraph N [F ′] of N is indicated in bold.

3. Cherry picking sequences

In this section, we define the concept of a cherry picking sequence for two forests
having the same leaf set, and show that such a sequence always exists for any pair
of forests. We begin by making a simple but important observation, whose proof is
straight-forward and thus omitted.

Observation 3.1. If we are given two forests F and F ′ on X and two elements
x, y ∈ X distinct such that (x, y) is a cherry in F then precisely one of the following
must hold: (i) (x, y) is a cherry in F ′; (ii) (x, z) or (y, z) is a cherry in F ′, some
z ∈ X − {x, y}, (iii) x and y are in the same tree in F ′, but neither x nor y is in
a cherry of F ′; or (iv) x and y are in different trees in F ′, but neither x nor y is
in a cherry of F ′.

Exploiting this observation, we shall now define a cherry picking sequence for
two forests F and F ′ on the same leaf set X as follows: We call a sequence σ =
(x1, x2, . . . , xm), m ≥ n, of elements in X a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′

(of length m) if there are forests F [i] and F ′[i], 1 ≤ i ≤ m, such that F [1] = F ,
F ′[1] = F ′, F [m] = F ′[m] = {xm} and, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ m − 1, precisely one of
the three following cases holds:

(C1) (xi, y) is a cherry in both F [i] and F ′[i], F [i+1] = F [i]−xi, and F ′[i+1] =
F ′[i]− xi.

(C2) (xi, y) is a cherry in F [i] and one of the following three cases holds:
(a) (xi, z) is a cherry in F ′[i] with y ̸= z, F ′[i] = F ′[i+ 1] and either (α)

F [i + 1] equals F [i] − exi
or F [i] − ey; or (β) ((xi, y), p) is a proper

pendant subtree of a tree in F [i], p ∈ X, and F [i + 1] = F [i] − eS
for some S ∈ {p, ((xi, y), p)}; or (γ) ((xi, y), (p, q)) is a proper pendant
subtree of a tree in F [i], p ̸= q ∈ X, and F [i+1] = F [i]− eS for some
S ∈ {p, q, (p, q), (xi, y)};

(b) xi and y are both leaves in some tree T ′ ∈ F ′[i] and neither xi nor
y is contained in a cherry in T ′, and either (α) F ′[i + 1] = F ′[i] and
F [i+1] = F [i]− exi or F [i+1] = F [i]− ey; or (β) for e the edge in T ′

that contains the vertex adjacent to xi and is not on the path between
xi and y, F ′[i+ 1] = F ′[i]− e and F [i+ 1] = F [i];

(c) xi and y are contained in different trees of F ′[i], neither of them is an
isolated vertex or contained in a cherry of F ′[i], F ′[i] = F ′[i+ 1] and
F [i+ 1] = F [i]− exi or F [i+ 1] = F [i]− ey;

or the same holds with the roles of F and F ′ reversed.
(C3) xi is a component of F [i] and a leaf in F ′[i], F [i + 1] = F [i] − xi, and

F ′[i+1] = F ′[1]−xi, or the same holds with the roles of F and F ′ reversed.
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apply (C2)(a)(α) to x1 = 1

F [3] F ′[3]

apply (C3) to x2 = 1

F ′[6]

apply (C1) to x6 = 6

F = F [1]

F [5] F ′[5]

F [7]

F [2] F ′[2]

F ′[7]

apply (C3) to x3 = 3

F [4]

F ′ = F ′[1]

F ′[4]

apply (C1) to x4 = 4

apply (C1) to x5 = 5

F [6]

Figure 2. For the two depicted forests F and F ′ the sequence
(1, 1, 3, 3, 4, 5, 6) is a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′. The
reductions applied within the sequence are indicated to the left of
the arrows.

Note that in cases (C1) and (C3), F [i+ 1] and F ′[i+ 1] both have one leaf less
than F [i] and F ′[i], whereas in all subcases of (C2) one of F [i + 1] and F ′[i + 1]
is obtained by removing an edge from F [i] or F ′[i]. For simplicity, we shall call
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the removal of a leaf or an edge as described in each of the cases in (C1)–(C3) a
reduction, or, if we want to be more specific, we may, for example, say that we use
a (C2)(a)(β)-reduction (applied to xi).

For future use, if σ = (x1, . . . , xm), m ≥ 1, is a cherry picking sequence for F
and F ′, then we define c(xi) to be 0 if one of the reductions in (C1) and (C3) is
applied at stage i and 1 else, 1 ≤ i ≤ m − 1. In addition, we define the weight of
σ by w(σ) =

∑m−1
i=1 c(xi) if m ≥ 2 and 0 if m = 1. To illustrate these definitions,

let X = {1, . . . , 6} and consider the two forests F and F ′ on X in Figure 1. Then
(1, 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 2) gives a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′ with weight 1, as can
be verified by looking at the reductions depicted in Figure 2.

We now show that a cherry picking sequence always exists for any pair of forests
with the same leaf set.

Proposition 3.2. Suppose that F and F ′ are forests on X. Then there exists a
cherry picking sequence σ for F and F ′ of length m, some m ≥ n = |X|.

Proof. Suppose that F and F ′ are two forests on X, n = |X| ≥ 1. We use induction
on n. If n = 1, then we can assume X = {x}, and so σ = (x) is a cherry picking
sequence for F and F ′ (since F = F ′ = {x}).

So suppose that n > 1, and that for any two forests F1 and F2 on a set Y with
1 ≤ |Y | ≤ n− 1, there exists a cherry picking sequence for F1 and F2 of length at
least |Y |.

First, suppose that there is no cherry in either F or F ′. Then the edge sets of F
and F ′ must both be empty. Pick any x ∈ X and apply a (C3)-reduction to obtain
forests F1 = F − x and F2 = F ′ − x on X − {x}. By induction, there is a cherry
picking sequence (x1, . . . , xp) for F1 and F2 with p ≥ n − 1. Hence (x, x1, . . . , xp)
is a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′ with length at least n.

Now suppose that there exist x, y ∈ X such that (x, y) is a cherry in one of the
forests, say F . If x or y is a component of F ′ then, as in the previous case, applying
a (C3)-reduction and our induction hypothesis yields a cherry picking sequence for
F and F ′. So assume that neither x nor y is a component of F ′. Then, by
Observation 3.1, setting F [i] = F and F ′[i] = F ′, without loss of generality we
must be in the situation given in (C1) or one of the cases given in (C2) in the
definition of a cherry picking sequence with x = xi.

In case (C1), we can apply the reduction F1 = F [i] − x and F2 = F ′[i] − x to
F [i] and F ′[i]. By induction, there is a cherry picking sequence (x1, . . . , xp) for F1

and F2 with p ≥ n − 1. Hence (x, x1, . . . , xp) is a cherry picking sequence for F
and F ′ with length p+ 1 which is at least n.

For case (C2), since one of the cases (a), (b) or (c) must hold, we can apply the
reduction F1 = F [i]− ex and F2 = F ′[i] (which occurs in cases (a)(α), (b)(α) and
(c)). This implies that x is a component in F1. So, we can then apply a (C3)-
reduction to F1 and F2 with xi = x which results in two forests F ′′

1 and F ′′
2 on

X − {x}. By induction, there is a cherry picking sequence (x1, . . . , xp) for F ′′
1 and
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F ′′
2 with p ≥ n − 1. It therefore follows that (x, x, x1, . . . , xp) is a cherry picking

sequence for F and F ′ with length p+ 2 > n. □

Note that in the proof of Theorem 3.2, we did not need to apply either a
(C2)(a)(β), a (C2)(a)(γ), or a (C2)(b)(β)-reduction. However, as we shall see
below, we require these additional reductions to ensure that we obtain a cherry
picking sequence with the desired weight in the proof of Theorem 6.1.

4. Bounding the hybrid number from above using cherry picking
sequences

The hybrid number h(F ,F ′) of two forests F and F ′ on X is defined to be

h(F ,F ′) = min{r(N ) : N displays F and F ′},

where r(N ) denotes the reticulation number of N . Note that this number always
exists (this follows immediately from Proposition 3.2 and Theorem 4.3 below). In
this and the next two sections we shall focus on proving the main result of this
paper:

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that F and F ′ are forests on X. Then

h(F ,F ′) = min{w(σ) : σ is a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′}.

To prove Theorem 4.1, first note that the right hand side of the equality in
Theorem 4.1 exists by Proposition 3.2. In this section we shall prove a result
(Theorem 4.3 below) from which it directly follows that the hybrid number for two
forests can be no larger than the weight of an optimal cherry picking sequence for
the two forests. Then, after proving two supporting lemmas in the next section,
in Section 6 we shall prove a result (Theorem 6.1), from which it directly follows
that the weight of an optimal cherry picking sequence for two forests is no larger
than the hybrid number for the forests. The proof of Theorem 4.1 then follows
immediately.

Before proceeding, denoting by dTBR(T , T ′) the TBR distance between two phy-
logenetic trees T and T ′ on X [1, 22], we note that as an immediate corollary of
Theorem 4.1 and [12, Theorem 3] we obtain:

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that T and T ′ are phylogenetic trees in X. Then

dTBR(T , T ′) = min{w(σ) : σ is a cherry picking sequence for T and T ′}.

We now prove the aforementioned theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that σ is a cherry picking sequence for two forests F and
F ′ on X. Then there is a phylogenetic network N on X that displays F and F ′

with w(σ) ≥ r(N ).

Proof: Let σ = (x1, x2, . . . , xm), m ≥ n, so that F [1] = F and F ′[1] = F ′ in the
definition of a cherry picking sequence. We use induction on the weight w(σ) of σ.
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To establish the base case, suppose that w(σ) = 0. Then only the reductions in
(C1) or (C3) are applied at stage i in σ, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m − 1. We claim that F
and F ′ are displayed by some phylogenetic tree T ∗ on X, from which the base case
follows since then we can take N = T ∗ so that w(σ) = 0 = r(T ∗).

To see that the claim holds, we use induction on n = |X|. If n = 1, then the
claim clearly holds. So, suppose the claim is true for all Y with 1 ≤ |Y | < n. Since
a (C1) or (C3) reduction applied to x1 results in the forests F [2] and F ′[2] both of
which are on X − {x1}, it follows by induction that there is a phylogenetic tree T
which displays F [2] and F ′[2].

Now, if we have applied a (C1)-reduction, and (x1, y), y ∈ X, is cherry in F [1]
and F ′[1] to which we have applied the reduction, then we can insert a pendant
edge containing x1 into the pendant edge in T containing y to obtain a phylogenetic
tree T ∗ which displays F [1] and F ′[1].

So, suppose we have applied a (C3)-reduction. Then x1 is a component in F [1]
and x1 is a leaf in some tree T ′ in F ′[1]. If T ′ is equal to x1, then we can insert a
new pendant edge containing x1 into any edge of T to obtain a phylogenetic tree
T ∗ that displays F [1] and F ′[1], and if T ′ is the cherry (x1, y), y ∈ X, then we can
insert a new pendant edge containing x1 into the pendant edge in T for y to obtain
a phylogenetic tree T ∗ that displays F [1] and F ′[1]. So, suppose |L(T ′)| ≥ 3. Then
there exists a vertex u in T ′ that is adjacent with x1 and two further edges in T ′

which we call f and g. Let e be the edge in T ′ − x1 ∈ F ′[2] which resulted from
suppressing u. Since T is a phylogenetic tree that displays F ′[2] and the leaf set
of F ′[2] is X − x1 there exist unique pairwise vertex-disjoint images of the trees
in F ′[2] in T . Similarly, there exist unique pairwise vertex-disjoint images of the
trees in F [2] in T . So we can insert a pendant edge with leaf x1 anywhere into an
edge in the image of e in T to obtain a phylogenetic tree T ∗ that displays F [1] and
F ′[1]. This establishes the claim, and hence the base case.

Now suppose that the theorem holds for all cherry picking sequences σ′ for two
forests with 0 ≤ w(σ′) ≤ w(σ) − 1, and that w(σ) ≥ 1. Let 1 ≤ i ≤ m − 1 be the
smallest i such that c(xi) = 1, i.e. i is the first time that we apply a (C2)-reduction
in σ.

Case 1: i = 1. Put x = x1 so that we apply a (C2)-reduction to x, resulting in
the forests F [2] and F ′[2] on X coming from F [1] and F ′[1], respectively. Since
σ′ = (x2, . . . , xm) is a cherry picking sequence for F [2] and F ′[2] with w(σ′) < w(σ),
by induction there exists some phylogenetic network N1 on X that displays F [2]
and F ′[2] with w(σ′) ≥ r(N1).

We now show how to obtain a phylogenetic network N on X from N1 which
displays F [1] and F ′[1] and such that r(N ) = r(N1) + 1. This will complete the
proof for Case 1, since then w(σ) = w(σ′) + 1 ≥ r(N ′) + 1 = r(N ).

As we are in case (C2), without loss of generality we can assume that there is
a tree T in F [1] that contains the cherry (x, y), some y ∈ X. Choose an image
N1[F [2]] of F [2] in N1 and an image N1[F ′[2]] of F ′[2] in N1, both of which must
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exist since N1 displays F [2] and F ′[2]. We now construct N for each of the possible
(C2)-reductions.

(C2)(a): In this case, there exists some tree T ′ ∈ F ′[1] such that (x, z) is a cherry
of T ′ with z ∈ X − {x, y}, and F ′[2] = F ′[1].

(C2)(a)(α): Here, either F [2] = F [1]−ex or F [2] = F [1]−ey. Suppose first that
T = {x, y} (so that in particular, |L(T )| = 2 and F [1]− ex = F [1]− ey). Then to
obtain N from N1, we insert a new vertex v into the pendant edge for x in N1, a
new vertex w into the pendant edge for y in N1, and add in the edge {v, w}.

Now, if |L(T )| ≥ 3, then (x, y) is a proper pendant subtree of T . We explain
how to obtain N from N1 in case F [2] = F [1] − ey; the case F [2] = F [1] − ex is
similar. Let T ′′ be the tree in F [2] = F [1] − ey that contains x, and let e be the
edge in T ′′ that results from suppressing the degree 2 vertex in T − y which arises
from removing ey. To obtain N from N1, insert a new vertex v anywhere in an
edge e within the image N1[e] ⊆ N1[T ′′], a vertex w into the pendant edge for y in
N1, and add in the edge {v, w}.

(C2)(a)(β): For this reduction, ((x, y), p) is a proper pendant subtree of T , some
p ∈ X, and F [2] = F [1] − eS where S ∈ {p, ((x, y), p)}. Assume first that S = p.
Then F [2] = F [1]− ep. Let e denote the edge in T − p that arises from suppressing
the vertex of degree 2. To construct N from N1, insert a vertex v into any edge in
the image N1[e] of e in N1[T − p], a vertex w into the pendant edge for p in N1,
and add in the edge {v, w}.

Now assume S = ((x, y), p). Then F [2] = F [1]−eS . Out of the two trees resulting
from applying the reduction under consideration, let T ′′ be the phylogenetic tree
whose leaf set does not contain {x, y, p}. Assume first that |L(T ′′)| > 1. Let
e ∈ E(T ′′) denote the edge in T ′′ that arose from suppressing a vertex of degree 2
as part of the reduction. To construct N from N1, insert a vertex v into any edge
in the image N1[e] of e in N1[T ′′], a vertex w into the pendant edge for p in N1,
and add in the edge {v, w}. If |L(T ′′)| = 1, then let L(T ′′) = {q}. To obtain N
from N1, we define w as before, subdivide the pendant edge for q in N1 by a vertex
v, and add the edge {v, w}.

(C2)(a)(γ): For this reduction, ((x, y), (p, q)) is a proper pendant subtree of T and
F [2] = F [1] − eS , where S ∈ {p, q, (p, q), (x, y)}. If S ∈ {p, q} then N is obtained
from N1 by subdividing the pendant edges for p and q in N1 by adding vertices v
and w, respectively, and adding in the edge {v, w}.

We now suppose S = (x, y); the case S = (p, q) is similar. Let T ′′ be the tree
in T − eS whose leaf set does not contain x and y. Let e denote the edge in T ′′

that arose from suppressing a vertex of degree two. Similarly, let e′ denote the edge
{x, y} which is a tree in the forest T − eS . Then to obtain N from N1, insert a
vertex v into any edge of the image N1[e] of e in N1[F [2]], a vertex w into any edge
of the image N1[e

′] of e′ in N1[F [2]], and add the edge {v, w}.

(C2)(b): In this case, there exists a tree T ′ ∈ F ′[1] such that x and y are both
leaves in T ′ and neither x nor y is contained in a cherry of T ′.
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(C2)(b)(α): Here, F ′[2] = F ′[1] and F [2] = F [1] − ex or F [2] = F [1] − ey. We
then obtain N from N1 in a similar way to (C2)(a)(α) above.

(C2)(b)(β): Here, F [2] = F [1] and F ′[2] = F ′[1] − e, where e is the edge in
T ′ such that e contains the vertex adjacent to x but does not lie on the path
from x to y in T ′. Let T ′′ and T ′′′ denote the two phylogenetic trees such that
T ′ − e = {T ′′, T ′′′}. Assume without loss of generality that x is a leaf of T ′′′.
Then T ′′ cannot be an isolated vertex as x is not contained in a cherry in T ′. Let
e′′ ∈ E(T ′′) and e′′′ ∈ E(T ′′′) denote the edges resulting from suppressing the
vertices of degree two when removing e from T ′. Note that e′′′ is the pendant edge
for x in T ′′′. To obtain N from N1, we insert a vertex v into any edge in the image
N1[e

′′] of e′′ in N1[F ′[1]], a vertex w into the pendant edge of x in N1, and add in
the edge {v, w}.

(C2)(c): Here, the elements x and y are contained in different trees in F ′[2] and
neither of them is an isolated vertex or contained in a cherry in F ′[2], F ′[2] = F ′[1]
and F [2] = F [1]− ex or F [2] = F [1]− ey. To obtain N from N1, we proceed in a
similar way to (C2)(a)(α) above.

We now show that the network N constructed in each of the above cases displays
F and F ′. Note that, in all cases except for (C2)(b)(β), N clearly displays F ′ since
N1 displays F ′[2] = F ′[1] = F ′ (in particular, the new edge {v, w} is not contained
in the image of F ′) and, similarly, N displays F . For Case (C2)(b)(β), N clearly
displays F since N1 displays F [2] = F [1] = F , and to see that N displays F ′ a
similar argument to the one used for the base case w(σ) = 0 can be employed (in
particular, in every case except (C2)(b)(β) the new edge {v, w} is contained in the
image of F , and in (C2)(b)(β), the new edge {v, w} is contained in the image of
F ′).

Finally, it is straight-forward to check that r(N ) = r(N1) + 1 since, in each of
the above cases, to construct N we added in two new vertices and three new edges
into N1. This completes the proof of the theorem for Case 1.

Case 2: i > 1. Clearly, the subsequence σ′ = (xi, . . . , xm) of σ is a cherry picking
sequence for F [i] and F ′[i]. To obtain a phylogenetic network N1 with w(σ′) ≥
r(N1) which displays F [i] and F ′[i] we apply Case 1 to σ′. Since σ is a cherry-
picking sequence for F and F ′, the choice of i implies that either a (C1) or (C3)
reduction is applied to each of the elements x1, x2, . . . , xi−1 in σ. We can then use
a similar argument as in the base case with T replaced by N1 to insert the elements
xi−1, x1−2, . . . , x1 into N1 to obtain a phylogenetic network N on X which displays
F [1] = F and F ′[1] = F ′ and such that w(σ) = w(σ′) ≥ r(N1) = r(N ). □

5. Two technical lemmas

In this section, we shall prove two technical lemmas that are concerned with
how we can reduce the reticulation number of a phylogenetic network displaying
two forests whilst respecting the displaying property. We shall use these lemmas
to prove Theorem 6.1 in the next section.
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We start by introducing some further definitions. A pseudo-network N on X
is a connected multi-graph with leaf set X ⊆ V (N ) such that all non-leaf vertices
have degree 3. Note that any multi-edge in a pseudo-network can contain only
two edges, and that any pseudo-network that does not contain a multi-edge is a
phylogenetic network. Also, we extend the notions introduced for phylogenetic
networks to pseudo-networks in the natural way.

Now, suppose that N is a pseudo-network on X. A maximal 2-connected com-
ponent of N that is not an edge is called a blob of N . A blob B in N is called a
pendant blob in N if B is pendantless (i.e. any proper pendant subtree of B is a
leaf), and it has at most one cut-edge that is not a pendant edge. We say that a
blob B in N is incident with an edge e of N if precisely one of the vertices in e is
contained in V (B); if e is in addition a pendant edge containing a leaf x, then we
say that B is incident with x. We denote the set of leaves of N that are incident
with a blob B of N by L(B).

In what follows, we shall be interested in understanding what can happen to the
reticulation number of a phylogenetic network if we remove certain leaves or edges.
To this end, suppose that N is a pseudo-network on X. We shall call a sequence
N1, . . . ,Nk, k ≥ 2, of distinct pseudo-networks on X a simplification sequence for
N if either (i) |X| ≥ 2, N = N1, Ni+1 is obtained from Ni by suppressing a
single multi-edge in Ni and suppressing the resulting vertices of degree two for all
1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, and Nk is a phylogenetic network on X, or (ii) |X| = 1, k = 2 and
N2 is the isolated vertex on X. Note that by definition of a simplification sequence,
Ni is a phylogenetic network only if i = k.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose F and F ′ are two forests on X, |X| ≥ 2, and that N is a
pseudo-network on X with precisely one multi-edge which displays F and F ′. In
addition, suppose that the blob in N which contains the multi-edge is incident with
at least two cut-edges of N . Then there exists a unique simplification sequence
N1, . . . ,Nk for N . Moreover, Nk displays F and F ′ and r(N ) > r(Nk).

Proof. Suppose that N ′ is a pseudo-network that contains precisely one multi-edge,
and that the blob that contains this multi-edge is incident with at least two cut-
edges of N ′. Then it is straight-forward to check that the multi-graph N ′′ obtained
by suppressing the unique multi-edge is either a phylogenetic network on X, or it is
a pseudo-network on X with a unique multi-edge that is contained in a blob which
is incident with at least two cut-edges of N ′′. This implies immediately that there
is a unique simplification sequence N1, . . . ,Nk for N .

We now show that Ni displays the forests F and F ′, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Suppose
Ni displays the forests F and F ′, and that, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, the edge e
of the multi-edge in Ni is suppressed to obtain Ni+1. Choose images for F and F ′

in N , respectively. It is straight-forward to check that if e is not contained in the
image of F or F ′, then the pseudo-network Ni+1 displays F and F ′. Moreover, if
one of the edges in the multi-edge is contained in the image of F and the other in
the image of F ′, then clearly we can alter the image of F , say, so that only one of
the edges in the multi-edge is contained in the image of F and F ′. Since N displays
F and F ′, it follows that Ni+1 also does for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1.
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Finally, we note that r(N ) > r(Nk) since clearly r(Ni) = r(Ni+1) + 1, for all
1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. □

We now consider the effect of removing certain leaves from a phylogenetic net-
work that displays two forests. We first make a simple observation.

Observation 5.2. Suppose N = (V,E) is a phylogenetic network on X, |X| ≥ 2.
If x ∈ X and {u, x}, {u, v}, {u,w} ∈ E where u, v, w ∈ V − {x} are distinct, then
the pseudo-network obtained by removing the pendant edge {u, x} and suppressing
u is a phylogenetic network on X − {x} if and only if {v, w} ̸∈ E.

Using this observation we obtain:

Lemma 5.3. Suppose F and F ′ are two forests on X, |X| ≥ 2, and N is a
phylogenetic network on X which displays F and F ′. In addition, suppose that there
is a pendant blob B of N with |L(B)| ≥ 2 and some x ∈ L(B) such that the pseudo-
network on X − {x} obtained from N by removing x, the pendant edge ex ∈ E(N )
and suppressing the resulting degree two vertex is not a phylogenetic network. Then
there exists a phylogenetic network N ′ on X−{x} such that r(N ) > r(N ′) and N ′

displays F − x and F ′ − x.

Proof: Suppose |X| = 2 and X = {x, y}. Then we can take N ′ to be the vertex y
to complete the proof of the lemma.

Now, if |X| ≥ 3, then let N ′′ be the pseudo-network obtained from N when
removing x as described in the lemma. Note that N ′′ clearly displays F − x and
F ′ − x. Moreover, by Observation 5.2, N ′′ contains a unique multi-edge that is
contained in a blob B′ of N ′′ and, as B is a pendant blob of N and |L(B)| ≥ 2, B′

is incident with at least two cut-edges of N ′′. The proof of the lemma now follows
immediately by applying Lemma 5.1 to N ′′ and B′. □

We now consider what happens when we remove certain edges from a phyloge-
netic network that displays two forests.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose F and F ′ are two forests on X, |X| ≥ 2, and N is a
phylogenetic network on X that displays F and F ′. Let N [F ] and N [F ′] denote a
choice of images of F and F ′ in N , respectively. If e is an edge in a pendant blob
B of N with |L(B)| ≥ 2 and

(a) e is neither contained in N [F ] nor in N [F ′], then there is a phylogenetic
network N ′ on X that displays F and F ′ with r(N ) > r(N ′).

(b) there exists an edge f in some tree T ∈ F such that e is in the image N [f ]
of f in N [T ] but there exists no edge f ′ in a tree T ′ in F ′ such that e is
in the image N [f ′] of f ′ in N [T ′], then there is a phylogenetic network N ′

on X that displays F − f and F ′ and r(N ) > r(N ′).

Proof: Let e be as in the statement of the lemma. Remove e from B and suppress
the two resulting degree two vertices. Then it is straight-forward to check that
the resulting multi-graph N ′ is a pseudo-network on X with r(N ) > r(N ′) which
displays F and F ′ in case (a) and F − f and F ′ in case (b).
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IfN ′ is a phylogenetic network, this competes the proof of the lemma. Otherwise,
since by assumption B must be incident with at least two cut-edges, it follows that
we can apply Lemma 5.1 to complete the proof. □

6. Bounding the weight of a cherry picking sequence from above by
the hybrid number

In this section, we complete the proof of Theorem 4.1 by establishing Theo-
rem 6.1. Within the proof of Theorem 6.1, we shall use the concatenation σ ◦ σ′

of two sequences σ = (x1, . . . , xm), m ≥ 1, and σ′ = (y1, . . . , yl), l ≥ 1, which is
defined to be the sequence (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , yl).

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that N is a phylogenetic network on X that displays two
forests F and F ′ on X. Then there is a cherry picking sequence σ for F and F ′

with r(N ) ≥ w(σ).

Proof: The proof of the theorem essentially works as follows. We successively use a
combination of Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 on N and cherry-picking reductions on F and
F ′ plus induction to show that we may assume that the network N has a special
structure, and that the forests F and F ′ satisfy Observation 3.1(ii). We then use
this approach to show that we may also assume that N has a pendant blob with
at least 3 leaves, which allows us to also assume that (x, y), p) or ((x, y), (p, q)) is a
pendant subtree of one of the forests for some x, y, p, q ∈ X distinct, which permits
us to carry out a careful case analysis to complete the proof.

We can clearly assume that |X| ≥ 2. We also note that we can assume without
loss of generality that N does not contain a pendant blob B with L(B) = ∅. Indeed,
suppose that N contains such a blob B. Then remove B from N by taking away
the cut-edge associated to B, and then repeatedly suppressing any resulting degree
2 vertices or multi-edges until a phylogenetic network N ′ is obtained (which is
possible as |X| ≥ 2). Clearly, the network N ′ displays the forests F and F ′ and
r(N ) > r(N ′), and so we can take N to be N ′ instead. This process can then
be repeated if necessary until a phylogenetic network is obtained with the desired
property.

We now claim that we can also assume without loss of generality that N is
pendantless. Indeed, suppose that N has a proper pendant subtree T , say, with
|L(T )| ≥ 2. Pick any cherry (x, y) in T . If either x or y is a tree in F or F ′, say x,
then we can remove x from F and F ′ by using a (C3)-reduction to obtain forests
F − x and F ′ − x. And, if neither x nor y is a tree in F or F ′, then (x, y) is a
cherry in both F and F ′ because it is a cherry in N and N displays F and F ′. So
we can remove x, say, from F and F ′ using a (C1)-reduction. Since N displays F
and F ′ it follows that in either one of these two cases there exists a phylogenetic
network on X −{x} that displays the forests F −x and F ′ −x. We can repeatedly
remove elements (x1 = x, x2, . . . , xm), m = |L(T )| − 1, in the leaf set of T from F ,
F ′ and N in this way until only one leaf of T remains in the resulting phylogenetic
networkN ′′. Clearly, N ′′ has leaf set Y = X−{x1, . . . , xm}, N ′′ displays the forests
F1 = F|Y and F ′

1 = F ′|Y resulting from restricting F and F ′ to Y , respectively,
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and satisfies r(N ) = r(N ′′). Now, if N ′′ is pendantless and there is a cherry picking
sequence σ′ for F1 and F ′

1 with r(N ′′) ≥ w(σ′), then σ = (x1, . . . , xm) ◦ σ′ is a
cherry picking sequence for F and F ′ with r(N ) = r(N ′′) ≥ w(σ′) = w(σ) and so
we can take N to be N ′′ instead as well as F [1] = F and F ′[1] = F ′. Otherwise,
we can repeatedly apply the same argument starting with N ′′, F1 and F ′

1 until we
obtain a pendantless phylogenetic network which has the desired properties. This
completes the proof of the claim.

To complete the proof of the theorem, we use induction on r(N ). In what follows
we choose images N [F ] and N [F ′] of F and F ′ in N , respectively. For all trees
T ∈ F (respectively T ′ ∈ F ′), let N [T ] (respectively N [T ′]) denote the image of
T in N [F ] (respectively, T ′ in N [F ′]), and therefore in N .

Base Case: Suppose r(N ) = 0. Then N is a phylogenetic tree. By the previous
claim, we may assume that N is pendantless. But then N is an edge {x, y},
x, y ∈ X. Taking σ = (y, x) clearly gives a cherry picking sequence for F and F ′

with w(σ) = 0. This completes the proof of the theorem in this case.

Now suppose that the theorem holds for all phylogenetic networks N ′ with 0 ≤
r(N ′) < r(N ). Since r(N ) ≥ 1 and N contains no pendant blob B with L(B) = ∅,
it follows that N must contain a pendant blob B with |L(B)| ≥ 1. We present the
remainder of the proof as a case analysis based on |L(B)|.

If |L(B)| = 1 then L(B) = {x}, some x ∈ X. Suppose {u, v} is the cut-edge that
disconnects B from N with v ∈ V (B), which must exist since clearly B ̸= N . Let
N ′ be the graph obtained by removing B from N and replacing {u, v} with {x, u}
(i.e. the graph obtained by replacing B with leaf x). Clearly, N ′ is a phylogenetic
network on X that displays F and F ′. Since L(B) = {x} and B is a blob of N , it
is straight-forward to check that r(N ) > r(N ′). So, the proof can be completed by
applying the induction hypothesis to N ′.

So assume that |L(B)| ≥ 2. We now claim that we can assume without loss of
generality that no element in L(B) is a tree in F or F ′. Indeed, suppose that some
leaf x ∈ L(B) is a tree in F , say. Consider the pseudo-network N ′ obtained by
removing x and its pendant edge {x, u}, u ∈ V (N ), and suppressing u. If N ′ is a
phylogenetic network on X − {x}, then N ′ is pendantless, it displays the forests
F − x and F ′ − x which result from applying a (C3)-reduction, and r(N ) = r(N ′).
So, we can take N to be N ′ and F and F ′ to be F − x and F ′ − x, respectively,
instead. Moreover, after this substitution we can repeat this argument if necessary
until we obtain a pendantless phylogenetic networkN ′′ with a pendant blob B′′ that
displays forests F1 and F ′

1 with L(F1) = L(F ′
1) ⊆ X−{x} such that r(N ) = r(N ′′)

and either (1) |L(B′′)| ≥ 2 and there is no element in L(B′′) that is a tree in F1

or F ′
1, (2) |L(B′′)| = 1, or (3) |L(B′′)| ≥ 2, some element y ∈ L(B′′) is a leaf in

F1 or F ′
1, and for every such y the pseudo-network obtained by removing y from

L(B′′) and its incident edge from B′′ and suppressing the resulting degree 2 vertex
is not a phylogenetic network. In case (1) we can take N to be N ′′ and F ,F ′ to be
F1,F ′

1, respectively, to complete the proof of the claim. In case (2) we can apply
the argument in the previous paragraph for |L(B)| = 1 to complete the proof of the
theorem. And in case (3), we can take any y ∈ L(B′′) that is a leaf in F1 or F ′

1,
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apply a (C3) reduction to y, and apply Lemma 5.3 to F1, F ′
1, N ′ and y to complete

the proof of the theorem by induction. This completes the proof of the claim.

So, assume that N is pendantless and that it has a pendant blob B with |L(B)| ≥
2 such that no leaf in L(B) is a tree in either F or F ′. Then there must be some
cherry c = (x, y) in F or F ′, say in F , so that x and y are both in L(B). Let
T ∈ F denote the tree that contains c, and let {x, u} and {y, v} be the pendant
edges of N incident with x and y, respectively. Let γ denote the path in T from x
to y. Note that u and v must be contained in the image N [γ] of γ in N and that
N [γ] must contain at least three edges because u ̸= v since N is pendantless. Let
Ns[γ] denote the subpath of N [γ] from u to v so that, in particular, Ns[γ] must be
contained in B and must contain at least one edge.

Note that we can assume from now on that every pendant edge incident to B
and every edge in B is contained in N [F ] or N [F ′] (or both). Indeed, if a pendant
edge was not in N [F ] or N [F ′], then either F or F ′ would contain an element in
L(B) that is a tree in F or F ′, which contradicts our above assumption. And, if
there is some e ∈ E(B) such that e is not contained in N [F ] or N [F ′], then by
Lemma 5.4(a) there exists a phylogenetic network N ′ on X that displays F and F ′

and r(N ) > r(N ′). Applying our induction hypothesis would then complete the
proof of the theorem

We now claim that for the four cases in Observation 3.1, we may assume that
only case (ii) must hold for x and y.

Suppose Observation 3.1(iv) holds, i.e. x and y are contained in different trees
in F ′ and neither x nor y is in a cherry of F ′. Then as x and y are in different
trees of F ′, there must exist an edge e′ in Ns[γ] that is not in N [F ′]. So, by
applying Lemma 5.4(b) to e′, there exists a phylogenetic network N ′ on X with
r(N ) > r(N ′) that displays F ′ and either F − ex or F − ey, say F − ex. Since
x, y ∈ L(B) neither x nor y is an isolated vertex in F ′, and so we have applied a
(C2)(c)-reduction to F and F ′. Moreover, by induction, there is a cherry picking
sequence σ′ for F − ex and F ′ with r(N ′) ≥ w(σ′). Hence, σ = (x) ◦ σ′ is a cherry
picking sequence for F and F ′ such that r(N ) ≥ r(N ′) + 1 ≥ w(σ′) + 1 = w(σ),
and so the theorem follows.

Now, suppose Observation 3.1(iii) holds, i.e, x and y are leaves in the same tree
T ′ in F ′, but neither x nor y is in a cherry of T ′. If there exists an edge in Ns[γ]
that is not contained in N [F ′] then we can apply a similar argument to the one used
in the previous paragraph to conclude the proof of the theorem using a (C2)(b)(α)
reduction. So, suppose every edge in Ns[γ] is contained in N [F ′]. Let e and e′

be the edges in E(B) incident to u and v, respectively, but not in Ns[γ] (so, in
particular, neither e nor e′ is a cut-edge). Note that e ̸= e′ since if e = e′, then as
every edge in B is contained in N [F ] or N [F ′], this would imply that either F or
F ′ contains a cycle, a contradiction. Moreover, since every edge in B is contained
in N [F ] or N [F ′] and (x, y) is a cherry in F , it follows that one of the edges e, e′,
say e′, is in N [F ′] but not in N [F ], and that e is in the image N [f ] of the edge
f in T that is not in γ and that contains the vertex in T adjacent to x. So, by
Lemma 5.4(b), there exists a phylogenetic network N ′ that displays F and F − f
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with r(N ) > r(N ′). So applying a (C2)(b)(β)-reduction, we can apply induction
again to N ′ to complete the proof of the theorem.

Last, suppose Observation 3.1(i) holds, i.e, (x, y) is a cherry in F ′. Let e and
e′ be the edges in E(B) incident to u and v, respectively, but not in Ns[γ], as in
the previous paragraph, so e ̸= e′. Then as (x, y) is a cherry in both F and F ′

it follows that either e or e′ is contained in at most one of the images of N [F ] or
N [F ′], say e. Hence, if e is in neither image we can use Lemma 5.4(a) to complete
the proof of the theorem by induction, and if e is in only one image, we can use
Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C1)-reduction to complete the proof by induction.

So, as claimed above, we can now assume that only Observation 3.1(ii) holds,
i.e. that there is a cherry in F ′, say (x, z), with z ∈ X − {y}. Let T ′ denote the
tree in F ′ that contains (x, z).

We now claim that we may assume that |L(T )| ≥ 3. Indeed, suppose L(T ) =
{x, y}. Then T is a cherry in the form of the isolated edge {x, y}. Let e be the
edge in B that is not in N [γ] and contains the vertex adjacent to x. Then e is not
a cut-edge and e is not contained in N [F ]. Hence, e must be contained in N [F ′]
since, by assumption, every edge incident with a vertex in B is in N [F ] or N [F ′].
As (x, y) is a tree in F , we can therefore apply Lemma 5.4(b) with the roles of F
and F ′ reversed. It follows that we can use a reduction as described in (C2)(a)(α)
and apply induction to complete the proof. So, we can assume that T has at least
3 leaves.

Note that we can also assume that |L(B)| ≥ 3. If not, then L(B) = {x, y}, from
which it follows that (x, y) is a cherry in both F and F ′, which is not possible as
we are assuming that Observation 3.1(i) does not hold.

We now claim that we can assume |L(B)∩L(T )| ≥ 3. If not then L(B)∩L(T ) =
{x, y} and T is not equal to (x, y). So, if N = B, it follows immediately that
|L(B) ∩ L(T )| ≥ 3. And, if N ≠ B, then as |L(B)| ≥ 3 it follows that there
is some s ∈ L(B) − {x, y}. If s ∈ L(T ), then the claim holds. Otherwise there
must be some tree T ′′ in F with s ∈ L(T ′′). But L(T ′′) ̸= {s} by our above
assumptions. Moreover, if |L(T ′′)| = 2 then T ′′ is a cherry in the form of an isolated
edge. As L(T ′′) ⊂ L(B) (since N [T ] must contain the non-pendant cut-edge of N
incident to B and N [T ] and N [T ′′] are disjoint) we can apply the argument used
for L(T ) = {x, y} above to the cherry T ′′ to complete the proof of the theorem. So
the claim holds.

Now, as |L(B)∩L(T )| ≥ 3, we can assume that either ((x, y), p) or ((x, y), (p, q))
is a pendant subtree of T with x, y, p, q ∈ L(B) distinct. Let δ be the path in F ′

between x and z and let N [δ] be its image in N [F ′]. Note that N [δ] must have
length at least 3, and that we can assume that every edge in N [γ] is contained in
N [F ′], since otherwise there would exist some edge in Ns[γ] that is only in N [F ],
and we could apply Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C2)(a)(α)-reduction to complete the proof
of the theorem.

Let e be the edge in N that is not in the path Ns[γ] and that contains u.
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First, note that we can assume that e is in N [δ]. Indeed, suppose e is not in
N [δ]. If e is in N [F ′], then since we are assuming that the path Ns[γ] is in the
image of F and F ′, we get a contradiction (as then (x, z) would not be a cherry in
F ′)). And, if e is not in N [F ′], then it must be in N [F ]. Hence there must exist
some edge in B that is in N [δ] but not in N [F ]. So we can apply Lemma 5.4(b),
a (C2)(a)(α)-reduction removing ez from F ′ (with the roles of F and F ′ reversed)
and induction to complete the proof.

Second, note that we can also assume that e is in N [F ]. Indeed, if e is not in
N [F ], then we can apply Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C2)(a)(α)-reduction removing ez
from F ′ (with the roles of F and F ′ reversed) and induction to complete the proof
of the theorem.

Third, note that we can assume that every edge in N [δ] is contained in N [F ],
since otherwise we can apply Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C2)(a)(α)-reduction removing
ez from F ′ and induction to complete the proof of the theorem.

Now, suppose that ((x, y), p) is a pendant subtree of T . If T = ((x, y), p) and
z = p, then F and F ′ both have the cherry (x, z) which is not possible by our
assumptions. So p ̸= z, which implies that N [δ] must contain an edge that is not in
N [F ], which is not possible. Moreover, if ((x, y), p) is a proper pendant subtree of
T , then using a similar argument, we can apply Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C2)(a)(β)-
reduction with S = ((x, y), p) plus induction in case p = z and a Lemma 5.4(b) and
a (C2)(a)(β)-reduction with S = p plus induction in case p ̸= z to complete the
proof of the theorem.

Finally, suppose ((x, y), (p, q)) is a pendant subtree of T . Using similar argu-
ments to the last paragraph, if T = ((x, y), (p, q)) then, since N [δ] is in N [F ]
and N [F ′], it follows that z equals p (or by symmetry q), and so we can apply
Lemma 5.4(b) and a (C2)(a)(β) reduction with S = ((x, y), p)) plus induction to
complete the proof of the theorem. And if T ≠ ((x, y), (p, q)) and (i) z equals
p (or by symmetry q), then we can apply a (C2)(a)(γ) reduction with S = q,
or (ii) z ̸= p, q, then we can apply a (C2)(a)(γ) reduction with S = (p, q), plus
Lemma 5.4(b) and induction to complete the proof of the theorem. □

7. Discussion

In this paper, we have proven that the hybrid number of two binary phylogenetic
trees can be given in terms of cherry picking sequences. There are several interesting
future directions of research. For example, in [9] cherry picking sequences for an
arbitrary set of rooted, not necessarily binary, phylogenetic trees all having the same
leaf set are considered. Is it possible to extend our results to give cherry picking
sequences to arbitrary collections of not-necessarily phylogenetic trees (or forests)
all having the same leaf set? Also, in [9] it was shown that minimum weight cherry
picking sequences for collections of rooted phylogenetic trees lead to phylogenetic
networks which have a special structure (time consistent and tree-child). Do we get
phylogenetic networks with some special structure when we consider cherry picking
sequences for unrooted phylogenetic trees?
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As mentioned in the introduction, the hybrid number of two unrooted binary
trees is equal to the TBR distance between the two trees. Recently, there has
been some interest in improving algorithms to compute the TBR distance (see
e.g. [18, 19]), and some of the data reductions rules introduced in these papers are
similar to the rules that we used to define cherry picking sequences (for example, the
reduction described in (C2)(a)(β) is similar to the (*,3,*)-reduction in [18, Section
3.1]). It would be interesting to see if there is a deeper connection between these
two concepts, and to investigate whether, for example, the results presented here
could be used to improve depth-bounded search tree algorithms to compute the
TBR distance. To investigate this connection, a first step might be to understand
whether or not all of the reductions in the definition of a cherry picking sequence
are needed, or whether a somewhat simpler list of reductions might be found to
define a cherry picking sequence so that Theorem 4.1 still holds.

Finally, we have considered the hybrid number h(F ,F ′) for F and F ′ an arbi-
trary pair of forests on X. In case we restrict h to pairs of phylogenetic trees on X,
h is the TBR distance on the set of phylogenetic trees on X. It would be interesting
to understand properties of h for pairs of forests in general (e. g. is h related to some
kind of TBR distance on the set of forests on X?).
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